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ABSTRACT

This report, the summary of a seriés cf ccnferences
on reading research, identifies two main thecries about the nature of
reading: (1) reading as translation, wherein printed symbcls are
translated into an approximation of oral lanquage, so that the
capabilities for understanding speech can be applied to written
language, and (2) reading as an autonomousrlanguage pracess, wherein
understanding the written word is separate from understanding spoken
language, The study‘concludes, after ccnsidering several decades of
applied research, that, when skill in word recogniticn is the outcome
studied, code-oriented programs are acre effective than
language-oriented programs, especially with low sociceconcmic grougs
and lov achievers. Howevers when comprehensicn development is the
criterion, there is nc clear advantage to either program. The report
recomaends that national rehding policy include koth systematic
code—-oriented instruction, particula:ly in the primary grades, and
carefully defined language experience imstruction, which tuilds on
the child's ovwn writing and dictation. (MAI).
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THEORY AND PRACTICE IN BEGINNING READING INS&RUCTION

s.\ ‘ , ‘ ) N
A ", *rAre sdome ways of teaching beginning reading more ef?eﬁtive than,
.. A .
others, e;RFcially for children in compensatory educatfqp#l programs?
S~ s MR r ’ b
.- .

- - What does the research say? Do the research findings agree With what .

[y

experts in the field say about the theori of reading? These are the

* questions that were addressed by the Theory and Practice in Beglnnlng

Reading 1Instruction Project, The project brought together in a series

. ~

of conferences over 50 people active in ‘reading research . and the

.
< .

. teaching of reading to hear formal papers and to discuss early reading

P ipsiruction. The aim of the conference discussions was to clarify

-

. iboints of agreement and disagreement as a basis for advising educators

and the’public on the approaches to' instruction most 1likely to be

-

effective for hard-to-teach ehildren: I attempt here to summarize the
. m;jor points of view that emerged in the courée of the conferences and
to relate conference positions’ to outcomes of evaluation _Studies '

comparing various reading approaches. On the basis of these twin%

[}

sources of evidence,. I will draw implications for current practicé in

compensatory education and for new approaches to iqstrqptidn that .need gf//’\\

systematic development and trial.

There is little doubt that those closely invo.ved ‘in questions of

LI
reading instruction--either as researchers or as practitioners--believe

-
&

' that what is taught, and howlit is taught, matters. The intensity of

discussion, over the cour:e of decades, is enough to convirce us of

‘ »

this. But are these advocates of one or another approach right? Is

, there any basis at all for deciding among programs? Or is it the case,

as some pedple continue to claim, tnat it doesn t matter how reading is

i
i




taught as long as there is commitment ‘to 1garniné on the part of the

N »

teacher and the school, or 'that different children 1learn .in such

difﬂfrent ways that there is simply no way, of choosing among competing

programs on a general basis?

< v

' ’
To respond to these questions, I shall begin by characterizing what

~ .
I perceive as the, two main strands of theory concerning .the nature of

-

reading and learniﬁg to read. I will then ‘consider such .empirical
evidence as is available on the relative ef?ects of programs that appear
to embody these two views of réading. On tﬁe basis of thi§\evidence: I

will (a)°* recommend an aspect of current prac;ice in early reading and

(b) suggest the kinds of new program development that hold promise for

improving other important aspects of reading instructipn, - >

. -~ Competing 20§itions.gg §he Ngtpné of Reading
' Y :

strahds of theory concerning the nature of reaaing can be

i

Two main
identified, both in our conferences'and in a perusal of research and
teaching literature on reading going back as much as a century, For

simplicity, we can call these the read¢ing as translation and the Teading

as language positions. ' . '
’ : t
- Reading as Translation . .
> L]
. One view considers reading to be essentially a process = of
J - ‘transiating printed symbolé into some approximation of oral language,
o, S

. 12 .
and then letting already developed oral: language abilities ‘Bake over,
In this view, reading is entirely "parasitic" on speech. A}l tﬁat must.

be done in learning ‘to read is to learn what the printed symbols ."say"
» ) . ~ -

. 4
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(i.e., what sounds they correspond.to). No.8ther ac:}ﬂity<is unique to
Lt WY ' . y .

reading; everything else,i§ Sshared with speech, Further;'
ability to- comprehend speech is'éiready present in any individual who
sets put to learn to read
most, p;kctice h

¢

is needed. - ’

. . , ; - .
-
A
. .

e

» only word recognition needs to be taught, At

in this new (visual) mode of receiving language symbols

.

The réading as translation view generally leads to a predominént

or éven exclusive, preoccupation Wwith mastery of the alphabetic code.

.

\__//It suggests that whatever else is done early in instruction the code

must be taught. Froq this derives the

materials should be organized so as to highlight ﬁredictabie_aspects. of

the print-sound code. In research, the

] -

translation position -is

associated with a concern for word recognition processes, with the role

of .the alphabetic code in recognition, and with the role of fast or

\ A ~ M

"automatic!" word recognition in facilitating reading .comprehension.

People who characterize' reading in terms of print=sound translation

g% . freely admit that many people 1e§:n-to read--that 4s, master the code so

that ﬁhey can use it automatically--without much direct instruction.

But ‘they often express special concern for' the "hard-to-ieaéh,"

. including children in compensatory prograﬁsf They assume that .the

difficulty these individuads have in becoming cdmpetent readers 1is

primarily a difficulty. in mastering the code. Théy look for--and are

able to show-difficulties in skills prerequiéite to

alphabetic code, such as segmenting the speech stream (Rozin & Cleitman, .

.

1976 € Liberman & Shankweiler, papeﬁ' presented at the reading

* conference. The conference papers cited herein are listed at the end of

+

this :paper, after the reference notes.) They tend to advocate prereading

since the
f

notion that instructional

learning the ,'




[ .

.

activities that teach these prerequlsltes,' or .methods of réealng

&

. conference papers by Rdsnen' Wallach & Qallach). .
. >’ ! . A * .
' .' e T 'co' $o <,
] . , *

. The'second strand of theory nolds' that reading- is a separate,

w
. >

autonomous language process. Understanding the written word is in

“certain important ways different from understanding spoken language.

. N .

]

- read aloud,‘ it is not primarﬁfy intended for this use. Further, there

. -* are important differences in the ways .in which speeg&j and pr1nt are
. ‘ ﬂ ;
+  mentally processed Because it is an autonomoys language process,

ading cannot Q\\taught as if it were parasitic on speech. That is, we

‘. .

. cannot assume that because people know how to translate‘print into sound

(recognize words) they will * be ' able to understand and use written

Ianguage in 'funptfonal ways. Instead,.reading instructioh'nust focus

[

quite directly on the functional use‘ of written language, preferably

3

from the outset of instruction. - -

/

—

The.instructional views of people"whe interpret reading as an

4,

autonomous language system are varied.' None deny that the alphabetic

code nust be ,learned, for example, but they vary widely in their view of

Y it. All agree that reading instruction essentially from the outset

» k3

must focus on deriving meaning {rom written language and on functional

.

use o% the written word. For this they are prepared to sacrifice, if
. N~ ’

Written language is organized qifferently from spoken language. It also -

the améunt and t1ming of direct instruction that should be devoted to .

instruction that teach them in the course of teaching :the gode (see alsq_ |

fulfills diffgrent social fun;tions: Althougp written naterial. ¢an be

A

-




necessary., some rigor and speed in acquiring knowledge of the code. In
e

general, people with this view of the hature of readlng do not believe

¥

.

that 1earn1ng thji::jg is very difficult or that not knowing it is the

_cause of failures reading. But a problem in- characterizing this
group of rea&ing theorists is that they agree more on what iearning to

E] [ » N :
is not-~i.e., it isn't simply mastering the code--than on what it is.
. [
LJ‘\
A variety of approaches to rea 'ng instruction. have been advocated
’ \
by people who view reading as an autonomous language process. Probably
. \ )
the oldest and still most widely used is the "look—say" approach to word’

\

recognition, generally embodied in basal reading instructional programs.
% .
"Look-say" or "whole-word" teaching m thods/arose in the first half of

. this century as a_ reaction against /éhe dry, dull, and not very

successful methods of reading that had/bredominat=d ‘ea»lier, and that

focussed on oral reading ang on/iearning the alphabetic code. (See

-~

Resriick & Resnick, 1977, for a characterization of these earlier methods
/
and of the success rates associated with them.) The e3sence of the

_,philosonny underlying basal reading approaches was that reading should,

« from the outset, focus on extracting meaning, ratheB than on
"mechanics," the 1a€ter to be acquired 1later and with as little
irstruction as possible.

’

.

* This basic view . is shared bj proponents of' - various "language

.experience" approaches. to reading instruction, zlthough theseapeople

-

S T
(for example, Goodman & Goodman, conference paper) believe,~€ﬁa§ for
N/ -

readiqg to become a functional communication sysoep/if/is necessary for
. /
it to be rooted in the communication needs and processes of the learner,

. : ~ .
For this reason, the basic "materia}ﬂ of reading ,ought to be text

R
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1 2 . -
actually produced by the learners or their immediate peers. - Special

T

variants of language experience approaches have been proposed by those

-

immersed in work with “people from illiterate communities and from

AP

cultural backgrounds sharply divergent QE dominant western ones--for

a

-

example, Sylvia Ashton-Warner working th Maori children in New

Zealand,' and Paulo Freire working with illitenate‘adnlts in Brazii. 1In

. ®
‘(( . ! - \’\" - .
-each of these cases a key observation was that to , make the effﬁrt to

become literate, people of any age needed t recognize that their _own

.

concerns--not only those of an out51de,(\a d _perhaps oppressive,

culture--could be expressed in writing.

.
-

[ .

Much the same argumen%ris made by those who propose variants o

language éxperignce for compensatory education populations in America '

’

today. People nho are concenﬁEd with these groups a d who espeuse the
autongLous language system view of reading argue ts;t failure to learn
to read stems primarily from learners! not recognizing\mhe relevance of
school-related reading to intrinsically important events outgide of
school, The problem is a failure to recogni?e‘reading and writing as
functional tools within their own culture, not an inability to perform
'the. component skilis such as decoding. . Two prescriptiens fon.
instructionl follow: for beginners, immediate and continuing focus on
meaning through the medium of written materials produced (directly or
through dictation) by the learners; for those in need of remedial nelé,
a. focus‘on the reading dnd , discussion of “intrinsically interesting
material rather than on '"gkill building." with respect to basic
research, the autonomous communication systém cefinition ofkareading

.

leads to-a concern with the ways in which dﬁ;ningful written langage is

processed. Sentences are the minimal unit of concern, and longeri'texts

N

A
& 8
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. .
are increasingly studied. Thﬂg is a relatively new area&of udy for

psychology as a whole and for reading in partig;;ar, and is thus mueh )

"less strongly developed than is word recognition research (Seé:dust &

fCarpenter, in press, for an up-to-date look at this field.)

~

The Empirjca) Evidence- Concerning Reading Instructjion

-

Evidence clearly favoring one instructional program over another in

school settings is ! difficult to find. Most studies fail to show

.

significant differenpes and those that dn show differences are often

s . “e

attacked on one or another fine point of methodology. Nevertheless a

consistent pattern of f1ndings can be-detected condbrning bot . ‘Program

.effects  and general style of. nstruction. This patter can she

- - .

summarized roughly as foilows: Gongerning program, when skibi in word
recognition is the primary deperdent variable, code-oriented programs
tend to 'show up better than- language-oriented programs. This is
especially true for 1low socioeconomic groups and for 19w’achievers in
general. However, when. comprehension beyond the very simp-cst levels is
the criterion, there is no :clear advantage for either code- or
1anguage-oriented progranms. Concerning instructional stvle, direct

inétruction, teacher controlled use of time, and well structured

curricula have A clear edge, again especially for low achieving or low

»

" SES graups. I“ draw these conclusions on the basis of the following‘-

-

.

evidence: \ \

\ : o
(1) Follow Inﬁgugh.\ We now have data from several cohorts of
\ \~

Follow Through students in a. number of different kinds of programs

(Stebbins, St. Pierre, Proper, Anderson, & Cerva, 1977). In none of the
&

- . R -

’

%
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]

evaluations are the dlfferent Follow Through programg compared wltn »ach

other in a stri»t experimental deszbn~ Rather, each program is compared

\ with its own control group--thls group rece1v§‘§ whatever thp "standard®
priogram of its "school dlstrlct is. This means that che program to which

the control group is exbosed is not specified. Nevertheless, patterns
can be, detected in which certain programs; used in a number ¢l different
\ . : .- .
1 : , ‘.
: schocl distriects and,over a number of vears, of'ten show reasing scorzg

N ’

éupenior‘tq their control groups and other programs rarely show such an {t -
. Ld 3 = \
+ advantage. The pattern ;> these findings is that the mest structured of

. - ,the Follow Througﬁ'models--the University of Oregen's, which uses a
. T~ '
reading program, DISTA?, written explicitly for Follow %hrough and other

.

compensatory use--more regularly shows advantages over its convrol group

-’

than the less structured models. This patﬁern is strongest in first and
second grades; it is present but weaker ih third gi-ade. By 'Fourth
.grade, the advantage has disappeared. This summary 1s based on evidence

-

" which uses the Metropolitan reading’test as the,primary source of data.
. ¢ .

This test stresses ~c’:‘ompr-ehen:?ion tasks especially frow about fou?th st

\ , grade upward. Data coliected by the Oregon model sponsors on the ‘“

schools . they work yith shggest that when a test, such zs the Wide Range
4

. Achievement Test (WRAT), that stresses word recognition is wusad, the

. \ .
advantage is maintained even into the upper elemé%tary levels.

. B :
To interpret,this patfern it is necessary tc know that the Oregon

and other structured ?ollow Through models use direct instruction
approaéhes to reading and their programs are code-oriénted 'ratner, than'
langﬂage-orientéd. Furthérmoreg these programs tend té include carefulv
and individualized record keeping, ;nd a focus on  mastery of

R * s g’.
identifiable and measureable "compenents" of reading competence. The

<

!




.

child-centered or less structured Follow Through models tend to use
¢

language-oriented instructional -strategies. There 1is considerable
variety with respect to specific programs and instructional styles, but
there is--in keeping with the child-centered philosoohy that governs

4

most of these programs--substantial emphasis on embedding réading in

naturally functioning language settings and relatively little emphasis’

¢n structured, direct instruction. The range of activities that might |

.

be considered "reading" or "reading-related" in these programs_is.very
wide; by contrast, only actual readtng and writing would be so counted
in the structured programs. Thds, children 1in structured programs

probably spend more time actually engaggd with ﬁritten material.

\,

Why woulq the advantage for the structured Erograms be strongest at
the 1lowest grade levels? It could §§ because the program had been in
usé longer at those 1levels, .and both the ﬁaterials and their
implémentation were more refined. Howeve}, the difference might also
reflect a gradual shift in characteristics of the reading tests over
gﬁade levels. Although texts must bg read and questions answered at all
levels, the complexity of the texts and the inferential 1lcad  of the
questions becomes progqess}vely éreatqr in higher grades. Children who

. ~
were very good (for their a¥e and grade) at word recognition could shine
on the 1lower grade tests, since the likguistic complexity is low. At
higher grades, more sophisticated lénguage competence is required to dé
well--although the .ability to recognize words is still needed. Thus,
the Qropoff in-advantage for the structured Follow Through models at

higher 'gnade levels probably reflects the structured programs! prelative

strengths. They are particularly good at teaching word recognition, but

4 .

not especially good at teaching comprehension. The continued high

' 11




performance of Oregon's children on the WRAT 1lends  strength to this
interpretation. Note, however, that the structgrea, code~oriented

programs are not worse at teaching comprehension than the

-

. s

chiid-centered, language-oriented models. .

1

(2) Chall's “Great Debgke" bonk. The Follow Through findings,
based on national samples and a common set of measurements for various
programs, mirror an older finding based on a‘ review of _research -.

literature on reading instruction conducted up to about 1965. Jeanne" .

Chall's book, Learning to Read: The Great Debate, published " in 1967,
reviewed hundreds of studies comparing code, basal, and . language

experience methods. She concluded the following:

Early stress on code learning, these studies indicate, not
only produces petter word recognition and spelling, but also
makes it easier for .the &hild eventually to read with
understanding-~at 1least up to the beginning of the fourth
grade, after which point there is practically no
evidence . . . . The experimental' research provides no
evidence that either a code or a meaning emphasis fosters
greater love of reading or is more interesting to
children . . . . There is some experimental evidence that
children of below-average ‘and average intelligence and
children of lower socioeconomic -background do’better with an
early code emphasis. Brighter children and those: from middle
and high socioeconomic backgrounds' also gain from such an
approach, but probably not as much. Intelligence, help at
home, and greater facility with language probably allow :these
children to discover much of the code on their own, even if
they follow a meaning program in school. (Chall, 1957,
pp. 83~84)

Chall méntions that code emphases foster reading with, understanding, but
- s

her ~ evidence is virtually entirely for the primary grades. We

essantially do not knéw, on the basis of éhe older literature; whether

the -early gain with code-oriented programs is maintained later. Chall
herself speculated that whether the advantage would be maintained would

" depend on yhether reading in the higher grades contained enough stress

v
0

)
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1B
on language and vocabulary growth and ‘provided sufficientl? chellenging
materials for reading She apparently believed, although she did not
d1rect1y state it at that time, that reading programs needed to shift

from a code to a 1anguage emphasis after a certain level of code

competence had been reached.

v

(3) Guthrie's study of reading oroblems. Guthrie and  his

2 -

X ¥ .
colleagues (Guthrie, Samuels, Martuza, Seifert, Tyle;%ﬂ& Edwall, 1976)

have reviewed research:.on the nature and locus of réading problems.

T
They report comparisons o£~—good and poor readers, as measured by a

I

‘standardized compreheneion test, that show (a) no difxebence in the

‘v‘g- /

grammatical or semant}c accebtaﬁility of words sunstituted in the course
of "misreading" a te#t; but (b) a greater tendency on the part of good
readers to make error; based on graphic similarity. These findings are
contrary to what prononénts of _.language approaches to readin@ often |
predict, namely that. emphasis on learning the code will*produce a
tendency to attend jgg much to the spelling and not enough .to the
meaning of" words and thus interfere with comprehension. Guthrie's
summary also shows that in the intermediate grades, poor readers tend tc
"be about as* far "behind" in word know}edge as in compreheniion, again
. eontrary to what language proponents predict. Thus, poor comprehenders

are both poor decoders (that is, they make more errors) and slower

w

~
decoders (‘even when they do decode correctly). ..They are also weaker in

using semantic and syntactic cues of language (for example, they are

less bonhered by syntactic vaniations) .both when reading and when

listening. The general pattern seems to be one in which good decoding
skills are quite clearly associated with good comprehension, *and in

which syntactic ai’ semantic difficulties are associated with oral as

13




12

well as written language. This evidence, although correlational, seems

to 'éupport those who view reading as translation to speech, and thus to

suggest that code-oriented early instruction is likely to be -the most

successful- in overcoming difficulties in learning to read.

»

Guthrie's grodb also performed two reanalyses of reading study data
to determine whetger instructional practices made a difference along the
lines that this sumary wouid suggest. The first was a reanalysis of
the Bond and Dykstra‘'(1967) first grade studies. Using a word readiné
subtest as a measure of knowledge of the code, this reangijsis showed a
"skills-oriented_method (either linguistics or phonics) to be supéﬁior to
a language-oriented method. The .addition of a phonics program. to a-
basal ?eading program also increased the basal's .performance. .On a
' paragraph meaning test, no clear difference between skill-based and -
language-tased approaches.could be detected. The authors co;cluded that
comprehension is not a.problem in first grade, and that it is. therefore
not surprising that instruction oriented primarily ﬁoward 1;hguage
compgehension has no strong effect. Meanwhile, direct instruction in
the code seems to have positive effects on the aspect of reading that
does need instruction at this stage.

o : )

- # ’
The second reanalysis was done on the Educational Testing Service

study of compensatory reading programs. Descriptions of the programs

were condensed so that distinctions could be made between high and yOow

instructional time, and between high and 1low skill™ emphasis. 1In

addition, .sex and three levels of SES were distinguished. Analyses of

co-variance (controlling for fall scores) on various dependent variables

were then run. Clear patterns with respect to instructional emphaéis,

14
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. 5 )
are difficult to detect; however, more instructional time, especially
for low SES and compensatory instructional groups, at both sccond and

sixth grade levels, was found to be a clear benefit.

(4) The California Teacher Study. The import of time and its
9

relation to type of instructional program can’perhaps best be understood
by considering the work of Berliner and others - connected with the
California Teachetr Study (Berliner & Rosenshine, 1977; ‘Rosen;hine,
1976; Fisher, Filby, & Marliave, Note 1). According t; these studies,
and literature reviews connected with them, increased timp and direct

teaching produce the strongest learning results. Most observable

[

. "direct teaching" tends to be focussed on code aspects of reading. This

may be partly because observer§ can easily agree on when "reading
instructiop" _ig. taking place _in_the_case of word. recognition but are
less certain what constitutes "instruction" in comprehension. Whether a
result of observational methodology or ;‘ Eeal effect, this figding:
confirms a frequently noted correlation between a code orientation in
reading and direct instructional strétegies. The correlation.is evident
16 our conferen&e.bapers, too (e.g., Bateman or Wallach & Wallach  as
»
against Goodman & "Goodman), although there are some exceptions (e.g.,
Chounsky on a~éﬁild-centergd appro#ﬁﬁ:ta ear%y appreciation of the code).
The ’,correlation raigses- some questions for us: Is the apparent
effectiveness of code approaches to teaching due to ¢heir direct
instruction characteristics or to the content of what is taught? If the
former, might a 1anguage-oriente; program using direct instruetion be

equally or more effectiﬁe?' I will return to theseé questions as I

address the question of what new instructional approaches warrant

development and trial in the schools.

15
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A Recommendation for Current Practice

I have distinguished, on the basis of our conferences and related

literature, between two 'broadly-defined approaches to reading

instruction: a code orientation and a language orientation. - The. review

-

of -field research 1in reading has suggested an advantage for

’

code-oriente&,teaching'roughly thnoughfthe' primary school years,v the

period during which odf tests demand relatively uqsqphiﬁticated language
[} i d A

processipg.and give a clear edge to those who can recognize printed

2

words ,alcurately and quickly. This~advantage is especially marked for

-

children in compensatory programs. After the primary grades, there is

no “clear evidence supporting either ccde or language approaches to
-,

instruction. -What does this suggest in the way of reading policy for

compensatory education°

First, as a matter of routine practice, we need to include
systematic, code-oriented instruction in the primary grades, no matter

what else is also done. This is the only place in which we have any

clear evidence for any particular practice. We cannot afford to ignore

that e;idence or the several instructional programs already in existence
that do a ;ood job of teaching the code. The charéé, made by some who
espouse language-oriented approaches and who view reading as an
autonomous 0ommunicatioa system, that too early or too mﬁch emphasis on
the code depresses comprehencion, finds no support in‘ the empirieal
“‘data. On the other hand, neither is there support for the claim of code
proponents, that once the code is well 1earned othi;;/reading problems

will disappear, Thus there is no eviqence that//ode emphasis programs

alone will "solve" the reading problem.

16




What appears to be needed is systematic code teaching together with
attention ¢to language processing (i.e., comprehension) aspects of
reading. Buttto say this is hardly to have completed a preseription for
compensatoryfrqading instruction. Virtually every reading program today
claims to be prov1d1ng Just such a combination--yet , we 1lack many

smashing successes. Where does the difficulty lie?

-

It lies in part in a fundamental :competition between .code and

language demands in early reading,.. -Learning the code requires a’

controlled vocabulary--but language processing needs a rich‘ language

wich which to work. This conflict’ cannot be{wished away. 'Béck and

. 4 . .
Block (conference paper), in their comparatiﬁéwprogram analysis, pointed

out how an ."add-on" phonics program might lose its power when the
spelling patterns taught are not(ﬁiven extensive practice in the readﬁng
materials that immediately follow. And no one has yet demonstrated
empirically, with a compensatory education population, a Successful way
of teaching the code entirely on the basis of stutlent-generated stories
or.words drawn from students' natur;l environments. The strongest
claims for success along these lines come from certain proponents of
"alternatiye education." Despite the ahsence of formal évidence, I have

\\j\ e enout £ '

seen enough <f these programs to believe that many students who would
resist reading i \\\B ventional programs become good readers in them.
But in most successfiil cases there is some largely "unsung" systematic

code teaching, at le€ast for a while, for most students. (F a

systematic "alterdative teaching".approach, complete with a dia ostic

——— e

<
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The problem facing those who would: design r ding instruction for
E ’ N

compensatory education, then, lies in great part in finding a balance of

emphasis and timing between code and language ‘aspects « of reading. At
Q ‘the same ¢time, substantial attehtion ﬁo'ngg to address the languige
processing aspect of readinggis needed. We have ‘a number of good

code~oriented programs available, but, we have ho strong success to

repo;t for a language-oriented .program. Tiis ‘d;e;\‘not argué for -

A
-

teaching the code and letting language take care of itself. It azggee;

—rather, for usihg what we we “have in, the way of successful code teaching

b
approaches -and meanwhile fodﬁssing intensively on developing 1anguage
4

teaching approaches that are as effective in their own domain In the

next section, I will consider some of the pOssibilgties for language,

LS

instruction and for combining code and Tanguage teaching. -
R - . - hs’
i, 2 -

-» e ‘ @4 -
Toward Solving the Rest of the Reading PRoblem: -

In this section I consider two issues: "(a) how to teach language
o \ . -
aspects of reading, and (b) how to combine larguage and code teaching.
. . - 2 vy

¢

- Teaching Language Prodesses : !

~

QOral vs, written. A first questionin considering how to teach

"

langauge processing skills is whether Tt will be most S{fective to teach
them in an oral mode or in a written mode, A not infrequently made

proposal, - on the part of those who favor a st;ong code_orientation for

-

" early reading, is to focﬁs beginning reading instruction largely or

exclusively on ‘the code, while providing separate instruction in oral

»
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language comprehension. This approach assumes that those who do not

comprehend what they read, even though they know the code, are deficient

-

in* general ‘language processing skills, and ?urther that reading
comprehension is not a significantly different process from listening

comprehension. It adopts, in other-words, a "translation" definition of

‘

reading. A proposal of this kind has been made most explicitly by
,Sticht but no serious empirical test has been made. Sticht himself, in

his conference paper, describes a program of reading instruction in

i

which considerable oral work takes place; but the written and oral

-

.

activities are not -clearly separated. A systematic effort to test

Sticht's model ought to be made. .
. 1 D ) 3.

3
An important aspect of such a test should be attention to the\v

possibility that separate linstruction in oral comprehension may be

effectivé in improving reading for certain kinds of materials or up to a

i ¢

certain level og complexity, but that beyond that point the oral
approach may become cumbersome or even totally ineffective .The
-existence of such a point would be: strongly predicted by anyone
espohg;pg the notion of reading as an autonomous %ompunication system.
Arguments supporting this position can be made on the basis of skilled
readers' ability to process written materiaI far faster than people can
speak, and from evidence that there 1is, in skilled readers reading
complex materials a fair amount of "checking back." TheSe behaviors
Pssuggest 'éifferent processes for reading than listening, at least in
part. 1In addition, analyses by Olson (1977) and others, of differences

+n  the structure of written texts and oral communications suggest that

written messages may be different enough in structure to require\

different processes than speech messages. ‘If different processes are

19
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involved then instruction in comprehending written material woyld be
called for% Jransfer from oral comprehension could not be dépended

upon. ,‘These ccnsid?rations suggest that we alsg ought to develop and

v -

test stdifégies for teaching written language proT?ssing skills.

-
.-

-

irect vs. informa) teacking. This brings us to our second

qQuestion, whaé‘rdfé direct' instruction shouldﬂhlay in teaching language
skills. As already mentioned, there appeared , in our conferenced a

1]
correlation of opinions;: those who aavpca;ed\a focuslkn :he‘ﬁbde tended
to advocate direct instruction; those who advocated .a language

* " J (\,“ , .
processing emphasis advocated looser, 1earner-directed instructional
~

approaches. So widespread is this correlation of beliefs that we rarely
- 7
_Question- its appropriateness Yet there is nothing ;nherent in a

language processing emphas%s that requir¢ informal teaching styles. To

break free of the- current rather unproduct‘ve, confroﬁtat%on*between

» - N

1anguage and codef?dvocates one of the® tbings we pill have to do is to
] ) *

mentally "uncouple" informal teachingﬂand language orientation. .It may
~N ! '
be that only learner-directed, informal teaching styles can bring about

the functional uses of reading that 1anguage-oriented people stress,

-

But it may be the case that direct instruction will work as well or
i

better. What we need to do injthe traditign of American pragmatism, .%

& -

to "try it and see."

°

\
There are then, two approaches to inﬁgarction in(language processes .

to be explored: ;nfofmal and direct.> Consider vthe informal or
child-centered méthod first. It might appear %hat this approach h&s had
its ‘Chénce and: failed. Our look at thg e dence from f?fld research

suggests no outstandxng reading successes among child-cente%ed progﬁams




-

high SES groups. fhese data provide no recommendation for informal
) .

.

A}
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or 1ané;55e experience methods, except for the quickest %arners and

teaching styles with children in compensatory programs. Yet I think it

is the case thHat we ‘have not yet seen a real trias of 1earner-centered
« Y

methods, Suchaa trial would require using the best aspects of informal

\
teaching systematically enough and in enough classrooms that we could

find out both whether the approach was usable by a significant number of

teachers and whether when’used children learned to- read well. The
current staoe ‘of informal education ideology and’fsthodology precludes 4
such a test. Programs and teaching strategies“ are described in the

1ooseet terms, relatively few opportunities for extended apprenticeships ’ )

exist and teachers are thus forced to invent for themselves a good deal -

;o
of what they do. Not all teachers are good inventors; few have enough
years on the job to permit theg to grope‘.toward success.‘ Iy first //j
. requirement then ig °t’hat proponents of infornal Klanguaée teqchiné o
approaches make their methods more \eccessibre byﬁ specification, “
systematic training and. the 1like, | :
A serious test of the power of an informal, language-oriented -

53 -~

.

abp\c ach to read*ng lel 'alsov require sustaining the program over a .

l,/

relatively long pékiod, perhaps several years. This may be difficult,
especially in‘(communities that have become uged to watching test score

data as’'indicators of the success: of their schools, since the érowth in
J

' %
language competence brought about b informal approach#s may not be
’ . L 4

‘

reflected in scores on tests now in use. Trial of informal approaches,

.

therefore, may require use of achievement tests that are more sensitive

to growth in langage competence aspects of reading than our current ones

[3

appear to be. 4

-

2

-~
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) \\\ To reiterate, % I am _sbggesting tgaf chi}d-centered, .
1anguage-experience agproaches to reading have not yet had a real trial
,l'\ ¢ \
W iin this country. To have such a trial,\ye would 'need both sustained .

commitient to it and attempts by those who believe in the power of these

£

teaching approaches to develop more expiicft ways of helping teachers {

»

implement them. - . ‘ : .

o The alternative approach is tp deveiop systematic, direct

N,
o~

¢ 1instruction approaches to teaching comprehension and language-skiig‘
. } - 2

aspects of reading. Once we disenéage the .3nguage processing 2. v
kY 2 \ \
orientation from informal teaching methods, this becomes a. prospect that -
) A ' T ¥ I,: '

can at least be considered. Such direct instruction in comprehension
- . i
was the aim of the early basal reading systems. But the basal reading

'syetems.we inherited from the 1930's did 4n°t meet their \oriiinators'«
_.aspirations.  Today's series reflect the successive waves of |

- disenchantment with the basals in the variety of Jadd-on" activities

that they incorporate--phonies units, language experience activities,

and so on. Thus the possibility of direéE“instruction in compreheAsion .
apparently needs ethinking from theory forward. Proposal%' for

developing direct instruction approaches to teaching‘ comprehension and

writing deser%ﬁ?ne:igys consideration at this time, as do proposals for

expanding the knowledge base that might guide this development along

profitable new lines.




Cgmbinjgg hgnguage'ggg Code Teaching:

.~ v
L

I have stated here that both code and 1language teaching will be
required in successful reading instruction. How are they to be
_comﬁined? The basic ehoicek'is ‘whether to teach code and language
Isimultaneously or euccessiveiy.: That is, both codeand 1anguage aspects
of reading can be the.focns otf“ instruetion from the oﬁet, er one can

be emphasized. first and then the other.

- . O . ~
Successjve teaching. Successive strategies have been _the most

Popular 1in the pasi, and still dominate most thinking about tedching
1 4
A
reading. Which sggnld come first, in a given theorist's ’or

practitioner's opinion, is very much a function of_ that individual's

» v

pre;erred definition of reading. Translation proponents--even when‘they
recognize the need for some inetruction and practice in language asgects
of reading--want to emphasize epe code at the outset, and for as.lﬁng as
it takes for fluenc§ to develop. Actonomoue language system proponent¢
want to begin with a meaning eﬁphasis, and let the code come later--if
instruction .in it ,ie needed at all." Empirdcal evidense appears to
support the code-first positiOn. Initial emphasis on the code in a
direct instruction program prodgces initial advantages and no long~tera
disadvantages. Language-first emphasis, 4t deast in the versions tried
up to now, has not'shown a clear advantage ’; either'stage. Thus, if a
successive timing strategy is to be chosen{/ihe current evidence argnes
for focussing first on the code. This sequence is in agreement with the

[

stage theory of reading development outlined by Chall (conference

paper), in  which the first two stages of. independent reading are

concerned largely with learning the code and developing fluency and

L4

-
. '
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confidence in word recognition. ’(These stages follow a period of
developing readiness, which . includes attention to the function and

meaning aspects of written language.) A code-first séquence also agrees

~ \

with Anderson and A%gms"recent (in press) position paper (prepared for

reading. Anderson and Adams argue that word

the Center for the Study of Reading) on(i:gnitive processes in early

ecognition, word meaning,
grammatical interpretation and interpretation of logical inter:elations
among parts of the text are all acbiVe at all stages of reading, but
that at the beginning of reading the new and most difficult task, and
therefore the preoccupying one, 1is word recognition. Focussing

instruction on. the code, then, is 4 way of helping children at the

h

beginning stages with their most difficult task\\

-

Simultaneous teaching. 1Is éimultaneo\s attention to code \HEL\—’

language processing aspects. of reaQing possible? Might it alter the

eourse of reading acquisition? «We don*t lmow the answer, to either

*

question since ,a . carefully documented simultaneous teaching strategy

does not exist. Nevertheless, we can co 1der some possibilities and

-

assess the likelihood' of tneir beidg spccessful. I have already :

discussed the- inherent, difficulty of combining language and code

’

emphases that derives from. the code teacher's need for a carefully

-~
-

controlled vocabulary. But most code programs develop iarge recogni;ion
vocabularies 'relatively quickly .and the "conflict" might not have to

" last more than a few months, Elsa Bartlett's conference paper 'suggests

-

that one code-oriented progranm, Open Court, may be an example of a

successfuly early introduction of a rich variety of written materials.

If materials of this kind can be used as the basis for direct

instruction in ganguage processing, then a very minimal delay between’

24




code and language foci can be envisaged. Bartlett's analyéis of the
program does not ‘suggest.how systematically or effectively the materials
are used, but this is a case worth investigacing,(;articurarly since the
progran involved is coming " inte increasingly wider wuse with
hard-to-teach poPulations. According to Bartlett's analysis, Open Gourt

is able to introduce richer than usual reading selections in part

because it iﬁtroduces elements of the code quickly and relies on

" children to be able to handle variability in print-to-sound translation.

hany conference participants believe that a slower, more deliberate pace
%s needed for the hard-to-teach chiidren that constitute a compenéatory
éducation population. If they are right, then a long delay in language
ihscruction might be required for these children. Bﬁt recent reports

N —t

(Bateman, Note 2) sugéest that Open Court is being’ﬁéed successfully

with many hard-to-teach groups (compensatory, learning(disabled, et%c.).

c
Certainly this trend should . be monitored closely ? r the next few

years. .

) i .

Another alternative for simultaneous language and code emphases” is
2 use informa}, language experience methods for language development
simultaneously with a structured, code-oriented progran. Strict code
advocates are likely to claim that th}s will cénfuse childreé, who will
encountér irregularfy spelled wordg(Té the course of .their informal
wo’k, and be encouraged to guess and otherwise depend on cues other than
orthography in their early reading aétempts. we have no firm data on
this, but informal observation suggests that most children are quite

good at recognizing the different demands of different situations, and
1
wculd attend to the code during the formal instruction. A greater

impediment, in my opinion, 1lies in the difficulty of school and

25 '
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classroom organization that the simultaneous use of dirept and informal
teaching seems to imply. Observations, of classrooms in which a
)

combination of direct and informal teaching is being tried suggest that

one or the\?ther aspect tends to Qe ignored, or at least given short
shrift. . Teachers complain about compet?ng demands on their time, '
_ although théy usually recognize that the children have plenty of time in
the /School day for both. My personal observation is that individual
teachers, by temperament or training, seem to be good at one or the
)
other kir~* of instructign‘and‘attendant classroom management, but rarely
both. This leads me to propose, as an instrﬁﬁéional approach worth
development and trial in the schools, a reorganization 6? the school
program so that informal instruction and direct instruction both take
place, but in cleaqu separated times and places: and under the
direction of diffeﬁent teaghers. Various models for this separation are
po;sible. For example, the school day might Egv,divided into two

ot

halvés~--one for formal instruction, thé other for informal. Or the

"home" classroom could be organize& along informal lines, with childrén
assigned on a rotating basis to a skill center staffed b; teachers -jo
are proficient at direct ?eaching of the code and of those language
skills that seee to profit ﬁost from direct instruction. Whatever the
particular arrangement, it is clear that seriously combining form§1 and

. = informal teaching may require extensive reorganization of staff, 'time,
and séace allocations' within 'sghools. The effort may have some
surpriiing side benefits, however, since it may solve problems of °
homog;nepus versus heterogeneous grouping, "mainstreaming,"

cost-effective use of special reading teachers, and other problems that

Id
are difficult to deal with in the context of se) f-contained classroom




-

organizations.,

Summary

N -
N

‘0n the basis of the papers exchanged at this project's conferences,
it is possible to identify two main strands of theory about the\nature
of reading. These are (1) reading as translation, a view that holds
reading to be- essentially the translation of printed symbols into an
roximation of oral 1hnguage, so that already developed capabilities

for understanding and using speech can be applied to written language;

and (2) reading as an autonomous language process, a view that
understanding ‘the written word is in certain important ways different
from and separate from understanding spoken 1anguage. The two viéws of
reading lead to different kinds of prescriptions for early reading.

instruction. Reading as translation suggests predominant attention to -

helping children master the alphabetic code. Reading as autonomous

*

. - ‘ 1
language suggests that reading instruction must focus quite directly on

3

the functional and meaningful use of written language right from the
-outset of instruction. Both basal "look-say" methods and informal
"language experience" ‘methods of teaching are attempts to meet this

-

requirement in instruction,

1

Evidence clearly favoring one instructional appranh over another
in field settings, is difficult te find. Nevertheless,’a repeating
pattern of findings. ‘concerning both what is taught and how it is taught
can be detected if we examine several decades of applied researgh This
Pattern can be summarized roughly as folldws: When skill in wdrd

recognition is the outcome being studied, code-orienteaq prograhs tend to

¢
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show up bétter than 1anguage-orientéd programs. This is especially true
for low socioeconomic groups and for law achievers in general. However,
when comprehension beyond the very'simplest levels is the criterion,
there is no clear advantage for either code- or language-oriented
programs. Concerning instructional style, direct instruction, teacher
controlled use of time, and well structured curricula have a clear edge,

again—especially for low achieving or low SES groups, These eonclusions'

are drawn on the basis of evidence from (a) several cohorts of Follow

Through children; (b) Jeanne Chall's book, Learnjng to Read: The Great

bggatg, which reviewed hundreds of studiés conducted up.to about 1964,

(c) research reviews conducted by Guthrie and his colleagues for the
National Institute of Education's compensatory education studien; ‘(d)
reanalyses of data from the Bond and Dykstra first grade studies and the
Educational Testing Service study of compensatory reading programs; and

R

(e) The California Teacher Study.

The findings of- the - Theory and Practice in Beéginning Reading

4
Instruction Project suggest Several lines of action for national reading
policy and fer further development and study of reading instruction.

First, as a matter of routine Practice, we need to include systematic

code-oriented instruction in the primary grades, no matter what else is

'also done., This the only Place in which we have any clear evidence for

any particular practice. We cannot afford to ignore that evidence or
the several instructional Programs already available or nearly ready for
use that do a good job of teaching the code, There is no empirical
evidence that too early or too much emphasis on the code depresses later
comprehension. On the other hand, there is po evidence that

code-emphasis Jrograms alone will "golye" the reading problem. Such

~

w3
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programs succeed well in teaching word recognition skills, They show no
N ?

adyantege, however, once comprehension becomes the main criterion of

§ugcess (starting at about third or fourth grade). For this reason, we

need to work on developing programs that do a good job of teaching the

meaning and functional aspects of reading. .

Two possibilities for such programs need to be pursued., The
language experience approach, which builds upon children's own writing
and dictdtion, needs to be specified Precisely enough by its proponents
So that it ecan be given a serious try in schools. Despite wideepread
interest in 1earner—centered, 1anguege experience approaches, these

ethods ha;e not been adequately described. Much is left to teacher
invention, but not all teachers are well prepared for this task. A& real
trial of the language experience approacn will require a precise
“Specification of the approach, its sustained use over several years, and
quite probably tests that are mnre sensitive to students? abiiity to use
written langage than our current ones appear to oei ‘ fhe second
possibility for language-oriented reading instruction that needs to be
investigated is direct instruction. For a decade ,mor more
1anguage-oriented approaches and informal, learner~centered methods of
teaching have tended to be linked in educators' minds, ‘Thio is not a
necessary relat%onship, however. Just as we need to further develop and
test language experience approaches, we als§ need to explore direct
instruction in .comprehension._ :Such 'instruction may begin with oral
. comprehension skills, as is advocated by several of the experts who

~

participated in our conferences, or it may work directly on the
comprehension of written material, as others advocate. In either case,

A
success will probab.y depend upon the ,emergence--now more than a vague
R Y
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promise, given new psychological research on language processing--of a "¢

detailed theory of the mental activities that take place during language'

‘ comprehension. Thus, investment in "basic" research on how people

understand written language can be expected to yield practical results
for reading instruction within some reasonable, if not immediate, period

of time.

Finally, attention will have to be paid to how to combine code and

language aspects of instruction. ‘A successive strategy, in which co.e .

is emphasized first and language follows, or wvice versa, is the most
common today. The practical successes of code programs at the earliest
grade levels, especially with compensatory education children, suggest

that code should precede language if a successive strategy is Q;EET\\

.
/

Howeveﬁ, simultaneous teaching of code and language aspects of reéding
may be even more effective, and several possibilities for such

simultaneous teaching are suggested.
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