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Iy . Introdnction . . . R . . H I .
Whence the reading orggram. "What's tho matter w¥th these ‘T’

§

kids? Thoy'va been going to school for years and they still caq‘t <

.

i
N
et i } .

read!!" The larentation riags,bhroughout the, land waspapers report . .-

., . on the 1low scores of the di*trict‘s students on the atandardized reading
bests‘and pditorializp about the lack of ecent education.i Teachers '

throw up.theig hands, in disgust, overtly blaming “the system," the =~ = -

= v

— bareaucrats who run the. schools and the socid-econpmic couditions Y .

- M .

under which the students are being raiaed, and cov%rtly blaméng them.

E B
ST T

the studenta who are Yatupid, " “unappreciative' and "unworthy® of the /
{

taachers' efforts. “hed- taced adminiatratora face the press and the

-

pangﬂts, matter something about “hasty miainterpretation’ of test ] .t
scores and then go back'and.plgma the teachevs, gut of all the fault~ ’
fin@ipé‘and buck—oasEQng comes ﬁthe solution®: start a rea&ing progrdﬁr
< in th; schbols. The,wordygehi out: 1if ygu can‘t]get a Job teaching . .
Eng]ish take a few reading courses and you've got 1t made, . Suddenly '

3

everyone‘a a ?eading anocialiat n 1nclud1ng this writar, Now what ?

A X

+




-Cynicism aside, tﬁa fact ie‘that students‘&o neqd redading
instruction, hhether it be dqvelon-eutai“ozucorrectivg, as part of
their regular classroom work. What hAppqud/ll too ¢fien, however,
'13 thay a largg grodb of students_ia thgowq together in a reading ’

* . ot -, * e . !,
-class, not in an effort to meet their;individual or even cpllsctive

~

. N *
needs, ‘but to meet’ the needs of the daily scheduls, 'There is frequently

& - . - N
no effort madq,to organize a school~wide rea&ing program, only an effort™"

to have aomething tangible to show parents aﬂd administrators.

\"reading class,® "reading}lab . ‘reading clin;c' or other vall-intended
X,

though meaninglees euphemiam for a room in which to place the students

w

" undex adult gunervision for a sei amount of time each day. In the

2 < i - . :
end, suceess of the reading program, howevef it may be accoupl{shed,

[

reflects on the "snlightened® school nfficials; failare reflects

on the reading.teachsr, M ' ’

:
s

Puroose of arﬁic e, There is & need to find an approach

to reading instruction that goes veyond 'dictiona.y work® or even °
_byond a»competent orogram of resding fkills instructic'. Even in

a very good reading nrogram ma by a qualified snecialist, students

are toc oxtenﬁtaughn how to succsed 1n reading class only. The skills

they learn in'reading class never I?ave that coom, and the qtgdenta remainh
lont} atd confused in handling printed 'n;atenia'lsrin.tf!air other subjects,
Thia“article,.then, will exblore tﬂ; poesibilities of organizing a

. - N . )
sghool-wide reading orogram, one which has the support and cooperation




-

S .

© -of-the administration and feculty, and even one in which gupﬁort.and ’ »
". coopsmbfion are lacking. ‘ R
’ - . - ,:‘\‘:"’ :
- . ::"'t: o
- The Ideal Situstion . ) I )
. Reguiremgnts. The 1dg91 read‘*g program, as outlined E . E

by Massey and Moore (1965), Steed and Katrein (1970), Rauch- (1974),
T o * -
Burmeistar (19?4) and others is predicated on full cooperation among . i

3 i .

the rebding soecialiah, the adminiatration sud the clusaroom or content

' area teachers. Massey and Mpore,\(or instanqgl 1ist eight 'niaiuum .
requirsments” for estaﬁlgshing and organizing sn effective reading

Drogram, ‘Some of these requiremsnts afkply refleét géod classroom

P

practiges, such as providing for growth in reading skille through an °
organized\ sequential program of nkill—huilding éctivitias. Other e

requirementa are, however, ‘beyond the acope of the claaaroom teachar )
L3 . o

alone end. call for positive interaction with the faculty and administration.

L]

For“s¥smple, "one requirement is that the rea&ing program 'perueates

the whole sciool and is heartily endorsed~by ¢he entire faculty.™ .This 5 e
s ’ - ¢ 3 a * %
is a tall order and is not alwaya, or even often, the tase, ZHauch,

7

‘sneakiug of the role of school administrators,, 1ista as the firat o : j

¥

fcharacteristic® of a good reading ptogiam the cohcept that it ™muat Ty

hate full administrative support...not only in theory buts4n providing:

e

_practical, concrste avolication of their beliefs,..in terms of classroom °

4
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equineent and %ﬁteria]s, in—eervice'egﬂcation and e ncouragement to

— . .,
]
+

B o . 4 . .
‘experiment.” PR . '

L4

h . . . o \ ) . : )
ST B . Examole of such & program. Given a situation of cooperation ) -

i 7 and partibinatibn by an entire ecbeol, as outlined above, it ie not’
{ ¢ *

S o« too difficult to f*nd an example of a euccesaful reading Program\ .

R°1d°1b°rg°2 (1972) sneaks of & readingsprOgram in a San Garloe, B o X

Galiforpia high- echool vhere the faculty worked hand-in-hand with

) I PR

Lne reading Specialiet to create, orcanize and opetate 8 highly effectivp-

TR

echool-widé'reading program, lhe prégram recétved its initial boost e
o . from ‘the” particivation of the’ reading specialist gyfeadfhg aideeand
- - ' \ PN : . N
v ’the principal in a workshOp vhich emnhasized team etfort ‘across

-’7‘ -

»

Al

“ t ¢
departmental ldnes, Following their experienge, ‘the ﬁhree returned F -
" 2on - . . ' 3 v
. . to their schgf}/gnd began to organize a reading program there. A

nrobleme:;vinr committee was, formed to—look into the extent of the -

Y

- rezding ordblmms of studenta at the schqol a/a ‘at the exneriences and

abilitiee~of the faculty to deal with the oroblems, The program,

{

- R
a the organiring committee decided, would have to have full participation ]

of ‘the -entire faculty in orde? to be totally‘effectiye. Each tegchet
- ¢ . . oY

was committed to "giving up ten consecutive planning periods t6 teach

a £ S : ¥ o . . K

‘ ‘reading," In addition, it was decided that the program was to "receive

*  the major thrust for the ysar, taking preceaence over'any other
in-seritce'prOgrae." , ¥ith the willingness of the entire staff to pitchk
in, the program was off to a running start. The teachere met for

*

et workehops designed to familiarize them with materials and methods

usefui in teaching reading. The readi ng epecialiet eerved as an advisor,




’ i . : ) ° L. . T
. euggeeting ways to rscognize students vith reading problems and - “

resqgting the'ﬂ%nerel reading org¥aau for- the year, To nvoid . ) ’ :'
: S AT ' "
e problene that vonld be incurred by einvly plunging blindly ahesd,

S, the teachere entered the ‘program gradually by workiné at fi{ft‘fn

;.c. ﬁeaps of two vith é'class of ten studebts, The next etep was

- -
.
] > »

N for the teachers to 1dcnt1fy those students who shonld participate

_ . . v
P dn the full-scale orogram, This vas acconnlished by a combination .

3

S - . - - -

ef an examination of the scorep on the Gatee~HaoGinit1e Reading Testn .

»
4

- T and teacher recommendatione based on observation. Phe studente .
t . . }‘ -

5 T eelgcted,for(the orogram were scheduled for nine weeks in thE'reading

. ~ o E .
... . . N r -

lab, taken in lieu of Englishmclaes. Without going into all the" details

A

‘“ of the snecifio classroom procedures, it 13 eufficient to report that

B 13
" ¢ 4 ’
= - e Dot aen .-s-cm

o the orogram w&s degmed an unqualifled success, This writer would -0
. make mentlon, hovever, of the lack of information 88 to whether the - - 1
‘ ’ 5

teaching practises used in the reading claee were tranbferred to the

content area claeeroome, where they ‘should have been adapted in the . T

1Y

day-to-day program, Isolated projects euch as the one described above

tend to benefit a very few stndente for a vary brief tinz_before
dieannearing 1n the wake of some new experiment.

oy *

?

Another,anoroach However successtul the San Carlos program ) Y
q - .

L]

may ‘have bean, 1t 1a avyvarent that the baais of 1ts success was the \{

hnarty 9nthusiasm cnd euonort of the principal and faculty. Unfortunately, .~ = _

1t is rare that a orogram.gets euch unqualified support, There is hd

freq/gnjly a great deal of reluctance on the part of claesroon and content

- A, . Y R .o

A
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. ‘ AN .
area te&chers to get dnvolved in any program oumside the inmodiato <

Q >

scope of ,their wa‘%icular oxpertise. Konnedy (1972) warhs that .
tha reading snecialisﬁ should carafully avqid using such pbrases as

"overy teacher,'a toachor of rb;ding“ to elicit supnort for-a school-wide

raading nrogram. The readtng spocialist, osﬁecially a aewcomer to a

. school, ¥ho anproachoa the faculty wfth this attitudo 18 1ikely to.

-2
meet with rosistance, 1f not outright*h,tligﬂrance. Most tontent

area teachers are nntralpod in the tpgthina of reading and may feel
} throatcnod if they are asked to incorparata reading instrnction into-

uhair prograns, They néy alsé see the demand on their time and effort
1

v

content, Iniood it may take quite a bit of arguing gp convince them .

,:A, -
‘there is a need for roading instruction in their classroo-a at’ all,

After all, that's tbe Tezding teachér's Job, ian't 1t? Sudh teachers,

- &

.then, are not 1ikhlv to'pe charmed'lnto toachingiroadine‘skills, or.
. even adjusting their programs g% meet the neods of the studonte' leveIa .
of- raading abilitios withift thedir rlassrooms, by a,reading Specialist

who spows them how or‘what to teach,’ There is a need, tho’ to convince
. - - 1 . . -
‘ ‘tho conteht teacher that there are methods and mater-ials that would

4

make the teaching of resding.an integral- part, réther/than a separate
function, of the content work,

A orogram designed’ to cope .with the ,recalcitrance of the

-
3

conteat afﬁa teachers is described by Landis,.Jones and Kennogy (1973).
ﬁ. k] <
The nrogram, designed to meet the needs df leq;ning disabled students
- +* - » - *\
at a Lincoln, Illinois school, used both content and reading skills .

. ! ’

-~

’

» aswbeing in direct vonflict wi‘h the amount of time th7y spend in toaching

-




vskille ‘without any ‘thrsat to their egos or wsind demaade on their

time, The content area tesachers were aeked to use their hackgroun:l
L - . * v 1 2

“and Knowledge to prepare behavioral obJectives and create ngn-reading

- 1eerninz materiale to teach their au’bject matter. They\wére to avoid

vieual and kinesthetic modalities, In turn; the reading’apecialiet

‘a

- p—t— ‘

. of the English, mathematli’s a.nd science programs, The dna'l. syatem

ellowed the students to learn the context of their courses while, at:

¢ »

B . the same “time, receiving Specia‘i ipstruction in uord recognition, .

comprehension and study akills. _’l‘hia aoproach eaid by the authors
- 4 . .
to be highly successful, seene to be one that reading specialists

- ‘ " shohld consider in see;:ing the sunport of ﬁ*e content area teacherg.‘

-

Instead of oreeenting some, oramat/ic plan to have the content teachers

j . - * change their ent«ire apnroach to iea‘ing, the reading specialist is

asking them for help inm establishing the weading nrogran. Inetead '

" of threatening their egos, the snecialist is flattering ‘them. by

acknowledging their exnertise in their field and progposing a method

.
- L1

S which will al?owi tncm to combine their talents for the benefit of the
. ' students, v There is not much point in teaching reading without content.

4

. T VA orovra'-x like txis orovides both reading Lnatruction and content. .

- ? “i‘-ﬁ ’ '
[ ] - * T " o
. . . , F L. ‘ c? .
-.. ~ k4 ~ . | '
. . ‘ .. . A 2
o . ~ fnr instrugtional -vurcoses, But instead of havine the coatsnt- area | °
W B teachers give reading instrucfion, .the program' employed their specialized

. the content textbooks oy designing actiuties making use of the andi;ﬂ‘ ’

L . designcd ‘2z narallel rcading program for the stnd~nta, using the content .

5
—p AR e A

*
»
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R
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: The aituation. If the 16681 rnadiug program(iemsnda the
.. (\& - l

B aupnort "and cooperation of the adminiagration and facdlty, rca]ity

1 - “

demonatrates that there are’ times when such support is non-exf%tant.

¥

Most reports oy reading nrogramn speaﬁ of situations vhere there are

a ninimum pumber of students and a.maxiuun amount of individualization.

.

),
Kennedy aays it -is "1nconceivable“ that* any teacher could provide
%eeded reading instrncuion when given a claa; of thirtyafive students’,’

Well, as ”1nconceivable” as this night be, 1t is a fact thut many

imes 1t wtll be tha case that the reading teacher is hapnded a roster

of six classes of thirty—five stud&nta an& 18 ‘told to teach them

N ~

L reﬁding. While the temntation .night be bo throw in the towel and

haul out ‘the Egﬁtered dictionariee, there are wayp to cope, with a

situation like thia. After a11 the best argument the raading teacher .

‘\

w111 have for i;oandiug the SCOpe of the reading nrogram will be to

demoustrate success under, these lesqqxhan-idoal clrcumstances.,.

' Wha 'g_ 0odo. In a@pro&hhina this Hercuiean task, it would,

-bu wise to cbnsider the advice of Adams and Shuman (1973), who attack

a number of mwths about the *oroper" way to teach reading 8nd usgdthe
( N
reading teacher to "sin a little" and broak soms.of the iconoclastic

PN
rules to eatﬂﬂjmh an 1nviting atmosochers for learning. They scoff

-

at such idees ts "eyery school should have & reading-laboratory,

@

L4

( "The very aound of thia suggests sorething pathological," they say.),
and "the reading room should bs kept quiet," (*Very fow will read

1nihermeticalty‘saqled enﬁironmcnts,“ they afgye.) The gisg'of their
. ) e

The Fhr-?rou-ldeal Situation ' - ) l‘ﬁf\\-

. e 7

-~ +
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\

\ message is tﬁat‘§f4the teacher’ sett a relaxed ‘admosphere in vh}éh each " © o
X | gtudent“is allo;éd to take an active fartiin the implementation of the
x n;ognam. tﬁe;e is less likel& to be the sért.of:pfpplemg wh?chiigquentxy .

o

1
i
H >
i

i

. ‘\~ accomnany large claqaea of low-track students, ‘They érgua most ' b

s

-convinétngly for."imaginative loadership" on the'part of the reading ’ . ’
- ‘ »
'toacher aud relative freedon for the atﬂdents. - ¢

Freedom . 1ops not preclude rQSnonsibility, however, and there f .

s

are-ways to show the studente they are to take QQSponaibility for

.
e T o enpmems et b sk A ST
<

L »

.. fnlfilling the requtrementa of the prqgram tn their benefit acd the

ueachnr 8 satisfaction. Apart from koeping a tight rein on everything v

the stuﬂentq ao, one suggestion (Pendvak 1974) is “to use a contingenqx

- or verformance contract, outlining the work the studeut ia rasponsid ® . '

I3

| for and the E:}teria for g§Aang. This not only places the responsibility

[

an %he students but alsb relieves them of the pressure of worrying
P

y: aboﬁt-grados They ‘know pracisely what is e&pected of them at all
N
™ “times and can set thair Oanachievement goals, in competition with
. n

, no‘one but themselves, . . -
. [ Y ‘ N * . ¢

mnother nroblem faced by the reading teacher, especially

- L3

one who is without the heln of the content area tbachers. is to nrovide

- .

content for ths r-ading course. In "real" raading situstions, the
students will never resd 4solated words®br pagagraphs, seeking the

min idea or doing other  exercises devold of cont8nt, This is

v

the major failing of relying on programmed kits for anything other

»

than reinforcement of skills, for-nowherebut inm these kits will the
. 1 .

L
ls
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-e ¥

students b% calied u»en to~read a short passage, answer a few multipld’_

ehoice q%natinns and then 20 on to ‘the "next, totally unrelated paragraphy

Ona method far avoiding thia situatiou an&‘creattng aontant fo‘ the

+

nrogram 13 the use of the thematic unit., Dehnke (1972) describes |

Such g thematic gnnroach_in»which the studeqts p@rticipatc in a variety
of read{ng. Qrihing, 1istepi;g aha maﬁipﬁiéti%e activities, alllrerating o
to a common tg;we The reading instruction in an integrsl part of
the actit;ties, Jns* as 1t.shou1d be in any content*area. Once laanthed, f
students working on a. theﬁatic,nnit handle many of the materiala ’

’

in&ependutly, fresing the teacher to work with small grouns or 1ndividnals
on reading énd study skills, -
As an adjunct to thé reading sctivities, Chance (19p4) ¢

outlines a program using learning stations to teach or reinforce

[y
-

reading and study skills, A learning station or center is some cornef

of the classroom where a student or stud;nxa work on an activity

desizned around:one néréicuiar skill., The activity 1; éieariy déscribed
at the center and'the students work indshendently. While the use .

of such stations*hggin frees the teacher to give 1nd£vidu&1 attention '
wherq needed no reading nrogram can depsnd on them alone, However,

by co?bining several anproaches--whole group and small group activitiee,
indb;endent work, thematic uritfis and learning centers-~in an atmospherse

of encouraeament counled with student reeponeibility, the. reading teacher,

aven one with thirty-five students in a class can orovido for 1ndividual
o . . ) - B n~
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needs, By having,%ha stndents pgr?icipatp in such activities, tre.
o A t - ) . ' “ L : F
- <7 - 1-teacher is Frae Lo b2 used a8 s resource apd a guide.

i 0 - _e . - . o - .

.- T, " Goneclusion
: L S o
i ’ Ideallyl a reading onrogram should be organized with tho X

S g

full cooneration of the reading aoeciaxin., administrahlou and faculbty - b
‘ of a school, using the talents, abilities and exgertisn of a1l for the :E
benefit of the students. Given such cooperation, thers is 1ittle that !
cannot be aégornlished in Yerus of reading grovth, Rcaéing beconts : ;
M an integral n§:t of nvery’ﬁontant courss, snd she reading 5pecialist -
is both a reading teacher and 4 consﬂ'lbant ard resourcs for the antire A

-
.

i\ . -
N school, Th- ariacipal in turn, uses his. or her nosition to ses to

5

* ,
» f

it that thg approprzate materials aﬂa 'acilitlas are made available i*

KA

T all contenb arsus and encourages in~ssrvires prograus aud axperinentation

= ' by the facultv. In the situabion where thera is not thia to%al connitwment,
but where the administrahion snd faculty'are apnroachlﬁla, the reading . ,i

specialist can aa«roach “the gonten: area beaahars aaekiug help, asking

thcm to deaign ob jactives and matsrials 1n their aubject areas that

can be used succeasfullJ py students with reading difficulties. In

- .

thts case, the rea&iqg snecialisv takes on the roxe of feaching reading

skills, aided by, conteﬁt matariale apd the assurance that the stutanba -

will 505 be frustrated’by having %o cops with taxtbooks that are beycnd

their sbility to desl with affectively.

In the situation whers the Teading soscialist receives little

A or no suppo:f.rbhére are still & numbsr of ways to fulfill the rends of .-

12 o 3
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- . .
. ¢
. ‘ )
N ‘r the students, The use'of thematic units, learning centers, contingency
3 ‘ con tracis, 1nd1vi§iuai sred small groys activities frees the reading
: Ltbache;c Lo work with those irdividuals who nesd svecial attention; for
= the btnlk of the studeats, the teacher is a regource, a guids, mot
:‘:‘ B . ' : \ ' i ) ' i
& the cole suthority for lsarnine. In this way, the students not only
‘- *_:i‘l learn the reading skills hut ldarn to take responsib-” T tueir
SO . . - T
- ‘. .own educétion, { * "‘
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