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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report contains findings from the fourth yeer of the ditrictwide evauation of the

Comprehendve Elementary Didrict Reading Plan (the Plan). Thefirst year of this four-year
evauation provided basdine information on the implementation of Open Court and Success for
All. The second and third years of the evaduation provided information on the implementation of
Open Court and Success for All and their impact on student achievement. The focus of this
report is on the quality of pedagogy provided to students during Open Court ingtruction and the
impact of that pedagogy on student achievemen.

Research Questions

The research questions for this report include:

1 To what extent is the Open Court Reading program being implemented in
classrooms?

2. What isthe qudity of pedagogy provided to students during the Reading and
Responding portion of the reading/language arts ingtructiona period?

3. What is the qudlity of pedagogy provided to sudents during the Integrating the
Curriculum/Language Arts portion of the reading/language arts ingtructiona
period?

4, To what extent was Open Court effective in improving student achievement?
What was the impact of teacher pedagogy during Open Court ingtructiona time

on student achievement?

Fndings

With respect to the first question, overal, teachers prominently display or make available
to their students most of the items identified by Open Court as being necessary for teachersto
conduct program activities. On the other hand, very few teachers were observed using the
Concept/Question Board with students and only one teacher was observed actively using it to
introduce a unit or anthology story, or revisit after completing a unit or anthology sdection.

On average, second grade teachers spent |ess time on reading/language arts than the 150
minutes they were required to spend. During the three days of observation, teachers spent an
average of 146 minutes on reading/language arts activities. On average, third grade teachers
gpent 141 minutes aday on reading/language arts, which was above the 120 minutes required.



The mgjority of second and third grade teachers (84% and 77% respectively) spent time
teaching activities from the Preparing to Read component on &t least two days of observation.
Smilarly, second and third grade teachers taught activities from the Reading and Responding
component on at least two days with great regularity (87% and 86% respectively). Findly, dl
teachers were observed teaching activities from the Integrating the Curriculum/Language Arts
component on at least two days of observation. While teachers conducted activities from each of
the three components on a daily bas's, there was a greet ded of variability asto the frequency
with which and the extent to which teachers implemented specific activities presented within
each component with their sudents.

Observations aso revealed that teachers often spent more time than recommended on a
wide range of activities within each of the different program components. The spending of more
time did not seem to be the reason that teachers did not aways cover activities from each of the
three components on a given day. Instead, there were some teachers who spent extended periods
of time on one activity and still covered activities from the other two components. This extra
time did not trandate into higher quality lessons. Ingteed, in generd it seemed to trandate Smply
into more time being spent on that lesson.

The observations aso revealed that while 55% of second grade and 45% of third grade
teachers had their sudents work independently or in small groups on at least one of the three
days over the course of the observations, most teachers did not have their sudents engagein
actua Independent Work Time asiit is defined by Open Court. Additionaly, none of second
grade and 14% of third grade teachers had their sudents do Independent Work Time on al three
days of observation.

In response to the second question, what was the quality of pedagogy during Reading and
Responding indructiond time, an examination of the classroom observations reveded that most
teachers provide their sudents with amedium to low quality of pedagogy on aregular basis.
Only 2% of second grade and no third grade teachers provided their students with a medium-
high qudity of pedagogy and no teacher was observed demongrating high quality pedagogy.

In response to the third question, what was the quality of pedagogy during Integrating the
Curriculum ingructiond time, an examination of the classroom observetions reveded that most
teachers provide their sudents with amedium to low quality of pedagogy on aregular basis. One
quarter of teachers provided their students with alow qudity of pedagogy. Only 5% of second



grade and 7% third grade teachers provided their students with a medium-high quelity of
pedagogy and no teacher was observed demongtrating high quality pedagogy.

In regard to the fourth question, the mgority of third gradersin Open Court classrooms
digtrict wide maintained the English Language Arts Proficiency score they had achieved during
the 2001-02 school year. The mgority of students did not move from one performance category
(Far Bdow Basic, Bdlow Basic, Proficient, Advanced) to another category. Asawhole, the
digtrict maintained its performance levels from the 2001- 02 school yesr.

We found that as the quality of teacher pedagogy improved, so did students scores on
both the CAT/6 and the CST. Thisfinding hdd true when we contralled for ethnicity, language
program, meal program, teacher credentia, and teachers years of experience and for third grade
students we found increased strength in the relationship between high quaity pedagogy and
student achievement for African American students and English Only students. We aso found an
increased strength in the relationship between high qudity pedagogy and student scores on the
CAT/6 and the CST for teachers who had less than four or more than 17 years of experience and
for non-credentialed teachers. In each case, the higher the quality of pedagogy provided by these
teachers to their sudents, the higher the student achievement on the CAT/6 and the CST
reading/language arts tests.

Recommendations

Given the findings from the find year of the Didrict Reading Plan Evaudtion, avariety

of steps should be taken to improve the quality of instruction:

1 Teachers should continue to work towards providing their sudents with high
quality pedagogy by fully implementing the Open Court curriculum and using the
ingructiona techniques gppropriate to support their sudents' learning.

2. The centrd and local digtricts should continue to provide coaches with the
professona development they need to be able to support the teachers with whom
they work.

3. Central and local didtrict and school ste administrators and teachers should
continue the work aready underway in changing the culture, Sructure, norms, and
processes necessary to support quality on-site professond development in the
service of increasing sudent learning (Elmore, 2002) in reading/language arts.



Congstent with the research literature on teacher professona development, the
mgjority of time dedicated to teacher professiona development should be on-site
inteechers classrooms. In addition to forma professond development
opportunities, informa socia networks of teachers to share concrete ideas, vaues,
and norms about their work, or “communities of practice,” should be encouraged
by adminigtrators and devel oped by teachers and administrators working together.
In the context of on-Site professona devel opment opportunities, teachers should
continue to increase their knowledge and understanding of the direct and explicit
ingructiond srategies recommended for use with low performing students. Asa
part of these efforts, teachers should continue to work with coachesin the
classroom to learn how to model, prompt, and support students as they struggle to

become readers and writers.



INTRODUCTION

Thisreport contains the findings from the fourth year of the digtrictwide evauation of the
Comprehensive Elementary Didrict Reading Plan (the Plan). The first year of this four-year
evauation provided basdine information on the implementation of Open Court and Success for
All. The second and third years of the evaduation provided information on the implementation of
Open Court and Success for All and their impact on student achievement. The focus of this
report is on the quality of pedagogy provided to students during Open Court ingtruction and the
impact of that pedagogy on student achievemen.

The document is organized in severad parts. The introductory section presents the
background of the evauation, a conceptua framework and literature review of research on
reading and writing, and the research questions. In the second section the methodology employed
to examine the quality of pedagogy provided to students during Open Court ingtruction and its
effectivenessis described, including a discussion of the sample sdlection, the deata collection
methodology, and data analysis. The third section focuses on the findings regarding the qudity
of pedagogy during Open Court instruction and student achievement resultsfor Year 4. The
findings are organized to specifically address our research questions. Findly, the conclusons and
recommendations are presented.

Background

Asmany as 40% of children in the U.S. experience significant problems becoming
competent readers (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). In fact, more than two-thirds of fourth
gradersfail to read at levels considered to be proficient (National Center for Educationa
Statistics, 2001), and in aress of high poverty it is not uncommon to find 70%-80% of aschool’s
student body reading below the 30th percentile (Snow et d., 1998).

Prior to the 1998-1999 school year, average performance of 2nd and 3rd grade studentsin
over 300 dementary schoolsin the Los Angeles Unified School Digtrict (LAUSD) was below
the 50th percentile on the Stanford 9 (SAT/9). In an effort to respond to this situation the district

! “Students performing at the Proficient level should be able to demonstrate an overall understanding of the text,
providing inferential aswell asliteral information. When reading text appropriate to fourth grade, they should be
ableto extend the ideas in the text by making inferences, drawing conclusions, and making connections to their own
experiences. The connection between the text and what the student infers should be clear.” (p. 2) The goal identified
by NAEP isthat all students be reading at or above the proficient level.



adopted a new reading/language arts policy. As part of this policy, teachers were required to
gpend at least 90 minutes in kindergarten, 150 minutesin first and second grade, and 120 minutes
in third through fifth grade on reading/language arts every day. In September 1999 the didtrict
expanded this policy, creeting the Comprehensive Elementary Didrict Reading Plan. The Plan
required that al schools in which students were reading below the 50th percentile on Spring

1999 grade 2 or 3 SAT/9 reading tests adopt one of three structured reading programs. Open
Court, Success for All, or Language for Learning/Reading Mastery. > Consistent with practices
advocated by researchers, these three programs were expected to provide daily classroom
indruction that: 1) was thoughtfully designed and implemented; 2) provided explicit and
systematic ingtruction that would build basic word reading skills, and 3) would be baanced and
integrated with rich and meaningful experiencesin reading and writing within aliterature-rich
environment (Mathes, Torgesen, & Allor, 2001). In addition to these programs, the Board action
aso included professonad development for staff and a coaching component as acritical feature
of the Plan.

The Plan was phased in over atwo-year period. During 2000-2001, Open Court
elementary schools were required to implement the program in K-2. During the 2001-2002
school year, Open Court schools introduced the program into the remaining grade levels. During
the first two years of the Plan, schools not required to implement the program were referred to as
Schools on Waiver. These schools were exempt from choosing one of the programs because
students at these schools scored at the 50th percentile or above on second and third grade reading
or were making subgtantid gains using another program. In 2002, the district expanded the Plan
to include al dementary schools, regardless of student achievement. Consequently, schools
seeking to adopt new textbooks for reading/language arts are now required to adopt Open Court.
Charter schools, on the other hand, are exempt from choosing one of these programs. In Open
Court schools, students being taught in their primary language (alanguage other than English)
aretaught using a variety of different texts and materias.

2 During theinitial adoption of the Reading Plan, only one school adopted Language for Learning/Reading M astery
and 26 schools adopted Success for All. For the 2003-2004 school year only 7 schoolsin the district will continue to
use Success for All and only one school is using Language for Learning/Reading Mastery.

3 Some charter school's have chosen to adopt Open Court.



Conceptud Framework and Literature Review

In the past 15 years an increasing number of school didtricts across the country have
enacted policies that require the adoption of highly structured basal reading curricula to address
their sudents' low reading scores on standardized tests. The most prominent use of highly
prescribed curricula has been in large urban school systems and in a number of Southern states
with traditions of strong centralized controls (Darling-Hammond, 1997). Didtrictsin New Y ork,
Texas, Cdifornia, Washington, and ahost of other states have adopted programs such as Open
Court and Success for All.

A review of research on basdl reading programs reveals that their use aone does not
trandate into the deskilling of teachers (Baumann, 1992) or improved student achievement in
reading and writing. While there are studies that suggest that the use of some basd reading
programs, Open Court included, may have a positive relationship to increased test scores, these
Sudies focus solely on outcome data and do not examine the extent to which program
implementation and outcomes are related (McGraw-Hill, 2002; Schacter, 2001; Sacramento City
Unified School Digtrict, 2000).

Our review of the literature on reading and writing ingtruction reveded three broad
categories of research. The first category is decoding and fluency, the second is reading for
comprehension, and the third iswriting. We used this literature to identify effective
reading/language arts practice and is summarized below.

Deveoping Decoding and Huency

Initswork on how to teach children how to read, the National Reading Pand (2000)
focused on dphabetics, and within that, phonemic awareness ingtruction and phonics ingtruction.
According to the Panel, phonemic awareness and letter knowledge are the two best school-entry
predictors of how well children will learn to read during their first two yearsin school. Children
must learn sounds, letters, and the relationship between them before they can become readers.
Students must “ progress from globa to andytic processing, from gpproximate to specific linking
of sound with symbols, and from context- driven to print-driven reading as proficiency is
acquired” (American Federation of Teachers 1999). As students learn to decode they must dso
acquire reading fluency. According to the Nationa Reading Pandl, aclose rdationship exists
between fluency and reading comprehension. Students who are low in fluency may have



difficulty getting the meaning of what they read (Nationd Reading Pandl, 2000 citing Pinndll et
a., 1995).

Reading for Comprehension

Reading can be defined differently in relation to different age children. In kindergarten
reading means word reading, not for comprehension but for decoding. By the time students reach
first grade, they are reading somewhat independently. Pearson and Duke (2002) argue that
comprehension ingruction should begin in the primary grades. They date thet it is“not only
possible but wise and beneficid” to provide comprehension indruction for overal reading
development. They argue that comprehension improves when teachers provide explicit
indruction in the use of comprehension drategies, when teachers design and implement activities
that support the understanding of the texts that students read in their class, that comprehension
and decoding can exist Sde by Sde asingtructiond goas and valued student outcomesin
exemplary and comprehensive literacy program for primary grade students. Similarly, Ivey
(2002) argues that sudents who are il learning to decode texts are not limited in their ability to
think deeply about texts and should be given smultaneous comprehension and decoding
ingruction.

Duify (2002) and others (see, for instance Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Pearson, 1991) have
a0 argued that struggling readers need to be given explicit teaching of reading comprehension
skills and strategies because they do not “pick up on the rdatively subtle cues and prompts
provided by other activities” The god isfor the reader to learn to control his or her own
improved comprehension. Thisis opposed to other strategies where the teacher controls the
learning process to guide student reading. Explicit teaching isintentional and direct about
“teaching individua drategies on the assumption that clear and unambivaent information about
how strategies work will put struggling readersin a better position to control their own
comprehension” (Duffy, 2002). Thus, the expectation is thet the teacher will directly and
explicitly apply (moded) acomprehension strategy for sudents, give students repeated
opportunities to both see those Strategies and skills in action in the context of ther reading and
have the chance to engage in those Strategies and skills themsalves while reading (Duffy, 2002,
Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002, Pearson, Roehler, Dole & Duffy, 1992). Other approaches focus on



readers interaction with the text content but do not include explicit teacher talk designed to
develop student metacognitive awareness of when and how to use a strategy (Duffy, 2002).

When teachers use less direct methods for teaching comprehension, thereisan
expectation that the student can understand the method without explanation and adopt it for his
or her own use. Y &t, many struggling reeders cannot, smply by watching a teacher guide their
reading or by being asked basic recal questions, figure out what they are supposed to do on their
own (Duffy, 2002). Thus, these children do not learn to gpply these strategies during their own
reading and do not gain the skills necessary for reading for comprehension.

Thereisawide range of drategies and skills that research suggestswill aid sudentsin
their ability to comprehend text. Trabasso & Bouchard (2002) identified activitiesin which the
reader should engage prior to reading such as activating prior knowledge to direct the reader’s
attention to relevant parts of atext and encouraging readers to infer and e aborate what they are
reading. Building background helps students begin reading with specific knowledge that helps
them to make connections to the text they are about to read, and these connections will facilitate
understanding of the text (Narvaez, 2002). Smilarly, setting a purpose for reading influences
recal and the pattern of inferences that a reader generates as he reads (Narvaez, 2002).

The specific Strategies and skills students need to learn during reading ingruction in
order to read for comprehension are also supported by research. Some of the strategies students
need include thinking aoud to monitor comprehension, visudizing, asking and answering
questions, and summarizing the text (Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002). Thinking aoud helps the
student see when he or sheis having difficulty understanding the text and provides the sudent
with a procedure for seeking clarification by looking back at the text to try and solve the
problem. Visudizing helps the reader create amenta image of what he or she isreading and the
image can help create a memory representation of the reader’ s interpretation of the text. Asking
guestions of the text as the student reads helps to focus atention and improve understanding.
These questions should be focused on the text. Answering questions can facilitate reasoning and
increase memory of what was read. The reader can begin to see what questions can be answered
by the text and what questions require conclusions generated from inferences. Summarizing
hel ps the reader become more aware of how atext is structured and how to discern what is
important to remember from or about the text.



Collins (1991) examined the negatiation of interpretations of text with others (discussion)
and found that this Strategy, dong with a series of other Strategies, helped students become better
readers than students who did not receive ingruction in these strategies. Through the discussion
of the texts, sudents learn to express their thoughts and opinions coherently and be exposed to
points of view that differ from their own.

Writing Process
As Kameenui and Carnine (1998) assart, “writing is ahighly complex process that writers
ultimately apply independently.” Prior to the 1970s, writing instruction focused on the find
written product. In the 1970s and 1980s, the focus shifted to the writing processitself. Smith
(1982, cited in Isaacson, 1991) presented writing as a complex processin which the writer works
as both the author and the secretary. In their mode, the author is concerned with content,
Sructure and organization of idess, levels of diction, and other aspects of the text while the
secretary isfocused on the mechanics of writing. As described by the Massachusetts Department
of Education (2001), the process gpproach to writing instruction emphasizes a cycle of revison
where students draft, edit, revise and redraft their work. They say,
Students learn to write well when they are taught Strategies for organizing afirst draft,
writing successive versons, revising, and editing. They learn to polish their compaositions
by reorganizing sentences or paragraphs for clarity, adding or deleting information, and
finding precise words. They learn to correct grammar, spelling, and mechanics.
Collectively, these steps are sometimes referred to as “the writing process’ and often take
place over severd sessons or days. By critiquing one another’ s work, students discover
how composing differs from conversing and how composing is a craft that can become an
art.
Thisfive-step approach — pre-writing, drafting, revisng, editing, and publishing — is now widely
used (Smith, 2000) and can be found in writing manuds for dl ages. Wharton-McDonald,
Presdey, and Hampston (1998) studied nine-first grade classrooms. As stated by Langer (2001)
in her literature review, the following was found by Wharton-McDonad et d., to be present in
the mogt effective classooms. “...ahigh leve of engagement in chalenging literacy activities, a
web of interconnections among tasks (so that writing, for example, was often related to what was
being read), and skills were taught explicitly but in connection with red reading and writing



activities. Presdey et. d. (1998) found similar results when examining 30 firgt grade classrooms.
Langer (2001) looked a similar issues including the teaching of drategies a the middle and high
school levels. Teachersin the successful classrooms specifically taught strategies, connected the
lessons, and provided opportunities for the students to work collaboratively, sharing ideas. While
the five-step approach to writing ingruction can be found in writing manuas for al ages, it is not
provided to dl students. Although not grounded in research, teachers who teach lower
performing students frequently use approaches which place less emphasis on composition and
more on skill-dominant ingtruction (Kameenui & Carnine, 1998). Typicdly, these sudents
receive agreet ded of skillsingruction (Kameenui & Carnine (1998) citing Englert et. d., 1988;
Graham et d., 1991; Isaacson, 1989; and Roit & McKenzie, 1985), very little writing indruction,
and even less writing process ingruction. And according to Kameenui and Carnine, “ even that
indruction is poor, in that it occurs in isolation and is unconnected with its presumed eventua
usg’ (Kameenui & Carnine citing Graves, 1985).

Much of the preceding research on teaching children to read for fluency, to read for
comprehension, and to writeis reflected in the three Open Court components. Next isan

overview of each of these three components of the Open Court Reading program.

The Open Court Reading Program

The decison by LAUSD to adopt Open Court was motivated by the belief that providing
teachers with a research-based standard curriculum and with a structured approach to teaching
reading/language arts would ensure that dl students received the same content in the same
manner regardless of where they went to school. The Open Court Reading program relieson
classroom ingructiona techniques and strategies that have been shown to be effective in aiding
sudents in becoming successful readers (Schacter, 2001). Open Court is structured in such away
as to ensure that students are exposed to three broadly identified categories of reading/language
arts activities. These categories are pre-reading, reading for comprehension, and writing. They
are contained in the three components of Open Court as. Preparing to Read,* Reading and
Responding, and Integrating the Curriculum.® Preparing to Read includes: phonics and fluency,

* For Kindergarten the Preparing to Read section is called Sounds and L etters.

® In the 2002 version of Open Court, Integrating the Curriculum is called Language Arts. Because only a small
portion of the classroomsin the district has adopted Open Court 2002, we use the language from the Open Court
2000 version of the program.



blending, developing ora language, building background, previewing and preparing, vocabulary
from the big book or anthology reading, and reading a decodable. Reading and Responding
includes. student anthology reading, comprehension skills, comprehension drategies, and theme
connections. Integrating the Curriculum includes: writing process, dictation and spelling,
grammar, usage, and mechanics, literary dements, and study and research.® Al three
components revolve around a unit theme such as friendship. Although individud skills may be
taught and practiced in isolation they are part of an integrated system of learning across the three
components. Open Court structures each lesson to be given over athree or five day period of
time. On each day, teachers are expected to cover activities provided within each of the three
categories.

The program has an established pacing plan that is provided in the Lesson Planner. The
Lesson Planner is presented dong with each unit in the teacher’ s manud. The teacher is expected
to use the Lesson Planner to guide instruction. The teacher can choose to implement each unit
over the course of three or five days. The Lesson Planner presents the activities and the
accompanying materials that should be used for each day of ingtruction. The amount of time
spent on each component of the program varies by grade leve. In kindergarten and first grade,
the program focuses more on Sounds and L etters and Preparing to Read activities and less on
Reading and Responding and Integrating the Curriculum activities. By second and third grade
the emphasis has shifted and students are expected to spend significantly more time on Reading
and Responding and Integrating the Curriculum. Within this framework, certain activities, such
as blending are taught dmost every day in kindergarten and once or twice aweek by third grade.
On the other hand, activities such as reading from the anthology — the primary reading
comprehension activity — and working on the writing process are to take place every day,

regardless of the grade level and lesson plan adopted by the teacher.

Preparing to Read

The Preparing to Read component provides for direct instruction in aphabetic and
phonologicd awareness, aswell as phonics. Students learn phonemes and their pdlling patterns
through the use of aphabet sound/spelling cards, dliterative stories, and decodable texts. In
kindergarten through third grade, students should receive some form of ingtruction from the

® In the 2002 version of the program, dictation and spelling have been placed in the Preparing to Read section.



Preparing to Read component on adaily basis. In Kindergarten, students focus on introducing the
aphabet, phonemic awareness, |etter-sound connections, print awareness, and easy reading. By
third grade, the activities shift mogtly to reading for fluency.

Reading and Responding

Open Court is structured o that reading for comprehension should take place on adaily
basis during the Reading and Responding portion of the Open Court time. The primary tool for
these activitiesis the Open Court student anthology. One should expect to see the students using
the Anthologies on adaily basis. The primary purpose of reading, according to Open Court, is
comprehension. Thus, the second component of the daily lesson plan is Reading and
Responding. The Open Court teacher’s manud states,

The primary aim of reading is comprehension. Experienced readers generaly

understand most of what they read, but just as importantly, they recognize when

they do not understand, and they have at their command an assortment of

comprehension drategies for monitoring and furthering their understanding.

Research has shown that students don’t develop comprehension skills and

drategies on their own. These strategies need to be taught and modeled before

students begin to use them effectively. . . SRA/Open Court Reading is based on

the belief that sudents learn best when they are actively involved in congtructing

meaning. Ingtruction builds and supports the development of critica

metacognitive srategies through teacher modding and by demongtrating

behaviors and strategies used by expert readers. The second part of every lesson,

Reading and Responding, focuses on modeling comprehenson drategies while

reading Big Books and Anthology selections. . . . After the teacher models each

drategy, gradudly the responshility for using strategies shifts to the sudents.
According to Open Court, “good readers use avariety of strategies to help them make sense of
the text and get the most out of what they read. Trained to use a variety of comprehension
drategies, children dramaticaly improve their learning performance’ (emphasis added).
Comprehension drategies include setting reading god's, summarizing, asking questions,
predicting, making connections, and visualizing. Open Court states that,



The god of ingruction in reading comprehension skills is to make students aware
of thelogic behind the structure of awritten piece. If the reader is ableto discern
the logic of the structure he or she will be more ableto tell if the writer'slogicis
in fact logical and gain an understanding both of the facts and the intent of what
they are reading. By keeping the organization of apiece in mind and considering
the author’ s purpose for writing, the reader can go beyond the actual words on the
page and make inferences or draw conclusions based on what was read. These are
the *between the lines skills that strong, mature readers utilize to get a complete
picture of what the writer is not only saying, but what the writer istrying to say.
Comprehension skills include understanding point of view, sequencing, main idea and detall,
comparing and contrasting, cause and effect, classifying and categorizing, and author’s purpose.
Thus, for each reading selection, the Open Court teacher’s manua provides both
comprehension strategies and comprehension skills to be either modeled by the teacher or
enacted by the students during each day’ s Reading and Responding time. These
suggestions are located within the teacher’ s manua next to the story and teachers are
guided through their use by the daily lesson plan. For example, for the story Corduroy the
teacher is directed to modd the following comprehension dtrategies over the course of the
reading: clarifying, predicting, and confirming predictions. The teacher is also supposed
to prompt the students to clarify, predict and confirm predictions. For comprehension
skills, the teacher is to discuss the concept of making inferences. Each of these skills and
drategies are to be infused into the reading lesson based on directions set forth in the
teacher’ s manud. In theory, the teacher will turn to the teacher’ s manud, identify those
strategies and skills shelhe is to focus on for the day’ s lesson, and then follow the manua
to identify both what strategies and skills to focus on for the day and how to shape the
interaction. In addition to the directed reading there are supporting activitiesin the
Reading and Writing Workbook and the Inquiry Journd for students to practice the
comprehension skills and to connect their reading to writing activities.

Integrating the Curriculum/Language Arts

According to the Open Court teacher’ s manua, students develop their understanding of
the writing process, are given opportunities for independent and group writing, and learn the
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critica writing conventions — spdling, punctuation, and grammar — in the natura context of
writing. For those classrooms using Open Court, students are expected to spend between 20 and
30 minutes during the reading/language arts time each day engaged in the writing process (pre-
writing, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing) and another 20 to 30 minutes engaged in
activities which facilitate the writing process (literary e ements, vocabulary, grammar, usage and
mechanics, ligening, speaking, viewing, research and sudy, dictation, and spelling). Mini-

lessons take place with the support of the Reading and Writing Workbooks and the Inquiry
Journds. It isimportant to note that Open Court does not use the writing process in isolation but
rather integrates it into a system of ingtruction.

Integrating the Curriculum contains mini-lesson activities as well as the writing process
portion. Mini-lessons should take anywhere from 20-30 minutes and should be conducted on a
daily basis. They are opportunities for teachers to focus students' attention on the mechanics of
writing: literary elements, vocabulary, grammar, usage and mechanics, listening, spesking,
viewing, research and study, dictation, and spelling. Many of the activities are located in the
Reading and Writing Workbook and the Inquiry Journal. These are expected to be direct
teaching opportunities and guided practice for students. Students are not expected to complete
these activities on their own, in fact quite the opposite. It is anticipated that the teacher will work
with the students to ensure understanding.

For the writing process activities, each lesson identifies a genre or agpect of writing on
which the teacher should focus. For example, Leve 2, Book 1 focuses on the following genres of
writing: persond narrative, biography, letter, folktale, and explanatory paragraph. Students spend
time both on a genre or aspect of writing and the five- step writing process. According to Open
Court, these steps are the ones that “good writers do.” The five steps are taught at the beginning
of each school year and then practiced throughout the year as students do different kinds of
writing assgnments. The first step is prewriting, the planning and designing phase. Thisgepis
very important because this is where the student plans by choosing atopic of interest to them,
consdering who their audience is going to be and what type of writing it is going to be, doing
research, and taking notes. The next step, drafting, is when they shape these notes into sentences.
Thethird step isrevising for content. Step four, editing, is checking for errors. Students learn
how to use proofreader’ s marks so the last two steps are easier. Findly, students publish their
writings. This means they go public with what they have written. Thislast step heps to motivate
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them to polish their work, do their best writing. Good writers move back and forth between these
steps as needed. An important part of this processisfor the sudents to discuss their ideas and
give each other feedback. The teacher also meets with the students to give them feedback. The
students are to work on the writing process every day. For each |esson the teacher is given
guidance on how to introduce the writing process topic and how to focus the students’ efforts. It
is anticipated that teachers will begin the writing process activity on the first day of the lesson,
have students spend time on each day writing, and complete that writing process activity by the
end of the lesson.

Independent Work Time

After students have spent time with the teacher engaged in activities from each of the
three components, the teacher should have the students spend time working independently. This
time is known as Independent Work Time or Workshop (IWT). IWT is designed to accomplish
two gods. 1) to teach students how to be independent learners, responsible for their own
learning, and 2) to give the teacher a chance to help individua students or small groups of
students with specific skills or assessments. The Sudents are given alist of “must do” activities
and “may do” activities. These activities are supposed to support and further the learning the
students do during the more teacher directed aspects of the program. It is aso time during which
the teacher can work with smal groups and/or individuas who need assistance and for students
to work independently and/or collaboratively on avariety of different assgnments. These
activities should indude practicing and reviewing previoudy taught materid, writing skills,
fluency, extending their learning, and reading. Independent Work Time should occur on adaily
badsat dl grade levels.

According to Open Court, teachers should phase in IWT over severd weeks. There are
four phases of IWT implementation. In theinitid phase, IWT isvery sructured. By the find
phase, IWT isvery flexible, offering sudents many choices. Smilarly, the amount of time spent
on IWT increases as the students become more familiar with the rules and procedures. During
Phase | the teacher introduces the rules and procedures to the students. The students al work
independently on one task such as reading. The teacher monitors the students and conducts a
debriefing at the end. The debriefing makes students accountable for what happens. It isatime
for the teacher to give feedback and to discuss what went well, what didn’t go well, and how it

12



can be better next time. In Phase |1 the teacher continues to go over the rules and procedures but
the idea of having activity ligsof “Must Do's’ and “May Do's’ are introduced to the class.
Students are only given “Must DO's’ at thistime. Again the teacher monitors the students and

conducts a debriefing. In Phase 111 the students are given afew “Must Do's’ and one “May Do.”

The students are a so introduced to the teacher and/or teacher aide pulling out small groups or
individuas as needed. The session concludes with a debriefing. By Phase IV IWT should be
completely in place. The teacher presentsalist of “Must Do's” and “May Do's” and Sarts

pulling out smdl groups aswell asindividuas to asss them as needed. Debriefing is only
conducted if needed. In order to meet the needs of their students, teachers change the number and
kinds of activities and the amount of time dedicated to IWT throughout the year. Teachers should
be able to phase-in IWT over afew weeks.

Professond Development

Since 1999, the centra digtrict has made professond development available for teachers,

adminigtrators, and coaches who were going to be using Open Court in their schools. According
to district data between 2001 and 2003, the district provided teacher professiona development to

teachersin avariety of formats (see Table 1).

Table 1. Teacher Professond Development

3 Day Workshop Governor’sInstitute | Governor’sInstitute Reading First Grant
Passport’
Target K-5 general and K-5 general and K-5 general and special K-3 general
Population special education special education education teachers education teachers,
teachers teachers coaches, and
administratorsin 188
identified Title 1
schools
Provider Instructional Support Sacramento County | Instructional Support Sacramento County
Services (Coach Office of Education | Services (Coach Office of Education
Coordinators, Open and Instructional Coordinators, Open Court | and Instructional
Court Experts) Support Services Experts, coaches) Support Services
Number of
Teachers
Trained
2001-2002 1,487 8,899 11,000 0
2002-2003 2,155 9,634 11,000 5,012

" Passport activities are follow-up professional development opportunities intended to deepen content knowledge of
the Open Court Reading Program.
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The most common professiona development received by teachers are the three-day workshop or
five-day Governor's Ingtitute. During these activities, the teachers spend time learning about the
research underlying the Open Court curriculum, each of the three components, and how to begin
to use the teacher’ s manual to provide ingtruction to their sudents. The district aso provides
subsequent professiona development in the form of several Advanced and Mastery leve
indtitutes for teachers who have been using the program for ayear or more and are ready to build
on the kills and Strategies they learned during the firgt training and their use of the curriculum in
their classrooms.

Teachers aso receive on-going professond development at their school site. The
position of literacy coach (coach) was created in order to support the Didtrict Reading Plan. The
position was based on the reading program mode, Reading Lions, used in the Sacramento City
Schooal Digrict (Morris, 2002). Coaches are responsible for providing on-going professond
development, mentoring, and coaching to teachersin support of the implementation of Open
Court. Coaches modd classroom lessons, observe and coach colleagues, order and distribute
reading materias, plan for and provide professona development, and organize ongoing
assessment of student learning (Morris, 2002). According to LAUSD documents, coaches
receive avariety of forms of professond development that help them to do their job (LAUSD,

2003).
Table 2. Coach Professional Development
Citywide Coaches New Coach Content Focused Coach Coordinator
Professional Development Institute Coaching Provided Professional
Development
Target Elementary Literacy Elementary Coaches and teachers | Elementary Literacy
Population | coaches Literacy coaches Coaches
Provider Instructional Support Instructional Institute for Learning, | Open Court Experts,
Services, District Reading Support Services, Open Court Experts, Coach Coordinators
Programs, Pearson Digital District Reading Coach Coordinators
Learning (Waterford), SRA | Program, Open
Court Experts
Number
Trained
2001-2002 | 450 153 4,450 450
2002-2003 | 467 122 4,467 467

Since 2000, the didtrict has provided professional development to the coaches on multiple
occasionsin multiple formats. Citywide Coach Professona Development is provided to dl
elementary literacy coaches working directly with teachers to implement the Didtrict’s core
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literacy programs. The New Coach Ingtitute provides professona development for newly hired
elementary literacy coaches to prepare the coaches to effectively work with teachersto
implement the digtrict’ s reading program. Content Focused Coaching professiond devel opment
promotes student achievement by training teachers to plan and reflect on rigorous lessons and by
assigting teachers to become resources to each other in aprofessona learning community. a
Coach Coordinator’ s position was created to support coaches in each loca ditrict. They dso
have professond development available to provide them with an in-depth understanding of
Open Court and prepares them to work effectively with teachers, school site administrators and
coaches and loca digtrict leadership.

Adminigtrator Professona Developmert

In addition to receiving off-ste professiona development and with coaches, teachers are
supposed to receive support from ther principas and/or other administrators. To that end, the
centra digtrict has made available adminigrator professona development (Table 3).
Table 3. Adminigrator Professona Development

Governor's Reading Professional Development Institute
Target Population K-5 Administrators

Provider Sacramento County Office of Education and Instructional
Support Services (Coach Coordinators, Open Court
Experts, central staff)

Number of Administrators Trained
2001-2002 1,100
2002-2003 1,100

Adminigtrators have the opportunity to attend a week long Open Court Governor’s
Ingtitute geared specificaly towards providing them with the understanding of the program that
they will need in order to provide support to their teachers.

We used our knowledge of the Didtrict Reading Planin al of its agpectsin order to
identify our research questions, our approach to data collection and our analysis of the data. Next
we present the primary research questions, the method of data collection and analysis and the
findings for the 2002-2003 school year.
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Research Questions
Asaresult of our review of the literature regarding reading/language arts ingruction and
our andysis of the Open Court curriculum, we identified the following primary research
questions:

1. To what extent isthe Open Court Reading program being implemented in
classrooms?

2. What isthe qudlity of pedagogy provided to students during the Reading and
Responding portion of the reading/language arts ingtructiond period?

3. What isthe qudity of pedagogy provided to students during the Integrating the
Curriculum/Language Arts portion of the reading/language arts ingtructiona
period?

4, To what extent was Open Court effective in improving student achievement?
What was the impact of teacher pedagogy during Open Court ingtructiona time
on student achievement?

METHODS

This section presents the methodology employed to evauate the implementation and
effectiveness of the Plan during the 2002-2003 school year. It contains a discussion of the sample
selection, data collection methodology and data andysis procedures.

Sample Selection
Inthe firg year of the evaluation, a multi- stage probability sample of schoals,

classrooms/teachers, and students was utilized. At the first stage, 50 schools were selected with
probabilities proportiona to student enrollment from alist of dl district schools having K-3
classrooms, after dtratification by adminigtrative region, percentage of English learners, and
school size. The second stage of selection involved a random sdlection of one second grade, and
one third grade classroom/teacher at each sample school for observation. Efforts were made to
observe the same teacher from year to year. In the event that ateacher changed positions and/or
left the school, arandomly selected teacher teaching at that grade level replaced that teacher. For

the 2002-2003 school year we removed one school from the sample because it was not
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representative of schools that had adopted Open Court. Six schools were dropped during the
2002-2003 anaysis because they were Success for All schools. This resulted in 44 schools, 44
second grade teachers and 44 third grade teachers.

Of the 44 sample schools using Open Court, eight started prior to 1999-2000, 28 started
in 2000-2001, one school started in 2001-2002, and seven started in 2002-2003. Each ementary
school identified as a Didtrict Reading Plan participant was given the opportunity to be an
Alliance School and implement one of the programs tarting in 1999- 2000, ahead of the
scheduled district rollout.2 At those schools that volunteered to enter this program, the principals
received mentoring and leadership professond development for three years. Also, schoolsin the
Ten Schools Program were required to use Collections for Y oung Scholars, an earlier version of
Open Court, Open Court 2000 and 2002, prior to the implementation of the Plan.® As mentioned
above, there are presently two different versions of Open Court being used in the didrict. In
2002-2003 most of the Open Court sample schools (32) used Open Court 2000, 8 schools used
Open Court 2002, and 4 schools used a combination of Open Court 2000 and 2002.

Data Collection Methodology

Classroom Observations. The principad method utilized to collect data regarding the
implementation of the District Reading Plan was observationd. Data collection was carried out
in the classroom by graduate students, retired e ementary and middle school teachers and
adminigtrators or other data collectors trained in observationa methods. A classroom vist
usudly lagted from 3-5 hours during the reading/language arts ingtructiond period. We visited
each classroom for three days during the fall semester. Descriptive data (taken from field notes
and semi-structured open-ended interviews with teachers) were coupled with quantifiable data
taken from observation instruments to answer the research questions. The activities and
ingruments utilized in the observation included:

. Classroom Environment Map and Scan
. Classroom Environment Checklist

. Feldnotes

. Reflective Notes

8 Only one sample school isan Alliance school.
® Three sample schools are part of the Ten Schools Program.
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a Classroom Environment Map: The purpose of the environmenta map wasto provide a
sense of desk or seating arrangement; learning centers, the availability of language arts
materials and resources; the presence or absence of Open Court related materias;
ingtructiond aides created by the teacher and or students (word walls, teacher made
ingructiond charts); and whether or not children’s work was exhibited. After completing
the map, classroom observers scanned the room and noted the seating arrangement,
indructiona resources, and student activities.

b. Classroom Environment Checklist: The purpose of the environmenta checklist wasto
determine the extent to which there was evidence of Open Court ingtructiona materia in
each classroom. Observers scanned the room and noted the presence or absence of each
item identified on the checkligt.

C. Fieldnotes: Fiddnotes are defined as a written narrative describing in concrete terms and
great detail the duration and nature of the activities and interactions observed. Classroom
observers became the “eyes and ears’ of the project and their notes described the overal
context in which reading/language arts instruction took place. Observers were instructed
to observe any reading/language arts activities that occurred during the school day, even
if other subjects or activities occurred in between.

d. Reflective Notes: At the end of each day of observation, observers completed a set of
reflective notes. These notes provided observers with the opportunity to record any
information or data gathered during their observation that does not belong on any of the
other observation protocols. It was aso a place for observers to document their
experiences, biases, and likes and didikes of a classroom observation experience. It
alowed the observer to intentionaly place any subjective comments they had regarding
their observation so that they could avoid expressing these comments within the context
of the objective fieldnotes taken during the observations.

Interviews. In addition to the three-day observations classroom observers conducted
interviews with teachersin our sample.

a. Pre-Observation Interview: Classroom observers conducted two types of teacher
interviews. First, prior to each day of observation the teacher was asked five questions
about his’her classroom. These included information related to what the observer should
expect to see during the observation, what the gods of the teacher for the lesson were, the

18



range of English Language Development levelsin the classroom, how the teacher would
accommodate for the range of needs/skill levels present in the classroom, and what unit
and lesson of Open Court they were working on.'°

b. Post-Observation Interview. Observers conducted an interview using a semi-structured
open-ended interview protocol in the spring with each teacher observed. Questions
focused on the use of the different Open Court components, professond devel opment
activities, administrator support, use of the Student Online Assessment Records, and
other areas relevant to teacher ingtructiond practice. Almost dl of those asked, 41 (93%)
second grade and 42 (95%) third grade teachers agreed to be interviewed.

Data Andyss

We created two research teams (one for second and one for third grade) to work closely
with us on data coding and initid analysis of the classroom observetion fieldnotes and reflective
notes completed by the observers after each day of observation. Quditative data reduction and
analysis was conducted with each type of data collected. Our generd approach to quditative data
analysiswas to use the congtant comparative andyss (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin,
1990). The two teams reviewed classroom observation fiel dnotes and developed a coding
scheme for the observational data. Aswe moved forward through the coding process, we met
weekly in order to discuss our individual gpproaches to the analysis and the creetion of
categories we observed emerging from the data, after which each person then went back and re-
examined their data to verify we were andyzing the data with a smilar understanding of what
we were looking for to ensure consistency in the process. We examined the classroom datain
terms of each of the components of Open Court — Preparing to Read activities (e.g., blending,
fluency reading, and high frequency words), Reading and Responding activities (e.g. browsing
the text, making predictions, making connections, asking questions, etc.), and Integrating the
Curriculum/Language Arts activities (e.g., writing process, language conventions, and literary
elements).

10 The range of English Language Development levelsin the classroom and how the teacher would accommodate for
the range of needs/skill levels present in the classroom were only asked on the first day of the three-day observation.
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We coded teacher interview transcripts by reviewing responses to each question posed to
the respondents and determining the frequency of responses. We aso developed categories of
responses as different responses to our open ended questions presented themsealves.

To examine the quality of teacher pedagogy, we used our understanding of the research
literature and Open Court curriculum. We brought together literature on effective practices for
reading/language arts ingtruction and the program materias for Open Court in order to craft a set
of congtructs that were contained within arubric to be used to determine the qudity of pedagogy
during Reading and Responding and Integrating the Curriculum indruction. A five-levd rubric,
ranging from high to low qudity pedagogy, was developed. Each level of the rubric integrated
aspects of Open Court program implementation with ingtructional practices known to be
indrumentd in asssing sudentsin learning to read for comprehension and to write.

Quantitative data arose from two sources. The Cdifornia Standards Test (CST) data and
the Cdifornia Achievement Test/6 (CAT/6) for second and third grade students. Descriptive
datigtics, frequencies, and a corrdation analysis comprised some of the andytic techniques
employed in this study for both the quditative and quantitative data

FINDINGS

Presence of Open Court related materias in the classroom

The Open Court program has guidedines for what items teachers should have prominently
displayed in their classrooms. Aswe have done in previous years, we collected data using a
checkligt detailing those items necessary to conduct the program activities. Table 4 identifies
those items we expected to seein every classsoom. Overdl, the findings are dmost identicd to
the 2001-2002 school year. Almost every teacher had a classroom library. Our observations aso
revealed that teachers and students actively used their classroom libraries for selecting books for
sustained Slent reading activities. All of the classrooms had the Open Court Sound/Spelling
cards displayed dthough they were displayed in different placesin different classrooms. The vast
majority of teachers had their cards placed above the chalk or white board in front of the room.
Four second and three third grade teachers placed their cards around the sides of the boards, one
second and one third grade teacher had displayed the cards on a side wall, and one third grade
teacher placed the cards on aback wall.
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Table 4. Open Court Classroom Materials

Classroom Materid Second Grade (n=39) Third Grade (n=42)
Classlibrary 95% 95%

OC Sound/Spdlling or 100% 100%
Alphabet Sound Card

Word Wall 7% 66%
Concept/Question Board 81% 88%
Inquiry Area 38% 34%

Floor rug area 84% na

Most teachers (77% and 66% respectively) had word walls and 81% of second and 88%
of third grade teachers had Concept/Question Boards displayed. This represents a dight decrease
for second grade; in 2001-2002 the Concept/Question Board was present in 86% of second grade
classrooms. For third grade classrooms this was an increase over the previous year’ s findings, as
78% of teachers had a Concept/Question Board prominently displayed in the 2001-2002 school
year. On the other hand, our examination of the classroom observation data reveded that 11% of
second grade teachers were observed using the Concept/Question Board with their students and
20% of third grade teachers were observed using the Concept/Question Boards during their
lessons. Perhaps more interesting is that in most cases the use of the Concept/Question Board
was as areference to something that had come before such as, “remember when we did the
Concept/Question Board?’ or “during IWT check to seeif we have answered any of the
guestions on the Concept/Question Board.” Only once did an observer see alesson in which the
teacher actively used the Concept/Question Board to devel op questions with his sudents. He
spent approximately 45 minutes with his students as he prepared them to begin their next unit
and the anthology reading. The lesson was conducted with the students in the following way:

Students walk in noisly and St down. Class gets quiet.

T Did you natice anything new? | took down al of our concepts and

questions on the board. Asyou can see, we are going to begin a new unit —
City Wildlife. When you think of City Wildlife, what do you think of?

Brian answers, Alice answers. The teacher tells the sudents how possums were

egting his dog' s food. Jen shares something.
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T: Bluejays.

Paul answers Camron’s questions.

T (To Camron) Say ‘birds and you'll think about it. Didn't | tell you about
hummingbirds just outsde of our room?

The teacher tells the students about a bird flying into the room and not being able

to find itsway out last year. He tells them how they got the bird out.

T One child suggested we turn out the lights. Wetried it, and it didn’t work.
Another suggested we put flowers at the door.

At this time a student notes a bird outside of the room. The teacher has table one

get up and quietly look at the bird, then Table 2, then Table 3. The bird has now

flown away.

T Don't worry about it, it will come back. What findly happened with the
hummingbird in the room is that we had the custodian come in with a
broom, and we findly opened the transom and shut off the lights, and the
hummingbird was findly able to fly away, it took about 1 %2 hours. What
else do you think about when you think about city wildlife?

Students hands go up. Paul tellsalong story.

T That was avery kind thing to do.

Mark shares an experience. Roger istipping the chair, but ligening. Aliciashares

agory, and students listen to her. Jen shares a story, and students listen. Roger

has tuned out. Other students are listening. Andrea shares a story.

S There are alot of birds nests near where we live.

Brian shares a story. The classis quiet as students raise their handsto be

recognized. The teacher calls on Tom. He shares a story. Roger shares astory. [20

minutes have passed since the beginning of this activity] Students listen to their

peers asthey tdl their experiences with wildlife. Tom shares astory.

T We have been talking about birds, but what about other animals?

Alice answers. Mark answers.

T: Any other anima's besides birds? When you think about city wildlife, what
do you think of ? What kinds of experiences?

Silvio and Lauren respond.
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T What kinds of snakes might we see outside?

S Garter snakes.

An aide comes in and asks a question, then quickly leaves.

T: | am going to take 2 more.

Julie responds. Many students raise hands.

T: | haven't heard from Kathryn.

Kathryn tells of an experience.

T: Thank you! Hands down. We ve had alot of discusson. Remember when
we did our unit on friendship we had questions and concepts. We are
going to do the same thing. What is a concept?

Aliciaand Jen answer.

T: Yes, it's something you dready know. But a question? What's a question?
What's our big word for question?

Ss. Interrogative.

T: Y ou are going to make a question. Might there be anything dsethat’s
dive?

Ss. Pants

I’m going to come around. Let's just take aminute. What kind of question

—

statement or concept do you have? | will come around and you tell me
how many papers you would like, be sure to put your name on it, and if
you would like to decorate it, it’s up to you.

The teacher passes out brightly colored post-it notesto dl students. Roger is

turned around and talks to Tom. The teacher redirects Roger, gives Roger some

post-its. Students who have Pogt-its are writing.

T Let’s give everyone a chance to finish (noisy room).

T: Shhhhh! Let’s give everyone a chance to share. Remember — concept or
Question!

Brian asks for another post-it paper. Roger gets up and goes to the teacher. He

redirects him to take his sest.

T One minute more.

The teacher ishdping Kathryn. The classis quiet.
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T: While we are going around reading you can add to your questions and
concepts.
The teacher takes a cup filled with tongue depressors (they have names on them)

and cdlson Irene. Irenereads hers.

T Very nice.

Irene takes her post it and puts it on the board. Carey now reads his.
T Isthat a concept or aquestion?

Alicereads hers.

T Isthat a concept or aquestion?

Student answers.

S Can | read both?

T: Yes.

Jessica reads hers and puts post-its on the board.

T Why don’t we stand when we read, to be heard better?

Andrea stands up and reads hers. [Forty minutes have passed since the beginning

of this activity]. The teacher continues caling on students using the tongue

depressors with names, asking if the comment is a concept or a question, and the

students post their notes on the board. Roger remains at the board. The teacher

redirects him back to his seat. Most students are listening when the other

classmates read their post-it notes.

T: Andrea, you have another one.

Andrea reads hers. The teacher goes to Camron (who called out, yelling) and

whispers something to him. Alice and Lauren read theirs. Roger istipping his

chair. The teacher asks Roger to stop tipping. All students have now had a chance

to read their question/concepts notesto the class.

T: These are very good questions. Aswe read in this unit, we'll be able to
answer them.

The lagt oneis Kathryn.

T: A little louder.

Kathryn reads.

T: Some animals are in danger — very good.
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The teacher then went on to read the anthology sdection to the students. This activity is
very smilar to the one suggested in the teacher’s manual for the unit preview and for the
pre-reading exercise. The teacher began by activating sudents prior knowledge of
animals and plants that live and grow in the city by asking them what they think of when
they think of city wildlife. He had them identify different types of animals they know can
be found in cities. He aso reminded the students about the purpose of the
Concept/Question Board and had students record their contributions and then post them.
During his reading of the anthology to the students, he connected the reading back to the
Concept/Question Board activity by asking, “Ever see the seed pod from atree? If you
can find a seedpod and bring it in, it would be great for our Concept/Question Board.”
Aswith the previous year, very few classrooms (38% and 34%) had an Inquiry
Area. While there was an increase to 38% of second grade classrooms over the previous
year’ sfinding of 29%, we saw a decrease in third grade classrooms from 42% to 34%.

Didribution of activities within the Reading/Language Artstime

Second grade teachers are expected to spend 150 minutes every day focusing on reading
and language arts. An andysis of the amount of time spent on each of the three days of
observation reveaed that 39% (n=17) spent between 141 and 199 minutes on reading/language
arts each day. Another 14% spent 200 minutes or more on reading/language arts every day.
Thirty percent of teachers spent between 110 and 140 minutes, 9% spent between 80-109
minutes, and another 9% spent less than 79 minutes on reading/language arts during our
observations. The average amount of time spent on reading/language arts was 146 minutes. This
amount hovers just below the required number of minutes and is less than the amount spent by
teachersin both 2001-02 (192 minutes) and 2000-01 (152 minutes).

Third grade teachers are expected to spend 120 minutes every day on reading/language
arts activities. We found that 55% spent at least 141 minutes and as much as 200 minutes a day
on reading/language arts ingtruction. Eighteen percent of teachers spent less than 110 minutes a
day and 27% spent between 110 and 140 minutes aday. The average amount of time spent was
141 minutes. For the 2001-02 school year we found that third grade teachers spent an average of
175 minutes on reading/language arts. Thus, even though teachers spent more time on
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reading/language arts than they were required to, there was a noticeable decline in the amount of
time third grade teachers spent teaching reading/language arts.

Further analyss reveded that very few classrooms spent the recommended amount of
time on both reading/language arts and each of the Open Court components. We only found time
spent appropriately in two second and one third grade classroom. Thus, we were not able to
examine whether time spent appropriately during reading/language arts had an impact on student
achievement. We did find that the amount of time spent on reading/language arts, regardless of
how that time was spent, was not a significant predictor of studert achievement. Smilarly, the
right combination of time spent on the Open Court components, regardless of the total time spent
on reading/language arts, had no impact on student achievement. However, we did find thet in
classrooms where too much time was spent on the Integrating the Curriculum/Language Arts
component (mainly emphasizing grammar, usage, and mechanics related activities) sudents did
not perform as well as students in classrooms who spent the recommended amount of time
during ingruction for that component. The qudity of pedagogy provided during Reading and
Responding ingtructiona time was a better predictor of student achievement.

Preparing to Read

Our observations reveded that second grade teachers engage their students in activities
from the Preparing to Read component more frequently than do third grade teachers (Table 5).
Approximately two-thirds of second grade teachers (64%) engaged their studentsin one or more
Preparing to Read activities on dl three days of observation. On the other hand, only 36% of
third grade teachers had their students engage in an activity related to Preparing to Read during
al three days of observation.
Table 5. Frequency of ingtruction of Preparing to Read activities

0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days
Second Grade 2 (5%) 5 (11%) 9 (20%) 28 (64%)
Third Grade 1 (2%) 9 (20%) 18 (41%) 16 (36%)

Interestingly, when asked, 32 (76%) second grade teachers said that they taught alesson from the
Preparing to Read component on adally bass. Thereisardatively high degree of consstency
with this salf- perception and our observations. On the other hand, 25 third grade teachers (66%)
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dated that they taught alesson from the Preparing to Read component on adaily basis. This sdif-
report is not supported by our observations as we saw only 36% of teachers teach alesson dl
three days from the Preparing to Read component.

For second grade, Preparing to Read activities were scattered across blending, developing
ora language, reading the decodable books, sustained silent reading, and the teacher reading to
the students. We found that 27% of second grade teachers did have their sudents engagein a
blending lesson on dl three days of our observations and only 11% of teachers did not have their
sudents engage in any blending activities a dl. On the other hand, 75% of teachers did not have
thelr sudents engage in the developing ord language activity reated to blending. Similarly, 50%
of teachers did not have their students read the decodable books or any other text (not induding
the anthology) for fluency ingtruction. We found very little evidence that teachers are spending
time during their reading/language arts ingructiond time reading to their sudents. When we did
Seeit, it was sometimes characterized as an English Language Devel opment time activity or used
asatrangtion before or after recess and/or before or after lunch. Y et 48% of teachers did have
thelr sudents engage in sustained slent reading activities on at least one of the three days.

Table 6. Didribution of Preparing to Read Activities

Activity Observed during:
0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days

Blending

Second Grade 5 (11%) 12 (27%) 15 (34%) 12 (27%)

Third Grade 14 (32%) 14 (32%) 12 (27%) 4 (9%)
Deveoping Ord Language

Second Grade 33 (75%) 7 (16%) 0 (0%) 4 (9%)

Third Grade 24 (55%) 16 (36%) 4 (9%) 0 (0%)
Decodable

Second Grade 22 (50%) 15 (34%) 5 (11%) 2 (5%)

Third Grade 13 (30%) 21 (48%) 8 (18%) 2 (5%)
Teacher reads to students

Second Grade 27 (61%) 8 (18%) 4 (9%) 5 (11%)

Third Grade 31 (70%) 8 (18%) 4 (9%) 1 (2%)
Sustained Silent Reading

Second Grade 23 (52%) 14 (32%) 2 (5%) 5 (11%)

Third Grade 27 (61%) 13 (30%) 3 (7%) 1 (2%)
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The same pattern held for third grade. Fourteen teachers (32%) did not have their
students engage in blending at al over the three days of observation, 55% did not have their
students engage in the developing ora language activities that follow the blending exercises, and
30% of teachers did not have their students read a decodable or other book as a class or with a
partner for fluency practice. Thisfinding isto be expected since third grade teachers are less
likely to conduct these kinds of activities on al three days. On the other hand, 39% of teachers
had their sudents engage in sustained slent reading on at least one day. The difference between
decodable reading and sustained slent reading is very important. During decodable reading, the
teacher can observe and monitor students as they read their decodables as a class or with a
partner to ensure that they are reading. This monitoring increases the likdlihood that students are
engaging in fluency practice. As demondrated in the following example, during sustained slent
reading, many students may appear as though they are engaging in the activity without redly
doing so:

T Twenty minutes independent reading.

Students choose books and sit down. Thereis abuzz as they search for books.

T I’m seeing some problems aready. Nathan . . . Robert, | don’t see abook in your

hands.”

Students till in motion. Some read on rug, some at desks. The teacher works with anew

gl — Amanda.
T: Alfred, you' re doing nothing, just Stting there looking at your chair and chitter —
chatering!

Most reading adoud but independently. Three boys Sit together at empty desks. They are
joined by afourth and are talking. Two boys share one book. A third boy takes out his
own. A fourth leans and talks to another boy, who ignores him. The fourth boy bothers
others until he finds a Dracula book. After one minute he says, “I’m done” and puts it
down. A group of two boys swells to four again as they read the very same

picture book about a hedgehog. Some girls on carpet get very loud.

The teacher continues one-on-one uninterrupted. (9 min) She turns around and breaks up
group by caling Nathan over.

T: What did | ask you to do?

They go back to independent reading. Alfred istaking.
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T: | hope there s no chit-chatting going on!

Two girls are playing with each other’ s hair. All the other girls reading. One boy has

walked around with book in hand for at least 5 minutes. The teacher has

Alfred put his head down. Shetdls Alex to “Mind your own business.” She goes back to

Alfred and says, “Thisis your time to practice your reading. Now is not the time for chit

chat and sharing.” A girl plays with abook on rug likeit'sacar. Then she goesto the

bookshedlf. She just stares at the bookshelf. The teacher Straightens up a bit. The teacher

asks a boy about the story he' s reading. Three boys are separately wandering around

room. Most of the other students are back in their own sests, Hill reading. (18 min)

Everyone reading! Except Annawho is looking through the bookshdlf. Some students are

reading louder than others.

The timer goes off. The students quietly put their books away. The teacher gives most of

them a*“link.” She has them St quietly and then return their anthologiesif they have them

Out.

Ovedl, the mgority of second and third grade teachers had their sudents engage in one
or more Preparing to Read activities on at least two days. Most teachers had their students do a
blending activity while dmaost no teachers had their sudents focus on the Developing Ord
Language component of blending. Teachers aso did not regularly use decodables or other texts
for supervised fluency practice. Instead, observations reved ed that teachers conducted timed
readings on aregular bass with their sudents. Timed reading does not, in and of itsdlf, promote
reading fluency. The decodable and other easy to read texts provide an important opportunity for
students struggling with language to practice and continue to build fluency. Teachers aso
continued to spend time reading to their sudents and having their students engage in sustained
glent reading instead of having them practice fluency.

Reading and Responding

We examined the frequency with which teachers engaged their sudentsin Reading and
Responding activities over the three days of observation. We examined the observations to
determine whether the teacher was having students reed the anthology story for the first time or
whether they had read the story at least once before the observation. We used that data to gage

whether it would be reasonable to see two or more days of reading for comprehension taking
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placein agiven classroom. If students were on their first or second reading we would have
expected to see the teacher engaging the students in the use of reading comprehension strategies
and sills. If the teacher had read the tory al the way through with the students, we might
expect to see the teacher only have the students reading for fluency or not reading at dl. In
generd, we observed teachers who were beginning stories, were in the middle of stories and
were trangtioning from one anthology selection to the next. Given the pacing of the lessons
present in our data we did expect to see reading for comprehension take place in the vast
mgority of classes on dl three days of our observations. Smilarly, when asked, 79% of second
and 76% of third grade teachers stated that they taught alesson from the Reading and
Responding component on adaily basis. Y et observations reveded that only 48% of second
grade and 50% of third grade teachers were teaching alesson from the Reading and Responding
component on adaily basis (see Table 7).

Table 7. Frequency of Ingruction of Reading and Responding Activities

Grade Days Observed

0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days
Second Grade 2 (5%) 4 (9%) 17 (39%) 21 (48%)
Third Grade 1 (2%) 5 (11%) 16 (36%) 22 (50%)

When we looked at how second grade teachers were spending their time during Reading
and Responding ingtruction (see Table 8) we found that 35% did not engage their sudentsin pre-
reading activities (activating prior knowledge, building background, reviewing the selection
vocabulary using context clues, setting a purpose for reading). In fact, 19% of teachers did not
engage their sudentsin any reading, for fluency or for comprehension, of the anthology
selection. Additiondly, 60% of teachers did not engage their sudentsin any discusson
following the reading. Smilarly, the vast mgjority of second grade teachers did not have their
students engage in the Reading and Writing Workbook or Inquiry Journd activities associated
with the Reading and Responding component.
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Table 8. Digribution of Reading and Responding Activities

Activity Observed during:
0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days

Pre-Reading

Second Grade 15 (35%) 16 (37%) 9 (21%) 3 (7%)

Third Grade 13 (30%) 15 (34%) 12 (27%) 4 (9%)
Reading

Second Grade 8 (19 %) 10 (23%) 13 (30%) 12 (28%)

Third Grade 3 (7%) 11 (25%) 18 (41%) 12 (27%)
Discussion

Second Grade 26 (60%) 13 (30%) 3 (7%) 1 (2%)

Third Grade 27 (61%) 12 (27%) 5 (11%) 0 (0%)
Reading and Writing Workbook

Second Grade 38 (88%) 4 (9%) 1(2%) 0 (0%)

Third Grade 36 (82%) 6 (14%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%)
Inquiry Journal

Second Grade 36 (84%) 7 (16%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Third Grade 29 (66%) 13 (30%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%)

A smilar pattern of practice held true for third grade teachers. For instance, 30% of
teachers did not have their students engage in the pre-reading activities. On the other hand, only
7% of third grade teachers were observed teaching without ever having their students read from
the anthology. Cons stent with the pattern we saw in second grade, 61% of third grade teachers
did not have their students discuss the anthology reading, 82% of teachers did not use the
Reading and Writing Workbook activities associated with Reading and Responding, and 66% of
teachers did not use the Inquiry Journd activities related to Reading and Responding.

For both second and third grade a sgnificant amount of time spent on the reading of the
anthology was for fluency or for listening to the story on compact disc or tape. Teachersaso
tended to focus the reading on defining vocabulary and less on reading for comprehension.
Teachers oent as little as one minute on pre-reading activities to as much as 37 minutes on these
activities. There were only three instances of teachers clearly setting a purpose for reading with
their sudents. There were dso teachers who spent as much as 67 minutes having their sudents

read the anthology. While there was some evidence of discussion after the reading at both grade

31



levels, there were only three instances where the teacher attempted to hand-off the discusson to
the students and no teachers were observed discussing Strategy use with their students a any
time following the reading of a sdection.

Integrating the Curriculum

We examined the classroom observation data to determine how often teachers taught
lessons from the Integrating the Curriculum component of the program. We observed 95% of
second grade teachers teaching a lesson from this component every day, while only 67% of these
teachers stated that they did so (Table 9).
Table 9. Frequency of Indruction of Integrating the Curriculum Activities

Grade Days Observed

0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days
Second Grade 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (5%) 42 (95%)
Third Grade 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 5 (12%) 39 (89%)

Similarly, we observed 89% of third grade teachers teaching something from the
Integrating the Curriculum section and only 68% of these teachersindicated that it was their
practice to teach something from this section on adaily basis. This discrepancy in teacher
perception and observations may be due to the incluson in the definition of Integrating the
Curriculum any activity that was language arts related. For coding purposes, teachers use of
morning activities such as“Dally Bites” Daily Language Review,” or “Daily Ord Language,”
and Bell Works, and the review of homework involving language arts were included as
Integrating the Curriculum activities.

We then examined the activities in which they had their sudents engage during the
Integrating the Curriculum ingructiond time (Tablel0). Mot second grade teachers (79%)
believe that they have their students work on the writing process every day. Thisisavery
different picture than the one that emerged from the three days of observations. During the
observations students engaged in the writing process on dl three daysin only one classroom. In
fact, observations reveded that 30% of teachers did not have their students engage in the writing
process a dl over the three days. There are avariety of possible explanations for this
discrepancy between teachers reports and the observations that come through in the teacher
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interviews. Two possible reasons for the albbsence of writing process ingruction are that the

teachers do not like to teach it or they do not believe they have enough time. One second grade

teacher stated, “Not the writing process, | skip the writing process and do spelling, whatever else

they have | do. But the writing process | skip . . .I don't like the writing process, the one that

Open Court provides, | don't likeit.” Another teacher said, “ Sometimes | forget, to be honest.

I’ll forget or thereisn’t enough time. But I'll try to do —it' saweek long — so I'll try to do at least

three days aweek. But I'll do the comprehension and language arts fields, that | won't miss. But

the writing part, that’swhere I’'m lacking, where I’ [l skip one or two days.” Another possible

explandtion is that teachers do not understand the difference between having their sudents write

and having their sudents engage in the writing process. Thismay be supported by the number of

teachers who have their sudents write in their journas a some point during the day.
Table 10. Didribution of Integrating the Curriculum Activities

Activity Observed during:
0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days

Writing in Response
to Literature

Second Grade 30 (70%) 11 (26%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%)

Third Grade 18 (40%) 15 (34%) 8 (18%) 3 (7%)
Writing Process

Second Grade 13 (30%) 17 (40%) 11 (26%) 1 (2%)

Third Grade 11 (25%) 17 (39%) 11 (25%) 5 (11%)
Journd/Free Writing

Second Grade 23 (53%) 14 (33%) 5 (12%) 1 (2%)

Third Grade 36 (82%) 3 (7%) 2 (5%) 3 (7%)
Language Arts
Lesson

Second Grade 12 (28%) 13 (30%) 14 (33%) 4 (9%)

Third Grade 2 (5%) 12 (27%) 9 (20%) 21 (48%)
Dictation and 14 (32%) 17 (39%) 8 (18%) 5 (11%)
Spdlling

Second Grade

Third Grade 11 (25%) 19 (43%) 11 (25%) 3 (7%)
Reading and Writing
Workbook

Second Grade 17 (40%) 17 (40%) 7 (16%) 2 (5%)
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Third Grade 13 (30%) 20 (47%) 9 (20%) 2 (5%)

Inquiry Journal
Second Grade 35 (81%) 7 (16%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%)
Third Grade 40 (91%) 4 (9%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%)

For third grade classrooms, students did not engage in the writing process a al over the
course of our three-day observations in 25% of the classrooms. Whereas 68% of third grade
teachers indicated during their interviews that they have their sudents work on the writing
process on adaily basis, in only five (11%) classrooms were students working on the writing
process daily. We aso saw students write in response to literature or write a structured paragraph
on three days in only three classrooms. As many teachers had their students write in a non-
sructured way in response to a prompt every day as had their students write a structured writing
every day. Five (11%) teachers had their students work on one or more days on aresearch
project related to the writing activity in which they were supposed to be engaged. On the other
hand, 21 (48%) teachers had their students elther work on an activity involving grammar,
mechanics usage, vocabulary, or alesson in which the students were to learn something about
how to write (i.e, literary elements, characterization) but were not given an opportunity to apply
thislesson.

On the whole, second and third grade teachers spent significantly more time on generd
grammar, usage, and mechanics activities than they did on the writing process. Worksheets
provided by the teacher were used extensively and to alesser degree, the Reading and Writing
Workbook activities were used for students to practice these lessons. Teachers did not usualy
provide their students with mini-lessons but instead had them work through the directions on the
worksheet or in the Reading and Writing Workbook and then engage in the activities by
themsdlves. Teachers frequently had their students do dictation and vocabulary lessons. All of
these comprised the language arts category identified in Table 10 above. Almost two-thirds of
third grade (60%) and 55% of second grade teachers had their students engage in at least one of
these activities during every day of our observations. This emphass was most likely consstent
with teacher practice prior to Open Court implementation. The four problems which emerge
from this over-emphasis on generd language arts activities are that 1) these activities took place
ingtead of writing; 2) students did not have sufficient opportunities to carry the strategies they
were practicing during this time into writing time; 3) in generd, these activities focused on
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vocabulary, dictation, grammar, and pdling; and 4) most of these activities involved students
working alone on worksheets instead of in conjunction with the teacher. As aresult, sudents
often spent time off-task or did not complete the activities because they did not fully comprehend
what they were supposed to be doing. More importantly, many of these tasks should have been
done in conjunction with the teacher as guided activities. They did not include listening,

Spesking, viewing, research and study, and literary eements.

Writing usudly took the form of writing in a student journd in response to a prompt on
the board, writing sentences for vocabulary definitions, writing a paragraph, writing in response
to questions posed by the teacher regarding the reading, or writing about the anthology reading.
As one second grade teacher said, “1t's a big headache to do the writing process for everything
we want to write. But everyday they writein their journas. Everyday they write alot of things. .

. .Whenever we do forma writing, yeah, when we do our forma writing, yeah, we do it that way.
When we write stories. And for al the big assignments that we have to do.” Sometimes teechers
would have their students work on the genera writing suggested in the teacher’ s manual. For
example, in each unit the teacher’ s manua has two writing activities. There may be an activity in
which the students write a persuasive letter using information from the anthology reading. The
same unit would aso have awriting process component. The students should engage in both of
these activities over the course of the lesson. The writing process is something thet should

happen throughout each unit whereas the more discrete writing activity happensin the particular
lesson. Thus, students can be working on two writings a any one time.

One of the possible explanations for the lack of writing process during language arts
ingtruction may be the structure of the Open Court 2000 teacher’s manud itself. While the Open
Court 2000 teacher’s manud is very specific and clearly laid out whenit comesto Reading and
Responding and Preparing to Read activities, it is less clear and more ambiguous when it comes
to the writing component. To begin with, there is an underlying expectation that students will
learn the mechanics of writing through the writing process. Therefore, there is an unwritten
expectation that students will work on their writing four to five days aweek. Thiswriting should
take place in both mini-lesson activities and writing process activities. Students should be
learning each lesson about grammar, usage, mechanics, literary eements, and genre through their
own writing. Y &t, when one looks & the lesson planner, which precedes each lesson, writing
process writing is not dways indicated as adaily activity. Taking The Boy Who Didn't Believe in
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Soring as an example, the writing process isidentified once on the second day of the lesson.
Moreover, when the teacher turns to the gppropriate text within the lesson, there is nothing that
informs the teacher that the proofreading and publishing activity should take place throughout

the lesson. The only indirect way this information is communicated is through the expectation

that students will first proofread their own expository article and then make a clean, corrected
copy of their article adding illustrations and photographs and bind it. A teacher might glean that
these are too many activities to attempt in one stting and the teacher might choose to bresk these
up onto different days. Consequently, it is not surprising that where teachers did attempt to
implement the component correctly they were less than successful. The 2002 version of Open
Court provides a complete overhaul to the Integrating the Curriculum section. In addition to
cdling the component Language Arts, the manua presents an overview of what will be covered
in the lesson and then a daily guide for each of three newly defined categories. Word Andysis,
Writing Process Strategies, and English Language Conventions. Although the section is more
clearly laid out for the teacher, we did not see any noticegble differencesin the quality of
pedagogy provided by teachersin our sample who used the 2002 version versus those who used
the 2000 version of the program.

Length of Lessons

During the three training and five day Governor’s Ingtitute Open Court training, it is
recommended that teachers dlocate approximately 25 minutes to Preparing to Read, 45 minutes
to Reading and Responding, 45 minutes to Integrating the Curriculum, and 30 minutes to
Independent Workshop activities. Overal, our observations reveded that teachers did not follow
this recommendation. Again, asreflected in Tables 5, 7, and 9, above, teachers spent time on
activities from one or more components each day but not on activities from al components each
day. For example, ateacher might have spent 84 minutes on a Reading and Responding activity
and not had the students do any activities from Integrating the Curriculum or Preparing to Read.
It may be that the teacher felt the time was better spent on Reading and Responding for that day
and therefore had decided only to focus on that activity or that the teacher found himself
gpending an extended period of time on the activity and therefore decided not to teach any
activities from ether of the two sections. In fact, this belief came through in our interview data

Y et, we found that where teachers made decisons to extend activities they did not necessarily
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trandate into higher quality lessons. The extra time was not spent on either accommodating their

Sudents or on enriching the lessons. As the below example demonstrates, instead these lessons

were Smply more time spent on the activity of choice for the day. For example, this teacher

gpent 77 minutes on a Reading and Responding lesson (30 minutes talking to the students about
birdsto activate their prior knowledge and build background knowledge and 47 minutes on the
reading).

T We will focus on three drategies summarizing, clarifying, and asking questions. Top of
158. We will read paragraph for paragraph, do popcorn read. | can pick anyone, so follow
dong. | will sart, read fluently.

The teacher reads the title and the author.

T: Eyes on your book. What are urban roosts — what does it mean? Clarify this,

S Apartments.

The teacher picks Michael to read. He reads. Other students are picked to read. Eric islooking

around. The teacher calls on him to give the definition for flourishing. He cannot answer. Karen

reads. Another student reads.

T Louder mija.

S Continues to read.

T: Very good, thank you. Whet does roosts mean? Just read it.
S A placeto rest.

S Some roodts are ledges on aroof.

Apartments.
The teacher picks another student to read. Students continue to read.

T Do we need to clarify anything there?

S Clutch, I'm confused, did she stay there or find another home.
T Right here, after 18 days, she has baby chicks.

S Clutch is maybe her eggs.

S Clutch is eggs, agroup of eggs.

Students are called on to read.

T: Does migrate mean to move or stay?

S Move.

T: Did this bird migrate?
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S:

No.

Who can sum up what we have read so far? Give us the main idess?

S
S
T:
S

Students do not migrate.
If you follow abird it may lead you to its nest.
Good. Hundreds of birds can live in placesin the city.

They can nest in many places, bridges, freeways, buildings.

The students go to recess, return and begin reading again.

=

2 0 A4 0w

What is an urban roost?

Shelter.

What does urban mean?

City or town.

Why do birds like the traffic lights?

It iswarm. Moms can leave their eggs.

Students are asked to read.

= 0 4 0 0 4 0 4 0 A

What does the mom bird aways ook for when she builds her nest?

A place to protect her eggs.

Now it isagood time to ask questions. How does the house wren live in the city? Adapt?
Find ahomein aglove, tegpot, shoe, like insects, goes thru out trash.

How can abarn owl find food?

His eyeswork better a night.

He goes to places where there are mice and rats.

Why do house wrenslive in old shoes?

They can make their own nests.

Look where we left off. We will finish tomorrow.

In this lesson, this teacher should have modeled the Strategies she was using during the

lesson and prompted the students to use them after seeing her use them. For example, at the
beginning of the story, the teacher asks “what are urban roosts?’ Instead, she should have helped
the students understand that they could use the strategy of clarifying to understand the word. She
should have modded firg by saying something like

I’m alittle confused about the meaning of urban roods. | think I'll look for duesin the

sdection and in the illugtrations to help me figure out the meaning of these words. | can
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see that the birds are resting on an arch in the city. This gives me some cluesto the
meaning of the words. | bet I’ll find out more clues as | continue to read. What do you
think urban roosts means? What information on these two pages can you use to figure out
the meaning?
She should have gone on to prompt students to clarify asthey read by asking,
Does anyone want to clarify something in the sdlection so far that confuses them?
Clarifying helps us to figure out unknown words and phrases. There are alot of wordsin
this ory that may be unfamiliar. Would anyone like to begin to darify a confusng word
or phrase?
She should have modded summarizing for her students by saying,
Thiswill be agood place to sop and sum up the main ideas of the sdlection sofar.. . .
Kegping the summary short will help me organize my thoughts and help me focus on the
most important ideas and facts. . .
Instead, the teacher asked the students to “ sum up what we have read so far” and for the “main
ideas” The teacher dso should have modded asking questions by asking a question of the text
and then finding the answer hersdf in the text. She could have asked,
How do the house wren and the barn owl live in the city? | know from information in this
selection that there are lots of placesin the city and the suburbs where the house wren can
liveand build its nest. . . Does anyone dse have any ideas about how the barn owl
adapts? Are there other questions you would like to ask? Let’ s keep reading to see if our
guestions are answered.
Instead, the teacher says, “Now it isagood time to ask questions. How does the house wren live
in the city? Adapt?’ The students answer her questions, never once being drawn back into the
text they are reading. They never use the Strategy of asking questions during thislesson. Thus,
while the teacher spent 77 minutes on this Reading and Responding activity, her efforts did not
trandae into ahigh qudity implementation or a high qudity pedagogy for her sudents.
Similarly, we examined the data to determine if the time spent on one component was
likely to be offsetting time spent on other components. Again, no clear pattern emerged. A
teacher might have spent 106 minutes on Reading and Responding activities and then 140
minutes on Integrating the Curriculum activities on the same day. On the other hand, ateacher
might have spent 80 minutes on the writing process, 35 minutes on blending and developing ord

39



language, and then no time on the anthology. Some teachers stated that they had to spend more
time on different sections than was cdled for in the manud. For instance, 16% of second grade
teacher and 19% of third grade teachers stated that they changed the length of time they spent on
the Preparing to Read section because they had to dow down for their sudents. Smilarly, 17%
of third grade teachers said that they dowed down the Reading and Responding component for
their gudents. Another 19% of third grade teachers stated that they dowed down the Integrating
the Curriculum section for their students and 16% of second grade teachers stated that they took
more time on the writing process than was cdled for in the teacher’s manud. Additiondly, over
onethird of third grade teachers (39%) said that they took more time than the teacher’s manua
cdled for in order to meet the needs of their English Learners.

Each year we have asked teachers whether they teach from the Preparing to Read,
Reading and Responding, and Integrating the Curriculum components on adaily basis. Each year
some portion of teachers hasindicated that they do not teach from each component on adaily
basis. When asked why, among other responses, teachers have expressed the lack of timeasa
reason for this deviation from the Open Court Lesson Planner. Y et observations from the 2002-
2003 schoal year provide two possible dternative explanations. The first explanation is that
teachers do not intend to teach from each section on adaily basis. Our pre-interviewswith
teachers on the days we arrived to observe classrooms reflected that teachers did not always
intend to cover materid from dl three components on a given day. We asked each teacher the
following questions before every observation: “What should | expect to see during the
observation? What are your goals or objectives for the lesson | will be observing? What skills,
concepts or facts do you want the students to learn as aresult of thislesson?” A teacher response
might be something like, “identify nouns, verbs, adjectives, read and enrich vocabulary; better
reading comprehension” or “reading and review of sentences that have been incorrectly
punctuated and are grammeaticaly incorrect; science experiment and discussion of prediction and
result; handwriting exercise; ord reading,” or “capitalization, proper grammar, paragraph writing
— using topic sentence; cursive writing practice; reading for fluency — Open Court anthology.”
Thus, she might not have intended to cover activities from al three components a dl or she
might have chosen to include activities from al three components. These gods were then
supported by the activity choices the teacher made for that day. Thus, one reason the teacher did
not cover dl three components of the program on a given day might have been more related to
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the fact that the teacher did not include al three in her goas for that day or week and not because
of time congraints.

A second possible explanation is that the teacher chose to use materias from outside of
the Open Court program and this left little time for Open Court specific materids or activities.
The observations reveded that many teachers used nonOpen Court worksheets for language arts
activitiesincluding writing process, grammar, usage, and mechanics, and teachers so had their
sudents engage in certain activities like Dally Ord Language or handwriting exercises for
extended periods of time on adaily basis. Almost 20% of teachersin both grades mentioned that
they supplemented the Open Court materids with additiond activities including worksheets for
more practice. Our observations were consstent with this teacher perspective.

Independent Work Time

According to Open Court, students are supposed to have time on adaily basisto engage
in Independent Work Time. We examined our dataiin an effort to determine the extent to which
students were given opportunities to work independently, in salf-directed small groups, or with
the teacher in smdl groups. Our observations revealed that second grade teachers do not have
their sudents work independently or in smal groups on aregular basis. Asreflected in Table 11,
45% of second grade teachers did not have their sudents work independently or in small groups,
with or without the teacher, during any of the three days of observation. Smilarly, third grade
teachers spent the vast mgority of time having their students work in large groups. Less than haf
of the third grade teachers had their students spend time on any of the three days working ether
independently or in smdl groups.
Table 11. Frequency of Independent or Small Group Work

Grade Days Observed

0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days
Second Grade 20 (45%) 12 (27%) 9 (20%) 3 (7%)
Third Grade 24 (55%) 7 (16%) 8 (18%) 5 (11%)

We then examined those instances where teachers either indicated that they did teach
IWT or where we saw evidence that sudents were given the opportunity to work independently
or in smal groups to determine the extent to which these activities could be considered IWT.
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While 27 teachers told us during their spring interviews thet they did IWT everyday, during our
fal observations we found that only 25% (n=11) of second grade classrooms met the criteriafor
IWT. Itispossble that by soring many more teachers were conducting IWT in their classrooms.
Asreflected in Table 12, seven of these teachers were observed using IWT on one day and four
were observed using IWT on two days. Interestingly, of the 11 classrooms where IWT was
observed, eight said they did it everyday, two said they did not, and one was not interviewed. Of
the two that said they did not have their sudents do IWT on adaily bass, one indicated that her
students did it 3 to 4 times aweek and one responded that IWT was the section that got pushed
adde even though it was the students' favorite time. Five dso indicated that they would like
professona development on IWT. It is possible that by spring these teachers were using IWT
with grester frequency than our fall observations reveded.

Table 12. Frequency of IWT in Second and Third Grade Classrooms

Grade Days Observed

0 Days 1 Day 2 Days 3 Days
Second Grade 33 (75%) 7 (16%) 4 (9%) 0 (0%)
Third Grade 34 (77%) 2 (5%) 2 (5%) 6 (14%)

The frequency of IWT in third grade classrooms paraleled that of the second grade.
While 22% of the third grade teachers we interviewed said they did IWT every day, we only
observed 10 (23%) third grade classrooms where IWT took place. Six teachers had their students
engage in IWT on dl three days, two classrooms were observed using IWT on two days, and two
classrooms had IWT activities underway on one day. Five of these teachers mentioned in their
fdl pre-interview that the observer should expect to see IWT/Workshop. Five additiond teachers
indicated that we should see IWT/ Workshop but the independent and/or small group work we
observed did not meet the criteriafor IWT. Although the interviews did not take place until
Spring, there was consstency between the interview data and the fall observations for those
teacherswho did use IWT on adaily bass. All of the teachers who we observed using IWT on
al three days said they did it everyday. Two teachers said they did it everyday but based on the
observation they did it on only two days. Upon closer examination, one teacher was doing Open
Court testing that week and therefore may not have had enough time on the third day and the
other teacher had Halloween activities on one of the days. Of those teachers who indicated that
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they did not teach IWT on adaily basis, eight reported, when asked to elaborate, that it was due
to time congraints.

According to Open Court we should also have seen IWT rules posted. Our observations
revealed that IWT rules were posted in at least some of the second and third grade classrooms. In
athird grade classroom the teacher began by reviewing the rules as follows:

T: One. Be polite. Why do we have to be polite?

S You are sharing.
T What else?
S

Two. Use insde voices — whispering. Do not interrupt the teacher and other

students when working.
T Another rule?
S Four. Put everything away that you have used. Five. Share with others.
T: If you have aquestion, ask your neighbor.

The rules were dso charted and posted in the front of this classroom.

The“Musgt Do's’ and “May Do’'s’ may have been written on the board, written on a
chart, or given to the students verbaly. For both the second and third grade classrooms where
IWT was observed, the number of activities onthe “Must Do” and “May Do’ ligsvaried from
teacher to teacher. Asthe following second grade classroom reflects, some teachers only listed a
few itemssuch as.

Mugt Do's 1. Vocabulary in ABC order
2. Pick three words (vocabulary) and put them in a sentence.
1

May Do's. Whae cover for your whae description

Must Do's: 1. Fluency - “Hard Top's Day”
2. Complete activity sheet on phonics

May Do's 1 Choose a book from the library, read it doud, and share
2 Copy vocabulary and write your own sentence.

Wheresas other teachers offered many choices such as.

Must Do's: 1 Copy spdling
2. Find contractions
3 Use spelling words in a sentence, underline the spelling words, and
write a paragraph using spdling
May Do's. 1 Fluency
2. Flashcards
3. Reading
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Computers.

Must Do's. Ant paragraph
Inquiry journd
Vocabulary pictures

Worksheets

aghhowbdE

practice fluency
May Do's.
Library center
Decodable practice
Synonym worksheet

Ea N

More vocabulary pictures

Partner read to practice for the comprehension test tomorrow,

Where the teacher had her or his students engage in IWT on more than one day, there was often

consistency between one day and the next. For example, in one third grade classroom, students

were observed working on different aspects of their persuasive letter across the three days.

Agan, the“*May Do's’ arethe same on dl three days.

Day 1

Mus Do

1 Complete the web for your persuasive
letter

2. Put vocabulary wordsin ABC order

3. Look up the words #1-7 in dictionary

Day 2

Must Do

1 Drefting (persuasive | etter)

2. Reteach sheets pp. 47-48

3. Look up wordsin the dictionary (#8-13)

Mus Do

Drafting or reviang (persuasive |etter)
2 Reteach sheets pp. 49-50

3. Alphabetical order sheet p. 8

4 Read “Dave the Brave’

=

May Do

1 Writing center

2. Ligtening center

3. Read your decodable

4, Practice reading the “high
frequency” flash cards

May Do

1 Writing center

2. Ligtening center

3. Read your decodable

4, Practice reading the “high
frequency” flash cards

May Do

1 Writing center

2. Listening center

3. Read your decodable

4, Practice reading the

“high frequency” flash cards



Indl of these dassrooms the teacher was seen working with individua students, smdl groups of
students, circuating around the classroom, and/or rotating reading groups. If there was ateacher
ade, that person aso did these activities.

IWT varied in length from under fifteen minutes to one hour and twenty minutes.
Teachers were observed conducting IWT in different ways. Sometimes IWT was used in non
typical ways. For instance, one teacher used IWT as part of his’her beginning morning routine,
another had students start IWT after they finished atest, and one did it in conjunction with the
Resource Specidist working in the classroom.

Though IWT was rarely observed, when we did seeit, it was typicdly part of theclass's
daily routine, as demongrated in the following example.

Day 1

T OK, | want everyone to stop writing. We' re on to Workshop. If you did
not bring your research, you need to bring everything you have to the front
of the room. If you have your research, you can go to the back of the
room. OK, #1, if you did not finish your commeas in didogue rules, you
can finish those. You can dso, and thisis amust do, you can finish your
gyllables.

The class had been working on these assgnments just prior to IWT.

T: If you get done with those, you can aso do spdling practice on the
computers, practice your cursive, or do reading with timers (May Do's).

I’m going to be working with the back group and | don’'t want to be
disturbed. Teacher goes to research group and rest of students start
working on their own. Some work in pairs or groups.

Day 2

The teacher hands out ditto on synonyms and explains.

T Only usethe thesaurus if you' re redlly stuck because thiswill take up alot of
time. My people who are doing research can do this tomorrow. My people
who are not doing research, you will do your synonyms worksheet. Y ou will
also speed read for one minute, timing yoursdf. Those are “Must DO's” May
Do's This computer back here has the tory on it (Story #3). Y ou can get your
books and st there and read it. Y ou may use Magna Doodles to practice
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writing your spelling words. There will dso be two computers open for typing
your spelling works or you may read quietly. OK, it you're doing research go
to the back. If you' re not doing research, move to the front. Oh, and you may
aways write me a story. Students move to other desksiif they are not Stting in
the correct area dready. Students get Started. Teacher goes over to research
group.

Day 3

All gart by working on finding sentences with different grammar marks. Teacher

works with a student one-on-one and with asmal group. When the students are

done they check the“Mugst Do” and “May Dao” ligts to see what ese they should

do. Students work on different activities including research, writing astory, and

sodling.

During the initial phases of IWT implementation, Open Court also callsfor teachersto
debrief with their students after they had completed IWT. Only one teacher had her students
debrief after they finished IWT activities. On the first day, their discussion focused on how well
the students had followed the rules.

T: Let' s debrief. How was IWT? What did we do well?

S We whispered.

S No one wandered.

T Do you know teachers have eyes everywhere and | saw students get dictionaries
and getting up with a purpose? Janna and David, what were you looking for in the
dictionary?

S Crows.

T Good, did you find it?

S Yes.

T: Boys and girls, what can we do better tomorrow?

S We interrupted you.

T: Yes, | need to not be interrupted so | can do writer’ s workshop.

On the second day, the teacher did not engage the students in a debriefing but did review the rule
with them.
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T | would like usto go straight to what | want for next time. “I” stands for
Independent. | cannot answer your questions. It'swork you know how to do. If
you il have a question, whom do you ask?

S A person next to you.

T | can't get through as many students as | like because some students | need to
baby-git.

On the third day, the teacher once again engaged the students in a discussion to debrief the
Independent Work Time activities.
T Let’s debrief. What is one thing we did wdl?

No disturbing.
S We were quiet.
S We blended with C and J.
T | was very impressed and it was quiet. Good news, | was able to meet with al our

writers and finish my conferences. Good Job. Bill, you met your chalenge. That

givesthe dlass 50 points. | want to thank our most improved IWT student,

Monique. Good job.
Thus, dthough one would expect to see IWT daily, it occurred daly in only sx of the 88
classrooms. Overadl it was present at least once in 21 of the 88 classrooms. Third grade teachers
were more likely to conduct IWT over the three days than were the second grade teachers. Many
of the teachers who indicated that they did not conduct IWT daily indicated it was due to time
congraints. Y &t, observations demondtrate that there were many more classes in which students
engaged in multiple activities for extended periods of time.

Quadlity of Teacher Pedagogy

An examination the classrooms reveded that, overdl, teachers did not provide their
sudents with a high qudity of pedagogy during reading/language artstime. In fact, an anadyss
of the activities in which teachers engaged during the Reading and Responding and the
Integrating the Curriculum portions of Open Court ingruction reveded that the mgority of
teachers provided low to medium quality pedagogy to their students. Table 13 providesa
breakdown of the classrooms by grade and by Open Court component.
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Table 13. Qudlity of Pedagogy During Reading and Responding and Integrating the Curriculum

Component Second Grade Third Grade
Reading and Responding
Low 4 (9%) 2 (5%)
Medium-Low 20 (45%) 26 (59%)
Medium 19 (43%) 16 (36%)
Medium-High 1 (2%) 0 (0%)
High 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Integrating the Curriculum
Low 11 (25%) 11 (25%)
Medium-Low 26 (59%) 18 (41%)
Medium 5 (11%) 12 (27%)
Medium-High 2 (5%) 3 (7%)
High 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Asindicated in Table 13, the vast mgjority of second (88%) and third (95%) grade
teachersfdl into the medium and medium-low categories in Reading and Responding. Very few
of the second grade (9%) and third grade (5%) teachers were observed providing low qudity of
pedagogy to their students. For ateacher to receive arating of low, shefhe had to engagein
practice exemplified by the following features: 1) reading of the anthology on one, two, or three
daysfor fluency only; 2) reading the anthology to her students on one or more days with the
students listening to a CD or tgpe of the story on one of the days and the students reading the
anthology for fluency; or 3) no reading of the anthology over the three days. Teachers who
recaived arating of low did not engage their students in any reading comprehension ingruction
on any of the three days of observation. Instead, they had their students read from the anthology
for fluency practice or did not have their students read from the anthology at dl. As one of the
teachers who provided thisleve of pedagogy said when asked if he made changesto the red
(Reading and Responding) section, *Y ou know what? | can’t remember what color goes with
what. No, | don’t go over every single one. Every single skill or strategy. But we do reading and
responding, yeah. Y ou know what? I’ ve been ateacher for along time.” Another of these
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teachers said “| pretty much know al the strategies by now so | don't redlly need to read the
script so I'm o familiar with thetory . . "

The largest percentage of second grade (45%) and third grade teachers (59%) were
observed providing amedium-low quality of pedagogy to their students. For ateacher to receive
arating of medium-low, she had to engage in practice exemplified by the following features: 1)
reading of the anthology on one or two days with partid implementation of the Strategies and/or
skills provided in the teacher’s manua or questions reflecting reading comprehension skills
and/or drategies, or 2) reading the anthology on one day focusing on reading for fluency and a
second day reading with partid implementation of the strategies and/or skills provided in the
teacher’s manua or questions reflecting reading comprehension skills and/or strategies. Partia
implementation means that no modeling takes place, not dl, and possbly none, of the questions
presented in the section are asked, non-Open Court questions may be asked by the teacher,
and/or the teacher may cover other strategies and skills not presented in the teacher’ s manudl.
Partid implementation can result when ateacher substantialy implements the lesson but the
sudents spend a Sgnificant amount of time off-task, or the teacher’ s behavior towards the
sudents undermines their learning (i.e., the teacher engagesin derogatory behavior during
ingruction or feedback). These teachers did not consstently engage their sudentsin the
activities outlined by the Open Court teacher’s manua over the three days of observation and/or
did so with alow levd of fidelity with the teacher’s manua. For example, one third grade
teacher was observed providing the following lessons over the three days of observation. She
divided her students into two groups. On the first day of observation she worked with one group
where the students read from the anthology for fluency. The only interruptions by the teacher
during the 19 minutes of reading were to give direction on pronunciation. For example, she
“gtiops Alanzo on the word ‘mallard” and has the students dl put their fingers on the word and
say theword.” She says, “You're dl going to hear thisword alot. The word is malard.
Everybody say it. The students say mdlard.” With the second group, she aso asked one question
about vocabulary during the reading. What the teacher should have done during this lesson was
to focus on the strategies of asking questions and predicting. The teacher should have modded
asking and answering for the students and prompted the students to ask questions. She also
should have prompted the students to use the strategy of predicting and confirming predictions.
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On the second day, the teacher again divided her students into two groups. With the first
group, the teacher first reviewed the vocabulary from the story prior to reading and then spent 18
minutes reading the anthology for fluency. Again, the only question she asksisrelated to
vocabulary. She says, “Vocabulary word. Do you remember what dl in adither means?” A
student responds with “confused.” The teacher says*Y es, mad, confused. All in adither,
Connie.” Connie reads. The teacher then asks, “What' s happening if the wings are beginning to
molt?’ A student responds. The teacher should have had her students focus on the
comprehension kill of fantasy versus redlity during this second reading of the story. With her
second group, the teacher does ask afew questions prior to reading. She activates the students
prior knowledge of the story by asking “who are the characters’ and “what is the problem.” She
aso says, “ Ok, now I’'m going to do some reading and then you'll do some reading. | redlly want
you to focus on what this story is about. WEe re going to start over from the beginning.” The
teacher begins to read and then asks, “Why do you think they didn’t want to live anywhere there
might be foxes or turtles?’ The students answer. In this way, the teacher does ask the students
some questions about what happened in the text but did nothing to provide them with instruction
related to either the comprehension strategies or the comprehension skills they were supposed to
be focusing on during this salection.

On the third day of observation the students again review the selection vocabulary. After
they review the vocabulary the teacher asks, “How many of you read this sory at leest twice dl
the way to the end?’ She then plays the story for them on a computer while dl students are
supposed to follow dong in their texts. While the teacher follows aong in the teacher’s manud,
some students listen and follow aong. Other students look around the room and look at each
other’ s books. After this activity, the students spend 50 minutes writing what the teacher calls
“intelligent questions.” The students are each assgned a different page of the story and are
instructed to create their own questions on blank index cards. The questions are supposed to be
“where, when, why, and how” questions and they are supposed to be questions to which the
students know the answers so that they can ask their classmates later. While this particularly
activity isnot in and of itsdf abad one, it does not directly support students development of
reading comprehension srategies and skillswhile they read. As Samuels (1996) Sates, “When
students are asked smply to reed atext for later recdl, the assgnment is essentidly arote
memory task, which frequently leads to poor comprehension. But when students take the text
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information and relate it to other information they have, or when they go beyond the literd
interpretation of the text and try to interact with the text in a meaningful manner, the sudents are
creating additional meaning and employing a depth- of- processing strategy.”

Here, instead of helping students learn how to use the strategies and skills the teacher was
supposed to modd and prompt while the students read, the teacher has separated them into
completely independent, discrete tasks. First the sudents are to read for fluency and then, they
are to go back to the text and identify information in the text that they can turn into questions for
each other. This process will not help students to interndize strategies and skills that they can
carry forward as they read new and different texts for comprehension. As one teacher Sated, “I
redlly don't use the guide in a scripted way. | use the guide for information as far as what’ s there
and what the gods are. And then | pull that into dl of thisbecauseit isn't spelled out there and it
should be but it isn't. Actudly, you know what they need? They redly need a different teacher’s
guide for the ELD learner, the English only child. That's fun. It's not fun for the ELD student the
way itis” Another teecher said, “Again, | add. | look and see what they're to target, and if
there samore beneficid way or intriguing way or fun way to incorporate some of the
comprehension kills, things they’ re trying to get from the kids, you know, I'll change where |
seefit. Mogt of the program is pretty sdf direct, and | just find that some of the skills, especially
for — 1 find it hard enough for the EL kids when some of the skills— its hard for me to elaborate
and explain to them exactly what we re trying to get from them, so I’ll do with examples. . .”
Another teacher who said she does not make a great ded of changes except that shetriesto
“rewrite the questions in my own words too, ‘cause | know what the students need and Il
reword things for them. So if there' s any changesit’s on that kind of level.”

A medium quality of pedagogy was found for 43% (n=19) of second and 36% (n=16) of
third grade teachers. Medium quality pedagogy was characterized by ingtructiond practice that
included reading of the anthology reading with 1) partia implementation on three days of the
pre-reading and/or strategies and skills portion of the lesson, asking questions based on the
drategies presented in the teacher’ s manua or other comprehension related questions in the
absence of any modeling by the teacher of those Strategies or 2) reading on one or two days of
the anthology reading with substantia implementation of the strategies and/or skills portion of
the lesson or other reading comprehension related questions. For example, one third grade
teacher spent time on dl three days having her students focus on the anthology reading, Urban
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Roosts: Where Birds Nest in the City. On the first day the teacher activates prior knowledge by
revigiting the Concept/Question Board. Y et instead of refreshing their memories about what they
learned about city wildlife from the previous reading, the teacher spends 34 minutes having her
Sudents focus on the winter animals by asking “\When does winter sart?” and by telling

Sudents, “We have to think about what animals would be like in the winter for our murd.” She
wants her sudents to “think of some ways we can draw animdsin the winter.” The teacher then
moves back to the substance of the lesson by asking her students to select five questions they had
generated for the Concept/Question Board to be answered by them. The first is“Why does
wildlifeexist.” Asthey answer these questions, the students move them from the question sde of
the board to the concept side. Then, instead of having the students read the story, she passes out a
poem for the students to memorize.

On the second day the teacher begins the reading and responding time by activating the
students prior knowledge of the story. She asks, “What do we remember from the story so far?’
Students answer. She continues to ask afew more questions about what they aready read. After
about 10 minutes of this conversation, the students begin reading. The teacher asks the students
guestions about the vocabulary — *do you remember what acreviceis?’ — and specific
information from the text — “Why does the bird have to get one piece at atime?’ After 18
minutes of reading and these smple questions the students end their anthology reading. The
teacher does not engage the students in any of the comprehension srategies (e.g., darifying,
summarizing or asking questions) or many of the comprehension ill (e.g., cause and effect). It
is possible that the teacher believed she was working on having her students summarize when
she began the lesson by asking them what they remembered from the previous reading but she
did not help them to know that they were summarizing, why that activity was important, or how
to go about doing it successfully. Had she wanted to work on that Strategy specificaly, she
should have modeled the strategy for them while they were reading and then asked them to
engage in it during the reading. Otherwise, the students understand the activity as one that is
teacher directed and specific and takes place outside of the context of reading. Asaresult, it is
not likely to become a strategy that the sudents understand how to use on their own.

On the third day the teacher has the students read the anthology selection again. Thistime
she asks them genera questions about what they read. For example, she asks, “Why doesiit [the
bird] liketo livein the suburbs, rather than in the urban areas?” The students answer the
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guestions. The teacher goes on to ask, “Why can’t we see the barn owl?” and “Why does the owl
do wdll in the city?’ but she never engages them in either the comprehension Strategies or kills
et forth in the teacher’ s manual for this selection. Because the teacher did have her students reed
the sdlection, activate prior knowledge through the Concept/Question Board, ask them questions
about their reading, and ask them questions while they read on each day of observation she
demongtrated a medium or average quaity of pedagogy.

The activities described above and the approach taken by this teacher was smilar to those
of other teachers who were consdered to provide a medium quality of pedagogy to their
students. In other cases, ateacher might provide a higher qudity of pedagogy by drawing more
cearly and cdlosgly from the teacher’s manud on one of the daysin which they used the
anthology. In that case, the teacher might aso be considered to be providing a medium qudity
pedagogy to her students because athough she does a better job of implementing the program
and providing students with the strategies and skills, she does so infrequently.

Only one second grade teacher was observed providing her sudents with a medium-high
qudity of pedagogy and no teachers were observed providing their sudents with ahigh qudity
pedagogy during Reading and Responding instruction. In the one classroom where we observed
medium-high quality pedagogy, on the first day of the observation the teacher had her students
activate prior knowledge and browse. She had her students use context clues to understand
vocabulary in the sdlection, she partidly modeled reading comprehension strategies, and she
asked questions. For example, she begins the lesson asfollows:

T Ok — Take out your Open Court Materials. Go ahead and open up

to page 120.
Class noisly gets out books, opensto page 120. T puts on board:
Clues Problems Wonderings
T What isaquick summary of the story?
S | might gve away the ending.
S These little dves help a shoemaker.
S It's asad story about some shoemaker who needs help and getsit from some

magic elves.
T Nowadays we make shoes in factories. What else is made in factories?
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Bananas are packed in factories.

What else?

Tortillas,

Good example! This tory is about a time when shoes were not made in
big factories. One person made 1 shoe at atime. Shoemaker had materid,
like abig blanket and cut the shapes of shoes from this big piece of
lesther. Who wants to add more? Genesis? Y es?

| forgot.

Ok, go ahead and browse through the story and think about some clues,
problems, or wonderings you are finding. Ok, any problems?

Too many little baby words.

Why do dves make shoes and give them away?

Why were the elves making clothes?

| have aclue.

What?

It's an easy Story to read.

How many think it's easy?

10 raise hands — yes.

S:

| can't get polished.

The teacher puts polished down as a problem.

S
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Why is the eves working for the shoemaker?

That'sredly kind of them.

Joni — any problems? Do you need more time? Jacqueline?

| think itsfiction! But | think it' s redigtic fiction.

Y es, hmmmm, the genre is redidtic fiction. Remember that in aredigtic
fiction gory, the dements must be red, but are eves red?

They are make believe.

o, thisisredly afolk tale. A fantasy. The folk tale was written down,
only much later than when the story wasfirgt told. | want you to compare
the pictures in the Mushroom in the Rain sory to the picturesin this story.



S The picturesin today’ s story look darker and older than the Mushroom
dory, so it must be avery old story, redly old.

T Here' sanew word: hammered.

The teacher writes it in the Problems column.

What does it mean?

It meansthat it isin the past, someone has hit...”

| think thisisafun to read story.

| have aproblem with scissors! Oh, it’s scissors! Oops!

| have a problem with clickety-clack. Whét is this?

Let’slook at clickety. Let’sthink about this one.

Like the clicking of shoes. Like when you click a mouse for the computer

w A4 nu nu nu nu A

— alittle noise-like sound.

T: Let'sseeif we can figure it out by reading from page 129. Let'sal read.

Class reads paragraph containing clickety clack to understand sound.

S On page 12, | have awondering. | think that the shoemaker has painted the
legther. Why did he paint his materid?

S Why are the elves so kind to this man? Also, isit aclue that they' re kind
to each other?

The teacher jotsthis down as a clue.

S | have awondering: a the beginning the shoemaker and hiswife are sad,
but then they are redlly happy when they saw people...why?

The teacher writes this under wonderings.

S Why such baby sentences?

T Ok —that's dl for pre-reading! Open your Reading Writing Journals

Later in the same lesson, the teacher goes on to have the students read the sdection:

T Let'sgo to page 120. Let’s consder the focus questions. Isit better to give
or to receive kindness?

S It's better to give it, because it makes you fed nice to help others”

T Ok, let’ sread the story!
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The teacher and the class read title and name of author. The teacher has the
Teacher’ s Edition in her hands and stands in front of class as she asks students to
read. Students take turns reading. The teacher leads a discussion with questions.
T: Why was the shoemaker so happy in the morning?

S He found new shoes aready made

Students are asked to read again.

T Is't it true when you walk in new shoes they sound clickety clack?
Students answer.

T Ahhh, 0 it’s the shoes that made the sound!

Students read.

T Very Good!

S Beginsto read.

T: Who's making the shoes? We Il stop herel Clase your books for right now.

Thisteacher provides amedium-high quality pedagogy to her sudents during this
lesson. She activates prior knowledge about the story and invites sudents who are familiar
with it to tdl alittle about it without giving away the ending. She talks to them about how
shoes were made along time ago, she talks to them about the fact that thisisafolktae, and
she has her students identify clues, problems and wonderings before they read. Her
students are responsive to each prompt and engage with her in discusson. On the other
hand, during the actud reading of the story, the teacher reads mostly for fluency. She does
not model a strategy or work on a comprehension skill. She probably should have spent
lesstime (thisinitid activity lasted 40 minutes) on these pre-reading activities and moved
into the reading for the day. It was apparent from the students' responses that they had the
background knowledge necessary to begin to read the selection well before she made the
decison to begin reading. Asaresult, by the time she did start to read she only spent 16
minutes on reading the story and that time was dedicated to fluency.

On the second day, she again does a subgtantia job of helping the students with the reading
comprehenson srategies of darifying, asking questions, and predicting, and she engages her
sudentsin a discussion. After reviewing the selection vocabulary, the teecher revidts the clues,
problems, and wonderings from the day before. On the board she has put up the chart:
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CLUES PROBLEMS WONDERINGS
1. Easy to read 1. Uses baby words Why did elves make
shoes and cobbler
gives them to others?
2. Long story 2. Polished — pg. Why are dves helping
121 to make clothes?
3. Folk tde 3. Hammered — pg. Why are the elves
129 wearing clothes made
by cobbler’ swife?
4. Fun 4., SCissors—pg. Why did cobbler paint
129 the lesther?
5. Clickety clack — Why did the cobbler
pg. 126 become happy?

T: So let’ sreview, looking at this chart.

She reads the wonderings to see if the class has any answers.

S Why do the elves make the shoes for the shoemaker? | think it wasto help
him have more shoes for people to have, to be with shoes.

T Do you predict the shoemaker will get rich?

Ss. No, not rich!

T Who can give us a brief summary of what the Sory is about?

S The shoemaker cut the leather to make shoes and did it very dow.

T: Alex — any more?

No response from Alex.

T: Kent?

S Y es — customers would pay money for the shoes.

S These elves made shoes at night for the shoemaker and he thought hiswife
mede them.
Jonathan?

S Two more pairs were made, and the shoemaker had 2 more pairs and the
shoemaker and his wife decided to see who was making these shoes.

T On page 127 — what season is the story?

Ss It swinter and Christmas

T: How do you know?

Ss. Pictures of snow, and cold...
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Ok, I will only call on those who did not read yet. Jonathan! Page 128.
Loud and Clear!

When wasit?

It was midnight.

Jonathan — continue!

Why was the shoemaker shocked to see the elves working?

Because they worked so well, and so fast, and he was old, and dow, so he
was glad they were helping him.

What do you think the elves will do when they see the new clothes the wife
is meking?

They'll be shocked!

Let’s confirm our prediction — Joanna, you read on.

Readsto class.

So, were the elves sad?

No! Happy!

The teacher has Alex read.

T:

Let'sang the song at the end of the ory.

Class goes ahead and sings loudly.

w 4w A4 n A

But, what does this mean for the shoemaker?
They won't have the help of the elves anymore.
Why did things turn out well for the shoemaker?
The shoemaker now has enough money to live better.
How did kindness play a part in this story?
The dveswere so helpful that the shoemaker and his wife made them new
clothes— they were dl kind to each other.
Why do you think the elves helped in the first place?
They were waking by, and wanted to be helpful...
Do you think the elves dways knew that the cobbler was sad? Do you think
the eves just had nothing to do and just helped because they were bored?
OK. We'll now talk about diaogue.
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Here again, the teacher does a very good job of providing her sudents with ardatively high
quality of pedagogy. Y €, instead of modeling any of the reading comprehension strategies
identified in the teacher’ s manua, the teacher asks the students questions. For example, on the
second day of reading the teacher asks the students “when was it?’ Here, according to the
teacher’ s manuad, she should have modeed the comprehension strategy of monitoring and
darifying. She should have said something like:

I’m not sure what it means when it says “the clock struck twelve.” How can | figure

thisout? If | reread, perhaps I’ll understand alittle better. When | reread the

sentencesiit says that the shoemaker and hiswife had to ‘stay up and seewho it is’

That probably meansthat it was late a night because that’ s when someone was

making the shoes. Midnight islate a night. The “twelve’ is probably twelve

midnight. Have you been able to figure out things you didn’t understand?

Instead of modeling or monitoring her students' understanding, the teacher asked a
directed question that did not draw their atention back to the text but sought out someone
in the class who probably aready understood the material. She aso missed the opportunity
to show hersdlf as someone who learns from the text. There were anumber of times
throughout this lesson where the teacher missed the opportunity to mode or to fully
engage the studentsin the use of a comprehension strategy.

On the third day, she has her students use the text to work on the comprehension skill of
sequencing. They listen to the story on a CD and the students follow dong in their books. Once
they are reading, the teacher asks:

T Can anyone tdl me what sequence means?

S When things go in order.

T: Good! We will look at sequence, today, to look at eventsin order. Words

like...?

S Firg, Next, Then, After that...

Ok, How did the story start? There was once. What else? What other time

and order words are there?

-

Ss. Morning, tonight...

=

So it tells us when these happened.
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T: Now, class, open your Journals now. Write today’ s date, on a new blank

sheet of paper, write sequence for atitle. With the help of your partner, you

will look for the words that help to show time and order to help sequence

the story in proper order. Start on page 121 and look for seven time and

order words, please. Y ou can have the same seven words as your partner.

Ok. It's 9:45 am. BEGIN!
The group starts to work. Most are working independently The teacher circulates
and taks briefly to Jonathan. The teacher seeswhat Kelly is doing, says (loudly),
“That'sredly excelent!” Jorge and Liza are working together. They have found 5

words at 9:50 am. Alex and Olivia have found three words, Kenneth works

independently and has found 4 words. Monica has sx words. The teacher circulates
to help. Shetells Alex to check again for additiona words.
T: Ok, now, select one word for sharing with the class.

On blackboard, the teacher writes.

Class says. Time Order

Gina Every night Every Night At that moment

Alan: The next morning The Next Morning Next

Antonio: On Xmas eve On Xmas eve At once

Roger: At that moment Just before Xmas At lagt

Kris: Just before Xmas In the morning At that very
moment

Migud: In the morming When the clock struck 12 Next

Carlos Next Every day

Kate: When clock struck 12 | At night

Jonathan: At once There was once

Marco: Every day So it went

Alice: (No response) Every morning

Alex: At night Just before

Kenneth: At last

Mdissa: There was once

Kenneth: So it went

Jackie: Every AM

Veronica: (None)

Oscar: Just before

Liz: At that very moment

Jll: Next

Jeff: They were the best?
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The teacher asks for more input as to time and order words.

S Later that morning isused alot in unit 2.

T Good. Any others like that?

S Later that day, later that year

T “What about last week, last month, last year?

S Before that. Also, just before esting, and just before daylight.

T Just before Halloween you will go on vacation!

Class cheerd

T: Ok, Ok, OK! Let's have more.

S When this month is over, it will be October.

T: Ok — Every night | go to arestaurant to egt dinner. Whet do | need that can be

used to help sequence?

S A comma?

T Yes! Very Good!

The teacher writes: Every night, | go to arestaurant to est dinner.

S At Halloween | got candy, and | was glad afterwards.

T: Ok, that’ s enough now! Put Open Court materids away.
Here the teacher did not teach the comprehension skill designated for this story during any of the
readings of the anthology. She should have used one of the readings to reintroduce the skill. She
should have explained what sequencing is and how it is used in the context of the story. On the
other hand, she did teach the skill. She adapted one of the suggestions made in the manua to
teach the skill &fter the students had areedy read the materid. Thereis nothing inherently wrong
with the ectivity as she implemented it. The students were given the opportunity to work on the
skill of sequencing. Y et the teacher missed an opportunity to use the text while they were reading
it in order to confirm the students understanding of how to use the skill. When asked about her
use of the program and whether she modifies the Reading and Responding section in order to
teach her sudents, this teacher smply said “well exactly what | just mentioned right now. We do
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alot of classdiscusson, so thet redly helps.” Unlike other teachers, she did not suggest that her
students could not handle the vocabulary or the pace of the program.**

Similar to the Reading and Responding data, the pedagogy provided by both second and
third grade teachers was primarily of alow to amedium qudlity for Integrating the Curriculum.
One quarter of both second and third grade teachers provided low quality pedagogy. This meant
that over the three days of observation they were not seen providing their students with any
opportunities to work on the five-step writing process or to write in any structured way. Insteed,
these teachers frequently had their students work on amix of activitiesin isolation without ever
bringing them together in awriting activity. For example, in one classroom, the second grade
teacher had her students spend the first day doing amorning Daily Language Review, put words
in ABC order, doing dictation, and doing a Reading and Writing Workbook activity on
contractions. On the second day, the teacher had the studerts doing their “Daily Bites’ activity,
doing a Reading and Writing Workbook subject and verb agreement activity, and writing
sentences. On the third day, the students did contractions, a predicate sheet, vocabulary
definitions, and a Reading Writing Workbook activity. This was the extent of her presentation of
the Integrating the Curriculum or Language Arts component of Open Court.

Another 59% of second and 41% of third grade teachers provided their students with a
medium-low quality of pedagogy. A teacher who provided this qudity of pedagogy might have
her/his sudents write in response to a prompt on the board such as “tell about what you did this
weekend,” work on an Inquiry Journd activity or a Reading and Writing Workbook activity, or
do dictation on one day. On the second day, the students might be asked to summarize agtory in
writing, work on an activity involving aphabetizing words, or work on a pronouns, adjectives or
verbs activity. On the third day, the teacher might have had the students writing directions and
doing spelling and dictation.

Only 11% of second and 27% of third grade teachers were observed providing their
sudents with a medium qudity of pedagogy. Medium qudity pedagogy was characterized by
indructiona practice that included having students engage in some aspect of the writing process
on dl three days or that there was evidence over the three days that the students were regularly
engaged in the writing process and that they were aso engaged in activities involving grammar,

1 One very important point that must be made about this example is that the studentsin this class did not have
significantly different ELD levels than the studentsin the prior examples. In fact, there were six students with an
ELD level of 3 and nine studentswith an ELD level of 2 in thisclass.
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usage. For ateacher to be characterized as providing a medium quality pedagogy, it was not
expected that she or he would have her or his students explicitly working on the writing process
every day. It could occur during Independent Work Time, in the directed mini-lessons, or in time
Set asde for writing of any kind. A teacher providing medium quality pedagogy did not
necessarily have to use the language of the writing process to describe the activities. However, it
did have to be a structured writing assignment like a letter or abook report. These activities were
considered to be opportunities for the students to practice e ements of the writing process. One
third grade teacher engaged his sudentsin the following activities for three days.

Students return from recess. The teacher Sgns the Reading Logs for students who read

during recess. The teacher istaking to the TA. He has TA work on reading decodables to

sudents. The teacher asksthe TA to put an emphasis on high frequency words. The TA

reads with Joanne, Danidl, Doris, Jackie and Brad. Students take turns reading.

T: (Totherest of class) If you have published your City Critters, | want to seeit.

The teacher gives sudents il pastelsto color anima pictures. He has Omar look through

astory and find out what animasin the city do to survive. Students not working with the

TA are writing now about their city creetures. Anitaisfinished and helps Omar to get

started. The teacher checks Jennifer’ swork and sends her back to add adjectives to her

sentence.

T: | want everyone to try to add three adjectives.

Peter rewrites his story with atitle, and indents. The TA isreading The Lives of Sea

Turtles with students.

T: If | say turkey, what are some adjectives to describe aturkey?

Students answer.

T: Go back through your story and find a place you can add afew adjectives.

Students are al engaged.

T: You dl need to be on the first draft. We have been working on this since

November 13. You can't stay on the story map.
JessicaA., Marlene, and Mario get paper for the first draft.
T | don't know why we' ve been dow to finish this paragraph. Usudly you're so
fast.
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The teacher checks Jose' s papers. Students reading with the TA now return to their desks.

Now Genesis, Michadl, Jamie, Jessica, and Omar read with the TA. Students who were

reading now get started on their firgt draft. The teacher check’s Brad' s work for

adjectives.

T | want three or four adjectives to make it more interesting.

The teacher puts sudents work that is published on the cabinet doors. Anitalsis on the

door. The students are al engaged. Brad iswriting adjectives. Jamie is checking for

adjectives, adding.

T: Y ou can look in your wordbook.

He hurries students to finish their work. Peter rewrites his story because it’' s messy.

Jesscaislooking & the story map and is not writing the first draft. Angel isadding

adjectives to his story. The teacher reminds students to check their stories for the correct

grammar.

T A titleisaone, two, or three word title?

He checks Peter’ swork for title.

T It' sthe name of your story. Y ou' re getting confused with the title and the main
idea.

The teacher checks student’ s work for adjectives. Students bring their first draft to the

teacher to check. Jose is having the teacher check hiswork. The TA uses a piece of paper

to show Omar individud letters to sound out in the decodable. Other students at reading

group are waiting for Omar to read. The teacher is checking Joanna sfirgt draft. Jessica

darted writing her first draft. Jose is reading over his story. The teacher rechecks Peter’s

work. He cleans up some words before publishing. Rachel shows the teacher the

adjectives she' sadded. He helps her add an ‘s’ to make the words plural. He sends her

back to proofread. Mary is done, and islooking through a book.

T: Can you say — the balloon are red?

Students answer.

T: Y ou have to say balloons.

Brad rewrites his published story. Jessicaislooking for adjectives in the word book. The

teacher checks Jennifer’s story. The teacher shows Jennifer where she needs to rewrite

and reminds her not to repeat within the ory.



T: Put the adjective in front of the noun, not after. | don’t want ‘is — don't say ‘the
bird isgreen’ — *say the green bird.’

The TA finishes reading with sudents. Now the TA leaves the room. Darrel is not

working. Omar does not have hiswork out.

T Y ou can put adjectives after the noun, but I’'m trying to get you used to using
them before.

The teacher has Amanda read her story out loud.

T: Where could she have added her adjectives?

Students answer.

T: What adjectives can describe butterflies?

Students answer.

T: Adjectives make your story more richer and interesting.

Students continue writing. Jennifer is copying her draft to publish it. Joanneisfinishing

her firg draft. Jamieis erasing and rewriting. Darrdl is not writing. The teacher has the

students put their writing away, and take out math.

On the second day of observation the teacher conducts the writing time as follows.

Students enter the class and Sit at desks. They take out homework.

T I’m going to write 5 sentences on the board. | want you to copy them, then skip a
line. The teacher writes: 1. The wind blew the tree down. 2. The girl ae her lunch
today. 3. The dog ran down the street. 4. The park had alot of rides. 5. The
caterpillar crawled on aledf.

Students now copy the sentences. The teacher tells Rachd to skip aline. Rachd corrects

her work. The students are al engaged. The teacher has students put their pencils down.

T In every sentence you are going to circle the noun, and underline the verb. For
every noun, in front, put a caret, and add an adjective. Let’ sreview. Who can tell
me what anoun is?

Joanne answers.

T: What isaverb?

Students answer.

T: What are some things thet people do?

Brad answers. Mario Jennifer answers.
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T: Give me some things athing does. What does a pencil do?

Students answer.

T Can it bregk? Can it fdl?

Ss answer.

T WEe're not thinking. Every sentence needs a verb, an action, to make it a complete
sentence. Every complete sentence needs a noun and a verb. It needs a predicate,
which we'll talk about later, in Open Court. What's an adjective?

Students answer.

T: | don’'t want boring adjectives like colors, or big and smdll, and little. Challenge
yoursdf to come up with interesting adjectives.

Students are ligening. The teacher gives examples, using dimy, spiny, hairy. Hetdlsthe

students they are not alowed to use those adjectives.

T: If you finish, work on publishing your story from yesterday.

Students gtart working. Omar is not working, but islooking a Genesis s paper. Debbieis

looking around the room. The teacher is standing at the teacher’ s desk, looking through a

magazine. Amanda is copying sentences from the board. The teacher tells the studentsto

hurry and finish writing. Joanne is adding adjectives. Jessicais erasng part of a sentence.

Amandais helping Trisha come up with an adjective. Darrd is not writing. Genesisis

helping Omar. Brad is now not working. Omar tells the teacher that he' s done. The

teacher has Omar check hiswork to make sure. Joanne is finished. Twenty minutes have
passed since the beginning of this activity. The teacher is checking homework at the
teacher’ s desk. Jackie islooking at the wordlist to find adjectives. Amandaisfinished.

Jose is finished. Jennifer isfinished. Genesisisfinished. The teacher has Joanne redo her

homework becauseit is out of ABC order. The teacher tells Joanne she will haveto go to

Summer School, Intervention and possibly repest the third grade. Joanne is crying.

Students are finishing and waiting for the teacher. Paula and Amanda are talking. Jessica

uses the wordbook to find adjectives.

T: Thisis not hard. You read the sentence, and ask yoursdlf, isit a person, place, or
thing, or anima? What are we taking about. ..what subject, in number one?

The students answer. The teacher circles nouns on number one to show students. Students

put their papers away and move to the carpet.
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After recess, the teacher conducts the following activity.
Students return from recess and enter the classroom. The teacher asks the studentsif they
have finished the sentences (from the previous activity). Half of the students are finished.
The teacher gives the students an additiona seven minutes to finish. Other students work

on their writing. The teacher checks the students' work. Students are missing nouns.

T: | am disappointed. Thisis so easy! Look a number three. Is there a person?
Pace? Thing? An animd? Did you circle those?
Students answer.

T Ask yoursdlf the question, Donna and Joanne. ..

The teacher is gpeaking to the TA now. Joanne islooking a Jami€ s paper. The teacher
tells Joanne to put adjectivesin front of the noun.

T: Ask yoursdlf on each one, the question, and circleiit.

The teacher checks students work. Michael needs to identify afew more nouns. Amanda
uses her wordbook to spell adjectives. The teacher tells sudents they are going to Say in
at lunch because they have dow brains and are not working fast enough.

T: Look at number four. What are rides?

Students answer.

T It'sanoun. Nouns are things. Y ou can touch them.

Monica has not written number five. Jennifer isfinished with the nouns. The teacher cdls
students to board to circle nouns, underline verbs, and add adjectives from the morning

sentences. Jackie does number one.

T: Is there a problem with this sentence?
Students answer.
T: | didn’t want colors and big and small or large as adjectives. They are boring.

That iswhat first graders use. Who has something better?
Omar answers, as does Donna, Amanda, and Joanne
T | am trying to get you to think about richer words to use.
The teacher picks three students to answer number two — one to do the nouns, one for the
verbs, and one for the adjectives.
T: Is there anyone who'sredly having a hard time with this?
Darrd works with the TA. Jose, Peter and Donna come up to do number two.
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T: Lunch isathing, can you touch it?

Students answer.

T: Adjectives make the sentence exciting.

Joanne, Aaron and Rachel do number three,

T |s there a person? Place? Thing? An anima?

Students answer.

T Who was the subject?

Students answer.

T Very good adjectives.

Michael and Maria do number four.

T: What other adjectives could we aso have used for park?

Students answer. Omar works with the TA to get extra hep. Jennifer, Michad, and

Genesis do number five. Gensesis uses “fat” to describe the caterpillar.

T Can you come up with something better?

Genesis uses “ten-footed” for caterpillar.

T Who can use another adjective?

Students answer.

T: I’ll give you five more sentences for homework to follow up.

SS put papers away.

Students spent atotal of one hour of ingructiond time on this activity. The activity was
not presented in the context of a mini-lesson, students worked independently with very little
supportive teacher feedback.

On day three, the teacher engaged the students in another adjective activity, had them do
an activity in their Reading and Writing Workbooks, and had them work on their writing.

Students enter the class, get homework out and pick out a silent reading book.

T: Keep your homework so we can correct the five sentences we did last night.

Homework sentences. 1. The rose smellslike berries, 2. The apple fell from the tree, 3.

The rat ran into the sewer, 4. The raccoon knocked the trash can, 5. Spunky is adoggy.

Joanne does number one, (up at the board, working together, in front of class) Jennifer

does verbs, and Jackie adds adjectives. Students read the sentences together.

T: Can anyone give me other adjectives?
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Joanne answers.

T: What are good adjectives for smell?

Amanda answers, Donna answers.

T: Wheat is the subject? What are we talking about?

Students answer.

T: Did anyone use ‘fragrant’ ? What does that mean?

Genesis answers.

T: When you learn aword and use it, you sound more interesting.

Joanne, Peter, and Jennifer do number two. Students read the sentence together.
T: Why are gpple and tree a noun?

Migud answers. Students help Migud.

T: Can anyone think of different adjectives?

Peter answers, and Amanda answers. Jessica answers, and Omar answers, aso.
T Did everyone circle both nouns?

Students their raise hands.

T Can you say apple tree as an adjective?

Students answer.

T Y ou guys are getting smart.

Rachel, Peter, and Amanda do number three. The students are dl engaged. The teacher is
gtting at his desk. The teacher has Amanda rewrite adjectives, o everyone can see them.
Students read together.

T Why israt and sewer circled?

Donna answers.

T: Who can think of other adjectives?

Joanne answers. Rachel answers.

T: It makesit very interesting, and | am able to visudize the sentence.

Peter and Jennifer share other adjectives.

T: When would you use ‘ spotted’ as an adjective?

Paula answers.

T: What other meaning of ‘ spotted’ can we use?

Students answer.
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T: What things have spots?

Jackie answers. Omar answers. Donna answers. Joanne answers. Brad, Omar, Miguel

answer number four on the board. The students are al engaged. The students read the

sentence together.

T: What is the subject? What are we talking about?

The students answer.

T Excdlent. We are taking about the raccoon.

Jessica, Genesis and Jose answer number five.

T Did you remember to circle * Spunky”?

The students answer.

T: Does anyone €' se have a different adjective?

Amanda answers.

T: The reason | am doing thisis to make adding adjectivesto your City Critters
paper easier.

Rachel shares. Students share some stories about their dogs. Students helpers now collect

al homework, activity ends.

This activity lasts for 26 minutes before the teacher moves into a Reading and Writing
Workbook activity.

Students take out their Reading and Writing Workbooks and open them to page 65.

T: Today we are working with the present, past, and future of averb. What isthe
past tense of catch?

Amanda answers.

T What is the past tense of eat?

Students answer.

T What is the present?

Genesis answers.

T Where are you right now?

Michael answers, Rachd answers.

T: The near future means very close to now. What about the far away future? Where

will you be?

Joanne answers. Genesis answers. Paula answers.
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T: Let'sthink about your past. Where were you in the past?

Jose answers. Amanda answers. Joanne answers. All students are engaged.

T Y ou need to study if you want to have awonderful future,

Students share about their future. Students get out highlighters. Michael reads the
“focus.”

T: The tense of the verb tells you when something happens.

Darrd reads the first bullet.

T: What should we highlight in the sentence?

Brad answers. Peter answers. Students highlight present tense happening right now.
Students read sample sentences.

T: What do you natice about the two verbs underlined?

Students answer. Jessica reads bullet number three. All students are engaged. Students
underline future tense will happen in the future. Students read sample sentences. Students
read sample sentences.

T: There sthe clue—will go. If she dready did, what would you say?

Students answer. Students read a oud together. The teacher writes: The dogs run fast.
T: It'splurd, but the verb hasan ‘s’ Y ou guys know how to say it automaticaly,
you have to remember when to writeiit.

Migud and Jose leave for their Resource class. Students read the bullets together.

T: Do | say, “I be here?

Students answer.

T: What do | say?

Ss. | am here.

T: Irregular means they’ re weird, they’re not regular.”

Students read some irregular words. Students read the bullet. Migud reads the directions
for The Practice.

T What tense is the verb in right now, for number one?

Students don’t answer.

T Ok, what are the three tenses?

Joanne answers.

T: Wheat tense is the word flapped in?
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Donna answers.

T: We need to put it in the present.

Students answer.

The teacher stopsto talk to the TA. Jennifer reads number two. The students put it in

present tense. All students are engaged.

Thefind Integrating the Curriculum activity for the day is working on the sudents' writing
assgnment.

Students begin writing/finishing City Critters writing assgnment. Amanda and Michad

are finished and have published their papers. Jennifer is adding more ideas to the story

map. Monica and Jackie are at Amanda s desk talking about a pencil sharpener. The
teacher talksto the TA about color-coding the high frequency words that the students
don’t know. Students are in aline waiting for the teacher to correct their work (so they
can publish them). He tells students, “I’m tired.” Brad isready to publish hisarticle.

Students draw a picture to go with their sentence. Monicais using her wordbook to find

adjectives, and Joanne is on her first draft. The teacher sends her to correct sentences.

Amandais not doing anything. Jill iswaking around class sharpening her pencil. The

teacher asks Monicato turn around. Migue iswriting his condusion.

T Y our paragraph is very smple, neat and interesting.

Genessisfinished. Darrd islooking at the board and playing with his chak. The teecher

isgtting at the teacher’s desk, correcting student’ s work.

T How do you spell “their’ when you are showing ownership?

Jackie answers. Genesisis drawing a picture to go through her story. The teacher tells

students, “No more correcting because | am tired of seeing the same paragraph.” Amanda

helps Migud with his condusion. Students get ready for recess. The teacher has Jennifer
reread her conclusion, to make sure that it makes sense. The teacher is now checking

Migue’s concluson. Genesis shows her drawing to Joanne and Jill. Jessica sarts writing

aparagraph. The teacher has sudents put their pencils down.

T: After you write, you need to end it. Y ou start with amain ideg, you write, and
then you need to close it. Just give me your opinion —what do you think? Give me
something that closes the paragraph.

Students are listening and looking at the teacher.
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T: Write what you like, or how you fed. Anything that closes your paragraph.

Jessicahas to stay in at recess and write. The teacher asks to check Peter’s and Darrel’s

writing. Donna copied from the book, and has to rewrite. Darrel and Peter stay in and

write during the recess. The whole class stays in a recess, to give the teacher time they

owed for not doing the homework.

There are a number of things that this teecher is doing well. He does have his students
engage in the writing process on three consecutive days. Heis clear that they are engaging in a
writing process that contains different steps and that they should be moving through each step as
they work on their writing. Y et, there are dso a number of reasons why his practice was
consdered of amedium quality. Firdt, he does not seem to be moving his students through the
writing process. As he statesin the first day’ s activity, these students have been working on this
activity snce November 13th. The observations took placein his dass during the first week in
December. Eleven indructiona days (excluding Thanksgiving) have passed since the beginning
of this activity and he gill has students who have not moved padt the first stage of brainstorming.
It appears that Sudents are writing paragraphs. Thereis no clear relationship between the writing
sudents are doing and any of the lessonsin the Open Court unit in which they are working. The
teacher makes reference to their writing as the City Critters writing but the writing for the City
Critters lesson should have been brainstorming an expository or informationd writing. Thereis
nothing in the work they are doing that suggeststhey are dl in that phase of developing an
expository or informationa piece. Especidly since he suggests concluding the piece with
sudents opinions. Had the students been working on the writing activity associated with the
gtory right before the one they were reading in their anthologies, The Boy Who Didn’t Believe in
Soring, they would have been publishing their expository or informationd piece. Some students
in this class were a the publishing phase but he referred to the work they were doing as
paragraphs. For the Urban Roostslesson, the one they were working on in their anthology, the
students were supposed to brainstorm and draft descriptive paragraphs. It is possble that the
teacher was having them write these paragraphs but that would not explain why they had begun
the exercise 14 days before they began the lesson in which this activity is set forth. Additiondly,
this teacher has the students consult him for corrections to their work before they can go on to
the next phase. Students are not encouraged to peer tutor, to conduct awriter’s seminar, or to use

any other resources to ensure that their work is ready to be advanced. Moreover, the teacher
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gpends an inordinate amount of time on having the students work on adjectives ingtead of amost
any of the other activities within the Integrating the Curriculum materids. Much of thetime

spent on the adjectives activity gppeared to be wasted as students worked without enough
direction and spent 60 minutes on the second day and 54 minutes on the third day on this
activity. He could have had the students work on building vocabulary through the use of context
clues or he could have had them engage in the study and research part of the materids. Thus,
while it appears this teacher is providing his students with some exposure to the writing process
on aregular basis, he does not provide sufficient structure or ingtruction to help them become
Hf-aufficient writers.

Only 7% of second and 5% of third grade teachers provided their sudents with a
medium-high quality of pedagogy. Medium-high quality pedagogy was characterized by
instructiond practice that included having the students engage in the writing process on al three
days with instances of direct ingtruction by the teacher. This direct ingtruction might take the
form of amini-lesson related to the writing process activities or the teacher circulating or
conferencing with students to provide students with individudized ingtruction related specificaly
to the writing process. The feedback must be connected to writing at some stage of the writing
process and not only to grammar, usage, and mechanics. The teacher must also have the students
engage in activities that support their understanding of grammar, usage, and mechanics. The
teacher’ s purposeis clearly for sudents to learn writing in the context of the five- sage writing
process. Overal, only 5 of the 88 teachers (6%) were seen providing a medium-high qudlity of
pedagogy during the observations. One of these teachers conducted alesson based on the
anthology sdlection The Tree House over three days. The following excerpts from each of the
three days are provided to illustrate how this teacher’ singruction is of a medium-high qudity.

On thefirg day the teacher begins with amini-lesson on homonyms. She starts by
reviewing with her sudents their own understanding of the vocabulary concept of a homonym.
She then draws them into their anthology sdection to look for homonyms. She follows thiswith
awriting seminar with her sudents.

T: All right, let’ smove on. The next thing | wanna talk about today is homonyms.

Who remembers what they are?

S Words that sound the same?

T: Who can help Samantha out?
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S Words that mean the same.

T: Who can give me an example?

Students give various examples.

T: Whét's an antonym?

S Words that have different meanings.

Students give various examples. Students are engaged and interested.

T So what are homonyms?

S: Instead of different words that mean the same, it's the same word but mean
different.
T: Not quite.

The student mumbles an dternative answer. The students go to recess and return. The

teacher writes on the board: see, sea; board, bored; hair, hare, whole, hole; wait, weight.

T Who can use seain a sentence? And the next person will use see, S E-E, ina
sentence.

S | see the ocean.

S Weswviminthe sea

Students continue giving examples for al the words. No one speeks out of turn. They are
redlly engaged with open eyes and raised hands. The teacher is such an effective
communicator they have no trouble following dong. Darais the only one who stands out,
meaking faces and resting his head down afew times.

T: Let'stake out our anthology and turn to The Tree House.

Ss  Anthology?

This seems like a new word they have never heard.

T: As| would normdly say, your reading book. Anthology is a synonym for reading
book. Turn to page 90 and look at the third paragraph, firdt line: It had taken a
week for grandpato.... Theword | am looking for isweek. What does the word
week mean in this sentence?

S It took days.

T What about W-E-A-K. What does that mean? Can someone make a sentence with
this word?

S This[illegible] iswesk. It meansless strong.

75



T | want you to find examples of homonymsin your story. Words thet are spelled
the same, but have different meanings. Work with your neighbors. Let's give
everyone some time to find some words. And then if you can think of some off
the top of your head we can use those too.

Students work in pairs for about 3 minutes, and then they begin to give the teacher some

examples)

S Shutters and windows.

T: Wil shutters are part of the window but they don’t sound the same.
S Red & read.

S Three & tree.

T: No, remember they have to sound exactly the same.
S Bored and board.

T: Right.

S Through and threw.

T: How do you spdll the firgt through?

S T-H-R-O-U-G-H.

Can you useit in a sentence?
The sudent does the same with threw.

S Page 89, whedbarrow.

T: No that's not a homonym. Greg.

S. Page 94. Bananas. People eat bananas, and people can go bananas.

T: No, not quite.

S Bal and bal.

T: Isthat spelled differently? Oh, she bounced the ball, or Cinderdlla went to the
ball. But oh no, they are spelled the same.

S Mine and mine.

T Sodl it.

S M-I-E-N. (pausesto think)

T: Think about it, well come back to you.

S People dig minesto search for gold.

T: Oh, | see. Can we think of any more?
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S Two and to.

T Right. The number two, and | wanna go to the mall.

Eventudly, students seem to lose engagement. Not many students raise their hands now,
as they run out of ideas. Students are looking around asiif tired of this activity. The

teacher notices.

T: I'm gonna take two more. Jamie?

S Page 89.

T: Page 89?7 Where exactly?

S N-A-L-E

T: Maybe you're thinking about mae and mail. The last one Ernesto.

S See and sea.

T Y es, we have that one. OK. Let’s do some hands-on practice. Take out your
reading and writing workbook. Open to page 35. Let’s practice. Who can read
whereit says 'Focus." Nice and loudly so we can hear. Ted? Let’s wait for
everyoneto get settled. Ok, go ahead Ted.

Ted reads.

T: Good, who can read in the blue box? Dara?

Danid reeds.

T: Very good. Who can read next? Danny?

Danny reads.

T: Very good. Who can read next? Jeremy?

Jeremy reads.

T Super job.

Students read sentences, then Sara read the practice prompt.
T We have to read the sentence and crossed out the word spelled incorrectly. Who

can read number 1? Marta?

Marta reads number one.

T: It sounds correct but that’ s not the correct way to spell it. What would you cross
out? Danny?'

S. Eight.

T: Right. Draw aline through the word. How would you spell it correctly?
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S A-T-E

T: Super job.
S Write, right.
T:

Ok, now | want you to work independently. I’'m gonna give you afew minutesto

go up to number 5, and when you get to number 5 just stop and well go over it.

Close atention to what we're working on now becauise your reading assgnment

will be homonyms.

Some students gasp, some say YES! Loudly. Everyone remains focused and don't talk.

T Remember, dways when you're finished, check your work. Let’s see how you
did.

Teacher cdls on students to correct the questions. They al get the answers correct.

Everyone pays atention and seems highly interested.

T: Next page, who can read for me where it says 'Apply,’ on the next page. Karli?'

Karli reads. The teacher guides them through more exercises. She cdls on Jamieto help.

T: | want you to think of a sentence usng FO-R, and then F-O-U-R. I’'m going to
give everyone afew moments to do that.

Students work with focus and determination. No talking whatsoever. The teacher walks

around and monitors students progress. Dararaises his hand and asks for help. The

teacher asssts Dara and advises sudents to stop at number one. She calls on Nora, Eric

twice, Greg, Karen twice, Samantha, Rosa, Jamie, Donado. They al make great

sentences.

T: Now you have an idea of how to do it. For 2 through 4, you'll do during
Independent Work Time. Everyone put your books away please.

Next, the teacher has the students trangition into Writer’s Workshop.

T Excellent. Paper passers, can you pass out our writing folders, please. | need a
couple of people for writer's seminar.

Students pass out materials.

T: Someone who has not been up for awhile, and can share their story and get

suggestions on their gory. Y ou should have your stories out now. Who would like

to be thefirst? Let’sgo over it again. What do we do when they come up to the

front?
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We will tel them whet we like.

Then what will we say. Jeremy?

um...

After apogtive comment, we give a suggestion.
Right. The first student for writer's seminar. Jamie.
Jamie gets her story and walks to the front of the class.

- 0w uw 4w

T Jamie, let’swait until we have good listeners. Okay, nice and loud.

Jamie reads a descriptive story about Disneyland. After she's done, students begin to raise
their hands.

S | like your story becauseit’safun place.

T: Wheat is Nora holding up? Let me see everyone hold them up. On the count of
three, everyonetdl Jamietell her where you get suggestions.

Criteria

Give her asuggestion from the criterialist.

| like your story becauseit’safun place. Y ou need to talk more about Disneyland.
Y ou should talk about what you did and how you did it.

| likeit becauseit’s about Disneyland.

Where did it take place?

Jamie DISNEYLAND!

More students give their suggestions. Others follow aong on their criterialist. One

student asks about the topic sentence. Jamie repeats her topic sentence: "Disneyland was
ablagt!"

T Super job. Let's give her ahand and a cheer. Next student for writer's seminar.

4 0w v AP

Dara
Dara goesto the front and reads her story, which is about Raging Waters. She reads for
about 5 minutes, much longer than Jamie. When she is done, she calls on students.
T Super. Let's get some suggestions.
Students ask about the topic sentence, the existence of supporting details, who the main
characters were, punctuation, and capitalization at the beginning of sentences.
T: Super. | need one more writer. Remember to read loudly. What kind of word is
loudly?
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Ss. Adverb.

T: Right. How about Rosa?

Rosa reads a story about atrip to the pet store. Students ask her about punctuation,

Setting, capitdization, proper nouns, use of adjectives.

T My last writer please come up, because you know we aways do four. Jeremy.

Justin reads a nice story about Arthur, aboy who looks like a mouse.

T What did he do to his story, where he used the actual words of the people in the
sory? Wejust taked about it on Friday and hereit isagain. What isit cdled?

Ss. Didogue.

Put your story back. Remember put your story in the right section, so that when |

=

open your folder, | can find out exactly where you are. If you are il fixing your
gtory, it should be in the editing section, etc, etc. When you are ready, the paper
passers will come around and get your folder.

The teacher spent gpproximately 35 minutes on this exercise. Her approach closely
mirrors the directions for amini-lesson set out in the teacher’ s manud. Thus, she spent closeto
the recommended amount of time of anywhere from 20 to 30 minutes. For this example, the
manua recommends that the teacher ask students what they know about homonyms. If
necessary, the teecher isto tell the students that homonyms are words that sound dike but are
spdled differently. The teacher should dso have told the students that to become proficient in the
gpdling of homonyms, they must think about the meaning of the word in the sentence before
deciding how to spdll it. She then could have written a set of suggested homonyms on the board.
These words were see, sea, board, bored, wait, weight, hair, hare, whole, and hole. The teacher
can then have the students use each of these words in a sentence and explain their meanings. As
demondtrated above, the teacher engaged the students in each of these steps. She then followed
the next part of the exercise by having the students practice using the text of the anthology story
they were reading, The Tree House. Findly, she had the students practice using the Reading and
Writing Workbook. The one, very important step that she did not do during this lesson was to
have the students check their own writing to see whether they have spdled the homonyms
correctly. This step isone that ismissing from dl of the classrooms we observed. Y &, in spite of
this missing component, this teacher carried out this exercise in a substantia way, ensuring that
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her sudents first had an understanding, through a directed mini-lesson, of the topic, and then had
some guided practice and some independent practice to complete the activity.

The writer’ sworkshop activity paralels the writing seminar described in the Open Court
Program Appendix. The writing seminar is for students to discuss their work in progress or a
completed piece and share ideas for improving it. The teacher should have one student writer
read hisor her revised draft as other sudents listen carefully. When the student has finished,
other students are invited to recount the story in their own words. This process helps the writer
know if he or she must make some ideas clearer. The teacher should guide the studentsto listen
quietly, think carefully before commenting on another person’s work, make specific comments,
and comment on something that they like about the piece before commenting on something that
needs to be improved. This teacher had her students engage in amogt al of these steps. She had
them begin by reviewing the procedure for giving feedback. Then the students listened quietly to
the writer as he or she read their work. The students began by stating something they liked about
the writers' tories. The students knew to use their criteria chart to provide specific feedback to
the student authors. Findly, the writer is supposed to take notes on the feedback he or sheis
given S0 that he or she might integrate those suggestions into the writing. There were afew
pieces missing from this activity. First, writing seminar should be done during Independent
Work Time. Instead this teacher appears to hold this as awhole class activity. Second, the
students did not recount the stories in their own words to ensure that the authors had been clear
in communicating their ideas. And third, the students did not take notes on the feedback. While
each of these additional agpects of writer’s seminar would have made this a more complete
activity for the students, this teacher engaged in the vast mgjority of steps and her students
appeared to both benefit as authors and clearly understood the criteria being used to evauate
their work. They made suggestions about topic sentences, supporting details, main characters,
punctuation, and capitdization. Thiswas one of the very few instances we observed in the 83
second and third grade classrooms of a teacher fully engaging her sudentsin the process of a
writer’s seminar.

On the second day of our observations the teacher begins with a grammar, usage, and
mechanics activity on adverbs. Here again, she begins by reviewing the sudents' understanding
of the concept and then leads them through the activity. Once again she follows this activity with

awriter' sworkshop during which students work on their stories.
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The teacher writes Adverbs on the board. She works out of Open Court teacher manual.
T Who knows what an adverb is?

Students raise their hands.

T: Ted.

S. An adverb describes a verb.

The teacher repesats what he has said.

Giveme averb. Anita

Run.

How can she run? (speaking to entire class.)

Fast.

An adverb dwayshasan LY ending. How could we describe this with an adverb?
Fadtly.

No, that’s not aword.

Tired.

Y ou might fed tired, but that's not an adverb. Think of another verb, an action

4w Hp A0 0

word. Ernesto.
S Write.
T How can you write? Josue.
Josue doesn't answer.
T: Samantha
S Sowly.
T Who el se has an adverb?
Students are engaged as everyone raises their hand to get involved. As the teacher cdls
on students in groups of 2, the first student gives the teacher a verb, and the second
student gives the teacher an adverb with which to describe that verb. The teacher writes
‘describes verb' and 'describes adjectives under 'Adverbs on the board.
T Give me an adjective.

Old.
T Give me a sentence with old.
S My skates are old.
T: Another adjective.
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S Y oung.

The teacher asks more students for examples of adjectives, and then has them make
sentences. Some that they give are sparkling, skinny, red. The teacher writes 'describe
other adverbs under 'Adverbs on the board.

T The boy ran very dowly. What's the adverb in that sentence? Nora.

Sowly.
T Now | can ask you how dowly did he run? Greg.
S Veay.
T Very isan adverb. Good. (She reads from the Open Court book) The baby cried

awfully loudly. Whet are the adverbs?
S Awfully, and loudly.
Teacher writes on the board: 1) The bridge is not very high. 2) Leaand Crissy sat
together 3) The girls talked happily 4) She laughed aoud.
T Who thinks they can come to the board and identify the adverb in sentence #1.
The teacher reads the sentence, while everyone's hands shoot up in the air so that they can
be selected to go answer the question. Greg.
Greg waks to the board and finds chak. He underlines ‘very high.' The next is Jamie. She
underlines 'sat together.'

T: Is sheright?

Ss: No.

T What is the verb students?

Ss Sat.

T Ok, now we wanna know, how did they sit. Samantha can you go up?

(Samantha goes up and says "l think its 'sat together' too.
T Josue do you know?

Josue goes up to the board and underlines 'sat.’

T This must be atricky one. We said sat is averb, so we won't even touch that. How
did they sit?

Ss. Together.

T: Right so 'together' is the adverb.

s | knew it.
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T Darren, number three.

Danid goesto the board and underlines 'happily.'

T Good job, Darren. Number four? Ernesto.

Ernesto underlines 'laughed aoud.

T Raise your hand if you think you can fix it. Firgt of dl, tdl methe verb in the
sentence.

Student fixes the sentence.

T: Take out your reading and writing workbook and turn to page 37. Who can read

the focus for me? How do you think | would like you to read?

Ss Loudly.

T: What' s the adverb in my sentence?
Ss. Loudly.

T: Very good.

Students take turns reading workbook out loud for about 1 or 2 minutes, and then the

teacher speaks.

T Now take out your storybook, and the first person to find five adverbs, stand up.

Students race through book to find adverbs. The teacher waks around the room to

monitor students. Students take longer than expected. Students help each other out but are

have trouble finding five.

T: Let'sdo this together. Look on the first page (of the Open Court reading book),
and when you see averb, raise your hand. Now read that sentence when you find
averb. Table four we're waiting for you...to get in your seats. Jamie you have a
sentence, read it for me,

Jamie reads from page 86, the last sentence in paragraph one.

T Is'dangling’ averb? Isit describing anything?

S Legs.

T But adverbs can't describe nouns. Y ou have to look and see what the word is
describing. Someone find me another verb. Y ou have to read or you wont find
one. Darren | need for you to st down. Karla.

S It was aterrific tree house......

The teacher skips her and moves to another student.



T: Ernesto.

Ernesto reads page 86, the first paragraph. The teacher skips Ernesto, and then goes back

to him as he reads the last paragraph on page 86. Ernesto <till doesn't find an adverb.

S Page 86, first paragraph, third sentence. 'Painted, and bright.’

T What verb do you see?

Ss Painted.

T Did they tell how they painted it? Are they describing how they painted it, or the
color? Let’s continue working on thisin your group. Who can read the direction
for practice? Ana

Anareads the first two as practice and the whole class follows aong. Then students work

in small groups. Every student seems engaged as the teacher walks around and ensures

everyone is on task. They seem to be catching on and getting the gist of the adverb idea

Now.

Next the teacher had the students spend time in writer’ s workshop.

T: Let’s put our books away. Paper passers, can you pass out our writing folders? If
you're working on your story, what do you know you can do? Jeremy.

S Revise.

T Y ou can do editing, review the revisng checklist, you can peer conference with
one another. You are working on your persond narrative. If | dready met with
you, | want you to continue writing wherever you are. Everyone get started
please.

Students spend afew minutes gethering dl their materids Thereis alittle talking going

on, but not much.

T: Y ou know not to skip lines, you know to put your rubric behind your fina draft. |
will give you paper to draw an illustration of your story. Then you will have your
fina draft, illugtration, rubric. After that, you may stapleit, and in your writing
folder, put it in the spot that says Publishing. When | see those three things
together, then | know you're reedy for a break. Always check your fina draft with
the rubric to make sure you've done everything to get a4. When | cal your name,
bring your folder and your project so that we may have a conference to discuss

your progress. Darren.
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Darenisthe first to enter conference. Some students who have aready met with the
teacher and who are done revising their story go to the teacher’s desk to get blank paper
with which to draw illugtrations. The teacher asks those who have dready conferenced to
raise their hands. About 16-17 students out of 20 raise their hands. Darren returns to his
seet, then the teacher calls Rosa over for a conference. When Darren gets back to his
desk, he stares at me. He has done this afew timestoday. He is off task and seems
restless as he rolls around on his desk and makes odd faces. The rest of the classison
task, writing. Karla happily gets abox of crayons and starts to begin her artwork. After a
few minutes, Ernesto getsto drawing as well. They are the only ones drawing. Then
Jamie and Ted start drawing as well. Greg leaves his table to come help Ernesto draw,
and then returns.
T: Finish up your last sentence, put your papersin your folders nestly. Once you
have done that, | am looking for people who are ready to move on.
Aswith the previous day, the teacher’ s activities are digned with the recommendations set out in
the teacher’ s manud. According to the manua she should have explained to students what
adverbs are and given them examples demondtrating that they “ can describe verbs by tdlling
when, where, or how action happens.” Each example would have provided the sudents with a
model of how the adverb can be used asit describes the verb. Next she should have had her
students identify adverbsin a set of sentences (the ones she does use in her lesson) and findly,
she should have worked with her students through the Reading and Writing Workbook activity to
apply what they learned. Again, there are many aspects of this lesson that are done well by this
teacher. She draws on the students' prior knowledge of the concept. She asks them to provide
examples that show her they can gpply the concept. She has the students look through their
anthology selection for examples of adverbs and she monitors their activity closdy to ensure
they are engaged in it. There are aso severa agpects of thislesson that prevent it from being of
the highest qudity. Firg, thislesson lagts alittle too long (37 minutes). She may have chosen to
extend the lesson because she believed that her students were confused and that they would
benefit from more time spent. By the end of the activity it gppears that the sudents did benefit
from this additiona time as the students appear to move from a place of confusion to a place of
greater clarity regarding the concept of adverbs. Y et, she may have needed to spend this extra
time because she moved quickly from the general concept of adverbsinto having her sudents
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provide examples, skipping the recommended step of giving the students examples of adverbsin
action. Had she directed the activity more closely at the outset she might not have needed to
spend so much time in the middle building their understanding before she could move on to her
next activity.

On thethird day, the teacher began the Integrating the Curriculum portion of the morning
with adictation and spelling activity. She follows this activity with a study and research activity
on following directions and then moves to an Inquiry Journd activity. She ends the day with a
writing process activity on sentence lifting.

T Raise your hand and tell me one spelling weve been working on, Rosa.

Ss. Z,s gicec.

T Now we will focus on the spelling, er, ir and ur.

Paper passers pass out handout.

T: Y ou will work with your table group. Y ou will read the sentence, and finish it by

putting the correct word on the line. And then, turn to the back. On the back you
See more sentences. Y ou have to pick the word that makes the most sense.

She repeats directions again.

T: Start on page 23, thisis more practice for this particular spelling.

Students begin working together as one table group. The teacher walks around and

ensures engagement by listening to students speek, watching what is written, and

stopping to ask a students questions. Students are very attentive and working quietly.

Jamie, Darla, and Terry are finished so they go to the library center to pick abook to

read. They linger and begin to talk, until the teacher politely tells them to return to their

segts. They then take their books back to their seats and begin reading silently.

T: Y ou have about one more minute. Make sure your name iS on your paper.

The teacher ingtructs people to return books to the library center, she tells sudents to put

their worksheets in the bin.

Next, the teacher has the sudents work on an activity that comes from the Study and Research
part of the Integrating the Curriculum lesson.

T Everyone stand up quietly.

Students stand up, wiggle around.
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T: We're gonnatalk about the importance of following directions. Y ou listen to what
| say, and let’s seeif you can follow directions. We are going to play Simon Says.

Kids scream with excitement.

T Why isit important to follow directions, and what will happen when you don't
follow them?Karla

S Y ou don't have to face the consequences.

T What could the consequences be? Jamie.

S If you don't listen you might get hurt.

The teacher calls on sudents to give more answers to why isit good to follow directions.

Students give severa good answers.

T | will giveyou dl apiece of paper, no onelook at the pagper. Only turn it over
when | tdl you to.

Asthe teacher passes out papers, students look anxious and amazed.

T What | want you to do isturn it over so your partner can't seeit. One personin
your group has adesign on their paper. That person will give someone else
directions on how to make the exact same design on their paper.

Students begin to work, attentively directing their partners on what to draw. Most
sudents finish within 1-2 minutes.

T: Ok. Those who were giving directions, show the picture to the drawer and seeif it
looks anything like yours. Raise your hand if you think you gave good directions.

Half of the sudents raise their hands high.

T: Raise your hand if you know of agame.

Students say Simon Says, Four Corners, Mother May |, Hide and Go Seek, etc.

T: | am going to come around with a piece of paper. | want you al to write directions
on how to play that game.

The teacher walks around with blank paper.

T At the top of your paper, write the title of your game, then | want you to write step
by step, directions on how to play your game.

Students begin working. The teacher walks around to monitor students. Darren asks

Ernesto to show his game, but he refuses. Darren then punches Ernesto softly in the arm.
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Darren continues to work on his own game. Rosaraises her hand for help, then Greg does

aswell. The teacher helps them both.

T I'm gonnatake a couple of volunteers and see what you came up with. Raise your
hand to give us directions and then were gonnaplay it. Rosa? And Terrie, can
you come up and try to follow her.

Rosas game is Hide and Go Seek, Tonie follows her directions well and they play a short

game. Rosa faces the board and counts to 10 while Terrie hides under a desk. The teacher

cdls Anaasadirector next, and Anarequests five sudents. Anadirectsthe fiveto line up
inagnglefileline. She then tels someone has to go up to be mother. She gives various
directions, which they dl follow. We learn that the gameis Mother May |.

Next, the teacher has the students do an Inquiry Journd activity.

T Take out your inquiry journd, and turn to page 23. Thisiswhere we will apply
what we' ve done so far. On page 23, who can read where it says 'Following
Directiors.'

Student reads.

T See the box at the bottom? Y ou have to create a picture with the steps you see, dl
the way until step 10. When you're done, you will see apicture. So go ahead and
get Started.

Students begin to work, everyoneis busy drawing and erasing. Some scratch their heads

to think. Others seem to go through with it like a breeze. No oneis off task. The teacher

walks around and monitors students. Darren and Ernesto finish and raise their hands. The
teacher goes over to review them.

T "Paper passers collect the white papers, and the other start passing out the writing
folders. | love theway Terrieis Stting and waiting. That's atable point for them. |
can tell Rosaisready, fantadtic.”

The teacher then has the students engage in a sentence lifting exercise.

The teacher writes 'Sentence Lifting' on the board, with '1. my dog is brown? under it.

She continues to write: 2. | love to read bookes 3. | said I'm going to school today 4.

None of my friends went to the park?

T When | conference with you al, | do this on the board. | take sentences from your

gories, and write them on the board. Some of the sentences | write are correct,
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and some are not correct. We are going to review each one, and if it is not correct,

seeif we can correct it. These are some of the sentences | remember from

yesterday.

She reads number one.

T Is anything wrong with this sentence. Let'slook at the first thing you see wrong?
Jeremy.

S My should be capitdized.

He goesto the board to fix it. Tim raises his hand so the teacher cdls on him.

S There needsto be aperiod. It's not a question.

He goes to the board.

S It's a statement.

T: Very good, Karla

The teacher reads number two.

T Wha'sthefirg thing you see?

Rosaraises her hand and the teacher calls on her.

S It doesn’t have a period.

She goesto the board to fix the sentence.

T: Anything €se wrong? Darren.

Darren goesto the board and removes the '€ from 'bookes." The teacher continues same

pattern. She reads sentence, asks what's wrong, then as students hands shoot up in the air,

she calls a student and then they go to the board to repair the sentence.

T: Everyone get their pgpers and continue writing. | am going to continue to
conference with people so when | cdl your name, you may come forward.

She conferences with severa students. Terrie comes over to Darren's table to peer
conference his paper. After two minutes they both go to the teacher to ask her
questions. T:  If you judt finished the publishing stage, you are going to get your
Writer's Notebook, and write a story. Has anyone ever argued with afriend?

All sudentsraise their hands.

T Y ou are going to write a story about an argument you had with afriend, and how

you solved it.
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Many students get their Writer's Notebooks and begin. About five to seven students are
talking too loudly and playing around. The teacher stlands up from conference area and
reminds them that in order to write effectively, they need to concentrate. She mentioned it
isdifficult to concentrate with alot of noise and said that they must use their 'Insde

Voice" Student voices began to lower sgnificantly.

T: Alright good, gimme five. Go ahead and put your work in your writing folder. If
you are writing for your writers notebook, please 3-hole punch it now and return
your folder to the shelf.

Once again the teacher’ singruction is aligned with the recommendations made in the teacher’s
manud. She modifies the dictation and spelling activity into one where the sudents work
together to identify the correct word with the correct spelling. She dso circulates through the
classroom to ensure that her students are on-task during the activity. She again modifies the
following directions activity for her students after discussing with them the importance of
fallowing directions and then she has them practice what they learned in their Inquiry Journd.
Findly, she works on an agpect of writing, linking a sentence lifting activity directly to the

editing that she does when she reads her students' work and that they should be using when they
edit their own work.

What is obvious from these three days of observation is that while this teacher is not
perfect, sheis providing aqudity of pedagogy that is very close to the one st forth in the Open
Court curriculum and that must be consdered of ardatively high quality. Over the course of the
three days she repestedly engaged the students in the activities recommended in the teacher’s
manud. Moreover, she did so by comprehensively implementing each activity in which she
engaged: she worked with the students providing them with mini-lessons before having them do
the Reading and Writing Workbook activities, she had them complete the Study and Research
component of the unit (following directions) using the Inquiry Journd, and she had her students
engage in the writing process, having her sudents revise and edit, peer conference, and continue
writing. They had a rubric with which they could gauge their work and then they had to publish
their work. For this unit, the students were supposed to be proofreading and publishing their
dories. Thus, she received araing of medium high for her ingtruction during the Integrating the
Curriculum portion of her lessons. It is dso worth noting that this classroom was not a unique
environment. These sudents ranged in ELD leve from 2to 3.
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Principal Support

Astheingructiona leaders of their schools, principas play an important role in ensuring
the qudity of practice provided by their teachers. Under the Digtrict Reading Plan, principas and
other key administrators are able to attend Open Court training in order to support their teachers
asthey improve their practice. Aswe have donein previous years, we asked teachers what their
experience with thar principa wasin terms of principa support. Teachers were specifically
asked to indicate how often their principal observed their classroom to watch them teaching
reading/language arts and how often they offered feedback. They were dso asked how often the
principa discussed issues related to reading/language arts ingtruction and assessment. During
Year 1 (2000-01) the teachers indicated that principals were not always observing the teachers
and discussing areas related to the program and reading/language arts instruction. However,
during Y ear 2 (2001-02) the teachers reported that there was an increase in principa support in
these areas. Unfortunatdly, the numbers were il low and some principals were found to not be
offering any support in key aress.

Thisyear’ sevduation is dightly different than the last two in that the questions were
asked during an interview ingtead of on amailed questionnaire and the focus was only on second
and third grade instead of kindergarten through third grade. Therefore, to increase
comparability, last year' s data was recaculated by grade level to offer a better comparison to this
year's data.

For second grade teachers, between 5% and 34% indicated some activities never
happened. Thisfinding represents an increase in principa support from 2001-02 when teachers
indicated 11% to 56% of some activities never happened. Principals are expected to observe
teachers teaching and provide them with feedback. Over three-fourths of the teachers (77%)
indicated that the principal visted their classroom &t least once a semester. Thiswas Smilar to
last year. Only 5% of the teachers indicated that the principa never discussed the Open Court
program at meetings. In fact, 77% indicated that the principa discussed the reading program
monthly or more frequently. Thiswas an improvement from last year. In both years, discussing
individua student progress was the item least likely to occur.

For third grade teachers, in 2001-002 between 4% and 64% indicated some activities did
not happen. This year there was an improvement in that between 3% and 48% said some

activities never happened. However, there was a decrease in the number of principals who visited
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the classroom at least once a semester (78% versus 63%). Over half of the teachers (58%)
indicated that the principa discussed Open Court at the meetings at least monthly. Only 3% said
the principal never discussed Open Court. Smilar to second grade aswell aslast year’ s third
grade data, the principa was least likely to discuss individua student progress out of the
activities liged.

Table 14. Support Provided by Principalsto Teachers

Once per Bi- Bi-
Never Once Semester monthly Monthly weekly  Weekly  Daily

Observing you
teaching areading/
language artslesson

Second Grade 5% 18% 26% 15% 13% 5% 15% 3%
Third Grade 18% 18% 21% 6% 24% 0% P 3%
Providing you with
feedback based on the

observation of the
reading/language arts

lesson
Second Grade 13% 15% 28% 8% 18% 3% 15% 0%
Third Grade 24% 15% 21% 12% 21% 3% 6% 0%
Discussing reading/
language arts
assessment results
Second Grade  22% 6% 22% 11% 33% 0% 6% 0%
Third Grade 19% 3% 26% 13% 2% 3% 6% 0%

Discussing individual
student progress in
reading/language arts
Second Grade  34% 16% 13% 16% 13% 0% 8% 0%
Third Grade 48% 17% % 10% 14% % 3% 0%
Discussing the reading
program at meetings
Second Grade 5% 0% 5% 13% 33% 13% 31% 0%
Third Grade 3% 3% 2% 14% 3% 3% 19% 0%
Discussing how to
make accommodations

in the program for

your students reading
Second Grade  21% 15% 5% 15% 21% 10% 10% 3%
Third Grade 3% % 15% 11% 15% 4% 11% 0%

Discussing teaching
strategies in reading/

language arts
Second Grade  18% 8% 8% 13% 15% 20% 18% 0%
Third Grade 2% 10% 10% 23% 16% 0% 13% 0%
Discussing theory or
research on
reading/language arts
Second Grade  16% 16% 14% 16% 2% 5% 3% 3%
Third Grade 21% 14% 12% % A% 0% 3% 0%
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Discussing classroom

management strategies
Second Grade  19% 1% 19% 8% 25% 8% 8% 0%
Third Grade 20% 20% 1% 7% 2% 0% 10% 0%

In dmost al areas both second and third grade teachers continue to receive support and feedback
from their principas less than once a month. One area where there does seem to be asgnificant
amount of interaction between principals and teachersisin discussng the reading program at
meetings. Here, more than 77% of second grade and 91% of third grade teachers indicated that
they engage in a discusson about the reading program a meetings on a monthly to weekly basis.

Student Online Assessment Reports

In the spring of the 2002-03 school yesar, we asked teachers whether they used the SOAR
datato help guide their ingtruction. Table 15 reflects their responses. Of the 35 second grade
teachers who responded to the question, 29% said they were not familiar with SOAR. For the 34
third grade teachers who responded, the exact same percentage of teachers, (29%) indicated they
were not familiar with SOAR. Given the high percentage of teachers at both grade levels, it is
possible that these teachers did not make the connection between the Open Court end of unit
assessments and the SOAR data. On the other hand, another 17% of second grade and 21% of
third grade teachers said they did not use the data to guide their instruction. Only 34% of second
grade and 35% of third grade teachers said that they used SOAR data to improve their teaching
and/or to plan their ingtruction. A smadll percentage of teachers (3% of second grade and 7% of
third grade teachers) indicated that their coaches use the data but they do not. Overdl, these
responses suggest that SOAR datais not yet being used with the frequency or in the manner

expected by the digtrict reading plan.

Table 15. Second and Third Grade Teacher Use of SOAR Data

Response Categories Second Grade Third Grade
Not familiar with SOAR 29% 29%

Do not useit 17% 21%
Technologicaly chalenged or 6% 7%

do not have access to it

Coach gives printout 40% 25%
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Will useit in the future 3% N/A

Useit to improve teeching 34% 35%
and/or planning

Student achievement

In the 2002- 2003 school year the state underwent two mgjor testing changes. The firgt
was the move from the SAT/9 to the CAT/6. The second mgjor change was the shift in emphasis
from the norm:-referenced test (the CAT/6 in this case) to the California Standards Test (CST) as
acentra component of the Academic Performance Index (API). Thus, as we sought to examine
student achievement in our 44 second and 44 third grade classrooms, we faced two obstacles
related to examining sudent achievement gains. The firgt difficulty was that the SAT/9 and
CAT/6 are not equivalent tests. Consequently, we were unable to directly examine growth in
student achievement from the SAT/9 to the CAT/6 for the 2002-2003 school year. The second
difficulty impacted only the second grade student achievement andyss. Because first grade
students do not take the California Standards Test, we could not look at the second grade CST
scoresin terms of student growth. In light of these inherent limitations, we can only andlyze
student achievement growth for third grade classrooms (using the CST) and assess current
student performance using CAT/6 scores for second and third grade and CST scores for second

grade.

Didrict Third Grade Matched Student Performance

Ovedl, in the spring of 2003, 16% of students scored Far Below Basic, 26% of students
scored Below Basic, 33% scored at the Basic level, 19% scored at the Proficient level, and 6%
scored at the Advanced level. Asreflected in Table 16, the mgority of third graders receiving
Open Court ingruction digtrictwide maintained the English Language Arts CST proficiency leve
they had achieved during the 2001-02 schoal year. In other words, the mgjority of sudents did
not move from one performance category (Far Below Basic, Below Badic, Basic, Proficient,
Advanced) to another. Similarly, whereas 24% of students did move from one performance
category to a higher performance category, 23% of third grade students moved from one
performance category to alower performance category. The group of students who made the
greatest improvement were those who had scored at the Far Below Basic leve in 2002. Thirty
five percent of those students who scored at the Far Below Basic leve in 2002 scored at the
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Below Basic level in 2003. Moreover, 7% moved from Far Below Basic to Basic in 2003.
Additionaly, 28% of those students who scored at the Below Basic level in 2002 moved to the
Basic leve in 2003. Twenty three percent of those students who scored at the Below Basic leve

in 2002 moved to the Far Bdlow Basic leve in 2003.

Table 16. Numbers of Matched Third Grade Students Whose Cdlifornia Standards Test English

L anguage Proficiency Levels Increased, Decreased, or Did Not Change from 2002 to 20032

Grade 3, Open ELA Proficiency 2003
Court Schools ) . . 2 c Total Increase | Decrease
1 4,422 2,670 554 32 3 7,681 3,259 0
N 57.6% 34.8% 7.2% 0.4% 0.0% 15.2% 42.4% 0.0
< 5 2,938 6,152 3,590 349 13 13,042 3,952 2,938
> 22.5% A47.2% 27.5% 2.7% 0.1% 25.7% 30.3% 22.5%
E 3 554 3,927 9,614 3,138 195 17,428 3,333 4,481
'f_é 3.2% 22.5% 55.2 18.0% 1.1% 34.4% 19.1% 25.7%
a 4 36 300 2,915 5,137 1,462 9,850 1,462 3,251
< 0.4% 3.0% 29.6% 52.2% 14.8% 19.4% 14.8% 33.0%
w 5 0 5 103 980 1,595 2,683 0 1,088
0.0% 0.2% 3.8% 36.5% 59.4% 5.3% 0.0% 40.6%
7,950 13,054 16,776 9,636 3,268 50,684 12,006 11,758
15.7% 25.8% 33.1 19.0% 6.4% 100.0% 23.7% 23.2%

Second and Third Grade Student Achievement
In addition to examining the extert to which third grade students using Open Court

experienced gains on the CST, we examined both the second and third grade student data from

our sample classrooms with the following question in mind: was there a relationship between the

quality of pedagogy and student scores?

Table 17 digplays the relationship between teacher pedagogica ratings and student
achievement scores for second grade classrooms. We found a dight, but significant positive
relationship between qudlity of teacher pedagogy for Reading and Responding and second grade
students' scores on the CAT/6 reading (r = 0.164, p < .01) and language (r = 0.110, p <.01) and
the CST in English language arts (r = 0.165, p < .01). As the teacher’ s ranking improved, so did
students scoreson dl tests. Although we did find a sgnificant positive rdaionship between the

12 The levels of proficiency are asfollows: 1 = Far Below Basic, 2 = Below Basic, 3 = Basic, 4 = Proficient, 5=

Advanced.




quality of pedagogy for the Integrating the Curriculum component and dl tests, the effect of this
relationship istoo small to be consdered educationdly significant. These relationships were
maintained by and large when we controlled for ethnicity, language, credentia status, teacher
years of experience, and participation in free/reduced mea program.

Table 17 aso digplays the intercorrel ation between teacher pedagogica ratings and
student achievement scores for third grade classsooms. Again, we found a dight, but significant
positive relationship between quality of teacher pedagogy for Reading and Responding and third
grade students' scores on the CAT/6 reading (r = 0.156, p < .01) and language (r = 0.125, < .01)
scores, and the CST English language arts (r = 0.134, p < .01). Asthe teacher’ sranking
improved, so did students' scores on dl tests.

Table 17. Correlations Among Student Achievement and Quality of Pedagogy

Grade2(n=778) 1 2 3 4 5
1. Reading and Responding - 0338** 0.164** 0110** 0.165**
2. Integrating the Curriculum -- 0.082*  0.047* 0.074*
3. 2003 CAT/6 Reading Percentile - 0.712**  0.793**
4, 2003 CAT/6 Language Percentile - 0.730**
5. 2003 CST ELA Proficiency -
Grade3(n=775) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Reading and Responding - -0126** 0.156** 0125** 0.134**
2. Integrating the Curriculum - 0.040 0.037 0.034
3. 2003 CAT/6 Reading Percentile -- 0.718**  0.764**

4. 2003 CAT/6 Language Percertile - 0.760**
5. 2003 CST ELA Proficiency -

**Correlation issignificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation issignificant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

When we controlled for avariety of factors, there were severa instances in third grade
where the relaionship between the qudity of teacher pedagogy in Reading and Responding
ingruction and student achievement was even stronger. Whereas the overdl relationship between
quaity of pedagogy and student achievement for the CAT/6 reading wasr = 0.156, p < .01, the
relationship between quaity of pedagogy and student achievement in relation to African
American students was stronger, r = 0.172, p < .05. Similarly, for the qudity of pedagogy and
the CAT/6 language scores the strength of the overdl rdlationship wasr = 0.125, p < .01, and for
African American sudents the strength of the rdationship increased tor = 0.279, p <.01. The
relationship was stronger for African American students between the CST English language arts
scores and quality of pedagogy (r = 0.329, p < .01) than for the overd| population (r = 0.134, p <
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.01). Thus, we found that for those third grade teachers teaching African American sudents, the
quality of pedagogy was even more important for student achievement than for those teaching
students of other ethnicities. The higher the quality of pedagogy provided to African American
gudents, the higher their student achievement.

When we controlled for language program we found a stronger relationship between the
qudity of teacher pedagogy and student achievement on al tests for English Only students than
for dl students. Whereas the strength of the overal reationship between qudity of pedagogy
and student achievement for the CAT/6 language scoreswasr = 0.125, p < .01, for English Only
sudents the strength of the relationship increased tor = 0.182, p < .01. The relationship was
stronger for English Only students between the CST English language arts scores and qudity of
pedagogy (r = 0.226, p < .01) than for the overdl population (r = 0.134, p <.01). We found that
for those third grade teachers teaching English Only students, the qudity of pedagogy was even
more important for student achievement than for those teaching sudentsin other language
programs. In practice, this meant that while high quaity of pedagogy was postively related to
increased student achievement for dl students, for English Only students, high qudity of
pedagogy was even more strongly associated with higher students' scores. Thisfinding is
consgtent with the previous finding that the qudity of pedagogy is more strongly related to
African American sudent achievement than for the overal student population.

When we controlled for teachers years of experience, we found that the overdl
relationship between qudity of pedagogy and student achievement was stronger for teachers with
less than four years and those with more than 17 years of experience than for teachers overdll.
For all teachers, the relationship between the CAT/6 reading scores and the qudlity of pedagogy
wasr = 0.156, p < .01. For teachers with less than four years of experience, the rdationship
between quality of pedagogy and student achievement was stronger, r = 0.332, p < .01. For
teachers with 17 years or more of experience, the strength of the relationship was even greater (r
=427, p <.01). Smilarly, for the qudity of pedagogy and the CAT/6 language scores the
grength of the overdl rdaionshipwasr = 0.125, p < .01, and for teachers with less than four
years of experience, the strength of the rdationship increased tor = 0.346, p < .01. Again, for
teachers with 17 or more years of experience, the relationship was even stronger (r = 0.429, p <
.01). The rlationship was stronger for teachers with less than four years of experience between
the CST English language arts and quality of pedagogy (r = 0.335, p < .01) than for the overal
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population (r = 0.134, p < .01) and again for teachers with 17 or more years of experience (r =
0.462, p < .01). Thus, we found that for those third grade teachers with less than four and more
than 17 years of experience, the quality of pedagogy was even more important for student
achievement than for those with four to Six years of experience. The higher the qudity of
pedagogy provided by teachers with less than four and more than 17 years of experience, the
higher their sudent achievemen.

Finally, when we controlled for teacher credentiaing, we found that the relationship
between qudity of pedagogy and student achievement for the CAT/6 reading was stronger for
teachers without a credentid (r = 0.346, p < .01) than for teachers overdl (r = 0.156, p < .01).
Smilarly, for the quality of pedagogy and the CAT/6 language scores the strength of the overal
relationshipwasr = 0.125, p < .01, and for non-credentiaed teachers the strength of the
relaionship increased to r = 0.301, p < .01. The relaionship between CST English language arts
and quality of pedagogy was stronger for non-credentialed teachers (r = 0.337, p < .01) than for
the overadl population (r = 0.134, p <.01). Thus, we found that for those third grade teachers
teaching without credentidss, the qudity of pedagogy was even more important for student
achievement than for those teaching with credentids. The higher the quaity of pedagogy
provided by non-credentialed teachers, the higher their students' achievement.

Although we did find a sgnificant positive relationship between the quality of pedagogy
for the Integrating the Curriculum component and dl tests, the effect of this rdationship istoo
amall to be consdered educationaly significant. These relationships were maintained by and
large when we controlled for ethnicity, language, credentialing status, teacher years of
experience, and participation in free/reduced mea program.

That we did not find stronger relationships overal between the qudity of pedagogy and
student achievement might easily be explained by the fact thet the quality of teacher practice did
not range very widdy. While we used afive-level scae to determine the quality of practice, we
had no teachers who demonstrated practice at the highest level and only sx teachers whose
practice fdl into the medium-high categories. The vast mgority of teechersfdl into the low to
medium range. This restricted range in teacher practice made it less likely that we would be able
to see an effect of teacher practice on student achievement. The fact that we saw any effect of
teacher practice on student achievement at al strongly supports the assertion that improving the
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quality of teacher pedagogy and increasing program implementation in that effort will trandate
into increased student achievemen.

CONCLUSIONS

In 1999, the didtrict took on the ambitious task of attempting large-scale K-3 literacy
ingtruction reform to better meet the needs of its lowest performing and most needy students. It
created and adopted a coherent reading initiative designed to provide teachers and students with
aresearch-based reading program adigned to the state standards. The district also began a shift
from off-gte professond development opportunities for teachers to a combination of off-ste and
school-based, continuous professional development opportunities through the creation of the
literacy coach for each school, the literacy coach coordinator and content expert positionsin each
local digtrict, and Banked Time Professiond Development Tuesdays. These efforts, grounded in
aggnificant literature on effective professona development (Elmore, 2002; Fullan, 2001)
provide teachers with the opportunity to “work collectively on problems of practice, within their
own schools and with practitionersin other settings, as much as to support the knowledge and
kill development of individua educators’ (EImore, 2002, p. 8). Thousands of teachers,
adminigtrators and coaches have been trained to use Open Court at the beginning, advanced, and
medery levels. Y e, in spite of these efforts, program implementation has been dow and uneven
(Oliver, 2003; Sayton & Llosa, 2002; Sayton, 2001). So, the question remains, why has so little
change in classroom practice occurred over the last three years? The answer isthat large-scale
program implementation of any kind is very difficult to accomplish in any fidd. According to
Erickson & Gutierrez (2002), “high fiddity implementation israre in education — for reasons of
locad exigency — and despite the accountability pressures and the wishes of experimentersto
avoid thismgor threat to internd vdidity, there are red world limits on how ‘faithful’ the
implementation will be of even the most structured of ingtructiona programs.” More specificdly,
the research of othersincluding Durkin (1979, 1984), Barr & Sadow (1989) and Hoffman,
McCarthey, Elliot, Bayles, Price, Ferree, & Abbott (1998) suggests that basal reading programs
over the lagt 30 years have been largdy unsuccessful in substantialy changing teacher practice.
It iswithin this broader context thet the findings from the Digtrict Reading Plan implementation
must be interpreted.
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Thisreport contains the findings from the fourth year of the ditrictwide evauation of the
Digrict Reading Plan. Thefirst year of this four-year evauation provided basdine information
on the implementation of Open Court and Success for All. The second and third years of the
evauation provided information on the implementation of Open Court and Success for All and
their impact on student achievement. The focus of this report is on the quality of pedagogy
provided to students during Open Court ingtruction and the impact of that pedagogy on student
achievement. The findings address four research questions:

1 To what extent isthe Open Court Reading program being implemented?

2. What isthe qudity of pedagogy provided to students during the Reading and

Responding portion of the reading/language arts ingtructiona period?

3. What isthe qudity of pedagogy provided to students during the Integrating the
Curriculum/Language Arts portion of the reading/language arts instructiona
period?

4, To what extent was Open Court effective in improving student achievement?
What was the impact of teacher pedagogy during Open Court ingtructiona time
on student achievement?

With respect to the first question, overdl, teachers prominently display or make available
to their students most of the items identified by Open Court as being necessary for teachersto
conduct program activities. Over 95% of second and third grade teachers had classroom libraries
availablefor student use. All of the teachers had the Open Court Sound/Spelling cards visblein
the classroom and over 80% of teachers had the Concept/Question Board prominently displayed.
The only program item that was not regularly seen in classrooms was the Inquiry Area
Similarly, very few teachers were observed using the Concept/Question Board with students and
only one teacher was observed actively using it to either introduce a unit or anthology story, or to
revigt after completing a unit or anthology sdlection.

On average, second grade teachers spent less time on reading/language arts than the 150
minutes they were required to spend. During the three days of observation, teachers spent an
average of 146 minutes on reading/language arts activities. This amount was a decline from the
previous two years. On the other hand, third grade teachers continued to spend more time on
reading/language arts than the 120 minutes they were required to spend. We found that, the
average amount of time spent by third grade teachers was 141 minutes a day on reading/language
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arts. In both cases, these activities were not limited to Open Court ingtructiona time but included
other non-Open Court reading/language arts activities.

The mgority of second and third grade teachers (84% and 77% respectively) spent time
teaching activities from the Preparing to Read component on at least two days of observation.
Similarly, second and third grade teachers taught activities from the Reading and Responding
component on & least two days with greet rdiability (87% and 86% respectively). Findly, al
teachers were observed teaching activities from the Integrating the Curriculurm/Language Arts
component on at least two days of observation.

While teachers conducted activities from each of the three components on adaily basis,
there was a greet ded of variability asto the frequency with which and the extent to which
teachers implemented the activities presented within each component with their students.
Teachers executed certain activities, such as blending, in most classrooms on at least one day of
observation but less than haf of the teachers (25% for second grade and 45% for third grade)
engaged their sudents in Developing Ord Language activities. Similarly, 50% of the second
grade and 30% of the third grade teachers did not use the decodables at any time over the three
days of observation. The same pattern emerged during the Reading and Responding ingtructiona
time. While 81% of second grade and 93% of third grade teachers had their students read from
the anthology on at least one day, 60% of second and 61% of third grade teachers did not engage
their sudentsin any post-reading discussion. For Integrating the Curriculum, 30% of second and
25% of third grade teachers did not have their sudents engage in any activities directly related to
the writing process over the three days. On the other hand, students did engage in awide range of
language arts activities on every day of observation.

Although it is generdly assumed that a match will exist between the Open Court
recommendations and teacher behavior, the findings in this report reved that teachers do not
grictly adhere to the manua. Thisfinding is supported by the teachers own statements. Seventy
one percent of second and 68% of third grade teachers stated that they make changes to the
Preparing to Read section. Similarly, 74% of second and 79% of third grade teachers make
changes to the Reading and Responding section. And findly, 79% of second and 87% of third
grade teachers make changes to the Integrating the Curriculum or Language Arts components of
the program.
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Observations also reved ed that teachers often spent more time than recommended on a
wide range of activities within each of the different program components. The spending of more
time did not seem to be the reason that teachers did not aways cover activities from each of the
three components on a given day. Instead, there were some teachers who spent extended periods
of time on one activity and gtill covered activities from the other two components. This might
trandate into a teacher spending upwards of 200 minutes on a given day. On the other hand,
there were days that the teachers spent long periods of time on one activity, for example, 84
minutes on Reading and Responding, and then did not cover any Integrating the Curriculum
activities. Thisextratime did not trandate into higher quaity lessons. Ingtead, in generd it
seemed to trandate Smply into more time being spent on that lesson.

The observations a so reveded that while 55% of second grade and 45% of third grade
teachers had their sudent work independently or in small groups over the course of the
observations, most teachers did not have their sudents engage in Independent Work Time as
Open Court defines it. Additiondly, none of the second grade and only 14% of the third grade
teachers had their students do Independent Work Time on dl three days of observation.

In response to the second question, what was the quality of pedagogy during Reading and
Responding ingructiond time, an examination of the classroom observations reveded that most
teachers provide their students with a medium-low to medium qudity of pedagogy on aregular
basis. Only 2% of second grade and no third grade teachers provided their sudents with a
medium+high qudity of pedagogy and no teacher was observed demondrating high quaity
pedagogy. Most teacher practice reflected teachers following portions of the Reading and
Responding component but not providing the direct and explicit instruction called for by both the
Open Court teacher’s manua and awide array of research literature on effective strategiesto be
used with students who are struggling to learn to comprehend.

In response to the third question, what was the quaity of pedagogy during Integrating the
Curriculum ingructiond time, an examination of the classroom observations reveaed that most
teachers provide their students with a medium-low quality of pedagogy on aregular basis. Only
5% of second grade and 7% third grade teachers provided their students with a medium-high
quality of pedagogy and no teacher was observed demondrating high quality pedagogy. One
quarter of teachers provided their students with alow quality of pedagogy. Most teacher practice
reflected teachers providing discrete language arts tasks independent of the writing process, thus
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denying students the benefit of learning grammar, usage, and mechanics in the context of the
writing process. These practices aso did not provide the direct and explicit ingtruction called for
by both the Open Court teacher’s manua and awide array of research literature on effective
drategies to be used with students who are struggling to learn to write.

In regard to the fourth question, the mgjority of third graders digtrict wide maintained the
English Language Arts Proficiency score they had achieved during the 2001-02 school year. In
other words, the mgjority of students did not move from one performance category (Far Below
Basic, Below Basic, Proficient, Advanced) to another category. However, 24% of the third grade
students did move to a higher performance category and 23% of the third grade students moved
from one performance category to alower performance category. Thus, as awhole the district
maintained its performance levels at those of the 2001-02 school year.

In addition to examining student growth, we found that when we examined student
achievement in reation to the quality of teacher pedagogy, asthe qudity of teacher pedagogy
improved, so did students' scores on both the CAT/6 (reading and language) and the CST. This
finding held true when we controlled for ethnicity, language program, med program, teecher
credentia, and teachers years of experience. For third grade students we found instances where
these factors actudly trandated into increased strength in the relationship between high qudity
pedagogy and student achievement. Specificaly, for African American sudents and English
Only students, the presence of high quaity pedagogy was more strongly associated with
increased student achievement than for sudents overdl. Similarly, there was a stronger
relationship between high quality of pedagogy and student performance for teachers with less
than four or more than 17 years of experience and for non-credentiaed teachers than for teachers
with four to Six years of experience or with credentias. In each case, the higher the quality of
pedagogy provided by these teachers to their students, the higher the student achievement on al
tests.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Given thefindings from the find year of the Didrict Reading Plan Evduation, avariety
of steps should be taken to improve the quality of instruction:

104



Teachers should continue to work towards providing their sudents with high
quality pedagogy by fully implementing the Open Court curriculum and using the
ingructiona techniques gppropriate to support their students' learning.

The central and loca digtricts should continue to provide coaches and
adminigrators with the professonal development they need to be able to support
the teachers with whom they work.

Central and local didtrict and school site administrators and teachers should
continue the work aready underway in changing the culture, sructure, norms, and
processes necessary to support quality on-site professona development in the
service of increasing student learning (Elmore, 2002) in reading/language arts.
Changing the culture means moving away from conceptudizing practice as being
invented in the classroom in isolation from other practitioners towards a
community of learners where indructional practice is challenged by ideas about
how to do the work of teaching better. Changing the structure involves
acknowledging and supporting teachers and administrators who have developed
strong expertise in particular domains to lead improvement of ingruction in those
domains. Changing the norms means moving away from the belief that dl

teachers are equa in their skill and knowledge and that dl teaching practiceisthe
same towards a bdief that teachers can learn from each other in powerful ways
and from experts who are not part of their immediate circle of colleagues.
Changing the processes means moving professona development into the
classroom and out of the large meseting room.

Consgtent with the research literature on teacher professond development, the
majority of time dedicated to teacher professona development should be on-site
inteachers classrooms. In addition to forma professond devel opment
opportunities, informal socia networks of teachers to share concrete idess, vaues,
and norms about their work, or “communities of practice,” should be encouraged
by adminigtrators and devel oped by teachers and administrators working together.
In the context of on-site professiona development opportunities, teachers should
continue to increase their knowledge and understanding of the direct and explicit

indructiond strategies recommended for use with low performing students. Asa
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part of these efforts, teachers should continue to work with coachesin the
classroom to learn how to modd, prompt, and support students as they struggle to
become readers and writers.
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