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ABSTPACT _ .

This paper reports or an innovative approach %o the
teaching of reading. The thTust §f the approach lies in application
of findings fros Meeker's research which since 1963 had identified
certain clusters of Guilford's Structure of Intellect and
intellectual abilities found to bb necessary in the process of
learning *o read. Several progral are cited in wvhich teachiny the
intellectual abilities to childrep who could not previcusly real has
produced excellent resul*s. The premise that intellectual abilities

# are prerequisite to learning to read seems vell foinded, but learning
to read does not appear *o be a fqenction of a global mental age
maturity bu: depends on various abili*ies mot all of which children
have erxperienced. I%* is concluded |*hat wvhen the lack of specific
intellectual skills is causative iln reading failure, then those
skills can ard should be taught using a method which idesntifies,
diagnoses, and reeediates intellectual abilities in childrer who have

not learned to.read with traditionzl methods. {(Author/TS)
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TEA&H INTELLECTUAL ABILITIES: A FUNDAMENTAL -
AND INNOVATIVE APPROACH TO TEACHING READING

abstract ‘ ;;ﬁfjru.,“,,_

&

This paper reports on an'innovativethproach tc the teach-
rng of reading. The thrust of the approach lies in application *
of findings from Meeker's research which since 1963 has identi-
fied certain clusters of Guilford's Structure of Intellect
intellectual‘abllities fgpnd to be necessary in the process of p /
learning to read.

Several programs are cited where teaching the inteliectuql
abilities to children (average, below average and gifted) who

could not previocusly read has produced excellent results. .The

premise that it takes intellectual abilities as a prerequisite

-

. to learning to read seems well founded--that learning to read

is not a function of a global mental age maturity but depends

on various abillities not all of which children have experienceg. i
. . ' ’/
A" PARADIGM FQR SPECIAL EDUCATION, in State of /f v

the Arts, Bureau ©of HaRdicapped Children, /
ashington, D.C., chapter by Mary Meeker., 1975. i

HE STRUCTURE OF INTELLECT: ITS USES AND o
NTERPRETATIONS. ‘M. Meeker., Chas. Merrill, ;
Cblumbus, Ohio.

. ‘ -
RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS: Using a method which identifies,
diagnoses and remediates intellectual abilities in children
who have not learped to read with traditional methods, the
author concludes that when the lack of specific intellectual
skills is causati in reading failure., then those skills can ;

and should be taught. {
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/ o TEACH INTELLECTUAL ABILITIES:
/ A FUNDAMENTAL APPROACH TO -TEACHING READING
. - T

Mary MegRer, EAQ.D.

- ﬁﬁat do you do when a child ca:hOL,Lcﬁg; to read or what do

you do when a child wiil not read? Educaﬁionallﬁ% this is ‘the
mMajor problem facing twvachers. _ |
There-are many methods of t ;chiag rgi&i?g and we know all

of them are successful on some children. So we must conclude .

that the ri?son some children do not read lies within the indi;i-

dual child himself and not with the methods used, although,

generally éert;in methods are better for certain children. Chall's ’

. findings do not preclude success necessarily. That is, Chall

learned that more intel}igent;children did better if taught by
sight and whole words, whereas average or]less intglligent and .
}ess experiencéd children did better with the notation and pho-
netic appfoache;. 5
Even so, the reasons for success in fhe differing method-
ologies again lies within the child himself. We ;ill begin by
rulMng out inherent visual or auditory Area III problems. o
and, of course. it is that knowledge which is the least
f§miliar to mosF teacher;._ Teachers are taught to learn'wel}

»~ the method available to them: but that is the Ivory Tower Approach
to reading. As an. approach, it sits back and says--we‘can teach
phonics or teach language experiences or use a linguistlc approach

and so on--as fhough'the feceiver (the.child) is but there a‘

sponge, a tabula rosa, which will when instructed, learn. what-

ever the popular college training preferred method hapPens to be.
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So programs such as suilivan, Distar. Phofula Phonics, etc..
work very well to a peoint, but do not lead Ehe child into reading
éompréhensio (communicatiog) skills. ﬁemedial reading -experts
on the‘atheg Mand, ATe ekpert in readlné diagnostic tes;g--but
they are dlignosing the qomﬁonents of reading as presented to Fhe
child asg thD‘Ch all are alike 9nd since we have asked how much
(MAe} (not w@at kind) and so lo;g as we do this, ask how much T.Q.
score not what kind we 25e going to lower our rates of success.

We need a paradigm {mogdel) for diagnostics and prescription.

' Some of Ehe most important psychodogical resear'ch of the 7

‘' past can be applied to the teaching of processes fequired in

learning to read. Guilford's model of 96 identified intellectual

products is analogous to the chemical chart of elements. whereas

+

Piaget haé.charted developmental se&Jguences and processes involved

+

in cogniéf&e formations.’ Reéding experts are‘not'generally_
trained in psychélogical theory and thus the appiication of ’
psychologica%{findings are often left te those who work-in school.
psychology. 'The purpose of this paper is to acquaint reading
speciaiists with a psycpplogical approach éhich has been very

successful when reading problems are due to the child's deficiency

nct in an I.Q. score but in those intellectual abilities as defined

by Guilford's Structure of Intellect (s,I.) and aqi’ied by Meeker

(S01). .
Educational psycheclogists have peen and are still contributlné
specific findingf to Pupport'the gengral proposition ‘that the fu;l -
range of cognitive sgkills develcop predictably in the process of
intellectual maturation. just aé do Mmotor and ‘social skflls. We

o iF.
are at the same time, finding that clusters of specific intellectual

4 .
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abilities are fundamental to the learning of certain academic
skills. It has taken 13 years. to identify those abilities and
field ;;st the fin@ings. But it was necessary to identify and
field‘ test thé‘hteaching o‘f~ these _abilvities if we were ever to
remove one of the most entrenched informal assumptions that

colors educators' decisions. Thaé assumption is that an I.Q.

score stands for intelligénée. The global I.0. score i only a
number and does not really stand for intelligence. There are
1dentifiable capabilities that children. at.any given age, may

nog have at all even though their I.Q. scoreé éré average or

above. However, the curriculum is presented to children as .
thohgh they have_tﬁe ability to do the‘learning if he 1) is of
a certain age. (M.A. 6.0), or 2) has na identifiable visual or
aﬁditorﬁ/neurological involvements. /

As with hany such "disgcoveries", when simply stated, i; seems

altogether too obvious when e say that it takes intelligence to

learn. The lgarning experi¢nce we traditionally provide. for chil~

dren often is composed of scaled down adult gfpectancies in curki-

culum instead of experiences which develop those intellectual
abilities that are necessary components for the learning of skills
in expected achievement.

Yet. it has long been the acknowledgea purpose of educationaf

systems to instill in children those kinds of knowledge which are

deemed impé? nt by the supporting culture., the primary knowledge

is pervasively based on reading.  Each system or district,
along in this way. {even those which hﬁve employed 1eérnipg
analysts and the latest in teéching machines and. programmed learn-

-

ing instruction)., has found itself serying perhaps 60, maybe 8O,

& !

5




percent of its populat%bn adequately (depending oﬂ the socio-
economic level of the population) and each of these systems has
been faced with the undeniable factygthat a large group ef children
neither learn nor integrate knowledge,'and that many of them not

/' only hate school but look upon it as an institutiohal enemy.

Pl

Each district, each state has thus been forfced to take a
first step in the solutien of learning-failure problems. and has
placed impaired children (neuroclogically handicapbed. physioclogi-
Fally handicapped, mentally retaraéﬁf-deaf, blind and partial -

_’eeeing, and now the emotionall§ and educationally handicapped)

&

into‘speciéb categories and classes.

I!!E these special classes. teachers havle'been forced to retain
as’objeqpfﬁes aed'goals the same iraditionél curriculum of the
specific district to teach scaled déﬁh versions to these-children.
Certein fechﬁidues or méthodologies have been employed differ-

. ent%elly. éut rarely has Fhe cerfieulum itself been changed. It
is commenpiace to lump less iﬁ&ige learning problem children to-

1

gether as "reading problemg" and remedial measures are then taken,
j e \
still without diagnosing whether the child has the necessary

L - +

" intellectual skills to_learn the subject matter, -nor is the
curpiculum changedlto include the teaching og the intellectual
“abilities required for learning. '
Many of such ensuing'pﬁgblems may be eraced to the fact‘thaf
. the geﬁeral educational curficulum has never been based. on, or
oriented within., a theqry of human intellectual functioning. And
sc when a child is in eduéational Frouble, the typical current”

enlightened procedure is first to puil him out for a specific

testing, part of/uhich meY be an I.Q. test. {(And in this instance.
'y e - ‘
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about testing. Reading spécialists test the many -components

e

reading and them 6n the basis of their findings proceed to
or train'those componen£s founq to be lacking or low: ij/ﬁhe

'§§; of reading is composed of many skills. )

* In thg case of the intelligence test. school personnel have
settled'fok a'pumerical score as though it is intelligence,

In 1962 {(Meeker, 1963) the first analyses if the Binet, wISe,
Slqpson, Hiskey Teéts were made QB that., at least, the I.Q. test
was footed in a theorwiof intelliéence in an dttempt to do more
than report a congloﬁéraéion of test items 3s a single score.

Andllike the chart of elements. a profile then could ﬁe made
for each child}testeé. The}reéultant profiie (see fig. 1) indi-

cated what strengths and weaknesses were identifiable as measured

in the test.

v ——
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The pgycholo ist then, as the reading specialist has always
done, was able  to identify specific iﬁzgllectual strengths ;hd
weaknesses and then could prescribe specific inteliectual train-
ing which was truly individualized. fhe importance of basing an

I.Q. test on theory lies in the use of the infermation for pre-

_dictability and in getting rid of the almighty score.

And then came¢ questigns like this: If we can identify

The enéuing esdarch since 1962 dJenerated by Meeker'g fundgf

mental approach’is long and covers many ardaq, but one of the
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most 1mpor+ant and interesting relatfbnshl/ﬁf‘//the one existlng g
petween learnlng 0f reading yand intellectual abllltles. Z//
H/ffh A brief historical tragling gives u;!these findings:

Visual memory is heavg involde as a necessary intellectual
skill for learhlng to spell, to read, to learn English subject
*matter (H%U) (Meeker, 1966). Visual memory and Auditory memory
must be taught separately. ' ‘,

See figure 1 to identify where MFU-V and A is located. among

-

the 120 ab;lities predicted by the structure of intellecf. Tasks

-1

which train this ability are found in the sS0I aAbilities Workbook-

Memory {Meeker and Shadduck. 1973). So SI abilities exist in

/L
children? What abilities underlie subject matter?

Ab}iities as defined by Guilford's ST model for adult intel-

ligencé\do also exist in young normal., retarded and gifted
N

’1

children. {(Ball, Meyers. Meeker, Orpet., etc.)

- . . -

P The lack of certain S0l (501 is the application of tXelii”,,,fﬂffﬁﬂ

abilities to children) abilities is variously, predictabl

-—

reflected in learnind problems. o

-

Acting out., negative, pre-delindguent behavior is oftehn

associated with lack of Evaluation Intelligence (Williams, '1967,
\ .

and Rear, 1969),.*

507 abilities do change with age.. This depgnds on mother's
attitude and child's bxposure (Ball, 1969: Millichamp., 1973).
|
Certain sOI abilities are necessary for leérnlng cert¢1n

. subjects. For arithmetic-he- needs duditory memo&y for units and

i "

systems (MSU, MSS-A) (Meeker, 1966:; Feldman, 1970}, for English .

*Please look at SOI prqfile, fig. 1, to identify abilities quoted
here. . |

8
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anjspefiing. visual memory (MFU, MSU-V)™ (Meeker)}, for the pro-
cesses!{;uolved in reading., he needs: e
(CFU-V) Cognition of Figural yUnjts-vVisual ' - &
- (CFU-2A) Cognition of Figural Unifs-Auditory
\V//i (Identified for the first time at the six year level)
1 (MFU-v) Memory of Figural Units-Visual _

(MFU-A) Memory of Figural Units-Auditory

o (EFU-v) Evaluation of Figural Units-Visual

~
(‘ {(EFU-A) . Evaluation of Figural Units-ﬁuditory

(cmu) Coénitipn of ngaﬁtic Units (Feldmgn 1970)*

(A complete list of studies in- education on' the application .:?n}-

of Guilford's theory is available at cost from the S0OI In;tifﬁpe.

214 Main, El Segundo, California 90245.) . k- oA

fhere have been several Title III Projects which puﬁ-into -,
ve findings. The first of these was

Dr. Norman Pear's 2-year proeject in Mojave -~ California City

School District. 1In that study, all children in the first,

second and third grades of three schools (ongfexperimentali__dﬁ

two controls) were first tested on the WISQ® (sOI profiies were

made fo; each) ;nd on the Stanford Readjifig Test. Both groups

received the best known reading programs and resources from
. r,—"

reading;specialists-teaghers.’/?he experimental group received-\
adgitional pfogramming (as £ound to be needed in intellectual
profiles) three times a week using SOI Abilfﬁies Task;. The
control group reqeived compgrable time in additional reading

laboratery and SRA materials., At the end of each year they were

retested in reading and WISC's and a funny thing happened. Not

*pleasc look at SOI profile, fig. 1, to identify abilities quoted
here, ) y

-
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only did the experimental.groub,read better, but they 5159 achieved .

¢

+ . . . o . M »
hi%rgr I.Q. sgores. Id Q§;ergword§, their intelligence ircreased
{} T as did their ;eﬁdind.

Another first grade study ‘was gonduc;ed by Juﬁy Hess in

» Glendora, california Schools. In her ekpq;imeﬁtal groups, thé

? children-;eéeiﬁed'trainiqg in-thpse,lnteilectual skills that under-

lie lgarning‘£6 read but hag no speéific reading curriculum. The

* » . * -‘o
-controls got the best of the traditional reading proggam. ‘After

one year on a retest of the California Basic Reading Skills Test,

the experimentees$ made higher reading sébrégt_ %

zi?_ficant at the

K ECE ¥ ’ .

i . a: 3_} .

» .05 level, That study led to a three-year.SOI Wfoject funded .

under Title II¢ {still in progress) where the students are given
-~ ]

sﬁébifgc training in intellectual ;kills as part of\the total ‘

school *program, (Judy Hess, Glendora Unified Schools, Glendora,
. : : 4 '
californja.) Similar gains have been made on gifted non-readers

. in Clayton, Missouri and in Lompoc, California where teachers

-Iput the SOI intoc the classroom. p ' k
_— These studies are, of course, on the cutting edge of explora-~ '
‘ tion, and since reading is the most complex component of curricu-

‘lum, reading specialists may be interested in’what hgs been -,
E happen%ng sinck 1962 in educational and school psychology.
b4 - * . , '
How jintellectyal abilities come into being, no one knows

¥

definitely, nor do we know when_ﬁhsag_abilitiqs_come into being.
: M } . = I ‘ ' N -
We do not know whether children are “born" with such abilities

¥

: SN
or not. We doc know that environméntal stimulation can develop

© or suppress these ‘abilities. (Piaggt) i, e o .
]

It has been suggested by Chall that emq;ionél problems are

integrall¥% meshed with symptomatic reading problemg. It has been .

S RV ) =
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only did the experiti::al group read better, b;;“}hey also achieved

hiéher I.Q. scores. other words, their intelligence increased

.’ 7
as did their‘/reading. : ) ’ 7

!

Another first grade study was conducted by Juay Hess in /

i

Glen&ora, California Schoocls. In her experimental groups. the//

children receiveqd training in those intellectual skills that ynder-

. . I
" lie learning to read but had no specific reading curriculum./ The

controls got the best/sf the traditional read{ng program.'rifte}'

- one ye;r on a retest of the Californja Basic Reading Skills Test, "
the exﬁerimenteeg made higher reading scores, significant at the N
.05 level. That study led t§ a three-year SOI Project funded
under ‘I:itle ITf {(still in brogress) ’wh'e:'e the students are given
specific training in-intellectpal skills as part of the total
school program. (Judy ﬁess, Glendora Unified Séhools., Glendora,

California.)} Similar gains have been made on gifted non-readers

in Clayton, Missocuri and in Lompoc. California where teachers

put the SOI into the classroom.

These studies are, of course, on the cutting edge of.explora-

tion., ‘and since reading is the most complex component of curricu-
) £
lum, reading specialist% may be interested in what has Peen

happening since 1962 in educational ‘\and school psychobﬁgy.

-

How intellectual abilities come \intc being, no one knows

-

definitely, nor do we know Qhen thesé,\bilities come into being.
We do not know whether children are “born" with such abilities
or not. We ds know that environmental stimulation can develop
-of suppress these abilities. (Piaget) «
“It ﬁaé been suggested bYOChall that emctional problems are
integrally meéﬁed with éymptqmatic reading problems. Itdgas been

- - T . ' ) .1lj ., . //‘ o ‘ .y
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suggested‘that peréeptual (neufdlogical) problems also underlie-

reading failure (Frostig). I thimk it is time to consider that

the lack of certain intellectual skills. regardless of 1.0Q. score,

are equally impllcated and that no diagnostic wbrk upon any child

failing reading should fail to agcount for. diagnose and remediate:

1. Social-emotional-environmental factors
2. Physfological-neurological factors
3. Intellectual factors as identified by an SoI

analysis of a Binet, WISC, DTLA., etc.

We figd.*hat children who have good I:Q. scores but' who are

not learning to read. very‘Bften have SOIIprofiles which show

weaknesses or‘total failure in Memory and Units items. In our

educational therapy clinic at the SOI INSTITUTE and‘at Loyocla i

Marymount University. Los Angeles, school psychologists learn

" to Begin the remediation of reading by trainrng the child's indi-
;idual intellectual weaknesses long before he is given traditispal

_—'-""'_'_._-_

remedr%5 reading or machine therapy.

It is a.successful approach and gains occur,/g;ckly when

4 #_H,,I«:’T"
diagnosis is reflected in the therapy. H{I//// yw#Ff””fﬂf
. * S _’__,_._.--""f
Any reading spebial ist who knows a child has had an individual

I.Q. test can request an SOI Profile or learn to make one and begin

e [

remediating those intellectual abillﬁies whlch are the foundational

abilities for learnlng to read.

‘e

%TME#EEEEFEQ’BPPTUfIIe of a typical reading problem (Figure 2). . .
; ach minus means the child missed the item which tested that kind

__'_._._--'—f

t s

‘of ability.

that oability.

In Figure 3 is an example of one task which trains

‘S50 a student may' be put on a spec1f1c program

composed. of many tasks which are keyed to his weak ablllties

oy

11

¥




&
T

=-10-
i

and strong ones {plusses). A®20 miHﬁte'périodlthree times a
Kyeek has proven very effective when anal¥ses of'Intelligenbe X ~
/ tests indicate ;he'caase ‘of failure to read is due to lack of : '
intellectual abilities required for rqading. The task in
Figures 3a and 3b are keyed to the iﬂild‘s profile. Look in’
the upper right hand corner where if ways MBYf-5. Look inh

Figure 2 where Memory ﬁbilities are showg/in the upper left hand

corner, At the top of each of the fhre7’coluﬁns is a wgrd stat-

ing what kind of material the child capg-or cannot remember. The
) P )
Symbeolic column is full of minuses}// n general the child had

very poor memory and this is hoelding her back in achieving even
' 4
though her I.Q. score is 126. This child was a typical reading

J ,1 . .
pﬂﬂ%lém and had been_i?/}emedial reading for two'ygars with no .
‘gfogress. I} three @ﬁnths.with SOI tasks [(there are sver 1,000

i / :
in the SOI Workbookg to choose froa) her teacher was able to .

: SN
take Fer back inyg’ ;egular grade. . ) \g

isolated case, It does point out-the need

for excel:é/f-di&gnosis tO ascertain whether the child is not |
reading betCause of poor habits, pdbr reading skills, poor intel- ] N~
lectual /abilities underlying reading, emotiogal or perceptual

probléms.
3 1

. Mr. Jefry Coker, principal of Patterson Roa %Chool, Orcuﬁt,
/ .
' alifornia made an administrative decision and w}fﬁ the full

-+

o

/ ,/ cooperation of a staff who had 501 trainingfgnd believed in ‘the
f J method r9qently put into effect SO0I plus The Integrafﬁﬂ Ldarning
,/ System of Teachinq Reading inlhis school. At the ena of one

/ year when tested on the California state tests of adhievement,

the students in his SChOOlcwlth an average group T, Q . score of

|
13, . ; .

. 3. o ‘ '




Reading is a hygher level co nitdiy,

breakdown of neading compone’ts.

-

102 sqored at the 95th percentile in reading.
It is.

skill, We canmpt continue

we have always>said ¢ thai rea%ing was complicated.
to approach the remed&atlon
We must look to ﬁhe underlying
intellectual abilities which|are necessary for the compllcated

act and we must’ 1dent1fy them and train tRem.
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