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’ A
_distribute“the needed pound of cure . w1th regularity and

~understand1ng 'sets .the' .perspeotive; for - the teaching of

The prlmary ‘focus of thls study is on: the studentf'

w1th readlng comprehenslon dlfficultles and the classroom
teacher whose responSlblllty it is to help that student
“read to learn" .’Whlie Spec1a1 reading teachers could- ‘f'-;
prov1de valuable supplementary readlng instructlon, they -

are no substitute for competent cl!!froom teachers wquet ,1 Qi
sensitivity to the total reading ' effort across the
curriculum has been;reinfo;Zed by a“workingpknowledge'Of'
correctlve readlng procedures. fThe advantage lies in the'

.\

‘unllmlted oppbrtunlty which the classroom teacher has- tov
N ¥ \
observe day-by—day learnlng, spot incipiens problemsp\

admlnlster' the 'proverbzal ounce 3f prevention,.;or'ﬁ"

con51stency. " g ~ P . A O .
- . . o&-—.. - *

v

. The Concept of “reading to learn" ls ‘a fundamental

"Epmponent- of the readlng development process ‘but ls

cdhtingent‘°upon the .acqu1s1tlon "‘of basic reading.

— —

‘comprehension.skills.. This- wrlter suggests o - may well be

“that the 1nherent comprehensxon dlfflcultles of .many

dlsabled readers are caused not by the gradual increase in

the degree of dlfflculty of} comprehension materials as -

'they progress beyond the elementary grades, but instead,_

are caused 1n part by a dlfference 1n the kind of

£
comprehen51on requlred by content area materials.j‘This

N

‘feading.comprehension in the content - areas., A»correctlve 5



strategies and techniques can assist students in "learning

to- read" proficiently, ‘ and- hence ensure% that their_
"reading to learn" endeavours will' meet with greater\

" success., 'I'o teach. well, educators must/ teach the 1earner 3
how to do what is requ:l.red of h:.m and do so in such a way o f--""-;-.—
that . he develops an ' understanding of the \_processes
-— mvolved. ' .o _‘ AL | ’ - H—f_:f‘
; | 'I'he appllcation of the varzous aspects discussed in ;
;H th:.s p,aper ‘Wil be contfngent upon ‘the learner and the Gl L
g
!l_‘ _SPECJ':.J‘C, : leacnlng s:.tuatlon. The correctlve readlng ‘
/f . ’ \program desc.fi'be'ci‘ :|.n thJ.s thes:.s, w:.th , accompanying .
-J,-’f techniques and strategies for implementation, 1s v:.e‘wed as ’
‘a framework_vghereby students may become prof:.c:.ent read—erIs s i i
:-_'f . "-1a.|nd,, ultimately, independent; 1earners. ' That there Wlll .
.' & continue to bemstudents‘ who Qhave. problems J.n reading :
‘ \\ T comprenenmﬁ_wmmm
\9 L & differences in students continue to ex:.st. - However, ] :
» " developing the" abllltleS‘ of the Fclassrooml teacher in’ - i
" corrective reading procedur@ could become a major force 1:,_;
irr ‘reducing the quantlty \and scope of the disabled reader
= problem in our educational system. i 2 e )
- = - -
R o i 5

.'r' _"Iﬂll," _'.'. ..“,:I.-ﬂ-l" N e ,'I. ‘I',,‘-v,.. Wt .‘ ' I"1"
' reading - program' which - utilizes:— appropriate guest_i-on‘ing ;

!
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' 'l'he child is’ developing or has already developed a dislike »

D PR
S dedid AP0 Trenp ST L
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. CHAPTER 1
* : '--co‘nnzgmvs READING - .
}’ s . = - u'

" At »so"me' ‘point- in their teachingcca'reers thée majority

of classroom teaclr;ers‘ will encounter a stud‘ent diagnosed.

-

as a disabled reader. The disalgled reader I;1,s one who has

reader gets into a’ moderate a

e -
. .

- some instruction, or in some other 'way falls behind or

o \gets ,l confused' The reading Curriculum and the class

itself " go’ on', while the child is left behrnd finding

himself makihg negligible reading progress. i

. '

A . : As a- resu.lt of these circumstances,

-

_the. ch’i‘ld may
develop an aversion to reading and is un.te likely to

. )

All of these
occurrences accumulate pntil it hecomes apparent to the

' develop inapprepriate- readlng strategies.

classroom te‘acher that the child has become ‘a disabled

reader because he has not learned the basic skllls and

S
-

R S

abilities essential to effective reading Faulty habits

‘and unfortunate modes qf reading have become established.

: for reading "and his sense of defeat mounts h:.gher and

‘1.', [T *
e ié# “%'*

o \I'r?a

-~




The classroop teacher, ‘not .unli}(e countless other_'

teaqhers, is now faced with a sztuation which requires

mmedlate- attention. It seems an? .md:.sputable fact that

. * d " - 3
disabled readers are with us 1in almost every classroomnm,

%

.and thelr presence must be acknowledged by every competentl

. the central ebjective and attempt'rng to 'avoid the major
Eitfalle of the corrective. reading ‘proc;e‘ss‘,‘ a plan must be
_;:. . g designea by the teacher to co'rfcectAthe reading disability.
- " This- rshould probably be based on the assumption__.that
| | ch:.ldren learn differently aud need p;cograms to meet their

;s

0

individual - requirements ad
5 :

g = . Researcl‘g in readi ng has -progressed, . teachers are .
. . ' ) ,r- * I B ' e

e

-

techniques" a‘m‘:}J' strategies. for teaching . reading_ -havé
v '1mproved. . Nevert eless,. a surprlsmg number of.students

. N fail to make the/ progress in reading expected from their

apparent capab 'lltles. ‘I'h:.s phenomenon is recoqnized by :
'. .°  the import / given today to remedial reacilng an; the
‘ _widesla_read aeXC:ablJ.shlrmam‘t'. of -readlng clinics. However,
r.e'tgardles' of the pfeﬁonderanee' of r'_e_}m_i._a;;teaehers,

ot every student who _is perce_ived to have a reading

.The pfes ce of readlng disability. cases in our
'schools is a serious pyoblem at all levels of the atademic

. -
LY ’

" classroom teacher. Keeping the welfa:;e of the child as

~.©  better trained, read/{rnb .' .ma‘tler'i‘als‘ "have . multiplied, 'andl ‘

'llty does have ready access to correctlve reading e

4 gk s gy i

T S
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.ladaer. ‘ HOWever, many .reaaing difficulties can be

0

preVented befor the ~student reaches the - remedial : or

reading clinic etage. < It ie posslble for the classroom

teacher to correct dieablllties in their initial stages

i
when correction is still relatlvely easy.

The 'corrective reading program in the regular

—

classroom setting has many" advantages.

g (I The'regular teacher can spot prohlems that can

.bé prevented or dorrected at their 1nceptlon.

2. The regular teachér can'plan a~bettér balanced
- v
"alb ~day program" for*the étudent to’ spendnmore

,/'-vtime on ‘reading, but readlng fitted. to his level

s

" : e b < 7

/ f-‘ .of attainment., :_ . L PRt e

@ »

iy

the student to put hls reading to use throughout

the day if the teacher is aware of the student’s

. »

new achievements.in gaining reading power.

4. -Thefregular téacher-ie»in‘a position'to plan for.

- some preventlon and cerrectlon for all those who

‘are ' reading below their capaclty. . Many

borderline readers who could not be included in ©

T
w5: - a special teacher s. case - lead have mlner

~diff1cu1ties or."gansﬁ in readlng. e T

r

S 'children to work independently ~in .avallable

"o _ perlods durlng the day. Prov1smon can be made

.Jfor children ‘to work together or to helb aadh

3. The regular teacher c;ﬁ plan opporﬁunltles for

5. . The regular classreom teacher can plan for.‘

~

13




S S g8

g - ofher. Games, ﬁevices ,’.and seatwork exereieea
! . ' cdn be utilized. - ‘ _ - . . = i ',f‘
<~ 6. '{‘he regelar classroom teacher has more
- TR S g‘opp‘ertuni'ty to know the t_oi:all child, his
. i;mter'es.t.s, aptitudes, abilities, " and |
1imifations. Utilizing other abilities \)(
throughoug the day may provide the needad

T e L stimulus) the ego ‘sat-z.sfac_:tion, and "the course
(ox o= 2 U - ,
e ‘ - material gfor reading lessons to raise read-ing .

-t
o N [

L ‘ _ ' ‘levels. . ~ - . : Y gy

T . . i " e -

7. -Using an- abundance of vocabulary - controlled - -. -y

readlng material .in other subject areas so that

' ~* : ra

. the 1ndividua1'a reading ‘assignments- al day" ;

long f:l.t his instructional level of readi g is
o _ ‘ 1mportant. It.\ is =\vi a\l that reading _ beﬂ
g | ‘ ks integrated with tl:ie (total Echeol curriculum.’ o
. - - ‘Reading is more than. merely a subject to be ft\
: o o | : taught; it is a very essential tool “to be used |
\ constantly in the whole procese of le;rning
Reflectlng upon almost fifteen years -of dealing*_x%ih

children who have. had reading disabilities, ana \\

- - recollecti"ﬁé- couni:less -discussio with classroom'
l . teachers,l thr-! major area of concer}lsuich eurfaces for - :
thlsh_wrlter time after time is that of baeic readi‘ng. /:“: ___f:
= comprehension‘ "'éomprehens%on" is the essence Of ‘tfhe "
f“‘readlng act, 1ndeed it is the ma:jor purpose fcrr reading, .

yet ' very-many students in our schopls ‘are- apparently

Wty LR
Ml
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‘ alleviating many of the reading comprehens

-which etudente often enoouhter.

. g ) . )
unable to understand what they are -reading, even though
] . e m

they 'can recognize printed words. When ar(ied@to read
‘orally, some of these students are capable of delivering a

- flawless performance.' sH'owe'ver, they may be hopelessly'.

perplexed when aeked ahout what they have read:
" The. primary ekill that the etudent needs to acquire

when reading a eentence or paragraph ie the a_hg.l:.ty to get'

direct, mea'ningful underetanding._ The student must be

able to recognize and recall’ the ideas thet are exp11c1tly'
. stated ‘= the main idea, e_:.gnificant deta:.le, sequenee,
directione, etc.,- and must be: able to ,answer questione

. about a sentence or pa:_agraph calling for literal, as weIl

.ae higher-order meaning. o ¢ = ie felt that correctlve

.readinq strategiee and techniquee would be beneficml in

-

‘o

‘While there has been signif:.cant impro\}rement in

recent years' in exposing the regular classroom teacher ‘to

strategiee and techniques ueeful in helpmg the disabled

_rea_der, there seems to be a consensus that there is still

a need for further development of rcorrective procedures

anci practjces in the area of ‘basic compreheneien skills.. .

’I‘he olaseroom teacher can play en 1mportant, but\often

overlooked role, in’ matching instructlonal matena*ls and

"approachee to the ‘needs of the disabled reader.

The primary purpose- of the proposed study will be to',

) develop epeciflc instruetional teehniques ‘and. etrateg:.es, :

ifficultles. .
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‘,that :ﬁajr be used by the:,;eglu]'.ax: ciagsroom teacher i
setting u.p‘a corrective reading progrﬁm to inéréaée basic
comprehension skills in the middle and .aééqndary grades.
If '.it were possible in dayéﬁo—gay, teaching to taacil
e‘;ch student accc;rding t.-.b his capabilities, f:he_z:e would' be
less need for 'remedial instruction." Admifttedly, even with
the best teaching and - the best orgapizad, systematic

program, certain children will have difficulties serious’
‘ * /

Y

enough to rec‘;uire‘_' remedial instruction " beyond -the
» . .

capabilities of the tlassroom ‘teacher. However, with less

than the best”.teachiﬁg, the incidence of severe reading

di.sability cases will undoubtedly increase.

Francis Keppel, . U.S. : Commissioner ' of Education,

_~, Educatiofir must make good on the concept. that no

. child within our segciety is either unteaéhable

or unreachable, - that whenever a child appears

at the doors of our schools he presents a direct

challenge to wus and to all our abilities,
(otto, McMenemy, and Smith, 1973, p. 5) -

bpesp-ité Well4intén_t:ioned Yaims Jf education and the_ \,
bes‘t-'efforts. of educators, every teacher at one time or (
another has had a "Johnny" in his ‘classroom and has been . . -~ -,

faced with the question,  "Why can’t Johnny read?". Johnny

haé the right to: he educated; indeed .no one éhould be _ .

leaving our- si:hoo‘],s w;fn.ﬁhout the skill "and desire necessary |
to read to the. vfuli }im}tg of his "E:apgb.ilit\y-." A8
educators we realize the close ag?ociation between
linguistic skills %m_d‘ ,-s'chool?succesg-." " How thén'cap:.we

account for this problem?

. B
' . 1
] . .Y T
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_ the '--,—e-i—x-t-bh-:" or 'Seventh grade before “"Johnny"

There seems to be a oonéseneus among educators that

our educational system has a‘r\\ inherent weakness with

regard to students of}verage intellectual ability who
need extra and individual attent\fin' to . correct speoific
disabilities in \reading. Oour present school system has,
seemingly - for de‘eades, attempted to compensate for the
affects of children’s. readihg disabilities by
concentrating on remedial rather than preventativle
methods.

We have tended to develop a "wait and eee" approach '

with at least one to two years of repeating -a grade before_ '

thére is any in_tervention._ It is semetimes at _the end °f.

-

i'd.iecovered" : Yet the longer we - 1eave the child faillng
and frustrated the more difflcult thle disab:.llty becomes.'
it is the writer s contention that the problems of

the disabled reader should be addreesed immediately at
¥

. their i ception. ‘ An interventlon program espec1a11y

tailo _to the chlld's specific reading dlsabxlity is oOf.

vital importanoe "Corrective reading programs" \should be
' miade available for students who are not able to real:.ze '
. their potential in reading. _ _

| As previoualy alluded to, the writer‘suggeets th'at/‘ )

.

- the it::onnec:*!:lve reading procedure has many"’ advantages bver
| tl}e' remedia,l reading approach and would be most '

benefic:.al 1E" presented -in the conf.mes of the regular e
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&N

_ classroom by the classroom teacher, rather than in

~ separate remedial'of spedipl reading classes.

‘and understanding is unchallenéed_ byfthose involved in the

S

i T | "y
3 P .

-

The - ct o =3
. . ‘5 i
The'importance of the ability to read with accuracy

fJ.eld .of education. The individual who is diagnosed as a ; “
dlsabled re r. should be of the utmost qg_ncern‘ to |
educators and society An’ general. ' The’ signit:ica'nce ofi‘-\

readlng ablllty increa;es as a Boc:.ety such as ours\ “
becomes - more c_qmplex_ and teghno;og;i.cally . advanced. - A |
i.;lt'erﬁate' pclipi.llat\ion'h‘as become . a‘.necessitly I"ifktso'cl‘lat_y :i.sF

to function and ideally to improve itself.

'As Jennings (1965) {sugqests.

Where ' there is-a ‘reading man, there can be a
" ‘thinking man, and: wherever he exists. that part

of the world can be better than. it is. (p. 193)

John Stuart Mill (1887) states: '

*I regard it as wholly ‘inadmissable - that. any -

_person shinld participate in the suffrage . Bk
without being- able to read, write,’ and I will S
add perform the common operations of the : . %y
ar:l.thmetlc . ¢ ' S

.Contlnulng in a similar vein, Schubert and Torqerson
(1981) postulate. , B s

Readihg is - .an important -key to _better

citizenship... " The health of a democracy is~™

dependent on an ‘informed citizenry. And~in the . - =+ .7
final . analysis, it |is. public opinion "that - - R
‘determines the course of our’ national destiny. - . =3 o

(P 1) "W_ ',




- ¢ ' __— Although these two views were expounded more than a .

century apart they 1ndic te the)status that read;pg has
occupied and will continue to occupy in our society. ) L'f{

<\ : If' one -considers what happens in our Aoulture (-
| ~—~ children who fail to i%ha adequately, the importance of ;"f
reading ability becomes even more obVious. Children who = . "TQ;
experience reading disabilities are at a disadvantage both
in school and in later life. In school they find that
reading is often frustrating and_'sopething avoid._ As a
, : . result such children often do poorly 1n§g her subjegt ’a
“5" C areas, since the ab:.lit}\ to read is essential for a l '

E-T" R types-of‘academic success.l If n&ading problems are not

IJ'S§-I'”ﬁ:'-; -corrected, these children are unfor nately limlted in-

future~achievement both in. school and in society.‘ 3TIJ. ; '.flo?

'lek, List and Lerner (1983) express the following E
P b - ) ) ] . = K . . '_'II.‘
view: - . P b % T _ . R4

o

. ’ e consequences of these reading problems upon

L - the individual and society can be devastating.
. . 'Illiteraoy has personal, political and economic
T . . ‘implications. = Disabled readers often -suffer-
o " intense feelings of shame and inadequacy. ‘They -, -
. may 'be unable .to -Handle the demands of their = . L.
e, 'schools, ‘their jobs, and their ' personal lives.

= obviously,' there ‘can ‘be no compromise with the ‘::ffﬁﬁ

importance of reading ability or conversely Wlth the dire

'?:1 Eh — _ consequences that'reading disability can infllct upon the

-

individual and society S a , : ‘~"': fif‘ '-ﬂ.Jsfnﬁ
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.7 Estimates of the magnitude of the problem. of reading e
disability tend to vary, depending on how "reading

disability" is defined, and who -is included in the

b

} population under oonsideration. Nevertheless, it is an .
" ' indisputable fact that tlle problem is. a éonsiderable one .
R ‘ | and that it is not confined to any partlcular segment o-E) . f'
the general popula on, . .
s ' C s ot enies onicn b
b s Kalug‘er and Koldon (1978) repogt studies which reveal. o

s " that approxlmately twenty-f:LVe percent of -failurés in
e elementary grades are éttr;buted to readlng disabilities.~.

‘Harris and Slpay {19'75) /j rev:l.ewlng data for the 1973' ’
y ‘{\' . fev:.s:.on of t.he jStanf rd ie t“- ] _s I -
- Co pgehenmon, note that statlst.lcs for the end of grade“
four 1ndicated a var:.ety of comprehensa.on ski!ls ranging '

: ‘ from below the second grade up to the nlnth qrade and

beyond = W . : S e o

L . ) -

Sohubert and 'I‘orgerson (1981) --cite'various reeding

- - experts’ who estimate -that teh to twenty-f ve’ percent of .

chlldren in school”}ﬁave reading disabili y.. They ‘also .-

&

e ' ' . ]
Su y: (1973) of readmg ach:.evement wh:.ch ;eveale that' e

T T Twenty “to’ thlrty percent . of young pe ple in the
- L United States aged 9, 13,%17 and-26 fo 35 years . - iy &,
'\~ - . cannot complete satisfactorily varipus reading ‘- & .- .

IR ' . tasks ranging from understanding words and.word . - = =
g ‘ relatlonshlps to’ crltlcal reading. o

Dechant (19821 contends ‘that the

L™

disabihty is well documented. He stat"s..




Recent atudies lead to the ‘conclusion- that ,
'approximately 10-15 percent. of “school children . E
are not reading up to their fevel of ability.' A -

e substantially  larger number are not reading up

to grade level. (p..384) '

; Harris (1981) reports that the 1nc.1dencj of reading x
disability 1n Amerlcan schools is about fifteen percent. E S

Complicating this Situation even f rther is the fact that

o Richek, List and Lerner {1983) suggest that one in every P

.'-‘;. . .
& .. seven inﬁlviduals has reading diff-multies reqiixing g
< epecial attentien at some time in %is life.’ . f ey .

«f . B I Recent c:ommentary on the scepe of the proplem does 7 :

-

.;net 1ndicate that the 51tuatlon J.s 1mprov:.ng Les;ak and "
: s 5

'-‘Bradley-Johnson (1983) state that "for as many as flf'teen_ L e

: percent of t’he* school populatxon, leamlng to - read ‘is a' I,

'diffiault task ‘or. at l,east -a task in wh.':.ch they do not‘ -
fachieve" (p., 3) ,f} Perfett:l. (1985) ebserves ."there 's.'. N 4§ ZJ.:'-:-‘i
'continuing widespread concern about- the ordmary fallures '

_ of. reading experlenced by countless numbers of children"

\ .
~

(p' 3) ' :I'- I'.". . " ’ . « = ) % -I--
ol . In an analys:.s of the most recent M__lm_us_s_w o

o Be noted that- L
- x About ten percent rema:.ned unable to read even. . g 1
R _simple material... .. The’ evidence cited by -older Tt B
. T studerits does aot reflect. effective strategy for =
nh approaching text; . explanatmn remaxned xRV A

3 " .- superficial. and llmited._ 5y UL N e ¢ Talve




Findings such as thes¢, in. survey ‘after survey, |

highlight the need for determined efforfls to fﬁ'—oﬁide
school situations that can ‘deal with the realities of .

ind 1v1dua1 d1f ferences 1n readrng abilities.

While 1t_ may \be a valid argument that such studiea

and reports are not reflective of the local situation

-

because they are based upon studies cairriecl' out in the
United States, one cannot help but wonder if the situation

is  any different here. - Undoubtedly it might be aifficult
A . " :
to cite statistical ev1_dence that- would- support such- a

*

‘, contention, but one co‘uld still argue: that students in

L]

"Newfoundland and Labrador are equally deficient in reading

. skills. . It J.s (Ehe writer’s opinion that classroom«

. : { £
teachers : in many parts o{:‘ the, prov:.nce are genuinely

| concerned with \the extent of reading disability found in

the clag‘éroom. This concern is in part supported by the

fecent comprehenswe report Leaving -Ea :12 A sgggz of ———

Student Bg;ggtion ; ﬂgwgognglgn gn Lgpr_gggz T1984)

‘which J.dentifies Mlow scholastic and reading ability"as a,

ma:]or problem. R B , N , ..

~ - * L

The pred‘icament' of the :disabled reader is not

'recent development in education. Educators have wrestled

'-w1th the problem for decades, 1ndeed perhaps eince the

1nception of reading \instructfan ‘As’ evidence ofl th‘is’,_

. almost thirty years ago Betts (195?') cited verious authors

'il'who estimated that eight to” fifteen percent of the school

'population had’ varying degrees of reading disability.v .'

-. _‘I el '%b“

Fa




As previously mentioned, reports indicate that,! he

p— R

magnitude and complexity of the disabled reader s problems
in our scnools'is‘striking. But perhaps statistics aﬁ!’
?E,) ' reports are. superfluous: . Everyone who has had schéol
O 'experience, either as a teacher or student, is most likely
(to be aware of the problem, because disabled readers are
present in aimost every classroom. '
— In 1ight cf the seemingly widespread problem of

reading disability, and because reading can. be'regarded as

"tool" skill that influences a child' .academic progress \

in“all school suhjects, 1t cannot be overempha81zed that"'
"}reading faiﬁure is a: major factor ‘in educational failure."

g?;*i-_‘J-ﬂ :ZReading has come to hold the most»significant place 1n'nf:-Agnf

education a”“a means of communicatﬁon in a highly 1iterate'.”*g:;f£f

= society.. Those concerned with helping the child overcome TR

his. disability\ in 'reading ﬁuik"*ﬁave the necessary. 8
..knowledge - and expertise in _corrective prochures.,of‘: ‘.

J teaching reading 50 that the ultimate goal =. to help the

| cnna to’ help himself - is achieved. “

T iy : .

. & o ) ; . B g B
. i M4 ve R — s s ' S T
. e ‘ e : o : : R I p
. A % : ¥ - i . = . R R e ' -
o . - .

e T p o, ' T o IR N
: - Bailey and Foreheim (1983) state:that.. o

#a s Y A Schools are’ now’ expected to educate. all children . SR &
B i ¢ _ -.\-’rather than to sort out higher performers...and - . i
ts 2 to -encourage numbers. of. that .group alone to go , R
: on with their eduoation. (p.. 198) ot

Children who are reading below their potenti 1 need/

, reading programs that are planned to teach’ theL the .~




‘regular class mstruction an

 outside the school

-‘to—one bas:Ls. ' : '

T |
LR

,pro}Rem, ‘then the c;aee is correct:l.ve, not remedial.’

‘speoiflc reading skmlls No yet mastered, ueing the best

1 e

methodology, materials, -a Imotivation possible. Dieabled
“shou

rea{ders are readers wlk ould be" performing het:ter than
i
t’l&ey \a‘re.. Thewlblt an| achievement level that is not

explain‘abcle- by lack of po.terkt::.al..

Efforts to help ,these" i:hildren are broadly described .

by most educators a's "remedlal reading". withih this

broad heading a dlStlI‘lCt.‘LQn may_ be made between

N

"corrective re’eding“ and J'remed‘ial '::'eadfng"‘

" Harris and S:Lpay (1‘975) assert that:

" The two differ in four respects: ‘(1) where the
.. tredtment ' takes. place, (2)n who - provides the
.treatment, (3) the number  of ch:.ldren treated in
. each session, .and (4)| "the’ severlty of the
' problem trreated. (p.. B ) RS N Y : ‘,

:Ccrrectlve readmg occ:1
g - : iy

*

classroom teacher fo'r groups ,or’ subgrQUps of . chlldren

l
readzng occurs away -from the regular classroom in or

and is conducted by ‘a teacher with

spec1a1 tralnmg in r-eadmg for small groupe or on a ‘one-

\ . . l ' ‘ .y
v Otto, HcMenemy and Smitl? (1973) euggest that if &

I- diagnosis

¥

case is uncompllcated and | zndicates that

straightforward skill development will - oVercome “the

- state:

prograns. .

within the framework ‘of

is conducted by the regular 3

deteoted in daily K-

_whogexeadlng dlsablr‘ities 1rclre
periodi assessment of skitll development. ~* Remedial -

‘They .

“

o ¥
4



,;u}‘-' .; H’tg‘fﬁﬂ'ﬁ i"'?'?_

ton the other: hand‘ if diagnosis determines that ‘
the .level -of basic skills is only part of ‘the
problem and "that™ it has been complicated by
biological; psychological, or environmental
deficits, it is a remedjal case and the pupil

needs a considerably different program. . (p. 8) ,

N ! ' In actuality, the distlnction between correctiver and
. i 5 ‘ -
remed ial reading is " a somewhat Brtificial . o' The

—
problems treated are more likely to differ in degree than:
e f in Xkind. Furthermore,ﬁl developmental and corrective
reading have much in common, for seldom does dny

individual. reveal his weaknesses at the first presentation

-

of any. wrltten material. Correoti_ve teaching should be a

—

‘normal part of good teachmg.

.Generally speaking, correctlve reading is. des;gned‘ k

for those indiv1duals who‘have ‘not profi‘ted from regular kY

' classroom” i_nstruotion. Carter and ‘&ccinnis (1970) - Y ‘
" . . ‘__ : o - - . e - \ = = '.l
" . contend:” C2E e g _ PR ,
& ntend

. corrective treatment should be recomiended for A
individuals...who are 's;eading two ‘years below
‘their ‘grade level ‘who are mentally  and . .

¢ emotionally mature; who are fairly well adjusted
' socially, and who can profit’ from 1ndiv1dual or
group instruction. (P . 28) , . )

]

"y - Such students, . so selected for iﬁst’_uction, may

b”nefit from corrective procedures and at ‘the same time

continue their studies in thelr regular classroom.
- n .
Reading disahiln.ties ef this' nature would probably not ;

. - fwarrant study or intervention by a clinical team.. 3
s
It is tempting to speculate on the results that might i

 be achieved if ~all teachers were to concentrate ‘on .the .

- o % <
v o

¥
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disappear? ' ' 1

teaching of 'reading. Would the r.:eed- for re‘m‘edial‘ ;eedin;;

3

It seens ﬁrobable that even in an educational utopia, .

1

some children would still have reading problems that
‘l‘ ’ - \ L .

resist co7rrectien‘. Utopian teaching would Nikely .lessﬁeﬁ '

the number of reading disabilities, but would not

gt

el:.mmate"?.hem, and the need for special remediatign of

severe reatﬁr{g disabillties would llkely remain. B

o,

sponsibility for.C ctive -

. It is this writer's contentiori:that_ it is likely many

dlsabled readers who are placed in a remedial reaaing

- -

class’ awould be better served “if their disabilities were,

treated .m the regular claseroom by the reguler* classroom
teacher. Ruply and Blair (1979) support thls- concept when

they state: '_ ‘ . N
.. While reading disability will continue to exist
due to factors outside a teacher’s influence, it
. is . the -author{s contention that a. great many
‘reading problems could be-prevented or corrected
with -early identification and effective
instruction. (p. 367) .- :
Kress (197), :|.n dlfferentlatlng between ccrrectlve

--_.__,\

" and remedial readlng problems, pointa out‘. that the

- greatest number -\of disabled ‘readers fall 1nt:o the

“\_ o *

"corrective classification" and as such should be dealt

with by the classroonm teecher.' Bond Tinker and Wasson

E (1979) oBserve that ther{ are some childrén whose reading’

. growth is:




" 80 atypical, so differemt- from that of the usual
child, that <they- constitute -a - troublesome
instructional problem. . Often the cladssroom
teacher can diagnose thesk difficglties. and give
‘these children the corrective - reeducative
help that they need. (p. 53) . : g

Di‘sabled readérs ‘are present in almost every’
" classroom and their presence should be acknowledged by
every classroom teacher. Zintz (1972),Jtakes a forceful
' stance on the issue when he states\:

The regular teacher is the -Key person who must

accept responsibility for identifying the child

who is mot making satisfactor§ progress...the

classroom teacher must do the Tremedial or.

v . corrective instruction J.n 90 percent. of the -. A
. cases. (p. 10) ) w aY¥ P . )

g S “f‘lbtto McMenemy and Smith (1973) sugqest that the vast
majority of d.lsabled learners can bet&w?t successfully

by the. classroom teacher, and only extrem _cases ‘need to’

——

be reforred outszde the classroom.

"

Otto and Chester (1976) make the follow:mg pertlnent
point: ' '

It - is fallacious to assume that all - or even - - .
“many =~ children' who fail in- reading have ‘

prablens - that are too plex to be dealt with

v \ Iby claosroom teachers.. (p.. 226) .

Disabled readers may well be with.us always, in 11511:
of the fact that there seems to be ‘at - presént no reading |

- method or approach that guarantees total freedom from

I \dlsability.‘ Teachers need to be well versed in deallng N

wrt children who are perceived o have deVEIoped rgadlng'

_ ‘ dlsabilitles. Doohant (1982) summarlzed the| views' of many\ _
Ly { B educators in the f:l.e].d of reaciing as follows:. 1 L g

L X ‘ ) - - . . -




gL 5 C . Although the hature and severity of a reading

t¥, ‘ ' problem- sometimes calls for the .intervention of

“r * the reading specialists, the main responsibility

. = always remains with the classroom teachers. The
. classroom +teacher is +the first intervening -
\_. . agent. The competent classroom teacher is- the—

' surest means of preventlon of reading
disability. (p. 383) '

pne of the basic tenants-of this writer’s view of

reading instruction is that it may not be sufficient to
h

rely on the developmental reading program of the school to
achieve maximum results.  The pursuit .of excellence
+  requires an efficient developmental lerogram, but it.in all

* likelihood 5150;-_ requires _correctiye, help for thoee’
o ' students in eachrjclassroom’;\who might \achieve at a higher

~ level 1f glven additional and approprlate 1nstruction.
: Cheek and Cheek (1980) suggest - that: AEERES

When ‘teachers understand that the proceag ~of"
reading is not an exact step-by“step procedure
followed in the .same way by all students, these.
differences.- in learning are better  understood..

F . (p. 10)

Such an understand:.ng of the reading pr?cess h ps’

-

‘“}‘_1_ | ‘ one, to real_lzle that the traditional orgamzational plan

using one set- of materials cannot be successf n

ted .' ing all students to read effectively. \

- Correctlve instructidn is a continuéus program in

y W

e ~ which | many problemf detected fearly and handled .

v g ‘appr_opriately, might be elim:..nated The-reg&iar teacher

£h % .7 of developmehtal readmg, writlng,' and infqrmational

. , i & .

Vs
sub]ect matter should be involved in corrective efforts.

\ ‘The more J.n_volved in corrective teaching the .regular —
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. _ teacher becomes, the fewer the children who -will

a4

NP ome . the services of a specialized remedial teacher.
- ' , a; . .

-

o | © The Need for C?;;eetive Reading ‘ : , F fos
It is important‘ to point out that many educators :

today are concerned about the oqieremphasis'f on\-remeda’.ation

'.{.. s - - and the ,ftequent ignoring of the p. revention of Teading

B - ..dit‘.';fioult'ies. ‘It may well be that we: are thus developing, h

:‘ _. T inadvertently, disabled readefs in our 'eoueation‘system at-.

o - a rate much faster tl;an will we ever be able ’to remediate. '

Although we seemlngly have done a better task of-.-— ‘

remediation than of preventlon,, 1t is naturally" better to

. e

prevent than to remedlate, 1t is faq better to deal with a .

problem ;l.n the classroom than “to- wait u-nt:.l the student w o,

B becomes a dlsabled reader. I' Perhaps in retrospect we

A

have not plag_e_d enough emphas:.s on ways of - preventlng

reading disablllty e,We may well nave been satisfied ‘with, \

x the attempt to cure. 5y A A
| Heilman (1972) states:. S

i/ : The early detectlon of nnpairments and- immediate
3 / 4 w8 = s _ . -attention to them. arg cornerstones of ef_fect:.ve
d ho . re‘adir;g Anstruction: .- Although this may be
: . -obvious,. -emphasis in -our schools .is still. on “s
cure, not preventlon. ; (p.x 13) .

- -

Green,_ Lers and Eissfeldt (1930) conpur V{ith thig"

L , ¢

_. : oy view when they observe that ed'(:ators have known for some o

L e _:) L time that "nth‘e sure way; to curea reading dlsablllty is to

prevent it from develc:ping“ (p 50) It would seem.;lkely-

Vs
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o

'_ (1968) says "of an aooumulation of unmet reading needs" 0

diligeﬁt ‘in their attempts to develop good reading

disabilities since educatore insist that childten start

o S AV AL TLEA M, AR 5
e bt TS i 1 PO ik il L N et Ik Lt
' W, W e v“:‘.{'..;.‘"'.‘---}r

that an increased emphasis on corrective rather than -
remedial procedures for some .disabled readers would '
brovide gréater }opp'ortunity for oreventive strateg‘ies to

be employed against reading disabilities. % "

One. of the lessons that has been 1earn'ed fron the

-~

- medical orofession is that in combating diseases man}

-

people become seriously i1l because someone either ignored - 2
the symptoms or di'd not read them correctly. "Children '
likewise often become disabled readers because those.

responsible ignored or did not read - the ssymptome of

“reading disability correctly. Childrena eeemingly
‘ innocuous difficulties in reading may snowball and . the'

,'resulting disabilities are most oft,en instancel aa Deohant_ : ,h":.‘-"-

BN R ;
. It cannot be overemphasized that while ducatore are

programs to correct reading disabilitiee, one area of

great weakness remains their failure to prevent some forms )

of reading disabilitya Schools - often treat children gn‘

jashs , and generally only after. a serious disability hae # s

de\}eloped 15.'the ‘child identified and‘ given special

t'féatment:. .l : .. L \
It is-.the_yriter'-s iaelief that e would be‘pb‘rt nent |

to direct our attention to the prevention - A reading."'

o

school ‘at the age of five years,’ there " is an. aasumptio,\

that all. five-year-olds are ready - to learn the—"three

.
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f== - __the ways required by -the school ) (Halliday,_

-adjuetment in the way he is taught. Ii:'. educators demand

--individual differences. It would seem that ‘the approaches '_.ABf%

'".,_Tand strategies of a corrective reading program would |

.:.:;g 1.'1?\\ -14:{. , *"'l!’ e'i

Ve, -
: .‘J._—;

é.l

R/’sg", Likewise, the thirty or - more students in any given

™ ’/'--.: T I".';;':-.:'

first _grade class, regardless of their individual
differences,’ are generally taught by one or more
appseaches7 depending fupon the class groupings for a?
instructional purposes. Hence, there ' is evidently an
assumption that in any given class most_ children behave in

almost the same manner,-and will respond adequately to one

or .more ot the reading programs-or approaches céurrently in

vogue. ‘T@e}e/are erroneous notions ‘but seemingly popular

practices. . L.

) Bernsteim (cited in Halliday, 1973) states that

The child who does not succeed in the school
system may be one .who is ,not using 1anguage in

1973, P..18)°

. Qne is ' puzzled as @o z cur cdrriculum -and’

methcdclogy has continued in Such a d:l.rect.ion in light of

" the concerns expressed about- the disabled reader 'I'hefe

seems to be ap incompatibility between the methods of
teaching reading and the need to cater to the indivzl.dual
needs of the disable‘d reader. .

In every case. where a child demonstrates dev:.ation or &

difficulty in, learning to read there .-should. be "_an o

that #11 children attend school then teachers must

\

- provide appropriate education for each child and must also '

'accept in practice as well as in theory, the concept of .




by w9

f?* '}.‘QJ "r'f?
g i :

‘proVide “an excellent ‘avonue' to inooroorate-'theee
princioies‘into'the ‘development of ;'sound and effective
reading program for disabled readers. - Godéd corrective :
teaching _is not 'very different in theory from good
developmental teaching. As "Otto and Chester (1976)
suggest; "Good corrective teaching, then, is good teaching
at its best" (p. 226). _

'This writer advocates an increased emphasis on the e
role that corrective reading procedureo .should r;lay in
allev1at1ng some of the problems of disabled readers and-
suggests that sometimes the ready availability of epeciai/
remedial services present in moet schoole are parhapg_, ’ i?

depended upon to too great an extent. . Although the

'remediation component of reading 1nstruction gaﬁ' be,~

benef1c1a1 for some children, there are major pitfalls for o

‘the teacher who assumes-that«remediation classes are the - .. 1%?

panacea for all reading disahility cases. .
Putnam (1971) ascertains four major p;;blems with the -
liremedial only" approach. These inclnde the large humber-
i”o: adult illiterates,_the increasing number of remedial : :'_2

cases, the ‘rising cost  of féﬁediai‘ programs, and’ the

¢ traumatic experiences of some disabled readers in remedial X
. programs. ..t ' &
;T" ::/) ‘ L, oAt Bean and Wilson (1981) echo many of the eame concerns ; -

when they observe the" following problems- . the number. of

students requiring assistance,, the eeparation of classroom

A % § i "
" . . " % S - . . -
. ’ L . o ) !
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and specialists' programs, the stigma of the remediation - _ *-f
' program and the concept of reading as a separate subject |
- ; Given the flexibility in gujide)dines regarding
o admission to special remedial programs andae limitations
' in~teaching time, specialists may have difficulty serv1ng

"all of the children ,who could" profit from indiv1dualized

:r,, help. Dechant (1968) says:
" There needsfigo\t adequate provision for
remediation o os reading disabilities in the

regular classroom. , We simply ¢ cannot refer :
everybody to the remedial teacher.’ (p. 7] -

Spaehe (1981) reiterates this point when he states ” ‘f t{ﬂ

T 2L ‘The greatest problem that most remedial.teachers \
Fe T ' “and . reading clinics' face  .is. the .tremendous . - | .
: . number of spotential applicants.who need their : b
(S services., p. 8) e S _ s : - ' \
L ‘.;Xk | Otto and Chester '(1976) 'suggest. qpiteﬁ succinctly e B

thatO h --,.‘ _" | .. ‘ ok £ = ‘ ,..‘:‘,' . . .. e .

}f}“ﬁ?f—fhﬁl‘ v should be quite clear ‘that there never will .- ]l?f
A o o be an adequate supply of ‘specialists to meet all . B
‘the needs for corrective and remedial teaching.

(p:. 225)

r

e e

The, ultinhate resppnsihiiity for corrective teaching
Ialmost’alwa} rests,with‘or comes back to the.classroom!' , ﬁ:ﬁ
teacher. d.Ugiess a disabled reader can function- with‘ ‘-_;ﬁﬂi}
reasonab&e efficiency in the regular classroom, remedial | :

or, correctivo teaching has not fulfilled its promise. By fiﬁj

necessity the classroom teacher must play;a critical role

Y i o v 4
. .

_J_ ‘;-..- 'in the attainment of this goal.

Separation of the classroom- and the remedial ‘-3;'nﬁg

";.instructional programs may be the qreatest pitfall of the

- remedial . approach to reading disabilities._-L If ‘the. ' . L
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;}3 : remedial progrem becomes divorceﬂZfrom the ongoing program’ : "-;;
o ' s

of the school, benefits €o children may be minimal.

Children with r&adin disabilities may return égm-the

(¢« - classroom where thpy are confronted with materials that

are too difficult, or fhey may be" aeked to participate in
1nstruct1onal activities- that have ittle meaning for ’fi
-/) » them. Reading specialiets and claesroom teachers .may heve r

little opportunity or may encounter difficulty in planning
congruent obje_ctives' for children, thereby ‘creating -
dissonance between .thé. remedial and the developmental -

programs. .

Allington (1986) obéérves that.;_

‘"'~j,¢" -t A result of this.eeparation is the fragmentation

. @ -of ' the school experience...* These students are
oy P . . often required ‘to" deal simultaneouely,_with N
LI e @ 'reading and’ mathematics - instruction from ‘two ..

different textbooks taught in two different
styles (p. 264) ' 4

i v & | 'Ae previously noted,wﬂfregmentatioﬁ“’of‘the‘rea, v

program can be dquite pervasive, with programe

¢ = little congruence between classroom inetruction ~and

remedial instruction. Ooften remedial students receive
inétruction {hat does not supplement their core reading
.curriculum,- and sometimes - the -readinq materiale used "
represent distinctly different modele of the reading e
procese.- The end result is thal the remedial studente,._‘---ﬁié
\-wno . were .’ initially experiencing difficulty in\g) .f

\ comprehendinb Feading material, may be offered instruction

T ' thatuseemsilikely to confuse them even furtherqff

21




The igma of }:he re):nediation program )T(s a 'verv“ real
one and ore which ‘may defﬁeing ameliorated. Children
may dislike and resent being singled out .t; receive
) rem‘ed%l ‘help / 1f the rsmedj.al classes are labeled to
supgest] that only specific types of childre’n‘ are selected.
Peer pressure)and e en attitudes of the school staff may
contribute to the “students’ feellng of being. "isolated" |
and "dlff‘erent".‘ o N ‘ '

Since the":‘.'beginning ‘of = the learning' disab-ility‘
" movement_'ji:he early 1960’s the separate grouping of

disabled K rs has been advocated by vara.ous experts in

the field of reading. However, Deghant (1981) points outv .y %

'that many gf these same Writere now feel that "in, the

'futsxre grouping practices may become more flexible, with g
| .more subgrouping 1n the regular classroom" (p 3'71)

- Bean and Wilson (1981) suggest that the passage ofs
| Public Law 94-142 "in. the Uni!ed States-may ‘be one other

'_'factor which may in the future discourage the pulling—out
3
o.f:‘ students from the regular olass for remedlal ~work.

-Th_is law, - whose influence is already being felt ‘in
. New otindland gives widespread suppprt to the notion of

; L5
._I"mainstreaming" ' or the placing of dlsabled learners in

»

-'the regular olassroom for J.n"b:‘{ction. o '~ e

"n_ -

'The perceived ‘eong ption of reading ‘as a separate.‘

subject is one that' as to be_ <dealt with when dlS&blEd y

readers are placed in a r medial olass settlng. ‘-.If"'

.teaohers believe that _th Ee respons:.bility of the...




remedial specialist to teach reading, then little effort

may be exerted by both Yeading and content teacher to
provide for the reading needs in their classroome. .

Otto and chester (1976) state that:

L)
*

All too often there seems to be an implicit .
assumption on the part of many teachers that
' Lo disabled readers and remedial - teaching are the
; responsibility of specialists. (p. 225).

Allington (1986) concurs on this point when he
~ S 7 * .
,states:

Classroom teachers aqften consider themselves
relieved of the "~'responsibility for 1low
achievement,...that now becomee'someone'else'e
problem.... As the classroom'teacher’s feeling .
of responsibility decreases . so .does the
instructional effort in the classroom. (p. 274)

d;':_, _ Whenever thefremedial program is offered during tﬁe - :‘.;Q}

/
-regular school day some regular clgss instruction may: be

missed. Allington -(1986) _cal'is‘ this. nissed .inetr_uction -
o ."interferenoe'i’-\with the regulare core,'inst‘rnotion. 3
| _— ."Interlfi;m&a ‘is present when’ t_h'e‘ ' compensatory program”‘
causes _unintended problems for Iclassroom teachere in _.
providing coherent and coordinated instruction for the
~ “disabled xeader. |
| Though generally considered "extra" assistance, the a
'remedial- instruction often supplante -a-significant portion
& - ® of the ‘classroom reading or 1anguage arts instruction, S0 -"' Lo
.r"that. the remedial student may rarely rteceive a greete‘r

amount of aotual reading ana language arts inetruotion_

S time. Hence the employment of c«brrective ' reading
_ PR . L
procedures may avoid many of the major pitfalls Bf the. ..




‘remedial reading process and provide some obvious benefits

to Nthe student.  The disabled reader is present in the
classroom throughout the day, and is able to be presented ’
with -oppor’tun—iti’ee to alleviaté his disability in a "real-"

-« -Xife" setting. Eitcept for the possible need to use ‘some

'/ instructional materials different from that used by

/
children. at grade level; the child with a corrective«

/
L

oy

read.ing problem presents nq new instructional challenge a .

S not found in virtually every ayerage classroom.

) , J;t is this nwriter 8 belief i:hat it 1s the task and "

| responsibility of educators’ to assist the disabled readers z

Rt " . present in, the classroom :I.n achieving their poteUal - ‘_'_

" 5 capacity in reading. It is this type of development' ‘
within.a student' s schooling “to’ which Haslow ( 1968) re'fers L

as. self-actualization- -" § ’,\' ' grr "

R AT el M
4

0 ny, = 3 _ _Self—actualization is a- é.atively achieved
‘ . state of .affairs...it is rather a hope, a
yearning, a drive, a something wished. for but : -.
, not yet-achieved....  Potentialities not only -
S - will be or-could be; they also are. (p..160) iy
- One ‘cann'ot"dispute the pr'oposition that 'major--e'fforts' R
: should be devoted to improving the general EffiClenCY and - . {
effectiveness of the regular classroolf teaching of i
_ 'reading._" In the presence of such teaching the frequenc& .
S s ol d of reading disabilities may diminish. Even with the best
'e{:‘forts of teachers to'. meet indiv:.dual- : needs,_ some ]
'children may well drift into reading diff\culties. .

o ' De.t.ection_of the child' weaknesses and. ﬂ

implementation of strategies to help the Chlld overcome . /-;
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R R O
‘i_'-. - (> these weaknesses are .integra}‘ parte of. the classroon ‘ {:££§
-.‘ teacher’s methodology. Such corrective instruction is in o
b the wores‘ of Harris and Sipay (1975) \ua sort of- € _ é.
educational "first aid". If it were posaible that o

corrective teaching could be teken for granted ae pert of

every effective teacher’s procedure, the need to call it

by the special name "Correqtive_‘reacninq of Reading" would

=

. diminish. 1In t sense, corrective reading may lose its

»  distinctive cKa ecter by becoming a. normal rather than an

' . unusual procedure. - _ - _ . . .

L | "Colct' e ac i

-

vy * o ; One of the major tenets of a corrective reading

ﬁ';;," : program & fthat instruction “in eliminating reading ]
j disabilities cannot be conceived es a- functi_on Qf only (’ v
oertain teachers or’ departments ‘'in a school. It is a .
o ‘: total school. activity. only when this ‘condition ie
atteineé wili .the oveymll needs oéhﬁeach“;ohild ' all

. _ ' P ‘ : .
L - reading situations be met. Throughout the school program -

there are,demands_for efficient use of-the"proceesee of
reading.. The most appropriate situations for deveiopment

of 'various facets of this process, such as reading
. S q % .

comprehension, may arise in different areas of the total ? e

' school program g i T . ',\ ,
% S ' \ U
= - In u51ng corrective procedures to treat. reading

2 ——

'. . disability, each teacher will have to anust. reading

l'r.- ™ .l'r e Rl . .
L A P bt B '
ns e il i P
R I,'.E* ,}‘Jf’"" '!'—.’-4' e s
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‘]" _ necessity for underetanding learning -and each learner,

I ' then, confronts ‘allt teaohers, regardless of the school
/ - leyels or academic areas within which they work.
e Page " and Pinnell (1979) make a pertinent point

concerning the need to improve reading akille by utilizing
the content areas. Since comprehension diffioulties may
"H@ = comp_ri'se".a.-"eig‘nifioant portion of the disabled reader’s
problein and since reading ' to ~comprehend neoessariiy N
involvest corj'ntent‘, “the “.connect-ion ﬁ))tween the two is an
| . obVious one. - They state: - . -_ \,_ . )
‘ ".A fertile rarea of reading: instruction ‘is ‘the
T "} content areas of. school curriculum... Some of
' . our best opportunities for teaching reading

-» L . comprehension occur _in the content of social
S T S ' studies, science, or math. . (p. ‘49)

o ) Indeed, ; many of the reading dieal;ilities which - & |
educators eeek to remedy may be bmbedded in the ,cf/ cular

: Imaterials of the conventional subject matter areas.
Certainly "reading across the curriculum" stx%%zﬁs are ’

. fully recognj.zed as. valuable and necessary. 'However, _many-'
‘efforte to implement this approach are haphazard “and ‘may ‘ "":f-,_‘j
misa the mark hecauee teachers may not understahd their - . ,‘,

rate “roles in‘i‘.he prooess.

- A number of studies have indicated that content area
teachere are confu'aed or unconoerned with “the reading

: .Iprocess in _their respective eubject areas. Austin and T v

S T Moores (1963)_ .conclude that teachere feel there is not‘_"' ;
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‘. . sufficient time to teach eVerythinq and therefore it is:
more important to cover ‘content than to teach reading
skill in the content fields., ' .

., The dbservations of Ash (1985) corroborate this view.
He suggests that because of the school’s nureuit of' high
pass rai:es on exams, the | stress placed on "covering _

/ > content" and "how to _pass", the dev'elopment of language AN

| . facil;iitg o'c:curs, "_if at all, in epite of the ey_stem - not “
g = . because of it" (p. 4). ,A similar observation by Baldwin

- . _ o
and Readence (198@) eupport& the' view that content ¢

-~

K teacher s attitudes and beliefs are often not conducive to'
. ’ the development oi sound content reading programs..
Dechant (198~1, p.lh 356) etates'"the acid test . of a

reading program is the- ransferability of the learninge it

‘pxov de to content are s"“‘_ Without a doubt the goal’ of
P& ucators ‘needs "to - the infueion of reading skills : .
‘instrudtion ‘in_to' eve eupjeot area where reading is the e
‘ prime "medium for 1eafni_ . Bacon, MoCo;(, Cueﬁas: p -
Cuevas, S.,.and Rachel {n1983)‘-sugt_‘:[-gst: that there is a
danger 'in assuming the concentration on providing .
% '\‘nst'ruotio’n in the various reading' skills will' - ~
automatically produce mature,‘ flexible readers. Such is

not the‘case _Thede . is no magical transfer crf learning

T 3 ekills to the: content areas. - T -
/ - % A K
‘ ( . Teachers have historically téended to emphasize the
=

.~ ' mI@arning to read" skills as outlined in baeal readers and - v

'
" . ¥

have often passed over those "reading to learn“ skille coa i




needed for content reading. This may be an inherent weak

link in our teaching of reading skills. As Tonjes and

)

zintz (1981) state. a .

There is little assurance in the- 11terature that
there is an automatic transfer of learning from
one type of reading to the other. (p. xvi)

.Spache’ and Spache (1986)_ support this view and
observe that simply because students deyelop basic reading
skills, it cannot be assumed that they will therefore also
grow in subject matter aohievement.\ o

All teachers, regardless 'of their individual tedching

assignments, would probably agree that the - ultimate goal
of reading must bé that of gaining "npaning“ from what 1s;-

read. - Hill (1979) guggests that reading skills can be ,.f

e 5

"developed and ‘the teaching of content can be enhanced by

_at the point that his need occurs.

e a
more” effective use ofhmaterial that is meaningful to-the

'student. It is generally accepted that a student’s §kill

-

in reading develops best when he is 1nstructed in 1ts use .

1

Content teachers are aware of numerous sthdénts who °
,\‘ = i - L) -

have-difficuity understanding content area reading despite

“ﬁnﬁﬁﬁnizhaving received both basic skills instruction_ and
' cotne tive training in the regﬁlar'classfoom.; Hence ' the

relationship is ‘an obvious one. As Robinson and Rauch

' (1966) maintain: : S .

Any content area teacher who uses the ‘medium of "’
print. as an  instructional tool must accept the =
responsibility of helping his 'students cope . "
efficiently and effectively  with -the reading
.task of the specific discipline.. (p. 11) '

Tyt
et
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In a similar "yein Kennedy (1981) shggests' tnat_
regular classroom teachers must "teach all the subjects -
.both content and the reading skills 'necessar9 to
understand them" (p. 2401;’ -

It is important to rememper that when teachers accept
and practice the interrelatEdness of reading skills
1nstruction and content instruction a major problem will =
be significantly lessened. Teachere\will no longer have

:

. to be concerned with the problem of “transfer of learninq"

if reading_ skills development ‘co-exists with the

\ -
?ﬂc_: L acQuisition of content material. _As Rose (1984) states, =
| "the ambigdity( of the nhrase notwitnstanding, fevery . %
, teacher a reading teacher7 is sound,-educationai ' _
' phllosophy" (p. 5) ‘ | . ) . . ‘ ?.1-:¥
A reading program which utilizes the integration of
’ .readlng skills and content instruction 'is the cornerstone
QQQ?r“\“* of an effective-reading program, especially for disabled

_readers who must be Ihelped to read- independently’ and

meaningfully if’they'are to avoid failure.

| Robinson-(EQZS) provides a succinct definition of- an

effective 'reading program. ' He suggests that a read_ing

program should be considered the complete set of‘skills‘
and strategies needed by studentsito deal with the atray

of print materials to be encountered during .the school u}{
career. Such a program would be effecgctive not only in . ) 3

helping students become better readers but also in helping

students become effective assimilators/of information.



. . P < . . : ' -
 .drawing inferences, and‘erriving at'answers to quostions

-training given® in the ‘basal reading program,*pbut most of -

b, Bl et e g ey, saedet ., . Sl R o v o
ALt ...'_5_’, W e T S 0 e BT B R M L e

Before disabled readerg can read efflciently in the
content areas, they. must be skillful {B’ a number of
fundamental reading practices (Dallman, Roqu, Chsr and

DeBoer, 1978). Some of these skills are promoted by the

them should be deve10ped in realistic pragtice with = .

_ : ——
content materials.

L % & .

’ 4 5

J ‘ -
‘In content reading, students must learn how to use

the " basic skills to fead.'widely different types .of

materials ‘for 1ncfeasingly'comp1ex purposesr(Thomas and

|
+

_‘iRobinson, 198é) ‘ In addition to recognizing the 'words in.

- Y

a textbook* they should be Eble‘to comprehend the content

'accurately enough to ‘use it -in mekzng generalizations,

t

. '- , . u i ‘
which require some analysis. Kennedy (1981) suggests that.

A

sdecess .in . content reading requires' SPEClallzed or
relatively sophisticated use of the three major types o@v, ;

reading’ skills. general reading, word recognition, and:.

comprehension. "

' Comprehension, essential for reading,-'is of the _ﬁhzg”f
‘w""« 'd, -

utmost importanoe to the. disabled reader for it enables I

. him. to experience meaning in the‘content:areos.' Unless j

_understandings’ which result can . completely distort the

Ve wed B 1'
1 L X ‘}
- i B

students . get clear-cut,_definite impressions-in ‘reading -

informativet ‘materials,  the lisinterpretations and half-"; =)'
i S

'

reader’ E quest for meaning.

-

ﬂ w"&ﬂ ﬁﬁ“&&“”“



_'leb 1s of our educational system.

)Ii: Iis this writer’s contentior; that one of ‘t(.he major
reasons why oomprehension of content matter, and indeed of
all readlng mater:.al is so difficult at . boi:h the
elementary and secondary levels for the disabled reader is
the " lack of. specialized oomprehensiokakilla. ) The

indispensablg role of content material in rsading, and the

indigpenisable role of reading in content materia‘l,_- ehouﬂi

be utilized by teachers to help students adapt _their

knowledge of basio ‘comprehension skills ‘to the appropriate
L] ! “
“use demanded by the prJ.nt material which confronts them
)
A ' ' " ¥ "
The Need For Basic. L1s: tru
Ry _Beo he 3

-~
) . ' ®

The co'ncept ‘of' "reading to learn® is a necessary

-component of . the reading development process (Mullins, -

19§\6) 5 However, for such a development to be realized by

f
' '
our students one accepts itg contingency upon the

acquisi‘tion of Basic reading ekills. Hence, one can well

‘ appreciate the quandary of the. dieabled reader when he :
'bgten appears cin the upper. elementary and. junior ' high

Al

- :

f 1:_11e generally accepted idea th-at; ‘re'ading
develop ent is a.lifetimg endeavour is to be achieved- by

our students, ‘there seéms to be a .dire need for ‘a

'fsystematlc approach to the development of baeic reading'

'co;nprehension skills = ‘specif'ica_lly ‘in. the a_re‘as_.of main

¥




i paramount‘ importince.

must _ofter: the disabled ‘readers- in our schools .an

-alternative to ‘the present state of -affairs. " The

idea, locating details, sequence, Mffect; and
inference skills % after the primary and lower elenientary
grades. . . . ’

. Having been a school - teacher _i-n Newfoundland- and
Labrador for almost fifteen years, this wi:'iterl has
observed littie evidence to suggest that the plight‘of the
disabled reader is being addressed to any great extent
within the: confines of our present school system. Many
students, for sundry reasons, leave elementary school not
hauing grasped the fundamental ability to comprehend

accurately what is being read. Because the d:l.fficulties

of the disabled reader are not attended to as a part of a

systematic process in teaching reading at the upper grade

w

"failure'- in their school careers. 'I'hey are 1acking ‘the

-

basic and specific tools needed to develop reading

_nroficiency. &If our goal as educators is to guJ.de our

-

school students towards becoming proficient readers, then

the acquisition and utilization of these skills 1s of

+ .

When we . are confronted by a student who is unable to

LJ--——I'

meaning, what can be “done? This writer suggests that we_'

L4

pp——_

Ulevels, these students often experience difficulty - even

interact with the text and thereby gain understanding and

.

h alternative may well be that of a corrective reading

.program. in the -regular classroom which _emphasizes

PR
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development of basic reading skills withip the context of )
_— regular content learning. only then can the disabled =
readers in our- classes become the Qeffici_ant> and

independent learners they deserve to be.

e It seems an indisputable fact, given the prevalence o (
" ‘ - of commercli/ag. remedial, ., compensatory, and sﬁppiementary

reading programs atvailable, that basic skilbﬁ‘&ﬂa&_ﬁﬁcy i? N
‘s- _ _ ~ recognized as ‘an area of concern at the primary and ‘1ow /r
- elementary grades of our school system. Less attary'[:n
-seems to be directed ‘towar.:da the disabied readerg” who
~appear in the _upper;" grade laveé%s,' 'eap.ecially _thos'e/ ab_ova .
the 6.0 gradé ievel.' - Hawevar,‘ fpe ‘proble!n‘ does /e’xi'ai:, as
"evid‘enceld by 'a_ n't;mbar' ‘of -_:':'_aputable companies | aat;l
| organizations who haﬁe--da\},elop‘e_g ‘reading sl;:'_i'lls “proéf\an’ls |
which attémﬁt to  focus ﬁ(struction {:bwaxl-lda( amaiiorafin?;. el
problems in basic skill deficiency at the higher grade ‘
levels. . "
» " The inajqrity of these programs ,are 15ased on a number
of concerns previ'ausly alluded to by the writer. These
are: (1) Whé'n' students participate in. a ."r'aac'ling
\sitﬁation,_individual differe’llaces exist in. b}th Tearning

o . rate and learning capacity. r(2) Growth and devalopm\nt in

'_re.ading, like phyaical growth and davelopment, cannot be
"_regulated by "t‘.ne semaster_' or term". Nor will it occur at
thel same “rate for all Ii".ndividuals. . (3) There exists-a

4 - . ‘reasonably .'adequate body of knowledge .concerning the i

"pré:;aquisites na'eded‘ for ;‘prpficiént -re‘a’din'g.' éomprehensiori
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to occur. - (4}.The 1imits to which a student may gain in

reading skills and level of comprehension during the: sum

tot f_ his elementary and secondary school years is

-
2 *

specific|/redding needs. . . : ' ‘-.._:
Based on these principles a number of .reading -
programs - havet emerged v;hich highlight the needs of -
disabled readers beyond the 6 0 grade 1eve1 For-example,
-_fthe Begde: 8 Q;ge B aggx; s E_Qr_]g sho p (1983) whose
readability 1evel epans from 4.0 to 9.9 ie supplementa_ry
reading Bkille program for readere in the u‘;er‘ gradee ‘who'~

‘are - experiencing. I‘diff.icnlty’ wi‘th basic’ 'read'ingr'

3 ; ccmpreneneion - skills, 'Thie: _program  is bawed on' the

concept that reading conprehensmn can be sn.gnificantly

N :l.mproved firet thfough organized- practice “with well-
e defined and isolated reading skills, and then by working
| with a number of uninterrupted reading passages ‘into which
the skills .have_ been c_arefully ?.nterwoven. The Begders'
HQI]SE.I]QD___I; offers students practice in twenty-five

| reading ekille = skills generally acknowledged by reading

v‘l,,.;".'-‘- teachere ‘.'as- those- most neceeeary to the studentls . . %

achievement of overall reading competency "Some c}f "thes'e .

8
: ekill areas - include main idea, eequence, cause and effect,

deta:.le and inference _skills. . It _..is felt - -by the‘_"

Co

; ptfglishere that such a process resul/ts in mastery of thev'




L w
basic skills and improved ‘;a:/:ig':g ccmpreﬁensicn in al‘ll
reading situat-ions. o
Similarly, s s adé -9 by Rendcm House .
Publishers (1978), is a reading skills program which J -
focuses individualized practice and instruction in fifteen I

basicwreading skills. A cross-section of the skills

, ’\included are x;tain idea, recall of factual details, cause

and effect 1ccating answers, judging significance, and
drawing ccnclusicns._ The program is viewed as one  that
provmdes J.nst.ruction m the - basic skille of ~general
'reading to ccmplement a parallel prcgram . .of teaching'
reading in’ each of: the major suh;ect areas. g .
\In addltlon. the M&W&u
Advanced’ Leveln and the mcst recent M
L_aboratg;igs' IIIA gng IVA acknowledge that there _are

markedly different instructional needs a ng students

reading above the 6.0 grace level. The SRA(_I:qumB are :
geared to ' the wide differencee 'in the ' abilities of . "
students and are especially directed . towards those :
students who  are" reading below 'theii' pcte‘ni:ial_.-'_“

-capabilities. -An underl}licg principle of the. 'picqfams is ‘ f
that the specific ‘reading anMudy skills instruction I. ;

provided will ' result in " an easier jtransfer tc the 2
. epéc'ialiged .reading and.study p'rcbleme enccuﬁteycvi Ii:he-_.

subject areas. 'By ensuring-that students.have-'"learned to .-

. reaa" proﬁicient‘iy,_” it becomes highly likely that "their:
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' ~ "readiqé to learn" endeavours will meet with greater s .

: success. - - } | ; R
D< . ? _ . X ' .
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CHAPTER 2, >,

] COMPREHENSION .

I N -' y . '

| Few will deny the imporﬁanca of comprehension in
reading, . for without it, reading has little value. The

- term "comprehension" is one that is ofien used glibly by
many teachers and-reading experts. ?et the meaning given -
the word differs greatly from one user to gnothéf. 8"

- . Hﬁat, tﬂ;n,'is'co@prehengion? What is involved "in.

the PfDCQSSéS‘tbaé begin' with the reader’s first Qlanqe at ‘*.;}

;{;a' : T a priﬁted..page and ends with hié ‘understanding éf ihp_-‘. I;

?.};:I L mess§gé the_wriﬁer-is_attémpting to convey via,tpé'printed

 page? - L R

Much of today'é‘p:ofgssidnalhlitergéﬁrg oh,the topic

. of reéding comprehension can‘be dividgd iﬁtg“two qpﬁosingffi:.iﬁﬁﬁ
vieﬁpoinﬁs: -the qoﬁpfehension subskillé_approach and the _
holistic ' approach “to the. teaching of reading
g =z ¢ comprehensian.' Rather than to select one view oygr EPQ*

fﬂ ' . other, if is this writer’s coﬁteﬁtion‘that‘a reflective . ’ft:;
}; ; overview of our - knowledge of the nature of qﬁading

cqmpfehension is required., _‘ y ‘ ‘ ' ”T:E

~ »-
; N Lo S : Co
According to Robinson . (1977), 1little attention was " R

. paid #p_:eading comprehepsibn Rridr,td_lBQ&.n Emphasisjwas‘
"plaqé§1on'acdu:acY:of the-gtudent's oral prgbéﬁtation and _~.2i'_:

’
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iy elocution. Experimentation with meaning ‘focused on the
’ isolated wora. - | \ s = . / >
EN - o & ~ ‘

Cleland (1968) reiterates this viewpoint when he
states:

Before 1915 when- early emphasis in reading was o

on its oral aspects, not much attention was paid & .
- ) to comprehension. In fact the term is rarely 8
-5 5 found -in the literature. (p. 16) -

Huey (1968), in his germinal wpz;)( on reading research and

inetruction,- reported experimente with isolated. word
oompreheneion but indicated a dissatiefactlon with such
meaeuremente. However, he "lifted" the concept of meaning‘

. beyond the word level. . '_ o ', ' a | _.'-{"I

hen -a single word is- presented, therefore, it
uggests but a part or an aspect.of this total ™ ~
eaning ‘and is felt as inadequate and artificial '
unleee given its. eentence context._ (p. 167) .

-

By 1916 ~Judd (cited in Robinson,’ 1977) was referring

to comprehension of oontinuoue discourse as "the quality

:°:. r_eeding"'. ~In 1917, Gray (cited in Robinson, 1977)

'epoke- .0f comprehension as , "the obt'_aining' of meaning

" through reading". Also, Thorndike (1917) viewed reading - .
as: o ' ' ‘
a.very elaborate procedure,:involving a weighing
‘'of ~each ‘of many elements in a sentence, ‘their . B,

- organization in. the proptr relations’ one -to RS 4
another, - the selection of- certain .of their_
\connota_tione and the rejection of others. (p. .

425) 3 . : - i

. _'_The teaching of reading comprehension became . top:.cal

"after Gray (1924) called for & new empheeze in readjfng
(. — o~

.}truction in "intelligent eilent reading“ ' Gray used

‘ - the -te_rm "comprehension" to denote the' o.btaming'-‘ of
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meaning' through rem\ing. Guszak gmd Hoffman (1980)
suggest that: _

what was perceived as an overemphasis on oral
reading in schools. ' He_»—-felt that reading could
nof occur without some” degree of comprehension.
/309) ,

Gray introduced the term J.argely in relation to . (:D

aning was also viewed as of primary importance in

The ﬁo;gce Mann Readers pub'lished in 1912 (cited in 'I'ovejr
- and’ Kerber, 1986). |

" . The principle here involwved is nothing less than
. recognition of the truth that’, as children are
essentially thinking beings, we must in dealing

. with them "let .thought 1lead". ' In teaching

v . ~children to read there is no principle of more" -

- ' fundamental or more °‘practical importance than b

this. For whatever Js .learned under the impulse. . .

of the thought is more eidsily .learned:and -more ) T e

. vitally remembered than. anyt.hing learned by mere - )

: repetitlon : (p. 7)

W, . g . . . ‘ .) .o
| Kallom (1920), in an . early attempt to 1ist " the

—_ : L] - .

- sequential steps of how meaning is‘acguired, arrived at

i o a the following conclusio'n:‘ : .
‘ - Reading oral or silent weans the recognition of :
: the printed word as'-a symbol and' a correct -
o . interpretation of the symbol int¢fa picture for ( T
’ .which the symbol stands. Thig is not ... a ;
T ‘ f— simple process. It may be andlyzed into the’ X

following factors:
(1) Correct visualization of “each word. _
(2) XKnowledge of the wvarious mea ings of :
~ 'each-word. - : ' !
g a0 (3) Choice of the correct meaning '
Vi - - . by con’qext. '
b1 I .(4) Forming -the correct relations\ between
- _thése meanings .in  order tol interpret
i _ -phrasesand clauses.
. (5)  Forming the correct: relation between
L as & : e T hrases and <clauses ~to interpret
. aentences and. paragrapha. (p. 367)

It is intrlguing to note that the author confined his

comments to comprehension of words phrases, sentences and =
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” paragraphs and neglected to méntion comprehension of

longer discourse. - -

L‘ Although - a number of definit_:ions of reading
compréhens‘ion were generated during ‘the years from 1920 to
1955, Yoakam (cited in c1e1and, 1968) included many of the
principa_l ingredié‘nts as well as the doubts from the
varied definitigns when he stated:

The term "corqprehension“ which is wused to -
represent the -general comprehension of meaning
. in reading,- 'has° never been conpletely
' described..... It seems- likely - that
: comprehension is ‘a complex which involves the
mental process of recognition, or association of
" meaning, - evaluation of . suggested meaning,
~ selecting . of the correct meaning, and
_ generalization based on  the meanings of details.
 involved in a ‘context. (p. 18) ‘

g
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' .Throughout the 1 60's and early 1970'3 the field of -

reading comprehension - remained an. area of 1ncrea51ng

.coficern and oonsequently received its share of research. ‘

and experimentation. ' 'I‘he p_roposed . approaches and
strategies conti’nued to‘,be diverse and varied as reading
'experts grappled with the term "reading comprehension'.
Tinlter (1965) observee that: |
To become a.’mature reader, one must be able' to U
conprehend all printed material which will serve
‘his  purposes. F to achieve this ability,
development of the thinking- side of reading is
' eseential (p. 39)
St J
Bond and Wegner (1966) present comprehension as being
composed of baeio abilities outlined under the general
headings of word\eening, thought units, sentence sense,

peregraph organization, "3 ;gptal selection organization

c1eland (1968) suggests that comprehension is, a complex




| | :comprehension is building bridges between” the

3 ' Whether or

"4 ® = - reduction of unce

b - - M T A T LC .
Poc T v A AP £ T S ST T T SO N L SR TP LT

.80 that

the reader can .'festablish 'rappo'rt with the author".

Johnson \(1 68) describes comprehension: .

pt the child c‘an use reading to meet
comes the empirical test of his
reader. (p. 55)

his needs
‘success as

smith (1971) \succinctly defines comprehension as "the.

ainty".

During the past decade there seems to have been scme,ﬂ'\l

J further change in the conception of reading comprehension. -
The concept of "prior knowledge" has become more prevalent

in approa'cﬁes to reading comprehension. Pearson and

.. Johnson (1978) contend: L St

v
'y

new and- the known..... ‘Comprehension "is active

A ‘not passive; that is, the reader .cannot help but Li

. S the theory of the world in .the head. (p. 87)
) y : \f\-

interpret, and alter what he reads in aceordance
with prior knowledge about the topic under
discussion.' ~Comprehension is not simply a
. ' matter of recording and reporting verbatim what
- has been read. - Cc:mprehension involves a great ‘
deal of 1nference making. ‘(p. 24) °- . ‘ ¢

-

. Smith (1978) *concurs with the ‘'"prior }inowledge“‘
theory of Pearson and Johnson when he states:

The basis. of (comprehension is prediction and
prediction is achieved by making use of what we
already know about. the world, by making use of

i

., Guszak and Hoffman (1980) are in general agreement
with this approach to readJ.ng_- comprehepsion. * They -
conclude ‘that comprehension is said to occur when an

. individual can succeesfu-lly ca upon . an existing
3 * nfla, . %
' schematlc structure to- account fdr /an experience. They. AT

- — v

. o i
L \

R TP
RRUTR O




T, 1‘»

X v F
AT A

w.‘-,

W, B - - 1 - v, r
e I T AT LR B L et KTV (A
Wl e phie = L aa 2%y,

FCs
o
-

L3 Sy g L
WO B LU SO b D R (A
i ¢ A ; _. T r-l i Ui

“suggest that in this sense comprehension is neither

passive nor a totally receptive process.

) The most recent of theoretical p rspectlves dealing

'

with reading compreheneion cont:.nue tb show a variance

n
among opinions ranlglng from one extreme t\o the other.

\

Some researchers contend that reading cchmprehension ~cannot.

be taught. It is a simple matter of 1anguage or
intellectual ability acquired once a s‘l:uden}t has learned
. ’ }

to decode; to 1mprove comprehension one shouirleprove

'language and. ;eaeoning abilities.h othe writers maintain

“that comprehension can and ehould be 4a rectly taught as

part of the reading process l?ecause it \is _the heart of
' \

reading. - Ca - , |
’ Johnson W‘( 1983) sugtjests that teaching comprehension
should be viewed as: '

aythor and one’s prior knowledge to infer the’

5 ‘i process. of - using the clues provided by the
hor's intended mean:.ng. “(p. 9) . ! L

Qpache and Spache (1986) etate.

Recent studies by " tests and 1ntervLLews are
beginning .to ‘raise questions about the
multiplicity of comprehension skills;.. It
seems that the comprehension achieved by pupils
is largely détermined by what associations the
teacher stimulates, .(p. 544)

\

hﬁderson,'“ Osborn and Tierney (1984) | propose that

reading compreheneion is not - a unitary process. They

~assert ‘that: . ".,./ SR el

Rather, :i.t is" a complex process comprising a
.number of interacting .subprocesses., Nor is
reading comprehension a single abllity., (p. 4)
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a _ Smith '(198‘4) observes that no theory of reading, .i‘md
heﬁce reading comprehension, is 1likely to be of
substantial utility in education unless, as he states:
it reminds teachers and researchers alike that- ; ‘ hh
the skill of reading remains-largely a mystery SR

\ . because so much of it is embedded in the complex-
structure and functions of the brain. (p. 70)

-

These definition;.s and approaches to reading
dcomprehension,‘representative of an entire host, seem to g
raise more questions than they answer. The genéral strand
of "reading as thinking" has tended to 'pe?.'v;de réiost
theories of reading compreherfsion expounded duripq the
20th century. it would seem that this vague and’
undou‘btedly broa__d ‘descr‘iptiobn of - reading compz.;ehension'
a\leqst exhausts the accumulated knowledge .to date on this "‘--"' )
o fundamental intellectual process. This writer cannot hél.p o

but concur with Robinson (1977) that reading comprehension

is-indeed an "elusive concept".

icatios Teachi ompre K

The "elusive" nature of reading comprehe’néion should

not deter the class‘.room teacl;er from attemp:cing to develop
‘_ a construct of comprehensio.n with its aécompanyihg
insights into ‘the intellectual processes used by the child

"as he derives meaning from print. It is the wr.i,ter's
contention that evéry‘ teacher should l;ecome as inforri:ed as

poss:.ble concernlng the nature of the reading process. A

teacher's concept of. the 1ntellectua1 processes employed ‘ -




' ae a child oomorehends‘a passage will most 1ike1§ reylect

the reading atmosphere the teacher creates for the child.
It is the writer’s opinion that some caution be
exercised before translating research and theory into
practice in the classroom. A direct conversion. whether
on the level of specific assistance to teachers or as a
complete instructional program, may lead to difficulties
A good idea }or use in a limited context may become

¥
inflated into a system of teaching comprehen51on to entire

" " \ - " # . .
.populations of readers. , L

If comprehension is'; tainking process, the classroom
teacoer needs to ascertain the btrengths'ahd weakﬁesses of
chiidren as they engage in this'thihkiﬂg,process through
the use of various materials in different situations.

Learning should be directed towards integratlon~of ideas.

When children aexperience difficulty in reading

hcomprehension, there may be a variety of reasons, but it .

ct

is possible that . the method used may be simply: unsuitable

~for these particular children.’ Flex1b111ty, versetility,t

and 1ngenuity seem essential to the successful teaching. of

reading comgrehension because of the -indlviduai -

'differences in the ﬁi/fchildreh learn.  The writer does

not suggest that one /method is superior. to another, but

simply that soﬁe methods, practices, or approaches are
gt

likely to work better with some children than with others.

"It is t\me classroom teacher who has the greatest

influence on a child'e progress in reading It - is the-
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§ ‘ responsibility of the classroom teacher to discover where
-2 each chixi.d's weaknesses lie and to be s_ufficiently -
acquainted with the various methods in order to sevlact?&and :
employ that method which might be most appropriate in
correcting the specific disability. The most important .
criterion involved in the teaching ‘of reading
oy 2 comprel}ension may not be so much the method being adopted
but the individual' classroom teacher’s faith and
enthusiasm in the method being used. }
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. corrective ‘lea

CHAPTER 3 4

THE ROLE OF DIAGNOSIS IN CORRECTIVE READING g

Corrective reading instruction is mos'\fficient when
it is aimed towards the specific needs of the individual
students in the classroom. But before instruction can be
individualized it is necessary to -detérmine how the

student reads,' what .skills are deficient, ‘and what new

skills the student is ready to learn.  This process is

genera-ll'yf referred —to as diagnosis. . Karlsen (1980)

suggest’s' diagnesis is more  than simply analysis of the - ,
h'basic causes of reading dlsabilit/,.{es. "'Itfé is oriented
_towards the future and is most efficient when it. ‘helps the

N
classroom te Rhi/rﬂ rrange meaningful and effective
rning experienCes that wiil enable each

student to become a skillful reader.

!

. WHistorically, .classroom teachers Have not felt the

need, ‘nor in actuality have they 'been encouraged to -

diagnose redding problems in the classroom, because ‘this

was considered primarily within the g{lrview of the reading

- clinician or specialist. This writer suggests, however,

that every teacher should grasp the significance -of

gaining ins;ght-and u'nderstandiné\of_ his students’ readi‘ng »

capabilities, more especially so.-if they fall into the

category of disabled readers. ‘ . e

Upfortunately, for 'many teachers the "wo‘rd- "diagnosis"

‘suggests something that is beyend tae.realm of their

. . . FT g " .
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capabilities and responsibilities. Constraints of time
- a - "

and misunderstanding about what comprises diagnosis are

most often cited as reasons for not becoming involved. -

Hence we are confronted by what seems to be an impasse

‘regarding the classroom teacher’s effective handling of

reading disabilities. ie must acknowledge the fact that

teachers are busy and that diagnosis can be time
—

consuming. We also readily accept the obvious benefits of

careful analysis of the capabilities and weaknesses of our

. é
stydents. However, sihcg,criticai instructional decisions

i

" hi ge. on the individual'diagnosis, time investments. made

1\'»

" Falt
% %ﬁﬂﬂ

prior .to the delivery of corrective reading strategies are

highly defensible .(Henk, 1987). Therefore,~ a

reconciliation of the two is. of the utmost importance if a

corrective reading progqamCISth"be—implementedu: L

It is the wriperts contention that iﬁ is not

necessafy for each teacher to become a diagnostician:in

'tpe tradiciOnal,sense of the word.” Instead, teachers can

become proficient in'diagnosis if they would Change their
cohception of "diagnosis" -in terms of how it may be
cooducted enq how results may oe utilized.

The " focus and intent of diagnosis,- especiallg in
corrective reading endeavouré shoold be to deEfrﬁine the -
student's strengths- and weaknesse$ and to use tne insights
gained as a basis for the instructlon needed to correct

the dlsabll;tyn In light of this, Qtto (1973) and Harrie

M»‘m?“ R ;a-:smw-v" s ey
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v 7 and sipay’ (1975) suggest :112 following framework for )
‘h" diagnosis: . i
“ " (1) Decide exactly what information is desired and

what this means in terms of ©observable
behavipur. ’ T . e
/ (2) Devise new or adapt existing mate;rial or
.sii;uations to so:tilple the beha,viour. to be
evaluated.
:-:'.:,--h - . {3) Keep a record of the behaviour evgked .in the
: test situation. ‘

’{4) Analyze the obtained informatlon.

(5 Hake judgments as to how the ~1nformat1on fits ‘s w3
\ the total picture and how well it fills the gap e "',’I
: for whlch it was 1ntended. o T # 0
o T o 'I'homas and Roblnson (1982) s\Jggest -a similar approach
: - ~when they outllne the following steps for cl:l.agnos:.s. ‘ ;
a ‘ " (1) Learn, often through ‘observation, which skills
f ‘ ' ", the ;students already .have. : \/
L (2) E)Eamingz the ass-iqnmo'nt to learn what skills -
g # & st.uc'lents muq;t a.cqui"re in Qrder ‘to complete it. ;
e ., B Tie in _instruction in ’the skills in which ’ i
I - . » shtudeﬁts'- ,a?re‘f‘ oofig;ent, theroby '.tre.m_ov:'gng: ,f" i
r"‘"“ L  ‘roadblocks.. : | - o o f .
- Critics may suggest- ‘that such ‘an' approa‘oh '-to‘ f:
‘ diaqnosxs is too vague an:i tlme-consumlng.‘ ~';‘héy' .often :

v1ew dlagnosis as . the dmmlstration of-a si:andardized"

test to generate a graé‘: equlvalent or percentlle%w“ I h]

-
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However, the diagnosis of reading iiwolv_es' cbnﬁidqrably

more thai th collection of scores ' on.reading __tésﬁg.
Diagnosis involves arriving at judqmenis about the degree
to which the needs of the disabled reader are being met. -
This is not to say ‘i:l‘{at standardized testing not be
used. However, it 'is“swgested that such tests be used
with caution and a realistic understandi‘ng of‘ what th‘ey'
can accompligh. ‘Robinson (197,8} conf:ends' that

standardized tests do not pefmit adequate evaluation of a

-

student’s zfadmg ability; espec.lally-one who is °

experiencing dlfflculty in the upper_school- grades.
"3

~

-, . : s & i
'Instructional 1eve1 performance of s'tu ts is not -

'

adequately reflected by-- such tests and most ften it"_is.
the frgstra‘t‘tlon 1-eve1_.wh1ch is 1ndica1;.ed. _ |
Dechant . (1981)_ suggests ' that ‘éthndardiz—éd' tests

J.ndlcate how\\ one student differs from another but not how

‘the - student dlffers WJ.thJ.n himself with respect to his

reading strengths and weakpesses. ~In 'order to Dbe

. effective, corrective instructional _,-':decisions must be

based on an analysis of the 'ber_fq'rmance' differential

within the student and not solely on differences among .

_students. . . Rk ) | : .

L
-

In the final analysis, ‘the teacher who 'k‘nows. hi\g;
subject matter- énd kfnoifé 'how‘c.hildreri learn _ban‘_ prgbahﬂii}
get. maxﬁe"- pértinent .iﬁfoi'mapiﬁ';l 'concer‘nir'ag a part_icﬁlér
student. from the informal assessment and ~error -analysia' ;

that he does in the classroom than he can from a battery .
. . i ) £ L




‘of . formal tests. . Ramsey (1971) suggests that the
classroom ;ceac'her' is the p_rima-r}_(' factor in any situation
designed to determine students’ reading disabilities.
| Simi'lafl_y,- Robinson (1978) &ontends that it is the teacher
'I 1_-/' | who is the most important toc‘i for classroom evaluation of
/ readers. He ‘s_uggeslts' that the _\fari‘cuc }nﬁorma;.prccedures
;- _ - ‘ which can be ﬁi:ilized_contincously thrpugr_{cut the school

year are f‘ more functional than Ia single administration

of a standardized  test to determine students’ reading

. needs.

: PO ' '--prccedm‘es that may be . cf. benefit to the c;lassroom
teacher: | ' ‘

One of the more imporéant -nieth‘ods of assessing a

-~

student' s. reading behaviour is through informal teacher .

observatior_a.' The classroom teacher has the best

oppcrtunitty_-to cbsefve stude‘nts' strengths and weaknecses

ccncerhs that 'may a‘rise‘. Strang (1968) recognizes the

crucial impcrtance cf observaticn when she encourages

(19'78),'. who "refers to it as “kid watch:.ng", strongly

"-reccmmends observation of this type.. Students' can. be

' The follcwinq a:':e" suggested ‘informal diagncstic'

. .on a day-by-day basis arid can respon'd" immediately . to
teacherc . to ,_l;e "'child watchers". similarly, Goodman .

,cbaerved on many occasions dunin the day' dcring te’sting :




sessions, teaching'lesscnsp free time;_group-activities,

and independent work periodg.

It is helpful: to have a systematic method of
recording significant student behaviors. The periodic use
of checklists allows the teacher to note behaviors such

as: s lateral Rhead mavements, ‘finger pointing, tension

signs, concentration difficulties, fluency, and phrasing
Ebilities as individual students reﬁd. While checklists
Qary in their conteﬁt, Cheek and Chesk (1980) suggest some
standard iﬁems that'a.reading checklist might ﬁé\gfffcted

to include: :
.- Rate of" read1ng~a551qnments

- Understandlng of material. read

- 8kill in oral reading - S
.=+ .. Classroom partlclpation .and discusgion

- Desire to read assigned or other material
- " Types of material read during leisure time
"~ - . 8kill in respondlng to various types of.

. _questions .

- Ability to recognize new words
.+ Variety of- vocabulary used

N

obsérvatfon procedures are useful in = evaluating. .
brogress in reading, providing insights into feé&ing
problems, and yielding' information about how reading

. ;. performance might possibly be improved.

tude W

with_more mature studéntg, one of the‘best sources of

"infbrﬁatibn is the ‘student interview. ' The-'one—to-one

"
.

relationshlp in  an- interview encourages the 'ftee

. expression of_the frustration and diffipulties a student
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‘may be encountering in the reading process.  Déchant

(1981) indicates that the interview should cover topics
such as personal interests, study and reading habits,

subjects liked and disliked in school, homework, kinds of

. books .read, and activities at home, in school, and away

from home. Such information can provide the teacher with
insight [on ways of adjusting or adapting instruction to
better egt the student’s needs. - |
&
Autobiography. :

A brectical-procedure to. use to learn more about -a

.student is the reading autobiography. This‘may be dore in

‘written form or yorally, dependlng .upon the' student’s

' preference or-skills. .Cheek and Cheek (1980) suggest that

the teacher' may use a- checkllst fornl of autoblography

which:can be easily written and evaluated. Cautlonlshould

‘be eﬁefcised however, because‘this approeéh_does not allow

for open expression of feelings, since it places
constraints on students’ responses. It is suggested that .

it wouldi;be more meaningful to prqvide students with.

leading:-questions rand ask them to write aboeﬁ their

wl

feelings towards reading. Some typical leading questions

might, include:




(1) Hawy do you feel when. you. have to read?

(2) What do_.you think when your teacher 1
says it’s time for reading? °

(3) What is your least favorite subject in
school? Why? -

(4)  When did you read your first book?
-How did you feel?

(5) What do you like most (or least) about .J
readmng’

(Cheek & Cheek, 1980, p. 76)

' The "readiné autebiography" gives' the student the

Hl{

opportuniﬁy to express his feelings about reading and may
give the teacher indications as to what direction needs to

be taken with a particular etuqsyt.‘

~ . ln;gr§§1_;nxgn:g:x.
-whiieﬂit‘ﬁay be ﬁossible to imgrove stﬁdents'lreediné
' abllities w1thout meeting ;heir interests, it is . much
easier. to motlvate then to read when their interests are
considered. What the student ‘reads -and how much is read
afe both‘dependent ﬁpon studentfﬁg:erest. Furthermore,
. there is.a. direcf ;elationshi;)~of ihtereet to :eeding
compreheﬂsion (Asher 'Hymel and Wigfield cited in 6echant,
1981). ~ If reading diagn051s is to 1ead to improved
reading and to more reading by the student, “then it is
important to understand student " interests. One way of

~

accomplishlng this is by administering a teacher-made

interest inventory. A sample follows:
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11.

12.
13.

.14.

L Die
le6.
17.
18.
19.
20

21.

22.

23.

24.

"How mu%hfub you like to. read’ A little

' What dp you usually do after schgol?

‘. What newspapers do you read?

“school? _ :
What achool subjects do you. llke the - best° The

Interest Inventory

Do you llke to read?

A lot Not at all
What is the best,book you ever read?
What other books\have you liked? :

What do you like to do best of,&l\l1 \
Do‘yﬁﬁ have any pets?: . /
What games.or sports do you 1ike? /
What things.do you collect? .
What - are your hobbies?
If you could have one wish upat might come trﬁe wh§¢
would it be?

Do you have any books of your own? How many?
Do you go to the* library? How often?
Do you read comic books? __ :
What is yolur favorite ic book? -
Do you read comic strips’ in newspapers°

What magazines .do you a >

what kind of ﬁork do you want to do when you flnlsh

least? .

wWhat kind of books do you like best?
Animal.stories . .. ‘Humour

:Mystery -stories Romance __- c

Science fiction : Sports
Home and family life . History s __»

Problems of growihg up sOther
How many hours a ‘day do you: P
(a) ~ watch TV? ...

(b) listen to radio? . 3 A

{c) 1listen to records and tapes

€ ' (DBchant, 1981, p. 51)

In order.to he a'student overcome reading problems -

or to prevent the dev lopment of problems, the teacher

must be aware of and use materials appropriate to . the

: gnq try to use their interesta_as,a gui&

~

. student's intarest. The teacher should.tiow,hls students
e

n instruction. ,

What is your favorite TV program° | “ N
What others do you watch? "“\;>;‘_

4

S
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A Hav{ug a student reteli a story is a useful technique
for aésessiug the student’s comprehension. In effect, the
student becéme_s an authot. .Richek, List, and Lerner
(1983) suggest that thrbugh retelling, the teacher can
. determine various facets of ‘reader’s abilities: _ the

information: from' the text the reader cohsiders ';mpox;tant,

" the scheme or.concepts he br:iu;; to the text, his ability
to ir_ltegrat'e new information with old, and his ability to
present. information in 'anl organized 'f'eel_:ien.- . -

The ,stu;dent is instructed to r'e_ad- the selected ‘story

. = silently,. because in this wa'y' he will be'telling the story
- . - to the teacher who (presumably) does not already know - it.

After the story is read, " the student retells it without

‘interruption from the teacher. ,When finished,"the teacher .

may probe the re ellin with questions for clarification

# of :|.nformati_on. acher can organize the student'

retelling in s of: characters and their &
. characteristics, 'story e{rents, overall comprehension of
i plot and theme of the .stery.
’ - R i ‘ .
e ~ Diagnestic Teaching .

) Dlagnostic teaching is an extension of the’ assessment
T ’ \ .
g process in . that the 'teacher continues _to- coll,ect

_/\Qagnostic information while teaching the student. "I‘he

teacher can gain additionpal information about the student

Al e )
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- b} developing lessons that teach and test simultaneously
{2" . and by noting the student’s reaction to these lessons. EE

Diagnostic teaching is also referred to as ntrial lessons"
. -

or "task Enalysic" (Harris and Sipay, 1975; Lerner, 1981;

Gillespie and Johnson, 1974).,6 The essencé of ‘diagnostic

a v

- teaching is a situation in which the student’s behaviodr :
as a learner can be carefully observed and evaluated. It
- is a teaching session designdd for asftessment rather than

solely for teaching, and, as such, results can yield

?U ‘ - reactions that provide valuable diagnostic clues about the =
:‘..'; z

i student’s learning. styles. ‘ .

1

o - .

cedure . : ‘ S

. * -
. L]

S . An important and versatile informal procedure for use

by elementary and seccﬁdary classroom "teache in g

v

determininé student’s ﬁeadinq levels and in discoveri
the possible causes of reading problems is the cloze

procedure.‘ A cloze test can be:developed without speciai
. X . ~ '
training. in its construction. .To develop a cloze test: the

teacher gathers reading selections from graded textbocks, ¥

h

:ﬁ:f-' R " basal readers, or any other mater1a1 thatng aPPrOPrlate-

and unfamlliar to the students. Richek, Llst, and Lerner ';
3 ~
(1983) cutline the procedure as fcilows-

’
B

- '.1. . Choose at random two cr more samples
¥, ¢ - from eagh selection of graded materidl - _
: : to - be included using -the fcllowinq .
criteria.,. . '
L L _ "(a) - Begin at the beginnxng of the I
A a o - paragraph } a ) . B o

T O R A g sl .
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(b) Use a continuous context X
(c) Select passages containing at least
250 words.
2. Delete every fifth word and replace :
O the words with underlined blanks of
uniform length.’

[ 3. Duplicate the paragraphs and present
them to the students. Instruct them
to write the word that they think is
appropriate in each blank.- =

4. Score responses as co reét when they A
exactly match the /deleted words, -
disregarding minor elling errors.

~ » U a percentage score of correct
: sponses to determine _the students’
o ading 1eve1. o N
\-T,' ; | . Cloze Score  , ° Reading Level
-+ x 44% to 57% Instructional Level
_58% to 100% Independent Level P .
: A z

. Sample Cloze Selection

YA

. : Often when people go the movies, they find
' a taller person is in front of them. -
 they can’t see over _ person’s head. '
If this to a child, who grown to - -
full height, or she may take in the =
fact that __. ‘day they may be _ tall
- # : adult. But for , who wili grow no
» the frustration of only : able to see half ‘
screen is permanent.

_ (Answers: . to, that, sitting, sometimes, the,
% happens, hasn’t, he, comfort, one, a, adults, i
taller, being, the). ' 5

' (Richek, Li$t, and Lerner, 1983, pp. 137+138) =,

The cloze procedures’ primary purpose is to provide ¢
an indicatiqn of the student’s reading level, but it can |
’ also be ‘used to gain more dia’gnostic information through '

. alternative infefpretation. An analysis l<:.~1E"- student




’ ‘ angaere can serve to'uvaluate the studeng ‘s comprehension

ability, use of context ciues, and vocabulary development.
¥ w For example, if the .student fills in the planks with

totally irrelevant words, it is very ‘likely that the

material is not understood. This is a valwable clue, for

the(teacher to use in eyalﬁating the student’s ability to

comprehend certain materiale.. More diagnostic information

& . can be oathered oy~‘examining "the types of words

subgtdtuted,iﬁ.the blanfgﬂto determine whether or not the
~ student uses coatext clues adeqﬁately. In addition, to
' assess the extent of the studeﬁt's vocabulary,  students
maftbe aekeé to listtas many~ﬁords-as they can think of
that could comblete each*blahk Students with limited
‘vocabulariee Wlll encounter dszicu&ty 1n completlng the

aesignment*» 1ndicating to the teacher thelr ‘need for
L .
further vocabulary study to understand the material The

cloze procedure is* a good diagnostic tool for use in

" content material from the elementary grades through hlgh:

school, since’ it can"be administered to entire groups of

-3

students, thereby minimizing the 108s of teaching time in

£ diagnosis and maximizing the ‘amount of “information gained’

""/ from an instrument. P

5 v , = m:maummg_zmmlll ",
One of the more uSeful diagnostic procedures is the

admlnistration of the informal’ reading

1nventory as




—
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evidenced by its. wide use as a diagno&tic tool in many

schools. The IRI is especially useful in iﬁplemsnting a

corrective reading progra‘o, since it is a reletiysly} quick

method of ascertaining whether or not students are ready

instruction ,(Lamberg and Lamb, 1980).

The informal reading inventory was first suggested by

. Betts (1957), because of inadequacies of existing reading

tests. = He suggested that the scores on these tests did

¢ . 3
not 9&\;{ enough information for a comprehension reading

- diagnosis, nor did they permit the teacher to observe the

‘student reading the types of reading materials used in' the

e

classroom.

An IRI is a compilation'of a' series of graded reading’

pa;sages ranging from the pre-p'rir'ner level to the twelfth

grade. In other words, each passage is written at a level

of d:.fflg:ulty whlch corresponds to the - equLvalent grade

o

1e_ve1 of_reading. A readabillty formula, such as the one

developed by Ery (1972), can be used to substantiate grade

level. ‘Each pessage is generally‘acco'mpanie_d by a set of

5 to 10 comprehension guestions. 'I‘yp_ically the questions

to handle the specific content material intended for’

measure literal, . inferentiaifa_ and sometimes critical

' aspects of comprehens:Lon. At any rate there should be'

questif's relating to each of tlhe various read%‘éj\skills,

such .as understahding details, the main idea, sequence of

’events, “cause- effect’ relationships, compa-risons anci

Gy ity w e gt o WM LT g o 37 P
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contfaéts, mood, author’s opinion, and inferemnce (Cheek
% and Cheek, 1980, pp. 55-61). \
Rat\ﬁer than giving a Bta;adardized single gradé
equivalent score, informal reading inventories indicate
-Hl‘three diff_erent reading levels: the independent, “the
Iliinstructlional, -and the frustration ‘reading levels. Th;e
\tndepéndent reading level is the highest level at whic:..h\:
%tudent can read fluently with few wo“::'d-recogni.t.::.on errors
and ‘with good comprehension. It is usually about one year

below the instructional level. The type of material that

the student can i"eaduat this .ﬁidépendent level normally.

comprises the student's free-time reading fare, LAt the

instructional leval, word-recognition and comprehension .

are generally Batisfactory, but the studen’c needs the

{:eacher s help. _ It is the: \evel at which systematic"

h : I instruction c“"" an be initia ed and can be best applied to
.. upgrade. the stu;lent's ‘Jf:%pd‘ing compej:ency. It is’ the

"'teachaﬁlq leve .on this level, instructional guidance

\ ' is needed for best\performance. The material is .d“ifficult'
b enough EE‘requiré instructior_i, but easy enough’'so as not
',-_ | _ to be’ frus_trfat‘ing. At the fmstration level, El:f

student’s re;adin;; +is- full of {rord-recognitio'n ‘anci.

comprehension errorsf fluency disappears ahd the student

shows siqns of frustration,. tension, and discomfort. The

matérial is too difficult to encoyrage grbwtn and the

. studant is simply not ready for - the” aterial at this level

(Betts, 1957). . , e _- "
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Specific criteria for determining' the student’s

F

independent, instructional, and frustration levels. in

reading have been debated for several yeands, but‘ the
question of which criteria are most accurate: remains moot.
The most commonly used criteria are tlféée provided by
Betts' in 195;?. The lat&st research regardi}-ng. criteria
would appear to have been done by Powell (1978) . Teachers
should be aware of this discrepancy and be consistent in
th; use of selected criteria. The specif.ic criteria given
by both Betts and Powell for each of the three reading

A ]

levels are listed below:

Powell T (
Word Recognition Camp. Word Recogmf_tn!\o:mp
97%+  91%+ ‘90%+ 90%+

Independent
Instructional . 94%+- 65%-90% . 95%+ 75%+
Frustration . 93% or less 64% or less 90% or less 50% or less

a5 &
i

The informal reading inventory helps determine

speéific strengths and ‘weaki'leeees in reading. 1In ';cerms of
a corrective reading program, it deals with the question,

"How well does the student read?".: It helps match reading

materials to. the student,- and helps identify materials *

that fit the. student' s level of reading ability.

There - are many variations on the IRI. The tfpe
selecte'd'"! *'depende upon the . depéh of th diagnoatic
infomation desired and the theoretical framework of the
examiner. Because the test is informal the" teacher can

make adaptations to meet changi,ng purposes and needs

-
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One such variation of the IRI is proposed by Tonjes
” - rd

. They suggest a "Content IRI" as an

alternative to the standard or traditional ix}formal~

and Zintz (1981).

reading inventory. Such an apprcach to reading diagnosis
has a number of pertinent implicatlons for corrective
reading in the content areas. _

The Ccntent_IRI is prepared by the content teacher.
~using the text for that class. 1£ can be administered to

an eptire class simultaneously during one class period and

7

reflects-direptly the area being studied and the type cf?i_

questions the teacher considers to be important. The

major purpose of the Content IRI is to determine how well
the indiviﬁbal students’in a particular class are able to
deal with that text and ascertain what skills Stlll need.
to be given extra practice. . )
Tanjes W Zintz ‘(1981) ouﬁ{j;ne the fcllcwing' steps -
to develop a Content IRI: ‘
Part I m * y
- This section of the Content IRI attempts to
“determine the suitability or the fit between the
students and ‘their texts. This part should not
take the students longer than twenty mlnutes to
complete. .

(1) Select from ‘near- the beginninq of the text a_

repreaentative aample cf approximately 250-400 words.

(ZJW The selection may be typed or students can be
asked T read L dlrectly from the text. '

(3) Coupare cn introductcry mot;yaticn' baragraph
that ;ncludec a gqqf:al statement about the topic to be

-
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read. In other words, the paraéraph suppliéé-a‘frnma'of
reference and a statement ;alling the purposé‘for reading
it | , , I g
:f;. " . (4) Prepare ten or more c;mpréhension questioné that | :

include several vocabulary deﬁlnitions, literal facts, and
: ) inferential questions Vocabulary térms should always be -
'; g used in context, not isolation. :}_iﬂ ‘
5)  wéen a rough draft of the gquestion is completed R
(at least three in each category), evaluate each abcdrdiﬁg

" to the following:

(a) Vocabulary - Did _ you select key terms
important for your students to

. Know? 'Did you use them in
context? ’
o : :: g
(b) Fact - . Were the details you _asked Sy
_ students to recall clearly: stated L%
‘ _ .7 . in the selectxon’ _;f
' . - (e) 1Inference - - Did these questions felaﬁe” the - -ﬁ
_ : topics to their background of ;
exper1ence° : =
Part II: _ . 2 -
. | " Part II of a Content IRI consists of a needs
‘ assessment of selected skills. The teacher |is

considered the best judge of those skills necessary ~ .
for his students to master to meet with success in a
particular class. To construct the first section of : L
Part II Tonjes and 2intz (1981) suggest that three 5.
" skill areas from those 1listed below should -be .
selected for assessment. ) -

. (a) Use-parts of text - Are they efficient in'uaf:q,.
textbook aids such as the table of contents, index,

appendices, glossary, references’ E

LY ' Vg o poom Rl L
"Wel g e Sy atdan A oL
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(b) / Locate reference material's - Can they locate and

use infdrmation. in encyglopedias, almanacs, reader’s

' guides, and other reference materials?

(¢) Outline and notetake - Are they able to oufline
Y ' .
infomptioh and takes notes from readihg references or

listening to lectures?

(d) Interpret graphics = Do[\they know how to

interpret maps, " charts, diagrams, tables, graphs, and

cartoons? ) .

(e) ,Follow directions - Are they able to follow

. : , Ve
directions correctly and efficientl¥y?

(f) Translate symbols or formulas - Do they know the

meaning of specific symbols"or formulas needed for your
r ; ' . ‘

subject" L

f

(g) pefine content-specific vocabulary - Do they

-.recognize with understanding the spepial vocabulary of.

~

. .your area?

(h) Display comprehension skills - Are ~t:hrezy able to

note main ideas, supporting details, sequence of e‘Vents,

&

' conclusions, cause and effect?

(i) Use study strategies ~ Do they know and use

appropriate stud&y\_g}ulls and atrategiesf'

{j) Adapt rate - Do they adapt their rate of reading_,

to the purpose and difficulty of the material"

’ Onte the teacher pelects three areas considered
important, ,the-fjrat section of Part II is ‘completed.. The
second section o

, &
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based on the text or other class mafzeria} “that  will
determine sttdents’ srﬁtﬁ:‘ and weaknesses -in the .skill
areas selected. Examp' (Jquestions from each skill

area are given below:[/

(a) Parts of Text - On what pages will your find

‘information about’ ? When was this text copyrighted?

Oon what page will you find a table or figure on the topic

of 7

(b) Reference Materials -~ Where would you look for

information about ? What kinds of information would

you find in an almanac?

(c) * outline and Notetaking =~ Ask students to outline

a passage in the text, or dictate a_short passage and ask

tj.hem' ‘to take notes. o
(d). Graphics - What is the topic of this E}iogram?

{ : -

What does the symbol

conclusion you oah- draw from this chaft? J
(e) Following Directions - Select a segment of
readiﬁg or test material you use, and ask students to

follow the directions ao written.

(f) LSymbols and Formulas - What do the following -

symbols mean? What is meant by the formula A = 1/2bxh?

(9) Content-Specific Vocabulary - Match the words

WJ.th definitions by ~writing the correct letter from the .

~column on the right next to the number on the left:

meaf® here?  What| is one
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oo (1) simile (a) {two unlike things
. (2) ¢ metaphor: compared using the
=) words "like" or "as".
| (b)) words of opposite
' meaning used together.
(c) a direct comparison
between two ‘things.

> : (h) Compreheasion ékills - What is th® main idea of
the paraéraph? What cohclasion can you ‘draw from this
statement? ,.Determine which was the effect and which was
the cauge. List the events in the order which they
occurred. ‘ r o | __f;
(1) Study Strategies - Administer a st':u-dy habits
sur@ey asking students how often they do such things as "
_ the following: ¥ g
| - - survey the chapter first. ' - ]
—~,~  Ask questions as they are reading. . 5 .
- ° Check their answers as they read.

‘= ' Review immediately after reading.
- ‘Schedule their time for study. .

'fj)f;Adaﬁ%aﬁle Rate -~ Shoxt'paragraphs may‘be”typed-

;;I B X up and students  aske ,te' read each for a different

: ﬁarpoae.\ Tﬁey'marﬁ whether they'intend to read it verf -

rapidly, very slowly, or somewhere in- between. |

| The Content IRI should ideally be adminlstered to the

;ﬂ J .‘total class at the beginnlng of the . term.- when ~
introducing .the Content IRI to the class, the teacher |
should indicate that it is hot a test but - simply an

: 1nventory of thelr strengths and weaknesses. _
' To score this inventory the teacher should develop ¢

/ t . his own criteria. The teacher may;ﬂecide in one killt

o

\ area’ it is_neeesearf to get four -out of fivke’items correct

T
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'nlnety-flve percent correct might .be deemed necessary.
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to demonstrate skill competency . f'erhaﬁs in another area,

Regardless of the criteria used, :|.t will be helpful tol L l_ /
construct a class chart showing general areas of’ the" : |
class’s strengths and needs as well as individual strength

and weaknesses (Tonjes and 2intz, 1981, pp. 82-86),

“The discussion of informal diagnostic procedures
-

presented in thé& preceding pages is not intended to be an

exhaustive summary  of- .all the. diagnostic _instruments

available to the ,teacher: Hdwever, each of the informal
d‘iagnostic procedures alluded to «can contribute to a

better understanding of the students’ capabilities. . Used

properly, the information obtained allows for a more _‘,3}

~

a'dequate assessment of the students’ étrengths and

difficulties and facilitates the effectiveness of ‘the - -'f'*:

L

corrective reading progi‘am. R . .
- ‘ 3 ‘
‘ eadabi :
An important aspect of a corrective reading progranm, '
in addition to diégnosis .of student needs, is the y
-~

teadabiiity of insfcructional materials intendedrfo’r use
with disabled readers. ;Diaghos}.s, as7 discussed- in the
context . of this paper, is based on' the assumption that .
El.ear'ning to read is dependen'#‘on tr_xe’ peculiarities of the{ -
individual student’s strengths and Weaknesses_. qu&ey;r,

instructional strategies should not rély solely' on the .,
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" diagnosed needs of individual readers. An effective

N corfective reading program will also need to consider the.

instructional materials employed to assist the disabled

'

reader become proficient\in reading. _

A practical tool fc;r the 'clessroom teacher involwved
in corrective readihg ’is' a geadability fomule thet,
‘estimates quickly the ’‘approximate difficulty ievel of
4+ —- .- print materials. Readability formula scores are used to
;o “ detérmine the 'qrade-,level suitaf:ility'of. inany different
;: S materials ranging from library books to content area
instruction materials. | |

& . e ; & <

If numbers prove anything, readability formulas seem

-

to be gaining in -popularity. Wheeler and ‘Sheman (1983)

state that -there are now over thirty formulas to help us

'determine how hard it will be for students Yo read a given'’

T - _ o text. While this fact may suggest ‘progress in educatlon, .=
| J closer look ehm(e that the number of -readablllty _
Iormulas can lead- to copfusion rather t_han enlightenment.

]Lamberg and Lamb (1980) sugtyesf t\ha_t the formulas differ ,
T ¢ : :én: (1) the kind and number of yariab').ps they m_eae.ure;
I (2) Ilthen degree of- di:fficulty and the amount of time
" required to wuse them: (3) the c}amputation'al ﬁrocedures: x
and (4) the grade levels of material they are designed ﬂt:c:‘o

<&

measure. _ o »
. 2T ., ] .

'Most of the readability formulas in common use today
measure ..only: . two ;anguage“ elemeni_:s - vocabulary and

se_t}tence c_llifficulty._ Vdcab{ulary measures can be: 'word
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— 1length in '1ei:'1:ers or number of syllables, word‘
R familiarity, or word difficulty.' Sentence difficulty. is
| usually determined by its lendth. 'No magter which formula
is used the teacher must be cognizant of the fact the
results are only approximations of difficulty. The - 5
teacher’s experie\hce and professional judgement as to the )
concepts, purpose, and student's ‘intérests are alao

critical factors to be cons iglered (Tonjes and Zintz,

i
i

1981). : .
. ~ In any event, it ,is\probably only necessary to become
, . familiar' wJ;.th one or two readability forﬁula;v. to have e
élvai:lable a . useful :topgl. . to ascertain _‘ﬁhe_ appz"oxiimateﬂ
‘difficulty levels of .i’.ns-t‘rpctiorial materials‘.'l One of thé
-most widgfly-used formulas®™ is the 'Fry (1972) graph- for
estimafi;ig\readab;.lity. The instructions for:applying the.
.,F‘Y readabil:.ty formula - are giVen below: . | )
1. Randomly select three Bample passages and count
P : _' " out exactly one hundred words each, beginning
B | | 'with the beginning of a sentence. ‘ .
2. Count the number of rsuaz'n:enlcez-:; in" each one .
. t;unqlred word sample, estimating the 1length. of
" the fraction of the last sentence to the"nea_rést .
" one tenth. - ‘
3. Count the number of syllables in each one
hundred ‘word sample. (It is convenient to c;ounf

every syllable over one in each word and add one

-

‘hundred. )

el g, B0 0 ge RGeS
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.4, +Plot the point on - the ‘Fry Readability Graph
;. v where the average sentence length anfd the
e average humber of syllables intersect. The area

where the do{': is, plotted will. glve you the

L}

| :approximate grade level T e g

/ . _' 5. If a great deal of variability is found in

. - ‘ ' sy.llable cour_nt or sentence count, putting. more
\ o sampl;es into the avera}je is desirable.

| :Example:

Sentences Syllables
per 100 words per 100 words
L)
100-word sample page 5 9.1 T 122 ‘
e , '100-word sample page 89 8.5 140 -
BT " 100-word sample page 150 il el 129
o -Divide total by 3 = - ' 3)28.6 3)391
‘ * . ' Average p. 8.2 130
- _' " (Plot the intersection of the average number of sentences
. (8.2) and the average number ofrsyllfables (130) on the Fry
"graph to determine the approximate grade 1eve1, of the

material ) - ) . ® @

(Fry, 1972, pp. 231-232)

[

Another useful’ instrumenmoftex; used for assessing
readahility is McLaughlin’s (1969) SMOG formula. The SMOG
formula uses traditional measures of difficulty - word
length and sentence 1ength. ‘McLaughlin, however, use;, a

| :Ithirty-sentence criterioh rath“e'r than the one hundred- word
Q’ X _criterion of the (Fry’ formula. _The MclLaughlin SMOGﬁfor.'inula' .

.‘is as follows.
/

3 .~ SMOG = 3 +  Number of words with three or
‘ . . '-more syllables.in thirty sentences
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. The readability formula is based on' the . . .
interrelationship of Senience_s.;. "lengt and number of

M - L ’ . ) : e .
N polysyllabic words. Words containing more syllables are
 considered. to be more difficult than shért wo.z;g-&::-\;_ Three
\

ten-sentence samples - arewselected ahd thﬁ‘/ number’

polysyllabic words are determined. Since shoat eente

may have less opportunity to include large‘/ wordm
difficulty A level may be determined by /fthe nuﬁ;er of *

|
polysyllabic words in three sentence samples (Tonjes and

”

Zintz, 1981).

4 The steps to the SMOG Formula are: .
¢ . i
. L B Count -ten consecutive sentences near ,'I Lk
the  beginning. of the text, ten near | --
the middle and ten towards the end.. ~ |

. o I .
2. Taking the total thn:ty scntences, f : !
‘count’ every word of three or more /. - X

syllables when they -are read -aloud. /

Count words of three or more |
syllables, even when they are; . .
repeated. ‘ , ; ' . 'y

3. Estimate to the nearest perfect squarer' ; r"’ '

- the square root 'of the total number:

of polysyllable words. (For example,

if the total was. .twenty-four, th _ r

. nearest perfect square would bg o

e ' twenty~five and the square root of -
twenty—f:we is five.) ;

v, o,

. ' 4. Aad thred to the estimated square root )
' to determine the reading level. (In P Ty
this case when &S square root is o
five, add three and.the readabil,ity ‘
’ level will Je ejght). . S, .

5.., When samples. of the three ten-sentfence ’

* selections vary considerably, further

> samples should be selected for gr ater
» accuracy. . _

i

(Tonjes and zintz, 1981, /p. 62)

/ & ' i “.
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Héw;ever, the Fry ca\nd SHOG*readability formulas may
nét agree if the tea’cner a;:"pil.iee thenm ¥both‘ to the same
sélected instructional material. - It is imporgant to
understand . how to interpret this difference. Fry's graph
) ) y estimates the reading ability needed to comprehend with
.‘ fitty to eeventy-five percent accuracy, or ecmewhere -

| between the f.ruetrat:ion and, inetmcticnal reading levels, |
‘whéreas SMOG predicte "reading ability required by ninety
to, one hundred percent. underetanding, or Ejlé independent
level. Hence, a Fry ‘eccre of eight means- that students -
b * readinq at an e!ight grade. level can handl’l,.e the matelrial- if L .
P giv‘en lnetructicnal aid. A SMOG score of eight means that <
. students’ readinq at\ an eight. grade level could handle the
| material - independently, possibly as homework (Tonjes and g
" zintz, 1981) . > . = o ‘ |

L -
R

In order’ for a corrective readinq program .to ne
ef.fe’ctive the -teacher m;ast be _concerned abqut all |
,eituaticne that may ariee in the regular ‘claesrocm where
the dia‘abled reader_encoun‘tere print. It is sometimes - -

rimportant, theretore, to be . able . 'tc deternine the S
readability level of passages shorter than one hundred 5,
words, such as, thcee tound in math text, direct one, and ‘ .

. .assay questiona. Fcrgan and H’angrum (1976) haye: cutlined . '

procedures for doing this udlng the Fry readabillity graph:’

L] .
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- . # ¥f words .in Selections, .
E . /7 (less than 100)

“the teacher would round down the

- USE

of, a sixty-nine word passage,

- 7

your readability estimate.

_Count ‘the total numbef of words in the p?asaga.

(For oxample, the total might be sixty-nine

words.)

Round down to the ﬁedrest ten. (In this cage
‘sioty-ninJ
words to sixty.)
whon

this number (in this case sixty)

counting the numbar of santencos and sylrablos.

L

Multmply the {-umber of sentences an ho numhar

of syllables by the- corresponding number found'”

in the oonversion chart bBelow. 'With-the axample
roundod down to

sixty, the teacher would muitiply the number of.

A " .
' sentences - by 1.67 .and then tha numbarj of
'syllables by 1.67. o ; | /

N
art for Evaluating Reading Difficulty of Short Passngos

Multiply by

- S { }
30 . 3.3
40 " 2.5
o - ’ 2.0 -
0 . 4 . 1.67
. S : 1543
80 ' ’ o 1.25
90 ' ’ 1.1

/-
‘nl

Pae

¥ ,
~ . »
. a

j.

, : : ¢ w
Use these numbers to plot Fry's graph 'to .find

aq

i Such knowledge may be useful to the classroom teacher

when writing tost quostiona, gtudy. guidoa, directionn or

éxplunationh for -students.

( T

<L
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.One canhot ignore the need to address thé value and
use of réddability formuléEM:as indicators of-. the w
. | _ _ . /
difficulty level of instructional materials. Educators /
'tend to aqreé ‘that the approximations of grade level x

obtained from readability formulné' are indeed . ugeful.

L]

They agef;el;ﬁivgly quick and easy to use and research has.
shown that they :}neraiiy' agree i Ehe ranking of ..
ma;er#ala,as‘td;d£%ficu1tf (Lamberg and Lamb, 1980).

hf However, qritics gre-quiéi‘tp point out the obv;bus'

k:ﬁethéeélogical. inhdeqqd;y in ‘genefal;ziqg from lggiied .
Ba?g.q The difficﬁityileygllof instructi;;éﬁﬁ%aperiql iﬁ

f:jaaneraiizad on the basis of the difficulty’ level of & few

a ﬂ-In turn, the diff&@dizr of each passage is

: pa BBGQB? .
"frqm mMeasures of two or more variables .

_» generalize

.
W

. A : : . '
(.Lamb'm%an Lamb, 1980). ", : . M X
g - kczt , tpﬁgi;ies would agree that reading 1n§o}vé§- v
" interacti between: the reader and the text. In Yact,

research (Johnaon,\}Qas) suppprté thé'common‘wisdom thst

‘ reade .use' Eheir knowledge and ‘experience during the :‘(_

comprehension process. . Readability formulas, being
strictf& text based, do ndt address the inséxnétiva'nature _ ; N
ot_thq reaqind‘probeési' Pﬁpular formulas emplog Qnly a | F
a;négcfic (santencq" length) and a -semantié .factor ;}' e
ivocgﬁﬁ;ary diveraif&) and dd'ﬁot*dfractly address factofs

related to Qha'communication of meaning (Rush,, 1985{. As

\

. .
X " ) .- ) U
| \ . L o - i
. L 8 ! L
" pi . ! ' 5= ! k

"Drayer‘11984) notes, £0ﬁFu1aq cannot discriminate betwean}
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written discourse and " nonsensical word combihatig;a) .

" -
Moreover, readability formulas cannot assess a reader's
interest, experience, knowledgh, and moiivation.

. Davidson (1984) observes ‘that readability formulas

S S—— Rt

lmay be misused on instructional materials. becauua they_

often predict that materials will be. too‘difficult for

given grade 1evels : sbidnca; aocial atudies, and othaf

‘ subjects employ spacialized vocabulary, which artificially'
increases the. number" ~of "hagad" words, thus inflating'

readébility-scores. However, teachers should alwaysg kaep

in mind that instruction moderates this vocabulary burden :

in content area reading, and that technical words should

be taught during content lesa?ns. once otaught, these

_ words need not be considered “hard"

" To select the best materiala, clasaroom taachers need

.o

é.

tb go beyond readability Bcores‘.without ignorinq ‘\-tham'. B

_Teachers should be -aware that these acores are pnly

guideposts or clues to actual reading difficulty. whealer '

organi;ation and content .of text chaptara by preparihg an

. g&tliné' look for the presence of graphic aids such as

f

bictures, mapt q charts, and graphs which increase

readability. determine.  that tachnical vocaLulary is-‘

identified wiﬁhahpld print or some other tachnique &o draw
the atuden\\s attention to it. ‘and finally, elicit some

student . reaction to the tht. The best test for any

" instructiondl matefial may bmjto‘give'it~tantative'use:

andNSheman (1983, p. 40) auggest that taachers-, ‘check tha‘:




_»'"‘/,\ stoden; judgement and reaction are very valuable in thte
T selection process but are often'overlooked. ' _ ‘
\J . All methods . of readability -analysis . must be used
‘knowledgefbly and -interpreted cautiously. To paraphrase
L% ) Rush (1985, p. 282) users o‘f re gability‘“fomulas .should:
| T re'alliz'e thet differe j:--formulas produce variant
' scores for the same passage; ‘
t - 2. consider tormoiate to’be screening devices:
|\ - 3. take large random samples of taxt to be
I N evaluated; . T e |
41. '.reoognize that for meterials intended for higher
" grades where content is important, ;‘.orrgulas are
poorer predictors, h e
5'. _ooneider the effect of motivation and pr:Lor
knowledge on comprehension. L _
6. not rely on’ formulas alone but include their own
i profeeeione’l judgmente. ‘

‘ Perhape moet mogsul to\\ the teacher who , intends to
employ corrective reading procedures in his claseroom is
Robineon'e « (1978) 1ist of readapilit_y criteria for
“fnetrugtional materials., R_ob.ioeoo euggeet.a ‘that teachers

shoul'd’e*neure- i '

“‘1. b The deneity of concepte doesn't fruetrate the

7 . reader. ‘ T .

) '2.." The eentonoe complekity ien't unueual‘ly high,
. 'utilizing 1onﬁompound and complex eentences.
\ . .
. : ; KIQII .
Gt il A it e SRS R s T TR Ao T
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3. The authors don't choose to use difficult words
. when simpler éynonyms would suffice. : .
4. Captions gpder graphs and diagrams are clearly
written., ' ' N . . :
5. .-The:text contaiqs both .a table of contents and .
an index. o o 1 | '
| ' - ° . R
§. - The table of contents shows a logical,
= . development of the sug;eot matter . .
7. .If a text refers to a graph or. diagram, that aid
is on the same page as the textual refarenoe. S 'Zi
~ B Difficult new vocabulary are highlighted or R
underlined. ‘ g
9.  Pictures are in color and are contemporary. h s
10. The main idea tor purpose for reading a chapter’ '
' is gtated at the beginning of the chapter. '
S o d-\
™ ' ' 11. A summary is. inoladed at the end of each ,
J . £ Tt
S - chaptor.' s ' _ K .00 "'
1 . \"“-\_‘ ﬂ . ’- . p 5.5 i
\ ' 12.__Antecedentb and . referents are clear,
- ¢ | 'particularly across sentences. < ‘ f) :
13, o+ hafaﬁive \clauses are limited: in a’ given
- sentence, clearly written and clearly attachad ‘
P ¢ & : X7
¢ to a referent.} . .. ';
R 14“ Tha variaty of connectives is controlled sQ that '
thayg are used sparinﬁly as . important signals to . ‘
g | . “the reader. o
. H . o » o Yo . .
' Yo AR ‘ unﬁ
e -t.,.‘ . A ""‘-'a““‘
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15. Paeeive tense is used eniy when essential, since s | &
I o o v its f:g:‘equeﬁt use ‘_;ney cause trouble - .fer'_ ‘peer -
‘ readers. ] _I _ ’
v ‘ > The yarious strategies discussed here )re ati best
i 4 &

apprexi tions of readability and are not intended to be

v hard and fast I1imite. ' In the final analysie, it ie -
| probably best' for educatore who use readability formiilas :
N te be cognizant of their J.imitatione and to supplement. the -
| approximatione derived from them wit{A knowledge of the
individual re:der 's needs and meaning ,re%d text

3.

._charecterietice t.'o plan/succe_ssful ;p.gaiiihg e} iences.
S .gt‘zcceeefu'll re_ading requires a preper '.'f“fit"- betﬁe.en a,
- reader arid .the printed page.‘ Diagnoeing the ind.’widual
student's needs in conjunctieq with an analys!is ‘of the

readability of instructional meterials .ark vital‘ ”.,
o \ . B ]
- componente of a successful corrective reading progr&m -
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‘ . s CHAPTER 4
* QUESTIONING STRATEGIES :

‘o

_— Why do students in upper elementary and secondary

. .‘ grades encounter difficulties witﬁ reeding comprehehsion,‘

in_ partloular with content area comprehension? As

~prev.1.ously ment:.oned, these are the grade lavals in which
most of our disabled readers tend to materialize. "This -in
itself is a szgmficqnt and critical ‘factor yhich has

often been ,0verlooked in our haste to help ‘the dlsabled

solutions from other areas of 'the schobol curriculum to

5 al-levia"t_e the problem, we, ehould remember that effective .

v .7 solutions are those which expressly apply to particular
‘ _problems. |
It is the writer s contentioﬂt that the compreheneion

'_difficulties which many of our disabled readera encounter

may lie spec:.fically in the expository and technical

;

o , nature of the content instructional ma‘terials used.
Classroom teachers geflerally become frustrated when their"

students aré unable -to_._ac_:‘hive Zt{ccees while reading

content materials and often s:su.tgg:uﬁaé;
been exposed to better reading ihstruction in “earlier

".grades ' they would perform much better and meet. adequately

the demands of the various aubject ‘areas, It does seem’

reasonable -to_ think thatj_ 1nstruction at the _'elemén_tary

. level should prepare students for the reod'ing 'reéjuira_d in

“{'C‘ l'f

}‘J““ A i 1 ,j f “_‘,'-l.";',.!l‘-'

’ £
readers.in our schools. Rather than be tempted to borrow

th‘at had the st:.udents—
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content'clahees. However, certain factors qualify this
* \

position. - At the primary 1evels students are taught, basic

reading skills principally through the use of narrative

materials and this practioe extends itself through the

elementary grades. 1§yen - though, etudents may be required '

to read expository material in. subjects other - than

. reading, they are not taught how to- handle thie materialf

. as well as they- are’ taught to deal *with narrative -

I“nfmaterials Yet students at the upper grades are required

to read increasingly CDmplex ‘and abstract expoSition, and
“t’teachers assume tﬁgy are equipped to do so (Herber, 1978)
“We must recognize and - accept the fdct that, beyorid

elementary echool, textbooks and instructional materials

« ‘aré ‘not simply complex, diverse variations of narrative

hliterature._ Hence, the inherent ‘comprehension

difficulties of disabled readers may not so much be caused

» . . . .
by an inability to cope ‘with gradual  increase . in the . |

*

degree of difficulty of comprehension tasks, but instead .

may be caused by the difference in the -kind of‘

compreheneion required by oontent materxoig

k The writer contends that even where the ‘elementary

- trreading programs are of high quality and atthmots are. made

..to" provide Ya transition, atudents need cohtinped

' 'ipatruction'to learn to adopt skills to the more demanding
content materials. In addition} it must be kept in mind .

that not only the level - of abstraction in content:

g materiale but oleo the technical language becomes more

) ! g ) ‘, ".‘. 'y g &
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complex at eaoh'successive gradé level. Success achieved
at one grade idlevel with a subject does not guarantee the
same at another. Students must be taught how to read the
material at each ‘successive level. Just as all studentsA ; .,
have been taught how to oomp§/hend ‘the contents of' B

- o . ‘narrative literature, so must they"be taught how  to \\ -
comprehend the oonteﬁts of expository 1iterature." Good
teaching, whéther correotive or developmental 'in nature, - .'('
requires that. all students be’ taught to .organize their ‘
thinking before, Burinq, and after text reading; and to
apply the skills 1earned in subsequent independent reading
of content material (Gilstad, 1982)

Given that as students progress through - the
1intermediate and secondary school years they are requiredk\
to read more exboeitory-type material, the ability to'

- comprehend‘ exoository writing - assumés a- position of

r _ o prqoial importanoe';or success in sghools (Hahn, -1985).

: -*The onious suggestion that teachers need to provide more . '
‘direot inqtruction in comprehension becomes especially .
critical for the disabled reader who must now oontend with |
expository prose. For the olaesroom teacher, the iesue‘to
be resolved, is this: What strategies should be
‘incorporated into an. already overcrowded curriculum that
will have. high utility and transferability for the

(disabled reader who is readiﬁg-expository text?

The writer suggeets that of all teaohing methods,

ngne is more potentially powertul,ﬁhan quektioning in the:
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tehc})ing of comprehens:l.oh in the content areas Socrat@s

'(469 399 B.C.) was’ perhaps the first to point ok that a

questioner is a midwife who brings ideas to birth. He

himself was a great proponent of this "art of intellectnal

midwifery" (Chaudhari, 1975). Inemodern times too,

‘questi-ons are. regarded as an importan; method of

developing compreheneion and thinking in 1earners Bruner

(196 ) maintaine that one of the most important rewards of -

) \ﬂeerning ie _the 1earner s ability to~use the knowledqe

cquired to further his own though? Bridging the gap’

between learning and thinking is -a difficult process for

some children and, as such, questions “are probably the

s

best means“of providing assistance to the learner -as he

L ) . &
%

tries to . invent systems for handling text data more

efficiently. : .

Qtiestioning iS considered‘ by many as the most common
. a2 \ N R :

. technique of "teaching practi}ce:d in classrooms; indeed,,

'effective questions are often equated with effective

teaching. Griese (1977, p. 38) suggeste "questioning is

th\ etarting point in the development of comprehension"

Aulls (1978. ‘Pe 3)- contende that "questions are the stock

.‘of the teaching profession". ~ Similarly, Dean (1986, p.'_
184) indicates that "owirg to their purpose questions have.

alwaye been viewed ae the core of effective teaching".
.qir:"s (1970) often quoted "To know how o question is to
k

how to teach" and Farrar’s (1986, p. 98) "it is

impoenible "to goncei\}e Iog teaching .withoet - asking
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questions" are further statements which éxempliﬁy the
notion that questions are a predomin&nt' and henaficial‘
teaching tecgnique.

. Hence, thgre'ig no .doubt that questions are one of.
'thé‘mdstfg}ominenthformé of ’comprehension instruction used
by teachers. - Questions are.used .to activate ﬁtuAenﬁs'_'
memory précessors Iof- text, focué their attention ‘on
siv::;_hif'icént aspects éf text mater‘i..al,' and Qj;d‘ them in
synthesizing seemingly different parts of téxt, into a
cohe;ent whole. It may be faifly safe to say that tﬁose.
teachers wﬁo are—good queséioners are those whé promote

the process of comprehension.
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" How has questioning been’ used in ’the past to prohota

. cdmpr;er}ension? In aftempting “to answer this quesﬁi;m it

may be beneficial to reviev; several qtudies of teachers’

B c_omprehensi.on instructi:onal practices in :che eclaséroom.
" Durkin (1983.),-. in a year-long study of reading and social

studies cléssrooms, found that pra,ctic"ally,‘---..no
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comprehengion instruction took place. Questioning w‘es

primarily’ concerned with comprehana'ion asseaamené\.-

Whether' children’s answers wére right' or wrt;'mg wgs the .
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main concern of teachers. Guszak (1983) copcluded his .,

” ' obb:ervati.ona- of teacher questioning strategi‘és"with the

..foLlo;Jing remark: : -
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About the  only thing that appears to be
. proframmed, into the students is the nearly
flawless ability to anticipate the trivial
nature of the teacher’s literal questions ...
" the students have learned well to parrot back on
endless re’collection of trivia. (p. 269)

‘Hall, Ribovich and Ramig (1979) suggest _ teacher:

\queetioning hae not always produced - benefits. =