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THE DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED BY THE CLASSROOM TEACHER
WHEN HE TURNS TO RESEARCH FOR PRACTICAL SOLUTIONS TO THE
SFECIFIC FROBLEMS OF TEACHING READING ARE DISCUSSED. IT IS
ACKNOWLEDGED THAT RESEARCH SELDOM CREATES IDEAS FOR THE
CLASSROOM. INSTEAD, G6COOD TEACHING GENERATES IDEAS FOR
RESEARCH. NEVERTHELESS, READING TEACHERS SHOULD NOT IGNCORE
RESEARCH. EVEN LIMITED STUDIES INDICATE THAT THERE IS MUCH TO
LEARN, THAT FEY ANSWERS ARE FINAL, AND THAT THERE IS NO ONE
METHOD TO TEACH READING. CONTROLLED RESEARCH FRESERVES THE
ATTITUDE OF SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY. NON-STATISTICAL ANALYSES OF
THE READING FROCESS ARE IMPORTANT SOURCES OF ENLIGHTENMENT.
INTROSFECTIVE ACCOUNTS SUCH AS THOSE USED BY STRANG,
FIEKARCZ, MCKILLIF, SQUIRE, AND OTHERS OFFER INSIGHTS INTS
TEACHING AND ARE MORE VALUABLE THAN THE OVERSIMFLIFIED,
STATISTICALLY NEAT DESIGN. (RH)
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RESEARGEI AND THE CLASSROOM TEACHER

The classroom tescher views research with mixed emotions, On
the one hand, he hopes that research will provide security; he desperately

needs to know that what he is doing is "right," that @ particular approach

to teaching reading is not only approved in theory end experience, but

1s somezhow scientifically verifiable. OCu the otrer hand, he i: confuged ?
by conflicting results, and is soon convinced that partial truths are ”
more mystifying than total ignorence. Lacking confidence in his ability ,ir
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In this hal.-hecarted affair W ju.; ﬁle tescher, ‘

who is at fault? Both partias, of courli 2 i ol in jnaﬂing, ospecially

at upper grade levels, especially in tho mmmn: of comprehension, i

especially in classroom studies, is fragmanted, quesi-experimental,

peppered by errors that are ignored or concealed. "What does vesearch |

say to the classroom teacher?"” 'Very ilttle"--anl even that little

must be taken with caution. Reading research is still in its infancy |

and we must not yet ask it to do a man's job. So far it hes been most

successful in revealing what children do when they read, although it

has atill not told us why or even how they do it., As we begin to examine

the more complex aspects of reeding and as we study the tzaching of

reading in the classroom (as both these gentlemen have attempted), we know L

that our research tool:t «re lesa than adequate for the complex job. .

(Someone has said that these tocls are about as pre.ise as an elastic

'tape measure, ) -
But classroom teschers must be faulted, too, f£for demanding too :

such. Tae best that research car. do is to verify assumptions, and so

no matter how perfect the design, how advanced the statistical treatment, k.

its usefulness is always limited to the quality of the hypothesis, g

Research very seldom creates ideas for the classroom. It's the other

way around, of courge. Good teaching generates ideas for research.
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'3e;dtng teaechers are &t fault, too, vhen they draw implications

nf@hﬁ&leo from a single tnvestigation, very fww gingle studies are

‘ *“lgﬂc?-aagnitude that their findingn should be expected to influence
' G&gliroan practicez. Houwever, an accumulation of studies can suggest
{Mawum énsvers to questions of msihdology, 1I'm thinking, for example,

é“’ the large number of studies testing the emmma o® various machines

.‘3 5
“’,mlpport the conciusion

that adchines are Ly no means esaentia- L.‘

Nevertheless, reading teachers are not jsikkitiad in turning their

.. 235

backs upon research. When viewad in propor ﬁnﬁiﬁiztive, individual

gtudies, for all their limitations, can help us to iearn more about the
process of learning and the procees of teaching. Even limited studies
can help us to realize how much we need to know, cecm vomind us that
vary few answers are linal, can protect us from the c¢laims of practitioners
wto vould have us balieve that their method is the cmly way to teach
te2ding. Controlled research is a necessary adjunct in teaching reading
bp#ﬁase it preserves in us the attitude of scientific inquiry, an attitude
‘which $8 all the more esgential in a profession dediaated to the mysterious
mind of man,

Rescarch serves us best when it generates agéfqﬁastious and the studies
we've just heard illustrate this proposition. Mr, L&éson gtarted with
A practical classroom problem: what proportior of the’daily rcading period

in sixth grade should be davoted to the readirg of £realy selected books?

H1a dosign imposed limitations; that is, his questica beceme: Over a

”p@gied of 12 woeks, if ve expect imprevement as mossuved by a sgandasdized
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they practicing comprehension skills characteristic of narrative prose
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or &3 winpies. Can ve take that answsy ﬁt Eﬁ»g mf %o, because his

study leaves & mumber cf questions ‘mmmd., *& di.f!;mnces in experier-e,

. f\\;.—
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-'fimers? Were there

lV-y

competency, attitudes, were there among the m}'

h}
“l

differences in results among the three claem«“

ERE
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mathcds? UYhat happened in each of the cl»ee*.;*.;-ﬁé!ﬁ §.ﬁ~ e!! free reading

:{» l‘x \tw.’“i'.“

period managed equally well in all nine ¢:

yere aveiishle?

Even when taken at face vélus, the results are guzeling, Why should
the conventional group rank highast in comprehersion and third in word
knowledge? Why should 30 minutes a day in basal readers produce greater
gaine in word krowledge than any other method and less gain in reading
achicvement? (The 30-minute basal claeses were equal ia gains to the
&S5-minute individualizad claszes, vhich in fact, last in achievement, )

The three classas in the individuslized method lost in achievement
for both word knowledge and reading. Why? Were the three teachers using
this method inexperienced in individualized reading techniques whereas
the other teachers were experienced with basals? Were the children in
the individualized classes motivated to read but not to learn? Ior example,

did self-selection mean thet they chose books below their imstructional

level? Were they uninstzucted in vocabulary building techniques® <are

T

but tested on expository pavographs requiring study skills?

- v = *
«lo _,‘.;_:,* .or..;au_.} Ay




*"%e,ﬂlt is, self-selection and pacing, when the
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,_;"‘ !Mc. M compatent {ndividualized teaching is based

: ! %ﬁ%ﬂ"wy Uﬂi Wﬁy uyrm developmental skills among average
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ST g , T mmmm MMO ﬂs&t individualised reading of the type

e w ¥ ,' _ N! @ avsumption to be verified--fosters different

LOpOOT twﬂ%. ‘!Mm d,,.mmmnm approaches is to develop l

our ain ia tomit aﬁmﬁ. :aawraging children to read, -l
but fatling to Mr s h a serious limitation of the l
individualised mtm xg tion that is perhaps underscor
‘ i by Nr, ‘.’.i'-'.f‘.»ﬂ’. results,
et we have bsan Xh of a single study--
§ exzctly what we sald wo m _‘ datable number of single
f2 ; studies comparirg wmmii&im o Mﬁ.ﬁ approaches have
deen reposted--most of thes mm ; e tl disgertations.
- By March 1964, Groff had lated 56 sueﬁ u'm&w m i4stad these but
» \ﬁ; he d4id not evaluate or synthesise tho wnild have been impossible
- ' to do so sirie the studies vary so vidulir 31& acional definitions
:: ' f of individualised resdirg and in the gx&é@ lgﬁ. ich they vere
: 4 executal. m:hss otogle etulies are raptu’ ‘ an proceduves i
Fre and alasucements, thave L@ Bo reason m sr.g ﬁia findingg c
; of, e&y, 27 studies than in the single one ﬁé - w:,é t@day.
é- i The izplicaticas for resserch frow the stad gesy €o ée@.&a, 4
'l much harder to implexsnt, @dvicusly, i€ ws are {é the éffests of g
individualized reading appreschos wexsus ability g;'@&?iss\g wi & basal ;
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};,”W [ coomcsive study designad to account for teacher
"It";l’ A
. "{«' "f .¢4“Q~J{

'Q\*l' .

ﬂ’ -,émmg & full yesr at one grade level, treating similar

& ~,w

7m’tﬁm & broad spectrum of reading skills and sttitudes

)-k-’l
t

A;/ s

qulti.m l(t. m{iﬂb m, dmm an appropriate inference from his

astudy--that is, "readting aiﬁlty may be improved by the use of more

than a single method 6@ g.,attsm{on.“ I am sure that a broad study w - ic
ceafimm this jv._g,-..e:se. “‘“&ﬁ'* see the valus of engaging in '"ve. sus®

szudies, pitting om'néiod against another. Good teaching restlessly

cuts across all methods. I em comvinced, however, of the need for cooperati e
resecrch aspecialiy at the W 'tldc levele. The aim of such research
should not bc to veridy "one beat mtho&d” but should seek answer: to

vhy any one of saveral methods mizat: itm affective (or indeed ineffective)

,{ ,,\“yﬂ( vtf <

vith pupils of welil-definad charsets i
,_";:‘1,\éha"£:):f » .
Mr. Grant's study suggests t:hh , ﬁidtmo for exploring the
effects of highly recommended tuchiﬁ;'jtumim. Perhaps wisely he
limited himself to a very narrow azi‘ec\t o@’i&mpﬁaa: & thought-directing
question given befora reading @ sgectﬁe ati‘s”t}aa. T™he investigation

of purposeful resding ie o promising a?em.«a 9@ s&s@?@ aend we have
. Y,
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application of specific reading skills such 85
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main ideas, for generalizations, and the like, and Mﬂ it&@ gred tests

for measur these. Although this approach is wme&"hat difforont from

it _‘jw m}d“ %

HMr. Grant's, his objoctivos are similar to hers. In extending his research
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into purposeful resding at esizth grade level, Mr. Grant may want to

Ev Bwsm in this neat first ctudy, Mx. Grant has opened up problems.

o ,‘;‘:;”,"1:2,‘;': ;'f ;;4
{@ﬁﬂm ray disvegard his f£indings for the below-average and above-

.(1“‘

‘

aﬁﬁ?ﬁg& readers, since it wasn't & good idea in the first place to assign

material gither at frustraticn level or at mastery level for study-type

razding. ¥hat wa shculd like to know now is vhether or not the poorest
readeré might react as the avaraga readers did snen the selection assigned
iz at their instructiocpal level. Suppose that poor readers do not profit
from a pre-reading question even when the material is supposedly withir.
their range. What arc the possible reasons? How can they be explored?

Io length of the article a factor? Does the single-question strategy
oversimplify the probleme of coaprehension? Would not previous knowledge
of tha topic make a difference? How much can we infer from the reading
of a sirgls article? The basic weakness of this study is that it probes
an insufficient sample of behavior. We need a larger sampling of study-
type materials to vhich the skill of reading for main ideas can be applied.

We neod some ways of exnamining why the thought-directing question helps

{or £ails to help). Por smomple, wa should have soms measure of the

rugders'previous knowledgs of the topic, and their interest in it. We

shoéld e8se08 their attigudes bofore and after raasding. A series of

azﬁérigﬁats like this with tho eame group of children would, of course,

kb cnar L e A DO G W 5 4 D it o Wt

davalop into a tecaching sitvation rather then a coatrolled exporiment.

He would hava to tast, therefore, for the overall effects. After such

e it
ﬁwﬂ)ﬂiw\-«mﬁ

Fviesd
L IR

" an czporicace what would happen to students' reading of study-type materials

ﬂ‘ LA e wem
i

uwhen no one proposes & pre-raoading question? The kind of study I am
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B - b &?3%1{5 vot yisld bard dets that can be easily subjected to
i Ry

g:

~%12%i€3, but it would lay bare the complexities and thus

Introspactive accounts such as thuse
Squirc, (&o name a few)yield soft

“3 W ﬁm' ' o A‘ ¥ t‘ ’.BCO the business of teaching

m “31

be it. What we desp.nuly aﬁg "";3MW; of zeading {s not the courage
m has said in a broader

v gt feied
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WJO to teach, to evaluate,
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wo dimw--yet the cmm W o0 Ming: m coutege, that is,
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