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- . , Instead of urging content area teachers to teach:

- 'veading skills, :eadtag personnel should be providing them with
“prereading techniques designed to orgdnize or provide experiences
relevant to new concepts to be learned by students. Among the
'gonclusions reached from'a :nvieu_o:érelovant research are that using

>sulti-leveled textbooks in a classrooa vill not produce statistically
i slgnificant gains in cognitive.achieveaent and that students! '

' probless in .content reading stea not froa lack of reading skills but .
-#vop comprehension probleas due to. lack of relevant background
?kpovgdgco«~One'p:o:eqd;nq'techg%gne%”fﬁtah proved successful in a - : ;
1-9¢udy ihvolving 'social sf @8 instruction, involves presenting sany R
*gxanples and nonexamplés of relevant (critical) attributes of ' .
i goncepts to help Students clarify the concepts. In another technigque,
“yhich emplovse graphic postorganizers, students construct their owa
-‘hlerarchy of teras used in the material they have learned. These
' techniques eénable teachers to -ascertain vhat learners already know

“and to teach thea accordingly, using both receptive and discovery

‘learning techniques. Teachers should be the primary sourtes of
. informaticni . textbooks sheuld be used to reinforce concepts'they have

- previously developed. (GT)
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‘The primary source o{_;nformstion in our classrooms should be the
teacher. Yet, we are conscantly hearing the complaint from administrators,

content teschers, parencs and the press that atudents can't read cheirx

assigned textbooksqand as a result are not learning. . why.shonld the re- %

I
A

, A N : . - :
sponsibility for §§:rn£ng be placed on students' inability to Jlearn from

the textbooks?' A gbod nurseryman would hsrdl§ibleme the quality of his

", ." . - . ) ‘. Q..

plsncs on his tools.

Yet. ~some educators suggest thst teachers re-write the content material

‘at a lover level of ifficulty. Tsachers will tell you that it ds impractical

and time-consuming to " Others adrise a similsr course by suggesring

'multl-leveled texcbooks.\\ﬂowsver. research by Daugs (1973) shows no statis-

tically slgnificant differences in cognitive -achievement gsins between class-
rooms using qulci-level textb ks'and.rnose using. one‘level of material.

Many advocate the teaching f reading skills such as word attack to
aid the frustrated reader. Sklll in word identification does not necessarily
guarantee that a student will ‘not exhibit comprehension difficulties (Oaken,
1971). Research by Kulm (1973, 1974) and Knifong and Hiltan (1976) indi-
cate that r ading related skills are ngg the central skills in solving prob-
lems. . |

Rill (1967) reviewed}seyeral studies dealing with the use of textbooks
and concluded that "there is solid evidence to confirm that the content area
textbook, as traditionally used, is less help. and possibly more hindrance
to the scudent than commonly assumed (p. 412) "

Klntsch and Kosminsky (1977) declare that many of the so-called reading '

problems of poor readers are, in fact, comprehension problems. And that's
g 1

the point--students are failing because they can't comprehend or understand
AN
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wnat they read! Perhaps it is not a reading problem but a pre-reading °
%Lﬁ'u;.g,-problem!.i . _T. B vi_ - ) _ , : o L ! s
. Goodman (1968) tells us thst it is one' 8 knowledge of the language l
.and of the wonld that provides a framework for comprhension and by bring;ns ' B
, this knowledge to bear on the textbook, the comprehender sctively constructs
meaningl By knowledge of the world he nesns what the student slresdy kn'.s.
Over a decade.ago Ausubel (1968) slluded to qhis whan ‘he seid. “If
1 had to reduce all of educational psycholpgy to' just ome principle, I
wuuld say this: The most important single factor influencing leerning is ,
-what tne learner already knows..uAscertsin this and teach him accordingly." - . |

(4

(pvi) More recently science eduycators Uest and Fenshsm (1970) acknowledged
that one of .the most 1nportant vsrisbles thst 1n£1agnce science lesrning is$
" the lesrner 8 relevsnt background knowledge. .

Another science educstor. Novak (1916) suggested that “khere is a . o
growing body of evidence to tndicste that somd ressoneble degree of learning |
for most any concept can tske plsce if proper instructional sequences are
provided snd'exsnp;es snd activities are used'that will relate to che prior

.

experience of the lesrner (p. 504) "

-
-

1f students have nothing in their prior erperiences that is relevant -
\“« to new materisl to be‘read they often attempt to memorize it. Ausubel and
Robinson 51469) warn us that "students develop a rote learning set. {;ctﬁég

are under excessive pressure 0 exhibit'glibness, or to conceal rsther than

admit, and gradually remedy, an original lack of understsnding."Under these

circumstances it seems easier and more important to create a spurious im-.

p-ession of facile comprehension by rotely memorizing a few key terms or




'sentences than to try to understand what they ne&%fﬁﬂk(p. SQ). Rathér than

.discipline problems in cu? /(Haetjen, 1965). S S

//,/’the Frayer model of concept attainment. This peradigm euggesta clarifying,

-(ctitical) attributes, irrelevant (non-criticel) attributes.

‘\ . " 3 - ' . ‘:_#-.":\
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observe, apply'concepte._1aterptet, intervelate to learger concepts and -

thd

eolve broblems; Novak (1976) saye‘the eeqneqpe becomeeé- observe, memorize,

test and fotgetl

7 Boredom 19 bnother side~ef£ect of lack of p:\or knowledge. When stu- -

denta cannot make eenee out.of what thez/are expected to read they become

_bored (Smith, 1978) and may withdraw from the learning situation entirely '

by -efueing to do classroom aesignmente, mieeing classes and/or becoming IS

‘- R , - . ;l
lnstead of admonish{ng content teachere with the old ‘and queetionable
/
cliche "Every teacbe% is a teecher 'of reading" reading personnel should be
yd
providing content teachers with pre-reading techniques designed to organize
and/or135561de experiences for new concepta.

- . . . ?

//IOne ‘technique that hes been used. eocceeefﬁ}ly by Peters 4&973 76) is
concepts according' to five noneequential dimensions:. hierarchical relation-
ships eetabliehed-with-othet concepts, examples, non-exanples, relevant ~

One dimension, that reflects current thinking on schema, suggests
ehowing studente how the'new concept relatee.to other'cqncepte in a hier-
archy. This dimension is very similar to Barron's (1969) graphic organizer.

Since many textbooks provide only one or two examples of a new concept,
Frayer recommende presenting many. examples and non-examples. By examining
the examples the teacher can identify those properties or chare teristics
that are common to each example. These characteristics are called relevant -
attributes. Those properties or characteristics whtch vary from example to

cxample are labeled irrelevant or non-critical attributes.

5
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Peters used Frayer'e model in developing social studies materials and
o : '

compared -it to the traditional textbook approach. His raesults indicated
that both good ‘and poor readers who used the rewritteun material baaed on ]

Frayer's model received aignitgpantly higher comprehension scores than did

|
good and poor readers who uaed the textbook method.

. For meaningful learning to occur Ausuhel and Robinaon (1969) state

_ that three conditions must hold:

12

1. the material presented must. be~capab1e of being related in some
sensible fashion.

‘-,2.: the learner must possess relevant ideas to which this new idea can
be related or anchored

L4

3. the.learner must- actually attempt to. relate the new ideas to those
awhich he presently possesses : '

e

Using Fraﬁer s model prior to assigning new material is an attempt

‘to establish condition one and two. The'third condition appears to be

one of invollvement and motivation.' Even if the material is logically mean-
ingful .and h;;;earnerwnas the appropriate ideas in his priar experiences,
rote learning will still take place 1f the learner 1ntenda on memorizing.

He or she must intend to relete this new material to items in their prior

experiences. “

Barron and Stone (1973) were successful in involving the learning by
using graphit post-org;nizers. After the student learned the material they
were placed in groups of two or three-and_provided with the learning passag”
and a set of 3 x 5 cards on which were typed terms taken from the graphic

pre-organizer and used with another group of student:. These students were

then given twenty minutes to arrange the cerds_in a way that would depict

d

" relationships among the tﬁrms used in the learning passage. In effeet,

A Y
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the etudents were conettucting their own hietetchy. They wexe actually

!)‘

?ﬁ' ;'{; ?ttempting Lo-relate the new -ideas and meeningful learning did.occur. -
T ~ There ‘has been eome cdncern expressed, eepecially by ecience teachérs,
over Ausubel's theory (referredfto as eceptive learning). So=many of our
%;5‘,. | atudents appear to utilize only concrete thouzhto and are not reading for
;é%‘ L :K formal operatiohal thoughte. Therefore. they muet engege 1n discovery
tearni&é as oppoeed-:o receptiye learning: These learners "receive" the .
concepts to b%;leerned in finel-fotm ehen.aiven a hierarchy. In discovery
learning the 1earnero must act on the meterial 1u otder to be led in the
v final form of the concept. *In both instances the meterial in its final
i - ¢

":‘,  form must be related to cognitive structure (Quimby..1976). Ereyer 8

model~enabiee the teacher to ascertain what the learnet already knows and
teach him accordingly ue;ng both.receptive end diecovety learning techni- :
ques. : ) - b
/ It 1s the teacher, not the textbook, who is the primary source of
. " informatien. “O»t teachers would agree that their tesponeibility 13 to
help thair students understand the concepts of their discipline as fully-
as they can. |
" tf the theory of priot knowledge prevails then it would ebpear that
the teacher's first taek is to discover whet-ie in the leatner'e existing
| prior experiences and teach so that the nee materiel to bé ledrned can be
sensibly related; Textbooks cahhot and should aot assume that responsi-
hility. This does not mean to suggest that schools should rid themselves,
" of textbooks. .1t means thit}the textbooks should be used to reinforde,
confirm, or curich those concepts thet the teacher is responsible for

deweloping. It should be used as Esler (1973) suggests, only after the
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.should find the textbook easier tu read.
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studenté,pave chuifed an understanding of the concepis. The reader,

when provided with ouffic{ent'backgtound concerning the new material,
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