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TEACHING READING TO LEARNING DISACLED CHILDREN '

‘« \ 4
The current organlzed lcarnling disabllity movément, replete with journals,

conveniloﬁs, and parent groups began In the ecarly |9605. Three distinguishable
types of approaches to tcachling Jearnnng disabled (LD) children have emcrgcd --
the et!ologlcal the diagnostic-remedial, and the task- analytlc (Bateman, 1967b).

/
The contributions and limitations of each of the three approaches for teach-

Ing reading to learning disabled chlldren a;; revicved briefly and a fourth ap-'
I proach Is proposed. The fourth approach suggests that many,fcaraing qlsablcd
<hildren have certaln characteristics which require very preclise and: careful
teaching of decoding Lf they are to achleve mastery of lnltla! readlng skills.
This fourth approach combnnes task-analytlc programming of reading Instruction
(e.g9. Engelmann and Bruner, 197h4; Venezky, lote 1) with research on the lcarn-
. ing brocesses ‘of learning disabled children (Hallahan and Kauffman, 1976; Ross,
l97é’ and proposes that aptitude~treatment lnteracgion Is a viable premise o;

which to rest the combination (Salomon, 1972; Toblas, 1976).

Learning Disabliitles and Readina Disabllltle;

Current texts In learning disab!lltles necessarily recite two !lténles f;
the phenomenal growth of the fleld and the fact this growth has occurred witRout
an accepted definition of learning disablilities ﬁsee Ha®lahan & Kauffman, 1976;
Lérner‘ 1976; Ross, L976). Some'author{ cite several of thé more wldély known
deflnftlons and™let the Eattcr rest; others add yet another definition; most
polint out the clrcuI;:lty and loglcal inconsistencies Implicit In the Qval]able
I . -definltlons.

A najor unsettliced definitional Issue Is the role, If any, of central nervous

. ' system (CNS) dysfunction In learning problems. Positions range from acceptance

653 -
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of deonstrated CiiS dysfunctlon as a slne qua non of learning disabilities . o

(Clcments, 196€) 2o its gomplete-rejection as irrelevant (Cohen, 1973). '
Another unrcso{;ed debate centcrs on the uce of a 'discrepancy” rcqulrcmcnt.-

Some definltions stlpuiatc a $lgnlflcant discrepancy betwccn cognitive potcnt al

and actual performance. The discrepancy concept Is, predlctably, challengcd

. by those who argue there Is no valid or approprlate way~to ;ssess cognltlvg

.poteptlal. Strbngesg support comes from thosc who would. clearly d}stlnguish

learning disabilities from mental retardation.

~ < [

-

A thlrd diffeTcnce'amﬁng definitions cente"s on ﬁtlological exclusioqs.
Haqy argue that learning d{sabllitle: may not bé ¢ wused primarily by mental
retArdation or sensory deflcits. Some also exclude ihosé chlidrcn whose/learning
prob!ens are judged dus to severe emotlonal problems. cultural dlfferences, anhd
lnadcquate Instructlon. Congress currently us/es the definltion fornunated by‘.
the Natlonal Advlsory Committee on dandicapped Children (1963):

Ch?ldren with speclal learning disabliities.exhibit.a dlfprder
,In one or more of the basic psychological processes lnvoivc&‘
In understanding or In using spoken or written language. These
may be manlfested In dlsordcrs of’lis}tnlng, thinking, talklng.
reading, wrltlng* spelilng, or arlthmetic. They lnclude con- \
ditlons which have been referred to as gFrceptual handlcaps,
braln Injury, minimal brain dvsfunctlon; dyslexia, developmental
aphasla, etc. They do not Include learning problems which are
_d;e prlmarll} to vlsual.'hcarlﬁg. or motor hondléaps. to.qcntél
retardation, emotional disturbance or to environmental depri-

vatlon. (p.h) N

A commlttee of the Assoclation for Chlldren with Learnlag Disabilities

...6
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‘ recently recommended amending this defihitica to Include children with specl flc

-

learnlng disabllitles who also’ ha'vc sensory, motor,. Intellectual, or cmoti.o.na.i .
- problcms or vho are er.vlronmcntaliy disadvantaged (Kirk, 19710)
Another dispute Is over whether learning dlsablllty ncccssarlly !nohcs a
¥ deflclency in academic performanc®. Few cefinitions Spcclflcally state that
It does; yet It ls hard to !maglné many chlldren‘are or should be recgarded as
l;:arnlng dis‘at;lrd when school pcrfomaﬁcc Is satisfactory. .
Professibr;als remafn unable to ‘agrce on a dgfinition. but in practice the
‘ovel;whelm!.ng majority of c'hl_l‘drcn l;béllcd learning disabled are having diffl-
- culty In reading beyond what would be predicted by experienced teachers taklrg
Ipt6 account such %actors as apparent Intelllgence, home bacl;ground. and so on.
Many.also have writing and s'pclltng prbblcmsi some are percelved as hyperactive;
‘ - some as-poorly_ coordlinated; ;ome as having receptive a"nd/_or expressive difficulty
~ with s".»oken Iangu;ge; a few show finger agnosia, etc. The_,llsi of possible
" accompanyling dlfficul'tles is nearly endless. Arguably a few chllidren who have
"learned to re‘ad with n‘o‘mre than the usual d‘;f'ficu'/l\'ty may ‘have been I_ai:elled A
learnidg disabled. If so, they-are not ;Ithln the scope of the pr;sent disc’us-
sfon, as It Is clear that teaching them to re’ad"ls r)\ot. cilffergnt\fl;om teaching

K¢

any other chiidren.

[

Learning Dlsabliities versus Remedial Readlng

The question of how, If at all, chlidren with lc'arnlng disabilitics differ
from those with reading disabilltles s currently belng dcbatcd-(Art-lcy, ;975; ,
Chall, lote 2; Ler)er. 1975). A disinterested observer mlght‘ be moved to conslidce
the conccpt"of ger.rltorlal Imperative. DIfferences are cited and dlspuicd as
t6 téacl\er tralnl.ng, teﬁnlnoloqy. views on etloloﬁy. and focus of remedlatlon.

C, 5
As yot, the classroom teacher has few, If any, guideilnes as to whether Jonle,

s
-
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strugglling incrdinatcly with lcarning to rcad, should be sent to the learning
dlsability or rcmedial reading tcacher. (In fact, evldence Is far from clcar

that elther can be counted upon to tcach Janle é% read, but that Is not the
) - . {

- Issue.) Whatever diffcrences ray or m2y not exlst between the ph+1osophy and

practices of the two disciplines It secems clear that both are concerndd with the
same chlldreq == those ch:ldrdh who are faaling to learn readlng as ;é:glly

as It seems they should. Thc label "lcarnuog disabled" would not, In all

clrclcs. be as readily applled to the children with very mild Ecading problems

4
.

as viould "remedtal” or "corrective reader.' With thls one minor exception the
) . :

‘terms Icarhing disabled gnd reading disabled apply to the same children and are

$0 used here.
14

"One further preliminary observatlion is vital. As Indicted earlier, 'many "
would exclude from the category of learning cisabled those children ;ao have not

had adequate reading instruction. The assumptlon of adequate Instructlon lIs

3

probably false when It is made -regarding conventional whole'word, meanlng-emphasis

Instruction (Ctto, [942; Samuels, 1970). The lnsaequacy of much current reading
_ = . . .

Instruction Is becomling so cleapkghsi fewer and fewer are heard to clalm It Is

but an Illusion caused by ry attendance Br television or the breakdown
of the famlly. A growlgy nurber of educators S)d speclal cdgcators now hold

that a ghlld's fallure to lcarn to réad ls per sé clear and convlnclﬁg evidence
that the Instruection ;as Inadcquate (c.g..\Cohen:q:QVj;‘Engelmann, 1969b, 1967b5.
A related poslé}on.ls_thétfevcn if. at some leyel of _reallty, there mlght be
different or addltlonal étlologlcal factors, the cdecator Is nonetheless profes-
slonally-ﬁoond to conceptuallze thc‘prob|cm as an lastructlonal one since only

’

Instructiona! varlables are under educators' control (e.g., Bateman, 1973;
<.

Otto, 1972).
8
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‘ Once it has been detérmined who the child Is who Is having difflculty
learning to rcad the next step Is to dlagnosc the problem and plan Interven- -
.' . tloh. Threce approaches hayu/bcpn taken to the diagnostic-remedial proééss
(Bateman, 1267 b}Aand each s discussed bricfly In the following sectlons:

£tlolonical Annfoach / o

The only sure way to precbng\e child from lecarning to read Is to prcéludc
all opportunity to make the appropriafé assoclations between written léttcés_

and the sounds they fepresent. ’The::ﬁgre the gnly'ssrtain cause of reading

A :'?allurc Is the absence of !nc!dentallor systcmatié Instruction. For every

S otﬁ:? alleged cayse of reading dlsabillity children can\bé found who pug)the lie .
to the theory. Some brain Injured children read, as do'chlldrzﬁ wi th malns- .
‘ . tritlon, disinterested parents, abnormal EEGs, inadequate I'aterallzatlon, poOr
vlsloﬂ/ chrofosomal abberatlons. older sisters who achlevc wcll in school,
speech defects, flnger agnosla. undcsccnded testicles, hyperactivity, left-
handedness, thyrold deficlences, douqle hair sworls, low I1Qs, unresolved
‘oedipal conflicts, jagged ITPA profiles, and every other allcéed etlologlcal
factor. In light of thlf. those who use the term "corre]ates" are on safer ground
than those who scarch for "causes." But perhaps nelther 1s on the most direct

route to solving the edUCatlonal problem (whnch Is not to say there aren't other

1)

problems also well worth aidrcsslng). in one of the most powerful cxpllcattons

of cducators® treatment of cuases of school fallure Engelmann (1969b) describes

-

" how we have sougﬁt general rather than speclflc causes and have falled to
;onccntrate.on asking what precisely Is It about: reading the child has not
been taught. Some formulations*of alleged causes oFrrcadlng fallure have edu-
catlonal Implications; others do not. Psrhaps sond that'do Rot, at/thc_prcscnt-

| time, will In years to come. Werdo not herc dispute the “truth' of any alleged

9 .
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causes; we do urde that edycators and program developers examine the utility, I

“for thelr purposes, of ctlolotical formulations. . . .

, A few ctlologlcal thcorics purportcdly do lcad to teaching strateglcs
Delacato (19667 e.gs, lncludcs activities deslgned to establlish hcnlsphcrlc
dominance In hls program f;; tcaching reading. Othcr theorles do not purport .
to have such Imnllcatlbns. Ne one argues, e.g., that correlational data on
famlly Income and rcadlng achlevement should prompt reading teachers to give
dollars to parents of children In the lowest reading group. A large numbe r
of 3]leged etlologles arguably suggest treatment designed to make chlldren

-

more amenable to”lnstructlon, e;g., corrcctlngqxisuél refractive crrors,'pre-
scribing ritalln, or uslné broad spectrum llghting to replace narrow spectrum
lrtlflclal light. . But nene of these'renlacese!eadlng Instruction. HNumerous
revlews of the ellology of- reading dlsorders! are available (e g., Bannatym.,.
196%5; Blom ¢ Jones. 1921; Westman, Arthur, €. S;heldler. 196))

- The relevance-to-teachlng position on etlology, espoused here, 1s treated
at greater length by Bateman (1973), Cohen (1973), Engelmann (1969b, 19673) and
otto (1972). They, and othcrs,.assert that the etlological classlflcatlons- '

-,

nost useful to educators are those which speclfy precisely what the chlld needs
to be taught about readlng, e.g., shor: vovel sounds.‘;eft to right decoding or
tound blending.”™ Opponents oblect that merely knowing a chlld responds to g_by
saylng /d/ (and vice versa) about half the time Is not sufficlent diagnostic In-
formation when some chlldren may do so “because' of braln Injury, others "be-
causc" of lnadeqeate blnocular fuslon, others ''because'’ of peor motlvatlon, ctc.
This objection Is premised on the bellef that letter discrimination (or phonemc-

graphcme correspondence) can or should be taught differently to chlldrcn who, .

for diffecrent reasons, have not yet Iearncd it. It s thls contentlon that

- 10
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forms the basls of the poslt}zn that tcaching readlng to lcarn&ng disabled .
chlldrcn Is differcnt fron tcachlng rcadlnq to othcr chnldrcﬂk And it Is this
position which ls crlt&cally examined In the remalnder of this discussion.

The source of ‘severc rcading disabillty, excluding original etlological possi-
bilitics, may be vicwed as,lnhcrlng in the child, In the iInstruction, o; In a
-;lsmatch between child and lnst}uctlon. Eacﬁ of these conceptualizations and
the Instructicnal techniques deriving frOm‘thcm will be examined and cvaluated.

-

The Diagnostic-Remedial Annroach

-
v

Several process rmodels, clearly diagnostic-remedial In natyre, aré presented.

“Ross' (1976) learning mode!, also discussed, Is perhaps a hybrld of dfagnostic-re=
Y

-~

_ medial and task-analytic models.

<

Process Models

1
- The view that th§gchild has correclated deficiencies vhich must be remedi-

as It has existed and evelcped over the past twenty or thirty years. This

~ ated has been the majéi:ty position within the field of learning disabilities

eonceptuallthion has been known as the dlagnostic-remdial approach (Batenan.
l967b). presctlptlve-teachlng (Peter. 1965). abllity and process.-training
(Yesseldyke £ Salvla, 1974) psychomc&rlc phrenology (Mann, 1971), and even

;

) task analysls (Johnson, 1967). Typlcally the child's cognitive, perceptual,

sensory-nntor and other processcs are assessed by a varlety of psycho-educatlonal

Instruments and pattcrns of strong and-weak functlon!ng ascertalned. Often an
effort Is made to determine which among the deflicits observed &s "'primary."
The observed deflclits on psycho-educational instrumenes are sald to be merely

-

correlated with’ the academic deflclency ahq,éausa!lty Is speclfically dlsavowed

¢

. . (Kirk, 19722). -1t ls"howcver. Interesting to note that, nevertheless, remediation

Is planned to overcome or clrcuhvcnt the correlated deflg’t with the Implicit,
’ \ )' ] .

5 ' e
: Q . . y 1 s
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dld not d!ffcrentlatc betwesn those lcarnlng disabled chlldren who did and

660

-

- - - : 1
If not explicit, hope that so dolng will either alleviate the academic problenm
or lay a foundation for so doing. This procedure suggests the belief ﬁay stlhl
be closer to causallty than to mere correlation. -

Visual Perceptunl, visuval, and visurl-rotor perceptual traininn.‘ Few toplces

within lcarning disaoilitlc; have been as extensively researched as Bas the
%?Sstlg visual gfrccpt!on training pro§ram. 'Comprchgnsive reviews of the re-
search (e.g., Robinson, 1972a; Viederholt and Harmill, 1971) r;vcal.that the
Frostlg tralning p‘bgram does tend (» increase scores on the F; o$t|g Dcvelop-
uc;tal Tests of Visual Perceptaon, somctnmes lncreascs reading readiness scores,
and does not Improve reading. 1llustrative studies finding no relationship
Betué;n visual-perceptual training and reading are those by'Aﬁdcrson (1972)

and Jacobs (1968). Lirsen and Hamml11's (1975) most recent revlew concludes,
research does not support a necessary relationshin betvcen reading and visual. '
mofor Integration,Pspatial relétions; visual memory, or visﬁal discrimination, )
‘as measured by curreni Instrurments. One perceptual test commonly used which °
apoears to differentla;e reading or learning.dlsa‘lcd children from normal

readers Is the Bender Gestalt (sce e.g., Keégh. 1965; Larsen, Rogers £ Sowell,
1976) but that statistical differentiation holds only for groups of chilldren

and Is of dublous predictive or educatlonal value. Koppltz (1975) found' the

Bender dlstlngu!shcd control children from lcarnlng disabled chlldrcn but

" d1d not have reading problems.

A few young childrcn do have dlfflculty learning to name (or glve the sound
for) lctters of the alphabet, Undoubtcdly this fact contrlbutcs to the popularity
of the view that vlsual discrirination or pcrccptual t‘ralnlﬁg must be needed. .

’ut th.se samc chlldrcn Gan vlsually ldentify hundreds of~othcr o§jccts or cvents

\

~
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and as Rozln, Porltsky, and Stotsky %1971) and Harrigan (1976) have demonstrated
even young children with severe rcading problens can learn as many as 30 Chlnese
characters In a few hours. This task clecarly requires as much or more visual
discrimination or perception than learning English lct;cr ' young children
can usually percelve and dlscriminate letters (Calfee, Chap .un, & Venezky, 1972),
so the source of difficulty in numing (or sounding) must be sought elsewhere.,

Krippner (1973) and Keogh (1974), in two eminently rezdable reviews, have
examlned the Controversy surrounding optometrictvisual and visual-perceptual
tralning. Both conclude the controversy Is unre;olvcd and w1l continue ;% least
untll better research Is available. As to the relationship between visual-
perceptual ability and reading, Keogh astutely observes that good visual-per-
ceptual ability may be an outcome of good readlng -- "that |s, as a chlld learns
to read, he develops adequate visual perceptual organization, he mastars
scanning in a horizontal left-right direction. . . " (p. 227).

Kephart's (1960) motor-perceptual remediation was evaluated In a review of

"more than 30 studies by Kleslus (1972), who found that of 1l studies meeting

his criteria for acceptability more than half did not favor chbqrt'g procecdures.
Hammi 11, Goodman and Wiederholt (1974) reviewed 76 studics of the Frostig and
Kephart programs and concluded that visual and métor perceptual tralning programg/'
have not demonstrated an ef fect o; academic achicvement and that we must question s/
the assumption that perceptual-motor Inadequacy causes recading problems. It
should be noted that the Frosctly and Kephart programs do not utilize verbal
symbals. Dclacato's (1966) training method utilizes motor activitics such as
crecpling and pattcrnlng to develop hcmlsphcrlc dominance and thus l.:prove rcadlng

ability. lndcpcndent studles by Andcrson (Note 3), Robbins (1966), .nd 0'Donncll

(1969) falled to find clear support for the st1ll controverslal technl ques.

13
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Balow (1971) rcports‘ that after nuncrous searches of the llterature he found .
no scicntlflcally acceptable data which demonstrated speclal effectiveness for
any of the physical, motﬁr. or percegtual programs used In the prevention or
correction of reading or ather learning disabilitles.

Audlitory perceptual trainina. Sabatino (1973) has extensively reviewed the

development and adsessment of auditory perception and Intervention efforts,
noting that in comparison to visual perception, relatively little information

Is avallable. te concludes that re'scarch has established a gp‘i'relational
reletlonshlp between reading failure and auditory functioning and observes

there Is general dlsaérccment as to whether audit’q\ry perceptual functioning (e.g.,
Johnson & Hy:lebust, 1967) or by weaknesses (e.g., Silver & Hagin, 1967b) or

is ever Indicated at all (Mann, 1970). No studies were reported which clearly -
demonstrated auditor‘y perceptual training has a (dlrcct effcct on reading ‘
achlevement. Hammill and Larsen's (1974) review found little support in the
rescarch literature for the asscr;lons that auditory discrimination, auditory
u,emor?, sound blending, or auditory-visual Integration as mcasured are esse.;ntial

to reading. Slnce three or four year olds can accurately repeat words and

patterns of sounds, and even Infants can dlffercntiate simllar syllables (Eimas,

‘Slqueland; Jusczyk, & Vigorito, 1971) we must agree wlth Rozin and Gleltman's

(In press) conclusion that pre-literate children have adequate auditory percep-
tual.dcveIOpmcnt for acquiring rcading sklils and that except In very rare cases,

suditory perceptual tralning Is not Important to teaching reading except as

teaching rcading per se Is a form of such training.

Auditory-visual Intcaration. Deflcient integration In the sensory systems

was proposed by Birch (1962) as causing or related to reading dlsability and t.

14
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been supported by rescarch {(c.g., Birch ¢ Bclmont, 1966; Lovell & Gorton,

1968; Zurif ¢ Carson, 13970). Mowever, an arguably betier view Is that the

revealed auditory-visual matching deflciencles are due to verbal labelina prob-
lems rather than to cross-rodel transfer problems (Blank & Bridger, 1966; Blank,
Welder, ¢ Bridger, 1968; McGrady ¢ Olson, 19703 %tcgér, Vellutino, £ Meshoulam,

1972; Vellutino, Steger, &€ Kandel, I972; contra Drader, 1975). Direct teachlng"

.0f grapheme-phoneme correspondence Is one visualcauditory Integrative activity

clearly supportable at the present time since it Is per se part of the reading
act.

Psycholinquistic trainino. The 111inois Test of Psycholinqulstic ﬁbilit;cs

.

(1TPA) has been e;tcn'ivcly used to diagnose and plan remediation for children
wlth rcad}né problems. Apart from possible‘wcaknesfes In the thecretical
underpinnings of fhls process approach, sevecre crit}clsm ﬁas been directed at
the test's rellasility, validity and factorial~structure (e.g., Y;seldyke ¢
Salvia, 1974; Ysseldyke, 1973; but sce Hewcomer, Hare, Hammill, & McGettigan,
1975) and it has been suggested that remedial activities may not be Justified
(Hammi11 & Larsen, 1974; Harris, 1976). Carroll (1972) suggests that there may
not be a poctern of scores on the ITPA characteristic of poor readers. How-
ever, a review of early evidence on the 1961 experimental ITPA (Bateman, 1965)
showed that poor rcadcr;\were consistently low in auditory and/or visual se-
quential memory. Both of these tests are at the non-meaningful, automatic-

sequentlal level of language usage. Poor readers were significantly superior

to good rcaders In visual decoding at the semantlc or representational level

_of language usage (Kass, 1966). These findings suggest, consistent with Rozin

and Gleltman's (In press) analysis, that poor readers have difflculty with ac~

cessing surface and not with aécesslng mean Ing.’
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Sumnarz.' Abllity or process tra"n!ng has comz under severe and grouing ‘ )
erlticism. Bannatyne (1975) has, however, expressed important ca&tions fn un-
critically ac;cpting the necatlve revicus and conclusions as to possiblc re-
Jatlonships betvieen these abllities and academic achievement.

¥sscldyke and Salvi.s (1974) have contrasted ability training te task-an-
alytically derived skiils training (discussion infra) and fault the former for
(a) using hypotheiical canstructs which go beond observed behaviors and in-
ferring thé; are causcs of the cbserved diffcrcn:cs; (b) hypothesizing that pro-

/.
cesses or abilitles are essential prerequisites to skills achievement when data

s

-

(e.9., Abt‘Associates, 1976; Bijou, 1970; Cohen, 1969; Haring & Batemon, in ,.

~ ’

press) show that the skills can be .aught™directly and when only corrc!atianql
(pat’causal) data suggest a relationship between process and sglll (c) using
di%gnostic test Instruments of questionable reliability and valldity and (4) ‘
assuming aptitude treatment interactions which have not been shown to exist.
Vellutino (tloted) has levelled essentially similar criticism speclflcally at
the reading dlsabi!lty fleld and concludes: (al There is little support %or the
theory (or its derivative practices) whlch views rcading disability 55 caused
by visual-spatial confusion stemming from neurological disorders; (b) ‘Findings '
supporting the defizient sensory. Integration hypothesis are equivocal at bcst;'
(E) Much more support Is avallable for the hypothesis that rcading disability
Is associated with verbal learning deficiencies. He contends that even o, re-
medial activity In verbal skills should be directed toward- specific aspects of
the reading act itself.

At least two essential prcmises In the diagnostic-remedial approach

remaln unsupported: (a) The assumed deflclencies In psychologlcal processes

can be Pellably and valldly assessed; (b) Remediation of these processes wil

16
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result.{n'l. roved academic pcr?o:mancc. And yet, programs based squarcly on
these prenises continue to flourlsh and to dOmln;tc the tield among practi--
Floners.'4f'hot 2mong academlcians and rescarchers. Harrls (1976) suggcsfs this
.ls the sliu;klon becuase rcscar;h has néf héd sufficient Impact to overcome the
thrgé‘forces he sces as gontroll}ﬁg -- the "‘bandwagon,' i "pendelum'' and the
Zeltgelst effécts. Ultimately, the tide will be turned by the ready avaitabilty

of more successful approaches. Some are already here.

Attention Deflcits

Two recent ‘téxts (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1976; Ross, 1976) ma; signal the
seginnling of a more date-bascd approach to teaching learning disabled children.
&otﬁ rcfle;t rmovement away from the questlonable premises and Instrumentation
of the dlagnostic-remedlal approach, ard both highlight the proBable réle of
. attentlon deficlts In the academic dlfflc,ddles of the learning disabled child.

’ - Ross however distingulshes attention deficits from hyperactivity and distracti-
. billty Jﬁlle—ﬂallahan and Kauffman do not.V (See Hewett, 1974, for related
views.)

The prominent role of attention In perceptual and cognitive development
has been recdbnized and studled by many (e.g., Bandura, 1969; Gibson, 1969;
leaman ¢ House,.|963). a; has Its role In the acquisition of recading skills
(e.g., Staats, 1968a,b; Staats, Brewer, & Gross, 1970). Ross (1976) and
Hallahan and Kauffman (1976) spcclf!cail& apply such thcoretical and research
contributions on attentlion ;n& reading to the lcarning disabled child.

. . Ross. Ross' (1576) review and analysls of research on lecarning and learn-
Ing disabliities 1ed him to conclwle that learning disabled children pave a

. develomental delay In sustalning selective attentlon. This concluslon Is not

- Inconsistent with observations of others (e.g., Senf, 1972; Chalfant ¢

. 17




.derlved and appllced to teachiog learning disabled chlidren. While.a develop-

sttentlon problem. Several techniques for direct teaching of selective attention

. GOlponént‘(e.g.. Fernald, 1943; G111inghom ¢ St1llman, 1966). Ross sngq;sts
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Flathouse, 1971); but never has It been mére systeratically and carcfully ‘

mental delay In sclective attention lIs, conccp“tually, a deficit within the’
chlld, Ross' fornulation has been derived from a task analysls of Icarn!ng and
Is applied to a simplifled>hicrarchy of reading skills (scloét}ve attcnt!on --)
sequential scanning --Pdiscrimination --2 dccoding --9 comprehension) In an
effort to extract ir;structlonal implications for teachi‘ng reading. Ross holds
that the capacity t'o inhibit stimuli Irrclevant to the task at hand and to
selectively focus attention on relevant stimull develops through interactions
of maturation and learning and that t.l;any learning disabled children (cnough to
Justify so def/mng learning disabllitles) suffer a delay in lIts devcloﬁrcnt.

He argues convmcingly that frequently reported dlstractlbullty, hypcraetivlty.

and perceptual -motof Intcgration defects may be but aspects of the -selective '

In rcading are pfcse‘ted. One tactlc Is-to exaggerate the differences betwecn
stimull to be discriminated, making the critlcal patterrds more obvious. Hyman
lnd‘“Cohen (1975) have Independently shown the effectiveness of fading the vertical
Hn; on b and d to successfully achleve that result.. The DlSTAR} reading program
‘?Engelmann ¢ Sruncr, 197h) utilizes different type styles for b and d for the
same purpose. (Sc~ also Caron, |§68; K;)enlgsbcry, 1973.) The evidence Is

clear that most so-called reversal problems can be prevented by careful tegch!ng.”
and programming, a fact further supporting the contention that learning disabled
children do not suffer from visual perceptual problems. Several rcading methods

commonly rccommended for Iearnfng disabled children utilize a sensory-motor

the sensory-motor element mdy merely serve to focus attentlon on the all-lmpértnat'
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shape of the lctter helng taught, and Egz_gé;add anything else. Clear
empirlcal evidence supporting the efflcacy of sensory-motor rcadlpﬁ/tcchnlqucs
with learning disabled children is scané, but clinical tcstl§9n9 and case

studies attest to thelr continulng popularity and percelved utility. Anothér
technique Ross recommends Is presenting the relevant stimulus dimensior In a
variety of forms. Size, colar, b?lghtncss, and texture of letters can all be
varled while ihe‘crltlcal-featurcf of shape and posltion.ln space remain constant.
Suctharlat!ons also capitallze on the‘fact that novelty, to a point, enhances
.'attcxtlon. ' )

Ross also urges that children who have falled in reading and to whom letters
and words have become aversive may also necd systematic extrinsic reinforcement !
to once agaln attend to the appropriate stimull. ‘Scc, e.g., -Engelmann, Becker,
Xarnine, Heyers, Becker, & Johnson, 1975; Heiman, Fischer ¢ Ross, 1973; Staats &
Butterfield, 1965).

—-—

- While Ross thoroughly discusses learning disabilitlies and the teaching of
<y

" other aspects of reading (sequential scanning, etc.) his unique emphasis is
N .

on selective attention. "éysharcs the views, ‘discussed elsewhere, that eyen
young. children can be taught .0 consistently decode In a left-right djrection

. ’ - /

and belleves;that nelther discrimination nor palred-assocliate learnling deficits

have been shown to be causally related to reading disorders. He suggests

seject attention deficlts could underlie both.

Hallahan and Kauffman. Hallahan and Kauffman (1976) stop short of holding
that attention deflcits are so central as to be a proper part of the definftion
. * ‘
of le;rnlng disabititlies; but they do find the ev\dcn:c clearly supports the i
|
|

5
existence of scliective attention deficits In many learning disabled children

(see Hallahan, Kauffman, ¢ Baill, 1973; Hallahan, 1975, a&d a review by Tarver

8, © Y

.
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[ 4 Ilallnhan,dﬂﬁhcy do not flnd research supports the frequently advoca{g
reductfon of envlronrental stimull as an aid to acadenlc achlcvcmcM‘.’b They do
however, recommend the use of colar cues to draw attentlon to the critleal
fcatures essentlol io better discriminations and the use of verbal rehearsal
and speclfic Instruc loas as to whai should be attended to. The majority of
thelé rccommendatl&hs f;ll under the rubric of applied bebavioral analysls, to
be discussed Infra.

. /
Task Analysis

{n Introducing applled behavior aimalysls Hallahan and Kauffm36 (1976)
describe It as even more or!cngcd than arc dlagnostic-reredlal approaches to
“the specification and analysls of molecular units of behavior that are
Important for learning In school. Those who espouse a behavior modification
spproach are among the strongest propon%f behavioral assessment or analyg.
Interested in the teaching of speciflc skills to children with speciflc lecarnling
problems, the advocates of bc£$9lor modification or applicd behavior 2nalysis
seek to Improve specific behaviors and to determine preclsely the teachin

procedures that are responslible for the Improvement' (p. 57). They further

obscrve that appllcd behavilor analysis Is particularly uscful with learnlng
disabled (and emotionally disturbed and mentally retarded) children because It

allows preclse measurcment, Is based on emplrical data from the child's own

perf?rmancc. suggests speciflc remedial methods, facillitates Individual izatlion

of Instruction, and provides continuous evaluatlon of tcaching procedures.
Applled behavior analysls docs not prescribe thi s;cc}flc skills are to

beitaught, but can determine the cfflclency of any s;t of skllls In reaching

an objectlve. The term task analysls ‘Is uscd here %can the process of .

dotermining what specliflic subskills must be taught. whlle'thcrc Is no nccessary

-~

\ :
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Implication that cducators who use task analyslis will also use appllied behavioral

anély;is. the majority do. Applied bchavioral analysis I's outside.the scope of

this discussion except to note {as will be discussed later) that ?ﬁ$rnlng dis-

abled children suffer more than most when It Is nbt employed In teachlis.
AN

Careful analysls Bf’thé act of reading itself, beyond description of pos~
sible errors chllarcn.make. has not previously been oé majoE concern to the tra-
ﬂltlog;|lst view of rcaaing and learning disabiittles.. It is as If the basic
assumption that children who read’poorly must themselves be dcflcient has
precluded équOus consideration of the pbssibillty that In ;eality the reading
Instruction was lna;éduate. The fact that th; majo: ity (a dccreaslqﬁ one In
recent ycars? of children have learned to read has appgrcntly been éccépied as
satisfactory evidence the teaching was appropriate to the nature o} the task.
Engelmann (1967b) has aﬁtly observed that If a chlild learns to read the program
Is credited, but-If she falls the child.ls faulted.

Hany factors heve had a paré in the emergence of reading an& learning
@ls;blliti speclallsts' Interest In an analysls of téz‘écading task. in the
fleld of reading ltself there ha? Leen the growing awareness that chlldren have
beeﬁ~4;adlng less)and'léss'well In rccent decades (Matthews, 1966; Lerner, 1976)
and that the method o; teachlng/;;es Indced make a dlfferncce. No longer
does the fact of wide Intra-program differences obscure&the‘fact of lImportant

Inter-program differences. The recent reversal of the pendelum In the "methods

battle” between phonlcs and the whole-word approaches was Inltlally triggered,

soms belleve, by the public oufcry in 1955 over Flesch's YWhy Johnay Can't Read.

Chall's Learnlna to Read: The Great Debate (1967) forced even educators to

adalt the controéersy was real. " More recent}y. discrepancles have been noted

between the actual data from the U.S. Office of Education Primary Reading

-
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Studies (Ctond and Dykstra, 1947), e.qg., the stellar pcrfg_rmancc of the Llppinc.

phonlc-l?ngqlstlc program (Jykstra, 1968), versus the widely publicized Impression

that method was not found io ke an Important variable. qust rcccnfly, and yet

to have Its major impact, Is the national evaluation of roject Fcllow-}hrqugh

In which one task-analytlcally derived reading program (DISTAR) was so success- .
'\e?kul that poverty, hlgh-risk, bilingual (»r as some prefer, "semi-iingual") and
otbervlsé usually very low-achleving populations taught by DISTAR read at ’
mlddle-class grade-level norms by the end of third grade (Abt Associates, 1976).
jhe Right-to-Recd program may cvldcn?c recognltionqthat method docs make a
dlffgrcncé and that the morc. successful methods should be }mplemcntcd. A; yet
only iaw;uits at the small claims court level (Dlchl, l975)<ﬁave been succcssfully
waged agalnst schools for falllng to teach gh!ldrcn to rcad, but the Jay myy come
very soon vhen higher courts will entertaln such cases (Stcwart'. 1971. The .
success of su?h cases will dépend upon many factors, but proof that metheds’

other than those used might have succeeded will be importnat (Abel, 147h; Bate-

man, 1975; Saretsky, 1973). )

Other factors moving the learning disabllitles fleld toward an ana!ysls of
reading and teaching methods so derlved inciude the rapid dcvelopTcnt and o
acceptance of bechavioral tcchﬁﬁlogy In Imoroving instruc?lon and, not u&re]atcd..
the current demand that scheols become more accountable as ‘to cormunlcating
thelr objectives and their actual accomplishments In teacking baslc skliis. ~

Della-Plana and Endo(1973) -have revicwed three major approaches éo the
analysis of reading processes--the conceptual (e.g9., Hively, 1966), the empirical "
(e.g., Holmes, 1970) and the cxperimental (e.g., Glbson, i§70). Treatment of

these contributlons and many others that =ould be Included Is outside th;\\

present discusslon. We shall briefly exomine several analyses of the beginnling

L 22
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rcading process which are consistent with outcome data on readling programs, and
whlch‘hlghllght points of particular relevance for teachling reading te children
who, without superb tcaching are likely to cncounter undue difflculty in learning
to rcad. Then, after a3 brief cxamination of abtltude-treatmcnt Interaction, we
shall attenpt to syathesize a posftlon. with specific Inst uctional suggestiops
as.to'how rcad \ng should. be taught to lcarning disabled children.

Analfscs of Beafnina Readlng

Venezky. Venczky (llote 1) has defined prereading skills. These skills are

w

.of particular importance to the learning disabled because these children are oiten

Inftially identified as lacking readiness, [.c., they have not yet been

cffectlveiy taught these very skills., He describes the procedure: “...Jzae
arrlve at prercading skills by identifying a complete set of initial réédlng’
Tasks (objectives) and then defining all of the prérequisite sk{lls‘for this
sct of tasks. Then, for a given population of pre-readers, those skills whlc;
all or almost all mercbers of the population have mastered are élimlnated“ (p.5).
The definition of Subskills Is accomplished by logical analysis of the reading
task and by their dcmonstratéd cffect on later reading achicvenment.

His a;:T}sls of siéht:yn\? recognition skills revgalcd three subskllls:
(a) visual discriminatlion of letter strings, which in turn requlres letter
recognlition (In which the only prob;;?—ls orlentation), attentlon to order of

letters, and attention to the entlrd works (b) assoclatidn and retentlion of

labels for the letter strings; and (c) retrieval and articulation of labels
when shown tﬁc st®Mngs. lIs analysls of decoding revealed five subskills:

(Sf Icttgr differentlatfon; (b) assoctatlon of sound and letter; (c) blending
gounds; (d) Identification of a sound within a work; and (c) sound matching

within words,

~
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‘and sufflcicntly developed 'for reading long before readlng lnstructlon Is or-
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These subskllls were stﬁdlcd In terms of lnftructlonal deslgn aad

_flve emerged as he hub eof the Instructlonal program: (a) attending to letter

order; (b) attending to letter orlentntlon;.(c) attending to word dctali; (9)

sound matching; and (¢) sound blending,
A

Ve

in deslgnin§ the experimental téachlng program'eﬁphasfs was pla@cd on
focusing the Icarner;s attention on redevant fcafu;c of :the task, a strategy
of. th; utmost’ nnportancc and conslstcnt wuth Ross' (1976) hypothesis that
sclective attontlon defuclts are ccntral in learn!ng dlsabllltlcSu

Venczky notes that many populorly emphasized skllls are. omltted‘ letter-
nrame knowledge, flnc-notor performance, v!sual discrimination of objects. and
shapes,.ocular-motor control. et.al. Loglcal analysis reveals that these and

other similar skills so cormmonly taught or Insisted upon as a vital part of .

reading readlness or remedlation are ndt part of rcadtng (although they may be

.‘;grrclated with reading, as Is fan!ly income). lqkfovcmcnt In them I's not

accompanled by Improvement In readlng and they may be demonstrated to be present

dinarily attempted. ,

Engelmann and Bruner (QLSTAR) Enoelmann ¢ Bruner (1974) take an approach

vary similar to Venczky and not surpszlneg recach a simllar rcsult. ‘We can

flgure out what skills should be taught before chlldren arc Introduced to vork

-

reading by analyz!ng a simple work such as mat" (p 23, Téachcr’s Gulde). The

skllls they conclude are nécessary are: (a) _ynbol Identificatlon In which

the child recognlzes letters and glves correct sounds (b) s sequencing, f.e.,
readlng the symbols In the correct order (c) blending In which children are
taught' a word can be analyzed by soundlng it out and synthcslzed by then sayin¥

It ot nornal speed (d) rhymlng so that simllarities amng words may be recognlzed.



DISTAR tcaches these four igflls to mastery. Symbol ldcntl{icatlon Is the key

decoding skill and Ps taught daily, beginning on the first dqf of the program.
Seqdcnclng Is taught In the first 24 Icgsoné, Slcnqinq In the first 45, and
rhyming begins on !esson.l8. On lesson 37 childrcn begin Independently decoding
rcgular vnrds. 8cglnnlng with lesson 96 techniques for identifying vords Qi th-
out sounding thcm out are begun. Story’ reading begins on Ieﬁson bo. \ >

Not all chlldren progress at the rate of one lesson a day. . féhchlng to

mastery and not syending time on mater!al already mastered are essentlal clements -

In DISTAR teaching. Thereforethose children who nced more time recelve it
while ptﬁers may skip lessons. ‘DISTAR Rcadiné 1 emphasizes codc-cra;king but
also Includ~s comprehcnsion questions, written excrclses and spelling assign-
ments. DiSTAR Reading Il (approxlmately the second year of Instruction, but
somc children begin it during first year and others not until part way through
second ycar) had greater emphasis on cqmprehension ahd decoding irregular words,
and teaches letter names. DISTAR Readlng 11 focuses almost entirely on
comprchcnslo1~~tcachlng chlldrcn to read for new information and concepts, f.e.,
to read to learn.

To say DISTAR Is promising for teaching reading to children who without it
are at fisk-as potentially poor readers is g;psély to understate the case.

A recent nafional evaluation of four year results of Projcct Follow*Thr;ugh

In five comunities (Abt Assoclates, 1976) states that ‘the Engelmann-Becker

‘" 1

‘Dlrect instruction modcl- (DISTAR) has largely achieved th:\boal of rﬁlsing the

average acpfevcmcpt of cconomlcally dlsadvantaged children to the level of thelr
aiddlé-glass pc;rs, Becker and Engelmann (Mote §) rcp&rt on over 8.300 economl -
cally dlsadvantaged.chlldrcn from flféecn communitics !thrcé are mostly Matlve

Alerlcagiaff‘kf:xlcan Amcrlcah, onc Spanish, eight Black, three White, three

v 25 ’ e
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mixcd Black and White). All non-poor children (approxlmatcly 2,0n0) In these . o

Follow-Through sltes were cxcludcd from the analyscs. By the end of third ¢
9radc the poverty chlldren were decoding one. standard dcvlatlon above the
natlonal norm on the Vlide Range Achievemant Test (VRAT). On the Metropolltan

- ’ v 5
Achlevement Test (MAT) (vocabulary and rcading comprchension) they were just

slightly belo.; the national norm; however this MAT, performance exceeded the

average of all'FoHow‘Throuc;h sponsors by oncjhalf a\sw"ndard ficviat’o;n and also
excceded that of thc\morc advantégcd non'Follow,-Th..‘ough comparision gro\up. lr: a
fifth and slixth grade follow-up covariance analysis of €00 DISTAR students, 122
comparisons were made with appropriate comparison subjects. Forty-two comparisions
vere slgnlfléant (p<.05, onc-tall test) 'anc; ‘forty of those favorcd‘DlSTAR. The ’
most favorable results were In reading. o

Becker, Engelmann and Thomas (1975) prescat data on the belew 80 1Q greup.
of Follow-Through Children (iN=72). These children gajntd more than a year on
_WRAT reading for earh ycar in the progran.

Average ar;d above-average second graders taught by DISTAR Reading ;hqwcd
almost fi ft'h grade reading achleven;ér\‘t\ (x=4.7 on S;gn‘ford Achievement 'I;cst
at end of scgnd grade), (Engelmann and Carnlinc, MNote 6) . Second grade Follow-
";hro.ugh Children who were not poor read at 4.5 gPade level (IRAT) while the °
low-Income children read at 3.7 grade lcvcla(ﬂcckcr and Cngelmann, Yote 7).

Rozin ond Sleltran. Rozin and Sl.eltmari (In prcssf underscore the fact

that even the most comprchensive analysls of fluent adult rcading cannot lecad

“

directly to a program for teaching beglnners. Vhat must be taught to beglnners
Is the resldue after climinating the skills the prc-lltcratc child brings to the
. 'nstructlonal sltuat!m and those things that will he acqulrcd dcvclopmcntalcy. ‘1
th(ough‘general contact wlth lanquage. They convlhclngly dcmonstratc from |



‘ rescarch and loglc, as does Venczky (Hote 1), that preschool children already

. possdss the visual perception, audltory perceptlion, visual-auditory translatlon,

syntactlc, and scmantic skills necessary for reading. ‘/hat they lack and must

be taught Is the phonologlical basis of alphabetic orthography. Cllinlcal experi-

ence with disabled rcaders and outcome data on both Initial and rewedial tcaching

are totally consistent with their analysis. They deronstrate a gencral psycho= -

llnguistic rclationship: the lower the level of the languace feature, the later

It becomes accesslble. Semantics is casier to access than syntax and syntax is

easicr than phonology. Vithin phonology, syllables a-e easicr than phoncmes.

This principle, combined with historical persnective on the development of

wrltten language, leads Rozin and Gleitman to the proposition that ths appro-

priate unit for beginning recading instruction is the syllable. The result Is

) . I
a reading program (Rozin & Glcitman, 1974) in which four tcaching steps precede

the dircct teaching of single phonemes. Those first steps teach: (a) the

principle that meaning can be represented visually, (b) logographlc (rebus)

represcntatlions, (c) words arc segmentable and written symbols can represent

those segments, and (d) cach segment (syllable) has a unique writing and

syllables recombine and blend to form new words. . After these steps the chil-

dren are taught that syllables can be dissected Into parts and work Is begun

on graphcmc-phfncmc relationships.

‘They report that children have no di 'lculty with steps (a) and (b). Low

achievers begin to have problems first at step (c) (segmenting words) and then

with the memory component at step (d). Some urban chlldren had not reached the

final step of phonemergrapheme correspondence by the end of first grade.

Altﬁough some upper middle class ch]ldrcn made the syllahle to phoneme transl-

tlon In as little as one ﬁonth. the experimental group did not sursass controls
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on phonemic skills at the end of the first ycar. These disappointing ‘

results may reflect program deslgn weaknesses rather than an Inappropriate

-

analysls of rcading.

+ 1]

Other progrars. Another rcading prggram designed from task analysls for
chlldren who may have or have had difficulty learning to read Is Starter/10!}
(0'Kecfe, 1970). “The program Is essentially the product of our task analysls
of the procéss and potential problem of-lcarning to read... Ye have dellineated,
scquenced, and integrated hundreds of specific bbjectives” (1971, p. 55). The
program consists of four-step cycles cach comprised of (1) speaking ?nd under-
standing vords to be réad In the fourth step (?° recognlizing printing, pro-
ducing the sound for one lctter, both upper and léwer cases (3) combining
(blending) sounds (4) using lcarncd letter-sounds In new words. fGlven a range
of 22 to 55 hours of Instruction, a group of 38 children whb had poor school .
achlevement and poor prognosis as to rcading, averaged a seven month reading
galn on the WRAT. . ‘

Glass (1971) provides a ratlonale, In the form of elght hypotheses, for his
perceptual conditloning approach. (1) Decoding should be taught separately
from ''rcading"”. 2) "eaning should be made irrelevant to decoding Instruction
and thls can be donc by tcaching decoding using only words whose meaning Is
already known (and obviously can also be done by using nonsensc] (3) Decoding
must be taught without context or pléturc clues so that only decoding skills
can be utllized. (4) Since syllablcation can be accompllshed only after a
word has been decoded It shouis not be part of decoding Instruction. (S)
Successful decoders do not consclously use rules, so rules should not ﬁc taught.

(6) Werd parts (letter-clusters) are the unlt to which successful decoders .

respond. (7) Correct visual and audltory clustering (discrimination of appro-
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‘ priate units of ‘ctters and sounds) Is vi;a! to decoding. (8) The correct mental
set can be condltiored and can cause the dcéodcr to see and respond to the
' approprlate letter-sound structures. |
|
From this rationale Glass developed an Instructional methodology in which ¢
whole words are Individually presented and the correct mental set Is induced by
asking "What letters make ~_ sound?" and "\hat sounds do the lectters
make?" The confingation éf the whole vord is never changed in any way. The
decoder Is thus perceptually conditioned to see letter clusters vhich frequently
appear in Engllish. Glass arques, as do Rozin and Glcftman (in press), that it
Is Just as casy to learn that three or four letters make a sound cluster as |t
Is to learn one letter makes a_sound. Glass recognizes that onc cannot neces=
sarily establish from the performance of fluent adult decoders that children
‘ should be taught to decode without rules, but nevertheless relies on a study

/

by Burton and Glass (Hote 8) in which It was shown that excellent readers in

grades two through five also do not use rules. It should be noted that extra-
polation from proficlent decoders, even If elementasy children, to novices may
not be justifled.

An iInteresting program to compare with Glass' Is Vail's Formula ?honlcs
(1969) which was designed for non-readers and poor reade(&\of all ages and
backgrounds. Vail (1971) says "Certalnly middle and upper income Caucaslan
first-graders vho have good attendance patterns, vho are not irmature, and who
p do not present atyplecal leorning patterns, will probably... (rcadl as well,

tdught by conventional reading methods, as (hy) Formula Phonics" (p. 111). How-
ever, Vall's éoncern, 1lke ours, Is for the rest of the children. Regular con-
' sonant sounds and rules and long and short vowel sounds are “programmed’’ Into pu=-

plls as pre-reading skllls, being certain that aﬁy Incorrectly learned sounds are
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@
extinguishcd. Then regular lctter clusters (pals) are taught. Sounding vords
Is carcfully distinguished from reading. Once 'programmed', students rcad orally:
from materfal at thelr highest level of comprchension. V\then an unknown vord |s
encountcred, the teacher then teaches the usce of wird-attack skills and pbonlc
units proqrammed carlic- by asking the class five questions (the ''formula™):
Does the word have (1) a suffix (2) silent letters (3) "pals" (4) any
letters which must chanae their sounds and (5) how do you work the.rem#inlng
vowcls? Principles of reinforcement are systcﬁhtically used. Vails "pals'" and
Glass' "clusters' are markedly similar, "programming' and conditioning" secm
related, and t;tal dissimilarity Is seen in the treatment of rules in the two .
prograﬁs. pther rcading teaching approaches which arc consistent with task
analysis and/or applied behaviora! znalysis include the *lonterey Rcading Prograc
(Baker ¢ Gray, 1972) which utilizes a complex behavioral analysis in monitoring
child pros}css, and the work of Lovitt and Hurlburt (1274) and Maring and Mauck
(1969). The appllcat!on of known principles of learning can also be seen In

the construction of certain rcading materials such as the Remedial Reading Drills

(Hegge, Kirk, ¢ Kirk, 1936).

.'Summary. The programs brlefly described in this section, have been system-
atlcally derived from analyses of reading and/or from behavioral learning
principlcs. tone has started from the premise th;: learning disabled children
must be taught unique skills or taught In a unique way, with the bosglblc
egccpfion of Rozln and Glcitman wio use some children's observed difflculty
In lcarnlngvilnglc phoncme~grapheme correspondence as a major part of the
ratlonale for thelr Inltlal focus on syllables. Llke Rozin and Glcitman, Glass
and Vail also usc(clustcrs of letters, both relying on obscrved frequency of ‘

the clusters and Glass additionaliy citing the performance of young, successful




decoders as grounds for the larger unit. ) ‘xﬁx

Programs such as those cited, most especlally DISTAR, [llustrate that o

“ reading flalure rate of ncar zero may be achlcved by task-analytically derived

programs which do not rely on Individual diagnosis of children's psychological

r strengths and weaknesses. The responsiblity for teaching ali the essentlal

skills in recading Is assumed by task-analytically based programs and no

neceséary reliance Is placed on extra-program training (see Cngelmann, 1967b,

- 1969a).

-

Not 511 task-anglytically\derlved programs nor all demonstrably successful

programns were Included in this brief review.

These were chosen to illustrate

task-analytic prograa derivation and to suggest that some progfams are, popular

, mythology asid-, far superior to others, ‘In derivation and in outcome data.

. The same point could have been made,. as it has by many others, by reporting

the growing body of research (e.g., Bleismer ¢ Yarborough, 1965; Chall, 1967;

Gurren ¢ Hughes, 1945) comparing results across progrghs. Fraught as the kind ~

of research is with practical problems,

it Is nevertheless clear that 'ntensive,

systematic decoding programs result In better recading achievement than do other

kinds of beginning reading programs. It Is just possible that intensive de-

' 4
coding Instruction Is even more vital for potential low achievers than for

thelr casy-to-teach unterparts, as teachers have long Inslsted (Sce Tobhias, 1976).

Is thj.suggcstlon that !carnlqg disabled children benefit more than other children

from systematic decoding Instruction fantamount to unduc reliance on aptitude~-

treatment Interactlon? Does rescarch Justify such a suggestion? The next

-

2
sectlon explores aptitude-treatment Interaction and reading Instruction.

Actitude-Treatment Interact lon

Teachers have long been taught “there Is no one way to teach all children ==
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some ncc8 one mcthod, others nced another.' The often unspoken assumptlon l’
that somchow we can conslstently and accurately Identify those children who
need techalque A and those who neced B. Pres umably the s;crct of thls success-
ful matching Is.ln somc identifiable characteristics of the chlldrcn.

In this scction we exaMjne the success to date of cfforts to match learncr
aptlitudes, tralts, or characteristics with rcading methed.

Modality In<truction

An Impressive list of authoritics In lcarning disabilitics have reconmended
that methods of readnng~}nstructnon should be sonchow matched go th> child's
_relatlve modality patterns. Johnson and Hyklcbust (1967), Wepman (1964, 1971)
and Lerner (1971) have all’ recommended teaching reading be consistent with the
child's strong modallty'(e.g.; aud{tory lcarners should‘be taught by phonics).
Kirk (1972) has recommended direct r;mcdiation of the wcakness. Ruoert (lote
9) suggests Inltial teaching to the strengths with a switch at some unspeclfied '
time to the weakness. Othess hawt sugaested tcaching to both, concentrating on

-

strengths In group situatidns and weaknesses In private tutoring; othcri'pdvo-
cate utillzing the strenaths to improve th;“;eakncsseé (Johnson, IQ§7) and so
on. (Sce deltlrscn, Jansky ¢ Langford, 1966 and.Sllvcr ¢ Hagin, 19672 for slight
varlations.) This mnéallty-matchlng advocacy has -been so succ;ssful that 972
believed rescarch supported It. Hlinety-nine percent of tne tcachers famlllar
"with It agreed modality should be 3 major consideratlon In devising educational
;?eparatlons. Thz model vias reported used frequently or always by 7831>f the
teachers. ' _ {

Arter and Jcnklns reviewed 15 reading studles to datc'(Batcman, 1967;
druninks, 1968; Bursuk, 1971; Freer, Note 11; Harrls, tlote 12: Janssen, 1972;
Mewcomer ¢ hoodman, 1975; Ringler ¢ Smith, 1973; Robinson, 1972; gabatlno
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¢ Dorfman, 1974; Sabatino, Ysscldyke, ¢ Voolston, 1973; Smith, 1971; Tyler,
1974; Vandever ¢ tlevitle, 1974; Waugh, 1973), which (a) asscssed modallty
o strengths and weaknesses, (b) designed or used nntc(ials that stress various
modalitles, and (c) attempted to dlscover modality-fnstructlonal Interactlons.
- Aftér a carcful critlque of the s}udlcs. Arter- and Jenkins conclude the findings
are remarkably consistent in that fourtecen found no interactions and bnl& one
(Bursuk,.1971) reported an Interaction conslstcni wits regdality model predictions.

*
Bursuk studied 10th grader$ and mcasurcd comprehension skills whereas the other

14 studics used elementary age Sub}ccts anrd focuscd on decoding outcome nmasu}es.

]he Interaction Bursuk obtalned was due to greater Irprovement in reading com=-

prchension of auditory learners when thef vierc also taught listening compre-~ '
hension. Visual learners did not show a transfer from listening comprehension
to reading comprchcnslb&.

.'/ Arter and Jenkins conciudc. as have other reviewers (e.qg., Ysseldyke, 1573;
Veilut[po, Steger, toyer, Harding, ¢ Niles, Note 13) that either the modality
iodcl is Invalild or, given current limitations In educational assessment and

prograrming techniques, It Is merely not appllicable at this time.

Other Interaction lavestlgations

\ Tralts other than rclative nocality patterns have been studied In relation
to different kinds of rcading Instruction. Aubng these arc'levcl of rcading
readiness (Stalllng; t Keepes, 1970, which also found a significant moda]lty
interactlien and was not revicved by Arter € Jenkins, lote 10): rcndlng!achlcve-
ment (Sabaroff. 1963) a;; Introversion=-catraversion (Jhltchlll L.leson. 1a70}.
(See Berilner ¢ Cahen, 1973 and Bracht, 1970 for reviews of ATI studles, In-
cluding those Just cited,) At this time few specific, definitive answers are
] . - avallable as to Interactions between traits, other than n;:dallty strength,

and beglinning reading Instrucé!on. Teachlng lore, 1f not hard data, supporis
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the gencralizatioh that low abillty children benefit proportionately more thn'
do high ability chlldren frem tightly structured, systematlc, reading pregrams.
, )
/ Reed, Rabe and Hanklnen (1270) reviewed studies o tcaching reading to

brfaln-Injured children, and found 42 articles written during the 1969's which

alt with cducational and rermcdial ‘mcthods for braln-damaged children. Only
nlné (covering seven lnycstigations) experimentally evaluated methods; the other
33 described or recommended teaching procedures with no evidcnéz’of their merit.
'
After analyzing the seven empirical studies the revliewers conclude "Above all,

~

there Is no emplrical basis for recommending certsin pedageglcal procedures...
for braln-injuréd children as opposed to non-brain Injured children who also
may have a.learning disabillty'" (p. 396), While these studies were not deslgned

as aptitude-treatment Interaction studies they Indicate- the absence of a data

base.for the clalm that certain reading methods are better for braln-Injured
chlldren.

Models for Further Antitude-‘reatrent Interaction {AT1) Research

Salomom (1372) is doubtful ATI rescarch can contribute very much to Improving

Instruction because learners can be divided on Innurerable, uncorrelated varlables;

But he belleves AT! rescarch can assist In developing better explanations and

conceptuallzations as to the nature of instructlon. He proposes thrce models
all of which relate dlrectly to the problem whether 1earning disabled/chll-
drién should be taught to read differently from other ch!ldren.

The veredlal model. The remedial model Is based on a task-analytic view

of teachlng and can pradlict ATls only when (a) taskespeclflc capabilitlies
account for a large part of the varlance In lcaralng outcome, (b) the materlal
to be taught ls scquén lally ordered, and (c) all subordinate objcctives on

the hlerarchy are to be \carncd as a result of Instruction. I assumes tt;? ‘
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learners xulll be changed, f.c., they ulll‘bc taught to do what they cannot yet
do. Thls model would predict, e.q., tﬁat glven high and low scorers on visuall-
zation and a task which requires attending to certain detalls to make spatlal
transformations, the high visuallzers would perform better under an acflvatlon
treatment which merely enables them to do what thcif alrcady know how to do and
low visualizers would perforn better under a modeling treatment which taught -
them the skills they lack.

The comnensatory model. The compensatory godel does not envision the e

learner will be changed; rather the deficiency in the lecarner will be compen-
sated for by the treatment. If one assumes memory is unllikely to be changed by v'
a treatment, then this model would predict that persons low 'in memory would
perform ¥etter in a lecture treatmepht with quizzes interspersed every five
minutes (to reduce the memory requirenent) whercas those high in memory would V
do be}ter In a standard lecture with note taking. If the personalogical varlable

-can be changed, the’sbmcdlal mode! would be preferred, according to Saloron.

-

The preferential not;!\_ The preferentlal model is useful for persona-
logical varlables which rcprascnf general ''mediating processes" across a
variety of tasks and capitallzes on style of Information processing, type of
motivation, etc. The personaloglcal varlables are not unlike those In }Z
compensatory model but the logic of the matching Is different. _The preferential
model would predict that students high on achicvement motivation would perform
‘ettcr with achlevement-oriented feedback while those high on affillation-
motivation wogld do better with affilliation-oriented feedback. The unsuccess-

‘l' 'mdallty-readlng Instruction matching studles reviewed earller may have
been conceptualized as efforts to employ this model, althdugh arguably some

lmstfgators may hove viewed thelr work as fitting the compynsatory rodel.
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Salomon's review of studics leads him to conclude that (a) when trcat*‘

ments provlde the mediators which Jou perforimers cannot (do not) provide for
themsclves, that trcatment will denress the performance of those who do provide

the medlators themselves, and, (b) when treatments capltallzé on strongcf

aptitudes, the high scorers beneflt rorec.

Summary and Imnlications
aptitude-treatment Interactions necd not yet priclude further Investigation of

The fallure of modalli?ﬁﬁifzg;d reading Instruction to show the expected

other tralts In relatlon to Instruction. |If lcarning disabled children do -

suffer, as Ross (1976) suggests, from delactive attention deticits, Salonon

would predict they Qg?ld benefit, where other children vould not, from Eeadlng

lnstruci?\ns which elther compensates for that deficlteor tcaches selective
attentionMirectly. In the following section we propose reading lnstruct!o‘

7

for learning Ziaabled children which docs just that and docs so withia the

GPnflncs of intensive, direct decoding instruction derived from a task-analysls
{

The Fourth Anoroach

of reading.
. Much remalns unknown about the rcading processes, learning disabled chil-
¢0Q§gh Is knovm,If only it can be Imple-
y 'eradicate the severe reading problzrs
Ive

dren, and reading programs. And yet

mented, to greatly reduce If not tota
now so rampant In Arerican schools. Vhat follows.ls one observer's perspe

Some, obscrvatlons scem to be sel f-evident;

’
3

ai

learning disabled children.
some sre Inferences and extrapolatlons from empirical data; and some may be

as to that which Is known and bears directly on how reading should be taught to

‘ '

ad=

Just plain errors.. Taken together they say:
tcarnlng.j})ablcd children arc theose who must be taught by the best re
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Ing methods avallable If they are to succccd. So taught, they cSn and do lcorn
to read. Thcrcfbrc. "tcaqh!ng disablllties' Is a more rrecise term than lcarning
disabilitics to describe the cause of their fallure when it does occur. HMear
fallure=-proof mcthods for tcaching all children to read arc'alrcady available.
Continucd falluée of schools to enploy these programs Is at best ncgllgent and

at worse mallcious. Implementation of the best that Is eurrently avallable
would help mightily; further refincrents In these programs would help slightly

pore.

Bealnnina 2¢cading Processes

The first step In beginning ceading Is converting written symbols to thelr

ispokgn,equlvalents. This may be done, theoretically, using any unit from para- .

graphs to single graphcmes. Conventional beginning rcading programs of the last
forty years Lavc used the word as the Inftial unit to be ignvcrtcd. Bath data
: A

and logic suggest betieq,rcadlng achievement accrues from using smaller units.

The word approach has becn defended by Inapnropflatc cxtrapolatidﬁ’}rom question=-

able analyses of proficient adult -reading and by claims It provides easy access
to meaning ‘in ordgr to maintain children’s Interest. (But how intercsting are
Dick éaixj?pe‘s “Yohs" and "looks" and how reinforceing is mcnorlzlné vhole vords
versus "“ffgurlng out" ncw vords (Blumenfeld.‘l97h; Johnson, 1970)? cha;dless

of the merits of the whole word or meaning gmphasls approach for the majority of A

children who do seem to learn to read by "osmosis" and without Intensive,

. systematlc or structural Instructlon, the clear fact 1s this mcthod has been

disastrous for learning disabled children., Systcematic decoding must be the
first step In reading and must be the direct focus of Initial Instructlon for
all learning disabled children. .Further, it must be recognized that decoding,

not comprchension, Is the potential plitfall for lca;;}ng disabled children.
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Task 3na|ysls of dccoding reveals it ,conla"lns certaln subskills:  (a) .
responding to grapheines or grapheme clusters with approprfate phoncmes or
phoneme clusters; (b) responding Ia the appropriate temporal sequence, derived
from the spatial érder of the writtcn symbols; (c) blending the phonemes or
phoncme cluss//s Into words. Adcquatc sound=synbol assocTatlon Legrning allows
the Infcrencc that Its subskill of lectter dlscrumlnatlon was performed and that
discrimination in turn allows the inference the child's attention was sclectively

and approprlately focused on relevant stimulus dimenslons.

ning. Corrclationd between knowledge of letter names (number

-

l,mom) at the beginning of first grade and reading level at the end of flrst
grade have been reported by Bond and Dykstra (|967).to range between .51 an.c'! . ’
.60. However, In a well desiqned stu&y. Speer and Lamb (1976) have shoo-.-m that
flucncy (rate) of letter naming éorrc.lated .79 to .85 with réa/ding achievement.
Since l.t s logically evident and empirically established (Samuels, 1971) that
letter names do not per se facllitate rcading, the fluency factor cnerges even
more pertln_cntly. Sp'ccr and Lamb predi.ctably found no relat:ionship betwcen
galn s'corc; .ln letter naming &nd rcaé_ing achlcvenent. . Rate of accurate decoding
{s probably a more Important factor In early re}sding proficiency~that has been
recognized In the past (Starlin, 1971). Unfor;t)matcly the very children for'
whom the lnltlal assoclative learning of sound meol relationship Is difflcult
arc the same children who obtain less practlce and whose fluency Is: thus doubly

hindered. . N ,

Plcture and "context' reading. Plctures may be used to teach the concc'

that symbols on papce can slgnal us to say something. Programs which utllize
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‘rebus wrliting do just that (e.q., Rozin ¢ Gleltman, 1974; V'oodcock & Clark,

1963). Many children do nced systematic Instruction In the concept that speech

v
]

"can be depicted In written form. MHowever, there Is no clear evidence that the

concept is too difflcult to tecach using words and letters.

Only if a learning disabled child does not acqulire the concept In Spitc of .
clean tcachnng using graphcmes or words (a most unlikely event) wouid it seem
appropriate to.uso plctures. Since learning d?sabled children, by definition,
have more than thelr share of difficulty in reading, it is foolish to tcacg .

unneccessary, extra steps.

The other use of Pictures In beginning reading programs Is as an ald to

oomprchensuon and therefore an "intcrcst-malntalncr. The merit of thHis nust

be welghed agannst the fa»t that humans scem to walk the paths of least effort.
Pictures often enable the child to falscly appear to‘be decoding. Fluent,
automatic de;od}ng Is a prcrcqul;ltc to later wholistlic comprchersion,(Labergc
¢ Samuels, 1974) ‘and pictures can, for scme lcarning disabled children, slgni-
flcantly distract the child's attcﬁtion and energy from the essential task of
decoding® The argument that decoding and coﬁprchcnslon inftlally utllize
dlffercnt cognitlve processes and pcrhaps even different arcas of the braln
can be made, but for prcscnt purposes, the nced for attcntlon to he focussed
on dccodlng ls a sufflciently stroPg argument to urge that pictures not be
amployed'as a c0m6r:henslon ald. ’

K relatcd contentlon Is that plctures are motlvatlng or rclnforclng. This
Is probably true and thercfore they ‘should be uscd after succcssful decodling
to provide lnfofmatlonal closure and fecedback (flbson, 1970) or whatever othcr‘
type of reinforcement they can. At least one program (DISTAR) uses plctures

¢ -

\ .
thlis way. ~
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this way. ' ’ .

Other ;ontcxt clues arc often urged upon children and lncvltaﬁ1y lcad the
chlld to adopt gucsssng as a’ docodlng tactic. Proflclont adult rcaders do fora
hypotheses and ffbcctatlons ahout what the next Idecas wlll be - that Is not
disputcd. Out contention is that accurate dccodling skills must be acquircd
before that stage and that guesslng stratcgocs Interfere, for Icarnang dis:blcd‘
children, with accura{e dccodcng.. ) -

Lcarmng Jisabled Children

If learning disabled children differ, as a group, from other children In

~

. . L] = ‘ y
vays relevant to teaching reading, thesqdifferences might be déscribed as

. need for (a) systematic ald In attending. to the refevant fcatures (shape and

position) of the grapheres to be discriminated (Ross, 1976) (b) greateg than

" ~ ’
usual number of repstitions of correct grapheme-phoncmne association and (c) .

more systematic reinforgenent of new learning. (for closely relatcd observations

on unfamiliar learning see Engelmaﬁn, Note 14)

As lndicated earller, special educa}ion efforts to find aptitudc-treatmént
lntcractlons have focuscd on modallty aptitudes and been notably unsucccssful.
L1teraturc from othcr disciplines (e q., Berliner & Cohen, 1973, Cronbach ¢
Snow, 1969) is not as pess;mlstl:. It Is too early to disnlss the ppsslbillt;
that some techniques of reading instruction are particularly beneficlal for
sore chlldren. anrnlng disabled chlldren, as currently labelled, are not a

homogenous group. But to the cxtcnthcl\aractcrlsglcs are shared thcse may

constitute appropriate pcrsoﬁaiqg!épl varlabhles for Interactional Investigation.

| .
.The hypothcslzcd lower performarce bn sclective attentlon to graphiemic features

and more trlals to mstcry are characterlstics which wuld be ch.mgcd througr'

successful Interventién and thcrcfore Salomon s (1972) remcdlal M‘l model mul{
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be appropriate. The model would predict, we belleve accurately, that treat-

<
ments Including direct tcaching of sclective attention and providing numerous
repetictions would deter the performance of those non-lcérnlng disabled children

1

who a dy discriminate symbols and nced few repetitions. AT litcrature scems
gest the princlple that the further away a learner s from mastery of an

¢ fore the Icarncr benefits from struc{urcd deductive, ruleg ap-
proac converscly, the less yct to be learned, the grcatcr the benefit
from egrule or inductlvc or Inductive approaches (Toblas, 1976). This principle
Is related to the oft-hcard generalizntlon that academically able youngsters

car learn to read with any approach whlle.d}fficult-:o-teachKZhildrcn need a

- "structured, phonics" program.

It has not been definitively established that all or even most learning
dlsabled children have these particular deficits. A reasonable Interprctation
of available data suggest they ﬁight. To the extent they do, ATl models should
be employed more carefully than In the past In an effort to fuccessfully match

these learning characteristics with sulrable structured tecaching techniques.

Attending to relevant phoneme features. Learnlng disabled children should

~ be taught the rule that "lctters and numbers polint one way." Everything a
chlld has lcarnéd about spatial orlentation prior to encountering letters and
numbers has been that what something |s ?alled Is not affected by rotation and
that one nced not thercfore attend to how It Is "pointed'* when naming ft. It
Is hard to know whether tc laugh oixcry when ''severe strephosymbolia' In a ten-
year old boy Is Instantly cured. by teaching’ the "Pbln;y Rule." It Is even
harQer to answer his somber "Why didn't any of my teachers tell me that?"
Admittedly, and remarkably, most children flgure out the Pointy Rule even

—_——

though they do not articulate It. They are masters of Incldental learning;
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learning disabled children are nnt. ‘
Learning disabled children need practice, to mastery, In discriminating
all letters from cach other, c.g., b from d. As yet unresolved, but read-
&

11y dcterminable, 1s whether children who required more practice rcach mas-

tery .nore readily by overlearning b before d Is introduced or by Initial con-

frontation with the palr. In either casc, lecarning Is made inltially easier

if other discriminabbe features (e.g. ty; tyle) arc added to spatial or-
lentation. Hymzn and Cohen (1975) have shown that dccreasing the stimulus In=
tensity of the vertical line aids In this discrimination. In short, rever-
sal problems and pthcr letter discrimination failures can be prevented by
good pedagogy - even If they do have their origin in "minimal brain Jys-,
function,"” in the genes, or In a weak ego.

Greater renetitions to associatlve mastery. Precisc data arc difficult to‘

locate, but clinical lore suggests; probably quite accurately, that some learning
dlsablqp children require as many ;s iSOO to 507 correct associa;ions of Initial
sound-symbol correspondences before reliable retention will occur. After the
first fow symbols are learned (i.e. the correct sound response Invariably given
to the leiter sttmqlus) the number of required repetitions drops markedly and
wlil approximate that of non-learning disabled children. It Is difficult to
determine, in ordinary teaching situations, Qhe;her the repetitions are requlired
because of difficulties In selectively attending, discrininating, or associating.
The teacher should therafor cover all bets by special care as to each possiblity.
Commonly, teachers find it difflcult to provide sufficient monltored oral
response opportunitics to the first symbols before more are Introduced. The
child's confusion nounts and uncorrected errors proliferate, further compounw
the fallure cycle. Tcachers must_be especlally alert ot the pltfalls of pro-
: 412
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viding off-tarbct practice. Clrcllng~a thousand worksheet p?cturcs of things
that start with /m/ provides exactly zcro practice In looking at m and re-
sponding with /m/. It Is only the latter skill that Is past of decoding. The
clecar Implication Is that tcachers must somchow provide sufficient and appro-
priate repetitions and must monltqr'prog?css very preciscely. This Is a tal)
order, but less Is not teaching and Is not defensible. Letter names double the
chlld‘s'lcarning burden and do not contribute to readlng skill. Thercfore,
they should be taught only after decoding skills aré//:lrly sol%d (as done in
DISTAR).

The use of reinforcement. Children can be taught to read even though we

have not resolved the complex and fascinating disputes between bchaviorists and
those of other persuasions as to the nature of the acquisition of language
skills, But some learning disabled children will not be taught to read without
careful use of well established behavioral principles of reinforcerent. The
complexities of reinforcement schedules and the technlcalities of differences
between negative relnforcers and punishers need not be mastered by all tsachcrs.
But we do need to recognlze ihat mastering decoding skills Is not sufficlently
Mintrinsically'" rewarding to all chlldrc% to maintain the necessary, effort. Ve
?ihght ardently wish It were or even belleve It '"should'" be. Heither changes

" the fact tha¥ It Is not. Qca&lng programs should have bullt-in procedures for
appropriate reinforcement and for visibllity and precise manitoring of children's
prcsentatl;n of reinforcement and recording Is outside thls discussion, and
the Intercsted reader will find ample assistance In a varlety of sources such

"#s Burdett and Fox (1973), Haughton (1972), Lovitt (1973), and Starlin (1971)
for recording techniques and 0'Leary and 0'Leary (1972) and Becker, Engelmann,

and Thomas (1971) for relnforcement and management techniques useful In class-
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-roon reading fastructlon.

Yeacher Trainlng S '

At the present time the single obstacle to successful rcading Instructlon
for lcarning disabled children Is Inadequate teacher training programs in the
natlon's colleres of educatior . Learning disabled children can tearn and rcad-
Ing programs adequate to teach them, in the hands of well-trained tcachers, are
already available. Those who would improve the abysmal state of reading
lnstruct?on for learning disabled children have a two-fold job ~= first per~
suading the cduc_ation world it Is currently possible and thcn'tcachlng that
world the skills regquired to do It. The persuasion burden may be the hecavler.

' Aescarch has not bécn a potent aid; litigation may be (Abel, 1974; Bateman, 1975;
Sarctsky, 1973; S.garman, 1974). N
Summary
Like other children, learnine disabled children bring to school&_{adcquate .
. audlitory, visual, auditory-visual Integrative, synt.actlc. and scmantic skills
to learn to read. Like cther children, they do not need to learn letter Rames
or plcture rcading to de:ode. lee>othc’:r children, they do nced to be taug
the separate, or ~*¢ least ;cparable skills of dec:.odlng_sound-symbol corre-
~ spondence, left-to-rlght sequ~nce, and sound blending.’

Perhaps- unlike other ch’(dren they need programs and tcachers vhich
especlally cnphasize selective attentlon to relcvant grazhcm fcatures, provide
and réqulrc adcquate repetitions of granheme-phoneme correspondences to Insure
mastery, and systematically utlllze principles of relnforcement.,

And, flaally, all our children need acc‘oun‘table schools commlitted to
teaching them to read cven if that comnittment requlres, as It does, the
rellinqulshment of handy-dandy cop-outs and the acceptance of deronstrably .

~

effective reading programs and tesaching technlques.
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OPEN DISCUSSION OF BATEMAN PRESENTATION

SHUY: When you were talking about the second of your last three points, the
greater repetition to associative mastery, you said we needed more monitoring of
these repetitions. Could you explain who do«s the monitoring? Dc you mean the

teacher monitors, or the child monitors himself, or how is that?

BATEMAN: Both. Well, self-monitoring at the very early stages would be kind of
tricky, because 1it's basically an oral response, it's the same as that /m/ that
needs to be monitored, and it is making sure that the younéster is looking at the
stimulus, g. The abuse that I am concerned about is the kind that occurs when
the teacher gives a flash card with an g to another child and says, "Have Janie
whip throbgh 50 repetitions." Obviously, Janie can sit there and say /m, m, m/

without performing the iask at all.

During the last couple of months, I have been working with teachers in
developing ways to get in more and more repetitions and to monitor those
repetitions to make sure that the child is really looking at the atimulus ég the
time and that the response 1is the appropriate one. We have gotten real®live

«8econd- through about sixth-grade teachers, who can comfortably get in 500

monitored repetiticns a dgf. //,r

7

Thank goodness, there is reason to think that after the first few sounds
have been really learned to’nastery--atter up to, say, 5,000 repetitions--~the
curve of number required drops off very quickiy! There is also reason to think
that kids will quickly--by which I .mean, give or take around the seventh to

fifteenth symbol--pot require more repetitions than do other kids. Thank

goodness. Teachers would be going out of their trees otherwise.
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SHUY: Could you tell me what researcn you based this on?

BATEMAN: No. I said it is very (flimsy. I have an impression that either
Margaret Rawson or someone I associate with Margaret Rawson in the Orton Soclety
in New England has some data, which, I believe, were published in the grton

Society's Bulletin.

Sig Enéelnann has some; I can refer you to an unpublished paper of his, and

I have some clinical data not published. I think that 5,000 is probably a top

nusber. Sig says 1,500 is going to get 99.99% of the kids.

GOODMAN: Okay. These programs that ‘you listed--Dick Venezky's, Distar, Formula

Bhopics, the QGlass Analysis method, and several others--from my point of view

seem to differ ahar;ply in the 1linguistic or scientific validity of the‘

information that they are based on. They range from impressionist, old-fashioned
phonics to Dick's, which I would describe as tightly based on linguistic
information. ' But you put them all together. Am I right to conclude, then, that
it doesn't matter how scientific the pronic content is, as long as it has the

characteristics that you describe?

BATEMAN: I wouldn't conclude that, but I wouldn't argue with your right to, if

you chose. I think it probably matters a great deal.

] .
I didn't screen these programs on the basis of guaranteed success or even on

the basis of more success than con"entional methods. I did have those kinds of
data on Distar, and I suspect that those kinds of data could be obtaired on all

of there programs. But I will not swear to it. . ]

i
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I chose them because either they had data going for them, or they purported
" to be derived from task analysis. My guess would be, if you had programs derived
logically from task analysis, and some of them had paid much wmore attention

to--whatever your term was, linguistic science--
GOODMAN: Let's call it linguistic validity.

BATEMAN: I don't know whether what you call linguistic validity would or would
not relite to outcome data, but I would be willing to say that there certainly
are some kinds of input features that would relate to outcome data. 1 just don't

know whether what you mean by linguistic validity is one of them ar not.

GOODMAN: I guess the question I am asking is: if you are making the key thing
that you use a task analysis to cecide what to teach, and then you teach it, even
if, it takes 5,000 times, is it possible that some of the thihgs you are teaching
are wrong or nonproductive?

Y

BATEMAN: As I indicated before, I think educators have a tremendous tendency 4in
I

practice in the real world to add clutter to the teaching of just about

Is .

everything. —

GOODMAN: I am not talking about clutter; I am talking about things which are
simply based on erroneous analysis of the tasks, on not using the linsﬁistic data
available, for instance. I think even a cursory examination of Vail's Formula

Phonics shows it doesn't have a scientific basis.

BATEMAN: I don't intend to argue that it is scientifically based. I am saying
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that Vail purports to have derived task analysis, I am using the term, and.

s

although I cited nc":ne of his data, I get them over my desk megularly. But I have
not examined them carefully enough to know wnether they even meet the criteria
for good outcome -data‘.’ I do know, however, that the fact that he makes them so
freely available suggests that at least he believes the outcome data compare very

favorably with those of most conventional reading prcgrams.
o -
But if you are saying that task analysis isn’t enough, and that if you have
good tq‘bk analytic programs, then differences within them might reasonably be

expected t/q iccrue, as a result of care with input, I would certainly agree with

that all the way.

I think from an educator’s_viewpoint, however, 1. is more important to focus

on the fact that we have these programs, imperfect, unsciemtific as they may be,

“which seem to rerform better than conventional programs. Now, maybe these

.

prograas don’t perform as well as we would like them to, but let us first get rid
of the lousy programs that flourish and then start refining the ones that coae
close to our ideals. There {s a good deal of room for improvemen* in every

prograsm 1 have seen.

CHALL: Are you jlying, Ken, that the step that takes 1,500 times to learn might
be avoided altogether by skipping the stage in which that step occurs?

¢

GOODMAN: I guess I am suggesting that maybe the kid is trying to tell you
something by taking that long to learn something which 1is supposed to be
intrinsic to the task. If there is a kid alive who can resist over 5,000

rehearsals learning something, there must be some reason why he is resisting. ’

0. 60 | ~




April 13--P.M. . 4 709

BATEMAN: He gets those in speech. He gets more than that in speech. He gets a

N

lot more than that in speech. \\

It seems to me that you just said that the kids are trying to tell us
something. I agree. But 1 guess I start from the value judgment that the
ability to determine, efficiently and rapidly, what it is that the author of the
printed word has said is a ﬁkill worth having. I start with that premise. And I
believe that until youngsters can accurately determine what it is that has been
said, the quality of their interaction with what was said, their evaluation of
it, and their respons. to it 1s kind of limited. So I started out wanting to

tecack kids to be able to read anything and everything in this wtole wide world.

I admit that that's a value judgment. I observe that in our country, kids'
ability to understand what they read seeams %o have been declining from a point
th;t, maybe, never was as high as it could have been, and I observed that some
programs seemed to do a much better job of helping kids to be able to read what's

s y
around them. )

GOODMAN: I can't understand how it could be irrelevant to care whether the
information in the Venezky program is more scientific or better based or
constitutes a more defensible analysis of the task, than the Glass Analysis

program or the Distar program.

BATEMAN: 1 didn't mean to 33y it was irrelevant.

Y

:
-

Then, isn't it possible that the method could produce things which are
actually oounterproductive, daczaging to children? You are going to teach it to

thea until they learn, whether it's good for them or bad for thea. Once you have
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decided, the child has np escape. .

BATEMAN: Ken, if I said sthat it was irrelevant, I mispoke, I did not mean .that.

Also, my point about irncreased opportunities for monitored association to
mastery was suggested as a n3di fication of existing programs, in cases where kids
require more modifications. I do not wish to convey that any of the programs

require 5,000 symbols. -

’

SINGER: 1Instedd of calling it kid disability, you are going to call it something
else, teaching disability. What is your criterion for teaching disability?

BATEMAN: Oh. I have never sat down and written a tight definition, which I
could be sure included everything 1 wanted in the concept. But one of the ‘
important criteria would be that if it is duonst(_ated that when different
instructional arrangements were used, the kid in fact did learn. I would say the
deficiency, because the youngster did learn it Wednesday, shows that whatever
difference or deficiency was in the child on Monday, was irrelevant ¢to
instruction, a’nd that by rearranging the teaching to me implies that what
happened before was unsuccessf:l teaching.

SINGER: Okay. Now, the next question is: How many trials do you run before you
™\
decide that you ought to change the teaching arrangement?

BATEMAN: That depends on the evaluation system that you are using. I -will stick

with that as the general answer and cite two different kinds of particulars.
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If you are using criterion reference testing, as in a program like Distar,
then that decision {s made for all kids, across all lessons. I think it's an
average of once every 2 or 3 days, but I wouwldn't swégﬁkto that. It's at least
twice a week. So in that sort of criterion reference, continuous mastery testing
would go like that. On the other hand, if you were using an evaluation technique
like precision teaching, as the people who use that technique swear their data
sbgw, you can make reliable decisions to change on no more than ten data points.
Furthermore, others, Owen White, for example, have techniques for doing it at
seven data points, and ordinarily in the real) world that would represent seven

instructional days.

I would say that you never wait more than ten days, no matter what kind of
instructional program you are using. And I would hope we would continrually be
able to make those decisions quicker and quicker and quicker. And in the real
world of 27.2 children, maybe, some day we could at least make such decisions '

daily for all of the kids for whom this kind of rigor is important.

I would also add that, for 80% of the kids, it doesn't seem to matter that

such how sloppy we are in our teaching. Our concern is 6%th the kids who are

going to bomb out if we don't spruce up. And that's not‘/éearly all of the

childreh, .

GLASER: Some of your suggestions for beefing up good programs to help these
children are clear. For example, practice certainly needs to be reinforced, and
it is often just practice without all of those other things, or nonpractice. But
in your concern for selective attention, what kinds of things did you have in
mind? Did you mean making the relevant features more obviou;, or are you
thinking of some more internalized attention focusing?
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BATEMAN: One of the things 1 wish somebody would builid fgr teaching, ‘
pariicularly for teaching this symbol-sound correspondence, tould be some kind of
a little machine that, when you arg teaching "m," v;ould make everything about it
except the shape and spatial orientation vary. You could punch a button, and
make it turn different colors. Punch another button, and it becomes all
different sizes. 1 would l}ke to have some very efficient way to vary everything

else, so that a.child would get the idea.

]

The kids who are in a traditicnal sigvht vocabulary kind of program develop
the concept that "mother™ is the one_that’s got the torn corner, and that gets
them through the first grade. I really want to prevent that. So varying size,

shape, thut’s one kind of thing. There are other kinds of things.

STICHT: When you talked about the aptitude treatment interaction and the task t
analysis approach, you seemed to imply that a diagnostic kind of approach wasn’t
effective and t;hat you want tg.go to task analysis; yet when you also talk about
aptitude treatment, that implies aptitude. So it seems as though you have/ui
some evaluation of the person. And then you have some task. Can you, then, have
a branching program, or is all of your aptitude treatment going to be on the

basis of practice with one program?

I didn’t quite see how you could not understand where the person is
vis-a-vis the task you wanted him to do, and if you do understand where he is at,

80 to speak, isn't that diagnmostic?

BATEMAN: Okay. The modality matching form of ATI was a big chunk of sand on
vhich the diagnostic remedial method rested for some years. What I meant to say .

vwas that, in the process of rejecting the Frostig and the ITPA, some of us also
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rejected ATI.

My current thinking is that maybe many of us who are special educators, who
walked over to the task-analytic camp, leaving all of ATI behind us, found

¥

nothing that looked like ATI.

i) . .
Ross and the others are suggesting maybe the kids are different in terms of

attention. Salomon's model suggests that if.you build in the very things that I
was talking about--these excessive repetitions for kids who don't need tnem--you
will actually get a detriment in performance; if you got that detriment, you

would have an ATI, and I really think Salomon is right.

~ Another thing which I didn't really get into in this presentation at all, is
that 1 think the ATI literatue suggests a generalization like this: The further
away the learner is from the qPJective, the mcre important structure is in the
teaching methodology, and the closer tﬂé learner is to achieving proficiency, the
Bore one can .o00sen up and be 1nductiv;: or use'discovery, without in any way

impairing performance.

GLASER: I want to point out that the ATI business has a historical tradition
which doomed it to failure at the beginning and forced people ipto,task analysis.
The reason for this is that aptitudes came from the psychometric tradition, .and
the treatme.ts came out of learning, and they never related much to each other.
When people discovered that they weren't getting anywhere, they decided that,
maybe, the thing to do was to discover what the learning task and aptitude
performance had in common, so they would have common dimensions on uﬁleh to

relate the precursor behavior (aptitude) and the treatment.

\
ROSNER: I would 1like to agree with both of you on this on the basis of some of
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/

the work on the project I was involved in during the last few y=zars. We found. .
{ determining how sensitive kids were to the phonological attributes of

that, {1
spoken language, ~how comfortably they could segment words into phonemes, would
appear to suggest an instructional pr!ocedure. It appears that the closer they
were, or the better they were at phonological segmentation, the less precise the
instructional method for teaching reading had really to be, and more of an
ind.uctive process could be brouéht to bear. So what it appears to be is an

Loy s
ordinal interaction, not a dis-ordinal.

FREDERIKSEN: I think there is one other reason why the ATI failed, and that had
to do with the assessment side of it, the use of global measures of aptitude. I
think that the notion of fitting a task to a person was correct. But it has to
be based on a much more micro-level dei-iption' of a persdn, perhaps not in terms ‘
of test scores, but in terms of process model. Als‘o. it requires a aicro

description of the task, the task analysis.

I say this because I made an excur.sion into aptitude treatment interaction
in ay Ph.D. thesis, where I looked at a véry minor microscopic level of aﬁility,
at a microscopic level of performance and found very massive effects. I knowr
most of the research isn't done that way in the ATI tradition. It's done in a
very global way, in -terms of both the person and the task.

BATEMAN: Salomon has pointed out--and I think this has great implications--that
the predictions that you make as to ATI should vary, depending on whether you
expect the learner to be changed or the instruction to compensate. This is where
we get in the teaching disability conceptualization versus learning disability
conceptuallizaticn, which would require us to make different predictions as to

some of our ATI's. I am hoping this would be another area more people would get
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‘ into, in regard toﬂthese kids.

- ) PRESENTATION BY JAMES HOLLAND

¢
RESNICK: The next paper, wnizh is bywim Holland is entitled "The 2nalysis of

Behavior in the Reading Instruction." It is not, like last night's analysis of
prograas, an afxal.ysis of a couple of specific instances, but, rather, as Jims will

explain, a look at some general principles of instructional designs, and how they

might be applied, j\‘ are applied, or a.re not applied in the case of reading. ~ ‘
s i




