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ABSTRACT 

Interactive teaching approaches have been documented as 

viable and effective methods of comprehension instruction. 

This study identified the components characteristic of 

interactive and directive teaching. The language employed 

by teachers and learning disabled (LD) students engaged in 

one of three interactive strategies or a directive strategy 

are described and compared with student performance. A 

written summary and a multiple choice comprehension test 

served as dependent measures. 

Subjects were upper elementary bilingual, LD students 

and their teachers in eight self contained or resource 

classrooms. Classes were randomly assigned to one of four 

instructional conditions: (a) semantic mapping, (b) semantic 

feature analysis, (c) semantic syntactic feature analysis, 

or (d) direct instruction,. 

Teacher utterances were coded according to general, 

directive, and interactive teaching functions. Student 

utterances were coded according to prior knowledge 

categories including elaborate, specific, restrictive, no 

response, and other. Results reported indicate findings 

regarding classroom interaction, condition effects, and 

theoretical tenets. Teacher and student interaction 

patterns revealed (a) no difference in the amount of teacher 
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talk across assigned conditions, (b) "no response" as the 

most frequent student response to teacher utterances, and 

(c) the most student to student conversation occurred in the 

semantic feature analysis and the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis condition. Condition effect findings reported 

significant difference on prior knowledge and cohesiveness 

of written summaries. Student performance on the multiple 

choice test exhibited no significant difference on 

vocabulary items. Theoretical divergence was represented by 

interactive and directive teaching functions that were most 

differently used. These differences characterize 

interactive and directive instruction. 

Findings indicate that learning disabled students are 

capable of benefiting from interactive instruction; and, 

teachers engaged in interactive instruction employ teaching 

functions that encouraged student participation in classroom 

discussion. 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Language is "integral to normal child developmen t. 

12 

Children initially learn language through social interaction 

with caregivers and then progress to other situations, using 

language to develop relationships in home and neighborhood, 

and involving themselves in environments in which learning 

is likely to occur (Rogoff, Malkin, & Gilbride, 1984). 

Conformity is not the child's intent in learning language 

but rather to communicate with caregivers in collaborative 

activities. The roles played in such activities are 

reciprocal rather than imitative, with caregivers naturally 

adjusting their speech by taking into account the child's 

capabilities, and helping to build a conversation about a 

topic. Thus, rather than adults teaching children to talk, 

it is children who teach adults how to talk in ways that 

make it easy for them to learn (Wells, 1986). This means 

that language in children is neither simply invented nor 

passed down by adults, but arises only after qualitative and 

gradual transformations (Vygotsky, 1978). This reinvention 

of language is the result of a partnership in which parents 

and members of the community provide language and encourage 

children to work it out for themselves (Lock, 1980; Wells, 

1986). Parents who treat their children as equal partners 

in conversation, following their lead and negotiating 
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meanings and purposes are not only helping their children to 

talk, they are also enabling them to discover how to learn 

through talk. 

In school, language is used more formally to acquire 

new information about a variety of subjects. The use of 

language in interacting, in developing relationships, and in 

acquiring new knowledge determines a child's ability to 

function in the world and grow emotionally, socially, and 

academically. In learning through talk, as in learning to 

talk, children are active constructors of their knowledge. 

Learning itself involves an active reconstruction of 

the knowledge presented on the basis of the learner's 

existing knowledge. The learning process is essentially 

interactional in nature, both between learners and within 

the learner, and calls for the negotiation of meaning, not 

it's unidirectional transmission (Wells, 1986). Elaborating 

on the learning process, Goodman (1984) emphasizes the 

participants' growth and change occurring during and through 

each interaction. The student's background knowledge is 

constantly being tested, confirmed, and disconfirmed. Thus, 

learning is viewed as constructive, interactive and 

transactional. 

It is unlikely for a child to learn through talk if 

teachers are determined to develop their own meaning. Most 

of the communication that goes on in the classroom is 
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managed by the teacher (Lindfors, 1980; Stubbs, 1983; 

Wilkinson, 1983; Simich-Dudgeon & McCreedy, 1988). There is 

little chance of achieving the collaboration essential for 

successful conversation when children are reduced to the 

passive role of respondent, trying to answer the teacher's 

questions and requests. As one participant dominates the 

conversation the other participants' opportunities for 

contributing are' reduced and constrained. Thus, the 

reciprocity of conversation is compromised. For example, 

Wells (1986) has illustrated this conversational imbalance 

documenting three teacher utterances for everyone made by a 

child; this is contrasted with the home environment in which 

the distribution is nearly equal. Teachers who are 

participants and co-constructors of meaning are much like 

masters providing guidance to an apprentice learning to 

learn through talk. 

Traditional instruction with special populations, such 

as the bilingual and the learning disabled student, tend to 

assume inadequate interactional and language capabilities of 

such students. Research has documented teachers' inadequate 

perceptions of bilingual students interactive and language 

capabilities. Teachers who do not understand Spanish often 

assume that English decoding expertise should precede 

reading comprehension in that language (Goodman, Goodman & 

Flores, 1979), and thus organize lessons which emphasize the 



development of fluent English oral reading skills. 

Classroom investigation conducted by Diaz, Moll, & Mehan 

15 

(1986) support such claims. These researchers observed and 

video taped the same children participating in reading 

lessons in separate language and instructional settings. 

Their findings revealed teachers underestimation of Spanish

dominant students' capabilities in English-monolingual 

lessons. 

Similarly, other researchers have investigated the 

classroom interactions of learning disabled students. 

According to these studies teachers rate learning disabled 

children as less cooperative and less socially acceptable 

than non-learning disabled children (Myklebust, Boshes, 

Olsen, & Cole, 1969). Teachers also reportedly react 

differently to learning disabled students than others. 

Bryan (1974) reported that teachers respond more positively 

to the verbal interactions of normally achieving st,udents 

and tend to give more negative reinforcement to learning 

disabled children. 

Further research has conceptualized learning disabled 

students as inactive learners (Torgesen, 1977; Wong, 1979; 

Bos & Filip, 1984). The inactive learner notion 

distinguishes between deficits in basic abilities and 

deficits in performance caused by failure to apply 



efficiently those abilities which are present (Torgesen, 

1977) • 

Research has documented students' failure to 

spontaneously employ rehearsal, labeling, categorizing, 

inferencing, or main ideas strategies, thus exhibiting 

inactive learning. However, when tasks were structured to 

encourage and induce such strategies, learning disabled 

students' performance improved (McDonough, 1987). 

Anders & Bos (1986-1989) investigated strategies 

desi~ned to encourage students' active participation. 

16 

During intervention lessons, students were instructed to 

engage in discussion about a particular content area topic. 

Students were directed to brainstorm and relate prior 

knowledge relevant to the theme and reach consensus about 

relationships of concepts regarding the topic. These 

strategies were designed to 'provide students the opportunity 

to interact with each other by verbalizing their opinions, 

comments and suggestions about the topic to their peer 

group. 

Language is critical to communication, just as 

communication is critical to forming peer relationships and 

achieving academic success (Boucher, 1984). Critical to the 

teaching-learning process is the role of dialogue; it is the 

means by which support is provided (Palincsar, 1986). The 



interrelationship of language and learning is the focus of 

this study. 

S.tatement of Purpose 

17 

The purpose of this research project is twofold. The 

first purpose is to describe and compare teacher and student 

language patterns identified as those illustrating the 

greatest differences in their employment across the four 

pre-reading comprehension strategies. The second purpose is 

to describe the influence of the generated discourse derived 

from classrooms participating in three interactive pre

reading comprehension strategies (semantic mapping, semantic 

feature analysis and semantic syntactic feature analysis) 

and direct instruction, a contrast strategy, on students' 

performance on written summaries and on a multiple choice 

comprehension test. 

The teacher and student language investigated in this 

study was recorded as participants engaged in one of four 

pre-reading intervention conditions. Semantic mapping, 

semantic feature analysis, and semantic syntactic feature 

analysis are instructional practices derived from an 

interactive theoretical orientation of the reading process 

(Rumelhart, 1980). According to the interactive 

perspective, reading comprehension is the interaction of 

meaning systems within the text and the reader. In contrast 

the fourth pre-reading strategy, direct instruction is 
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grounded in the access hypothesis (Mezynski, 1983) and is 

best characterized by the information transfer model of 

reading comprehension (Harste, 1984). According to the 

knowledge transfer model, reading comprehension is the 

product of the unidirectional process of transferring 

meaning from the text to the reader. Meaning resides solely 

in the text. 

Background Study 

The purpose of the background study (Anders & bos, 

1986-1989) was to investigate the effectiveness of four 

learning strategies on learning disabled students' 

vocabulary knowledge, reading comprehension and written 

summaries as related to content area text. Three age groups 

and three content areas were investigated: bilingual upper 

elementary students learning social studies content, middle 

school students learning science content, and high school 

students learning career/voca'tional conten t. The four 

instructional strategies examined included semantic mapping 

(Pearson & Johnson, 1978), semantic feature analysis 

(Johnson & Pearson, 1984; Anders & Bos, 1986), semantic 

syntactic feature analysis, (Allen & Anders, in press) and 

direct instruction (Gersten & Carnine, 1985). 

Preliminary findings, based on the first year of the 

investigation, suggest that the interactive strategies of 

semantic mapping, semantic feature analysis, semantic 



19 

syntactic feature analysis and semantic syntactic feature 

analysis strategies are more effective than the direct 

instruction strategy as measured by students' performance on 

written summaries and a multiple choice comprehension test. 

Written summaries were scored holistically (Irwin & 

Mitchell, 1983) and analyzed for prior knowledge, vocabulary 

and concept use (Anders & Bos, 1986-1989). Multiple choice 

comprehension tests were key scored, by vocabulary and 

concept items. 

Research Questions 

The present study is an outgrowth of "the study, 

conducted by Anders and Bos (1986-1989) and is conceived to 

answer the following questions regarding the nature of the 

teacher and student talk generated during the implementation 

of the intervention strategies and secondly, the influence 

and contribution of teacher and student talk on students' 

content understanding. 

Specifically this study is designed to answer the 

following research questions: 

1. How do the four conditions compare with each 

other according to teacher and student talk? 

2. Do teachers' instance of teaching functions vary 

among instructional conditions? 
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3. By each condition, are there differences among the 

type of student responses elicited by each 

teaching function? 

4. By each condition, are there differences among the 

teaching functions elicited by a student response? 

5. Is there a relationship between patterns in 

teacher talk and patterns of students' quality and 

quantity of prior knowledge illustrated in 

students written summaries in each condition? 

6. Is there a relationship between patterns of 

teacher talk and patterns of student multiple 

choice test responses in each condition? 

To better distinguish the instructional approaches, 

each of the conditions were compared to each other according 

the type of teacher and student talk. Teacher and student 

talk were analyzed according to multiple measures including: 

turn at talk, amount of utterance, utterance form, and 

language use. Although the three interactive conditions 

(semantic mapping, semantic feature analysis, semantic 

syntactic feature analysis) share a common theoretical base, 

it was hypothesized that each of the conditions would enact 

the intervention conditions in a different manner. The 

fourth condition, direct instruction stems from a different 

theoretical base than the interactive conditions, and was 

used as a contrast condition. 
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Teachers' instance of teaching functions was expected 

to vary among instructional conditions. This hypothesis was 

grounded in two factors. First teachers were given explicit 

instruction regarding the implementation of each condition 

during the staff development program. Second, considering 

the theoretically different basis from which the interactive 

conditions and the direct instruction condition are derived, 

it was expected that teachers' employment of the teaching 

functions would differ. 

The interactive conditions were specifically designed 

to encourage students to contribute to the discussion by 

responding to their teacher as well as their peers within 

their group. The direct instruction condition was not 

specifically designed to encourage such interaction. 

Therefore, the type of student response generated during 

instruction was hypothesized to vary among the four 

instructional conditions. 

The interactive conditions were specifically designed 

to facilitate discussion and interaction between teachers 

and their students. In contrast the direct instruction was 

not designed with this goal in mind. Therefore, it was 

hypothesized that teachers assigned interactional conditions 

would respond to their students contributions differently 

than teachers assigned to implement the direct instruction 

condition. 
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Encouragement of student contributions and prompting of 

relevant past experience was thought to influence the 

quality of written summaries generated by the students. 

Several interactive teaching functions specifically prompt 

the use of students' prior knowledge. In contrast, 

students' prior knowledge and experiences were not 

explicitly prompted by directive teaching functions. 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that students' engaged in 

interactive conditions would generate written summaries that 

incorporated more of their prior knowledge and experiences 

than students who participated in direct instruction. 

The multiple choice test measured students' reading 

comprehension through vocabulary and conceptual items. Both 

interactive and directive teaching functions prompt~d 

students learning of vocabulary and conceptual.knowledge. 

However, the directive instruction condition specifically 

instructed teachers to led their students in drilling the 

definition of the vocabulary words to mastery. 

In contrast, teachers assigned the interactive 

conditions were instructed to lead their students in 

discussions to make decisions about the relationships among 

and between concepts. Therefore, it was hypothesized that 

students engaged in the direct instruction condition would 

perform better on the vocabulary items than on the 

conceptual items of the multiple choice test. 
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Significance of the Study 

Although interactive strategies have been suggested to 

be effective when studied with mainstream children, (Johnson 

& Pearson, 1984) extensive research has yet to be conducted 

investigating the use of these strategies with special 

education populations, specifically learning disabled 

students. Anders and Bos (1986-1989) support the 

effectiveness and superiority of interactive 

teaching/learning strategies on learning disabled students' 

long term learning when compared with a direct instruction 

approach, as measured by a multiple choice reading 

comprehension test and written summaries. This line of 

inquiry highlights the result of teaching, however it does 

not describe the teaching itself. 

Prior research has investigated the inherent components 

of interactive teaching, attributing success to such factors 

as: students' prediction, confirmation, integration, and 

selection (Goodman, 1984), students' activation of prior 

knowledge (Rumelhart, 1980) and group knowledge sharing 

(Slavin, 1985). Bos and Anders (1987) emphasize students' 

active and essential role in participating in instruction. 

In contrast, a component analysis of direct instruction 

attributes success to the following factors: the sequence 

of content, pupil engagement, teacher monitoring, and 

teacher provision of corrective feedback (Pearson & 
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Gallagher, 1983). Baumann (1983) proposes the following 

factors as requisite to the effectiveness of direct 

instruction: teacher introducing the skill, teacher 

providing an example, direct teaching of the skills, student 

application under teacher supervision, teacher provision of 

corrective feedback, and teacher administering practice 

exercises. The sum of these factors emphasize the teacher's 

responsibility for the academic focus and progression of 

lessons, and reflect students as passive respondents. 

To further distinguish the effectiveness of the 

interactive strategies and direct instruction, the present 

study compares the strategies with each other. Teacher talk 

and student talk, students' written summaries, and students' 

multiple choice tests were analyzed to enlighten our 

knowledge about the operationalization of the pre-reading 

strategies. These investigations provide research aiding 

the construction of possible hypotheses addressing why some 

strategies facilitate students' reading comprehension better 

than others. This study will also enrich the literature 

regarding speCial education and bilingual populations as 

this study describes teacher and student language derived 

from bilingual learning disabled classrooms. 

Limitations 

1. Observational data are only valid to the extent 

that representative patterns of interaction are not 
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disrupted or distorted by the observer. The observational 

situations, conditions and training procedures selected for 

this study were among those to be considered to be minimally 

intrusive and to yield the most representative interactions. 

2. To conduct this study, it was necessary for 

teachers to be trained in their intervention condition. 

Teachers were encouraged to practice procedures for the 

conditions with two practice passages and materials provided 

them at the initial staff development training session. 

Thus the experimental passage was the teachers' third 

encounter with the procedures of the assigned condition and 

was considered sufficient experience to warrant 

investigation. 

3. Categories characteristic of teaching and 

learning, frequency of utterance, and quality of utterance 

was used to describe teacher and student language. Student 

utterances were also coded to illustrate the employment of 

their background knowledge. Consequently, other measures of 

verbal discourse would yield different results. 

4. Holistic, concept, vocabulary and prior knowledge 

scores for written summaries and objective scores of 

multiple choice vocabulary-comprehension test were used to 

describe students' understanding of studied topic. 

Consequently, other measures of comprehension would yield 

varied results. 
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5. Investigation were conducted through random 

assignment of participating teachers and students by intact 

groups to guard against novelty effects. Thus, 

interpretation of results must be cautious of possible 

within group language variation. 

6. This study was conducted using data collected in 

resource and self contained learning disabilities settings. 

Therefore, results can be generalized only to similar 

situations. 

7. This study is primarily interested in teacher and 

student verbal interaction. Data coded from written 

transcripts of video taped interaction was used. Therefore, 

results do not address issues regarding intonation of 

utterances nor physical expression. 

Definition of Terms 

Activate prior knowledge: One of fifteen teaching 

functions, includes prompting students to recall related 

past knowledge and experiences. A notion used in the 

analysis of teacher talk. 

Confirm understanding: One of fifteen teaching 

functions, includes prompting students to question their 

understanding and repeating student responses to confirm 

teacher's understanding. 
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Coordinate concepts: Concepts of equal rank, authority 

or signifiCance. A notion used to selection instructional 

vocabulary from text. 

Di scourse: "I anguage in use", a II stretch of language 

larger than a sentence. 

Elaborate concepts: Concepts which represent creative, 

extended, linking, analogies, definitions or enriched 

information. Used as a category of prior knowledge in the 

analysis of the written summaries and student responses 

recorded on the transcription of classroom discourse. 

Form: The grammatical structure of an utterance. 

Classifications of form include: statement, question, and 

request/demand. A notion used in the analysis of teacher 

and student talk. 

Inaccurate concepts: Those concepts which can be 

disproved by the text. Used as a concept category of prior 

knowledge in the analysis of student written summaries and 

student responses recorded on the transcription of classroom 

discourse. 

Justify relationships between and among concepts. 

One of fifteen teaching functions includes, teacher 

utterance which prompt students to explain reasoning 

underlying their responses. 

Management: One of fifteen teaching functions 

includes, teacher utterances which refer to the organization 
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and set up of the lesson, and prompts which refer to student 

conduct. A notion used in the analysis of teacher talk. 

Other: One of fifteen teaching function includes, 

incomplete sentences, mumbles, and teacher statements which 

can not be classified as instructional nor managerial. A 

notion used in the analysis of teacher 

talk. Also a category for student prior knowledge, includes 

students' incomplete statements and mumbles. 

Predict relationships: One of fifteen teaching 

functions, includes prompting students to hypothesize about 

how ideas relate and to offer other alternatives that fit. 

A notion used in the analysis of teacher talk. 

Prior knowledge: What a reader or learner knows or has 

experienced before reading new information. A notion used 

in the analysis of the student written summaries and the 

student responses recorded on the transcription of classroom 

discourse. 

Provide an example: One of fifteen teaching functions 

includes, providing and example, elaboration or expansion of 

the target concept. A notion used in the analysis of 

teacher talk. 

Provide practice exercises: One of fifteen teaching 

functions, includes prompting students to practice skill to 

mastery. A notion used in the analysis of teacher talk. 



Provide an overview and directions: One of fifteen 

teaching functions, includes introducing the topic to be 

studied and explaining the procedures for the lesson's 

organization. A notion used in the analysis of teacher 

talk. 

Question: An interrogative expression, one of three 

categories of form. A notion used in the analysis of 

teacher and student talk. 
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Restricted concepts: Restrictive concepts reveal very 

limited information such as: very, so, stuff, etc. Used as 

a concept category of prior knowledge in the analysis of the 

written summaries and the transcripts of classroom 

discourse. 

Request/demand: The act of asking for something, one 

of three categories of form. A notion used in the analysis 

of teacher and student talk. 

Specific concepts: Specific concepts that include 

attributes, descriptive characteristics, examples, or 

processes. Used as concept category of prior knowledge in 

the analysis of the written summaries and the transcripts of 

classroom discourse. 

Statement: A declaration, a remark, one of three 

categories of form. A notion used in the analysis of 

teacher and student talk. 



Subordinate concepts: Concepts of lower rank, 

authority or significance, subordinate to coordinate 

concepts, usually represents detailed or specific 

30 

knowledge. A notion used to select instructional vocabulary 

from text. 

Summarization: One of fifteen teaching function 

includes, synthesizing lesson events and content. A notion 

used in the analysis of teacher talk. 

Superordinate concepts: Concepts superior in rank, 

authority or significance. A notion used to select 

instructional vocabulary from text. 

Supervision of students' application of new skill: One 

of fifteen teaching functions includes, supervising and 

correcting students' application of new skill as necessary. 

A notion used in the analysis of teacher talk. 

Teach concepts in relation to context: One of fifteen 

teaching functions, includes prompting students to draw 

conclusions about concepts in relation to map, chart or 

passage for organizational decisions. A notion used in the 

analysis of teacher talk. 

Teach skill directly: One of fifteen teaching 

functions includes, demonstrating the skill exactly as 

should be executed by students. A notion used in the 

analysis of teacher talk. 
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Teaching function: The perceived intent of a teacher's 

utterance, what is accomplished instructionally, 

interactionally, and cognitively. Used in the analysis of 

teacher language on classroom discourse transcripts. 

Tie new knowledge to old knowledge: One of fifteen 

teaching functions, includes prompting students to connect 

related past knowledge and experience to each other and to 

new information by identifying similarities and differences. 

A notion used in the analysis of teacher talk. 

Turn at talk: One person's turn at speaking; length 

ranging from a single exclamation to a long series of 

utterances. Used to record frequency of teacher and student 

verbal participation. 

Utilize cooperative knowledge sharing: One of fifteen 

teaching functions, includes prompting student to use others 

in group as resources for information and consensus 

building; teacher redirects discussion to others in group. 

Utterance: Any meaningful verbalization. The basic 

unit of discourse; typically shorter and less complete than 

a sentence. A notion used in the analysis of classroom 

discourse. 

Vocabulary: Words identified as essential to passage 

meaning. Used in the analysis written summaries. 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
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It is the purpose of this chapter to review the 

literature which is relevant to the following areas: (a) 

learning as a social phenomenon, this section illustrates 

language use as a catalyst for learning in the environments 

of home and school, (b) talking to learn, this section 

describes systematic and sociolinguistic approaches for 

studying classroom language, and (c) reading to learn, this 

section proposes the coupling of the information transfer 

and the interactive models of reading comprehension, with 

four vocabulary acquisition hypotheses as theoretical basis 

for four pre-reading strategies. Incorporated in this 

discussion is also the research related to students 

identified as learning disabled. 

Learning as Social Phenomenon 

The dominant research paradigm in education has been 

quantitative, global and dependent on large scale 

comparisons. This research has sought to examine individual 

development as if it occurred in isolation from other people 

and the larger cultural context. This review of literature 

seeks to convey learning as a social phenomenon pervading 

all aspects of human existence and endeavors, rooted in the 

human need to communicate and participate in society. 
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The practices of literacy, what they are and what they 

mean for a given society, depend on the context. They are 

embedded in a culture's way of thinking and learning and 

although they may appear stable, they are ever changing, and 

mi,rror the changing population at large. Thus, how Ii teracy 

skills are learned and taught and used by individuals not 

only depends upon, but also influences the literate 

activities of the society at large. The skills and concepts 

that accompany literacy acquisition do not stem in an 

automatic way from the inherent qualities of print, but are 

aspects of the specific uses of and approaches to literacy 

that are implicit within the society,and within the 

political and intellectual forces that constitute that 

society (Langer, in press). 

The outcome of an individual's literacy learning are 

shaped by the social contexts in which they are embedded and 

can only be fully understood in relation to these social 

contexts. Therefore, the literacy skills societies value 

are those that people learn (Au, 1980; Heath, 1983; 

Vygotsky, 1962). 

Heath (1983) summarized the depth and breadth of 

learning in stating that all learning is cultural. When 

studying the language use of two communities Heath argues, 

• • • that the different way children learned to 
use language were dependent on the ways in which 
each community structured their families, defined 
the roles that community members could assume, and 



played out their concepts of childhood that guided 
their socialization ••• these and other features 
of the cultural milieu affect the ways in which 
children learn to use language. The place of 
language in the cultural life of each social group 
is interdependent with the habits and values of 
behaving shared among members of that group 
(Heath, 1983; p.11). 
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Ong (1982) has stated that cogni tive growth "occurs as 

much from the outside as the inside. Much of it consists of 

the person becoming linked with culturally transmitted 

amplifiers" (p.109). Words are embedded within cultural 

meanings. Culture plays a critical role in how a learner 

gains access to the signs and symbols present in the 

environment, and learns to engulf them with meaning 

(Vygotsky, 1978). Culture is the product of social life and 

human social activity. As people learn the signs of 

culture, they learn to use these signs to mediate their 

thinking, and thus gain the tools to change the cul~ure. 

The signs of culture, the symbols of that culture, and 

their shared meanings are all accomplished first in 

interaction with others, and later internalized for personal 

use. 

Vygotsky (1978) maintained that, 

••• every function in the child's cultural 
development appears twice, on two levels. First, 
on the social, and later on the psychological 
level; first, between people as an 
interpsychological category, and then inside the 
child, as an intrapsychological category 
••• (p.S7). 
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This notion views learning as a profoundly social 

process, and emphasizes dialogue and the varied roles that 

langauge plays in mediated cognitive growth. Thus the 

Vygotskian perspective holds the interaction (communication) 

between people as central to the learning process. 

Learning at home: 

Research illustrates the home as fertile ground for 

social and intellectual development. In fact much of what 

children learn at home is presented through meaningful and 

purposeful tasks. These presentations are not directly 

taught, at least not in the academic sense (Teberosky, 

1979) • 

Research findings indicate that social interactions 

with a care giver play an important role in children's 

cognitive development. Wells (1979) found that the amount 

of conversation children and adults participate in while 

engaged in everyday shared activities such as cooking, 

housework or watching television plays an important role in 

the child's language development. 

In situations such as these, adults provide examples of 

language in use, supported by tangible and observable 

context. Scaffolding is "a process that enables a child or 

novice to solve a problem, carry out a task, or achieve a 

goal which would be beyond his unassisted efforts" (Wood, 

Bruner, & Ross, 1979). Providing context helps to 



"scaffold" the activi ty to make it easy for the child to 

play his or her role within the activity. 
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Zukow (1981) investigated the role of the care giver in 

their emergence of play activities during the later part of 

a child's first year. Results suggested that children's 

performance in interactive sequences in which children were 

given the opportunity to request help from the care giver, 

exceeded their performance obtained in a noninteractive 

sequence in which the children were instructed to execute 

the task without aid from the care giver. 

Wertch (1979) also examined the interactions between 

care giver and child. Mothers were instructed to help their 

preschool child reassemble a puzzle that had been shown to 

them intact. From the analysis of these interactions, four 

levels of interaction were identified illustrating the 

child's progress in acquiring communicative responsibilities 

and possible problem solving techniques during social 

interaction. The first level is characterized by the fact 

that the child's understanding of the task is so limited 

that the communication between child and mother is very 

difficult. The child does not recognize the possibility of 

other communicative roles within the task. At the second 

level, the child begins to make the connections between more 

of the mother's speech and the task at hand. During the 

third level, the child understands that the mother's 
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utterances can serve as task directions. The child knows 

how to make use of other possible resolutions for task 

completion. At the final level, the child has taken over 

responsibility of the task. 

Adults facilitate children's learning both by arranging 

appropriate sequences of materials and tasks for the child 

and by providing information and strategies to the child as 

they participate together in an activity. Adults provide 

access to activities, adjusting children's participation to 

an appropriate level and modify children's responsibilities 

as expertise grows. This naturally occurring phenomenon has 

been observed by numerous researchers (Health, 1983~ Talyor, 

1983~ Vygotsky, 1978). 

Vygotsky (1978) described the social context as 

instrumental in guiding cognitive development both through 

the provision of culturally developed tools and practices 

and through social interactions with more experienced 

members of society and transmitted in the zone of proximal 

development. Vygotsky (1978) defined the zone of proximal 

devel opmen t as, 

the distance between the actual developmental 
level as determined by independent problem solving 
and the level of potential development as 
determined through problem solving under adult 
guidance, or in collaboration with more capable 
peers (p. 86) • 

The more experienced partner engages the child in 

solving a problem by creating a "scaffold" situation that 



allows to extend current skills and knowledge to a higher 

level of competence. (Wertch, 1979; Wood, 1980). This 

phenomenon suggest the importance of examining the 

interactions between children and their teachers. 

Learning in school: Social organization of schooling 
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The importance of communication has been documented in 

a variety of social settings (Heath, 1983; Wells, 1979), one 

setting paramount in a child's life is the classroom. 

Schools are likely to be the first structured arena that 

expects students not only to attend but are also expected to 

participate (Cazden, 1986). Teachers and students 

participate in the act of schooling through communicating 

among themselves and with each other. 

Social organization reflected in the lesson 

communication structure has been a seminal area of classroom 

research. Classrooms of varying sizes have been 

investigated from the one classroom Mehan (1979) studied to 

the many classrooms studied by Sinclair & Coulthard (1975). 

A pervading discourse structure identified through these 

investigations is the three part sequence of initiation, 

response, and evaluation (IRE). An act of initiation by one 

participant, is followed by a reply, which is followed by an 

evaluation (Mehan, 1979). within this framework for lesson 

structure a continuum of participant structures can be 

described from the most teacher controlled scenario of 
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recitation to virtually teacher void student led discussion. 

What characterizes lessons as recitation or discussion is 

the varying participant roles the teacher and students have 

within the interaction. 

Recitation refers not to lecturing, but to exposition 

interrupted by question. Classroom interaction described as 

recitation primarily reflect teachers as didactic. Within 

the IRE framework the teacher is the initiator (I), students 

are respondents (R), and the teacher is the sole evaluator 

(E). An authoritative version"of the facts is introduced by 

the teacher, developed through leading questions which 

channel responses in the right direction then tided up and 

summarized by the teacher (Edwards & Furlong, 1978). Much 

of the authoritarianism arises from emphasizing the 

unidirectional transmission of knowledge from those who know 

to those who do not. Even in the most informal 

conversation, the normal rule is one speaker at a time. If 

several speakers start together all but one will usually 

abandon the floor. 

In classroom interaction, any competition for turns is 

closely regulated. The teacher speaks before and after each 

pupil contribution. By getting the floor back every other 

turn, the teacher is able to continue his allocation of 

turns at speaking, as well as to shape the meaning of what 



is said in the desired direction. This is much easier if 

rights of communication are not shared equally. 
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In traditional classrooms, the communicative rights of 

teacher and pupils are very unequal. The adult can be seen 

as lIowning the interaction II (Sacks, 1974). Teachers are 

very likely to have the right to talk first, last, and most, 

to control the content of what is said, and to control the 

transmission by allocating turns at speaking. The IRE 

communication system which is so prevalent in classroom 

reflects the teacher's right to make most of the decisions 

necessary to secure orderly interaction. 

Investigations have documented teachers' classroom 

dominance showing that much of the communicative work is 

normally done by teachers, and that pupils' communicative 

roles are normally restrictive. Durkin (1978-1979) found 

that teacher-directed reading lessons consisted primarily of 

teacher-posed questions. Students' contributions during 

these lessons were usually limited to responses to teacher

posed questions, requiring brief and literal level text 

based responses. A recent study conducted by Gambrell 

(1987) documented similar findings. Gambrell found that 

~ost questions raised during reading lessons were teacher 

initiated and that student talk was restricted to responses 

to teacher initiated questions and not beyond. 
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In contrast, the dialectic teacher legitimizes creative 

expression by declining to act as the authority. This 

teacher does not lecture, plant clues, ask leading 

questions, or serve as sole evaluator (Edwards & Furlong, 

1978); rather pupils are thrown back onto their own 

resources. Within the IRE structure dialectic teachers are 

participants and share the responsibility of continued 

discourse with their students. The participant structure of 

a discussion would reflect teacher and students initiating 

dialogue (I), teacher and students responding to initiation 

(R), and both participating in the evaluation of responses 

made (E). 

Dillon (1981) distinguished recitation from discussion 

on three criteria: (1) the discussants must present multiple 

points of view and then be ready to change their minds after 

hearing convincing arguments, (2) the students must interact 

with one another as well as with the teacher, and (3) a 

majority of the verbal interaction must be longer than that 

typical two or three word phrases found in recitation. 

Although oral language ability is held to be an 

important factor for successful reading (Holdaway, 1979), 

research investigating classroom interaction indicates that 

students are given few opportunities to actively engage in 

oral language activities (Sirotnik, 1983). Results such as 

these underscore the need to restructure classroom 



environments into places in which students are allowed and 

encouraged to be active, spontaneous and constructive 

learners. Langer (in press) asserts the need for changing 

instructional roles for both teacher and student. Three 

areas are considered for instructional change: (1) control 

of interaction, (2) pedagogical function, and (3) 

participants contributions. 
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Control of the interaction. One important dimension of 

instructional interaction concerns who controls most of the 

thinking and doing. Are the students passive recipients of 

the learning or are they knowledge seekers? The interaction 

may be completely regulated by the teacher; teacher and 

student may share in regulating the interaction; or the 

interaction may be controlled by the students. 

pedagogical function. Instructional interactions can 

serve a variety of different pedagogical functions, 

depending upon the goals 'of the teacher and the needs of the 

students. The interaction may be concerned primarily with 

motivating the participants to engage in the activity, with 

providing reassurance and encouraging risk-taking and 

decision making; with offering help through modeling, direct 

instruction, or questioning. 

Participants' contributions. The nature of 

contributions made by the teacher and students during 

instructional interaction is an important area. Some 
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instructional interactions are organized primarily around 

demonstration, with students observing while the teacher or 

other students demonstrate how to complete the task. Other 

interactions are organized around direct instruction with 

explicit presentation of information or procedure for the 

learner to assimilate. A third type of interaction involves 

the posing of more open ended problems and a search of 

appropriate solutions as the students think the issues 

through. Finally, a fourth type of instructional 

interaction inVOlves mutual reflection and task definition 

around shared problems or interests. 

From a social perspective, effective literacy 

instruction is marked by new roles for teachers and 

students. Recent researchers responding to this growing 

literature have made deliberate attempts to restructure 

classroom dialogue. Well documented teacher laden 

recitation practices are being revamped to provide true 

discussion. In these settings, students are encouraged to 

play a central role in selecting discussion topics and 

navigating discussion content. 

One instructional approach gaining much exposure and 

acceptability is cooperative learning (Johnson & Johnson, 

1986; Slavin, 1980). Cooperative learning methods are 

distinctive from the traditional whole class structure by 

the division of the class into small teams whose members are 
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dependent upon each other. Cooperative learning is often 

referred to as team learning because students work together 

in small learning"teams, helping each other to accomplish 

individual and group tasks. 

There are five components of cooperative learning that 

are distinctive to its social organization. First, 

cooperative learning teams are typically heterogeneous with 

respect to academic and social characteristics. Second, 

these teams are carefully structured by the teacher to 

insure that all members feel a sense of positive 

interdependence, that is that the success of each depends on 

the success of all. Third, cooperative learning tasks are 

designed to insure that one or two students cannot dominate 

the group or do all the work. Individual accountability is 

integral to the method. Fourth, teachers spend time 

explicitly training their students in the interpersonal 

skills required for effective team work. Finally, after the 

lesson students and teacher reflect on both the academic 

task and the cooperative skills used during group work. 

Building from cooperative learning tenets DeAvila and 

colleagues (DeAvila, Duncan & Navarrete, 1987) developed the 

Finding Out/Descubrimiento method. This method focuses on 

math/science activities designed to teach to and learn in a 

collaborative environment. Activities are organized around 



a central theme, and present multiple opportunities to 

experience the same underlying concept. 
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The classroom in the Finding Out/Descubrimiento 

bilingual method is organized around multiple-learning 

centers which operate simultaneously •. The groups are 

heterogeneous with regard to language background. All 

materials are in English and Spanish and bilingual students 

serve as translators for monolingual students in their 

groups. 

Following the activity students fill out individual 

work sheets to demonstrate competence. The method also 

relies on content referenced individual minitests and 

teacher observation forms to asses implementation of the 

program. Although students individually write up each 

learning activity and receive individual grades the 

activities are group paced and involve cooperative 

interaction. At a given learning center members may assume 

the roles of safety officer, facilitator, checker, or clean 

up. 

Teaching and learning strategies specifically in the 

area of reading have also·made conscious attempts at 

changing the structure of lessons in the classroom. Three 

such strategies are the Experience-Text-Relationship (ETR) 

method (Au, 1979) developed as part of the Kamehameha Early 

Education Program (KEEP) (Au, 1979, 1980). Reciprocal 
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Teaching (Palinscar & Brown, 1983) an approach primarily 

used with less capable readers, and Instructional Chains 

(IC) (Mehan, 1979) a method used to establish peer tutoring 

environments. 

The Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) is 

designed to improve the school achievement of primary grade 

students of Hawaiian ancestry. This comprehensive 

instructional program has adopted the teachers's role in 

leading discussions as key for student academic development. 

A specific feature contributing to the programs's 

success is the small group reading lessons. Teachers 

participating in the KEEP project are trained to structure 

reading comprehension lesson by using the ETR (Au, 1980) 

method. In the ETR lessons the teacher models and guides 

the children through the process focusing background 
. 

knowledge to understand and interpret text. During the 

experience phase (E), the teacher focuses her questioning on 

the children's personal experiences or background knowledge 

relevant to the topic of the text to be read. The teacher 

has the children read a section of the text silently, 

usually a page or two, and often states specific pieces of 

infor.mation the children are to find. After children have 

finished reading, the details of the story are discussed (T) 

or test phase. In the relationship phase, (R) the teacher 

uses questioning to help the children draw relationships 



between their background knowledge and text information. 

Relationship phases generally alternate with text phases, 

with the children reading and discussing the text at a 

literal level, and then interpreting it in terms of their 

existing knowledge structures. During relationship phases 

the teacher may also encourage students to speculate about 

what is going to happen later in the story. 
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Initial ETR reading lessons require a great deal of 

teacher support for student performance during all three 

phases of the lesson. As students become more familiar with 

the method, the teacher may be able to decrease her support 

during the E phase, as students are gradually able to 

identify and access the background knowledge they have 

relevant to the topic of the story. In the third stage 

children are able to comprehend details of the text with 

little or no teacher support. Finally, children area able 

to carry out all three phases of the strategy amongst 

themselves without direct teacher assistance. 

Another reading technique developed to restructure 

typical reading lessons is the reciprocal teaching method. 

Palinscar and Brown (1983) describe the procedure as a 

dialogue, organized around a metascript, between teacher and 

students in which there is turn-taking assuming the role of 

teacher. The "teacher " is responsible for leading a 

dialogue about a passage which the students are reading 
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silently or with the assistance of the adult. The 

participants in reciprocal teaching share four goals: 

predicting, question generating, summarizing, and 

clarifying. Each of the four strategies requires the 

students to be active participants. To do this 

successfully, they must activate relevant background 

knowledge. This opportunity allows students to link the new 

knowledge they will encounter in the text with the knowledge 

they already possess. As students generate questions they 

identify the salient information in the text, this 

opportunity also encourages self questioning practice. The 

student becomes more involved in the reading activity and in 

the text when they are posing and answering the questions 

and not merely responding to teacher or text questions. As 

students proceed the teacher guides them in integrating the 

content across paragraphs and sections of the passage. The 

teacher calls the student's attention to the many reasons 

why text is difficult to understand such as unfamiliar 

vocabulary, unclear referent words, new and perhaps 

complicated concepts. 

Mehan (1979), also interested in transferring teaching 

and learning responsibilities from teacher to student, 

developed a tutorial method called instructional chains 

(IC). IC's were developed to encourage students to share 

and refine their knowledge through peer tutoring. The task, 
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usually a reading or spelling assignment, is initially 

taught by the teacher to one child who is then asked to 

instruct one or more peers. The teaching task is structured 

by the assignment given, the time, and the task, however the 

design allows students freedom to impose their own 

interactional instruction style. 

Mehan and Riel (1982) compared the instructional 

language used by the students during peer tutoring with that 

used by their teachers when initially instructing them in 

the task to be taught to their peer. Their findings suggest 

that students modifying teacher strategies. For example, 

both teachers and students used examples as a teaching 

strategy. However, teachers elicit examples from their 

students, and students usually give examples to their peers. 

Further analysis of the data suggest that students interact 

in genuine communication events, and do not merely mimic 

'teacher' talk. 

A plausible reason these interactive classroom 

structures are effective in promoting student learning is 

that they have the effect of gradually transferring the task 

of reading comprehension from the interpsychological to the 

intrapsychological plane of functioning. Reading 

comprehension is first exercised by the children under 

teacher guidance, as part of an external social process, the 

teacher in leading group discussion. The teacher serves as 
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the more capable other, through skillful questioning helping 

the children incorporate and understand information in the 

text with their relevant part experiences. Gradually, the 

teacher diminishes the amount of support offered for 

performance giving the children the opportunity to assume 

greater and greater control over the process of group 

discussion and text comprehension. 

The distinctiveness of this form of instruction is its 

interactive nature. These techniques rely heavily on the 

notions of scaffolding and the employment of dialogue as 

medium of instruction and learning. There is ongoing 

interplay among the teacher and student as they work toward 

the goal of understanding the text. The teacher pupports 

students' acquisition of strategies through explanation, 

instruction and modeling, however this support is temporary 

and the students are inevitably challenged to use the 

strategy independently as they display increasing competence 

with comprehension. Cazden (1983) referred to this 

interaction as guiding students toward "performance before 

competence." 

Instruction depicted as scaffolded instruction (Wood, 

Bruner, & Ross, 1979) is an appropriate use the metaphor 

because a scaffold is a support that is adjustable and 

temporary. Central to the notion of scaffolded instruction 



is Vygotsky's (1978) construct of the zone of proximal 

development, 

the distance between the actual developmental 
level as determined by independent problem solving 
and the level of potential development as 
determined through problem solving under adult 
guidance, or in collaboration with more capable 
peers (p. 86) • 

Talking To Lea.t'n: Classroom Discourse 

Classroom discourse is different than other types of 

talk. When everyday conversation is recorded and 

transcribed its apparent confusion is surprising. 

utterances trail off, overlap and are interrupted. There 

are frequent false starts, hesitations, and repetitions. 

When unedited, the results are tedious to read and often 
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impossible to follow. In contrast, unedited transcriptions 

of talk recorded in traditional classrooms often read like 

play scripts. Most utterances are completed and speakers 

seem to know their lines and their turn to speak (Edwards & 

Furlong, 1978: 'Stubbs, 1983). 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) readily recognized the 

distinctive form of classroom speech and referred to it as 

school talk. As linguists, these researchers studied 

classrooms examining the linguistic patterning in 

conversation between several speakers. Of specific interest 

is the complexity of language as reflected in form/function 

relationships; that is, how particular words or utterances 

have particular interpretations. For example, the syntactic 



question of, "Can you read the next paragraph, John?" when 

spoken in the classroom setting, is immediately recognized 

as a command rather than a question. 
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Classroom discourse has been investigated by 

interdisciplinary interests rooted in the fields of 

anthropology, linguistics, psychology, sociology and 

education. One area of major interest is the structure in 

which participants contribute to lessons. Participation 

structures refer to the typical arrangements of speakers and 

listeners. Specifically, their rights and obligations as 

participants with respect to who can say what, when and to 

whom (Erickson, 1982). 

Teacher talk and student talk are primarily studied 

through two major methodological approaches (1) systematic 

analysis, and (2) sociolinguistic analysis. Both 

methodologies attempt to describe the classroom environment 

by analyzing teacher and student talk. Three areas central 

to distinguishing between these approaches are (1) the 

timing of the conception of the observation instrument, (2) 

the 'coding' procedures, and (3) the role of context. 

Systematic Approaches 

Systematic approaches have traditionally employed 

priori systems for classifying data. The "coding" usually 

takes place as the observer witnesses the behavior in the 

classroom. Because a priori systems are developed from 
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preconceived notions of what will be coded and how, the 

context surrounding events is not addressed. In using 

techniques of this type, an observer sits in the classroom 

and uses a set of pre-prepared categories to 'code' samples 

of what the teachers "and students say, usually on a time 

schedule of every few seconds (Cazden, 1986, 1988; Stubbs, 

1983) • 

Systematic approaches are primarily concerned with 

quantifying only observable behaviors exclusively associated 

with the preselected category topic. Coding categories may 

include: teacher lectures, teacher asks question, and 

student asks question. The crucial function of the observer 

is to serve as an abstractor; to select those aspects of 

behavior relevant to the scoring process. Interpretation of 

each utterance for coding is primarily done by the observer 

as it occurs (Medley & Mitzel, 1963). 

A considerable amount of research based on these 

general tenets of systematic observation analysis has been 

conducted. The rationale for using systematic approaches 

can be attributed to the complexity of the classroom. The 

interaction within a classroom is specific to that situation 

and never occurs twice; therefore it is not replicable and 

not scientific. By studying isolated bits of behavior 

generalizations can eventually be tentatively made. 



54 

Over seventy systematic coding systems have been 

published since 1967, indicating a proliferation of 

systematic observation studies using this methodology (Simon 

& Boyer, 1967, 1970, 1974). The following three 

observational procedures illustrate categorical, sign and 

interactional observational methods representative of 

systematic approaches. 

Withall's (1949) system is one of the earlier examples 

of a systematic observation methodology to employ verbal 

behavior categories and represents a categQrical system. 

This system consists of seven categories of teacher 

statements including: (1) learner-supportive, (2) accept and 

clarify, (3) problem-structure, (4) neutral, (5) directive, 

(6) reprove, and (7) teacher self-supporting. This system 

exclusively concentrates on teacher talk, ignoring pupil 

initiations and responses. In this observation system the 

teacher serves as the sole observer. The teacher identifies 

and abstracts verbal behavior that are relevant to the idea 

or behavior under investigation. 

The Florida Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior (Brown, 

Ober, & Soar, 1967), is a sign system designed to code the 

presence or absence of a set of behaviors through the 

interpretation of both teacher and student verbal behavior. 

This observational tool is a list of fifty-five behavioral 

items. These items are grouped, in seven levels of 
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cognition as defined by Bloom (1956) including: (1) 

knowledge of specifics, (2) translation, (3) interpretation, 

(4) application, (5) analysis, (6) synthesis, and (7) 

evaluation. During each observation period, the observer 

checks specific behaviors, under each level, as they occur. 

Behaviors are checked only once per six-second observation 

period. 

Flanders' (1966) interactional analysis technique, 

unlike its predecessors, preserves a certain amount of 

information regarding the sequence of behavior, therefore 

adding contextual information (Medley & Mitzel, 1963). 

Interaction analysis is comprised of ten categories, the 

first seven describe teacher talk and include: (1) accepting 

feelings, (2) praising or encouraging, (3) accepting or 

using ideas of student(s), (4) asking question, (5) 

lecturing, (6) giving directions, and (7) criticizing or 

justifying authority. Categories (8) and (9) are used to' 

describe student talk and consist of student talk-response, 

and student talk-initiation, respectively. The final 

category (10) is not directly attributed to either teacher 

or pupils and,serves as an escape for unclassifiable periods 

such as pauses and confusion. 

Communicative behavior is categorized by the observer 

according to the ten categories at the end of every three 

seconds. Category numbers, representing the communicative 
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behavior are written in sequence in a column. When a major 

change in the class formation, the communication pattern, or 

the subject under discussion occurs, a double line is drawn 

and the time indicated. The series of behavior between two 

double lines is called an "episode". 

Several episodes observed in the same classroom may be 

tallied in a single matrix, providing an overall pattern of 

interaction in the class. Although the categories do not 

imply a scale o.f any kind, they can be conceptualized as 

differing in terms of teacher "influence". Categories 1 to 

4 represent indirect influence in varying degree Category 1 

allowing the pupil the most freedom, Category 4 the least. 

Categories 5 to 7 represent increasing amount of direct 

influence. Categories 8 to 9 represent different levels of 

teacher influence as inferred from pupil behavior. 

There are s~veral important shortcomings to the 

systematic approach to studying classroom interaction. 

Researchers have documented reasons for disillusionment with 

the technique as a research tool (Delmont, 1983, Walker & 

Adleman, 1975). Since the classroom talk is generally not 

recorded but coded by the observer on the spot in real time, 

the natural language used by teacher and pupil is 

irretrievably lost. The data for study then is not the 

classroom language but the observer's coding of it. These 

methods prove to be to narrow in scope to effectively 
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capture the range" of functions an utterance may potentially 

serve in an interaction (Delamont, 1976; Heap, 1982). At 

best this type of observation can provide an overall, 

average measure of classroom climate or atmosphere, without 

being able to study the details of the actual talk which 

create this climate. 

Delamont and Hamilton (1976) have argued that 

systematic observation analysis techniques focus on a 

succession of small bits of behavior in a fragmentary way. 

Preselected categories allow no adaptation or development, 

and deal only with what is immediately observable to the 

researcher, ignoring qualitative factors in favor of what is 

easily quantifiable. Lemke (1985) concurs, and states that 

the use of preselected categories is problematic. Because 

utterances serve multiple functions, interpretations are 

likely to be faulty if coded without knowledge of ensuing 

events, that is the context in which they occur. 

Systematic observational approaches have also been 

criticized for their failure to provide qualitative data 

related to how themernbers of the classroom society 

construct interaction into mutually organized social 

activity. Speier (1974) argued that, because systematic 

observers generally ignore such data, they have designed 

narrow classification schemes, based on informed learning 

theories. These theories in turn become the rationale for 
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studying the classroom environment and provide the 

researcher with -a theoretical purpose and the means for 

generating hypotheses out of those purposes. Researchers 

employing a systematic approach make visitations to the 

classroom with .definite preconceptions of what they are 

looking for. Classrooms are observed not to find out what 

effective teacher behavior is, but to see whether the 

teacher is behaving effectively. The observer codes the 

frequency of the occurrence of utterances deemed 

advantageous and appropriate. Effectiveness is self defined 

by the researchers guided by their particular learning 

theory. 

Rosenshine and Furst (1973) have suggested too much 

effort has been devoted to instrument development to the 

exclusion of efforts to test the utility of those 

instruments for studying the social events in instruction. 

Researchers now know much more about the nature of 

instruction, than was previously known, largely because of 

researchers' use of classroom observational instruments. 

However, the use of these instruments have not. aided 

learning about the relationship between student achievement 

and teacher/student interaction to the degree that had been 

hoped (Sevigny, 1983). 

Disappointment with the inflexibility and 

inappropriateness of systematic observation approaches for 



studying the dynamic process of classroom interaction 

between teachers and their students, has prompted 

researchers to seek more flexible and broader systems for 

data collection and analysis. Sociolinguistic approaches 

for observation research provide viable alternatives to 

traditional systematic observation approaches. 

Sociolinguistic Approaches 

Sociolinguistic methodology does not employ 

a priori systems, as does systematic observation. Rather 

sociolinguistic approaches allow categories to emerge from 

classroom language collected. Working from transcriptions 

of audio tapes, and more recently video recordings, the 

actual language is then used to determine categories that 

make sense and are appropriate for the specific classroom 

situation. Transcription of the language allows the 

researcher to back track or proceed forward in the text. 

The use of the entire context of the discourse experience, 

provided by the transcription, facilitates the 

interpretation and categorization of teacher and student 

utterances (Cazden, 1986; Stubbs, 1983). 

Unlike systematic approaches that are primarily 

concerned with recording quantifiable observable behavior 

associated with their preselected topic, sociolinguistic 

studies may report both quantitative and qualitative data. 

It is not uncommon for sociolinguistic research to report 
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frequency counts. However, qualitative analysis of excerpts 

of actual classroom talk is also reported, enriching the 

interpretation of the quantitative data. In the 

sociolinguistic approach, the role of the observer is not 

one of abstractor but rather one of absorber and reflector. 

The observer takes field notes of all classroom activity 

which may enhance and supplement the context of audio and 

video recorded information (Cazden, 1986; Stubbs, 1983). 

An important shortcoming of systematic observational 

approaches is that they typically examine the prescribed 

topic of study without concern to the overall organizational 

structure of the lesson~ that is the context in which the 

selected experimental phenomenon occurs. Several 

researchers (Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, & Smith, 1966; Lemke, 

1982; Malcolm, 1979, 1982; Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & 

Coulthard, 1975) have developed frameworks illustrating the 

organization of complete lessons, to aid the interpretation 

of classroom language. 

Bellack and colleagues (Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, & 

Smith, 1966) attempted to overcome the reliance on isolated 

content catagories typically used in systematic observation 

approaches. Their observational system is described in 

detail as it serves as a foundation for a subsequent system 

developed by Sinclair and Coutlhard (1975). 
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Using Bellack's (Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, & Smith, 

1966) observation system verbal interaction is treated as 

interrelated sequences of acts. Based on the analysis of 

sixty transcriptions of audio recorded classes, Bellack and 

his colleagues found the teacher was the most active player 

and that the teacher's primary role is solicitor while the 

pupil's primary role is as respondent. Therefore the game 

of learning is played within the teacher's structure. 

Bellack proposes that the verbal interactions among 

teacher and students in classroom follow an underlying 

structure or pattern. That is, structure of discourse in 

the classroom arises from sequential constraints on verbal 

selection, that is one type of act is likely to follow or be 

followed by others of specific types. These "act" types are 

conceptualized as moves in a language game and follow 

implicit rules of behavior. The moves are analyzed as 

building up into repetitive teaching cycles; cycles build up 

in turn into subgames' and subgames into games. Four 

pedagogical moves basic to classroom dialogue are : (1) 

structuring moves, (2) soliciting moves, (3) responding 

moves, and (4) reacting moves. 

Structuring moves serve the function of setting the 

context for subsequent behaviors thus are pivotal points in 

classroom dialogue. By launching or halting interactions 

between teacher and pupils, or indicating the nature of the 
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interaction in terms of the dimensions of time, activity, 

topic, etc. A structuring move may set the context for the 

entire classroom game or part of the game. They convey an 

implicit directive and do not explicitly elicit a response. 

Soliciting moves intend to elicit a verbal, cognitive, 

or a physical response. Soliciting moves are directive in 

intent and function. They are crucial in any active 

classroom interchange between teachers and pupils. 

Soliciting moves may take all grammatical forms 

(declarative, interrogative, and imperative). However, the 

interrogative occurs most frequently in both teacher and 

student talk. 

Responding moves serve to fulfill the expectation of 

soliciting moves and occur only in relation to them. Thus, 

responding and soliciting moves share a reciprocal 

relationship. Since solicitation and responses are defined 

in relationship to each other, there can be no solicitation 

that is not intended to elicit a response, and no response 

that has not directly elicited by a solicitation. 

Reacting moves serve to modify (by clarifying, 

synthesizing, or expanding) and lor react (positively or 

negatively) to what was said in the prior moves(s). 

Structuring, soliciting, responding, or a prior reacting 

move can be antecedents to responding moves, but are not 

directly elicited by them. Reacting moves differ from 



responding m~ves because a responding move is always 

directly elicited by a solicitation. 
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Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) have also studied 

classroom dialogue, elaborating on notions conceived by 

Bellack. Sinclair and Coulthard propose a hierarchical and 

structural analysis of teacher-pupil talk. This structure 

serves as a context in which interpretations of classroom 

language are based. 

The largest unit of analysis in this hierarchy is that 

of lesson. Lessons are further described by transactions. 

A transaction consists of exchanges between and among 

teacher and students about a specific topic. Within the 

same topic a number of moves may contribute to the exchange. 

Moves most prevalent in classrooms are initiation, response, 

and evaluation. 

When a change in topic is desired a boundary exchange 

serves to move the discussion in an other direction. 

Boundary exchanges illustrate this change through ut t'erances 

representing moves of frame and focus. Frame-focus moves 

aid topic transition. Frame utterances indicate boundaries 

in lessons and include words such as; "well", "right", 

"good", "OK", and "now." A focus functions to indica te 

where the lesson is going. Moves may be further 

analyzed as acts. Acts label an utterance according to its 

discourse function such as; (1) starter, (2) elicitation, 
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(3) prompt, and (4) nomination. For example, the following 

teacher phrases depict each of these acts respectively. 

T(l): Many people in our community make it a safer 

place to live. 

T(2): Do you know who those people are? 

T(3}: I'm sure you dq. 

T (4): John. 

These researchers perceive classroom talk organized 

around lessons. The lesson consists of transactions, marked 

off by boundary exchanges. Transactions consist of 

exchanges, an initial boundary exchange, then teaching 

exchanges of dj,fferent types. Exchanges consist of moves 

which consist of acts. 

As well as documenting the pervasiveness of the 

initiation-response-evaluation structure (Barnes, 1969; 

Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, & Smith, 1966; Mehan, 1979; 

Flanders, 1966; Stubbs, 1983) much research has also 

investigated the language teachers and students use while 

they enact this structure in the classroom. 

Teacher: Initiation 

Teacher talk during classroom interaction consists 

primarily of teacher initiations and teacher evaluation of 

student responses. The literature suggests that teacher 

initiations are most often delivered in the form of 

questions. Several researchers have attempted to interpret 
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the intent of teachers questioning behavior (Barnes, 1969; 

Durkin, 1979~ French and MacLure, 1981~ O'Flahavan, Hartman, 

& Pearson, 1987). 

An early study of classroom discourse was conducted by 

Barnes (1969). The theme of this work was to study the 

effect of teachers' language on pupils, particularly in 

situations where the teacher's language might be a barrier 

to learning. He hypothesized that teachers are barriers to 

learning by their use of unfamiliar terminology or an 

abstract style of talking. 

Upon examining tape-recorded excerpts of classroom 

lessons, four preliminary classifications for teacher 

questions were identified: (1) factual (what?) questions, 

demanding a bit of infor.mation or a name for something; (2) 

analysis (how? and why?) questions, demanding observation, 

recalling something from memory, or more open-ended 

reasoning; (3) open questions, not demanding reasoning, and 

(4) social questions, functioning either to control the 

class or appealing to them to share in some experience. 

Barnes admitted that the primary category definitions 

are imprecise therefore not replicable. However, this study 

does illustrate the difficulty of matching the form of a 

teacher's question to the underlying intention or function. 

For example, a teacher may ask a question which 

superficially appears to be asking a pupil for a personal 



view, when the teacher really has a particular answer in 

mind. Barnes called such utterances 'pseudo' questions. 
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French and MacLure (1981) underscore the importance of 

context, stating that even the most seemingly simple 

questions have multiple potential answers. Questions are 

rarely as straight forward as teachers perceive them to be, 

rather the students' task is "interpretive work" (p.39). 

French and MacLure (1981) identified two interactive 

strategies used extensively to guide students to the desired 

"correct" answer. One strategy is called preformulation, 

this strategy serves to orient students to the relevant area 

of experience and establish a shared knowledge between the 

teacher and the students materials in order to answer the 

question. For example the question, "Can you see what the 

fireman has in the truck?" provides students with an 

experience shared with the teacher. In contrast, the 

nuclear question, "What is it?" does not provide a shared 

context. 

Refor.mulating is the second strategy and occurs when 

the first student response is judged to be wrong. 

Refor.mulations progressively make the original question 

proposed by the teacher more specific. French and MacLure 

predict that the teacher prefers to first use less specific 

versions of the question and then progress to more specific 

versions. Examples .of reformulation from less specific to 
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more specific include: "What are those people doing?1I 

changed to, "What are they planting?", "What kind of an 

elephant?" changed to, "Was he a very sad elephant?", IIWhat 

else did you see?" changed to, "Did you see a chest of 

drawers?", "How did they go?" changed to, "Did they go by 

bus or car? II, and "What color have you used?" changed to, 

IIItls brown, isnlt it?1I 

Durkin (1979) distinguished teacher questioning 

behavior according to the intended purpose or outcome either 

as instructional or assessment tools. Questions that 

prompted student responses to which the teacher merely 

acknowledged 'as right or wrong were considered assessment 

questions. Questions that elicited student responses and 

the teacher used them to formulate and elaborate on the 

lesson were coded as instructional. From observation in 36 

intermediate grade classrooms it was conc~uded that teachers 

used questions to assess comprehension 25 times more often 

than for comprehension instruction. 

QIFlahavan, Hartman, & Pearson (1987) aspired to 

replicate procedures used by Guszak (1967). This technique 

was used to contrast, compare, and reevaluate teacher and 

student communication occurring twenty years ago with 

communication patterns currently occurring. The classroom 

discussion generated in second, fourth, sixth grade 

classrooms was investigated. This inquiry documents shifts 
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in teacher questioning behavior. O'Flahavan and his 

colleagues documented decreased use of recognition and 

recall questions at all grade levels studied. This shift is 

more pronounced when question categories were collapsed into 

a literal/non-literal dichotomy. The deviation from literal 

questioning is more striking when including teacher 

questions referring to student background knowledge. 

O'Flahavan et.al. (1987) found that approximately 25% 

of all the questions teachers asked were background 

knowledge questions. However, without comparable data this 

phenomenon can not be attributed to either a long standing 

teacher practice, or to shifts prompted by innovative 

theoretical and research constructs. Guszak (1967) did not 

analyze teacher questions which referred to student 

background knowledge, thus teacher initiations probing 

background knowledge were excluded from comparisons. 

Thus, teachers initiate discussion with students by 

asking questions. These studies suggest that the 

characteristics of teacher questioning behavior relate to 

the quality of students response. 

Student talk: Response 

Working within the conversation context, O'Flahavan and 

his colleagues (1987) judged student responses as either 

congruent or partially congruent/incongruent based upon the 

linguistic reactions teachers exhibited toward student 
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responses. In this study student responses were defined 

based on Guszak's (1967) definition of congruent student 

response. According to Guszak (1967) a congruent student 

response is one which satisfies the substantive intent of a 

teacher-initiation question. In addition, classifications 

were developed for statements occurring in situations in 

which teachers did not allow time for a student response, 

students failed to respond, and student-initiated comments 

and questions. 

Results indicate slightly less congruence in 1987 

across all question types than in Guszak's (1967) study. 

Specifically, findings indicate a slight overall decrease in 

congruence for recall questions and explanation questions. 

This decrease was predicted from the shift toward more 

inferential questions documented. Inferential questions 

increase the processing demands of students and allow a 

wider range of plausible student responses, thus decreasing 

the likelihood that students will provide the responses that 

the teacher had in mind (O'Flahavan, Hartman, & Pearson, 

1987) • 

Student: Initiation 

Occasionally students ask questions of the teacher. 

However, opportunities for students to pose questions are 

not as readily available to students as they are to 

teachers. Whereas the teacher has the established "right" 



70 

to speak to any student at any time, these rights are not 

reciprocal. Students have much more limited conversational 

access (Cadzen, 1988). 

Merritt & Humphrey (1979) liken students' bids at 

getting the teacher's attention to customers summoning the 

attention of a store or a bank clerk. An investigation of 

these "service-like events" in nursery and primary 

classrooms found that students' request for aid was more 

likely to be positively attended to if the student 

approached the teacher through non verbal tactics. The 

researchers hypothesized that a non verbal child-student 

ini tiation allowed the teacher to "start the talk" th~s, 

control of the event was bestowed to the teacher. Both 

teacher and student are comfortably settled back into their 

familiar and well established conversational roles. It also 

affords the teacher the discretion of deciding when in the 

lesson the student's request can be addressed without 

disturbing the lesson at large. 

Although few are the occasions in which students 

initiate questions. to teachers, rarer still are the 

opportunities for students to initiate dialogue with other 

students. Conversations between students are difficult to 

find in the classroom. Lemke (1983) refers to this type of 

dialogue as "cross-discussion". Cross-discussion is 

dialogue between students with few teacher interruptions. 
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Public cross-discussion is signalled when one student 

addresses another publicly rather than addressing the 

teacher or when the teacher is addressed by students in the 

third person. 

Public cross-discussions are distinguished from private 

conversations among students. Lemke (1983) referred to such 

discourse as side-conversation. It is not unusual for 

students to generate and contribute serious questions to the 

lesson after an initial (and officially forbidden) side

conversation with a neighbor. The rules of good behavior, 

such as raising your hand and not talking to your neighbor, 

are not always compatible with productive dialogue about the 

ideas of the lesson. 

Student to student interaction, a phenomenon usually 

perceived by the teacher as peripheral, is important in 

reevaluating the teaching and learning process, specifically 

the roles assigned teachers and their students. Lemke's 

findings suggest that student learning is better achieved by 

less direct teacher intervention and more student to student 

interaction and involvement. 

Teacher: Evaluation 

The evaluation section of the three part initiation, 

response, evaluation sequence does more than indicate 

whether the student response to questions are right or 
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wrong. In effect, teachers do many things when evaluating 

student responses. 

By commenting on selected aspects of a student 

response, the teacher's reply can be considered not just 

evaluation, but "formulation." Teacher evaluation or 

feedback directs, defines and guides the course of the 

discussion, thus formulating and shaping the conversation. 

This formulating, or reformulating, phenomenon is 

habitual behavior in most classroom situations. A situation 

in which formulating occurs is the reading lesson. For 

example, the teacher writes the word "tree" on the board and 

asks the students, "Who knows what this word says?" A 

students responds, "Tab." The teacher replies with, "It 

does start with a It', de::>esn't it?" (Griffin & Mehan, 1979, 

p .196) • 

O'Flahavan, Hartman, & Pearson (1987) found that 

teachers primarily respond to students in three ways. 

Teachers affirming r~sponses accounted for 36% of feedback 

statements recorded, 25.5% of the teachers statements were 

comments on congruent students responses, and teachers 

repeated their original question for 15.5% of the feedback. 

OVerall frequency of feedback decreased according to . 

increase in grade level. Thus, teachers in second grade 

affirmed, commented on, or repeated questions to more 

student responses than teachers in the sixth grade. 
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Researches ( Barnes, 1978; Cazden, 1986, 1988; Sinclare 

& Coulthard, 1975) maintain that the interpretation of 

classroom language data is directly tied to the established 

classroom participation structures. The rights and rules 

pertaining to who can speak to whom, and when they are 

allowed to speak are integral in the interpretation of 

intent attributed to an utterance. 

Therefore, context serves an essential and integral 

component in the interpretation of classroom language. 

Knowledge about particular students, such as who is 

perceived as capable to do particular tasks, guides and 

influences the type of intez'action the teacher will initiate 

and with whom (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). This phenomenon 

is readily identified by student stratification in 

classrooms (Rist, 1970). Teacher expectations and 

perceptions of students' competence has been documented to 

be correlated with student achieved outcomes; specifically 

in the well established practice of ability grouping for 

reading instruction (Eder, 1981). 

Reading to Learn: Reading Comprehension 

Theoretical explanations of the reading process mold 

·definitions of reading comprehension. These definitions of 

reading comprehension guide' and direct the research 

conducted to explain, aid, and assess reading comprehension. 

Two divergent theoretical perspectives pervade reading 
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research literature: one is the information transfer model 

and the other is the in teracti ve mod.el of reading 

comprehension. Harste (1974-1984) has identified five areas 

illustrating the divergence of these models (l) the 

identification of where meaning resides, (2) the process of 

reading, (3) the key variable in the process, (4) the 

distinction between good and poor readers, (5) the cri.teria 

for successful reading. 

Information Transfer Model 

The information transfer model views meaning as 

residing solely within the text. The reading process 

entails transferring the meaning in text to the reader. The 

means for transfer of knowledge is prominently dependent 

upon the readers skills. Readers are identified as good or 

poor according to the reader's facility with reading skills 

to acquire knowledge, that is, the extent to which the 

author's meaning is obtained. 

Historically, reading research has primarily been 

conducted under the assumptions associated with the 

information transfer model. Research conducted based on 

this perspective view the text as the means to knowledge. 

Within this view reading comprehension is a bottom up or 

part to whole process. A reader first masters smaller 

pieces before progressing to larger segments of text. Text 

meaning is obtained through the knOWledge of discrete words 



comprising the text. Subsequently word knowledge is 

dependent on the identification of the letters comprising 

the words. 
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Familiarity with word meanings, that is word knowledge 

is related to the notion of verbal efficiency (Perfetti and 

Lesgold, 1979), or the similar notion of a bottle neck 

(Smith, 1978). According to these notions a reader has only 

limited processing capacity available for tasks that require 

conscious attention. If the reader can decode well and 

knows all the words in the text well, then identifying the 

words of the text can proceed more or less automatically so 

that most of the reader's attention can be given to 

comprehension. 

Thus, reading with understanding, depends then on low

level processes such as decoding and word recognition 

proceeding smoothly without much conscious attention. Any 

interruption of ~he processes, that is not knowing a letter 

or word, can diminish comprehension. Decoding skills and 

word knowledge are viewed as equally important for 

successful reading, the absence of either skill is. 

detrimental to comprehension. Although letter-name 

knowledge has been reported as the best predictor of 

beginning reading achievement (Dykstra, 1970), experiments 

have failed to demonstrate the causal relationship between 



76 

the two (Johnson, 1970; Samuel s, 1970). Jeffrey and Samuel s 

(1967) found that letter-sound training boosted word 

recognition, but a closer investigation of the data revealed 

that only two of the four letter-sound associations examined 

accounted for the effect (Samuels, 1970). These results 

suggest that teaching letter-sound relationships and letter

name relationships may be of limited value for reading 

comprehension. 

These theoretical research notions have been 

interpreted into instructional methodologies. The 

information transfer model has made a prominent impact on 

traditional teaching especially in special education 

environments. Basal readers, phonic instruction, and 

underlying process training have been used extensively in 

special education programs. These approaches to reading 

instruction seek to" alleviate the reading disability or to 

provide a minimum competency in functional" literacy. 

Longitudinal studies conducted by Muehl and Forell 

(1973-1974) indicated that remedial methods of reading 

instruction, such as decoding, when used with disabled 

readers fail to demonstrate substantial improvements. The 

investigation was a follow-up study of adults who had been 

referred to a reading clinic as children. The subjects were 

aged 8 to 15 at the time of diagnosis, all had normal 

intelligence as determined by the WISe, and each was free of 
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sensory or neurological defects. The findings showed that 

only two subjects scored in the fiftieth percentile on 

reading tests and over half scored below the twentieth 

percentile. Investigations reporting results such as these 

highlight the need to reevaluate the worth of reading 

instructional practices that isolate and stress letter and 

word knowledge. 

Interactive Model 

In contrast, the interactive reading model views the 

reader and the text as each contributing to the reading 

process. Meaning resides in both the text and the reader's 

mind. Reading occurs through the interacting of these two 

meaning systems. The key variable in this process are the 

reader's prior knowledge and the purpose for reading. The 

reader's background prior knowledge brought to the text is 

integrated into the text meaning. The text organization can 

be described as "considerate" or "inconsiderate" and is 

critical to facilitating meaning. A major distinction 

between good and poor readers is this facility for 

interacting with text. The criterion for judging reading 

success, according to this view, pertains to the type of 

strategies the reader uses and whether the reader 

accommodates for text features and reading conditions. 

Recent researchers grounded in the interactive model of 

reading comprehension assert that the ability to comprehend 
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a text depends on the relationship between the information 

in the text and the prior knowledge that the reader brings 

to the text. Such knowledge has been referred to as schema 

theory (Barlettt, 1932; Rumelhart & Ortorny, 1977). Schema 

theory provides an explanation of how prior knowledge 

interacts with new information. According to schema theory, 

information is a piece of information with another piece. 

The resul t "is a da ta structure representing the • . . 
concepts" developed regarding an "object, situation, event 

sequence of events action and.sequences of action" 

(Rumelhart, 1981, p.S). 

During the reading process, the reader relies on prior 

knowledge to solve ambiguous situations, to distinguish ne\,l 

information from the familiar and to clarify vague concepts 

(Raphael, Myers, Tirre, Fritz & Freebody, 1981). This 

suggests that schemata allows the reader to fill in gaps not 

explicit in the text. 

The use of background knowledge for story comprehension 

and reconstruction has also been investigated (Brown, 

Smiley, Townsend, & Lawton, 1977). Two experiments were 

conducted, each providing different background information 

that could be used to assist the students in vague or 

ambiguous sections of the passages. In the first experiment 

third, fifth and seventh grade children listened to a 

passage concerning an escape. Half of the students were 
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told that the main character was the chimpanzee hero of the 

television program "Planet of the Apes." After listening to 

the passage, the students were given a recognition task 

consisting of questions either congruent or incongruent with 

their given orientation. 

In the second experiment, groups of students from 

second, fourth, and sixth grades were led to believe that 

the Targa tribe was either of Eskimo or Desert Indian 

origin. 

tribe. 

other groups had no information concerning the 

A week later, the students listened to a culturally 

vague passage about Tor, a member of the Targa tribe, 

engaged in a hunt. In this experiment, recall and post 

recall interviews were used to measure the role of the given 

information on story comprehension and recall. 

Results from both experiments showed an absence of 

developmental trends in the influence of background 

knowledge on recognition and recall of the passage. The 

children used the background information that was provided 

to clarify and elaborate upon the passages. 

Raphael et ale (1981) studied the effects of three 

variables on comprehension: accessing word meanings, 

integrating prior knowledge, and using' text structure to 

organize ideas. In this study seventh grade students were 

asked to rate the comprehensibility of particular texts. 

Students rated the texts about familiar topics and those 
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with a coherent structure as more comprehensible than those 

about unfamiliar topics and those with poorly organized 

structures. 

The need to organize information effectively may be 

especially relevant to learning disabled (LD) students. 

Learning disabled youths have been characterized as inactive 

learners (Torgesen, 1977). Results of research on the 

selective attention and short term memory of the LD student 

suggests that these students failed to use organized 

strategies when attempting to solve tasks (Busch, 1984). 

Maier (1980) suggested that LD students are unable to 

integrate experiences and do not adequately organize 

infor.mation they receive. However, it is more likely 

that LD students are unaware of the need to do so (Torgesen 

& Licht, 1983). Winograd and Johnson (1980) hypothesized 

that if an a~propriate schema was provided for poor readers, 

their comprehension of text would improve. Bos, Anders, 
. 

Filip, and Jaffe, (1987) found that adolescent LD students 

who were cued to identify relationships among schemata 

recalled a greater amount of information presented in an 

assigned reading, and with more elaboration than did LD 

student who were not cued. 

Wong (1979) examined the effects of interaction with 

text in a comparison study of disabled readers and nor.mally 

achieving fifth grade students. Results indicate that 
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interaction of student and text through textually presented 

questions increased reading comprehension scores for both 

types of readers. 

A area of reading research that clearly exemplifies the 

contrast between these two competing models of the reading 

process is in the area of vocabulary research. There is a 

high and consistent correlation between scores on tests of 

vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension (Davis, 

1968); Thurstone, 1946; Clark, 1972). However, results of 

studies attempting to demonstrate a causal relationship 

between these two variables have been mixed. 

The next section describes four hypotheses developed to 

explain the vocabulary-comprehension connection. Studies 

related to the instruction of vocabulary and reading 

comprehension are also discussed. These hypotheses and 

related research served as the foundation for the background 

study (Bos, Anders, 1986-1989) from which the present s.tudy 

grew. 

Vocabulary Knowledge 

Researchers interested in the instructional 

implications of research for facilitating students' 

vocabulary acquisition have proposed four distinctive 

hypotheses to explain the word knowledge acquiring process. 

Anderson & Freebody (1981) offer three hypotheses to explain 



this process: (1) instrumental, (2) aptitude, and (3) 

knowledge. 
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The instrumental ~pothesis suggests that word 

knowledge is an essential element in reading. The 

instrumental hypothesis claims that knowledge of word 

meanings is directly in the causal chain resulting in text 

comprehension. This claim is evident in the notion 

suggesting that word difficulty is highly predictive of text 

readability (Coleman, 1971; Klare, 1975). 

The aptitude hypotheses is based primarily on 

investigations reporting a strong relationship between 

verbal ability and general intelligence (Terman, 1918). The 

aptitude ~pothesis views vocabulary tests as measures of 

verbal aptitude. According to this hypothesis persons with 

large vocabularies are better at discourse comprehension 

because they posses superior mental agility. A large 

vocabulary is not considered to be involved in a direct way 

in better text understanding, rather is a reflection of 

verbal ability that mainly determines whether text will be 

understood. 

According to the knowledge ~pothesis, performance on 

vocabulary tests is seen as a reflection of the readers 

exposure to the culture from which the text was drawn. The 

knowledge hypotheses is based on the theoretical notion of 

conceptual frameworks or "schemata". Schemata represent 
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entire networks of associated idea and concepts (Rurnelhart, 

1980). Individual words meanings are merely the exposed tip 

of the conceptual iceberg (Anderson & Freebody, 1981). 

Knowledge is crucial for text understanding, rather than 

being directly important, possessing a certain word meaning 

is only a sign that the' individual may have the knowledge 

needed to understand, a text. 

Mezynski (1983) agreed with Anderson and Freebody 

(1981) but added one more explanation, the access 

hypothesis. The access ~pothesis is related to how much 

practice one needs to have with a word in order for that 

word's meaning to be retained and quickly available for use 

in reading. The access hypothesis is theoretically based on 

the notion of rapid access to meaning (LaBerge & Sarnmuels, 

197~; Lesgold & Perfetti, 1977; and Perfetti & Lesgold, 

1978). The notion of rapid access to meaning assumes that 

the reading process draws from a limited resource pool. 

Effective reading requires that some component processes 

occur automatically or with low resource demands thus, 

conserving resources to concentrate on extracting meaning 

from unfamiliar words in the textv The more interruptions 

that occur because of unknown or incomplete meanings the 

greater the interference with text processing. 

Each of these theoretically grounded vocabulary 

acquisition hypotheses have generated instructional 
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implications and practices. The instrumental hypotheses 

emphasizes definitional knowledge. Becker (1977) stated 

that although there are families of words with related 

meanings: learning one vocabulary word gives little 

advantage in learning the next one. An instructional 

practice based on this hypothesis may instruct students to 

systematically build their vocabularies. Direct vocabulary 

building exercises may include memorization of word meaning. 

The aptitude hypothesis claims that vocabulary 

knowledge is a refection of verbal agility, therefore 

instructional intervention is not likely to aid readers' 

performance. However, verbal ability may grow in proportion 

to the amount of experience with language. This hypothesis 

recommends educators maximize the amount of reading children 

do. 

The knowledge hypothesis suggests that word meanings 

only represent a network of ideas students have available to 

help make text comprehensible. An instructional practice 

employing tenets of the knowledge hypothesis will generally 

teach new vocabulary in context of learning new knowledge 

(Goodman, 1976) and may encourage students to draw 

connections and make relationships among key concepts in the 

text (Anders & Bos, 1984). 

The access hypotheses emphasizes the importance of 

practice and the frequency of exposure in order to make word 
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meanings quickly accessible while reading. An instructional 

practice grounded in this hypothesis may include drilling 

activities with vocabulary words on flash cards. 

The present study investigated the talk generated by 

teachers and students engaged in one of four pre reading 

activities. Each of these prereading activities were 

related to one or a combination of the vocabulary 

acquisition hypotheses described. 

Direct Instruction 

Direct instruction as conceived for this experiment 

employed constructs from both the instrumental and the 

access vocabulary hypotheses. This prereading activity 

implemented a series of steps emphasizing memorization of 

defihitions and correct pronunciation of vocabulary related 

to a content area reading passage. 

Research inquiring the effectiveness of direct 

instruction approaches for word meaning and reading 

comprehension have reported inconsistent findings. Although 

directly teaching word meanings aided students' recall of 

definitions it was not helpful in improving reading 

comprehension (Tuinrnan & Brady, 1974). Jenkins, Pany & 

Schreck (1978) document similar findings, the most effective 

method of those they investigated involved intensive drill 

and practice of isolated words. This method was employed by 

both average and learning disabled children. These children 
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did indeed learn the words, but did not perform better than 

children who were not instructed in the method, for reading 

comprehension measured by both a cloze test and a retelling 

procedure. 

An additional concern for acquiring word knowledge is 

its accessability during the reading task. Mezynski (1983) 

argued that 

theoretically all the unknown words in a passage 
could be 'taught ' , yet without sufficient practice 
the words might not be learned well enough to be 
useful. In a functional sense, the words that are 
not practiced enough may be equivalent to 
I unknown I words (p.262). 

Perfetti and Hogoboam (1975} demonstrated that drilled 

readers show rapid word recognition, while less skilled 

readers are significantly slower. These findings represent 

supportive evidence for the importance of access speed as a 

reading comprehension factor. 

Beck et al. (1982) investigated the amount of practice 

as a factor in lexical access speed. Decisions made at the 

word and sentence level were examined. Results indicate 

that additional practice with words receiving the most 

practice reflected significantly greater access speed on 

word and sentence level decisions. Decisions regarding 

words receiving some and no practice were equally slow when 

compared with the performance of a control group receiving 

no vocabulary instruction. 
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Semantic Mapping 

Semantic m~pping (SM) is a interactive instructional 

strategy that applies notions grounded in the knowledge 

hypothesis. The mapping strategy was introduced by 

Armbruster and Anderson (1980) as a technique to convey 

meaning of important relationships in a text by representing 

them in an interconnected diagram.. Integral to the 

knowledge hypothesis is the concept of prior knowledge. 

According to this notion students past and associated 

experiences are valuable and viable to learning new 

knowledge and new vocabulary representing that knowledge. 

The semantic mapping activity implemented in the 

present study encouraged discussion and interaction among 

group participants, guiding students toward the construction 

of a visual device. This visual scheme represented the 

connection and relationships among and betwe'en content 

vocabulary generated from the text and the group discussion. 

Semantic mapping has been the focus of much recent 

research. Findings generally support semantic mapping as a 

viable method of teaching both vocabulary and reading 

comprehension. When. studying fourth through sixth grade 

students Toms-Bronowski (1983) found students who were 

taught target vocabulary through the semantic map out 

performed students who were instructed in contextual 

analysis. Johnson, Toms-Bronowski, and Pittleman (1982) 
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found consistent favorable results for the semantic mapping 

exercise when retention test scores were analyzed against 

those generated by students instructed in content analysis. 

Research investigating the effectiveness of semantic 

mapping as a prereading strategy have also reported 

favorable results. Semantic mapping treatment was found to 

be an effective prereading treatment for vocabulary 

acquisition and reading comprehension with fourth and fifth 

grade students (Jones, 1984; Johnson, Pittleman, Toms

Bronowski & Levin, 1984). Hagan (1980) not only found 

semantic mapping to be an effective prereading motivator but 

also a valuable diagnostic tool for assessing students' 

prior knowledge and encouraging divergent thinking. 

Semantic Feature Analysis 

Semantic feature analysis (SFA) is a second interactive 

strategy designed for vocabulary development and reading 

comprehension based on tenets of the knowledge hypothesis. 

This instructional strategy encourages group discussion 

towards making predictions regarding the relationship or 

lack of relationship between words representing details or 

specific attributes of ideas and categorical or higher level 

concepts and ideas. These decisions are tallied and 

recorded in the cells of a matrix. The matrix displays the 

important ideas (coordinate concepts) in columns across the 
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page and the important vocabulary (subordinate concepts) in 

a row down the left hand side, forming a grid. 

Research investigating the semantic feature analysis 

technique has reported promising findings. Johnson, 

Pittleman, Toms-Bronowski, and Levin (1984) compared the 

effectiveness of semantic feature analysis with semantic 

mapping and a basal approach on students' vocabulary 

acquisition and reading comprehension. All three treatments 

were found to facilitate word knowledge, however, only the 

semantic feature analysis and the semantic mapping 

techniques were found to aid reading comprehension. 

Anders and Bos (1986) have also documented favorable 

effects on reading comprehension when junior high students 

were instructed in the use of semantic feature analysis. 

Consistent findings were found when the study was replicated 

investigating the effectiveness of the strategy when used by 

students in learning disabilities classrooms (Bos & Anders, 

1986-1989). 

Semantic Syntactic Feature Analysis 

An adaptation of the SFA is the semantic syntactic 

feature analysis (SSFA) is a technique which explicitly 

deals with relationships among word meanings. This 

technique is also grounded in ideas associated with the 

knowledge hypothesis. In addition to group predictions 

regarding relationships, the semantic syntactic feature 
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analysis employs group discussion and the matrix to complete 

five cloze sentences. 

Although research investigating this technique has not 

been extensive, available research report compelling 

findings. The background study (Anders & Bos, 1986-1989) 

has documented semantic syntactic feature analysis as 

effective in aiding learning disabled students' vocabulary 

knowledge and reading comprehension. These findings do not 

support the claim that the semantic feature analysis and 

semantic syntactic feature analysis strategies may be too 

complex for unsophisticated students (Moore, Readence, & 

Rickelman, 1989). 

The interactive strategies (SM, SFA, and SSFA) are 

designed to provide teachers with a systematic teaching 

procedure for engaging students in the processes of 

predicting, exploring, reinforcing, ~nd organizing 

vocabulary concepts through categorization (Johnson & 

Pearson, 1989). Reading research indicates that semantic 

involvement with the text and attention to text structure 

are two important variables concerning the retention of 

textual information. Researchers (Felker & Dapra, 1975; 

Frase & Schwartz, 1975) have noted that when. readers 

interact with the meaning of the text it produced greater 

gains in performance. 
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The potential for reading comprehension and recall is 

especially important to readers historically perceived as 

inactive and unorganized. Interactive strategies such as 

semantic mapping, semantic feature analysis, and semantic 

syntactic feature analysis are designed to facilitate 

students' acquisi~ion, organization, storage, and retrieval 

of information. 



CHAPTER THREE 

BACKGROUND STUDY 
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Research conducted with upper elementary bilingual, 

junior high and senior high school learning disabled 

students suggests interactive teaching strategies to be more 

effective than the direct instruction teaching strategy. 

Scores on the multiple choice test, which included 

vocabulary knowledge and conceptual knowledge items, and 

scores derived fro~ the analysis of written summaries 

reflected greater recall and content understanding by 

students participating in the interactive teaching 

conditions, (Anders & Bos, 1986-1989). 

This chapter will describe the intervention classrooms, 

intervention conditions, intervention materials, 

intervention procedures used in the backgr"ound study. 

Intervention Classrooms 

The classrooms studied included bilingual upper 

elementary grade, junior high and senior high students. 

These students were served by special education in the 

Tucson Unified School District (T.U.S.D.), Tucson, Arizona. 

In this section the following will be presented: a brief 

description of the Tucson Unified School District, an 

overview of learning disabilities identification, criteria 

used for bilingualism, a description of the interactive 

staff development procedures conducted with the teachers of 



the learning disabled students, and the selection of 

intervention classes. 

The Tucson Unified School District 

The Tucson Unified School District (T.U.S.D.), with a 

geographic area of 200 square miles, is the largest school 

district in Arizona and serves a student population of 

53,000, with approximately 3,000 students identified as 

learning disabled. 

93 

The ethnic breakdown of students in Tucson Unified 

School District is approximately 3% American Indian, 32% 

Hispanic, 5% Black, 2% Asian and 58% other. The learning 

disabled population reflects similar proportions with 36% of 

the learning disabled students served being Hispanic. 

Tucson Unified School District represents a wide 

diversity of socioeconomic status, as it serves the majority 

of students in th~ city of Tucson as well as surrounding 

rural areas including several Indian Reservations. 

Learning Disabilities Identification 

Students were identified as learning disabled according 

to school district criteria, (Appendix A). For this study, 

only learning disabilities students with either a full 

scale, verbal or performance IQ of at least 85 were 

eligible. 

Bilingual Criteria for Participation 

To be considered a bilingual learning disabled student 

for this study, the student must have been identified as 
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learning disabled according to school district criteria. 

Further, the students needed to be currently participating 

or previously, within the last two years, participated in a 

bilingual program. Spanish and English were identified as 

the bilingual students' first or second language according 

to the Language Assessment Scale, (DeAvila & Duncan, 

1981/1982). 

Interactive Staff Development 

All teachers who participated in the study received 

instruction in the intervention strategies during two full 

days of staff development training. These teachers were all 

certified to teach students with learning disabilities. 

Although not all bilingual, teachers provided instruction 

using their students' dominant language. A description of 

the training follows: 

Day One 

Each participating teacher attended a full day of 

instruction training. Teachers were grouped according to 

their students' preferred language of instruction. Teaching 

materials were constructed bilingually and student responses 

were encouraged in either Spanish or English. 

Each group participated in three forty minute simulated 

teaching/learning experiences. In each of the simulations 

teachers were introduced to one of the four intervention 

conditions: direct instruction, semantic mapping, semantic 

feature analysis, and a variation of the semantic feature 



analysis condition called the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis. During each simulation, researchers provided 

teachers an oral overview of the strategy's key elements. 

Procedures for each conditions' implementation was modeled 

for approximately fifteen minutes by a researcher using 

materials generated for the staff development training and 

were conducted in Spanish and/or English as deemed 

appropriate for the group. 

The simulation session also provided intervention 

teachers twenty minutes to practice the strategies using a 

second set of passages and materials referred to as pilot 

materials. Throughout the sessions, intervention teachers 

and researchers exchanged roles of teacher and student as 

they anticipated and discussed possible classroom 

interaction. 
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At the end of the first day of training teachers were 

randomly assigned teaching conditions. Several teachers had 

more than one group of students and were assigned more than 

one teaching condition, but no teacher was assigned more 

than two conditions. 

Teachers received a notebook containing teaching 

directions and all staff development and pilot materials 

including: teacher script, teacher vocabulary list, student 

vocabulary list, semantic map, semantic relationship chart, 

and semantic relationship chart and sentences. Student 

materials were distributed according to condition 



assignment. Teachers were asked to practice their 

intervention condition with both the provided staff 

development and pilot instructional materials before the 

second day of training. 
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Arrangements for video taping the instructional 

intervention employing the pilot passage and materials were 

made between intervention teachers and researchers. These 

video tapes were viewed and analyzed for use as 

demonstration aids during the second day of training. 

Day Two 

The second day of training was conducted approximately 

five weeks after the initial staff development training to 

insure sufficient time for teachers to practice their 

intervention condition(s) using pilot materials with their 

students. Teachers were grouped according to their 

intervention condition for additional instructional 

training. 

During two forty minute reflection sessions teachers 

were guided through key teaching components of their 

intervention condition by viewing video taped teaching 

demonstrations. The provided handout, summarized and 

highlighted these key components and served as a quick 

reference tool (Appendix B). Throughout the session, 

teachers shared comments, personal experiences and concerns. 

Researchers encouraged such discussion and offered teaching 

suggestions. The second forty minute session afforded 



teachers the opportunity to learn more about an additional 

condition. However, teachers assigned two conditions were 

asked to attend both assigned group sessions. 
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All teachers were given experimental material including 

passage, teacher vocabulary list, student vocabulary list, 

filled and blank semantic maps, filled and blank 

relationship charts, filled and blank cloze sentences, and 

teaching scripts further described in the intervention 

material section. Arrangements for video taping the 

experimental intervention were made between teachers and 

researchers. 

Classroom Selection 

Parent permission to participate in the study was 

obtained for students meeting the selection criteria. 

Intact classes were randomly assigned to an 

intervention condition. The intervention condition was 

conducted by the classroom learning disabilities teacher. 

Intervention Conditions 

This section provides a brief description of the four 

intervention conditions investigated in the background 

study. The direct instruction condition is grounded in a 

combination of the access hypothesis (Mezynski, 1983), the 

instrumental hypothesis (Anderson & Freebody, 1981) and the 

information transfer theory of reading comprehension. The 

interactive conditions: semantic mapping, semantic feature 

analysis, and semantic syntactic feature analysis are 
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grounded in the knowledge hypothesis (Anderson & Freebody, 

1981) and the interactional theory of reading comprehension 

(Rumelhart,1980). 

Direct Instruction (DI) 

The direct instruction method used in this study 

implements a series of steps: (1) the teacher reads the 

definition aloud (students follow along silently, reading 

their student vocabulary list), (2) the teacher reads the 

sample sentence using the target word or phrase aloud, (3) 

the teacher repeats the word and definition aloud, and (4) 

students repeat the word or phrase and its definition aloud. 

The correct and automatic pronunciation of each identified 

vocabulary term or phrase is drilled to mastery. The 

practice also emphasizes the memorization of a concise 

concept-related definition containing a familiar synonym. 

The implementation of direct instruction is further 

explained in the intervention procedure section of this 

chapter. 

Semantic Mapping (SM) 

Semantic mapping is an interactive strategy that 

encourages discussion and interaction among group 

participants. This strategy guides students toward the 

construction of a visual device. This visual scheme 

represents the connections and relationships among and 

between content vocabulary generated from text and the group 

discussion and is displayed prominently on the chalkboard. 



Specifics for conducting a semantic mapping lesson are 

addressed in the intervention procedure section of this 

chapter. 

Semantic Feature Analysis (SFA) 
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Semantic feature analysis is a strategy designed for 

vocabulary development and reading comprehension. This 

instructional strategy encourages group discussion towards 

making decisions regarding the relationship or lack of 

relationship between words and ideas. These decisions are 

tallied and recorded in the cells of a matrix. The matrix 

provides the important ideas displayed in columns across the 

page and the important vocabulary in a row down the left 

hand side, forming a grid. Specifics for conducting the 

semantic feature analysis condition are further explained in 

the intervention procedures section of this chapter. 

Semantic Syntactic Feature Analysis (SSFA) 

Semantic syntactic feature analysis is also designed 

for vocabulary development and reading comprehension. This 

instructional strategy also uses group discussion for 

guiding decisions regarding relationship on the matrix. In 

addition group discussion is used in referring to the matrix 

to complete five cloze sentences. Specifics for conducting 

the semantic syntactic feature analysis condition are 

further explained in the intervention procedures section of 

this chapter. 
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Intervention Materials 

The content used in developing intervention materials 

for the background study (Anders & Bos, 1986-1989) was 

selected from various textbooks. Social studies textbooks 

were used to select staff development, pilot, and 

experimental passages for the bilingual elementary students. 

Science textbooks were used to select staff development, 

pilot, and experiment passages for the junior high school 

students. Vocational education textbooks were used to 

select staff development, pilot and experimental for the 

high school students. Materials described in this section 

were available in Spanish and English for the elementary 

study and include: the passage, teacher vocabulary list, 

student vocabulary I is t, teacher scrip to, direct instruction, 

semantic map, semantic feature analysis (relationship 

chart), semantic syntactic feature analysis (relationship 

chart and sentences), intervention pre-test and the' 

comprehension post-test. 

Passage 

Passages used during each phase of this investigation 

were subjected to content analysis (Vacca, 1980; Scanlon, 

et. al., in progress). A group of three graduate research 

assistants read each staff development, pilot, and 

experimental passages to generate an organizational 

framework comprising of superordinate, coordinate and 



subordinate concepts. The following series of steps 

describe the process. 

(1) Read passage 

(2) Identify topic - superordinate concepts 

(3) Select main ideas - coordinate concepts 

(4) List vocabulary related to main ideas -
subordinate concepts 

(5) Decide which concepts and content-related 
vocabulary to teach 

(6) Group subordinate concepts (vocabulary) by 
coordinate concepts (main ideas) 

(7) During process attend to text structure: 

a. overall text structure 
narrative 
descriptive expository 
compare/contrast 
cause/effect 
headings, subheadings 
topic sentences 
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bold print 
introductions and summaries 

Teacher Vocabulary List 

The teacher concept list was constructed to provide 

teachers with uniform definitions for key words and concepts 

found in the passage, which would be manipulated in all 

intervention conditions. Definitions were derived through 

negotiation among three researchers who drew from sources 

such as, textbook glossaries, dictionaries and personal 

experiences. Interactive conditions (SM, SFA and SSFA) 

primarily used the teacher concept list as a reference 

source, while the direct instruction condition relied solely 



on the teacher concept list as its concept/word 

manipulation. The teacher copcept list included a 

concept/word definition (pertaining to the context of the 

passage) and a sample sentence using the target 

concept/word. 

Student Vocabulary List 
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Each student participating in the direct instruction 

intervention condition was provided a student vocabulary 

list. The list contained the identical vocabulary and 

definitions as the teacher vocabulary list, however the 

student list did not include the sample sentences provided 

in the teacher list. 

Teacher Scripts 

Intervention condition scripts provided teachers 

intervention directions in a dialogue for.rn. The scripts 

consisted of an introduction, probe questions and sample 

vocabulary to used "as part of an example for intervention 

practice. 

Each intervention condition script addressed specific 

elements inherent in that particular intervention condition. 

Although teachers were encouraged to rephrase aspects of the 

script with their own wording, key points (in the script) 

were stressed to be read verbatim. 

Direct Instruction 

Teachers assigned to the direct instruction 

intervention condition were provided a teacher vocabulary 
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list, which included vocabulary and definitions pertaining 

each the staff development, pilot and the experimental 

passages. Students were provided the student vocabulary 

list. The student vocabulary list included the same 

vocabulary and definitions as in the teacher concept list, 

but did not include sample sentences. 

Semantic Mapping 

Teachers assigned the semantic mapping condition were 

provided a completed map relating the social studies 

concepts and vocabulary selected from the staff development, 

pilot, and experimental passages. The completed map was 

used only as an instructional example for training, 

anticipating and encouraging the possibility of many 

variations. Students were provided a blank sheet of pape~ 

with concepts and vocabulary listed on the left hand side. 

Semantic Feature Analysis 

Teacher assigned the Semantic Feature Analysis 

condition were provided a completed relationship chart 

illustrating the relationship between the important ideas 

and the important words selected from the staff development, 

pilot and experimental passages. The completed charts were 

used only as an instructional aid for training, and were 

considered examples. Students were provided with a blank 

chart with important ideas (coordinate concepts) across the 

top and important words (subordinate concepts) down the left 

hand side. 
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semantic Syntactic Feature Analysis (SSFA) 

Teachers assigned the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis condition were provided a completed relationship 

chart and completed cloze sentences illustrating the 

relationship between the important ideas and the important 

words. The completed charts and sentences were used only as 

instructional aids for training and were considered 

examples. Students were provided a blank chart with 

important ideas (coordinate concepts) across the top and 

important words (subordinate concepts) down the left hand 

side and blank cloze sentences. 

Pre-Test Measure 

One week prior to the intervention a forty-two item 

pretest was administered aloud by the classroom teacher. 

This multiple choice pre-test consisted of ten distractor 

items pertaining to the pilot passage topi~ and thirty-two 

items pertaining to the experimental passage (Appendix C). 

In addition, a topic interest inventory was also 

administered aloud to measure the degree of interest 

students had in the proposed topics of study. The topic 

interest inventory consisted of thirteen likert scale items, 

six items pertained to the pilot. passage and seven 

pertaining to the experimental passage (Appendix D). These' 

two measures were used as covariates in the analysis. 
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Comprehension Post-Test and Follow-Up 

Post testing was conducted by the intervention teacher 

on the third day, according to procedures. Two measures of 

comprehension, student generated summaries and a multiple 

choice test, were collected the day after intervention and 

again three weeks later. Teachers provided each student 

with a blank sheet of theme paper and encouraged them to 

write all they knew about the studied topic. Students were 

assured that getting their thought down was of prime 

importance and not to worry about their spelling or other 

writing mechanics. Students were allowed twenty minutes to 

work on their written summaries. If twenty minutes was not 

sufficient they were instructed to wri te "ran out of time" 

at the bottom of their piece. 

In addition, students in each condition were given the 

same thirty-two item.multiple choice test (pretest). 

Teachers were instructed to read the test aloud and to 

encourage their students to follow along at the same pace. 

fifteen of the items addressed vocabulary, requiring 

definition knowledge, and seventeen of the items addressed 

conceptual knowledge, requiring the students to draw 

relationships among concepts. The multiple choice test and 

the written summaries were administered and collected in the 

same fashion three weeks later as follow-up measures, 

(Appendix D). 
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Intervention Procedures 

Intervention procedures for this study consisted of a 

three day strand of events. Day one of all conditions were 

video taped for further analysis, days two and three were 

not video taped. Each condition consisted of the 

manipulation of content through the use of direct 

instruction, semantic map (relationship map), semantic 

feature analysis (relationship chart) or semantic syntactic 

feature analysis (relationship chart and sentences) on the 

first day. A review of the definitions, maps, charts, or 

sentences plus the reading of the passage was completed on 

the second day. The third day was comprised of testing. 

Teachers were given an overview which described the three 

days in outline for.m and their approximate times for 

completion (Appendix F). 

Procedures for day one included: (1) set up for the 

lesson by writing words on the chalkboard (SM and DI) or 

drawing the relationship chart, (2) introduction of the 

topic or concept to be previewed through direct instruction 

or the introduction of the concept of a relationship map or 

chart, (3) complete the relationship map or chart, (4) 

complete the cloze sentences and (5) collect the maps or 

charts. 

Day two included: (1) setting the purposes for reading 

by rehearsing any difficult definition, or highlighting 

ambiguities in charts or maps, (2) reading the passage, (3) 
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post reading discussion pertaining to defini tions, maps, 

charts or sentences, referring to information in the 

passage, and (4) collecting vocabulary lists, m~ps, charts 

and passages. 

Day three tasks included: (1) distribution of students' 

vocabulary lists, maps, charts and sentences, (2) studying 

for the comprehension test using their instructional aid 

(approximately ten minutes), (3) collecting vocabulary 

lists, maps, charts, and sentences, (4) students generating 

their written summaries and their collection, and (5) the 

administration of the multiple choice comprehension test 

(read aloud by the teacher) and their collection. 

A generic third day script was used by all teachers in 

all intervention conditions, which guided teachers and 

students through the testing day procedures, the script was 

available in both Spanish and English. The same third day 

script was used for post test as well as the follow up test 

three weeks later. 

Resul ts 

Data from the study were analyzed to determine the 

short and long term learning effects of the four 

~nstructional conditions on LD students' learning using a 4 

X (2) mixed design. In this design the four instructional 

conditions served as the between factor, while time (post

test and follow-up) served as the within factor. To control 

for intellectual functioning and interest and prior 



knowledge of the topic', the Full Scale IQ score and the 

results of the prior knowledge test and topic interest 

inventory served as covariates in most of the analyses. 

Reading Test 
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Results from the reading test were analyzed for both 

the vocabulary and the conceptual scores. For the 

vocabulary scores, only prior knowledge had a significant 

effect as a covariate. Results indicate that students in 

the interactive instructional conditions learned and 

retained more vocabulary than students in the direct 

instruction condition, and students receiving SSFA retained 

the most amount of vocabulary information. 

Results for the conceptual scores were similar except 

that both prior knowledge and interest were significant. 

Results indicate that students in the interactive conditions 

comprehended better than students in the direct instruction 

condition and that students in the SSFA comprehended more at 

follow-up. 

Written Summaries 

Vocabulary. Results indicate that while differences 

were not evident between the direct instruction condition 

and the interactive conditions immediately following 

instruction, a month later student in the direct instruction 

condition generated less vocabulary. Concepts. The 

students in the direct instruction and semantic mapping 

conditions generated more relevant concepts than students 
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involved in the semantic feature analysis and the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis. However, at the follow-up a 

pattern of the interactive instructional strategies 

facilitating students recall of concepts was evident. 

Prior Knowledge. No covariates were found to be 

"significant. 

"Holistic scores. No covariates were found to be 

significant. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

METHODOLOGY 
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While Anders and Bos (1986-1989) investigated the 

results of teaching, the present study, is designed to 

investigate the teaching itself. This study probes for 

factors contributing to the effectiveness of direct 

instruction, semantic mapping, semantic feature analysis, 

and semantic syntactic feature analysis. Specifically, the 

instructional verbal interactions shared between students 

and teachers were analyzed quantatively, investigating the 

amount and type of participant involvement, and 

qualitatively describing discussion content. The quality 

and quantity of teacher and student verbal contributions 

made in the various conditions was hypothesized to be 

different because of the varied theoretical bases from which 

these conditions were derived. Student written summaries 

and multiple choice test performance were also analyzed for 

possible strategy effects. 

This chapter will describe the intervention classrooms, 

intervention conditions, intervention materials, 

intervention procedures, method of data collection and 

scoring and data analysis. 

Intervention Classrooms 

This study investigates eight classes involving eight 

teachers and a total of sixty-two bilingual upper elementary 
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grade students. Students varied in their degree of 

bilingualism. Students included Spanish dominant students, 

English dominant students, and students equally proficient 

in both languages. Teachers, although not all bilingual, 

provided instruction in their students' dominant language. 

The eight classes studied were selected from the population 

originally investigated by Anders & Bos (1986-1989). These 

students were served by special education in Tucson Unified 

School District #1 were involved in either resource or self

contained learning disabilities classrooms. 

Oral and written discourse generated from participation 

in the eight assigned classrooms were investigated 

including: two classrooms implementing direct instruction, 

two classrooms implementing the semantic mapping condition, 

two classrooms implementing the semantic feature analysis 

condition, and two classrooms implementing the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis condition. 

Intervention Materials 

The content used in developing the intervention 

materials for the bilingual elementary study (Anders & Bos, 

1986-1989), was selected from two social studies textbooks. 

Staff development and pilot instructional materials were 

generated using the social studies text, Communities and 

Resources, published by Silver Burdett (1986). Experimental 

instructional materials were generated using the social 
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studies text, Communities, published by Hartcourt, Brace & 

Jovanivich (1985). These textbooks were selected because 

they are representative of texts used in school. Materials 

described in this section were available in both Spanish and 

English and include: the passage, teacher vocabulary list, 

student vocabulary list, teacher script, direct instruction, 

semantic mapping, semantic feature analysis, and semantic 

syntactic feature analysis, intervention pre-test and the 

comprehension post-test. 

Passage 

The experimental passage, Community Services/Servicios 

de la comunidad, used in this investigation was selected 

from the social studies textbook, Communi ties (Hartcourt, 

Brace & Jovanivich, 1985) and was subjected to content 

analysis (Vacca, 1980). The content analysis generated the 

superordinate concept of community services and coordinate 

concepts such as: police and firefighters, and subor~inate 

concepts such as: direct traffic and save lives (Appendix 

G) • 

Teacher Vocabulary List 

The teacher vocabulary list, as described in the 

background study, consists of vocabulary words and phrases 

and their definitions and sample sentences using the 

vocabulary. For this study the vocabulary was selected from 



the Community Services/Servicios de la comunidad passage 

(Appendix H) • 

Student Vocabulary List 
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The student vocabulary list, as described in the 

background study, consists of vocabulary words and phrases 

and their definitions. For this study the vocabulary was 

selected from the Community Services/Servicios de la 

comunidad passage (Appendix I). 

Teacher Script 

The teacher script provided teachers intervention 

directions in a dialogue form. The scripts consisted of an 

introduction, probe questions and sample vocabulary 

pertaining to the Community Services/Servicios de la 

comunidad passage (Appendix J) • 

Direct Instruction 

Teachers assigned to the direct instruction condition 

were provided a teacher concept list pertaining to the 

Community Services/Servicios de la comunidad passage. 

Students were provided a student list containing the words 

and their def ini tions (Appe·ndices H and I). 

Semantic Mapping 

Teachers assigned to the semantic mapping condition 

were provided a completed map illustrating the relationship 

between the social studies concepts and vocabulary 

pertaining to the Community Services/Servicios de la 
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comunidad. Students were provided a blank sheet of paper 

with concepts and vocabulary listed down the left hand side 

(Appendix K). 

Semantic Feature Analysis 

Teachers assigned the semantic feature analysis 

condition were provided a completed relationship chart 

illustrating the relationship between the important ideas 

(coordinate concepts) and important words (subordinate 

concepts) pertaining to the Community Services/Servicios de 

la comunidad passage. Students were provided a blank matrix 

wi th impor.tant ideas across the top and important words down 

the left hand side (Appendix L). 

Semantic Syntactic Feature Analysis 

Teachers assigned to the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis condition were given the completed relationship 

chart and completed cloze sentences. Students were given 

blank charts and sentences. Both sets illustrated the 

relationships between concepts and vocabulary selected from 

the Community Services/Servicios de la comunidad passage 

(Appendix M). 

Pre-Test Measures 

One week prior to the original intervention study 

(Anders & Bos, 1986-1989) a forty-two item pretest was 

administered by the classroom teacher. The multiple choice 

pretest consisted of ten distractor items pertaining to the 
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pilot passage topic and thirty-two items pertaining to the 

Community Services/Servicios de la comunidad passage 

(Appendix C). In addition a topic interest inventory was 

also administered aloud to measure the degree of interest 

students had in community services (Appendix D). 

Comprehension Post-Test and Follow-Up 

Post testing was conducted on the third day of 

intervention according to procedures and again three weeks 

later. Each condition was given the same thirty-two 

multiple choice test. Fifteen of the items'addressed 

vocabulary and seventeen items addressed concepts both qrawn 

from the Community Services/Servicios de la comunidad 

passage (Appendix E). Each student was also asked to 

generate a written summary reflecting all they knew about 

the studied topic. Students were assured that their 

thoughts and ideas were of primary importance and not to 

worry about their spelling and other writing mechanics. 

Method of Data Collection and Scoring 

This section will describe the procedures of data 

collection and analysis for the language samples, the 

written summaries, and the vocabulary/reading comprehension 

test. 
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Language Samples 

This section describes the procedures used to collect, 

transcribe, and code teachers' and students' language 

samples. 

Collection. Each class was video taped during day one 

of the experimental intervention. An additional tape 

recorder was used to ensure audio recording of all 

participants. Students and teachers had previous exposure 

to the camera equipment during pilot stages of the study as 

well as other school related occasions. Thus, the use of 

equipment was thought to have minimal effects on natural 

classroom discussion and interaction. 

Transcription. Audio tapes were transcribed. In the 

transcription, the teacher student dyad ~as preserved. 

Teacher talk was designated on the transcripts by an upper 

case letter "T" on the left hand side. Student talk was 

designated on the transcripts by an upper case letter "S" on 

the left hand side. Each turn at talk was numbered on the 

left hand side beginning with 001 to aid the coding and 

analyzing procedures. A wide right-hand margin was 

maintained on the transcription providing space for coding 

and comments. 

The material used in the transcription of teachers' and 

students' verbal contributions included the tape recorded of 

the language samples and a cassette tape transcriber. The 



117 

transcriptions were verified by the researcher four times. 

First, the researcher coded for teachers' instructional 

characteristics (function and form). Next, the researcher 

coded for students' prior knowledge (elaborate, specific, 

restrictive, inaccurate, and other). Third, the researcher 

coded for frequency of teachers and students verbal 

participation (number of turns at talk). Finally, the 

research coded for teacher and student language (Spanish, 

English or both). 

Coding and Procedures. Transcripts were coded for 

teacher and student language. Teacher language was coded 

for the operationalization of instruction using general, 

interactive and directive teaching functions. Student 

language was coded for employment of prior knowledge, using 

elaborate, specific and restrictive as descriptors. Teacher 

and student. utterances were coded for frequency of utterance 

and quality of utterance. All coding was recorded on the 

Discourse Analysis Coding System (DACS) (see, Appendix N for 

procedures) • 

operationalization of instruction. Teacher talk was 

coded for functions and forms used in the operationalization 

of instruction. The DACS coding system is based on the key 

components worksheet provided at the secohd teacher training 

session (Appendix B) • 
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The DACS categorizes teacher utterances according to 

interactive, directive, and general teaching functions, 

question, statement, and request/demand forms, Spanish and 

English language use. 

The interactive teaching practices are based on the 

knowledge hypothesis. The knowledge hypothesis supports the 

notion of teacher and student" understanding of knowledge 

through prediction and interaction (Goodman, 1984; 

Rumelhart, 1980;). Teaching functions characteristic of 

interactive teaching include: (1) activate prior knowledge, 

(2) tie new knowledge to old knowledge and tie new ideas 

together, (3) predict relationships, (4) utilize cooperative 

knowledge sharing, (5) teach concepts in relation to the 

context, (6) justify relationships between and among 

concepts, and (7) confirm understanding (Anders & Bos, 

1987). Each teacher utterance reflective· of interactive 

teaching was tallied and proportions were calculated. 

The direct instruction approach is grounded in the 

instrumental hypothesis and the access hypothesis. These 

hypotheses are based on notions of teachers providing 

modeling and making information accessible (Mezynski, 1983; 

Anderson & Freebody, 1981). Teaching functions 

characteristic of the direct instruction approach include: 

(1) directly teaching the skill, (2) student application 

under teacher supervision, (3) provision of corrective 
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feedback, and (4) provision of practice exercises (Baumann, 

1983). Each teacher utterance reflective of direct 

instruction was tallied and proportions were calculated. 

Teaching functions that are employed in general 

teaching and do not necessarily reflect tenets exclusively 

associated with interactive or direct instruction teaching 

models were also coded. General teaching functions 

included: (1) provide an overview, (2) provide an example, 

and (3) management. Each teacher utterance reflective of 

general teaching was tallied and proportions were 

calculated. 

Teacher utterances which could not be attributed to 

general, interactive, nor direct instruction functions 

included: (1) praise, (2) incomplete statements, and (3) 

mumbles. Each of these utterances were coded as "other". 

In all conditions, the teaching function labeled "other" 

represented approximately the s·ame amount of teacher 

utterances. These utterances do not reflect instructional 

differences across the conditions and were excluded from the 

proportion tabulation. 

Form is defined as the grammatical structure of an 

utterance. For.rn was classified as either a statement, a 

question, or a request/demand. For example the utterance, 

What do you think this word means? was coded as a question. 



Each utterance (question, statement, request/demand) was 

tallied and proportions calculated. 
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Student Prior Knowledge •. Prior knowledge is what the 

reader or learner knows before reading new information. 

Student talk was coded for the quality and amount of prior 

knowledge used as identified and described by an adapted 

version of Langer's (1982) prior knowledge category scheme. 

Each student response was rated for quality of prior 

knowledge according to the following categories: elaborate, 

specific, restricted, inaccurate and other. For example, 

the student utterance "It cleans the water like a.washing 

machine does our clothes," would be considered an elaborate 

student response because this utterance illustrates the 

drawing of relationships by the use of an analogy. 

The student response type labeled "other" was 

represented in approximately the same amount of instances 

across all conditions. This response type included 

incomplete statements and mumbles which could not be coded 

as prior knowledge and were excluded from proportion 

tabulation. The student response type "inaccurate" was 

subsumed in the specific or restrictive response type 

categories and was also excluded from the proportion 

tabulation. For example a student response coded as 

inaccurate would have also been coded for either specific or 
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restrictive. The specific and restrictive categories were 

tallied and proportions were calculated. 

Frequency of utterance. Transcripts were coded for 

speaker: teacher and student. ~1e total frequency of 

teacher turns at talk and total student turns at talk were 

tallied and proportions were calculated. 

Language use. Transcripts were coded for the language 

used by student and teacher per turns at talk. Each 

utterance was coded as Spanish or English. If a students 

code switched during a single utterance these utterances 

were coded as using both Spanish and English. Utterances 

from a 300 turn at talk sample from each transcipt were 

tallied according to Spanish or English and proportions 

calculated. 

Reliability. Four bilingual (Spanish/English) graduate 

assistants were trained to code teacher and student 

utterances. Intercoder reliability of .83 was established 

at the initial training session. Reliability was measured 

twice throughout the remainder of the coding. After the 

completion of a five page segment of a transcript .87 

reliability was achieved and .92 at the completion of an 

entire transcript. Each coder completed two transcripts. 
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Written Summaries 

This section describes the procedures used to collect, 

code, score and analyze students' written summaries. 

Collection. Each student produced a written summary on 

the third day of the intervention. Students were given 

their instructional aid (relationship chart, cloze 

sentences, relationship map or vocabulary list) for review. 

After approximately ten minutes, teachers collected the 

instructional aid and provided each student with a blank 

sheet of theme paper. Teachers encouraged stuQents to write 

all they knew about the studied topic. 

Coding. A holistic scoring method was used to evaluate 

student's written summaries (Irwin & Mitchell, 1983). 

Through discussion and negotiation a team of seven 

researchers generated the following criteria for the six 

point rating scale employed: 

5 • same superordinate/coordinate concepts 
• cohesion 
• elaboration 
• accuracy 

4 • fairly accurate 
• some relationships 
• maybe some unrelated information 
• not as much elaboration as 5, but some 

3 • more subordinate than 2 
• some detail 
• some relationships 

2 • longer list 
• repeating same info "run on" 

1 • list, short 
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• 1 accurate statement 

o • nothing 
• unrelated topic 

Procedure. The follo\'ling steps were used by 

researchers for rating each summary based on the established 

criteria. 

1) Read the summary for content, cohesion, and 
expression of ideas. 

2) Designate upon reading whether piece ,is a low 
summary (0,1, or 2) or a high summary (3, 4, or 5) 
according to the criteria established and previously 
described. 

3) Once establishing summary as either low 0 high, 
further decide quality of piece and assign the 
appropriate number score. 

Reliability. Each summary was read and rated twice by 

two independent raters, employing the same procedure blind 

to the previous rating. In cases in which the summaries' 

two quality ratings were not identical nor were adjacent 

scores, a third rater read the piece, and assign a quality 

rating. Reliability of 89% was established by calculating 

the number of summaries which were scored by two raters as 

identical or adjacent scores. 

Scoring. 

1) If the two ratings are identical, they are summed 
and the resulting score will be recorded. 

2) If the two ratings are adjacent scores, they are 
summed and the resulting score is recorded. 

3) If the ra.tings are not adj acent, a third ra ting is 
required. The score is derived from the three 
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~atings either by (a) summing the two identical 
scores and discarding the third score; (b) summing 
the two adjacent scores and discarding the third 
score; or (c) the middle score if the three scores 
are all consecutive. In the latter case, the two 
remaining scores are discarded. 

Student Prior Knowledge 

Students' written summaries were also analyzed for the 

students' amount and type of prior knowledge employing a 

parallel categorization method used in the analysis of prior 

knowledge in the language samples. 

Procedure. Rules for the identification and 

classification of students' prior knowledge on written 

summaries were as follows: 

1) Read each summary and highlight each concept unit. 

2) Classify each concept unit as: elaborate, specific, 
restrictive, or inaccurate. 

3) Tally concepts' uni ts for each ca tegory. 

4) Assign rating as directed by the prior knowledge 
qual i ty scal e. 

In addition, students' written summaries were analyzed 

for quality. The procedure for written summaries was 

parallel to that employed in the analysis of utterance 

quality. The procedure tallied the occurrence of each 

student prior knowledge type (elaborate, specific, 

restrictive, inaccurate, and otller) • 
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Vocabulary/Reading Comprehension Test 

This section describes the procedures used to collect, 

score and analyze the students' vocabulary/reading 

comprehension test. 

Collection. Each student completed a multiple choice 

test on the third day of intervention. After the completion 

of the written summaries, teachers distributed the multiple 

choice vocabulary/reading comprehension test. Teacher read 

the test aloud and encouraged students to follow along at 

the same pace. The test was administered in the same manner 

approximately three weeks later as the follow-up measure. 

Scoring. Itens were scored according to an answer key 

template. Blank items and items receiving two or more 

options were scored incorrect. No partial credit was 

granted. 

Coding. Each multiple choice test item was identified 

and coded as either vocabulary, requiring definition 

knowledge, or comprehension, requiring the connection of 

concept and ideas. Raw scores of correct responses for both 

vocabulary and comprehension items were used to describe 

students' understanding and possible strategy effects. 

Data Analysis 

The purpose of this study is to investigate student and 

teacher talk generated while participating in four different 

instructional conditions: direct instruction (DI), semantic 
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mapping (SM), semantic feature analysis (SFA), and Semantic 

Syntactic Feature Analysis (SSFA). Student and teacher talk 

was analyzed to examine the relationship among these 

instructional conditions and to examine their effectiveness 

on student comprehension. 

This study will address the following research 

questions: 

1. How do the four conditions compare with each other 

according to teacher and student talk? 

2. Do teachers' instances of teaching functions vary 

among instructional conditions? 

3. For each condition, are there differences among 

the type of student responses elicited by each 

teaching function? 

4. By each condition, are there a differences among 

the teaching function elicited by a student 

response? 

5. Is there a relationship between patterns in 

teacher talk and patterns in students' quality and 

quantity of prior knowledge in students' written 

summaries. 

6. Is there a relationship between patterns in 

teacher talk and patterns in students' 

multiple choice test responses in each 

condition? 
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Question #1 

To examine the types of teacher and student talk, the 

researcher used teacher and student data recorded on the 

DACS. Teacher talk categories included: language use, 

teaching functions, and form of utterance, amount of 

utterance and turns at talk. Student talk categories 

included: language use, quantity and quality of student 

response, amount of utterance, and turns at talk. 

Question #2 

To examine the teacher discourse used during the three 

instructional conditions, teacher talk was examined for 

several teaching functions. These functions depict ,key 

teaching components which represent interactive, directive 

and general teaching practices. 

Interactive teaching functions included: (1) 

prompting students to activate prior knowledge, (2) 

prompting students to tie new knowledge to old knowledge, 

(3) prompting students to predict relationships, (4) 

prompting students to utilize cooperative knowledge sharing, 

(5) teaching concepts in relation to context, (6) prompting 

students to justify relationships, (7) prompting students to 

confirm understanding, 

Directive teaching functions included: (1) teaching 

skill directly, (2) supervising students' application of new 



skill, (3) providing practice exercises, and (4) 

summarizing. 
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General teaching functions included: (1) providing an 

overview and directions, (2) providing an example, and (3) 

managing lesson and student conduct, 

A category labeled, nothern was designated for teacher 

utterances which could not be classified as instructional 

nor managerial. 

The Chi Square test was used to identify teachers' 

differential use of the teaching function categories 

(interactive, directive, apd general). For each 

intervention condition, the occurrences of each teaching 

function category, recorded on the DACS, was tallied. Each 

tallied function was then calculated to determine its 

proportion of interactive, directive, and general teacher 

function use. 

Proportional data for each teaching function was used 

to illustrate differences in teachers' use of each specific 

teaching functions. 

Question #3 and Question #4 

Teacher utterances were coded as depicting one of 

several teaching functions as described in question one. To 

examine student discourse used during the four instructional 

condition, student responses was coded for categories of 

prior knowledge. These categories represent the types of 



student knowledge prior to reading the passage (Langer, 

1982) and included: elaborate, specific, restrictive, and 

inaccurate. Student responses which can not be coded as 

representative of prior knowledge were coded as "other". 
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Each teaching function and student response segment was 

recorded by teaching function and student response category. 

Each student response and the following teacher response was 

recorded and tallied. Each teaching function and the 

following student response was recorded and tallied. 

proportions for each combination illustrated in the 

transcribed interactions were calculated for each 

condition. 

Question #5 and Question #6 

To examine the relationship between teaching functions 

and reflections of student knowledge, these were compared 

across all conditions to identify patterns and trends. By 

condition, the fourteen teaching functions coded were 

collapsed into three instructional categories including: 

general, directive, and interactive. The frequency of use 

for each category was illustrated through proportional data. 

Students written summary scores ( elaborate, specific, and 

restrictive concepts and holistic scores) were reported as 

individual class averages and collectively as intervention 

condition averages. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

130 

The purpose of this study was to describe and compare 

the verbal interaction among teachers and students engaged 

in directive and interactive pre-reading strategies. The 

influence of verbal interaction on students' performance on 

two comprehension measures was also of interest. This 

chapter describes the results obtained in the study and 

presents these findings according to the research questions 

posited. 

Major Findings 

Each of the six research questions asked in this study 

and their related findings are discussed below. 

Question #1 

How do the four conditions compare with each other 

according to teacher and student talk? 

Teaching Functions 

Results indicate that teachers did implement 

intervention conditions as trained during staff development 

(see Table 1). 

Teachers assigned to the direct instruction condition 

employed direct instruction type functions to a greater 

degree (53%) than did teachers assigned to the interactive 

conditions (SM 17.5%, SFA 7%, and SSFA 11%). 



Table 1. Percentage of teaching function category by 
condi tiona 
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-----------------------------------------------------------

General 

Directive 

Interactive' 

Total % 

DI 

32 

53 

15 

100 

SM 

19.5 

17.5 

63.0 

100 

SFA 

27 

7 

66 

100 

SSFA 

27 

11 

62 

100 
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Likewise, teachers assigned the SM, SFA, and SSFA 

conditions employed functions associated with interactive 

teaching more often (63%, 66%, and 62%, respectively) than 

did those assigned to direct instruction (15%). 

It was expected that teachers implementing the 

interactive strategies would use the same teaching functions 

in the same frequency. However, this was not the case. A 

cursory view of the data revealed that three teachers 

employed interactive functions at a high rate (SFA 68%; SSFA 

64%; and SM 75%) (see, Tables 14 & 15). A subsequent and 

more meticulous look revealed contrary findings. Two of the 

three teachers (SFA and SSFA) probed for student involvement 

by employing several different teaching functions throughout 

the lesson. 

The third teacher (SM), although appearing similar to 

the other two, applied a single teaching function to the 

exclusion of other appropriate functions. This teacher 

employed utterances reflected teaching of the content in 

relation to context (teaching function #6~ the most 

frequently (37%). The class average score for students in 

this classroom indicate that they were successful in 

answering vocabulary and concept knowledge 



Table 14. Student to Teacher Interaction by Condition. 

Direct Instruction Semantic Mapping Semantic Feature Semantic 
Analysis Syntactic 

Feature 
Analysis 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

S (R) ____ T(ll) S(R) ---..,. T( 8) S (R) ----+ T(8) S(R) ~ T(14) 

.63 .17 .56 .42 .555 .105 .52 .175 

S(S) ~ T(lO) S (S) ~ T(8) S(S) ~ T( 8) S(S) ~ T(8) 
.36 .105 .44 .38 .44 .16 .48 .30 

I-' 
W 
W 



Table 15. Student to Student Interaction by Condition. 

Direct Instruction Semantic Mapping Semantic Feature Semantic 
Analysis Syntactic 

Feature 
Analysis 

----------------------------------------------------------~---------------------

S (R) ----" S (R) S (R) ---+ S (R) S(R) ~ S (R) S (R) --j S(R) 
.63 .25 .56 .029 .555 .35 .52 .73 

S(R) --+ S(S) S (R) ~ S(S) S(R) ~ S(S) S(R) .---. s (S) 
.63 .13 .56 .029 .555 .125 .52 .175 

S(S) ~ S(S) S (S) ~ S(S) S(S) -...- S (S) S(S) -40 s (S) 
.36 .39 .44 .25 .44 .26 .48 .25 

S(S) --+ S (R) S (S) --+ S(R) S (S) .-. S (R) S (S) 4 S(~) 

.36 .085 .44 .13 .44 .125 .48 .185 

I-' 
LV 
~ 
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items correctly (15 and 17, respectively). The class 

average holistic score for written summary was 6. These 

results are interesting considering the possible effects of 

teachers consistent function use on the type and amount of 

student response is considered. 

Turns at Talk 

Results indicate that teachers and students in all 

conditions had about equal opportunities to contribute to 

class discussion (DI: teacher 52%, students 48%; SM: teacher 

51%, students 49%; SFA:teacher 50%, students 50%; SSFA 

teachers 53%, students 47%). Although turn at talk 

proportions illustrate equity between teachers and students, 

each classroom interaction included one teacher and 

approximately six students. Thus, teachers monopolized 

about half the dialogue opportunities while the remaining 

half was shared among participating students. 

These general findings suggest that teachers dominate 

discussion regardless of assigned condition. According to 

these data, teachers are the prominent participants even 

when employing interactive conditions designed to encourage 

student involvement. 

Teachers in the interactive strategy conditions seemed 

to send their students mixed messages. While these teachers 

made deliberate attempts to probe for student contributions 

with the use of interactive teaching functions, they often 

negated the effects by dominating the course and content of 
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the discussion. For example, the second teacher using the 

SM condition made several attempts to involve students by 

stating utterances such as , "Do you remember what Brenda 

said?", "What do you think private property means? ••• do any 

of you own private property?", "Anyone have other ideas?" 

However, when these attempts were responded to by students 

with seemingly inappropriate or incomplete statements, the 

teacher was compelled to supply the "correct" response. 

This teacher frequently used teaching functions not 

associated with interactive teaching. Slightly more than 

half (51%) of this teacher's utterances were associated with 

interactive teaching functions, 22% of the teacher's 

utterances were related to directive teaching functions, and 

the remaining 27% were associated with general teaching 

functions. This teacher seemed to be attempting a 

transition into the use of interactive teaching functions as 

requested to do so, however this teacher did not abandon the 

reliance on more familiar directive and general teaching 

functions. 

This use of multiple teaching functions may have 

contributed to these students limited success on the reading 

comprehension measures. Students in this classroom received 

vocabulary (9) and concept (9) knowledge scores reflective 

of the lower end of the range of scores (vocabulary: 8 to 

lSi concepts: 8 to 17) recorded (see Table 18). This group 



of students also generated the lowest average holistic 

rating score (3) (see Table 17) • 

Utterances 
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Once gaining the floor what one does with the 

opportunity to speak is also of interest. Results docUment 

that opportunities to speak were most often awarded to the 

teacher. Similar findings were found in the number of 

teacher utterances contributed during discussion. Results 

indicate that teachers in all conditions consistently 

contributed more utterances to class discussion than did 

students. 

Teachers assigned to the DI condition generated 69% of 

the utterances and their students generated 31%. Teachers 

in this condition approximately claimed two thirds of the 

discussion while students shared the remaining third among a 

group of about six. This outcome was predicted from the 

structure given teachers for the implem~ntation of the 

intervention condition. Teachers implementing direct 

instruction were responsible for tasks requiring the teacher 

to generate more verbal contributions than their students. 

The procedures for employing this condition required the 

teacher to follow several steps: (1) state the vocabulary 
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Table 4. Percentage of Teacher Functions by Conditions. 

Function 
Category 

General 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

General 

Directive 

Directive 

Directive 

Directive 

General 

Function 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Raw Totals 

DI SM 

12.25 8 

6 14 

2.5 4.5 

o 2 

1 4.75 

2.25 18.5 

.5 0 

3.5 18 

11 3.5 

17 8 

16.75 7.25 

18.5 1.5 

.5 2.5 

8.25 6 

687 964 

SFA 

7 

11 

2 

10.5 

5.5 

14 

5.5 

14 

7 

o 

1.5 

4.5 

4.5 

13 

1020 

SSFA 

2 

16 

2.5 

8.5 

12 

8.5 

2.75 

14.5 

11.75 

3 

2.75 

3.5 

2 

11.75 

1176 



Table 5. Percentage and Raw Totals of Student Response to Teacher Function (DI). 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Function Function Elaborate Specific Restrictive No Function 
Category . Response Raw 

Total 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
General 1 0 5 3.5 91.5 57 

Interactive 2 0 44.5 20 35.5 45 

Interactive 3 0 20 0 80 10 

Interactive 4 0 0 0 0 0 

Interactive 5 0 66 0 34 3 

Interactive 6 0 7.5 11 81.5 27 

Interactive 7 0 0 0 0 0 

Interactive 8 0 22 6.5 71.5 23 

General 9 0 9 6.5 84.5 78 

Directive 10 .5 5 11 83.5 157 

Directive 11 0 8.5 51 40.5 108 

Directive 12 0 10 32 58 99 

Directive 13 0 12 6 82 17 

General 14 0 1.5 33 65.5 63 
f-J 

687 w 
\0 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------



word, (2) state its definition, (3) state an example 

sentence using the target vocabulary word, (4) repeat the 

vocabulary word, (5) repeat the definition. The tasks 
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required of the students to (1) state the vocabulary word, 

and (2) states it's definition. 

Teachers assigned to interactive conditions also 

generated more utterances than did their s·tudents. Teachers 

assigned to the SM condition generated 63% of the utterances 

and 37% were generated by their students. Similar results 

were recorded for teachers assigned to the SSFA condition 

who generated 64% of the utterances and 36% were generated 

by their students. Utterances recorded during the SFA 

condition indicated that 71% were generated by teachers and 

29% were generated by students. Students' relative 

inexperience with the interactive discourse nor.ms may have 

also been responsible for students reluctance to contribute 

more often to the discussion. 

Teachers in this study were also inexperienced with the 

task demands associated with interactive teaching. Teachers 

assigned to the interactive strategies were asked to modify 

their existing roles from discussion leader to discussion 

facilitator/participant. This change has been suggested to 

be a greater task than altering teacher talk and behavior 

(Anders & Gallego, 1988). The move from leader to 

facilitator requires adjusting deeply rooted belief systems 

and seems to be a slow process. These findings suggest that 
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perhaps the three encounters (pilot, staff development, and 

experimental) that were provided for learning to implement 

interactive teaching conditions was not sufficient for 

dramatic changes in classroom participation structures. 

Teacher and Student Language Use 

Although findings do not directly differentiate 

int~rvention conditions, they do affirm that language was 

not a barrier to students' comprehension. Teacher and 

student utterances from a 300 turn at talk sample, were 

tallied according to language used and proportions were 

calculated. Results indicated that teachers in all 

conditions used their students' dominant language comparably 

to their students' use (see Table 2). 

In the direct instruction condition, the students' 

dominant language (L1) was used in 96% of the teachers 

utterances and 98% of the students utterances. In the 

semantic mapping condition, L1 was used in 99% of the 

teachers utterances and 99% for the students' utterances. 

In the semantic feature analysis condition, L1 was used for 

73% of the teacher'S utterances and 95% of the students' 

utterances. In the semantic syntactic feature analysis 

condition, L1 was used in 86% of the teacher'S utterances 

and 89% of their students' utterances. 
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Table 2. Percentage of teacher and student language use. 

Condition T(Ll) T(Ll) S(l) S(2) 
--------------------------------------------------
DI 96 4 98 2 

SM 99.25 .75 99 1 

SFA 73 27 95.5 .5 

SSFA 86 14 89 11 
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Types of Student Responses 

Similar types of student responses were recorded in all 

four instructional conditions. In none of the conditions 

did students generate elaborate responses to a degree to 

warrant proportional analysis. More restrictive student 

responses than specific student responses were evident 

across all conditions: teachers assigned to the DI 

condition elicited 54% restrictive and 46% specific; and 

those assigned the SM condition elicited 55% restrictive and 

45% specific; teachers who implemented the SSFA condition 

elicited 53% restrictive and 47% specific; and teachers 

engaged in the SFA condition· elicited 62% restrictive and 

38% specific. These findings reveal that although students 

were assigned different conditions, teachers elicited 

similar types student responses. Teachers' and students' 

relative inexperience with the assigned conditions may have 

influenced their inability to generate more effective 

contributions to the class interaction. It is possible that 

students may have been working under a different set of 

previously established discourse rules, than those used 

during interactive strategies. Working under these 

established norms may have influenced the students' greater 

us~ of brief and restrictive statements. 

Form of Teacher Utterances 

Each teacher utterance was coded for its form. Form 

for each utterance was defined as a question, a statement, 
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or a demand/request. Results indicated that teachers posed 

the teaching functions in varied ways (Table 3). Teachers 

in all conditions used the statement form the most often. 

Teachers assigned the direct instruction condition posed 

82.5% of their utterances in statement form. Those assigned 

the semantic mapping, the semantic feature analysis, and the 

semantic syntactic feature analysis conditions used the 

statement form most often as well (63%, 58.75%, 78.25%, 

respectively) • 

The question form was the second most frequently used 

form by teachers assigned the interactive conditions (SM 

13.5%; SFA 34.5%; and SSFA 36%). However, the intent of 

such questioning procedures exceeded assessment purposes. 

For example the teachers intent in the question, "What can 

you tell be about firemen?" is not to have students generate 

a specific "correct" response but rather the intent is to 

activate students' prior knowledge. 

Teachers assigned the direct instruction condition 

posed 8% of their utterances in question form. Teachers 

assigned the direct instruction condition second most 

frequent form was that of request/demand. These teachers 

requested the student to react to their statements as part 

of the lesson structure. Requests were made in statement 

form, such as "Do that again" as well as in question form, 

such as "Do you want to say that one more time?" Requests 

for students to repeat vocabulary pronunciation and 
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Table 3. Percentage of teacher forms. 

Condition Question Statement Request Total 

SM 

Raw 131 795 38 964 

% 13.5 82.5 4 

SFA 

Raw 352 632 36 1020 

% 34.5 62 3.5 

SSFA 

Raw 423 689 64 1176 

% 36 58.75 5.25 

DI 

Raw 55 537 95 687 

% 8 78.25 13.75 

Total 961 2653 233 

--------------------------------------------------



definitions were inherent in the direct instruction 

condition and is illustrated by the following excerpt • 
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T: . . • " Maintain streets. Keep roads clean and in 

good repair. Maintain streets." 

S: "Keep roads cl ean and in good repair." 

T: "Let's do that, maintain streets, one more time. 

Maintain streets." ••• 

Teachers assigned the interactive conditions used the 

request/demand form the least (SM 4%; SFA 3.5%; SSFA 5.25%). 

These findings sugge.st a methodological difference 

between the conditions investigated in this study and those 

that support previous research indicating the prevalence of 

the use of teacher questioning. The findings of this study 

do not support this body of research, but report that 

teachers used the statement form the most often regardless 

of condition. 

The intent of the use of questioning in this study 

revealed that the use of questioning was not exclusively 

. used as an assessment tool of student comprehension, but 

also used to prompt students to discuss and share their 

prior knowledge about the topic. 

Question #2 

Do teachers' instances of teaching functions vary among 

instructional conditions? 

To answer this question an initial examination of 

teachers' fidelity to their randomly assigned condition was 
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necessary. Teachers' correct implementation of the assigned 

condition was essential for subsequent analyses and for 

comparisons to be drawn among interactive conditions and 

between the interactive and the direct instruction 

conditions. 

Teachers' fidelity to their assigned condition was 

validated by their proportional use of each teaching 

function (Appendix, N) during their assigned condition (see 

Table 1). Results indicated that teachers did implement 

intervention conditions consistent with their staff 

development training. 

The teaching function labeled "other" included 

incomplete utterances, utterances reflecting praise, and 

utterances that could not be classified as general, 

directive, or interactive teaching functions. These teacher 

utterances occurred to approximately the same degree across 

conditions and did not differentiate instruction. Thus, 

this teaching function was excluded from analysis 

procedure s. 

Proportional data revealed that teachers were found to 

be faithful to the implementation of their assigned 

condition. Teachers assigned to the direct instruction 

condition employed direct instruction type functions to a 

greater degree (53%) than did teachers assigned to the 

interactive conditions (SM 17.5%, SFA 7%, and SSFA 11%). 

Likewise teachers assigned the semantic mapping (63%), 
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semantic feature analysis (66%), and the semantic syntactic 

feature analysis (62%) employed functions associated with 

interactive teaching more often than did those assigned to 

direct instruction (15%). 

Teaching functions were collapsed according to general, 

directive, and interactive categories. Differential use of 

teaching function categories were identified by the Chi 

Square (Siegal, 1956) procedure. This test revealed 

statistically significant differences in use of teaching 

functions according to general, directive, and interactive 

categories across the four conditions (p~ .OOl~ df 6) • ... 
Although the Chi Square procedure identified 

significant differences in teachers' use of teaching 

function categories (general, directive, and interactive), 

due to the small sample size this test did not identify 

teachers' differential use of specific teaching functions. 

Descriptive analysis utilizing proportional data was 

employed to illustrate teachers' use of each teaching 

function by each condition. 

Considering the distinctive theoretical orientations 

for vocabulary and reading instruction, demonstrated through 

the interactive and direct instruction conditions, variable 

use of teaching functions was expected. Differential use of 

teaching functions was particularly expected between direct 

instruction and the interactive conditions (SM, SFA, and 

SSFA). The obtained results illustrate many comparisons 
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that support these expectations as well as some that do not. 

Differential use of teaching functions was not consistently 

evident between direct instruction and the interactive 

conditions. In some cases interactive and directive 

teaching functions were used in similar frequencies by 

teachers assigned both interactive and directive 

intervention conditions. 

However, overall prominent differences among the 

teachers' use of each teaching function were detected. 

Although these differences could not be documented as 

statistically different because of the small sample size, 

they did illustrate findings of pedagogical significance and 

contributed to educational implications. 

The "following section will describe the use of each 

teaching function. Teaching functions are organized and 

presented according to general, interactive, and directive 

categories. Specifically, the conditions representing the 

largest difference and the least difference in use will be 

described. Teaching function numbers are given 

parenthetically for access to corresponding table. All 

proportions are reported in Table 4. 

General Teaching Functions. General teaching functions 

were defined as those that are not exclusively associated 

with either the knowledge, access, or instrumental 

hypotheses of the reading comprehension and vocabulary 

connection. General teaching functions included: "provide 
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an overview", "management", and "provide an exampl e". 

Provide an Overview and Directions (1) 

Provide an overview and directions was defined as 
teacher utterances that provided students with a 
general overview of the lesson events, organization of 
the lesson, and specific directions for 
participating in the activity. 

This function was used primarily at the opening of the 

lessons in all the conditions.· However, its frequency of 

use varied across the four intervention conditions. 

Employment of this teaching function ranged from 2% to 

12.25% of utterances teachers contributed to the discussion 

activity. 

Although this teaching technique is associated with 

general teaching it occurred most frequently in classrooms 

assigned the direct instruction condition. The pair that 

revealed the greatest difference in their use of this 

function was the DI and SSFA conditions. Teachers 

implementi,ng the DI condition allocated 12.25% of their 

utterances to this teaching function. The following excerpt 

illustrates the direction given to students during the 

implementation of the direct instruction condition. 

013 T - De eso vamos a hablar ahora, de los 

servicios que la comunidad nos provee. Se 

acuerdan 10 que hicimos la, la ultima vez? 

Yo voy a decir la palabra, voy a decir la 

definicion, les voy a dar una oracion en que 

se usa la palabra, luego despues les voy a dar 
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1a definicion otra vez y luego ustedes. 

(That's what we are going to talk about right 

now, about community services. Do you 

remember what we did the last time? I'm going 

to say the word, I'm going to say the 

definition, I'm going to give you a sentence 

using the word, then I'll say the definition 

again, and then you will. • ) 

In contrast, teachers assigned the SSFA employed the 

function sparingly, affording only 2% of their opportunities 

to contribute to the classroom discussion to this teaching 

function. This finding is interesting considering that this 

condition involved teachers and students in more 

implementation steps than the other three conditions. These 

additional steps may have had the potential for confusion 

and misinterpretation, therefore students may have benefited 

from more direction. Semantic mapping (8%) and semantic 

feature analysis (7%) conditions illustrated the least 

difference in the employment of this teaching function. 

The sparse amount of teacher utterances alloted to 

providing an overview in the interactive conditions, coupled 

with the complexity and unfamiliarity of the instructional 

methods may have prompted management problems, thus the 

prompting of more managerial teacher utterances. The 

following excerpt was recorded from a classroom assigned the 

semantic mapping condition and represents the type of 



152 

overview and directions provided during the interactive 

teaching conditions. 

156 T - Ok. Those are all some ideas. Now what we 

need to do with our words that we discussed 

today is put them in a map. And we need a big 

main idea for our map. And what do you think 

it should be? Melissa? 

Management (14) 

Management was defined as teacher utterances that 
maintain the flow of the lesson and also refer to 
containing student conduct. 

Instances of this function were found throughout all 

intervention lessons •. The use of this function ranged from 

6% to 13%. A discrepancy of 7% was documented between 

semantic mapping and semantic feature analysis (6% and 13%, 

respectively). The differential use of management 

utterances is interesting because it was found between two 

conditions that share a theoretical basis and require both 

student verbal and visual attention. The least diff,erence 

was reported between direct instruction .( 8.25%) and 

semantic syntactic feature analysis (11.75%). 

The distinct features indicative of the conditions may 

have influenced the frequency of management utterances used 

during each condition. Each condition required different 
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student tasks. Direct instruction emphasized oral mastery 

and accuracy through recitation. Student participation was 

limited primarily to verbal participation, illustrated by 

repetition of vocabulary pronunciations and definitions. 

In addition to verbal participation, interactive 

conditions required students to attend and contribute to the 

construction of a visual device (relationship 

map/relationship chart). The semantic feature analysis 

condition required students to illustrate relationships by 

finishing a partially completed chart. Students involved in 

the semantic syntactic feature analysis were also required 

to complete five cloze sentences in addition to the chart. 

These conditions required less student input than was 

required of the semantic mapping (SM) condition. Students 

participating in the SM condition were required to construct 

their own visual device without the aid of a partially 

organized device. Conditions that required more student 

participation were predicted to maintain student interest 

and therefore generate the fewest management utterances. 

The findings reported in this study do not support this 

hypothesis, but suggest any of several explanations: for 

example, the relative inexperience of the teacher with the 

condition may have led to disturbances in student behavior; 

students may have acted in less predicable ways due to the 

different type of istruction; or the novelty of the 



instruction may have promoted insecurity that resulted in 

both teachers and students acting in unusual ways. 

Provide an Example (9) 

Provide an example was defined as teacher utterances 
that provided students with an example which 
elaborated or expanded the target concept. 

The largest discrepancy (8.25%) in the use of this 

teaching function was manifested between two interactive 

conditions. Teachers assigned the semantic syntactic 

feature analysis (11.75%) employed this teaching function 

more than those assigned the semantic mapping ·(3.5%) 

condition. This finding is curious given the theoretical 

foundation shared between these conditions. However, this 
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teaching function may reflect a key difference between the 

SSFA and SM practices. 

Although the direct instruction and semantic syntactic 

feature analysis conditions represent competing theoretical 

practical orientations, teachers assigned these conditions 

employed this teaching function to a comparable degree. 

Teachers assigned direct instruction afforded 11% of their 

utterances to providing an example and teachers assigned the 

semantic syntactic feature analysis alloted 11.75% of their 

utterances to the employment of this teaching function. 

Upon review of the transcribed interactions it was 

apparent that the teachers assigned these conditions applied 

this teaching function in distinct and different ways. The 



teacher script designed for the implementation of direct 

instruction provided teachers with examples within the 

structure of the lesson. These teachers followed the 
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teacher script, and provided their students with examples as 

the script explicitly directed. However, considering the 

small amount (11%) suggests that DI teachers used other 

directive teaching functions or may have deviated from the 

script periodically to employ non directive teaching 

functions. 

This first excerpt comes from a classroom engaged in 

direct instruction and illustrates the speech routine 

outlined in the script. 

048 T - Ok. Ahora la segunda palabra que vamos a 

estudiar no es una palabra, es una frase que 

se me hace larguisima, uhrn. Asistir a la 

gente con carros descompuestos. Asistir a la 

gente con carros descompuestos. 

Descompuestos. Y 10 que quiere decir es, 

ayudar a gente que tiene problemas con sus 

automoviles. Una frase en que se usa es, La 

policia asiste a la gente con automoviles 

descompuestos. La frase quiere decir asistir 

a la gente con carros descompuestos, y quiere 

decir ayudar a gente que tiene problemas con 

sus automoviles. Ahora ustedes. Yean la 

hoja, si quieren. One, two, 
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.word, its a phrase that I think is very long. 

Assist stranded motorists. Assist stranded 

motorists. This means to help people with car 

problems. A sentence using this phrase is, The 

police assist stranded motorists. The 

sentence means to help people with car 

problems. Now you. Look at your papers if you 

wan t. One, two, three, go.) 

In contrast, teaching scripts employed by teachers 

assigned the interactive conditions did not provide explicit 

examples within the structure of the lesson. Teachers 

provided their students examples not explicitly furnished by 

the instructional material. This contrast is illustrated in 

the following excerpt generated by participants engaged in 

the semantic syntactic feature analysis condition and 

demonstrates this teacher's use of example. 

356 T - Ready to go on. You know what, if we 

don't speed up we're not going to 

finish. Ok. Sewage treatment plants 

plantas de tratamientos de aguas 

residuales. Like on Roger Road. How many 

people have visited the sewage treatment 

plant on Roger Road? 

357 S - Yes. 
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358 T - Have you been there? 

359 8 - I don't know. 

360 T - 80 Ronald tell us what they do 

there? 

Directive Teaching Functions. The directive teaching 

functions included "teach skill directly", "supervision of 

students' application of skill", "provide practice 

exercises", and "summarization". Conditions representing 

the greatest and the least differential use of each 

directive teaching function are described. 

Teach skill directly (10) 

Teaching skills directly was defined as teacher 
utterances that demonstrate the exact execution of the 

skill. 

Teacher utterances reflective of this teaching function 

were also recorded differentially across the conditions. A 

striking range (17%) in teachers' employment of this 

teaching function was documented. This teaching function 

was used most frequently by teachers assigned the direct 

instruction condition. 

The greatest difference in teachers' use of this 

function was apparent between direct instruction (17%) and 

semantic feature analysis (0%). Teaching skills directly is 

an essential component for the successful implementation of 

the direct instruction condition thus its frequent 

employment was expected. The direct instruction condition 

emphasized mastery of correct pronunciation and vocabulary 



definitions. Mastery is obtained by the teacher 

demonstrating the skill directly. The following excerpt 
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illustrates the structured use of this teaching function by 

a teacher assigned the direct instruction condition. 

048 T - Ok. Ahora la segunda palabra que vamos a 

estudiar no es una palabra, es una frase que 

se me hace largisima, uhm. Asistir a la gente 

con carros descompuestos. Asistir a la gente 

con carros descompuestos. • • • (O.K. Now the 

second word we are going to study isn't a word, 

it's a phrase, that I think is very long. 

Assist stranded motorists. Assist 

stranded motorists •••• ) 

The least difference was evident between the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis (0%) and the semantic feature 

analysis (3.0%). These intervention conditions are 

procedurally similar and comparable use of teaching 

functions was anticipated. 

Supervision of Students Application of Skill (11) 

Supervision of students application of skill was 
defined as teacher utterances that provide 

students with feedback as they apply the skill. 

A range of 15.25% wa~ documented when comparing the 

differential use of supervision teachers assigned the direct 

instruction condition (16.75%) and the semantic feature 

analysis condition (1.5%). The emphasis on correct 
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pronunciation and mastery of vocabulary definitions requires 

teacher to supervise their students efforts and monitor the 

process to mastery and is illustrated in the following 

excerpt. 

052 T - Esta bueno. Carros, esta bueno. Esta 

bien, esta bueno, carros. Asistir a la 

gente con carros descompuestos quiere 

decir ayudar a gente que tienen 

problemas con sus automoviles 0 carros. 

Ahora ustede s. (Tha t' s good. Cars, 

that's good. That's fine, that's good, 

cars. Assist stranded motorists this 

means to help people with car or 

automobile problems. Now you.) 

053 S - Asistir a gente • • • de, de. • • (Help 

people. • • tha t, tha t. • .) 

054 T - Carros. (Cars). 

055 S - Carros. (Cars). 

056 T - Descompuestos. (Broken) 

057 S - Descompuestos. Ayudar a la gente que 

tiene problemas con sus automobiles. 

(Broken. Help people with automobile 

probl ems) • 

The least difference in the amount teacher utterances 

associated with the supervision of students application of a 

new skill was recorded between teachers assigned the 



semantic feature analysis (1.5%) and those assigned the 

semantic syntactic feature analysis (2.75%). 

Provide Practice exercises (12) 

160 

Provide practice exercises was defined as teacher 
utterances that prompt students to practice a skill to 
mastery. 

Teachers' use of this teaching function ranged from 

1.5% to 18.5%. Teachers assigned the direct instruction 

condition (18.5%) utilized practice exercises most often. 

The comparison of teacher utterances generated in the 

direct instruction condition (18.5%) and those generated by 

teacher assigned the semantic mapping (1.5%) revealed the 

greatest difference in use of this teaching function. This 

differential use was anticipated because the direct 

instruction condition emphasized the mastery of vocabulary 

pronunciation and definitions as part of its implementation. 

The inherent use of practice exercises in this condition is 

illustrated in the following excerpt recorded in a classroom 

assigned direct instruction. 

053 S - Asistir a gente ••• de, de ••• 

(Help people ••• that, that ••• ) 

054 T - Carros. (Cars). 

055 S - Carros. (Cars). 

056 T - Descompuestos. (Broken). 

057 S - Descompuestos. Ayudar a la gente que 

tiene problemas con sus automoviles. 

(Broken. Help people with automobile 
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problems) • 

058 T - 0 carros. Asistir a la gente con carros 

descompuestos quiere decir ayudar a gente 

que tiene problemas con sus autornoviles 0 

carros. Ahora ustedes .. sin ver la hoja. (Or 

cars. Assist stranded motorists means to help 

people with car problems. Now you, without 

looking at your papers). 

The least difference was reflected between the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis (3.5%) and the semantic feature 

analysis (4.5%) conditions. These two intervention 

conditions are very similar in the types of task required of 

teachers and students. It is probable that teachers 

assigned these conditions employed teaching functions 

comparably. 

Summarization (13) 

Summarization was defined as teacher utterances that 
synthesize lesson events and content occurring 
throughout the lesson. 

Although summarizing was considered to be an important 

element in the implementation of direct instruction, 

teachers assigned to this condition summarized the least. 

The greatest difference in the use of summarization was 

found between the direct instruction condition (.5%) and the 

semantic feature analysis (4.5%). Teachers assigned the 

semantic mapping and those assigned the semantic syntac~ic 

feature analysis conditions utilized this teaching function 
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to approximately the same frequency (2.5% and 2.0%, 

respectively). Although summarization utterances were 

sparse throughout each condition, the following excerpt is 

an example drawn from a semantic feature analysis lesson. 

372 T - Ok. That's true. I'm not sure it makes 

drinking water but it cleans it enough so 

that they can put it back in the ground. Or 

they can send it to the golf course. I don't 

think they put it into the drinking water. Ok. 

So that's sewage treatment plants. Is there a 

relationship between police and sewage 

treatment? 

Interactive Teaching Functions. Interactive teaching 

functions are functions associated with the knowledge 

hypothesis. Seven interactive teaching functions were 

identified in this study and included, "activate prior 

knowledge", "tie new knowledge to old knowledge", "predict 

relationships", "utilize cooperative knowledge sharing", 

"teach concepts in relation to context", "justify 

relationships between and among concepts", and "confirm 

understanding". The interactive teaching functions are 

described according to the condit£ons representing the 

grea test and the least d.iff erential use by teachers. 

Activate Prior Knowledge (2) 

Activate prior knowledge was defined as teacher 
utterances that prompted students to recall related 
past knowledge and experiences. 
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Teachers' utterances intended to prompt the activation 

of their students' prior knowledge ranged from 6% to 16% 

The largest discrepancy in the use of this teaching function 

was found between the direct instruction (6%) condition and 

the semantic syntactic feature analysis (16%). The 

occurrence, although minimal, of this function during 

teachers' implementation of direct instruction is 

interesting because the direct instruction intentionally 

minimizes this teaching function. 

In contrast, the semantic mapping (14%) and the 

semantic syntactic feature analysis (16%) pair documented 

the least difference. Teachers assigned the interactive 

conditions were encouraged and explicitly trained to 

activate students prior knowledge as an essential element of 

interactive teaching. 

Tie New Knowledge to Old Knowledge (3) 

Tie new knowledge to old knowledge was defined as 
teacher utterances that prompted students to connect 
related past knowledge and experiences to each other 
and to new information. 

This teaching function was used sparingly by all 

teachers regardless of their assigned condition. 

Nonetheless it was employed more often by teachers assigned 

the semantic mapping condition. The greatest difference in 

occurrence was found between the semantic mapping condition 

(4.5%) and the semantic feature analysis condition (2%). No 
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difference was found between the direct instruction (2.5%) 

and the semantic syntactic feature analysis (2.5%). 

The small difference across all conditions reveals that 

even though teachers assigned the interactive conditions 

were explicitly trained to tie old knowledge to new, they 

employed this teaching function in a frugal manner as did 

teachers not explicitly trained and assigned the direct 

instruction condition. The following examples of dialogue 

excerpted from a semantic syntactic feature analysis lesson 

illustrates a teacher relating an old experience to a new 

concept. 

Exampie 1 

084 T - Why would the police come and study a 

neighborhood? 

085 S - Because they could be in the helicopter 

looking above like if cause there's so many 

rOQbers, robberies they have to know the . 

shortcut. 

086 T - Have any of you ever had a helicopter at 

night corne over you house? Everybody, 

sounds like. 

Example 2 

092 T - In case you want to move. There were some 

studies done around here. Mrs. Galaz did 

you talk about that at all? 
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093 . G - Unuh. What studies? Oh , with the ground 

water? 

094 T - Yeah, and the lead. 

095 G - Yeah, we talked about that a little bit. 

Predict Relationships (4) 

Predict relationships was defined as teacher 
utterances that prompt students to hypothesize about 
how ideas relate and encourage students to offer other 
appropriate alternatives. 

This teaching function was solely used by teachers 

assigned interactive conditions. Teachers assigned the 

direct instruction condition employed this teaching function 

at such an extremely limited rate of occurrence it was not 

sufficient to warrant reporting proportionally. 

The greatest difference occurred between the direct 

instruction condition (0%) and the semantic feature analysis 

condition (10.5%). This result is logical given the 

divergent theoretical orientation of these intervention 

condi tions. 

The least difference was found between the semantic 

feature analysis (10.5%) condition and the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis condition (8.5%). This also is 

not surprising given the similarity of these two 

intervention conditions. 

The following excerpt illustrated the use of this 

teaching function during a semantic feature analysis lesson. 
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047 T - Si. Coches. Si. Es un tipo. Ok. Hay 

relacion? (Yes. That's one kind. Ok. Is 

there a relationship?) On your own mark 

your own papers. Como Piensa? (What do you 

think?) Ok. Fire fighters. Is there a 

relationship between fire fighters, 

bombero (fire fighter) y assist stranded 

motorists or assisten a 10 gente con 

carros descompuestos? Los bomberos? (Fire 

fighters?) 

Utilize Cooperative Knowledge Sharing (5) 

Utilize cooperative knowledge sharing was defined as 
teacher utterances that prompt students to use peers 
as resources of information and colleagues for 
consensus building. Teacher utterances that redirected 
the discussion to others in the group were also coded 
as prompting the use of cooperative knowledge sharing. 

An 11% range was recorded when teachers' utterances 

generated in the direct instruction (1%1 condition and the 

semantic syntactic feature analysis (12%) conditions were 

compared. This pair represented the greatest difference in 

the occurrence of this teaching function. 

A small difference between the teachers' use of this 

function during semantic mapping (4.75%) and the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis (5.5%) reflected the least 

difference. 

These findings are indicative of the training teachers 

received during staff development. Teachers assigned 
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interactive conditions were deliberatelY trained in the use 

of this teaching function and were provided a script that 

integrated utterances reflective of this teaching function. 

Teachers assigned the direct instruction condition, although 

not trained or specifically cued by their scripts, also used 

this function to a limited degree. 

The following excerpt from a SSFA classroom assigned an 

interactive condition illustrates the teacher encouraging 

students to share their knowledge. 

092 T - No sabes. Ok. Quien Ie puede ayudar a 

Sandro? Piensa que ustedes no pueden 0 la 

gente no puede entrar a lugares publicos. 

(You don't know. Ok. Who can help 

Sandro? He thinks that you can't, or that 

people can't enter public places). 

096 T - So the city was involved in that to check 

out to make sure it was safe to have the 

school here, and they decided it was.Ok. So, 

studying neighborhoods - would police be 

involved? Raise your hands. 

111 S - No I do n ' t. 

112 T - You think so. 

113 S - Yeah. 

114 T - You think so? Anybody want to say 

anything. How they think that public 

works people might teach about 
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hazards or safety? Yolanda? Might find 

out when we read it. Treating water, treat 

water. That would be like what we were talking 

about taking water that's sewage or dirty water 

and fixing it so we can drink it. Treat water. 

Would the police be involved in that? 

Teach Concepts in Relation to Context (6) 

Teaching concepts in relation to context was defined 
as'teacher utterances that prompted students to draw 
conclusions about concepts in relation to the 
semantic map, the semantic feature analysis chart, the 
cloze sentences, or the passage to gather 
infor.mation to make organizational decisions. 

As might be predicted, this teaching function was 

employed more frequently by teachers assigned interactive 

conditions than those assigned the direct instruction 

condition. 

The greatest difference in teacher utterance associated 

to teaching concepts in relation to context was apparent 

when comparing the teacher utterances generated in the 

semantic mapping condition (18.5%) and those generated by 

teachers assigned direct instruction (2.25%). Unlike 

teachers assigned the semantic mapping, teachers in the 

direct instruction condition were not explicitly instructed 

to teach concepts in relation to context. The following 

excerpt illustrates the use of this teaching function by a 

teacher assigned the semantic mapping condition. 

077 T - Well, it's something where they may be 
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building something but I think that this is 

something we may have to read to find out the 

meaning, unless we think about it later and 

corne up with an idea. OK. 

Reservoirs. 

078 S - Reservoirs. 

079 S ------------_. 
080 T - Ok. Well, that's another we're gonna have 

to read to find out what reservoir is. 

In contrast, teachers assigned direct instruction were 

provided a teaching script guiding them to teach the 

selected vocabulary in isolation. Teachers assigned direct 

instruction who taught concepts in relation to a context did 

so through their own initiation. 

The comparison of teacher utterances referring to 

teaching concepts in relation to context generated in the 

semantic mapping (18.5%) and the semantic feature analysis 

(14%) revealed the least differential use. 

Justify Relationship Between and Among Concepts (7) 

Justify relationships between and among concepts was 
defined as teacher utterances that prompted students 
to explain reasons underlying their responses. 

This teaching function was frugally employed by 

teachers across all intervention conditions (DI .5%; SM 0%; 

SFA 5.5%, and SSFA 2.75%). The greatest difference was 

documented between teachers assigned the semantic mapping 

(0%) and the semantic feature analysis (5.5%) conditions. 
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Although all conditions used this teaching function at a 

limited rate, those assigned the direct instruction 

condition (.5%) and teachers assigned semantic mapping (0%) 

condition reflected the least difference in their use of 

this teaching function. 

The following is an excerpt from dialogue generated in a 

SSFA classroom. 

084 T - Sandro, what do you think? That's very 

good. 

085 S - Ah la gente no puede entrar en esa 

publica (people can't enter the public). 

086 T - La gente, que? (People, what?) 

087 S - No puede entrar en eso si no es publica. 

(People can't enter if it's not public). 

088 T - Porque no puede entrar? (Why can't they 

enter?) • 

089 S - Ay, yo no se. ( I don't know.) 

090 T - Pero porque piensan que no pueden entrar? 

(But why do you think that they can't 

enter?) 

091 S - Porque, no see (Because, I don't know). 

This low figure even by teachers assigned interactive 

conditions may reveal the teachers' unfamiliarity with the 

procedures involved in the implementation of the interactive 

conditions. These teachers may also not be accustomed to 

allowing their students to question authority, whether 
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authority is perceived to lie within the text or "within the 

teacher. Asking students to justify relationships requires 

the teacher to ask why and how. This may be awkward and 

possibly uncomfortable for teachers who are accustomed to 

asking what and when. 

Confirm Understanding (8) 

Confirm understanding was defined as teacher 
utterances that prompted students to question their 
understanding and teacher's repetition of student 
responses to confirm teacher's understanding. 
This teaching function was primarily used by 

Teacher utterances associated with confirming understanding 

were most frequently used by teachers assigned the 

interactive conditions (SM 18%; SFA 14; and SSFA 14.5). The 

range of 14.5% occurred between teachers assigned the direct 

instruction condition (3.5%) and those assigned the semantic 

mapping condition (18%). 

Teachers assigned each of these conditions confirmed 

understanding differently. Teachers in the direct 

instruction primarily confirmed their own understanding of a 

student's response by repeating the student's utterance. 

This is reflected in the following teacher/student 

interaction. 

074 T - Or you just don't know? Yes. (mumble). 

Ok. Study of neighborhoods. That's kind 

of, a why would anybody study the 

neighborhood? 

075 S - Oh, I know! 



076 T - Yes 

077 S - If somebody is gonna rob somebody's 

house. 

078 T - If somebody's gonna rob somebody's 

house, so they'd know which 

neighborhoods get, have more 
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burglaries. Is that what you mean? OK. Yes? 

In contrast, teachers implementing the semantic mapping 

condition confirmed students' understanding by 

prompting students to question and challenge each other. 

This interpretation of confirm understanding is illustrated 

in the following teacher/student interaction. The least 

difference was evident between semantic feature analysis 

(14%) and semantic syntactic feature analysis (14.5%). 

081 S - Oh, a reservoir is like - urn, it's like 

when you renting something to like -

something rents a car like that. 

082 T - Ok. That's an idea. She says a reservoir 

has to do with something like when you rent 

something. Does that make sense? We're 

going to have to read to find out because we're 

not real sure. Ok. Save Lives. 

In general teachers used teaching functions associated 

with their assigned condition to a greater degree than 

teaching functions not associated with their assigned 

condition. However, data reported for the use of each 
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teaching function revealed teacher 'cross over'. Teachers 

assigned direct instruction used interactive teaching 

functions periodically and teachers assigned interactive 

conditions occasionally used directive teaching functions. 

The magnitude of this cross-over effect aids the 

distinction between teaching functions which characterize 

directive and interactive instruction. Teaching functions 

which illustrate large discrepancies between the directive 

and interactive conditions may account for the fundamental 

pedag~gical differences that may aid our understanding 

regarding why interactive conditions have positively 

influenced student reading comprehension. 

Question two investigated teachers' differential use of 

the teaching functions when implementing four instructional 

conditions. The second question explored the type of 

student response given to the teaching functions to attempt 

an understanding of why teachers might have used the 

functions they did. 

Question #3 

By each condition, are there differences among the type 

of student responses elicited by each teaching function? 

Teachers' utterances were coded for teaching function. 

Students' responses were coded for quality: elaborate, 

specific, restrictive, no response, and other. Elaborate 

responses are those which represent creative, extended, 

linking, analogies, definitions or enriched information. 
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Specific responses are those which attributes, descriptive 

characteristics, examples, or processes. Restrictive 

responses are those which reveal very limited infor.mation, 

such as: very, so, stuff, etc. No response was a category 

for the opportunities not seized by students for generating 

discussion contributions. Incomplete statements, mumbles, 

or blanks in the transcription recorded for both teacher and 

student were labeled as "other". These utterances occurred 

at approximately the same frequency across all conditions. 

Therefore, both student responses labeled "otherll and the 

teaching function eliciting this response were excluded from 

interaction data. 

The remaining teaching functions and student response 

type interactions were recorded and tallied. Proportions of 

occurrence for each teaching function/student response 

combination was calculated according to each condition. The 

three most frequently used teaching functions eliciting 

codable responses in each intervention condition are 

described. All combinations are reported in Tables 5, 6, 7, 

and 8) • 

Direct Instruction 

The most frequently used teaching function eliciting a 

codable student response in this condition was teaching a 

skill directly (teaching function #10) (see Table 5). This 

function represented 23% of the teachers' utterances. This 

is not surprising since this TAble 5 



Table 6. Percentage and Raw Totals of Student Response to Teacher Function (SM). 

Function' 
Category 

General 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

General 

Directive 

Directive 

Directive 

Directive 

General 

Function 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Elaborate Specific Restrictive No Function 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

25 

15 

33 

16 

2.5 

10 

6.5 

5.5 

9 

29.5 

11 

o 

15.5 

2.5 

24 

8 

33 

35 

17.5 

20 

13 

22 

40 

41 

o 

12.5 

44 

Response Raw 

97.5 

51 

77 

33 

49 

80 

70 

80.5 

50.5 

51 

29.5 

89 

87.5 

40.5 

Total 

38 

60 

26 

12 

31 

149 

10 

167 

36 

80 

24 

9 

14 

32 

964 

I-' ...., 
111 



Table 7. Percentage and Raw Totals of Student Response to Teacher Function 
(SFA) • 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Function Function Elaborate Specific Restrictive No Function 
Category Response Raw 

Total 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
General 1 0 4 4 92 68 

Interactive 2 .5 20 20 59.5 159 

Interactive 3 0 18 18 64 11 

Interactive 4 0 4 63 33 78 

Interactive 5 0 7 30 63 44 

Interactive 6 0 0 23 77 129 

Interactive 7 0 37.5 46.5 16 32 

Interactive 8 0 12.5 21 66.5 105 

General 9 1.5 8 6.5 84 60 

Directive 10 0 0 0 100 1 

Directive 11 0 16.5 16.5 67 18 

Directive 12 0 4 30 66 27 

Directive 13 0 10.5 18.5 71 38 

General 14 1 7.5 6.5 85 250 

1020 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

~ 

" 0"1 



Table 8. Percentage of Student Response to Teaching Function (SSFA). 

Function 
Category 

General 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

Interactive 

General 

Directive 

Directive 

Directive 

Directive 

General 

Function 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Elaborate Specific Restrictive No Function 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

10 

26 

o 

3 

15 

o 

40 

16 

14 

o 

o 

21 

14.5 

37 

o 

41 

31 

47 

4 

30 

40 

11 

17 

100 

16 

7 

28.5 

20 

Response Raw 

90 

33 

69 

50 

81 

70 

20 

73 

69 

o 

84 

79 

57 

43 

Total 

40 

108 

52 

128 

104 

124 

20 

148 

168 

16 

24 

76 

28 

140 

1176 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

....... 
-...] 
-...] 
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condition was designed to do this. This function was not 

usually responded to directly by students, reflected in the 

"no response" recorded for a total of 83.5% Restrictive 

student responses (11%) were the second most frequent 

student response type for this function. 

Limited student responses may be a result of the 

teachers' manner when employing this function. For example, 

teachers may have used this function in combination with 

other teaching functions. Therefore students were not 

afforded opportuni ties to ·respond to functions del ivered in 

the 'middle' of a function sequence. 

On the other hand, teachers may have afforded students 

opportunities to respond by providing wait time. Upon 

silence (no response) teachers may have decided to try an 

alternative function. Although transcription and coding 

procedures did not document the occurrence of wait time, a 

review of a random sample of the video tapes supports the 

notion that .teachers used teaching functions in combination 

without affording students opportunities to functions in the 

'middle' of a teaching function sequence. 

The second most frequently used teaching function was 

the supervision of student application of a new skill 

(teaching function #11). This teaching function represented 

16% of the utterances made by teachers assigned the direct 

instruction condition. The mastery of vocabulary 
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definitions and pronunciation emphasized in this condition 

required teacher supervision. 

This function was primarily responded to with 

restrictive student responses (51% of total student 

responses). These restrictive responses were primarily 

generated as students repeated the vocabulary and 

definitions after their teacher. The second most frequent 

student response was no response (40%). 

Providing practice exercises (teaching function #12) 

was the third most frequently used teaching function by 

teachers assigned the direct instruction condition. This 

function represented 14.5% of the teachers' utterances. 

When DI teachers used this teaching function it was not 

usually responded to by students. No response (58%) was the 

most frequent student 'response'. The second most frequent 

student response type was restrictive (32%). Restrictive 

responses were anticipated because the purpose of practice 

exercises is for the students to repeat vocabulary to 

mastery. The following excerpt illustrates the use of this 

teaching function in a classroom engaged in the direct 

instruction condition. 

048 T - Ok. Ahora la segunda palabra que vamos a 

estudiar no es una palabra, es una frase que se 

me hace largisima, uhrn. Asistir a la gente con 

carros descompuestos. Asistir a la gente con 

carros descompuestos. Descompuestos. Y 10 que 



quiere decir es, ayudar a gente que tiene 

problemas con sus autamoviles. Una frase en 

que se usa es, La policia asiste a la gente 
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con automoviles descompuestos. La frase quiere 

decir asistir a la gente con carros 

descompuestos, y quiere decir ayudar a 

gente que tiene problemas con sus 

automoviles. Ahora ustedes. Vean la 

hoja, si quieren. One, two, three, go. 

(O.K. Now the second word that we are 

going to study is not a word, its a 

phrase that I think is very long. 

Assist stranded motorists. Assist 

stranded motorists. This means to help 

people with car problems. A sentence using 

this phrase is, The police assist stranded 

motorists. The sentence means to help people 

with car problems. Now you. Look at your 

papers if you want. One, two, three, go.) 

Semantic Mapping 

The most frequently used teaching function eliciting a 

codable student response in the semantic mapping condition 

was confirming understanding (teaching function #8). This 

function represented 25% of the teacher utterances 

contributed to the class discussion by teachers assigned the 

semantic mapping condition. Although frequently used this 
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function was usually not successful in eliciting student 

responses (see Table 6). The category for no response 

represented the largest proportion (80.5%) of student 

responses. When students did respond they did in a 

restrictive manner (13%) by repeating the original question 

asked by the teacher. The following excerpt illustrates 

this teacher attempts to encourage students to be critical 

of each others contributions in order to confirm their own 

understanding. 

081 S - Oh, a reservoir is like - urn, it's like 

when you renting something to like -

something rents a car like that. 

082 T - Ok. That's an idea. She says a reservoir 

has to do with something like when you rent 

something. Does that make sense? We're 

going to have to read to find out because we're 

not real sure. Ok. Save Lives. 

The second most frequent teaching function used by 

teachers assigned the semantic mapping condition was 

teaching concepts in relation to context (teaching function 

#6) (21.5%). These utterances were not responded to often 

(no response 80%). However, when afforded the opportunity 

to contribute students most often responded in a restrictive 

manner (17.5%). This teaching function was typically used 

to bring closure to organizational decisions about the 

construction of the visual (chart or map) or was depicted as 
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a commentary about what may be learned from the text. The 

following excerpt demonstrates a teacher relating the text 

concepts to the organization of the group's semantic map. 

038 T - OK. This says, "maintain roads. II 

039 S - Like when a road is getting cracked and 

you have. to like workers fix the road and 

make new one s • 

040 T - Ok. Either make new roads or they keep 

old roads so that they are in good 

condition for people to drive on. Ok so how 

does that work on our map? 

041 S - I think it goes with public works over 

there because tha t' s what they do for the 

publ ic. 

The third mos t repeated teacher func ti on \'las tha t of 

teaching the skills directly (teaching function #10). This 

function was illustrated in 8% of the teachers' utterances. 

Teachers consistently used this function in a manner that 

restrained students' responses. The no response (51%) 

category depicted the most frequently used student response 

following this teaching function. Restrictive (40%) student 

responses were the second most frequent. 

Semantic Feature Analysis 

Teachers assigned the semantic feature analysis 

condition most frequently employed utterances that referred 

to management (teaching function #14) (24.5%). As might be 
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expected management utterances did not customarily elicit 

student responses. Teachers usually proceeded with the 

lesson therefore did not provide time for student comment. 

The no response category (85%) was the most frequent student 

category recorded (see Table 7). However, when students did 

respond they provided the discussion with specific responses 

(7 .5%) • 

The second most frequently used teaching function in 

this condition was activating students' prior knowledge 

(teaching function #2) (15%). Al though this function 

intends to elicit students to discuss relevant past 

experience and knowledge, it was marginally successful in 

eliciting student responses. This was depicted by the large 

percentage in the no response category. This category 

revealed that many attempts made by the teacher resulted in 

no student response (59.5% of students total responses 

coded). When given the opportunity students responded with 

restrictive and specific responses to the same degree (20%). 

The following excerpt illustrates a specific response 

contributed by a student. 

007 T - • • • La primera idea police, policia. 

(The first idea, police). What does 

police mean?, Angel? 

008 S - It's somebody that would take care of 

property that's not yours? 
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The third most frequently used teaching function 

employed by SFA teachers was teaching concepts in relation 

to context (teaching function #6). This function was 

represented in 12.5% of the teachers I utterances. It was 

habitually used in a manner that did not elicit student 

responses. The no response category (77%) illustrated this 

reoccurring phenomenon. When students did respond to this 

teaching function they did so with restrictive responses 

(23%). The following illustrates the numerous utterances 

the teacher contributed to the 'discussion ' without 

eliciting a student comment. 

052 S - It's like um, the city of Tucson. 

053 T - It I S a department of the ci ty of 

Tucson. Right, 

property. Ok. 

plus for police? 

Maintains things,city 

Now how many people had a 

How many people had a 

minus? How many people had a question mark? 

I'm gonna put plus. Most of you had plus. 

Fire fighters and assist stranded motorists. 

Raise you hand if you had plus. Most of you 

did so I'm gonna put a plus on here. Your own 

paper will be different and you can go back and 

you can change it afterwards if you read the 

passage and find something different. 

Public works. How many people had a plus? How 

many people had a minus? Ok. I'm Gonna put a 
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minus because that's what the majority of you 

wrote. 

178 T- Is there a relationship? 

Semantic Syntactic Feature Analysis 

Teachers assigned this condition frequently provided 

students with examples (teaching function #9). This 

function was represented in 14% of the teachers' utterances 

generated during semantic syntacti,e feature analysis. This 

function was also consistently applied in a manner that did 

not elicit student response. No response (69%) was the 

greatest occurring student response category (see Table 8). 

The second most frequently used student response was 

restrictive (i7%), and is represented by the following 

excerpt. 

079 S - Uh, public persons like from the 

government have come around like for taxes or 

they might come around to see how many people 

live in you house.· 

080 T - I think what your talking about is a 

census. 

The second most frequently used function was confirm 

understanding (teaching function #8). This function was 

represented in 13% of the teachers' utterances. Confirm 

understanding was usually not responded to by students (no 

response 73%). However, when students did respond they used 

utterances representative of specific responses (16%). 
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The third most frequent teaching function used by 

teachers implementing the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis condition was management (teaching function #14) 

(12%). Management utterances were usually not responded to 

(no response 43%). Although, management utterances are not 

specifically intended to elicit student responses, same 

management utterances were responded to with specific 

student responses (37%). 

Collectively these data revealed different interaction 

patterns among the teachers and students engaged in the 

implementation of the four intervention conditions. The 

most frequently used teaching function was different for 

each of the conditions. This confirms the hypothesis that 

differences would occur among the theoretically different 

conditions, that is the interactive and directive. However, 

these data also reveal differential use among the 

interactive conditions (SM, SFA, and SSFA). 

The most frequent student response to all teacher 

utterances was the no response regardless of condition. 

This finding is distressing because the interactive 

conditions were specifically designed to encourage students 

to contribute to class discussion. The large percentage of 

student no response in these conditions suggests that the 

implementation of the conditions did not accomplish this 

intent. The lack of student participation may be have been 

influenced by the teachers inexperience with the 



instructional technique, or perhaps the students' 

inhibitions to contribute. The most common teacher and 

student interactions generated during each condition is 

illustrated in Table 9. 
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A subsequent question regarding the nature of the 

classroom interaction emerged. It was also of interest to 

investigate the manner in which student responses were 

responded to by teachers as well as other students. 

Question #4 

By each condition, are there differences among the 

teaching function and other student responses elicited by a 

student response? 

Teacher and student utterances were recorded and 

tallied for teaching function and student response type. 

Each student response and the following teaching function or 

other student response was r~corded and tallied. Both 

teacher and student responses labeled "other" and the 

student utterance eliciting them were excluded from 

interaction data. Proportions of occurrence for each 

codable student response/teaching function combination were 

calculated. Teacher functions elicited from restrictive and 

specific student response are reported according to 

condition and are summarized in Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13. 

Student to student interactions are also reported in these 

tables but are discussed on pages 185 and 186. 



Table 9. Teacher to Student Interaction by Condition. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DI SM SSFA SFA 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

T(10) --. S (NR) T(8) ---t S (NR) T(9) ~ S (NR) T(14) --. S (NR) 
.23 • 84 .25 .80 .14 . .69 .245 .85 

T(10) ~ S(R) T(8) --+ S (R) T(9) --. S (S) T(14) --; S (S) 
.23 .11 .25 .13 .14 .14 .245 .075 

T (11) --+ S (NR) T(6) ~ S (NR) T( 8) --I' . S (NR) T(2) --- S (NR) 
.16 .51 .215 .79 .13 .73 .15 .60 

T(ll) -+ S(R) T(6) -+ S(R) T( 8) --*' S (S) T(2) ~ SeRfS) 
.16 .40 .215 .17 .13 .16 .15 .20/.20 

T(12) --. S (NR) T(10) ~ S (NR) T(14) --+ SNR) T(6) ~ S(NR) 
.145 .575 .115 .51 .12 .43 .125 .77 

T(12) ~ S (R) T(10) ~ S (R) T(14) .-, S(S) T(6) -+ S (R) 
.145 .325 .115 .40 .12 .37 .125 .23 

f-' 
co 
co 



Table 10. Percentage of Teacher Response to Student (01). 

Total Student T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 T11 T12 T13 T14 
% Response 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

0 SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

36.5 SS 2.5 3 1 0 0 4.5 1 7 8 10 3 4.5 1 

63.5 SR 1.5 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 4.5 4 10 16.5 12.5 2.5 
-----
100% 

Percentage of Student Response to Student (01) 

Total % Student Elab Student Specific Student Restrictive 

0 ELAB 33 33 0 

36.5 SPEC 2.·5 38.5 8 

63.5 REST 0 13 25 
-----
100% 

SE = Student Elaborate: SS = Student Specific: SR = Student Restrictive 
T = Teaching Function 

0 

4.5 

6.5 

I--' 
(Xl 

\D 



Table 11. Percentage of Teacher Response to Student (SM). 

Total Student T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 TIl T12 T13 T14 
% Response 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

0 SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

44 SS 0 1 1 0 1 5 0 38 2.5 2.5 3.5 0 1 

56 SR 0 4.5 2.5 .75 2.5 8.5 1 42 4 8 12.5 1 2.5 
-----
100% 

Percentage of Student Response to Student (SM) 

Student Elab Student Specific Student Restrictive 

o ELAB o o o 

44 SPEC 1 31 o 

56 REST o 3 3 

100% 

SE = Student Elaborate: SS = Student Specific: SR = Student Restrictive 
T = Teaching Function 

0 

2.5 

3 

~ 
1.0 
o 



Table 12. Percentage of Teacher Response to Student (SFA). 

Total Student T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 'J!7 T8 T9 T10 TIl T12 T13 T14 
% Response 

0 SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

44.5 SS 1.5 9.5 1.5 0 0 1.5 1.5 16 3 0 1 0 4 

55.5 SR 1.5 5 1.5 7 2 6 6 10.5 2 0 3 1.5 1.5 
-----
100% 

Percentage of Student Response to Student (SFA) 

Student Elab Student Specific Student Restrictive 

0 ELAB 0 0 0 

44.5 SPEC 0 36 12.5 

55.5 REST 1 12.5 35.5 
-----
100% 

SE = Student Elaborate; SS = Student Specific; SR = Student Restrictive 
T = Teaching Function 

0 

5 

3 

...... 
~ 

...... 



Table 13. Percentage of Teacher Response to Student (SSFA). 

Total Student T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 T11 T12 T13 T14 
% Response 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

0 SE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

48 SS 0 3.5 0 2 0 2 2 30 11.5 0 0 2 0 

52 SR 1 5 1 5 2.5 8.5 1 8.5 5 0 1 1 0 
-----
100% 

Percentage of Student Response to Student (SSFA) 

Student Elab Student Specific. Student Restrictive 

o 

48 

52 

100% 

ELAB 

SPEC 

REST 

o 

o 

o 

o 

25 

9.5 

o 

18.5 

40.5 

SE = Student Elaborate; SS = Student Specific; SR = Student Restrictive 
T = Teaching Function 

0 

3.5 

17.5 

I-' 
\0 
N 
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Direct Instruction 

Students restrictive responses most frequently elicited 

teacher utterances reflecting the teachers supervision of 

their students application of the new skill (teaching 

function #11) (see Table 10). Restrictive student responses 

represented 63% of the utterances students contributed. 

Teachers responded to these restrictive responses by 

supervising their responses 16.5% of the time and is 

illustrated by the following excerpt. 

049 S - Asistir a la gente con carros 

descompuestos. (Assist stranded 

motorists.) 

050 T - Ahora diganme la ••• (Now tell me the ••• ) 

051 S - Ayudar a gente que tiene problemas con sus 

automoviles, carros. • • automoviles. (Help 

people with car problems, cars, automobiles). 

Students specific responses (36%) were most often 

followed by a teacher utterance representing the teaching of 

a new skill directly (10%). Teachers seemed to proceed with 

the lesson by directly teaching the next vocabulary word 

definition immediately after the students response. The 

teachers' sense of urgency for completion of the task may 

have been a result of two factors. First, they might have 

felt obligated to comply with the timeline suggested by the 

researcher. Second, the teachers may have also wanted to 



perform the task as prescribed by the teaching script 

provided. 

Semantic Mapping 
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Students restrictive responses (56%) were most often 

followed by teachers confirming their understanding 

(teaching function #8) (42%) (see Table 11). This 

progression was apparent by the large proportion of the 

teachers' utterances associated with this teaching function. 

Students' specific responses (44%) were also most often 

followed by teachers confirming understanding (38%). 

Teachers use of confirming understanding teaching function 

is illustrated in the following excerpt derived in a. 

semantic mapping lesson. 

081 S - Oh, a reservoir is like - urn, it's like 

when you renting something to like -

something rents a car like that. 

082 T - Ok. That's an idea. She says a 

reservoir has to do with something like when 

you rent something. Does that make sense? 

~le' re going to have to read to find out because 

we're not real sure. Ok. Save Lives. 

Semantic Feature Analysis 

Students' restrictiv~ responses (55.5%) represented 

over half of the student responses generated during this 

condition (see Table 12). These student responses were most 

often followed by teachers' utterances intended to confirm 



understanding (teaching function #8) (10.5%). Students' 

specific responses represented the balance of the total 

student utterances (44.5%). These utterances were also 

followed by teacher utterances associated with confirming 

understanding (16%). 

008 

009 

010 

011 

S -

T -

S -

T -

It's somebody that would take care of 

property that's not yours? 

Takes care of property. Ok. Arnold? 

Police can protect the city. 

They pro tec t. Ok. They take care of 

property that's not yours; they protect the 

ci ty. Ruben? 

Semantic Syntactic Feature Analysis 
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Student restrictive responses (52%) were more apparent 

in this condition than specific responses (48%) (see Table 

13). Student restrictive responses most often elicited 

management (teaching function #14) type utterances from the 

teacher (17.5%). Student specific responses most often 

elicited confirming understanding (teaching function #8) 

teacher utterances (30%). 

Collectively the results derived from calculating the 

frequency of occurrences of student initiated responses 

revealed that teachers in each of the conditions reacted to 

their students restricted and specific contributions in a 

varied manner (see Table 14) • 
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The teachers engaged in the direct instruction 

condition were consistent in responding to their students' 

restrictive and specific responses by using directive 

teaching functions (ie. supervision of student application 

of new skill (#11), and teach skill directly, (#10). 

Although data investigating teachers' use of specific 

teaching functions illustrated that direct instruction 

teachers did occasionally use interactive teaching 

functions, directive teaching functions were those most 

often used when following student's restrictive and specific 

responses. 

Teachers-assigned either the semantic mapping or 

semantic feature analysis responded to their students' 

restrictive and specific responses most often by using 

utterances associated with confirming understanding. The 

substantial frequency use of the confirming understanding 

teaching function by these teachers is interesting and may 

have been a result of several factors. Teachers may have 

thought it necessary to make sure all students were 

following a common line of discussion, by modeling 

(repeating) a student's good contribution the teacher could 

redirect the discussion back to the topic. Teachers may 

have felt obligated to restate and elaborate students 

responses perceived as inadequate or incomplete in order to 

circumvent misconceptions. Teachers may have used this 



teaching function simply to provide the response to a 

student who may not have heard the contribution. 
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Another plausible reason for teachers use of this 

teaching function may have been the priority set by the 

teacher regarding what was to be learned from the lesson. 

Teachers ernplqying this teaching function may have been more 

concerned with their students learning of the content 

presented through the strategy rather than the procedures 

for conducting the strategy. 

Teachers assigned interactive conditions, as did those 

assigned direct instruction, also employed teaching 

functions not exclusively associated with their assigned 

condi tion. 

Teachers assigned to the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis responded most often to student restrictive 

responses by management utterances and responded to their 

students specific contributions most often by using 

confirming understanding utterance~. 

SSFA teachers' responses to their student's specific 

contributions were consistent with the manner in which other 

teachers assigned interactive conditions responded. This 

behavior may have been influenced by factors previously 

mentioned. However SSFA teachers were not consistent with 

teachers assigned the other interactive conditions, when 

making discussion contributions following their students 

restrictive comments. Teachers assigned to the SSFA 
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responded to their students restrictive comments with 

management utterances. The SSFA condition entails more 

steps for implementation these steps may have provided more 

opportunities for student misbehavior and thus more 

managerial teaching utterances. 

This inquiry was further investigated by examining the 

type of student responses elicited by an other student. 

Student/Student 

Each student response and each subsequent student 

response were recorded and tallied. If either student 

elicitation or its student response was not codable (ie 

nothern) both were excluded from interaction proportions. 

Proportions of occurrence for each codable student/student 

combination were calculated. 

Findings for all four conditions indicate that when a 

sequence of student utterances was recorded on the 

transcriptions, a student's initial response was most often 

followed by an additional student utterance of the same 

quality. For example, a student restrictive response was 

more often followed by an additional student restrictive 

response. The same was documented for specific responses. 

Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13 summarize all conditions in each 

condition. 

Findings report students engaged in direct instruction, 

semantic feature analysis, and semantic syntactic feature 

analysis contributed more restrictive responses than 



specific responses to the classroom dialogue. Student to 

student interactions are illustrated in Table 15. 
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Data examined for interaction patterns among teachers 

and their students engaged in the four intervention 

conditions suggests that teachers and students interact 

differently when implementing these conditions. Data 

collected for teacher to student interactions are collapsed 

and are illustrated collectively in Table 16. It was also 

of interest to investigate whether differences were 

manifested in student reading comprehension, specifically, 

as measured by multiple choice test scores and written 

summary ratings. 

Question #5 

Is there a relationship between patterns in teacher 

talk and patterns in students' quality and quantity of prior 

knowledge as -illustrated in students written summaries in 

each condition? 

To examine the patterns depicted in students' written 

summaries, proportional data were computed to represent the 

teachers' use of teaching functions and compared to the 

average performance score gained by students in each 

assigned condition. Teachers' function use and students' 

written summary performance were compared collectively, 

according to their assigned conditions, and individually, as 

separate classrooms. Comparisons were drawn using the three 

categories of teacher functions (general, interactive, and 



Table 16. Most Frequent Interaction TEacher and Student Pattern 
by Condition. 

Direct Instruction 

T(10) ~ S (NR) 

T(ll) 
? 

Semantic Mapping 

T(a) -+ S(NR) 

Semantic Feature 
Analysis 

T(14) --+ S (NR) 

Semantic 
Syntactic 
Feature 
Analysis 

T ( 9 ) -+ S (NR) 

T(10) -+ S(R) T ( a) -4 S (R) .... T ( 8) T ( 14 ) ~ S ( S) ~S (S) T (9 ) ~ S (S) ~S (S) 

)'S(R) 

N 
o 
o 
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directive) and three characteristics of students' prior 

knowledge (elaborative, specific, and restrictive) and the 

holistic evaluation of their written summaries. Quality of 

prior knowledge was defined as statements illustrating 

knowledge that was not provided in the text passage or 

provided in the instructional materials. Holistic scores 

reflect a rating of a summary according to a six point 

rating scale (see chapter four for procedures). Table 17 

summarizes all data for all conditions. 

Prior Knowledge 

Elaborate. Elaborate responses were defined as those 

that represent creative, extended, linking, analogies, 

definitions ore enriched information. The absence of 

elaborate statements in students' written summaries across 

all conditions was documented. Therefore no pattern or 

connection to the teachers' use of teaching functions in 

those conditions and student written summaries was revealed. 

Specific. Specific responses included attributes, 

descriptive characteristics, examples, or processes. 

Students' use of specific statements was varied across the 

four conditions. The average number of specific statements 

for each classroom ranged from one to four statements. The 

highest average recorded according to condition was 

generated by students assigned the semantic feature analysis 

condition. The lowest average score by condition, one 

specific statement, was generated by students engaged in the 



Table 17. Percentage of Teacher Function Use/Average Raw Score for Student 
Written Summaries. 

TEACHER STUDENT 

Condition GNRL DIR INTER ELAB SPEC REST HOLISTIC 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DI{l) 31 51.5 17.5 0 4 0 5 
DI(2) 32 54.5 13.5 0 1 4 4 

AVG FOR CONDITION 31.5 53 15.5 0 2.5 2 4.5 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 1 2 4 0 3 4 1 

SM{l) 13 -12 75 0 0 0 6 
SM(2) 22 27 51 0 2 1 3 

AVG FOR CONDITION 17.5 19.5 63 0 1 .5 4.5 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 9 15 24 0 2 1 3 

SFA{l) 35 2 63 0 2 4 4 
SFA (2) 19 13 68 0 6 10 8 

AVG FOR CONDITION 27 7.5 65.5 0 4 7 6 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 16 11 5 0 4 6 4 

SSFA{l) 29 10 61 0 3 4 7 
SSFA(2) 24.5 11.5 64 0 1 1 4 

AVG FOR CONDITION 26.75 10.75 62.5 0 2 2.5 5.5 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 4.5 1.5 3 0 2 3 3 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

t\J 
o 
t\J 



semantic mapping lessons. Students participating in the 

semantic syntactic feature analysis and the direct 

instruction lessons were slightly more successful (class 

averages of 2.5 and 2 specific statements, respectively). 
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Individual classroom student averages revealed that 

students participating in the second classroom engaged in 

the second semantic feature analysis lesson generated the 

most specific statements (6). This semantic feature 

analysis lesson was led by a teacher who afforded 68% of the 

utterances to interactive teaching functions. The lowest 

use of specific statements (0) was generated by students 

participating in the first semantic mapping lesson. 

Differences in students' generation of specific 

statements were represented between the four intervention 

conditions. However, differences within conditions were 

also reported and were often greater than those between 

conditions. For example, students assigned the semantic 

feature ~nalysis represented the greatest within condition 

difference. Students participating in one of the semantic 

feature analysis lessons generated two specific statements, 

and students involved in the second semantic feature 

analysis lesson generated six specific statements. This 

within group difference of four was larger than all between 

group differences across the intervention conditions. These 

findings suggest that differences exist among teachers even 

those assigned the same condition. 
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Restrictive. Restrictive statements included responses 

that reveal very limited infor.mation. Students use of 

restrictive statements varied among the four conditions. 

The average number of restrictive statements according to 

assigned condition ranged from .5 to 7 restrictive 

statements. The highest average (7) by condition was 

generated by students assigned the semantic feature analysis 

condition. The lowest average occurrence of restrictive 

statements was generated by students participating in the 

semantic mapping condition (.5). 

Individual classroom average use of restrictive 

statements revealed that students assigned the second 

semantic feature analysis lesson generated the most 

restrictive statements (10). This classroom was led by the 

teachers whose utterances reflected 68% of the utterances 

coded to interactive teaching funotions. Individual 

classroom average use of restrictive statements revealed 

that a group of students assigned the first semantic mapping 

condition failed to generate restrictive statements. This 

pair revealed the greatest individual class difference for 

the number of restricted statements generated. 

Differences in the number of restrictive statements 

generated by students were documented between individual 

classrooms, between conditions and within conditions. The 

greatest within conditions difference was documented by the 

students engaged in the semantic feature analysis condition. 



In the first of these lessons students" averaged four 

restri~tive statements. In the other semantic feature 

analysis lesson students averaged ten restrictive 

statements. This within condition difference for 

restrictive statements is greater than all of the between 

condition differences. 

Holistic Rating 

205 

Collectively the students assigned the semantic feature 

analysis and the semantic syntactic feature analysis 

preformed similarly as reflected by each conditions' average 

holistic score (5.5. and 6, respectively). Students 

assigned the direct instruction and the semantic mapping 

conditions also performed similarly. The average holistic 

score for each of these conditions was 4.5. 

Individual classroom average scores revealed that 

students engaged in the second semantic feature analysis 

lesson generated summaries awarded the highest holistic 

group average score (8). This particular semantic feature 

analysis lesson was conducted by a teacher whose utterances 

reflected interactive teaching function for 68% of the 

instructional period. The lowest holistic group average 

score (3) was generated by students involved in the second 

semantic mapping lesson. This lesson was led by a teacher 

who used the least amount of interactive type teaching 

functions of those assigned interactive conditions (51% of 

the utterances coded). 
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Although findings document a difference of student 

holistic scores between the four conditions, they also 

document a difference within the conditions. The most 

consistent lessons, according to holistic ratings, were 

those employing the direct instruction condition reflected 

in the one point within difference. The two classrooms 

engaged in this condition generated similar holistic group 

average scores (5 and 4). The least consistent condition, 

according to holistic scores, were classes involved in the 

semantic feature analysis condition. In this condition the 

first holistic classroom average was 4 and the remaining 

semantic feature analysis 'condition classroom averaged a 

holistic score of eight. 

Stu~ents engaged in the second semantic feature 

analysis condition were the most successful in generating 

rich written summaries. These students generated the most 

specific (6) statements, the most restrictive (10) 

statements, and the highest holistic rating score (8) than 

did students participating in the first semantic feature 

analysis lesson as well as students engaged in all other 

conditions. The teacher participating in the instruction of 

these students employed 68% of the utterances to interactive 

teaching function. 

In contrast, a teacher assigned the semantic mapping 

condition used interactive teaching functions more often 

afforded utterances used in instruction to interactive 
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teaching functions (75%). Students participating in this 

semantic mapping lesson did not generate elaborate, specific 

or restrictive statements. (This was possible if students 

exclusively wrote about content presented in the instruction 

material or in the text.) However, these students did 

generate written summaries that merited a holistic score of 

6. Similar trends were illustrated in multiple test scores 

generated by students involved in classrooms implementing 

the same condition. 

Question #6 

Is there a relationship between patterns" in teacher 

talk and patterns in students' multip~e choice test scores 

in each condition? 

To examine the patterns depicted in teachers' function 

use and those illustrated in students' multiple choice test 

performance, proportional data collected representing the 

teachers' use of teaching functions and the average 

performance score gained by students assigned each condition 

were compared. Teachers' function use and students' test 

performance were compared collectively, according to their 

assigned conditions, and individually, as single classrooms. 

Comparisons are drawn using the three teaching function 

categories (general, directive, and interactive) and 

students' vocabulary and conceptual item scores on a 

multiple choice comprehension test. Vocabulary items 

required definitional knowledge and conceptual items 



required drawing relationships among ideas. All 

combinations are summarized on Table 18. 

Comprehension Test 
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Vocabulary. Students performance on vocabulary items 

varied across the four conditions. Averages for condition 

ranged from 8.5 to 12 correct vocabulary items. The highest 

average by condition was recorded by students assigned the 

semantic mapping condition (12). The lowest average 

vocabulary score by condition was recorded for students 

participating in the direct instruction condition (8.5). 

Students engaged in the semantic feature analysis answered 

an average of 10 vocabulary items correct. Students 

participating in the semantic syntactic feature analysis 

condition answered an average of 9 vocabulary items correct. 

Individual classroom averages revealed that students 

assigned the first semantic mapping condition classroom 

correctly answered all fifteen vocabulary items. The 

semantic mapping lesson was led by a teacher who afforded 

75% of the instructional utterances to interactive teaching 

functions. Students engaged in the second direct 

instruction lesson and those in the second semantic 

syntactic feature analysis lesson both averaged eight 

correct vocabulary items. 

Differences in students' performance on vocabulary 

items were represented between intervention conditions. In 

addition, differences within conditions were documented. 



Table 18. Percentage of Teacher Function Use/Average Raw Score for Student 
Comprehension Test. 

TEACHER STUDENT 

Condition GNRL DIR INTER VOCABULARY CONCEPTS 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DI(l) 31 51.5 17.5 9 4 
DI(2) 32 54.5 13.5 8 9 

AVG FOR CONDITION 31.5 53 15.5 8.5 6.5 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 1 2 4 1 5 

SM(l) 13 12 75 15 17 
SM(2) 22 27 51 9 9 

AVG FOR CONDITION 17.5 19.5 63 12 13 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 9 15 24 6 8 

SFA(l) 35 2 63 10 10 
SFA(2) 19 13 68 10 10 

AVG FOR CONDITION 27 7.5 65.5 10 10 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 16 11 5 0 0 

SSFA(l) 29 10 61 10 10 
SSFA(2) 24.5 11.5 64 8 9 

AVG FOR CONDITION 26.75 . 10.75 62.5 9 9.5 
WITHIN GROUP DIFF 4.5 1.5 3 2 1 

N 
o 
\D 
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Students assigned the semantic mapping condition represented 

the greatest within condition difference. Students 

participating in the first semantic mapping lesson answered 

15 vocabulary items correctly, and student involved in the 

second se~antic mapping lesson answered 9 vocabulary items. 

This within group difference of six was larger than all 

between condition differences for vocabulary. 

Students assigned the direct instruction condition 

represent the smallest within condition difference for 

vocabulary items. Students in the first direct instruction 

lesson correctly responded to nine vocabulary items and 

students engaged in the second direct instruction lesson 

answered 8 vocabulary items correctly. 

Concepts. Students perfor.mance on conceptual items 

varied between the four conditions. The average number of 

conceptual items answered correctly by condition ranged from 

6.5 to 13 items. The highest average (13) by condition was . 

generated by students assigned the semantic mapping 

condition. The lowest average (6.5) of correctly answered 

conceptual items was recorded from students participating in 

the direct instruction condition. 

Individual classroom average perfor.mance revealed that 

students assigned the first semantic mapping lesson answered 

all seventeen conceptual items correctly. This class was 

led by a teacher whose utterances reflected the use of 

interactive teaching functions to a great degree (75%). 
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Students involved in the first direct instruction lesson 

answered the least number (4) of conceptual items correctly. 

Differences in the number of correctly answered 

conceptual items were documented between conditions as well 

as within conditions. The greatest within condition 

difference was documented by the students engaged in the 

semantic mapping condition. In the first semantic mapping 

~esson students answered seventeen items correctly, and in 

the second semantic mapping lesson students answered nine 

conceptual items correctly. This within condition· 

difference was large that all the between condition 

differences for concepts. 

Large within condition differences in both student 

multiple choice test and written summary scores suggest that 

more than the implementation of the conditions are 

influential to student outcome performance. For example, 

students involved in classes led by the two most interactive 

teachers (SM 75% and SFA 68%) performed differently on the 

multiple choice test and the written summary factors. 

Students involved in the semantic mapping lesson generated 

more specific and restrictive statements in their written 

summaries, and gained a higher holistic score than students 

involved in the semantic syntactic feature analysis lesson. 

In contrast, students involved in the semantic 

syntactic feature lesson performed better on conceptual and 

vocabulary items on the multiple choice test than did the 
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students involved in any of the other intervention 

conditions. This result is curious considering the 

theoretical basis for the guiding the implementation these 

conditions. The direct instruction condition is 

theoretically and procedurally most compatible for student 

achievement of vocabulary knowledge. However, the greatest 

vocabulary scores were achieved by students involved in an 

interactive condition (SSFA). A larger sample size would be 

needed to account for more of the variance reflected in 

these teachers and students. 

Summary 

This study was conducted to further the understanding 

of teacher and student interactions while engaged in 

learning social studies content using interactive methods 

and a contrast directive method. The four intervention 

strategies required different types of student 

participation. 

Researchers have not sufficiently described the 

teaching moves displayed in the enactment of these 

strategies. Researchers have also not investigated the 

verbal interaction patterns generated by teachers and 

special education populations. Cazden recognized the 

benefits of cooperative knowledge sharing on academic and 

social development, sta ting that IIspeech uni tes the 

cognitive and the social ll (1986, p.436). Based on research 

documenting the advantage of cooperative knowledge sharing 

(Slavin, 1985) it was hypothesized that the interactive 



conditions would better serve these goals than the direct 

instruction condition. 
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The data collected revealed the complexity of the 

interaction generated in a classroom. Results indicated 

that there was a significant difference in teachers' use of 

teaching function categories (interactive, directive, 

general) across the four intervention condition. The small 

sample was not sufficient to identify statistical 

differences among the teachers' use of each of the teaching 

functions. However proportional data revealed pedagogically 

significant trends across the four conditions. 



CHAPTER SIX 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
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This chapter summarizes the results of this study and 

includes a description of both the subjects and the design. 

Implications for pedagogy and suggestions for future 

research are also presented. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was twofold. The first 

purpose was to describe and compare classroom dialogue 

generated in three pre-reading conditions developed to shift 

discussion control and responsibilities from the teacher to 

the students and a contrast condition not specifically 

designed to encourage student involvement. The second 

purpose was to describe patterns in teacher talk and 

patterns. in students' performance on written summaries and 

on a multiple choice test. 

Subjects and Design 

This study described eight classrooms (self contained 

and resource) serving bilingual students identified as 

learning disabled. Subjects were fourth, fifth and sixth 

grade students and their teachers. Classes were randomly 

assigned to one of four instructional conditions: (1) direct 

instruction, (2) semantic mapping, (3) semantic feature 

analysis, and (4) semantic syntactic feature analysis. The 

design of the study consisted of describing and comparing 
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the teachers use of various teaching functions and the type 

of student responses they elicited while engaged in their 

assigned condition. Teacher and student language was coded 

according to the Discourse Analysis Coding System (DACS) 

(Appendix N) and reported from video taped lessons. 

Results 

Several analyses were used to provide a context for the 

comparisons drawn among teachers' use of teaching functions 

across the intervention conditions. These analyses 

revealed that each classroom demonstrated similar 

participatory structures. The interactions generated in all 

the conditions demonstrated the pervasive classroom dialogue 

structure of IRE (Mehan, 1979) consisting of the teacher 

initiating a response, the student responding, and the 

teacher providing some type of feedback immediately after 

the student's response. 

Analyses of turn at talk revealed that the 

initiation/response/feedback interactions generated 

approximately equal turns at talk for teachers and students 

in all conditions. This occurred because teachers 

maintained their turn at talk when enacting two intents. 

That is, teachers provided feedback to student responses and 

would then initiate subsequent student responses during a 

single turn at talk (teacher feedback; teacher initiation/ 

student response). 
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The teachers dual use of the turn at talk was also 

reflected in the amount of utterances recorded. Thus, the 

length of the utterance, how much an individual spoke once 

gaining the floor, illustrated that teachers dominated the 

classroom discussion. In all four conditions the amount of 

teacher utterances recorded was twice the number of student 

utterances recorded. 

This dominance is compelling when considering two 

factors. First, each group involved one teacher and about 

six students. Thus, teacher utterances were generated by a 

single teacher and the student utterances recorded were 

shared among six students. Secondly, the intervention 

conditions differed in their value of student participation. 

The interaGtive conditions were specifically designed to 

encourage more student participation and less teacher 

commentary. The direct instruction condition was not 

designed for the same purpose. 

To examine the teacher discourse employed during the 

four instructional conditions, teacher talk was coded for 

each of the fourteen teaching functions. The teaching 

functions were collapsed into three categories: general, 

directive, and interactive teaching procedures. Results 

indicated that each teaching function category was used 

differently across the intervention conditions. Chi Square 

results report that each teaching function category 
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(interactive, directive, and general) was differentially 

used to a statistically significant degree (p l .0011 df 6). 

Proportional data also revealed differential use of specific 

teaching functions across the four conditions. 

Differential use between the interactive and directive 

teaching functions was anticipated given the two divergent 

theoretical orientations guiding the design and 

implementation of these instructional practices. 

Differences were also evident between teachers employment of 

teaching functions reflective of general teaching 

procedures. Teaching functions illustrating a 10% 

difference were used to inform pedagogical applications and 

validate theoretical tenets associated with both interactive 

and directive teaching. One general teaching function not 

exclusively associated with either theory, did reveal a 10% 

difference between direct instruction teachers' 

implementation when compared with its use by teachers 

assigned the interactive teaching conditions. 

Provide an Overview and Directions (teaching function 

#1) was more frequently used by teachers assigned direct 

instruction (12.25%) than any of the interactive conditions 

(SM = 8%, SFA = 7%, SSFA = 2%). The greatest difference in 

use was between direct instruction and semantic syntactic 

feature analysis. 
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The frequent use of this teaching function by direct 

instruction teachers may be due the teachers' frequent 

student monitoring and probing regarding the steps for 

implementation. Target words and phrases and their 

definitions were to be repeated by the student only after 

the teacher first stated the word, stated its definition, 

used it in a sample sentence and then repeated the word or 

phrase. 

All but one directive teaching function revealed a 

minimum difference of 10% between teachers assigned'direct 

instruction and those assigned interactive. Teacher 

utterances recorded associated with teaching skills directly 

(teaching function #10), supervision of students' 

application of new skill (teaching function #11), and 

providing practice exercises (teaching tunction #12) 

illustrated teachers assigned direct instruction dominant 

use (see Table 4). 

The remaining directive teaching function, 

summarization (teaching function #13) was used in a sparse 

manner by teachers in all conditions (DI = .5%; SM = 2.5; 

SFA = 4.5%; SSFA = 2%). Although summarization is 

associated with directive teaching (Baumann, 1983), teachers 

assigned the direct instruction condition used this teaching 

function the least. These results suggest that 

summarization is a teaching function reflective of general 
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teaching, however the moderate use recorded for all teachers 

indicates that teachers are perhaps not convinced of its 

utility or effectiveness. 

Significant differences were also evident between 

teachers' use of interactive teaching functions. Five of 

the interactive teaching functions document a distinction 

between directive teaching and interactive teaching. The 

interactive teaching functions that portrayed a 10% 

different between their use by teachers assigned the direct 

instruction and interactive condition(s) included: activate 

students' prior knowledge (teaching function #2), predict 

relationships (teaching function #4), utilize cooperative 

knowledge sharing (teaching function (#5), teach concepts in 

relation to context (teaching function #6) and confirm 

understanding (teaching function #8) (see Table 4). 

Teacher utterances associated with activating students' 

prior knowledge occurred most frequently by teachers 

assigned the semantic syntactic feature analysis (16%) and 

least frequently by those assigned direct instruction (6%). 

Teacher utterances identified with this teaching function 

probed for students' prior knowledge that provided a basis 

for the connection of ideas. 

The most dramatic difference between teachers' 

utterances associated with predicting relationships among 

and between the content concepts occurred between those 
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reported for teachers assigned the semantic feature analysis 

condition (10.5%) and teachers assigned the direct 

instruction condition (0%) in which the function was not 

recorded at all. Teacher utterances associated with this 

teaching function consisted of statements referring to 

establishing connections and relationship among the concepts 

generated throughout the activity. 

Teacher utterances associated with utilizing 

cooperative knowledge sharing were most often recorded for 

teachers assigned the semantic syntactic feature analysis 

condition (12%). Teachers assigned the SSFA condition 

generated utterances which probed students to use each other 

as resources of information, and encouraged the contribution 

of student opinions. When the occurrence reported in the 

SSFA condition (12%) is compared with those reported for the 

other interactive conditions (Sm = 4.75% and SFA = 5.5%) and 

the direct instruction condition (1%) the use of teacher 

utterances associated with utilizing cooperative knowledge 

sharing suggests an important and key element in the 

implementation of the SSFA. 

Teaching concepts in relation to context occurred most 

frequently by teachers assigned the semantic mapping 

condition (18.5%). Teachers who employed the SM condition 

generated utterances that referred to relating ideas to the 

context of the activity, to the superordinate idea 
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(Community Services), and to the passage to be read. This 

-teaching function was conservatively used by teachers 

assigned the direct instruction condition (2.25%). Teachers 

who employed the direct instruction condition generated 

utterances that referred to relating ideas to context at the 

sentence level (definition sentence, sample sentence). 

Teacher utterances associated with confirming understanding 

were most frequently recorded for teachers assigned the 

semantic mapping condition (18%). Confirming understanding 

was used to a lesser degree by teachers assigned the 

remaining two interactive conditions (SFA = 14% and SSFA = 

14.5%). These teachers generated statements which referred 

to asking students to evaluate their understanding against 

information presented in the visual (map, chart, and/or 

sentences), and infor.mation contributed to the discussion by 

fellow students. Teachers assigned the direct instruction 

condition also generated utterances (3.5%) associated with 

confirming understanding. However, these teachers 

customarily repeated student responses to confirm their own 

understanding. 

Teachers assigned the interactive conditions did not 

reflect identical use of teaching functions (see Table 1). 

Total teacher utterances reflect that teachers assigned the 

SM used slightly more utterances (67.75%) associated with 
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interactive teaching than teachers assigned the SFA and the 

SSFA conditions (63.5% and 64.75%, respectively). 

Teaching functions that illustrate contrasts among 

teachers assigned conditions generated from a common 

theoretical perspective was also of interest. To further 

distinguish divergent characteristics within theoretically 

similar interventions the three interactive conditions were 

paired representing each possible combination. The 

combinations reflecting the least difference of recorded 

teacher utterances for each teacher function were tallied. 

within the interactive conditions teachers assigned the 

semantic syntactic feature analysis (SSFA) and the semantic 

feature analysis (SFA) conditions verbally participated to a 

similar frequency for nine (teaching functions #3, #4, #7, 

#8, #9, #10, #11, #12, and #14) of the fourteen teaching 

functions investigated~ 

Teachers assigned the semantic mapping (SM) and 

semantic feature analysis (SFA) conditions reflected a 

common rate of use for three (teaching functions #1, #5, and 

#6) of the fourteen functions investigated. Teachers 

assigned the SM and those assigned the SSFA illustrated 

similar use of only two (teaching functions #2 and #13) of 

the fourteen functions examined. 

Among the interactive conditions the most similar were 

those assigned the SFA and the SSFA conditions, the least 
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similar were teachers assigned the SM and those assigned the 

SSFA. 

_ Teaching functions that illustrated similar use among 

teachers assigned theoretically divergent conditions were 

also investigated. To further distinguish divergent 

characteristics across the four intervention conditions, 

each condition was paired to represent each possible 

combination. The combinations reflecting the least 

difference of recorded teacher utterances for each teacher 

function were tallied. 

Teachers assigned the direct instruction (DI) condition 

and teachers assigned the semantic mapping (SM) used six 

(teaching functions #1, #4, #5, #7, #10, and #11) of 

fourteen teaching functions more similarly than teachers in 

the other intervention conditions examined. 

Teachers assigned DI and those assigned semantic 

syntactic feature analysis (SSFA) used three teaching 

functions (teaching functions #3, #6, and #9, ) of the 

fourteen teaching functions similarly. 

Teachers assigned DI and those assigned the semantic 

feature analysis (SFA) did not exercise any of the fourteen 

teaching functions investigated to a similar degree. 

ThUS, when comparing teachers assigned the DI with 

those assigned the interactive, teachers assigned DI 

verbally contributed most similarly to those assigned the 8M 



condition. Likewise, according to teacher function use, 

t~achers assigned DI were least similar to those assigned 

the SFA condition. 
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Teachers not only varied in the frequency of their use 

of particular teaching function, they also varied in ways 

they enacted teaching functions. Quantitative data 

collected documented the similarities in the selection of 

teacher function use and its frequency. Descriptive 

analysis also illustrated differential employment of 

particular teacher functions selected. 

Teachers' variable use of teaching functions is 

illustrated in differences reported between and among the 

directive and interactive teaching functions. 

Identifying the magnitude and the context of these 

differences aid our understanding regarding the 

implementation of these instructional practices, the success 

of these instructional practices, and the integral elements 

which characterize these instructional practices. 

To examine teacher and student interaction, the 

discourse of students and the teacher was recorded. Student 

utterances were coded for categories of prior knowledge. 

Teacher utterances were coded by teacher function. Each 

teaching function and the following student response was 

recorded and tallied. Each student response was recorded 

and tallied. Proportions for each teacher function/student 



response combination represented in each condition was 

calculated. 
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Data indicated that although teachers varied the 

selection of teaching function use and the manner in which 

they implemented a teaching function, the most frequent 

student response elicited by all teaching functions in each 

of the condi tions was "no response. II 

This no response phenomenon is crucial to understanding the 

robust nature of classroom participation structures in which 

teachers play the dominant role. 

Several hypotheses were propo.sed as possibl e 

explanations for the overwhelming amount of no response 

reported for students in each of the directive instruction 

and interactive intervention conditions. Transcripts of 

teacher talk revealed that teachers contributed more to 

class 'discussions' than did their students. The majority 

of the turns at talk seized by teachers resulted in long 

segments of discourse in which teachers used many teaching 

functions in combination. Teachers failed to provide 

adequate opportunities for students to respond to each of 

these teaching functions separately. 

When teachers did provide opportunities for student 

responses, students engaged in the direct instruction, 

semantic mapping, and the semantic feature analysis 

conditions most often responded with restrictive 
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contributions. When students engaged in the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis were afforded the opportunity to 

contribute to class discussions these students responded 

most often with specific statements. 

Although teachers provided few opportunities for student 

participation those assigned the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis elicited qualitatively better student responses. 

To examine teacher functions elicited by student 

response, each student response and the following teacher 

function were recorded and tallied. Proportions for each 

combination represented in each condition were calculated. 

Students' restrictive responses generated in the direct 

instruction condition were responded to by teacher 

utterances associated with the supervising of the skill. 

Students' specific responses were responded to by teacher 

utterances associated with teaching the skill directly. 

Students' restrictive and specific responses generated 

in the semantic mapping and the semantic feature analysis 

conditions were responded by teachers utterances associated 

with confirming understanding. Students' restrictive 

responses generated in the semantic syntactic condition were 

also responded to by teacher utterances associated with 

confirm understanding. However students' specific responses 

were responded to by teacher utterances associated with 

management. 
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To examine the relationship between teaching functions 

and reflections of student knowledge, teachers' function 

use, students' written summaries and students' comprehension 

test were reviewed to identify patterns. 

Student written summaries generated by students engaged 

in the second semantic feature analysis classroom revealed 

the greatest amount of structure and cohesion in their 

writing as reflected in average holistic score of eight. 

These students also integrated their prior knowledge about 

the topic into their summaries this is reflected in a high 

number of specific and restrictive statements. 

Students engaged in the semantic mapping condition 

responded to more vocabulary items correctly compared to all 

average scores. Students engaged in the semantic feature 

analysis correctly answered an equal number of vocabulary 

and conceptual items. Although the direct instruction 

condition was primarily designed for vocabulary development 

results were inconsistent. 

Implications for Pedagogy and Theory 

Oral language establishes the classroom culture, 

therefore attempts to modify classroom discussion amount to 

attempts to modify the very culture of the classroom 

(Alvermann & Hayes, 1989). What stUdents learn is 

influenced by what is held important within that classroom 



culture. These lessons include both academic content and 

social norms. 
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In classroom cultures the teacher's role is often 

perceived as one of manager of student behavior, and is 

depicted by their dominating the oral language of the 

classroom. Students generally accept having their behavior 

managed and forfeit their responsibility as active 

contributors to classroom discussions for that of inactive 

respondents (Stubbs, 1983). 

The conceptualization of students as inactive learners 

is readily observed and documented in special education 

populations (Bos & Anders, 1984; Torgesen, 1977; Wong, 

1979). Researchers have investigated the classroom 

interaction patterns of learning disabled students. 

According to these studies teachers rate learning disabled 

children as less cooperative and less socially acceptable 

than non-learning disabled children (Myklebust, Boshes, 

Olsen, & Cole, 1969). 

Results of classroom studies have suggested that 

patterns of verbal interaction are enduring and stable 

across time and classrooms (Barnes, 1976, Bellack et al., 

1966; Green 1983). Very cammon in classroom is the type of 

verbal exchange known as recitation, in which teachers 

initiate students responses, students respond and teachers 

provide feedback •. This kind of verbal exchange allows for 
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little give and take between teacher and students, and 

during these interactions students tend to give responses 

that are short and unelaborated, and limited to the literal 

level. 

In traditional classrooms, the communicative rights of 

teacher and pupils are very unequal. The adult can be seen 

as "owning the interaction" (Sacks, 1974). By getting the 

floor back every other turn the teacher is able to continue 

his allocation of turns at speaking, as well as to shape the 

meaning of what is said in the desired direction. This is 

much easier if rights of communication are not shared 

equally. 

Classroom oral language is loosely referred to as 

discussion. Educators conceptions of discussion vary from 

giving a formal lecture (Goodlad, 1984) to conversing 

casually about a topic (Dillon, 1984). 

Dillon distinguished discussion from recitation on three 

criteria. First, discussants must present multiple points of 

view and be ready to change their minds after hearing 

convincing arguments. Second, students must interact with 

one another as well as with "the teacher. 

Third, the majority of the verbal interaction must be longer 

than typical two or three word phrases found in recitation. 

A growing number of educators affirm that discussion 

ideally is a give and take dialogue that encourages students 
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to enrich and refine their understanding (Bridges, 1979; 

Green, 1983; Pinnel, 1984). Altering classroom discussion 

to encourage students to think more critically entails 

altering the roles of students and teachers in discussion. 

Teacher and student interaction patterns illustrated in 

this study replicated research that documented the 

prevalence of the teacher initiation, student response, and 

teacher evaluation lesson structure (Mehan, 1979; Lemke, 

1985). The abundance of teacher talk in the classroom 

'discussions' was evident in all conditions investigated. 

What the teacher says is as meaningful as how often the 

teacher contributes to discussion in hypothesizing the most 

advantageous verbal contribution distribution. Interactive 

teaching functions prompt students·to contribute to class 

discussion by activating their prior knowledge, encouraging 

students to predict relationships and to justify their 

responses. 

The interactive strategies investigated were designed 

to encourage students to be active participants in 

generating discourse truly reflective of discussions. 

Although specifically designed to encourage discussion, 

students assigned the interactive conditions did not make 

more contributions than students assigned the contrast 

condition that was not specifically designed to encourage 

discussion. 
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However, the nature of the student responses did 

differ. Students assigned the direct instruction condition 

primarily responded by repeating teacher utterances. In 

contrast, students assigned the interactive conditions 

contributed to the dialogue by providing novel opinions, 

personal experiences and prior knowledge. This qualitative 

difference in the type of response must be addressed to 

adequately portray the lesson structure. 

Research investigating the nature of the talk among 

students indicate that students are often more productive 

when given the opportunity to discuss, debate and confer 

with their peers about text opinions (Lemke, 1985). 

Unfortunately the few opportunities for such cross 

discussions are often seized by students without their 

teacher's ~pproval. That is, these conversations are likely 

to be prohibited by teachers rather than valued for their 

utility to produce quality contributions to the classroom 

discussion. 

Lemke (1985) commented on this paradox stating that it 

is not unusual that serious student questions are often 

asked after an initial and officially forbidden side

conversation with a neighbor. The rules of good behavior 

such as, raising your hand and not talking to your neighbor 

are not always compatible with productive dialogue about the 

ideas of a lesson. 
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The interactive strategies investigated in this study 

encouraged students to confer and ask questions of each 

other and supported students' efforts to do so. These 

strategies enjoyed limited success in prompting students to 

exercise the opportunity for student to student interaction. 

However, this may have been a factor of the teachers' and 

students' relative inexperience with the interactive 

conditions as previously suggested and discussed. 

The tenacity recitation that was illustrated in all of 

the instructional conditions investigated in this study 

confirms literature stating that the recitation interaction 

pattern is entrenched in schools (Goodlad, 1984, Hoetker & 

Ahlbrandt, 1960; Stodolsky, Ferguson & Wirnperberg, 1981). 

These findings also suggest that instructional intervention 

designed to modify this type of interaction must be powerful 

and enduring. 

Researchers investigating the success of other 

interactive teaching practices suggest that the success of 

an instructional strategy may lay in the scaffolded support 

provided in the social context. This support is established 

by a gradual progression from teacher direction giving way 

to more student ownership and control (Au, 1980). 

This gradual scaffolding notion is theoretically 

grounded in two Vygotskian notions. Vygotsky (1978) viewed 
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learning as a profoundly social process and maintained that 

••• every function in the child's cognitive 
development appears twice, on two levels. First, 
on the social, and later on the psychological 
level, first, between people as an 
interpsychological category, and then inside the 
child, as an intrapsychological category • • • 
(p.S7). 

The second premise guiding the implementation of 

interactive and responsive instructional practices is the 

notion of the zone of proximal development. 

• • • the distance between the actual developmental 
level as determined by independent problem solving 
and the level of potential development as 
deter.mined through problem solving under adult 
guidance or in collaboration with more capable 
peers (Vygotsky, 1978, p.86). 

Interactive instruction can by described as the process 

of transferring comprehension from a interpychological 

activity to a intrapychological activity. Reading 

comprehension is first exercised by the students under 

teacher guidance, as part of an external social process, in 

which the teacher is leading the group discussion. The 

teacher serves as the more capable other, through skillful 

questioning helping the children incorporate and understand 

information in the text with their relevant past 

experiences. Gradually, the teacher diminishes the amount 

of support offered for performance giving the children the 

opportunity to assume greater and greater control over the 

process of group discussion and text comprehension. 
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The interactive strategies investigated in this study 

represent a move toward instruction that is responsive to 

students' need, students' prior knowledge, and students' 

cooperative nature. Responsive teaching is instruction 

responsive to the child's level of performance and perceived 

need (Tharp & Gallimore, 1989). 

The interactive components derived from the knowledge 

hypothesis (Anderson & Freebody, 1981) and applied during 

the implementation of the interactive instruction provided 

teachers with methods for responsive teaching. These 

teaching functions supplied ways to encourage student 

discussion in a manner that empowered students to take risks 

and share their expertise. 

Several interactive teaching functions implemented in 

the interactive conditions illustrated differential use of 

at least 10% among teachers use and serve to inform practice 

and validate theoretical tenets and included: activate prio~ 

knowledge (teaching function #2), predict relationships 

(teaching function #4), utilize cooperative knowledge 

sharing (teaching function #5), teach concepts in context 

(teaching function #6), and confirm understanding (teaching 

function #8). 

Collaborative discussion seems to be the social 

foundation for the enactment of the interactive strategies. 

Cooperative dialogue is inherently essential for their 
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successful implementation (Stahl & Vancil, 1986). Students 

and teachers share personal prior knowledge with the group. 

Activating students' prior knowledge validate students' 

personal background of knowledge and experiences viewing 

their knowledge and experience as vital and essential for 

concept comprehension. As prereading practices, the 

instructional conditions examined in this study capitalize 

on what the students brought to the learning episode. 

This personal knowledge is transformed, translated, and 

interpreted by others in the group as students predict 

relationships and build connections between and among 

concepts. Through this social process prior knowledge is 

transformed and made into new knowledge. This dynamic 

process expands and enriches the knowledge pool available to 

all participants. Cooperative knowledge sharing serves as a 

catalys~ for the generation of subsequent verbal 

contributions in the form of suggestions, ideas, and 

opinions. 

Several of the teaching functions associated with 

interactive teaching demonstrated the formation of the zone 

of proximal development. Teacher statements such as "Can 

you tell us more about that?" and "What made you think of 

that?" illustrate this expansion and development from the 

actual developmental level to the potential developmental 

level. This guiding technique has also been referred to as 
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scaffolded instruction in which the teacher provides support 

until the student can perform the task independently (Wood, 

1980). 

Teachers and peers assist students to go beyond 

individual achievement toward potential collaborative 

success. This prompting is illustrated in teacher 

utterances that request students to justify their predicted 

relationships and confirm their understanding. These 

prompts urge students to formulate logical hypotheses to. 

persuade skeptical peers. 

Palinscar and Brown (1984) have suggested that learning 

is best facilitated when a student is allowed to interact 

with more knowledgeable peers. Such learning has been 

termed a partnership of IInovices ll and lIexpertsll (Vygotsky, 

1978). Internalization of knowledge is assisted by verbal 

interaction and collaboration with more capable than others. 

Students possessing prior knowledge about a particular topic 

plays the lIexpert II role. Students not farnil iar wi th the 

topic play the role of IInovices li
• A novice is one of 

limited knowledge who learns from the better informed 

expert. Novices are stimulated to activate their relevant 

prior knowledge from the discourse shared by the lIexperts.1I 

Social cooperative interaction is especially relevant 

for learning disabled (LD) students who have been 

characterized as inactive learners (Torgesen, 1977). These 
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students are rarely vie~ed as experts by other students or 

by their teachers, these negative perceptions affirm their 

own. These students are often limited to learning topics 

which are unfamiliar and usually uninteresting to them 

(Miller, Leinhardt, & Zigmond (1988). Situations like this 

do not provide op:£)ortunities for students to be or become 

experts or experience learning from more capable peers. 

Interactive strategies provide a framework -for students 

to use their prior knowledge about a topic as the basis for 

their learning. The strategies provide opportunities to 

discuss possible related information. Within this framework 

LD students experience being "experts" and being a more 

capable peer to others in their class. Novices are not 

devalued but play an important role in identifying areas in 

the reading ma.terial for purpose setting. 

Vygotsky termed remediation to mean the teacher's 

redirection of information in an indirect manner, such as 

through language, through symbol (written text) or other 

people. Remediation in the special education literature has 

a significantly different connotation. In this literature 

remediation suggests the repetition of a particular skill 

until the student illustrates performance depicting mastery. 

Vygotskian notions suggest the use of varied tools for 

the transformation and internalization of knowledge. These 

varied tools may take different forms, that is the 
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redirection of information may be processed by utilizing a 

tool conducted by a student peer in the classroom. 

Remediation in this sense is a move toward the use of 

variety of mediation techniques which mayor may not be 

teacher directed. 

Implications for Further Research 

This study was first conceived to address questions 

raised as part of the larger background study (Anders & Bos, 

1986-1989). These questions included general concerns 

regarding differences among teachers implementation of 

interactive instructional strategies and a directive 

instructional strategy. The findings reported in this stuqy 

present implications concerning the areas of classroom 
. 

interaction, condition effects and theoretical tenets that 

may be used to advise, direct, and suggest further research. 

Classroom Interaction 

Although the interactive conditions were specifically 

designed to encourage student participation, the findings 

report that this occurred to a very limited degree. The 

amount of turn at talk reported for teachers and students 

in each of the intervention conditions revealed that 

approximately half of the turns at talk were granted to the 

teachers and half to their students. That is, one teacher 

was allocated about one half the discussion opportunities 



and about six students shared the remainder of the 

discussion in each of the instructional lessons. 
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The amount of utterances recorded for students assigned 

each of the intervention conditions reveals that teachers 

assigned the interactive conditions and those assigned the 

directive condition elicited approximately the same amount 

of student utterances. 

Teacher to student interactions recorder for all 

conditions revealed that teachers assigned both the 

directive and interactive conditions failed to prov'ided 

their students sufficient opportunities for contributing to 

the class 'discussion'. Teacher utterances were most often 

followed by a no response from students. These data suggest 

that teachers may not able to relinquish control of the 

discussion content or surrender its course. 

However, when teachers did provide students with 

opportunities to contribute, teachers assigned the semantic 

syntactic feature analysis condition did elicit student 

responses of better quality (specific) than teachers the 

quality of student response (restrictive) elicited by 

teachers assigned in the remaining conditions. 

Teachers assigned the semantic feature analysis 

condition and those assigned the semantic syntactic feature 

analysis condition were more successful in encouraging 

student to student conversations as indica·ted in the amount 



of student to student interaction recorded for students 

engaged in all instructional conditions. 
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Further research attempting modification of established 

instructional routines must address established classroom 

cultures. Facilitating the progression of knowledge 

necessitates viewing the learning and teaching process 

within a framework and context of classroom-cultures. 

Integrating notions of culture with research questions 

is especially important when investigating the work taking 

place in learning disabled classrooms. Each classroom 

operates under established rules. These rules influence the 

content selected to be taught and the manner of its 

presentation. 

Condition Effects 

Results suggest that the interactive strategies are 

more effective then the direct instruction condition, as 

reported by two student comprehension measures. 

The results of the multiple choice comprehension test 

revealed no significant difference on vocabulary items for 

all students regardless of assigned condition. These test 

scores are compelling considering the instruction provided 

by direct instruction teachers during implementation. The 

direct instruction condition directly taught vocabulary by 

providing definition and pronunciation drills. This result 

is contrary findings suggesting the superiority and 
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effectiveness of the direct instruction condition for 

vocabulary development. Students engaged in the interactive 

conditions correctly answered vocabulary items as well as 

students engaged in the direct instruction condition. 

However, students assigned the interactive conditions 

performed better than those assigned the direct instruction 

condition on conceptual items. These findings suggest that 

the interactive conditions are effective for both vocabulary 

and concept development. 

Students engaged in the semantic feature analysis and 

the.semantic syntactic feature analysis conditions 

integrated more of their prior knowledge to construct a more 

cohesive written summary than students assigned the direct 

instruction condition. These findings suggest that the 

employment of prior knowledge facilitates the synthesis of 

content concepts. 

Future intervention research may benefit from further 

investigating teachers employment of interactive instruction 

and students participation while engaged in interactive 

instruction. 

Theoretical Tenets 

Fifteen teaching functions were identified 

characteristic of teachers implementation of all four 

conditions (see Appendix N). These fifteen teaching 
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functions were arranged into three categories consisting of 

general, directive, and interactive. 

The teaching functions categorized as general were 

generated from general teaching tenets not exclusively 

associated with either the interactive or information 

transfer models of reading comprehension nor a particular 

vocabulary hypothesis. The teaching functions categorized 

as directive were generated guided by tenets associated with 

the information transfer (Samuels, 1970) model of reading 

and a combination of the access (Meyznski, 1983) and 

instrumental (Anderson & Freebody, 1981) vocabulary 

hypotheses. The teaching functions categorized as 

interactive were generated from tenets associated with the 

interactive (Rumelhart, 1980) and the knowledge hypothesis 

of vocabulary development (Anderson & Freebody, 1881). 

Chi square findings indicated that the three teaching 

function categories (general, directive, and interactive) 

were used in a statistically significant different manner 

across the four intervention conditions (p l..001; df 6). 

Teachers' fidelity to their assigned condition was 

validated by their proportional use of each teaching 

function during their assigned condition. Results indicated 

that teachers did implement intervention condition 

consistent with their staff development training (see Table 

1) • 
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Although teachers primarily employed teaching functions 

associated with their assigned condition, some teacher 

utterances were not associated with their assigned 

condition. This cross over effect aids our understanding of 

the teaching functions in two ways: (1) it identifies 

teaching functions that may not be exclusively associated 

with directive or interactive instruction, but may represent 

general teaching functions, and (2) it identifies teaching 

functions that may be key to distinguishing directive and 

interactive teaching. 

Three teaching functions (2 interactive, 1 directive) 

were employed by all teachers to a similar degree regardless 

of assigned condition. The interactive teaching functions 

included tie new knowledge to old knowledge (teaching 

function #3), and justify relationships (teaching function 

#7). The directive teaching function identified was 

summarization (teaching function #13). The similar use of 

this teaching function may suggest that teachers in all 
, 

intervention conditions were not comfortable with these 

types of interaction, or that these interactions do not 

represent key differences in directive and interactive 

teaching. 

However, teaching functions that were employed to a 

significantly different degree (10% or more) by teachers 

assigned the direct instruction and those assigned one of 
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the interactive conditions directive may reveal key teaching 

functions that distinguish instruction characteristic of 

direct and interactive instruction. 

The directive teaching functions of teaching skills 

directly (teaching function #10), supervision of students 

application of new skill (teaching function #11), and 

providing practice exercises (teaching function #12) 

revealed large difference between teachers assigned the 

direct instruction condition and those assigned one of the 

interactive conditions. Findings in this study suggest that 

teacher direction and control are ventral to the 

implementation of direct instruction (Baumann, 1983). 

The interactive teaching functions of activating 

students prior knowledge (teaching function #2), predicting 

relationships (teaching function #4), utilizing cooperative 

knowledge sharing (teaching function #5), teaching concepts 

in relation to context (teaching function #6) and confirming 

understanding (teaching function #8) 

revealed large differences in use between teacher assigned 

the direct instruction condition and those assigned one of 

the interactive conditions. 

These interactive teaching functions exemplify the 

implementation of the interactive conditions investigated in 

this study. These results underscore the importance in 

activating and validating students' prior knowledge in a 
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content lesson. Using their prior knowledge as a basis for 

predicting relationships among concepts in the context of a 

larger superordinate ideas aids the development of 

appropriate and relevant schema prior to reading the text. 

In a cooperative setting students are encouraged to confirm 

their understanding as well as challenge other's 

understanding. 

These data revealed that the distinguishing factors 

between the interactive conditions and the direct 

instruction condition were those verbal contributions which 

initiated the merge of prior knowledge with the information 

gleaned from class discussions. 

Summa~ 

This study was designed to compare interactive and 

direct instruction instructional techniques. Findings 

indicate that the three teaching function categories 

(general, directive, and interactive) were used in a 

significantly different manner across the four intervention 

conditions. The larger background study compared these 

same conditions in elementa~, junior high and high school 

classrooms for learning disabled students (Anders and Bos, 

1986-1989). Their findings suggest that the interactive 

strategies are more effective than the direct instruction 

condition, as measured by student comprehension outcomes. 
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In short, the background study examined the 

effectiveness of interactive and directive intervention 

strategies on students' content area comprehension, the 

present study investigated the teaching itself. If 

teachers' and students' social and cognitive needs are to be 

better served and developed, research must continue to 

investigate instructional practices that advocate shared 

responsibility for learning and sustaining classroom 

discourse. 
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APPENDIX A 

LEARNING DISABILITIES CRITERIA 



ut:.FINI T IOI~: 

LEARNING DISABILITIES 

Federal . 
"Specific learning disability" means a disorder in one or more 
of the basic psychologicol processes involved in understanding 
or in using language, spOken or written, which may manifest 
itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, 
write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations. The term 
includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental 
aphasia. The term does not include children who have 
learning problems which are primarily the result of visual, 
hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental retardation, or 
emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or 
economic disadvantage. (USOE, 1977, p. 65083) 

State 
''Learning disabled" means a child with a disorder in one or 
more af the basic psychological processes involved in 
understanding or in using language, spOken or written, which 
may manifiest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, 
speak, read, write, spell or do mathematical calculations. 
The term includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, 
brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia and 
developmental aphasia. The term does not include children 
who have learning problems which are primarily the result of 
visual, hearing or motor handicaps, of mental retardation, of 
emotional disturbance or of environmental, cultural or 
economic disadvantage. 

EXCLUSIONS: The student must have a learning problem that is not 
primarily due to the physical, psychological, and 
environmental correlates that underlie learning. The student 
must have had an opportunity to learn. The learning problem 
can not be the result of a "teaching disability". In other 
words the student's learning problem is not due to mental 
retardation, auditory or visual impairments, emotional 
disturbance and/or lack of an opportunity to learn. 

Difficulty in writing, speaking, or understanding the English 
language primarily due to an environmental baCkground 
wherein a language other than Standard English is spoken 
predominately or exclusively shall not be considered a 
sufficient handicap to require Special Education. 

Educational Disadvantage means a condition which has 
limited a child's opportunity for educational experience 
resulting in a non-handicapped child oct-.:!'vil.1 less than a 
normal level of learning development. 
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EXCLUSIONS: 
(cant inued) 

Some examples of factors that could contribute to 
educational disadvantage and/or represent exclusionary 
foctors include: 

A. Limited opportunity to learn due to: 
1.1 frequent school, teacher, or classroom changes; 
2) a teaching style that differs significantly from a 
child's learning style; 3) differennces in academic 
and social expect ions/requirements when a child 
moves from school to school, state to state, etc.; 
and 4) incomplete progress through the 
educational sequence due to moving or frequent 
absences that have resulted in a child's missing 
ports of a grade. 

B. Environmental interferences such as: 
J) reactions to specific conditions in the classroom, 
school or neighborhood; 2) present or post 
pervasive neglect due to cidult incompetence 
(parental substance abuse, mental disorders); 3) 
present or post physical, sexual, or psychological 
abuse; and 4) economic stress. 

C. Language factors such as: I) language discrepancy 
between . classroom instruction and home 
environment; and 2) a non-verbal household 
environment. 

• 
D. Medical foctors such as: t) chronic conditions 

that couse a child to intermittently miss a 
significant number of days which is enough to 
interfere with learning while not being enough to 
qualify for Homebound instruction (ex. rhumatoid 
arthritis, hemophilia); 2) . nutritional or dietary 
deficiencies or influences; 3) conditions that might 
result in fatigue or lethargy which could interfere 
with a child's ability to concentrate (ex. 
hypothyroidism, anemia). 
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CRITERIA: In order for a student to be considered as Learning Disabled 
and eligible for Special Education services the following 
criteria will be considered according to the severity, 
significance and persistence of the presenting problem{s) as 
related to: 

I) discrepancy between intellectual abili ty and actual 
achievement (performance) 

2) information processing abilities and disabiliites 
3) elimination of exclusionary factors 
4) the need for Special Education services that are 

required because the student cannot learn through 
ordinary methods of instruction. (This need will be 
validated by the Child Study Team who have 
already assisted in designing instructional 
adaptations for the regular classroom) 

COMPONENTS: Intellectual Ability 
To be considered learning disabled a student's intellectual 
functioning should be at or above - 1.00 Standard deviation on 
a Standardized individual intelligence test. fhis criterion 
thus excludes the student whose primary learning problem is 
due to mental retardation. 

A comprehensive intellectual evaluation should be conducted. 
It is recommended that the global or full scale score be used 
in determining a child's current intellectual"functioning. 

In cases where language differences or severe perceptual 
deficits are a factor, these requirements may need to be 
adjusted. A chilq whose .1.0. score falls below -1.00 standard 
deviation may still be considered for learning disabilities 
placment when foctors such as these have clearly depressed 
the overall score. If alternative procedures are used to 
determine intellectual potential, they need to be described in 
detail. Clinical interpretation of these factors will need to 
be carefully delineated. It must be remembered that isolated 
subtest scores should not be a sole basis for determining 
intellectual ability. 

It is important to know that no one measure may be the sole 
criterion for mal<ing a decision. A child may not be screened 
out of consideration for learning disabilities placement based 
solely on I.Q. ~esults. 

A student's academic functioning should be measured against 
intellectual . functioning,' not chronological 'age. This 
procedure may serve to identify the gifted student who is 
performing only at grade level, or exclude the slow learner. 
(See Appendix A-T ablp. of Severe Discrepancy) 
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COMPONtNTS: Academic Achievement 
The student must evidence a significant discrepancy between 
achievement and intellectual ability in one or more of the 
following areas: 

Oral Expression 
Listening Comprehension 
Written Expression 
Basic Reading Skill 
Reading Comprehension 
Mathematics Calculation 
Mathematics Reasoning 

A significant discrepancy between ability and performance 
must be present. Some guidelines suggest functioning at or 
below 50% expected achievement level in relation to ability 
and age. Where standard scores are used, a signi ficant 
deviation would be at least -1.5 S.D. from Mean (stanine 2). 

The determination of an academic deficit is based on the 
student's expected ability. As measured by standardized 
achievement test(s) the resultant score(s) generally would be 
in the lower 10-20th ercentile in one or more of the 
o lowing areas: rea lng, writing, arithmetic, spelling, and/or 

prerequisite Skills in pre-ocademics. An academic defict 
should also be apparent in classroom performance. This 
should be noted in the classroom observation and/or by work 
samples. . 

In order to account for the effects of oge on academic 
functioning, each end of the age/grade continuum must be 
considered. For example, at the kindergarten level a child 
functioning academically 6 months below his age peers may 
be conside'red to have a significant performance discrepancy. 
At the senior high school level generally an academic 
discrepancy may be 3 or more years below gr.ade level or at 
the 6th grade level. (See Appendix B-Table of Academic 
Potential) 

Process 51< ills 
A student must evidence a deficit: in one-or more of the 
psychological processes. A process deficit is based on the 
student's unique pattern of abilities and disabilities and the 
discrepancies therein in the essentiol leaning processes of 
perception, integration a:ld expression. Deficits are 
identi fied on the basis of a student's resultant score(s) on 
testes) that assess basic psychological processes and academic 
readiness Skills. In general, the student will obtain 0 score 
more than -I.S standard deviat ions below the test mean on 
one or more of the sub tests. . 
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COMPONENTS: A severe process deficit also may be considered with 
resultant score(s) of less than -2 standard deviations in one 
area, or -1.5 standard deviations in three or more areas that 
measure the following basic psychological processes: 

PERSISTENCE: 

EVALUA TlON: 

• 

a) visual, b) auditory, c) haptic, d) receptive or expressive 
language and e) sensory integration. Where age scores are 
used, the child's scores must be compared to the child's 
mental age. (See Mental Age Conversion Chart in Appendix) 

The criteria for a severe processing deficit should result in a 
variant profile of test scores, evidencing a pattern of 
strength and weakness. Normally the profile of the slow 
learner will be flat and there will be no evidence of a severe 
discrepancy between abilities and disabilities. 

The student must evidence a history of school problems 
related to expected achievement. Academic strengths as well 
as weaknesses must be consistent Iy present. The student may 
have had a recent experience that results in a persistent 
problem, such as: head injury, paralysis, seizures. The 
presence of these physical factors mayor may not be related 
to a subsequent learning disability. 

Evaluation procedures require the involvement of a 
multidisciplinary team. This team must include a) the 
student's regular teacher or a qualified replacement if the 
student does not have a regular teacher, b) for preschool 
children, an individual qualified by the state educational 
agency to teach a preschool child, and c) at least one 
individual qualified to conduct individual diagnostic 
examinations of students (e.g., school psychologist, speech
language pathologist, learning disabilities specialist). Other 
support service specialists may be involved on an as needed 
basis. 

The intellectual ability component is assessed by the school 
psychologist throug, the administration of standardized 
individual tests of intellectual/cognitive ability. Prior to this 
evaluation, screening instruments and group intelligence test 
results from student records may be administered/reviewed 
as indicators of overall ability. The school psychologist may 
additionally utilize measures of personality, behavior and 
data from classroom observations to develop a comprehensive 
psychological evaluation of the student. 
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EVALUA TlON: 
(cont inu~d) 

PLACEMENT: 

Since the TUSt) psychologist and school team will serve 
as reviewers they must receive a written report or written 
documentation of such evaluation prior to the time of the 
student's placement staffing conference, No placement can 
be made without this review. An oral statement from the 
outside evoluator is not sufficient. The evaluative data 
supplied by the outside evaluators must be sufficient to 
permit reviewers to I) fulfill their legal responsibilities, and 
2) ensure that the evaluation has been conducted and Special 
Education placement will be in accordance with the 
recommendations of the evaluator, and 3) that the district 
criteria for placement have been met. The TUSD reviews 
may I) accept the outside evaluation and recommend 
placement, or 2) -request further evaluation by appropriate 
TUSD staff before making a recommendation for or against 
placement. 

F.ollowing the evaluation of the student a professional 
conference will be held to determine the presence of a 
learning disability and need for a specialized instructional 
program. If the multidisciplinary team consensus is that the 
student needs meet the above criteria of severity and. 
discrepancy he may be considered eligible for placement. 
Once this eligibility is established, placement in the least 
restrictive environment must be considered. Parents will 
then be invited to a multidisciplinary staffing conference, at 
which time a Special Education placement will be offered to 
the student. Placement will then occur only if the 
parent/guardian consents to placement. 

Special Education placement options for the learning disabled 
include: 

Regular class with consultant help to classroom 
teacher. 
Regular class/resource room 
Extended resource room 
Sel f-contained LD class 

The intensity of services must be matched to student need. 
Only the most severely involved student should be considered 
for 0 self-contained placement. Prior to being placed in a 
self-contained program 0 student should generally be kept 
within the mainstream and first be ploced in 0 resource 
program. 

If related services are considered necessary for the student 
to benefit from Special Education, these services must be 
incorporated into the total program plan os necessary for 
each placement option. 
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I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

CRITERIA FOR PLACEMENT IN A SELF-CONTAINED 
LEARNING DISABILITY CLASS 

Definition 
The child exhibits a significant discrepancy between potential and academic 
achievement. The child has a disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes. The problem is not primarily due to educational; 
economic or cultural disadvantage; language difference; mental retardation; 
physical or emotional factors. 

Abilit 
~, intellectual functioning should be no more than -1.00 standard 
deviation on a standardized individual achievement test. The child should 
show at least average potential in some areas. 

Processing 
The child must show strengths and weaknesses in process testing with 
significant deficits in more than one subtest. Deficits shown on testing 
should be supported by observation, informal assessment and/or parent or 
teacher input. 

Academics 
The child should be 50% below expectation for ability and age in more than 
one academic area. 

Factors to be considered 
A. Can the child succeed in a less restrictive environment'! 

I. Has he/she received LD/Resource support'! 
2. Has an extended resource program been tried'! 
3. Have available resources in regular curriculum been utilized? 

i.e. Reading Resource 
Volunteer Tutors 
Counseling and/or social work intervention 
Consultations 
Basic or SKill building classes 

B. Have exclusionary factors been eliminated as a primary couse of the 
learning problem'! 

i.e. Primary language other than English 
Environmental deprivation 
Significant cultural differences 
Mental retardation . 
Emotional problems 
Slow learner 
Visual, hearing, speech or motor handicaps 

C. Will the child benefit from this type of placement'! 
I. Is the child laCking in motivation? 
2. Does the child have a negative attitude toward school and learning? 
3. Will his behavior interfere with his progress and/or the progress of 

others in the self-contained learning disability closs'! 
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EVALUA TlON: The academic component is assessed by administering 
standardized achievement tests in the following areas: 
reading, writing, arithmetic, spelling, and preacademic Skills. 
Selected achievement tests are listed in Appendix C. 
Generally these tests compare an individual's score with that 
of the standardization group of. the test, thus identifying those 
below the norm. Scores are reported in a variety of ways 
(e.g., grade level, age level, percentile, stanine, and scale 
score). 

The process component is covered in standardized tests, 
criterion referenced assessments, and informal teaching 
probes that reveal diagnostic data about processing in the 
following areas: 

I. Visual: perceptual (discrimination and closure), 
memory, association, reception. 

2. Auditory: perception (discrimination and closure), 
memory, association and reception. 

3. Haptic: tactile, kinesthetic. 
4. Sensory-integration: visual-motor, audi tory-vocal, 

visual-oudi tory (voca!). 

Test scores generally include age-equivalent scores, critical 
cut-off scores, scaled scores, and percent iles. Selected tests 
are listed in Appendix C. No student shall be placed 
exclusively on the basis of a single score/measure. 
Correlated findings within and between subtests and varying 
instruments are necessary to support the presence of a 
learning disability. 

LD Evaluation Outside TUSD 
Students may be token by their parents for evaluation outside 

. TUSD. It is then the responsibility of the TUSD psychologist 
and Special Education Representative to review these 
evaluations in order to determine if the following measures 
are followed: 

I. The evaluation must be done by an appropriate 
professional. The professionals making the 
psychological and educational evaluations must hold the 
same credentials as the TUSD staff that would be 
assigned to evaluate the student. 

« 

2. The evaluation should be current and must pertain to 
the student's current educational needs. 

3. The evaluation must provide information which 
adequately justifies the need for LD placement. 
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TI::'RMINA TlON: Termination of services may be considered when the-need for 
Special Education is no longer in evidence. Such a 
determination will be made in a review staffi:19 on or before 
the time of the annual review of the IEP. 

If a student hos progressed to within 75% of his potential or 
expec ted range of academic achievement, placement mus t be 
reviewed and services may be considered for termination. 
When a student's achievement has progressed above the 80-
85% level in an academic area that once had been considered 
deficit, as compared to his potential, the termination of 
placement ~ be considered. 

If the review testing indicates that the process deficits have 
been remediated, but academic progress is not commensurate 
with the measured change in process abilities, the student 
should be dropped from the roles of Special Education and 
referred for basic remedial education. 
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APPENDIX B 

KEY POINTS FOR INTERACTIVE AND DIRECTIVE INSTRUCTION 



Key Components for Using Direct Instruction 

1. Give Directions 

Be clear and concise. 
Answer any questions. 

2. Presenting a Word and Definition 

Use clear voice and good pacing. 
Use gestures. 

3. Improving Student Responses 

a. Repeat the directions. 

b. Separate the word from the definition. 

c. Separate the definition into parts. 

d. When students ask questions about definition, 
explain. 

e. Students repeat word and definition with 
enthusiasm. 

f. Allow for reading definition from sheet. 

g. Move from reading the definition to memory. 

h. Listen to other students. 

i. Provide encouragement. 

j. Provide reinforcement. 

k. Drill to mastery and use brisk pacing. 

4. Use a Game Format 

Vary the game to create enthusiasm. 

5. Summary 

Ask, "What was a word that you didn't know." 
Set purposes for reading. 
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Key Components for Using Semantic Mapping and 
Semantic Mapping and Sentences 

1. Provide an Overview and Directions 

2. Activate Prior Knowledge 

Have students relate prior experiences. 
Ask "What do you think this word means?" 
Ask "Why?" 
Ask "What are you thinking?" 

3. Tie New Knowledge to Old Knowledge and Tie New 
Ideas Together 

Remind students of previous learning and 
experiences. 
Ask "What made you think of that?" 
Ask "How are those ideas related?" 

4. Predict Relationships 

Let students lead you. 
Provide wait time. 
Ask "Does everyone agree?" 

5. Utilize Cooperative Knowledge Sharing 

Encourage students to add what they know. 
Encourage students to discuss among each other. 
Ask for student opinions. 
Ask "What do you think?" 

6. Teaching Concepts in Relation to the Context 

Cue students to read to confirm predictions. 
Say "We'll see when we read the passage?" 
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7. Justifying Relationships Between and Among Concepts 

Ask "Why?" 

8. Confirming Understanding 

Ask "Does it make sense?" 

9. Summary 



Key Components for Using Semantic Feature Ana~is_?ng 
Semantic/Syntactic Feature Analysis 

1. Provide an Overview and Directions 
Title (main idea) of chart. 
Important ideas. 

2. Activate Prior Knowledge 

Have students relate prior experiences. 
Ask "What do you think this word means?" 
Use prior knowledge to predict relationships. 

3. Tie New Knowledge to Old Knowledge and Tie New 
Ideas Together 

Remind students of previous learning and 
experiences. 
Ask "What made you'think of that?" 
Ask "How are those ideas related?" 

4. Predict Relationships 

Provide wait time. 
Ask "Does everyone agree?" 
Use "?" when unsure. 

5. Utilize Cooperative Knowledge Sharing 

Encourage students to add what they know. 
Encourage students to discuss among each other. 
Ask for student opinions. 
Ask "What do you think?" 

6. Teaching Concepts in Relation to the Context 

Cue students to read to confirm predictions. 
Say "We'll see when we read the passage?" 
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7. Justifying Relationships Between and Among Concepts 

Ask "Why?" 

8. Confirming Understanding 

Ask "Does it make sense?" 

9. Summary 



APPENDIX C 

PRE-TEST MEASURE 
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1987-88 ITP - Elementary 

Prior Knowledge 

NAME __________ __ 

DATE ____________________________________________ ___ 

TEACHER 

SCHOOL _____________________________________________ ___ 

PERIOD _____________________________________________ ___ 

Directions: 

Read. each item carefull y and sel ect the best. answer. 
Circle the letter of that answer. 

Items: 

1. Hazard means 

a. warning. 
b. careful. 
c. danger. 
d. safety. 

2. Your home is an example of 

a. community property. 
b. public property. 
c. private property. 

3. A wall built across a river is a 

a. dam. 
b. harbor. 
c. reservoi r. 
d. port. 



4. A community is 

a. a place where only adults are allowed. 
b. a place where people live and work together. 
c. always closed. 
d. private property. 

5. If you were horne alone and thought you heard a 
robber, you woulq call 

a. public works. 
b. the fire fighters. 
c. your teacher. 
d. the police. 

6. Fire fighters need to know about street repairs so 
that they 

a. don't get lost. 
b. don't waste time when driving to a fire. 
c. get 'home quickly. 
d. get to the schools. 

7. Public works include the 

a. water and sanitation departments. 
b. transportation and water departments. 
c. sanitation and immigration departments. 
d. a and b 

8. Without enough rain, farmers must 

a. irrigate from rivers, lakes, and wells. 
b. wait another year. 
c. give crops more light. 
d. use dirty water. 

9. Fire fighters visit homes and businesses to 

a. look for fire hazards. 
b. protect personal property. 
c. call ect money. 
d. a and c 

263 



10. Public works departments 

a. take care of waste water. 
b. collect garbage. 
c. keep streets clean. 
d. all of the above 

11. Community services are NOT provided by 

a. police. 
b. libraries. 
c. teachers. 
d. salesclerks. 

12. Private property 

a. belongs to individual people. 
h. belongs to the government. 
c. belongs to no one. 

13. Domestic means related to 

a. wildlife. 
b. home. 
c. work. 
d. band d 

14. Police officers 

a. help people who are in car accidents. 
b. keep our community safe. 
c. direct traffic. 
d. all of the above 

15. A fire fighter 

a. save lives. 
b. fight fires. 
c. clean streets. 
d. a and b 
e. all of the above 
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16. Public property and private property are different 
because 

a. private property is for children. 
b. public property is open ~o everybody. 
c. private property is open to everybody. 
d. public property is clean. 

265 

17. When a traffic light is broken, the person we may see 
directing traffic is a 

a. teacher. 
b. fire fighter. 
c. police officer. 

18. Things that could catch fire 

a. should not be near a flame or heater. 
b. keep us warm. 
c. should stay in the refrigerator. 
d. are always dangerous. 

19. Recreational uses of water are 

a. water skiing and fishing. 
b. drinking and swimming. 
c. fishing and washing. 

20. A place where ships or boats are protected from waves 
and winds is called a 

a. harbor. 
b. garage. 
c. park. 
d. port. 

21. At sewage treatment plants, water is 

a. dumped into lakes. 
b. cleaned then returned to rivers. 
c. returned to rivers then cleaned. 
d. pumped through pipes and into people's houses. 
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22. Sewage is 

a. waste water. 
b. clean water. 
c. dish water. 
d. treated water. 

23. Community governments 

a. provide services for people. 
b .. make sure services run smoothly. 
c. choose people to run services. 
d. all of the above 

24. A lake used for collecting and storing water is a 

a. reservoi r. 
b. harbor. 
c. bank. 
d. playground. 

25. Examples of transportation are 

a. boats. 
b. buses. 
c. rai I roads. 
d. all of the above 

26. Zoos, parks, libraries, and museums are 

a. boring places to visit. 
b. examples of public property. 
c. places that are open to the public. 
d. both band c 

27. Rosita and her family got lost one night during their 
vacation to New York. The best place to get 
directions was 

a. a school. 
b. a store. 
c. the police station. 
d. none of the above 



28. The fire department is a 

a. community service. 
b. building. 
c. clean place. 
d. hazard. 

29. The most important way people use water is to 

a. drink and cook. 
b. wash clothes and dishes. 
c. water ski. 
d. keep plants and gardens healthy. 

30. Public works crews 

a. play baseball. 
b. pick up stray animals. 
c. keep streets clean. 
d. none of the above 

31. Services are 

a. things provided by persons or groups. 
b. found on corners. 
c. not available for everyone. 
d. none of the above 

32. Cities and towns near water can become 

a. poor. 
b~ farms. 
c. transportation centers. 
d. convention centers. 

33. Police officers and "fire fighters 

a. are not necessary. 
b. protect the community. 
c. repair roads. 
d. repair cars. 
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34. Community services 

a. are not important. 
b. are too expensive. 
c. make our lives better. 
d. only help the government. 

35. Fire fighters help children 

a. spot fire hazards. 
b. practice getting out of the house fast. 
c. 1 earn about plugs and wi res. 
d. all of the above 

36. At a reservoir, water is 

a. thrown away. 
b. studied. 
c. stored. 
d. protected. 

37. Occupation means related to 

a. home. 
b. space. 
c. work. 
d. none of the above 

38. A responsible citizen 

a. obeys the laws. 
b. follows rules. 
c. keeps the parks clean. 
d. all of the above 

39. Protect means to keep 

a. hidden. 
b. safe. 
c. warm. 
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40. A fire hazard is 

a. something to play with. 
b. something that could cause a fire. 
c. something to put fires out. 
d. practice for fighting fires. 

41. A health hazard could be 

a. old garbage. 
b. matches. 
c. live wires. 
d. all of the above 

42. People build communities near bodies of water because 

a. it's easier to dig wells. 
b. they can use the water to meet their needs. 
c. more animals live near the water. 
d. the air is less polluted. 
e. all of the above 
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1987-88 ITP - Elementary 

(prior knowledge) 

NOMBRE ______________________________ __ 

FECHA ______________________________ _ 

MAESTRO (A) __________ __ 

ESCUELA ______________________________ __ 

HORA ______________________________ __ 

Instrucciones: 

Lea cada pregunta con cuidado. Escoja la mejor 
respuesta y hagan un circulo alrededor de la 
respuesta correcta. 

Preguntas: 

1. Riesgo significa 

a. aviso. 
b. cuidado. 
c. peligro. 
d. seguridad. 

2. Tu casa es un ejemplo de propiedad 

a. privada. 
b. publica. 
c. comunidad. 
d. ninguna de las mencionadas 

3. Una pared construida a traves de un rio es 

a. una presa. 
b. una darsena. 
c. una represa. 
d. un puerto. 



4. Una comunidad es 

a. un sitio para adultos solamente. 
b. un sitio donde las gentes viven y trabajan 

juntos. 
c. un sitio cerrado. 
d. propiedad privada. 
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5. Si esta solo en su casa y pienza que oyes un ladron, 
llamarias a 

a. obras publicas. 
b. los bomberos. 
c. su maestra. 
d. la policia. 

6. Los bomberos necesitan saber que calles est~n en 
reparaciones para 

a. que no se pierdan. 
b. llegar a incendios con rapidez. 
c. regresar a sus casa rapidamente. 
d. llegar a las escuelas. 

7. Obras publicas incluye los departamentos de 

a. agua y sanidad. 
b. transportacion y agua. 
c. sanidad e imigracion. 
d. a y b 

8. Sin suficienta lluvia, los granjeros 

a. irrigan y usan agua de los rios, lagos y pozos. 
b. esperan otro ano. 
c. dan mas luz a los cultivos. 
d. usan agua su~ia. 

9. Los bomberos visitan hogares y empresas para 

a. buscar riesgos de incendio. 
b. protegen la propiedad privada. 
c. colectar dinero. 
d. todas las mencionadas 



10. El departamento de obras p6blicas 

a. se encarga en el des echo del agua. 
b. recoge basura. 
c.mantiene limpias las calles. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

11. no proveen servicios de la 
comunidad. 

a. Los policias 
b. Los bibliotecarios 
c. Las maestras 
d. Los vendedores 

12. La propiedad privada 

a. es una casa. 
b. es una empresa. 
c. requiere permiso para entrar. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

13. Domestico es relacionado 

a. a los animales. 
b. al hogar. 
c. al trabajo. 
d. b y c 

14. El policia 

a. ayuda a la gente con carros descompuestos. 
b. mantienen seguridad en nuestra comunidad. 
c. direge trafico. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

15. Los bomberos 

a. salvan vidas. 
b. combaten incendios. 
c. limpian las calles. 
d. a y b 
e. todas las mencionadas 
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16. La diferencia de la propiedad publica y la propiedad 
privada es que la propiedad 

a. privada es para ninos no mas. 
b. publica esta abierta a todos. 
c. privada es no mas para animales. 
d. publica esta siempre limpia. 

17. Cuando los semaforos estan descompuestos, la persona 
quien dirige el traffico es un 

a. maestro. 
b. bombero. 
c. policia. 

18. Cosas que pueden causar incendios 

a. no deben estar cercas de fuegos 0 calentadores. 
b. nos mantienen caliente. 
c. deben permanecerse en la refrigerador. 
d. siempre son peligrosos. 

19. Usos recreativos del agua son 

a. esquiar y pescar. 
b. beber y nadar. 
c. pes'car y 1 avar. 

20. El lugar donde los barcos estan protegidos de las 
olas y los vientos es un(a) 

a. darsena. 
b. garage. 
c. parque. 
d. puerto. 

21. En plantas de tratamiento, el agua 

a. se tira en los lagos. 
b. se limpia y lluego regresa a los rios. 
c. regresa a los rios y lluego se limpia. 
d. entra a hogares por medio de tubos. 



22. Agua~ residuales son 

a. agua de desecho. 
b. agua limpia. 
c. agua para Ips trastes. 
d. agua con quimicas. 

23. Los gobiernos de las comunidades 

a. proveen servicios para la gente. 
b. se aseguran de la buen administraci6n de 

servicios. 
c. eligen personas para que administren los 

servicios. 
d. todas las mencionadas 
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24. Un lago que se usa para ~ecoger y almacenar el agua 
es 

a. una represa. 

b. una darsena. 
c. un banco. 
d. un patio de recreo. 

25. Ejemplos de transportaci6n son 

a. botes. 
b. autobuses. 
c. ferrocarriles . 
.d.' todas I as menci onadas 

26. Los zoo16gicos, parques, biblioteca y museos son 

a. sitios aburridos. 
b. propiedad publica. 
c. sitios abiertos al publico. 
d. b y c 

27. Rosita y su familia se perdieron una noche durante 
sus vacaciones en Nueva York. EI mejor sitio para 
obtener direcciones fue 

a. una escuela. 
b. una tienda. 
c. la estaci6n de policia. 
d. ningunas de las mencionadas 
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28. El departamento de bomberos es un 

a. servicio publico. 
b. edificio. 
c. sitio limpio. 
d. un riesgo. 

29. El uso mis importante de la agua es 

a. para.beber y cocinar. 
b. lavado de ropa y trastes. 
c. esquiar en agua. 
d. mantener saludable las plantas y los jardines. 

30. Las cuadrillas de obras pUblicas 

a. juegan pelota. 
b. recogen animales abandonados. 
c. mantienen las calles limpias. 
d. ninguna de las mencionadas 

31. Servicios son 

a. proveidos por personas 0 grupos. 
b. hallado en las esquinas. 
c. para algunas personas solamente. 
d. ninguna de las mencionadas 

32. Ciudades cerca del agua pueden convertirse 

a. pobres. 
b. granjas. 
c. centr~s de transportaci6n. 
d. centr~s de convenci6nes. 

33. EL policia y los bomberos 

a. no son necesarios. 
b. protijen a la comunidad. 
c. reparan las calles. 
d. reparan los carros. 



34. 

35. 

36. 

Servicios de la comunidad 

a. no son importantes. 
b. son muy caros. 
c. nos hace nuestra vida mejor. 
d. no mas ayudan al gobierno. 

Los bomberos ayudan a los ninos 

a. localizar riesgos de incendios. 
b. practicar salir de sus casas rapidamente. 
c. aprender sobre los enchufes y cordone~ 

electricos. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

En una represa, el agua se .-
a. tira. 
b. estudia. 
c. guarda. 
d. protege. 

37. Ocupaci6n se relaciona con 

a. la casa. 
b. el espacion. 
c. el trabajo. 
d. ningunas de las mencionadas 

38. Un ciudadano responsable 

a. obedece I as 1 eyes. 
b. sigue las reglas. 
c. mantiene limpias las calles. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

39. Proteger significa 

a. esconder. 
b. seguridad. 
c. caliente. 
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40. Un riesgo de incendio es 

a. algo con que se juega. 
b. algo que podria causar incendios. 
c. algo para papagar incendios. 
d. practica para los bomberos. 

41. Un riesgo a la salud podria ser 

a. basura. 
b. fosforos. 
c. cordones electricos vivas. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

42. Las gentes construyen ciudades cerca del agua porqup. 

a. es mas facil para excavar un pozo. 
b. pueden usar el agua para sus necesidades. 
c. mas animales viven cerca del agua. 
d. el aire esta menos contaminado. 
e. todas las mencionadas 
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APPENDIX D 

TOPIC INTEREST INVENTORY 
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TOPIC INTEREST INVENTORY 

NAME TEACHER 

DATE PERIOD 

SCHOOL 

Directions: We want to find out how interested you 
are in learning about several subjects. 

Example: 

Read each item. Circle the number that 
best tells how you feel about it. 

Ex. Learning about snakes that live in the desert? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

If you are interested a lot in learning about snakes that 
live in the desert, then you would circle number 5. 

Or if you are interested somewhat in learning about 
snakes that live in the desert, then you would circle 
number 3. 

Or if you are not at all interested in learning about 
snakes that live in the desert, then you would circle 
number 1. 

Items: 

How much are you interested in: 

1. Learning about services the community gives us? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 
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How much are YOU interested in: 

2. Learning about services the police do for us? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

123 4 5 

3. Learning about how to find a police officer? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

123 4 5 

4 • Learning about what a fire fighter does? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Learning about how we get clean water to use? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Learning about how we get rid of waste materials? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Le"arning about what services our communi ties provide 
us? 

not at all not much somewhat pretty much a lot 

123 4 5 



How much are you interested in~ 

8. Learning about what water is used for in our 
communities? 
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not at all not very much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Learning about where to find good wuter? 

not at all not very much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 

10. Learning about why we should be careful with our 
water supply? 

5 

not at all not very much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 

11. Learning about how water can make energy for our 
homes? 

5 

not at all not very much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Learning about why communities are sometimes built 
near water? 

not at all not very much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. Learning about what harbors do? 

not at all not very much somewhat pretty much a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 
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1987-88 ITP-ELEM 

INVENTARIO DE INTERES DE TEMAS 

Nornbre 

Fecha 

Escuela: 

Maestro(a) 

Direcciones: Querernos saber cu~nto inter~s tienen en 
aprender sobre varios temas. 

Lee cada frase y oraci6n y pon un circulo alrededor del 
nurnero que nos dice cu~nto te interesa el terna. 

Ejemplo: 

Ej. Aprender sobre las viboras que viven en el desierto. 

no me interesa no rnucho un poco bastante rnucho 

1 2 3 4 5 

Si tienes rnucho interes en aprender sobre las viboras que 
viven en el desierto, entonces pondrias un circulo 
alrededor del nurnero 5. 

0, si tienes ~n poco de interes en aprender sobre las 
viboras que viven en el desierto, entonces pondrias un 
circulo alrededor del nurnero 3. 

0, si no te intera aprender sobre las viboras que viven 
en el desierto, entonces pondrias un circulo alrededor 
del numero 1. 

Items: 

Cuanto te interesa aprender sobr~: 

1. Los servicios que nos da la comunidad 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante rn1.1cho 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Cuanto te interesa aprender sobre: 

2. Los servicios que los policias nos dan 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastant.e mucho 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Como encontrar a un policia 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante mucho 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Lo que hace un bombero 

no me interesa no mucho un poco b:'lstante mucho 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Como conseguimos agua limpia para usar 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante mucho 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. C6mo nos deshacemos de materiales in0tiles 

no me interesa no mucho un poce bastant.e mucho 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Cuales servicios nos dan nuestras comunidades 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante mucho 

1 2 3 4 



Cuanto te interesa aprender sobre: 

8 . Los usos de e1 agua en nuestras comunidades 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante 

1 2 3 4 

Cuanto te interesa aprender sobre: 

9. Donde podemos encontrar agua buena 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bast.nnte 

1 2 3 4 

10. Por qu~ debemos de ser cuidadosos sabre nuestro 
surtido de agua 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante 

1 2 3 

11. Como e1 agua puede hacer energia para nuestros 
hogares 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante 

1 2 3 4 
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mucho 

5 

mucho 

5 

mucho 

5 

mucho 

5 

12. Por qu~ comunidades a veces se establecen cerca de 
agua 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante lTlucho 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. Lo que hacen los puertos 

no me interesa no mucho un poco bastante mucho 

1 2 3 4 5 
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1987-88 ITP - Elementary - Exp 

SERVICES OF THE COMMUNITY 

Comprehension Test 

NAME 

DATE 

TEACHER 

SCHOOL 

PERIOD 

Directions: 

Read each item carefully and select the beE~ answer. 
Circle the letter of that answer. 

Items: 

1. A community is 

a. a place where only adults are allowed. 
b. a place where people live and work together. 
c. always closed. 
d. private property. 

,2. Hazard means 

a. warning. 
b. careful. 
c. danger. 
d. safety. 

3. Your home is an example of 

a. community property. 
b. public property. 
c. private property. 



4. If you were horne alone and thought you heard a 
robber, you would call 

a. public works. 
b. the fire fighters. 
c. your teacher . 

. d. the police. 

5. Fire fighters need to know about street repairs so 
that they 

a. don't get lost. 
b. don't waste time when driving to a fire. 
c. get horne quickly. 
d. get to the schools. 

6. Public wQrks include the 

a. water and sanitation departments. 
b. transportation and water departments. 
c. sanitation and immigration departments. 
d. 'a and b 

7. Community services are NOT provided by 

a. police. 
b. libraries. 
c. teachers. 
d. salesclerks. 

8. Fire fighters visit homes and businesses to 

a. look for fire hazards. 
b. protect personal property. 
c. collect money. 
d. a and c 

9. Public works departments 

a. take care of waste water. 
b. collect garbage. 
c. keep streets clean. 
d. all of the above 
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10. Private property 

a. belongs to individual people. 
b. belongs to the government. 
c. belongs to no one. 

11. Police officers 

a. help people who are in car accidents .. 
b. keep our community safe. 
c. direct traffic. 
d. all of the above 

12. A fire fighter 

a. save lives. 
b. fight fires. 
c. clean streets. 
d. a and b 
e. all of the above 

13. At sewage treatment plants, water is 

a. dumped into lakes. 
b. cleaned then returned to rivers. 
c. returned to rivers then cleaned. 
d. ~umped through pipes and into people's houses. 

14. Public property and private property are different 
because 

a. private property is for children. 
b. public property is open to everybody. 
c. private property is open to everybody. 
d. public property is clean. 
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15. When a traffic light is broken, the person we may see 
directing traffic is a 

a. teacher. 
b. fire fighter. 
c. police officer. 
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16. Things that could catch fire 

a. should not be near a flame or heater. 
b. keep us warm. 
c. should stay in the refrigerator. 
d. are always dangerous. 

17. Sewage is 

a. waste water. 
b. clean water. 
c. dish water. 
d. treated water. 

18. Comm~nity governments 

a. provide services for people. 
b. make sure services run smoothly. 
c. choose people to run services. 
d. all of the above 

19. A lake used for collecting and storing·water is a 

a. reservoi r. 
b. harbor. 
c. bank. 
d. playground. 

20. Zoos, parks, libraries, and museums are 

a. boring places to visit. 
b. examples of public property. 
c. places that are open to the public. 
d. both band c 

21. Rosita and her family got lost one night during their 
vacation to New York. The best place to get 
directions was 

a. a school. 
b. a store. 
c. the police station. 
d. none of the above 
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22. community services 

a. are not important. 
b. are too expensive. 
c. make our lives better. 
d. only help the government. 

23. The fire department is a 

a. community service. 
b. building. 
c. clean place. 
d. hazard. 

24. Public works crews 

a. play baseball. 
b. pick up stray animals. 
c. keep streets clean. 
d. none of the above 

25. Services are 

a. things provided by persons or groups. 
b. found on corners. 
c. not available for every~ne. 
d. none of the above 

26. Police officers and fire fighters 

a. are not necessary. 
b. protect the community. 
c. repair roads. 
d. repair cars. 

27. Fire fighters help children 

a. spot fire hazards. 
b. practice getting out of the house fast. 
c. learn about plugs and wires. 
d. all of the above 
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28. At a reservoir, water is 

a. thrown away. 
b. studied. 
c. stored. 
d. protected. 

29. A responsible citizen 

a. obeys the laws. 
b. follows rules. 
c. keeps the parks clean. 
d. all of the above 

30. A fire hazard is 

a. something to play with. 
b. something that could cause a fire. 
c. something to put fires out. 
d. practice for fighting fires. 

31. A health hazard could be 

a. old garbage. 
b. matches . 

. c. live wires. 
d. all of the above 

32. Protect means to keep 

a. hidden. 
b. safe. 
c. warm. 



292 

1987-88 ITP - El~mentary - Exp 

SERVICIOS DE LA COMUNIDAD 

Prueba de comprension 

NOMBRE 

FECHA 

MAESTRO (A) ____________________________ _ 

ESCUELA 

HORA 

Instrucciones: 

Lea cada pregunta con cuidado. Escoja la m~jor 
respuesta y hagan un circulo alrededor de la 
respuesta correcta. 

Preguntas: 

1. Una comunidad es 

., 
L • 

3 . 

a. un sitio para adultos solamente. 
b. un sitio donde las gentes viven y trabajan 

juntos. 
c. un sitio cerrado. 
d. propiedad privada. 

Riesgo significa 

a. aviso. 
b. cuidado. 
c. peligro. 
d. seguridad. 

Tu casa es un ejemplo de propiedad 

a. privada. 
b. publica. 
c. comunidad. 
d. ninguna de las mencionadas 
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4. Si esta solo en su casa y pienza que oyes un ladr6n, 
llamarias a 

a. obras publicas. 
b. los bomberos. 
c. su maestra. 
d. la policia. 

5. Los bomberos necesitan saber que calles estan en 
reparaciones para 

a. que no se pierdan. 
b. llegar a incendios con rapidez. 
c. regresar a sus casa rapidamente. 
d. llegar a las escuelas. 

6. Obras publicas incluye los departamentos de 

a. agua y sanidad. 
b. transportacion y agua. 
c. sanidad e imigracion. 
d. a y b 

7 . no proveen servicios de la 
comunidad. 

a. Los policias 
b. Los bibliotecarios 
c. Las maestras 
d. Los vendedores 

8. Los bomberos visitan hogares y empresas para 

a. buscar riesgos de incendio. 
b. protegen la propiedad privada. 
c. colectar dinero. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

9. El departamento de obras publicas 

a. se encarga en el desecho del agua. 
b. recoge basura. 
c. mantiene limpias las calles. 
d. todas las mencionadas 
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10. La propiedad privada 

a. es una casa. 
b. es una empresa. 
c. requiere permiso para entrar. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

11. El policia 

a. ayuda a la gente con carros descompuestos. 
b. mantienen seguridad en nuestra comunidad. 
c. direge trafico. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

12. Los bomberos 

a. salvan vidas. 
b. combaten incendios. 
c. limpian las calles. 
d. a y b 
e. todas las mencionadas 

13. En plantas de tratamiento, el agua 

a. se tira en los lagos. 
b. se limpia y lluego regresa a los rios. 
c. regresa a los rios y lluego se limpia. 
d. entra a hogares por medio de tubos. 

14. La diferencia de 1a propiedad p6blica y la propiedad 
privada es que 1a propiedad 

a. privada es para ninos no mas. 
b. p6blica esta abierta a todos. 
c. privada es no mas para animales. 
d. publica esta siempre limpia. 

15. Cuando los semaforos estan descompuestos, la persona 
quien dirige el traffico es un 

a. maestro. 
b. bombero. 
c. policia. 
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16. Cosas que pueden causar incendios 

a. no deben estar cercas de fuegos 0 calentadores. 
b. nos mantienen caliente. 
c. deben permanecerse en la refrigerador. 
d. siempre son peligrosos. 

17. Aguas residuales son 

a. agua de desecho. 
b. agua limpia. 
c. agua para los trastes. 
d. agua con quimicas. 

18. Los gobiernos de las comunidades 

19. 

20. 

a. proveen servicios para la gente. 
b. se aseguran de la buen administraci6n de 

servicios. 
c. eligen personas para que administren los 

servicios. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

Un lago que se usa para recoger y almacenar 
es 

a. una represa . 
b. una darsena. 
c. un banco. 
d. un patio de recreo. 

Los zoo16gicos, parques, biblioteca y museos 

a. sitios aburridos. 
b. propiedad publica. 
c. sitios abiertos al publico. 
d. b y c 

el agua 

son 

21. Rosita y su familia se perdieron una noche durante 
sus vacaciones en Nueva York. El mejor sitio para 
obtener direcciones fue 

a. una escuela. 
b. una tienda. 
c. la estaci6n de policia. 
d. ningunas de las mencionadas 



22. Servicios de la comunidad 

a. no son importantes. 
b. son muy caros. 
c. nos hace nuestra vida mejor. 
d. no mis ayudan al gobierno. 

23. El departamento de bomberos es un 

a. servicio publico. 
b. edificio. 
c. sitio limpio. 
d. un riesgo. 

24. Las cuadrillas de obras publicas 

a. juegan pel ota. 
b. recogen animales abandonados. 
c. mantienen las calles limpias. 
d. ninguna de las mencionadas 

25. Servicios son 

a. proveidos p~r personas 0 gr~pos. 
b. hallado en las esquinas. 
c. para algunas personas solamente. 
d. ninguna de las mencionadas 

26. El policia y los bomberos 

"'7 .c.. •• 

a. no son necesarios. 
b. protijen a la comunidad. 
c. reparan"l as ca 11 es . 
d. reparan los carros. 

Los bomberos ayudan a los ninos 

a. localizar riesgos de incendios. 
b. practicar salir de sus casas rapidamente. 
c. aprender sobre los enchufes y cordones 

electricbs. 
d. todas las mencionadas 
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28. En una represa, el agua se 

a. tira. 
b. estudia. 
c. guarda. 
d. protege. 

29. Un ciudadano responsable 

a. obedece las leyes. 
b. sigue las reglas. 
c. mantiene limpias las calles. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

30. Un riesgo de incendio es 

a. algo con que se juega. 
b. algo que podria causar incendios. 
c. algo para papagar incendios. 
d. practica para los bomberos. 

31. Un riesgo a la salud podria ser 

a. basura. 
b. fosforos. 
c. cordones electricos vivas. 
d. todas las mencionadas 

32. Proteger significa 

a. esconder. 
b. seguridad. 
c. cal iente. 
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" 1987-88 ITP - Elementary - Exp 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Follow-up Test 

NAME 

DATE 

TEACHER 

SCHOOL 

PERIOD 

Directions: 

Read each item carefull y and. sel ect the bes t answer .. 
Circle the letter of that answer. 

Items: 

1. A community is 

a. a place where only adults are allowed. 
b. a place where people live and work together. 
c. always closed. 
d. private property. 

2. Hazard means 

a. warning. 
b. careful. 
c. danger. 
d. safety. 

3. Your home is an example of 

a. community property. 
b. public property. 
c. private property. 



4. If you were home alone and thought you heard a 
robber, you would call 

a. public works. 
b. the fire fighters. 
c. your teacher. 
d. the police. 

5. Fire fighters need to know about street repairs so 
that they 

a. don't get lost. 
b. don't waste time when driving to a fire. 
c. get home quickly. 
d. get to the schools. 

6. Public works include the 

a. water and sanitation departments. 
b. transportation and water departments. 
c. sanitation and immigration departments. 
d. a and b 

7. Community services are NOT provided by 

a. police.' 
b. libraries. 
c. teachers. 
d. sal escl erks. 

8. Fire fighters visit homes and businesses to 

a. look for fire hazards. 
b. protect personal property. 
c. collect money. 
d. a and c 

9. Public works departments 

a. take care of waste water. 
b. collect garbage. 
c. keep streets clean. 
d. all of the above 
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10. Private property 

a. belongs to individual people. 
b. belongs to the government. 
c. belongs to no one. 

11. Police officers 

a. help people who are in car a~cidents. 
b. keep our community safe. 
c. direct traffic. 
d. all of the above 

12. A fire fighter 

a. save lives. 
b. fight fires. 
c. clean streets. 
d. a and b 
e. all of the above 

13. At sewage treatment Rlants, water is . . 
a. dumped into lakes. 
b. cleaned then returned to rivers. 
c. returned to rivers then cleaned. 
d. pumped through pipes and into people's houses. 

14. Public property and private property are different 
because 

a. private property is for children. 
b. public property is open to everybody. 
c. private property is open to everybody. 
d. public property is clean. 
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15. When a traffic light is broken, the person we may see 
directing traffic is a 

a. teacher. 
b. fire fighter. 
c. police officer. 
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16. Things that could catch fire 

a. should not be near a flame or heater. 
b. keep us warm. 
c. should stay in the refrigerator. 
d. are always dangerous. 

17. Sewage is 

a. waste water. 
b. clean water. 
c. dish water. 
d. treated water. 

18. Community governments 

a. provide services for people. 
b. make sure services run smoothly. 
c. choose people to run services. 
d. all of the above 

19. A lake used for collecting and storing water is a 

a. reservoir. 
b. harbor. 
c. bank. 
d. playground. 

20. Zoos, parks, libraries, and museums are 

a. boring places to visit. 
b. examples of public property. 
c. places that are open to the public. 
d. both band c 

21. Rosita and her family got lost one night during their 
vacation to New York. The best place to get 
directions Nas 

a. a school. 
b. a store. 
c. the pol ice station. 
d. none of the above 
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22. Community services 

a. are not important. 
b. are too expensive. 
c. make our lives better. 
d. only help the government. 

23. The fire department is a 

a. community service. 
b. building. 
c. clean place. 
d. hazard. 

24. Public works crews 

a. play baseball. 
b. pick up stray animals. 
c. keep streets clean. 
d. none of the above 

25. Services are 

a. things provided by persons or groups. 
b. found on corners. 
c. not available for everyone. 
d. none of the above 

26. Police officers and fire fighters 

a. are not necessary. 
b. protect the community. 
c. repair roads. 
d. repair cars. 

27. Fire fighters help children 

a. spot fire hazards. 
b. practice getting out of the house fast. 
c. learn about plugs and wires. 
d. all of the above 



28. At a reservoir, water is 

a. thrown away. 
b. studied. 
c. stored. 
d. protected. 

29. A responsible citizen 

a. obeys the laws. 
b. follows rules. 
c. keeps the parks clean. 
d. all of the above 

30. A fire hazard is 

a. something to play with. 
b. something that could cause a fire. 
c. something to put fires out. 
d. practice for fighting fires. 

31. A health hazard could be 

a. old garbage . 
. b. matches. 

c. live wires. 
d. all of the above 

32. Protect means to keep 

a. hidden. 
b. safe. 
c. warm. 
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TIHBLIH'B FOR TEACHING 

Complete tor each class you are teaching. 

Teacher: 
School: 
Class: 

staff Development Passaqe 

Day 1 . Teach using assigned strategy 
Day 2 Read and review using assigned strategy 

Pretest 

Day 1 Topic Interest Inventory and 
Prior Xnowledqe Assessment 

Practice Passage (Beqin approximately 1 week atter 
giving pretest) 

Day 1 
Day 2 
Day 3 

(Teach on 3 consecutive day.) 

Teach using assigned .trategy 
Read and review using assigned strategy 
study and have stUdent write retelling 
and ta~e test 

Experimental Passage (Teach on 3 consecutive days) 

Day 1 
Day 2 
Day 3 

Follow-Up 

Teach using assigned strategy 
Read and review using assigned strategy 
study and have stUdents write retelling, 
take test, and complete topic and method 
interest inventories 

(Complete 3 to 4 weeks after completing 
experimental passage) 

Day 1 Have stUdents write retelling and take test 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES 

One important job of government is to make laws. 

Another important job of government is to provide 

services for the people of a community. Services are 

things one person or group does for another. 
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Long ago, many people lived on farms or in houses fa( 

from one another. They had to do many things for 

themselves. They made most of their own clothes. They 

had to build their own houses. Sometimes neighbors would 

corne and help with big jobs. There were no community 

workers to do things for people. 

Today we live together in communities. It does not 

make sense tD do everything by ourselves. That is why 

communities provide services. Communities can provide 

more services than people working by themselves could. 

Every community has services for its people. The 

people in community governments make sure these services 

run smoothly. They choose people to run the services. 

For example, they choose the heads of the police and fire 

departments. 
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Police Protection 

The police department protects property. Property is 

land, buildings, and other things people own. One kind 

of property is public property. Public means open to 

all. Zoos, parks, libraries, and museums are kinds of 

public property. Anyone may visit them. They belong to 

everyone. 

Another kind of property is private property. Homes 

and businesses are kinds of private property. It is part 

of the job of the police to see that private property is 

not entered without permission. 

The police department also helps us in many other 

ways. Police officers direct traffic when the signals 

are broken. They help people when their cars have 

trouble on the roads. Sometimes they give us directions 

when we are lost. They help keep our community a safe 

place to live and play. 

You can find police officers easily. Most communities 

have police stations. These are places where police 

officers are on duty 24 hours a day, every day. There 

they work at many different jobs. 



Firefighters 

There are many community services. One of these 

services is the fire department. 
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Some fire fighters go to the fire stations at 8:00 

a.m. The first thing they do is put their work things on 

the trucks. They also check all the equipment on the 

trucks. They make sure the hoses and ladders are ready 

to go. 

The fire fighters go to a special school in the 

morning, too. They have classes in the newest ways to 

fight fires and save lives. 

A Visit to a Fire Station 

In the afternoon, a class from the neighborhood schonl 

may visit the fire station. The children get to see how 

the fire fighters live and work. A fire fighter shows 

them the equipment on the truck. He or she tells them 

how it works. 

The fire fighter also tells the children how to spot 

fire hazards in their homes. A hazard is a dnnger. A 

fire hazard is something that could cause a fire. The 

children are told to make sure plugs and wires are not 

worn out. They are told not to put things that can catch 

fire near a flame or heater. The fire fighter tells the 



310 

children to practice getting out of their homes quickly. 

That way, they will be ready if a fire happens. 

The fire fighters may spend part of the afternoon 

studying the streets in their part of the city. They 

have to know if a street is closed for repairs. They 

need to know which streets are usually blocked with 

traffic. 

Fire fighters also visit homes and businesses. They 

l"ook for fire hazards and tell people how to get rid of 

them. Keeping fires from happening is a big part of a 

fire fighter's job. 

More Community Services 

The public works department provides services to meet 

our day-to-day needs. We depend on it for many things. 

Public works crews see that the streets are kept clean 

and in good repair. 

Whenever you turn on the faucet in your house, you 

expect clean, fresh water to come out. Public works 

crews make sure this happens. They put in pipes to pump 

water from rivers or reservoirs. A reservoir is a lake 

used for collecting and storing water. The crews treat 

the water to make it clean. 
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Public works departments take care of the waste water 

from homes, businesses, and streets. This waste water is 

called sewage. It is carried in pipes to buildings 

called sewage treatment plants. Sewage treatment plants 

clean the water before returning it to the rivers. That 

way, the sewage does not hurt fish, plants, or animals. 

~n some communities, the public works department 

collects garbage. If garbage is not removed, it can be a 

health hazard. 

Communities provide many kinds of services. They give 

people police and fire protection. They build roads and 

bridges. They run libraries, schools, and hospitals. 

Communities provide parks. 

You have a right to use these services because you are 

a member of your community. But you also must obey_ the 

rules and laws that go along with using community 

services. 

When you follow rules and laws, you are being a 

responsible, or good, citizen. You are making it easie~ 

for people to do their jobs. 
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SERVICIOS DE LA COMUNIDAD 

Una funci6n importante del gobierno es dictar leyes. 

otra es proporcionar servicios para las comunidades. Un 

servicio es una ayuda que una persona 0 grupo presta a 

otras personas. 

Hace mucho tiempo, la gente vivia en granjas 0 en 

casas muy alejadas entre si. Tenia que hacer muchas 

cosas p~r su cuenta. Hacia su propia ropa. Construia 

sus propias casas. A veces los vecinos se ofrecian para 

ayudar en tareas grandes. No habia empleados de la 

comunidad para prestar servicios. 

Hoy en dia vivimos en comunidades. No tiene sentido 

que hagamos todo solos. Es p~r eso que las comunidades 

proveen servicios mas alIa de 10 que la gente podria 

proporcionar por si misma. 

Todas la comunidades prestan servicios a sus 

habitantes. Los gobiernos de las comunidades s~ aseguran 

de que estos servicios est~n bien administrados. Eligon 

personas para que administren los servicios. Por 

ejemplo, eligen a los jefes del departament0 de policia y 

de bomberos. 
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Protecci6n Policial 

El departamento de policia protege la propiedad. Las 

propiedades son tierras, edificios y otras cosas que la 

gente posee. Una clase de propiedad es la propiedad 

publica. Publica significa que todos tienen derecho a 

ella. Los zoo16gicos, los parques, y los museos son 

ejemplos de propiedad publica. Pertenecen a todos. 

otro tipo de propiedad es la propiedad privada. Las 

casas y las empresas privadas son tipos de propiedad 

privada. Una funci6n de la policia es vigilar que nadie 

entre en una propiedad privada sin permiso. 

El departamento de policia tambi~n colabora de otra 

man~ra. Los policias dirigen el trafico cuando los 

semaforos estan'descompuestos. Ayudan a la gente cuando 

sus autom6viles se descomponen en las r-utas. Cuando 

estamos perdidos nos orientan. Contribuyen a que en 

nuestra comunidad se pueda vivir y jugar sin peligros. 

Puedes encontrar policias muy facilmente. Muchas 

comunidades tienen estaciones de policia. AlIi se 

prestan servicios las 24 horas del dia, todos los dias. 

Los policias desempefian diferentes funciones. 

Bomberos 

Hay muchos servicios para la comunidad. Uno de estos 
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servicios es el departamento de bomberos. Algunos 

bomberos llegan a las estaciones a las 8:00 a.m. Primero 

ponen sus elementos de trabajo en los camiones. Revisan 

el equipo de los camiones para asegurarse de que este en 

buen estado. Las mangueras y escaleras deben estar 

listas para usarse. 

Los bomberos tambien van a una escuela especial par la 

manana. "Toman clases sabre los Gltimos metodos para 

combatir incendios y salvar vidas. 

Una Visita a la Estacion de Bomberas 

Par las tardes, los ninos de una escuela del 

vecindario pueden visitar la estacion de bomberos. Los 

nifios ven como viven y trabajan los bomberos. Un bombero 

les muestra el equipo en el camion y les explica como 

funciona. 

El bombero tambien les explica a los nifios como 

localizar riesgos de incendio en sus casas. Un riesgo es 

un peligro. Un riesgo de incendio es alga que podria 

causar un incendio. 5e les dice a los ninos que 88 

aseguren de que los enchufes y cordones electricos no 

esten desgastados. Tampoco deben colocar objetos 

inflamables cerca de una llama 0 calentador. El bombero 

aconseja que practiquen .salir de c~sa r~pidamente. Asi, 
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estaran preparados si ocurre un incendio. 

Los bomberos pueden pasar una parte de la tarde 

estudiando las calles de su sector de la ciudad. Deben 

saber si una calle esta cerrada por reparaciones. 

Necesitan saber que calles estan generalmente bloqueadas 

por el trafico. 

Los bomberos tambien visitan casas y negocios. Bllscan 

riesgos de incendio y explican a la gente como 

eliminarlos. Gran parte del trabajo de un bombero es 

prevenir los incendios. 

Mas Servicios de la Comunidad 

El departamento de obras publicas proporciona 

servicios para satisfacer nuestras necesidades diarias. 

Dependemos de ellos para muchas cosas. Las cuadrillas de 

obras publicas se encargan de mantener las calles limpias 

y en buen estado. 

Cada vp.z que abres la llave del agua en tu casa, 

esperas que salga agua limpia y fresca. El personal de 

obras publicas hace que esto suceda colocando tuberias 

para bombear el agua de rios 0 de represas. Una es un 

lago que se usa para recoger y almacenar el agua. El 

agua se somete a un tratamiAnt.o especial. para 

purificarla. 
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El departamento de obras p6blicas se encarga tambi6n 

del agua de des echo de casas, comercios y calles. A 

estas aguas se las denomina aguas residuales y son 

llevadas p~r tuberias a unos edificios que se llaman 

plantas de tratamiento de aguas residuales. En estas 

plantas se depura el agua. Asi, las aguas residuales no 

dafian a los peces, las plantas 0 los animales. 

En algunas comunidades, el departamento de obras 

p6blicas recoge la basura. Si la basura no se recoge, 

puede ser un riesgo para la salud. 

Las comunidades ofrecen muchos servicios. 

Proporcionan a los habitantes parques, protecci6n 

policial y contra incendios. Construyen caminos y 

puentes. Administran bibliotecas, escuelas y hospitales. 

T6 tienes derecho a usar estos servicios porque eres 

miembro de tu comunidad. Pero tambi6n debes obedecer las 

leyes y reglas que hay que seguir para poder hacer uso de 

esos servicios. 

Cuando sigues las leyes y las reglas, act6as como un 

ciudadano responsable. Facilitas el trabajo de los que 

administran los servicios. 
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1987-88 ITP-ES 

Teacher Key Concept List 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 

assist stranded motorists: Help people with car 

problems. 

Police officers assist stranded motorists. 

community: Place where people live and work together. 

Tucson is our community. 

direct traffic: To guide drivers on th~ streets. 

When traffic lights are broken, police officers direct 

traffic. 

fight fires: To put out flames. 

Fire fighters use water to fight fires. 

fire fighters: Fight fires and save lives. 

Fire fighters are brave. 

hazards and sa~: Danger and protection from danger. 

We learn about hazards and safety so we can protect 

ourselves. 
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maintain streets: Keep roads clean and in good repair. 

We can all help to maintain streets. 

neighborho.od: A sma 11 er part of a communi ty. 

There is a new family in our neighborhood. 

police: Protects property and enforces laws. 

Police help us with our problems. 

private property: Homes and businesses that belong to 

individuals. 

The homes we live in are private property. 

protect property: To take care of land, buildings, and 

other things people own. 

Police officers protect property. 

public property: Zoos, parks, and other things that are 

open to everyone. 

Kennedy Park is public property. 

public works: A city department that provides necessary 

services. 

The department of public works keeps our city clean. 
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reservoirs: Lakes used for collecting and storing water. 

The water in reservoirs is saved for future use. 

services: Jobs people do for us. 

Within a community, many services are provided. 

sewage: Waste water from homes, bu~inesses, and streets. 

Sewage needs to be treated before the water i~ used 

again. 

sewage treatment plants: 

and treated. 

Places where sewage is cleaned 

Sewage treatment plants clean the water. 

treat water: To clean water by adding chemicals. 

Water is treated so we can use it again. 
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1987-88 ITP-ES 

Lista de Conceptos 

SERVICIOS DE LA COMUNIDAD 

aguas residuales: Agua de des echo de casas, empresas, Y 
calles. 

Aguas residuales necesitan tratamiento antes de que se 

vuelve a usar. 

asistir a la gente con carros descompuestos: Ayudar a 
gente que tiene problemas con sus autom6viles. 

La policia asisten a la gente con autom6viles 

descompuestos. 

bomberos: Combaten incendios y salvan vidas. 

Los bomberos son valientes. 

combaten incendios: Apagan fuegos. 

Los bomberos usan agua cuando combaten incendios. 

comunidEld: Lugar donde las personas trabajan y viven 
juntas. 

Nuestra comunidad es Tucson. 
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dirigir trafico: Llevar el rnovirnento de autorn6viles en 
las calles. 

Cuando hay un accidente, la policia dirige trafico. 

rnantener calles: Tener las calles lirnpias y en buen 
estado. 

Nosotros podemos ayudar a mantener las calles. 

obras p6blicas: Departamento de una ciudad que provee 
servicios necesarios. 

Obras p6blicas mantiene limpia nuestra comunidad. 

plantas de tratamiento de aguas resig~~l~$.: Lugares 
donde se limpian y tratan las aguas residuales. 

Se limpia el agua en una planta de tratarniento de 
aguas residuales. 

policia: Protegen la propiedad e imponen Ius Jeyes. 

La policia nos ayuda con nuestros problemas. 

££opiedad privadq : Casas y empresas de individuos. 

Las casas en que vivimos son propiedad privada. 

propiedaq p6bl~ca: Zool6gicos, parques y otras cosas a 
las que todos tienen acceso. 

EI parque Kennedy es propiedad publica. 



proteger propiedad: El cuido de tierra, edificios y 
otras cosas de la gente. 

La policia protege la propiedad. 
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represas: Un lago que se usa para recoger y almacenar el 
agua. 

El agua en represas se guarda para usos en el futuro. 

riesgos y seguridad: Peligros y protecci6n de peligros. 

Aprendemos sobre riesgos y seguridad para 
protegernos. 

servicios: Trabajo que la gente nos provee. 

Se proveen muchos servicios en una comunidad. 

~ratamiento del agua: Echar chimicas a el agua para 
limpiarlo. 

Se trata el agua para usarlo otra vez. 

vencindario: Parte pequefia de una comunidad. 

Hay una familia nueva en nuestro vecindario. 
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1987-88 ITP-ES 

student Vocabulary List 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 

assist stranded motorists: Help people with car 

problems. 

community: Place where people live and work together. 

direct traffic: To guide drivers on the streets. 

fight fires: To put out flame~. 

fire fighters: Fight fires and save lives. 

hazards and safety: Danger and protection from danger. 

maintain streets: Keep roads clean and in good repair. 

neighborhood: A smaller part of a community. 

police: Protect property and enforce laws. 

private property: Homes and businesses that belong to 

individuals. 

protect property: To take care of land, buildings, and 

other things people own. 

public proper~: Zoos, parks, and other things that are 

open to everyone. 

public works: A city department that providRs necessary 

services. 

reservoirs: Lakes used for collecting and storing water. 

services: Jobs people do for us. 
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sewage: Waste water from homes, businesses, and streets. 

sewage treatment plants: Places where sewage is cleaned 

and treated. 

treat water: To clean water by adding chemic31s. 
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1987-88 ITP-ES 

Vocabulario 

SERVICIOS DE LA COMUNIDAD 

aquas residuales: Agua de desecho de casas, empresas, Y 

calles. 

asistir a la qente con carros descompuesto~: Ayudar a 

gente que tiene problemas con sus autom6viles. 

bomberos: Combaten incendios y salvan vidas. 

combaten incendios: Apagan fuegos. 

comunidad: Lugar donde las personas trabajan y viven 

juntas. 

diriqir trifico: Llevar el movimiento de a\ltom6viles en 

las calles. 

mantener calles: Tener las calles limpias y en buen 

estado. 

obras pUblicas: Departamento de una ciudad que provee 

servicios necesarios. 

plantas de tratamiento de aquas residual~~: Lugares 

donde se limpian y tratan las aguas residuales. 

policia: Protegen la propiedad e imponen las leyes. 

propiedad privada: Casas y empresas de individuos. 

propie4ad p6blica: Zool6gicos, parques y otras cosas a 

las que todos tienen accesci. 



proteger propiedad: Cuidan tierra, edificios y otrns 

cosas de la gente. 
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represas: Un 1ago que se usa para recoger y a1macenar e1 

agua. 

riesgos y seguridad: Pe1igros y proteccion de pe1igros. 

servicios: Trabajo que 1a gente nos provee. 

tratamiento del agua: Echar chimicas a el agua para 

limpiar10. 

vencindario: Parte pequefia de una comunidad. 
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DAY 1 

Set up for the Lesson 

1. Put the list of vocabulary on the board or project on 

the wall with an overhead projector. You may want to 

write them in groups of 5 since that is the number 

you'll be teaching at one time. Use the Key Concept 

List for the specific passage as a guide for listing 

the vocabulary. 

Introduce Direct Instruction 

"Today and tomorrow we will be learning about the 

(topic). Tomorrow we will be reading about the J~i~ 

and today we are going to get ready to read. On (day) 

. you'll be taking a quiz and writing about what you've 

learned. But first today, we are going to prepare to 

read by learning the important vocabulary words from the 

reading assignment so that it will be easier for you to 

understand the chapter you are going to be reading about 

(topic)." 

"The way or method we are going to use to learn these 

words is called direct instruction. First, I will say 

the word and define it. Then I will use it in a sentence 

to help you better understand the meaning. Then I'll 

repeat the definition. When I point to the word that in 
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your signal to say the word and its definition aloud. It 

is important to say the word and the definition as a 

group. We will repeat the word and the definition as a 

group until it sounds like everyone has learned it. 

After we have learned 5 words or so, we will go back and 

review them." 

Practice with Sample Vocabulary 

"Before we begin with the vocabulary words from the 

chapter, let's practice this kind of direct instruction 

so you'll know just what to do." 

(Write 5 words on the board: dog, collie, fur, 

.poodle, tail). "Let's learn and practice the definitions 

of each word one at a time. Then we'll review the 5 

words." 

"For each word I will: 

1. Say the word. 

2. Say the definition. 

3. Use the word in a sentence. 

4. Repeat the word and definition." 

"Then I will point to the word and you should: 

1. Say the word. 

2. Say the definition." 
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"We'll practice saying the word and definition till 

each one of you thinks he or she knows it." 

"Ready? First word--

Dog--a meat-eating mammal domesticated by man. 

'Some people say dogs are man's best friends. 

Dog--a meat-eating mammal domesticated by man." 

(Point to word. with the students say the word and 

definition. Continue to repeat it until the students are 

repeating the word and definition easily (i.e. I until it 

is firmly in their minds).) 

"Ready? Next word--

Collie--a heavy-coated breed of dog originally 

used for herding sheep. 

Lassie is a name often given to a collie. 

Collie--a heavy-coated breed of dog originally 

used for herding sheep." 

(Point to word and have students repeat word and 

definition until firm). 

"Ready? Next word--

Fur--the hairy coat of a mammal. 

Almost all dogs have fur. 

Fur--the hairy coat of a mammal." 



(Point to word and have students repeat word and 

definition until firm). 

"Ready? Next word--

Poodle--a breed of dog that is smart and has curly 

fur. 

Poodles make good stunt dogs for a circus. 

Poodle--a breed of dog that is smart and has curly 

fur." 

(Point to word and have students repeat word and 

definition until firm). 

"Ready? Last word--

Tail--an appendage at the rear end of many 

mammals. 

The dog wagged his tail whenever he saw his 

master. 

Tai 1.--an appendage at the rear end of many 

mammals." 

(Point to word and have students repeat word and 

definition until firm.) 
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"Now that we have learned these five words let's 

review the words and definitions." (Review the words by 



pointing to the words in random order and having the 

students repeat the words and the definitions. Repeat 

and review until the 5 words are firm. Compliment 

students on their performance). 
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"That is how direct instruction works. It gives you 

a chance to learn the important vocabulary words before 

you read the chapter." 

Practice the Vocabulary Using Direct Instruction 

"Now let's use this method to learn the vocabulary 

related to the chapter you're going to be reading on, 

(topic). We'll use the same procedure. Any questions? 

Let's begin." 

(Using the Key Concept List present the words in 

alphabetical order in sets of 5 words. After completing 

each set of 5 words review the words. Continue 

presenting sets of 5 words and reviewing them until all 

word have been learned and reviewed). 

(Hints for effective direct instruction). 

1. Be enthusiastic. 

2. Encourage and reinforce participation. 

3. You may want to divide the group into teams by 

sides of the room, or boys and girls, and have 

them repeat the definitions by teams to see 
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them repeat the definitions by teams to see 

which team is learning them the best. You may 

want to ask each individual student to repeat 

the definition. 

4. Have students practice words until they can 

repeat the words and definitions in a confident 

manner, "until firm." 

5. With some definitions you may find you need to 

shorten them to make them easier for the group 

to remember. 

6. Keep a brisk pace when presenting and repeating 

the words. 

Review the Vocabula~ 

"Now that we have learned the important vocabulary, 

let's review them one more time." (Point to the words 

and have the students say the word and the definition. 

Repeat the procedure for words and definitions that do 

not seem to be easily repeated or well learned). 

DAY 2 

Set Purposes for Reading 

(Hand out Student Key Concept Lists.) 

"Today you are going to be reading about (topic). 

Let's look at the vocabulary list. You'll be reading 
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these words in the chapter. If, when you are reading and 

you come to one of these words and you don't know the 

meaning, you can use this list to help you remember what 

the word means. For the most part you should remember 

the definition because we learned them yesterday. 

However, if you're not sure, feel free to use this list 

to help you." 

Read the Passage 

(Pass out the passage). 

"When you read today, try to learn about (topic) 

since you'll be writing about it and taking a quiz over 

this information tomorrow. 

(Have students read the passage as described above. 

If students want to read to each other in small groups, 

assist them in forming groups and getting started). 

(Circulate around the room assisting students as 

needed by pronouncing words. Encourage students to use 

their lists to help with definitions and to read for 

purposes set in previous section). 

Discuss the Vocabulary 

"Now that you've finished reading, let's look over 

the list. Do you have any questions about the 



definitions?" (Discuss any questions the students may 

have), 

Collect the Lists and Passages 
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"It's time to collect your lists and chapters on 

(topic). Tomorrow you'll have time to review your list 

before you write about (topic) and take a quiz over it." 

"You've learned a lot about (topic). You should feel 

good about what you've learned." 

(Collect the lists and passages), 

DAY 3 

(See Generic Script for Day, 3), 
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DAY 1 

Set up for the Lesson 

1. Put the list of vocabulary on the board 

or project on the wall with an overhead 

projector. You may. want to write them in 

groups of 5 since that is the number 

you'll be teaching at one time. Use the 

Key Concept List for the specific passage 

as a guide for listing the vocabulary. 

Introduce Direct Instruction 

"Hoy y manana vamos a estudiar sobre (tem~l. Manana 

vamos a leer sobre eterna), y hoy vamos a prepararmos para 

leer. El (dia) van a tomar una prueba y van a escribir 

sobre 10 que han aprendido. Pero prirnero, hoy.vamos a 

aprender las palabras de vocabulario importantes de la 

lectura para que sea mas facil comprender el capitulo 

sobre (terna)." 

"El metodo que vamos a usar para aprender estas 

palabras se llama instruccion directa. Primero, voy a 

decir la palabra y voy a definirla. Luego, usare la 

palabra en una oracion para que puedan cornprender mejor 

el sentido de la palabra. Luego, voy a repetir la 

definicion. Cuando apunte a la palabra, eso sera el 
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senal para que Ustedes digan la palabra y la definicion 

en voz alta. Es irnportante que digan la palabra y la 

definicion todos juntos, a la misma vez. Repetiremos la 

palabra y la definicion en grupo hasta que parezca que 

todos la han aprendido. Despues de haber aprendido como 

5 palabras, las repasarernos." 

Practice with Sample Vocabulary 

"Antes que ernpecernos con las palabras de vocabulario 

del capitulo, vamos a practicar este metodo de 

instruccion directa para que sepan que deben de hacer." 

(Wri te 5 words on the board.: perro, pastor a I eman, 

pelo de animal, poodle, cola). "Vamos a aprender y 

practicar las definiciones de cada palabra una por una. 

Luego repasarernos las 5 palabras." 

"Para cada palabra: 

1. Dire la palabra. 

2 . Dire la definicion. 

3. Usare la palabra en una frase. 

4. Repetire la palabra y la 

definicion." 

"Luego apuntare a la palabra y Ustedes: 

1. Diran la palabra. 

2. Diran la definicion." 



"Practicaremos diciendo la palabra y la definici6n 

hasta que cada uno de Ustedes crea que la sabe." 

"lListos? Primera palabra--

Perro--un mamifero que come carne y que ha side 

domesticado por el ser humano. 

Algunos dicen que el perro es el mejor amigo del 

ser humano. 

Perro--un mamifero que come carne y que ha side 

domesticado por el ser humano." 
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{Point to word. With the students say the word and 

definition. Continue to repeat it until the students are 

repeating the word and definition easily (i.e., until it 

is firmly in their minds).) 

"lListos? La siguiente palabra--

Pastor aleman--un perro grande que se utiliza 

para proteger negocios. 

El pastor aleman ataco al ladron. 

Pastor aleman--un perro grande que se utiliza 

para proteger negocios." 

(Point to word and have students repeat word and 

definition until firm). 

"lListos? La siguiente palabra--



Pelo de animal--el cubierto peludo de un 

mamifero. 

Casi todos los perros tienen un cubierto de pelo. 

Pelo de animal--el cubierto peludo de un 

mamifero." 

(Point to word and have students repeat .word and 

definition until firm). 

"LListos? La siguiente palabra--

"Poodle"--un tipo de perro que es inteligente que 

esta cubierto por pelo chino. 

"Poodles" son buenos para hacer maromas en el 

circo. 

"Poodle"--un tipo de.perro que es inteligente que 

esta cubierto por pelo chino." 

(Point t~ word and have students repeat word and 

definition until firm), 

"LListos? La 6ltima palabra--

Cola--un apendice en el posterior de muchos 

mamiferos. 

El perro meneaba su cola cada vez que veia a su 

dueno. 

Cola--un apendice en el posterior de muchos 
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mamiferos." 

(Point to word and have students repeat word and 

definition until firm.) 
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"Ya que hemos aprendido estas cinco palabras, vamos a 

repasar las palabras y sus definiciones." 

(Review the words by pointing to the words in random 

order and having the students repeat the words and the 

definitions. Repeat and review until the 5 words are 

firm. Compliment students on their performance). 

"Asi es como se usa la instrucci6n directa. Les da la 

oportunidad de aprender las palabras de vocabulario 

importantes antes de leer el capitulo." 

Practice the Vocabulary Using Direct Instruction 

"Ahara vamos a usar este m'todo para aprender el 

vocabulario relacionado al capitulo que van a leer sabre 

eternal. Usaremos el mismo metoda. lHayalgunas 

preguntas? Empecemas." 

(Using the Key Concept List present the words in 

alphabetical order in sets of 5 words. After completing 

each set of 5 words review the words. Continue 

presenting sets of 5 words and reviewing them until all 

words have been learned and reviewed). 



(Hints for ef~ective direct instruction). 

1. Be enthusiastic. 

2. Encourage and r~inforce participation. 
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3. You may want to divide the group into teams by 

sides of the room, or boys and girls, and have 

them repeat the definitions by teams to see 

which team is learning them the best. You may 

want to ask each individual student to repeat 

the definition. 

4. Have students practice words until they can 

repeat the words and definitions in a confident 

manner, "until firm." 

5. With some definitions you may find you need to 

shorten them to make them easier for the group 

to remember. 

6. Keep a brisk pace when presenting and repeating 

the words. 

Review the Vocabulary 

"Ya que hemos aprendido el vocabulario importante, 

vamos a repasarlo una vez mas." 

(Point to the words and have the students say the word 

and the definition. Repeat the procedure for words and 

definitions that do not seem to be easily repeated or 

well learned). 
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DAY 2 

Set Purposes for Reading 

(Hand out Student Key Concept Lists.) 

"Hoy van a leer sabre (ternal. Veamos las lista de 

vocabulario. Ustedes leeran estas palabras en el 

capitulo. Pueden usar esta lista para ayudarles recordar 

el sentido de la palabra si encuentran una de estas 

palabras y no saben que quiere decir mientras estin 

leyendo. Par 10 general deben de recordar las 

definiciones porque las aprendimos ayer. Pero, si no 

estan seguros, no se detengan de usar la lista como 

ayuda." 

Read the Passage 

(Pass out the passage). 

"Cuando lean hoy, traten de aprender sabre (temal, ya 

que manana escribiran sabre este topico y tomaran una 

prueba sabre esta informacion." 

(Have students read the passage as described above. 

If students want to read to each other in small groups, 

assist them in forming groups and getting started). 

(Circulate around the room assisting students as 

needed by pronouncing words. Encourage students to use 



their lists to help with definitions and to read for 

purposes set in previous section). 

Discuss the Vocabulary 

345 

"Ya que terrninaron de leer, vearnos la lista. ~Tienen 

algunas preguntas sobre las definiciones?" 

(Discuss any questions the students may have). 

Collect the Lists and Passages 

"Es tiernpo de colocar sus listas y capitulos sobre 

(terna). Manana tendran oportunidad de repasar sus listas 

antes de que escriban y tornen la prueba sobre lterna)." 

"Han aprendido rnucho sobre (terna). Deberan estar rnuy 

satisfechos por todo 10 que han aprendido." 

(Collect the lists and passages). 

DAY 3 

(See Generic Script for Day 3). 
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DAY 1 

Set Up for Lesson 

1. Put the list of vocabulary for the relationship map 

on the board or project on the wall with an overhead 

projector. 

2. Give each student a copy of the vocabulary list and 

uncompleted map. 

3. Instruct students to work in pencil (the] will likely 

want to erase). 

4. Have each student fill out the identifying 

information at the top of the page. 

5. Check to see they have done so. 

Introduce the Relationship Map 

"Today and (day) we will be learning about ltopic}. 

Tomorrow we will· r·ead about the (topic). And on (day) 

you'll be taking a quiz and writing about what you've 

learned. But first, today we are going to make a map of 

the important ideas and then write some sentences so that 

it will be easier for you to understand the chapter you 

are going to be reading about ltopic). By making the map 

and sentences, we will learn the major ideas that the 

author wrote about and the important vocabulary related 

to these ideas." 
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"Have any of you ever made or used a map before?" 

(Have students discuss the maps and what they used them 

for). "What do all these maps have in common?" (Have 

students discuss the common function of maps, e.g., a map 

is a symbolic representation of places, things,' and in 

the case of today's map, ideas). 

"Today we want to figure out how each of the words in 

this list could be connected by lines to the other words. 

We want to end up with a diagram or a map that shows the 

relationships--connections between ideas--between words." 

Complete Sample Relationshi~_Map 

"But how do we make a word map that shows 

relationships? Let~s do a.sample map. Let's suppose we 

wanted to make a map of the words:" 

(Put these words on the chalkboard and read them with the 

students) . 

Bites 

Chases cats 

Collies 

Dogs 

German Shepherds 

"Which word describes all the others or is the main 

idea?" (Have students discuss the answer, justifying why 
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"dogs" is the main concept). "We can write that word at . 

the top or in the center of our map." (Write it on 

board). "Now, which words left on our list are alike or 

seem to go together?" (Discuss with students and have 

them generate a label for the category (i.e., types of 

dogs, things dogs do), Write them on map and draw a line 

to "Dogs" showing they are related). 

Dogs 

Types 

Collie Shepherds Bites 

Things 
Dogs Do 

Chases 
Cats 

(You can ask students to add some more examples), 

"We have made a map showing the relationship of these 

words about Dogs; Any questions on how this kind of map 

works?" 

Complete the Relationship Map 

(Use the Key Concept List for the specific passage 

you are doing to provide you with specific information 

about the concepts taught in the relationship map), 
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"Now let's complete the map. First, let's read over 

the list of words. As we read them think about what they 

might mean and which ones we might group together." 

"Now that you've read the list, are there any words 

or phrases you think we should add because they are like 

these words?" (If students provide additional words have 

them tell why they think they belong. Add the· . ,.. , 

words/phrases to the list on the board and have the 

students add them to their lists). 

Main Idea 

"First we have to have a main idea for our map. Of 

the words on the list, which word or phrase do you think 

is the main idea?" (Ask students to make predictions, 

justify their responses, and discuss the meaning of the 

main idea. Encourage students to rely on their prior 

knowledge to help them make predictions. You may need to 

provide some information from the Key Concept List to' 

assist them in this process). 

"Let's put that idea or concept on our map. I'll 

draw it on the board and you put it on your map. We can 

cross that idea off our list since we've used it." 

(Allow time for students to complete task). 
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other Ideas 

"Now let's look at our list again." (You may want to 

reread the list together). "What words go together?" 

(Have students make predictions about words that could be 

grouped together. For each grouping of words have 

students: 

1) Generate a category label if not already on the 

list. 

2) Predict meanings of different word/phrases in 

the group. 

3) Predict how the words are related. 

After discussion, draw the words/phrases onto the map on 

the board. Cross the word/phrases off the list. 

students should also complete their maps. Again you may 

want to provide the students with information from the 

Key Concept List). 

(Continue making the map until all known vocabulary 

on the list are placed. Those vocabulary words that 

cannot be placed on the map because the meaning is not 

clear can serve as reasons for reading the passage. 

Also, sometimes the meaning of a word/phrase may be clear 

but where it should go on the map is not clear. Students 

can read to help clarify these relationships). 
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Complete the Sentences 

"Now that we have completed the map, let's see if we 

can use our map to write some sentences that show the 

relationship among the different ideas. The trick in 

composing these sentences is to use several key words or 

ideas together and to talk about their relationship in 

the sentences we compose. Let me show you how to do one 

sentence. Then, we'll work together to generate some 

more sentences." 

(Using the map on the board, generate a sentence and 

write it on the board. Then read the sentence, while 

pointing to the different words in the map that you 

used). "Do you understand how it works? Who can give me 

another sentence?" 

(Have the students generate 4 to 5 more sentences if 

possible. The students may want to talk with one another 

as they think about possible sentences. As a student 

gives a sentence, write it on the board. Then rere~d the 

sentence pointing to the different vocabulary. Finally, 

read the sentence aloud together). 

(If students are not able to generate 4 to 5 more 

sentences, let them know that they may want to think 

about additional sentences as they read the passage 

t.omorrow) . 
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Review the Relationship Map and Sentences 

"Let's look over our relationship map and see if we 

can tell any more about how the ideas on our map and in 

our sentences are related." (Review the map with the 

students, encouraging them to summarize their map by 

telling the main idea and how each category of ideas are 

related). 

(Copy the sentences that were generated from the 

board on a piece a paper and make copies of them for each 

student to use the next day.) 

Collect the Relationship Maps and Sentences 

"Now I want to collect your maps and sentences. On 

(day) you will get them back to use as we read about . 
(topic). On (day} you will take a quiz on what we have 

learned." 

DAY 2 

Set Purposes for Reading 

(Hand out maps and sentences and redraw the map on 

the board). 

"Let's look at our maps to determine what ideas or 

relationships we still have questions about." (Review the 

map and sentences with the students, highlighting the 
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word/phrases for which there are questions concerning the 

meaning of the relationships). 

"When you read, try to learn more about the ideas so 

that we can change or confirm how we drew our map and 

generated our sentences." (On the board map you mn] want 

t 0 un de r lin e 0 r put a "?" by ide a s 0 r reI at ion s hip S \<7 hie h 

need clarification. If students still need to generate 

more sentences, encourage them to think about additional 

sentences as they read). 

Read the Passage 

(Have students read the passage as described above. 

If students want to read to each other in small groups, 

assist them in forming groups and getting started). 

(Circulate around the room assisting students as 

needed by pronouncing words. Encourage students to use 

their maps and sentences to help with definitions and to 

read for purposes set in previous section). 

Dis~uss the Relationship Map and Sentences 

"Now that you've finished reading, let's look at our 

map and sentences again." (First review the ideas or 

relationships which needed clarification. Discuss these 

and have students generate meanings and the relationships 



rising the text as well as their prior knowledge to 

justify their answers.) 

354 

"Are there any other modifications or changes we need 

to make in our map?" (Again encourage students to 

discuss changes and use the text to justify). 

"Are there any ideas we want to add to our map?" 

(Again use the same procedures to encourage interactive 

discussion). 

"Now let's look at the sentences. Do we need to 

change any?" (Have students justify their suggested 

changes. Also, have students generate additional 

sentences if 4 to 5 sentences were not generated before 

reading) . 

Collect the Maps, Sentences, and Passages 

"It's time to collect your maps, sentences, and 

chapters on (topic). Tomorrow you'll have time to review 

your map and sentences before you write about (topic) and 

take a quiz over it." 

"You've learned a lot about (topic). You should feel 

good about what you've learned." 

(Collect the maps and passages). 

DAY 3 

(See Generic Script for Day 3). 
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DAY 1 

Set up for the Lesson 

1. Put the list of vocabulary for the relationship map 

on the board or project on the wall with an overhead 

projector. 

2. Give each student a copy of the vocabulary list and 

uncompleted map. 

3. Instruct students to work in pencil (they will likely 

want to erase). 

4. Have each student fill out the identifying 

information at the top of the page. 

5. Check to see they have done so. 

Introduce the Relationship Map 

"Hoy y el (dia) vamos a estudiar sobre Jj:ema) (the 

topic you are studying). Manana vamos a leer sobre 

(terna). Y el (dia) van a tomar una prueba y escribir 

sobre 10 que han aprendido. Pero prirnero, hoy vamos a 

hacer un mapa de las ideas importantes. Asi hara mas 

facil para ustedes de cornprender ~l capitulo que van a 

leer ustedes sobre ltema). Si hacemos un mapa juntos, 

podrernos aprender mejor las ideas irnportantes que el 
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autor present6 10 mismo que el vocabulario importante que 

se relaciona con el capitulo." 

"(.Quisiera saber si algunos de ustedes han usado 0 

han hecho un mapa antes?" (Have students discuss the 

maps and what they llsed them for). "lQue tienen en comun 

estos mapas?" (Have students discuss the common function 

of maps, e.g., a map is a symbolic representation of 

pI aces, thin.gs, and in the case of today' s map, ideas). 

"Hoy tenemos que adivinar como todas estas palabras 

en la lista pueden conectarse por medio de lineas con las 

otras palabras. Queremos acabar con un diagrama 0 un mapa 

que nos muestra las relaciones entre las palabras, 0, 

mejor dicho, nos muestra las conexi ones entre las ideas -

entre las palabras." 

Complete Sample Relationship Map 

"Pero, lcomo hacemos un mapa de palabras que muestre 

las relaciones entre ideas? Vamos a hacer la prueba con 

un ejemplo de un mapa. Supongamos que queremos hacer un 

mapa de palabras. 

(Put these words on the chalkboard and read them with 

the students). 

Muerden 

Corretean a los gatos 
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Pastor 

Perras 

Policia 

"lQui palabra en esta lista describe a las demAs a es la 

idea central?" (Have students discuss the answer, 

justifying why "dogs" is the main concept). "Podemos 

escribir esa palabra en la parte de arriba 0 en el centro 

de nuestro mapa." (Write it'on board). "Ahora, lqui 

palabras quedan en nuestra lista que son parecidas 0 van 

juntas?" (Discuss with students and have them generate a 

label for the category (i.e., types of dogs, things dogs 

do). Write them on map and draw a line to "Dogs" showing 

they are related). 

Tipos 

Pastor Policia 

Perras 

La que hacen 
los perras 

Muerden Corretean a 
los gatos 

~You can ask students to add some more examples). 

"Hemos hecho un mapa que muestra las relaciones que 

hay entre estas palabras y el concpeto de perro. lHay 

alguna pregunta sobre c6mo se hace un mapa de ideas?" 



Complete the Relationship Map 

(Use the Key Concept Lis~ for the specific passage 

you are doing to provide you with specific information 

about the concepts taught in the relationship map). 
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"Vamos a completar el mapa. Primero, vamos a leer 

las lista de palabras. Al leerlas piensen sabre su 

significado y traten de pensar cuales podriamos poner en 

un grupo." 

"Ahora, <.que ya han leido la lista, pueden ustedes 

pensar en otras palabras que podriamos agregar a esta 

lista porque se relacionan 0 son parecidas a estas 

palabras?" (If students provide additional words have 

them tell why they think they belong. Add the 

words/phrases to the list on the board and have the 

students add them to their lists). 

Main Idea 

"Primero tenemos que tener una idea central - una 

idea principal - para hacer nuestro mapa. De estas 

palabras en la lista, <.que palabra a frase creen ustedes 

que es la idea central?" 

(Ask students to make predictions, justify their 

responses, and discuss the meaning of the main idea. 

Encourage students to rely on their prior knowledge to 

help them make predictions. You may need to provide some 
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information from the Key Concept List to assist them in 

this process). 

"Vamos a poner esa idea 0 concepto en nuestro mapa. 

Yo voy a escribir1a en e1 pizarr6n y ustedes 1a ponen es 

su pape1. Podemos tachar esa idea de nuestra lista 

puesto que ya 1a usamos." (Allow time for students to 

comp I ete task). 

Other Ideas 

"Ahora veamos nuestra 1ista una vez mas." (You may 

want to reread the list together). "~Que palabras van 

juntas?" (Have students make predictions about words 

that could be grouped together. For each grouping of 

words have students: 

1) Generate a category label if not already on the 

list. 

2) Predict meanings of different word/phrases in 

the group. 

3) Predict how the words are related. 

After discussion, draw the words/phrases onto the map on 

the board. Cross the word/phrases bff the list. 

Students should also comp~ete their maps. Again you may 

want to provide the students with information from the 

Key Concept List). 
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(Continue making the map until all known vocabulary 

on the list are placed. Those vocabulary words that 

cannot be placed on the map because the meaning is not 

clear can serve as reasons for reading the passage. 

Also, sometimes the meaning of a word/phrase may be clear 

but where it should go on the map is not clear. Students 

can read to help clarify these relationships). 

Review the Relationship Map 

"Veamos nuestro mapa de relaciones. LCuintas ideas 

en nuestro mapa se relacionan?" (Review the map with the 

students, encouraging them to summarize their map by 

telling the main idea, and how each category of ideas are 

related) . 

Collect the Relationship Maps 

"Ahara quiero recQger sus mapas. El ldial se los voy 

a devolver para que los usen cuando lean sobre (tema). 

El (dia) van a tomar una prueba sobre 10 que hemos 

aprendido." 
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DAY 2 

Set Purposes for Reading 

(Hand out maps and redraw map on the board), 

"Hoy van a leer sobre (tema). Veamos nuestros mapas 

para determinar que preguntas tenemos todavia sobre las 

ideas 0 relaciones entre las palabras." (Review the map 

with the students, highlighting the word/phrases for 

which there are questions concerning the meaning of the 

relationships). 

"Cuando lean traten de aprender mis sobre las ideas 

que estamos estudiando para que podamos cambiar 0 

confirmar nuestro mapa." (On the board map you may want 

to underline or put a "?" by ideas or relationships which 

need clarification). 

Read the Passage 

(Have students read the passage as described above. 

If students want to read to each other in small groups, 

assist them in forming groups and getting started), 

(Circulate around the room assisting students as 

needed by pronouncing words. Encourage students to use 

their maps to help with definitions and to read for 

purposes set in previ~us section), 
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Discuss the Relationship Map 

"Ahora que acabaron de leer veamos nuestro mapa una 

vez mas." (First review the ideas or relationships which 

needed clarification. Discuss these and have students 

generate meanings and the relationships using the text as 

well as their prior knowledge to justify their answers). 

"lHay algun cambio que podamos hacerle a nuestro 

mapa?" (Again encourage students to discuss changes and 

use the text to justify). 

"lHay otras ideas que quieran agregarle a nuestro 

mapa?" (Again use the same procedures to encourage 

interactive discussion). 

Collect the Relationship Maps and Passages 

"Es hora de recoger sus mapas y el capitulo sobre 

(terna) que han leido. Manana .tendran tiernpo de repasar 

sus rnapas antes de' escribir sobre (ternal. "Han aprendido 

rnucho sobre (tema). Deberian de estar satisfechos de 

todo 10 que han aprendido." 

(Collect the maps and passages). 

DAY 3 

(See Generic Script for Day 3). 
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DAY 1 

Set up for the Lesson 

1. Draw the relationship chart on board or project it on 

the wall using an overhead projector. 

2. Give each student a copy of relationship chart. 

3. Instruct students to work in pencil (they will likely 

want to erase). 

4. Have each student fill out the identifying 

information at the top of the page. 

5. Check to see they have done so. 

Introduce Relationship Chart 

"Today and (day) we will be learning about the 

(topic). Tomorrow we will read about the iigpic). And 

on (day) you'll be taking a quiz and writing about what 

you've learned. But first, today we are going to fill in 

the charts you each have so that it will be easier for 

you to understand the chapter you're going to be reading 

about, (topic). This is called a relationship chart. By 

filling in this chart we will learn the major ideas that 

the author wrote about (point to words or phrases across 

top) and the important words or vocabulary related to 

these ideas (point to words or phrases down side). 
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"After we discuss and define the major ideas, we will 

discuss the meaning of each important word and try to 

predict how each word is related to the important ideas 

across the top of the chart. To show the relationship on 

the chart, we will fill in the box connecting the two 

ideas (trace an example with your fingers). If the two 

ideas are related we will put a "+" in the box (point to 

key). If they are not related we will put a "_" in the 

box (point to key). If we cannot decide on a 

relationship we will put a question mark in the box 

(point to key) which means we are uncertain." 

Complete Sample Relationship Chart 

(Use a sample relationship chart the first time you 

are introducing the concept of a relationship chart). 

(Draw sample relationship chart on board). 

Important 
Words 

pen 

stamp 

Sending a Letter 

Important Ideas 

writing 
the letter 

mailing 
the letter 



"Let's do a sample together first. This is about 

sending a letter (point to title). 
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"First, let's define the important ideas or the major 

steps in sending a letter (point). What does 'Writing 

the Letter' mean?" (Discuss until the students reach 

consensus). "What does 'Mailing a Letter' mean?" (Again 

discuss until the students reach consensus). 

"Now let's define the first important word. What is 

a 'Pen'? (point). Ok, what kind of a relationship do 

'Pen' and 'Writing the Letter' have?" (Discuss and 

decide whether or not to put a "+", "-", or "?" in the 

box). "I'll fill in the box." (Fill in the box). "Next 

what type of relationship do 'Pen' and 'Mailing the 

Letter' have?" (Discuss and then mark the box). 

"Now let's define tohe next important word, what is a 

'stamp'?" (DiscUSS). "What kind of relationship do 

'stamp' and 'Writing a Letter' have?" (Discuss and fill 

in box). (Continue completing the sample if students 

appear to need further practice). 

Complete the Relationship Chart 

Name Qf Chart 

(Use the Key Concept List for the specific passage 

you are teaching to provide you with specific information 

about the concepts taught in the relationship chart). 
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"Now let's complete the relationship chart about 

(topic). First, let's talk about the name of the chart. 

Let's define (name of chart}." (Discuss the name 6f 

chart encouraging students to predict meaning and 

providing key information when you deem necessary). 

Important Ideas 

"Now let's talk about the important ideas related to 

(name of chart) and listed across the top." (With the 

students, discuss and predict the meaning of each 

important idea across the top. In discussing the 

meanings, encourage students to tell you what they 

already know. Provide key information when you deem 

necessary). 

Important Words 

"Now, let's define the first important word and 

decide how it relates to the important ideas." (First, 

discuss a meaning for the word, encouraging the students 

to use their prior knowledge to predict the meaning of 

unknown words. Again, you may want to provide some key 

information. Second, ask the students to predict the 

relationship between the word being discussed and each 

important idea listed across the top of the chart. In 

your discussion use a three-stage discussion: 



1) Ask several students to predict the 

relationship.. 
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2) Ask students to justify their predictions. Do 

this by asking why they think the two ideas are 

(+, -, ?) related. Asking why questions 

provides students the opportunity to discuss 

prior knowledge and experience. 

3) Reach consensus and mark the box. Through 

discussion reach consensus and then mark the 

box accordingly. Sometimes consensus cannot be 

reached. When students have differing 

predictions and cannot agree, record them in 

the box (e.g.,. ). These differences 

can be used as purposes for reading and can be 

clarified during and after reading. 

This three-stage discussion does not necessarily need to 

occur for each relationship in the chart. After a while, 

students will begin to see patterns in the chart (~.g., 

if a word is a n+n for one important idea, it is always a 

"_" for the next idea). Use this three-stage discussion 

in a natural manner). 

(Complete the chart using this interactive 

discussion. Remember to use your Key Conce2.t Lis~ for 
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the specific passage to provide you with d~finitions for 

the: 

a) the. title of the chart 

b) important ideas across the top 

c) important ideas down the side). 

Review the Relationship Chart 

"Now that we have completed the chart, what questions 

do we still have?" (Have students point out the 

relationships for which there are "?" or for which 

consensus was not reached). "Tomorrow when you read the 

chapter on (topic) we'll see if we can find out more 

about these." 

(Have students look for patterns in the relationship 

chart). "Do you see any patterns in our chart?" (Have 

students point out and discuss any patterns). 

Collect the Relationship Charts 

"Now I want to collect your charts. On (day) you 

will get them back to use as we read about (topic). On 

(day) you will take a quiz on what we have learned." 



DAY 2 

Set Purposes for Reading 

(Hand back students' relationship charts and put 

completed relationship chart on the ·board). 

369 

"Today, you're going to be reading a chapter about 

(topic). Before we begin let's review the relationship 

charts." (Briefly review the chart highlighting 

relationships or definitions for which there were It?" or 

relationships where consensus was not reached). 

"Let's read the cha~ter to see if we can find more 

information about the relationships for which we still 

have questions." 

(Hand out the passage). 

"Read the chapter. You may read to yourself or you 

can read it to each other in groups of two or three. If 

you need help in pronouncing a word, I can help you. Use 

your relationship chart as you read to help you remember 

the meaning of words or their relationships to each 

other." 

"In about 25 minutes we'll discuss the chart aga1n to see 

if we can clear up any of our questions." 



Read the Passage 

(Have students read the passage as described above. 

If students want to read to each other in small groups, 

assist them in forming groups and getting started). 
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(Circulate around the room assisting students as 

needed by pronouncing words. Encourage students to use 

their charts to help with definitions and to read for 

purposes set in previous section). 

Discuss the Relationship Chart 

(Review the relationship chart). 

"Now that you've read the chapter, can we change any 

of our "?"? (Discuss and make changes as students and 

you deem appropriate. Use the three-stage discussion of 

having students predict the relationship, justify the 

relationship and reach consensus. Have students use text 

to justify their answers). 

"Are there any boxes where we disagreed (i.e. ) 

that we can now agree?" (Again discuss and make 

changes). 

"Have we learned any more about the meaning of the" 

important ideas across the top or important words down 

the side?" (Encourage the students to further clarify 

meanings). 
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Collect the Relationship Charts and Passages 

"It's time to collect your charts and chapters on 

(topic). Tomorrow you'll have time to review your chart 

before you write about (topic) and take a quiz over it." 

"You've learned a lot about (topid. You should feel 

good about what you've learned." 

(Collect the charts and passages). 

DAY 3 

(See Generic Script for Day 3). 



DAY ~ 

Set up for the Lesson 

1. Draw the relationship chart on the board or project 

it on the wall using an overhead projector. 

2. Give each student a copy of the relationship chart. 

3. Instruct all students to work in pencil (they will 

likely want to erase). 

4. Have each student put his/her name and other 

information at. the top of the paper. 

5. Check to see they have done so. 

Introqucg~h~ Relationship Chart 
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"Hoy y el (dial vamos a estudiar sobre (tema). Y el 

ldial van a tomar una prueba y escribir sabre 10 que han 

aprendido. Pero primero, hoy vamos a llenar los cuadros 

de relacianes que cada uno de ustedes tiene. Asi se les 

haras mas facil entender el capitulo que van a leer sobre 

(terna). Al llenar este cuadro aprenderemos las ideas 

principales sobre las cuales el autor de este capitulo 

escribi6 (point to the words or phrases across top) y las 

palabras importantes 0 el vocabulario relacionado con 

estas ideas (point to words or phrases down side)." 
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"Despuis de discutir y definir las ideas principales, 

discutiremos el significado de cada palabra importante y 

tratremos de adivinar como se relaciona cada palabra con 

las ideas a travis de la parte de arriba del cuadro. 

Para mostrar la relacion en el cuadro, llenaremos el 

cuadrito que conecta dos ideas (trace an example with 

your fingers). Si se relacionan las dos ideas, pondremos 

un signo de "+" adentro del cuadrito (point to key). Si 

no estAn relacionadas, pondremos un signa de "-" adentro 

del cuadrito (point to the key). Si no podemos decidir 

que existe alguna relacion, pondremos un signa de n?" 

(point to key). Esto quiere decir que no estamos seguros 

si existe 0 no existe una relacion entre las dos ideas." 

Complete Sample Relationship Chart 

(Use a sample relationship chart the first time you 

are introducing the concept of a relationship chart). 

(Draw sample relationship chart on board). 

Palabras 
Importantes 

pluma 

sella 

Mandar una Carta 

Ideas Importantes 

escribir 
una carta 

mandar 
una carta r'- .... '-"'-'.' --. -... -.. _.--_.--.[ .. -.-..... -..... -- ... -.. _ ........ -. 

r----·---·-··-·····--··-... - --_.--. __ ... _ ... ---

L _ .. _______ . ____ .. __ ... __ . ___ .. ___ ._ .. ___ . ____ ._.1 
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"Vamos a practicar juntos con una muestra, Este 

ejemplo se trata de mandar una carta (point to title)." 

"Primero vamos a definir las ideas importantes 0 los 

pasos necesarios que tenemos que tomar para enviar una 

carta (point)," "lQue quiere decir 'escribir una 

carta'?" (Discuss until the students reach consensus). 

"lQue quiere decir 'mandar una carta'?" (Again discuss 

until the students reach consensus). 

"Ahora vamos a definir la primera palabra importante. 

lQue es una 'pluma'? (point). Ok, (.que clase de 

relaci6n existe entre una 'pluma' y en 'escribir una 

carta'? (Discuss and decide whether or not to put a "+", 

"_n, or n?n in the box). "Yo lleno el cuadrito." (Fill 

in the box), "Ahora; (.que clase de relacion hay entre 

una 'pluma' y el 'mandar una carta'?" (Discuss and then 

mark the box). 

"Ahora vamos a definir Ia siguiente palabra 

importante, (.que es un 'sello'?" (Discuss). "(.Que clase 

de relacion hay entre un 'sello' y el 'escribir una 

carta'?" (Discuss and fill in box). (Continue 

completing the sample if students appear to need further 

practice) . 



Complete the Relationship Chart 

Name of Chart 
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(Use the Key Concept List for the specific passage 

you are teaching to provide you with specific information 

about the concepts taught in the relationship chart), 

"Ahora vamos a completar el cuadro de relacion sobre 

ltema). Primero, vamos hablar sobre el nombre del cuadro 

y definirlo." (Discuss the name of chart encouraging 

students to predict meaning and providing key information 

when you deem necessary). 

Important Ideas 

"Ahora hablemos sobre las ideas importantes 

relacionadas con (name 9f chart) que aparecen en la 

parte de arriba del cuadro." (With the students, discuss 

and predict the meaning of each important idea across the 

top. In discussing the meanings, encourage students to 

tell you what they already know. Provide key information 

when you deem necessary). 

Important Words 

"Ahora, vamos a definir la primera palabra importante 

y vamos a decidir como se relaciona con las ideas 

irnportantes." (First, discuss a meaning for the word, 

encouraging the students to use their prior knowledge to 

predict the meaning of unknown words. Again, you may 
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want to provide some key information. Second, ask the 

students to predict the relationship between the word 

being discussed and each important idea listed across the 

top of the chart. 

discussion: 

In your discussion use a three-stage 

1) Ask several students to predl~~he 

relationship. 

2) Ask students to justi~he1~~£~dictions. Do 

this by asking why they think the two ideas ar~ 

(+, -, ?) related. Asking ~hy questions 

provides students the opportunity to discuss 

prior knowledge and experience. 

3) Reach consensus and mark the box. Through 

discussion reach consensus and then mark the 

box accordingly. Sometimes consensus cannot b~ 

reached. When students have differing 

predictions and cannot agree, record them in 

the box (e.g., ). These differences 

can be used as purposes for reading and can be 

clarified during and after r~ading. 

This three-stage discussion does not necessarily need to 

occur for each relationship in the chart. After a while, 

students will begin to see patterns in the chart (e.g" 

if a word is a "+" for one important idea, it is all.;ays a 
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"_,, for the next idea). Use this three-stage discussion 

in a natural manner). 

(Complete the chart using this interactive 

discussion. Remember to use your Key Concept List for 

the specific passage to provide you with definitions for 

the: 

a) the t.itle of the chart 

b) important ideas across the top 

c) important ideas down the side). 

Complete Sentences 

"Ahara que acabamos can nuestro cuadra de relaciones, 

vamos a completar unas oraciones que nos van a ayudar a 

recordar las ideas principales que vamos a encontrar en 

nuestra lectura." 

(Hand out the Sentences Sheet). 

"Cuando leamos las oraciones, vamos a llenar los 

espacios con palabras de nuestro cuadro. Lo haremos 

juntos." 

"Vamos a leer las oraciones en voz alta y luego 

veremos nuestro cuadro para decidir que palabras van en 

los espacios." 
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(Read through the sentences aloud asking for 

suggestions from the class. Demonstrate how to use the 

chart to help find the answer). 

Review the Relationship Chart and Sentences 

"Ya, que acabamos nuestro cuadro y las oraciones, 

Lque preguntas hay todavia?" (Have students point out the 

relationships on the chart for which there are "?" or for 

which consensus was not reached. Also have them note 

blanks on Sentences Sheet which were left blank). 

"Mafiana, cuando lean el capitulo sobre (tema) veremos si 

podremos aprender mas sobre estas preguntas." 

(Have students look for patterns in the relationship 

chart). "LPueden ver algun patron en nuestro cuadro?" 

(Have students point out and discuss any patterns). 

Collect the Relationship Charts and Sentences 

"Voy a recoger sus cuadros y oraciones. El (dia) se 

los voy a devolver para que los usen cuando lean el 

capitulo sobre (tema). EI (di~) van a tomar una prueba y 

escribir sobre 10 que. hemos aprendido." 



Set Purposes for Reading 

(Hand back students' relationship charts and 

sentences and put completed chart and sentence on the 

board) . 
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"Hoy van a leer un capitulo sobre ..eternal. Antes de 

empezar, vamos a repasar los cuadros de relaciones y las 

oraciones." (Briefly review the chart and sentences 

highlighting relationships or definitions for which there 

were "7" or relationships where consensus was not 

reached) . 

"Leamos el capitulo para ver si podemos encontrar mas 

informaci6n sobre las reJaciones de las cuales todavia 

tenemos algunas preguntas." 

(Hand out the passage). 

"Lean el capitulo. Pueden leer solos 0 pueden leer 

en grupos de dos 0 tres. Si necesitan ayuda para 

pronunciar una palabra yo les puedo ayudar. Usen su 

cuadro de relaci6n y sus oraciones al leer para ayudarse 

a recordar el significado de las palabras 0 la relaci6n 

que tienen entre si." 

"En 25 minutos aproximadamente discutiremos el 

cuadro de relaciones y las oraciones una vez mas para ver. 
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si podemos aclarar cualquier pregunta que tengan 

ustedes." 

Read the Passage 

(Have the students read the passage as described 

above. If students want to read to each other in small 

groups, assist them in forming groups and getting 

started). 

(Circ~late around the room assisting students as 

needed by pronouncing words. Encourage students to use 

their charts and sentences to help with definitions and 

to read for purposes set in previous section). 

Discuss the Relationship Chart and Sentences 

(Review the relationship chart and sentences). 

"Ahora que ya han leido el capitulo, podemos camhiar 

algunos de los signos de "?" ~que teniamos 0 podemos 

hacer algun.camhio en nuestras oraciones?" (Discuss and 

make changes as students and you deem appropriate. Use 

the three-stage discussion of having students Qredict. thp. 

relationship, justify the relationship and reach 

consensus. Have students use text to justify their 

answers) . 



"LHay cuadritos en donde no estabamos de acuerdo? 

(i.e. ) y Lque ahora podemos concordar?" (Again 

discuss and make changes). 

"LNecesitamos hacer algun cambio en las oraciones?" 

(Again discuss and make changes). 
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"Hemos aprendido algo mis sobre el significado de las 

ideas importantes en la parte de arriba de nuestro cuadra 

o sobre las palabras importantes en la columna del lado." 

(Encourage the students to further clarify meanings). 

Collect the Relationship Charts, Sentences, and Passages 

"Es hora de recoger sus cuadros, las oraciones, y los 

capitulos sobre (temas). Manana tendran tiempo de 

repasar sus cuadros y oraciones antes de escribir sobre 

(temas) y tomar una prueba sobre 10 que han aprendido." 

"Han aprendido mucho sobre (temal. Deberan estar muy 

satisfechos p~r todo 10 que han aprendido." 

(Collect the charts, sentences, and passages). 

DAY 3 

(See Generic Script for Day 3). 
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1987-88 ITP 

GENERIC SCRIPT - DAY 3 

(Same for all treatments) 

Overview 

DAY 3 

Approximate 
Times Tasks 

2 1. 
7 2. 

20 3. 
15-20 4. 

Advance Organizer 

Advance organizer. 
Study for the retelling and test. 
Write the retelling. 
Take the test. 

(Explain what the students are to be doing). 

"Today you'll be writing and then taking a quiz over 

what you know and have learned about 1iQQi£l, but first 

you'll have 5 to 10 minutes to study for the quiz. I'll 

give your (instructional aid) to study. You'll need to 

study by yourself or with a partner. Next, I'll ask you 

to write about (topic). Finally, you'll be taking a qU1Z 

over what you have learned. It will be like the quiz you 

took several weeks ago over 1topic)." 

Study for the Retelling and Test 

(Pass out the instuctional aid (e.g., Student Key 

Concept Lists, Relationship Charts, Relationship Maps, or 

Relationship Charts and Sentences) and say, "Use your 
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{instuctional aid} to ask yourself or each other 

questions." (Demonstrate how you can make up questions 

and have the students try it before they begin to study 

by themselves). "Now go ahead and study." (Allow 7-10 

minutes to study. Circulate around the room assisting 

students in generating questions and using their 

instructional aids to answer the questions). 

Write the Retellings 

(Hand out blank, lined paper). 

"In the upper right-hand corner, please write your 

Name, Period, Date, Teacher's Name, and School." 

"I'd like you to write everything you know and can 

remember about l!opic) on your paper. It can be things 

you know, things you remember, things you have read, 

things we have talked about, and things you have learned. 

You will have 20 minutes to write." 

"I am interested in what you can write about ltopi.£.2. 

Therefore, when I look at your paper I'll be looking at 

what you write about. rather than the spelling, 

capitalization, or punctuation. In other words, it's 

your ideas that count. 

"Begin writing and I'll let you know when time is 

almost up." 
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(Allow 18 minutes of writing. If students ask you 

how to spell a word, encourage them to spell it the way 

they think. When necessary you can provide spelling on a 

one to one basis. Some students may have trouble getting 

started. Work individually asking each to first tell you 

a sentence or idea that comes to mind and then encourage 

them to write it). 

(After 18 minutes, tell the students that there are 

only 2 minutes left. After 20 minutes, ask the students 

to stop). 

"It's time to stop. If you still have more to say 

please write at the bottom of your paper, RaIl out ·of 

time." 

(Collect the written retellings). 

Take the Test 

(Hand out the multiple choice test. Have students 

fill out the student information). 

(Give directions. If you feel it 1S necessary, 

explain what responses such as "a and b" or "all of the 

above" mean). 

(Read the test to the students). 

(Collect the tests). 
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1987-88 ITP 

GENERIC SCRIPT - DAY 3 

(Same for all treatments) 

Overview 

DAY 3 

Approximate 
. Times Tasks 

2 1. 
7 2. 

20 3. 
15-20 4. 

Advance Organizer 

Advance organizer. 
Study for the retelling and test. 
Write the retelling. 
Take the test. 

(Explain what the students are to be doing). 

"Hoy van a escribir y luego tomarin una prueba sobre 

10 que saben y 10 que han aprendido sobre (tema), pero 

primero tendrin 5 a 10 minut.os para estudiar. Les dare 

su (sistema de estudio) para que repasen. Finalmente, 

tomarin una prueba sobre 10 que han aprendido. Sera como 

la prueba que tomaron hace algunos dias." 

Study for the Retelling and Test 

(Pass out the instuctional aid (e.g., Student Key 

Concept Lists, Relationship Charts, Relationship Maps, or 

Relationship Charts and Sentences) and say, "Usen su 

(sistema de estudio) para que hagan preguntas a si mismoz 

o a otras personas." (Demonstrate how you can make up 
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questions and have the students try it before they begin 

to study by themselves). "Ahora, empiezen a estudiar." 

(Allow 7-10 minutes to study. Circulate around the room 

assisting students in generating questions and using 

their instructional aids to answer the questions). 

Write the Retellings 

(Hand out blank, lined paper). 

"En la esquina de arriba, al lado derecho, por favor 

escriban su nombre, el periodo, la fecha, el nombre de su 

maestro/a, y el nombre de la escuela." 

"Quiero que escriban en su papel todo 10 que saben y 

que recuerdan sobre (tema). Pueden ser cosas que ya 

sabian, cosas que recuerdan, cosas que han leido, cosas 

de que hemos hablado, y cosas que han aprendido. Tendran 

20 minutos para escribir." 

"Me interesa 10 que puedan escribir sobre (tema). 

Asi es que cuando lea sus papeles, not are mas 10 que 

escriben sobre el asunto y no el deletreo, la 

capitalizacion 0 la puntuacion. En otras palabras, sus 

ideas son las que valen." 

"Empiezen a escribir y yo les avisare cuando ya se 

este venciendo el tiempo." 
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(Allow 18 minutes of writing. If students ask you 

how to spell a word, encourage them to spell it the way 

they think. When necessary you can provide spelling on a 

one to one basis. Some students may have trouble getting 

started. Work individually asking each to first tell you 

a sentence or idea that comes to mind and then encourage 

them to write it). 

(After 18 minutes, tell the students that there are 

only 2 minutes left. After 20 minutes, ask the students 

to stop). 

"Ya es tiempo de parar. Si tienen mas que decir, por 

favor escriban al fondo de la pagina uSe venci6 el 

tiempo". 

(Collect the written retellings). 

Take the Test 

(Hand out the multiple choice test. Have students 

fill out the student information). 

(Give directions. If you feel it is necessary, 

explain what responses such as "a and bl! or "all of the 

above" mean). 

(Read the test to the students). 

(Collect the tests). 
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APPENDIX K 

SEMANTIC MAPPING INSTRUCIONAL MATERIAL 



'!'l:JIChI:.R· S ~OPY 

fight fires 
combaten 

incendios 

public property 
propiedad pUblica 

private propert~ 
propiedad privada 

teach about hazards and safety 
en8e~ sobre xiesgos y seguridad 

reservoirs 
represas 

sewage 
aguas residuales 

sewage treatment plants 
plantas de tratamiento 
de aguas residuales 

1987-88 ITP-f.S LV 
00 
~ 



NAME: 
NOMBRE: 

SCHOOL: 
ESCUELA: 

PERIOD: 
HORA: 

TEACHER: 
MAESTRO (A) : 

DATE: 
FECHA: 

assist stranded motorists 

direct traffic 
tight fires 
tire fighters 
maintain roads 
police 
private property 
protect property 
public property 
public works 
reservoir 
save lives 
sewage 
sewage treatment plants 

neighborhoods study 
teach about hazards and safety 

treat water 

RELATIONSHIP MAP 
MAPA DE RELACIONES 
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Community Services 
servicios de la Comunidad 

as is ten a la gente con 
carros descompuestos 

dirigen tr4tico 
combaten incendios 
bomberos 
mantienen calles 
polic1a 
propiedad privada 
protegen propiedad 
propiedad p~blica 
obras p~blicas 
represas 
salvan vidas 
aguas residuales 
plantas de tratamientos de 

aquas residualea 
estudian vecindarioa 
ense~an sobre riesgos y 
sequridad 

tratamiento del aqua 



N.UlE: 
NOKBR!:: 

S('lI00L: 
ESCUEIA: 

PERIOD: 
HORA: 

TtAOlER: 
KAESTRO CA) : 

DATE: 
FECHA: 

RELATIONSHIP MAP 
KAPADE RELACIOKES 

Co..unlty Service. 
Servlcl0. d. 1a Coaunldad 

W 
\0 
I-' 
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APPENDIX L 

SEMANTIC FEATURE ANALYSIS INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIAL 



RELATIONSHIP CHART 
GRAFICA DE RELACIONES 

Community services 
Servicios de la Comunidad 

Important Words 
Palabras Importantes 

assist stranded motorists 
asisten a la gente con carros 

'descompuestos 

direct traffic 
diriqen tr4tico 

fight tires 
combat en incendios 

maintain streets 
mantienen calles 

private property 
propiedad privada 

protect property 
protegen propiedad 

public property 
propiedad p~blica 

reservoirs 
represas 

save Uves 
salvan vida. 

sewage 
aquas residuales 

sewaqe treatment plants 
plantas de tratamientos de 

aquas residuales 

study neighborhoods 
estudian vecindarios 

teach about hazards and safety 
ensenan sobre riesqos y sequridad 

treat water 
tratamiento del aqua 
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NAM£/NOHBRE: 
SCHOOL/ESCUELA: 
PERIOD/HORA: 
TEACHER/HAESTRO(A): 
DATE/FECHA: 

Important Ideas 
Ideas Importantes 

Police Fire tighten Public Works 
Policia Bornberos Obras Pllbl ieas 

1987-88 ITP-ES 



RELATIONSHIP CHART 
GRAFICA DE RELACIOHES 

community services 
Servicios de la Comunidad 

Important Words 
Palabras Importantes 

assist stranded motorists 
asisten a la gente con carros 

descompuestos 

direct traffic 
dirigen tr4fico 

fight tires . 
cornbaten incendios 

maintain streets 
mantienen calles 

private property 
propiedad privada 

protect property 
protegen propiedad 

publ ic property 
propiedad publica 

reservoirs 
represaa 

save lives 
sal van vida. 

sewage 
aquas residuales 

sewage treatment plants 
plantas de tratamientos de 

aguas residuales 

study neighborhoods 
estudian vecindarios 

teach about hazards and safety 
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NAME/HOMBRE: 
SCHOOL/ESCUELA : 
PERIOD/HORA: 
TEACHER/HAESTRO(A): 
DATE/FECHA: 

Important Ideas 
Ideas Importantes 

Police Fire fighters Public Works 
Polic1a Bomberos Obras Publ icas 

t - -
1 - -

- + -

- - -+ 
i 

., -
;- - -
+ ~ -

1'" - T 

-t + -

- - f-

- - 4-

- -r -

ense~an sobre riesgos y seguridad - -r -
treat water 
tratamiento del agua - - T 

1987-88 ITP-ES 
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APPENDIX M 

SEMANITIC SYNTACTIC FEATURE ANLAYSIS INSTRUCIONAL MATERIAL 
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1987-88 ITP-ES NAME: 

SCHOOL: 

PERIOD: 

TEACHER: 

DATE: 

Relationships in Sentences 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 

1. Police and 

2. Firefighters when they 

... The Public Works crew oJ. 

and works at 

4. Two types of property that 

protect are 

and 

5. Police and firefighters -----
and 
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1987-88 ITP-ES NOMBRE: 

ESCUELA: 

.- HORA: 

MAESTRO(A): ______________ __ 

FECHA: 

Oraciones 

SERVICIOS DE LA COMUNIDAD 

1. La policia 

y 

2 . Los bomberos 

3. Las cuadrillas de obras publicas 

y trabajan en 

4. Dos tipos de propiedad que la 

son 

5. La policia y los bomberos 

y 

y 

cuando 

protege 
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APPENDIX N 

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS CODING SYSTEM 



PROCEDURES FOR CODING TRANSCRIPTS 

GENERAL DEFINITIONS: 
UTTERANCE - an expression with a complete thought 
FUNCTION - the perceived intent of an utterance 
FORM - the grammatical structure of an utterance 
TURN AT TALK - conversational turns at speaking 
READ EACH TRANSCRIPT THROUGH IN ITS ENTIRETY FIRST 

= pause in response = incomplete 

(1) Record line number for turn at talk on designated 
DACS column. 

(2) If more than one utterance per turn at talk, mark 
end of each utterance on the transcript with a 
hash mark (/). Record subsequent utterances as 
OOla, OOlb, etc. and code each utterance 
separately. 

(3) Indicate speaker: 'T' for teacher, 's' for student 

(4) specify the language (Spanish/English) record on 
DACS column for each utterance. 

TEACHER 
(5) Classify each teacher utterance by function. 

(6) Classify each function according to form. 

STUDENT 
(7) Classify each student utterance for quality of 

prior knowledge. 

(8) Use Comment section for ambiguities requlrlng 
further attention for coding and analysis. 

(9) OTHER (function f15/prior knowledge) - if teacher 
or student utterance is incomplete, record as 
"other", state problem in comment section. 

(lO)Count sentences with intermittent blanks as one 
complete thought = OTHER. 

NOTE: Examine the environment of the utterance in terms 
of preceding and following utterances, and grammatical 
structure to classify function, form and prior 
knowledge. 
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TEACHER 

DEFINITION FOR CODING TEACHING FUNCTIONS 

TEACHING FUNCTION - The perceived intent; what is 
accomplished instructionally, interactionally, and 
cognitively by the teacher utterance. 

1) PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW AND DIRECTIONS - introducing 
the topic to be studied and explaining the 
procedures for the lessons's organization (concept 
of map, chart, definition). 

examples: --"Today we're going to study about community 
services." 

--"First we are going to go over these 
words, then read, then take a test. 

2) ACTIVATE PRIOR KNOWLEDGE - prompting students to 
recall related past knowledge and experiences. 

examples: --"What do you think (concept/word) means?" 
--"Have you ever heard of this before?" 

3) TIE NEW KNOWLEDGE TO OLD KNOWLEDGE - prompting 
students to connect related past knowledge and 
experience to each other and to new information by 
identifying similarities and differences, 
(compare/contrast), etc. 

examples: --"It's sort of like when we visited the fire 
station." 
--"How is what happened yesterday related to 
this?" 

4) PREDICT RELATIONSHIPS - prompting students to 
hypothesize about how ideas relate and offer other 
guesses that fit. 

examples: --"What else might go with this?" 
--"How are these related?" 

5) UTILIZE COOPERATIVE KNOWLEDGE SHARING - prompting 
stUdents to use others in group as resources for 
information and consensus building; teacher 
redirects discussion to others in group. 

examples: --"Would anyone like to add to that?" 
--"What do you guys think, about what Maria 
said?" 
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6) TEACH CONCEPTS IN RELATION TO CONTEXT - after 
relationship has been made teacher prompts 
students to draw conclusions about concepts in 
relation to map, chart or passage for 
organizational decisions. 

examples: --"How does that work in out map?" 
--"Should I put a -, +, or a ?" 
--"How many say yes, how many say no?" 
--"We'll have to read to find out ... 

7) JUSTIFY RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN AND AMONG CONCEPTS -
prompting students to explain reasoning 

underlying response(s); SUbstantiation. 

examples: --"Why?" 
--"What made you think that?" 

8) CONFIRM UNDERSTANDING - (a) prompting students to 
question their understanding, to state their 
comprehension in light of discussion, definitions, 
chart or map; instantiation, (b) teacher repeats 
student response to confirm teachers 
understanding. 

examples: (a)--"Does everyone understand?" 
(a)--"Does that make sense?" 
(b)--"public property." 

9) PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE - teacher provides an example, 
elaborating or expanding on the target concept. 

examples: --"Fire fighters save lives and put out 
fires." 
--liThe men with the orange jackets are part 
of public works." 

10) TEACH SKILLS DIRECTLY - teacher demonstrates skill 
exactly as should be executed by students. 

examples: --"Listen, as I say it." 
--"Say the word then the definition." 

11) SUPERVISION OF STUDENTS' APPLICATION OF NEW SKILL 
- teacher supervises students as they apply new 
skill and corrects as necessary. 

examples: --IINow, say it by yourselves." 
--"No, the definition not the sentence." 
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12) PROVIDE PRACTICE EXERCISES - prompting students to 
practice skill to mastery. 

examples: --"Ok, repeat it, almost got it." 
--"We're going to do it until everyone gets 
it right." 

I 

13) SUMMARIZATION - teacher synthesizes lesson events 
and content (may occur throughout lesson). 

examples: --"Today we studied about community 
services." 
--"We learned about different types of jobs." 
--"So those all go together." 

14) MANAGEMENT - teacher utterances which refer to the 
organization ,set-up of the lesson, as well as 
teacher prompts which refer to student conduct. 

examples: --IIPlease sit down." 
--"I think we're ready to start." 

15) OTHER - (a) incomprehensible: incomplete sentences 
and mumbles, (b) praise and reinforcement, (c) 
teacher statements which cannot be classified as 
instructional nor managerial. 

examples: (a)--IIThat's because ___ _ 
(b)--"That's great." 
(c)--IIAfter lunch ••• " 

II 
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STUDENT 

DEFINITIONS FOR CODING STUDENT RESPONSES 

PRIOR KNOWLEDGE - What a reader or learner knows or has 
experienced before reading new information. 

ELABORATE CONCEPTS - Concepts which represent creative 
thinking, extended, linking analogies, definitions or 
enriched information. 

examples: --IIA ditch where water passes. II 
--lilt cleans the water, like a washing 
machine does our clothes." 

SPECIFIC CONCEPTS - Concepts that include attributes, 
descriptive characteristics, example, or processes. 

examples: --lilt has that stuff that stinks." 
--"chemicals." 
--lilt's like a big hole." 

RESTRICTED CONCEPTS - Concepts that reveal very limited 
additional information, or student's repetition of an 
other student response. 

examples: --lIveryll 
__ IISO" 

--"stuff" 
--"yes" 
--"no" . 
--"chemicals." (repetition) 

INACCURATE CONCEPTS - Concepts which can be disproved by 
the text. 

examples: --IIA sewage treatment plant is where they 
grow plants." 
--IIFire fighters can give you a speeding 
ticket." 

OTHER - indistinguishable utterances; cannot be 
categorized in prior knowledge categories. 

examples: --"(mumble) 
--"hum, urn" 
--III think .. -----
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DEFINITIONS FOR CODING TEACHING FORMS 

FORM - The grammatical structure of an utterance. 

QUESTION - An interrogative expression 

examples: --"Are these related?" 
--"What else goes in this group?" 

STATEMENT - A declaration, a remark 

examples: --"Today we studied about community 
services." 

--III think we're ready to start." 

REQUEST/DEMAND - The act of asking for something 

examples: --"Say the word then the definition." 
--"Would anyone like to add to 
that?" 
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