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reading teaChers and their low reading groups. Each teacher was

ob®S®tyed intensively throughout one school year and fréquent

int€ryiegws were conducted with both.the teachers and their students.
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using descriptive techniques. The analysis
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(3) the use of statements on skill usefulness,
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 Research on classoom reading practices reveals a heavy edphasis on
diinéﬁéigné of such instruction. This study was designed to provide descrip-
tions of the éxpianatigéia used by effective teachers. Four teachers were
studied. Each teacher was “observed intensively throughout the year and fre-

‘xthe instruction provided in the reading groups and the various interviews were .
analyzed using descri?tiv’e teahni’qﬁes. The authors found six components of ‘
effective explanation in reading instruction: (1) effective management;‘

. (2) ability to reorder basal lesson format, (3) statement of why it is useful
to learn the s8kill being taught, (&) Specificity; k('5)' consistency across
explanations, and (6) ability to provide elaborative explanation during turn-
téi’ci‘ng se'ssions. They st’avte implications of these findings f()i‘ classroom

'inétructrion and further research.
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. .DIRECT TEACHER EXPLANATION DURING READING INSTRUCTION'
A PILOT STUDY!

Laura R Roehler, Gerald G. Duffyé
- Cassandra Book, and Roy.Weseelman : ,

In récent years, mich has been learned about efféotiveVteacningi(ﬁropny;
1979; Duffy, 1981), .about instructional strategies for developing compréhen—
aion (Pearéon; in prééé), and aoout noﬁ téachérévinfiuence what is learned
(Brophy; 19325. EoWeuer, 1ittie is knoﬁn anut.téacnéroéxpianatory talk dur-
1ng reading instquction. As a result, teacner educators cannot teach teachers

' about the forms of teacher explanation, about how to generate the metaphors,

a'alogies, and models that help link new learning to the existtng cognitive
N

structures of students; or about how to respond verbally to student misunder-—

standing.- The study reported here focuses on such instructional techniques.

In a general sense, we want to answer the teaq&ir'é question, "How'can I say

it to them so they'ill do better:"” More specifidally, we want to determine (1)

7

Conference, 'tlearwater, Flortida; December:1982:
o

2Laura R; Roehler and Gerald G: Duffy coordinate the Teacher Explanation

"Project; and Cassandra Book and Roy Wesselman are researchers with that
praject. Roehler is an associate professor of teacher education, Diffy 1s a
professor of teacher education, Book is an assistant dean and ar associlate
professor of teacher education, and Wesselman 1s an . assoclate professor of

teacher education in MSU's College of Education.
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This study is part of a program of research designed to discover what

teachers can say during instruction to improve student reading outcomes. The
original stimuii for the research were proces's-product'/studiesl of teacher ef-

/ '
fectiveness and the resulting c0ncept of direct instruction;,which Rosenshine

)

(1976, 1979) characterized as essentially a matter - of creating opportunity to

e

iearn by generating.engagement on academic tasksu We, however, took the posi-
tion that classroom teaching-is more. than opportunity to learh (Roehler &

Duffy, 1981). A subsequent qualitative study (Duffy, Roehler, & Reinsmoeh

Note 1) suggested that engagement is a prerequisite to effective instruction,
and that beyond this foundational 1évél, a crucial variable in instructionai

effectiveness is the explicitness of a teacher s verbal explanations to stu— 2;

dents. )

At about the samé time, Anderson (in press), in a study of 'students’
ré;p'o'ﬁse's to reading seatwork, noted that some low=group firééégradé ~st.ud'e'n'ts'
demonstrated little cognitive awareness regardiﬁg seatwork, a’pparentiy"becau_s_e
their téachérs séidom gavé expiicit directions about thewcognitive.processes
to use. " -

The pilot study rep’ortéd here was a natural next step: -iF was designed
to determine whether teachsrs who provide explicit expiaﬁatior;"‘.abou'c the
cognitive processing involved in reading elicit gréatér awarenéss of that
processing in iow-group students and, uitimateiy;‘increase their reading' ;_
achievement. | |

This ré’égarch 15 baséd on certain assmnption%( about’ reading curricula and

_ ¢ ‘
ahout instruction that ought to be clarified at the outset. . B

P ‘
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First, our concépt of reading curricula focuses more on skills (or

process factors) than on the content of what is.read. The Importance of this
I L - PO
‘distinction is stated by Péaréon (in press):

Process factors are comparable to what are called CO“tF9¥,

procedures in computer processing. They refer to how data are

processed instead of what data are processed. To diScuBs them

in a paragraph separate. from content factors may seem to imply

that I think they are separate from and indépendent of content

factors. To the contrary I know of no data base that would

process (control) ﬁactors., Process factors may be but differ-
ent facets of the same amalgam under consideration when content
factors are discussed. (p. 2235 N

While Pearson.argues that ccntent;and procéaé may be indiétingniahahle, we

argue that skills embody the process goverﬂing how reading works, that
low—group ‘students must be aware of these skiiis so that reading does no;
remain an arbitrary and m;sterions task X\d that the 1inkages between using
skills and understanding content oug ht to be made explicit For quch students.
Hence, in~cdntrast to projects that focus.on the iﬁterpretation of a story
content, such as the Kamehameha Early Educatibn ?roéfam <fharp,,i§82) and the

research of scholars such as Beck (Beck Omanson, & McKeown 1982); we examine

the reading skilis used in interpreting stories. A8 such, Wé agree with

Coliins and Smith (thé 2): | | E s

-

We do not argue that reading curricula should not stress_ inter~
pretatton. We argue onty that a reading curriculum should also

on théir owa, and the worse readers will find reading véry
frustrating. (p. 28) :

Second, we believe a rélatidﬁéhip\éxiété hétﬁéén'éthdent awareneaa and -
student achievement: Student reading achlevement s higher if students are
aware of how reading skills w&rki how garticular skills-can he used to solve
particular brphlémé'éncbuntéréd in real‘teft? and the mental pfé¢é§§16§

employed when solving these problems. .&onseQUenti§,:it is not enough that

Y
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_étﬁ&eﬁté ﬁiéierﬁé 8kill in the sense of méeting a performance triterion; They

'

mnst aiso know how, when they encounter a disruption 1n.reading, to activate a

-

metacogntttve awareness of both\the nature of the disruption and the skill(s)

the.y,can use 750 rea_olve’ th’e difficulty s’o they can 'q'ui'ckly return to smooth s

i,automatic processing. This consciousne s puts students in control of the

“'\

reidtﬁg process, aiiowtng them to read wi confidence and ease;‘

Third, we believe;tnstrnc't:ton requites more than placing low-group
: étii&eﬁEé in conducive environments, expecting them to discover for themseives
the processes of reading; it requires more than guiding their dtscovery by
asking questions about content. Instead, we believe that a proactive, as op-
posed to an indiréct, approach has the greatest potential for success. By
proactive, we mean that teachers are themselves consciously aware of thé func-
tion of the skills being taught and the linkages betwéen thésé skills and the
' . ‘ N A )
content to be processed, that they analyze a skill and identify the éa%ééﬁt
features of the mental processing one does when empi'oyi‘ng it, arid-,;hét they
v ; .

actively teach students how to do the processing. This active role puts.a

premium on pedagogical maneuvering during instruction,-particularly:the 'teach- |
er's declarative (as opposed to interr'ogatiVe)" statements, the t:’l,;arity‘di:tﬁr
which these are said, and the assistance devices used to make“the message éé
clear as pbssi@" s :

This view of instruction has much in commorn with Vygotsky s (see Wertsch

1979) theory of cognitive deveiopment through gradual thternaiizatton; At
first; an éddit or adult-like person controls and guides the chiidie 1e;r£i§gf
particulariy in what ngéték? calls the “zone of proximal development’" thét
level of development immediately beyond the child's current level. Gradhalij;j
the child is moved from other-regulation to self-regulation. Our concept of

proactive instruction of reading skills is similar in that the teat:her is

{ i o
Y .
. o
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student's “zone of proximal development.” The teacher is active in eariy
stages of other-regulation, engaging in pedagogical maneuvering designed to ./
/

——

'tink the information being taught with the student's existing cognitive struc

tures regarding how one gets meaning from the printed page.. The teacher ‘ f

/

i j

diminishes assistance; encourages self-regulation, and looks .for internaliza—;
tionvof the process as the student ‘begins to respond successfully.

: R ,

Finally, we db not believe that such proactive instruction is a stable
entity or procedure that can be scripted, packaged, or otherwisepestablished
entirely in advance. While a plan is helpful the pedagogical maneuvering
with which we are cbhcerned also calls for verbal explanation in response to -
situations that arise duringlthe lesson.. As such, it requires an undérstAnd:

ing not oniy of how to'initialiy present new information, but of how students

-
L3

response to suah restructuring. v : :

néaiga of Study

The pilot study consisted of four case studies of second-grade teachers

teaching 1low reading groups. The case studies were quantitative in that we
measured (1) the extent to which teachers engaged in explicit instructional
explanation; (2) the students awareness of what they had 1earned how to do o

it, and why it was useful; and (3) student achievement Both-36fore and after‘
~

<

instruction; on the passage comprehension subtest of the Vbodcock Readzng

Mastery Teet. The case studies were qualitative in that they included de~ ,f

s

%
vith teachers. The following questions were asked'
cv’ _ .
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1. 1s there a'relationship between the explicitness of a

teacher's explfnattoq in readtng and the Iow—group students'

awareness of and achi®vement 1in what was taught7

2. What are the characteristics of éxplicit explanation?
; , ) o . Ya
Procedures - ; T .

' —~ 3 = ] i o o
School administrators faeiaéa,a list of second&grade teachers who had

One female and two male- teachers (Teachers A’ B; and €) from a mid—western
uniVErsity town Volnnteered. They identified an adaiEi’nai second~grade

classroom in each of their buildings having low readtng groups that couid

~

serve as a control Arfourth\female teacher (Teacher D), from a rural commu-

nity, also g;;eed to be\studied but could ‘not supply a control classroom.
. J A

Thus ;. the treatment group ‘was four teachers and their low reading group stu— -

dents. There were three control groups. c

- < . . - B 7 e

Students#in each of _the treétmenc\and concrai groupé were administered

Form A df the passage comprehension subtest of the Wbodcock E@adzng Mzstery

‘Test at- the beginning of the stﬁdy. Teachers in the treatment group then con—

“ducted a reading lesson with theip low groups, which the researchers audio—v'

taped and described using timed field notes. After the 1é§§on, the low—group

'

"students were -individually aékéd the foiiowing thrge questions: "What were

Ayou learning to do in the lesson the teacher {nst taught’" “How dopyou'do

'\

i 1t?" and “When would you. use this skill again?” Following the student inter-
views, the teachergwas interviewed'to‘determine his/her view of ihe lesson's
pnrpose; Folloﬁinélthe initiél observation; researchers met with each teach-

?er. They described explicit explanation behavior Provided a handout with an
illus@ration of the component parts of explic‘t explanation, distributed a . s

/n

ctiecklist for use in evaluating explanations, and provided a critique of the o
. -~




brevious lesson. The teacher was imstructed fo fmcorpofate the components of
explicit eipléﬁgéiéh into subsequent lessons.

This process of lesgon observation, student Interview, teagher interview,
and intervention with the teacher regarding the explicitness of h;é}héé ex—

‘planation behavior was repeated five more times over a period of three months
for Teachers A, B, and. C and of six months for Feacher D., After the sixth

| . L L .
observation, students in both' the treatment and control groups were tested

with Form B of the passage compreheénsion subtest of the Wooddock Reading

Mastery Test:

Data Analysis )

’ - - o )Z oo - o R _
Rating forms were devised for judging the explicitness of teacher explan-—

ation. To obtain reiiabiiity;:we rated;sampie lessons cogechér, agréééron:
conventions, and rated additional sample lessons independently until we
achieved identical ratings.on each criterion for a given-sample lesson. The
rating fofm included two parts (see Appgndix'A); The.first focused on the in-

formatton the teacher provided, with the teacher's talk rated 0, 1, or 2, de-

pending on the clarity and consistency of the information about (&) the mental

- ,

processing; (d) the sequen§e for approaching.and fulfilling the mental pro-

cess, and (e) an example off how to do the mental processing. The ééébﬁd‘

v

focused on the means the teacher used to explain the skill, with the teacher's
talk rated 0, 1, of 2 on (a) the degree to which the teacher mbdéiéd? (b) the
extant to hich the teéacher directed the students' attention; (¢) he way the
téagﬁér responded to students' answers during the lesson, (d) the extent to
which the teacher reviewed with the students, (e) the appropriateness of the

practice provided by the teacher and (f) the degree to which the teacher N

1




helped the students apply the skill in. connected text, (e.g., basal text

stories). Thus the highest possible explicitness—g;—explanatiOn‘score for
, . i X - '
each legson was 22,

A similar procedure was used to develop a rating form for judging student

awareness (éée Appendix B). A scale was developed in which students received
a rating of 0, I, 2, 3, or 4 depending upon the student's statement (a) of
what was taught, (b) about why the skfll would be uséful, and (c) of how s/he
would do the skill. Thus thé highést possible scoré for studént awaréness was
12. . o |
At the conciuéion of the étudY; the foiiOWing Quantitative§anaiy§éé-weref
" conducted: @
1. The scale for rating explicitness of teacher explanation was applied
to the six lessons for each of the four intervention teachers, and °-
scores were obtained.

2. The scale fo;;rating student awareness was applied to the interview
responses of fous students selected at random from the low reading <
groups in each of the four intervention classrooms, and Scores were.
obtained; ¢ e )

3. Both the Form A and Form B administrations of the passage compr ehen-

sion subtest of the Woodcock Reading Mistery Tegt were scored for low

reading groups in the fou( interventiop ciassrooms and the three con-

trol classroons. C e

achievement scores on the Wbodcock Reading Mistery Test.

After the quantitative results were obtained, the transcribed audiotapes
of the six lessons taught by each of the fdﬁrAintervention teachers were

tion; To(do'SO,élessons that. received high ratings were-compared with lessoné

, | ,
: ,
B | \\\

3A MANOVA s a multivariant anatysis of covariance. It was used to detect

the effects of teacher differences on posttest ‘student achievement mea7ures,-

c0ntrolltng for pretest and student awareness scores.

5
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£ that received low raciﬁgs;,eantfaativé examples of explanatory téaehei talk
g
é;were identified; and descriptive stﬁtements were generated regarding the

<
i
. cy

critical differences between these.

Findings

R _ L o R b - _ _ 7 o el o__
The findings are reported in t categories: quantitative and . 7

—

qualitative. -

sssntitative,rindings : s ,

The\teaéherfexplanatiOn ratings, student awareness ratings, and achieve-

ment test growth are reported on a teacher-by-teacher. basis.
Teacher A's expiicitnéés—of—éxpianatidn rétings are shOQﬁ in iigure 1.

student éfireness rgtings are also low tn moderate. There appears to be a re-
,1ationship between explicitness—of—explanation ratings and student awareness
ratings. ‘The most- highly rated student responses occur in the same 1essons as
Eheinést'highly'rated explanations; The achievement scores on the Woodeock
Reading Miétéﬁy.jéét for.Teacher A's low-group students indicated an average
’£r6Wth of +;75t Eaﬁﬁéred to a reéression of -:1 for the coutrolxgroup. .

in contrast to Teacher A, Teacher B received consistently high ratings

for the explicitness of his expianation in Lessons 2—6 and his low-group

 students receivedjeonsistentiy high awareness ratings in these lessuus (see

Figure' 2). Again, there appeary to be a relationship between explicit- explan-

-~

étibn ratings and §tudént:éWarénéi”lratings in that student scores are high
"whén explanation 1s high and low when explanation 18 low. In this classroom,
theyaverage achievement growth on the Wbodcock R@adtng Mzstery Tbst was +l 0
for Teacher B's low readin; group and +, 3 for the control group.

Teacher C received ébnsisténtly lbw ratings for the ékﬁliéitnéss of his :

explanation, and his students received consistently low ratings for their
.

15
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Figure 1. Teacher A's ratings for explicitness of explanation and student
awareness - ' :
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’

 ®Teacher A has two scores for Lessons 1, 2, and 5 because she thught two
skills during each of those periods of observation.
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figu;e 2. Teacher B's ratings for explicitness of explanation and student
awareness.
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. ’ 1
_awareness (seé Figure 3). Hbiz’évéf;.'wtiéﬁ Teacher € Eeceiv'ed‘_ q reiati\’r-eiy high
rating for explicitness of exlsiaﬁaaaa for one lesson (Lesson 3), the student=>
awareneas ratings were also relatively Eiéh. The‘average achievement growth
of the low—group students in Teacher C's classroom was +.2; while the growth
of the control—grodp students ‘was +.7. o D - -
Though Teacher D's explicitness f;Eiﬁgé ;ére low in_Iessons 1 and 2, they

improved steadily in Léssons 3-6 (see Figure 4). Student awareness was rated

lowinthefirst two_lessons and impi-oii'ed in the last four iessons.,{'égain;“

ceived the highest rating for expiicitness of explanation (Lesson 4) The

average achievement growth on the Wbodcock Ebadtng Mastery Test for Téacher

D's low-group students was +.9. meée*wa's no control group for Teacher D.
After scoring the achlevement tests and rating the lessons and Eﬁé stu—’

dents' responses to interviews, a MANOVA was done to determine whether there

LY
were differences in the teachers explanations as,reflected 1in student aware-
ness and achtevement outcomes (see Table 1). The dependent measures were the
L : o o~
students' pretest and posttest scores on the Woodcock Réadmg Mrgtery Test and

were the four interventlon teachers, each with an averaged rating of explicit

explanation. The average awareness ratings for Teacher B's lo reading group
" were significantly higher (.05) than the average ratings of the low— roup stu-

dents of Teachers A, C, or D. In addition; a comparison of Teacher B's

Instruction with Teacher D's indicated an independent effect for awareness on

the posttest Woodeock Reading Mastenry Test achilevement score when controlling
for the pretest; although this was not found when Teacher B's studerits were
compared with those of Teacher A or Teacher €, While this effect,cOUid be

1G



20-| R

Ekpl@citnesé%qf—exml&nation:ratﬁngr
. —_ - -

N

|

[

—

—
I

Studént:gwafemesssrating

5 6
Lessons

Teacher C's ratings for explicitness of éxpianation and stddént

awareness . o ,

.
L .,
N

w

Figure

ma

by

. . o
. >y

" i




Y

Figure 4.

Expli¢itness-of~explanation rating,

Stiudent~awareness:rating =~

o IO ) 3 .
' . " Les8ons

T e e e
I R D1 O = N e
| | | | FE|

[V, NI~ SN
B ] I

Lessons

Tedcher D's ratings for explicitneds of explanation an

awareness. ] -

15

14

@



. N
g ) 15
;-i; ‘
o Table 1 "
7 . 7
Means and Standard Déviations for the .
Dependent Variables in- the MANOVA
Woodcock Average Woodcock
Pretest Awareness Score Posttest
. mean S.D. me'arrrlrm S;Da .~ mean S:D. ..
e T T e
Teacher A 3.0 - 566 - 2.225 1.179 . 3.625 .310
,=4 .
e ‘ i
Teacher B 3:45 .191 7.575 .287 4.525 .236
(n=4) : 5
Teacher C 3.2 <497 " 1.925 i.o72 3.6 .606
(n=4) ' .
ST N —
Teacher D 1.225 .096 2,75 1.475 2.10 .183
(n=4) - S
| ' <
.4
¢
f(
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hypothesis that Teacher B's explicit explanations were a significant factor in

—increasing)student awareness and, ultimately, their achievement seems plaus-

ible enough'tb rustify a more extensive and'pteéise study of the relationship
S } . /o . , R 7 ,
between teacher/explanation, student awareness and student achievement.

Qualitative'ﬁindingé

The quantitative analysis inciicaté'gi that Teacher B's students received
'pignificantly;ﬁighér awareness ratin§§g¥and that in éoﬁsatiédn with at least
one other- teacher's students, these ratings appear to be réiaéed to achieve=
ment: Since it seems reasonable to assume that the success of Teacher B's

i .
.§Ed&é§%é is related to the fact that Teacher B had the highest ratings for ex=

pliéitneéé of éiﬁiéﬁééibﬁ (and that these explanations created greater aware-

B's verbal explanation was conducted. Six findings about the characteristics

The first related to management. As a matter of routine, each observer

- PR P - - R - .
rated each lesson in terms of the attentiveness of the group during instruc—
tion,; the number of distractions or inteffﬁbtiaﬁé; the students' attitude dur-

ing the lesson and the teacher's control of the organizattonal and tiz:;

on—task variables. Teacher B consistently Eééeii}é& high observer ratfngs for

' ¢lassroom management. He had few interruptions, he was wéfi;;iafﬁiiea; and

his students wére on task most of the time. In contrast, Teache? C con-

sistently reéceived low observer ratings for classroom’ management . His

{nstruction was characterized B? ftedﬁent interruptions; student inattention,
R : *

lack of or'ganizeci action, and négatiVé student affect. There is 1li€tle iﬁi-—

dence of explanation in transcripts of Teacher C's lessons because virtual:y

" ail his verbal communication was directed to management. 1In contrast, Teacher

B had management under control and was free to devote his verbal communication

oo
Q



The second characteristic reiate;to Teacher B's ability to reorder the
format of the basal lesson, explaining the skill First, using turn-taking

" patterns to practice it, an& then applying EEéiiééiﬁé& skill in a basal story.

In contrast; Teacher A seldom departed from/{ngbattetn of ﬁé3ing pupilsrfiret

read the basal story aloud, and then; in an iSOIated and unrelated way, com—
q

" pleting a skill iéésaﬁ,‘ifi which no reference was made to the story just com-—
pleted or any‘othér connected text. This tendency 18 8&én in her introduction
- <o a-lesson-on-similies (Lesson 3). She saild:
e )
Alright, we are finished with the first thing We were going to
do. We were going to: talk about the story and discuss it. ]
We've done that. Now I'd like you to close your books ~ We're
going to think about something that will help you in writing
stories.
It apparently never occurred to Teacher A that the two activities could be
o R A o ‘
related. Similarly; she seldom prov
almost exclusively limited interactiondto a turn-taking fofméE; Despite the

five interventions and ssmé indication in l.e's's'o?'s. 3 and 4 that she was using

fded explanatory information, and she

. . S S . I T
sustained teacher talk to make her instruction more explicit, she reverted in
\

Lessons 5 and 6 to a straight turn—-taking model in which no explahafian or

\
mbdéling was provided. The following excerpt from Lesson 6 (on fipding the

main idea) is typical: ; : \

Ti3 Alright, now here are some possibilities (for a story title). "A -
Trip Downtown;" “The New Shirt,” "The Shirt That Didn't Fit."” _Let

. me read them again: "A Trip Downtown,f “The New Shirt,” “The Shirt

; That Didn't Fit." Now of those three possibilities, which‘one would

go best? Annte?

3: A Trip Downtown." v
§: A Trip Downtown." - : :

'T: oOkay. Tim, what do you think?
1 . .
S:  “The New Shirt.”

- i N

31" gtands fdriteacher, an& ~g" Bthdé;Eor student.

Q ‘ | ’ . . 2_{_ : . \




T: Don, ﬁhat was your choice?
S: “"The New Shirt."
. T: Sharon, how about you?

S: “The New Shirt.

T: vI think the girls decided on "“The Trip Dowutown and the boys 11iked
* "The New Shirt.” Mainly, what was the story about?

T
S: Getting a new shirt. ' .

T: Getting a ney shirt, wasn't 1t?

Teacher B, 1in contrast; never again reverted to the standard t&rn—taﬁing
format for condlicting instruction after the first lesson. Instead at Ehe be-
ginning of each lesson, he clearly explained Ehat was being taught; mOving to

a turn-taking pattern only after students began to demonstrate understanding
of how to do the skill. 1In all of his lessons; Teacher B first taught a
_ékiii; then provided ﬁf&éEiéé; and finally talked about how to ‘apply the skill

‘to stories in the basat textbook, thereby‘bringing a sense of internal flow to
the instructional sequence. o o
SN

Third, Teacher B's explanation seemed to be more explicit because he
>

§tated why 1t was useful to learn each skill, a characteristic similar to
/

Lipson's (Note 3) “why bother" element. For 1nstancé, when Teacher B talked
to his students about learning an inferencing skill (Lesson 6) he" said

attention to snd again, when I do it here, it is for the purpose that
when you get back to your own reading, whether you are reading a textbook
or some fun reading or a newspaper, you are able to pick out these clues

yourself T
While ieachér B routinely presénted skills within the context of how children

would use them in real reading, Teacher A seldom made any attempt to justify

the value of a skill. When asked what shé'hopéd the ultimate outcome of a

'

e
To



" be able to do the workbook page successfully.”
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skill lésson would be, she typically answered; "I would hope that they would

A fourth charaéteristic of explicit explanation relates to the
soecificicy of the teacher's instructional talk. The more specific the
teacher is; 'the more expiicit instruclkon becomes, and tnéimore'swafé pupils
are of Qﬁéf they are learning and how they can do it. For instance, note what
Teacher B said when Be‘opened a lesson on inferencing: |

':;Today we ‘are. again studying something about comprehension, a compre-
hension skill of being able to read clues in a paragraph and make a
reasonabledgﬂess of what 1isg going to happen next--what the author
has in min Okay, let me say that again. Today we are working on
a skill that involves paying attention to what you are reading. We
call them clues that help you get what is going to happen before you
read. They call that making inferences, based on the information
that you have. ) :

- N ) ) o ] ) o
Teach?r A; in contrast, opened a lesson on syllables by saying, "Today we are
going to learn abont syiiabies;“ During the reméinder of the 1esson, she made

ing it: Teacher A; in teaching a lesson on making short sentences 1onger

(Lesson A), highlighted the underlining of verbs and nouns, but was ﬁ6E‘é§é4

cific about why this was important or helpful. Neither did she specify the

thinking one does about nouns and verbs in order to expand sentences. The

’

following responses are typical of those given by her students in an interview

following the lesson:

1:4 Okay, and how do you make a short sentence a little longer?

S: Well, you add a couple more words that you think would sound good

77777777 3

with the sentence, and then you have a longer sentence:
. ) \

I: 0kay. Did the teacher give you some steps to follow wheniy%u were
doing that?

S: What do you mean, like steps?

4“1° stands for interviewer, and "S" stands fok student.

o I

o
N
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I: Well like, when ghe was teaching you how to make "short senteuces

into longer sentences, did she give you’ some steps to follow?

3:  Yo& mean, like how to do 1t?

'I:  Un—huh. ’ > _
§: Like you could cifcle and underline. : .

I: Okay, once you have the word circled or underlined, then what do you
do? - ; . ‘
: .y

t‘\ [/

S: Then you just add some words and that makes a longer seﬁtence.

-

In contrast, such vagueness was not associated with the pupil interview re— '
épbhééé of the students in Teacher B's low group; perhaps_bEVause of the
,apécificit§ of his explanations throughout the lesson. Note, for example, the
specificity of the mbdeiing he provided 1in a iesaon on dintﬁcnéa'(teééén 3):

6kay, let e tell you how I would do this if I were reading aiaggi
Let's suppose I was reading along and I came to the word “"out" and I

had never_seen the w0rd before, which 1s really possibie. T see an

“ou" and I know “ou" has the sound of ow, like Gracie said.- It

sounds like a "w" 1s in there——owwww-—and I know it has a "t" at the

end;, and the t sounds like a t- t t so' I have ou-t; out .
Apparently as a result of such specificity, student interview responses were
iike the fbiiowing:r

I: mhy do you suppose you were learning this si

S: So it could help you dec¢ode words with oW’

I: How do you use the "ou" to decode w0rds7 .

S: First we figure out the “ou" and what it éd@ﬁaé tike:. Ow; like in
' loud. I.d go l—ou-d, loud; 5

Fifth it apparently is not only important that expianations be specific;
they should also be consistent. For 1nstance;:Teacher B's talk pattern in

' lesson after lesson reflected a continual return to the theme of the lesson:
He reviewed and elaborated in a consistent, almost redundant; pattern. 1In

contrast, TéaCEér'Aiéggaik”pattern is less consistent.. She often emphasized ?
different things from mirnute to minuté, was sometimes distracted from the

4
LY
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salient features of the task, and, once something had been said, she rarely
came back to,it; . -

teacher's ability to provide elaborative explanation during turn-taking ses-

sions: Thid is particularly important because each student processes the
'Eéééﬁéfié initial explanation in terms of Bié?ﬁéf uﬁiaué prior knowledge.

inééfiéné; If students process their teacher's 1n1t1al explanation in.a way

‘ that heips improve their reading abiltty; the teacher should respond,with re-

inforcement; if they restructure the explanation in a way harmful to their im-

proved reading ability, however, the teacher hust provide appropriate éxplana-

tory feedback: The differences between Teacher A and Teacher B in this Iegard

were &fénétié:‘iTeaéher;A pfbvided little exp;anétoty‘féédbéck when confronted
with misunderstandings during turn taking. The following éxample from a
lesson on apdétrdpnéé (Lesson 55 1s 1llustrative: - e{(f*
T: When you add an apostrophé "8" to boy, it BhQWS‘tﬁ;t'the‘bgy has’
something; Can you make up a sentence for kittens? -Something

S There's a basket full of kittens. Lo

T: That's what Jennte was doing over here. You added just am "s.”. .
That's more than one kitten. This time make {it ownership. ) T
Something belongs to this right here. Troy? " ; "

S: The kitten always owns Eﬁé basket.

T: f Alright, but can you change your sentence around? You're saying the

kitten owns the basket. Let stuse kitten-and basket. *
i ~ " %
St Kitten basket?“ ' s
o T a1 1 @ 1 ”Q- "
T: But with the apostrophe "s.
S: The kitten's basket: L Mo

T: The kitten's, that's the kitten's basket. Alfignt.thhat belongs to
the kitten, Troy? it '
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S:  The basket.

T: The basket.. éiright,'iét's try it wibh doiphiﬁs. S ¢

discovered that his low—group.students had’ restructuréd-his explanation to
!
i i _
»mean that the connection gs between words rather than between ideas. -He re-
[ -

A

sponded as follows: * c 4 . 3
S T: "7 Connector words are what, David? . - . : 5
S: Two words put together. u
~ S ! -~

T ,What are connector words, joéhéa\
S: Two words hooked together.

.+ T: They arg not two words. Maybe I explained that iﬁcorréctiy;’ A con-
) A nector word 18 a word that connects one or more ideas. .Okay; 1in
;o this seuternce, They always walk to school together, and they always

waik liome together. ‘Now in this sentence there are two ideas:

They atways walk to schooi, and they always come home. Of the four

+ connector words I put on the board, which word is connecting the two
ideas, David? . . °

. ‘T: And. Do you see that? And. I have it underlined here. See how it
- 1s connecting the i{deas of walking to school together and coming, :
home together?  It:is sort of like a bridge that connects these two.

Bridges connect different places, words connect ideas: Connector

words connect ideas.
I

‘. Note that Teacher B prbvided an example; highlighted the role of the con=

nector in the example and supplied an analogy for understanding the function
DU S o , , : o i -
of connectors., He responded to student restructuring wiq& a spontaneously \
created supplementary;explanation.
:Discussion : . -
e —— A e

No firm conclusions or generalizations can be based on case studies of
four teachers. However, the findings do indicate that there is merit in .
pursiing the hypothesis that explicit teacher explanation produces greater

student awareness, which, in turn, stimulates increased.achievement.







" 1inked to greater academi
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~

Consequently, we are conducting an ex;?riment involving 11 teachers who have

received training in providing explicit explamation and 11 tegchers who have

not recelved such training.
***** s for considera-

aue

&

tion by reading researchers. _ :
First, the Important role played by ciassroom management needs to be

systematically considered in studies of instruction: 1In our study, this point
) - J ) . . i

was 11lustrated by Teacher C: Despite ;ofé than 15 years of eiemEntéryﬁéchogi
ﬁéaching experience and an adyanced graduate degree; Teacher C was unable ‘or
unwilting to control his students and, as a result, his attention was devoted
to discipliné, not to explanations. Teachers A, B, and ‘D had and used effec—
tive classroom management skills and were able to implement explanation tech-
niques to one extent or another because they were free to concentrate on that
aspect bf-pedagbgy;

Second, researchers should begin to look at outcome measures in reading

el

other than achifevement on tests;;;The growth of iEPérééFTfn cognitive process—

ing, the increasing importance of metacbgnitibn,‘3ﬁd<fﬁézérbuiﬁg understanding

that students mediate the instruction they receive all argie for the impbri/

tance of monitoring pupil awareness as an outcome. It is possible, as 1§ sug-
. .

‘gested in the pilot study reported here, thatfihcreaﬁqd~étuﬂéht awareness 1is

achievement. - {

information. While it is true that bringing students together with instruc-
. . ,

tional materials, insuring ‘studént on-task engagement, using certain pre-

n
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being learned; provide informatfon that rearranges the students' cognitive
Btructures ard creates a flash of understanding or (more iiiéii) a gradual

- realization of how éo do something they formerly had been unable to 36; In
the absence of such new information, the students' cognitive structures are

- 11able to remain unchanged. Little is known about what goes into Buch

explanations. However,; this pilot study suggests that teachers can learn to

improve in giving infofmgtiOﬁ; and that the more explicit teachers' explana-
tions are, the more aware students seem to become of what they are learning

and why.

explanation is not a variable that can be developed by giving teachers a pro-—
cedure or ééiﬁéﬁéé;Bf steps to be foliowed. While there was a sequence tq)
beyond technial procedures. Rather, Teacher B seemed to possEss a mental
structure, a éénsé of cohesion and of meaningfulmess that guided what hé said
to his ééﬁdéﬁt§;~tﬁé locus of control was what he .understood he was doing
rather than what he was directed to do by a script or teacher's guide.
Researchérs need to idéﬁtify these components as a first step in determining
\\\;?ﬁther théy can ﬁéip other teachers incorporate such characteristics into
Aihéir teaching. |
. I'd
Conclusion
At a time when there is more and more concern about the instructional
inadequacies of teachersZ the contextusl pressures exerted upon them,; and
their inability tq_Bring spontaneity and independent deciston making to the

== .. o e

- \ - - - - - S L L L e _
classroom, educators are often tempted to create more comprehensive teacher's
t ) . . .

<

guldes and more technical manuals to direct and control instruction: However,

-
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r

and learner and the teacher's ability to use this interaction to create in
. ' . ’ . ’

- - - - - : L o
students' heads cognitive structures that help them ¢ontrol the act of read-

ing;_? The ability to use ‘this verbal interaction to create understanding and

" 1llumination requires spontaneous as well as planned explanations. Research-
ers must learn more about how teachers create such explanations.
- .
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Appendix A

Explicitness-of-Explanation Rating Form
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Teacher ﬁcde No s

Rater _,

14

Date of Rating

]
Summary Ratings
TEACHER EXPLANATION

- Comments

) ﬁart‘si — Information 'Pr'é'se"ritéa ‘
‘1. describes mental process o )
2. states ueefulneslé - / g
3. describes features o o .
S _ e :
4. states sequence
5. example o . :
4 . . . .
Part II - Means for Making Clear o : } /
1. modeling . ‘ . J
. ' 2. directing attention’ . ' N
3. feedback and/or elaboration
4. reviaw , o
5. pracﬁice ‘ p——
6. application o |
S . e
Total score: . , : . .
<j> o ‘ = ;':j' ' - - S
, - —
N
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Appendix B

Student-Awareness Rating Form
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' Teacher Code No.
Rater -
Date of Rating

~

fo

Summary Ratings (by student)
'PUPIL AWARENESS =

Comments

Student #1 . )
(name) < _ )
- | g

1. what

2. why
3. how
Total: .
3 , ] I o

Student #2 ' / ¢

_ . . (name) v | if ;
1. what
2. why , .
3. how - .

3; how R ) o : i .

Total: : : .

Student #4 7. - 1 - .

1. what

2. 'wﬁy-_‘ = 3 -
"y 3¢ how o | .
Total: .- e - : . ) ; \ ; E

-

T N ' P ' c e -
Student #5 R : _ : /

1. what
2, why
3. how

Total:

o
\'I
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