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ABSTRACT

This bulletin summarizes and interprets some of the
main findings of "Survey of the Literature on Methods and Materials
in Reading," by Martha J. Maxwell and George Temp, Chapter IV of "The
Information Base for Reading: A Critical Review of the Information
Base for Current Assumptions Regarding the Status of Instruction and
Achievement in Reading in the United States," the final report of a
study prepared for the U. S. Office of Education (see ED 054 922).
The bulletin focuses on the different methods used to teach reading
and the differences in their results. Three previous summaries of
research are evaluated, and the rationale for this study is given.
Methods and criteria used to screen studies for review and criticism
in "The Information Base for Reading"™ are presented, and the
classification and ratings given the studies are provided. It is
reported that little valuable information was extracted from this
survey, due to the ineffectiveness of educationral research in
general. It is recommended that future research concentrate on the
reasons children lose interest in reading after grade 8 and on ways
of helping students acquire a large enmough vocabulary to make the
transition from juvenile to adult books. The adoption of whcle-word
methods, the Bliesmer-Yarborough Study, 2nd the Initial Teaching
Alphabet are reviewed. A bibliography is provided. (For related
documents, See TM 002 358, 385) (XM)
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II. RESEARCH 1960-1970 ON METHODS AND MATERIALS IN READING

Us DEPARTMENT DF HEALTH
EDUCATION & WELFARE

Paul B. Diederich . DFFICE DF EDUCATION

This bulletin is a digest and interpretation of some of the
main findings of Chapter IV, “Survey of the Literz* -2 on
Methods and Materials in Reading,” by Mariha J. Maxwell
and George Temp in The Information Base for Reading: A
Critical Review of the Information Base for Current
Assumptions Regarding the Status of Instruction and
Achievement in Reading in the United States, the final
report of a study directed by Reginald Corder (ETS,
Berkeley Office) for the U.S. Oiiice of Education, Project
09031, 1971. The full report is available in hard copy or
microfiche through ERIC, ED 054 922.

The study was a survey of research from 1960 to 1970
bearing on three problems: the nature and extent of the
current deficit in functional literacy, the effectiveness of
different methods of teaching rcading, and the training of
teachers of reading. Using all possible bibliographic sources,
the project staff listed over 15,000 documents bearing on
these thiee problems. These were rated independently by
five experts, and 1,855 were selected for critical review,
inciuding 741 on the second problem (the subject of this
summary), 120 on the first and second. 56 on the second
and third, and 31 on all three. Thus the chapter here
summarized was based on a critical look at 948 documents
bearing on methods and materials used in the teaching of
reading. The fist of all 1.855 documents that were reviewed
occupies 134 pages of the final report.

The reviews were done by 22 doctoral candidates at the
University of Cahfornia in Berkeley. Applicants for this job
all reviewed the same article, using a standard review form
of eight pages developed by a technical commttee. The
most proficient participated in scveral traiming sessions and
were monitored thereafter by the staff member who
synthesized the reviews in each area. The rehabilty of those
aspects of the reviews that could be quantficd was deter-
mimed by having 200 articles veviewed independently by
two readers. The coetficients were all above .70 except one
of .02 tor a rating on “treatment.” which was the most
sketchily reported. This use of doctoral candidates as
reviewers forestalled *he objection that estabhished rescarch-
ers are hypercritical of the research of others. These young
students were bent only on extracting whatever sohd nfor-
mation they could find m the published reports.

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG
INATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN

. IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
Questions to Be Answered REPRESENT OFFICIAL € FFICE OF EOU

CATION POSITION OR POLICY
This part of the survey was directed toward the following
questions:

1.  What methods, materials, approaches, equipment, and

procedures are used to teach reading and to what

extent? ) '

What methods of reading instruction are built on

essentially different pools of basic knowledge?

3. How much time and resources are expended directly
on developmental and remiedizl reading instruction?

4. What relationships between methods of reading in-
struction and reading achtevement of the vanous sub-
groups of the population can be shown?

to

Question 3 could not be answered from the literature
reviewed. Even when it was important to hold instructional
time constant, the difficulty of doing so was indicated by
Stauffer (1967) in his introduction to the reports of 27
comparative studies supported by USOE:

“Reading instrution time could not be defined accept-
ably.... Much effort was devoted to an attempt to define
reading instructional time at the Coordinating Center
meetings, but to no avail.”

As for resources. the first guide to matenals for reading
mestruction published by ERIC histed and described 10,000
items (Harris. L. A., 1968) and a supplementary list of 180
pages was issued the following year (Berridge, W. E. and
Harris, L. A.. 1969). No figures that would warrant even an
estimate of the totai sales of such matertals were found.

Question 2, “What methods of reading instruction are
built on es entially different pools of basic knowledge?”
was dealt v..th conscientiously in a section headed Knowil-
edge Basc for each method reviewed. but the differences
noted were too trvial to report in this brief summary The
mpression given 15 that proponents of each method can
find psychological or linguistic principles to support their
views. that these principles had very httle to do with the
mvention or development of their methods; that none of

Thisv publication was prepared puruant to a contract wit., \De National Institute of Fducation. U. S. Department of Health. Fducation and
Wetare, Contractors undertaking such projects under govermment sponsorship are encouraged (o express freely their judgment i protessional
and technical matters. Points of view or opintons do not. theretore. represent ofticial National Institute of T ducation position or policy
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these principles are atfirmed by some schools of thought
and demed by others. they are all commonly accepted prin-
ciples: but proponerts of each method seek out and
emphasize those that support their views and 1gnore or
underplay those that support competing methods.

In a tew vuses, 1t s hard to find any connection between
the alleged basis for a method and the particular policies 1t
advocates. The chief example is the work ot Leonard
Bloomtield. widely regarde¢ as the father of modern
linguistics. who also happened to be interested in methods
of teaching beginning reading. He developed a set of exer-
cises designed to teach children how the sounds of words
they already knew were represented by letters. Instead of
beginning with words of highest frequency in which the
same letter represents different sounds. like come, go, look,
to (from which it is hard to mfer what the letter o stands
for), Bloomfield 1::stncted his initial vocabulary to words in
which the letters stand for only one sound until that letter-
sound correspondence is mastered, like “A fat cat ran at a
bad rat.” This restriction. made it hard to write interesting
stories, and his exercises appeared repulsively drill-likz at a
time when drill was at its lowest ebb of popularity and the
newer “look-say” methods offered hope that reading could
be learned with only gradual and incidental attention to
letter-sound correspondences. It was twenty years before
these exercises, revised by Barnhart, achieved publication as
a result of Bloomfield’s reputation as a linguist and Flesch’s
widely read attack on the neglet of phonics in Why Johnny
Can’t Read (1955). They were then described as “linguis-
tically based” although it is hard to connect Bloomfield’s
revolution in linguistics with his commonsense preference
for starting with words in which the letters represent only
one sound until that sound 1s learned. He did, however,
discuss reading and other practical applications in one
chapter of his monumental work, Language (1933). Follow-
ing his example, other initial reading materials have been
described as “linguistically based” if the order in which new
words are introduced is controlled, in part, by the ease and
profitability of learning and the letter-sound correspond-
ences that they exemplify.

Both Chall (1967) and the present survey also classify
English through Pictures by 1. A. Richards and Christine
Gibson (1960) as “jinguistically based,” but in a totally
different sense. Intended primarily to teach Basic English as
a second language to adults, this series proviaes a gradual
introduction to the structure of English sentences without
resorting to grammatical terms, rules, or descriptions. The
basic patterns of both word-order and word-endings are
systematically exhibited in the minimal vocabulary of Basic
English with stick-figures to clue the relationships express-
ed. Although the authors do not regard themselves as pro-
fessional linguists, their attention to the structure of
English certainly exemplifies another aspect of linguistics.
It must not be inferred, however, that this series is thereby
better designed to teach reading to native speakers at the
age of six. That was not its purpose.

2

Since question 3 (time and resources expended directly
on reading instruction) could not be answered at all from
the literature examined in this survey, and question 2
(different pools of basic knowledge) yielded only trivial
differences, we are left with question 1 (what the different
methods are) and question 4 (differences in their results).

Previous Summaries of Research on Reading

The most comprehensive and accessible recent summaries
of research on reading are those by William S. Gray (several
articles following the general heading Reading in the 1960
Encyclopedia of Educational Research) a'« by David H.
Russell and Henry R. Fea in N. L. Gage (ed.), Handbook of
Research on Teaching, ch. 16, pp. 865-928 (Chicago: Rand
McNally, 1963). These are both of the type needed by
researchers who have to locate previous studies in an area
they may want to investigate: a quickly comprehensible
map of the domain, with studies in each area summurized in
a sentence or two, most of them composed by graduate
students. No one expects to learn anything from these brief
statements; their purpose is only to locate studies that
sound as though they might have a bearing on the question
in which one is interested One can then find these studies
in the bibliography and, if one is lucky, in an educauon
library or on inter-library lour. or through ERIC. It is oniy
when these documents are read that informatica is trans-
mitted—if any was there to starr with.

A much more reacavle and informative type of summary
is represented by Jeanne Chall, Learning to Read: The
Great Debate (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967). It is unified
around a central hypothesis: that a preponderance of
acceptable research from 1910 to 1965 favored early and
systematic treatment of letter-sound relationships (phonics)
despite the doctrine and practice prevailing from about
1930 to about 1960 that words should be leamed as
wholes, embedded in interesting stories, and only later,
gradually, and incidentally analyzed into sounds repre-
sented by letter-combinations and pronunciation rules. The
search for evidence pro and con has the fascination of a
detective story, including the fictional detective’s cleverness
in showing that some of the leading investigators misinter-
preted their own findings. Since a whole generation had
been taught to read by the whole-word method, its faults
rather than its achievements had become the focus of
attention. A whole generation of parents had also become
fed-up with Dick and Jane stories (which probably seemed
more insipid and goody-goody to adults than to children),
and their discontent was angrily expressed by Rudolph
Flesch in his sensational best-seller, Why Johnny Can’:
Read (1955). Although Flesch oversimplified the problem
and misinterpreted much of the research he reported, he
touched off an explosion of popular feeling in favor of a
return to phonics.
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This controversy had such wide rannfications that 1t led
Chall through 4 taurly compichensne survey of research on
teading from 1910 to 1965 and into a devastating analy sis
of the mc.t widely used basal readers. including the volunn-
nous manuals that tell teachers how to teach each lesson
Despite some errticisnz, this survey is aceepted by most
authorit & on reading as caretul. thorcugh, and sound n 1its
main conv.usions. 1t s almost a nuacle that anyone could
make such a mass of research on reading so readable, Smce
this book s now in almost every library . both educational
and general, and smce there is nwo present prospect ol
publishing the report here summanzed. The Information
Base for Reading. educators who wish to delve more deeply
into research on reading will do well to start with Chall.

Smee such an urcommonly good summary of research
had recently been published, 1t may be hard to understand
why the U.S. Ottice of Education commissioned another
survey of research on reading i'rom 1960 to 1970. First. the
chapter here suramanzed on methods of teaching reading
and their results is only one of three. The other two—the
nature and extent of the current deficit 1w functional
hteracy and the traimng of teachers of reading (summarized
i other ERIC bulletins)- were not touched by Chall.
Second, the Office of Education was about to launch a
multi-nullion doliar program of research on reading as part
of the “Right to Read™ program. designed to give every
child by age 10 the baste skills that would later develop into
the kinds of reading ability actually unlized by American
adults in the conduct >t their affairs—vocational. civic, and
recreational. Such an all-out rescarch effort requised a
closer look at a more comprehensive collection of recent
rescarch on reading than one could count on getting from
Chall. She was admttedly and quite properly selective; she
analyzed research over a long period of time bearing on her
central hypothesis, concerned with the effects of early and
systematic mstruction in phonics. Although her search cut a
wider swath through the literature on reading than anyone
anticipated. there was no way to find out what was known
for sure about reading, and what further research was
needed, except to take a critical 'ook at gl serious research
on reading, without regard to any central hypothess, that
had been reported n a linted penod of tume- the last
decade.

The program of research then envisioned m the Oftice of

Education was based to some extent on the “convergence
technique™ used by the Natwonal Cancer lnstitute of the
National Institute of Health. It is a “systems approach” for
the m geinent Hf complen researcl: programs when 2
.ot e on qowns exist i the foundations of an
ares ot wiowe oe iechnology  One of the first steps 1s to
find ou. what has and what hos not been demonstrated
emprrically 10 this area For this reason. this survey of the
hterature was cnitical in @ more general sense than Chial! was
crincal She reviewed a large number ¢! the studies most
often ated to find out whetber the 1ot wirranted the
conclusions reported by the mvestigator. che present sur-

vey started by applying certam canons ot scieititic Lesearch
to all reports that passed the prehmmnary screemng ol an
advisory  conmmttee. These canons were  translated by
Gephart (1970) nto seales tor profiling three dimenstons of
research quality . representaineness. treatment. and meas-
urement The pomts on these scales in abbreviated torm
were

REPRESENTATIVENESS

5 Entire population

4 Rondom sample of specitied population
3 Purposive sample of specitied population
2 volunteers

1 Umdentified group of subjects
TREATMENT

6 Theoretically based treatment described. contiols for
variables 1dentsfied in the theory AND for extrancous
variables that might have an effec:

5 Same. but no controls for extrancous variables

4 Same, but no controls for either explicit or extraneous
vanables

3 No theory stated but treatment described in detail
sutficient for rephcation

2 Commonly known treatment administered but not
described 1n detail

1 Something of an unknown nzture was done

MEASUREMENT

S Standardized or ad hoc instrument: data presented
which establish high vahdity and reliability for this
application

4 Same with moderate validity and rehability

3 Standardized test but no data on validity or reliabihty
for this application

2 Ad hoc instrument; evidence of moderate vahdity and
reliability

1 Ad boc nsirument with no evidence of validity or
reliability OR evidence of poor validity and rehability
on eithi2r a standardized or an ad hoc nstriment

A total rating of 8 or above out of a possible 16 on these
three scales was classified as “acceptable,” entithng the
report to more thorough scrutiny than those classified as
“unacceptable.”” In addition, the reviewers answered ques-
tions on the appropnateness of the data analysis procedures
and whether the conclusions were supported by the data. 1t
was recogmzed that these ratings could scrve only as a
rough screening device, that some studies with high ratings
would yield little or no mtornmation on the questions under
wvestigation, and that some with lower ratings would yield
mportant mformation. But smee the reviewers abstracted
each article they read and answered many other questions
about 1t, little mtonnation of value seemed hikely to escape
the notice of the stalf member who synthesized the eviews
i each area.

‘vo
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Classification and Ratings of Studies

Since the studies reviewed 1 ths section of the survey were
concerned with methods of teaching reading and therr
effects, the dassafication of methods used by Chall was
adopted, The number of studies assigned to each category
and the number and percent rated “aceeptable™ on the
Gephart scales are mdicated below.

These figures mclude some duplicanon when studies com-
pared two or more methods. They do not melude articles
that could not be rated on the Gephart scales  theoretical.
historical. descriptive. chnical, surveys, and reviews of the
hterature.

The number of acceptable studies at each level of school-
mg confirms Chall’s finding that the bulk of research on
reading has been directed toward the primary grades.

General Conclusions

The generally enncdl stance ol ths suivey required an
amswer  to the queston. What mportant facts about
niethods of teaching reading and their results are mcontest-
ably Anow n. so that turther research may be directed else-
where”

Ft must be stated at onee that the answer vielded by this
strvey was “None U In view of the fact that more research
has been done on reading than ¢ any other subject taught
m schoel. that more than ;5 thousand studies are reported
each year. that 265 of the studies reviewed were rated
“acceptable™ on the Gephart scales. and that everyone

connected wath this sirvey was motivated to locate lindings
that met baste standards of screntiic esearch. this answer
seems incredhble. IFor one thing. what about the 263 studies
that were rated “ucceptable™?

A few of these studies will be exannned m a fater section
to salvage whatever mfo.mauon they contan, but the
generzl amswer to thns question 1s that. the more mpeccole
a study was (from the standpoint of research design and
reporting), the more likely 1t was to reach the condlusion
“No sigmti ant difference m the results of different
metlods,” The tew significant ditfferences that were found
n acceptable studies by the end of grade 1 almost wvar-
ably dwsappeared by the end of grade 2 or 3. Shght but
sigmticant diflerences 1 one direction found by some
acceptable studies were often balunced by shght but sigmii-
cant differences in the opposite direction found by other
acceptable studies, Wiile negative evidence can be valuable,
the fact that no identfiable factors in the methods or
materials of reading struction appeared to make any
consistent  difference m properly designed studies can
harély be counted as valuable information on how to teach
reading.

Although certam exceptions to this pessimmstic conclusion
wil be noted m later sections. 1t may be advisable at this
pomt to quote the actual conclusions reported by the
mvestigators who cirected this survey

No sohd evidence or web of partul evidence exists at
the present time that could restrict the teachmg of a
reasolably intormed alert teacher of reading at ant level
There are certan seenungly logical approaches woud bits

Table I. Classification and Ratings of Studies of Methods in Reading

Number read Number rated Percent rated
MITHOD and rated acceplable aceeptable
1. Meaning emphasis 122 63 5277
2. Code emphasis 50 31 6207
a. Syntheic (start with letters) 14 6 437
b. Analytic (start with words) 10 3 3047
3. Linguistics 47 17 367
4. Maodified alphabet 40 24 52
5. Rasponsive environinent 7 3 439
6. Fiogramnied instruction 51 15 300
7. individuahized reading 99 32 327
8. Language ¢xperience 62 2 357¢
9. Lclectic or corbination 10 52 477
TOTALS 6i2 265 43
Table 2. Number of Acceptable Studies of Each Level of Schooling
Grades 1-3 4-6 79 10-12 College Adult
Number rated acceptable 161 38 25 12 10 N
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and preces ot anformation that nught wid i deciding be-
tween certam aspects of procedures proposed, but hitera-
ture exists both for and against almost any “method™
that has been actually used or proposed i the last
decade. It one has to take a posittion (and teachers
obviouwsly do every day ot school), it s sate to say that”

All methods of reading instruction mstruct some chil-
dren (probably the same ones) well and do not sueceed
with some small proportion ot others tha' have been
studied.

The national reading problem s not that massive num-
bers of students cannot read 1n the sense of not know-
irg a graphemephoneme correspondences but that
many persons do not wish to read for pleasure or intor-
mation dand do not comprehend cither written or oral
messages well.

In effect, the national reading problem might just as
castly be called the national thinking or comprehension
problem, and the schools are only minutely responsible
tor the fact that massive numbers of our eitizens are,
essentially, not inchned to develop or maintain reading
and comprehension shills necessary for their own self-
sclected goals ane ife space.

It may appear to many that the review of over 900
articles on reading methods and materials...ought to yickd
more information As a matter of tact, 1t has been a con-
stant concern that such an extensive, time-consuming,
and detaded effort should yield only a hittle mformation
What staadards should be apphied was often ashed.

However, to take seriously the charge to take a cnticgl
look at the hterature relevant to the important guestions
of this study was to be unable to reduce the standards.
Cnticism 15, unfortunately. judgment according to a
standard. H the standards wo ¢ too high, 1t was because
they are the aceepted standards of conducting and report-
g rescarch that science has found necessary over the
years i utihizing the reports of its practitioners. These
standards actually are flexible and vary trom ticld to
tield. Now. however, 1s the tume to refoeus the research
effort in reading.

It v time to rase the standards of reporting and con-
ducting reading research because 1t 1s unpossible to know
what trust to put in an ncomplete research report, a
study done wiith no controls, or a statement ot conclu-
sions unsupported with reported and clearly interpretable
data, (pp 130-137)

This pessimustic view of the bulk of reading 1esearch
supported by others who have taken a close fook at studies
m this field Compare what Chall says ot the Iiterature she
exammed

Most Gtudiesy did not dicate how the evpernimental
and control groups were sdected, Bow mudh tmme was

allovted o vanons spects of teading, how the teacherns
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were selected, whether the quality of the teaching was
comparable m both groups, or even whether the teachers
followed the methods under study. Fven more important.
most studies did not speetfy clearly what a “method™
ivolved, but instrad merely assigned tabels (e.g.. “phon-
18"), expecting the reader to undenstand what was
meant. (pp. 100-101)

Suntfar crticisms were expressed by Stautter (1967) n
his mtroduction to the reporis of 27 first grade reading
studies i a cooperative project funded by the U.S. Office
of Education in the middle sixties:

What conclusions can and cannot be made about the
twenty-seven studies reported herein? Because of the
many variables that were not uaformly controlied 1n the
separate studies, the studies should not be compared to
see which ones were most productive Wide variation was
tound among the teachers ivolved....

No one method should be compared with another be-
cause the methods were not sharply and clearly different.
For ¢xample, all the methods mcluded mstruction in
phonics of one kind or another, the alphabet, writing
experiences, comprehension, and so on. Methods that
were given the same tabel were not always the same...

Reading instruction time could not be defined aceept-
ably.... The tests used to measure readiness, mtelhgence,
and achrevement were not adequate In short, any
attempt to compare method with method or study with
study could produce gross misunderstandings and false
conclusions.

Thus 1t 1s evident that the failure to extract unportant
information trom the hterature exammed m this survey
cannot be ascribed to the jaundiced views of those who
conducted the nvestigation. [ 1s simply a tact that educa-
tonal research in general and methods studies i particular
have not yet achieved anything hike the ngor or results of
rescarch 1n such fields as physics, agriculture, or genetics.

Prababilities, Possibilities, and Unknowns

Altough: one has to aceept the conclusion that nothing s
known for certamn about methods of teaching reading. it
would be unfortunate it the Otfice of f:ducation decided
siply to repheate all exising research with stncter con-
trols and mote adequate reporting. It would be doubly
unfortunate 1f the present over-emphasts on the mual
stages of leaming to read were contmued. coupled with
neglect of fater stages m which our farlure to attan reason-
able goals s much more apparent. With allowance for the
percentage of fatlure that seems unavordable m all human
enterprises 1t seems teasonably sate tosay that we do hnow
Bew 1o get practically all children past the it stages ot
Jearnmg o read Above arade S tact traces ol any il

‘I
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advantage of one method over unother are hardly ever
found. Furthermore, except tor severely depnved children.
we ate able to get most of thent interested i reading books
on then own espeaally the senes of adventute stores
hnown i the book trade o “juveniles.™ In spite ot the
competitiorn now ottered by televiston, this weteres in read-
mg buoks appaientiy reache u peak nror near grade 8 and
then dechines unul the majonty of Amerean adults read
hardly any books except the Bible (as o devotional exervise)
and books mvolved in thenr work

This Tast pomt v made with some misgivings. siee 1t 1s
one of the neglected areas of research on readmg. but one
bt of evidence 15 that, in a nationwide Gallup poll reported
by TIME in July 1965. 77 percent of the adults questioned
sard they had not read a book during the previous year.
while of a comparable sample in West Germany . only 33
percent sard they had not read a book. In a recent swivey of
or~ day’s reading of over 5.G00 adults (another project of
the ““Right 1o Read™ program), no directly comparable
cvidence could be tound. unce the respondents were ashed
only to review therr reading of the 24 hours preceding the
interview, but the result was at least compatible with the
Gallup poll- only 33 percent of the sample reported reuding
anything m a book. If 1t 15 true, as Waples (1940) found n
the thurties and the wrter of thrs summary n the sixties.
that this dechne of mterest m book-reading sets 1 at or
near the onset of puberty. the causes are unknown, but 1t 1s
a plausible hy puthests that this s the pomt at which the less
capable readers finally have to make 4 transttion to aduht
books 1t therr reading interests are to continue.

There are countless reasons why this transition may be
difficult. but one that 15 so obvious that they themselves
and their teachers are aware of 1t 1s the harder vocabulary
of adult books. There 1s a 1eal dichotonty here. both
authors and editors of juvemiles constantly substitute easier
words and expressions for those that young readers may
not understand, but adult books even detective stories
make no such concessions 1t astudent has not developed a
recognttion vocabulary adequate for adult reading. he 1s out
of luck.

This brings us back to a pomt about early reading that
was ignored m the literature examined n this survey. The
publishers of nearly all basal readers somehow hit upon the
standard of mtroducmg not more than two new words per
hundred runnmg words, and as Chall demonstrates, they
very rarely exceed this standard up to the end of grade 3;
how far beyond they stick to it 15 unknown. These words
are not new 1 the sense that the pupils do not know what
they mean, they are familiar word, that have not previously
been used i that series. They may be recognizable on the
simplest phonie principles, if the pupils know sing, they
should have lLittle difficulty with ring or wing, but they
counst as new words just the same.

Furthermore, 1t has become standard practice for the
teacher’s manual to tell which words are new m 2ach lesson
and to suggest ways «f teaching the new words before
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puptls read the story i which they are introduced. For
example. 1f the only new words ate pretty and oo, e
teacher 15 advised 1o chioose a puptl’s panting and wiite
under 1t. “Thiv s prety.” and under another, “Thn 1
pretty. tou.” These are displayed with enough discussion to
mahe the meaning obvious. and pupils are ashed 1o read
these sentences and show their understanding m some such
way as pointing to something clse that they think s pretty
Then they ate ready to read the story in which these are the
only new words

With this amount of build-up required for each lesson. 1t
i> understandable that pnmary teachers would object to a
much heavier vocabulary load than two new words in 4
hundred. It is also obvious that when pupils come to these
words in the story. there is no need to apply any phouc
principles to figure vut what sounds tnese letters represent,
for they have already been taught to recognize these words
at sight. Finally, when they come to the fourth part of the
typrcal lesson that 1s supposed to be devoted to word-
analyats to discover and drll upon letter-sound relationships
and pronunciation rules the hardest and most abstract part
of the iesson ~there is hkely to be little time or energy left
for 1t and certamly no motvauon. for the pupils have
already learned the words that the ales nught enable them
to decode.

Thus the hght vocabulary load characteristic of basal
readers and the accepted method of teaching the new words
scem hikely to induce in pupils and teachers alike a mind-set
that will make 1t impossible 1o acquire a recognition vocab-
ulary adequate for adult reading by age 13. Where did this
absurd standard come from? Chall. who has an article on
“The History of Controlled Vocabulaty™ (1958), does not
know, and no basis for it was found in any of the literature
examined m this survey. One posaibility < that Michael
West, who had a successful series of readers for teaciang
English as a second language i India, visited this country
dunng the thirties and presented some impressive evidence
that a vocabulary load of two new words per hundred was
about night for his purpose. Of course, he was talking about
words that were completely unfamuliar to Indian students—
not words that they used every day of their lives but had
not previously seen in print. There was also the very mpor-
tant point that after West worked up to a vocabulary of
about 1,500 words, he stopped counting, confident that
any new words introduced thereafter would be surrounded
by enough fanuliar words to insure a tolerable rate of
acquisttion. West never mtended his findings to be apphed
to itial reading matertals for native speakers at the age of
siX, but since the basal readers embodying the new “whole
word” approach were then in uzero, itis possible that they
were influenced. conscrousty or unconscrously,. by West's
findings

Whatever the source may have been. the standard of two
new words per hindred and the practice of teachmg the
new words before allowing pupils to read the stories in
which they oceur should both be subjected to expernimental
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venfication. So far as we can discover i ths or any other
tecent survey of the luerature, this has never been done.
and any expenmentdl test would probably expose both the
standard and the practice us antounded and pernictous
They make 1t virtually impossible for any but the top
quarter m verbal abihity to develop an adequate 1eading

vocabulary by age 13, and the absence of such a vocabulary
by that age 1y the most probable single cause of the dechine
of mterest m book-reading thereatter If we are not as great
anation of book-readers as Russia or Japan- a question that
senously affects our national tetests--the root of the
problem may he nght here, but 1t would continue to be
overlooked by any replication of exisung reseurch.

The Achievement of the Whole-Word Methods

At thiy point m nme it seems obvious that the proponents
of the whole-word method were wrong in trying to teach
nearly all previously unused words as though they wee
Chinese characters. with only later and mncidental attention
to the sounds represented by letters. In the next section we

shall try to demonstrate that one of the few conclusions of
reading research in which we can have a high degree of

confidence 1s that carlier and more systentatic mstruction n
phonics is essential. But we must not forget the situation
that the whole-word method was designed to correct and
the excrtement generated by 1ts early successes. or we shall
swing back with toe pendulum to the same nstructional
errors that were perpetrated in the twenties.

When the writer of thiy summary begun hes graduate
study of education m 1928, he was told by no less an
quthonty than Walter Dearborn that 1t was quite possible to
fearn to read without first learning the alphabet. This
seemed pieposterous, and Dearborn had to send his stu-
dents to observe several classes that were learming to read
by the new “lovk-say” method before they would believe

that 1t was possible. Then they wete told to read some of

the early research of the men who were to domiate the
field of basal readers for the next thirty years. Arthur Gates
and Wilham S. Gray, and 1t began to seem not only possible
but also advantageous in some respects to begin reading
mstruction without assuming or first developing knowledge
of the alphabet.

What the current mnovator tends to forget 1s that nitial
mstruction in letter-sound relationships and pronunciation
rules was done to death at that tme. The chuldren had to
learn so much abstract matenal by rote before domng any
sigmficant amount of reading that the siuanon was the
opposite of the one we face now. Children now have liutle
reason to learn the rules for decoding because they have
already been taught the words that the rules might have
erabled them to recognize. In the twenucs, children had
even less reason for learning these rules because they had
not yet encountered these words w any story tat held
therr 1nterest, but only in the few words that were chosen

as examples. The tesult was that the early stages of reading
mstruction were a titame stiuggle between the teacher and
her cliss. and many more Juldeen tell by the wayside than
do so at present.

When prospective teachers ke the students of Walter
Dearboin discovered what a relanvely pamlest process the
teaching of reading could be, using the new “Took-say ™ or
whole-word approach. they were not disposed to demand
evidence of supetior tesults by the end of the year. It was
enough to show that the new method worked about us well
as the old and wath far less agony. That is why so many
studies reviewed by Chall and even some ncluded m this
survey simply compared the “meaning emphasis” with the
older “code emphasis.”” and why the mvestigators were
satisfied with the tinding that one worked about as well as
the other. It took the sharp eyes of Jeanne Chall 1o detect
the fact that a stronger “code emphasis” than the look-say
method would permit n the early stages actually held a
slight edge throughout, and when the kind and amount of
phonics mstruction were adjusted to what children could
stand. a very decisive udvantage. Now that this firding 1
accepted, we must be on guard agamst the tallacy that.af a
moderate amount of phonmes from the start 1s advanta-
geous. a large amount will be sull better. That would bring
us nght back to the twenties and set the stage tor another
revolution with renewed emphasis on meaning.

The Bliesmer-Yarborough Study

The case for early und systenmiatic phonics mstructn 1
epitomized by a “landmark’ study Sy Emery P. Bhe v
and Betty H. Yarborough. “A Comparison of Ten Daffc .t
Beginning Reading Programs w Fust Grade” P Delta
Kappan, 1905, 46, pp. 500-504. It was published after
Chall’s chapter summanzing the experimental evidence had
been wiitten and therefore received only postscript atten-
tion, but 1t sharpened the conclusions she had teased out of
the previous fifty years of research. It is the only individual
study that 1s analyzed in detail m the full report of the
chapter here summuarnzed, and this analysis included some
technical cntiesm that would be out of place i a brief
summary. Ouly the methods and mun findings will be
presented here in order to illustrate one of the few conclu-
ston: of research on reading that have been estabhshed
beyond reasonable doubt.

Bhesmer, director of the McGuffey Reading Clinic at the
Univensity of Virgima, selected five reading programs repre-
senting a “syntheuc” approach to phomes instruction
early and systematc attention to letter-sound relationships
and pronunciation rules and using them to “synthesize”
whole words (1.e.. sound *nem out). He also selected five
programs representing an “‘analyuc” approach: starting
with a large number of whole woids that children were
taught to recognize at sight and later analyzing these wordy
to discover and dnll upon the sounds these letters repre-
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sent. [t must be undeistood that voth goups of programs
undettook 1o teadh phonies. but one group did 1t eatly and
systematiedlls . the othet later and medentally

{ic then persuaded Mis. Yaibotough, director of develop-
mentdl readmg for the Chesapeake (Va ) public schools, to
try out all 10 progriams under ngorous expenmental condr-
tins e four elementary schools: two nuddle-class and two
shightly fower but not lower-dass, Ladh program was tied
out 1 two schools. one muddle-class. one lower. by one
teacher i each school. With this restiicuon, the puncipals
drew lots as to wlneh programs would be tried out m their
schools, and teachers were randomry assigned to these pro-
grams except that no mexpetienced teacher was ehgble and
no teacher rated less than “average™ in teaching skill durning
the previous year, These teachers were given intensive tram-
g m the program they were to teach and an unusual
dimount of supervision throughout the year. not only by the
language arts supervisors but also by publishens” representa-
uves. Tt was agreed that no puptl should recerve more than
45 munutes of reading mstruction per day. and the super-
visors reported that this it was strictly observed.

All first graders 1 these tour schools were rundomly
assigned o dasses so that nerther the pupils nor the
teachers had any chowee of one another or of the reading
program they werte to follow. The Metiopolitan Readiness
Test and the Calite g Mental Matunty. Short Form, were
adimmistered at the start and the Stanfoird Achieverient
Test. Primary L Formy W, at the end. The Litter yields tive
part-scores  word reading, paragraph meaning, vocabulary.
spetiing, and word-study skills Complete data were obtam-
ed on 484 pupilh 230 1 the synthetic programs (system-
atie phonies). 248 m o waalytic, 112 were lost through
moving o1 meomplete data. Analysis of vinlance revealed
signtficant ditferences among  the randomly  constituted
goups i age verbal and nonverbal 1Q, and total readiness
These data were used to “adjust™ the average scores tor
cach program on the final 1cading test. The buet report m
Plu Delta Kappan doces not indicate how this was done
exeept by sayving “analysis of covarrance.” A statisticlan
would like to know more than this, but this s the aceepted
techique tor controlling rutial ditterences that remam
atter randomuzation, and 1t s hard to thmk of any plausible
way owhich at could mtioduce dany sy stematic bras m
cither goup ot programs. The Divisjon of
Pducational Reseacch. University ot Vg, assisted
analy/zmmg the data.

I companng five synthetie (systematic) with tive analyt-
i (nadental) phontes programs on five tested outcomes of
the year’s work. thete were 125 companisons, and n 93 of
these thete was .1 significant (LO1) difierence m favor of the
syndiciic prograniy and not one m o the opposite direcuon!

tavor  of

This wus almost too good 1o be credible Ftovas not a case
m which the ditterences were statisueally but not educa-
tuonally sigmficant. The difterctices were expressed
grade-level scores s which 1T was the a crage distance bes
tween grades 1 and 240 the notms on the tingd rest On this
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scdle the average difterence between syntheties and analy t-
s i all 125 compansons, sigmificant o not, w.es A9 and of
we take just the 93 sigmificant differences. the average
supertonty of the syntheties way 58 shghtiy more than
half a year of normal progiess at this fevel of *chooling

In the subtest on paragraph meaning (o4 winch many
“analyuic™ programs  reviewed by Chall mamtamed an
advantage up to the end of grade 1), there was a significant
(.01) difference m tavor of the synthetics v 20 of the 25
compartsons, and the average magnitude of these significant
differences was .37 (ol otie year). This was the smallest
margm of supentornty among the five subtests, the others
weie .38 m word reading, 61 m vocabulavy, .69 1 spelling,
and .83 m word-study skills. None of the five synthe 1
programs wis outstanding four were nearly equal m therr
ave,age supertonty to the analvues, but one was wesh a
new prograinmed textbook that has since been revised

By way of contrast, wien the five synthetics were com-
pared with one another. there were 50 compartsons but
only 17 sigmificant differences, averagu.g .50, among the
analytics there were only siv, averaging 30. No one
expected the tesults of euch group of programs to be more
untform than this, and these difTerences within groups were
as nothig compared with the enormous difference between
the two groups. 93 significant differences out of 125 com-
parsons, all m the same direction. averaging about half a
year's work.

Initial Teaching Alphabet

The only other method teviewed v this survey with any -
thing like a comparable number of significant differercos 1o
ity credit was the Initual Teaching Alphabet (ITA) devised
by Su James Pitmar in England. It uses all the conventional
letters except q and x but intioduces 22 other chatacters to
make up the 20 sigificantly different sounds (phonenies)
of knglhnh. The new characters tesemble the traditional
fetter-combinations to which they are most closely related
in sound m order to facilitate the transinon to TO (tradi-
tional orthogaphy) which usually occurs at the end of
gade 1 or the begmnmg of grade 2 Most of the new
characters (graphemes) are tormed by jommg together two
nadinonal letters which ate taught as one letter and one
sound  gesze. ot examiple. becomes gaenm with o juncture
between the a and e to represent tong u. The addiuonal
burden on the memony ot leaimng 46 characters 18 otiset
by the fact that no caprtal fetters are used m ITA, capitals
ate teplaced by aslightly linger size of ihe lowercase letters

When teachers me shown the soit of story i A that
duldren can read by the end of the fist grade, o looks
stiange at first, but with a httie concentrauon they f1imd
that they can read 1t without much ditficulty  Most of the
words ate spelled as usual, and those that are ot bave onldy
certamn parts changed moway s that are casy todecode Hus
explams why  childien have so liale datticuliy vath thie
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switch - the oppostte direction trom ITA o 10
Although the two are so nearly alihe at the pont of transi-
tion from one to the other. the advantage of 1TA s that 1t
ts much casier (o lean in the mttal stages because each
chatacter represents only one sound. irst graders quickly
fearn how to recognize the FIA printed form of most of the
4.000 words they use nstead of Iecmning these words one at
a tme by sight Henee a muoch tnger vocabulay is avatdable
from the start. mote nteresting stories can be wrtten, Jnl-
dien can start reading more quackly and read more than
culdren stingglmg with TO. They ean also wnte cmblier.
more casity. and more creatvely. stnce there is retatively
httle trouble with spelhing.

If one tries to exploit all these advantages at once. the
purists will argae that there s no way to tell which of these
features accounts for any supenor results that may be
tound. but the promotehs will argue that 1t s impossible to
tell how supertor the results might be until one combines il
the advantages of a new medim. smee they depend on and
support one another.

Generally speaking. the English experimenters took one
route and the Americans the other. In the thst expen-
mental traks in England. Downig (1969). an mdustiial
psychologist, had the most popular English basal 1caders
printed m ITA and wld tewchers 1o continue teadimg them
exactly as they had betore except tor the changes necesar-
tated by teachmg the new alphabet Atter two yvears, the
childien who smdied these readers m [TA and then switch-
ed to TO were about 2 vear ghead of children who had
studied the same teaders e TO from the beginming.

The Amencan expenmenters, led by Mazurhiewis
(1967). 1efused to be tied down by the restricnons that had
to be observed by readers designed 1o teach TO. They
developed a new senes an ITA with g heavier vocabulary
load. cather and heavier stress on letter-sounds. more 1ead-

mg. and mose witing. Resubts were compated with thaose ot
comentional basal readers. and the differences were even
mare favorable to ITA than m the English expenments.
espectally after the tanstien to TO. The most comprehen-
sive and mmpartal review of results <f both Enghsh and
Amenean studies up to tis pumt s by F. W, Warbuiton
and Vera Southgate. wra.  An Independent Evaluation
(London Newgate Press. 1969). We shall noc quote actual
figures m this case sice results of the defimtne expert-
ments now m progeess have not yet been published.

Concluding Comment

The survey and cuticat analysis of over 900 articl . on
methods and materials of reading mstruction occupic t 77
smgle-spaced pages. exdlusive ot bibhography, m the tull
report of this study. What can be reported i 15 pereent ol
this space obviously represents qust a few highhghts We
made no attempt to say something about every part of the
survey. believing that tull treatment of the findings tha.
seemed most interesting and important would have greates
mpact. Omssion from tins digest does not indweate that o
method was shghted m the tull report, but it doees create 2
presumption that no outstanding trinmphs were «ccorded.
For example, the most starthng tact eported about pro-
grammed matenal was that 1escaich was avatiable on only 7
percent of the products markeied up to 1971 while some
field testtng was clamned for another § pereent (p. 89w the
fult. report). Computer-asssted mstiuction s stull m s
infancy. No one has tound ¢ way 1o overcome the 1eading
deficiencies  of groups that have been held down by
poverty. segregation. and contempt. Removal ol these
handicaps seems mote hhely to produce mnprovenient
eading than any change m method.

Y




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Beindge. Wayne Lo & Harns, Latry AL Guide to mate-
nals for reading mstrucuon, siepplement 1. September
1969, 180 p. ERIC ED 032452,

Bliesmer. tmery P & Yarborough. Beny . A com-
panson ol ten diffetent begnming reading programs in
first grade. Pln Delra Kappan, 196546 500-504

Bloomtield. Leonard. Language. New York® lHolt.
Rmehart & Winston, 1933,

Chall. Jeanne. Z.carnng 10 read: The grear debate. Now
York McGraw-hll 1967

Chall, Jeanne. The history of contiolled vocabulary. In
3. Allen Bagwie Y (FdL). Reading for effective living
International Reading Association convention proceed-
ngs. 1958, 3. 177-180.

Downmg. Joln. Imual teaching alphabet: Results atier
sx o years. Elemenwary - School Journal. 19069, 69,
242.249,

Flesch. Rudolt. Wity Jolmry can't read and what you
can do abour ir. New Yorh. Harper & Brothers. 1955,

Gephart. William J. Application of the convergence
technique to b, studies of the reading process. Final
ieport. Project No. 8-0737. Grant No. OEC-0-8-
080737-4335. United States Office of Educauor.
National Center for lducatonal Research and
Development. 1970.

Gray. William S. Articles on reading. In Chester W.
Harns (1:d.). Enevelopedia of Educational Reseas h.
New York Macmillan, 1960 Pp. 1086-1135.

10,

15.

10.

Harnis, Lany AL Guide to maternials tor readmg instrue
vor. Induma Umversity . Bloommgton 1968 277p
ERIC ED 019 328

Mazuthiewres. Albert J. The mtial teachmg alphabet
n readimg mstiaction. evaluat m - demonstiation proy-
ect on the use of T T.A. Comprehensine final 1eport
Lehigh Usidvensity. Bethichem. Pa. Feb. 1967 Sip.
ERIC: ED 013173,

Richards, I A & Gibson. Chnsune. English through
pictures. New York Washmgton Square Press, 1960,

Rissell. David L, & Fea. Henry R. Research on teach-
ing reading. e NL L. Gage (EdL). Handbook of research
on teachmg. Clicago: Rand McNally, 1963 Pp.
805-928.

. Stauffer. Russell G. (Ed.) The first grade reading

studies. Fidings of individual investigations  Reprint-
ed from The Reading Teacher. Newark, Del.: Inter
national Reading Association, 1967,

Waples, D.. Buelson, B. R.. & Bradshaw, I. R. Whar
readimg does to people. Chucago  University of Chicago
Press, 1940.

Warburton. F. W.. & Southgate. Ve, i.r.a. An inde-
pendent evaluation. London. Newgate Press, 1909,




