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provide a ‘much better education for reading teachers than is

'+ currently being provided, and this will require .radically larger
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'paper, there is little in the paper w1th wh;ch I d1rect1y disagree. What I am going
A

’
‘ - . ATING IT PQINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

' 1 it Mi STATED DOQNOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
’ Unlv.e;rSlty Of lllnne,SOta SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
. EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
I, T ’ . . ) Coe oo

Like ﬁéhy of the papers presented at the Literacy Conference, Professor Calfee's

paper is sane, balanced, and thoughtful. Although I would not have written the same J

4 *

E < <& “
to do here, therefore, is to flrst brlefly mentlon two of&?roressor Calfee s p01nts

:

that I would partlcularly emphasize and. one of his p01nts that I have some qualms

x about and then use several of hls points to.advance two of my own' perspectlves on 11teracy.

The first point I want’to emphasize concerns reliability. All T can do here is R
.5 - v -
- a -~ N . . K ] .. . - .
echo Prbfessor”Calfee. Most current tests do not yield reliable profiles of subskills,

,} - . N . .
and current practices used to achiewe reliable total test scores mitigate agalinst creating

- o
.

~ ' ‘ . . .
reliable subtests. We obviously need reliable subtests if we are to plan instruction
L4

.

&
~- i . & .
appropriately. - .

. - . 1

The second point I would emphasize concerns the theory behind the test suggested?

In taking as his starting poiﬁt the assumption of independent proeessing—~"that the mind..

- .

carries out certain activities through the operation on independent cognitive processes'
\-\_‘.,

T es and ?g@eloplng from that assumption am information processing, model that empha51zes

attegt&on, decoding, ".and word understanding skills as separable processes 1nv01ved in

|
a "student s ability to read’ and understand 51ngle words," Professor Calfee is very

Lel

“definitely beginning from a theoretical perspective that can have practichl instructional

A} . ] A3 . . "

" implicatiofs.: A logical instructional procedure "to use with a child who understands a

, . . . \ o .
large number of words but can read only those he has $been explicitly taughteis to

teach decoding skills. And the theory behind Professoér Calfee's test leads directly
. . . . R -

to *focused ‘jnstruttion such as this. : . g

- ..

The notionAof focused instrg;}ion for each child leads to a third point Professor
Calfee con51ders. ,This is the one I have some qualms about. The qualms have to do with

.
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the'practical feasibility of 1nd1v1dua112at10n. In talking about what a teacher needs

. L N

to 'know, Profe>sor Calfee states that a test should reveal a "student s unlque pattern ,'P

= —_— . 1

of strenOths and weaknessess " My questhpglszthat of how much detail that the teachef .

» ™ ) :,\ - e , o el

ne%ds and. can §e redsonably expected to use.t I repeatedly hear the assertion that
LN N Lo ' w0 . ' o

individualization is one of the most important goals that teachers should work toward.

.

In a paper presented earlier at this conference ‘Professor Popp notes that her own

-
¥

research has indicated the value of dlaanostlc prescriptive practices followed by
-~ . J ¢ ‘
" individualized instructien and cites results obtalned by-Samuels and Edwall (1967) as

&

v

also supportlnc 1nd1v1dua112ed 1nstruct10n Hqwever, the f1nd1ngs of Samuels and

L4 N 4 .

Edwall also support the value of structure, and the maJor review of research receutly -

. completed by Rosensh‘ne (1977) again indicates value of structu:f.;}e.~ In keeping with

[y

the latter findings, my own.nork in, tutoring (Graveé 1976, Graves and Patberg, 1976)

\ By

"and the work of Ellson'(Ellson 1976, Ells@n, Harrls, and Barber, 1968) Rosenbaum

’

(1973), and Von Harrlson C1972) 1nd1cates the value of hlchly structured programs that

permit individualization aﬂmost solely in terms of Trate. . . \ .
In light of these findings regarding the value of structure, T am very seriously

~ I N ¢ < ° i
»

concerned about how much structire) séquence{/and order the teacher can provide while-
. AN e o -

'creatihg individualized programs. In fact, while it is undeniably true that there are

v

. . . - .
-a number of classrooms in which instruction is not geared to the varying needs of the
.: B - * '

students, ones in which individualization is vitally needed, there "are a number of

other-classrooms’ 1n-wh1ch the attempt of individaulization Tesults in chaos, in each
student d01ng somethlng different but blth {eh if any of them following a structure '
‘sequente that makes much sense. Ca e g . T

© . ]

. . . .i \ﬂx . N . N
I turn now to™a consideration of sevefal of Professor Calfee's points from.which .
¥ will attempt to,draw two.of my perspectivesfon literacy. In his comments on theories,’

Professor Calfee both recognlzes the very 11n1ted effect that theor1es of read1ng have =~

had in solv1nb practical problems and holds out for the potential value of theory - -

) ".\oth!‘ng," he echoes a host of theor1t1c1ans _is so practical as a good theory." And,

| K - . .
. . o ~ N v
I:KC . \ . ' - - )
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he continues, "an adequate theory of reading should point us to appropriate methods

.

L} .
N . . . . ’
of test design and construction, and.should direct us to Prpper techniques of analysis’

) t
and interpretation of -the results." In fhe paper preylously mentioned, Professor Popp

.

also argues for' the practical value of theor1es, noting that at least sone theor1es

have very definite 1nstruct1onal‘}mp11catlons. As part of her argument, she shows

how different theories lead to dlfﬁerent 1nstructlonal proarams -- procrams "bealnnlnc . éf

£

L " \

with sound-symbol correspondénces (Llpplncott) aﬁd mov1n° up to syllables and
. ,,‘.ﬂl l

words;,phraSes and short sentences," or pfograms, "beginn;ng'with sentences, working - .,

’
2 . e
» [ . . .

down to words and finilly to letter correspondences {Scotf Foresman) " This isfcertainly-.

& a
Y

% true., Different theories do suggést different 1nstruct10nar practlces The problem

H
" is that there are a plethora of thedrles, many of whlch point in different d1rect10ns..

\ \
As Professor Calfee gpt in a prev1ous paper ""The troops seem in comé;derable dléarray

-(1976, p.44) o A '

Y . ~ - .« 2 !

" This disarray, I believe, must be recognized and acknowledged in any serious con-
- . Vs - . \ L] . v
&ideration of the effect of theory on pracoice. The knowledce necessary to.make informed
. AY

+

aa~t

dec1s1ons about competing’ theories, and hence. informed decisions®about compet;ng tests

- ‘. N

and competing instructional pract1ce is needed by test developers, by those.of us. who

tgtrain teachers, by teachers, and'by those school.officials;who purchaseftests. Such”
% “ . . . -~ S o
theoretical knowledge is ot currently shared by members of-these Varions.croups. In’
fact, information about the theory behind spec1f1c testlnc procedures 1s.rarely;;ncluded a:
in‘test manuals. Moreover, at the present tlme, 1nclud1.na such 1nformition in teswt : ’
manuals would probablpibe of little use. ACCOIleU to Burrows (1965T the vast majorltf-

€V e

v
of test sales are the result of marketlng practlces rather&than of. the quallty of the * ° '

tests. ThlS\lS not surprlslnc when,- most test 'users 1auk the backcround knowledce to )
BN "*: PR T
: ' . L T . “"\ . .
reasonably assess tests. y . . o S e
* 4 ’ A4 L4 v ¢
- S :

AnOther point Professor Calfee makes 1s ghat concern and confu91op about test1ng P e
+

N ~

is rampant. Thé confusion exlststbgcause of the c1ted 1nadequac1es of the tests for "

v ‘ i °

\ 4 . :
the purposes for which they are often uséd, and it‘exists becaqse of the_lack of . 1,

v e -t Lt .- b ) \ ..

’

ERIC | I S T

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




' understanding about tests (more specifically a>out norms) by both school people and

-

‘ the public. Professefpcalfee explains the inalequacies of<the uests.qnite eleariy,
1 i + - -
but I thihE more neer to be said about the lzci of knowTedge aqué tests and testing.
» ; . - f .
risatial e;idence. At agéecentinational
confepence attended by Ph.D. candidates in the lancuace arts, ;onz’zo percent of. ;hose
L] Y

present failed to cerrectly.answer a multlple choice item which essentially asked,

By way of illustri%ion T will cite some expe

. -~

[ 4
) °

"What does a pereentile rank indica;e?” (Graves and Koziol, 1974) More immediately;

in surveys of several inservicé reading courses I teach, only 40 percent of the teachers

‘Aéorrectly answered}the same question: If the m%jority of teachers and a sizeable
]

candldates do not understand even the simplest statlstlcs used to

*

petrcentage of Ph.D.

feport test results, then much of the general public is almost certainly confused
. )

~ »
-

by reported test statistits. ’ - ) -

The result of this confusion is concern, and this. concern has different corfse-

quenees'for'the generag,ppblic and for teacnérs. On the one land, large numbers of the

[ *
’

general public berate the schools for theiq'generai Lneffectlveness, and half the parents

° ¢ lP "\
in the country worry. because'their childrén score below grade level.

. A

The support for

A

schbpling wanes. At a tlme when fhe decline of the school age population, "the dec11ne

f
° . LAY

of federal support, "and rising costs make the scnools increasingly dependent on local

.
RN

C o
support, voters are becoming ipcreasingly unwilling to pay for schooling., Parents

o -

demand *'return to the basicsg;an& schools respond by dropping innovative programs ..

and replacing them wlth traditional programs.

-y,

On the otherhand, a very common conseqdence of teachers becon ng confused about

\ . » . n

H . testlng is for 'teachers to become extremely wary of tests arld test fesults.

-

One te-

. spénse to such waripess is to ignore test results. In one district in which I taughty
’ ' " ' '

@ ) . .

.

’ class attended by teachers who had volunteered to lead a district-wide reading

A

‘effort,

- ‘n,
were.,

L 5

cvo schools were lost.

C

not one of."the teachers in the class knaw where the standardized tegt results
. : N ' & .
In another district, the standardized test’ results of all Qf;the students in

e "
ESE A S

‘

t

Ly

v
R ~

A more extreme response to the ‘fear of testing is to
’ . )

5

|

€
see “teésting

v
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as constituting a serious‘threat_to studentts. Teachers in a nearby school are not: T
A . . . BN .. LT . . . - , .

»' permitted to see the standardized te§t“re§u1ts because the teaéhers‘themselfes voted

L »
\ : v [ L e ! A ¢

L L . - . -
against being allowed  to see them. In still another case, a teacher in a compensatory

- ' » . A . Y.

~

o . . - . i . - - 4
education program I administer quit rather than,give students g terl minute test on

y
L}

.

-

!

Iy

the vocabulary he'had been ‘teaching for six -weeks. : ‘ , .

1’

2
.

1n order to make 1nﬂEI11gent deC151ons about testi and con51derat10n of the cOnfu51on

.

<
[N

8

«

What I want’ to. suggest from both conslderatlon of the need to deal w1th theory

°

‘ and concern-that tests frequently’cause, is that many of those involved in the teaching“

»
\n

-

In oarticular, I'm

&
, of readlnc need to be better eduoated than they currently are.

-

th1nk1nv of the. c1assroom read ng teacher.

[y

>

LR}

Low .

"Let, me hasteh to add here that'I am not plac1n° the blame for this 1ack of

educatlon_og_teachers, As Professor Bormouth p01qted out in the ﬁaper'which opened ". : .

this‘conference,

N .

?

the inforfiation exchanged in

a learning situation depends hoth on
o >

And teachers in thls country have been getting am

the receiver and ‘the message.
'. ' ’ » -
‘extremely thin message. An analogy hased on/personal eXperience may serve to iL;ustrate ’

.’ -

.7thfs point. Some years ago,.the army sent me to typing sch¥ol. . That school lasted four
" hburs -a day, “five dpys a week’, for four weeks - During that 80
¢ o - . 2

but’I drd not learn to type veryrwell and I st111 have to

a total -of 80 Hburs.

" hours, 1 did leain to tﬁg
look at the keyboard to f1nd the .keys for quotation marks and other symbols;f«8y~con .
' ’ ® <
s trast today, in 70 percent‘of the teacher -training 1nst1tut10ns in this country, students-

5

. ® ¢

> s .

preparlno to be "elementary reading teachers Teceive 30 or fewer hours of classroom

.
. < . N r

¥

Ny

3

instruction_in teaching reading.ﬁ (Morrison and Austin, 1977) I think thaf is absurb and

Y ]
an out;age

-
.

Pre

%

.

My first erspectlve on 11teracy, theregore is/ that

L]

\ beibttet ﬁducatlon for reading teachers than we are currently prov1d1ni

order to provide such an education we a

- L4

.. +3

Y

i’é-.r

. L4

‘o J . . L
g ~My second]berspective on literacy is olosely relateq, to the-first,

-

kY

L4

rg}gojag‘to'haVe to devote radically larger

-

*s

‘s

© amounts of time to that task. than we'currently give it.

A

Y

%z A / !

he heed to provide a much -

and that in

s

It stéhs

’

.R\!:)n p01nts Rrofessor Calfee makes about the test for readlna 51ng1e words and about

.°®,

.
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the Interactive Reading Assessment System ‘(IRAS). ' e ] . T
v ' B - - e oo\
i ~ A} .

I will take as a 01ven the model of’ attentlon decodxn and, lexical'inter—
. ( ,

\
pretation that dnderPFes ‘the test. But then I have a questlon Wh{ of the myrlad

)
»

of factors that might be con51dered to effect attentlon, is the spec1£10 factor of

a qu1et TOOm versus a n01sy room tested? Other varlables'Eome 1mmed1ately 'to mlnd' ’
’ s
w time of’ day, f1rst thing in the mornlng versus ninth perlod. span ‘of attention,’ -

.

v L \ ’ '

the f1r§t five mlnutes versus the last five minutes in thirty minutes of reading; or j{

. topic,”current movies versus nineteenth ‘century housing costs. Certainly, reaction ..

’ < e
‘e + . , .o v

to ‘both room noise and timé of day provide us with som¢ informatjon about a studemt's
, 'pattern of attention. But equally certaln is the fact that some kids would be greatly

" bothered by room noise and unaffected by time of day while others would’resﬁﬁnd -in an

/o . M

/

. . . rs s ¢ .
opposite fashlon._~And, of course@‘;he Teaction to the other imdicies of,attentlon
. ‘ 1 *
‘ ) -4 o v . ! ‘ -
suggested;;uill also vary diffezzntially w1th students. { \ v

LAl
"

Similar questlons could be raised about the var1ab1e ﬁffectlng word understandlng

A -~

.'\
Familiarity ‘as 1nd1cated by frequency is one p0551b111ty.. But again ‘other ;arlables,

-

soch as ength and 1eve1 of abstractlon, come to mlnd.w/ ’ . ‘

»

'
.

o Turning to the IRAS, I have some&han,different questions. I wonder, for example, .
1 - ) L}
aboux the practice of testlng only silent readlng. I wonder‘about the re11ab111ty ‘of ‘;
. ° 4 4
the prof11es of questlon types when relatively few questloné of each type can.be' found.

W %

I also, wonder about the, fea51b111ty of askrng kids to plck appropfiate paragraphs A

]
myriad of other questions come t6 mind, but here I will only note two more. ‘When I

read that one feature of the IRAS will aliow teachers to assess the effects.of giving.

P S . : I
students prompts. I am curious about many aspects.of performance a test can reasonably

g , .
- LRI

assess. And whén I learn that recognltlon Versus productlon is to be tested I am turlous

< L %
about howa teachers will be‘able to use, the results. . - C e L
. R e - . . ’ v
A

-

- .

. cone from varied sources. iheory, for example, provides some information. ‘Théory,
. . “ - . 3 o .

)

KC .. ;I..: ' . ""7:3".‘.;“/» _“"",'

Considering ,this rather long list of questions, I would(note that'the answers must

"




. 0 4

' for example, tells.us something abeat Ihe relatipnship between oral agd silent reading.
| . ~ . . X ¢ . ~ ¢ . . ’
- Andgthe question of how able students are to pick appropriate péragraphs can -be answered

. -
. . .

empirically. But some of the othér'questions,'such as those about useful indicies of ~

attention or the number of‘apsects of pgrfgrnance'tﬁat can reasonably be tested, as. best

- . —

¥

. .
. -

answered by practicing:classroom teachers. . RS . ’ ’ S

. - . » . . a ) & v P

) , This leads directly to the segggg_gg£§pectiﬁe on literacy. would offer. Those ‘
s ’ Y AN -

. . . . . ‘s ’ N ..
cf us 1in university teach}ng and research positions must do more than provide a better
! . . ‘ 4

. -

a

. 3
- - . \ - - I -
education for reading teachers, ‘we must also receive'a better education from reaqigg.
- Fi .

,' . - . . - - - - '3 - “. )
teachers. Real improvement in students reading ability is Only likely to come when the

~

\ yarigus persons that effect the reading progran students receive’ -- test developers,

. N b . ’ . . . ] . i " a . > N -.
. program developers, university proféssors, and public school teachers and administrators—— —
’ ’ Lo .

LI -

N . . PS . ] . . . . -
"woTk together to. improve the assessment and thf consequient instruction th?g %gudents
o - 3
. > ~

A
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