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ABSTRACT - ¢ . . R : o : :
-, - As part of the wqrk from the.Content Area Reading
Project (CARP), which focuses .on inservice teacher education in
content area reading, a.study examined the effects of an inservice

.
)

- content. area reading program that involved two three—hour workshops

per month on the theory and practical application of teaching methods
for content area ‘reading‘inséruction. Both the 25 teachers in, .the
experimental program and the teachers mot involved in the project

completed measures of ‘teachers' 2gti;udes-toward teaching content ’

area reading and of attitudes toward the- thservice program) The
results showed that the .teachers inv¢lvéd in the workshops gained
significantly in their attitudes ‘toward,content -area reading, while
the comparison group remained,essenttally similar on both .
administrations of the attitude sutvey. The conclusions drawn from
the study were (1) that longterm involvement in ‘inservice training in
‘content area reading improves both Knowledge of reading sqﬁlls‘and
attitudes toward conten{ area readingﬁ'and (2) that the role of the
reading supervisor was particularly critical to the inservice
programs, because the’ supervisor served,as the main link between the
?on?hly theogy workshops.and the monthly application workshops. -
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< As describéaliﬁ the preceding paper by Laine, the Content Area

. A - . AR

Réeeing Program (CARP) has been-operating through a statewide network v
of instructors in Pennsylvania. Because we fave advoeated 1ong-tehm

Al

- involvement as,the most effective insehvice education effort, we
' ye]cohed the gpoortunity to work with thé‘Ho]lidaysbdhg CPennszlvania)
" Area SchooT District for a.three year peried {1979-82) under Title IVc .
funding. . o . s i ' .
The first year of training involved 25 teachers, Grades 4-10, who
taught va;ious cohtent area subjects. Several rquiqgf§g§giglietsewere-Wfx '
included in the grouﬁ. Each month.two three—hour‘workshons Wehe tqn—

X

. N .
ducted. "The first workshop (dubbed the fitheory" workshop by the

, participants) was presented by one of the authors concerning two or

t
v

more of the topics:included in the CARP curriculum. The second workshop ;
‘of the month provided work time for the teachers to apply the workshop \
. content,to their"own c]assrooms: The reading supervisor condugted the .
1 : app11cat1on" workshops with the help of the reading specialists. She _ >
' a1sq.worked with the content teachers in their c]assrooms, he]ping them '
_apply content area reading stragegies. Laine, then as a graduate studént '
. attended both tvpes of workshops™ for teachers as weT] as conducted the
workshops for administrators, providing the coordination among inservice

4

efforts for the various stgzzl personnel. An aptional swmmer workshop

— for teachers followed, conducted by the®reading superv}sqr to proJ?de

- \
<§§{/~ ~ additienal time for-materials deve]opment A dissemination book was

‘ib‘ pregered cpns1st1ng of samp]es of the work created by the teachers < '

)

Q

involved in the first year of tra1ning, ’ '('
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During the second year we again delivered the CARP curriculum to

¢ different content area‘teachers. . The reading supervisar provided the
. s ! .

main linkage #etween. the "theory" and "application” .workshops.” The

—

. content .teachers and reading spECia1fsts who part cipayed during the .

The .reading: supervisor aga1n helped the conten eachers app]y
\

what théy were 1earn1ng in the workshoos 1n

Al

assrooms,
Due to a gutback in T1t1e IVc fund1nq, the desfgn for the third
.-year had to be modified. Science and social studies teachers at the \1
high school part1c1pated wit bothjthe "tﬁeoryJl and’ "app11cat1on" Work— ?.‘ii

ead1ng superv1sor The reading spec1a11sts

- shops being coﬁd?cted by
ass1sted, serving ‘as res-bh' o sonnel/to,the content teachers.’ While - >

L N
cutbacks in fund1ng usua‘ " ot have pgsftlze effects,’in this .

educat1on in content afea read1ng now be]ongs compfete]y to the school

d1str1ct The CARP curr1cdlum zs still be1ng impleménted, but un1vgrs1ty

L4

personnel have*been phased out . _ , - .

L3 ‘
»

. The progect has also 1nc1uded a research effort which 1s descr1bed

. « in the pext section.’

Project Evaluation | . Y / . .o : .

-~

P . ¥

Initial comparisgns invo]ved the first-year workshop'teachers and

2] Al

‘all othef tedchers in the school district, Grades 4-10. A1l teachers

- zwere tested af the beginning and end of the school year with two

-

‘' measures of attitude toward teach1ng read1ng in the content areas as

well as a Criterion- referenced test of knowledge of reading skills. The \: ‘ '

1nstruments,wh1ch are dfscr1bedx)h more detail elsewhere (Dupuis &
. : .

Askov,‘197Z3,are -briefly sunmar zed .. '
ERIC R LT T e o

A v (3 -/




-

.
.
. . - 3
?’“ v
. - .
\ , . . . . ¢

The first attf%ude instrument, the Statements Survey, is a twenty-

i tem Liﬁert scale that yields a direct measure of teacher attitude,toward

4

incorporating reading instruction in‘the content areas and has am esti-

mated reliability (coefficient alpha) of .85. A sample item is.shown in

~
-

the Anpendix.

A 'second instrument, the Situations Survey, is a less direct

measure of teacher attitude toward content area reading instruction.
This instrument, which utiiizes the semantic differentiai technique,

conSists of twe]ve items With five sg%??of bipoiar adjectives (such as

o

ractica1 imoractica!) to be rated for each item Each item consists

L 4

of a classroom situation that a content area teacher might face and a

possible diagnostic—prescriptive plan the teacher “Wight follow in the’

situation described. -This instrument has an estimated'rediabi]ity

S v

(coefficient alpha) of .94,
Two_questions using the semantic different;ai format dnd inciuded

as part’of the Situations Survey yieid two addi;ionai scores used in

assessing the effects of the inserVice program. The first of these
scores, the Feasibility scoré (estimated re]iabi]ityg coefficient alpha,-

of 86), is obtained from teacher ratings of” the bipoiar adJectives

. feasible-not feaSibie after each of the. twe]ve items on the Situations

»

Survey. qrhis score was considered a third:dimenSion of attitude in

r

. “’ . M v :
. analyzing results. , . s - :

®

The other scoré‘Fbtained from th1$ instrument is a se1f~report‘ i

measure consisting of teacher ratings of the bipoiaf adJectives

skiiied not skilled after eachaof the twelve items on the Situations

urvex Yhis Perceived Skill score (estimated test-retest reiiability

A ~ K H

.
’

of .93) was designed to measure a teacher s cpnfidence in impiementing
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the stated diagnostic-prescriptive plan. A sample itefi from the

’,

Situations Survey is\ given in the Apoendix

e ) To measure the cognitive aspects of the program, a know]edhe level
'criterion referenced instrument was deveioped based on the specified

required‘written-obJectives each,inservnce participant was expected to

complete. « The thirty—four item Knowlédge of* Reading Skills Test has
. : ,

an estimated reljability (KR-29) of .76. i ' '
, ‘ £ ‘e

.'1’&;‘« . ’ s .
.ResuTts and Discession N
. : ]
., \ ' e pp
Analyses of variance were performed on the difference scores,
!

between the pretests and posttests for both grouns (workshop teachers.-

. Vs, other teachqrs) These resultssare presented in Tables 1 and- 2. ,
o 0 g .

& - .
C%* . Insert Tables 1 and 2 here . 4
. ’ \ '. ‘-

. As can be seen, the teachers invotved in the viorkshops gained ) '

Significantiy in their attitudes toward content area reading instruction
and in their know]edge.ofrreading skills andgtecnniques. The comparison

* group remained essentially similar’on béth administrations.
It must also be noted that the first year workshop teachers scored
higher,on the pretest for all measures except?the.Sitoations Feasibility

X and Perceived Skill scores. - In other words, they® seemed to have fe]t.
7

p' 'Umore positiye toward content area readinq instruction and appeared to

o

/

1

know more about it. ‘However, they.félt no more certain about the

t

feasibi]ity of-actual implertentation in their classrooms nor more ~;‘
confident in their own abilities to do so. 'Since they voiunteered for- - .
narticipation in the workshops, while' the conparison.gnoup did not
volunteer even for testing, it is not surprising that their'initgai

* . N i . .
« . !
' X 4 ) . .
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. . .
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, Scores were hﬁgher Differences betwekn the two groups on the pretests »

were not found in the or1g1na1 CARP data (Dupuis and Askov, 1977),
. probably because the compar1son group consisted of vo]unteers (for

testing only) rather than a wholg schoo] faculty 3s was the case in

! Holdidaysburg. .

N -'As a- further check on ‘the validity of 1nservice‘training for‘the"

E?irst year teachers, we observed their c1asses during the spring of the

.

. second year of the project. ‘le be11eved that by then the teachers had
had adequate»t1me to implement cont5nt area read1ng strateg1es We were

satisfied that CARP ob3ect1ves were being implemented in the classrooms

. Observed. . . ‘ -

\ Conc]usions'\. ' sy o g N

]
\ Long term involvement:ih 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng in content .area read1ng

' A

does 1mprove not only know]edge of reading skills but also att1tudes ' :
toward content area read1ng The Feas1b111ty and Perceived Skill scores
of the. S1tuat1ons Survey are part1cu]ar1y interesting 1nd1Ces of confi-

) ' dence that is. gained through inservice tra1n4ng.
" The ¥ole of;thelreading supervisor'waé particularly cr}tica1'as she

-"provjded £he main Tinkage between the "theory" workshops delivered by a
uniVersit}hpnofessor and the "aopiication" workshops in which the. ° S .
teachers actua]]y created mater1als incorporating content’ area read1ng
strateg1es Her c]assroom visits also enabled her to he]p teachers

. apply theory 1n the?r 1nstruct1on . N ‘ ' ‘
« . The read1ng spec1a11sts became indispensable team members

- Inﬁt1a11y content‘?rea teachers weré re]uctant’go ask them for help.

However, through ¢he workshops the reading speciallists qrew in the1r ‘ .

.ro]e as resource-teachers. In sp1te of the T1t1e I read1ng program in




4 .
* question is addressed.in the next paper. . ' ;

-~

] NQ te M . _
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)

-

Ho]]idaysburg heing Brimarily a "pull-out" program to-provide Specjal
\

readlng serv1ces to d1sab1ed readers, the read1ng specialists have now

' become resource personnel in ass1st1ng content teachers. -Ultimately, we

hope that a11 content.teachers who ~have been trainéed will become

.
v

T
resources to other tedchers.®

, Y. -

- Teacher change is'a long-term process requiring coord1nated effort

tay

on the’ part of administrators, sunerv1sors, spec1a11sts, and c1assroom :

-~

teachers. The question* that rema1ns, however, is whether teacher chanqe

through inservice education has an impact on student achievement. That

- -

’ ' ‘ . « » [ ] v

_ - x - N

¢
’

. Special thanks is due to Mrs. Carol Stevens, Read1ng Superv1sor, .

and Dr, Leo Gensante, D1rector of Secondary Eduoat1on, Ho]11daysburq
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: . Cote Table 1 P L
B . Pre— and Posttest Observed Mean Scores * . o

~ - ) o Exper1meqta1 , Comparison
. N N < -
. -~ oL : Pretest Posttest . ', Pretest Posttest :

Know'ledge of Reading ¢ 16.69 21144 13.15 13,8155,

(Multiple Chojce} - (N=16) © (N=73) e t

Statements Survéy (Likert) 90.35- "96.00 ., 82.67 80.93 .
R D ' o (N=17) (N 73) . L
SituatipnssSutvey: K .o , ~
- (Semantic Differential) 4 7 :
Reaction to Situations 378.69  %409.3 352.31 352.75
. . Feasibility 68.88 79.38 ‘67.73 68.17

Percejved Skill 68.38 78.25 " 63.53 - 62.38 ;

Total 516.94 . 567.44. 483.58 433.30 oL
- . . , N (N=16) - (N=64) ° iy .

Co v U ’ - .
L Tabie 2 " ) &
. Ana]ys1s of Variance, Treatment x- T1me ) ‘“ '
’ -n - ‘. ‘ —
L- af MS O F ‘
" Knowledge of Reading: - ' _ ' - :

Treatment 1 264.54 - 19,62%**

Error ., 87 - 13.48 ,
Statements Survey ' h _ , ) v
‘Treatment : 1 . 752.39 9,55%* Co.

v Error ‘ : 88 78:82 e i :
Situations ‘Survey: ' .. L. L. . - F
" Reaction to S1tuat1ons : v . =
Treatment 1 11664.00 . ~{ 5,83* S
Error : 78 - 2000.00 K N
Feasibility ~ . . : . K
Treatment ™ 1 1428.05 21.32%** o7
*Error 78 66.97 , i A
. Perceived Sk#11 ‘. 7
Treatmenf * T 1557.60 8.83%*
. Error | 78 176.30 . .
Total : Toee ' : _ .
Treatment 1 34321.00 © 10.379** . oy Z
Error ' 78 3307.00 - . oo ?-1
, ’ ¢ -
*. .05 , > ~
. *R .01 . .
/ ?c**p.‘ i ‘

.00~
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Appendix . o3 . .
' - . ’ N , ot LR
; T ' A . .- ) ‘ i
Samp]e item from Statements Survey: .Teaching Reading in Content Areas .
(J, W L&, C. J. Young, E. H. Askov, M. M Dupuis) ~ /

-

It is 1mportant that teachers be’ competent in assessing the genera]
reading levels of studepts.’

@ ef @ 0 el
. ~ - ~- . :_'\ n' ~‘ . . (
L - ' Strongly  Slightly  “Not Sure  Slightly’ Strongly ’
.. Disagree  (Disagree : ~ Agree Agree

’ ;
-Sample item from Situat1dns’5urvey Teaen1ng Read1ng in Content Areas
- (d% \U. Leey €. J. Young, E. N. Askov, M. M. Duouis)

- SIﬁUATION An English teacher is preparing to teach a short story from
 the anthelogy suggested in the curriculum gu1de . . : i

PLAN:- The. teacher plans to ass1gn “those whe are cbmpetent readers Yo -
* ’read the story on their own and éngage in several’ vnd1v1dua]1zed assign-

. ments. The less,competent ‘readers will read the story’ in a guided v
tooe reading lesson during which the tea¢her will prov1de cons1derab1e help L
' in vocabulary, concept development, and comprenens1on . " (
-~ 4 | ’ ' by
\ practical, _ & ¢+ : i i o impractical )} i
2 ineffective ,_~« : Tote : : effectjze g -
' inefficient .t oo ooroo1 0y efficieht ' '
useful i ettt ;. touseless | v
desirable ~i__ ittt i :undesirable . .
R . ¢ .
. On the basis of your c1assroom experience, how feasible would you say
. the above plan is ) d , ’ .
U ) ) P— )
feas1b1e R S S S not feasible :
T - ‘ T
How skilled are you at th1s t1me for executing a plan 1ike the one
described above? . *
! N . i . .
skilled, . i ot r ¢ - :ounskilled - - -
. s - P )
» l ’ ‘ . . ’;
/ \'
v. N
. + ° s ‘/ -




