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. ~intxggduc!ion: Characteristics of the Decade
‘ . o« -
i present here an overview.of some of the important developments .~
in the psychology and teaching of reading'during the past 10 years ’
. Muchhas happenedn the field dbnﬁg the decade—probably more
than in"the preceding 50 years. The task of selecting the develop-
_ ments has not been an easy ong. It became possible only whenll dc-
- cepted the fact that 1tthad™to be a personal selection—one individ-
s ual's story. But, it is also based 0.y my participation during these 10
. years in many activities related to ‘réading—on national advisory  *
committees, in research planning grog?pﬁ, and in professional com-
.~ mitments. S
" try to captura the essence of the decade—the major happenings
: and changes from 67 to 1977. What contributed to these changes?
E What were the resuits of these changes? Understanding these devel-
E‘f' opments, | assume, can help us make more rational decisions i:j the :
% R
]
:

present and future. . . . .
., Fqur developments araso characteyistic of the decadb that they
" will §e présented first. A :
Reading and thesocial conscience. The event of greatest im-
po%;ce, and the one thatset the tone for the decade, was a 1969 ad-
dress by James E. Allen, U.§. commissioner of education. In it, he
' proclaimed the "nght to read” for evegy man, v\'/oman,‘and child He ﬁ'
] said, in essence, that readfyg is the very life of the individual—andof
thesodiety. He noted that for mcre thafn a quarter,of our population
. who read poorly-or not at all, “the wf&ole world of knowledge and
; inspiration available through the pginted word had. revef been
opened. .. . These individuals have Yeen denied a right—a right as
fundamental. as the right to life, liberty, and the pufsuit of happi-
ness—the right to read” (Allen,1969).* © - o

. , .
‘ heS
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4 *The domplege cyation for references sho%‘/n in parentheses in the text can befound .

E @ alphabetical Jist {by authors) in~the Ias€ pages of ths fastback
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.¢The social conscience now calied for a high level of literacy for
_alf, not mere ability to read simple sentences. It recognized that
. ; knowledge and inspitation cannot be won from the minimal literacy
%, of a fourth-grade reading level. Indeed, the Natiohal Academy of
T.Education’s Reading Commitiee, formed at Allen’s request, fecpm-
mended a twelfth-grade level of literacy for all adults—*“roughly. the
~ _abilityto read With underétanding nearly all the material printedina
* magazine like Neivsweek” (Carroll and Chall, 1975, p. 8).

_The low levels,af reading ability that aroused the concern of
Allen and other lrational leaders were more than confirmed by major
., surveys. For‘.ex'ample,.the first large-scale national survey of §_choo|

achievemgi:n, reported in 1266 by Jame} Co'eman and assqciates,

and young people who had completed the same number &f years of
schooling. The.lowest achievers at all ages, particularly among
twelfth-graders, were children from minority groups, bilinguals, and
- children from a low socioeconomic backgroynd (Coleman, 1966}
the Harris survey (1970) of the ability of atross section of adults to
: - read material important in coping with everyday ‘problems (e g,
A driver’s licenses, Medicare applications, etc.) indicate that large

;} numbers_é)erformed poorly. Fagility in this kind of reading was rela-

3 ted to the numberot years of school completed and, to socioeco-
© > nomic status. * ' .o

- A study of reading compreh@nsion in 15 countries (Thorndike,

» . 1973) foupd essenllglly the safe relationships. There was wide varia-

3 tion in ability at each age level. which tends o0 be associated with,

family background within nations and"with the nation’s level of
* wealth. Thus the average reading‘acﬁievemem ot children and
. %%" that] of the developed countries. S .
- " Thé most recent evidence on the centrality of reading in educa-
tional achievement was found by Benjamin, 8loom (1976). He
. showed that faillure to l.arn toread by the end of graée 1is predictive
o _~of later fallurg. A child’s grade 6 reading score predicts rather accu-
3 rately his achievement 1 high school and even whether he will enter
college. ‘. . .

It 1s thus fitting that government poverty programs include the’
: improvément of literacy as one-of their goals, as do the Title 1 (Ele-
: ]: lillcnary and Secondary Education Act of 1965), Office of Economic

:
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found great discrepancies in reading aghievement among children

" . wyoufig people in the developing countries was zonsiderably below
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7 .Qpportunity, Adult Basic Education, and the Rié—l;ckto-Read pro- :
< grams. " '
e The importance of reading for the'development of the individual .
- continues to be strongly supiorled by the public. Supportis appar- .
-ent, for instance, in the back-to-basics movement dnd the move- ' .

‘ment for black youth led by the Reverend Jessie Jackson. There is
_+..also a new intergst it literacy among cross-cuifural cognitive psy-
~+ chologists who are studying the’effects of literacy on the cognitive
- development of Africans who have never attended school (Olson,

; 1975):

"+ - Ten years ago theré weré comments by some intellectuals thats i
% _sliteracy was perhaps overrated and that the electronic media could

: ‘be a good substitute for print. Others were toncerne&that universal

- -, literacy might lead to acceptance of “establishment ways.” Curr>ntly

there is‘a greater faith in the importance of reading. Indeed, the gen-

eral belief 1s that a minimym competence in-reading is necessary for

© il high school,graduates. Gene Maeroff reported in thé March 13,

. 1977,New York Times that seven states have recently mandated min-

: . imal competencein reading asa prerequisite for high school gradua-

- tion. It is significant that this duvelopment folfows a series of lawsuits

, brought against school systems by parents of high school graduates, *

: who were barely literate after 12 years of schooling (Chali, 1976).
2. Growth in reading research. Another characteristic of the’

decadé is the great growth in basic and appliéd reading research ‘

furtded by government agencies and private foundations. This re-

search has been conducted by scientists frorn many disciplines. i e.,

psychologists, Iinguisg; psycholinguists, computer Stientists, read-

ifig speciflists, and n rologists. o

_ The geriod was Siso characterized by growth in the number of

Maltidisgiplinary teams for L ‘. research and the development of

reading|programs. One of the earliest of the teams of scientists who

stimulatked basic reading research was formed in the early sixties at

Cornell-University with funds from the Office of Education. The most

: " recent is the Center for Research.in Reading at the University of
- 1llinois, founded in 1976 with funds from the National Institute of
4 [Education. . ) .

: ° During the det~de reading research became “big sciencey” The +
: typical research project was no longer carried out by a college pro-

| Q or with the assistance of one 6r more of his ‘gracuale students
. ERIC - ,,
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. . iNorwas'it done by a reading specialis('iry{school withthe helpofa
L few-taachers. Research projects were typically undertaken with the
< - support of government grants and were ciraiied outbyaeroup ofin-
',,-\iéstigators. The, cursitulum prbjects were usually carried out in uni-
* versity-atfiliated research and d‘é’velopme centers, some of which |
‘had fairly permanent staffs. Toward the er.z‘of the decade, more cus-
=2 - giculund development projects were condutted by educational con-
*sulting firms not directly connected witha university.
. 3. Increase jn interdisciplinary advisory committees The period
- from 1967 to 1977 was also chiaracterized by mgny interdisciplinary
- gommi\tees,,eth'at advised on the solution of the national 1eading* -
4~ problem.] mentjorronly a few: the secretary of HEW's National Ad-
© o« visory Committee dn Dyslexiaand Rplated Reading Disorders, which
_prepared areport, Reading Disorders in the United States(1969), on
© préventing, treating, and studying the problem of readingfailure:
. thé Reading Committee of thé_National Academy of Education,
: whijch prepared a répoft, Toward a Litgrate Sociely (1975), that pre-  «
sented a diagnosis of the literacy problem, guidelines for solving it,
-and position papers commissioned by the committee; and the Study
, Group onLinguistic Communication t6 the National Instijute of Edu-
o cation, whose report, Linguistic Communication: Perspectives for {
. Research; was published in"1973. )
. 4, Growth.in the Professions of Reading. The 1967-77 decade was
- _ also chasacterized by growth in the number of professional groups
. * " concerned with. reading. The International Reading Association.
. more than ddubled—to 70,000—Guriig the decade. The Association ¢
for Children with Learning Disabilities, established in the 1960s, also
~ grew at agreat pace, as did the Orton Society and the National Coun-
cil of Teachers of English. : . ) .
. Protessionalization of reating is also - cen in theincrease innum-
A bers of graduate progiams in readiro. in 1973 approximately 56 uni-
,versitizs-offered the doctor’s degree and nearly 200 offered master’s
degrees in reading (Wanat, 1973). -

-

.
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Now to some of the issues that were' slu'died, discissed, and de-
8  bated dunng the decade. It shduld be remembered that theseissues
. ]: lillce debated aganst a background of growing commitrhenttopro- .
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\\ Vlde ||teracy for all—the poor the btlmgual the learning disabled —
and/e\gamsta background f ¥big" resgarch, natronal advisory com-
= Tmittees,, anJgrp\V|ng prafessional strength.

! jtis not surprising, therefore, that the dubates and the changes of
L the"past decade have involved the most fundamental issues in réad-

- ing, when tg start the teaching, of reading, holv to teach the begin- -
ner, concern for mature reading, reading and learning disability,
early prediction and intervention,. testing and evalyation, readabil-

development . . .
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ity measuremenl,,and environmental factors relaled to readmg -,
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%’—’,' N . . ¢ .
How To Teach the Beginner S

T . ¢ : -
Ten years ago one of the major cohcerns of. teachers, adminis-
trators, textbook publlshers and parents was how best to-start the
child on reading:
The prevailing view on beginning nm.hng methogs in 1967 was to
,  start hy teaching whule words, emphasizing réading for meaning
* from the start. Phonics and other word analysis ski Ils were to bein
troduced later andslowly. Throughoutthe eIemenlary grades,acon-
trolied, high- frequency vocabulary:was to be used (Chall, 1967).
This approach, classified as « meaning emphasm(Chall 1967),
assumed that there 1s no fundamental distinction between the redd
ing processes of the beginner and the mature reader. |n essence, i*
proposed only one reading prdcess—the mature one.. '
In the middle 19605 there ®as a perceptible:but slow movement
- away from a meaning emphasis to a code emphasis—one that put an
earlier and heavier emphasis on the felationship between sounds
and letters (Chall, 1967). By the late 1960s and early 1970s the trend
was definitely in the direction of code emphasis. By the middle 19705
most of the published beginning teading programs had a code em-
phasis (Pqpp, 1975). Even those that were classified as meaning em-
pha§:s had earlier and heavier decoding programs in the first grade—
an emphasis on phonics found only in the stronges{\ude emphasis
programs of the early 1960s. ~
. What brought about this change? No doubt it was a  long and
growing discontent with the results achieved by existing'metliods.
There was also research support'for the change. Learning To Read.
The Great Defyate {Chall, 1967}, by synthesmng therelevantigsearch
, « cnbeginning reading \from 1910 16 1965) and by analy zing the major .
; .seading programs, pru;nded the facts needed fu:\ilscusslon and de- *

rimon The conclusion that'the evidence was stronger for a code em- 8
» » - p )
[MC , . 0 g .
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:phasis than for a,meaning emphasis seems to have had a substantial
. effect on the published reading programs that followed, on methods

textbooks, and on research (Chall, c. 1977, in press). .

« Other support for code emphasis in beginning reading programs

.came from the 27 USOE firsgzgrade gooperative studies coordinated

., by G. L. Bond and R. Dykstra (1966). This research showed that chil- _
dren using fjrst-grade basal reading programs with a supplémentary,
phonics progfam djd»better‘than those with a basal re-ding program
alone. _ ~J[* ‘o } . :
_ Almaost universal acceptance of @ Code-emphasis approach to
beginning reading is found by the end of the décade in the'heavier*
decoding programs o: the published basal reading series and in the

» ptofusion of kits, games, devices, multimedia materials, ard work-

books for.decoding. Indeed, perusal of recent issues of The Reading
Teacher {December, 1976, and ]anluary,19721 reveals asizable num-
ber of ads for decoding materials and a considefable number of re-
views of instructional materials for decoding programs.

. Othet evidence of the acceptance of decoding as a beginning
reading goal can be found in the addRion, in the ea, ly 1970s, of sepa-
rate subtests on decoding (often called'word analysiserword stu%y)
for the lower grades in two of the major standardized reading tests

“S'asame Street” and "'The Electric Company” gave further reir-
forcement to decoding skills as an essential in beginning reading ~

Miliions-of children who viewed these programs on 1V had firsthand

experience In learning to decoae™s an early step in learning to read

(Gibborvet al.,1975). -

Some fnonty opinions are being voiced about the place OS de-
coding in beginding reading. Among thesgare t?\e\r\;ritings of Flank
Smuth (1971) and of kenneth Goodman (1974). Bo take the theo-
retical position that there 15 but one reading process—a mature pro-
cess. They do not distinguish beginning from later reading. Forthem, *
reading s “for meaming” from the very beginning. They claim!that
early teaching of letters and&ounds can distract the child from seek-
1ng and achieving meaning { orn reading. This theoretical vigw of
reading 1s stmular to the meani..g-emphasis view of W.S Gray that
was predomninant from the'1920s to the 1960s in the major basal read-
ing programs. . o ’

~  The theoretital v:q(v of reading proposed by those prefer ir4g a
O ) de-emphasis beginning 1sthat reading is essentially differentatthe

iy
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L beginning ang at the more matute levels, It changes E;Jalitatively asQr

. the reader progresses, A« he beginni-g, the major task is learning
the relation between the sounds andtheldtersinwords Later, read

T ing becomes increasingly based on the acquisition of meaning and

on Interpretation. o A

. what 1s thé gvidence today onthese two theoretical views of ?310-

L ginping reading? A recent review of the relevant researchovera60- o

K year period by Dykstra {1974) concludes that codé emphdsis is more

: A effective than meaning emphasis and brings mcych'ldren_lo inde-

pendence sooner. - - -

Indirect evidence that code emphasis is probably more effective
than meaning emphasis for beginaing reading comes from the re-
cem'corhpa??s_ons between reading achievement of children today \l\ .
with those of} five oy 10 years ago. All « nparisons of reading
achievement at grades 1, 2, 3, and 4 seem tc indicate that the chil-
dren of today are ahead of those of.five and 10 years ago Although
« factors other than method may havg contributed to theimprovéd re-

sults, a tenable hypothesis might well be that the stronger decoding

programs iptroduced in the'late 1960s and early 1970s, together with
othet .changes brought about by them, such 4 heavier \(ocgb'ulary
loads, more difficult stories, vtc., made possible.the earlier develop~

ment of reading skills (Chall, 197Pb). - ¢~ ~ ’ .

_There -are other rumillings of disccntgnt. Some conve, | think,

. from too diligent an application of decdding procedures in the total

<ading program.'ln their enthusiasm, many authors, publishes, and

, teachers may be extending ihe decoding practice too far and stu-

dents may be spending too much time on it. This may bc so both for

the highly programmed decoding r_nater_ia‘lf and for the teacher-

. made exercises. Thus storiesund books, the true vehidles for reddifig

. for meaning, may be neglécted ip the zeal for mastery of decoding
Moderation here, as in all of life. should be valued That'itis-easy o’

overdo the decoding and thereby build up td a strong reaction was
anticipated in The Great Debate: I -

. ¢ % \

| recornmend a code emphasis only as a heginnng reading method*
-./ 1 do not recommend ignoring reading-fof-mvanmg practic2 -~
Jfsome] are already misinterpseting the evidence. They are developing
decoding exeraises tor upper elementary and high school pupils, erro-
neously assuming that if this approach 1s good at the.beginning, itisalso

5

. - o good later on. .. If pupils can already do thus, the teachers and the au-
4 «" ! - .
¢ ERIC N \ :
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.~ thors and publishers who gve them decoding exercises are building
- », another kind of superstructure that 1s bound to produce another reac-
Le ~ " uen. If they conv  ue, we will be confronted in 10 or 20 years with an-
v other best seller. Why Robert Can't Read. The culprit in this angry hook

.will be the “prevaling” lingusstic, systematic-phonics, ur modified al-

T phabet approach—whichever happens to “win out”’ now Thosugges

AT ted cure wil] be a “'natyral” approach—one thatteaches whale words
L. and emphasizes teading for meaning and appreciation at the very be-
A ginhing [Chall, 1967, pp. 307, 308]. ) i
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. When To Start ’ .

gone through an almost compliete rexersal in the past 10 years. In

Theones about when V is best to start teaching readmg have also
1867 the-prevailing view was. Ti.e later the start, the better. Most

theones of teading emphasized the need for reading readiness, ie.,

practue of preparator) skills before formal reading instruction is be-
gun. Indeed, most metfiods textbooks listed lack of reading readi-
ness asa major cause of reading failure. Since the early 1970s the-pre-
qumg view has changed. Now it is. The earligr the start, the better.
Astrong movemeit for early instruction in general and for early-
reading instruction,in particular began around the early 1960s.
Among the first prq’ponents of early r2ading were fallow ers of Mon-
tessori, some supporters of Hlead Start, and a growing number of
parants who sought high academic achievement fur their children.
Strong confirmatibn for an early start came also from the research
on early readers by D. Durkin (1966 and 1974- -73). A follow-up of the
subsequent achievement of the early starters—those who read be-
fore they entered first grade —found that the early starters were stll

. ahead of their controls at grade 3 and grade 6. While all early readers

seemed to benefit, the advantages of early reading were relatively
stronger for those whose 1Qs were closest .0 normal.

Ancther strong impetus for an early start came from the enor-
, mously successful TV shows ""Sesame Street” and “The Electric Com-

pany,” which started in the late sizties 2nd early seventies. It would
seem that wheh parents and teachers saw their preschoolers learming
to read from these shows, with no obvious harmful effects, they
could not continue to hold the view that the later the reading start,
the better. These shows gave popular legitimacy to early reading.
Th"q for several years now, it has become common practice in pub-

'[mc R
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/ ligschiools to-teach a little reading in kindergarten: letter-names,
-} “cohsonant sounds, some sight words, and apreprimer or two—and a
. - little-writing also: the child’s name, letters, etc. Ten years 2g0 this
i .. would have been considdred: bad prefessional practice. -
4 . . ‘Related:to the issue of when to start aré these: Where should
-reading be taught? Who should teach jt? Here, too, there have been
- réversalsiin professignal consensus in the past 10 years. In 1967 the
). .conventional wisdom was that a cnild learns to read best from a pro-
-\ . fessional teacher in school. indeed, much of the educational litera-
‘ture and the popular p@s@ned against parents teaching their
children t6 read.- . T o
i During the decade there has been a great change in these views.
_\  Parents.as jeachers of their young children have become actepted
| again; the classroom has been extended to the home; an the para-
. { professional has been brought into the classroom. Many more’par-
| ents today are teaching their children to read at home. Theirinstruc-
i tionis based either on their own knowledge of on the advice found
. inbooks now available for that purpose andon published kits, cards,
\ workbooks, and multimedia devices.
{ ‘An extremely, informative reviewh/o/fthe history and researth on
«  teaching young children.to read at home, as well as a guide to par-
ents {Smethurst, 1975}, found prac;t/ically vidence that such early
.earning had negative effects. Ifideed, the research, as well as the
many reports and testimonials, seemed to indicate that early read-
ing had a beneficial erfect on the child’s reading, general achieve-
ment, and mental development. . .
: The present general consensus that an early start is to be pre-
; ferred is not- going unquestioned, however. Among those who
i doubt its valye are JPiagetian psychologists. H. G. Furth~(1974),
+ for example, opposes an early start in reading because. he says, it may
be detrimental to cognitive growth, D. Elkind (1965}, too, believes
i that many children have not reached the cognitive development re-
: quired for learning to read when they reach grade 1.
Thus there appear to be some differences of opinion as to the
 vaiue of an early start, Those who now call fora later start offer as evi-
» dence a particular theory, primarily that of Piaget. practically no em-
; ', pirical or tested evidence 15 offered along with the theory. Indeed,
\‘the available tested evidence, although limited, continues to be
\’.jrmnger for an eatlier than fczr a later start. )
, ERIC
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! Concern' for Mature Reading®

/ : .
: At the beginning of the decade the emphasis in reading < »search
» and in-curriculum development was on early reading In the late
1960s there,were calls for studying mature reading (Jenkinson. 1969:
/Chall, 1969; Stmons, 1971), and increasing attention was paid to the

- studyoflaIQrreadlngSkills,panicularlytoreadingcomprehensionin . 8

the middielgrades and beyond.
The growing concern for mature readirg and for reading com-

prehension: is symbolized by the reprinting ofvE. L. Thorndike’s’ N

clag¥ic article of 1917, “Reading as Reasoning,” in a 1971 issue of the
.Reading Research Quarterly, the NIE-sponsored conference on -
language and reading (1973), and establishment of the NiE-funded
Center for Research in Reading at the University of llinois {1976).
Why is the focus of reading research shifting from early to more
mature reading? | suggest thatitcomesas much from success as from
failure. The researgh and developmenton early reading did produce,
better resulps, which brought into clearer focus the failures at the
Jlater levels.-Greater zetention of high school students and higher

) “proportionsantenng collegeincreased the numberswhowere read-

jng poorly at these higher levels. It alsostems, no doubt, fromthe fact ;

that the reading task chauges.substantialﬁ' as the student grows ,"
older. At first the major task is decoding (relating sounds to letters ’
; andwqrds whose meanings are alread; known); atthe middle grade
/ Levels‘and higher the major task 1s to read for information, meaning,
“ and pleasure materials that go beyond the reader’s immediate
P k‘powledgg and linguistic development.
i

1
Reading Comprehiension: General or Specific | :
e ! Probably the most faf-reaching theoretical question on reading

cqmprehe_qsion 1s whether st is a general skill or ability or whetherit
i~ imade up of a number of specific, identifiable skills.
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B Tﬁfs,de,i):;t(a: was launched recently by Robert L. Thorndike

(19734':74), who took the position that resding comprehension is a

s

i - unitary ability composed mainly of verbal reasoning. He based this
3 - {diea on ah analysis of the results of the internatidnal study onreading
5. tompsehension in which the U.S. and 14 other countries participa-
5 o ted t'the other extreme i frederick Davis’s coricept of reading
3 comprehension. He concluded from considerable study that com-

‘prehension is composed of separate skills and abilities, such as‘un-
derstanding word meanings, verbal reasoning, getting the maini ‘ea,
4:.  detecting the author’s mood, and discerning word meanings in con-

T4 text (1971). R Lo
: . These two theones of reading comprehension can lead to con-
-siderably different approaches to testing and tearhing. If the speci-
ficity conceptis accepted, then both tests andinstructional materials
will_pay particular attention to the different comprehension skills A
= -general concept of reading comprehensicn wiil leac to a more
: global approach to reading improvement, one that tries to develop

reasoning ability by reading and other means

Within the area of adult literacy, T.G. Sticht (1975) holds aspecific
- comprehension thenry proposing that reading materials and exer-
cises be devoted to work-specific content rather than to the general

, _ reading materials used in secondary schools.
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o
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Relationship of Reading to Language

Over the decade there has been a growing interest in the rela-
tionship between reading and language. The st expressions of this
interest appeared in the'research of the early 1960s that repurted -
positive correlations between reading achievement and $poken and
written language ability for childrenin grade 4 and above, although
no relationship was found at the earlier grades (Loban, 1963).

The theoretical background of‘these studies came from lin-
gustic theory, particularly Noam Chomsky’s transformational gram-
mar. From this theory a set of assumptions began to evolve with re-
gard to how reading skills develop and how they are best learned.
In hight of the significant nterrelatedness of reading and language,
reading theorists emphasized that language is the primary skill, with

.  reading skills developing from it. These reading experts accepted
Chomisky’s theory that language is innate, and if reading skills rest
x essentially on language, then the ability to read should also develop
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without formal instruction. What would be the nat-

naturally—i.e.,
wural way of learning to read? Not systematically, some have pro- !
s of existing ;
i

. |posed, for no one learns te?speak that way. In ter
approaches to teaching reading, the “natural” methogl would most
1+ |resemble the lénguage-experience,approach, a method based on
1+ the.pupil’s dictating, writing, and then reading his* ¢wn stories. It
j should be noted that this approach was developed and used con- '/
siderably before the modern psycholinguistic theories. Anofther nat-
ural .method studied by Carol Chomsky (1975) is based on spon- ’
taneous writing and invented spelling. . I
Kenneth Goodman’s model of reading as a “psycholinguistic
-guessing game”’ also stems from the linguistic theories of the 1960s.
His miscue analysis (Goodman and Burke, 1969}, a miethod for ana-

lyzing oral reading errors in lingui '

stic terms, -has béen used for re- .

search onthe relationsfiip between reading and lapguage.

it is significantthat a large proportign of the ou[;landing disser-- .
tation awards given by the International Reading Agsociation during
the past 10 years were for résearch on the relationship between lan-
guage and reading. And at least four recipients of the David Russell
Research Awarde given'by the National Council of Teochers of Eng-

lish have been active in research on the relations?ip between.read-

ing and language.
Among the signi

effects of exposure to books

achievement. This exposure includes the exten to which children

!

!

]

» i{
f are readtc °rread independently (Chomsky, 1972).-A substantial and
significant correlation was found befween reading exposure, lan-
f guage saturity, and reading achievement. In further analyses of
‘ what caused what, Carol Chomsky concludedithat the key was the
]L number of books read to or by the children. particularly those that

— .
.

:
|
J,

-

3

!
4
I
}
i

ficant research in thisarea has been astudy of the s

1

on language grbwth and reading

.

‘

-~ were above the child’s own level of linguistic maturity. Thus, itwould
t being read to and reading on one’s own are major

appear tha
vehicles for léarming the more complex literary language needed for
| progress in reading as well as it. language. T
N ', » . -

! [
e R -
*For clanty and economy. we use the mascuhine form of proncuns throughout this
fastback when no specific gender 15 imphied While we recognize the trend away frem
this practice, we s¢e nO gracef0i alternative We hope the reader wall impute no sexist

5 orives: certainly no sexisin s intended. —The Editors .
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onbhip between reading and writing was dem-
onstrated in the Iogitidinal studies of W. Lobari (1963). There is
general agreement thadability to read and ability to write are related,
although there has b]kn lide substantiation for belief in a direct

«

causal relationship.: .
The evidence thaf does exist seems. (0 indicate that sentence-
combiningexercises Gan improve students’ ability to write more ma-
*ture senlepces.-s(Mellon, 1969). There is some evidence that these
same exercises may result in improvement of reading comprehen-
. sion as wefl (Stotsky, 1974). T

. .

Adult Litdracy, Post-High School, and' College Reading
One offthe "“growth areas” during the decade hasbeenin rea'an‘ng
* improve nent programs for adults. These include basic literacy pro-
grams, piggrams for qdults studying to pass high school equivalency
examinations,: ‘programs for men and women in prisons, pro-
grams for. the armed.services. and special reading and writing im-
»  provemeit programsifoxhigh school studlents in the lowest third of
their classes and for college studentsin open-admissions community
. and four-year colleges. These “new” coliege students, when ad-
mitted as freshmen, rhay test as iow as the seventh- or eighth-grade

“;eading level. (Carrol] ynd Chall, 1475;Cross, 1976).

+, judging from the number of books and papers dévoted to adult
reading programs andlto e courses and workshops fo‘r the students-

<

-arid for their teachers lintetgst in this area of reading is growing. Ac-
cording to Patricia Crdss, who has written two bdoks on the “new”
college student, Beyor d the Open Door (197 1) and Accent onlearn-
ing (1976), these stgdel'!‘s can and do learn, but it is not yetknownto

., what level and by whatkind of instruction they learn best Cross con-

(dudes, with regard to ‘g;emedial and devel(ll)pmental educatidn:

Remediation should be approached with flexibility and open-

mindedness. There is still much that we do ngt know. We do not even

| know which skills deve|ppcd to what:level are important to academic

survival. . . . We need to tetermine the kind and level of academic skills
.that are essential to Iifexn our complicated sﬁciety, and to try to help .

each student accomplish these basics—whicH are probably much less
complicated than we pré‘éemly assume . . . (Qross, 1976, pp. 44, 45).
* ! i /
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uéed for a reading problem was a

Reading and Learning Disabilifies
o ‘
D uring the 14605 a new professic'mal group ¢ lled learning dis-
ability specialists joined the reading:specialists in he diagnosis and

é‘;oming from the

hildremwith reading disabilities.
tion, they brought a different pproach todiag-

hildren with reading disabilitigs. The labg they
lso different. The called it learn-

‘ing disability, dyslexia, or special fanguage disability. \
They defined learning disabilify in terms of the existence of “a
disorder 'in one or more of the ‘basicspsychologicat processes in-
volved in understanding ling language, spoken or written,

orinu
which disorder may manifest itselfinimperfect ability to listeny, think
speak, read, write, or ons. ... [theterm

do mathematical calculati

does not indude children whg hive learning problems that are pri

marily the result of visual, hearing, or [other] motor handicaps, of *
rhental retardation, of emotional disturbance. or of environmental
gultural, or economic disadvantage” (Office of Education, Bureau of
€ducation of the Handiqappea, Request for Propokals 77-62, 1977,

p. 3; Kirk and Kirk, 1970} '
How,many children and

disability? If the criterion of reading disability is‘used (a signifycint
. discrepancy bewween mental age o, grade aﬁ'd reading achieve-
% of the population (Nati?nal

ment), then the estimate is about 15
1969). The estimate drop; 1o 7% wheni the

A

X

treatment df ¢
field of special educa
nosing and treating ¢

young peoplehavea reading or learning

Advisory Committee, i :
el is used (Myklebust, 1971}, and to 2% bY‘the

learning disability lab

definition of some government agencies.
. ecialists have brought to the ﬁJId of,

iy
nges in diagnosis,/treatment, an(gnways

The learritng 'disabi

reading disability many cha
Q vhich the child is viewed. The changes in diagnosis are
‘ ; i

ainly
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e use of tests of “underlying psychological abilities” such gs
visthal, visui-motor, auditory perception, and other psycholinguistic
abil)ies. The remedial treatment may vary, consisting either in mak-
Ca . ingup the deficits found, in basing instruction primarily on the
e strengths, qr in a combination of both {Kirk and Kirk, 1971) .
In_the eary 1970s these assumptions began to be challenged, as
. research accumulated which questioned the effectiveness.of per-
ceptual training for the improvement of reading. Indeed, there has
been a growing skepticism abeut both the value of perceptual train-
.Ing and the importance of visual perception in reading There is now
a new interest among learning dsability researchers dnd practition-
ers 1p the direct teaching of the deficient acaderaic skill—i ¢, read-  *
Ing. of the articles in the Journal of Learning Disabilities are e
concerned with the teaching of reading. There is also a growingin- ’
terest in the relationship of difficultits with language to difficultiesin
reading (Chall, 1977a). : .

»

These changes, within a Ittle more than 10 years, are reminiscent ‘
of those that occurred during the 1950s. From the ldte forties to the ’
middle fifties there was a strong consensus among many that the

.underlying cause of reading disability was emotional Psychiatrists
were prominent.in the diagnosis of reading disability, and psycho-
therapy was a commonly recommended treatmient. The assuinption

P was that,'ggge}he emational problem was treatedsuccessfully, the

" child’s reading would come along. ,

By the middle 1950s research reports began to appear indirating ¢
that psychotherapy without remedial reading did not improve the

. chifd’s reading. And the consensus began to shift to prgference for
remedial reading as the more effective treatment. TRu; aching

» reading rather than giving psychotherapy-was the way to treat argad-
ing disability. . ) -

The existence of the two groups, learning disability and reading  +

_ specialists, both of whom may work with children with reading prob-
: lems, raises questions about who should do what and how the work
s to be coordinated.~During the last few years joint meetings have

been held among associations concernpd with reading/learning dis-

2 gb:llty—the International Reading Association, the Association for

; _Children with Learning Disatility, the O'noz Society, etc It is their

1l'ume that a consensus will be reached wit regaid to theories on

Q . .
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training; certification, ~nd job responsibilities. Thisis sorel; needed, .

-+ gnce in most states learning disability specialists are not required to
‘have spegial trajning in the teaching, diagnosihg, and treatment of
reading disabilit¥es. Yet it is estimated that moye than70% of children
recommended for diagnosis of learning disability have reading dis-
_ability. 1f this is so,&hen it hay well be that the thildren with the most
severe reading problems may be assigned to those therapists who
have no special tratning in reading—the learning disability special-

. ists—while youngsters with the iilder reading problems may be
assigned 1o reading specialjsts who have more extensive training in

reading. :
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. Early- Prediction and Intervention / -
O ver the past decade the, e have been a number of developments :
in the prediction and prevention of reading and learntfig disabilitiss
The below-the-surface aspects of reading disability and remediadon
" are being recognized and new predictive measures are'growing out
of current theornies of neurophysiological, percepiual, and langucge
devélopment. .

' Most of the prediction tests developed from 1967 to 1977 are in-
dividually administered and give both a global evgluation of the
child’s preparedness for furmgl seading instryction and a diagnostic
picture of his strengths and weaknesses. These tests havg also beer
used to place children in special transition dasses between kinder-
garten and first grade, where the child’s weaknesses may be
strengthened before he enters a regular first grade.

Two questions are important here. First, how do the early predic-
tion tests compare with the older reading readiness tests? Second,
how does each fulfill its purpose? ‘ )

The tests are qu.te similaf. Both are composed of language sub-
rests and of tests of early reading skills (knowing the letters, matching
words, etc) and of various visual-perceptual (matching forns,
words, and letters), visual-inotor {copying forms and letters), and
auditory-perceptual abilities (hearing rhymes and words beginning
with the same sound). They also resemible each ch‘:r in the stréngtn
of their ability to prédict first-grade reading ock"evement. Although
the readiness tests are usually giveninsmall group. and the ea{ly pre-
diction tests tndividually, their multiple correlations are about the
same—about .6 to .7 {Chall and Hall, 1976).

The tests differ, however, in how the subtest results may be used
The authors of the newer early predictive tests generally encourage
the use of subtest scores for evidence of a student’s strengths and
weaknesses that may then be turned into prescriptions for an inter-
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s
vention program. The readiness scores are generally used only for
placement of pupils in classes ;7 in grouping within a class. '
" The:designers of the early pi»dictive measures had great hopes
for.the tests’ usefulness. Many school systems tested children in kin-
dergartén and even earlier. High-risk children, those predicted to

. fail if no speual instruction we.e given, were placed in transition

classes to- prevent their failure in a regular first grade and to

strengthen weaknesses. . :
Awthe end of the decade the concept of early predictjon aitd pre-

vention is still strorfg. But there appear to be, in at I£3§t one state,

. some important changes i implementation. Pai - nts have begome

uncomfortable with the labels high risk, percept.ally handicapped,
or learning disabled and fear that this labeling might be more trarm-
ful to their children than the advantages from the transition class Af
a result, fewer transition classes are being formed.

One wéakness of both the traditional reading readjness tests and
the newer predictive tests ts their emphasis bn the individual charac-
tenstics of the child. Itis presumed that the tests measure stable char-
actersstics of the individual. Yet recent research questions this pre-
sumption. It also questions sole reliance on individual characteristics
for predicting reading success. The recent predictive study of
J. Jansky and K. de Hirsch (1972) shows that teachers rated as ade-
quate by their,pnncipals had about half as many swudents with read-
ing disabilittes as did those teachers rated as inadequate Thus, even
when children are predicted to havc early reading failure, the prob-

-ability of their failing can be reduced drastically if the teacher is ade-

quate. A high-risk child could turn out to be a good reader if the

. teaching is good.

Thesé findings are similar to the,very early findings of Arthur I.
Gates (1937), who concluded from studying different kinds of first-
grade classroom. that in optimal classrooms children with memtal
#es below 6 could achieve well, while in classes with poorcondi-
tions, even.children with mental ages abo. ¢ 6 had difficulty. In much
of the recent professional literature and research in reading there is
a growing recogpition of the importance of the learning environ-
ment for achievement. The child’s achievement depends not only
upon hrs individual characteristics but upowe interaction between
these and the school  environment. A”later chapter presents
é~rmation on environmenta! factors and reading development.

w 93,
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- . ««+ - Testing and Evaluation
P i

. One of*the.most significant developments over the decade has
been the decline in confidencc regarding riorm-referenced stan-
dardized reading achievement tests., Criticisms have come from
many sources, Some experts claim that the tests are biased against
» children from families with low socioeconomic status, minorities,
and bilinguals, Others claim thatthe norm-referencedtests and sub-
tests afford only a relative ranking of pupils and ¢ ve little or no in-
formdtion on their . masteries, strengths, and deficiercies. Thus
_norm-referenceu tests, it is claimed, are usefu! mainly for selection,

whereas teachers need tests to help them with instruction.
v~ . Paralleling the disillusionment with norm-referenced tests was

¢ thegrowthn nterest ni cnterion-referenced or mastery tests These
: we.e developed to overcome some of the shortcomings of norm-
3 referenced standardized achievement tests. Criterionsreferenceu
. tests give resylts in terms of the rnasteries and deficiencies in par-
R ticular skills. . . N

C.iterion-referenced tests for re.ding are available mainly for the
elementary grades. Most of them are coordinated with instructiona!
materials that serve a prescriptive purpose. _~_—~ .

Questions have been raised about criterion tests and their coor-
dinated matenials. Do the separate subtests represent separate skiils
that warrdnt individual evaluation and specialized instructional

* materials? Can three or four items reliably test a particular reading
skill? Is the snformation tt ey yield worth the time the tests and their
coordinated practice matenals consume? In some schools where a
criterion reading system has been adopted teachers have’ com-
plained that with all the testing, checking, and exercising, the cliil-

4 @'~ have no ume for reading books. If this i{ common in the cri-
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terion-referenced reading programs, itisindeed aserious matter, for
it has been agreed, upon by all who study and Rach reading that
matyre readipg i$ not possible without the reading gf_ books
, Another development in tesfing was the wider use of “cloze”
procedure—the deletion of every n-th word {5th, 10th, etc) This
procedure vsas used for testing reading comprehension,Jor assign-
ing students books of appropriate reading difficulty, and for deve!-
oping readability formulas. Cloze tests were also used to teach com-
prehension, although there seems to be little research evidence of
its effectivenesc for this purpose (Almeida, 1975).
In actuality, cloze tests have been available since the 1950s, and
the principle has been known even lenger. Before 1950 they were

called completion tests. Yet their wide use in testing, readability o
, measurement, and instruction has developed mainly in the past 1

‘decade. -+ ° o B
. Sull another significant innovation of the decade was the estab- ‘

lishment of nationwide assessment by the National Assessment of [
. _ Educational Progress. For the firsttime, reading was regulariy tested
\ on a nationwide basis. By the end’ of the decade there had been
’ several retests of readtng.;gpermit comparisons over time_A recent *
% b, 1eportnutes “that Tourth-graders, were performing better thdn
fourth-graders of four years earlier. Another report based on various
surveys found that in :;}e then/now <*udies, the “now” children
achieved higher in grades 1, 2,3, anu 4 (Harnischfeger and Wiley,
1976). ’ .. .
- «Roger Farr et zl. (1974) also found higher reading achievement
«  forthe elementary school chilgren of today. In the’upper grades the
comparisons did not lead to a clear advantage for either the present
or earlier groups of children. However, there were some signs of a
- decline among the current groups in the higher grades.

It appears that mose data are being collécted on the reading’
achjevement of children and adults than ever before and that more
companisons are being made as weli. Closely related to the evalua-
uon of reaghng 1s the reported cons..tent decline in SAT (Scholasiic
.. Achievement Test) scores, and particularly in the verbal scores, over

the past 12 years. The verbal SAT test may be viéwed as akind of high-

level reading test. It could be hypothesized, then, th3tthe declinein
scores lllngtrates a dechine of high-level reading ability among at least
Q e college-bound high school population who take the SAT In-
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.deed, a recent study (Chall, 1977b) of the re zlationship betweenthe
» -degree of challénge ef’the te tbooks used and the SAT szores of stu
dems using the textbooks suggests a relatioiship between the two
Studgnts exposed to the more challenging textbooks in their ele
, mentary. and high school years achievedhe higher “AT scores

SAT scores. These findings indicate the need for syslém.m( study of
the opumal level of .challenge ot te:ﬂSooks

A
.
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‘Readab.ilif? Measurement

) Readabxbly measurefent, éne of the oldes: and most stable areas
; of reading research and one that has resulted in tools*for selecting
and developing textbooks.and other instructional materials, hasalso
_undergone important changes. A major influence during the late
1960s came from thg theoretical insights of transformational gram-
mar. Thus much of the readability, research at that' time was con-
cerned with the search for syntactic factors suggested by transfor-
‘ mational grammar. Another change during the decade was the use
of cdmputers for constructing new readability formulas and also for
. testing readability (Klare, 1974-75). still another change was the use
ot cloze tests instead of muluple-choice questions for testing reading

* difficulty in-the development of readability formulas. ‘
What has been the outcome of these effortst Generally, jt ap-
pears that the pursuit of new, more complex syntactic factors?ld not
succeed in-producing the more accurate readability measufes that
were sought. Although prototype formulas showed great promise,
the syntactic factors were t00 complex to be used reliably in a read-
abulity formula (Bormuth, 1968). Indeed, there appears to be areturn
to the older readability formulas that put the heaviest weight onvo-
cabulary difficulty, with secondary,emphasis on syntactic difficulty as

rheasured by, average sentence length.

- _Several attempts have been made during the period to shorten
the time for applying the readability formulas. One was Edward B.
Fry’s readability graph, which eliminates some computational steps
. {1968). There have been spedalized'formulas such as the Porter-
Popp (1975) for measuring the readability of trade books for chil-
dren in the primary grades, Theré has also been a revision of the
Eltche formula’(1974). While the basic factors remained the same,
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the more current materials used for standardization resulted in are-

vised formula that gives a lower grade level than the original Spache

formula to the same material. It would appear that the réading pro- *
. grams of the 1967-77 decade were more challenging.in vocabulary

-and sentence length for the same grade levels than the materials for
thé original Spache formula published in 1953.

still another trend of the period was areturntoe chniques
for measuring readability. scaling and the comparison ofielections
to. scaled passages of increasing difficulty (Singer, 19757 Carver,
1975-76; Chall, Bissex, Conard, and Harris, 1977). While the Singer
and Carver scales use selection: of mixed content, those of Chall et
al.'use separawe scales for literature, social studies, and science.

tach of these scales was developed independently Of even
greater interest, each was motivated by the objective of making

.readability measurement simpler and less time-consuming than the

traditional formulas, particularly for the classroom teacher y
A number of new word lists were published during the period

_ the American Heritage Word Frequency Book by John B. Carroll et

al. (1972) and the long-awaited Living Word Vocabulary by Edgar
Dale and Joseph O'Rourke (1976). The Dale-O'Rourke list is hased
on.tests of children’s knowledge of particular words, while the
Carroll Iist 1s based. on frequency in print. Both word books will be
extremely useful to those responsible for developing, assessing, and
selecting curricula and instructional materials.

The decade was characterized by intense interest in readability
measurement and particularly in its applications to writing, editing
and selection of instructional materals for the elementary grades,
high school, and college.

Why such strong interest? The most likely hypothesis is that con-
cern for readability increases with increased variation in reading
ability among those who are required to read given materials, Thus,
the greater interest in readability of high school and college books
and armed services manuals, for instance, probably reflects the wide
range in readiny ability among people who read those books

It would be well to sound a note of caution about the use of read-
ability formulas for effecting an optim.! match between the boc! .
and the readers for whom they are intended. It she .Id be noted that
none of the objective readability meas..-es tells how difficult read-

@ ; matenal should be. Readability formulas seemto have beenused
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mainly to write,
‘books in refation to

v "
edit, and select easier books. A recent sjudy of text-
dethning SAT scores would suggdst that text-
* :books-that are too easy may be detrimental to the developrient of
" high-level reading and intérpretation skills. The concerp should go,
itseems, not only to books that may be too difficult but fo those that

may be too easy. Of even greater importance is that wé study what

constitutes optimal challenge at all levels and for studénts of vary-

ing abilities (Chall, 1977b). - .
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Environmental Ractors
Related to-Reading Development

The Colemanreport (1966), published just ayear beforethe decade
we are examining, was one of the first large-scale studies to find fam-
ily background more highly related to reading achievement than are
school characteristics. These results were confirmed in 1973 by the
IEA Study of Reading Comprehension in 15 countries, !ndeed, this
relationship was found within and between countries. The more de-
veloped nations had considerably higher reading achievement
levels~than the déveloping nations at all age levels tested Within
countries, the children of more.affluent families achieved signifi-
cantly better thap the childreg of the less affluent. !

. In these studies vaniation in schools and teachers did not seemto
have a strong impact, although there was some evidence that they
had some influence, particularly on the lower achievers. The
Coleman report found that students of more abse teachersachieved
higher on the verbal tests, and the effects seemed to be greater for
pupils of msnority status. Thus schools and teachiers seemed to make
some difference, and the difference seemed to be greater among
tF8se students who needed it most {Coleman, 1966).

An earlier, more limited study (Chall and Feldmann, 1966) found ¢

in an intengive study of 12 first-grade classes that the teachers did
make a difference in the reading achievement of first-grade chil-
dren. Among the factors significantly related w high achievement
were general excellence of teaching, a thinking approach to learn-
ing, a code emphasis in reading, and instructidn on an appropriate
lexel of difficulty.

The 1EA international study also found that in some c%umries,
2nd for certain g’radrzs, such factors as a library corner in the class-

.
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room and teachers who yvere members of professional associations
were correlated positively with reading achievement.

In spite of these signs of the importance of school factors, there
was a generalsense of pessimism about the influence of sghools on
general achievement and on reading achievement during the early
1970s. This attitude was intensified by Chrisiopher Jenck's report,
Ineqtfamy (1972), which foud few of any significant effects of school-
ing on achievement, job suceess, and earning power.

The middle 19705 brought a renewed focus on the effectt of the
school environment—the curriculum, classraém and school organi-
zation, and teachier characteristics. °

A study of the effects of different follow-through programs on

achievement in reading, anthmetic, problem solving, and creativity
atthe end of grade 3found thatthe more structured programs—that
15, those that taught reading dirgctly, systemalncally, and provided
the time for practice—produced significantly higher reading
achievement (Stallings, 1975). .

Similar results were found récently in England A atudy of the ef-
fects of teaching style on reading achievement concluded that “ll}p
effect of teaching style is staustically und educationally sigrificaht'in
all attainment areas tested. In reading, pupils of formal and mixed
teachers progress more than those of informal teachers, the differ-
ence being equivalent to some three (o five months’ difference in
performarice” (Bennett, 1976, p. 152).

Benjanun Bloom (1976) summarnizes the effedts of vanous en-
vironmental factors—teachers, teaching style, aspects of the cyrricu-
lum, etc.—on reading and other school achievements. Overall, strik-
ing evidence is presented concerning the impostance of the school.

Thedecade began with a very strong emphasis on the potency of
home background. We finsh the dedade with renewa' of faithinthe
school. " . ‘
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. - Conclusion
14 -—

Thus has indeed been a decad of cha\nge: Wijthin 10 years or less
the conventional wisdom on the most L:sicissuesreverseditself The

revirsal was found in research findings, in research summaries, and

also n practice—in changes in the curriculum, in instructional mate-

rials, and in the matenials used for educating teachersin theteaching

of reading.

The decade can be characterized by a strong social conscience
for tmproving the reading ability "of all people—particularly those
who have not achieved as well as they should. Many governmental
agencigs have been involved in reading immprovement. |

Paralleling this growth was agrowthin professional organizations
devoted to the improvement of feading and to the prevention and

_ treatment of reading disabilitigs.

Growth in the science of reading was also great. Scientists from
many disciplines—psychology, linguistics, computer sciences, and
neurology—joined the reading specialists and educ.® onal psychol-
ogsts in studies of the reading process. the relationship of language
to reading, the causes of severe reading disabilities, etc. The effects
of this research on practice are not fully knowni as yet, Some of the
research had almost immediate application and use Some, itseems,
may have been useful n confirming What good teachers already

' knew and were pragticing. Altogether, the higher scores in reading,

particularly for students in the lower grades, would seemto indicate

that reading research contributed to these gains. The great abun-t

- dance Qf research sometimes made the practitioner feel over- »
whelmed and left out. As the decade moved on, there was a grétater
collaboration among the different scientists and a general improve-
ment n the relevance of the research for theories of reading aqd for

ttice. -
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s . The changes in the donsentus gn fundamentallissues of how,

w%\en, andwhere to start teaching the khild tu read were consider-
N \ a ;le. Andthese changés seemto| avebeen supported by research It
isgo be hoped that current proposalsj‘ returnto positions prevaler

- ‘before the decade are accompa‘oie' y appropriate research evi-
’ dence. 5 . ! N
F ». Interest in research and develppm nt.of programs for reading at

ﬁmbre mature levels, and in ariterion arjd mastery tests, will no doubt,

Lo
.

2]
;Q;‘;\, »;}fn'Erea'se for'se me time t come. At t_he nd of the de¢ade, among the
T mpst promising trends from research nd practice is the recognitign
"";'.'«.».0 the power of optimal school enyir hments for the improyement
i }oé-,reading achievement, parlicul‘\rly r those disposed to failure
R ‘}'ﬁe research evidence is beginningito accumulate that schools,
teachers, textbooks, and the a(‘iditi‘ ndl help given pupils when they
nged it are crucialin the progréés.nﬁilc ren make. Indeed, the differ-
ce between optimal and poor sc‘ho[a;l conditions may be the dif-G
:and pupils who fail.

|

3 s !

r ~fg;rence between pupils who succeed
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