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3 To ilprove the accuracy of the inforlal reading
hnt xy (IRI),.a [differential set of criteria is necessary ‘for both
yord: recognition and’ conprehension scczes £or different levels and
rea winq<conditions. In injtial. evalnaticn. werd recognition scoréﬁ‘ )
shonld‘reflect onlz.errors of insertions, ‘onissions, - N
ronnnciations. suhstitiutionsm unkoun words; and transpositions.
lptOlatic ‘behayior should: not be considered. After the studeat. has
*coiprehension questions -should Le aske¢d on-a literal level, on X .
) icit»nnderstanding. on vocahulary, and cn evaluative skill; all .
s§ q%d bewnholly context. dependont.(saseline criteria for deterlining -
A €a .

ctotry. reading. 'should: he estahlished in colprehension. vord
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ni on;; and sylptolaticubehavior-sCOlprehension is the most
ficant in deterlining placenent. ‘The: initial task of the IRI is

: studen ding tevel; this decision iz first
;e basis of quantitative data. then-an errcr analysis gives
ive . intorlationﬂ Placement precedes analysis, but both are
:y for effective.reading diagnosis and placelent' or;
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In the very early days of motion pictures when Western thriilers were

4o A

shown in the ranch cowns of the West, real cowboys would ride in from miles ) ”5
around to see the Saturday ‘night show.{ As they sat in dingy theaters, .;(g
"they would watch thexyiilain ride across the screen shooting up:the town,
rbbbing banks, and*ho]ding lovely heroines at his.mercy. It is said thag

7’

the cowboys sometimes became so excited and enraged at the villain that

L tney wou]d pu]] out their own guns and. shoot at the screen.

b /;Ihe absurdity of this effort is readi1y apparent If they had wanted

to-get the villain they wou]d”have done better to turn in their’seats and

“’The probiemgﬁgf somewhere‘eise, difficult to get to, but no »iess real: ) 1fg
Reading professionals may be spending their_time-shooting at screers. |
At a reading conference in Chicago, Johns (1976),ashed 24 professionals
. o their'views regarding 24 given statements about the informal reading ' 'L%
V inventory. 3§/is interesting that those‘reading peoplte were most concerned
)that the IRi overestimated the proper reading level for instruction (18
wM_Woflzafl__respondents) However, statements Sh0W1ng concern about the validity,
| reliability, the criteria for determining 1eveis viere ranked 15th 16th,

and 17th respective1y There was apparentj} 1itt1e awareness on the part of

these profeSSiona]s that the problem for which they vere most concerned was gk
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a mere reflection of the th1ngs they rated S0 reIat1veJy insignificant.

L4

: The 1nforma1 read1ng 1nventory (IRI) is a teacher constructed. test

B T

wh1ch can he used to measure oral read1ng performance. It is a record of

a reader’'s performance 1n a suCéess1on of short’ (125—175vwords) reading

passages of 1ncreas1ng d1ff1cu1ty Steuver (1967) has shown that it takes
a passage length 1n this range for the quant1tat1ve errors to stab11ze
so a subsequent qua]ltat1ve analysis may be done, if des1re¢

H

) The record is obtalned by hav1ng a ctudent«read each passage while
the teacher mon1tors the: oral read1ng performance and asks preV1ous1y
prepared, varied questions about each passage. . The teacher keeps a ‘record
'ofrthe oral reading errors and respbnses to the questions. The reading
pasSages-shoqu be taken from.or—should be eouivalent in difficu1%y to

B books used for instruction in the. c]assroom.u_.fl_ : 4

o The purpose of an IRI 1s to allow a teacher to make a sem1 ~controlled

observae1on of the many characterlstlcs _of a child's reading performance.

~ o .Aaw@‘\-u'#

K
The resuits of an IRI shou]d pred1ct the book Tevel, readab111ty 1eve1

1eVe1 of d1ff1cu1ty a subJect ‘can process’ at tliree 1evels .of performance

w‘v 'o‘

It 15 certa1n characterlstlcs of observed

x’,‘
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-,?or*enror than 4n increasingly'more difficu]t-materia]. There is an R
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.:observed pattern of error ratios from high error ratios to low ones, from

B

product1on ‘of many errors to-a redu sed nupmber of miscues.~ (Powell 1970;

Powe]]«and Dunke]d 197] Dunkeld 1970 _Page, 1975' Spache, 1963; Durrell, >

1955 Gl]more,‘1968 Gray, 1963 Isakson and M111cr, 1978 ) . ‘.

¥ ducwng error pattérn produces a d1fferent1a1 effect of observed

,.)

(error va]ues) across 1evels. Performance in f1rstbgrade material -
melas agperformance 1n s1xth grade mater1a] Error ya]ues of

mperformancg 1s not the same for eacn 1eve1 There is an:

N average'of about @ two-and-one-ha]f percent dwfference between levels as

.,,..A .

the mater1a1 1ncreases 1n d1ff1cu1 y This'pattern creates an 1nverse

re]at1onsh1p between 1eVels of dlffwculty and Tatitude for error in

:} acceptabie ranges of performanc (Powelﬂ, 19705, Dunkeld; 1970)

Tﬁe key to th1s movement across d1fferent read1ng 1evels 1s the c¢if-

flculty or the readab111ty of the mater1a1 Dxff1cu1ty or matur1ty of

‘,ur tten 1anguage, not the grade p1acement or age of the reader, is the
.

prxmary factor effect1ng error production. (Powel] 1971; watk1ns, 1953, 5

o~

]
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to sécond grade di ﬁf iculty can cope with more error and, ma1nta1n
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L . ’ /
:~uhdén tand1ng than_in. mater1a1 fr rom _the three to five range, which sin turn g
* / ) R * N . .
.can, tolerate more e ror than in material of sixth grade d1ff1cu1ty ér

.;"" / ) °
{éher. Readera to1e>ate error 1n an 1nverse relat1onsh1p to the diffi-

b
_i/qg Tty of the mater1a1 (Powe]1, 1971 Page, 1975 Dunkeld 1970, )

SRRV A

S 7/ 41- ~Support for these f1nd1ngs also comes from growth in cognutlve devel-

o

ST iaopment studles. WOh1n11| (196 ) 1nd1cates that,the movement from percept1on

’:;easonlng perm1tsea decrease 1n dependence of behav1or on information

‘;from the 1mmed1ate st1mu1us f1e1d Th1s movement 15 due to a decrease 1n

\

3redundancy, an. increase in se]&ct1v1ty, and an 1ncrease in the tempora1

Vand Spat1a1 cont1gu1ty to1erated (pp.--98- 102)
When a student reaches approx1mate1y the fifth grade 1nstruct1ona1

‘read1ng leve1,41t 1s doubtful 1f the cr1ter10n of word recogn1t10n accuracy

R .
4 -

a_wi‘;_“f'}ij i?‘j ator—for—the—differentiation: *hi$ % ng‘wasquparent

N

and Météjcek~(1976) found,a plateau effect at

the phonet1ca11y cons1stent Czech 1anguage. Once

,\

,_«\‘i o‘

;,masters decod1 g_;kﬁlls to a 1eve1 of automat1c1ty” then that

byt
-

fferent1a1 functuon. As a reader 1ncrease=

P ~ %

scues graduaaly 1oses xts strength as an

=2
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(1973), then 1t is possible to calculate the cumu]at1ve word corbus for

~
-
LT e e
CoLe R
ratp e, o al e 36 S Ve

f, ;‘Eeachwgrade 1eve1 data available. If the calculation 1s made at the

oy s L

po1nt where frsutration 1eve1 would begtn then the number of words that

SR

should form the base S1ght vocabulanj for a g1ven grade 1eve. can be

5T

ords. . g - .
L F - - B K .
The types o] %mscues that are counted. as er"r'o'rs in cnmput“ing the

‘~word recogn1t1on rat1o makes a dﬁfference, too.<?The ev1dence from Dunke1d s

L . <

»

e *

as scorab]e errors.‘ The 1ncTus1on of repet1t10ns, se]f-correctlons,

heSItat1ons qr any other type of Jymptomatlc behaV1or does not enhance

v

w_ﬂ,the accuracy om word recogn1t1onfscore.‘ HOWeVer, ascC1ay (1972) has so

< Rart

e

'.%ét c]early .nd1cated the number of se1f-correct1ons to, the tota] ﬁamber of
' errors are of d1agnost1c va]ue in revea]1ng the efftcvency of processing

Th1s d1agnost1c 1nswght is, Ladditicnal to the word recogn1t1oﬁ

c1ues.
, ¢ TS
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o .:hésitatﬁons,~finger paoint, w0nd-By-word reading, holding book too close, ' }

dd i S

H‘_?etc.),ane»gf diagnostic value only during the first two years of the =~ . - ;i

oK
&5

A

ey ns

: 1eanning to read 5?5&255. - (Bunkeld, 1970.): After that point, the

‘

=

’

. ntemporar11y induced behaV1or fades 1%}0 hab1tuat1on and loses its diag- :

... et

’ anost1c $ignificance:

<
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S ‘{ Comprehens1on scores on*an 1nforma1 read1ng inventory has a differ-

e

. ent1a1 criteria in pnbportlon to the reducing effect-—oF word recogn1t1on.

4

L §‘ d es. have shown. a :ﬁfong pos1t1ve re]at1onsh1p between word recogn1t1on

-~

-
and comprehenggon. Ehri (1978) fwndé chlldren must "read words not only

E L.

e, ot Y

accurately but alsc rap1d1y and with ‘attention:" (p. 18) Pace and

'
v
<X
oA

f/.

- . bo]1nkoff (]976) stateethat a]though some read1ng theorists argue that

o

accunate word recognition.js.nct even necessary for the comprehension of

.

NI

' fj _the text they conc1ude from the1r daca that if a word canaot ‘be decoded

RNy
& LA e N e B g e

< e

read]]y, its: meanlng may not be retr1eved and access of .meaning W1]1 not

PR

~~%m;°9ccur. (p 765) Comprehens1on may be impaired .f too. many words cannot . .

be decoded read11y M (p- 766) Read1ng,comprenen31bn def1c1ency 1s at

i

”s d es by‘Markman (1977) and Pace (1978) c]ear]y

Do Iy
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a differential word recognition score sthTJ produce differential values
for comprehensioh performance.

Repeated performance on. the-same mater1a1 produces less error on
successive readlngs. (Powell, 1973; Busboom, 1973; Page, 1975; ﬂkasdon,

T97Q; LoweTT;‘T970.)%vThere is avreduct1on factor which the 'second and

ethird reading of the material produces on the error effect. - The second

read1ng reduces error 1 1n word TdentlflcatInn_and comprehension: about,25

to 33 percent a th1rd,read1ng and “other related practice further reduces

/

;error‘another ]5 to 17 percent-. Coup]ed W1th the error reduc1ng effect of

q.?TﬂthoduCTng vocabulary effectively prigr to the first reading, it is

t

A apparent that effective teaching can transform a given.piece of material

from near frustration level to.ihaependent level. Therefore, a different

LY

set. of evaluative criteria is necessary for diagnosis (oral at sight), a

\deQe]opmehtal Tesson (silent before oral), and the completion process of

-

- ~ .

The Cr1ter1on Issue ‘ . g

The above characteristics of reading behavior shou]d bé ref]ected in
any. g1ven set of cr1ter1a for eva]uat1ng read1ng performance It is
obv1ous that a un1form crlteraon cannot be applncable to the cond1t1ons

of the word recogn1t1on and comprehens1on process. A differential set of

values is 1nd1cated for both, word recogn1t1on and comprehen51on scores.

The Betts (1946) cr1ter1a for the IRI is by far the most w1de1y used

v”lqes for evaluatlng read1ng behavior. Wh11e the Betts cr1ter1a is

*L

et
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ditions.at that 1e§e1, it obvious1y\cannot evaluate reading performance
.fotjthe laige number_of.reéders outside thatorange.on under different
oonditions. A ddfferentia1 set of criteria ds essential for dtfferent
: 1eve1s and‘different conditions of reading. One set,no.1onger will appTy.
Yet swhen one rPads the descrlptlve accounts on the IRI in recent scholarly

‘ ',Journa1s or . new1y re1eased textbooks in readlng, a tradltlona1 one non-

d1fferent1a1 set. of crlterla contlnues ¢o be promu1gated As the frontler

conf11ct_between the fadts and the 1egend We pr1nt the Tégend."

. To ettett1ve1y e9a1uate read1ng behavﬁor 1nrorma11y, three p1eces of
1nformat1on must be known and used for a re11ab1e and~Va11d measure: (1)
what to 1nc1ude.3nﬂeffectqng the~cr1+er1a, (2) what not to <include in the
} '1, ( pr1mary :0r. flrst-order eva1uat1on, and é@) what base11ne criteria from

awh1ch to form .one's dec1s1on about the quality of reading. |

.:.f o gnaeva1uatjnggqua11ty of‘oraJ read1ng, the evrdence~ﬂDunke1d, 1970)

:suggests tﬁat.on1y.errons of jnsentionsa omissions, mispronunciations,
. the wd?d recogn1t1on§error rat1o. Errors of reoet1tlon punctuatien o
7nf ;”@isSJons,,se1f~correct1ons, proper names and p1aces, d1a1ect, and speech

f“d be treated as. symptomatlc type errors and not used to
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satisfactory method has been discovered to adequately weigh them properly.

Symptomatic type errors should not be used?to effect the determination

of word recognition accuracy. Fluency errors and observable behavior errors

kY

whi]e'ddstracting and probably desirable»behayiors'to app]y‘extinctiom.to,

are not, pr1mary determ1ners in ass1st1ng in, pred1ct1ng the correct 1eve1

of/p1acement into 1rstruct1ona1 mater1a1 ,

. The th1rd essential item of 1nformat1on for measuring reading informally

+

> Ts to“nave some framework or gu1de}1nes by which_ to decide. when 2 readlng

JRE Al

- performance is. mOV1ng toward the unsat1sfactory end of the reading con-

tinuqm. ‘Criteria can be applied along three dimensions: ' comprehension, -

vord recognition, and symptomatic behaviors. These dimensions are important,

in that order, for determining the final decision as to the qda]ity of

. reading<- -A-discussion- of eachrcriterion dimension deserves Qttention.

The gomprehens1on dimension is the most 1mportant of the three 1n

determining final p1acement. _When comprehenswon drops below the cr1terlon

'

for a given level, then it matters not what happens on the cther two

dimensions.' The reading should end and a finel judgement can be rendered.

-

°%he comprehension questions asked following a reading (oral or stient)

jshould be varied according to type. . There should be q@estions on a literal

Jevel, imp]?ed types of questions, Guestions on‘the vocabulary used in

that passage, and questiong requiring evaluative skill. In all 1nstances,

the quest1ons should.be context dependent, i.e., answerab]e only by the

\ -

1hformat1on base supp71ed in the passage and dependent upon it. If the
quest1ons can be,answered sole1y by prior exper1ence or *knowledge, then

gd1ng comprehens1on 1n that se]ect1on 1s not to\have been measured.

a0 - N \ s
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- ' ) The cr1ter1a for comprehens1on by c]uster1ng read1ng ]eve]s is gaven > f
g | , 1n Tab]e 1. There is a d1f‘erent1a1 effect by level and by conditiom. ~ In' s f%
ST materia]s at the rradab111ty Tevels of grades one and two, a 55 percent w_» , .5;’

SU et U s plage Table'd About Here T - L
- criterionfis‘gdeduate fbr instryctjpna1'g]acement whep reading oral at i'?

2 \Hv?%% sightﬁ(diagnostic'functicn). 'Forfa{tficuttyt1eve1§ three,'tour,'and five, ‘c
>§4%;—¥' : ‘l60mperceht.is.the minimum satisfactory level, and.tbr readab?iity ]eYe]s_ " _ g
? six or hjghér; a 65 percent.criterion-is essential td'maintain cha]ity-ot . J;
i%Q‘i < .lperformancef-‘l T ' B . - I . !
;i “ ‘These data are der{ved by interacting cloze criterion scores .from the f t :
?fif 7 Bormouth data’ (1972) the post oral cloze scores of Page (1975) the . , .é
s max:imum claze reponstruct1onwfigure§.(Weaver 1977), with the word recog- ’ Lf
""‘ '_j"r}i,,t‘%fb*ﬁ: ?ﬁigufnésj"-g*iyfénma ﬁﬁb1§ﬂfgpowe1r1 1973-) -Hhite these scores ) :

;,T . areﬁqufte~diff%rent trdm-theltraditional 75 percent criterion (which wa§ o é
;:j: ¥ (der1ved from ear]y schoo1 boards criterion for exam1n1ng and 11cens1ng ”f”_é
5:2; fieachers, diess. arb1trari]y determ1ned) they are more rea]1st1c than the %
;? ? :arb1trary percenta;es set w1thout any. part1cu]ar precedent A ¢loze score ’é

) . V;;fbase'has been,determ1ned by readers ac; ua1 performance. Extrapo1ating ' E

\ L

- . -
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;fnegd h T1ty c]usters ane for convenience only of c]ose]y related figures.

o

:bene.js;a'd ct break in the patternof scores between readability

.y o
% - e

‘ leve]s two and three and aga1n between Tevels f1ve and six. These natural R

- “Abreaks ﬁn read1ng growth form the c]uster patterns\g;ven in Table 1. »

-

AL e Sl or Yol 4

R ot 11 5 EG# 20

~
¢

When symptoms of d1fftru1ty are of va]ue (in grades one and two), one

} or two symptoms aruﬂprobab]y representat1ve of the 1n\tructlona] zone for

;'Qﬂ ":-¢hose ch1]dren. More symptoms present than that are ]1ke]y to represent

' P
[PERVRY 5 O

»
nn

the frustrat1on 1eve1 of read1ng whlle no observab]e symptoms wou]d rcpre—

sent the 1ndependent readqng level Do L L | AR

The 1n1t1a] task of measur1ng neadlng 1nforma1ly is to place the T

T el
T R L I

reader 1nto mater1a1 of the correct d1ff1cu1ty or readability level. This o

o c Y
(\S‘, s

", v

i}l dec151on ds f1rst based on. quant1tat1ve data. Then an error analys1s

PPN N o e P . ;«a -~ S

(McLeod; 191§"i g: aé;,1932 Goodman and Burke, 1972) is performed to make

.‘ -y'. 5 ~- - P

a oualatat1ve ana]ys1s. Perfett1, Bell, and Go]dman (1976) make the general

Yog

“:,conelus1on "that the d1fferentes connected with read1ng sk1lls are quant1- “'_‘

v

ther than qua11tat1ve” (p 12) The 1ssue is not oné of either-

N

Y matterpof the purpoée~s€%g§d ;tﬁﬂ eed for add1t19nal 1nformat1on

'> ‘,' . i
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