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urc as a student. Realizing that intervention often is only at best

.be. implemented to remediate ineffidient_reading behaviors.,  The

‘be identified through diagnosis and-obeservation. Research sug

. i

Instructional intervention for children who have reading dilFical -
e - .

Lies s the bridge between regular classroom performance and total fayl-

f
¢
. A

. S . _ A A , )
a bandaide to instruction, the ultimate goal of remediation is a reade:

.

who can Survive the rigors of the educational system.’ Within thcse do- -

.o
mands§ successful intervention programs are associated with a high
N ‘
gquality of instruction that is basced on tontinuous evaluation of read-
. . . . N

ing behaviors. These evaluations help to identify particular instri¢-

- . i L
tional techniques the teacher can utilize with a high likelihood o
pusitive results. Thus, by necessity, effective,reading instructijon

reflecds a pattern of tuacHing'sfrachics that- are rdlated to rea

bchaviors rather than ohe single "intervention program (Mchonald,

i .
. »

Within the field of reading, a wealth of instructionalgstraﬁegie
. * 0 \ N

r Z -

priateness of each ‘intervention strategy for a particular stude

N~ - .

thatf. for the primary grades the use of a variety of instruction
. . -
i

'Lerfa]s;bas%p on accurate diagnosis incrieases the effectivencss|of read-

L |
ing instruction (Rupley and Blair, 1978). :these basic .principl

: _
) . . . . - . . . . ° N
tervention programs arc incorporaled in.the reading clinic at Eastern

™~

nuntana'Collegé._ ' - ' .
The reading ,clinic at Eastern Montana College provides a center for

preservice training -of clementary education and special education®majors.
: ' o ' ‘

.

Functioning as a . referral base for elementary students from ncarby area

.

schools and the communities in central Montana, the clinic provides re-

medial tutoring in readihg. Eléheniary students accepted for LU£0rTng
. - N " . . * N

S
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by the clinic.ret B ¢ twenly hours of one-{o-one tutoring under

c]usc‘supervisiun by SR v e personnel.

The readlng clinic maintains that success is the greatest motiva-

.o %*u

tan factor in. learniny to rcad. The'initiél diagnosis using a pub-

lished informal rcadi

tional readingﬁlevel for eachvstudehﬁ. Schneider (1979) has found that

invgntory determines an appropriate instruc-.
pig . . . :

a balance of high success.reading and medium success reading tasks re-
& ading g

suit in higher student achievement.. Thus, the level of read1ng mater-
. " 0
ial is val1dated by 1nformal reading evaluationsefrom instructional

material. poncurrent to evaluatlon.offperformance reading level, the

strengths and weaknessas-of each student are identified. Subseqhently;
v ’ ' )

material is choscn that maximizes success-based on learner strengths,
Styles and performance. level. Specific methods are chosen to remediate -
. - * . .

the identified weaknesses of each student. This success approach to

instruction is incorporated in a four—phaéed remedial gession. First,
: . :
cach session beglns w1th a dxrected readxng—thlnklng act1v1ty using

nmaterlal that . reflectq .instructional readlng The student usually has
Tittle.difficulty’ in word 1dent1flcat1on or comprehcn51on dur1ng thl§

'phaié of the remedlal session, 1he selectlon is also of suff1c1ent

-

Icngth to allow for cumprehension of story %lot’and character develop-

ment; however, it is’short enough to provide a sense of ‘closure for-the
r . ) . . l.'.\

- reader. Secondly, within the session a variety of short activities aﬁ§

planned ‘using specialized methods to develop and modify reading skills
. ’ -._- . o & ¢

and reading straiegigs. Third; each session contains an ongoing, in-

formal evaluation to.idehtify patterns:of reading behaviors and monitor

read%pg’performance. In the fourth phé%e of the program students are
. ’ ) . - ,
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tngaged in at least five minutes of sustained silent reading. The
teaching focus at the Eastern Montana College Reading Clinic is/on the

academic task qf reading and each student spends about, sixty percent

of cach hour reading contextual materials

* Follewihg the structured plan, the tutors differentistc instruc-

‘tion .to the strengfhs,and proficiencies of the reading while incorpor-

/

v

ating Specialized techniques to remediate weaknesses. For example, .

*

a4 student who had a limited ability “lo, deal with oral languagC,l

bahiicipated in an extended vocabulary devel opment program and direct

)

‘experiences with the prerequisite concepts which were necessary to

'read a particular selection with understanding. Thus, Lhe directed

reading-thinking activity requlred an cxcepllonal amount of L1me for
the 1nLroducL10n of semantlc vocabulany Howevery-those students who

experienced little difficulty*with semantic vpcabulary, but extreme

difficultyswith oral accuracy, spent more time on word identification.
and Fluency and less time on developlng word meanlngs

Although the remedial session is not focused on speCJallzed reme—

P

dial Lechnxques, a few of these techniques produced rapid gains in

student achievement during the twenty hours of instruction. To reme~
o g." . - ) N “
diate oral accuracy and oral reading fluency, the techniques of alter-

nate readings, neurological lmpress, repeated readlngs and. readers

’ Lheatre are used Alternate readlngs is a form of" model1ng approprlate

4

oral reading fluency where the’ CllﬂlClan and studenﬁ alternate read1ng

paragraphs while the cllnlclan models appropriate phras1ng, 1ntonat10n;
’ it
pitch and stress. In the neuro]og:cal impress method the tutor and

- student read aloud together with the elnician reading louder and

194 .
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sbightlys faster, then the student. The clinician reads into the right

car, while pointing Lo the line o print being read. Repeated readings
is a method of re-reading meaningful, self-selected passages until

speed and oral accuracy are satisfactory. After each reading diffcr-

ent. comprehension guestions are answered. . Reader's fheatre foguses on
. oral reading flucency and expression by reading play scripts. The clin-

Y3

. . . . SERY i
ician provides a model for the student. . . ' -

; -

The }eéﬁniques of word games, wordf%anks, and chﬁuld'téqﬁhiqucs oy
| are used to reinforce sighf woidxgégahu]ary. Word game€s incldd; a;;
L@vitieslspcb asvﬁord concentratinn, Qérd b;ngo, word fishfhhat make © w\\'
‘a game of le;rninélsighf wnrds.i Word banks include a set of word-Flash'_ s

cards taken from the child's reading vocabulary, The Fernald LCchntic .
is a multisensory technique that ‘involves tracing' and writing the dif=."- ¢
. / . _-‘ . ) N

. . Ficult words as they are said. _ :
- ) . A ;
. . . LI N
» A variely ol specialized tacchniques to improve comprcehension and
, )

study skills dre also empioyed fUK those students u§}ng inappropriate
. . > . A ’ .

strategies. Semantic featuqe anaiysis are-used to capitalize on the

. ' B a ) . . .-' : - »

reader's prior knowledge to increase semantic vocabulary. In this.

. - . . 4

'épproach.fhe student uses ‘a grid to classify salient features'o?.voca@-
€ 3 ) o

ulary words. A subskills épproach to comprehension using the Barnell-
Loft spcc&fic skill scries is used to remediate deficiences in identi-

. g . < ‘ .
fying the main idea, drawing conclusion, ete. The recipricol question- -

Ny

\‘\\\\ ing technique developed by Manzo is used to increase prediction strate-

gles. -In this approacl the clinician models questioning strategies,
Vo _ - \ p - :
J v . then the student guestions the Clinician. Semanlic webs are also used 0

. ‘v . .' ) . ' . - . _‘ .
to increase compreéhension and semantic vocabularies. This process

[AFuiTox provided by ERIC S RS . . D - . *
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' .oordguiresgan anteraction between sltadent” and tceacher ln,@ml!‘llul a S,
. v . ‘ v - . . M
2 . . e : - B
J. ! 1 tory charactar: and ideas, produc Wic reps
. RELPRPI{ array- o sltory charactcrs and adoeas produciig g graphiie coeproe- !
wg oo N Y L ) doss produciing g pry i . -
’ e . .. K L.t . . . R «
~ Ce sentfation ol story cohesionbasgd on personal knowledge and story con-
. - . . S N . oo - .
. . . >

tent. __Axinlf\cr comprehension technique is’the Herringbone techingue
. where "the student- gnswered Whn,{Did WhAt, When, Where, lHow, and Why - .

.

¥

, qucstiqnsyon a visdatl rcprcscntafiuh. . The traditional method of sludy~ N |

.
- . »

- ing dsing‘the strategy of survey, question, read, recite and ret<lcw

(S -

v

’. A

) . . . . P . 4 ) o . . L. . .‘.' .
. , sequence is also used to improve gomprehension of .conteit arca texts.

.

” _ For somevstudents the uhderstahding of how syhtékieffcc{s comprehension

' -

i$ developed using the cloze technique and sentence combining.- Wifh
N o . . ' - A ‘.

the cloze Yechnique the student must predict words that have been re- = ¥,
"lated fromfan ex;endédqpassagg. The sentencer combining ‘téchnique re-

14 . ’ . : ' . . ‘e ’ .

, quires students to combine kerna’l sentences in multiplc ways. | Purpgsc
v ° . . »

\ ’

setting and creative writing are also used to incrcase comprehensjon.

P) ’ . N
- : ¥

Compiling Case Study Dada
) *y A .
: . g : o L -
The data_rcpoﬁted in this study serves as a survey of intervention
L ~ . “_, . ,.,.J_,‘,
technique used in the- Reading Clinic at Eastern Montana College: Each

Y ' ~

n

2 ‘. ‘ A o ' . e .
remcdial casg study was analyzed t? ioentify the major concern inhibit-

. NPT . ) ‘ P . Ay
v ing reading achievement. These concerns were recorded with the accom-

. {

panying pre and post 'test scores on published informal reading inventor— |

e el

‘ \ . . ‘ . ' L
‘ 1es. Gain storcs were then computed for each casc study. This intorma- B
. . - r .
. tion was collected for all students ranging in age from Yive to ninc
. _ . ' }

‘years old, who attended‘the Reading Clinic at Easvﬂrn Montana College
during Spring, Summer and Fall quartdrs of 1982.  These data were then

summarized to igehtify with' particular remedial methods appearing to

“effect reading growth. Eight techniques were used by forty percent of

l | ’ ‘ A ‘ LN .

S ' ' : e ,.190-'\/ ‘ v 2
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the clinicians during the twenty hours of remedfél’instruction tsee

.

. t- . - . Vo
table 1). ‘ | . .
® -
) TABLE [ . v
INTERVENTYON ISED/BY FORTY PERCENT OF CLINICTANS
. o ' ) ' ’ t -~
' INTERVENTION . : : AVERAGE GAIN SCORES*
- e A R
: KRepeated Readings ————-—- ——————— : ———. -— --1.0
Play Readings—=-—- —— r——— —————— .60
Language'Experienéé-—-—— —— ’ i .72
v".‘ . . - o . ) . . ‘ . R
Timed Readings — - ——=-—-1.0-
- ° ' " . ¢ .
Cloze : : - : —— .90
B Neurological Impress Method . ' == .76
- Flash Cards- - —- 2 : .68
‘ s \\ . . :
. Pregress Charts - S — : -1.0
/s & . . \-j e -
. - - -

J*Gain Scores were computed from pre-post informal reading inventories.

. 5

0y a . . . . . . 1
One characteristic of the intervention strategies involves exten-

™~ R

~
\

sive stu@ent—teacher interactioni This_ allows.for a reality approach -
"to remediation, where réading‘stratggies;'ra?her than simple knowieage
- of‘éight or wrbng answers, caﬁ be discussed. Thé second interesting
characteristic of these tgchniqués is that fhe ﬁajdrity of the tech-
niqﬁes.wgre-used in;the contextual ;etting ratﬁer,than‘wifh isolated
words or letters. Our anaiysis conéurs with wilson-(198}) who Aéin—n

tains that rea?ing behariors are more appropriately remediated in_terms:
of contextual print. 1 .- B ’

- ’

. ) ) - ] . ‘
' Of these eight strhategies utilized, repeated readings, timed read-

197 ’ ! ! v
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- different intervention strategies ﬂSee Table Ii). of these Strétegies,

- 7'* . ’ ) o

]

. Kl
- ) . l A ’ )
ings and progress charts resjulted in the highest overall gain scores.
one chafacteristiq of (hqse me thods s that_cacH'Lechhtie required

" . . - . - . SR

that.the student be aware of 'his progress and Chart that progress at

-
.

tach instructional section.” This charting\acfivity concretely demon-
strates the, student's response to rcading material, - Some 'research. does
. i . v - Ve .

support the fact that inefficiend‘}eadens are'not-aware of their own

ypr&gresspahd self-correct less frequenlly than able readecry (Qllington,

1977). These methods- provide a vehicle for enabling,the reader to mon-

/

“itor his/her suepééﬁ with-his/her own' reading strategieé.‘ At the same

- ’ ] N . _ : ,
time, these intervention techniques allow the tutor and student to talk
about strategies to us€ to inciea§e réading praficiency. Specific areas

¢ v

of concern were identified for each .case study and appropriatée ingfgyen-_

tion techniques were employed. / P .

4 ¢

’ T * AR 1 - te
v To remediate comprehension difficulties, clinicians uscd fifteen

.

the Specific Skill Sériés pr9dgped‘the\gﬂét gonsistfnt regding gai;
scores gcrb;s all fke_case tudies. Other techniques that proved é&c-
cégsfﬁl w;re the l;ngu;'e experience,appgsdch, pﬁrposeful reading, timed
réadingé,~and-fbader's theatré.‘{Tﬁe fact that o?al'reéding techniqges

improved silent.reading comprehcnsion’ needs to be ﬁgrtheb investigated
C . ‘ o S
in a more systematic fashion. These oral reading techniques, perhaps

serve the purpose. of bringing covert reading behaviors to the overt

of both the reader and the clinician. .

\ [

te inefficiont reading rate, twenty-three different in-

- tervention techniques were used in a variety of case“studies (See Table

I11). The most successful techniques for iqefficienf‘rate‘werg timed
: .L " ‘ -~ AN .' a .
v . - : .' . . . . <

: : ; - ' 198
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° ,~‘ . ) . ) 4. .
. : , r(ddcng\ and charting prokhcss. /}hés« two intervention strategices
.o ) ? ’ L L . . ’
S have been used‘LhruughouL remedial "instruction with success.
! A 4 . . \ \ ) . *

Mo remgdiaté'the énappropriate decading strategies;'sixteén dif- ‘.
. . ' . ‘ ' * ‘ ) - . oo B .
—~ . -  ferent intérvention techniques were employed (See Table IV). However,
. S ’ c ‘ ’ ‘ ' ¥
' , © the most successful of these téchniques-were thf cloze technique and ,
N : 3 o n * Lo

i, :  the repeated readihgs\ -Again these technigues involved contextual
1

, _applicaéion 3} phonic prinéibles rather’than isolated drill of specific
C 7 hemiemales. Ty
) * ’ - » . -

R develop rapld recogn1t1on of words at 51ght twenty nine dlffer-

| A/ ent 1ntervent10n strategies were used (See Table V) of these the

-
. -

R mos L succesgkul intervéntiogvieéhﬁiqdes for thg ngt ca§c‘studics were o
‘ rcpeated readlngs, the language exper1ence aépro;ch and;flash LanS. r: C g
. These techniques 511 involve at least’ thre; tepititions of new Slght
words. %he languaée experlence andlthe’;epeated read1ngs were in con- . .

%
text while the flash cards represented isolated dr1ll _ However, bot

e : the repeated readings and the.flagh cards used graphing of daily pro-

) gress to illustrate the student's improvement. ' ' o
. ) h -
- Involving omly six case studies, utilizing .appropriate intonation,
. T ‘ ’
stress, pitch and phrasing.to convey meaning, oral readingrf}uency_was ..

rcmediated by a variety, of techniques (See Table VI). Modeling oral
reading behavior was the most successful intefvéntion‘sfrategy for .this’

1 ] . . . PR

v concern, while timed readings proved the least suééeséful
N » : i

For those qtudents who were 1neff101ent at us1ng synta!%o pred1ct _ .

mean1ng,fthe intervention techn1ques of cloze procedure, creat1ve writ-
*  'ing @nd sentence comb1n1ng proved successful  (See Table VII) Four - - | \\\

of the case stud1es 1nd1cated that the students displayed v1sual track-
r

Q - ) ‘ o L‘\ '«4 199 ' : v -
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. . : ,
* 7 R : \
. Lo remcdl te Lhis conc ern; howcvcr, no Jntcrvcntlon program rCsultcd L7
’ . N - y .z S e B
LI in an incréase,in reading performance.' o ' .,
) ) ~ . N
i In summary, a \ar1ety of fechn1ques have bcen uaed in the read-' v
. A : g deoo
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'u-' o . . ’ ! < o . , »:("
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TABLE 11
. " CONCERN: ooummsmu
' S NLMBEROFCASESTIDIE§ 1 .
b , Y ‘. PERCENT OF CASE STUDIES - I
=t INIERVENTION . PMPLOYING TECHNIQUE - - AVERAGE GAIN SOCRES

. Bamell Lofe s - 108
‘_Cloze o | _ S 27 . ' *1}.0" -

R .:_Creative writing B - ..9 L | o 1.5
pio Flashcards . 8 © Lo
Herringbone o e 1.0
: .language experience | .. . :36. | . - o 1.12
a o LONIMO .-71» 227 - T - {{ 1.0
e ”:'f"'mayreadmg 2 117
¢ | V-Progress chart , | 36 o . 1.0

‘:.‘.u

wn o

f "‘.Purposeful naading 5 g | - 18 - .' ‘1(' S -1_.2.5

_Sentence comblm’.ng 18 e : 1.0
o Senantic mappin,g ’ e 1.0
L - SRA 1.0
s ., .Timed readings 1.25.

- _Wordl l .. 1.0




S g . IABLE III
- * CONCERN: RATE GAIN SCORES FOR CASE STUDIES
~ . 'NUMBER OF CASE STUDIES: 26 S
- _ . PERCENT OF CASE STUDIES: - . AVERAGE GAIN ~
- INTERVENTION - . = _ EMPLOYING TECHNIQUE ___SCORES |

Alternate reading T .8 T . - 1.0°
Barnell loft = = . ' 4 - 1.0

Cloze o o 27 o .92
* Creative writing o 8 1.5

| . Flashcards -~ . T 38 | - .55

RN ‘Glass analysis g S 0.0
He‘t‘rmgbone : . : 4 - . 1.5

f . Language experience T 46 .87

N NIM a2 ! L e
Repated readings o 31 .94
Play reading ' 35 X .55

Progress chart o 35, " 1.5
Request - . ' Y S _ ' .5
Rhebus ) 4 | 0.0
. Semantic ‘mapping . 12 . .. .66 -
SQ3R L 4 R 1.5
- Sentence combming . 19 ' 1.2
Story cards - . 4 . x 0.0
.Timed reading - .35 oy LS
Word bank o .19 : .80
Word games | R T .50
Work book 1 4 ., ' 15
WOr_k sheet . o 4 1.0
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v , . TABLE IV ) 1 , :
- I\ o

CONCERN: DECODING GAIN SCORES FOR CASE STUDIES -
;| - © . NUMBER'OF CASE STUDIES: 12 .

o - ) PERCENT OF CASE STUDIES  AVERAGE GAIN
o INTERVENTION , EMPLOYING TECHNIQUE . __ SCORES

. ' . - 16
\\. l Cloze , |
!

: _ (A:{»eatiizé writing : 5 |
‘ Flas - ® 26 '
o Gle :r::iysis \ 5 R
& 'HLJBGE experience ' \' ‘ 58 . " ) .
Modeling - s Lo
NIM | ! 26
Play reading T S <

Progress chart - ° .16 . Y
Repeated readings 21 B I
Sentence combining 16 o | .85'
‘Story cards - : 5 i 00 ,‘
“Timed readings - 16 R A
 wbrd games - 2. - w0
Workbook . e - .0
Worksheet 16 S e

R | 203
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v - . TABIEV I
 CONCERN: WORD ‘RECOGNITION GAIN SCORES FOR CASE STUDIES
NUMBER OF CASE STUDIES: |19 e

~

| PERCENT OF CASE STUDIES ~ ~ .  AVERAGE,

INTERVENTION

s
.

. Alternate readings - o 5 S5
 Bamellloft. ' 5 .5
' Board work = - R 0.0

+ Gloze o 5 ' 1.5

Creative wfiting o 5. / 1._5‘_7
Flashcards - 53 R .45
Language experience 37 o : .58
NIM o 37 43
Repeated readings -, . _ 26 _ .90
.Play readings - : 26 .50
Progress charts . ° o 16 1.0
Sentence combining 16 -3
- Semantic feature analysis 1 .25
Semantic mapping = . 5 : ‘ 1.0
Timed reading - . 5 | 1.5
Wordbank . 21 . | .62
Word games ’ o 32 _' . 42
Workbook R i1 R | .75
Worksheet - 21 .37
B | | |
b ' . : 204
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- i | “TABLE VI

" CONCERN: FLUENCY
R ‘ mmmor_msssnmms:@e{“

',‘; ‘PERCENT OFCASES’I‘lDIES AVERAGE GAIN

.\“5 tAltemate readings o 33 1.0

’

Bamélloft = ' 7 .5
éi;ﬁze \ ' ) '- 17 o 0.00 -

Flasheards - " 501 L 5
Language experlence o , 17 ' .5
NIM o ; 83 .7
Modeling | Y 1.5
Play reading o ‘ 50 \ | .67

_ Progress chart : 17 ‘ .5
Repeated readings - 33 . | L 1.0
Timed readings | T 17 o .0
Word games 33 © 10 ¢
Word bark 3 o

o
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’ | TABLE VII
‘g ... CONCERN: SYNTAX USE
: | ) NIMBER OF CASE STUDIES: 4
| \
é | '~ PERCENT OF CASE STUDIES AVERAGE. GAIN
INTERVENTION . EMPLOYING TECHNIQUE i SCORE
; ., -~ (Cloz e .. 0 1.5
b Cregtive writing . 25 , - 1.5
B  Flashcards . s ,\" 1.5
| ‘Language’ experience . 75 S 1.0
R NIM e 25 1.0
Play reading /“3?’ . .25 .5
L Progress chart W 50 . 1.25
!/ ' Repeated readings A . 1.0
Ser_ltence combining | 25 1.5
Timed reading 50 1.0
v ! /
| <
) 3 / ;@%\

206

18



) . ’ : . . L. . L Py v
~ - o L . g .
N o0 , ) . 1 .

| - _'T?BLE'VIII‘.;, X
Cn (CONCERN:  VISUAL TRACKING
. © NUMBER OF CASE STUDIES: 4 -

) Y \
- - ;) . PERCENT OF CASE STWDIES AVERAGE GAIN
|  INTERVENTION - EMPLOYING TECHNIQUES SCORE

Boardwork . T2 S 0.0

Cloze o f "" .'25 o _ R 1 0:0 .

Fern!ild - - , / 00 - .
" Flashcards T 00

" Glass anaylsis’ 0.0

ia‘guage experience
NIM

. 0.0
so 0.0 .
Play reading . ._ s 0.0 S
Progress charts A,. ,. 25 . 0.0 . TR
Rhebus | . s 0.0 |
iStOry cards s T 00
| Tihed'reading ' ' ‘. . j25 . k £ 0.0 ._ (
Worksheet ; 12y°”ﬂ§-  @@""ja;_

PTI AP 1) .
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