BD 098 520

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY

BUREAU NO
PUB DATE
GRANT
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

DOCUNENT RESUME
CS 001 438

Ross, James F. .

Ar Analysis of the Concepts of Reading. Final
Report.

Peansylvania Univ., Philadelphia.

Office of Bducation (DHEW), Washington, D.C. Bureau
of Research.

BR-)-B-033

Cct 71

0EG-2-700028(¢509)

8u4p.

MF-$0.75 HC-$4.20 PLUS POSTAGE

*Educational Philosophy; *Linguistics; *Reading;
Reading Comprehension; *Reading Processes; *Reading
Skills; Theoretical Criticisa: Word Recognition

An ipitial philosophical analysis of ®reading" has

yielded; (1) that there cannot be a general definition of reading;
(2) that the "focal" senses of ®to reagd® indicate that reading is a
fora of linguistic perception carried out through the exervise of
general linguistic abilities, adapted to a visual input of

inscriptions

vith inherent linguistic meaning, so that differential

linguistic perceptions, thus stimulated, correspond with objective
meaning contrasts; (3) that “word recognition,® exhibiting the same
ambiguity as "to read,"™ can be analyzed in its focal sense as the

determination of the resultant (apprehended) meaning in accord with
rad in dependence on the obdective meaning of the message unit; (4)

that "¢to read"

can be reductively analyzed in teras of linguistic

abilities which are not specific reading abilities; (5) that there

are neither s
disabilities:

pecific reading abilities por specific reading
(6) that presently available information concerning

perceptual development, linguistic skills, reading defects and
deficiencies can be incorporated within the conceptual paradigm here
suggested. (Author)



V$ DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH.

EDUCAT:ON R WELFARE
-~ ﬂ‘ \ NATIONAL InSTITUTE QF
ggv ‘) % EDUCATION - -
THIS OOCUMENT Ma . PEEN Wi BRG

DUCED EXACT v Ay HE.E.VED ¢ ROM
THE PEASON OR ORGAN'2A T ON NIV (1
ATING 1T POINTNOF Vv E W On OPINIONS,
SYATEL CO NUT NFCESSARILY REPRE
SENT O+ 17181 NATIONAL INVYITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION DR BOL (Y

Final Report

Project No. OBO33
Grant No. OEG-2-700028(509)

d o7y 3.ap

—
tu

Dr. James F. Ross
Department of Philosophy
University of Pennsylvania
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 1910k

AN ANALYSTS OF THE CONCEPTS OF READING

Octobar 1371

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Office of Education
Bureau of Research

- AsS oo/ /357




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

An analysis of the Concepts of Reading

Author's Abstrast

An initial phllosophical analysis of "resding" has yielded: (1) that
there cennot e a general definition of reading; (2) that the "focal" scenses
of Mto read" indicate that xeading Is a form of linguistic perception carried
out through the exercise of gencral linguistic abilities, adapted to a visual
input of jnseriptions with inherent linguistic meaning, =0 that differential
linguistic perceptions, thus stimuluted, correspond with objective neaning
contrasts; (3) that "ord recognition” cxhibiting the sauwe ambiguity as "to
read” can be analysed in its focal s.nse as tha determination of the resul-
tan. (apprchended) meaning in accord with aand in dependence upoa the objec-
tive meaning of the message unit; (4) that "to read" can be reductively analysed
in terms of linguistic abilities which are not spacific reading abilities;

(5) that there are neither specific reading ebilities nor specific reading
disabilities; {6) that presently aveilable information concerning perceptual
development, linguistic skills, rcading defects and deficiencies can be incor-
porated within the conceptual paradigin here suggested.
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Preface

This report containg an analysis of the concepts of reading, pro-
viding: (1) an alternative to general definitions,which are shown to be im-
possible; (2) an analysis of "word recognition”; {3) a generalization of cer-
tain questions cencerning reading into questions concerning linguistic por-
ception and linguistic meaning; (L) a distinction of focal and pexipheral
~uses of "to read"; (J) a preposed paradigm for a foeal sense of "to read",
which involves the hypothesis that the ability to read is the adaptation of
nonspecific linguistic abilities to a visual stimulus of inherently meaning-
ful inscriptions. Certain theoretical problews concerning th: place of cog-
nitive units in the perception of meaning and the objects of linguistic per.
ception are raised; and certain hypotheses concerning the nature of linguis-
tic meaning are explained and developed. "It is argued that the sort of cou-
ceptualization here presented admits of empirical interpretation, allows the
incorporation of available experimental data, has predictive consequences,
and will allow a useful application of wl.at is known concerning reading de-
fects and doficiencics, and that, therefore, this conceptual analysis meets
the prerequisites for a theoretical paradigm of the phenomenon of reading.
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Chapter 1: Introduction, Froblems, Methods and Procedurcs

A. Problems, Hypotheses and Conclusions.

-

Paul Kolersl and Jeanne Chall? both remark that during the last sixty
years there has boen little progress in the experimental study of reading.
That observation is not fully represcntative of the last decade during which
linguists, psycholinguists, perceptual psychologists, neurologists and
developmental psychologists have made discoveries which will now allow the
developwent of gemeral theories of reading. These discoveries have not yot
been fitted into a "paradigm"3 of reading which incorporateSwhat is already
known and creatom the directions and even the problems in vhich the next sta-
ges of research must develop,although Frank Smith's™ "informatiou-theory feature
discrimination wodel" is certainly a significant beginning.

Inhibiting the creation of a general account of reading £s the lack of
common conceptual schemes , so that the assumptions of various researchers
seem eithey to conflict (Gibson' s2 "decoding" talk about reading and
Hichberg's® "extracting meaning" talk) or to be largely irrelevant t» one
another (the physiological discussions of the information contained in a
single eye-fixation and its representation in optic nerve impulses and brain
states, and the hypotheses concerning the internal development of rules by
languasie~learners under the Chomsky theory. There is further conceptual
discontinuity in the rescarch results because some writers talk only in terms
of nevral impuleses with scant or no mention of the internal states or sub-
jective experience of the perceiver, while othars talk about perception from
the parceiver's point of view, not in "subjective experience" terms, but only
in Skinnerian behavioristic terminclogy. 7That descriptions with such apparent
disparity can be found to have a common focus and a common thrust is in itself
a coasequence of a general theory of reading.

We know this much at the ocutset of our discussion of reading: Reading
must be regarded as a phenomenon falling within the general class of percep~
tual activities, within the specific class of linguistic perceptual activities,
and vithin the still narrowver class of linguistic perceptual activities stinm-
lated by vision. More narrowly still, the visual stimili must be elements
of an inzcriptional system which is inherently meaningful. Our investiga-
tions must naturally tend to inquire among the general truths already known
about perception, linguistic perception, visual stiwuli, inherently meaning-
ful inscrirtion systems and units of interpretaticn. Another thing we know
is that since all perception is partially dependent upon the degree of cog-
nitive development of the perceiver, general studies of cognitive and lin-
gulistic development may be of great interest. We have,thenya large dody of
data, larger than one might think at first, which will assist in the inves-

- tigation of reading. In fact, so nuclh §s known about various phases of rea-
ding that it is all the more difficult to construct a general theory which
incorporates it.

Right now our difficulties are not caused by ignorance sbout reading,
though that is great enough, but rather by conceptual confusion in the face
of enormous quantitieca of information and theory whose relevance is yet to
be determined.
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This invostigation begine with a parados. On the one hand we neced to
know wirat "reading' is, in order to know what "seiontifie" or "experinental®
information wust be acdoumodated in its theoretical deseription; on the other,
bocause there is not one thing which is exclusively and propexly calicd
reading or a general definition, we need already to have enpirical scilentific
information about reading in order to know what kinds of things to group
together and what to include in a general theory about rcading.

There must be two sorts of theories about reading, two kinds of "under-
standing reading™; one sort of theory which, to be couwplete and aven to be
confirmed, dovs not refquire wuch specific experiwuental or cliniecal informm.
tion; another, which mar be the result of the first,which involves hypotheses
touching upon the various scicnces and requires detailed éxpevimental and
clinical confirmation.

‘The firsl sort of thadry is a conceptual amalysis of the concepts of
reading and of cortain asasociatad concopts like "reads aloud" "understands
the meaning of", "rocognizes W (a word)" and so forth, to be developed in
this report. We have to provide an acceptable surrogate for a definition
of reading, so that we can, in athroretical way, begin already "knowing
what reading is".

Sowctines philosophical iuvestigation if primr matter of con-
ceptual clarificatieoa; a matter of rearrenging systemat.ically and -/
demarcating manifold conceptsfor instance,of "redding". The philosopher
is like a helpesr in the workshop who arranges all the tools within reach sund
as they are nceded foo the task so that the workman (scientist) will not miss
a tool or grab the wrong tool and strip a bolt or wreek a part of wastae
endless time trying to deviee a new tool when an adeguate once is already
available. 7his is the clarificatory and theraputic role of philosophy
which has been much cmphasized by "ordinary language analysts', folleowers
of Wittgenstein and Austin,

This rcport is more ambitious. Without slighting the rcesponsibility to
be clear about how the terms are being used and indeed, while exhibiting the
different senses of "to read" and “to recognize" (a word), we also undertake
a paradigm search, secking to determine whether there is a fundanental reading
ability, a readinz ability which is being exercised whenever any reading
process is occurring and which caa be cxercised when nothing else, properly
called reading, is cccurring; and to develop an overall description, interre-
lating the various reading abilities and activities, of what is meani by
assertions of the form "a given reading process, RP, yiclds a given output
manifestation, 0.

These general descriptions are designed to accomnodate the known experi-
mental data, to providc a very general classification of the kinds of reading
defects and disabitities which will allow the wholesale incorporation of the
body of information alrcady assembled concerning reading defects and defici-
encies, to be predictive about the location of deficiencies and the way
reading processes occur, and to allew for experimental elaboration.
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A paradiga, which Is not really a wodel boeause it is wmuch more general
than a madel and aduwits of various kinds of models, is a general conceptual
schieie (o.g. the futerrelated set of concepts, "ability", "activity®, "exor -
cise’, "output manifectation” and "adaptation” invelved in the present
theory) which aduits of various models for its components. Wacther a para-
digm is uscful or not depends to a large exient upon how much it facilitates
the integration of knowledge, the foruuls ion of rescarch problems and the
organization of unresolvaed questions an®  on whethor its basic conceptual
scheme is congenial to_the thought-habis. I inventive scientists at the
tiwve it is formulated. ' :

After explaining the methodology and procedure of this report, we cot-
sider the various senscs of “roading" and certain related concepts such as
"fajilivrz to read!, M"misreadinz®, “failing in reading', "not reading! and
the family of concepts concerned with word recogunition. Pacticular emphaeis
is placed upon the conslderations vhich urge that we regarc reading as a
kind of perception and that we explore the parallels to listening. The se-
lection of the material hes a systematic end in view: to provide the basis
for a clear distinction of classes of reading activities and reading abili-
tiecs and to explaiu how the various sequences of reoading activities, which
procecd from a few abilitics, can result in great varicty of reading pro-
cesses, which have a restricted class of bebavioral manifestatioas. All
these arguments ave designed to support the gemaral hypothesis that reading
ability is an adaption of general lingnistic abilities to a visual input
of inherently meaningful inscriptions. We thercfore, have to resolve the
question of whether thare are fundamental or specific reading ahilities.
This is eccomplished in the second half of chapter 3.

Despite the variety of disciplines and the diverse and even conflicting
vocabularies from which relevant rescarch has come to us in the last decade,
certain gencralizations seem to be widely aécepted now:

(a) that it is worth comparing and contrasting skilled reading with
beginning reading and, temporarily, to deemphaslze pedagogical objectives.

(b) that skilled reading cannot involve the identifying of every word
and letter.

(¢) that beginning readers, like beginning speakers, are rule-makers
and set about this with some set of meta-rules for selecting rules.

(d) that rule-making involves some kind of "feature" or "notable
characteristic' diserimination and rule-following results in characteris-
tic or feature discrimination, so that perception is dependent upon the
existence of cognitive units and results from the application of cognitive
units to the sensory stimulus.

(e) that translation from seen-letters to uttered (vocally or sub-vo-
cally) sound is not the characteristic form' of reading; it is not the desired
form; it is not as common as was apparently thought and it cannot be achievad
as simply as was previously thought.
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(£) that in 2 elassvoow or test situation a child way be forced to
adopt stratcgles of response (e.g. waximizing right ansvers ov mirimining
wrong answers) which way be inelficient for his discovery of the rules for
reading, for his foruation of cognitive units or for his processing the
text in the cognitive units he posscsses. ,

(g) that the reader's general linguistic ability and his general knowe
ledge of the worid and his specific knowledge of the content and form of a
text to be rcad, as well as his knowledge of the grapheme-phonene corres-
pondences, orthographic, syntactic and semantic regularitics are a8s impor-
tant, in skilled reading wore important.than; the diserimination of individu-
al letter characteristics in the visual array and finction, though "highce
cognitive units” in the brain's coutrol of the eye fixation pattern and of
the form in which informatlon is grasped and stored. Cognitive units demin-
ate the kind of contrasts vhich the reader notices in the text.

(k) that different readers read in different size units and different
categorics of interpretation of the optical neural .ignal to the brain, ran-
ging from letter contrasts, word coatrasts (neanings or sounds), phrase
meaning contrasts, concept contrasts, propositional contrasts (in areas in
which the reader is expert) as well as in units of literary association:
symbols, style, architectonic and other formal patterns. The units are thought
units wvhich allow the detection of contrasts.

(i) that the reading activities of children are related to those of
skillcd readers as primitive approximntions and are better to be understood
from the viewpoint of skilled reading than the reverse: thus, the relevance
of recent inquiries into peripheral scarch guidance”, highar cognitive
units9, eye-voice spanl0 and the indiffercnce of bilingunls to the language
form chosen for individual words and even to the grammatical peculiarities
of the languages mixed.ll

(3} lascly, that there has been somathing wrong with the usual accounts
of the relationship of written to spoken language which have supposed that
somehow the meaningfulness of written language is derivative from that of
spoken language. :

The General Hypothuses of this Report:

1. Normally skilled reading involves the exerzise of:
(a) nonspecific linguistic abilities
(b) adapted
(¢) to visual po-ception via linguistic meaning through the inter-
pretation of a stimulus of visible inscriptions which are inhexently
meaningful.

2. All reading processes have reading outputs which may be exhibited in
reading output manifestations. '

3. Rcading'difficulties, disabilities and defects may be due to (a) irpair-
ment ,defect or failure of development of the distiaguishable non-specific
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Hnguistic abilities; (b) defect or deficioncy of adaptation of linguistic
abilities from an auditory to a visual modality; (¢) impaiuvment, imperfece
tion, deficit or developmental lag in the perceptual abilities for visually
processing the visual array -« abilitles which are testable on non~inscrip-
tional material; (d) impairnent, imperfection, deficit or defect in the
motor or scnsory modes required for wanifestation of reading.

L. That reading is a specific form of linguistic perception can be better
understood if we analyse the cowparable processes in oral speech. Thus

gome of the probloms aboul reading are simllor to those concerning how we
recogni ze thought in the paticras of sound which rcach the ear in conveisa-
tior. Reading is an instance of the acquisition of ideas (boliefs, concepts,
and affective states) through linguistic perception from sensory stimuli
with inherent linguistic meaning.

The Main Conclusions Rvggﬁggf

1. That therc can be no pencral definition of "reading" but that a con-
coptual analysis of the focal scnses of "to rcad" reveal zalient features
which indicate that reading must be analysed as a specific form of lin-
guisric poereception. :

2. That word recognition, as distinguished from word identification, can be
analysed as "the determination of the resultant meaning in accord with the
objective linguistic meaning of a unit of text".

3. That reading processes are the sequenced exercise of various readiog
abilities which, over time, yield reading outputs. Thus we can explain how
a limited class of abilitices and a limited elass of output manifestations
can be interconnected by a very large class of reading processes.

B. Methods and Proccdures 3 (a) Logical Analysis

The general background of the method is logical analysis, the exami-
nation of the logical structure of the subject. Logical analysis can either
be formalistie, through the copstruction of formal systems, such as Carnap's
inquirfes into language, or largely informal, stressing the discovery-of .
logical order within the ways terms are used in ordinary discourse; this is
frequently called "linguistic analysis" and, when restricted to exprossions
of ordinary discourse, it is sometimes called "ordimary languege analysis".
While what is done here is influenced by the work of Wittgenstein and other
ordinaxy language philosophers, it is closer in spirit to certain intermedi-
ate kinds of analysis practiced by B, Russell, notably in such vorks as Hu-
man Knowledge, its Scope and Limits. 2 Hore elements of formal analysis, or-
dinary language analysis and certain systewatic considerations are blended
together into a project of logical constructions.

(b) Contextual Definition

One of the outstanding achievewents of recent philosophy is the varicty
of ways that have beea developed to escape tite difficulties of the traditional
project of providing definitions fér terms which are central to the inquiry.
Beginning with Russell, the concept of "contextual definitions” has gradually
expanded to take account of the fact that wost of the terms one would wmnt
to analyse have a variety of distinct meanings and that ore definition or
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or analysis will not toke account of thelr subtlc contrasts of meaning in
contrasting coatoxts. As @ result, definttions arc not ptoposed.for iso-~
lated toxms but for torms in scnrcntiallu contexbs :

The sccond notable eloment of contertual definition {s the form in
which the exprossion to be analysed i8 exprcsscd and the form jn which the
analysis is8 oxpressad. The torm tO be analysed is erhedded in 8 complet.e
aenteonce fyane (e.g. ng read aloud the gixat five yettors of the alphahet")
and the analysis 18 exprcsscd in a list of statements ecach of which nust

be true if the original expression {s true and all of which together are
gsufficient for its rruth. These are called veyuth condi.tions's

1t turns out that , with the excepticn of some surprising cases, the
devalopment of a full contontual dofinit:  is usually quite difficult be-
cause We find the enmploynent of torms in ordinaxvy discourse is 80 loose

that theve are a}tarnative setn of truth conditions for an expression of

the foxm "S read alond the first five jettexs of the alphabet“. gvon when

wa are tryind to be most caréful, owr uses of such temwns as vread", munder~
stands", "rccognizcs", neomenbors” and nexpocts' are ambiguout . For instanct,
is it or is it not & necessary condition fox ng reads W aloud®, when LA &

a word, that'S gshould cocognize W and shiould 1dentify W by correctly gounding
{t7 Suppose that § does not yvecognize W but correctly sounds it? 0r that

s doas naithers did he not vread it atoud? In some situations we might insist
on ona as against another reply. Thus thexe will not be much to be gained fron
a long list of contextual dafini tions of the terms fnvolved in the discussion
of reading. Rather, ve ghoall drav out their differential meanings far enough
to make clear the variety of ncanings each has and to {ndicate that {in repor-
ting empirical yosearch, the {pvestipatoy ghould be quite clear in just what
senscs a toxm 1f being used and that the touchstone test for clarity would be
his of fering an explicit statement of a set of #eyuth condi.tions" for the key
expressions fnvolving the terws. Opcrational definitions,.which ape fomiliar
to most scientists, may be considered & gpecies of contextual definitions pro-
vided that the opcrational conditions apply fov & whole statement yather than
a single word and that the conditions be formilated explicitly.

(e) 1ozical Constxuction ,

There is ar~ther apﬁlicntinn_of the technique of analytic definition
to the enceryt of Lhenty»making and that is in the method of togical’
constructidds; This consists of the'analysis'éf one set of concopt:s in
rerms of & cuite diffexent sot of concepts and of providing evidence that
everything one can 5ay using the first set cf concepts can be said, moxeé
ci cuitously n@ doubt, using the sacond. We do not have then to postulaté
that the first thing is & roality different fn kind grom the asecond. rooked
ac onc way, the analysis is reductives jooked at grom the other dirvection,
the analysis i8 constructive: 1t is the objective of this report LO show
that we can analyse ceading as & jogical construction out of pcrceptual and
1inguistic abilities no one of which is jteelf @ readiug.ability. 1n other
words, vhat has been attempted but unsuccessfully by those who want to shov

L
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states, can by dcconplishod in the mere nodest =ubject avea of reading
(whore we ave not so parsicoaions about vhat we will allee into the class

of coacepts wiich belong to the aunlysis). tn a sense, all logical conntiu-
ctions are "wothing but™ analyses; go one could count a behovioristic analy-~
sis of thivting  as an atteopt at logical construction.

We nced coneeptunl defivitions and logleal constructions because thare
ean be no general definition of. "reading”. The reason is quite siwple, though
Lllustrating it sulficiently takes a chapter: there are quite diffevent
things all of vhich are corrcetly ealled reading, things which belong to no one
celass norrov enough to exclude incowpatible chings. Wittgenstein, vho developed
hte notion of a set of famdly resembling terms, exnlicitly recoguized in the
Blue and Bioun Books and the Investieations that "read" Like "game" has such a
fonily of rescubling wsaa. For enaople, if wé were to' go along with thoese who
say that xeading is "the exivacting of meaning from verbal symhols presented
visually", wve should have to exclude as reading the uncomprehending processing
of perceived Inscripeions which is quite cowmon when we run into vary different
texts and would have comnt as reading the "extraction” of meaning from texts by
the wildest forms of correlation (done sometimes by fanaties). Nox will it do
for the proponcnts of such definitions to tell us that we are to take them with
"obvious qualifications"; to be useful the definition must not have “ebvious"
qualifications which caunot be spelled out. I can certasnly read aloud passages
in French, Latin, Italian and English which I do not understand and which, quite
literally are mamingless to me and, in some cases inherently mcaningless (e.g.
some passages in Lunglish from I-Ching). Moreover, students Irequently point
to a passage by existontfalists and phenomenolégists which can certainly be
read both aloud and silently and can be translated but which cannot be corstrued
with any echerent meaning as a whole. "Consciousness sccretes its own nothingneass™,

And besides these excepticus, there are exceptions in the opposite
direction, where a perseon can read a word whose meaning ho does not under-
stand, or a whole list ol words vhose meaning he does not understand. Core
tainly this is reading and it is not extracting meaning from verbal symbols
presented visually. In fact, in certain cases, onc quite satisfactory
"reading-output manifestziion”™ is a subject's report that the passage means
nothing at all. So to extract a meaning for the verbal sywbols, apparcutly
there does not have to be a meaning you "1 And lastly, there is
the experience, no doubt shored by all readers, of reading along without
extracting any meaning at all, but with the clearest reeall on rearcoding
that the passage was fead before and not merely skipped. Obviously, even
a skilled reader can read vithout extracting a meaning from presented verbal
fnscriptions. Reading can't, thercefore, be "extracting meaning from Verh?l
symbols presented visually", though, of course, some reading is just that:

Definitions which attempt to be minimal, such as "ceading is the de-
coding of visually perceived verbal symbols into their correlated spoken
symhols" are equally defective because so nuch of recading goes on without
such "decoding® and the very notion of "decoding' is inoppropriate because
it fmplies that the signal decoded (like dit lots of Morse signals) does
not have inhereat linguistic meaning but only derived lingeistic meaning
which consists in the correlation of fts parts to uttered symbols which have
their weaning relaotionships inherently .19 This ie siuply a misunderstanding
of the fact that written language hos as much inhorent lirguistic organiza-
tion as (and in fact, wherc rules are token into account, mch pore than)
spoken language. The very speed at which skilled reaaing is perfor-nd, as

well as various hits of experimental evidence concerning sub-vocalization R
and partial sub-vocalization, indicatc that- the skilled reader does nol producc

ERIC
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& sub.voend Counterpury of the written inscriptious vhich woylg be suffj.

have to exclude g5 reading the Very processeg we would 1ike Qurselves ang
our children to be must adept at, the grasp of meaning witchoyt an intep.
mediary translation stage.

bafenders of such definitiong vill be quick to point oyt that the defi.
nitions vore not intended ‘to Cover aglj reading activities by only those of
the begimgey, But two difficultjes arise here. first, the beginner ig then
evident 1y pot doing what the adule §g doing ang there is po evidence thay
'Hecoding” Vill evey lead to the adult Process or j¢ even 5 necessary Prepara-.
tion for j¢, But even allowing a)y those assumptious, there are still cascs
of "reading" en the primjejve level vhere g child jig Supposed to match colummg
of words with one anothor, ipn Some cases finding the Opposites in meaning
and in soue cases finding Synonyns. News Surely, evepp if the chilg does not
S8y the words (e himself, Successfu} Performance op such texts jg counted ag
reading; so also is Unsuccesgfy] Performance which exhibits Certain patterns
of error. There wily be a humbder of othey illustrations Eiven in the chapter
that follows. For the time being this shouijq be enough evidence to Stggest
that the eéxpression %g read w" jgq used in gsuch g variety of conditiong that
it has no 2ne set of trutp conditiong, Therefore, there cannot be a single
definition“af'“s reads w", yhere "W" is some word or list of words. If ye
let "gen range ovey letters, syllables, words, phrases, Sentences, Paragraphg,
backvards S¢ntences, books Aand variogs other things, i will be evident thag
the Categorial contrasts of the substitutions for "W will guarantea thag
the senseg of "ragdgn must differ. This jig Parallel to the“EBﬂtrasts in
Yexpectg" in the €Xpressions "g expects g friend"; "s CxXpects g raise"; ng
eXpecis to failn,

"8 xead v is an €quivocal exXpression; it cannot have 5 definition be-
tause there jg not one Phenouwenon which ig éncompassed. And it wi1; do ug
little good to define ap ideal o objective State of reading eithey, Fox
what ig really proficient readings Getting everything Contained in the
message? pur vhat jig the objective measure of the Content of the message?
What #s ¢ontained jg in part 5 function of what the reader has tqo bring to
the text in the way of Previousg information, cognitive upjgg and apprecia..

Utterly meaningless to some, minimally meaninaful o others, suf fused with
historical associationg for some and misleading to others.

This shoylq be sufficien:,whcn further Supperted by the details of the
following two chapters, to ialsify Gephare's Proposai,l
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"reuth about: the scnntic base for reading has to be uaitary.

If multiple definitions exist two situations fellow. Either

the several definitions delineate only parts of what is subsumad
under the term "reading"”, or some of the definitions are incorrect.
The inccmpleteness assunption is accepted here, resulting in the
description of the term 'reading” as an equivocal term. The
field should work toward a state of knowledge about reading

that would enable the description of the term's usage under
analogous or batter still, univocal, definition.”

Of course some of the definitions are plainly incorrect; And Gephart
is right on one point  The term "read" , at least in the past tense,
transitive form, "S read w" is equivocal! But there is no point at all in
trying,as he proposed, to arrive at a unitary definition. Rather we should
try to be quite clear about the contrasting sets of conditions which we con-
sider in certain circumstances to render such an expression "S read w" to
be true. For thercby we develop an understanding of the range of interrela-
ted proce-ses which really are cases of reading. That allows us to attompt

to classify the abilities involved.

Since we are not dealing with a sunall and easily managed set of dif-
ferent meanings but with an indefinite set of meanings which shade into one
another and vhich can be expanded at will by the invention of new borderline
cases, it is appropriate here to insist that contextual definitions should
be developed with strategic objectives in mind; otherwise the process can
be endless for any common term in English.. The whole purpose of such defi-
nition is simply to make clear the truth conditions for the application of
the torm in a certain well-defined context; since clarity is the function of
the definition, such definitions are instruments and are to be framed
for specific purposes of inquiry. Our is logical construction: To devise
a conceptual paradigm with which we can show (1) how various reading activi-
ties are organized toward particular reading outputs; (2) how they are to
be distinguished from one another; (3) how the individual processes are
structured logically; and (4) how they are related to non-specific abilities
whose exercise Is ordered, sequenced and automated to yield the various
- veading processes. The overall objective is one of logical construction:
to show how the various abilities to read can be considered logical construce
tions from other abilities which are not specifically abilities to read. 7The
fundamental hypothesis of this report is that,analytically speaking, an
ability to read (of which there are several) is logically the sequencing of
the excrcise of other abilities, no onc of which is a specific reading
ability and each one of which can be ecmpirically tested and obscrved inde-
pendently of an application to visible synbol inscriptions.
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“Reading' Variety: Meanlng and Use .

(a) "Reading" is not a univocal term. The noun "reading” can refex
either to an ability or to an individual.activity or to a group activity (in
a school program) ; it can refer to an abstraction, as in "Reading is theo-
retically quite problematic”, and to another kind of abstraction entirely,
as in "Jones liles reading”. Moreover, "Jones likes reading”" could mean
that Jones likes to read {presunably not everything but certain kinds of
things); that Jones, a teacher, likes to tecach reading; that Jones, an
announcer, likes reading the nows, say, as contrasted with extemporaneous
commentary. Apart from its doterminate contexts, there cannot bo a state-
ment of what is meant by the term "reading”, used as a noun.

The same is true of the cognate verbal forms, but the consequences are
far more important. But, first, tvo introductory points ave needed. (1)
The third person singular verb form, "$ reads w", is never used as an indi-
cator of simple activity; it is always confined to indicate cither ability
(8 reads third grade level books), or proclivity (S reads detective stories),
tendency, habit or the like (S reads other peoples' mail, S reads his mail
first thing each morning”) even expectation, (S reads next). There is, then,
an important use of "reads" which indicates ability to read, with various
overtones of habit, proclivity, interest, mocivation and the like.(2) There are
various criterie for differences of meaning which need comment here.

(b) Differerice of Mecaning. Philosophers have a number of criteria
for the diliéronce of meaning of two sentences, S and §'. They differ in
meaning if there is something logically entailed by the one which is not
logically entailed by the other. Sometimes this is not easy to determine,
but there are additional tests. For instance, S and S' differ in meaning
if a given paraphrase of the one iz not a paraphrase of the other; or if
a given transformation of the onc is not a transformation of the other.
S and S' differ in meaning if the conditions for verification of the one ox
the conditions for the falsification of the one differ from those of the
other.

In praguatic contexts there are other texts, cach of which is sufficient.
S and S§' differ in meaning if the conditions for an appropriate objection to the
one differ semantically from the conditions for an appropriate objection
to the other. The same holds for the conditions of appropriate questioning
of the truth or sense of ona or the other. Whether these are all equally
good tests is not something we need to debate here; they are serviceable
on the whole and doubtful cases can be handled specially. On each of the
tests "S is reading Oreat Fxpectations’ and S read Great Expectations” will
differ in meaning, as will 'S reads Great Expectations each morning".

The various terms, "read", "reads", "recognized", "identified", that
function importantly in discussions of reading are, like the other common
terms of English, susceptible to semantic contagion from terms in their
environuents. They undergo meaning adjuﬁtments required by other terms
in the sentential and discourse context.~ And the criteria for different
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meanings of parrs of sentances (repordlens of whether they contain exactly
the sawe words) piven abova, arenol suffiefent to lecate those differences ol
meaning.  That is, du the pair of sentences “Plato  kuows philosophy™ and "fido
knous his doghouse™ is the difference of meaning, which will exhibit itself on
any one of the tests wentioned, located cutirely in the differcnces of subjects
and objects or is the differonce also located in the coumem term "knows"?  Thare
is not a generally adcepted tes.: by vhich we can show that two different subst} ~
tutions of & sentence frame "Joaes negotiated the x" differ in maaning with

with respact to a particular term "negotiated" when we substitute contrasting
objectives: "Jones ncgotiated the bonds", "Jones negotiated the sale", "Jonas
negotiated the curve". Yet, the differences in conditions of verification and
falsification sugyest that there is a differcnce in meaning with respect to that
cormon term and thore are some quite reliable auxiliary tests which locate the
meaning differences faifly well. For instance, consider the corresponding
"failure" or negative situations. Jones falled to negotiatc the curve (the
bonds), (the sale)"; Jones failed in negotiating the curve (the bonds)(the sale)
Jones mis-negotiated the curve (the bonds){the sale). The contrasts in conditions
of verification and falsification and simply, in the observable events that

would be involved, reliably indicate that the sewantically contrasting objects
induet semantical contrasts in the common term "negotiated” and its correla-

tive negativas and contraries. “The same holds for the term, "read" and for the
transitive, progressive present "is reading”. Where we use forms of thase words
to refer to an activity, whether completed oxr in progress, suitablo centrasts

in the exprcssed or implied object of the activity will induce contrasts in the
meaning of the term "read" or "isreading”". This means that therce is not one
activity or one simple class of activitles wvhich is reading, but that the very
kind of activity which is going on or which went on, is a function of the

object upon which the activity was directed. (This correlates well with contrasts
in what-is-perceived that are discussed at the end of this chapterx).

(e) Difference of Object. Now we have to be more specific about the
"object upon which the activity is directed". In some cases we may literally
mean a physical object (e.g. a line of letters, as contrasted with an oxganized
sentence, or a book). But in other cascs the object of the activity is not so
much the thing named by the grammatical direct object, as it is the intended
output of the activity (e.g. reading aloud, reading for sentence or paragraph
meaning, reading for correct spelling, recading for story-line, character devel-
opment, political slant, incorrxect assumptions etc.); and the intended output,
if achieved, is made accessible in out-put manifcstations (responses on tests,
voluntary reports, etc.) the contrast of process . i5 not correlated as closcly
with contrast of objects as with the contrasts in the resulting perceptions.

For each of thesc reading outputs, there is a corresponding set of sonses
of "S failed to read.....", "S failed in rcading x", "S misrecad x", and "S
did not read x".

In another dimensioa, the term "read" (past tense) forms a family rescm-
bling set of same-term occurrences, where the expressed or implied objects are
in categorial contrasts of quite different kinds from the small group of ob.
Jects that we will consider.

1. '"We want a child to learn to read a ruler". "He read the ruler, but lost
count: of the efghths." T -

2. "He read the letter but confused it with a *d'%.

3. "He read the book butf could not understand it."

L. "He read the word but said he did not remerber its meaning." “ie read the
word and told me what it meant but could not pronounce it."

S« "He rcad the speedometer and said-we were going too fast". "o read the
odometer and said the car was worn out."
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6. Mie read the entire part at the sudition but gave it no me anmbymmm.ﬁ
Te Mie read, understonding the words but not the ideas."
8. "le read the French book to me #n English.,”
9. M"He read my English book to himsclf in French."
10. "He read the Arabice numerals in Roman numerals.”
11. "He read the entire story but could rcowember none of the characters' names

nor the city whore it happened nor even the period in histoxy."

It does not scem that any of these sentences expresses ldeas which are
n2cessarily false {like “three and three are seven") or necessarily metaphori-
cal. Rather, taken as a group they indicete the enormous variety of truth
conditions which we allow for statements whose key term is "read" and vhose
basiec form is: "He read Xeoooo'. If one has the Jecast doubt that one can
read a set of rules and in one sense understand the words and in another not
understand at all, though evidently one could read them aloud quite compcotently
and with proper phrasing, then read the Federal rules ¢f Civil Procedure. There
arc kinds and kinds of reading; it is the nutvest of theegrics which will mini-
mize their differences.

2. The differont senses of "S read x" exhibit depondenco upon
contrasting pragwnt;c conditions and dlficronceq of truth..
conditions.

Consider the conditions of applicability for expressions like (1)"S read
Catcher in the Rye", (2) "S read the title of Catcher in the Rye", (3) "s read
the first sentence in Catcher in the Rye", (k) "8 read the first clause of
the first sentence in Catcher in the R Ryc" (5) "S read the first word in
the first sentence in Catcher in the ﬁ&e (6) "8 read the first letters of
the first word in the first sentence in Catcher in the Rye", (7) "8 read
a map of New England to £ind his way to Cape Cod", (B) "§ read the names on
the building directory"”, (9) "S read the dictionary entries for 'apple'”,

(10) "S read the score "for the Beethoven First Piano Concerte", (11) S
read a comiec book while he was waiting for a bus". .

We can sce that completions of the sentence frame, "S read NP " diffex,
in the sorts of things whose names may be substituted in thea object position,
that those substitutions refer to categorically contrasting thihgs and that as
a consequence of the categorial contrasts of the objects, the truth conditilons
for the applicability of such a complete expression to a particular situation
vary considerably from one another. And they differ not just in the designa-
tion of the object which is read but in the processes which are involved.

Secondly, we sce that there is not just one process that might be in-
volved in a particular reading task but rather, depending upon what eriterion
we have, there are different sets of truth conditions which would apply. For
instance, some people would say, 8§ had recad the comic book only if he had
read all the words in the cleuds within the blocks; others, if he could re-
count the story, regardless of whether he had read the words; others, if he
had a version of the story by which it is recognizable that his recounting is
controlled, even if not successfully, by the text and pictures; and so on,
through a long list of alternative criteria. The expression, "$ read a comic
book", apart from some supposed background standard of what it is to xead a
comic book, is vague.
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Inagine how much more vague is the genoral stateuwcat M8 read Catcher
in the Ryé™. what docs § have to knew afterward that he did not know before
in ordcxr for this to be true? Does he have to recognize the story if we
tell it to him? How long after? Thoe same holds-for "S read the first lettox
of the first word in Catcher in the Rye". Doas 8 have to have said the letter?
Does he have to answer correctly what the letter is? 1Is it sufficient that
ha understanas the sentence, even though he may have skipped the first word?
But what is it, in reading, to "skip" the first word anyway? We are certainly
not requirving that for a parson to read a passage he must fixate on every
word; nor a fortiori, do we mean that he must fixate on every letter. Then,
if S read the first seatence of that book, doas it follow in that context
that he has also read the first word and indeed read the first letter? The
answer is that we do not have linguistic conventions which ara decisive on
these questions. Either answer is correct, depending upon what one intends
to conclude from it. And sentential implication relationships of expressions
in Fnglish are in many cases indetermiuate apart from a context in which some
convention is adopted, some stipulation offered or some assumption implied.
"$ read Catcher in the Rye" does not entall VS read the first letter of the
first sentence in Catchar in the Rye" or even S read the first sentence of
Catchor in the Rye''. And the latter doas not entail that S read the firvst
letter of the first word in the sentence. All are logically independent of
one another. ‘ '

(a) Context dependence of what counts as reading. Now the way this
sort of problem is handled in contexts where reading is under discussion or
is being taught is that the participants explicitly, or implicitly, adopt an
outpul criterion. That is, they adopt some behavioral manifestation or gioup
of behavioral manifestations as the necessary conditions for the truth of
expressions 01 Lhe form "S read the FITFst Totter of the first word in Catcher
in the Rye". For instance, they may adopt some all-or-nothing criterion like:
Can S name or write the first letter? That will not be a decisive test by
itself, because S may simply guess luckily or becausc he has soma reading
difficulty put "p" for a "d" or the like. That will not, apart from a separate
convention to the contrary, decisively settle whether he read the first letter
or not.

At the early stages of teaching rcading the eriteria as to whether a

beginner has or has not read a letter or a word are imposed by various sorts

of unarticulated conventions which in effect determine the meaning of the word
"read" in the context and may determine the meaning in ways quite different
from its uses when we talk about adult reading, with the result that the
activities of the child may have no demonstrable or even coherently describable
relation to the activities of the adult which receive the same name. However,
rather than take the perverse road of skepticism, we assume that there is an
“unarticulated logic in the ways experienced teachers have tested their pupils
for reuding performance and regard the behavior which is used as a truth deter-
miner for "§ read the first letter of the woxrd 'dog'" as the "output manifes-
tation" of the results of ﬁf reading process. For example, if in a certain
context he is considered to have read that letter only if he can, while looking
at the word, say it aloud, or if he must select an equiform letter from a

list of letters, or if he must underline a word which begins with the sane
letter; in each case, I consider the test bahavior as a sufficient output-
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-manifestotion of reading vhen 8§ gets the right answer. We nead not coancead
that S8 bas not read the letter whenever he fails to produce the expected
output -manifestation; for he way be ohdurate, dischadient, wotor or speech
handicapped, confused, or umotivated. Thus what in the classroom situation
may be regarded as a necessary condition for reading that letter can at best,
from a theoretical point of vice be a sulficient condition for 8' having

dona s0, and that requires that we ignore chance, accidents and lucky gucsses.

We observe that for the elementary reading processes, such as lettex
reading, word reading and phrase reading, there are various sorts of behavior
mani festations vhich teachers usc to determine whethoer or not the reading
process has occurred and to what degree it has been successful. T call these
things "output manifestations” and have listed some of them at the right-hand
stide of Tahle T in Chapter 3. I do not pretoud to have found thée full range
of output manifestations which are from time to time used by invenlive tea-
chers as critevia for the cecurrence of one of theose kinds of rcading; it
is enough for now that ve obscrve that there is a fairly standard range of
these manifestations which have been conseerated by their incorporation into
standardized tests of reading performmes, measured comparatively.

It would b a mistake to think that any one of these results (e.g. saying
the letter aloud) can be reached time after time and correctly through only
one process. As will become clear in Chapter 3, there are a variety of pro-
cesses which can, as defined in terms of standarized out-put manifestations,
be called "letter reading processes', even though their component elements
differ markedly. But, this is one of the conclusions I want to demonatrate.
For now, it is sufficient that we note that processes will be called "lettex
reading” or '"word reading", etc., in terms of whether they meet gencrally
acceptcd out-put manifestation tests, regardless of thelr other differences.
Test mokers, aware that thoere are varying processes by which one may cowe up
with indistinguishable results, adopt strategies designed to limit the range
of processes which can be employed. Thus, they will, on a letter reading test
try to eliminate letter-rcading which proceeds from whole word recognition
folloved by analysis of the word into its spelling. For our purposes it is
suificient to classify processes into groups in terms of their outputs and
to group and identify the outputs through the stagdard out-put manifesta-~
tions which we find in various reading wvork-books, classroom reading exer-
cises and tests; that gives usan initial description of what we mean by "utter
reading", '"word recognition", and the like.

When we get to reading outputs, such as "S read Catchexr in the Rye",
then "S read C in R" and ng'read C in R"may both be truc without its being
true that the same rcading processes were used by § and §8' even though both
may satisfy equally well the overall out-put manifestation criterion. For
instance, S may read the book "woxd for word", whereas 8! may read some parts
phrase by phrase, others, word by word and in some cases have to resort to
sounding out words, reading a sentence aloud or spellirg words to look up in
the dictionary. And another may combine thosc processes with various sorts
of meaning anticipation and meaning search.

(b) Inconsistent truth conditioas across’ divrse ontexts. Not only are
there diverse conditions of appiicability for the term “read” (p.t. trans. )
we have,in ordinary usage conditions of applicability which are incompatible
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in the some context .

It would be proper to say Smith had read a certain sentence which we
are surce he had never scen before, if after looking at the written sentonce
he could look away and repeat the whole thing to us.© And this, regardless
of the fact that it is in o language whi!ch he can pronounce but cannot under-
staud, or in words he can pronounce but does not know, as when my ten yecar
old reads "Ontogeny recapitulates philogeny" and asks "What does that mean?'.
To have read Yontogeny recapitulates philogeuy" the perxson does not have to
say it aloud correctly; for instance, he may put accents in the wrong place
or skip a letter or syllable. In fact, you cannot misrcad something without
being in some process of reading it. Whotever word or sentence is misrecad
must be read. Misrcading is not at all the same as not reading; and not
reading ic not the same as failing in reading something {performing inefficiw
ently cnough to fall below some standard) which is, in turn, different f£rom,
but causable by, failing to read something.

Reading can certainly go on, paragraph after paragraph, without the
reader's attending to vhat is meant by the words. This is reading without
(in the absence of) understanding. It is something one can do when reading
a speech of one's o, while thinking of extrancous events. That is different
from another kind of reading without understanding, when one is unable by trying,
to understand what he is reading. None of these is the same as reading and
nisunderstanding what is read; and yet misunderstanding, like mis-reading,
can go on only if reading is going on.

Reading without attending to the meaning, reading while attending to meaning
but while being unsuccessful in grasping a meaning, and rcading with attention
to a meaning which is misunderstood are all cascs-of reading. Reading without
understaunding, whether that involves suspension of attention to meaning, failure
"to grasp a meaning or error about the meaning grasped,is still reading. It is
therefore evident that one can read without extracting any meaning which is
there from the text. (That also calls our attention to another fact, that in
certain respects vhat meaning there is in the text is there inherently and
not on account of the relationship of the text to a spoken correlate. But’

we shall return to the theme of inherent meaning of ingeription systems latex.

A person may be reading a text but in such a way that he is wholly unable
to say aftervards what he has been reading. One quite simple explanation for
this is that the material, after being processed into his short-term memory is
simply not interesting enough to be put through the longer process required
for long~term mewory. The reader may be looking for certain information (e.g.
the names of Josephine's parents) or he may be interested only in certain
features of what was written (e.g. whether the thought processes are formally
expressed, whether the vocabulary is repctitious, whather the style is iden-
tifiably that of a certain author) and, as a result, information which neither
satisfies nor defeats such search objectives{and related hypotheses formul-
ated during the reading)is not stored. The reader thus attends to the thought
content while he reads but without processesing it into storage. Yet, like a
face, the same text when read again in a short while will be familiar; it
will certainly be a text "which he has read before" even though in the previous
reading his attention wandered and the thought content or at lecast any coher-
ent overline of thought was lost te his awareoncss. Thoese sorts of examples
show that amoug the scnses of "S read y" the senses which imply that "S underx-
stood y" or, "S reawmbers y" (at some later date) are not especially privil»
eged and are not, apart from pedagogical ideak which we may set up .
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for our cducatlonal system, wore reading than are some quite different
kinds of toxt procesaing. Morcower, you can, under cortain circunstances

" gead something you understand (lile a set of dirvections on hov to find your
own office frow where you are) and, even though you are attending to it, not
comprohend ity e.g., a nervous student taking a reading comprehension test when
he is unable to rcinforce his understanding by getiing the material into his
memory. These ave tha very things we do not want children to do, but they

are still cascs of reading.

These examples show that while in some circumstances "S read k" eutails
that S extracted a meaning from X ox that S understood X, there are clircum-
stances vhere there is no such entadlment and, in the case of letter or name
reading, such an entailnent is cxeluded. Since everything entailed by an
expression is a truth-condition for the statament expresscd, the truth con-
ditions applicable to "8 read x" in different contexts are incompatible with
one another. Thercfore, thore cannot he a gencral definition by way of truth
conditions for "reuding" which would be applicable in all eontexts where the
term dafined is applicable. That is tha sauwe as saying that there canpot be
a general definitioca of "reading".

Another f{llustration of the contrariety of truth-conditions for 'S read
x" can be found in the diversity of truth conditions for "S read x aloud".
In the saying of words read, the correlation of the sounds chosen by the pupil
is not supposcd to he purely accidental in its coincidence with the way the
words are generally pronounced. What we count as reading alond positively
(in the norwmal casc) excludes an arbitrery correlation of sounds and inscrip-
tion urits wvhich deviates too far from custouery soundings. But we should
think of this at two levels. If the correlation is quite arbitraxy and yet
still regular, we miy on the basia of its recognizability count it as a reading
in sono obscure or concocted dianlect or combination of foreign accents and
Fnglish sounds. But if the correlation is arbitrary and irregular so that
some visual configurations receive unpredictably different soundings, then we
may .ot count what we hear as a reading #loud. But why not? If what sounds
the utter produces are in fact controlled by the array of perceived inscrip-
tions, then the fact that the sounds which are emitted are idiosyncratic
even to an oxtreme, (provided they are related by some rule which the reader
can be said to ba following and such that another person who follows the
samo rule ecan produce a similar set of sounds and provided that the coxrala-
tion is clearly not coineidental with visual form)does not maoke it fail to
be "reading aloud". Witlgenstein noticed, a single word-gsounding will naver
be a sufficient indication that the person is reading; for we will not have
at hand enough information to know whether the sounds he produces are rela-
ted to the text in some regular way; so also a single word mangling (in
reading it aloud) is not sufficient to show that the person was not reading.
How long a string of words do we need, to be sure what the answer 1s? "It
depends”. In most cases we need very fow words to identify success or failure;
yet situations €ould arise in which it would be difficult to tell short of thou-
sands of words whether we had a reader or not and we could theoretically
imagine any finite number of corract guesses about which sound comas next by
a poerformer who appears to be following a rule when he is not. But theso
are logical extremes, raising not so much quastions about reading as general
philosophical questions about what rules are and vhat following a rule con-
sists in.
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e spoak of a persoa's reading steings of nonsense words or nonsense
letters or arbitrary lettuv-sipns, cte., or learning to form sentences in a
"lansuage” which has no linpuistic wmeandng, and 1o sease weaning but only
a gramuwar; and in none of these cases do wo have reading processes applied
to strings of inscriptions whiek kove inhevent linguistic meaning. But that
just illustrates that what we eall resding in soma context has an necessary
condition (the inhcrent linguistic meaning of the inscriptions) somithing
whose absence is a necessery condition for something called reading in another
context (since, if in some of the porception experimonts the subjects began
to recognize groups of letters by thoir "sense' meaning and not by a 'scanning
of letter features", the evperimonter, if he discovered the deviation, would
say that this vas nol the reoding procoss ha was examining and that the re-
quisite process (call it "wisual feature identification™) had rot been going
on. )} The absence of inhexent or eoven associated linguistic or sense meaning
is a nocessavy condition for performing some rceading tacks in scue contexts
in others,the prasence of inherxent meaning is required and in othews it is
neither required nor excluded. Ovdinary language uses of "read" belong
mostly to the sccond and third groups. But overall, there cannot be truth
conditions either requiring or excluding extraction of meaning or even requiring
meaningful text. So, again, there cannot be a general definition of"reading.

(e) Different Processes with Siwilar OQutcomes: Extrinsic Criteria
for Whethor Reading Occurs. Reading books, reading words, reading phrases,
reading numbors, reading scores, reading lists and reading signs are not one
and the sawc process applied to different subject-matters, as would be.sawing
two-by fours, two by sixes and two by tens. For the nature of the thing to
be read places cousteaints upon the clements and sequencing of «lemental
procasses involved (like the differences between sawing logs, sawing cement
and saving steal). Besides, the outcones of these processes arve differeut,
with onc being able to obtain without the other. That indicates that not
only arc the processes different, but the abilitjes which “the processes mani.-
fest are different an well. And as we have already pointed out, even where
ty" is the very saue thing, under difforvent circumstances, what will count
as a case of "S read y" will differ. For what counts as a case of S's reading
y *depends upon the sorts of manifestations which have been privileged:
SRA responscs, oral ensvers, reading of questions and subsequent oral answers,
oral narration, etc. For instance, if S follows our progress on a map where
the voute is already marked and does so by matching sign names to names on
the marked line, shall we call it a case of his "reading the wap'? That is
not at all the same thing as to read the map to determine a route not alrcady
marked and then to guide our progress by roference to the wap. Sometimes
to read words consiets in being able’ to say them aloud; sometimes, in being
able to select synonymns and antonyms from a list whieh is written; sometimes
it involves selecting words that begin the same way or end the same way or
have the same vowel; sometimesin completing sentences, ete. These outputs,
which may be manifestations of word-reading, certainly necd not be the result
of a single proress which, if once mastered, yieldsall these kinds of outputs.
These processes belong to general classes of '"word recognition processes",
but that mercly underlives the fact that processes arc classified as belonging
to the same class because of the conventional classification of their output
manifestations; and the processcs may in fact be of logically quite different
types. This will be discussrd further vhen we consider (Yh. 3) the ordering
of various reading processes.,
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Suppose a child reporte that in school sowetimes they read colums of
words in order to miutch pairs of saue words and eoa other days they read
colurns of words to mateh pairs of oppositen. There are many difforent things
that may have been donce: i.c., spelling oub the words and lookiug for worda
with the same lettecs in the sawme oxder; saying the words to onese¢l{ and looking
for words that are said the same way. Would finding opposites, which could
not be done in either of those ways, be called rcading and noaithexr of the fore
mer processes? Only if there is some privileged sense assignoed in the context
to the term "reading", porhaps with some particular Instructiomal goal in mind.
And yet, if Johimy is supposed to be looking for opposites and goas about it
by spelling out words aand then looking for words with the same letters in
the same oxder in orxder to eliminate them, he will in the time allowed pro-
bably get no right ansvers ard will be thought not to have been reading or
at least not to have been reading with miniwal profieiency - though the pro-
cess we know by hypothesis, he was carrying on is a rcoding process. ‘that
shows that whether or not a given activity is a reading activity deponds upen
what is demanded in a given case as the minimal output manifastation. And
the fact that a person is carrying on some other rcading activity than the
oune testod is pragmatically meaningless in the circumstances.

Although these are all casas of reading, from the point of view of some
particular kind of reading that onc wants to develop in a student,one or
another activity may simply not count as reading in certain circumstances.
This appliecs to all the reading processes which we shall distinguish. Any.
thing is a rcading process that in some elrcumstances will, in correct usage
of the term, be considercd to have yielded behavior which manifests reading.
But there will always be some context in which each of these processes will
not be considered reading, because, without context, their behavior is not
an acceptable manifcestation of reading.

Let me illustrate that with an extreme casc. "Suppose cognitively guided search
of meaningful inscriptions whichihw‘ —on the basts of the pexsoils prior
cognitive units allows him to extract a meaning comtrolled by the iunseriptions
and closely correlated with the inhereat meaning of the inscriptions" is an
fdeal forin of reading. If a person assigned the task of proofreading a text,

should perform the operations above mentioned upon it, he will be said
to have failed to proof-rcad the text, or at least to have failed in proof-
reading it. What counts as a case of reading or of 'minimally proficient
reading 1s therefore context-bound, and though we may for good social and
educational reasons prefer cortain sorts of processing of the visual array
of meaningful inscriptions; there is as yet no sound evidenct to indicate
that these sorts of processings are best acquired by gnc's learning onc se-
quence of intermediate sorts of reading over anothex.

There is no "absolute” sense in which we can say of a person ""§ read y",;
rather, there is a family of varying but partially overlapping sets of con-
ditions, bound to both pedagogical and social objectives, which we consider
to be truth conditions for a persenkhaving read (in some particular scnsc)

a certain text.

To take an extreme casciin the state of New York, those passages of an
installment purchase contract which ave printed in type face which meats the
legal minjnam size are conclusively presumed to have baen read by the person
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who gigns the coniract, regardless of the fact that in another sense of Mread”,
only an expert vould be said to have grasped thelir substantial dLuplication,
whoreas, any passage printed in legally unacceptable type size is presuscd
to be wread, regavdless of the fact that the reader may othexwise fully
understand the text. ‘this, of course, is a case of a soclnl or institutional
restriction, upon what will count as "having been xead by 8".

3+ Extension of Fumily Resembling Uses.

1]

Suppose that a child has been working with lists of words, contrasting
the somds of loug and short "o". And suppose that vhenever the child souads
a word incorrectly, ha is ecorrected, and that at Lirst it is quite random
whathar he says short or long "o, bul gradually be begins to get them xight.
Was the child reading the words oenly after he began to get their soundings
right? Or was he reading the vords corrcetly only after he began to get their
soundings right? ‘The answer here, as in so many of the cases mentioned above,
depends upon what we, for some policy recason, waul to count as a cast of rea-
ding in such a context. Yor, as was montioned above, what counts as a case
of "s read y" varies with vhat the coutext privileges as a minimal readivg
manifestation. The prapmatic extrinsic conditions allow a continual altera-
tion of what conditions have to be satisfied for rcading to occur and hencc
allow a continnal variation of trath conditions. Wittgenstein pointed out
the oddity of the question "Which was the first word he read", where, it is
assumed that reading is taken to involve assigning a sounding which corrclates
with the word in some regular way snd does not deviate beyond recognizability
from the conventional sound correlation with the word. The difficulty is
that, apart {rom some wnreliable subjective report, there is no way of deter.
nining vhich sounding was the first to result {rowm some regularized process
for determining the sound (o regularized proccss which is not too deviant
from the regularities most spechers of the language follov)., What will count
as a reading of the words varies yith the objective. And hy manipulation
of circumstapces we can gradurlly extend the class of things that will
count ag cases of reading.

It must also be possible to read and, in various dimensions, do so in-
correctly. I do not mean only misrcad", the way T read piano wusic, but sys-
tematically to do somthing wrong . For instance, suppose I have all the
wrong ideas about how vowel sounds arve made in Latin and about the sounxling
of cortain consorants and consonant groups. 8o I roll oul MArma virumque cano
eeeo” in my idiophones. Did I not rcad the expression? I certainly trans-
formad the visual array of letters into corresponding souads and did it in a
regular way, a systemitic way. Unless we are in some privileged context,
this is reading, although it may not be the sort of reading a particular per-
son has in mind. Suppose I have encountered some strange language which I
have cone to uaderstand, though I have no grasp of jts sound system and decide
like somoe demented arabist to assign tones to the vowels as I read in the
language. This is reading the language aloud. But not in the "usual® way;
it is a fanily resembling process which is clearly seen to be reading once
the similarity of the casc to more ordinary cases of reading is noticed.

By considering "odd" cases and noticing their resemblance to ordinary cases,
wa extend the use of "read" to cover them. That is how the family resembling
uses vere developed and how they are continually expanded. There is no
inherent lirmit to further extensions and to further comtrarviety of truth-con-
dicions beecause there §s no necessity that all uses of a same-term have any
single thing in common.
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One may woader about the point of my ewphagis upon these "unuseal® uses
of Mrending”t (thoush, these cases are ng so wnuwsual vhon we consider the propox-
tion of e¢larsroom reading situations in which these kinds of reading occux
and the proportion of exporimental tiu: devoted to exploring them). What
{8 this supposed to tell us aboul reading in genoral? It is supposed to indi-
cate: 1) that surrounding what we shall eall the "focal” senses of "to
read” there are various senses which differ in truth-cenditions and differ in
that way amoug themselves; 2) that there cawnot be a general definition of "to
read", either in the old-fashloned genus~species definitional form or in the
contemporary truth-conditional form beeause there is not a common cora to all
ceses of reading, a comaon core which is not part of processes which are not
reading processesy 3) that thare is not a simple continuum from mininal reading
procenses, charactecized as decoding letters into correlated sounds, throupgh
going from visual synhols to a fomm of language in which meaning is alrceady
inherent," to Yextrecting meaning from the array of visual symbols” to various
forma of comprehension. There arce variations at cach "level” and the processcs
stand in no perticular Jogical order.

Since we camol arrvive at a simple concept of ''reading® which can both
be defiined by a single set of truli conditions {which do not contain sets of
dicjunctive conditions vhich are exclusive and therefore vacnous), and sine2
we cannot construct a general definition whieh would be applicable in all cascs
of rcading, can we isolate some common focus of sensen around which the othex
uses of "to rcad" scem to cluster, conceptually?

R Focal Meanings of'to read'and theix Sallent Flements.

A - A S cuw

When ve examine in ordinary language a large body of family rasembling
same-torm uscs, we can somotimes distinguish a sub-group of meanings around
which the other mernings may ba grouped either as contyragting uses with con-
trasting truth conditions or as clementary stages in an activity for which
the central uses indicaty mastery.

Similarly within thc multitude of uses for the forms of the verb "to:
read” (taken transitively and allowing a third person singular past tense)
we can distinguish some closely related uses with conmon szlient features
from those which are peripberal, ancillary ox which name processes which
constitute a part of or an approximation of some element of the foecal reading
processcs. Moreover, these focal uses of "to read" ave fairly close to the
cormon sense notion that really reading involves understanding.

My designating onc group of uses of a term as its focal meaning does not
represent any. absolute staadard for “primary” or "focal meaning'; nor does it
reprosent any hypothesis about: the development historically of one sense from
another. Rather, we simply notfce the sorts of reading which are prized most
highly both socially and institutionally and which appear to be the objective
toward which reading education is direeted; end we select the uses of the term
"read" in the frame "8 read x" (e.g. "The New York Times for last Sunday®;
"the latest best-sclling novels”; “an analysis of the presidential elections';
"a report concerning the narcotics traffic in costal towns", ete.), which
appear to cluster together as representing the kind of thing upon which the
educational pruccss and the social revards for reading are focused; that clus-
ter of weanings, we call the focal ueaning of "to read" and the other meanings,
in which we speak of reading letters, reading nonsense syllables, reading

aloud, rcading to form general impressions, reading for correct grammav, otc.

*
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are regrided an periphcral sonaes of "o read". Whether it would be uscful

to sub-clnesify the conon peripheral uses of "o read" into those which

are ancliarry but prerequisite for the truth ol statements which employ the

focal scnsas, as distinguished from the "eonseguent® peripheral meanings of the
gama~torm is based on noruative considerations, further sub-distinctions may pro-
duce a facade of "syctem which is vithout serious theoretical support. Rather,
wo shall profit more from noticing that there are & nunber of distinct sconses

of "to read" within the focal group] that the truth conditions for these
meanings vary considerably awong themzelves but that there are certain commnon
and salient elouenis which raisc some intercating theoretical quaestions.

Very renexally, the focal meanings of “to rcad" all seem O involvae:

) percoption
.g visually stimilated;
by an array of inscriptions;
) which are inherently meaningful
) of or through
) Tinguistic meaning.

In its focal uses, "to read" ie gonerally aun achlevement term; that is,
saying, "s rcad y" entails that something happenad which Yoally was "reading-y"
and not just, say, the attempt to reod yo Within the focal-achievement. sen-
ses of "to read", we can provisionally distinguish the opaque from Lhoe trans-

Qeevnmre- @ comtre

arcnt. All the focal senses of "to read" arc taken iere to involve 235?992323.

e P

witeh results from a visual stimulus of inseriptions vhich are inherently
meaningful; but the question now is vhether the perception is of the linguis-
tic reaning or through the linguistic meaning, L-c. perception of something
which is not a Tinguistic weaning. For instance, suppose Jones finds a note
at his door from his girl-fricnd vhich says Mya. hore midnights no one home;
an leaving toim." And supposc Jones, in reading the note, comes to perceive
that his girlfricnd is not telling the truth so thet the conscious product of
his roading is the belief ngha'ls a liar”. Now it is true that Jones would
not claim to have read that she is a liar, but rather, would claim to have
seen through what he read, that she is a 1ior. This sceing sowe state of
aflairs obtains ghggggg_uhat is read is transparent reoading; the sceingﬁof what
is meant, either aifoctively or congnitively, is the opaque sense of reading.

Rarely if ever is there reading in a purely opaque way. The pragmetic
functions of reading are SO pueh more elaborate that the social objectives of
reading cannot be achieved with the reader's simple recognition of what
{8 mcant. There must be the production in the reader of some affective and /or
cogni.tive states regardless of what is meont. And in some cases, moxe is re-
quired: in filling out a job application, the reading of "Fiwst Name" must
be interpreted as the applicant's writing in his name. If the reader nelther
believes nor disbelieves, noither enjoys nor condenms, neither approves nor
contemns what is meant, then there is not a characteristic 1inguistic output
for the process. The characteristic result of a linguistic exchange betwrean
individuals £s that both the cognitive and the affoctive states of the partici-
pants undergo somd altepation, an alteration vhich is at least in paxt depen-
dent upon tha sywbolic functions of the linguistic signal cmpleyed. And alwost
as frequently, @ result of each exchange is some form of action or opposition

to acting.
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Ve have heen distingcishing two differcut sorts of reading which indi-
viduals ray apply to the sentcace “Lincoln was thot on Ceod Friday, 1GCh s in
the Yopaquc", the reader understands what bas been claimed but without taking
up an episteric or evaluative attitude tosard what is asserted; in the transe
pacent sorL of realing the reader takes up belief, dishalief, uncartainty
(or some other epistemic attitude), and probably an emotive attitudc as well,
towvard what is meant; morcover, the reader may trans-perceive, over and beyond
the messase and come to know (or, perhaps errcacously believe) something
about the speaker, writer or soume other person. Or, the reader may trans-per-
ceive in readinz a question so that he formulates the answer. In classroon
sftuations wa tend to cmphasize "What is meant™ or opaque perception through
reading when ve are considering "comprehension™ or munderstanding’, whereas
in the imsortant transactions of life, it is transparcat reading that counts
most, socially and institutionally. Understonding the basic directions on
the incom~ tax forn will avail notbing if they are not folloved; undexstan-
ding the policy statements of candidates for office is vacant if the under-
standing is scparated from shrowd estimates of personal relfability or cred-
ability. When we read a newspaper or nzgaziae, it is not encuzh to grasp vhat
is elaimad or asserted or opined, this must be supplemented by attitudes
of belicf, disbelief, doubt, skepticisn, ete., epistenic attitudes, ocecasioned
by tl.c interaction of what s assorted and our prior knowledge and belief.
this is what is often termed “eritical” reading. Thus there is, among the
focal sences of "to read™, a fundamental diflexence between the functional
(critical) and the acsthetic (apprecfative) kinds of rcading. One does not
vsvally read poatry or drama to acquire epistemic attitudes towards matters
of fact, even large scale social facts, except vhere one functions as a critic.
One reads for the acquisition of intellectual and emotional understanding.
Funetional reading, whether it be of signs on streets, of the N.Y. Times
of profcssicnal texts or specielized reports, is for the perception of states
of affairs symbolizad and things beyond those symbolized. this claim is
fmplausible vhen first oncountered. But consider our reading of a bool .n
the home repair of major appliances; {in particular, our reading of a section
on hot and cold water solenoids. What is our reading of this for? It is
for our perceiving what is wrong with the actual machine and being able to
repair it. The reading, functional reading,is for further perception; it is,
in effect, to provide us with the cognitive units necded to make certain per-
ceptual discriminations (kunowledgze of how a solenoid works and what differ-
entially manifests failure to work) waich w2 caanot make without these con-
cepts and beliefs aad which we nzed to be able to make for further goals (to
b2 able to repair the machine).

So too, when you read to find out what sorts of changes the law permits
in existing sewerage systems withoat a state inspection, the reading is for
finding out whether in one's owa case (or some case under consideration) one
needs to seck state approval for what one wants done. The function of the
reading is to provide a basis for a judgsont {which is at least partly per-
ceptual because it depanis upon the appearances of things as well as upon
what the books say) about a state of affajrs (the permissability of certain
acts in relation to the sewerage system) which is different from the state
of affairs puvceived in the rcading (that the law says such and such -- which
is only a premisc of the practical syllogism ncad2d to get a coaclusion about
the sewerage systea problem). Similarly, when you read about allergies in a
madical book, it may b for finding out whether you have hay fever; this rea-
ding is for further percepltion and it functions that way by providing cozni-
tive units through which the perception is to b2 made. (po I have a headache?
A sore throat? Sinus pains? etc.). And the results of tha perceptions are
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to ba compouaded, in the manner indicated by the book, into the judzment
that oae does or does not have hay fever.

Bat what shall w2 say of ore's reading to find out whether Napoleon ma-
rried Josephine? Suppose one comes acvoss the statement im & reliable his-
tory: "Napolecon married Josephine, July 12, 1793". One not only perceives
that st means that Napoleon married Josephine- ome also {inds out that Napo-
leon married Josephine. The latter knowledge is mediated by the linguistic
perception of the statement's meaning and by one's general epistemic rela-
tion to authoritative sources.

Perhaps it is an error to speak of transparent perception in reading
as perception of some state of affairs through the linguistic perception of
what is meant; perhaps "linguistic perception of what is meant® is nothing
more or less than formation of an epistemic attitude toward the state of
affairs symbolized. That is, it may be misleading to postulate that there
is a distinct thing, the meaning of the inscriptions, which is an object of
perceptiou; rather the linguistic meaning of the inscriptions may be the mode
of presentation of the state of affairs symbolizad; and transparent percep-
tion is perception of the actuality of the state of affairs symbolized, while
opaque percecption is simply apprehension of the eveat symbolized as presented,
without formation of an cpistemic attitude toward its actuality but with for-
mation of affective states towards its actuality.

Talk about perceiving the meaning can thus be regarded as derivative from
the experience of "opaque perception® and "opaque perception’ is itself deriva-
tive from transparent perception. Hence, the meaning of the expression, as
something which can be perceived without formation of epistemic attitudes
toward the states of affairs symbolized, is a ccastruction to provide an
account of perception which does not have what is actual as its objeet and
which is derived from such perception.

OQuxr ability to do opaque reading is logically consequent upon our having
learned, in the use of oral language for story telling and adventure spinning,
to suspend epistemic commitment toward actuality and "to make believe". We
have not, therefore, found a theoretically satisfying account of the rela-
tionship of opaque to transparent linguistic perception, though we have some
leads and havce found that the issues are the same for reading and for oral
specech. There is an enormous difference between perceiving the linguistic
meaning of the inscriptions presented in the visual array and perceiving
some state of affairs through apprehension of the linguistic meaning of the
inscriptions which form the visual stimuluas. Yet both senses of "to read"
are focal senses around which other senses cluster; except when listening to
stories or poetry, we rarely accord to listening an "opaque" function by which
we understand but remain epistemically dissociated from what has been said;
and even with poetry and stories some judgments are found. So too with rea-
ding, the opaque sort of reading is restricted in its contexts; and it may
be hypothesized that this sort of reading would not even be possible if the
"transparent’ reading were not already within our competence. Thus within
the focal senses of "to read" we find inconsistent truth conditions; inm one
sense, a person reads a certain document only if he comes to form some
belief about some thing ox state of affairs sywbolized; and in the other
sense, the person may read even if he does net form such epistemic attitudes.
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Pespite the differences among the foecal, transparent aud opaque, sen-
sesof "to read”, there is somethivg In coimon: namcly, that reading is a form
of perception for which the stimulus is a visual array of inscriptions which
are inhevently meaningful and the object of the perception is eithar some
meaning or something perceived throagh the apprehension of linguistic mcaning.
The output manifestations of the focal reading activities are thus character-
istically linguistic; the expression of the resultant meaning-grasp or of
some belief, disbelicf, doubt or attitude acquired as a result of processing
the visual array to an apprechension of its lnguistic meaning. A person rea-~
ding efficiently may be vholly wnoware of any “apprehonding of linguistic
meaning” at all; for instance he may be reading a set of directions for
reaching a cortain place and the output of his reading wmay simply be his walking,
as directed, following each sentence of the messoge. e may be avare only
of following the dircctions and of the resultaut physical compliants. The same
thing holds for proflicient instrumental rcaders of music. The visual ins-
criptions arc processed directly into the motions neccssary to produce theix
sound compliants without any stage of apprehension of their linguistic meoning
in a reflectively conscious act of vnderstanding. In fact, the performer
can be so absorbed in his out-put of sound that he becomes entirely unconscious
that he is rcading; just as a person absorbed in a story may be unaware that
he is reading, turning prges, ote.

those salient common elements, despite their different arrangements within
the focal reading activitiecs, raisc a number of interesting questions and
at the same time allow us to place the inguiry about reading in a larger con-
ceptusl context. Reading invelves perception, so vhat we know about visual
perception in gencral is applicable. Reading involves apprehension of linguis-
tic meaning and in some cases (perbaps the socially more important ones) per-
coption of non-linguistic events through the apprehansion of linguistic
meaning. Thus studies of linguistic meaning and commmication through oral
language are relevant. The array of inseriptions is said to be inherently
meaningful, in contrast to morse code signals which are derivatively meaningful
and to nonscnse synbols which are inherently meaningless, even though there
is a sense in which such symbols can be read . We must hook them into th~
function of inherent meaning and ask what cousequences such a postulate has
for our understanding of the varjous stages of reading skill.

Since reading is perception and all perception requires cognative units,
studics on the formation and adaptation of cognative units are rélevant, as are
studics of developuental psychology which exhibli what natural order in cognative
development thcre may be. Let us look further at reading as perception.

5. Reading as. Perception
(a) Distinction of senses of “perceive'. First we have to make clear
that we are hore using Ypercaive! in a sense which is broader than the sense
in which philosophers have recently been accustomed to using the term and
still soweuhat narrower than the senscs in which psychologists frequently
use the term. For instance, philosophers will usually count as pereeption
only those "takings" which occur as a result of sensory stimulation, involva
belief and result in true belicf; hence, perception is knosing through sensory
stimulation, where "through" means-"caused by". Oaly voridical perception is
perception for most philosophers and all perception results in knowledge.
Needless to say this is much too restrictive a sense for the term when e
want to talk about reading as a form of perception.
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may be no beliafs about the visual array which result from the reading;
for another, therc may be false beliels which result; and for a third, thexe
docs not have to be any belief at all. Certainly, there does not havc to be
ary helief about the particular structure of the visual arrvay. Yet the way
puychologists use "perceive™ is probably too broad, allowing in more than
will be useful. NLVthhOlebS, we can sce that thc focal cases of reading all
involve perception as it is explained by Hochberg,'° who emphasizes that
perception lies somewhere in between those responses which are completely
predictable upon the presentation of a sensory stimulus (and which are usu-
ally called sensations) and those responses vhich are no more predictable
in the prescnce of a sensory stimulus than in its absence (and vhich. are
sometimos, and on account of their other characteristics called judgments).
The perceptual response has the sensory stinulus as a necessary but not a
sufficient condition.As I said, this is a little broad because the particular
sensory stimulus of bold-face Gothic type may not at all be necessary for the
reading response of the person who has read the message. Yet still, the idea
is clear that there must be a visual stimulation, a set of sensations (of pre-
dictable responscs for which the stimulation is causally necessary and suffi-
cient) and there must be a response or output (which may or may mot have an
output manifestation) which is not accountable solelyon the basis of the sen~
sory stimulation but which is not accountable just as easily in the absence
of the stimulation either. The same holds for reading:the response of the
reader cannot be independent of the visual array; but nelther can it be de-
termined entirely by the visual array. There must be other factors involved.
Hence, reading does involve perception in this broad sense.

But even in the narrower sense, which I now want to introduce, we have
perception in all the focal cases of reading. For, I want to say that per-
ception occurs only whon the subject forms an epistemic attjitude which is
the result of his interpretation, via some cognitive unit or other, of a sen-
sory stimulus. More precisely, to perceive is to form a behaviorally deter-
minable epistemic attitude on the basis of the interpretation, via cognitive
units, of some sensory stimulation. By "behaviorally determinable" I mean
that the existence and nature of this attitude can be elicited in behavior,
at least in principle, from a cooperative subject. "Interpretation via cog-
nitive units" is simply judgement in some conceptual unit (or imaginative
unit) so that the judgement can have an internal representation (probably ei-
ther in a picture or a sentence or a model event). We want, then, to use
the terv: "perceive'" a bit more narrowly than Hochberg, taking only the sub-
class of those intermediate responses between sensation and judgment, which
involve the interpretation of the sensations in cognitive units (concepts,
images, etc.) and which result in a formulated attitude which is behaviorially
testable and discriminable.

(b) Question concerning the obgccts of perception. In this sense
of “perceive', "to hear", 'to sce", 'to iecl", "to taste", can all be used as
perception verbs. But "to read" may be thought to go beyond some of these be-
cause it involves a visval stimulation, which ®to hear" and "to feel"” do not,
and because it involves the apprchension of meaning which none of the others
requires. but that would be unwarranted. There arce, as we have mentioned,
cases of reading which do not presuppose the apprehension of meaning on the
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part of the reader; and there are cases of hearing, feeling, seeing, tasting
and the like which do presupposc the apprehinsion of meaning on the part of
the perceiver. Meaning, yes; but linguistic meaning?

The fact that reading often involves the apprchension, or at least the
attempt at apprchending meaning does not make reading sui-generis among our
perceptive activities nor does the fact that it frequently involves the appre-
hension of linguistic meaning.

First a word ahout meaning in general. We can say that an object or
event or state of affairs has wmcaning for a given individual just insoiar
as his perceiving it involves his actively coming to possess usable informa-~
tion concerning other objects, events, states of affairs-or individuals.
Meaning in goncral is siguificance and sigrificance for a given individual
is usable information concerning other things results. Amd we can, for this
inquiry, further stipulate-that nothing is counted as information vhich is
not,at least in part the basis for some belief (whether actual belief or only
potential). 7Thus therc can be meaning in en object in the sense of a "sub-
jective but not objective” basis for belief, as when the visual appearance of
the crystal ball is the subjective basis for the belief of the fortune teller
but, presumably, is not an objective basis fox any such belicf. ‘fthere can be
"subjective-objective™ meaning in things and events, as when the experienced
woodsman bases his belief that a certain size animal has passed along a trail
within a certain length of time upon the visual appearance of a broken twig
which others in his party have not even noticed but which, if they did; would
be meaningless to them. What something "tells" us about som¢ thing else is
as much a function of experience, skill, training, custom and attention as it
is of the physical state of the object itself. And the meaning of something
is what it "tells" about somcthing else or some other state of affairs. Ve
consider this case subjective-objective because the information is there,
objectively, for anyona who has tle subjective dispositions to process it;
whereas this is to be distinguished from objective~objoctive meaning or sig-
nificance, where the skill at interpretation is a commonplace and perhaps a
necessary concomitant of adaptation to onc's environmant; for instance, the
ability to tell from its recent positions how far an automobile will go in
the next few scconds is an ability necessary for the survival of the city
dweller; the position and movement of the car is full of meaning or signifi-
cance for him about its future positions, and this is objective within the
city-dwelling community, though it may appear atrange and subjective to a
native of the wilderness. Perhaps more coavineing is the example of the tele-
phone ring.. Xt mcans, objectively, that someone purposely or by error is
calling that telephone number and expects (in a loosec sensa) an anéwer. This
meaning is objective-objective in our society, though it might only be an
objective-subjective in some parts of the woxld. As "the meaning” is more
abstractly related to the stimulus which "has" it, it appreaches symbolic neaning.

Besides the meanings of events, there are meanings relationships between
or among weanings. For instance, if the pull starter of one's lavmmower breaks
off in his hand, that means (given his other knowledge) the mower will not
start; and that may mean that your lawn will not be cut that day. Thus
the relationship of your finding the pull starter in your hand and your lawn's

not gotting cut is that the former is symbolic of the latter; the forrer
means the latter. - -
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A1l perception of existeatial facts is perception vie meaning, since
an existontial fact is more than the momentary appeavance of things and is
more closcly attached to the abiding digositions of things than their momen-
tary appuarances. (The contrast here is betwcen 'being red" and "looking red". )
To see that something is alive is much more than to sce it to be in movement:;
and yet the visual appearance may have presented only movement to the eye.
The perception of life is the interpretation of the movement through certain
cognitive categories which allow perception that the object is alive. The
meaning of the eveat or thing is what it reveals, to a person who apprehends
its appearance (sensory) through his cognitive units (images, concepts, be-
liefs, schema, ete.),about things which transcend its momentary appearance.

All perception involves the apprehension of meaning; all percepeson in-
volves the intcrpretation of sensations in units which are not sensory but
are, at least momentarily, cognitive (preconceptual or conceptual). That
is avident just from the facts that the responses of the perceiver axe not,
like the rzesponses of the senser, predictable given the stimitlus and yet
are not arhitrarily or unpredictably related to the stimluus so as to be con-
sidered irrelevant to it. Moreover, the tissue of perceptual responses is
interwoven so that what one secs by way of one stimulus forms meaning rela-
tionships with what one sees in another thing.

Yet none of this perception of meaning, or,better,perception via meaning,
involves the use of language (at least direetly). That is, none of what I
have mentioned {s linguistic perception either in the sense that the percep-
tion is of something linguistic or that the porception is of something through
the use of language.

_ Whatever perception is central to reading is certainly linguistic percep-
tion, in one or another of the two senses mentioned,.at least as long as v
are concerned with the focal scnses of 'to read". So, for our main consider-
ation of the concepts of reading we shall consider only cases of perception

of or through the symbolic function of particular units of language.

Reading is not the only kind of perception of or through the symbolic
function of particular bits of language. In fact it is fox most of us,
subsequent to our having learned oral language and to our having learned to
process language efficiently in listening and speaking. Nor is the sound-
embodied language the only non-visual source of linguistic information; there
are ancillary forms, such as pokes, looks, touches, rythmas, etc., which have
whatever synbolic form they possaess derivatively axd yet, occasionally sexrve
to convey linguistic meaning.

(c) Linguistic meaning. At this point it is matural for two reasons
for us to svop briefly to consider the nature of linguistic meaning. TFirst
because we have said that certain kinds of reading are the perception of the
linguistic meaning of certain bits of language (embodied in visible inscriptions);
and secondly, because we have already indicated that in certain imporant sen-
ses of the term "to read", the visible inscriptions must have inherent lin~
guistic meaning, and not be merely a code for some other ewbodimont of lan-
guage which has its meaning inherently, as has indecd been suggested concer-
ning the relationship of speech and writing.

A moment's digression is necded to inveigh against the naive view that because
spoken language prececded written language historically, the meaning of sym-
o holic relations must inhere intrinsirally in the spoken language and only

'
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devivatively in the written language. This i¢ sinply a form of genetic
fallacy: reasoaing from the dependence in origin of things to postulate
corresponding dependences in the things themselves. From a physiological
peint of view, the aural stimulus is just as impoverished as is the visual
stimulus. 1In fact, the visual stimluus is at least separated in space to
correspond 1o word and thought unit endings (in modern printing) and sovoral
words are rvailable to the eye in a single fixation; whoreas, in sound, the
words are scparated one from the other; pauses do not coincide with the ends
of thought units; there §s not standardization of promunciation as there is
of spelling; there is not standaedized inflection or a determinate rate of
presentation and words uttered are not re-inspectable except with the aid

of memory. Froam many points of viev we could say that the auditory signal

is wore impoverished, when comparved with the written onc. Just in the makter
of Yegularity, the written language tends to ba grammatically complete, e
ballished with a careful choice of vords, and semantically coherent, whereas
spoken language is characterictically disorganized, grammatically. incomplete
and inconsistent, full of meaningless pausc.words and other delaying mechanisms
and utterances often terminate without the expression of a complete thought
at all. Semantic organization abilities end linguistiec search abilities are
more heavily relied upon in the understanding of spoken language than they
are, except by the fastest readers, in the interpretation of written lan~
guage. The ability to extrapolate imaginatively and to complete what is
unexprecssed is more frequently needed in oral communication than in reading.
Meaning is "read into" heard language just as much as into written language.

The words in thase sentences do not embody meaning by standing in cer-
tain correlations with patterns of sound which have meaning inherently. The
words have meaning by standing to one another in certain rxelationships which
happen to be isomorphic to the relationships emong their sound correlates.

No word is a word all by itself, whether in spcech or writing. Ne word has
its meaning independently of the contrastive noanings of other words in the lan-
guage.

Put most generally, the linguistic meaning of a word is the -~et of syn-
tagmatic and paradigmatic relations (the combinatorial possibilities) its
word-tokens have with the tokens of evary other word.”? Thus the identity of
a word depends upon the identities of other words, determinvd by the combina-
toral possibilxties of all equi-form tokens.,

A system of inscriptions is the written foru of the language, if and
only if the inscriptions are related to one auwsther in such a way as to pre-
serve the paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations of corresponding units of the
spoken language. And vice-versa: a system of sounds is the spoken form of
a written language if and only if there is a correlation of socunds with ins-
cirptions, such that the paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations among the
sounds arc isomorphic with those of the correlated inseriptions. That is,
corresponding unics have the same combinatorial propexties (e.g. exclusion,
attachment, substitutiality, modifiability, ectec.).

A fourth indication of what is meant by "linguistic meaning" is now re-
quired., First we must spcak of "minimal lingulstic meaning" and then of
"inguistic weaning"” which is minimal meaning augmented with "sense" and
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"referential" meaning for some clements of the language. Put most siwply,
mintme] Moguictic meaning fer a wnit of speech or writing which is capable
of meaning and is freely variant, is its sel of contrastive cowmbinatorial
propertics with other suel units. For exauple, it is esscential to the linguis-
tic meaning of "man! that it caan combine with a single definite article pre-
ceeding it and with such completions as "is a male", Mis alive", "is unwell'.
Whereas, "nunbor' with a definite article preceeding it cannot combine with
any of thosce sentence frame completions. Each of those completions is itself
partly determined in linguistic meaning by the fact that it can combine with
"man' and not with "number®. It would not over simplify things to say that
the first group of predicate completions have something in common in meaning
because they dan combine with one noun ("man") and are all excluded from com-
Binin  with another noun ("uvisber™); and there will be still other things
with vhich some sentence frame completions can combine but not all (e.g.
"lis wife"), from which their contrasts of meaning will emerge. The combina-
‘orial properties of a term like "man" are simply all those regularities which
determine which things it can combine with in the language and which things
are excluded...it caunot coubine with cither syntactically or semantically.
Part of the linguistic mcaning of each word is the disjunctive sets of syntac-
tical environments; it requires.

/

(d) Do We Know What is Perceived in Reading? Now, if this is what
linguistic meaning consists in, the combinatorial possibilitles of freely
variant meaningful units of writing or speech, then while it is possible that
a recader pervceives through some vague apprechension of the cowbinatorial possi-
bilities of the inscriptions, it is certainly not likely that the reader
ever docs perceive the linguistic meaning or combinatorial possibilities of
the words as such. The linguistic meaning of the words is not read off the
page. Rather the meaning of the thought unit (sentence and the like) is
canstrued from a prior grasp of the meaning of the words; that grasp is our
knowledge of how to construe the words. In a theoretical way, we could say
that to the combinatorial possibilities of a unit of speech there corresponds
a rule of combination which a person learns when he hearns how to use the word;
there is no harm in our thinking this way, provided that we do not hypothesize the rule
as if it were soma perceivable object.

Thus, knowing the meaning of a term is knowing how to use it. And clearly,
"how to use it" is not what is perceived vhen we read a passage containing
familiar vords. MHence, when we speak of the reader's perceiving the linguistic
meaning of what he reads, it is not this sort of linguistic meaning which is
meant .

A word token on the page is the same word as some sound token, not because
of the sound spelling correlation, evén assuming that it is perfect, but be~
cause it has the sane combinatorial possibilities in writing as the corres-
ponding sounds have in speech. Elewments of specch do not sound "like" elecuents .
on a page, they combine as do elements on the page. And neither in reading
nor in listening are the combinatorial properties direct]y apprehended. They
are, as we see in children learning to speak, extrapolated by trial and errox
in active "how to" or rule~making search.

Then what is perceived #n opaque roading end how is it related to what
we have called linguistic meaning? 1In ordinary parlance, we say that it is
"the meaning" which is perceived. But "the meaning” is clearly not the com-
binatorial possibilities of the constituent elewents of what is read, for we
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acknowledge that thal is nelt pecrceived as such . Yet "the weaning” which is
perccived is somehow a coustruct from the combinniorial possibilities of the
expreusion elements. How can that come about? The meaning which is perceived
is "the symbolization", the reality symholized. Ewvidently, the symbolic func-
tioniof an expression is a resultant of its linguistic, sense and referential
meaning.

Within "linguistic meaning® we have distinguished "sense" meaning which
is sensation or other subjective states associated with the sound patterun ox
inseription pattern of the word; we have also distinguishad "referentjal
meaning’, which we con call the designative possibilities of the cxpression,
the appropriatencss of using it to designate this or thiat thing.. Not all
words have sonse meaning or referential meauning, not even all werds which
are not purcely syncategorcwnatic. But in ways which empirical linguists
attem