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EVALUATION OF THE ELEMENTARY
READING SURVEY

ABSTRACT BEST COPY AVAILABLE
1973-1974 ,

Evaluator: Maxie Maytin
Consultant: Dr. Letitia Chambers

Schools 84
Teachers 830

Description: Improvement in reading was designated as a priority objective
Tor the 1973-1074 school year by the Oklahoma City Board of Education.

Dr. Mervel Lurn, Assistant Superintendent for Instructional Services, di-
rected that an elementary reading study be conducted. In addition, the need
_ for this study was based in part on the results of the Spring, 1973, stan-
dardized test results. The purpose of this study was twofold: one, to make
comparisons between reading at all grades on the basis of instruction and - .
 materials and the Oklahoma City School's reading philosophy; and two, to
give insight as to why the reading grade scores were low, particularly at
:he fourgh grade level, thus providing knowledge leading to improved reading
nstruction. ‘ :

Objectives: --To describe likenesses and differences in the teaching of
readigg at all grade levels on the basis of instruction and
materials. :

--To discover ceuses of variation within District grade level
reading achievement scores. |

--To determine areas of need for further in-service training
" to improve reading instruction.

Evaluation Strategy: The evaluation process was concerned with surveying the
reading methods, materials, and types of reading skills being used and/or de-
veloged in first through fifth grade. The instrument used was a questionnaire
which was administered to teachers in seventy elementary schools and fourteen
fifth year centers. The criteria for the instrument to evaluate the elemen-
tary reading program was based cn the Oklahoma City School District's phileso-
phy for the teaching of reuding.

Results: 1. There may be a strong relationship between the drop in achieve-
ment scores at the fourth year grade level and the fact that
only half of :he fourth grade teachers feel it is their respon-
sibility to provide formal reading instruction.




2.

7.

8.

The sharp rise in the amount of team teaching at the fifth year
level may in part account for the yearly gain-in reading scores
between fourth and fifth year students.

Teachers have voiced a desire for further in-service training.

Teachers at every level are not completely aware of the ranges
in reading achievement levels of students in their classrooms.

While the basal reading program employed in the District is ef-
fective with most children, test scores reveal other children
are seemingly not responsive to this method.

First and fourth yeaf teachers are attempting to cover all the
basal reading materials for their grade level each year.

Teachers spend almost as much time planning for each day as they .
do on actual reading instruction.

Teachers at all levels prefer to group for reading in the fol-
lowing order: (1) achievement groups; (2) skill study groups;
(5) discussion groups; and (4) special interest groups.

, Teachers reported that they are frequently grouping in their

classrooms, yet at the same time they reported that most stu-
dents in their classes are usually working at the same assign-
ment. There is a definite contradiction between these two
statements. Ideal grouping does not occur when all children in
a classroom are divided into small groups to work on the same

~assignment.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
History and Need for the Study

Society's needs and demands are the primary sources of educational goals.

Final selection of objectives ultimately depends upon a specific group's con-
. victions and its philosophy of education. Improvement in reading was desig-

nated as a priority objec;ive for the 1973-1974 school year by the Oklahoma
City Board of Education. Dr. Mervel Lumn, Assistant Superintendent for In-
structional Services, directed that a study be conducted to survey the
reading methods, materials, and types of reading skills being used and/or
developed in first through fifth grade.

In addition, the need for this study was based in part on the results of
the Spring, 1973, standardized test results. These results for each grade
level are as follows:

Grade District Mean National Mean Deviation fro_m the National Mean

1 2.0 1.8 | ¢ .2

2.8 2.6 | + .2
3 3.4 3.5 - .l
4 3.7 4.6 - .9
5 4.5 5.6 - 1.1

These scores show that at the end of first and second grade, the reading

score means of the Oklahoma City pupils were above the national mean. The

1
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third grade score shows a slight deviation below the national mean. The
fourth and fifth grade scores show a greater deviation below the national
mean. j | | |
Also, from these standardized test scores the reading gains from end
of year to end of year testing were determined.. The reading scores used to
‘determine yearly gains were cross-sectional, not longitudinal in nature.

. These reading gains for each grade level were as follows:

Grade " Grade Equivalent Score Mean Yearly Gain
1 2.0
2 2.8 8
3 3.4 6
4 3.7 .3
5 : 4.5 .8

These figures indicate that at the end of the first grade, the reading score
mean is above grade level. The seoond and third grade score mean shows a
gradually increasing decline in reading gains, while the fourth grade score
mean shows a sharp drop in reading gains. The higher fifth grade gain in-
dicates that fifth graders were reading on a higher level as compared to
~the national norm than the fourth, but this difference does not make up for
the extreme drop at fourth grade.

As a result of Dr. Lunn's request and the 1973 standardized test results,
the Research Department proceeded to undertake a descriptive study of the
teaching of reading at the elementary level. The purpose of this study was |
twofold: one, tb make comparisons between reading at all grades on the basis
of instruction and materials and the Oklahoma City school's reading philosophy;
and two, to give insight as to why the reading grade scores were low, parti-
cularly at the fourth grade level, thus providing kngwledge leading to im-

proved reading instruction.

10




Evaluation

Objectives * BEST COPY AVAILABLE

--To describ¢ likenesses and differences in the teaching cf reading at
all grade levels on the basis of instruction and materials.

--Po discover causes of variation within District grade level reading
achievement scores.

--To deteimine areas of need for further in-service training to improve |
reading instruction.

Instrumentation
¢

The instrument used was a questionnaire which can be found in Appendix A,
This questionnaire was administered to teadiers in seventy elementary schools
and fourteen fifth year centers. The criteria for the instrument ¢o evaluate
the elementary reading program was based on the Oklahoma City School Dis-
trict's philosophy for the teaching of reading.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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RESULTS
Oklahoma City Reading Philosophy

Sixty-two percent of the teachers surveyed on this questionnaire felt
that the following statement reflected the reading philosophy of the majorit9
of teachers in the Oklahoma City Public Schools: =

"In grades 1-3, children learn to read; in grades 4
and up, childrer read to learn."

Table I shows percentages for each grade level. The majority of teachers (53%)
responded that this statement did not reflect their own personal reading phil-

- osephy. However, this statement does reflect the philosophy of 47% of the
teachers in grades kindergarten through fifth. (See Table II)

Present Teaching Situations

In grades kindergarten through fifth, 58.1% of the teachers are teaching
in self-contained classrooms. Eighty percent of the teachers at the fifth
year level are teaching in team teaching situations. In the EMH and L.D.
classes, 88.1% of the teachers classified their teaching situations as other
than either self-contained or team teaching. These "other" situations may be
considered as laboratory situations. (See Table IIT)

Average Amount of Time Spent Daily
on Reading Instruction

Flementary teachers are spending on the average one hour and thirty min-
utes daily on reading instruction. In kindergarten, FMH, and L.D. classes,

only one hour per day on the average is devoted t» reading instruction.

Q ~— .
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TABLE 1

PERCEIVED DISTRICT READING PHILOSOPHY
Elementary
1973-1974
Percentages of Total Response

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Does the following statement reflect the reading philosophy of the majority of
teachers in the Oklahama City Public Schools:
"In grades 1-3, children learn to read; in grades 4 and up

children read to learn."

Grade Level Yes ‘ No
Kindergarten 65.5% 34.5%
1 63.6 36.4
2 68.1 34.9
3 6€.4 33.6
4 - 58.8 41.2
‘5 56.9 43.1
1 and 2 combined 71.9 28.1
2 and 3 combined - ..65.4 34.6
3-5 54.7 45.3 |
IMH, L.D. 60.5 39.
DISTRICT 62.4 37.6

Teaching Techmiques

At the kindergarten'level, reading to children was the most often used
technique to teach reading. Oral reading by ;hildren ranked first as the
techniaue used most freaquently in first grade. Discussion .5 the teaching
technique used most in second, third, “-.«th, and fifth .rudr.. District-
wide, the three techniques used most often were dise i, ~ral reading by
children, and group question and answer sessions. Lecture and contracts were
the two teaching techniquess least frequently used. Table IV shqws rankings
and mean scores (averages) for each grade level, ]

ERIC
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TABLE II

INDEPENDENT READING PHILOSOPHY
| Elementary BEST COPY AVAILABLE
1973-1974 |
Percentages of Total Response

Does the preceeding statement reflect your reading philosophy?

Grade Level Yes No
Kindergarten 48.3% 51.7%
1 : 39.4 60.6
2 53.1 46.9
3 52.2 47.8
4 49,6 50.4
5 42,3 57.7
1 and 2 combined 50.0 50.0
2 and 3 combined 50.0 50.0
3"5 4502 5408
m" LoDo _ . 4407 5503
DISTRICT 46.8 53.2

Methods of Grouping for Reading

Flementary teathers at all levels (except in FMH and L.D. classes)
ranked methods of grouping in the following order as to frequency of usage:
achievement groups, skill study groups, discussion groups, ax_xd special in-
terest groups. Achievement groups and skill study groups shared the top
ranking in the ™H and L.D. classes followed by special interest groups and
then discussion groups. (See 'I‘abl_e V)

Grouping Activities

At all levels, students usually are involved in small group activities.
Goals are always set in the EMH and L.D. cl.asses before instruction in small
group activities and usually at all other levels. Teachers in ail grades
(except kindergarten) reported that all students in the class usually are

©
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TABLE 111
PRESENT TEACHING SITUATIONS
19731874
Percentages of Total Responsex BEST COPY AVAILABLE
Grade Level Self-Contained _ Team Teaching : Other
Kindergarten 72.4% 27.6% 0.0%
1 81.8 2102 . 01
2 68.1 29,2 .5
3 81.4 21,2 0.0
4 76.5 18.5 .9
5 13.1 80.0 .8
1 and 2 combined 68.8 28.1 B
2 and 3 caombined 69.2 27.0 .4
3'5 5208 45-3 04
B, L.D. 9 .1 88.1
DISTRICT 58.1 31,9 | 12.0

'working at the same assignment. This occurs only frequently at the kinder-

garten lével. Students in the first, second, and third year levels always

meet every day for instructions from the teacher when involved in group ac-
tivities. Kindergarten, fourth, fifth, FM{, and L.D. students usually meet

with the teacher for instructions every day when grouping. (See Table VI)

- Reading Approaches

The basal reader was ranked as the reading approach most preferred by
first, second, third, fourth, and fifth grade teachers. Kindergarten teachers
selected the phonics approach while EM{ and L.D. teachers ranked the multi-
media nongraded approach as their preference in reading approaches. Table VII

shows rankings and mean scores for each grade level.

F C .‘ )
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TABLE V

METHODS FOR GROUPING FOR READING:
MEAN SCORES AND RANKINGS

Flementary
1973-1974 BEST COPY AVAILABLE:
Achievement Discussion Special Interest Skill Study
Grade Lavel Groups Groups Groups Graups
- X Rank X Rank X Rank X Rank
Kindergarten 3.3 1 2,7 3 2.5 4 3.2 2
1 4,5 1 2.6 3 2.3 4 3.4 2
2 4,5 1 3.0 3 2.5 4 3.6 2
3 4.4 1 3.0 3 2.8 4 3.5 2
4 4.2 1 3.3 3 2.9 4 3.6 2
) 4,0 1 3.2 3 2.7 4 3.6 2
1 and 2 combined 8.3 1 2.5 3 2.2 4 3.3 2
2 and 3 combined 4.1 1 2.6 3.5 2.6 3.5 3.6 2
3-5 4,1 1 3.0 3 2.8 4 3.3 2
EMH, L.D. 3.2 1.5 2.1 4 2.2 3 3.2 1.5
DISTRICT 4,14 1 2.89 3 2.59 4 3.48 2

Range In Reading Achievement Levels

Kindergarfen teachers reported they have only two reading achievement
levels while first year teachers reported three levels of student reading
achievement levels. All other grades reported approximately four levels of
student reading achievetent levels in their claésrooms. (See Table VIII)

Range in Reading Materials

Kindergarten teachers reported they have two levels, first year teachei's
three levels, IMH and L.D. teachers five levels of reading muterials in their
classrooms. Second, third, fourth, and fifth year teachers reported that

they have four levels of reading materials in their classroom. (See Table VIII)
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MEAN SCORES AND RANKS
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Fvaluation of Student Performance BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Student performance is measured in terms of his ovmn progress always in
the EMH and L.D. classes, usualif' in the first, second, third, fourth, and
fifth grades, and frequently in kindergarten. Individual student records are
entered in a grade book usually at the fifth year level, frequently in kinder-
garten, third, and fourth grade, and only occasionally in first, FMH, and L.D.
classes. .

Usage of individual language progress folders for keeping individual stu-
dent records was reported usually at all levels from kindergarten through fifth
and frequently in EMH and L.D. classes. Fifth year, EMH, and L.D. students are
frequently allowed access to their records. Thifd and fourth grade students
are alloﬁed occasionaly access to their records while kindergarten, first, and
second year students are generally never allowed access to their records.

Students in fourth, fifth, EMH, and L.D. classes are usually kept informed
of their progress at least weekly. While kindergarten, first, second, and
thind year students are only frequently informed weekly of their progress.
Skill mastery is always evaluated periodically in the FMH and L.D. classes and
usually at all other grade levels. (See Table IX)

Equipment Utilized in Tea’chi:g_ Reading

The record player was the most frequently used piece of equipment in kin-
dergarten, first, second, and fourth year classes to teach reading. Earphones
were utilized most by the third year teachers and the cassette by FMH and L.D.
teachers. Fifth year teachers reported using the record player, filmstrip pro-
jector, and overhead projector the same amount in teaching reading. The ’
tachistoscope was the least frequently used piece of equipment at all grade
levels. (See Table X)
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

1973-1974

EQUIPMENT UTILIZED IN TEACHING READING: MEAN SOORES
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In-Service Training

Fighty-nine percent of the teachers surveyed ~eported that they had par-
ticipated in in-service training sessions in this school system. The majority
of the in-service training sessions that were attended were held either at the
central office or in a school building other than their own. Sixty-six percent
of the respondents to this questionnaire reptied that if more after school in-

service training sessions were offered, they would attend.

Areas g£ Need for Purther In-Service Training

Kindergarten teachers ranked diagnostic techniques as the area in which
‘they felt the greatest need for further in-service training. First, second,
‘third, EMH, and L.D. teachers selected as their top priority area for further
in-service training ways in which children learn. Individualized instruction
was chosen by fourth and fifth year teachers as their area of need for further
in-service training. Table XI shows mean scores and rankings for each grade

level,

Interactive Involvement Utilized in Teaching Reading

Teachers in grades kindergarten, first, second, fifth, EMH{, and L.D.
selected role playing as the type of interactive involvement they use most
often in teaching reading. Class projects were ranked first by third and
fourth year teachers. Field trips were the least frequently used type of
interactive involvement utilized by teachers at all grade levels to teach
reading. (See Table XII)
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TABLE XI

'BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Elementary

1973-1974

AREAS OF NEED FOR FURTHER IN-SERVICE TRAINING
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Supportive Materials Utilized in the Teaching of Reading

Teachers at all grade. levels (except kindergarten, EMH, and L.D.) re-

. ported that materials provided in the basal reader were the type of supportive
materials utilized most frequently in the teaching of reading. Kindergarten
teachers ranked other teacher made materials first while EMH and L.D. teachers
ranked both other teacher made materials and commercial remedial or develop-
mental programs on the same level, (See Table XIII)

Skills Utilized with Each Story in the Basal Reader

Word attack skills were ranked first as the skills most frequently
utilized with each stofy in the basal reader by first, second, EMH, and L.D.
teachers. Teachers in third, fourth, and fifth grade classes ranked compre-
hension skills first. Word attack skills and comprehension skilis were both
ranked first by kindergarten teachers. Literary skills were the least
utilized skills. Table XIV provides mean scores and rankings for each grade

level.

Planning

Elementary teachers in grades kindergarten through fifth spent an
average of one hour planning for each school day. EMH and L.D. teachers
reported they spend an average of one hour thirty minutes planning for each
school day. Fifty-three percent of the teachers surveyed reported they are
unable to do the majority of their planning at school.

Planning Activities

Only first year teachers reported that they occasionally felt pressure
from tlie administration or competition with other teachers over the amount
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

MEAN SOORES AND RANKINGS
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of material covered. Teachers at all levels frequently plan with other
teachers. The greatest amount of planning with other teachers was reported
by fifth year teachers.

First arid fourth year teachers usually cover all the baéai reading
materials for their grade level eaéh year. Kindergarten, second, third, and
fifth year teachers frequently cover all the material while EMH and L.D. only
occasionally cover all the materials for their grade levels each year.
Teachers at all grade levels are using the teacher's guide when using the
basal reader. {Sce Table XV)

Diagnostic Procedures

. The diagnostic material from the basal reading program is used the least
. in the kindergarten, M, and L.D. classes. This material is usually used by
all other grade levels.

Fraquently other tests to determine individual needs are used in kinder-
garten, first, second, and third year classes. They are usually utilized in
_fourth and fifth year classes and always used in EMH and L.D. classes.

Fifth year, EMH, and L.D. teachers reported that they usually use a
scope and sequence other than the one in the basal reader. All other grade
levels only occasionally use a different scope and sequence.

Teachers in the third, fourth, fifth, EMH, and L.D. classes usually in-
volve students in planning their own programs. Kindergarten, first, and
second grade teachers only occasionally involve students.

EMH and L.D. teachers always plan individual reading programs for each
student. This is frecuently done at all other grade levels. (See Table XVI)
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Instructional Materials

Instructional kits and packages are used occasionally at all levels. They
are used most frequently in kindergarten, EMi, and L.D. classes. At all grade
levels, instructional materials are kept where students can get to them easily.

Learning stations for reading are usually provided in all grades kinder-
garten through fifth and always in the P and L.D. classrooms. Kindergarten
children are only occasionally allowed to choose their own reading material
while children in all other grades are frequently allowed to do so. Games are.
used most frequently by kindergarten, BMH, and L.D. teachers as instructional
. tools in reading. (See Table XVII)
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CHAPTER 111

CONCLUSIONS

1. There may be a strong relationship between the drop in achievement scores

at the fourth year grade level and the fact that only half of the fourth

grade teachers feel it is their responsibility to provide formal reading

instruction.

a. Forty-seven percent of all teachers in grades kindergarten through fifth
reported that they personally held with the philosophy that, 'in grades
1-3, children learn to read; in grades 4 and up, children read to learn."

b. At the fourth year grade level, fifty percent (49.6%) responded that this.
was their philosophy.

2. The sharp rise in the amount of team teaching at the fifth year level may
in part account for the yearly gain in reading scores between fourth and
fifth year students.

a. Eighty percent of instruction at the fifth year level occurs in a tesm
teaching situation.
b. In grades kindergarten through fourth, 74.5% of all instruction is

limited to self-contained classrooms.

3. Teachers have voiced a desire for further in-service training.
a. Areas of in-service training teachers have indicated would be most
beneficial are: |

Kindergarten--diagnostic techniques

©
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1 --ways in which children learn
2 --ways in which children learn
3 --ways in which children learn
4 =-individualized instruction
5 --individualized instruction
EMH, L.D. --ways in which children learn
b. A majority of teachers (66%) responded they would attend more sessions
if they were providea.
c. Howéver, teachers have not always in the past attended the in-service

sessions that have been provided.

4. Teachers at every level are not completely aware of the ranges in reading
achievement levels of students in their classrooms.
a. The following table shows the difference between the teachers® perceived
range of reading achievement levels and the actual grade score span on

the reading subtest of the 1973 Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT).

TABLE XVIII

COMPARISON OF PERCEIVED RANGE WITH
ACTUAL RANGE OF READING ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS

Elementary
1973-1974
Teachers' Perceived Range Actual Grade
Grade of Reading Achievement Levels Score Span (MRT)
1 3 grade levels 1-5; 5 levels
2 3 grade levels 1-8; 8 levels
3 4 grade levels 1-9; 9 levels
4 4 grade levels 1-9; 9 levels
5 4 grade levesl 1-9; 9 levels

b. It is very possible that the span in reading achievement levels is
even larger than the test scores reveal, as the MAT does not indicate

o scores below the first year level.

ERIC
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5. While the basal reading program employed in the District is effective with

most children, test scores reveal other children are seemingly not respon-

sive to this method.

a. Teachers in grades first through fifth selected the basal reader as the
reading approach most preferred.

b. Materials provided in the basal reading program were the type of sup-
portive materials utilized most frequently in the teaching of reading.

c. Diagnostic materials from the basal reading program are used extensively

by teachers at all grade levels.

6. It would appear that intermediate teachers assume that word attack skills
have been mastered by the end of second grade.
a. Word attack skills are stressed in first and second grades.
b. Comprehension skills are emphasized in the third, fourth, and fifth

grades.

7. First and fourth year teachers are attempting to cover all the basal reading
materials for their grade level each year.
a. Kindergarten, second, third, and fifth year teachers frequently cover
ali the material.
b. EMH and L.D. teachers only occasionally cover all materials for their

grade levels each year.

8. Teachers spend almost as much time planning for each day as they do on
. actual reading instruction.
a. Over fifty percent (53%) of the teachers are unable to do the majority of
their planning at school.
b. Fifth year teachers reported the greatest umount of time spent planning
with other teachers.

49
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9. Teachers at all levels, kindergarten through fifth, prefer to group for
reading in the following order: 1) achievement groups; (2) skill study
groups; (3) discussion groups; and (4) special interest groups.

10. Teachers reported that they are frequently grouping in their classrooms, yet
at the same time they reported that most student: in their classes are usu-
ally working at the same assignment. There is a definite contradiction be-
tween these two statements. Ideal grouping does not occur when all children

in a classroom are divided into small groups to work on the same assignment.

£\
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ELEMENTARY READING SURVEY
DEPARTMENT OF RESEARCH AND STATISTICS

School School Code Number
Crade

5 = always

4 = ysually

3 = frequently

2 = occasionally
1 = never of does not apply

The following questions are to be answered as they apply to the teaching of
reading in your classroom.

A. How often do you use the following teaching techniques in reading:

lecture 1) 5 4 3 2 1
question and answer (class) 2) S 3 2 1
question and answer (groups) 3 S5 4 3 2 1
question and answer (individually) 4) 5 4 3 2 1
contracts ) § 4 3 2 1
discussion 6) 5 4 3 2 1
reading to children (m 5 4 3 2 1
oral reading by children @ 5 4 3 2 1

B. Do you teach the following skills with each story in the basal reader:

word attack skills 9 5 4 3 2 1

comprehension (10) S 4 3 2 1

reference and study skills ) s 4 3 2 1
44
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B. continued
literary skills (12) 5§ 4 3 2 1

C. Do you use a reading scope and sequence other
than the one in the basal reader? (13 S 4 3 2 1

D. How often do you use the following equipment in teaching reading:

cassette 1) S 4 3 2 1

tape recorder (1s) 5 4 3 2 1

earphones . (1) 5 4 3 2 1

filmstrip projector azn s 4 3 2 1

overhead projector (18) S 4 3 2 1

film projector | 9 5 4 3 2 1

record player (200 5 4 3 2 1

tachistoscope . 2) 5 4 3 2 1
E. Do you cover all the basal reading materials

for your grade level each year? (22) 5 4 3 2 1
F. Do you feel pressure from the administration

or competition with other teachers over the

amounts of material covered? 23 S5 4 3 2 1
G. How often do you plan with other teachers? (2 5 4 3 2 1
H. How often do you use games as instructional

tools in reading? 25) 5 4 3 2 1
I. How often do you use the following interactive involvement in teaching

reading:

field trips (20) 5 4 3 2 1

class projects 277 5 4 3 2 1

creative dramatics 28) S 4 3 2 1

o role playing .43 (29) S5 4 3 2 1
'
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. How much do you use the teacher's guide when
using the basal reader? 30) 5 4 3
How often do you group for reading in the following ways:
achievement groups : 31) 5 4 3
discussion groups 32) 5 4 3
special interest groups 33) 5 4 3
skill study groups , 34) 5 4 3
. How often are students involved in small
group activities? (35) 5 4 3
. Are goals set before instruction in
small group instruction? () 5 4 3
. llow often do you use the following supportive materials for reading:
supportive material from the basal reader 37 5 4 3
teacher-pupil developed reading charts 38) S5 4 3
experience charts (39) 5 4 3
other teacher made material 400 s 4 3
" commercial remedial or developmental
programs 41) S5 4 3
unipacs 42) S5 4 3
How often do you use instructional kits
and packages? (43) S5 4 3
Are instructional materials kept where
students can -get to them easily? 44) S 4 3
Do you have learning stations for reading
in you classroom? (45) S 4 3
How responsible do you feel for helping
students who come to you reading below
grade level? (46) 5 4 3
44
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S, Do you use the diagnostic materials in
the basal reading program? ) 47) 5 4 3 2 1

T. Do you use other diagnostic tests to
determine individual needs? (48) 5 4 3 2 1

U. Are individual reading programs planned
for each student? 49) s 4 3 2 1

V. Do you involve the student in planning )
his own program? | (0) 5 4 3 2 1

W. Is student performance measured in temms
of his own program? (1) S 4 3 2 1

X. Do you enter individual student records

in a grade book? (s2) 5 4 3 2 1

Y. Do you use individual language progress
folders for keeping individual student
records? (3) 5 4 3 2 1

2. Do you allow students access to these . B
records? () 5 4 3 2 1

M. Are students kept informed of their
progress at least weekly? () 5 4 3 2 1

BB, Do you evaluate skill mastery
periodically? (s6) 5 4 3 2 1

CC. How often are all the students in the
class working at che same assignment? (s7) S5 4 3 2 1

DD. When grouping, does every group meet
with the teacher every day for in-
struction? (58) 5 4 3 2 1

EE. How often do you allow children to
choose their own reading material? (9) 5 4 3 2 1

©
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I. How much time every day un the average are the children in yraur
class involved in reading instruction?

5 4 3 2 1
(2 or more hrs.) (1 hr. 30 min.) (1 hr.) (30 min.) (15 min.) (60) .

II. The range in reading materials in my classroom is approximately:
5 4 3 2 1
(5 grade levels) (4 levels) (3 levels) (2 levels) (1 level) (61)

II1. The range or difference in reading achievement level of students
in my classroom is approximately:

5 4 3 2
(5 grade levels or more) (4 levels) (3 levels) (2 levels)
’ 1
(1 level) (62)

IV. For every school day, I plan an average of:
5 4 3 2 1
(2 or more hrs.) (1 hr. 30 min.) (1 hr.) (30 min.) (15 min.) (63)
V. I am able to do a majority of my planning at school.
Yes No (64)

VI. Does the following statement reflect the reading philosophy of
the majority of teachers in the Oklahoma City Public Schools?

In grades 1-3 children leamn to read; in grades 4
and up children read to learn.

Yes No (65)

VII. Does the preceeding statement reflect your reading philosophy?
Yes No (66)

VIII. Do you presently teach in a:

self-contained classroom (67)

team teaching situation (68)

Q ' . )
Othef 4 ‘) (6 )




_ IX. Have you participated in any in-service training in this system?

X,

XI.

XII.

Yes No

1f so, where was the in-service held?
at the Central Office
in your school building
in another school building_

other

If more after school in-service were offered would you attend?

Yes No

Do you feel the need for in-service on:
diagnostic techniques__
small group instruction
individualized instruction
peer teaching
classroom organization and management
learning stations

ways in which children leam_

(70)

(")
(72)
73)

N

(75)

(76)
on
(78)
(79)
(80)
(81)
(82)

XIII. Rank the following reading approaches according to your preference,

Number your choices 1 (high) through 7 (low).
basal reader
language experience approach to reading
library centered reading approach_
progranmed reading materials
predominately phonics approach
predominately sight approach

ettt

multi-media nongraded approach

47

(83)
(84)
(85)
(86)
(87)
(88)
(89)
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TABLE XIX

ELEMENTARY RFADING SURVEY

' DISTRICT MEANS, RANKS, AND PERCENTAGES
' Item No. X Item No. X Item No.  Rank Order
1 1.93 41 2.77 76 3
2 2,99 42 1.48 77 6
3 3.72 43 2.51 78 2
4 3.52 44 4.07 79 7
S 1.89 45 .71 80 S
6 3.98 46 4.69 81 4
7 3.36 47 3.57 82 1
8 3.65 48 3.46
9 4.42 49 3.15 1--highest rank
10 4.51 50 2.63 7--1owest rank
11 3.68 S1 4.13
12. 3.06 52 2.79
13 2.50 53 4.15 83 1
14 2.27 54 1.84 84 4
15 2.70 SS 2.82 85 6
16 2.93 56 4.01 86 S
. 17 2.70 57 3.85 87 2
18 2.67 58 4.27 88 7
19 2.05 59 3.20 89 3
20 2.98 60 3.55
21 1.28 61 3.52 1--highest rank
22 2.86 62 3.53 7--lowest rank
23 1.41 63 3.34 :
24 2.78
32 i.;g Item No. Percentage
28 2.56 64  Yes 47% No 53%
2 2.73 65 Yes 62% No 38%
30 4.41 66 Yes 47% No 53%
3l 4.14 67 51.8%
32 2.89 68 31.9%
33 2.59 69 12.0%
34 3.48 70 Yes 89% No 11%
35 3.72 1 51.0%
36 4.13 72 35.3%
37 3.01 73 66.9%
38 2.89 74 13.3%
39 2.63 75 66.0%
40 3.52
. Scoring Key Mean (X) Scores:
S=always
4=ysually
I=frequently
2succasionally
Jmmever or does not apply
49




