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CHAPTER I 

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The ability to read. is a po0erful predictor of 

students' academic achievement. Students who are 

unsuccessful at reading in the early grades seldom catch up 

with their peers (Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Juel, 

1988). While the best method of reading instruction has been 

debated since formal reading instruction began, many experts 

conclude that the method is not the key variable in reading 

achievement (Allington, 1983; Bond & Dykstra, 1967). The key 

variable is the effectiveness of the teacher delivering the 

instruction (Algozzine & Wood, 1994; Clay, 1991; Cohen, 

1971). Research makes clear that student learning is 

effected by teachers' knowledge, qualifications, and 

experience (Webster, 1988). 

Researchers have emphasized.the critical role teachers 

play in the beginning- reading instruction (Adams, 1990; 

Chall, 1983). The teachers' role becomes even more critical 

when teaching students who display difficulties in learning 

to read (Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1989; Clay, 1985). 

Findings from fifteen years of longitudinal research about 

how children become literate showed that children's learning 
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depended on the teachers' instructional action, specifically 

the opportunities they are provided to negotiate meaning 

through conversation with the teacher (Wells, 1986). In a 

comprehensive review of teachers' instructional actions,· 

Duffy and Roehler (1982) concluded that instructional· 

effectiveness does not depend on prescriptions, commercial 

programs, or teacher education programs that direct teachers 

to engage in specified actions in order to ensure effective 

reading instruction. Instead, iristiuctional effectiveness 

was dependent upon the teachers'' ability to flexibly adapt 

their actions to fit specific contexts (Duffy & Roehler, 

1982). 

Learning Throughout a Teacher's Career 

The ability to adapt to meet the needs of the students 

is paramount in today's classrooms. Teachers learn how to be 

flexible through reflecting on their experiences, having 

conversations with other teachers, and participating in 

staff development. If teachers are required to be flexible 
. . . 

and to become better problem solvers,· they need support 

through staff development and other learning opportunities 

(Slavin, 1994; Tharp & GalliIItore, 1988). 

Effective teachers are adult learners who want 

meaningful learning experiences. A staff development model 

based on this belief could be d~~cribed as a ~onstructivist 

the9ry model. Constructivism is a theory about learning, not 

a description of teaching (Fosnot, 1996). In a staff 
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development model based on this theory, teachers would 

engage in meaningful problem solving, generate their own 

hypotheses and test them, challenge the thoughts of others 

to produce the disequilibrium that facilitates learning, 

reflect on experiences, and dialogue with other 

professionals within a learriingcommunity (Fosnot, 1996). 

Reading Recovery 

Reading Recovery® ·training provides a framework that 

encapsulates the ideas of ccinstiuctivism. During training 

teachers are engaged in meaningful conversations ~ithin a 

learning community. Teachers challenge the thinking of each 

other which results in formulating a different hypothesis or 

expanding the given hypothesis. The teachers have an 

opportunity to reflect on their own teaching decisions and 

the teaching decisions of others. 

The Reading Recovery program resulted from Dr. Marie 

Clay's research in the 1960s (Clay, 1966). She collected 

data from observing children's reading·and writing behaviors 
•' . . 

and used this information as a basis for the•Development 

Project of 1976-77 and the°Field Trial Research in 1978. ·. 

Through work with educators, ·reading advisers, and students, 

the most effective teaching procedures were developed. These 

procedures were then recorded so that other teachers.could 

follow them; The extensive research and procedures have been 

documented in the Reading Recovery Guidebook (Clay, 1993b). 

Reading Recovery has been implemented in New Zealand, 
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Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United 

States. From 1985 to 1997, a total of 436,249 childr~n were 

served-by Reading Recovery in the United states (Askew,. 

Fountas, Lyons, Pinnell, & Schmitt, 1998). There are now 21 

universities that serve as teacher leader training sites in 

the United States. Reading Recovery sites operate in 48 

states and the District of Columbia (Frasier, 1996). 
. . . 

Year-long training is a vital part of Reading Recovery. 

For the teachers, the training'is one of intensive 

interaction including daily individual teaching and a weekly 

demonstration and discussion seminar. These seminars allow 

observation and analysis of the· reading process and teacher 

decision making in response to reading behavior. 

Teachers are led by trained teijcher leaders to observe 

and articulate behavior as it occurs in the lesson. They are 

challenged in the sessi9ns to defend and explain their 

verbalizations and their teaching decisions. These three 

aspects: demonstration, articulated observation, and·a 

challenging environment, form the basis of the·. teacher 

training (Clay & Watson, 1981). 

The training also proiides teachers 0ith the 

opportunity to problem solve various student difficulties. 

This problem solving may be. done 'with a group of teachers, 

with a colleague, or alone with the teacher leader. The goal 

of the training is for teachers to continue to improve their 

teaching skills and become better problem solvers even 

without weekly inservice training. 
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Reading Recovery is an expensive intervention (Dyer.& 

Binkney, 1995). To help defray the costs, teachers need to 

be able to teach as many children as possible each year. The 

goal is that the number of children a teacher discontinues 

from the Reading Recovery program and returns to the regular 

classroom full-time increases as the teacher gains more 

experience. However, there has .not been any empirical data 

reported in the literature that shows experience makes a 

difference in the number of students who are discontinued 

from the Reading Recovery program (Askew et a1., 1997) . 

. . 
Statement of ·the Problem 

In 1986, The Holmes Group proposed reform measures 

based on its concern for teacher training. Their report 

began with a strong statement identifying the problem as 

both chronic and epidemic (Grant, 1990). The call for reform 

includes decreasing the lecture-based model of telling 

teachers what to do, moving learning into real contexts, and 

focusing on the cognitive processes of learning (Brown, 

Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Lambert, 1989; Pinnell, 1987; Shor, 

198 7) . 

Reading Recovery offers a staff development model that 

addresses some of The Holmes Group concerns, such.as 

relating teacher training to classroom practice and focusing 

on cognitive .learning. During the first year of training, 

teachers are involved in weekly learning sessions that 

address these issues. However, after the first year of 
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training, the amount of staff development decreases. 

Teachers are requ.:Lred to attend six seminars a year instead 

of weekly meetings. Also, the amount of individual meetings 

with teacher leaders decreases. The problem to study is 

whether or not the waning of staff development has an effect 

on the teachers' development. There is no empirical data in 

the area of Reading Recovery that reveals whether teachers 

have developed enough of~ self-~xtending system at the end 

of their first yearto be able to learn more each year based 

on their own teaching (Askew et al., 1997) . · If they have not 

developed a self-extending system, the diff~rence in staff 

development contact may affect theirReading Recovery 

instruction. 

Staff development using constructivist learning theory 

supports.the idea of a self-extending system (Fostnot, 

1996). Through this learning model, teachers reflect on 

their past teaching decisions and formulate alternative 

teaching decisions. Experience proVides the avenue for 

learning. As. teachers gain mqre knowledge through experience 
. .. 

and professional development, they pass thiough different 

levels of the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978). 

The more teachers learn, the less dependent they qre on 

others for instructional support. As teachers become more 

grounded in their theoretical knowledge and pair that with 

teaching practice, the more effective they b~come (National 

Board, 1999) . 
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Research studies report varying results about teach~r 

experience and the effects of that experience on student 

achievement. Postlewaite and Ross (1992) supported a 

relationship between teach~r ex~erience and student success. 

Their study concltided that total teaching experience was one 

of the five most powerful indicators of itudent reading 

achievement. The Handbook of Research on Teaching {Wittrock, 

1986) ignored experience as-a fapior~ .Brophy and Good (1986) 

concluded that quality of interaction, management, and 

enthusiasmhave greater importance than teacher experience. 

From their research, Pinnel, DeFord, Lyons, and Bryk (1995) 

have concluded that experience alone is not a factor in the 

students' reading achievement. They agreed with Britzman 

(1987), who contended that refl~ction and learning were more 

critical processes than experience. The experience,. to be 

valuable, must be examined critically. 

Therefore, the effects of teacher experience are 

unclear from the literature. If the training in Reading 

Recovery is based on the constructivist model of. learning, 

then teachers will continue to learn from their teaching and 

from meaningful convers~tions with others in the learning 

community. Since the teachers are learni~g from their 
. . 

experience, should not experience be a factor? 

Significance of the Study 

Research identifies the teacher as the key variable in 

the students' learning. Teachers' knowledge about their 
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subject and their knowledge about teaching can affect 

students' achievement (Webster, 1988). Thus, teachers need a 

strong knowledge base before they begin teaching. An 

effective staff development model will help teachers gain 

more knowledge as they continue in their career. This would 

result in a positive change of instruction in the classroom 

(Joyce & Showers, 1980). 

The staff development model utilized in Reading 

Recovery provides an avenue for teachers to learn on an 

individual basis~ Through weekly seminars teachers are 

taught how to implement.the Reading Recovery program for 

each child. Each teacher is constructing their own learning. 

The learning of the more experienced Reading Recovery 

teachers appears to be different than the novice Reading 

Recovery teacher. During the training year, the novice 

teachers are concerned with learning all the strategies and 

terminology. The next year they seem to begin to focus on 

the learning needs of each child. The teachers become better 

at following the needs of the child instead of their own 

agenda (DeFord, 1993). This has been observed through 

watching tapes of teaching sessions, by reviewing student 

and teacher records, and by talking with other teachers. 

However, it ha.snot been documented whether·or not the 

students are learning at a quicker rate and thus are 

achieving more. Pinnell (1997), one of the Reading Recovery 

leaders, has called for more research that goes beyond the 

initial training year. 
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Teachers in Reading Recovery are expected to learn from 

their own teaching, from observing other teachers, and from 

dialogueirrg with other colleagues (Clay, 1991). This 

expectation is also the goal of the constructivist model of 

staff development. In Reading Recovery the intention is that 

Reading Recovery teachers make more effective instructional 

decisions after reflecting art p~st teaching decisions~ What 

the teachers learn from one ·child, they can use with another 

one. It is the goal of Reading Recovery that through 

initial training and teaching experience, the teachers will 

develop their own knowledge .. Through on-going required 

professional development.classes, Reading Recovery teachers 

continue to refine their skills to effectively teach 

children (Askew et al., 1998). The knowledge would then be 

used to make more effective teaching decisions. One .would 

then expect that this would result in higher student 

achievement. The students of an experienced teacher should 

be reading at a higher level than those working with a first 

year teacher. However, these trends have not been 

documented. Clay has called for more research in this area 

so that administrators will have ·the information to use when 

implementing Reading Recovery (Bufalino, 1997). Results from. 

this study will provide preliminary data to answer this 

question. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine how 

professional development stages influenced the success of· 

Reading Recovery teachers and to assessed if experienced 

Reading Recovery teachers were more effective than Reading· 

Recovery teachers in-trainihg. Effectiveness was determined 

by two measures of positive outcomes: (l)the teachers 

ability to ability to increase student' reading and writing 

capabilities as evidenced by student achievement on the 

Observation Survey (Clay, 1993a) and the Woodcock Reading 

Mastery Tests-Revised (1987); and (2) the .number of students 

that the Reading Recovery teacher discontinued from the 

Reading Recovery program. It is considered successful to 

discontinue students because the student no longer needs the 

additional individualized reading program. 

Professional development stages were based on the 

constructivist theory. Teachers continue to learn about the 

theory of reading and the art of teaching as they work with 

their students and problem solve with colleagues. They are 

encouraged to refl~ct on the teaching decisions they make. 

As teachers continue to refine and further develop their 

skills to effectively teach children who are at risk of 

failing to learn how to read and write, they pass through a 

developmental course that parallels Vygotsky's theory of 

self-regulation. This continuum of learning can be described 

in five stages within the zone of proximal development. 

Theses five stages are assistance provided by more capable 
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other, transition to self-assistance, assistance to self, 

internalization and automatization, and deautomatization and 

recursion. 

Teachers progress to the next stage at their own rate. 

As teachers reach the next stage, they are expected to make 

more effective teaching decisions. This would result in 

higher student achievement. This study will determine if 

there is a relationship between the teachers' zone of 

proximal development, the achievement of their students, and 

how many students successfully leave the Reading Recovery 
' 

program (discontinue). 

Research Questions 

The following questions will guide the study: 

1. Is there a relationship between the stage of 

constructivist theory (zone of proximal development) of 

learning of the Reading Recovery teacher and Reading 

Recovery student achievement? 

2. Is there a relationship between the stage of 

constructivist theory (zone of proximal development) of 

learning of the Reading Recovery teacher and the number of 

discontinued Reading Recovery students? 

3. Is there a difference in student reading achievement 

after 60 Reading Recovery lessons between teachers in 

training and teachers with more Reading Recovery experience? 

4. Will the Reading Recovery teachers with more 

experience be able to discontinue more students from the 
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program after 60 Reading Recovery lessons than Reading 

Recovery teachers in training? 

5. Do the demographic characteristics (i.e., age, years 

of teaching experience, highest degree) of Reading Recovery 

teachers affect th~ achievement levels of their Reading 

Recovery students? 

Statement of the Null Hypotheses 

1. There is no difference between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading Recovery 

lessons and the zone of proximal development of their 

Reading Recovery teacher. 

2. There is no difference between the number of Reading 

Recovery students discontinued after 60 Reading Recovery 

lessons and the zone of proxirn,al development of their 

Reading Recovery teacher. 

3. Students who receive 60 lessons from a Reading 

Recovery teacher in training will perform as well as 

students receiving instruction from more experienced Reading 

Recovery teachers, as measured by the six literacy measures 

of the Observation Survey developed by Marie Clay (1993a) 

and the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests-Revised (1987). 

4. More experi~nced Reading Recovery teachers will not 

discontinue more students from the program after 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons than Reading Recovery teachers in training. 
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5(a). There is. no correlation between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading Recovery 

lessons and the age of their Reading Recovery teacher. 

5(b). There is no correlation between the number of 

Reading Recovery students discontinued after 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the age of their Reading Recovery 

teacher. 

5(c). There is no dorrelat~on between the reading 

achievement of students who rec~ive 60 Reading Recovery 

lessons and the number of years of teaching experience of 

their Reading Recovery teacher. 

5(d). There is no correlation between the number of 

Reading Recovery students discontinued after 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the number of years of teaching 

experience of their Reading Recovery teacher;. 

5(e). There is no difference between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading Recovery 

lessons and the educational level of their Reading Recovery 

teacher. 

5(f). There is no difference between the number of 

Reading Recovery students discontinued after 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the educational level of. their Reading 

Recovery teacher. 
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Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, terms are operationally 

defined as follows: 

At-risk Students: in a school context, at~risk means 

those studen~s who are presently eligible_for special or 

compensatory education 

Continuing-Contact: inservice for trained Reading 

Recovery teachers that meetB Bix.times a year for three hour 

sessions. The inservice is led by the teacher leader. 

Discontinuation: the act of exiting from Reading 

Recovery after the student has e~hibited independent 

application of required reading and writing strategies. 

Acquisition of strategies is· determined by assessment and 

daily work which must yield evidence of students' ability to 

continue to learn from their own efforts in a regular 

classroom setting. 

Reading Recovery: a short-term intervention program in 

which a highly trained teacher helps the lowest achieving 

first graders learn effective reading and writing 

strategies. 

Reading Recovery t~ache~ in-f~aining: a teacher 

engaged in the year..,long Reading Recovery training program. 

During the year of training the teacher is working with four 

Reading Recovery students. 

Reading Recovery teacher: an experienced primary 

teacher who has successfully participated in a year-long 
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Reading Recovery training program led by a certified Reading 

Recovery teacher leader. 

Reading Recovery teacher leader: a certified trainer 

of teachers in the Reading Recovery program. Certification 

is earned through participation in a year-long training 

program at an approved training site (Clay, 1987). 

Running Records: a written record of a child's oral 

reading behavior taken by a teacher who acts as a neutral 

observer. 

Self-extending system: a set of operations which 

allows a child to read better every time he or she reads. In 

reference to teaching, a teacher improves instruction 

through each teaching experience. 

Strategies: the reader's mental problem-solving 

actions which are applied when reading and writing 

continuous text. 

Zone of Proximal Development: the distance between 

what an individual has learned to do without help and his or 

her level of potential learning with support from a more 

knowledgeable person. 

Assumptions 

1. All Reading Recovery teachers in this study are 

being trained or have been trained by qualified Reading 

Recovery teacher leaders. 
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2. All trained.Reading Recovery teachers in this study 

have continued their professional training by attending six 

continuing contact sessions a year. 

3. All Reading Recovery teachers are implementing the 

Reading Recovery program according to the Reading Recovery 

Guidebook. 

4. The assessment of the Reading Recovery teachers will 

be conducted through self-report.- Therefore it is assumed 

that teachers completing the questionnaires will do so in a 

forthright, honest, and professional manner. 

Limitations 

This study involved teachers in Oklahoma and Northern 

Texas who were willing to be part of the research study. 

Findings may be generalized to other teachers with the same 

teaching experience and training. 
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CHAPTER II. 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .· 

The revie,w of literature is presented in six sections .. 
' . . . . . .·_ . 

The first section brief1y describes ~eading Recovery and 

related .resea'rch. The second s.ection presents the literature 

on the definitions and description of effective teachers. 

The third section discuss.es the dif,sferences between novice 
. . . . : : . : ... '. 

and ~~perienced teachers. The fouith section relates 

professional development to .·its importance in preparing 

effective teachers. The_fifth section describes the Reading 

Recovery staff development model~ The sixth section 

describes the constructivist theory of learning: 

Reading Recovery 

,Aeading Recovery is ari early interven:tion program wh;i.ch 

provides daily individual instruction to low-progress 
. . 

readers during their first-grade ye8:r (Clay, 1985). Clay 

constructed the framework for Reading Recovery after years 

of research observing the readin~ behavi6rs of good read~rs 

(Pinnell, 1990; Pinnell, DeFord, & Lyons, 1988). Clay (1991) 

believed that one must know how good readers progress in 

order to help other children become successful readers. 

Reading Recovery strives to help the lowest achieving· 
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readers develop the reading systems good readers use, make 

accelerated progress to reach the level of their peers, and 

then continue to progress independent of supplemental 

instruction (Clay, 1985; Pinnell, 1990). 

Each Reading Recovery lesson follows a standard 

sequence of events. However, every lesson is tailored to the 

child's needs on a minute...,.to-minute basis as powerful 

teaching opportunities arise (Clay, 1985; Pinnell, 1990). 

The lessons begin with rereading of familiar texts which 

provides opportunities for orchestrating strategies while 

helping build the child's fluen6y and feeling of success. 

Next, the child reads a book that was read for the first 

time during the previous lesson. While the student reads 

independently, the teacher takes a written account of what 

the child is reading. This.coded record, called a running 

record, is used to analyze the child's use of reading 

strategies. 

Next the child composes and writes a message, usually 

one or two sentences. The teacher guides the student through 

opportunities to analyze sounds in words and practice 

writing high-frequency words fluently. Then the teacher 

writes the child's story on a strip of paper and cuts it up 

for the child to reassemble. This task forces the child to 

attend to the visual information, to reread, and to check 

for accuracy. 

Finally,· the teacher selects a new book for the student 

to read which is more challenging than the last. The teacher 
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supports the child in developing and using the cognitive 

processes good readers use. These steps provide ~n outline 

of typical Reading Recovery lessons. 

When children have successfully completed their Reading 

Recovery program, they are discontinued from the program. 

Requirements for discontinuing are not based on a specific 

test score or~ set of strategies (Clay, 198~). Children 

must have a system of strategies-in place which enables them 

to continue learning from their own reading·efforts. Clay 

refers to this system as a self-improving or self-extending 

system. Students must be al;>le :to Show independence in 

reading and writing. Children must also be placed in a 

appropriate group at about the average level of their class 

(Clay, 1985). 

Research shows that children who begin the Reading 

Recovery program around their sixth birthday read in the 

average~band performance of their peers.in 12 to 15 weeks 

(Dunkeld, 1991). Dunkeld reported.that 86% of 13,000 first 

graders that are at-risk.who had a full Reading Recovery 
-.. . ·, . .. ' 

program reached the average level of the classroom. Follow-

up studies involving disconttnued Reading .Recovery stucients 

in Columbus, Ohio, showed that a high proportion of these 

students continued to make progress in second and third 

grade (Pinnell et al., 1988). Their mean text reading level 

fell within the average band of all children in their grade. 

In contrast,· the mean text reading of a comparison group of 
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students who did not receive Reading Recovery fell farther 

behind each year. 

Reading Recovery is an intense individual intervention 

program. It has strengthened the reading and writing 

processes of many students who were at-risk. It is also an 

intensive training program that provides teachers optimal 

techniques to utilize when teaching students that are at­

risk. 

Definition and Descriptions of Effective Teachers 

The effective teacher is a difficult contept to define. 

Many professionals do not agree on how to discriminate high­

quality teaching from average teaching. Past effective 

schools'· researchers described effectiveness knowledge 

without pinpointing a precise definition of effectiveness 

(Duffy, 1982; Lehem & Crook, 1988). When a term being 

studied can not be universally defined, it causes 

controversy in teacher effectiveness studies (Boyer, 1988; 

Brophy & Good, 1986; Robinson & Good, 1987; Sirotnik & 

Goodlad, 1988). 

The problem of defining effective teaching was 

recognized by the Carnegie Corporation's Task Force on 

Teaching as a Profession in 1986 (National Board, 1999). 

Their report recommended the establishment of a National 

Board for Professional Teaching Standards. In 1987 the 

National Board was created. The goal of the board ii to 

improve student learning by strengthening teaching. It is.an 
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independent, nonprofit, nonpartisan organization governed by 

a 63 member board of directors. Most of the directors are 

classroom teachers. 

The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 

has identified several core factors that characterize 

teachers who effectively enhance student learning (National 

Board, 1999). The board has iden~ified the following 

factors: membership in the learning,community,.reflection 

and decision making, . managing a_nd monitoring student 

learning, knowledge of subject and pedagogy, and knowledge 

of students and their learn~ng. These core f~ctors provide a 

model of e.ffecti ve teaching practice which encompasses the 

findings of current educational research. 

Members of a Learning Community 

During the 1980s, the metaphor of the school as a 

community of learners emerged (Lambert, et al., 1995). In a 

community of learners, both individual and collective growth 

are valued, as are the processes .for·achieving that.growth. 

Student and adult learning are seen as fluid and linked. 

"Achievement is increased when the culture of the school 

supports learning for both students and adult:s" (Lambert et 

al., 1995, p.15). This was the first movement to place a 

high value on teacher growth and to link teacher and student 

learning. 

By being in the learning community, teachers make a 

commitment to continually improve their teaching. They 
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realize that·effective teaching is learned. Self-enhancement 

is a focus of their teaching pareers. Learning is as 

important to them as it is to.their students. Effective 

teachers attend seminars and inservice and seek and obtain 

updated reading content (Rosenberg, O'Shea, & O'Shea, 1991). 

Reading Recovery teachers are also part of a learning 

cormnunity. During the first year, teachers attend weekly· 

three hour inservice sessions and receive university credit~ 

During each subsequent year, trained Reading Recovery 

teachers attend six additional training sessions called 

"continuing contact". During continuirig contact, teachers 

further refine and develop their skills to effectively teach 

children. Through clinical and peer-critiquing experiences, 

teachers continue to learn and consult teacher leaders about 

children whose learning is puzzling (Askew et al., 1998). 

Reading Recovery teachers are encouraged to attend Reading 

Recovery conferences and to form their own study groups to 

discuss specific areas of Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery 

teachers continue to learn from e~ch other ~nd from teaching 

their students. 

Reflective Decision Making 

The theoretical foundation of reflective thinking and 

teaching dates back to 1933 when Dewey (1933) described 

reflection as abtive, persistent, and careful consideration 

of belief or supposed form of knowledge in the light of the 

ground that supports it and the further conclusions to which 
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it tends. Reflective teachers constantly question their own 

actions, monitor practice and outcomes, and consider the 

short-term and long-term effects upon the students. Dewey 

separated reflective thinking into two phases. First, there 

must exist a state of doubt. Some form of problem must 

present itself. Second, there must exist a willful act in 

the attempt to resolve the state of doubt. Conscious thought 

toward solving the problem must take place in reflective 

thought. 

Schon (1987) conceptualized reflective teaching as a 

process of making new sense of teaching performance in the· 

context of classroom events. Reflection can take place both 

subsequent to action, as one's thoughts return to the 

situation, and in the midst of action when individuals think 

about practice. Furthermore, logic does not reside in events 

occurring in the classroom, but afterwards in the 

conclusions that participants reach when they are reflecting 

on the meaning of those events. 

In reflective decision making, teachers link decision 

making and the intervention of theory and practice. 

Reflective teaching expands the expectations for teachers' 

roles and self-evaluative behaviors·from technician to 

empowered decision maker (O'Shea & O'Shea, 1990; Ross, 1989; 

Smyth, 1989). To function in this role, effective teachers 

in reading analyze what they do in instruction, why they 

behave as they do, how effectively they instruct, and 

alternative ways to instruct in order that readers learn. 
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Reflective practitioners often need help in developing 

observation skills and must be provided with opportunities 

for analyzing teaching (Wildman & Niles, 1987). Necessary 

attitudes and resources, such as time and collegial support 

for nurturing reflection, are essential. Seminars, 

discussions, or reviews are needed to encourage reflection 

in and on action. 

Clay (1991) agrees that teachers should be experts in 

observation. A major thrust of Reading Recovery training is 

teaching teachers to become careful observers of children's 

reading and writing and to use these observations to inform 

their teaching. Reflection~in-action (Schbn, 1987) is a 

central ingredient of the Reading Recovery training. 

Teachers are taught to make careful observations and clear 

records of the student behaviors and the related teacher 

behaviors. During the lesson teachers can reflect on their 

instructional decisions. If the desired child's response is 

not given, the teacher changes the instruction. This may 

occur numerous times throughout the lesson. After the 

lesson, teachers analyze their notes to see if there is any 

pattern in the child's behavior. If this behavior needs to 

be changed, the teacher decides on a plan of action. 

Manage and Monitor Student Learning 

Effective teachers understand that engaged learning 

time is the key to student achievement. A synthesis of 

research related to learning found that classroom management 
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and quantity of instruction were highly influential 

variables to student learning (Wang, 1990). They know they 

need to facilitate a classroom environment that is conducive 

to learning. "Accomplished teachers create, enrich, maintain 

and alter instructional settings to capture and sustain the 

interest of their students and to make the most effective 

use of time" (National Board, 1999, p.1). 

Monitoring student learning ensures that instruction is 

meeting the needs of the students. This requires frequent 

assessment and can take many .forms. Common assessments are 

portfolios, special projects, exams, and standardized tests. 

Keeping a record of students' learning over time can help 

the teacher respond to demands for accountability; teach 

through direct, first-hand interactive experiences that 

enhance brain development; and help children perceive 

learning to be important and worthwhile (Helm, 1997). 

Effective teachers use assessment to inform the teaching 

process (Griffin, 1991). However, the classroom is made of a 

group of individuals. "Accomplished teachers do not treat a 

class as a mo~olith. They know that a class does not learn; 

individual students do" (National Board, 1999, p.3). 

Assessment of students contributes to the theory of 

constructivist learning and is influenced by it (Chittenden 

& Gardner, 1991). Chittenden and Gardner contend that even 

though individuals construct knowledge and meaning together, 

the interpretations derived from personal schemas mean that 
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outcomes will be different. Therefore, assessment must be 

different. 

Assessment is different in the Reading Recovery 

program. Assessment is from authentic work of the student. 

Careful observations are made during each lesson. Daily 

running records are taken to assess what strategies students 

use during independent reading. After carefully analyzing 

the lesson, the teacher plans for the next day. Clay (1991) 

states emphatically that Reading Recovery follows the child. 

Through careful observation and analysis of student 

performance, effective Reading Recovery teachers make 

instructional decisions that impact students'. learning. 

Knowledge of Subject Matter and Pedagogy 

Effective teachers know their subject matter well. 

They appreciate how knowledge in their subjects is cre~ted, 

organized, and linked to other disciplines (National Board, 

1999). The teachers·show their students how knowledge in one 

area can be related to another. Effective teachers create 

innovative ways of translating theory into classroom 

practices (Walberg, 1984; Wang, 1987). 

Effective educators also know the importance of 

critical thinking. "They must understand how students think, 

if they are to create experiences that actually work to 

produce learning" (Darling-Hammond, 1996, p.194). Effective 

teachers encourage students to question prevailing canons 
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and assumptions to help them think for themselves (National 

Board, 1999) . 

Continuing their own knowledge about teaching methods 

is important for effective teachers. Self-enhancement is a 

focus of their teaching careers (Boyer, 1988; Rosenberg et 

al., 1991). "Effective teachers d~sire to learn beyond the 

minimum requirements or basic professional competencies" 

(O'Shea, 1994, p.201). 

Reading Recovery teachers also value self-enhancement. 

Reading Recovery requires a year of training. The success of 

Reading Recovery is contingent upon a teacher's skill in 

designing and implementing a "superbly sequenced programme 

determined by the child's performance, and to make highly 

skilled decisions moment by moment during the lesson" (Clay, 

1993b, p. 9). Experienced~teachers of young children 

volunteer to participate in an intensive, year-long training 

course that includes: (1) assessment training in the use of 

the Observation Survey, prior to the beginning of school; 

(2) a weekly inservice session; (3) daily teaching of a 

minimum of four children; and (4) school .visits by·a teacher 

leader (Gaffney, 1994). 

The training is based on research and theory (Clay, 

1991). Teachers continue to learn through required 

continuing contact sessions with other trained Reading 

Recovery teachers. Learning from teaching students, 

colleagues, and research is a priority of Reading Recovery 

training. 
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Committed to Students and Their Learning 

The last item listed by the National Board was 

knowledge of students and their learning. Effective teachers 

know the interests of their students and use that when 

developing curriculum. "Successful teachers operate on the 

basis of students' needs and strengths" (O'Shea, 1994, 

p. 201). 

An exploratory study was conducted by Mayer (1994) to 

document the knowledge of students held by highly effective 

primary school teachers. One highly effective teacher in the 

study gathered knowledge about studepts from parents, other 

students, classroom observation, working with the students, 

and reviewing formal school .records. The teacher used this 

knowledge to improve students• work habits arid to assist 

them with academic problems. Mayer (1994) concluded that the 

teacher's teaching effectiveness might stem from the 

knowledge of her students, specifically the scope and depth 

of that knowledge, and the importqnce attached to knowledge 

of individual students. 

The belief that all students can learn is also a 

description of effective teachers (Cunningham & Allington, 

1999; Slavin~ ·Maden, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1993). Brophy 

and Good (1986) argued that .effective teachers have positive 

expectations and communicate those expectations to students 

using appropriate materials, meaningful curriculum, and 

workable procedures and methods. 
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The National Board believes that: 

Accomplished teachers understand how students 

develop and learn. They incorporate the 

prevailing theories ot cognition and 

intelligence in their practice. They are 

aware of the influence of context and culture 

on behavior. They develop students' cognitive 

capacity and their respect for learning. 

Equally important,they foster students' self­

esteem, motivation, character, civic 

responsibility and their respect for 

individual, cultural, religious and racial 

differences (National Board, 1999j p.5). 

The belief that all students can learn is also 

imperative to Reading Recovery teachers. Through teaching 

students effective reading and writing strategies, teachers 

expect students will accelerate from the bottom of their 

class to the average band of their class (Clay, 1993b). 

Reading Recovery teachers also know their students well 

and use this knowledge in their teaching. During the first 

two weeks of the program, the teacher explores the child's 

known set of information, helps establish a working 

relationship, and boosts the child's confidence (Swartt & 

Klein, 1994). This known set of information could be letters 

and words the child identifies and words he or she can 

write. The teacher uses this information to build an 
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individualized learning experience for that child based on 

the student's strengths. 

Effective teachers are members in the learning 

community, reflect on their teaching. which informs their 

decision making, monitor student learning, possess a 

knowledge of the subject and ped~gogy, and hav~ a knowledge 

of students and their learning. The same traits are 

characteristics of effective Reading Recovery teachers.· 

Differences Between Expert and Novice Teachers 

The difference between expert and novice teachers may 

be seen in their observation of classroom environment and 

student interactions. For example, expert teachers notice 

different aspects of classrooms than do novices, are more 

selective in their use of information during planning and 

interactive teaching, and make greater use of instructional 

and management routines (Berliner, 1987, 1988; Calderhead,. 

1983; Peterson & Comeaux, 1987). 

Another framework for explaining differences between 

expert and novice teachers is the characterization of 

teaching as a complex cognitive skill. Central to this 

characterization is the concept of schema, an abstract 

knowledge structure that summarizes information about many 

particular cases and the relationships among them (Anderson, 

1984). Many differences in the thinking of experts and 

novices acting in cognitively complex domains can be 

explained using this concept. For example, the cognitive 
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schemata of experts typically are more elaborate, more 

complex, more interconnected, and more easily accessible 

than those of novices (Leinhardt & Greenan, 1986). 

Therefore, expert teachers have larger, better-integrated 

stores of facts, principles, and experiences to draw upon as 

they engage in planning, interactive teadhing, and 

reflection. 

Also central to the characterization of teaching as a 

complex cognitive skill is the concept of pedagogical 

reasoning, or the process of transforming subject-matter 

knowledge into forms that are pedagogically powerful and yet 

adaptive to the ~ariations in ability and background 

presented by the students (Shulman, 1987). This form of 

thinking is unique to teaching. It is relatively undeveloped 

in novice teachers (Feiman-Nemser & Buchmann, 1986, 1987). 

Pedagogical reasoning can be observed as teachers 

combine information from existing schemata to fit the 

particulars of a given lesson. Because experts have well­

developed and easily accessible schemata for aspects of 

teaching such as in~tructional activities, cdntent, 

and students, they are able to plan quickly and efficiently. 

On the other hand, novices often have to dev~lop or at least 

modify and elaborate their schemata during planning. Their 

schemata for p~dagogical content knowledge seems 

particularly limited. While experts' knowledge structures 

include stores of powerful explanation, demonstrations, and 

examples for representing subject matter to students, 
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novices must develop these representations as part of the 

planning process for each lesson. Further, because their 

pedagogical reasoning skills are less well developed than 

experts, this planning is often inefficiently carried out 

(Livingston & Borko, 1989). 

This difference in pedagogical reasoning skills is 

evident as t~achers work with students of various abilities. 

Teachers with extended knowledge structures can adapt the 

lessons to meet the needs of the students at that moment. 

They are willing to modify and adjust as needed. Teachers 

with less knowledge have fewer stores of information from 

which to choose. When the lesson is not progressing well, 

they do not know what or how to change it. Fogarty, Wang, 

and Creek (1983) reported that novices fail to adapt 

instruction in response to student cues. They are limited by 

their knowledge. Thus, their instruction may not be as 

effective. 

To teach successfully, teachers must develop expertise 

in both pedagogical and content knowledge and in how these 

two forms of·knowledge interact in teaching (Berliner, 

1987). A mental representation formed by a teacher during 

planning serves as a guide to move the lesson forward while 

interactive decision making allows the teacher to adapt the 

plan to students' needs as the lesson progresses (Parker & 

Gehrke, 1986). Shulman (1987) conceptualized a teacher's 

mental representation of a lesson as a bridge linking the 

teacher's understanding of the lesson content to the 
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learriing of the students. He described teaching as a learned 

profession and pedagogical content knowledge as a teachers' 

special form of professional understanding. Berliner (1988) 

suggested that during planning, novice teachers form mental 

representations of.their lessons that are too narrow or 

incorrect and that, therefore, lead to problems during 

teaching. 

The experiences of ·novice and expert teactiers in 

Reading Recovery are similar to those j_n general education. 

One· central theme is the ability to plan lessons. Reading 

R1ecovery teachers in-training have difficulty in planning 
' ' 

daily lessons as do first year c·lassroom ·teachers. During 

the first year they are learning the procedures and 

theoretical concepts. They are also becoming f~miliar with 

the reading books that are used in instruction. At the same. 

time they are observing their stud~nts and planning 

effective lessons. It makes the first year sometimes 

difficult. Some teachers do not feel comfortable with their 

knowl~dge until. their second year (DeFord, 1991). 

The.cognitive structure is different'between Reading 

Recovery teachers in~training and those.with more 

experience. First year teachers learn the theoretical 
. .· . 

framework of Reading Recovery. They are.encouraged to 

construct their own learning combining what they already 

know about teaching reading with the theory learned in 

class. Teachers are continuously learning and adding to that 
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theory as they teach each student. Through careful 

observation and reflection, the schemata changes. 

Reading Recovery teachers must also develop expertise 

in pedagogical and content knowledge and how these two forms 

of knowledge interact with their teaching. In Reading 

Recovery this is a cyclical process. The theory informs the 

teaching and the teaching informs the theory. As Reading 

Recovery teachers gain more e~perience and learn more in 
. . ' ' 

class, their content knowleage about using the Reading 

Recovery techniques improve (Askew et al., 1997). Teachers 

become better at using the techniques that are the best for 

each student. They learn to make teachin~ decisions that 

deliver the most learning gains. The process of learning and 

implementing the program takes time. 

Professional Development 

The primary goal of literacy education is to make a 

difference for children and society. The way to accomplish 

this gOal is to find ways to increase the expertise of 

teachers. Conscious attention to teacher development is 

required (Pinnell, 1991). In children's literacy 

development, the knOwledge bas.e has been considerably 

expanded through research in the past two decades. The next 

two decades offer unprecedented challenges for literacy 

education related to a rapidly changing elementary-school 

population (Hodgkinson, 1985). 
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Congress has also recognized the importance of 

professional development. It adopted the National Education 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act, which became law in 1994 

and was amended in 1996 (Executive Summary, 1999). Over the 

last four years, Goals 2000 has allocated over $1.7 billion 

to the States. At least 90% of each State's award is 

subgranted to districts in support of local reform, 

professional development, and preservice education. In 1997 

more than 3,000 local awards were ma.de (Executive Summary, 

1999) . 

Goal 4 of the National Goals directly addressed staff 

development. It states that "by the Year 2000, the Nation's 

teaching force will have access to programs for the 

continued improvement of their professional skills and the 

opportunity to acquire the knowledge .and skills needed to 

instruct and prepare all American students for the 21st 

century" (U.S. Dept. of Education, p.3, 1999). 

In the past, staff development has been held after 

school hours or on the weekends. Usually it has been a one 

time event with. little follow-"up. This type of approach to 

helping teachers improve their skills is rapidly losing 

favor as researchers, staff developers, and teachers 

themselves recognize the massive re-education that will be 

necessary to carry out major reforms (Lewis, 1994). 

Goldenberg and Gallimore (1991) posit that this type of 

staff development must be abandoned if educators genuinely 

wish to change and improve their teaching strategies. 
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Dr. John Daresh (1984), Professor of Educational 

Administration at the University of Cincinnati, stated that 

in-service education is not very effective. He believes that 

efforts are generally sporadic and that little attention is 

paid to the relationship bet\lyeen professional development 

for teachers and the improvement of instruction. This claim 

is supported by the results. of a study by Moore and Hyde 

(1981). In their invest~gation of in-service education in 

three urban school districts, Moore and Hyde found that the· 

choice of activities was not as much a conscious policy as 

it was an accumulation over time of politics, teacher 

contract negotiations, and goyernment funding. 

The Consortium for Policy Research in Education has 

· reviewed the status of professional developm~n.t (Consortium 

for Policy Research in Education[CPRE], 1999). They have 

found that little has changed. In-service may or may not be 

relevant to teachers' professional needs. Districts receive 

little guidance about how to manage and improve their 

efforts. "Innovators are trying some interesting new 
. . 

approaches, and a few states are implementing changes for 

new teachers, but the vast majority of districts are doing 
. . 

what they have always dOne" (CPRE, 1999; p.2). 

One way to Make in-service mor~ effectiv~ is to allow 

time for teachers to share what they have learned and how 

they can apply it to their instruction. Asking teachers to 

make explicit their ideas promotes the importance of those 

ideas. When teachers articulate the theory behind their 
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decisions they become more conscious of what they know and 

the decisions they make (Heckman & Peterman, 1996). Knowing 

what one knows as well as what others know through public 

mindfulness in organizations like school promotes learning 

among all participants and encourages inquiry into the worth 

of existing practices. 

Joyce and Showers (1980) spent two years examining the 

research on the ability of teachers to acquire teaching 

skills and strategies. They analyzed more than two hundred 

studies and concluded that the most effect inservice must 

meet the following conditions: 

1. Presentation of theory 

2. Modeling or demonstration 

3. Practice under simulated conditions 

4. Structured feedback 

5. Coaching for application 

If any of these components are left out, the impact of 

training will be weakened in the sense that few numbers of 

teachers will transfer what they learn into the classroom. 

Effective staff development will give teachers the 

tools they need to meet the demands of students who are at­

risk. Teachers need inservice that evolves over time and a 

chance to practice their skills in the classroom. Slavin 

(1994) agrees that there is a need for schools to invest in 

extensive staff development to help teachers learn and 

incorporate in daily lessons the latest developments in 

curriculum and instruction. It may be the most cost 
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effective means of improving the achievement of all 

children. 

Reading Recovery Staff. Development Model 

Research has shown that most forms of. in-service 

training are not designed to provide the on-going 

interactive cumulative learning necessary to develop new 

conceptionst skills, and behaviors (CPRE, 1999). It seemed 

that it did not matter how much advance training and staff 

development occurred prior to implementation. It was when 

teachers actually tried to implement new approaches that 

they had the most trouble. 

By using Reading Recovery teacher leaders the problems 

of implementation are negated. Reading Recovery uses a 

trainer of trainers model. University professors (trainers 

of teacher leaders) prepare district or county level teacher 

leaders who in turn train teachers in the Reading Recovery 

teaching techniques. This model ensures that Reading 

Recovery will have the support at the school district and 

site levels necessary for successful program implementation 

(Swarz & Klein, 1994). 

The teacher leader trainin~ is very intense. Training 

is received for a full ac~demic year at a university site 

recognized by the National Diffusion Network. The teacher 

leader training model includes (1) a study of program 

procedures that includes working with children; (2) an in­

depth study of the theoretical foundations upon which the 
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procedures are based; (3) training in the process of working 

with adult learners; and (4) training in management and 

administrative implications of program implementation. These 

trained teacher leaders then.return to school districts to 

train teachers who will then work with first grade readers 

who are· at-risk (Frasier, 1996) . · 

Teachers at the school district are then trained for 

· one academic year by the teacher leader. These teachers are 

called "in-training" Readihg Recovery teachers .. The initial 

year of training consists of·a weekly three hour graduate 

course~ After the initial trainifig year, Reading Recovery 

teachers attend six continuing contact sessions per year 

which are led by the Reading Recovery teacher leader. 

In addition to teaching the. c::linical course for an 

entire year, the teacher leader is responsible for providing 

individual help to teachers in-training and for those 

previously trained. The leader ~~sists teachers through 

regular visits to their schools and individual observation 

of lessons. In th~se sessions the leader is able to give 

specific, critical feedback to teachers and to engage with 

them in solving problems about the progress of individual 

children. 

Monitoring is integral to the program and takes place 

at many levels .. Leaders monitor the behavior and 

understandings of teachers; tea~hers assist each other by 

monitoring through observation, analysis, and discussion; 

and teachers monitor children's progress through ongoing 
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analysis of reading and writing behavior'. All participants 

learn to monitor their own progress. 

Sch6ri (1991) suggested that there are ways of knowing 

necessary for professional competence as a Reading Recovery 

teacher: facts/rul~s/procedures, thinking like a teacher, 

and reflection in action. The facts, rules; and procedures 

are taught during the training year and during the 

continuing contact the following'years. Thinking like a 

teacher may be interpreted as cornpining theory and practice 

to make the most effect teaching decisions. Reflection in 

action occurs after ~ach lessorr with each child. The teacher 

reflects about the decisions. she ma.de and the students' 

responses to them. Subsequent teaching is dependent upon 

these conclusions. 

A powerful component ;ofthe Reading Recovery staff 

development model is the continuing contact between the 

trained teachers-and the teacher leader. Reading Recovery 

teachers are required to attend six continuing contact 

sessions per year. This avenue allows for a built-in renewal 
. . . . :,; ' , .. 

system that updates teachers on new ways to be effective in 

their work (Smith-Burke, 19~6). 

Professional development and the quality of.teacher 

decision making mak~ a diffe·fence in· students' success 

(Lyons, Pinnell, & DeFord, 1993). Staff development also 

aides in the teachers' ability to discontinue more students 

fro:m the Reading Recovery program. Clay (1997) cites 
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educator Pearson's .comments about the implication of teacher 

education in Reading Recovery: 

Reading Recovery has managed to operationalize 

that vague notion that teachers ought to 

·reflect on their own practice. That behind the 

glass play by play analysis and the collegial 

debriefing with the teacher after hei teaching 

session represent some of the best teacher 

education I have witnessed in my 28 year history 

in the field (p. 663). 

A body of research (Alverman, 1990; DeFord, 1993; 

Power & Sawkins, 1991) indicates that Reading Recovery 

teacher training has a powerful and long lasting impact on 

the teachers who participate. The skills and knowledge 

teachers develop in Reading Recovery contribute to their 

ongoing learning and result in an impact on children across 

time. 

Constructivist Theory 

Constructivism is a theory of learning and a theory of 

knowing. The key concept of constructivism is that learning 

is an active process of creating, rather than acquiring, 

knowledge (Burns, Heath, & Dimock, 1998). Constructivist 

learning theory is not age- or stage-bound but refers to the 

processes of cognition for humans (Lambert et al., 1995). 
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The following principles provide a general framework of 

constructivism: 

•Learners bring unique prior knowledge and beliefs to a 

learning situation~ 

•Knowledge is constructed uniquely and individually, in 

multiple ways, through a variety of tools, resources, 

and contexts. 

•Learntng is both an active and reflective process. 

•Learning is developmental. We make sense of the world 

by assimilating, accommodating, or rejecting new 

informatio11. 

•Social .interaction introduces multiple perspectives on 

learning .. 

•Learning is interr;i.ally controlled and mediated by the 

learner. {Burns et al., 199$, p.1) 

Constructivism is all about inquiry, exploration, and 

autonomy {Burns. et al., 1998). Constructivism shifts from 

passive to active learning and valuing authentic tasks. 

According to research in education and psychology, 

constructivism mirrors the way humans learn {Fosnot,· 1996). 

Humans learn by doing and by interacting with others. A 

significant contribution of Vygotsky (1978) is the 

understanding that intelligence, meaning, and thought are 

constructed in interaction with others and that this 

construction is also historically cumulative and 

sociocultural. 
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More than 50 years ago John Dewey challenged pr~vailing 

views of learning by suggesting ed~cation is an internal 

process in which the learner uses prior knowledge and 

experience to shape meaning and to construct new knowledge 

(Dewey, 1933). The new knowledge is influenced by 
' . 

reflection, mediation, and social interaction. The knowledge 

exists within the learner and llevolves in nonlinear ways 

from the experiences and attitudes of the learner" (Lambert 
. . 

et al., 1995, p.19). Jean Piaget (1985) added to this idea 

of learning with his research about deyelopmental learning. 

According to Piaget, as learners mature, they develop new 

cognitive structures, or schema$, that are more 

sophisticated, allowing them to make sense of increasingly 

more complex knowledge. This developmental meaning-making 

propels and influences children and adults alike (Kegan, 

1982). 

Making sense of new learning is a part of self-

reflection. The ability to reflect on one's learning is a 

part of constructivist learning. Schbn (1983) suggests that 

the key-to growtl1 and development as a teacher is the 

ability to reflect on one's learning, to adapt behavior 

based on that reflection arid to develop a theoretical 

framework that takes into account ohe's experiences. 

"A teacher's greatest opportunity for growth is systematic 

inquiry into his or her own teaching and learning" 

(Stallworth, '1998, p. 77). 
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Vygotsky (1978J also viewed learning as developmental 

and socially constructed. He believed learning was most 

effective in the zone of proximal development (ZPD). The ZPD 

is the "distance between what an individual has learned, 

that is, what he or she can do without help from others, and 

their level of potential learning, that is, what he or she 

can do with support from others" (Lyons et al.; 1993, 

p.170). 

Vygotsky (1978) argued that learners working within 

this ZPD awaken a va:riety of·internal cognitive processes 

when the learner is interactive with people or in 

cooperation with others .. Accbrding to Vygotsky, the higher 

cognitive processing first appears on the social level, 

between people, and later on the individua.l level, inside 

the learner. Once the processes are internalized, they 

become part of the learner's independent developmental 

achievement. 

Vygotsky (1962, 1978) stressed that learning could not 

be viewed without context, as if independent of cultural or 

historical influences or significance. Learning is a 

cumulative experience derived.from an individual's cultural 

and historical experiences. Learning is a social activity in 

which knowledge is constructed as a result of interaction 

and shared efforts to make sense of new information (Brooks 

& Brooks, 1993; Leinhardt, 1992). 

Making sense of this new information occurs in the ZPD 

(Vygotsky, 1962). This is the central arena through which 
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individuals' interactions make sense of what they think and 

believe and create new ideas and information. It is the time 

for self-reflection and self~evaluation. 

Learning, self-reflection, and making sense of new 

ideas are central forces of teacher professional 

development. Professional development can be viewed as 

constructivist learning. Constructivst learning theory 

assumes learners bring experience and understandings to the 

classroom. Teachers bring their teaching experience to each 

new teaching situation. They apply what they know to 

accommodate the current learning situation. 

Constructivists believe learning is socially 

constructed. Meaningful staff development is also socially 

constructed (Joyce & Showers, 1980; Lyons et al., 1993). 

Teachers learn from listening to other colleagues and from 

articulating their own ideas (CPRE, 1999; Stallworth, 1998). 

Teachers who have a chance to network with other 

professionals no longer feel that are teaching in a vacuum. 

They feel energized by the dialogue with other teachers with 

similar educational issues. 

Reflection and metacognition are essential aspects of 

constructing knowledge and meaning. Schon (1991) described 

refection as the time teachers judge the effectiveness of 

their teaching. Effective teachers take action based on 

their new understandings. 

Part of the reflection is assessing one's own learning. 

Teachers can establish learning goals and criteria for 
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success. Through self-assessment teachers can determine how 

much they have learned as well as the process by which they 

have come to know. 

Through self-assessment teachers can determine their 

level in the ZPD. They can determine what they can do easily 

and with what they need support. Thus, they can know what 

kind of professional development they need. 

The ZPD can be used to discuss conditions that appiy to 

Reading Recovery teachers' learning of new teaching skills 

(Lyons et al., 1993). The Reading Recovery programs often 

requires reconstruction of teachers' theoretical 

understandings about the learning process. "Acquiring these 

new abilities involves learning a new language to describe, 

assess, explain, and interpret phenomena" (Lyons et al., 

1993, p. 172). As teachers acquire skill in making more 

effective teaching decisions, their thinking and ability to 

regulate their actions follows a developmental course that 

parallels Vygotsky's theory of self-regulation. 

Zone of Proximal Development and Teaching 

According to Tharp and Gallimore (1988), the 

developmental progression of teachers' ability to regulate 

their teaching performance can be viewed as a continuum of 

five stages within and beyond the ZPD. The five stages are: 

(1) assistance provided by more capable others; (2) a 

transition from assistance by others to self-assistance; (3) 

assistance provided by the self; (4) internalization and 
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automatization; and (5) deautomatization and recursion. 

Reading Recovery teachers' development may be described in 

terms of these five phases. 

Assistance provided by more capable others is the idea 

that Reading Recovery teachers' behavior is initially 

regulated by teacher leaders: 

The teacher leader's primary goal is to provide 

assistance by focusing teachers' attention on 

specific principles ... that need to be 

understood early in the training ... The novice 

teachers learn how to make powerful teaching 

decisions th,at support and advance the child's 

learning through conversation with the teacher 

leader and peers (Lyons et al., 1993, p.172-173). 

The novice Reading Recovery teacher learns the program 

procedures from the teacher leader who is the more capable 

other. 

As the weeks of training progress, teachers may develop 

to the stage of transition from assistance by others to 

self-assistance. The teacher leadei'~ responsibility 

declines as tha Reading Recovery teacher controls more of 

the learning process. Teachers become their own consultants, 

providing assistance to themselves. Through careful self­

reflection via lesson records, audio tapes, or video tapes, 

teachers discern their teaching effectiveness. 

The next stage of self-regulation is assistance 

provided by the self. Teachers' thinking and decision-making 
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becomes more refined and expanded as they gain more 

knowledge and experience (Lyons et al., 1993). Developing 

the cognitive processes necessary to assist oneself is a 

complex skill that takes time. But when teachers start to 

assist themselves, rather than asking the teacher leader or 

others for guidance, there are "significant gains in their 

teaching performance" (Lyons et al., 1993, p.175). 

After teachers are able to assist themselves, their 

behavior becomes internalized and automatic. They do not 

require another person telling them what teaching decisions 

to make. Tharp and Gallimore (1988) describe this process in 

the following way: "In theoretical terms, once self-directed 

assistance disappears, we may presume that the individual 

has emerged from the ZPD for the task at hand ... Assistance, 

from others or the self, is no longer needed and would now 

be disruptive" (p. 257). 

Reading Recovery teachers who are operating at an 

automatic level of problem solving have internalized a 

repertoire of actions with which to react and make powerful 

decisions. The teacher operating at an automatic level is 

free to deal with unexpected student responses and behavior 

as they occur. These unexpected student responses often 

create the deautomatization of teaching performance that 

leads to recursion through the ZPD. 

According to Gallimore and Tharp (1990), 

deautomatization and recursion occur so regularly during the 

learning cycle that they constitute a fifth stage of the 
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normal developmental process. When students' processing is 

hard to infer, predict, interpret, and understand, teachers 

engage in more complex reasoning. They will problem solve 

with their colleagues and apply their theoretical knowledge 

and understanding of learning to select the most powerful 

teaching techniques. For specific problems, the teacher may 

need to reenter the ZPD to the stance of assistance by 

others or self-assist~nce. This would occur for a specific 

time as the teacher is problem solving a difficult case. 

After the teaching detisions are made with colleagues, the 

teacher would move quickly to the internalized and automatic 

level. 

Summary 

To help all students becom~ successful readers, they 

need experienced teachers who are continuing to learn about 

alternative methods for reaching the students who are at­

risk. The first section described the Reading Recovery 

program and its success with first grade students who are 

at-risk in the areas of reading and writing. students who 

were successful in the Reading Recovery program have shown 

to maintain their gains. These students continue to perform 

within the average range 6f their classrbom. 

The second section presented descriptions of effective 

teachers. Effective teachers show the importance of learning 

by being members of the learning community. They also spend 

time reflecting on their teaching decisions. Effective 

49 



teachers know how to manage and monitor the students' 

learning so that modifications may be made in the teaching 

methods. Effective teachers are ktiowledgeable about their 

subject matter as well as the art of·teaching. Providing a 

learning environment in which all students can learn is also 

important to effective teachers. 

The third section discussed the differences between 

novice and experienced teachers. Novice teachers are 

concerned with methods and procedures. They do not have 

teaching experience to rely on when making decisions. 

Experienced.teachers.rely on their past teaching experiences 

to make informed decisions. They know how to adapt the 

lesson to fit the needs of the learners. 

The fourth section reviewed the relationship of 

effective professional development to effective teaching. 

Professional development that incorporates theory with 

practice was shown to be more beneficial. To be useful for 

teachers, the professional development also needed to be 

more than a one day event. The teachers need time to 

practice what they are learning in the classroom. They also 

need a chance td·discuss their learning with other teachers. 

The fifth section de~cribed the jeading Recovery 

professional development model. There are t.hree levels in 

the professional development model. The first level is the 

Reading Recovery teacher training. The teacher leader trains 

the in-training teachers for one year. The second level is 

the training of Reading Recovery teacher leaders. The 
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teacher leader attends one year of post-masters graduate 

level courses at a university training center. Teacher 

leader trainers teach the teacher leaders. The third level 

is the training of teacher leader trainers. Teacher leader 

trainers must have doctoral degree to be accepted into the 

program. They attend a year of graduate level courses at 

university training centers recognized by the North American 

Trainers Group (Askew et al., 1998). 

The last section described the constructivist theory of 

learning. Professional development is the act of teachers 

learning _more about the art of teaching and their subject 

matter. The constructivist theory.relies on teachers using 

their previous knowledge and experience to the learning 

situation. Learning is a developmentalprocess. As teachers 

gain more knowledge and experience, they pass through 

different levels of the ZPD. 

Teachers are trained in Reading Recovery based on the 

constructivist theory of learning. Learning is seen as an 

individual, developmental process. Teachers .with more 

experience have had more opportunity ~o add to their 

knowledge bas~. This may re~ult in greatei student 

achievement. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

This study was designed to·compare the effectiveness of 

Reading Recovery teachers based on their iears of experience 

and their stage in the ZPD. The ZPD is related to the 

constructivist theory of le~rnirtg .. The stage that teachers 

feel they are functioning can impact their instruction. 

Teachers that feel they need .more support.may not be as 

effective in their decision making. Effectiveness for this 

study is measured by the teachers' ability to increase 

students' reading and writing capabilities as evidenced by 

student achievement. The following questions guided the 

study: 

1. Is there a relationship between the stage of the 

constructivist theory of learning (ZPD} of the Reading 

Recovery teacher and Reading Recovery student achievement? 

2. Is there a relationship between the stage of 

constructivist theory of learning (ZPD} of the Reading 

Recovery teacher and the number of discontinued Reading 

Recovery students? 

3. Is there a difference in student reading achievement 

after 60 Reading Recovery lessons between teachers in~ 

training and teachers ~ith more Reading Recovery experience? 
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4. Will the Reading Recovery teachers with more 

experience be able to discontinue more students from the 

program after 60 Reading Recovery lessons than Reading 

Recovery teachers in-training? 

5. Dd the demographic characteristics (i.e., age, years 

of teaching experience, highest degre~) of Reading Recovery 

teachers affect the achievement levels of their Reading 

Recovery students? 

Subjects 

The subjects of this study were forty Reading Recovery 
. . . 

teachers and their respectiie students. The teachers 

volunteered for the study. The teachers were divided into 

two groups. One group (Group A) was twenty Reading Recovery 

teachers who were being trained this year. The other was a 

group (Group B) of twenty Reading Recovery teachers with 

experience. The teachers taught in seventeen different 

school districts from the midwestern United States. The 

majority (63%) of the teachers taught in small towns 

(population 10,000 to 49,999). Twenty-eight percent taught 

in rural areas and 10% taught in small cities (population 

50,000 to 100, 000) .. The teachers lived within their 

communities. 

The student population in each public elementary school 

was predominantly (75%) white. The socioeconomic status was 

low to middle income. All teachers were hired through Title 

I funding. Schools receive Title I money based on the free 
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and reduced lunch count for their schools. A description of 

both groups of teachers is provided in Tables 1,2, and 3. 

TABLE 1. Description of Subjects 

Characteristic Group A 

Ethnicity 
White 100% 
Native American 0% 

Gender 
Female 95% 
Male 5% 

Age 
20-29 10% 
30-39 25% 
40-49 40% 
50-59 25% 

Table 2. Professional Experience 

Characteristic 

Years in Education 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26-30 

Years in 
Reading Recovery 

First year 
2-4 years 
5-7 years 

Prior Teaching Experience 
Elem. Classroom 

Only 
Elem. C1assroom 

and Title I 
Jr. High and 

Title I 
Pre-Kand ESL 
Physical Educ. 
Music 
Special Educ. 
Home Economics 

and Special Educ. 
Home Economics 

and Elem. Classroom 
Title I and 

Business 

Group A 

5% 
15% 
35% 
30% 
15% 

0% 

100% 
0% 
0% 

45% 

40% 

5% 
0% 
5% 
0% 
0% 

5% 

0% 

0% 
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Group B 

95% 
5% 

95% 
5% 

0% 
25% 
35% 
40% 

Group B 

15% 
45% 
15% 
15% 

5% 
5% 

0% 
35% 
65% 

40% 

25% 

5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 

10% 

0% 

0% 

5% 



Table 3. Educational· Experience 

Characteristic Group A Group B 

Highest Degree Earned 

BA 50% 40% 
MA 50% 60% 

Major 
Elementary/Early 
Childhood 45% 40% 
Reading 40% 35% 
Math 0% 5% 
Recreation/Health/PE 5% 15% 
Speciai Education 5% 5% 
Curriculum 5% 5% 

Instruments 

The teachers' eftectiveness was assess~d by the 

. progress of their $tµdents. Therefore, each student was 

tested at the beginning of the Reading Recovery program and· 

after 60 lessons. The instruments used for the assessment 

were the Observation Survey developed by Marie Clay (1993a) 

arid the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-Revised (1987) (see 

Appendix A) . 

The Observation Survey was developed by Marie Clay as a 

tool in assessing early literacy behavior. The Observation 

Survey is a systematic observation that is given by highly 

trained teachers. The teachers must .attend a minimum of 

twenty-four hours in-training before they are qualified to 

administer the exam. 

The tasks of the Observation Survey have the qualities 

of sound assessment instruments with reliability at Cronbach 

Alpha"" 0.92 (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavi.eh, 1990) and validity at 
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0.85 and discrimination indices established in research 

studies. The tasks are as follows: 

Letter Identification: to find out what letters the child 

knows (noting preferred mode of identificition and 
.. • 

confusions); TASK: to identify 54 different characters, 

including upper and lower case letters and conventional 

print forms of 'a' and 'g'. The raw score ranges from zero 

to 54. 

Word Test: to find out whether the child is building up a 

personal resource of reading vocabulary; TASK: to read a 

list of 20 high-frequency words. The range of raw scores is 

zero to 20. 

Concepts about Print: to find out what 'the child has learned 

about the way spoken language is put into print; TASK:. to 

perform a variety qf tasks during a book_reading by the 

teacher. Raw scores range from zero to 24. 

Writing.Vocabulary: to find out whether the child is 

building a personal resource of words that are known and 

that can be written in every detail; TASK: to write all 

known words in 10 minutes. The raw scores range from zero to 

an unlimited number. 

Hearing and Recording Souhds in.Words: to assess phonemic 

awareness by determining how·. well the child presents the 

sounds of letters and clusters of letters in graphic form; 

TASK: to write a dictated sentence, with credit for every 

sound correctly represented. The range of raw scores is zero 

to 37. 
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Text Reading: to determine an appropriate level of text 

difficulty for the child, and to record (using a running 

record) what the child does when reading continuous text; 

TASK: to read texts representing a gradient of difficulty 

until the highest text level with 90% accuracy or better is 

determined. The text level may range from zero to 30. 

All students were assessed with the Observation Survey. 

A smaller group of students (n=l2) was also assessed with 

the short scale version of the Woodcock Reading Mastery 

Tests-Revised. It consists of word identification and 

passage comprehension. This test has been shown to be 

statistically sound. The split-half reliability coefficient 

for total reading-short scale is .98 (Woodcock, 1987). 

The word identification portion contains 106 items 

arranged in order of difficulty. An average first grade 

student would obtain a raw score of 20. The students are 

required to identify isolated words that appear in large 

type on the subject pages of the test book. The students 

must respond correctly within five seconds in order to be 

credited for the response. 

The passage comprehension test measures the students' 

ability to study a short passage, usually one ot two 

sentences long, and to identify a key word missing from the 

passage. The task is a modified cloze procedure. The 

sentences in the first grade range are supported by a 

pictured related to the text. This gives the child 

information he or she may use to determine the appropriate 
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word to complete-the sentence. The passage comprehension 

test contains 68 items arranged in order of difficulty. An 

average first grader will score about eleven. 

The teachers were assessed with a researcher developed 

instrument (Appendix B) that asked the teachers to rate 

their use of the skills effective. teachers use-problem 

solving, generating and testing hypotheses, challenging the 

thoughts of others, reflectitig on teaching experiences, and 

dialoging with other Reading Recovery teachers. These 

categories were used because the effective teacher 
. . .. 

literature and the Reading Recovery literature, show them to 

be Central tO teach~r effecti Ve:neSS and teacher IS 

professional development {Askew et al., 1998; Clay, 1997; 

De~ey, 1933). The effective teacher r~searth shows that 
. . 

problem solving is a characteristic of effectiveness (Duffy, 

1982). Reading Recovery teachers are taught how to problem 

solve during their year of initial training. 

The theoretical foundation of. reflective thinking and 

teaching dates back to Dewey (1933). Dewey believed 

effectiie teachers reflect on their teaching decisions and 

use their experience.to make more effective teaching 
. ' . . ' 

decisions in the fut~re. Reflecti6n.:...{n-action (Schon,1987)is 

a central ingredient of the Reading Recovery training. 

Teachers are taught how to reflect on their teaching to 

determine if they are making the most productive teaching 

decisions. If they are not productive decisions, they adjust 

them to meet the individual learning needs of that child. 
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Generating hypotheses and testing them are part of an 

effective learning experience for teachers. As teachers 

formulate their ideas and articulate them to others, they 

become more conscious of what they know and the decisions 

they make (Heckman .& Peterman, 1996) . Reading Recovery 

teachers are taught how to test their hypothesis during 

their year of training and during the continuing contact 

sessions. They artic~late their thoughts to others. This 

initiates the dialcig with the 6ther Reading Retovery 

teachers. Some teachers may cho6se to challenge the proposed 

hypothesis. The teacher would give evidence.as to why he or 

she would reject the hypothesis. As a group the teachers 

discuss both hypotheses. This dialog provides an avenue for 

teachers to learn from each other (DeFord, 1991). 

There has been anecdotal evidence that Re~ding Recovery 

teachers believe they become better at problem solving, 

generating hypotheses, challenging the thought of others, 

reflecting, and dialoging with others. As teachers develop 

more in these areas, teachers are expected to become more 

effective .. This·would.result·in higher.student achievement. 

The teachers were also asked to indicate the level of 

ZPD they believe th~y are in with relatiQnship to their 

professional development in ~eading Recovery. The levels of 

ZPD are related to the constructivist learning theory. 

Learning is developmental and different for each teacher. 

Teachers pass through the different levels of Vygotsky's 

(1978) ZPD at different ti~es. It ii believed that as 
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teachers move from the assistance provided by more capable 

other to the deautomatization and recursion zone, they make 

more effective teaching decisions (Lyons, Pinnell, & DeFord, 

1993). This would result in higher student achievement and a 

higher number of students discontinued from the Reading· 

Recovery program. 

Procedure 

Following the selection of the subjects and their 

students, letters of consent were prepared to explain the 

research to the parents and teachers (see Appendix C). The 

researcher held conferences with the Reading Recovery 

teachers and parents who had questions or concerns. 

The Observation Survey and Woodcock Johnson Mastery 

Test-Revised were administered as a pretest. Sixty Reading 

Recovery lessons were delivered to each student by their 

respective Reading Recovery teacher. The same two 

instruments were then administered as a posttest. 

The questionnaires were given to the 40 Reading 

Recovery teachers at the end of the study. Over half were 

delivered in person and the others were mailed. Self­

addressed stamped envelopes were provided for the return of 

the questionnaires. All teachers completed and returned the 

questionnaires. 
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Data Analysis 

The pretest and posttest scores were used to compute a 

value for each student. For each subtest, the pretest score 

was subtracted from the posttest score to obtain an 

achievement ·score. These scores were aggregated for each 

teacher to obtain one score on each subtest completed by 

their students. The achievement scores for the students and 

data from the teacher questionnaires were used to analyze 

the following null hypotheses: 

H01: There is no difference between the reading 

achievement of students who receive. 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the zone of proximal 

development of their Reading Recovery teacher .. 

The achievement scores were used in a one~~ay analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) to determine if the teachers' ZPD levels 

shows a difference in achievement scores of their students. 

H02: There is no difference between the .number of 

Reading Re~overy students discontinued after 

60 Reading Recovery lessons and the 

ZPD level of their Reading Recovery teacher. 

The number of discontinued students for each teacher was 

compared in a one-way ANOVA. The teachers' ZPD level was 

compared to determine if there are differences among the 

levels for the number of discontinued students. 

H03: Students who receive 60 lessons from a Reading 

Recovery teacher in-training will perform as well 

as students receiving instruction from more 
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experienced Reading Recovery teachers, as measured 

by the six literacy measures of the Observation 

Survey (1993) developed by Marie Clay and the 

Woodcock-Johnson individual reading achievement 

test. 

H0 4: More experienced Reading Recovery teachers will 

not discontinue mor~ students from the program 

after 60 Reading Recovery lessons than Reading 

Recovery teachers in-training. 

A series oft-tests was used to test these two hypotheses. 

The small number of teachers and the multiple achievement 

tests do not allow for a multivariate analysis. Differences 

between the two groups of teachers, in-training and 

experienced, were assessed. The Bonferroni procedures were 

used to control familywise error rate. An alpha significance 

level of .007 was used. 

H05(a): There is no correlation between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the age of their Reading 

Recovery teacher. 

H05(b): There is no correlation between the number of 

Reading Recovery students discontinued after 60 

Reading Recovery lessons and the age of their 

Reading Recovery teacher. 

H05(c): There is no correlation between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the number of years of 
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teaching experience of their Reading Recovery 

teacher. 

H0 5(d): There is no correlation between the number of 

Reading Recovery.· students discontinued c;J.fter 60 

Reading Recovery lessons and the number of 

years of teaching experiences of their Reading 

Recovery teacher. 

A·correlation matrix was created using Pearson Product 

Moment Correlation, to determine the relationship between 

achievement and discontinue·d students and teachers' age and 

years of teaching experience. 

H05(e): There is no difference- between the reading 

· achievement of students who receive 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the educational level of 

their R~ading Recovery teacher. 

H05(f): There is no difference between the number of 

Reading Recovery students discontinued after 

60 Reading Recovery lessons and the educational 

level of their Reading Recovery teacher. 

A series oft-tests were used to-these two hypotheses. The 

Bonferroni procedure was us.ed to control familywise error 

rate .. An alpha significance level of . 007 was used. 

Summary 

This study was conducted to compare. the effectiveness 

of Reading Recovery teachers based on their years of 

experience and their stage in the ZPD. Twenty trained 
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Reading Recovery teachers and 20 teachers in-training were 

part of this study. The effectiveness was measured by the 

amount of student achievement on the Observation Survey 

(Clay, 1993a) and the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-Revised 

(1987). The teachers determined their level of ZPD by 

completing a researcher developed questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to determine if 

experienced Reading Recovery teachers were more effective 

than Reading Recovery teachers in training. In the Reading 

Recovery literature, anecdotal accounts showed that teacher~ 

felt they were ~ore effective after their initial training 

year. However, there has not been any empirical research to 

confirm these anecdotal accounts. 

The study also looked at the relationship of the 

teachers' professional development and the reading 

achievement of their students. Effective teachers continue 

to pursue their own learning. Reading Recovery teachers 

learn using the constructivist theory of learning. 

Teachers learn through common experiences, reflecting on 

their teaching, and sharing previous knowledge and beliefs. 

As Reading Recovery teachers·gain more knowledge through 

training and teachin~, they pass thro~gh different zones of 

proximal development. This study looked at the relationship 

between each teacher's ZPD and their students' achievement. 
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Sample 

There were two groups of teachers in this study. 

One group consisted of Reading Recovery teachers in 

training. The second group was experienced Reading Recovery 

teachers. Table 4 shows the characteristics of the sample. 

Table 4. Description of Teacher Sample 

Characteristic Total Group 
n=40 

n 

Gender 
Male 2 
Female 38 

Race 
White 39 
Native American 1 

Highest Degree Earned 
BA 18 
MA 22 

Major 
Elementary/Early 

Childhood 1 7 
Reading 15 
Math 1 
Recreation/Health/PE 4 
Special Education 1 
Curriculum 1 

Level of Zone Proximal 
Development 

Transition to self 
assistance 11 

Self assistance 14 
Internalization and 

automatization 11 
Deautomatization and 

recursion 4 

Mean 

Age 44.1 

Total teaching 
experience 16.0 

Reading Recovery 
teaching experience 2.9 

5.0 
95.0 

97.5 
2.5 

45.0 
55.0 

42.5 
37.5 
2.5 

10.0 
2.5 
2.5 

27.5 
35.0 

27.5 

10.0 

SD 

8.0 

6.6 

2.2 
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In-training 
n=20 

n % 

1 5.0 
19 95.0 

20 100.0 
0 0.0 

10 50.0 
10 50. 0 

9 45.0 
8 40.0 
0 0.0 
1 5.0 
1 5.0 
1 5.0 

10 50.0 
6 30.0 

3 15. 0 

1 5.0 

Mean SD 

42.5 8.1 

16.4 5.6 

1. 0 0.0 

Trained 
n=20 

n 

1 
19 

19 
1 

8 
12 

8 
7 
1 
3 
1 
0 

1 
8 

8 

3 

Mean 

% 

5.0 
95.0 

95.0 
5.0 

40.0 
60.0 

40.0 
35.0 

5.0 
15.0 

5.0 
.0.0 

5.0 
40.0 

40.0 

15.0 

SD 

45.7 7.8 

15. 7 7. 7 

4.7 1.7 



The sample was 95% female and 98% white. Both groups 

in the study had similar amounts of total teaching 

experience. More than half of the teachers had obtained a 

masters degree. Most of the degrees were in reading or 

elementary education. 

During the year of training, Reading Recovery teachers 
. . . 

gain a lot of knowledge from their teacher leader. 

Therefore, it was not suiprising that 50% of those in 

training saw themselves in the -"transition from assistance 

by others to self-assistance" as their level of ZPD. 

It was unexp~cted that 30\ of the teach~rs in tr~ining 

saw themselves in "assistanceprov~ded by the self" as their 

level of ZPD. 

The majority of trained teachers indicated they felt 

they were either in "self~assistance" or "internalization 

and automatization" as their level of ZPD. Teachers may be 

.more effective if they are in the "internalization and 

automatization" level. Reading Recovery teachers who are 

working at this "level of problem solving have internalized 

a repertoire of actions with which to react and make 

powerful decisions" (Lyons et al., 1993, p. 176). Thus, the 

teachers may not be operating at their most effective level. 

This could result in lower itudent reading achievement. 
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Variables of Interest 

Effective teachers spend time reflecting on their 

teaching experiences. Table 5 presents the means and 

standard deviations of the effectiveness indicators the 

teachers responded to on the teacher questionnaire. 

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of Teacher 
Effectiveness Indicators 

Indicator Total Group In-training Trained 
n=40 n=20 n=20 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean 

Problem Solving 8.75 1. 33 8.60 1. 35 8.90 

Generate 
Hypotheses 8.08 1. 67 7.95 1. 82 8.2 

Test Hypotheses 7.10 2.13 7.0 2.18 7.2 

Challenge Thought 
of Others 7.63 2.17 7.70 2.11 7.44 

Reflect on Teaching 
Experiences 9.13 1.20 9.45 .83 8.80 

Dialogue with 
Reading Recovery 
Teachers 9.23 1. 48 9.40 ;99 9.05 

SD 

1. 33 

1. 54 

2.14 

2.28 

1. 44 

1.85 

There was little difference between the indicators of 

the Reading Recovery teachers in training and the trained 

teachers. The indicator with the most difference was the 

issue of reflection on one's teaching experiences. 
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Student Achievement Scores 

The pretest scores were subtracted from the posttest 

scores for each of the students' achievement tests. These 

achievement scores were aggregated to obtain an achievement 

score for each teacher actoss all of his or her students. 

These scores were used in the ana°lyses.of the null 

hypotheses. Table 6 presents these achievement scores. 

. . 

Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of Student 
Achievement Scores and Number of Discontinued Students 
(aggregated by teach~r) 

Achievement Total Group 
Indicator n=40* 

Mean 

Observation Instrument 
(Clay, 1993a) 

Letter ID 

Word test 

Concepts about 
print 

Writing 
vocabulary 

Hearing and 
recording sounds 

16.69 

11. 01 

8.85 

25.88 

in words 25.95 

Text level 7.20 

Woodcock Reading 
(1987) 

Reading word 
ID (n=l2) 

Passage 
comprehension 
(n=l2) 

19.19 

7.08 

Number of discontinued 
students .85 

SD 

8.23 

3.75 

2.26 

6.07 

5.74 

2.95 

6 .. 46 

1. 57 

.95 

* n=40, unless noted differently 

.. 
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In-training 
n=20 

Mean 

20.65 

10.82 

9.73 

25.30 

26 .. oo 

7.13 

20.85 

7.52 

.95 

SD 

8.58 

4.33 

2.49 

6.55 

6.90 

3.45 

7.65 

1. 93 

.94 

Trained 
n=20 

Mean 

12.74 

11.20 

7.96 

26. 47 

25.90 

7.27 

18.36 

6.85 

.75 

SD 

5.68 

3.16 

1 .. 90 

5. 65. 

4.48 

2.43 

6.18 

1.44 

.97 



The achievement scores were very similar for the 

Reading Recovery teachers in training and the trained 

teachers. The subtest that showed the biggest difference was 

the letter identification. It app~ared the stud~nts learned 

more letters with the less experienced Reading Recove~y 

teachers. 

.Analysis . of Null Hypotheses · 

Data collected from students and teachers were used in 

the analysis of each of the null hypotheses created for this 

study. The results of the data analysis are reported below. 

Each null hypothesis and the statistical procedure used to 

analyze it are pr~sented and the r~sults are given. 

H01: There is no difference between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 

Reading Recovery lessons and the zone of 

proximal development of their Reading Recovery 

The pretest and posttest scores obtained by each 

student.were used to compute a val11e for each student. For 

each subtest, the pretest score was subtracted from the 

posttest score to obtain an achi~vement score. These 

achievement scores were aggregated, for each teacher to 

obtain one score on each subtest completed by their 

students. These scores were used in a series of one-way 

analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to determine if the teachers' 

zone of proximal development level shows a difference in 

achievement scores of their students. The Bonferroni 
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procedure was used to control familywise error rate (Keppel, 

1991). An alpha significance level of .007 was used. Table 7 

presents the results of these analyses. 

Table 7. Results of ANOVA Analyses for Null Hypothesis 1-
Student Achievement.Differences Between Levels of Zone of 
Proximal Development in Their Teachers* 

Achievement Indicator 

Letter identification . ··· .. · 
transition to self-assistanc:;e· 
self assurance 
internalization and automatization 
deautomatization and recursion . 

Word test 
transition to self-ass.1.stance 
self assurance . · · · . •·. 

·internalization and automatization 
deautomatization and recursion 

Concepts about print 
· transition to self-assistance 

self assurance . ·· .. · · .· ·., 
internalization and automatization 
deautomatization and recursion 

Writing vocabulary 
transition to self-assistance 
self assurance 
internalization and automatization 
deautomatization and recursion 

Hearing and recording sounds in words · 
transition to self-assistance 
self assurance 
internalization and automatization 
deautomatization and recursion 

Text level 
transition to self-assistance 
self assurance 
internalization and automatization 
deautomatization and recursion 

Mean 

18.67 
16. 73 
14.79 
16.38 

10.56 
1L52 
10.92 
10.75 

8.77 
.8. 84 
9.35 
7. 69 · 

23.80 
27.98 
25.27 
25.94 

24.48 
25.86 

. 26. 92 
27.63 

6.63 
7.40 
7.41 
7.50 

Woodcock reading word identification (n=l2) 
· transition to self-assistarice · 21.08 
self assurance 14.56. 
internalization and automatization 19.13 
deautomatization and recursion · 24.75 

Woodcock reading passage comprehension (n=l2) · 
transition to self-assistance 7.71 
~elf assurance 6.40 
internalization and automatization 6. 5.0 
deautomatization and recursion 7.75 

*n=40, unless noted differently 
significance tested at .007 level 

SD 

9.23 
7. 4.6 
8.60 
8.95 

4.84 
3.15 
3,64 
3.89 

1. 93 
2.91 
2.44 

.99 

5.69 
6.74 
4.78 
7.75 

6.50 
6.63 
4.45 
3.97 

3.09 
3.06 
3.02 
2.98 

7.58 
3.24 
1. 59 
9.55 

1.80 
1.29 
2.47 
1. 06 

F p 

. 39 · . 76 

.14 . 93 

. 47 . 71 

1.03 .39 

. 44 . 73 

.18 . 91 

1.45. .30 

. 61 . 63 

The resuits indicate that there are no differences in 

student achievement for teachers according to the level of 
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zone proximal development self identified. The null 

hypothesis is retained. 

H02: There is no difference between the number of 

Reading Recovery,students discontinued after 60 

Reading Recovery lessons and the zone of proximal 

development of their Rec;i.ding Recovery teacher. 

The number of discontinued students for each teacher 

was compared in a one-way ANOVA .. Table 8 presents the 

results of that analysis. There are no differences. The null 

hypothesis is retained. 

Table 8. Results of ANOVA Analyses· for Null Hypothesis 2-
Number of Discontinued Students Between Levels of Zone of 
Proximal Development in Their Teachers 

Mean SD F p 

transition to self-assistance 
self assurance 

1. 00 
.64 
.82 

1.25 

.89 

.84 
1. 08 
L26 

.54 .66 

internalization and automatization 
deautomatization and recursion 

H03: Students who receive 60 lessons from a .Reading 

Recovery teacher in training will perform as well 

as students receiving instruction from more 

experienced Reading Recovery teachers. 

H0 4: More experienced Reading Retovery teathers will 

not discontinue more students from the.program 

after 60 Reading Recovery lessons than Reading 

Recovery teachers in training. 

A series oft-tests was fised to test these two 

hypotheses. The Bonferroni procedure was used to control 

familywise error rate. An alpha significance level of .007 

was used. 
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Table 9 presents the results of these analyses. Only 

one achievement indicator, letter identification, reached 

significance at the level required. Null hypothesis 3 is 

rejected, indicating that there is a significant difference 

between teachers in one achievement area. ·· The number of 

discontinued .students was not different between the two 

groups. Therefore, null hypothesis 4 is retained.· 

Table 9. Results oft-test Analyses for Null Hypotheses 3 
and 4-Student Achievement Differences Between Teachers in 
Training and Trairied Teachers* 

Achievement Indicator 

Letter ideritification .• 
Teachers in training 
Trained teachers 

Word test 
Teachers in training 
Trained teachers 

Concepts about print 
Teachers in training 
Trained teachers 

Writing vocabuiary 
Teachers in training 
Trained teachers 

Hearing and recording sounds in words 
Teachers in training 
Trained teachers 

Text level 
Teachers in training 
Trained teachers 

Woodcock reading word identification 
Teachers in training (n=4) 
Trained teachers (n=8) 

Woodcock reading passage comprehension 
Teachers in training (n=4) 
Trained teachers (n=8) 

Number of discontinued students 
Teachers in training 
Trained teachers 

·Mean 

20.65 
12.74 

10,82 
11.20 

9.73 
7.96 

25.30 
.26.47 

26.00 
25.90 

7.13 
.•. 7 .27 

20.85 
18.36 

7.52 
6.85 

.95 

.75 

* n=20 for each group (unless noted differently) 
significance tested at .007 level 
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SD 

8.58 
5.68 

4.33 
3.16 

2.49 
1. 90 

6.56 
5,65 

6.90 
4.48 

3.45 
2.43 

7.65 
6;18 

1. 93 
1.45 

.95 

.97 

t p 

3.44 .001 

-.32 .75 

2.52 .016 

-.61 .55 

.05 .95 

-.15 

.61 .56 

. 68 .51 

.. 66 .51 



H05(a): There is no correlation between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the age of their Reading 

Recovery teacher. 

H0 5 (b) : There is no correlation between the number of 

Reading Recovery students discontinued after 60 

Reading Recovery lessons and the age of 

their Reading Recovery teacher. 

H0 5(c) :·There is no correlation between the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the number of years of 

teaching experience of their Reading Recovery 

teacher. 

H05(d): There is no correlation between the number of 

Reading Recovery students discontinued after 60 

Reading Recovery lessons and the number of 

years of teaching experience of their Reading 

Recovery teacher. 

These four hypotheses were analyzed using Pearson 

Product Moment Correlation (Keppel, 1991). A matrix of the 

results is presented in Table 10. Th~ achievement indicator, 

writing vocabulary, was. significantly correlated with age (a 

low positive correlation). Woodcock's reading passage 

comprehension was correlated with both age and experience 

(moderate to high positive correlation). Therefore, both 

null hypotheses 5(a) and 5(c) are rejected. 
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There is no significant correlation between number of 

discontinued students and age and experience. Therefore, 

null hypotheses 5(b) ·and 5(d) are retained. 

Table 10. Results of Pearson Product Moment Correlation 
Analyses for Null Hypotheses5(a-d)-Corr~1ation of Student 

·Achievement·an.d Number of Discontinued Students with Age and 
Years of Teaching Experience of Their Tea6hers* 

Pearson Product. Moment Correlation· 
Age Experience 

Letter identification ·. -.11 
Word test .19 
Concepts'about print .-.14 
Writing vocabulary .33** 
Hearing and recording sounds in words .20 
Text level .08 
Woodcock reading word idehtifi'cation (n=12) . 33 
Woodcock reading pas.sage comprehension· (n=12) . 64 ** 
Number of discontinued 'students .. ...: . 03 

* n=40{unless noted differently) 
** p < .05 

. 02 

.01 

.05 

.15 

.06 

.14 
;48 
.58** 
.12 

H05(e): There is no difference b~tween the reading 

achievement of students who receive 60 Reading 

Recovery lessons and the educational level of 

their Reading Recovery teacher. 

H05(f): There is no difference between the number of 
' ' 

Reading Recovery stU;dents discontinued after 60 

Readin~ Reco~er~ lessons and the educational 

level df their Reading Recovery teacher. 

A series 6f t-tests was used to test these two 

hypotheses. The Bonferroni procedure was used to control 

familywise error·rate. An alpha significance level of .007 

was used. Table 11 presents the results of thi~ analysis. 
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There are no significant differences. Null hypotheses 5(e) 

and 5(f) are retained. 

Table 11. Results of t-test Analyses for Null Hypotheses 
5(e)and 5(f)-Student Achievement Differences Between BA 
Trained Teachers and MA Trained Teachers* 

Achievement Indicator 

Letter identification 
BA trained teachers 
MA trained teachers 

Word test 
BA trained teachers 
MA trained teacher's 

Concepts about print 
BA trained teachers 
MA trained.teachers 

Writing vocabulary 
BA trained teacher.s. 
MA trained teachers 

Hearing and recording sounds in words 
BA trained teachers 
MA trained teachers 

Text level 
BA trained teachers 
MA trained teachers 

Woodcock reading word identification 
BA trained teachers (n=7) 
MA trained teachers (n=5) 

Woodcock reading passage comprehension 
BA trained teachers (n=7) 
MA trained teachers (n=5) 

Number of discontinued.students 
BA trained teachers 
MA trained teachers 

Mean 

15.51 
17.66 

11. 00 
11. 02 

8.06 
9.48 

24.27 
27.20 

24.32 
27.27 

7.31 
7.11 

18.15 
19.94 

6.87 
7.23 

.94 

.77 

SD t p. 

9. 03 - . 82 . 42 
7.58 

3.36 -.02 .98 
4.11 

2.54 -1.96 .06 
2.05 

4.66 -1.54 .13 
6.84 

6.49 -1.65 .11 
4. 80 

2.90 .21 .84 
3.05 

6.60 -.46 .66 
6.78 

1.82 -.38 .71 
1.49 

1. 00 . 56 .30 
. 92 

* n for each group (unless noted differently)· BA tra1ned=l8, MA 
trained=22. significance tested at .007 level 

Summary 

This analysis has shown that the teachers' level of 

ZPD made no significant difference in the students' 

achievement level nor in the number of students discontinued 
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from the Reading Recovery program. The teachers' educational 

level also showed no significant difference in student 

achievement nor in the number of students discontinued. The 

number of students discontinued was not significantly 

correlated to the age of the Reading Recovery teacher. The 

amount of Reading Recovery experience and total teaching 

experience showed no significant difference in the number of 

students discontinued from the program. 

The analysis did show a significant difference between 

Reading Recovery teachers in training and experienced 

Reading Recovery teachers in one area of student 

achievement. The students of Reading Recovery teachers in 

training showed evidence of learning significantly more 

letters than students of experienced Reading Recovery 

teachers. 

There was also a positive correlation between the age 

of the Reading Recovery teacher and the achievement of the 

students in the areas of writing vocabulary and Woodcock's 

passage comprehension. Total years of teaching experience 

was also positively correlated 0ith Woodcock's passage 

comprehension. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction. 

Effective teachers ate essential in constructing. 

learning. environments for students. The teachers' ro'le 

becomes even more critical ~heh teaching students who are 

having learning diffic~lties in reading and w~iting 
·., 

(Allington & McGili~Ftartzen, 1989; Cla~, 1985). To be 

effective teachers need opportunities to learn through 

constructive professional development that me~ts their 

learning needs (Grant, 1990; 'Pinnell, 1987). 

Effectiveness can be measured in different terms. For 

the purpose of this study it was measured by the Reading 

Recovery teachers' ability to increase students' reading and 

writing abilities as evidenced by student achievement and 

their successful exit from the Reading Recovery program. 

Ef:eecti ve teachers · contimie to be p'art of the learning 

community (National Board, 1999). One theory of learning is 

the constructivist theory. This learning theory emphasizes 

prior experience and prior knowledge. It also acknowledges 

that knowledge is developmental and is constructed uniquely 

and individually. Thus, teachers pass through zones of 

proximal development at different stages in their career. 
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Some teachers may need the support from a more knowledgeable 

other for a longer period of time. Others may need that 

support only on the most difficult learning situations. The 

teachers' level of ZPD may affect students' learning. 

The amount of teaching experience may also affect 

student learning. It is believed by some researchers that 

teachers with more exper~enc::es Will get higher student 

achievement (Postlewaite & Ross, 1992). Other researchers 

believe that experience is not·· a determining factor in 

student achievement (Britzman, 1987; Pinnell et al., 1995). 

Therefore, this study looked at the relation~hip between the 

amount of teaching experience and student achievement. 

Discussion of Findings 

The zone of proximal development is the difference 

between what one cah do on his or her own and what one can 

do with a more knowledgeable other (Vygotsky, 1962, 1978). 

In this study no teacher thought they were in the first 

level which is "assistance by more capable other". This is 

different from past research (Lyons et al., 199j). In other 

qualitative studies Reading Recovery teachers in training 

felt a strong need to be assisted by their teacher leader. 

They were dependent on the leadei·for their learning. 

Most of the teachers in training saw themselves in the 

"transition from assistance by others to self-assistance" as 

their level of ZPD. This could be because the teachers had 

completed one semester of training before completing the 

79 



questionnaire. The teach~r leaders have begun to shift the 

responsibility for thinking and strategic problem solving 

about the Reading Recovery teachirtg skills to the teachers 

in training. 

It was unexpected that 30% of the teachers in training 

saw themselves . in "assistance provided by :t_he self" as their 

level of ZPD. This infers that these ·teachers felt they are 

able to control their own learnin:g·and are able to make 

effective teaching decis.i~ns withoutthe assistance of 

others. This was .surprising-bedause the teachers recorded 

this information during the middle part of their training 

year. They had not yet received the required year of 

training from their teacher leader. However, the 

constructivist learning theory postulates that learning is 

constructed uniquely and indiviciually. This.group of 

teachers may be progressing to the next ZPD stage faster 

than other teachers reported in the literature. 

This finding could also be because some Reading· 

Recovery teachers think of Reading Retovery as a ~ist of 

procedures to follow as . you would in othe.r reading 

curriculums (Lyons et al., -1993). The teaching procedures in 

Reading Recovery are taught-in the first semester. They are 

presented more in depth.the ~e2:ond-semester. The teachers in 

training seemed to think they knew the procedures well and 

therefore, do not need further assistance from their teacher 

leader. 
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The majority of trained Reading Recovery teachers 

indicated they felt they were either in "self-assistance" or 

"internalization and automatization" as their level of ZPD. 

Teachers may be more effective if they are in the 

''internalization and automatization" level. Reading Recovery 

teachers who are working at this "level of problem solving 

have internalized a repertoire of actions with which to 

react and make powerful decisions" (Lyons et al., 1993, p. 

176). Thus, the trained teachers may not be operating at 

their most effective level. They are not continuing to learn 

and progress to the next level of ZPD. This could result in 

lower student achievement. 

This was also the conclusion drawn by this research. 

Only 40% of the trained teachers saw themselves in the 

"internalization and automatization level". This could be 

the reason that the teachers' level of ZPD made no 

significant difference in the students' achievement level 

nor in the number of students discontinued from the Reading 

Recovery program. 

During staff development training, Reading Recovery 

teachers spend a great deal of time generating and testing 

hypotheses. They also challenge each other's hypotheses 

based on their own knowledge and experience. The social 

interaction introduces multiple perspectives on learning and 

is a characteristic of constructivist learning theory (Burns 

et al., 1998). The teachers ranked these attributes of 

effective professional development from one to ten. The 
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lowest one ranked was testing hypotheses. It received the 

same mean ranking of seven for both groups of teachers. The 

trained teachers have had more experience at testing their 

hypotheses. Yet they do not feel they do this as much as the 

other indicators of effective teaching. It could be they do 

not feel they know how or are not.given enough opportunity. 

The indicator with the most difference between the two 

groups of teachers was the issue of reflecting on one's 

teaching experience. It was interesting to note that the 

teachers in training felt they did this more than the 

trained teachers. Schbn (19A3, 1987, 1991) believed 

effective teachers spent time reflecting on their teaching 

experiences. Based on these reflections, they adjusted their 

teaching methods to meet the students' learning needs. The 

time spent on reflection could have made the difference in 

two areas of student achievement for the Reading Recovery 

teachers in training. The students of teachers in training 

showed evidence of learning significantly more letters and 

being able to write more words than students of experienced 

Reading Recovery teachers. The teachers in training may be 

reflecting on their teaching and making more effective 

teaching decisions than the trained Reading Recovery 

teachers. 

Britzman (1987) contended that reflection and learning 

were more critical processes than experience. This was 

evidenced in this study in the achievement areas of letter 

identification and writing vocabulary. The teachers in 
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training may also be spending more time on reflection 

because they are still trying to perfect their craft as a 

Reading Recovery teacher. Thus, they spend more time than 

the trained teachers in thinking about their teaching. 

Dialogueing with other teachers was the highest ranked· 

indicator. This was expected beca~se the professional 

development model for Reading Recovery emphasizes teachers 

talking with each other. The. demonstration lessons that 

occur behind the one-way glass provide a shated learrting 

experience. While watching the lesson teachers are guided to 

state observations, make their ~eanings clear, and provide 

evidence of their hypotheses (Lyons et al., 1993) . 

The amount of teaching experience was analyzed to 

determine if it had a significant: relationship to student 

achievement. The·literature has shown that experience may or 

may not be a factor in student achievement (Brophy & Good, 

1986; Pinnell et al., 1995; ~ittrock, 1986). This study 

looked at student achie~ement in several areas: letter 

identification, reading isolated words, book knowledgi, 

writing known words, hearing .and recording·sounds in words, 

reading continuous texts, and reading phtases and supplying 

the missing word. 

The only areas that showed a significant difference 

based on years cif Reading Recovery experience was letter 

identification and writing vocabulary. The students of 

Reading Recovery teachers in training showed evidence of 

learning significantly more letters and being able to write 
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more words independently than students of experienced 

Reading Recovery teachers. One reason for this may be 

because Reading Recovery training is an evolving process. As 

teacher trainers learn more about the reading and writing 

process, they stress different areas to the teacher leaders. 

Recently the instruction has centered more on teaching 

letter identification and student's writing vocabulary. 

Thus, teachers with experience were trained at a time when 

these two areas were not stressed to the same degree. This 

may have had an effect on the students' achievement results 

in these two areas. 

The study also researched whether the amount of Reading 

Recovery teaching experience or the amount of total teaching 

experience made a difference in the number of students that 

were discontinued from the Reading Recovery program. 

Students were discontinued from the program when they were 

reading within the average range of their classroom. The 

number of students discontinued was not significantly 

different based on either Reading Recovery training level or 

total teaching experience. 

This is a serious finding for the Reading Recovery 

program. It is the goal of the Reading Recovery training 

that teachers make more effective teaching decisions as they 

gain experience (Askew et al., 1998; Clay, 1993b). Teachers 

learn through their teaching. They build knowledge 

constructively while they teach (Lyons et al., 1993). Thus, 

they should become more effective as they gain experience. 
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This should produce higher student achievement .and a higher 

percentage of students discontinued from the Reading 

Recovery program. 

The current research did not show that this occurred 

with this group of teachers .. There could be several reasons 

for this. One is. that the amount of professional development 

decreases after the training year. Inste~d ·of meeting 

weekly, teachers attend learning sessions six times a year. 

Teachers may need to meet ~ore often to hone their teaching 

skills. 

Trained teachers are also visited less often by their 

teacher leader.. Teachers are left on their own to solve more 

problems. The teacher leader does not observe as mahy 

lessons. Some teachers may only perform good teaching 

behaviors in response to supervisors observations (Lyons et 

al., 1993). This could be the result of teachers not 

grouriding themselves in the underlying knowledge about how 

students learn. This could result in teachers making 

deci~ions based on the procedures in the guidebook and not 
. . . . 

the child. This could result in lower student achievement. 

As discu.ssed earlier, teachers may· feel they learned 

all they needed to in the first year of training. They ~ay 

not realize that Reading Recovery is more.than a set of 

procedures. It takes time for teachers to get beneath the 

surface and become flexible in their learning· (Lyons et al., 

1993). At first, they may simply go through the motions and 
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procedures without fully understanding the reasons for their 

actions. 

Even though total teaching experience did not 

significantly effect the number of students discontinued 

from the program, it did significantly correlate with the 

Woodcock's passage comprehension. ·on this subtest student 
·, . 

read a phrase and supply the missing word. 'Most students 

were able to identify the word bi looking at the 

accompanying picture. In Reading Recovery students are 

taught to use the picture as a source of information when 

reading difficult words. This could have affected the 

results. 

Conclusions 

This study has shown that t~ach{ng experience did not 

effect student achievement except in the areas of letter 

identification and writing vocabulary. The students·of 

trained Reading Recovery teachers did not do significantly 

different than those students of teachers in training. There 
.. . . .. 

was also no significant difference in the number-of students 

discontinued. This firiding is important for the Reading 

Recovery community. Trained teachers should be making more 

effective teaching decisions and thus, be getting better 

results. 

The ZPD also did not show a relationship with student 

achievement. It could be that teachers are not continuing to 

learn and thus are not operating in the most effective zone. 

86 



This could be the fault of the teacher leader. The teacher 

leader's goal is to help teachers become independent 

learners who will keep on seeking the answers they need. 

"The seeking is probably the most: important component of the 

adult learning mode" {Lyons et al., 1993, p.51). Teacher 

leaders may need to spend more time instructing Reading 

Recovery teachers on how to reflect on and learn from their 

teaching. 

Vygotsky's (1962, .1978) theory Of learning suggested 

that learning never stops and is always recursive. It is 

through assistance by more.knowledgeable others that 
. . •, 

learners are able to obtain new knowledge. Teacher leaders 

may need to stress to the Reading Recovery teachers that the 

learning never stops. To be effective, teachers must 

continue to learn through their teaching. 

Constructivist learning theory is based on the 

principal of learning from experience. In this study, 

teachers with more experience were not more effective than 

teachers in training. This would indicate that teachers are 

not learning from their experiences to make more productive 

teaching decisions. 

Knowledge is constructed uniquely ·and individually. 

This was shown in this study. Some of the·teachers in 

training reported themselves to be on the same stage of ZPD 

as trained Reading Recovery teachers. Thus, teachers were 

progressing to the next level of ZPD at their own rate. They 
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were not bound by how much training or experience they have 

had. They were continuing to learn independently. 

Constructivist learning theory states th.at learning is 

both active and reflective·. This stt1dy showed the importance 

of that reflection. Teachers in training ieported they · 

reflected on their teaching more than trained teachers·. This 

reflection cciuld be the reason why students of teachers in 

training we!e significantly better at letter·identific~tion 

and writing vocabulary~ 

Implications for Educators 

One important implication from this study is that 

trained Reading Recovery teachers are not getting the 

results they are expected to get. This could imply that a 

different level of support is needed for these teachers than 

is currently being offered. If trained teachers feel they, 

are itill in the self-assistance ZPD, they need to learn how 

to move into the internalization and automatization zone. 

It appears that trained teachers feel they have a good 

understanding of how to use the guidebook arid their own 

· experience · for making teaching decis.i:.ons. However, they do 

not know how to match the learning needs of the students 

with the best Reading Recovery method. Clay .(,1993b) has 

stated that effective teachers make the most effective 

teaching decisions using the clearest examples. Teachers 

need to spend time reflecting on. their decisions in order to 
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learn from them. It could be that for experience to be 

valuable, it must be examined critically (Britzman, 1987). 

Another implication is that the amount of professional 

development may not be enough. Trained Reading Recovery 

teachers may need to attend training sessions more than six 

times a year. Currently trained Reading Recovery teachers 

attend professional sessions together. Some Reading Recovery 

teachers who attend may have two years of experience while 

others may have seven. It is possible that Reading Recovery 

teachers with two years of experience may need more 

professional development sessions than the more experienced 

Reading Recovery teachers. 

Vygotsky (1978) contended that learning is more 

productive in one's zone of proximal development. Teachers 

in different zones may have different learning needs. Since 

learning is constructed uniquely and individually, the 

professional development may need to be presented 

differently based on the teachers' ZPD. Some teachers will 

need more assistance from a more knowledgeable person, such 

as the teacher leader. However, other teachers may not need 

that extra assistance. 

Teacher leaders also make fewer visits to trained 

teachers. The Reading Recovery guidelines mandate two visits 

a year and others as needed. Some teachers may need more 

than that. Teachers construct learning at their own rate. 

The process is imperfect. Thus, some Reading Recovery 

teachers may need more individual instruction from the 
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teacher leader or a different type of instruction in. order 

to learn how to be independent problem solvers. The 

individual visits would provide the opportunity for the 

teacher leader to meet the learning needs of that particular 

Reading Recovery teacher. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

This study compared the effectiveness of Reading 

Recovery teachers based on their years of experience and 

their stage in the ZPD. This study also examined the 

constructivist learning theory model that is used in Reading 

Recovery staff training. This study found there was not a 

significant difference in student achievement based on the 

years of teaching experience. The level of ZPD was also not 

a significant factor. In light of the findings of this 

study, the following recommendations are made for future 

research: 

1) Conduct a longitudinal study that follows the same 

group of teachers over a three year period. Their students' 

records could be examined to see if the teachers were able 

to discontinue more students from the Reading Recovery 

program as they gained experience. 

2) A qualitative study is recommended in order to 

examine more closely the teaching decisions made during the 

Reading Recovery lessons. Through video tape, teacher 

transcripts, and observations, the researcher could analyze 
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the difference in teaching decisions between the more and 

less experienced teachers. 

3) The same study could be conducted with a larger and 

different teaching sample. A larger sample would provide the 

opportunity for teachers to be grouped by the specific 

number of years of experience in Reading Recovery. This 

could show whether there is a marked difference in 

effectiveness between the second and fourth year of 

teaching. 

4) The professional development model is the 

cornerstone of Reading Recovery. A study could be conducted 

to see if altering the current format would affect teacher 

effectiveness. A comparison could be made between Reading 

Recovery teachers who attend two years of training with 

those who attend the customary one year. This could-show 

whether more teacher training impacted student achievement. 

5) One could further study the relationship between the 

age of the teacher and the teachers' ZPD by using a iarger 

sample size. Teachers could be grouped according to their 

age or according to their level of ZPD. 

6) An area of interest may also be the issue of 

teachers using self-report in identifying their level of 

ZPD. It may be interesting to see if there is a relationship 

between what the teacher leader believes the teachers' ZPD 

is and what the teacher reports. 
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LETTER IDENTIFICATION SCORE SHEET 

Date: 

Name: Age: TFST SCORE: Q 
Recorder: Date of Birth: STANINE GROUP: D 

·,.\ 

A s Word I.R. A s Word I.A. Confusions: 

A a 

F ' 
f 

K k 

p p 

w w 

z z Letters Unknown: 

8 b 

H h 

0 0 

J j 

u u 

a 

C C Comment: 

y y 

L I 

a q 

M m 

D d 

N n Recording: 
s s A Alphabet respoflse: 

X X 
tick (check} 

s Letter sound response: 
I i tick (check} 

E e Word Record the word the 

G 
child gives 

g IA Incorrect response: 

R r Record what the child 

V V 
says 

T t 

g 

TOTALS TOTAL SCORE [ I 
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APPENDIX 1 OHIO WORD TEST SCORE SHEET 

Q TEST SCORE 

Date: 

Name: School: 
,. 

Recorder: Classroom Teacher: 

Record incorrect responses. 
Choose appropriate list of words. .,t (Checkmark) Correct Response . • (Dot) No Response 

LISTA LISTS LISTC 

Practice can in see 
I words 

and ran big" 

the it to 

pretty said ride 

has her him 

down find for 

where we you 

after they this 

let live may 

here away in 
. 

am are at 

there no with 

over put some 

little look make 

did do eat 

what who an 

them then walk 

one play red 

like again now 

could give from 

yes saw have 
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CONCEPTS ABOUT PRINT SCORE SHEET 

Date: ' 

Name: Age: TEST SCORE: l 1241 

Recorder: Date of Birth: STANINE GROUP: I I 
PAGE I ' SCORE ITEM COMMENT 

Cover 1. Front of book 

213 2. Print contains message I 
4/5 3. Where to start 
4/5 4. Which way to go 
4/5 5. Return sweep to left 
4/5 6. Word by word matching 

6 7. First and last concept 

7 8. Bottom of picture 

819 9. Begin 'The' (Sand) or 'I' 
(Stones) bottom line, top 
OR turn book 

10/11 10. Line order altered 

12/13 11. Left page before right 
12/13 12. One change in word order 
12/13 13. One change in letter order 

14/15 14. One change in letter order 
14/15 15. Meaning of? 

16/17 16. Meaning of full stop 
16/17 17. Meaning of comma 
16/17 18. Meaning of quotation marks 
16/17 19. Locate M m H h ( Sand) 

OR T t B b {Slones) 

18/19 20. Reversible words was, no 

20 21. One letter: two letters 
20 22. One word: two words 
20 23. First and last letter of word 
20 24. Capital letter 
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,---------------------------------------------
WRITING VOCABULARY OBSERVATION SHEET 

Name: ____________ _ 

Recorder: ----------- Date of Birth:------

(Fold headi~g under before child uses sheet) 

COMMENT 

112 

Date:---------

r-r--1 TEST SCORE: L_J 

STANINE GROUP: D 



HEARING AND RECORDING SOUNDS IN WORDS (DICTATION TASK) 
OBSERVATION SHEET 

Date: ______ _ 

Name:------------ Age=-------~ 
TEST SCORE: 

Recorder: ----------- Date of Birth:-----

(Fold heading under before child uses sheet) STANINE GROUP: D 

COMMENT 
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RUNNING RECORD SHEET 

Name: Date: D.ofB.: Age: __ yrs _ mths 

School: Recorder: 

Text Titles Running words Error rate Accuracy Self-correction 
Error rate 

1. Easy 1: 
__ .% 1: 

2. Instructional 1: 
__ % 1: 

3. Hard 1: 
___ % 1: 

Directional movement 

Analysis of Errors and Self-corrections 
Information used or neglected [Meaning (M) Structure or Syntax (S) Visual (V)J 

Easy 

Instructional 

Hard 

Cross-checking on information (Note that this behaviour changes over time) 

Analysis of Errors and Self-corrections 
(see Observation Survey pages 30-32) 

I I 
Information used 

Page E 

I 
SC E SC 

MSV MSV 
I 

I 
i I 
I I I 
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TEST RECOAO 

Richard W. Woodcock 

------------------ Sox: 0 M QF 
Birth Dile __________ _ AQe---------

GraCle ------------ Examiner------------------------ Tesung Cate------------

Teac:11er/Oeiw1men1 -------- Sc.'1ool/A;ency ________ City _________________ Slate--------

Reason 101 Evaluauon _________________________________________________ _ 

Adu.II Sub1ects: E~uca:.cri ---------------------- Occ:ucauon ----------------------

Do these WRMT-R results provide a fair representation of the subjec:'s present functioning in reading? G Yes C No If not. what 1s tne re.son fer 

quesuonrng the resuits? -----------------------------------------------

. ·" ~ { j ~) (~ j·,ln 1. '3 . \ ~ ::3.. , J =l ;Jr. . , • .- J ! -,Jl;l 
~, I °iq 

(lnstruct,onaJ Rance: Easy - Grade Equivalent - Difficult) 

Word ldenttllaUoa 
Gr1de Eowv11ent ,.o- ,.s 1.2 1.5 2.l 3.5 11 13 tl ti.I" 1U!'I tlU" 

14 le 311 .. 52 51 6' n IO II i2 97 102 1118 
Raw ___ 

" 21 3& ~ 52 51 6' n IO 16 92 97 102 :ce 
RPI~ 14 21 l6 ~ 52 51 6' n IO 16 92 17 102 1118 

Word Altadl 
Gr.ade Eaumtent ,a- ,.s 12 1.5 2.5 l .5 11 13 tl 11.P IU" 111.9" 

12 11 20 2• 21 31 3l JS l6 l6 Ji '° ,2 ,5 
R,w ___ 

12 16 20 2, 21 31 ll JS ll ll •2 •5 

RPI~ 
12 11 20 2, 21 31 3l 31 ,2 ,s 

Word Camonftfflliu 
Grade EcuMlent ,.a- '-5 1.2 1.5 2.5 l .5 11 13 15 ti .I" IU" 11.9" 

{ 
,11 '30 ''° ,10 4liO ,90 500 510 l20 53ll 5'° 5!IO 5!iO so 

w '11 '30 "° <70 480 •90 500 l 10 l20 S30 l<O ~ llO 

RPI __ 190_ 
411 '30 450 480 470 480 500 510 5211 SIi 5'° S7U 4IO 

Pnu91 Camonft111110 
Graae Eaurv11ent '-D" , .5 1.2 1.l 2.5 l.l 11 13 15 11.P 1U" 1U" 

{ 
14 20 2' 30 34 31 42 ~ 51 ll IO ll • Raw ___ 

14 20 2' 30 34 ll ,2 ,1 51 ll 60 ll 61 

RPI~ 
14 20 2' 30 34 l6 ,2 .. 51 ll IO • 

no~tnOU:_SQLE ·$®SAAH&A2Bif.®%,...8SlBP4iiff:¥ii?ii2#i#J~?$-s.-W§J4f4¥AA5GkHAj·~B @¥ Nffifid 5 #·HNN6i&fWS4¥f4t1 
Grade Ecuiv,iem '-D" '-l 1 1.2 t.5 2 2.l J J.l , 5 6 7 g 11 1l 1l II .I" tU" IU" 

{ '°° 
,20 440 4liO 4liO 490 500 510 520 53ll m 5'l 5S 

w '°° ,20 440 480 480 •IO 500 510 l20 m lll 5'l ~ 

RPI ~ '°° 420 "° . l15 520 535 l4l 440 480 4IO 500 510 

115 



WORD IDENTIFICATION 3 Basal ..... the first 6 consecutive correct responses 
that begin with the first item on an easel page. 

Ceiling ...... the last 6 consecutive faileo responses 
that end with the last Item on an easel page. 

Score Error 
( 1 or 0) Response 

1. __ go 

2. __ the 
3. __ me 

4. __ not 

5. __ red 

6. __ box 

7. __ look 
a. __ do 

9. __ big 

10. __ yes 

11. __ this 

12. __ bee 

13. __ green 
14. __ fly 
15. __ hot 
16. __ bus 

17. __ ten 

18. __ some 
19. __ here 

20. __ black 

21. __ bear. 
22._._-old 
23. __ house · 

24._-_eat 

25._leg 
26. __ away 
27. __ time 

28. __ new 

29. __ people __ _ 

30. __ sheep __ _ 

31. __ everyone __ 

32. __ date 
33. __ warm 
34. __ low 

35. __ family 
36. __ river 
37. __ great 

Score Error 
(1 orO) Response 

····- ....... _ - - ------·····-
38. __ wonderful 

39. __ should 

40. __ money 
41. __ lemon 

42. __ without 
43. __ exit 

44. __ chew 

45. __ question 
46. __ piece 

47. __ strange 

48. __ brought 
49. __ cattle 

50. __ groan 

51. __ dangerous 

52. __ journey 

53. __ major 

54. __ garage 
55. __ cruel 

56. __ wreck 

57. __ entrance 

58. __ budget 

59. __ pioneer 

60. __ inquire 
61. __ wealth 

62. __ allowable 
63. __ ache 

64. __ vacant 

65. __ quench 

66. __ extinguish 
67. __ prudent 

68. __ circumstance 

69. __ occasionally 
70. __ flamboyant 
71. __ epidemic 

72. __ tranquility 

73. __ sympathize -----
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Score .. Error 
(1 or 0) • F!esocnse 

··--· .. ·-----..... _. ·-···--·--·-·" 
74. __ hindrance 
75. __ zodiac 

76. __ plausible 

77. __ limousine 

78. __ embassy 

79. __ velocity 

80. __ abdominal 

81. __ alienate 

82. __ proximity 

83. __ amidships 

84. __ baroness 

85. __ vivacious 
86. __ lethargic 

87. __ transient 

as. __ edifice 

89. __ ptomaine 

90. __ verbatim 
91. __ itinerary ------· 
92. __ jujitsu 

93. __ grandiose 

94. __ amiable 

95. __ xerography 

96. __ narcissism 

97. __ subsidiary 

98. __ quixotic 
99. __ obelisk 

100. __ consanguinity 
--··-----

101. __ declasse 

102. __ psychical 

103. __ zoophile 

104. __ epigraphist 

105. __ facetious 
106. __ shillelagh 

·-----·--



PASSAGE COMPREHENSION 
Basal ..... the first 6 consecutive correct responses 

that begin with the first item on an easel page. 
Ceiling ...... the last 6 consecutive failed responses 

that end with the last item on an easel page. 

Sample A. __ ball 

Score 
(1 or 0) 

,. __ water 

2. __ box 
3. __ garden 

Error 
Response 

. -----------·-- ··-·--··; ······ ___ ., __ ·---
4. __ head 
s. __ chair 
6. __ under 

7. __ water 

Score 
(1 or 0) 

33. __ not 
34. __ kitchen 
35. __ water 
36. __ living 
.. ··------·-· -- .. ·-- .. 
37. __ center 
38. __ English 
39. __ tea 
40. __ away 

Error 
Response 

8. __ rug -·----- .... _____ .. ____ ,,. ______ ...• -- .. -
9. __ am 

10. __ at 
11. __ arms 
12. __ are 

13. __ years 
14. __ are 
15. __ he ----16. __ opened 
17. __ on 
18. __ four 

. i9. __ hair 
20. __ brush 
21. book 

22. __ far 
23. __ stop 
24. __ flag -------· ·-----25. __ paint 
26. __ small 
27. __ painted 
28. bikes 

29. __ weasel 
30. __ clothes 
31. __ words 
32. drift 

41. __ brass 
42. __ state 
43. __ life 
44. __ rainfall 

45. __ frozen 
46. __ war 
47. __ dot 
48. __ ripen 

49. __ relaxed 
50. __ in 
51. __ France 
52. Charlemagn 

53. __ purpose 
54. __ farmer 
55. ___ business 
56. company 

57. __ lakes 
58. __ rest 
59. __ acid 
60. writer's 

61. __ city 
62. __ partners 
63. __ trom 
64. __ cannot 

65. __ source 
66: __ definition 
67. __ merit 
68. eliminated 
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Appendix B 

Teacher Questionnaire 
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Reading Recovery® Teacher Questionnaire 

1. During the discussions while watching behind the glass, a lot of learning and problem solving is taking 
place. In the scale below, some of that learning is grouped by category. Please mark the scale 
according to how the items are reflected in your learning during training classes or during 
continuing contact. 

Never All 
the time 

Problem solve student problems I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Generate hypotheses I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Test hypotheses I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Challenge the thoughts of others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Reflect on teaching experiences 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Dialogue with other RR teachers 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. The next question is a bit difficult. I will try my best to explain it. There are five levels of teacher 
self-regulation. This is what Clay would call a self-extending system of teaching or learning. 
Look at each category and the description. Mark which one best describes you at this time. 

___ 1) assistance provided by more capable other 
{ This means that you are learning about Reading Recovery and you depend on someone else to teach 
you the procedures and help a great deal in problem solving.} 

___ 2) transition to self-assistance 
{This means that you are still depending on the teacher leader for most of your information. Your 
tendency is to ask your teacher leader or another trained RR teacher for help instead of problem 
solving it by yourself. You are on your way to becoming independent; but aren't there quite yet.} 

___ 3) assistance to self 
{This means you feel capable problem solving by yourself. By analyzing the students' records and by 
using the Guidebook, you feel comfortable in making most of your teaching decisions.} 

---4) internalization and automatization 
{This means that you are feeling comfortable with the teaching procedures and the prompts from the 
Guidebook. You have internalized the procedures and are able to make quick decisions. You are able 
to use the level of prompt needed for each child. You are comfortable with the Reading Recovery 
language and procedures.} 

___ 5) deautomatization and recursion 
{ At this stage teachers are able to think differently then before when posed difficult teaching decisions. 
Teachers will refer back to the Guidebook and to their colleagues for information. However, the 
problem solving tends to be at a higher level than before. ) 
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3. What was your prior teaching position( s) before becoming a Reading Recovery teacher? Please list 
all positions and how long you taught at each position. 

Position Years 

4. Besides teaching Reading Recovery, what other teaching responsibilities do you currently have? 

5. What year did you complete your RR training? 

6. What is your highest degree? ---------

7. In what field is this degree? ______ _ 

8. What is your gender? 

____ l)Male ____ 2) Female 

9. What is your ethnic background? (This information will be used only for descriptive purposes for this 
study.) 

---1) African American ---2) Caucasian 3) Hispanic ---

---4) Asian ___ 5) Native American ___ 6)0ther 

10. What is your age? __ _ 

11. What is your teacher code? ___ _ 
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Appendix C 

Parent/Teacher Consent Forms 
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Consent Form 

Dear Parent/Guardian: 

I am a Reading Recovery Teacher Leader in the 
Bartlesville School District. I also work with teachers in 
Wagoner, Ponca City, Nowata and Claremore. As part of my 
dissertation work for Oklahoma State University, I am 
inviting teachers to be part of my study. The purpose of my 
research is to see if teachers with more experience are able 
to get different results in Reading Recovery. 

Your child is already a part of Reading Recovery and 
will continue working with your child's teacher. To be in 
the program each child was given a reading test called the 
Observation Survey. I would like to do an additional 
reading test with your child called the Woodcock Johnson. 
The test will take approximately 15 minutes. I will make 
arrangements with your child's teacher to schedule the 
testing during the school day. During the test, I will ask 
your child to read a list of words and to read short 
phrases. After your child has completed sixty Reading 
Recovery lessons, I will test your child again with the same 
reading tests. 

I will be using the results of this study to describe 
the effectiveness of Reading Recovery teachers based on 
their years of experience. The goal of Reading Recovery 
training is that teachers get better results as they gain 
experience. For instance, students with a first year 
Reading Recovery teacher may not progress as quickly as 
students with a fifth year Reading Recovery teacher. I want 
to determine if there is a difference and to what extent. If 
you would like more information, you may contact me (918-
331-0465) or Gay Clarkson, IRB Executive Secretary, 305 
Whitehurst, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, OK 74078; 
telephone number: (405) 744-5700. 

I would appreciate it if you would allow your child to 
be part of my study. If I have your permission, please sign 
and return this form to your child's classroom teacher or 
Reading Recovery teacher as soon as possible. 

All responses will be kept anonymous. If you have 
questions or concerns about this project I can be reached at 
school (918-336-8384) or at home (918-331-0465). My advisor 
at OSU is also available to answer any questions you may 
have about this study. Her name is Dr. Barbara Wilkinson. 
She may be contacted at her office. The number is (405)744-
7125. The address is School of Curriculum and Educational 
Leadership, 228 Willard Hall, Stillwater, Ok 74078. 
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You may have your child withdraw from this study at any 
time without any penalty. You may do so by calling me or by 
sending a letter to my address: Teresa Fugate, 4729 SE 
Amherst, Bartlesville, Ok 74006. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Teresa Fugate 
Reading Recovery Teacher Leader 

Child's Name 

Check one: 

Yes, my child may participate 

No, my child may not participate ---

Parent/Guardian's 
Signature~----------------~ 

Researcher, Teresa Fugate 
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Consent Form 

Dear Reading Recovery Teacher: 

I am a Reading Recovery Teacher Leader for 
Bartlesville, Wagoner, Nowata, Ponca City and Claremore. 
As part of my dissertation work for OSU I am inviting 
Reading Recovery teachers to be part of my study. The 
purpose of my study is to see if teachers with more 
experience are able to get different results in Reading 
Recovery. 

I will be grouping teachers according to their years of 
experience in Reading Recovery. Each of your four students 
will be given the Woodcock Reading Achievement Test and the 
Observation Survey as a pre and post test. The Woodcock 
Reading test will take approximately 30 minutes. It 
consists of words and short phrases the child is asked to 
read. The post tests will be given after sixty Reading 
Recovery lessons. 

There will also be a demographic form to complete. It 
will describe the population used in this study. 

Your help will be greatly appreciated. Your name will 
be kept confidential. You may see the aggregated results 
across all teachers as well as your own personal results at 
the close of the study. 

Please sign and return this form to me as soon as 
possible. If you have questions or concerns about this 
study, I can be reached at school (918-336-8384) or at home 
(918-331-0465). My dissertation advisor at OSU is also 
available to answer any questions. She may be contacted at 
405-744-7125. The address is School of Curriculum an 
Educational Leadership, 228 Willard Hall Stillwater, Okla. 
74078. You may also contact Gay Clarkson, IRB Executive 
Secretary, 305 Whitehurst, Oklahoma State University, 
Stillwater, OK 74078; telephone number: (405)744-5700. 

You may withdraw from the study without penalty by 
notifying me by phone (918-331-0465) or by mail. My address 
is Teresa Fugate, 4729 SE Amherst, Bartlesville, OK 74003. 
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Thank you for your time and help. 

Sincerely, 

Teresa Fugate 
Reading Recovery Teacher Leader 

I have read and fully understand the consent form. I 
sign it freely and voluntarily. 

Teacher's Name 

Check one: 

Yes, I will participate in the research study 

No, I will not participate in the research study~~ 

Date 

Researcher, Teresa Fugate 
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Appendix D 

Oklahoma State University 

Institutional Review Board for 

Human Subjects Research Form 
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OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 

HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW 

09-21-98 IRB #: ED-99-016 

Proposal Title: COMPARISON OF READING RECOVERY TEACHERS BASED 
ON YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 

Principal Investigator(s): Barbara Wilkinson, Teresa A. Fugate 

Reviewed and Processed as: Expedited with Special Population 

Approval Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved 

( / r,-; . .... ·~·· / : 

Sl"gnature• ' . 1 ( \ i I .. : l. \.. 1..-,;-,t \ __ . ~;'7·~ 

Director of University Research Compliance 
cc: Teresa A. Fugate 

Date: October 2, 1998 

Approvals are valid for one calendar year, after which time a request for continuation must be submitted. 
Any modification to the research project approved by the IRB must be submitted for approval. Approved 
projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB. Expedited and exempt projects may be reviewed by the full 
Institutional Review Board. 
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