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theory have been an issue of concern for decades preceeding and following Mary
6 <
Austin s findings The Torch Lighters (1961), A second issue that has also ‘plagued ‘;
s ‘1
'redding éducators fon decades has been that reading is often taught as an isolated N

¢

-

subjec"rather than as a process related* ‘to all content areas (Austin & Morrison,

A -

The First R 1963). Whlle the base of the early reading program may need to.be”
__7_________

cHQsely tied to a basal- series it should not be ent1relz so since once the basics

of the reading program have heen mastered the reader engages in a reading/thinklng .

activity that spans all of the content area subJects. . .

In an attempt to address the topic of 1ntegrat1ng read1ng in content area

t

: instruction, as-well as 1ntroduc1ng future teachers to pract1cal implementable
kS E]
.methods s;rongly supported by educational theory, ) competency-based teacher -

training program was@des1gned and implemented This program had an urban fotus

. A
and was mﬁlti ~linguistic as well as fleld ~based. Reading/language competenc1es as
/ ’ [N - {
.the base of all content area learnrng wereatressed Specifically this one semester,

-

12 credit hour program exdlored the 1ntegrated methodology’of read1ng/1anguage arts

.

through the Content-area#/ot social studies and science.

N

‘Objectives : L.

/
categorized w1thin the following three major areas: Core
J )‘
objectiVes, content area obJect1ves and-self-assessment objectives.
o
A "

Core Objectives ere divided into six mg jor - categories stressing an object1ves-

’ .

based approach to te ch1ng. Instruction in (1) selection and derivation of behavioral

objectives was foll

)

ed by (2). deve10p1ng competencies in sequencing instruction, !

3). application of 'lassroom.evaluation techniques, and (4) systematic planning % .

nstruction, Basic“to‘these skills was (5) the ability to interpret

»

and management of(

theory and (6) ability to identif? and implement questlon~asking

skills e .topic of curriculum materials was outlined in two major divisions of

teacher ompetencies: core and interdisciplinary use of curriculﬁm materials.

Q : : . - % . ! ! ’ |
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. : Content Area Objectives were organized for three content areas (l) reading/ °

el language art* (2) science, and (3) social studi/

.
4

Each drea included both the-

. content and séquence of those factors considered fundamental to %nstruction in

»

/
ated {

i . that content area, Furthermore,finstructionaﬁ concerns which were generic and rel

’

to all content areas were necesgarily‘€epea ed for fulfillment of sequential needs
in each particular a;ea. The developmént £ teaching skills in all three content

areas facilitated the’ development of instructional® competencies, thus enabling

the intern to integrate two or more® content areas to provide interdisci

° i

) - for chil//en where possible.' ) - e .. : Lo
. ' 1 © . . v

P , / , rad
.

gélf-Assessment Objectivesg comprised—two areas of major importance in the
//

preparation of intetns. ObJectives were des1gned td aid the 1nterns in recogniging

* .
-

) and enhancing their positive attitudinal growth factors.

»

Thls was accomplished through

3
-

‘the adaptation of evaluation'models di teachlng performance for self-analys1s,

o

critique, and remediation, - . [ N ‘ . ( .
- . . . . R o~

. A '

Implementation ' N . ' :
. 8 . .

This semester experience,'involving'juniox 1nterns, took place.in six urban

l L

For 14 of the 14 semester weeks, cortent area instruction ,was .
provided in a school classroom since the un1vers1ty instquctors defined f1eld baséd

i

,instruction as a program of study housed totally in a lea

elementary schools,

.

%ning setting othenuthén
, ! ¢ .

the university. ‘ : | U ' RN l'\" ..‘(.,' e
Instruction in the content areas was interwoven wleh euperience in thg,classromn for
three days a week., For example, on a typicaszuesdaﬁ‘ the Junior interns were @':; ,
. \3 . . . M
- involved in content course instruction from 8:00 to 9:30 A.Ma, and fbr tﬁe o “'5,;' i
5 t*\‘ *

of the school day, they worked in their assigned classrooms EDurfhg Ehis trme/ S Ny

the interns were supervised~by the Un1vers1ty'1nstructors as Ell asibheir '*” La Bl
) . UL
: S '\‘ T et '\\
~ cooperating teacher,’ Similar patterns were followed on Wednesday and Thyrsday“ <"
- . \ ‘9‘ - ,\
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l .
The instructors included three professors“ one each from- the departments of Reading

¢ -

and Language, Social Education, and Sc1ence and Mathematics Bducation. . )

¢ ¥
. I'4

L. ‘ . Hypothesis ' - - -

\ o - ¢ v
: | . oo !
-~ The following program hypothesis was formulaged’fpr;data collection and
. Vs .

¢

analysis: - . /}/

HO There {; no - stat1st1caiiy significant difference on sefécted teacher -

' variibles between: CA) field-Kased Junior interns trained in .reading in the content

areas\by both the content area (Sc1ence and Sbcial Studies) and read1ng/1anguage
~ 7
arts instructors, and (B) field-based juniors trained in reading in the content
=z ¢
- areas by the reading/language arts 1nstructor only.

1

t / ) - ) .
// ) Procedure . R ¢ a

»
L)

x At the beginnt7g of the second semestar of the 1975 -76 academic year 45 1hterns
+ _eled}ed to JOln th1s field =based urban program which is only one of several '

curriculum optionf open to education majors. . S .. SN
L) A ' ! "
After Joiniﬂg this f1e1d based program, the group of 45 interns was randomly

1

divided into two experimental groups, 22 to experimental group A, and 23 to ) o

v e . . 2
"experimental gvoup B The treatment of these subgroups differed in that in-experi-
-
. mental group A/ the readin /language arts instructor as wells the content area

\ . . .

the content areas. In group B, reading in the contert

B ’ i
- -
3

instructors did not emphgsize reading methods in their instruction. Lot * ~

e -~




s A Identify and justify utilization of printed material, < -
. B. Identify critical voéabulaxny and symbols peculiqb”to a given content

. agea, t . 2 : . .o
\ c. .Idcﬁtify skills neededﬂin'readfng,content'material. i

+ -
\ ¢

. 4
. *\ D. Describe piocedures to aid the child in comprehending a¥content
. area selettion. - '

H E. Recall procedures appropr1ate for dgveloping a particular study skill ¢
' ] . within any content area., . . )

I \ ., * .
] ' The language arts/reading instructor provided both groups w1th leeture, ¢

y

L]

! study and examples of rpading in the content or thematic instructlon. For . .

. example, this instructor would explore the concept!of word recognition through ° -,

. theory and tech ques used in the deve10pment of readiness skllls needed to
' .successfully.maste a basal reader. After the interns could apply such information,

. transition was made to the concept that similar word recognition needs occur regard-

.....

’, a

YN e b "‘“L—. M ot

less of the content area being exploréd Similar instruction ‘Joilowdd 'for areas
‘/ " - 3. P . )
- v
of diagnos15, compreheﬁs1on, and study skills,

"’V"'Iﬁ.-v‘

ﬁIh,”’\‘guage arEs xnstrﬂﬁ?or proV1ded both groups with examples "of Chematic

- el

v

teaching (integrated currloula), which were desighed to 1ntroduce manageable

¢« o~
.

., (Y ‘

L stems (diagnostic and evaluative techniques vactivities) necessary- for inte-

: v 4 .

. Sgrating reading and content area subJths. Similar examples of thematic teaching

- " 5
stressing word recognﬁtion, comprehension, an&\study skills were prov1ded by s
. R ,,f

‘ content area faculty 11 when they worked with 'group A. When teaching group B

- ~ I

content area, staff emphaSLzed lz tge curriculum of ‘their given conteht.

. .. [ 4
. 4

: . Data on the stated hypothe31s included‘measures of both.interns' cggnitive a

- 4!! .

L acilit# and interné' performance. Four instruments were developed: the Reading/

+ b te -
’ Language Arts Exam qgr the’ cognitive domafn, and the Staﬁf Observation Checklist,
1 ,' o . .
Ecologz Lgsson Plan Evaluation Criteria, and Social Studies Unit Evaluation
;.' PR &, - 2 Y " N ;{ ‘ . > H
Criteria for the performante domain. ] “&6; > T, e T .
Q . . - : o oo '
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The Reading/Language Arts‘Exam was aﬂéd'iteﬁ multiple-choice test of the

¢

AR cognitive objectives in reading and language arts, Based upon results of item °

analysis, the instrument was mod1f1ed to imSiire diseriminatd??‘power. éeliabifity

<
»

of tﬁe‘exam was .62. . ‘ . o0
- N _I‘.,fa. "‘
*. Interns' performance was .observed on two levéls: 1nstructional plannlng and

< N \

._implementation. The Sgcial Stud1es Unit Evaluation Cr1ter1a and the Ecology Lesson

-

Plan Evaluation Criteria’" assessed the extent to which interns demonstrated transfer

K -

' ~

1‘ of cognitiVe knowledge to actual classroom lesson plann1ng *Both. instrumentF

" ® =

consisted Jaf expllcit statements of behaviors wh1ch should be ' included in the

J

t .
interns plans. These statements c01nc1ded with the program objectives. For R
]

example, the Ecology'LesSon Plan Evaluatlon Criterla included such items as:

"Utilizes printed materlal" (Objective A- 2), "Idehtifies neading skills" < :

" »

(Objectlves C 1-3). Similarly” 1tems on the Soc¢ial Studies Un1t Evaluatlon -

LA -

Criteria wére obJective speclfft ’"Utllizes word analysis skills in content of - .

.

l lesson" (ObJeetive c-1); HDevelops‘&he necessary vocabulary for the lesson

(Objectlve ;;l-&). Program staff col}ectively scored a random.sample,of'

- .

-
.

intérns'<ecology lesson plans and units against these criteria, * : ;
» + The Staff Observation Checklist evaluated the»degree to which interns inte-

grated the program,obJectlves into their’ _actual teaching. Like the Spocial | &
\’ " | - N

Studies Unit Evaluation Criteria and the E_ology Lesson Pran Evaluatlon Cr1ter1a,

this instrument.cons1sted of statements of behaviors which should be 1ncluded
., : N
* % 1in the interns teaching Aga1n, these statements were related tokprogramf
. 9 . |
objeptives. For each intern, program staff observed a'twenty-minuteﬁgortipn of
Y R [

s 1 .the ecology lessont checking for each of t stipulated behav1ors, Since an .
§§ o . . . “\
#

interns'’ score relied upon the individual st £f member s perception, rating-

e . ~

A A
practice sessions were held using video tapes of similar lessons. Subsequent _ -

. ¢

I +
0

inter-rate reliability ‘was found to be acceptable at .81 .
e
ﬂu"\ . ‘ . L. b - ] ) -— . .. j v
e T e e N . - Pl
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Data from eachyof these four measures were therd analyzed for. differences

between groups. o N\ . L '

Findings ‘ e

Statistical analysis of the Reading/Language Arts Exam Pre-Test showed that

L J
. there were no initial differences between the groupsn

The mean scores of both

°

groups,'34.7 {A) and 36.1 (B), were comparable.‘ This firding established that A 1

‘ngither group had a stronger knowledge basge at the outset of the semester. The

- ’

mean scores aof the groups on the post-test, 43 23 (A) and ‘44,78 (B), reflected

the substantial gains-made by all dnterns: in their cognitive understanding of’
) reading/language arts competencies. Statistical evidence indicated that the

_' level of finel achievement was also comparable between‘the groups. The difference

o
- ’, ‘. .

" .44 course treatment was not reflected in ‘interns’

. . N
N -

Language Arts measurea ’ .o ’ ot

. k-]
total scores on the Reading/-

» * .

ﬁesides\analyzing_mean total. scores the hypothesis required inwestigation

- * .

"+ into related‘questions. Although,mean total scores of the groups we;e comparabl€,

-~

- .

, ) Were there. group differences in their specific responses to the readipg in-the . A

content area' items° ;;bese items, therefore were further analyzed The number of

interns answering each of these items correctly was tabulated for each group. L.

Again, the groups were ﬁound to be s1milart? . {

- {\ .
Results from the Ecology Lesson Plan Evaluation Griteria indicated that there 1

were no differences between groups in incorporation of reading into the ecology

. e .
lesson plg/s.*>1n fact, the majority of the interns failed to integrate any B

-
[

reading skills into their planning at all, ‘ ‘ )

N

‘.
”

Results from the Social Studies Unit Evaluatfon Criteria provided additional } ¢

-
.

z

. evidence that there were no‘significant differences between the ggoups in the extent
. -~
" to which reading and instruction in reading skrils were included in their lesson

N
(



gy

L,

~

plans.

inCOrporate readigg instruction®into their unit plan"

. Finally, iaterns.' actual teaching behaVLop3

However, in

.

Y

4 ' ¢ .
N )
[ \ ) . . ¢

.

this subJect area and act1v1ty, "interns did successfully '

[

. »

as: recorded by the staff on the

. 3
- performance behaV1ors.

Staff Observatio§(2hecklist, failed to evidence any‘significant

"between groups.,

'

[
v

In this study no eV1dence was ‘found

emphasis in read1ng in the content ‘areas and the ‘interns’

5

some incorporation of reading in the*contant—ar“a

inclusion of such 1nstructlon 1n both the ecology lesson- plan and

The lick of diffe‘renc¥s‘ between ‘gx‘oups in cog!ve atta:.mnent is not wholly
. S

the principles of read1ng in the.content areas.

P

content area principles into their lessons on e
. s ) {

!
.2}1 .

“

-

.

-

gifferences'

Few of the interns were observzd implementing reading in. the

ology,

,ﬂﬁf Summary and Implications

4

to suggest a relationship between an

All interns_ eV1denCed cognitége mastery of the mdterial,
“

¢

» e
the execution

/

» ~

The interns who participated im the study were all. of h1gh ,caliber,

N
of the ecology lesson.
~.  unexpected.
- -4-::’>/\'

These capable andfhlghly motlvated pre-service teachers were dll able to grasp

.

«their cognitive m§stery to be executed in pebformance has serious 1mp11cations

for teacher educatlon.

’ —_—

This research serves to Jfurther document an all =~ too~

However, the general failure of

" - the cooperating teacher.

frequent trend in education:

the broad gap bettveen knowdeédge and performance..

-

subsequent cognitive and ~

of social studies, and negligible

>

The closing of this gap in teacher education requires‘ attention to another varlable,.

mitted to field-based instruction is:

,cooperating'teacher)and the’;eacherft

©

study suggestéd that the field-based

mitted knowledge. dgwever, the influ

A question which tust be’ efplored by institutions com=-

What is the relative influence of the
et - ) .
raining‘institution? Data accrued'in this

- [

teacher training program effectively trans=-,

ence of the cooperating teacher on the -t

intern s ability to translate this knowledge into cl*ssroom behavior is believed

~

be significant.

' N

9 o
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. Prinéipals commonly voice the opinion that most teachers
do not teach in accordante with the patterns prescribed
by teacher-training instibutions, but_rather teach in # .
accordance with the ‘pattern’ they observed when they ‘were
. ' o pupils and which they believe 1s expected of them. That
is hardly surprising. ' Imitation is a well-establishéd
1 "phenomenon. Thé long period of exposure to teachers i
during the growing years provides a bddy of experiences ST T
r<and a pattern,to imitate which 1 may well serve the new -~ &
" . teacher as a guide to action. This rich backgrouhd of
_ : direct experiénce with teaching probably provides a much N
) . ) more.vivid guide to action in the classroom than ‘ddes the- . .
, 'period of teacher-training which consists so largely of . e
ﬂprbal experiences. (wallen and Travers, 1963, p.454)

S~ - r
Furthen inveftigatlon is 1mnerative but the 1mp11cation is a1ready becoming ¢
clear. Iin-service teacher training xs essentiaé if field-based teacher preparation

- =

programs hope to make significant contributions to preservice teachers ability .
-, k’ '

. ¢ .

%

" ta, teach reading in the content area. The specific nature of the inse

trainingais critical. The. program must consist of implementation strategies .

-
[

since too often inserv1ce edhcation simply reiterates theories previously learned.

Increasingly public school teachers are demanding practical 1nservice education

» ~.

.. which provides impleme!tation models rather than re-stated, isolated theory“ In
2, . - *

planning programé‘with cdopgrating schoql teachers, the\universif§ staff found o
OPQ\\ i

- 3 S

that while these teachers could effectively voice thematic teaching theory most

.

of them were’ not implementing such theories. Thus a field based teacher\training

program must first prov1de the classroom teacher with Jemonstrated 1mplementatioh

. \ y 2
"strategies before one cbn hope to obserVe such strategies being modeled by the

N %
\ undergraduate intern. . o
When.such'inservice instruction for cooperaging teachers becomes a’reality, o
\“ _ . v .

. : \ ..
. univetsity, interns will also benefit. \ They will thén be ablF to observe and model

cQOperating teachers implementing strategiel that gncorporate reading in the )

content areas. When attempts to correlate inservica and preService reading .

insttuction become a reality field-based instrud%ioh may then be considered as /

. - .

< a'préservice teacher training alternative worthy of the’ effort.. ‘ . .

EKC SR T [ R




,..‘03 R ': . N ) : .
. L b ' V< '
= . ¢ - . .
~ . '5 «
o . o b
< ~ -~ ) »
, % )
. > » - A 3 a
a ¢ ! l ',
[} “ ~
1 ‘ " . »
% CT ' BIBL JOGRAPHY , .
; - '. s ‘ ) ’
3 . . . /\,
' "Stauffer, Russel (editor, The First Grade Reading Studies.
E. Delaware: International Reading_ Association. 1967,
s - R . ‘ , ~ ~
- ”k : Austin, Mary and Morr,

rrison, Coleman, The First R. Cambrigge:

Harvard University Press, 1963, ' "

g ' Nalle;::No:man E. and Travers, Robert M.W.,‘"Analysis and Investi-
‘gatrion of Teaching Methods," in Handbook of Research om Teaching,
(Chicago: Rand M¢Nally and Co., America

. Association. 1963.

-
.

L

n Educatfonal Research

- \ .‘
LR Rupleyg William H., "Content Reéding in the E
- Language Arts. September, 1975, p. 802-807,.

s

» Q
AL Y P
. % "
1émentary:.Grades,"
P e
s » . , . o : et
A ; . . - N . .
., Austin, Mary C, The Torch Lighters, Harvard University Press, 1961.’
3, .« . . N A ] . ,
\\,‘ . - ] ' .
N - . . .
5 e & ' - .
e ’ . . .
- - L . . . , -
A d -
. w’ . - - - ,
. 3 4 \ , ’ N * - *
- ' . e ‘ : s ‘ A
A ’ ' ‘n'. M > b ' S " ' . ’ * » -
N < - < - t 4,
\ L s . § .
. i w_*e, ..
' M : ‘ T ©
™. 4 . ‘ ’ ﬂ:“’ ’ ‘ * \
= * y ~ \(‘(\ ~ b ¢
e + ~ . - .
.}\} - N C 1 - s e L . . . v N
< . P '
: R - - G
~ L & - , L . |
[} . . o
. . ' ‘ . - . . - L]
) SR 2
- o s . \\
. ~ ’ “ .
., . . .
N ¢y, ~
’

B . ‘ ’ - " ‘

o i - )) oo ' &
”- ' ) "' ) . a ' " ‘

9 o . : ¢ 1l I




