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. other with suspicion.

-

t
-

H

s -

-

'

-

) the apparent dif;erences between 1earning disabili;ies teachers

" Reading teachers and learning disahilities teachers too ofteﬁ view'each

. ¢ v . .
v ’ . N

<\ t/
Although much of this suspicion is*due to the prealities

of’competition over funding‘andfaccess to students, a great deal of mistrust is =
“ v . - - . . 77_'_/_‘

This bibliography is

~ -~

a result of mutual ignorance about each.other's fields.
. ! L. ‘ i . = . .

an attempt to provide a list of reﬁdings for both readinmg specialists and LD~

L3
.

specialists who wish to learn more about. the other discipline.

- - e ’

Readings haveﬁ

- R T

been grouped into six major categories: overview of the controversy; labels
1

and, services; language; linguistics, and‘reading; cognition and reading; tools

. - E

-for identifying learning or réading problems; and educational strategies. .

’ £
-
-

Each articlethaé a'general annotation, followed by two critical.annpotgtions.

) “e

" The annonations marked LD were written by Peg Sherry, a learning disabilities .

program support teacher, The RT annotations'were written by Dixie Lee Spiegel,

/

L

a, readiag speci. 1i§t¢ The critical annotations were dncluded for two reasons:
‘ g ,? . . \ :

A Y '/ : . . [

1) To indicate the extent to which a member ‘of one discipline agrees or dis>

.agrees with an author representing_the other discipline,'and 2) to indicate to, .
‘oo

what degree a specialist’ considers Valid or representative the comments of an

; x IR

author.from her. own field Improved communication between‘Ehe two fields will '

LET »

come about only if specialists are familiar‘with the‘theories and practices of -
-9
both fields. _Furthermore, speciaiists néed to be aware oflhow practitioners
- /. c. : . \ , * . “«l‘. :/
in the other discipline react to the,theories and practices of their own field. |
- o I 1 ‘;‘[ ° . .

We hope that the more teachers EEZd about_each othey's fieldipnd commumiéate

=

with each other, the better will,be their understanding of the many points of

— . f

- \l 4

common interest.

the primary

! &
'

Concentrating on these common interests and

goal for both groups - helping children learn =~ should help r

i

§ ww e

esolve many of,

and reading
W
, ~ i,
teachers. 1 ‘ ’ o,
’ " v - . L. - ﬁ'!\

1
t
g |
. i . ) ¢
- . t - i,:i ‘_?




I+
7 — LD:

-~ child learns to read.

I, Ovérview T L y

. - ! - ‘. . »
B ~ . 4 . PR
\ N ' ) | . ? -

B ' Brﬂwn, V. & Botel,}*. Dyslexia: Definition or treatment? (ED 058 014) 1972.

LY
a

B ) Brown and Botel review the literature‘about dyslexia published after 1955. N

.
., - i, . I N

% discuss problems in defining and diagnosing dyslexia and’ describe R

various tre%tment approaches. An annotated bibliography . is included. \

AThislhcrough review will:help:LD teachers develOp an o

. - understanding of the broad issues regarding reading'dbabilities.

- LY
- Y
.

' Of special interest.is the section on assessment, which differ-

T . -
- )

. entiates between assessments that describe the readingrstatus*of
. . &
the learner and those that evaluate the procesLes by‘which the . '
X

Emphasis is giveh to the latter approach, Vo "

.
»

. S s
RT: The authors' warning that no one method is appropriate for N

7 all disabled readers may cause teachers_whq are cer a\n they have

e found “the" answer to re-eyaluate'their programs. C .

. ‘ T ‘ T &
-..' N - . N » + R
Burnett,~R W.- Role of the reading teacher in learning disorders. In T

* .

J. Hartstein (&d.), Current concepts, in dyslexia. St. Louis: C.V. Mosb§

e "

Co., 1971, - " RIS S ; S -

- - : & PR -

Burnett, a reading teacher, gives an overview of the place ofrremedial

o reading instruction id the total educational process and outlines what a L

———— =

eading\zteac‘her do'e/;\ to help a di.sabled reader.. The author concludes with
a reminder that. children léarn differently and at different paces and that
N

£ 1 . .

labelling children ghould be discouraged. .

.2 4




RT: 'The article ‘appears to be a representatioe statement of the

-

issues from the reading teacher's vde&pointn’ Bdrneff‘accurately,voices

-

- the concern of many reading specialists that learning disabilities o

- . -

[ ]

- - teachers often ipvolve the child in therapeutic strategies that have
<Y N
little ;elevance to what it is the child is, expected to learn. In ~

Ny N
oy PRI %

i addition, Burnett points out, readihg teachers, often.view the LD staff._

'
-

“as "outsiders" who have ‘little expeiience in the real world. One es~

. <

pecially valuable insight offered is that reading and le rning disa-f

C ca "bilities teachers often follow the same procedures but communication T .
between the two disciplines fails because ‘the procedures. have dif-
. ' 5% ' ’ : s . ‘,\“ S '
e - fgrent labels. . ’ . . ndad

LD: LD‘teachbrs‘will gain tremendous insight into réading, reading
PR programs; reading teachens, and the prbbleds surroundingfthe.current .

- debate between LD and reading specialists. Burnett presents in a »

. EEW K 3 . -
. LY
professional manner the issues which must be addressed in order te

y serve the severely disabled reader. The article opens an ‘avenue for

.
. - . /

: bet{er communicatiOn between the two disciplines; N /‘“" T 0

- . - L ’y'

- N / . '
N /

‘ej Freshour, .F, W.‘ Dyslexia:. A sure cure. Elementary,English, 1974, 51,

864~ 865‘ 893.3 : . ' ’ ' L

AR . % - > - v . . + ‘
Freshour 8 sure cure is to stop using the :term, Heesug ests that *energies
* . - SR o~ - t

. - s+ gre betterAspent in determining children s speci%ic ssrengths and-weak~ e

-

nesses rather*than.in labeling the children thegselvsé, ) -

3




<N
‘ RT:, Using a delightful mildly sarcastic style, Freshour points

out the confusion resulting ‘from the use f "dyslexih" to’ label
. / . ,
1 ' a myriad of types of reading and/or learning disabilitieg...lhis

article would provide a good 1ntroduction‘to problems in the field

- » .

&, .

of reading disabilities. L : ,
s S ‘~ - N .‘l b i
- , & \ .
T oa LD:" Amen. This brief, succinet article may help clarify tbﬁ‘gon- .

fusion in terminology ig regard to learning disabilities and

- R - ¢ ) 3 - . -

severe reading disabilities,' ) i s \
o S ,.’ o i o e’ . .
Keeney, A,H. & Keeney,‘.V;T., gEd.) Dyslexia: Diagnosis and treatment of

reading disorders. St. Louis: C.V.-Mosby, Cy., 1968, -
. * H

Vs - s - - -t )

e - .

Thil book is a collection of fourteen’ ariicles by specialists from educa-

e i

tion, medicine,‘and psychology. The-book deals with,definition, etiology,

I l

.

characteristics, and ‘management and tréatment of dyslexia.

¢ S . 4 ~ .
N

G(ri‘v SRT: Keeney and Keeney s book is intended to be used primarily by .

} qnedical practitiQners. HOWever most qf/the articles-can be easily L

understood by educators with only limited knowledge‘of physiological

P

. terms. ' The authqrs in general present a conservative viewpoint “about..’

the problem of dyslexia and‘offer no magic cures. For the reading *

~

- ‘ A : t v ]

| - . teacher,the book is useful because it places various problems that i e

¥ f ' are‘ofteﬁ correlated with reading disability —— suph as pgor eye move=-

I . ] -
. . R ~ _ .
RA

‘ NS - = M . ~
ments, mixed dominance, and motor control --"in the proper perspective. }
x . ’ e 7 o ] ) .
o Theiquestion and answer chapters following each'main detion of the
el text are especially Valuable for the reader who may have found that .
h ot

- s 4 - -

e his or;her,specific questions were not answered iﬁ the basic articies.

" . T 4

-
« v
L.




gi%-LD: ihe explanations of medicai terminologv may help teachess

‘. to understar\d reports of-'neurological éxainination‘. ‘Although no » AR 3
remediation suggestions are given, some valuable suggestions'are \ T
made in the flnaiJchapter about needed research A l&fiq'ovet— -

view is given of various classifications of dyslexia; but the s -

- s

overview does' little to discriminate between 1earning disabilities
. U
/and/dyslexia. ' .

o, =

.

Lerner;:g.w. Reading and learning disabilities, Elementary English,
8 -

1973, 50, 265-269.

s . .
T - -

Lerner gives a short * overV1ew of the LD field- and a review of several areas
. * VR
of concern in LD: diagnostic-teaching, sensory-motor and perceptua1~motor

development, perception, memory, 1anguage, cognition, and maturational

psychological, and social factors.

RT: This brief article can serve as a reminder that reading is o v
- - .
more than\just'decoding and that many factors contribute to ;he - " L

1

) /

. child's success in reading. Lerner s inclusion'of sensory and

3y

'-perceptua1~motor development as an area of'concern, in spite of

e\

A 2l ’ o AN >
her own'conclugion that research has not supported the importance f - £
s . 1

of these skills to academic achievement, is indicative of the

i r

reluctance that the speqial education field has to give up . g

énterest in this area.




LD: ,Thisrarticlé could assist LD and reading teachers who ase
’ : -
-, 2
cencerned with overlap and duplication in their’professional arenas.' ..

b -

‘

: J

The author describes from her perspective the-different areas of in- }‘
. ’ ?
2

terest tp each field and conclpdes that: the research in each field
) . . . , hd ’ . ’ * <o
should be beneficfal to both, b h
S A . ‘ L¥] s
i . - . i

- - o~

. Money, J: (Ed.).' The disabled reader.{ Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 23\

4

1966.

N

A .

The book is a collection of papers.on topics ranging from the crigin'and

" correlates of- reading disability through specific techniqués for remediation.
* . - g—

*> Five case stﬁdieé'are also included. B ’ - -

’ -
- -

RT: " The choice of papers is excellent; a very wide range of opinion

3

¢+ “and emphasis is represented. This diversity in approach helps to _

ot underscoreuthat no single cause exists éor reQding disability, that

* P4

l" no single type of reading &isability exists, and logically, no single . '

L]

"eure" is likely to- be found.

s
-
. I3

LD: The averagg LD teacher may be cverwhelmed by the)broad'range of

~ ~ "
I3

topics. However specific papers critiquing techniques and ‘giving

‘ s - B
o
- ' .

optionsrare very‘helpful. The case gtudies with listing of assess-
av . ‘ l .

ment tools are uséful

+ ¥ N ¢ . -
. - . B ~
: 7 ~

Sartain, ‘H. ﬁ., Larsen, S, C., and Stick .S. Who shall teach the LD child? e

Journal of Learning Disabilities, l976 9 488~

In this serI// 8¢ articles, reprePentatives fr' ,i

. K i ..’(

gent their perceptions of .the. role of the reading Specialist* ‘the

-

leanning disabilities teacher, and the speech pathologist in.the educa~:

-

tion of the learning disabled child. ﬁjgg?’gﬁV - . .
- . ‘ _ o 7 ; .. . “'...'




.\‘;-

’

ax
. that children be helped'by professiﬂnals who have been chosen‘on T

RT:. $artain‘tends to be too specific.when he describes the

procedures andrtechniqueS'used by a reading specialist;j Many =~ ...

good reading teachers do dselthese technéques, but other :pproaches '

are equally'valid and suecessful. Sartain also‘appears to favor-a -
-~ / 2

.

very restricted definiéion of a learning disabilit}u In general

© ] ~

however, the article gives a clear presentation gi the issues and

of the services usdally available outside of special educatiop to ’

-

,‘children with reading .problems. C : .

’ B
hd . 1 . Ladl M

-
¥ . |

remediation, no differences emerge between what a good remedial
—

reading teacher does and the proceduréb of the- learning disabihties

teacher, Larsen appears ‘to—assume that cHildren with severe
. . ) --’v: - ’
academic disabilities will be seen by the LD teacher,and those

[ ’ . 3

with only "nild underachievement" will be taught by the‘téading«'

~ +

specialist. However Larsen offers little rationale for, or p}oof'

oﬁﬂthis division of responsibilities. His final'suggestion -

.

labpels -~ is helpful but this solution assumes that reading, LD

— -

and speech professionals are all available within the school. Too

often an either/or decigion has been made4when hiring personnela -

o - * N ! e -~ +
. '
.
-~

"Stick has a rather narrow'view of rthe role .of the.classroom’teacher.

L4

- 4

In addition tre’ places too much emphasis on the importance of langusge

’ + L4

in reading.- Stick does express well many of the'aspects of the re-

.

lationship. between reading and language but he ignores the unique

» - ® e e

problems that are inherent in reading because it is written language.

’(-’_/:) ' B : . # v - . N
. - ! - :
R I A - ’
.

- : S - : . .
Lz - X -

\\ f \\‘

.

EAs Larsen describes ‘the academic approach to identiiication an& .

€

_+the basis of theix-particular competencies and not because of their , -



e @
_ He also seems uwware that many reading teachers are well versé’d
- .

in language development and psycholingui.stics. o - e - - o

-

1D:<, These articles ‘are most useful ‘when read together. They aré |

. .

of particular interest to LD teachers wbp are seeking to .define the . 4
parameters of r-esponsibility. The issues are fairly well ,identified

\

o and needed re;commendations are made for cooperative efforts, mutual

o

-~ ] »

—— - ~ »

respect, professional self.-evaluation, and a reappraisal cf‘skil],s‘

. “ €
Fa . . AR 4 ¥ ,
needed t{) instruct the LD students. The articles should .,prompi: LD . .
C o ) T s o -
teachers to question what their own competencies are in relation to , “
: T . *
- . , : i
those of other available professionals. L oo
. ). . ) - , L . . . N
L ‘ AT ’ s ) ‘. : .
Symposium No. ll“Remedial reading and les.rning disabilities. qre |, _
they the ,same or different" Journal of Special Education, 197‘5 9, ) '
* \ A N .o 7 I .. A ’ )
117-181, ‘ ’ ) : . R -
R - . . - L v .
) ' o : o o
This symposium series focuses on important issues . thatfapparently divide*’" . ;
4—
the fields qf learning disabilities and remedial reading. Thé series has p
4: . . Pl o ‘
a lead artic&e by Lerner, seven reaction articles b'y specialists in LD ~
- readiﬁg', and \other fiélds, and a rebuttal by Lerner. A . ,
\‘ L] . . . . * - / ' ,. ‘ . . ) . - . -
S RT: Lerner who 1is. in‘troduced as having a background in both ' - _:
remedial reading and LD, has a very limited concept of what rgading
»  is and what reading teacher does. She has chosen a very restr‘lctiév!e A }
A ot - R4
. Lo . LA .
\\L_pr_ogram, -~ a gkills management program -- to ei%{\empﬁfy readlng i_n;- —; ;. -,
. - . n:g . . ',,:,?_:: 5/:‘ B
struction, In addition, her assertiop that teachers of.reading . - Bl \
perceive readitxg growth.as a series of precise and necessary developg'ff’- ﬂ‘ o
£ 5
» \i . 7 . N
mental stages is unwarranted and shows little contact with practition:eré‘
. . - - .1' f'.. .
or current reading programs.~ . . , . fo et
Y Q‘ , e :\ . b " &>
« o o : l . J'S o . — \
< s j $ ' ’ . e

] 4 ., 7, et . v‘.
- ‘. ’ + - .
\ . . , .
[ . .
. el . .
- .z N & . o
. . h . Lo . .
. .




LI}: The article is’{'estrictive in its ;overview of "the concerns— ~

o . } -
T . of both reading aﬁd f: e LD field. . - . Tt
/‘ ' RS * '

’ L
RT: Kirk takes Le‘rner,to task for presenting a simpliStic view -

»'-- T

‘ of both .f1elds. Kirk herself hasa.a broader view of reading._ In v

- & »

e

£ !

S addition she makes the important point. that there aFe many kin,ds

-

!f reading problems .and that many of these problems ha've extrinsic
P .

"8
causes and are not due to a learning disability.by anyone s defi~

YN \ o

.
) i - - v

' : ) . 1 .
(/ . ni7ions N : ) N

LD. -Kirk highlights some of the different emphases in each fi*i

¢ . ‘ focusing on terminology that appears. ‘to cause misunderstanding._

& N - .
: .
! v °

= N {

== - RT: As did Kirk List emphasizes that not all reading problems are

L

leax‘ing disabilities. She’ 'also'criticizes Lerner 8 implicit
' ) assqmption ‘that basic' agreement){sts within each field. -

’6.4 List 's model of overlap between the two fields helps put this

»

E . confnsing issue in better perspective. Her emphasis on the Iack of

i IR agreement witho‘.n each field is ﬁ’hought-provaking. Her review of tﬁ‘é -0

- * .
) 9» - .o .o
-~

= | research is good.,, . e e,

. / ’ e N Y . - - ~
1 . . . . . .

: .f{T:‘ For the teacher of readingewho may be uhfamiliar with the LD .
R i . ‘&
R ) / .fiel‘dg Newcomer 8 article is an important supplement to ,Lerner s, '
P j 5 -
3. / i: Newcomer stresses that many of the theories in the LD field are un-
/ i - - . . . s -y . .

. A . . .
«+ | [ proven, —~The*process model insparticular is-attacked for not having
| ] 7 . =

L )x§, / /" shown a relationship to reading or other areas of academic achieve-

! [‘ . ’ < . RS . v ) . . - v *

/’ /. ment. Newcomer points oyt the lack of validity and reliability in-
‘ - (4 ‘ - .
. N . ’ i . ) |8

! most instruments used by LD-teachers to diagnose precise, areas of',

. : defic)ii:éa . . N 11 . L




,LD: Newcomer's we11 documepted article gives her view pbf the
\ * " o ; . s
R weaknesses withh fhe LD field. Her'finalrconclusions tHat "there is Pt

- . no shdrtage of children with reading problems and tha specialists

r ' »
from gbth.discipllnes might be employed to serve then? re well taken. </
'.' . “ . . .. .! .. /
: - . ; . n -~ . e // ’
.- . RT: -Senf criticizes Lerner.for her' emphasis only ‘on the differences
‘4 ,between the two fields rather than op ﬁhe areéas of‘bdt agreement ’

. . . C e .
’ . \and disagreement, He also suggests other practical qﬂestions that o

he H

. might be of interest to the reading teacher who must compete with - ¢

. . e

. 'tne LD teacher for both students and funding. D . d
Coo R

o

. - . ., \ . A
. . LD: ,Senf's emphasfs on the separate training programs, admfhistraw '
N ] " § - ’ ’ ' ‘ ) . 4 I
. . . tive procedures, and professional organizations, and on potential"

. - competition for funding and' students is of enormous importancé. to the

L

<. . - ) . . . C A
+, LD teacher. Consideration of thesé points sh6u1d promote self-evalua- x '
. » - o ; | . .
tion of ehreer and persoi;l objectives., , ( '
. - N . ‘;\
Y ,
RT: Jakupcak suggests three areas of- inquiry that might‘unite the

two fields within a broader framework., The readingeteacher should

4 - '
. .

[y

consider carefully Jaknpcak s* suggestion oflPsing a specific behavioral

- W .
R description of how-an individual shild performs & reading task rather )
T 4 than a checklist of- 1abe1s and esoteric terms... ‘. . o
T3 2% P ~ - .. .
- . . - - r —‘

. - . \'
K - ot :
=~ - ¥

LD: Jakupcak's attempt to seek broader-'areas of unification-between

)
’ * -

ol ’ ' ‘the two" fields should appeal to-the LD ‘teagher whose primary concern .

; C lies with the student 8 ‘academic progress and successes_rather*than (F\\ o

~ with underlying processes. . e o e s N .




Adams attacks ﬁe classification approach to d‘ealing with‘

- . ’ ) children with &ading problems for not helping the' teacher decide .
A - what or‘ how to teac‘h. She suggests that -Piagetian theory may 'pro=") T L
R AN ": ¢ L - e - .
e o »iyvide é more 'relﬁg%hnt model for, reading development. However, Adams -7, -
N ) description of ehe role o%Piégetian theory in reading is incomplete ) .
. RE o B , . s A -
and }:&ks specific suggestions for the teacher of reading. L R . )

w' §.‘ﬁ ! . ' ) ~ - - N B ")- -7 1 ¢ . "Eﬁ h . g
. . .oy - . {“ - A .
‘. LD' "Adams' descr‘ipti'on of cognitive developnfent fnd i@’s re1ationship T
. ‘ s ’~ o, P
e ! .to 1earning,,to -read may provide information fo?c the D teacher not yet ’ ~

. - B ' . N _ - - N
. : = . \ S ’-

- familiar with“’*these concepts.‘ However the article is. overly ge‘neral . )

N »
N -

. and presentgi@ simpli,stic view of the rélationship between cognitiVe

. an

T / development and -readipg.  There is little information to- show how‘ ,these LT

I - N Ty ' o -

K S concepts relate to ‘the. 'LD child. e - L T -
. _l'f- . :‘i N ‘ B . . R ‘,1 . -';¢ “\».7

T =, s

< . RT: Kline'criticizes Lerner's unbalanced treatment of the two fields

[ - P

"and her high-handed technique of assigning spokeSpersons for LD and | . e
8 . ey
L i'eadingo Kline suggests the real problems may be economically and R
' s ,' . . . v )
RN polit‘ically based - "territory, tenure, and training ?\\ o ) \-‘-“' =
: - . ! - .-
v . -‘ . - ‘ . ‘ o

L]
Y

I K JDs .ne'"s very- broad scope i,n dealing with. the/readin.gyLD issue = a & f"ﬁ

)

. . provide§ the LD teachef with more "fuel" for examining ,how<h-;£g Or wat T - ‘
» A T . e T e v
her instructional techniques relat;e. to the individual iearner. Kline 8 '

&3 M ] , »

4

. : ,‘ statement that."the f_ield, of teading's bsumes the entire field of’ o=
‘learning'disgb‘i]it.ies%;;g.s open to’ 'questfgm ’ v BRI e
- on . N " - . f-‘ L -, .. “

i . e R - . . . v : . . - £ *

. " oo . .. W -
RT: Lerner%s response s&xmarizes many of the* respondents-' criticisms~ .

Ta . . and défends her emphasis on ‘the disparities between the two fiells, e =

R ‘ s 3 ‘

A . She often fails to reSpond to the major. issues izied. , .. A




" ) T r , " - - *
.;a . ) ‘ ’ - * .
. . ! , X N . [
. 1 ® A; [ ! - °
-, - ) ) . . . ; ' ? |
4 : - ’ )
. B ’ '\‘l . , Q‘ ’ - ...\ ) . ’ ‘ ‘ »
"; o . ) LD: Lern*'s final responseﬁ does little more than summarize. She " . n
- ' - e offe?f’ew new argqments in defensé of her position. The symposium / . .
. N 5 O . R -
X R T series ftself is an excellent composite of the i‘ssues,,and while it -,

rg % 5

. . does~ not prone answets, it structures and redefines those issues. o
3 . O R R — - -

o »

~ Swarthout, G. ahd Swarthout, V. Whales to see the, New Y‘orlgz D'oubl'eda‘y,, N
R . - ‘ ’ ¢ . T .t

-« 197500

a Y - , _ \ ..

. . . -
. «
— . - R 4 ° 7/

. N
.
Ve P . .o .,

The authors tell the story of a field trip by a class of neurologically .

g < . inmaired children to see whales migrating . : .

) . . U :«, . e o » |
’ . ‘ ’w This sensitive book w0uld be an eXcellent introduction to the 7 w o
o a o LD field for ‘both teachers and intermediate level children. The - f
) - emphasis bn medication ‘for’ the LD child was' a bit strong, ho‘wever. ’ 7
. . o
P ‘ ’. , LD: The book’ is certain to appeal to parents as well as toxintyer-
P . mediaté level chﬂd?:en. .It has a good h”:'man relations focus and 1s ’ ) ) )

pN]

. a. gentle and -gympathetic presentation of the problems thaé neurologically

R I g /

impaired children have in coping with daily social pressures. The K >

teacher 8 attempts to deal with behavior thouEh love and understandinge? -

. ~

- are interesting in 1light of the behavioral emphasis in many LD programs. -
. — < 4 . .
S " Unfortunately, there was too, much unquestiqnin'g acceptance of the bene-

o . N
PR fits of medication.
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i
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_‘413 Jor confusion, and ﬁﬁke some suggégtions for resolving the dilemma., . N =

BTN

II. . Labels and Services’ S T St T . - -

. - v Lo . ¥ . .
. 1y <o .
ta - - .

Artiey, A.S. ‘and. H'a%din, VB, A currentg dilemma: ReadingMisabilify. = v

- - iy "
or learning diéghility? The Readinngeacher, 1976 29 361—366. B LI

5 - L] . . . )

o - 5 ~ g %

'Artley and Harézn review the ﬁistory of the controversy over reading

’

and Laarning disgiilities, briefly discuss current points of d{sagreement ¢

¥

"»» , - ¢ - - . _,:‘ > -

'RT¥ The authprs make the excellent suggestion that .broader.

i “ <
.’training in learning theory, diagnostic techniques, and remedial ¢ >

» -

practices is nécessary for specialists in both fi!lds. Too: often
reading . teachers receive a minimum of’theoretical bagkground and .

- - i - e
-3, s S .

o e \,

1earning disabihties teachers,receive too little training in applying .«

- -

—

theory to the actual education of the child, - o - S -

- -
- - R .l T,

s 3 - B -
- A

. N RS
-~ LD: Theé authors wisely suggest tth Both groups need to give up - 4

.

- v

categbrical labels and vested interests in order to diagnose and

> e

treat students based on educational needs. “The authors stress on
‘* ¢ ) a‘" . J

the "in-child" deficit is in agreement with their interpretation of ~ |
A .o L
the 1968'Natiopal Advisory Committee 8 recommended definition of LD. - )

However, readers should,be aware that that definition_is'undergoing o ) .

' ) o ' e
. :
- P . a_
change. . . . . C- ——— T
o . . i S ‘
o .
- vy e .’ o ‘ . .t ‘ e »
- ~ ¢ . N
[ - ] - .

Hartmanf‘N;C. and Hartman, R.K. Perceptual handicap or reading disability? ¢
% =

" , -~

;The Rea&ing‘Teacher, 1973, 26, 684 95, .

. .
: coes - v? . - 'o4 .
. « .l - - N

@
-

The authors discuss from a reading teacher '8 viewpoint the differences —_

+ . -

§§§ in diagnostic and remediation techniques used by reading téi?hers -and ‘LD ) '

. ¢ . ‘.
h i . * N b \

. - - < . . .
.
. * . . ' .
H “a ' . NI
- ' o .
P . . A - -
.
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Q; in itself doesn't help solve the prohlem. In addition, lab

In this editorial Kline warns’ against simplistic labelling

'tédchers. They‘ooncl;de that a false'dichdtomy*has gsen createdfby,

-~

Klide, L.W. Label not the learner.

£ help who don t precisely fit a specific, narrow label.

most specialists are probab}y logEIng at\the\same reading prOblem

s

- from different vantage points. f e e

’.& u‘. B

0 WP o S

o

.
@

. . L ] L , . ‘
complex issue.,  The article may be-6f benefit to LD teachers who,

:
- o

‘are unaware of how the LD field is ‘sometimes perceived by other

Ve . .
specidlists, . . < %

- y 0 . v A

»

RT:‘ The réview of procedu?ﬁs used by both LD and reading teachers-

ileads this”ﬁgader to conclude that althdhgh thére may be little or

1

g ”differing terminology, diagnostic.tool@ and tnainingf and that indeed ]

£

W

. B - KN - = .
LD:. This article is a somewhat cursory,hover—simplificatiOn'of a -

‘ggg& N . A g = e -

.. no difference i;.thg ‘type of- child seen by specialists of the two R °

of the‘twopfields. The extggBIVe biblicography should be of interest

to reading teachers who want to "become ¥amiliar with research into

P . e
process training. ko & N P oo
- . - M i .

- /q - . - -8
. . 4
A _ ~ . .

~ oo

‘?' v e ':. . ‘ i

& «

- .
e L

v
-

1 ® - - . »
RT* Kline makes the excellent point tha; our present state f

e

.

kn&hledge does. not permitous to tag each child gith a specific

- label. His warning of the dangers of caﬂbgorizing chl&dren ﬁith

- . ot =3
. N e
hE - M . - ‘~ % N -
P M 1 6 a‘ - . . b
. . -
. - ' . . 14
v L .

EAN

The"Reading Teacher, \197-3, 26, /ltS’zl;3

\ Labelling —

o

fields, a great dichotomy does exist between the theories and practices

K

A N Ve
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‘\ o . 0 - i .
+ Kline pleads for defining labels for constructive| purpo
- a‘ ’ \\ ! y ) N . . ! . ‘ ’ !

He also identifies funding requirement$ as a primary soxlrce

. .

: g;ll(e ;nisuse c‘qf—‘labe.&s.;' - . & . 4

| Lane, P. ‘Let's'deal from a straight deck. Journal of LearningDisabilities, ~ °
_—" -~ . "\1“ "”’. '.,\. T [ .
1976, 9 8-10. | - ) S N
3 "\ N . i . o ,"\\\ )

- I R ‘ .. . B . . 3\ . . B
Editor Lane attacks the.1976 IRA regsolution on learning-:disab ‘i\i.ties_. ’
Both the réso}ution_it;self and Lane%s reaction®to it are presented.

. - - o ¥
<. RT: Much of Lane's negative fesponse to thgiresplution must us\e\emﬁ‘ o

. varranted t8 one in ‘the LD field . ‘/A/}s‘ja’! result of ¢@

.

R R l‘ R ’ ”"
omise and

' \ .
result of the very forces Lane gmspects,’ the resolutiions P

v

perhaps as a\

v —_— . -

2

— a _ A
. doeé appear to be an attack on the LD discipline., Hqwever, Lane f{a_ils -

to recognize many of the real g:%spes expressed in the resolution, \
. ¥ - - v . ¢ \

-, .Fimding is being provided for;;ma ‘Vy programs that do not have eﬁpirg.é\fl i

-

/ v - % e 0Ty
’support for their claims; chil@n are being misclassified so that‘t \
. C. < 4 !
\;‘: N 1 ,

) . 5 - | \
. ’they wilq recaeive help from someone because no-other. ptograms are X‘ \\
< available; LD teachers are giving r,e*.ngs instruction-without any . v

\ -

b < "

== A N L

* training in feadinig, The resolution's call for ﬂt:’;*aining in both

dreds is a Pbsitive step t:'o%dardrhealing the rift’ between the two ) L : .

. , 7/ . .

oo~ e N T, A\

disciplines. e oo A\ v )
. e S .’ ' ’ - oL

LD: This is an extremely importagt*art‘itle.j _’Eh;e,éc}ritical.faspecj: o,fau“‘, ..

. -yt R ¥“<{ R . o *::
both the resolutioh and, the article lies i% the emotional tone of both |
’ N [ ~ A .

[y .
- . -

. {. . ,
and in the apparent breakd,ow%: of rational communication between the

. | , L I L .
3 ’ -
. -# <two professions. 9§ ° ] -

wr o
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III. Language, Lingiiistics, and Reading
. , . . . * . s ,,

2 . ]

‘ Emans, R. Linguisticls and phonics. The Readingg eacher;zi973, 26, ,
* Y 4‘.:‘5\‘ w7 ,1. -t o "

477482 /i . ‘ C R o

- -

i “ .

.Emans reviews misconceptions about phonics and it relation‘to .

- R A

1inguistics. Emans}emphasizes tHe need for systematic Beginning

R PN -

. !

reading instruction’ ‘with teachers unde;standing hat linguistic
nLdified by theogﬁés fr¥om o:her disciplines and‘

b

theories 'must be
A

R byu . .effective P actice_ fi thé*classrodm*“~~

-
- -

.

L .1LDs %negﬁrticle .;‘;‘ng‘-overview of linguistic applications to

- rgy ‘{',“'»
v beginning ‘teading and may help to broaden undFrstanding of what‘

A -

\

ns' cautions regardiné\the implications of 1inguistics _

for reading instruction gre esp%cially-inportant because of the .

.h'. . R { $ . i
current rend{in uBing the linguistic label on all reading™ K

<

materials AHis analysis may ledd teachefs to view such materidls’

- " .

A
'
(IR
ey ed

-

t

- .

B ¥y
MRS

more critically and to /avoid beiTg seduced by thé magic word‘_. cae -

> t : " e .
- linguistics.'} - ¢ . v, P X3
' - . I

-—— N . - - -
. o 4 - -

— o : ) 6! i ’ T . e
T Fagan,iWuTi' Transformations and comprehension. The Reading Teacher, 1971, .. " ~

5] :
i "L”{‘ ‘ K - - / R

‘7 25, 169-172., " B <L S
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i —

comprehension of number and types of transformations in written passageg. /

., The findings' indicateiiF that' c-e.rta'in kinds' of; transfo_;:'mations are associated ’ a .
h . | with prc?blems An comprehension, that the nun:fber of transformations‘w\ithin .
. - sentence does noti seefh to be impor'tant, a\nd\that «the fompgehe.psion of indi-" .
vidual sent\ences was more affected by tran formations‘than was’ th{ compr?e-" -7

o
-y -

hension gf the &ghole passage. Implicat‘:{:ons,;or instruction were in’cl_uded.'

. - . . \ ¥ . r
Y LN - - ot e
] ~ ' <. ! v .
' ! o : ):L‘

e RT: Fagan presents the topic of transforma onal grammar sﬁccinctly .

Y

'

and cleaﬂy. The article can- serye :to- introd
»Y"‘ ) \' f' ‘—-' T & g“ ‘y i "
. a to an important variable in comprehensibn. The uggestion of making N
’ : >

e—-the t her»o‘f readinga 5 -

»

- - to teacherZ:')f cﬂild"i'en whb are having difficulties n 1earning to read. . -

— ~

‘.‘ - . EEE N 1 s -
The I7D,.teacher may gain insight' ir‘ltq the interacti\on bettgebn

. reading comptehension and 1inguisti¢ structure. Specifix instruotional

‘ ‘ ¥ LY ¢ *

implications should be investigated for use with LD students vzith P ~-

P .
. PR} —

_reading or .1anguage_deficits. i oo ’ T

R oy . N . - ( .
= . "’"4 ‘ T . * - s

. ' ‘. ’ N - e, .
" Hodges, R’ E. and Rudqrf DJH Lan_guage aﬁd learning to read. Bostdn: A

“c ) - R R %

Houghton Mifflin‘,/ 197% ST T ’L ST

- - :
'Ihe editors have brought together W'qitings “of nineteen contributors from .

+ + geveral fields "to show tha /é‘ffective reading instruction ;Ls base% upon .

s - Y _ . > ‘
N : S e N o
r . ~ y | ' o "o S, -

- L}
-

. ". @n undeltstanding of‘languag and, ho children use 1t." —<The eight sections <

.. ‘ : - e +
range From the theoreticgl Eonstructs of 1ing_uistics to the practical .

7 - N
. i

’ ¢ .o 3 - ° [ * * A
application of these constructs to; instruction. . } . . © o

-
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- i N < . c . 1
3 * —r . - 1
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- Fagan .reports the results of a,‘study"th\at investigated the effects on, ' Tl
[ Yoy . .



y

LD: While the essaysrin this collection are not concerned

'specifically with‘iearning disabilities, the informaticn about

reading,and 1anguage is highly ﬁnportant to ‘the LD teacher

-~ e

searching for ways to meet students individual reading and .

v

1

language needg. ‘ . Tl

v -

o - - .
AR s '

RT:" The book"ia.an excellént blenhfof theory anQ:EIabtiﬁe. The ~— -
M N ’ a2 . “‘g-- ~ 0T - ’1 - I
concepts, are RreSented so\cléarlyﬁthat the book cauld serve as an

introduction to psycholinguistics and reading for s0me0ne with - , R

. » . ‘ {
.only a basic’ background in reading theory. ’ ‘ . oo

- v
N - .

ae

. RSP o ez, - e - 4 i [ LA
7P T T O T L . . ,-.s.;w‘ . — A

; ( . - 3
$mith, F. The role of predfction in reading.= Elementary Engligh, 1975, :

’

. . . -
. - -
-’ B - e f—',_r-! —
. - . . . R - ) . ' . .

" Smith defines prediction as "the\nrior'eliﬁination of, unlikely alternativeés',

andAdembnstrate§<ﬁbw prediction is abso}uteiy necessary in speaking, listeaing -

! v o
r LY
) v/ R . ‘ : ¢ o
il .- i . g !
: . N ., H
. . .
B L 3
. hd ~ s
4 . v s ‘ ‘ 0 - 0

i
RT: Smith s:article provides gsevera#® strong arguments for teaching

-

and reading.

A

-

children toiread fully-formed language and not isolated lists of
t - > . “ * : '

wbrps or'contriwed, unrealistiq sentences, - . '4,

v, M A
. s N ’ . . .t . » . -
B N . . »

LD: The-autgor's description of predictive strategies may provide: K ;

, . . PR ..

LD teachers with ingights into new areas for instructional inter—-

-

 ventidn and programming. - : AR ) .
0 i) M - - . N . e - N
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- Wiig, E H, and' Semel M, . Productive language abilities in learning
c$)

3

disabled adolescents. " Journal of Learning Disabilties, 1975, 8, 45-53.

’ . . DR —

- s . .

This study compared productive 1anguage s%ills of LD and academically

achiev1ng sff%ents ~§evera1 spec1fic deficits in expressive language were

b '

found " in the'ip adolescents. The authors interpret these deficits.as indi-
. [} —

L4
v

cative of‘felays in some aspects of'cognitionandfof sémantic categorization.

‘ The authors_sugéest these delays are related to reduction in the ability to

.

3

{ ’ ) ¢ )
retrieve verbal labels and syntactic structures.’

—— -

N ) . )/ _ . .
R%?‘ Wiig;@nd Semel s study could have important 1mplications

for thq use OF oral readlng for diagnosis of reading difficulties.

More research is needed to show the relationship of these verbal °

L d

deficits to reading.//ﬁerhaps Ehis research in part c0u1d compare

ot

) the ora1 and 511egf reading comprehension of LD students. s

a R . & - . ‘e 4 . .
3, g - oL . !

This article_éqntains résearch of great interest.to LD - teachers
concerned uith the 1anguage_deficits of their students. Thé detailed

descriptlons of the'tedts an&hthe analyses made on the basis of these

-‘? tests are particularly usefuT’

’
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‘, reading below grade' 1eve1.

.
'

~ Cox,

"Cognition and Reading '
- , .

’ 3 . _ .

The effect,of conservation ability-on reading competency.

* - > &

M.B.

v -

cN

“The Reading,Teacher 1976 30, 251 258,

. to failure ﬁo 1earn.&o read.

e

‘ J -

i
N A
L4 D .Q -

Cox reports a study that sho%eq that children who were reading at or !

‘1, -

above grade 1evel were better at conservation tasks than children:

+

used and theorizes why failure to understand conservation may be related

4
i

:
AR L s

z
\ ¢

RT:

T

. B . . "

helpful to those ihterested in‘these theories. _Her egpiaﬁgtions of

the relationship-of these;conservation tasks to reading were most”

- n

o c ) .
_persdasive. ] ) - . =

— N

- - .
. -
-
<

The article would be of spec¢ial interest to anyone ‘searching

-t .

'LD »

Cox's explicit descriptions of the conservgtion tasks should be

Cox gives detailed descriptions of the gggks

-

-

!

far alternative reasons-for why learning to read is particularly dif-

-
- - - -

ficult.for some beginning readers.
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-
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Teachers, questions, and cognitidn, Educational feadership

.

Crumpl C.

1970, 27, 657-659. '

- - R
- B )

The article reviews the kinds of questions and the Eypes’of cognitive

Crump points out that teacbersgfr

-

response that such questions evoke,

» i »

quently limitqthinking by asking.only memgry-type questions,

.
ey
.
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“LD: This thoughtbprovoking-article suggests‘another focus for = ) . :

’ - . \
¢ * * - N . ' ’ \n}
1ooking ,at what the teacher is’ requiring in inStruction. Hopefully 4

. ' N ’ T . Lt
- the‘article will prompt teachers to assess thetkinds of questions ' . =N

they ask. If teachers.agked ‘the right kinds of questions, they'might ) .

S - -~
. -

*
s . »

avoid 'wrong" ans;ers. . . — ) .
- . .

A . T - < A v% -
RT: The report of the author s reserach is too sketchy to be of fmuch -

. -
‘e

valueah—Crump 8 recommendations for improving teacher’ quest ning are T,

‘useful and the bibliography includes many of the . classics" that deal

. hg . o

with teacher questioning. a . L -
E: B . e . ’ .
- g ) " . . N . .
Gaudia, 6+ The Piaget;an djlemma: What does Piaget really have to say to | .
_, . s N . N - H . hd .
= 7 teachers? The Elementary School Journal, 1974, 74, 481-492,. - C . -\

E . : . .
. ~ 3 ' s, . ’
“ = 1
N ) { .
- . * M 1 % ¢

This article presents a‘cautionary review of Piaget's ' rationale as it may

Fd ’ ¢

or may not apply to classroom practices. The author indicates that Piaget .
" . . 1s more concernsifyith investigation than with educational application. p/‘ _

. The article rqises again the historic na;ure/nurture controversy and at-

- * - - -

tempts‘to relate Piagetiapftheories to it. = - - . T
» rJ_IJ > ’ B e
- . s ‘M'__Pf" . & , ?4 - . N
T LD: . Gaudia's tomments may stir uneasy questions 45 to how anxLD < ! - K
) 2 .. .
- ' student_s deyelbpment "fits into" Piaget s stages of cqgnitive develop— | —r.
- - . b
" ment. A sldﬁ’down in the current rush to developﬁprograms based on - ™
r N - -
- cognitive stages seems to be needed. . )
) RT: Educators tend to grasp'madly‘at new labels, hoping that at last .
the magic pill for lﬁgr?ing problems has ‘been found. T aink so, says . . .
. ‘ ¢ - I . K « . . »
v Gaudia, T o, . ’ ,ﬁ*_ K .
' & :‘ K | : M - * ' * » -
.o / .
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“Boston:

+ : . . c o x ! 3 ke
Lavatelli, C.S. Piaget's theory applied: to an early childhood curritulum. -

- - .I , ' ~ .: . -~ N . " . - - . ‘ :
American Science and-Engineering, Inc., 1970. « A Y
1., . - \' .. Lot " .

-0

. ¢ . a
v

,\, <. S .
Lavatelli reviews theories of intelligence, early childhood education,and T
( L= . ‘ - -

Piag't s developmental theoryu She

-

)
ghgn suggests instruot}onal guidEIines

and<te¢h ques that will help to st f1late and. guide children*s,cognitive ) q' ?<\~

and langu ge devclopment. ﬁ' . ’ 4 : ‘g . ;

. LDgi%hi is a good hook\for LD teachers who need to underst;nd the l . ': )
J’relation hip between cognitive development and{language.‘ Specific $A . f',,§i§ﬁ

a&tivitles suggested by Lawatelli)are\EXcellent assessment tools, if // a‘
. y @

1
- - 1 - )

.
one follows a cognitively based Curriculum.
) T U L3
The book is a thorough, comprehehsible introduction to Piaget,
’A » "
funderstandﬂble even by a, readet completely un?amiliar with Piagetian (

» ] L
.

concepts. Unfortunately, the sectiongon dialect does not reflect

RT:

.

#urrent thinking or research and views dialEctal differenceT as/

4
' ~

deficient, not just different. _ ' Cen T
% e ' g
» . ! .
- MacGinitie, W.H.. Difficulty wit? logical operations.  The Redding Teachers ° 7
) s v . \ 1‘ , N - .." . :?: - .
1976, 29, 271-375. o \\ e o , o
y ﬂacGintie looks at’ ge 1ogical procesées teachers demand 6f children during
:‘ ?\ 1 “
instruction. ' L descrihes how analogue lessons were developed'to study thle :

- ‘(' , 3 -

difficulty*of the rgasoning required’in these lessons.

N ~
} N
¢ !
.

-RT: Ehie‘article should help teachers'become aware of the processes

t

~ that underlie

-

will develop

the taekskthe& require of children. Hopefully.tea%hers.

a questioning attitude‘toward_the manuals. on which they
. : N . \

often depend 80 heavily. - ,

.

i

) "'22"' . /J' '

-_ 3




. .. 'i .fl
LD{ The article may benefit; LD teachers in several ways' It can

4

a
y s, [

' ,increase awareness of the complexity of directions in tsachers manuals,

- ‘ .

it. reiterates h§r very little ye do know about the processes children .

go through in learning to- read' it gives several excellenf'examples of

3 \ .\

techniques that teachers mighg use in exploring why children are having

difficulty-with reading, and it may ‘causé€ teachers to question whether
"‘\

v 4 . v

xhe fault lies within the child or with; the instructional techniques...

~ q‘ ’ o ; 'u- : - T g
Robetzts, K,P. Piaget s theory of conservation and reading readines}

- -

a

The Reading Teacher .1976, 30, 246- 250.

'

. . .
%Pberts discusses the theory of conserva*iOn and reviews’ research that:
o/ - e ‘! - *
has found conservation to be related to reading readiness. She also

- =

reports that research has shown that, the aBility tovconserVe can be im—

: . .o :

proved%with trdining. . -, L o . —

3
;

e e

' H ”

_ . The theor&es discussed in this article should be ofjfarticular
/

-

interest to teachers of kindergarten and first grade childre' ‘The

article would haye been of, even more value had tests -of conservation v

N . -
ability “been described in detail.’ .

LY *
# . .

*LD: This article should be of special® interest to LD teachers of

.

- prinaryfagé LD students., A‘heightenad‘awareness of the role that *
~ conservatdon develobment may hdve inIreading'develosment(mayzf;h-l_*
‘eourage.the 1D teacher !% pursue.eValaatidh of atstudent's ahility

: to,conserve in addition to the'usual evaluation of reading abiliqies.

13
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.'Bradley;rJ.M.

. *tests_used for placement "in special education.

Tools for- Identifying Leéarning or Reéading Problems =~ . -

LI . P ,-‘ "j' L s j
Evaluating reading achievement for placemeﬁi in ..
Journal-of Special Education,, 1976, 10, 23?9245.
» [ 4 N '

special education.

» -
4

—— - . —n ~ \ * .
. . =~ .
’ C .t -
B . - * .

-

Bradley suggests that research is needed on the validity of achievement

—-—

v, .

of a study of the'predictiye'validity of three reading dchievement tests

f «* . . -

for placing.students in basal readers. The\results'of the study show

‘.

D'

" that 2 of the 3 tests (the WRAT and the Gilmore Oral Paragraphs) ovér-

P 4 2

’

placed a large percentage of th\\students.‘ . . v

B v
- - R

~ RT: Bradley s study should be of interest to both regular and

“

- special educators‘who Jusg admimister and interpret standardized

* N e

The results of this study confirm other research that shows

L4

#

tests.

that the WRK$~especiallycgive% overinflated scores. Knd yet this

~

“He reports the- mesults

v

- % - 3 5 ‘ A
reading achievement? . - -

o 3 .
] . . R : .. ) A
\. % ¢ L

. PR
LD:
.

r —

Sy -

,,..__~W§; ' teachers better understand reading evaluation aﬁﬂ will giVe

\

';‘ direction for choosing tests which are most-valid for evaluating

. -

studénts, = . T . - -
* N -, . . - . .
N L

. v - N S

/

~

-

The information about specific reading tests will help 1D

Focus on.ExcepEional ’

. \ Carroll, A.W. v&ﬁfaclaserOQKap an ecosystem.y

P

L3N

Children’ 1974, 6, 1—11' > o 2 : .

-y . .
- — v . -~
- .

-

L

. test is still common}y used by psychologists and others to measure -,

-

.z

P

LT3




‘Carroll exploreeifrom the cOgnitive dissonance viéwpbint an ecological -
. ) . . .' ) 3 ;; n’ . A ) . .
fodel for studying the interaction bétween the”learner and the environ- LT

E

. N - L ] . . ] - . e
ment., éﬁe propeses that an examin#tion ‘ba mi:G’Of the expectatiohs of .

-

£
- [ . S
the environment. _A system for assessing the learner, the environment, ,
. - . .
_ and"the interaction of the two is .described.’ PN : g

.
I s Lz . , - .
- - . & , W - 4 . s - v

v § ey - ° -
LD: The article mathelp teachers to think about what constitutes

e . . -
the inability ;o-learn and from what variods pefEpectives we should . o

.

consider learning problems. The article provides an important new’

K

direciion for assessing learning problems and contains many vaiuable

. . - .

ideas which could be incorporated with already existing evaluative .

=
- . N )

. - 2
" tools. - BN n U ) 1:’?

e
-, ", . ‘ R i
. - . ‘
. - “ - A
R ' , . . 1
-

" ﬁI: The author's specific suggestions *for analyzing the classroom ) -

‘el
-

'environmeqt a§% thorough and well—organiqed. However, the model ,
«6

ignores’ the cognitiye aspects of learning. Although the model was
. > “P — — R . Y ‘

éﬁ}:Ifiﬂ,n.ipt 'signed to'emphasizefcognitive factors, any well-packaged,‘w

¥
*." checMlist runs the risk of bging ;nterpreted as‘a totak evaluative

v - N -
L4 .t N - ‘ .. L] .

. package. The author should havé stressed more emphatlcally«that oner
must &lso assess the cognitive aspects of the task and the lea%ner. T .

) . . . '. 7 . . . X . ’ .t . b ! ” . : N .

12 .. ’ o . N |

Johnson, D.J. Educati0nal princ‘gles for children “witK learning disa=~ .
-

bilifies.  Rehabilitation Lit&ature, 1967,.28, 317-322. . ,

A A AL . = CoL L .
N o K . . . p - T ' - R ’
-, Johnson‘emphasizes that diagnosis should seek for patterns

responses, She suggests using task analysis to help theateacher‘focus 0n'

- » ~ 4 . -

: processes,'nol'just subject matter. S ) Lo Ezg’\.




I

1

.t -

. Y
+ RT: Teachers of réading should read carefully Johnson S explanation

- - .v .

of. how a deficit in one area ‘can be manifested by low achievement in
. i T

) ~ ..
. another atea. They should also note her stress on transferring ;

&

3 .
B . -
. ’ .\. M s

LD: Although this article is fairly\old (1967), it contains some

specific suggestions that are applicable to LD practices today. Even .
_,} e

though the definition of LD has changed somewhat in recent years, LD

teachers should considgg Johnson ] suggest&ons of looking for ledrning

patterns, diagnosing;strgngths and weaknesses, collecting objective

K ‘f_f ¢

y
data, and using diagnosis t9 plan for remediation. Her emphasis on -

~ . f
e . . 3 '

language is especially pertinent s

.‘ » . - . -,

v

* Lovitt, T.G. Assessment ‘of children with learning disab!lities. Exceptiohal °

LR

v . ‘ - o~

Children, 1967, 34 233-239. SRR . .

. 9
[ 4 ~
. B .
-t - . - K .
bt - .+ 7 ¢ - " ——
o . . - . . .

i . .. . e
Lovitt suggests that whhn assessing children with learning disabiltieg,

[

e ~

* functional data cong¢erning behavior be gathered. In/this way diagnostic &

- ".»f“ —— W .
information can be,translated into academic programs.

?
. .
. = ,"‘ . . . £ .
% G e f
. . - i
!

~ RT:: The value of‘ﬁovitt’s focua’on accumulating extremely pregise

PP . ke oo

. data rests on the Eeguous assumptiqn thatfcompletely individualized

©

programs can be based on these dataﬁand carried out consisténtly. I

Data should not he gatheréd juBt as data but—only if they can s r'e o

s
= B i

-

' ‘realistically be gﬁ use. .

-

>

P !' P .
. 4 .
® Y ' ‘ W= ~ -
S 't - .
s . ) 2
- .
- “r- - -
¢ . £
.
- & - A .
_ . & = . L)
’ . . ¥ - voo.
T '
e
. . [ . - <. .
N .
- * -~
4 \Vs ~ 26~ . *
. ‘ b B
.- . .- [ ] oy -~
- a -
— .
. A

‘ isolated skills by relating them back to language and communieation. N

~

Ty




LD: Lovitt's article reinforces the need for gathering data“on observable

. behaviors,‘obtaining reliable base line data,. and continuing'observations

e 2

on behaviors remediafed_through“nse of these data., The article can be usefui )

in encouraging~the—evaluatqr/programmer to make judgments based on good

4 - "‘

. Mavrogenes, N.A., Hanson, E.F., and Winkley,‘C.,- A guide to tests of

v . .

accurate data, not on expectation or preconceijed-notions. 4

. AN

-

factois that inhibit*learning to read. The Reading Teacher, 1976,’22, 343-358.
'.‘f ’ ; i - . \ . ’ 'v. .

The authors‘have compiled an annotated list of diagnostic~t23ts intended to

-~ - -~

e . 2 #
be uséd to identify factots that may inhibit progre#s in reading. Included

.are tests of Gisual and auditory skiils, sengory-motor and perceptual-motor

. —
[ - {

- . . . . .
. ﬁk‘wdeve%gpment, articulation, and compréhension and use of language, as well as

/- ' - \ s
general screening ‘tests. L P -

4

- e -

I

.
.

. [
\ - 4

. L s .
. The list is we11~organized"and has mubh'useful information. The-—~.

N '

1ist shouId‘help teachers of reading Lo become more aware of possiblq;
inhibiting factors and“toqh £hetter able‘to interpret_the results of

. « . .
tests given by other specialists.‘éggg autﬁbrs Inelude a needed word

- - .

of caution about using tests with inadequat% ﬁﬁandardization or )

,'\,. an f

. validity.
LD:# This useful_review could have been even better if the comments
- - . . . . a ,

had also deait‘with whether or not the factors being tested do indeed,

inhibit acqu‘isition of reading gkills. 'J.‘h‘e'list should help LD

¥ ey <"

teachers to decide the need for further testing and to become aware .

- [ ) / L}

of the 1aige nuﬁber of instruments, gpod and bad, that are availahle. 44

’ 1
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1

The aathors rep rt the results of a 1arge'number of Studies and concludé

dschain, R.J. Neurology of childhood 1earﬁing-disorders. Baltimore:

 Willians and Wilktns, 1972 -

C- 5 . .
Newcomer, P.L, and Eﬁmmill, D.D, ITPA and academic achievement: -a- - - - * - -

survey.~ The Regding Teacher, 1975 ~28, 731~ 741. _
- S L8 . : Y]

~

. ¢

that the,ITPA 2as little predictive-or diagnostic validity}

RT: The I'I.‘?* is a good example of the pseud -*scientific' mystique

Jthat often surrounds’the LD field. Both eading and LD teachers

.yet.. -
. N N - : -

LD: The article should be°va1uab1e in providing LD teachers with °_

4

.solid data about the 1ack of usefulness of ‘the proceSS'construct (as

3

depicted by the ITPA) for educational purposes. Hopefully the article , °*

‘wi11 help redirect LD prograps still adhering to the -process model of.
. - . [ *

'4instyuction.’ e i X ‘ Lo .

v - -
- N . ~ . .
[N . %
. i "

. +

- 4,
Schain’ discusses in detdil. \arious neunological aspects of childhood

1earning disorders. He présent\\an overview of the etiological factors
7, « -
of dyslegia and other 1earning problems citing a-great deal of medical

1]
- - M T ,
*

research. . . L .
T A B . . - ? L A
, Although this-is a medically oriented book, it is written in

-

&
.
[l

r

1anguage understandable "o the 1ayperson. After reading the book,

e e

?“‘,7‘" et

LD teachers may have a mdre precise understandin& of why some of . )
their students manifest certain behaviors. The final chapter gives a

clear, concise system .of ciassifyhg according tolthe'"primary origin

Bd PR “ A . ’

.
. . . — .
: -
: : 30 . -
- S . i
—1 - * -
' * *
+ J . ’




. ) B - B N .
5 ot & R "
- . \

of the learning disorder.” Some teachers will agree wi%h the author
that efforts need to be made to.understand the primg?& soufcg of these.

children's problems.

. )
N - L . « -

A L8 ,

RT;. Schain's thorough review of the evidénce‘concerning,causatiqn and

‘e

. N <
symptoms of learning disorders should help some educators re-evaluate
; . R { .

¢ . S - ’/\\3
of labelg that have little empirical support.,

- i

; the@r use -

. .

A o . . - — — , - i
Venezky, R.L. Testing in reading. Urbana‘- National‘CoupcIEIUf Teachers *

4 n - . e

. «
- z . . -
- - %

& - 1

+

Venezky suggests ten canons for guiding assessment and decision-making
> i ‘ . :

_ about instructions - - . R ~ .

' - * * - ) b4 \
" _  RT: ‘This monqgréih is very short (24 pp.) and to the point. Venezky's

canons remove assessment from the realm of mysticism and place it back

- - "

_ at the practical level, T T :
’ .- ) RV

«

— [

LD: Theselcanons’agaip‘e@phasize that assessment must be an imtegral

3

. . < . N - . Y
part 'of any instruttional.program. Venezky's monograph, althoﬁgg//ﬁ

. dealifg specifically with reading, is generalizable to ald instructional -,

.areas. . ” :

3 . %

=7

. . - o

- . . r . . - — - A3 . “V
Wedelly K. Diagnosing learning difficulties: A sequential strategy. )\

* . v
-

&
Journal of Learning Disabilities,.1970, 3, 15-21.,

“The auffior proposes a sequence-of diagnostic strategies to be used by '
N | B . . ’ C . ~ . . .
psychologists in.assessing children, with learning disabilities.

- 23,
Fl ~ . 4 .
3 . . M B
. P . \ ‘.
.
' . ' * B
PR .
.
. . h * .
e
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of English, 1974. t . ) Voo

#
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. ‘ '.‘ . B ‘ ; . . 4 A
' A . . . . . MR :
, . RT: Wedell'sconcept of a leveléd system of diagnosis can be~ A
. . . 7y N N , i
- Fr * :e, * « ’ \
- adapted td many.professions. The. suggestion fo the use of minmi-
. - lessons for diagnosis is particularly valuable. - , 5
‘ o~ . -0 . . : %
U —— ‘) . ; o ) . , ty - . [ -
N . LD: The'article provides specific methodology for organizing and .
N * ’ M . i » as,
. - . P e ]
e ordering an evaluatibn, Wedell gives exafgplg’s of potential pm%lem
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R EE S U
) ' i ‘31 .
4 K ~ I B ' ’
VI, Educational Strategies , ‘ ' .
L. . PR T e ° . v
- ! 2 ; :
. Church M. Does visual percept on traiiing help beginning readers? .
4 . . ~
The Reading Teacher, 1974 27, 61-364% L L
[y ‘3—-— , f -
: « ' T .
Church reports the results of _a $tudy- that showed that a formal .
[ ~
training program fo(\disual perc tion was not sqperior to an informal
”~ —_—
program that- used gamelike manipu ative materials. .She also suggests
that workbooks may déprive childreh of opportunities for learning in
. ‘ . v . L
v other areas, such as language development. - ‘. .
- /j “ * ' . ‘):"w
RT: Churoh's article is mislabelkd. No contyol group was used,xso .
. / - o . . i ‘ - -
*, the question.of whethér visual. pe ception trainihg in any form leads
to inpnoved'readingﬂreadiness'or 'ading\

achievement scores is left

unanswered.

LD:

. possible visual—perceptual_tr,inipé&are made. The question. of what are
appropriate goals for-kindergartenjchildren is also incidentally.raised

and may be of interest to teachers exploring factbrs which may cgﬁtribute

: M - s

to early failures T . T ‘

. -
ol

- . f
» . "

FoLter; G.G., Reese, J.JH., Schmidt, C.R., and Ohrtman, W.F. Modality {///

i .
prekerence and the learning of sight words. Journal of Special Educhtion,

_~

+ 19765 10, 353-255. R .

l’ . - ¥ oy .
l‘) *
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S

‘auditogéllyl

: taught by auditory methods.

L LD:

AN

- . - ’ = ' - bt
& o b 1Y
The results of this study showed thdt subjects with an auditory _ !

L

preference retained significantly more sight words than visual

! -

preference subjects when. both were taught by auditory me;hods. '

Visual leafners.retained.mpre words when taught visuallethan

5

However audifori and visual learnere did about egually.

"} well when taught by visual methods and auditory subjects did equally

well when taught by either visual -or auditory methods.* The authors

-

"conclude that vigual preference subjects were' handicapped by being

/\ [y

- s
~ = - . L3

* RT: This research strengthens the ‘position of those educators

ﬁho‘suggest that both modalities ghould be used to teach children
. “a . b
to réad: 'In this manner children can choose to atilize the combina-
' - ' ‘ i ’ 1 -
tion of visual ‘and audiéory~cues whieh are most bemeficihl to them—

“

gelves. In addition this study confirms.that few students can be -

] * 4 +
8t

identified as having a strong-modality preference.
’ ~' . Ll . 'i'j;

oriented‘mefhods, the.article confirms that ingufficient evidence
'exists to suggest that medality preference. alone should guidé .

/
The article should help remind the LD teacher '

N

reading instruction.

, e . .
While some special children may learn better through visually -

'of the many aSpects ihvolved in reading.

-

't ,‘ :
Hammill, D.

- Disahilities,(

-
., .

Training visual perceptual 34

1972, 5 552-559.

ojesses.

-

<

Jburnal of Learning




e

v

-

A ) -

*Tne‘author reviews research'ghat defines vigual perception, studies
that invesgigate the rélationehip between‘reading‘ZQmpreﬁension and

.. viénal perce;tion, and regearch that looks at the effect of visnal per—
ception fraining on visual perception and on reading., Hammill conclﬁdes

that there is little correlation between, visual percePtion measures and

¢ <. —

» . reading comprehension tests, and- 'that visual perception trainifig pragrams

e

\]

have no positive effect on reading»and poseibly none on visual perception

©
.

itself, . s L .

- v

[ R
'

"+ #RT: This article confronts the central iSSues!of the role of °

. U S ‘
visual perception-training. Tlereview o§ the literature is thorough

- - — =

. and eil organized. Hammill's insistence on using only;studies.in‘

“ " which readiné achievement is measured. by comprehension tests amd .fiot

— -

Just word recogniti6n-scores is commendable. \ -

- - -

LD: LD tkdchers.who inelude training -of visual perception in their

=

programs\qre well .advised to read this organized gnd documented

e

P . .

article.

-

" Johnson, D. and Myklebqgt, H. Eearning disabilities: Educational .
principles and practices. New York: Grune and Sgratton, 1967.

P

v .

,This text apont learning and languaée disorders has a'psychonedro ical -

emphasis. Criteria for identification of varfous learning disabilkie
- & +
- 2 - . - 3,
given and Femedfal techifiques are suggestﬁdg

< -

, s ) .
. ; -
N + -
. . ¢ 35 . )
. = * .

\
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:, RT: The°format of the book may lead readers to incorrectly

LD: Despite recent changés in the LD field, much information ‘ ‘.
. " N . .
in the book is still very useful. Of particuilar interest are'the ' .-
remediation techniques and the emphasis oh 1angnagei' ’ .- . .
. . . - . e
- : e -

=

perceiVe various 1earning disabilities as\discrete and'easily Ahnfj

categorized. This problem is especially apparent in the sectiOn

- [ S— . 4

"on reading disability, “in Which severe reading probleusjare des-~
cribed as either visual or auditory~dyslekiat The corresponding,

remediation suggestions emphasize onli'the visual and auditory
, .o v y
aspects of reading and'make little use of language cues. :
- %
Kenney, E.T. Education for children witb].earning disabilities., In .

-

J Harstein (Ed ) Current concepts in dysf@gia. St. Louis: C. V, Mosby - -~ L

-
~5 P

. \/ . . - N -
The author réviews techniques and instruments used for identifying

Co., 1971, - ’ oo |
i

o

studeﬁisggp learning disabled. The rationale for using these instruments

ig given. The program of a private school for LD children is described_
: o ' r. .

., -t » e

in detail., o : B ' - )
pe i i —
RT: “This article should pqove very useful to the educator, interested

o [}

in an introduction to ghe terminology, areas of interest, and‘progeddfeé

in the LD field. The article shows.the bias of some LD theoriststoward
. compensating for rather than'remeQiating learning problegs. As a reading
'Y o . L '
..teacher I am uneasy with'Kenney's-strgss on the use of instruments that - -

‘have unproven validity (her own admission) and -her intere%t in deﬁicits - -
that are correlated with poor achievement but have not been shown to be' 1
' 1ev : i X - R

o
- ¢

*
related in 4 causdtive way.

(] S . -

T34 ek - -~ -
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-

or arithmetic is not completely acefixatie. ~ In aaéitibnl this'reviewer

P P

would discount the value of breaki

~

up tasks toxcomply ith the ITPA

model. Kenney's stress on unproven lnstruments is unfortunates Her
. .

description'of academic achievement evaluation is important begause it
- « . /! r

emphasizes alternate ways of giving and receiviné,informatién. Her
¢ . !

'bequential and hierarchical model of teaching jis inferesEiEgiand‘useful

if properly adapted. . - au

. . P *

L - & . 3 .
Kephart, N. Motog\kasés>of achievement.l In The Slow Learner in the

. élassgoom' Columbus, 0. Charles Merrilg Co., 1965, pp. 34-53. ) . //"\

i

This'@haptef addresses ‘the need for efficient movement behavior, posture,

»

- . o i

musclé development, laterality, directionality, and hcdy/image are described.
- ” Bt ww :.s_.-.»-

Disginbﬁion is made between laterality, handedness and directionality.' The

importance of such constructs ih pfeparatibn for academic_ teaching is

1
-

emphasized.

. R
IS

. . - ' ' -
LD: A review of this chapter is helpful to the LD teacher interested

iy in Kephart's rationale, although the relationship of these att;ibuﬁe%»

to academic suﬂjects.is questioned by many researchers. Perhaps the

- -
v

raéionala fits best in readiness.areas. = , - ’ .

' . - - : : < .

——at P

RT: Kephart offers no support for his basic hypothesis that higher_\!k

. activities depend "upon the basic structure of the muscular activity

- -

-

-

-

upon which they are built".(p. 36). -Furthermore he suggests_few

' ¢ direct relationships between.these motor components and academic

. i .
achievementq This article may ‘be of value tO*the reading teacher,

only»as’a source of information for knowing what soaa LD teachers

v 7 .
2 - =

may be talking aboutJ ] . ~ . -

U 37 - ;
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Kershner, J.R, ’Reading and- laterality revisited: Journal'of‘Specia
) ) AN

”
v

Education, 1975, 9, 269-279.
© . - 1'

- <

In this detgiled and rather specific article, ‘Kershner meviews recent

- - . . i’

/ ) -
research in the areas of dominance, hemisphere, lateralization, and

Spatial abilities in orderrto examine the relationship between reading

laterality, and hemispheric processing. - < A

.
. — N

-
-

LD: The article is somewhat .detailed for a reader with limit d

.H{,,n_k_‘_ -

backgroupd in this area, however it can provide an overview for

/

one interested in researth concerning specifid/neprological and
physiological, aspects which’ the author feels are telated to /readi g. .
I

The article shoyld "also enhance a reader's general knowledg of

-

the broad parameters of LD and reading disorders. Unfortu atel

Kershner proxides no information on what to do with this owledge.

o 3

4y

RQ: The afticle ig extremely complex and highly specula ive, The -

v

studies pertaining to reading_ deal primarily with letter recognition -

rather than with the reading of words or connected text; The author

[ i .

’ fails to provide convincing eviderce that spatial assymetry itself

does have an effect on reading; furthermore he admits that programs

-
[}

to train laterality have not been successfnl. e,

- €

'1Larsen, S.€. .The influence of teacher equptations on the school per—

. —_

formance of handicapped child Focus on Exceptional Children, l975 8,

1-13 » N . f : [ ' ; . : . °.

v

-

. _‘. -
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- v .
- o -
. el . - S v’ =
. A . — . . "
Larsen predgents the-components and effects of teacher expectations
¢ e . ’
- ’) . .
y “on students and discusses the implications these expectations~yay have
¥ .- R

for Special ‘education. The‘author reviews the_research onlse1f~

prophecies and teacher expectation and indicateS'that intervention may be

v
needed at the instructor 1eve1 as mfuch as at the student level. Assumptions

) 4
”
underlyingfwhat mai’g; may not be handicapping c0nditions are identified,

e T m———

with a stress on what seems “to be the teacher s role in creatingcsuccess\

t
- f -

¢ . .
or failure. : s v v .
} . . . - . “

P N . .

. - AR
iR . .

LS
LD:\ Despite the lack of specific reference to LD studerts, this

. s T .. .
articYe is a very important one for LD teachers. The understanding

&

of the. effect of te;gher‘expectation, of what labeling does to in-

-hibit learning and of the ‘need to create more flexible instructional

0

sityations in all 1earning areas is vital. This article seems to point

. et - » * 2

4 towards a. direhtion of teacher change which hopefully may eliminate

\ e

#

)

learning problems in many areas. . . o
/ . - . - ’ b . . .

1

RT: Teachers of all children, should éaré&ully consider the author's

L

point of view. The .article is especially important for_teachers in-

.vblved in mainstreaming the child with special educational needs.

’ ——

: Minskoff E.H. Creating and evaluating remediation for the 1earning

disabled. Focus on Exceptional Children,,1973, 3, 1-11.

. - e
’ - -

, N = - - 'l
The author discusses a variety of methods and materia;s that may be de- /

vised, or puchased by LD/teachers. The purposes of “the aythor are:
* . - ‘ A
1) to give guidelines for teachers to create or modify materials to meet
; > - x
A} C { -~
the needs of LD studeffts; 2) to assist teachers in evaluating materiale;

W

and 3) to provide teachers with criteria for asSessing regearch on“the

efficacy of materiais and methods.' . Lo . ;
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the generalities still apply.
- *. o - : .

RT:

~

-

A3

¥
,

»
?

‘Most of the(guidelines are excellent and.would'be’very ,

"'compatible with current theory in the development of reading.

LD: The guidelines are excellent.. Some of the:enamples‘given

Howeyer, No.»8 (Provide Small Steps in a Gradoated?Sequence of

relage to concerns.no-longer stressed in many LD programs; howeves,
» B . e - . -

Learning) shows a lack of understanding of the contribution of

-h{vior’ of looking at whole words.

= . " ¥

P A
advisable,

Minskoff E. H.

The role of questions in teacher-pupil interaction.

PR 3

—

.

-

“ *

fguage to reading and does not acknowledge the desirable bex*

»

.

Although the exsmple given may

-3

"

"" 4

’
<

- helpltrainfvisua;imemorv;roverqse’of,this~suggestibn°is not - » -

Remediating auditory—verbal 1earning disabilities

~

s

Learninngisahilities, 1974, 7, 406-413.

Minskoff desecrib questions that, may be used‘in teacﬁer-pupil verbal'v

e

I's

>

./,

€ -

.

C.

rd

- g

- -
4'

.

Journal of :

¥

interaction to remediate specific auditory’and verbal disab&ities.

=

FRN
i

W5,
T
ét”‘c

Some guidelines are given for constructing appropriate questions 4n

- .

several area.s,s.including reading compn’ehen*on. .

/
LD:

-~

’ ~ - : ) .- . .
using a powerful remediation ‘tool-~the deévelopment of comprehension

-

~

R ]

thrOugh carefully organized questioning.

:

04'&
®
i

.’

%

LI

%

-

.

The stress -on 1anguage

'. n:T

%
< .

» v . ‘ ’ o e “!
This important article gives direetiop to the LDr*teacher for

,‘,’

F .
.and cognitive development is helpful howevetifhe érticlé‘s aliﬁsion

-

to deficits in processés and the- qgestions suggested for remediation

" of deficient process areas 1esspns its impagp—

< L3 ")“r .

-



ij; The author' “detailed” rational.e for using specific kinds of ,

questions for cex:tain disabilities has credibility only if one

accepts the validity of the ITPA and the processs model &r disa-

LN \ > -

zr

. bility. When discussing reading comprehension, ‘the author abandons- .

-

the specificity ghe useduaealing with process and treats
§ reading comprehensign only in the ‘broade‘st{term‘s. ' o o

@ ’ . . ’ . - .f . ' ) ; N

Newcomer, P.L. and‘Goodman; L., Effect of modality ~ofginstrue{‘1;pn on the
5 S <,

learning of meaningful and nonmeaningfﬁ’l material by auditory and vigual’

PO
LI -

-

learners. Journal of Special Education, l975 9 b6l -268.. .
¢ - o )

This article demonstrates that .despite’ the appeal of aptitude-treatment

s

v

interaction instructional programs, there is.no evidence that support§

their val‘ue. Regults of -the* author g research indicate that most Yow

AL - s -
. children appe“ar~*to b@nefit from instruction with visual materials and

i -,that those with serious academic difficulties 'hill benefip fr0m 18 many
e * - x ‘ [
meaningful associati@s to new material as"the teacher cdn demonst’ate.

? - o e . , a - -
LD: The -article furtﬁmer emphasizes t;he need ‘to. ev%.xate’ programs atﬁ)
. 9-’ . * . i

..f

——— ;
the ratipnaj.e/on which they ‘are l_:ased as .well ag ‘methods used., -

. . .
-~ ¥ N - . -~ r »

4 ’ . T ~
. - " - ~ [

RT: [The article confirms. the* belief of many ):eading theorists

. Q/
‘that learnd.ng ys often best accomplished Qy presen.ting the learner

.

%ith &he'whole task{and jalio‘wing the learnbr to interact wigh.it in

his or her unique‘manne{;s - 2 T » .




Orlando, C. and Lynch J. Learning disabiIities or - educational ~ P

/q,

~

—
caSualties’? Where do- We go “From here” _The Elementary School Joufnal
¥ ros {

1‘374 T4y se1-467, - ' L N,

-

. i @

‘ Onlando and Lynch . criticize the trend in evaluation of 1ooking for a

~ N 3

deficit in- the _student rather than in the 'als auI directions of the

L]

educational system itself. The authors indicate that many “eddcational .

disSabilities az# caugsed by an inflexible instructix.onal syétem. They re-
. " ,xa?’ ’ ‘_/’
view the problems of di.fferentiating between .students_ who mature slow1y

W o

and those Who have problems that inhibit learning.,( The article includes

a plea for more flexible instruction with more application of 1earning to

»

.functional life uses, Specific information is given for’ ways to structure

\ o .

an. instructional program for students with leanging problems. . - ) -

» _ j !
:. B N . o
LD: The article provides a good review of; sonie educational causes of

v ) ~

learning pro‘blems and iricludes a specific revg.ew of good, well-‘gsnifed .

teach‘iﬁg techniques. This article should betéxcellent for alert:ing ali ~ .
, 2
education ¥taff to the need fér diagnéstic-prescriptive teaching.r. .

» - ' — . -

L. . -IiT'atFor the teacher of reading this article has two important implica- R
tionS' l) Because @Mren ﬁarn in different ways, forcing all .

chi],dren to identify words in a pre-sele.cted, prescribed manner is R

) . ) ..
"3 simply not defensible. 2) --Teachers should provide' child'ren with sets .
7 . " )
of strategies, not just with experﬁise in isolated skill%. '" NP
v ' *

%r . f" ‘ o

Spiegel D.L. . Holistic approach to diagnosis atnd remediaf:ion. The Raading -

P

Neacher, 197[&, 27 370~ 374*. . ‘ - o < .




' This article giVes an overview of holistic approaches to reading, in- . -

. — . . .

cluding a review of several specific theoriesfand the implications that

_such theories have for the diagnosis of and programming for students

-3

with reading disabilities. .The author underscores the importance of

meaning and language in reading instruction. She ‘also stresses the’
. - . h

. . -

need for sufficdent instruction in-decoding.skills to enable the beginﬁing

’ & o ’ e Y .
reader to have a bage from which to form‘iéaningful%predictions.

[ 4
~ . i 4
™~ . _ -

LD:~ The review.of.specific theories and techniques should provide

the LD teacher with background for understanding a variety of ap~ ~
proaches for reading instruction. The article should also be helpful

to LD teachers in.their search for possible factors ighibiting learning
. . « ‘;“‘{ . _— -

i * \ - r . ' . " .

- to read. . . . e
4 ’ . T . -
N - - .

-

‘ .
* . RT: The article‘should'pr/yide teachers with guidelines for balancing e

/ h = .
e, gkill work with Jaercises that emphasize the place of these skil¥d in the
‘ total reading-proeess. ) ; o
oy ‘ ' ' {’h L
. Sullivan, J. The efﬁects of Kephart s perceptual-motor training on a
* . - - b v ‘
= S reading clinic sample. Journal of Learning,ﬂisabilities, 1972, 5, 545 551.
\ " Y ' :
The author concludes that perceptual-motor training=does not benefit poor
* N - \ € s - 3 .!_‘ 3
a readers in the middle and upper. grades., The perceptual-motor training in-
L] ‘ 4

clud.,éd cﬁalkboard, ocular pursuit, and sensory-motot” exerciges. -

. -
’ Y . v

.}
g " RI: This 'msgdy supports the belief of many reading teachers that
i ‘ - ‘}‘_ ,,,,,, ¢

* . égjgpdiation ‘of reading problems should be approached ‘primarily through »
. ) A y 3
ctivities directly related to reading itself and npot through isolated
‘. . ‘% w - .
. attention to pégipheral factors, . ' c,/’ _
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L. LD:- This article\should force LD teachers comﬁitted to perceptual-~

~ —— -

1

&

§ - C v g

. motor, training*as a prerequisite to reading.to take a_critical look .

4 - 7o
at the goals of their programming.' The article adds more eviaence to ! '
“ ’ -

the proposition -that. tﬁe most'effective way to teach reading is’ through

4
~ ¢ -

reading-related tasks. ?3_2.. ) . . ) '

. ~ ) . ' . : '
Thomas, J. R., Chissom, B, S., Stewart C., and Shelley, . Effects of
perdeptual-motor training on preschool children. 'K mﬁlti-variant approach. -
Regearch Quarterly, 1975 46, 505-513. . ’ -
4

- . >
i
-
Y - ~ ’ » M

The results of'a study designed.to investigatehthe effects of

» « *

perceptual-motor_trsining on thé/perceptual-motor development, self-

concept, and academic ability of kindergarten chiidren are reported.

B o

- The training did appear to have some short-term transfer t0- academic

Whistler, N.G. Eraining in, first grade: Effect on visual digcrimination

. '_and ieading ability. Elementary School Jouppal, l§74, 1;;‘%0-54. -,

& 'H“ﬂ.; hd gq.
abilities, but this benefit was ndt.lasting. S e
. T - L A T 3
' N M 33 e w , AN - ¢ M B P
. . &l ” k1 ' . et

RT: Once again. perceptual-motor training @bes not seem to‘have an

-

effect on academic abilities: Peiceptﬁqi-motor training improves
‘, \ l")‘ n..._

perceptual-motor abilities, but dpesn have‘a?y effect on the gkills

PR S

related to reading. * ¢ .. f~‘ ’ -
s . - . ® s . / Y -"%i S
LD: The,lack of proof'that perceptual motor skills transfer to W
achd () tasks should encourage UD teachers to reassess‘goals and
4 ? o “
'purposes of activities within LD programs& . . R
A - ™ o ) ”
p» - R - . TS . .
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Nt N
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-

i@histler reports the results'of t'study that investigated the\effeét~

of ¥isual memory trainingi
»

She conqludes that visual memory‘érainigg

fesulted in significantly greater'gains in visual'discrimination

\ to a control: group.

*

«

", improving paragraph meaning-scores. -

»

Readers should note that Whistler wisely used words and letters,

* abilities’and in/word reading when the experimental group was compared .

‘The training appeared to-have had little'value for

RT:
: not geometric designs, in her sUccessful training program. “,
LD: The study reaffirms that visual discrimination and visual memory
‘ b T = ’ 3 ) ’

“7@réining should use aétual words and letters. Whistler's article

o’

N proyides“more questions than solutioms, o ’

Ysseldyke, J.E. and Salvia, J

‘models. Exceptional Children, 1974 l81-185. ) -
. \ : . ": “ > 1

- b+

Diagnostic prescriptive teaching Two

{w i
-The author conﬁrasts tyo theoretical models underlying diagnostic- S
¢ 7 ‘ZL‘« Ef\. . -

. ' prescriptive teaching. ability training and task analysis. The
& Ny
assumptions.underlying diagnostic-prEscriptive teaching are specified.

.The authors c0nclude that the tabk analysis model_meets those assumptions
S - .

while the ability traiﬁ €l does not. The article’snds with a .

\direétive fﬁfﬁexperimental control and precise evaluation of’programs

-

- based on. ability training. ) R

" LD: .This article is _clearly a call fopr striéter'supervision of the

kinds of programs that are being developed for students}yithin‘LD

classes:

-y N
«

. review the rationale behind their instructional methods.

% b

45

B
~

It points out the need for LD teachers to research and . B

-
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RT, Ysseldyke and Salvia provide a weJ.l—-reasoned and convincing

attack on the ability 'training approach that underlies instruction

. g B

in some LD clagsrooms. Reading ‘teachers who have focused on reading

L

instruction will find ‘mich to support their practices:
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