
Well, for some of us it was “in like a lion

and out like a lamb.” For others of us it

is “in like a lion and out like a lion.” For

all of us, however, it is spring—a time of

renewal. Spring is the time to look

around the classroom, school, or district

and see how far our students have come

and what we can do to take them as far

as possible before summer.

In this issue we bring you an interview

with a successful school leader, Tim

Young of Lyons Primary School in Geor-

gia. Robert Harris of J/P Associates sat

down with this principal of a very high-

performing school who has great advice

for administrators who want to dramati-

cally improve student performance. 

Additionally, we have included an arti-

cle about an outstanding Milwaukee,

WI, school that is using several DI pro-

grams to accelerate student progress.

The school recently was recognized by

the University of Notre Dame’s

national Task Force on the Participa-

tion of Latino Children and Families in

Catholic Schools for its academic

advances. It is always a pleasure to be

able to report on a school making such

significant advances with a tradition-

ally underserved population. 

Another DI-using school that was rec-

ognized for its achievement is Appling

County Primary School in Baxley, GA.

Read about why this school was recog-

nized as a No Child Left Behind

National Blue Ribbon Award Winner.

Despite criticism from some quarters

about school choice, it is clear that for

many students these schools are criti-

cal to their current and future success.

Recently Don had the opportunity to

speak with William Schmidt, who was

very involved with revising math stan-

dards for the state of Minnesota. This

is important to those of us who are

keen proponents of Direct Instruction

math programs. Having struggled to

balance our experience with moving

students beyond our expectations

through the use of DI math programs,

with concerns about demonstrating the

“new knowledge” on required stan-

dardized state tests, we are excited to

hear about changes in those tests and

standards to more closely align with

what we cover in our teaching.

In addition to this interview, we have

an article written by Don that considers

the importance of the content of a les-

son to making it motivating and engag-

ing. He asks the integral question:

Should teachers focus the bulk of their

energy on developing interesting or

engaging lessons, or is there something

else that should have a higher priority? 

As always, it is a pleasure to include an

article by Dr. Martin Kozloff, who

writes about the very important con-

cept of teaching “big ideas.” The user-

friendly article presents the features of

systematic, explicit, focused, direct

instruction. The first part of the arti-

cle is designed to assist teachers to

evaluate, select, and improve curricu-

lum materials. The second part is

designed to allow teachers to evaluate

and improve instruction. 

As we all work with students with

challenging behaviors from time to

time (or more often than that!), we are
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happy to include, from Randy Sprick, a

piece about “Planned Discussion.”

Planned Discussion with a student—

when one or more adults confers with

a student about a particular concern

and develops a plan for resolving it—is

an often-overlooked intervention due

to its apparent simplicity. However, it

continued on page 3
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DI News provides practitioners, ADI members, the DI community, and those new

to DI with stories of successful implementations of DI, reports of ADI awards,

tips regarding the effective delivery of DI, articles focused on particular types of

instruction, reprints of articles on timely topics, and position papers that address

current issues. The News’ focus is to provide newsworthy events that help us

reach the goals of teaching children more effectively and efficiently and commu-

nicating that a powerful technology for teaching exists but is not being utilized

in most American schools. Readers are invited to contribute personal accounts of

success as well as relevant topics deemed useful to the DI community. General

areas of submission follow:

From the field: Submit letters describing your thrills and frustrations, prob-
lems and successes, and so on. A number of experts are available who may be

able to offer helpful solutions and recommendations to persons seeking advice.

News: Report news of interest to ADI’s members.

Success stories: Send your stories about successful instruction. These can be
short, anecdotal pieces.

Perspectives: Submit critiques and perspective essays about a theme of current
interest, such as: school restructuring, the ungraded classroom, cooperative

learning, site-based management, learning styles, heterogeneous grouping, Regu-

lar Ed Initiative and the law, and so on.

Book notes: Review a book of interest to members.

New products: Descriptions of new products that are available are welcome.
Send the description with a sample of the product or a research report validating

its effectiveness. Space will be given only to products that have been field-

tested and empirically validated.

Tips for teachers: Practical, short products that a teacher can copy and use
immediately. This might be advice for solving a specific but pervasive problem, a

data-keeping form, a single format that would successfully teach something

meaningful and impress teachers with the effectiveness and cleverness of Direct

Instruction.

Submission Format: Send an electronic copy with a hard copy of the manu-
script. Indicate the name of the word-processing program you use. Save drawings

and figures in separate files. Include an address and email address for each

author.

Illustrations and Figures: Please send drawings or figures in a camera-ready
form, even though you may also include them in electronic form.

Completed manuscripts should be sent to:

ADI Publications

P.O. Box 10252

Eugene, OR 97440

Acknowledgement of receipt of the manuscript will be sent by email. Articles are

initially screened by the editors for placement in the correct ADI publication. If

appropriate, the article will be sent out for review by peers in the field. These

reviewers may recommend acceptance as is, revision without further review, revi-

sion with a subsequent review, or rejection. The author is usually notified about

the status of the article within a 6- to 8-week period. If the article is published,

the author will receive five complimentary copies of the issue in which his or her

article appears.
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is a critical evidence-based tool for

teachers to consider as intervention for

anything from chronic tardiness to

aggressive behaviors. 

We hope that you enjoy this issue of

the Direct Instruction News. We enjoyed

putting it together! Please share your

copy with your colleagues who are not

yet members of the Association for

Direct Instruction and urge them to

join us!

Resources, Inc.

(ERI) with partners

Molly Blakely and

Ed Schaefer. 

Paul is proud to say

that say that during

his entire profes-

sional career he has

been associated with a very unique

cadre of professionals and a powerful

set of instructional programs that come

under the “umbrella” called Direct

Instruction. Paul will be honored at the

Awards Reception to be held in con-

junction with the National Direct

Instruction Conference on July 25.

Do you have a Facebook page yet? If

you do, then you will want to become

a fan of The Association for Direct

Instruction. Last month we launched

our fan page and have more than 30

fans to date. This page can be a useful

place to get updates on training and

also serve as a discussion area. 

Plan now to attend the National

Direct Instruction Conference in

Eugene, OR, July 25–29. We have

many excellent sessions, including sev-

eral new sessions. Our keynote speaker

this year is Carolyn Schneider. Carolyn

is a veteran consultant and coach and

has a wealth of experience to share.

We look forward to seeing her informa-

tional and motivating presentation.

Zig Engelmann will speak at the open-

ing and closing sessions. 

A few special features have been

added this year. To enhance network-

ing we will have tables set up for dif-

ferent interest areas during lunch, as

well as organized group dinners at

local restaurants. We will have an art

show exhibition of Zig’s watercolors on

Tuesday, as well as a book signing for

those who purchase a copy of the lim-

ited run reprint of one of his earliest

works, Conceptual Learning.

August 16–18 marks the dates for our

first conference focusing on using DI

programs with learners diagnosed with

Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD).

The event will be held in Columbus,

OH. We have assembled a group of

highly experienced trainers who will

lead the sessions and present a panel

discussion on how to deliver instruc-

tion to students with ASD.

Each of these conferences offers

optional college credit, and many ses-

sions qualify for Behavior Analyst Cer-

tification Board (BACB) continuing

education credits. Visit our website at

http://www.adihome.org to download

complete brochures and registration

information and sign up online.

ADI Board of Directors 
Inducts Paul McKinney 
into DI Hall of Fame
Longtime Direct Instruction trainer

Paul McKinney was voted into the ADI

Hall of Fame in February. Paul has been

involved in DI for more than 40 years.

He taught in public schools in Central

New York for 22 years, where he says

he learned more about teaching than

he did from taking any methodology

class in undergraduate or graduate

school. He was an independent con-

sultant as well as a project manager for

Project Follow Through for several

years. In 1989 he partnered with Jane

Feinberg to formed JP Associates, and

in 1999 he formed Educational

BRYAN WICKMAN, Executive Director, Association for Direct Instruction

ADI News

Paul McKinney

Renewal... continued from page 1

The 36th National
Direct Instruction
Conference and
Institutes
July 25–29, 2010
Hilton Eugene Hotel 
& Conference Center
Eugene, Oregon
The most comprehensive offering

of Direct Instruction training and

information available anywhere.

Special Keynote Speakers
Carolyn Schneider,

Senior Direct Instruction 

Consultant

Siegfried Engelmann,

Senior Developer of Direct

Instruction Programs

Register online or download 
a complete brochure at 
adihome.org.

Help us out!
Contribute your story of success

with DI! We want to hear from

you!

You all have stories and it is time

to share them. This is your jour-

nal—let it reflect your stories!

See the directions on page 2 on

how to make a contribution. You’ll

be glad you did.
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Everyone is in favor of exciting and

interesting lessons that capture stu-

dent interest and engagement. Most

adults think back to the occasional les-

son they remember from their child-

hood that stood out for being more

exciting than the run-of-the-mill les-

son. Often, educators point to hands-

on science museums or Discovery

Channel programming that they feel

stimulates curiosity as the model for

good lessons. Colleges of education

place a great deal of emphasis on mak-

ing sure that students create lessons

that appeal to student interests. Very

often administrators will be very

impressed by lessons that begin with a

“hook” that makes them, and presum-

ably the students, curious, puzzled, or

in some way interested. Often the pur-

suit of an “interesting” beginning to a

lesson will drive the way the lesson is

structured and presented. 

How important is the content of the

lesson to making it motivating and

engaging? Should teachers focus the

bulk of their energy on developing

interesting or engaging lessons, or is

there something else that should have

a higher priority? If we look at a dis-

tinctly uninteresting part of the cur-

riculum, we can begin to get an answer. 

Memorizing math facts must be the

least interesting subject in all of

schooling. Practicing saying “nine plus

eight is seventeen” enough times that

it becomes automatic has absolutely

zero intrinsic interest. Because devel-

oping math facts to the point of auto-

maticity is important for later math

achievement, it still needs to be done.

So can this be made motivating and

engaging? Can it be done systemati-

cally and consistently? 

Absolutely, as long as three things are

in place. First, students must be suc-

cessful on a daily basis. Second, teach-

ers need to recognize and celebrate

success frequently. Third, teachers

have to behave as if the success is

important—that the achievement is

impressive and valuable. It will also

work if other adults act like the suc-

cess is a big deal. If those three things

are operating, then students will be

motivated and engaged in practicing

math facts. 

I created a math facts program that

structures those three things—suc-

cess, recognition of progress, and

teacher praise. And it works to moti-

vate students. I routinely see high lev-

els of motivation in classrooms using

my math facts program. I once

observed a teacher threatening her

class with losing “math facts time” as a

way to quiet them down in the hall. I

often see students reminding teachers

not to forget about math facts because

the students are motivated and

engaged for that period of time. Intrin-

sically interesting content is clearly

not needed to motivate and engage

students. 

Although teachers can use success,

recognition of progress, and praise to

motivate students, is that any better

than creating a motivating lesson? Yes,

most emphatically. Those three factors

are motivating students to learn and

succeed. The students are motivated

by their achievement, so they are valu-

ing the results of their hard work. In

the long run, motivating students to

learn and to be motivated by their suc-

cess is far more important than any

specific content students are learning.

We want to create students who are

motivated by learning so they will

work hard enough to succeed in high

school and college. 

Interesting content, such as what

you’d find in the science museum or

on the Discovery Channel, motivates

students to attend or watch. If you pay

to go into the science museum or you

watch a television documentary, then

the museum and the TV channel have

achieved their goal. Whether a person

learns and retains the information does

not matter. 

Unfortunately, having a great “hook”

or a captivating demonstration does

not guarantee that students will learn

anything. Students may pay attention

while the demonstration is going on,

but then their interest will drop off

unless the teacher is motivating stu-

dents to learn. Students can treat the

science demonstration like a magic

show and completely ignore the

explanation/instruction that follows.

In fact, I once had a student ask me,

a few days after a science demonstra-

DON CRAWFORD, Baltimore Curriculum Project

Presenting Lesons that are Motivating
and Engaging: How Much Does 
Content Matter?

Plan now to attend:

Effective Programs
for Learners With
Autism Spectrum
Disorders—A Direct
Instruction
Conference
August 16–18, 2010
Hilton Columbus/Polaris
Columbus, Ohio

BACB-approved continuing 

education units available.

Register online or download a
complete brochure at
adihome.org.
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Tim Young is the principal of Lyons

Primary School in Lyons, GA, one of

only 14 schools to receive the state’s

Single Statewide Accountability Gold

Award. To receive the award, Lyons

Primary School:

• Met Adequate Yearly Progress

(AYP) for two consecutive years.

• Demonstrated that at least 30% of

students exceed standards in all

test areas.

• Placed in the 97th percentile or

higher statewide in greatest student

achievement gains.

Lyons Primary School has imple-

mented Direct Instruction for the last

nine years with support from JP Asso-

ciates. This Q&A looks at Young’s

career in education and explores what

has enabled Lyons and its students to

excel.

Robert Harris (RH): Why did you

choose education as a career? 

Tim Young (TY): My life experiences

have impacted my career choice. I

always knew that I wanted to be a

teacher and a coach, to work with chil-

dren to make a difference in their

lives. I have always wanted to inspire

and motivate children the way I was as

a child.

RH: Why did you become a princi-

pal?

TY: After several years of teaching, I

decided to broaden my professional

growth. I decided to pursue a master’s

of education in school leadership/

administration. I felt that a degree in

educational leadership would enable

me to assume a decision-making role

as a school administrator. Being a prin-

cipal would allow me to become more

active in the school’s curriculum, disci-

pline, student and parental involve-

ment, and school improvement. 

RH: Describe the state of the school

when you first became principal.

TY: The school was in a transitional

period from QCC (the state’s Quality

Core Curriculum standards) to GPS

(Georgia Performance Standards).

Teacher morale was low. The average

life span of a principal at the school

was 1 to 3 years of service. Decision-

making practices were not based on

data. Teachers felt that the pendulum

was going to continue to swing; there-

fore they were not embracing change.

They were not receptive to accounta-

bility, new pedagogy ideology, and

technology. There was little consis-

tency between value systems and per-

formance. 

RH: What priorities have you

focused on over the last few years? 

TY: Student achievement has been the

centerpiece at the school. Much work

has been done on embracing stan-

ROBERT HARRIS, J/P Associates

Interview with a Successful School Leader

tion, when we were going to have

“magic” again.

A teacher who wants students to be

motivated and engaged must ensure

three things: students’ daily success, a

record and recognition of their success,

and an impressed and excited reaction

to their success to show that this

achievement is important. If a teacher

achieves all three of these—using, for

example, fact-practicing exercises,

spelling instruction, or any other less-

than-thrilling educational activities—

students will be motivated to learn

and be successful. Motivating students

to learn material is far more important

than motivating them to simply watch

a lesson.

Dear friends in the DI community,

What do you remember
most about your first
experience seeing or
using DI?
You no doubt have plenty of stories to

share about your first time with Direct

Instruction, whether it was 30 years ago

or last month. We hope to hear these stories—and

learn from them—in upcoming issues of the DI News.

Send us your responses—short answers are fine—to Don Crawford,

dc0843@aol.com, or Randi Saulter, itsrandi@aol.com. Let us know

your name and your affiliation (school, organization, synagogue, rifle club,

political party, etc.). Have a good idea for a future question? Let us know

that, too!

—Don & Randi, editors

Hello and welcome to the 2008 Sum-mer edition of the DI News. This issueof the News contains many articles thatwe hope you will find both informativeand interesting.

We have all embraced Zig Engel-mann’s so eloquently stated “mantra”that “if the children aren’t learning,the teacher isn’t teaching.” In a 2001interview, originally published inSchool Reform News, we have the oppor-tunity to read a concise explanation tosupport this way of thinking. It alsoserves to remind us of the critical roleof the educator. 

Additionally, in an early (1993) article,Zig points out how “mis-learning” andinadequate practice often occur due toweak curriculum.  In his own words,Zig offers the following prologue tothe article:

Geoff Colvin is a behaviorist whois also a good teacher and trainer.He understands the role ofinstruction in shaping behavior. Aweek before I posted this article,Geoff asked me for permission toreproduce and present it at aseminar. Sure. (In fact, I forgotthat I had written this paper.)

Geoff presented it to graduatestudents. Some of them laterindicated that they were bothshocked and insulted becausethis was the first time they hadheard anything about the rela-tionship between curriculum andfailure, particularly the notionthat you could observe studentbehavior and infer the flaws in

the curriculum they wentthrough from the kind of mis-takes they make. 

After I heard Geoff ’s report, Iread the article and concludedthat it is as timely today as it wasin 1993, when I wrote it. Thefield still hasn’t learned thatpoorly designed curricula gener-ate poor performance in bothteacher and students.

We are offering a (2005) piece fromZig, “A Litmus Test for Urban SchoolDistricts.” Zig notes that large districtsimplement innovations, such as DI, intheir own manner, according to theirown previously established policies andprocedures. These district rules oftengreatly distort the innovation. Then,when the innovation is not successful,the district assumes the innovation wasinadequate, rather than blaming theirinternal policies and procedures. Zigsuggests that districts try an unfettered“litmus test” of innovations accordingto the developers’ guidelines in two orthree schools as a way to determineboth the potential of the innovation aswell as what needs to be changed inthe way of district policies.

From Martin Kozloff and MonicaCampbell we have an article entitled“Cognition, Logic, and Instruction.”The authors skillfully explain the fourkinds of cognitive knowledge as well asthe logical structure and the logicaloperations, how to attain them, andhow to use them. The “finale” of thisarticle contains a critical conclusion for

Effective School Practices

Direct Instruction
DON CRAWFORD and RANDI SAULTER, Editors

news
Old DI Advice Still Rings True

SUMMER 2008, Volume 8, Number 2
In this issue

educators. We know you will find thisarticle important and useful.
We are happy to include several articlesthat exemplify the kinds of success thatwe all know is possible with soundinstruction utilizing DI curricula. RobertHarris of J/P Associates and Classical
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Geoff presented it to graduatestudents. Some of them laterindicated that they were bothshocked and insulted becausethis was the first time they hadheard anything about the rela-tionship between curriculum andfailure, particularly the notionthat you could observe studentbehavior and infer the flaws in

the curriculum they wentthrough from the kind of mis-takes they make. 
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We are offering a (2005) piece fromZig, “A Litmus Test for Urban SchoolDistricts.” Zig notes that large districtsimplement innovations, such as DI, intheir own manner, according to theirown previously established policies andprocedures. These district rules oftengreatly distort the innovation. Then,when the innovation is not successful,the district assumes the innovation wasinadequate, rather than blaming theirinternal policies and procedures. Zigsuggests that districts try an unfettered“litmus test” of innovations accordingto the developers’ guidelines in two orthree schools as a way to determineboth the potential of the innovation aswell as what needs to be changed inthe way of district policies.

From Martin Kozloff and MonicaCampbell we have an article entitled“Cognition, Logic, and Instruction.”The authors skillfully explain the fourkinds of cognitive knowledge as well asthe logical structure and the logicaloperations, how to attain them, andhow to use them. The “finale” of thisarticle contains a critical conclusion for

Effective School Practices

Direct Instruction
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dards-based classrooms, differentia-

tion, and professional development

and becoming fully operational as we

are guided by data and trusting the

good work of other professionals

around us. 

RH: In your opinion, what three

things have been most critical for

the success your staff and students

have achieved? 

TY: One, possessing such strategies as

building trust, initiating facilitative

structures, setting limits, encouraging

group development, supporting teach-

ers, and involving parents are key

ingredients in successful schools.

Two, having high expectations for

teacher performance and student

achievement, which includes consis-

tent, ongoing, in-house professional

learning and follow-up that positively

effects teacher performance and stu-

dent achievement. 

Three, consistently using data to drive

and improve curriculum and instruc-

tional methods to enhance student

achievement.

RH: What’s next?

TY: Continue to model and monitor

effective instruction and student

achievement. Continue to model and

monitor effective decision-making. We

will continue to facilitate the entire

staff in attaining higher levels of profi-

ciency in order to continuously assist

students in reaching their maximum

learning potential. We will continue to

promote collegiate support, meet or

surpass established adequate yearly

progress improvement targets in ELA

(English Language Arts) and math in

each subgroup, and provide profes-

sional development to meet individual

and district initiatives. 

We want to increase parental involve-

ment by developing methods of ongo-

ing communication with families

regarding educational standards and

mandates, develop the resources and

facilities needed to provide an appro-

priate learning environment, conduct

growth projections, and space analysis.

We will continue to celebrate and

refine our strengths/successes and

repair our weaknesses. 

RH: Do you have any advice for

administrators who are working to

dramatically improve student out-

comes?

TY: Be specific, persistent. Continu-

ously monitor and praise student and

teacher progress. Lastly, always

remember that students are the foun-

dation of a school and that their indi-

vidual needs, well being, and interests

are of the greatest importance.

St. Anthony School of Milwaukee, WI,

has seen significant improvement in

reading since implementing Direct

Instruction. The school is part of the

Wisconsin Choice program, one of the

nation’s largest and oldest voucher pro-

grams, and also one of the largest

schools in the program, serving more

than 1,000 students. More and more

parents are choosing this school

because students’ test scores are

increasing, especially in reading. The

school recently was recognized by the

University of Notre Dame’s national

Task Force on the Participation of

Latino Children and Families in

Catholic Schools for its academic

advances. (See “Report Calls St.

Anthony School a ‘Beacon of Hope’ for

Urban Education,” page 9.)

St. Anthony implemented SRA/

McGraw-Hill’s Direct Instruction (DI)

in fall 2004, and national percentile

scores among students in grades 1–3

began to rise, often dramatically, on

the Early Reading Diagnostic Assess-

ment (ERDA) and Terra Nova tests, as

show in Figures 1 and 2.

When the school received a federal

grant in 2003, teachers chose DI for

their students because it is built on

more than 40 years of research. Instruc-

tion began in fall 2004 with 5-year-old

kindergarteners through third-graders.

DI expanded to 4-year-old kindergarten-

ers and students in grades 4–8 the fol-

lowing year. All students, including

those learning English as a second lan-

SRA/MCGRAW-HILL 

Milwaukee Choice School Posts Dramatic
Reading Scores with Direct Instruction

St. Anthony School, 
Milwaukee, WI

About the School

Grades: PK–8

Number of Students: 1,000

Test(s): ERDA/Terra Nova

Reduced-Price Lunch: 99%

About the Students

African American: 2%

Caucasian: —

Hispanic: 98%

Asian: —

Other: —

ELL: —
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guage (ESL), partake in the following

programs, depending upon their levels:

• Language for Learning: ESL students

in grades K–2.

• Reading Mastery Classic: English- and

Spanish-speaking students in grades

K–2.

• Reading Mastery Plus: grades 2–6.

• Corrective Reading: grades 3–8.

• Learning Through Literature: grades

3–6 (after they complete Reading
Mastery).

• Spelling Mastery: grades 1–6.

Claire Brefka, Direct Instruction coor-

dinator, said these programs provide a

solid foundation to both English-

speaking students and those who are

still learning the language.

“The structure and consistent verbal

communication are so important in

these programs,” she explained. “The

fact that every teacher conducts class

the same way is very beneficial for our

students who don’t understand English

very well. The programs’ nonverbal

cues are essential, too. Students know

they should respond when the teacher

snaps her fingers or taps on the words.”

Brefka said these cues are just as

important for English-speaking stu-

dents. “When they change reading lev-

els, they don’t have to adapt to a new

teacher and a new system,” she said.

“Direct Instruction has unified our

teachers. Now they share a common

language about teaching reading,

which has built unity in our faculty.”

Professional development has played a

role in student success, too. Educa-

tional Resources, Inc. (ERI) has helped

St. Anthony teachers since DI began.

“ERI has been with us from the very

beginning and continues to provide

seminars and one-on-one coaching to

help our 27 teachers model instruction

in the best possible way for our stu-

dents,” Brefka said.

St. Anthony is a private school, which

means it doesn’t have individual educa-

tion plans (IEPs) or special education

classes. Brefka said that’s not a problem.

“Direct Instruction helps lower-per-

forming students gain success even if

they aren’t in a special needs class-

room. Repetition is significant with

these students, and Direct Instruction

gives them ample practice to suc-

ceed,” Brefka said.

About St. Anthony School
With more than 1,000 students, St.

Anthony School is the largest school in

Milwaukee’s school choice program.

The student population is 98% His-

panic and 2% African American.

Ninety-nine percent of students qual-

ify for free or reduced-price lunch. 

For More Information
If you would like to learn more about

success with Direct Instruction pro-

grams in your school or district, con-

tact SRA at 1-888-SRA-4543.

Figure 2
St. Anthony School’s National Percentile Scores
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In December, the University of Notre

Dame’s national Task Force on the

Participation of Latino Children and

Families in Catholic Schools released

its final report, To Nurture the Soul of a
Nation: Latino Families, Catholic Schools,
and Educational Opportunity. The report

singled out St. Anthony School of Mil-

waukee, WI, as a “beacon of hope” for

urban education. The school imple-

mented Direct Instruction in 2004 and

has seen its test scores continue to

increase, especially in reading. (See

“Milwaukee Choice School Posts Dra-

matic Reading Scores with Direct

Instruction,” page 7.)

“Currently the largest Catholic ele-

mentary school in the nation, St.

Anthony is filled to capacity with

more than 1,000 Latino children in

grades pre-K to 9,” describes the

Notre Dame report, which is avail-

able online in both English and Span-

ish. “St. Anthony is located in an

economically disadvantaged urban

center that has seen a demographic

shift from European to Latin Ameri-

can residents over the past decades.”

The school “has grown so quickly

over the past decade that the parish

has had to rent out office space for

classrooms, has added a second cam-

pus, and has just opened a new

Catholic high school.”

St. Anthony School, which receives

support from Milwaukee’s Lynde and

Harry Bradley Foundation, “reflects

several of the best practices identi-

fied by the task force,” the report

notes, “but the two most important

factors contributing to St. Anthony’s

success are financial and organiza-

tional. First, families benefit from the

nation’s oldest voucher program,

which allows low-income parents the

opportunity to choose a Catholic edu-

cation for their children even if they

would not ordinarily be able to afford

private schooling. Second, St.

Anthony holds students to high

expectations for academic achieve-

ment and implements a no-excuses

school culture that produces real

results in their daily class work and

language proficiency and on national

tests of reading and mathematics.” 

St. Anthony School, the report con-

cludes, “is indeed a ‘beacon of 

hope.’”

TERRENCE J. BROWN, President, St. Anthony School of Milwaukee

Report Calls St. Anthony School a
‘Beacon of Hope’ for Urban Education

Teaching Needy Kids in Our 
Backward System
The Association for Direct Instruction is proud to publish Siegfried “Zig”

Engelmann’s newest book, Teaching Needy Kids in Our Backward System. This

book chronicles Zig’s history in education. More than just a memoir, the

book details how our educational system has failed to embrace solutions to

problems the establishment claims it wants to solve. You will find this a

fascinating read as well as shockingly revealing.

Zig has signed a limited quantity of the book to be made available only

through ADI. ADI is offering these autographed copies at a special

introductory price of $25.00 plus $4.00 S&H, discounted from the list

price of $32.00. Order your autographed copy today by calling, faxing or

ordering online.

To Order: Toll Free: 1-800-995-2464

Fax: 1-541-868-1397

Online: www.adihome.org

Order Your Autographed Copy Today!
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Figure 1
Average Comprehension Score

Over Time of Raymond
Academy’s Bilingual Students
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This chart reflects the improvement of

reading comprehensions scores over time

as Raymond Academy’s first bilingual

class moved from kindergarten to grade

2 with Direct Instruction.

Raymond Academy is a magnet school

focused on engineering for grade K–4

students in Texas’ Aldine Independent

School District. With more than half of

its students classified as English lan-

guage learners, Raymond Academy

implemented a bilingual reading strat-

egy in 2006 using several Direct

Instruction programs from

SRA/McGraw-Hill under the leadership

of Principal Linda Miller. As a result,

the first group of students that started

the bilingual class as kindergarteners

ago have earned outstanding scores on

the grade 2 level of the Texas English

Language Proficiency Assessment Sys-

tem (TELPAS), designed to assess the

progress of limited English proficient

(LEP) students.

Sonia Galvan, a bilingual teacher,

believes Direct Instruction provides

English language learners the linguistic

support to transition from Spanish to

English. “It covers all the instructional

strategies to increase student achieve-

ment. The teacher is able to teach,

model, and practice the specific proce-

dures to acquire English, and the LEP

students acquire self-confidence in

their English acquisition process.”

The structure of the bilingual program

is designed strategically to serve indi-

vidual student needs. For example, stu-

dents new to English are placed in a

self-contained classroom where they

gradually transition from Spanish to

English using Language for Learning,

Language for Thinking, and Reading Mas-
tery Direct Instruction programs.

Meanwhile other LEP students move

between Spanish- and English-speak-

ing classrooms, where they are acceler-

ated in Language for Thinking and

Reading Mastery, another SRA Direct

Instruction program.

The research-based, explicit programs

were first implemented at Raymond in

kindergarten in the 2002-2003 school

year. These programs were added to

grades 1–3 in the 2003-2004 school year.

Of the grade 2 bilingual classes, 83% of

students scored Advanced or Advanced

High on the TELPAS Reading in 2009.

In the grade 2 self-contained class, 23%

of students new to English on the cam-

pus scored Advanced or Advanced High

in English reading.

In fact, the TELPAS comprehension

score for the bilingual students has

increased every year since implementa-

tion. In 2007, as kindergarteners, the

average comprehension score was 1.7.

In 2008, at the end of grade 1, the

average comprehension score was 2.9.

And in 2009, the average comprehen-

sion score of the grade 2 students was

3.1. (See Figure 1.)

SRA/McGraw-Hill’s Direct Instruction

is an integral part of Raymond Acad-

emy’s overall success with regular and

bilingual education students because

they are very confident in their reading

abilities, which motivates them to con-

quer other endeavors or subjects,

according to Deidre Leaks, the Reading
Mastery coach and bilingual coordinator

at the school.

“This research-based program allows

for flexible grouping of students and

one-to-one attention and teacher sup-

port to meet the needs of every stu-

dent. Our scores reflect the success

that is made daily in the classroom

with our diverse group of students. Our

students have truly taken ownership in

their learning through this program.”

SRA/MCGRAW-HILL 

Direct Instruction Drives Success 
for Bilingual Students At Houston
Elementary School

Raymond Academy, 
Houston, TX

About the Academy
Grades: K–4

Number of Students: 915

Test(s): TAKS/TELPAS

Reduced-Price Lunch: 84%

About the Students

African American: 8%

Caucasian: 7%

Hispanic: 83%

Asian: >2%

American Indian: >1%

ELL: 56%
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In September 2008, Principal Scarlett

M. Copeland was notified that Appling

County Primary School in Baxley, GA,

was named a 2008 No Child Left

Behind National Blue Ribbon Award

Winner. Copeland, along with Debra

Brantley, special education director for

the district, said SRA/McGraw-Hill’s

Direct Instruction Reading Mastery pro-

gram played an important role in

achieving Blue Ribbon status.

The school initially selected Reading
Mastery in 2002, when Appling

received a Reading Improvement

Grant for Early Intervention Program

students in grades K–2. The grant

also allowed for educational consult-

ant J/P Associates to provide profes-

sional development services,

including recruiting a full-time read-

ing coordinator and coaching teachers

in Reading Mastery strategies. At the

time, 12% of grade 1 students and

23% of grade 2 students were not

meeting state standards in reading on

the Criterion-Referenced Compe-

tency Test (CRCT). In 2008, test

scores show 96% of grade 1 students

and 97% of grade 2 students met or

exceeded standards in reading.

Between 2006 and 2008, reading

scores for grade 1 students increased

eight points to 96% and 20 points in

grade 2 to 97%, as shown in Figures 1

and 2. In 2008, the state average for

reading was 91% for grade 1 and 92%

for grade 2. Appling’s English and lan-

guage arts scores have also gone up.

Grade 1 scores increased by 11 points

to 95%, and grade 2 scores increased 8

points to 94%.

“The results we are seeing in our spe-

cial education classes are amazing as

well,” Brantley said. “With the help of

Direct Instruction, low-functioning

special education students are learning

to read.”

SRA/MCGRAW-HILL 

Appling County Primary School Achieves
Blue Ribbon Status with the Help 
of SRA Direct Instruction

Appling Primary School,
Baxley, GA

About the School

Grades: PK–2

Number of Students: 719

Test(s): CRCT

About the Students

African American: 32%

Caucasian: 50%

Hispanic: 15%

Asian: 1%

Multiracial: 2%

Figure 1
Percentage of Grade 1 Students Meeting or Exceeding State Standards
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In addition to improving state assess-

ment scores, Raymond Academy has

received Exemplary performance rat-

ings from the Texas Education

Agency for the last four years and was

recognized by the US Department of

Education for “Magnet Schools of

Best Practices.”

About Raymond Academy
Serving approximately 915 students in

grades K–4, Raymond Academy’s stu-

dent population is 83% Hispanic, 8%

African American, 7% Caucasian, less

than 2% Asian American, and less than

1% American Indian. Almost 84% of

students qualify for free or reduced-

price lunch, and 56% are English lan-

guage learners. For more information

about this district, please visit

www.aldine.k12.tx.us/sections/Schools/

specific_campus.cfm?campusNumber

=113.
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Appling County Primary School also

received the 2008 Silver School Award

given by the Georgia Governor’s Office

of Student Achievement for the high-

est percentage of students meeting

and exceeding standards on the

CRCT. The school was named a 2008

School of Excellence.

About Appling Primary School
Serving 719 students in grades Pre-

K–2, Appling Primary School is located

in Baxley, GA. The population is 15%

Hispanic, 50% Caucasian, 32% African

American, 1% Asian, and 2% multira-

cial. For more information about

Appling County Primary School, visit

the school’s website at http://www.

appling.k12.ga.us/ACPS2/.

Editors’ note: The premier DI
math program, Connecting Math
Concepts (CMC), teaches math
skills in depth and to mastery.
Skills to be taught are based on
which skills are needed to
develop higher-level math con-
cepts. This way of teaching a
small number of skills well is
aligned with so-called A+ coun-
tries—the countries whose math
achievement is higher than in
the United States. Meanwhile,

most states have standards that
are “a mile wide and an inch
deep.” Adoption and use of CMC
are down because it does not
align with the state standards—
even though it works and it
aligns well with better stan-
dards. Therefore, recent efforts
to improve state math standards
(Common Core standards) could
be good news for those of us
who like using Direct Instruction
to teach math, as better stan-
dards may align more closely to
our programs. Here’s an inter-
view with one of the people
influencing the new and hope-
fully improved math standards.

Dr. William Schmidt is a Michigan

State University Distinguished Profes-

sor of Education and Statistics. He is

currently co-director of the Education

Policy Center, co-director of the US-

China Center for Research on Educa-

tional Excellence, and co-director of

the Promoting Rigorous Outcomes in

Mathematics and Science Education

(PROM/SE) project.

Don Crawford (DC): Minnesota’s

fourth graders’ performance on the

Trends in International Math and

Science Study (TIMSS) earned

them a ranking of fifth in the

world. Minnesota’s success is

attributed to state math standards

adopted in 1997 and revised in

2003 that you helped create. What

is so different about these stan-

dards and what was your role in

creating them?

William Schmidt (WS): In 1995, when

the first TIMSS was given, Minnesota

participated and their performance was

very lackluster, like the United States.

At that time, Minnesota simply didn’t

have any state standards, unlike many

other states. Without standards of

what was expected, the amount of

time given to mathematics was on the

short side. Some places it was half an

hour daily. Some places it may have

Interview: MSU Distinguished 
Professor William Schmidt

DON CRAWFORD, Baltimore Curriculum Project

Reprinted with permission. This article origi-

nally appeared in the Spring 2009 issue of the

Baltimore Curriculum Project’s Class Notes

newsletter, available online at http://www.balti-

morecp.org/newsletter/BCPnews_spring09.htm.

Help us out!
Contribute your story of success

with DI! We want to hear from

you!

You all have stories and it is time

to share them. This is your jour-

nal—let it reflect your stories!

See the directions on page 2 on

how to make a contribution. You’ll

be glad you did.

Figure 2
Percentage of Grade 2 Students Meeting or Exceeding State Standards

2002

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

77%

88%

98%

89%

93%

97%

78%

86%86%

92%

88%

94%

70%

75%

80%

85%

90%

95%

100%

Reading English / Language Arts

Source: CRCT
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been an hour—but not necessarily

every day of the week.

By 1997, Minnesota came out with

the first version of their standards and

they asked me and my colleagues to

look at them. We compared their

standards to our international bench-

marking of standards and we made

suggestions.

The initial Minnesota standards were

typical, a “mile wide and an inch

deep” and not very coherent. Their

eighth-grade standards were mostly

about arithmetic, not rigorous and not

up to international standards. We gave

them feedback.

Minnesota kept working on their stan-

dards. They came to us with a version

around 2000 for more feedback. They

revised some more, and in 2003 they

came out with the current version.

By the 2003 version there were many

fewer topics at a given grade level.

There was much greater coherence. It

fit together, it was logical, and by

eighth grade they were basically push-

ing the international curriculum of

algebra and geometry.

Minnesota had put together standards

that were more rigorous and coherent

than a lot of other state standards are

today. Our model of coherence, which

we use for our international bench-

marking, reflects what the top-achiev-

ing countries do, that is, which topics

they cover in which grades.

In doing our analysis, we find there are a

lot of places where state standards were

covering topics that were really what I

call “before their time.” You can’t really

cover these topics because the back-

ground in mathematics that’s necessary

has not been covered or is being simul-

taneously covered. The children don’t

really have a chance of learning these

topics. I call it clutter for short.

In the fourth grade in 1995, as

reported by Minnesota teachers, about

50% of the school year was covering

this clutter and only about a third of

the school year was focusing on devel-

oping concepts of number (basic place

value and whole number operations)—

which is the main topic that should be

covered thoroughly in fourth grade.

In 2007, the same teaching force

essentially had only 4% clutter and

spent almost two-thirds of the school

year on developing concepts of num-

ber. That’s much more consistent with

what is done internationally.

The eighth-grade Minnesota teachers

in ’95 had somewhere around 40% clut-

ter and spent only about 10% of the

year on algebra coverage. Most recently

in 2007 they had reduced clutter to

about 2% and were spending about

50% of their school year on algebra.

So it looks like the standards were

taken seriously and had an impact on

what the teachers taught, and corre-

spondingly, as you would expect, that

was related to their performance.

Minnesota’s improvement by the time

of the 2007 TIMSS was really remark-

able. Their fourth graders, who would

be the ones that studied their first

four years under their new standards,

got a score that put them just below

the top-achieving countries. Min-

Now available from ADI

Introduction to Direct Instruction
Nancy E. Marchand-Martella, Eastern Washington University
Timothy A. Slocum, Utah State University
Ronald C. Martella, Eastern Washington University

FEATURES

• Includes coverage of all academic areas with formats of actual Direct
Instruction programs.

• Covers commercially available programs written by Siegfried Engelmann
and colleagues.

• Explores the curricular and instructional elements central to Direct
Instruction, and explores ways that teachers can extend the principles of
DI to new lessons and content information.

• Discusses schoolwide strategies and techniques, explaining how to produce
effective school implementation through coaching, supervision, and
tutoring.

• Provides direction on how to assess classroom and schoolwide application
of Direct Instruction.

• Each chapter is written by an expert in the Direct Instruction field,
putting this text on the cutting edge of DI information.

Cost:

$55.00 list

$44.00 member price

To order, see page 25
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nesota’s gain over the 12-year span

from ’95 to ’07 was three times that of

the US as a whole.

I think that focused and coherent

standards are a big part of the story.

The other part of the story is that they

also probably doubled the amount of

time given to mathematics from where

it had been in 1995.

DC: Not a lot of educators under-

stand the importance of a focused

math curriculum or the value of

waiting to address certain topics until

later years. How did you achieve a

consensus for this dramatic change

in the math standards?

WS: This is a credit to Minnesota.

They actually took the data that we had

from our international benchmarking of

math standards, treated it seriously,

asked for our critique, changed, asked

for critique again, and changed again.

I don’t know their motivation for sure.

The business community is strongly

engaged in this process. They do have

a strong nongovernmental organiza-

tion, SciMathMN

(www.scimathmn.org), made up of

businesses and organizations that sup-

port education, and that has been a

real push in addition to the people

within the state department.

DC: Do the Minnesota standards

recommend or require certain text-

books?

WS: No, I don’t recommend any text-

books. For one thing, none of them are

perfect. There are some that are better

than others. I think that’s not the issue.

The curriculum or the standards, if

they’re done in a coherent fashion,

should set the road map that defines

in what sequence things should be

taught. The textbook then should sim-

ply be bent, twisted, and torn apart

and put into the right order.

So people need to take whatever book

they’re using and use it wisely, being

led by the coherent standards, not by

what’s in the textbook.

DC: How do you ensure that the

test and the standards are aligned?

WS: In another few months we are

going to do another wave of analyses

on the Minnesota data. We’re going to

analyze how much the Minnesota state

assessment links with their standards

and with the TIMSS. We’ll have a

good answer to that question in the

near future.

DC: Recently Maryland Gov. Mar-

tin O’Malley tasked the Maryland

State Board of Education with

moving toward internationally

competitive standards in math and

science. What words of caution,

advice, or encouragement would

you have for a state trying to

develop a set of rigorous, coherent,

and focused math standards?

WS: Don’t get caught up in the clichés

and what appear to be the simplistic

solutions. It really takes very serious

effort to look at the actual standards

and their coherence. That means you

have to have people who deeply

understand mathematics and who also

understand classrooms.

There’s enough data and enough wis-

dom that we’ve gained from all of

14 Spring 2010

DI-ANNOUNCE Electronic List
An electronic list is now available: DI-ANNOUNCE. As its name indi-
cates, DI-ANNOUNCE is an electronic list for announcements on
resources for those studying or implementing Direct Instruction. List
topics include the following:

• research articles, news articles, and other publications on DI;

• updates on DI implementations;

• meetings, conferences, and workshops on DI;

• authors’ remedies for specific exercises in the DI programs that have
been identified as being difficult for children;

• new DI products and resources;

• grant opportunities or awards for DI research or implementation;

• job opportunities for DI researchers or practitioners;

• sources of data on student performance for analysis or distribution.

Note that DI-ANNOUNCE postings are limited to ANNOUNCE-
MENTS. The list is NOT a discussion list, and it is moderated. Any
replies, jokes, or other off-task messages will be rejected. There is an
on-line, web-based archive of postings for later reference and retrieval.
In this way, the list is designed to be a streamlined tool for communi-
cating information on the most critical developments in the field of
Direct Instruction.

To subscribe, send a message to
join-DI-ANNOUNCE@lyris.nifdi.org.

You will then receive a “welcome” message with additional information
about the list. You can also go to http://lyris.nifdi.org/ to see an archive of
past announcements sent to the list, including the “welcome” message.

The list launched last October. You are invited to join the list and send
announcements as appropriate. Feel free to call Kurt Engelmann at the
National Institute for Direct Instruction (NIFDI) via 877.485.1973 toll-
free or email kurt@nifdi.org if you have any questions about the list.
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Now available from ADI

Managing the Cycle of Acting-Out 
Behavior in the Classroom
Geoff Colvin

This text is based on Dr. Colvin’s 25 years of experience and research in working

with the full range of problem behavior. He presents a model for describing acting-

out behavior in terms of seven phases. 

A graph is used to illustrate these phases of escalating conflict. The information

will enable the teacher or staff member to place the student in the acting-out

sequence and respond appropriately. Well-tested, effective, and practical

strategies are described in detail for managing student behavior during each

phase of the cycle. The book also contains many helpful references as well as an

extensive set of reproducible forms.

these analyses to give us a pretty good

idea of what standards should look like.

Any state, Maryland included, that

wants to do this needs to take the

analysis seriously. They just can’t pre-

tend that they can just move three

things around in the standards and

somehow now they’ll be internation-

ally competitive. You have to look at it

seriously along all three important

characteristics: the focus, the coher-

ence, and the rigor.

Some states have just cut out a bunch

of topics—but they cut out the wrong

ones. They cut what’s really critical to

bridging, for example, between whole

numbers and fractions and fractions

and decimals. The stuff that looks at

the relationships and the properties

gets dropped out.

In getting to greater focus they’ve

diminished coherence.

The other thing we see is making a

quick fling to making Algebra One an

eighth-grade course for everyone. Well

if you look carefully internationally,

there isn’t an Algebra One in eighth

grade. Instead you see algebra, in grad-

ually increasing complexity, throughout

sixth, seventh, and eighth grades.

I have a much simpler solution. If this

nation would get off its duff and have

national standards that would be devel-

oped by a national group of experts,

Maryland wouldn’t have to confront

this and 50 states wouldn’t have to

reenact the scenario in different places.

That’s my bottom line. I don’t see how

we’re ever going to get there until we

sort of bite that bullet. When I say

national, I don’t mean the federal gov-

ernment should get involved in this at

all. I think it should be a quasi-inde-

pendent organization that’s formed by

the states.

If you bring the right people together

it’ll be done right. I was involved in

redoing the Michigan standards, which

are pretty good. What I did is con-

vened three research mathematicians,

two math educators, and myself. We

sat in a room, stopped arguing about

ideology, and started confronting it,

and it works.

You can get those people to agree. I

think that’s what Maryland needs to

do and I think that’s what we need to

do nationally.

DC: What is a reasonable time

frame for a state to establish new

standards, and how long will it take

to impact classroom instruction?

WS: We’ve seen the Minnesota story.

When you finally get the standards

right, it starts to show up for the kids

that received all their math instruction

under those new standards—so after

roughly four years the impact of the

new standards will show up in the

scores of fourth graders.

It can happen relatively quickly. I

don’t think we’re talking decades or

anything like that. How quickly you

can do it depends on accepting the

fact that there are some pretty good

models out there. You don’t have to

start from scratch.

It doesn’t have to be a uniquely

Maryland set of standards. There is a

fairly common base of what the top-

achieving countries do. If one simply

looks there to begin the process, not

necessarily to copy it, it doesn’t take

that long.

I would bet you could put a decent set

of standards together within half a year

if you got serious about it. It is such a

serious issue. I’d think that’s what any

state that really wants to do this

should do.

DC: Maryland officials are consid-

ering two different international

Cost:

$28.00 list

$24.00 member price

To order, see page 25
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f. Plan to keep a written record of the

discussion.

Step 2: Meet with the student.

a. Work with the student to define

your concerns.

b. Brainstorm actions that each partic-

ipant in the discussion can take to

help the student resolve the con-

cern.

c. Set up an informal action plan.

d. Schedule a follow-up meeting.

e. Conclude the discussion with words

of encouragement.

f. If appropriate, share a copy of the

written record of your discussion

with the student and parents.

Step 3: Follow up with the student.

a. Encourage student efforts.

b. Meet once a week with the student

to discuss progress and adjust the

action plan as necessary.

c. Determine whether more struc-

tured interventions are required.

d. Provide continued follow-up, sup-

port, and encouragement.

16 Spring 2010

Do you have students who are chroni-

cally tardy, argumentative, disorgan-

ized, or aggressive? There are a variety

of evidence-based interventions you

can use in the classroom to curb just

about any behavior, but one of the eas-

iest and quickest to implement is

something called Planned Discussion.

Planned Discussion with a student is

just what it sounds like. One or more

adults confer with a student about a

particular concern and develop a plan

for resolving it. Because this is such a

simple intervention, discussion is often

overlooked, but it can have a positive

impact on misbehavior of any kind.

With a child whose language skills are

sufficient, discussion should be an

integral part of every intervention

plan. For a minor concern or in the

early stages of a moderate problem,

this intervention may be sufficient in

and of itself. Even if a problem

requires more intensive intervention,

engaging in discussion is usually worth

the time. It will almost certainly

improve the results of other interven-

tions you try.

The purpose of a Planned Discussion

is to demonstrate your concern in such

a way that the student truly under-

stands it, to involve the student in

brainstorming solutions to her own

problems, and to let that student

know with certainty that you are there

to help her learn and grow.

Follow these steps:

Step 1: Prepare the meeting before-

hand.

a. Identify the central concern.

b. Establish a focus.

c. Determine who should participate.

d. Schedule the discussion for a neu-

tral time.

e. Make an appointment with the stu-

dent.

Evidence-Based Interventions 
that Work: Planned Discussion

RANDY SPRICK, Safe and Civil Schools

Reprinted with permission. Excerpted from

Sprick, R., & Garrison, M. Interventions: Evi-

dence-Based Behavioral Strategies for Individual

Students, Second Edition. Eugene, OR: Pacific

Northwest Publishing, 2008.

Help us out!
Contribute your story of success

with DI! We want to hear from

you!

You all have stories and it is time

to share them. This is your jour-

nal—let it reflect your stories!

See the directions on page 2 on

how to make a contribution. You’ll

be glad you did.

math assessments, the TIMSS and

the Programme for International

Student Assessment (PISA). Do

you consider one of these two

measures to be a better assessment

of math instruction?

WS: It depends on the purpose. They

both give good information but about

different things.

PISA is a study of 15-year-olds, so it is

a study of what they know by the time

that compulsory education ends in

most European and OECD (Organisa-

tion for Economic Co-operation and

Development) countries.

If you want to know what the cumula-

tive outcome of a system is for certain

practical kinds of skills, like whether

you can read graphs and tables, then

PISA does a good job.

If you want to study what children

learn in school, then TIMSS is the

better way to go because it is a school-

based study.

So it depends. I think for developing

good standards and things of that sort

probably TIMSS is a bit better.
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to share them. This is your jour-

nal—let it reflect your stories!
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be glad you did.

math assessments, the TIMSS and

the Programme for International

Student Assessment (PISA). Do

you consider one of these two

measures to be a better assessment

of math instruction?

WS: It depends on the purpose. They

both give good information but about

different things.

PISA is a study of 15-year-olds, so it is

a study of what they know by the time

that compulsory education ends in

most European and OECD (Organisa-

tion for Economic Co-operation and

Development) countries.

If you want to know what the cumula-

tive outcome of a system is for certain

practical kinds of skills, like whether

you can read graphs and tables, then

PISA does a good job.

If you want to study what children

learn in school, then TIMSS is the

better way to go because it is a school-

based study.

So it depends. I think for developing

good standards and things of that sort

probably TIMSS is a bit better.
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This article presents the features of

systematic, explicit, focused, direct

instruction. The first half of the article

is designed to assist teachers to evalu-

ate, select, and, if needed, improve

curriculum materials, such as programs

in reading, math, spelling, or science.

The second half of the article is

designed to enable teachers to evalu-

ate and, if needed, improve instruc-

tion. With each component of the

materials or instruction, consider its

strengths, weaknesses, and how it

could be improved.

Curriculum Materials
1. Curriculum materials (lesson-

based programs and textbooks)

should teach knowledge systems,
such as math, beginning reading,

biology, or history.

You should not use materials that teach

faddish, unvalidated, or fashionable

“methods,” such as multiple intelli-

gence, learning styles, and brain-based

instruction.

2. Materials (especially programs)

(a) are consistent with scientific
research on instruction (this is

called “research based”) and (b)

have been field tested and shown

to be effective with scientific

research (this is called “evalua-

tion research”). 

Are claims of effectiveness based on

empirical research or on a sales pitch?

Is there any research on the materials?

Is the research (“research base”) gen-

erally adequately designed so that

credible conclusions can be drawn? For

example, does it involve equivalent

control groups; clear definition of vari-

ables that are relevant to the research

question; quantitative measurement;

and pretests, progress monitoring, and

posttests? Is the research replicated in

numerous cites to assess the generaliz-

ability of results?

Now examine the materials you are

evaluating. See if their design features

are consistent with the research you

reviewed.

3. Well-designed materials provide

a comprehensive and varied sam-
ple of knowledge (e.g., equations

to solve, poems to analyze,

words to decode). 

The sample should be adequate to per-

mit generalization to new examples. 

You have three sources that will help

you decide if the sample is compre-

hensive and varied: a state’s standard

course of study or curriculum, scien-

tific research, and expert opinion.

You are supposed to “align” instruction

with (that is, cover) your state’s stan-

dard course of study. But who says that

it is adequate? You have to rely on

research and expert opinion.

4. Well-designed curriculum mate-

rials have scope and sequence

charts (or at least subject matter

outlines) showing how knowl-

edge is organized—what is cov-

ered, and when. 

5. In well-designed materials, the

lessons, units (sequences of les-

sons), or textbook chapters are

built consistently from knowl-

edge items selected from impor-

tant strands (groups of

knowledge). 

For example, each lesson or unit

includes new vocabulary, big ideas, or

important facts. 

MARTIN KOZLOFF, University of North Carolina

Assessing and Improving Materials 
and Instruction

As you can see from these three steps,

you will need to allocate time to

implement this intervention with

integrity. However, most discussions

only take about five minutes. You

might try taking the student quietly

aside during an independent work

period. Or, try scheduling discussions

before school, during recess, or after

school. However you do it, make the

effort. The time you spend on a

Planned Discussion will more often

than not result in an early resolution to

a brewing problem, saving everyone

time, effort, and frustration.

A well-conceived discussion may help

a student understand the situation

from your perspective and will help

the student know that you are inter-

ested in him individually. Through dis-

cussion, the student can learn to take

an active role in the process of growing

and maturing. In some cases, this

intervention may be sufficient to moti-

vate a student to change his behavior.

Even when a Planned Discussion alone

is insufficient to resolve a problem, it

reinforces the power of other concur-

rent or subsequent interventions.

Planned Discussion is a natural launch

pad for interventions and should be an

integral part of any further planning

that you do.
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This article presents the features of

systematic, explicit, focused, direct

instruction. The first half of the article

is designed to assist teachers to evalu-

ate, select, and, if needed, improve

curriculum materials, such as programs

in reading, math, spelling, or science.

The second half of the article is

designed to enable teachers to evalu-

ate and, if needed, improve instruc-

tion. With each component of the

materials or instruction, consider its

strengths, weaknesses, and how it

could be improved.

Curriculum Materials
1. Curriculum materials (lesson-

based programs and textbooks)

should teach knowledge systems,
such as math, beginning reading,

biology, or history.

You should not use materials that teach

faddish, unvalidated, or fashionable

“methods,” such as multiple intelli-

gence, learning styles, and brain-based

instruction.

2. Materials (especially programs)

(a) are consistent with scientific
research on instruction (this is

called “research based”) and (b)

have been field tested and shown

to be effective with scientific

research (this is called “evalua-

tion research”). 

Are claims of effectiveness based on

empirical research or on a sales pitch?

Is there any research on the materials?

Is the research (“research base”) gen-

erally adequately designed so that

credible conclusions can be drawn? For

example, does it involve equivalent

control groups; clear definition of vari-

ables that are relevant to the research

question; quantitative measurement;

and pretests, progress monitoring, and

posttests? Is the research replicated in

numerous cites to assess the generaliz-

ability of results?

Now examine the materials you are

evaluating. See if their design features

are consistent with the research you

reviewed.

3. Well-designed materials provide

a comprehensive and varied sam-
ple of knowledge (e.g., equations

to solve, poems to analyze,

words to decode). 

The sample should be adequate to per-

mit generalization to new examples. 

You have three sources that will help

you decide if the sample is compre-

hensive and varied: a state’s standard

course of study or curriculum, scien-

tific research, and expert opinion.

You are supposed to “align” instruction

with (that is, cover) your state’s stan-

dard course of study. But who says that

it is adequate? You have to rely on

research and expert opinion.

4. Well-designed curriculum mate-

rials have scope and sequence

charts (or at least subject matter

outlines) showing how knowl-

edge is organized—what is cov-

ered, and when. 

5. In well-designed materials, the

lessons, units (sequences of les-

sons), or textbook chapters are

built consistently from knowl-

edge items selected from impor-

tant strands (groups of

knowledge). 

For example, each lesson or unit

includes new vocabulary, big ideas, or

important facts. 

MARTIN KOZLOFF, University of North Carolina

Assessing and Improving Materials 
and Instruction

As you can see from these three steps,

you will need to allocate time to

implement this intervention with

integrity. However, most discussions

only take about five minutes. You

might try taking the student quietly

aside during an independent work

period. Or, try scheduling discussions

before school, during recess, or after

school. However you do it, make the

effort. The time you spend on a

Planned Discussion will more often

than not result in an early resolution to

a brewing problem, saving everyone

time, effort, and frustration.

A well-conceived discussion may help

a student understand the situation

from your perspective and will help

the student know that you are inter-

ested in him individually. Through dis-

cussion, the student can learn to take

an active role in the process of growing

and maturing. In some cases, this

intervention may be sufficient to moti-

vate a student to change his behavior.

Even when a Planned Discussion alone

is insufficient to resolve a problem, it

reinforces the power of other concur-

rent or subsequent interventions.

Planned Discussion is a natural launch

pad for interventions and should be an

integral part of any further planning

that you do.
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6. Well-designed materials, lessons,

units (sequences of lessons), or

textbook chapters state and focus

instruction on specific objec-

tives—what students will do. 

Objectives should state what students

will “do.” They should not speak of

“know,” “appreciate,” “demonstrate,”

or “understand.”

Objectives should state the degree of

accuracy and completeness and the

speed expected (i.e., how many words

read correctly per minute).

7. Well-designed materials teach

knowledge items in a logical

sequence. 

Is there a logical sequence?

Do a knowledge analysis of the mate-

rial:

a. What is the terminal performance

(e.g., the last story read in a begin-

ning reading program, the last kind

of problem solved in a math pro-

gram, the last experiment in a sci-

ence program)? 

b. What are the terminal objectives for

the terminal performance? List

these.

c. What do students have to know in

order to achieve the terminal objec-

tives (e.g., background concepts,

facts, rules or propositions, routines

or strategies)?

Continue to analyze each component

skill down to the smallest level. List

these.

Now answer the following questions.

Do the materials:

a. Teach elements or parts (necessary

preskills and background knowl-

edge) before teaching new material

that requires skill with the parts?

b. Teach preskills and background

knowledge early enough and contin-

ually, so that students are firm?

c. Teach what is more general and

more frequent before what is irreg-

ular or uncommon?

d. Separate instruction on similar and

confusing knowledge items?

e. Teach what is more useful before

what is less useful?

Is there a progression of instructional

formats for the same skills, from more

scaffolded to less scaffolded?

Do a skills trace. Pick a skill or strand

(e.g., letter-sound correspondence). 

Each chunk serves a clear instructional

function. Ask, “What is this section

supposed to do?” It should do at least

one of the following:

a. Teach something new, such as facts,

concepts, rules, or cognitive rou-

tines (acquisition).

b. Summarize.

c. Build fluency.

d. Review and probe/test (retention).

e. Expand—add more to existing

facts, examples, or concepts.

f. Generalize knowledge to new exam-

ples. 

g. Strategically integrate—combine

information into a larger whole,

such as an explanatory essay or a

research project.

9. Well-designed materials (either

lesson-based programs or text-

books) teach new knowledge in

a systematic and explicit

(focused) way: 

a. They review and firm prior knowl-

edge, or pre-skills.

b. Regarding new knowledge, they:

1. Gain attention. (“Boys and girls.

Eyes on me.”)

2. Frame the new task. (“Now I’ll

show you how to sound out this

word.”) 

3. Model the information (“mmm-

maaaannn”).

4. Lead, or have students do the

task with the teacher. (“Sound it

out with me.”) 

5. Test/check to see if students can

do the task independently.

(“Your turn to sound it out.”)

6. Verify correct answers. (“Yes,

that word is ‘man.’”) 
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Are several different formats (teaching

procedures) used? Do these formats

begin with more scaffolding and

teacher direction and gradually teach

students to do the task independently? 

Do examples used in earlier formats

(lessons) teach students knowledge

needed for examples in later formats

(lessons)? 

8. In well-designed materials, the

lessons (math, writing, spelling,

reading, or foreign language pro-

grams) or chapters (history or

science textbooks) are a series of

smaller, knowledge-rich units

(chunks), such as tasks, exer-

cises, or paragraphs. 

Well-designed curriculum
materials provide

scaffolding—that is,
various kinds of assistance

to help teachers
communicate information

and to help students
acquire, organize, retrieve,

and apply
information/knowledge.
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3. Instruction begins with review,

especially elements and back-

ground knowledge relevant to

the current instruction

(preskills). 

The teacher corrects errors and firms

knowledge or reteaches before intro-

ducing new material that requires this

background knowledge.

4. The teacher gains student readi-

ness: attention, sitting properly,

materials handy.

5. The teacher frames the instruc-

tion by stating the kind of new

knowledge to be taught, the

objectives, and big ideas that will

help students organize, remem-

ber or access, and comprehend

the new knowledge and connect

new with prior knowledge. 
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7. Correct errors. (“That word is

mmmaaannn. Say it with me…

Your turn. Sound it out.”) 

8. Provide more examples (e.g.,

words to sound out). 

9. Offer delayed acquisition tests

(testing all of the words just

worked on).

c. They review and firm what was just

taught.

10. Well-designed curriculum mate-

rials adequately cover (teach,

assess) all phases of mastery:

acquisition, generalization, flu-

ency, and retention.

For each phase, there are stated objec-

tives, instructional procedures, assess-

ment of progress, and suggested

remediation (if there is too little

progress) based on assessment data.

11. Well-designed curriculum mate-

rials provide scaffolding—that

is, various kinds of assistance

to help teachers communicate

information and to help stu-

dents acquire, organize,

retrieve, and apply informa-

tion/knowledge. 

Examples are stated objectives, high-

lighting, reminders and hints, wait

time, big ideas, advance organizers

(lesson and unit outlines, guided

notes, concept/proposition maps),

summaries, and glossaries.

12. Well-designed curriculum mate-

rials have periodic mastery

tests or check-outs (e.g., every

10 lessons in a reading pro-

gram, after every new skill in a

math program) to assess acqui-

sition, fluency, generalization,

and retention. 

Materials also provide guidelines for

deciding when students’ performance

on assessment means that they (a)

are firm and can move ahead; (b)

need firming on certain knowledge;

(c) need reteaching; or (d) need

intensive instruction. Materials also

provide plans and procedures for such

remediation.

Instruction
1. Students are prepared for new

material being taught. They are

firm on the preskill elements

and/or background knowledge.

2. Instruction is designed on the

basis of objectives and focuses

precisely on objectives. 

6. The teacher models or presents

new information clearly and

focuses on the objectives. 

The teacher: 

a. Shares his or her thought processes.

b. Uses clear wording. 

c. Repeats the information as needed. 

d. Presents one step or item at a time

in a list or routine, depending on

how many steps or items students

can handle.

7. The teacher leads students

through the application of the

new information. 

8. The teacher gives an immediate

acquisition test/check to deter-

mine whether students learned

the new information.

The teacher tests/checks every time

new information is presented to be

sure students learned it. This is espe-

cially important when teaching diverse

learners, essential material, and diffi-

cult material. 

9. The teacher corrects all errors

and/or firms weak knowledge.

This should be done:

a. In a matter-of-fact way and directed

to the group.

b. By modeling. The teacher immedi-

ately gives the answer or demon-

strates the step.

c. By leading. Students say the answer

or do the step with the teacher.

d. By testing/checking. The teacher

asks the question or gives the prob-

lem step again.

e. By verification. The teacher offers

specific praise.

f. By retesting/starting over. 

g. By delaying testing. The teacher

comes back and checks again.

The teacher frames the
instruction by stating the
kind of new knowledge to
be taught, the objectives,

and big ideas that will help
students organize,

remember or access, and
comprehend the new

knowledge and connect new
with prior knowledge.
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10. If new material is a concept,

rule-relationship, or cognitive

routine, the teacher:

a. Uses a wide and varied range of

examples.

b. Juxtaposes examples to reveal same-

ness.

c. Juxtaposes examples and nonexam-

ples to reveal difference. 

11. The teacher gives a delayed

acquisition test (calling on both

the group as a whole and then

individual students) to deter-

mine whether students learned

the concept, rule relationship,

or cognitive routine from the

examples and nonexamples, or

whether students remember

the set of facts presented.

12. The teacher reviews the

instruction (e.g., main things

taught) and states how what

was taught is relevant to next

lessons.

The review (a) states what the stu-

dents learned, how it built on what

came before, and how it will be built

on by next lessons, and (b) has stu-

dents once more reveal essential

knowledge.

13. The teacher uses information

from the delayed acquisition

test to determine whether stu-

dents have sufficiently mas-

tered the new material and can

advance to the next step of

instruction, or whether some

students need reteaching or

more intensive instruction.

14. The teacher teaches at a brisk

pace.

To do this, the teacher speaks more

quickly; stays on task; uses words

whose meanings are clear; uses the

same instructional vocabulary from one

task to another; and cuts out unneces-

sary words.

15. The teacher gives frequent

opportunities for group (choral)

and individual responses to

test/check learning. 

The teacher asks the question first,

and then calls on the group or an indi-

vidual. The teacher allows think time

before calling on the group or an indi-

vidual. After presenting new informa-

tion, the teacher calls on the group as

a whole. And after calling on the

group, the teacher calls on individual

students and makes sure to call on stu-

dents who have made errors or who in

general have a harder time learning.

examples, fluency, and reten-

tion of knowledge.

19. The teacher increases the time

available for teaching and the

time engaged in teaching.

The teacher decreases noninstruction

activities, uses activities for which stu-

dents are prepared, makes certain sub-

jects sacred, uses lesson-based

materials, and uses routines for distrib-

uting materials.

20. If possible, the teacher teaches

in small, homogeneous groups.

The teacher gives pretests or place-

ment tests to place students in groups

with other students at the same level

or spot in a program. He or she also

keeps the groups small during begin-

ning instruction—say, six to eight stu-

dents. Groups can consist of students

from different classes and grade levels

(at most two grade levels, as a rule).

Note students’ progress. Move stu-

dents who are making quicker progress

to groups with similar students.

21. The teacher uses different

kinds of instructional groupings

properly. 

These include whole class instruction;

small, homogeneous groups; small,

heterogeneous groups; and paired peer

groups.

22. The teacher establishes a

learning community with:

a. A shared group mission.

b. Shared group rules.

c. Shared high expectations.

d. Reinforcement for individual and

group achievement.

e. Students sitting near and facing the

teacher.

The learning community should pro-

vide frequent opportunities to respond

(choral group and individual), ensure

mastery of every task, and celebrate

progress.

16. The teacher uses pre-correc-

tions, or reminders, to prevent

errors. 

For example, the teacher says, “When

we see an x between two numbers or

parentheses, we multiply. What do we

do when we see an x between two

numbers or parentheses? Multiply. Yes,

multiply.” 

17. The teacher uses a questioning

technique such as Socratic dia-

log as an instructional/commu-

nication procedure. 

The teacher asks questions that probe

students’ knowledge, asks questions

that require students to use rules of

reasoning, and helps students revise

their knowledge. 

18. When students are firm on new

knowledge (acquisition phase),

the teacher works on general-

ization of knowledge to new

The teacher allows think
time before calling on the
group or an individual.

After presenting new
information, the teacher
calls on the group as a

whole. And after calling on
the group, the teacher calls

on individual students.
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