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‘Relative Feachability and Conpensatory.taucétion

. Jerome Rosner, O.D.
New‘éhgland College of Optometry
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‘The emphasis of tﬁis Conference; we ere advised, is

on compensatory educetion.l I am taking.this to heart as

I offer my remarks as’ a discussant. I am interpreting _ .

the word 'compensecory' in‘a literal sense -- proViding.

special assistance that will make up for, or offset; ore's ;

inability to perform "normally” in .a given situation.

/

Society has develcped many compensatory devices --

r
particularly for persons with physical and sensory deficits.

. There are eyeglasses and hearxng aids, crutches and wheel- ‘

chairs, ramps in lied“ef stairs, and special handrails in

toilets. ) _
- 'All of theee, and many more, are ecceﬁted by the gen-
"al public. No one insists ﬁhat the chzld wlth a hearing

10:. throw away his hearing aid and 'lilten harder”. No




one makes similar demands on the child with muscular

dystrophy who cannot walkx more th ,/

a step Oor twg with-
out assistance. In these cases, we assure the person

]
requiring the compensatory device that there is nothing '

v

offensive with his needing it, that what really matters '8

.S . .. b
ggxthat.wlth the device he can perform in some way that

X ’
approximates the norn.

I concur with that positicn, and insist that it is

a proper one for us ‘'to taxkxe in education. Lots 0f chilé-

ren in thi‘s éountry (and elsey}herg, toc be sure)” do not;
perform satisfactorilf/in school. Why? Many reasons,

I suppose -- but, fof'the present, qut of these réasons
are best ignored by educators becjuge: (a) the educator

can rarely, if ever, dg anything about the "cause", .and

(b) focusing on the cause tends to distract the educator

. from his legitimate professional .mission' -- teaching

children. L ’
The point I want tp make here is that most children

who require compensatory education really do require ‘it.

That is, the} require *"special® accgmmodation,.speqiai

instTuctional conditions. To search for a way, that will

elicit from these -children the kind of independent learn-

ing behaviérs one sees in satisfﬁcto;y séﬁool.pe§férmers '

is -- in miny insﬁgnces -~ to waste resources and invite

(3
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) contihued failure. ‘”hrs is especially true  with child-

ren/past pte-school age. 1In other words, 1% does lzttle
good to try to teach them to do what{;e have seen adequate .
performers dlfcover on their own —- such as induce the_
phonetic values$ of letters, given approprlate examples.

Rather, we have to accept cexztain children's. need for

/

-compensatory educatien and provicde it. A N

L 4
My cornents, as I respond to these progeedings, will

reflect a viewpoint that is based on certain well-estab-

B &
lished facts: (a) children display a variety of ingivi-

dual differences; (b) some of these differences appear

~——

. to be relatively fixed -- unchangeable -; at least in the

short terms; (c) some of these differences have major

~

impact on .how readily a child profits from standard reading
instruction -- on how teachable he is.
I will use the constryct of "relative teachability”

throughout my comments. This is meant to be more than .

a semantic excercise, wherein the phrase "how teachable"

substitutes for "how intelligent' The_two may, perhaps,

nnan the same thlng, but the- one -~ how teachable -

- tends ;o impose  the responsibility for the child's learnlnq

on.those assigned to teachlng him, while the other -- how .

intelIigenv -- blames the child hlmself for his progress, ‘

(or lack of it) in the classroom. Said differently, the

-
hd .
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féfmer implies that the child is teachable, although \ |

'more effort, more 1in gena&ty, Tore adaotatlons may be

.

requzred for him than ‘for others._ The'latter mel;es o o

-that classroom pracedures and outcomes are ‘fixed and -

- predlctable, that the lnstructzon ‘Will be the_game for
all and ‘will slmply be less effectzve with the less ln-‘ .

"+ telligent chlldren( no matter what.

Before I comment on the papers that were presented,
y
I want first to provide a frame oI reference -- a struc-

ture for my remarks. It is & biased viewpoint, but ore »
: [ ] : . -
, that' has been shown, in classrooms, to he valid——

‘To start, I propose certain assumptions: . '

]

1. A least some of the traits which determine a

. »~.child's ypelative téachébil;ty can be identified) described,

-

and measured in fairly precise terms. . -

2. Standard instruction can be conceived as com- <
p;ising a-finite number of separate components. These
' too, can be characterized in faixrly precise terms and, ,
=;as such, can be modified'in congzollable ways.
3. Given. that the above two ;ssumptions.are correct,

it is possible to match student tra;ts with znstruc ion

(%

. in such a way so .as to effect a "best fit"; so as to

opt;mize 1nstruct10nal ou omes. This can be accomplished

by: .- . o (
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,' ' a. chang*ng the child: helplng him ao~u1re those

‘traits: that w1ll make hlm more, teachable. Thig is often

.r"’
B
¢,

» 1 relatiyely efrectzve wrrp young -- pre-primary arade---
‘e childrgn. ‘ S - |
‘.‘a{ ' . , . m/of’ , . | o ‘
. ; . ) . 'b. changing rhe-instructlohal conditions so
‘ as to. accommodate optimally the child's* unique traits.: ' )
- Relatlve teachabil: ity o S . |
- ‘Scme’' children are exceorzoaallj easv-to-teaﬁh”
. (ETT). leen exposure to 1nfornatlon that presents a 0

» ~

set of salient characterlstlcs (e. g., relevant 51mllar1-
. *

ties and dlrferencee), ;hey are gquick to recognlze'those

) characteristics even when they are not highlightea®. ETT, 1

‘children are better-than-average ‘inventors of heuristic - e
systems that, once invepted, they use, evaluate the out-
comes, and modify accordingly. They are-better organizers . -

of infdrmatioh; hence, they display better memoriee.

They are able to learn, to make sat1sfactory,progresa

4 t

in the classroom, regardlesg of the instructional ap-

- )

'proach that is used. Aas. such they are relnforced in the
- classrocm and at home, practice what they 1earn in various
2 - settings, become even better organizers of information, 9

L 4

' ond on and on. . .

Il .
Another group of children -- most, in fact -- are of

S a%nragp teachability. ' They are not sodagept at induciqg

CERIC - 7
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achieve satlsfactorllj regardless of instructional gpproach'

concepts fron midimal informetion, but they'dc not reguire
the 3xp11cat10n o‘ everythlng they. have to learn. Given

a certaih amont of agoroprlaeely de51gﬂed_d1rect10n, they
can lnyent -- dlscover -- the rest. Given a certain
amount of appropriateudrill and practice, they memorize
adequately. Alt;ouéh thkey are not as adaptable as ﬁTT'
children, they are sufficently so to‘be able to make

satisfactory classrocm progress with a variety of instuc-

4
tional approaches.

other children are "hard-to-teach™ (HTT). They re-

quire a good deal of explicit instruction. They\i?e not
8o adept at analyzing information according to its salient
attributes. .Henee,'they are not so adegt at organizind\z\
that information according to Garious_flaseificatien
schemes; nor good memorizers, nor good inducere of general!
.concepts. They must be precisely directed to what it is
they are to ateend to.. This, in turn, must be organized
in a way that makes it Highly apparent and readlly memor-
able, and even then the HTT child requires extended drill
and practice in order.to retain epeciflc information in
memory. ) . '

/

- . R ‘ *
Stated in fewer wqrds, ETT children will tend to

\,/

-- although thero:ﬁg little doubt but that some approaches

- will be more int%gcsging, mQre appealxng, than others.

( "” Kr' -, 8 r__" .*‘
' ' ) .0 ! &
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HTT children), on the other hand, will reflect instructional

conditions, aporoxlmatlng satlsfactory classroom achieve-

ment nly when the 1nstructlon is speclrxcally designed

-~

to accommodate their unique character1st1cs.

‘.

If we can’ accept the above prlnclples, it now be-

comes necessary to, derlne the relevant connonents of in-

structlon. that is, those student tra1ts that must be

accommodated when a "best fit" is sought and the instuc-
tional conditidns. that are ameoable to ﬁodl fication for

providlng that best fit. . N

The Components of Inst ructlon -=- The sttdent and the

_instructional conditions’

The assumptions presented above asserteghshat standard

instruction could be conceived as comprising a finite num-
ber of components which could be defined in fairly precise
terms, ané”that the same could be done with,relevant stu-
dent characteristics.(éooley and ‘Lohnes, 1976) Clearly, .
this- could yield a lengthy list,'if one were to6 succumb
to hair-splitting.‘ For’ this discussion, I sug?est that

/ ,

%componentsz \prograh,’teacher,'and physicai environment.

we conceive of instruction as comprising only three major

The trick, then, 1s~find1ng the best organlzatron

among the three components and the best interaction be-

tween those three and the student hiﬁselfL Given a good

A . »
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fit, the stugent should learn -- indeed that is the

— Lt : o ’ .-
criterion for de+tz2rmining whether the fit'is a.good one. .

-
-

’

(Learning, in this instance, is dj;ined as the agqu;sition
of skills aﬁ& knowledge that were’not present prior to £he
‘v ‘ .
iﬁaction between the student and the instruction:)
We now have t;\:&amiﬁe and cefine these components
separately, before attempting *to determine how to cbn-

struct the best £it among them. As we do, particular

cencern will be devoted to prcviding for the needs of the

HTT child. By definition, the others requife less indivi-

dual concern; they are at least adequately teachable under

-

a variety of condjticnes hence the fit need not be’ so

precisely designed.

The student:" What student cﬁaracterisgics are par-

ticularly important, in terms of learning outcomes?

Obvidusly, a child's physical state is crucial. Thé

child who is drastically undernourished, the child who
)
cannot see and/or hear to some appropriate level, the .

‘

#wchild who cannot sit upright fior extended periods of time

because of some physical disability -- those children

.

. 9’
will not profit optimally from standard' instruction.
For our purposes, however, these characteristics are not
, / .
of direct concern. If they <o exist, they should, of

course, be identified and taken care of, to whatever extent

' [ 4

' 10 3
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posszble, by the' proper health-care profe551onals . The
| .

prlmaxy 1ntervent10ns should come not ‘from the ‘educational -

- ’ - -~

system but, rather, from the out51de agents who are pre-

Qared to prov1de proper profe551onal care. Educatlon s

.

respon31b111ty commences after the‘outside gtofessionals

have done all they can; furtier discussion of tae educa--
_tor's r?%e in these situatigns is beyond the scope of this

conference. : ’ - <

. Motivation is yet another important variable =--

oae that strengly affects a child's-classroom per‘ormanee:
However, it is’ not useful to address the éuestlon of
motlvatlon out of gcontext =-- that is, without also dis-
cussing the env1rogment in which the desired behavior

is to be elicited and the tasks that are to be engaged

.

in. So, for the presént,, I Will .ignore the topic and ~

assume that every child can be motivated, so loﬁg.as we
\are'clever enough to provide the kinds of conditions that
will generate that metivation'-é conditaons that ﬁake'

it posdible'fdr the child to learn, progress at some
.satisfactory rate, condltiqns that emanate from effec-

tively matching 1nstructz.on to t.he child’s’ um.que cha:ac-

N
' .. » ¢

teristics. € -
There are,,I believe, two ‘basic difterences among N

child:en that we’ should worry abaut becanse- (a) they




' . -y 4
have strong effects on learning; (b) we 'can do something
about them in terms of improving them and/or modifying

r S .

. ingtruction to accommcdate them whem they are deficient
and-relatively immutable. These are ‘the child's basic

-
~

'_-aétitudes and his entering knowledge base.

Ba51c:aot1ttd°s fhis cduid.justify a long list of
it L

abllitles.‘ Howeyer, only two beneral-abilities‘will be
dlSCUSSQ&d:- txo that haJe been shown to be exceptlonally
1mbortant to learnlng to read. (Bond and Tinker, 1967
Gibson and Levxnb,1975 Rosner, 1972, 1975) T

‘ I. The chlld's ability to identify the saliert
absolute attrzbutég .of a concreté spat1a1 array, and ,'
then to map~thg 1nterrelatlopsh1ps among those attributes.

{Visual analysis skills) o . . .

‘\ . . ,,
2. The child's ability to identify the salient

absolute (phodological) attributes of a verbal acoustical
array,’ and then to map the znterrelatlonshlps among

those-attributes.: (Aadltorxfana1151s SklllS)

‘In s:unpler terms, vmual analyﬁiSf‘skllls are those
-
_abilities that enable us to percelve a’ spatial -array

—
’

as bezngﬂmade up of a finite collection of parts that f1t
together in a qpecxfic way. «Audltory analysis skills

are those abilities that enable us to perceive spoken

" language as being made up of a fifite collection of oral -

sounds that.fitttogether (sequence) in a'précisé way. |




'

. Al [ r
- . It has béen well documented that children acquisze
these‘anafytical skills as they mature-.and dé@b}op -

[ . v
‘that, in fact, the acquistion of the :1ls can be: o
used as milestones for plotting d nt. The six- A g

. . " ' R ——
year-old,. for example,: is expected't% display better

visual and auditory skills than is the fou};year-ola.
He is expected to be able to copy a geometric design
as complex as a triangle or divided rectaﬁgle, whereas

‘ the four-year-old hds probaoly just acquired the cao‘ty

o to copy a’ square. (Ilg é%d Ames, . 1964) The 31x-yedr-

| old ‘is typlcally epbe to analyze a spoken word into its r

- phonemes, demonstratlng this capagity- by respo;olng | ‘

accurately’to the géquest of sayzjg the portlon of a

»~ "word that remains efter deletigg a phoﬂemene. The sfour-

* year-old cannot ordinarily do this. At‘pest, his unit
of analysis in attending to spoken lqngoage is & semantic
one -- the syllable in a ‘two-syllable . compound word.
‘{Rosner and Sxmon, 19f/a

- ’ There is strong eV1dence to suppo:; the argument

- - that until these skills~nyeach a certain level of com-

en will not profit optimally from stan-

£

érade instructson in Seading of arithmetic;

they wil not. be able to perceifve the underlying coding. . ,‘

o systons, to induce the critical concepts from mlnzmg}
¢ information. Rather, since thy wxll«notﬂrecogn;ze

¢ . —_——




that letters and numerals serve to 'code' ;f represent

-- these absolute attributes, the? will be)forced into
trying to memorize everything as separate bits'of'iofor-

ﬂ mation -- an.approach that has finite.limitations,/éiven

tﬂe oapacity'of normal human Memor.

. It appears, further, that these skills are, at least

to some degree, subject spec1f1c.1 Visual anlaysis skzlls

tend to relate oost dlrec.ly to arithmetic and (readlng

and listening) comprehensxon; aaditory skxlls to primary

grade aspects of reading,-commonly identified as 'decoding',;

(Rosner, 1973) If follows, therefore, that a chzld who

dlsplays substandard v15ual gnd/or auditory analysis

skills is likely to experience learning dlfflcultles if

standard instruction,is employed. ' , .

Knowledge base: In addition to the two basic apti-

tudes --,visual and auditory anal?sis skills -- oertain
fact; must also-be available to the student. ("Facts”
differ from “skills”, in tpis context, in that skills

are developed -- acquired as a normal outcome of growth
and developement, while facts are acqulred'as the out-

come of learning and would not be known to the student -

* .if they had.not been taught, in one way or another ). ..

"+ Por example, if he is to be a teader, the,child

-

must have acquired a great deal of prior ihformation.

/—\



. . He must:be:able&to nap'lagguage onto-orthographic symbols
with ease -~ fluently -«"in unlts of. sufficient slze so
as to access meanzngfﬁltxnformatlon. This lmplxes that
he is very famllzar with the’ orthographlc symbols used
‘in that readlng system -- they must be in hzs knowledge

"base. If he -has to: resort to :analyzing letters into ‘

thelr salxent attributes before he can zdentlfy the
rletters themselves, tb:cllsruptLon will havg & renarxably
debilitating effect upon "his reading. In addition, he
must be. familiar witﬁ the spoken’version of the words
he is to,read --‘they must be in his knowledge base. 1If
he is not familiar with the spoken words, learning to read

‘them will be extremely difficult. ?here'ere many other

relevant examples that could be given, but these two should
be sufficient to illustrate the point{ -

The interrelationship between these two variables

-— basic‘aptitudes‘Pnd knowledge base -- is strong and

' _oéidegt. Givén“e qgiha with highly competent:basic
aptitudes but lacking in knowledge base -- because he is

' a recent immigrant, say,‘'and totally unfamiliar with the
letters -- the child will be foreed to attend to minute
oonorete attributes of the printed text. This will slow
.down his reading to the point where extractxng meaningful

infornation is impossible -=- @ven if he-was acquainted

t___,}- 5

c O c ] -
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‘with the spﬂken form of the words he was to read.

If we can accept the premise that the two student

. vapitables -we must be concerned with are the child's basic

aptit&dee - his visual and auditory analysis skills --

and” pls entering - knowledge.base, then we can readlly

-

percexve the necessity of ‘excerising one or both of the

two qgtlons mentioned aboye -- change the child and/or
1,‘ y N ?
modxgy instruction to accommodate the child.:

‘ﬁhe flrst optlon, change the Chlld, xmplles that
')
somethlnc can be done about teachlng a ch;ld more ef-

.t

fzcaent\Easxc aptltudes and expandlng his kgdwledge base.
- «¥ .

Thrs does appear to be possiple, at least to some extent

rhat a chxld's knowledge base can be lncreased is obv1ous
- the ‘Ermk is go do lt before .pe enters the classroom

lhd starts to fail. Althodgh it is not so blatantly

~

oszbgsp it is also true that many children respond

“

favorably to prdgrams that are appropriately designed

to teach them better v;sual and auditory skills and that -

* the effects of this tralnlng can be observed in their
school'performance. (Rosner, 1972) Agam, the trick
1; tg intervene early -- before the Chlld starts to fall
beh d in his classroom programs

Most of this information is avallable elsewhere.

Given the eqphasis;of this conﬁerence,‘compensatory
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reading instruction, we should now turn to examining

‘the three.components -of standard instruct}on, paying _
. ] . . ' ' ,
o, special attention to ways in which\one or more’ of these

~componerits an be modified to accommodate effectively a

" child's unique-needs. (As already noted, our attention

S

> will be dlrected speclflcally to the HTT child, since

-,

= by defln;tlon -- he is tne one who sufférs most from
" being placed in a non-compa‘ible instructional situation;
N he.Ls the one who quallfles most often -for compensatory
‘ educatlon.. Someday, of course, we should examine the
implications of "best fit" with the ETT child. Just be-

) Cause the ETf ch#ld does not present learning proolems

.
. , .t
- :

is no reason fot him £0 be ignored. But, for the moment,’
this aspect of the top1c will be set aside.)

! The three"components of stapdard instruction, identi- -~

fied above, were: 1. the program; 2. the teacher; 3. the

et pnysical environment. Let us look at-them in that order.
.. (

The g;ﬁgram. Thls is the, ismponent that has been

- ‘given the most as tention at.:hls conference -€ indeed,

- at virtually every ‘conference where people gather to

" discuss readxng instruction. Perhaps this is justified

perhaps,; gather 1t:;s more tne'case that since it is’

thpcpﬁpcneutsthat is best defined, it is the one that
.1i oxandned molt often. (...a little like the old.joke ¢
+ of the village idiot who explains his looking for a lost

AT B | 3

’
. ,
. ! .
" . . ..
. . . .

— - . 4 vy e A,T,-yA—-wva--

A Fulex: Provided by ERIC ’ . . . .
. . - ' .

.
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coin upder ‘a Street light rather than at the place where.

.
r

he droppéd the coin -- some rpemote, darker plaqe'-r be-

cause "there is more light heze”.)
. v

There are many different reading .programs-available
. . » :

"today, and these can be de;cribed= d coﬁpared in e\variety
of ways. (Reading pgogram; in : . rks, refers to-
the insiructiepel materials =~ r opjectivee, scope .and
sequence.) :For our pﬁroosesT'Ln mucn as_;e ere aééemptieg.
to devxae a system where the p cgram can be optxnally
/narticulated ‘with other lnstructlona1 componen{s and with
s the unlque characterlstlcs of the student, it seems rea- !
sonable to suggest that -readifilg programs should be examlned
%n terms of: . v . ‘ !
1. The extent to which the basic concepts of phoneme-
grdpheme relationships are mike explicit; that is, the’
"extent to which phonetic pffﬁéipies are introduced overtly
'and precisely as aéainst being impliedu.Some reading ‘
programs lean heavily on expllcatlng the relationships ;P'
between letters and sounds, ﬁﬁése are usnally identified
" as phonicj programs Otbers tend to be’ biesed in the .
‘opposite direction, ¢laiming that emphasizing letter-
¢ sound correspondences will interfere WIth the ultimate

{
goal of reading‘- extracting meaningful xnformatlon from

;7 printed'text; fmost- of the ocurrently popular basal programs ]
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words” .in the beginning lessons.

,are made available and interesting. Some chiidren,yL
‘much drill and practice. The memorize easily, simply
their drill and practice outside of the classroom; they

Sﬁildren -- the BTT, by definition -- are not good memo-
’ i

~

o ° ’ 4

follow this rationale and introduce a number,_of "sight

;2. The extent to which appropriate "chunks” --
larger units of analy515- strings of letters in addition ! J
to just 1nd1v1dua1 ones =-- are taught exp11c1tl¥z//1t

seemg obv1ous that qne cannot get bev?nd the primary level
4

of readlng if ne is Lﬁnlred to readlﬁg letter by letter --

reader nmust deal with -

(a2

sound by sound. " The “dompeten
larger units --letter clusters that: —epresent uni:s of

blended sounds. Yet, this skill of reading larger units )

’l

-,

is nbt taught directly in most reading programs.

3. The extent to which drill and practice ma%terials

° - -/ 4
espetially, by definition, ETT children ~- do not require

4
7

beéause they are such good organizers. Hence,  they do_ Q;
tend to read more since they know .how to »ead. Other

zZers. Obviously, since they are not good analyzers, .
they cannot be very,good classifiers, hence they cannot
be good organizers, hence they cannot be goo§ memorizers. f‘
The unitg they attend QS_;re small. thgir processés are ’
too primitive to deal with larger units in a differen-

tiated fashion. .This places serious limitgtioqs on theif -

. . .
. ° . i e [ ]
o
o .
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reading speed and comprehensidén. As a result, they do'néf
préctice've;y-much; £hey cannot read very well -- if, in-
deed, at all. Thus, they require lotslzbre drill ‘and
ﬁractice'-- of the proper type.

Suppose we, speculate on how two children:r- one ETT,

' the other HTT -- respond to a standard lingusitic reading
program where a good number of phonlcéily regular sight
words are lntroduced early,Awnere phonlcs pr1nc1p1es are
not taught in a structured, prec1se way, but rather, are
strongl} hinted at. The ETT child would probablf memorize
- learn to recognize on sight -- a llmited number of words

such as fat and sat. Once he has done iﬁls, he will

(because he has competent analysis skjlls) recognize that

these twdl§qrds are in some ways the same and in'other
vays differéntu Then he is taugh§~another word -- éiE'
for example. Again, the ETT cﬁild'quigkly notes how this
new word, fit, compares visually and ébousticallﬁ‘with

‘fat ‘and sat. Having done this, he will' not have to be—-
taught, nor will he neéd to memorlze, the word sit. §e~\__
will read it on his ~own and explaxn that it "has to say '
_;sit' ' *what else could it say" The system, from his ‘
knowledgeablé v1ew, is obvious. v -
Over time, this child will add more words to hls

storehouse of memoryized knowledge (hls knowledge base),



-

-

¥

»

thereby acquiring’an even broader basis upon which to;_

figure out unfamiliar words. - Not surprisingly, he likes
3 . 4

to read; he reads voluntarjly, for pleasure. 'After all,
he can read! Thus;, the circumstances are circular --
the child figures out the system because (a) he can analyze

the visual and acoustical construction of words into salient
. * 4 '
separate parts; (b) he guickly recognizes where these con-

structions are the same and where they differ; (c) he makes

better "educated guesses" when he encounters a'word that
~ 7

-~ -

is not as regular in spelling as it might be, and (d) he

is inclined to read, at ledst in part, because it i3 some-

\

thing that the adults in his life enthusiastically approve
of. Réadipg makes him even better at ‘analyzing words "--
printed and spoken -- and methodically comparing thém,

\the;gby enabling him to make better educated guésses, and

}

80 on and on and on.

. .

There is‘?ore to learning to read,than thisy‘of
. - D v * ’
course. EMT children usually have a fair number of words
in tHeir speaking vocabulary (knowledge base) befgge' they
enter school; you cannot make’ an educated guess unless
you are educated -- unless you know the yords. And too,
they read en ugh so that their reading becomes fluent --

where most rds become familiar and are’recognized at

¥ight and only a few have to be ‘sounded outx This point

-
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is'crqcial. Words Ehet contain more than a few letters
cannot be.sqﬁnded ou£ very well. It takes too much time;
by the time the'child gets to the letters at the end of
such a word, he_tends'to forget the‘soungs from the'.
beginning of the word -- to say nothimg of.the fact that,

in ﬁany words in our language, sounding out will not work

sxnce—the letters have more thaﬂ‘a51ng1e sound representation.

\'
'Tyg .more time spenx on sounclng out words, tbe less time

ava;iablewto think about -- corprehend®-= the meanlng
that the words convey. |

The good reader sounds’ out very few wordg. He re-
cognizes most &f them on sight;:bﬁt, he did not origiﬁal&y

) s
learn them all through memorization even though he ul-

tiﬁately does memorize them. At first, he probably did

sound out a good number of those Qords, but he did it’

often enough so thae they became completely familiar to

-him. He stopped paying attention to the separate letters -

and sounds. He got so that he dealt with the total word
as a unit and rafely g;d to resbrt-to eounding-out stra-
tegles. And, in ehose cases where the whole word was not
a familiar unxt, then a least part of the word was.

This last poxnt is important. All learning, be it

-learning how to read, or whattver, depends upon adding

new knowledge to knowledge already acquired, as in a

_nesting process -- where the'neﬁiknowledge eqqompqssés

A
-

b
A

22 ,
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the old rather than attaching to jt.
/\\

Rarely are we

asked to learn something that is entifely novel. There 6 ..

: - hd ‘ ’ . ..
~are always some ‘components that are already familiar.
4 N :

Thus, by'recbgnizing those familiar components,'we sim=--

plify the Iearning task -- there is not all \at much -
] . E ’
And, in those 1ns£ances where thére is a

#

lot of new 1nformatlon to acquire, we know that the-task

“

that is new.

T

/
will be more difficult and require more time.

. A 7\ 13
* Unfortunately, the HTT child does not respohd .as

described above. By definitioﬁ, this child does not ::

readily perceive salient similaripies and.différences
because he ;s not -an adept analyzer‘af visual and/or
acéusfiral arrays. As a result, he,résorés to attempting
to'pemorizg all the words he is .asked roslearn to read;
and, worse yet, he does not invent heuristic stratggieé'_-'
for facilitating memorization. . _
Such a child requires forthright inStruction in

letter-sound correspondences. It is foolﬁhrdy to assume

that he will come upon this concept on his‘Bwn -- within
>a reahonable length. of time, before hlS motzVation is

utterly extinguished. In addxtion to straightforward
phonics, this'cﬁild must also be shown how very Small
words fit into larger words, and be grven sufflcient

drill so that he commences to perceive those smaller
~-

Y\
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words -- lettet clusters —-'ae single units of analysis

rather than qolleotions of separate letters, with each ' T
ietter representing a separate sound. Hauing been shown,

‘he is likely to apply the concept, and display this in -
improved reading skills. (Rosner,\Cass, DiCostanzo, 1976)./

Now let us look at the next component, the teacher,
Ny
and dlscuss how that variable of 1nstruct10n can be de-

N ——

fined so that bette: matches between student and teacher,

can be determined. WA

-

; Teacher- What teacher traits are pertinedt in terms

of accommodating a student s unlque characterzst-cs -
>

] e

his basxc apt;tudes and xnowiedge base?

I propose the following: ’ ,—\\\

1. The extent to which the teacher. is acquainted
with tne subject being taught; specif;cally, tne degree Y
‘to which the’teecher is familiar with the bagic concepts .
of reading as discussed aboue, unde: "Program®. It may

coEE\es a surprise to some, but it is indeed shocking

. -
!

how few teachers enter their profession totally unaware °
of the relevent dxmenslons of teaching’ readxng -- of . Ly
the princzples that underlle the various reading programs )ﬁ

thex will encounter in schools; and it is even more shocking !

-~

~ o >

" how many teachers continue to be unaware of these things - k1
|

~ even after they haue‘taught for five or more years.

i
‘
i
. . ‘ , Lt ‘

. N . .

t
. .
. . ' . .

. f ‘
. :
v . i

.
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2. The extent g\\whlch the teacher ls w1111ng (and
able) to be pedantlc, to be preclse and repetltlve -- thxs
in contrast to being the klnd of teacher who thrzves only
in~an:in3tructional enQironment where'“discovery learnino"
is the desired outcome. (HTT chxldren are not good dxs-
coverers. If they were; they would not be HTT; they would
not need compensatory educatlon )’

3. The extent to which the teacher can perform in e

a structured relatzvery nonﬁdynamxc envxronment. " Some
‘teachers are exceedlngly comfortable in such a setting --
in a classroom where. the desks are arranged in orderly
rows; where the_chxldren are condltxoned to raise their
hands before speahing, and so on. Some.are hot -< they
have been infyuenced by "modeérn" notions to the degree
that they perceive such environﬁentq as punative --
"repressing” -- and, .in general; negative. Yet, in.my
'experience, HTT children seem to require such settings,
at least during that oortion‘of their school day when

- i
reading is taught. . L2

- 4. The extent to which the teacherﬁcanfcope with
a llowly-rising, small-increment learning curve.

 HTT child can be taught~(That is the underlying assump-

tion of my remarks ~- of the Conference "-- of course),

- .but he learns more slowly -- his rate being depressed




»

600

because 'so much of what the ETT chlld discovers on his

s —

own must be taught to h1m in an explicit way, and .4

practlced. aAll thls takes time; hence slow1ng éown the
rate, hence . flattenlng the learnlng curve. Some' teachers
tan cope with this, some cannot; they lack clinic¢al con-

fidence, the experience, to know‘that the approach-will

“ﬂwork',ilf they willqonly sustain. PR

, -\

Physical Environment: What are the physical variables

tof an instructional environment,'ln terms of ‘accommodating
the individual needs .of HTT children? i '

~ 1. The extent of physical structure a&ailabre. Mary
§c§cols, in recent years, have been built as "open space”
facilitieS‘ walls bet \en classrooms were elimiiated;
This has ereated bull & that often are attractive, novel

looklng, even excltlng - but not necessarily what the.HTT

child needs. If the chlld ﬁequlres more expllcat lnstruc-;

~

tion and more” dritl ang praqtlce than<do most, then ‘the

I

open space, Sh&’lts accompanylng noise and otherfdlstrao—

s

) tions, is not desirable. P p

_ 2. The extent to whlch the student makes dec;sxons

%

regarding the organlzation of hls school day. Certaln
-classroom management schemes are desxgned to allow the

child hiyself to determine which classroom activities

he will gngage.zn and when\he will do so. The child with

*

. , " a

PR T
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ccmpeteﬁt analytfcal skills -- the child who is adept ,

at analyzing and ofganizing concrete spatial arrays --

is likely also to be adept at.organizing time. In con-
trast, the Chlld who is not conpetgat at sorting and -
orderlng the concrete components of a spatiag array is
likely to effcounter 51m11ar confusion when faced w1th the
task of organlzlng Bomethlng less concrete, such as é;;

- " time avallable to hlm 1n a School day. The H?T child is
not aptkto be a good organizer of‘tlmea Hence, he'ie
iikely to be better off in an env;;oﬁment where schedulind
is relatlvely rigid -- predlctable\:: and done by some~

" one other than himself. T .
N 35,«The extdnt to which élese makeup is homcgeneous
£ in terms of ability in the subject beiﬁq taught. This,
I'quognize, is a controversial issuejh_ihere are those
who will Argue that homogeneous grouﬁing is the;catalyst
for "self-fulfilling propheciesf. In one sense, thie
argument can be-ﬁvpp6rted. On the other hand, there is.
little sense in piacing children who require the kind
of structure described above with children who make at
least satisfactory prodress under less piecisely organized
circumstances. How cang teacher be indx)ced to teach
explicitly to a handfdt of children when the others in
""“the clasareom do not require that? What is the teacher

e . to do with those other children? And what is’ tth!eacher

R 4
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to do with the HTT children during those times when the

instruction ilks beinyg -aimed at“their more cempetent class-

4
<

mates? Surely the impact on self-image -- recognition
of -the;',r'inferior abilities; - i's more important than
.ei:e the'.negqtiv'e*gffecto of homogeneous grouping.

- Homogeneous grouping need not ’1ead to self-£fulfilling
prophecies nor need it be maintained for the’ entire’
school day. —_Why canno't ch‘ildren be giouped one way for -
read:.ng instruction (honogeneous) and another (hetero-
geneous) for” other classes? And secondly, is it not

reasonable to argue -tha’, given a classroom teacher who

displays tne traits'_necessary to succeed with HTT children,

~—

given an .appropria’tely' accommodating reading instruttion
i‘Lprogram, giyen a physical setting mosi_e\ff_ecéive for these -
children, learning will occur -- that the children will

make progr ess and-may, in ftt, u;tunately be able- to be

)
blended in with their ETT classmates? °

(

4. Stq.dent-teacher ratio. As noted -- too frequently

perhapl <= children .who jare HTT requiré much more careful
f;._‘ instruction, fore teacher attention, smc} they are not

7] adept at self-instructzom hence, the teacher must

— spend more t:Lme with each student; hence, the teacher will '
not be able to manage effectively as many stndente as will

the tuc&r whose class comprises ETT.children. Thus,

» . s . -

| 28 .
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student-teacher ratio must be kept as low as possible.

It is nonsensical to insist that this is not reasonablg<

that student-teacher ratiq must be the same across class-

rooms. It simply will not work: it will only perpetuate
what is now going on -- coritinued failure of those child-

ren who can least afford to fail. (and again, thié‘need )

not be for the %ntife school cay, nor the duration of

)

the child's school career. It should be provided for so
' -

-

long and in those subjects where the child reguires 1it.) .

5. Length of iastructional sessions. Some chil@ren
-~ the ETT /- can sustain i@tereét in Certain tasks for
d;ys or erd. Obviously, this is at least in part dué 5
the fact.ghat t.aey can make sufficient progress in what-
ever tﬁey are doing to keep it inte;esting; The ETT child:
in contrést,-ﬁhst deal with smaller increments of instruc-

P

tionalimatefial, and usually drill with it. Thus, he is-‘\
~not as likely to retain enthusia;m for the task beyond

a limited perioQ.of gime. Th}s should be accommodated.
There should not be ‘fixed time periods of instruction.

If ten minutes at any given task is the child's limit,
'that_is what‘should be accommodatee, with the teacher ,
constantly.béing attentive to signals that indicate when

the child is able to sustain for longer periods of time.

And this #ill occur as the child stacts,to make progress.

-

- . N -~
. . ’
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,]6;, The extent to which teachers are reieforced bf.seheol

" administrators, parents,Let al. Teachers are people too.

»  They hust cqmplete ‘their work day with a feeling that they
. . ‘have demonstrated professional competence. If they do

not end the day with that sense, they will probably do
« . o
one of two things: (a) quit,their job; (b) develop a

- ' rationale for explaining why their students are not
N ) " progressing -- a ratiohale that excuses them and fixes
B o~ - -the blame on sbmi/butside factor, most often, the student

themselves, their "abilities”, lack of motivation, socio-

-

gctnomie factors, etc.
o { Clearly, the first option is nat excerised very
. often. Teachers do not ;egg just for money, but it is not
_a‘trivial corsideration. Hence, since they enjoy earping
— ’, e‘salary-théy are not apt to_ﬁuip.so quickly, especially
.J J h ”z in Ehis'era‘where elterngtive teaching situetione'are

. not that available.' Thus, they are most often apt €0
= accept the s@cond option, and -- once accepted’'-- there

; is very lzttle likelihood that the.ghildren 1h their '
;. classrooms wlll change their Patterns of behavior.
LIt is eggentlal, ‘therefore, that school adminxstra-.
N ' tors pt’vxde adequate and appropriats rexnforcemen: that
goes beyqnd salary. The teacher must be assure that

'HTT ehildren;q;y/;ot make great strides each day but that
1 ' . ' ’

- .30

% d
]
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ﬁ/faéy will progress 50 long as they.are being Prgyided

with what they need in terms of instructional conditions.

_The teébher musﬁ Know that lack of pﬁbgress.on‘Monday

~

d?3§~not prédict no progress the other days of the week:

‘that professional grqtﬁficqtioﬂ may be delayed, but it

will be available, if Ehey sustain. (In truth, of course,

this may not be so in every instance, but the mentai\\"

L 39

'attiiudes.mdst be sustained.)

Comments on con&erence pavers

I have used a g*eat deal of gpace'to present’ a
rationale for teaching HTT children -- children who re-
qdi:é a compensatory appgoach. My comments on the
g?peés will bé-br%ef. In one sense, this is unfo?tunﬁte
- tﬁgy are good papef; in most cases, well thought;out,,
competently written. On the other hand, for the most
part they ‘tend to zgnore the specific_needs of the HTT

child. This is unfortunate, since it is the HTT chlld

gathered

who needt;:he attentlon_- the expertlse --.0f the experts

u

The papers can be discussed in accord with the theme

=

‘
L 4

presented above. ' " ‘ !

.

The student. Carol Chomsky 8 paper déalt w1th student

traits. Her descrlptlon of the benefits of using 'In-

4

vented Spelling” as a way of zntroducan the.child to »
‘ * . .. !
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reading contains many pseful ideas. Unfortunately, my
hunch:-- my bet, actually ;- ig thatethe HTT child will
net grasp the concepts of invented spelling. Dr. Chomsky
ieentified.three skilis that are prerequieite to under-
stend;ng the cbnéepts;: She stated that the child, being
introduceé to invented speiling, should alreacy know-

(a) the printed letters, (b) that 1etters cq;reSPOnd with:

quken sounds; (c) that spoken words break down 1nto

separate ,sounds. I submit that HTT children have dif-

ficulty learning -all three oﬁ’theee prerequisite.shills
- especrally the third one. Hence, my hunch, stated

above. On the other hand, Chomsky's notions should not )
f §

-be'discard\gd. "It seems to me that the-tethods she des-

cribed'might very wellfhelp FTT children gresp'the con-
cepts she has identified as prerequis}te.\ In my opinzgh,
this should be explored.“ If, in £act,.introducing a

ch{id to invented spelling.activities serves to sensitize.

him to the phonological attributes of spoken lenguage,

, then it will make him less HTT, That is a worthy goal.

Liberman's paper also belorigs in the category of

stpdeut;traits; Her thesis supports-the importance of

. phonemic'segmentation skills. Her description of Elkonin's
" teaching strategins and thelr effects ‘'on children in her
study lend strength*to the argument that children can be

talight better basic aptitudes -- in this instarce, audi-

N T
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fory analysis skills. My major concern,‘here, is the R
implication that once a child learnS‘hog to segment
spoken words'into phonemes, he will “catch on"ito phonics
and will learn to read. :There is.a second step -- the
ope I empha!‘ged before; namely, teaching the ctild to
deal with larger units of analys;s -- 1etter clusters.
Indeed, £TT children do this w1thout much direction; HTT
children do not -- they have tO/be shown.
Ed Shith's paper probably beIcnge in this category

/_\
also, althou&b it has implications for program as well.

However, ‘his studies are with adults who can read and,
in my opinion, this is not relevant to our primary con-
»: cerns. To discover what' good readers do offers no prac-

tical/;uformation about how to teach HTT children to read. |

7

The program. Frank Smith's presengation fits under
the rubric of- program -- yet his main point, as I inter- -
;;‘ pret Jt, is that structured programs are to be avoxdea -

3 EI

. that ea‘ing, in essence, 18 comprehendrng prlnted text,

; and teachang subcomponent\procesces wlllnonly serve to
.\ get in the way. I have no quarrel, other than that HTT

will not learn ‘to read unless they are literally taught R
lubCOmponent processes. BHis plan -- that we-teach”teachers

how to teach children to read -- fq a good one. I support

1

hinp But, that day seems to be far off — and w111 remain

distant until someorie (conferences like this?) defines

4 . R - . IS
. . .
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how to.teach childreh to rédd.

"Fletcher's description of CAI also pertains to
program. It was a clear, concise description of how
technolog§ can be exploited to teach children. My major

impression -- they quit too soon. For whatever reason,

L3

they fdiled,to pursue their mission long enough and far
enough. .CAI; in my jﬁdgment, <could be very helpful to

HTT children -- but only when the Jof®ware has heen fully
. ) / P
amd appropriately developed. Por example, CAI should be

a good way to teach the concept that certain letter

-

clusters can always be given the sane souﬁd;;.aletcher
° ]

described how this was done for certain smaller clusters

(e.g. an, it). It could and should have been carried

further, I think.
Bartlett's paper was useful -- again in terms of
defining the potentials of program. Her comparisoﬁ of

Open Court and Distar emphagizell certain program variables

that do make a difference -- especially with HTT child-
ren. Obviously, given the rationale 'I presented above,

I would lean towards Distar, but her criticisms of it,

Ed

are well taken. ﬁDistar: indeel, may not:lead to ctass T
i HEER

discussions beyond a very concrete leve?®. But, what ever

‘happened to the Language Arts period in the school day?

Sﬁxely'it is still there and surely that is a good place

:14) . p
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to foster langudge development, independent of the be-
_ginning reading program the children use.

' Juol;'s paper presents cqﬁcepts that are opposed to
the ones I favor, yet he justifies these with data. This
éaradox is a matter of interpretation, I think. He notes
that "skilled readers do not deeode phqnetically' and
thus urges that progtram should emphasize word reéggni;ion
;KillSv' I agree =-- 1f all children could learn whole
words without resorting to phonetic decodznéa 477 c%iid-
ren cannot, and his cdata, show that.

\ Johnson's paper s high&y cczpatible with the con-
cepts presented in this discussion. BHer structure is more
complex than mige and reflects a concern with the under-
lying neu;olo;ical baéis for certain reading difficulties.
I do not necessarily’agree with some of her rationale,

but I have no argument with the instuctional methods

'she describes. They are good examples of compensatory
teaching, ;Zbeit that they seem to call for a white-’

\. uni formed ,.teacher to implement them.

- The teacher. Two papers focused on teacher traits.

Clay's presentation left me impressed, but uncertain-
about what it was she tadght her teachers to do. - More
details are needed. Calfee and Drum also emphabi;ed.the~
f!bortance of competent teacher decisions. They claim, |

. "this can be obtained through the use of effective tests.

- : .

.35
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I agree, but I lack their faith .in the feasibility of

N —

des{gning a tesiing-teacher scheme that will be suffi-
ciently differentiated to serve all children and still

‘.

be manageable. - o e

It is time to end my discussion.” I want to do so
. . <
on a pesitive note. Meetings of this type are important.
Sure, some papers addressed the primary issues of com-

pensatory education directly: somexagifed to do just

the opposite"%-fand one may be inclined to consider these

'a waste of time. 'This is probably not the case. Teaching

cbildren.;é especially 3TT chileren -- is exgeptionally
complicated.'_(aeaching ETT <hildren is less difficult
anly becauee thef do not have to be taught very much.)
Providing 4 pIlatform for diverse viewpoints is vital,
lest we become go close-minded as to ignore certain
important ideas; |

I urge, however, that efforts be made to involve

. - - ‘ . . , .
more practitioners in\exercises like this. ' Experimental

plycholoqists ténd to be very competent researchers, but
they are capable of ignorzng certaln empirical evidence
that the experienced teacher knows -- and couwdd tell them
about - if they were invited to‘partzczpa;e and were
assured in words and’deeds that their participation

would be useful. Thank you.and good luck.:

Ly
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GPEN DISCUSSION oa,fggsnsa PRESENTATION

P

. o - . : -
F. SMITH: We are not going to get anywhere in this kind of a situation by

looking for complete closure. Although this is the time of the conference when,

‘I suppose, we should summartze, I don't think we sbould'do that by simplifying.
o N . ~

In particular, 1 think we should look at what we take for granted. We should

regard every question as open. In fact, the things ve tend to take for ~granted

¢ are probably the things we should look at most closely. One 6ut of nany things

-
§

tgat ? would talk about is this acsumption about letterasound correspondence that

gseeied S0 obv1cus. We speak as if this is common sense. We say tbat because the

spelling systeu of our language represents sounds, all you have to do to teach a
chilgL_;o _read is teach him how“to crack the code. Tﬁere may be some general
agreement in the field that this is what reeding is all about, but there was
.t » 4 .

general agreement, once, that the woFld was rlats,' . S

i
-

We should look at alternative points of view. There are alternative 'points
of view, and they age not simplistic points of view. They have been develdped in

quite elaborate articles. I cap't even oegin to sketch them. .But ~“just let’ me -
make ome or two points. '

. ) ‘ -7 ’ 7

The first point is that even if phonics did Horkl\even if decoding to  sound

© did work--and 1 don’t think one _demonstrates tbat by ‘picking on a few simple
. N - . ‘ “ N
words--there is still the question of comprehension. You cannot just say, “Weil,

) ' ’ . . - .
cemprehension will take care of itself after the child has Jearned to decode the -~

aystel\l;yorking on phdﬁic&; without comprehension, without understanding what .

you are doing and uhy you are doing it is a meaningless aqtivity, and meaningless

-

wtivitiu Just do not generate learning

\ ’
615 4'0‘
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As far as I can see, it is not a question of children learning phonics or
. ~———

‘ not ﬁrning phonics. It is a questiﬁn of making sense of phonics. What we‘ -,
L % should ask ourselves is ‘h;:w-’éhil ren are supposed to.-make sense of instruction

o that they-are being given. It js meaningfulness tHat makes phonics work. 1t is

1

not phonics that makes sense out ©f written language. H’pat meaning dées for- you

" when you are actually reading, what reading sense does for you, is reduce the

number of alternatives* This is what makes this'-:"ery unwieldy system of~ phonicé

- ¢

work for you. So phonics looks easy as long as you can do it. First there are a

oy
-

lot of rules that dan apply on any one particular occasion. For example p;g can
; . be ,pronounced in 11 different ways at the beginning of quite simple.and familiar

- . words. And the brain gets overl‘w 1{there are too many alteﬂativgs You

Just cannot cope with all of this uncertainty, and you don't solve the problem by
saaying that after a certain amount of time, everwthing becomes automatic.

: : Exactly what becomes automatic is: very dubious.
- s 3

<

?bonics looks easy wheh you can read, but when you read, you are doing a lot

[ of things apart from just decoding to sound.
. / . »
;T :
|
|

- .

Another thing is that it's a mistake, as a numbe of people have pointed
. U _ » \

out, to assume that  phonics maps into spoken language. Even-if our written

symbols did map into the _sounds of spoken language, we would have to ask which |
spoken langumge, whose ken language, what register or spoken 1anguage: the i
|

a;bn lansuase that I*am using now or the s ﬂ;nvlanguagél uas using last night
ovor o boef? " Even {or one peraon's language, therr‘{s ‘n9 one-to-dne matpp, or
‘anything like a one-tovone match, between theae alleg)d sounds that are
' rcprmnt‘g ihhe grapheaes and what enybody aclzally saya It's ‘true we may

sem to voou.ize. Certainly, every time we Liate: *o ourselves =we are ‘

nﬂnocalizing _But ‘we subvocalizewur nfstakes as well, and we don't subvocalize

ERIC . - PO § S <. |
JAFuitext provid: c . . » - ! |
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' nonsense. ‘We, in fact, subvocalize what we have read; we don't subvocalize in

{:) ordeé to read. . - . .

A
2 -
Ve

. Finally, let me just remind‘gqu that we do not seem to have been concerned

with the many children who learn tolreéd. If we were concerned with them, we

would be looking at qpite different things. H?at we seem to be concerned with

are children-who fai:/gg;lgarn to read. That seems to me to be the focus of this

. .
conference: illiteracy andh}be' s of illiteracy. P

+ 1 suggest that there are many possible causes of illiteracy, of reading

4

. probleas, that we haven;t begun to tglk abouﬁ'ét this coﬁferenQé. Cne of the
'eauses of 1lliter§cy 1hat we seem tO have as;ﬁned at this conference is;‘I thinﬁl
very unlikely; that is, the assunp;ion that there aré many children’in North . _ .

‘y * .

‘ America at the moment who can’t read because nobody has told them that reeding.is
decoding from spelling fo sound. I doubt that there are very many children froa |
which this has been concealed. Since I suspect that most cbildreq,.dhether’ they
hai; learned * to .read or not,.have been presented with pbonics at Some time in
their lives; I think it‘is a dangerous oversimplification to assume we are going

) s Ry
‘ to eradicate illiteracy by giving this great secret to children and training them-

.

- - )
- . .

JOHNSON: I véuld\&gree with a lot of your points, from the standpoint of -
G * -

children who are being referred {or learning disabilities now. Ve havé had an

( swful- lot referred, dﬁring the period between grades six and seven, who have been

,working on very, .very heavy synthetic concepts. .
* L § .

One little anecdote was about the 7-year-old pot performing at all. He bhad
besn on some of that set, uher; you approach the whole word, matching objects,

. ' and s0 on. Finally, he said, with, tears streaming down his face when he: started

Q i'g-’
- ERIC . -
= .42 - '
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reading; "But I thought you had to know the sounds before you could read." And

there are some alternative groups that we need'to~explore, without always overtly

brinsiﬂg.iqygkme of the phonics. 8ut double }ronged methods wquld help.

«

CALFEE: Lindamood, in California, has also put  together a rather interesting

program on phonological awareness, one which tries to make a link between the

t

sounds of the language and the ways that those sound are produced. Itts an
- ]

interesting idea and kind of a response to both your views and Frank's.. It ties

in the Lindamood group, which goes around the country giving wcrkshops.

-

Recently, at San Francisco State, Lindamood talked to a numbex of teachers

who were in the master's program to become, reading specialists, learning

-,

.
s
Y
Pllie } ]

A - .
-

Many ot'theie-are also students with strong linguistic backgrounds. To

demonstrate " to them what they knew and what they didn't know, she gave tirem the
following task. She said, "Spell as well as you can, in English, the. word

throidge.” After Ehat, she said, "wWould you'try to write down, in any lénguage

_you use, the difference between these pairs of Yords: ggglgag nucular, L__xgx

1;;51;?' Fully half of tbesg/people wrote out the word throjdge in ways tbat made

nbsolutely no sense in terms of letter-sound correspondences in English. Ardd the -

S~

‘ _anle-_pei’le had great difficulty in figuring out uhat,tbey had just heard in

those pairs of words, and why they ;vere different sounds Some of the

planations were Gquite elaborate; they had to do with stress shifts and the
P

like.  Maybe a 1lot of people are in on all the secrets of letter-sound

correspondence. and the like, but, certainly, in this particular populai;ou, who

are going to be specialists, somebody had kept from thes that secret, and to a
remariable degree.

3 &
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But, again, altbo’qgh we can all come up with\ anecdotes and thr:oé these

rather goft balls at eacb‘:'other, we dearly lack the evidencéd that we need really
- .‘ 7

’ L

to make these strong pronouncément.,s. '

Y

=
L3

- JACKSON: ' 1 thj:nk, thou@,_that the im‘portant poiné that is being made on both
7 sides has. to do.with giving the teacher a repertoire of teaching strategies, so

that when she meets up with the .-younéster who |is blocking--rér whatewer

-

reason--the phonemic approach, she knows some other way to t.ap into that
youngster, so that she is able. to teach him how to read. So I think that knowing

the code is very important for the teacber, because I have great difficulty in

——

seeing how she can teach what she doesn't lcnou )

-
2

. - -/ , )
I think that the work that.-Llinda Mqods is doing 1B sound disgrizination, .

where ~they are finding that lots of people who are supposed to be teaching these

%, in fact, even heir them themielves, is good research.

-
«

by . ButjI thinb;hat you even meet people who have been taught with that

N

particu.Iar -etbg, "and they have con&l’stently failed. They start a blocking

ptttern and although ‘there is nothing wrong with that “method, it is not the

right method ror that person as j.ong as that person is continuing to block.

- .
- That's one’ thing that 3 always have to keep in mind. You have to give teachers
[N e - ‘
a npbrtbxro, so. tfiat  they arefable to have the fapility to move in and out of
. . - . .

3 s

varying approaches.-
[
LY ‘ /.\ . »
T s CALPEB ‘l’hat's certainly a very reasonable statement: that we should examine

the meuhined assumptions. Because lots .of teachers are teaching things that

look uh Jecoding aldlla or pbonic sliy\la, we assume that: they.know what they

Al

EKC N _
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m doing, and. thay are dolng it in an effective way: It takes very little
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effort. I suspect, to show thnat--again to get‘inté Jerry's comrents--maybe a lot

. [N

of teachers really don't understand what ihey are doing. That may be as oulh

‘responsible for the blecking that is observed, as anjthing within the students

themselves.

‘CHOMSKY; When 3§u say the teacher nas to know in orcder to be able to answer a

3

child's question, you hLave to understand what sSystem sne is working from. A
saall Qoint tnat keeps coming up has to do with this gquestion of letters
representirg scunds. khat Feally snould nave been stressed from the start 1s the

kind of thing Fraf’ Smitnh 18 saying when he says that Lo has .11 different

sronunciations, dependirg cn-what coces next. The exé:ple I iike to use is nat.

You canndt knhow .how to pronounce pat. It has one of seven possit;:
pronunciations, depending on whet 2 s next. You have to know-wnich word it

in. The teacher who 3ivés fhe messagé tbat in order to-identify tke word, Yycu

A

have to wofk frem its pronunciation, from the letters,; is working backwards.

Pronunciation follows word identifigation; word iden;iticatfbn doesn't come from

pronunciation. -
) . .

The answer is thit mat doesn't have a pronunciation until you know what. word’

it is- in. And that your first task, using phonics or whatever you are going to’

use, is to identify the word. .Only later does the propunciation come.

The one place I heard that point made in an instructional program was in the
Distar teacher's aanual, which acknowledged straight out that there is a

difference between the way the words are sounded out and the way we say them.

VENEZKY: There Seeas to\be a coffusion here in what Carol and Frank are saying

about what an er does and what a child is supposed to do with letters

- _ - » ”*-
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o~

and sounds.‘ I have heard;tﬁis from Frank o;er and over again. C(Clearly, the
;dult reader,, reading silengly, cannot go }ron ietters to sounds and still
laintain-iﬁe réad;ng rates that most average silent readers do. From what 1
understand, from mgsb phonics programs, though, the whole function of teaching
Sounés for 1étters is to give the child an alternative approach to recognizing
the Wword that he dcesn't recognize trhrough sight alone. AS one of the papers in

" this conference p;fhted ou:, we are not looking for a perfect relationship
between letters, or letter groups, and sounds. Wwhat we need is a simple way to
approximéte something close to what, in fact, the child is looking for, as;uﬁing
éhat the child is using .context and other kinds of cues toc make an
;dentificaﬁion. It is truly absurd to assume that one can go from ;be spelling
;"or words in English, with any Qigb degree of predictability, to pronunciation.
But that is not whai is exgected, nor’iz 1t peeded. The child can even leave out
the vowels and approximate a u9rd from the consonants and come ¢lose to something
that may trigger ‘a’ word fiﬁ“ the listening lexicon. That is the® function of
letter-sound correspondences: They are not there to deceive tbe’public; the}
are not thére to retgrd children. They are taught as an aid to be wused with
other kindé_ of cues. It seems rather absurd to say tbat we should teach thes,

(2

but that they would never t‘>e used. ' .

*

y
- '?. sﬂifﬂ: E_E? not quite sure where tbg confusion lies. I thought that I and a
~lot of peopl; who seem to share my views have bee;.saying that pbénica is 4n
uni;liabie system. The way we usuélly expect children to decode words is the
hard way to do it, the impossible way to do it. If you have al; of this other
piose, if you have context and scaé %pdcistan&ins of ghat’you are reading about,
then you can use phonics as a kind Of last check. .You know' this next word is

going to be horse, cow, %r donkey. Then, indeed, you can yse phbnics-to tell you

4

ERICT ~ 16, | -
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what a word 1is.

¢ . .
-

I don't see any inconsistency or confusion there.. It seems to me to be-

’ exactly the point that I az arguing: The child must be able to mak¢ sense of
pbhonics, which means ne must qe able to comprehend what he is doing. Until the

child makes sense of phonics, pimonics is absolut;ely unnecessary.

. L4

I don't agrée with Dick's point that when you are abAle to read you do one -
thing, but wie_n. you are' leamin_s to rea?,you do another things 1 Jjust don't
‘ f01ldw the logic -of that.” Bouever‘, he does make an e.xtreuely good point, that, I
-  think, applies to & lot of. things we have heard at this conference. He says that
there are certain basic aptitudes that children aléost invariably :;23. Those
aptitudes haye a great deal to do with the identiricat_ion o?\letura, with
3

auditory discrimination, with being able to say wordsl. Children need to have

tresendous apti?:.udes for all of these kinds of things.
)

K

e
-

. Buf these sptitudes are not imperative because of the mture of reading;
they are np.ntiv} because of the way we teach reading. uaa need to havé a‘lot
of buic‘.tpcitude in order to underaund the way in which read.ing is taught, and

1 think we should try very hard to separate those two éhims.

‘4 s : -
s : e

GREGG: I was going to comment on Frank's use of the word m "You used

~ .

L] . F _
it two different vays And I think you Jtist: sx-ed. up the essence. I think-we

P

\ . nhonld uh\ What 15 the coaitivm process, tlnt the child goes through in doing
ouprmiou? m: seeas to be more important than questions such u' Does he

- understand, in u_monl, what the teacher is trying to accomplish or what the
) ’ i .
seatiings of phonics or any of these other syatems are?

[ : N
o .

-

<

A J

SMITH: That is the theoretical issue we have to address oursslves fi.

3
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GREGG:' 1 think -one of the useful messages of a, conference like this is the
< g . .
notion thay those words get teased out, and I am hopeful tnat there can be

L3

s&.ething, co,prebend 1, comprehend f,.conprehend 3. Maybe, we canl‘ go on from

r
v

/-—__,f
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