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ABSTRACT

" A study examined the amount a kinds- of language
arts curriculum integration that occurred in natural elementary
‘school classroom settings, the contextual factors associated with
such 1ntbgrat10n, and the relationship between teachers' thinking
about' this subject and thg occurrence of integration in their
classrooms. Teachers in six self-contained classrooms kept logs for
three months in which they recorded the beginning and endlng times

" for each-instructional intent, and the materlals used in each lesson._

In addition, the teachers were observed six .times durlng the perigd
and were interviewed at the end of the study. Results showed that
while interview data.indicated that teachers generally favored an
integrated approach to language arts insgtruction, logs and
observations revealed that less than 10% of time spent in lanquage -
arts instruction actually involved integrated activities. Intggrhtlon
. tended to occur only in whole-class settings:under dxrect teacher
" supervision.s (FL} ; _ .
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Abstract

T

This sstody focused ‘on the amounts and kinds of curricu}um inmegration

' ~occurrtng in narural,elementery_classroom settiqg&, on ‘the conrexbyal factors- ~
: aasoctated with such integrétion, and on the relattonehiﬁ between teachérs’

thinking dbcur this variable and the - occurrence of thtegration 1n their class-'

. - \. .

-
rooms} The study was conducted in six selﬁ-contained classrooms in. a metro-

i
" *

. politan areq in central Hichigan. Despite indicationé from teacher interview

"data that teachers generally favored an integrared dpproach to language arts
. Lo . .

insrruction, examiqations of rhe time logs kep: by teachers and observations

r

wade by\the resegrch team revealed ‘that less than 5% of the time spent in '
language ares instrucrion acrually involved in:egrated activities. Inregra“

- .

tioﬂ'tehded to oOR@PT, only in whole-class settiggs under direct teacher super-—

vision.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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CURKICULUM INTEGRATION: ITS UéE IN LANGUAGE ARTS INSTRUCTION
William H. Schmidt, Laura R. Roehler, Jacqueline L. /Caull
Barbara Diamond, David Solomgn, Patricia Ciancisle, and Hal‘gret,lluchmann2
' ¢ ' . T . .o .
.

Two broadlpaTEerns of organization{snd planniné.chhracterice elementary
d

LI

“r

¢

) school curriculum‘development. The first is based on thelsubdivision of cur:-

riculum, differentiated by-subject,mstter areas. The Begond.buflds’on re}a-

. © . H

tiOﬂBhiPB among areas Of curriculum by organizing the school day, or portions .

of it as an inteirated whole in whfchjkarious subject matters intertwind. In

-

and rea&ing instrucxion_and the relationship‘between the‘level of use of
teachers’' stated ﬁeliefé about integrationa ' W

. 4

Educators do not agree on which Pattern of organiz&tion for instruct.
| ] « 8

T ’ |
results in the greatest amount and- quality of student learning. For exany
- % .
the indrge%ing empha®is gn skill ‘development has led some to assume that .

1 L9

. -
PO -
5 b ) /7 . N
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. IThe first three- authors share joint "and equal responsibility for thi
work. William H. Schmidt co~coordinated the now-completed Language Arts
.Pkoject and 1s chairperson of thd Department of. Counseling, Educational
Psychology, and Special Education as well as professor of educational statis<.
tics in MSU's College of Education. Lgura R. Roehler co-coordinated the °
Language Arts Project ‘and 'is an associate professor of student teaching -and.
professiomal development in MSU's College of Eduqation. She now co—
coordinates the Teacher Bxplanation Project. Jacqueline L. Caul worked on
Language Arts F'oject and-1is. an- assistant professor of teacher educatIon.

- N ’
¥

ZBarbatra Diamond &s & former teacher col borato? and nember of the,
Language Arts Project. She is currently a grdduate assistant in teacher_eﬂE
cation at MSU's College of .Education; David Solomon was 2 resesrch assist
who worked on the Language Arts Project. He 18 now a conspltant with the
MSU's Computer User.Information Center. Patricia Ciancéiolo was a member off
the Language Arts Project and is a professor df teacher, education ip MSU's
College of Education. Margret: Buchmanp, who worked on the Language Arts
Project and now coordinates the Conceptual-Analytic Project, is an HSU sssis
tant professor of teacher education. R S
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_ inqtruction. " as. Dearden (1976) has stated: S 2ot

a

diﬁferenliated instruction must be maintained in language arts and reading
- . T . J,

] ra ‘. .

- e ;
"The language skihls of reading and uritihg require specif—
ic.instruction and practice however much they are sur—
rounded by a context of interests .or topic-r&ievance..
(p.u)-' _ ‘ , .

fr *

- 1

The general hypothesis of the interferenoe effects between basic and higper—
- w . *
level component processes (as discussed by Gliaser, 1981) is éonsistent with

3

Dearden 8. view of language instruction.. Investigations of reading comprehen~

‘,,‘\u

sion, for example, suggest that it is probably not possible\fh attend simul-

"

~ taneously to two attention-demanding tasks (Lesgold & Perfetti,-l978§ i98l).

&
Researchers claim that the beginning reader alternately concentfatéb on the

.2
M .

/basic decoding skills of word recognition and then on considering what. meaning

the word has in the rext.’ ’Perfetti and Lesgold* (1979) suggést that/the prema-

LA .
-~

ture ihtegration of a component process .with otber processes tan lead to a8

breakdown in]overall proficiency. T . = v .

Proponents of Hntegration argue, on the other hand, _that, valuable as the

emphasis on skill goalstis, it is inadequate as a.total conception 6f goals:

N e - 4

for elementary education. Attention needs to be given to the ﬁpplication of ;

1 3

skdlls within a context of supject matter. Furthermore, integration of lan-

‘ guage ‘arts and gkills with othgr.éuhjects appears to be a way to allocate the

time needed to raise lapguage ékill.chpetence without sac;ificing subjeet-

N
4

wmatter goals. e

With these distinctions in mind, the present study*focuses on’ the amounts .

and typgs of curriculum integration in natursl classroou settings, the contex™,

* tual fattors sssociated with integrdtion in these settings, and the relation"

w

ship between teachers//thinking about in!egration in their classrogls and the
9‘

i actual use of curriculum integration.
+

+ . .t -




Conceggual Distinctions-

.
H '

Several conceptual distinctions have guided our uofk. . Wa define

N .

integration as the purposeful intertwining oT subject matters to achieve nnl-

L .

tiple goals. Thus, the mere presence of other.content does not-constitute an
.t - ' . - ' . TR .
Y oo . ) . - ) -
integrated lesson. If,-for"exampley, a-teacher asks students to punctuate a

" "

* . « ’ o F - »
series of sentences describing Alaska, on¢ cannot assume that the students are

attending to the content ahout Alaska. Attention to content becomes more '

L

likely if the teachers make an'explicit, pevceptible effort to feach that con—

* L3 . .

tent as uell as the language skills. This becomes particularly important in

light of,typical classroom practices. Schedules placed on the board at the

~

beginning_df'the da}\lenerally reflect 3egmentatian{bf subject matter during

LY

"
L3

the.school day. childfen’ tend to learn better whe they are cued to specific

- .
- . * §

content goals but such aues ate:}ikely‘tb impact che.focus that sthdents

‘ ' ‘ % . - .‘ Fl A
] Satt.r}bul?e to integrated-instruction. . \r % — . .
&= 4 \ - ) .

. Based on the differentiated cuing that .occurs hathrally in must elemen; 2

L3

tary clissrooms, we . distinguished between *the major ‘and mdnor focus ‘of ‘each .-‘

integrated activﬁty. In addition, the multidimensional focus of the langu?ge P

arts and Yeading currtculum adds- complexity to the notion of integratio

1
"

because each language skill can,be.integrated both with- other content areas

s
.

and with Ogherwlangdage skiilsl .. o A

» ;. .

~ In fact, three distinct types of langnage arts-integration can be iden—
. R L . *

tified. Ino Type 1 integratfon, language skills are the major enphasis of the

-

-

lesson and .some other-content.area is-integrated as & sinor fodhs'of the’ inr
14 . . v . - .
struction. Type 2 integration ocouts uhen non-langudﬂe content serves as™ the,

]‘ . A

major focus'of the lesson, with language skills integrated as the mf““r focus. -

- /.

. Type f integration occurs‘yhen language skills are integrated uith each other.

t\
- ¥

This third form éf integration‘ﬂbes not arigp ﬁrom the natural?linkage of




, . :
er from the belief ,hat all language skills .are commonly

language skills with the content dn whicﬁ skills are~being applied ori
h

practiced but T
4 -~
related to- communication and therefore naturally intertwined for?instructional

- +
.

purposes. . .o : .
. . . . . ] - . ‘ . - -
‘To desdride the nature of language arts integration, five discrete -areas
A e - ' .
"of language ingtruction were identified: reading, .Including all instances of

.direct instruction.in reading*;kills; language instruction, imcluding original

writing; writing wechamics, dncluding the areas_ of penmanship, spelling, puac— .
e P ‘ - ) .

tuation, grammar usage, and sentence-cqmpositioni oral expression, including

creative drams and speech; .and library study skills. o
S Study Design - . '

o

The study was conducted 1“*SH§ self~contathed classrooms in a:metropolif

.
] 3 ] . .

tan area of central Michigan. In one of the gix classrooms, two teachers
tean-taught. All participating teachbrs were asked to keep logs for three-

nonths, recording the beginning and ending times for each instructional period

of the day, the insqructional intent, and the material used ig\each lesson.
NY ¢
:>Project staff observed in each classroom on six days during the same three—

-

month perio@ and recorded their observations in structured field notess. The

El

.
data from the observations and logs‘were collected and coded consistent with

Ha:nischfeger and Hiley's (1980) pafkdigm for describing a pupil pursuit, in—

- -

cluding the specifications for mode of teacher supervision, particularrgroup-

£

L

ing used, and curricular content .
- 'Engta colleqted during‘the.observations substantiated the accuracj of thel
log in reflecting'the amdunt’of instruction provided in~each of the general -
instructional areas)(Solouon,ll981).' We used'regreséion techniques to relate

]

the observational and l_g'data, allowing a‘detailed’exaiination of the errotr

.cdmponents invélved in characterizing pupil pursuits from log data. Hh;le log




4

-

data provided reasonable estimates for the overall amount of ‘time assooelated
rwith the different SUHlECt\matters averaged ovex studeats and over days, the

error wag more substantial at the individual studeat level. Howéver, ip.this

paper the fochq is wmostly on the former Eype.of data. As a part of thﬁi'
I ] ] ‘. . '\‘ L
study, reliability regarding the covding of the. logs was estimated to be V' '
. . . - e x,
jr = 70 %o .90. .

. . . 4 LU\

Teacher logs constituted the primary-data source for two reascns. First;t

+

bbsgrvation data are based only on 6 days bdrth of activity whiie log E&tgoare
. ‘ r . - N

based on 49-60 days worth. "Second, log data flescribe not only pupil pursuits
. - A ..-\ \
but also the teachers instructional intent or'goals for the lesson. .While
”" .o « . ’
this could have been inferred from Fhe abselvational data, an additional
. . R _

: gource.of_err&r would have been.introduced. ' . o <

- Teachers' logs were used to make judgments about the major and mfhor con-

L] - 4
4 3 . . i + L

- tent of each leason. Thus if the objectives given by the Eeahher centered on

oné subject matter, then a single focus was coded for that segmeat. On the ’

ey

other ﬁand' if the teaéhers' inétructfbnal objectives and content sﬁecifica-:
N o !
tions ‘indicated content ranging across different subject matterS, the segment%

e 7,

was'coded‘as having instructional content in 8‘N830r area as well as in one«qr \

' - - "\; * , '. - R s L) ‘ .

wore minor areas. .We digtinguisﬁed between major and minor focl after exam- |

r.J ' ) .o ’ .

iniag botﬁ the classroom schedule and teachers' couments on the logs. " ®
< * - . >

ot

‘A data file, compiled for each stidest in the study, contained the amount

of *time that the studeat spent in a given ingtructional ey at, the type of
: - . P : -
teacher supervision, aod the nature of the content coverfed. \After collecting’
. . : . vy
all observation and log data, wé& conducted follow—uphIEEe:ﬁiqys to preyent

cuing the teac'he:fs ,towa?d integrating 'behavi‘ors.:"

-

L4

i ’
4

. “30pe of the six/teachers, Teacher 2, joined the research team ag a'
teacher follaborator followihg the-observational and log phase of. jhe stﬁﬂy.
and was therefore not included inéthe interview pﬁase. .

*

-
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i

" Interviews focused on 'teachers'’ coqceﬁfions.and beliefe afout curriculum

integration. Three structured intervibtw questions, ilncluding one simulgidon
activity, aghreésed“tﬁe‘issues explored in :hié{paper:

- 1. When you teach a subjec:\baé:er such ag sclence, gocial studies,
or language arts, do you use actixl:ie from Sther subject areas?

'Y 2. What do x%h think of this statement? Teaching depends on dividing
’ the school day into chunks of time for each separate subject ma:ter\
area. .
Le:'s assume that you have decided to :each the following three
topics In a gelf-contained classroom. Weasther and climate for
' science; telling time, clock, and calendar in math; and Canada and
Mexico for social studies. Yoy also have to Leach reading, language
arts, and art. What would you want to covér within these topics and
* whén? Y(Teachers were agked to think’ aloud as they filled out a
weekly plan ‘sheet.) ) \

» . e Results

- e

.

The data ibgresen:eg iﬂlfable 1 in&ica:é, for each,classgoom, the total

ramount of instructional time spent in the three types of_;ntegraged activities
prqjected over the school year (assumingba 180-day school year). Great Eari—‘
L]

,ébility existed among :hgféix ce&ghers in éhis.sQudy in;the'amoun; of time:
. - A ' *
L - .ﬁ_ . . R
they spent in .Type 3 activities (where two language arts skills are in:e-

grated). One ;eacher speutiapproxima:ely 4.5 hours while ano:her spegt over

®

103 hours in Type 3 activitiE‘! This time _represents only abOut 1% of the

total :ime the firs: :éhcher spen: in language ar:s ins:ruction compared to

312 for the second ;eacher. L «iﬁ ' .

L
-
'

Subs:an:ial variability occurred in Type 1 ac:ivi:ies. Teacher 1 spent

b

fiit:le aa 2 hours -during :he yea; witb a major focus.on langnage skills,and
rLoh Y
a*minor focus on 8ome other contenﬂ while Teacher 6 spent some 6? hours in
. » o N
*:his type of activity. Data in Teble 1 also indicate the awount of time

*
'+ »

ﬂfaachefb agfﬁf in Type 2 activities (pén—languhgp subject matter as the mesjor

-

focus, languahe'skilla ag the wminor focus). One of the teachers spent no :lﬁe
. 1 . .

in Type 2 ac:ivi:iea, while another teacher apen: almoat 50 hours.

' - 10




B Table 1

Hours Spent per:Year in T);f;es I-3 Integrative Activities
- i ¢ [

‘ . Major: Language Skill - ‘Major: Other than Langﬁe "Major: ) Language Skill
+  Classroon . ' , Content Area . . o
Obgervation Minor: Congent Area ) Minor: Ladguage Skill Misor: Language Skill

. With Without  *¥_ with ' " Without , With Without, -

(Type "1) o (Type 2) . . (1ype-3)
. ' ) . . .
1.61 ) 339.57 . 0T 219.1& : 99.90 - 2@1.07

51.52 197,67 13.87 -, 224,10 65.17 . . 184:07
6.97 .. 265.44, > 9,54 : 378,10 T A2 3 267 .99

10.37 313,35, . 9.09 © 286,200 - 43.60 298.12 -

. 2 -

* e . 4 B ) .
24.9? . N 154.56 - . 2.?7 . . 345.60 R 5.2‘0? 4'.32

»

67.41 ° T 185789 © 49,59 : 341.70 %3.14 oo 150.16“5
. .
—t :

. . A

L
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’

Adding the amount-of time in Column 1 (Table 1) with ;hat in Column 3
yields the total amOunt of integracion of language skills with other suhject
\; matter content. Projected over the gchool year, Teacher’é spent‘aa mich as '
11? hours in such integrated inetrﬁction. This is .more than-;wice as much as

for ‘the teacher who allccated the nextelargest amount of time; and more than

L3

50 times the amount allocated by the teacher who integrated the least, '

L

L]
B . b .

Curricular Congequences of‘Integratidn N 4

T

.
LI Y

To determine how differences.in:time allocated to ingegrative wetivities

nighf affect the overall curniCuldn, we dfvided the sample into three groups

N . ot LY » . -~ '
bagsed, on the totel\:zcunt of integration described in the preceding paragraph.

.. .‘ h . " . .. .
The firgt group, Teanhers 1 and 3, represented two claasrooms.yith.low levels.

- of iptegration., The second group, Teachers 4 and 5, represented two class-— .

- rooams with’ modest levels of integrative activity. Thé final group, Teachers 2

Iy,
-

and 6, represented “two c1 'assrooms wheme a substantial amount of time was. apent

& M ~ -

- L e

integrating language instruction with other subject matter. - - Y ,—3 -

The amount of time teachers spehr in separate language arta and readiﬂg

- A
‘ A -

activities decreased ‘ag the amount of integratian increaae The two teachers

- -
»

who gpent the least time in integrated activity allocated 340 hours ove;; th% f‘

Hoge

- i

achool year" for language and raading instruction. Th;gehteachers who 1nte-

E \' ]

grated the most allocated only 296 hours. The two moderaue integrators spent
sroufd 323 hours’ - S T T P

« ! ) = . S .
Teavhers who integrated the‘nos;'épeéi 22 hours over the year in fnstruc-

. tion related to literature:  They Spent three to five timks wore instructional”

.

. .

hours omn .literature than those doing, the leagt. amount of integration. " In the

he

area of artg ¢he teachers who integrated the most spent arouud-SOIhours of -

+ e 1

instruction on art, Uhereas those who integrated the least Spent only aroung

2@ hoursm‘?




In misic, teachers whg infhgtaced modetacely spent more time in music

than either of the other two groupa. " Teachers who incegtaced the leaac apenc‘
J"‘" ’ L . ;'
only 12 hours over the gchool year in music, Uheteaa those in the piddle apenc

thoae who integtaced the moac spent 33 hours.

language Bkilla. Diffetences in time allocaced £o mathematics and science .'

-

the 8ix claaatoOms apparently teflecca the ptiotities individual teachets

- . 1

placed on theae aubjecca independent of their uillingneaa to integtace lan~
guage*atta with otﬂsf aubjecta. Thus, those teachers uho integtated the most

avetaged 39.61 minutes of-mathematica instruction per day,‘whiie those uich

4

the lowest levels of integrated activity averaged‘33.26 uinutes pe}.dax.

L]
- 1

" There was.a‘aiﬁilat pattern in sclencé. : e . .

b

All six teachers, however, integiaced, to some axtent, social atudieafin- .

struction witnrlangnage skills. It is particdlariy inteteacing‘co note that
l [y - EL *

Y . B . .

the pattern of time allocatipns in,§qc1a£ studies. relative &o ‘the groups of

P - .}*A‘ ‘ -
. 13

high, moderate, %ad low integratofs reversed when integtated time was con—

aideted. The. group of low incegtacofa had the latgeaé ‘amount df :1mé’alio—
o

cated to. non-integtated soclal qtudiea inag¥uction,.avetaging {? 81 minutes

per day., The high inCegtacota avetaged only 13 56 mitutes’ pér day, while the

s

y
moderate incegtacots averaged 14.01 ninucea per day. Hhen incegtaced soclal
atudiea activities ware COnBideted, ‘the pattern reyersed, with the high

integtatota averaging 27.38 minutea per day, and both/;he modetate and low
” '

integrators averaging 22.33 ninutea per day of social atudies instruction.
y . . )

ixpe 1 Integration - .

Not surprigingly, teachera integtated alnoat all of the language skills "

'with other content. “The language arts ‘skill areas most often integrated ggro
- . v . ﬁ -

reading end writing. Integration ef.uricing mechanics was very small and

-




"integration of oral expression skills varied congidercably from :eafher to * .

-
I3 .

teacher. Reading skills were integrated mos: frequent ly with 1i:era:ure. ¢

Hri:ing skills were integrated with socisl s:udigs a-little l%gp gp%ﬂnpalﬁ as

much -as.with art. A . : L.
) Type 2 .Int k ation. . | .

‘There were large varia:ions dn Type 2 in:egra:ion (non-language ar:s

' " -

- 8kills as minor); the range was from no\indica:ion‘in Classroom 1 :o instances
\ .
of some. in:egration in each language’ arts skill category in the, content areas

¥
I'

A
of 1i:era:ure end social s:udies and in several ca:egories 1n science and art

1
et

in Classroom 6. In all_classrooms(ghere integration of this Eype-occurredt
instgpces of -integration clusterged in the content areas of literature and

- - . ' . F 4
social studies with some integration occgrring in science. No single language

. arts skill area emerged: as the-most likely area to be in:egra:ed’wi:h subjéc: .

1

3
matter content.

‘/ & - - -
Type 3 In:ggra:tdﬁ b . - ' .

Teachers vary in the amount and in thie nature of Type -3 integration .
(language skills with language skilla). Teacher 2, who ‘did a,g;éaf deal of

in:egrétioﬁ.éf languag 18" with. other content areas, ﬁlgg'in:egra:ed a

L]

fair amouﬁi of instxyuctIon across the language areas.. This.:eacﬁér, for exam-

ple, integrated reading, original wri:ing,aand writing mechanics. She also

.

iq;egra:ed wri:ing ins:ruction with library skills and aStoral expreésion with .

. IR
.,K

originql.uti:ing. .- : Y.
- 4 . -
Pupil purauita. Though the" amount and type of integration varied among .

" .classrooms, a number of conaistencies existed across classrooms Telative to -

Contextual Variables

w T

supervisery and grouping conditions. Most of the integrated time wae epent




under direct teacher supervigion, with the whole classroom ag the target

gnqyb.' Essentially no integrated instruction occurred in smallrgroup get-
. * . . - r'a
tin;}x\\gfly one class of pupils’received'substantial amounts of integrated ¢

instruction 1nhividuaily Bupervised by the teacher-;s an outgrowth of a pre-

k]

ceding whole-class integrated leséon. In this ciébsqum, the children spent

] .

time working individually on follow-up activities and took turns going up for

5-\t0 10-minute working sesslons with the -teacher. ' :

- Ll
.

.

Y -

Academice abiliti.~ Teachers were askeg to rate the reading and general

cademlc ability of each student in their ciassro;m.‘ Chilﬁren weré rated at,
above, or below grﬁde 1;031 with respect to reading achievement and general
academlc abiliéy. Using these designations, an ana%ysis (MANOVA)_ was peg;
formed that 1denttfiéd the -extent to which childreé perceived to be of differ-

ent abilitiés received differing amounts ‘of integrated instruction, .The’

Wesults suggested that In each of the six classrooms teachers®' perceptions .of

students' abilities did-uot_affeéi the amount of integdated instruction they

* * -
received. (Neither the idteraction of classrooms and perceived abidity “

(p < .%) nor the main‘effectlfor pefceived abilrty (p < ,6) were significant.)

L) 3

' Time frames for_plégnigg, The data were examilned to determine the extent

to which Integrated instruction was prdvideq on a consistent basis over an

L]

extended period of time. Where the major focus was language arts skills and

the minor focuslﬁas ansther subjéct matter, Teacher 4, uho'integrated a moder-

L

a fair'-
[

aéé amount, seel§ 0 have provided a single unit 1p.uhihh shg‘gid
¢ ' 0 i

amount of imtegrated inétructipn. On the other hand, Teacheits provided a |

-
.

large amount of 1nteg;;1§d instruction on several‘days fairly uellfspacgd
3 )

D . i
" throughout the-three-month per#od. The Ettems‘of Teachers 2 and 6, who pro~

-
L}

vided the Targest ‘@ount of integrated instruction, differed markedly from )

=




Withiﬁ a 6~ to B-day period, Teacher 2 conducted '

7
M .

those of ‘the othe? teachers..
a large ameunt of integrated activity, then basically no integrated instruc-

' -

£ +
tion occurred for another 8- to lo-da{\fzziod. Then anether concentr‘éfd

Teacher 6 had a similar pattern.

amount of integrated instruction followe
- A -

L]

]& similar pattern of concentrated integration during instruction occurred

when q;non-lénguage subject matter was the major focus of the lesson and te

language skills a secondary focus. Teacher 6, who provided théflargeSb amount
. x . ] ) )
of this type of integration, alsoc appeared to integrate subjects based on some
. L e
type of unit planning. A fair amount of this type of. integrated inSquction
L \ - . . 3 . -

occurred over & 5—day period followed by a 7-day period in w?}ch shﬁfpséd this
type of integr%fion on all but 4 of the 7 days.
» .

. . ‘ .
Tachers' Conceptions of Integration
» . ! . . . -
* In the follow—up intemview, all five teachers reported that they favored
L] . -— . - T

subject-matter integration. Howéver, the documented number and nature of inm~

tegrative activities varied cohsiderably. Teacher 1 provided no concrete

examples, while Teacher 6 gaVe specific examples of using reading, language

arts, literature, and science content in art instruction. Teacher 5 gave

examﬁles of using content from language arts and social studies in reading in-

-

- . . .
struction; Teacher +3 reported examples of using content from science, social

studies, and art in reading and language arts instryction; and Tbgcﬁer'& cited

LI | .

. examples of how science and social studies content“could be used in languagé

arts instruction, Teachef 1 was the only teacher. who agreed with the state-

sfent that teaching depends ‘on dividing the school dayriﬁto chunks of time for

each separate subject area, He stated that he believes that student3 general-

v
» L

ly need organization and that clear—cut divisions between subject-matter in-

@ + »

struction help focus students' attention. All other teachers intervieqed

]




-~

v:\‘_I
t

‘cited efficient uge of eine ss the maj7t reason for rejecting highly

-
* 5 . -
‘.
.

compartmentalized instruction. ) ) - :

1 - : ) b

An assessment of each teacher’d atrength of.cﬁﬁvic&ion concerning

integration was made based on whether/the teacher?gaye detafled examples of

intégfation and whether or not the tgacher hhd a deffnite rstionale for

r

- . r . k1 - Y .
integratiji. Teachers 3, 5, and 6 uér& rated as strong in their conviction to

.- integrate. acher 1 was rated as strong in his conviction not*to integrate,

and, althiough minimally supporting fntegration, Tescher 4 was rated weak in

hbriconviction to integrate.

plansf' We analyzed téaéherq’ responsés Lo

rest of the lessons were P anneg. These sime teachers Btated that they would

[}

11 although the time frame was not as rigid.

Teac er 1 consistently maintained definite time slots for each Bubject.
)

These were \generally shbrt periods (about 40-minites). On one occasion he
s ’ ‘ * Y
mentioned relaxing the/ time boundaries, stating that he would use a longer

~tdme slot ‘the end /of the week to'“giﬁ things together.”

« Teacher A-also/used small time slots for each subject. . She was very °

strict about touching on every subject every day. She scheduled 20 minutes ‘

. } . . . . v .
for social studies and 20, minutes for ﬁc;enhe,each'day, never relaxing the

- =

time boundarieg/to combine content from the fuo-subject,mattgrs;
. . + % L 3

. ~ . y ][ér "

-




* In céntrast, Teachers 3 and- 6 both talked.of using long time units and

T
) planned accordingly. Teacher 3 planned with flexible undaries.throQghout
the morning, combining several subjecr.; during that time. Tégcher 6 replaced

her traditional basal .reading time on one day with a lonsét; time slot to

L

include reading, language arts;“and art as an introductiqon to a unit onh ‘Alaska -
and Hawaii. . . . . ’ ' r ™

L]
.
- . .
! . . . M - y

. 5 .
Relationship Between Beliefs and Actions , Sty
The relationhhiﬁ bétween thgf;eachqrs? gtated Beliefs abﬁut subject- - )

matter @ntegration and their actual use of it in lénguage a}ts instruction are
bummarized in Table 2. Observatioh and log data indicate ghat* Teacher 1 spent

-

?///bnly two .hours during the year In #ntegrated language arts instruction. ,This

: I . S . ' -
finding 1s consistent with the beliefs he stated durinﬁ the follow-up inter-

view. Teacher 6, the highest integrator of language arts, contdpt (117 hours
' W L] ‘e

[ L4

during the year), was one of the strongest proponents of subject-=matter inte~

. - o

- * - " l
gration as indicated by the interview analysis. Teachér 4 was a moderate
integrator of language arts 35.9 hours per féar). In the ;nteévieh she

sqgied a'belief that subjects generally should be integratdd, but she was
zgated weak' on her commitment to integration. In the simulated planning activ-
ity, she maintained separate subject matter boundaries except in'science and

‘ >

social studies. I

Teacher 5 a modFrate integrator, also stated a-belief in.the concept of
. ' o 1 v

1utégration-in fact she was quite adamant about it. In the pianning activ-

1ty: however, she maintained separate éubjectlmatter boundaries, integrating

only to a limited extent. -Teacher 3 demonstrated ;he-dﬂiy Eiéring‘inconsis‘

tency hetﬁken beliefs and qctibn. “Although he was a low integrator in pracs
I B ‘U , . ‘p\.

a

tice, he sta:ed'inlﬁhe‘in:ervieu that he strongly favored. subfect-matter /

-

.integration, patttﬁplquy}in langﬁpge arts. In the weekly planning act;vif},

19




Y

he readily relaxed boundaries and ;as the only teacher who stated he would

. -

integrate all'suﬂjects.

L}
+ . e

Takle 2

i

Teachers' Subject-Integrated Instruction with Langpége Arts as

the Major or Minor Pocus and a Profile of Their Beliefs About It

Y

——

- - . i . L -, _r

-

3

Tearher Hours per Year- T Belief Profiie

i

L)
-

Keeps subjbctq segregagt¢ .
Does not relax subject boundaries ot
, boundaries in planning. .
Hﬁés not Integrate language arts with other
. subjects. -
. _ £ 0
s Likes to combine subjects. .
Relaxes‘jnundaries of time and subjects.
Integrated reading and language arts with
science and social atudies. .

’

3

Agrees with combining subjects., .

Relaxed content boundaries but-not time
boundaries. Did not relax reading.and
anguage arts boupdpries in planning.

Talked of Integrgting language arts
(particularly writing) wi:h other

subjetcts.. H;] .. )
' - b . . \’-'

Agrees ¥ith combining subjects. .

Relaxed content bhoundaries in language arts
arrddr-cial -gtudies .in cursory uay-—not in

. - readlng, sclence, matﬁ‘ Did dot reldx .

time boundaries. - ’ oy

Talked of integrating writing with éocial
studies.

"Likes to cowmbine subjects. i

Relaxed baundaries"of subject matter and
time. - :

Talked of integrating language arts with
science, social studies, art, reading.

Kl




\ Conclusions -

' Despite indications fromy’the iny;erview data . that teachers general}.y @
- - ‘ s

vor an integi'ated approach !;o language - arts instruction, only minimal .levels

v _—
L

of integration were actually observed. Based on an average of 1200 ho;lrs of

school per year, int_egra:ated .1angn ge arts activities accounted for less than
10 of the available i’égruct'ional me in all classtooms studied.

& . . . ' ‘ T LY .
' . Interview’data inditm&d that these five teachers- believed subject-matter -

* ’ L

integrati_é‘n was a means to increase efficiency of instructfon, and-it was sub-

au

-»

stantiated bfr" the observation and log data, A difference of a-].mes:"S'O hours

.

in non-integrated. language arts inatrnction was obtained between those
L. T, . ' . " N . .
.*+ & .teachers who integrated mesL and those who integrated least; this indicates

-

that 1f teachers believe they ari/adequately covering language instrnction by

integrating 1t with other anbject mattera, they feel less compelledaf:o spend
more time on designated language artg‘ instruction, thus gaining moi‘e ﬁ&ime in

3 - .
the curriculum. This difference appears ‘o have atartling/effects when one

L

considers “%e time a11ocate’d to 1iteratlre and art. %e amonnt of time spent
in art and literature in high integrators classrooms, was more than double the
P . y
L ] . -
amount of time spent in t#ese areas in low integrators' classroong.

A comparisgl. of the two data surces Buggests. that teachers' perceptions
of the permeability of subject matter and time boundaries and their level of
» . Y \ B

o« .
use of unit planning are related to the amount of integrated instruction that

actna_lly occnra in thetir c1asSrooma. Lo; data revealed that teachers vwho
integrated subject matter moé}; often. did it inra fairlly concentrated way e The
intense periods of integration were generally followed by. lengl;_hy periods in
which no. integrated inst.ruction occurred. This Bngg'eat‘s that‘integration is

T

. planﬂed during unit planning. . ) \

H -
f

b




" Wwith the except;iog of » Teach 3‘, thiose tegchers who approacv the

planninﬁ simulacion by scarting yith riggd” subjecc-matcer or time boundaries

L]
' v

were nnch legs like'Iy.co inmegra‘te instwcﬁ%n in t.ilgir clas@roams‘ In che

- ’b- &vd._"‘g

simulaced\planning accivity, reading ‘and mathematics were treated as :I.mpermee
N . ‘, < _‘.?
ahIe -subject“-matcer areas, by four ceachere and #e assigped eigid cime slocs :

. - .
wl - L

In the sohedule. These ceax:her—planning bél'r&%iors were consiscenc with obser-
Y - &
\vation and’ log data indicq,ting the absence An all six classrooms, of any

] LR .

in%egracion ‘of- reading skills wich subj@ct ma‘tte‘r ta-small-group concexts. .

Fucul.;e -research in t:his qrea shou}d fpcus.on gginﬁg’a beccer‘underscand-
ing of why such low lev'els' of inhe‘gsratdlo:l acc;_rglly. qceur 1p\elesprboms despite
teachers® stated peliefs\‘_th ‘1i';tegrat.i;n.is"destf’éb.]ae. IIn‘ che classro;:ms

. scuciied iﬁtegracien geneml occur;:edvonly “in .wfmol;—c];ass setcings.
. <

- . .-

- One can. speculace that:,” chrquh che:l.;.' feaching&xperiences, these
teacherg have become ;verly sensigive m whac psychologiscs call in:erfe:ence
' effects, chis results in an unspol@n MI.ief that direct ceq.cher; supefvision is
. o T
. neéessary to he1|> scudencs‘ ?o.cus On‘aﬂ;.llﬂi;].e t;,oueén.t ;dals. At the same Bime,
y C

]

-

the, scress on basics has resu]’:ced‘ in a ceaeh-ieng cechmlogy that’ promotes indi-

. ¢«  vidual seacwork or small-group acti‘vities. T:I.me allocation scudies indicate
J - -

that most langhage arts hstruetion occurﬂ in inﬂi‘vidual or suu'll-group set- | - .

-

tings (Roehler, S&hmidt.,‘ & Buchmann, »981), Tl‘fef conscraincs mpaeed by skill:-

L] .
& -~

focused Anscruccional scracegies appear to pperate inde‘ﬁndenﬂy of ceacher

beliefs about incegrat,ion, resulecing in m:Lniml levels of incegrauon ‘inscruc~
— b 1G

- ‘ . T *

tion in elementary classrodths. ~ ~ o S .«




tein, B,
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