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HEN consndermgrthe areas in: readmg mstructlon mostzappropnate for
consnderatlon i’ ‘the_ 1966-1967 year “of IR_A there seemed 10 be: none




eading Association “attempts,

provide a forum for-







bjectives, learning activities, an eviluan&n of
~followin i theon: :
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;- = = Thefollowing co
= == -evaluation,: with-illu
- 7.1; Evaluation,




enjoymg, commumcatmg, lovmg, apprecxatmg, a fwell as memonzmg
*and comprehendmg Parenthetlcally,,-recent studles tend fo conﬁrm .
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Io summarrze the characterrstrcs of evaluatron, rt descrrbes begrnnlngs as -
’well‘as ‘progress;- it-is continuous;-it utilizés-many- samples.of-a-learner’s
work it allows the student to engage inthe partlcular behavror or behaviors

) toward whlch he |s assumed to be movrng, |t constltutes a learmrg situas

houldzbe recalled that the:cognmve be- ]
~comprehension, 2

- Slnc we clarm to ‘be_concerned with something more than cognmve '
learn g; that iy we speak often of values ap’recratrons‘ !




Camews
SklllS, and the hke, then one. mlght raise-a questlon as to'the: appropnateness - R : -
of paper-and pencil tests in relation tothese behaviors.:- -~ - R S

Situations.-Let us-consider for.a moment the question- of apprecxatlon of
- good” literature; What=kind- of-evaluation™ sﬁugtlon or techmque makes

sense in -this_ ‘context? What Xind" of. question “on a- paper-test-would®
measure astudent’s: apprec1atlon" Thls is-not to say- ‘that such'is. 1mpossnble
I-would;, however, raise a questlon -as'to-whether we_know-anymore than
what a student is w1lhng to wnte .And certamly we have all heard about the
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s bémg collected In such- records, one should not find such 7words as good' FIT e T Co °
- _or bad.or trouble maker or-a_joy to have in class.-As-with'the-question of - I T
--interest,:the particular behaviors-which lead one ‘teacher to'the conclusmn; ST S SR
thata -child-is. bad may well lead-another-teacher to-the conclusion that the™.. - IR B L

: -7 -—=-child-is-exciting. Thus, records: -should ‘include -description; not judgment.= - e -
sTo I s They should also be kepton a° continuing basis;-and-should. mclude many - - pto o B
N sampleS’of what a: glven student does O that his behav1 ) SRS : -
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p]an a comp,rehenswe program of evaluatron unless the standardlzed tests
~ - measuré-those factors_and_all those- factors descnbed in- the objectwes
Further, it-should.be. remembered hére that- evaluatron relates’ more  directly -

) mdwxdual progress ‘than _to-group- “progress: Another element-in. _taking -~

* the-first- step -is to strpulate what use willbe made-of -evaluation-results. -

- . Examples of such-use include appralsal of teachér eﬂ‘ectweness, ‘appraisal'of -

~ -~ objectives (are- they reahstrc for-this- system), appraxsal ‘of ‘materials, ap-
pralsal of class size.or grouping-practices,. reporting.to parents, and perhaps
mest important; working-with-each-individual so’ that his educational-envi

3
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and classfoom actrvrtres, it is: 1mpossrble to talk about who should evaluate, S-S
-and- how, without- treatmg to'some extent the- guestron -of- ob_|ect1ves R D
0b_|ect1ves include two elements: studentkbehavror’and -content. "These - - I T
two terms are- broadly conceived. The ‘major_function-is'to’ g.ude teachers - N
~in the selectron of activitiesand-evaluation- techmques If this functionis to* - -
“be served, it ‘seems- ‘logical to mvolveteachers inZthe- formulatron of-objec- "
tives. Teachers -do-sit-on ‘committees: which.are charged with® “stating - -0b-
_|ect1ves "As: ob_|cct1ves are. formulated however, few are_ crrculated among
teachers to discover-what teachers-would-do: :

; - stormin 0 ugges nan ays—itg [
- evaluate let-us-say,-progress in-art. appreciation.as a group can-construct.”
Crrterra forrele i

o1l ] ﬁjcezpersonnel s
who are insome’ way. attached to program;development and n:the hands oﬁ -
teacht s to: whom ‘the- mten’,of ob_|cct1v ‘mu rif o
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- . —establrshed for any one-or any set of objectrves, they should be crrculatedr
~~ - dlong with:the objectwes to-all teachers who-will be expected to use.them. -
: " Refinements can be made on the: basis of responses:- “When-a_ comprlatron

- ’has been made, a statement can then be accepted on a tentatrve basrs The

: —'lected changes in objectrves and technrques wrll be mdxcated :
 ~The-fourth step in burldmg an-evaluation. program isto. determrne what
krnds of data must be- collected how often it is” tOgbe collected and wrth

Now to ,,eturn to the begmnmg assertron Hastmg reports that ,n a
study “of : )

P
teachers look at test data or other mformatron about therr students. Payne s

study (4) reveals that stude tsiwho are. unlrkely to achleve acceptable levels o
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: helped early m thenr school careers

- change wnll no‘ occu

12 T R T EVALUATION C

- of attamment under a grven currncu]ar arrangement can be 1dentrﬁed and o

S Thrs study has supported the ﬁndmgs of other rnvestrgators who suggest that .

- fdetermmlsm does ‘exist-in schools. The- relative_ _positions of students within.a-
group were establxshed early and: ‘maintained over several years. Some change is

- -necessary if the school is striving to bnng ‘all students-to_at-least-a-minimal- level' c

-of & satlsfactory achrevemenL 'l'he study has presented strong evrdence that a-
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,that the professronal lrterature is replete wrth deﬁmtrons of readmg, that - ) B B
- the definitions do-in-fact drﬂ‘er, and that they do have- drﬂ‘ermg implications -~ = =~
for instruction. In.an extreme-and somewhat facetious sense,-an-anecdote. -~ - - § . ) ]

offered by Huey-(5)-in -his_early book,- The: Psyclwlogy and Pedagogy of - 2
’,Readmg may help to. lllustrate the pomt LT ST I S

of. he arts, ,oth LT i -
_-iniits performance and in its orrgm We recall how —even m modem umes, Living- I S
,stone e:gcrted the: worrder" id-awe of an:Af icar

e To the early peoples, readrng 7was one of the most mysterrous:

alluses of language -
nything: othe thanw LR e

Y mg’—f 'r;the _purpose of- determmmg the R
the readmg program would deal wrth,cogm-
tron only in-an’ 1nc1dental way. These- operations, - t- appears, W d::fbe
- standardrzed from group to group and from -grad level to. grade 'level '
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- - Readmg mvolres percepuon and cogmuon. In contrast to- the decodmg
definition of - readmg -are: those-definitions which_view- readmg as a-two -

- dimensional act. Smith and ‘Dechant(10)’ and DeBoer and Dallmann (3) as

well as-others have-taken this-position.-The deﬁnmons -which-fall into this-

”category suggest that reading mvolves not- only’ ‘visual” perceptron of the
- written:symbols, but also- thoughtful responses-onthe- part of -the reader..-
They also rmply that the rntent of the reader and the background he has to

th ffort expen

The deﬁnltron of- readmg noted-ahove-has-rather-definite implications for-
a readmg 'program Basrcally, it suggests that a- rcadmg program—whrch is--

strand should be devoted ‘to:the aﬂ'ectrve dlmensrons of readmg Not only
should there be three strands'i in terms of goals for the. readmg program,-but -
- there should also be ev:dence of learnmg actrvrtres in: the program wh| h are

ceptual: act and the rntellectua “impact-of - th written-materials - on: the .




. - 5 - R
S U GOALS OF THE rxoonm

exphcrtly desrgned “to- ald youngsters m attalmng these goals Thus, an
analysis-¢ of sthe’ blweekly or'monthly- program, i terms of the-time. allotted
" to_different endeavors;-should reveal a- relative balance- wrth respect o thc
three strands of- goals, An- optrmum ‘balance. ‘would,-¢f* ‘course;- depend on"
-the: grade Tlevel- and-the types-of - puprls lnvolved nevertheless, -the three
* strands” should "always be visible; Moreover the ¢ ongoing evaluation- of the-
readlng program should focus attentlon on each of the three’dlmenslons of




'actlvxtles he selects’and the évaluation: procedures hefcllows, = 7 -

- herent.in-a drscussron of ‘educational goals, what follows -is dcsrgned to

. R . o goals of the program should gurde the teacher in “the- types of learnmg::
- S e : AlthouEh the. remainder: of: the-. article ‘will not. resolve the prob]ems in- R
7 - faccomphsh two_ things: (a) the goals of the: readmg program will be put into -

“perspective with: -regard-to théthree-dimensional definition of readmg, and
= (b) the nature and mstructlonal 1mphcat|ons0f selected goals of the readmg; T
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INTERACTIONS AMONG Au DEFlNlTlON OF READlNG

- CATEGORIES OF GOALS OF THE READING PROGRAM

N gbals of the
B —}readmg
T- ',;program




-~ -another. This does not preclude. the possrbrhty, however “that we canthink

- ] RN . - 7; - ’:§
. . P F

stands what he is- readrng and the way he feels about read)ng lnﬂuences hrs
_eftortsin the perceptual area. In other words, the three types of: goals and -
their behavioral- -outcomes do-interact- -and dre- 1nterdependent upon -one-

about and organlze the readrng program in.such a way that the three types )
- of goals:will-receive varying degrees of - emphasrs at different times.-
In general then, the purpose of Flgure Li |s to support the posltlon that-z .

) -be
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must result l‘rom a thoughtful analysls of the perceptual techmques needed
by children. This: position is-as true-for: ﬁrst -grade-as:it is for:sixth grade.

“One of the problems faced with respect to the-goal that children should be -
able to demonstrate a variety of ways to perceive words is that-some teachers -
_do not have-the knowledge needed to be- analytlcal In'my. -experience wnth
teachers who- have enrolled in: a*graduate course i readmg, it“is not-un--

common to find at the begmmng of the course as many as 40 percent ol‘ the
members ol‘ - te :

d|mensron of the: readmg programrls -have ¢ chrldren learn to use avarlety

ol' technlques to  perceive words, teachers

c.omprehenslo . The overrldmg goal here, it seems, is to enable pupils:to-
grow m the1r ability: to. thmk about and react to wrltten materlals ina vanety

rogram deals” with cognmon or
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) of ways This goal has not always been achleved for at least three reasons j -
B T - First; reading comprehension_has-beeh-thought of as-a general ability. _
. - This concept -has-been- prompted, in- part; by:studies-which-have indicated
’ ’ the'problems of measuring different types of: reading comprehension: It also - ) -
has been. supported by:the deﬁnmon that- reading is"*‘getting meaning’ from 0

the. printed page.” To get meaning, inthis zase, has been |nterpreted to mean o
~- - abrllty to recall or recognlze llteral meamngs only : -

© as-creativ
. —tasks which= S
B 7 “In-an eﬂ'or'tftoio\'/ereomefth e problem"s,' mrght ‘be well to consrder a-
classnﬁcatlon _system-which-would: provide-an: understandable and- manage- LT
able basis-for developlng specrﬁc -goals,_ selectrng learnlng actrvmes, and _°
designing evaluative - technlques for-the-c e str
program "’?f—”—,f : DT R
. ‘Using some- of the categorres and rdeas developed by Bloom (I), Sanders . '
Lo 7 ’ R (9), Letton’ (7), and Guszak (4),it seems approprrate to suggest that. the goals
R _for- the- cognmve d|mens10n “of the_ ‘program —could -be placed into-four
Lo “categories:-(a) literal meaning, (b inference, (c)- evaluatlon, and- (d) appre- T
- ciation. Let us-briefly-consider-each of these categorles RN b
- Literal meaning. As used here, literal meanlng is concerned with rdeas and. | - |
R - information which are explicitly-stated in-a-reading selection. In terms of - f E
: pupll behavror there are two'types of llteral meanlng tasks. The first of these. ! R 4
is récognition.-Generally, a recognmon task grows out of the purposes set ' o -
for reading by-either the teacher or the pupil. Such tasks reqmre the student L 7
to locate or. rdentrfy ldeas or information-explicitly stated in the- reading i -
selection itself or in exercises which-use the explicit-ideas and rnformatron T
presented in the readlng selection: Recall is the second type of litefal means -
ing task. In this instance the student-is asked to.produce from- ‘memory rdeas
and information explicitly- stated in-the reading selection.
" Alth ough literal meanlng is'the most- baslc level in the-proposed classrﬁca-

¥
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: revolve around ideas-

- tion- system, purposes for- readmg and teachers questlons deslgned to- ehclt

rcsponses at-this level may -range from simple-to complex. -For-example, -
-a simple task-in- literal comprehenslon may be the recognltlon or recallof a -

single fact or-incident in-astory. On the-other hand, a-more complex task -

~might be the- recognltlon or. recall of a serles of facts or the sequenclng of
|nc|dents ina. readlng selection. -~~~ 7 -
Infe: ence. The. second category in’ the suggested classlﬁcatlon system for

is:1 memory Such lnferentlalicomparlsons can .

-here_and- there -and. now and then. Inferrlng
causeand. eﬂ'ect relatlonsh:ps isa second poss1b|llty This endeavor may, for -
lnstance, Tequire- hypotheses about the reasons: why ‘characters -interacted
“with>time; places,-and' other characters in-the way- that:they did. A* thlrd
lnferentlal task might- ‘be - to “deal -with" character traits.-In “this-case the -

wrth their counterp

- student is asked to hypotheslze about the nature of" characters on-the-basis_

~ of explicit clues presented in the selectlon -Character tralts, as: used here;

~ may- be: psychological;, soclologlcal or physlologlcal in nature: “Afinal

example of-an.inferential task would: be. predicting ooutcomes. This type of
exercise is rather_.common and-it-occurs- when- students read an initial
portion of a selection and conjecture about what will-take place next. -

In general, then, inference goes beyond what is explicitly-stated in the
materlals read, and the quality. of the inference is dependent on the literal
meanings the reader obtains from the selection, on his reservoir of informa-
‘tion, and on his- flexibility of thlnklng )

Evaluation. Purposes for reading and teachers’ questlons, in this instance, -
require-responses by the student which indicate that he has arrived at a
judgment by comparing-ideas presented in the selection with external
criteria provided vy the teacher, other authorities or- other written sources,
or with internal crites1a provided by the reader’s experiences, knowledge, or
values, In essence, evaluation deals with judgments and focuses on qualities
of correctness, worthwhileness, approprlateness, fcaslblhty, and. valldlty

"GOALS OF ,fm-_-' PROGRAM -
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There are many opportumtles to have students tmnk aboutthenr readmg

- at this-level. Judgments concernmg reahty or fantasy are onebasnc type-of

task. When'children-are asked, “Do-you- think-that-pigs can really talk?”"
they-are réquired’ to_make-a- Judgment on the basis of pefsonal experience.
_ Another example of an_evaluation task-is-the -one where a pupnl mnght be
asked to pass judgment on the adequacy and validity of a piece of writing on.
the basis.of a comparlson with other selectnons on’ the same subject. A third
dctnvnty mnght be,concerned wnth fact versus oplmon wh||e a: fourth task

'studentverbahzes h|s feelmgs about pr
of excntement fear,f

: |ectua1 and emotlonal response shou e-evi ent m the readmg program
In. general “then; the suggested classnﬁcatnon systel

,dnmensnon of “the - readmg ‘program- provrdes directi -four types of

- specific goa|s in: comprehensnon :’Izteral mferenttal evaluatzve -and apprecza- -

‘tional.”Although-there is- overlap among these: levels of. thought it appears
that comprehenslon tasks ‘can be: ‘designed-which-will -place - emphasns on
responses-that can be placed:into the four | categornes -Moreover, it is hoped
that, although literal comprehension_is fundamental to-the other-types of

comprehension, greater emphasis will be placed on mference, evaluatlon, )

-and apprecnatnon m future readmg programs.

o Aﬂ'ectwe Goals of the Readmg Program

‘As the three-dnmensnonal deﬁmtron ‘of reading indicated, the feelings a
pupil has about a specific reading selection or about reading in general will
have an influence on both the perceptual and cognitive dimensions of the
reading act. Some people may. be- skeptical about thé power of affective
responses to-influence reading. There will be others, however, who will nod
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therr heads in- approval for they wrll have seen thrs phenomenon in. opera- -
~ tion, In a related vein, Theodore Clymer atarecent University of Wisconsin -~ -
Institute’in: Readrng, discussed some” readabrhty research he had conducted B

“He found thata number-of trade books that were recommended for primary -
" grade use-by the publishers went’ beyond the difficulty-limit its:of a-common

chrldren rn the prrmary grades apparently read the books The ornt of these

“new foods often enough and- ﬁnd—a few excrtrng new- tastes i the process, wer

probably put more enthusrasm rnto tryrng other unknown foods T

rng rnterests Systematrc oral readrng by the teacher is- one possrbrhty By
_.systematic, it’is -meant that teachers should ‘devote some time to_this-enter- - -
_prise-each-day and- that they should caref! ully select the- materrals they read -
so that their students are- exposed to a. broad varrety of toprcs, types of
materials, and styles of wrrtrngJ—i—r - -
A second type of activity which can contrrbute to the broadenrng of
interests-is the proceduré of- having’ children share their- readrng with one
another. Many specific ideas are available: (a) oral book reports; (b) oral
reading of selected passages: (c) illustrated book reports; (d) auctioning

-~ books; and (e).a classroom “Saturday Review.” There are other activities = -

that could be suggested; however, the idea i isthata child will be- inclined to
try something he mrght not have tried if a- classmate had not made him
aware of it.

readability formula- desrgned for. primary grade material. Yet, he- noted that- el
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Posmve amtudes touard readmg The second goal of concern is that puprls

" will develop posrtwe attitudes- toward readrng asa result of whatis-donein-
‘the reading” Pprogram. Attitudes, in this instance; can_ range from just thrnk— -
-ing-Kindly about - reading to the point where reading- will be- selected asa
leisure time. actwrty when other- alternatwes are available. When' oncthinks -~ - If
about: “ways to achieve this goal, it is important to-remember that it takes-
time to condition attitudes. Thus, whatever is doneina- readmg program to S
rmplement this goal must be done over: anéextended penod of time. -~ - --

‘may | asaplea nndwrduahzed'readmg in every - LT
’°‘355f°°'11, |t should notbe Rather itisai . ; :

7 me acquainted fing school in
o fw1ll prompt them to gwe ita lgh prronty as. a out-of-school : actwrty Th
o name apphed to- such—an endeavo'

o Concluston B

T he general purpose of thrs chapter ‘was: to provrde a: frameworlc for
thinking about. goals “of “the_reading program and_ to suggest, if only by~
implication, that the goals selected,-whatever- they may be, should provide-
thebasis for evaluation. In attempting to achieve the- objective, certain
subjective judgments_were. ‘made. Undoubtedly, ‘some- thlngs were empha-
_sized that should not have been, while other-things were not mentioned that -
should have been. Hopefully, though, ‘the discussion: ‘put some old andsome =~ | -

new rdeas about the goals of a readrng program into better perspective.
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““ment, durmg the past-few years, m the controversy about when to begm

SR - - DoLores DURKIN

. T © 7 UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS

Informal Techmques for theAAs'sessme‘nt
of Prereadmxr;Behawor S

: :.would be ccurate to say. that the dnﬂicultnes I expenenced in
commg to terms with the meamng ‘of-the word" mformal reflect my involve-

readmg instruction. Becaus
-read-before entenng school have been both i v1ted and dragged into
dnscusslons about the” advnsabnhty of mtroducmg readmg during the kinder-

© garten year In these dnscussnons, T'have observed, those who are opposed to
readmg for. ﬁve—year—olds inevitably-war.against-what they-refer-to as formal
-instruction, Although-no specific definition is offered, it becomes. clear that
this formal instruction_ is bad.~Evidently—by mference—mformal mstruc-
tion must be good or at least better. -

Because the terms Sormal-and inforinal are so- frequently used and S0
rarely deﬁned—even in what1 would say have been |mportant discussions
—I have often wondered whether I-was’ “the only one for whom they -were
not self-explanatory descriptions. And- 50, out of curiosity, butalso.to insure -
better communication, I recently asked a group of graduate students-enrol-
led in one of my courses to distinguish between formal and informal instruc-
tion-in reading. Asit turned out ‘the request led toan interesting dnscussnon

o 7
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,,mto evaluatlons concerned,

EVALUATIVE TECHNIQUES

~in- whlch it became qulckly apparent that there were- as many deﬁnltlons of
formal and informal instruction-as: there were “students in the class. Out-of
this d|vers|ty, j & must add there came the resolutlon to avoid such’ labels, for -
they were clearly noncommunicative. Now, perhaps, with this httle bit-of ]
- .background -you can understand why I havc had such dlfﬁculty preparlng -
thlspaper B - -

but they d|v1de also- |nto,

s_you wrll see much more
have for the emergence

a-very nalve falth il ,the vahdlty and so-called objectmty of test scores.
‘For instance, if you have taken -even-an- undergraduate course in testing -
and’ ‘measurement, you are aware thatback in the 1920's and the 1930’s-both

. -educators and psychologlsts went: through a=period in-which-they showed

what now seems like unbelievable naiveté about the value of test scores-in -

. assessing b human characteristics and achievements. Whlle the passing of time.

has fashioned some of this overslmphﬁed thlnkmg into a-more sophlstlcated
and. realistic understanding of-the. complexltles of human behavior, some -
residue from those earlier years remains. Reflecting it, T think, is the still too.
common belief that there is somethmg uniquely clairvoyant and, in the case
of readiness tests, even predictive about test scores. As a result of such
beliefs we-have children who are classified and labeled—for instance, ready
or unready, slow or bnghl _creative or nan-cream-e—slmply becanse of their
performance on tests which, if exariiined carefully, might prove to be neither
objective nor valid, .
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- tion. However, before moving to- other pOSSlblllthS T-would- first-like-to- -

DURKIN S

Reasons for Usmg Tests

To make the charge that test scores contmue to bc used in our schools -
" bécause-of a limited- understandmg “of the_power of*tests is to- present-an-
mcomplete characterization of _current practices in evaluation. Other -com- E

- mon reasons for- the contmued -use of test scores—for instance: “to-assess a

- child’s readmess to read—relate to- such facts. -as the followmg7 tcsts are V

relatlvely simple-! to admmlster 7they are etﬁcrent when mven to a group of ~
children ;- [ « :

- g h: E r|ously questloned 1n-one-rescitrch rcport
i('I‘he autho o he follo 1) t_Dykstra;

alternative -ways-for- ‘making decrslons ‘about when-to. start re; \dmg instruc--

focus attention on still another term’ in the-title of this prescntauon ‘which-

" caused me some menfal’ angulsh It 1s the descrlptlon prereaqu Whut is

prereadmg beltavwr. R

Meamng of Preteadmg 77—,:' :

I suppose itis the occasional need I feel to use my three years of high

school Latin which suggests that a consideration of the meaning of preread- -

ing ought to begin with' attention- to: the-prefix-pre. As you know, this
prefix indicates something that comes before, either in_place (prch\) or in

time (prearrange). In the case of the word prereadu , it would seem to-indi- -

cate something-that exists before a child starts-to read. TImplicd-in such-a
dictionary definition, of course, is the idea that prereadmg ‘behavior and

reading behavior occur at separate -points on some time -line. Apparent .

within this framework- is -the traditional rnterprctatlon of the corcept of

_reading readiness which, from-its mceptlon in the 1920's, encouraged the

a Chlld s- readmess to begm to read, 1 now:face the- oblmatmn of probosmg, :
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' behef that gettmg a child ready to read and teachrng hlm to read occur at

- separate times in his school life-(1, 6). -

= readlness isstilla-
- - circumstances:- Or, -to ‘use ‘the: words of -another- ~writer, readiness-is-*‘the-

- ‘Because my own-viewpoint is- dlﬂ'erent and because it is d|rectly related

- “to what I will propose as: the- best - evaluatlve technique at the begmnlng

stages of reading, I want to- take time now to discuss my- partrcular |nter-
pretatron of readmess in thrs mstance apphed to learnmg to read

duct,but itisa produc n- relatlon to a grven “set- of

adequacy of exrstmg capacrty in: relatron to- the demands of a grven learmng
task” (2) T e ,,: P

N ) 5 - Assessment of Readmess

Outhnlng these two- dlmenSIons of readrness—readlness asa product and

- readlness as a- relat|onsh|p—br|ngs into- focus some -obvious- implications -

for school assessments of a_child’s readiness to read. Clearly apparent, for

instance, is the. overslmphﬁcatlon of assessments which use a single-factor

criterion such as- chronologlcal age or, as-was-once commonly suggested,
mental age. Equally apparent, though, is the- madequacy of any attempt to
assess readiness apart from the klnd of readlng instruction that will -be
available, - ] -
But, let me- turn the focus around and deal wrth the positive rmphcatlons
of this view of readiness. What is its meaning for elementary school admin-
istrators and teachers who must deal with the question, “When- should
readlng begm?” If a chronological age of six is no longer defensible as the"
crltcnon for startmg mstructron and -secondly, if it is hkely that partrcular

hVALUATlVE TECHNIQUFS
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) 'to readmg durm
_ which-rarely_dis bet:
‘but:a- t;mmg that mlght be jUSt rlght,;
L= Regardless, though of these variations.in. partlcular ‘programs, it. still i s
“realistic t6 ‘assume that certain_ thmgs go-on in-every kindes; garten For in-
stance; it is probably-accurate-to assume that-some time in ‘every kinder- o
garten is given to the jobdf taking attendance. ‘Mundane and routine though - B S
it is, attendance-takmg can-provide -the-opportunity for -five-year-olds to_
ecognize their names-when -“written- ‘down”’—although- here_it- must -be
: emphaslzed that' some ‘ofthese -children will -already be far beyond just
knowing their names. Nonetheless, begmnmg with-the showing of names by ~ -
a teacher and concluding later-in the school year with each child indicating
his presence by selectmg his'name card and -putting -it on an-atténdance -
board, this simple but necessary routine could teach a child to rcad his name
and, probably, other_names-as well. But—and -this is the point to be empha-
sized—this kind of situation ¢ould also help a teacher ‘identify those. -
particular children who have dlfﬁculty even in remembermg a word that is

P

) combm.mons ot maturatlon and envnronmental factors producc high - - . = -~ -
- learning-capacities in some. five-year-olds; then-one- -positive |mphcat|on s - F o oo
- that the kindergarten-year is the time to-begin efforts in‘assessing readiness. B
 In-addition, if readiness can.only be established in relation to “the demands | -~ R
~ ofagiven lcarning task,” then another posltlve implication:is that an. assess- o f - ST 0
ment of readiness- during the kindefgarten y year will be-most reliable whenit - -~ | ~

-~ comes. from ‘the combmatlon of (a) a s1tuat:on oﬂ‘ermg vaned opportumtlcvf““ B S
) to learn to read

d:(b)

aspersonal as their own name..

least for someiklndergartncrs

“ce
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Another safe assumptron about krndergartens today is_ that art actrvmes § - =

continue to be a part- of the carriculum; Wlthout drmmlshrng their value as.
- forms of free.expression,” finished:productsin- art provide a’ ‘most-opportune -
"~ time to offer kindergarten children the chance to learn-to sign” thcrr names, -
~to write their. own captions, ‘and toread- those composed”by others Atthe
- same time, however; the-same situdtion is the _teacher’s. opportunlty to -

|dent|fy chrldren whos E ‘ay 1ntof' beglnnlng readmg mrght be through

acquarntance even wrth a- few letters offthefalphabetior, more hkely, o
- understandrng of what is: meant by the descrlptron “begrn wrth the same

sound O = - = he

- Perhaps these t'ew Jllusfratrons of vety ordrnary klndergarten actwrtles
are sufficient fo give'specific. meanlng to what Lhave. recommended as avalid
way of assessing a-child’s readiness to-read. Imphed even-in-these fewillus-
_trations, however, are some- basrc assumptions about - readrness and begin- -
nlng readrng whlch seemeportant enough to merlt exphcrt attentron

- Assumptrons Inherent in Recommendatron )

One obvious and lmportant assumptlon underlyrng the illustrations is
that the assessment of readlness and the teaching of begmnrng rcadlng can
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T~ readmg Fon example the- use;thati\vas made of the word magnet in one. of

' out to- be umnterestmg, routine; and, thereforc notatall. productlve ofsome P

“the chlldren did not learn because they werc-not rcady. What this suggests o -

result from the. same'situation. For mstance the teacher s use of wntten )
- names- in attendance-taking- was- proposed-as. a way. of collectmg some. L N
~ diagnostic information about the readiness of the children; but, in addition, o -
- for the individual children who were in fact “ready” it could be the- start of o :
learmng to-read—in this instancc, learning to read children’s names: - R T

A second assumption- that ought to ‘be made explicit is -that- the same )
situation serves for readiness i instructjon and also for instruction in begmmng

begmn’mg, earhmgs m readmg It |s on. _|ust such an assumptlon that T have e
“been: suggestmg ‘that the readiness-of- chlldren to read-can’ be assessed most S
accuratel) by glvmg them vaned opportumtles to begm s

R ’P,:leém,s,Related to fRé'cpmm‘éndatidn’ STe e
- Promoting th|s way of assessmg readmess la not necessarlly forgettmg the
problems-of- putting it-into-practice. In-one seénse the problem of greatest
_significance is that the recommendation allows- for a situation whichcould . - :
put us- nght back to the-1920’s-and- 1930’sm our basicconception of readi- - . -
“ness.-More specifically, if the learmng opportunities offered to children turn

achievements related to reading, then there is.the’ temptatlon to conclude -1
=as happened on a very wide scale back in the-1920’s and the 1930’s—that

is that in-any situation in which readinessis being assessed in relation to a
response to learning- opportumtles careful attention must always be given
to the quality of these opportumtles Otherw1se it becomes 1mposs|ble to
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judge whether the shortcommgs lay wrth the chrld or wrth the klnd of
‘instruction that was available. - -

There are, to be sure, still “other- very practrcal drfﬁcultles connected wrth
~ this way of assessing- ~readiness. For instance, matters like ﬁndmg sufficient
- time and, too, finding ways-to- keep an account of ‘what-and-how much is
-being learned:by individual children are very real problems, especrally atthe
kmdergarten level Isay especrally because as’ krndergartens are now. con- -

berngrrealrzed however, rf more careful and systematrc attentlon v ere—glven B
to. 1nformal evaluatlve technrques at i

- Chlldren Accordmg to Mental Age,” Joumal of Educanonal Research ]2
S (October, 1925),-173-185. - ° y : -
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1936. - -
7. Holmes,- Margaret C “lnvestlganon of Readmg Readmess of Flrst Grade
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ROBERT DYKSTRA

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

4. The Use of Reading Readiness Tests
for Prediction and Diagnosis: A Critigne

THERE 18 GENERAL AGREEMENT today that readm;, readmess isa vxtal aspect
of the beginning reading program. Many people feel that a child’s success
in Iearnmg to-read depends to a great-extent upon whether the- chlld was
ready when-he began formal- reading activities. Since reading readiness is

-such.an lmportant part of the reading program, determining the- readmess :

of each child is-an essential element of the begmnmg reading . program.
"Reading readiness tests are. frequently considered as an aid in determining’

eachi child’s readiness to read. Austin-and Morrlson Q) found that more -

than' 80 percent of the schools contacted: natlonally reportcd the use of
readmg readiness tests for prereadmg evaluation.

* An examination of rcadmg readiness test.manuals reveals that the typncal
rcading readiness test has two purposes: the identification of pupils who are
ready to read and the diagnosis of an individual child’s deficiencies in skllls
considered prerequisite to-success in reading. Test authors, however, in
their suggestions to teachers regarding the use of the tests, differ a great deal
in the emphases given the two functions. It is the purpose of this paper,
therefore, to cast new light on the role of reading readiness tests in diagnosis
and prediction by reexamining pertinent research in the area.

Research on the Readine§'s Approach to Reading

In the last thirty-five years a great deal of research has been conducted in
the general area u. reading readiness. This rescarct has been concerned
primarily with identifying the factors most highly related to success. in
beginning reading, and with assessing the degree of relationship between
various prereading characteristics and success in initial reading instruction.
Let us now examine the research and suggest implications regarding the use
of reading readiness tests for dmgnosts and prediction.

A teacher’s use of readiness tests is predicated on most, if not all, of the

following assumptions: (a) a readiness test can measure reliably what it-
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proposes to measure, (b) the skills t ‘ed by a readiness battery are related

to success in beginning reading, (c) 1. iness tests serve a unique function
in regard to predicting a child’s success in learning how to read, (d)-pupils
who score poorly on a reading readiness test would be better off with readi-

-ness training than- with. formal reading mSLructlon .md (¢) readiness for

reading can be developed through' training.

Assumptlon number -one: -readiness cdn be ‘measured. An obvious first
assumption which must"be made by the user of reading readiness tests is
that these tests- measure;ehably those skills-whichthey- purport to measure.
An examination of reading; readmess test manuah indicates-that in general

the reading readiness test is a-reliable instriment. Rellabllrty coefficients -

based on the total score of the test often reach .90 or better.-

Reliability data on subtest scores are less common and also less encourag-
ing. As one-might expect, those tests which do report reliability on subtests
show these reliabilities to be consrderably lower than total test- rehablhty

One wrdely used readiness test reports rehablhty coefficients of .50, .33, and

.33 for one of its subtests-based ‘on. three ‘separate samples- of pupils (16).
This same reading readiness test reports intercorrelations of this subtest
with other subtests in the battery ranging from .36 to .50. The reliability of
this subtest is unusually low- compared to-the reliability of the other subtests

in the battery, but it dues point up a basic problem. The dlagnostlc use of

readiness tests is a very questlonable practice when a subtest correlates as
well or better with another subtest in the battery as it -does with itself.

Incidentally, it should be pointed out- that the readiness test in question

discourages analysis of subtest scores. It appears to me that tests which
encourage diagnosis of weaknesses onthe basis of a profile of subtest scores
should first of all produce evidence that these subtests are in fact rehable
measures of the skills tested. -

A related problem is the question of whether or not readiness tests
measure the skills they set out to measure. Many readiness tests stress the
content validity of their instruments. The authors first list the prereadmg
skills and capabilities which they consider essential to success in reading
and then set up tésts to measure these skills. Other test authors stress the
predictive validity of their tests. Information concerning predictive validity

- will be discussed later

There is some reason to believe that perhaps some readiness tests do not,
in fact, measure what they purport to measure. For example, a study by
Dykstra (9) revealed intercorrelations of less than .35 between measures
of auditory discrimination from three reading readiness batteries. Obviously
these three subtests, all of which were designed to measure auditory discrim-
ination, appeared not to be measuring the same skill.

Assumption number two: skills tested by readiness tests are related to
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DYKSTRA . 37
success in reading. Information concerning this assumption can be gathered
in a number of ways. This discussion will center on three. Research will be
reviewed which deals iith (a) correlation studies of the relationship between
total readiness batteries and subsequent readirig success, (b) correlation -
studies of the relationship between various skills measured by subtests and
subsequent reading success, and (c) noncorrelational studies-which compare
a pupil’s end-of-first-grade reading achlevement w1th his expected achieve-

- ment based on readiness test results.

- Durmg the past thirty years many-studies have ‘been published to demon-
strate the predictive validity of reading rcddmcss fests. These studies-have
in common the admmlstratton of a reading readiness test at thé end- of -
kmdergartcn or, more commonly, during-the first weeks -of the first grade
and a reading achicvement test at the end of the first grade. The relationship
between pupils’ performance on these two me sures is then evaluated by
“means of a correldation analysis. The results of a number of such investi-
gatlons are reported-in Table-I. The studies reported rarige over a-period
of thirty years and are based on a variety of readiness tests, and ona number
of revisions of the:same test. Fu1thermore, the studies utilize a variety of |
sample sizes and use a number of different rcadmg achievement measures.
Despite- this fact, predictive validity correlation coefficients are.in general
quite consistent. Most of the relationships can be found in the range from
.40 to .60 with a few extremes on either end. The median correlation be-
tween total readiness score and first grade reading achievement as reported
by the studies in Table I is .55. This is a significant relationship from a
statistical point of view and does demonstratc the prcdlctlve leldlty of
readmg readiness tests.

There have also been many studies conducted to mvcstlgatc the relation-
ship of various reading readiness subtest skills to subsequent success in
learning how to read: The skills usually evaluated are letter knowledge,
visual discrimination, and audltory discrimination. Rather than tabulating
the results of the many individual studies of this nature conducted during
the past thirty years, corrclatlonal relationships will be reported based on

.the data from the Cooperative Research Study in First Grade Reading

Instruction which was coordinated at the University of Mianesota (Coop-
erative Research Project X-001). The correlation coefficients are based on
a total sample of 4,266 puplls enrolled in 187 basal reader classes from
seventcen projects. The best single subtest predictor of achievement on
the Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test was the Murphy-Durrell Letter
Names Subtest, which correlated .52 with the criterion. Correlations with
the Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test of .46, .40, .34, .29, .30, and .23
were reported for the Murphy-Durrell- Phonemes Subtest, Murphy-Durrell
Learning Rate Subtest, Thurstone Pattern Copying Test, Thurstone-Jeffrey
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"Identical Forms, Metropolitah Word Meaning Subtest, and Metropolitari

Listening Subtest. All of the_obtained correlations were statistically signifi-

Letter Names Subfest and reading achievement is of approximately
the same magnitude as-the median correlation -presented earlier between

total readiness batteries and- reading-achievement. In a recent multiple’
- regression_analysis of the relationship- between a varicty -of- prereadmg

_cant indicating that the prereading skills are related to subsequent achieve- -
ment. It is interesting to note that the correlation of .52 between the -

measures (auditory discrimination, visual discrimination; mental age, socio- -

economic stafus, etc:): andfirst grade réading achievement the mvcstlgator
concludcd “It appears that the single factor of letter identification can-
be used to predict reading achievement as- well-as all or any combmatlons
of the readiness factors used in the présent study” (34). "

The question arises as to the practical significance of a correlatlon coeﬂ‘i-— )
cient in-the range of .50 to .60. Although the relationships reported are -

statistically significant, how meaningful” are- they in-a practical sense?
One way fto assess their significance would be in terms of the coeﬂ‘ic:ent
of -alienation ‘which indicates the size of the e:ror in predicting an in-

of .60 yields an error of estimate which is 80 percent as large as would
be expected from merely guessmg a pupil’s reading uchievement scores.
‘However, this interpretation is somewhat misleading. The first grade teacher
is not primarily interested in predicting a specific reading score for each of
her pupils. She is interested in making a rather general prediction about the
extent to which the child can profit from formal reading instruction. From
this point of view pupils who score well on a readiness test given at the
beginning of first grade should in general be the best readers at the end of
the first grade, and- pupils scoring noorly on-the readiness test should be
achieving at a lower level in reading at the end of the first grade. A relatively
small number of studies investigates this situation. )
Fendrick and McGlade (1) identified 17 pupils out of 66 whose scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test i ited that they would be unable
to make satisfactory progress in first g::.ie school work. However, of the
17 potential low achievers, 8 made satisfactory progress according to the
criteria set up in advance. In addition, out of 49 cases whose prognosis
was satisfactory reading achievement based on the readiness score, 45 pupils
did satisfy the criterion. This study indicates then that in general those
pupils who score well on a readiness test do in fact learn-to read well.
Prediction is less valid for pupils who score poorly on the readiness test.
Bremer (5) classified pupils as low, average, or high in readiness on the
basis of their performance on-the Metropolitan Readiness Test and then

- dividual score relative to the error which would result from a mere guess. - _
It is somewhat dlscouragmg to note that a prediciive validity- coefficient
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classified the same pupils from low to high in reading achievement at the
end of the first grade. Among his findings he reports -that approximately
one-third of his low. readiness group made reading test scores that-fell in
the lowest level of reading achievement. However, approximately another
one-third of his low readiness group scored above average in the reading

achievement test at the end-of the first grade. Of the-high readiness group =

about 35 percent had reading test-scores-in the highest,leve};:bu;'abou; 26
percent had scorcs that were below average. Here again. the prediction of
reading success for individual-pupils proved.to be a hazardous task. - - -

-A- recent extensive study-by Spache (35) yields-f urther information. In

this study expectancy tables were developed: to predict end-of-first-grade

Stanford Achicvement Reading scores ‘based- on six. measures of reading -
readincss.'lndiVidualréxp'ectanéy'ia’iblés'fWéi'é developed for each -of four

experimental groups and the investigator concluded,” “These tables, each _

. being based- on the best combination-of predictor variables; afford the -

teacher little assistance in- predicting end-of-year reading achievement.on

the basis of September performance on tests in-this battery.” = )

. Assumption number three: skills.measured by reading readiness lests are
uniguely related to reading achievement.Another assumption made by users
of readincss tests is that the readiness test-has a-unique contribution'to make
to the prediction- of reading success. The readiness test is_better for this
purpose than -would be, for example, an-intelligence test. Many reading
authorities suggest that rcadiness tests should be given_in addition to such

evaluative measures as intelligence fests, teacher judgment, and_ physical

examinations. One way:to check this assumption wouldbe to compare the
predictive validity of readiness tests with the predictive validity of various
other kinds of measures. In a study of this nature Dean (7) found Stanford-
Binet mental age to be more highly related to reading success than either
of two measurcs of reading readiness. Studies by Fry (12), Hayes (14),
Sheldon (32), Stauffer (36), and Tanyzer (37) report correlations between
the Pintner-Cunningham Intelligence Test and Stanford Reading Achieve-
ment of .75, .63, .59, .43, and .49. (Correlations reported for Stauffer and
Tanyzer are based on basal reader treatment only.) These correlations
compare- favorably ‘with the correlations between readiness and reading
obtained in the same investigations reported on 7Table I. In addition,
Thackray (38) found a correlation of 44 between the Kelvin Measure of
Ability Test and subsequent reading achievement as_compared to a corre-
lation of .42 between a reading readiness-test and the same criterion.
Wright (39) found a correlation of .55 between intelligence test results and
end-of-first-grade reading results. This correlation was considerably higher
than that reported in the same imvestigation between a reading readiness .
test and end-of-first-grade reading :.chievement. Therefore, it appears that

PR




A

By kit ApAy R e XN 3

| . . '
o AR S, e AR Wt T S e e s e 8 g b b b

ProwE_,

DYKSTRA ) - - 41

when intelligence tests and reading readiness tests arc used in the same

investigations to predict reading achievement, little if any difference can
be found between them in their predictive validity.
Other instruments, not.specifically designed to measure reading readiness

factors, also have-been .found to correlate-quite highly with subsequent -
reading - achievement. For- example, the group Bender-Gestalt, when -
administered at the end-of the kindergarten year, correlated .50 with reading
achievement measured at the end of the.first- grade (18). The Rorschach

Test; when administeredin kmdcraarten, correlated :53 with readmg achieve-

ment in-the-fifth grade (/): In still another- -study (10)-a predictive validity
correlation of .64 was found between the Draw-A-Man Test administered -
in kmdergarten and reading achievement at the end of the first grade. 1t -~ -
- is also-interesting to note-the extent-to-which first grade reading ability is- ~
related-to general *nowledge -of numbers at-the beginning of first grade. -
- The Metropohtan Readiness- Test- has a_subtest entitled. Numbers- which

is described- as- “an inventory of the chlld’s stock of number concepts,
number knowledge, ability to- manipuiate _quantitative relationships,
recognition of and ability to- produce number symbols, and related knowl-

edge, such as concepts of -money (/6).” The test authors state that “the -
Numbers test has repeatedly been shown to be-the single most powerful

predictive subtest of the éarliér forms of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests.”

- Corroborative-data concerning this statement can be found in four recent

studies in which correlations between the Numbers subtest and the Stanford
Paragraph Meaning Test were found- to-be .55(/4); .66(32);-.71 for-a
language cxperience group, .46 for a basal group, and .43,.58, and .46 for
a Lippincott group, an i.t:a. group, and-a basal group (36, 37). It is apparent
from these investigations that many other evaluative measures, not specifi-
cally designed to test reading readiness, predict reading achievement just
* about as well as do readiness tests. i B

Another way to assess the unique contribution of readiness tests is to
compare prediction based on test scores with prediction based on teachér
estimates. Henig (/5) found “first grade teachers were just as successful in
- predicting the degree of success their charges would meet in learning to
read as was the standardized reading readiness test.”” It should be pointed
out that success was measured in this study in terms of teachers’ marks so
the results should be interpreted with caution. Carr and Michacls (6)
reported a mean rank order correlation of .79 between ratings of readiness
assigned early in the year by the (eacher and the rank on a criterion of
success in reading near the end of the year. This reported correlation is the
average correlation between teacher ranking and reading achievement from
fourteen classrooms. One might question the advisability of averaging
correlation coefficients but it is impossible to downgrade the substantial
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nature of the correlations obtained. Teachers, after spending a few weeks
with a group of children, can predict quite well how successful each pupil
will be in learning to read. - 7
Numerous studies have also indicated the high correlation between readi-
ness tests and various other measures. It would appear that if a readiness
test is to make a unique_contribution to assessing the child’s readiness-for
reading it should correlate to a relatively minor degree with other prognostic
instruments. However, in four recent studies correlations can be found-
be*ween the Pintner-Cunningham- Intelligence Test and"the Metropolitan
Readiness Test of .56 (12), .78 (19), .73:(32), and .64 (37). ‘Another study --
(7) found the almost -unbeljevable: product-moment correlation -of 94
between scores_on the Detroit First Grade Intelligence Test and those on
the Metropolitan Readiness Test. It-is apparent that pupils who score well -
on the-Metropolitan Readiness Test also score well-on-certain group tests
of intelligence. In many cases it may be difficult fo point-up the differences
~ between primary grade group intelligence tests and first grade reading
readiness tests. 7 R R :
Assumption number four: pupils who score low on a readiness test will be
better off with readiness training than with formal reading instruction. The
user of readiness tests assumes that pupils who score poorly are not-likely
to -profit from formal reading instruction and should pursue additional
readiness -activities. A’ related assumption is that these immature pupils
-will profit more from additional readiness training than from formal reading
instruction. A number of problems frustrate research in this area. For one
thing; it is probably somewhat unfair to compare at the end of one year
reading achievement of a-group which has received reading instruction for
nine months with another group of pupils who have-spent less time in actual
reading instruction. Perhaps the effects of the additional readiness training
would not be apparent until after two or three years of instruction. How-
ever, since the assumption listed would appear to be one which should be .
investigated, some of the pertinent research will be examined:
Relatively few studies bear directly on this question. A study by Bradley
. (4) compared the reading achievement at the end of the second grade and
at the end of the third grade of two classrooms of first grade children. The
experimental group participated in a program which was built on the
concept of readiness, and formal systematic instruction in reading was not
given until the child was considered ready. As a result, formal reading
instruction was delayed for some pupils for many months. The control
group began reading instruction almost_immediately upon entering the
first grade. Results showed the control group (the reading instruction group)
to be significantly superior in November of the sécond grade, No differences
were found between the two groups at the end of the second and third
grades, ) )
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Orme (27) compared the reading achievement after one year of instruction
between two groups, one which had a diagnostic readiness approach and
another which initiated formal reading instruction almost immediately.
The investigator reports that at the end of the first year the scores of the
children in the readiness group were above those of the control group. How-
ever, no statistical analysis was reported. Muann (23) found that near the
end of the first grade, immature pupils in a traditional program were signifi-
cantly superior in paragraph reading to-an.experimental-group of immature
pupils who: had"had -an-extended reading readiness program. A study of a
somewhat different nature (24) found a one- to three-week readiness period
to-be just as effective as a seven- to-eleven-week readiness period-in- terms
of first grade reading achievement. A recent” comprehensive_ study (35)
provided the best information yet-on this question. This study was designed
to assess the effectiveness of an extended readinéss. program for low readi-
ness pupils.-An experimental ‘group was administered a battery of reading
readiness tests and all those pupils scoring below a specified-cutoff- were
given specialized training-to develop their specific weaknesses. The control
group was given. the traditional—fev’v,Weeks.of'readiness training after which
pupils started formal reading-instruction. Results indicated no differences
between the experimental-and- control groups in reading achievement: after
one year of instruction, except in the case of Negro boys. The readiness
program was superior for this group. . . : : :

It is difficult to draw .any conclusions about this fourth assumption
because of the paucity of research. However, there is some indication that
no differences exist in reading achievement after one year between pupils
who follow a readiness approach to reading and pupils-who follow a more
traditional primary reading program. This finding could be interpreted two
ways. On the one hand, if children can do as well on a reading test-at the
end of the first grade even though they have had a shorter period of formal
reading instruction, this may be a point in favor of the readiness approach.
On the other hand, if there is no evidence that children do any better by
pursuing a lengthy readiness program perhaps they could just as well begin
formal reading instruction. . N

Assumption number five: readiness skills can be developed through training.
If a teacher is to use readiness tests diagnostically, and if she considers
readiness an educational concept (rather than a maturational one), she must
assume that areas of weakness pointed out by the readiness test profile
can be improved through instruction. The study by Spache (35) casts some
light on the tenability of this hypothesis.. As was indicated earlier, this
study assessed the effectiveness of an extended reading readiness program
in which lessons were planned to alleviate specific weaknesses in reading
readiness. A battery of reading readiness tests was administered in Septem-
ber, November, January, and March, Pupils falling below specified cutoff
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points in-visual discrimination, -auditory discrimination, and auditory lan-
L guage abilities were given specialized instruction to alleviate these difficulties,
- - - . “Their progress in these readiness abilities was then compared with acontrol
group which followed a typical basal reader program-with a characteristic

short period of readiness instruction at the beginning of the year. The

) . control group took the same tests at the same time as did-the experimental

- - - R o group, but the results qf the tests were not made known to the partnclpatmg
= . - ¢ <= - _teachers-and: puplls s _

’ - e - The effectiveness of trzunmg was evaluated separately for boys and glrls,

- . i for Negro-and -white subjects, and for puplls with-varying- degrees of-intelli-

-extent to which specialized -instruction:- aﬂ'ects vnsual dlscnmlnatlon,
_ auditory -discrimination, and- language facility. Furthermore, because of
- L oo — space limitations, this-discussion will focus on the-measured reading readi-
- S SR ness skills of the- expenmental and control groups-at-the time of the
: ) C P " November testing. Eight weeks of concentrated instruction- on a basic

able to specialized instruction.

L -In general, specialized training in- vnsual dlscrlmmatlon seemed to lmprove
s T performance on the Thurstone Pattern Copying Test ‘beyond that achieved
by the-control group, but did-not have a similar effect-on the Thurstone-
R - Jeffrey 1dentical Forms Test. At the November testing only one slgmﬁcant

I difference between experimental-and- control groups was found on-the-

- S S * Identical Forms Test, and this difference favored control Negro girls. Two
: S measures of auditory discrimination were also administered at the .various
e testing times. When the experimental and control groups were administered
S tests of auditory discrimination in November no differences were found.
The control or basal reader group improved its auditory discrimination

abilities at the same rate as did the group given specialized trammg in these

skills.

A readiness factor ldentlﬁed as facility in language was measured by the
Word Meaning and Listening subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.
In general the November administration of the Word Meaning test in-
dicated no differences between the experimental and control groups.
Performance on the Listening subtest was less consistent. No differences
were found between experimental and control groups composed of Negro
subjects, but significant differences favoring the experimental treatment
were found for white subjects.

Drawing conclusions from the study Just reported is by no means an easy
task. However, the evidence appears to indicate clearly that specialized
readiness training will not necessarily lead to significantly greater improve-

AR e s st s s 3 1

: " gence. Therefore, only a general : statement: will' be made- concerning - the N

o 1 readiness-ability should bring about changes lf the Skl" in questlon isamen-
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" ment in the skills identified in this study. In many cases a more traditional

primary-reading approach with a short period of general readiness training
and an early introduction to formal reading instruction improves readiness
skills to the same extent. However, it must be pointed out again-that

performance was compared only on-the readiness. measures-during the

November- testing period. Different conclusions might have- been drawn
from an examination of the January or March test results. - 7 -
Other studies are also_pertinent-to -this_discussion: Rosen-(30) found
that 29-one-half: hour trainingsessions.designed' to-improve-visual percep-
tion of beginning first-grade pupils fed to significantly supérior performance
on the Frostig Developmental Tests of Visual Perception ‘over that attained-

by a control group. Mdnh’;’(ﬁ)e@!yatc@fthg effectiveness of an extended _

reading_readiness program for immature -pupilsin the first-grade. The
“extended readiness group was-involved-in 74 specialized-readiness-lessons.
.Performance of this experimental group -was” compared -at: midseméster

and at:the end. of the semester-with-the “performance of a control group.
No differences in readiness skills were found between the groups at either
testing period. A related: question. concerns the use of reading readiness
workbooks. The question might-be raised as:to the extenf'to which these
workbooks promote-reading readiness. Ploghoft (28) compired the reading
readiness test scores of pupils who had utilized “readiness -workbooks
during the last nine weeks of kindergarten with the scores of pupils who had
not used such materials. No differences in readiness, as measured by the

~ testsat the beginning of first grade, were-found_In a similar study Silberberg

(33) compared readiness test scores of two groups of pupils, one of which

followed an informal Kindergarten program, and one which followed a

formal reading readiness-program during the last eight weeks-of kindergar-
ten. Readiness test performance, which immediately followed the experi-
mental period, indicated no differences in measured readiness. However,
this same investigation found significant differences in favor of the experi-

. mental group on the same readiness:test which was administered three )

weeks after the beginning of school the following fall.

On the other hand, Rutherford (3/) found that a program of sensory-
motor and ocular training during a daily thirty minute outdoor play period
led to significantly superior performance on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test over that of a control group of children who did not receive such
training. It is interesting to.note that this more generalized type of training

led to readiness test performance which was significantly better than the

performance of a control group while more specific reading-related types of
readiness instruction in a majority of cases produced readiness test per-
formance no better than that achieved by a control group, -
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Summary and Recommendations

The research reviewed in this presentatlon can be summarlzed in a
number of statements. .
‘1. The readiness test as a whole is a reliable instrument. -However, there

is a question as to whether or not 7subtests of readiness batteries are
sufficiently reliable-‘to- permit the teacher -to make a differential
diagnosis of the.child’s prereading capabllmes - -

2. Performance:on-readiness test-batteries as well as. on subtests- wnthm

these. batferies -is_ sngmﬁcantly related to- subsequent reading achieve-
ment. Correlation coefficients for readiness batteries as* well as-for
individual subtests generally range from .40 to :70, with relatively
few-of them reachmg the upper limits of this range. Asa general rule,
prediction of readlng’ﬁicess can-be made almost -as-accurately by
using a single subtest (such as letter recognition) as by employing an-
entire readiness test battery. Nevertheless, prediction of an individual's
achievement at the end of the first grade is very difficult.

A number of evaluation techniques: predict first grade reading achieve-
ment just about-as well as do reading readiness tests. The predictive
validity of primary group intelligence tests, for example, is not substan-

_ tially different from-the predictive validity of readiness tests. Further- -

more, ability to deal with numbers is related to success in first -grade
reading to almost the sanie extent. There is litt'e evidence to indicate
that the readiness test makes a unigue contribution to a -prognosis
of the child’s capability to profit from reading-instruction.

. Research evidence does not substantiate the claim that immature

pupils profit more from readiness instruction than from formal reading
instruction. However, most studies which have investigated this area
of primary reading instruction have been concerned only with progress
at the end of first grade and therefore the statement made is general-
izable only to this phase of the total schiool program. Perhaps an
extended readiness program for immature pupils would pay off in
the long run, but evidence of this is lacking.

. Research is in general agreement that skills measured by readiness

tests are developmental in nature. As children progress through the

- first grade they improve their language facility, visual discrimination,

and auditory discrimination. However, it is indicated that some of
these abilities develop as rapidly as a result of formal reading instruc-
tion as they do in a diagnostic readiness program. Likewise, there is no
clear-cut evidence that the use of readiness workbooks and readiness
materials improves a child’s readiness for reading beyond what could
be expected from an informal kindergarten program.,
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easy to administer and can be administered at the same time

knowledge to be the single best predictor of first g
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Implications for Instruction

In light of the research reviewed
Generally, there appears to be little r
readiness battery if the onlyreason for
of pupils and the determination for ea
tion. A recent study (8) indicates this t
of readiness test results,”
regarding the initiation of -
istering a complete readin
the administration and sc
instruction. In the first pl

what implications can be drawn?
eason for administering a complete

ch of when to initiate reading instruc-
0 be the primary use made by teachers
In"-the- usual “situation, it-seems that decisions
reading:instruction can_be made without admin-
ess-test-battery-and that the time usually spent in
oring of readiness tests can better be utilized for
ace an experienced teacher, after a few weeks with
the class, can: probably assign children quite adequately to iﬁnstrlictionalr
groups. Furthérmofe,;the'a"dministrr'atibnr of a simple letter recognition fest
or a number knowledge test can assign pupils-to the bluebird, blackbird, or
robin reading group with almost the same degree of confidence as can be
gained from a total readiness test scofe.,'l‘—hen;top, since today the kinder-
garten is becoming an integral part of the America
valid information about the child’s readiness for reading instruction can be
-obtained from the kindergarten teacher. She-will probably know a great
deal about the child’s interest in reading, ability to learn, emotional readi-
ness, and other factors which are very important and yet often are not
tes intelligence test is
given routinely as a part of the school testing program, there is little reason
for also giving a reading readiness test, This is in no way meant to reflect
negatively on the validity of readiness tests, since they do possess predictive
validity. Nevertheless, the opinion that in the normal school situation a
readiness test may not be an essential measure for determining when to
begin reading instruction seems to be defensible. -

A close look will now be taken at the recommendation that, if a test is

given, it be a letter recognition test. Why not some other test? Although

any number of readiness subtests might be used, there are a number of
reasons that a test of letter knowledge might be particularly valuable as an
indicator of a child’s readiness for reading. In-the first place, it is relatively

to a group of
evidenced by
e in readiness
research shows letter
rade reading success,
the basis of this one

children. Letter knowledge can also be measured reliably as
the relatively high subtest reliabilities reported for this measur
test .batteries. Scoring is a simple matter.- Then, too,

and prediction can be made almost as accurately on
simple test as with an entiré readiness battery.

There are some reasonable explanations for the effectiveness of letter

its administration’is the classification -

n educational program, -
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knowledge as a predictor_of reading achievement. Words are made up of
letters, so there is some logic in assuming that a child who can recognize
letters may be more adept at learning to recognize words. In addition,
letter knowledge undoubtedly reflects_home background, suggesting-that
the child who can recognize letters when he comes to school has probably
had more background with books and other reading materials. Further-

" more, the child who has learned the letters has demonstrated that he can in

fact learn; this is in a sense a crude measure of the child’s intelligence.

Then, too, the child- who. demonstrates letter- knowledge also- demonstrates
visual and auditory d|scnm|nat|on A pupll who can pick out'a-b from a-
row of letters including a p dnd a d demonstrates that he can  ‘make visual

discriminations. Likewise, the child who can circle the'letter b when givena -

verbal command to do so must be able to heat the difference between the
names for such similar sounding’ letters as 4 and p. Therefore, it seems that
a letter knowledge test- measures many skills and understandmgs which
have been found to be related-to success in reading. In some respects we
might say that a test of letter recognition measures to some. degree the,major
characteristics evaluated in a typical reading readiness test.

Perhaps a final word should be said-about the-use of reading- readlness
tests for diagnostic purposes: It seems._clear that the- majority of readiness

- tests should be used for differential’ diagnosis. In the first place, not all

readiness test authors report reliability data for battery subtests. In the
absence of such data’a diagnostic profile must be considered to be of
questionable value. Furthermore, two well- known tests which do report
subtest reliabilities tend -to discouragé the diagnostic use of test results.
One manual (20) says, “The Lee-Clark Reading Readiness Test. is designed

“to provide the teacher with an objective- basis for identifying. children who

are ready to receive reading instruction.” The Metropolitan Readiness
Test Manual (16) advises that “efforts to attach significance to the subtest
scores of individual pupils are not encouraged.” Many subtests are too
short to be reliable; moreover, when administered in a group situation,
they often appear to measure a general test-taking ability or general ability
to follow directions rather than a.more specific skill. If tests are to be used
dlagnostlcally, test makers should demonstrate that subtests within the bat-
tery do in fact measure the fairly specific skill they claim to measure. In
order to do this, validity of  different nature from predictive validity will
have to be proven.

One more point should be made in this regard. If a subtest has been
demonstrated to measure reliably such subskills as audltory discrimination
and visual discrimination, pupils scoring very poorly in a given skill should
be given supplementary training in that skill along with the initial stages of
-actual reading instruction. There is little in the research which indicates
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that delaying reading instruction is necessarily helpful. On the other hand
it may well be that initiating reading instruction, pacing the instruction
according to the capability of the youngster, and giving additional training
in skills in-which he is deficient may prove to be of value. This recommenda-
tion, as all others, of course, is not expected to hold in all situations and
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must-be-tempered-by-the-good-judgment-of-a-well-prepared-teacher:
Finally, if an inexperienced teacher wishes to use a readiness test to help
in classifying pupils, she should be encouraged to use-one. She may well
need the assurance- of an objective messure to reinforce her judgments
about individual children. If an experienced teacher has found readiness
tests to be helpful in her classification of children, she should by all means
be encouraged to use them also."After all, readiness tests do predict subse-
quent reading success. However, the widespread use of readiness tests for
prediction is not essential- and may be an inefficient use of the teacher's
time. Also, the use of the majority of current readiness tests for diagnosis

is based primarily on intuition and is not warranted by available evidence. -

It is time to reexamine readiness tests themselves and alse ti ne to reexamine
the purposes for which they are used.
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Reading Achievement Tests

STANDARszD survey reading achievement tests are used on an almost

universal scale at the present time. Such tests are among the_many
administered in schools, reading laboratories, and reading clinics. Further-
more, they are 'avgilablg in a variety of sizes and shapes; The Sixth Mental
Measurements Yearbook (3) lists 37 standardized survey reading achieve-
ment tests. ’ )

Since a wide variety of standardized survey reading achievement tests is
so-readily available, this paper is designed to focus attention on the intelli-
gent selection and use of such instruments. To accomplish this task the
remainder of the paper is divided into three parts. The first sets forth defini-

_ tions of terms as they are used throughout the paper. The second establishes
criteria which can be used in evaluating and selecting tests. Finally, some
questions and recommendations regarding the use of results from survey
reading achievement tests are discussed.

" Definition of Terms

In the present context standardized survey reading achievement tests
(Survey Reading Tests) are defined as tests which provide an average or
general reading achievement score. Such tests will usually measure word
recognition, gross comprehension, ard in some cases rate of reading. There
are some tests, however, that will assess five or more competencies on as
many subtests or sections. In general, a survey reading test is not diagnostic
or analytical in nature since its primary purpose is to provide an estimate of
a pupil’s overall reading ability.

Validity will usually be used in the generic sense here and it will refer to
the question “Does the test measure what it purports to measure?” There
will be occasions, however, when content or face validity will receive specific
attention. In these instances, the reader will be made cognizant of this par-
ticular usage. ’
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54 SURVEY READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

Reliability, as it is employed in this context, will refer to the consistency
with which a test measures whatever it measures.
* A fourth term that will be utilized throughout the paper is agreement.
Agreement refers to the congruency of titles, tasks, and methods of measure-
ment among various survey reading tests at a given grade level and across
grade levels.

Finally, reference will be made to norming group information. In_this
instance, the use of this term will call attention to the types of children in-
cluded in the sample upon which the norms were developed.

Criteria for Selecting Suﬁey Reading Tests

Traxler and North (/5) underscore the necesslty for careful selection of
tests in the following statement: o i

The selection and administration of tes.s are among the more neglected aspects
in the planning of a testing program because they often seem, at first thought, to
be routine procedures that almost any teacher can handle with little or no prepara-
tion. On the contrary, wise choice of the specific tests to be used and careful

" administration of the tests to all pupils are critically important phases of a school
testing program which call for a considerable amount of understandmg and
experience in educational measurement.

According to Townsend (/4) in a recent review of reading tests in the
Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook (3), there is an increased sophistica-
tion of reviews of reading tests since the 1940%. This is reflected in the fact
that reviewers tend to provide more rationale for.both positive and negative
reviews than had been true previously. While the trend is encouraging, it

. should be noted that Townsend’s remarks dealt only with reviewers and not

with consumers of tests. Is it possible, then, to infer that a corresponding
increase of awareness of test strengths and weaknésses has occurred on the
part of test users? Buros (3) states

“Although many test users undoubtedly are selecting and using tests with greater
discrimination because of the Mental Measurements Yearbooks, there are many
who are not. Despite unfavorable reviews in the Mental Measurements Yearbooks,
the publication and use of inadequately validated tests seems to be keeping pace
with the population explosion.

Assuming that Buros' analysis is accurate it seems appropriate to discuss
some criteria which may be useful in selecting tests and to illustrate some
of the problems a test consumer faces as he attenipts to identify which test
will best serve his purposes: The criteria are agreement, validity, rehablllty,
and norming group information. Since information regarding agreement is
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not typicaliy available in test manuals, as is the case with the other threc
criteria, it will be treated in much greater detail than validity, reliability,
and norming group information.

Agreement Among Survey Reading Tests

Asindicated previously,.a wide variety of survey reading tests is available.
Moreover, the task of determining agreement among such tests is compli-
cated further by the multiplicity of terms and tasks used to designate and
measure such abilities as word recognition, comprehension, and speed. For
example, a review of the tests currently available reveals that there are sub-
tests which carry such titles as accuracy, average comprehension, compre-
hension, specific comprehension, speed of comprehension, general compre-
hension, paragraph meaning, sentence and word meaning, vocabulary,
word discrimination, word-knowledge, and word recognition. This is by no
means a complete list, but it serves to suggest a lack of agreement among
test authors on the specific dimensions of reading which they are attempting
to measure. McDonald (1) has discussed this problem at some length in a
recent article. . )

Moreover, the divergency of titles raises at least two questions which
affect the judgment of tests for any grade level. First, although titles may
differ, are the tests for various grade levels in agreement in the tasks they
require pupils to perform? Second, do tests which purport to measure the
same or similar abilities measure them in the same way? These questions
may-be asked of tests at a given grade level or across grade levels. Following
are some illustrations as they apply to tests for various grade levels. These
illustrations may serve to clarify both the problem and the task of the test
consumer. - ‘

Agreement among primary reading tests. At the primary grade level there
seems to be a reasonable degree of uniformity in the dimensions of reading
measured. Usually there are two, word recognition and comprehension. Be-
yond this point differences do appear to exist in terms of the names given
to the dimensions and the way in which they are measured.

In the first instance, for example, word recognition is also called vocab-
ulary, word knowledge, or word meaning by authors of tests. More im-_
portant is the finding that this ability, whatever it is named, is measured in
different ways. In some instances the testing task involves selecting from
four choices a word which is associated with a picture, e.g, a rural scene
with cows and a barn is presented and the child is to choose the word that
labels the picture: careful, along, bright, or country.

Other tests measure this ability in different Wways, Some include tasks -
which require the reading of brief, incomplete sentences or stems before
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selecting a word which converts the stem into a simple sentence. Some
others require pupils to select from several printed choices an isolated word
which has been pronounced by the teacher. It should be noted that this type
of task requires the use of two sensory- modalities. Auditory discrimination
mu t be exercised in recognizing the word as the teacher promounces it;
visual discrimination must be exercised in identifying the printed symbol
which represents the word. This is a somewhat different requirement than
that of matching a.word with a picture or selecting a word to complete a
sentence, although all three tasks may carry similar labels.

With respect to the assessment of reading comprehension, most of the
instruments prepared for use in the primary grades employ similar tech-
niques. Again, there are some differences in the titles used from test to test,
but the tasks across tests are essentially of three types. Some tests or sub-
tests, with such titles as sentence meaning, reading comprehension, and

following directions, require pupils to examine several pictures and mark

them in accordance with directions given in sentence form. A slight variation
of this task is provided by some other tests which present a single picture-
and require the selection of an appropriate sentence from among three or
more which accompany the picture. A third type of comprehension test that
appears is one where the child reads a short paragraph and demonstrates
his understanding by recognizing what he read in a translated form.

In general primary reading tests are more divergent in methods of meas-
uring than in what they measure. It also appears that certain tests come
closer to reflecting actual reading tasks than do others. Therefore, the people
responsible for selecting reading tests for the primary grades should care-
fully consider test characteristics along with the validity, reliability, and
norming group data on'the tests before making any final decisions about
purchasing a certain instrument.

Agreement among intermediate grade reading tests. An examination of
the survey reading tests available for use at the intermediate grade level
reveals that they possess some characteristics which are similar to those
found in primary grade tests and some characteristics which set them apart
from their primary grade counterparts. With respect to the similarities, the
intermediate grade tests do purport to measure word knowledge and com-
prehension in most cases as did the primary grade tests. There is also a
continuation in the lack of agreement among test authors in labeling the
subtests used to measure these two reading abilities. Morcover, as was the
case when primary grade tests were studied, the tasks used to measure what
appears to be the same ability may be quite different from test to test.

The differences between the primary and intermediate survey reading
tests appear to be four in number. First, intermediate grade tests rarely use
pictures. As a result, the pupil cannot rely on picture clues for help. Second,
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* the test titles allude to the measurement of more specific comprehension
abilities than those found in the primary grades, e.g., main ideas, following
directions, facts, etc. Third, there is some emphasis given to reading rate
and accuracy at this level, while no such emphasis was noted in the primary
grade tests. Finally, it appears that there is a greater effort on the part of
the authors of the intermediate grade tests to go beyond the literal meaning
level in general comprehension tasks by requiring inferences on the part of
the reader. Although more of this latter task might be in order, it appears
that some effort has been made in this direction at the intermediate grade

~ level.

Agreement among secondary and college reading tests. In general, the com-
ments made about the characteristics of the survey reading tests designed
for use at the lower grade levels are-applicable to the tests designed for use
at the higher levels. Without belaboring the point, the most salient features
of the zdvanced level tests are their concern for measuring different types
or levels of comprehension and the divergency in the ways they attempt to
accomplish this task, even when the same type of comprehension -ability

‘is in question. With regard to the nced to consider these characteristics

carefully when selecting tests at this level, the works of Bligh (2), Cleland
(%), McDonald (10), and Vogel (/6), are worth noting. For example, Bligh,
Cleland, and McDonald have called attention to the differences in tasks
which purport to measure similar abilities. Some of the differences they
pointed out were (a) a single, abbreviated paragraph versus a long selection;;
(b) literal comprehension versus a thorough interpretation; and (c) time
limits which do include the time used to answer items versus time limits
which do not include the time used to answer items.

A study reported by Emans, Urbas, and Dummett (6) also dealt with the
intrinsic differences of tests which purport to perform the same measure-
ment task. For example, the authors examined two tests. One test was
written at the third grade level, consisted of short paragraphs, and required
responses to questions during the timed period. The second test was written
at the high school level, consisted of lengthy selections, and- required re-
sponses after a timed reading period. On the basis of the descriptions of the
two tests, the investigators concluded that although both tests measured
the same ability, the methods of measurement were different. Certainly,
both tests were apparently measuring reading comprehension, but the
ability was being measured in two very different fashions.

Selecting Survey Reading Tests in Perspective

The diverse nature of survey reading tests at all levels indicates that those
who are responsible for selecting such tests must consider many factors be-

bt e




ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

AT R TITS

h

MR TN

RAIR S RIS N NI PR VR R (T

),
i

LN

M‘

4y \1“ ey
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fore making their final decisior.s. One of the major concerns of test selectors
should be the agreement among tests with respect to what subtest titles

indicate is being measured and the methods used to measure the ability -

indicated by the title..Beyond this consideration, however, test selectors
should also delve into the matter of the demonstrated reliability and validity
of a test and the nature of the group upon which the norms were based. The
need for this type of information when tests are being considered for sclec-
tion was underscored by Traxler and North (/5):

The selection and administration of tests are among the niore neglected aspects in
the planning of a testing program because they often seem, at first thought, to be
routine procedures that almost any teacher can handle with little or no prepara-
tion. On the contrary, wise choice of the specific tests to be used and careful ad-
ministration of the tests to all pupils are critically important phases of a school
testing program which call for a. considerable amount of understanding and
experience in educational measurement. ) :

. The Use of Survey Reading Tests

-t would appear to be as important in the last half of the 1960’s, as it was
throughout the 1940’s and 1950, to urge all individuals who purchase and
use reading tests not only to investigate the validity and reliability of these
instruments, but also to consider their appropriateness. An illustration of
inappropriate use of a survey reading test may add needed empbhasis to this
point. In the southwestern states, a sizable number of first grade pupils of
Mexican-American parentage come from homes where Spanish is the
dominant or only language spoken. The schools which these children
attend, however, are conducted in English and, in some instances, speaking
Spanish in school is forbidden by law. It does not seem reasonable to expect
a reading test, administered in English, to assess adequately a bilingual
child’s level of reading instruction Ict alone yicld an estimate of his capacity
for learning to read, Yet this practice. although somewhat reduced in recent
years, continues to exist in a number of school systems. The test, a widely
used and well-rated battery, is not at fault. It simply was never intended for
use with non-English speaking youngsters. The misuse of this test with these
children is, or should be, of more than academic concern to educators. The
combination of mis-selection, misuse, and misinterpretation of reading
tests has often spelled out individual tragedy, while perpetuating a cycle of
low academic expectation and a resultingly poor performance from children
of a minority group.

How can such misuses of survey reading tests be avoided ? Test consumers
must keep this question in mind constantly. It also seems that test consumers
must keep a second question in the forefront of their thoughts: “What is
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the purpose for testing?”” In general, the response to the latter question is
that the basic purpose is to assist the teacher in determining a pupil’s reading
proficiency in order to provide appropriate instruction. Whether the in-
formation acquired from the test is used in grouping youngsters for instruc-
tion, for providing individual instruction. or for detecting youngsters who
require additional study and testing, it must be related in some way to in-
struction. Testing for the sake of testing cannot be countenanced. Test re-
sults that are not used as instructional aids constitute unnecessary expense,
effort, and wasted time, all of which are ill-afforded by our schools.

The remainder of this section of the paper, then, discusses four factors
related to the uses of standardized survey reading achievenvent tests: (a)
grade scores as indicators of functional reading levels; (b) the comparability
of test results from one test to another; (c) the use of alternate forms of the
same test; and (d) the use of tests designed for a narrow range of students as
opposed to those designed for a broader range of students.

Grade Scores on Standardized Tests as Indicators of Functional
Reading Levels

Should grade scores on standardized tests be considered as indicators of
a pupil’s frustration reading level, his instructional reading level, or his in-
dependent reading level? This question was considered by three investiga-
tors who used reading levels achieved on informal reading inventories as
the criteria for determining functional reading levels.

In the first instance, Sipay (/3) compared the results of three well-known
standardized reading tests with the achievement levels on an informal read-
ing inventory. He found that, even when the word pronunciation accuracy
criterion was lowered from 95 to 90 percent on the informal in ventory, two
of the three standardized tests yielded significantly higher grade placement
scores than did the informal inventory.

In an earlier study which also employed an informal reading inventory
and standardized reading tests, Harbiger (8) found that the difference be-
tween the subjects’ achicvement levels on standardized reading tests and
informal reading inventory was substantial. This finding led him to conclude.
that the results of standardized tests more often than not place children at
their frustration reading levels.

It is important to note that both the Sipay and Harbiger studies were
carried out in normal classroom situations. Thus, the children in their
samples are presumed to have been representative of the average range of
achievement.

Arnold and Arnold (/), on the other hand, conducted a study of measured
reading levels of severely disabled réaders at a university psycho-educa-
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tional clinic. The results of the investigations were based on comparisons
of reading achievement determined by standardized reading tests, an in-
formal reading inventory, and judgments by reading clinicians and tutors.
Not too surprising was the finding that the standardized tests rated pupils
at a higher level than did clinicians and tutors. However, when the results
reported by Sipay and Harbiger were used as a point of reference, the
Araold and Arnold finding that the informal inventory rated the subjects
higher than the standardized tests was somewhat unexpected.

What, then, do these three studies mean when they are considered-to-
gether? A conclusion which might be drawn from the Sipay and Harbiger

studies is that standardized reading tests tend to overrate pupils when com--

pared to informal inventories. However, the conflict between the results of
the Arnold and Arno’d study and the Sipay and Harbiger studies under-
scores the necessity for noting differences in pupil achievement characteris-
tics before employing any generalization pertinent to the relative merits of
standardized and informal reading scores as indicators of functional read-
ing levels. : - - . -

Sipay (13) probably summed up the situation best with this statement:

... Ttis impossible to generalize whether standardized reading achievement scores
indicate the instruciional or frustration level. Rather, it appears in making such

judgments, one must consider the standardized reading test used and the criteria _

) employed to estimate functional reading levels.

Of course, one might take the position that if the tests used are valid,
reliable, and based on norm groups which bear some resemblance to the
children being tested, more faith can be placed in their ability to place
children at their functional reading levels. The presence of these factors does
not, however, resolve the problem of possible differences between test scores
and functional reading levels. The dangers of accepting reading test results
as absolute have been repeatedly pointed out by scholars in the field (5, 4,
13, 10). The following constitutes a summary of cautions to be exercised
in this context: )

a. Test users should keep in mind that the test score is simply the result of perfor-
mance on a particular day, at a particular time, and in a particular testing
environment. ’ ’

b. The diagnosis of reading achievément through the use of standardized tests
may be fallacious unless carelessness and attitudes toward taking tests on the
part of students are controlled. ]

¢. The grade score on a standardized reading achievement test should not be
thought of as precise indication of overall reading achievement; rather, it
should be thought of as a measure of reading ability on that test at a particular
point in time,
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d. Teachers should keep in mind that the grade scores on standardized tests are
derivéd by interpolating scores between grade Jevels or by extrapolating scores
from one grade level to another; thus, grade scores.cannot be treated as em-
pirically obtained indications of month-to-month progress.

The point of the preceding cautions is that teachers may well be deceivéd
if they interpret a grade score from a survey reading test as a precise esti-
mate of a functional reading level, either instructional or independent.

~ Moreover, if the deception is in the direction of overestimating reading

ability and is transferred to the pupils by having them use reading materials
that are too difficult, the result may very well reduce the possibility of suc-
cess and may inturn develop negative attitudes toward reading on the part
of the students. Contrarily, if the deception 1s in the direction of underesti-
mating reading ability, boredom may result which could also develop into
negative attitudes toward reading on the part of the pupils. In general, then,
it appears that the grade scores on standardized tests should be used only as
a point of departure for determining functional reading levels..

Comparability of Scores From Different Tests

Another problem associated with the use of survey reading tests involves
the comparability of scores from different tests. An earlier reference was
made to conflicting results ‘obtained from different tests when they were
administered to the same pupils. Even if the results were not conflicting, the
question as to whether or not they indicated the same kind of proficiency re-
mains unresolved. To illustrate this point further, consider a study reported
by Fortenberry and Broome (7). In'it they compared the results of two
standardized reading tests—one a test of speed, vocabulary, and compre-
hension, and the other a test of word pronunciation skills. Correlation co-
efficients between each of the subtests on the first test and the word pro-
nunciation were .67, .68, and .80. When appropriate statistical tests were
applied to the correlation coefficients, all were found to be significantly
different from zero at or beyond the .01 level. Do these findings justify an
assumption that when test results are the same, or quite similar, they have
the same meaning? A negative response to this question was expressed by
Bligh (2). . .

The problem of comparability of test scores continued to be an enigma to test
developers and test users. Two aspects of the problem were generally recognized:
(a) the nonequivalence of norm groups and (b) the marked content differences
of tests intended to measure the same traits.-

In general, it is recommended that reading test results be viewed in terms
of their source. Certainly, the illustrations and opinjons presented suggest
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that to accept a reading grade score at face value may be as deceptive as
buying a pair of shoes without trying them on.

- Using Alternate Forms of the Same Test

Another facet of the problem of comparability of test scores is the use of
alternate forms of the same test. While most of the more commonly used
tests of reading are available in two, three, or four alternate forms, an
assumption that the tests are the same may not necessarily be warranted.
A not infrequent request for more evidence concerning the relative difficulty
or equivalence of alternate forms of the same test is expressed in reviews
of reading tests in The Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook (3).. The
requests do not indicate a general rejection of the alternate forms, but,
rather, raise questions regarding comparability of difficulty, of content,
and of grade scores. In some instances, the technical manuals which accom-
pany the tests do indeed furnish evidence of the equivalency of forms. There
are, however, some tests which furnish little or no evidence to substantiate
the comparability of their alternate forms.

An additional question in regard to the comparability of alternate forms
is raised by Karlin and Jolly (9). Their study, which involved the administra-

. tion of two reading tests at the beginning of the school year and the admin-
istration of the same tests plus alternate forms at the end of the year,
indicated that no real justification existed for the use of alternate forms. The
results of the study-indicated that contamination from the use of the same
test form at the beginning and end of the school year was negligible.-While
it might be rash to embrace these findings for an.immediate, general applica-
tion, it would be less than scientific not to give thein consideration and seek
additional information.

Grade Span and the Use of Tests

The point to be considered here is whether a test of broad grade span—
one designed for use in grades three through ten—is as effective throughout
its range as a test of more limited grade span, one designed for use in grades
four through six. Without taking issue with the difference in reading task
requirements, it may be stated with reasonable certainty that broad range
tests tend to produce more mis-measurements at their extremes than do
tests of the same type which are more restricted in range. Therefore, while
a broad range test may be quite suitable for use in the grades which are in
the middle of its range, it may be inappropriately eadsy or difficult for those
grades at or near the upper and lower ends of its grade span. Users of these
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tests would do well to regard extremely high or low scores with some
skepticism, particularly when they are carned by pupils in those grades at
either end of the tests’ grade span.

Conclusion

It secms appropriate to pose a number of questions which teachers and
nther test users might ask in regard to the selection and use of survey read-
ing tests. :

I. Why is a test to be given?

If the response to this question is centered more around determining

a pupil’s past progress than on determining his present status, a

reexamination of the relation of a testing program to instruction is
. necessary

2. How will the test results be used ? )

Unless a specific instructional answer is made to this question, the
administration, scoring, and recording of the results may have become
a meaningless exercise in conformity.

3. Is the test appropriate for the pupils ? -

This is a rather broad question and its facets include chronological

- age, intelligence, culture, and previous instruction. One basic question
‘to be answered is: “Did the standardization of the test include groups
whose characteristics are the same as those of the pupils with whom
the test will be used ?”’

4. Does the test assess those pupil competencies which are the teaching

objectives ? )

If the testing is not directly rclated to what is being taught, what
purpose does it serve ? If, for example, comprehension is being stressed
ininstruction, a test of word prouunciation skills may be of some value
but will not provide an adequate assessment.

5. Is the test valid and reliable ?

Does the test measure what it is supposed to measure and can it be
depended upon to be consistent in that measurement? Such informa-
tion may normally be found in technical manuals which often are
available from the publishers, In addition, it is strongly recommended
that a current edition of the Mental Measurements Yearbook (3) be
consulted for additional evaluations.

Other questions, such as those dealing with the breadth of grade span
and the relationship of test results to functional levels, should be given
consideration as facets of questions three, four, and five. )

If survey reading tests are to be used at all, they should be chosen
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thoughtfully, used cautiously in accordance with their stated requirements
and procedures, and interpreted carefully. Reading tests should be the
servants, not the dictators, of reading instruction.

10.

11.

12
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6. The Values and Limitations of Diagnostic

Reading Tests for Evaluation in the
Classroom

THE classroom teacher who seeks. ways to evaluate the readmg potent..l

and ability of the children under her care will find an almost  bewildering

array of published tests and other instruments to assist her. In fact, the

number available and the variety of abilities appralsed by them make a wise
selection very difficult.

Each of the available instruments has its shortcommgs, so much so that

it is the writer’s impression that very few reading clinics use one, or even a

few, of these in their diagnosis. On the contrary, the informal reading inven-

tory and various other teacher-made and clinician-made instruments seem
to be very popular in the centers whose main activity is the careful diagnosis
of 1eading problems.

Nevertheless, the classroom teacher who lacks the training or the time to
construct or administer informal instruments will find certain standardized
. measures of substantial value ini helping her gain insight into the reading
etrengths, weaknesses, and potential of her pupils. The greatest advs ntage
in using such instruments lies in the fuct that they have been, for the most
part, constructed by persons of substantial training, experience, and reputa-
tion. Such people as Donald Durrell, Maiian Monroe,- Arthur Gates,
George Spache, Guy Bond, Morton Botel, and their colleagues have great
insights into the nature of readmg and the ways that reading disabilities
manifest themselves. Their experiences in clinical reading qualify them to
construct instruments designed to be most revealing about areas of concern.

“The writer is not well acquainted with all of the diagnostic reading tests
currently available. This prevents a complete and exhaustive discussion.
“The following2 are the most widely used tests of this nature and the dlscus-
sion in this paper will be largely restricted to them: .

1. Botel Reading Inventory
2. California Phonics Survey
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3. Developmental Reading Tests: Silent Reading, Diagnostic Tests
4. Diagnostic Reading Tests )

5. Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty

6. Gates-McKillop Reading Diagnostic Tests

7. Gilmore Oral Reading Test

8. Gray Oral Reading Test- |

9. McCullough Word-Analysis Tests

10. McKee Inventory of Phonetic Skills

11. Monroe Diagnostic Reading Examination

12. Spache Diagnostic Reading Scales

Trella has recently described six of the foregoing tests in terms of the
skills ‘hey analyze (/6). More comprehensive discussions have been-made by
Bond and Tinker (/2). Harris (13), and Zintz (17)

General Values of Diagnostic Tests

The diagnostic reading tests discussed in this paper have numerous
general values for the classroom teacher. Several of the tests provide a
series of unfamiliar but carefully graded paragraphs for oral and silent
reading testing, The paragraphs usually have been especially prepared for

" the test (and are therefore likely to be unfamiliar to the child) and the levels
of difficulty have been carefully determined. The use ‘of the paragraphs,
following the procedures prescribed in the test manual, or following the -
teacher’s own procedures which she may use because her expectations con-
cerning reading performance are different from thor: of the test maker, is
likely to reveal much valuable knowledge about the child’s reading. For
reasons to be noted. later in this paper, this ‘may be their most valued
advantage.

In addition, some of the tests provide graded lists of words to use in
determining the size and level of a poor reader’s sight vocabulary and his
word analysis ability, The words on such lists are usually very carefully
chosen and grade level established according to discrete and important
criteria. ] .

Some of the tests include special sections designed to reveal information
about reversals, word blenaing, and other specific word analysis skills.
Some items of this type are ingeniously devised and their construction calls
for more creativity than many teachers have.

Most of the tésts have norms for many of their subtests so that it is pos-
sible to determine how a given student’s performance compares with that of
other students of various ages and grade levels. Such information is highly
useful in communicating test results to other teachers, to parents, and occa-
sionally to the child himself.
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testing than a procedure derivea by the average classroom teacher. The use H
of or even acquaintance with the test will stimulate the teacher {o make a
' ) more comprehensive analysis of reading abilitics than she might otherwise '
make. For this reason, if for no othcr, such tests are worth buying and
studying very carefully. .
f, In the diagnosis of reading there is a nced for instruments to evaluate
. . many abilities in reading. A battery of minimum value will include measures
. of oral reading, silent reading, and word perception skills, including sight
vocabulary and phonics. A measure of reading potential, cither an individ-
ual intelligence test administered by a trained person or a listening test that
has been skillfully constructed, well standardized, and carcfully admin-
istered, is highly desirable. Tests of such word perception skills as use of
) ; context, reversals, and structural analysis are certainly useful. There is no
3 ; one diagnostic test that will do all these things. There are some that do nost

of them, and it is always possible to put together a collection of tests to do
the job.
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Desirable Criteria for Diagnostic Tests

There are several criteria that should be met by diagnostic reading tests.
Some of these that are especially important are listed and explained below. ;
Each has been given a label which will be used in referring to it in discussing 1
specific diagnostic tests in remaining sections of this paper.

The reality criterion is of primary importance. If a test meets this criterion
it will test an ability in much the same manner as the ability is used in real
reading. If it is not met, then an accurate appraisal of a specific ability by
the test in question is not possible and conclusions drawn concerning student *
responses may not be valid. Examples of conformity or the lack of con-
formity to this criterion will be given later. It should be noted that it is not
always possible for all items in a test to meet this criterion completely while
meeting all those listed below. .7

The guessing criterion is met when it is nor possible for the student to
guess the correct answer to an item. The purpose of diagnosis is to make
possible corrective teaching that is specific to the student’s needs. Therefore,

: the examiner should not be forced to entertain “the possibility that the
- student can guess the correct answer to an item. The p0551bll|ty of guessing
can never be eliminated but the nature of the desired response to an item .
can reduce the possibility of guessing. Poor readers will quite often guess :
wildly on multiple-choice tests. They have usually had trouble with tests and E
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level which is easy and the testing proceeds upward until the material '
is too difficult for him tu read. Usually one selection is read orally
and one silently at each book level.

2. As the child reads orally, the manner in which he reads is recorded.
Almost any deviation from compictely fluent reading is counted as
an oral reading error.

3. After reading each selection, the child’s comprehension is checked
by having the child retell the story, by asking the child questions, or
both.

A comprehensive informal reading inventory would include tests for the
following abilities: g

v e

(a) to read orally without error
(b) to pronounce vocabulary in context (this is the percentage of words
which a child recognizes when he is reading orally)
(c) to pronounce words in isolation, usually from word lists of new or
difficult words introduced at a given book level
(d) to demonstrate comprehension of material read orally and material
o . “read silently (oral responses, written responses, responses to ques- :
‘ E lC : tions, and free responses) ;
: (e) to define words in context, a part of comprehensmn which is fre- i .
i ... .quently-overlooked — . .
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sary so that the examiner can clearly discern the nature of the student’s
response. Tests of ability in phonics especially need to meet this criterion as
well as the specificity criterion. The latter criterion is met if an item measures
a specific ability rather than a constellation of abilitics.

The comprehension criterion is especially important in tests of oral and
silent reading. The criterion is met if items checking the understanding of
what is read actually test comprehension and interpretation rather than pure
memory of what has been read. Some poor readers can remember very well
what they read but understand little of it. A student whose teachers have
stressed remembering rather than understanding will tend to read to attain
that objective. It would be foolish to contend that memory is not involved
in understanding but uhderstanding involves many more—and more im-
portant—abilities. Thorndike's study (/5) of reading as reasoning estab-
lished this principle almost fifty years ago.- - _

No one test could completely meet all of the above criteria, due to
differences in the abilities to be tested and the kinds of responses that are -
possible. In some cases one criterion may be intrinsically at odds with 7
another. In such cases arbitrary decisions are necessary concerning which
criterion shall be met.

Complete Diagnostic Batteries

There are four batteries of diagnostic reading tests that contain material
and directions for comprehension evaluation of reading abilities. These
are the Durrell, Gates, Monroe, and Spache Diagnostic Tests. All must
be given to one child at a time.

The Durrell, Gates, and Monroe tests constitute three of the oldest
complete batteries of diagnostic reading tests. Each of the three, with its
component parts, tends to give a complete picture of a child’s strerigths
and weaknesses. The Durrell evaluates-both oral and silent reading, a
desirable attribute. The Monroe and Gates evaluate oral reading only.
Recent revisions of the first two tend to make them more up-to-date than
the Monroe. The Monroe does not evaluate as many abilities as the Gates
or Durrell and its lack of recent revision makes it less popular.

The Gates test provides a set of reading paragraphs which increase in :
difficulty and tell a continuous story, but there is only one paragraph at

: each level in the test booklet and there are no comprehension questions.
This condition plus the lack of a test of silent reading greatly reduces the
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The instructional reading level is the book level (usually levels) at which ‘
: . the child can profit from and needs instruction from a teacher. A child’s
- instructional reading level is almost always two or three book levels and
sometimes six or seven. ) .

Frustration level is the lowest book level at which the child cannot be
i ’ expected to learn to read even with excellent instriiction.

Figure 2 Jists the standards for evaluating a child’s_achievement on an
informal reading inventory. These standards are suggested as ones a teacher
g should use in learning how to use an informal reading inventory. The
~ : standards arc hased upon those found-in the literature but are more detailed-

. . and more objectivc. For example, 75 to 90 percent is a common standard
- of comprehension for instructional level and 50 percent and below, for
frustration. The literature is not clear about what to do with comprehension

between 50 and 75 percent. A teacher who is experienced in the administra-
tion of an informal reading inventory should make subjective judgments
) . when determining a child’s reading levels. However, a teacher who is not
experienced in administering an informal reading inventory should not
- make subjective judgments. Subjective judgments made by a teacher inexpe-
rienced with an informal reading inventory usually rate the child too high,
placing him in frustration level for instruction.

The following rules are applied in cvaluating a child’s rcading perform-
CTTeT = - - —— - ance ’in’usinﬂ’thefstﬂndﬂrdril17Finllrﬁt2ﬁﬁlﬂlJzWTITK"\A\*:(I'Z\’Eﬂ‘{nl;iﬁrlﬂ"b’n?'xff T
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. the oral nor the silent reading paragraphs tell a continuous story, The
comprehension questions in-the oral section are almost exclusively of the

memory type—there is almost a complete absence of questions evaluating

the ability to draw inferences, get the main idea, note the sequence of ideas,

‘ or draw conclusions from what is read. There are no questions over the

silent reading (except some optional ones referring to imagery), but the
student is asked to teJl what he remembers of the selection. Credit in compre-
hension depends upon the number of ideas remembered and repeated. : , s

The oral reading tests of the Gates, Durrell, and Monroe, as well as all
*of the oral reading tests described in this paper, can be very revealing if a
careful recording and analysis is made of pupils’ oral reading errors on the
tests. Several systems for manual recording of pupil errors have been
devised. All of them provide for crossing out, underlining, and writing in _
by the examiner on a copy-of the material being read.

Classroom teachers who have not had much practice in doing this are

. likely to find that their marking cannot keep pace with the student’s reading.

. Such marking is distracting to the student and may tend to influence his
performance negatively. Therefore, it is recommended that the student’s
oral reading of the test material .be tape recorded. This can be made less
distracting than written recording and is likely to render the errors mor
amenable to careful analysis. . )

Oral reading is suitable for noting word recognition errors and nct much
else of major importance. It is true that phrasing ability and attention to
punctuation can be noted. These in themselves are unimportant, unless
one uscs oral reading much more extensively, or for more important’ ‘
purposes than the usual person does—except as indicators of obtained :
. - - meaning. Because the oral reading task is so complex, the presence or
absence of attention to phrasing and punctuation do not necessarily indicate
whether or not the meaning is being understood.

In many schools there is an overemphasis on oral reading and sounding
out of words. Students get the impression that this is all there is to reading
and are concerned with nothing else. Many fluent oral readers have trouble
in understanding what they read. '

There is some evidence that the oral and silent reading selections in most .
standardized reading diagnostic tests are too short for perceptually handi- .
capped children. Shedd (/4) has indicated that the children with specific -
perceptual motor, disabilities with- whom he has worked in the Berea
(Kentucky) project do not mobilize as rapidly as normal children and there-
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not possible for most classroom teachers.

Silent reading performance is much more valid for testing comprehension
than is oral reading. Careful questioning after silent reading, which utilizes
many types of questions (main idea, detail, inference, sequence, background.
vocabulary, etc.), is the best way of assessing understanding. Most, 1f not
all, of the standardized reading diagnostic tests do not providc for this
kind of questioning. Most are tests of memory for what is read, in itself of
importance but not of exclusive importance.

Both the Gates and the Durrell provide tests of sight vocabulary using
a hand tachistoscope. The use of such a device provides a highly artificial
way of testing such vocabulary and may distract some children to such a
degree that it keeps them from giving a true indication of what they know.
Nevertheless, it seems to be a fair way of evaluating sight vocabulary if it
is preceded by a short session orienting and accustoming the child to the
device. The Durrell method of tachistoscopic testing is much more conven-
ient than the Gates, and the word list used is more extensive and more

" carefully graded.

On both tests children are given unflashed (untimed) tests of word
analysis. On the Durrell a child is asked to analyze a word only if he cannot
recognize it when flashed. This seems to be a better procedure than that
used in the Gates, a test in which a child might recognize as sight words
most of the words to be “analyzed.”

The Gates tests the child’s recognition of phrases; the Durrell does not.
Both test the ability to name letters. Both have tests which ask the child
to indicate which letter spells the first sound of a word, or which word begins
like a word pronounced by the examiner. Both fail to meet the criterion of
guessing and are subject to the same defect as that found in the McKee
Phonics Tests, namely, that testing the ability to identify the way a spoken
sound is spelled is not testing the same ability as that called for in supplying
the sound of a letter appearing in writing. The Gates Nonsense Word Test
is subject to the same limitation. The auditory blending part of the test is
valid only if used with children wlio have been taught phonics by a synthetic
(sound blending) method. Thc same can be said of the Durrell Sounds of
Letters test. ) - .

The Durrell test, Learning to Hear Sounds in Words, is a very useful one,
as is the Test of Listening Coniprehension, except that the latter utilizes
questions that are largely of the memory type. The tests of spelling (Gates
and Durrell), and Durreil’s handwriting test are only of general interest and
value in @ reading analysis. ' - )
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: Figure 3
- Suggested Minimum Speeds of Reading in Basal Readers
s - - S Words per minute
Book level
Oral Silent
Primer - 12 60 - 60 -
20 & 22 70 70
31 & 3 90 120
) 4 120 150
5 . 120 170
‘6 , 150 245
7 ' ) 150 300

: about which errors are important enough to be counted. There are two
considerations in determining what to count: (a) the error counting should

= .. . _beobjective so that examiners can agree. and (b).the error counting should — -
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Spache’s Diagnostic Reading Scales is a fairly comprehensive battery of
diagnostic reading tests of recent origin. It is designed for individual admin-
istration, contains tests of both oral and silent reading, and has six short
supplementary phonics tests. A multi-level word recognition test of 130
words, spanning grade levels one through six, can be used to test sight
vocabulary and establish a starting level for the oral and silent reading. A
series of 22 reading passages at various grade levels from primer to-eighth
grade can be used for oral and silent reading testing. These range in length
from thirty words at early first grade level to over two hundred at eighth
grade level. Comprehension questions, with -seven or eight questions per
passage, are given for checking understanding. The questions do not meet

the comprehension criterion since they are chiefly of the variety that test”

memory for what is read, rather than testing understanding. The paragraphs

themselves seem to be carefully written and the difficulty carefully estab-
lished. -

Norming of the test appears adequate, although establishjng validity by

showing high. correlation with one specific reading survey test seems -

questionable. The survey test used sets individual reading levels significantly
higher than other similar tests of high repute. Directions are given for

~ establishing “reading potential level” using the 22 paragraphs. This is done )
by determining the highest level at which the pupil understands the para-

graphs when they are rcad to him. The lack of questions evafuating the
various kinds of comprehension reduces the usefulness of this part of the
test. . .

The phonics tests do not meet the reality criterion and call for responses
that would be normal only for a child taught phonics by synthetic methods.

Despite the limitations noted, all of the tests described above, especially
the Spache and Durrell,-are highly useful tests. They have been carefully
constructed, are fairly comprehensive, and will prove very valuable to one

who administers them carefully. They are time consuming, but their results
are worth the time. '

Botel Read_i.ng Inventory

The Botel is discussed apart from the others, because it is partlya group
test and samples fewer abilities than those previously treated. It consists of
four parts: (a) tests of word recognition on grade levels 1-4, (b-c) word
opposites, a test of reading and listening comprehension, and (d) a phonics
mastery test. The word opposites and phonics mastery tests may be given as
group tests; the test of word recognition is an individual test. It is designed
chiefly for pupils reading at levels up to fourth grade. .

Colleagues at the University of lllinois, Saint Cloud {Minnesota) State
College, and the University of Massachusctts have reported that they teach
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the use of this inventory in their classes for preservice and in-service
teachers. We have used it in the Reading Center at the. University of
Kentucky and have found it to be a useful instrumen’ for teacher education -
inreading. We have been disappointed in its value for use with children. The
results-obtained have not been discrete enough for individualized remedial
reading work. It cannot be saidto what extent the inventory would detect

. group weaknesses.

" The value of the use of Word- Opposites Test as a test of listening com-
prehension is based on the idea that a pupil’s listening ability is a direct
indication of his reading potential. The writer has no quarrel with this idea,
but the Botel test seems to be only an incomplete test of liste ning vocabulary.
It does not mect the guessing criterion. Even if it did, a much more com-
prehensive test of listening ability would be needed. .

The phonics mastery test is by far the most useful and valid test in the

"battery. It tests the major.phonic abilities by determining the-child’s ability

to spell certain sound combinations. By testing the abilities in this way it
fails to meet the realitv criterion, since the ability to spell certain sound pat-
terns is not the same as the ability to supply sound equivalents for patterns
of print. Nevertheless, it is superior to most phonics mastery tests. .
The Test of Wo1 1 Recognition appears to be a valid test of sight words
in isolation (as they seldom appear in-real-reading); However, it should-be

- -pointed out that they are tested in an untimed situation where they may be

analyzed, if the child wishes. Since the words are taken from a standardized
grade list; the child may or may not have had a chance to learn them as
sight words. This test seems to fail to meet the criterion of reality.

The Word Opposites Test used as a test of reading comprehension is an
unusual test. It purports to test comprehension by measuring the pupil’s
ability to select a word that is the opposite of another word.. It is, to the
writer, more of a test of reading vocabulary and not a particularly valid test
at that. A child might do poorly on it because he did not recognize the
words; another child might do well on it and still have difficulty in com-
prehending phrases, sentences, and paragraphs.

Oral Reading Tests

The Gray Oral Reading Test is a recent revision—actually a rewriting—of
the traditionally useful Gray Oral Reading Paragraphs and Check Tests. It
consists of thirtcen reading selzctions that range in length rom twenty to
fifty words, and vary in levels of difficulty from preprimer to adult level. For
each selection there are four questions which can be correctly answered by
oral reproduction of the words of the text or by paraphrasing it. The
questions do not meet the compreliension criterion, The selections appear to
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be carefully graded—all are of a narrative variety but do not tell a contin-
uous story. In scoring the test the word fecognition errors must be recorded,
and the time taken to read each selection must be carefully noted. There are
four diffetent forms of the test. The test is very valuable for noting weak-
nesses in word perception. The norms seem quite high—the test tends to
underestimate children’s instructional reading levels. The reading selections
are too_short for establishing instructional level in a dependable way.

"The Gilmore Test consists -of a series of ten paragraphs that range in
- length from 26 to 250 words and in difficulty from preprimer to grade eight
and tell a continuous story. The five comprehension questions that accom-
pany each story ask chiefly for direct recall of the material. The selections
_ are interesting and seem to be well graded. Their greater length makes them
more useful than the Gray paragraphs:

Either the Gray or the Gilmore are satlsfactory for use in determining:
word perception strengths and abilities—insofar as this can be done through
oral reading. Neither has a test of the specific abilities of phonics. Since both
are only oral reading tests their usefulness is limited.

Higher Level Diagnostic Tests

The battery -named The Diagnostic Readmg Tests, pubhshed by the

Committee.on Diagnostic Reading Tests, is one of the few batteries designed
" for use with average readers in high school. The Committee also publishes
similar batteries for use with children in grades one through eight. The
diagnostic battery consists of seven separate tests: one each of vocabulary
and comprehension, tests of oral and silent word attack, and three tests of
rate. All are designed for group administration. Each test takes from twenty
minutes to an hour to administer.

The test would have many different uses for teachers of reading or ‘content
subjects to determine general class strengths or weaknesses. Several criteria
for diagnostic tests are not met. The student can have a field day guessing on
the tests. The tests do not meet the specificity criterion. In many cases an
error on a particular item might mean any one of several things.

The vocabulary tests have too small a sample of vocabulary from any
one field—athough not as small as some of the more widely-used survey
tests. They violate the specificity criterion since a person may miss items
because he cannot pronounce the words on the test rather than because he .
does not know word meanings.

The writer has the highest regard for the comprehension section of the
test. It requires the student to read material from several different subject
fields and answer multiple-choice questions of several different types. By
analyzing the student’s responses some impression of his ability to compre-

[
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hend material in different subject fields may be obtained; there are no
directions to assist the examiner in doing this. A good test of listening
comprehension (therefore, of reading potential) of subject matter in different
content fields can be given by using one of four forms of the comprehension
test, reading it to students and having them answer the comprehension
questions.

The rate tests have in lhe past been wnhdrawn from sale for revision or
restandardization. They would be useful to determine pupils’ rates of
reading in general readmg material, social sludles material, or science
material.

* The word attack (sﬂent) test is more a test of auditory discrimination
than of word attack. It is doubtful if an analysis of errors on it would help
a teacher determine what word attack weaknesses a student had. The word
attack (oral) will fill the same role as the Gray Oral or the Gilmore except

that it contains selections of higher difficulty—up to and including grade.

twelve.

The tests seemto be expensive but the possnblhly of reuse reduces the
per student cost. However, the test booklets are not very sturdy and do not
seem durable. ’

The tests are misnamed: they are not diagnostic tests in the strictest

sense but are actually survey tests that do a more extensive job than the
usual sutvey test—and arc therefore pc.sibly more reliable than most
survey tests. .

Tests of Wo;’d Attack

The California Phonics Survey, the Bond-Clymer, the McCullough Tests,
and the McKee Tests are all instruments designed to evaluate word attack
abilities. .

As the title indicates, the California is designed for use s a survey test
from grade level seven through college and is included here because of its
uniqueness. It is intended for group administration: all items have multiple-
choice answers. The student listens and marks his booklet to indicate if a
pronounced sound cluster is spelled out, or if a pronounced word is spelled
out in his test booklet, etc. By testing phonics abilities in this way it violates
the criterion of reality. Using the given directions, errors on the California
may be readily analyzed to determine the student’s weaknesses in various
areas of phonics. It is doubtful that remedial teaching could be adequately
planned, even after an analysis of tést results, without more information
concerning students’ abilities in phonics. -

.The Bond-Clymer is a group test utilizing the multiple-choice format.
According to the manual, it is designed for children reading at third grade
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fevel and above, but it would not be useful with rcaders above grade level
.eight. The Galifornia might be more appropriate above that level.

The Bond-Clymer-purports t- ‘est twelve different word attack abilities
in the areas of sight recognition, phonics, use of context, and structural
analysis—syllabification and root ‘words. The test seems to be carefully
constructed and fairly comprehensive. All sections violate the guessing
criterion because of the multiple-choice format. Some areas violate the
reality criterion—including the “Loczting Elements,” e.g., the word entirely
is printed vader the picture of a tire; the student is expected to “find that
little word in the big word below the picture.” “Word Synthesis” is when
words are broken at unnatural places at the end of a line of print, e.g., stick

is broken ST-ICK with the second part located below and to the left of the ~

first. The tests of the use of context and reversals are unique and useful
portions of the battery. The test might be useful in some corrective reading
classeS; however, the writer has found that the level of teicher knowledge
in corrective reading techniques must be exceptionally high if he is to make
practical use of Bond-Clymer test results.

The McCullough Word-Analysis Tests contain seven subtests, five con-
cerning phonics abilities and two measuring structural analysis abilities.
The pionics subtests utilize the multiple-choice format and thereforeé violate
the guessing criterion; two of these ask the child to listen and choose letters
that spell the initial consonant or medial vowel sound. These violate the
‘reality criterion. One subtest is a sound-matching exercise (letter combina-
tions spelling the same sound combinations are matched)—a test of auditory
discrimination, one important ability in learning phonics. -

A fourth phonics subtest asks the student to scrutinize trios of letter -
combinations and decide which, if any, spell actual words. This seems to
the writer to be a valid test of letter sounds. A test measuring the ability to
use a dictionary pronunciation key rounds out the phonics tests. Except
for the fact that it utilizes multiple-choice items, it seems to be a valid test of
the ability. ’

" Dividing words into syllables is tested by having the students do just that.
However, the words would be familiar as sight words to many intermediate
grade children and could be divided without the child’s possessing knowl-
edge of the principles of syllable division.

The final subtest requires the child to circle affixes in words. This seems
to be a valid test and meets most of the criteria for a good diagnostic test.

All things considered, the McCullough Test would be useful with a group
of children in intermediate grades, even though the multiple-choice format
reduces its effectiveness. In cases where it violates the criteria of a good
diagnostic test it is no worse than several others measuring the same abilities.

The McKee Test has been included in the teachers’ manuals of the McKee
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Reading Series for a'number of years and is also available in printed form
apart from the manuals. It is designed to evaluate phonics skills such as
initial consonants and knowledge of vowel principles, and some structural
analysis skills such as inflectional endings and affixes. It utilizes a multiple-
choice format and is thus susceptible to guessing and requi -aildren to
listen and choose the response that contains the same imtial sound (or
syllable), final sound, or medial vowel as the one spokea by the teacher.
This ability is, of course, different from that required in actual reading,

-in-which the child is confronted by symbols and must supply sound
. equivalents.

In a study directed by the writer, 43 poor readers in grades five and six
were given the McKee Test along with two individually administefed tests:
one was a nonsense syllable reading test and the other a specially constructed
test. The latter utilized words from the Dolch list and required students to
pronounce words constructed by changing one element in a Dolch word to
make a new word. The changed element was written in cursive writing so
that the form of the new word would be unfamiliar. All three tests tested
the same basic elements. It was found that if the nonsense ‘word.test was
used as a criterion,-the McKee Test detected only 13.7 percent of the chil- -
dren’s individual weaknesses in phonics. If the Dolch-Changed Element
Test was used as a criterion, the McKee detected 16.7 percent of the weak-
nesses in phonics. -

Since the McKee Test detected so few of the potential trouble spots in the
word recognition abilities of the children, its use is inadvisable. It might be
useful in detecting group weaknesses but in view of the fact that it utilizes
the multiple-choice format, the word perception weaknesses of poor readers
are likely to be inaccurately evaluated by it.

Summary

Standardized diagnostic reading tests are likely to be useful to the class-
room teacher, especially as models for the diagnostic procedures to be
followed. Ideally such procedures will evaluate many aspects of reading
and the tests used will need to meet most of several important criteria,
Very few batteries that evaluate all the important phases of reading and
also meet the criteria of a good test are available. Various published tests
have specific strengths and weaknesses and are useful in different ways in
different situations. A careful examination of several of the tests is recom-

mended before any test is purchased for use in evaluating the various aspects
of reading. -
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7. The Informal R.e‘ading.lnventory as

~a Means of Improving Instruction

TEACHERS give informal reading inventories every time they muake a reading

assignment, every time-they, give a test, every time they discuss with

_children what has besh read. Thc informal reading inventory can lead to

improved instruction, but using an informal reading inventory does not

* aucomaticzlly improve instruction. For an informal reading. inventory to

affect improvement in teaching a t -<Ler must know what an informal
reading inventory is; how to adranister, record and evaluate the results;
and how to use the results. - . )

Tuis paper is organiz:d "iio two scctions. The first section defines.an

_ informal reading inventory, tells how tc wdminister it, and presents objective

standards far c\aluating the results. The second. section concerns-the usc
of informal reading inventory results in the classroom.
[ .

What Is Informal Reading Testing?

An informal reading test or inventory is a nonstandardized reading test.
A child’s abilities in reading are tested using excerpts from a graded set of
books or a single text. Th: +4ild reads these excerpts orally and/or silently
and the teacher obtains samics of the child’s reading performance at each

book level. The child’s reading performance is evaluated against pre-

determined standards. ) - oo
One basic purpose in informal testing is to determine if a text which the
teacher wishes to use is too hard to read, about right in reading difficulty,
or too easy for a given child. (A book which is rated as too easy in reading
difficulty may be used becauise its content is important, but it would-not be

used as a text from which to teach a student to read.} A second basic purpose

of an informal reading test is to determine the book level or levels at which
each child can be instructed in reading. These two purposes are not in
conflict. This second purpose, however, usually requires more time and

The word informal may be misleading. Ti:e testing procedures apd
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standards are set and fairly-formal. Informal means that the testing is non-
standardized in the technical sense of test construction and administration.

)’ -
-

Informal does not mean relaxed or subjective.

Informal reading testing presumes that reading, achievement reflects a
developmental growth pattern similar to growth in physical weight, height,
shoe or shirt size. One does not need to know the size of a shirt to determine

if it fits a child. One puts the shirt on the child and observes if the shoulders

are too broad or too small, if the sleeves are a reasonable length' if the neck
can be buttoned, etc. One can judge if a shirt size is proper because one
knows how a shirt should fit. As a matter of convenience (perhaps necessity
in our society) shirt sizes have been glven numbers and manufacturers -use
the same standards for marking shirt sizes. However, one rarely measures
the length of a child’s arm or the size of his neck to determine_his shirt size.

- One uses the shirt as the measuring stick. If a size fourteen shirt is too tight

in the necl:, one tries on a size fifteen, ~tc. When a size fourteen shirt be-
comes too small because a child is growing, the next larger size is bought.

- This-approach is informal testing of shirt size, : 1d the procedures used are

fairly regular. One accepts and uses these ﬂttmg procedures because they
work.

Informal readmg testing does the same thing with books; it helps a
teacher decide whether or not-a book is the right size for a child, and it
determines which book sizes are acceptable for instruction m reading. In
informal reading testing one tries on a book for size.

Figure 1 presents this concept diagrammatically. Note that in this
example the child can wear a size 12, 13, or 14 shirt even though size 13 is
the best fit: Note that the child needs instruction in reading from book sizes
6,7, 8, and 9. With instructional help he can read from all these levels. The

best book for instruction is book 7, but books are not too easy until book -
- 5 level and below nor too hard-until book 10 level and above. A child’s
- instructional. level in 1cading usuali; is more than a single book level-

_ although we sometimes say that a student’s instructional level is the-mid-

point of his instructional reading range or the level from which he can be
instructed best.

- T

How Is an Informal Reading Test Administered?
Betts (1), Coolser (3), Durreli (47),7 l-iarris 7(5),7 Johnson and Izress (6),
Russell (7), Sheldon (8), and others have described informal reading inven-

torles Basically the method used in administering an informal reading
lﬁlventory is as follows:

1. The child is asked to read both orally and snlently from a graded
series of books, usually a basal reading series. The child begins at a
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were significant and which were not—indicating that a criterion for errors
whlch just-counted the number of errors was best.

It was also found that the error pattern seemed related to level of dlﬁiculty
and not to the type ofidifficulty the child might be having. For example,
a good reader in sixth grade will make no errors when reading orally from

a second or third reader. He begins to make repetitions as the difficulty of -

the material increases to fourth-and fifth grade levels.

“In the sixth and seventh grade level selections, the good reader begins to
make substitutions and additions, but he will correct these errors. At the
cighth and nmth grade levels, he begins to meet unknown words, to make
omissions, and to mlspronounce words without correcting these errors.
Finally, he waits for assistance.in pronouncing words in tenth grade level
material and in materials-above this level.

As the level of difficulty increases, the beginning errors persist; but
proportionately they are lIess. This finding seemed atso fo indicate that the
counting of the number of errors is more important thanis the classification.

It has been argued that self-corrected errors should not be counted. How-

ever, a child who makes numerous errors and self-corrects all of them soon
becomes frustrated through lack of success and through the slowness of
intake of ideas. S2If-correction cuts down reading rate.-Slow reading rates
are associated with frustration, with students not reading, and with students
not doing assngnments even though they seem able to do so.

Yach type of error is counted equally; a repetition is counted as one error,
an omission is counted as one error, or a word which has to be prono.uced
by the teacher is counted as one error. The type of error may have sigrifi-
cancein determining what the student needs to be taught; butin determmmg

instructional reading level the number of errors, not the kinds, is what is_

important. (The author suggésts that diagnostic analysis of error pattern is
valid only within the instructional range.)
To make error counting objective and precise, six rules are used:

1. Count only one error at any one place in the reading. Many times a
student will make more than onetype of error at one point in the story.
For example, a student may omit a difficult word, reread {repetition)
and mispronounce the omitted word, reread again (another repetition)

-and pronounce the word correctly. All of this would be counted as one
error.

2. Count as one error if a student corrects an error, with or without

- repeating other words.

3. Count as one error the omission of m. *re than one word of consecutive -

print.
4. Count as onc/error the addition of two or more words consccutively.

H
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5. Count as one error if the child makes a second error caused by his
forcing grammatical agreement. For example, a child who substitutes
hefor they will probably add an s to the verb, reading ke wants for they
want. The same thing happens when a male proper name is read as
female. Later, the pronoun /e is sometimes read as she, or fim as her.

6. Count as one error the mispronouncing of a proper name or difficult
word if the word appears more than once ina 100 to 150 word selection
and is mispronounced two or more times. For example, students will
sometimes read Bill as Billy consnstently Count as one error if a proper
name has tv.o or more words in it and both are mispronounced. Count
errors on simple words each time they occur. For example, if a is
substituted for the three times, count three errors.

Note on Frustration Level

When a book or story is at frustration level for a student, thns means
that the book or story is so hard that the student cannot learn to read from
the book even with help; it means-that he will not read from the book if.
assigned to-work alone in it; it means that if he is forced to try to read, he
will fail and be frustrated in his attempts. A student does not have to exhibit
all of the characteristics or symptoms of frustration to have reached frustra-
tion. One inability or several partial inabilities are sufficient to cause frustra-
tion. Frustration level usually is considerably higher than independent
level; that is, a child meets frustration in books which are much harder in
reading level than the level of the books which he can read mdependently

Adults can expcrierice frustration level by reading a technical text in a
discipline in which they are ignorant, reading a simple fairy tale in a foreign

language in which they have only a minimum competence, or by reading a

mature novel or adult text vhile holding the book upside down. It is some-
times necessary to read for five-minutes or more to become frustrated. It
is very hard-to be frustratec in thi v to sixty seconds even though all the
characteristics of frustration may be evident. When reading from the techni-
cal text in an unknown discipline, the frustration will probably come from
inability to understand the material. When reading from a simple story in a
forelgn language, the frustratiern will probably come from inabilit> or uncer-
tainty in how to pronounce the words. When reading from the adult story

“while holding the material upside down, the frustration will probably come g

from making and correcting numerous mistakes. Each one of these inabil-
ities or difficulties is sufficient to cause personal frustration and an unwill-
ingness to read if the reading is carried on for half an hour or more. The
author strongly recommends that all beginning reading teachers force
themselves to experience frustration in reading by \rying all ‘or at least one
of these. -

LR oha
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Note that frustration is not a matter of averaging. A perfect compre-
hension score does not offset inability to read “orally; the ability to read .
fluently orally does not offset 30 {0 40 percent comprehension. Itis perfectly .
) reasonable to expect perfect comprehension of a fairy tale printed in a
- - foreign language, but the inability-to “read’ is frustration:

Note on Reliability and Validity of Informal Testing -

Does informial testing give a fair sample of how a student will perform -
in a whole book? One of the. beauties of informal testing is that it can be - T
repeated using different pages when a teacher is in doubt. It a teacher is ST
- : - uncertain about error recording, if a-teacher is uncertain whether a partic- '
; T ular paragraph is typical of the'book in which ‘it is found, she can select
) another section and repeat the testing. For most students the following ]
guides will ensure valid testing: _ : :

S 1. Select paragraphs or passages which are 100 to 200 words in Tength.

- Longer passages do not seem to be necessary, and they add to the

testing time. A total of 100 words is ample for oral reading.

2. Select passages which can be comprehended without special knowledge
- of what-has preceded or what comes next. Select passages whic.1 have S

something to be comprehended. Some 100 word samples convey little ) : : L o-
meaning. - 7 . : : . )

3. Thirty seconds of elapsed time usually are sufficient for oral reading
although this period may not cover 100 words. If a child is struggling
through a passage of 150 words and is less than halfway through in
thirty seconds, there is no need to continue to prove that he is frus-
trated: If a child is frustrated.on the first three or four sentences of a
story, he will remain frustrated. A teacher shouid stop the testing and
shift to a lower level. - - . )

. Be carcful in selecting storiesor passages from the first unit v, a basal
reading book since the first unit sometimes is a review of the previous
level. - - -
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With short passages it is improbable that any student will be frustrated .
when asked to read (provided the teacher pronounces the unknown words). : )
Since testing is sampling of the student’s reading aziievement, one must - : <
remember that the amount of frustration encountered in reading for-one or
two minutes of testing will be multiplied when a stuJent is-expected to read )
from a text for 15 minutes or more. A little bit of fi tstration, the small signs, ;
encountered during testing should be accepted as indicative of frustration. '

Ir the same way, the small amount of instruction apparently needed in - .
short passages near a student’s independent reading fevel should not be . .
‘ignored. These small instructional needs . re also multiplied as the amount L
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to be read is increased. If a student needs help in pronouncing or under-
standing one word in 50 running words in a story, a teacher would have 40
words to teach in a 2000 word story. Teaching 40 words before or while a
story is being read would be an impossible teaching task.

Note on Speed

Informal testing can be conducted without measuring speed o. reading.
, Speed of reading, however,-seems to- be a highly sensitive measure-of the
dxﬁiculty achild is encountering’ ‘while readmg Speed of reading is measured
~in words per minute. Words per minute may be a misnomer. A better name
: - might be ideas perceived per minute. The number of ideas i in a paragraph
: o seems to be related to the number. of words so that measures of speed of
reading may be measures of ideas perceived per minute.

A child will not rzad for any length of time if his intake of ideas is so
small per minute that he is bored or frustrated by lack of progress. The use !
of speed scems justified when-selecting library books for free reading or ]
textboo.'s for daily instruction, particularly for those children who can read |
but don’t or won't. Speed is-a good predictor of -frustration of: longer ;

' . '
D v A A e

passages and a good predictor of which children are able to do their home- -
work assignments fast enough to bother.doing them regularly.-Failure to
meet the suggested minimum standards predicts that a child will not doan
assignmert orread a book; surpassing predicts that he w.: :f he measures -
at least at instructional level otherwise. Knowing w hether 2 child will read

a book or do an assngnment is probably as important as knowmg if the
child can. .

Speed testing is the easiest of the mforma. testing measures to make :
objeciively. Examiners may disagree concerning ciror count or comprehen- .
sion percei. t?ge. but there is little dnsagreement about rate ifa stopwatch ] .
is used. o

To evaluate speed it is usually necessary to have measures of both oral
and silent reading speeds. The difference between oral speed and silent
speed cetermines the evaluation as much as the speeds themselves. The

: "~ measurement of silent speed should be accompanied by a measurement of
| comprehension because, a high silent speed without comprehension is

o tpte e a

i " meaningless. The frustration caused by low comprehension takes care of ' . B
this dispariiy. o
Note that speed, by ltsclf, cannot causc-a child s reading to be ratedas ' o '
frustration Jevel unless the child’s silent speed is significantl, less (15 words o
per minute or more) than his oral spced -at the same level. This circumstance b L
occurs rarely. Speed can contribute to a frustration rating since speeds o
below the minimum standards are scored under the questionable part of
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instructional level. Oral and silent speed are counted as separate scores
When determining if half or more of the child’s scores fall under the ques-
tionable part of instructional level.
The standards for speed in Figi're 3 are minimum standards, not average -
. speeds. Average speeds are well above these minimum standards. The

S
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e

e
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standards are for use at traditional basal reader levels. A teacher may use ‘i*%;
these with science, social studies, or trade books; but she should be cautious by
. in determining the “basal reader level” of such books. The use of the levels- a
: yielded by the Botel Predicting Readability- Levels (2) is a good techniqué. . =1
b " The speed standards are by book level regardless of the child’s grade place- e
) ment. A child reading at a given book level either exceeds or does not exceed 4

* the minimum- speed standard ‘He does-not pass or fail. His words per -

" minute must not be read as a grade level by moving left in the chart from the
speed to d book-level. The comparisons for oral and silent speed, however,
can be used without regard to level.

Lo

— o9

Usmg an Informal Readmg Inventory to Affect Instruction

In one third grade in.a traditional school basal reading was the-adopted

. program. It was September. Mrs. Smith was the teacher. She had taught -

. R fifteen years but she was new to teaching third grade. She asked the reading’

’ consultant for help because-the children.in-her reading groups were not
respondmg well. She had inherited three reading groups from the second :
grade and had shifted.one child. _ )

Her top group had six children readmg from a 3-2 level basal reader and ]
doing the accompanying workbook exercises. The children were a joy but -
always finished tieir readmg .seat-work before-the teacher had another -
activity ready. Her middle group had fourteen ¢hildren reading from a 3-1
level and doing a good job. Her bottom group had erght children trying to L
read from a 3-1-level basal reader. They could not work independently even -
after instructiofi. They had trouble with silent reading, needed constant help )
when reading orally around the circle, and rarely got better than 50 percent ) ] : o
the first time they did their workbook exercises. The teacher was using the .

- same techniques with each group, techmques which seemed to work only
with the middle group.

The reading consultant administered an informal readmg mventory The . -
reason for Mrs. Smith’s difficulties was apparent from the results. All six _
pupils in the top group were independent at level 3-2. All fourteen pupils
in the middle group needed instri'ction at third reader level. All eight pupils
in the bottom § group were frustrated with 3-1 level material. Mrs. Smith and
the second grade teacher had recognized individual differences, knew how to A4
conduct informal testing without realizing it, but did not know how to ' -
record or evaluate the results. - o : .
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3 7 , TABLE 1
% . SHOE SIZE OF 28 THIRD GRADE CHILDREN IN SEPTEMBER
o Size : Nuinber of: Pupils
- i | 7-8:® , | S
i R | 4 7
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§ . - TABLE 2
: BOOK SIZE OF 28 THIRD GRADE CHILDREN IN SEPTEMBER
: - Book Size ’ . Number of Pupils
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92 ] ' THE INFORMAL READING INVENTORY

Mrs. Smith saw the implications, but she was worried. The children would
not like to be treated dificrently. The low group-would be embarrassed by
an_easy book. They had.read the 2-2 book last year!

The reading consultant made a chart, reproduced in Table 1. Each child
took off his shoe and read his shoe size.

Each child was asked, “Why do you wear that partrcular shoe -size?”

Pupils answered consistently, “Because it fits.”

“Why don’t you wear a bigger shoe? Don’t you want your foot to grow
faster?”

“That’s crazy,” a puprl said. “If my shoe didn’t fit, it would hurt my foot
.cr fall off when Irun.’

The reading consultant and the children talked about shoe sizes and the
sequence of numerals mdrcatmg sizes. They talked about the rmpossrbrlrty
of feet growing to be size 6 without' havmg first been size S or size 4. They
agreed that feet grow gradually from size 1 to 2, from 2 to 3 to 4, etc., not
suddenly. They talked about book size and developed the concept thai the
numerals on basal readers are sizes, not grade level. They developed the
concept that children learn to read book 2 after mastering book 1, book 3
after mastering bookr2, etc.

The reading consultant made another chart, reproduced in Table 2. He
told the children that he had measured their book sizes just as a shoe sales-
man-might measure their foot sizes. He asked the pupils what their book
sizes meant. From the top group came responses such as, “I nged a harder
book. Our reader is too easy. I’ve got a big book size.” From the bottom

, group came responses such as, “I knew that book was too hard. I need an

easy book. No wonder reading is hard.”

Mrs. Smith told the children that many of them were going to shift into
different books for reading instruction, that they would work in these books
for one week, and that she would then ask them if their books fit. She
explained that dfter the shoe salesman fits the shoe to your foot, he asks
you to walk around a bit to see how it feels, After a week’s instruction Mrs.
Smith was going to ask, “How does your book fit?”’

For a week the top group worked in book 4 and was assigned to choose

library books for independent reading. The middle group continued reading -

from 3-1 level. The bottom group worked from a reader for bridging 1-2
and 2-1 levels. The r-cthods of instruction shifted slightly during this first
week primarily because the children in the bottom group did not need
constant attention.

At the end of the week one boy asked to change He was the poorest
reader in the middle group. He wanted to work in the bottom group. Two

32”

of the top group children said that book 4 was, “Awful easy, but better than \

.
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i ual di ifferences. ,Teachers prOJect '
adult fears when: thmkmg that chlldren are'embarrassed ‘by-our.recog:-

mzmg ‘that t_“hey'— are pobr readers, The: usé offthe word -poor reflects -

this 'amtude ‘No_one spea -shoe size. Childre ‘frequently
hen the teache ecogmzes thenr dnfﬁcultnes In the samé




a Chlld had drfﬁculty at mstructronal*level'; Mrs. Smrth could see the drﬂ‘i—
T culty because rt -was not shrouded wrth the.maze of troubles whrcn abound

ally frustrated them, but more -often’ just hrghhghted mstructronal needs,
meﬂ‘icrent “study - skrlls -and=inefficient, fmeﬂ'ectrvef’—note-takmg, stoodl‘ out




mformal readmg mventory,
- —a mannersnmllar to thahn Mrs. S X

"Baron: worked:wnth whls’who}e class to senpurpo.;ei
text qulckly, precnsely, wnth :
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o Each eplsode represented m Table IV mcluded two questlon-response
units. Thus, the, 142 questxon-response epxsodes accounted for 284 of the

Although the_ s1ze of the sample :ife' th ;study prevents—;
generahzatxon of its results, the follow 1

5 they-can
emplo he eadxng-thmkmg—abxhtxes and -skills” of the reﬂectxve reader.
Thns narro pa -







stlmulatxng mferentlal sohcnatlons ar 7developed they may sustam wnde S
responsc in such a fashlon that ‘the- abbrevnated SR+ pattern becomes an- -
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fo each mdmdu_ w:thm th gmup,'f’: e
vously concemed w:th the pac =




,mcnfn-'mm——‘conﬁeimcrs— : "f; -

: other chrldren who are waltmg turns Group momentum JS lost 1f too much -

specral concern is directed tow,ard one mdmdual within'the ;  group. -Constant -
conﬂlct anses between:grvmg attentron ‘to-one yet: attendmg to the wrshes

- == T




- wxll “take off" from the. stlmulus whlch she provndes ESEE -
Two models for the mdmdural conference will: be developed The ﬁrst type







- 5. What do you thmk the perso who wrote
Aoyoul . o ’




P Well, Tliked it <<
B “Why did you llke 1t?”

P It was exciting.” -~ -
> T: “What made'it. excntmg 9
) -P"‘ “A lot of thmgs happened »

sco: Harr Wagner,
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'P';' “Easy I knew all the words It was easler than The Pearl D:vers
T “Dld ‘you understand all that you read?” - T Rl




The above questron pmpomts the' observatlon If the chnld were granted ?7 -
- power- of-word- recognition equal-to._that. possesséd ‘by the typical child in
- the class, would hrs power of understandmg the prmted word be drastrcally -
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~ d. The child ’dlscerns th~ re!atlonshlp whnch EXists among w0rds
The typical response t0 the unknowi word “(spent)'is, “I took the
sp-off and tried b T got tent-so.1 put the 5p. back- and got spent.”

. The child sounds xsolated letters m turn whlle attemptmgjo make

a, LookoSay (L-S) lS the, owest eﬂ’lclency level Itixs charactenzed by
the chlld’?sa; word-to-hi :




7:—TEACHER-PUPIL CONFERENCES
rng ensues and srgnrﬁes too much attentron to Word study and, -
= --too little to thought-gettrng Tesponse: - w L

7,—"7Look-Hear (L-H) is a low- eﬂicrency level It is- charactenzed by:'
© - some- observable vocahzatron but’ ‘mainly by slowness-in accom-
phshrng coverage -of . material.- “The- child answers aﬂirmatrveny to
-~ -the questron, When readrng to yourself do you seem to- hear some-, ]
* [ --= “one saying most-of the WO ds to: you" S S
c ’Look-l‘ hrnk, (L-Thl) rs' )
= by the 1

g-in-sustai
durxng the srlent By di g’
- partrcuf | :
Is -utilized: by the puprl
ﬁnd qurckly he 'ords whrch

k The extent to 'w 12 bl to do $0- reveals
“the: relatrve “inefficien iency: I ,of srlent reading. Generally this
] } 1 Y material the child is currently readrng
- ing skrlls wrll be: presented in the

subsequent sectron on the total: class conference S o I

C Tlre Second ;41!ematzve Thmkmg wzth the Prmted Word

Some chrldren have power in word recognrtron and related skrlls but
flo under when asked to. respond meanrngfully to- the prrnted word. They
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T °lmply do not thrnk well wrth prlnted w0ros Thrs model or- type, whrle

© notso apparent as the non-word | recognizer, can- ‘be. readlly detected through —
—the more general teacher-pupll -conference and-the questions: typrcally asked
" therein. But there -are: s’éveral speclﬁc ‘observational activities- and~rnqumes
whrch sharpen the focus in examrnrng the problem Teachers can and should

3. Key Questlon ‘on’ Selectm Ideas: 7Can the child:select: rmportant 1deas

" from a paragraph? ‘Observational | test: Select: a"'paragraph and skim it
“Tell:the child-to find"the sentence ‘or_sentences-which tell-him most

- about- the paragraph Perslst in plnpolntrng ‘exact words and phrases

which are most: powerpacked with ‘meaning.- “Show methe place where -

it tells “you- that., .- “Whrch word or words ln the sentence are of
greatest lmportance?” - T -

The questlons enumerated prevrously under “Values Ganned From’ Book”
should reveal hew the_child” manages-longer selections wherein ideas-are
- interwoven into.complex and intricate patterns. The child’s ability to- handle
the unfolding of ideas is the ultimate test of proﬁcrent reading; - -
ObServatlons ‘pertaining to attrtudes ‘toward, commrtments to; and in-_

- r“
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- volvement in readrng books-can- -be gamed by utrlrzrng questrons prevrously E
suggested -under -the- headrng -of “Appreciationof ‘Book.”-"The topic- of

The Smaleri u'i'fConference S

( 1magrnat1ve drmensron The books: vary wrth:'regard to thrs qualrty, the - j
- teacher emphasrzes the. reahty-fantasy contrnuum)

come from?” S ST T

-Debbie: “From the author » -

Teacher: *Yes, but where does the wrrter get these rdeas ?” ) ol

Ken: “In his-head.” - - T
: Teacher' “Yes, in-his mind; he makes them up. Can we say that these
books are really true; do the- thrngs in them really take place ?” i

Children: “No!” :;5 -

Anne: *“Most of the- things i m my book couldn t happen »-

Teacher:**Can we: say these ideas are real ideas - - T

Albert: “Ya! Some guy thought em up He had em in hrs head He got -
them-from somewhere » -

“Teacher: “Butthereisa drfference between telling what actually happened
and ‘telling about. something we. Just rmaglne happened ”
Children in Chorus: “Yes?* -

Robin: *But they sure make some wonderful readrng ”o

.

- - TEACHER—PUPILOONFBRENCES: .

appraising- ‘oral- readrng has -been treated- extensrvely -in-the literature on~ - - -
informal readrng inyencories. The title-of an TRA Reading Aids-Booklet by* -
the.. same name is fairly deﬁnrtrve thus, the evaluatron of oral readrng skrlls -
- has not been rncluded in. thrs paper (2) e wToeTED

g, s A
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Teacher “Now I want each of youto ﬁnd in your book one or.two places .

_where the ideas-are most fantastic, where the writer- has told: somethmg

~ that- 3ust couldn’t- -happen. We’ll see who has a part in hxs book thh the o

most imagination.” -~ -~ -

(The -children- search for places 1n thelr books exempleytng the greatest 7

degrees “of- fantasy “Furns-are- -given to-various children:to read: the fanciful -
parts followxng several renditions -according to lxmxts of time, a-decision

is made regardxng the greatest d1splay of imagination. by the various authors. T

_ Two or_three-children: steadfastly- maintain-that- ithelr particular. boc

corded behavxor and reactxons of persons thhxn the -
story to- critical -choice points. (How.-would the -

o

_ children who are readmg react 1n snmxlar conﬁxctmg
- s1tuatnons?) R .

The combined” responseés given by. chxldren over a series of group con-
ferences become.highly- reVealxng The- generalxzed impressions-the teacher
gains about a partxcular child can be refined and verified within the scope of -
the individual teacher-pupil conference. Thus, the | group conference isa
valuable part of the total evaluation- program

The Total Class Conference Followmg leent Readmg Txme 7

Through the personal conf srence the teacher. really learns about each
child as a reader and about the books he chooses to read. The nchness of
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- the- personal contact makes the. conference umquely vrtal ’l'here is-so much i g

to talk-about, so many- books, there is- always ‘the” desrre to- prolong the - -
conferénce. But: always ‘there-are-so many children;-Of course,- there-is - B
not enough ‘time-to'talk: suﬁicrentl' | "th‘each chrld}Many trul '»'nte estmg
'conferences have to be cut chort TR - : -

.—7 What d1d you do when you got to the good Vparts? Dld you read
faster or slower? ) - -

a concept w1th|n each “child about ,the'kmd of reader he ls becommg and of
what he needs to do to- lmprove. Thrs evaluatlon sesslon, whrle bnef can




be mvaluable The chrld is able to see the kmd of reader he needs to be The -
result is. evaluatxon in the best sense of the word

By proclamatron, per.,onal evaluatron through teacher-puprl conferences
has been declared;supenor to all other approaches to pupil-
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: Who tended to. act hke some of the characters m the stones that were read 7-

_ and an attempt:is-being made-to. getan: understandlng of the’g group’s feeling

DAVID W DARLmG

INTEICAMERICAN EDUCA‘I‘IONAL CENTER 5'::’, -
:i:fr *&\N ANTONIO, TEXAS""’ -

Who was eager to. respond ‘to_questions- anditqfother pupils’ -
As- these _questions concerning the reading’ -group and_individual s,ln the
group are, ;answered, the affective behavror of the students is belng evaluated

about readnng. Those who are most eager for reading mstructnon, those™ who
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let the content ofiwhat they: read affect what they do, are operatmg at very IR S 3

e hrgh Tevels-of affectrve behavior:” - - R S I
- Now picture-in' the-mind’s ‘eye a “poor” readmg group Who in th|s ) - [
- ‘group-shows-a_ clear’ wrlhngness to-respond ‘to- questions?" ‘Who shows no ~ B
- initiative in responding but.will answer if called. upon? Who would-let his I T

attentlon wander whilein the crrcle? Who W|ll se]dom respond to. quest|ons o o T B A

e Ky

bt 4 sl

¢ dition for -a~story- about -
he c|ty unt|l h|s recent move

. from the text . -
e Why ‘was_it hard for Charhefto make frrends wrth the boys on the )
~~ reservation? - - o
+ In-what way- d|d Charhe thmk h|s s|ster was more fortunate ‘than he?—
«What_ happened that gave Charhe another chance to “try to. make
friends?" :

« Why-do you- suppose no: ,,°“° on the reservatron had been wrlhng to- SR B
Lty goat’s milk before? e T A

The next two questrons area lrttle drfferent They offer the opportumty for
the learner to-read himself i into’ the story

* Do you think Charlie and the boys Iearned somethmg about one
another? -




i <+ Do: you thmk Charhe s hfe on- the reservatron wrll be dlﬁ'erentor much ;
S the same- from now on? Why? (2) —i- e 3

B havmg read the story, knows whrch answers to accept as correct and whrch
-7 to reject as-incorrect.- “In=the-second set" of questrons, only the. responder
_knows:the answer. If the- teacher accepts- ‘any answer the. responder gives, -

] "—perhaps followmg wrth questlons to help:the puprl clarify-

. Why do- yon think: peopl, were always saymg, No, no, to Josephme?
-+ Why do you:think the-keeper let. Josephine into the hall? =~~~

+ Why did Josephme hck the pan-and the cloth" R : 2 Bl :':i}} 7

*The ﬁrst thrrd and ﬁfth questrons lrkely are not aﬂ'ectrve questrons for

. there-are:either. subtle or- direct clues in ‘the story- whrch can be used as-a
referent for- respondmg “The second, fourth,-and sixth may evoke- affective

. responses smce no clue to the answer is grven in- the context of the story. B}
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- apphed by teachers e1ther to frame aﬂ'ectrve questlons or to recogmze affec-
“tive- questrons appearing in- teachers’. editions: (a)- the answer _cannot:be
mferred easrly from the story, and (b) the responder 1s the sole determmer

requrre the responder o become‘more‘personally mvolved m “the - story

has personally mvolved hrmself in- the readmg AS- apparentl

-for these teachers made no. eﬂ'ort to determine” this_ -aspect. Stated drfferently,
if- teachers desrred the learners_to-achieve any-. aﬂ'ectlve objectrves, they
would have had to ask questrons which- would ehcrt an aﬂ'ectxve response.

They ask- hrm to apply hrs'values, feelmgs or emotronsto the srtuatrons
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Smce no such questlons were asked one must assume that the teachers had
no such- objectives: Few- “people- would admlt ‘that they are not- vntally con-
_ cerned- “about- ch|ldren developmg a:love of- “reading. Love-is an. aﬂ'ectlve
behavror not-a- cogmtlve one.: Naturally, one: cannot’generahze froma~

~_.population”of only six teachers but the mteractlons appeanng in_ Guszak’
d1ssertatlon -do: not differ-from:

: }he thought what?”’thus aﬂirmmg
: Here is another short sequ

- - - T at,do you thmk gave;hlm the mostpleasu"
. :S Composmg ST T -

ry-whi
The teacher- failed to_ sense his fact and- pursuc

-acquired the acceptable ans Thus, in-effect; she" 1scouragedthe pupxli, ]
from becommg personally- i

olved'in the story. Very. few-of the other 260 -

- questions asKed: by these teachers ‘came evenr this close to- evokmg an'—— -

aﬂ'ectnve response. = -

“The second- type’ of teachmg behavxor that determmes what a child learns:
is the teacher's respondmg to thmgs puplls say and do. Students look uponf
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thls functron asa real form of evaluatlon Teacher must become aware and :

take-advantage of these constant opportunrtres for-evaluation and’ clanﬁca-

tion..Raths, Harmln, and Simon- (4) have an-excellent treatment of such-a-
: *teachrng strategy-in- their-book -Values-and Teachmg “The. book contarns,
_among other things, a detailed respondrng technrque whrch teachers can
use to help learners clarrfy therr own;vaIues - -

7 Clarrfyrng responses areioften for rndrvrduals
nced clarrﬁcatron rnay be. of no'

9 (‘larrfyrng responses operat -situations ‘in_ whrch there are- no~ “rrght” -
~answers, such-as-in situations rnvolvrng feelrngs, attitudes, beliefs, or purposes.
They are not approprrate for drawrng student-toward a- predetermrned answer.
10.° Clarrfyrng responses are not mec| ical’ thrngs thatﬁcarefully follow aformula; -
They must be used creatrvely and wrt vrnsrg'ht but wrth therr purpose in mrnd (4)

These ten condrtrons are- not srmple to brrng about smce they requrrer
‘conscious effort and- practice on the part of teachers if the strategy is .
successfully rmplemented One brlef example wrll grve some understandrng
, of thrs approach. e i : : -
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st I felt sad when I ﬁnrshed the story
~T: Were- you- glad. you. feltathat way? s -
S Well -sort”of —I mean; the: story was- very mterestrng and I hked rt
~ _eveniifi rt drd have.a sad endrng, L =
T‘ “Would you read this kind of story-again?. iR
S Well maybe—especrally rf I didn’t mmd feehng sad I would -
" M ha ¢

the student ; any clues about how theteacher feels’;VThe Iearner'rs left danghng
and must form-his-own. Judgments bou h worth of lis

) y:is:t0 giv explanatrons and assrgnments
’related ) evaluatro -The: pornt to be: made here

_for the aﬂ‘ectrve development of the learners;and should’ be in part an out- ’

growth of prevrous assessment and?:evaluatron of the student’s attrtudes




134 - ] 7 STt e AFFEC‘I‘IVE DlMENSION or READING

i

|
4 555 | g M e
| [ e T

In these exammatlons, a total of about 350 questnons or statements requlred
the student to-make a- response Only two- questtons oﬂ'ered the slightest
possibility-for a child to-contribute-an-affective- response; the -Test clearly
~ called_for some kind of -cognitive -behavior. The-two- examples follow:
"+ ‘How do: ‘you- thmk the boys-felt- when' they'heard-the howlmg noise?
- Bea god or. godess (sic)-and tell what good- thing you-would ‘'do'to
help or chan “something int .o == = s

4ok
"l
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skills and still not.enjoy readxng, be committed to readlng, nor use reading

for the -purpose-for which it is presumably- taught—to enrich one’s life.-
~ Some learners will come to enjoy reading regardless of what teachers-do.
* But thé goal is and must be to have all pupils become commltted to reading
- —a goal requmng conscious effort. .

. . The Affectxve Domaxn

Thanks to extensxve research quxte a lot about teach1ng the cognltxve ]
read1ng skills is*known. Due-to- ‘the lack-of extensive- research; “very little
about- teachxng for affective behavior. in: readxng is-available. It- appears that
‘we have fallen 1nto the trap-o “which: John. Mann recently warned we are

“putting-all our- energy into that about ‘which- “we- know the most at the
: expense ‘'of that about - which we ‘carethemost (3). -~~~ - =

-Four: thxngs must-be dotie to- correct this deﬁcxency (@) teachers edxtxons
-and- manuals-of reading textbooks -must. put-greater-emphasis on- affective
questions- and- testxng, (b). extens1ve -research-must-be carried -out to bring
about a-balance in what we know about ‘both- ‘the affective: and ‘cognitive
aspects of: reading;-(c)- puplls “affective - growth in. readxng ‘must be tested -
and reported;-and (d)-teacher education | -programs should:be expanded s0
that those-entering- teaching will- have- ‘competence_in teachxng the bas1c
skills andin- -guiding the learner’s-affective development.” )

“Tiie acceptance of a general_ taxonomy of aﬁ'ectxve behavior or one specx-,
fically. for reading would be a: distinct- asset i accomphshxng ‘these: four
tasks, To analyze- its: apphcabxhty, it-would be interesiing to.use the Krath-
wchli Taxonomy as-a-basis for affective evaluatxon in reading ). -

- An attempt has been made- ‘to-use the term aﬁ“ecnve in the same sense it™
is used i in Krathwohl’s handbook. Aﬁ'ectxve ‘behavior emphasizes a feeling
tone, an emotion, or a degree of acceptance or rejection. Learning activities
which are aimed at developlng 1nterests, attxtudes, values, and apprecxatlon
are all in the affective realm. .

It may be recalled that there are five levels in- the hierarchical continuum
of the affective taxonomy: (3) Receiving, (b) Responding, (c) Valuing, (d)
Organizing, and (¢) Character.. ztion. The continuum-extends froia a simple
awareness-on_one extreme to. compIete internalization on the other.

One way to view the taxonomy is in terms of personal involvement. If
a learner is sporadic in his attentiveness dunng reading, if he is. receiving
sometimes—but not all the time—then his degree of -personal involvement
is very-low. On- the other hand -if he is an avid reader and seeks to immerse
himself in reading, then he is. committed- to_reading and is persona]lv :

“involved-to a high degree. The taxonomy represents a continuum of varylng
degrees of personal involvement. -
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. 136 . AFFECTIVE DIMENSION OF READING

Another way io look at the taxonomy is in terms of internalization. This
is the organizing thread Krathwohl and 'rs have accepted (2). Inter-
nalization describes the process by which the act of reading may progress-
ively become an integra! part of the 1nd1vrdual =

Reading can be valued for itself or it can be used to study and evaluate
the other narts of one's total value system. Thus, one can learn to value
reading itself and-one can be committed to utilizing reading to build a.con-
sistenit-value system, Both are legrtrmate objectrves of educatron and both,
should be evaluated. :

In the Recervrng category, three’ levels-of behavror have been 1dentrﬁed
(a) awareness, (b)- willingness_to_receive, and (c) controlled attentwn " These
are close to-being cognitive behaviors. It-is not generally necessary-to test
or ask questions to ascertain learner ‘behavior at this level. The day dreamer,
the sporadic lrstener, the-one-who'is occasronally with- you and- occasronally'
not—=each is on this level. These- “persons_show-a lack-of interest as well as

77 skills. The teacher can- usually spot these by-consciously reﬂectrng on each

child and-his overt behavior during reading instruction.

Three levels of-behavior have been identified in the- Respondrng category
() acquiescence in re.s'pondmg, (b) szImgness to respond and () satz.s;factton
in response. -

These behaviors are:most- ev1dent when the learner has an’ opportumty'
to respond during reading instruction. A teacher can check this fact occas-
ionally by- keeping a small chart to tally- puprls Tesponses. “Each time Sally
must be-Tequested.to answer, a tally goes in-the acquiescence in responding
box. When she volunteers a-response bu: indicates no strong feeling-about
having responded, a tally goes in the willingness to respond category. If
Sally volunteers a reply and indicates she féels 'good or happy about having
answered, the mark goes in the satisfaction in response box. A total of tallies
in each”box will render a rough indication of the-child’s responding level.
This informal evaluation is simple and will help focus the teacher’s attention
on affective behavior. Evaluating responding behavior should be of i major
importance to teachers, and informal assessment should be made peri-
odically.

The three levels of Valuing behavior, (a) acceptance of a value, (b) pref-

" erence for a value, and (c) commitment to a value, are rather high levels of

affective behavior. These usually develop over a longer period of time.
Elementary teachers often use charts to record books pupils have read
and to give an added incentive for pupils to read trade books., These teachers
are attempting to get the students to accept the value of reading. Billy reads
more trade books so he can be ahead of Mary on the chart. In the process,
he finds that there is satisfaction to be gained from reading. Later, hopefully,
when the stimulus chart is removed, the pupil will continue to prefer reading
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to come other activities. At this point, it can be said that if the learner likes
to read, he is accepting the value of reading.

To determine whether a student has acquired a preference Jor- reading,
he needs to be given the opportunity to make a choice. Many teachers have
a reading table, an activity table, and the like in their rooms. If Susan has
the choice of reading a book, working a puzzle, or writing a story, and if she
- chposes reading, it could be said that Susan is operating at the second level
of valuing. She has developed a preference for reading, at- Iéast over the stip-

- ulated alternatives. Keeping-a record- of the free time choices made by

- students could grve another mdrcatron ofthe student 5 aﬂ'ectrve development

in reading. - . -

This category-also lends 1tself to- paper and penc1l testmgl Readmg prefer-
ence inventories could be used, or it-would not be difficult to find personal

. preference inventories- that could -be  lapted: for assessment in this area. -

Developing a commitment for reading is a high and noble aspiration. This-

_ is the highest level of Valuing behavior. Tt is usually notdifficult to determine

when a pupil is committed to- reading. When he has a free moment, he is
readmg Reading is very“high on his list of preferred activities. He has a
tendency to channel his_reading in a special area and shifts to-a new area
only after he has probed -deeply into his current interest. A teacher can
evaluate a commitment- by. observation, much the same as she_can evaluate
Receiving behavior by observation.-The teacher should look for (a) constant

reading, (b) depth reading in special areas, and (c) a dependence on reading -

as a means of recreation as well as-a means of becoming informed.

A person that has become committed to reading may use reading as a
means of exploring and further refining his whole value system. That is, a
reader committed to reading may use reading for developing, crdering, and
structurmg a comprehensive, consistent value system that becomes his
person,’

Rath’s (4) clarifying response strategles assess behavior ‘and require the
learner to operate at the three highest levels of the affective taxonomy—
Valuing, which we have just been discussing; Organizing; and Characteriza-
tion. This contention is consistent with the idea that the Taxonomy is a con-

tinuum of progressive internalization. External measures and standards

may-be used to evaluate the first three levels: Receiving, Responding, and
Valuing. Internal measures and standards may be used to evaluate at the
three highest levels: Valuing, Organizing, and Characterization. Notice that
Valuing is the transitional link on the internalization continuum where both
external and internal evaluation may take place.

The major referent used here for evaluating at these three hlgher levels is
essentially Rath’s clarifying response strategy. The substance being eval-
uated shifts generally from reading as a behavior to the material one has
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138 : AFFECTIVE DIMENSION OF READING

read. The techmque uses the content of what one has read to help him
recognize commitments, ‘help him conceptuahze what he values, and aid

him in organizing his valuc system.

‘Returning to the second Valuing level, preference Jor a value, teachers’
questions such as “What is good about this book-(or story)?”” or “What
books did you reject before you settled on your present selection?” are
asking the learner to clarify his preference for a value. The first-question

~ asks the learner to reflect on what-is* “good” about: hls chonce, whlle the )
latter asks-him to relate his choice to discarded choices*

" A teacher is asking the- reader to test his commitment to a-value- when he

- asks such questions as-“Are you wxlhng to recommend that author to the
- class?” or “Would you be-willing-to write a_paper supporting the author’s
" "-‘point of view?” These. questlons tend to test the student’s commitment by
' askmg him to reflect on- the extent to which:-he is- wﬂlmg to make- hls own
- views and values public information and to take action- on.them:
p -Moving to the fourth level of the Taxonomy, there are two levels of the -
-Organizing category (a) ronceptualtzanon of a value and- (b) orgamzatton of
“ a value system.

Questnons like “Is this what I understand _you to say. about that book
. (interpret the reader’s prevxous statement)?”” and “Where do you sup-

:pose you first-got interested in that kind of story ?” aid the student in-con-

ceptualizing a value. In the first instance the student is given a chance to see
what he has said and thus conceptuallze ‘more nhiectively.the meaning of

_his .utterance. In the second questlon, the studcac is asked to search Lis
,present conceptual structure to see if his statement fits into a’ ‘pattern that

is developing in his reading habits. -
The teacher is helpmg the learner organize his.values by askmg, “What'’s

really good about thiz book (or story) which makes it stand out from the
-other possibilities?”” or. “Is what you say consistent with what you said

earlier 7" The first clarifying response in essence asks- the student o fit his
choice in with his organized set of beliefs. The second is testing conslstency
in the student’s organized set of values.

Again, these questions do not necessarily relate dlrectly to readmg, but
they may grow out of a student’s reading. The student needs an opportunity
to respond personally to what he reads. The teacher ought to ask questions

which will help the reader understand and evaluate his ideas, emotions,

and values. -
The top level on the lnternahzatlon continuum, Characterization by a
Value or Value Complex, is so intricate as to be almost mysterious. The
‘Many of the clarifying questions quoted in this section were adapted from Louis E,
Raths, et al., Values in Teaching. The attempt to classify Raths' questions into categories of

Krathwohl's Taxonomy is the responsibility of the author. Neither Raths nor Krathwoh]
have indicated that such a possibility exists, or that the author’s attempt is valid.
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- him to reflect-on the durabrlrty of- his feelmgs, whrle the latter helps hrm to .
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Characterization category can best be described by quotrng from the
Taxonomy: -

At thislevel of rntemalrzatron the values almdy have a place in the rndwrduals
value hierarchy, are organized into some kind of internally consistent system, have
controlled the behavior of the individual for a sufficient time that he has adapted -
to behavrng this way; and an evocatron of the behavior no longer arouses emotion
or aﬂ'ect except when the rndrvrdual 1s threatened or challenged (2)

you felt th|s way about readlng;for some time?” and “erl you read th|s
author again?’-help. the student to evaluate his- set. The prior response asks -

_see the pattern -that-has: developed in"his -behavior.~ = = -

Characterization, the - hlghest level-of -the |nternal|zat|on contlnuum, is
the totallty of what a person |s and what he is: becommg The master con-

- _ theseto the larger world: represent hlS character As stated in the taxonomy,

The great humanrtarran ﬁgures of hrstory—Socrates Chnst Lrncoln, Ghandr,
Einstein—have achieved - the-characterization we- sefer to-at-this level. Each is
universally held in high estéem precisely because his phxlosophy of life characterizes-
and pervades all of hrs behavror ). -

can be offered at this level. However, one can gurde a student in developlng
other affective behaviors. At this level it is felt that the individual is indec-
pendent; the valulng process is- completely internalized ; and-the individual’s

‘own internal mechanism for piocessing, ordering, and- selecting what he

values takes over. The characterization set can bé affected by influencing the
learner at other affective levels, but whether or not he is led to restructure
his character is an internal matter. Questions recommended ‘by Raths are
likely to help a learner come closer to realizing his transactive character
and may lead one to develop a consistent value pattern. The clarifying re-
sponse strategy appears to oﬂ'er greater potential than any other technique
at the monient. -

Teachers may use observatlons, charts, tables, questzons, and tests to
measure and evaluate a learner’s affective behavior at the first three levels
of the Affective Taxonomy: Recéiving, Responding, and Valuing. Teachers
may-ask questions and construct tests to help learners clarify and evaluate
their own values about reading and what they have read at the three higher
levels of the Taxonomy: Valuing, Organizing, and Characterization.

" Some external rewards are likely to be necessary in guiding affective

’ growth at the levels of Receiving, Responding, and Valuing. A learner must
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140 ) ) AFFECTIVE DIMENSION OF READING

become dependent on internal rewards as the clarifying response strategy is -

used to encourage development of affective behavior at the levels of Valui ng,
Organizing, and Characterization, -

Co,nclnsioﬁn

- Teachers are generally domg a:good Job of tcachmg the cogmtrve reading
skills.’If teachers are given leadership and ‘encouragement in developmg the
learners’ affective behavior, they-will doa _good-job: there, 1002 - .-
Researchers need to provide teachers and textbook ‘writers with. mforma-
tion about- aﬂ'ectrve behavmr and-how.it.is learned. - S
-Professors -and supervisors need-to- provide ratronal and practrcal strat-

- egies for teaching and evaluatmg the student’s affective behavior-in reading;

If the- teacher-student -interactions-and- the teacher—made tests- analyzed

‘here-are. representattve of- readrng evaluatron in: general -(and-there is- no-

strong reason-to suspect otherwise), it appears- thatlittle-or nothingis being
done which assesses or evaluates the feelmgs, emotrons, or values the learner
has about reading or derives from reading. This lack’ represents a‘severe im-
balance in reading instruction. The lack of evaluation of affective behavior
is likely the cause of the erosion of interest on the part of teachers in aﬂ'ec-
tive learning. >

There is evidence on college campuses across the country of the behavior-
that ‘manifests itself when learning is depersonalrzed The new frontier in
education and in reading instruction is in the affective realm. Inventing new
alphabets and applying linguistic techmques to reading instruction may
improve the learning of cognitive reading skills, but the impact on affective
behavior is-far from clear. (Some linguistic readers-I have seen don’t do
much to get me personally involved in reading.) The major concerns facing
our country today are affective in nature. They are problems that relate to
man’s emotive forces, his attitudes, feelings, and values. The importance of
being able to read is undeniable. Is it-any less important to value reading
and to use reading to develop one’s character?
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