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ABSTRACT
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and top-down conceptual frameworks of reading. were held by pPriparcy
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crganized around a continuum from an emphasis on units oi- lanquage’
spaller than words to an emphasis on undits largex than words. In the.
second phase, 20 teachers whose TORP responses“indicated a range of
instructional emphases on the continuum were admiLnistered the
Conceptual Framework of Reading interv;ew_ This instfument was
devised to elicit specific beliefs within the construct systems.
Based on their responses, the teachers were identified as holdirng
moderate or strong bottod-up or moderate or strong top-down
conceptual frameworks. Analysis of the responses revedled that
teachers with a strong bottom-up belief system tended to emphasize
lower order units instrfuctionally and to believe that -students learn
to read by learning decoding- skills. Those with. mnoderate boftom- -up
teliefs emphasized sounds, letters, and words instructionally. _
H@ﬂehgte tep- dcaﬂ teacherb alsa belleved that students *eatn ta Eead

and strang tag daun pDSlthn bel eved that Stuﬂents iearn ta read by
reading meaningful matzerial.. Those holding a strong. top- down position
EmPhaSlEEd higher order unlts *nstruit Dnally--(EL)
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Conceptual, Frameworks of Reading }

Held by Teachers

it , Mary K. Gove

{
Kent State Un1ver31ty
) and B
East'Cleveland Public Schools

Research on teacher th1nk1ng is a reiat1ve1y new approach to the °
study of tEEﬁthg In this apprcach to studying teaching, the mental

processing underlying instructional behavior are investigated. Re--

\ searchers taking this .cognitive information-processing approach to

-7=study%ng the naturé of teaching emphasize that beFDre teéchsr educaéor$

can systemat1cai1y influence. teaching behavior, there is a need to
understand the relationship between teachers' th1nk1ng and the1r be-
héviar- (CTagk and fingéf5’1978) _

One approach to' the study of feacher tﬁinking is to view teachers
- as haiﬁing’%mp1icit.the3ries or conéeptua? Frémewarks which guide
1nstruct1ana1 dec1s1cn mak1ng There are a 11m1ted numbér of studies
which Focus on organizing. frameworks taachers tse to make sense of the
cmmp1ex env1ranment of the1r c1assrcgms Teacher: 1mp11\1t thear1es
of such aspects of teach1ng as sac1a1 interaction in the c1assraom
(Janesick, 1977), principles of tea§h1ng (Marland, 79??), and open

education (Bussis, Chitemdem, and Amarel, 1976) have been investigated.
1 ‘ : :

The common thread in these studies is the belief that teacher thinking _

“and teacher behavior are guided by a set of organized beliefs, often
operating unconsc1ous1y, (Clark & Yinger, 1978) A Study by Barr énd y

Duffy (1978) suggests that the connect10n between a teacher‘s 1mp11c1t‘
§ *3 : . .
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theory and his or her behavior is a re1ativeiy loose one, mediated by

student‘characteristzcs. More research is needed or the relationship
bethen inplicit be1ief{systeﬁs and.inétrqgti@ﬁa1 decision making dur-
ing planning and intgracficn;with students,

.Teaching students to read is a 5§1ient1§art of the schools'
curricutum which has been extansivefy réséarghedg Also, thé?e are a
plethora of models of the réading*praéess in the Titerature. éach

mode] desigﬁer purports that his model is based on research and hase

"implications for reading iﬁ=tructium§ (See Singer & Ruddell, ed.,
: i

Theoretical Models and Processes afiReading,ﬁlE?E,tfﬂr many examples

of models of, reading.) Teache? educators and authors of articles

translate the various-theoretical moquS and résuitf?af empirical

studies into teaching practices for pre-service and in-service reading =~

teachers. Besides obtaining ‘input for knchedg% and beliefs about how
to Eeach-readihg from reading theory and reésearch, it is assumed that'
reading teachers also draw from experience in constructing their belief
systems égrreadiﬁg and read%ng*instructiani |

‘Recently Harste and Burke (1977), DeFord (1978), M1tche'l1 (1978),

~and Barr and Duffy (1978) have candurted graund ~breaking expTaratDry

istudies 1nto teachers' implicit theor1e5 of reading and read1nq 1nstruc=

- tion and how ' these cmp11c1t theories influence instructional behavior,

It is assumed by the researéhers in these s;ﬁaiééwfﬁéta%éading instruc-
t1una1;behaviar guided. by implicit theories of réad1sg 1nstruct10n,

1ﬂT1uence students”’ reading behavior as wel] as students' cuncept1ons
B *‘ !
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Al1-of the studies to date look at hcw CTESSPéDm-téaEhEFSF implicit
theﬂr1es ref1ect ﬂade1s of read1ng 1nstruct1@n None investigate teachers'

1mp11c1t models ofthe, TEarn1ng ta réad proces: Thus, there is a need to

determlna if teachérs 1mp]1c1L,thecrles of‘]earning to read reflect models

of reéﬁing‘Fgund in EhekTiteratgré,
'In>this study the writings of two thegriéts, §.J. Smuals and K.,
Gccdﬁan,WEre used asisiéndards in ccmparfng téa;hers ;fefvsystemsi The ~
? models of these two theorists were chosen bécause they each. represent one
of the two:main typeézdfséndem;tion processing models., The Laberge and
#Samua1s model 1s ess%pti317y a'déscripéﬁon GF‘EoftDmiup prccessfng Cpéeé .
cessing letters, then Tetter c?us%erss then Qords, then!pﬁ}ases, thenfﬁ

Sentences): Thesaﬁcdmaﬁ model is essentia11y a tap—daﬁﬁ medel- (higher
. order un1ts, Tike sentences, -can influence the DFGCESETHE of Tower order.
units like words and 1etters) ‘Also, both Samua1s a;ErGoodman have
delineated instructiena1‘imp11cat1ons=o their mnde]?. Th1s study 1nvestis )
. gated- the extent thgsee{wa deETS were conztruct systems "inside the heads"
of teachers. The. construct SVStEmS were caT1ed Eattommup and Top-down |
Conceptual Frameworks of Read1ng AﬂdaSTtTOﬁ aftei the two ‘main types of
1nformat1cn processing models, The purpcse of this study , then, was to
investigate the extent “to which Bnttgm =up and Tap—down Conceptua1 Frame— .
works of Reading are construcf systéms her by primary teachers.
) i

‘\; 4

* Models of the Learning to Read Process

The major dffference between this study and other studies of teachers'
“belief systems of reading and readTng instruction is that this: st udy

1nvestzé%ted teachers* concepfinns or theoret1ca1 fﬁameworks oF the




lea:ning:;aite§d process ¢ 25 investigated conceptions of
‘ té@dipgfjﬁ;tructicn. Har 1o :ify teachers as héfﬁjng Phanié;
. Skills or Whole Languag + 1tations toward Reading. Re-
searchers-involved in tf . Reading Project at the Michiﬁan
E Institute for Eesearcﬁ " atify teachers as hoidiné "cahtent
centered conceptions” ( . d linear éki11s) and ¥pupil centeréd
- A ccnceptibns" (intérestab? ral language, and 1ntéqvated curr1cu1um
. m@de?sé) The definition. «n of these two sets of made]s and defini-
- . ' tions of ccncept1ons of neading_ 1nstruct1an and are not concepticns of
ﬁ?. o the learning to read process. Duffy and Metheny (1979) of.the M1ch1gan‘

project address this issue:

s . " Our attempts of conceptualize reading beliefs .
' initially focused on theoretical mondels of reading.
However, such abstract models were difficult to
adapt torfield research in classrooms. We discovered
we needed more concrete and pragmatic ways of con-
_ /ceptualizing reading beliefs. . Subsequently, we
- ;ffs conducted two literature searches of standard reading
methods texts. From these, five general categories of
. .-beTiefs about reading were identified: (1) basal text-
) "~ ’book, (2) linear skills (such as Wisconsin Design),
' (3) interest-based (utilizing pupil selection of trade
books),. (4) natural language (including both psycho-
'11ngs1st1cs and Tanguage exper1ence) and (5) 1ntegrated
curriculum models. A
(Under11ﬁ1ng added p 1=2),

Ihe‘M1§p1gan Inst1tute for Rgsear&h on Teaching “conceptions of
-reading” were drawn frcmhstandard.reading methods texts and. thus are
conceptions. of reading methads or reading instruction and are nut
models of the 1&arn1ng to read process. Harste and Burke du not make
th1s d73t1nct10n but their Phonic, Skills and Whole Language Theareg )
t1ca1 Dr1entat1@ns taward Reading seem to be concept1ans of read1ng

instruction as are the Michigan Institute for Research on Tga¢h1ng

."conceptions of reading.*
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Use of Theoretical Literature and Researdh - -
To Define Bottom-up> and Top<down Conceptual Framewarks of Reading

Both thedretical Titerature and ressarch on teachers' implicit
: : . . T -
theories of reading were used in.defin}ng;ihe constructs Bottom-up

and Top-down Concéptual Frameworks of Reading In the next sections
1. the two genera1 1nformat1cn pracéﬁs1ng models w11T be -
- descr1bed

2. the réad1ng mode1s devised by Samue]s and Goodman
(examp1es Df the twa genera] 1nformat1an,pkacass1ng

3. the twe k1nds of teachers' cancept1ans of reading instruc-
tion found -by the Michigan Institute of Researcher on
Teaﬁh1ng will be described and then ‘compared to the
Samuels and Goodman models’

4. drawing from the models by Samuels and Goodman and. the
Michigan IRT condeptiouns of reading research, the Bottom-up
and Topadown Conceptual Framewarks a?’Readlng w;11 be

* defined. X

|

('-"&:.sé

- N - F]j
Two General Information ‘ ‘ : o
Processing Mode1s of Read1ng

v =

Egnera11y an information processing analysis assumes that é éégn%—
tive task'can_be understood by analyzing it 1gta stagés that proceed in
a Fixeé orderlover t%me, bevinning ;ith sensory inﬁut’aﬁa ending with |
oo some sort of cutpg% or fespanseg There are tw; ma%n t{pég of inforﬁ%?

tion processsing made?si bottoni-up and top-down. By!far thé'm93§
common are bottom-up models. They are "data driven# models tn.that
they describe the‘;eadér as starting with low level analysis of sen-
sory input (Features; letters, letter clusters, wgr§s) énd prgceed;
stage by stage toehighér'1eve1s of Tinguistic analysis (Sentences,. :

_ paragraphs, selections), -Rumelhart (1976) defines a pure bottpm<up

‘model as one with a series of stages, each corresponding to a.level




of analysis i} wh'i ch no hjghér Tevel can in any way modify or éhéﬁgé

.. . ‘ i R I
Top-down modeis view reading as "conceptually driven", These

‘ the(gné1y§is‘at:éajowe% 1%vg1:
" models eméhasize that the reader has hypothesespregarding tﬁe
meaning of ‘the passage being-read §ﬁd uses the lower levels of '
!éﬁé1y5is to “check these hypotheses out". vai@usiy, théreiarEanD
- pure top~down mcdeTs becauég a reader must beg1n by focusing gn.
’Eprint Ruma1hart (19/5) def1nes\tgpﬁdgwn mcdeTs as hav1ng the
Fo11aW1ng prgpert1e5, 1) h1gher stages Df process1ng'may be F1rst
2) h1gher stages 1nf1uence 1gwer level: prgcess1ng, 3) ‘many stages

1
operate in parallel and many levels may 1nteract,
O L L " :

.;-q_“- W

A-Comparison of Two . o - B g
ModeTs of Reatling Co . .

]

=

In th1s study, two read1ng mode1s which Pepresent the two ma1n

. types of informat1gn processing mdﬂé]s‘ﬁere used as standards For '
’ccmpar1son,f:Thisastudy focused on the writings gf twaéthecrists: S.d.
Samuels and Kehnethyeﬂédmah? These two thearTsts d1ffer in the" way

they mcde1 tha ma1n sequence by which readers process 11ngu1st1c qp1ts; .
The Labergé and Samuels model is essent1a11y a desgr1pt1on1hf bottom-up
proce531ng and the Goodman’ model ° is éSSént1a11y a. tcpvdcwn mcde1 Yet.‘
;E?th theorists in their mgde1 bu11d1ng have built in mechanisms a Eaunting

| for béth upstr?am efﬁects (lower order prccess1ng 1nf1uenc1ng higher Drder
-pr@ﬁess1ngl ang downstream effects (higher order processing influencing
igﬁéﬁ order précessing)i' Also, both éémuéi;»énd Goodman “delingate instruc-

tional imp?itatfcns of their models, . ~
. ' - ' - S .
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e Laberge and Samue1s (1976) define roadiné as "tnans%bnming wnitten'

?;;f‘ ‘ patterns into meaning {p,548)7 Goodnan (19763) States "Reading is a

4.

ﬁ'comp x| '0Cess by which a reader reconstnuct;, to some degree, a message

£

.éncoded by a writen in graph1c language." (p 472 . quer11n1ng added. )

l : = L= .

Both oF def1n1t1on3 refer to decoding the pnint and obtaining meanTno

A

S | Samue1s (1976) emphasizes that read1ng is a skill. Tike. dr1v1no a car
J”or p1ay1ng a piano while- Goodman (1976a & b) emphas1zeslthat reading is a
icommun1cat1on process like 113ten1ng By nonSTderlng these anaToq1és
and to g TESSér extent the def1n1t1ons, it can be ' seen that these two Y.
o theon1sts enyision differently the role of the child 1eann1ng to read.

Goodman's frame of n);g;ence emph351zes that "the 1anguag§ user, thouqh he

A

may be a beginner as far as 11teracy is concerned, br1ngs to the task of
1earn1ng to_read = - - the sum total of his 11fe ‘s experiences and the

i1anguagé compétenc1es he has a1ready acqu1red " (1976a, p. 489). Goodman

-

) be11evgs the child learning to read app11es h1s T1ngu1st1c repertoire of
sk111s to printed 1anguage The rggner} Goodman emphas1zes§ is an active -

processor of 1nformat1on Even when ‘the child is TEarning to read he s

not viewed by Goodman as acqu1ring a skill through 1nstruct1on In Goodman's

view. 2 ch¥ld 15 not d1rect1y taught how to 11sten or to rea but‘TearnS to.
% - -
Péconstruct the meaning of what peon1e say on write., Samue1s (1956 on the
e

othen hand, States tﬁat "the Studént must be brouoht beyond accunacy to '

“ - gutomaticity in decoduno " (p. 323, Undér11n1ng added. ) FromiSamue]S _framé~;
of réference, the learner is directly taugnt‘to_decoge written symbojs;
xSamueTs states tnatva child Tearning to read. -must pracf?ce;decodino ski11s

j just. as. a student 1earn1ng to p1ay the p1ano must, practice scales ‘and other

components needed to be ab1e to p1ay the p1ano prof1c1ent1y

L

‘ . " — _ L. J ) A “ . By .




} S
- Drawing from these beliefs about the sequence of readers' processing.

of Tinguistic units and the role @f'the;1eérner, Samuels and Goodman maké%

=

these statementsiabout reading instruction: .

~Samuels: On the basis of this model, we view reading

~ - acquisition as a series of skills ... Pedagogis-
cally, we favor the approach which-singles out
these<skills_for testing and trairing and thene
attempts to sequence them.in appropriate ways.
(Laberge and Samuels, 1976, p. 574. Underlining
added_? _ _

-

. iGcadﬁans Sequencing of skill. instruction in reading has R
‘often been strongly advocated by publishers and
curriculum workers. But the reading process
requires that a multitude of skills be used
simultaneously. As we have indicated, many of
these skills are already employed by the learner
_in listening, -Any sequence will.necessarily be
arbitrary, (1976a, p. 494) 7 ¢
‘Goodman: - The child learning to read, 1ike the ghild learning
;\\J' to speak, seems to need the_opportunity to examine -
-~ a large sample of language... (Goodman and Smith, *
n 1973, p. 1807 - v
Others in the "Googdman Camp"state: o
. , o R & 7
Smith: © Children learn to.réad only by reading. (1923S p.195)
/4% _Harste: -Reading is best defined for instructional purposés
-0 as' thinking stimulated by pript. (Harste and Carey,
o : 1979, .p, 6) S o

a5

~ Thus,Samuels be]ievés that reading;iﬁstruction should %%v§1ve stuéehts
in‘iearning;d%sérete skills.)” He;ihinks studenfs need not uvinly i@ibECDﬁé
accurate b&gva1sa automatfé at dgc@diné wérds.é SéﬁueIs?fié%Q} advises ~
teacﬁe?é‘ta "give instgﬁctipn on how to recggni%e waédé_atéthe acéuracy ‘
| level,..* ESd to "provide the time;énd mativé%ion so.thaﬁvfbe studéﬁt wiTTa
J; ) *préctice‘these wcrdﬁretégﬁitian‘sﬁiTTSfunt11 théy become autamatic‘b (p.4?é5 )
“Although Samue1é'pTages'impcrﬁanc% on accufa%g word recognition, he does

E

) ’
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- not advocate the teaching practice of correcting each error when a stu-

dent is reading orally. Because of his Eonéept of automaticity of pro-

.Lessing, he suggests teachers at time relax the demand for accuracy:so;

that students will focus attentién n larger units of Tanguage or “"chunk"

words into phrases. Samuels (1975) defines behavior as automat1c when it
can be perfafmed without attention He advocates that beg1nn1ng readers/r

be asked to read the same materﬂa1 several times. He States *The F1rst \j

‘few readings br1ng the material to the phonn1og1ca1 Tevel, pnce this

'pc1nt is reached the student is able to switch attent1on to deriving

meaning “from what, has beeﬁ¥déccdéd;f (Samuels, 1976, p. 325)'ng‘-

, , . L s o
In contrast to Samuels, Goodman places little importance on the ability

to acsurater decode words, He stresses that Wﬁrds‘can best be recognized

"within the f1ow of language" (Sm1th? Gocdman, and Meredith, 1576,p 271)
and- that if a reader does not recognize a word in one. ccntext he may be
ab]e to recognize it, in another. (Y. Goodman, 1975) Goodman thinks that
a teacher should not inter%ere while a student is reading orally. After
the ch1id has comp1eted the SE]ECtTOn words in wh1ch errors were made can
be p1aced in a familiar context and the student can read the words in this
context (y. Gcodman. 1975) |

It can be 1ﬂfETPEE from thé Laberge and Samue1s statement on page’ 8

that studénts need to be evaluated on their ability to perform discrete

5k1115 as we11 as their ab111tf to use these skills when reading. Writers

in- the Goodman trad1t10n take agﬁ1fferent tack toward evaTuat1on of reading.

iperfcrmance They feel students can be eva1uated only on how they read a

specific textswithiﬁ a specific context, Harste and Carey (1979) state,

!

"The impar%aﬁce of context of situation in terms of unﬁerstand%ng language

| pﬁaceszinﬁgis?tiéar when one attempts to explain the divergent performance

L]

L

Fae 2

o=



10.

_"'r{‘

of students...”(p. 11) Goodman (1967; Y. Goodman and Burke, 1972) also
advocate that téachers;uéé miscue analysis. A key assumption underlying
the use of this diagﬁbsti: procedure is that oral readers do not make

;‘ff

Jrandom errors, but rather that ﬁatterns of deviations from the text

ref]éct whether the reader is making predominant use of graphonemic,
;Séyntactic or. semantic cue systems. Thus, in miscue ana1ysisvthe cue systems
"a reader tends to use as inferred by analysing deviations (errors) from

the text. Goodman advocates' having students "reté1]” what they recall from
selections they have read. Students' retellings are judged for the degree °
of .match to thé information in tﬁe text, :

Figure 1 summarizes the positions of Samuels and Goodman on the‘impcr—
tance placed on decoding print, their analogies to readinggjtheir descriptions
of the reading'process,'and imp1ication§ fdr_reading/ianguage artsxinstrUQa
tion and evaluation. SamuéTs‘vmadeT‘exemp?ifies a b@tﬁPm—up position and

Goodman's model exemplifies‘a top-down position.



A ccmpar:san of Bottom-up and Top-down Made]s of Reading as

Figure "1

'-'\

Exemplied in the Hritings of Samuels and-Goodman

!“

*Importanqﬁ;p1acéd on .

decad1ng print \

i

. ~Analogies of ,
‘reading made .

“,DESCF%ptiéﬁ of
: the reading process

i ' L]

'*;{-RéadingliénganE;'
~“arts instruction

= a

L]

o 'EvaTqatién éﬁ i
"7 reading ability .

Al T 1,

i

e
e

."Samuels

Places importance on
- decoding or rapiQ
recognition of words
as necessary for
comprehension,

- 2

Emphasizes "that read-
ing is a.skill like
driving a car.

Models the reader's ®
main sequence of pro-

- Tcessing as processing

1@Wé?'ardar Tinguistic
‘cues and therihigher . .
order 11nguist1t cues.

shou1d 1nvo1ve students

' '-1n d15crete sk11]s

" neéded to read. Also’
-stresses that. deccd1ng _
skills not only need . to.

- be .accurate -but autamauj

t1c

S

to be evaluated on dis-
- crete skills as well as:

the integration- of these S
) 1SkT11S when read1ng.

tou

" Thinks, that the ¢
magor1ty of reading’ . ..
. instruétional time

\

=,

11,

=

€0odnan

Places Tittle

~ importance on de-
.coding words.

Stresses that a“
student who ‘does é%t
recognize a worqﬁi'
one context may know .
the word in another
cantext.

EmphaS1zes that
reading”is a commun-
ication process 11ke
11sten1ng

Models the reader's

main sequence of pro- -
cessing:ds processing,

- higher_order linduistic

cues to make hypotheses
abaut processing of
__lower ‘order 11nguT’i1c
éues : :

kS ,gak

:-Th%ﬁksvfhat’fﬁgemajgriﬁ-x

'-Th1nks that students need .

'ty of language ‘arts in-

structional time should

_involve students in

mean1ngfu1 activities
in. whjich-students- speak -
115%?%, read and write.

¥

Thinks that- students can.

be evaluated only on how
they read a.specific text
w1th1n a. Spec1f1c context,



. Two Kinds_of Teachers® Concegt1ons cf Reading
. Found by M1¢h1g§n IRT Researchers

In the previeus section the reading‘deETS of S.J. Samuels and K.
gécbdmaﬁ'wére compared. Thé%e twc ‘models are exemp1ars af bottom-up and
g .
topadawn 1nformat1on preaess1nq models. ~In this sect1nn, twu kinds of

teachers® conceptions of read1ng 1nstruct1on fDund by M1ch1gan Inst1tute
for Research on Teach1ng researchers w111 be described-and compared ta

- the Samuels and chdman,mode1s. Both of - these sources were used in
* ;\ i - .
defining the Bottamaup.and Tap;dawn Conceptua1 Frameworks Bf?REédTHQié

The Conceptions of Read1ng Proaect at the Michigan Inst1tutf Fof |

" Research on Teaching is 1nvestigat1ng teacher Eoncept1ons of revd1ng

) \
,1nstruct1cn as they influence 1nstruct1cna] pract1ce ‘ Thraugh '

search of the reading methads 11terature, the IRT researchers F und sup-

\ -

. -
part fer the ex1stence af the fo]TQW1nu f1ve majar ébnceptions of rEEd1ng

Ed

'1nstruct1on- basa1 text, 11near skills, (such as NﬁschSTn de51gn)

\

natura1 1anguage (incTud1ng buth psycho11zgy1st1cs and 1anguage exper1ence),

1nterest based (ut111z1na pup11 seTect1on .of trade bocks), and 1ntegrated

.. curr1cu1um ‘models. (Be111, BTDm & Re1ser 1977)

/ .
Ana1y51s of teachers' respanses to the Prapos1t1anaﬁ Inventory (a L1kert

scéTe)] to a modifjed ver51on ofﬂthe Rep test as we11 as conc1us1cns drawn z
1n ethsograph1c FTETd stud1es 1nd1cated teachers generally do not hon ane of
‘these %ontept1ans of read1ng 1nstruct1nn Rather, teachers. tended to respond ‘f
in two %ﬂre gehera1 categar1esﬁ—?gategorles thé IRT risearchers labeled =
L"cantent,centered“ énd “pup11 centered ! "Cuntgpt centered" encumpasses | : .
~ basal text and 11near skills cgncept1ons “Pup11 centered“ canceptTOns 3
encampasses naturaT TEnguage interest _and integrated curr1cu1um made1s

(Bawden, BurkE; and .Duffy, 1979) - o .
T, - N \ : ..\- ) ' ) . ,‘f
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‘The “;énteﬁt.centéred“iconcepti@ns %basaT text and Tinear _skills con--

ceptions) emphasize the-impoﬁtanéé of teaéh%ng/word ﬁecognition, discrete

skills and fhe 1ntegrat1on of these §k111s when read1ng Thus, they seem
to be the deels of canzept1ons of read;ng 1n5truct1an mosts11ke1y to be .

.held by~ teachers w1th battam—up modéTS af read1ng In other wordss"

,-*

teachers who believe students need tD be ab1e to process 1ower Drder : f -

11pgu1st1c cues in Drder to prccess thhEP order 11ngu1st1c cues hD]d

basal text and linear skills ccncept1ans;cf reading instruction.

LA

-On the Dthef hand, the “pbpiT centered" coriceptions emphasize involving -

students in mean1ngfu1 reading expernences The goal of teachers ho1d1ng a

natura1 1anguage made1 is to 1nva1ve students in mean1ngfu1 act1v1t1es dn |
"which students speakr 11sten ‘read and wr1te * Teachers holding 1ntegrated»
curr1gu]um models have as a goa] to teach 1mpcrtant SubJECt matter or curr1—
] cu1um and” g1ve students 1ns1ght5 into the read1ng prncess needed in Drder for -
.- / v '. the students to. 1earn th1s subject matter-ccntent " Teachers ho1d1ng 1nteeest
based conceptﬁcns see 1mpcrtance in students chos1ng the1r Gwn read1ng

'-t material and in students en30y1ng the materia1 they read.

7 7 These made1s, natural 1anguage 1ntegrated curr1cu1um, and 1nte¢g§;Fbased

” made1s, seem to. be the mode1s or cgncept1uns of. read1nq 1nstruc£;on mcst

11keTy to be held by teachers w1th tap dawn mgde]s Df reading, i.e. teachers

who beT1eve students can use mean1ng cu?s to deierm1ne words and that

e =

reading for mean1ng Shou1d be the main chus gf ai1 head1ng'1nstruct1una1

it

< s1tuat1ans
#

Figure 2 summarizes the re1at1onsh1p between ‘the cnncept1ons of readTng

J
acqu1s1t1an process (bottam—up and top-down) and the M1ch1gan IRT conc5pt1ans

e

of reading 1nstruct1cn (“cantent centered“ and pup11 centered"),




&

teachers whalhoad a -
bottom-up model of - - to hold &
reading acquisition ,'

téachers who hold.a . = - )
tap dcwn ~models of - - to hold

- - Figure 2

The . RETaLTGnSh1D B'”"“

Conceptions of

The Michigan IRT C !

-

Conceptions of the
- Reading Acquisition Process

arEfT%kETy ‘

“are Tikely -

b i
(o

Michigan IRT Conceptions of

Reading Instruction

"content centered" models
of reading instruction:

- basal text
- linear skills

“pup11 ‘centered” made]s of
read1ng 1n5truct1nn

- natura1 1anguage

=" integrated curr1cu]um

- interest based

B

R
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Definitions af the Bottom=up and’ Top-c

Qgg;ggjuai Framewnrks of Readirig Acqu%sit1an

- . In this section, drawing from the reading models devised by Samue1s
and Gaodman and the M1ch1gan IRT .conceptions of reading research, the
- Bottom-up dnd Top—dcwn CDHEEptua1 Frameworks of Reading will be defined.
The term "model of read1ng" has been .used in this Study to refer to.
madeis of read1ng found in the literature. The term. "canceptua1 framework
s of readﬁng " w1¥1 be used to refer to 1mp11c1t thear1es of read1ng acquisi-
tion held by teachers, » | : _' | ] '
In this study, a Bgttgmtup;Coﬁgeptua1rFramewark of Reading is defined as
one in which the studeni,?irst proceségsa lewerxakqgr upiﬁs‘(1etter, Tetter
EcTusters;iwards)_befo?e he is-able to process h%ghe} ardeﬁ'structures
‘(sentences, paragraphs; sé]ettian)= Teachers who ha1d Bottnm—up Conceptual
Frameworks of Read1ng believe that students 1earn1ng %D read must process
lower nrder un1ts befare they are able to prgcess hTQhEF grder structures
\ In other words these teachers be11eve students must recagn1zé Ea;h word
- z- - ~ in a selection to be able to ﬁomprehend the se1ect1nﬂ Based on this be11ef
| ?f7;’these feache;s vnew readinq acqu1s1tign as master1ng and 1ntegrat1ng SEFTES a
? ;*";af word recagn1t1en or decod1ng sk111s Sounds 1etters; 1ettEr c]usters |
and wcrds are the un1ts QF 1anuuage emphas1zed 1nstruct1una11y Because
recogn121ng each’ wcrd 15 be11eved tn be an- essent1a1 DPE-requ1S1te tu be1nu .
able: ta cemprehend the passage, -accuracy in recagn1zing words " 13 seen as’
1mpurtant Teachers h31d1ng a Bottum- up Ccnceptua] Framewgrk may fo]]gw

the pract1ce v} i correct1ng oral’ readinq EFrDrs Dr they may éSpcuse pract1ces}'-

A E

”read1ng:§rrorszd15rupts f]ugn;yi They may use other ways to get students to. be ’

accurateg?n ﬁordvrecognitidn A teacher ho]ding th15 CDnceptu31 Framewgrk may

©want students to read a passage Dver and cver or to read gra]1y 1nto a tape ;

: recordar to deveTep accurate word recngnitian




. In terms of reeding:eve1uatien, teachers who hold a Bottom-up Conceptual

’ bre?freading may not be crrected. Teachers holding. a T:

. o . i
Fremework'ef Reedfng think that students need to be'teeted on discrete

ek1]]e ee we]] as the 1ntegret1en of these 5k111e “when reed1ng

The d1stanet1ve eepeet of the Tep-%twn Cnneeptue1 Framewnrk of

| Reed1ng fon th1e study 15 thet in a Tup—down Cuneeptual Fremwerk the higher .

levels nf processing (eententee, paragraphs, seTeetjon) influence 1ower 1eve1§
of procese1ng (1etters‘ letter clusters, words) A teacher nhe he%ps a Tons
down Cenceptue1 nramewark be1e1ves that a student 1earn1ng tgxread uses
syntactic end eementit cues (h1gher erden cues) to determ1ne words or 1ettere

Baeed on th1s be11ef reading for meen1ng is cens1dered an essential eempcnent

of all reed1ng instructional sttuations. ‘ o,

In th1e view, the meJor1ty of reed1gg/1eng-

o uage arts 1netruetiene1 time ehnu]d involve students 1n mean1ngfu1 aet1v1t1ee

in which they read, wr1te, epeek end 11eteni ,eehere ho1d1ng a Top-down

’Conceptua1=Fremewerk may have eSEthe1r-me1n goe] to teach 1mpertant subject

| ,mettet or, cuerieu1um _3Theee teethere wuuld give students insights ‘into the

read1ng pneeese needed in order Fer the etudente -to 1eern th1e subject ®

1

-'“matter cnntent Dr the teecher hn1d1ng a Top dewn CnneeptuaT Fnemewnrk oF

‘?Read1ng may EmphaETZE the’ 1mpnrtance of . etudents ehee1ng the1r nwn read1ng

Al

meter1e1 end ef etudente enjoy1nq the meteriel they reed

3

Senteneee, panegrephs, end se]ect1nns are the un1te nF 1{pguege empha-i

"e1zed 1netruct1ona11y i1nee=reeogn1;1ng each word is net enns1dered an

' essentjeT p;e—requ3§1te tn comprehending the passage, wiizenrnr§ duning

-down Coneeptue1

_Framework mey advocate non- 1nterference dur1ng DreT reed1ng as_ Gendman does
or they mey encourage “a- student ta use the context or mean1ng ‘of the paeeeae

- to determ1ne unrecegn1eed words, ‘For example, the child may be taught a

.
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. . . . A o | _ S,
Lo strategy to‘use on his own when he meets an unkncwn wowd " For example, thé

teacher may help the child in answer1ng the quest1ﬁﬂ “Nhat dc you do when °

S"i e

“you come to a word ycu dan't know?" The «child 1earns to redd the rest of the

.sentence and then ﬁomes back to see what wardj"makes sense, saunds r1ght

and has ;hgse letters.* Concernzng'read1ng eva1uation, teachers thding
— . a Topédown Conceptual Framéwork of Réading Acquisition'wéuﬁd test a studént

on how he/she read a épecific text They wau1d determ1ne in sgme manner

the amOJnt of 1nfermat1on the student obta1ned thréugh read1ng the spec1f1c
4
text A1sc teachers ha1d1ng a Top- down CuncethET Framewark of Read1ng

-

may use some form of m1scue ana1y51s, i.e. analyze errors tD determine the

' fjextent ta wh1ch students use context ciues and/ar phon1c clues,

PROCEDURES -

Overall Plan of éhe Stuy x-\\&f

In Phage 1 Df the study, 51xty—f1ve f1rst, SECDnd and th1rd grade.
;'teéchers were given the Theeret1ca1 DraentatTan to Read1ng (DeFord .1978), _
a Forced cho1ce L1kert sca1e w1th response Ttems :oncern1ng beliefs about ff
'the Value of specific read}ng THStPUEtTDnd1 pract1ces. These readTng
f?ns%?ﬁct1ana1 practices emphas1ze d1fferﬁng unTts of - lanquage (saunds,

{ 1etters wards, sentences, se]ect1cns) The puraose of this phase was to: :! v';
screen teachers reaarding the1r be11ef systpms QF 1mp11c1t theories of |
=r‘eachng and read1ng 1n5truct10n as emphas121ng 1n5truct1ona11y un1ts of i’ﬁ"’x
1angdage along a ccnt1nuum fram 1ower order 11nguist1c un1ts (1etters | |
1';1etter cTusters words) tg h1gher order 11ngu1st1c un1ts (sentences,

« - paragraphs, se1ect1an5)




In Pﬁase 2 b% Ehe study twenty primary tea;hersAwére interviewed.
These tweﬁty ﬁeaéhers had,resﬁqnéedbta the Tﬁéo?eticai Driéntétion:tee
Reaﬁfﬁg ProfiTé in a manner whiéh indicéted’théir belief systems toward - e
readiné.tepresented 6ifFerent inStructianai émphases aldng a continuum of |
lower arder_finguisticipnité tolhigher order linguistic units. Thé teacher

) interview was designed. to determine the extent that Bottom-up and Top-down

CénéeptuaT Frameworks of Reading-were implicit cunstrustrgggteisheﬁﬂ by

teachers. ) R ) . .

S o _Phdse1 " Procedures

. Sixty-six first, second, and third grade teachers from northeastern
Ohio were given the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile (TORP),
- (DeFord, 1978) , a force-choice Likert scale.  The items on tfie TORP
~were designed ‘to reflect belief systems of reading instruction organized .
around a continuum from-a emphasis on units of language smaller than
“words” to an emphasis on’'units of Tangugge larger then words,
a . : _

" ,,h | N | - A

e,

Procedure

C o The?tegchgr§ were.asked to respond'to the TORP.in tbé,mannerApresc?ibed
E%Z?;—*:%“”*ﬁYTDEFQFd*€1978)i~i.E,'thé”tEaEhErSnWEPE#ESkédTtDquﬁGTEchELrESPﬂﬁSE;‘SAt@a{:1¥_4;

2:3 4.SD). that indicated thair feelings abnut each.of the 28/items concern- - :
ing ‘reading .instructional practices, ' These reading .instructional practices -

~ emphasize differing units ‘of lariguage (sounds, Tetters, words,Sentences,*
selections). The-teachers were asked ‘to-force: themselves- to make a decision

~on items which they fdund difficult to answer. .

=

47 Phase 2 Procedures

Twenty of the sixty-six teachers who took the TORP in Phase 1 were
interviewed. The TORP :cores of these ‘twenty teachers reflected the whole
. range of the distribution.in the Phase,1 anaTysis§ i.e. these twenty =~
. teachers had responded tp the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile v
Sn a manner which~in@icated‘thgir belief systems toward reading represented

\ Pad L - S A Co A . L




i

d1FFerent instructional emphases alcng a cnntinuum of lower order linguis-
tic units (letters, sounds, words) te higher order lTinguistic units (sen—
tences \paragraphs, Select1ons) o

3

, e
Deve1npment of the Cnncegfua] Framework of _— :
Reading Interv1ew ) B : J

Buss15\ Chittemden, and Amare1 (1975) in.Beyond Surface Curr1cg1um

o=

descr1b nterview study of teachers'-understand1ngs DF open educat?onr

They found tha 1t quest1ons phrased ‘at a high level of genera]1zaf‘gn te;§ed

\
to e?1c1t s1cgan5 and genera11t1es unrea11ng of the teachers' own thnughts

.and percept;pns They stated that the type of quest1on that mare read11y

&

' brcught out;éersona1 constructs was, one pesed W1th cnncrete raference to
c1assroam materials, to c1assraom‘pract1ces or to classroom behaV1ars.
They report that the teachers cau1d develop ‘and cammuﬁﬁcate the1r\ébstract '

and ‘theoretical ideas when respand1ng to” questions that make referénce to 3 l,"ﬁf

i the ‘ongoing 1ife Df the c]assroam

8 p W1th this criteria in m1nd, 1nterv1ew quest1ons wewe dev1sed 'Ih! -

td

Bottcm -up and Top-dawn Conreptua1 Frameworks Df Read1ng %5adef1ned pre-

v1gus1y prav1ded a framework for canstruct1ng the 1ﬁtérv1pw questTans Thé

‘ 1nterv1ew quest1ans were des1gned to e]ic1t be11efs abaut the ma1n sequence

o "of . prccess1ng ef 11ngu1st1c unTts dur1ng the TEarning to read pracess,

g

the a110cat1on cf time to d1Fferent act1V1t1es dur1nq read1nq/1anguage arts -

-

Tnstruct1an, the- 1mpurtance p1aced on chgd1ng pr1nt and on comprehens1an,
- and evaTuatinn oF read1ng ab111ty‘ (See Appendix A far thé‘ Concegtua1

Framework DF Read1ng Interv1ew ) The 1nterv1ew quest1on5 were dev1sed aver-’

.

pericd af s1x months in wh1ch the 1nvest1gatar interviewed approx1mate1y

twenty teachers

=
=




.

=

CcnductTng thexConceptual Framework cf _ N
Reading Interv1ews ' ' .

The Ennceptua1 Framework of Read1ng Interv1ews‘were aud1otaped and '

1ater agg?yzed mﬂst Df the 1nterv1ews were canducted in the 1ntérv1ewees ; t

ﬂ classrooms- after schog1 heurs. Sevgra]_o? theyinterv1ews took p1§ce.1n

: A
the home of the interyiewees,

RatTQnEIE,for Method of Ana]ys1s of S -

v ConceptuaT Framework of Read1ng_;nterv1ew -

respgnses after “the methad used by the- Leve] DT Use Interv1eW‘ILoucks, ‘

b

The investigator patterned the method aF ana?y51s Df the 1nterv1ew ]

New1ove and Hall, 1975) deveTgped at é; n1ver51ty of Texas Research and
Deve]opment Center, The Cencegtua] Framewerk Irterv1ew (as well as the .
* .

Leve1 af Use Interv1ew) was developed in such a wgy that quest1ans were

ayked about various 1ndependent yet re1ated teach1ng pehav1crs and the

; } rat1ana12 F‘r these teach1nq behavicrs A CQﬁcEptua1 Framewcrk af Read1ng

(Strang Battom—up, Moderate Battom—up,.Moderate Tnpadawn, arrﬂtrang Top—

e dcwn) was. estab11shed u51ng rat1hgs gn these 1nde gnde t teach1n‘ behav1ars

w 3

3

: asked that d?ffer Tn farm aqﬁ content but are re1ated 1n a predicted

&

ﬁe 15 11k21y aTsa to say that of three readers Reader Cis thé best reader N |

mean1ngfu1 or 1Qgica1 fash1cn (as they are through the operat1ana] def1n1- -

\

t1ons Qf ‘the CanceptuaT Framewerks of Read1ng), then a h1gh carre1at1on

Al %

between these quest1gns 1nd1cate that they tap a, comman characteric of +he )
1nd1v1dua1 'S bE]TEf system It has been Found that an 1nd1v1dua? s re5ponses .

. to tﬁe interview quest1ans are: highly corre1a d.  For axampie, ifa teacher e
says. she/he feeis the major amount of 1nstruct1ana1 t1me should be spent on

1earn1ng sound-letter assuc1at10ns and bTEndinq these _sounds 1nto words , shef
3

P IS



.. : A . - \ : ’ - %21,
& . \
fgcause the error the reader made was graph1ca11y sinﬁ1ar to the prlnted

:."' »

oy Word. Each cf\\gzse'is a bottgmeup respcnse*g ea:h is a response ta

JQUEStTDﬂ .asking bout an 1ndependént behav1orﬁdehere¥are ‘when such

Jtainty that the interview responses measure\What they purport to measure,

E%; the Conceptual Framework of Reading be1d by the tedacher.. je.
. I o, . i ] :
. T *'hi , IR \-.
: - b . :: s S . i V ' \'
— " Development of Guidelines for Rating thg \ e
: Concaptua1 Framework of Read1nq,[nterv1eWs v N

Gu1de11nes fgr rat1ng txg 1ntarv1ew respanses to each DF the ten

- : . 1nterv1ew quest1ons were devised by the 1nve5tmgatar These gu1deT1nes

) were not ééfzrﬁ1ned apr1nri to the 1nterv1&ws Rather they were dev1sed )

: by campar1ng the teachérs actua1 1nterv1ew respgnse§ to the operat1ona1_, ‘
é;'t daf1n1t1ans of Bagtom—up and Top down ConceptuaT Framewcrks of Read1ng

IS

® . o
St ) Two. read1ng educators whc had CDﬂdUCted reseagkh on ccncgpt1ons of

[ . % :
ggl read1pg were mai1ed these Eu1de17nes FQ? Rating the\Ccnceptua1 Framewcrk‘

\

IqterV1ew and ' ,'ef1n1t1ons GF the Bettom—up and Tgp—dawn Ccnceptua1 ] Y

. e

‘,,; back g1ven by these eduaatons The F1na1 form of* the?Gu1de11nes fDr RatTngf

the Canceptua1 Framework of Read1ng Interv1ew is 1n Append1x B.

= ' . . B ) P .

IwaxAna1rsi§:§vétems for the Ccncentua1, .
Framework-of Read] nq nterv1ew - . e R

The 1&terv1ews were réted 1n two ways:

o0 \- T) on the: teacher s descr1pt1cns of behaviors and the
- . S, rationa1es for those behaviors given, and

*2) _on the" assumpt1ans about reading -ac u1s1t1on ment1cned in -
“. the fnterv1ew by the teaeher < : _




&

22,
In the ene1ys1s df descr1pt1ons of behevior g1ven the raters used
the Guidelines for RatTng the Cbnceptue1 Framework of Reading Interv1ew to
rete each of the twenty teeehers respdnses td each of the ten QUEStTOHS
as”s,bottomaud response(BU), a top~down respdnse(TD), a non-reading-
rationale response (NRR), or not-enough- 1nfdrmet1dn gTVEﬁ response(NI)

Responses were rated as a bottom-up responses if they were eons1stent w1th

- the operet1dne1 def1n1t1dnsloF the Bottdm-up Cdneeptue1 Fremewerk of Reeding,

e. g "My maJdr instructional goe1 is to'increase students eb111ty td bTend

sdunds 1nto werds—“_ﬁ Responses were rated as top-down if they were edn-

. s1stent w1th the operetiddeT def1n1t1ons of the Top—ddwn ConeeptueT Freme—

s
work df Readﬂngy elqg. “My megor 1nstruet1ona1 goe1 1s to*1nerease‘stgdents

B 111ty.te reed 1ndependent1y by enedureg1ng students: to read. 11brery bddks

P op bdoks essy eneugh for them to- read 1ndependnnt1y " Respdnses were

reted as non—reed1ng ret1dne1e respdnses when the teacher geve a rat1dne1e
fdr behev1dr which ‘was ndt ,related to beliefs ebdut resd1nq ecqu1s1t1dn

(e, g “I don't correct a, th11d wh11e he is reed1ng dre11y beteuse it 1s tdd
‘frustret1ng fdr the ¢h11d if I do 50, ")Respdnses were rated as, net—encugh
1nfermet1dn (NI) when thszteeeher gave a respdnse whith did not give endudh |

1nfdrmetndn for the respdnse to be rated as bdttom—up or top-dowg e. g

“"I te11 the student to figure out the word." such a response needs to be

. probed dur1ng ‘the. 1nterv1ew fdr “Hdw should the student f1gure 1t out?" .

.oThe reters sss1gned each interV1ewee one of the fe1ldwing overe11

CdneeptueT Frameworks* Strong Bdttom -up, Mbderete Bettdm-up, Mddenete'

-dep—ddwn Strong powdown The fo110w1nd system was used: _*\i
| C o i : ~_rating
If a teacher gave excltusively ST Strong Bottom-up

- bottom~up responses (BU)
~ non-reading rationale responses (NRR)
" - ndt—enough—1nf0rmet1dn respdnses (NT)

Sy e



If a teacher gave exclusively Strong Top-down"
gls!* ] N . . — ) T S s T o
top-down responses (TD) o ———
non-reading rationale responses (NRR) 5 ,
not-enough-~information responses (NI) '

o
i

If a teacher gave mostly bottomeup ° l Moderate Eattohﬁup
response (BU) . . - :
but gave some - ) - .

- tnpsdgwntresponses . _
- non-reading-rationale responses (NRR) .
- not-enough-information responses (NI)

- If a teacher'gave mostly top-down - ~ Moderateé Top-down
. responses (TD) - ; . o
but gave some~
- bottom-up responses (BU) : )
- non-reading rationale responses (NRR)i .
‘ - n@t—énough 1nfcrmat1on responses (NI) P

¥

. In the secand ana1ys1s system, teachers‘ 1nterv1ew respanses were aTsc ~
rated on whether or not they mentioned ‘three. bottom«up and three top-down
, ‘. beliefs about/the Tearning. to read prdcess at any poiht in, the 1nterv1ew L
. . This rating system was used to determine the extent each teachep Saw. cgnﬂéc= N
~  tions between her/his classroom behavior and basic assumpt1nns or be11efs -
2, about the TEarnﬂng to read process , :

. The b351c be?iefs or assumpt ons were the ngiewingz

 Bottomu Y, Top-down
= 7 7 Mentioned the use of word and Sound=- - Mentioned that students
. . letter cues exclusively, when asked can use meaning and
T N - in different ways what a student _ grammatic cues: to detera‘; :

should do when he/she comes to an’ - mine unknown words
- unkn@wn word, . . . ;

.. . Mentioned the importance of recog- - Ment1onéd hat a student '
- nizing . the words or being able can understand a selection
to sound out the words. in. a selec- _ without being able to recog-
tion to be-able to read a selection. * nize every word in that

selection.




Bottom-up " Top~down
// | Mentioned the,idea that students " Mentioned that students
) learn to read by learning decgd1ng learn to read by reading,
skills.
! '

Inter-rater veliability estimates were established an_the two

o analysis systems. - = = %SJ[ﬁ%%J . .-

. L N

 ANALYSTS

o ~ Phase:1 Ané1ysis o  ?. ‘11,@“ s &.l}- e

Eéseérch Questian It What is-the d1str1but1on nf scores of the pr1mary
‘teachers that responded .to. the decontextualized items of.the~Theoretical
‘Orientation to Reading: Prﬂfiie along a continuum emphasizing instructfona11y

lower order 11ngu1st1c un1t_g;ﬂ h1gher order 11ngu15t1c un1ts7 L

Sixty—51x f1rst secand and th1rd grade teachers from two schno1 systems
;: in northeast Ohio were given the Thearet1ca] Dr1entat19n to Réad1ng Praf11e
giff“’ == - (TORP), The items on- the TORP were des1gned to ref1éct be11ef systems |
| 237 - abeutﬁinstruct1an organizef around afccntinugm from an:emphas1s on ugitsrof
Tanguagé‘sma1ien.thén'w,rds tou%n emphasis‘bn?units of713nguage 1ar§er than
E *wcrds Each teacher Ee1ected .one of F1ve responses ranq1ng from "strongly K o
agree“ C]) to strang1y disagree" (5) indicating their Fee11ngs ta LS :
;statements about read1ng and read1n§ 1n5truct1nn The,numerTGanﬂue Df;thé
resporises was used in the statistical ana1y51s.l b | ’é
_lggfkﬁ= ,‘Iﬁ_the analysis usiné the %Oﬁé;fespoﬁSEs, a total scére'system devised:
by DéFDfchéS used. Thls system has tota1 scare range QF 28 to 14@ Ifi'
teacher respunded to all 28 items in an extreme manner empha31z1nq 1awer ‘
?’order 1jnguist1c un1ts 1ﬁstrUEt1ana11y he/she would receive: one point fcr |
| “yeach response or.a total OF'ZS points Likewise, if a teacher respcnded to .

1Y

all 28 1tems in an exireme manner emphas1z1ng h1gher Qrder 11ngu1st1c un1ts "

o .. x o S ‘ - 91;




he/she W®u1d receive 5 pg1nts for each response or a tota1 of 140 points.

The tcta1 scores on the Theoretical Dr1entat1on to Readina, Praf11e of
the-s1xtyﬁ51xvteachqrs were determined. The scores ranged Fram_a low of
52 to a high of 115. The mean of thé disfributicn was 75,47 the median was
72.50, and the standard deviation was 11 15 The scores did not- c]uster .
in two groups (as did the teachers -in DeFord's study) but were d1str1buted
in.a curve s1m11ar to the normal curve. The ma30r1ty of scores in the’
distribution of the present study c]uster arOUﬁd the mean (73.47) and med1aﬁ
+(72,50), with apprgx1mate1y equal number of scores one standard dev1at1on .

&

above and below the mean *

4,

N\

Phase 2 Analysis | o

.Research Question: 2: TD what extent the Bottom-up and Top-down CanceptuaT
Framewonks of Read1ng construct systems held by teachers?

‘In Pha?agi of the study the 1nvest1gator gave the Conceptual Frame- o
wark of Read1ng IntEPV1EW to twenty tea:hers The Conceptual Framework of

 Reading Interview was des1gned,tc elicit betiefs about the learning to

=

read procéss, Opeﬁafi§n311y; the investigaﬁar asked the Fo11awiﬁ§ question:

* Does the Conceptua1 Framework of Reading. Interv1ew e1%c1t canstructs
- Df the 1earn1ng to read process held .by ‘teachers? - -

TD answer th1s que5t1cn three areas ware considered:

s A. Identifying teaéhers as ho1d1ng specific Con¢eptua1
.Frameworks of Read1ngs

B. The extent the Conceptual Framework of Read1ng Interv1ew
- elicits beliefs about the learning to process; -

=]

G+ -Some s1gn1F1cant issues raised by teachers. dur1ng the
ok Canceptua1 Framewark of Reading Interview.




N

I :
Ident1fy1ng,Teachers As Hn1d1ng Specific
- Conceptual Frameworks of Read1ngr

Y

<«  In idéntifyiné éééchefs as hojding specific Conceptpa1 Ffaméworks

of Reading, first will be ﬁﬁeéenteé the énaTySi; éf the respoﬁsesztc ten '
aueétigﬁs asking FO; descriptfaﬁsyﬁf\eehaviar and rationa1es for thesé
behav1ars g1ven during the Canceptua1 Framework of Reading Interviews.
Sécand theiﬁpa1ys1s of the assumpt1ons -about the Tearninq to read prccesslf

ment1oned at any point in the 1nterv1éws will be discussed. Th1rd the

re1at16nsh1p between the descr1pt1ons of behavior and assumptians mengianed

about the 1earn1ng to- read process wit be presented. F1na11y, inter-rater
reT1ab111ty est1mates of the two analysis systems w111 be given, %
By analyzing respanses tD ten questions, each of the twenty teachers
» A1ntEPV1ewed could be ident1f1ed as holding e1ther a Stranq Battcm-up,é \ .
Moderate. Bottom~up, Maderate Top-down, or a Strang Top down Conceptual |
xiFramewoil of Read1nga Eaah,of_these ten quest1ons asked for descriptions of
teaching behaVTQr and rationales for tﬁéSE behaviaré ?he teacher Were |
operationally‘defined as h01d1ng these Conceptua1 Frameworks using cr1ter1a

e,
- on page’ of th1s paper,

9

The tab1e below shows the number and percentage.of teachers rated as

holding Strong Bottom—up, Mggs:ate Bcttnm—up, Maderate Tap-dcwn, and Etrong

Top-down Conceptual Frameworks of Reading., o o 7 .
. aﬁumber . percentage
St?ang Bottom-up R C 204
ModeratengftEmaup, i 5 © . 25% :!
Moderate Top-dawn 7 | 35%"
T T Strang Top—dnwn ;5 4 20
;é “sb
7 -
O~

L .




.

Tab1e 1 shows. the number of 1nterv1ew responses rated by the inventi-

ey

gator as bettom*up ‘topadawn nonvread1ng rat1cna1e and nnt enough informa-
t1cnag1yEQ;for ‘each 6f ‘the twenty teachers 1nterv1ewed | '
The 1nvest1gator 1ooked cr1t1ca11y at the interviews of the twenty

1nd1v1dua1 tea:hers concern1ng -
, P '
1. the extent the construct systems of the learning to read prccess
were internally consistent, and e
2. the extent and how their :onstruat systems of the 1earn1ng to
" read process differed from the: extreme or strong forms, of the
Conceptua1 Frameworks of Reading. ’

Seven teachers or 35% of the ﬁegchers ratéd as Strong Bottom-up and

Strong Top-down obviously gave resﬁqnses whiéh were internally consistent

“and”canéeptﬁa?ly related to either the Bottom-up or the Top-down Ccnéeptﬂaif

* Framework of Reading. . These teéchgr gave no inconsistent fgspgnsész all

éf their responses which dealt witﬁ their ideas about reééing were either
rated as ba%tamsup or 311 were ratédras top-down. - (An inconsistent.response
for-a basica11y bottom-up teacher is'§ %ob¥dcwn response; an inconsistent
response for a basically top-down teacher is é bottom-up re;pansei) “The E
be1ief systems of these teachers wefe Essentia11y those deFinéd as Bottémeup _

and Top-dawn Conceptua1 Framework of Read1ng as deaned prev1ou ly.

? . Teachers rated as ‘holding Maderate Battomaup and Moderate Tapadcwn »

H i
Conceptual Frameworks of Read1ng gave responses: rated as both bottom!up and

L3

Vrtéachers and by moderate tap—down teachers In the-next ;EEtTDns:maderaue

tbpadDWn By ana1y21ng the responses: .of the teachers rated as ha1d1nq '

Moderate Bottom= =up and Moderate Top-down Canceptua1 Frameworks cf Read1ng,

the 1nvest1gatar found some pattéF15 of* be]1efs held by moderate bottam—up

=

- bottom-up and moderate top-down positions will be'déscriged drawing from

interview responses.
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S Table 1 _
Number of Each Type of Response Given
In the Interview by Each Teacher

teacher no. bottom-up top-down . non-reading no t-enough-~
respoyses responses - rationale information-
' . responses given response

) ': LI 1
. : o 5
1 0
, .

Ls .
48
ks

~N 0w ol

—
0
0
0

Strungm _
Bmttmm—up

136 . 0
6l 0
65
66 0

Top~-down.

Strong
N N o w
O O O

N N

Mudarate

Bottom-up
~J
o (x
\n 9 O o
|
i\
\1
. u -‘;‘ m‘ ] ;M‘ .

O 4

o
Y

oderate
op-down

N NN N oo oo |

o a |

.
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B o o
The Mdderete Bdttdmeup Positions - '

L3N

;‘Teeeher A (ro.: ) reted as h01d1nq a Moderate Bdttdmeup Conceptual

3 EWDFKfo Reading gave a majority of bottdm—up responses . For exempT
-'she be11eves ‘students need to be. tested on their kndw1edge of consonant

sdunds, voweT suunds, and if they have a sight vucebu1ary However, the

following PESPQﬂSES wh1th she dave were rated as top- down' - \

1. her ranking of. Reaction to Silent Reading as the most . o
1mpdrtsnt pert of the Directed Reeding Prdsedure= and '

2, her description- df what a student should do when he/she
comes to an unknown word durlnd USSR. (Suste1ned Silent

| Reading).
“As shetdtscussed hen‘reeding inStruetidna1 prectices;'Teetner A
| emphasized letter end,wofd"ievei eues most apd genereTTj menttuned»them
“first when respdnding to the interview questidnsf' But this teacher does place
-1mpdrtence on -students tdeu51nd on h1dher levels df Tenduege (sentenses,

'_se1ect1dns) end eomprehend1nu what they ‘read. Her respdnse to the quest1un
f cuncernind whet a student shou1d do dur1ng USSR when. he/she comes to en é

*

_unknown werd seems to typify her position:

(Students shuu1d) sound 1t out, They know their vuwe1 suundse=11f
they don'‘t know which pattern they can try both lona and short. If
that doesn't help, they can read the whole sentence and see if they
.can guess the meen1ng of the sentence, If that doesn't help, they can
look at the picture,” If that doesn' t_heip they can skip the sentence
-and read the next : o ' '

Notice 'this teacher emphas1zes 1etter and wnrd 1eve1 cues F1rst end

‘d1scusses them fairly extens1ve1y in th1s responseq But She th1nks thet if

¢ .

K th1s epprdech ddesn‘t wurk the student shsu1d try to use thher order cues
* 7(sentence end se1ettidn cues)
Teeeher B (no. 4) Cdnstnuct systems of the 1eern1ng to read prucess a1su
exemp11t1es a m@derete Edttumeup pdstt1un, A1l of her respdnses concerntng
“the 1eern1ng to reed prdcess were rated as bﬁttamaup, except. that she gave

; tup down respunses to twn questions cencerning

* . 3;_ . t | . . ) ‘( o _'6; '.
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1. ‘the most impcrtant reading instructional activity, aﬁdi

2. her rating of the bést reader when Shawn their oral read1nq
errors,, :

She stated that ?he most %mgartanthinstrU§tianaTKactivity was "to réad:
by theméeives, to read to TEarnrnew inféﬁmation_“ However,. 1t was c1ear
from respanses in other POFtTOﬂS cf the interview, that in order for students

-,to be ab1e to "read by themse]ves gnd to reaq to Tearn", the students "must
have(gki??sfto‘Tearn to pead". This teacher Eéfined skills as knowing’
sound-Tetter associatians'andrbTendinggthése;scuﬁds into words.

This téacher;-th?hytook;a §a5ica11ybattomsup position (a studégﬁ

" learns to fead by 1earning word atta&k skfiis) but she thought that once -
students had the ski11s needed she saw 1mpartance in activities inv01v1ng

"reading fer mean1ng The canstrugt system of Teacher B as well as that af

. The Moderate Topﬁdown Pos1t1on
| Teacher c (nu 14) genera11y took a top- down g5§$%1on She stressed in
more’ than oné responses the. 1mpDrtance of gett1ng her students to enJDy
reading, to read independently and to comprehend what thex read. When a
Student makes an oral réadiné errof she daes.naf interfere imméﬂiaté?y‘bﬂt
r-wa1ts unt11 after the student has ccmp1eted a port1an of the text and asks
if the part of the text with the errar makes sense tn ¢he student. Further, -
. When a student comes to an unknown word gur1ng Sustatned Silent Reading she:
’Zhﬁpes that the student uses the sense of the story:as.well as letter-sound
cues. These all, are top~down responses |
Dn the other hand, teacher C places mdch instruct10na1 emph351s on werds
She emph351zed the tmportance of 1ntradu:1ng vacabu?ary before students read a -

se1ect1an She even mentioned the battom—up assumptianz "If. student5 don t




know the words, theylcan'ﬁ read the stéry@“_ In sum, Teacher C genera11y
takes a'topedowuvpositian in emphasizing reading for meanina, but she also
| sees™ importance in her §tud§nts recognizing Qckd5i>
i Teacher D (no.9) takes a similar moderate top;dawn position, He calls
Lomprehens1cn "the b{;Qd and guts of reading." Thauqh the majority of his
résponses are rated as tap ~down, he too p1aces 1mportance on introducing
vacabu1ary WOPdS— He' adds that wgrk1nguon vocabuTary words. He adds that

working on vocabulary dges not only 1ncTude wcrd recagn1t1an but also

knﬂwang,tbe me§n1qg‘af the words. Also, he wants students tb f1gure out

¥

new vocabulary words from context. _
. Another ﬁédéﬁété tpé-dgwn.pasitién'is typified by Téachgf E. (ﬁ@: 49)_
The mqja%ity of hér requnses are rated topﬁdéwnziéshe %tresses the impor=
| tance of readfng Foereaning in instructional situations in most of hgr
respénses1 If a'stgdent makes an oral reading error she would giyé him/her
the word if it changed the’meénjﬂg'cf_the séhignﬁe. However, she would |
often have a student "SDEﬁd the word out" éfter reading, and if a studenrt
g didn't know a WDFd.ShE waﬁ?d help him/her*sound it.cu;!“ These are both
bottom-up responses. |
- Several of thegﬁaﬁéréte Top -down teachers tSBR a simi?ér position: they
would focus a.Studenfz‘éattentian,onTy.on errors that distort the meaning,
but these téécﬁers do not éncourage the stqdents“%b ;sé meaning. cues to
determine unknown wordsgv Rather, fhey fgcus the students}‘attention on
V :1etter ~sound cues to detarane unrecogn1ged words. »
In the:e twa sect1ons mcderate battam—up and. modErate topadawn p051t1ons
or patterns of be11ef5 found in the iﬁterview data were described.. gEhese

gattefﬁs cf beliefls af ‘the 1earn1ng tq read- process held by tbe faur groups

of teacherg can be arranged on a cant;nuum from strang bottom-up - beliefs to

o moderate ( SR g . ' W
/ . RS20

N,
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bettcm ~up beliefs to mcderete bgttemfup be11efs to moderate top-down

" beliefs te etreng bettemeup be11efs Figure 3 summarizes the pge1t1ene of

teachers rated as holding ‘Strong Bottom~up, Moderate Bottom-up, Moderate

Top-down , and Strdﬁg Top~down Conceptual Frameworks of Reading on such a

f o
#

continuum, | ; ' - ] £

Not all 6f the construct systems of the teachers rated as holding

‘Moderate Bottom-up and Mederete'Tepadcwnféeu1d be clearly described as

being internally consistent and as relating to the Bettomaup and-Top-

\

jdewn Conceptual Frameworks as the examples given in the previous sections,

HDwever no teecher mede Stetemente which contred1cted his or herse?f
i.e, no teacher seemed to heVEweonFcht1ng beliefs, Rather when teachers
gave both bottom-up and top-down responses it seemed as. if these.teachers o

had not seen connections between the issues involved. An example . of this
A . '

' .was given in’describing Teacher E's beliefs. She generally emphasized °

o reading for meaning and she only was concerned about oral reading errors

which aistortedzthe'meening-ef the paesege‘ But she did not extend the )

Togic one step fgrther te'encourage studeﬁfe to use meaning cues to -determine

unrecognized werds‘ Rather she encouraged studeﬂte to use sound<letter cues

exclusively 1in meet1ng unrecegn1zed words

Assumptions Abeut the Learninq

To_ Read Prccess

-

ask1ng for descr1pt1ons Df behaviors and rationales fer these hehev1ore given .
dur1ng ‘the Canceptue1 Fremewer; of . Reading Interviews was presented A

second ana1ye1s syetem was a1ea conducted: the eseumptians mentioned ebeut the

- 1earn1ng to reed PPQEESS yere nated The reeu]te ef thts second analysis wi]lg; )

be diecuesed in this’ seet;en - - o .

R 3



The assumptions about’ the learning to read process mentioned in the
. . _ . _ —

interviews were noted to determine the connections teachers perceived ‘-

g " between-instructicnai practices advocated and assumptions made about the
IR , S o . LY

‘TEEFHTHQ to-read process. S N . s,

The teachers varied in the ex%ent to which they mentioned the fa11ow1ng

- _--assumptions about the learning to réfﬁ pﬁosgssij
Dot tom-up assumptwns . top-down assumptions .
i a. mentioned the use of word, and d. mentioned that a student can.
» sound-letter cues exclusively, - - | use meanind and -grammatic’
when asked. in different'ways . . cues to determine unknown words.
what a student should do when - F R '
Y he/she comes to an unknown word.
b. ‘mentioned the impcrténce of . . e. mentlpned that a student can
‘recognizing words of being - understand a seTect1nn w1th—
able to sound out each word .- out being able to- recogn1ze .
in a selection to be able to every word 1n that se1ect10'*
‘read the selection, . = , \
- . : ) i - . . i
ol c. ﬁentioned that a student learns f. iment1oned that a student * \
to read by 1earn1ng decoding , i TEarns to read by read1ng \
skills _

%‘These assumptioﬁé may have Eeen!mentiéned at any:Doiﬂt in the interV%éQa
and were nct responses to Spec1f1c questions. The number of these assumpt1ons
; mentiﬁgéd by individual. teachers ranged from 0 to 3. Tab1e 2 q1ves the \
number of bottom—up and tDp*dDWﬁ assumptions mentioned during the interview T

by each of the twenty teachers, é,,i ‘ o -
‘Table 3 g1ves the number Df t1mes each of these assumpt1gns was men- \ s;

, tigned by 1nd1v1dua1 teachevs grguped Tn the four d1fferent kinds of C \
teachers | ’ | S -

The tnterview was set up ™n such a way that each teacher s belief abaut




Table 2 _ .

Number of Béttgmgup and Top-down Assumptions
Mentioned during the Interview by Each Teacher

% o i : ' .' . . | :
) teacher no. - ~ number of bottom-up numbér, of top-down
) ~____assumptions mentioned ' " assumptions mentioned
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Table 3
Number of Times Each Assumption was Mentioned
- By the Four Kinds. of Teachers
number of times mentioned
. « Strong* Moderate Moderate Strong
Bottom-up éEott%méap Top-~down Tap-down total

ggsamptién;
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* elicited fn different ways. Several of the Conceptual Framework of
Reading Interview questTOﬁs’inquireé ébaut insgructigna? practices )
relating to this. " Thus, all of the teachers interviewed either mentioneﬂ»'
assumptions A; "Students should use word and sound-letter cues}exc1usivé1y'

when he/she comes to an unknown word* or assumption D. " A student can use

meaning and grammatic cues to determine unknown words." .

i
* As would be expected, then, assumptions A and D were the most mentioned

assumptions. Assumption.D was mentioned by 12 teachers and assumption A was

mentioned by 8 teachers The next mos t mentioned assumption was assumptTQn

!

B. "A Student must be ab1e to recognize each word or be able to sound out each
word in a selection to be able to read the selection”. This assumption,was !
mentioned by 7 tea:hérsl - ‘ 5

The ReTat1cnshﬁp Between DééCP1Dt1QﬂS of :
: Behav1cr and Assgﬁgt1ons Mentioned . . .

In the previous sections, the 1nvesti§ator_présehted the‘ana1ysis of -the
'responses to ten questions %sking fdr descriptibﬁs of behaviors and ratfénales
for these behaviors - given during the ConceptdgT‘Framework of Reading Inter=
views. Setond, the analysis of the assumpt1ons abgut the 1earn1ng to read
process mentioned %n the {nterviews was discussed. In this SECtTDn the |
re1at1onshin between the descr1pt1nns of behav1crs and assumptions ment1gned
about the learning to read process w111 be analyzed,

‘Each of the twenty teachers interviewed were operatiana1iy identified as
ha?ding StragiqBDttamiup, Moderate Battom—up, Made;ate TDp—dGWﬁ, and Strong
“igp—dcwn Canceptua1 Frameworks of Reading through analysis of responses to .
* ten questions cancern1ng descr1pt?cns of Behav1or5 and the rat1cna1&s for

these behaviors given. Through a second ‘analysis the assumpt1ons abcut the



|
"1earning to read process méntinned at any point 'during the 1nterviéw were
'tabulated Teachers identified as ha]ding a Strcnq Battﬂm—up Conceptual ;5
| v, x Framewérk of Reading (1dent1fied through analysis af descriptions af |
| behaviars) ment1aned only- battgm—up assumgiions L1kew1se teachers
holding, Strang Top-dawn Cunceptual Framewarks of Readinq (1dent1f1ed
€hrﬂugh anaiysis of descript1ons of behavior) ment1cned _glggtop—dnwn
\gsumpt1nns Strong Top-dawn teachers ment1oned s1ight1y more tupadowg
assumptions than Strong'B@ttom—up teachers mentianed battam—up assumptions.
| Mcderate Bottom-up and Maderate Top-down -teachers ment1aned both kinds .

' cF assumpt1ons during the 1nterv1ews .AS“TFQU'S, Maderate Bottom-up teachers

méntianed more -Bottom-up assumptians and Moderate Topadcwn tea:hers menféaned

a

mgre tup-down assumptions. As 1nd1v1dua1s the Moderate Battgmiup teachers

mentioned the same number. or mﬂre battnm-up assumptTnns than they did top-

-« down assumptions. As individua]s a]] the Mcderate Tapadown teachers men—v;?

. tioned the same number or more tap down assumpt1ons than they did bnttam—up
assumpt1cns*except far nné teacher. This teacher, (nq.=28), rated as QQ1d1ng
a'Maderate Top~down Conceptual Framewnrklof Reading thrcugh analysis @F-her'g -

|- responses to tﬁe ten questions, menfioné? tﬁé bottom-up asSu@ﬁtiDﬂS ana no

tap—dowh;asgumptiansi

Inter rater Reijabi11ty

e E e

o, E
Inter—rater re1fab111ty estimates of .95 and .73 were estab11shed for

. ‘the two apa1ys1s systems: 1) the avera11 ratings of, Strong Bottamﬁup,
L Modeﬁétetaattcmeup. Moderate Top~down, and Strong Top~down Conceptual Frame-

wcrks,'and'E);ihe mention of beltefs or aésumptigns abcut_theAfearning to

\ - C e . -

read process, respectively,

&

) . L4 ) éé‘f‘ i = L
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L3 * * i ,':-\: . . ' . [ i ! = A 38-

= . \
. !

Extent Teache:‘s Respcmd with Beliefs About the

Learning,ta Read Process in the IﬂtéPViEWS
9

. ) ) o ' 7 \ B ‘. o

A second area to be examined in determining if the Conceptual
Fréméyerk of Readiﬁg Inteﬁview elicits constructs.of the learning to.

_read process will be addressed in this section: fhe investigator considered

the exéent to which teéchera.PESpaﬁded with: beliefs about the learning to ~

v read process ‘in the interview.ra e

L}

» Tn daing this, the extent teachers Eave résponses in the interview, which
-did, nat réflect their EliEfS about reading acquisitian were analyged The |
i'respcnses to the ihtérvie% questiaﬂswere rated as: 1) reflecting the teachers!
;,beliefs abﬂut reading agguiaiticn (either a battemﬁup respcﬂse or a. tcpadawn
ﬂreapanse), 2) a response which did not reflect beliefs about reading acquisi—
tion (nan-reading-ratianale-respanse) or 3) a respansg in whicg not encugh
1nfarmatian was given to ba ablE ta rate the’ respense as bcttgm-up or top-
vdqwn (net-enaugh infafmatiog respense ) A raspcnsé was rated as a nata
A-enaugh 1ﬂfarmatinn Pegpgnsé ‘when the interviewer cauld have probed foP more

infermation far the respanse te be rated as ai respanse reflecting a belief
7

. about readiﬂg acquisitian (either bottom-up or top-down).. .

A Fespanéé‘was rated as a ncn;raading—éatianslé réspcnse when tha

teagher gave a rationale for reading instructicnal behavicr which was not
related tc beliefs about Peading a:quisiticn; For example, one’ teacher
said "I don't ccrrect a child while he is Peading because it is too

X . ‘
f?ustrat_ng for the child if dc sc." This teacher daés not :orrect h%r_

students “oral reading errors. . She follows this pra:tice ‘not because af:

frustrating students.A R A
¢
Only l3 or 7% cf the tetal rgspcnses to the intepview questions were

i
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rated as' not reflecting beliefs about réadiﬁg acquisition. - (The total
responses here refer to the total Possib]e responses, 200, minus the
. number of responses rated: as nat—Eﬁough-infﬂrmatiénégiven responses. )

Thus, 93% 'of the responses given .in the Conceptual Frameworks of Reading =
‘Interviews by these twenty teachers did reflect their beliefs about ‘the

e . | 5 \ § .

learning to readtproﬁessé_ L

i Tt

Teachers! Diséussi@n of éigﬁifiéant issues,of the
Learning to Read Process in the Interviews '
o . ; ¢ N 7 o 7 ' ‘ B
‘The third area to be examined in determining if the Conceptual
Framework of Reading Interview elicits constructs of the legrning to
read process will be addressed in this section: the tnvestigator deter-
mined significant issues which were discussed by teachers during the
dinterview: - - : . ' . ;
| Drawing. from actual interview responses, the following issues discussed
by tedchers in the Conceptual Framework of Reading Interviews?wi11 be pre-
| R R D H Sy -
“sented: . . L T o o RN S s

Issue 1: "Some of “the teachers interviewed made statements |
which indicated they were aware of the two positions
on- the learning to read process (named bottom-up and
top-down by the investigator) and took a stand in

favor of one of them,

Issue 21 - Some-of. the teachers interviewed made statements
. which indicated they held a bottom-up position
.. (Students learn to read by learning decoding skills)
for younger and less able readers but that they
helda .top-down position (Students learn to read by
- -reading meaningful material) for older and more -able
readers, o i ) .
- Issue 3: One teacher interviewed discussed how reading is an.
, end for instructional situations but that reading i
a means to gain information in real world situations.

; [;suéLT- _
| Some of the teaghers inte%viewed made statéments“whiéh fndiéated they;

were aware of the two positions of the learning to’ read process (labeled

47 .
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bnttem-up andzteefdewn ey the—investiéathr) snd took a stand in fevor of
- one of the‘twe»eesitioﬁs The 1hterv1ew respenses of two teaehers W111 be -
e presented to 11]ustrate th1s | =7' | f » |
. Teacher F (no. 48), ragzd as h01d1ng a Maderate Top ~down Conceptue1
. o : Fremewerk ef Reed1ng, responded .3, e ,E'

Semetimes we forget it's suppesed to be reading— it s not suppesed
to be a d1sseet1en _ o

' In a latter pentTon Df the 1nterv1ew th1s same teacher sa1d
="Sk111s are neeessary and so are gemes to reinforce these skiTTs'

" These are needed so that children can decede ”‘but aetua1 “reading .
makes .you a better reader . ;

| iTh1s teecher stresses “sk111s are neeessary"(a bettem—up pos1t1en) but
"1;fs ) she takes a stand Fer a top-down pes1t1un--- aetua] reading makes you a
sbetter reeder " B xS R T _j' o f;
Interv1ew respanses fram Teaeher G. (no. éj also 111nstrete;that she has’
awaresef the two pesit1ens of the Teerning to reed process. Teacher G,j

. retedves holding a Mederete Bettemﬁup Cenceptua1 Framewnrk of Read1ng

res ended in the fo11ew1ng menner te the questien “Nhat de you hope yeur

. studehts de when they come to ah unknewn werd durinEfﬁiSR(Sustained 511en+

9

Read1ng)7 i

seund it out, I’m not ‘too mueh on students using sentence c1ues and all.
;Afsuppese the story seid RS ' ‘f \ .
"The banena Fe11 eff the tste !
" The ‘bongo fell off the table. '
The baboon fell eff the teb1e "

i

The sentence 15 the same and they se; students ean 1QDk at the beg1nn1ng and

end of the sentence But 1t could be a. stery abnut a gungTe
\

“The beboon wes in the tent with a benac and a benana

Ecntext Just doesn‘t help. But students ean get 1t e1ese enough by soundinﬂ

it out,

kN
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Teacher G is acknuw1edg1ng that some DEDPTE advacaté that students

use cantext or meaning: cues to determine unknown words ( a tup-dgwn p051taon)
' but she feels students shaqu use TEtter—saund cues tc determ1ne unknawn

words " (a bﬂtfom—up positian) . e . o~

In sunmary, some of the teachers‘ responses in the 1nterv1ew 1nd1cated 5
that they were aware of the twn pus1t1on of the 1earning te read process |

5 (Tabeled bottemeup and top down 'by the 1nvest1gatcr) and toak a stand 1n

&

favar of. one of the twc p551tians
. !

1

" Some af the teachers 1nterv1ewed made statements wh1ch 1nd1cated they
; held a’ bottgm—up pcsit1an (Students 1earn to read by 1earn1ng decad1ng sk111s )
Fan ynunger and less able readers but that they held a: top—down pcsit1an

(Students 1earn to read by read1ng mean1ngfu1 ‘material.) rfor older and mare o

.

351EFPEEdEFS ‘These teachers advqcated reading instruct1cna1 procedures fbrz_

yaunger and 1ess able readers wh1ch Focused the students'fattént1on on

o _1etters, SDunqéi and words, they advocated reading 1nstruct1cna1 prccedures =

fcr older and more . ab]e readers wh1ch facus students' attention on sentence
x.and 5e1ect1an TEVET tues. ar an read1ng For meaning. |
-For axamp]e, Teacher H, (na 2), a first grade teacher rated as ho1d1ng

’a Strnng Bettamfup Ccnceptua1 Framework of Read1ng, responded in "this manner'A'
\

'whensasked "What ' do you do when a student mades an oral reading errar?"
‘.'\\f

-0 It depends on the studerit. When tap readers say "house for ‘home"
then I wouldi't do anythiing, With' bottom redders I would stop their -

: reading and say "Let's look at that word. It 1t rea11y hcuse?" Then
I wau1d have the chilld sound itout. .. ; '

,Iea:her H wau]d not 1nterfere in the ora1 readan oF a more ab1e reader

lthat made an oral. reading error which d1d not disrupt the meaning of the



on sounds TEtters and words, some teachers advocate focu51nq older, mcfe'

.,-positinn) for younger and less ab?e readers and they advncated 1nstrustiana1 ;

sentén§2" However, she states that 1f a. 1ess abTe reader made the same ara1

wou1d stnp h1s/her read1ng and fgcus his/her atteﬁt1on on soun& 1etter cues

Teacher I. (nn 56) is a, secand example Df how some téachers advocate

ﬂemph§51z1ng 1awer Drder 11ngu15t1c cues (wcrds, 1ette;§, sounds) w1th

' yaunger 1ess abTe readers and nnt w1th aTder more able readers Teachér.I;,

Framewcrk aF Read1ng sa1d

I fEe1 that vocabuTary coimes aTong frﬁm context (far secend graders)
Students can pick up vocabulary in context.  This is not so in first
grade, In first grade you need to 1ntroduce vacabu]ary It's of little
A1mpartance in secnnd grade ‘

.Teacher I .» then, th1nks that more able readers can use higher order

11nguist1c cues to determ1ne words. This.is top -down p351t|en - But she

=

fthinks that TESS abTE readers need tc be 1ntruduced to wcrds WhTEh 15 a

bﬂttDm-up positian - “=f o

Lew

In: add1iion +a advncating Focus1ng ycunger, 1ess able readers qttentjan

1

: ab1e readers attent1on on h1gher order ]1ngu15t1c ;ues Respgnses of Teacher }pﬁ

J. 111u5trate this Teacher J- (nn 48) teaches the "1aw graup" -of first graders '

and was rated as ha1d1ng a Strong Enttomaup ConceptuaT Framewcrk of Read1nq

In rank order1ng the steps of the Directed Reading Procedure in order of

‘1mportance she ranked Setting Purpeses Far Reading and React1an to S11th

Read1ng as Tast in Tmpartance because

"

I don't even have my students read the story silentTy |
I think with older: students, the Settinq Purposes "and React1gn to
S11ent Read1ng wau1d be ‘more 1mpartant

In summary, respcﬁses EF some of the teacﬁers 1nd1cated they advocated

. i, B

1nstruct1ona1 prccedures which emphas1ze words , 1ettér5 and sounds (battgm—up~ -

= : ' e

R R N Ti



A

f.ast111 need a reason. to read in SChOD]

~a means to qe1ﬁ1ng 1nformet1on

) éymmary of Phaée=2 AneTyeﬁe'_ S SRR |
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-precedures which emphaé1zed read1ng for mean1nq (tcp dDHﬂ st1t1on) for quer

¥

and more able reeder - !

Isswe 3~ " o ~

, One of the teaeheee iﬁferviewedr Teacher K. (no. 28) discussed a third -

'1ssue read1ng 15 an end in 1nstrUCt1anaT STtuat1one, but eead1nq is a means .

da

?_ ta gein 1nformat1on 1n "rea] wor]d” s1tuat19ns Teacher K., a thTPd qrede

;teacher rated as hD1d1ng a Mederate Top dewn ConceptuaT Framework of Read1ng

sa1d

In school ch11dren read ‘so that they can learn to read
but we as acdults read te qa1n 1nfnrmat1on

At ‘another pg1nt in the 1nterv1ew Teaeher K. respended to the quest1cn

‘A

+ We- know what the- reason is---. th ve qot to Tearn tD read but they

“In sum, th1e teach_Ctithks that “in scheo] stLdents read in order te

Tearn to read (read1ng as an end), wh11e in “rea] 11fe" 51tuat1one read1nq is -
' 0

. P
JJ" In Phase 2 Ana]y515 the fn]]DWTﬂq quest1gn was addressed "Does the

i
CaneptuaT FrameWnek of Reed1na Interv1ew elicit censtructs af the 1earn1ng :

tq read process he]d by teachers?" F1rst the 1nveet1qetor anaTyzed the '
: i

_ respnnses to ten quest1ens afP1n$ fDr descr1pt1ons of behav1ore and ret1ana1ee

for these behaVTDFS given: duriﬂg the ConceptuaT Fremewark of Read1nq Intera~

., views. Through ana1ys15 of. the reepnnsee to these ten queet1ans, eaeh of thev
V;=twenty teachers 1nterv1ewed cou]d be identified as hD]ding either a Strenq

: Bottﬁm=up R Mederate Battom—up, Modcrate Top dDwn, or Stronq Top down CDneep—

tual Framework of Read1nq Tearhers rated as herxng Streng Botton- up und

N kS
153 K
!

EE
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%3;, ' - procedures Whteh;emphaeized'readihg tec'neaning (teesdown'peeitten) fef-o1der

One of the teaehere 1ntethewed Teaeher K. (ne ESL d1ecussed F th1rd
1esue reed1ng is an end 1n 1netruet1ena1 situations, but reed1ng_1s a Qeggi E
te ga1n 1ntermat1en~1n "rea1 wor1d” S1tuat10ne Teeeher K. » @, third q?ede} N

f-teacher rated as: ho1d1ng a Moderate Top dewn ConeeptueT Framewerk of Read1ng
Csaid: !7‘_ o N *g,;

. 1n school children read so that they can 1earn €0 reed
but we as edu1te read to ga1n 1nFermat1en

At another peint in the 1nterv1ew Teacher K reepbnded to ‘the que5t1en
“why is eettlng purpeses fer readinq 1mpertant?" 1n the'’ Fe11ew1nq manner:

We knew whet the reason 15_;_ they ve got to 1earn to read but they
still need a reason to reed in eehee] o _

In sum thTS teeeher th1nks that in school’ students read 1n order to -

& 5-. a

LN s

’Teern to read (read1ng as an end), wh11e in “rea] 11te" e1tuet1ene read1ﬁ%(1s

S a medhs te qa1n1ng 1nformat1en o ’ ; »;ﬂ

-

-

fsgmmehy'et Phase 2 Aha1yste

In Phase 2 Ana1yeie the fo11ow1ng que5t1on was “addressed: '“Deee the

te read preeess held by teachers?" FTPSt the 1nveet1qater ana]yzed the
!

#0

N 4 f . respeneee to ten qUeet1ene ackThg Fer deser1pt1ene ef behev1ers end rat1ena?ee L
'ltfer these behav1ore g1ven dur1hg the CeneeptueT Frameuork of Readjng Inter

. views, Threueh-eha1ys1s QF the reepeneee »to these ten quest1ens*'eech ef the ”j?

twenty teaehers 1nterv1ewed eou1d be 1dentef1ed es he]d1nu e1ther a Strong

’1 Eettem@up Hederate Bettnnhup Muderete Top- dewn, or Streng Tep ~down Enncepa L

| tueT Framewnrk eF Read1ng Teachers rated aevheldlhg Strong Bettemsup'end
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Strong Top down Conceptual Frameworks of Readind through the dperat1ona1
déTQnit1ons of these construtts dave no ineon51stent reeponeee (An
x1ntdn51atent tesponee for a basically bottom—up teachers is a top down
i'reeponse, an 1ntons1etent reeponse for a bas1ea11y top- ddwn teacher 15 a
bottom-up resoonse ) The Moderate Topadown teachers dave e?1oht1y more
Aineone1stent responses than. d1d Moderate Bottdmsupsteaehere

In add1t1on “the 1nveet1gator 1odked cr1t1ta11y at the 1nterv1ewe of

the teachere to determ1ne 1) the extent the1r eonstrue sy teme dF the

A1earning to read process were 1nterna11y eons1stent and 2) the extent and
how their construct systems of the 1earn1ng to read procees d1ffered from '
the extreme or strona forms of the . Conceptua] Frameworks ot Read1nq fhe'
eonstruet systems of the 1earn1nq to read process her by teaehers rated as
| , ho1d1ng Strong Bottdm—up and Strong Top- down Eoneeptua1 Framework Read1nd

- were eeeentTaTTy those previous?y def1ned as Bottomaup and Top—down Con— A

Ceptua1 Framework of Reading. By ana1yzing the responees df the teaehere

; rated as ho1d1ng Mdderate Bdttom up. and Moderate Top-down Coneeptua1 Frame—

o -works of Read1ng, the 1nvest1gator found some patterne of beliefs "held by

. moderate bottdm—up tesgbere and by moderate top-down . teachere " Draw1ng*Fromﬁ
TnterVTew respons g{ven by teaeherss moderate bottomaup and moderate top— :
down posit1ons on the 1earn1nq to read procees were deser1bede These patterne
df beliefs or the construet syetema df the 1earn1ng to read process held by
the four groups of, teachere (Strong Bottom—up, Moderate Bottom—up, Moderate
Top-down, Strond po down) were arranged on a cont1nuum From strong bottom—up
be11efs to moderate bdttom—up beTEefs to moderate top-down beliefs to strong
top—down beHefs L 3 o | : o

However, 1t was noted that not all the. eonetruct systems of the’ teaehere

rated 35 holding Moderate Bottom -up and Moderate Top- down Conceptual Frameworks

- of Reading could be deser1bed as being aseinterna11y>cons1eteﬁt and afrreTat1ng

A0

.
[
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=_Ed%thd Bottom-up and po-ddwn Codcddtué] Frameworks of Reading as the
!ExamETES de5cribed But no teacher made statements which contradicted his
bi or herse]f i.e. no teadher seemed to have ddnf112t1ng be1iefs Eather when -

' teadhers gave bdth bottom-up dnd tdp—ddwn responses it seemed as 1f they
l

¥ had ddt seen cdnnectidns dmdng the 1ssues 1nva1ved An dxamp1d of this was

descr1bed

B's1des anaf}z1ng the teadhers respdnses to the ten: 1nterview questidns,
| the 1nvest1gatdr a]sd ndted 1f the teachdrs ment1dned certain assumptidns
about the-iedrn1ng to read process at any pdint in the interview. Teachers
7 ‘ 1dentifiéd:as hd1diﬁg a Strong Bottom-up Conceptual Framewdrk of Reddjng
AR (idéntified'thrdugh anaiysis df réspdnses to ten questions déﬁderning in- |

,struct1dna1 behav1or ) midt1dned dn1y Bottom-up assumpt1dns L1kew1se, - ~~

i
" teachers hd1d1ng Strong po—ddwn Cdﬂ:dptdd] Frameworks of Reading (identified

é

thrdugh ana1ys1s of descr1pt1dn5 d%gbehav1dr) ment1dned n1y tdp—ddwn

assumptTGns Mdderate Bdttdm-up and Mdderate po—ddwn teacheérs mentidned both

k1nds of assumpt1ons Genera]Ty, Moderate Bdttom—up teachers ment1dned mdre

fbdttdm—up assumpt1dns and Mdderate Top ddwn teacher mentioned more top-down

4 assumpjt‘ldns. Interr‘ater reliability estimates of .95 and ;73 were established

o i:. for the two analysis systems:. 1) the overall ratings of Strong Bottom~up,
Moderate Edttdm—up, Mdderate Top-down and Strong Top—ddwn CdncethET Frame—

'lwarks, and 2) the mdntidn of be]iefs or assumptidns abduh the 1earn1ng %d
read process, respect1ve1y ﬁj ' | |

Further n1nety -one per cent df the teachers, responses 1n the Cdnceptua1
Framewndk df Read1ng Interv1ew refdrred to beliefs about the 1earn1ng to read

_ fprddesses ( Fina]]y, teachers d1scussed three 51qniFicant 1ssues cuncern1ng '

"3

_.iFramewgrk of Reading Interviews These 1ssues were presented using respdnses

C\ | vgjyen by teachers during the 1nterviews

<1

-t
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| ; N | CONCLUSTONS AND IMPLICATIONS [T
L em o . /

v The major difference between: this study ipd gther studies ‘of teachers E-v,
7 beTief system tcward readﬁﬂg and. readinq 1nstrugt1an is that th1s study :%:g//
_invest1gated teachers mode1s ar thenretica1 Fﬁameworks of the learning ta 2
read’ prcgess and the cher studiés 1nvest1gated caneeptions uf reading '
,>1nstructiun In this stydy the hodeTs of two thear1sts,g5 J Samue1s and N
K. Enndman were used ‘as standards in ;amparing teachers* belief‘ Systems af‘
the 1earn1ng tnhread processr The models. nf these £Ln thear1sts were chasen  7'
because they each represent one of the two main types of 1nFarmat1nn pracessiﬁg ;‘5
| models, buttﬂmﬁup and tapﬁdawn respect1ve]y‘ Draw1ng from the w“it1ngs nf N !
these. two theorists and frum 1nvestigatiens :ﬂﬂducted by resear;hers at the
| :Michigan Institgte for Researeh on Teaching, two canstrpet systems DF the
‘ 1earnihg to read.pracess wérevdefined These were named the Eattnmeup and
Tap-dawn CnncethET ‘Frameworks of Reading after the two types of 1nfarmat1@n
o processing made]s The CcnceptuaT Framewcrk of Reading Interview was devised
to e11c1t 5pec1f1c be11efs within these cunstruct systems. Through ana1y51s o
‘of feachers ‘responses in this interview, teachers were re1iab1y 1dent1fied as
e h31d1ng Strang Bottﬂm-up, Mgderate Battnm—up, Mﬂderate Tap-dcwn and Strong
Tcpadawn Canceptua1 Frameworks of Read1ng - SR ~
The anaTysis Qf the 1nterv1ew responses suggests that’ the re]atiansh1p Co
fbetween the Bottcm up and Topadnwn Ccnceptua1 Frameworks of . Reading isa i
cnntinuum and not a d?cctomy .Where on ‘this cuntinuum a teacher's be1ief{
system 1ies is a matter of the emphas15 pTaced on different Tevel of 1anquage
1and the assumpt1uns abaut the 1earning to read pr@cess made Teachers tak1ng

an extreme or strnng buttnm—up posit1an tend tc emphas1ze Tower order units -

A 1nstruct1ana11y and ta be11eve that students fearn ta readéby 1aarn1nq deeod1ng

EA
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skills. Te thers hﬂ1d1ng a moderate bottom-up- position emphas1ze sounds,
>1etters and wards 1nstruct1ona11y, but under same cirtumstances ‘these
teachers focus the students' attentien on reading for meaning. Mederate_ :
- battom—up teaghers al\kﬂbe11eve that students 1earn to read by ]earn1ng
’A/’ decodTng sk111s s On thé other hand teachers ho1ding both a moderate and
strang top-down paFit1on be]ieve that students 1earn to read by reading |
 ;§ mean1ngfu1vmater1a1 Teachers tak1ng an extremé tcp ~down pos1t1on emphas1ze

F

h1gher order units 1nstructiona11y

\

- Teachers taking a more.moderate top-down position usuaTTy emﬁhasiée

“higher Drder 1inguistic units (sentences, selection), but under some c1rcum— B

o

stances Facus students attention on words,. scunds and TPtters. Further, :
h draw1ng from the 1nterv1ew data, patterns af spec1fic beT1efs he1d by teachers
ﬁ on the cant1nuum of strong battamﬂup, moderate bottum—up, moderate - tcpadawn and kE
- - strong top—dawn pasit1cns could be descr1§pd v L Al “‘ |
t }»il_’ ' In addition ta being able to 1dentify teachers -as holding specific
;gfi@;*; 'ConceptuaT Frameworks of Read1ng, the 1nvest1gatar a1sa e11c1ted assumptions:

o | made about’ the 1earn1ng tasread _process held by the teachers interviewed. As

"wau1d be expected~ the teachers var1ed in.the connections they perceived

¢
between 1nstruct1ona1 practices advocated and assumpticns made about the A

kS L3

Tearning to read process, Also, a large praportiun (91%) of the. responses

g1ven in the ConceptuaT Framewgrk of Read1ng Interv1ews elicited be11er

of teaching Further some of the teachers ra1sed the issue that there are

the two pq51t10ns toward‘the TEarn1nq to read process, named bottomﬂup and

" top~down' by the Tnvest1gatcr. This further va1iadates that these are’ constructs

- *{nstde the heads* of teachers.




¥

A eecund issue raised by teechere dur1ng the 1nterv1ew is euppgrted

g

Qy M1Ch1§3 ) Fveet1get1one Through 1nterv1ew1ng teache@e, IRT

reeearchere aXee found thet many teechers advocate emphae1zing ower order _

11ngu1et1c units (Tettere, sounds, werde) with younger, less able readers

end edvceate emphasizing h1gher order’ 11ngu1st1c un1ts and reed1ng fer

_meen1ng—w1th o1der— more eb1e reedere The IRT reeeerchers used the terme ‘

e
content centered“eeenéept1ens and "pup11 centered“ concept1ene reepect1ve1y :

~ for the two -instructional epproeehee (Metheny, 1980) -

A th#?e issue raised in the teacher interviews has not been discussed

extensiveTy in the’reeding Titereture, This jfsue:ieﬁthet reading is an-

W L

end Sor 1netruct1one1 s1tuat1ens but is a means to gain 1nfermet1on in real
world- situations. This 1esue relsed 1mpertent questions ebeut reed1ng

instruetien, e.c. To whet extent is reading instruction -an art1fie1a1

31tuet1en and therefore an unneceeeer11y demand1ng situation for young .

students? To whet extent should teachers ‘set up 1netructlona1qﬁ1tuat1ons, e~e{m

= i

in wh1ch reading 15 a means to ga1n 1nfcrmet1en? ‘ ‘

7 “In ennc1ue1on the Bettam—up and qu down Ceﬁeeptue1 Fremeworks of
Readfng do seem to be conetruct systems he]d by teachers. Theee two con- :
etryct systems can be pieeed on a continuum and are not a dicotomy.

#

Educetore and Reeeerchere ' | S
The authers of- the 1981 National Inst1tute of EdUCEtTQn call Fcr
: . . -~ ﬁk =]

proposals etete the fe11ew1ng'

-

The Reéd1ng and’ Lenguage Division views reed1ng as an
interactive process..., as a constructive process, as a
strategies process...; and as a process .that must be adapted
to the disgouses structure of the text being read... This
view is... consonant with the view held by mcet reeding
researchers. : 4 -
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o Thia pps1tion is, howavar, in aharp contrast to the
- .view that dominates reading instruction today. Most current
* dinstroction proceeds from assumptions that letters are de-
coded into sounds, the sounds are blended into words, and
then. the readers' knowledge of the sppken 1a"guaga provides
access to meaning. . . _ .
Na beT1ava that a shift in. pract1ca will 1nev1tab1y .0CCcUr;
‘toward the conceptions now held by researchers.. chavar, we
feel that some concerted effort should be made tp insure a
! timely and reasoned approach to the -process of bringing 1nstrucs
tion.into closer contact w1th research F1ndings '(Nc page . -
number g1van) . .

P g . -+ In th1s passage tha NIE staff is- nct d1acuss1ng the usé QF d1ffar1ng
raad1ng 1n5truct1pna1 mathodp1pg1as - Essentially the NIE staff 15 saying
\that they hpid a tcp dpwn ppsit1on of the 1aarn1ng to raad prccasa and '
that th1a ppsiticn is supportad by raad1ng raaaarchars Saccnd thay
: c1aim that mpst raad1ng pract1t1anar5 thd ‘a bcttpmﬁup cpncapt1pn of the
: 1earn1ng tc raad prccass Th1rd— thay call Fcc a "reasoned approach" tp o
changing instruct1ona1 practicas tcward the tcp down position. STHEE tha _

‘Conceptual FramEWprk of Reading Intarv1aw a11c1ts taachars‘ ba1fafs con-

\

" cerning thaaa two positions, it is a potant1a11y useful 1nstrumant tp
maasure any such atfempts to changa taachara' implicit thecr1as of reading. .

A seccnd 1mp1icatipn pf this atudy?cf reading aducators is ra1atad to -

J

the question of the ra]atTanship batwaan taachars beT1aF systems of caad1ng )

- and their 1n5truct1pna1 dac151pn ';king Thara is suppprt Fpr the assump-

2:tfcnithat”tha paiiaf systems of réiiing held by teachers ‘influence ' tha1r R
inatcucﬁpﬂa’i decision making. (Bark & Duffy, 1978; Bawden, Burke & Duffy,
1979‘ Furthar rasearch 1nvast1gat1ng th1a ra1at1cnah1p is naadad - A third
:phaaa of this. study, not rapcrtad here, axpTcrad the extent and how- Concapui 1‘Y§

tual Framewprks of Reading influence 1natructicna1 dac1aicn mak1ng TE

diractad reading Tessons involving oral reading, - R




| Assuming this ﬁé1at16nship exists, then, teacher Educators need to
encourage’ both pﬁeﬁservjce and in-service téachers to be aware of what
thesé belief systéms are and héw they make a difference-in how teachers
teach. - Also, teacﬁer e@utator&_need to encourage teacheﬁs to See hDQ
différing practices 1Qgié311y follow from knowledge andhbéfief systems
.of fher1earﬁiﬁg to read process. This approach to téacher education
differs from the approach in wh1ch 3pec1f1c pract1ces are taught to prea
and in- servﬁce teachers. \ |

Third, if iﬁstructiona? practices are'QUided by teachers' belief

systems:.of reading and reading instructign, then resear¢hers need to

4nvestigate the relationship between teachers' belief .systems and how

their students respond to print. “This research could Took at the réading‘

strategies used by stﬁdents as well as the conceptions of  reading held by
: : - i .

stuﬂents.

Tmb11cations for Reading \

Résearchers ers _and The0r1st5

Further research and theorizing on teachers 1mp11c1t théDYTES Df
read1ng 3hou1d not lead to isolation.and division of groups of read1ng
educators. Rather, educators holding d1ffer1ng views of the 1earn1ng to
read process could work together to develop more comprehens1ve models.

- Rumelhart (1976) cgnaiudgd the paper in which he deffnéd and classified
réading models 55 bottom-up and topndgﬁn by outT{ning an interactive |

" model of reading. He :iﬁedr / research which indicates Skiijed
readers use bath upstream (Tower order linguistic cues TnfTuencina h?gher
arder Tinguistic cues) and down—stream effects (higher order 11ngu1st1c
;cues 1nf1uenc1ng Tower order 11ngu13t1c aues) Perhaps an interactive
nndg1 of the learning to read process could be~divised that could help

8. . . .
teachers decide under wnat- conditions lower order linguistic cues and

= A

Ci<

9.



ey

. | ' f - s1,

higher order cues should be emphasized.in aiding students in becoming
efficient and effective readers,
, Csds smphasis reading programszin grades one and two based on bottom-

than have programs which_emphasize to a lesser extent the teaching Df saunda_
letter assusiations (Phlaum et. al., 1980) On the other hand, rssesrch on
the processes used by skilled readers c1ear1y indicated they use top-down
pracsssss to a grsat extent. Psrhaps thsrs 1s some v311d1ty to the belief
he1d by many of the teachsrs that bcttgm—up instructional practices should

bs used with younger, less able readers and top-down 1nstructicna1‘pract1cssf
with'eidsgé more able readers. A crucial question for both the theorist |
and the teacher taking this position is w@sn - the shift in emphasis -
should. be msdé; Cantﬁnuing torsmphasiZs Tswsr order cues instructiona1jy
soQTd.fnhibjtsthe reading growth g# these youngsr,rjsss able readers. Some
insights. into these issues could beAthsinsd from studies which examine
reading acquisition ésvs?cﬁhsnta1]y- ﬁpr sxsmpls, Biemiller (1970) after

analyzing the oral reading errors of first graders ccné?udsd that first

' “grade students learning to read go through the following phases: phase 1)

predominant use of contextual constraints, phase 2) predominant use of -
grsphis sonstrsints; and phase 3) coordinated use of both gréﬁhic and
cantéxtusT constrsints Mcre devs]opmsntsT rssesrch 1s needed to dsterm1ns
how c1ear cut these phasss are as well as how differing 1nstruct1sna1
orientations would ;ffsct students in each of these phasssi This kind of
research and theorizing could 1sad to a decision making model toiguids
teachers' reading instructional désisicn making. |

FTns11y, researchers and theor1sts 1nvsst1gat1ng teachers" impiicit

thsoriss of rssd1ng shou?d ccnsider the power: of investigating tsachsrs‘

- B
b
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|

implicit theorieg Df readfng on their instructional decision making., The
‘SmaTT body Qf'11terature 1n this area seems to have more' power in Exp1a1n1ng
reading 1nstrﬂct1ana1 behavior than do teacher: Erfectiveness studies wh1ch
look at teacher attributes, reading instructional methods, or use some form
of, 1nteraztion aﬂa1ysis However, a fundamental issue seems to be whether
this is isufF1cient1y inclusive construct for exP1a1n1ng 1mportant 1nf1uences
t on the teach1ng of reading. The M1ch1gan IRT ethncgraph1c studies 1nd1cated
that in add1t1an to cancept1ans Qf reading, other aspects of the teaching
environment influence read1ng 1n5truct1ana1,dec1sion maangi qu examp1e?

read1ng tests mandated on a system-wide basis affected teachers' instruc—

t1cna1 dec151nns Also in th15 study,'teachers conceptions of. the1r

fa

. !
administratars beliefs abaut reading 1nstruct1on seemed to affect their

instructional dec1s1on making. By considering these k1nds:of influences

in addition to teachers Cimplicit thegr1es of’ read1ng, ‘vesearch in this
area caqu have further power in exp1a1n1ng the dec151on making prucesses

used by teachers wh11e teach1ng readTng

-, ‘ - . VX =5t‘l
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