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L Abstract
Final Report - :
NiE<C-74-0140:" Reading Comprehen51on Programs- Theoretical
' Bases of Readlng Comprehension Instruction
in the Middle Grades

Co-Directors: Kenneth S. Goodman, William D. Page, Center
; for the Expansion of Language and Thinking
' 5649 E. 10th St., Tucson, Arizona, 85711.
This study scught insight into the relationship of theories
of comprehension and reading instruction to reading practice.
Attention was on comprehension in the middle-grades, considered
to be a transitional period between beginning reading and*
mature proficiency. In this study, it was assumed that’
reading programs involve a series of decisions made by their
" developers, either consciously or implicitly. The theoretical."
bases for designing reading programs were divided into three
major areas: Reading, Language, Learning and Teachirg.
Within each major theoretical area, conflicting positions
exist; any published reading program will relate to those
positions in some way, whether or not.the authors and
editors have explicitly considered thé relationship. A
. program rating instrument was developed to assess the
relationship of the reading programs to these theoretical
p051t10ns

The results indicate that current programs do not reflect
consistent coherent theoretical bases: what differences
theéy have. are obscured by their internal inconsistencies
° and their large areas of overlap. The differences between
reading programs are sharpest at their beginning points. In.
the middle grade components of the programs, they become more
similar. All provide some kind of connected texts to be
comprehended. Analyses. of the program ratings did not yeild
any slgnlflcant dlfferences “among _ the 7 reading programs
studied. However, four majcr dlmens1ons of theoretical
positions were found. i These may be useful in thinking about
reading instruction. f -
Factor I: the aAnti- Eplstemologlcal Approach ' Treats-language
‘as observable speech and writing,-avoid$ knowledge construction.
Factor II: Anti-Spoken Analogue Approach. Emphasizes know-
ledge construction, avoids oral reedlng, mentalistic psychology.
Factor III: ' Reader Initiated Approach Factor IV: Message
Reconstruction Approach. Both III and IV see language as
rule governed, aGOpt'cognltlve v1e s of learning,-difﬁer in

.~ view of the purpose of reading.
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" PART. 1

Reading Comprehension Programs in the Middle Grades

CHAPTER 1-

Comprehension in Middle-Grade Reading Programs




Problem

Thls study seeks insight into the relatlonshlp of
theorles of comprehens1on and readlng.lnstructlon to readlng
practlce, and the potential effects of these programs on
student achievement. Attention in thls study is on compre-
}hension in middle grades, cons1dered to be a trans1t10nal
5uperlod between beginning develOpment of readlng and nature
proflclency. We are concerned with initial 1nstructfon only
as it'influences later focus on developing reading coﬁpre-
hens1on. |
A The state of m1ddle—grade comprehens1on instruction -and
" instruct;onal programs in the United States today is ambigu-
ous, and requires.re—analysis and reformulatioﬁ if our
children are to fully partake of tﬁose aspects of life that
rely heavily on insightful reading. This study seeks to
‘remedy this state of uncertainty to some.degree by reviewing
“the existiﬁg literature,'formulating a paradigm of models ofh
learﬁing to read, and“assessing programs in terms of the

. models..- It also makes recommendatlons for further study, for

proceedlng with 1nstructlon, for generatlng new programs, and
for structurlng crlterla for selection of materials and pro-
gram thrusts by school people. | |
In a real sense we begln where Corder (1971) leaves off.
He sought to evaluate programs for K—adult reading develop-
ment. ‘Corder documentsxln detaill -the great d1ff1culty of-

effectlvely surveylng or evaluatlng reading programs based on



available Titerature in the field.
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Problems w1th Identlflcatlon and Descrlptlon of Materlals
In an attempt to categorlze the research 1terature on
"w at methods, materlals, approaches, equipment 'nd proce—v
dures are. used to- teach reading in the United Sta es and to
what extent" (Corder, p. 61) "Corder used a code system draw-
ing on 1)~ Chall's’ (1967) class1flcat10n system of teachlng
methods, 2) methods most widely descrlbed 1n texts and pro-
: fess1onal llterature in the field, and 3) recommendatrons of
the progect 8 loglc ‘committee. Nine categorles were used
1. Meaning i | ‘ »l
2. Code emphasis | ”
| a. synthetic -
“ b. analytic
Linguistic _
. Modified alphabet o

Responsive environment

3

L

5

6. Programmed learnlng
NA7“ Ind1v1dua11zed readlng

8. Language experience

9

Eclectic or author's own»(Corder, p. 63)

R » | Corder then surveyed nrograms to see where they fit.

//, Unfortunately, he found the publlshers , critics“; and evalua—f

¢ * i

/
/

|

tors' uses of terminology 1nconS1stent and confus1ng Reports'



often failed to adequately descrihe methods used{ "The common .
failing of definitions at this level of generalization (refer-
ring t? many published sources) is their lack df enough speci-h
ficity. Without the'specification of attributes of these
global‘methods on a'nﬁmber of particular-dimensions, it is not
possible to conduct an intensive search‘for.knewledge " (Corder,
p. 133). Thus, it becomes_diffd(ult to determine what the
programs heing described actually contain. In'fact accordingﬁ
to Corder, "The only area of readlng 1nstruct10n where methods
are clearly specified is in the area of remedlal reading” /
(p.-65). S

Teacher behavior is also poorly‘specified (Corder, p.féj),

[

Al though Corder's categorization criteria are based on author
self—reports for determining the. class1flcat10n of materlals
(Chall, 196?, used this as her basis), and’ methods most wide-

1y described in the reading field, Corder is net satisfied——

e

with the results as. the "methods reprefent qulte dlfferent

1

‘concepts."

_Some._of.the methods represent emphases (or. perhaps
‘phllOSOphleS) some represent classroom organization
practices (e.g. individualized instruction)s; some.

. represent ways of s1mp11fy1ng the graphemic system

"~ (in i.t.a., the media seems to be the method); and i
still others refer primarily to the kinds of mate— '
rlaég)used (e.g. programmed 1earn1ng) (Corder, f
p.

b

———

In the teachlng of\beg;ggih§’readrng’gimggt—;i1 of the
methods were used for each program. Most of the higher grade
programs surveyed-also dealt primarily with decodihg skills,

s

)
Q




(Corder, p. 64), it is reasonable to assume that this overlap

existed in these\programs as well.

P
-
e

: . . . . . } ~Z .
The classification.criteria are not actually useful for
. - P

sorting_out'distinctions, as they do not in fgct/represént

different articulstrd points of view. Corder concludes:
o =\ . )
,‘\
Were we- to ‘\nave applied more rigorous criteria to
defining.methods and restricted articles reviewed
e : _ N to those which described the fteacher's recurrent
patterns of behav1or in any detail, we wguld have
virtually nothing_ to report. Most of the authors
of the research aftlcles surveyed labeled their
methods with terms that fit one or more of the
categories above, although some indicated only the
materials that were used.in the experiment. There
were few studies where tezching methods were ex-
plicitly described except for the projects which
program teacher responses (e.g.. the Southwest Re-
gional Laboratory's Basic Concepis and Tutorlng
Programs) and some of the language experience stud=—.

ies where suggested activities for the teacher were
carefully delineated (p. 63).

Problems in Attempting to Analyie the Effects of Programs on
Student Achievement Based on Evaluation Reports from the Lit-

.’n

erature.

Jean Chall found the body of research evaluating reading |

'““programs to be'"shocklngly 1nc0nclu51ve“1ﬁphall 1967, p. 88).

Corder strongly agrees. .Journal artlclesfohlch explalned and

descrlbeg;research investigations were especially sketchy.

Thus, }fl. regardless of the quality of the research actually
1/1~w~oonducted,.the'only sdrviving and accessihle report that can
be found withfreasonable dilligence is one that does not con-
tain sufficdent7%nformation so that the reader can judge for
hinself the quality‘of-the’information" (Corder; p. 136).

[

)



: Apparentiy; mosf of the réseérch‘sfudieé ex%minédqféiied to
vcléérly define their methods of operation and used labelé'
“which varied @;dely in their meaﬁing. Nor did they adequately
definé'fhe learner (sex, ability, SES, teacher characteristics,
«étc.) (Corder, pp. 118:9).

) .“Additiénal difficultieswinvolved~theJreféfibnship of
materials‘and teachers. vOne,wouldghaQe to monitor exacfly
what occurred within a classroom to determine how carefully

the teacher was adhering to the program,

e
-

Researchers investigating basal readers apparently
assumed that the feachers in.the study followed the
Teacher's Guide and rarely specified the actual

~activities thal were used in the classroom nor the

degree to which manuals were followed (Corder, .

(p. 64).

Corder»regq;ﬁgwﬁhgjwwg;;fknqwn statisticians and re-

—— e .

searchers in the field of education have seriously guestioned
the validity of using experimental ressarch méthodology and
statistics for classroom investigations. Kosenshine (1970)

states:

The lack of information on classroom interaction

- hinders evaluation of a single curriculum or dif-
ferent curricula because without this information
one tends to assume that all classrcoms using the
same curriculum materials constitute a homogeneous

~"treatment variable." Such an assumption is ques-
tionable because teachers may vary widely in what
activit%es they select and how they implement them
(p. 280).

Normed tests are particularly cfiticized. Corder quotes

iy



Lennon (1969) as obsegylng "*'when we consider that to such

_ dlfferences/from test to test, there must be dlfferences

// -

assoc;gted<w1th varying content ... the issue of comparabi-

/lif&. op'lack of it, dmong~the results of the various tests

may begin to be seen in proper perspective'" (Corder, P. 36).

See also Roger Farfﬁ(1969){ Jaap Tuinman (1973), and Ralph

_Tyler (1974). As the editor.of a large publishing house

teaching?"

recently asked: "Areiﬁhe\tests testing what .the programs are

In,sunming up the Qé;;ﬁﬁs.kinds_of research‘studies”
examined, Corder»notes thét."ail of the.studies assume that-a
child's reading grewth'is a functionupf what is tsught to him
in the neading class. Other school and extra-curricular
expe;ienees are assumed to be.equivalent-fdr all of "the
students” (p. 12). »

P. Kenneth Komoski, Pre51dent of Education Products
- Information Exchange Instltute (a "consumers union" for school
systems and educatoys) says that asrof 1971 well over 200,000

materials were being marketed to schools. Less than,io% of

these educational materials on the market has been field-

 tested or empirically validated and only about 1% has been

o~ .'1 .
subjecjed to learner verification tests (Corder, p. 115). A

e
~_
-~

most important question then becqmes, "What are students

being asked to read?"

In thls study we've assumed that readlng programs
1nvolve a series of de0151ons made by their developers, elther
consciously or implicitly. We have developed a paradigm that

divides the theoretical bases for designing reading programs

12
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into four magor areas: Reading, Language, Learning.-and
Teaohing “ Under these we have been able to subsume areas of
decision making. \ |

We define theory asda synthesis of knowledge of pheﬁomefi
na based on research designed to try to predict and explain \
as well as gather, organize, and analyze data. We have de-
lineated areas of theory that have direct logical bearing. on
reading instructiont Within each major theoretical area;
conflictiné positions exist; any published reading programs
will relate to those positions in some way even if the rela-
tlonship is unexamined by the authors and ed1tors.

Logically, reading programs should be created by carerl—iv:
ly‘considering all relevant theoretlcal bases, creating crite—;
ria for dealing with all decisions, and then construoting a
consistent’and articulated-reading program. Logically also,
if this method of creating reading programs were consistently'
,used;.one shouid be able easily to a) classify extant reading
programs, and b) infer from the pupil'and teacher material
,the,theoretieal base.

In fact, reading programs seem to be constructed by a
process that reflects response to tradition, imitation of
aspects of programs of successful competitors, author and
editor intuition, marketing constraints, current fads, public
pressures, and disjointed teamwork. Furthermore, self-
?descriptiohs of programs by publishers are not always moti-
vated by a desire to frankly state the key positions the‘

program represents.
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| We had hoped tovdelinéate clear alternatives by showing

|
1

rhat cons1stent coherent theoreticalnchoices are possible-

a set of really useful categories that could serve as a basis = |

for comparlng the effectlveness of really contrasting pro-

grams for readlng cpmprenenslon.v We had hoped to designate

s examplars at least one cdrrent reading program for each

theoretical alternative.

What we have found is that current. programs do not re—'

B flect cons1stent coherent theoretical bases and that what
| dlfferences they have are gbscured by thelr 1nternal incon-

‘S1stenc1es and their large areas of overlap.

\

K Furthermore, the differencesbetween reading»programs'are

sharpest at their beginning points. They appéar to reflect

alternate.vleﬁs'of how instruction should begin more than
anything else They will focus initially on letter;SOUnd
relating schemes (phonlcs),or whole words, or children's
language. Some programs assume- a bottom up view of deve10p—
ment which goes from parts to whole ianguage. Others are
whole or mixed. 3But in the mlddle grade components of the
programs they become more 31mllar° A1l prov1de some klnd of
connected texts to be comprehended. ”Whatever else they
stress all must'give some.attention to comprehension of these
connected texts. . | |

e If“our paradigm can not separate'and neatly classify

entire reading programs. it can provide~the critical, dimen-

" sions for analyzing and comparlng~programs. It can'delineate

consistencies and inconsistenciés. It can bring some order

to the chaos Corder found.

H .
L

s
PYat1
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“The Paradigm

In developing the-cajegorﬁgs'Qf‘the'@aradigm_the_attemﬁt

is made to include a. wide range»of alternative pdsitiqns.,‘ln
one sense it is possible to generate a very 1arge'number of, 
coherent alternative programs by combining any possible posi-

tion on any theoretical issue in any of the four areas; read-

ing, language,*learning,-and teaching with any combination of

p0sitioné in the other areas. But in fact, the four areas
are related. A view of reading may be part of a wview of
language. A learning theory implies certain teacher roles

and may reguire a.structufing of redading and language tasks.

Still, in using this paradigm it is possible to consider

~which positions are compatible with which others and what
~decisions are required once otﬁers.have been made.

The plan‘of'this'report is to briefly present the para-
digm and then to use it £o ‘examine the middle grade compo-
nents of severél reading programs; That will make it pos--
siﬁlé‘jo offer'some conclusions ébouf how compreﬁension is'
beiné aéélt with in reading programs and  what some poteﬁtial

alternatives may be.
. In Part II we preseht a fuller discussion of each of ' our

N
s "1
theoretical areas.

I, Reading .
Every reading program must make some ,decisions based on
how it defines reading. This may involve an articulated
theory of reading as 1t relates to reading development or
it may not. In any case decisions are made in these sub-
areas. : : - :

[
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." A. Program focus: . A most common base point in instruc- -
tional programs is identifying a key unit and a form
- of response .to it. We identify. these possible focal
points. ‘ S -

1. Sounds, letters, and/or matching sounds and
: letters . e .

2. Word identification
3. Word’meaning matching to word shapeé
L. Syntactic reconstruction : - B
5. Meaning reconstruction

6. Knowledge construction

Programs may shift their focus in thé“EEddle grades
- or maintain it throughout the program. '

B. Comprehension tasks: Within programs, tasks are used
in instruction and/or in evaluation. Evaluation and
instruction ought to employ the same task.choices.
They don't always do so.

1. Subjective reporting
. .True or false questions N e

. Multiple-choice questions

5, Missing elements

2

3

L, Following'direcﬁioné

5

6. Questions about a<passége}
, .

. Message recognition

8. Message reproduction '

C. Levels of comprehension: Comprehension is usually
seen as moving from superficial to deéper insight.
Some programs may build this progression into a
hierarchical sequence; others integrate all from the
beginning. '

1. Literal
2. Inferential
3. Evaluatife |

L, Appreciative
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‘Purpose for reading: Instructional programs treat
~ reading, purpose as haylng one of three sources. ' Some

build a .progression from text-determined to self-
determined, others empha31ze self-selection from the
start, st111 others ignore the issue.

1. Determined by tgxt

2. Determlned by teacher

3. Determlned by student

_ Inqulry into print: Readlng programs direct learners

through the activities and expdriences they provide
to investigate-print at many lpvels. Programs will.
differ in how this inqulry is keyed to focal emphasis,

to planned sequence, and in degree of 1ntegrat10n :
within connected text.

Configuration.

Phonics B ‘ L

Structural-word analysis s
Synthetic-word approach

Dictionary skills

Syntactic context

Semantic cbnfext.

Pictures, diagrams, maps . _ : -

9. Environmental context

Language

Some,‘butmnot all - reading programslput readlng éxpllcltly
in a language context. A1l take at least implicit pOSl—'_
tlons on issues of linguistic comprehen81on.

A.

Unit of empha51s Readlng\programs choose thé units

of emphasis they deem necessary. The extent to which

bottom-up, top-down, or mixed views are chosen will

influence units of emphasis, as will learning theo-

ries. Sometimes these will overwhelm language consi-
derations.

1. Letters

2. Smaller than syllable



III.

..-‘:_.l .o :_. ' - - : (_/ ) ) . N

. Syllable o I T
. Word

. Phrase

. Sentence

3
L
5
6. Clause
7
8. Paragraph
9

. Story or passage /

" 10. Chapter or sectlon

B

11. Book

12. Content ares

B. View of language: Impllclt or expllclt examined or .

not, all programs choose a view or views of 1anguage
1. ;Language is innate
2. 1Language is speech and/or writing

. )
3. Language is.a process based on communlcatlon of
meaning o : P

C. .Meaning: -Meaning is con31dered to adhere to, be

represented, or be’ 1mp1101t 1n language at several
levels. ' :

1. Morphemic-

2 : Lexical .

3. 'Synthetic,quion
L

Contextual o

Learning: The third decision area derives from theories.
of learning, partlcularly of language learning and of

cognition.

A, Vlew of learnlﬁg A key aspect of any readlng pro-
gram i1s how learning is conceptuallzed

L T

1. Mentalistic
2. Behavioristic

‘3. “Cognitive and field

17
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B; View of the learner: Equally 1mportant is whether the
learner is a passive rec1p1ent an active participant,
or 1nteract1ve. The relationship of explicit teaching
to learning is reflected in assumptlons about the learn-
er and the learner s involvement in attemptlng to read
1. Active ‘

/
2. Passive
3; Interactive
Teaching

We focus here on the school program, curriculum, and
pedagogy all as part of--the prOgram plan to help learning
take place.

A.

Bedagoglcalaapproaches: By tradition,‘inventidn or
careful design, all programs followed these pedagogi-
cal approaches. '
1. Directed reading lessen in basai text

- 2. 'Directed reading lessen in content areas
3. Content units. -

T, Literature“approaches-
5. Technlcal ‘and 1nformat10nal approachesg

6. Language experlence k

_ 7.: Phonlcs. |
8.-_Word recegnition
9. Total 1nd1v1duallzat10n i

10. Partial 1nd1v1duallzat10n'

11. Programmedfmaterlals

--12. Structural linguistic approaches

[v]

Approachee to reading problems. Programs make'
choices about how to: deal with problems in readlng
1nvolvement '

~

1. _leferentiation of instruction

w2 .Imprevement of self.concept of student



C.. Teaching role: All programs assign roles to the. '

- 9. Diagnostic: ‘Assess language for deficit

16

3. Promotion of social and-psycholpgical,adjustment_

L, Reorganization of the'curricﬁlum and/or instruc-

tion

5. Reorganization of personnel of the classroom,
school, .or district - ' '

6. Diagnostic: Test skills prerequisiteto reading
| _ _ 2

for deficits .
. . '\‘.
7. Diagnostic: Test reading skills for deficits

8. Diagnostic: Test pérceptual; motor, and néurolo-

gical characteristics for deficits (Dyslexia)
. - N ) "« \\
\

10. Search for technological sblutibns to problems\a

teacher; some by implication, some by script, some
by prescription.

l. Teacherless programs

2. " The ﬁeacher as a scripted performer

3. ;The teacher as a technician

4. The teacher as a source of wisdom B —
.5._ fhe teacher as a guide and monitor : "/// :
6. The teacher.aé a<clinicallinformétion.processgf'
Z.V'The teachér_as a judge and policeman )

Curriculum thrusts: Every instructional program .
relates to one or more curricular views. These are
the broad guiding concepts of how curriculum is de-
termined. )

1. Cognitive process

2. Technology
3. Academic rationalism

L,  Social reconstruction

5. Self-actualization

- 19
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The'Prégram PrOfile:.' | |

The categoricél system creates a program préfile instru-
ment which can-be ﬁséd to analyze programs. In the instru-
ment; we sé;arate pupil and teacher maférials; Then we goﬁ-
sider Tylgr's four daspects of curriculum (Tyler3“l950):;”
Objectives, experiences, organizatidﬁ of expériences, ahd
evaluation for both student and teacher materials. In pilot
usefﬁ% found objectives, experiences, and organization, can
be ffeatéd as a unit. Ea;h paradigm sub-category is checked

fof'that unit and evaluation in pupii“ﬁnd»in;ﬁeacher materi-

e

.als. | : T



CHAPTER 2 L

Instructlonal Episodes
Presented here are instances of readlng 1nstructlon

/‘

Each ethblts characterlstlcs that represented ch01ces in

i

theoretlcal areas of the Paradigm. We use the eprsodes here

~to demonstrate how the Paradlgm relates to programs in the
reallty of the classroom. They are touchstones'between the-
ory and practice, and the medlatlng,01rcumstance that con-
nects them is the teacher's decisions within a program to
_earry-out various procedures. The underlyiqg theeries may be
tacitly assumed; casually aceepted by ueingfspecific materi- ‘/
als, or critically selected as means to i&entified, deeireq /'
ends. | | | | _

-The episodes we present here represent descriptions of
instruction conceived by euccesstl teaehereuﬁﬁen aékedmtO“
put their minds to the task of descrlblng a few minutes of

'readlng instruction. Following each episode is a brlef/ana-

;lysie of the characteristics of the instruction based:on the

'AHPeradigm_ | :
Episode - - ; « ,/

The teaqher-of a foﬁrth grade class introducee the topic
of homonyms. Pupils are told to add one page to/their word
booke? and to entitle the page "Homqnyms." Below the title,
pupils areadireeted to copy a definition from'the chalkboard.

The definition says: “ﬁomonyms*,are different erds tHat

sound the same. They mean different thingsJ' Hombnyms are

*Llngulsts would be more llﬁely to call these homophones

- The source of information in instruction and instructional
materials may sometimes reveal the formatlve process of the
program.
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used in different ways and are spelled in different ways.";

The teacher puts the following pairs of homonyms on an
overhead projector: ‘"principle" and "princ1pa1 " "stationery"
and "stationary;" "capitol" and "capital." The teacher.
states the. definitions of the words, discusses the defini-
tions, and then puts an overlay on the overhead projector
that displays the definitions. The homonyms are designated
either noun or adjective, consistent with the definitionwon
"the overhead proﬁector; The teacher tells the pupilsﬁthat
.they know the difference between nouns and adjectives, but
to. look at prev1ous notebook sheets entitled "Nouns and
Ad jectives." The teacher directs the puplils to copy the
definitions“of the words on stheir page about "homonyms." The -
"pupiIS“are told to add the homonyms to their "Bank of Word
Cards," a pack of.3X5_cards with a-word printed by the stu-
dent on one side of the card, and a definition of the-word
_written in cursive on the other side of the card.

The teacher passes out dittoed sheets. Puplls are told
that: the sheet is a "Word Exercise." .Each sheet contains six .
sentences, each with a nissing word. -Pupils are directedlto

select one of the presented homonyms and write it in the "

RS

blank in the appropriate sentence. ' The words are paired -
beneath the appropriate sentence and designated "noun" or
"adjective." ’Each sentence in a pair requires a noun or an
~adjective in the hlank. | .

The dittoed sheet is self corrected when the teacher

presents the correct responses on the overhead projector.

2
- K
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Pupils W1th all correct answers are directed to write a sen;‘
tence of thelr own using each homonym’ in preparation for
readlng_the sentences orally 1nto a conventlonalktape record-
er. After tape recording thelr sentences, these pupils are
directed to work in small grcups with dictionaries to find
additional homonym pairs, and to write and fape record their
sentences. N N

Pupils with one to fourdwrong on the ditfoed exercise
are assigned to work with a tape recordlng machine” that uses
cards with strlps of tape attached. ©Each card has on it two
pre-recorded sentences for each of the six words studled

The teacher glves specific dlrectlons for operating both the

conventional tape recorder and the card and tape machine.

,-ﬁ

Pupils w1th five or six errors.on the dittoed sheet are iden-

tified and dlrected to 301n the teacher at the table with two

machines on it. A progector with a tachlstosc0p1c attachment
is used in a variety of ways to test these pupils. Included by
ir: the tests is the use of a seﬁ of vision screening slides.
Another machine is used to produce sound and assess hearing.

From a box of materials, the teacher gets a series of tests

:which includessome drawing, copying of figures,.arranging

blocks, tapping out rhythmswith blocks, and repeating digits,
among other things. The teacher records the results of this
worklandasome pupils are referred.for clinical assessment to

determine the cause of their misperceptions.

Anslysis of Episode 1

The focus of this lesson is on word-meaning recognition.

23
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The thrust of the presentation of "homonyms" leads to a task
of supplying missing elements. The level of comprehension is

literal. Pupils use syntactical inquiry into print to fill

'in the missing elements in the exercise. Throughout the

lesson the teacher determines the purpose for every activity.
The emphasis on the word and its definition puts meaning into
a lexical orientation, suggesting the view that language is

speechforvwriting;ia product. The words in this lesson are

&
.

treated as tangible entities to be associated with  ingle,

specific definitions, suggesting a behavioristic view of

'learning; This view 'is reinforced by the pPredominantly pas-

sive role of the students. The teacher is a source of wisdom

- throughout the lesson;'providing words, definitions, techndc-

alfinstructions for the operation of the machines. The use
of machines isha partlof each activity. The teacher is tech-

nologlcally dependent in Ris cor her rellance on the percept-

.ual tests.

Episode-IIa :Qf\lllm.

A fifth-grade class enters\a;portion ofla media center
with a small sign on a table that says, "Readlng Center." A
teacher 31ts at a desk working.with library catalogue cards_ N

in another portion of the media center. The children proceed

'h“nW1th almost no conversation to secure dittoed sheets from a

pile on a table, cards from one colorful box, small notebooks

from another colorful. box, and 1n some cases small books from
another There are many.more boxes neatly‘stored in the area,

A

24
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each containing notebooks, cards, and small bocklets. We
 examine one of the cards. |

The card has a mimeograpﬁed sheet stapled to it which
contains the following: -Box CL4, Card 73, Book C4, Inferencée
Sentences. Directicné: Write your name, book, and card
number in the spécés proviaeds on-your answer sheet. Now l@ok
at the examples on this ceri. Look at the words;in the sen-
- tence. Look at each word one at a time. Then join the words
toéether to get the meaning of the total —sentence. Now look
@t the multiple-choice statement below the sentence), again
considering each word. ‘Choose the best sentence to answer
the question. Write the letter of the sentence you chose in

the blank provided on your answer sheet.

EXamples

1. The old man shook in his boots when he heard
"the sudden noise.

The. 0ld man felt angry.

The o0ld- man-felt afraid.

The o0ld man felt happy.

c'p

e

2. The boys and girls clapped loudly as they
watched the clown perform.

a. The boys and girls thought the clown was
entertaining.

b. The boys and glrls thought the clown was
borlng.

c. The boys and glrls thought the clown was
sleeping.
The énswethofexample number 1 is b. The answer to
example number 2 is a. Turn to Page 20 of book C4. Do all

of the exercises on;Pages 20 and 21. Write your answers on :

<
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your answer'sheet When you have f1n1shed replace your book .

and turn this card over, Correct your answer. sheet and write

the number correct in the answer box in the upper right-hand

corner. If you have a score of 8 or morse correct, you have

the necessary skills to go on. 1If you have less than 8 cor-
rect, get card number 73R from the C4R box and continue work
on Inferences Sentences. You must get 8 or more correct

before you go on to card number 74.

Analysis of Episode I1

The exercises the youngsters face in Episode II“empha—

size semantic reconstruction as a program focus. The compre-

hension task involves a multiple-choice question and infer-

ence is emphasized as a level of comprehension. The under-

lying assumption is that the purpose for reading is initiated

T

by-the text. ~The category of inquiry into prinf'that-is

emphasized is semantic context, but thé sentence is the lan-

>

guage unit emphasi’zed.
.The erphasis on written answers suggests the v1ew that
language is writing, a product of thinking. The approach to
meahing'is synthetic fusion as indicated in directions in the
text. The view of learning is predominantly'behaviofisfic in
that the desired written" reSponses are all the teacher seeks
to promote.-. Note the directions to use the bank of flash
cards. Theﬁieafﬁefs are v1ewed as pa331ve and neutral fUr-.

ther supportlng the idea that the teacher's concept of learn-

1ng is behavioristic.

Y
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The pedago%lcal approacH is predomlnantly a’ rellance on -
B gAY
programmed materlals. Apparently the student 1s not expeﬂted

-

0 to make 1ndependent dec131ons,\ A dlagnostlc concept relatlng
i to reading skills seems "to underlie the instruction to work

.\ - on inference skills if a sufficient number of qﬁeStions are .

e

b ‘not answered correctly The prototype may be con31dered

»

AR teacherless in terms of the teacher’ s role, and the currlcu-_

<

lum thrust emphasized appears to be technology

‘; Episode III .
| - A.eixth—grade plass'completee,a‘social—studies4unit on“
community livinét Several students ask the teacher to help
them do further studyr%ith maps. They identify_an exercise
in their textbook ent1 led "Our Toﬁn Faces a Problem;‘includ;

"ed under "Suggestlons For Further Study." A map representing'

a community, a key to[the cartographlc symbols, and a para-
_graph explalnlng/ ‘problem appear on-:%the page.' The paragraph

reads as follows. -

A-Community Faces a Problem :
: The community shown on the map is- grow1ng
fast. ©Shaded areas show where new houses will be built.
Find the largest area of new houses. In miles, how far from
the fire station will the center of this area Be? In case of
fire, the new homes will be in more danger than the other
"homes. The people of the communlty vote to build a second
fire station. A committee is chosen to pick the best site
for the new fire station. .Two sites or .places are p*cked
Some people want the new fire station to be near the village
hall where the city officials have offices. See."Site A" on
the map. Some people want the new fire station to be near
- the sports arena. See "Site.B" on the map. Which site do
you think is best? Why is the site you chose best?  Wiere is
the fire station in your community? Is your fire station in
the best place? What does "best" mean in this paragraph°
What does "site" mean. in this paragraph°

27
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The teacher agrees that'class tlme canrbe used to work
on the problem. The teacher suggests that the”students know
how‘to identify and solve the problem in the paragraph, indi-
cating that this kind‘of work can strengthen the students’
problem-solving ability. The_students’ask-what the best way
_to solve the problem is. The teacher replies that they |
'should use their god-glven ability to understand the para-
- graph by thlnklng darefully about it. The students are en-
couraged to pursue the problem and ask for help only 1f they
Vneed it. The teacher comments that it is good for the stu-
dents to struggle a b1t with the problem and suggests that |
they be certalngthatﬁthey really need»help before they ask -
for it. o t.\ o R ’ L
After the problem is solved, the students ask if they
‘can make a map -of thelr community and locate a fire station
‘site on it where they\think it.ought to be. The teacher

agrees At one" p01nt” paint is spllled on the map, the table,

- ‘and the floor. The teacher settles the anxiety of the stu- -

\
dents by helping them to clean it up, gettlng them started on

‘a new map, and commentlng that everybody spills palnt some-
times and we must all egpect ourselves to make such mlstakes.
In starting the new mapt the'teacher remembers a map symbol
template. another teacher~owns,.borrows 1t and shows :the
students how to use it. 1 One student s mother seeks a;confer-
ence and complalns that the spllled red palnt stained her
'}tglrl s new dress. Later, the teacher comments to the prlncl--‘

pal that ~the chlldren need to try out the1r own 1deas and

T \

¢
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that the experience the girl had was worth more than the

dress.

Analysis of Episode IIT
The hind of reading that Episode III focusses on is
_predodinantl& knowledge construction,gbut both ‘syntactic and
- 'semantic reconistruction of the author's message is inVolvedf
The-level of comprehension is evaluative, and the text pro-
vides questions about the passage ‘and the map. The_purpose
for reading is set by the text because the problem“directs’
the reading, but the students théﬁselves elected to do}fur-
ther study thereby sett1ng their own- overarchlng purpose. -~
_Both of these purposes were encouraged by the teacher. In-
qulry into print focusses on the category of plctures, maps, .
and dlagrams, althOugh other areas are 1nvolved.

'Many language -units requ1re~process1ng by students'in

this work, but the questlons requlre deallng w1th the infor-. =

matlon from the paragraph which is the unit of emphas1s. The

teacher s reference to the student's "god-glven ablllty,to.
understahd" suggests thatghe or she may harbor thehview that .

ianguage is innate. The approach to'meandng is contextual.
The paragraph develops the meaning of "site" and the term is
used on. the map. o . |

The view of 1earn1ng suggested by th1s prototype appears

. to be mentalistic: The children are active in- the1r 1n1t1a—
'tlon of further study . The teacher encourages the1r active-

ta

'ness, apparently Operatlng on the assumptlon that they are

-
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basicallyfdriven=by good intentions.‘-A_reference is made to
'strengthening their already existent.problem-solving_ability,
.-suggeSting’a concept of facult&~psychology. This view is _
also apparent in the teacher's comment suggesting:that the -
children will benefit by struggling a bit with'the problem.
The pedagoglcal approach involved here 1nvolves a tech-_
nical 1nformatlonal approach in that the cartOgraphlc symbols
are a major focus of the lesson. Further, the map 1tself
| seems to have captured the 1nterest of the students and the
teacher encourages it. The content unit approach is involved
to some/degree because the lesson is an outgrowth of a-unltr
on - commﬁnlty living in the soclal stud1es area. The téacherfs
comments on the way the students worked on the problem and
the incident involving spilled palnt,.suggest that the promo-_
tion'of social and psychological ad justment is a key_approach
to'reading problems. 'The role of thevteacher throughout thel
prototype is clearly a gulde and monltor.“‘The curriculum
thrus+ focusses predomlnantly on self actuallzatlon because _
the students are encouraged to pursue a task they set for
thlemselves. However, overtones of-social reconstruction are
evident in the problem itself; .Locating the best site for a -
fire station is a concern of a good citizen. ”Similarly;»

- aspects of cogn1t1ve processing are ev1dent in the teacher’'s -

/v1ew of learn1ng and sklll development

Conclusion 4 o '
These episodes-have been included here to put the pro-

grams we, will now review into.perspective; No published



program short of a teacherless one can controi.completely
what happens in the:classrboms in whicﬂvit is used. That
means that the classroom realities'cén't easily be predicted
from“thé program'and'that classropm_ekperienéés will differ
greatly within prdgréms; _¢ _
Teachers.can'conSiderably alter progfams by stressiﬁg or

not_stressing aspects of them.

]
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CHAPTER 3

Profiles . ’ NN
LU= E8 | . \\\a

Seven basal - readlng programs are. examined here to demOn-

. strate the applicability of the theoretical classifications .

discussed in this report. (See Appendix B for titles)._ The-

Program Profile instrumentJ(Appendix A) is'applied'to these

series to determine the- theoretical categories represented in’

the different programs , Profiles of the programs are pre-

'sented in the Program Profiles (Appendix c). The numbers"ﬁ

in the Profiles represent degrees of presence of the charac—n

teristics in the teacher's and pupils' materials.. "3" indi- '

‘catss that a characteristic is predominant in- the materials.

"2" indicates regular occurrences of the characteristic. "1"

indicates the: characteristic is present to a minimaI'degree'

'"O" 1ndicates that- there is 1itt1e or no occurrence of this
characteristic ‘J

The ‘teacher's materials are rated_separately from the
pupils{'materials permitting a comparison The teacher re- "
'ceives a. separate set of materials to which the pupils have\
. no access. The pupils perform tasks which the teacher as-
\ signs _ The profiles reveal that some series give teachers a

description of their role which differs from the .actual lm—*

plementation of the program ‘This is especially significantg

when it is realized that the teacher's guide may be the only;m

source of information about reading instruction avallable to.

R
& 5

the teacherf

Findings based on the réview of the seéries are discussed

in this,section-of.the;report. This'section of the manu-

script'provides insights intO'thefapplfcation of the profile



instrument’ to a_readingfprogram as well as into the indivi-
dual programs reviewed. It also provides a- 3uxtapos1tlon of .

',the‘series' presuppos1tlons 1n the four theoretlcal areas:

Q

reading, language, eachlng, learnlng

The pro s represent varlous comblnatlons of under—

lylng c 'structs footed in theoretlcal pos1tlons The pro- 5/

- v /,

grams may have been created without conscious reallzatlon of/

.//
‘the fact that as act1v1ties and questlons were included -/

assumptions about reading, language, teaching, learnlng were

being made._ The program planners may have been 'aware of/thls
'relatlonshlp between the spe01f1c elements and general fea-_
tures of their program. They may have -intended that thelr ;
program be eclectic,ta comblnatlon of constructs. Or they .

may have planned to follow one theoretlcal 1dea thrdéghout

materials Wthh would represent one phllosophy of curr;culum.

We cannot determine the basis on which these mate/ials were. .

‘prepared. We can however examine the'materials. o- identify.

the ‘constructs within them. This is what the”féllowing PrQ'.

,files accomplish
Combine the findlngs in’ any of the four theoretlcal

categories and a pattern emerges.' If the "b-categorxes

g,

it. the.larger pro-

file of the series, then the program lS.lnCOHSlStent “This

L 'demonstrate.presuppos1tions which do not

profiling process makes no ‘Judgment about the inconsistenCies,A
which are revealed; it only indicates- he features within the

theoretical framework of each,progr,'. Potentialiusers of
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" their instruction.

In the follow1ng d1scuss1on of the reading programs, the
four theoret1cal areas are d1v1ded into two sets of 1nter—
related constructs. ) Readlng and language are related obv1ousf
ly in that the pr1nt read is a form of languaoe, and that

readlng is a language process. . Teachlng and learnlng are

: related in that the teacher deals w1th learners. ‘It the role

constructed for elther teacher or learner does not- complement
the role of the other partlclpant in learnlng, the program

w1ll contain inconsistencies. The féllowing sections should

be read to discover the consistencies and inconsistencies

within each of»the programs as well as the theoretical'diver—»
s1ty which the programs represent There are common-charac—
ter1st1cs among the series, but each serles 1s un1que in its

spe01f1c comblnatlon

Overview - N

[

The programs are used for the same purposeé the instruc-

tion of reading in the intermediate grades. Although pro-

/

grams‘reviewed may include materials for‘the'primary grades .

as well, the focus. of .this study is the intermediate grades.

Materials reviewed are those specified by company representa-
tives as the "basic". program. Supplemental materials are not

necessarily treated- but in some instances we comment Op;

‘tlons ‘within what a company des1gnates as the .basic program '

are. treated as part of the basic program Optlons suggested

34



1n the basic program but requlrlng/the purchase of SpelelC
supplemental materlals, other than tradebooks and writing

»

'materlals, are treated as supplemental rather than basic.

"Program I -
Program Iis organlzed into thematlc units Wthh are
“divided féto sub-units. Each unit contalns several sectlons.
Included are sections on 11terature, social. studles, mathe-

/

,matlc ’ and'sclence.v Plctures accompany almost every passage.
AOften these plctures are an 1ntegral part of a story. In
some/lnstances, plctures prov1de a basis for development of .
skllls in 1nterpret1ng plctorlal 1nformatlon Passages do~
not exceed four pages in 1ength | Each passage cons1sts of a
story with questlons about it. The questlons may refer to
Iother _basages within the unit, or to other units in.the book.
| ‘Both the act1v1t1es and the student's attentlon are
d1rected to a varlety of readlng Skllls requlred for readlng
“text 1npd1fferent subject areas, The program uses questions
to develop skills needed to deal with each of the subject
areas. .The focus or subject—mafter related skilis'appears to
be a unique focus. . The cons1stent use of SklllS related to
variations in reading dlfferent materlals is an outstandlng

‘characteristic of this series.

‘Program II

-

" Program II 1is organized into three levels for each of

grades 4,'5; and 6. The_selections are arranged into-a loose

[
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Program 111 o .f '.f
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“topical organization; The content_varies widely in form from

poetry to how-to-do-it articles. Studybook exercises that
accompany thefselections reinforce the skills emphasized in -

the 1essonror section.. The program uses a varlety of means

" to make the books visually interésting. Dlverse media ranging o

from cartoons to photographs are used in the text. A chart
listing the skiils, understandings, and attitudes‘which are

present at the particular.level appears in the front of the

Teacher's. Edition. An index gives the page location of key

words and the skills emphasized in the text.

The most-unique'characterisfic of Program II resides in
its philosophy. Reading is seen:as.an ekfension of natural
language development. keading‘;s.a.personal and a social
form of communicationf Reading 1is ekperience extended. The

1ast“phrase most closely encapsulates'the‘uniqUe‘phi1s0phy of"

Program IIT for the m1dd1e grades contains one {ext'and

one workbook for each grade level Teachersv-edlt;ons con-

—

‘
/

tain guldes d1v1ded 1nto six bookleté// Booklets are boxed - /}'

for each 1eve1. Two books of evalu? ion masters for dittoe- !

/
/

ing are provided for each level. One is a book of pre-tests.’
The second 1s ‘a book of post tests; and achlevement tests for

each unlt Supplementary paperbacks are prov1ded Study

.guldes are cons1stently prov1ded and : film strips are avall—

able.. A summary ofhlntroductory booklets is published under

’ \\4“ -
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a separate title. A booklet containing a detailed index of
skills and materials is provided for each level.

Program IIT is.unique in its total language approach,
and its structurlng of content materials to 1nclude examples

"of masterworks of art, literature, and non-flctlon.

Program IV

The pages and covers of Program 1V ‘are full of colorful
pictures. The materials for the student cons1stxof a basal
reader and a skills workbook. The skills handbook holds six
sections, each based on'one of the "strands" of skiils in the
program. The pupil is ekpected to complete these pages as
they relate to individual units of the reader. ; |

A correlation between Skllls handbook and reader is
elaborated in the teacher's edltlon of the handbook. The
teacher s gulde to the basal reader d1scusses use of the
skllls book, 1nd1cat1ng that the SklllS book 1= essential to
. the total program. But the 1esson plans in the- teacher s
guide to the basal. reader do not refer to the workbook pages.
1t seems poss1ble to. use the reader W1thout the skills hand-
book. A book-length story is anot. er feature of the program
Each level contains one book-length story at. the end.of the
studentdreader. Since this feamure_is part of the reader
itself, it iska'distinctive and'integral part of the program.

The maJOr characterlstlc of Program Iv 1s that it en-

compasses an enormous number of 0ptlons. So many skill

strands are part of this program that ﬁhe‘teacher might have
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to spend inordinate amounts of time to develop them all.
Another characterlstlc is the emphasis on words as vocabulary\”\\
1tems and structural analysis exer01ses. This emphasis on
isolated words limits the time spent in activities related to

the reading of stories and passages.

'Program v
Program V is unlque in that 1t prescrlbes a literature

approach to reading. The stated purpose of the series is to.
teach children to read and write 1ndependently by flrst grade,
to provide selections of literary quality-and rewarding con-
tent, and to correlate a language arts program from grades_
one’ through six. The program is des1gnated for the average'
class and purports to-allow for individual differences,///ne
lessons are 1ntended to stlmulate the bright studeﬁfs and to
help the slower student develop more complex readlng and
writing skills. The foundatlon ‘program for the 1ntermed1ate
grades consists of one readlng text per student and one teach-
er's edition. The teacher s edition includes guided lessons
and materials to develop each‘story as well.as directiqns for

| developing a variety of language activities. _ i

l An outstandlng characterlstlc of Program A appears to be

1ts . use of llterature. The ser1es contalns numerous storles

about ancient cultures as well as modern classical literature.

J B
v

‘Program VI

Program VI readers are primarily for older students

5.
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reading bewa grade level.. Each book consists of ten thematic
units/ Provided in each unit are both literary forms and
informational articles. ‘Word attack, » Vvocabulary, comprehen-
sion /and study skills are provided for in a clearly v181ble,

splral develo

ént. Frequent assessment of progress of these
skll;s provided through evaluatlon materlals which are
ented for ereryftwo units. o o

The most oufstanding characterisfic of the prbgram is

N

\\1ts thematlc unit approach There is a balance maintained

f , -

among 11terary forms and a varlety of 1nformat10nal artlcles.

Program VII ' ) o | - : -
. Program VII is designed for studente liviﬁg in foday's
Pluralistic metropolitan society.. Materiali for.grades‘h; 5,
and 6 include provisions for review and remediation of_prinary—*,
grade.skills in a skill maintenanoe component The authors
state that they seek to meet four criteria with thls programh
They want the program to reflect 1) modern research in reada-
bility, and 2) the characterlstlcs of a pluralistic society.

- They seek to prcvide a 3) review of phonemic and struofural
analysis.ekills.in the intermediate-grades portion of the
program, and they seek +to L) differentiate instruction using
the materials of.the"prOgram.‘ ' ; , | .

. Each book is divided into six units. Each unit reflects
o " a different confen£ theéme.. Throughout, the skills areireQiewed
 in optional "extra" sections of the pupil text. There are

. Y
separate skills. workbooks and placement tests which are degi-

gnated supplementary components'of the program. - The student-

. . ) . SR
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text and® the teacher's manual are designated as the basic

program. These contain no provisions for evaluation. A

skills book and mastery tests'cohtain prévisions”for~evalua—

2

tion, 5ut_they are supplementéry. If the basic progrém is
purchased, éxé;usive of supplementary ﬁatefiéls, teacher;
must make their own prbyisions for evaluationﬁ"

| Program V%I isAunique in two'Ways. First; the ébnfent’
of the stories reflects a modern; urban, pluralistic .society.
Second, readability;principleé'have been applied in éélécﬁing-'l

and writing the stories. o ! )
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Language and reading, as we ordlnarlly thlnk of 1t Tare
1nseparable. Here in thls\chapter, we. treat the areas of
language and readlng with respect to programs reviewed. The
program reviews under “Readlng" deal "’ with the focus of the
'program, comprehens1on tasks, levels of comprehens1on the
way the purpose is assumed to be determlned, and the mode of .
inquiry into print. The rev1ews under language focus on the

unit of 1anguage emphas1zed the underlylng view of language,

and the way meanlng 1s treated
. \'

 Program:I . o ' o

. ‘ ’ . /.’

/
!
;-
!

Reading _ : .

The authors stress the need for reading-skillsthat/éo
beyond the literal'level of meaning."They emphasize the
p01nt that Whlle the pup11 must be able to get 1nformatlon
from the page, 1t is most 1mportant to 1nterpret this meanlng,
to have the skills necessary for cr1t1ca1 and creatlve read-
ing. To some extent, the activities develop these skills.
However, the constraint of u51ng materaals from science,
SOClal studles, and mathematlcs on an elementary level seems
to requlre exten51ve use of meanlng reconstruction tasks.

All of the comprehension tasks 11sted in the Program

i,

Profile Instfdment»(See Appendix A) occur in Program I except -

_suhjective.reporting. Following directions, supplying miss-
ing elements, message recognition, and message reproduction
" are all represented extensively. The comprehension tasks

focus on the elements most common to specific kinds of content

~
4z
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:a;ea. For exaﬁple, the questlons about hlstory artlcles 1
.stress cause and effect relatlons, and the science- passage
questlons requlre problem solv1ng responses.

- In both the teacher's manual‘and the activities fofpthe

pup11 there is an almost equal empha51s on literal, inferen-

(
tial, and evaluatlve levels of comprehen51on. ‘The elemehtary-
.sclence, mathematlés, and _social- studles t0plcs of the pass-..
agés lend fhemselveé to factual questlons.- Factual questlons
in Progrém Iutend'to be literal questions in-eVaantion mate-
rials for the pupil. |

In Prograﬁ I, purpose for readlﬁg is almost exclu51vely
determlned by the text. Shortusectlons ‘which appear Just
. before a passage tell the pupil about the skills ‘that should
be applied in reading that passage. vThe qﬁestions affqr ap
passage usually reinforce these skills. The teacher general-
ly follows:directions; except in the case of a rémédiai réad%‘
er:. The teacher's manual gives géneral.procedupes'for'remed-
ial wdrk, but the details for hatdling each paséégé‘é¢ the
remedial level are - left to the discretion of the téacher.
Open-ended questionsAor topics for discussion follow most

passages,ﬁbut these are optional.

of the'nine categories in TE of the Program Profile:

-Iﬁstrument’(Sée‘Appendix A) only cqnfigurétion and environ-
' mental context are not represented. Phonics and étructural
word analysis are repeatedly uséd-to teach word-attack skills.
Dic%ionary skills are developéd,frequent1y=to introduce and

reinforce new vocabﬁiary rela%éd to the different subjecf'
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.'areas discussed in the passages; Skills involv1ng pictures,
diagrams, and maps are related to these subgect areas, and
Program I includes them.

| Language ]

The development of skills. for reading content area mate-
.rials is the maJor concern-of Program I. Four subJect areas;
Viiterature;'social,studies, science, and mathematics~ are
represented in passages in each unit. The units are based on
themes which .are general enough to include aspects of these
subject areas. In activities included with each passage, the
,pupil is directed to get informationﬁfrom each'paragraph._;
Once the main idea, supporting details, pronunciation and

" definition of vocabulary have been i:dentif'ied the pupil is
assumed to be ready for more complicated tasks of 1nference
or evaluation. '

There is no clear evidence indicating.a_definite view of
language;p There is some indication that language may be
viewed as speech and writing in that the student actiVitles
entail speech and writing activities. .

| There ‘is a'dual emphasis.on both lexical and contextual
meaning Frequent focus on diptionary skills and vocabulary
exercises give 1mportance to lexical meaning in materials for
both pupils and teachers. The questions after each passage
,are based on information which the pupil can.determine through
" the use of context"analysis; .Focus on smallerpunits of lan-

guage such as syllables are viewed as: a.necessary step, but

-




o
cne,which is not to be dwelt on.

Program If

- Reading

" The program focus of Program II.is Onsmeaning reccnstruc-R
tion-and knowiedge.ccnstrnction. The questions that the
students encounter 1n the text and from the teacher are de-
signed not only to develop the ability to answer 11tera1

questions but also to draw conclusions as an aid to get mean-

,ing from print. Sound or letter imitation, word identifica-

tion, and word'meaningvrecognition are used only to a minimal
degree.. | | |

The predominant task.used tc get at comprehension is
questions'about the passage. These questions arevproviaed in -
the teacher s guide. Multip1e~choice questions;'meSSage’
recognitlon, and message reproduction are used frequently in

the workbook exercises. Subjective reporting is used,to a

!.significant degree. True or false questions, following direc;”

ticns, and missing elements can be found in the lessons, but
they are not emphasized to a significant degree;

| The four levels of comprehension; literal, inferential,
evaluative,.and appreciative; are stressed strongly in this
program. The 1essons help the stndent develop the ability to
recall such literal items as facts, details, and’ sequence of

events. The lessons emphasize drawing conclusions from the’

-story, substantiating the conclusions, and making inferences.
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?EFognﬁ'throughout'the program_are'QuestiJhé requiring,judgmants.
igéglto whether the selection ia_fact’or'opinion, and realistic

vor fancifui. The author as an authority alSO'comes omder
_aorutiny as the‘studemt engages in a range of activities to
oritioally‘evaluaté the se}eotions._ The appreciative;level
is.also important for thé'studont e#amines the features of

/ marrative writimg:ano the stylisfic olememfs oséd.by the
authors. | | o |

Program IT sgéks to have the student ‘set the purpose.
'_Freqoently found'in the teacher's matorials are suggestions

indicating pictures to set tﬁe purﬁosé. Implicit in this -
brogram is the idéa that the pupil should become an indepemd_
ent reader and read,fOr.individual purposes.. The text plays
an influential ‘role in setting purPQSe by the headnotésgcon-
"'taimed at ‘the begimnimg of tha'stories and by the gquestions
it suggests that teachers ask the stﬁdents'for-guided reading.
The. teacher plays a mlnlmal role 1n that the teacher is not
bound to the program -and may offer hlS or her own suggestlons
\The text's suggestlons are 0ptlons. The teacher's role 1s.‘
:do—empha31zed‘1n_sett1ng tpe purpose.for reading. _
Semantic. context and syntactic'context are tme predomi-
*nant mode of inguiry into print in Program IT. 'The program
treats them as one and refers to:them. not 1nd1v1dually, but
together as context cues. The studept is urged to_return to-
the story and use these COn%ext cues when unfamiliar words
are encountered. The use of pictures, diagrams, and maps are

. stressed but not to the same degree as the context cues.




chtlonary skllls are taught but they are to be used as the'
1ast resort if the context cues can't prov1de the 1nformatlon .
-needed.l Phonlcs,.structural word\analys;s, and ‘synthetic
._word approach:are minimally found in'the program. No direct_.

ev1dence was found for the use of configuration or env1ron-,

mental context,' " | .-

Language . _

Program II treats ianguage primarily as a probess.“ This,
_v1ew is cons1stent w1th its basically cognltlve thrust, The
ong01ng relatlonshlp between language and knowiedge ‘is evi-
dent. A strong emphasis is also given to 1anguage as speecy
: and‘writing.'.Language as a measurable and-observable entiﬁ&'
is glven stress in the workbook exercises.. The nativistic
view of language 1is occas1onally ev1dent but not domlnant
_.These conclus1ons are based on statements and act1v1t1es
presented 1n the’ teacher s guide and pup11 tests.

".The focus of Program II is on getting meanlng from. pr1nt
The language unlts that are emphas1zed to a significarit. degree'
to ald‘ln this task are the phrase, sentence, paragraph, story*
or passage, and the chapter or section..,Questions.in the
teacher's and student's materials probing the student's under-
;standlng are des1gned such that the student must return to a
part;aglar phrase,'sentence, paragraph or the entlre story
in ordsr to understand the author's message. - The chapter or

section is emphasized, for'example, by questions asking stu-

dents to synthesize their knowl’edge and compare and contrast



up.

'Vtwo.characters ih different sections. Letters, units thaf
.areismallef than a syllable}“syllables: and clausesaAre not
stressed as imporfant“uhits'fo'he utilized by ﬁhe stuqenf ih.
_extrapting meaning from print. The word is an isolated'uni%;
.It_isnot'used‘fo-any significant degree in this_program
”whicﬂlemphasizes contextﬁal meaning. éhe book'and eOnfeht
-area;appear mlnlmally 1n thls program Wthh 1s made up of

s%orles based upon toplcal organlzatlon,' 1
| p + Meaning is a dominant concern in Program II The
rapproach of this program towards meaning is contextual ~ The
'fthrustﬂls towards the 'full context of the author's writihg;
The units of emphas1s,_the phrase, sentence paragraph s%ory{
and chapter are all called upon to prov1de 1ns1ght 1nto the
author' s message. Morphemlc and_lex1cal meaning, therefore,.
'are only minimally used by the student. No eridence of |

‘synthetic fus1on was found.
Program ITI

Readinge
Described as a total lahguage approach, Program IIf
claims to relate reading to the whole of e)éperiehce° Texts
are organized around six pasic concepts comprising the
centent areas§4 children's llterature, classical literature,
fine arts, language, sc1ence and the social sciences.
Detailed lesson plans for teachers are organlzed around

systematlc questlonlng concernlng the text and children's

~
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experience- and systematlc act1v1t1es us1ng six readlng S
skills based on language units labeled phonology. morphology,

syntax, semantlcs, and rhetor1cal L1teral and 1nterpret1ve

N
c}'c

comprehens1on are 1ncluded within’ these shlll areas._-

The- focus of Program IITI in the 'student. texts regardlng
_comprehens1on is on meaning reconstructlon and knowledge
’construction though only the former‘is evaluatedi Howeﬁer,
all six cdtegories. of the 1nstrument are represented in the
lesson plans of the teachers guldes The lessons are sa1d
to be built around the pr1nc1ples of phonology of sound struc-
.ture semantlcs or meaning ass1gned to 1anguage units; and ‘
rhetorlc:or analysis of literary forms. The skills exercises

and text and teacher questions-carry through with these prin-
—ciples. ; : o - B ) _.e

Comprehensionitask'emphasis is on Subjectite reporting
.;concerning-passages orﬁnessages. "What do yod think ..2"
and “Whyfdid ....2" dre the most_usual'reflective questions
in the text, and very common in the guided reading section of
the teachersf guldes. Multiple‘choice, folloWing‘directlons,
and nissing eleménts are question types obserﬁed on the eval-
uation tests. | 4 |

All levels of'comprehension are stressed in the system.:
Repeated-directions for_asking literal and interpretive ques- -
tions are given in the teachers'_guidesJ Reflective qdestions
at the end of erery selection in the student texts ask for
. evaluative interpretation. The evaluative and appreciative
levels do not appear to be evaluated however The appre-

A

ciative level is seen in teacher questlons in the lesson pIans
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and in_the generél format of the studenf.texts.

" lPurposes for reading are determined by the text almost .
exclusigely. The only leeway given the teacher is in the ’
selective decisiohsfmade regarding-the'mafefial to be present-

déd. Very detailed lesson plans with questions;ganswers, and
.directions are given the teachér in the guides. OCCasionally'
the gulde,iin~the guided roading section, diretts the.teaohef
to extend the. students’ experience bj asking for volunteers
to'research an aroa, Presumébly this would involvé studonts'
;formdlation of their own purpose. Extensi#e'enfichment acti-
vitios forjextendihg'students' experieﬁée are given for eaoh
~lesson plan. | A ‘ | |
| 'L Semantic context is the predomlnant mode Of'lanlry 1nto
v prlnt, with emphas1s also on structural analy81s, syntactlc 3
| context, and some attentlon paid to thnlCS and"’ dlctlonary
'skills and pPicture ouos. Reflectivo guestions-in the text
all ask for interpretation énd évaluation‘bf meahing, as do
teacher questions in tho guides. Skills aotivlties in each
lesson plan ask for morphological, syntactiecal, ‘and structur-

Y

al word analysis. o _ S .. A A

Language'

. Program III is descrlbed as a- total language approach

-

‘which explores wrltten English from the five vantage points

of phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, and rhetoric.
: - ,

All units of language listed in the Program Profile

Instrument are.represented in the series to some degfée. The

reflective questions for the students deal with the story or

oU
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parts of it. Skill developmerit activities in the workbook

and largely in the teachers' guides deal with morphemes, °

wordsd.some\sentences, and phrases. The introduction to the-

»

material for -teachers and a summary of the system describe

' how selections revolve around themes in content areas. This

claim is not obVious anywhere else in the program though
there are many excerpts from: literature, and reproductions
from the world of art.

Language is viewed as a process based on meaning Rhe-
toric is produced by an interaction between the writer' S
thought sens1b111ty, command of 1anguage, and hlS or her
response to whatever leads to undertaking the writing task.

The predominant focus of meaning in Program I1T lS con- -
textual meaning. The full context-of the author's. message

and'its_implications"for the reader are stressed in the re-.

 flective questions in the student texts and in the teacher

guides. ‘But morphemic and lexical meanings are treated in
‘the skill development exerCisesof the lesson plans, and sur-
prisingly, the evaluations place at 1east as much emphas1s

on these meanings as on the contextual.
~ Program IV

Reading

There are two separate areas of program focus emphasis

in Program IV: +the determination of the meaning of words and

the detérmination of the meaning of‘paragraphs'and stories.

\

—————
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program reflect this emphasis. The majority of the activi- .

ties and test items deal with the comprehenéion:of either

individual words or whole stories. Four of the six program

fogus categofies in the-Program Profile Irnistrument (See
AppendiX'Aj are present. _The.dominant.feature isnmeaning
fécpnstrUction; Word meaning reqognitibn!and Enowledge con- -
struction are present to a high degree. There isllittie .
evidence of emphasis of syntactic reconstruction and no evi-
dence of sound or letter imitation or wbr& identification.

- The eight theoretigal catégorigs of comprehenéiqn tésks
_are pfeseht. Quesfions aﬁdut a passage, message récognition,
-and ﬁessage reproduétion are the dominant features in'thé
four catégories for teachers and students. ﬁost ofxthe,eoﬁ-
?rehehsion tasks in Program IV aré in the form of ques%ions_
about a story. In a&ditionrto pfovidiné information based on
reading a passage,rétudents are required to summarize and
restate stories. Multiplé-éhoice items aré'%;principél meas-
ure of:bomprehension. | ) — \

| Althbﬁgh all four categories of éomprehension ieveis are
present, Program IV emphasizes three;l 1iteral, inferential,'.
and appreciative.f There is a greater emphasis on what Program
IV terms "literary understénding and appreciation” in the
-teacher's guidebook than there is in the pupil's book or in
the test items.  |
The concept 6f reading in Prdgram IV is that it is a
_ combination of skills. The+index to the program indicates

the extent to which the program defines the spec¢ific skills
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inVolveo in reading. The abilities measured by the. Program
_IV mastery tests indicate ,the areas which the program empha-
S1zes._ An appralsal of t;e_abllltles measured in the maste;y'
tests indicates an emphas1s on structural word analy31s as
the pr;nc1pal means of decoding words, Other areas of ‘empha-
sis include iiteral and inferentialfcomprehension of stories.
Althoogh "creativity" is a "strand" with many references in
the index, it is not an extensively measured mastery task.
The text is assumed;to.be the determiner of the purpose
for reading;‘both.for the teacher and theipupil; A statement
,of purpose for reading precedes each s%ory The text also
states a purpose for d01ng each of the Skllls deve10pment
act1v1t1es in the pup11 skill book., There are few instances
in’which’the teacher or pupil have an opportunity to deter-
- mine-a purpose for reading. |
Program IV stresses the structural analysis of words. .
Prefixes, affixes, and root morphemes are topics of'activi—
ties and test items in every ﬁnitﬁ Occasionally this study
of morphemes provides for a synthetic approach to words.
Although.the pupils'aiso learn to use thefdictiohary, fhe
use of the dictionary is not part of most'of the evaluation
‘materials.
.Language .
- Program IV emphasizes three language units: the affix
or root morpheme, the word,_and_the story. A voqapulary’lisf

~and the reading of a story are part of every lesson plan.
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; The structural analysis of words is also part of the SklllS
development in every unit. ZFEach level ;n Program IV ends
with a "book-length" story, and the series'refers the teacher
and pnpils to other books they could.include in their reading
program. Therefore, the . book is part of the program, although
it.is not an essential act1v1ty in each unit.

Program Iv presents the view that language is wr1t1ng.

This v1ew is evident in the program's emphas1s on pr1nted

1anguage.< Emphas1s is no%t on preparlng pupils to speakhor

11sten more effectlvely. The serles focusses on determining
 the meaning of printed words. which are treated as;objects to
be decoded accoraing to rulesvand'patterns. Al though intro-
ductony material in the teacher's edition suggests that lan-
guage 1is 1nnate,nth1s theory is not eV1dent in any of the

teacher lesson plans or .pupil materials. 7

ln Program IV, the pupils learn to determine the’meaning
of words orimarily in three ways: l).fromrstructuralvanaly-v
sis of their'morphemic structureg.z) from dictionary defini-

-, ) -tions emphasizing lexical meaning; and 3)‘from the contekt'in

.which-Words ar® used. The focus on morphemes is evident in ”
skills>activities in every unit. Every story lesson intro-
duces words which the students look up in the dictionary or

".° glossary. The eﬁphasis on context is evident only in the ~

evaluation materials in which pnpils'nust'determine the cor-'ﬁ
rect word to ﬁse; |
‘ Morphemes are proninent“in the view of language in Pro-

gram. IV, Structural analysis is the major thrust of vocabulary

L




54

.fand decoding activities. The other maJor form of language
'encountered is the story or passage. However,-even in read-
ing a story or passage the students are alerted to the use of
‘affixes. PreView and reView actiVities for many of the SLlec-'

tions in the reader emphasize +the affixeS'used.
Program V. e -

Reading

Program V emphaSizes word identification and word mean- -
ing'recognition. The student regularly participates in exer-
‘cises which deal W1th irregular phonemic graphemic correspon-

u

dences, and also frequently practices related vocabulary (
drills. ConSiderable attention is also given to”sound—symbol
_correspondences which are useful in decoding whole:families
'of'words. | | | |

| Syntactic reconstruction is evident, 'but'not extenSively

implemented Meaning reconstruction as well as knowledge o

construction is more clearly observed and is Significant to

o the program. Each lesson-deals with numerous evaluative

. A
questions deSigned to assist the. student in, draWing conclu—

sions about the author J message ’

‘The text primarily'determines the purpose for reading.

" The teacher's'edition contains a prepared paragraph designed
to stimulate discuSSion and add incentives for reading a
fstory. The purposes forureading are determined to some

extent by the teacher. . The teacher has the option of reading

-



a story to the class if the content proves too difficult Jr

to provide an example of fluency or to. stress a particular\
intonation pattern. The pupils'’ _purpose appears tc be based'»

‘on suggestions fron the lesson itself. Occasionaly,  the te't'
contains 5ust a section of a story,‘andvthe self-directed_ |
s%udent can continue the reading in another source. ‘
The major’emphasis of Program V with respect;to compre-x'

f

hension tasks is on subjective reporting,iquestions about a
; passage, and message reproduction True or false questions,f“
| - message recognition and those stres31ng follow1ng directions
are utilized, but not consistently. There is 1ittle evidence

of any multiple-choice or missing eiements throughout_the'

5 series. | | |

Each of the four levels of comprehens1on appears to have ]
an equal anc 1ntegra1 part in the student s text. The lessons -
examined all contain.several questions on a_particuiar-level.
In addition, the-teacher's manual contains additional ques-
tions. to probe further understanding and depth of meaning
. Phonics is an important concernlof Program V. Much

emphasis is ‘given to structural"word énalysis, the synthetic
‘word approach and syntactic context. These areas areitreated'
in the correiatedllanguage,arts section. iThe_class.practices
these reading~skillsﬁthrouéh a dictation activity Six .sen-
tences from the story, are dictated and then c0p1ed on the.
board for the class to correct and review. The sentences-are
examined as to word structure and syntax.’

. Some dictionary SkllLS, pictures, maps, and diagrams are

incorporated in the teacher's manual. .Semantic context is

oy
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"not a. maaor concern in either the teacher s edltlon or the

student text. There is little eV1dence of focus on - configura-

tlon in the program._

Language
Program V includes a focus on the learnlng of a pr1nted
code for the spoken word, but: 1ts maaor emphas1s is upon the

unit of meaning. This unit is contextual, and it may 1nclude

* many aspects of language which pupils will‘use,to‘determine‘

meaning through context.

ProgramaV maintains the view that language is speech and

writing. = The language arts;program provides daily exper;

1ences of both within each lesson. The dally wr1t1ng exercl—

(=

ses strengthen the student s language acquisition. Group &,
dlscuss1ons generated by the text improve the student's%abill-
ty to generallze and . d1scr1m1nate. ' |
Lexical and synthet1c fusion are highly character1st1c
of th1s series. Much emphasis 1s‘glven in assoc1at1ng a word -
-and 1ts meaning. Vocabulary exerclses of the program dlrect
the studéent to the d1ctlonary deflnltlon and usage. The
learner then must d1st1ngu1sh 1ts meanlng W1th1n a sentence.‘
Program V's correlated language arts program prov1des

strong emphas1s on the word phrase, sentence, paragraph ‘and -

" passage. Bi-< weekly, students view sentences taken from their

own wr1tten work and analyze spelllng and grammar.,;Thls

,process all ows the_students_to see_thelr_errors, correct'them

as a group andfthen apply their knowledge by'recénstructing
S v
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qthe ‘sentences correctly

-

Syllables and units smaller than syllables are treated

“1n the weekly spellirig 11st The 1ntermed1ate spelllng lists .

focus on a partlcular 1rregular sound symbol arrangement

These llsts and guided lessons are present only in the’ teach-

er's edltlon.

Program VI

Readingd

Reading, as"viewed in Program VI, is'a:process which
inyolves the mastery‘of sequentially structured_skills such

as word ‘attack and- comprehenslon. Skills are’to be applied .

) to all types of readlng in various subgect areas.A‘

The prlmary focus is on meanlng reconstructlon or llter-_

al comprehension of the author S meanlng.v Thene is emphasls

. on knowledge construction or inference. However, this is

found‘primarily-in the teacher's material. ;The tasks through-

out all. three of the students' texts basicalfy require liter-

“al responses. Inference is stressed in the teacher's manuals

'-by‘the;questions suggested -from before'and‘after each story’

-

Oor passage.

All of the comprehension tasks except subjective report-

ing are represented in-this serles, fivé of whlch are repre-

sented to a h;gh,degree., The teacher's materlals give great-

est emphasis’ to questions about a passage. 'Message reproduc-

‘tion is stressed to a great extent -especially in the fifth

and sixthfgrade.level.materials. The‘passages in these books -

¥
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are“more technical and the questions ask pupiis to restate
information from. the texts.

' Although 11teral comprehens1on is the prlmary focus of
the. program, especlally in the questlons wh1ch are part of-
the pupllS materlals, the teacher's materials stress 1nfer-
ential comprehension as well.{ The questlons prov1ded_for the
teachér to use to dnitiate.discussion‘and to*check_on.pupil.
comprehension require inferential responses.r Some questions
and statements included inutheriifth and simth~grade}mater_
ials also deal with.evaluation and appreciation of the pas-
sages. . K. | | N

The purpose for readlng in Program VI is almost exclu-_

sively determlned by . the text The teacher s manual-lndlcates

. the purpose for readlng each passage, wh1ch the teacher is to

communlcate to the pup11s through questlons.- Statements of
purpose are also 1nc1uded occaslonally in the pupil text
" There are some optlons as to the use of questlons before a

passage which are left %o the teacher's d;scret%on.

s

Four of the nine categories of»inQuiry into print in the

Program Profile Instrument. (See Appendix A) are:emphasized to.
a hlgh degree in th1s program. -Practice’exercises:develop

these approaches to 1nqu1ry 1nto pr1nt and these skllls are
reviewed in the exer01ses 1nvolv1ng a scoreboard They are
consistently represented throughout all three levels. 'There

is no evidence indicating the use of configuration. or. environ-.

mental,/context.
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. Language

There is no expllclt statement about language and its

relatlonshlp to readlng in Program VI. One might infer from

m'“the materlals that- 1anguage 1s seen as a product observed in

Tﬁspeech and wr1t1ng ertten and oral responses are requlred

by pupils throughout the program

The unit, the story, and the word are all employed to a

~ high degree. The unlt is comprlsed of various stor1es or.

artlcles centerlng on a spec1f1c theme. The word is empha-

slzed through vocabulary exerclses before each story or pas-

. sage and various exercises afterwards.

-

There is a-sllght 1nd1catlon that language may be viewed
bas1cally as speech and wrltlng since the maJor form of pupll

part1C1patlon in the program is through thelr speech and

) wrltlng, whlch is part of each unit and«whlch is measared in

the scoreboard exercises.

'

Meaning has no singLe primary focus. Three categories

of meaning; lexical,'morphemic, and contextual, are represent-'

ed iri .the activities of the pupil texts and the_measurements

of the teacher's evaiuation materiais. The teacher’s mahuals.
give less attention-to‘morphemic-and“lexical meah;ng than;the
pupil eXercisesiahd.tests. Thére is not’strong evidence for_

the use of synthetic'fusion.
Program- VII

Reading

' The focus of Program VII is predominantly meaning-

-

OY
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'reconstruction and'knowIedge construction. In instance after . .
lnstance,{the teacher poses Questions'to which the"students
are-asked to respond. These questlons can be answered 1f the
pup11s can reconstruct the author s message. Knowledge.con-
structlon is ev1denced by 1nstances of requlrlng students to

» relate the rz adlng selectlons to the1r real or 1mag1nary ex—
periences. ‘Word- -meaning recognltlon is’ present to a h1gh

_degree;" Before each selectlon, the meanlngs of words are
determined. There is’evidence of syntactic reconstruction
| Most of the comprehens1on tasks in Program VII are in

. the form of questlons about a story found in the teacher's
manual . Students.are asked;to‘proVLde 1nformatlon after
. reading'a"passage. In addition, students are asked to iden-

.“tify or recOgniZe passages and to reproduce messages in erL.
ting or in oral methods including'role playing and'dramatiza—
tions. There are no expllc1t evaluative comprehension tasks
present in the students texts.~ The authors recommend the
$use of their supplem\\tary 1nstructlonal act1v1ty books and
learnlng«mastery tests to‘reinforce and evaluate skills.

The four levels of comprehens1on are present: literal,
inferential, evaluatlve, and appreclatlve. Program VII
'stresses llteral and 1nferent1al levels, but there are many

: 1nstances which requlre use of the higher levels of comprehen-.*
sion skills. Puplls are requlred to analyze s1tuatlons,
evaluate motlves, predlct outcomes, and compare and contrast

e . 1nformatlon

' The purpose for readlng is assumed to be determlned
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predominantly by the -text. Primary and . seconddry objectives

are providedtfor each selection. Students have an opportuni-

~ty to think of reading purposes‘after reading the introducto-
- _ry unit paragraph. The teacher determines the purpose‘for-

- which the unit may be used.

Program‘VII stresses phonics, structural word analys1s,_}
the synthetlc word approach and use of syntactlc context to
a hlgh degree. Sound, word, and meanlng patterns are developed ‘

or reviewed in the Sklll maintenance program. The use of
context clues to define unknown words is the domlnatlng fea-_
ture in the vocabulary sectlon of most selectlons.' The use A

of the d1ctlonary is advocated to check the meanings der1ved

by the pupils.

Language : ﬂ -

Program VII 1ncludes a review of primary decodlng SklllS

concurrently with the Iearning of new skills. In a skill

" maintenance program, initial consonants,-vowels, digraphs,

and d1pthongs are covered In the regular lessons, the major
emphas1s is on the word, story, and chapter. A vocabulary
list accompanies7each story or poem. An.analysis.of words s

also part of each vocabulary lesson. A s1xth~and last un1t

'cons1sts of a group of related content selectlons.

Program VII views language as process. It stresses the

' idea that everyone' s language should be respected It gives

adv1ce to teachers of chlldren who speak what.is referred "to
as Black Engllsh and to those who teach read1ng to second K

language learners.
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The program advocates much d1scuss1on of concepts. The

o

RS

class spends a. great deal of time llstenlng and speaking and
:appre01at1ng the many facets of language
Program.VII_states that a word ga1ns“meaning'fromAthe
- way in which it is used; a contextual viewti In most.of_the~‘
_vccabuiary'lessons; bupilsdare fequired to define wo;ds‘ac-
cording to use. Howeyer, they are later 1nstructed to. check
the dictionafy“for further clarlflcatlon if necessary. There_
| are seyeral instanCeS‘ofbusing a knowiedge of prefixes to get

at-word meanings.

2
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’Tne“teacher'and the pupil ‘occupy the same environment

. in a classroom The classroom is where the read1ng program
is‘used The .way in wh1ch the teacher structures’ “this envi-
rqnment affects the way the pupil functions ~n 1t _.Each _
.readlng program gives teacher and pupll.roles e1ther througn
- explicit direotions'or implicitly.in the-materials. {he
broles of teacher and learner are 1nterre1ated ‘If these
views are inm confllct W1th1n a pr gram, the program is 1ncon;
51stent“ and flawed. to seme degree ‘The views of 1earning
and teachlng in each program are Juxtaposed in the follow1ng

dlSCUSSlonS) _ e
1

" Program I

Learning . _
| Al though the teacher'’'s manual in Program I empha81zes

what might: be 1nterpreted as a cognltlve view of 1earn1ng,

the student materlals strongly reflect a behavioristic view.
”The materlals for the child set the- goals, test their achieve- -
ment, and systematlcally relnforce them. The ch11d s own
1n1t1at1ve 1s only nomlnally attended to in that some open-
ended' questlons are included in the text. Extenelve -space

~ is given to behav1orlst1ca11y or1ented act1v1t1es. The large,

though not exclu81ve, amount of physical space may 1ndlcate a

- _greater concern with this type of 1earn1ng act1V1ty

‘There is no extensive explicit evidence for one particu-

‘lar view of the learner. In Program I, the teacher's manual

>
Ay
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and the instructions and activities'for the pupil treat the

learner as passive sometimes and othertimes the 1earher's

~ role seems to shlft from pass1ve to 1nteract1ve in. dlfferent

;act1v1t1es.. R R - . ¢
TeaChing'
Program I follows a traditional basal reader method

~Teachers are glven motivational comments to use before each
passage, Silent readlng is followed by questlons which re-
:quire the determination’ of the main idea and the development
of other .skills which that particular‘passage is used to
introduce or practice. The teacher's materials and the
pupil’s materials have'olear instructions‘abouélwhat is
expected of them as they process each'passage.,.

| There is no clear evidence of a'breference of method for-
dealing with reading problems. The entire text could be
v1ewed as a method of dealing with readlng problems in that
it provides all the act1v1t1es which the authors belleve are
necessary for the 1mprovement of. readlng abllltles The_
authors comment that 1nstruct10n may be modified for indivi- -
1dua11zatlonéor_remed1a1 work. Some concern 1s.demonstrated
for the'improvement of self:concept“of students, and for
teaching reading skills to correct or fill in deficits. But
these aspects of the program are not emphasized. fhe program -
generally does not concern itself with reading problems;

rather,.if devotes its sections to progressive development of -

an”arbitrary sequenced set of-readihg skills. Progress is

©



‘assumed if the teachers and.pupils.follow the program's °.
d1rectlons. n | o

The teacher is viewed as a technlclan who follows  the
directions of the manual. 1In some.lnstances,-the-teacherﬂls
‘given a’kind of script; The teacher makes few'independentv
decisidns. Questions which'follow each passage provide an
opportunlty for d1scusslons which the teacher may coordinate

with some 11dependence from the gulde However, some answers

'are suggested for these questlons The.0pportun;ty for teach;

-

er 1n1t1at1ve is 11m1ted

The teacher s manual and the pup11 materlals 1n Program‘

I stress the development of skills which are necessary for .
future reading act1V1t1es. The follow1ng program ielements
are v1ewed as. preparatory for future lifer familiarity with
”technlcal terms, basic concepts and 1nformation from the four
subaect areas presented in ‘the unlts, understandlng of th
soc1a1 s1tuatlons in wh1ch the pupil llves. The_questlons
and act1V1t1es in ‘each unit stress cognitive processes and
technology. Some of the activities in the pupil materials
also involve concepts of academic rationalism and social re-

construction.
Program IT

Learning '%u
Program II reflects a cognitive field viewpoint. ‘Empha-

sis is on insight learning with reinterpretation. and reevalua- .

tion when new information is encountered. The developed

| 67
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skllls are general in the1r appllcablllty A behavioristic
view 1s ev1dent in the workbook exerc1ses used to relnforce
skllls learned - There is incremental learning as one pro-
gresses through the levels; building upon past experiences.
fThe idea: of building new ideas upon old ones. suggests a trace'
of mentallsm.'

‘A learner ig basically active and interactive. The
Pupil can determlne th1ngs and is enoouraged to do so. The

quest for the 1nd1v1dual sett1ng the purpose for readlng is a _.

-

"reflectlon of th1s v1ew. The pupils 1nteract W1th one

? " U

another and the teacher in group dlscuss1ons in which ideas .

«

are shared The stress is on the 1nd1v1dual promotlng his or

her personal perceptlons,ln a group sharing d1scuss10n.

. 9
i

2 il
-~

Teaohing' ;

X The predomlnant pedagoglcal approach in Program IT is
™ the d1rectedbread1ng lesson ‘in. the basal text. Several maJor
categorles of elements are. found in the: typlcal lesson plan
in the tedcher's ed1tlon. A short 1ntroduct10n g1ves a

synopsis of the selactlon. ObJectlves list’ the skllls on
which the lesson_focusses° Motivation is assumed to build
bachground. Suggestions for helping students“set a purpose

2

for reading. Development of the lesson 1nc1udes suggestlons
(

to aid students in 1ndependent or guided read1ng and for the
.d1scuss1on which follows. The extens1on sectlon is not
1nclude5 in the analysls of this program because.lt is'-
-designated®as 1nc1ud1ng only“OPtional procedures and4fthere:
fore, is not a core part of the lessonwplan.

o



This basal reader emphasizes 1iterature and téchnical
_and.ihformetional approaches which are grouped ihfo‘content
-:units. The content units present'not only opporfunities to
' develop 11terary and study skills, but also a chance to meet
.ideas in many fo:ms. The stories, Wthh are developed around .
a common theme,: become 1ntegrated through discu881on and
activities. .Partiei individualization is significant in this
program whiie total individualization receives only a’miniﬁal )
.emphaeie. As the students proceed through levels, ideas for
personalizing instruction occur fproughout the teachef's |
lesson plans. : |
Phonlcs and word recognltion are minimally used pedago-
gioél approaches. Little evidence was found for the direct-
ed reading lesson in'oontent areas; programmed maferials,.
sffuctural linguistic eoproach; and - language experience. The
,fpgblisher does list activities that are called language exper-
ieﬁces, but they all lack the true elemenf of language ekperé
ience whereinlthe'student functions as an author Wrijing to -
read. | | | |
N | Differentiation of instruction, impoovement of seif
conoept'of,student,,promotion of social and psychological
~ » adjustment, and reofganizationiof the curriculum receive
strong empHasis.a The differentiation of instrdction is made
possible by hav1ng thr%e(iewels to each grade, Eech student
progresses through subsequent 1evels at his own pace. The :

impiovement of self concept 1is broughf about through the

selections and the discussions which follow. The student may'
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_encounter story characters .who have similar dialects or. simi-
lar problems.' The teacher is alerted'to be-sensitive to the
needs of individual students and be aware of the expectatlons‘
for the students. This. may affect the student s read1ng '
success. Social and psychological adgustment 1s.related to
this approaeh. The program promotes the view that affective
growth may lead the way to cognitiue_learning. Reorganiza—
tion of the program fits the'philosophy that each progresses
‘&t his own rate. The goal is to help the student become |
successfui with'materialswthat are appropriate to.the indivi-:
'ﬁual‘s ability. Content material therr can be reorganized to
promote read1ng growth. Reorganlzatlon of personnei of the*
classroom, school~.or dlstrlct receives 11ttle attentlon. A
d1agnostlc approach is present through miscue analys1s, ap-
"pearlng as a supplementary aid. rather than a core element of
~the approaches to reading problems.

The teacher is viewed to a significant degree as.a guide
and mondtor. The teacher initiates the discussion concerning
a selection,'alerts the students to~elements;to watch for,
.ereates motivation, asks questions,land generally guides thg‘
- students through a lesson. The discussion that follows a _
seiection is teacher.guided. The teacher as a scripted per-
former, technician, source of wisdom,.clinical information *

- processor, and Jjudge and policeman are present’but more im-
portantly, the teacher pro?ides insights;to learn as a guide
and monitor. There_ds no evidence that this 1s 3 teacherless

program.

e . s
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The primary thrust of Program II .is the cognitive pro-
~cess. The student is expected to develop 1ntellectual skills»
that are general-in'their applicaplIlty. The student is ex-
poséd to a great variety of content and formats. Topicsfand'
literary forms included are diverse. It is expeeted'that the
cognitive-skills developed inidealing with this variety of
materlals w111 be applicable to the many kinds of readlng .
.materlals the pupils must deal with in the 1ntermed1ate grades
and in .the study and 1life tasks that follow.

The attempt toﬁincrease the awareness ef career possib17
lities is an instance of'education.as a preparation for life.
Self—actuaiiiationais an important part 6f this program. The
carefully sélected stdries.are designed to be personally
relevant to a wide range of stﬁdent-needs and interests.
"There are few right and wrong answers to discuss1on topics.
Discuss1ons attempt to get the student to thlnk for hlmself
or herself and to develop personal values.- The student goes
_beyond the llteral content and discovers his or her own ideas.
Social reconstruction 1s.present but not emphas1zed. Academic
rationalism is ﬁresent in that thére are some classic folk-
tales included. Technology is not evidently a strong curricu-

lar thrust in Program II. - : °

Prograﬁ ITT
Learning

The view of learning in Program III seems to be 1mp11ed

~-



o
1n the publisher s statement concerning read1ng..~The pubiiShv;"
.er views reading as an important aspect in the. reader' S ad-
justment to total experience,' Reading is not.cons1dered an
1solated act1v1ty | | h .
The’ s1gn1f1cant view of learning theory taken by Program
IIT seems to be toward the cognitive field, and somewhat to-
ward the behav1or1st1c. ., The texts and teacheér materials for
the student texts emphas1ze, by their purpose setting .Ques-
tions, 1nS1ghts and the reinterpretation of prev1ous exper-'n
ience when new information is encountered Evidence for the
behav1or1stic approach, systematlc 1ncremental learning, is
"~ in the repetitive objectives set in the skill deve10pmen;
| sections of the teacher's guides and workbooksn The student
evaluations are almost exclus1ve1y behavioristic 1n the 4
choice of question types.

Actionality 1s~not directly treated in the program, but
baséd on the cognitive field and behavioristic objectives
stated one would assume the authors consider the child inter-
active or pass1ve reactive. Ev1dence that the learner is
v1ewed as passive-reactive 1is in the text's setting of pur-

’pOSe for the reader, and 1n1t1at1ng of all activity. However,
the student is expected to interact: w1th the teacher, the
" other children, and the author's message in the group discus-
sions dominated by the reflective questions.
<k

Teaching °

Teaching, for the Program IIT authors, is the program-

ny
AW
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jdirec%ed management of learning of presCribed reading and.
interpreti§e<skiils, with administrative decisiohs made by
the teacher. . ’

The predominant pedagogical approach is the directed
;reading 1esson in basal text approach Each prose and poetry
" section is preceded in the teacher material by a 1list of
. objectives for motivating, guiding\siient reading, and devel-

oping skills. The 1i¢erature approach and fhe technical and
informational approach might be said to be present in the

!
‘-

_selection of materials from the comtent areas. However, the
f,_.mode is-still basal text. Some programmed materials are
offered 1n the workbooks and in the supplementary paperback
study guides. . The paperback study guides are designed for
partial individualization of the program. Additiomallindivi—
dualization is allowed: for in‘smallksections of each-lesson
plan in the teacher's guides which are set aside for regroup— -
ing for individual needs and reinforcement,_wExtensive enrich-:
ment sections also allow for partial individualization.
. " In its approach to reading problems, differentiation of
) instruction receives strong emphasis in the teacher’ guides.
Skill_development sections in each.unit include suggestions
for either remediationoor enrichment. The pre-test evalua-
tion masters provide diagnostic‘tests of reading skills for
deficits. The post-test evaluation masters provide measures
.for'mastery of specific reading skills. |

. ' The teacher in Program II1 is seen primarily as a script-

ed performer and -a technician. The only decisions left to




the teacher are those of managemenf and selection. lesson
plans are minute'in'detailed instructions to the teacher.
_ However. from the v1ewpolnt of the student who does not see
the teacher s guldes, the teacher might be seen as a gulde
and monltor. The teacher guldes the lessons, asks the ques-
tions, leads the discussions. In the enrichnent sections of ;f
the teacher's guides, the~teacher's role seems to begthat of
guide and monitor.h |

The prlmary curriculum thrust of Program ITT is toward
the development of cogn1t1ve process. There 1s an emphas1s,-
in the teacher guide lesson plans,ron.the developing and
strengthening of word analysis, study skills, and literarv
skillsf' | | .
_ The selection of passages from the .six disciplines to
provide guality reading seems to suggest academic*rationalism;'
though this is not the focus of instruction. .The introduc-
tion to the material for teachers speaks of developing under-
standlng and love of literature in chlldren, which may have
self—actuallzatlon as rts_Ease__—goyeverl_ylth,ﬁaweehIld‘ﬁ
selected purposes evldent in the curriculum, except in the
enrichment activities, no consistent self-actualization thrust

is seen,
Program IV

Learning

Program IV provides no perfectly consistent viewpoint‘on
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learning. Aspects of mentalistic views of learning are re-
flected to the extent that each lesson assumes the content of
the previous lesson is part of the student's accumulated Know-

ledge. ‘This is evident in" the treatment.of vocabulary. Pro-

-gram IV reflects behavioristic concepts of learning in its

sequential;‘incremental approach ro’vocabulary, skill, and
knowledge development. Pupils:who do. not score at mastery
level on\the tests. are giren additional. work at lower levels
until 'they "master” rhe skills prerequisite to the next level.
A cognltlve aspect of 1earn1ng is ev1dent in the skills se- :
lected whlch are almed at gaining new 1n31ghts into new mater-'
ials. |

Program IV predomlnantly v1ews the" learner as pass1ve.'
The pupil reacts or responds to the storles, questions,
exercises, and situations which the program sets up. There
is.some opportunity for pupil-initiated activities. 1In
severai lessons, it is suggested that the pupil'create his

own story. The puplls may. also interact with the teacher

-through‘discuss1ons. However, the pupil is essentlally the

‘;pass1ve re01p1ent of 1nformatlon and 1nstructlons.

Learning, in Program 1V, is a form of cont;nuous pro-

gress. The books are claimed to be gradeless in that the

levels are indicated in terms of sequential numbers rather

‘than in grade level numbers. Thus the book for sixth grade

is number 13. It is assumed that a.student in sixth grade

could use a book numbered 10, which is actually for third

.grade, without embarrassment. -The'program sets up an incre-

<

mental learning pattern. Students develop language abilities

3



and practice already acquired abilities in each lesson.

Teachlng | |

Each sectlon of the units in Program IV follows ‘the
basal reader approach Directed reading lessons 1nc1ude'
-presentatlon of vocabulary, silent reading of a story or poem,
dlscusslon of the material read and skill development activi-
ties. All of these 1essons are part of content units. There
are five content units to every level. However, the focus of
each lesson is on the specific story~orhpassage rather than .
on_phe general unifying themes of the unit. The SKillnactiviF
tiesAwhich are part of each lesson frequenfly.focos on struc-.
tural word analysis. Word recognition is another teachiné
emphasis. There is partial individualization of this instruc--
tion in toat each lesson contains supplementary activities
for individual students who demonstrate a need to increase
their proficiency io skill areas, or their knowledge of speci-
fic elements of 1anguage; | | |

The major approach to reading problems ianrogram IV is
in identification of deficits through mastery tests. Pupils
who fail +to score at the appropriaterlevel.mustework on skill
development at a lower level. This work focusses on skills
and development activities. An emphasis in evaluation is on
diagnosis of reading skills in a search forldeficits which
can be treated through reorganised instruction. The teacher
is instructed to check, evaluate, and test pupils at the end
of each unit to determine if remedial work sﬂould be assigﬁed

before the pupils-moye on to other units.
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: Teaching, in Program IV is the manage;ent of 1earn1ng.
Teachers are to 1mplement the program as prescrlbed in the.
teacher s gulde, measure pupil progress, and ass1gn extra
_act1v1t1es to puplls with measured skill deflclencles. The
goai of teachihg is the development of'pupil competence ‘at
increasing levels of reading difficulty as measured by mas-
tery tests provided by the program. -

The teacher is also a guide and monitor. The teacher
- schedules and supervises all the pupil's reading‘activitiesv
in accordance with directions from the teacher;s guide.. The
bteacher is a Jjudge only in that he or. she must evaluate the
appropriateness’ of pupll responses to the small proportlan of
‘open-ended questions which are part_of-the program. - The
teacher also appears or acts as a source of wisdom in that he
or she'provides~new vocabulary, information, and ideas con-

- tained in the teacher'srguide forfevery 1esson.

The major curriculum'thrust of Program IV is on the
development of cognitiverskills. The development of the
skills of literal comprehension, inferential‘comprehensioh,
literary analysis, and structural analysis;are the four__
strands of coghitive skillsiwhich the program emphasizes.

The program reflects_academic_rationalism/to some degree in
that some of the stories at each 1eve1 are adaptations of
works associated’ w1th great books or 1mportant cultures such
as the ancient Greeks. Social reconstructlon is an important'
part of the-program‘as it is communicated to the~teacher1
However, the communication of this importance is not as clear

"in the pupil text. The thrust of social reconstruction is
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nof included in any of the evaluation-materiais. The progfam_
'emphasizes the efficien produetiOn of more competent readers
'in the introductory aferials_for the_feacher. Also,mthe'
”guide.recommengs/{;emuse of the mastery tests fo determine: )
pupil needs. T |

Program V

Learning

Program V is baSically behavioristic with leanings to-
wards - cognitive ideas of. 1earn1ng " The program focusses on:
conditioned responses and their reinforcement It ‘also focus;
ses on emphaSizing insights and'reinterpretation of previous
experiences when new information is encountered. The mental-
istic view is not-a.significant thrust.

. In this series, the educational environment is composed
of the teacher-directed lessons and materials and is assumed
to be the predominant influence”upon the learner. The pupils
are assumed fo be passive. They react to the teacher—directed
program. Pupils also interact with the materials. However,

the learner does not actively seek informaﬁion for himseif.

Teaching

Progrem V deals exclusively with the directed-reading
lesson. Its najor concern is with children's literatureéi
The series enceurages children to utilize their understand-
ings of literature in their.own_language experiences. Since

the instruction is directed to a large grbup of students,

)
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,complete individualization cannot be expected in the’progran.
However, indiVidual differences are recognized. and ‘the stu-
dents have opportunities for supplemental study within the
.program. In the group instruction, word recognition and
phonics .are stressed. There is little evidence of the other
pedagogical approaches listed 1n the profile 1nstrument

‘ Program V suggests that reading problems,should be han-

~~

dled within the instructional framework.of the group. The
’_program suggests that slower students will benefit from dis-
cussions generated by more capable students. A slower stu—
dent s self concept is expected to improveqif he or she is-
asﬁed to present ideas to the group. instructional differen-
tiation is suggested but not emphasized.. »

.“ The program exhibits little evidence of a diagnosticuz_
concept; The program suggests but does'not emphasizevtesting
skills prerequisite to reading. Reorganizing classroom per-
sonmnel or school persunnel, and testing reading skills to
identify defic1ts are discussed but only briefly.

Program V offers some evidence for viewing the teacher
as a scripted performer, a guide and~monitor, and a source of
‘'wisdom. - The teacher lS expected to follow the lesson plansv
‘in the text, guide aspects of the discussion in the lesson

plans, and provide information to help youngsters appreciate

the literature encountered.

. A\I
- Q)
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Program VI

Learning

The teacher’s guide in Program VI suggests that learning

is best accomplished when‘appropriate‘materials are sequen-

. - :
.tially structured. These materials will then motivate the

s

passiyve learner to respond to them and learn what is required.
- The view of learning in Program VI is basically behavior-
istic. There is some evidence of mentalistic and cognitive

o

field influences. The emphasis of éystematiq incremental

"skills development wifhin and between units, along with fre-

-quent assessment of these skills indicates at least an impli;'

cit.adherence to behavioristic theory. A

The teacher’éwmaferial, instructions to the students and
activities for the student indicate a basically passive role.
for thé learner. The students p;rticipate in teacher-directed
drills, provide responses td gquestions about passages, and

read for a text-dictated purpose.

Teaching |

The teacher's role is primarily that of technician,
following the . prestcribed outline of the program. The approach
is the directed orvguided reading'leséon based on content
units aimed at developing skiils which can'be‘used in future
reading activities. Improvement in these skills is assessed
through reading testé and évalﬁation ekercises.'

All three levels of Program VI use the traditﬂonal basal

G t)
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reading approach with strong emphas1s on the content unlto

approach. The technlcal information approach is also present
The prlmary approach to readlng problems is d1agnos1ng

“for reading skills def1c1ts, The major dlaghost;c tool is a

scoring technique which uses a brief review of/the;skills andlr

'content covered in every two units. This exercise is used to

. . determine’'how much practicevis needed before the student goes

on to the next unit. L ,

b

The' teacher featured is as a technician in the series.

a -

The teacher basically makes few 1ndependent decls1ons and
follows instructions from the text ‘

There is a hrgh degree of emphasis on cognitive skillsl
across the curriculum. Bothvthe-teacher ana student ma%era.
ials stress the development of readiﬁg skills which can be
applied to‘allutypes of reading in a%l subject areas. Famil-.
iarity with technological information, traditional fields of

‘fstudy, and the social situations in which the student l;ves

are viewed as preparation for future 1ife.
Program VIE

Learning ) g

~

Program VII reflects all: three views of learning to some

&egree,‘ It focusses on the development of mental abilities

and the addition of new ideas to a store of continually

1ncreas1ng previously acquired ideas wh1ch is characterlstlc.

of mentalistic conceptlons of learning. It is behavioristic
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o 0w

in that the authornaééamés'that the obServable; measurable.

mastery of the conteﬁ% of previous iessons enables pupiié'té
A , _ v

)

) . - ) .
‘fare well in current lessons. The skill maintenance compo-

nent is based oh this premise. It is ¢ognitivé in that pupils.v 

<

are often asked -to rethink ideas in light of new expériéﬁces

.,

encountered in’ the reading programn. ‘ e
Program VII views the learner as being predominantly
interactive. The program relies heavily upon discussions
v ,

between the teacher and pupils.. The program,suggests thaf

" the pupils be given many opportunitieé to create dramas aﬁdﬁ

stories, and provides helpful éuggestiOns.”- , \‘ o

Teaching
Program VII places emphasis upon the directed reading
lesson in theftext; the literature approach, énd the language
experience approaéh.,'ln thé teacher's manual for éacﬁ story,
provisidns afé made forAvocabulary development, prepar;tion
fdr reédipg, reading t,eﬁseleétion,’developing related think-
ing and language skills, and additional related activities,
Thé lesson pléns, however, do‘not“follow tﬁe typicai_skillé
| development which can be found in mdsflpasal reading series.
Instead, pupils' use of their language is encouraged.  The ‘
pupils are directed to read, write, and discuss- their ideas.
The program encourages the reading of related literature
after each unit. It also'gives bibliographic information for

S

the choices. | _ 1

i v _
Unit 6 o:f each book is in the form of a content unit. -

1
2]
i

o



The storles and act1V1t1es are correlated around ‘a central

: theme. This unlt may be directed by the teacher or uged

1ndependent1y by the students.‘ ' : TQ\

5

There is eV1dence of the technical and 1nformatlona1

research toplcs and use out31de sources of materlal
3 %
Three maaor approaches to reading- problemshseem to be

emphas1zed in the teacher's manual -The authors‘state the

need for dlfferent;atlon of 1nstruction and provide for it

through the skill'maintenance section and invthetéth unit of
each book. The improvement of the self concept of the stu— .
dent is also emphas1zed through the selectlon of storles and .

dlscu881on before and after‘each story. Testlng reading

skills for deficitaﬁis recommended through the use of mastery

tests and activity’books. -

The teacher is v1ewed predomlnantly as a gulue and moni-

.tor. The teacher guides the dlscu381ons and superv1ses the
’ s

réading activities. The teacher is also a source of w1sdom

: for he/éhe relays 1nformatlon contalned 1n the teacher S °

guide for every 1esson. Some eV1dencem§uggests-the teacher

is viewed as a technician,-carrying out the directions in the

teacher s manual , - .
Three curr1cu1um thrusts are eV1dent 1n Program VII

cognltlve proce331ng, social reconstructlon and se. f-actual-
. s

,ization.. Each lesson seeks to develop cognltlve skllls for

2

_appllcatlon 1ater, sometimes in the next unit, “or next read_

- ing level, and ultlmately in later 1ife. Theé teacher’ s_edl-

tionfstresses the ided of guiding pupils to function in a
: o S Ce _ roe 4

A

:approach Puplls have oppor+un1t1es and are encouraged to
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plurallstlc soc1ety suggestlng a view of social reconstruc-
thn. ‘The pupils have many opportunities to determine things
for themselves indicating that self actuallzatlon is opera—
tlng as. a presupp031tlon. 3
There 1s evidence of academlc ratlonallsm in that there
are storles about important personalltles and - by the fact
that pupils are encouraged to read literature outside of the

basal text.
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Program Purpose
" There are several places in the, documents which make up

a reading,program\where‘the basic mission and specific pur—
poses of the program”are-conventionarly stated. The promo-
“tional materials that are used to_introduce.a,program‘tob
those=Who may purchase_or use'it.may'contain a statement of
purpose. The teacher's manual tnat ordinarily accompanies
,the»basal'teXt is a place'where one expects an inolcatlon'of
purpose. In _some 1nstances, workbook and other program compo-

nents. are des1gned as part of the. ‘basic program, and may
-conta1n4awstatement of purpose. Speclflc lesson plans may’
reflect purpose, 1mp11c1tly or explicitly. In fact, any
component of the. program may 1mp11c1t1y or expllcltly contain = -

an indication of purpose or. goalso ThlS study focusses prlma—

rily on components of the bas1c programs to \\*nrin ht into - '
" the purposes,of programs.{ ‘\\\_. , : 'Slg\\\f\\f\\\K\;;
The'extent_to which.a program fulfills'its stated goals-' -

is discussed in the follo&ing section.' Statements of purpose

for. reading instruction, eitner emplicit or implicit in %he

program guides, were compared with the actual program'mater-

ials. These purposes”may‘not involve the baslc theoretical

areas of reading, 1anguage, teaching; and learning . There-

_fore, thls is only one indicator of program cons1stency : Of

more significance to the program user are the nidden purposes

anad presuppositlons, But because these aspects of a program
..are-not obvious, they may not oe perceimed by the.user. The.
teacher may assume he/she is implementing a program which is .

oes1gned to fulfill a purpose w1thout reallzlng that thls'

' purpose may not be represented in the .pupil materlals.

85
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One purpose that underlles all of the programs is that
the program is designed for youngsters to read- who are placed
in the grades or levels designated by the publlshers° To
-_determlne the consistency between the grade or level deslgna-
tion and the approximate readability of the materlals, a
readability formula was applied to each of the seven programs. S
See Appendix D for Readability'Formula Information? Error
factors in both tne formula and-sampllng techniques used are
realities, and the‘authors entertain no delusions as to their
accuracy. However,‘the formula approach provides a commonly

. ] 'y
used estimation of the readability of the materials.

Program I

ﬁc\'As stated in the teachesz‘manual,:Program I is,designed.”l

primarily to provide skills development in reading in the o
‘ content areas. The program seeks not Only to develop apprecia-
tion and 1nterpretatlon of narratlve materlals, but also to |
..prov1de content and activities for use.in teachlng students
special skills in readlng 1n‘soc1al stud1es,~s01ence, and new
math. | |

'The general purpose-as implied in the Program l student
materials is to get at information and appreclation in read-
ing from-different subject areas. Basic skills of word at-
tack, dictionary, rate,zand contextuallreference are,sequen-.
t1ally developed | |

Thus the purposes for read1ng as stated in the teacner s

.manual’ are fa1rly well followed in the student materlals.

§6
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-

iOne difference .-between the teacheris,manual and the'student_*_'.
- materials is'tnat~cognitive learning theory is stressed in -
the teacher's manual while the activities for the student are
much more in keeping with a behavioristic theory of learning.
- The readability estimates oinmaterials'in Program I seem
to show?more difficultyithan average'for students in'grades'u,‘
5, and 6 Program I is a unique inclusion in our sample
'because 1t extends to high-school 1eve1s and tends to be a
selection considered more reguiarly for junior-high and sec-
ondary programs However, the portion of the program exa-
mined is clearly spec1fied as being appropriate for grades L,
g, and 6. The readability levels’estimated in this study
- suggest that the materials are not entirely in accord with

expectations for average performance in grades.b, 5, and.o.

Program IT
The general purpose.for reading instruction as stated in _
the‘teacher's;editiOn of Program II is to prepare'chiIdren"
for thegﬂexplosion“ of reading in the middle grades and be-
'yond; The program also seeks to communicate to them the
"rewards of reading. The teacher is to nelp the students read
and think eritically as well as deveiopfbasic skills. H
o The students' materials are designed to meet tne above’
‘stated goals. The students encounter a variety of content
which'prepares them for the diversé reading matter-they will
eXperienceff“The skills they develob'are.Seen as-ones that

‘help to'generaiize learning. The varied content meets

8!‘9 .
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another goal_in;that_it was‘carefully selected to meet - the
interests of the students. The students read to get meaning
from print and-to become critical readers. They alsofread
because lt_has a_personal value beyond the questions waiting
at the end of the selection. |
There is a very'high.consistency between the‘teacher's
and:students‘ material in terms of purpose. If an objective
is named, it is represented in the students materials.
Progra;\II s estlmated readablllty levels appear hlgh
 for grades 4 and 5 ‘and about rlght for grade 6. However,
' error due to’the°formula may,exceed;one grade leVel'nakingm__
the est{;atgffor grade 5 materials consistent with the riio-
lisher's designationl The grade Ujlevel sample is two grade -
levels higherlthan the designated'level However, error due

to sampllng prohlblts a strong statement of readablllty dis-

cordance with respect to ‘Program II. The program s reJectlon"

.of controlled vocabulary may make the Fry formula less appro-g

pr1ate in grade 4 than grade 6. . .'_q~.l
Program III

'In Program III, the general'purpOse for reading instruc-
tionrindicated in the teacher materials is to relate’reading,
to the whole of experience. Program lII»seeks to help chil-
ﬂdren'see_reading“as,a way of'seeing'tne world:and to lead
them to .see a»central-theme from various points of yiew, A
'carefully'strUCtured seqnence of materialsdseeks to nelp

T .
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students organiie'their thinking. The main goal of the se-
ries is to heIp.etudents learn to iﬁterpret andﬁunderstand‘
-whatzthey read. The program eeeks to give children a deeper -
appreeiation for_the many forﬁs:and purposes for reading and’
to enoourage critical_reading,;wide vocabulary.development;
| and;specificdskills in subject matter areas. |
. Purpose is not directly stateddih the materials - for the -
studeﬁt. Reflective gquestions ih.the stddeﬁt texts imply
that the student's purpose should be to interpret, evaluate,
and relate the author's message to his owﬁ experience. The
presence of skiII exercises.ahd evalqatioﬁs'imply'the purpose
of skiIl development And the presence of some good ekcerpts
~from literature and beautlful reproductions from- prlmltlve
and class1cal art 1mp11es the purpose of development of appre-
elatlonu _ .
There és high pohsisfeney between the detailed.smalI

objectives Etated"in .the teacﬁer materials and the materials_v

presen+ed to- the_gjydent ' - : s

~ The readablllty estlmates for Program III fall within
conventlonal_expectatlons. Samples for grades 5 and 6 were
estimated af grades 5<and 6, while the 4th grade sampIe falls
one grade hlgher, within the limits of expected error. The

program appears consistent with fhe purposes of the ‘program

with respect to. grade level de51gnat10n._ ) ’
o Program IV

The purpose for reading instruction is communicated  to-

83 -
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the teaehers'in %he introduction &o the teacher's gulde in.. 1

Program IV. The purpose centers about the development of

. decoding, comprehenslon and evaluatlon Skllls leading to .the

pupils' 1ncorporatlon of the ideas he reads into his own
thinking._ The program seeks -to provide "for extension of-
skills and appllcatlon~of these skills to new materlals and
settings." This is the primary purpose-of the program.ﬂPro-
gram iV also seeksvto develop a soynd value sysfem,.an,appre—
ciation and understanding of good”literature, aﬁ understand-
iné and'apprecration of the'pluralistic nafure of Aﬁeriean
society. .

Program 1V glves puplls a SpelelC purpose for readlng

veach of its storles and poems. However, the text does not

_explain a“purpose for reading in general, nor does it indi-

¢

cate why the pupll should be 1nvolved in readlng 1nstructlon.

But. the pupll s skllls handbook does glve the pup11 a reason'

for readlng 1nstructlon bhe improvement of his ablllty to

‘use the "spec1al tools" of-readihg. Thehpurpose of the de- -

.velopment of these skills is "understanding, evaluating, and -

applylng the 1deas of the author" whlch the - Skllls handbook

. tells the pupil is the "real.aim in readlng Coe : .‘_ -

Program IV samples of reading material appear inconsis-
tent w1th the des1gnated target group with respect to grade L 2

materlals whlch are estimated to be two grade levels hlgher_ L S

LSS

or more dlfflcult . Materlals for grades 5 and 6 are in

accord’ w1th conventlonal expectatlonc and within the error

limits assumed.~
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PrOgram \

H'One purpose»for reading in.Program Vdas indicated in the
materlals for the teacher is to maintain a hlgh level of

'student interest. Another purpose is to provide the neces-

sary stlmulatlon for develOplng Skllls in thlnklng, d1scuss—:

~

Ing, . and wrltlng, as well ‘as in readlng.
" The purpose of read1ng as ‘indicated by materials for the
student Fs . to become acqualnted w1th numerous experlences

tlon and awareness of the various styles and subject matter L
presented by the selected authors
' In general, the purpose 1ndlcated in the materials for
' the: teacher and those implied for the students remains highly
consistentiw_?hose areas where a discrepancy exists between
'the-materlals for teachers and those for students are in
dictionary Skilis. Whlle the obgectlves and organlzatlon of
<dictionary skills are indicated for the teacher, they are not
as evident'in_the materials for the student. The 1earner_is
1eft with a vague idea of the use of the dietionary if the
student's materials are viewed in isolation. |
The readabiiity estimates of thegmaterials_in~Program.V
aappear too high for the designated targét groups. Grade 4
_materials are estlmated three grades hlgher than average.
{ | Materlals for grades 5 and 6 are estimated to be two grades
more dlfflcult than conventlonal expectatlons The materials

for Program V are estlmated to be in- ulsaccord w1th the pro-

. gram purposes w1th respect to con ventlonal estlmates or

&

9i / N



g2
'average peffornance.b
N
Pfogram VI

The generai purpose of.reading instruction indicated in
the materials for the teacher is to help the student acquire
reading skills. Specific skill areas included as objectives
are: recognizing wads{ deriving word meaning, comprehending
.sentences,‘paragraphs and”Whole selections; selecting”perti—
. nent data; evaluating the authen01ty of materials; and gras—
pring the implied ideas.

ExpliCit statements of purpose of readlng 1nstruction,.
are seldom indicated by materials for the student However,
the organizatlonal development and»structure of the thematic
units, which include preparation“exercises, directed.reading
»activities}and evaluation exeneises give evidence of inplicit
agreement with the purpose stated in the teaCher's manuai.-

The purpose indicated in materials for the teacher and
purposejimplied in materiais for the student are consistentf'
with each other.

The maJor emphas1s in the pupil S materials in Programf
VI is the development of the abilities of structural analysis,
literal or inferential comprehension,,and 1iterary ahalysis.r
Less discernable in the pupil's materials is the final goal S
for reading instruction, one of 1ncorporat1ng the ideas found )
in reading into the pupii S own,thinking.' There are'many

. instances in Which_the pupil text asks the pupil to read
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about'othér“people in different cultures, ideas:from science,-
and other suhjecfs‘about which the pupil may collect informa-
.tion through reading. But there is no clear opportunity for
the pupil's thinking to change as a result of this'new know=
jledge The pupll is asked to thlnk about the subJect matter,
from dinosaurs to dlscrlmlnatlon but the pupil is seldom

asked 16 make decisions which judge the validity of situations.
or to incorporate understanding of theae subjects in creative
activitiee.w Therefore, the . pupil textbooke are consistent
with two of the teacher guides' stated-purposes for reading

instruction: development of pupil decoding and comprehenSion

\abilities. .However, the pupil textbooks dolnot emphasize the
evaluation skills or the incorporation of ideas into student
thinking. |

Materials for students te read in Program VI are estima-

| ted to be W1th1n the 11m1ts of conventlonal expectatlons with
.respect to the average performance of the target groups.
Materlals for grades 4 and 5 are estimated to be one grade'
1ower than expectatlons, wh11e grade 6 materlals are estlma—
ted at the appropriate grade level. The direction of. the
error in grades 4 and 5 may be dellberately assuming eas1er
materlals are more likely to be usable than harder materials.
The materlals_of Program VI are estimated tc be in accord

with the'purpoSes assumed with respect to the farget group.
- Program VII.

oThe purposes of'Program_VII-reflecf concerns for tha

93
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readability of materials, the characterlstlc of a plurallstlc

.soc1ety, skill® ma1ntenance, and ;nd1v1duallzatlon of instruc-

tion.: In general . the 'stated purposes of the program appear

to be in accord w1th the materlals and .procedures recommended

”

1f one 1gnores the dlstlnctlon between basic and supplementary

vl

-materlals. The evaluation phase of the program, whlch relates

to the sklll maintenanceé and. 1nd1v1duallzatlon aspeets of the
program are included in materials des1gnated supplementary.

Several d1rect 1nqu1r1es ‘were made with representatlves of

~ 'the company because it was.feit that perhaps designations of

/

basic;and su plementary ware not correctly communicated  The

program is new and errors in representing a new program are

/-
common in our experlence." All inguiries indicated that the

des1gnat1ons were accurate with respect to the'purposes ofs

the program; hence, we find"that some important evaluative

.iaspects of the program are not part of the basic program.

Focus on the characteristics of a pluralistic. s001ety is
carried out in imaginative ways. Story selection,and illus-
trations are unigue in this respect. Content is generally

geared to metropolitan life, another plus for the rating of [
the consistency between purpose and function. The skill

areas that predomlnate in the malntenance sectlon tend. to

reflect conventlonal assumptlons about phonemic= graphem1c
relationships, structural word analysls and readlng, thus
raising confllct with respect to other aspects of the program
that focus on recoverlng deep structure as a comprehenS}on

I)

tactlc. ~The estimated readability levels of the mazterials

w0
W
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" No instructional approach that assumes all programs to be

- in program statements constitute the largeést body of charac-

95

for Program VII appear fuliy consistent with the purposes

with respect to fhe designated target groups, grades 4, 5,

Iana-éir This is to be expected because this purpose, the

reflection of modern readability research, is clearly and

explicitly -emphasized. - -

e ‘ Conclusion
In genéral the programs reviewed reflect +helr purposes-
as ated to reasonable degrees.. Incon81sten01es ex1st, as

we have noted. Some variation in the'degree of inconsistency

‘Be%ween>statéd_purpose'and program 1is evident among‘the

programs selected. - All programs reviewed are COmplex-enough
and subjéct to problems to a degree that warrants“thé recom-
mendation that a thorougo, careful examination of the purposes
of the program is an important aspéct'bf‘suocessfdlly using -

it in_instruction.

Programs exhibit unigque charactéristics. They differ.

alike makes much seﬁse. On the other hand, the conventional
categorles of programs often used for dlscuSSlon,'evaluatlon,.
or research, do little Justlce to the underlying complex1t1es.
In many reSpects, the theoretical areas that are not’ expllc;t
teristics. This suggests that most of’what happens in.the

ose of'a particular program is not specific to the program, .
but rather is a function of the decisions of the individual .

teacher. : C o 4 ) |
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If it is true that most®of the decisions required in a
program.are in fact up to the individual teacher, then the
often heard suggestions to beginning teachers“to'follo@ the

basal -reader program are inappropriate. In general, the

_programs we reviewed here provide many instancés for teachers

to make decisions. Statements about teacher initiative,
creativity, Judgment, flexibility, and options, though vary-

ing among programs, are frequently encountered. -We agree,f

‘with this thrust. However, when options are suggested.with;

I L,

out methodo#ogy for making decisions about the options, it

' becomes inappr0priate to suggest that a program will provide

o

the guidance required for instruction. In some talks with .
some publlshers We. dlscerned an underlylng assumptlon that

teachers 1n general are highly competent and already . possessed ]
of the methodology to make productive decisions' about suggest—
ed optlons, If thls assumptlon is true, we ;1nd many’ of the )
claims of programs, partlcularly W1th resPect to purpose, tof'
be supported. -On the other hand, we found, in many 1nstancesf
a view thit'teachers require a-step—hyJStep guide,p u'veSti?v

‘that unless the materials provided by ths program actually do )
prov1de a methodology for making. 1nstructlonal de018107 |

statea purposes are unlikely to be met. If teackfrs do what

they are expllcltly told how to do, they will Lot meet the 3

'broad purposes of many programs. If they show the confxdence

and competence to make their own declslons, they w1ll ; but

then it is the teacners and riot the program which w;ll makp

N
- B 1

the dlf-_ference°
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Management, Systems
In recent years management systems, e1ther part of the
publlsher s package, or from an external source, have played
an 1ncreas1ng role in mlddle grade reading 1nstructlon.
These systems, such as the‘Wlsconsin Design,.invariably empha-
size the sequential development of skills to the exclnsion of
'anything else. Though the proponents often assert that these
are not meant to be complete 1nstructlonal packages, the
. pre—tests, post-tests,_and program evaluatlons are often
totally on: the bas1s of the management systems. That causes
administrators and teachers to put time and. energy on the
-skill hlerarchles and rgnore the rest of the programs. Pro-
gram differences become irrelevant then. The management'

system is a procrustean bed eliminating difference and turn-

ing'the programs into behavioristic, atomostic_skill—centered

Q

sequences in which technology dominates, learners_are treated

as passive and teachers are technicians.

9 ?}-p ’



CHAPTER 7
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-Conclusions and Implications
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How to Produce a Readlng Program

The clearest conclu31on of thls study is that publlshed
readlng programs are 1nstructlonal packages whlch have been
assempled without theoretically based designe. They do not
have firm, examined-tbeoretical bases; they skhow more evi-
dence of.deoisions being made by default. than by deliberate
application of concietenf criteria. Similarities in mary
elements, such as workbook exercisee,'skill sequences, and
evaluation devices seem to be more based c¢cn tradifion ano
- market considerations than on defineo views of reading, com-
preheneion, iearning, or teaohing. 'Inconsisteneies within
programs are thevrule, not the exception;’

"Perhaps all this reflects a chaotic situatich in the
schools that involves the relationships of materials, methods,
currioula, and evaluation. If curricula were articulate and
soundly roofed in research-based theory, then schools would’
be choosing soitable ;nd effective methodology amdubublishers
would have some pressure 1o provide appropriate'instructional
' materials that are consistent withrthe criteria of the currié

" cula and methodology.

o

This is not to say thatauthors-and editors-ef-reading - -——-

‘programs do not believe they are using a coherent set of
principles amd criteria in constructing programs; What we
are. saying is that the criteria are often a loose collection
built around a few strong commitments and not sufficiently
'well articulated and soundly rooted in theory -That produces
program components that teachers and 1earners actually exper-

ience which are not the result of strong de31gn and selection
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criteria.’ —

Many middle»grade reading'programeﬁare,sinbly extensions
of begimning program%,llese well planned, less well ekecuted,
less well related to views of reading, language;-teaching,
and learning |

There certalnly are very dlfferent approaches to teach-
ing reading comﬁrehen51on possible. But they result from
combining views. of reading, language, teaching, and--learning
cocherently t0'produce'the.decision—making criteria for a
methodology. | |
‘ When readlng programs concentrate on developlng readlng
comprehens1on, which they all do either as the main fdcus or
one of several major.fogai po}nte_in‘the middle grades, their
premises become blurred;.inconsistencies arise, and elements
appear which have little justificationmin teaching or evalua-
tfng comprehension, | |

Partly thie condition results from preoccupation of tert

developers w1th beginning readlng Partly it's the result of

assuming that bulldlng relatlonshlps between prlnt and speech

. I
elther at letter or word level is .the main business of read-

'ing'inStrUCti'n:““Reading“iSfreducedmtOMmatchiﬂg—an&mitwis‘w-~»@'

assumed comprehension automaticaily follows. Partly also,
too 1little use has been made of theory and knowledge about

comprehension, particularly comprehending print.

<

Comprehens1on Centered Readlng Program

It is our belief that readlng 1nstructlon from the begln—.

“w

ning must make comprehenslon the prime concern.’ We define

FRVES
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compfehension.as constructing.meaning frem print. We believe
that language ie 1earned_as'e whele‘in response to the need
to understand and Ee understood. In that sense, what pupils
ere asked to read must be real, whole, relevant, and.meaning:
ful’ language. |

If we pinned a label on-oﬁr ideal reading program we
would call it "comprehension-centered " Iﬁ it, litefacy
would be considered an exten31on of natural 1anguage 1earn1ng
We would teach no SklllS Rather we would help 1earners
develop comprehen81on strategles. They would be helped to

try to make sense of what they read We would apply the les-

‘sons of cognitive psychology, con81dering how the characteris-

tics of text influence comprehension, how readers' schema

“influence what they understand. We would treat_comprehension

. as the result of interactions between writer and reader.

Teachers in our program would be guides, facilifatbrs, and
monltors, knowledgeable about reading, language, learning,
and - ehlldren. We v1sua1;ze readlng.lnstructlon mater;aISras,
wide-ranging, variable to suit different personal-cultural

needs. We see children 1learning to read by readlng, not by

Since comprehension would always be the focus from the

beginning of reading instruction, the middle grades would be

- a time for expansion, for broadened horizons, for greater

flexibility, for\?elping gullibie;readers to be critical, for
helping reluetant.readers to find pleasure and satisfaction,
for helping omnivorous readers to develop elee%iVe-perceptive
taste. Self-e&aluation wo@ld be the prineipal meaﬁs of

- ot " !
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. evaluation in‘eur.comprehension—centered program. Learners.
B would be encouraged te ask‘themselves whether they have;under-
stood and to use correctlon strategies when - they have not
Teachers would monitor for strengths as well as weaknesses

as a base for selecting and designing instructional activi-

ties.

Classifieation“ef'Programs for MiddLeéGrade Comprehension

Researchers and.others must'avoid'classifying programsf-
by the use of traditional terminology. Those terms that
Chall_used for program names, as Corder eoncluded, simply do
‘not sharply distinguish brograms in‘any useful sense,

We suggest that our paradigm be used, as represented in
-ﬂthe profile instrument, to'delineate"the key premises ef each
program and to indicate how:consistently theyhhave-been ap-
plied throughout the ascending levels of the program and in
its various elements. We suggest that grouping programs for.
the sake of stat1st1ca1 comparlson is an 1ndefens1ble prac- -
tice in research and evaluatory studles at least at this
i p01nt in time.

We suggest further that the experience that partlcular

learners really have with a particular program can not depend-

ably be predlcted from the program "itself and that it will
vary from dl.trlct £o district, school to school, teacher-te
_teacher, and even pupil to pupil. )

| That makes research.which seeks to deal with'the effect

of particular programs onglearning most difficult to ebnduct;
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P 5é1ectiaﬁ of Programs by Séhools and Teachers
| Again Wé believe.éur.paradigm and prqfile instrument can
be useful to schools‘in selecting texts. ‘Eut such_éeiection
muét,follow-a careful,developmenf of a reading curriculum in  n »
which theoretical bases are used to develop decision-making
criteria. .. _
There ié a circle-tooiprevaiept in reading instruction_f
in which materials determine curriculun and method and market \
considerations ahd traditions detefmine mgteriais. Publish-
ers say they're giving teach?rs What‘they want and teachers
use what they are given. in.this circle there is no substan-
tive point at which knowlédgé, particularly new insiéht from
‘researdh can enter. T
This is an eré of explosion of knowledge, .All of our
four concerns; reading, language, learning, and teaching have
been areas of inteﬁse develbpment in this era. New theory
aﬁdrknowlédge mﬁst be digested and implemented in deéveloping
reading comprehension progréms. Schools can only assure this
'imﬁlementation by puttiﬁg materials in proper pérspective,
‘sel%cting'them to serve an articulate, coherent curriéulum

‘rather than'letting them determine the curriculum.
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m?iee'educational missions are identifiable in the 1it-
-erature of reading comprehension insfruction. One miséion is
- to help Students.legrn to proddhe:a séoken anélogué of the
author's printed language. A second mission is o help stu-
dents learn to reconstruct the author's.message. “A third
mission is to ﬁeip students construct knowledge about fhé.
_aufhor's message. These three missions subsume a‘host of
-cafegorizatidn:syst§ms that can be derived froﬁ the litera-

-ture of rezding instruction. - L °
Missions

Spcken Analogue

Much of.feading instruction seeks to help youngsters
leérn to produce a spoken analogue of the author's printed
langﬁage‘ﬂCarroll, 1972, p. 2). The felationship of this
mission to comprehensibn centers ébout the assumption that if
a reader can produce a spoken analogue of the author's print--
ed languagé, thét reader will be able to understand the mes-
‘sage. This aséumption is true in some instances and faise

--in-others. . T

in instances when the reader is working with materials that'»
use language %hat he or she can understand when it is spoken.
| The falsity of the assumption is evident whén the reader en-
counters materials that use unfamiliar lénguagé aﬁd deal witﬁ

content that is new to the reader or too difficult. Many of
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us can produce a speken_analogue of jhe language of a para-
graphzin an insurance pelicy, but faill t¢6 understand it un-
lese we know the court decisions that underlie the legal
ihterpretatipn of that clause. If Gomﬁrehension, or under-
standing the message, is the éoal, producing a spoken analogue
of the author's priﬁted language falls short, and comprehension
can not be automatically assumed because the analogue is pro-
duced relatively intact.% . :

.Chall (1967, p. 189) suggests ".., for all practical
purpdses Americanfreading instruction is. basal-series reading
instruction."” Basal series tﬂna to be based in literature,
and exhlblt a dlstlnct eontrast in content with many of the
subjects of high schoel;_blology, chemlstry, physics, matheqa-

. tics,;and'social srbdies. Both the content and. the language
‘ of much of the aubjgct:matter of schools differs markedly

from the content and\language 6f basal readers, and in thesé’

instances, the veriﬂity of the spoken analogue assumptlon is
doubtful with respect to comprehen31on. ‘

. Atalts roots, the\m1351onto produce a spoken amalogue
of the ﬁrinted message\sdbsumes many of the stafed ohjectives
of readlng 1nstruct10n %hat relate to oral reading. lSkills
relatlng to oral reading include those that actually involve
oral readlag performance with both partlal and. whole language,

those skills that function as demonstrated prerequisites to
oral reading performance, and those'akills assumed to be

prerequisites in spite of a lack of evidence to support the

conclusion.
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Thé implicatiQ§s of the concept of"a spoken‘anaiOgue to
printed lahggage extend beyond the iimitations of oral read-
ing perfbrmance. Vygotsky (193h) and a host of others iden-
tify inner speech as a reality. Introspection verifies the
ekistence of inner speech. It is a rare individual who re-
ports that he or she can not produce a'thought énalogue.when
that same individual can produce a spoken analogue.

The;key_distinguishing characteristic. of the spoken ana-
logue mission is that it necéssarily involves producing,
either in thought or in sound, the surface structure 6f the
author's langudge. It may 'or may not invplve understanding
 the message, but 1s assumed to inveolve understanding in many
instépces, ,- R J
Reconstructing the Author's Message

| A second global mission of reading comprehension q?n be
chayacterized as helping students to learn to reconstruct the
author's messagé. Here, fhe emphasis is on getting the mean-
ing of the author's message. 1t includes the reconstruction
of the syntactic aspects of the author's language by virtue
of the k%ndsAdf activities we aék youngsters to perform iﬁ
reading ins%ructién. .However, the major focus of this mission
is on the semantic reconstruction of the author's message.
'Soﬁe wouid frame exblanations of thiS'mission in terms of the
deep structure of the author's language,.iﬁ contrast with the

focus on surface structure Edentified in the process of pro-

ducing a‘spoken or thought analogue of the author's message.
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Meaning is the goal,

'thrusts.' One thrust is word centered and

>

lary development as a major instructional obgectlve. The

search for lex1ca1 meanlng is 1n contrast

approach. The search for the contextual meaning of an author s

~and tends to bé identified in two

engenders vocabu-*

prlnted message is the process that appears most defens1b1e

sage.

a

3

Constructing Knowledge ab

3

out the Author's Message

The construction of knowledge about an- author's message

times it is relegated to

al goal that 1t 1s apparent in the 11terature of readlng

L]

the category of thinking.

- argued here that it should be or should not be on‘logical

" is sometimes included under the rubric of reading, ahd some-

1nstructlon, -and that it 1s represented in many of the pub—

11shed programs Roger Farr (1977) defines readlng as,

"thlnklng gulded by print.

o

Whenever readers are asked to declde whetner or not or :

to what degree an author'

s message 1s Jtrue, they are belng

asked to construct knowledge about the author s message°

Whenever readers are asked to declde about the value of a

message, they are being a

degree occur within some conceptual framework.

sked to construct knowledge.

Value

decisions about whether the message is good or bad to some.

An author's

message may be evaluated with respect to literary style, how

pleasing the work is, or

the consequences to humanity and

individuals. Readers in our schools are asked frequently

- 108
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to -

169g

to a whole %anguage

.under the-global ‘mission of reconstructing the authorjs mes- -

It is not

‘terms. ‘Rather,”it is noted that it is a defensible education-

——
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construct knowledge about the author s message.

Several subsystems of these three missions are appareﬁt
in the 11terature of reading instruction. One subsystem we
label Program.Focus.=-It ceriters on groups of objeotives
evident both in programs and in the 1iterature. A second-
subsystem,.Comprehension.Tasks, involves the tasks readers
are asked.to perform to bermit'the inference'that.language

' comprehension is or has occurrea A‘concern for Levels of
Comprehens1on is a thlrd subsystem 1n both the literature
and programs of instruction. These three subsystems; Program
Focus, Comprehension tasks, and Levels of Comprehens1on fit
the global missions; Spoken Analogue, Reconstruetion of the
Message, and Construction of knowledge.

.A foufth subsystem reflects ideas that are sbecifically”
applied at the“middle_grades andﬁgbove with respect to ad-
;vénce‘ofganiiers as-weli es ways 8; establishingbapproaches |
to guided silent reading in directgd reading lessons. Recent
research (Glbson and Levin, 1975) focusses on the Purpose of
Reading. The subcategorles of the purpose of reading are. not
subsumed by our missions. Rather they cut across the missions

\ and must be described in a different wsy at the paradigmatic

level [} . . .\‘-.‘

Program Focus'

O

Six categories of Program Focus are 1dent1f1ab1e The

categories are 1) Sounds, Letters, and/or Matchlng Sounds and

-~ |’10,:
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Letter Combinations; 2) Word'Idéntification;IB) Word Meaning
‘Matching t§ Word Shapes; 4) Syntactié,Reconstructidn: 5) Mean-
ing Reconstruction; and 6) Know;edge Construction. Items 1 |
and 2 relate directly to producing a spoken analogﬁe Bf“the
author's printéd language, one of the basic miésioqs of read-
ing instruction. Items 3 , 4 and 5 are subsumed under a
second miséion, reconstructing the author's megéage, and item
6 is constructing knowledge about the éuthor's message, a

third mission. RO

_Squnds;’Letters, and/or Matching.Sounds‘énd Letters
Underlying the mission to help youngsters produce a
spoken analogue of the author’'s printéd_message is a large
group of activities that function as skills, 6bjectives, énd
componehté of reading programs. Thé identif%cafion'of let-
ters, letter combinations, and sounds that are conventionally
yassociéted with the letters and letter combinations are inclu-
ded in this category. Usuall&, the activities of-thié cate-
gory aré assoéiated with.beginning reading rather than middle-
grade reading. The Qmphasisbis on skills assumed to be, pre-
}equisite to producing a spoken analogue of printed language,;

which in turn, is assumed to permit the reader to understand J}

t

the message. Y

r

Word Identification
Here, the unit of focus is the word rather than parts of
words or units that are larger than words. The task is iden-

 tification. The student is helped to“learn to say the word

f

.  11v
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when}a é}aphic representatioﬁ of the-word is displayed,
"Words are often %reéted in isolation, in 1ists,.or on cardé,
and the.meaping of the word is not of direct concern. As in
the case of the sound-to-letter or letter combination'maéch—
ing category, generally it is assumed that if the student can
be brought to the point of producing a spoken.ahalogue, com-
prehension will follow. Smith (1971) calls this category
word recognition. 'Reading instructién fhat focusses on de-

veloping an initial sight word recognition vocabulary falls

into this category. Usually, it is assumed that the words to

be identified are words that are already part of the speaking

voéabularj of the student.

<

Word Meaning Matching to Word Shapes

Associating the graﬁhic display of a word with one of
the Eanentional meanings of that word ié a—case"of matching.
As iﬁ-word identification, -the graphic display is usually in
_isoiatioh in & list or on cards. Smith (1971) refers to this
cétegOry as word.identification. Basically,.it is a lexical
category; ma%ching words with definitions in what might be
called a dictiondry approach. Vocabulary development is‘a

name often attached to school practice and student a§3e5sment.

‘Syntactic Reconstruction
A syntactic reconstruction is possible where the subject
focusses on the arrangement of words, phrases, clauses, and

sentences. Syntactic reconstruction is a case of partial

et
frd
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meaning reconstruction. The student may cope with the
syhtactic structures in a number of ways. In oral reading,
the sﬁbjectvdisplays adequate or even insightful intonation-

al patterns. Often, miscues are_eyntactically aceeptable

-within the sentence, but semantically unacceptable. Compre- "

hension questlons that can be answered on the basis of
partlal meanlngs reconstructed from syntactlc relatlonshlps
may be answeredecorrectly, while comprehen51on questlons
requiring'understanding 1exical or structural meaning_ihvoke
error. If a sentence such as GBlanko blipped the blurps,"
is enCOuntered, the subject may correctly answer the‘queefionéy
"What did Blanko blip?", but can not correctly answer ques- -

tions concerning what "blipping" or what ae"blurp" is.

"Meaning Reconstruction

Here, focus is on\reconetructingﬂthe contektﬁal meaﬁing -
of the aufhor's message;' Includea_isawhat is eften éalled'
literal meaning as well as something called inferentiai
meaning. Literal and inferential comprehension are dealt
wifh‘elsewﬁere in.this document. The word is.not the focus

H

of this category; rather the message is the unit. A"messaée’
may be deseribable to some degree in terms of words, _bPhrases;
of clauses; and in such an approach the focus of this:
category would most often the grammatical categorles that

are 1arger than words.

-
Pt
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‘For example,'Simoﬁs'(l9?i) ogtlineé exaﬁpies of the
recovery of.deép structure. One ékamplé pfesents a sentence
- to the reader and asks the reader fo select from an array of
three sentences the sehtence that is nof a paraphrase of the
original when the t@o'of the three sentences are, in fact,
paraphfasings. A’seéond example involves filling in blanks
in three sentences fo make all three convéy the-same:meaning.
Reéonstructing meaning'involVeS‘bOth explicitvénd”elabbrate

functions. The reader -can paraphrase gg@bupderstand%the_

'auﬁhor's ideas as they are exprgséed; but meaning-rebonsffuc-
tion does not include the construction of kﬁéwledge that is
‘not present in the author's'work Meaning reconstruction is

- a rebulldlng and reassembllng functlon. Linguisticélly,
meaning reconstructlon 1nvolves both lexical and contextual
aspects of what the author's message is w1thout,qraw1ng impli- |

cations and conclusions about its truth or'app1icétion;f

Knowlédge Construction

| The category‘qf knowledge consfructibn refers to aspecté
‘of reading that involve drawing coﬁclusibns about thé‘agthor's
.message rather  than recohstructing the author’'s meésage.

r Many authors classify k@owlédgefconstruction as %hinking,
not reading. The~distinctionfis not gquestioned here. vawever,
fhe purposes of gducatidn In,re%ationxto readiné Qould be
unaccepfable if we - were éonfépt to produée reéders who are.
unab}e to adequately decide wﬁgthéf or not whét they ha&e

read is true, WOrthwhile, or aﬁplicable to what they think

)
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and do. Educatlonal goals do not 1nc1ude produ01ng readers

'who believe what they read because it is in print. Educators

can not be satisfied with readlng_programs_that prouide»the

reader with opportunities to reconstruct the author's mean-

ings and assume that critical reading will'automatipally

occur once this is done. . -
The categorical system presented here'distinguisnes
between knowledge of what the author's language says and

knowledge about what the author says. Heconstructing meaning

lnvolves know;ng how to understand what'the author means.: In
this sense, knowledge of how language works is deeply in-.

volved i~ reconstructing meaning. Similarly, when meaning

“has been reconstructed, it is proper to sdy that the'reader

knows what the author has written.
The’reader“who.is constructing knowledge may'answer

literal compréhension.questions correctly or not. - Similarly,

inferential questions‘with convergent answers expected may . or

may nhot be answered correctly while questlons designed to
e11c1t dlvergent answers tend to receive strong attentlon.'
Obv1ously,-the desired response of a reader who 1s-construct-
ing knowledge includes evidence of the reconstruotion of the
author's ideas,‘neaning reconstruction as treated here.. In

‘oral readlng, miscues tend to be semantlcally acceptable

- within the.sentences the reader constructs.' A tendency “to

move from the autnor's language to paraphrasings or transfor—

[

mations of the author s 1anguage into forms reflectlng the

reader s dlalect ‘may occur. The author's purpose may be
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understood but often the reader's nurposes may be ev1dently
more influential in responses to comprehens1on\tasks.t Ll%j'
‘eral and inferentialvcomprehens1on questions will-“be answered !¢
.oorrectly in most instances involving"meaning reconstruction,4~
but kKnowl edge reconstrUCtion may produce evidence of an un-
expected framework of ideas that 1s not necessarily a conven—
tional reconstructive response to the author s message.

Evaluation, application,, and appreciation are funCtions of

knowledge construction The reader pushes the author s 1deas,

sometimes well beyond the limits of the author's reconstruc-
., table intent.: Knowledge construction is creative in that the
reader generates ideas that are new to him. They may also be
!”new to the world, but they need not be in order to be classi-
flied as construction in this’category.
Knowledge,éonstruction involves the reader building
~ideas rather than rebuilding the'author;s ideas Linguistic—
ally, it can 1nvolve all the aspects of meaning reconstruc-
tion available to_tbeﬂreader, but 1t_focusses on the opinions
andiideas that the reader constructs as a result of encounter—“
ing the author’s.printed message. | |
Summary
The categories of- Program'Focus are: 1) Sounds, Letters,
~and/or Matching Sounds and Letter Combinations 2) Word Iden-
T -7 s gification; 3) Word'Meaning Matching to Word Shapes; 4) Syn--
tactic Reconstruction; 5) Meaning Reconstruotion;_and 6) Know-

nledge Construction.
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"reporting: "Comprehens1on versus non-comprehen31on ‘degree

focus of a readlng program In our analysis of example

. 117

Each of these can be ﬁsed to heip describe the major

programs, we use these categories'to'link the language of

instructional materials to “the paradigmatic categories.

Comprehension Tasks

An observer can not see into a reader's head. Compre- -

Ve

/ : ' . - ————

hensigm éaﬁ not be'obseFved. However, the reader can be
asked'£b§perform a task that reflects comprehension. Skill
r'quired.td'perform a taskramd the"prqcess-of remembering are
confounded with the measares of comprehension even if the
duration of the task is very short. Carroll (1972 ) identi-

fies most of the tasks used to assess comprehension. Included

‘are subJectlve reportlng, true or false questlons,‘multlple-

choice questlons,vfollow1ng dlrectlons, m1ss1ng elements,

/.

questlons about a passage, message recognition, and message

reproductlon. ) o

Subjective: Reportlng

Carroll (1972a, p.-15) describes types of subjective

of'comprehensiqn, or comprehensibi;ity." Message-related

©

tasks of self reporting and answerimg questions about "mean-

ingfulness, analyticity, {(or) ambiguity" (italics mine) are:

cases of subjectiye}rePOrting; Student assessments about the

"

acceptability of syntactic or semantic structure of a message,

e
fa
<
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assessments of thg 1mportance of a message, or how a mgssage

..-rélates to a partlcular topic, and guestions -about the rela-

tionship between pafts of a messageacan fall into this cate-
L ‘! i )
gory.

Danks (1969)\ahd Kershner (1964) use subgectlve reporting

iﬁ cbngunctlon.w1th other measures to help explain comprehen-
sion. Carroll (1972 ) notes the inadequacy of subgectlve
reporting in s1tuatlons where the- student has somethlng to
ugaln by appearing to comprehend. Without some way of corro;:
borating the sﬁbjeotive report or some method -of insuring
that the student's purpose is'accurate reporting, student'
reports are)subjeet to the critieisms of introspection as an
unreliable tactic. However, non-adversary relationships
between the student amd a test administrator are possible.

'USes of corroborative measures, informal observatbon tech-

"nlques,~s1ncere requests for help. by ‘'students, and. progectlve‘

‘test ‘techniques are some of the avenues that warrant examina- .

tlon.

.True or False Quesulons
A common task 1s 1dent1flcatlon of statements as true or
falseuln relatlonlto'a passage. 1If the passage was read and

i1s not available at the point of resPonding to the true or

false q&estiohs, the subJect relies on memory, but the subJect-

may have the orlglnal passage available. The famlllar open
book exam falls 1n this category when true or false questlons

are used. The student compares the orlg;nal passage with a
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second-message andldetermines "equivalence of meaning"
(CarrolY, 1972, p} 15).

Comparison of a printedﬁmessage to prior knowiedge,
rather_fhan a previously read passage; COmparison of written
statements with photographs,'illustrations;'maps, or diagrams;

or "true" or "false"” to statements about objects fall into

~ this category.

Multiple—Choice-Quesfions-

.'"Students may be asked to choose the correct s%arements
or'phrase, or term in relationlto a‘message7from an array of
stafements;‘phrases, or terms. The array may include one
‘correct itenm, several or no correct items._ The passage
which corresponds to the 1tems may be available as in an open
book exam, or the student may -be ‘required to remember what
: was” r'e'a'd . ThHe array of items may be literal ',“"r‘e'“&lui'rin'g“an-a'—:“
lysis ‘or recali'of.a passage, Or the ifem”may be‘inferentiai
ﬂrequiring reasoning.from facts in the passage or reasoning
about -the passage u51ng the student s knowledge of the tOpic
over and above his knowledge of language.

Following Directions
Printed 1nstructions may tell hdéw to do something or
thev may be commands. Workbook 1nstruct1ons sometimes combine»
.both explanatory information about:a task'andfa command to do
the task. Instructions\for'drawing a map, fixing a flat,

solving an arithmetic problem, or assembling a model or

115 \
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machinery are examples of explanatory instructions. The
described procedures for a fire drill or the legal rules of -

~the road for driving function as dirzctions.

Missing Elements |

Many test tasks included in published reading.programs
have traditionally asked students to £ill in e blank in a
sentence or passage. Missing elements refers to tasks using
sentences, PScssages, or diagrams that relaze dJrectly to what
the student is expected to comprehend out51de of the. test
structure itself. Miss1ng elements is not a case of trying.
to test how well the student understands the test but it is
quivte true that any measures in any test are confounded by
the effects of how the student 1nterprets the tést. )

Filling 1n the blanks in sentences is a common task.
_Recently, systematic 1nqu1ry brings the cloze procedure into.
focus in relation to comprehension. Taylor (1953), Rankin
(1957), and Bormuth (1968 ) hammer the simple task.of writing
a word in a blank in a sentence into a reliable tool for
probing readability and indicating comprehension (Bormuth,

1968 &nd 1969a). '

- Assessment of how difficult material isﬂfor an individual
to read tells much aoout the comprehension of that individual
on that material. Bormuth (l969b) and Coleman and Miller
(1968) describe comprehens1on as the difference between what
is known before and after reading a passage. Tuinman (1973)

provides evidence that this idea points to a serious flaw in

.

: 11y - -
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conventional cdmpfihensibn testing. Many conventional compre-
hension quéstions“cen be answered correctly without reading -
the passage to Wth% the questlons rnfer |

: /
- Borputh (l197Sa) iprovidescriteria for 1nterpret1ng cloze/
scores to assess how well a reader can 1nteract with a paSSage
'Recently,ﬁormuth (1975a)used regression techn*ques to trans-
form this information into tables permitting ready conversion
of conventional cloze score information into reliable grade
levsl assessmsnts. Coleman (1971) related.conventional and
other cloze performance to a v iety of 1inguistica11y'based

measures of printed 1anguage,. | 3

The cloze test is one group of tests fequiring the sub--
ject to‘supply missing - -elements. Othérs exist. Sentence
complétion tests and reordering scrambled words to make g
ssntehée involve supplying the missing elementh(Carroll,
1972 ).

L} - ¢
~ Questions about a Passage

Questions about alpéssage are used on most standardized
tests. Sanders (1966) and smith and Barret (1974) 1istﬁca£e-
gories of questions bésed on Bloom (1956) . Hillocks, Mcéabe,.
and McCampbell (1971) provide an inventor& of question types
'app50priate for critipal reading of literature bejond a 1it-
eral level. Bormuth (1969b and 1970) oﬁposes present question'
writing practice, and offers a method for gaining rellablllty

with literal questions asking who, what, when, and where.

:Bormuth's algorithm of question construction can be elaborated'

. 155
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to areas beyond literal comprehension, but as yet much
theoretical work remains before the idea is fully applicable.
Unreliable as they may be, questions abtout text are a mainstay

in practice in attempts to test comprehension.

Message Recognitio§
Often a student is ésked to read a passage and select
statenznts thét_reflect an idea in that passage from an arréy
. 0f correspondent ana incorra@t statements; Matching tests; -
tests of grouping words, sentences, or passages in rélatiop
to a passage; andrpicking ogt words, phrases, or sentences
from an array of distractors when the correct choices are'

replications of the original passage use message recognition.

Message Reproduction

| A fully compliant reproduétibn of the message, a“
paraphrasing, a word, a phrase, a Sentendé, or a whole story
orally or in writing may be the object.of a message reproduc-
tion task. Cérroll_(l9?2) cites a number of studies that use
message réproductipn tasks to gef at comprehension. Goodman
(1969) and Goodman and Burke (1973) ask the subﬁect to retell
a stofy immediately after an oral reading. Oral reading is a
case of the fask of message reproduction, és is copying in
Qriting an entire message or sﬁecified parts of a message.
Message reproduction may be with the message availablé,
without the‘messagé availabie, or-with parts of the message

avalilable. . -
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. ‘ Conclusion

The comprehension tasks cited here represent most of:
/ : : -

- what is noted in the 1ﬂ%erature, observable in practice, and

/ )
recommended in published programs. An important idea under-

lying theﬁnse of tasks to infer comprehension is that the
inferences must refiectrthe eharacteristics of the task as

Qell as cémprehension. We know of no procedure that adequate-
ly separates the task from the 1nferences about comprehens1on '
save snb jective reportlng which carrles its own obvious dlf—
ficulties with respect to rerlablllty._ The term comprehen—

sioéf is. frequently reified in the 1fterature{ treated as

though it has a referent that is somehow independent of | )f' ”“j.
introspective conceptions of comprehension. The term compre—‘.rﬂ
hension' is frequently treated- as though 4t.1s the task that N
is performe “to permit the inference that comprehenslon 1s
taking'plr e. Both of these errors are so common in wrltlngs

about readlng that the risk of acceptlng them as correct is

helghtened by famlllarlty L ’ ‘

, Levels of Comprehension /// Q?

A taxonomic approach to reading comprehension seeks to

. classify or categorlze 1deas abOut how we understand pr1nted

/
messages. When the categorles are ordered according to some
-/

prineiﬁie, a taxonomy may be hierarchical.- Several principles !//‘

~

of'hierarchism are often applied to comprehensiOn.‘ Compre-

hension‘tasks may be ordered from easy to difficult, from //

- S
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simple to complex, or from eariier to later with earlier or
- lower levels assumed to be prerequisites to later or higher -
) ‘levels. The taxonomic and hierarchical ideas presented here
relate to the idea of levels. The review in this section is.
selective hut representative. |

Review .
Frederick Davis (1941) identifies nine "operational .
skills of reading comprehensiOn-" 1) word knowledge 2) mean-
ing selectlon, 3) follow1ng the organivation of a passage,

- 4) selecting the main thought, 5) answering questions directly
answered in the passage, .6) answering ‘questions from informa-
‘tion in the passage, 7) drawing-inferences, 8) recognizing |
literary devices, and 9) determining the writer's, purpose.
Although his'work-precedes Bloomi(1956), the skills are com-
parable to the 1tems in the taxonomy of cOgnitive obgectives
(See Davis, l97la). ’ Davis (1941 1944, 1967, and 1968)
attempts to_establish the 1ndependence of each identified
skill area:byrconputing the proportions of unique variance.to.
~shared variance. Thrustone (1946):reanalyaes~Davis' .work and.‘
finds'Davis' skill areas to be not unique, but Davis (1971a)
claims this is the result of not 1nclud1ng the non- chance
unique variance of the tesis. ‘Carroll (1972 ) cites only
inve of the nine Davis skills as being unique: 1) remembering
word meanings, 2) follOW1ng the structure of a passage,

3) finding answers to questions answered eXpllcitly or in
paraphrase, L) recognizing a writer's purpose, attitude, tone ----------------
and mood, and 5) drawing inferencés from the content.

e kY
P .
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Holmes and Singer (1970) and Holmes (1966) assembled a

_llst of SklllS from tests and computed the proportlons of

shared and unshared variance through factor analysis. The.
\

percent of total variance attrlbutable to eacb-skill in

relatlon to speed and power of readlng was determlned : Raygor
(1966) 1ntroduced key, unanswered questlons of this’ work when
he asked how the readablllty and validity of the selected
tests of SklllS bears upon the outcomes of the factor
analysis. Obv1ously, an array of tests is no more valid than
the tests themselves unless the Validity of‘each item in the
array itself is established. No apparent;fheory of test

selectlon accompanles Holmes' work, rather it seems to be

based on assumptlons that tests labeled readlng or read1ng—

.related are tests of. reading.

lGeyer (1l971), Williams (l97l);_Farr'(l969), and Gibson

~and Levin,(l975), among others, treat many of the pPsychometric

approaches in detail. At the heart_of the controversies

‘about attempts to’explain reading with measurementdtheory is

.tnehlack of construct validity (Bormuth, 1974), the fact that

P

*the tests that are.used do not*necessarily test what the test

.writers claim is being tested.  The struggle to use mathemati—_

cal models on any complex human functlon rlsks gross overs1m-‘
pllflcatlon, a tendency not to”try to explaln what is really :

belng studied, and a pretentlous sense of clozure upon comple—

- ting complex statistical procedures. Max Black (1962) lubidly‘

describes'the trap that much psychometric research labeled

-reading research ma& inadvertently fall,into“when.he notes

".,.. a serious risk of confusing accuracy of the mathematics

'1?4 o S T
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with Strength of empirical verification in the original‘fieid"
(e 225).

Frank Guszak (196?) surveyed teachers' use of guestions

13

of recognltlon,_recall, translatlon, congecture,-explanation,
_ and evaluation. He found overuse of literal recail questions
and weak use of inferential questlons. Guszak speculated
-~ ‘that thls is true because teachers, at least the ones in his
| sample, lack an understanding of comprehen81on Guszak' s
g categorles reflect the ideas .in the taxonomy of cognltlve-
obJectlves (Bloom, 1956) . . | '

‘William S. Gray*contlnuOusfy modi?ied his v%ew or'read—
ing as he studied and workedlwithin the field. Writings. |
between Gray (1919) and - Gray (1960) are:too numerous to note
W1th1n thls paper, and the 1960 view- reflects what went before.
»Gray (1960) 1dent1f1ed word perception, comprehens1on, reac-
tlon to what is read, and a881m11atlon of new 1deas 1nto
what was previously known by the reader as four maaor compo—f
}nents orfleveis-of'reading. ‘He envisioned these four compo-
.fnen%s'as:oiasses of skills. He used them'dn a model to‘organ:
'ize the myriad of-skilis that pervade'the Iiterature of read-:

ing. | o | |
{ Gray's work still stands as a viable viewpoint. Helen
M. Robinson (1966) reemamined,the workﬂof Gray (1966) and
revised Gray's~model to include a fifth major aspeotAof read-
ing, rates-of-reading. The concept'underlying the term

"rates" is more than the idea of simply varying~the speed of
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‘reading. 'It"hérélds-aLredisceverj-oflpurbose for reading, a

point understood by Edmund Burke Huey (1908) in his discus-.

sions of selective reading, discriminative reading, and read-

ing rates. Gibson (1972) and Gibson and Levin (1975) and

3Jethers Jjoin in_the‘pursuit-of the effects of the reader's

purposes. Gray (1960) and Robinson (1966) view comprehension

as getting literal meaning of a passage and getting- the im-

plied meaning of the passage. Literal meaning is treated

as "whaﬁ the passage says" and is gained by "reading;the

'1ines." Implied meaning is treated as "what the. passage

realiy means" and is gainednby "reading between and 'beyond
the lines" (Robinson, 1966; Pp. 29-30).

The Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: Handbook 1,

Cognitive Domain (Benjamin Bloom,'i956),'one.of the most
publicized of the taxonomic appreaches to comprehension{l
treats comprehens1on in a way that 1ncludes more than read1ng»h
comprehens1on. Comprehens1on refers to a "varlety of communl—:
catlonsﬁp 89} which includes understandlng oral messages, :

written messages, situations 1nvolv1ng concrete materials, -

procedures, . and arrangement of materials demonstrations”

experiments in bhysics or chemistry Comprehens1on, in the’

taxonomy of cognitive objectives, is. limited to literal under-

' standing and includes only obaectlves, behav1ors, or resPonses

that can be observed and measured
' Translatlon, 1nterpretat10n, and extranelation are used

as gategories of comprehension in the taxonomy. Translation

includes expressing an'idea'in'lsnguage that is different

i
oo
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- from the original, making the message more abstract orfiess
'abstract, gleaningra principle from the message, or gener~
ating'an eXampie, Interpretatlon goes beyond Paraphrasing to
demonstratlng understandlng 1nterrelatlonsh1ps in the message,
and_distinguishing between ideas in the message and one's own
ideas. It is assumed that to intéerpret, one must first be
abie to translate. . Extrapolation involves extending the'
ideas of the message to situations not referred to by the
author.‘ Extrapolition does not tnclUde appiication which
required the subject to use an appropriate_abStraetioni
‘without.promptingrby the message that communicates the.iﬁea,
Application requires that the stugent.first‘comprehend : To
extrapolate, the student must~have interpreted “The taxonomy
presupposes a hlerarchlcal relationship between its elements.
Davis (19?la)~1asses Bloom (1956) and. other categorical
systems as "broad subJectlve analys1s"-or armchalr analysls"
[ 4]. Included are William S. Gray (1919) who cited coher-
ent reproductlon of the message, determ;nlng the mostcimpor-
tant idea, selecting closely related .points and.supporting |
details, getting information to solve a problem or answer &
Question understanding the essential conditions of a problem,
'dlscoverlng new problems, determ1n1ng 11nes of argument, and
‘hdetermlnlng the validity of statements. A host of others _'
fall into the same=arena- Yoakum (1928) Gates (1935), Spache
(1962), Cleland (1965), and Roblnson (1966) to name a few,

All seek to analyze readlng through categorlcal systems,'
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Some are hierarchically'ordered'and some not. Bloom (l956)
embodies an 1ns1ghtful reflection of the general concept of
comprehension in relation to education ' Barrett (1967)

"Herber (1970), and Smith and Barrett (l974) reflect recent
application of this approach to reading comprehension"

Bloom' taxonomy spawned - many adaptions of the compre-
hension~categories in reading. Sanders (1966) prov1ded an.
adaption.in a listing ofhexamples of gquestions, - and-descrip-fv.
»tions:of_prOcedures for producing questions for classrooms
based on the taxonomy of cognitive objectives. The classroom
questions have been converted 1nto reading comprehension
questions by numerous investigators and authors of education;_~’
al materials

Harold Herber- (l970) developed three levels of reading
[comprehens1on for. application in content areas. The literal
level of reading comprehension, according to Herber, 1nvolves
word recognition, recognition of word meanings, 1dent1fication_r
of what the author s message says, but not necessarily under-
.standing the author's message. The literal level is primarily
associative. A second level, the interpretive level, includes
deriving the meaning of the message, relationships between
‘meanings of words and statements, and an interaction of the
reader s prev1ous experience and knowledge with the authorys_
ideas. The applied level of reading comprehenSion is Herber s
third level. It 1nvolves us1ng 1deas from 1iteral and inter-
pretive_comprehenSion to generate 1deas&beyond the scope of

thehauthor's message. Herber useswthe.cognitive objectives

-t
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of Bloom.(1956),~but he adds applidationnunder comprehension,
} | Ruddell and Bacon (19?2) prov1de a taxonomic approach to
“ 'comprehenslon skills based on a model of read1ng in Ruddell
(1969 and 1970). The taxonomy 1nc1udes cne category, 1dent1—
flcatlon and recall under experience and memory, and three:

s .categories; analysls, integration, and evaluation under cri-

" tical thinking skills. PrOblem solving aﬁé affectire func-

. tions are separated from comprehenslon skllls, reflectlng the
d1st1nctlon between 11tera1 comprehenslon and app11catlon -

) noted in the taxonomy ot cognitive obJectlyes (Bloom 1956)
"Both problem solv1ng and affectlve functlons are shown as
be1ng 1nvolved wilth comprehenslon at all 1eve1s perhaps be—_”
cause they are part of the process of thlnklng.. The Ruddell
and Bacon (19?2) model and taxonomlc adaptlon are'exemplarm

_of an 1ns1ghtful attempt tp use ideas from Bloom (1956) and

'Gullford (1960) 1njcon3unctlon w1th psychollngulstlc concepts,
1nformatlon proces81ng schema, and communications theory

./@ /
Conclusion '// o -\, _ . : | "
- X ) . :

For the/purpose of.this'study} the Program'Profile'In—-

v

strument in Appendix A uses the Barrett (197?) and Smith and
Barrett (1974)'categories because they represent and reflect
much of what others_have done,in;pursuit‘of similar purposes.
Barrett's four'major categories of'comprehension are;

1) literal 2) 1nferent1a1 comprehenslon 3) evaluaulve, and.

L) apprec1at1ve The Program Profile Instrument asks- that /

the observer determlne to .what dégr7/ the readlng program in .
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Question focusses,on‘each of these categories.’

~Thomas Barrett'(l972) provides a taxonomy of-réading
comorehension loosely based on Bloom (1956) "~ The Barrett
taxonomy includes four levels} literal recognltlon or recall

' .inference, evaluation, and appreciation. theral comprehen-.

sion’involyes recognition or recall'of“details,.main ideas,
sequence, comparisons, cause and effect relatlonshlps, and
'character tra1ts are llsted Also llsted under thls level | e
are 1nferences about predlctlons of outcomes and flguratlve‘
language,'an extension beyond the subcategorles of llteral a
comprehens1on a | |

Barrett's third category of readlng comprehens1on is
evaluation, a category characterized by Judgment in the tax-,
onomy of cognltlve educational obJectlves (Bloom, l956), and-
/speclflcally not included under comprehens1on. Note that -
Bloom (1956) speclflcally limited the concept of comprehen—iy
s1on to llteral comprehens1on. Both- Barrett (1972) and
Herber (1970) share the idea that readlng comprehension
involves more than llteral funct;ons. Barrett's evaluation RS
category involves judgmentsyof reality or fantasy, fact or
opinlon adequacy or validity, apbropriateness, and worth,
des1rab111ty or acceptablllty of the author s-ideas. Barrett's
fourth and last category is appreclatlon. He includes deter--

/
m1n1ng what the author d1d to produce an emotlonal response,-

and understandlng llterary technlques used to get readers to///g~r*
1dent1fy with characters andzlncldents. Rea°t¥°nslt° the . //

author's language“and becoming sensitive to,techniqUes tpe {/'

L .




.identifiable- in the literature of reading. First, much of

s;;teachers/ ay merely assign reading when operatlng on this

f

= / ) ’ . : - . 4 )
author uses to create imagery are also included under appre-.

ciation in Barrett's taxonomy.
- s

' The Purpose for Reading = .

-

Three program approaches to the purpose'for reading are

- what we ask students to try. to comprehend assumes that the

text itself will set the real purpose for readlng Hence,

assumptlonyf A second approach assumes the .teacher sets-the

purpose for reading through the instruofional strategies and

_tactics employed. A third assumption holds #that the reader -

sets the purpose:- for reading; and indeed, the introspective
accounts reported by Glbson and Lev1n (1975) suggest that

this may be the case: regardless of the assumptlons made by

authors or teachers.

Viewpoints

-

Halllday (1970)- 1dentifies spoken‘language as a species;

SpelelC result of - the formulated purposes of language users.

- It seems  to follow that reading is a ‘culture- spec1f1c result E
~of the. formulated pérposes of users of wrltten language

- Bormuth /f/§4) dis 41ngu1shes between intention and persever-

xancey/é;i concept underlylng motlvatlon ‘Intention 1nvolves

what people de01d to do or pursue,: whlle perseverance'refers

to how an 1nd1v1dual ‘attends to a task. The former, intenfion;
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involves deciding not only what to try to read,'but why to
read. Bormuth relates these 1deas to 11teracy. J. Mackworth

(1971) states, "We read in order to obtain 1nformatlon"

Lp. 671 RothkOpf (1972)° sh1fts attention from the struc—
tural varlables of verbal learnlng stud1es to concemns about
how the.subject controls processlng when learnlng_from written
discodrse. Chall (1973) believes that "..; everyone. agrees
that readlng comprehenslon 1s the whole purpose behlng learn-
‘.:1ng to read"'Lp. 126] “
' Goodman (1970) analyzes reading in terms of comprehen—

sion.- He states thatlcomprehenslon is “J.; the only objec-
" tive in readinél... " [p; 28]. He goes on to identify im-
. portant'requirements of reading'programs; Reading programs
should help’ youngsters to develop sophistication, flexibili-
. -ty, a sense of significance, and a critical.sense of skepti—
'cism in.all-of the tasks of reading. The reading program
that neglects these aspects falls short of soc1ety s_purpose”
for the ex1stence of reading programs. '

. Hockberg and Brooks (1970) consider the individual's
intentions“"of fundamental'importancé to any understanding
of what the reading process is all about" fp 3047 The point
is that 1ntentlon and comprehenslon are 1nterdependent . Pro-
grams that do not foster a purposeful. search for 1nformatlon
and 1deas offer only narrow poss1b111t1es for: developlng
comprehen31on.

“H. A. Roblnson (1975) describes strategles for prev1ew1ng.u

. what is to be read in order to gulde study. He identifies.

N
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questions for'reéders to answer thet are presented before.
reading as a common form of feacher—initrafed purpose. Often,
reading program procedures assume thaprfhe text sets the
purpose for reading, and indeeq, an_ihtroduction.that is Weli.
:constructed is,designed to help'do'just that. However, many
procedures may be found that neglect introduction completely.
‘H. A. Robinson (1975) identifies unintroduoed round-robin
oral reading and assignments such as, "Read the next'chépter"
[p 45J as 1nstances of elther no attention to setting a_
reading purpose ‘or 1ett1ng the text itself set the purpose
Clearly, texts that are des1gned to set a purpose should be
used dlfferently than those that are not.
‘ . Another way of treatlng the purpose for readlng 1nvolves
-guldlng the reader to set the purpose- for hlmself ‘The
identification of,problems ‘that reading helps to soive may
fit.this category. A study group in a content—unit teaching
strategy may set its own purpose for readihg specific.
material that 1s 1dent1f1ed as helpful in flndlng out What 1sL
requlred to solve problems in thé unit. Youngstersupursulng
individualized projects set their ownvpurposesmas they design-
;or'select,tasks for themseiues;%hat fit within-their'own
ranges of-apility and interest.- Gibson and Levin (1975) and
Gibson (l??é) represent examples-of tﬁe information_processing
view that directiy approaohes the idea-of purposevfor reading.
Gibson and Levin (1975) seek - to abandon:ﬁodel uakiné by
. declering thap it is not useful to attempt a single model of

,the'reading process‘because people read differently”for
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-’different'purposes. Thev descrlbe pr1nc1p1es of readlng that

form a thecretlcal framework ‘They use an 1nterest1ng form

of‘iﬁtrospe tive case study at one point to approach purpose

in relatlon to readlng A number of 1nd1v1duals are asked to

descrlbe what is going on in their thinking aslthey read; a
young aClentlst a newspaper columnist. They offer 1ntré«
spectlve descrlptlons involving reading a novel the_diction—
-ary, and a poem. The process of.readlng involves frequent
reexamination“and restructoring of -the purpose for reading.
The description of the part that purpose plays in readlng,
particularly with respect to 1nformat10n process1ng, seems

) critically 1mportant in appraising the characterlstlcs of
"reading programs. Does the program seek to have the reader
establish his own purpose° Does the text set purpose for
reading or does the program direct the teacher to set the
purpose for:reaoing?_ Three categories are inciuded to
reflect thése ideas. Is the purpose ‘for reading according
to the publlshed reading program 1) determlned by the text?,
2) determined by the teacher° ‘or-designated specifically to

be 3) determined by the.student? These categories are listed

in fhe Program Profile Instrument in Appendix'A.

Inquiry Into Print
_The;tactics involved in subroutines of inquiry into
print seldom occur in total isolation from one another,

making them difficult. to ‘study. However, it is helpful ’ to

consider them separately for the purpose of getting at what




is included in published programs and what is absent.-
Burmeister (1975) provides us.with a list of taetics that
make up the pedagogical conventlons of most print 1nqu1ry
suhroutlnes. sight recognition, context clues, morphology,
phonlcs,.and.dietionary use | p. l} These'elements are found -
in most programs of readlng 1nstructlon'w1th emphasis on one |
‘or several of them varylng with the v1ewp01nts underlylng the 1
- programs. The area of context clues can be extended to
“1nclude“tactlcs relylng on 1nformation_from pictures, diagrams
Oor maps; syntactic structures; semantic structures and the
environment or greater context in Wthh the prrnted materlal
is couched. The category of sight recognltron is bas1cally
the use of the shape of the word or configuration. Morpho-
logy is sometimes called structural word analysis which in-
'volves encounterlng a whole word and breaklng it 1nto parts.
. Structural word synthes1s 1nvolves encounterlng parts of a-
word and blendlng them together to form a word. The five
conventlonal word attack skills are augmented and restated to

form nine categories that are included heéere.

_Configuration

Conflguratlon is the shape of the word, including its
‘length Many words are identified by shape. Logos, "men"
and “women" on. lavatory doors, "stop" on traffic signs, and
the youngster S own name are often flrst recognlzed by shape.
The process of .recognizing words by shape is much like the.

identification of other.things} the shape of a car, ship, or

« . & e
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’ airplane in the distance'-the outline of a familiar person,
or the shape of a building, a'skyline, land forms on a map.
Though there are. severe disadvantages to' identifyirng words or
phrases by the shapes of their graphic displays, we can not
deny that pe0ple do .this and that reading programs may foster
it from time to time. A disadvantage is that a word'may have
a'shape that is similar to another word; "ran" and "run",

\;toot" and Jtoot " for instance. The word method capitalizes

to some degree on configuration (N. Smith, 1965).

Phonics

Phonics*is a widely used tactic for inquiry'into print.,
In reading, phonics is a pedagogical'process that approximate-
1y reflects the relationships between phonemes_and.graphemes__
It should not be confused with phonetics,b"the studyhof'the‘-'
production, transmission, and reception of language-sounds;"
nor With phonemics, "the procedures for establishing the
phonemes of language" (R. Wardhaugh, l969 p. 157) A pho- .
neme is a group of soundsmorfallOphones that are treated as
one sound in spoken language. An allophone is a variant of a
phoneme that does/not signal a difference in meaning - A
wgrapheme is a group of marks -or allographs that .are treated'
as one mark in writing. P D Allen (1972) develops’ the
grapho—phonemic cue_system as_a functional source/pf informa-
" tion for the reader. Programs may attempt to teach phpnicsg.
directly, indirectly, or in some combination of the two.

Phonics always involves sounds, which distinguishes it from
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structural analysis and structural word synthesis which may

or may not involve sounds. Phonics focusses on elements that.

. ' 4] : : it
are usually smaller than words.,

Structural Word_Approaches . ' .
Strucfural word analysis involves encountering and

con81der1ng a whole word and then breaking the word 1nto

parts. Root words and afflxes or sufflxes and preflxes arev

usually the focus of this tactlc. Syllables and the process :

of syllabication or breaklng the word 1nto syllables are also
prevalenp conslderat;ons.‘ Letters and letter comblnatlons |

qualify as word parts. Structural word analysis isithe

- counterpart of structural. word synthesis‘whioh involves the:-

same units, - but the‘p‘oc, s differs. 'Structural word synthe-
’sis'focuSSes-ﬂirst on\tﬁe word parts and proceeds to put the
parts togefher‘to~form'a word. Structural word synthes;s may
1nvolve the ‘use of tasks and exercises for youngsters where
parts of words are dealt w1th in 1solatlon from the whole

word. A learner may be asked to blend parts together to form

parts of words as-well as whole words.

iDicfionary Skills .

' Dictionary use holds a prominent place‘inhthe minds of
many who concern tnemselves with inquiry,info print. ;
Reading'programs, professional books, teachers, parents,'and

e
peers commonly recommend looklng up unknown words in the

dictionary to resolve uncertalnty. Burmelster (1975) includes

-

.
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dictionary use as a word attack skill, but relegatesclt to a
category-oft"last resort" [p 21 because it takes too° 1ong.‘
Dictionary use is a way of establlshlng constralnts on guesses
about the meaning of an unknown word. Dictionary use inter-
‘rupts the readlng process 'and can-notosupply the contextual
1nformat10n required to determlne full meanlng. 'Dictionaries, ’
may be’ recommended from a "typlcal elghteenth century author-

‘ itarian attitude toward 1anguage"| . 46; cited by Fries
d(1962) ‘as a case of treatlng the dlctlonary as the source of
correct usage When we encounter the. evidence of change 1n_n
language use that occurs over time, 1t is dlfflcult to main-
"tain a concept of oss1f1ed correct language. - Hlstorlcally,
reading teachers have not been required:to learn much about

~how language works.

~

»  Syntactics _ o

| Allen (1972) identifies'a‘syntactic cue system that
helps'to-organize‘information. The syntactic'cue system .
1nv01ves the arrangement of grammatlcal structures. If the
unknown print in question is a word then the reader can
glean important information about. the word'from the placement.
Ff that word in a phrase, clause; sentence, and paragraph
Thems§ntact1c cue system is a contextual tool in that 1t
organlzes grammatlcal 1nformat10n not found in’ the word, but
rather around the word.. The part of speech of a word can be
determlned from 1ts placement in a sentence When subgects

take a cloze test, most of their answers are syntactically

acceptable, even though they may not write the exact word. in:

l’.ﬁ -

20
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the blank. A conventional cloze test asks the subject to write

tne_correct word in a blank substituted for a word. Bormuth

(19?5a)substitutes,lines=of uniform-length:for eyerylfifth‘

word to get a cloze sccreﬂwhich is a percentage.o} possibiea
correct cloze responses in a-250-word passage.‘ Subjects .

4 usually supply the~ correct part of speech 1n a blank even
when they can not name. the part of speech They do this well
if they can speak and understand the language, a task accom-
plished reasonabl'y well,‘usually years before entry into

schcoln

'Semantics
We noted that the syntactic:cue system is predominantly |
, ' avcontextual tool. -Allen (1972) places_the-semantic,cue h
system in a similar category. The meaning of the language
'surrcunding'the unknown print alds the readeruin.determining -

what it means. Most linguistic research separates syntactic

and semantic analysis, but in real. lariguage they Wwork togeth—44

M ~
~ "

er. If the sentence, "Jeremy rode the’ T is.encountered,'
we find cut from .syntactic constraints that'what'goes in the .

' blank is a noun; a person, place, or tning to some granmar—
ians.“ Noun-ness is part of the meaning .of uhat-goes in the

* blank, We can eliminate all noun-nouns from our array of
possible words; severely reducing'our uncertainty. " The
semantic cue system'heips us reduce uncertainty by indicating

that only those ‘nouns which are ridable fit. If our sentence

'is,'"Jeremy rode the galoonapeck "we get to know that a
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'gaioonapeck' is ridable and that it has been ridden, speci-
fically;by Jerem proviaing the author is teiiing the truth
and not fantasizingi .It:may be that galoonapeck'.is Just
another name for something with which we are already familiar,o
or it may.not be the case. Either way, it is clear that both
syntactic and-semantic’information'can_be'organized'by a .
speaker'of the language tofprovide a systenatic_appmoach to . .
understanding preyiously unknown displays of print.
Pictures,'Maps, and Diagrams"‘ _ _f

The part that pictures, maps,’ and diagrams play in

inquiry into print is subgect to controversy. One pos1tion
holds that to really get youngsters to read they should'
encounter printed language without pictures because pictures_
may make it unnecessary to use the language processes 1n
 order to get meaning from the alphabetic writing provided. .
‘ Another position suggests that the‘pictures are anuadditional
aid that‘can motivate youngsters to use the alphahetic wri-
ting to find out more or something about the picture encoun-
tered.,uThe fact is that mostrprograms use<pictures,‘mapsﬁ
and diagrams, andhthat it is‘possible'to make'reasonable
guesses about'unknown @ispiays of print from the pictures.
Pictures can offer usefui'constraints on a reader's-guesses
. about an unknown-word.. If a. picture shows;children playing
baseball,-the reader is unlikely t0'imagine‘a football when

he encounters the word 'ball.’ Since most published programs

include a generous supply of 111ustrat10ns of various: types,

4 .,
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we include the category of the interpretation of contextual,
graphically displayed'pictures in our questiOnnaire for

- e

analyzing published reading programs.

g .
"Environmental Context

The sett1ng in which the pr1nt is found helps the readerw:
constraln his guesses about unknown words. Halllday (1970)
1dent1f1es s1tuatlons, soclal or 1nterpersonal relationships,
~and text as three. levels .of: analys1s of the functlons .of
language. The env1ronmental context reflects both s1tuat10n— i
al and social aspects of the functlons of 1anguage, in thls ;
case functlons of pr1nted language - An env;ronmental context
1s_used to“reduce uncertalnty. The environment‘provideS'
information that acts as,a_contextualwconstraint on guesses
about'unfamiliar_displays of print,or unknown;words.- Expec—
tations'are seyerely modified_by what.we'know‘about a partic—
‘ular displaylof-print not from looking.at tne print but:from
knowing about it where it is located, its format, rand its |
author. We know ‘much about the d1fferences between what 1s
to be found in a dlctlonary and what is. to be found 1n a
novel. The 1nstruct10ns for shlftlng a ten—speed blcycle may
come W1th a bike from a bike shop, and we do not expect a
'qeclpe fc“ p1neapple upside- down cake between the covers of
our bicycle 1nstruct10n booklet. The very fact -that an un-
'known word is encountered in a basal readlng textbook or in
an 1solated word list in scnool s1gnals a youngster not to

expect obscenities, controversial 1n81ghts, or loaded content.

e
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Previous experiences.with stories iﬁ4other basal reading
textbooks or test situationsiestablish expectations and

anstraints.

Nine Categories )
Nine categories of ways to'iuguire iﬁt&_ppin% are notedz

An unknown wofd'is used as an example of a pfeviOusly un—__'
enCountered éraﬁhic:display of print. The-nine‘eategories
include- 1) conflguratlon, 2) phonlcs, 3) structural word
analys1s, 4) ‘structural word synthethls, 5) dlctlonary skllls,

6) syntactic context, 7) semantlc\fontext,_S) the use of
1 piotures, diagrams; and maps, and'é) the use of the environ-
mental cohtext The categories presented here'represeht'
~ tacties for 1nqu1ry into prlnt They are processes rather
.than unit- bound elements of llngulstlc 1nqu1ry, although some
exhibit un1t—spec1flc characteristics. Of the words that
pfoficieﬂt readefs'understand and can recognize in“pfint
most\are learned by encounterlng them as unknown  words in
prlnt\_ Only a few words, the initial s1ght—word vocabulary,

‘are learned through direct 1nstructlon and thls usually takes

place in beginning reading 1nstructlon.- | .
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-~ LANGUAGE: o ‘{" R VA T

| Three-approaches,%o the area?of.language'are used here |
to;analyze read}ng.proérams; NOne approach asks what unit of
language the program_emphasizes in instruction. A secohd o

approach asks: how language 1s v1ewed accordlng to the materl—

als’ prepared for the teacher and the student Thlrd what

view of meaning is ev1dent elther expllcltly or 1mpllc1tly ?

Each of these approaches focusses ‘on what readlng programs

exhibit from a d1fferent conceptual framework w1th respect to

language.

>

- Units of Emphasis

The purpose here is to establlsh a list of units that

- will aid in dlfferentlatlng the focus of publlshed readlng

| programs.' The list beglnsTw1thnthe smaller units and_ends“
with larger.units;” The‘names of'units of traditional grammar'

/ v

are used because it is assumed that most educators are famll-

iar w1th tnem

. ‘ Units

iLetters
| —The smallest“unit of written.language usually-considered'
in readlng programs is cbmmonly called ~the letter, ... a
'wrltten symbol or character representlng a speech sound a
component of an alphabe;" (Morrls, 1969, p. 75). - Gelb (I1952)
suggests that/pur/alphabet began as a ‘group of_symbols repre-
senting speech sounds, citing the Greek alphabet‘as a prede-
cessor. ‘Both spoheh and written language'change;rbut~printing
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,conventlons lag ‘behind spoken language. Spoken language‘

\ constantly moves away from wrltten language, forever dlS—

\tortlng the idea of-a one to one relatlonshlp between wr1tten
characters and speech sounds. . ’

‘ Gelb (1952, p. 13) distinguishes logographic writing =
from alphabetlc wrltlng The letter‘“B" i1s written logograph-
1cally as "B " but alphabetlcally 1t becomes a spelllng
problem and might be wrltten "be" or "bee." The unlticalled
'letter is the name of the letter, its: logographlc counter-'
parts, and the group of borrespondlng sounds that are related
to it both in ordlnary language use and in artlflclal systems'

. of phOnlcS created for teach;ng_readlng. ' |
| A grapheme is a group of marks,perceptually treated as
one element 1n written language Examples are A, A,4, or b,
b [ Letters, the logographs of our arablc numeral system,
the logographs of Roman numerals, the wvarious commonly used

-

logographs of prlnted language, the ampersand ‘dollar s1gn,

, mathematlcs symbols, and punctuatlon marks are of concern

~.The term 'letter' served well enough to identify the un1t

slze on Whlch our flrst category focusses *

Smaller-than-Syllable Units

There are many llngulstlcally and pedagoglcally deflned'

 units w1th more than one letter that lack a vowel as the

nucleus (Wardhaugh, 1969, P. léO)_and,~as such, are smaller
than a syllable. A grapheme also includes combinations of

letters when they are treated as units, as'in the case of a

."digraph. Durkin (1972) lists consonant digraphs and vowel

144
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~. digraphs. ‘A digraph is."a pair of letfers that repfesents a
‘single‘speeoh sound, such as the ph in pheasant ..." (Morris;

l969, P. 369) Burmeister (1975) llsts double consonants and

vowel  palirs, and Goodman,and.Borke (1973) list the submorpheme,

a letter or ldtter comblnatlon smaller than the morpheme,,the

smallest uni

of meaning. Affixes, or prefixes and sﬁffiXes
fall in thi ~oategory if they do not créate a syllable by - |
‘themselves," The 8 incats: 1s not a syllable A free morpheme
is at leas£ a syllable... All the units that are made up of -
‘more than Lﬁe letter but do not constitute a syllable‘are

-/ | included in a/gategorQlof smaller—thaﬁ—syllable. The smaller-
| thaﬁgsyllao{e.oaﬁegory is listed‘be?ween letter and syllable

“in our\llst of units.

' The Syllable
. " The syllable. is larger than the letter, smaller than a
word, and tradltlonally taught in schools. In Engllsh the
syllable is a prlnter s conventlon that dlctates where words
are_d1v1ded at the end of a line. Glietman and Rozin (1973)
arejelaboratiﬁg on the funcﬁion of the syllable in read}ng.-i
Mathews (l966n p. 5) fraces-the use of the syllable in fead-_//
| ing instruction back 2, 000 years to the Greeks. Spanish'
:beglnnlng readlng often focusses .on the syllable. " A syllaole:
is, somethlng defined as "a. unlt of the phonologlcal system
"with a vowel as its nucleus (Wardhaugh, l969,Ap. 160).
‘may also be defined as "one or moré letters or phonetlc

symbols written or printed to approxidateﬂa\sﬁoken syllable" "
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/J(Morris, 1969, p. 1302).

?' The Word
A word is "a sound or qombination.of<sounds, or its
repfesentation in wrifinguor printing; thaf,symbolizes'and
communicates a meaning and may consist of a singie morpheme
orkqf a combination of morpuemes" (ﬁorris,ol969, p. 1474) .

' Wardhaugh (1969) defines a WOrd as "a7mofphéme or combination
of morphémés" . p. 161}. In print, by conven%ipn,-words are
- f_Séﬁafated from oneianother by white_spaces;‘ No sﬁch spacing

using-Silenee is usually evident in spoken language. ° The :
word'is a ﬁnit that is recognizable predominan@ly by know:
ledge of print (Jones, 1972).
! _ , 7
The Phrase
In traditiénal.ggammar, the phrase is "... a group of
Qords used as a single paft of speech and not gohééining a"
_verb_éﬁg its subject" (Warriner, Whitten, and Griffith, 1958,
pP. 59). A part of speech is the néme~of the functidﬁ of a
’_unit in language.- Traditiona;ly,'the parts of speech are
noun, pronoun, adjectivg, verb, aQVérb, preposition, conjunc-
'tion, and interjéction. _
A péuh is the name of a person, place, or thing.. A
pronoun.is used in place of a noun’ as in,."ﬂg is here," where
~he is.used in blace of the name of,whoever he is. An . adjec-
tive tells something about Qr'modifieé a noun or pronoun, aﬁd
an advefb;does‘the same for a verb, adjectiye, or-anqther

adverb. An ad jective or adverb may provide the same information

LRy, .

) o C 14e
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'that a clause provides if we analyze it using the upside-
down tree ‘diagrams of deep structure as defined in transfor-
matlonal grammar (Chomsky, 1957 and l965) A,verb expresses
action or a state of being. Traditionally, a preposition is
‘supposed to show: the relationship between a word inla sentence
and a noun or pronoun in the same sentence;',This‘natter is
not straightforward. Any word may'be used as a noun in
English.:’The definjtion is inadequate for identification of
prepositions, Most people recognize prepositions by having
learned a list of preposltlons such as "at, about, around,
.across, etc "~ A conjunction connects equltalent words, or
groups of words such as nouns, verbs, or clauses.: The tradi-
tlonal phrases are verb phrases, adverblal Phrases, prep051-;
tlonal phrases, congunctlve phrases, and 1nter3ect1ve phrases.
Carroll (1964)-. cons1ders the part of speech categories .
as concepts of form- class, a group_of.entltles that exhibit
identifiable similarities., Programs that focus on groups of
words that do not make a clause, but function-as a part of
speech are 1dent1f1ed by the. phrase category. In the listlng

here, the embedded clause in an adverbial or adJectlval form

is not treated.

The Clause

“ The clause is larger than a phrase because 1t 1ncludes
both a subject and verb phrase at least 1n deep structure
The clause is.listed before the sentence because a sentence

may be made up of more than one clause.: A clause is defined

147



by Warriner, Whitten, and Griffith (1958) as "a grouﬁ of
words that coﬁtain & verb and its subject and‘is,used-as,a4
pért of a Qéﬁtence ove Do 714. A main'élause canlfunction
independegtly as .a sentence while a subOrdinaﬁg clause is
dependent on other parts of a sentence. - | ;

The Séhtence-

.
\\

‘Wardhaugh (1969) defines a sentence as "an arfangement_{

" of words for which a structural description is provided by

grammar" [ p. lSQ],’Morris (1969) defines it as."a grammaticgi

unit comprising a word or group. of words that is separate J

|

. from any othér'grammatical construction, and usually consis%s

of at least one subject with its predicate and contains a
finite verb or verb phrase" [p. 1181°. Using the sentence as

a unit ventures into the uneven territory of printers®' conven-

1

tions. Ordinarily., sentences are easy to identify in print

because they begin with a capital letter and end with a
period. Moéf_printed discourse is organized in sentences.
The Paragraph -/3

The paragraph suffers definitionai.vaguerieé similar to y
words and sentences. Printers’ conventions contribute uneven-
iy to what we uséifor a'parggfaph. A parégraph is "a distinct
division of‘wriften4W6rk or compdsitioﬁ that exbresses some
thought or point relevant to the whole but is complete in
itself and may consist of a single sentence or several sen-_”

tences" (Morris, 1969, p. 950). Paragraphs may be deliberate-

- 1y structured in terms of ideas, expressed, or they may be the
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‘result of spacing solely for appearance. Strang and Bracken
(1957) describe various paragraphlcal forms attrlbuted to
Blssex and others. They include examples of the 1nduct1ve,
deductive, and balanced-paragraph.' Warriner, Whitten, and
Griffith (1958) define a paragraph as'"... a series of sen-
tences ‘developing ené'tOpic" [p. 196] and develOp the tradi-
tional idea of a'topic sentence and ways of organizing a

paragraph.

The Story or Passage
Units that are larger than a paragraph and smaller than
a book or wvolume- carry various labels such as chapter, verse,

unlt, and essay. Anything in this category is 1ncluded under

the listing of story or passage.

The Chapter .

A chapter is a grouplng of stories/or passages that 1s
smaller than a book or yolume."Chan r may be used t? des1g_
'nate a grouplng of stories. The term unit is sometimes used
borrOW1ng the predllectlons of educatlonal terminology that
refers to units of study or content un;ts; Some basal readers
group stories in ‘the traditional categories of children's
‘llterature such as folk tales, realistic fictien, fairy tales,

-

fantasy, and 1nformat10n

Larger than a Chapter
This division includes the books included in a basal

o

i

-lh
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reader series. It also includes the tradebook or 1ibrary¢///
.book that contains a single ‘longer story. Books that are . .
organlzed around a particular content area are included.
Anthologies are 1nc1uded along with books by one author.
Essentlally, most basal readers are anthologles accompanied -
bj a:teacher's'manual and some other-accouterments. ://M
Beyond the book or volume 1is the category of . content
area.' This - reflects the varlous d1sc1p11nes of sc1ence and
knowledge as well as subject matter areas-as tradltlonally

[

organized in the curr1cu1ar structures of educatlon.

Appllcatlon“ .
A group of units are i}éted and defined. The units .are

drawn from trédditional gr

of increasing size. . Th¢ principle of size is violated to

some degree because tHe units  of traditional grammar are not'~

/" ‘ N _
.cons1stent with rea 1anguage. The terminology of tradition-

al grammar is used because most people ‘are expected to be

famlllar with it. ar /

¢« -
Views of Language
Wardhaugh (1971) refers to three bas1c views of language

‘nat1v1sm,/behav1or1sm, and cogn1t1v1sm.. Nat1v1sm has its

"roots 1n philosophic 1deallsm Wthh holds ideas to be ‘real. ﬂ“

Behaviorism has its roots in realism which treats tangiblgé

entities as real. -Cognitivism is rooted in experimentgli

v
i

Iiigyf } ' - W

ar.. They arerlisted in the orderw'/

/

/



Whlch treats everythlng, 1deas and physical obJects as real
and often d1spenses W1th theorles of ‘reality because they‘L
can, in this view, d1st1ngu1sh nothlng from anything else.
The views tdentified seldom occur in their extreme forms in.
modern writing, but- they oan serve as benohmarks.to help‘
identify basic cnaracteristics;of reading progfams.f.

- Language is Innate S
‘ Nat1v1stlc views generally holdtthat language is 1nnaten
jLenneberg (l96?) suggests that we have a blological preA_
dlsposltlon to learn language. Chomskyi(l965) postulates a
.language acqulsltlon dev1ce. Peifce (ln Buchler, J., éd,;
1955) writes aof abductive or fetroductive ipference; a way of
thinking'and reasoning.thatnocoufs in the organism prlor to
"hav1ng knowledge of the phenomenon of concern. Reading
‘programs based on th1s view tend to let language-develop
rather than attempt to develop 1t. Currloulum plans are
‘ couohed-ln terms that suggest that yoongsters develop'their'
| own grammars as.they enopunter'reasons'fof doing so. |

LI

Language is Speech and Writing

' Bloomfield (l9331 focussed on the observable and measur-

~able aspects of language. The sounds of speech are observable}~

-

The marks of writing’are observable. Behavioristic views tend
%o treat what is observable as the entity of concern. The
-extreme philosophic view'underlying this approach is the idea

that what is real is what is'pnysically.observable. Reading

)
%L
e



.ﬁl - . o - _ S 154
. . o U
ances and/or the visible marks of writing fall into this

E _ ‘ K \
category. = 4 S

-Language is a Process. Based on Communlcatlon of Meanlng

This view holds that an 1nternal unobservable prodess
‘is inferrable from what is observable. Both what is observ—
able and the 1nferred process are treated as real Ruleg of
language can be inferred from observatlons of how language is-
used,  even though the user may- not be able to.state the rules.
4Wardhaugh (1971) and Atiey (1971a)use the term ‘_jcogn1t1v1sm
to 1dent1fy this basic camp. Chomsky s @965)concepts”of
deep structure, clause, and phrase relatlonshlps that under-h
lie. the observable sentence are part of th1s view. . Glbson

and Levin (l9753 relate readlng to ‘its purpose, the communlca-

tlon of meanlng, and postulate var1at10n in the process as a

functlon of purpose. Roblnson @966)edges up to this view in

her identification of flexibility in reading rate ‘as an
indicator of proflclency in reading. . Halllday (l970) poses

the probl ems that us1ng language can solve as a way of get—

. Ting at the purposes of language, Readlng programs that - '

' atreat language as a process that 1nvolves 1nferrable rules

and is used,to communicate méaning fall into this category.

Meaning:

-

~ B

Many reading programs are-said to be teaching reading

l"" o Lo

programs that treat language as the hearable sounds of utter-

-~
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. _for meaning 'HoweVer, the term, 'meaningf‘ has'many.refefents
'and it is not clear that all reading programs share the same
.reierent.for 'meaning.' From time to time, it is clear that the
‘use of the term, 'meaﬁiﬁg,f may be little more than a promo- .

tiohal'qevice if no definitioh or'specific'referentfcan be N
gieaned'from the ﬁaterial o | = o

: Th1s quandary is understandable to some degree because

ph110s0phers and linguilsts face unresolved dlfflcultles w1th
~the various referents for the term 'meaning.’ Wlllard Van

‘Quine (1961) states, "Pending a satisfactory explahationmof
the notion of meaning, 1inguists in semantic fields are in
the situation'of not knowing what they are talking about"

[:p. 4?]. Usage of the term; 'meaﬁihg,' in reading programs
suggests we are'inheritors cf the same d?fficulties,.in the:
same bcat,.sc%to speak, struggling to na#igaie with a set”cf

unfinished_maps.

Morphemic

Many reading programs focus on. the mo‘:c-'pheme° A mcrpheﬁe'
is the smallest unitjcf meaning. - "Both cat.and the s in cats -~
‘are morphemes" (Wardhaugh, 1969,-p,~156)1 Cat is called a o
free morpheme because it can stand alone.' The s 1n cats is
called -a free morpheme because 1t is .bound to another mor-

pPheme.

Lexical

The focus of lexical meaning is the word and what the -




society, and reading programs reflect the expéctatjons,of

meanings.

) . 156‘
word refers to. Thesword“is an obvious.breoccugation in our
society to some degree. VocabUlary.lessons:that help learners
ass001ate a word -and a meanlng‘ or a'wordmand a group of
pO“Slble meanlngs without the full context of 1anguage are
classified as focussing on word or lex1cal meanlng. A dic-
tionary is a lexicon. _D1ctlonary.sk111s.that focus on the
word fdll in'the.category of }ocussing on-lexical'meaning

Gelb (1952, p. 250) states that meanlng 1s a "o mental
ass001at10n between a sign and a referend that is -a thing
meant, such as the ass001atlon between a word and a referend
or between a v1sua1 sign (W1th or W1thout a word) and a
referend.” Pelrce (1897, P. 99) states that a s1gn 1s

oo somethlng which ctands to somebody for somethlng in some

respect or capa01ty. The 1ex1ca1 category of meaning re-

flects the .ideas of Peirce and Gelb to some degree. R VAN

- . - Voo

'Synthetic Fusion

<

Another aspect of- meanlng reflects the idea that in read—

1ng, the reader f1rst 1dent1f1es the meanlngs of words ina

sentence and then puts the word meanings together to make the

r

meaning of.the sentence. The category of synthetlc fus1on .

" refers to this idea of building sentence meanings from word

~

o

1Contextual Meanlng

Contextual meanlng refers to the- use of the full contexti

-

};-_—..-l
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of the author's writing. Includéd here ére strategies of
" teaching that in&olve phrases; clahses, sentences, paragrabhs,"
-books,'etc."Wbrds.;fe“bnly inc;dentaliy the focus of this
~ category, while language.use and the total fabric of the

author's meaning in a passage “tends to be of prime importance.

s
o
it



_CHAPTER 10 _ .
' - o 159

: Learning ,
- Two approaches to the area of learnlng are used to

class1fy readlng programs.' The flrstrapprOach"focusses on

global views of'learning' It parallels views of language in

- terms of the phllosophlcal roots that underlie the views.

The second approach'asks about how the learner is ylewed.

fWhat“are the major characteristics”assumed to be exhibited by

learners? Certainly,'there are other, viable approaches to

how learning is treated in reading programs, but this cross-

‘hairs- tactic casts views of learning against views of the®

‘learner permitting a theoretical approach to the intéernal

corsistency of reading programs.

B ] O
Views of Learning

Contemporary'views'of learning are divided into two

‘magor grouplngs in the llterature of learnlng theorles.'
L

Hllgard and Bower (l975) identify the stimulus- response and
cognltlve approaches.- Blgge (1971) refers to them as be-
hav1or1sm and cognltlve fleld theories. In perusing the
views of wr1ters in the field of readlng, 1t is clear that
another category must be 1ncluded to account for tradltlon.
In some sense, we use the term 'tradition' to represent a gap,’

perhaps a lag, between:theory and practice. Reading instruc-

'tional materials. reflect marketing pr1nc1ples, whlch 1n turn

reflect the expectatlons of purchasers who make decisions

based as much on tradltlon as on educational principles. As

.a result, we press mentalism, an older, less defensible

category of learning theories into service along-with the

‘!f"'"\ .



th contemporary categorlesn 'Biggea(l97l) uses mental disci-

pline to represent theorles based on concepts of mlnd sub—

- stance. A Hence, we present here three categorles of learnlng
-theories using mentallsm-to represent the mental d1sc1p11ne
theories, behaviorismrto-indicate contemporary stimulus—;_}

- response views, and cognitivism to tag the Gestalt and field
psychology views. | - | |

The field of.learning isdcontroverslal, so beset with
blends of new and old 1deas, agreements and disagreements
that\global categories of mentallsm, behav1or1sm, and cognl—
“tivism can not do absolute ‘justice to the 1ntr1cac1es of . -

~contemporary viewpoints of 1nd1v1duals." However, the purpose
here is not absolute justice as V1ewed from the learning ﬁ
,theorlst s stance.' Rather the purpose of the use of these -
.global. categorles is to 1dent1fy "the boldest. aspects of
learning theory as theywprOJect broken shadows onto the
controversial field of practice in readin"g'_'instruction° , -

’

P

Mentallsm -

Mentallsm is probably the oldest- of the families of
1deas about learnlng. As such, it is probably'the least
defens1ble in contemporary c1rcles of learnlng theorists, but ‘ -
1t lives. in thé practlce of reading 1nstructlon because of
tradltlon and- the 1nev1table gaps between theory and practice:
Blgge (1971) includes'theistic mental dlsc1pllne, humanistic

mental dlsclpllne, natural unfoldment, and Herbartlan.apper—.

ceptionﬂas key schools of thought in the category of mentalism.
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A

Theistic mental discipline or facuity psychology postulates
mental faculties or muscles of the- mlnd which teachlng seeks

-to exerclse in a- d1sc1p11ned fashlon to make them stronger._
Humanlstlc mental d1sc1p11ne or class1clsm seeks to cultlvate
the 1ntellect through tralnlng of 1ntr1ns1c mental powers
Natural unfoldment or romantlc naturallsm promotes a hands—

':off or. permissive teachlng approach in order to. permlt the
- assumed good and natural characterlstlcs.of\the 1nd1v1dual to
develop.,'In Herbartian'appercep%ion or'structuralism, feaching
seeks to -add new ideas~or mental states to a collection"of' ‘
innate or preViously acquired ideas or‘mental states.that_

" reside in the subconsc1ous m1nd as an apperceptlve mass that
Jgrows. Mentallsm encompasses much of what is common sens1cally
thought of as 1earning in relationoto teaching. - Exerc1ses,
tralnlng, lettlncr the Chlld develop, and acquiring new. 1deas
are famlllar phrases in readlng 1nstructlona1 11terature that
;reflects the tradltlons and expectatlons of teachers and the o
.publlc, and in turn the marketing approaches that underlle-

our 1nstructlonal material. X . - -

-

ar Behav1on“sm ,
T Behav1or1sm is used here to'represent the various views f
of learnlng based on relationships between stimull»and re-’ |
,sponses. Hdlgard-and Bower (1975)’déscribe its philosophic

root as empiricism, A ke& concept is associationism, observed

relationships be%weenﬂcontiguous events. Bigge (19%1) in-

cludes the SQR bond theories, and conditioning with and
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without'reinforcement as key ideas.':Connectionism or the Sagf

bond theories promote the acgquisition of desired S-R connect-u

ions in teaching nsing identical blenents to teach and test.

\‘Conditioning‘without reinforcement_views teaching as.promoting
desired responses'to appropriate stimuli with reflexes. or:

- conditioned_resPonses as a central concept. Conditioning
:Without-reinforcement‘views'teaching as.arrangingIChanges in'
the'énvironment'systematicaily to increase the probability of
desired'responses with_reinforced or.conditioned responses as
a guiding idea.. Hilgard and Bower (1975) identify peripheral .
intermediaries or response relationships, the acquisition of
habits, and trial and error approaches to, problem~solv1ng as
key distinguishing cbncepts of th1s7v1ew° BehaViorism is a
contemporary view that, unlike mentalism, continues to grow
arid remain v1able in the field of learning theory, and it 1s
expected that it is in evidence in modern reading. instruction-
‘al materials. Teaching seeks to promote the appr0priate
response rather than an essential 1ns1ght.‘ In reading in- -
struction, the focus is on vocabulary associations, sound- . -
'symbol relationships, responses to associatiye tests; and.

convergent responses to text.

’Cognitivism | -
Cognit1v1sm ig another contemporary view of learning.
Hilgard and Bower (1975) find it based on philosophic nation-
alism, and focussed on Gestalt views and ideas of information
processing Bigge (1971) includes Gestalt psychology, confi-

gurationism and field psychology or. positive relat1v1sm as

153
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basio"psjohological systems underlying cognitive"approaches.

“ to'learning. Gestalt psychology spawns the promotion of
insights as an'emphssis in teaching. Configurationism seeks
to help students gain good or high quality insights, while
cogn&tive-field approaches seek to pronote new insights into
the situations in which they find themselves. Hilgard arid
Bower (1975) identify central brain processes, the scqnisition
of cognitive strucfures, and problem solving as key ideas in
cognitiv;sm. Teaching seeks to promofe an essentialjinsight
rather than a response to- a s1tuatlon. In reading instruction,“
_the focus is on meanlng, pattern, rules, pr1n01ples, and the
dlvergent response to text is honored as an 1mportant part of
readlng. |

-4

View of the Learner

Two assumptions about the learner provide insights inro
learnlng theorles- an assumption about the morality of the
"-ﬁmlearner and an assumptlon about the actlonallty of the learn—
~er; These assumptlons are usually made w1th the child in
mind as the 1earner These two . assumptlons funotlon as a

'prlorl conéluslons that play a part in guldlng the construc—

tion or selection of conceptual elements that are 1ncluded in
‘the learning theory.
Actionality and morality are concepts of innate charac-

teristics of thé learner. In most theoretical constructs of

. . . . G '
< learning, the actional and moral categories are assumed to be

M
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uhalteréble, basic to human psychological make-up, intrinsic

characteristics, qualities, dispositions,'of aspects of the

1

a

{

essence of thevuntoudhed primitive state beforeubeing influ-.
enced by envifonment. | 4

The morél aspect of human nature has three basic“alter-' )
.natives. Man " may be évil, good, or neutral. Somg'early /-
4 American‘educational programs based on religious pérsﬁaéipns_ /
'consigered the child essentially evil.} A second alternative.:
mqrél view holds that man is basically £0od. - The child is
treated as part of'nature,.to be protecfed from pofruption
and allowed- to develop in a natural environment that permits
the innate.good to emerge. In the thifd morél view, the child.
is neutral, neither gobq}nof‘bad;: This view, moral ﬁeutfali—.
ity, 0pefates as a‘bésié tenet of dbntemporéfy_learning theo-
ries. .As a-result, the moral categof%eé regarding assump; |
tioné-aboﬁt learners in reading programs éré nét examinedf
Modern programs are assumedhﬁo be based'on\the presup?osition'
‘that the child is morally neutral. Qheréctionality views “
,”fali into three gétegories;Iactive,_passive; and inteféctive. )
The three views of actiona;ity are ﬁsed.to help'identify

characteristics of reading programs.. .

- . Active

A number of learning theories use the aésumption thét] ,

_ the éhild is aéfive according to_Bigge (1971). Of:the;mental;
.,istic learning theories, faculty psychology, classicisﬁf and

i romantic naturalism assume the child is active. None of the :

stimulus-response theories assume the child is active. 1In

N U T
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cognifivism, Gestalt psychology assumes the child is active
while configurationism and positive relativism do not.
Assuming the child is active means that the child may be

Noapable of self determination, readyjfo act tpon the environ-

M . b )

ment. ) ) ~

'

Passive -

‘of fhe mentalistic theories of learning, only structur-

-

ajism, or Herbartian apperc ption assumes the child to be '

pdssive according to Bigge: (1971) All of the stimulus-

i ’ .
gésponse psychologies assume the child is passive. -None of

/ . ; o
the cognitivist positions assume passivity of the child,

/

JAssuming the learner or child is_passive placesvthe environ--

ment in the position of the driving force behind learning:
Learnefs are shaped by the forces that act upon them,_and'by
their env1ronments. Learners are viewed as essentially

reactlve to the env1ronment.

) «
Interactive - 55 [. i .

,f /”\\,; Bigge (1971) 1nd1cates that none of the earlier mental-
/[ .istic tkeorles of 1earp1ng, and none of the stlmulus response
wrd theories assume the le%rner to be 1nterao tive, In addltlon,
.Gestalt psychology does not assume the learner to be inter-
active. Only=conf1guratlon1sn.and‘posltlve reLat1v1sm are

based upon the assumption that learners are interactiﬁe.

Interactive means that the learner acts upon his or her

r

environmen+*, and that the environment acts upon the learner. -
: ; ‘ ‘

“Leafhing.iswthe/interaotion of the learner-with ‘the enviroh;‘

ERIC - ment. ' -//,. ‘"i_ 160
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167 .
Teachlng
Four approaches .to teaching are used to analyze readlng

programs. ; / One approach seeks to 1dent1fy the pedagog1cal
techniques recommended in reading programs. A second-ap-
proach-focusses;on how programs deal with reading.problemS¢w
The-role of the teacher tha+sthe'reading program suggests is
" the subJect of a third approach The curricular thrust
reflected in the program is the fourth approach. Each of.
these apprOaches 1ncludes classification categories drawn
from different segments of the literature. The categories
are not mutually exclusive.
f ~ Pedagogical Approaches
o Pedagoglcal approaches are ways of conducting 1nstruc—
tlon that are recommended in the 11terature of read1ng
MaJor tactics are noted and it is recognlzed that others
ex1st Chall (196?) notes nine common labels used to class1—d
‘fy read1ng programs . l) conventlonal basal 2)phon1cs pro—-
grams (partial or supplemental), 3) phon1cs first programs
complete, 4) linguistic approach, 5) 1n1t1al-teach1ngvalpha—
bet, 6) responsive-envlronmént' 75 individualized reading,
8) language experience, and 9) programmed learning. .Chall's
focus is on beg1nn1ng‘read1ng. This work focusses on the
middle grades. Some overlap is evident, but the categorles
of this section vary constderably from Chail"s categories..
'Categories in this work include the directed reading

-

‘lesson, content unit teaching, literature, informational
s . .

L)



approaCh, the language{experience approach, pnonics, word
recognition, tétal individualization, individualized projects,
the descriptive-linguisticsrapproach, and programmed mater- ,/l

ials. These categories are not mutually exclusive,. but the
’ f § L ' ' L
response form used permits a classification with respect. to

emphasis. A prdgram’may include one, sevéral, or .all of the'

elements listed in &arying degrees of emphasis.
. " ] . N
b , o ‘
j

The D1rected Readlng Lesson in a Basal Text . e /4

Zlntz (1975) prOVIdeS a generallzed concept of a directed ///

read1ng lesson draw1ng from a number of w1de1y used basal- | -/-
. 'readlng programs. _Maaor categorles of elements found in :.')//
directedareading lessons are described: 1) motlvatlng and//s- ' 'a;
winterest, 2) making sure of vocabulary,. 35 guided sflént// _

reading, 4) interpreting the story, and 5) prOVidingbrelated :

'aetivities. Spache and Spache (1969).prdvide a similar Edn-

‘ N Aceptual:framenorkjspecificallv for primary}grades'lnvdl#ing:
1) 1ntroduct10n of vocabulary, 2) silent ‘reading, 3) oral
readlng 4) skill bulldlng, and 5) supplementary act1v1t1es.
In descrlblng basal ‘uses for 1ntermed1ate grades, Spache and

<"~ Spache (1969),note that, "the three group, reading plan
strongly persists..." ”p, 90 in-the intermediate grades 1n

i
e

splte of the recognlzed range of abllltles. . //

/

The dlrected readlng lesson can’ be adapted mo a grgup,
¢ P
several groups, Or an 1nd1v1dual, but usually occurs y’th '

/ .

-

attempts to produce homogeneous grouping.
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The Directed-Reading Lesson in the Content Areas

The directed-reading lesson in the basal text is a way

.of introducing'and working with a story. " The general element

of a directed reading 1esson can be adapted to f1t stories
found outside "a basal reader and passages from content areas
other than literature. Herber (1970) describes an instrnc—
tional framework, a way of helping youngsters,get'into_pass-
ages in marious content areas. The instructional framework
is'an‘insightful approach topconductinéaa 1esson'witn variodus
COntent area passages He includes‘building background,o
s11ent reading, and follow- upﬁact1v1ties as elements of a-
directed—reading 1esson Basal reader programs may, in some.
instances, recommend the use of the directed—reading lesson )
approach to teaching reading in the content areas.‘m |

-

Content Units

Content unit teaching in reading involves organizational

tactics that focus.on integrating not only content, but

activities, teaching strategies, and the sequerice of events.,

"Descriptive titles for this. concept include resource'units,

mteaching units, actiVity,units,.core units, and survey units"

(Heilman ¢ 1972' p. 435). Zintz (19?5, PP. 323- 327) identi-

fies five generalized steps that occur in un1t teaching
& .

1) orientation, 2) teacher—pupil planning, 3) gathering

information, 4) sharing information, and 5) culminating
activity°

Orientation involves creating class interest, identifying

155
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the seope of the:contentliroblem, and helping studemms7to
. ﬁnderstand-why the unit warranfs study; -Through teacher—
‘pupll plannlng{ﬁquestlons about the conterit are 1dent1f1ed.
Some questlons come from class members whlle some are sourced-
in informational mg}erlals, the teacher s ldeas,.or currlcu-e
lum guides. ~The~crux‘of reéding;inVolvement may cehter'on
the use of reading as a tool in the'informatiom gathering
phase because wrltten materlals represent a basic resource.’

~

o Purposes for readlng are usually set by students them-

-y

selves. as they decide what to read or do to solve the identi- -
fied problems or to answer the'questions-they themselves havev
asked about the particular segment of a eentent erea that is\
| encomﬁassed by the unit. Often, fhe prospect of presentation,
to share the information that is found, sets an immediafe
purpoee“for reading. Sharing informatien in some preeenta—
tional mode; writing speeking; putting on'a play, preparing a
Bﬁlietin board, etc., serves to increase.the;spah;bf concepts
etudents encounter (Smith, Goodman, and Meredith, 1970). It
also helps to ferret out misinterpretatioms through discue—
sions which are a logical outcome of Shar}ngf* Culminatgng
vactivities such as a final report, a completed'motebook, or a
presentation to parents or another class help to summarize
what went on in supervised study sessions. Small, ad hoe
heterogeneously structured groups are particularly ﬁseful im
unit teaching. Reading skills can be taught formally or - -
incidentally as.they are really needed.to solve the problems

of the unit.
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The-Literature Approach
LibrarieS'include a great resource'of materials specific-

.aily written for children or originally written for 'adults

~but found to be of great interest to children. Huck and _

Kuhn-(l958) and Smith;_Goodman_and Meredith (1970) provide
insightful descriptions of. the uses.df children's 1iterature
to teachlng readlng o
Y At the heart of the literature approach is the idea that
the_llterature avallable to chlldren, partlcularly in trade=
ibooks,~ie iﬁteresting enough to chiidren to-warr;ht sjstemat-'
ic empogure;‘and that through exposore children will want to
read and will try to read the 1i»£erat1fre° Léiven this Qiew as
a premiee,Jihe approach involmes teaching reading with the
materials of children's 1iiera£ure, tradebooks not specific-
ally provided by a basal- reader program This approach in- ]
1udes the use of other approaches, a basal reader, a 1angdage—
experience approach, a skllls program etci, Basal readers may
include selections from children's 1iterature; where .they can
be ddapted td the various vocabulary constraints of the
program‘l Basal programs -may include recommendations for: the
use of tradebooks, blbllOgraphles to aid in the selectlon of
_tradebooks;‘and anthologies of'srories published to accompany
.fhe basal program.
o~

~

g,Technlcal and Informatlonal Approach

Closely related to teachlng readlng w1th chlldren S

f‘literature 1s\éhe idea that we can teach reading w1th‘mater;_

ials that provide technical information related to the

. . . 167
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L 1nterests and problems chlldren face, Thoughatée material of
| S chlldren s 11terature is usually thought of as being made up
' of.flctlonal stories, a perusal of a 11brary qulckly dispels
this mjth, A great deal of technlcal information is avail-
able to children \tcday. Magazines for hobbylsts provide
reading materialen a wide variety of topics; model airplane
building, dramaf etc. Biographies’are a mainstay of iibrary .
collections, providing historical'information, Eneyclopedias
cover an. enormous scope of interest areas, Beyond 1ibrarres,l
advertlslng materlals prov1de a great deal of technical
Informatlon° Children 1nterested in transportatlon can pick upwal
colorfullbroohures at the nearest automobile or motorgycle
dealer and learn about the various teehnical innovations .
1ncorporated into the vehicles being advertlsed If the
interest of the 1earner is. treated as an 1mportant aspect of
1earn1ng to read; the technlcal information approach must be
considered a ;eading contender for time in reaoing instruc-

tion.

The Language—E&perience.ApprOach
Early versions of the 1anguage—experienoe.approach in-
_volves using the child's own 1anguage‘to‘teach reading. The
child either writes or dictates his or her ideas. -q?ce in-
graphtc form, there are many waysito use'this experience to
‘ help children read. The experience cnart has avlong'and1.

a

varied history (Guy Montrose Whipple, 1920). ﬁ%'
Roach Van Allen, a modern exponent of the language- -
experience approach encapsulates the 1dea behind ‘this approaoh

Pt
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“To chlldren who have experlenced authorshlp many times,
readlng is not 1essons, worksheets, practlce exer01ses, or a
xlmgfeach day (perhaps-to dread). It is the continuous
digbovery of'stepping stones to a lifetime of énjoyment of
books. It results in the, conceptuallzatlons- 'Whaf I can
tﬁink about, I ¢an say. What I can say, I can- wrlte. What I
can write, I can read. I can read what I can write anhd what
other people have written for me to read '"‘(Ailen and Ailen,
1966, p. 21).

As previously noted, the'language—experiehce approach is
usuallythought of in connectlon w1th beglnnlng reading,
spe01flcally in the primary grades. _It is clear today that
there are some pupila'in the middle grades,, grades &, 5, 6,
and highér who are only beginning to learn to read. If'is A
also clear that the appllcatlon of the 1deas of the 1anguage;
experlence approach partfbularly as Stauffer (1969) and Lee
and Allen (1963) conceptuallze 1t "is not limited to begin-
ning reading in early grades. Learnlng to write and 1earn1ng.
to read go hand in hand well beyond the beginning p01nts of
currlculum. The 1anguaée experience approach encompasses any
inétrpctional instance wherein a learner functions as an

o

author writing for himself or herself to read.

Phonics:
‘Phonics is relating or associating phonemes or sequences
of phanemes with graphemes or spelling pattefns. Though it

is difficult to relate phonics to comprehension’because

‘

1.’..} "
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phohiés does not diregtly involve meaning, phonics rebresents-
a major thyust in reading inétfﬁctiqn.in‘the United States.
Phonics is noted in descriptions of reading instruction and
in‘ﬁéét)teachers' manuals‘that'accompany basai'readeré.
There are also independenf phonics programs published'for usé‘
by teachers.in reading instruction. Manjhare labeled supple-
mentary and~somé are designed to accompény a specific-basal—
“reading prdgraﬁ. Phoﬁicé is included here because it~is
rexbected that some degree of focus on phonics instruction ’
wiii be repreééhted in the~pfograms that are to be analyzed.

£

Word Récognition-- s .

Burmeister (1975) p%gvides a r;zént account of .a variety
of approaches to word recognition. One thrust of word
recpgnition might be called étructural analytic; Here, a
whole word: is épproached and then broken down into word
parts; syllables, root words, affixes, letters, graphemes, ‘or
morphemes, etc. A second approach involves encountering
parts éf Qords’and blending them together to make a whole
word; a s%ruétural synthetic approach.

The task of word ;ecognition is usually treated as-
seeing the word and then sayiﬂg it. Some equa%e“fhis task -
ﬁifh knowing the word or .getting the meaning of the word} - An
isolated word suggests a range of poésible meanings, while a
word used in the context of langqagé becomes much more

specific.
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Teaching youngsters to_recognize»a few-wordscthat are .
commonly used~is_often_referred to as development of an
initial'sight¥word'vocabulary..'If'the'words are commonly
-used, then the common meanings of the words are likely*to be
part of the oral vocabulary of the learner. |

Once an initial" sight-word vocabulary is. developed
youngsters are expected to be able to use contextual clues to
determine new words. Contextual clués include information
-using the meaning and syntax of the surrounding language. .
Many programs include nelpful illustratlons'that provide
contextual information-to help‘youngsters recogniue ﬁords
they have not preV1ously been able to 1dent1fy 'Word-recog—

nition 1nstruct10n may range from the use of 1solated words

1n llsts to encounterlng words in context

Total Individualiaation

' Individual reading instruction holds a prominent place
in the literature of reading instruction. Washburne (l9l8)
structured the Winnetka plan on-the basis of individual
differences. _ : _ )

;&Ajnumber of waves of concern for individualization of
reading instruction are apparent'in-the 1iterature of~reading
instruction. N. B. Smith (1965) notes a peaking in the early
50's and 60's. The work of Jeanette Veatch (l959) represents
a relatively»modern v1ewP01nt

Individualization has had a variety of names. Olsonl

(1962) uses "seeking,,self—selection; and pacing" as terms.

2y
14k
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N. B. Smith'identifies "personalized.reading" " p. 379J'as a
kéy term, . and "self pacihg".ls a contemporary labvel in a -
number of wrltlngs.. WHatever the 1abe1. the ideas that
underlle the approach include treatlng learners as 1nd1v1-;
Quals, reqognlzlng that people 1earn in dlfferent ways ‘and at )
&iffering rétes, and that all chlldren are not necessarlly
1nterested in the same thing at the same tlme. |
Partial IAdividualization

A continuum of ihstrﬁction’aids thinking about indiﬁi-;
duali'zétioh‘° At one end of the contlnuum}ls the 1dea of
total 1nd1v1duallzdt10n of a readlng program, and. at the
other end oﬂ the contlnuum is total group instruction. Some-
where within the cdntinuuh are the ideas of supplemental
prdjedts for individual Study; personalized reading projects;
self pacing, .and programmed materlals. lPartial individﬁali—
zation’ provlaes for some 1nd1v1duafrzation,‘but does not

devote instruction eiélusively to individualization.

Programmed Materials

| ‘Programmed materials and'programmed 1earning'are topicé_
that occur frequently in the llterature of reading 1nstruc—
tion. Eisner and Vallance (1974a) clearly dellneate a tech-
nological approach to currlculum planning. Many approaches
to réading problems result in the acéuMulation of mechanical
.dévi;esland specialized méterialé designed to assist in

strategies of programmed learning or instruction in reading.
: WL ) '

o
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o

Programmed materials promlse a valuable 1mpact on read—
gng educatlon and the category is 1ncluded 1n the 1nstrument
< in thlé work as an- 1mportant aspect of readlng 1nstruct10n
today.

] Zintz (1975).summarizes the principles of programmed
learning. A series of easily accompl;shed learning‘tasks.is’
usually scheduled. The 1earner gets feedback at each poiﬁt
in tha_proqedure. . The results of efforts are immediately
known by the learner. Pupils can progress independentiy.
Errors are immediately correctéda,‘In branchihg'programs,

~

unnecessary practice of .drill is minimized or eliminated.

Structural Llngulstlc Approaches |

A. Harris (19?0) prov1des the conventlonal v1ewp01nt on
-descrlptlve or structural llngulstlcs. He 01tes Bloomfleld'
.(1942) criticisms of popular phonlcs blendlng approaches and
so-called wcrd methods paralleling "... the study of Chinese
'ideographs" (A. Harris, 1970, p. 70). Harris summarizes the
"principles of the so-called"iinguistic method! as starting
‘with letter identification b& name, npt-sound. It proceeds
to words with letters that have only orne sound and no silent .
letters, and éroups of words that vary minimallj as in "....
Dan, can, fan"‘"p,-711 Av01dance of direct teachlng of
phonlcs rules gives way to 1nduced generallzatlons by young-
sters. Flnally, sentences like, "Nan can fan Dan" Lp. ?l;,
ape introduced. K. Goodman (1964) calls for a reasonable
perspective in dealing with a spurious lapel by noting that

the linguist can properly'generate both ‘ideas and criticisms

3
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o

relating to reading instruction, but that linguistics is

inadequate as the sole basis fo reading instruction.

o

Approaches'to Reading Problems

The identification of reading problems has a long and
varied hlstory When a readtr does not perform as well as
observers de31re, it is commonly"said that.a reading problem
exists. The ways that are proposed for helping the reader

perform as well as is desired are solutions and are approaches

" to reading problems°

In this document we refer to the solutlons to reading
problems that are w1dely recommended and evident in the 1it-

3]

erature. ' -

.Differentiation of Instruction_

Individual differences is a key term in tne_literature.
Recommendations often stress differentiated instruction,
Bond and Tinker (1973) 1ist important dimensions of.differen—
tiatedinstruction'° They note the similarity of joungsters ’
in the growth patterns in areas othér than readlng perform-
ance, and the lack of unlformlty in progress in many dlffer-
-ent areas. A variety of forms of dlfferentlated 1nstrucu10n
are recommended in the llterature,_

The key ideas in the differentiated: 1nstruct10n approach
are that instruction should not be the same for all children

and that instruction should reflect and caplitalize on the

individual learner's uniQue characteristics, particularly

y R Y.
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{with respect to the different ways youngsters learn bést..
v'Thoughithe same principle is recommended in-much conventional
.instruction, it stands as a major area of recommendatlon for

instruction for youngsters who do not do well in readlng with -

conventlonal 1nstructlon. : - f~

Improvement of Self Concep¢
Improv1ng self concept involves helping the child to

gain, retain, or regaln a gooa feellng about h1mself.‘ Each
child brings“tohschool his thoughts, patterns of behavior,
beliefs, and ways of using language. If thése are treated as
unimportant, wrong, worthless, or something to be'eliminated;
it is easy'to understand how self esteem can suffer. Concerns
include the way a learner feels about the culture he or she

- represents or the lariguage he or she learns at home when 1t
differs from the language that is predomlnant in the school. .

By honorlng what the chlldvbrlngs_to school, in spite of

the differences between the expectations of the teacher and.
what is encountered, or because the culture reflected by the
child warrants preservation rather than'annihilation; schools
can enhance the child's self esteem rather than destroy it.
Underlying this approach is the idea that a learner with low
self .esteem encounters difficulty in partlclpatlng actively
in learning to read, and that if self esteem is improved, the-
learner will participate more actively in learning to read.
Ways of improving the child's self esteem are used to help

the child learn to read better. .
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Social end Psychological Adjustment
' nThe qpproacﬁ of'social of psychological_adjﬁstment of

the learner to existing condltlons holds that a maladjusted

child encounters dlfflcultles in partlclpatlng in reading

1nstruct10n,‘wh11e an adjusted child may not. Ways of help-

1ng hlldren adJust may 1nvolve improving self esteem. They
may 1nc1ude helping the child to reappralse himself or/her—
self with respect to the characteristics of the scﬁool/set—

ting. This approach may involve actually lowering self .

steem.
'Reading expectancy estimates may be used to help the B -
. : -/
child set goals that are often.said to be realistic rather L ’

PR

' than unrealistic. A. Harris (1970, p. 212) recommends a
 formula for reéding3expeCtancy thet reflects chfonolggieal
age.and'mental age as measured by conventional intelligence
tests. The concepts of underachievement and overaehievement“
are relafed to the expectations established by teébhers,
schools, and tests.

The social and psychelogical ad justment approachrtd':
reading[probleﬁs is aleofconcerned With'emotional and per—iv
sohélity maladjustment’/ Such maladjustmen% is believed by
many to be "... both a cause and an effect of severe readlng
disability" (Helen M. Robinson, 1946, p. 87). On one hand,
if the malad justment is -considered to be Caused by reading
disability, then reading instruction is thé.proposed solution.
If, however, maledjustment is considered.to-ﬁe the cause of
the reading disability, then procedures fo effect adjustment

‘are offered as the solution.

i7¢
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Malad justment may be attributed to "... something con-
. . G . . ‘
stitutional - or may come from unfortunate environmental.condi-
tions” (B. Bond and M. Tinker, 1973, p. 144) The home en-

o

=vironment{and parental factors are often vieweddae the source
of ,the difficulty. The.beginnings of solutions to the diffi-
culty of maladjusfment as a cause of reading disability in-
clﬁde.referral to a sociai.worker, a psychologist or psy-’

chiatrist: Parent-teacher conferences may be recommended to

T o

%

1ncrease the knowledge of the child by the teacher, 1nrthe

| hope‘that through understandlng how the malad justment came -
about, the teacher will be better equipped” to decide how to .
help the child. The basic solution is to bring +the child

from a state of malad justment to a state of adjustment in.

order to help the child learn to read.

ﬁeorganization of the Program or Curriculumh'

_ Reorganizing is an approach to reading probleme.a Re-
organization may focus on the curriculum; the content~‘sequence
and relatlonshlps between areas of content and 1nstructlon.
Reorganization of Persorinel of Classroom, School, or Dietrict

Some approachus center on administratively defined units
of personnel. -TMany saggestipns'in the literature center
.abouf regrouping students within the classroom.

hMiles Zintz (1975) describes-options of schedﬁlin%,
grouping, regrouping, indi%idualized,instructicn, and reorgan—
izing the school. Recommendations of team reaching,.departQ;

mentalization, semigdepartmentalized team teaching, and
o - :

ERIC - , 2y ’ :
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' modular scheduling \are examples. A highly successful teacher
of reading may be xescheduled through some reorganization
Oconcept to prOV1de a Wider field of inﬁluence on youngsters

with reading ‘difficulties.

n

The_school may be reorganized into teams with at least
one skilled reading teacher on. each team. ‘The reading special:
ist concept may. also be recommended at a school-dis*rict levello

o Here, a‘ikilled°person mayffunction as a consultant, teacher,
or clinician in a number'ofnschools within a district, if not
for the entire district. ﬁeorganization. then, may apply to

classrooms, schools, a.:d districts. s,

Diagnostic Test Skills Prerequisite’to Reading for Deficits
One diagnostic approach.fs based in correlational,stud-

jes of readlng and is classified here as the search for de-

fective skills with printed language that are assumed to be
prerequisites. These skills have some direct, logical-rela,u
tionship to readin% but are not the same as reading. if read-

ing is believed to-be reconstructing the author's meaning.
4Learning to say the alphahet is an example of such a skill.

- ‘ A number of the assumed prerequisites to reading center

about phonics. Generalizations'and specific.phoneme—grapheme

©

aQ

associations may be tested. Word attack skills that do not
involve meaning fall in this category Syllabication and
identification of the accented syllable are included * These

skills often are categorized as entry skills and may include
: s DR

© »

some skills labeled readiness sxills if they involve print.

pel
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s

The prerequlslte reading skill tests” are usually 1nc1uded as

—

part of the informal readlng inventory.

Diagnostic: Test Reading Skills for Deficits = N
Closely related. to the. prerequ1s1te readlng skill tests
are testr that- 1nvolve oral and silent reading, w1th a compre-
henslon ‘check. Thls tactlc usually 1ncludes graded para-
graphs and results in settlng a level of readlness materlals
with whlch the student can be successful ' Tradltlonally, an
instructional 19ve1, an independent,level;‘and a frustration

level are identified. - - - ‘u S

ter1st1cs for Deflclts

@

Another~area of diagnosis representing a majcr Facet of .

testing involves skills of‘perception. postulatad ne urolog—hu

~Ical functrons, and motorrcoordlnatlon assumlng defLCltS

;result in reading dlfflculty These areas are of en: treated

separately 1n psychology For our - purposes é{ thls work,

they are placed together. ,Some tests of rez dlng readlness,

‘are part of this category. Traclng exercises, connectlng

‘dots to make a picture, and wr1t1ng an 'X' or a check in a .

box to rndlcate a response to some perceptual task are

';examples. This category overlaps the area of prerequ1s1te

-ASklllS treated ear11er 1n this document

A number of tests that attempt to appra1se 1nte111gence

“w1thout 1nterference from deflclent 1anguage skills 1nc1ude
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‘assessments of perception and motor coordlnatlon slmultaneous-

ly. V1sua1 and auditory skllls are usually the focus. Gold-
berg and Schlffman (1972) and Bohd and. Tinker (1973) provide

1n31ghtful rev1ews, explanatlons, and publication information

on most of the tests, techniques, and conventional interpreta- ‘

|

tlons.

o

The concept underlying the use of perceptual and motor-

tests is clearly one of deficit. A youngster who does not

v

perform well in subskill areas,is'identified_as'iacking“the’

identified<skills; The skills are treated'as prerequisites'

to reading The solutlon offered usually is to ‘teach the
youngster to perform better in The skill area in Wthh he 1s

deficient. With characterlstlcs that are bel;eved to be

'.unteaehable, the youngster‘is labeled:.as such and-expeeta;

e

tions of performance in reading areradjusted. A "third alter-. -

native, to design instruction which avoids the area of weak-
néss, is rarely'suggested -

Closely related to the deflclt concept applled to per-

ceptlon and motor 'skills is the neurologlcal approach ”‘Gold—_"

berg-and Séhiffman (1972) review the)research in this area, e

identifying "alexia," without-words, and "strephosymbolia". or
- b: . K ~ . .

h"twisted symbol" as early terms ?p. 12, A list of tests and .

paradigms;ahd terms applied'to perfOrmance assessment under-
lies the search for evidence of dyslexia., o
11Diagnosing dyslexia %ﬁth-less*than extrememcases poses a
difficult problem. The thrust draws from d1scourse in educa-
tlon psychologj, medlclne, and psychlatry. Studles of neuro-.
loglcal structure, blologlcal chemistry, perceptlon motor
IR . - o
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coordination, and intelligence are often involved . The

search £0r eVidence of dyslex1a is a search for brain abrior- 0 .

mality,-congenital defects of the'brain or nerves,_maladaust— |

ment, or learning disability. . L a

Theories posit a syndrome; a. variety of characteristics
in varyfhg combinations.' Many'of these’characteristics exist

" in adequate readers, making diagnosis of moderate neurological

~Vproblems_difficult. Most yo-ngsters faCing reading difficul-
ties show on@y:moderate defi its_in_some but not all areas.

_ Application of the terms, dyslekia or brain deficiency, to *
.moderate problems may result in using the term to represent ai;
lset of Circumstance that may not be related to reading, or it
may become a synonym for poor reading.

Solutions to a dysleXic condition may include visual,
auditory, or motof\training in skill deficit areas. Adminis-
tration of:drugs brescribed by 2 physician is p0pular;
Psychiatric treatment or soc1ological and psychological

\<?ounseling are recommended for some,,

Diagnostic | Assess Language for Deficit

| Language plays.an important part in conceptions -of diag—
nosis. A.prominent body of literature involves a language
deficit theory; The roots of this idea include Whorf s for-

' mulation of the effect of language on thinking (B L. Whorf, _’\
1942) Deutsch (l965 and l967) and others contribute to a o

3 pOSition that suggests that a lack of language is a character- ”.-'

~istic of disadvantaged children.. Today, the pOSition is-

3 . yd
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controversial Ev1dence shOW1ng that a lack of Ianguage
ex1sts ‘in sociologicaPly defined dlsadvantaged groups is-not
;forthcomlng, whlle dlfferences between groups with respect to
llanguage are clearly documented. T

. Clln1c1ans expectations of language performance%in
reading tests reflect the language backgrOund of the clini-
cians as well as the expectatlons noted in test d1rectlons.-
»The language def1c1t concept holds that a lack of language
- can cause read1ng difficulties. Solutlons 1nclude attempts
to teach assumed. approprlate language,'ellmlnate language
that is not in accord with assumed approprlate forms, and
replace assumed inappropriate forms with assumed approprlate

forms.'

Search_for Technological'Solutions to Problems .-

. T

Tec ology prov1des another approach to reaalag problems,

-~ usually center1ng on 1nstructlon the ways of teaching, rather

i than on curr1culum, what is to be taught For example ap—..
‘pllcatlon of st1mulus and response relnforcement theory to
,_readrng outllnes how to teach those elements of a read1ng o
curriculum that are amenable to the theory. Other elements
of reading curriculum are left out because the construct of
stlmulus and response with reinforcement can not be easily
applled S

Some economic constructs fall 1nto the technologlcal

: approach Quests to teach words at a penny a word rather )
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-than a-dollar a word exist in‘s0me proposals. Units of money
correspond to units of(teacher time per curr%Fulum element to
be taught. Expense is a key factor, and more efficient teach-
-'ing reduces expenses° "More efficient teaching is believed to
be a possible outcome of improyed'technoIogy.v Some models
equate teacher experience with the quality of teaching. More"':
experience makes a better teacher. |
. The concept of teacher-proof mauerials receives consider-
able attention in the literature. Often, machines are con- f“
s1dered for use when the learner can 1ndiv1dually operate the
machine without-assistance frOm-a_teacher. A number of read-
ing laboratories in high school and adult education situations
reflect'this idea. Solutions involve acquisition of'machin;s,

e

. the promise of dncreased_eye span,andJreading rate;'or reduced :
' regressions. .' C | H
Technology involves both hardware and software (R. Gagne,f;
l97§) Usually, hardware dOminates conceptions of technology,
‘but clearly, the literature of the field is heav1ly weighted
toward software concepts; Hardware 1s_machinery and instru- &
ments, such as.the'tachisto—flasher,'a device for exposing a
bit of print‘for a.specified amount of.time.‘rSoftware is
technologically‘framed ideas, such as;the S-R reinforcement
concept of learningﬁand instruction. f= S “{.
The technological approach to reading problems holds
‘that better technology or more 1ns1ghtful application of

present technology to reading 1nstruction will improve the_

_ way people learn to read. Faith in the poss1bilit}es for
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' improvementﬁmay.be’placed in harawégezssoftware,-or concept;
| ual'cons%rucfs arising out of wvarious disciplines.  Much is
- made o? solving reading problems by purchasingian aid, a
prOgram;‘a machine,_or-a contract"with a guarantee from a

‘company promising to 'solve or reduce the problem. Much of

' the literature recommending technological approaches resides

g in‘rhe promotional documents of companies that sell.materials

that_complement_these approaches°
The Role of the Teacher

 Sorting out the roles of teach g7, in relation to the
models.rev1ewed prompts a number of different~approachesn
Though no attempt to cope with the full range of literature
on this topic is offered 1n this document, major categories
are identified and some of the more prominent ways of looklng_
:at the array of poss1b111tles are preseﬁted.
{TeacﬁerleSs}Programs

Self-instruction programs fall,in the.category of teach-

_erless_programs. Maferials‘labeled programs thaf provide no
reference to the teacher or no orovisions for instructiou |
also fit, the category of teacherless programs. ‘Some program-
med materlal some computer 1nstruct10n, and scheduling young-.
"sters 1nto a teacherless fa01llty such as an unsuperv1sed

_11brary can be treated as teacherless programs.

<0
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The Teacher as a Scripted Performer

Some programs may prov1de explicit and complete instruc—
'tions-forfthe teacher. A script may be included prescribing
_'what to say. Directions may include what body-movements to -
‘use and where to locate oneself in an instructibnal ‘situation.
Provisions of this type treat the teacher as a. scripted per-
former. | | |
The Teacher as a Technician _

Programs which promise that follow1ng the instructions
' for.presenting and manipulating the material"W1thout neces-
sarily understanding why or how_it.works cast the teacher as
a technician. Some decisions are required in this role, But
"the'decisions-are predominantly technical, involving proce-
dures, mechanical 0perations,"following instructions; identi-
-fication of Circumstances or learner characteristics. The
identification process triggers through instructions procedur—
al adJustments Without necessarily requiring e1ther explana-
tion or understanding of why or how¢a procedural adjustment

fits "the identified circumstance.

The Teacher as a Source of Wisdom
In some programs, the teacher may be cast as a source of i

wistm. This is a traditional teaching role. The teacher”

serves as a fund of;knowledge, or the giver of information.

LectLring in curricular format of. academic rationalism is a

common example of-this category. "Tell" is a word often used :

185



/ : | ‘ 190

.

in manuals. The teacher may provide_ideas about how to pro-

ceed as well as ideas of substantive content in this role.

- ;

!
‘

The Teacher as a Guide and Monitor
Some programs may describe the-role;of the teacher as a
guide ahd monitor, This role involves anranglng 1earn1ng
s1tuat10ms, prov1d1ng insights ‘about how to learn, and struc-
turing problem formats for students. The term, 'fac111tator
fits this concept of a teaching role.
The Teacher as a Clinical Tnformation:Processcrf‘“'
‘The_teacher may be cast-in the roie-of an infgrmaticn
processor who clinically examines the'information coming
Tthrough his or her’ system. The clinical informatioh processor
functions as an initiator of. 1nput and a reactor to output.
Models of 1nformat10n process1ng resembllng computer programs
may underlie’ th1s role. ' The teacher may be represented as-:
part of a 1arger system of - 1nformat10n processing wh1ch 1n;
cludes students, curr1cu1ar constltuents,'1nstruct10nal

modules, and similar constructs as elements.

o erm——

t

The Teacher as a Judge and Policeman _
In.some_lnstances, .the teacher s role may ‘be descrlbed
as that of a judge and policeman, -Here, the teacher may -
function as a judge or poiiceman} predpminaﬁtlyfeencerned
with ccntrolling classroom behavicr; seeking errcrs to'he

‘corrected, or implementihg manag@ment”systemsﬁwith prescribed

i8%
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activities, rules- for classroom behavior, and provisions for i

deviant behavior of students.

Application - _

!It is recognized that the. teacher's ownfview of his or’
- her role nay'actually transcend wnateyer role is suggested b&
tne published program - This work focusses on the role that
can be gleaned from the publlshed mater1a1 It is not
_expected that all- readlng programs can be fully represented
by this list of_teachlng roles. Neither do we expect mutual
exclusivity between categories. The thrust of this work is
to identify the focus and emphas1s of most publlshed readlng
programs, and to determlne something of the range of varlabl-
1ity present in reading programs.-

&

; : CurriCulum_Thrusts
) /
3 /

L In some sense, ourr;culum issues center on what to teach,
and how to-organize what.Will be taught. Eisner and Vﬁllence
f(19?ba) descrlbe five conceptlons of currlculum.-:Qne'
conceptlon views currlculum as the development of cognitive
“processesc .Technology is the center of a second conceptuall-
//zatlono Self- actuallzatlon processes or consummatory exper-

/ 1ences are the focus of a thlrd maJor areaxof\currlculum
" theory. One pOpular view of currlculum is socral reconstruc-

tion. Academlc ‘rationalism represents a flfth and very pro-

minent view oI currlculum. Each:pos1tlon is represented by

1587,
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essays by informed proponents of the position in'the work of
' Eisner and Va;rahce (1974a). Each of the five_p0sitions is
distiiled.into'a statement cf a principle for planning
curriculum These five pr1n01p1es form a bold d1mens1on in
'any paradigmatic approach to reading comprehens1on 1nstruc-
tion. A B |
'Eisner and Vallance (1974b)>accurate1y indicate -the
inekhaustivity-of their categorigzation of five basic concep—
‘tions. ° They“note?thap the child-society distinction,-wi%hi
its roots ip the child-centered views of Rousseau and others,
aﬁdlthe socie%y-centered views of Jeffersoﬁ ahd.others,are
not brought into sharp focusibp the five concept;ons'they
present. Other ideas not fully treated are the skills-to-
values-continuum, a present-toffuture dimeﬁsion,.and some
1earn1ng model conceptlons° Seme of these ideas are treated:
fgo a degree in one or more of the five pos1t10ns, but they
are not central themes. Incompleteness is not a deterrent to

3

openlng the field of reading instruction to fuller examina-
tlon. Application of the flve conceptlons of currlculum
‘helps to identify and clarlfy dlstlngulshlng features of
reading programs. It is enough to produce this-demonStratiqn-.

and to invite others more deeply involved in curricular

theory to tighten the conceptual_framework.

Cognitive Skills

Currlcular plannlng deslgned to develop cognltlve skills
or processes focu°ses on teachlng 1ntellectual skills that
‘can be used in many situations. It also focusses on teachlng»

C
r
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children how-to learn. Some proponents conce1ve of 1ntellec- o

4

tual skllls w1th universal appllcablllty It is assumed that

a skill that is learned with a specific content is usable

w1th other content. ,Transfer.may be assumed to be automatic;~

’”

Chlldren are assumed to possess intellectual capabllltles
which can be developed strengthened or sharpened.

Reading is sometlmes treated as a universal skill. A
" program may assume that teaching children to read with
fiction permits them to -read in disciplines. Focus is on
‘what will be done with learned skills in situations that-
follow the experiences provided. by the currlculum. *Educatlon
may ‘be viewed as preparatlon for life rather than an .Impor-

tant part of llfe

Technology

D

" This approach seeks eff1c1ent ways of teachlng through

packaglng and presentatlon of materlal to the learner.

Industrial models of accountablllty, systematlc analysis, and

‘Production control are'used to organizepand present ideas to
"tlearners that are assumed to be'predictable and, in some
instances,_stable. Technological curriculum planning focus-
" ses on the ends of an industrial model of‘society, and the
concept of teacher—proof materials is often raised. Educa-
tion is v1ewed as a relatlvely stable -system that tends to -
Yemain 1ntact and follow prev1ously described pattern
Innovatlons in packaging are conceived outs1de of and pre-
cedlng the actual learnlng s1tuatlon, thereby prescrlblng

what will happen when the learner encounters the package.

(5%
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lechnologically conceived reading programs often‘attempt
--to systematize individualization within the bounds of assump-
.tlons made about learners and classroom settings. Like the |
. cognitive skills approach focus is often on teaching some/
assumed un1versally applicable method of learnlng, but
technology also/may focus on subject matter assumed to be
1mportant enough to warrant the enormous effort required to
1ntegrate a learnlng package. As in the cognltlve skills

approach, t1me in school is viewed as a perlod of preparation.

for what is to come° T S ;

Selvactualization | | |

The self-actualization approach_differs‘frqm the other
approaches in that the experiences of the learner in school
are- assumed to be a cr1t1cally 1mportant part of 1ife rather
than preparatlon for life. Rather than learnlng values,

~ which 1s4somet1mes viewed as ;ndoctrlnatlon, the learner is
assumed to‘be~developing his own values.

-The development of values by the learner may be v1ewed
as somethlng close to a un1versally appllcable skill as in
the cognitive skills approach Personal growth 1ntegr1ty,
and autonomy are develOped in the learner through a dynamlc
process of formulatlnn personal goals. lnd1v1duallzed,
readlng programs may reflect this approach when studente.are
faced:with opportunities to learn to read using materials
and content that they selert or create. Focus is on/exper-

iences in the presént. The learner is encouraged +o"llscover

ideas through_is own eéfforts.

g
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SociallRecbnstruction

| E;sner and Valiance‘(l974b) develop the theme of social
reeonstruction along with a theme 6f social adaptiveness or :
relevance. In sociai'reconstruction \adults' assessments of
s001ety are used %o determlne how s001e*y should be when
youngsters mature. Currlculum is des1gned to prepare chil-
dren to change society'to the way adults believe or wish
sdciety should be. The inAividual learner's needs and
interests are'subjugated to what adults in power see as
society's needs and interests.‘ Like the cognltlve Skllls
approach and the technologlcal approach, education is prepara-
'tlon‘for llfe_rather than an important part of it. Reading
| programs planned with this approach stress social reform; and
use the program as a tooi to bring about changesvthat reflect
current issues, | . B |

The social relevanbexor social adaptiveness approach

seéks to help children prepare to adapt fo the way sbciety
will be when youngsters ‘mature accordlng to the -adul ts who
plan and implement bhe_currlculum,’ The world is v1ewed as
changing and unstable. ‘Youngsterslare taught to survive. o
-Like the sccial reconsfructionists, fhis approach subjugates
-the individual to s001ety s assumed needs and 1nterests, and .
-educatlon 1s not consummatory as in ‘the self-actuallzatlon
p051t10n. Elsner and Vallance (l974b) trea+ this p0f1t10n
along with the social reconstructlonlst approach because

- both stress the 1mportanee of society over the 1mportance of

the 1nd1v1dual

b
D
o



196

Academic Rationalism

This vieﬁ focusses on teaching what is conceived as the
best that man's intelligence has produced. The classic -
disciplines, literature, and ideas are central while'practiff.
cal pursuits.such as drlving, cooking, andfvocatlonalveduca:'
tion;are treated as eitra—curricular”func%ions, not’worthy:of

full inclusion.; Academ1c ratlonallsts contlnually seek to

‘.determlne what is best in order to ‘include it 'in "their plans.

The tradltlonal disciplines are per10d1call1 rethought A“
d1st1nctlon between the organlzatlon of 1deas in a discipline
and -an organlzatlon of 1deas w1th1n a currlcular plan is a |
center of concern in ‘much’ of the ‘discourse advocatlng this

(34

approach.

-

Reading programs that embrace content as a means of

teachlng reading fit th1s category, There are also pro-

-grams gezred to preparlng'youngsters to deal.withncontent.

Academic rationalism is similar to the cognitiVﬁ'skills,7
technological and soc1ety—centered approachO* in that school- o
ing is viewed as preparatlon for 1ife, wrle it dlffers from

self actualization which treats school as an integral and

important end in itself.

Conglusion

¢

The flve approaches 1dent1f1ed by Eis el ind Vallance

Cl974a) prov1de a map, however 1ncomplcte, 10 thlnklng 1n'

‘curriculum. Other organlzatlonal scheme are re“ognlved as

important. iling and Brownell (1966) emphnc:. ze ¥nowledge and

18z .
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practlcal problems as they raise categorles of occupatlon,
polltlcs, 3001ety, 1ntellectuallsm, rellglon, and others as
/ma jor elements of curricular thought Lewis and Miel‘(l972)

//use subject matter, 1ntended learnlng, opportunltles, engage-
/ ments, and experlences as categorles of curricular concepus.
/ "We do not reject these and other categorization systems.~
Eisner and Vallance (1974a) provide us w1th one sttem among

many which we focus on because of its broad scope and usable

distinctions.

‘ . D 193



CHAPTER 12

Comparing Programs and the Search for Sitructure
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The data displayed in Appendix C lends itself to several
forms of analysis. Several theoretical data reduction d
procedures are applied and the program observations are
tested Fo discern to what extent the programs differ. A
search for structure is>carried out using theoretical and
mathematical"reduction techniques. Speculative conclusions
are drawn about the reasons. for the findings.

“Prior chapters. and analyses treat the information in
Appendix C as nominai data, exactly as the study was origi—
"nally designed. - Analyses in this chapter proceed from an
assumption that a meari is a reasonable summary of an array
of numbers. Based upon this assumption, several forms of
analysis are performed using means as bases. ‘Tne conditions
for gathering the data and conducting the observations are

described in earlier chapters and in Appendix A.

| Theoretical Categories-and Subcategories o0

This analysis focusses on the subcategories within the
ma jor theoretical areas. Appendix.A shows Reading; Language;
"Learning, and Teaching as four major theoretical'areas. With-
in Reading, five subcategories are shown as Program. Focus,
ComprehenS1on Tasks, Levels of Comprehension, Purpose for
~ Reading; and Inquiry into Print. Witnin Language,‘three
subcategories are described as Unit of EmphaSis, View of
Language, and Meaning. Learning includes View of Learning

and View of the Learner; two subcategories. Within Teaching,a

-
L‘D
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four subeategories include Pedagogieal Approaches, Approaches
to Reading Problems, Teaching Role, and Curriculum Thrusts. -
Totally, fourteen subcategories are represented.

Within each program, a response reflecting the delibera-

'~ tions of the observer groups is recorded for materials for

the teacher and the student in areas of instruction and
evaluation. Thisfi; done for each of the 89 described

characteristics.;:ln this analysis, the mean is calculated
for each eharacteristic across the categories of materiais

for student and  teacher for 1nstruct10n and evaluatlon.

'These means are- used to-calculalte a mean for each of the.

fodrteen subcategorles described above. Table 1 in Appendlx
F.shows these meane for each /of the seven programs. -

The null hypotheses are’ that there are no signifieant
dlfferences at trke P < 0. 05 level between means per program
of program observatlon ratlngs averaged over all subcategorles,

)
averaged over maJer theoretlcal categories, and averaged for

individual subcategorles. An analysis of variance procedure

is used to test thns. Table 2 in Appendix F exhibits the

results. The low f ratios are all considerably less than

ifilcant at the P < 0,05 level.. The null

. o :

hypotheses that no significant differences persist between
) / B

means of responses within subcategories per program can not

be rejected. It appears that the programs are not signifi-
cantly different from one another_according to the analysis
described'here. This finddng supports .the conclusions
rendered'in the/descriptions of the ﬁrograme as they were

)

g the “observation ratings as nominal data.
h
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Audience and Purpose for Materials
This analySis focusses on the cate*ories that reflect
the audienceshto whom the materials are directed and the
purpose for the materials. The audiences identified are
teachers»anhgstudents. The purp0ses identified'are instruc-
tioniand evaluation. The instrument categorizes materials
for teacners (T) and materials for students (8). The audience
categories:aregcrossedxwith materials for instruction (I) and
materials for evalﬁation (E). The folloWing data reduction
technique :uses these categories.
Seven~combinatorial variables (TI1., TE, SI, SE, T, S, and
P) are created through transformations.that yield means. A1l
of the observed responseslin all major theoretical categories,
réading, language, learning; and teaching,'in all theoretical
' subcategories (A, B, C, etc.), and_in all individoal program
characteristic categories (1, 2, 3,-etc.) are combined for
‘observational ratingslnnﬁer the categories of‘instructionalé
responses for teachers-(TI) and students (SI), and evaluation
materials for teachers (TE) and students (SE). Responses to

instructional (TI) and_evaluation-(TE) materials for teachers

are combined summarizing responses to materials for teachers

(T). Responses to instructional (SI) and evaluation (SE)
materials for students are combined snmmarizing'materials for
| students (S). Summaries of responses foramaterials for
teachers (T) and students (S) are combined summarizing
responses for'programs (P)f This data reduction approach :

yields seven.combinatorial variables that.numerically

Q. i{j;' i
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summariZe'respOnses to programs (P),'materials for teachers
'(T),umaterials.for students”(S),pinstrnctional materials for
teachers (Ti);evaluation materials for teachers (TE), instfno-
tional materials for stndents (SI),:End evaluation materials
for students (SE).. See Table 3 in Appendix F.

The seven combinatorial variables described above (P, T,
s, TI, TE, SI, and SE) are subjected to one-way analyses of
variances across programs. Each of the original variables
occurs in 89 instances;gn each of 7 programs yielding_e total
of 623 responses. In each analysis; degrees of freedom
between groups is 6, within groups is 616, totalling 622.
Table 3 1n'Kppend1x F exhlblts the results .

- The null hypotheses are that no significant differences
at the P < 0.05 level or better with 6/616 degrees_of freedom
persist between means per program of each of the seven.
combinatorial varlables (p, T, 5, TI, TE, SI, SE) reflecting
audience and purpose for materlals. None of the F ratios
shown in Table ‘3 in Appendlx F are slgnlflcant at the P < 0 05
level or better. The highest F ratio 1s for varlable ‘TE,
matefials written for teachers in relation to evaluation

procedures. This'F ratio is 1.49 which is significant,at the
P < o. 176 level, far less gigﬁi}1555£miﬁgﬁ”the P < 0.05 level.
The null hypotheses can not be regected on the bas1s of these
;data. The programs are not significantly dlfferent w1th
respect to'audienpe‘or purpose as indicated by observational
rétings reflecteq:in combinatorial variables P, T,'S:nTI, TE;

SI, or SE.

.....
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Missiohs, Language and Learning,
‘ " and Purpose for Reading i
_\ A third‘analysis uses’three theoretiCal-dimensions as a
basis for data redpction. One'theoretiea% dimension involves
the missions of reading instruction descrieed in Chapter 8.
A second theoreticalcdimension reflects the basiewmetaphors
underlying the categories of learning and language described
in Chapters 9 and 10. A th1rd theoretlcal dimension is based
on the locus of control of the purpose for reading in 1nstruc- -
tional s1tuatdons descrlbed in Chapter 8.
The three missions of read1ng 1nstruc+1on include
““helping students, to produce a spoken or thought analogue (SA)
of the author s printed language. The second mission de- -
scribed focusses on-helping students- to reconstruct the
author's message (RM). 'Helping stUdents“to'construct know-
ledge (CK) about the author's message is the third mission.
These three missions are used conceptually to categorlze a
portion of the 89 characterlstlcs of reading programs listed
in Appehdii A,

Three basic metaphors are represented in the views of
language and learning. lThe nativistic,viewkof language as an
innate ehtity;.ahd'the mentalisticjrieWS of learning (NM)
have a touchstone in idealism. The views of language as.
ebservable'Speech or writing are related to the behavioristic
views of 1earning (SWB) . The views of language as a meaning

based process are in accord, to some degree with the ideas of

learning descrlbed as the cognltlve fleld views (MCF) These

199
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ithree basic metaphors are used éonceptually td categdrive a
portion of the 89 characterlstlcs of readlng programs listed
in Appendlx A.

The locus of confrol.of~purpose for reading includes
three assumed sources.of'purpose. - One source is described as
the text (TX). A second source is identified as the teacher
(TR), A third source of purpose is assumed to.be the réader
'(RDR). These rhree‘sources_of'purpose for reading are used
to categorize a portion of the.8§-charactéristics'of reading
programs-listed in Appendix-A.

The categorization of characteristics of reading‘programs
iqvblves identifying the characteristiqs as being related to
one or more of the nine categories nqted above, Some of the
characteristics are not discernable. as fitting only one of
the categories, and are, therefore,.included in mbro than one.
The responses to programs by observers that fall within the
domaln of one of the. nine categorles are averaged ‘yielding B
nine summary mean responses per program, a total of 63 means.
Table 4 in Appendix F displays the nominal numbers from
 Appendix A of the characteristics in the ninevcategories.
Table 5 in_Appendii F shows the means of the combined charac-

teristics shown in Table 4 in'AppeﬁdiXHF{”

Variaﬂle'Comparisqn
A comparison of the variables (SA, RM, CK, NM, SWB, MCF,
TX, TR, and RDR) themselves i's in order. The means of -

. variables across programs arc subjected to one-way analysis
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of variances.

The null hypotheses state that no significant
differences at the P < 0.05 level will‘persfst among the
means of variables SA, RM, CK, NM, SWB, MCF, TX, TR,

TX, and RDR-.
See Table 4 in Appendix F for groupings and Table 5B in
Appendix F for the anova information.

This analysis yilelds
an F ratio of 5.172 with 8 and-54 degrees of freedom.

' The
null hypothesis that noﬁsignificanf differences between the
|« - means of variables SA, RM, CK, NM, SWB, MCF

» TX, TR, and RDR
: is rejected. An a posteriori ranges test (Tukey) is performed

to0 determine which variables are alike and which differ.
Table 5C in Appendix F shows the results.

This analysis
suggests that various combinations of variables SA, RM, CK
| e OEE

NM, SWB, MCF, TX; TR, and RDR warrant testing to.determlne

structure and the possibility of distinguishing programs.

Program Comparison Using Variables

Variables SA, RM, CK, NM, SwB, MCF, TX, TR, and RDR are
compared across programs.

The research question focusses on
| whether or not the programs differ with respect to these
A

\variables.

The null hypotheses state that there are no

51gn1f1cant dlfferences at the P < 0.05 1eve1 among means per

program of variables SA, RM CK, NM, SWB, NCF, TX, TR, and
\ .
RDR.

A one-way analysis of varlance procedure ylelds an-F-.

ratio of 0.646 with 6 and 56 degrees of freedom.
h&potheses can not be rejected

The null

The programs can not be
shown to differ significantly at the P < 0.05 level according
to this analysis with these variables.

o
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Program Comparison U31ng Theoretically Deflned Groups of
variables

Variables SA, RM, CK.reflect concerns abéut the missions
of.education and constitute a theoretically defined group of
vériables. Variables NM, SWB, and MCF reflect concerns about
the theoretical views of: learning and language that.underlie
the programs, and constitute a second theoretically defined

group of variables. Variables TX, TR, and RDR reflect

concerns about the locus of control of the purpose for reading‘

and constitute a third theoretically defined group. mhe
research questlon focusses on whethﬂr or not the means per
program of the three groups of varlables dlffer. The null
hypotheses state that no significant differences persist at
the P < 0,05 level among means'per program of variables
,g;buped under missions of reading inétiuction (SA, RN, CK),
~ language andilearning (NM, SWB, and MCF) and locus of c¢ontrol
of purpose for reading (TX, TR, and RDR). | IXnalysis of
variance procedures yieid the F ratio’ shown in Table 6 in
App?ndix F. The null hypo+heses can not be rejected, sug—
gesting that under the_conditions of these ahalyses'with
these variables, programs are not 51gn1flcantly dlfferenu

from one another at the P < 0 05 1eve1

Relationships Among Variables
The comparison of variables and the results shown in
Tables 5B and 5C in Appendix F suggests that a search for

structure is warranted. To describe the relationships among

<0e
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the variables somewhat more clearly, a principal eomponehrs'
factor analysis with itegétions and a varimax rotation is g
applied to the nine variables. Table 7 in Appendix F provides
the information required for repiicatibn. Included in Table 7
are the intercorrelations among variables SA, RM, CK, NM, SWB,
MCF, TX, TR, and RDR. The communalities, rotated factor
matrix, eigenvalues, percents of variance; and cumulative
percents of variance are also ineluded. The vdrimax rotation
matrix yields four factors. The factors are naﬁed using the
highest loading as the key descrlptor. Faetor 1 is named
Antl-Eplstemologlcal suggesting an inverse relatlonshlﬁ to
constructing knowledge as a mission of reading instruction.
Factor IT is named Anti-Spoken Analogue indicating a focus
away - from helplng students say the author's words aloud or to
themselves._ Factor III is mamed Reader Initiated 1dent1fy1ng
. the reader as the assumed gsource of the purpose for reading.
Factor IV 1is named the Message Reconstructlon Approach indica-
ting that reconstruction of the author’'s message is the maln,.
focus. Each factor is more complex than the names imply. The

factors and their underlying elements are:described,below in

relation to the loading in the matrix in Table 7 of Appendix F.

Anf%-EpistemolbgiCal Approach

Facéé} 1 exhibits é high positive loading (0.845) on -
Yariable SWB, -which indicates a view of”language as observable
speech_aﬁd yriting, and focusses on behavioristic-associative

learning theories. A moderately high positive loading (0.676) .

™ —
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is shown onWGEfiable TX which indicates the locus of oontfolw

of the purpose for reading is vie@ed ss‘emanating from the

text. Factor 1 exhibits a bipolar characteristic with the

high negative loading (-0. 882) shown on variable CK 1nd1cat1ng

‘an. avoidance of focus on the construction of knowledge as a
- z‘m1ss1on of reading instruction. All other loadings are lower
than 0.40. Factor 1 represents a text based, behavioristic,
anti-knowledge focus on reading instruction. :The most powef— ’
ful description of Factor 1 is the high negative loading on

the instructional mission to construct knowledge of the

author'’'s message, suggesting the name 'anti-epistemological.

Anti-Spoken Analogue Approach |
Factor II exhibits moderatelyrhigh positive loadings. on

variables NM (0.6372_’and TR (0.605). Variable NM pepresents
the nativistic views of 1anguaée and the mentslistic views of
learning., Variable TR represents the teacher es a locus of
control of the purpose. for reading. A lower positive loading
(0.430) is shown on varlable CK, the instructional m1ss1on of .
constructing knowledge A b1polar characteristic is indicated
by a high negatlve 1loading (-0O. 861) on varlable QA the
instructional mission to nelp students construct a spoken “
analogue of the author's printed language. Factor II is an

P anti-spoken analogue, linguistically nativistic, mentalistic,

| teacher initiated, moderately epistemologically focussed
approach. The most powerful root of Factor II is the high
negative loading on the spoken analogue suvgestlng the name

]
'anti- spoken analogue.

Q B

P .

. : Ly s
ERIC - (,
A Fuiext provid Ic !

o -

204 X



T
s’

Reader Inltlated Approach )

Factor III, exhlblts a hlgh positive loadlng (0. 8?1) on
varlable HDR whlch 1ndlcates that the reader is V1ewed as the
initiator of the purpose for readlng. A second hlgh pos;tlve'
loading (0.788) is ehown on variable MCF indicating‘a:view of
language asva rules orienteo, meaning-based_proceseﬂand"a
view of learning}as cognitive process involving goals and
insights ashdesired outcomes. Factor ILI exhibits a moder-_

“ately bipolar characterlstlc in that a moderate negatlve
loading (-0.489) is shown on varlable TX, which represents
the text as the source of purpose for reading.  Factor IIT
represents a feader initiated, cognitive, meaning based
process oriented, anti—text initie%ed'approach. The most
powerful descriptor of Factor III is the hlgh p081t1ve loading’

Sy

on. variable RDR 1ndlcat1ng the reader initiated purpose for

N

reading suggestlng the name ‘reader 1n1¢1ateg.'
Message Reconstruction o

Factor IV exhibits a high positive loading (Op808)
variable RM indioating the instructional mission to'reeon—
struct the meaning of the author's message. A moderately
positive loading. (0.450) is shown on variable MCF,‘the
meaning-based view of language coupled with the cognitive-
field views of learning. A'bipoldr characteristic of Factor
v iS'suggested by.éjmodefately negative loading (-0.579)
variable TR indioating an avoidance of'reading purpose

initiated by the teacher. Factor IV repfesents a meaning

oo
<
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based, process oriented, cognitive-field, anti-teacher
ihit;at d* purpose apprdach that focusses onfreconstructingv
the author's message. The highest loading on variable RM,

the. instructional mission to reconstruct the author's message,

" suggests the name 'message reconstruction approach.’

Using Factors te Compare-?rograms .

| The identification of four factors, anti-epistemblogical‘
approach, anti-spdken analogue approach, reader initiated |
approach, and‘meSSage_reconstruction approach, permits
another c0mparison of programs. The research questiop to be
treejedwasks if the programs differ significantly from.one
another with respect to the characteristics identified as
underiying each of the four factors. To answer this questlon,

ratlngs of characteristics of variables w1th loadlngs over

c. 40 are averaged yielding means per program per factor. One- .

- way analysis of variance procedures are performed to determlne

if the resulting means per program differ significantlyvat
the P < 0.05 level or better. 'Table'8 in Appendix F,displays

the results.” The null hypotheses- state that no 31gn1f1cant

dlfferences per51st at the p'< 0.05 level among meanﬁ per

 program of underlylng,hlgh 1oad1ng variables grouped_per

factor. None of the F ratios are significant at the P < 0.05
level or bette-r. The highest F ratio is 1.13 with 6 and 14
degrees of rreedom, considerably below the F ratio of 2.85
requlred for P < 0.05. The.null'hypotheses can not be
rejected. Under the condltlons of this study, the,programs

do not appear to be.31gn1flcantly different with respect to
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- the four factors '‘described.

<

Discussion

Two major‘thrusts are apparent in the analyses described.
One thrust seeks to determine if the programs differ from one
another. A second thrust seeks to describe the structure of
relationships among the variables. The first approach is
treated here under Program Comparisons. The'second'approach

ig discussed here under 'The Search for. Structure.

Program Comparisons

fNone of the analyses described in this chapter suggest
that the programs differ'significantly fron one another. To
'the extent that these data and the analyses are reliable,
credible 1nterpretations of the relationshlp of the seven
selected programs to the theoretical bases of reading instruc-
tion' the-follOWing.conclu31on is repeatedly supported. The -
programs are remarkably alike. This finding is in accord
Withlthe program'descriptions ip Part I of~this study. In
Part I, the descriptions use the ratings of programs as
nominal data. The fact that tﬁe programs are.very similar
prompts a key question that can be answered only in a specula-
tive manner. Why are the programs so much alike? Why, w1th
the extensive resources available to major publishing compa-
nies, should seven widely used programs appear to be so

similar?

o0
—

{



]

" are in perfect'aCCOrd If they are-not in accord then

212

The speculation is prompted that the publishers are

\

seeking to sell their products to the same=market. If

publishers are using similar techniques to sense the tenor of
the same market, and produc1ng what seems "to be what the
market will buy, then it is understandable that the products
they produce W1ll be s1m11ar. Who buys basal readers?

Although purchasing agents in school'districtS'usually sign’

- the sales' contracts, it is teachers who influence admitnistra-

tors who constitute the market. What are the characteristics

of the teachers who are the market for basal readers? In,

elementary schools, teachers usually are -prepared for teaching'
reading by taking one course in methods and materials of

language arts and reading, one course in children's literajture,

and practice teaching which may or may not involve reading
instruction. This preparation is minimal:, providing"element_

ary school teachers with only the barest essentials for

understanding the complexities of the theoretical. structu e

~underlying reading comprehension instruction,.

If the speculation ‘that basal readers are hased'on

‘marketing principles is correct, then a related speculation

about the relationship of basal readers to educational

a

principles may be of concern. First, there is little reason,

‘to assume that marketing principles and educational princgiples

readers may be based on marketing pr1nc1ples rather  th

- educational principles._ It is possible, that to the extent

that. basal readers sell_well,'they are Rased on marketing
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principles; and to- the extent that they sell poorly, they are
based on educatlonal principles. <

However, the situation is cons1derably more complex. Tt
is well known that we as teachers tend to teach the way we
were taught. We carry on trad1t10ns.~ It is also well known J
'~ that research and theory have had little impact on practices
in schools (Clifford 1973). It can be speculated that tradl-
tion - probably plays a major part in. shaplng our expressed -
concerns as teachers, which in turn shapes the characterlstlcs
- of the market as publlshers might construct it. If these
speculatlons are correct, basal readers- may be based on
marketing prlnClpleS flrst w1th tradltlon runnlng second
. and educatlonal prlnclples lagglng in a thlrd place. The
ev1dence presented in this study does not conflrm these
speculations, rather it prompts them because it does not
dlsconflrm them. The speculatlons prov1de warrant for further
examination of the structure of the theoretlcal bases of basal

. readers.,

‘The Search for.Structure

.

Chall (1967, p. 189) states, ... for all practical

purposes American reading instruction is basal-series instruc--

tion." If this statement is still correct, then the structure

of basal-series instruction warrants description., Without

E

such a description, little hope exists for extracting the

control of practice from the effects.of unexamined tradition,

AW
&
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the“legitimate'needs of publishers:to market'their~wares;'and
sheer chance. To describe the structure is a complex task
‘The present study prov1dv a rare opportunlty for maklng a
vmodest inroad on the problem area.. The sample is seten
- widely used published reading programs. They appear to be
very s1mllar to one another according to a - Varlety of analyses
based upon descr1ptlons by .trained observers of how the pro- ..
grams relate to theory Many of the questlons prev1ously -
~answered in this study focus on how the programs compare. A
key concern approached here is what is the underlylng struc-n
ture of the program viewed tOgether as a sample_of readlng
instruction programs. Part of that-question can‘be answered
by describing the structure of the theoret1cal varlables used
to descr1be the programs. | B o T,
- The factors extracted and described provide some insights'
1nto the theoretlcal structure underlylng the basal readers
'“1n the sample. JIf each of thesé& factors actually represents
'a maJor thrust of- read1nchomprehens1on 1nstructlon, tThen
some speoulatlons about the structure can be made. One can
test, “if only to a llm1ted~degree, the prior speculation that
readlng Instructlpn may be based pr1marlly on marketlng Prin- .
clples, secondly on tradltlon, and th1rdly. on educational
‘principles. Such a,test can be carried out by examlnlng the
underlylng elements of each factor. Two questlons can be
brought to bear on the underlylng elements of each of +he
factors. Question, 1 is "How well do the elements fit together°":.

' Question 2 is. "How defensible educatlonally is the comblnatlon

‘of elements”"

+- |
. C.‘\*
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'Factor 1l, the Antl-Eplstemologlcal Approach is dlfflcult
to defend educatlonally, First, it treats language as
observable speech and writing.' Treating 1anguage as oObserv-
able speech and writing furictions in accord with‘the view
that the text controls the purpose of readlng, a second
element of Factor 1. Also in accord with these elements is
the avoldance of act1v1t1es that lead to the reader construc-
1t1ng knowledge about the author s message. Questlon 1 "How-
-well do the elements of Factor 1 flt.together°" is answered
The elements of Factor 1 are in accord w1th one another.

: How does Factor 1 fare with Questlon 2; "How defens1b1eﬂ
educationally is +the combination_of.eiements?" Factor 1 is
controversial. ‘Many reading experts believe strongly that
reading programs should be framed in terms of behavioral
objectives, and therefore, focus only on performance that can“
be observed. Many belleve that the text does in fact control
the pUrpose'for reading, and many deny that_conclus1ons about.
the truth or falsity, goodness‘or badness, andiapplication of
the author's message occurs in the domain of thinking rather
than reading. Other researchers andhreading_experts believe
that treating language as observable speech and_writing is a
" reductionistic failacy, reducing a process known;to g0 on
:inside the head to those bits of obsertable performance
dlsplaied outslde the organism. ThlS group mlght cast Factor
1l as a denlal of. the fact that we can know things without

reveallngvthem,:and cite strong introspective evidence in

support. This second group represents a‘ belief that the

213
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reader's purposes change dynamically'as the reading takes
place, suggesting that the text(can not control the purpose
.of reading' In addition, this group could support to some
”degree the notion that constructing knowledge of the veridity
and value of the message is, in fact, cr1t1cal reading, an
educational"objective that should be part of any reading
comprehens1on program. We have touched. the high points of
the controversy that the combination of elements in Factor 1
_,ra1ses.~ .The last p01nt, the fact that Factor 1 represents.an
';§Elé;£ce of activities des1gned to promote- what is oftten
called critical reading renders it educationally difficult to
defend in the opinion of the authors.

How well do. the elements of Factor II fit together?
Factor Il the Anti—Spoken Analogue Approach exhibits an
'av01dance of activ1ties that lead to helping students produce
a spoken analogue of tHe author's printed language. This is
- coupled with the view that language is 1nnate and that
learning 1is, best described by mentalistic views. The construc- '
tion of knowledge is entertained\as an obJective, and the
'purpose of reading is assumed to.be controlled by the teacher.
Our answer to Question 1, "How well do the elements fit
together°" is answered affirmatively for Factor II. These
elements are in accord ~and represent a strong tradition in
schools except for the avoidance of producing a spoken
analogue. | ’

Question‘2 asks, "To what degree is the combination of

elehents~educationally defensible?” First,-mentalistic views

o)
o
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of 1eérning, particu1s§1y5faculty psychology, have had little
educationachredencenin theoretical circles for ovcr half a
centufy. The»theories that language is inuste, the nativistic
vicwsras.they are sometimes called, are controversial. The
- behaviorists and empiricismzfocuc on the environment whlle
the cogn1t1v1sts and the 1deallsts focus on a priori con-
;structs.‘ Wardhaugh (1971) p01nts out that 11ngulst1cs has
tended not to focus on meanlng, suggestlng that support for
the innate theorles may yet be forthcomlng° _Wardhaugh (1971)
also suggests that language acqulsltlon theories probably
héve little bearing oﬁ reading acquisition. . However, if we
treat the concept of a priori language in terms of the point
. ih time  when youhgsters enter school, rathe£ thaﬁhat the
point in time when they are born, 1t is clear that language
is vaulred prior to readlng 1nstructlon as it occurs in
schools.“ In this sense, the -innate theories are clearly
educationally defensible, although we have stirred the
controversy as it exists in linguistics.

| Factor II treats the teacher as the source of the purpose
of readiﬁg. This is true in some ‘instances, but is is )
difficult to deny that the decision to read and to compréhend
is a personal one, a decision that is always made by the
-reéoer. To what degree can one pefson, a teacher,'influencc-
or persuade aﬁothernperson to think about'what'ah author's
message means? The av01dance of act1v1t1es that lead to a
spoken analogue 1is antlthetlcal to the tradltlonal focus of
reading instruction. However, silent reading is an education-

ally defensible objective, and oral reading is of questionable

213
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use_except to help teachers get'insights into how youngsters
.are processing print. Our-answer to Question 2 is not clear-
cut. Is Factor II educationaliy defensible? Weakly, we
answen "pes." but we have trouble'accepting mentalism and its
" truck with developing the r‘acul'ties of the mind. Weakly. we
answer, "no,f_but we must concede that the youngster comes t0
-school withllanguage,-and that the teacher can be the source
of the purpose for reading in instances where he or she is
persuasive or motivating. We must also concede that the .
_m_;_h“,Qonstrucilon of knowledge is a defenslble educational objec—
'tlve and that produc1n5 a spoken analogue of the printed
language is only an assumed way station on the way to profi-

cient silent reading. Our answer is more, "yes," than ,"no,"
Yes, :

to the question of the educational defensibility of Factor II.

Factor IIT, the Reader Initiated Approach, assumes that -

the reader is the source of the purpose for reading, that

,d language is a rules or1ented, meanlng based process, that the
.cognltlve views of 1earn1ng apply, and avoids activities that
assumemthe text is the major source of purposes for reading.
These elements fit well together and the ansWer to Question 1
is affirmative. Question 2 asks, "To what degree is the
combination of elements underlying the facfor educationally
defensible&" All of the elenents of Factor III appear
educationally defensible- therefore. Questlon 2 might be
answered affirmatively with one possible caveat No mlsslon
of reading 1nstructlon appears dominant. 1Is Lgidefensible'to

give each of the three missions an equal lack of emphasis?

——y—
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This'suggests eclecticism, a possibie result of Marketing'
_principles. If one seeks to increase the number of people
willing %0 buy a product, one might put somefhing in the
" product for everyone. Aithough the equal lack of emphasis on
the missions of reading_ihstruction may suggest marketism, an
equal,inclusion could suggest'balahce. We might be more
comfortable with Factor I1I if all three missions were
.emphasized\rather than'not emphasized, or, with respect to
comprehensipn, if reconstructing the author's message (RM)
were' strong, constructlng knowledge (CK) followed- as less
strong but: stlll loaded moderately high, and the mlsslon to‘
'produce a Spoken analogue (SA) ldéaded less strong or perhaps
weak. Ignorlpg the missions .renders Factor III educationally -
indefensible to some degree.

Factor I%, the Message Reconstruction Approach, assumes -
language to be a rules oriented process, leérhing tovbe
described best by the cogﬁitivists' views. Factor IV avoids
the assumption.that the teacher sets the concern for helping .
students to‘reconstruct the author's message. The elements
of Factor IV are in accord With one another anSwering Question
l'affifmatively. Educatlonally, w1th respect to readlng
comprehens1on, reconstructlng the author S message is clearly
bthe most defenslble mission. Educationally, the process
Vviews of languageland the'cognitivistiC'views of learning are
the most de%ensible. Al though Factor IV does not emphaslze

the reader or the text as the source. of the-purpose for

reading, it does definitely rule out the teacher as the

oo
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~'source. Educationally, Factor IV is Qeféhsible, It would be
stronger if the'reader'Were_emphaSized as the source;of the
purpose for reading,'but the low 1oading does not rule it out.
Question 2, "How defénsible educationally is the combination
of elemenfs?“ is answered. Factor IV represents an educationé /
ally defens%ble approach, one that falls a 1ittle short of an
ideal‘program for‘comprehensionvin ﬁhat the reader is not
emphaéized as the source of the purpose fér reéding°

Conclusion .

- The seven programs énalyzed are very similar to one
another. Taken together, the theoretical structure underlying
the programs yields four distinct factors. As 'might be
expected, the elements underlying each of the factors are in
accord with. one another to a reésonable degreé; _Faétor 1,
the”Anti—Epistemoiogiéal Approach, and Factor II, the Anti-
Spoken Analogue Approadh, are very diffiéult to defend '
educationally. Factor III, the Reader Initiated Approach is
defensible ‘educationally except thét-it treats the'miésions
of instruction eclectically. Factor IV, the Messagé Recon-
struction Approéch, is educationélly defensible, except that
the purpose for reading is not clearly established.. In some
sense, no factor Qescribeq here perfectly‘fits éneedﬁcation-
ally defensible approach to teaching reading comprehensioﬁ.

The ideal structﬁ}e is difficult to speculate upon, but
it probably should be something like the following. The

mission of reading comprehension instruction should focus

-
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pfedominantly on reconstructing the author's message, and. to
some dégrée on constructing knowledge abput the\authd?'s
message. Clearly, recent work'in psychology and linguiétics
requires a focus on 1énguage as a rules ogiented process and
1earniﬁg as described by cognitive psychology. The purpose
for reading chould be assumed to be initiated by the reader
with some.emphasis on the teacher as é guide and.monitor of
the process. Reading comprehension is an internal, unobserv-
able process that occurs only whern the individual who is
feading has decided to do it. -ﬁé;&igéwéggﬁféhension instruc-
- tion must.take this fact into consideration. At present, the
structure of réading comprehension instruction as described
in this study may bé the result of marketing principles‘and'
tradition rathér than educational principles. To move toward
educational principles as the basis forireéding comprehension
ﬁinstruction,.ihe paradigms in Factor III, the Readér Initiated
Approach, and Factor IV, tﬁe‘MégSage Reconstruction Approach,
" require some adjustmenti Perhaps surprisingiy, these two ™
factor - based paradigms come very close to.én educationally -

defensible approach to reading comprehension instruction. .

o
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Observation Procedures

Each basal reader was reviewed several times by selected
trained observers.n Of the seven observersvselected s1x were
certlfled teachers with three or more years of successful
teaching experlence. The exceptlon was one psychology of
| ;educatlon graduate student -Each of. the observers had com-
pleted substantial graduate work in reading. Five of the
observers'had taught reading in the middle grades for three
or more years, and had conbleted-or were‘near'completion of =a

masters degree and satisfaction of thejrequirements for

'certification as reading specialists_in_the state of Illinois

under the'approved”program of the University of Chicago.

e Each of the observers received a minimum of three months

of intensive_training with the Program.Profile Instrument.
" Five of the observers had worked with' the 1nstrument for over
. one year.y All of the observers exhlblted strong backgrounds

in two or more areas of educatlonal theory Background_areas

included readlng, linguistics; teacher education, measurement
. . o . -:/ . . .
and evaluation, philosophy of education, aesthetics, sociolo-

gy, elementary education,-and ‘educational psychology;

’ The first phase of the observat;on process involved
ddviding the observers into three teans'of two, two, and
‘three'members. Each team. included one or more experienced
teachers, and one teacher who had used the basal reader pro-

-gram to be evaluated except in one ‘instance. That exceptlon

involved the Reading Metro Serles Program, ‘which was new and

had never been used in the form avallable in this study

-
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The observation began with eacﬁiof the three teams'
assigned to one basal reader program, accounting for three
:o} the seven programs revieWed. Each observer reviewed the .
assigned program independently and recorded his or her
responses on the Progrdm Profile Instrument. See Appendix A.
Each ‘observer recorded 89 responses in each of 4 categorles,

_ totally 356 responses per observer per program. See Appendlx
- C. Independent observations were compsred ;nd berceptages-of
agreement were calculated. The observers met a minimum of 12
hours as a teaﬁ, disoussed disorepanoies in their responses,-
-and recorded a team response. in instances where total

agreedent could not be established, discrepancies were noted.

In the second phase, the same teams were assigned

different basal reader programs, of the indtial three programs

- reviewed. Phase 1 was replicated. The unresolved discrep-
ancies were noted on the team responses to the Prograﬁ'Profile
Instrumeﬁt. “

r + In the third phase of the observatlon process,vall sevén
observers met together to review the work of the teams. Each’
team reported its findings and explained the resolved and
unresolved discrepancies. One goal of these meetings was to.
resolve as many d1screpan01es as poss1b1e by re-reviewing the
materlals.. All dlscrepan01es were resolved. ‘. T

The teams were restructuredvto review three.more of the
__seven programs. —The—second grouo‘of three’basal readers Was

reviewed using the same observation process used with the

first set of'three'prograﬁs. All discrepahcies were resolved‘

I‘\ ;
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in the final. phase. Two additiohal teams were structured to
review fhe remaining program of the seven. . The process:was
replicated again and all discrepancies were resolved.

Among the initial independent observations, the lowest
percehtage of‘agreement of responses on the Progéam Profile
. Instrument was 89%, and most programs elicifed over 95% egreeem
ment. Among the two team tesponses compared for each basal
- reader program;\the lowest agreement Was 9&%3. No discrepancy

on either the independent or team_responsesrinvolveq more
than a one-point difference on the rating scale of 0 to 3.

The-reliabilify of the observations is intérpreted to be.
reasonably hlgh The discuesione focussed on whether there
was no ev1dence of the characterlstlc (0) or minimal evidence'
(1); whether there was a minimal (1) or regular occurrence
(2) of the‘characterisfic; whether there was a regular occur-
rence.(z) or a predominance (3) of the characteristic. The
common background of  the observers, and the extensive_ﬁréining
. wfth the Program Profile Instrument contributed to the
commonality of viewfoint.exhibited in their responses. The.
responées.reflect teachers'”viewpointé to fhe.degfee that the
'qobservers! experiences as teachers 1nfluenced their de0151ons.
The re3ponses reflect theoretical areas because of the exten-
sive tralnlng with the instrument and the literature from

“"which the instrument was constructed.
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11
12
13
1L

.15
16

Number

C

' PROGRAM PROFILE INSTRUMENT

Theqretiéal Categories

IT'Reading

A.

Program Focus

1. Sound or Mark Iniitation

- 2. Word Identification

W

3. Word Meaning Recognition
L. Syntactic Reconstruction
5.'Meaning Recoﬁstruction-?
6..Knowledge Construction
-Comprehension.Tasks

1. Subjective-Reporting-'

2. irue or False Qpestiqns
h.-%ollowing Directions

éQ Missing Elements

6i Questioné about a Passage
T. Meésage Recognitioﬁ

8. Message Reproduction
Levels of Comprehension

1. Literél

2. Inferential

o2
AW

0

Objectives

3. Multiple Choice Questions

Tyler's Categcries

f
H

For"
Teachers

Experiences

Organization

Evaluation

/s

Objectives

‘For
tudents

Experiences

Orgenization

Evaluation
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17 3. Evalﬁétive ’

18 4. Appreciative

*-D. Purpose fof Reading

19 1. Determined by Text

20 2. Determined by Teacher

21 3. Determined by Student’

_E. Inquiry into Print . (

22 - 1. Configuration

23 . 2. Phonics

oL 3. Structural Word Analysis .

’ o : o>

- 25 4. Synthetic Word Approach “

26 5. Dictionary Skills

27 6. Syntactic Cohtext-

28 7. Semantic Context

29 8.2Pictur¢s,'Diagrams, Mpps ]

30 9. Environmental Context

. II Language
A. Unit of Emphasis

31 I. Letters .
32 - 2. Smaller than Syllable

3. Syllable
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:Tyler's'Categories
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36 . 6. Clause
37 T. Sentence . : . - L o L
38 8. Paragraph
39 9. Story or Passage'
4o - 10. Chapter or Section
41 +11. Book ‘ :
42 12. Content Area
B. View of Language
43 o 1. Lenguage is Innate
bYy 2. Language is Speech and/or~ '
_ Writing T
45 ., 3. Language is a protess based on meaning
. C. Meaning S S - y
46 1. Morphemic , ' o _
47 . 2. Lexical : ' - A R TI
N . . ) “t; i . PR (‘\“
L8 . 3. Symthetic Fusion ' P :
49 k4. Contextual . ek
: III.'Learning" o '
A. View of Learning )
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o .
. 24



~
AN

- T - - - o i Tyleris Categories

~
~
BN

' For . For .

o ‘Teachers ° Students
pe} a R
72} n O n O N
i s82 15 s8d |5
(TS} Saad |na Saad |a
+ 5 - O W 2. - O N [P
Q 4+ o o [} S e oA o
8= Oug |3 obg |3
5 _ TR, — o W 3
& i Sri SRR 8 = RP T
o Theoretical Categories 5858 A 888 &
51 2. Behavioristic
- 52 3. Cognitive Field
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53 . 1. Active “
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55 '3. Interactive,
'IV. Teaching . |
_ A. Pedagogical Approaches )
56 , 1. Directed Reading’ Lesson in
Basal Text
57 ‘ 2. Dlrected Readlng Lesson in
Content . Areas
58 3. Content Uhits . : :
59 Lk, Literature Approach
60 5. Technical and Informatlonal
' * Approach
61 6. Language Experience ) )
62 7. Phonics
63 8. Word Recognition
6L 9. Total Individualization )
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66 11. Programmed Materials 2 .
67 _12. Structural Linguistic Approach ,
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Tyler's, Categories
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5. Theoretical Categories S48 2 5838 'a.
B.;Approaches fo'Reading Problems
68 1. Differentiation of Instruction | .
69 . 2. Improvement of Self Concept-of ) L
' Student
70 ' 3. Promotion of Social and . )
. Psychological Adjustment
,717\_‘. ;“h° Reorganization of the. Curriculum
B and/or Instruction w; o
72 - 5. Reorgmnization of ‘Personnel of A ‘ B
: " the Classroom, School, -or District )
73 6. Diagnostic: Test Skills Cs
- . Prerequisite to Reading for o
Deficits N : L ‘ °
W T. Diagnospic: Test. Reading Skills ~
' for Defﬁqits _
. i
75 - 8. Diagnos%ic: Test Perceptual.,
' Motor, and Neurological .
Characteristics for Deficits
(Dyslexia)
: 16 ' f;9,iDiagnosti¢: Assess Langﬁage - i ~
‘ .. for Deficit ' R - '
T ~10. Search ‘for Technological ' : -
' Solutions to Problems
N\

C.. Teaching Role

. ‘_78' - 1. Teacherless Programs
' I B ]
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- 80 " -'3. The .Teacher as .a Technician
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Tyler's Céfggpries
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81 4. The Teacher as a Source of Wisdom
82 5. The T;aghér as a Guide and Monitor.:
83‘ 6. The Teacher as'a:Clinicai

- Infqrmation-Processor
Sh.. },_The Teééher as a Judge and

Policeman

D. Curriculum Thrusts

85 : 1. Fognitive'Process
86 2. Technology
87 -. . 3. Academic Rationalism
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. 88 4. Social Reconstruction -
89 5. Self-Actualization




RE Progrem Report

The follow1ng sectlons provide an opportunlty to summarize
~your f1nd1ngs about the program you examined.
. - : o
1. On one cover sheet, provide bibliographic information on the
materials you used. Identify specific lesson plans or other

materials 'you examlned extensively to’ prov1de a ba51s for your
conclu51ons.

L

o

2. Use the following format to state your conclu51ons about the
theoretical framework of the program.

. The'Program Profile Instrument serves as an outline of the report.
Use the paragraph as a basis unit 'of writing. Make each paragraph °
a concise respgnse to the element of the program profile instrument,
.exhibiting your conclusions about the program's emphasis or orientation.
When appropriate, provide evidence beyond the responses to the-?rogram
Profile Instrument to' support your conclusion. Describe the extent
of occurrence of the evidence. Examples may be used if required. A
paragraph outline is provided here. More than one paragraph may be
required for a category in some instances. Proceed as you see fit.
Use category names as sub headings for sections and paragraphs to -
permit the reader to refer easily to the Program Profile Instrument.

Use the following criteria for determining the presence of a

characteristic in a reading program. The characteristic is present

in the teacher's objectives, experiences, organization, if an in=

dication of that characteristic in the program is directly communi-

cated to the teacher by the teacher's materials. Similarly, a
“characteristic may be indicated when it is 1nd1rectly communicated

to the teacher by the teacher's materlals in that by following the

directions of the materials the teacher focusses upon that charac-

teristic in instruction. The characteristic is present in the teacher's

evaluatlon if that characteristic is .directly communicated to the

teacher through the teacher's materials as an aspect of pupil progress

to be tested, checked, or examined. The characteristic may be identified
- as present if the teacher is to evaluate that characteristic as part

of his or her role of active partiecipation in evaluation, beyond

administering tests. The characteristic is present in the pupil's
objectives, experience, organization, as determined‘by the program,

1f that characteristic is directly discussed in the’ pupll s materlals, or

required or developed through. the materials provided for the pupil.

The characteristic is present in the pupil's evaluation materials

if the test items or other means of evaluation requ1re the pupll to

demonstrate this characterlstlc. -~ -

" Write predominantly with independent clauses. Use the present
tense: Avoid overuse of ‘adjectives or adverbs. The language of the
review may be used when appropriate. Use common words rather than

s unusual words wherever possible. Keep the syntax simple and avoid

convoluted sentences. ' .
. Q ‘ ) L ) -
EHKU: ' : L | ‘2}?23 : .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Péragraph | . . _ .
: " 1. Introduction to the program. Describe the format, appearance,

and any unique aspects of the program that aid in identifying °

the program that arelnot included in the-blbllographic 1nfor-_

mation. \

i

2. Introduce dategory If.Reading: Construct a concise paragraph
to ready -the reader for the categories in reading.
. 1 . R .

3. TrkathIA, Program Foc#g
4. 1B, Comprehension iasis
.5; LIC, Levels of Comprehensién
6. ID, Purpose for Reading |
7. IE, Inquiryinto Print!
° 8. Introduce_Categdry 11, Language | _ .
9. Treat IIA, ﬁnit of Emphasié
10. 1I1IB, View of Language
11. 1IIc, Meaning
12, In;rodﬁcé IIT, Learning
13. Treat IIIA, View of Learning
ié. Treat IIIB,_VieQ of Learner
15. Introduce IV, Teaching
16. Treat 1VA, Pedagogical Approaches
17. 5.TreatuI;\l“BA :Approaches to Readlng Programs
.18; Treaf/&VC, Teaching Role
219. 'f;ea£ 1VD, CurricPlum Thrusﬁé
ﬂ\ '20. indicate;the general purpose for reading instruction in this

program as indicated by materials for the teacher. Refer
to Program Profile Instrument responses as needed.

o

.21. - Indicate the purpose as indicated by materials for the student.
. R

22, _Examine the éonéistency between the purpose indicated in

materials for the teacher and purpose 1mp11ed in materials

for the student.

23.. Concluding paragraph. In one or two sentences, state the .
o most outstanding characteristic of the program, the idea that
s "most clearly represents what is unique about this program. -

2
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Program I : - Program Information -
A. Series ’

Smith, Nila B. Be a Better Reader. Englewood CllffS,
» New . Jersey: Prentlce Hall Inc.. 1968.

B. Levels Reviewed -

Foundat;ons A, B, and C, -

Program II
'A. Series ‘ ) . \
Aaron, Ira; Artley, A. Sterle; Goodman, Kenneth;
Jenkins, William; Manning, John; Monroe, Marion;
- Pyle, Wilha; Robinson, Helen; Schiller, Andrew;
Smith, Mildred; Sullivan, Lorraine; Weintraub, Sam;

" Reading Unlimited. Glenview, Illinois: Scott Foresman
and Company, 1976-1971. '

B. Levels Reviewed °

Levels 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21
End of Level Tests

Program III1

A, Series

Weiss, Bernard and ﬁunt, L&man. Holt Basic Reading
Systems. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1973.,. : ; '

B, Levels Reviewed )
Levels 13, 15, and 15,
Program IV

A, Series-

Clymer, Theodore and McCullough Constance. Reading
360 Program. New York: Ginn. and Company, Xerox
Corporation, 1970. '

B. Levels Reviewed
Grades 4, 5, and 6. .
Program V _ | o
A. Series .
| Hughs, Ann; Carus, Marion: Thomas, Nellle; Gurren, Loulse;
Lebo, Jerome. Open Court Correlated Language Arts

N Program. LaSalle, Illinoiss Open Court Publishing
Company, 1975-1767. ' '

Bo Levels Reviewed

4

Grades 4, 5, and 6.
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Program VI

A.

B.

Series

Stowe, Elaine; Kirkland, Eleanor; Schwartz, Elizabeth;
Bamman, Henry (Grades 4 and 5); and Dawson, lildred;
Gardiner, Robert; Gardner, George; Bamman, Henry
(Grade 6). Kaleidoscope Reading Series. Menloc Park,
Californias Addison-Wesley Publlshlng Company, 19(4

‘ Levels Reviewed
Grades 4, 5, and 6.

Program VIIX

A.

B.

Series

Jones, Dalsy; Johnson, Kenneth; Simons, Herbert.
Reading lletro Series. Beverly Hills, Callfornla,
Benziger Bruce and Glencoe Inc., 1976.

Levels Reviewed:
Grades 4, 5, and 6.
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1102.1210213L3120110100111110200101211_1021110
12211221223023121111001111000000021221121311
1221022122300212221100llllOOOOOOOZlZleZlZlO
12211221223023122211001111000000021221121311
32023110303100100000000000003000000231330000
32113111313111110002000002000000000231030120

32023110303100100001000000003000000231331000,.

32013111313111110002000002000000000231032120
33030310323001102300100000002000000020030000

.22030230233001102200100010000000000020030200
u33030310323001102202103002002000033020030000

22030230233001102202103012002000033020030201
11031122123022201112002222101000011121131112
11031122123022201112002222101000011121131112
11031122123022201112002222101000011121131112
11031122123022201112002222101000011121131112
12021220112331201201001100001000000010022110
12021220112331201201001100001000000010022110
12020110112331201201001100001000012011022010
12020110112331201201001100001000012011022110

123:4123123123:45678901212256789012256712345
111 : —

B
C
D
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APPENDIX D B

Program Beadability Information

_Fry Readability Levels (3)

Grade Designeted by Publisher

y . 5 - 6
Prognam
I (1) 6 9 - 9
I1 (2) 6 ) 6
III (1) 5 5" 6
LIV (1) “(‘ 6 5 6
v (1) 7 7 8
VI, (1) 3 L 6
L VII (1) L 5 . 6
(1) A passage was randombly. selected from the beglnnlng,
mlddle, and end of each grade level offering or book.
(2) A passage was ‘selected at approx1mate1y the mlddle
of each book.- ,
(3) Fry, Edward. Reading Instruction for Classroom and

v
A}

Clinic. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1972.

o
)
N
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Table 1

MEANS PER PROGRAM OF FOURTEEN SUBCATEGORIES

_ _ _ Program _
- Subcategory’ I I III IV - .V vi . VII

" I. Reading .

A. Program‘FocuS‘ 1.33 | 1.33 1.75 1.33 1.83.' 1.21 - 1;56

B. Comprehension 1.63°' 1.75 1.69 1.81 6.75_ 1.66 1.69
5 Tasks SR “ .

C. Levels.of = 1.81 2,00 2.13 .2.31 2.00 1.75 2.50-
. Comprehension _ o | Lo

4 D, Purpose for ©  1.50 1.67 1.25 1.00 1.33 0.92 0.75

_ Reading - , : : L :

E. Inquiry into 1.33 1.33 ~1.33 1.11 1.53. 1.22 1.6l
Print ' ’ . .

" II. Language -

A. Unit of 1.27 1.42 - 1.27 1.29 1.50 1.27 1.71
Emphasis , : ‘ : : :
B. View of - 0.33 2.00 1.33 -1.17 1.67 0.33- 1.00
Language : . P v 1 ' '
' C. Meaning 1.25 1.25 = 2.00 1.69 1.50 ~ 1.38 1.50

III. Learning

A. View of 1.17 -1.33  1.50 1.67 1.50 1.33 1.67
Learning L o o ' - ’ : -

B. View of 0.67 1.67 1.67 1.33 1.67 1.00 1.33 - |
Learner ‘ _ S : : '

" IV, Teaching -

A. Pedagogical 1.25 1.67 0.94 0.80 -1.19 1.13 0.88
Approaches ' « ' ' ‘

B. Approaches 0.30 1.00 0.45 0.25 0.40 ° 0.60 0.30
, To Reading , - . : ‘ N

Problems
C. Teaching Role 0.43 1.00 0.71 1/07 1.29 ~0.39 - 0.36

. D. Curriculum  1.15 1.60. 0.85 1.05 1.35 1.00 1.40°
Thrusts - ' : :
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/
MEANS STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F. RATIOS FOR ANALYSES OF VARIANCES
TESTING DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS PER PROGRAM OF THE TOTAL GROUP OF .

FOURTEEN SUBCATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES GROUPED WITHIN THE MAJOR
THEORETICAL CATEGORIES OF READING LANGUAGE LEARNING AND TEACHING

‘Table 2

. Program -
Variable : , ' ' _ 1 _
Group - I I  IIT IV -V Vi VII aft F
Total of o - : ! o '
14 Subcat- o7 : 6/91- '1.49.
"egories. S ' o =

1.10 1.50 1.35 1.28 1.39 1.09 1.30
s.D. 0.21 0.09 0.22 0.22 ,0.16 0.17  0.32

Reading- | . : m , . . 6/28 0.26
M. 1.52 1.62 1.63 1.51 1.49 1.35 1.6l . L

s.p.- 0.03 0.¢7 0.10 0.24 0.19 -0.10° 0.31°

Languagé : - o o ' 6/14  1.24
M. - 0.95 1.56 1.53 1.38 1.56 0.99 1.40 " »

_ , : N
S.D. 0.19 0.10 0.11 '0.49 0.01 0.22 0.199

Learning . o : . o 5/7‘ 2.35
M. 0.92 l.SQ 1.59 .1.50 1.59 1.17 1.50 :

-8.D. . 0.06 '0.03 0.01 0.03 0.0l 0.03 0.03

Teaching o _ ‘ 6/21 1.17
o M. - 0.78 1.32 0.74 0.82 1.06 0.78 0.74"

s.D. 0.18 0.10 0.03 0.11 0.15 0.09 0.20

~
O3
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| .. Table 3 .

 MEANS, STANDARD'DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS FOR ANALYSES OF VARIANCES
TESTING DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF SEVEN COMBINATORIAL VARIABLES
.-(p, T, S, TI, TE, SI, SE) REFLECTING AUDIENCE AND PURPOSE ACROSS
SEVEN ‘PROGRAMS, df = 6/616 ' o J

Combinatorial c S S .

_ Variable . I Ir 111 , IV -V VI | VII - F
R . - 10z
M. -1.11  1.38 1.2k 1.19 - 1.29 ~1.09 1.2k |
'S.D. 0;93 0.82 1.10 1.10 0,82 0.83 1.00
T | o o 1.03.
'M, 1.13 - 1.38 1.35 1.19 1.31 1.13° 1.29
S.D. .o0.94 0.82 1.15 1.11 .0.82 0.82 1.02
s ” | | | ' 1.22
M. 1.10 1.38 1:12 1.19 1.28 1.04 1.19 .
s.n. | 0.95 0.82 1.15 ‘1;11 1 0.82 ,o.éé 1.06
T ‘ : ' | S . 1.4

‘M. 1.15 1.38 1.46 1.22 1.38 ° 1.15 1.34

s.p.  0.95 0.82 1.19 - 1.13° 0.85 0.85. 1.03

TE - - ) o | S 0.79:
‘M.  1.11 1.38 1.2% 1.15  1.25 1.12 1.25
qSLD. 0.95 0.82 1.23 1.20 0.86. 0.85 1.06

ST | | - - o 1.49

M. ~1.09 1.38 1.16 1.22 1.35  1.03 1.2k |

s.D. . 0.95 0.82 1.19 .1.12 0.84 0.85 1.07 .
SE - ~ | - - S S 1&02A'
M. 1.10 1.38 .1.09 1.15 1.20 1.06 1.15
s.0.  0.95 0.82 1.22 1.20 0.86 0.90 1:08

o
(i
e




248

' Table 4
THEORETICAL DATA REDUCTION SCHEMA

M1s31ons of Readlng Instructlon s

Spoken or Thought ' " Message - : Knowledge
'~ Analogue (SA% | Beconstrgction (RM) Construction (CK)
1, 2, 9, 11, 1k, 3, 4, 5, 7,8,9, . . 6,7, 8 9,10, 12,
22 23,-24 25, 26, l ; ll 12, 13, 15, i 17, 18, 26, 30, 38 ‘
31, 32, 33, 34 26, 27, 28, 29, .39, 40 41, 42 : -~

Bg.‘284-37. 46, 47,

o ,"' | | | o | - ' -*  '~'}'

\ ' _ Views of Language and*Learning~
Nativism - . Speech or Writing Meaning Based Process
and Mentalism (NM) and Behaviorism (SWB) - and Cognitive Field (MCF)-
43, 50 “hly, 51 e 4s, s2.

{

1.
\

" Locus of Control of Purpose for Reading

‘Text (TR) Teacher (TR) ° Reader (RDR) .
'19, 54, 56 57, 62, ° 20, 54, 56 57, 58, 21, 53,. 55, 58, 60,
63, 66 7. 73, 74, 59, 70, y 72, 73, 61, 64, 65, 68, 69,
751- 7 791 801 7")‘! 751 761 771 811 821 89 o .

85, 86 87, 88 . - 83, 84, 85, 87, 88

)
~t

K
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TX,
Variable.

Means and Standard:-
Deviations Per

RM, CK, NM, SWB, MCF,
, P. ).
VI Vi1

s

[
SRy oW

‘SA,

Table 5A

C IV

!

. Program

CIT III

I:-

MEANS PER PROGRAM AND MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS_?ER VARIABLE

OF NINE COMBINATORIAL VARIABLES:
TR, AND RDR (SEE CHAPTER 12 FOR DEFINITIONS

- Variable

NO WNNO VWO -0
— N\ 3T
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—H NV NO O
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'Table 5B
. ' ANALYSIS .OF VARIANCE COMPARING VARIABLES SA, RM CK, NM, SWB,
.~ MCF, TX, TR, RDR :
Source ‘ af Sum of Sduares Mean Squares F o P
Among Variables 8 18.742 1.016 5.172 < 0.01
Within - . 54 10.611 0.197 :
Total ! t 62 8.131
Table 5C
A POSTERIORI RANGES TEST (TUKEY) FOR HOMOGENEQUS'GROUPS
' S Variable -
~Group SA RM  CK NM -~  SWB MCF TX - TR RDR
1 X ' X X X ’ X >
2 X x . X p 4 ’ _
2 T Toox : p.4 X X
X X X x X : : -
5 p'e X X , X - X X X p'e
6 X X X X X p's
Taﬂe5D
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING PROGRAMS ACROSS VARIABLES
SA RM, CK, NM " MCF, TX TR, RDR _
Source - ar Sum of Squares Mean Squares - F P
Among Programs 6 18.742 ' 0.202 0.646 - NS
Within 56 17.530 : 0.313

Total 62 1.213

<
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id r\j
TR
)



Table 6

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS FOR ANALYSES OF
VARIANCES TESTING DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS PER PROGRAM OF -
COMBINATORIAL VARIABLES REPRESENTING MISSIONS OF READING
INSTRUCTION (SA, RM, CK), METAPHORS UNDERLYING LANGUAGE AND
.LEARNING THEORIES (NM, SWB, MCF), AND LOCUS OF CONTROL OF
PURPOSES FOR READING (TX, TR, RDR) ' o -

Groups of - - - Program' )
Variables I IT IIT IV ' Vi VII df F
Missions:

(SA,RM,CK)

M. 1.42 "1.46 1.51 1.43 1.3% 1.44 1.61 6/14 O0.41
s.D. 0.0z 0.08 0.10 0.03 0.01 0.01 O0.01 ‘

Language
and Learning
(NM, SWB,MCF)

M. 0.75 1.67 1.42 1.42 1.58 0.83 1.33 6/14 0.42
s.D. 0.17 0.39 .1.10 0.33 0.93 0.22 0.72
Purpose
for Reading

(TX,TR,RDR) | , .
. M. 0.92 1.26 0.86 0.87 1.
0.

. 8 0.91 0.83 6/14 1,14
S.D. 0.01 0.13 0.05 0.04 1 .

243
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Table 7

INTERCORRELATION MATRIX AMONG. VARIABLES SA RM, CK, NM, SWB,
MCF, TX, TR,/ AND RDR (SEZ CHAPTER 12 FOR DEFINITIONS), AND
'FACTOR MATRIX INFORMATION (FACTOR ANALYSIS PROCEDURES INCLUDED
PRINCIPAL CQMPONENTS ANALYSIS WITH ITERATIONS AND VARIMAX

a¥)
[Te
N

ROTATION) _
. Correlation Matrix _
SA | RM CK NM  SWB'  NCF TX TR RDR
SA: 1.00 +0.15 -0.39 -0.50 -0.01 0.15 =0.36 -0.48 -0.23
RM . /1.00 ~ 0.14 _-0.03 -0.38 0.50 -0.02 20.51 -0.08
CK : 1.00 0.45 -0.77 =0.07 ~-0.55 0.01 * 0.31"
NM o ~ 1.00 0,10 -0.32 -0.18 0.50 ' 0.05
SWB o ‘ : 1.00 -0.04  0.49 0.45 -0.07
MCF : 1.00 -0.38 -0.20 0.62 -
TX 1.00 0.05 -0.51
TR S 1.00 0.49
RDR 1.00
" FACTOR MATRIX INFORMATION
- Varimax Rotated Factor Ana1y31s
) Factor
Variable Communality T /' 1T "III. IV
SA - 0.768 -0.046 (-0.861) 0.002 -0.156
RM -’ 0.675 -0.124 0.018 0.083 (0.808)
CK 0.971 (-0.882) °{0.430) 0.068 0.062
NM 0.496 -0.199  (0.637) -0-051 -0.219
SWB 0.846 ~ (0.8L5) 0.078 0,046 -0.353
MCF .0.884 0.047 -0.242 - (0.788) (0.450)
TX 0.768 (0.676) 0.211 -~ (-0.489) 0.164
TR 0.826 ©0.222 (0.605) 0.275 (-0.579)
RDR 0.854 -0.157- 0.222 (0.871)- -0.143
Cﬁmulative
v - Percent of Percent of
Factor Eigenvalue Variance Variance
T 2,453 " 3.6 34.6
11 2,142 . 30.2 6L4.8-
11T 1.502 21.2 86.0
IV 0.992 14.0 100,0
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Table 8

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS. AND F RATIOS OF VARIABLES PER FACTOR
THAT EXHIBIT LOADINGS OVER 0.40 (SEE TABLE 7)

Comparing , .

Programs
~Factor I II III IV vV ooVvi Vi af _ F -
I M. 1.30 1.33 1.0 1.51° 1.57 1.30 1.08 '
S.D. 0.04 0.10 0.06 0.15 O0.44 0.05 0.14
_ 6/14 0.37
'II M. 0.97 1.21 0.82 1.32 1.01 1.07 1.08 |
. S.D. 0.24 0.05 0.28 0.06 0.21 0.13 0.23 | -
| . h . 6/21 0.46
©IIT M. 0.89 1.71 1.46 0.76 1.30 0.75 '1.43 -
S.D. 0.02 0.%3° 0.58 0.04 0.19 0.0k 0.61 .
- . | C6/14 1.13
IV M. 1.02 1.78 1.72 1.08 1.46 1.0l 1.65
- S8.D. 0.10 0.31 0.57 0.17+ 0.16 0.18 0.54 '
. - 6/14 0.82

oo
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