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CONFLICTING APPROACHES TO READING RESLARCH AﬂD_IWSTRUCTIONll

Frank Smith . K\

M .

My theme will'be that there are two quite distinct ways of con-
‘e

’ . /
ceptualizing reading, but that he of these perspectives tends to predom-,
. ] .

inate when reading is.considered from an experimental point of view. As

a result, there is a critical bias in reading theory and rescarch fﬁath

has been extended into a bias in classrbom praciice, a bias that lirmits

and possibly di§torts,the way many people thirnk about reading and reading

~ r
inétraction. . - ' oLt
-~ ' ’ -

'?‘Th;‘greatef part of this paper will be concerned with the cause,
y
nature and EonSequences_of this bias;'fir§f‘1n reading Eheory and then
;hen theory is "translatéd" into practice. But T want to conclude yi;b
a few general cautioms about the application of theory to ﬁ&abtice and
some remarks about other issues which have tendcd to be of lesser concern =
in reading research but which may in fact be of major relevance to feqding

2

" instruction. .

’ A
Opposing thcoretical approaches to reading
7~
Although therc-are numerous thcorics of reading, they cam in

. géneral be grouped into two distinct categories,” depending on where the

- source and control of any particular readipg act is presumed o lie.

L]

.

7 T T o . t
1Paper preparcd for the Conference on Beginning Rcading Instruction, _
University of Pittsburgh Learning Research 3pnd -Development Center, “

|
-
’ My 1976, : e
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Many theories see reading as a process that begins with the print on

the page and ends with some representation or interpretation inside

- N -

the brain - I shall call such theories outside-in. The other clasg of
v
theories perceives rcad’wg as a highly*discriminative process that begins
- . ]
in the brain and ends with selective attention to only part of the printed

1
T

text - I shall call ‘such theorijes inside-out,
« . ’
Outside-in theories arc clearly dorinant in both the rescarch -

literature and instructional developrent. They are characterized by

. - { ‘
the notion that everything cn a page of text is "processed"” and that

reading is primarily a hferarchical series Qf decisions - first letters

-

are aiscriminated tbﬁn tbey are synt%e51’e& into words (usually but not °~

always through ”decod1ng” into a phonologxcal or ”underiylrg” level of

spoken laﬂguagel as a consequence of which corprehen51on takes place.

It hould be invidious to identify~one or two "of tMese theories and I
. . > .

have neither the space nor the inclination ;o 1ist then all. Examples”
proliferate in such recent compilations as Kavanggh and Mattlingly
(1972) ap& the final report of the USOE Té{geted Research ‘and Develop-
ment Program in.Reading tDavis, 1971). They also account fér,a Targe

.

propoftion of the studies repbrted ig Reading Research Ouarterly ‘and

predonlnate in most psycholog1cal and 11ngu1st1c speculation about
reading. Outside-in theor1es are frcquently detectablc froh a dlséancc
by virtue of their elaborate'flowcharts, with arrows leading from the

wstimulus" of print through icenic Storages, scanners, comparators and

decaders into destination boxes labelled “semantic store" or quite - ,
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simp&y "meaning". . - '_

k]

A\\ There is in fact no evidgnce that any reader pays(ettentioﬁ
€ : - .Y\ :

to every letter - or in many circurstances to every word I in any
. . - - .

natural reading situation. Xeither eye-movement studies nor analyses
L. - . N AN

of oral reading indicate just how much or how ‘1ittle of the actualupriqt

»

\ . ’ . -~
readers 'process' when they are reading meaningfud text, although it is

obvious that reanrs’ofLen'identify words without attending to all of

2 {
the lett€rs on the page, and that’they can also rake sense’'of ‘text with-
P .

out identifying all of the particular words in. front of their eyes.

“’ Almost all of the experimental work that has provided the corceptual
.~ basis for outside-in theories of reading has been done with tachisto-

scopic equiprment and meaningless materials in unmotivated laboratory

N s . ? b of
situatiens. . I o
) T2 .
. My ‘main criticism of outside-in theorie$ is not so much-that .

] they are wrong as that they are not representative. They SroVide reliable
and repliéﬁble data about how individuals respond when confronted with

atypi;al "identificatioﬁ" tasks in labgratory settings, but in fact

bear little resemblance to what takes place when individuals normally
read street'signs,.telephone directories, labels, menus,, ﬁbﬁspapefyre-
;;rts; poetry; or anything elsé that is interesting or informative to

¥

them. More specifically, outside-in theories fail to account for

&

‘intention (we usually read for a purpose), sclectivity (we attend only

to what we want and need to know), prediction (we are Tarely Bewi}dered

or surprisced by anything that we read), and comprchension (we are rarclf




-
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T

aware of the enormous potential ambiguity, both syntactic hnd scmantic,
of the most corr on words a.d constructions of our lawguage) It is .

invariably easjer to repd tex®s that are meaningful than'nonsensital
3 : ’ .

, .strings 0f words,. just as letteYs in words are casier to identify than
\ ) 4

. * : /
letters océuring randomly - in fact we are fiorrally only aware of words
L]

- . Y
when meaning fails and we attend to letters only when words are unfamiliar,.

L]
the reverse of the outside-in view. Of course, %the fact that readers are

usually aware cnly of néaning does not logically entail that they are

giving npo attention to letters and words in the process. But on the other

hand the absence of direct or 1ﬂtrospnct1ve evidence is hardly support

T a

t

for the outsxde in p01ﬁ! of view., ..
Thls pervasive element of outward control in méaningful reading

is mot something‘that outside-in theories can cope witﬁ'éfmpfy by appeal
4 4
to specialized ?‘1lters" or by the 1ntrodu€¥/on of additional arrows
\ .
pointing upstream in their flowcharts and labelled "feedback" or ”predlctlon"

‘

Jlor tan such theories assert- that the reader~iooks for and processes "higher
A .- %

. ' - : T -
order invariimces” or “largest’meaningful units” without acknowledging that
4 g g ar ‘

what detérmines the size of a unit is noy- the nature of the print on thc

" -page but. the intention of the reader in the first place, an inside-out

L ‘ .
pergpective. - @ .

. The insidc-out vicew In fact begins with intention - it-regards
reiding as a truly active, centrally motivated and cCemtrally dirccted:
' - ; i’ ’ 3 .
process in which the reader hypotkesizes, or-predicts, among a certain

Tange of lcaﬂ?ngfulolikcly?altcrnhtiﬂes,aﬁa'§ea§chcs and analyzes among
. ¢ » R

L 4
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the featural information available in the Printonly to the extent ncées- :

¢ . .. . L . .
sary to resolve his re~aining uncertainty. The inside-out view endecavors ®»
: s

to -account for hob\tords cgn be identified without the rediation of letter
s - <
é

identification (the reader searches fog features to decide amcng alter-

native word possibilities infbpendently of a feature scarch to identify

letters). It tries to explain why letters in words are casier to identify
/ . .
) . e . | ‘ . . ; X
than letters in.random’sequences and why words in meaningful sequences
~ . h

. . : {
-are easier to identify than random words, 1In esch case a set of expec-

-

tancies is established reducing the nurber ¢of alternatives considered

.

. : - . ~ '
-by the reader and based upenm prior kncwledge. The reader looks for the

i

featural'information that he needs and ignores inforration that is a

iTTelevant or redundant to his-purposes. -The inside-out perspective does

-

not require recourse to spoken language for the corprehension ‘of p&inf.
. . ) o _
Meaning is directly accessible thraugh print (as exemplified in the-

there) and in fact must .

wrthqgg/prigr~-

comprehension, many words camnot even be allocated a grammaticzl-function -

visible difference in mearting between'their‘énd

be determined before text can be read meanfngfully aloud.

for example is house a noun or.a verb? - let alone an appropriate pronun-

-
é

ciation or intonstion.. -, e ) _

™ Inside-out thcoriesearc by no meahs adequatg, of course. Indeed;

when on€ considers the enormity of the attempt to understand how knowledge
. . ' )
of the world is organized and integrated in the human brain, shich”is the

. d
- -

beginning of the inéidc-ogt analysig of rcading, then onc_co?prchchds why

-

it has becn asserted more than once that to understand rcading would be

Q ’
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:' ‘ - ' ) o - ‘
the acme of a psychologist's achievement ey, I908; Neisser, 1967).

N 3
But the acme of a psychdlogist's achievement is surely not a seties of

~, Teaction tirme studies measuring how long it takes individuals to name
- .

} . letters and words. Gough'(1§72) acknowledges the root of the problem
! -when he characterizes the end-point of his outside-in theory of reading

as "The Place Where Sefitences Go ihen They are Understood”, reached by

Y

i

}

i a procedure that hé leaves'in the hands-of a wizard-in-the-head named
- . ™

| / Merlin. Such a sagicél approach cannot explain why readers remain un-

‘Y aware of lettérs or even words in the process of uhderstanding sentences

- nor- why they are also uraware of notentlal as blzu1e1es and even of the -

meaningful mistakes which from tize to time all readers make. (These. and
- other inside-out arguments are elaboratéd in Smith 1971, 1973 and Smith

’ B

and Holmes 1971). Nornal reading seems to beg1n preceed and emd in
meaning, and the source of mean1ngfulness must. be the prior knowledge 1n \

the reader’'s head. Nothing 1s corprehended if it does not reflect or ' 24

.. elaborate upon what the reader already knows.

It can rightly be objected that.inside-out theories are vague.

But not enough is known about the way individual human knoyledge is
organized to previde a basis for more than cautious speculation (for

(
exalples and summar1es, see Anderson and Bower 1973; Tulving and Don1ldsoﬁ,

1972). On the other hand putside-in thcor1e$ do not get very far im

. * Can "reqdlng" really be studied if it stops short of comprchension?

» B

LY
Apart from thcqconccptual conundrums confronted by inside-out

.. theories, they are also handicapped by the difficulty of designing '

»

-
. . - ‘
- . .
f
.
.
.




"critical” expcrirents. Because of their scope and the inherent problem

of excrcisin} laboratory control in sitpations where the major variable

2

is something as unpredictahble as an.individual's prior knowledge and . r

intentions, very few experimental paradigms for corprchension lend them-
o

selves to sirple replicaticn or quaptitative analysis. Even the most

compelling studies of language comprehension (such as Bransford and

Franks, 1971) can be regarded only as illustrative. Most of the data

o

relevant to_inéide-out theories of reading and language comprehension

are based on anecdote, observation or. introspection - but so then are

*

< ~
many of the studies upon which today's powerful theeries of spoken langudge

acquisition are based.

+ ' r . . ‘ - L3 . t . -
.Conversely, I think-the dominance-of outside-in theories in
y -

L

the research literature-is entirely atgributable to their conceptual
simplicity and experimental tractability. It is far easier to design

replicable experiments, conduct statistical analyses and achieve reliable

;

results when the concern is limited to reaction times to meaningless

deétters and words. When subjects succeed in imposing meaning on such
) )
tasks, - by relating the stimuli, to something they know beyond the con-

. ‘. ' ‘
straints of the task - the well-ordered predictability of results breaks
down. Mecaning makes such tasks easier for subicets but harder for ex-

%frimcnicrs, thus the need in most outsidc-in studies of rcading for the

4

N ' . . . .
subjeqgt to be thc most unrcprescntatiye of all rcaders, an indiyvidual with

-~

no relevant prior knqwledge or expectations about the taik at hand.

'Such essentidl nonsensicality in outside-th reading fescarch
’g . T4

mirrors the IDO-yéar[stu&;rof nonscnse in experimental -psychology's in-

*



~o

-3

pal

.
s LR Y S e ¢ e
.

investigation of "verbal learning”. Since the invention of the nonsense
-, . - .

y

syllable, this investigation has been a constant battle between subjects

striving to make sense of their tasks amd experimenters trying to devise
. . ., f : . " .

more effective nonsense, since it 1s only with nonsense that psychology's

venerable "laws of learning" apply (Smith, 1975a, Chapter 5)

. Preoccupation with the alphahetic nature of the particular
written language with which they are usually concerncd 'is a marked
characteristic of outside-in theories. Reading is frequently secn as

., .

Simply a matter of 'decoding' these alphabetic symbols‘into sound by
! . Y.

" the application‘of'spelling-to-sound correspondence rules, although?the

theoretical or empirical necessity for such decodinp in normal reading

¢ ¢

(as opposed to laboratory studies of word recognition) is rarely explained.

&

" sound correspondenEes since the stimuli include %equences of letters

that are either nonwords or only parts of words. Occasional Specific

justification for the assumption ef decoding tends to argue its nece551ty
& -
for lcarning ‘to recognize unfamiliar words in the f1rst place (which may

’

be referred to a$.the identification.problem) or a need for some form of

ﬁhonemdo mediation to relieve an assumed memary burden-of storing many

thousands of unique configurations in thec reader's 51ght vocabulary
(uhich nay be termed the recognxtion problcm). ‘ S .
Inside-out theorles on, the othcr hand tend to ignere or dowh-

play the relcvance of decoding. They assert that the system of correspon-

denceS‘II"extrenely complex and of limited reliability for word
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. identification, and that in normal reading situations there are alter-

native strategies (likc asking someqne, or using @ntext) that are less
' L]

.

time-consuring, more efficient and already well-practiced in spoken
language learning. For word recognition - the maintenance of a sight,

vocabulary of familiar words - decoding is regarded as completely un-

necessary since there is no known limit on human memory capacity,

< 4 ¥

rgéders of mon-alphabetic scripts do not appear to have mcmo:y problcms
‘and individuals seem to experience little d1ff1culty in discriminating .
,all the thousands of distinctive objiects in their perceptual worlds

+  without the need for mcdiating systems. Inside-out theories assert

‘ i}

that the memory-load argumént confuses recognition wlth reproductlon,

'wh1ch is the wr1ter s problem, not the reader's. In a general discussion

7

. of all these points, it has been argued (Smith 1973) that -the alphabet

may function primarily to assist the writer. The inside-out approach

sees aé the reader's primary overload problem the fact that he may be

Ry 4

-

confronted by too many alternat1Ves - letter combxnat;ons "decode' into

tod nan)‘alternatlve patterns of sound, and many common words have too

many alternative meanings ard even grammatical functions, (e.g., house,

-chair, table, empty, time, narroﬁ open, c&gse). Reduc1ng the number- of

alternativcs in advance by excluding unlikely 1nstances accounts for tbe

1

absence of awareness of potential ambigui;y,‘nnd,plso makes-spc)ling—fo—i',

sound cbrrcsﬁondence rules efféctive in practice. This process of.cmploying"

,context and prior knowledge to eliminate -alterrdatives in advance is. somctimes

termed Ercdictioﬁ tSmith, 1975b}, to avoid the educatibhally-loahcq té;m

. 3 » -
. . A — 3

3 N ,
.
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"guessing" by which inside-out theories have_sometimes becn interpreted.

’ - : e
R .

Conflicting approaches to rcading instruction
. }) o B

.

‘There are also outside-in and inside-out @pprobches~to reading

1
v

“.instruction.» Outside-in programs are founded og- the general belief that
. . , . . .. .
a child. must firstcleérn the alphabet and‘then the "‘sounds éf letters?
which can be combined® to form words that hopefully he will recognxze as

v
?

part of his spoken language. And~that - from thc outside-in poxnt of

_view - jyst about akcounts for learning to read. ~Ty’pically if a child
fails to leefn te read by suEhbtreatment, he is given more of it.

N

One reason that outsiﬁe-in instructional progfams are. so
numerous-and widespread in classrooms (and at reading conventlons) today
is that the)' are a direct refﬁcuon of outsidenin theories of reading.
Outside-in theories "t#anslate" natu}al}y intp odutside-in imstruction.

L. .
But outside-in_instructional prpgrams are also prolific in their own
N ! :,' :\
right for the same reason that outside-in theories flourish - they are

concepfually sinple ang lend themselves ®asily to measurement, manipula-

“tion. and contxol. With outside-in instruction there is little concern
’ ’ . : - > S
“with comprehension on the patt of ‘the child, either in terms of content

of in terms of why_he'shotild be involved in the exercise-in the first

place. Comprehension of content is supposed to cdme about automatically.

if and when the child masters decoding skills, and'is in any case the
c¢hild's rcspons1b111ty Comprehcnsion by the chxld of the purposc of ¢

.the drills and skills is’ disregarded task ach1evelent is everythxng-

»
And not only a:c outside in instruttional methods frequcntly successful - -

AR s . . , - SR

- R »
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« . i .
within their own linmited range of objectives - but thcy have the great -,
‘ -

advantage of being able to demonstrate their success, Objectives can

.

. . ’ . . -
be set within the.rcach of anyedesired propartion of - icular \
. ’ .o 4
. “ . S & '
population, and scores can be recorded to prove t lon levels ‘
’ ’ ‘

. ' _ ¢
have {ndeed been achieved. ' By offering a convenieff® scale of scores, - '

3 '
s 7

outside-in procedures will even "diagnose" which children are likely to

be\gggé\ttudents (i.e., will score high on similar tasks) and which
children have learning disabilites.
', The outside-in perspective is a boon to instructional program ‘
~ ! .

developers who need to break down comp‘gx tasks into series of discrete:

L4

and simple steps, so that teéc?iné can be standardized and made amenabfé
to technology. To achieve this simplifitation a few contcmporar[_readiné
programs claim to teaeh only "sgbskills” of reaainé, felieving.xhe

teacher df anxiety about'whate;ér the tatal skill mig@t Be\of which thg
'subskii;; are a part. Because of their facile formulations and .
quantitative nagﬁ;e. outside-in ocedures ar# gencral}y adoptéd when-

ever somcpﬁ}’:géts to hold someo '€iie "accountable" forip:oggpssto?- R

" - //o . -
regression in literacy. QOutside-im instruction is usually also the

referent when there is concern for 'getting back to bas{;sw”

)

Inside-out approaches to imgtruction, on the other hand, try to

argue that cRildren lcapf to read by making sense of writthilanguagc;
. [} ,
they” learn to rcad by rcading and the tcachier's role is to help’EEildren
. _ . P ‘ )
read. (Por a,summaiy of these ‘arguments see Smith 1973)., Such a per-

.- SPGCiné asserts that it is sense that cnables children tollgarn to f&%b
’ ’ . v ‘

-
- -

. i N




’ i R e A 232
¥ v .
Ny .
[} , ' . - « ° ! (
‘! ) making use of inferred meaning and prior knowledge, just as-the develop- |
= T~ g@ent of spoken language fluency is rooted in the sense chiidren are

able to bring to the learning situation (Macnamara 1972; Nelson 1?74).
According to the inside-dut point 6? view, expectiﬁé éhildren to "de;ode"
"letters into words isﬂto expeci them to }learn words thé hard way; it is
familiarity with ;ordS th;t makes letter recognition (and phonics) easy.
Sililarl} thg requi;;@ent that children should identify strings of* words
accurately in order to obtain meaning, or ﬁithout recourse to meaning at
all, is also to impose the most difficult task.‘ Anything that does net
. make sense to the thila is regarded as a hina;;nce to his 1earning.x
Leq;ﬁing nonsense is not only harder, it is pointless.
The inside-out perspective appcals to the intuitions of many,
‘experienced teachers. Their own feelings - often tentatively expressed
beca;sé tﬂey fear they lack "scientific" validity_ - are that ckildren
learn by being immersed ip meaningful written language, in situations
- 'that generate pleasure and assuf;nce rather than bewilderment and appre- -
4 hengian. From ;uc‘ a ;erspective, the more structured outside-in approach
may be seen as a systematic deprivation of important information. But it
must also be stated that other teachers ‘are threatencd by irside-out
‘ points of view, by their lack of structure, the respdnsibility they scem
to throw on th; teacher, and the'faqt that they arc not amenable to

¢ simple packaging and mecasurcment. - They are not labor-saving. They arc

‘mot explicit about whgg teachers should do, nor about how student progress

; ) Fwould be measured. ,
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1nside out thcories do not offer presci&fuons for nethodolo"/

3 -

They are not’ directly ;ranqlatable intep pract1ce (Smith and Goodman,

1971). Instead’thC) aim to inform tcachcrs; to assist them in making /

their own diagnoses and decisions. Teachers who rely on outside-in * -

N instruction may only be able to move from one 'program to another; they

~ -

néed advice, tests, or luck to_ make appropriate on-the-spot decisibns. g
But th 'ultiqate dilernma for spch teachers is uhzt they nust still choose.

” ]
They must select among programs, tests, and experts. And to make such
choices ‘they n;ed information, an~understanding.of the nature cf children -
and of reading. The insidefout perspective does not held that Teading
teachers should ignore the taeols of their trade, the Betﬁods and materials

® ‘ 1
.

“that are‘availaﬁle, but it asserts that’teachers should know how and when

®ethods and materials' are appropriate, and when their use may make no
» [

sense at all. Insice-out theory can be'practical - but not be being

strait-jacketed into programs. . _ . ' L o 5

"Interactive" approaches to reading -

S
The relevance of prl‘ knoaledge and even of expectation in

readimg has of course not been completely overlooked by :esearchers But

y’

it is only in recent years that experimental studies have attempted to
. . ]

consider such central factors in a comprehensive and systematiic way. The

impetus for such studies has come from a perhaps unexpected source - the

" use of computers to simulate and test.hypothesizcd processcs of languagc

and thought.' kfnunggf of cognitive psychologists and psycholinguists
- ? .

have begun to mové away from rather narrowly conBrained speculations of

9%
&




F o

B}

B \
visiting us would be reprcsented by a logical argument of the form: ‘

‘0, . o

‘e - [RELATION: "visit, SUBJECT: sister, OBJECT: us]

ince comprehens1on Is assumed to consist of the construction of such an -
’y
abstract regrescntatxon, thc adequacy of the represcntation (and of the

'

model) is-tegped by-whether part1;ular parts of the input senrtcnce can

be retrieved in rcsponse to questions. For example, tomprchension of .

A3

~ the precedjng sentence would ‘be demonstrated if the element “your sister"

could be%retrieved in Tespense to the question "kho is visiting us?"' w.
* '
But such formulations are far from cowpetent to handle the
s ’ -

fact that cquréhensién of statements is rarély a natter of being able
to fegurgitége or even pafaphrase ;hat has just been said gr read, i?-

stead depehging'lgrgely on the receiver's purpose in attending to theh' :
statcment i; the fir?( place. For example, as a response to the question ‘

"Could you-put mqﬂuﬁlfof a few days?"' the statement "My sister is visiting

%/‘Wﬁ*"}ﬁ%‘.—mt‘l/msj onty one Qﬁ—xng C MR ~-and - it-would ﬁ'o’nw-l‘ j cmrp’rehended

-

in that way - .
» -

be
Put more generally, speakers and’ writers do not normally produce

5
statementd in pointless’ context free 1solat1on but with respect to..an

ac?ﬁal or.assumed cormon 1nterest on the part of both produccr and ‘re- '

T e

ceiver. The actual neanlng to both parties 1s largely dctcrm1ncd by

<
factors extri ic to the statcmcnt namely the situation in which it is

uttercd and /the prxor knowledge -and mutual expcctations of the tuo

parties congern ed, CGMprchdhsion is basically a matter.of getting . N

W,
saswers to questions 1uplic1t1y asked by the rccip1ent of a message (Smith,

197Sb). The ability to paraphrase an utterance, or-to recall parts of it, ‘

.
. ’ Lt . s



AP how language-based knoyledge migh{'bc represented in mcmerf/to.é‘more
" “elaborate study. of. rea ing. N ) .

. . ., To take just one cxample Rumelhart (in press) has character-
Iy )

. fsed reading as an "1n§cracti\e pvocess” 1nvolv1ng a conjuncvmén of
"visually derigéd" and “expectatlon de¥;§ed" 1nfornat10p Rumelhart .
and others have adopted computer tcrmlnology’tovrefer :L'£he flbw‘of
iﬁsually derlvcdk;;formation (corresponding roughly to what I have begr
[

caliing outgﬁgg-in)’as-”bottom-upﬂ and to the opposiic flow of expectation-
derived information-{my inside-out) as "top-down". Apart from some

- general background theorizing, however, the studies that have been so
. - - . e’

"r , far reporq;d\have’teﬁded to get';o further in (or up) than word‘recog:
nition, and have once more typically allowed subjects little opportunity.

to demonstrate preferences and strategies they might exhibit in reading
. & - .

-, .

outside the lﬁboratory. The visually-derived information still presents

itgelf to the reader for-exhaustive analysis of onme kind or another, d

rather than the reader sampling it selectively for ﬁﬁrpoées of his own. -

-

- .o Ope redson that the interactive approach hgt.in general been

7
P

_undﬁ?é’to preak free of an oupsidg-in bias in experi;entation is ghat ;- v
it- has tended to lean on an e;tregfly narrow conception of comprehfnsion

j' that qharacterize: combuterybq;ed models of language.:,lnspir largely

N by ?cése grammar" linguistic theories ke.g. fillmorc, 1968; Chafe,- 1970), -

'_' such models have‘beén iﬁélincé:to regard comprehcrigiony as a‘Lina of
-‘. abstract repr;sentatzon (gcdcrally in thc form of etyork of .relations)

of all the - 1nformatxon contzined within the structire of an “input
sentence”. For example, ‘the "meaning" of a sentence such as My sistcf\{s ' <

P
’

s ) .
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.

is no indication of comprehension at all. Yet paxsing or paraphrasing

are generally the most that computer models of comprehension aspife to

* ’

“achieve, and until further progress is ‘made in the enormous entérprise

-

‘of try1ng to rcpresent human knowledge and xntent10nal1ty in these models

1t is unlikely that they will provide a basis for theorics ofgreading

.

that are reptesentative of nbrmal reading situations.

~ . -

. . ! .4 .
' Until interactive approaches break free of ‘their dependence

on outside-in experimentation and enrich their theoretical foundation

+

with respect to comprehension, expectation that they might have productive

. a . . -~
implications for classroom practice or instructioral development would _
. . r, ‘- . - . i

seen tfibe premature. . . -,
. : » .

-Pirections for further research

.

For a start, it would be poigtless to expect a critical ex-‘
periment to determine whether outside-in or 1n5}de-out theories are
correct. The data .are rarely in contention  and ;h; in:;rpTetation pliced

'.ﬁponréhen depends on the theore;ical proclivity in the first place. The
Issue is a pragmatic one; deciding which pafticular theories are the

_most useful for spec1f1c purposes, whether predzct1ng respbnse latenc1cs

in letter or word recognigion studigs, providing an intuitively appealing

. .model of reading, generating worthwhile practical consequences in class-

~

roéns.'qr stinulating productive ;esearﬁh., Obviously all theorics of
reading and of rcading instruction requirc improvemcnt and offer nmplc
potential for research. But, there is a parthulnr nced for worc robust

theories to stimulate research beyond the currcnt rather tircd expcr1mcntal

s .

preoccupation with word idcntification -and the seel1ngly enaless

-

uml

.
. -
- ..
. -
. R .
.
. ’ . 18 .=
. ‘ -
.
.
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and inconclusive comparisons of scraps of instructional technology.

.+ - In particular a better understanding is required about how

‘g . . ‘- C
and why ‘children learn to read in the first place, and it is unlikely

d . — .

at present that such én undg?standing will come from rigorous experimen-
tatiéﬂ under controlled f%poratory conditions. There is a dearth of
ébserva;ion'chpable qf'throging light on the infellectual, emo;ional and
social ;ééas'that reading satisfies'- or why learning to read‘Ts\often -
resisted. There is a need for rore information'about the manner in

-which children respond to print long before they receive any formal

4

instruction, and of the amount and nature of print in the world around
[ S : .

thel;'anglagous to the studies of the spoken language development of

J

infants. Very few studies of reading development have been conducted /
. that have not\been‘coniamingted by the effects 5f‘ear1y instruction of
that have been concérned more with children's deﬁeloping awareness of

p{int than with their ability to cope w1th the demands and terminology

. 3 .
o,’partlcular 1nstruct1onal methods. ' : S “

L] .

Further pursuit of a universal method of teaching reading

-

ght appear pointless. A mass of existing research demonstrates that

11 methods of reading instruction achieve ccrtain aims some of the time

‘thugh no methad has been found to work ail of the time. Millions of

- 1 ~

children have lcarned to rcad with preciscly the same_procedures Gnd

v

materials with which other;chiidrcn'ﬁave failed. There is in fact no

. evidence that children who are motivated to Jlearn to rcad expcriénce N

P

. difficulty.in learping to Fread. And despite the’millions of dollars




.- those who learped with a.hornbook and the féwily Bible.

F
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J

-..__;_"m__..&p:ntinn.pIQEIam_dﬂxclapmﬂnl_and-L:sting by government agencies and «

commercial enterprises, there is-not the slighfest.evidence that children

who succeed in,léarqin%‘to read today do so with any-more fa%%ltty fhan

.
4

>

More consideration must be.given to the possfﬁﬁ}fty thag‘

literacy probleﬁs will not be apelioratca b} better descriptions of

language or of cognitive pfocesses. For. example, a largsly ﬁéglectcd
. ' . e
theqretical issue. that may play a considerable role in.the apparent .

inadequacy of ruch of our reading instructign is the fact that language

as it is normally encountered and employed outside the classroom has a

vafiety of functions (Halliday, 1973). Children do not begin life by
: * A
learning "language skills" as'sucb, they are never engaged in a puraly'
,’v . .
linguistic exercise. The larfiguage they fitst hear and use always has

a funciion, and language and function are probably learned simultaneously.

Children learn to talk while learning that language can be used to satisfy

needs, express feelings, explore ideas,”ask questjons, obtain answers,

assert themselves, nahipulpte others, and establish and maintain specific

-
.

interpersonal relations. But a child may seem to-hav7 learned language -

in the sense of having some ability in one or-two functions - without

- . .

comprehending al] its functions. Sometimes .childzen ‘may seem to have

"inadequate language when whét'thcy lack is experience in certain. functions

]

of language. ’ . . . -
_Language in school must oftén sced to children to have some

L
very odd functions. Somctimes it is uscd without any obvious function

at ali, for example when'children are expected. to attepd to isalated

LAY

LD
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wotds on chalkboards, recaningless sequénces of words in books, and

obscure exercises and drills, Some functions of iqnguagc that children’

- : * . -~
find most irportant schools may atterpt to suppress entirely, both in

teachers Ené ip children.' There is-very little theorizing and research
~ ' R

on these'issq&s, yet as far as literacy is concerned they may have the
N 7 . . -

most profound implicaticns of all, .
D\ ' ,.

]

Concluding cor~ents
There are two other reasons why I feel caution should be

/"\//exercised before acceding to the constant demand for theoreticians to

be ‘practical” and for the translating of research into practice. The.

L]
-

first is that Ehe direct conversion of theoretical insights 1nto,pract§cab

terms - whether on the level of helpful hints to individual teachers or

as fuliblosm instructional programs - tends te lead ® egregious over- - .

generalization. What might be a good idea with a few children in a

limited context becomes inflated into a foolproof‘system fer teaching

, entire populations the whole time. Teachers who rely on experts rather
:kan_on their own‘eccumulate& wisdom, and experience to solve day-to-day
classrocngfroblems become even more disappointed and disillusioned with

. the theorist or researcher when the desired jmprovement so rarely comes.

More recognigion should perhaps be given to "the value of theor1es that

- e

assist teachetrs in making their-own deciiizgzb,/
: My second concern is that the tush to be applied frequently
confuses what a person is ahle to do as a conscquence of being a reader

M _ v

vith what is necessary in order to learn to gcad in the first place. A

4
\
recent example was tho effort to transmogrify large numbers of children

.

. { * - Y -




N, . ’

+ . ’

into transfomatlonal gra"zmanans when Imgm'.sts d1seovercd that
transfo*matm'\al rules, wére a convenient wauf cha&'actenzmg part of
“théir own language compectence. Almost contemporancously, many children
were drilled in the identification of meanjngless "éistinctive features"
s~a\prg1iminary to exposure .to the alphabet after theorists hypot}xesi zed
that feature detection models migh.t be a useful® con;:eptual tool ,fgr‘
examining letter and uord:: recognition processes. Following recent

theoretical interest 'in the rqles of réduhdancy and prediction..in reading

there have been attempts to develop program® for teaching. children to

N . . I 4
}wcome responsive to redundancy and to predict, although such abilities

¢ .
tht seem integral parts of the natural capacity of all children to

H . . —
make sense of spoken langhage long before they get to school. "

l
H
H

o e ) -
| . No theory of reading is likely to be of substantial utility

l bducation unless it reminds teachers and yesearchérs alike that the '

¢

ski}] of reading remains largely a mystery because so wuch of it-is -

ed in the complexitmctures and functzons of the brain. To discover

—
.

\lh ‘some children succeed and others fail we must understand more about

what transpires in their heads. as they stnve to make spise of reading
e
and reading instruction.

23
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OPEN Disc%iffon OF F. SMITH PRESENTATION

ELLSON: Would ybu like to 'say somethin@ about a qelationship 5etwqen. your

dichotomy and what has been called the synthetic and the analytic appreach to \

reading instruction? ‘ PR ;
r'd

7/

' F. §SMITH: I will, if you Will explain a little more what you mean’ by the

analytic approach to igading‘instruction?

: . . . . .
’ \ - R . . - .

+ . ELLSON:’ You said that one,wai to teach reading 15-:0 start with the elementSs and

[y .

synthesize 'more complex things. The "analytic approach is to start with, for

- -

. ' . N . * .
example, meanings, or large units, andfthen,break them down into smaller units. -

’
-
N . , - - -

_F. SMITH: I don’t like to make- any statement at all abou£ reading inmstruction, -

because of this risk of overgenepalization. But, if you ask me how readiné is
learned, as opposed to what cgildéiia:o as a consequence of 1nst;uction, I rwould .
8ay 1it's: on an analytical basis: going down from making sense, to 1hentifying

wordg, and theg to identifying letters. .

/
ELLSON: But you did say that' most °of the methods are going :in the other

mtim.‘—-. . : * ‘:'_,._/' ) T

- .
* B 7
.

1

" F. SMITH: That's right, the methods are going in the other direction.

-
REd
[

V0SS: Speaker reqﬁested that his comments be deleted. ' : .
“ L - ' :

.

. P. SMITH: This is gritten? Thié request'is written? . B N

24RS
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Speaker requested that his comments be deleted.

- . o~ - : 4
F. \ SMITH: Oh, yes, there is always a’problem. , There are always problems. .
A ) ) y

»

When a ohild who i$ reading from the inside-out comes across a word ﬁe has

never *et before, tkat child has a_ problem The question is: How is he going to
solye the problem--by using analytic techniques or synthetic tectmiques or by

asicding s‘c}mebo‘dy, ‘as in the case of the apple. So instead of asking for an apple, ’

-

’ ) ! i } U
" the child now says, "Kow do I write the word apple?"

I R 4
. \ A .
ELLSON: Doesn't it folloy that what you are calling the. outside-in, or the

\ bottom<up é(ppr'oach to reading is really something that occurs early in learning
\ ) . b P \ R .
\ . to read, and\:‘that.you see it\as bidbed in this direction because most of the

3

' \ » -
research has “-been done on the first hree years, so that the emphasis kas been oOn
\ . ) ) . .
N . ‘ teaching new words, new ways of \{si sounds to get these new words. if, 1inm
\ ‘ \ fact, ﬁ-e research were done in t\%e Qixth seventh and eighth grades, you‘ould

\(ind many more ° ingide-out types\ of things, knowledge structures and;
\

! :
\ \ d\ders'tanding. - \\ o ‘ .. o y
VA ‘

\ B o,
L -
\ ..
’ *‘ . :
LY
'0

: A
\. \ F. \SldITH ) I uould like to think it does,\ but it doesn't work that way. As 1

A

v \ /7
¥ y
. \\ uid,\,'one of the ~"ttiings that charaot ize high-school students with reading

X . .

] diéilities, as far as I have seen in my experience i3 the fact that meaning is
- \

-~ [3

Ay

.

the le?t thing they pay any attention to at all._ It 15 not the fact that they
haven't learned anything in school, but the fax that they have learned too well.

\ They've been lead to believe that ir you g t the letters right add the vords

)
..._ =t

ri;ht then the leaning will take care of itselr
' \
- talking about tbe\way ve teach\reading or th« way in which children learn to

I am not sure whether you are ‘

rud ‘l‘his is a ﬂip thing to aay, but I think &Qat children learn to read

ERIC o .
28




r »

: uaézo-.-p.n. - o : - 245
. . ’ ' v A
'desbite what we do in schools.y I don't see the relevance®f a great deal of what
v )

we do in schools. 1 think the really important problems in learning to read, '‘in

-

' iaking sense of rp{fnt; are not problems that are solveg’by giving children
PR 4 N ~ \ . )
spelling-to-sound correspéndence rules or even by telling them what rules are.
- Co ‘

, -

)

_ CAMBOURNE: Did.I understand you correctly? - Did you degra!e observationai‘
~
research by calling it anecdotal? X

’ .
’. 3
-

F. SMITH: No, I had ;wo categories. 1 said” anecdotal and. observational,

" although the dividing line between the two wog}d be hard to draw. I am very
- . ) 5 o ,: T . . . V4 ) x
« kegn, for example, to see what Marie's observations-and techniques are.

< S
\\P; .

CAHBQUBNE: My.feeliné is that observational researcn cad be just as rigorous as

.

any other. - ' .
[4

-

F. SMITH: Ye®, it can be. 1t depends on what you are looking for. You can be

. .‘ . ) ‘ e
parrow in what- you are 1looking for in children, or you can be broad, and, in
i effect, let the.children determine the categories. Coe ) |

.

JACKSON: Do you see aﬁy relatioqshid\petween research and instruction? 1 get .

.. the feeling, what yourare -saying, ;ﬁét you see research over here, and you

-

/ see classroom instruction over there, and you really don't see a viable

relationship existing.. 1 ti:ink thg relationship is the purpose of this

-

| conference.

-

} F¢ SMITH: It depends on what 51nd of res'earchﬂue are talking about. Do we mean
] .

'n'mrch into ~thé reading process, the kind of thing that Ed has been talking

. *
.
.

FullText Provided by Enic [l
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. _‘ : b 7 ' . ‘
about, or the research relatéd to what goes on in’schools? As far as research

into what goes'on in the schools is concerneg% I'm not sure, because usually you

get answers to the questions yo? are asking; {f you are not (asking' the right

questions, you are notsgdlng to get very mpch insight.

\
= N I

. As far as research into ;gg reading process is concerned--which 1is - the

[y

research that I ally myself with--I don't see that that can be translated into
N .

classroom pracéice. . ,

. i . -
[

* What I do feel is necessary is thagjrésults of- reading research be made

T
conprehen;ible to teachers. 1 think Marie has tHe point--I don't know if she
actually said this, but it was in her abstract--tbat teachers have to ‘Se

experinenter-p;actitioners. Teachers get information 1in the classroom in any

case. They get ‘information from what the children are doing, if only they can_‘
read it properly. .They get information by looking for the implicitvtneories in

- - : . .
any instructional program, if they wish. All instructional programs are based on.

- o . r \
some kind of a, theory, whether or not she theory is made explicit. -

-

Tne other kind of information that teacl{rs need is.precisely the -kind of”)

inforsation that researchers can give them. That is information that teachers
. - rd
© .. evaluate and make use of. It is not information that is translated into

materials that teachers use directly. = .,
- ’ i - . ' r

¢

’ WEAVER: !ou talked about the need'tor readers to -sake sense of print To |,

‘ paraphrase ubat Shirley Jacy:on aaid there is little connection, at this point,

7 . botueen re;oarcb aniﬁfraetice, yet 1 recall that in one of your earlier books you
laid thlt what boachcrs need to -do is understand that the proficient reader.‘

o ssmples a ainizum of viaunl cues; that what teachers of beginning readers need

to do 1is facilitate that sampling process. You also mentioned that you don't

-

o 28
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N .

like to make éeneralizations. To say that tgpcners should facilitate visual
sampling .13 extremely general. How can you relate that to teaching children to
make sense of print.‘ How might they make sense ©of print, uith63t either giving

‘ them some systematie understanding of spelling-sound 'correspondences and/or -

telling them what a particular word is? .

> (

F. SMITH: I never said don't tell a child what- a word is. lq) f‘,‘ict-,,b_l have

~.

usually argued the reverse:¥ If that is what is stal}ing the child, then téll the .

A

child; don't expect him to f‘igur"e it out. I try to bg,positive,‘ so I>might, in
g fact, have talked about f‘aéilitating. But generally 1 have argued that teachers

. L4
should avoid interfering with particular things. 1 don't normally think that .

Y

sampling or predictdrg or any of these things that I think are critically
‘ L]

. .
, involved in readf{ng have to be taught. I think these are, things children do.
Certainly, if they have spoken 1anguage,' they have demopnstrated that they can do

this. 1In reading instruction, we have to avoid interfering with what kids can

do.

“~

HEAVER‘ I guess when you referred to prior knowledge, you meant that what is an
already - developing - knowleqge base for chil&ren is not to be 19terfered with by
instruction. 1If yo;.\ were to ?ut me in a country that used an ortbograpby' that =
was different from my own alphabetic code,- you uouldn'.t expect me to be able to

figure out the usage rules of that code. Instead,

you would expect that if I had
# » v
had some exposure to it, some prior knowledge, some conditioning, perhaps, if

-

someone saysy "That label ‘says, ‘cornflakes,' and 'Pass mpe the cornflakes,'®" that®

1 might learn the word for cornflakes.® But I see that as a quantum leap from

-

the kind of very complicated translation from print to some form.of speech that a

13

child is asked to do at, the very beginning stages_gf reading.

- ( .
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F. SHITH:“ It is a question of uhether you are coming' 4n from the vpoimt of’

. ‘\‘ . h : SQ ‘. ..
. : , : . 248

things that children can understand, which tend to be general, or from the pdint

of w.leu of; things ‘that children can't understand for example, letter-to-sbund” o

% L

correspondences and then’ nope eventually the ohild will figure out this has some

kind of meaning to the world in general. S )

-

WEAVER: What would you do with those students who didn't figure it out on ‘their
oun? - . i . ' | _ )“

Py - ~
~
»

F. -SHITH: ‘Assme as a general/principle--altho\zgh it is not one--that I want to

-/
nake- a theory 6f teaching reading As a general principle I.would say do the

r.hild's readin} for h:L:n to the extent he can't read, and that means reading
anything, Iike "No smoking pleas'e,' or "stop." If the information is of any use

to the chiid, he will make use of it. If he wants nore, ne will ask you for it
N

nr indicate he needs it. On the other hand, if it is not useful information, he
‘will ignore\}tc One of the proolems in school is that we don't allow ‘children to
- ¢

ignore things that, they can't make sense of or things that they find unimportant.

- ¥

CLAY: 1 guess ] am uysually trying to put together things people split apart, and
k . - . - !

~1 reatt a bit to the readi_ng researchers,' on theqone hand, and to classrooa

teachers, on' the other. I‘Hould normally demand of my research that it have a
> ‘a I3

payoff. on both sides -at oncg, and that depends on the kinds of questions 1 ask {n °

research. . -

. : .ot

P. SMITH: You made a stitemenf, not an argument.

g -
n .. Y

CLAY: ™ You seea to be implying that these two th,g.nga differ.

'} 3~Q




-~ - . . .

.
I Y e g P,

: - .- : .o » ) L ‘
May 20--P.M. &( 249

I3

‘.'}
F. Sﬂllﬂ" !es 1 am clearly very much agdinst anything that encourages teachers

<%

‘,-to use even less judgment than they do currently. - ~_

e A -

Hbit of‘uhat a ‘child géts'from reading, the real insights into reading, he

1

-

getq“outside the school. What we should try to do.in school is build up on the
1n3ights citildren have. It is very hard, in fact, to give children insiéhts' in
school, the kinds of 1nsights they need. I d&gn‘t thlnk what we do in schoo) is

&

sufficient to teach a child to read and I don't think it can be. I think A

chilg needs to ha®e certain insights into the nature of print. And_the nature of

written language--incidentally, this is another reason why 1 am very much 'fn
. = >~ : ‘o ~ .

favor of reading to children--has nothing wh;@aoeyer to do with the actual
*~ ) :

‘process of decodiug”vords. The fact that the uritten language has different

nargin The schools, in general, are governed by ritual. There are routines and

conventions makeyg 1t a different language from apoken language, and children need

to lr.now {hat That helps then to read. . -

. .

There are other things, too, that we couldn't possibly do in school, or at
ieast not very well. The kind of priﬁt we se¢ outside, on the cornflake package
for example, is neadingful print; its meaning is predicted by the chila before

b

bé even knows what. it says. I think such thingds are important.

HﬂIrEE I bave a friend, who is-a political scientist in Geneva. His child is. 'in

«

the Geneva pcbools, and I was interested to hear that in the Geneva scbqols, the

big issue is if you are asked to do a 3/8-inch nargin, you, by God do a 3/H inch

1ron con&rol The child comes fram an Ametican school,, where the teacher {s

H

torribly concerned that the child understand and make sense of the claasroon but

_ the word I get. 1s that the hildren love the Geneva system. I bave . the

- [:R\}C

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

impresfion that llttle children like and respond very well to rituals. I have {

o . 31 | g
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feeling that a great deal of traditional teaching works because, to some extent,

’ - .
little children .don't.-need to make sense out of things nearly as much as adults

do. You can, fu éffeci, get away with drills; because they don't seem quipe 80
tedious to cbi;dran. Are you really arguing against the usé"of grills?

\4
F. SHI&H: No, I'am'nqt; 1 am argui?g that what teachers should bé alert to,’
and respond to; are signs  of confusion, signs of inabillty to comprehend. I
think we sbould bQVe more research ;pto how., in fact, people do learn %0 read,

quite apart from the instructional things, because, as I am fond of pointing out, .

’gost of us learned to'read in classrooms with 35 desks screwed down to the floor,

-‘bhd reading materials with sanetimonious content, and very auiboritative

;eachers; We learned to read.. As I sald in the beginning, I don't see that the

-

jsolution to the readingvproblem in schools lies ih better programs of instruction i

or }n better theories of the reading brocess.

)
A

~

- YENEZKY: Frank, in your introductory remarks, ‘you sa;dy.anoné other things, tha(f*

1iteraéy won ! be improved by beéter theories of reading or language. But thén
‘after you proceeded for about 40 minutes to tell us what a plague on the house of
rending the current theories were, you hawked a new theory. ﬁow, is there a

contradiction here, or am I missing sonething? :

P. SHITH' 1 think what I a&id, or what 1 was trying to say,” was that. if we
cxpoct better theories of reading and better theories of reading instruction to

bo translated into programs, then we are going to msiss the point altogether.
e, -

. - . . . [ .
On the other hand, ] was also trying to say that when teachers are well

‘informed——and that neani‘lnfonned about evefything, not simply about ‘theories of

rcadinii-they are better teachers, T would'say that any.insights we can get into

. 32
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reading are .grist for the ,m@ill of teacher understanding. I think that being

involved in ﬂheorization and research and in trying to make.theory ﬁeahingful to

. . oo X
teachers is a worthwhile procedure. .On the other hand,” I don't ‘think we are

?

going to solve prgblems of illiteracy by Eranslating the theo;y into programs.
I'm gaying two things at the ‘same time and I don't think they are contradictory.
-y , -

o ) o

\ .

E. SMITH: Let me just see if I haVe something straight. Yau afe thinking of
inside-out, of coming from the head. Don't you have to bave the other kind of
process, too, outside-in? It can't just be all insjde-out; - that is like an

hallucination.
= o

/ -
F. SMITH: Insidglguz tteories do get out; .they do get to the stimulus. Let me
gixe you one example. Wwhen you look up altelepbone nuaber, there is very precige
control over the stinulhs, over your seléctivity. . You look fer tne person's
name. Ir ydu are subvocalizing, you are not subvocaiizing the name you are
’ Eeading; you are subvocalizing the name you a}é looking fo®. That's what you
bold 4in your shorg-term méﬁory, the name you are looking for. Wwhen you have the
last name, Yyou cPeck back into long-tgrm memory for the first name; and per\haps,
ir it:s a name 14 S!itp, yoﬁ check for .the address as well: At that point, you
. empty everything out of short-te nenorﬁ and what you .pub., in there is the
’

number you read.' You are 'éxtremely seleétlve, and,'in & general sense, you don't

) read all of the other stuff there.
: p
B. SMITH: I would agree with” that, but you are still taking in some of that
visual inforaation.
[ ] ‘ -

F. SMOTH: Of course, you are taking in the visual information that you are-

. 33
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° looking for; you are taking in the visual in?onnation that you want, but you are

no€ processing all of the visual information that is in front of Jou.
4
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; . COMMENTS BY DOUGLAS ELLSON |
2 ’ ‘

RESNICK: I would like to esk Doug Eilsor°to tell us about some of the programs

- be has been looking into. ‘ o 7

‘
*

ELLSON: For the next few minutes, I may :.o'uns.‘like a voice from the pa'st. That

N .is not necessarily bad; we might be able to learn from expertence. I want to
talkl apout' sometizing that, from what I have heard and rea‘d so far, 1is° deing
missed - by this group. Another way to introduce this is to say that it goes on
very nicely from where Fran'l.: Smith left off. I agree very auch with most of what
Frank says, but I think he is dead wrong on pne thing, and-that's partly why I aa
o - :

here. Be-said, as I understand, tﬁét theory doesn't or shouldn't--I'm net: sure

which--lead ‘to practice. What I am going to talk about are some examples of how

[4

theory has led to practice. . — e

» .
' B ! S
Frank,is not alone in his point of view. I would like to quote from a

document, which 511 of you rpqeived. I believe it was written by Laureh Resnick
and Phyllis weaver. They begin by talking about the choices in reading, the

social prodblem, and h ) on, that I am sure we are all He;l aware of. Then tb:;y
say, to quote, "This crisis in reading exists‘despite a long history of research
and experimentation .‘on reading, the history that goes back to at least the -
/bqinning of this century. As a result of this research, scholars are a;\b;e to
describe in -considerable detail, and with some degree _o; consénsus, many of the
skills and processes involved in reading. Yet most reports of ,t.his research
_conclude only with a request for additional research to clarify some po.int.s_- of
theory. _‘n:e results of the r_esgarch, in other words, have no't been uéed to ;atfer,
strong .mestim' for instructional pr;c.tlce.' I t.hix;k this is generally true,

but there are some examples which I have become interested in recegtly, -ways in

ERIC S 38 ‘
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Hhi:ch the relationship between theory and practice hag had an effect on'beginning

-

reading instruction. ¢

-

Very briefly, these are 13 :studies, all c;f which are reasonably well, I’
would almost say very well designed so that we can have considerable confidence
in the results. All of them are concerned with evaluations of techniques or.
.progf'ams for reading instruction, which yere compared with.a control group. In
_every case the control group:_was a sample of co}lventional‘ teachiné. In every
case there was. some objective measure which indicatéd that the innovation was

* better. Trhe ratio between the two measurezents wa t least 2:1. In other

words, tnese techniques were in a sense twice as good as others, in terms of some

“
. ‘

'ob,jective' measure.

Bow many of you know ¢@f ahx evaluation studies in which there is a
comparison between an innovation and conveptional teaaBing and some measure shows

that the new measure s at least twice as good? May 1 ask which one you have? 1
) . e

am looking for new ones.

» v .

i‘

VEMEZKY: Well, there-are at least ten ITA studies,' and there are several Uniphon

studies, but if you ask ame if we shduld believe the data of these well
”~ LY » . - - ‘ -

.oontrolled, worthwhile comparisons, then it would be a different question.

L2
- * . 3
] . P
{ -

-~ BLLSOM: 1 guess there are hundreds of thes; l;)st of Hhich would' not satisfy’

uthodnlogicd cri.teriq Tbe o/nes I am talidng about, I aa not sure about

s

ocdpletely. Some I"Bive not yet been able to 3et “the original sources-‘ they are

-,
_* hard to find. Incidentally. 1 did‘'nct include the anes you are nentioning, »S0 1%

1

-)nu,uu to get a lead to them betore 1 1eue.

CEN - . 3 - ‘e
¢ ' 36 '
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ifs;arted this search—accidentally} as 1 was learning something about * the

field “of reading. I ran across a few studiég with results that looked

, Spectacular and yet did not make pe feel hnhaﬁpy about the way they were done, so-

I started to look consistently for studies in &h%gh there was a large difference.
f

I defined a large différence--an educa;ionally significant difference--as ane in

which the ratio was ;yé to one or larger. Tﬁat_is not ;hé best criterion 1 can

think of, but it is one on which it was possible get data.

The measures, incidentally, are achievement test scores--usually only in the

first grade, which start somewhere near zero--o} else aéhievement te;t’sains.
) %

There are some wthh involvg other measures, such as proportion of failures.

dhether we can believe these absolutely or not, if seems to me &hat there is

something here that ought to be looked at very carefully. Of the 26 studies‘ 1

found, 13 were in the field of reading. ' ’

As I/say, I use¢ two criteria. One was that ratio of two or more, the other

that they satisfied my fairly strict judgment as to methodplogical adequacy. A

.

8ood many of these studies are clearly related to theory or theoretical concepts.

-

I have been listening very carefully to the qthér speakers here, and I am

not quiée sure what we mean by theory. 1In some casés I think we mean not much

more than the translatian of a deggription of a practical classroqm situation ’

»

into the language of the psychologist, the linguist, or some other scientist.

This night seem to be a minor thing, but I don't think it is. When we translate

the language of practice into the language of science, one thinf that happeps is

s

that we are abl'e to be more abstract. We.dan talk about more cases. - We find

that’ out new- statements éive.us leads; they entail other;statenenta that refer
- A . . .. o

to experigents. This opens up a lot of experimentation that is relevant to the

practical situation that we were talking about in the first place. -
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When I "apply data,"™ I get to the data by this transformation from one
language to' another. As sobn as I go from* the practical language to the
scientific language, 1 find that a tremeﬂdous —~amount of information ’becomes
avail;ble for.‘applicatién. Incidentaliy, I would like to point out that this
practice is not necessarily repommended for teachers; it does not necessarily
help a teacher to translate her problem, her ‘practical question, into-the

. . .
language of science. It will not help her unless this collection of other

. 7/
information is opened up to her, and most teachers are rot well tralne? in this

field. For example, in teacher training, how mdch actual time is spent on the

-

psychology of learning or the psychology of reading? I have spent a lifetime in

=

the study of one of these areas and a considerable amount of time ‘on the other,
80 for me this technique works. To apply science to practical problems is a

4 di}ticult sort of thing, and I doubt that it can be done effectively by most ‘

<

teachers. 1 think that it has to be applied by people.who know the scientific .

3

literature very well. v

-

Of my 13 studies, 1 would say at least half are fairly closely related to
basic research data, but not necessarily to data in the area of reading. A

aignificant chunk of them, fivq'or six, are related to the psychplogy of learning

-
~—

or behavior theory, not particularly to reading.

— In order to use this information to affect practice, we must use what e
khéw about learning gfientifically, and uhat'ue know about reading artistically;
that is, what the practitioner knows. For application, this state-of-the-art
information must be used in combination with the scientific information. . That is

.o . -
one of the ways in which application takes place. . .
. . g .
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It is often said nowadays that hothing anyoné does in the classroom makes

any difference, nothing that ‘15 done by educational' researchers makes any
- . o7 ‘ .

difference. If nothing -else, these cases indicdate that what is done can make ar

difference.

Suppose we look at these cases, and see what they contain that . might be

s useful. I looked at #&hem as scarefully as I could to see what kinds of
? . X - > -
\ suggestions I would get, partly on how to-teach and partly on how to establish a

relatioggpip between. theory and practice. ) -

L

If you ﬁanted to find cut som;thing,about flying, you might be interested in

the Wright bréthers. They were.not really very successful; they didn't fly very

7« far. B;t they are significant, because, at the fime, they were all we had. So
they ‘were really worth looking at very carefully. Wwe know that many things they

did were wrong, but we learned a great deal from them.

-~

—

-

In looking at these studies, I find that they provide evidence of very poor-

teaching by many of those yho instructed the control groups.

One of the common ééafures of the improved teaching is what ;ay be callgd‘
;delegation.' In ali but two of the 1% case;, the teaching is not d;ne_B?
professional teachers. It'ZS done by nonpréfessionals. In'%eygry case the
pupil-téacber ratio is less than 30 to 1. -The higgest ratio in the'group is 18

to 1 and there is one ratio of 10 to 1. All the rest are 5 to 1 or lower, down

to 1 to 1. ‘ '

}

[
.

y . .
In"the cases where professional teachers are used, the teaching load is
) e ' ) ’

lowered; this decrease in#.the number of pupils is, of course, a form of

delegation; or a good part of the class is passed to someone else. There are

. ,/ really <two fagtors here. -~ One is, delegation, the other is the use of
! ) ’

E

_a

yr

IC - /39 N
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non-professionals as teachers. ’ / ' ‘

. L3
. Another-factor that is probably related to-delegation, is individualization.
: - . - € ' : - - B &

In most cases it is’ not whal'is ordinarily called individualization, in which the ~

content of what is taught is designed for the particular pupil.
T~ P
Individualizatidn in most of these studies is provided in the form of feedback.
N/
After the pupil responds, the- . teacher reacts with reinforcement or

« !

nonreinfonpement '
.
-#/ ’ . .
Another factor--which brings me back to Frank ith--ds that in many of the
. succesaful innovations. the children seem to get'more practiece in actual reading
- .—than is the case in mpst classrooms *Little time is spent on tellihg the
X children about reading, in teach\ng them to verbalize the rules. Most of this
o A
. kind of teaching involves giving the cb%ldren practice in reading. ‘\\,
-~ - .o - _ . \‘

(ne tifing of intefest in reference to Frank: Smith's~paper is that- four of
these methods were insige-out and four others were outside-in Frank suggested,
" apong other things, that it is very difficuit to evaluate the inside-out method.
'!OH;. here are four cases, where this metnod has been evaluated by the same‘kinde -
of criteria .that have been used to dvaluate the outside-in; that is, ' some kind.
ct reading achievement measure. In comnection with earlier discussion, it is ¢f
inter;at that three of the four outside-ih methods were used in the first grade,
and three of the four that were clearly inside-out were done in the Eburtb grade
and above. N | .

. -
- ' - * P
rd . B -

§g:eone suggested that we may need to use’ the outaide-in"metpcds :to get

L S

-

children started. At the beginning we need to teach by synthetic methods. Later
- 7 . c -
on the problem may be motivation; that is, once children have the basic sidlls,

we can begin to emphalize motivation. From then on, let thed read and put tgings
P -7 . .

3
E ’ ' 40
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together for themselves. <

e .

I think that is about all that I want to say direc’cly. It seems that there ,

1] I -

i e evidence, not ‘yet much, to indicate that it 13 possible to accomplish the

thing that this meeting is aimed at; that is, to apply theory to influence

practice. T . \

I think it would be useful to look carefully at.one of these cases, or at
) . i . . \ .
all 13 to §ee'how many are a direct consequence of application of theory. When

~

We find those that are, we gan ask how it was done. Zhis is a dffficuls task.

In psychology, 1linguistics, socio-linguistics, and social science--we have not
N R 2 . .
. done it very often. I think it would be useful to look carefully at tHWA few
. . &
N

successful cases that we have.

.
»

B : \ s
OPEN DISCUSSION OF ELLSON COMMENTS

3 ‘ . t

i . . :

RESNICK: Doug, have you written these up somewhere? 1Is there a bibliography of

these studies that you can share with us? - .

- > P

= ELLSON:. I have not written them up. I have the .}hliography of the 26 ses.

If people want it, we cam probaply get it reproduced.

RESNICK: I think that would be the best thing to do. ) 4 -

=

o ‘. ) . : /
. . _ -
ELLSON: I suspect I should {Ed\the ones that are in reading.

. [ -

4 -

) ‘ i ° /’ - Y
“ o ; ’ N a - . Y
RESNICK: Thet would be very useful. If you send the bibliography’to us, we . cam

. 4 - <

circulate it with the proceedings. ~

)

2. . T . ¢ ‘ -
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* ELLSON: I also have something else that might be useful. It is a summary of the.

o

projécfs. In the summary, I- tabulated characteristfﬁs of the succedsful methods
and where to find the §tud1e3‘.h The tabuJatioiﬂtaISo include the subjeet that was
involved in the teaching, the lévgl at which it is taught, and in some cases the
method--if there was a name for it--tha pubil-teacher- ratio, the qualifications
of. the teacher, the ,nature of' t‘he control group, the teache.r--student.ratios, and

in some casel the measure that was used, the par'tigular' test. -

-

WHITE: One of the complaints pe?’ have expressed-about the AIR series, the

later editions, was that Wwhen they went back to find exemplar); programs, they

found a distressing lack of "continual hit.” A program that surfaced one year as

«
meeting - their criteria would not surface the next year. Do you have any data on

-

the sort of sustained ability or continuation of this performance?

L ]

ELLSON: There is on one project, mine. Mine, because it is on'e of‘ti)e re\; that
bhave survived. One of ;(e?iistressing things about this is tﬂat npbody has paid
any -atteantion to tbes.‘e projects. They have died; , they haven't even been 1looked
at, let alone supported, so that they could be contidued, modified, or adapted so

they would 'be better able to survive. In many cases, they have’ not even been

’

repeateh. In some cases, the analysis has been répeated, and it breaks down.

L3

s v

HHI‘IE Do you know the case study that Weber®Wid a few years ago on exe-plary

programs? hkas it a study for the Ane:ican Council of Education?

-

- . }

WHITE: This attempted to look at the programs that had a sustained hit record,

.. ‘ ) 42 v;-s’

i




.VENEZKY: I don't think so, because weber only measured . third-grade reading in

N s . .
-

. . 261
.ay 20--P.M.

X

Jprograms that were all in inner-city settings with disadvantaged populatlons
They had to hit, I think, two or three years in a row. 1 forgot what the

criterion was.

~

~

VENEZKY: No, Weber only wentioned one year.

WHITE: But it was a continuous success criterion. 1 can't remember what it was.
9

L4 .

one year. ] i -

WHITE: Yes, he only measured pne year, but he tried to measure more.

VENEZIKY: That was the interview program.

-

WHITE: I am disremembering; he didn't have the criterion on continued success -

either. Olkay. I will take it back. However, I Wwould say some of Weber's °
criteria sound \like Yours, and others “don't. He paid attention to the
orglniiation, to the way the staff morale was looked on, and so on, but other

/
criteria were like some of the ones you nentioned .

ELLSON: The common reaction to programs that work in the laboratory .and then

fiil when they get out into the school is tbat the program really wasn't any

,800d. The ather poasibility is that tbe adninistration was poor, that is,  the

prograz was actually ‘not duplicated. Ihe ndninistration of tbe program is.a =

-~

major tnctor. ' In many cases, a new prograa is almost necessarily difficult to P

v’

adainister, just because it is new. This is a very frustraging literature for(;h;‘/)

Y &
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- replicate a prograa m'tb?en get assistance for doing that.

LJ ] : 2
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the reasons you are suggesting.' Some of these stuﬁies were discontinued, just

-

because _the program was$‘ discontinued. It démonstrated success, but the funds

7

5 k4

were cut off. - . -

’

WHITE: That was true f the AARC. S

©
-

ELLSON: 1In other casés it demonstrated success, and the man in " charge of .t

saysy "Okay, I am done; 1 demonstrated it,' and stéps. There are a number of

reasons why these are not continued. _But ':_ny feel’fng is that they, at least
altogether, are important enough that they ought to be t‘oll'bwed up. There.are so

few successes like this, and we hear so0 much about educatioral researcd not

‘ . -

" having - any consegumences that I think at least we ought to follow them up as well

as we can .Incidentally,, it's extremely difficult. Ho§t_‘or the references I

L I - P -
u will not be “able to find. SoOme are imday office. - Most of them are
R T . Ay )

fugit'iv literature * Scae of tbeu are govement reports, and if you have aver

<

:‘ezwe a government report 'rour or hVe years after the study was

= .

cuplote&, you Qou what I nean .

-

. 2 -
L -

- .

- -

,JACKSON: The' 12 validated reading pragrans that you identified as ccnponents of

the mht to Read ) am were not given any fynds in the first place, 8o it is

. - 5

not a sitmt;on wh because funds were withdrawn from the oentral source, the

%

m did mot operate. That.'s not accurate. ‘Q;e orrie..deuca;ion requires

. 8 process which is ca.lled a dissemination review. Programs that are validated go

- thi‘ough thu disseaination review panel, and they then beccae eligible to apply

- for funds for diffusion. That means that a school district thgt would like to

i

2
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This idea is not really dead; there is a lot of work that's being done. As
a matter of fact, Far West Regional Labs has a contract, and they are working

with diffusion. And they do have literatwre, a little book called -Educational

*Prograps That wWork. There are the programs in reading, math, and so on that have

gone through the dissemination review panel, and thney do have 1ongitudinal data

that support their opex;ation. Ire problem is that ju.st because a program is

validated at a particular point in time, does not mean that three years frox now '

th'at program is operating at the same level. What we have found is that many
times you l';ave a dynamic person--in education we are in 'people business--who is

able to‘con\(ince the board, the administrators, and the teachers to do a

-

particular thing. When-that person leayes, that program changes. And so we have

-

'variables--sometimes just in the form of one person, one leader--that we are not

able to control. : 3
ELLSON: One other Bajor problem 'l nave found is that Title I has pade it illegal
to evaluate properly. They have a rule, a pgrfectly reasopable rule, but if you

4

are interested in evaluation, it is very frustrating. Title I is really
goncerned with service programs, and the r ‘XZ st%ted in such a way that ybu
cannot withhold a treatment from one group ds it and give it to another.

And there goes your control group. People say, "Ch, weli we will Just use the

. national noras," but we don't want to go into t.hat one.

~ -

CAMBOURNE: ' 1t's been my ‘experience, in Australia and elsewhere that when say,

two teachers tell you that they follow a certain program, when ydu actually get

into the classroom 'and observe what they are doing, you find that although they
are using the same labels, the way phey actually distribute themselves across a

classroom hour is very, very differegt. My question is: Would you advocate

b

; e ’ 15
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research of good teaching at a level more mclecular than the sort you have been

-
‘ L]

- ¢ -
taliing about, where you actually observe the gocd teachers in action, and

somehow try tc map whst it :is that thgy are'doing, rather than lookinz at the
program at its complegion. arnd saying, "Look, these kids were successful, byt w2

really don’'t know wnat it is tre teacher did, except that she taught progranm A?*

)
- , “

.ELLSON: ©Wwe do 1n many of these, because they are _rot, dore by protessional‘
teachers. You are .saying t?at tne professional teachers, peing prcfessionals,
are doing the best job tngy can, and if they are nct particularly happy with the
‘prograam téey are working wita ihey wouid Dbe expectea, as profe331onals,.to

satisfy their seryice role by charging proceduges. v

CAMBOURNE: 'wkat I am saying is we reaily don’'t know what happens it classrocas.

we don't have the kind of infgnmation on classroczs that an ethrcgrapner or an
. . . R .
anthropologist yould have on societies.

\J

- ELLSON: Most of these studies were not doneé irn classrcoas. They i):g dore by

nonprofessionals, a nudber of whom were tutors. One !é;antage of
'nooprofessionals in research is tnat they will do what they are told.

END SESSICN




