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The éducationél research and development community has refinea fech‘
niques for incorporating principles derived ffom the psychology of
learning into instructional systems. Particularly in the areas of com-
petency based instruction, a well documented fechnology has evolved for
the translation of learniﬁb principles into empirically verified practice
(Gagne and Briggs, 1972; Baker aéd Schutz, 1971; Baker and Quellmalz,
1971; Bloom, 1976). There is little 9Videncé. however, that reading pro-
grams currently in use consistently émploy these fundamental instructional
techniques in any systematic fashion.

Meanwhile, faced with a continued public cry to provide sound
instruction in the basic skills areés'and driven to combat the highly
publicized decline in achievement scores, schools seek guidance in iden-
iifying those reading systems mg§t likely to pronote reading proficiency.
But this is not an easy task, given the bewildering array of programs
aveilah]e. Criteria need to be generated to evaluate bromising prog;ams.
fhe analysis of programs’ instructional éesigns, along with sﬁch critaria
as cost and validation. evidence, is a critical factor in making judgments
about program quality.

' The present study was conducted in response to just such a program.
selection/evaluation problem in a California schoél district. An initruc-
tional analvsis was (nnductod for Tour a’.‘;?-: resting progrers oidily in
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- use. As subsequent editions of thg/programs becan2 available, tfiis data

was then augmented by a second -analysis of the most recently available
editions of these same program;. ) | .
Thg purpose of Lhi§ paper ié to déscrihe the )ésults of this.ana1ysis

which included skill coverage én& inFtructiéna] design featufes. In
“addition,. the paper will-critique the programs' current designs and
reconmend changes which may improve &heir iﬁsfructional.effectiveness.
Because there were certain consisten&ies of the instructional methods.
used by the four major prggrams, it ;kems reasonable that these programs
are (eprésentative,of the current teano]ogy of available reading systems.

———

Methods

/

2 Content analysis was-performed /on the fellowing four readfng pro-

grams: Bank Street (1965, 1973), MAcm111an Reading Pragram (1965, 1975)

Harper and Row Basic Reading Progf% 1 (1966, 1972), and G1np 360/720

|
|
t

(1968, 1976). These programs were felected for study because they were
the most connon]y used programs in ther school d1str1ct/éontract1ng the

initial study. It should be noted that only the basi¢ skills program

was used in/éhe analysis of the Harper and Row progfém. This program

i
also inc]uded’content reading, personal réading, gﬁd criterion referenced

/
! testing strands that were not available for anal sis. (Since these

'acqu1re only the core readers.) . /

=

A strands are separately purchased, it is 11ke1y that a school might
1
To plOVlde 1nfonm1t1on on the degree %b which programs troated

various aspects of reading, it was first: .cce>5arj to identify catcgories

J

of reading accotding'o two criteria:  first,

skille that were defencible ¢
N

the cateqories representoed U 3o 0F reqding shillsy second, the




~sion (genera] skills, elements of fiction and non-fiction

. defines each techniquelemployed in'thé analysis.

The skills thus derived'were: phonic analysis, word stru

skills (information location and organization). Table I

more detail the spécifi§ skills included within each caterry.

Insert Table 1 about here

|
|
‘l
The four programs were also examined for the degree#

materials and procedures employed various types of instrfictional tech- ©

.
niques. The particular instructional techniques emp]oyei
Qere those instru;tionaf procedures with a'body of reseay
supporting their effectiveness in facilitating learning.
are also advécated by authorities {n the field of objectf
The instructional characteristics included

instruction.

tion, practicé, knowledge of results, testing, and remedf

%

:. i
Insert Table 2 about here

-

- . categories of skills commonly occurred in elementary readifig programs.

Fure, sentence

Structure, word meaning, literal comprehension, inferentidl comprehen-

‘and study

J
escribes in O |
|

to which their

in the analysis' ' |
ch eviden;e z
The techniques

ves-based

direct ihstruc--

ation. Table 2

»

.

Once the categories of readind skills and the cafegbriés of instruc-

tional techniques had been identified, the task was to a

nalyfe each

program for its representation'of these gategories. The

each program was to examine the Teacher's_Editinn of the\

accoripanying workbook materials. The analysis of the old

-
procedure for
reader and any

er repding

. texts|which were actually in use in the schools was conducted on all

grade levels, K-6. (Note that-Bank Street includes matcrka]s solely for

the primary grades.) .The analysis of neuwer editions, in

the interests




Table 1

‘Reading Skill Areas

Phonic Analysis: student must use sound of lctters-letter ‘combinations

Word Structure: emphasis on part of a wotd (e.g., compound words,
affixes) :

Senﬁence Strudture: emphasis on usage of word in sentence (e.g., parts
of -speech, verb tense, adjectives, adverbs)

Hord Meaning: vocabulary develobment'

Literal Comprehensiod: understanding of one or more sertences (e.é.,
recall, paraphrase, look for details)

Inferential Comprehension: generating information beyond what stated
in story > -
General: relates to predictions, guesses about why, what next

(e.g., main idea, cause, effect) -

Fiction: responses keyed to unique fiction style and structure 7.
“(e.qg., plot, character, setting, figirative language)
Non- '
Fiction: structural elements (e.g., main-idea of total non-
fiction work, issue, reasons)

Study Skills: Jlocating information in text adjuncts, e.g.; table of
contents or index or in reference 4$ources. Does not include
looking for details in text, unless timed practice in skimming,

/
Organizing Information: outlining, summaries
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; . o R Table 2 :
} . \ '
- Instructional Techniques Description

| . 1
RS
Instruction:

by teicher or wr1ften~-teacher provides 1nstruct1ona1 cue
explicitly telling student.how .tb achieve a.task or to answer a

question or denons trates the’ task (e.g., point aut, néview, tell
students) ‘

Practlce o !

supervxsed by teacher with feedback

»

independent student comp1etes task a]one, feedback procedures may
or may not be recommended

‘ ;
Knowledge of results :} feedback provided for independent pract1ce or
remediation \/

/
-

Test: wﬁinin level or unit tests
Remediation: procedures exp11c1t1y di ctlng.teachers to supply suppleX
mentary ass1stance qilower abily pup1ls 4 \

~ "

P
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. of econoﬁy,’inc]uded oh]y g;ade 2 and grade 5. LeVe1;8 of the Ginn Pro-
. gr;m was chosen to rep;esept graﬁe 2; and dué toiynavai]ability, grade 3,
rather than grade 2, was used for the Harper and Row Program.*

For ®ach level of a program; every lesson vas analyzed. "Lessons"
were defined as the set of'mageria1s and procedures in a Teacher's Edi-
fion.or qude for which instrucgional objectives were stated. Usually

' Jessons related to a fiction or prose selection. One aspect of the anal-
ysis consisted of tallying the numBer of lessons in which program mate-
rials and/or procedures presented activities related to a reading skill
categdfy; Thus a particular 1e§§on‘treaiﬁng phonics and literal compre-
hensign would receive a tally-in each of'those categorie%. As the unit
of ana]ygis was- the occurrence of a skfl] category; a ieégop received

“only one tafly for a skill category, }egardless of the number of times
wvithin any one lesson that d skill was adaféssed. The percentage of

, lessons in which a reading skill was taught was theq calculated by
dﬁv!qing the number of lessons in which a skill was actﬁa]]y taught by
the total number of lessons. The nuﬁber of skills taught in an average
lé;son was also derived by Jividing the<tota1vnumber of ski1is taught in
a‘grade §vel by the total number of 1essoﬁs for that level.

The instructional techniques used in each lesson to address a skill
Qere also tallied. "Within a lesson, for example, phonics might be
treatéd by direct instruction (the té;cher telling students how to sound
out a word) and also by guidea practice. A tally would then be recorded

¢ for each of these instructional process categories. Aéain, only oﬁe
tally per category was reéordez per lesson, regardless of the number of
' times within a lessen the technique occurred. Thé percentage of lessons

in which an instructional technique was employed to téach each separate

3 )
The analysis of the most recent Macmillan program excluded "Extra!," be-

cause the program did not moke clear when these independent exercises
viere to be used. 7
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type_bﬁ reading skill.was. then calculated. .Th; calculation involved

dividing the number df lessons in which an instructional technique had

i s been emploxed for each reading skill (quided practice in phonics, for
éxample). by the total number of lessons dealing with that skill. The

0 ~average percent of times an iﬁstruction process was used to teach reading
skills was found’py dividing'thg total number of times each technique

+ Gwas used for any skill by the total number of reading skills occurring —

]
<

in the program.

“Results

" Results are presented separately for the older and the newer edi-
tions. Although.certain comparison$ have Been drawn between the two
editions, these must be interpreted with‘some caution. It should be,.
remembered that while the analysis of the older programs is based on ‘the
average of all primary level and all intermediatk grade ieve1 tests, the

analysis of the more /recent edition employed only second and fifth grade .

texts. ’ ‘ .

Skill Emphasis ’ .

Tables 3 and 4 indicate for each reading program the percentage of
. lessdhg in which each of;the reading skills is treated and the average
number of skills occurring in each lesson. (Table 3 presents the results
of the earlier editions, and Table 4, the most recent editions.) Results
are reported separately for the primary (K-3) and intermediate (4-6)

_ grades, as well as for the entire program. The percentage of lescons



featuring each skiil must b:?vieged in relation te the averagé number of
 skills dealt with in each lesson (indicqtcd at the bottom of the tab]es).
For examﬁle, only programs preserfting a very large number of skills per -
lesson (8-10) could have a high percentage of lessons dealing with each
skill.” In contrast, note the Ginn program (new edition) gives the fewest
skills per lesson, and their percentages for skill coverage are generally
Towest. ' -

Overall the resu]fs for the toEal K-6 programs show that in both ear-

’

lier and newer editions word meaning and literal comprehension skills con-
sistgnt1; receive the most emphasis, while study skills, inferential compée—
_hension of non-fiction élements, and sentence structure (with the exception
of Harper and Row) éenera]ly receive very low priority. It is interesting

tﬂat while areas of skill emphasis vary from program to program and from an
earlier edition to the more recent one, emphasis within a given-edition of

a reading program ?s fgirly uniform from the primary to intermediate grades,
especially for the newer series. This finding runs counter to the commonly

held*assumption (and publishers' assertions) that reading skill emphasis

shifts dramatically between primary and intermediate grades.

Table 5 ranks the skill areas that are emphasized by each reading

program (gﬁose skills which occur in at ]easf 60% of the lessons or the
three ;kills which occur in the highest percentage of lessons) ?y grade
levels for both the older and'newer editions. Examining this table in

" conjunction with the earlier tables clarifies the differential skill
emphasis betweg;.the older and newer editions aﬁd between the primary and
intermediate grades. As ﬁight be expedted, there i% great emphasis in

both editions on phonics analysis skills during the primary grades, with

a slight decrecase in attenticn in the newer versions. In the older
L] »

{




gditions, the primary reading programs d1so emphasize literal comprehen-

sion, word meaning, and word structure. While these trends are aiso

5
4

?§é§ent in the newer editions, the refative emphasis on word structure
ﬂas decreased, and there is.a substantial increase in the'percentage of
lessoqs devoted to tnferential comprehénsiqn skills.

For the intermediate grade levels in the older edi{ions, there is'a.

.continufng‘empﬁasis on-word meaning, A slight decrease fﬁbm the prima}y‘
level in emphasis accorded to literal comprehension (alihough still
treated in about 60%‘0f the lessons), and increaséd attention tor infer-
enfia] comp;ehension of.fictional elements and non-fict{onal elements and
study skills. In the:néwer editions for grade 5, the same trends are

present for word meaning, non-fiction and study skills. "However, literal

PR TR TR, e e T T T T SRR

comprehension coverage increases from the earlier editions,‘ana attention .
to word gtrudtune has been increased. It-is interesting that in -two of
the three fifth grade programs, attention to fictional elements decreases

P
“from Jrade 2 to grade 5.

s e

In geaeral, there is a.trend from ihé old editions to the .new edi-
;. tions to provide increaséd attention to all the inferential skills in the L
~1primary gr;des, and a slight  decrease in emphasis éiven}these ﬁkills foQ‘
the intermediate grades. It is notehorthy fhat fnferential comprehensiog
of non-fiction elements is given very low priority, yith.three of the
four prégrams,tréating.the skill in only abput 8% of the lessons for
.grade 2 an% 5.. Interestingly, the Harper and Row Program, whfch give%
non-fiction the most attention also has a content area reading serijes
. which was not included in tgé preseni ana1ysis.-'éimi]ar]y,aattention to
the study skill of organ?zation'of information has inﬁreased fqr both
grades, but the level is still extremely low fabout 7% of the lessons),
¥ /

—_—
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Instructional Techniques -

General design. Tables 6 and 7 display the percentage of lessons
within each reading skills in‘which the separate instructional techniques ~
were specified. The summary figures at the bbttom of the tables indicate
for each reading program the average percent of times each instructional
technique was specified for teaching all reading skills within the
lessons. The frequency with which the most basic instructional technidue§
(f.e., instruction, practice, and knowlddge of resu1tsl vere used was
much lower than might be expec ted or hoped for, with the exception of
supervised practice. It s interesting that wh}]e specification of some
techniques, notably supervised practice, indebendgnt practice, and feed-
back procedures, has increased in the newer editions of three of the
programsi the trend is downward for the use of teacher directed and
wripten instruction. Proyisions for testing have remained. fairly constanf

. and those for remediation have plummeted. .

Teacher directed in;truction. In both the older and newer editions

of the reading proérams, provisions for exp]icit-iﬁstructiona] cues for
the teacher to use in instruqxion'is very low, with the exception of the
Bank Strect pregram. Teacher instruction in literal cofiprehensior is
almost non-existent closely fol]owed by instruction in general inferential
Efmprehension. In the older editidns, teacher-led instruction is directed
mostly toward phonics analysis, word meanjng and word structure. The same
trend is evident in the newer editions, but instruction in word meaning
receives somewhat less, attention. Similarly, for the older editions at

the intermediate level, the focus 1s on word meaning and word structure,

with Tittle atteniion to instruction in phonics analysis. In the ncwer
texts for the intermediate level, most teacher instruclion is quectcd
. 1l \\




- toward word structure and fictional eiements, with considerably less
instruction, from earlier editions, dealing with word meaning.

Written instruction. Written instruction, as might be expected, is
f .

employed more often in the intermediate grades than in the.primary grades.
However, the technique is used very infrequently in both the older and
“the newér editions. Those publishers employing written instruction in
the earlier editions continued to use it, even if seldomly, in the newer

editions. "

Supervised practice. Clearly the most widely used téchnique for.
all ski]]s,kthe use of supervised practice has increased in the newer
versions of the reading programs. Thelincrease is pafticular]y‘evident
in the area of inferential comprehension Ski]Tﬂc with tﬁe,exceptﬁon of
the Ginn program. Tﬁis.general increase may be attributable to greater .
use of questioning as the children read a story. .

Independent practice. The use of independent.practicé has also

increaged in the newer versions of thg reading prografms. 'The current
editions feature @oderate use of this strétegy: While the older primary
level texts gave the-most independent pradtiée in literal comprehe;sion
and word meaning, the newcr editions most consistently provide indepen- .
dent wbrk'in phonics, word meaning, ahd location ;tudy skills, with .
glightly less independent practice in literal comprehension. At the
intermediate level, the newer texts ﬁost consisteﬁtly provide independent -
practice for literal éomprchension and study :ki11s.

Knowledge of results. Specifying feédbgck Eo students for indepén~

g « v :
dent practice has increased in the newer editﬁons, although the use of

this technigque is stil! quite variable acrosg programs, and overall much

Tower than might -be expected.




Testing and remediation. The frequency of testing has increased

%1ightly in the newer editions of some of the reading programs; however,

" the dse.of specified'remedig;i?n has génerally decreased from its
» 'previdus low level. (It should be noted thaz Harper and Row has both
criterio; referenced tests and remedial dittos that were not available
- for the present anélysis.) In generaT, there is great variability both

between and uithin programs .in the use of these techniques.

Conclusions
Rééu]ts of the_inst;hptionnl analysis suggest that major reading
programs fail‘to ﬁrovfdévcons1stent}gafqnfinstrutiional effectiveness,
_and seriously neglect some valued areas of reading skills, in particular
%unctfonal literacy skills in non-fiction prose. Abundant.reséarch
evidence, Soth from the psychology of learning and the technology of
instruction, indicate that the instructional variables 1ncludéd in the
present analysis do- facilitate learning (Gagne and Briggs, 1973). Why
{then do these programs fail to furnish materials and procedures adequately
employing these technfques? Ones 3nswer may be that the reading programs
- under study advocate a different instructional approach. Examining the
- rhetoric introducing the intent and structure of each program, however, =y
Ebvbalg at least lipservice io "mastery” type approaches. An aitgrnative
explanation could be that the authors assume that'elassroom t%achérs
automatically and routinely use these research based techniques. VYet,
again the rhetoric ofAthe programs credit their-materials with systemat-
fcally reinforced skill progression. A third interpretation is that, in

response to consumer demands accompanying the mastery learning movement,
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¢ . ‘ ‘ ’ ' .
_ publishers have/simply costumed their standard basal offerings in objec-
tives, criterionyreferenced tests and rhetoric about systematic skil

.developmerit. : . )

Bl ot A
.

;f rea'd‘ing programs are to claim adherence to-a competency based
mastery learning model, they must substantial]y~improve their instruc-"
tional design, be{;inning with a more focused approach to skill acquisition.
In no subject area except reading is there such a concerted attempt-sto
' ) fnundate’ the learner with so many skills per lesson (in the present .
study the average was abont five). Particularly during skills acquisi-
tion, it seems intuitively obvious that systematically dealing mth one
or two skills would be more bemeficial to student~ achievement than the
- shot-gun bombardment they precently receive. ; )

. The present readmg programs are particularly weak in the important
area of teacher 1nstruct10n. Explicit instructional cues for each Skﬂ] .

can and should be provided. There' %_ known rules, defipitions and

strategfes which can be explained to n\ieveloping readers gn how to decode,
. derive word meaning, literally cofprehend (e.g., by fhfdf'ng types of .

detaﬂs. cye words for sequence, etc.), infer meanings (1f materials ' f

e, _.sr

provide enough fecurring cues to allow for an inferente). identify fic-
te tion and non-fictian elements and use study sk‘lls. While some programs

are ,{proyiding cue?s for phonics analysis, the fr&equen,cy of instruction in

mst other sktlle is, to say 'the least, very di%appointing. Instruc-

't{ona'l cues should. be provided by the teacher a an‘intr‘odixction to a

- 8

skill or for those preferring the discovery method as part of fegdback
Written 1nstruction. partﬁ:ular[y at the intevmediate 'levels could also
’ be more widely utilized. . l)'progression, then, of explicit instruction,

.‘ massed to distrfbyte’d supervised and independent practice (with feedback) )

& ; ’ . -
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for each skill . should provide a spfmd basis for -initial skill acquisi-

tion qpcording to the well documented technology Qf instructional design.
Further, frequent assessment of those skills qFSignated as Qasic "core"
reading siills.should be accompanied by supplementary remedial instruc-,
iion ang practice.
A large part of the prob]emd‘gspedially in the area of comprehension
: skills. may be the reading prograns ten‘E\ous adherubc!?tg the basal
apprg:ch to readipg. Ch11dren read a story and then answer a sepdés of
quektfons about it.. The organizing structure of the program derives
from the thematic and genre répqésentation of the stories, not from
their repnesentatiop‘?f readiﬁg’skills. It seems reasonable that high
quality, fntéresting text selections can and.shoqld be 3nc1uQed for their o
c¢lear exemplification of pqrticular reading skills, an& nét Just because
they are cute folk fales.'.(But this unfortynately is not. the case.)
',Thit these recommendations are standard fPre for instructional
desién in compeéency-baked approaches i; clear. That the reading mate-
rials cu#&ently in use and availab1e to the schools, as exemplified by
the four'vrograms in our study, fall short of adequate instructional .
design for most skills 1s also clear This finding is particularly
disturbing given the millions of dollars expended in the educétion&l\
market place for reading programs. Perhaps it is time that the publié\
demands some evidence that -the reading programs they purchase are
'fnstructionaIIQ effective, or, at the very least, derived from instruc-
tionally sound procedures.‘

The present stud/ was intended’to serve several purposes. First,

to indicate the present instructional state of current reading programs.

Second, to suggest dimensions along which programs can improve their

-




| . . ]
-in this study will be used by school systems to analyze reading prograﬂs

currently in use or beinq-cocsidered for purchase. Not only cou]? such
7 an analysis provide a rational /basis for tex. selection, but furtrer,
could make ‘explicit those argas where classroom teachers neegd to a gment
tﬁe instructfonaT procedﬁres supplied by the reading program. Givdn ou#

.findings, the latter strategy is critical if the decliné in student

7y . \
' reading scores is to reyeTsed. : , \

16

. instructional designs. Finally, it is hoped that the procedures emp]oyeé
| J |
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“Table 3

Percghtage of Lessons which Deal with Major-Reading Ski)Ts

By ‘ . and

X . . Average Number of Skills in Each Lesson
i _ ‘ ' 0lder Editions

-
Eércen{age of lessons wﬁich deal w/i]fh major reading skills .
. v ’ / | Program 4 '
. ) / ‘:2 Ginn 360 Harper & Row Bank Street Macmillian Reading Programl
Skill "y, K-3 4-6 Total | K-3 4-6 Total - K-3 K-3  4-6 Total
f. Phsafe Analysis | s8 22 5 | 96 15 -~ 59 77 % 24 57 1
2. Word Structure / o 60 61 61 | 9% 44 .70 .63 68 33 55
3. Sentence Stryture . ' 25 9 21 | s5 25 ‘41 |. 1 16 21 18 |
4. Mord ‘:»ieani'pﬁ , 60 58 60 82 66 15 - 43 - 99 94 . -98 =
5. Literal lggmprehension ST £ T G 92 60 . 78 54 % 79 8 ,
Inferential Comprehension: ;‘ B ' _ l
6. ren,(er/dA o 46 53 a8 | 28 30 29 | < 3 nf e 69
7. Ff/éu'éoﬁ Elements 54 88 62 17 52 33 |» 18 571, 63 59
8./ ‘tonfiction Elenents 1 3 18 6 0 22 10 . 0 64 27 12
" Study Skills: 1 £t op .
Location of Information P N3 S 3 u 26 0 1 29 ' 66 42
\ O}ganizatlioﬁ of Information 6 7 6 2 11, "6 '_ 0, 12' 22 16
B 1 T - ; B o osnd
rveraqe number skills covered in each lesson 4\0 4.4 '4.0‘ 5.0 i3.5' 4.3 T <532 'f?.o 5.1
! ) o RS : (e
) . : 16
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B Ta51e 4
Percentage of Lessons which Deal with Major Reading Skills
; and J
Averace Nymber of Skills in Each Lesson
* &st Recent Editions

' Percentage of Tessons which deal with méjor reading skills '
' Program and Grade Level

- . Ginp *720 Harper & Row Bank Street [Macmﬂ]ian Reading Program
+ Skill .. |.2nd S5th Total | 3rd 5th Total 2nd | 2nd  5th Total
13 Phonic Analysis : _ 3 0 18 76 84 80 97 71 53 65
* 2. Hord Structure o 40 35 37.5 | 69 60+ 64 .89 78 63 70.5
3. Sertence Structure 6 & 7 | 50 49 50 18 | 1 1 1
P4, word Maning 48 50 " 49 88 | 81 84 100 78 80 79
5.. Literal Comprehension ' 58 63 60.5 91 | 89 90 95 i 98 86 02
_ . Inferential Comprehensicn: " i '
6. ' General 34 42 38 93"1’81‘ 87 L. 96 ~ 17 , 61 69
7. Fictior Elements 46 *, 41  43.5 33 |52 43 32 63 39 51
. 8/ ‘MNor-Fiction Elements 8 10 9 16 | 35 26 7 4 14 9
. Study Skills: .
‘& & . ! )
9. “location of information 22 "46 3 | 28|29 28 Y1 15 '51.2 33
18; - Organ:fzation of ‘information ' 6 13 9.6 ' 7 24 16 - 5 4 16~ 10
— C . — =k =t -
. Bverage number of sKills covered in each lesson ) ) ’
\, . 3.0 35 33 5.6 5.9 5.7 5.4 5.03 4.83 4.93
' ‘ﬁ . . ' :
ISJ.‘\' y : " _ 20
- \ : o .
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firade

v

‘-.Text/

Grade

b §
Table 5 - Rank Order of Skills Emphasized in Reading Programs

and Percentage of Lessons Dea11ng h1th Skill*

1 .01der Editions
i ‘ Ginn ~ hHarper Row oL Bank Street Macmiltan
. k-3 4-6 k3 © 4-6 k-3 k-3 4-6
Lit Comp (85%) |Fiction (83%) |Phonics (96%) |Word Mean (66%) | Phonics(77%)  YWord Mean (99%)!Word Mean (94%)
Word Mean (60%)|Lit Comp (61%) |Vord Struck9%)fLit Cofp (60%) | Word Struc(63%)[Lit Comp (90%) {Lit Comp (79%)
Vord Struc(61%)|Lit Comp(§2%) Fiction (52%) Lit Comp (54%) Phonics(76%) General (€6%)

Yord Struc(60%)

Word Mean(82%)

Mos

-
-

]
t Recent Editions

General (71%) .
Ward Struc(68%)
Non Fict(64%)

.

Ginn

2

5

Harper Row

2

5

Bank Street

Macmillan

2

5

Lwt Comp (58%)
Word Mean(48%)
Fiction (46%)

L4

Locate (46%) -
Lit Comp(65%)
vord -Mean (88%)

*

General (93%5
Lit Comp (91%) -
Word Mean(88% W
Phon Anal(76%)
Word Stiruc(69%)

Lit Comp (89%)
Phonics (84%)
Word Mean (81%)
General (81%)
Word Struc(60%)

Word Mean(100%)
Phonics (QZ})
General (95%)
Literal (95%)
Word Struc(69%)

]

Yit Comp (98%)
Word Mean(78%)
Word Struc(78%)

F
General (77%)

Phonics (71%)

Fiction (63%)

Lit Comp (86%)
vord Mean (80%)
Word Struct(63%)
General (61%)

* Skills ranked weré either 1) contafned in at 1east 60% of ]essons or 2) top three skif¥s if program's'

Mg\s;

percentages were all below 60%,

|

o1y

N>



%
$ . %
. » dadle 6 . . . . / R
p ' ; Percentage of Lessons X1thin fach Reac¢ing SkI11 0 ' . .
; . ’ Specifying Particuler {n:lruc'.'ona\ Processes %
Ve Older £ditin~g N
- R
’ ’ '.numc‘.'sho\'?rme“ N , L3
]
. ) _ ‘ ,I':s'.—.scnc-\:’ 8 Practice: Ynowlecge o L\
Teacher Written Supervised Indenendent of Qesults Tes'ing Remadiation
: T -
1 | q ! 3 a4 : . ' | ]
. Skt Grace | 1 2 3 & |1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2,3 4.1 2,3 1 2 3.4/ 1 2 '
" 1. Phonfc Analysls  K-3[36 61 95 59 | 0-2 O C| 80 47 95 53| 24 40 95 75| 5 0 0100, 16 0 4 10|47 29 0 &5 |
. 6|10 2 nlowo 12 3 2 290 0 9 %) 0 0 100 0 0 56 | 97 25 59 | =
. ’ 2. word Structure x-:[z: 49 83 39 | 0 0 0|73 65 73 49| 37,43 68 81| 11 0 01|12 0 5 18|40 4 0 13 .
) 46148 22 65 | 0 19 1712 83 - 32| 62 88 68 0 0 00 71 0 68| 0 4 7]
. 1 = b
’ . >
. 3. SentencenStructure Hi!s s3 62 12 [0 0o o 049 53714 2] 0 9 ¢9 S1| 0o o ow0| 5 0o 3-0| 0o 7 o0 10 <
) 462 1 9 {0 35 %,| o 22 371100 69 200 0 o w0| 0o o0 0 20 0 5 7
. i ¢, ord Veaning x-3(19 4 82 81 |0 2 0 0[5 60 04 3 | se 66 69 74| 9 o—-’b w| o 0 w21 & ¢ | IS \‘
N 4636 5 .95 10 7 6] 8 91 2] 19 40 28 23~0 ~ 19040 o 21431 41 2 A
4 A L -
§. Literal Compre- X3/ 0 20 ¢4 0 |0 0 O 08¢ 77 42 95/ 38 66 72100 9 0 Ol0| 13 0 9 0} 2,3 0 6
, hension ¢slo 9 4|0 2 . 1|8 N 93| 35 37 0017 0o wol17-o0 ol 16 15
6. Inforentfal x3b7 o0e 210 o o Q) er 12 8 73 a5 57 100 61{ 10 o 010012 0 0 of1r 7 o
n Corcrghensions: 4 ¢ 0 1o a3 9l 21 e 63 60 83 Y6 0 J00| 10 0 0 18 6
feneral « 61 > 7 1 23
. ’ I Ve 17 ae 3
. 7. Fiction 3[4 5 6 10 |0 :\1} 0f 92 91 54 91| 16wy5 98 18| 270, 0"VUM | 7 0 g0 g5 0 ¢
4-5185 25 8|01 29 {79 8 KXo |~ 50 62 w000 o | 1A e 12,
8. _Yon-Fiction x-31{22 o o0 ¢ |0 o o0 of[8a o0 o 72 o019 11 o o%olwe| 0 0 0 017 o 0 O ¢
. a6l 2 ko 22 63| 67 89 16| 19 38 nl s o o 8 0 o) ¢ 2 1
. Sty SWMNls - X-3) 5 6 97 54 {6 5 0 02 €8 S2 51| M 17 41 47 0 0 0103f & O 0 Of2 21 0 4
Locate 46137 6 o2 2|2 2 541 95 o1 61 0 0 100|'0 o0 0| s 26 15
' g . A e )
T 10,7 Study Skills - x3{12 0100 26 |0 ¢ 0 0|3 o0 0 7|4 o 0 4] 00 0 0|15 0 0 0] n 15 & 3| '
0 iy ~ ot ' .
’ SJrsanize 4-5{22 0 29 |0 13 2| & 51 *Ia| w0 57 8] o o 19| 0 0 0] &1 1 23
. Aversce rmen: of1 X-3116 39 78 35 | 2 3 1 0 75 65 73 70{ 33 45 o4 5& 3 0-066[12 0 8 6|29 20 0119 | . -
?'635'5:35:::.».1_3;' ) 4-6!29, 1 0 |5 13 171 57 65 8| 60 59 59| % 0 59013 0 -0| 3 28 15
Yeacing Skills < 0
§ 3 . A . s i
. 1 = Ginn 720; 2 = Harper 8 Row; 3 = Bank Street; 4 e Macmillan Reading ‘l;roqrm to. - .
i * This column reflects the percentage of times knowledge of results was given for {ndependent practice. \w %
* # " * ©
.2 L] 2 ' ‘ »
, s
o . ; .
2 : ) \
’ s 3 (% - .
~ A '51
J ~ - «“ &
3 4 ) < "k« i
' ’ * % T .
. ¥ < .




. b " ‘\“
v | - Table ? . . &~
' Percentage of Lessons Within Each feading SKIN o
Specifying Particular Instructicnal Processes ' : v
, . P Yost Pecent Edttions '
. : = Instructional Process _ . y
Instruction: Oractice: Knowledse * ' R ~
» Teacher Written Suveryised Incebendent of Results Testing Pemadiation
| e 2 T v T = ad
Skily Grade Il 1 2 3 4 1 I 2 23 4] 1 2 3 4 12 3. ,47 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 | 1 2 2?2 a4
. A
‘ 1. Phentc Amalysis ‘2523 69 97 57 0 18 2 2i S6 91 100 10011790 93 86 8900 98 18 91 ] 22 0 8 5 i 28 52 2 O i
sl o s olo 2 0] ©100 Wl o0 17 4] 0 s6 0| 0 0 of o o 0| <
2. Word Structure 2{55 45100 28 "0 48 1 10100 43100 93] 2c 93 65 75| 75 95 38 44 011 6;10 4) 0 &
§i6s 79 13 ' 6 3 61 94 100 99 | 100 &7 12l 29 & 97 28 0 0 ! 23 3
- § I 1 7 ’
: 3. Sentence Structure 233 59 63 O o 7 o ef100 66 95 26! 0 %9 42 €3] o 76 63 33| 2 0 16 8]0 28 t)_I )
N . sjas n 55 0 3 0100 81 l(:()l 25 R 73 0 %0 88 0 0 18 i ¢ 0 0 ¢ |
4. Word Meaning 2{2§ 27 84 19 [ p 0 © 3100 83 1002c0| Y2 71~76 49| 45100 25 23| 25 O 7 3 i % ¢ 0 0
. * 510N 47 ! o0 8 N[ 97 96 - " 97[100 51 53| 46 69 4021 0 3 | 170 0
- S, Literal Comsrehension 2| 3 0 20 0 |0 O O 0 97 85 98 9, 48 76 34 72| 99 90 26 26 14 0 7 2| 7 0 1 0]
, st o0 2 ° 00 O 0| 40 75 781 93 59 90| 75 85 19 7 0 6_) ? 0 0 O ]
6. lnferentfal Compre- 2112 Q 17 4 | 0 O ©O O] & 93 99100(1200 28 31 38| 9% 8 50 70| 29 0 8 4|29 0 4 0|
hensfon - General | | ‘
: 3 S|'S 0 4 s 0, 41 25 84 9% 1100 39 63 10 82 68) 20 © 10015 0 0 i
70 Fletton 2070 7563 9|0 0 0 0] 91100 911c0| 13 11 49 91| 1B %0 21 %) 4 0 9 3] 4 0 0 O
; S! a6 1. 2% |22 28 L19( 88 100 9] 66 35 651 44 79 85 4 0 3 | 2 0 Q4
. Non-fictton 2100 0°1¢ 5% [0 0 0 ©f25100100100( 0 0 5 25(/.0 © 5 0| 0 0 1 0| 0 O O O}
’ L 51 8 5 27 6 14 0 8 100 100 8 68 45 0 93 80 0o o0 0 0 0 0
3, Study Sk1lls - Locate 2|64 31 59 S0 0 S0 0 ‘0100 99100 21100 81 77 0| 82100 47 O 0o 0227 Y 019 0, 0|
. 5132 44 12 {23 3° 91 R S0 90 |100 83 9, -9 62 ° 18 0 0 ? 0.0 0 v
19, Study Skills - 2§32 25 80 25 |'C 0 O O] 67100100 5] 67+ 0 O 0[5 0 O Of O 04. 0/-00 0 Q O
.~ ,  lrsnte sjo 3 L2 i1w 8 8| 9100  eqlica 2 es| 0100 5) 0 0 Bj 00 0
= re T L3 .
/‘ ’ e . . ! .
; fworage Percent of 2{36 57 0 19 [0 12 o, I 88 €3 88 97]60 63 515976 93 30 30714 010 4] 1 1 0
T1ves Process Speci- si2s ¢ .13 [12 7 9{ 63 91 92| o8 45 93| 43 76 41010 0 “s|e o )
f1ed for Teaching . s : ; .
niading SkiNls : e . : ’ ‘ k \ : .
47 oo - . ‘ N =X
) 1 = Ginn 7203 2 = Harper & Row;’ 3 = Bank Street; 4 = Macmillan Reading Program . . >
B . * This columg reflects the percentaoe of times knowledge of results was given for !ndgper;dent practice. N
** Grade 3 tex used for analysis of the Harper &:Row serfes. S * . f

« ’ 4 = . 5 ¢
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