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i‘of a hypothes

*affect medlatLFg varrables with subsequent consequences.:

The purpose of the study was to determlne the effects

3 Lo
. i
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Abstract

i

¥

partlcular, 1ﬂ was hypothe51zed that readlng teachers who

lzed causal chaln whereby certaln antecedents

In

demonstrated the presence of a clear deflnlte bellef system

on an lnstructlonal approach would have smgnlflcantly hlgher

°

3

events would be cruc1al 1n determlnlng teacher effectlveness.

L

Readlng research has been characterlzed by 1nconclusmve

persuas:l.veness J.n 1ns tructJ.on .

¢

.‘claSSroom readlng achlevement than others who’ dldn t.
bellef or clear goals ought_ﬁo lead to correspondlng

behav1or in the classroom and clarlty, eff1c1ency and

.Clear.

results in determlnlng effectlveness of varlous methbds and

programs.

teacher w1th these methods W1th the Lntentlon of prov1ng that

the combination makes a. 51gn1f1cant dlfference.

The sample con51sted of 36 randomly selected Grade 2

%

classrooms.

thelr strategleslof_lnstructlon and were observeduln—the

. {

‘classrooms for approxlmately 20 sessions over a perlod of one.

school year.‘

and end of that school year.

.

Thls study attempted to link the "profe551onal"

The teachers were 1nterv1ewed and questloned on

The 1lnk1ng oftthese chalns of

Students were tested in readlng ‘at the beglnnlng

Analy51s of 1nterv1ew responses revealed that teachers

~

varled in - thelr bellefs on an lnstructlonal approach to readlng.

Further analysms of thelr con51stency 1n bellef and behav1or

?

‘g

——
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. teachers dJ.d not haVe clear deflnlte belJ.efs on an o ‘
B ) R

mf:l.cant d:l.fference between the reading achlevement means

i_hypothGSJ.Zed. Twenty f:lyve to thlrty-four perceqvt of the

" ‘." . .
£ . -

and thelr performance ratlngs revealed that the:Lr bellefs

also Varled m strength and credlbn.lrty. 'I‘he maJOrlty of

rnstructz.onal apprqach to readlng However, tests of 51g-

. Vi

of cons:.stent teachers and 1ncon515tent teachers proved

,posxtlve. Slmrlarly dJ.d tests between "clear‘ deflm.te hellef"

4teachers and those outs:.de th'at group prove hlghly 51gm.f1cant L

& !

.drfferences. ANOVA s: revealed no’ dlfferences 1n read:Lng

¥ .

‘.
»

achlevement could be accounted for by the J.nstructlonal method j':

i ‘ . "

- ?or by the bellef held when each of these ..factors operates

1ndependent1y Cr ‘ : “ . L ‘.' “" ', '_r,

-‘L»

Multlple regressmn analySJ.s was 'conducted on readlng

ga:.n for the effects fof the lJ.near comb:.nation of vaf:.ables

I,V

o varJ.ance J.n res:.auallzed read:.ng gaJ.n was accounted for by t

KR

each’ of the paths operating gingly. . .
C Some problems exlsted in the analys:.s due to the .‘ L
maccurac:.es arJ.sJ.ng from the use o:f forced cho:.ce 1nterv1ew

'questlons. Thls prevented. the establrshment of pOSltlve-

o 'causal connectlons between bellef, behaV1or, perfm.’mance

- of clear def:.nlte b%ef en

ratJ.ng and subsequent readln,g achlevemeﬁt. However, usmg

cons:u.stency and posut:.ve pejformance ratlrrﬁhas condJ.tlons

bled this. study to overcome the

v
b

‘lnltlal problems. :
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Cod . ‘ : . Ty
L A N e . CHAPTER I -~ . =~ =~ .. - . T
LI S o i fIntroduction~to.thefStudy~ f'_, L e
[l]{ : s A o g - - . - e . } - |
- o e S. Many of the theoretlcal congepts 1nvolved in the :
:‘ ' _\’ "1 s T i
i act of teachlng and discussed 1n thlS study.as well as the ' :
[ i -l ' ) . N -
31-j o sample and raw data used;came from a;mnﬂllarger study,
o e T .
Y oo S herelnafter referred to as ‘the. "Pro;eet" in. Whlch thlS
\" - 1nvest1gator was 1nvolved.\ ThlS progect was conducted at B .
' : ) Memorlal Unlverslty of Newfoundland by the Instltute of .u’i“
", : - A
. ‘ﬁ}\ Ay Educatlonal ResEarch and Development ‘and began in 1977 as - ©
do O . .
i x b i .a three-year neutrallstlc study of elementary c assroom
; L teach (xr"xg.L It was based on a model of classroom 1nstructlon‘
j._}‘;;,, - 1n whlch the teacher is seen as’ constructlng a ﬁfpertOLre i’
ST of strategles, generallzed patterns of behav1or, from the LT
B “ \« _ .,‘ T - . . * '
S ) lnterpretatlon\of antecedent condltlons and from 1mmed1ate
L s : and lon -term feedback from classroom experlence. -Under R -
RN 4 o ' ’ i |
A P thls model, effectlve teachers are seen- as; those who . R }
K] e N -'”A ot o . J_' e
A i ;1# . ﬂ.»construct approprlate strategles for the c1rcumstances at’ :,;/' :
iaf N ﬂ' hand whlle lneffectlve teachers are those wﬁb have falled E
' - a td construct such strategles. - > ; f
) 1 -"’ . |--:- “ 't »
a 5»"-\ -g: Thls study attempts to apply a slmllarly constructed
. T , L @ ' B ,‘
¥ o "model to the aot of teachlng classroom‘readlng and,E?us . o ,I;
e T - S
-, E R deflne effectlve and rion-, effectlve teachers of readlng. R ga*
i v ) ' PRI T - . . . . ) R B ‘ '
et K -Statement of the Problem — ] ’
T :'i ) ‘. o N B et 4 ’ L .
g:k ; ,f - f;en_’ B The teachlng of readlng has a con51derab1e hlstory SRR -1
R P of researéh and controversy over methods of 1nstruct10n that ‘ N
. 4 . .,. i K s
a8 f,g' are most\effectlve in enabllng students to read (Mathews,
'pj'i;- - \ | Tﬂ . | : : \
e e R :"( W*” e '.""‘: ” T ‘.-,;',',4.“'“,‘.'-\_.,.{,,‘.'. T , PRI - g
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11966). The great debate Stlll contlnues (Chall, 1967-

hsamuels,'1978) and while it does, research o~ teachlng'isv

1§, -,examlnlng the 1nstruct10nal process from another perspectlve.

’

P Thls relatlvely new approach to the study of teachlng assumesﬁ

that what: teachers do 1s affected by what they think’ (Clark,

4

;{*Ylnger 1979). It assumes that there may ‘be antecedents of
(- o 1nstruct10na1 behav1or srgnlflcant in their effect.‘,It

broadens the questlons of whlch 1nstructlonal behav1ors
N ’ 4

° “".-contrlbute to 1ncreased pupll performance to w hy thls should

be so.f In thlS context, then, McDonald (1976) found ev1dence
. o /
et to suggest that teacher bellef and attltudes are. antecedents

-

;mbre pdsrtrvely related to teacher behav1ors than others. '

Researchers further specuiate ‘that more spe01f1c content
G .'orlented bellefs w111 lead to an lncreased teachlng emphasrs

',1n the coirespondlng contentcwsthln the subject currlculum.
. W1th1n the framework of the eadlng class, then,'lt may-be
T posslble that teacher ‘belief 1n a partlcular content |
Lorlentatlon, that lS, word ldentlflcatlon or comprehenSLOn,
w1ll lead to an. 1ncreased lnstructlonal emphasrs 1n that K ¢
*ﬂ ‘ : ' ~_" content., Furthermore, clear goals in the m1nd of the teacher
%fﬁl ‘f;; would decrease the llkellhood of her belng dlstracted by a1ms
- other than those dlrectly related to the content at hand and

1ncrease the 11ke11hood of her devotlng more dlrect attentlon

and more tlme to that goal and content.

f<9 The present study was qoncerned w1th these lssues.

-.It sought to 1nvest1gate the presence of clear goals and

~;1dent1fy a bellef system that exlsts, 1n the mAnds of teachers,'

kS i . . Lo

2 o}




PRI

"~1n terms of 1ncreased t;me on- task and dlrect lnstructlon.

.lmportant as an 1nstructlcna1 empha51s in the readlng class.

. The . study also allows that no such “bellefs" may ex1st in

) clear bellefs that do exist, most recent readlng research

-

or a- comblnation of these two. Kamll (1978) concluded that*

on a readlng lnstructzonal emphas1s. It further sought to . ! v

T

examlne teacher behavzors for correspondences between the

bgllef and observed behavior. ‘,f .

‘ A‘defln;te goal may be indicated by various. teacher'

'hehaviors in the classroom} Crocker (1977) suggested that ‘
k
clear goals, should lead to 1mproved "efff01ency -, deflned

‘‘‘‘‘ e
a

Qlarity-andnpersuasiveness should also be a\result of clear

goalsv(MacKay, 1979) ATH‘ comblnatlon, then, of eff1c1ency,
/- .
clarlty, and persuaslveness should prove megnlngful as S

measure of assurance that a teacher -5 stated goal or bellef

v

is actually‘that'whlch;ls stated and’ not'somethlng élse. . N JE
: TheVfbeliefsﬁhinvestigated‘ln this study concern

those internalized‘strategies tHe teacher deems most

the mlnds of some teachers. . Lelthw00d, Ross and Montgomery
(1978) suggested teachers tend not to 1nvolve themselves in

global dec151ons on currlculum content.‘ HOWever, of the

1nd1cated teachers focusrng around a "code" emphaSLS,ia

f

"meanlng“ empha51s (Goldbecker, 1975 Duffy and Bawden, 1975)
teachers tend to be eclectlc in" their orlentatlon to readlng
1nstructlon. ‘-‘

It is expected that teacher behav10rs surroundlng

spec1£1c methods of readlng 1nstruct10n are as varled as




/

the bellefs that precede those behav1ors.

'

‘Mathews “(1966)
d0cumented the 2 500 year evolutlon of dlfferent 1nstru -

tlonal technlques used in reading and categorlzed them as
hOllStlc,

SubSklll and mlxed

Deverell (1974) stated there
are only two dlStlnCtlve methods for teachlng readlng - the
"synthetlc" and‘the "analytlc"

‘or, as Chall
"code empha51s" and “mean1ng-empha51s"

]

Y

(1967) found,

r

Most basal readlng
A /
programs used in schools today comblne these approaches////
(Chall, 1967) r : '

)

The degree to Whlch teachers'

bellefs correspond h
w1th thelr lnstructlonal behav1or has not been well researched
(MacKay, 1979)

However,

the correspondences or f‘ ons i
cies that are establlshed between percelved be lef and sub—

Rty

sequent classroom behav1or are suspect of belng cruclal in

A
determlnlng dlfferences between teachers and thelr effectlve—
ness in the classroom. Teacher varlables have been strong
Ybredlctors of classroom achlevement 1n recent research onv
teachlng (MCDonald, 1976)

[
In readlng 1nstructlon, Dykstra s
S,
(1968) research suggests 1t is nelther the: method nor the

!
'

u.

program that accounts for dlfferences in effectlveness, but
rather the teacher.

i
v
. B

ThlS study 1solates teacher bellef as a crltlcal
antecedent to 1nstructlona1 behav1or in the readlng class.

The relatlonshlp between the two 1s seen as the essentlal

characterlstlc that determlnes effectlveness. Fqﬁyhermore,

]
performance measures of clarlty, eff1c1ency and persua51ve-

-' . '
[l ‘

‘ness. should be a dlrect result of a clear deflnlte ‘belief

e .

'
e e st -J
' . . [

P

—
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:and characterlstlc of 1t. A model of these relatlonships

e

o

would 100k - 1ike the follow1ng

o

R \\\. s .
. o . B . .
[]

Teacher Belief -

in

~ .|Reading Strategy| |

Teacher Behavior. [ Classroom

AU

: .~ Reading -
, Predominant,/hlarity ‘ Achlevement
Activity = |/Efficiency
~ ' T | Persuasiveness |’

Purposes of the Study

The major purposes of thls study 1nc1uded an

~ . > v

'1nvest1gatlon into the follOWLQg

© L.

What are teacher bellefs regardlng the prlmary:
range of dlfferences‘that d15t1ngu1sh teachers?;
Does the conqruence between teacher bellef and

behav1or observed 1n the classroom make a

rdifference 1n,student reading ach1evement°,-

Do teachers who demonstrate conslstency 1n.
thought and actlon also demOnstrate clarlty,
eff1c1ency, and persua51Veness 1p the
1nstfhctlon? o ‘

Do teachers who are both con51stent and clear,

e

. efflclent and persﬁa31ve in lnstructlon 'achieve

more pOSltlve reading gains for_thelr classes

thah teachers who are not? d

-
1

'lnstructlonal strategy for reach1ng° Is there é7

[
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LU '

Y

There are several other p0551b111t1es for 1nvest1ga-:

tion pertlnent to’ thls study1 They 1nc1ude-

i)' Is teacher bellef more powerfulas predlctor
I'd - -

of readlng-achlevement*than the teacher' s-
predomlnant act1 ?'

ii) .. Is, clear bellef in' .one strategy of readlng
' lnstructlon more predlctlve of readlng R

N

achlevement than clear bellef‘ln another’t”

e 111) Is one method of readlng lnstructlon more

>/,
predlctlve of readlng achlevement than

another°

Civ) Is any one bellef or comblnatlon predlctlve s
of success 1n e1ther of the two subskllls in -
readlngfvocabulary (word_ldentrflcathn) or,

.’comprehension?‘r o |

v v e

! é_gnlflcance of the Study . 4~.<3

Research in. readlng lnstructlon has yet to arrlve '

at conclus;ve ev1dence to say that one method of teachlng

’readlng is more effectlve for readlng achlevement than
.'another.. Aside from varlables of .sex, ablllty,,age and the

‘-“socioeconomlc group of the students the teacher hlmself is:

an elu31ve quantlty to deal w1th Probably the fi st'
51gn1f1cant study in readlng to recognlze'%hls fac was the

Bond and Dykstra report (1967) In the seVentles, numerous

1arge scale natlonal studl ncorporated teacher varlablesj,

. 1nto'hypothe513ed models of e lnstructlonal pro ess and

«

.found "personality", "bellefs" and "attltudes” a counting

w» . !
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' for up to ten percent of. the varianee ‘in reading achievement
(McDonald,'19'76) " Duffy and Bawden (1979) attempted to
study the existence of teachers theories of instruction in~

readlng but’ d1d not.- follow up w1th any further hypotheses
\

once.these bellefs or“Pconceptlons" of readlng were. ldentlfied;

‘3

“V,Thls\anestlgator was unable to flnd ‘any research.followxng

up teacher 's bellefs in an lnstructlonal approach to readlng .

w1th helr subsequent behaVLor ‘in the teachlng 0f reading.

'_ The a estlon of’ whether teachers behave in/a manner con51stent

N CaY N .

;w1th thelr stated bellefs 1s ‘an 1ssue to be dealt with 1n )

-

~ 1

‘the reSearch~ Teacher<behav1or 1n termB of methods ‘and
programs has recelved w1de attentlon 1n the past. 'The'
antecedents of . that behavxor could prove 51gn1f1cant in :”
Vldentlfylng dlfferences between teachers. If lndeed clear

‘ deflnlte bellefs can be 1dent1f1ed on the part of teachers

_as opposed to no spe01f1c bellefs (whereby for example, a

',teacher percelves hlmself as hav1ng no. 1nfluence and does.

'—routlnely what the basal or currlculum gulde says), then it

is quite p0551ble, accordlng to the llterature, that such a

e

dlstlnctlon between teachers can account for effectlveness

. 1n 1nstructlon.

The study of teacher bellefs regardlng an 1nstruc—4
_tlonal empha51s in readlng lS relatlvely ‘new and needs‘
"replicatlon. ThlS study attempts to do that. The notloh
_ that conSLStency or lncon51stency between bellef and actlon

or’ that clear deflnlte belief or. no clear be11ef can make a
tl e l

dlfference 1n student readlng achlevement is even newer and,ﬁ ;
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f dOne so by thls 1nvest1gator by flttlng together more

(them to ‘the’ readlng 51tuat10n.'

or clear definite belief ahdfreading:achi vementJW'It is-

ffor thls reason that thls study may have heoret1ca1 agd
‘._ practle?ﬂ s;gnlflcance. If such a relatl nshlp can be

establlshed 1t w111 lend furtheghproof to the 1mportance of

e YA

..the teacher in determlnlng effectlvenehs of a reading
“method" or "empha51s" : A p051t1ve relat onship'wohld aISQl.

.speak to readlng educators,'teachers and . esearchersfon the

91gn1f1cance of "professronallsm"'and "g al settlng“‘in the

.teachlng process, ' N L

-

leltatlons of the Study

There were three maln llmltatlons con51dered. They

&

R e
are;-, (1) theoret;cal limitatiqgns, (2).data.gather1ng

‘, n—‘

llmltatlons, and (3) measuremen llmltatlons.
It was thlS 1nvestlgator}s observat;on that there
was, 1n fact, very llttle well grounded theory 1n the

research literature for the hypotheses put forth 1n thls
T l

‘study. What was uncovered were relatlvely very new 1de? |
in the fleld of research that were untested and hypotheSLzed .

v OF suggested as pOSSlbllltleS arlslng from previous studles.-

Much of the theory formulated as a ba51s for - hypotheses was

generallzed theorles abOut the act of teachlng and applying -
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'teacher belief ina particular emphasis 1n-read1hg,

\\‘".4 ?_9:— .
> . ) : | .
N In gatherlng data severai%llmltatlons have to be
'Q; con51dered. The "Interv;ew Schedule", used to determ1ne

a -

created

some problems in analysms.

Because no one questJ.on was

: /
asked by the 1ntervrewer regardlng a phllosophy of readlng

— r 1

1nstruct10n or bellef ln atpartlcularfapproach thls

- . I
- ‘e

lnves 1gator was forced to subjectively deduce ffbm several ‘

[
///ques710ns on’ readlng lnstructloﬁ just what bellefs or
c

To av01d blaS as much

-

onzlctlons the teacher hadL_lf any

as jpossible, crlterla for analy51s of responses were

-

“';f,e abllshed baseJ on the kind of questlons asked and the type w'lQ>

N L

£ answers expected Furthermorey there was . very 11ttle room J-

for the 1nterv1ewee to Indlcate the, pggsence 9f "no SpElelc

bellef" or lndlfference.v The very nature of thp 1nterv1ew

'ltself was forced response. Wlthln the questlons themselves N

[y

-

meanlng and error in, ana1y51s.

i

The termlnology ‘was cumbersome

there were also many problems.

v

o

and often unclear 1eavung much room for mlsunderstandlng of
1

-

t

In gatherlng observatlon data durlng classroom v151ts

the tra1ned~observers were randomly aSSlg d«to teachers..“

However,

1nstead of rOtatlng, the observers tended to stay
' '// ',:' ) w1th the same teachers durlng the year. Although thls may 1 , ' .
not have affe ted ihy recordlngs of tlme spent on act1v1t1es,-

1t ls suspect d that it may have adversely affected Observer,j

ratlngs of teachers where a certaln amount of subject1v1ty is
. . 9
Rathgs may have tended to remaln constant durlng ’

T

involved.

- -

‘.the_year.ij R

Ly
! Z
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arge “enough. for some generallzablllty on total group

3 N
¢ {

utcomes creates some problems when put into a grld system .

AS\éxpected some of the cell membershlps are»too o

f cells.f
In‘addition, any . Lo

PR L] i
:i K “' The random sample of 36 Grade 2 classrooms, while l” %";
‘©
-l
1
Q
\

T S smail for ,any statement or conc1u51on.'
’ conclu51ons drawn w1ll be llmlted to Grade 2 readlng classes-‘-

S ly.- This ls especlally lmportant in view of the suspected 2 y

l_, lsen51t1v1ty of readlnﬁ\Lgstructlonal emphases to student ageio !

l\i

‘and - maturatlon levels (Harrls, Slpay, 1971) ) i A

The statlstlcal tests chosen for analy51s of the -

-

'data, t tests and ANOVAS to*ketermlne 51gn1f1cant dlfferences

between the means of selected groups, are’ adequate for the.. ‘ ' '
'purposes of thlS study ﬁowever, they do not quantlfy the g '

relatlonshlps suggested or: glve predlctlng values for them.’}

Multlple regre551on analy51s was used for this purpose but / )
B

wangreatly encumbered by the nomlnal characterlstlcs of ;

"many of the independent varlables., These two ‘sets of nomlnal

-~

varﬂables were not collapsed to form .a 51ngle predlctlng /

equatlon for the dependent varlable readlng galn. Thus the. :

' l

'study w0uld not be determlnlng the total varlance accounted

for hy all the var1ables.-~'

) ST e . 3 N - . .
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;w1th student readlng achlevement. The questlon as stated

- Y .

'behav1or and lt outllnes the dlmenSLOns of the fleld of

'between,e pressed strategles and the mannexr in which these

L Voo . .
L I . s 4
O .

Tt RevieW'of‘theiﬂiterathre o

- AR
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The question of whether teachers have certain-

='concept10ns of 1nstruct10na1 practlces in readlng that -

influence! what they do 1n readlng may have practlcal

.

sxgnlflcance 1n an 1nvest1gat10n studylng thlS relatlonshlp

N

1mp11es a model of 1nstructlon that needs further elabor—

atlon. It assumeS\that it 1s 1mportant to answer the

v

questlon of ‘wh x teachers engage in partlcular forms of

1nvest1gat10n_suggest1ng broad relatlonsh;ps between.

antecedent, conseduent and'mediating conditions. The

LR

1mp11ed model, in 1ts 51mplest 11near form, sees teacher_

~,behav1ors regarded as the meahs or tactlcs by. whlch Fhe

‘te?cher attempts to 1mplement a- teachlng strategy It

poses an i erestlng questlon of congruence "in thls context

P

“ strategles are manlfested in ‘the classroom'(e.gJ[ a teacher

may, in descrlblng objectlv s 1n readlng, express a p051t10n

[

-whlch lS lncongruent w1th that teacher s classroam behavxor)

v
v 1

"fIt alsc poses an 1nterest1ng questlon on the degree of

A

'1nfkuence percelved by the teacher 1n the dec131on—mak1ng

’process {e. g., a teacher may percelve.a certaln readlng B

‘currlculum-—a basal program~~1mposed on- her w1th no

B

CHAPTER TI . e e

Te
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flexlblllty of 1nstructlonal modeh and thls ln turn may bear

S

'(dlrectly on her teachlng behav1or 1n the classroom.«‘ u"i. g

o
. "

The Model

-

. ‘A Wide»variety'of theoretical formulations have been

) lused to ldentlfy Varlables that might . warrant lnvestlgatlon
‘1nto classroom processes and to derlve process-product . .
'TVT'f "frelatlonshlps (Crocker, 1976). Perhaps the closest theory to -ﬁﬂ"
"the classroom settlng model ‘as percelved in thls study comes.

,from the soc1a1 pSychologlcal, and SOClOllhgulStlc views of . . ' . /'

'teachlng that see the classroom representlng a collectlon ‘of
.

1nd1v1duals in a- settlng which requlres 1nterpersonal ‘inter-
"{'

‘actlon (Barker, 1963,~Barker & Gump,v1964, Barker, 1968;.

ﬁernstein,.1§7l) Barker s work on’ "behav1or settlngs“ and

'the “behavror stream".represents an’ attempt to 1ncorporate

all elements of a settlng (such as. classroom) lnto a 51ng1e [

Jframework for lnvestlgatlng all p0s51ble relatlonshlps whlch:;

_mlght ex15t between components of the settlng : Bernsteln
;. 'proposes that teachlng be con51dered in two ways- brganlzatlon ‘, ;:. =
:‘x‘,f' _ . of subJect matter, "classlflcatlon",;and.the structure of".. o
Lo B .>“ " the pedagogy used, "framind". both of whlch can serve as a
ba51s for unlfylng a varlety of spec1f1c teacher beharrors d?

Ain. the classroom.

/ i _ ) A general model of teachlng that serves to link- the 2

classroom process 1tself to broad classes of antecedent and

consequent varlables was proposed by Dunkln and Blddle (1974)

‘;and modified by Crocker (1976) The model expressed,‘ln a

-

- i
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' '1976) + The. cruclal varlables, therefore, may be those the

o classroom and to the readlng lesson. "‘ ‘ B

=13 - BT e

« . - © - '.. ... '
. . L0 . . ' Lo ' . * .
Y

broad sense, the p0531ble forms of 1nteractlons between"'

‘.varlables ln the settlng and "how these 1nteractlons may be

lnfluenced by varlous constralnts;‘ It also illustrated thev

[ 1)

" goal- dlrected nature of- classroom processes.. Varlables

"iwhlch constltute the boundary condltlons, deflned as those 1

it

[out classroom act1v1t1es, are found to resemble Lundgren 's

-concept of "frame‘factors (Lundgren, 19?2) and.are' 'w;'

"k
. o <t
con31dered antccedent to teachlng strategles. HOWever, the-

,dlstlnctlon between such boundary c0nd1tlons and teacher‘ :

’

perceptlons dlssolves when one con51ders that a boundary

'condltlon must be 1nterpreted and acted upon by the teacher

\

"beyond the control of the teacher in plannlng and carrylng“'

i

before 1t can lnfluence teacher declSlon—maklng (CrOCker,, o

-

teacher percelves as hav1ngqthe greatest lnfluence.-v-

L

leferences between teachers then, would be a manmfestation

Tx ‘n\

of dlfferences in percepthns and in- strategles derlved from
‘these perceptlons. These dlfferences-may ultlmately bew

_reflected in classroom behav1or and pupll outcomes. This

1nvest1gator derlved the follow1ng theoretlcal models as.

'suggestlons of 1nstructlonal processes applled to the

1‘ !

et . . .3
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Teacher as Declslon—Maker

Lelthwood, Ross, and Montgomery (1978) SUmmarlzed a0 o |

T a brpad body of research on teacher decls;on-maklng and - L R o

'1nfluence varlables thereof.: They suggested that teacher "; L

, g
. dec1510n—mak1ng is characterlzed by relatlvely few external

. ;;z 1nf1uences and by relatlve 1solat10n espe01ally 1n dec1s1ons'“

l - Lot
.
Nely! claserOm 1nteract10n and types of classroom act1v1t1es.

° .vHowever, teachers, they conqluded, tend not to be 1nvolved

in decisions about global concepts and currlculum content. :
T

g The research of Lelthwood Ross and Montgomery (1978)

r-" ’ .
themselves suggested that teachers have abdl ated respons—.

, ;'Doyle and Ponder (1978) argued that teacher decrs‘on~mak1ng
Co ", oo 1s domlnated by’ a "practlcallty ethlc" and any’ 1nnovatlon a
- * ' . ' Y ‘.’.' o
‘ must be assessed as to 1ts 1nstrumental content (practlcal

fi_ classroem use), 1ts congruence with the teacher s perceptlons, -

i .

'ifjkf B and jts cost (potentlal return on time and effort lnvested).4 s

MacKay*s (1979) exploratlon 1nto the relatlonshlp ", .;&'

v . . . ‘ .
R o . - . -

g"‘ ST between teacher . thought processes and bebav1or used pre- and -

post—lesson 1nterv1ews and hlgh 1nference measures of teacher

\z? oo - behavror anludlng clarltg and persuasrveness.. ﬁe found a?."
T T o i\ . . Lo t

clear relatlonshlp between teacher thoughts and claSSroom

P S behav10r, the thoughts and comments belng,ln general, }

-~

~t&congruent Wlth the observed behavioral data.. However,jhe}-:

" also suggested that the conclu51on of congruence may be an S

io
!
)
|
L]
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. "efflciency" in 1nstructlon = eff1c1ehcy be1ng deflned in -

. r
‘, -
@ ¢

inevitable result of the forced—chorce quallty of the_

K —

1nterv1ew %Pestlons. Cfbcker (1977) suggested that-

’

teachers who have clear goals should also demonstrate.'

terms of 1ncreased tlme on task and d1rect instructlon

s/’“- ' L -
Classroom Brocessesf - I __— ~.*‘L -

. . et

Overrldlng the classroom process model are notlons

of structure and control that are thOught to lderlfy the

general domalns 1n whlch teacher plannlng and defision maklng.

B ] - 2 °

-,would take place (e g., structure—-lesson sequenclng, use of.-

materlals, objectlves planned, etc., control-wgroup management;'

. cIassroom cllmate, gnouping) (Dunkln &*Blddle,-l974) The

S ..
//,<o| alysrs, a venture,.deflned as .A set of verbal utt

concepts of structure and control have been proposed by |
Crocker (1976) -as dlmen51ons along. whlch the general mode of

operatlon of the teacher can be 1nvestlgated.; For the .

\

purposes of thlS study structure Wlll be the prlmary d1mensron

1n the, lnvestlgatlon. l' S '.3 J:', .o

-
B In the attempt to examlne a teacher s plan on. the one,

hand and her classroom behavxors on the. other Smlth and MeuxA

(1962) recognlzed the fundamental distinction betWeen_

~

.strategxes, as large scale moves, and tactlcs, as small units

of'dlscourse._ Smith et al. (1967) 1ntroduced a’ 51ngle unit -

1°

- deallng wrth a slngle toplc or orlented towards a sp'c1f1c_

goal. Nuthall (1976) subsequently reported that b o 1atlon—‘-”

'-J ships did exlst between occurrences of spec1fxc types of

’ ventures and pupll concept learnlng.;

';Q\-
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c\; '.‘A P Teacher Behav1ors and Student Achlevement

L] ) 3
i \ et o A51de from what teachers thlnk,the relatlonshlp

between what teachers do and 1ts effects on- student achleve-
~ment has been studled for decades prlmarlly from a theoretlcal
!'perspectlve .oxr “commltment"‘on the part of the lnvestlgator

(Dunkln & Blddle, 1974) Schwab's (1969) "practlcal" antl-
NI 5theoret1cal p051tlon, not- unllke Barker.'s (1968) behavior
”settlng concept is- con51stent w1th the model .on classroom
'iprooesses, that 1s, an lnvestlgatlon 1nto poss;ble relat10n-~

s
,shlps starts~w1th the system as 1t currently ex15ts.

<exper1ence&y1th the event and objects 1n an env1ronment
L i J
Tt produces knoyledge about the cue value of recurrlng strmull."

| l .Brunsw1k s'model focuses attentlon on the processes lnvolved
in. learnlng to utlllze classroom cues that have ecolog1ca1
. X valldlty in the sense of SLgnalllng performance expectatlons.
gf}“- . ) ':"' ’ Tamlr 61975) in a study of the comparatlve effects
. A of dlfferent currlcula prov1ded some ev1dence for ‘the
development of cue, preferences. He found, for lnstance,\
1 ; . that students who had long—term experlence w1th a. BSCS
| Mathematlcs curnlculum exhlblted a preference for inquiry .

um&s ln contrast to recail tasks. Walker .and Schaffarzxck

. '(1974) presented a strong argument for "content 1nclu51on"

v

and "emphasis“ as molar varlables whlch lnfluence student
learnlng to a. greater extent than more molecular unlts of

o :; “classroom processes., The studles theg/rgv1ewed showed that

\

'f. L - Brunska (l952, 1955) and Snow (1968) postulated that f‘ i

E‘H’ ey W
- E
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-I'div_fferent c,ur'ricula are Jvassociated with di'fferent patterns

[

- of ach“iei’ement‘. ' From a 51m11ar perspectlve, then, it might

be possrble to 1nterpret pr0cess-product ev:l.dence con.cernJ.ng
the effects of such .varJ.ables as cl-arlty arrd task orlentatlon.
They would functlon to reduce the complex1ty of students

A J.dentlfyl.ng performance expectatlons.,‘ Such tea.dher behav:.ors

wouid therefore increase the total number of students who are

i ahle to;locate performance expectatlons and, in turn, would’

t . 0

raise class mean ach:.evement.

Teacher behav:Lors, as’ conventlonally measured, seldom

¢

account for more than ten percent of the varlance in learnlng

. outcomtes (Anderson & Kaplan, 1974; Walberg,- 1971; Heath &

I

. Study, Phases II and IIIA (McDonald 1976- Joyce, 1975)

N.Lelson, 19 74). However, teacher lnfluence does operate
1nd1rect1y through the manner' in whlch a teacher deflnes and
manages the performance grade exchange T Gump (1964) argued
s:.mllarly that teacher effects occur prlmar:Lly through the
act.'LV:Lty structufés teachers establ:.sh in classrooms. "By A
cre-atlng classroom tasks, .in other ,words, a teacher actlvates
a par't’icular- .s'et of .stude,nt'r'espon,ses which result imr

achlevement . ;

The strength of the academlc orlentatlon of :Lnstruc—
‘tion is. p031t1vely r_elated~to student ylearnlng (Marllave, ‘

: 19'76)" The findihgs ?from the Beginnin‘g Teachers' Evaluation'

conSLStently :Lndlcated thatt:.nstructlon, clearly and
exp11c1t1y structured to atta:.n speca.fled academlc goals, -

supported by the teacher 'S. management of the physical
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env1ronment of the classroom,~ 15 conduc1ve to higher student o

achlevement. Goal dlrected, hlghly structured 1nstruct10n,
was also pos:.tlvely related w1th student learnlng as

-represented in the data of.BTES ITIA (1975), Gage_ (1963)

‘and Stallings (1975).. Brophy and Evertson (1974) found that

less successful teachers were more concerned with emotional

. . : - ‘©
than with academic needs. .
Sheer quantlty of academlc 1nstruct3.on receJ.ved by

-, the student 1s cons:.stently related to posltlve student

llearm.ng outcomes (J.ncludes both the amount of :Lnstructlonal '

J

time and the amount of content covered) (Stalllngs & .

Kaskow:.tz, 1974; McDonald, 197&) McDonald noted nTF

'students have not been taught « . Some '. . e conten't' x

- ‘procedure, they 51mply do not do well on those port:.ons of
|

‘ the test relevant to that top:.c" (p. <27) . Teachers who

g
L

maintain a strong academic’ focts as in ‘the Stallihgs' study

: \ (1974), were "task oriented" "(Bennet‘t, '1976) or "determined

; Tthat'their s‘tudents learn” (Brophy & Evertson, 1974) w‘ere‘-
found to yleld p051t1ve, cons:l.stent results in achlevement 4'
& o

.‘ in. read:Lng and mathematlcs.

Sone- s:.gm.f:.cant recommendatlons emerged for this

study from the Phase II and IITA BTES flﬁdlngs. Both the

‘ Joyce report (1975) and the shavelson and Dempsey report

"-'(1975) recommended that research on 1nstructlon examlne the:

-

" partlcular areas of reading and mathematlcs content covered

r .

~in - relat:l.onshlp to the .partlcular reading and mathemat:.cs 4

. skills for whi'c:h students' learninhg.is 'det_i\on_s.trated‘. , It

N
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. (1975) stated that -

B B
. was S\':ngested that »instru.g:tion in a p’articﬁlar oontept area
should show a stronger ‘and more generallzable relat:.onsh:.p
« o’ learnlng J.n the same content area than 1t wuuld to o /

learnlng :u? other academlc content areas.'’

Research 1n Readlng Instructlon

More and ore research s‘uggests that effect:we

'

3 teachers are dec:L

'on—makers who engage in J.nformatlon

~

‘Such

-research on teachJ.ng is of partlcular J.nterest because of g

-processinq '(Shulman,' 1975 H Shulman” & Elstein, 1975). . -

:1ncreas.1ng ev:.dence that 1nstruct10nal effect:.veness in

readlng- i t:.ed to teachers rather than to programs (Bqnd‘:

& Dykstra, 1967; Early, 1975) Combs, Blume rand'Nelwman‘l

4

“the teacher s prlvate world of -

perceptlons determlne effectlveness and Brophy and Good

(1974) emphas:.zed that lt is the “teacher's. belief system o oo

or conceptual base" th.ch is especlally 1mportant.

Read:l.ng L ‘\\

-educators po:.nt to conceptlons of readlng in partlcular. ' ) S \
\ T,
Carro'll and Chall (1975) concluded that the teacher st \

systems of bellefs about how dlfferent chlldren learn to

read 1.s cruc:.al Goodman and Watson (1977) °argued that

teachers shoulé’he able to art:.culate the.. . (read:Lng) - ' \

.' . program s theoretlcal base e ." Kamll ahd

Pearson (1979) statﬁd it this way - "dlﬁferént models of .

read:.ng suggest dlfferent :Lnstructlonal pract:.ces" and that
¥

teachers theoretlcally make dlfferent J.nstructlonal dec151ons

dependlng upon theJ.r ,partlcular "model" or. cOnceptlon.

. ¢
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Thé Reading Process

B 4 . t ..
i e e e e e , s

Kamil (1978) described four modeis"-of"re.ading, out

.of a large number that exlsted, to represent dlfferenQes 1n:

'emphasrs. .In the 1n1t1at10n of the readlng process there
'are the “top—down" models ' (Goodman, 1948) 1n whlch a‘reader:‘
‘generates hypotheses to be. ver1f1ed by, the prlnted materlal,j
Aand the "bottom-up" model (Gough 1972 LaBerge & Samuels,

1974) inm which the act of readlng is 1n1t1ated by the v15uall.

)

(prlnted) st1mu11 and termlnated by semantic lnterpretatlon.
:These are not necessarlly mutually exclu51ve processes ‘as 1n!
:the case of the Rumelhart model (1976) wh1ch descrlbed the *
hlnteractlve nature of the proceSSLng Both- the Gough model

‘,and the LaBerge and Samuels model assumed that readlng lsl

composed of. subskllls. Goodman s emphasrzed the hollstlc

nature of the readlng process in which at the hlghest

prof1c1ency level no subskllls are dlsCernable. Rumelhart's;

'p031tlon is that readlng can be elther a component sklll orV

hollstlc process. Barr (1574) has ev1dence to suggest that_fs

training in.cbmpohent skllls (code empha51s) does not

'-automatlcally transfer to holistic proce551ng (meanlng

emphasis). She lndlcated that transfer skllls needed to be

taught spec1f1cally. - - '.5

The dlchotomy between decodlng and comprehen51on is

‘clear in most of the models descrlbed. "Bottom—up" models

assume word recognltlon skllls (decodlng) most lmportant

.
before comprehen51on (comprehen51on only becomes 1nmortant

R
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when decoding skills are automatic) . "","Ifop?-'-dowh" nodels '
stress corhprehen'sion as most" important, with more exriphasis_

on’ context "and verrfylng "guesses" and very' little on "pure™ "

',due to’ J.napproprlate models of cogm.tlve processes and[poor
must proceed, as do authors of basal texts,,as lf there were
‘subskllls and that they cah be taught. Teachers do- see com-

" students’ readlng abllJ.ty (Beebe & . Bulcock, 1978; Conners,

' 1978). I o T

. process ‘..(whole 'wo.r_d, look-say) respectlvely This dlﬁference

is _o'ften‘ not referred- to in-other models .of rea‘di_rig."

«

word recognltlon (Kamll, 1978).

[T I . . ‘\.

These models a551gn comprehens:Lon to relatn.vely

undlfferentlated processes labeled "mean:l.ng and do not

address the 1ssue of whether comprehen51on is: speclflcally

composed of subskllls. Kam11 further corieludes that research,

-methodology, prov:.des 1nsuff1c1ent answers. to the lssue dn

questlon. .'For' J.nstructJ.onal purposes; he stated, teachers . . :, \}._‘

,r.o L

prehenSLOn as the s:l.ngle most lmportant ouLtcome in ratrng

19 80)‘ " The dlfferences among teachers, howeVer 11es in the .

method of J.nstructlon or area of emphas:.s used to arrJ.ve ‘at -

'the same general outcome (Ruddell 1978' Shands, 19_74, Kam:n.l,‘.- . -

= . Word recogna.t;.on is, dlfferentlated in the models out—

‘ llned by Gough and La.Berge-—Samuels as beJ.ng a v::.sual serlal-’

\

izing process (phonet:.c decodlng) and a v:Lsual feature analys:.s /

!
S

o .. . R N .
’ . . . . v v . ' $
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Teacl)er COncht:Lon of Readlng '

Do teachers conceptuallze readJ.ng m terms of the -

emphasis desc.rlbed by Chall? Do they have a theory of

et IR I e e e g
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;hinstruCtionfin reading? puf fy :and Bowden'(19?9)‘foundﬁthata

'nteachers did have conceptions of-reading<but they were not

) . i . . . - o oo . R . o RO

Nat, . - '» . ,‘ o L. ‘,,' [

- ones identifiable in the literature.. -Instead, they focused

around "content'centered".and “puﬁil centeredﬁ‘with;the

.former encompassing congeptions such'as~basal texts and

linear skills and'the\iatter encompassing natural language,

interest, and integrated curriculum modess . Ih'cases where,

: teachers do have multlple conceptlons of readlng, the

tendency 1s to select similar concepthns. For 1nstance, a-

"basal“ conceptlon lS llkely to go with: an"phonetlc skllls"

or, "51ght words" conceptlon and 1ess llkely +to go with
"self-selection of" trade books"hor a "language experlence"
conceptlon.» Goldbecker-. (1975) ‘in a rev1e% of research in .
readlng for 1nstructlonal purposes found these/same

conceptlons but concluded that - they belonged under only two

»headlngs, code—empha51s programs and meanlng—empha51s ‘programs.

'Code—empha51s 1ncorporated phonlcs, varlous llnguxstlcs

approaches and—the initial teachlng alphabet. Meanlngwemphasis"

programs‘included the basal approach, individualized,reading

i

" and COncept development (as a prerequisite to vocabulary

' development) : o - E "'.'n - . R

Deverell (1974) examlned the termlnology used when

authors descrlbed "methods of reading 1nstructlon. Rather'

Ithan methods or strategles they tended tO*be "tactlcs“ by
Hwhlch the maln strategles were put Lnto action. "Strategy
- is overall plan of actlon, tactics are the deta;ls{ﬂ (b.:35)

‘ The tWO'main.strategies_have'been known. for several -hundred
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years as thev"synthetic"dmethod'and3the-"analytic" method

Frel PR

Furthermore, “he expressed the follow1ng oplnlon:

. "We shall assume- that children who learn
; 'synthesize must .almdet immediately learn

to
to

analyze, and vice versa.

That is, regardless

- these two ‘being the only strategies in reading 1nstruct10n..

’

Readlng Achlevement

of the approach used initially, urrless . learners
ultimately master the .total process, they will

" be deficient in readlng -and :in other closely
related skllls. (p 35} .

‘<Chall (lQGll/earller had reclass;fled teachlng nethods

. I
into - “meanlng empha51s" and "code empha51s" approaches because

she had found that teachers and authors of reading text‘s L

_ placed more 1mportance elther .on teachlng chlldren the

meanlngful communlcatlon aspects of the wrltten,language or

' on the technical llngulstlc elements of the printéd code for

: the spoken language.'

‘.

There are no'. clear deflnltlve results in the research
umldh demonstrate that elther of the two empha51s programs
is superlor (Goldbecker, 1975'.Kar11n, 1973) Chall (1967)‘
concluded that code-empha51s programs were superlor, at least

in the beglnnlng stages,‘to meanlng empha51s programs as far '

'as overall readlng achlevement is concerned over a few years.
Dykstra’{lQGB) found no cﬁear ev1dence that the early
empha51s on code per se .was the onlz or even the prlmary

reason for the relative effectlvedess of the code empha51s

programs. He suggested the pOSSlblllty of a partlcular

combination of factorsfaccounting‘for differences in . . !




‘effective‘nesis over ‘programs &nd  he hypothesized'that it wad

not‘ the method, nor .the' ptogram, but the teacher who made .

the dlfference in readlng achlevement.

- Summary

In reviewi‘.hg the research as pres'ented here, a model -

o % -

‘ of classroom processes emerges that is somewhat l:Lnear in.

:
N

form.‘ Strategles have antecedents that most often merge .

1nto perceptlons of strategles (Crocker, 1976) ;Len.thwood o

et al. (1978) argued that teachers do not thJ.nk in global
/

concepts whlle Buike and Duffy (1979) found tl'fat they do

have conceptlons of readlng ' Maybe teachers see 'r'eading
conceptlons as ,"pract.l.cal" as suggested by Doyle {a*nd Ponder
(1978), and therefore worth retrle\ung into theJ.r conceptuai'

framework Teachers. do thJ.nk in terms of "ventures" (Smlth"

et 'al.‘ 1967) and "moves" .. (Bellack, 1966) as theJ.r level of,l

dlscourse ‘with’ subsequent relatlonshlps to pupJ.l concept

learm.ng (Nuthall, 1968) . It is the teacher that makes the = h

d:l.fference over methods and materlals (Bond & Dykstra, 1967, ‘

- Early, 1976) in: student reading achlevement and 1t is thelr

bel:.ef systJm in partlcular that is of 51gn1flcance (Brophy

 the issue df .c‘o—ngiuence a:r:ises." Will the "strength" and

"clarity"‘ f the task or:Lentat:Lon make a dlfference .as
suggested Y Brophy and Evertson. (1974) , Bennett (1976) and
Walker and Schaffarz:.ck (1974)? Wwill t:Lme spent on ‘the

tasks J.nvoilved in the area of emphasxs make a dlfference as

!
1.

_,& Good, 1974; Kam:.l & Pearson-, 1979). '_In this context then, -

/



- . .

suggested by* McDonald (1976) and Stall:t.ngs (1975)2 Will

teachers who lndlcate a deflnlte bellef 1n a partlcular,

'emphas:r.s program 1n readlng and demonstrate lt in the

~—

- 1nstructlonal sett:l.ng, \bnveylng it as a preference to:the _4: \
’students QGump, 1964) , make a real: dlfference_ in the r,eadlng-' |
:eutcomes of the’ c']:assreom'." ‘While there is‘,-strong J'_.nd(‘icatien .

: .‘f'rorn the resear-ch thet this . congruence weuid make a dif—- -

_ ference, the):e has been no’ research spe01f1cally addressed

"vto the questlon of copgruency.

Both the theoretlcal models of re'adJ.ng ‘and a hlstor,y

of research suggest d::fferences in terms of" emphas:.s in

:readlng pmgrams (KamJ.l 1978). Teacher bellef in e:.ther :

"meanlng—empha51s, code—emphas:Ls, .Oor an ec,lectlc emphas:.s

should make a dlfference 1n the predom:.nant act1v1t1es of the

‘readlng 'class. 'I'he strength of the area of empha51s (consmtent

'bellef and. behav1or plus clarlty, eff;LCJ.ency and enthu51asm)

’

: should make a dlfference 1n flnal student readlng achlevement

outcomes .

B

e S I - - - - C e . - - - AR A v i

:€i




; . The Sample

- Hzgot_heses ' v

_CHAPTER. III
« .

‘Design of - the Study

oAy

. ;T The-description of“the' research ins.truments;-. the

sample, and the methods used in the collectlon of the data

‘w1ll be taken dlrectly from the "PrOject" reports as they

pertaln to the study at hand

e Durlng the school year 1977 78, all schools from the, '

/ o _—=

.Avalon, Bonav:.sta, and the Burln Pem.nsula :Ln Newfoundland

;

were randomly ranked and requested to partlclpate J.n the-

,study. Schools ‘were then approached untll ‘40 grade two

'/

' _classrooms agreed to partlcrpate. DurJ.ng the school year

1978 -79 when the data was collected, four of the grade two

classroo;ns cﬁ:opped out of the study leav:l.ng a total of 36 -

4

grade two classrooms. . The average grade two class sJ.ze was

'28 0 ‘and ranged from 14. to 46 . students. The largest class. '

)7

- 46 students was a spec::.al orgam.zatlon for readlng only
© - the other subjects were taught to a class of 30 students.‘

. The dlstrlbution of; class sizes in- the sample showed class

/
° .

. gizes tendlng to be close to the average. Most. classrooms

g were heterogeneous w1th students asslgned w1thout regard to

ae

" a.bilJ.ty or. past ach:.evement.

‘y .
) The hynotheses for the study f].ow d:.rectly from the‘ '
NP .
purposes as J.temlzed previously and a,re supported in many

1nstapce_s by related re,search- pres,ented ~prev1ously.

v e 1 s - R PP p——
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| Hypdth’es‘ié 2:

' Hypothesis ‘r3.

-

e ‘Hypothesis 4:

_ -Hypothési's:. 5y
Hypothesis ' 6: .
‘.

‘Hypothesis '1:

Teachers have no one (“single")

o

‘ bellef regardJ.ng strategles for

teachlng read:.ng. ¢

v : -
.0 X ]

-Teachers 'who are consistent in belief : -

g . . . s’

and ihstr,uetienal- behavior regarding
a reading instructional strategy will.

’have-a significantly highe:': cla'ssrobm.

_ mean read:mg gam than teachers who I S ' ' \ ‘

“‘qare incon51stent. . .

¢ Teachers mno are con51stent in lief z )
and 1nstruct:.onal behavxor w.'Lll be 4" ’
above average in clarlty, efflclenc’y'“‘ '

’ andq persuasuveness; . V
Teachers who demonstrate clear deflnlte . .

bellef in a read1ng :.nstructlonal

' strategy will have sigm.f:n.cantly hlgher

classroom read:.ng galn than teachers g /f
N
who do ~not. . I

o

: No smgle bellef 1n a- partlcular readlng

J.nstructa.o.n strategyu.s s%gnlflcantly'

‘ rﬁore predictive‘ of - classroom reading’

achleVement than another.

No one - observed rea.d;ng J.nstructlonal

emphas:.‘s in the classroom is s:l.gnlf—

icantly more predictlve of classroom

readmg achlevement _than another. :

¢
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VHypo‘the"si‘s 7: .Ne'sih"gle'be'lief-, reading ‘instructibnal

e

" ‘emphasis or.combination thereof can °

R .. . . . . word identification or comprehension.’

' . Instrumentat:l.on

' Te

, : . o The Intervxew. An Interv1ew Schedule was dev1sed as -

| | part of the Teachlng Strategles Pro;|ect 1n order to measure
| . var:.ables percelved as 1nf1uenc1ng the teactng learnlng

’ s p;:ocess. I‘t has’ been assumed that ln decz.s:.on s:LtuatJ.ons,

teachers w:.ll refer” to a set of bel:q.efs or pefcelptlonSﬁ

b B whlch govern the dec:.s:.ons made and actlons taken. . If asked,.
| teachers would refer to these factors when accountn.ng for v '

} - ‘.thelr de0151ons. It 1s hypothe51zed then, that w1th1n tl}e

set of factOrs whlch could be cons:.dered hy a teacher, the

e .importance of a specrfic factor relative to the other factors

determlnes 1ts 1nfluence in.a de01sron s:.tuatlon. Teachers

.can perhaps be class:.fled in terms of ‘the relatJ.ve 1mportance '

they ass.lgn to)var:l.ous factors in dec1smn situvations. ' Thelr .

o"

' A ' o .
’/ ) . : -perceptlon of ‘the 1mportance of each factor should ‘be
A

e

reflected ‘in’ the strateg:.es adopted by the teacher and :Ln the' '

. teacher s classroom behav:.or.
kY - -
From thJ.s J.nterv:.ew, several questlons vere J.dentJ.fJ.ed

for the purposes of thls study that pertalned to teacher

-

dec:.s:.ons regardmg the J.mportance of several factors related

to’ readlng_lnstructlon. They J.nclude the fo_.'tlow:.ng: T

o . . - o,
: E Ny | .
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: ' ‘1;- Rank ln order“of 1mportance (1 is hlgh) the )
{ " N
‘{ : - toplcs you con51de; most 1mportant 1n qach
! [ .
ki . SuQ]ect area. . * : A .
1 ~a P ) i
3 . . . . . Reading Language Arts
N ‘ ~ Basic Skills | B B
. o T y . .
R :’ Concepts . = "; o0 .
. o . I . .
e / Comprehension
o . : . . .
: o | Vocabulary . . |. <7
f ' . - . - - ( } - " & ;
) . . Interpretation ; ‘
T - [ ' : : . - . .
4 ) 1[2;5 What-aré‘thefmaih outcomes toward which you;teadh
© - ' _ ih_eaqh;subjéct?F‘, . :\
READING., T '
~ T, e LANGUAGE ARTS' e :
s ! ' t Lo S {-f N L o
. ' R Descrlbe the varlous 1nstructlonal technlques
7 , use# ' . -7 S !
READIN - "
s [E ' . ‘ F ] kS
" v g LANGUAGE ARTSf g .
[} . A
Observatlon System (See Appendlx IV)
oL : ' The observatlon gystem used 1n the Teachlng‘Strategles =
}, . Progect cons;sted1of separ&te sets of categcrles for,teacher,:uf5~ oo
pupil,,and lesson st;ucture.-,Catéggr*es‘were dgrxved f;om;
R . ‘ f‘ ' N N , r , )
" \ : ) ) L
N ’ 1"' : ' ) - ’ ) A
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" existing- coding systems and were organized té capture

eubStanti#ef structural, and. control (dlsclpllne ‘and group

‘ managéﬁent) aspects of lesSons., Teacher,categorles 1ncluded

o

‘subject belng taught, cognltlve content of subjeot,u<

[

communlcatlons groups,‘resﬁeﬁse selectlon patterns, treatment

Il

of dlsruptlve behav1or, and feedback In “the case of puplls,

s

"the. observer recorded on-and-off—task behav1or,*task chOlce,.

commun;catlons groups, nature of act1v1ty, and agaln, response

-

-selectlon and dlsruptlve behav1or patterns._ Lesson categorles

were deSLgned to record structural features of the lessons'.'

o ~

that were manlfested only over’ a t1me span of 10- 15 mlnutes

o

'f and that could not be detected by teacher and pupll categorles. :

~In addrtlon, the lesson codlna scheme lncluded ratlng scales'

bl

for affect1Ve aspects of teacher—pupll relatlonshlps.

[

' Observatlons were: recorded at approxlmately 30 second

~ .
-
ca

. et
1ntervals. An observatlon cycle contisted of a teacher

13

'observatlon followed by ‘two pupll observaglons, with- thls ’

W a -

j‘pattern belng repeated untll eaeh target pupll had been~

‘observed tw1ce. At the end of the cycle, the lesson structure\

-

‘coding was carrled out. ‘This" process was repeated for a

session of 1—2 hours in length, beglnnlng and endlng at 3d’i~!

’ natural breaks (such as recess or lunch) in the school - day.-

\

{ W
All observatlons were recorded on optlcally sdorable data

i

sheets and\processed to. yleld an‘lnltlal data set con51st1ng

v

"of frequenci 8 of occurrence of the varlous categories, at

3
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- A group of six obserVers Were tralned, and engaged;'

> . ;

frn full-time’ fleld work durlng ‘the year 1978 79. Each

teacher was observed on an average of twenty occa51ons of

, one to two hours each in’ duratlon for a full year For

:Language Arts, each teacher was observed -an -average of

‘shown v1deotapes ofsover twenty classroomséand teachers and
0

asked to code a3

ﬂthe;index‘of'observer'a@reement"suggested by Emmer and Millet

nineteen times for the year. Observers were . asslgned

teachers at random and tended to stay w;th the same ones L :_”‘

~ twelve’ to.flfteen.ln all;

‘Observer Rellablllty

Three Weeks were taken to traln the observers to code

2

rellably. Orice they were famlllar w1th the categorles on the'

v

codlng sheets from the three observatlon systems, they were

econd observation period. Twice durlng

the year, observers observed classrooms 1n palrs after Whlch

¢

-the level pf agreement was checked.and srgnlflcant departures

:from agreement were examlned. A srmple statlstlcal evaluatlon

1

of coder agreement‘was done«for-each~codlng-category, using -

(IQPO)‘ It was found that for behavrors where the observed.

'frequency for each observer was greater than ten for the“;-

51ng1e observatlon sessron, observenJ greement was:generally Co

in excess of .90.

; . : - oty

Selected Categfrles ,' oo L : < , . A

i For the purposes of thlS study several categorles were
selected as being approprlate. Two-rp,partlcular,i"Word
) . . . ‘- . - ., . 1 ) Y .
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Identlflcatlon" and “Comprehensxon“, were chosen from the
Interact1ve Teadher Focus Codlng System under the‘headlng
"Predomlnant Acthlty" ’ Readlng was’ not separated as a '
lesson apart from "Language Arts" in the, observatlon system

However, of all the activities poss1ble under a language .

arts perlod, the two varlables chosen were:- the only related g -

act1v1t1es to readlng other ‘than "réadlng tlme“ “Scores . .

are given in mean tlme over all lessons observed during the

. year. ' By looking at each teacher's mean timé score as a ¥

' percentage of the combined total'of'the-two-variable mean

time séorés. Dne can have some lndlcatlon of the strategy ’ )

in readlng nost predomlnantly observed 1n lnstructlon. A'

seventy percent (70%) tlme allotment Was 'decided on an

aprlorl basis as lndlcatlng a behavloral emphaSLS onh one

strategy over another. Those teachers then that were. observed
spendlng 31—69% of thelr comblned time on either of the - o .
categorles would be class1f1ed as. "eclectlc" 1n observed l

strategy.

Three categorles "enthuslasm, "clarity“ and

‘"efficiency were selected from the Lesson Codlng System to‘ﬂ

represent a- further lndlcatlon of cleaf bellef (Crocker, 1977, e

X MacKay, 1979). In the major prOJect, these varlables were w'

1ntended to obtaln a ratlng of the- teacher s involvement and

,1nterest 1n the lesson, her eff1c1ency in communlcatlon, and _\""'

her organlzatlon and tlme usage. It is expected that teachers

who Lndicate clear belief would also be above average in
- . . \_
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o clarity, effidiency and'enthusiasm.

- were.used for the Grade IT classrooms in the sample.

The meéan of each variable'

of the total ratlng scores for the sample group may be con- .- / !
51dered the crlterlon level for membershlp in the group that ‘

efflclent and enthusiastic ln instrudtion.

dls clear, 3 ; ¢
‘ Readlng Test . o "'r o S . /\
P o ) . ’ :r
' The 1978 edltlon of the Gates MacG1n1t1e Readlng . f

/ Tests was used ih thls 1nvest1gat10n.| Level B, forms 1 and 2,
Eac¢h

form consrsts of two subtests, vocabulary and comprehen51on,
o

" two. components of readlng that, accordlng to research flndlngs,
- f

~
'

actually measure somewhat dlfferent abllltles (MacGlnltle, 1978)
The Vocabulary Test prlmarlly measures decodlng skllls

It contalns 45 ltems,‘each of wh;dh con51sts of four prlnted

"words and a plcture 1llustrat1ng one of ‘the words. The chlld s

task is to “sound out" (or recognlze) the words, and to. choose f

‘“the one that corresponds to the plCturé( Most ltems requlre

‘the chlld to.know ﬂhe sound that corresponds to a speclflc

\

letter or letter sequence'ln order to select the rlght.word. .
The Comprehension“Test involves the'uiderstandinqh
\the relationShip of .words and ideas Within'ahpasSage.liThe

‘ flrst passages are simple. sentences. . The later'paSSages

1nvolve longer sentences and more complex Verbal relatlonshlps.

Each passage 1s;accompan1ed by four;p;ctures. ‘The child's

task is to choose the‘picture'thatuillustrates the passage;or

that answers a questlon about ‘the passage.
Overall readlng achlevement for each student is- computed

- . = '
by addlng the vocabulary and - comprehen51on raw scores together.

. . re - . . - . . - X
: N . .. N I
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IS

. The valldlty of a test has to do w1th what the’ test
measures., The Gates-MacG1n1t1e Readlw 'I!ests measure
1mportant knowledge and skllls that are common to most school

eadlng currlcula. It. 1s Valld ‘for a school to the extent

-,

that the knowledge and Skllls that are belng measured match

the schools goals ln'teaching readlng. The general popularlty ,
~and acceptance of thls test over other tests in the prov1nce~.
of Newfoundland as a measure of readlng achievement appeared'

F

' to be an indlcatlon of its apparent Valldlty. The auth7

'TY' ‘ \'ﬁ" ‘ Adescrlbe tm§ subtests as follows." , 'A‘.' 'lft

- | ,‘The Vocabularx Test 1nc1uded words characterlstlg of .
words llkely to’ be -read by students in that grade\\

i range coVered by the test level. These words weé?\
selected from such llStS complled by Dolch Dale,‘ _\'

_Gates—MacGlnltle, and Harrls Jacobson, as well as Sy

o . from 115ts such as the Rev1sed Core Vocabulary
. -(Research and Information Bulletln No. 5, Educatlonal
““ B r .
'.Development Laboratorles, 1969) and the Amerlcan

Herltage Word Frequency Book by Carroll Dav1es, and

A:“[ - .’\i o g | 'Rlchman (Amerlcan Herltage Publlshlng Company, 197lL

| ‘lBecause the prlmary purpose of the Vocabulary items

s is to test skill in recognlzlng and decodlng words, >
and not: Sklll in spelling, the tuse of - homonyms as »

dlstractors foracorrect answers was av01ded. .

. o : X Lo B s -
. . ! - ' ' ' ,
Cr e e 4 g o . et e em ety Do e e . J
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e -~ .. The' Comprehension Test %ncludeS'sentenCes-apd~passages 5

' 'written specificallyffor the test, The aim was to *

.malntaln a hlgh level of. chlldren s 1nterests whlle‘
’prcv1d1ng a range of dlfflculty in vocabulary and
;'structure partlcularly approprlate to chlldren in
the Early grades. The content lncludes approxlmately
80%- literal type questLOns and 20% Lnferentlal ‘

- N (Macelnltle, 1978, . 10).

Test Reliabilityﬁ‘ - ' S

s

~:\' L " The reliablllty of a test is a matter of how accurately,

13

‘how consmstently, the test measures whatever lt does measure.: T

P _ - . MacGlnltle (1978) reports Kuder—Rlchardson Formula 20 reLu&ullty
_— coefflcients of 90 and 92 for both the vocabulary and-com-

prehens;on subscores fcr grade two. - .

H o - . . . : RN

e S Deflnltlons

: - C .- .. rhis section contalns a brlef descrlptlon of each of.

o _-the varlables used in thlS study.

"Teacher Bellef or Teacher ConceptiOn of Readlng

. A rev1ew of the 11terature suggests that teacher a
";fbellef regardlng varlous emphases in readlng 1nStructhn

'varles in a general sense from no deflnlte bellef tao clear

‘deflnlte bellef and more partlcularly 1s Spllt between a

"code“ empha51s, a “meanlng empha51s and an "eclectlc",

]3approach (Chall 1967, Kamll 1978)




.w1th word 1dent1f1cat10n SklllS such as phonlcs and structural

';analy51s, teachers tend to be content—centered rather than

o

pup11 centered (Goldbecker, 1975; Duffy and’ Bawden, 1979).

"Meanlng" Emphasrs. This emphasrs tends. to be
‘ N . .
assoc1ated w1th comprehensron, use of trade books, concept-,

‘development, or language experlence' teachers tend to. be

“-pupll—centered rather than content~centered (Goldbecker, 1975,

v

' Duffy and Bawden, 1979)

"Code"‘Emphasis;' h1s emph351s tends to -be assoc1ated ,

"Eclectlc" Apprdach.: Thls approach is lndlcated when '

l‘both “code" and "meanlng“ are’ mentloned w1th relatlvely equal
emphasms {Kamil, 1978)1 A

"No Belief™ Groqp. Some teachers are expected to make

amblguous or unclear statements regardlng the varlous empha51s

in reading instruction’ (Leithwood gt-gl;, 1978).

. Observation Variables

) Word Identlflcatlon. This variable is coded by a

v -~ ke

classroom observer to represent the predomlnant act1v1ty Whlch

‘is taklnglplace in a 30 second obserqatlon.d.The activity
. refers to sight words; phonicsf structural analysis .and use

of‘conte;tl See Appendlx I for.a fuller descrlptlon of these
actiyitiest- Seventy percent or over the total'tlme {comblnlng
;ﬁlI. with Gomp,) would;constltuteuan observed emphasrslrn this
’ act1v1ty. o o ‘

omprehensron. Thls varlable is codeglby a classroom

observer to represent the" predomlnant act1v1ty which ra takrng

I3 -

——
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place in a 30 second observation. The activity refers-to .
literal, inferential, and listening comprehensiqn,<making

.jgdgementsjand.word Meaning. see:Apbendix”I for, a fﬁtleer - ) f““\
deseriptibﬁ of these activities. Seventy percent 5;,¢ver' :-, l
' of the total time (combining'W.ir with Comp.) would
constltute an ofserved empha51s 1n the acthlty. ) v

- Word .Identification and Comprehen51on. This activity .
7" - ~ i ’

..... R

refers to a relatlvely equal amount of tlme spent on word

'
¢

:1dent1f1catlon and comprehen51on'as deflned above.” Thlrty-one.
R \

to 51xty~n1ne percent of the comblned tlme on elther act1v1ty
.

.onuld constitute an observed eclectlc approach. ' L B

;'EnthuSLasm.‘ ThlS dlmen51on refers to the enthusxaem
or intereSt levelfexpressed by the teacher and students_\'
durrng cless aetivities. (SeeeAppendix iI.) It is'ueed as'a
eubstltute.veriabletfer "persuasiveness". |

Clarltz ~ This dlmen51on refers to the’ clarlty of

‘Aommunlcatlon,‘lnstructlons, and expectatlons conveyed to the ':,D
”students. (See Appendix I;I.) . ’ |
| Efficienex niThrs dimension refers td‘the teecher‘sh ,

7/

‘efficient use of time in fulfllllng her respon51b111t1es.o

a

(See Appendlx IV ) .

Independent Varlables ' fi o ',‘<.' . - R

Teachers Demonstratlng Clear Deflnlte Bellef These

teachers are characterlzed by belonglng to equlvalent ‘groups

Eln the bellef and observed predomlnant actiVlty varlables and \ et
- score above‘the total sample mean rank sceres in enthu51asm, |
clarlty and efflclency '\ N - . \ : o s .,v’jé

5 . -7 ’




_—— - [V e me e [ RO U OUp SR o st e

-3 -

s/

Tm

B o . '}l . R . . . . A,‘ . N , : " N ., . ) . )
N E . o . . 'Teachers Demonstrating No Clear .Definite Belief. . - Ce

'~;These teschers.are.chérécterized by not belonging to'u
equivalent;groups in\tﬁe~be1ief and'bbserved p;edominant“
aotivitﬁ Qariéb}es or do not se}re'above ‘the total Sampie:
mean in enthu51asn, clarity and efficiency | ThlS group

@

also 1ncludes those teachers who descrlbe no partlcular

/

'bellef'ln'the 1n1t1a1 descrlptlon.*

Dependent Varlables . ’ ' ':* - .

Readlng Achlevement refers to re51duallzed total e RS

4_ readiné'gain.scorestobtalned by a class u51ng the 1978 r
edltlon of Gates-MacGlnltle s Readlng Tests (Macclnltle,.
’1978) Scores havelbeen nesxduallzed for the effects of .
the pre-test. o

Vocabuiarz ana Comprehen51on subtest res;duallzed

- ‘ mean galn scoJes are also lncluded as dependent varlables.

" Vocabulary Test is prlmarlly a test of decodlng

skills.

P T S
v L . ’ o ComgrehenSLOn Test 1nvolves the total readlng ‘task
BN B - understand;ng the relatxonshlps of’ words ard .ideas within
v . ' a passage. - o] A o -

h_\ Aneiysistof the Data _
] ‘Interviews. W1th1n the "Interview’ Schedule" dev1sed
by the “Progect" several questlons were ~asked that were
) ;'fA\ :speolflc to.deolslons that apply toﬁteadlngllnstructlon.,
-Thef include the.following; o . R ;; . .

. .
E‘f;gs.-.‘.\,; Ce e e a

s o o e g JEEN RN P A e T e e, et e
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Vocahulary R . : Efz
Interpretation - : .j;;ff
v Criteria for analy51s;‘ _A o . ;.; f';i
) ' L) If teachers check ba51c skllls as number 1 and o fh;
| do not contradlct themselves 1n other questmonsq., € 51
then it is supposed they mean "Word Identlfl—"yj' f ‘JI:"
- cation" skllls as most important. ‘ . .
N 2)-'If teachers check comprehension as.number ‘1 and
' ‘a6 not contradlct themselves in other questlons,f-‘ ‘
\ /then it 1s supposed they mean comprehension as
. _"' most 1mportant..., o N
‘ 55 (If teachers check vocabularx as number 1 lt f
= ‘ remalns unclear as to whether they mean w0rd»
. \ meanlng ‘or Wbrd 1dent1f1cat10n.' Therefore, the-f
! \ .an ch01ce or gurther intervxew quest;ons may
1end clarlfrcatlon to the 1ssue.jf¥_r:nhh'-;" :'fjsd

. G . S
)’\ {. - i -t . - \_\ —- - B —————
- 39 - |
o Rank in order of 1mportance (l is hlgh) thelu
fcn_ : toplcs you COnslder most 1mportant in each R
c T subject area. L i
R o . |
} b
¥ S I,

Reading Lahguage Arts”j

§as;c'Skills‘ : :' o 4":5'- o

Concepts : R P N R

- | Comprehension ..
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' ”that teachers placed word 1dent1f1cat;on as a

.as-much weight'as

'you teach in each

-whlch may be con51dered a dupllcatLOn

' If the 1atter is the case,

,Intefpretatlon‘generally,refers to a comprehension

)

-act1v1ty. - "',,l -

:Concepts generally refer to concept development

for meanlng vocabulary --also con51dered a

comprehen51on acthlty ? '
The Language Arts category ‘was only conSLdered ln-

cases where other 1nterv1ew questlons 1nd1cated

language arts actlvlty rather‘than a readlhg one.

" In such cases, rankihgs;would be considered~eith

:rankings.for;reading;

What are the main student outcomes toward whlch

subject? T ‘ ";
READING'

LANGUAGE ARTS.

3Th1s 15 an open-ended questlon - the responses to"‘

{and thus

‘ verlflcatlon) of .the responses on the prev;ous

) questlon cr the responses may contradlct them.~

"
i

then further 1nterv1ew

questlonsrmay be explored. It 1s possable here

";that an “outcome“ may. be dlfferent from a strategy'

'NOTE:

N

) to achleve lt.

0

iContent—centered outcomes may be 1nd1cat1ve
of a. word ldentlflcatlon emphasis whlle ‘
1'pup11—centered outcomes may 1ndlcate aj';
Vcomprehen51on emphasis (Bulke and Duffy,

'1979)

L s PR e e mmemey am = « Tmes
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'3;. ﬁescrihe the;var;dusjinstructional‘techn;Quesi"r~—
‘ 'used?; :, “ gi!.ﬁf o jakfl
‘ v"'READING:‘ ) ' o |l|
,4 LANGUAGE ARTS: S,
Thls questlon maf 1nd1cate an mpha31s lf one
7has not” already been establls ed. o
It Ls expected that teachers w111 dlfrer in thexr
°}'x_ 4 ":';4aoproach-to readlng-lnstructlon desplte the f ct that the
g . 'ourrlculum requlres the use of basal readersa .Basal readerﬂ

‘ma uals in more recent years tend to take an eclectic
F - .

ap roach and prov1de more than enough materiai in word

.1dent1f1catlon,‘concept and vocabulary degelopmentand '

ake choices.

-comgfehen51on act1v1t1es for teachers to

These ch01ces are expected to focus around "code" or "word

. ‘ o
S equal or “eclectlc" empha51s “(Chall,. 1967; Kamll 1978) It

A >
is further expected that some teachers w1lq have no conv1ct10ns

' 1dent1f1cat10n "meanlng" or "comprehensiin" or ‘a relatlvely

fi; : © ' one way or the’ other (Lelthwood, gose and Mhntgomery, 1978) on

- the best strategy in readlng instruction. 3,‘

"Determlnatlon of Teacher Clear Bellef . "u\
The method of grouplngfteachers by tHelr stated belief”
and by thelr observed classroom behav10r has lready been. . *°
descrlbed. A regrouplng of teachers is neces ary at thls ' |
"; p01nti Teachers who are conSLStent ln stated bellef and
b : observed behav1or be/ong in. one: group whlle t achers who are

' f
not c0n51stent belong in. another. U31ng thes two groups

i

T

¥ . N

¢ , Co
;

;




L2 42 - T
"’ . ’ : .. ' (Y ' . ,’ ;“”r

then as 1ndependent varlables, it"is expected that they would

operate lndependently on the dependent varlables - clarlty,'

enthusxasm and eff1c1ency as well as.on: the dependent varlableS‘

‘ of vocabulary, comprehen51on and total readlng galns.

“

Independent t—testS'would determlne significant dlfferenoes

]

between the means. ' - o | o t._.

PRI
n

Teachers who are both. consistent -and clear, enthu51ast1c

. and eff1c1ent'are expected to achieve‘even'hlgher readlng‘galns Lo

- for theéir classes than other teachers.'fThese teachers;have '

'reading‘inStructional strategies.' Independent t- tests would

Multiple,Linear'Regression .; Sy

two groups on ‘reading achievement. ’ e o e .

demonstrated most definitely that they have clear beliefs on - c

.

[y

- determine’ s1gn1f1cant d}fferences between the ‘means of these’ T o

L
1

/,()

Thls study is based on a llnear strubtural model for
5

whlch a ratlonale into causal relatlonshlps has been developed. ,l

There would stlll remain many unanswered questlons after

lndependent t- tests were performed, therefore path analy51s

-
8

or mult1 factor murtl—varlate analysrs appears called for.
I

This type of analy31s would tease out the relatlons among o :.:“‘[

factors._ It beglns w1th a, model show1ng the varlaBles

con51dered to be involved in producrng varlance 1n a glven .

outcome (see Flgure 3. The varlables are arranged on. apr10r1

: grounds - a causal sequence (the former varlable is: p051ted as . ‘lfﬂ‘

-t a cause of the latter) or deduced from prevlous reseaifh. o - e

“a

Part1a1 correlations are used to hold other varlables constant
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. % ey ,_thus g.'x.v:.ng ‘a betten bas:.s for, hypothes:.zmg a causal o "j’
' i R cpnnect:.on between‘ two varlahles. Mathemat:.cal technlques
‘i 1’ ; ‘are a‘pplled to the correlatlons a.mong eil the varlables to
; S : .yleld "path coefflclents" show:Lng the strength of the
oy ,“:"E; . "hypothesx.zed causal connectlons... . u;
R g '“. 'Such an analys:.s should produce ‘sorie indicatlon Of ‘
L _ & the strengths of the var:.ous emphas:.s groups in t:omb:.nat:.on ,
‘ . ':_A.W:I.th clar.‘l.ty, efflc:.ency and enthus:.asm 1n predlctlng
Co . reaclng achlevement. ‘ It should also 1nd1cate the amount of |

EURE T varlance .Ln readlng ach:l.evement accounted for by the var:.ables :

E T '..',l‘1n the study.. ; . “ . o o : -
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__'researc a851stant for a,. relJ.abJ.l:Lty check

- of tea hers' J.ntervn.ews were randomly selected‘ ' Appropr:,ate

S T CHAPTER IV .

\ . C ~Findi’hgs'ahd Discussiom - - . .. 7

\The purpose of thJ.s chapter 15 to descrlbe the .
varlous technlques applled to the data collected in the.
. study w:Lth the object of testlng the hypotheses enumerated

- in Chapter'B, ‘ Tables of results w111 be 1ncluded and 8

. diseu‘ssed, T AL -sunma.ry of q.:he chapt_er :|.§; prov1ded1

Hypothesis 1l: Teachers have varyJ.ng bellefs regardlng

strategles for teachlng readlng.Q

=~ . -

Desplte the lack of any s:mgle questlon in the

teacher 1nterv1ew schedule directed at 1solat1ng a teacher 5

-

phllosophy ‘on emphas:n.s strategles for teachlng readlng in .
‘the classroom, varlous bellefs d:.d emerge from an analySLS .
.of several questlons (see the crlterla for analyses 11‘1

Chapter 3) Responses appeared to fall :Lnto four categorles.

"o

1) word 1dent1f1catlon (often referred to as word analysls,

phom.cs, or word recognltlon), 2) comprehens;t.on (referred to

‘2

also as,meanlng, :mterpretatlon, concept development), .

]

©3) both ‘word 1dent1f1catlon and comprehens:.on conSLdered

: essent:.a“lly of equal 1mportance, 4) amblguous or no response.

. ., S

]
The responses J.n t-he :Lnterv1ew wer7 glven to a fellow

f <

» T

quest:.ons were analysed to deternune, accord;t.ng to-the

e e
T

Twenty percent' i '

[ 3

cr.LterJ.a establ:.shed and descrlbed J.n Chapter 3, ,what, :.f any, -

st

3 . . 7 -
:E‘i i it Liew e T A W e e AR



T

P - , - . - . [P - . L N
o . .

O 1 PV . et e e o - . . .

F’ e g et T I L T i e it el

-

’ ”‘Hypotl;es:.s 2-

. ey

4

P
7 .
y .L‘ :"
A

b
e

were the bel;:.efs held on the prrmary strategy in _read:.ng

1nstruct;on .

.99 thus conflrm::.ng the results. o.f,the 1nvest1gator.. ‘

A reliab:l.llty coefflcz.ent was’ determlned to be

Pand

~

Numberé of_.teacherslz'in each group> w'ere‘ d:'i.str'ibute'd.

aa folJ.ows:
- " Word Identlflcat;l.on

. Comprehens ion

Ecle ctJ.c

© No Clear Stated Bel:Lef

-~

]

v 14

. (39%)

8 (22%)
10 - (28%)
4 <11§y

DespJ.te the current surge toward readlng as a hGllSth :

process reun.r:Lng a meanlng empha51s :Ln readlng :Lnftructlon ‘

(Goodman ,y 19 71, _Sm:Lth,

prlmarlly word ldentlflcatlon or eclectlc strategles.

1978) teachers chose J.n the interview

However ,

Grade two has generally always constltued a per:Lod of rapid

skllls development followmg the beglnnlng read:.ng stage in

Grade one. (Harrls and SJ_pay,7197l-)

Furthermore ,

at - least 11%

-of the teachers were amblguous,,unclear gr gave no responee

w1th regard -to any statement- of- belief,

Thls fn.ndmg Supports

- the research of Lelthwood, Ross and Montgomery (1978)

[y

°

suggestlng teachers tend not to be! :.nvolved in. decrslons

about globa]_ concepts and currlculum content and in fact are

. often unable to artlculate such concepts.

.Teachers who are cons:l.stent J.n bellef and

' .

-

"v

performance regardn.ng a read:.ng :Lnstructn.onal strategy w1ll

Ty

have ‘a 51gn1f1cantly h:.gher classroom read:l.ng galn than

T
teachers who are 1ncons:|.stent.

TaE WIrLos

[




,,between teacher thought and classroom behavxor.,

in this case,

-

!

Macl(ay (1979) has already found a clear relatlonship

&

His conclus:.on D

of general congruence, however, was guarded .1.n cons:.derat:.on

.of the forced—cho:.ce qual:.ty of the 1.nterv1ew questions.,,

: Hypothes:.s 2 ‘assumes no such conclus:.on of general c0ngruence

due to a suspected J.nadequate instrument to determine the .

presence of a clear deflnité bel:Lef but states that congruence-

will make a difference - and J.n a poer:Lve way. Congruence,

is the first step in determJ.nJ.ng the ‘presence

. 0f a clear def.J.nlte belief.

R observed behav:.or .

; flnding .

resulting from the :anest:x.gation of hypothes:l.s 2.

‘ga:l.ns for that group of teaichers

) colunm and row totals.

or the other.

Table 1 prov:Ldes a v:.sual reference to the flndings
Teachers

were placed in cells determined by’ cross‘referenclng their .

-

‘ stated beliefs w:.th their observed predomlnant act:.v:.ty.

-Included in each cell were the mean res:.dual:.zed reading

respe c,tive classrooms .

Also 1ncluded were Vocabularyr and Comprehens:.on galnsx and

Results‘ show 6nly 16 casés‘ or 42%' S

"J.n the consastent group celis~ :Ln other words, teachers tend >

~

not. to demonstrate a congruence between stated beliefs and [

There are, several llmltatlons to th:Ls

Like MacKay 8 (1979) study the 1nterv1ew J.nstru.ment

forced the teachers to make a declsion or cho:.ce on questlons

_"for which they may haVe had no definlte conv:.ctions one way

It may be ‘that the basal reader teacher guJ.des .

.prov1de the activ.it:.es for the reading class without making’

-

. ., . . . .
.o Lo - . ) " .o

o
3
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- . Grid, Describing Findings on Teacher Beliefs, GJserved Precbnﬁmnt Activity and Readmg’ Gain Scores

%

:-Descripti_dn‘ ; Word Iqerlt Omprehens:um Eclectlc ;Eactiflarla ]: of

Totals

S

o3RRI 12" N1 T R '\1(3“%)', .38

'l'eadler_s.

7
:
I

. Reading . .8% -2 0 a7 L -s

16(44%)‘”"

' Voc. Comp. .20 - .26 . .04  ~.34 .27 —.21 -.2L . -.10
‘No. of 138 T 13w

- Reading . =37 . . . .0 cor -

a
~

<22 -4l -8 .23 .03 -2

. 2(69%) . .0 - —ages)

S -1
01 -.10

"-No of

Relatlvely 5(148)  .3(8%) - 7are) L. 1(3%)

Carbmatmn- S _ : 7 Y :
'Eclectic - . Reading - L-.24. o =49 .- 7 .32 . —.50

| Vog. “Camp. =36 -.117 -.37. =51 . .32 (17 -.76  -.22

. 16 (44%)

~-.06

-.06 =,07

14(39%25_ o 'é‘(vz‘,z‘%')' _'_»10(.28%.)’ 4(11%)-

| =034, 108 -0 - -.23 .31 .08 .35 -.13
. R ~-23 _ :

Tomars . - v es L -2 o 22 =26

 36(1008)

_ . * Qonsistent growps =. }6.cases (42%)

© et v
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‘any demands”onl the teac-hers' to ';'make decisions on'an instr.uc—.

v, T 'tional appro'ach'- A perusal of the gul.des prov1ded by the two

- ‘read:l.ng serles, Ginn and Company “720 ‘series” and Thornas

. ' Nelson s "Language Development for Read:.ng" has Apdicated a o
generally eclect:.c approach taken prov:.d:.ng both word analys:Ls
exerc:.ses ‘as well 'as comprehen51on acta.\utles. However, the
act:l.v:.ty suggestlons prov.xded are numerous and J.t would appear

"_"_ Y that the teacher would be force.d to dec:.de ‘on wh:.ch aCtJ.VJ.tJ.eS

are to be a prJ_orJ.ty, w1th:.n the allotted tJ.me, elther/for
. /.
1nstructlona1 purposes or to keep the students busy and on

taska e e i
. From the results observed J.n ‘I‘able l it appears that

—

Iteachers did make cho:Lces J.n thelr predomlnant actJ.VJ.tles. o o ) o

Word Identi’ fg.cat_lon . L ‘16, (44%) i
; Comprehensicn L C 4. (128)
H e 0 Eelectic T Tt L M6 (44%)

N ' oo To compare the read:.ng gaJ_n scores of those teachers
- ‘ whose stated bellef matched theJ.r observed predom:l.nant

o \ act:.v:,py ,wn.th those whose stated ‘bellef dJ.dn t, t- tests were

.

appl:.ed to compare the rneans of the two groups for s:LgnJ.fJ.cant

dlfference. s T T R S

The results 'showed a wide spread between the means ’_ E . . N
s:.gn:.f:.cant at the 01 level gl’.‘hc—:~. cons.tstent group scored . o
f'well above the redisuallzed mean of approx1mate1y 0 .O whlle |
'the J.ncons:.stent group scored well below 1t.‘ A. companson

s

of the vocabulary and comprehens:LOn mean ga:l.ns for each group

SRR ARG

e
v
I

showed s:.m:l.lar results w1th the. VOcabulary and comprehens:.on

R P SR — . NP
CoErl e ~ okt sl - PSR A e .. iy Iy >
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. who have clear goals.will-be.more efficient, clear, @ﬁd,

. -

mean galn scores not dlfferlng substantlally from the total

readlng ones.

It was concelved that consistency in bellef and -
I’ 1'- -
behavior; hellef being based on what,teachers say to,an,,

'interviewer,‘left much rocm for error'and that other factors

i of teacher behav1or would seek out those who really dld"-

demonstrate clear‘deflnlte helref, Thls 1ed to hypothESlS 3.’

4

Hypothesis' 3: Teachers who are consistent'in‘beiief and

: instrubtional behaVior will be clear, efficient and persuasive,

in the 1nstructlonal s tting. ."f'

It is expected that teachers who demonstrate con—-#

sxstency in bellef and behav1or have clear goals, that 1s, R

i
' they w1ll match thelr 1nstruct10nal behav1or w1th what they

.belleve to be 1mportant. It ls-also expected~that:teachers

persuasive in the classroom fCrocker; 1977' MaoKay;-1979).
In the observatlon system deseloped by the- "Progect" several
: varlables were 1ncluded for whlch the observers had to rate
the performance of the=teacher. For the purposes of thls
studf‘rating shores in-clarit;,'efflcreney and enthus1asm'h"
were selected as signlflcant varlables.. "Persuasiveness"
was not a category. However, "enthu51asm" - a ratlng of‘the‘
teacher s 1nvolvement and 1nterest in, the lesson - was T

con51dered a reasonable substltute.- See Appendlx I, III,

and IV for expanded descrlptlons of these varlables.";

.
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' »Oons:.stentl Gi:cup
* ° Inconsistent Group

16 . 0.22 .55 _ 34
20 . ~0.20 .4L 3

2.63

0.13

' _n'ConSJ.sbent teac:hers are
" and ohserved strategy

&

considered to dgmns_trate congruence between -stated

, Inconslstent teachers are coxis:.dered to dennnstrate mcongruence.

',r.,

. ~
v
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. b
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S . e Lo
R s i
o K Tablé’ 2
U A chtparlson of the Oons:l.ste.nt and Inoons15tent
- Teachers on Read:.ng Res.tdual:.zed Gam Scnres
. Total Reading GaJ.n
Varlable No. of cases Mean s.d. a.f. = -t-value ,p(?utiai;')
" Consistent Group. .16 77 . 0.290 .68 - 23 .. 2,90 .013
. Inconsistent Growp  -20 °  -.23 .40 L
. N N A » N . . . u . ,io
Variablev No..Of cases Mean s.d: d.f. tvalue | p(2-tail)
Consistent Growp 16 . 0.28 .68 . 23 . 2,52\ 0
© Inconsistent Growp . 20, . -0.20 .39
Garprehensmn Gam
. Variable No.'.bf:céses' Mean s.d. d.f. t-value p(2-tail)
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A t- test was applled to compare the mean ratJ.ngs on

‘each of the varlables of the two groups of teachers._v 'Table 3‘A

)

.shows the overall mean ratlng of all teachers on each varrable

'and the group mean rat:.ngs for the cons:.stent- and J.ncon51stent .'

groups. On all three varlables, the consistent group scored

) above the overall mean ratlng while the lncons:Lstent group

'scored below 1t. Stat:l.stically however, the means were’ not

-slgnlflcantly dlfferent at the crlt:.cal .05 level of 51gn1f-
J.ca.nce...' ThJ.s may be a funct:.on of the nature of ratJ.ng scores.

It may be, in fact that error exJ.sts w:.th:.n the consxstent

group. It is poss:.ble that some teachers in th:Ls group do
hot ‘have clear goals or bellefs and that , because‘of the
'forced nature of the J.nterVJ.ews, they acc:.dently ended up

in th:.s group. As an example, in ‘the :Lnterv1ew s:.tuatlon

some teachers may have recalled what they do the most in -
the read:.ng s:.tuatlon and then stated it. as a goal w:Lthout

‘ be:.ng clearly consc:.ous of it as such.

¢

Assum:.ng that error ex:.sts ‘in the numbers of the

\\consn.stent group and assumlng Stlll that teachers wJ.th clear '

de\f:l.nlte goals also are effJ_cJ.ent, clear’ .and enthus:.ast:.c/

.pers\uasz.ve in the classroom, thlS J.nvest:l.gator decided to

‘1solat those teachers who were both consxstent and above ‘
. average A clar:.ty, efficiency, and enthuas:.am scores.'

.Results reve\‘aled only- seven ::.n th:.s group, the menbers’ of
' .. .

i

wh:.ch became paﬁat\:\of Hypothe51s 4. . ‘ . K S,
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'. " Table 3

A Comparison of, the '(bns'ist':enf,. and Inoonsisténti 'I\eachexs on’
Lo Eht‘hus'iqém, c13rity and Efficiehq Rating Scores . .
- Enthusiasm: overall X réting = 3.81 B
: N : o . l . ' . s . N .
‘Variable , " No. Of Cases” Mean .s.d. - d.f.. g;vaillzg p(2-tail) -

" Consistent Growp . 16 . 3.93 .43 -3, 132 .18

- Inconsistent Group 20 - .'3.72 . .54

Clarity: overall ¥ rating = 4.18

~Varisble " No. of Cases Mean s,d. . d.f.  tovalue p(2-tail) .

‘ConSistent Group, - 16 .. 4.34. 40 34 - 197 . 06 .«

Inconsistent Group 20 . 4.05 - .48

| Efficiency: overall X rating = 4.07 . ..

! Vdriable - .. No. of Cases Mean s.d. - df.  t-value p(2-tail)

" Joonststent Growp 16 . . 4.20 47 34 142 "17 : .
. ) ot . - [: S X . L ) . _ = | B . l‘: )
" Inconsistent Group ,’f 20 3.97 .51 " R
. . Al K ! |
' - b
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Hypoth‘esis 4. Teachers who demonstrate clear deflnlte bellef

‘.J.n a readlng J.nstructlonal strategy w1ll have s.LgnJ.fJ.cantly

- J.n such a group 1t 1s not surpr:.s:.ng that so few teachers'

higher mean reading gaJ.n than teachers who do not. .

Here, of course, \"clear deflnlte bellef" teachers are B

' 'be:.ng defined as those whose bellef 'is tested for con51stency
) :1n what they say, ‘what they do, and how they behave J.n the

classroom. Maybe w1th such strlngent cr:.terJ.a for membershlp

A

(just under 20%) could be . categor:l.zed as be:l.ng clear and

'def:l.nlte in the:.r 1nstructlonal strategy for read:.ng (see ' .

!

‘_‘.Table 4) . The resultlng small numbers certaJ.nly lend more

credence to the p051t10n of Le1thw00d, Ross and Montgomery

. (1978) regardlng teachers' general unlnvolvement J.n global

"‘_ .decz.sa.ons and Doyle and Ponder s - (1978) argument that teacher

?J.nvestlgatlon .

~

: P
'dec::.s:.on makJ.ng is. only related to the more "practJ.cal" o

¥

Table 4. :Lllustrates an extremely wide spread between :
the means of the two groups and ‘a very hJ.gh le(el of s:.gm.f-
mance. f'I‘he "clear, definlte" group were che ked for any

unusual character:.stlcs that would 1nterfere with the

. hypothes:.s. Table 5 111ustrates the selected factors for -

It was noted that all teachers scored above the mean :

i

' ‘read.mg ga:.n for Grade two w:.th teacher 5 scor:.ng well above

) the others - 'thus account:.ng ‘for thel rather h:.gh standard

'.strategy and /Sent .much more t1me in all actlvz.tu.es perta:.ning

dev:.at:.on in th:Ls group as shown on ATable 4. 'I'hJ.s teacher

. had an average ere class, no groupmg, a )word J.dentification ,

to read:n.ng and the language arts. B :
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' , e A Oarpanson of "Clear def:.m.te bell.ef" and No clg;a.t .
- B def_Lm.te bEJ_‘Lef" 'I\eachers on 'Ibbal Readlng Ga:Ln Sq)nes .
! T P ' =
| - motal Reading Gain . U e T

-5l 0 " variable | No.of Cases - Mean - s.d, d.f. tvalue p(2tail). - . ..
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. have lJ.nked class s:Lze and total lesson tlme ttg student

: ‘emphasis; ‘that is ,

' co‘mprehensxon w:.th relatJ.vely equal J.mportance.

class grouped for

-achlevement (Berllner, Flsher 19 78)

e N

: follow:l.ng a psychol:.ngulstlc approach, cons:.der student

: achlevement . (Goodman .

Though these teachers demonstrated clear, deflnn.te

.

-belief :Ln a readlng strategy, Table 5 has shown them to vary

on strateqles; 'I‘eachers tended to be more eclectn.c m

they treated word: 1dent1f:.cat10n and.
‘ ,,)‘r .

Teacher 4

alone wn.th a comprehensa.on strategy, Was noted to *thave a

“br:.ght " students .

: Class sizes varled as dJ.d lesson t:Lme and student i

i
i
i

reading tJ.me. Major studn.es 1n the research ‘on teachlng

- v o
Some reading experts,

.1mmer510n :.n the act of readlng as belng effectlve :.n read:mg

o

19471),. This J.nvestlga;or s study dld'

- not 'bear’ eVJ.dence that total lesson time or. student readlng

:tn.me made . an overall 51gn.1_f1cant c0ntr1but:Lon to reading

' achlevement .

o s:.gniflcant effect-

. J.zed for the effects of total t:n.me.

Table 6 shows the results of a’ regressmn

analys:Ls studymg "the e fects of engaged time" in the pre—- '

domlnant act1v1ty on ov rall readlng gams. There was no

El

This J.nvestlgator also had teachers v

e

: t:.me scores on the predom:l.nant activn.ty categorles resrdual-

. on. res:l.dual:\.zed word 1dent:|.flcat:.on and comprehens:.on act1v1ty

scores resulted 1n comparable group membersh:.ps arrived atxn
) .Table 1. Therefore. it was concluded that t:l.me was not an
'1nterven1ng variable in thn.s study. : .
. - N f\ ) -

Group.'l.ng teachers based = " "
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Hypothesis S: No one bellef 1n a partxcular readlng 1nstruc-f

- tional strategy 1s sxgnlflcantly more predlctlve of classroom’

Sk e A\ readlng achieveme:t than another. - ‘ L '
;ilu.i.‘} Z”ﬂ h . Table 7 1 lustrates the results of the analy31s of . :
'%"£ 'i varlance perfo ed on. galn scores from the four dlfferent '

“bellef“ group of teachers. ' ' : '
There uas no ev1dence of 51gn1flcant dlfference

N L between any of the groups on elther of the subskllls of . {

e . ' readlng or on total readlng ga%n.' 7,. o .7,' iy .
-~ ’ ! ‘ ~

in. the classroom is significantly more predictive of classroom’

L
-

readlng achlevement than another. e oL o .

' Hypothesis 6: No one observejyreadiﬁg-instfuctional‘emphasis

'.4 _; Table 8 1llustrates the results of an analysrs of

2

'," '. varlance performed on readlng galns from the three observed
ST predomlnant actzylty groups. ~The~results ;ndxcate no

ts;gnlflcant dlfference between the groups ‘'on-either. of ther .
JERCIN ) ' DR . e VA
subskxlls of readang or en total readlng. -They:correspond

v

w1th the results found xn earller readlng research concludlng
that 1t 15 not the method nor %he program that makes the _..' S =
Y ___j drfference in reading achng;;ent (Dykstra, 1968 Karlln,' Qe

1973. Goldbecker, ,1975.):._ B OO N

T Hypothesis 7-‘ Nd one bel;ef or readlng 1nstructlonal emphas;s

f,-

1:;;; ‘er, combinatlon thereof can predict hlgher achlevement 1n

elther word ident1f1catlon or comprehension.zguéhf
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Tables 7 and 8 have already illustrated that no
‘particular stated belief or observed emphaSis made a,
_.’51gn1f1cant difference 1n either the vocabulary (word
_ldentification) or comprehen51on scores. Table 1 further‘:
demonstrated thls. For example, teachers'who'believed in‘

or spent appreCiably more time on word identification in

their classrooms did not tendlto have higher gain .scores on

who believed in or spent more time on comprehen51on dld not
S ."‘“ tend to have higher gain scores in comprehen51on over word
'fidentification." |
\:‘ o When teachers demonstrated consistency ln belief and

f

emphasms in the classroom there was stlil no. ev1dence that

one strategy was annemore effective than another for higher
‘ \-'gains in’ either word identification or comprehen31on.

,Teachers believ1ng in and empha5121ng word identification'

e

L “tended to have equally as. hlgh comprehenSLOn galn scores aS'

1they did-word‘identification. Teachers (only one in sample)

- .

. con51stent in comprehension had relatively equal scores in' -

[

,comprehenSLOn and word 1dent1f1cat10n achieVement outcomes.

A COWSIStent eclectic approach tended to have better results

. e o e AT TIPSy A gt smem s v e

'in both categories, but not 51gn1ficantly so._ These results

N )
o - . -

B appear to reflect Deverell's pOSltiOn (1974) which assumes
L :di‘ “'Q that Chlldren who learn to syntheSLze almost 1mmed1ately
flearn to. analyze and vice versa.ﬁ It refutes Barr 5 (1974)

4!'evideabe that transfer skills have to be taught. Chall (1967)

P

wordxidentification over comprehen51on. 'Similarly, teachers’




g

:takes the well corroborated positlon that no one approach le
| devoxd of components of the other. Bloomfleld (1942),,
the other hand, argues that meanlng comes naturally as the"
' code is broken: 51nce the words in. the flrst readers are
already part’ of. the chlld's 1lsten1ng and speaklng vocabulary..‘
'Whlcheveﬁ\argument is - con51dered the most valld, the ev1dence |
; in this study is clear.’~A word identification strategy
appeared to ‘be- equally as, successful ln predlctlng galns for

‘

comprehens;on as it was for that subsk111 1tself Unfortunately,
’w1th only one teacher hav1ng a comprehen51on strategy and
_know1ng that class to be grouped for "above average" 1t was.
hﬁl"y"' junfalr to say anythlng about that strategy except that the
:jmembershlp factor 1tself may be. 51gn1f1cant. An eclectlc

strategy also‘ ppeared to be successful in predlcting success

~

s w1th sllghtly hlgher results in word

in both subsklv
lon skllls. Therefore, hypothe51s 7 was proved R ‘yua
but w1th some’ reservatlons regardlng any results on the -

comprehen51on_strategy.

\ 4 o . . . .
. . . .

"Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coeff1c1ents

An examlnatlon of.the degree to whlch the independent
varlables ‘in’ the observatlon category were related to each

other revealed SLgnificantly strong positlve relatlonshlps

-

among the rating categorles of enthusiasm, clarity, and -

efficlency but expectedly no correlatlon between the tlme.

:

-‘;yarlables of word 1dentlflcatlon-and.comprehens1on (see o :""h“‘;i“j-

-Tahle.9)-_ It appeared that teachers who recelved one kind - g“ h 'igﬁi .

“t e tmbm e o
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- of ratlng on erther enthu51asm, clarlty or efflclency tended;

'to recelve 51m1far ratlngs on all three.; Thls may be a

.functlon of teachers'"performances in that teachers who tend-;

to be clear also tend to be efficient and to'a 1esser degree

enthusrastlc.' However, 1t 1s also p0531ble that observers

. blaS may be operatlng profoundly in such a ratlng system._

Table 10 1nc1udes the results of the correlatlons,f/

between the dependent varlables or readlng achlevement

outcomes. Agaln, the varlatlon 1n one was hlghly correlated

wrth the varlatlon 1n the other two. In other words, a hlgh

total readlng galn 1s almost synonymous w1th a high VOcabularylf.

galn and hlgh comprehens;on gain respectlvely,

- analysxs, therefore, would requ;re just one. of the scores as

Any further3

oy

the dependent varlable.:'”

Correlatlons between 1ndependent varlables and . ,Q?‘

dependent varlables Ain, Table 11 showed non-SLgnlflcant

Y
.w

relatlonshlps between the tlme varlables and readlng out;
comes but strdng relatlonshlps between the teacher e
performance ratlngs and readlng outcomes., Agaln 1t was

‘ not surprlslng that the latter exlsted in 11ght of ev1dence
presented in Chapter 2 concludlng that it 1s the teacher

that makes the dlfference in readlng achmevement and not

‘ﬂ the method (Dykstra, 1968)
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. -Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between |

F g dbseivation Variables and -Reading Gains . -

R Observation Variables - Vocabulary  Comprehension Total Reading
Word Identification-time .18 .17 D19
. Catprehens10n-1:nne L -.O,ll"' \ .01 -.02 '
CQlarity .- . *.45'p>.003 *.38p>.0l  * .42 p >.006
" Bfficiendy - - . * .39 p».009 * .42p>.,005- * .41p».007 - ¥
.. Pnthusiasm. —* .54 p>.000 * 42 pw.005  * -49 p>».001
| | ) , ]
*signi ficant Correlations , '
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, Multlple Llnear Regreséion

As has been dlscovered above,'teacher performance
X4

alonefcén accoPnt for muchxof the varlatlon in readlng :

achlevement. Studles lndlcate approxlmately ten percent

accounted for (Heath & N;elson, 1974)- However, hls study

»

chose to hypothes;ze certa;n antecedents of such performance

in the readlng classroom 51tuatlon and then examlned the

rcomblned effects ofﬂantecedent and behavior on readlng

achlevement.. (See=Figure 2‘)'”The:etatistiCal'tests applied

1ndicated strong reason to belleve in 31gn1f1cant effects

from the grouplngs of the 1ndependent varlables. The
; statlstical tests applled indicated that there was strong
‘reason to belleve in. 51gn1ficant effects from the grouplngsl-
"of the independent varlables. What: the tests dld not . |

"1nd1cate ‘was some quantlflcatlon of these llnear relatxon-

'shlps in order to arrlve at some predlctlng values and

amounts of varlatlon explalned by the varlables and thelr

. hypothesized comblnatlons. Thls was done by settlng up a

structural model in Whlch SEeCLflc paths were hypothe51zed

; and measured for dlrect influence (see Flgure 3).. The

: technzque amounted to a sequence of conventlonal regressxon

analyses.' The path coefflclents were standardlzed part1a1

regre991on coefflclents or Beta weights _any of the S

"assumptlons necessary of this type of analyaﬁé'have been

: met.. that is, the relatlonshlps have been argued for and

.characterized by one-way causatlon and a llnear structural

«1mode;, and the measurlng 1nstruments used to obtaln the data

/
. P

-
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~have high reliability (Nle et. al., 1975) ‘A further - '_'f'; ' 'y‘tf

'”assumption, that only 1nterval type data be used (Boyle, 1969) BN
presanted ‘some problems but was overcome by the use of. “dummy

.yvariables" of 0's- -and- l's to represent the. nominal c1a551fi-

,ications on many of the independent variables, that is, the

) belief*groups and major(emphaSis groups;, This technique ‘was.

\'outlined in the Statistical Package of the SOcial Sciences i

‘(SPSS) (Nie et al., 1975) and was also suggested by Boyle .

¥

values and described as f01lows.' ) h"':_.vj-”'5Q_.
L Z,. the degree to which the class gained 1n total reading
- -achievement : , ‘ - i
l,"the degree to whlch the teacher rates hlgh in clarity,
NN effioiency ‘and- enthusaasm :
e {- \ : P N
27 the degree to which the teacher rates low in- clarity, :

l'xl,-indicates an. observed time emphaSis on word identification

‘sz, indlcates-an observed time empha51s on comprehenSion AT

their effects ultimately on the dependent variable z, overall

|

|

i
R

‘- .69 =

)

(Boyle, 1969, p. 461) The variables were’ given letter

effic1ency and enthuSLasm . R e .

‘yrndicates an observed relatively equal time emphasis on
both word identlfication and comprehen51on . -

~1ndicates a stated belief in word 1dent1fioation as a -

..reading 1nstructional strategy L ;

:.indicates a stated belief in comprehen51on as a reading .
instructional strategy ‘:". . - : ‘

- indicates a stated belief 1n equal emphasis on word
. ‘identification and comprehenSion as a reading o
'instructional strategy L e ,', oo

Wy 1ndicates an unclear, ambiguous, or unstated belief in‘e"'
‘;_j.any particular reading instructional strategy.xu.:‘_‘ o

The paths indicated by the arrows were examined foritff ,:?‘j

~a X

e LR A
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read:l.ng gain. . 'I'able 12 indicates the standard:.zed regress:.on
. 3
Y

coefficients for each of the independent variables in. the
pat.h as well as then amount of Variance accounted for., It- was' -

evident that the Y var:.able, clarity, efficiency and o RS

‘ enthus:.aﬂ was accounting for most of the total variance “in
L L Ce }
ea¢h of the paths and Was ao strong as to practically eliminate

»

any fuirther predictors. Howev%r, 1t was also evident that the

- - R - -

total bingle paths nwere stronger than any single variaha,e

'within 'them and each accounted for 25 to 34 percent of the

4“ -

o '

‘.effects of the pre-—tests) . The comprehennon strategy was

csharacterized by negative predictors: that is . a teacher s
tatement of belief in- "comprehension" as t.he single most

:unportant emphaais in reading was a negative indication of

<

. classroom\ reading achievement. Belief in a_“word J.dentifi-

< . vt “ : .‘ v

variance in residualized reading gain (residualized for the B
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separated teachers 1nto cons:l.stent and- 1ncons:.stent groups . "

- Aonce the:.r classroom J.nstructlonal actlvrtles were obserVed

proved .

means’ at gthe

" questlon fdr hypothesn.s 2 on page 48 here. o '

£] = i BV R NS £, — L) 1 el [

s ‘/ . ) f"".fi?"' , R -,:

T . . \ - 73 - ‘ B
- .- v i -34 . ) >_. e .. ‘..“. . ' ! oy * ._‘,‘ .' ’ t ' P . L

;:.'Ross and Montgomery (1978) - It was thJ.s varn.atlon that S ' T

s ) oot i

and coded The hypothesis that teachers cons:.stent in. ‘, o O

bellef and behav:l.or ought to have hlgher: achlevement was

’ S
There was a. srgm.f:.cant da.fference between the

1

013 probab:.l:.ty level for overall res.rdual:.zed

h Th'lS 1nvest1gator accepted the J.nterv:l.lew responses |‘« :
v.only as. an 1n1t1al lndlcator of a teacher s pos:LtJ.On vis a ,
‘vn.s her cOnceth.on of an :Lnstructlonal approach to readlng. | -
"I'he value of the cons:.stent/:mcons:.stent results was put to. ) , ;",;

el
[ .
! -

"

\ Conmstency,: if lt were to be 11nked w:.th teachers , : {g

g
.havmg a. clear def:m:.te bellef, ought to result 1n teacher ’ f?:j
performances that were clear, eff:LcJ.ent and persuas:l.ve.
Hypothes:l.ls 3 was not proved in’ thJ.S case, for there was no ]
s:l.gnlflcant difference I;etween the cons:l.stent and lnconsx.stent - ) S
lgroups on scores of clarlty, eff:Lc:Lency ﬁnd persuas:l.venesfs/ : 'I
enthuslasm., It was suggestedw,b however,u that many. teachers are ~
not clear or defJ.nJ.te J.n the:l.r responses 1n an lnterVJ.eW . -'
‘ s:.tuatlon al J.ndeed, . that the very nature of the forced B 4_',"‘ '
response would 1nval:.date n’\any of‘ the responses (MacKay, 1979). J’
Therefore, : scores on clar:.ty" eff::.clency, and enthus:.asm } _

\
s

var.tables were checked indz.v:.dually for teachers 1n the two
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\ readlng J.nstructlonal settlng.- A new group was formed that
I sat:.sfled all the theoret:.cal cr:.terla for a clear, defln:t.te
-bellef group. ) Hypothes:l.s 4 was then tested for a substant:.al

galn in the readlng mean for th,lS group over the remalnlng

j-teac’hers. The dlfference between the means was: S:Lgnlflcant
at the .000 - level Membershlp 1n the newly formed defn.nlte :

" P "._-‘bellef group was small (Just under 20%) and examlned for ST

\ -"var:.ous charactenstlcs common or d:.fferent w1th1n the group. AR
. o L . ; . L

-The group tended to be eclectlc 1n J.nstructlonal emphaSJ.s, SR ,' ,',?; E

1

I AR A '.have whole class J.nstructlon to heterogeneOus classes, and

IR / ,‘have varled class s:.zes,' 1nstructlonal t:.mes and student

I ) J . . e

'_'readlng t:.me. The effects of engaged tJ.me on readlng ga:.ns

R o were found to be non—s:.gn:z.flcant w:.th an. RZ of 03 - o

‘ Hypotheses 5 and 6 stated that no one bellef or’ B K ‘:*._ e

) g,observed emphasis :Ln readlng :Lnstruct:l.on respectJ.Vely'WJ.ll !
B be s:.gnlflcantly more predlctlve of classroom readlng

' .ach:.evement thanwanother. Analyses of var:.ances performed

,'On tfxe varlous group read:.ng results arnved at no slgnlf-- R P

. '; . v, . s

e J.cant d:l.fferences \between the groups. It was the '

\‘ :anestigator s J.ntention to prove that the interactlon PR .

between the belz.ef a.nd the behav:.or was the ch.tJ.cal A

R
' P » Al

’ varlable and to do that: :.Lt was necessary to prove that on ’

am o M3 et itn skt b & At
. oo - -

e P e i e i on

. SRR the:.r own these var:.ables rema:.n non-sign:.flcant for any o 3

SR effect ox‘i the criter:.on reading“‘achievement. S '-" 5 ':‘ KO

S Ny - SRR
) P Hypothess.s 7- cons:.dered the efkcts of dlfffarent T

":beln.efs and 1nstruct:|.0nal approaches on the subsk:.lls xof

S s
St e At to

w_'_'-ffreadlng, v0cabu1ary (1n thlS case, word identificatz.on)




e e

and comprehensiou.( The :anestl.gator hypothes:.zed no
signiflcant effects from e:.ther belJ.ef or 1nstructiona1
behav:.or or theJ.r combinations. , The Anova .Tables 7 and 8

) ver:.f:.ed that no s::.gnificant dlfferences ex:.sted 1n sub- ‘

L N—

. ., skJ.ll results ‘when grouped for either belief or. observed
empha91s._ Withont do:.ng further tests J.t was clear from '
Table 1 thad: even the comb:.nations of belief and performance
d:Ld not affect one subsk:l.ll s:.gnificantly greater than the

other., h,word .Ldentification strategy (comb:x.ned belief and
1nstruct1.onal behav:.or) for example, whereby 70 100% of ,

-

' 1nstructional time :is, spent on the act1v1ty resulted in a

«

slightly hlgher gaJ.n J.n/z?mprehension. An eclect:.c strategy

(relative emphas:.s on bo

suggesting perhaps that thls strategy 1s the most cons:.stent

14 il

<and pos:.t.'l.ve :Ln ltS effects ” but not s:.gnificantly more S0 '_

9 FEEY'S

than the other strategies. The results from a. comprehens:.on

strategy were al-most as h:Lgh but because of the s:l.ngle .

v \ L.

membership factor and the group:.ng of the class as a whole

.,

v
1

for above aVerage students it: was unfair to generalize.-A

_"‘ LR

'

strong posituve relationships between the teacher 'ﬂ"erformance : St

A"""‘i, categories of clar:.ty, efficiency and enthusiasm and.'student

R R - . «‘.., M
ST

reading ach‘:.evement and non-s:.gn:.fioant relationship betwee"

Correlation coeff:.c:.ents among the variables revealed.,"'”
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G et T L CHAPTER Vo - 7
g g C T . Implications and Conclusions - °
|
: . . "The flndlhgs 1n the prev:.ous chapter suggest varlous
t 7 ' ) . »
:mellcat ns for the readlng researcher and the classroom
4 v N teacher of readmg as well as make possuble certaln con-
[ STl T clusrons stemnu.ng from those :mel:l.catlonsp Several extens:.ons oL
R ) j_. o . ,to the study as presented hex':gg_g‘\re also 1nd1cated
. i ": I Certaln 1mpllcatlonlof the fJ.ndJ.‘hgs in- thlS sf.udy
N S T e 2 v
. ; -apply to several areas of £ earch and educatmn, th&headings
) e el for wh:l.ch are dellneated below. . -". S - ‘,‘-"‘ e
5, 1 T (Research on Teachlﬁg The model th.ch deflnes readJ.ng ’
. _‘i Co o 1nstructa.ona1 processes :Ln terms of antecedents precedlng them
. , B I .' o , e v f} 3 4.- . ~,
T appeans to be a va~1:|.d one. 'f'eachlng behav:.or, ohce: 11nked
N . S o with teachersu-. bela.ef systems, becomes 2 cl(tl\cal "varlable J.n

. ,determ:.nlng' classroom resd:.ng achlevement 'I‘he model is

"'Structural“ aspects 0}5 teach'ng and not the' contr l" ones. ~_"

v; ) ) ,'I‘he\ Qeneral mcdei was appl:.ed to read:.ng 1nstruct.1.on a 4
_ . ' found to be hlghly 51gn1f1cant ln the relat:.enshxps acc unted
5 ."L‘,. ‘-}for.' Conslderlng that all the J.ndependent varlables&. ;_A |
o ‘J[‘ " te cher focused belief behav:l.or and performan,c/:e raflngs -

i ’:Ls of significance that each of three paths hypothesized

T e~ . ,‘-~

J.n overall re31dua1:§zed reading. ga:.n. ; As Gump— (1964)

..

suggested, teacher :Lnflt:Ience does appear to operate lndi:éec

- [
: --‘ywas found to he accounting for 25 to 34% bf the total variance

tly ;

S——
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Z_“'f _ N - thus accountlng for much Tore. of the varlance 1n learnlng

PO \

R o outcomes than has heen measured 1n conventlonal stud:Les of

o teacher behavmr such as those descra.bed by A'nderson & : S .
: - s R R v S
o Kaplan (1974) e LTS e -

Gump 3 suggestJ.On, however, 'that the -effects c'om‘e‘
from a set of actlvrty structures establlshed by the teachers ‘
appears true only to the p01nt that these act1v1ty structures

were preconcelved by the teacher as part of a “belref"

v

Cot B “goal" system.-‘ The same appears ‘true for Walker and

Le Lo

’ Schaffarz.rck s (1974) -argument for "content 1nc1u51on and “ : .
- "emphasm" ‘as influence varlables on’ student learnlng. - . “,_'.,‘w‘ .
’ . e Wrthout the conscrous awareness and :Lntent of the teacher,
. | - these "structural“ aspects of the teach:.ng process appear . |

meanlngless in’ effect.g Some recent stugl:.es have plcked up Y s ; k

v o .

L ' y some uof th:Ls "indlrectness" of teacher 1nfluence,. the flndrngs I o

o e ] ,.‘

_.' o of wh:.ch thJ.s study corroborates. Both the Beglnnlng Teachers
v Evaluatlon Study = Phase II and IIIA (Mar]_;ave, 1976) = and
o the Stalllngs (1975) study found that marnta:.nlng academlc : B

goals, and clear, expl:.cit J.nstructxon are some of those ’

- N )

-J.ndlrect ways teachers :Lnfluence achievement. ' .' S oo

. T "Emphas:.s"' or "content incius:.on when l:l.nked w:i.th .,- " L

ot ~ : -,‘. e

correspondlng bel:.ef were not‘found to affect greater gams

"

s

An, that content as reported ln achievemept tests in read:.ng. e

The BTES (Joyce), 1975. Shavelson & Dempsey, 1975) suggested A ¥ S

the possibz.l:.ty of a strong generala.zable relatz.onship but . ,. LA

this study d:i.d not bear this out: There are several possible

h W
o cT R . - -‘.;u

explanations of why th:.s may be so, J.nclud:mg the very nature
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o ‘l be e:.ther hOllStlc or subsklll in nature. They are not

of the readlng process J.tself Rummelhart (1976) 'suggested

readlng is J.nteract:l.ve where ne1ther codlng nor 'semantlc

!
)

B : 'interpretata.on are mutually exc1u51ve processes.‘ on the.

" or emphas:l.s is devo:.d of’ contents of the other. : Therefo’re,
e 1t may be falr ‘to- assume that desplte an :Lnstructlonal
emphasls, students w111, perhaps of necess:.ty, 1earn both

Subskllls necessary to the total readmg process Wlth

et

e .relatlvely equal -success. _ n

The Read:.ng Process. Of the var:Lous theor:.es on

T ', read:.ng, the flnd:.ngs in thJ.s study probably speak best to

- ’ Rummelhart s (719 76) pos:.tlon xwhere the readmg process can

mutually exclus:.ve processes but tend to be J.nteractlve. A

teacher taklng thJ.s theoretlcal pos:Ltlon would perhaps

o proceed w:.th 1nstructlon 1ncorporat1ng both word 1dent1f1- -,

.
v !

cat:Lon and “hypothesme-—test:.ng" (Goodman, 1971) s:,multaneously

Such mstructmn would prov:.de max:.mum mutual facil:.tatrion
_ of the two processes. , ' o

. Read:.ng Instructlon and Achlevement. There appears

to be no ev1dence to support the fears* of some read1ng
m-'

educators that a word J.dentlflcatlon trategx (teacher bel:Lef

/pl-us emphas:.s) w:.ll lead to dlmlnished achlevement in

PRSI
. )u».-

N -[comprehension. In ffact, J.n tlus atudy, Wlth such a strategy

practlcal level Chall (1967) conf:!.rmed that no one approach . '




"BO— o ., :. .

a, strategy group and the '-'above average" nature, of_‘the
i : _Classroom .involved. . - ‘, : _ T : \ R ,‘ :',
‘ - ,TakJ.ng readlng J.nstructlonal emphases for thelr own
- merlts J.t appears that no one method mak{gs s:.gnlflcantly :
. .. - more dlfference ~1n--read1ng achlevement than another. These
: findings are consistent- wd th those of ear'li;‘er_ studies f-(i‘liiarli_n,‘.

_1973, Goldbecker, 1975)._

<~'5:j‘.‘: I'lv ‘ L Co Teacher Bel;.éf Concept:.ons of Read:.ng. 4 'Th:".s"
J.nvestlgator found th»at over one-half of the teachers in the |
‘sample dld not have follow—up 1nstruct10nal adt1v1t1es to o
: match thelr conceptuallzed hellefs as stated.‘ It was felt i S ‘\.-
that perhaps teachers tended to. be more funchlonally rather | |
"'than phllosophlca.lly mot:Lvated as has been i dlcated by the
el research of Doyle and Ponderr (1978) and Lelthwood, Ross ‘and o T
"Montgomery (1978) v N 3 ": o
_ ' Teachers appear to varv not only in strength and
""_' : ",.credJ.b:LlJ.ty but also in J.deas. Conceth.ons of readlng
| : o focused around theorles found in the 11terature - word
ldentlfz.catlon, comprehens:.on, and eclect:l.c - were found, ‘
to be synonymous w:.th "subsk111 hollstlc and mlxed" Co= N
'(Samuels and Echechter, 1978). Of these bellefs, WOrd .»‘.;—t )
‘ ‘:LdentJ.fJ.catJ.On and eclectlc theor:.es appear to have the |

"fstrongest conv:.ctlons and ultrmate success.,, The eclect:.c L

‘""strategy - with due emphas:.s -on - both subsk:.lls -~produced

:tﬁe best results overall, w1th a substantlal gain in word | \ Co

|

! o . .o “»' " . IV [ . . 2 , ,.‘
"'-..'1dent1f1cat10n., o T T ’ :

t

pe L
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: Demonstra'ted‘ Clear -Definite-‘Beli'ef' and Reading' S

Achiew}ement._ Teachers of read.'l.ng who demonstrate clear L

ORI e ven I,

[ '

~

BN defJ.n.Lte bel:.ef, that 1s, thelr stated bel:t.ef corresponds

to their J.nstructn.onal behavmr 1n con51stency and clear,

A ]

'efflclent, enthus:.astlc :Lnstructlon, have s:.gnifn.cantly '

hJ.gher classroom readmg achlevement than teachers who .don' t o

A » demonstrate such bellefs . The. relatlonshlp was a strong one - :
‘ beJ.ng :Lndl.cated, J.h thJ.s c,ase, by a dlfference of almost a.

. | o o full stana&rd dev:.atlon between the means of the two groups._
Such a hypothesued relat:.onshlp also accounted for over 25

pe‘rcent;of the var:.ance in overal_l res:.duallze_d' read:.ng gam.- LT

N ST B e

b

Future Research B : o S .

\"-7 e o Some dJ.ffJ.culty ex::.sts in determin:.ng accurately the |-

- N .

presence of clear defmlte bel:l.efs on readlng It 1s

suspected that in thlS study the forced response type of
S N J.nterva.ew conducted gave teache’rs little cho.lce over statJ.ng R
a pos:.t:.on of bellef Th:r.s sutuatlon 1ed to a number of

S K J.naccuracies J.n grouplng teachers and dlff:.culty in analysm

- v

of the data. : f for example, it we/e poss:.ble to truly
* L. ’ -y

h J.dent:.fy the presence of ‘a clear deflnate bellef that was

ne:.ther ,forced nor prompted by : an .1nterv1ewer,. th:l.s

P . . . e

J.nvestlgator belleves that a correspondlng J.nstruc‘l:lonal T
approach would be a consequence of such a def:.nite bel:.ef

Furthermore, the teachers of such clear bel:.efs would be

clear, effJ.c:Lent and persuasive 1n 1nstructJ.on.. The causal
L ..-' .
e chain deScribed .'LS grounded 1n research but unfortunately

y - .

v . . . e . N . .t . N . 3
. - ‘ N : i
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_'?: o was not able to be proved 1n the present study/ It is hoped

\- et )

that cther studies ta'i{e advantage of the model used Here but:

fJ.nd other means of determlnlng the presence of.a clear o ' o

~' def.uute belief The fact that the linear comblnatlon of

varlables m the model have a- strong relationship w1th . ‘ : -

' reading achievement 1s clear.' A: larger sample of teachers o

# AR

Would provide a. larger clear deflnite,gBelief group from

: Fj <+ which to study '.antec_edent, mediating and consequent cond:.t:.ons i .

S '-w

- "i"‘n the teaohi-ng pro’célss. An improved method of determinlng o

. . the existence of clear deflnlte belief would eliminate the D '_

Ll necess:Lty of making consxstency and clarlty, efflciency,

persuaSJ.veness" a condition of clear deflnite belief rather

than a consequence of . 1t. W A R

T Future research may also want to-look at teacher R

/ Loe T
perceptxon of J.nfluence as :Lt may affect teachersw determ:l.n-' wggy’

. kg

3 ‘o atlon of 1nstrUct101}_gl approaches in reading. ‘It is Lo " N o
ST * : g b L
conceivable, ‘for example, that those teachers who perceive s '

themselves as havmg 1nf1uence over the currlculum structure [ ¢

’ of the classroom, or more particularly the instruct:l.onal : P

emll .J‘.

approach, read:.ly develop a bel:.ef system and ‘a set of goals. ‘. R

A 1arger sample of teachers is; needed to increase the

' . N 11
. .

membershlp size of sqme of the cells in a grid descrlbing X

: teachers ‘on bellef . obs’ervetlx J.nstructional behavmr and IR -

- U

o T‘-""x:ead;mg gams. - It may help the researcher to look at the

Toa

=

'.—"'compxehensiOn strategy for example, and draw conclusions l;F' L

based on ,1t. Just as this study found that etudents 1earn

.
'

comprehe.ns:.on skills‘ as read:i.ly as word J.dent:l. ficat:.on sk:l.lls

.
Ve
o,
¥
o
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- a comprehensxon strategy. However, Bloomfield (1942) argues ) .'

- code is broken. , The w°rds 1n the chrLd s early readers are

- .', already part of hlS 1J.sten1ng and speak:.ng vocabulary. B

-vseen whether the aVerage claserom can’"p:.ck .up " word oo

. J.dent:l.ficatlon pr:l.nclples wrthout due emphasrs by the teacher’ " .

3 PractJ.cal Limrtations of the Ccnclu51ons o '_'.-'..

when teachers use fa word 1dent1f1cation strategy, it may be.

v

possrble that they also learn both readily when teachers use"

!
,

to the contrary. MeanJ.ng, he says, comes .naturally as the/:‘ o

P f T

“ . t

Instruct:.on, rather, is needed in- the pr.mted equ:.valents :

for h:.s oral vocabulary (pp. 125-130). . In relat:.on to the

1,1

results of the word 1dent1frcation .strategy obserVed ,J.n th:Ls

StudY Bl°°mfleld'8 POJ-nt is well taken. ' It rema:l.ns to be ' '."'IT:. N

’ -
PR R Lo -.‘..

e e w

as readily ag they can ’ "prck up" comprehension. f I.t ;.s

5 ” N L.
N

expected, certa:.nly, t@eﬁ: above average classes w:.ll, as has

L

been J.ndlcat,ed by thlS study as wellvas by others.,_,. -

.l,'

It should be concluded then that the f;LndJ.ngs .con=" -,-,,“u,:

ta:.ned herem apply to a random sample of Grade Two classrooms

At

from wrth:.n a radius of two hmdred miles of St John s, 1.
Newfoundland. ,Any generalrzatu.ons made .must cons:.der its
applrcat:.on only to Gra.de Two readlng. Because of the s

chang:.ng nature of chlldren and the reada.ng act :.tself :Lt , e

[T FAAERY O
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“LANG. -ART. In’ Language Art's, the p_redom:.nan act1v1ty o
~which is.taking place 1n a 30 second observatlon 15 o .
coded. - . . oo v S . R

t. -

6. WORD-T . - . T i

WORD Identification is coded when the “activity
3 refers to any of the folléwmg- . .
‘Slght words - This method is. sometlmes called
. the whole-word ‘method because the reader is’
able to 1dent1fy the ‘word by sight wlthOut

giving. attentlon to letter—sound relatlonshlps., o

oy B v Phonlcs - In the phonic method the student’ .has. l

- to assoc1ate Tetters and clusters of letters;

with the Propriate sounds. . Syllablcatlon and '

‘are es )

;. - Mccent, 'ch are concerned with 'sound ‘L‘lnltS A
T ﬁentlal to phonics J.nstructlon (e g \

AanJ.ml) T > \

LI

Structural" nana‘lysis, -~ Readers analyze the
structure 'of words to identify root words,
'preflxes, and sufflxes, all of whlch are’
meanlng units. . .

‘. . .
2 [

.Use of Context - Use ofwcontext clues ‘often \)\ .

‘enables a reader to identify an ‘unknown word’

‘in a sentence in which-all the other words are

famifiar. Tt is also afway of checking the
\‘accuracy of a word 1dent1f1ed by other means’

“in that he can ask the- questmn,‘ "Does it make'

-sense”" .

~

‘Thls category is concerned w1th the pupll s compre-’ .

hension of written discourse. _ Since . listening
. comprehension can prov1de a basis for readJ.nE com-—
- “prehension, tentlon—-mgust be glven to the m ahs .
whereb@mg comprehensu)n 15 fostered

COMPRehension is coded when the acthlty refers to
any ‘of ‘the follow1ng. - . :

-~

A df main 1deas, sequence, cause effect relatlon-
T s\hlps, and character tralts. :

-

-"Ijtn.teral comprehen31on ~ Includes the recognltlon

el e Sy e gk $ P T S ——— S e



\\' J.nter—pretlng flguratlve language.

Inferent1a1 colrehenmon - Includes, as Well'
.as readlng between’ the lines (e.g., reference )
to author's 1ntent) ;' predicting outcomes and R Lo,

t S R

: Maklng 1udgements —\Comgg ehensmn is also
\."- concerned with.judging. whether the selection . °
‘is factual or. flctlonal V&'eai‘q.stlc or fanc1fu1

S Llstenlng comprehensmn — This is belng
developed when purposeskhave beeé; set for the
‘ student to listen to the teacher or a tape.«

\
Word meanlng - Comprehensmn dis concerned w1th

. more than assoc1at1ng meaning with individual
words. It is, however, necessary that readers ‘ .
be \famlllar with exact and multiple meanlngs of ‘
"words. Thus, word meaning forms paxrt of the . =~~~ = .
"definition of comprehen51on and 1s coded as / ' R
comprehens ilon. * : e

kN
5

AT . 1,
\ .

READlng practlce is’ coded for all readlng except

‘that.done in the development 'of wordjidentification

and comprehensn.on. It includes silent reading of

‘both textbodks and llbrary books, oral’ reading,
‘choral readmg. andt dra atic reading. R

[l

SPELL \ . '
‘ N \ ' . . ;‘1
sP 1ng is coded for all exerc:.ses in the prescrlbed L ‘.
5 ing ‘program with ‘the exceptlon of the section- ' :
. called creative\ writing. This is coded in category
. #11 coMPo. - IR \ . -
L S , - .

10.

. “-‘

oW

’ 'GRAMmar is coded for 1nstructlon in such toplcs -as

sentence structure, usage, capltallzatlon aﬁd

\punctuat::.on S






kR durlng claas act1v1t1es

| .APlef\lpfx 1
f' ENTHUSIKSM.' Th:Ls dlmensuon refers to ‘the enthus:.asm
- or interest level expressed by the . teacher and students

- .- -". . ."' x

. 'The enthu51astlc teacher conveys a, great sense of *

" -, commitment; excitement,.and involvement in the subject v

,'matter., ‘The students -seéem responsive and appear to
_enjoy: the activity. The teacher seems to expect
students to 'do their best. The teacher's tone of
“‘Voice'varies, and this is evidenced by the teacher's"
- 'motlvatlon and deSJ.re o] help students do thelr w0rk.

‘ The dull teacher does npt show .any sense of comm:.tment, -
‘excitement ‘or J.nvolvement in the subject matter, The
- du¥l ‘teachér does not appear interested in'the subject .
.matter. The puplls seen non-responsive and do not "

' -appear 'to -be 1nv01ved in the class- actlv:.tles.' The

" . teacher doesn't seem to care whether oxr not puplls do
the:Lr best. _ . o - . :

Rate ‘the .class on ax'1 ent‘hgs'i'asrh' cpnti,nuum.l' ‘ , :
39000 T \ e 1 JENT T
" '“.V_ery' une_nthfu'sia‘jstiq,%E,lul_-ll). AR .Qn,[_er‘ith{l'siast;lc. C
qﬁ'41.u,p 3 o LT a2, .
Nelther dull’ nor - . et éEn{:h;j'sia'stilc:_j’ i
enthusmstlc.‘ A s R S
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] ". ' Vety enthus:.astlc
(lnterestlng)
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. CLARIT¥, ThlS dlmens:l.on :efers to the clarlty of -
. commun:.catlon, J.nstruct:l.ons and expectat:l.pns conveyed -
~to the students.., T e _ o W .

" _objectives of lessons in such a- way’ that §tudents can
understand- ‘themn.. The teachet's . vecabulary is

.

a

approprlate. " The-~ ‘students know what they are supposed T s

. to do and why. Students can follow the teacher's
: __explanatlons." Ample examples. are of fered,. relatlng
new information 'to’ past .experiepces.. Instructlons and
:explanatlons are completed. Presentations and o
“activities are well organized- Students can carry L
"sz'OJects to, completlon w:.thout confu51on. .
. The teacher who is vague or who demonstrates a lack of
clarity’ rarely states the goals ‘or objectlves of a lesson.-,,
If he does, the students do not understand what they are -’
~ to do and why they are do:.ng it: Iessons: and activities .
‘ are not well organlzed afd students rarely ‘complete tasks.
‘without confus:Lon. Students ask questions. that sug“gest
confus.Lon or lack of, understandlng of somethlng that was;
dlscussed or - dlrectlons that have been glven.. . : '

.Rate the’ teacher on a clarlty contlnuum
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EFFICIENCY. ThlS dlmen51on refers to ‘the teacher s .
effic1ent use of tlme Ain fulfllllng hls/her e
;esponsxbllltles. R : Co

A teacher who makes . efflclent use of" classroom tlme
accompllshes what was 1ntended. 'The teacher .uses the
[time available to- the maximum. beriefit of each student
_Activities or work is available for students- to do . - o
when they have completed ‘assigned tasks. . u-j” oot
A:teacher who lS 1neff1c1ent does not accompllsh what. o
was intended in the,tlme available. - The teacher ‘does

not have Activities. or, work avallable for students and :
productlve use of tifie is. not eVLGent.z‘,
. Rate the teachér on an efflclency contlnuum : R . o
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" “Take cars in hling in ideniication numbers
-as they will be read by machine. Each numeral
. .must be foimed 88 lollows: .

’IIIPORTANT PLEASE USE LEAD PENCIL.TKE MACHINE WILL NOT HEAB ANYTHING a.ss.
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