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HEN considering the areas in reading instruction most appropriate for
consideration in the 1966-1967 year of_IRA, there seemed to be none

more deserving of attention in =a_ Perspectives Conference than that of
evaluation. With-the approval of the -IRA Board of Directors, :Thomas C
Barrett was invited to plablnd implement' such a conference in = conjunction
with d annual convention_ of the_ National Council of Teachers of I.; nglish

t oustbn._ e_did rblo as the readers-o t is bulletin Will testify
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_tion- of possible and desirible student-behavior and_ an-indication- of ap-
propnate contenC Important at this point is the-recognition that behavior,

_

as it-Is-used here; is much- more_inclusive than- those behaviors which are-
o*rvable. One _useful illustration-of possible student= behaviors: can = =be
found in two votumes, Taxonomy of Educational-Objectives an_dbook-I:
The Cognitive Domain_(1) and Taiotomy ofEducationalObjectivesHand-

-book =11 The _Affective Domain (3). Within the:,cognitive domain =the fol-
lowing behaviors are included knowledge of speeifics,-comprehension, and_`

_a-- lication -The = afective domain-considers five = different behaviors:_ re-
ceiving,_responding, = valuing or nizaton an c aracterization 2-value

_

or value concert
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EVALUATION

1 to summarize the characteristics of evaluation, it describes beginnings as
-well' as progress; it is continuous; =it utiliies -many= samples of a learner's
work; it allows the student to engage in the particular behavior or behaviors
toward which,he is assumed to be moving; it constitutes a learnirg situa-
tion; and itis open-ended, indicating new directions.

.
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and the like; then one-might raise,a question as to the-apptopriateness
of=paper- afid pencil -testi-in relatidn- tO:,the-se_ behaviors.-- -=_ _

Situations;=Let ilts:consider for a moment the- question-of appreciation_ of
-s _

literature: Whatjland-of-evaluationi-situation= or-technique:makes
sense in -this -context? What kind of_ qUestion- on A- paper= test- would`

is -not
_

measure a-student's= appreciation2-This to- say-that such= is-
I would,-hOwever,--raise -a 1-0estioniias id- Whether weicnow=anytOre_itha-n
what student willing=tow A e-tite. _And certainlywe-havaltheard about the _

test-wise stUdent.-ItWescanbelieve-What-Estudents_stateatthe college -level;_

theyshaVeilearned-typlay_thegameand-quite-hone-Stlyin-quire =as to what is==
WantedisOndelheyba-ve-fthinclinnt what-#--WArited-,Ahey-WillAben_ do it rOr

-iUwecarrbelieveisOthereseatchVemight5 becbriderned-rblearnnthatssote, ==
_ _ _ . _ _ _ _

where-Auring,third:grade-childrenshow_revdenceolteasing-=tobe,question-r=
askers_ ndEbecnibequestion--answerers.-_=All-ElhiSfis tOliintimate-Altatin=-Some-
instances,--paper and_speficil=teStss-ate=tolf tellable indidatort-ofE3tUderit-=_at

-titudes,--values,
What constitutes a --reasonablnalternative-whenweateconcerned-with

______
such latritnites as-inteteSttOneisifttilartangeiituatiOnS in-which--_Attudent
-c-a-n-chOoteafroirrAITIcing-a--Narietys_br-activities.4',ornxlinple;--Ateacherimay_- --

.set up_ Amusic listening centera="-free=reading",]tabrei a-science-table,- and=a,
flint strip7centerArstUdents_cnnsiStentlY=cbdcis-6one;the,teachet -mightfa=conclude-thAt-Ihe-ltu-denUiS ratetested-iii,thtrattivityk_

_

_problettbeWis, reaching=sOte -_agreementfas =whatr-korts---Of _be--
baviors we -are-willing -to- say,make_;=up:_an-AttitUde,-"_.a:--value;,_nuan,interest.,-
Since, evaluation-fis=is- largely -a sdescri p_tionzoffanindivi_dual;--a=teachermight
include inithestudentirrecordAhaVheis-_interested-_-inmusie and_s_then_-give

_ _

reasons -_ why-whythnjeacher --thinks-___OthersE-Itay:fiot!agree-with -what =the
teacher -reports=As-evidendefof interest on the part -Of:thn-stu-dent,_ but at

least= persons -reading_theleport=WillAidyescimebasis-ifor A-greeintovdis---
agreeing-And_will-hve sonieIleseriptiottbf thewayirtwhicha given-student

±==

= Anecdotal= These records_ebnstitute another evaluation technique._

Suchriecords_i-must meet :theiconditions:_of--evaluation7spelledaut earlier,
including-initial infortati on; =continuity;3open,endedness," and--_-the =others-. _

One= factor related_ tosarfecdotal records-is -Frequently;
the,-sOcial: behavior of yo-ungsterS=is_-ofiiii_portande in ra--school--Situntion;
importantenougb_ibbesgraded- on Arepottto_pArents,- The-grade:Maybe-a--
check or a minus; it-maybe -ki-Ji/OET,unSatisfaCtory:or an Slcir Satisfaettity;---
or it 3. WhateVer-the-grading_syStet; the- specific -grade-
sh ould be based_ tigon-Tevidende=-whiehifis- relevant10- the- =behavior =under
consideration. Such-- evidencefshould- be- as= free:as;possible from judgment.
That is, the tecord_should be as objective-As it islhumanlypossible to make,
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-= it. =The- time -for judgment is -when the grade -is- awarded, not-wh-en evidence:
is being _Collectdd.,In_sUch-redorilsi-- one should rititfind SO-ch-_-Vcirds-as--goodsuch=

_ _

__or -bad or _trouble maker_or-d joy- to:have-in- clasi;A§-_-witli- the=4ue§tiofil of
__:-ititerastizthe_particular-behaviOrts--which lead one leadher_-_to: the _cOnclUsibii__ -; _-

that a- child is _bad may:Well lead -another-teacher -to=the conclusion that the
include-descriptioni-=not judginent.-_-_

They- sho uld also he-kept oh-_a7ContinUitig-basig-,--and-ithoulcLinchide-_many
_

sam pleS- of a tiven_student:does -so-thathis-_behavit;iifirniany_ situations z_-
_-is -tedorded-j_Ehave yet neVerziacdeptahle=torne--Ifr =

ain liable to overlook_'=
-z the4i-rnes:10-dicheiS5nOtilistUrbing:=

_ z z

isNariety-ofihehaviors-._
easurement:Aelated-toAesting inza'sense- i s-meaturemen s_ eAermu-

s-USe t
-h

e_ e;-en ItcO_ r ds -4=diffete- n tio rt .--=W hethet keeps
retords:delendsAc alargei ek- tentlpinwhatis .SdeniasEdesilablei i -a given__

-- --:s ituat ion.,16-4fty-ca se ,--§f c C te dords a_ §zhe igh t weight, visi ori- he ating;:and=-
z= the :likeare-apprOpriate.-ASsithingjhatgr- oVtltikitportaati-Withobt

:-:

deter -- =_
mining the precise amount to ht4exhibited,=_Ahen7 reeords showing such
_prOgreiS zcan --useful ,fitAhe- -overall--piCtire-ofiaitindividua

_
ther =Pap an d ±Perc il Itttr en t& The rear,e _o the r pi_ e t_ and 'le n d

instruments =which- =are `different= =from the= -tests= mentioned _above.
ificide, interettinventorios,l- ittUalArittekAvbrtoOldtvidiils;-art*ork,
and l'atay=be--uXtful-_--oVidence-whetiden-tifyiin-
iriterests.-_,Or-zattitude-s--.f-=

here=atzalVpossiblebt ersoure eiof oVi erice and thatiXiall4ay_; tee- f:
_nique is) :§loild_boTeMployed=Thesenevsourdesinc'ude-filniiandizytapes,-

d
zz

sidez=tape§:Th e iap prop ti a tene ss=o-f- I th eie rel it ion7AcC_ iP ea k in
reading,-antstlf,expressionzinAranatict-is: clea

ertainly tlfere are-4thdtteChniquessaVailable:it, ton-es mentidifed-here
,-_-are_intended findicate -thebreadtlt

_ the=_breadth
need lor-ra techniques of-evaluation

efirst stepitbuildintesprOgrant orevaluat ioniszto-determinetowhat-z
extent- evaluatiott sz_clesi redA n-zthis=c-o n- teXtz:evalOati ottisi-not -testing
not iszitgrading;imoris- itrepotting s_While-=_All:theSCindy:be---related;Ahoire-
not tinlesS:they-z-happeifitilbe-defined:afs-Uchitt_

-- --heAuestiOnis related Ati_= grad intandl-reporting;T-aloog-Ivith,_promoting-iand=-:_r_
_

=retaining,_ require_ answers to z-4:- di fferenrSet--:_of--cluesticini.-'Theteftirei=f6tr=_
_tb -_pla nfa lather: broaciprograntEotrstand a tclizettztesting-is tiot-to:
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pla n a cOMprehenSive_program _of- eval uati on;-u nless _the:standardized_ tests:
measure vith Ose r= factors_ and all those factors described. in_- the objectives.
Farther,- it-should-be reniembered here-AhatteValtiatiotielates-more_directly
to individual,' progress-Ahab._ to-grobpprogtess:Anothet --element in_ taking _s _ . _

_
the =-first --is to stipu- late what use= will -_be m- ade _cif evaluation---results.

= Examples of sw h-Useincltide appraisal -ofteacher-seffectiveless,*ppraisal-sof-_-
objectiVei-lare -they realistiC=Tor system); 'appraiSal_=-:Of --niaterialS-,i 4p=
praisalioftlasS sizezor groupingpracticesireporting_JO parents; and-perhaps

-_-_mostimportant-; Working=with7each-iindiViclual_sonsthathis-edocationatenvk
ronmenUis .=_tailorecUtoj IfeedS.-Thest4lecisiti-ii S,wilLdetermin es What=lii

re c

_--.i

ic

-,

M a : n ee

_

16 b e p t b

_

h o M Whlerd :re dS _ar e

.

_

_--

__to -)e- Se ntcrikept;4id74 6=feedf wha(!infornatiCn=andifhat form
Here_ -it zes ndAnalifait -a-=diStintti on tbetWeenz

= _0aluatiOnAtselUand-thei O etto -be-Made:of AheevidentesC011ected:140rng =

= seVatuatiOn=Whilesthedistincti oni ieem -ViousjCis- nonethelesSrthetate
-thatstften=thertwofermssartztelesCop d-_avid e=hidividual=student is rloSt
in _t

, s

he total- progr- am-.-
e:=followintstetAtSAo-irustitte.- , ata-areito=

_ appraisings_a=totalprOgrairr data
SliouldbeSent;to-a_--Central--_bffiea-evalaiter-sWho-i;Might=-then--_appraise7-the --E

tOtat syStenvant 3thakeriu-threComniiiidatio&
__"too iittle-attentkin igiVen_IiiAlferat_tk7T_cirto*Independenfireadingtoz

!physicalf education, ' or to_some_ othPt- objective which= the = system = has
_= asdesirable.-_ilfi-iss_otittheEi other :hint teachersialone4reAO_E-Use

_eva l ba t ionidata,:s u- ch=information =Cat ,be keptby= theindividtal=t ea_ chee f_or- :
use-With-individualslwithin liS_ lass-:Thvi6OilytheSc4te-notfnecessarily
exclusive-;=-eval u-ationdata7MaysbeAiSedin-all---the-WaVOrienti 0n6d-hi:Any bilitsr:±1
situation The -point i_s, the =use musf be determinedin each situation. With
-ClarifiCatitiiitOines==a-nufiderstariding-of4liere)_reSponSibillty-Aiesfof.Cole_z
letticin andivie- and_lar-specifiCatiOntof areas _-invdiere;mutual-=:use=offdatais:te:
-Witiadeihtitheinterest child''s
minimal ivro-ne ---_area_but-_--extensive-=in--iincither; his =achievententi-is- not
aVeraged.'1-Elysaniily_zint a wideAvariety_ofrevahiation-variety -s-on

-- -_

there iSlesrprObabillty_thatundue-pressUre 4ill be-putot aStadent_to_make _

prOgreSs_mobe-arta:When,progras-ia4Ootheica- tea:might,be_mOrelmport
tint-forlii;-HoW ver.Eanless4=Wide-However, -iS

little=a ssuranc e- -= t ha t-Suth-z-pie siutetw il l_ 'Afit_ ,be;thiccnttiotsunconsciously =exer ted. _

Although t_SChoo- l- syst msAisortEanAnterestin=Abi=all-aroun&deVelopMent
Of indiVidualsJfifOrnation-about-individual&41Vpicallyjimitedloaccdenid
achievement social habiii--Xxceptions7to_s_thisovie=
generalization-ate,thosestudents:who exhibit or learningproblems.--

=Because -of the nature -of evaluati On, and its tin-AO- Objettives
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and classroomictivities, it is= impossible to talk about- who should Cvakiate, z

rancl"hA,-without-treatifig Ad-some extent=the-question-_of-objectives.i:--
-ObjectiVes_include_lwo elements : =student,behavior-: and =content:These --

two _terms are-broadly- donceiva.-The_major,ftinctionis--Eto- gaide;teachers
in the selection -of ictivities=andsevaluation-techniqueS-. If this_fufittiOn is to' _, _

be served, it -seems -logidal-to involve±teacher§ i nEthe-Tforniniation-_ot objec=
tives: Teacheig- do:Sit-On -cominitteeS-Ewhich-nre charged- with'stating Ebb-. . , _ _jectives. As--_objcdtive-s are_fbritiulated,:howeVer,lew=arecircidated:among
-teachers---todiscover what teachers would do in the classroom in relation to -_
-the-objecti-vesOf"the--=objectiVes-are-Communicatesoniething,to-"teathers-_ z___

__=_-thenitseems=reasonable to_idistriver,whetherthis_somethipg
__fitunicated---Jt=imatters-_-_-notWhat:theobjeCtiVesare*,-"Etnt-iEthey-*_etd_
"-einpliaSiied-finClaSsroontsi:_thetrteathtrsishbuld"beabler_to--understarcl-Ithe__
intent-of ari-_-objectiVeTzheil-Only--Way==itOTfindithigrout,isJ0-las

---_=-J--T4o-zquestiont=migitWelLbenskedEcfteidlerS":-1)=GiVetattypitallclaiS,-_-_ :_"s*
roc Miat Iinds rffACtiiitieg-WouldfyOu=cfetito3children=to-khieve=thi§1"

activities ,--Objectivel-e? -notio-trof=kindsiof in=theipltirat
instances = there

z

iSrnoioneactivityyhi=ch=will4ssure_tha t-an-nEobjectiVewilll
-eachieved anyOne_activity

_

That isappropriatefaveach_ individual-asahe
Woiksitowarditheiobjectivei2)-Nhat-Wotayou_use_As evidence-to- determinei
wh-ether'a-studefit-l§--makirigprdgress:towardithisibbjectiV-e?Or, how would
yotr collect evidence to determine whit proves a student is making'

__E= _Thutthe---§eddr4gretijit zbdildint=invaluati.'11YrograbAsr=-16_be-clear
- -about What:objectivCsnreEinipOrtant anciEwhethel teacherkCarr

_the YEfireA n te ndec to -be used .-Jh_ e r e s po nsibilityfor-lhii =§tep lies with-the
personrresponsiblefor CurriculumAlOelopmentand=teachers.-1Cis=rocan =

_ The =third=r a j Or-itepirr b- ui l d- ing n n-e- va l tationi"p-rogranEis-ta e xerci se -_ th- e
imagination n=relation-Wtheztypesioftechniqueswhichrate-appropr.ateito:

giVen'objeCtiVe.-Xertainly--Ethere--nrelittieifWheir=grOfip-IeStk areuseful4iid_=:-
relevant. :=There ife;:_hditietcliiii-e§mliefrijhantiotreAieal-yrhAtifidedtd._E
CriticaUtoEreMemberi-ii_that"whatever

= only -m6re-Or_lessz sophisticate-dr_ irif4:rencei-JoilbezEinaderi-about-iWindiVidfial;-==-===

-- conclusion$;-,thereforesliouldheldEftentativelyAir =

storming__ ession_dotilc1=- tieiprofitably=helcrto-_-Suggest===n-s7=many_Tways-fto-

evaluate;,letr-us:say;=prdgress-in-arLappreciation-as-a=group=can -construct:'
_

Criterikfor--"teleVance;_of a-techniqUe_will-EtoMeiontIS-theintentOfthe--terni _

--aPpreciation-_-beconief_th-dreq-cleat as'_a= _result _of the = brainstorming: _The
resPOntibility-for-EthiS-:stekli6s_iit_therhandS-_,-0(the-tentral"offiCe=Epersnfinel _-
-who are -inome4ayrattached-torprOgrimAevelopmentaridirrthe-zhands--ofr
teach( to±whimithe-intentof-Objectivesimustgieclearzif relevant-tVidenCe--_E
is to_be-collected,_Wheir risatisfattorysetOf illustrative-tichniques-has_Ebeen _-=-
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_

-establiShed_ for-any:one-or any set of_objectivesjhey shoUld be dirculated-_
alongwith,the bbjedtives -to -all teachers _whotwill- be expected_to usezthem
RefinemCnts:can-bemadeon-_thebhsisiof=responsei.---Whea-a_compilation,

has- been _Made, -a _statement -can- then-bezacceptdd -dn -a:tentative-basis:The-
rbaSis is- tentative becaUkevaluatiOnis continuous= eVidenceris.c-ol--
-lected;:changes -in- objectives-and-techniques will be_ naicated.
--The-fourth step-in building an-eyaluation, prograthis to determine what_
kinds =of --data _intist

=

be-C- ollC d- ed , h o w c ft enFi t-is--_t- az be t e d_ , and -With
whom_itiszto=be_shared.- For exiMple,rtkeremaybecertaii-academieSkills--_-
which are acquired over a relatively short period of time Thus, initial

_

meaSuresi-will=bestakerrand--tepOtted,switlirane--_-ormore-fdllOwupintasures-=:-
= takeninath atter o f wee ks.4 f i n forn ati-o--_ n a b ain'thepern iane ieeTOI le a rning
--dr==the extenspOn-ofa-skillss==desired,=additionaVntatults;stakei_dverta
-longer perio-d_T-Of tither would-:betAlled==f6r:::__=-_---_

,-,-.-WhOti=jnterestsis-sia,s-dinethingiakin_-ta-app-reciatiori;OUatertaiatype=of_ _

Oritdlheinternalitatioa-,Of=a-,particular
_

Aht-feviden-waVailable:to=U-swe-nCed==notfexp_ectf-rapidizprogress,=EreqUent==_=:,--E-
_ _

7colle-collection_ -kind-of;prOgressiisinot7necestary-for=as.!_=
--sistance -in- making-:_decisions-_-regardingithetiming,-_-of===collectida,-_-,a_khool

Staff Might---Well--empldy,thenSerNides==Ofia:ipsychOlogU:=_Whether==_datatare_-_
sharedaanlyrbdtWeeateacher and- child- ar=are-Shared:aMozigteaChet,---Child,--=
and_ adMinistrative--perSoiMelr:dependS= u_pori=Whether,--1-=partiCbli-rikind-=-61

data_ard=ta-be-AliedIfor=tatal_---pragrath-Apprar§altior=for--=helpitigjra=:giVen-=
individual This ,i§_iza_=iiiatt-e 1-:fot-lo6a1--=c1e*niinaOn-;_=bUt- ikfk-Atieition-_-

I=-_-___-_ ---_-_

fifth step, -_-'_ _ _____
datermine =the ----formin==WhichAlata--thoUld-:-_,beicollettedaitdshared.=-One--

_ _ _

Might-even_ want= to:lje_ibl,tictreme4s-ito__:§tan&rdileaform-for-aneCd-otal--
recordS-Or-a vitabular-yforidegcriing-p-ragre§s=in--dertaiitareas-.--This-ap--_-_-, _=gears tabeloo confining,:b-utsomeway of assuring accurate` communication
sh-ould_-bedevised.:Theiri-dst

_

persons_whdare iidocument; :test-,:or_profile-what itednVeys-td-_theme_-_-
Since changes:fairly:rapidlY,---thisishould-be_doneJeg

;Finally,--thelast7step inlmilding-aitevaluati-on-progiam is-to usethe-data
collecteth No matter= liowspecifiethe---uses are;:no-matter=liaw-Avell-docu_

_ _ _ _

_m-ents communicate, and_=n0=matter =how appropriate=the-±particular-tech---
_ _

nique;-it all goestforinatightunlesS,it is _

progress-of which thdy-- are .--===:-=-

Now aitingS-=reptirt-s- that -in la
study-fof 2,000-teacherSJOZ591- schools,_ approkimately=0:-IPC-reent-of these
teathers look at test data information students,---Paynes
study (4) reveals that students who are-anlikely=to-achieve-acceptableleVels
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_

of attainment under a given curridular arrangement- cadbeEidentified-and
helped.early thefirschciolz_careers.- _

This itt-idyhas--tupported -the-findings of other investigators who- suggest that
-deterininisM _dots -exist-in schools.-The_relative_ positions of students within-a=

_

grou0-_were established-early_and_iMaintained-oVeteverat yeart Some change -Ifs-
-necessary ifthe-school is_striving to king -allistudentsitf_ at least- a_minimal-level-
_of--",1satisfactory"_achievement,-The-study hwpresentedistrongrevidendelhatra

=-- thange_willinOti-ractutiOnder-the_,present_liractiodsjn-thestschools---- then a -__
Aden _those defits=*ho _ areinoi=_IikelY:to ireath-,responsibility

ilevel=baderfoiciSting:conditionS:=r7
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i4cw the u_ os e ol thiS =PerS p e c tiV e s_ ri5 eading r-vi_ o l it eiA n sid et_ r

-Narcds-di ensions=and Enenn-rf,eViliating the-TeadingsbehOiorsubf
studentsi-it seemS=a0piOpriite-to-fotis attention_ difthergbals_Of
peogran,whialdf6uld0(oVideTie=3a§ijotAhee*alukVe-piotei:kpee=
-tectuigite=t6Ahi§7,iitidertakii*--hOweVerisa-=totiiihon-undetitantlingiof the,

=departure-in _the=discus
sign of= the =goals of_a _reading program. _Thus;_ this= p_resent-ation` will _have = ____

w opurposes .--_Tirs titwill=_O resent-con tr a sting d efin it io_ ns e -reading and_
will delineate the,definit_ kn tte1heAindation_lor the

'

:

--rethaindet of tht thipter:-Setondithe-diScuSsiOnAvillAeatWithsdne:seletted:
goalsf=of_a-rending--prOgra6-Vrhibppearto-lie inlOottant--with, rtSpett- to ------

--the definition.-

enicessity_ for-dealing with:theq_tiestion-,F_ isod=-
-----_- ----011=AVroi-=_40tithesei

iclifferentpeopk;_und=(b)-jthatlheiway_in,which-li_leacher=onsionsly---Or
-----=unctinsciouslydefines-rethfingis-reflettedifilhegoals:ofthe reading Orogram-

-be-proV ideilo ti lis-youngsteri.Ah ether thesehypotheses tan-6(cannotzbe
validatekempiricallyis-OpetztoAtestion,Jbut i t does seen:logitalsthattke
data lor_itia---iiiv-undertakibdata available _For at

----of the-- seinesterl-=have_tach--:of the_StudeittS-=:_ent011ed-ht course rin=
deV elopten tt tre adingwrite ia-' definitiOn-e_---fe ading.=Asnightjhe_-exOetted;
the results-re:quitexlivergent.- Moreover,_ the factthatAiffereardefinitionST
oUreadingido_exiStiti=theimindsofiteaCherssUggesti:tha-its_thiglit-he-_*ot=

observe
_ _ _ _ _ _ _

sible =to- the,inipacUrot_theSe-- stated efinit ions --in-= the--goals-ther
= _ _ _

-__enwhasize---inflieit,reading s_

Although the ass be Validated
cm speculation --W_state
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that_ the professional'literature_ is_ replete With_ definitionssof reading,= that
the definitions_do-ht fact differ;-and that.thay_dolhave-differing implications
for -instruction. -In_an -extrenie=and somewhat:fadetiousisense,=_an-anetdote_
offered =by- Huey- (S) -in- his -early book,--771e--psythdlogy: and Pedagogy of
Reading_-_mdy helpto illustrate th-e,poinf:

_

To the-early-peoples, readirignwas--one of the most mysterious-of the arts, ,,oth
perforraance and inits origin; We retallh-ow,-even in modernAinies, Living=

stone-excite&the-Avondersandrawa-olan African=tribe asahe daily pettsed_abook-
-_ _that had-_--turVivect thesvitissitadesaf travel. Sa incomprehensible,_ to thes-c-saVag-,6S-,--"

--_wa s- his 0ifon lanemid the-b O k,sthat they=finall)(stole,itandattit;'omebest-
_--=_=_way_-__thek:knew--of--ntatling'?

het efr;Huer_s-_-;-an-ecdate--,can- e_fiacCept-ed

_-_-reading"-is-,doubtful--_-NeverthelawitAvouldi-tertainly=_Sirfiplify:=_-_the tasks
_-_:-deterriiiniig-Ithe;geiallot=a=readiag-prograift=_

_ = . __ ___
-__In_a--more,serious_tlighttthechterature:relatede,to--the psychology andAhe'= _ _ _ _ _teachiwof reading---reveals:three-,points-fofiyiew:whenzitcomes--tadefining=

reading:= =(a) reading is= decoding; (b) =- reading = = involves _- perception= and--
---Stognitibn;-"iiandild"riading
Sponse_ and =an affectiveireSponse:=

Reading =is __decoding.-=Bloomfield11-2 -Tam ong_others-prtsented-rtheidea-_thati-_=

,:rsreaditigAs:_=baSically::telatingf-satindii--to;:sinholS.---_IHecontendedr_-thatE_the
alphibetic,=nattire 7_= ot_theTnglishAanguage=-Itior-a=---ors-lessz demands that

___readitibeiViewedin--thiSlight-Turthermore,=ht--Stiggestedjhat---meaning18-ss
_ ___ _ _ __ _-r_- -not uniquely inherentirtafeading,-lhatthatit iatelatedl-oull-uses-rof language

The-implication_ ithatla-is= -riaditigina!anything:
breakinga

_Irrits-
_ _ _

sdecoding definitio-n-of_=reading: indicates _that_
-thestudent pustdevelopTliabit patterns -_which-_-perniithim-Ao automatically ,

--t-ransfofai'Viritton'signals-inta-_:their-Toral-cautiterp-a-tt-s-;liisiothef;Words,Ithe__
primaiytasksOf teacher-at creading;-r_when-thiafsis'thafacceptad'definitioniz-of-
re adin- g;: iS-- tore- fiab- le, pipil- a --to -Aev e- lo- p f a n underS tanding_-o-f the alphabetic

naturdiof=the langaagaandJa,deVelOpeithifindattiiely:or deductively;_-
skillinproducing-IsbundS,for_synibOls-.--Thus,1-_theimplicatiansIthe_detoding
definitiori_rof reading_holdsJorstha=re-ading;prograin-Are_s_quite-;definita*W
respect---to --thei_operation_=af4the=:teachevandilist:studentS,--First,Fit=seems-

reasonable_-,:that_therelvouldbe=a---greatsdealroEemphasivon-sound=symbol-i-_
relationships in such a classroom Second, there undoubtedly wouldbe

___r considerable-n_ainoant:Sotroralreadiag:forilhe purpoSe -of-determittingz-the-
accuracy of de-coding.-_-_Finally;Aheireading-jpro&-ain'rWould-claaLlvithicogni,.
fiat only in -an These- OPerationi,=it -app_eafs; Woulttis_be,
standardized frarillro-uP:targrou-p _and libm4rude -levelt-o --grade lev-el. =
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Reading involves_ and cognition; In- contrast- to- the decoding
definition- of-- reading-iarb_ those= definitions which- view-
dimensional act-Smith and_Dechant (10)--in-dzDaber ificrDallmant'M as
well as- others have-Itaken=this-poSition.,11-6- defin4ignsz_which=fall into this-
category _-_suggest that reading--_invOlvesi-not-nrtly-yisnals-erception of= the
written= symbolS, =but also-thoughtful- responses -onithe-parf-offthe _reader;_

They also -imply that _the-, intent _of_ the readeriAndzthe_backgrotind- he 'hat to-
W ork- with in -resp ond ingrtO-_wh at _tea& pernit hiMtb-develop-gew
understandings

_ _ _

implications ort e reading -is

progrthniardEfir-Aiffer6fitfrgm=thosegrOjettedEbY±_the:decOditig'definitiOff.-
-BitiCanY,'-it=extends-IlidiccitiCeptrofzitading-oN4-da-lty--,thei-debodigg-danit=--
tionby=placing=strong emphasis--b-nItiteatiing*dlevelszofthgught.=-Thert=jt-__-
fore; this definition luggests that the classroom teacher should be concerned
with=wOrdznerception,-skiMf_and-Mith4he-=abilityonzthe_part thereader=lo:=_i_

__interaCtiWith--the-atithorinzw_vatiety of thoughtfur iv-ays:=-K_teading_pritglitn=== -;-
WhithiSis:=--C-Origruerit AVWthe--ftwg=dinitn-tibitalldefittition-
learning=aCtiVitieS-0f thiSittattite:-Call_gradeleVeliz-r-=

Re-
-adiig

4 n r oh e s-pe rc ep tud , -i c ogfit i a -dffeeti ie,rerpo is_ -d.-- _- Th d-_Ahird-z- _

typd__of,definitiog=that can--be-lonnd=i theliterature-isimorecom let-thAi
eithetof theother-two tYpes:=It suggesttithatteadinghasIthede-dimensiogs;-=
namelya-perciptualzdimen-iion,==meinit*'-idimensiOn;

dreading
_

dimension. =With- these_ =criteri_a -_in__mind; be-f defined An==the-----
following_manner-:==;:_ ==

Readingzin volves --t he--visual ±perception;of =_W-ritten-_Synbglsfatd;:the_----
transformation=oftWsymbols -toAheirbxpliCitOf=implicr oraltotnter===__: _

partsciThe,otal-respotki-thOnAct as=stithulifonkth-ougl, ful_ireaction;og
the rtaden-The-Ayge=orlevelrof thought
i- s_determined in =party by _the intent And-the bAckgroundirof the teAderanct =

thinitgre-Of the.niaterialS._IIn_AdditiontheeeffOrt-exp_eridedln----theger==--
ceptuAlz Act:and thd-intellectuateintgactrof-the=;written-material-§=Onthe-"--i
reader :is =influenced- by- his-, interest =in = the spetifiC, selection and by --his-
-- attith&_ito-wardireaditig-jitzgeheial

The definition. ofTeading noted--aboVe hAsifither =definite- iniplidatiOncfor_
a- r-eadihg___progta-m.:Basitatly,-it-isUgggfithd-_A-rdadingroogiath=whiohfisr:
congruerit_With,thitidefinitiottShOtild=havt _three StrandS.-_One-Strand-shodldi
be- concerned=with--_the percOttial-skills-of_reading._=-Ksedgnd_--Strandz-of-the
grogram should-deal-zwithAhecognitiveidimensionsolreadingwhile=a-lhird- =

strand _should-be devoted=t6_4he- affectivel-dimensiobs=or reading.--_iNot only:-
should -there be_three strandsig_terint of-goals-for _the-reAding program; =hut
there shbula alsolbd tvidenCe -ollearning_actiVities ittthe_program which are
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explicitly deSigned Ao _aid = youngsters= in attaining- these _goals. Thus, ari
analysis- ofAhe biweekly= or Monthly-program, in terms of thetim-eallotted-
to different endeaVorsi_should reveal a relative balance Withlrespeetfo the
three strands of- goals. An :optiinum balance would, cf course, depend on
the grade level and the- types of pupilsiinvolVed; _nevertheless-,Ahethree
strands'should-always-he yisible.:MoreoVer, the ongoing evaluation of the
reading. program:should foCus attention-orLeach of the threediniantions of
the program. To clarify this_ position, the following- sections pfesent amore
analytical- discussion of the= apecific soals of the_reading:pregranilusingAhe_=
thtee=dirnenSioriaLdefinitiort as a eonceptual=framewor

rsecond;possibility_lotthe genetallack--otenthtisia-srit fergoalsisntthat __
_

they-are ifrequentlyiXtatectrinisubh-alashion=thattheyzdo,_not=giye__adeqUate----
guidahoetti-±thet-pers-on=who IcAo-lhelP-_-_children_:necomplish=themAn
cases, -the goals are so-gtostAhat'theyleaVe=jgteat=deatiglatitudeifor
-pietation-offmisinterpretation:In-et er-they-,--thdyfriens attention o:,
tea-cher,behaVi6f--and-ineton--Pdpil:_behividiTthlit,-Aheydigfadt-the teather's:;-
attentionfremibehavieral-:outeomelien_rther-zpartiof hisAtUdents:and-drawit- _

ton,:his'= teachinglechniqiie.-Jhere4s--=ne- doubt-Ahatfa-Trelatinnship-eXitts
betweenleachinglechniqbeindspupil-;behaviolb-ut=:goals:shotildfibt:Staterf
inAterns-=_of pupirbehaviors =s-ot that iattention-=ist focused- onT-the_ - __;
p_riniatilr and- _rmi- teacherktoridarily

_ _ _

--thitclAeaton--Wh- ..ducatienat goals==appeartte:-carry_negative_c_binfota=-
=

_

-tion-=iitayibei_thatthe -Atlatierthips=-_-am-orig_Ahe4hilosephy--guidingiz the
-_ tducatiolaL=ptograrkElhegbalfAlie-_--P-togram;-::-instrtittiOnal-decisitins-

= governing the Ieamingactivities, and thi evaluation process have not been
clearly_TereeiVed-.--As--far=caseiinr_p_oint,coriSider_ thes-e_Aelationihips:=Witlf =

_ _respect -iagain.:In:AhisinstancCAh-e-idefinitio-nof
ireading=ipr&ides-:-the=baiis-_fer;the-seope=oflhergoah.The4oals,Tin--ttirr-
indicatelheldrid-s-_-ofsreadingand=z-reading-xelatedfliehaVin6=Ahat:_children-.--
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goals = of the program should =guide -the teaCheriin the-t9pes of _learning
activitieOie selects', and the evaluationiprocedures he fellows._

Although the remainder= of the article will not resolve, the problems in-
herent in _a discussion of educational goali,- :what follows is 'designed to
accomplish tvioithings: (a) the goals of the reading prograin will be put into
perspective with regard to the_thred=dithensional definition btreading;and
(b)_the nature and-instructional implications -of selected_ goals of the reading
program will receive consideration:'_

e__ sn
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_-part;-_bytlie-intentr=and-the-backgroUnd'of-r_the_Eifeader -anctthe--hititre-zbUthe;
inaterialt-; In addition, the-effort eaipendedin-the-&r-ceptual actiricitheintol,

-_-_--ilectualimpact of the-iiritten partielt:._controlled-by__his interest-inn- _

-theVecific selection hisrattitudettoward:reading-toward --
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1AND_READINGIR ELATED -BEHAVIORS
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-the perceptual
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staticls-what-hels-readingand_thei-way_--he feels about reading his
_eflorttzin the pereeptualrarea.vin otheriWords,:thezthreetypes-_otgOals- and_
their _behavioralioutcomes do interact=aucli;dre=interdependent Upon one

-an-other.=-This does -dot preeludethe,posSibility, however,-that we can think=
-ab-out ancl=brganiztilthe'reading,ptogrant in_ -away that_the three:types-
of-goals-Aviltriceive_ varying degrees- or emphasis at-different-tirnes.- _

_In general, then;=_the purpose=or FigUreTis-the_-the _pOSition=that-_ _

thesoals_ortheirearclinsprogram,.Should-;._belhree_-_ditriensictial in-natuie±and_
_-thatlife;goals-arei-Interclepetident--rcinE-Amie_-anotherArthinterrelateil4ith:a:
definition =---

--the;ittiplethentation or- the -oLis;-alid-r-t e=evaluation-,
=

-111-±o-rdet_--tO'flirther-Tclarifyther Sign Cari-Cd=_ofz=-thegoals-io f t e=readine-_ _

_PIograftl;:the_re-Mai-ndef -ortheipresetit-ati-on-iWillsbe-AleShited:16=u4iSeussidn---
-- _or Sothe--seletted--=gdalS--lheit-idiple-m&fitatioh,=-Jandlheii-iiitiplieationS=fOr--z

evaltiation.
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-must reiult from a_-thoughtful analysis of the,perde-ptualitechniques- needed
by children. ThisEpositien is=as_-true-for=first=grade:_-as=_it-is-for-isixth grade.

One of the problems fated-With respect to the=goafthat-_children-should_be-
able-to dethonstrate a variety of ways to_ perceive Words,is-thatsome teachers
do_not have:the kn-owledge beededitorbe_analyticaLlir Myexperiencei_With
teachers= Who -11Ave_,Okolled in-_course-in-i'eading,:-itr=i-§-not_ un--

_ _ _ _ _ _ _

common- to find-at-the beginning-Of the_cour-seias manyas 40.;percent of the-
_ _ _

members of=a_r_classAvho_tannot define:such=_terms-_-_ascontext-tInes sight
:words,- structural analysk-blenkdigraph,4ndlyllable.=-Nolis itanusu-allo=
-find -rWnitirknowledge-W=kleastoreitom-m-OkSeqdencei-or =___

=teaChingphonio-Skilli;Ihati-s-,-- in-Sequenee-therordeebtlear&--
ings is, initial -_ConSonatt-S;=fitiikeensonants;=_dig-taphs-4ild-=bleildS -Voivelk

-=
and syllables -

In anothei-but relatedvein, itis not-uncommon to find that experienced
teacherse-areadingliavelittleior no_=feelingforforiiinderstanding-of possible_

=a=new _technique for__
_iperceiving-words. -For ocample,--the=question-,`,`What-a-rejwo-ovthree-_-pre;_,-

requisite-,Slcills_for learilingAOi011abieate-__W_ordSr_ draWS-a--=blank.t_ApprO.--
"priate-responsesi suChk,lh-eiability ter recognize=theivowels-and:COnsonanti
in==life-riphabet-,1-the===ability-_to OreeiVevoivel= sounds iinTwordsdncl-the
ability_ to-I-apply

=

tc'singlesyllable:words,_ go

inIth-encase otfirst--gradeteachers,the:concepts--of-helpfullve,learn--_
ings_-=befete-actual-reading instructionbeginsiare AaguC:Althoughvisunl-and-

dita ryl_ dis tri m i n i t
_
n M ay : b e : -V erb l i

_
ec r b :s m_ e k_ =_bei ng_of- -S

prerequisitelearningS, When-the-point is=preSsediaslo_hoW-suChskills might
be :developed=nd eviliited,Ahe:responSes= shoWioireallgraqItot-utder
Stind. ngsof theskillSinentiohe

=

The--_pUrpoSe-,--_hete,--:jsinOtAo=risdieulealthoughAhis- mayappearitorrbe-the-
case, _rather- __itiszto==s_uggest_-_-that;--ifa-:legitimate--goit_:of_sthe-Terceptual=

dimenSiOn-_-ofihe:reading- program=isito--have'children= earnto_ uSeTaivariety
of tech-nig-ties to become_moreiknoWledgeable-
and==more:analytica- l==witLregard-_Eto=-theseltechnique-K=Dnce-zthis-i-isTrio-ne-,-

-_---te-atherWill=thave4reater_ fat ilitYlnAeieloping==_Spedific-=goals-,in-_,-thiS-:area
which -in zttifn-willigive_m6re-preciSe_direction-toinstruetional decisiOns'and-_

_
_z_-_evaluatiok=procedureS;_-_

The second= dimension of= the = reading program deals =with cognition or
comprehension: _The overriding goal here, it seems is to enable pupils- to
grow in their ability to think about and react to written materials in a variety
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of = ways. This=_goal has not always-been -achieved,:foi at three reasons.
First;- "reading comprehension_ has been:thought ofas a =general_ ability._

This concept -haSrbeen- prompted, la part by-studies -Whiehrhave indicated _-

the- problems -of Measuringdifferent types of readingcomprehensiom_lt also-
has-been_supported definition that-reading i&`-"getting-theanint=from

-the_printed-page." To-get meining-,:iathis--case-,zhas beeninterpretedlcitean
ability to-recall:Cr recognize =

_

41_seconclEireasoc--why__:readershaveaot-beCtime-as=ithoughtful_=andi-as--=-
-sen-sitiveas-_somepeople=wauldAvIntthem-Aolbeis-_that eethpiehtrisien-rha&:-_--
-=been:deSeribedEa&a--ftagmented-iabilitWithnianymirfute-Sub=abilities:Such-_- _

rdefiniti-ons__zOf =cOMpfehenSio-n=lbaveirprodneed--;-so-- elethents-that-ilzis
humanly - impossible to keep_them= al_l =in- mind, =let_al -one preVide_apprcpriate
learnin-g_netiVities_and evaluation; techniiinesfot_allef them. -The end result
herebas-appeatedAnireading_programs_Where_therewaslittle continuity in=

WthirdInoblem-in=zthis area-seems_ to-bethat-reaing _expetts=and-atithers"
-_ o f ins tructionaU naterial&=havetrelted ea_ d ing e_ o n prehen-sion -ii-idifferent_

particUlarC- oncernAn-thi&inStante;iS theiaek-ofagteethentiathe _

lermi nologyus_ed _As-a_result _it is difficult to diferenti -ate among sucbterms --

a&-creativerea-ding;-interptetiVereading;:and-Criticil-ieadiag-=_Ort-e-d-eSign

In- aa effort- to oVereomethese_ problems-,-it--mightbe well to conSider_a
c-sclassificatioysteM-which--Would:provide-;ansuaderstandable=andimanage-

able_=basi&lor develoPing__specific-_,gealS,=-selecting -learning-activiti4, and
designing_evaluative -itechniques_for=the--eOgnitive--Sttand of :the?teading

Using some -cf,the Categories-and ideaSdeveloped__b-yllloom-(/),=Saaders
(9), L-etten-(7);_and-G-u=s-zak -_(4);, it searns appropriate-6_sUggest-thatthegOals

_ for the-cognitive= diniensicin-of= the-_-_program Could -be :placed: into four
-categories :-(a)Aiteral_Meaning,_ (b)-_-inference,-_(c)evaluation, _andE(d)_appre-
ciatiOn._ Let us =briefly=consider- each-- of these- categories.--_

_

Literal meaning.--As used here,literal meaning is concerned withideas and__
information_-which are explicitly-sstatediica_reading_selection. In terms of _
pupil behavior there are _tWotipes- of literal-meaning _tasks.:The first of these_
is recognition Generally; arecognition, taskrows-ont of the purposes -set
fdr reading by-either the teacher_ or the-pupil. Such-tasks require the student
to -locate- or identify ideas or niformation-explicitV-stated in the-reading
selectien itself Cr in exercises which-usethe-explieit- ideas-and information
presented in the-reading selection, Recall is the second -type of literal mean,
ing task. _In thisiinstancethe_itudentis asked toproducefrom-memory ideas
and-information explicitly= statedin--the_ reading selection.

Although-literal meaning i&the most-basic level in _theproposed classifica-
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tfonssystem;- purposes -lotreadingand±teachers queStions:designed=to-elicit
responses at= this- level -May 'range froth Simple-to com-plex::Forexample;
a simple tasknin-literal comprehension may be the-reeognitiott or recallSof a:
-single fact or_ incident_ =story.-0-nthe othet hand, a-_ more complexlask-
_- mightbe-the-tecognition- or_ recall:of a-series_ of facts -or-the seqUencing of-
incidents_ in a_readin-g -_ _ _

_Inference. -The second-category in'the- sUggested_classificatiottsy_stem-for
reading_comprehension-deakWith the_ability=to_drawt-inferenceS:-Infetential _

_ _ = _ _ r _ _

-,eoM-ptehenSiOn-iS -rdethoastfate&bYthestudent-WheitheaSe-s-th-e-_ideasa-nd-s'
infotinatiOn-rekpliditly-_-Stated-itt-theselection-;--slhis;intuition-;sand--hii;peitotial-

-=--fek-Perien& a§-,a=ba§ia_==f6f=t6nljectutts=and hypotheses: Inferences drawn=liy_
-theis-tUdentlitakbe-_eithet coavergent br_diVergent in- nature arid:the:student
=May-or may be asked to_verbalizethe:rationale underlying:Ids:inferences.
--In_-:-ganeral;-==thetii=i-nferencesjare -scitT,alited-ibki-purposes-_tforrfeading-:and_.--
rteachers"-queStionS-which:dem-andthithinkingnkinnd'iniaginatio-n-Altat go--:beyond
the=_printed- page: =

T-Itere==are a- n-u Mber -of Specific inferential= taSks which --readerS-:iiiight be
iskedito perform: For eXaap le ,-the -Stu den t mayf-be called-UpOno_infet like= _-

tesses and differences in characters, times, or places as presented in the story=
with their---co-unterpatts;in==hisAternory:-=Sudh_itifetential==__toitiparisbrisi can- _

revolve-aroUnd-=ideas=i-sucli-zas-hereisandstheresand-s-noW- and sthen4rifetring
cause and_ effectrelationships is-asecond Possibility. This_endeavor may, for
=instance; srequire:=IwPothesesraboutthe:reasons=why characters -interacted

places-icandi othet_charadtetS-i:, in--the -Way-that they=did-.A-=-third-
inferential _task: might-be_lto "this-s_case: the _-
student is asked_tO-hyp-otheiize-about the-nature- oftharacters- Ott=the'-basis"
of explicit elties :presented-lit the-Selection.-:Chatacter traits, as_-used-hdte;
may bt= vsychologicak_ socioleigical- or :physiblogidal-_In nature: 1V_ final
example -of= an-inferential taskwould-:bt_ predicting _outeotnes: This-type of
exercise is rather common- and =it _occurs= When:- students -read_ an initial
portion of -a selection and conjecture-about_whatwill-take place next. --

In -general; _then, infereace_goes beyond what is explicitly- stated in the
materials- read, -and the quality of the inference is dependent-on the literal
meanings the reader obtains_from the selection, -on his reservoir of informa-
tion, and-on hisiflexibility of thinking. = _

Evaluation: Purposes for reading and-teachers' question-s, in this instance,
requirerreSponseS_ by the student which -indicate that he has arrived at- a
judgment by comparing ideas -presented in the selection with external
criteria provided by the_teacheri-ttheil authorities- or-,other written sources,
Or withintetnal_critet la provided by the reader's experiences,- knoWledge, or
values. In essence, evaluation deals with judgments and focuses on qualities .

of correctness, worthwhileness, appropriateness, feasibility, and_ validity.
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There:areimany opportunitiesto have student-think abouttheirseading _-
at this-leVel. Judgment concerning reality -=or fantasy are one =basicrtype-oU
task-. When--childrertare_asked; "Do-you= think:thatzpigs can seallY-talk?"-_
-they-are requiredtei_make:a---judgment on_ the:_basis of personal experience.
Another example of ait evalbation_laSk-is:theone wherea pupil Might_ be
asked_to pasSjudgment on the adequacy_and-yalidity of a piece of writing on
thelasis_of A comparison Withothetselections-on'the-same subject A-third
activity'thigbt-beiconeerned-_-with-fact _versus opinion,-__while_a=fourth--task
could_- deal =with=-the == appropriateness =,o ia== charac- t-er ='s -= behavior: '_Other=
examples- could=be:greentedlioWever;titeldintis'Ahatthe possibilitieifor
evaluation -doexist and:should!be-utilited4talFgradelevels.=--s-,-_-==

Appreciation.- Thefourth=and-fitialeate-goryinAh-e-rstiggeste-dolassification
:sySteirt inVolves-alLtheTreviously-itteritionedle-vels-=_Ofsthought=and_iiyetjt
go-es-beyond them.----Appreciation-,--_ast_tted ifereifrcalls -fof-the =student tobe
e- -mOtiOnallyzand-idesthetically=sensitiVeto---the-Written--WorklaniFto7have-a----_

. .
reaction p-psychological -,::When: a-

student verbalizes-his feelingslabbut13art os all of irea-dinselection-in=term5-
ofsexcitementiffear,idiSlike;or-borethim--Keistftinctibriiit-g-it---the:sa-pprecia--i
tional= level:_This is alsc trileAvhen theseader demonstratesrzhiS-sensitivity -t0-_---
sympAthy--tot, oreni-path-y)vithoharattert'and-happetintS:pCrtrayedsby-the
iauthOrEinally,,apprediatiolisoecur-S-4hehtheseaderseadts:to the_nnthOes-
artistic ability=to paint -word --ipictures -which=eaUse-thCreadetto-visualize.
Sinektaste, and-hear: Altho-ugh:the_behavioral products-of specific appreeia-
tional- goals-may be-difficultto eValtiatea:coneern forithis:iitype-ofintel7_
lectuat andlemotionali response should be evident:in-_the -sea:ding:program--
__Ili_ general; _-then- the--suggestecFclassification-_sy_stem:=_for-the--cognitive-_

_dimension --of-the ireading:_e-program-proVides-idireetiCnfor-fonr -types =of
specific goalsin=comptehertion_iliteralinferential,-evaluative-,-ad apprecia-
-tiondk--Althoughithere is:overlap--_alitong-thed-tldveh-ofthought it appears
that _comprehension -tasks can be Ede-signect whichz-Will place_-_ emphasis on
responseSithat can be _placedinta the categorieS.-Moreover, it is hoped
that, although literal coMprehensiottis _fundamentalto=the other-types of
comprehension, greater_ emphasis- will be placed on inference,:_evaluation,
and appreciation in ftiture reading-programs-.

Affective Goals of the Reading Program

As the three-dimensional definition of reading indicated, the feelings a
pupil has about a specific reading selection or about reading in general will
have an influence on both the perceptual and cognitive dimensions of the
reading act. Some people may_ be skeptical- about -the power of affective
responses to influence reading. There will be others, however, who will nod
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their headS in-approvali for they-will-have-seen_this phenomenoninropera-
tion.In a related veini_TheodOreClyner, M a-recent University of Wisconsin
InstitutelwReading, discussed:Soffit-readability research fie_ had-cOndutted.-
ie found that a number= of trade-boOks that =were teemm ended- for-pr ma y

gradeuse_-_by publishers -wentzheyond;the_d. ffichltynlimits_ of a-common
readability,fordiula-designed forpriinary=gradaterial.-Yet, he-noted,_that

_

em
_

childrehin-the_primary_grades apparently read=the_bookS- The_point=of these-
remarks is to- suggest that theaffective responSes-_olptipils tortoadingdo-have
pOWerftflinfltieticesion,-What isreadlan-d-howitis-temL4t folloViSithertifbrie_=_=-_
accepts thisi_p-Osition,--thateaffectivefOals,should._befineltided_in_hereadirig-

_rogra n ;
s-=:Krathwohli =it'd -EMasia-_-(6)=,11a-Ve --teportek=affeetivei_go-als =-

-
d a i interests,s t a

=

des; -andV a lfeS.T e_ al O suggested ;--
_ that:thebeimVicre relatedAoithe*lerms=arenyeryconplevand5thatAtis
:difficult_lo-state-goals= for liem,Ao_implementf_the istated_;goals,=anthto_-
evaluate_theTresultingbehav ion,Nevertheless,there7appeart- o be at

fit thisarea-that warrant -some-attention:
_----4?eading;_interests.-17herels--general=agreenient that pupils--brOadeitn_--1_- -------
=their reading-interests as a_res-ultbfithelreaditig:-prOtraii.-lrhiSlgclal-wggew=_-_-

variety_-ithati-an-ietiVe= effort should= be--niade_=_to hiake,-stUderitS_awthi_w_the
=of SubjectS4ridzideas-abOtit4hiehipe_oplerWrite.-1AvirenesSroUthe-existelice_-
of the Variety_of aVenues that a-reader can follow ii only the beginning: Even-
more important_is the involving =pupilsInfreadirt&Materials that -they-----

_ would--_noti_pursue=if=they=werelleft4O-theit---OWn-de_viOet4thypothOited-
-that, if pupils-are-eXpOStd=t-oAndinvolVedlittlie=brbad--hotizatis=of reading-,
-i_they=wilt=_-_respondito-_new=reading=tatkSnWithreforeenthuSiastitijnna:SenSei
broadening=readinglnteiests-niS=-Jike_rbroadenitigiedtininterest.-114 try-
new POWs often enough and-find4feWexcitin-g_ neW_-tistes in the_ process, we

; -prObably put _tuire rithu-siaSmilint-a-trying Outer ariknoWn=foods.-,
== There__are:ainumberz of activities:which_ may-help_to increase pupils'=read- --

ing interests._ Systematic_-_oral---reading by the teacher_i_is-no_possibility. -By_
systematic, it :is ==meant that -teachers- should!devOte_ some_ t i m e; to_this= enter--

_ prise_ each_day -a-nd-_-thatithey- should-carefully Select the_-Materialsz they-read
so that their students:are- exposed =to as broad-- variety of Itopics;:types- of
materials, and styles

A second -type of activity which can Contribute to the:broadening of
interests--is the procedure of- having children _share their-reading with one
another. Many specific ideas are available: (a)-_oral- book reports; (b) =oral
reading of selected passages: (c) illustrated _b-ook reports;_ (d) auctioning
books; and (e)_ a classroom "Saturday Review:" -There are_ other activities
that could be suggested-; however, the idea is==that a child will beinclined_to
try something' he might-not have tried if -a:classmate- had- not made him
aware of it.
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Positive attitudes- toward reading.The-second--go- alofconcernis_that phpilS
will'develop_poSitiVeattitudes-toWaid reading asa result-of what-is:done:in
the reading program Attitudes, in_ thiSiristartee;-_cansrange froM_justthink-
ing-- ki -about reading -_to :the point -where : reading -be-selected ras-: a
leisure itinie_activity_ when -6ther-alternativeS-are_ available-. When--one-thinks -_

aboutzwayt-io-athieve-this goal,-_ it is important to_:_remeniber_ that it takes=
timesto_condition attitudes-. Thus,- whatever is done ina-seadingliprogram to
implement this-goal--iin-ust be done_over:an=extendedrperiodioftiMe--;_:___

With-thiSiii4iiiiikone_potsible_extended-adwis-to -endOnragerchildren----J--
-Theit-=reading=interests-isthroughtelf-selettionot

oindependentzireaditiglE_thei-thaTtetials=n-selected.=AltliOngh=Self4election:-
inaterialscas;an activity is=Gather_ common_in= many=classrooms, it =is rather
uneomnioit:tol-find sitelativ-ely)argelblocks titheAltitted=to,ziodependelir
rtadiOt;ftertainlyjr-we=want-OtildrOnlo:feer-that;indePendent-readingiis
Avorthwhile,--weimiistdem-onstintelhat-AveleelEitiss-impOrtantby-providing-
--iblocks=soflAiMein_=theweeklyireading
-en-imigli:to sSay401-studefits;:``Selett-ktooktake;_it_hbibeand'rea

Altliough-be -aS7arplealcirindividniliied-readingin _eve
-classroom; it should be.==-RathfritiS-aplea-itiiperinit Childreitto=have:the--_
-opportutitytObecoMeaCtifiainteditfireadint Atitiog aVaylthat---
will prompt theiri_tOgiVe=ita,highiprioriWas _an=out=of-school-aCtivitylfe _

fiaMeappliedtozsnch=an-endeavorisi=unimportantaslongavitisdone. _

_-_ One final obtervatiOn muitbe_madew_itf regard to interests
Itis-thatve Must placemoreoiphasisOn3hesoals of -the-affeetivedimen=
sion of the prOgram,=for if We-contihuet6igrore-,them-Ottoexcludetheniwt-

z --

may;findthat-We__have=throwirthe-baby:OtitAvith-the=batheivater,_-==---

Conclusion

The general purpose of this chapter was to provide a framework-for
thinking about goals of-the-reading- program and to suggest, if only by
implication, that the goals selected, whatever they may be, should provide
the basis for evaluation. In attempting to achieve the- objective, certain
subjective judgments-were made. Undoubtedly, some things were empha-
sized that should not have been, while other things were not mentioned that
should have been. Hopefully, though, the discussion put some old and some
new ideas about the goals- of a reading program into better perspective.
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Informal Techniques for the Assessment
of Prereadinp ehavior

sAPERS-1Walyvaysidiffieuir this_:one VaS-,-com--
--fpOunded7tfy-=_,the_,-irnrnediate ',need-- struggle7_-withr the Mein nidf

thereforTe-ithe: foetis of.1 the_ a ssigned __topic.,-1-1I-f-p_artio-Olar, foUnOnyse
stiligglihglWithAhe_word-fnfoiMarand-with-,thelerm-piereadiitg;= Nyhat_4 an

tetfinime;and, ibe-
_havior9 First, let me deal with the word informal, ifionly because I can give

-n-ifiterpretatiOn-Of-what-this meansd,d_h_=more_qUickly tha-nfl---canmy
-migh-tibel_meaut=by--prerea

Informed

I=am_ sure it_would be-accurate to= Siyithat the-difficulties I= -experiened in
comingitolerMs with the meariing-Of tilt -word-informed reflect my involve,
ment, during-the past-- few years, in the controversy &bid when to begin
reading instruction. Becaust_of -my_iresearhs with= children who learned to
read-before entering schoor(4), I have-been both invited and dragged-into
discussions about-the-adVisability of inteoducing reading during the:kinder-kinder-
garten year In these discussions, t_ have observed-, thclse who are oppoScd to
reading forfive,Ydar=blds inevitably wir..against what they refer to as formal
instruction. Although no s-pecific definition is offered, it beconies_cleat that
this formal instruction is bad.-Evidentlyby inferenceinforthal inStruc-.

don must be good, or at least better.
Because the terms formal and informal are so frequently used and so

rarely deflned=even in whati would say have been important- diseusiions
=I have often wondered Whether I= was=-the only one for whom they were
not self-explanatory And so, out of curiosity, but also.to insure
better communication, I recently asked a group of graduate students-,enrol-
led in one of my courses to distinguish between formal and informal instruc-
tion-in reading. As it turned mit, the requeSt led to an interesting discussion

27



28 EVALUATIVE-TECHNIQUES

in which it becaMe quickly apparent that there were as many definitions of
formal andinformal instruction as there were students in the class. Out of
this diversity, I must add, there came the regolUtion to avoid such labels, for
they were ,clearly noncommunicative. Now, perhapi, with this little bit of
background you can understand why =1 have-had such difficulty preparing
this paper.

Informal Evaluative Technique's

been-_Having eiven the -task of dealing- --with-_ inforMal-evaluativU techniques
at th e -prereadingleVel;:lettne-start-nff with- an-zatfe n_ pt =to'arrive-at-rso me-
specifiumeaning-for the to rmWormaliAetuallY,in-this-p4rtieulatinStancii
meaning =can=be_derived_simply -by- examining all =of the- topics considered -in -_
this volume_on eValu-afon._ThesetoPies,z--aSytiu:hiVe diVid-enoti- only

-_--_-intbievalUations_toncerned--With-diffetent diniendintszandlevels-ufitedditig;-
but -thol-divide-also- into :ei:aluationsirbaSeCini-leSts antreValuations--detz-

--
scribed-ns_ informaljhUs,_iif_thiSieontektitis-_-a-p-ptUptiatelos_viewzinfotmal
leehniques-laS-n,residtial=classifiation-Which- includes-nny-wayof arriving

informution,utherthanzzbystests; s_-_
-Before unymisunderstanding=developit-should-beemphasized=thAtEany:

reference_lo_inforM-alAtehniqneS,as----being Whatevet=is_leftz_over_after _tests
_

are excluded -is not- meant--*)zbe==derocatory.--_As-yOu-- will-ste-Antich _Mute: _

dearly- a-this- discusiohEittov-6s along, any ,hqpe-I-iiave for:the emergence
of betterevaluation-at-the_ beginning ttageS-Uf=reAding-is_rtioted-notfin=tests
butininformitEteelinkues.-_TiperScinallyrbelieVe;-zaS_azmntter -iiif-cfaet- that-
many of the tests=we= continue _to _use -and_ I= think = this is= especially - true -of-
readiness lestsare;leftoversTrom-an-eailier-era that was_characterized,by_-
a--very_ naivez-faitlfinIthe validity_andzso=called `objectivity7 of-test- scores.

forinstance, if- ob -taken even iaivundergraduateicoursein-testing
and=measurement,-you---a-re-a-watd that-zback in the-1920's-and-thej19307s-both

-educators and psychologists -Went through- a,petiod_in_--Whichthey showed
what now seems like unbelievable naiVete abOut the value of test storeszin_
assessing humaitchatacteristics and-achievements.- While the passing of time
has fashionedzsom-e_of this oversimplified_thinking into A-_more-sophisticated
and_ realistic undetstanding of-the__ complexities of human behavicir, some
residue ftom thoSe earlier years remains. Meeting it, i think, isthe-still too
common belief that there is something uniquely clairvoyant and, ih_the case
of readiness_lests,-_even predictive about -test- scores. As -a result of_such
beliefs welia-ve children who are classified and labeled for instance, ready
or unready, slaw or bright, creative or non7creative-,-simply because of their
performance on tests which, if- examined carefully, might ptove to be neither
objective nor valid,
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Reasons for Using Tests

To--make-thechargethat-test scores continue to-be used in our school-s-_-
because;of alimited=-undeistanding- of the_poWer of is to preSent-ttn--
incomplete characterization ofscurrent practicesin _evaluation. Other-coot=
_mon:-reasons forthe-actfitinned'suie-of test scores7--forsinstance.-stosassess a
child's readiness-to read=relate-to tstich_ facts =as -the- followine: -tests_ are
relatively simpleto administer;sthey_are efficient,--when--eivehto a croup of
children the seores-resulting-frOMIhem-areeasily-notedfan-Ea-Child"-s_

lativerecerd -eird;s-n-ckiniadditioli-,Iht-seoreSa-reTreei-se;"-_luf-'near,7
thereforei''uSefUr insparenWeaehedonferences.Tui-Oheie_attribinesTra-ther-_-___r
than the factor of validity which have-led to the continued useof rendinestt-
tests-over as-many_a-si_thirty=fiVeyearsiniSpiteofithesfact-thatithrOttehont-s:-
thisilong_periedlol-period of'readinesS:teit-E-scores-assp- rediciars-sof-_
sUcceSs_witltreadingl.havebeeniSeriously_questionediniond-reSearch repert
after nattother.1(The_ authotc_ of=thefolloWing--_,chapter,--ltobert_- DykStra;lins-_--
recently written an excellent article for the_Reading Receai di Quarter/v 5)
in =which= he = not so-nlyAiViewS--,Sonie-ef-thiS-sliteratUrelbut -ltdds-,-supper(toiit
witlf=his bviri=-study--df teadinesssaS-SessMent.):-- _

-Other -Ways to Assess-IteadinesS--

Having-raised :_these questions about- the_ value ot-teAscoresifer assessing
=

-aehild's--readinesS-tebegin-toread;-1_11OW=facelhe_--obligation of;proPoSing-
alternative-Waysifor=thaking deCisions-about-When-to_start:rettding=instruc--

=
= tion. -11-oweVer,_-befere moving le:other possibilities_illwould- 111'Sr-like-To_

focus attention on still afietherterm: in thetitle-Of this _presentation which
caused me some mental_anguish.--ItiS- the -deScriptioniirerending; What -is
prereading-behavior? _

Meaningof _Pre-reading

I suppose his the occasional _need I-feel- to use my -three years- of high
school Latin which suggests that a eonsideration_of the -tneaning
ing ought to-begin- with attenticifis the--prefix-pre. As you know, this
prefix indicates something that comes before; either in_ place (prefix) or in
time (prearrange). In the case of the word prereaditg, it would seem to-indi-
cate something=that exists before_ a child starts -to -read. Implied= in such-a
dictionary definition, of- course,- ,the Idea that prireAding-behaVior and
reading behavior occur at separate -points On -some tinie -line. Apparent
within this- framework- is -the traditional-interpretation of the concept of
reading readiness which; from-itS inception in 'the- 1920's-, -encouraged the
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belief that getting a child ready to read and teaching him to read occur at --

separate times in his school life__(/, 6).
Because my own yiewpoint isz-different and- betatise it is directly related

to what I will propose as the best _evaluative at the beginning
_ _ .stages of reading, I want to take time now to discuss myEparticular inter-

pretation of readiness, in this instance applied-JO learning to read.

Traditiotiany;rpoioniisattenipting-to:de neredineSsliaveViewedit,aS-k:
peodtie-l=for-,inttance,--id_the:_begiiiningit:Wis:Fas-surned:to-betheprodtict of"
Maturatiott (7, 9),-Niewingfreadinessias-a--prOductis-defenSible,--but

noWle_dge indicates =that -a-±-child! s _treadhiess More
generally, =his capacity-_=for learning=isztheproduct bothiof=maturatitintan&-

_ = of environmental factors 3, 8) Within this framework, then, reading read i-
ness -einbedefinerLas thatapacity_fOrlearbingitiiread:Whichztestih from- _

nattireand:inurtureinteraCting
-_-TO=viewsieadineSS:as-prtirliict=iS a-ilioduef
it-to_sUffer_theerraref incoin-pletene_What:Tnitist-be a-cldedTtbithedefinitiOn_-_
of readiness- seen-as*produet iS=that dimension =which= bringsinto-focuS-the-__-=

_ _ _ _ _ _

learnin-&__OpportUnitieS-Made_iavailablezto-,-_tint ±Withinl_this:framework-
readinesSii-stilia-product,'_but--itnis a_produetinirelation to
circumstances: Or,_-,to use the Words---of-anothetyirriter_;_readiness--is_-the-
adeqbacy-of existing -capacity inlelation-lo-the demands of a=given=
task" (2).

Assessment of Readiness

Outlining these two dimensions of readinessreadiness as a product and
readiness as a= relationship - brings -into= focus =some obvious= implications
for school assessments of a, child's readiness to read. Clearly apparent, for
instance, is the oversimplification of assessments which use a single-factor
criterion such as chronological age or, as was =once commonly suggested,
mental age. Equally apparent, though, is the inadequacy ofany attempt to
assess readiness apart from the kind of- reading instruction that will= be
available.

But, let me turn the focus around and deal with the positive implications
of this view of readiness. What is its meaning for elementary school admin-
istrators and teachers who must deal with the question, "When should
reading begin?" If a chronological age of six is no longer defensible as the.
criterion for starting instruction and, secondly, if it is likely that particular
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combinations of :maturation _ and =environmental_-_ faclors produce= high
learn-int _capacities in Somezfivelear=oldsi then:one:positive implication is
that the lindergartenyear is the Aime-tabegin--effortsiaassessing readiness,
In- addition, if readiness -cannly_ be establiShed in:relation to `the demandS
ofa-giveniCarninglask--" then another:positive-implication:is that an_asSess=
ment of_readiness- during the kindergarten year will be =most reliable_-when- it
comesifrOm=the:EcornbinatiOnaf (a)iasituation-offering_varied_opportUnities

-to learn to:read '_and',(b)--_a:knowledgeof what= children_are able:
_-,toilearn=from,:thez-bppart-unitieSFoffere

-To-insure- specificandarstanding_of theldn 4;71f-diatitosticsituaticin =that=
beeri,-proposetitn_might=b-e=helPfu4at---thivpointittAheicliscui-siOn.-_-

_ _

nclude=a---fe-W_-_111uStratioitS: szTiftkindergatten_i-oppartunities-,tlearn

_read.7--Thiezinfthediate-diffiadltyfirtehdotifitzillfiStrationSiOlielatIC-or
= ism in thinking about= kindergatteaittterais---OrasinglellitidW,Prbgtariti--To-

be-__Stife,:thete_ii-ahvaYS-,the±teraptationftb=-belieVethat:kindergarteiufs--=still------__ --=
=comprised :of theexperienceS*e otirselveshad!assikialeanolds;-_bucvisitS-AO-

_

schools_In the
dergartens,-for;instance,=have--swungdver_toanimitaticiaof th-e:iiistgrader
in their courses is juit
thiirlind=of whblesale-,,uniataginative:Swingthat has engendered opposition_
to:lead in durin g the_k in_ d r art e yea p O titit i ,-it_ must-be- added:
whickfarely,dist. ngu. sheS-betwedaa-methodAhat=might_be7inappropriate

=

but at. ming,that Might beijastrighc==atleast-fot sditeikindergartners,
-RegardleSS-,:_th of=these-Vari ations:i ivparticular -programsj_it_Still- is

realistic to assume that Ceetain_things_ go-on in-every_ -de:gartem For -in-
stancei_ it is probablyzaccurate o atSsame iha06me_time-in _rdvery- kinder-_
tarten is given to the jobrOftaking tt-endaricc,=Mundane and-routine though

-_

it is, atteadance7takint can - provide =thetopportunity for _five-year-olds to-
recognize their_-names -When-"written=-down'_'_=-although--here_ it must be
entphasized-_that- some ofIthese =children_ -Will =already- be far beyond-just
kndwing their -names._ Nonetheless, beginning-With:the:showing of names by
a teacher and concluding later in the sch-oollytar with each child indicating
his preSence by selecting- his name card- and =putting -it on an attendance --
board, this simple butineceisary-rautine could teach a child to !tad his-nate
and, probably, other_na-mts:as well. -B-utind-zthiSis-the point to be empha-
sized=thiS -kid of situation- could-=also help -a teacher identify those
partimilar children who have-difficulty even in rem_embering a word that is
as personal as their own name:-
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--Another safe _asSumptibniaboutskindergartens-f today:is:that-4ft activitids
continue, to be_a part-of -the. curriculum: Without their value as
-forms offreoexpression;ifi-nishediptod-ucti in art prOVide ainost Opporttine
tiMoto offerikindergartertchildreit the chanCt to learn-to _Sigotheirliathes, =
to-writeithejt_own captioriSrand to:read:those composed by othersAti-the_
same time, _however,==the -saMe :Situation _is -the- teacher's -'opport unity -to- ---
identify-_ children=_Whose---Wayiiinto_lb-e-gionin-g-- reading thightibt Ihrough

7told-entify-AhOst miho-remembeil-whole4Ords4ith=a1
minimum

_

wh-onfttliO_mOtor-SkilL OrWriting- iS-4=fornii-dable-AaSkl=-Or- Or=_WhOri-trit
vetkdifficiilt-IOCOmpose even-AhebritfeSt-of-CaPtiOn-s-
----- A n t h e t ; a c t iVitY_that i slObe chnit kindergartens

=i

i sl_ ha t f : t e ading-t o
-,the

_

=dbutfor-ienjoymentforperhapS=fortathdr,,,
Ifigiinfotnation:tbahNetquestionsftharwere_raied_wien,magtet4virt-=_

-beint :diSeiSstd-Ori8hdiEtonfctingideas;appeared-ina=spOntaneous=_
conversation about the stars being outiat night but not in thedjytirne _

-PetiodicnllY-asspart=_Ofithis=teidiiig-i-Ilie_kinddrgattefilEteatiferritight write
a-±wordi-=likozmagnetf,on: th- -e--=_Ch alkbOard_,-

anybodyi-tn-oiv:Iheiname -lor thiSi=fifStiletter-2":-_or-,=4__DioesianyhOdy==havea-

--InameEthat-Estarts--with--rthissa-me_leiterM-:or,==after---/Warty-Mithatt-:an-d_ = _

Matilieit-,-EihaveE=been_ writt- en_=-=`-Tm;goingjo-___say_-=all_ofAhese=w-b-ix1S _Ito_

shoW=- you-ithnt:th-ty:oot-only-_-begin -_-w_ith-Etht-=samo_letter-but
the same= sound.' -' -=And_=then=_later; = "Can -you = think- of = other =words that_
begin -With-did §odnd-EasJizagiietT'

= z ,E =

-futstiOniig=ptoppsed=hert as=annfOrmalevaltativOttehnique=-kindefr
-girteniteacher cattidentifYE-childfert-WhO-*em=_tOkii-ow-the-_alPhaberaS__Welli
as-thOst whOhavd-iskillin=makint visual'nfidlauditory-diScriminations.=But,
too,_=sht is btcoming--aWare-_of _other
acquaintance-even-with- a-=fewletters -of-the -alphabet-or;-_ morolikely,
understanding =of what= ismeant=by==tho-description-"be-g-in1With thOsamt-
sound."- -----=

Peih-aps--theSe:_few illustrations -of iv&y ordinary_ kindergarten_ activities
are stiffiCient tOgivesftcifioMenin-g-to-what ihavt_re-comMtnded as -avalid-
wayofnsseiSing a---thild'i-rdadinesS-t-O-read:=IMpliedtvenlitthese_feW:illUs-
trations, however, art -sortobaSic_as-sii-Mption-s about and begin-
ning-reading which seem important enough to merit explicit attention. =

Assumptions Inherent in Recommendation

Ohe Obvious and important assumption underlying the illustrations is
that the assessment of readiness and the teaching of beginning reading can
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result-from the same- situation- For- instance, the__ teacher's use of _written
names in attendance-takifig-_wa- s- proposed- as a way of collecting -some,
diagnostic information-about the readiness of the children; but; in addition,
-for Ahe_individuatchildren who were in- fact -`- `ready " -it could be the-start of-
learning to-readin-thiSitistantc, learning-to-- read-ehildren"_s_ names; =

-1-A-second lasSUMption-Ahat_zought Ao-be Made_ eiplidit is Ahatithe- same
situation servesforreadiness instruction-and also foeinstruction-in beginning

--readiag-.= For-example, the-use:that was-- made-of the_wordiinaknet_--in one of
----theillastratio-ns:could-stesult-in=beginningAearningSfint,phonies-for-Soibe=--
-children-.=_E-Teirsiather-,=less--ready= Childreit,-:=1I6WeVer,-Ahe=tdatfidesiAuesti6n-----z
--abodt a:partieulati_grOOP-i-orWords- ivatildorlpbe-the=ifirSt_Step=_in"a--series--=:_

__Ofirsteps*hieh--i Will_ffinak result= in;-their-u nderstan-dinglhat_ some _words-

-=_ gartens: teacher _-,was- __Carryingj-,_on==_readiness ---inStructi rt. _Aret,-;with other=
=

A certain-sounc4 readinginstruction-WaStakit4plade;-
To cOnbine-intd-!oneiittation=ii;AheSeilltStrationS_ doiristanteS1--_-

of=AeadineSS:--aSseSsMent,--leadinesilistetietion =arid
_instructiOnziSi: courseto==gds_ContraryitO-the=More:Araditional

--TraditiotiallY,-_the--readinesS=--PrOgraMr-an=d-AhereadingriprOgram-=have-- been-
_ _ _

segarated,f.both--in:AiMe=anc=rintthelminds,ofimany-teachers-. Howeveri-it
--would:seenfthatthiS separation-klno-longendefensible; if it
thattherereallyisno absolute_demareationbetWeen=readiness-learningsand-
beginning learnings_ in- reading.-z-Itis on just- such an- assumption that-I have
been- suggesting -Ahat the-readintss-rof-ehildten-to=readeani be assessed most I

accurately -by_givingthent_variedjopporttmities-to begin.-

Problems Related to Recommendation

Promoting this way of assessing readiness is not necessarily forgetting the
problems of putting it into practice. In one sense the problem of greatest
signifielnce is that the recommendation allows for a situation which could
put us right back to the 1920's and 1930's in our basic-conception of readi-
ness. More specifically, if the learning opportunities offered to children turn
out to be uninteresting, routine, and, therefore, not at all= productive of some
achievements related to reading, then there is_the temptation to conclude
as happened on a very wide scale back in the 1920's and the 1930'sthat
the children did not learn because they were not rcady. What this suggests
is that in any situation in which readiness is being assessed in relation to a
response to learning opportunities, careful attention must always be given
to the quality of these opportunities. Otherwise it becomes impossible to
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judge whether the-shortcomings lay -with the child or with -the kind- of
instruction that was available.

_

There are, -toibe sure, still'othervery practical difficulties connected with
this way of-assessing-readiness. For instance, matters -like finding sufficient
time _and, too-- finding waYs=toleep:ati account of what and-how much -is
-being learaed_by individual children= -re very real_prOblems, especially atthe
kindergartenlevel.---Isay-eSpecially"-becanse aslindergartens- are- nowoon-
ceived_ there is =hardly= enoughltinieln-_a-clayJo_:_delvointo-canything_-__very_=,_
deeplyi:HoweVer, ifsand---when=:th-e:Wholerorthe,k in-dergartenprograntis_

revamped:sa as to reflect five=year,OldS-of today-tatlierlhab--_thoseOir yearS
- gone by,--it would-be Nery:sa eon jeettirethit=theJteVainder garteriida)f?

WOuld=be-langetand- thetlaSSes smaller.:Withititelrieformit_AheitwoUld-bOi
=realistic tiihop-Othat VerY-valuable4iignostie-infoimation-couldbe collected
on each- kindeigarten-ohilcLThis_ bopowould=have_evengreaterohaticeOf
being realized,,howev-er if mOre-cirefid-anctsystematic-attention-werogiven
to -informal-evaluative- techniclueS atthe-=beginning_stagesibf-reading.
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4. The Use of Reading Readiness Tests
for Prediction and Diagnosis: A Criticiue

THERE -IS GENERAL AGREEMENT today that reading readiness is a vital aspect
of the beginning reading program,Many people feel That a child's success

in learning to read dependS to a great extent upon whether the child Was
ready when-he began formal' reading activities. Since reading readiness is
such an important part of the reading program, determining the readiness
of each child is an essential element of the beginning reading prograiri.
Reading readiness tests are frequently considered as an aid in determining
each child's readiness to read. A_ ustin and Morrison (2) found that more
than 80 percent of the Schools contacted - nationally reported the use of
reading readiness tests for prereading evaluation.

An examination of_reading readiness testmanuals reveals that the typical
reading readiness test has two purposes: the identification of pupils who are
ready to read and the diagnosis of an individual child's deficiencies in skills
considered prerequisite to- success in reading. Test authors, however, in
their suggestions 03 teachers regarding the use of the tests, differ a great deal
in the emphases given the two functions. It is the purpose of this paper,
therefore, to cast new light on the role of reading readiness tests in diagnosis
and prediction by reexamining pertinent research in the area.

Research on the Readiness Approach to Reading

In the last thirty-five years a great deal of research has been conducted in
the general area 0, reading readiness. This research has been concerned
primarily with identifying the factors most highly related to success- in
beginning reading, and with assessing the degree of relationship between
various prereading characteristics and suct.ess in initial reading instruction.
Let us now examine the research and suggest implications regarding the use
of reading readiness tests for diagnosis and prediction.

A teacher's use of readiness tests is predicated on most, if not all, of the
following assumptions: (a) a readiness test can measure reliably what it

35
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proposes to measure, (b) the skills t by a readiness battery are related
to success in beginning reading, (c) iness tests serve a unique function
in regard to predicting a child's success in learning how to read, (d) pupils
who score poorly on a reading readiness test would be better off with readi-
ness training than with. formal reading instruction, and (c) readiness for
reading can be developed through- training.

Assumption number one: ,readinesS cdn be'me'asured= An obvious first
assunii3tion which must-1)e made by the user of reading readiness tests is
that these tests measurejeliably those skills:whichthey-purport to measure.
Ari examination of reading;readiness:test maiitiakindicates that in general
the reading readiness test is a instrument. Reliability coefficients
based on the total score of the test often reach .90 or better.

Reliability data on subtek scores are less common and also less entourag7
ing. As One might expect, those tests which do report reliability on subtests
show- these reliabilities to be considerably: lbw& than total test reliability.
One widely used readiness test reports reliability-coefficients of .50, .33, and
.33 for one of its subtestsibasecron three separate samples of pupils (16).
This smile reading readiness test reports intercorrelations of this subtest
with other subtests in the battery ranging from .36 to .50. The reliability of
this subtest is unusually low compared to the reliability of the other subtests
in the battery, but it does point up a basic problent The diagnostic use of
readiness tests is a very questionable practice when a subtest correlates as
well or better with another subtest in the battery as it does- with itself.
Incidentally, it should be pointed out- that the readiness test in question
discourages analysis of subtest scores. It appears to me that tests which
encourage diagnosis of weaknesses on the basis of a profile of subtest scores
should first of all produce evidence that these subtests a_ re in fact reliable
measures of the skills tested.

A related problem is the question of whether or not readiness tests
measure the skills they set out to measure. Many readiness tests stress the
content validity of their instruments. The authors first list the prereading
skills and capabilities which they consider essential to success in reading
and then set up tests to measure these skills. Other test authors stress the
predictive validity of their tests. Information concerning predictive validity
will be discussed later.

There is some reason to believe that perhaps some readiness tests do not,
in fact, measure what they purport to measure. For example, a study by
Dykstra (9) revealed intercorrelations of less than .35 between measures
of auditory discrimination from three reading readiness batteries. Obviously
these three subtests, all of which were designed to measure auditory discrim-
ination, appeared not to be measuring the same skill.

Assumption number two: skills tested by readiness tests are related to
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success in reading. Information concerning this assumption can be gathered
in a number of ways. This discussion will center on three. Research will be
reviewed which deals With (a) correlation studies of the relationship between
total readiness batteries and subsequent reading success, (b) correlation
studies of the relationship between various skills measured by subtests and
subsequent reading success, and (c) noncorrelational studies which compare
a pupil's end-of-first-grade reading achievement with his expected achieve-
ment based on readiness test results.

During the past thirty years many = studies have been published to demon-
strate the predictive validity of reading readiness tests. These studies have
in common the administration- of a reading readiness test at the end- of
kindergarten or, more commonly,- du_ ring-the first weeks of the first grade
and a= reading achievement test at the end of the first grade. The relationship
between pupils' perforniance On these two nu. Aires is then evaluated by
means of a correlation analysis. The results of a number of such investi-
gations are reported in Table I. The studies reported range over a- period
of thirty years and are based on a variety of readiness tests, and on -a number
of revisions of the-same test. Furthermore, the studies utilize a variety of
sample sites and use a dumber of different reading achievement measures.
Despite this fact, predictive validity correlation coefficients arc in general
quite consistent. Most of the relationships can be found in the range from
.40 to .60 with a few extremes on either end. The median correlation be-
tween total readiness score and first grade reading achievement as reported
by the studies in Table I is .55. This is a significant relationship from a
statistical point of view and does demonstrate the predictive validity of
reading readiness tests.

There have also been many studies conducted to investigate the relation-
ship of various reading readiness subtest skills to subsequent success in
learning how to read: The skills usually evaluated are letter knowledge,
visual discrimination, and auditory discrimination. Rather than tabulating
the results of the many individual studies of this nature conducted during
the past thirty years, correlational relationships will be reported based on
the data from the Cooperative Research Study in First Grade Reading
Instruction which was coordinated at the University of Minnesota (Coop-
erative Research Project X7001). The correlation coefficients are based on
a total sample of 4,266 pupils enrolled in 187 basal reader classes from
seventeen projects. The best single subtest predictor of achievement on
the Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test was the Murphy-Durrell Letter
Names Subtest, which correlated .52 with the criterion. Correlations with
the Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test of .46, .40, .34, .29, ,30, and .23
were reported for the Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Subtest, Murphy-Durrell
Learning Rate Subtest, Thurstone Pattern CopyiniTest, Thurstone - Jeffrey
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Identical Forms, Metropolitan Word Meaning Subtest, and Metropolitan
Listening Subtest. All of the obtained correlations were statistically signik
cant indicating that the prereading skills are related to subsequent achieve-
ment. It is interesting to note that the correlation of .52 between the
Letter Names Subtest and= reading athievement is of approximately
the same magnitude as the median correlation presented earlier between
total readiness batteries and reading-achievement. In a- recent multiple-
regression analysis of the relationship- between a Variety of prereading
measures (auditory discriniifiatien, visual diserimiriation, mental age, socio-
economic status, etc.) and-first grade= reading achievement the investigator
concluded, "It appears that the single factor of letter identification can=-
be used to predict reading achievement as well as all or any combinations
of the readiness factors used in the present study" (34).

The queStion arises as to the practical Signifitance of a correlation coeffi7
cient in- the range of .5G to ;60. Although the relationships reported are
statistically significant, how meaningful =_are= they in a practical sense?
One way to assess their significance would he in terms of the coefficient
of _alienation :which indicates the -size of- the- error in predicting an in-
dividual seore_relative to the error which would result from a mere guess,-
!t is somewhat discouraging to note that a predictive validity coefficient
of .60 yields an .error of estimate which is 80 percent as large as would
be expected from merely guessing a pupil's reading achievement scores.
However, this interpretation is somewhat Misleading. The first grade teacher
is not primarily interested in predicting a specific reading score for each of
her pupils. She is interested in making a rather general prediction about the
extent to which "the child can profit from formal reading instruction. From
this point of view pupils who score well on a readiness test given at the
beginning of first grade should in general be the best readers at the end of
the first grade, and- pupils scoring noorly on the readiness test should be
achieving at a lower level in reading at the end of the first grade. A relatively
small number of studies investigates this situation.

Fendrick and McGlade ( '1) identified 17 pupil's out of 66 whose scores
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test inj;..ated that they would be unable
to make satisfactory progress in first g7.:,ie school work. However, of the
17 potential low achievers, 8 made satisfactory progress according to the
criteria set up in advance. In addition, out of 49 cases whose prognosis
was satisfactory reading achievement based on the readiness score, 45 pupils
did satisfy the criterion. This study indicates then that in general those
pupils who score well on a readiness test do in fact learn to read well.
Prediction is less valid for pupils who score poorly on the readiness test.

Bremer (5) classified pupils as low, average, or high in readiness on the
basis of their performance on the Metropolitan Readiness Test and then
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classified the same pupils from low to high in reading achievement at the
end of the firstgrade. Among his findings he reports that approximately
one-third of his tow readiness group made reading test scores that fell in
the lowest level of reading achievement. However, approximately another
one-third of his low readiness group scored above average in the reading
achievement test at the end of the first grade. Of the high readiness group
about 35 percent had reading test scores in the highest level, -but about 26
percent had scores that were below average. Here again, the prediction of
reading_ success for individualipupilsproVedAo bea hazardous task.

A recent - extensive study-by Spache (35) yields_ further information. In
this study dxptctancy tables were developed_ to = predict end-of-first-grade
Stanford Achievement Reading scores -based on six: measures of reading
readiness. Individualrexpectality tables Were developed =for each of four
experimental groups and the investigator concluded,-"These tables, each
being based on the best combinationd predictor variables; afford the
teacher little_assistance in predicting end-of-year reading achievement on
the basis of September performance on tests in this battery.7.
,Assiunption number three: skills measured by reading readiness tests are

uninnely related to reading achievement.:Another assumption made by users
of readiness tests is that the readiness test has a unique contribtitionto make
to the prediction of reading:Success. The readiness test is better for this
purpose than would be; for example, an-intelligence test; Many reading
authorities suggest that readiness tests sho-uld be given :in addition to such
evaluative measures as intelligence tests, teacher judgment, and physical
examinations. One wayio cheek this assumption would -be to compare the
predictive validity of readiness tests with the predictive validity of various
other kinds of measures:In a study of this nature Dean (7) found Stanford-
Binet _mental age to be more highly related to reading success than either
of two measures of reading readiness.--Studies by Fry (12), Hayes (14),
Sheldon (32), Stauffer (36), and Tanyzer (37) report correlations between
the Pintner-Cunningham Intelligende Test and Stanford Reading Achieve-
ment of .75, .63, .59, .43, and .49. (Correlations reported for Stauffer and
Tanyzer are based on basal reader treatment only.) These correlations
compare- favorably with the correlations between readiness_ and reading
obtained in the same investigations reported on Table I. In addition,
Thackray (38) found a correlation of .44- between the Kelvin Measure of
Ability Test and subsequent reading achievement as compared to a corre-
lation of .42 between a reading readiness test and the same criterion.
Wright (39) found a correlation of .55 between intelligence test results and
end-of-first-grade reading results. This correlation was considerably higher
than that reported in the same investigation between a reading readiness.
test and end-of-first-grade reading ;chievement. Therefore, it appears that



,

DYKSTRA 41

when intelligence tests and reading readiness tests are used in the same
investigations to predict reading achievement, little if any difference can
be found between them in their predictive validity.

Other instruments, not.specifically designed to measure reading readiness
factors, also have been found to correlate quite highly with subsequent
reading achievement. For- example, the- group Bender-Gestalt, when
administered at the end of the k_indergarten year, correlated .50 with reading
achievement measured at the end of the first grade (18). The Rorschach
Test; when administered in kindergarten, correlated .53 with reading achieve=
nient in-_the-fifth grade (1). In still another study (/0)-a predictive validity
correlation of .64 was found between the Draw-A-Man Test administered
in kindergarten and reading achievement at the end of the first grade. It
is also interesting to note the extent to which first grade reading ability is
related-to -general -knowledge of numbers at the beginning of first grade.,
The Metropolitan Readiness Test: haS aiubtest entitled- Numbers which
is described as "an inventory of the _child's stock of number concepts,
number knowledge, ability to manipulate quantitative relationships,
recognition Of and ability to produce number symbols, and related knowl-
edge, such as concepts of money (I6). " The test authoit state that "the
Numbers test has repeatedly been shown to be the single most pOwerful
predictive subtest of the earlier forms of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests."
Corroborative data concerning this statement can be found in four recent
studies in which correlations between the Numbers subtest and the Stanford
Paragraph Meaning Test were found to be .55(14); .66(32); .71 for -a
language experience group, .46 for a basal group, and .43,=.58, and .46 for
a Lippincott group, an i.t,a. group, and a basal group (36, -37). It is apparent
from tlfese investigations that- many other evaluative measures, not specifi-
cally designed to test reading readiness, predict reading achievement just
about as well as do readiness tests.

Another way to assess the unique contribution of readiness tests is to
compare prediction based on test scores with prediction based on teacher
estimates. Henig (15) found "first grade teachers were just as successful in
predicting the degree of success their charges would meet in learning to
read as was the standardized reading readiness test." It should be pointed
out that success was measured in thiS study in terms of teachers' marks so
the results should be interpreted with caution. Carr and Michaels (6)
reported a mean rank order correlation of .79 between ratings of readiness
assigned early in the year by the teacher and the rank on a criterion of
success in reading near the end of the year. This reported correlation is the
average correlation between teacher ranking and reading achievement from
fourteen classrooms. One might question the advisability of averaging
correlation coefficients but it is impossible to downgrade the substantial
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nature of the correlations obtained. Teachers, after, spending a few weeks
with a group of children, can predict quite well how successful each pupil
will be in learning to read.

Numerous studies have also indicated the high correlation between readi-
ness tests and various other measures. It would appear that if a readiness
test is to make a unique contribution to assessing the child's readiness for
reading it should correlate to a relatively minor degree with other- prognostic
instruments. However, in four recent studies correlations can be found
between the Pintner-Cunningham Intelligence Test and the Metropolitan
Readiness Test of .56 (12), .78 (14), .73 (32), and .64 -(37). Another study
(7) found the almost unbeljevable product-moment cOrrelation =of .94
between scores_on the Detroit First Grade Intelligence Test and those on
the Metropolitan Readiness Test. It is apparent that pupils- who score well
on the Metropolitan Readiness Test alsO score well on certain group tests
of intelligence. In many cases it may be difficult point-up the differences
between primary ,grade group intelligence tests and first grade reading
readiness tests. *--;

Assumption number four: pupils who score low on a readiness test will be
better off with readiness training than with formal reading instruction. The
user of readiness tests assumes that pupils who score poorly are not likely
to =profit from formal reading instruction and should pursue additional
readiness activities. A related assumption is that these immature pupils
will profit more from additional readiness training than from formal reading
instruction. A number of problems frustrate research in this area. For one
thing, it is probably somewhat unfair to compare at the end of one year
reading achievement of a-group which has received reading instruction for
nine months with another group of pupils who have spent less time in actual
reading instruction. Perhaps the effects.of the additional readiness training
would not be apparent until after two or three years of instruction. How-
ever, since the assumption listed would appear to be one which should be
investigated; some of the pertinent research will be examined.

Relatively few studies bear directly on this question. A study by Bradley
(4) compared the reading achievement at the end of the second grade and
at the end of the third grade of two classrooms of first grade children. The
experimental group participated in a program which was built on the
concept of readiness, and formal systematic instruction in reading was not
given until the child was considered ready. As a result, formal reading -
instruction was delayed for some pupils for many months. The control
group began reading instruction almost immediately upon entering the
first grade. Results showed the control group (the reading instruction group)
to be significantly superior in Novembei of the second grade. No differences
were found between the two groups at the end of the second and third
grades.
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Orme (27) compared the reading achievement after one year of instruction
between two groups, one which had a diagnostic" readiness approach and
another which initiated formal reading instruction almost immediately.
The investigator reports that at the end of the first year the scores of the
children in the readiness group were above those of the control group. How-
ever, no statistical analysis was reported. Mann (23) found that near the
end-of the first grade, immature pupils in a traditional program were signifi--
candy superior in paragraph reading to an experimental group of immature
pupils who had had an extended reading readiness program. A study of a
somewhat different nature (24) found a one- to three-week readiness period
to be just as effective as a seven: to eleven-week readiness period in terms
of first grade reading achievement. A recent comprehensive study (35)
provided the best information yet on this question. This study was designed
to assess the effectiveness of an extended readiness program for low- =readi-
ness pupils. An experimental group was administered a battery of reading
readiness tests and all those pupils scoring below a specified cutoff were
given specialized training to develop their specific weaknesses. The control
group was given the traditional few weeks.of readiness training after which
pupils started formal reading instruction.. Results indicated no differences
between the experimental and control groups in reading achievement after
one year of instruction, except in the case of Negro boys. The readiness
program was superior for this group. .

It is difficult to draw any conclusions about this fourth assumption
because of the paucity of research. However, there is some indication that
no differences exist in reading achievement after one year between pupils
who follow a readiness approach to reading and pupils who follow a more
traditional primary reading program. This finding could be interpreted two
ways. On the one hand, if children can do as well on a reading test at the
end Of the first grade even though they have had a shorter period of formal
reading instruction, this may be a point in favor of the readiness approach.
On the other hand, if there is no evidence that children do any better by
pursuing a lengthy readiness program perhaps they could just as well begin
formal reading instruction.

Assiimption number five: readiness ski& can be developed through training.
If a teacher is to use readiness tests diagnostically, and if she considers
readiness an educational concept (rather than a maturational one), she must
assume that areas of weakness pointed out by the readiness test profile
can be improved through instruction. The study by Spache (35) casts some
light on the tenability of this hypothesis.- As was indicated earlier, this
study assessed the effectiveness of an extended reading readiness program
in which lessons were planned to alleviate specific weaknesses in reading
readiness. A battery of reading readiness tests was administered in Septem-
ber, November, January, and March, Pupils falling below specified cutoff
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points in visual discrimination, auditory discrimination, and auditory lan-
guage abilities were given specialized instruction to alleviate these difficulties.
Their progress in these readiness abilities was then compared with a -control
group which followed a typical basal reader program with a characteristic
short period of readiness instruction at the beginning of the year. The
control group took the same tests at the same time as did the experimental
group, but the results of the tests were not made known to the participating
teachers and pupils. -

The effectiveneSt- of training was_evaluated-separately for boYs and girls,
for Negro and white subjects, and for pupils with varying degrees of intelli-
gence. Therefore, only a general statement will be made concerning the
extent to which specialized instruction affects visual discrimination,
auditory discrimination, and language facility. Furthermore, because of
space limitations, this discussion will focus on the measured reading readi-
ness skills of the experimental and control groups = at= the time of the
November testing. Eight weeks of concentrated instruction- on a bask
readiness ability should bring about changes if the skill in question is amen-
able to specialized instruction.

In general, specialized training in visual discrimination seemed to improve
performance on the Thurstone Pattern Copying Test beyond that achieved
by the control group, but did not have a similar effect on the Thurstone-
Jeffrey Identical Forms Test. At the November testing only one significant
difference between experimental and control groups was found on the,
Identical Forms Test, and this difference favored control Negro girls. Two
measures of auditory discrimination were also administered at the -various
testing_times. When the experimental and control groups were administered
tests of auditory discrimination in November no differences were found.
The control or basal reader group improved its auditory discrimination
abilities at the same rate as did the group given specialized training in these
skills.

A readiness factor identified as facility in language was measured by the
Word Meaning and Listening subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Test.
In general the November administration of the Word Meaning test in-
dicated no differences between the experimental and control groups.
Performance on the Listening subtest was less consistent. No differences
were found between experimental and control groups composed of Negro
subjects, but significant differences favoring the experimental treatment'
were found for white subjects.

Drawing conclusions from the study just reported is by no means an easy
task. However, the evidence appears to indicate clearly that specialized
readiness training will not necessarily lead to significantly greater improve-
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ment in the skills identified in this" study. In many cases a more traditional
primary reading approach with a short period of general readiness training
and an early introduction to formal reading instruction improves readiness
skills to the same extent. However, it must be pointed out again that
performance was compared only- on the readiness measures during the
November testing period. Different conclusions might have been drawn
from an examination of the January or March test results.

Other studies= are also pertinent to this discussion. Rosen (30) found
that 29 one-half hour training sessions designed to improve visual percep-
tion of beginning first grade pnpils led to significantly superior performance
on the Frostig Developiriental Tests of Visual Perception over that attained
by a control group. Mann (2 3) evaluateethe effectiveness =of an extended
reading readiness programrogram for immature pupils-in the first grade. The
extended readiness group was involved in 74 specialized readiness lessons.
Performance of this experimental group=was compared =at= midsemester
and at the end of the semester with the performance_ of a control group.
No differences in readiness skills were found between the groups at either
testing period.. A related question concerns the use of reading readiness
workbooks. The question might be raised as to the extent to which these
workbooks promote reading readiness. Ploghoft (28) compared the reading
readiness test scores of pupils who had utilized readiness workbooks
during the last nine weeks of kindergarten with thescores of pupils who had
not used such materials. No differences in readiness, as measured by the
tests at the beginning of first grade, were found.ln a similar study Silberberg
(33) compared readiness test scores of two groups of pupils, one of which
followed an informal kindergarten program, and one which followed a
formal reading readiness program during the last eight weeks of kindergar-
ten.- Readiness test performance, which immediately followed the experi-
mental period, indicated no differences in measured readiness. However,
this same investigation (Ound significant differences in favor of the experi-
mental group on the same readiness test which was administered three
weeks after the beginning of school the following fall.

On the other hand, Rutherford (31) found that a program of sensory-
motor and ocular training during a daily thirty minute outdoor play period
led to significantly superior performance on the Metropolitan Readiness
Test over that of a control group of children who did not receive such
training. It is interesting to.note that this more generalized type of training
led to readiness test performance which was significantly better than the
performance of a control group while more specific reading-related types of
readiness instruction in a majority of cases produced readiness test per-
formance no better than that achieved by a control group,

.
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The research reviewed in -this presentation can be summarized in a
number of statements.

1. The readiness test as a whole is a reliable instrument. However, there
is a question as to whether or not subtests of readiness batteries are
sufficiently reliable --to- permit the teacher -to make a differential
diagnosis of the-child's prereading capabilities.

2. Performancepon readiness test batteries as well as on subtests within
these batteries =is_ significantly related -to= subsequent reading achieve-
ment. Correlation coefficients for readiness batteries as- well as for
individual subtests generally range from .40 to 30, with relatively
few of them reaching the upper limits of this range. As a general rule,
prediction of reading success can be made almost as- accurately by
using a single subtest (such as letter- recognition) as by employing an
entire readiness test battery.Nevertheless, prediction of an individual's
achievement at the end of the first grade is very difficult.

3. A number of evaluation techniques predict first grade reading achieve-
ment just about as well as do reading readiness tests. The predictive
validity of primary group intelligence tests, for example, is not substan-
tially different from the predictive validity of readiness tests. Further-
more, ability to deal with numbers is related to success in first grade
reading to almost the same extent. There is Mee evidence to indicate
that the readiness test makes a unique contribution to a prognosis
of the child's capability to profit from reading instruction.

4. Research evidence does not substantiate the claim that immature
pupils profit more from readiness instruction than from formal reading
instruction. However, most studies which have investigated this area
of primary reading instruction have been concerned only with progress
at the end of first grade and therefore the statement made is general-
izable only to this phase of the total school program. Perhaps an
extended readiness program for- immature pupils would pay off in
the long run, but evidence of this is lacking.

5. Research is in general agreement that- skills measured by readiness
tests are developmental in nature. As children progress through the
first grade they improve their language facility, visual discrimination,
and auditory discrimination. However, it is indicated that some of
these abilities develop as rapidly as a result of formal reading instruc-
tion as they do in a diagnostic readiness program. Likewise, there is no
clear-cut evidence that the use of readiness workbooks and readiness
materials improves a child's readiness for reading beyond what could
be expected from an informal kindergarten program.
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In light of the research reviewed what implications can be drawn?Generally, there appears to be little reason for administering a complete
readiness battery if the only'reason for its administration is the classificationof pupils and the determination for each of when to initiate reading instruc-
tion. A recent study (8) indicates this to be the primary use made by teachers
of readiness test results. In the usual situation, it seems that decisions
regarding the initiation of reading instruction can be made without admin-istering a complete readiness test battery and that the time usually spent in
the administration and scoring of readiness tests can better be utilized for
instruction. In the first place an experienced teacher, after a few weeks with
the class, can= probably assign children quite adequately to instructional
groups. Furthermore,_the administration of a shiple letter recognition testor a number knowledge test can assign pupils to _the bluebird, blackbird, orrobin reading group with almost the same degree of confidence as can be
gained from a total readiness test score. Then,-too, since today the kinder-
garten is becoming an integral part of the American educational program,valid information about the child's readiness for reading instruction can be
obtained from the kindergarten teacher. She will probably know a greatdeal about the child's interest in reading, ability to learn, emotional readi-ness, and other factors which are very important and yet often are notmeasured by the typical readiness test. In addition, if an intelligence test isgiven routinely as a part of the school testing program, there is little reason
for also giving a reading readiness test. This is in no way meant to reflect
negatively on the validity ofreadiness tests, since they do possess predictive
validity. Nevertheless, the opinion that in the normal school situation areadiness test may not be an essential measure for determining when tobegin reading instruction seems to be defensible.

A close look will now be taken at the recommendation that, if a test isgiven, it be a letter recognition test. Why not some other - test? Although
any number of readiness subtests might be used, there are a number of
reasons that a test of letter knowledge might be particularly valuable as anindicator of a child's readiness for reading. In the first place, it is relatively
easy to administer and can be administered at the same time to a group ofchildren. Letter knowledge can also be measured reliably as evidenced by
the relatively high subtest reliabilities reported for this measure in readiness
test.batteries. Scoring is a simple matter. Then, too, research shows letterknowledge to be the single best predictor of first grade reading success,
and prediction can be made almost as accurately on the basis of this one
simple test as with an entire readiness battery.

There are some reasonable explanations for the effectiveness of letter
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knowledge as a predictor of reading achievement. Words are made _up of
letters, so there is some logic in assuming that a child who can recognize
letters may be more adept at learning to recognize words. In addition,
letter knowledge undoubtedly reflects ..home background, suggesting that
the child who can recognize letters when he comes to school has probably
had more background with books and other reading materials. Further-
more, the child who has learned the letters has demonstrated that he can in
fact learn; this -is in a sense a dude measure of the child's intelligence.
Then, too, the child who demonstrates letter knowledge also demonstrates
visual and auditory discrimination. A pupil who can pick out-a b from a
row of letters including a p and a d demonstratds that he can make visual
discriminations. Likewise the child who can circle the letter b when given a
verbal command to do so must be able to hear the difference between the
names for such similar sounding letters as (land p. Therefore, it seems that
a letter knowledge test- measures many skills and understandings which
have been found to be related to success in reading. In some respects we
might say that a test of letter recognition measures to some degree the,major
characteristics evaluated in a typical reading readiness test.

Perhaps a final word should be said about the use of reading readiness
tests for diagnostic purposes. It seems clear- that the majority of readiness
tests should be used for differential' diagnosis. In the first place, -not all
readiness test authors report reliability data for battery subtests. In the
absence of such data a diagnostic profile must= be considered to be of
questionable value. Furthermore, two well-known tests which do report
subtest reliabilities tend -to discourage the diagnostic use of test results.
One manual (20) says, "The Lee-Clark Reading Readiness Testis designed
to provide the teacher with an objective' basis for identifying children who
ar9 ready to receive reading instruction." The Metropolitan Readiness
Test Manual (16) advises that "efforts to attach significance to the subtest
scores of individual pupils are not encouraged." Many subtests are too
short to be reliable; moreover, when administered in a group situation,
they often appear to measure a general test-taking ability or general ability
to follow directions rather than amore specific skill. If tests are to be used
diagnostically, test makers should demonstrate that subtests within the bat-
tery do in fact measure the fairly specific skill they claim to measure. In
order to do this, validity of 1. different nature from predictive validity will
have to be proven.

One more point should be made in this regard. If a subtest has been
demonstrated to measure reliably such subskills as auditory discrimination
and visual discrimination, pupils scoring very poorly in a given skill should
be given supplementary training in that skill along with the initial stages of
actual reading instruction. There is little in the research which indicates
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that delaying reading instruction is necessarily helpful. On the other hand
it may well be that initiating reading instruction, pacing the instruction
according to the capability of the youngster, and giving additional training
in skills in which he is deficient may prove to be of value. This recommenda-
tion, as all others,, of course, is not expected to hold in all situations and
must-be-tempered-by-the-good-judgment-iaf a-well-prepared teacher.

Finally, if an inexperienced teacher wishes to use a readiness test to help
in classifying pupils, she should be encouraged to use one. She may well
need the assurance- of an objective me sure to reinforce her judgments
about individual children. If an experienced teacher has found readiness
tests to be helpful in her classification of children, she should by all means
be encouraged to use them also.-After all, readiness tests do predict- subse-
quent reading success. However, the widespread use of readiness tests for
prediction is not essential- and may be an inefficient use of the teacher's
time. Also, the use of the majority of current readiness tests for diagnosis
is based primarily on intuition and is not warranted by available evidence.
It is time to reexamine readiness tests themselves and also t ne to reexamine
the purposes for which they are used.
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5. The Selection and -Use of-Survey--
Reading Achievement Tests

STANDARDIZED
survey reading achievement tests are used on an almost

universal scale at the present time. Such tests are among the many
administered in schools, reading laboratories, and reading clinics.. Further-
more, they are available in a variety of sizes and shapes; The Sixth Mental
Measurements Yearbook (3) lists 37 standardized survey reading achieve-
Ment tests.

Since a wide variety of standardized survey reading achievement tests is
so readily available, this paper is designed to focus attention on the intelli-
gent selection and use of such instruments. To accomplish this task the
remainder of the paper is divided into three parts. The first sets forth defini-
tions of terms as they are used throughout the paper. The second establishes
criteria which can be used in evaluating and selecting tests. Finally, some
questions and recommendations regarding the use Of results froM survey
reading achievement tests are discussed.

Definition of Terms

In the present context standardized survey reading achievement tests
(Survey Reading Tests) are defined as tests which provide an average or
general reading achievement score. Such tests will usually measure word
recognition, gross comprehension, and in some cases rate of reading. There
are some tests, however, that will assess five or more competencies on as
many subtests or sections. In general, a survey reading test is not diagnostic
or analytical in nature since its primary purpose is to provide an estimate of
a pupil's overall reading ability.

Validity will usually be used in the generic sense here and it will refer to
the question "Does the test measure what it pu-rports to measure?" There
will be occasions, however, when content or face validity will receive speCific
attention. In these instances, the reader will be made cognizant of this par-
ticular usage.
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Reliability, as it is employed in this context, will refer to the consistency
with which a test measures whatever it measures.

A fourth term that will be utilized throughout the paper is agreement.
Agreement refers to the congruency of titles, tasks, and methods of measure-
ment among various survey reading tests at a given grade level and across
grade levels.

Finally, reference will be made to norming group information_in _this
instance, the use of this term will call attention to the types of children in-
cluded in the sample upon which the norms were developed.

Criteria for Selecting Survey Reading Tests

Traxler and North (15) underscore the necessity for careful selection of
tests in the following statement:

The selection and administration of tests are among the more neglected aspects
in the planning of a testing program because they often seem, at first thought, to
be routine procedures that almost any teacher can handle with little or no prepara-
tion. On the contrary, wise choice of the specific tests to be used and careful
administration of the tests to all pupils are critically important phases of a school
testing program which call for a considerable amount of -understanding and
experience in educational measurement.

According to Townsend (14) in a recent review of reading tests in the
Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook (3), there is an increased sophistica-
tion of reviews of reading tests since the 1940's. This is reflected in the fact
that reviewers tend to provide more rationale for.both positive and negative
reviews than had been true previously. While the trend is encouraging, it
should be noted that Townsend's remarks dealt only with reviewers and not
with consumers of tests. Is it possible, then, to infer that a corresponding
;ncrease of awareness of test strengths and weaknesses has occurred on the
part of test users? Buros (3) states

Although many test users undoubtedly are selecting and using tests with greater
discrimination because of the Mental Measurements Yearbooks, there are many
who are not. Despite unfavorable reviews in the Mental Measurements Yearbooks,
the publication and use of inadequately validated tests seems to be keeping pace
with the population explosion.

Assuming that Buros' analysis is accurate it seems appropriate to discuss
some criteria which may be useful in selecting tests and to illustrate some
of the problems a test consumer faces as he attempts to identify which test
will best serve his purposes The criteria are agreement, validity, reliability,
and norming group information. Since information regarding agreement is
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not typically available in test manuals, as is the case with the other three
criteria, it will be treated in much greater detail than validity, reliability,
and norming group information.

Agreement Among Survey Reading Tests

As indicated previouslyra wide variety of survey reading tests is available.
Moreover, the task of determining agreement among such tests is compli-
cated further by the multiplicity of terms and tasks used to designate and
measure such abilities as word recognition, comprehension, and speed. For
example, a review of the tests currently available reveals that there are sub-
tests which carry such titles as _accuracy, average comprehension, compre-
hension, specific comprehension, speed of comprehension, general compre-
hension, paragraph meaning, sentence and word meaning, vocabulary,
word discrimination, word knowledge, and word recognition. This is by no
means a complete list, but it serves to suggest a lack of agreement among
test authors on the specific dimensions of reading which they are attempting
to measure. McDonald (11) has discussed this problem at some length in a
recent article.

Moreover, the divergency of titles raises at least two questions which
affect the judgment of tests for any grade level. First, although titles may
differ, are the tests for various grade levels in agreement in the tasks they
require pupils to perform? Second, do tests which purport to measure the
same or similar abilities ,measure them in the same way? These questions
may=be asked of tests at a given grade level or across grade levels. Following
are some illustrations as they apply to tests for various grade levels. These
illustrations may serve to clarify both the problem and the task of the test
consumer.

Agreement among primary reading tests. At the primary grade level there
seems to be a reasonable degree of uniformity in the dimensions of reading
measured. Usually there are two, word recognition and comprehension. Be-
yond this point differences do appear to exist in terms of the names given
to the dimensions and the way in which they are measured.

In the first instance, for example, word recognition is also called vocab-
ulary, word knowledge, or word meaning by authors of tests. More im-
portant is the finding that this ability, whatever it is named, is measured in
different ways. In some instances the testing task involves selecting from
four choices a word which is associated with a picture, e.g., a rural scene
with cows and a barn is presented and the child is to choose the word that
labels the picture: careful, along, bright, or country.

Other tests measure this ability in different ways. Some include tasks
which require the reading of brief, incomplete sentences or stems before
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selecting a word which converts the stem into a simple sentence. Some
others require pupils to select from several printed choices an isolated word
which has been pronounced by the teacher. It should be noted that this type
of task requires the use of two sensory modalities. Auditory discrimination
mu t be exercised in recognizing tin; word as the teacher pronounces it;
visual discrimination must be exercised in identifying the printed symbol
which represents the word. This is a somewhat different requirement than
that of matching a word with a picture or selecting a word to complete a
sentence, although all three tasks may carry similar labels.

With respect to the assessment- of reading comprehension, most of the
instruments prepared for use in the primary grades employ similar tech-
niques. Again, there are some differences in the titles used from test to test,
but the tasks across tests are essentially of three types. Some tests or sub-
tests, with such titles as sentence meaning, reading comprehension, and
following directions, require pupils to examine several pictures and mark
them in accordance with directions given in sentence form. 'A slight variation
of this task is provided by some other tests which present a single picture
and require the selection of an appropriate sentence from among three or
more which accompany the picture. A third type of comprehension test that
appears is one where the child reads a short paragraph and demonstrates
his understanding by recognizing what he read in a translated form.

In general, primary reading tests are more divergent in methods of meas-
uring than in what they measure. It also appears that certain tests come
closer to reflecting actual reading tasks than do others. Therefore, the people
responsible for selecting reading tests for the primary grades should care-
fully consider test characteristics along with the validity, reliability, and
norming group data on the tests before making any final decisions about
purchasing a certain instrument.

Agreement among intermediate grade reading tests. An examination of
the survey reading tests available for use at the intermediate grade level
reveals that they possess some characteristics which are similar -to those
found in primary grade tests and some characteristics which set them apart
from their primary grade counterparts. With respect to the similarities, the

intermediate grade tests do purport to measure word knowledge and com-
prehension in most cases as did the primary grade tests. There is also a

continuation in the lack of agreement among test authors in labeling the
subtests used to measure these two reading abilities. Moreover, as was the
case when primary grade tests were studied, the tasks used to measure what
appears to be the same ability may be quite different from test to test.

The differences between the primary and intermediate survey reading
tests appear to be four in number. First, intermediate grade tests rarely use
pictures. As a result, the pupil cannot rely on picture clues for help. Second,
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the test titles allude to the measurement of more specific comprehension
abilities than those found in the primary grades, e.g., main ideas, following
directions, facts, etc. Third, there is some emphasis given to reading rate
and accuracy at this level, while no such emphasis was noted in the primary
grade tests. Finally, it appears that there is a greater effort on the part of
the authors of the intermediate grade tests to go beyond the literal meaning
level in general comprehension tasks by requiring inferences on the part of
the reader. Although more of this latter task might be in order, it appears
that some effort has been made in this direction at the intermediate grade
level.

Agreement among secondary and college reading tests. In general, the com-
ments made about the characteristics of the survey reading tests designed
for use at the lower grade levels are applicable' to the tests designed for use
at the higher levels. Without belaboring the point, the most salient features
of the advanced level tests are their concern for measuring different types
or levels of comprehension and the divergency in the ways they attempt to
accomplish, this task, even when the same type of comprehension ability
is in question. With regard to the need to consider these characteristics
carefully when selecting tests at this level, the works of Bligh (2), Cleland
(5), McDonald (10), and Vogel (16), are worth noting. For example, Bligh,
Cleland, and McDonald have called attention to the differences in tasks
which purport to measure similar abilities. Some of the differences they
pointed out were (a) a single, abbreviated paragraph versus a long selection;
(b) literal comprehension versus a thorough interpretation; and (c) time
limits Which do include the -time used to answer items versus time limits
which do not include the time used to answer items.

A study reported by Emans, Urbas, and Dummett (6) also dealt with the
intrinsic differences of tests which purport to perform the same measure-
ment task. For example, the authors examined two tests. One test was
written at the third grade level, consisted of short paragraphs, and required
responses to questions during the timed period. The second test was written
at the high school level, consisted of lengthy selections, and required re-
sponses after a timed reading period. On the basis of the descriptions of the
two tests, the investigators concluded that although both tests measured
the same ability, the methods of measurement were different. Certainly,
both tests were apparently measuring reading comprehension, but the
ability was being. measured in two very different fashions.

Selecting Survey Reading Tests in Perspective

The diverse nature of survey reading tests at all levels indicates that those
who are responsible for selecting such tests must consider many factors be-
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fore making their final decisior.s. One of the major concerns of test selectors
should be the agreement among tests with respect to what subtext titles
indicate is being measured and the methods used to measure the ability
indicated by the title.. Beyond this consideration, however, test selectors
should also delve into the matter of the demonstrated reliability and validity
of a test and the nature of the group upon which the norms were based., The
need for this type of information, when tests are being considered for selec-
tion was underscored by Trailer and North (15):

The selection and administration of tests arc among the more neglected aspects in
the planning of a testing program because they often seem, at first thought, to be
routine procedures that almost any teacher can handle With little or no prepara-
tion. On the contrary, wise choice of the specific tests to be used and careful ad-
ministration of the tests to all pupils are critically important phases of a school
testing program which call for a, considerable amount of understanding and
experience in educational measurement.

The Use of Survey Reading Tests

.1 would appear to be as important in the last half of the 1960's, as it was
throughout the 1940's and 1950's, to urge all individuals who purchase and
use reading tests not only to investigate the validity and reliability of these
instruments, but also to consider their appropriateness. An illustration of
inappropriate use of a survey reading test may add needed emphasis to this
point. In the southwestern states, a sizable number of first grade pupils of
Mexican-American parentage come from homes where Spanish is the
dominant or only language spoken. The schools which these children
attend, however, are conducted in English and, in some instances, speaking
Spinish in school is forbidden by law. It does not seem reasonable to expect
a reading test, administered in English, to assess adequately a bilingual
child's level of reading instruction let alone yield an estimate of his capacity
for learning to read, Yet this practice. although somewhat reduced in recent
years, continues to exist in a number of school systems. The test, a widely
used and well-rated battery, is not at fault. It simplywas never intended for
use with non-English speaking youngsters. The misuse of this test with these
children is, or should be, of more than academic concern to educators. The
combination of mis-selection, misuse, and misinterpretation of reading
tests has often spelled out individual tragedy, while perpetuating a cycle of
low academic expectation and a resultingly poor performance from children
of a minority group.

How can such misuses of survey reading tests be avoided? Test consumers
must keep this question in mind constantly. It also seems that test consumers
must keep a second question in the forefront of their thoughts: "What is
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the purpose for testing?" In general, the response to the latter question is
that the basic purpose is to assist the teacher in determining a pupil's reading
proficiency in order to provide appropriate instruction. Whether the in-
formation acquired from the test is used in grouping youngsters for instruc-
tion, for providing individual instruction, or for detecting youngsters who
require additional study and testing, it must be related in some way to in-
struction. Testing for the sake of testing cannot be countenanced. Test re-
sults that are not used as instructional aids constitute unnecessary expense.
effort, and wasted time, all of which are ill-afforded by our schools.

The remainder of this section of the paper, then, discusses four factors
related to the uses of standardized survey reading achievement tests: (a)
grade scores as indicators of functional reading levels; (b) the comparability
of test results from one test to another; (c) the use of alternate forms of the
same test; and (d) the use of tests designed for a narrow range of students as
opposed to those designed for a broader range of students.

Grade Scores on Standardized Tests as Indicators of Functional
Reading Levels

Should grade scores on standardized tests be considered as indicators of
a pupil's frustration reading level, his instructional reading level, or his in-
dependent reading level? This question was considered by three investiga-
tors who used reading levels achieved on informal reading inventories as
the criteria for determining functional reading levels.

In the first instance, Sipay (13) compared the results of three well-known
standardized reading tests with the achievement levels on an informal read-
ing inventory. He found that, even when the word pronunciation accuracy
criterion was lowered from 95 to 90 percent on the informal inventory, two
of the three standardized tests yielded significantly higher grade placement
scores than did the informal inventory.

In an earlier study which also employed an informal reading inventory
and standardized reading tests, Harbiger (8) found that the difference be-
tween the subjects' achievement levels on standardized reading tests and
informal reading inventory was substantial. This finding led him to conclude
that the results of standardized tests more often than not place children at
their frustration reading levels.

It is important to note that both the Sipay and Harbiger studies were
carried out in normal classroom situations. Thus, the children in their
samples are presumed to have been representative of the average range of
achievement.

Arnold and Arnold (1), on the other hand, conducted a study of measured
reading levels of severely disabled readers at a university psycho- educa-
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tional clinic. The results of the investigations were based on comparisons
of reading achievement determined by standardized reading tests, an in-
formal reading inventory, and judgments by reading clinicians and tutors.
Not too surprising was the finding that the standardized tests rated pupils
at a higher level than did clinicians and tutors. However, when the results
reported by Sipay and Harbiger were used as a point of reference, the
Arnold and Arnold finding that the informal inventory rated the subjects
higher than the standardized tests was somewhat unexpected.

What, then, do these three "studies mean when they are considered -to-
gether? A conclusion which might be drawn from the Sipay and Harbiger
studies is that standardized reading tests tend to overrate pupils when coin
pared to informal inventories. However, the conflict between the results of
the Arnold and Arnold study and the Sipay and Harbiger studies under-
scores the necessity for noting differences in pupil achievement characteris-
tics before employing any generalization pertinent to the relative merits of
standardized and informal reading scores as indicators of functional read-
ing levels.

Sipay (13) probably summed up the situation best with this statement:

... It is impossible to generalize whether standardized reading achievement scores
indicate the instructional or frustration level. Rather, it appears in making such
judgments, one must consider the standardized reading test used and the criteria
employed to estimate functional reading levels.

Of course, one might -take the position that if the tests used are valid,
reliable, and based on norm groups which bear some resemblance to the
children being tested, more faith can be placed in their ability to place
children at their functional reading levels. The presence of these factors does
not, however, resolve the problem of possible differences between test scores
and functional reading levels. The dangers of accepting reading test results
as absolute have been repeatedly pointed out by scholars in the field (5, 4,
13, 10). The following constitutes a summary of cautions to be exercised
in this context:

a. Test users should keep in mind that the test score is simply the result of perfor-
mance on a particular day, at a particular time, and in a particular testing
environment.

b. The diagnosis of reading achievement through the use of standardized tests
may be fallacious unless carelessness and attitudes toward taking tests on the
part of students am controlled.

c. The grade score on a standardized reading achievement test should not be
thought of as precise indication of overall reading achievement; rather, it
should be thought of as a measure of reading ability on that test at a particular
point in time,
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d. Teachers should keep in mind that the grade scores on standardized tests are
derived by interpolating scores between grade levels or by extrapolating scores
from one grade level to another; thus, grade scores.cannot be treated as em-
pirically obtained indications of month-to-month progress.

The point of the preceding cautions is that teachers may well be deceived
if they interpret a grade score from a survey reading test as a precise esti-
mate of a functional reading level, either instructional or independent.
Moreover, if the deception is in the direction of overestimating reading
ability and is transferred to the pupils by having them use reading materials
that are too difficult, the result may very well reduce the possibility of suc-
cess and may in turn develop negative attitudes toward reading on the part
of the students. Contrarily, if the deception is in the direction of underesti-
mating reading ability, boredom may result which could also develop into
negative attitudes toward reading on the part of the pupils. In general, then,
it appears that the grade scores on standardized tests should be used onlyas
a point of departure for determining functional reading levels..

Comparability of Scores From Different Tests

Another problem associated with the use of survey reading tests involves
the comparability of scores from different tests. An earlier reference was
made to conflicting results obtained from different tests when they were
administered to the same pupils. Even if the results were not conflicting, the
question as to whether or not they indicated the same kind of proficiency re-
mains unresolved. To illustrate this point further, consider a study reported
by Fortenberry and Broome (7). In' it they compared the results of two
standardized reading testsone a test of speed, vocabulary, and compre-
hension, and the other a test of word pronunciation skills. Correlation co-
efficients between each of the subtests on the first test and the word pro-
nunciation were .67, .68, and .80. When appropriate statistical tests were
applied to the correlation coefficients, all were found to be significantly
different from zero at or beyond the .01 level. Do these findings justify an
assumption that when test results are the same, or.quite similar, they have
the same meaning? A negative response to this question was expressed by
Bligh (2).

The problem of comparability of test scores continued to be an enigma to test
developers and test users. Tw-o aspects of the problem were generally recognized:
(a) the nonequivalence of norm groups and (b) the marked content differences
of tests intended to measure the same traits.-

In general, it is recommended that reading test results be viewed in terms
of their source. Certainly, the illustrations and opinions presented suggest
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that to accept a reading grade score at face value may be as deceptive as
buying a pair of shoes without trying them on.

Using Alternate Forms of the Same Test

Another facet of the problem of comparability of test scores is the use of
alternate forms of the same test. While most of the more commonly used
tests of reading are available in two, three, or four alternate forms, an
assumption that the tests are the same may not necessarily be warranted.
A not infrequent request for more evidence concerning the relative difficulty
or equivalence of alternate forms of the same test is expressed in reviews
of reading tests in The- Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook (3).. The
requests do not indicate a general rejection of the alternate forms, but,
rather, raise questions regarding comparability of difficulty, of content,
and of grade scores. In some instances, the technical manuals which accom-
pany the tests do indeed furnish evidence of the equivalency of forms. There
are, however, some tests which furnish little or no evidence to substantiate
the comparability of their alternate forms.

An additional question in regard to the comparability of alternate forms
is raised by Karlin and Jolly (9). Their study, which involved the administra-
tion of two reading tests at the beginning of the school year and the admin-
istration of the same tests plus alternate forms at the end of the year,
indicated that no real justification existed for the use of alternate forms. The
results of the study indicated that contamination from the use of the same
test form at the beginning and end of the school year was negligible.-Mile
it might be rash to embrace these findings for an immediate, general applica-
tion, it would be less than scientific not to give them consideration and seek
additional information.

Gt4de Span and the Use of Tests

The point to be considered here is whether a test of broad grade span
one designed for use in grades three through tenis as effective throughout
its range as a test of more limited grade span, one designed for use in grades
four through six. Without taking issue with the difference in reading task
requirements, it may be stated with reasonable certainty that broad range
tests tend to produce more mis-measurements at their extremes than do
tests of the same type which are more restricted in range. Therefore, while
a broad range test may be quite suitable for use in the grades which are in
the middle of its range, it may be inappropriately easy or difficult for those
grades at or near,the upper and lower ends of its grade span. Users of these
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tests would do well to regard extremely high or low scores with some
skepticism, particularly when they are earned by pupils in those grades at
either end of the tests' grade span.

Conclusion

It seems appropriate to pose a number of questions which teachers and
other test users might ask in regard to the selection and use of survey read-
ing tests.

1. Why is a test to be given?
If the response to this question is centered more around determining
a pupil's past progress than on determining his present status, a
reexamination of the relation of a testing program to instruction is
necessary

2. How will the test results be used?
Unless a specific instructional answer is made to this question, the
administration, scoring, and recording of.the results may have become
a meaningless exercise in conformity.

3. Is the test appropriate for the pupils?
This is a rather broad question and its facets include chronological
age, intelligence, culture, and previous instruction. One basic question
to be answered is: "Did the standardization of the test include groups
Whose characteristics are the same as those of the pupils with whom
the test will be used?"

4. Does the test assess those pupil competencies which are the teaching
objectives?
If the testing is not directly related to what is being taught, what
purpose does it serve? If, for example, comprehension is being stressed
in instruction, a test of word pronunciation skills may be of some value
but will not provide an adequate assessment.

5. Is the test valid and reliable?
Does the test measure what it is supposed to measure and can it be
depended upon to be consistent in that measurement? Such informa-
tion may normally be found in technical manuals which often are
available from the publishers. In addition, it is strongly recommended
that a current edition of the Mental Measurements Yearbook (3) be
consulted for additional evaluations.

Other questions, such as those dealing with the breadth of grade span
and the relationship of test results to functional levels, should be given
consideration as facets of questions three, four, and five.

If survey reading tests are to be used at all, they should be chosen
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thoughtfully, used cautiously in accordanCe with their stated requirements
and procedures, and interpreted carefully. Reading tests should be the
servants, not the dictators, of reading instruction.
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6. The Values and, Limitations of Diagnostic

Reading Tests for Evaluation in the
Classroom

THE
classroom teacher who seeks ways to evaluate the reading potent,:l

and ability of the children under her care will find an almost bewildering
array of published tests and other instruments to assist her. In fact, the
number available and the variety of abilities appraised by them make a wire
selection very difficult.

Each of the available instruments has its shortcomings, so much so that
it is the writer's impression that very few reading clinics use one, or even a
few, of these in their diagnosis. On the contrary, the informal reading inven-
tory and various other teacher-made and clinician-made instruments seem
to be very popular in the centers whose main activity is the careful diagnosis
of leading problems.

Nevertheless, the classroom teacher who lacks the training or the time to
construct or administer informal instruments will find certain standardized
measures of substantial value in helping her gain insight into the reading
strengths, weaknesses, and potential of her pupils. The greatest advantage
in using such instruments lies in the fact that they have been, for the most
part, constructed by persons of substantial training, experience, and reputa-
tion. Such people as Donald Durrell, Marian Monroe, Arthur Gates,
George Spache, Guy Bond, Morton Botel, and their colleagues have great
insights into the nature of reading and the ways that reading disabilities
manifest themselves. Their experiences in clinical reading qualify them to
construct instruments designed to be most revealing about areas of concern.

The writer is not well acquainted with all of the diagnostic reading tests
currently available. This prevents a complete and exhaustive discussion.

'The following are the most widely used tests of this nature and the discus-
sion in this paper will be largely restricted to them :

1. Botel Reading Inventory
2. California Phonics Survey
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3. Developmental Reading Tests: Silent Reading, Diagnostic Tests
4. Diagnostic Reading Tests
5. Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty
6. Gates-McKillop Reading Diagnostic Tests
7. Gilmore Oral Reading Test
8. Gray Oral Reading Test
9. McCullough Word-Analysis Tests

10. McKee Inventory of Phonetic Skills
11. Monroe Diagnostic Reading Examination
12. Spache Diagnostic Reading Scales

Trella has recently described six of the foregoing tests in terms of the
skills they analyze (16). More comprehensive discussions have been made by
Bond and Tinker (I2). Harris (13), and Zintz (17):

General Values of Diagnostic 'rests

The diagnostic reading tests discussed in this paper have numerous
general values for the classroom teacher. Several of the tests provide a
series of unfamiliar but carefully graded paragraphs for oral and silent
reading testing. The paragraphs usually have been especially prepared for
the test (and are therefore likely to be unfamiliar to the child) and the levels
of difficulty have been carefully determined. The use -of the paragraphs,
following the procedures prescribed in the- test manual, or following the
teacher's own procedures which she may use because her expectations con-
cerning reading performance are different from thor: of the test maker, is
likely to reveal much valuable knowledge about the child's reading. For
reasons to be noted. later in this paper, this may be their most valued
advantage.

In addition, some of the tests provide graded lists of words to use in
determining the size and level of a poor reader's sight vocabulary and his
word analysis ability. The words on such lists are usually very carefully
chosen and grade level established according to discrete and important
criteria.

Some of the tests include special sections designed to reveal information
about reversals, word blenoing, and other specific word analysis skills.
Some items of thiA type are ingeniously devised and their construction calls
for more creativity than many teachers have.

Most of the tests have norms for many of their subtests so that it is pos-
sible to determine how a given student's performance compares with that of
other students of various ages and grade levels. Such information is highly
useful in communicating test results to other teachers, to parents, and occa-
sionally to the child himself.

1



testing man a procedure derived by the average classroom teacher. The use
of or even acquaintance with the test will stimulate the teacher to make a
more comprehensive analysis of reading abilities than she might otherwise
make. For this reason, if for no other, such tests are worth buying and
studying very carefully.

In the diagnosis of reading there is a need for instruments to evaluate
many abilities in reading. A battery of minimum value will include measures
of oral reading, silent reading, and word perception skills, including sight
vocabulary and phonics. A measure of reading potential, either an individ-
ual intelligence test administered by a trained person or a listening test that
has been skillfully constructed, well standardized, and carefully admin-
istered, is highly desirable. Tests of such word perception skills as use of
context, reversals, and structural analysis arc certainly useful. There is no
one diagnostic test that will do all these things. There are sonic that do most
of them, and it is always possible to put together a collection of tests to do
the job.

Desirable Criteria for Diagnostic Tests

There are several criteria that should be met by diagnostic reading tests.
Some of these that are especially important are listed and explained below.
Each has been given a label which will be used in referring to it in disCussing
specific diagnostic tests in remaining sections of this paper.

The reality criterion is of primary importance. If a test meets this criterion
it will test an ability in much the same manner as the ability is used in real
reading. If it is not met, then an accurate appraisal of a specific ability by
the test in question is not possible and conclusions drawn concerning student
responses may not be valid. Examples of conformity or the lack of con-
formity to this criterion will be given later. It should be noted that it is not
always possible for all items in a test to meet this criterion completely while
meeting all those listed below.

The guessing criterion is met when it is not possible for the student to
guess the correct answer to an item. The purpose of diagnosis is to make
possible corrective teaching that is specific to the student's needs. Therefore,
the examiner should not be forced to entertain 'the possibility that the
student can guess the correct answer to an item. The possibility of guessing
can never be eliminated but the nature of the, desired response to an item
can reduce the possibility of guessing. Poor readers will quite often guess
wildly on multiple-choice tests. They have usually had trouble with tests and
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level which is easy and the testing proceeds upward until the material
is too difficult for him to read. Usually one selection is read orally
and one silently at each took level.

2. As the child reads orally, the manner in which he reads is recorded.
Almost any deviation from completely fluent reading is counted as
an oral reading error.

3. After reading each selection, the child's comprehension is checked
by having the child retelithe story, by asking the child questions, or
both.

A comprehensive informal reading inventory would include tests for the
following abilities:

(a) to read orally without error
(b) to pronounce vocabulary in context (this is the percentage of words

which a child recognizes when he is reading orally)
(c) to pronounce words in isolation, usually from word lists of new or

difficult words introduced at a given book level
(d) to demonstrate comprehension of material read orally and material

read silently (oral responses, written responses, responses to ques-
tions, and free responses)

(e) to define words in context, a part of comprehension which is fre-
quently overlooked
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sary so that the examiner can clearly discern the nature of the student's
response. Tests of ability in phonics especially need to meet this criterion as
well as the specificity criterion. The latter criterion is met if an item measures
a specific ability rather than a constellation of abilities.

The comprehension criterion is especially important in tests of oral and
silent reading. The criterion is met if items checking the understanding of
what is read actually test comprehension and interpretation rather than pure
memory of what has been read. Some poor readers can remember very well
what they read but understand little of it. A student whose teachers have
stressed remembering rather than understanding will tend to read to attain
that objective. It would be foolish to contend that memory is not involved
in understanding but understanding involves many moreand more im-
portantabilities. Thorndike's study (15) of reading as reasoning estab-
lished this principle almost fifty years ago.

No one test could completely meet all of the above criteria, due to
differences in the abilities to be tested and the kinds of responses that are
possible. In some cases one criterion may be intrinsically at odds with
another. In such cases arbitrary decisions are necessary concerning which
criterion shall be met.

Complete Diagnostic Batteries

There are four batteries of diagnostic reading tests that contain material
and directions for comprehension evaluation of reading abilities. These
are the Durrell, Gates, Monroe, and Spache Diagnostic Tests. All must
be given to one child at a time.

The Durrell, Gates, and Monroe tests constitute three of the oldest
complete batteries of diagnostic reading tests. Each of the three, with its
component parts, tends to give a complete picture of a child's strengths
and weaknesses. The Durrell evaluates -both oral and silent reading, a
desirable attribute. The Monroe and Gates evaluate oral reading only.
Recent revisions of the first two tend to make them more up-to-date than
the Monroe. The Monroe does not evaluate as many abilities as the Gates
or Durrell and its lack of recent revision makes it less popular.

The Gates test provides a set of reading paragraphs which increase in
difficulty and tell a continuous story, but there is only one paragraph at
each level in the test booklet and there are no comprehension questions.
This condition plus the lack of a test of silent reading greatly reduces the
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The instructional reading level is the book level (usually levels) at which
the child can profit from and needs instruction from a teacher. A child's
instructional reading level is almost always two or three book levels and
sometimes six or seven.

Fruitration level is the lowest book level at which the child cannot be
expected to learn to read even with excellent instruction.

Figure 2 lists the standards for evaluating a child's. achievement on an
informal reading inventory. These standards are suggested as ones a teacher
should use in learning how to use an informal reading inventory. The
standards are based upon those found in the literature but are more detailed-
and more objective. For example, 75 to 90 percent is a common standard
of comprehension for instructional level and 50 percent and below, for
frustratiOn. The literature is not clear about what to do with comprehension
between 50 and 75 percent. A teacher who is experienced in the administra-
tion of an informal reading inventory should make subjective judgments
when determining a child's reading levels. However, a teacher who is not
experienced in administering an informal reading inventory should not
make subjective judgments. Subjective judgments made by a teacher inexpe-
rienced with an informal reading inventory usually rate the child too high,
placing him in frustration level for instruction.

The following rules are applied in evaluating a child's reading perform-
ance in mina the standardg in Fianwt-2 mut 1 unnl;pil ut paelt
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the oral nor the silent reading paragraphs tell a continuous story. The
comprehension questions in the oral section are almost exclusively of the
memory typethere is almost a complete absence of questions evaluating
the ability to draw inferences, get the main idea, note the sequence of ideas,
or draw conclusions from what is read. There are no questions over the
silent reading (except some optional ones referring to imagery), but the
student is asked to teil what he remembers of the selection. Credit in compre-
hension depends upon the number of ideas remembered and repeated.

The oral reading tests of the Gates, Durrell, and Monroe, as well as all
'of the oral reading tests described in this paper, can be very revealing if a
careful recording and analysis is made of pupils' oral reading errors on the
tests. Several systems for manual recording of pupil errors have been
devised. All of them provide for crossing out, underlining, and writing in
by the examiner on a copy-of the material being read.

Classroom teacheri who have not had much practice in doing this are
likely to find that their marking cannot keep pace with the student's reading.
Such marking is distracting to the student and may tend to influence his
performance negatively. Therefore, it is recommended that the student's
oral reading of the test material .be tape recorded. This can be made less
distracting than written recording and is likely to render the errors more
amenable to careful analysis. .

Oral reading is suitable for noting word recognition errors and not much
else of major importance. It is true that phrasing ability aid attention to
punctuation can be noted. These in themselves are unimportant, unless
one uses oral reading much more extensively, or for more important
purposes than the usual person doesexcept as indicators of obtained
meaning. Because the oral reading task is so complex, the presence or
absence of attention to phrasing and punctuation do not necessarily indicate
whether or not the meaning is being understood.

In many schools there is an overemphasis on oral reading and sounding
out of words. Students get the impression that this is all there is to reading
and are concerned with nothing else. Many fluent oral readers have trouble
in understanding what they read.

There is some evidence that the oral and silent reading selections in most
standardized reading diagnostic tests are too short for perceptually handi-
capped children. Shedd (14) has indicated that the children with specific
perceptual motor disabilities with whom he has worked in the Berea
(Kentucky) project do not mobilize as rapidly as normal children and there:.
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not possible for most classroom teachers,
Silent readingTerformance is much more valid for testing comprehension

than is oral reading. Careful questioning after silent reading, which utilizes
many types of questions (main idea, detail, inference, sequence, background.
vocabulary, etc.), is the best way of assessing understanding. Most, if not
all, of the standardized reading diagnostic tests do not provide for this
kind of questioning. Most are tests of memory for what is read, in itself of
importance but not of exclusive importance.

Both the Gates and the Durrell provide tests of sight vocabulary using
a hand tachistoscope. The use of such a device provides a highly artificial
way of testing such vocabulary and may distract some children to such a
degree that it keeps them from giving a true indication of what they know.
Nevertheless, it seems to be a fair way of evaluating sight vocabulary if it
is preceded by a short session orienting and accustoming the child to the
device. The Durrell method of tachistoscopioesting is much more conven-
ient than the Gates, and the word list used is more extensive and mote
carefully graded.

On both tests children are given unflashed (untimed) tests of word
analysis. On the Durrell a child is asked to analyze a word only if he cannot
recognize it when flashed. This seems to be a better procedure than that
used in the Gates, a test in which a child might recognize as sight words
most of the words to be "analyzed."

The Gates tests the child's recognition of phrases; the Durrell does not.
Both test the ability to name letters. Both have tests which ask the child
to indicate which letter spells the first sound of a word, or which word begins
like a word pronounced by the examiner. Both fail to meet the criterion of
guessing and are subject to the same defect as that found in the McKee
Phonics Tests, namely, that testing the ability to identify the way a spoken
sound is spelled is not testing the same ability as that called for in supplying
the sound of a letter appearing in writing. The Gates Nonsense Word Test
is subject to the same limitation. The auditory blending part of the test is
valid only if used with children who have been taught phonics by a synthetic
(sound blending) method. The same can be said of the Durrell Sounds of
Letters test.

The Durrell test, Learning to Hear Sounds in Words, is a very useful one,
as is the Test of Listening Coniprehension, except that the latter utilizes
questions that are largely of the memory type. The tests of spelling (Gates
and Durrell), and Durrell's handwriting test are only of general interest and
value in a' reading analysis.
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Figure 3
Suggested Minimum Speeds of Reading in Basal Readers

Book level
Words per minute

Oral Silent

Primer - 12 60 60

21 & 22 70 70

31 & 32 90 120

4 120 150

5 120 170

"6 150 245

7 150 300

about which errors are important enough to be counted. There arc two
considerations in determining what to count: (a) the error counting should
be objective so_that examiners can agree. and (b) the error counting-should
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Spache's Diagnostic Reading Scales is a fairly comprehensive battery of
diagnostic reading tests of recent origin. It is designed for individual admin-
istration, contains tests of both oral and silent reading, and has six short
supplementary phonics tests. A multi-level word recognition test of 130
words, spanning grade levels one through six, can be used to test sight
vocabulary and establish a starting level for the oral and silent reading. A
series of 22 reading passages at various grade levels from primer to eighth
grade can be used for oral and silent, reading testing. These range in length
from thirty words at early first grade level to over two hundred at eighth
grade level. Comprehension questions, with se7en or eight questions per
passage, are given for checking understanding. The questions do not meet,
the comprehension criterion since they are chiefly of the variety that test
memory for what is read, rather than testing understanding. The paragraphs
themselves seem to be carefully written and the difficulty carefully estab-
lished.

Norming of the test appears adequate, although establishing validity by
showing high. correlation with one specific reading survey test- seems
questionable. The survey test used sets individual reading levels significantly
higher than other similar tests of high repifte. Directions are given for
establishing "reading potential level" using the 22 paragraphs. This is done
by determining the highest level at which the pupil understands the para-
graphs when they are read to him. The lack of questions evaluating the
various kinds of comprehension reduces the usefulness of this part of the
test.

The phonics tests do not meet the reality criterion and call for responses
that would be normal only for a child taught phonics by synthetic methods.

Despite the limitations noted, all of the tests described above, especially
the Spache and Durrell, are highly useful tests. They have been carefully
constructed, are fairly comprehensive, and will prove very valuable to one
who administers them carefully. They are time consuming, but their results
are worth the time.

Botel Reading Inventory

The Botel is discussed apart from the others, because it is partly a group
test and samples fewer abilities than those previously treated. It consists of
four parts: (a) tests of word recognition on grade levels 1 -4., (b-c) word
opposites, a test of reading and listening comprehension, and (d) a phonics
mastery test. The word opposites and phonics mastery tests may be given as
group tests; the test of word recognition is an individual test. It is designed
chiefly for pupils reading at levels up to fourth grade.

Colleagues at the University of Illinois, Saint Cloud (Minnesota) State
College, and the University of Massachusetts have reported that they teach
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the use of this inventory in their classes for preservice and in-service
teachers. We have used it in the Reading Center at the, University of
Kentucky and have found it to be a useful instrumen' for teacher education
in reading. We have been disappointed in its value for use with children. The
results-obtained have not been discrete enough for individualized remedial
reading work. It cannot be saicrto what extent the inventory would detect
group weaknesses.

The value of the use of Word- Opposites Test as a test of listening com-
prehension is based, on the idea that a pupil'slistening ability is a direct
indication of his reading potential. The writer has no quarrel with this idea,
but the Botertest seems to be only an incomplete test of listening vocabulary.
It does not meet the guessing criterion. Even if it did, a much more com-
prehensive test of listening ability would be needed.

The phonics mastery test is by far the most useful and valid test in the
`battery. It tests the major.phonic abilities by determining the child's ability
to spell certain sound combinations. By testing the abilities in this way it
fails to meet the reality criterion, "since the ability to spell certain sound pat-
terns is not the same as the ability to supply sound equivalents for patterns
of print. Nevertheless, it is superior to most phonics mastery tests.

The Test of Wot 1 Recognition appears to be a valid test of sight words
in isolation (as they seldom_appear in-real-reading).- However, it should be
pointed out that they are tested in an untimed situation where they may be
analyzed, if the child wishes. Since the words are taken from a standardized
grade list; the child may or may not have had a chance to learn them as
sight words. This test seems to fail to meet the criterion of reality.

The Word Opposites Test used as a test of reading comprehension is an
unusual test. It "purpOrts to test comprehension by measuring the pupil's
ability to select a word that is the opposite of another word., It is, to the
writer, more of a test of reading vocabulary and nota particularly valid test
at that. A child might do poorly on, it because he did not recognize the
words; another child might do well on it and still have difficulty in com-
prehending phrases, sentences, and paragraphs.

Oral Reading Tests

The Gray Oral Reading Test is a recent revisionactually a rewritingof
the traditionally useful Gray Oral Reading Paragraphs and Check Tests. It
consists of thirteen reading sel2ctions that range in length from twenty to
fifty words, and vary in levels of difficulty from preprimer to adult level. For
each selection there are four questions which can be correctly answered by
oral reproduction of the word's of the text or by paraphrasing it. The
questions do not meet the comprehension criterion. The selections appear to
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be carefully gradedall are of a narrative variety but do not tell a contin-
uous story. In scoring the test the word recognition errors must be recorded,
and the time taken to read each selection must be carefully noted, There are
four different forms of the test. The test is very valuable for noting weak-
nesses in word perception. The norms seem quite highthe test tends to
underestimate children's instructional reading levels. The reading selections
are loQshortlor establishing instructional level in a dependable way.

The Gilmore Test consists of a series of ten paragraphs that range in
length from 26 to 250 words and in difficulty from preprimer to grade eight
and tell a continuous story. The five comprehension questions that accom-
pany each story ask chiefly for direct recall of the material: The selections
are interesting and seem to be well graded. Their greater length makes them
more useful than the Gray paragraphs:

Either the Gray or the Gilmore are satisfactory for use in determining
word perception strengths and abilitiesinsofar as this can be done through
oral reading. Neither has a test of the specific abilities of phonics. Since both
are only oral reading tests their usefulness is limited.

Higher Level Diagnostic Tests

The battery named The Diagnostic Reading Tests, published by the
Committee,on Diagnostic Reading Tests, is one of the few batteries designed
for use with average readers in high school. The Committee also publishes
similar batteiies for use with children in grades one through eight. The
diagnostic battery consists of seven separate tests: one each of vocabulary
and comprehension, tests of oral and silent word attack, and three tests of
rate. All are designed for group administration. Each test takes from twenty
minutes to an hour to administer.

The test would have many different uses for teachers of reading or content
subjects to determine general class strengths or weaknesses. Several criteria
for diagnostic tests are not met. The student can have a field day guessing on
the tests. The tests do not meet the specificity criterion. In many cases an
error on a particular item might mean any one of several things_

The vocabulary tests have too small a sample of vocabulary from any
one fieldathough not as small as some of the more widely-used survey
tests. They violate the specificity criterion since a person may miss items
because he cannot pronounce the word_ s on the test rather thin because he
does not know word meanings.

The writer has the highest regard for the comprehension section of the
test. It requires the student to read material from several different subject
fields and answer multiple-choice questions of several different types. By
analyzing the student's responses some impression of his ability to compre-
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hend material in different subject fields may be obtained; there are no
directions to assist the examiner in doing this. A good test of listening
comprehension (therefore, of reading potential) of subject matter in different
content fields can be given by using one of four forms of the comprehension
test, reading it to students and having them answer the comprehension
questions.

The rate tests have in the past been withdrawn from sale for revision or
restandardization. They would be useful to determine pupils' rates of
reading in general reading material, social studies material, or science
material.

The word attack (silent) test is more a test of auditory discrimination
than of word attack. It is doubtful if an analysis of errors on it would help
a teacher determine what word attack weaknesses a student had. The word
attack (oral) will fill the same role as the Gray Oral or the Gilmore except
that it contains selections of higher difficultyup to and including grade.
twelve.

The tests seem' to be expensive but the possibility of reuse_reduces the
per student cost. However, the test booklets are not very sturdy and do not
seem durable.

The tests are misnamed: they are not diagnostic tests in the strictest
sense but are actually survey tests that do a more extensive job than the
usual survey testand arc therefore pc.sibly more reliable than most
survey tests.

Tests of Word Attack

The California Phonics Survey, the Bond-Clymer, the McCullough Tests,
and the McKee Tests are all instruments designed to evaluate word attack
abilities.

As the title indicates, the California is designed for use as a survey test
from grade level seven through college and is included here because of its
uniqueness. It is intended for group administration: all items have multiple-
choice answers. The student listens and marks his booklet to indicate if a
pronounced sound cluster is spelled out, or if a pronounced word is spelled
out in his test booklet, etc. By testing phonics abilities in this way it violates
the criterion of reality. Using the given directions, errors on the California
may be readily analyzed to determine the student's weaknesses in various
areas of phonics". It is doubtful that remedial teaching could be adequately
planned, even after an analysis of test results, without more information
concerning students' abilities in phonics.

.The Bond-Clymer is a group test utilizing the multiple-choice format.
According to the manual, it is designed for children reading at third grade
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level and above, but it would not be useful with readers above grade level
.eight. The California might be more appropriate above that level.

The Bond - Clymer purports t- 'est twelve different word attack abilities
in the areas of sight recognition, phonics, use of context, and structural
analysissyllabification and root wards. The test seems to be carefully
constructed and fairly comprehensive. All sections violate the guessing
criterion because of the multiple-choide format. Some areas violate the
reality criterionincluding the "Locr.ting Elements," e.g., the word entirely
is printed under the picture of a tire; the student is expected to "find that
little word in the big word below the picture." "Word Synthesis" is when
words are broken at unnatural places at the end of a line of print, e.g., stick
is broken ST-ICK with the second part located below and to the left of the
first. The tests of the use of context and reversals are unique and useful
portions of the battery. The test might be useful in some corrective reading
classg; however, the.writer has found that the level of teacher knowledge
in corrective reading techniques must be exceptionally high if he is to make
practical use of Bond-Clymer test results.

The McCullough Word-Analysis Tests contain seven subtests, five con-
cerning phonics abilities and two measuring structural analysis abilities.
The phonics subtests utilize the multiple- choice format and therefore violate
the guessing criterion; two of these ask the child to listen and choose letters
that spell the initial consonant or medial vowel sound. These violate the
reality criterion. One stibtest is a sound-matching exercise (letter combina-
tions spelling the same sound combinations are matched)a test of auditory
discrimination, one important ability in learning phonici.

A fourth phonics subtest asks the student to scrutinize trios of letter
combinations and decide which, if any, spell actual words. This seems to
the writer to be a valid test of letter sounds. A test measuring the ability to
use a dictionary pronunciation key rounds out the phonics tests. Except
for the fact that it utilizes multiple-choice items, it seems to be a valid test of
the ability.

Dividing words into syllables is tested by having the students do just that.
However,, the words would be familiar as sight words to many intermediate
grade children and could be divided without the child's possessing knowl-
edge of the principles of syllable division.

The final subtest requires the child to circle affixes in words. This seems
to be a valid test and meets most of the criteria for a good diagnostic test.

All things considered, the McCullough Test would be useful with a group
of children in intermediate grades, even though the multiple-choice format
reduces its effectiveness. In cases where it violates the criteria of a good
diagnostic test it is no worse than several others measuring the same abilities.

The McKee Test has been included in the teachers' manuals of the McKee
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Reading Series for a number of years and is also available in printed form
apart from the manuals. It is designed to evaluate phonics skills such as
initial consonants and knowledge of-vowel principles, and some structural
analysis skills such as inflectional endings and affixes. It utilizes a multiple-
choice format and is thus susceptible to guessing and requi ....aildren to
listen and choose the response that contains the same initial sound (or
syllable), final sound, or medial vowel as the one spoken by the teacher.
This ability is, of course, different from that required in actual reading,
in- which the child is confronted by symbols and must supply sound
equivalents.-

In a study directed by the writer, 43 poor readers in grades five and six
were given the McKee Test along with two individually administered tests:
one was a nonsense syllable reading test and the other a specially constructed
test. The latter utilized words from the Dolch list and required students to
pronounce words constructed by changing one element in a Dolch word to
make a new word. The changed element was written in cursive writing so
that the form of the new word would be unfamiliar. All three tests tested
the same basic elements. It was found that if the nonsense word -test was
used as a criterion, the McKee Test detected only 13.7 percent of the chil-
dren's individual weaknesses in phonics. If the Dolch-Changed Element
Test was used as a criterion, the McKee detected 16.7 percent of the weak-
nesses in phonics.

Since the McKee Test detected so few of the potential trouble spots in the
word recognition abilities of the children, its use is inadvisable. It might be
useful in detecting group, weaknesses but in view of the fact that it utilizes
the multiple-choice format, the word perception weaknesses of poor readers
are likely to be inaccurately evaluated by it.

Summary

Standardized diagnostic reading tests are likely to be useful to the class-
room teacher, especially as models for the diagnostic procedures to be
followed. Ideally such procedures will evaluate many aspects of reading
and the tests used will need to meet most of several important criteria.
Very few batteries that evaluate all the important phases of reading and
also meet the criteria of a good test are available. Various published tests
have specific strengths and weaknesses and are useful in different ways in
different situations. A careful examination of several of the tests is ream-
mended before any test is purchased for use in evaluating the various aspects
of reading.
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ROBERT A. MCCRACKEN

WESTERN WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE

7. The Informal Reading Inventory as

a Means of Improving Instruction-

1-rnAcitEns give informal reading inventories every time they make a reading
1 assignment, every time -they, give a test, every time they discuss with

children what has beeh read. The informal reading inventory can lead to
improved instruction,' but using an informal reading inventory does not
automatically improve instruction. For an informal reading- inventory to
affect improvement in teaching a t must know what an informal
reading inventory is; how to adranister, record and evaluate the results;
and how to use the results. -

Tuns paper is organizA two scclions. The first section defines.an
informal reading inventory, tellS hOW to administer it, and presents objebtive
standards fir o aluating the results. The second, section concerns the toe
of informal reading inventory results in the classroom.

What Is Informal Reading Testing?

An infonnal reading test or inventory is a nonstandardized reading test.
A child's abilities in*reading are tested using excerpts from a graded_ set of
books or a single text. Th reads these excerpts orally and/or silently
and the teacher obtains samples of the child's re_ ading performance at each
book level. The child's reading performance is evaluated against pre-
determined standards. - -

One basic purpose in informal testing is to determine if a text which the
teacher wishes to use is too hard to read, about right in reading difficulty,
or too easy for a given child. (A book which is rated as too easy in reading
difficulty may be used becatise its content is important, but it would not be
used as a text from which to teach a student to read) A second basic purpose
of an informal reading test is to determine the book level or levels at which
each child can be instructed in reading. These two purposes are not in
conflict. This second purpose, however, usually requires more time and
more testing.

The word informal may be misleading. Tim testing procedures and

79
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standards are set and fairly formal. Informal means that the testing is non-
standardized in the technical sense of test construction and administration.
Informal does not mean relaxed or subjective.

Informal reading testing presumes that reading. achievement reflects a
developmental growth pattern similar to growth in physical weight, height,
shoe or shirt size. One does not need to know the size of a shirt to determine
if it fits a child. One puts the shirt on the child and observes if the shoulders
are too broad or too small, if the sleeves are a reasonable length, if the neck
can be buttoned, etc. One can judge if a shirt size is proper because one
knows how a shirt should fit. As a matter of convenience (perhaps necessity
in our society) shirt sizes have been given numbers and manufacturers use
the same standards for marking shirt, sizes. However, one rarely measures
the length of a child's arm or the size of his neck to determine his shirt size.
One uses the shirt as the measuring stick. If a size fourteen shirt is too tight
in the neck, one tries on a size fifteen, etc. When a size fourteen shirt be-
comes too small because a child is growing, the next larger size is bought.
This approach is informal testing of shirt size, z 'id the procedures used are
fairly regular. One accepts and uses these fitting procedures beause they
work.

Informal reading testing =does the same thing with books; it helps a
teacher decide whether or- not a book is the right size for a child, and it
determines which book sizes are acceptable for instruction in reading.- In
informal reading testing one tries on a book for size.

Figure 1 presents this concept diagrammatically. Note that in this
example the child can wear a size 12, 13, or 14 shirt even though size 13 is
the best fit: Note that the child needs instruction in reading from book sizes
6, 7, 8, and 9. With instructional h_ elp he can read from all these levels. The
best book-for instruction is book 7, but books are not too easy until book
5 level and below nor too hard 'until hook 10 level and above. A child's
instructional level in wading usually is more than a single book level
although we sometimes say that a student's instructional level is the mid-
point of his instructional reading range or the level from which he can be
instructed best.

How Is an Informal Reading Test Administered?

Betts (1), Cooper (3), Durrell (4), Harris (5), Johnson and Kress (6),
Rusk!! (7), Sheldon (8), and others have described informal reading inven-
tories. ;Basically the method used in administering an informal reading
inventory is as follows:

1. The child is asked to read both orally and silently from a graded
series of books, usually a basal reading series. 'The child begins at a
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were significant and which were notindicating that a criterion for errors
which just counted the nurnber of errors was best.

It was also found that the error pattern seemed related to level of difficulty
and not to the type ofidifficulty the child might be having. For example,
a good reader in sixth grade will make no errors when reading orally from
a second or third reader. He begins to make repetitions as the difficulty of
the material increases to fourth and fifth grade levels.

In the sixth and seventh grade level selections, the good reader begins to
make substitutions and additions, but he will correct these errors. At the
eighth and ninth grade levels, he begins to meet unknown words, to make
omissions, and ,to mispronounce words without correcting these errors.
Finally, he waits for assistance in pronouncing words in tenth grade level
material and in materials above this level.

As the level of difficulty increases, the beginning errors persist; but
proportionately they are less. This finding seemed also to indicate that the
counting of the number of errors is more important than is the classification.

It has been argued that self-corrected errors should not be counted. How-
ever, a child who,yeakes numerous errors and self-corrects all of them soon
becomes frustrated through lack of success and through the slowness of
intake of ideas. Self- correction cuts down reading rate. Slow reading rates
are associated with frustration, with students not reading, and with students
not doing assignments even though they seem able to do so.

each type of error is counted equally; a repetition is counted as one error,
au omission is counted as one error, or a word which has to be pronot.nced
by the teacher is counted as one error. The type of error may have signifi-
cance in determining what the student needs to be taught; but in determining
instructional reading level the number of errors, not the kinds, is what is
important. (The author suggests that diagnostic analysis oferror pattern is
valid only within the instructional range.)

To make error counting objective and precike, six rules are used:

1. Count only one error at any one place in the reading. Many times a
student will make more than one type of error at one point in the story.
For example, a student may omit a difficult word, reread (repetition)
and mispronounce the omitted word, reread again (another repetition)

_and pronounce the word correctly. All of this would be counted as one
error.

2. Count as one error if a student corrects an error, with or without
repeating other words.

3. Count as one error the omission of ir. -re than one word of consecutive
print.

4. Count as oue error the addition of two or more words consecutively.
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5. Count as one error if the child makes a second error caused by his
forcing grammatical agreement: For example, a child who substitutes
he for they will probably add an s to the verb, reading he wants for they
want. The same thing happens when a male proper name is read as
female. Later, the pronoun he is sometimes read as she, or him as her.

6. Count as one error the mispronouncing of a proper name or difficult
word if the word appears more than once in a 100 to 150 word selection
and is mispronounced two or more times. For example, students will
sometimes read Bill as Billy consistently. Count as one error if a proper
name has two or more words in it and both are mispronounced. Count
errors on simple words each time they occur. For example, if ci is
substituted for the three times, count three errors.

Note on Frustration Level

When a book or story is at frustration level for a student, this means
that the book or story is so hard that the student cannot learn to read from
the book even with help; it means that he will not read from the book if
assigned to-work alone in it; it means that if he is forced to try to read, he
will fail and be frustrated in his attempts. A student does not have to exhibit
all of the characteristics or symptoms of frustration to have reached frustra-
tion. One inability or several partial inabilities are sufficient to cause frustra-
tion. Frustration level usually is considerably higher than independent
level; that is, a child meets frustration in books- which are much harder in
reading level than the level of the books which he can read independently.

Adults can experience frustration level by reading a technical text in a
discipline in which they 're ignorant, reading a simple fairy tale in a foreign
language in which they have only a minimum competence, or by reading a
mature novel or adult text vhile holding the book upside down. It is some-
times necessary to read for five minutes or more to become frustrated. It
is very hard-to be frustrates' in thi 4 to sixty seconds even though all the
characteristics of frustratiori may be evident. When reading from the techni-
cal text in an unknown discipline, the frustration will probably come from
inability to understand the material. When reading from a simple story in a
foreign language, the frustration will probably come from inabilit., or uncer-
tainty in how to pronounce the words. When readingding from the adult story
'while holding the material upside down, the frustration will probably come
from making and correcting numerous mistakes. Each one of these inabil-
ities or difficulties is sufficient to cause personal frustration and an unwill-
ingness to read if the reading is carried on for half an hour or more. The
author strongly, recommends that all beginning reading teachers force
themselves to experience frustration in reading by trying all-or at least one
of these.
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Note that frustration is not a matter of averaging. A perfect compre-
hension score does not offset inability to read 'orally; the ability to read
fluently orally does not offset 30 to 40 percent comprehension. It is perfectly
reasonable to expect perfect coMprehension of a fairy tale printed in a
foreign language, but the inability-to "read" is frustration:

Note on Reliability and Validity of Informal Testing

Does inforthal testing give a fair sample of how a student will perform
in a whole book? One of the beauties of informal testing is that it can be
repeated using different pages when a teacher is in doubt. If a teacher is
uncertain abbut error recording, if a eeaclief is uncertain whether a partic-
ular- paragraph is typical of the book in which It is found, she can select
another section and repeat the testing. For most students the following
guides will ensure valid testing:

1. Select paragraphs or passages which are 100 to 200 words in length.
Longer passages do not seem= to be necessary, and they add to the
testing time. A total of 100 words is ample for oral reading.

2. Select pissages which can be comprehended without special knowledge
of what has preceded or what tomes next. Select passages whicd have
something to be comprehended. Some 100 word samples convey little
meaning.

3. Thirty seconds of elapsed time usually are sufficient for oral reading
-although this period may not cover 100 words. If a child is struggling
through a passage of 150 words and is less than halfway through in
thirty seconds, there is no need to continue to prove that he is frus-
trated If a child is frustratedon the first three or four sentences of a
story, he will remain frustrated. A teacher should stop the testing and
shift to a lower level.

4. Be careful in selecting stories'or passages from the first unit u. a basal
reading book since the first unit sometimes is a review of the previous
level.

With short passages it is improbable that any student will be frustrated
when asked to read (provided the teacher pronounces the unknown words).
Since testing is sampling of the student's reading acitievement, one must
remember that the amount of frustration encountered in readinfor-one or
two minutes of testing will be multiplied when a stuJent isex-I:meted to read
from a text for 15 minutes or more. A little bit of fi aeration, the small signs,
encountered during testing should be accepted as indicative of frustration.

lr the same way, the small amount of instruction apparently needed in
short passages near a student's independent reading level should not be
ignored. These small instructional needs .-realso multiplied as the amount
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to be read is increased. If a student needs help in pronouncing or under-
standing one word in 50 running words in a story, a teacher would have 40
words to teach in a 2000 word story. Teaching 40 words before or while a
story is being read would be an impossible teaching task.

Note on Speed

Informal testing can be conducted without measuring speed oa reading.
Speed of reading, however, geemi -to be a highly sensitive measure of the
difficulty a child is encountering while reading. Speed of reading is measured
in words per minute. Words per minute may be a misnomer. A better name
might be ideas perceived per minute. The number of ideas in a paragraph
seems to be related to the number- of- words -so that Measures of speed of
reading ma_y be measures of ideas perceived per minute.

A child will not read for any length of time if his intake of ideas is so
small per minute that he is bored or frustrated by lack of progress. The use
of speed seems justified when selecting library books for free reading or
textbool-s for daily instruction, particularly for those children who can read
but don't or- won't. Speed is, a good predictor of frustration of: longer
passages and a good predictor of which children are able to -do their home-
work assignments fast enough to bother doing them regularly. Failure to
meet the suggested minimum standards predicts that a child will not do an
assignment or:read a book; surpassing predicts that he vv.: If he measures
at least at instructional level otherwise. Knowing o :tether a child will read
a book or do an assignment is probably as important as knowing if the
child can.

Speed testing is the easiest of the informal testing measures to make
objectively. Examiners may disagree concerning error count or comprehen-
siOn percentage. but there is little disagreement about rate if stopwatch
is used.

To evaluate speed it is usually necessary to have measures= of both oral
and silent reading speeds. The difference between oral speed and silent
speed determines the evaluation as much as the speeds themselves. The
measurement of silent speed should be accompanied by i measurement of
comprehension because, a high silent speed without comprehension is
meaningless. The frustration caused by low comprehension- takes care of
this disparity.

Note that speed, by itself, cannot cause a child s reading to be rated as
frustration level unless the child's silent speed is significantly less (15 words
per minute or more) than his oral speed at the same level. This circumstance
occurs rarely. Speed can contribute to a frustration rating since speeds
below the minimum standard's are scored under the questionable part of
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instructional level. Oral and silent speed are counted as separate scored
when determining if half or more of the child's scores fall undeLthe_ques-
tionabIL part of instructional level.

The standards for speed in Figvre 3 are minimtan standards, notaverage
speeds. Average speeds are well above these minimum standards. The
standards are for use at traditional basal reader levels. A teacher may use
these with science, social studies, or trade books; but she should be cautious
in determining the "basal reader level" of such books. Theuse of the levels
yielded by the Botel_Predicting Readability Levels (2) is a good technique.
The speed standards are by book level regardless of the child's grade place-
ment. A child reading at a given book level either exceeds or does not exceed
the minimum speed standard. He does not pass or fail. His words per
minute must not be read as a grade level by moving left in the chart from the
speed to book level. The comparisons for oral and silent speed, however,
can be used without regard to level.

Using an Informal Reading Inventory to Affect Instruction
In one third grade in -a traditional school, basal reading was the-adopted

program. It was September. Mrs. Smith was the teacher. She had taught
fifteen years but she was new to teaching third grade. She asked the reading
consultant for help because the children in her reading *groups were not
responding well. She had inherited three reading groups from the second
grade and had shifted,one child.

Her top group had children reading from a 3-2 level basal reader and
doing the accompanying workbook exercises. The children were a joy but
always finished dieir reading/seat-work before the teacher had another
activity ready. Her middle group had fourteen children reading from a 3
level and doing a good job. Her bottom group-I4d eight children trying to
read from a 3-1 level basal reader. They could not work independently even
afterinstructioh. They had trouble with silent reading, needed constant help
when reading orally around the circle, and rarely got better than 50 percent
the first time they did their workbook exercises. The teacher was using the
same techniques with each group, techniques which seemed to work only
with the middle group.

The reading consultant administered an informal reading inventory. The
reason for Mrs. Smith's difficulties was apparent from the results. All six
pupils in the top group were independent at level 3-2. All fourteen pupils
in the middle group needed instruction at third reader level. All eight pupils
in the bottom group were frustrated with 3-1 level material. Mrs. Smith and
the second grade teacher had recognized individual differences, knew howto
conduct informal testing without realizing it, but did not know how to
record or evaluate the results.
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TABLE 1
SHOE SIZE OF 28'THIRD GRADE CHILDREN IN SEPTEMBER

Nuinber of Pupils

TABLE 2

BOOK SIZE OF 28 THIRD GRADE CHILDREN IN SEPTEMBER

6 and above
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Mrs. Smith saw the implications, but she was worried. The children would
not like to be treated differently. The low group would be embarrassed by
an easy book. They had read the 2-2 book last year!

The reading consultant made a chart, reproduced in Table 1. Each child
took off his shoe and read his shoe size.

Each child was asked, "Why do you wear that particular shoe size?"
Pupils answered consistently, "Because it fits."
"Why don't you wear a bigger shoe? Don't you want youf foot to grow

faster ?"
"That's crazy," a pupil said "If my shoe didn't lit, it would hurt my foot

or fall off when I run."
The reading consultant and the 'children talked about shoe sizes and the

sequence of numerals indicating sizes. They talked about the impossibility
of feet growing to be size 6 without having first been size 5 or size 4. They
agreed that feet grow gradually from size 1- to 2, from 2 to 3 to 4, etc., not
suddenly. They talked about book sin and developed the concept thai. the
,numerals on basal readers are sizes, not grade level. They developed the
concept that children learn to read book 2 after mastering book 1, book 3
after mastering book,2, etc. .

The reading'consultant made another chart, reproduced in Table 2. He
told the children that he had measured their book sizes just as a shoe sales-
man-might measure their foot sizes. He asked the pupils what their book
sizes meant. From the top group came responses such as, "I need a harder
book. Our reader is too easy. I've got a big book size." From the bottom
group came responses such as, "I knew that book was too hard. I need an
easy book. No wonder reading is hard."

Mrs. Smith told the children that many of them were going to shift into
different books for reading instruction, that they would work in these books
for one week, and that she would then ask them if their books fit. She
explained that after the shoe salesman fits the shoe to your foot, he asks
you to walk around a bit to see how it feels. After a week's instruction Mrs.
Smith was going to ask, "How does your book fit?"

For a week the top group worked in book 4 and was assigned to choose
library books for independent reading. The middle group continued reading
from 3-1 level. The bottom group worked from a reader for bridging 1-2
and 2-1 leve.ls. The pethods of instruction shifted slightly during this first
week primarily because the children in the bottom group did not need
constant attention'.

At the end of the week one boy asked to change. He was the poorest
reader in the middle group. He wanted to work in the bottom group. Two
of the top group children said that book 4 was, "Awful easy, but better than
3-2."

Z
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at xtent Are eac er QuestionsBeing Met _Wit
ongruent Student es onses

Ter ask a question is one thing o as a question and bave it met _with a
congruentresponse is yet another thing.Such thinking lay-behind the
development of-the secUndi.etearch question and the subsequent develop-
ment of the congruenee-incongrucince idea Congruence-as =used here refers
to the reciprocity between the intent of the teacher's question-and- the
ability of the student's response to satisfy that, intent. Judgments relative
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TABLE-III

FREQUENCIESTOF QUESTION- RESPONSE UNIT PATTERNS
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Each episode represented in Table IV included two question-response
units. Thus, the _142 question-response episodes accounted for 284 of the
1857 total units identified in Hie study.

Conclusions
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instantly and intelligently to the child's reactions with more questions are
the key to success. It is her responsibility to initiate most children
will take= off from the stimulus Which she provides::
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patternstudy,--Eachrchild'icrcharacteristia-,datfbe-recordedlhroughlhe
form:

A71mpetu-aUs--Approa-ch--7-4:Gueski-AVildly71

. _

Onlyon-tiletter ar=Vior-part(riii:r fOr.-_riVer__
rst letter_ oy orbig

=
and sai

= z- re-Verse: ovum_
Taciturn Approack =waits =and = does= natlung

_ =_ -_
iv Fugitive_ Approach,appearS -nerVati§-_and-41ances _abotitdaes

not look at book)
_

Utters =a an _uh'slola. nlmit. _
_ v, Tenaciaus -Approach-==persists__-Eiwefforts,-Aorushes =away =help,

=initial sesponsaincarrectbut freotientlY7 correctg-self-quickly

Throughleacher obtervatian,deCisiong-armade regard, ng the placement
of the _Child- in 'fir- skiU_development--igtOuplir_adition, the-,teadlierr-_detev-
mines-skill areas Which neediatbelaughtthroughnsystematic -in structiahla

_ various-skills=groups.- _

3. Key Question-on Levels- of_Silent- -keading-Efficiettcy:_Nhat level(s)
of efficiency _does the Ohild==exhibitAttring-, UninterruPted-_SUstaited
Silent-Re-ading (USSI) 't BasioProficieneklevels,to-be-obserVed-follaw:

a. Look -Say (1,7S) is thelowest- effidiercylevel. kiss characterized by
the child'i--_-saying- each Word_-t-a-thim-s-elt-and is equivalent-ta-aral
reading _With,theArolumettithecklowiL-Slow; labati ottf Went read-
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ing _enSnes-ancl-_ signifies. -tool much -attention to word_ study __andtoo little:to lhotight-getting response.-- =

is- characterized ;Look-Hear -(L-H) is a- low: efficiency "level :It= by=_
_some---obserVable _vocalization but- -mainly_ '_by, slowness-in accom-pli§hing-- coverage material child answers dffirMatiVely- to _the -question,-Wheifreading 01_0 urseltdb--youiseeM-te hcat:tomt.ione_saying Most--of the Words-_to,,yoU?-:_ _=

c. took-ThinIci (LtTlti) is_a= higher efficiency -level
by_

the__ustiof_a_loOk4hinkresponse;prOcei--.---_=HoWeVei;:_becailielor _= looking--atieidVaiid_fCiedrOVoid;
CIttirt-tifrt-d-oh§tfudttlie-AllifOldin-g,-Jiattertri of ideas= isonly;partially-Fstiecesfu

d oo hin
_ eltig hest e cien c-y=l evel.:_ltAs-charaC, fcienthougt-ttn4ross._chidbySeanninhge

_
__ __ _ _ .- _lines, _seizes on_ those__words powerpacked= with i=meaning__-_und; = _

herebYi-Iecon§tructs-:and=orders_intodrtantildeas=rapidly---

In-idlas§rdOniSr-WhereZteicher§7ities- S-=Sileht=reachng-_=_(sluehias- occurs the_
-0.:OportunitiCS-:*itiqr__tk=ob§erVel--:silent reading =_efficiency levels= m- aintained =by pupils Where the=teacher = -_

valties5_uninterriiPtad=suStaiiieds__ilent=teading
skill -_

observations-fshotild-bmade5fregiiently= .carefully .--
=As=_pupils-rEgainproficiency;lheyziwillspend--E.-longer,--periods_ii_with_

sustained:_Concentratien-On,silent=reading:-Logging_iltitheisspent;::by---_keeping_
a-__dailyiTre_Cord:o1=USSR-,-OVer=seVeratimbiltht="61-liitie-iSla-Naltiableis-adju-net__-_-

_Dtifirif-theidiagneigic----_totifereneertiine-
,-,therteaeherleviews_;progressE__the __ p

if=reVer=indrea sing--lengtlii_Of tiMe= =

_ =
zduring-the silent reading.-,As-_the conference- proceeds, she maydesignate a _particular passage2-to==be read

-silently.Whilellier.child-_Ereads;f-the tetchet-hilikes=a_Particular"_-effort--_
to-=obs-ervefefficiency-_-ilevelsEutilized_-byzthe-pupil.To lest--- for- flexibility --- the -

the-words- which
= quickly

scattered
_answer specific iquestiOnt=gretions_--so:-posed-Ahat :answers lie scattered

AO--coMplete:the_Usk correctl- y.correctl . T he ex te n t tO-W hiohlhethild
or :unabl e t o d_ o stierevealsthe Irolati neffi- Ci efficiency level of

-_thisobservational =testis,earried:otiti-_with:inateriat the-thild is currently reading.=Helpful =hints m provin g; silent--reading-Allis will be Presented-in the
_

_ _s ubsequent_ section-D ri- thettitaliicla-ss -conference.

C. The Second Alternative: Thinking -with-the_

Some chi- ldren have_-_power- in_ =word -recognition and'related skills butflounder when-iskedJo_ le§ptind Meaningfully= tOlhe- printed word. They
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simply :do not= think =well -with:ptinted words. This model or type, while
not so apparent as the non -word recognizer, tzan=be readilY detedted through
the more generaVteacher-pupilximferente and=the questionsitypic-allY aSked.
therein: --But there are :Sveralz Specific:observational activities =andlinquines
which'sharPen the focus in examining the problem. Teachers can and shOuld
lea-rri-to =_nseithem._=-

1. -Key _Questim- on Meaningful= =Response= Unintetrupted -Sustained--
Inf:USSk -_respfise_=_essentiallyz___

--_-_=and:onsistentlyznimezaningfulf_experie-n-ce
11:leacher_ frust =obsery e_nb asica llyith et x t entz_t0- z Wh- iC h t he _:Crh i l d

-stts:and= niderS;ideaslin_terms76fitheit=relativeimportan e:=To- test-
this;_bothshort and:longerselections: Sone pre4ead,an someinot pie=

zi-ieldYtho-uld=beiused:A--a-aidt:the&-tost7cawr-eadily:_
_ _ _ _

from
thaterial-r_th: The

shoulde±bearthreelevelS'Fo complexity :Avordclev_el; the Sentence--_
=E =level;_andlhefp-aragraplilleyel.--_= n:t

raphs---is-_fregnefitly-= used

ey= deitizononWordsz=an_hrasest nithez_thild-Mentally:trinSlEte
-Wordineaningi-and_showrpropeeu-s:_a- abstract4ord-br=phras:unitslu

-- thisnbility,:selectfourinr:_fivezathe-odr:sdiffianit_or uStial--

Words-cor-wcird--PhrasevonTages-=_closett(rwliete--thez:hild!*reading.'=--
-Ask Tor 'a it-_=interp_retati Anenning,--To-__rbethore--zexatting:=Ask=zthe-_-
= child -to:read s-thefsentenc:c-ontainingTa -Wordor idicitnatic=-exprefon-,'
but have him_substitute an appropriate word or words for the difficult
ottessin:gbestion-._!`Read:=this_-;_Sentenceton_=me;putlinq=_wotd4n-ividtds_i _

-fitif-,-"coiteoCtiott; :butIletilf=_theJneaiiing-fnearly-:_tfie-same"-±Saniple_s-en=
tence: stirredlhe--ftintiy-_colored--cotice;ettoft.--Pr:--"!Would =mixture-

3. Key:Question:nSoletting_Ideat:,Can the-childFsolectimp:rtantideis
from a paragraph-TObseMiationattest:_Selecti paragraph and -skim It

_Tell: the child-to __find:flier Sente-fice_'or_sentences-_-hich him_=most
about=the-paragraPh.=Piisiit in:pinpointing-exact wotds-fand_IpbraseS
which=are_most powerpaCked with-meaning.-i"Show-metheplace where
-it_ tells you- that--_-.=. ._-.7=!!Which-lwordor-words- in th:Sentencezate of

I
-= greatest importance?'"

The tiuestiont enumerated_previously_under"Values_Gained=From-Book"
should -teveal-hcw the_ child manazges,lOnger selections- Wherein ideas are
interwoven into-complex -and intricate patteits.r The child's ability lenhandle
the unfolding of-Ideas is the ultiinatt test of profitientseading.= --z

Observations -pertaining tcLattitudeS:towatd, commitments= to, and in-
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volvement in reading books can be gained by utilizing questions previously
suggested under the = heading of "Appreciation of Book." The topic= of
appraising oral reading has been treated extensively, in the literature on
informal reading inVentories. The title of an IRA Reading Aids BOoklet
the same name is fairly definitive; thus, the evaluation of oral-reading Skills
has not been included in this paper (2).

Debbie: "From the author."
Teacher: "Yes, but where does the writer get these ideas?"
Ken: "In his-head."
Teacher: "Yes, in= his mind; he makes them up. Can we Say that these

books are really true; do the things in them really take place?
Children: "Nor
Anne: "Most of the things in my book couldn't happen."
Teacher: "Can we say these ideas are real ideas?"-
Albert: "Ya! Some guy thought 'em up. He had 'em in his head. He got

them from somewhere."
Teacher: "But there is a difference between telling what actually happened

and telling about something we- just iMagine happened."
Children in Chorus: "Yes."
Robin: "But they sure make some wonderful reading."
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Teather:_"Now lwant-each-Otyciu to_ find-in your_ book one ortwo -places
_Where the ideasate most fantastic; where_-_the writer:* _tOldltom-ething
thatjtist_conldn't -happen. see--Who=has a=part in:his-_-bookwith the
most imagination:" =-
-(The -children- search__for_ places in their; books:._exeMplifying- the greatest
degrees falantasy.-Turns=arei-givento-_--variOns children=to -read-the fanciful--=

_

_parts;tfollowing several tenditiOnt--aecording_td-liMits of time, a: decision-
is -made regarding the greatest display-of itnaginationby the various authors.
Two-, or threechildren=steadfast1T_ maintain-that-their particular=particular
mciStifancifuL

This-=abbreviated and=t0:sonfe=extent:=Simulate ':discussionAs-iint-ended-lo
show:_-_11-bw-fundamental=_--qUalitiel-;batiO'Wkeiding_E_cOniptah-ensionutcan?be_---=

sdeVelopad Ethro ugh ==grotv discussion T- h eteitheri-b- obse r- Ving-readtiOnS-
about:each _child's'of= various children; can add =fo her

reading: - Does= the= child= = respond=_to- the _finer

i

-eAinenSiOiiolleality=fantasy?-Vteacherintst:observeAheS-reSpOn_ seS-AO-_

trulTknOW-the_childzasta-reader.ltistal toTt etotaLevaluation7process._;- E

-Similar-dialogueS=_could_have -breen=_Presente
found_2 betweeni= th-e4overs ace-Trintz-or_litindredsofs_

_more impatintAtialitiesjolloW -=--

Humor ---lett- ent:-understanding-,=_OlWhat=conStitutes-luntinesand
-1-

--Biography -=--_fidelity:Witk_Whith,the-ittualitie- S=Itdrc- haticteriSticss-of=the_
-= tentral_TerSon_are -deVelcipedatthere_an!honest--portrayal-

positiVe- and---negative-elein-ents

-Mystery ----minner-by*hichsthen*iter-_=deVelOpedlhe=aurt icirinyslery
exte-416-_which-_-sitinitiont =are contrived ---or=- natural: _

Family- Situation_ !----eApldratio-n----of,Validity--with--which-Ithe- author- re-- _

-- corded±behaviorz andfeactiOnt Ofp_erSons--Within-the
story to critical_ch-oide-__pOintS.:(1-1ovi-W-onld the

_ children who:ateleading readtinsithilarconflicting-
-sitnitions _

The- combined- respOnses--giVen by children: over a --series of -group con=
ferences become-highly -revealing._ The rgeneralized'iMpressions-the -teacher
gains about a-partieUlar_child can -be refined and-verified Within-the scope of
the individual_teacher-pOpil conferenc-e;--Th-us; the group conference_ is a .

valuable Dart-of the total evaluation-pr-ogram._

The Total Class-Conference-FollOwing Silent Reading Time
Through the personal- conference the teacher really Jearns aliout each

child as a reader and about the books he chooses to read. The richness of
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-the-personal-Contact-makes_the,conference=unktuely_ vit*-Thereis-zsd much
to -talk_ -about,-so_manY;bOoks;-there iS-alwaysEitho-idetire:to:_prolow_the
conference.- _But= always-There= ate, so =many _children-. =Of 'course,- theresTis
not enoughitimeEta-talk_tufficiently_With- _Ma ingseach child. trulyinterest
conferences-have:to- be cut short.--1- :-=-

Teachers: often atic-;---Where,-dOesone---find-timenytinie-Abtrindividu-a1=----
conferenceT_Gaining_Ihneirfoe:a-:persotial'-40nferente_Vith:-each-
possible_ only if= the atMbSOliere_-_preVails-i-dUringthejeading-z0eriod_:-
The__con-deptfolia-silent_silent -a4det__--teadingftitiejs=basie.-f-To:_-_
establishlhisettingYthe?,teacber must-hold =strong; positive-convictions =-
_abo-UtAhtNalueof-UnititettUpted=Sustainect_Silent

- _
_ ene- rgy,:anctletermmation-r_must=_be-- given--nto_the-establishment of'fareading_

----tithe-_Avh-erein----sUstainedsilent=teadingeW,C6fitinnally-7,beingrdefelo
eXpandedProgretting=as=a--readerrequires-t e_-cluld3o,,pacez.--himseltwit

_--;
_-,McreasedeAniciintt=offtilea-±rmdingitim

d-fatiginent-snggeitidiSAkisentedilin Odin 1-felso --z

Reading- Efficiency," ±ifbrief=_041uition-(' ri se:he ewittrAhelOta
class- at irt therattii_t

=

exhibited through:Abel==questions-asked:
listed= whiclucan,beFusedfe e-tea-c_
must-,realite--=That erent=tothbinatiOn:OcAtiettioin-=-_

you__aye-aloodfreading_period-tociay?-iDidyouirta
2;13id-youreait bittetf_tod4yithan4tsterday-2,=_T=r-f_
-.3-.1 Were y61-1- ablet-ocolicearatelcidayttifilo-dr-silent-readin
4;_=Did!theideascikthe-b-o-okhbld y-onf atentioit-
S. Did yOltzhatiefthe ifeelitig,OffVinting=04-6?ahead=fittarzto:11-KVont

-- what hap-pened?'Nere youtotistantlyin-Ovingaheadvithlhe:ideasT-__
= 6:_Was it hankforyout-olceep-your_-_mind_-on_ -Whit you-,Werereading

=
7. -Were,y_mtbothered--by,othersEorby:outside-noi- ses?
8;-__C6uld_you-keep,th-e- ideas in- your- -book- straightin youtzMirdl_

Did you- get _mixed-upinfaily iplater Dict-you---shaVe:-_16_,-gobaek _and
-- __Straighten-_ yourself vnt?-1-e:

la_ Were--there-Words yoadid- net ilchdiv_VHoW-ididyo- u-figt.tre--them-out?
11 What did you-dolwhenEy6U-stiCtorlho_goOd!pattsT'Didfyoille-a-d-

,

faster _or sifter? _ _ _

By --generating a -discUstiOn_-about thez-natitre,- 4nality,-=and__ quantity:of
reading actoMplished- by the cla-St during the-.-teaCher_ frelps_to build
a concept within -each =child -about -Th-e--kifid:cirroader-ilie:isTbecothing-,-and=of
What he needs to do to improve This-ir6aluatio-n=session;_ while-brief,- can
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be invaluable. The child is able to see the kind of reader he needs to be. The .
result is evaluation in the best sense of the word.
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in by oolung into t ea o _teaching an = analyzing in tenns ofi-

-= a ective evaluation in reading. at are some-of the things teachers do
t at influence what children leirn

eachers ask questions _and ma e commen
ey respond to students' questions, i eas, an
ey = explain and makeassignments:

prepare and give tes
issuesrau

tat project -an
_ _-

--OtherJ_behaVitirscbtild:VeificlUded,: nithoselisted-abOVe-cani
hisis-zfor:-theEpresenUdisMittion-:- 1: =

BeforeinoVinginto-the-ditcussionrof teacherzbehavidt, think _of
yeadinigroup:you-have had=-_Thin1Col_individualsiwithinlheigroUp- Who _

WasnrixiOuslo_lapproachAhereading-circleT Which-membeeor the_group_-
_would_lathet=participateln_leadintithan_M-Ost other-ractiVities?:-
Whoz_tended:to:ncflike-SeinebIthe:Cliaratters-inlhe stories that=were_read ?
Who was eager- td-respritid-±td_ rquettions--4nd:_to-otker-,pupils'_eomments?
As -these :questions -conettning- the-_-_readi ng-=gremp:nfid _- the
group are the affective of thestudentsii beingevalnated
and an attempt-is -being made to-get the group's feeling-
about reading, Those who are Mostreager forreading instruction, those who
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let th-e--contentolvhat they:read affect What- they -do, are -operating at -very
highlevelsdf-affective

. ------- .
-_:Novrrpicture-id_thAmind's Aye- a_ --"Podr_ireading- group Who =in this

group:, shOws_r figheis to=7respAnd f to: qUestions_?- Who shOWs no
= initiative in- responding AnSwer-if_called:Uponl Who -wouldlet- his

attention_wander8vhilAin the -circle ?-Whoswillseldom-respond-to- questions
but is willing td payEattentiod_to-what is_beiDg-saictAgaik as thesequestiOnsJ
are_ answered-lhileatneftz-affectilie__behavior iS:beifig_evalnated. klearner

--,-*hdiszwillingtoAttedd_bOtnotAvillingtorespond=is-operatingatA--VeryloW---
_ _ _

level Of_ffective rbehaViotHe_iddis feel:Very-0 Od About reading;,--heis
_ _ - -eincitiOnallycOnithitteditd,readitig.-E-TheXe-=areinripOrtantAbfisiderations

A- bfj-steaci*It 4-they-_-firialyie:itheitiptipils'AirOgrdis-.-±Rdading,teacherScrthay
---nak-AAhikind--btififornialAvaluation-of each --chil&frequently;and4djust-----=
_-_teachirwstrategieS-aCcOrdingly.

_-cktime____A-zteachne-r-aSkS,A;questionreceives-resp-ons-e,An

abbutthatletponS4--he---latAngag-ed--inform.-or _evaluation: -T= his is
a-_=_veryrimportan_evaluation ---13etans0-==theSelre_ipient=tetcher-ptipirtrafis-_-

_

-Actions are strong conditiOnerS)trwhit AchildlearnsAbOntreading afid-how-
-- __he7feekAhoutit.- _Oddftenr,:i-ValuatiOnis,=_On- ly_--thodghtfor TermS:-- of:the _

--z six7Weeks-=teSttheAnnual=athieVenieht testsor other-virittenteSts.-E, r_ _=

OW;-zlookAteaCh-difthAteaching_--zbehaViorsimeationetl-,previonsly-.--The-
first_stickbehaviori,teaclier-_-questioning-duritig-:=a-;re-adin-glesson-.- One-

_good:source-of questions-_isthe teachers'-editionz Of a basal-readerFdlloWing--_-
are some examples of twestionsselected-raddoMlyfrOM-What ArAcoOSidered-

=
=

Thesesquestionsare giggestedj- tva TeacheetAdition- ifor-a- story
Charlie Brave, an Indian-bpy4h-dzhad-livect in the city-until:hisitcent move
tbilthe rektfationi-__And=itheirritible=he experienced with= interpersonal- rela-
-tions : _W thA_ fii- tt

=

_

-o f ques tions: the -ins_ w e r- a- n :beifo tndln- Or - infer_red
from thejtext. _

Why was it hard_ for-Charlie-to -make= friends with the -boys on the
reservation?
In--what-Way-did:Charlie think his sisterwa-s:mmt-- fortun- atethan h?-

-What _ happened -that-- gave-i-Chirlie---anOther -chance to -try to make
-friends ?
Whyrdo you-suppose no:-Dte on the reservation had been willing to
trytoat+s milk-before?

The next -two questions are a little-different They offer the _opportunity for
the learner to-read hithself into the- story. =

Do you think Charlie and- the boys- learned -something about one
Another?
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Do you think Charlie's life on the reservation will be different or much
the same_from now_on?_-Why-?-(2)- z_

The7.first _set of questions: isked -f6r=-a-hognitive te4xinse. The- teacher _

_havi-ngsread=the Stoty,-kho-ws -whiCh-ansWers to accept as:correct and Which
. _ _

to rejectas-rincorredLiIk the --_sec-andl:set :of questions,- only the _ respo nder
knows4the answer. Jibe- teacher accepts- -anyTinswee-the responder:gives,--

-perhapt-follOwing- With queSti-ons-to helpzt he_ pupil_clarify= hiSlIposition-Jhe
--queStion-iisiotheoffectiVeAom-ain-.- helearnehis:aiked_tiireSPOOdiinzfe

-_
_

r_

=

encelohis =OWtvaluelasei= -studentris =reading l _

--andzhnbtions--ihto=_Chtrlie's oweverizi eXeaeher as-a7pre-=
donctiVed!OiSWee,whiCh he epectsind,pursueS, the iqueStioiauntillhe4ets

iSAesiteit. iiitiVer-z-or=seeks:=Coasentusllante-ng=4 eatudentS-=_the=qUestion-_--
becomes a cognitive -one Responseswhich the reader -is shpposed-to'cledtite-_7_
logically from the behavior displayed in the story, or which can be derived

-- -ibyatc-epting-anoutside value systed4hre_tognitili_e-replies---_ _ _

are- cognitive replies
-1-zThisidistinetioitisf.aeld:o-m-mtdoelear--itoleach-ers iff-theteacher'shditioit-

inostzaffectiVez=questions-7inzAextS=-oreAretted5by_--teachers., as _
= . _ _

--cognitive_bnes-The --.=that -rdo--,FappearTint-exts_ are:=Often- -7-

-lost.xleWOrSe;-_!iperhipsfthe-tinpills_Conditionedz:not- read
--theStOrYan-dztherebylOsetz.theAremendohi_bentfitt -persohatinVolVemetitz

to Oc cti*- asValhez syS_ tem,that i s:=n et:
_ _

Here isOnother,set- queStionsiatendeikto-Athiii-thelearner7in-ifoething
jiigmtnts-abot tleventszin-- ostory;;The story -isObont _O chithpanzee _named'
-Josephine-who _was =found =in a=jungle, raised= ilia = finally
tuthedzover_tat zod-.s-Nhic h questions tanlegitithately_be-OnsWeredzOnlyby
-teferehcetbAlietesondees-fdeliags-andhmotiOns

--.147nyd-orydn-think Josephine-Waa affaid'Oithe jungle,?-
4 Whyd6-_yduIhinictheIriarfloOkinsephine_hothet-77- = --
- Why-cidlyou:thinkl_pe-op16---were_ialWaYs--_saying;--No, no,-torJos6phine?-

_

Whydo-kotuthinktheIeePerlet Jszi-ePhine into-the
Whysdid Josephine lick theTaoanct_the cloth?

_ What Would you -doif Josephine were_ Why=? (6)

The -first,--third,.and=fiftO questions likely ate-not affective questions for
there -are either S ubtlei or-: direetthies in-the story= Which-,can= bt used= a
referent:for- responding.- Thesecoad, fourth and sixth may evoke=affective
responses since- nochlOto :_the_answerisliveniih=the context-of theStOry. _

Thelast questions wereselected_toilhistritethatitiadiffichltto -determine_ _

whether_ a question tsks foi.cognitiVe or affective.behaltior unless-one khoWs
the cOntext of the story.- Thus, there:are-- two simple criteria that can be
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applied-by-teachers-either to_frame affective- questions or to recognize -affec--
tive-questions-_ appearint teathere editiOns:-__(a)_ the answer cannot be
inferred _easily from-- the: storyi trid-(b)-the- reip-onder is the sole Aeterminer
of= the- Validity-tfithes-respotSt.-__These=urenUffeetiVe-:qteAions--becausse they
require_lhe responder rto-becoMe_inore;:p- ersonally involved =it-the story.

-They-ask: hin_ or emotions Ahe_situatiohi
,pregented;=ncti_merely;teirecallAhat ise_ xpl_ citly, stated_ -: i_ may be-

---

fogicalyinfeiredEfron-thesto
The_ majtrity--:otiqu-estiontf an _c-ommentsappearing-Ait=_telthere7-

ths:areTdosigsnedItoeachs-_
_

the,IptpilstiChEMord-attick_iskiliSt-sartictOraltnalysis,=ph-offetic_atalysiSi
=andCOntektuallantlysis,--bitpithensiot interpretation skills, study skills;

and=thelike==all=cognitiveskift-;::_They-deal:wW_What rthildictotvt,-=_Whit-
le-cat recAll'and what he cairinterpret-tir-infer-frott Whathe-knoivs_=_ _ _

Affective -questions--zseldomstppeariwt- he:texts,=_althatglOhey=are;more_---
--frequ-e ntly_lbund in--reading-Ahat in other types of texts They are normally-
-found in sections wInch are designed to teach comprehension,
---titiOn;_ortreative--reading

_ _

Ositive:werthl_ to_
betoMing-iperStmillyintfolvedit readin&tkentnetitiStutklhoseqUetiotik-----
which will- bring == forth =_ and = reward StickibehaVicit===Questiedi---rteififestingl---

-affective-responses Mustb-e-laSked=:=TheIetP-onseSAt shchlthestiots MuSt be
_ _ _

respettedunilicktoWledgedThe _whole cliMate-shouldrbesettoencourage--
thelearner to = become personally inVolved_tritadit

_ Toithis=pointzthe diScussiot has-centeredtn,evaluating:affective_
--qUestiont-it teatherseditions-.- Cettainly=teacherstsit-innnyques--_-

=do __not Uppearitrthe=_mintials-r;-11i.have--tiot madent-eXtensive-
-st udy- of -teacher=student interletitni-Sithations-tiittetallzfrOm_oiy frequent
observatiofis=olihsteuetidt _that affeetive_Oestiona:are--seldomldced-ditririg
reading instruction. -"Forrihipaperrtunalyzed=samplesoUteacher-itudent
interactions froM Avitisecond,Jwo=fourth,- and sixth grade_ reading
clas5es-.-1-,Um indebted-to Dr.--Trank-I.---Guszaktorthese_exartpleSvy._
-_iit_thee-classroom-episodesthe-six=teachervasked 1-Itotal-'oCabout--_260

questiotis: rOf__= these' 260=-questions, none=were-=in _the= affective -domain:
A11-260_Auestitins-aske-df fof;= and received, cognitive;responses'.F-Thei void
in rewteding affective behavior-in -_the r_day-to-day --_classroOnt- conditioning ±

--p-rotdssiis=;c1ra-Matically clear. _The_ render-4 supptsed-itOlkno-w_What,hehus--- _

tead-. Whether_ the =read er-hat,any feelingS-abOut=theAoties- OrWhetherihe
has--personally involved-- himself in_ the reading is -itpiparently__-ititateriat,
for teachers _made toeffortto-deternii1W_thi§:htpect.-Stated differently,

__r _

if _teachers =desired the,ilearnersJo-uchieV0=att,a_ffective-itbjectisfegi _they-
would have had-to-ask questions iwhieh-wouldl_elicit iniaffeetive response.
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Since_no such:questions-were asked;_one= -teacherChad
nos-uch-objectives.-_-FeW--peoplezwOuld- ndthit-ithat they are-not_Tvitally con--
cerne&-about,childreri develOping a love _or reading.- Love AS _an,--affective
-behavibri notia=cognitiVe- orie.=Naturallyi- one=cannot generalize =from-a
populatiOnz'of only -Mx_teachers;butidieinterattions--appeiririgiuszak-'s-
dissertation-do-not:differ-- ffoM,whit- Onenorinally sees- occurring -in class -_--
rooms.

--- _,SOMezcifzthefteachemttident-,-exchinges:di&soliciva
_ ._few _short episodes_followffor

w 6holOoked_surprised.--,
ecatisehedidn't kncivit he hiS-zfrien

edidn'ticnowlewas:gOing_=to the-pa-rk--4=that- bitpar
e_EthoUght-es; =-

The= firsti_qUestion niz,- _for_the,reade-rto-_-adalyieithe-sur
in_terms -o_f his own avior; -w »ch =is probably wha the-firstOhil_d

does.1 e _reader = =was - probably _= himself -surprised When-i1esni --t
;:13UCAhne__Jeacher-lwanted-faspecifi:6_cognitivcrespottsezffrom-ft e-sto
disregardediAlfechild's:-resp-onsebysaYingi,Mell;zwlialelSer eteather_z

-_might-havezresponde ,zWithiqszthat4hereyou,Vveresu rke ==_

would_yOush-vebeditsurpriSed-?_'-'-z-z enzthoZteacherleceiVect-theanS-Wershe
:-Wanted-lhe-found heWASIbing--_tol eibig!park)she_ireS onded-Wit
hethoughtAthatl"-thus--'affirming:-1 ecognitive-±tespons-eshe-fwas _seeking _

Here is inother-SliOtt seqUefice_takeofr6M-Aztikth=gradeles:
T What .gave- Giu-Seppe-_pleasure;i_EEddiel-zWheredid-ilhe-Jget_-the:mOtt

When,the Man -fixeditheorgin.---._
z thinksaVellim the-most-pleasure

r' _ _z-_-

T: that-what helikes=best -ofAllTHelikedOlusic:beSt;:-

Yotizcan:-See-zthatitisdiffienkA0--sele470-s4g0sVhich--itight lend -theM
selVes:t6:affectiveqbeStioning.- The:interchange:is:Clearly:a cOgnitivez--One.1
However, the first response may have been an affective reply The_-_-pupil-
may_ have beenrdescribint_theeVent_ in_ithestorywhith gavezhinfpleasure.-
The_ teaChet-failed =to :senselhis fact ran&pursued zthe:question--_-tntil----She
-acquired the acceptable= answer. =Thus, =in =effect,=she discouraged -_the "pupil=
frOM becoming-pers-onallyinvOlvedin-the-story.:Very feWsof the_ Other:260
questions asked= by -these teachers =came evefthis Olose_toievokirig- an---
affective-response-. > z

-Thes-teOnd-type:Of-teathingz_behavior-that deterMines-what: a child learns=
is the teacher's- responding t6things-pupils say- and_do. Stddents_loolcUp-on-

_ _ _

ective
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this function as areal form of evaluation. Teachers niust become aware and
take advantageof these constant opportunities for evaluation and-clanfica-
tion., Raths, Harmin, and Simons(4)=have an -excellent _treatment of such a-

: teaching strategy:in their book Values and= The book coniains,
among:Other things, a detailed-responding -technique which, teachers =can
use to help learners clarify_their own values.

There spon d-ing strateg y-is , away =o f r es= po-
s
nding_ _tds aE studentAhat eSulttsirvhis-_-

considering -what he haSzchoten,WhatheprizeS;and/Or_Whathe is doint;=1U-stimu-= _

=thinking.ancUbehaVioenndithusfto_elariflilSrvalues ;it -_-

-to think=aboutTthent_--_-
-The atithors-=liStandf iseusslenTelement§rwhich-=areessentialit theleacher--

_ _

----1;-_-Theelerifying=reSponse avoidssmoralizing,_criticizinggiving
------tiating_ThedultlexeltidialL hints_ Jalgocid_or_=_-!_rightor_-_!acceptable,-or-ri--

---_i_-_theirrepPOSites;",iiiisuch-sresponses-.-=_:-

_

3 A clarifying response also entertains the possibility that the student_will
_-'look or decide orthifilt;:_ItiS=permnissive -_7

4;=It-does :not" tfOo-do_-:big'things=with_litsEsmalteomments--_---_ll worksAnore
StiMulating=thought,relativetoiwhatperson-does-or-says:-Itfaimsfat_r_tetting -a-
mddd.=_Eath=tlatifying -_i.etsoffse-i=is-,onlY=roneemailyt:the--effeet is
S: Clarifying responses ere-=-not-_-used=forinterVidwiz_purpo-ses.--,Thegoalls,-n-otto
obtaih_datalbutfor_the_=studentioelarifyz-his-ideas,and-lifeir he-Wents-to
6. -It-is-usunllyinot an- extended= diteuSSion.rne=ideaiis=for _the Studentfto:think,

= _ ,

and he_usuallydoeslhat best alone,-zwithout-theteniptation_-tojtittify=his-thoUghts
to aii-idult,--Therefcire;`eteacher will beadviSeirton-cirry-icin---onlY=--two-- or:three_
rounds_'-ordialogueand thencofferltd,breakoir theconversation with- Somenon,

eoinmittat but honest
7. Clarifying= esponses are -often-- for -=individuals. A-=topic in7-Which --John Might-

_
need_clarificationimay-be-of-nbimmediate-interost4cii-Mary

The- jeacher-doesn't- respond-Joeverythinieveryone_says or -does_ in = a clais-
_--rOom-.--There_arelother" .

9, _Clarifyinuresponsesr;operate-in "-situations in -which--_-there -are- -no "right"
answers, such as in --situatiOns ifivelving-ifeelings; attitudes, beliefs; or purposes.
They- are not appropriatefor-draWing*StddentEloWaid a-predetermined=a4S-wer.
10.-"ClarifyingtesPonseSAre not mechanical -thifigs-thattarefully follo_Wa=forniult;
They indStbeused creatively and Within-sight; but with their:in-n*016-16-6144(0

These ten- conditionssare---not_ simple -to =--,:about-since they_ require
conscious_effort anctprectice__on_the_partiOUteatheit if the strategy-is to-=_be
Suctessfully--iMplentented. =One brief_ examPleiwill4ive some understanding
of this_ approach:
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S: 'I felt sad when I finished the sfory.
T: = Were you glad you felt-that way?-
S:=- of-n=4 mean; the:Story was -very; interesting and I= liked= it

_ eVen=if it ditthave=a- sad ending;
= T:-Would you-read thisikind of stOy:again?,-
:St -Welli -maybei=especiallTif -I-didn%-mirid-feeling sad;_I would:

-=what:story didou=read? (SWitching-to another-
==

_ ew-_ orthemajor=chara-cteristicsoUthi- s--Aechniqueare_- a the transac=--
ti-onsiare-veryahort,=-_usuallTonly-Awo-=or threeexchanges;;= b- _

uestions-frequirethest-ndent=toreflettion- =;ms-_own- eelingsi_attitudes,7or
=.- -_

en t=avior;and-_(c)thesequenee is terminated` a=non- committal statement
-by tneteacherVitlt tneilearrier-beirigiheithaereWirdedifer toUnished- --= -7

This sMa=process===_ofEhelping--pupils-lo-yalueratherAhattot
Special' setfof=values-;=-The--_-zittethc-idSatilidi=si

=comp_
- - _ -=_- ____ ownetency=-7 elping---learners values_-_

requiresAiligent_practicehyAketeacher,Itislte(difficultitipanifor _7

jtis-__used-advaritageouslyonly=in-s_respenseio!what students_--doer-say:at
-_-tinie,Tetch-ers-needAo_becbiteziensitive-tO-Sitnation-sinv-olVitig

_ ttides;::_pritfooSes; or beliekands,beabletti*Ulib-===apPrOpriate-elerifYitig=te,'=
sponses::Rathe-boOkiS4riininieit§elkValitable-A-o-olfOf ==

-reSPOSel-strategy-r-Shifts=thehurd6d'ofellaluitiotrlfrein-the =
teathe-r-lo-AhestudentEThe=iteachar_asks Au-esitions;whick= help Ake:Student
bee-onie=-awareetfadditionahinforthatiowor attitudes and leaves itto_the:---f
studentrto thin k--through-Ah-esituation-andimakejudgments.--J hmis a -kph-7
matefOrmEcif=evalUation==whichAs-quite-consistent4ithAlie--goafOrhelping-7_

learners--deVelOp_;teols-mfor-selt diScipline:=11-ke:Shift front --eValuation=by=the-
teacher-tereValtiatien -by=-,_the-;learner=is---:_akiniportaritiehinge-Whett the
teacher ceasestoliethediStrikUtoreffeward-Sandp-Onish-inents--h-ein=effeet,

riteaSeS:te._ be I-the evaltiatdr.i:Thelzteacher's _=_clarifying4espOnses'=--do;ndt=giVe:
the dims Omit hOw_the_Aeacher feelS--.--The learner-is left dangling

_ _

own=
. _ _ _ _ _

arid-must=-form----his-ioWn- judgmentir-abeut-the Worths_fof=his= feelings= and--
_ _ _ _

= -_=

--= -The=third thing--thatteathers-46,ivto:giVe:explanati-ons-iatd Assignments.:
These -are=-Orily=indireetlTrelatedlo- evalnation-.-7The_peint
it _that explanations= and = =assignments: need =to refleet_the=teacher'S=dentern-
for the_affeetive-deVeloPment of thelearriers,antt-shotild-te,inlinft; an out-
growth-,of=previons: atSesSikerit_aird'eValnation=of-thelstudent's---attitUdes

_ toward:reading:Arid- =

The-fourtlf=teaching"= behavior;---the =preparation:- and administration -of-
testi, is an-important evalnation-_practice-: Tojudge-=teachere- attempts to-
.eValUate-affective keltavior in-readirigica-Small-sample-ofteacher=inaile-tests
were_ ===reading_ etchers who -were icknOWledged as- "good."
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In these examinations, atotal-of about 350__questions or statements required
the -student to-_make _a -respOnse. -0_nlytwofqueStions offered -the :slightest
possibility-for a child to -contribute- a-= affective lesponSe; the-fest clearly
called: fo r some kind of -co gnitivelithavi dr ; -The--tw o:exam ple s_

-Ho* cOyouithink- the boys-felt-when=-they'lteardthe_ howling-noise?
Be a god Or godess-_(iie)- and:Jell:what good'ihing _woulddo =tole:
help =or _ _

Theseare hothweal&-Jliefirsteduld-iperhaps=bean iprobably-Was-auwered-
ft6m-the--=coritekt ciEthe_Sto-- e-secimfd---bas-fattia-uraT_OUr_moralityncr-

Ad__untealneSs" _

_hat about eiot ers-348-4ueries1- _ort _the-theyi-Viere good
quettibliszcallitigloiagOed-ittnge-Of=e-oknitive=hehivioi.=;-_f-__ ---__

The sanple-usedht_this analysis --watitoOsthall: topertnit one toge- neralize
*ithreotifidente;=:hoWever-;:it is_strongly,dOubtfut that
wouldrchange_the Tesults-signifitantly_lletests4rittenJiyi-theseteachers
Were consistint in the kindi-of quiitioñs asked when compared to the oral
qUestions=reported;inithe:Gusiaks_studyi(1)Z--=:',-_:i---__:±

--WhatabontlradingffectiVe=readirig--behaViotTThis-jsislItefifth:typerof
teacher: _behavicitt._ _Currently;-_bnlyi--=_CO-gnitiVe_behaVior_2tteT--graded===for

exaMple;itheLbaSid-_:reidingc_skilli,atidFreadi ngTptiiiipith-en-sioit_Wleatherli
interests, values, and =beliefs=in relation to reading =are not=graded=It isEtfuite
likelTthatthelreason_Aea-cheri±doi_not ask;valuingNuestions-,:eithefforally=
oron_tests-ishecause valuingjs_not gradeC_Therekan-alm-oit:overiihelming-
tendentyto teath-Only-thosethingiontis-;going=lOgradeAtis also common
for a pupil-toiearn-thoie things upon which hC_is going to-be graded
TeacherSeetn16-_besiSaying;fi``-Whyr-watteliMe=fortisdmethingthatiSn't-
-repotted:Ofir-Tupilileflect-thii-=_saMe-_feelingItistmlikelythatffective
behavio-r-will,-be_eValnated_bk:the-fgreatMajority-rOf tenchers=u-nlesTslhe yoy_
practical _task _of grading-and !rep-ottint aptipirs'affeetive groV4ith
taken-. A-,grade is =an Indicator Off ii=Iearner'sprogr6gandi its=stich ,-,is_-_
record or a_tcp_orting- of in evaluativejudgmenthe grade;_ as_ of

_ _ _

evaluation; iSless=a-conditioner =of bchavior thaareithef_constant interac-
tions:deStribed;earlier._HOWeveri-Ateather,maylookto,whatisigoint to-be
graded to find-Cluet'-toiaidin-,detertnining the tonditionintitrategiesnhewill-
eMploy,_ThiinbisiciiSsueektendsheydridithe-_seopeOlthiSipapet;-,

finally=theteacher-prOjeets'aitotaFithage.If alteacherjSicommitted to
helping= children __conic tocheriShreading,-lit_w_ill=be evident- herpu_PilS-.
If a teacher is committed= o=teachinthetpupilS-to reakeVen if it kills
thissattittidei=mill-come-through;-:Thednstant _din-_of= the_leaching of-,pho-
netics, syllabidatidri,interPretition-,rcomprehenSion-,-and thelike-streSSes_the__

cognitive
_ _ _

importance of cognitive skills; Of_course, one Couldfnot becomecommitted
to reading without mastery of the basic _skills ;-but one can-master all-these
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skills and still not- enjoy reading, be committed to reading, nor use reading
for the purpose for which it is presumably taughtto enrich one's life.
Some learners will come to enjoy reading regardless of what teachers do.
But the goal is and must be to have all pupils become committed to reading
a goal requiring conscious effort.

The Affective Domain

Thanks tb_ extensive- research, quite -a lot about:teaching_ the cognitive
reading= skillSiSlinown.IDUCto the lack: of extensive research,rvery little
about. teaching for affective behaviorin= reading is available. It appears-that
we haVe fallen into-the trap of-whichrJohn -Mann recently warned; we are_

putting all our energy into that about which:we-know the most-at the
expense of that about which we care,the'most (3). _ =

Font- things Must be done to correct this deficiency: (a) teachers' editions
and manuals of reading textbooks = must put greateremphasis on affective
questions and testing; (b);ettensivereSearch must he carried =out= to bridg

.abOnt a = balance in what we =know= about -both-the affective and cognitive
aspectS of reading; _(c)-pupils"z affective growth- in reading must be tested
and reported;_and (d) _teacher= education = programs should-be expanded so
that those -entering teaching -will have _competence_ in _teaching the basic
skills andin_iguiding the learner's affective development.

The acceptance of a-general taxonomy of affective_behavior or one speci-
fically._for reading would be a- asset it accomplishing these-four
tasks. To analyzeitsiapplicabili4c it would be interesting to_ use the Krath-
wchl TaxOnomy as a basis for affective evaluation in reading (2).

An attempt has been made to uSe the term affective in the same sense
is used in Krathwohl's handbook. Affective _behavior emphasizes =a feeling
tone, an emotion, or a degree of acceptante or rejection. Learning activities
which are aimed at developing interests, attitudes, values, an_ d appreciation
are all in the affective realm.

It may be recalled that there are five levels in-the hierarchical continuum
of the affective taxonomy: (a) ReCeiving, (b) _Responding, (c) Valuing, (d)
Organizing, and (e) Character ii ion. The continuum eXtends froia a simple
awareness on one extreme to complete internalization on the other. '-

One way to view the taxonomy is in terms of personal involvement. If
a learner is sporadic in his attentiveness during reading, if he is receiving
sometimes --but -not all the timethen his degree of personal involvement
is very low. On the other hand,-if he is an avid reader and seeks to immerse
himself in reading, then he- is= committed to reading and is personally
involved to a high degree. The taxonomy represents a continuum of varying
degrees of personal involvement.
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Another way io look at the taxonomy is hi terms of internalization. This
is the organizing thread Krathwohl and rs have accepted (2). Inter-
nalization describes the process by which the act of reading-may progress-
ively become an integral part of the individual.

Reading can be valued for itself or it can be used to study and evaluate
the other parts of one's total value system. Thus, one can learn to value
reading itself and one can be committed to utilizing reading to build axon-
sisterit- value system, Both are legitimate objectives Of education and both
should be evaluated.

In the Receiving categnry, three levels-of behavior have been-identified:
(a) awareness,- (b) willingness to receive, and (c) controlled attention: These
are close_tb being cognitiVe behaviors. It-is not generally decessary:to test
or ask questions to ascertain learner behavior at this level. The day dreamer,
the spotadic listener, -the one occasionally with you and occasionally
not-- each -is on _this_ level.-These persons show=a lack of interest as well as
skills. The teichet can usually spot theSe by= consciously reflecting on each
child and his overt behaviOr during reading instruction.

Three levels Of-behavior have been identified in the Responding category:
(a) acquiescence in responding, (b) Willingnessio respond, and (c) satisfaction
in response,

These behaviors aromost evident when the learner has an oppiartunity
to respond during reading instruction. A teacher can check this fact occaS-
ionally by keeping a small chart to tally pupils'-responses. Each time Sally
must be-requested, to answer, a tally goes in the acquiescence in responding
box. When she volunteers a response bu; indicates no strong feelingabout
having -responded, a tally goes in the willingness to respond category. If
Sally volunteers a reply and indicates she feels good or happy about having
answered, the mark goes in the satisfaction in response box. A total of tallies
in each-box will render a rough indication of -the- child's responding level.
This informal evaluation is simple and will help focus the teacher'S attention
on affective behavior. Evaluating responding behavior should be of major
importance to teachers, and informal assessment should be made peri-
odically.

The three levels of Valuing behavior, (a) acceptance ofa value, (b) pref-
erence for a value, and (c) commitment to a value, are rather high levels of
affective behavior. These usually develop over a longer period of time.

Elementary teachers often use charts to record books pupils have read
and to give an added incentive for pupils to read trade books. These teachers
are attempting to get the students to accept the value of reading. Billy reads
more trade books so he can be ahead of Mary on the chart. In the process,
he finds that there is satisfaction to be gained from reading. Later, hopefully,
when the stimulus chart is removed, the pupil will continue to prefer reading
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to some other activities. At this point, it can be said that if the learner likes
to read, he is accepting the value of reading.

To determine whether a student has acquired a preference for- reading,
he needs to be given the opportunity to make a choice. Many teachers have
a reading table, an activity table, and the like in their rooms. If Susan has
the choice of reading a book, working a puzzle, or writing a story, and if she
chooses reading, it could be said that Susan is- operating at the second level
of-Valuing. She has developed a preference for reading, atleast over_ the stip-
ulated alternatives. Keeping a record of the free time choices made by
students could give another indication of the student's affective develOpthent
in reading.

This category also lends itself to papdr and pencil testing,, Reading prefer-
ence inventories could be used, or itswould not be difficult to find personal

. preference inveniories that could =be lapted- for 'assessment in this area.
Developing a commitment for reading is a high and noble aspiration. This

is the highest level_of ValUing behavior. It is usually not difficult to determine
when a pupil is committed to reading. When he has a free moment, he is
reading: is very:high on his list of preferred activities. He has a
tendency to channel his reading in a special area and shifts to a new area
only after he has probed -d6eply into his- current interest: A- teacher can
evaluate a commitment by observation, much the same as she can evaluate
Receiving behavior by observation. The teacher should look for (a) constant
reading, (b) depth reading in- special areas, and (c) a dependence on reading
as a means of recreation as well as -a means of becoming informed.

A person that has become committed to reading may use reading as a
means of exploring and further refining his whole value system. That is, a
reader committed to reading may use readingfor developing, ordering, and
structuring a comprehensive, consistent value system that becomes his
person:

Rath's (4) clarifying response strategies assess behavior and require the
learner to operate at the three highest levels of the affective taxonomy
Valuing, which we have just been discussing; Organizing; and Characteriza-
tion. This contention is consistent with the idea that the Taxonomy is a con-
tinuum of progressive internalization. External measures and standards
may be used to evaluate the first three levels: Receiving, Responding, and
Valuing. Internal measures and standards may be used to evaluate at the
three highest levels: 'Valuing, Organizing, and Characterization. Notice that
Valuing is the transitional link on the internalization continuum where both
external and internal evaluation may take place.

The major referent used here for evaluating at these three higher levels is
essentially Rath's clarifying response strategy. The substance being eval-
uated shifts generally from reading as a behavior to the material one has
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read. The technique uses the content of what one has read to help him
recognize commitments, help him conceptualize what he values, and aid
him in organizing his value system.

Returning to the second Valuing level, preference for a value, teachers'
questions such as "What is good about this book (or story)?" or "What
books did you reject before you settled on your present selection?" are
asking the learner to clarify his preference far a value. The first question
asks the learner to reflect on what- is- "gootr about-his choke; while the
latter asks him to relate his choice to discarded.choices.*

A teacher is asking the reader to test his commitment to a value when he
askS such questions as Are you willing to recommend that author to the
class ?" or "Would you be-willing to write a-paper s-uppOrting the author's
point of view?" TheSe questions tend to test the student's commitment by
asking him to reflect on the extent-to which_ he is Willingito make his own
views and values public inforthation and-to take action on-theat.

-Moving to the fourth level of the Taxonomy, there are two levels Of- the
Organizing category: (a) cunceptualization ofa value and (b) organization of
a value system.

Questions =like "Is this what I- understand you to say about that- book
. (interpret the reader's previoUs statement)?" and "Where do you sup-

pose you first got interested in that kind of story ?" aid the student in -con-
ceptualizing a value. In the first instance the "student_ is given a chance to see
what he has said and thus conceptualize -more ot-jectively_the meaning of
his =utterance. In the second question, the student is asked to search Lis
present conceptual structure to see if his statement fits into a-pattern that
is developing in his leading habits.

The teacher is helping the learner organize his values by asking, "What's
really good about this book (or story) which makes it stand out from the
other possibilities?" or- "Is what you say consistent-with what you said
earlier?" The first clarifying response in essence asks the student to fit his
choice in with his organized set of beliefs: The second is'testing consistency
in the student's organized set of values.

Again, these questions do not necessarily relate directly to reading, but
they may grow out of a student's reading. The student needs an opportunity
to respond personally to what he reads. The teacher ought, to ask questions
which will help the reader understand and evaluate his ideas, emotions,
and values.

The top level on the internalization continuum, Characterization by a
Value or Value Complex, is so intricate as to be almost mysterious. The

Many of the clarifying questions quoted in this section were adapted from Lotis E.
Raths, et al., Values In Teaching. The attempt to classify Raths' questions into categories of
Krathwohl's Taxonomy is the respotsibility of the author. Neither Raths nor Krathwohl
have Indicated that such a possibility exists, or that the author's attempt is valid.



= = ;

z

--4
t

DARLING 139

Characterization category can best be described by quoting from the
Taxonomy:

At this level of internalization the values already have a place in the individuals'
value hierarchy, are organized into some kind of internally consistent system, have
controlled the behavior of the individual for a sufficient time that he has adapted
to behaving this way, and an evocation of the behavior no longer arouses emotion
or affect except when the individual is threatened or challenged (2). -
The two !eves of Characterization are ( a ) generalized set, and (b) charac-

terization The generalized set gives an internal consistency to the system of
attitudes,and values at anY,particiilikitomenti_Such_questions as "Have
you felt this way about reading-for_some timer-and "Will yoti=read= this
author again ?"--help the student to set The prior_ response asks

= him to reflect on the durability of his feelings, while the latter helps hint to .

see the pattern that has developed in his behavior .:-=
Characterization, the highest level :of the -internalization continuum, is

the totality of what a person is and what he is becoming The master con-
figuration of his -generalized- set of values and how the individual relates
these to the larger world represent his character .= As stated in the taxonomy,

The great humanitarian figures of historySocrates, Christ, Lincoln, Ghandi,
Einsteinhave achieved the characterization we refer to at this level. Each is
universally held in high esteem precisely because his philosophy of life characterizes
and pervades all of his behaviOr (2).

It is doubtful whether any questions Or any way of evaluating behavior
can be offered at this level. However, one can guide a student in developing
other affective behaviors. At this level it is felt that the individual is inde-
pendent; the valuing process is completely internalized; and theindividual's
own internal mechanism for plocessing, ordering, and selecting what he
values takes over. The characterization set can be affected by_inflUencing the
learner at other affective levels, but whether or hot he is led to restructure
his character is an internal matter. Questions recommended by Raths are
likely to help a learner come _closer to realizing his transactive character
and may lead one to develop a consistent value pattern. The clarifying re-
sponse strategy appears to offer greater potential than any other technique
at the moment. 7

Teachers may use observations, chaitt, tables, questions, and tests to
measure and evaluate a learner's affective behavior at the first three levels
of the Affective Taxonomy: Receiving, Responding, and Valuing. Teachers
may=ask questions and construct tests to help learners clarify and evaluate
their own values about reading and what they have read at the three higher
levels of the Taxonomy: Valuing, Organizing, and Characterization.

Some external rewards are likely to be necessary in guiding affective
growth at the levels of Receiving, Responding, and Valuing. A learner must
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become dependent on internal rewards as the clarifying response strategy is
used to encourage development of affective behavior at the levels of Valuing,
Organizing, and Characterization.

Conclusion

Teachers are generally doing a-good job of teaching the cognitive reading
skills. If teachers are given leadership and encouragement in developing the
learners' affective behavior, they will do a good job there, too.

Researchers need to-provide teachers and textbook writers with informa-
tion about affective behavior and how it is learned.

Professors and supervisors need to provide rational and practical strat-
egies for teaching and evaluating the student's affective behavior= in reading.

If the teacher-student interactions and the teacher-made tests analyzed
here are representative of reading =evaluation in general (and there is no
strong reason to stispect otherwise), it appears that little or nothing is being
done which assesses or evaluates the feelings, emotions, or values the learner
has about reading or derives_ from reading. This lack represents a-severe im-
balance in reading instruction. The lack of evaluation of affective behavior
is likely the cause of the erosion- of interest on the part of teachers in affec-
tive learning.

There is evidence on college campuses across the country of the behavior
that manifests itself when learning is depersonalized. The new frontier in
education and in reading instruction is in the affective realm. Inventing new
alphabets and applying linguistic techniques- to- reading instruction may
improve the learning of cognitive reading skills, but the impact on affective
behavior is far from dear. (Some linguistic readers -I have seen don't- do
much to get me personally involved in reading.)-The major concerns facing
our country today are affective in nature. They are problems that relate to
man's emotive forces, his attitudes, feelings, and values. The importance of
being able to read is undeniable. Is it any less important to value reading
and to use reading to develop one's character?
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