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The reasop for the apparent divisicn ketween applied work and

experimental r
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esedrch in reading is that there is no effective t&oory
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Concerning the Marriage of Research and Practice:.

‘

. . . i A Discussion of the Papers Presented at the O_onfemn;:e
e in Beginning Reading Instruction, Pittsburgh, April 1976.

-

Walter Kintsch .
'Um'.versity of Colorado

'}
—y

The invitatien by the organizers of this conference to come here as a
’ discussant took me.by surprise. 1 accepted gladly, and am rxc;t sorrv that I
did: listening these two days here was for me quite an e&mti&ul experience,
and fg:;/once, I th:mk I have .reélly'bmd_ semething new. ' Mv firét task was .
to .figure wt?why I was imzited,'siﬁce I am certainly not an expert on readirg.
lMy gue';s is that the organizers wanted me to urovxde the experimental psvcho-
logist's viewpoint. 'Ihc;re.fore I shall try to respord to this irplicit task
‘. daandanddlrectmstof"mycourmtstoonelssm the problen of the uncon-
sumated narnage of research ard practice in reading instruction. I propose
to inquire into the mterrelatlonshlp of research and anplication in the papers
presented at this meeting. In other words, I shall ask to’what extent is the
art a science. However, Icm'tqtdter&i.stthetenptatimtostqawtofm )

role as an atpert on something-or-other and shall tzy to tell you what I percelve

,’ dxestateof\théarttobe aftethsta\mgformodavs oY
o Iztustakealookattherolebasicresearchslnxldplayindmepractice
‘ -ofreadingimtmcdminmidealworld First of all, we would want a theory

ofreadingasastbtheoryofcognitiveprocessh'g widxmapprooriateecperi
mtaldatabasembackitup Secaﬂly,wemld}wveabodyofapplied
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researcl"x, including just plain "experience”, in order‘to arrive at guidelines

for educational practice. How close are we to this state of affairs?

I\)

Note that I am not asking whdt is good or bad, or nght or Wrong
am merely tryirg to cmractenze the relationship between theory, basxc
‘research,:and educational practice in the field of read:.rg. It is nece.s_sary
.to have a clear idea about this’relationship, és a prerequisite for a serious ‘
e\aluatmnofthestate oft:heartmreadmg instruction. Theoannents 1
that follow are directed only towards this limited obJectlve I am not making i
a value judgrent of the\sort :k:;t every statement made here thAt is ot sup-
ported by basic re'se'a;rcia ‘findings 'is no 390d It is clear that-reading  in-
sﬁtmtim relies Lﬁm several different- sources: basic research, but also
applﬁad research_ (e.g. pmgr; evaluation), as well as experience, speculation,
and logical ta’sk.ayma}yses., I make_’no claim that one of these _is necessarily
w to the others; I am merely interested in sorting .outt.he wle of
basic experimental research and’general :gnitive theory in this total picture.

The first point I want to establish is that basic research appears to
play a relatively minor role in the practice of reading instruction, which is
largelyba.seduponclassroane:merlmcemdmuntim Idontthmkthls
will surpriseyou, so I'll txy to be brief. I shall discuss some examples of
evgluafive statements from some of the papers and look at the basis of the
evaluation given. . '

For a start, Iplckedtmsuchexa:pleshaphazardlyfruntheBedcard -
Blockpaper FOrt}u'eedataarecited _

| 1) ‘ITeGDNprereadmgpmgramLsaiticizedastoobmad demlq ]

wtkisciteddutpreteadmgdoamcmtailhighcogﬁtiveloads ‘ ®
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2) 1t is claimed to be good practice to awoid the production of phonemes

ﬁ_x isolation, and relevant research data are given as the.reason.

3) An erphasis en pure auditory discrimination is.lauc;eﬁ, ’again on the

basis of rescarch data shiwing that this is difficult for children.

| In the fom‘th.case a recorrendation is made where relevant research
data could have been c1ted

4) It is said to be irportant to gzve freq.zent opportunity to apply ' )
learmed correspondences - which is suppor;ed by a large body of data gn repeti-
tion and spacirg effects in learning, encoding variability, étc. -

In the other six cases, the argument is made without recourse to

a

research results: (

5) When should morpheres be mtroduced - is it true that 'materials °
should be as meaningful as possible within the constraints of vocabulary con-
t:ml"i . X |
__ 6) should the int'rodmtio:rfof long and short vowels be separated by 1
‘week, 1' year, - or perhaps Tot at all? |

7) Beck and Block "suspect that Palo Alto's method. (of adhering to one-
. t:o-one mppirg} between sounds.and letters) may result {n the child's becoming
locked into a single-word-single-sound misunderstanding”. _

8 It is claimed that GINV's phonic instruction relies too mch upon

already existing abilities.

9) For questions after reading, GINN's WH-questions are said to be better
tlmPaloAltosqxestionsabwaEreind\etexcmthingis '

'10) Both programs go from sound to letter (gpelling), but Beck and Block
"say from letter to sound s'better "for it goes in the sme direction as the '
teminal behavior”. '

o
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" Tha score ks three (or foix) to six for intuition. I am not saying these”

. intuitions are' ; but note “that these questions- could all be answered by

Let's at sofe similar aar'pleo frafBatemn"s paper, paymg little

' more attention to thepltfalls that arise with this reh.ance upon intuition.

'Tor instance, (1) Venezky's progran, the DISIAR pmgran, and Bataxm s own pro-'

posal all rely very hea\n.ly upon logical task analyses of reading. Three com-

ponents of reading are a:.phas:.zed: (a) responding ‘to a grapheme m.th a phoneme,

(b) the appropriate terporal sequence,
(c) the blending of the phonemes.
Are theSe supposed to be gStages o mfomatmn processing, or. at-least com-
posmts thereof" 1f so, are they separable7 Addltlve'7 Are they,the right ones?

a'ﬂasmthatqmlogcal analysis corresponds tol'owtheheadm.rks‘! These
a:e problars that cry ‘out -for résearch! Logical analysis says, for\mstance, .

' that ],ett&-nam.ng should not be included ada subsk111 of reading. However,

as lbllmd points- om: in his contnbution while letter _naming is not itself
a part of readmg uaking dn.scrmmative regpcmses to the letters certainly is.
IfindiCVeryI-ardtotrusttl':ese}ogicaltaskanalysesvery far. Certainly,

'tteyareagoodstarti.ngpoint butuhatlhaveobservedoverandcveragain

bere, isdwatd\eyaretoooftmalsoascoppmgpoint
. lztmmmiewithafwmreamplesfm:hesmpaper
2) DISI.‘ARSteadung to mastery is praised for awoiding wasted practme

‘ A@in thereisme:q)etinmtalevide\ce forthisclaim as far as I can tell,
l)d lmowlecge of ‘the overleaming literature makes me dowbt that it is correct.. .

.
~ . ’ ' . «
. . . \
Yy -, . . , ~

As cog'dtlve psycl-nloglsts we know from sad experierice that we can't sizply go ‘
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' example later in ‘Bateman's paper” when she talks about the Pom::y_Rule).
. -

’
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3) Rozm and Gleltman clagm that "semantics is easxer than syntax than
phonology’’, and ' syllables are easier than phonemes Some hard evidence would
be nice; after Iall Chlldten leam to talk very early and respond to pmnemes
v.hile still m the crib (bu: rot, 1 suppoee, to NP’ s) ' '

’ 4) Scme unsupported statarents: from Glass: "Yeaning should be rade
drrelevant to decoding instruction’, "Successful decoders do not consczously

use rules, so no mles should be taught' - why? -(lote the beautiful oounter-

I don't went to belabor the point too ruch. Without questioning the uses
of intuiticr;, experience, etc. as a guide to readirg instruction, I would suggest
that research results could and should be used rore widely ;nd. more eff'ectiveiy..‘

For two claizs made by Sticht T would-like to add supporting data from
my own laboratory. C o |

1) Sticht's main thesis is that the language pmcesses in (adult)

P

+ reading and auding arethesane. Aspartofalargerexpen‘mént Kintsc?het,al,‘

(1975) have carpared irmediate recall of 70—mrd paragraphs $or lz.scenmg and -t
teading(mththereadmgtimequatedwtbehstalmgtug)/nmerewere -
several experimental conditions, but }he relevant obsewatibn here is tnerely

“that in all of tlnnmanperfoma\cemswlttun 17 for reading and listening.
Indeed, when we did a very detailed analysis of exactly which pmmsuionﬁ were - ’
recalled from the texts, the over-all correlation over pmposn:ions was r=.86
between reading and llstehi.ng Cleaﬂy, there w111 be situations where i

. r@h’gvlistaﬂpg .dlfference..; will be obtained, but at least for our college

st:udem: subjecc.«:‘ it 'didn't matter at all whether they tead'a'text or listened
to it. I would eVen go further than that. Ueimavedqxec&xsiderableworkm
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the nature of mfcrences that people rrake whep read.u'g smple stones (the ‘
work of Keenan Md(oon end Kintsch, in Kintsch, 1974). We have reph.cated t:‘us
. work with cartoon, sequ@ces ‘that is, we let pictures rather than words teH
the story (Baggett, 1975): in all crucial respects the similarities between

the text- and picture-conditions are overwhelming. Vhen it canes to cognitive -

) Qarocessmg the precise natwre of the perceptt.al mpuc is less mterestmg than

-

the content of the message bemg processed. ' i \
2) The‘second pomt concens the observatior Sticht makes that the content
of a text is the main detezmmant of readmg rates. We have simn that the
time sub_]ects take to read a text is an approximately linear function of the .
muber of propositions which are expressed by that text; even'when the mumber
of words in the text is controlled (Kintsch and Keenan, in Kintsch, 1974). |
. The mumber of pfopositions expressed by a text is an objective measure of what .V
.others have called "idea density”’. Our result implies that each proposition; !
‘requires a certain comprehension tize (of the order of 1-1.5 sec), and that
{ncreasing reading speed merely means. that fewer propositions will be processed.
| 'l\mirgmw&omtheapplmationstomeacpenments agam Ishallmt
askwhedwerc}esesmdlesaregoodorbadasaq:ennmcs but what theytell
us about the practice of readmg instruction.
Let me continde with Sticht's paper. He reports an experiment op reading
talk in first grade which is informative with respect to the auding-reading
issue: children are only slightly better when they read ;.hai::‘mm talk than
ﬂmﬂweyteadd\etalkofomerchﬂdrm-l'tﬂsisamgative but‘relevant‘ 7
result. Ontheocmrhand thetwoacpermts in the form of training programs
dutSttdtreportstelittledirectbearmgmdleisweathand The .

- \ <
. \
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. ' oracy tramlng progran provided a.'rblguoa.zs resul;:s which are of little.use - w
and the adult hteracy program sl'v;ed mainly that transfer needs to be Spelelc ;
ather than general\but has no relevance to the a;dlng-read.mg questlon ‘
In oontrast, Sticht's t.est.mstmrent to reasure ‘the audmg readmg
/gap is an’ excellent eAa'ple of how basic research can be frultfully apphed
in readmg mstructwn ’ _ ,

- . Perfettv ad Lesgold d.lscuss a series of expennﬁnts de91gned to mvasugate A
whether good readers are better, able to organize what they reat than poor '
readers. Their results are dlsapoomtmg in that they falled repeatedly to
£ind differences in organgtlon betweeh skilled and non-skilled readers.

. However, I would like to suggest that they w&'eilookirg- in .the wrong place, s |
- They are looxing at‘ syntacti:: chnKing, as it is’indxced by the phrase structure
. " of sentences. Such phz:ase; tructure chmking is irportant in sémtmce percepticn,
: l'naever, on..ly wha} the task is one of verbatim repetition of the,sentm.ce: ‘
. They should have looked at the samn'tic organizatiom of the text by skilled and non-
siilled readars How is the content of a text organized? Are skilled readers
| beuerablemfomansltxmoft}egmtofapassage than poor readers? We
: have Mtigated problems of the over-all organization of text, the formation
,ofax;:xa.fié’s, etc. for some time riow, a\dareportbnttﬁsv_nrk.canbefb\m

- i N

in Kintsch (1976). L
’ Petfetti and Iesgold 'camltim.\e with’a of interesting experiments
on coding speed mmmy interfermce effects, taclnstoscopm recogmtion '
matchirg and categorization tasks. However, only the first of these 1is used
: :I.nt}eirsecti.mm"lnplicztims fortheteach:.rgofreadug : coding speed
. - measures are proposegd;for measuring codi:g_ef{iciax:)\'. The two otfxcr implications

.
9 ’
-
’ .
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-~'61tsmdp:.eceswenmhave eﬁ.\setofallmpIace

were-at a gross level laclq.r:g spec:.fmty and det:a11 - They | copstltute pre-

da&'tthinkth:.sistheplacet:oargueovermmordetalls) But ¢he level

~——

J : : )
t.bey talk about are quite independent of the experiments that had gone before: . k
M‘\at is good practlce" Vho needs practice? We are back to ..ntultlon here
(thmg,h note, that both questions are perfectly -good  jesearch problers)

)eonclude therefore that practice in reading mstructlon is largely
im:uiuve relymg upon "aqaenence and program e‘valuatmn st:udles ~and only
to a snall extent upon baszc research fmdmgm Basic resea.-rch fmdmgs tend
to be a bit remved fran questions of practice. The reason for this '
stateafaffalrsy.s mn.yopmon thelackoftheory L

We have good experm‘:s on varmus camponents of readmg and reading
prt":graus but the two are msufflcimtly interrelated; becatse we dont have

a theory of reading worth speaking of. Wltl‘wt theory to guldeus t.hemy

A nunber of speakers\here have talked to us about their theoret:.cal .
ideas - pnmanly Chall, Fredenksen, Goodmn and Shuy But these presentations

liminaryideas towafds the fogmation of a thedry of reading® rather than the
wllworked—wtt}mrychatwemed Wemayhayesmegoodbegmngstere
butmtmretlmthat ; - - i . .
Ifind,i‘redenksensxdeashighlycmgemal It!nnkhenadesome.inportant
points, mdlu?\ldmtquarrelwithtfegmeraltlm:stofhispaper(/andl.

of his presentatxm is too gencral to be very useful Suwch terms as top-down
and bottom-up are mrely catch werds whg. they are used without further speci-
‘fication. Exactly ahat is meant when Fredenksm calls :(Lnference making a

L J rd

top-chn process? Consider che sentence pair: , ‘ . ‘

™ . -0 NG .



o - : Itis%m‘mgmp t$"‘urgh Mgrassmgrem

'
A reader mll probably make the mference thzt there is same kind of comectmn

bet:ween these two sentences, -e. g a causal’ one. In what way does this top-
down pmcess of mference. fanatmn change when we provide the reader with an
: exphcu: CUe m the text as to the cormection between the sentences, as in:
.‘ It is spring in Pltts‘u*zh Therefore’ the prass LsUn‘em
’ ‘ What happens if ‘{‘e glve the reacey, ms‘Eead of aﬁ acphcu cue, rerely. a gmeral /

md:.catlon that he is supposed to look for some kind of correc*lon as in:

: It is. @n:g in Plttsb::o"x and the prass i green, to0o.

P Do we change from top-down in the first e*«canple to bottor P processmg in the .
* second, and to what in the third? L
- ‘ - . Similatly, what are we to make Of Frederiksen's claim that the child re-
! o . verts to bottom-up processing when he, encounters "difficuley"? There seans {o
| : bgagramoftrudmhere butweareqvervhelnedbyvagueness _' ‘ y

- Goodrmsdxswsswn,of language fxmcnomnglsaccellmtandmporuan
- butitmffersfranthesmlack_jspeclfmuy sruypmvidessomedecau‘
i.ntlﬁ.srespect butheonlywth.neswha;needstobedme Phatwereally
mdinordertomaketkﬁséwroachmrkissaneﬂunglﬂcethyshgureZon‘
am.ld'ngrandtsoale thhspecialaxphasmon}md'csevaquslmguageﬁxm-
duwarerealuedmspeechandprﬁm : >
liact corsiderme)umlefranScidit Hetalksaboptthe"abxhtyto
- da!pretud' and"carplcte cmprelmsim"'&mecauntscopthh terms.like
. . . these, They are percly broad, descnptivepmsesmmmmhmhmem e
lack of understanding of the infomar.im grocessng involved, its stagcs their
' mernelatm resom'cerequirm:smdsom\ 1not:herwords aprecise

~ " model of "cmpre}n\sim" :
11
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_ Chall s stage theory of readmg is rost interesting and wlll,undoubtedly .
beoaré’\/ery-.,mﬂw)tlal -$ke herself makes the pomt that the present work is -

) merely prelimirary, and I can o'ﬂy second - ﬂer in stressmg the need for greater

. 78peCLflClty. In partlcu.ar tbe stages rust be defmed at the mfomatlon

= -

l'processmg level I shall ca-.e- back to this pomt late.r, but consxder here
Chall's charat:ten.zat:.on o'f Stage 2 lear'ung Tre c.h.le reads "for conflr'mng .
what is already o' and "learns to.use the redmaancy of the largL.age per- .

haps thJ.s‘J.s so but what we would need is a step-by step processing analysz.s*

| of how such learnmg OCOUES. 'I'tus is very u*po*tant since Chall thinks that .'
/ Stage 2 is a main fallmg pomt for many literacy c.=.|11;:»zu.gx'lsr

= I hbuld also )lke to ralse a voice of caution about ‘the use 6f the ‘eoncept
‘l "stages of readmg' "Stage m:pl:.es -that somet}% is chmgmg quahtatlvely

As an exarple cons:Lder the transition from Stage 2 to Stage- 3 Chall argues .
that there are peculiarities in the mf'onnatwn pmcessmg -in the child's
‘reading during Stage 2 that pre\.ent him from acqul.rmg new. mfomatmn. via
rmdmg Therefore, c;h:.ldren in “this stage read and re- read thJ.ngs that they
already know - faxry tales, "thtle House.on the Prairie” , Or re.hgmus tracts >
in the old days Between Stage 2 and 3 the readmg process changes enablmg .
the childtoleamnewﬂm'gsbyreadmg at fxrstinalmtedway Further \
chmges in the charactenst:.cs -of the reading process océur later trakmg
reading more ,and more useful and flexible. -

This isaque analysis, bt dowe reallyneedthe odacept b‘fa stage" ‘ ,
ﬁacmonly teach what is already partlykmm Hew infermation canohlybe .
wccessfully handled if daere exists an appercept‘ive mass tov.hu:h Ix.t relatcs
The reasa_x. kids must read fairy tales and "Little House on the Prairie" for so

I




broa)kimsand they are better able to leamn frcm readmg I‘iney can't leam from
in “Stage 2", not because of any pecullaﬁ:‘rtles'of their mfomatlon

processimg, but simply because their kmwl s tdo small As their

knowledge lpcreases it beccmes easier- and ylez; to add to 1t )
Chall would argue that children in.Satge 2’ leamn orally, bat not from
reading. }-bs.'evegthls might simply be a resource a ocatlon problen. When
N reading is not yetﬁgully automated, mst of the re?Z' s respurces are used up
by the decoding process leaving 1nsuff1c1ent rescurces for the conprehensmn
process. When I read Frénch, Wounter a smL.IaI problem: zmst of my
resources go into trahslating, so° that at the end of a page I often fird ck‘xa"
. .' I.dom't raaer:ber anythziag from it, though I had laboriously read it! Similarly,
. | college students in laboyatory experiments who- are glven min:or reversed texts .
+ 7, to read often remanber very little o}\the content of what :hey had read. '
Ty Iannot saying that Chall iswrmgmtalkugabmm stages oﬁreach.ng I am
) merely sayug that I am not yet convinced that such a radical assur:ptim is
‘ really necessary One (:ertamly should explore the alternat:we of descnbmg .
.- Lo reading developmmt in tems/f a contimuity of infomat:.on px:ocesses What
; 'clmgesmghtbethet&pe,é\‘nnteﬁalthatcmberead andt:heusepeq:le
can make of the informat:.on

-

ot necessarily the redding process itself.

called for here is illustrated in this conferenceby the

—_—

and Massam Befoge discussmg it, lpt me.back Gp a bit and
" vemind you of sone of the ground rules- for the construction of mformtmn
T e Lt processing mdels as dxscussed in the contribut:im of Perfetti and Lesgold

3 z ) ‘,
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They assmed that , ' L. ’ . '

15 reading is a ‘complex process w:Lth interrelated but isolable caxpcmmts
‘and ’ / ' ' ‘ ) | .

2) the relationship betweert skilled. readmg and begmnmg reading is not
a stralghtfomard one (but 1 should add! neither is such a relationship absent,
and there.are researchers like Good‘:an who specn_flcl.ily claims that thete is:~
only one kind of readmg) '

Vmezky and Massaro' s com:nhut:l.ons as L sa:Ld is the kind of detalled work
we need, but at the same time this part:.qular wqu illustrates some of the
.dang‘ers of this approach. Basically, t;x;zy ’sgrt with a perceptual analysis
‘that transforms the visual stimulus. into a possible letten'ist; here the
orthographic regn;\la}'ity effects are important (see their Figure 1). Further
malys-is constructs the visual representation of a word from the possiblities

'.ga\eraCed earlier. Fran there they go to the abstract represmtatmn of the woz’

at whmh point spgech and reading merge and“Venezky and Massa.ro stop.

'p_\e t;ouble :Ls'.that they haye separatggcmpmmts out of the total -
system and neglected feedback loops from higher cogritive processes (linguistic-
syl:ntactic, sé:mti.,c and pragmatic .analyses of the message) that g're;'atly m-
fluence not the visual analys{is per se, but the use, that the system makes of’
its output inothermrds it is a fine mdel for word recognition but not
far reada.ng The [ 1 stages imply that a stage must be finished before.the
next one becomes op:riive But it'ig possible that output is ponti.ru.#ly
milable and that lower level analyses are rarely completed to the point where
they would pmvide a "list of possible letters for.each posititn in a word'”. .
Indeed. the full visual analysis of a letter takes considerable time (300
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p _ ’ by some .accounts) and, highef-order procegses do not wait for them to

- _be ccupleted I.nstead .decisions are mde on the basis of partial visugl
] analyses*Afﬂ context Reading is ot just decodmg but also coritext utilizal
' tion - and 1 thmk Venezky and Massaro tend to neglec't the lacter.
. o "The prn;ary goal gf initial reading instruction is rap%d word recognition,
. which is the only major skill mique to reading”". :But it does not follow that
\/ :Lnlti.al reading is best taught as word recognition. Our go‘al is ‘reading, not
: word recognitica. o | B
Venezky and Hassaro's criticisms of -the Johnson experiment is justified, 7
demeldhke'to re_'peat; it. Mxe;xmrds are cohpared withmrds, if just '
. one or two letters ate percel.ved as identical, .or as differ&mt, the subject
| can make 2 response "game'', or "d.:.ffe.rent" respectively. However, when a
ta.rget letter is compared to the word, each letter of the word must be chedced
against it But the poiht that Venaky and Massaro seem to miss is tl'at
reading is like word match.mg a hypothesm testmg process with feedback
‘loops so that there is no need-to analyze all the letters of a word, if you
~ can make out the word fn‘ just a few; i? is mot like letter det:ectiea,
« 'which re?.d.res a more conplete :malysis. ) .- s
© Venezky and Massaro's conclusion is _probably correct: that "‘phonemic
- quality and word meaning do rot influence the initial visual resolution of the
letter strirg” but so what? The problem here is that a component process of
readirg is treated in isolation. The real question is to what extent is reading
(in the initial reader, in the skilled reader) determined by visual factors,
orﬂn@;pfdk?ég‘@a'rity. phmam.c it:y,'wtnle word features, sy‘nt:ax,’ scmantics,
‘ . the sacrostructure of the message, etc. . _ |
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Venezky and Massaro will say, of course, that they are not talking about '

readmg in general bat mltlal—readmg Obvmusly decoding here is crucial.
. But it decs not follow that we can neglect everytl'ung else. Even if they suggest
the perfect 1nstructmml program for word recogmtlon (= initial readmg)
it still mght be unsat:.éfactory as areadmg program because it assumes that
all other coggltwe processes involved in the target bdnmor may sa.fely be
neglected m mltzal mstructwn Perhaps so but we should ot Just fsune it.
In sp:Lte of this wea?mess of the model (In part this weakness sm'ply reflects
stnrtoouﬂng§ of thez.r present:atwn because more complete descnptxons of their
model do take mto account the factors whose. omission 1 have criticized here
e.g. }§a§sarp, 1975)’. theJVmaky and Massaro gpproach is, I' thmk, aa;q:lag
in this group because it is the’oply one that is specific and detailed enough
to be seriously criticized. (Just ove nige example of the virtue of being
specific: one can ‘argue forever about the role of phonanic encoding in reading
. without any hope Of agregment, but in the present model phonemic coding is ~ -
specified in such a-way that it becouey an ewpirically decidable issue).  —
Perfetti and Lesgbld's theoretical notions are much more vague in carparisan.  The
I;ottlmepk theory they discuss is very general. What they call the by-pass '
" model 1s ‘g0 vague and so inplausible (does it really presime that there afe mo
-central ;;&'oc&ssirt'g“limications in the human organism)? tl';at it is useless.
’ ‘In&egl, Pe_ffetti and Lesgold. propose to bypas.;s the kind of cognitive
Mde that I am callixg foi: here. They,say we know about correlation,
hltwedm't know aboyt causation- (1f there is a moral discernible in the papers
presmted here, it is certamly this: that we contimally get ourselves into

* tyouble because we c'bn‘t’hw:}vw to -interpret corrclational data). They
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propose to bypass the hard task of determmmg causal chams and to go dJ.rectly
totheedxcatwnally most relevanc problcxrs x-hat should one do in terms of
practice and instruction to n:pf*ove readmg; My preference would be to glvc::n an
answer to thJ.s questlon based wpon a sourd information processing model of
reading, It is the long my, but I don't see tmch Teason to trust shortcuts.

What I have s:?.ld so far can be sumarized quite easuyf".,Apphed work on

.raﬂch.ng instruction appears to flourish® (;l*op.gh the actua}. practice in the

classroom seems to be another ratter yet). Basic research in rea?iing is going
equally strong especmlly in so far as it concerns decodmg problers. But

' the interaction between the two is insufficient: appl:.catlms Tely.tore og
intuition and éxperience than upon laboratory research, and the ].aboratory
research frequeritly bypasses the.issues that are most impottant in reading
imstryction. I have tned to argue that the lack of a serious theory of rad:.ng
is one of the main reagons for this state of affairs. Corpared to the level

" of specificity that is found in same of the applied work (e.g. Beck and Blodk,

Batamn) and the precision of the exXperimental research (e.g. Venezky and
}hssaro Perfetti and Lesgold), che poorly artn:ulated global analyses that pass
ﬁortheorieS'mthefieldof reading are d:.sappomtmg indeed. I don't think
ﬂntwcmbpeformmpmarmtinderelanmsmpbemmreadmgreseamh
and practioe, &ulbewaau basic and applied researchix;reading until we
tnveagoodmdelofthereadu'xgprocess Aswehaveseminth:.scmfermce, ‘
diereedsCSmEpranisingtheoretlcalideasamdmchsmhamdelmght
ewlve.mdchatisthepointmereprogressmstocwifthevﬁdearealsto

v 17 '
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At the begiming of this discu._s’si'on I had set myself the task of exploring .
the relation between research and practice, as it is reflected in the papers
presented here. 'fhis‘task done, I would lke to look at thehstacds.of read;ng
research in a more gmeral 'aay . N o Y

I am puzzled by two seemr,gly contrad:.ctory f’acts Fu'sth I ré;;ld in the
newspapers alrost contimuous. corplaints that somewhere between 25% and 30% of
our.children ""can't read'. Secondly, I leamn at’ thiss conference *that we have
the reading programs now to teach all children (or at any rate 98% of them) to
read. This claim was’ made explicitly by Bateman, but it was implicit,-in x;ucf;' .
®f our discussion here and confimmed in several conversations I have had in the
lasttﬁdaysbypéopleufnoxghtmhw. " .

To resolve this conflict, I shall borrow Shuy's very hardy outline of the
factorsinvolvedmreadlrg MyadaptatlonofSh.tysFlgtn'eSwshmm ' .

below, and I want to make a single, rather simple point with it. The excellent

'prograns for early reading instruction that we have available today rely Y
" primarily upon the teachmg of letter-sound correspmdewces (decoding, in
'teacher talk), as shown by point A A in my flgure. Senmm.c and pragmatic factors

playamimrmlewkmd'uldrmleamtoreadmt}nsvay When we say that .
Hehavereadirgpmgrafsavailable today, thatift:l'\eywereactuallyusedinour
‘admls would assure that praémlly all _Chlldra.l (eould read, we mean t\f‘zat
wkmwl'mtogetachildtoreadi.nthemamerdesignatedbypointA. Skilled
readixgmtheotherhand is a different matter,.as shown by B. While, . )

' wﬁthmrbestmstmccionpmcedxestoday.wecmgetachﬂd to A, we don’t

know how to get him from A to B. Most of the tzmthegluldwxll, of course,
meke that transition (and be helped by our teachirg); but we don't have the

~
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tvwmgthedepmdenceofearlyreadmg s

Piguré 1. A graph after Shuy,
upan letter-sound correspondences, with semantic- ﬁnctx.cnal‘ cues playmg a
dmw:zble, apdtheasoedmceoftl'ela;terasthe readerbecanesslc.lled.,
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same degree of control over this phase of learning to read that we do in- .- 4

. , ‘
i/ -

getting the begirming reader to. A.
~Indeed, the’ experts dlsabree at this point. The'majority at this cénference
sees the pmblen as one of ph;smg A out and B in. This v1ewpomt 1s best’ .
iarticxﬂ.ated in Chall's stage analysis. We know how to get to A the problanl
is to keep up our advantage and prevent the transition problems that often
occur -in the second and th:.rd gracdes. What happens u\the later grades l.S not
really a read.mg problem, but a general congitive problem. Even if we could
. close the auding-reading gap quite early, zost of those 25-30% "o can't
4 read” would still mot be able to perform at the 8th grade level.
"The tm.nonty opmlorn ably represmted here by Googean; believes that .
starting at A interferes with the later achievement of B, and that a better -
'proceﬂure would%e to teaclhr the begimning reader to use prettyrmch the sare .
cues of a semntic-functional type that support’skilled reading. It might . '~
be harder to start that way, but it awvoids probl;xs later. o
| It would appear that the decodirg party would need to show us how to solve
. '.the transition problem in I-‘iguré 1, ané the advocates of reading-for-meaning
would have o develop begirning-reading ‘instruction programs as successful as’
the decoding-oriénted programs. I certainly can't tell you which of these
altematives will eventually be the best, but if_the analysis that I have
i © glven here is correct it has sharpened the issues a little.
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OPEN DISCUSSION OF KINTSCH PRESENTATION — . A ‘
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i . . . \\
VOSS: Speaker requested that his comments be deleted: : ,,

4 . . ‘
4 ¥
’ . .o
¢ »

-;UN'I"SCH: No, ; cén‘.-t.' Ard I think I have é loi: of evi‘;ience to back up t:be claim|}
.JﬁLthis' would be impossil;le Look at wba; is bappening in artificial
intelligence. )l'hen you want to get a conputer tos compreb‘end even a simple
sentence, you can't do it. unless you give the computer the' required l:nowlgdge'-r
structure. .So comprehension and knowledge a“eq.uisition,-"l think, are very closely
interrelated, and the best'comprebension t:raining that 1 can tbi;x.ic of is jus't' to

teach the kids more and more.”

VOSS: Speaker requested that.his comments be deleted.
GOODMAE: My favorite way of _saying that is' that everybody is‘ functionally‘, .
ili‘iterate to some extent, and yc;u_.arg functionall} illiterate in the tbings.that'
)6u lack background to deal with. ‘l';zat is "one of . the reasons why, ip tbb‘
beginning reading, you ‘ay with things that are televant and u.nderstandab
within the experiential and perceptual background of the kids wbo are doing  the
learning. , - ; ’ !
CHALL: There is s0 auch eviéenge of all kinds that. knowledge is terrih;"iy
important for reading. Oné is the very high c.orreldtion that ym:a have between
vocabulary know'l'e;lge and re@ding c'mprebensioxi. ‘The othex: .is that the better
Nﬂen. on sundardized texts, are the ones who are better educated And--1

lobed burin; you uy this—-id order to be a good readeg, you have to have a g06d

umag,ion. ' ‘ ) .
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BATEMAN: It occurs to me that the illiterate are mnot among us. They really

aren't represented, in this conferénce,. and I think that illiteracy is. like a
o . ’
disease. If there werg scme other disease as. devasting to the individual

’ e

afflicted and to our'totaI'society as functional illiteracy is, we would not be
* N 'l .

. - -

sitting here saying yé need zore theory or they need more theory. Wwe would first

cure tﬁe dazn disease; then, we would sit in our meeting and talk about what

4
kind of bug really caused it. : . ’ »

.

.
t . ,
-

~

I very ;th wart the recordfto encw that while we sit here ¢ accurately

recogn;ging that our thedries are incomp.ete -ahd that our data are incompliete,,
o A
L 3 - . -
we, noretheless, know enocugn t¢ teach kids 40 read, and we are not doing it.

LS

,

I also think it is very important that, in addition to sitting nere, we also
» :

recomnend that somiebody get out there and teach kids to read, because we 2ll need

it--kids need it, and we need it. . " . .

Amen. . : ] . '

.

GOODMAN: For the record also: cancer is a disease, too, but you ‘are not going

»

. to let every quack out there try to cure people, Just'becausé peoplé ane dying

-
.

FﬁEDBRISSENg' 1 would like to follow up on a discussion' Jim YVoss brought up;

that is, ‘the notion that when iou teach the decoding component, you cone‘to a
point where you get into sidlled stages-;if yoﬁ want to use the word ;iﬂgg:fand
everything becomes very spedific. In fact, all comprehension is specific to sope
knowledge that a person has. The thing that I feel should be addressed is what ]
psroeive as a kind or.a break that occurs between tbe kind of reading children

are asked to do in the early grades and the kind they have to do cnce they get

' 23
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‘ specifically by reading . teacners. inat seems tc pe a coint at  whichk
\ - . .
| difficulties, related ncf to irability to deccdé out to thess otner aspects cf
N the process, crcp up. I was trying tc address that precblem in By paper by saying
‘ that we have to be concerned in the earilest st2ges with the wnole prccess. we ,
have to consi:der the effects of what we do to train one cozponeni- on the wrole ‘
~— ’ N . .' . .
| system.” That problem has to co with extending reacing rnstructicn into the later
grades, and it also involves some different kirnads of considerations , about
| instructicn in the early grades.
| .
| ’ ‘
|
GLASER: Speaker requested that his ccczents be deioated.
%, -
* \ ( .
VGSS: $peaker requested that his comments be deleteaq.- .
S - @
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out of early reading instructicn,

ERIC™ = .

s : .

when they are nc lornger being taugnt
s g




