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ABSTRACT ' ' . - , o
) ST As part of a larger project on teaching reading, this
paper describes the .work involved in constructing an effective -
instrument to evaluate teachers' knowledge of reading pedagogy.
Bxisting tests vere reviewed and rejeqted because of -their focus on
specific knowledge and diagnostic toncepts rather than on measuring
the knovwledge implicitly tied to the concepts of reading. The paper
proposes a field observation instrument based on the three forms of

-

knovwledge identified by J.P. Soltis: knovledge "that" refers to . .~ !
cognitive, verbal, or propositional knowledge;- kncwledge "how". - A
explains noncognitive abilities that are teachable and learnable when . )
one. possesses certain skills;.and'knouledgg "to," or the disposition . N

to act in certain wvays. The paper suggests that a first step in

constructing items for the evaluation is to define the "thats" :

consistent ‘vith a given conception of reading in order to establish a . .
bas{s for the ™how" behaviors. (¥AI) ’ )
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Constructing a Test of Teacher's Knoﬁledgé of Reading

. R N

Wayne Otto - - ’ ‘Betty Harper
University of Wisconsin-Madison University of wksconsin-Madlson
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The ﬁgrk‘hescribed in this paper is part of a larger project, Teacher's .

.

o ’ C;?ceftion of _Reading, at the Institute for Research on Teaching.* The
’main purpclise of the fsubpr'oj‘ec;: is to ;:on.'etruct a measure of teachers,'
knowledge'ofxre;d;ng pedagogy. If the project is Sugcegsful, thg 13?tru~

ment will be used to providg supple;entary_info;;ation about the t?achersﬁ

-
“ /
.
’ B o
. .

. of grades kindergarten through six who are being. observed in the prdj ect.
.Y . . . R Y, Iy

<

. : , "/
Teachers identified as having a particular conceptfqg will be given the /‘
. ' k ! : 4 )
test to determine whether a strong knowledge base is associated with a /

. . Y /

C . ' : [
. particular conception of reading or with a more apen, eclectic conception./
Ultimately, the goal is to determine (a) the extent to which specific- J
v ¢ .

kﬁowledge is related to specific beliefs, and (b) whether teachers'

knowledge of reading has an observable dmpact in their xeachiqg of Teading.

N " - , oL 1
N Located at Michigan State University.- The Institute.for Research on
- Teaching is funded by the National Institute of Education. :
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Some Problems < S ‘i ) ' IR ¢
f In- addressi&g\the ﬁgsk of constructing a kﬁowledge~test of reading
« ' pedagogy one must first decide what consnIthes the relevant body of A

knowledge fcr sucH,a.test: This is cqpplicateduby tbe fact that one is

inclined to be:influenced by, the varying\and sometimeslconflictiné céoncep-

‘

/tpal views of the subject matte¥ of readingAnedagogy that either oveytly

LT or implicrtly describe and prescribe what is and/or what ought to be the

! . - ‘ . ~
re1eVant knowledge. ‘To curb- this inc11nat10n 1t is desirable to use-

h

_techniques of pbilosophical analysis which offer the.opp&rtunity to.objec—

tively examine 4nd think about the subject matter of reading pedagogy.
. .7 . . ] '
* By maintalnlng a stance of neutrality one is in a positlon both to gain a

clearer,underStanding of the subject matter and to establish a firmer
. . R

. ] . "
> - basis for Making decisions as to whether 'this or that bit of knowledge

i

will be included gnfthe test. Put ano?ber way, one can view a-c£mpiexe
; . N
'subject from drﬁferent perspectives with respect to establishing a-knowlege

base-iiyhout canceling out.one conce?tnal‘yiew while examining the validity

\

- of. another.  The fact is that at the present tiﬁe it appears.to be dys-

v

AR .
functional to pursue the method of the teaching of reading; consequently,
) . . L. a

it seems essential t0'recognize that purposeful teaching and jlearning can

’

occnr whatever one's _conceptual belief, provided®it is grounded in essen-

* tial, core knowledge of the subjest of reading. | .
The task begins,, then, bf seeking:an5wers,to this. question:- What - ggtj
’ ‘ ~ R [ ~ - .

‘ . & : -
kinds of subject matter must legit}mately comprise the esslential knowledge

¢ .
. . _ .. , \

base of reading peddgogy. In consfaering what constitutes knowiedge and
- 0 ( . - ’ * !
_Q vhat forms knowledge/takes, Soltis (1968) identifies:3 forms of knowledge:
‘ ' ¢ ' —— h

. f . ‘
* knowledge that, knowledge howf and kpowledge to. He atgues that because

Q © N < , p\e
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‘triadic schema can be formulated as
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subject matter'(knowledge) is a,relational concept it 'is constructive to*

\ H

. \ ' .
.utgtalk about it in the conte?t of teaching and learning, where a basic ’ N

" . a
[} . R ’A‘
.- _ Someone (S) teaches someone (P) something ).

' . . "~
.

In such a context, subject matter refers to §ometh1ng which ve speak of
S v s

-

teaching ‘and learning, where knowledge that, knowledge how, "and knowledge

to can be substituted for the X, ‘ ) L e
' , . . N .
Soltis' three forms of knowledge can be briefly.charaoterized.

~

Knowledge that refers -to cognitive, verbal, or propositional knowledge.

One knows facts or has informaeion; but'being able to make appropriate
—_— oy . ,
statements about what is known does not necessarily ibply an understanding

4

of these facts A large part of what' is taught and learned in formal

educational situations is this type of knowledge. ' An: examplegof knowledge
v

that would be. Ms. Foxyteacher s knowledge of a definition for the schwa.

»

‘She can state the definition and may,even be able to make thé schwa sound

in oral reading but this does not necessarily indicate that she knows how
to teach the schwa to children. L
Knowledge how refers to noncognitive abilities.that are teachable

énd'learnable-where one possessés certain skills and is able to perfgrm o

Al

certain operations with more ‘or less sucqessl Thus, one has the capacity

\to act in a certaip way. For example, Ms. Phonicmeister knows hdw to
) .. *

T

- .
read; and she endeavors to teach Johnny how to read. Ryle Yl949) argues //‘ .

that there is a fundamental independence of verbal and performance know— '

\

ledge. In line with this argument, it ‘is true "that knowing.how to read

does not imply or require one's knowing any thats of phonics. And§ ' con~‘
i - l{ o
versely, acquiring verbal knowledge of the thats of phonics content 4 /

- ‘ ¢ -
-~ . . hd ’,
. . \
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“setting up experiences that will bring P to enjoy reading. In such an
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does not assure that one will be able to read. - Yet, it does not follow
that teaehing how does, not require’knowledge that. Ms. Phonicmeiser prob-
- s " ' , B
\ .

ably could not teaci}anyone how, to'decode~unles§ she had at least impli-

cit knowledge of so e of the thats of phonic content,

7/
)

Knowledgé”tg refers to the propensity or disposition to act. iy cer-

~

tain ways: I acquiring knowledge to, one ad\pires "more than the
cagacitx to act in a certa1n way 4and that something more is the tendency

¢ *
to so aCt, (Soltis, 1968, p. 38). ' For example, we can speak of Ms. S- 2 (F

L% . v

‘instance P will have something more than just facts about reading or the

. -

" skills requisite to ‘knowing liow to read. That something more is the’

~

. -~

tendency or dlsposition to take thé facts and sxills acquired' in the

classroom and to use them‘%g'seeking out and taking advantage of oppor-
. . ﬁ s L3 s

-

tunities to enjoy reading.

Existing Instruments

A review of the existing tests of knowledge ofcreading.pedagogy .

.o ' : / :
- reveals that most of them focus on specific knowledge, (knowledge that),

notably phonics generalizations and other word recognﬂtion skills

(Shannon, 1959; Farinella, 1960 Aaron, 1960 Ramsey, 1962; Broman, 1962; -
/

. AN

- ¢

" Durkin, 1964 Mziollum, 1964 Spache & Baggett, 1965 Henriksen, 1967;

Halleft, 19723 Thompson, 1972; Mazurkiewicz, 1975). Essenti.lly, these

., . \

tests assess teachers‘\knowledge'of symbol sound relationsh armin-

ology, definitions, and generalizations. The teacher is asked to supply
a term, state a rule, or choose an example that demonstrates knowledge

of specific word analysis skills,  The implication is that\ the extent

Ay N . »
rd ~
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to which. teachers oén'and do teach their pupils phonics and syllabication

skills. is dependent upon their knowledge of the basic principles and !
-~ ta
. mechanics of word analysis.’ While.this is—probably so, the fact remains * -

that a demonstration of knowledge-that is, not a,demonstration either of
knowledge how or of ability to actually teach reading.
Several instruments focus on diagnOstic concepts (Wade, .1960; Bufhett,
1961; Thomas, 1975) and a test consttucted by Artley and Hardin (1975)
Presumes. to meaSure a teacher‘s understanding of the reading acdt and the
strategies used in reading  instrut¢tion. While the .diagnostic measures
and the Artley-Harden instrument asse s:PrOade; areas ‘than some of the
other tests, theJassumption that seems t be.inherent in these ests 1
- appears to be that the universal ‘set of thats exists for the'teaching

P . . AN
of reading. The problem is that variant conceptual views of the reading

.

r/
process are not acknowledged, so the possibility of altermative but

. equally acceptable teaching acts is not recdgnized.

»

. The main 11mitation oft existing tests, then, is that not one of the

*

‘ tests measures’the knowledge‘implicity tied to various conceptions ot . - .

reading - knowledge a teacher is likely to have if she/he holds' a par- . s
. . ~ N 3
ticular .conceptual view. 1In essence, the existing tests do not sample

* the complex'natute of the subject matter of reading pedagogy as it
< , . . ' -

- relates to differing conceptual views. :

A Tentative Direction

- hd - ~N N
Giveh teachérs' varied conceptions of reading and the limitations

.of existing tests, -Soltis' three forms of knowledge seem useful for

gettiFg at the knowledge essential to teachérs of .reading. 1Ideally, one
3 * .
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would probably wish to &ssess know%edge,gg, where the tendency to use

L]
2

~. the facts or skills that Have been acquired would be measured. rather
s . . [y v .

than the fachs‘or skills themselves. The problem is that observatidnal
techniques rather thaﬁ paper and péncil devices would be required for L

“the assessment and valid and relidble measures would be difficult as

well as time consuminé’to obtain. Measurement pf knowledge.gg_would be - -

L

prohibitively expensivé for any extensiye application.

In assessing knowledge that one would measure the factual informa-

’

tion or proposifions that form the basis for knowledge ho&. One 'wpuld

"not attempt to establish the universal set of thats but, rather,

- \ ) ?
acknowledge that a subset of thats exists relative to a particular con-

£l

. ‘ N ~ ;2
ceptual view: The relevant. kpowledge that for a given ‘teacher would,
depend, at least in part, on his/her conception of reading. .
-« : o

While the inclusion of knowledge that is probably essen%ial'in a

knowledge test, items which measure knowledgé how are of%special signifi-

. cance for a test of-reading pedagogy., Because teaching is a skilled ’

’

behavior it is important to.obtain an indication of the teagher's under-

standing of instructional procedures in additipn to measures of facts and

. probositions: Since the universal set of thats does not éxist and, since -

v

knowledge how is based on knowledge that, one cannot expect to come up
) A ~ ’ - - B ) '

with absolute hows. However, paper and pencil test ffg@s probably can;
be constructed which examine gﬁe hgg§ of“reading pedagégy-;ﬁa providé
insights into teachers' conceptiops of tﬁe eééhing of readi;g.‘ :
A first sgep in-construct;ng such ¥tems would‘B% to define the

thats which establish a basis for a how. That is, one )ould choose thats

1] »

. R
SN SRIPRE

BN

»

. “7\"

1




. -

Wayne -Otto ¢
* Betty Harper

7

2 ~

which.are consistent with a given conception of reading. With such a

%ase established one could look for how behaviors consistent with the

that base, or, igﬁfact, one could construct items in'on%/yf two ways.

One could set up a situation in the stem composed of a that or_thats
and. the how answer would be contingent,upoﬁ the thats which make up the
How. One would say if that (or if. that, that and that) then how.  Items

could als% be constructed by setting up a how in the stem and the

ri

examinee would pick the option which suﬁplied the reason for a certain
action - which would be the basic thats.

Consider an examplé, where two thats are assumed:

-

1. General reading ability.is facilitated when a child
. learns (ﬁaéters) specific word recogﬁition skills.
é., Pr;per use of the sch&a sound is an important decoding
v skill. oo o -
In liﬂ; with éhe thats, the following how item could be constructed:
Iﬁ fe;ding connected text, Smedley is upable to pro-

naﬁace words cbntaining the schwa sound. To help Smediey,
. the teagher should -~ : T . T
a. teach+a lesson on the schwa sound

b. %;ress context as an aid in word recognition

_ ¢. provide concentrated drill with flashcards
8

d. ask Smedley to write and illustrate words with the

<]
schwa sound :

-

Options a and Q_cbme f}om two different conceptions of reading

L

%edagogy/deVelopment, with the "correct" answer dependent upon the concep-

" tion of reading. Teachers who choose op{&bﬁ é,presumably believe thére

.8 )

S
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PR shgnid be an early emphasis on teaching the 1etter—sound relationships,

‘ while teachers who hoose option b presumably stress meaning and view .

. the graphophonic! cueing system in relation to syntactic and semantic

) information for word recognition. Whether a subject has chosen the
[ A S . , R .
"eorrect" answer would depend on whether the subject accepts or rejects

antecedent thats.

< .
»

We will, no doubt, come up with still other options for constructing
. items. But one thing is perfectly clearq Inreading pedagogy, ' correct
' .

answers depend as mpch on what one believes as on what can be empirically

N

demonstrated to be so.. - . N

. ‘
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N
\ . * A
N




-

T

/

.
- X

References

- ‘ : ) )
Aaron, I. What teachers and prospective teachers khow about phonic -
. generalizations, Journal of Educational Research, 1960, 53,
323-330. .a S v

h)

¢

. N . : ] - ! \\

Broman, B. L. Factfors, associated with teacher knowledge of reading

- gkills (Doctoral dissertation, University of Tennessee, 1962)
-Dissertation-Abstrqgts International, 1962, 23, 62-5574, 133. ’

Burnett R. W. .The diagnostic problem solving proficiency of elemen-

) tary school teachers in teaching’ readlng (Doctoral dissertation,
University of Indiana, 1961) Dissertation Abstracts International,
1961, 22, 62-178, 98., ) ' '

-~
+

‘ . / .
Durkin, D. Phonics tes! for feachers, New York: Teaghers College
Press, 1964.

-

Durkln, D. TFundamentals and principles underlying phonic instruction,
reading and language. Proceedings of the International.Reading
Associatien, 1965, 10, 427-443.

Farinella, J. T. An appraisal of teacher knowledge of phonic analysis

Connecticut, 1960) . Dissertation Abstracts International, 1960, 21,
60-5226, 204. '

and structural analysis (Doctoral dissertation, University of &;'

Henriksen, E. B, An analysis of‘teachpr knnwledge of word recognition
skills (Doctoral dissertation, University of Georgia, 1967)
Dissertation Abstracts International 1967, 29, .69-9492.

Mallett, J. J. The contribution of specific characterlstlcs of first
grade reading teachers concerning children's success in initial
reading instruction (Doctoral dissertation, University of Toledo,

1972) Dissertation Abstracts International 1972, 33, 73-5940, s

188. . *
Mazurkiewicz, A. J. What'do teachers an_;abAQL:ghonics Reading
World, 1975, 14, 165- 177 .0 )

S . ’

<

McCollum, J. A. Teachers' knowledge of word analysis skills and lin-
guistic concepts. (Doctoral dissertatien, University of California,
Berkeley, 1964) Dlssertation Abstracts Internatidnal 1964 25,
64-9051, 170. - : \ o

Ramsey, W. Z. Will tomorrow's teachers know and teach phonics.
Reading Teacher, 1962, 15, 241-245. ‘

-

-

P

Ryle, G.. The concept of the mind London:: Hutchinson's\Universi?&"
Library, 1949. ‘ v

Scnubert, D. G. Teachers and word analysis skills. Jourmal of
Developmental Reading, 1959, 2, 62-64. '

~

e e A S




\: . . < ’ |

- ~

Shannon, M. The measurement of phonic understandings relevant to the
teaching of reading. Unpublished Ed,D, dissertation, Harvard
University, 1959,

. Soltié, J. F. An introduction to the analysis of educational con-
cepts.. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1968, |, _

. B J » e )

Spache, G., Baggett, M. E. What do teachers know about phonics and
syllabication. Reading Teacher, 1965, 19, 96-99.

Thomas, D. G. The construction of a criterion—referenced test to’
‘measure the ability of elementary school teachers to choose and
interpret data for assessment'in reading. (Doctoral dissertation,
University of Kentucky, 1975) Dissertation Abstracts International,
1975, 36, 76-6149, 369. . :
’ .

2

Thompson, F. E. Teachers' knowledge of selected skills from the Florida

catalog of reading objectives. (Doctoral dissertatlon, Florida State
University, 1972) Dlssertatlon Abstracts Internatlonal 1972, 33,
" 60-06071, 167.

. -

Wade, E. W. The construction and validation of a éest ‘of ten teacher '

skills used in reading instruction. (Doctoral dissertation, Indiana

University, 1960) Dissertation Abstracts International, 1960, 22,
60-6071, 91. . T

¢ - - [l
. .
. s v -
¢ . ,-
S ) =
N~ ‘ 'Y
A v P
- ]
—
.
» . D
. .
y
N e
*
g
N
gt ! A
! %
» - . <
Jo?M I DN
. N
¢
¢ ) \ .
IS
- K4




