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"~ The init i‘l tltle for this paper was “Crlses in the Deslgn of a

ED124890

K

Readnng Program. However,_lt is easy to |mag|ne someone mxsnnterpretlng

-

e such a phrase. The- purpose of the paper 1s to d|scuss deCISIOn pounts in -

the*desngn and development process and the strateg|es for\deallng.WIth them.

’The purpose 'is not to d|scuss emotional consuderatlons that mnght be |mpl|ed
by the word “cr|5| S The word “Juncture,” deflned as a pount in t|me made l
cr|t|cal by a partlcular set of ci rcumstances, seemed to be part|cularly

j approprlate. Hence, the revised tltle. o .

The design and development of a readlng program ‘can be described as B o ;

.

elther a labor of Tove or a love of labor. A slgnlflcant part of this

: 4 ’ = .
labor is |dent|fy|ng and acting upon an extremely large number of decisnons
\ -

that occur cont|nually |n the des|gn and development process. SOme of

) ™~ 2 . .
s .+ . these" decisions are obvuously’much more |mportant than others. Some are

» 50 |mportant that the |mpact on student achievement. and/or acceptance in

4
™~

the marketplace is profoundly influenced by the way that the dec|s|ons are
madé. These then, are the ”Junctures in the Desugn of a Read:ng Program.'

in a forum such as th|s, One should not attempt to communlcate an . C

L3

algorithm of the design pr0cess, even if such an algorlthm could be gener-

‘ated.” Nor can one discuss a significant number of these junctures. What .

can be done, and what I have attempted is to-descrlbe in general terms,

how - the |nstruct|onal desugner should plan for, and act upon these Junctures.

. ' - / ;‘ ’ . S . . ’ ‘\- B - - . T . ' 4 P
#Papef presented at the 1976 Amerlcan Educatlonal Research Association
Annual Meeting. : . . I S
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The concept of “Junctures“ and how they can be dealt with are lllustrated
e _ .
by severa]aexamples. It should be noted that these .ideas are a product IV

. .

of a lengthy research, design, and development:process at SWBL.

y . " - ! T

' The Problem and a Strategy / ’ oy

1» o - N . . Y ‘v I.. . ‘ .
‘I -have stated. that the design and development of a reading program
involves a continuous series of decisions. It is inefficient to make these

. : .
LN - -

‘aecié}ahg.oawé'bﬁe-étéa;éfhe"sssfé;' In‘part' this is'becauSe decisidns
-normally should reflect a consensus df several persons, and arrnvnng at a
consensus for each’ deCISlon is extreme]y time consumlng Too,' snmllar
"kinds of decnsnons should be made in a similar fashlon wuth 5|m|1ar criteria
.if the resulting instructional program is to have a strong internal consus- 4

1

tency. This kind: of con5|stency |s “extremely important for effective

»
.

eagher tralnlng, for teacher actqptance, and for effectlveness in helplng
: /{’(

chlldren 1earn. . Ce Jf .

A strategy that will enablé the desngner to eff|c|ent1y deal with
these declSlons is to flrst, fdentlfy categorles of dec|5|ons (the “Juncturesﬂ

I ~and second to develop ‘a ‘set’ of guldlng prlnclples that can be used to

determlne the actron that is to be taken whenever deCISlonS w;thln the

category qccur. Taken in the aggregate, these principles form what could be

v termed the phllosophy or the archltecture of a program.
: Let me now turn to SeVeral examples of such decision categories and

briefly'describe some of the guiding principles that could be appled to each.

- b

'dutcome Deflnltlon and Sequenchl , f‘ - o N

There ;s an 1nf|n|te variety in the possible contegt of a readlng

Aprogrét and in the sequencing of that content. To bring a. degree-of order

n

and efflclency into these types of declSlons, they must be mad’.hlthln the

[
)

»
-

-
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context of a set of gu{ding*principles'and concepts. In the absence of a .
powerful conceptual framework, content seleckion and sequencing decisions

will'still be made,:but often on the basfs.ofra ingle criterion that is

of immediate impbrtance to aq instructiona1~designer,‘dtorywriter, editor ‘v ‘J
" . f
or ‘teacher. There is the possublllty, or even probablllty, that these’ - , \

decisions will not meet, other lmportant crlterla._ For example, a story-
-

- ~wr;ter may -select -new- words on. the ba51s of . the mnst convenlent means ¢
- \

Vof describing a partlcular character or event. wSuch words may’be unfamiliar ; ,
'l o

',and may not be useful “to the chlld they. may have nothlng to do or may‘ZQen

T '-“lnterfere with prevnousl¢ learned decodlng skills, or they may be extremely ,

dlfflcdlt to learn “and an unnecessary source of‘frustratlon for “the chlld

”

Several prlnC|ples that cambe used t6 gulde content selectlon and .
- sequencing decisions can”be stated as examples. One 1s that content must
" be predeflned in terms of skllls that chl}dren are to acquire as a functlon

of the |nstruct|onal prOCess. Another is that the content should grow out

-

‘of a needs as$essment--an assessment in terms of the skllls that are uSeful
(¥

to chlldren both wuth1n and outside the school envnronment ‘and an assessment

in terms of.the content that is likely to motlvate chxldren. A th|rd

;o

prlnclple s tHat the lnstructlonal outcomes should be anagyzed in terms of

their prerequisites. These prerequlsntes, |f there is evndence that chlldren

i

do not have such sknlls in thelr repertOIre, must become |nstruct|ona1 out~

comes themSelves‘and Jmust be sequenced prior to the out comes from whnch they
* are derived. A fourth pr:nclple helps deflne the llmlts of the |nstruct|on.
,Research data should be analyzej/%or these llmxts |n terms of deflnlng what

; chlldren can not, be expected tf master and, on the other side of the coln,

A
.

what does not need to be inc ded because |t has already been mastered

A

a

. L e
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Constructing a Skills Progresslon ] ‘ ;f _ BN

Another set of dec|s|ons in the design of a readlng program concerns
.the sklll Sequence. Readlng instruction almost 1nvar|ably begins with- snmple
skllls fol lowed by progressnvely more complex outcomes. - Naﬁy decnsnons have |
to be made as to how to build in thlS progresslon Here, an |mportant guiding
pr|nc|p1e for deCiS|on making is to build upon inter-task effects.

.

inter-task effects can be defined by the followxng example. A chijdA

learns the llowung grapheme-phoneme correspondence. |t=/|t/ The child

leaxps a 'econd grapheme-phoneme correspondence -s=/s/. In another task,
the chlld learps blendlng sknlls~-two separate sounds can be pushed together
in. tlme and- pronounced.as an unnnterrupted//ocallzatlon. With these three
"tasks we have the possnblllty of a simple type of inter- task effect ‘to build
Jiupon. The dhlld can now be asked to read the word ”sut.“ The child should
have the opportunlty to read th:s word in a variety of meaningful contexts—-“
a sentence or even better, a story. Thls provndes an opportunlty to pract:ce
and maintain prevnously learned correspondences and blendlng skllls and, Uat

the same tlme, proV|des an opportunlty for the child to experlence a reading

task in whlch there is a reception of meanlngful |nformat|on as a function of

s

employlng the decoding sklllsw

Let us carry°this'a step’ further. Suppose that the child now has the .
capacity to read a'number of words. Not only can we now provide'opportunities
for the child to use word attack skllls when read|ng these words in‘stories
but the child can also be gnVen an opportunlty to read these words in other
types of functlonal,contexts such as street‘slgns, advertisements, recipes

-and directions |n workbook activities. Now the child is practicing'word'

recognltuon skllls and word |nterpretatlon skills and, at the same time,

<




is deVelopiné an.awarenéss of the,utility of these skilis,: Such an

awareness may be a crucial aspect of motivation.
The same |nter-task analysus can be carried out at other levels=-
wherever and whatever new content has been ldentlfled in the currnculum.

Ta;ks can be repeated and presented in a varlety of contexts~-the context

-béing‘some type of superordinate task category. o .

'SﬁOCifYtﬂﬂ the - Proé\pm Pedagogx

A third set of d35|gn dec|5|ons relates to teachlng procedures.
Decisioms as to how to conduct the lnstructlonal actlvutles in a program

must either be made by the instructional de519ner or must be left to the

judgment of the teacher. .. Such décisions can best be:maoe in the context of

L
-

a carefully desugned pedagoqncal structure (these are, the pr|nc|p1es to

quide the decision making). Such a structure can provide both the ''rhyme

o

and reason' for these decisions. The “rhyme“ is in terms of the repetitive

nature of the pFocedures. For example, a readlng prqgram may have a repeated

cycle of teacher presentatlon of new content, practlce of new content,

] s

practlce of new content when it is comblned with prevnously learned content;

13

followed by dlaanSth assessment' and finally "followed- by supplementary
lnstructlon for children havnng dnfflculty wnth the new content. Cycles of
repeated sub-activities can be identified W|th|n"each one of these actuvuty
categorlee. The point is that such repeated cycles of acthItleS provide a
‘great deal of information for the teachers' '"What do | da?" and “When do- |
dojjt7”kquestions. Because‘theytare repeated cycxés, the information is

re]ativcjy easy to use. The teacher is not faced with a new activity routine

for each new instructional outcome. Nor {s the designer faced with the task

of developing a new activity routine to suggest to the teacher..
s 5 u a N
S ’

/




- So’ much for the "rhyme.' fhe “reasoh“ is provided by the’pedagogical
structure in terms of conflnlng the suggested neacher activities to those
that are leeJy to help. the chlld master the program outcbmes. Too often
prograhsiaSk teachers and teachers ask children to.oartjcipate in activities
that at beﬁtf teach something other than the intended instructional olitcomes.

At worst, they interfere directly with the child's mastery of the instruc- .
"_tuonal outcomes. S . , 3 L : -
An |mportant aspect of the pedagoglcal structure is tQ ldentlfy

-

veriables to be controlled by the program and those to be controlled by =
“the teacher.j Tegchlng actlvnty declsnons can elther be made’ by the’ de5|gner
or can be left for the teacher._ Let's look at one.examp1e~-the decision as .
’to wh|ch chlldren are sungled out for addltlonal instruction after dlagnostnc
assesqment. The 1nstruct|onal dgélgner can take responSIbllnty for this-
.dchSIon by prov:dlng a simple algorlthm’tned to the test score. The~
teacher could be tald to select any chald who misses moFe than three items | |
,onAa;given;test category. A]ternatlve!x, thE‘dESlgper may leave the |
‘decision completely ‘to the teacher, The.directions to the teacher may
“advise that a child should be selected for .additional instruction if, after
ahalyzing‘the test scores, Yyou fee[,that‘this would be appropriate:“ There

- o

are a. number of reading programs where these decisions have been made in the

A}

~extreme, either on one eide or the other. Almost all decisions may be left
~to the teacher, theAdesiéher expecting‘widefvariations in how the instruction
is implemented. Other designers may attempt to make all of the decisions
theméelves; prqviding a detailed Scrfpt for the teacher to follow. When the

program 5- pedagogical’ structure is beung developed the designer should be

coqnizant of the undIV|dual differences that exust in teathers as well as
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in students Y Some teache/g/need and,g_gect more d|rectlon and gundance.

' But some will be unresponsive and-alienated by more d|rect|on and guidance.

It would, at first g]ance, seem that\BQis is 1'no-w1n,5|tuat|on. ,However,. ‘ |

on closer examlnatnon, there appears to. be a reasonable mlddle ground that
B }

is based upon the following assumption: desugners don t always have a great e

deal of certalnty about what is likely to work’ best for a partﬂ'&lar chnld :

. 'l

o learnlng a partlcular outcome in a part|cu1ar learnlng envnronment. Drctatlng
S -
procedures.ln the face of such uncertalnty is arrogance. Conversely, when

research and. tryouts ciearly indiéate the advantage of a particular~prpcedure,
’ L
o such dlrectlon should be bunﬁt into the program. To do otherwise is negligence.

For all of those grey areas where the desngner feels that thq procedures are

*

'likely to»work most of the time, the procedure,shouldbbe built into the
program as-éuggeste& activities. Finally, in those areas where the‘designer
v | . | _ .

 feels the teacher may have a better way to instruct or may have a better way

to assess, the.program should encourage these types of teacher decision-

- a

making. . - v - )

The above dlscusSIOn has nllustrated, through several examples, a

-

strategy for dec|5|on~mak|ng in the design of reading |nStruction. First of
\all, the decision categorues that have been fermed “Junftures“ are anticipated.
Then, for each functure, a set of pr|nc|ple;ere develdped to guide the
desugner whenever he ol she is faced with decisions t at fall WIthIn the
.cateqory. .

We can confndently expect thatodes:gners of rea ing instruction w:ll

continue to exhibit a great deal of d|ver51ty in tefms of the path that

should be taken at each one of these junctures. T‘IS is not only to be

soned basis, tha results

expected but, when the decisions are flade on a re




. are llkely to yaeld a diversity of. lnstructnonal tools that iis healthy and

4+

desurable. It is when the Junctures themselves are not sought out or are

@

lgnored that we haLe the greatest potentlal for fallure The decisions will

still be made,’ buﬁ they wull often be- made wnthout deliberation. They will

©

often not take into,account important criteria. They will often be incon-

sistent. The likely result wfig be inefficient and ineffectlve.lnstructlon.

s




