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Some Teacher Competkncies That. May Inf]uence_DiSab1ed ) L

. ' 'Readers'Learning of Word Attack Skills - -
N 4 g S~
A rat1onal approach to teacher train1ng requ1res that tra1nees
master competenc1es wh1ch make a d1fference in students' 1earn1ng
"Comparat1ve reading stud1es, while failing to'1nd1cate that one method -
or material is clearly superior, havegconsistent]y reported significant
differendes among teachers. (Dykstra 1968; She]don, 1967). Attempts
to gpecify th1ngs that effect1ve teachers of disgbled readers do,
however, have been less successful., (Moore et a] “1973) A
"One way tov1dent1fy competencies which 1nf1uence students' 1earn1ng
.ﬁs to make in-depth observat1ons of‘teachers performance and to spec1fy
‘what the effective teachers are do1ng that the ineffectivé teachers are
not doing. Th1s procedure was used by Burkin (1974) %o 1dent!fy common
teacher errors in phon1cs 1nstruct1on It might be. 1nferred from Y//
Durk1n s observations that ability to present re]evant word attack
1nstructlon 1s among the competenc1es requ1red by read1ng teachers
Following 1dent1f1cat1on of ¢Dmpetenc1es through observation, ) R
,teacher educators need to 1so]ate hose competenc1es presumed significant
and to explore them 1n controlled tud1es. Shores Cegelka and Nelson
(1973) have* conc]uded in the1r summary of such studies that theie is
suff1c1ent evidence to support a positive approach to behavior management
as a competency for those who teach cept1ona1 chi]dren. Summaries~of
the effects of mastery learning on/students' achtevment (B]ock 1974)

also suggest that teachers may eed to know how to d1agnose and present

correlated instruction based: n spec1f1c‘ob3ect1ves. This ﬁpproach

- ‘may be especially importany for low aptitude students (Burrows & Okey, 1975).
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Competencies Selected for Stugy

Fivg competencies, based on the above works plus the author's

¥

previous observations of reading/and Tearning disabilities teachers, were
hyppthesjzed as important fnfluehceé on LD ‘students’ learning of word.

attack skills:

4

1. Teachers should write behavioral objectives for reading . ~

instruction. R

2. Instrﬁction‘presented should brecisé]y match the objective.

3. Teachers should teach lessons, not just hand out workéheets

and/or listen to students read.

4. During instruggion, teachers should manage students’
’ attending behavior by using positive verbal. reinforcement.

5. Following presentations of the lesson, teachers should
provide ‘extensive opportuniti€s for extended practice on
the skill introduced  (overlearning). :

Metﬁod
- !

Sample. Ten e]eméntary‘LD resource rooms, in which special
education teachers supervised University of Kentucky undergraduate and

‘ graduate student teachers, were selected for observation. Thirty-oné

Al ¢

student teachers worked in these classrooms during the course of the

target year. A total of 194 observa{jons were made, .each lasting -
\ -

-

. K . ’
approximately one hour. In each classroom there were from one to five
r"’ ) : ’

student teachers during the schoo] year, iqﬂaddition to the supervisor.

4

Instrumentation. A1l ten supervisors and 31 student teachers were

involved in a year-long study compar%ngythyee methods of teaching
' reading to 53 randomly selected LD stud§ntg. This is gescribed in more
detail elsewhere (Morsink & Venable, 1976). Students' reading hchieve-

ment dhring this study was measured {nPfour diffgrent ways, as_fo]]eys:

4
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"1\ Pre to'posttest growth on the Wide Range Aéhievemént Test =
ding Subtest (Jastak & Jastak, 1965): () first semester,
(b) whole year. : ' ‘

2. Total effectiveness of individual educationa] plan (IEP) for
each student: (a) first ,semester, (b) whole year.

3. Annual mastery of word attack skills on the Wisconsin Design
for Reading Skills Development: Word Attack tests (WDRS: WA,
Otto & Askov, 1972). \ . : .

4. Years' end retention of word attack skills on WDRSD:WA. .

~ Identification of 5uccessfui classrooms. Reading-dchievement for
the LD students was analyzed on the four above variables. In each

S

classroomthere were four to nine experimental students on whom these

' scores Qeré'based., ,
For the first.semester, three glassrooms in which stuqents made the‘
greatest WRAT-R grade {ével achievement (1.05 +.87, +.83); and three in
which ss made the least growth (+.26, +.30, +.35) were identified. Three
classrooms with greatest growth (+1.6, +1.0, +.9) and two with least
growth (4.5, +.5) could be .clearly identified from annual gain scores.
| Total effectiveness of the IEPé was evaluated by identifying the
classrooms in which the largest percentage of ss had successful edﬁca-*
fiona] plans. ¥ Each individua]'s plan was‘judged successful if it
resulted in increases in the rate and accuracy of oral rgading and
included 2 1:1 growth on the WRAT-R for each month of instruction.
Each semester the‘IEPS were evaluated as effective (+), pakt]y‘effective
‘ (0);Ior jneffective f—). For each classroom, the number of  ineffective |
IEPs were subtracted from the number of effective IEPs; this was divided
- by the total number of ss in the group to obtain a perceﬁtage of effective-
' ne§s.‘ One classroom (+33%) was f@entifiéd as most effective the first

¢

' d
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TABLE 1 o

]

Most Effective/Least Effective C]aésrooms Coded By Number,
As Determined By Student‘Growth‘ﬁlong Six Dimensions

+ _ Most Effective Least Effective .
WRAT-R o 7% : 4x* /,/
Semester 1 8% gx* /
2 3 . ’
WRAT-R ' STy .9
Annual v - 8 1,
. » .5 -
IEP Effectiveness 7 | 4/
Semester 1 . - L 3
\ o 1. 3
IEP Effectiveness : 10* - 1
- Semester 2 _ 8 .9
. 3 -
WORSA:WA . 0 g
Mastery - : 8 . 2
) o 7 3
© WDRSA:WA : 10 s U
Retention ' 8 - 2
E ' ]_ ' -
v (
» \
. *3 Consistently Most Effective » \ .
**2 Consistently Least Effective ey ‘




semester, while three were identified as 1east.effective (-83%, -75%,

-50%). Three were identified as’ most effective‘(*loo% +67%, +67%) and

two as least effect1ve ( 507 +20%) in the annual eva]uat1on

Some of the ss in each classroom had been random]y ass1gned to a

.read1ng method in which the WDRSD:WA was used as a supplement to basal

instruction. Thf averagg number of WDRSD:WA skills ohtaiped by these
children in each classroom were used to identify three host successful
(+5.5, 45.5, +4.3) and two Teast successful classrooms (+1, +0). Skills
originally mastered minus those which ss failed-to ret .n>Were used to identify_
three classrooms which were most effective (+5, +4 +4) and t;;}wh1ch were
least effective (+1, 0).

The most effective and least effective\c]assrcoms along these four
dimensions are shown by code number in Table 1. This data display makes
it pd%sib]e to identify three classrooms in which reading instruction, as
measured by achievement, was clearly effective, and two in'which.it

appeared consistently ineffective.

- L R e e e L L™
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" Observation of teacher competencies During each classroom observa-

tion, the author recorded d1chotomous]y whether or not the student teacher
demonstrated each of the target competenc1es.‘ ¥his anber was_d1v1ded “
by the total number of observaticns on that student teacher to obtain a

ratio The year s end ratio for each classroom on each competency was

the average of all student teachers who had worked in that classroom

Plus that of the supervising teacher. Each superv1s1ng teacher was




assigned_airating'of . 0_-.1.00 (from a scaTe of 1 -‘5):based subjective]y
on her overal]{demonstration of that:competency. When student teachers , |
were present in a classroom all year, their average and the teacher's
score received equal weights: when there were only two (rather than four
or five) students Placed in the classroom, the supervising teacher's
-score was given twice the weight of the student teacher's avergbes. The

rationale for this was that supervising teachers' had more direct %ontact\_j;

with 1'I1dren in classrooms with fewer student teachers
' Competency 1, objectives, was judged on whether the student teacher's \\

behav1ora] objective met cr1ter1a Eva]uat1on of supervising teach rs'
objectives was purely subJectJve, since their lesson plans were never
exam1ned Percentages of demonstrat1on of this competency for the th:h‘”
classrooms prev1ous]y 1dent1f1ed as mgst.effective were‘QB%@;ES%, 95%.
Those for the two classrooms previously identified as least effective,
were 87%, 57%. . |

. Competency 2, matching instrucwion to objective was eva]uated
through observation of teaching The "match1ng" compétency was Judged
present when 1nstruct1on presented would enable- ch11dren to meet the
objective. For example, when the objective was wdrd attack, instruction
should emphasize word attack rather than word mean1ng, %nd instruction
should give ss pract1ce in app1y1ng skills to unknown words ;" 1nstruct1on
on consonant d1graphs ininitial pos1t1on shou]d ‘not feature consonant
digraphs in the f1na1 position; d1rect ch11d-contact time shou]d stress
‘instruction on skills, rather than 1ndependent activities such as cutt1ng
_'and pasting pictures of skill words Average percentages of competency
#2 were found for the three most effective c]assrooms (100% 987 917)

7

and for the two least effect1ve c]assrooms (35/ 24A)

R & ¥ _ . ‘ ~
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Conpetency 3, teaching rather than dispensing instruction, was
evaluated by'observation of individual and small group teaching: This
behavior wes recorded Ss present when the teaqher was active]y instructinb\
Students, and not present when the lesson consisted so]e1y of a teacher‘s
Tistening to a child read aloud while corrpcting errors, then handing out °
worksheets for ss to Egﬁplete independently Average percentages were
found fqr the three most effective classrooms: (100%, 95%, 90%) and for the

-

two least effective (68% 44%). , B
Competency 4, pos1t1ve verbal reinforcement, was judged as present
when the student tquher stated behavioral expectat1ons to ss at the
beg1nn1ng of the lesson then praisad ss whose responses were appropr1ate
while ignoring others. It was not Present when she forgot to state,
expectations, failed to reinforce ss with ;cceptable behavior, gave
frequent reprimands for inappropriate behaviOr. The percentages for the
three most effective classrooms were 100%, 90%, and 85%, while thdse

for the two 1east effective were 36% and 34%. »

Competency 5, over]earn1ng, was judged present if the lessodwwas a

review of prev1ous 1nstruct1on and/or if presentat1on ‘was followed by - .

hor1zonta1 pract1ce on the skill (games, worksheets, E?yrelated 1anguage | , R

arts activities, or practice using AV equipment). It was not present

when the teacher simply 1ntroduced a sk111, concept, or word’ 11st but . .
failed.to prov1de follow-up. Percentages for the three most effect1ve
c]assrooms*were 94%, 90%, and 82%, while thosé for the two least effectiveﬁg

3

were 31% and 20%. ) AN




Results and DichSSion

The three classrooms 1dent1f1ed on the baS}s of ss's reading
achievement, as the most effective were ‘the same three in awhich the
.seiecEEd teaching competencies were observed the Righest percentage of
the time. The two classrooms identified as least effective had the
lowest ratings on thrée of the five competencies:. This indicated that :i
the same five teachen coTpetencies were fcuhd cohsistent]y in the class- .
" rooms providing the Tost effective instrhction,'whiie thhee of these .
competencies were frequently absent in‘the.Teast effective classrooms.
Mean percentages for a]ﬁ/ten c]assrooms and for the three highest
and two lowest c]assrooms were computed on' each qf the five competencies
' These are shown in Table 2. This table indicates that there were large
~ ___-----_-;;__-43_
T | Insert Table 2;

differences between the most and least effective c]assrooms on three of

the competencies: matching 1nstruction, positive reinforcement and
overlearning, with smaller differences on obJectives and on teaching Vs,
dispenslﬂg instruction. '

Tl imitations of the study - the small student N per c]assroom,
the.use,of subjective ratings for supervising- teacher's competence, and
the 1ach of intraobserver reliability on Student teaching data are acknow-
iedged. Tht subjects' behavior differed‘in the absence of the ob3€rver

is also always a possibility in observational studies. However, it is

also noted that in no case did the rating indicate the cogpetency‘cf'a

id
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S TABLE 2. \ N
Average Percentage of Tfme.Behavipr Was Present‘SUring Observations~ ' .
Total X. " X.3 Most X.2'Least ' Difference
Effective Effective Most=Least
Behavior ‘ -

,‘ - . . hd | \ i ‘ o
Planning . : .82 - .96 .70 : .26 v
Teaching, not - S0 .95 .56 39 A .
“Dispensing" . . - Y A
Overlearning .60 . - .8 .26
Matching to T .65 .96 ) 29 '
Objective e - A .

| * : |
Reinforcement ‘ .63 .92 .35
(Rules, Praise, A ; + .
Ignoring) ’ s
—— ’ L ,
- \\
- 4 v
~ .
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N s{ngTe teacher; in eveny“instance it morevneafly described the “avefage
a behavior” of all two to six adults observed work1ng with LD ch11dren in

‘that c]assroom during the year. _

For the two\competenc1es on which average‘differences between most.

R

and 1east effectnve classrooms were smaller, 1ack of 1mp0rtance hould

not be anerred ‘PLann1ng, featur1ng behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves, was re-

§

qu1ned of student teachers with remed1at1on prov1ded for thos who did-

not meet criteria. The other low- d1fﬁerence competency - t ch1ng vs.
dlspens1ng 1nstruct1on - was probab]y most effected by the observer S
presence, since student teachers frequent]y schedu]ed obsdrvations for
t1mes when they would be engaged in direct 1nstruct1ona1 éct1v1t1es

| " The need for competency in positive re1nforcement y teachers of
except1ona1 Tearners hgs a]ready been demonstrated (Sh res, Cegelka,

& Nelson, 1973). Two additiona] teaching competenéies matching in-

on the basis of the data callected dgr1ng these observatﬁons, to be
P

good cand1dates for future validation through cemtrolled study.

- : _ - 7/\ . . Ky

.'struct1on to obJect1ves, and prov1d1ng ove 1earn1ng of skills - $eem, o

.3
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