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INTRODUCTION - L

An ‘informal rcadmg lmntorv (1) is a nonstandardized individual test often
"eonstructed by the classroom teacher. The student is asked to read mcrvusmgl\
difficult word lists and reading passages. As the student reads the word lists and
passages, the teacher records hls/her miscues! After reading the passages, the stu-
dent is askcd a series of qucstmn\ to check his/her comprehension of the material.
* On the basis of this rcadmg the tcdcher determines the student's functmnu] read-

mg ! levels. ) 0 »

The 1r1°can hvlp teachérs and clinicians place students in apprupnutc redding
nmtcnul\ and dld”l()\( the strategies they ise to muke meaning from print. Qur
cxperlcncm “With 1ls over the past decade have led us to a firm belief that one of
the most significant steps a teacher can take to enhance reading abilities is to
plage students in rcudi‘ng materigls that are at appropriate lévels of dlfflcult\ Al-
though this step will not solve all the problems in pmonahung rcudmg instruc-
tion, we believe it carr make a substuntxul _contribution to promoting rcadmg
ucTn 'vement. Professionals who administer 1ris can also gain ifisights inte the
strat gles students usc to process print. These insights often can serve as the point
of départure for adjusting instruction given to mdnxdual students. 1r1s can be
valuable tools for use in claksroom or clinica) situations: nevcrthclc% they are fre-
“quently overlooked b\ husx pmf(-&smnuls who are anxious to placc students—ia_
books ‘ . . T

This agnotated bibliography was designed to aid beginners in education as well
as mbre experienced. teachers. We want to help {w-ainni_ng professionals become

_receptive to the values'of tris. The inttoduction -ch of the major sections is
intended to help those unfuﬁliliprwith iRts totunde: :.:. *he problems and issues
involved with their use.” We want to provide a focal , i+ - for the beginner with-’

out misleading the sophxstxt‘ated professional, whose knm\ledge of IRLs we seek ta

refine. ) -

Sources included in this bxbhograph) were chosen on the busxs of their po-
tenjtial to increase understanding of tRis. The listing of publicatxom is fairly in-
clusive frém 1970 through 1976, although it is not exhaustive. Many applicable
selections written prior to 1970 were also mcorporated into this resource guide.
Even though some sources are pertinent to more than one category, each entry
appears only once—in the section deemed to be most appropriate. ”

We have tned to provide an annotated bibliography; that will be useful to a
large number of educators. Our labors will be well-served if professionals at vary-
ing levels of expertise are stxmulated to expand- the use- of IRy in promoting

liferacy. : / : ] . o \
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BASIC INFORMATION ON INFORMAL READING INVENTORIES

/, .

The annotations in tHE section deal with literature relating to the historical de-
velopment of 1r1s and guidelines for their construction and use. The contributions
by Pikulski, Farr, Hollander, Aaron, Betts, Johnson and Kress, and’ Valmont
should be of particular value to professionals who seek background information
about understanding, constructing, and using 1ni..

History and Critique '

BELDIN, H. O. “Informal Reading Testing: Historical Review and Review of the
Research,” in William K. Durr (Ed.). Reading-Difficulties: Diagnosis. Cor-
rection. and Remediation. Newark, Delaware: International Reading As-
sociation, 1970, 67-84.

Presents a historical overview of the thinking, experience, and literature of the
analysis of reading performance. The author peruses the years from 1900 to
1969 for specifi¢ contributions to'the present development of the 1R Reading
authorities are &ted along with their research and conclusions on criteria,
sources of test maderials, and evaluations of word perception errors. Included
is u list of referencek that have had significant input into the a1

PIKULSKL, JOHN. “A Critical Review: Informal Reading Inventories,” Readiﬁg
Teacher. 28 (November 1974). 141-151. .
A

Briefly discusses the M history of informal diagnostic pragedures, points out
the continued existdfice of several perplexing problems regarding the use of 1R,
and reviews problem areas with the idea of approaching some possible solu-
tions. The 1a1 is discussed with regard to establishment of levels, evaluation 6f
validity and reliability. use of quantitative or qualitative criteria, and type of
questions which sWbuld be included. The author also describes a study con-
ducted by William Powell concerning the criteria for selecting the instructional

level onan Il . : .

M s

WALTER, RICHARD B. “History and Development of the Informal Reading In-

ventory,” 1978, Microfiche ep 098 539.

Presents the history of the w1 and the problem of selecting performance criteria,
validity, and reliability and discusses the value of 1n1s for determining the in~
structional 18vel of pupils. Paper concludes with selected literature which sup-
ports the contention that most teachers cannot be successfulsin using the 1
without training in construction, administration, and interpretatior of such gn

" instthment.. .
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Overview

AUSTIN, MARY €., and MiLDukD . HUTBNER “Fyaluating Progress in Beading
Through 1nformal Procedures,” Reading Teacher, 15 (March 1962), 334343,

Authors maintain that teacher evaluation of student reading progress should be
a continuous process that incorporates the findings of both informal and formal
measures in order to provide for aceurate appraisal and selection of appropri-
ate materials. The authors discuss the valne and types of informal progedures
and consider the nse of both gronp m\d individual inventories.

pannk, waLtenr u, Educator’s Guide to Personalized Reading Instruction. Fugle-
wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1961

First part of Chapter 5 deals with determining children’s reading levels through
informal means. Fxplores factors which may influence reading levels, Stan-
dqrdizod measures are generally evialuated and the nu, as developed by Betts,
is recommended. Provides a copy of an i from the Betts Reading Clinic.

Y
m.‘r'r). FAMITT et CSuccess Levels for Retarded Readers,” Education, 77
'/(Murch Lo, 399-403, ' : ‘ :

Uses an analogy hetween track skills and reading skills to point out the impor- ~

tance of recognizing and making altowance for individual differences. A case
study of a fifth grade boy, whose instructional level is significantly below
grade placement, is used to illustrate the fact that the number and intensity of
symptoms of reading difficulty multiply at each progressing level. The author
also sugpests that even the most competent student has a level offdifficulty

beyond his capabilities and no student should be asked to read at a level where

he will not experience reasonable success. ' - ,
BRACKEN, DOROTHY KENDALL, “Diagnostic Techniques for Classroom Use,” in H.
Alan Robinson and Sidney J. Rauch (lids:), Corrective Reading in the High
School Classroom. Newark, Delaware: International Reading Association,

1966, 23-26. ' .

. gy, . P N ' . .
Views dfagnosis as an ongolng aetivity and discusses various methods of diag-
nosis in the classroom. In this article, the it is regarded as vieldiny u fairly ac-

. curate instructional reading level, in addition to other informatian about the

child which may prove useful in subsequent teaching. The practical nature of
the 1 is presented, and spme ygeneral guidelines for its construction and use are
noted. The author makes reference to other sources of information pertinent to
the 181. ' -

GONKLIN, NORMA K. “Identifying the Disabled Reader,” in D()r;)thy .. DeBoer
(E.d.). Reading Diagnosis and Evaluation.. 1968 Proceedings, Volume 13,
Part 4. Newark, Delaware: International Reading Association, 1970, 11-16.

Article initially diseusses some possible causes of reading difficulties stating

i



such factors as physical timitations, health problems, environmental experi-
ences, emotional problenrsand individual difterences. Also discusses the inde-
pende nt, instructional, frustration, and capacity levels of an.mr as well as
h.m( composition and administration. .

com i, noxsa. “Evaluation of Reading in the Classroom Reading Tmprove-
ment, 11 (W lnur 1974, 2 ?) 20, . R

’

3

. Suggesty two pr.um al, efficient mep s of evalnating the l‘l'&l(illl}, of a tutul
see mulnr\ ¢ l.mn@\n to aid the teacler in assessing the suitability of a purtuulur
textbook. Disenssed briefly the constructing dnd scoring of a group 1 and tho
(ll)l( method. . v Y 3

DO, PDWARD W. “How to Niagnose hildren's Re ading Difficultics by Informal
\l.mrnmn l«(hmqm\ vReading 1('al:h(r 6 ( juquur\ 1953), 10-14.

Deseribes an lnh)rm.ll method the teacheranay use to assess children w ith rt'ud
ing dlffl( ulties and tee hlll(]lll s to determine weaknesses in knowledye of sight

<o nlnrl.lr;. word attack, and comprehension. Included is a concise outline
containing important aspects of reading that should be noted by the teacher.
when examining each child. ‘

_ DULIN.KENNETH L. \ica\;mn;, the Dxffl(ult\ of Reading ‘\latcrul\ Reading
Impravement, 8 (Spring 1971), 3-6.

Preskats, in brief steps, three quick ways to measure the readability of class-
rbom materialyon the cle ‘mehtary and secondary levels. The Fog Index, the
cloze tuhmqm and how to determine Bot® reading levels are (mtllned with
basic references for cach.
ELLER., WILLIAM. “Determining Reading Levels for Instruction.” in J. Allen
o~ Figurel (Ed.), Reading and InYuiry. 1965 Proceedings, Volume 10. -Ncwurk
- Delawaré: Internationa) Reading Assocxatlon 1985, 187,488,

Contends that clementary school tcachcrs are fairly diligent in their efforts to
appraise student reading levels, but the determination of redding levels in ¢ol-
leges and universities does not. appear to be of. major concern. Author points
out that most of the widely-used tests gffg-ading at the college level provide
only general surveys of reading fbnlm and that several sets of exercises and in-
formal tests should be constructed by college reading imstructors to supply more
specific diagnostic information, This effort on the part of the college instructor
hopefully would result in a customized rcadmg laboratory: in accordance W|th
the statcd reading objectives of his rcspcctl\'e ‘institution. -
- -

"R Reading: What Can Be Measured? Newark. Deluware: International
ding Association, 1969,

FARR, RC

R

iscusses many aspects of measurement In reading. including’ methods for

assessing achievement and issues in measuring reading subskills and reading-
N . X b
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nk':tml vartables. The m s diseussed specitically in Clhapter 3. Inelulded are

indexes that provide information on pa ticular nus nnd their respective reviews.
N
Grestn . wafipng 1 T The Placement Tnventors Atternative,” Readtng Feacher. 2D
(Jypaaey 1972y, 332 345,

Suggests that the placement inventon is the most practical and eHicient
techuique tor determining a sudent’s functional teading level, Fight steps ont
line the suggested method for ndministering ' the - placement iventory. The
author abo discusses the usetilness of observing sudent nnviety during the
reading sitnation. and notes the point at which frustration is manifested by a
dramiitic rise of miseueing, usually evidenced ay the student (‘\l'l‘%‘.\ a 10 per-

cent (‘,rrC’rull'. /\)

HOLLANDER, SHEILA K. “Why's a Busy Teacher Like You Giving an m?” Ele-
mentary English. 51 (September 1974), 905-907,

Encourages the busy teacher to ednsider the benefits that can be dérived
through the administration of an mand, turther, to compare these results with
. those obtained from a standardized test. Authop presents the muas more viable
‘ than a standardized instrumnent in assessing a Child's reading fevel and suggests
practical procedures for using theans in the classroom. -

JoHNSON, MaRjortE sEpboN. “Reading Inventories for Classroomt Use” HeaRe
Teacher, 14 Qt-pu-mhvr 1960y, 9-13. )

Proposes that reading needs can best be determined by observation of pupil
performance i, an actual reading situation. The group reading inveuatory is

* viewed as the most c‘ﬂicivnt classroom tool available for assessing individual
level of instructional and independent functioning, specific strengths and
weaknesses. and other abilities which might influenee performance in reading.
Author discusses the purposes, procedures, and materials for teacher adminis-
tration of a group inventory, !

)

LA PRAY. MARGARET. and RAMON ROSS. “The Graded Word List: Quick Gauge of
N Realing Ability.” Journal of Readtng, 12 (Janary 1969), 395-307. .

Though not appropriate for all students. the graded word list has two main

uses: 1) to determine reading levéls and 2) to deteet errors in word analysis.

The administration, content, and analysic of such a list are enumerated, N

Levin, BEatrick . "The Informal Reading lnventory,” Reading Improvement. 8
(Spring 1971), 18-20.

Indicates three ways,of determining instructional reading levels: 1) teacher ob-
servation: 2) standardized tests: and 3) s, with the latter being considered
“most valid. The group 181 is described as the most efficient method to ascertain
instructional levels of al] class members. Article enumerates five steps in ad-

8 | .

? 7
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. . .
ninsterigsa gronp fnventorns, disegsses the record keepogg involved . and
“shows hiow ty evahiute reading levels and pupil needs

-y - N
tvasestons nowann v "Measinmg and Peaching Meamng with an Tnformal
Reading Toventons ™ Flementary Foglah, 51 (September 197 8, 8788740,
S5 ) :

Authdr Lavors e to standardized reading tests and fech that the use of ey
aminer |||(lk|m nt i astrength ot this informal approuch. Livingston states,
howeser, that present nnrn(nnm'un cither not consstent with, ar only
partdly cover. the skafls and abilitiess inherent in the rading process The
article s ancagempt to diteet the retinement of i questions. The anthor coun
tends that wfais weeded that s specitically derived trom the general hier
archical Tomprehensione skills: iteral compiehiension, interpretation, and
critieal n.ulmg All three areav ane explored bizeth | and the anthor supge \t\
the tse of this hrerareh with all reading mabterials tor fotamlating Lmul

. questions and teaching reading skills
Povirrs 1o ¢ and cnenye 1o nanien. "Round Qe
Right Reader,” Journal of Learning Disabilities. 9 (h

acing the Childin the
1w July ' 1976),48-24,

- o9
Wicusses amethod bor placing children in appropriat} readers which coni-
B aspeets af the m with teehniogues des cloped by appled behuvior analvats,
grade bovs who served as Sybjects were placed

Fach of the seven intermediat
e a reader based on three pé¢riormance scores: correet oral reading rate, in-
vorreet oral reading rate, add correct comprehension pereentange. The effee-
tiveness ot the placement méthod was measured in terms of how suecessfully it
predyeted sabsequent reading perfocotanee in the assigned readers. The authors
refiort that atter placement in appropriate readers, all students progresed
satisfactorily doring the remaindge of the school year.
S ¥ |
"MecnNTs, pororiy 30" aking the Most of Informal Inventories,” in Dorothy 1.
"DeBoer (Fd.). Reading Diagnosis and  ESaluation”. 1968 Procecdings,
Volume 13, Part 1. Newark, Delaware: International Reading Association.,
1970, 93-99, . . . .

Suggests that reading and nonreading areas ean be observed and evaluated
through the pereeptive use of informal inventorices. Author defines informal in-
sentoriess points ont the importance of careful, objective, yet flexible observa-
tions: and indicates how observations may lead to hunches regarding the stu-
dent’s reading difficulties. A list of inferences, made from observations of a
specific student, is pravided for evaluation.

OLIVER, MARVIN . "Reading Performance and l(cctanglc " Edication. 92
(\()\umbor/Dc('(mber 1971). 68-69. - .

(,nnt(-nds that providing for individual differences is the great task of teachers
of elementary reading. Means for assessing the most appropriate reading levels

N

°
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y .
tor a given child are tevtesed through w discossion of vations tormal and
tormal nieasyres Author relates his evpenences sith i and cmphisizes thy

need tor teabher }kll( aned tnsight e determamng at which level ol challenge un

indiv 1dual would prohit mostdrommstinetion

nocits. G oo Diagnosing Beadiog Needs Thaough the Telltale o™ Neading
Improvement, TEOV mter 197048 449

Disctnses the salie of analyzing the tepesol errons children make and regard
ing these error as cues to correetise nesds . Author cites examples of errors
need of analysis in anding, visual pereeption, body spatial oentation, word
recogmition, oral Language shills, and comprehension The premise is diseussed

that anahy zing cach error, as og an g, enables the teacher to locate immednte

il needs.

-
ey, witviast i Chnformal Reading Diagnosis,” Reading Teacher, 29 (Octo
her 1975y, 106 107, 109

Reviews some of the mtornal wass teachers can assess a stndent’s reading JGills
trrcare presented as one method of apprasal. Divcusses briefly advantiges and
disallvantages of commercially pr«-pur(-(i und teacher prepared . Sum
marizes reseitreh studies toeusing on the criterin for plgcing students in hooks

"} as well as the e of s in staff desvelopment programs .

worrt, joseriase b Informal Reading Diagnosis,™ in .»\ilu-rt }. Maznrkiewics
('), New Persptives in Reading Instruction (Second Fdition). New York:
Pitman Publishing, 1968, 397401, ' .

Lasts ten specific remindens for teachers who are concerned with dingnosing
student reading problemns and suggests thut informal diagnostic measures are
best. Phree gnidelines for informal diagnoesis are delineated and five sg-
westions to aid in accurate and suceessful diagnosis are discussed. The inter-
relations betw éen the various aspects of language are emphasized. \

Guidelines for Construction and Use
. Y

AARON. A B, CAn Informal Reading toventory,” Elementary English, 37
(N()\_(-mhcr 1960)), 457 460, t
, .
Discusses how an i can be administered with any series of basal readers.
Author includes initial steps necessary in preparing to give an m with a basal
series, procedure used in the administration prLhc informal, criteria for suc-
cess, and comparison between his procedure and those usually recommended
for administering an . Includes an example of an i guide sheet which the
teacher may use to record significant factors of student performance.
AARON. ROPERY L. “Using the Cloze and Sight Vocabulary to Develop a Group
Informal Reading Inventory . Mav 1975, Microfiehe £p 108 115.

O
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Dhese Db teat (Auron L oConn w e swvas constencted nsing w combination of
basie might swords and cloze seatences imte which the sighit words swere to he
placed  Nuchor compares thin test 1o the taditional i and other indindnal
testing teclingues o0 Lasstoom Betading uventany . Slosson Ovad Headug Test,
atpd the Schanoallh A wionp el hint-five second and thad goabe stadents
served as the sample Mter adimnstenna the vanous tests Conpatsons 1e
vealed that the Naron VoG om was avacorate as the mdmaduat oo and mone
accurate thaecthe Stosson aad Schonnell i placine stadents at thea e

tonal Tevels Nathor cates the troe suvon gqualities of the Aaron Vot o as its

neagor advantage
N

s ston i e and sarowen o neeesinc Readogg Foalu
atton New York Bonald Pres, 196]

Appendiceontams o na based onc the Sheldon Basie Readimg Sevres, A i and
Racon Pavaveaph levels tanve trom prepriimer 1o eghth seader level (aecond
and thid Tevedls are dud®mto seiestersi wath an aral and \l|cﬂ pararaph

tor ench level aud gquestiogs tollow iy cach patavtaph ChapNr 1 contains

some general mdormation onoma.

wenen apres, and cossyasey aavas TThe Braille Totormal Reading Tnven
tory " Readimg Teacher, 21 eNovember 1967y, 149 152 .

/

Authors discuss the developnent of the Braille i which was Bsed upon the
Diagnostic Test i the Sheldon Basie Reading Sertes. Using the iraded reading
passages of the Bradle va, the teacher can observe how the blind child uses his
Bineers immoving to a new hine . which hand is more domina'm . and the aimonnt
ot touch voice span which revealsaf the chald is reading word by word orin a
more meaningful inanner Manmy additional n-aulinu behaviors also can be ob
served and analvzed Anthors delimeate research possibilities w hich could

further the'developiment and refinement of tln;,grmll(- 1 . -
< . .

4
BETTS, EMMETT ALBERT. Fogndations of Readi
can Book, 1957 w&

Chapter 21 deals with #pecific reading needs and includes very speeific and
jled information on ais- The i is disenssed in terins of uses, basic assump-
tionst reading levels, inventory construetion, general administration procedure,
limitations, advantages, aud use of group inventories. Chapter includes ex-
amples of separate checklists that can be used by experienced and inexperienced
cxaminers to record observations made during st administrations and also
includes a summary form used in the author’s reading clinic.

pstruction. New York: Ameri-

DORINSON, ZENA, and MARGARET nieptenr. "The Effect of Informal Reading In-
ventory on a High School Reading Program.” in J. Allen Figurel (Ed.),
Reading and Redlism . 1968 Proceedings, Volume 13, Part 1. Newark, Dela-
ware: International Reading Association, 1969, 789-794,

11
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Discuses nne high school's concern about the insteuctional teading needs of
1200w ommg stadents, more thara thind of whom wege socialhy diftereM

An iservice trnning session was devoted to featning to constiyat and ad

onnister an mr Lhe methods and pracedages mvobved ) as well as certam con

-
chustons, are stated  To simary both teachers and students saw positive

hereefits tesultimg frota constiacting and nsig it -

JORNAON . AARjoIur Sobos - and ney wiss” Informal Reading Incentortes
Newath, Delaware Enternational Beadimg Asociation 1965

Dhiscusses techmgues tor developing aod vang e The wdea s presented that

teaching provedes many oppottumties tor tarnial dugnosis and evalnation

Seadd the smpletaentation of this concept s exponnded - Delineates proceduies

for gromp and idiadual iventornes

jornsos, soargons stoposand noy 4 aess “Individaal Reading fnventones”
i Lea M Schell and lunl C Burns (Fds oy, Bemedval Reading Clasaoom
and Chnic (Second Editiont. Biston: All\n and Bacon, 1972, 185 204

This detaded and comprebeggive artie fe secks to evplam basie coner pl\ pur
poses, andientersa for pae. The fonr sections of the total Proces of an I are ex
pluned  pupil cxaminer readiness, word recognition e <L reading nnventory,

and hstemng mnventory Tonelondes instructions for seonmg, ree I)IL‘lllk Crrars,
evalaating oral rereading, and recapitalating the results Sections of specibic
protocols are nclnded tor aons ifhistrations Aathors conclude that the s
a hnieal deviee and that results from an administration are as good as ﬂu-

examiner

v, nostig 0 The Development of Informal Tests of Reading and the
Analvsis of the Reading Pertormanee ot Adults Attending Basic Education
Classes™ September 1969 Microfiche D 0341963

l)vwri}x-\ a projectiw hich resultdd in the development of an informal reading
test frinn busic education teaching matenals and investigated reading pertor
mance at six Jevels among adults attending basic education classes. The author
“relutes how te sivinost diseriminating word lists and six pairs of adult interest
reading passages, having similar readability Teveds, Wwere identified and a torm

wis used to test fifts six adults. Piscusses the most presalent oral reading.

errors, reagding speeds, and comprebension abilities of the adiltstested i this
study., Article includes twelve appendixes toallustrate seme o the materials

ined in this study and thirteen tables to present study dara
Y

LusERT, RoBERT £, Fstablishing Cnteria for Instructional Placement o the Basis

abs Performance on the Advlt foforinal Reading Test and a St.lnd.lrdl/v(l
Test.” January 1973, Microfiche £p 0499 666, .

The project to develop a diagnostic test for adults attending literacy classes was
conducted in two phases. First, an Aduit Informal Reading Test {aRT) was

’ 12
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. administered, scordd, and, ir‘fterpreted by the project team. These results and *

“guidelines for the advancethent of adults in' réading materials were .com- "~
, municated to cooperating project teachers, who.then conducted the test witha - ¢
w e nationwide sample of adults. The tests were scored and interpreted by the

- projéct team. Although the national test population was less than half the de-

_ sired number, it seemed consonant with national statistics collected at the same
time..Several areas of investigation led to inconclusive results because of the
decline in the sample population size, but it was determined that the project
did not succeed in identifying an instructional placement level through the use
of the ar. Changes varied in word recognition, accuragy, rate, and compre- -
hension of material read orally among adults with similar instructional pro-—
grams and AIRT pretest scores. It was concluded that the AIRT myst still be used

. primarily as an instrument to measure specific reading perfortnances. Two
-forms of the AIRT, relevant data on reading level of the materials, populat ...

* distribution, and reading scores, are included in the app: ndix;
ks . e

4

VINGSTON, HOWARD F. “Nieasuring and Teaching Meaning with an Informal’

“ Reading Inventory,” Elementary English, 51 (Septembe: 1974), 878-879,

- 895. o ‘ ~ ¢
After questioning the efficacy of standardized reading !ests, author suggests an
1fu that uses questions based on: 1) concepts of literal comprehension (under- ~
standing what is explicitly stated); 2) interpretation (understanding what is -
implied, reasoning from explicit facts and details);.and 3) critical reading (the
reader’s evaluation -and judgment of the material). Includes examples of the
specific content fO{ questions within each of the three é_reas. -

MCCRACKEN, ROBERT A. "The Informal Reading Inventory as a Means of Im-
.proving Instruction,” in Thomas C. Barrett (Ed.), The Evaluation of Chil-
dren’s Reading Achievement. Newark, Delaware: International Reading
Kssociation;, 1967, 79-96. :

Authgy’s g;;ésentation'is organized into two main thrusts. The first defines an
1w, tells how to administer it, and states objective standards for evaluating its
results. Thé'second deals in a very general sense with the use of 1Rt results in the
classroom. Discussion tends to parallel procedures used in -‘McCracken’s Stan-
dard Reading Inventory. The author does not necessarily see the Il as a diag-
nostic tool, but ‘r'gg_hér as a placement tool. :

0’BRIEN, PATTI. “An Informal Reading Inventory—A New Aﬁproach," paper pre-
sented at the Interrihtional Reading Association Convention, Anaheim, Cali- .
fornia, May 1970. Microfiche ep 046 672.

Writer believes the a1 is a sound diagnostic instr&ment. Traditional 1rts, how-
ever, are constructed on random selections of passages from texts and tend to
give inaccurate placements of children in materials, Author states that in-
accurate placement is the result of text pages not always containing enough
new words to sample the child’s ability to handle grade level vocabulary. A

’ ¢
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- new design for an 1Rt is suggested in which new words from the text are used to
construct original paragraphs. A field study using this new Int is described and
when compared with a traditional 1r1 and the Gray Oral Reading Test, results
indicated that the %new 1nr: 1) présented fewer total number of words per

« selection with moré new words in each; 2) required fewer selections to- be
read; and 3) gave an instructionalJevel that, in ten.cases, was lower than the
traditional 1R1. : ) '

VALMONT, WILLIAM J. “Creating Questions for Informal Reading Inventories,””

Retding Teacher, 25 (March 1972), 509-512. . o

Proposes that designing and constructing.an IRl increases.its ‘value to the user.
The quality of %its questions is particularly important in an IRl Based upon
personal experience, the author offers twenty specific guidelines in the prepara-
Ation of questions for an . Types of questions include: main idea, detail, in-
ference, conclusion, organizatign, cause and effect, and vocabulary. Helpful
examples are given for et%g_h question type. : ‘
$a

-\\ Education Teacher Trainees to Determine a Pupil’s Instructional Reading
Level,” December 1975. Microficheep 111 142. -

- Describes the development and evaluation of a module for teaching special
education teacher trainees to determine a pupil's instructional reading level
through the use of an 1ri. Part 1, Devyeloping the Instructional Module, covers
needs assessment, review of relevant literature, review and evaluation of exist-
ing modules, task and concept analyses used to formulate instructiongl objec-
tives for the module, design of criterion-referenced tests anfl prototype ma-
terials, and formative evaluation. Part 2 discusses the project’s summative
evaluation phase, in which the module’s effectiveness was tested with sixty-two
university students enrolled in three special education methods classes. It was

- concluded that the module was an effective tool for helping.trainees tq deter-

mine the instructional reading levels of exceptional pupils. Included in the ex- -

tensive appendixes are materials for the needs asgsessment study; detailed in-
structions for utilizing, coding, analyzing, scoring, and interpreting an IR; and

_ a sample achievement test with scoring rules and answer key. w
: Ct e . .
ziNTe, MmiLes v. Corrective Reading (Second Edition). Dubuque, Iowa: illi

C. Brown, 1972.’_

Chapter 2 presentis basic ideas about classroom inventories, including finding
~he instructional level and recording the errors. Several sample protocols are
given with discussion of the specific reader’s behavior. - '

zintTz, MILEs v. The Reading P;'ocess: The Teacher @kd the Learner (Second
Edition). Dubuque, lowa: William C. Brown, 1975. -~

. Based 6n the premise that a farge percentage of children are being taught to

- 1\4
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read at their frustration levels and that the classroom téacher has a respon-
sibility to assess more accurately a child’s reading abilities; the uthor devotes- :
. Chapter 4 to a comprehensive overview of the 1. Betts’ ten aal\i/antages of an
IRI° are listed; then, thzﬁuthor proceeds to define an Iri, out]ine,fotg reading
levels, state the limitations of an 1r1, and give directions for mu construction.
Tips are presented on administering an a1, marking and scoring, and inter-
* ' ° preting resulfs i tegfns of specific difficulty levels of books for- children to read.
Also included are sample protocols to guide the reader’s underst#nding and. a
“list of reference /or further reading. '
e
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Waédpﬁoe Reports

* EXwaLL, ELDoN E. “Informal Reading Inventories: The Instructional Level,”

“questions which lead to different answers among professionals.

/ ~ : ) , : N

/ . . N

/ A\ P \ | | ~':-

/. DILEMMAS WITH INFORMAL READING INVENTORIES

Promoters of Inis are probably" cognizant of their accompanying dilemmas. This
section includes annotations of descriptive articles-and research reports that seek
to answer or provide insight into some of the foowing questions: What per-
centages and criteria should be used to determine independent, instructional, and
frustration levels? Are word recognition tests useful? Should miscues he counted

cues? What role does iwrest play in a student’s ijead‘ng_‘:performance? Can class-
foom teachers administer and interpret 1R withﬁht special training? Do dif-
fereﬁt IR1s yield similar or divergent ﬁlts? ‘While these questions do not ex-
Hauét the dilemmas associated with iRis,they are representative of the.types of

- '
Y, 1

>

Reading Teacher, 29 (April 1976), 662-665. .

Deals with the confusion®nd misunderstanding ovet the instructional level in .

reading and attempts to clarify what is meant’by the instructional fevel ac-

cording to authors such as Betts and Johnson and Kress. Evidence is pre-

sented in support of their original criteria, for frustration and independent

levels. Author concludes that the origipJ%criteria'given by Betts and by-John-

son and Kressare approximately correct i

. N - T .
¥ROESE, VICTOR. "IRIs a8
(Ed.), Interactio}e

son, South Carofrii

repetitibns are counted as errors.
-

Secondary Level Re-Examined,” in Phil L. Nack;a
irch and Practice for College-Adult Reading. Clem-
fitional Reading Conference, 1974,"120-124.

Presents a brief review of the literature on !,f'(ls and attempts ‘to delineate the
problems related to using iRis at the secondary level. Among ten problems con-
sidered by theauthor are: 1ris constructed by different authors do not neces-
$atily agree on the functional levels they predict, differing criteria may result
in‘différent placement, types of errors scored will affect reading level, compre-
hension questions vary considerably in type and predictive value, errors may be
counted qualitatively or, quantitatively, and the interest factor is not controlled
across IR1s. In view of these unsolved problems, the author stresses the need for

’,

further research.

GUSZAK, FRARK-J. “Dilemmas in Informal Reading Assessments,” Elementary
English, 47 (May 1970), 666-670. i

1¢

15

. qualitatively.oi quantitatively (or both)? Is it inappropriate to count some mis-

r
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Includés a brief discussion of general aspects of the 1r1 and focuses upon some
of the difficulties inherent in its use, notably the unresolved concern over word
recognition, comprehension, and fluency determinants. Sevéral research ques- .~
tions are posed which the author considers implicit to deteﬂmnmg the valldlty
of various factors and concepts involved in theuse of IR1s.

" HUNT, LYMAN C., JR. “The ffect of Self- Selection, interest and Motivation Upon_
Independent Instructional, and Frustratlonal Levels,” Reading Teacher, 24
. (November 1970) “46-151, 158.

'Deals with concerns_over the conventional use of readmg levels. Author ex-
presses that more than an assessment of the child’s reading level is necessary’

and suggests the need to exarnine the effects of self-selection, interest, and moti-

. vation upon reading levels. Ingludes a discussion of reading as a search for’

' ¥ meaning and some questions designed to facilitaté the student’s search for

meaning. SN : ..

* KENDER, JosEPH p. "How Useful Are Informal Readlng Testsp"” ]o_ymal of Reading; /

J 11 (Februar) 1968), 337 342 ) ) /

Discusses the llmltatlons of~1nformal readlng tests and the frequent dxsagre{v',
‘ment among authorities over their construction and precise scoring. Experi-

. mental research studies conducted by Killgallon, Cooper, and McCracken on* "’

.~ 'the criteria for scoring informal readmg tests are cited and their findings dis-

" cussed. Author emphasizes that atinformal reading tests can be used most effec-

tively 3 they are constrycted from materials the pupil will be reading and if
the) are admlmstered by Ynowledgeable, experienced examiners.

. KENDER, JOSEPH P. Infonjmal ading Inventories,” Readmg Teacher 24 (Novem-
. ber 1970), 165-167. _ .

antendg"that informal measures, although more efficient than achievement - _ -
tests, prove more pragmatic than scientific in the placing of children in i’n-/
structional materials. Restarch studies cited of traditional and emerging
criteria are classified as not experimentally valid. Article includes considera-
tions of inventories by McCracken and Botel, as well as reference sources.

LOWELL, roBERT E. "Problems in Identlfylng Readmg Levels - with Informal
Reading Inventories,” in William K. Durr (Ed.), ding Difficulties:
Diagnosis, Correction, and Remediation. Newark, Delaware: International
Reading Association, 1970, 120-126. - ;

Author buffets the concepts of the independent, instructional, and frustratlon
~ levels by presenting various argiments and citing supportive evidence. Weak- -
nesses external to and inherent in the testing procedures may be strong enougb
to invalidate the concepts upon which the 1t is buY¥: The inability of untrained -
classroom teachers to identify reader needs is especially influencing, as these
‘éteachers may have predetermined biases about reading l&vels and may possess

N
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: i-eadabil‘lrty graph developgd by Fry.is viewed as a partial solution to this

4

an improper ‘concept:of reading. The author further poInts out that the distinc-©
tions bétween the three levels may be too fine. In relation to the main testing
technique of oral reading, the author states three objections: 1) oral reading at
sight is contrary to classroom practice.and may not be a valid testing tool; 2)
judging word’errors and noting phrasing, inflectional changes, and,symptgms

 of difficulty.may present discrepancies; and 3) oral reading improves with
- rereading or preparation. Which performance should used as..adec'war:‘y

of pgrformance? Reading performance js also-influenced by content and po-

reading. 5 L

Reading Teacher, 22 (March 1969), 516-518, 559.

Author is concerned about the pljoblerh that many passages chosen for 1R1s are
not typical of the reading leyel thgy are intended to represent. The use of the

“tential interest of a selection and by the individual's desite to read. A sugges- *
“tion is made that more attention be given to reader i tc"rest anddess attention to
" _examiner judgment, finely differentiated :levels of performance, and oral

problem. Adjustments aggfsuggested which eliminate or lessen some of the +

initial drawbacks associated with using Fry's Readability Graph'.

-

. ; . : . )
MARQUARD, RICHARD L. "Reading Levels—A Second Look,” Elementary English,*

'50 (January 1973), 95-96, 102. o

Deals with some of the particular problems inv:olved in determinin.g a child's
reading levels and the subseguent difficulties irf¢olved in using this informa-
tion, once it has been obtained. Emphasizes the requirement of teacher judg-

-

" ment in interpreting the child's reading levels. The author further states that

determining the.child's status in terms of his reading levels is comparatively

less significant than the issues of strategies for instzuction and the personal.
" motivations of the learner. -

w

POWELL, WILLIAM R. “The Validity of the Instructional Reading Level,” in Robert

E. Leibert (Ed.), Diagnostic Viewpoints in_Reading. Newark, Delaware:
International Reading Association, 1971, 121-133. ¥

Contends that the true value of the 1R is not the identification of a chifd’s in-
structional level, but the opportunity it affords for the in-depth evaluation of
reading behavior. The article is intended o present a critical inquiry igto the
results of an 181 andl some of.the elements involved'in determining those results.
Author maintains that.there are probably more viable methods of determining
the instructianal reading level than through the use of an 1n and concludes,
theréfore, that the 1a1 should be regarded as a strategy for studying behavior,

rather thanyas a test instrument.” - .

J S g~

h

bh'dAGlNNlS, GEORGE H. “The Reqdability Graph pnd,h’gormal Reading lnve'n't_or:Q,"h L

A
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BOTEL, Mon'rON, JOHN: BRADLEY, and MICHAEL kAsHUBA. “The Vahdrty of Informal

Reading Testmg, in Wllllam K. Durr (Ed.), Reading thjiculnes Diag- - ’
" nosis, Correction, and Remediation. Newark, Delaware: Intern_atlonal

ReadmgAssocratron 1970, 85- 103 : : -

Goals of this studv were to: 1) Dropose a gix step research desr for r:rossI ali- -
dation between reading tests and readahility measures usin arrelatlom)'and
é:chmg techniques; and 2) presept the results of a pilot study using ehns de-
“ The article attempts to answer the question, “Which .reading test and
" readablhty measures provide the best estimate of match between pupil and
book for the purpose of instruction?”* Scott, Foresman's New Basic Readers and
workbooks’ served as the materiéls for the stuay Summary and conolusron

scharts are included. -

: { L%dm Errors of Intermediate Grade Children at

CHRISTENSPN, ADOLPH. “Oral
' heir Independent, Tnstr tfon 1, and Frustration Reading Levels,” in.].

Allen Figurel (Ed ). Reading and Realism, 1968 Proceedings, Volume 13,
/y Part 1. Newark, Delaware I?ernatlonal Rea(dmg Association, 1969 674-

677. . : ‘ : .

) g N

Suggests that oral.reading servgg various purposes, one qf Wthh is dragnosrs
The study wasTitended. to'determine the kigds of oral r ding ‘errors children
make at the independent, instructiofal, and frustration levelsyand the fre-
" . quency with which kinds of errors occur at’ each’ of these three leyels In
« analyzing the results of an 1r1, three hypotheses were tested. Procedures aré
stated, andfesults and implications. are discussed. The findings of this study

K

' imply thiat fertain types of errors occur with greater frequenty at the frustra- !,

" tion readm level than at the other readlng levels.
@ A

" ERWALL, ELDON E. “Should Repetrtron§ Be Counted As Errors?”” Reading Teacher,

27 (]anuary 1974), 365-367. . .

DISCussts‘the disagreergent as to “Whether rqpetmons should be counted as
errors in administering 1B1s. Suggests that tHe criteria for determining t
dependent, instructional, "and frustration levels are often the same for differe
mventoné and we must agree on what to count as errors if we hope to reach|
agreement of the ‘placement of students: who make numerous repetitions.
The article also describes ‘a study conducted by the author in which a’ppl'y"( .
graph test was used tG -measure frustration reading levels of students’ wh}léA
reading 1r1 passages. The study was‘conducted in order to determine whether.
counting or not countmg repetitions as errors would more closely approxirgate
the commonly accepted criteria for the frustration reading level. As a resTt of
the S&udy, the author recommends that all repetitions be counted as errorsri

wheg admmrstermg IRIs. 1

f
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FROESE, vicror. “Word Recognition Tests: Are‘The‘\" Useful Beyond Grade
Three?” Reading Teacher, 24 (February 1971), 4{12-438.

Purpose of this study was to determine the concurrence of two different
‘methods of deciding functional reading levels through the use of three different
word recognition tests. The three word lists selected for usein this stud*though
différent in some respects, are basically intended to give a grade level predic- -
tion. The study involved thirty-five children in grades two, four, and six. Re-
lated research and methodology are presented. A discussion, tables dealing -
with statistical analysis, and omie positive (though tentative) results conclude
the article. W ! !

FROESE, vicTor. “Functional Reading Levels: From Med Word Lists?™ ]ul&&"
1974. Microfiche Ep 102 520. * 4 o

\

Investigates the feasibility of using only the Mc(brﬁckeh Word List (MwL), a.
subtest of the Standards;Reading Inventory (sw1), ratherithan the entire sry to’
determine functional grade placement in reading. The MwL is one of the few
word lists with well-documented reliability afid validity. In addition, the MwL
has been shown to be highly correlated fo other widely used word lists. It was _
hypothesized that a significant carrelation existed between werd recognition
¥, test results and extended reading as required ip the sRi, tha}\‘all functional
levels could be predicted from the word: recognition test\ restlts, apd that
* fuctional reading estimatés could be made frgm word recogvitibn resul
Testing of }46 elementary grade students indicated that a significant re ﬁrgion'-
ship exi between sar and MwL:scores. Consequently, a rule of thumb was

%ed for estimating reading levels from MiL scores alone, \\ N
' \

coRzAMES, PHILLIP C., -and DAVID v. ELIJAH, JR. “Rereading: Effect on Error Pat-
terns and Performance Levels onthe 1a1,” Reading Teacher, 28 (April 1975);
647-652. K o . .

Discusses vdrying viewpoints on‘the effect of rereading Int pa @graphs and .

- states that the results of any sigdies previously conducjé on the subject are '
conflicting and. inconclusive. % article then describesfa study conducted by
the authors to examine the readmg perfarmance of third grade dev lopmental

). readers on repeated dral readings of passages at bgth their instructional and
. frustration levels. The study was designed to answel two qu‘&ﬁtions: " ) Is there
"> a change in the incidence of errors upon rereading the passage? 2) What in-

fluence does such a change, if any, have on the establishment of instructional
levels? Two major implications are derived from the study. Thre\? tables

delineating study data are included. \

e

HARth, VERALEE B.’fé@d WILBUR S. AMES. A Comparison of the Results of Two !
/ Oral Reading Tests,” Readi\ng Tgacher, 2 (January 1969), 329-334. \

o ¢ \ &b \
~ Investigation déscribed in this,article w\‘as intended to exploré‘%he relationshfp
* of the Gray Oral Reading Test to a subjective inventory and thereby provide

_t J '. o9y \
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additiona! information about oralreading tests and the analysis of oral reading
errors. The subjective reading inventory used durmg this investigation was an
sindividualized reading test comprised of a series of stories taken from various
levels of popular basal readers. Procedures, fm(_:hngs, and conclusions of this
study are :discussed in detail. This study revealed a substantial difference in

- the estiritated instructional, levels for over one-third of the disabled readers
undcr consideration, suggesting a need for further research in tifis area. The
. data regarding the frequencies of five types of oral reading errors show that

repetitions and substitutions were the most prev alent types of.errors.
4 L]

1

HAYs, WARREN s, "Criteria for the Instructional Level of Reddmg 1975. Micro-
flche ED ] l‘ 665.

Study was designed to discover the answers to two genera] questions concern-
ing the instructional level of reading: 1) What percentage of word recognition
is necessary for second and fifth graders to maintain in order té achieve a
certain percentage of comprehension? 2) Are those word recognition per-’
centages the same for both groups? Twerky-five second and twenty-five fifth
graders were mndoyl\ selected from three middje- -class schools. An 11 was de-
veloped and administered to each subjéct. The data were analyzed and median
word recognition scores were computed acrosg levels of readability’ for various
bands of comprehension. Subjects were asked to“read two comparable pas-
* sages at each level, one orally at sightdind the other sxlentl) at sight. The results
indicated that most second and fift &aders needed to achieve a word recogni-
ti(m/score of'at least 98 or 99 pegtght on the oral passage in order to have an.
accompamm@, comprehension stor t 75 percent on the silent pas-
sage. Most second graders who achieved less€han 92 percent recognition” had
a(compamm;, comprehension of less than 50 ‘percent. Most fifth graders who
achieved less than 96 pércent had accompanying c()mprehenslon scores of less
‘than 50 percentL ®

B

JOHNS, JERRY L. lnformal Reading’ lnvcntoms A Survev among Professionals,”
May 1976. \hcroﬁche ed 120 665. _ °

\

areawesponded toltwentyv-four statements about IRls. Because the sample was
small the results were an?ﬂ};ed for general trends. Only one area was per-
ceived as "no problem.” That area included the usability of the 1m1 by specialists
igrschools or clinics Prob]em areas included the accurate plarement of stu-
ents, differences between 1n1; and standardized test iesults, and a number
f specific components of IR1s: topics of reading selections, compiciiension
Questions, counting miscues, and differences in oral and silent reading. Un-
certainty existed”with\regard to fsolated word lists and the validity and reli-
ability of 1n1s. It was ¢oncluded t?rofﬁsiona]s ch use the results of the

- N
A group of twent_\-\four professlonals who attended a conference in the Chicago

study to provide instruction and insdfvice training for obtaining greater in-
slghh into IRls.
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KENDER, ]()S—EP'H p. "An Analysig of Factors A‘sociatcd with Informal Reading Tests
it the Eighth Grade Level,” April 1968. Migcrofiche epd) 19 206.

The author, cognizant that 1Ris tend to possess the same general goals and that
1R1s constructed {rum functional matertals are more accurate than standardized
tests, notes that Yhoughts are conﬂi«‘ting about the construction and scoring of
an 1. Disagreement may be the result of a relative absence of research in this
area. The study cited. involving ¢ighth grade students. focused on five major
factors: 1) How close argthe instruction: levels tHat are, yielded by three dif- C
““ferent1n1s? 2) How close are the instructional levels when assigned, By the Kill- -
gallon and Cooper criteria? 3) Roes asking comprehension questfons after oral
reading at sight vield poor results because of a student’s preoccupation with
word recognition? 4) What is the difference in instructional levels if assign:
ment is made on the basts of oral reading with comprehension or on oral read- -
ing alone? 3), Should vocalization be considered in assigning instructional
levels? ' , - N .
« MCCRACKEN, ROBERT A. . The ()ral‘ﬁeadi,n&f’crfgrn nce of a Second Grade Class
“Using+dn Informal Reading Test. Yourngl of ‘Educational Research. 55
-(November 1961), 113-117. L »

The author conducted a study ‘using an 181 in a second grade elassroom forThe~ -
expressed purpose® of recording perfprmances of children in reading mat:r’::z\‘\
below. at, and above gradejlevel and comparing the oral performances of. /
good, average, and poor readers. The testing procedures and,results are given. f
Also included -are tables indicating speed, comprehension percentage. total
ramber of oral reading errors, errors per one hundred running words. and the
number and percentage of qualitative errors. Implications of the results view
errors quantitatively, not qualitatively. N ;P ] ] -
’ . ] ’ . ~ =
MCCRACKEN, ROBERT A., and NEILL D. MULLEN. "The Validity of Certain Mea-
sures-in an [.R¢k, " in William K. Durr (Ed.). Reading Difficulties: Diag-
nosis. Correction. and Remediation. Newark, Delaware: International
Reading Association, 1970, 104-110. .

* -
States the purgose of this analysis was to determine if the data from twoﬁ:\
and one sténdz%izcd achievement test would support the concepts of the three
reading levels. 'ﬁ’u Standard Reading Inventory (sa1), Basic Reading Inven-
tory, and the Cali')b{nia Test of Mental Maturity are considered. The discus-
sion of results does novconfirm the validity of the concept of instructional level

or its criteria, biit the data affirms that something labeled “instructional level”

can be measured \'Q{{dly. Subtests of the sa1 are analvzed briefly’

PACKMAN. LINDA. “Selected Oral Reading Errors and Levels of Reading Compre-
hension.” in Howard A. Klein (Ed.). Thé Quest For Competency in Teach-
ing Reading. Newark. Delaware: International Reading Association, 1972,
203-208. . ) '
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Discusses the problem involved in determining the three reading levels using
diffcgcnt IRls because of the disagreement which exists among reading special-
ists over the significance of various types of reading errors and how the errors
should be counted. Author describes a study condueted to investigate whether
some oral reading errors are more significant than others in evaluating a pupil’s
pvrf()rh ntgein reading at six reading corniprehension levels. Article-includes a
discussion’ of study design. statistical analysis of the data, and five conclusions
and implications based on the statistical results of the inveSjgation.

7

POWELL. wiLLiam R.. “Reappraising the Criteria for Interpreting Informal In-

ventories,” in Dorothy L. DeBoer (Ed.). Reading Diagnosis and Evaluation.

Newark. Delaware:}nternationa] Reading Association, 1970, 100-109. —

Central premise of this article is that the word recognition criterion, origina]]y

¢ formulated by Betts, is incorrect for designating the instructional reading level

. Author pres#tits data and information suppordng his premise,in-
uding Naformation on the Betts-Killgallon criteria, the Cooper investigation,
4nd reporys-by Daniels and Schummers. Article also includés data-from a study

there is strhng evidence to suspect the \-a]idii); of the Betts criteria.

1AM B, “Validity of the 1r1 Reading Levels,” Ebementary English, 48
1971), 637-642. >~~~ - '
4

the discrepancies between various sets of criteria by.which different
authorities} define the instructional level. The paper also seeks to offer con-
gruent valiflity for one of those criteria sets. at least as far as the dimension of
word recognition miscues is concerned. Author contends that the instructional
level as designated’by the iRt is an unvalidated construct. Previously, the author
held the position that as long as 70-75 percent comprehensijn was maintained,
the word recognition error patterns could be tolerated. Observation, however,
gave rise to the thought tiat word recognition criteria may be a function of the
difficulty of materials and the age and/or grade of the child. Eight sets of cri-
teria were offered for comparison. Standardized oral tests provided the data for
five of these sets. Conclusions tended to support the disuse of the Betts criteria
(Word Recognition, 95 percent). Criteria which attempted to reflect the pro-
gression of the{increase of language difficulty and the reader’s response to this
increase appeared to.be more suitable. Powell stated that his criteria more
nearly resembled children’s actual performance, though all criteria need

further verifjcation. .

).' 3 .

-conducted by the author to support his original premise. Author concludes -
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. COMPARING INFGgMAL READING INVENTORIES %

AND STANDARDIZED TESTS

-

- This section includes articles which discuss the relative merits and limitations of

standardized apd informal testing. These selections reveal the controversy over
determining how-relationships can be established between standardized and in-
formal measures as well as the comparative usability of these two types of tests.
Most research reports in this area support the generalization that standardized
reading survey tests, on the average, overestimate students’ instructional levels.
The problem with such. a generalization is that group averages don’t usually
permit valid conclusions about individuals. Although the correlations between
standardized reading survey tests and IRls are quite high (.70-85),-survey tests
should not be"used to place students in instructionial materials. Since Sandardized
tests are not intended for that purpose, it is unlikely that accurate placement will
result. Professionals need to realize that standardized group tests yield only

\general trends and group averages. Although reading authorities have differing

opinions regarding the relationship of standardized test scores and functional
reading lgvels, it seems clear that standardized test results are unreliable indica-
tors for placir(studgnts in instructional materials.

¥

BOTEL, MORTON. “A Corhparative Study of the Validity. of the Botel Reading In-

~

ventory and Selected Standardized Tests,” in J. Allen Figurel (Ed.), Reading -

and Realism, 1968 Proceedings, Volume 13, Part 1. Newark, Delaware:
International Reading Association, 1969, 721-727. o, ) ’

.Contends that there are a minimum of four problems concerning the vnlidgy
of an 1 and these four problems are largely ignored in the development and
use df 1us. The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of relationship

" between the Botel Reading Inventory and several standardized tests, a the

instructional levels of students in grades one through six. Five hypoth are
stated, as well as procedpres employed. Correlational findings and datajare
presented in eight tables. The findings of the study suggest that the Botel Read-
ing Inventory may be superior to the standardized silent reading tests used in
this study for placing students at their instructional levels. '

BURGETT, R. E., and N. A. GLASER. "Appraising the Revised Standardized Reading
Test,” Elementary English, 50 (January 1973), 71-74.

Reviews previous research on how closely the scores attained on standardized

‘reading tests approximate actual instructional reading levels as determined by
use of an 1. Cites a recent study involving approximatiens of instructional
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%ding letels by the Gates- \iacCinitie Reading Test and an 1 and suggests
that the results of this nt study are not consistent with generalizations made
in e*studx&s Authots conclude that the generahzatlon which suggests sub-
tracting oné year from the attained score on a survel-type reading test, in order”
to identify the instructfonal level, may need to be reexamined in view of the
new and revised reading survev tests. Article includes a table containing data
“from the comparative study of the revised Gates- Machmtle Reading Test and
arr IR,

S
DANIEL, JoHN EMERSON. “The Effectiveness of Various Procedures in Reading
Lgvel Placement,” Elementary English, 39 (October 1962), 590-600.
Dlsches

@ study concerned with investigating several commonly used reading
placément-tests and thé differences among these tests in providing grade place-
ment scores. Study was conducted using a third grade glass and comparing the
Gates Advanced Primary Reading Tests, the Bucks County Reading Test, the
Killgallon Informal Reading Inventory (instryctional gnd Trustration leveh\)‘
and the Killgallon Informal Reading Inventory -with modified instructional

% criteria.'The author concludes that, generally, any of the instruments reviewed
could be used as grade placement criteria but the teacher should keep in mind
the ease o&admlmstratlon of certain standardized tests along with diag-
nostic advantages of the . The article inclides eight tables containing the
results of stafistical analyses of the study data.. .

DAUCS, DONALD ROGER. “Evaluation of the Influence of Multi-Level Reading Ma-
terials on the Achievement of Fifth Grade Elementary Science Puplls When
Placed at Reading Level by an Informal Readmg Imentoq May 1970.
Microfiche £p 040 865. L. _

Purpose of this study was to evaluate statistically the influence of student place-
ment at reading level using an 11 in one elementary science series. Three treat-
ment groups were formed using twenty-one fifth grade classes. Group One
students read at one of five levels as indicated by an individual 1. Group Two
students read at one of five levels as determined by a group 1. Group Three .
- students read only at the middle of five levels as designated by the publishers.
Analysis of varignce revealed no significant differentes among groups. Results
idicated that the 1Rt will place students 1.3 vears lower in the materials than -
would the Metropolitan. Reading Achievement Tests. A possible area recom-
mendeéd for further research is teacher effectiveness. ' ~

JoHNs, Jerry L. Do tandardized Tests Rate Pupils Above Their Instruc&al
Reading Levels®™ New England Reading Association ‘nal, 8 (Winter
1972-1973). 35-40. ‘

.

"+ Qompares the results from an 1R and a standardized reading test, using thirty-
two fourth grade pupils, with the intended objective being to judge the value
of using standardized test scores to estimate a pupil’s-instructional level. Re-

",l' i v ; . {(
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1

sults from the Silvaroli Classroom Reading Inventory and Survey D of the
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests were compared Author suggests that the
commonhy accepted view that standardized reading tests rate children fram
one to four grades above their actual achievement level is not justified for the.
fourth grade class included in ‘this study: The author’s conclusion emphasizes
that the results of both standardized and informal tests should be uséd to im-
prove instruction for every pupil.

](‘)HNS‘ JERRY L. "Can’ Teachers Use standardized Reading Tests to I)ctcrmi'nc
Students’ Instructional Levels?™ Illmois School Research. ™1 (Spring 1975).
29.35. -

Evaluates a procedure, outlined by Farr and Anastasigw in an 1Ra Service
_ Bulletin, whereby a teacher may use standardized test soqres to determine a ‘
. student's reading levels provided sorge iRis are administered and a relationship.
is established between the two test scores. The author describes a study that he
conducted using the Classréom Reading Inventory and Survey D of the Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Tests with & fourth grade class fo assess the practicality of
the suggested Farr and Anastasiow approach. The-author concludes that his:
study does no{;onfirm fhat the procedures suggested by Farr and Anastasiow

can be used to'place s€udents at their instructional levels accufatel)' and stresses
the need for further study in this area. .

-

\LEIBERT, ROBERT E. "Some Differences®etween Silent and Oral Reading Responses

on a Standardized Reading Test.” paper preserited at the International
" Reading Association Conference, Seattle, Washingto, May 1967. Micro-
fiche £p 016 565. nt ‘o }

Describes a study which attempted to identify some of the differences between
r nses on one styndardized test “ates-‘Advanced Primary Reading Test, and
the kinds of respo obtained from an IRl Author investigated possible ex-
planations for the dnswers pupils chose while taking a silent reading test and
discusses how word'recognition tests and paragraph tests were conducted and
analyzed to detdrmine how and why a child chose certain answers. Leibert
“concludes that, for many pupils, st:dardized test scozes reflect a maximum in-
structional level and cannot be expected to be-equivalent to a score ohtained on
an IRL. -

MCCRACKEN, ROBERT A. "Standurdiz’cd Reading Tests and Informal A‘heading In-
ventories,” Education. 82 (February 1962), 366-369."

Reports and discusses a study conducted to compare the grade level ratings of
fifty-six sixth grade students on the lowa Test of Basic Skills and the levels
attained on an . The study found that the grade levels obtained on the
standardized test were approximately two years higher than the 1 instruc-
tional ratings. Author concludes that one must exercise care when interpreting
the scores of stihdardized reading tests.' ,

25
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MCCRACKEN, ROBERT A. “'Using Reading as a Basis for Grouping,” Education, 84

(February 1964), 357-359.

Contends that teachers frequently feel that- 1r1s are time-consuming and diffi-
cult to use; however, teachers may be prone to use the results of 1g1s for instruc-
tional grouping if the inventories were administered for them by others.
Children involved in the project were given an 11 and the Stanford Achieve-
ment Tests. The results of each of these tests and the correlations between them
are discussed, as well as the extent to which the 11 was successful in determing
instructional reading levels.. :

B

PLESSAS, GUS P. "Another Look at the Reading Score,” in William K. Durr (Ed.),

Reading Instruction. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1967, 313-316.

Discusses the reliability of standardized test scores in the precise determina-
tion of an individual's instructional reading level. Author discusses research

+ findings on the subject, offers some possible explanations why a large per-

centage of students may be incorrectly rated using a standardized test, and
concfudes with some basic implications consic{ering the data presented.

SIPAY, EDWARD R. “A Comparison of Standardijzed Reading Scores and Functional

~Reading Levels,” Reading Teacher, 17 (Jaiidary 10¢1), 265-268.

Describes a research study in which the author attcrupted to compare objec-
tively the extent to which the level of reading achievement, as ineasured by
three different standardized reading achievement tests, differed from the read-
ing level as estimated by two forms of an 1. The article points out that even
though standardized reading achievement tests and In1s are frequently em-
ployed to estimate a child’s level of reading achievement, a review of the
literature reveals differing opinions among reading authorities regarding the
relationship of standardized test scores and functional reading leygls. The
author concludes that it is impossible to generalize as to whether—s:“(ngardized
reading test scores tend to indicate instructional or frustration level since one
must consider the test used and the criteria employed to estimate functional

reading levels. Three tables containing study data are included.
Tt -

WHEELER, LESTER R., and EDWIN H. sMITH. “A Modification of the Informal Read-

'

ing Inventory,” Elementary English, 34 (April 1957), 224-226.

" Article points out that standardized reading tests are often unreliable indicators

of a child’s actual instructional reading level. It is suggested that since the
graded reader is the principal material used for the instruction of primary
children, it is imperative to know the grade levels at which children are func-

- tioning in the graded reader. The authors prgpose that using an 1R1, preferably

prepared from i series in which the child ' would be reading, could be a practi-

g} and helpful supplement to other test scores. Suggestions on how to find a
“child’s reading level and an 11 checksheet (used at the Universityof Miami

Reading Clinic) are included in the article.
27 <
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PSYCHOLINGUISTIC INSIGHTS INTO READING ERRORS

-ry

The psycholinguistic viewpoint may be of importance to those concerned with
the quantitative and qualitative aspects of miscue analysis as it pertains to the 1.
There appears to be an increasing number of professionals who support a qualita-
tive analysis of reading miscues; i.e., attempt to understand what the student is -
trying to doxsile reading. The articles in this section are only representative of
the availablefiterature and are not intended to be inclusive. Readers interested in
psycholinguistic insights into the reading procesgare encouraged to secure the IRA
annotated bibliography entitled Linguistics, Psycholinguistics, and the Teaching
of Reading. ’ ¢~

BURKE, CAROLYN L., and KENNETH S. GOODMAN. “When a Child Reads: A Psy-

cholinguis{ic Analysis,” Elementary English, 47 (January 1970), 121-129.

Goodman’s Taxonomy of Cues and Miscues in Reading evolved from the
premises that nothing a child does when he reads is accidental and that miscues
can be organized according to linguistic and psychological characteristics. This
article primarily studies a nine-year-old child’s reading of a story. The Taxono-

_ my is applied to the child's reading to provide an analysis of syntactic, seman-
tic, and grammatical considerations. Tables and an analysis of intonation,
dialect, and further data are included.

GOO;)MAN, KENNETH 5. “A Linguistic®tudy of Cues and Miscues in Reading,”
- Elementary English, 42 (October 1965), 639-643.

Reports the conclusions of a descriptive study of the oral reading of first,
second, and third grade children. In this study, reading is regarded as the
active reconstruction of a message from written language. Cue systems, used
by the reader as he interacts with written materia), are delineated. The study is
further concerned with the relative ability of children to recognize words in
and out of context and the necessity for regressions while readir)n‘g. !

GCOODMAN, KENNETH S. ':'Analysis of Oral Reading Miscues: Applied Psycho-
linguistics,” in Frank Smith (Ed.), Psycholinguistics and Reading. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973, 158-176. ,

Discusses the theoretical base of the reading® process according to psycho-
linguistics. Reading is described as a process in which the reader chooses from ~
the available graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic information only enough
to select and predict a language structure which is decodable. A taxonomy of
" cues and miscues in reading is presented which enables one to analyze miscues
and become aware of the reader’s strategies.
‘ 28
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GOODMAN, KENNFTH §. +'Reading: You Can Get BM&:S Anytime You're
Ready, Dorothy,” English Journal, 63 (November 1974), 61-64.

Discusses reading instruction from a new vantage point based on building.upon
strengths. while avoiding preoccupation with deficiencies, and respecting the
great language learning ability of children. Psycholinguistics is defined and dis-
cusfed and the concept is developed that miscues aré more than simple errors.

. L] LT
GOODMAN. KENNETH S. “Reading: A Psycholinguistic Guessing Game,” in Harry |

Singer and Robert B. Ruddell (Eds.\ Theoretical Models and Processes of
Reading (Second Edition). Newark, Delaware: International Reading As-
sociation, 1976, 497-508.

Goodman seeks to refute that “reading is a precise process that involves exact,
detailed sequential perception and identification of letters, words, spelling pat-
terns. and large language units.” 'He contends that “reading is a selective
pracess. It involves partial use of available;minimal language cues selected
from perceptual input on the basis of the reader’s expectations. As this partial
information is processed, tentative decisions are made to be confirmed, re-
jected, or refined as reading progresses.” Author suggests that reading in-

volves interaction of thought and language. All deviations are not errors, -

Specific reading examples are included with discussion of each error. Author
also includes Chomsky's model of sentence production and its relation to orél
reading. Silent reading is considered as needing less graphic information than

oral reading. Author concludes with a listing of the eleven steps to the psy- -

cholinguistic guessing game and a visual flow chart of the reading process.

GooDMAN. YETTA M. “Using Children’s Reading Miscues for New Teaching
Strategies,” Reading ;I‘eacher, 23 (February 1970), 455-459.

Deals with the question of how teachers can use children’s miscues as tools to
help children réad. The view that certain miscues are of a higher order than
others is expoungded and teacheys are encouraged to handle their students’
errors instructioitally through provisions for teaching-learning strategies.
oyt .
COODM:AN, verta M. “I Never Read Such a‘Long Story Before,” English Journal,
63 (November.1974), 65-71.

Deals directly with reading miscue analysis and provides some insights into the

reading process through studying one child’s reading of a story. The child’s

reading is analyzed in terms of quantity of miscues, graphic and sound similari-

ties, dialect, use of the grammaz‘ca] system, and comprehension. The author
discusses the implications of reading miscue analysis for instruction and’con-
cludes with three suggestions for the teacher of reading.

WILLIAMSON. LEON E., and FREDA YoUuNG. “The 1mt and rv1 Diagnostic Concepts
Should Be Synthesized,” Journal of Reading Behavior, 6 (July 1974), 183-
194.

»
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Summarizes ten advantages of the 11 and nine questions used to evaluate a
reader’s errors in the rm1. The authors hypothesize that in synthesizing the rm1
concepts with those of the 11, the advantages of each are enhanced. Enhance-
ment occurs because the rm1 questions focus on"quality rather than quantity.
“To understand quantity, quality must be examined in quantitative units.”
This article is a descriptive study which supports the thought that reading
errors are powerful cues to use in diagnosing reading performance. Thirty inter-
mediate grade students were found to be competent users of their language.
Miscues anglyzed according to the rmI exhibited rcading behaviors different at
instructiondl and frustration levels. The specific behaviors at each level are pre-

sented in gharts and dicussion. Conclusions ort the synthesis'of the con- ,
cepts of e 1r1 and the RMI. ‘ :
~./
x
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‘4 'RELATED FACTORS

This section deals with some additional areas of concern such as the competency
of the examiner, motiva;io_nal factors, and special measurement techniques re-
lated to 1R1s. The use of the polygraph to help assess reading levels is an inter&stin&
and novel approach that may stimulate additional research.

BETTS, EMMETT A. “Reading Problems at the Intermediate-Grade Level,” Ele-

{

mentary School Journal, 40 (June 1940), 737-7486. .

,’,J:‘ . Reports selected data collected in a study of seventy-eight fifth grade students.

L Some of the conditions of the study are listed and the author delineates

L seven chief purposes with emphasis on difficulties, capacities for compensation,
, and other ”L@Cted factors. Five tables and thirteen jqng_!usviog‘s.,a{e presented.

BRITTAIN, MARY M. “Informal Reading Procedures: Some Motivational Considera-
tions,” Reading Teacher, 24 (December 1970), 216-219.

Contends that previously published criteria for judging informal reading
performance have failed to account for personality variables among children
~ and, therefore, suggests the sighificance of flexibility in determining individual
3 instructional levels. The author reviews a number of studies that emphasize the
importance of considering such aspects of personality as drive level, aspiration

level, perceptual style, and cognitive elements of motivation.

_DAVIS, EVERETT E., and ELDON E. EKWALL. “Mode of Perception and Frustration in
Reading,” Journal of Learning Disalblities, 9 (August/September 1976),
53-59.

Describes a study which’ attempted to investigate reading frustration by de-
. termining the amount of failure and frustration that can be tolerated without
physiological indication of stress. It was hypothesized that different personality
structures may be employed to predict the frustration reading levels of ele-
mentary school children. Discusses subject selection and testing procedures, in:
cluding a thorough description of the m1 and polygraph. procedures. Results of
this study indicate that, for the majority of children, instructional reading pas
sages must be no more difficult than to allow for afout 5 percent oral reading

€rrors. -
DELLA-PIANA, GABRIEL, BETTY JO JENSEN, and EVERETT MURDOCK. “New Direction:
for Informal Reading Assessment,” in Wjlliam K. Durr (Ed.), Reading Dif

flculties: Diagnosis, Corréction, and Remtdiation. Newark, Delaware: In
ternational Reading Association, 1970, 127-132. %
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The authors feel that while possessing the worthwhile goal of prescriptive

¢ teaching, the 1a1 is an instrument that is far too time-consuming for the regular
classroom teacher. They contend that many of the procedures of 1Rl can be -
built into instructional material; thpe teacher becomes a trouble-shooter
and focuses attention to on-the-spotdiagnosis. A sample exercise lspresented in
simulation with this thrust of informal reading diagnosis.

EKWALL, ELDON E., and Jupy K. ENGLIsH. “The Use of the Polygraph to Determine
d Elementary School Students’ Frustration Reading Level,” May 1971. Micro-
fiche gp 052 915. :

The researchers used a polygraph to examine several factors related to reading
frustration on 1as. The study involved third, fourth, and fifth grade students
and had two primary concerns: 1) to determine if factors, of intelligencesage,
sex, ethnic background, reading level, or personality type influenced the point °
at which reading frustration is reached; and 2) to validate and stabilize the
criteria for scoring 1r1s. Findings show reading level, intelligence, emotional
control, cognitive style, and perceptual acuity did affect the. frustration level
but age, sex, and ethnic background did not significantly do so. Recommenda-
tions for additional research and applications of this study are made; tables and
a glossary are included. '

EXWALL, ELDON E,, JUDY K. ENGLISH soLIs, and ENRIQUE soLIs, JR. “Investigating
Informal Reading Inventory Scoring Criteria,” Elementary English, 50
(February 1973), 271-274, 323.

Relates a study, the purpme&)‘r\;ffbh was to use the polygraph to validate the
criteria for scoring IR1s and to detejnine whether any one set of criteria is ap-
plicable to tertain students considering intelligence, age, sex, ethnic back-
ground, reading level, or personality type. After a purposive samplmg of 150
students in grades three through five, 62 children were selected for the study.

The authors concluded that intelligence level, general reading level, and some
personality traits appea?affect the level at which a particular reader be-’

‘comes frustrated.

KELLY, DEAN. “Using an Indormal Reading Inventory to Place Children in In-
structional Materials,” in William K. Durr (Ed.), Reading Difficulties:
Diagnosis, Correction, and Remediation. Newark, Delaware: International
Reading Association, 1970, 111-119.

Author assumes that the a1 represents one of the most powerful tools of in-
dividualized measurement. The writer hypothesizes that its greatest disad-
vantage is linked with the competency of the examiner, since the validity of 1
data is obtained almost entirely through the competency of the examiner. A
specific experiment is cited offering plausible suggestions for designing inservice
education programs. Goals are to provide classroom teachers with knowledge
. of and ability in administering Ir1s to choose reading materials for studénts more
. appropnately, to increase sensmvnty to classroom reading needs, and to im-
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prove instruetion. The findings of this experiment indiCate that: 1) inservice
training before classroom assignments in materials are made yields greater
teacher sensitivity to instructional levels; 2) pupils assigned to materials with -
the use of an 1 possess better reading attitudes; and 3) primary grade teachers

e more aware of instructional levels than intermediate grudt teachers. A list
of references is included.

. ~ . )
PRESTON, RALPH C. "Watch for Pitfalls in Testing Oral Reading,” Reading
Teacher, 7(April 1954), 232-233. - a

) \aciations in the chlld 2) degr de a child’s pride und morule arld 3) cause
‘. “unfeliability to exist as a result of a lack of rapport. Three case studiedare cited
as checks on the reliability of‘oral reading. The author suggests sevégal tech-
nidues including establishing rapport, supplying unknown words, présgnting
a nonreading task before a reading task, obtaining more than one sample
oral reading, and using passages th.at vary in difficulty to improve the, reli-
ability of oral reading tuts

RUGEL, ROBERT P. "Arousal and Levels of Reading Difficulty,” Reading Teacher,
) 24 (February I971), 458-460.
) o This investigation had two purposes: 1) to determine if physiological arousal
"7 as measured by the Galvanic Skin Response (csR) increases as a child proceeds
from the independent to instructional to frustration levels, and 2) to evaluate
the potential usefulness of sk responses as indicators of anxiety in children who
have reading problems, Twenty second and third grade students with average
reading ability were studied. The results indicated that a child’s level of arousal -
increases as reading difficulty increases, and that Gsr is probably a useful diag-
", nostic instrument vnth problem readers

WUNDERLICH, ELAINE, and MARY BRADTMUELLER. “Teacher Estimates of Reaaing
Levels Compared with et Instructional Level Scores,” Journgl of Reading,
14 (February 1971), 363-308, 336.- :

The Individual Reading Placement Inventory (1rp1) is a standardized inventory
designed to provide teachers with a rapid means of assessing the instructional
reading levels of students up to seventh grade. The study reviewed in this
article was an investigation of the discrepancy between teacher estimates of
student reading ability and the actual level as determined through the use of
the p1. The procedures and results af the study are discussed. The data sug-
gest that middle school teachers included in the study were unable to make #c-
curate assessments of the reading levels of their students.
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8 E UN}UBLISHED MATERIA:N, B

This section contaifis unpublished master’s theses and doctoral 'dissertations that
¢ . . . [
may serve as additional fesources for those interested in further learning.
& ¢

BROWN, DIANNE B. "The Pfepara fon, Use, and Anatysis of Results of the Informal
Reading Inventory,” master’s thesis, University of New Mexico, 1968.

BROWN, SANDRA R. "A Comparison of Five Widgly Used Stand‘ardized Reading -
Tests and%ﬁorma]‘ Reading Inventory,for a Selected Group of Elemen-
tary Schoo ildten,” doctoral dissertation, University of Georgia, 1963.
Disserfation Abstracts, 25, 996.

CHRISTENSON, ADOLPH.-"A Diagnostic Study of Oral Reading Errors of Inter-* _

~ mediate Grade Children at Their Independent, Instructional, and Frustra- _(\

tion Reading Levels,” doctoral dissertation, Colorado State College, 1966. ' X,

. 5

coopER, J. Louss. "The Effect of Adjustment of Basal Reading Materials on..,,
Reading Achievement,” dpctora] dissertation, Boston University, 1932.

.. 0 ' p,

DANIELS, KATHARINE. “Evaluation of Informal Readin’g Tests,” master's thesis, “?

Boston University, 1939. | h
- : :

DAVIS, SISTER M, CATHERINE EL}‘ZABETH. “The Relative Effectiveness of Certain —r
Evaluative Criteria for Determining Reading Levels,” doctoral dissertation, ’
Temple University, 19684. Dissertation Abstracts, 25A, 3967.

DENNY, JAMES. A Diagnostic Study of Reading Achievement of Third Grade , **
o

St‘gden?" master’s thesis, Clark College, 1970. . - X
DUN‘KELD, LIN ';The Va]idi‘t)\'\ of the Informal Reading Iﬁventory for t}y”

Designation of Instructional Reading Levels: A .Study of the Relationships .?’

Between Gains in Reading Achievement and the Difficulty of Instructional.
Materials,” doctoral dissertatidp. University of lllinois, 1970.

GiPE, JOYCE. "An Investigation of the Informal Reading Inventory Techniqu'e:'." ‘
master's thesis, University of New Mexico, 1967. " . 4’,7‘»"
1 » ' A
KILLGALLON, PATSY ALOYsius, “A St\pdy of Relationships among Certain Pupil
Adjustments in Language Situations,” doctoral disserthtion, P nsylbgnig’ ™
State College, 1942. * * \ MR
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' LADD, ELEANGR. “A Cpmpa'rlso‘nj of Two Types of Training with Reference
| Developing Skill in Diagnostic Oral Reyding Testing,” doctoral dissertation,
\ . Florida State University, 1961. Disserta fon Abstracts, 22, 2707.
T Co , .
u.\\,‘é}s, VIRGIF’H. “"Development of arn lnfz’rmal Reading Assessment Inventory
' 7" for-Teachers Trained in Directive Teaching,” doctoral dissertation, Ohiv

. State Unlversity, 1973. Microfiche £o 084 509,
\ L] . C

IMCCRACKEN, ROBERT A, “The Development and Validation of the .1t for the In-
: dividual Appraisal of Reading Performa®®e in Grades One Through Six,”
doctoral dissertation, Syracuse University, 1963. Dissertation Abstracts, 24,
52(?. . -~ .
-

MILLSAP, LUCILLE N. "A Study of Teachers’ Awareness of Frustration Reading
Levels Among Their Pupils in Basal Readers,” doctoral dissertation, Gni-
versity of Oregon, 1962. Dissertation Abstracts, 23, 2809.

- )/‘

PATTY, DELBERT L. A Comparison of Standardized Oral Reading Scores and
Informal Reading Inventory Scores,” doctoral disserAtion, Ball State Uni-
versity, 1965.

Y 'J.O
SHARP, LAURA LEE. "rn Ev
. Grade Classroomy*

hation of an Informal Reading Inventory in a Fifth
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PUBLISHED READING INVENTORIES

NAMES OF TES\ - PUBLISHERS MAJORTESTS' COSTSAND CONTENTS
(Publication Date) | \ ' |
(Levels/Numberof Forms) \Specimen Sets Classroom Sets
NBotel Reading Inventory | Eollett Educational Corp. | 1. Word Recogaltion 8.1 L (request 08BY). 812.2.4. Includes 35 coples
(1666) 1010W. Washington (0869) Includes teacher’s gulde, |+ of each major test,
(grades 14; "Word Bivd. 0, Word Opposltes ~ | sampletest,clas and | teacher's puide
Opposltes” for grades Chicago, 1, 0807 Reading (0863) Instructional group, Instruetlonsfor
1.19/1 form) “ 3. Word Opposits summary sheets, admitietrafanand
L Listening (0864) | sooring, (43,06 for 35
4. Phonics Mastery (0865) coples of one test.)
Classroom Reading Wm. C. Brown Co, | (Word Recognltion | None wvallable however, | 43,05, The teacher husthe
Inventory (1976) 125, Locust &t 2, /0ral and Silent the necessary materlals for | publisher's permisslon o
(rades 3.8/3 forms: , Dubuque, 1A 52001 Paragraph Reading | administering the reproduce necessary
A,B,undC) - 3. Potential Beading Level | inventory cost 9385, | record pages
- 4, |Spelling Survey !
Individual Beading * | Follet Educational Corp | 1. Word Recognition | 45,89 for Administrators/ | 1317 Includes0student
Placement lnventory 010W. Washington | &|Oral Paragraph Teacher's Packebigequest | nventory booklets, wers
(1089) Bivd, Reading 0107-Form A; 2109-Form | manual, and complete
(pp-7/2forms: AandB) | Chicago, IL 60607 3. Auditory B). Includes manual, two | testing materlals.
‘ ' ( Discrimination word recognition wheels, |
4. Potential Reading Level | paragraph reading cards
5, Letters of the Alphabet
Informal Evaluationof | Book-Lab, Inc. ].{Oral Paragraph None avallable; however, | $4.35. Includesthree busie
Oral Reading Grade Level | 144937 St Reading the necessaty materialsfor | reding seection bookles
{am) Brooklyn,N*MlB 2, Potentisl Reading Level | adminlsiration cost $4.95. | (reusuable), 35 evaluation
(p-graded/] form) ' o | Y\ | summary forms, and
' ‘ nctryetions for the
| teacher,
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NAMES OF TESTS
(Publication Date)

(Levels/Number of Forms)

PUBLISHED READING INVENTORIES (continued)

PUBLISHERS

.

MAJORTESTS &

-

COSTS AND CONTENTS .

Specimen Sets

Classroom Sets

McGrath Test of Reading
Skills (1867)

(grades Loireshman in

college 1 form)

McGrath Publishing Co.
Boux 535
Whitmore Lake, MI 48189

[ =]

. Word Recognition
. Oral Paragraph

Reading

. Word Meanings

¥

32.()()‘(n~quost sbcclmcn

‘copy). Includes vie

complete record booklet
and directions for
administration.

$38.00. Includes 40 record
booklets complete with
instructions.

Pupil Placement Tests
(1970)

(pp-Krade 971 ‘4‘

Houghton Miiflin Co.
1900 S. Batavia Ave.
Geneva, 11. 60134

. Word Recogmwition
. Oral and Silent

Paragraph Reading

. Potentinl Reading Level

$3.42 (request 1-25951 and
1-25953). Includes teacher’s
manual and test materials.

(Manual anly 668¢. Request
1-25951.) ‘

$13.71 (rekua( 1-25050).
Includes 35 pupil summary
hooklets, teacher's
manual, and testing
materigls.

Reading Placement
Inventory (1973)
(p-grade 9/1 form)

The Econogy Co.

Box 25308 **

1901 N. Walnut
Oklahoma City, OK 73125

. Word Rccogn'ltll\m
. Oral Paragraph

Reading

$3.15 (request 551-1).
Teucher’s munual
(includes sample test |
items).

$7.11 (request 55-1 and
550-3). Includes teacher’s
manual and 35 student
test booklets with record
keeping system.

Standard Reading

Inventory (1971)
(pp-grade 7/2 forms: A
and B)

Klamath Printing Co,
320 Lowell St. -
Klamath Falls, OR 97601

. Word
. Oral

ecognition
d Silent
Paragfaph Reading

. Potential Reading Level

$8.00 (request AB 120).
Learner’s Kit: manual,
stories, word cards and |
holder, and record
booklets for Forms A anci

B. \

$17.00. Includes 40 record
booklets and complete
testing materials.
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