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Foreword

What useful information is therein a standardized testgivento
children all ever the country in 30-43 minute sessions that 4
skilled teacher does not know from interacting with a group of
pupils six hours a day 180 days a year? Not very much, many
people feel.

The insightful teacher engages in continuous informal
evaluation as this teacher-pupil ihteraction takes place. Much
Of this evaluation becomes a part of the teaching itself, a
continuous kid-watching”as- teachers observe their pupils

. reading and responding to instruction. Some of it utilizes self-

constructed devices or published ones for observing and
analyzing what puplls are doing. These devicesand procedures
vary considerably.in their complexity, but all of them come
under-the classification in this volume of informal.evaluation.
The{ are -informal in contrast to formal standardized or
criterion-referenced assessment tests. Beyond that they ob-
viously vary in just how formal orinformal they are. They also
~vary in termsgof*how much knowledge they require of the
teacher and héwmuch 6ontrol ofthe process ofew aluation they
leave to the teacher. ) .

Informal evaluation is Sone for a variety of purposes: to
plan instruction, to place p pils at’'instructional levels, to
evaluate pfogress to see strengths and weaknesses.

This book brings together a group of scholars who
‘clearly kriow theirinformal reading ev aluation. They presenta
consideraBle range of such procedures, enough to extend the
teacher already committed to informal evaluation, enpugh to
inform those ready to begin informal evaluation, enough to.
provide an 1mportant source qQf mfprmatxon for sch¥lars in the
field. /\ - -

The International Reading Association i 1s proud to offer
this important contribution to reading evaluation. ?

: , Kenneth S. Goodman, President

v International Reading Association °

' b . . . 1981-1982

)




Introduction N

It is not uncommon to meet teachers who feel very inSecure about,
testing or evaluating geading skills. Often’ they .feel that thew
results obtained on a group test of reading or on some brief in-
dividual measure are inaccurate, but they feel powerless to
challenge these results. This volumegrepresents a bringing to-
gether of a large number of alternatives that can he used by such
teachers. None of the papers ig suggesting use of a specific test;
instead they describe, in detail, procedures that tedchers can use
flexibly and with a wide variety of materials to answer questions
that will be helpful in planning a reading instructional program

_ for a child or group, of children. These various approaches and
techniques are all classified by the authors of this volume as *‘in:
-formal evaluation procedures.” . . ’

Virtually every comprehensive treatment of the measure-
ment of reading skills makes mention of “informal” approaches
to evaluation. Like so many terms in the field of reading educa-

tion, there arg widely differing views of what informal reading
£

evaluation really is. This yolume fakes the position that the term -
formal evaluation” as applied to reading is a very broad one.
Johns, in the introductory paper, outlines the many purposes for
which informal measures may be used and briefly describes the
various forms that informal eyatuation tools may take. Cunning-
ham looks at what ultimately may be the most powerful informal -
evalufion tool-eacher observation. She particularly addresses
two central testing concep tp, reliability and validify, that are all
Ztoo often avoided in discussions for informal reading evaluation.
She of'fers(cqhvincing argument 'a§ to why the ongoing observa-
tion that teachers can make, as they ifiteract with pupils in an in-
structional setting, may bé the most reliable.and valid approach
that one can take in the diagnosis of reading behavior, -
The_next five papers in the volume are somewhat more
specific_in purpose and scope.' Botel, clearly operating from ‘a
theoretical framework that views reading ,as part~of a larger
language communicatipn process, trandlates theoretical perspec-
. tive and experimental results into .specific fsug_gestioné‘ for
. / L
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evaiuating decoding as well as comprehénsion. Hammond speci-
fically addresses the manner in which oral reading should be
evaluated arid how measures of oral reading should be inter-
preted. He tod begins with a theoretical position and moves to
practical suggestions. He looks at informal evaluation from the
perspective of a psycholinguistic view of the reading process and
integrates the results of the research done in the area of miscue
analysis.

The paper by Pikulski and ’I‘obm which reviews the

various forms that cloze techniques can take, illustrates the .

breadth of the procedures that the authors of this volume see as

* falling under the heading ‘‘informal evaluation.” Directions of-

¢

fered for the construction and interpretation of cloze tests are
specific enough to serve as a useful guide to reading specialists
and classroom teachers interested in using this technique.

’ Hansell's paper offers suggestions as to how teachers in
content areas can employ a variety of informal evaluation pro-
cedures to obtain information that will allow them to determine
the factors that may be limiting their students from obtaining in-
formation through printed materials. All too often informal
exaluation is seen as a technique appropriate only for the spe-
cially trained teacher ofgeading, Hansell shows that it can be pro-
fitably and efficiéently used by any teacher. .

Though the points of view expressed and the-specific re-
commendations made in‘the various papers are not always in
agreement, a thread that runs through all of this is that reading
must be viewed as a lingujstic process and as part of the lajger
area' of language and-communication. Cramer specifically il

lustrates the interrelatedness of the language skills by sug-

gesting that if teachers begin to diagnostically enalyze the
wrjting that 'students produce, they will gain many insights into
general language skills and more specxfxcall? into the readlng
skills that the'students pgssess.

. The final paper is somewhat different from the others be
cause rather than offering suggestions for the administration and
interpretation of reading diagnostic procedures, it reviews the
evidence that exists regarding the values and limitations of a
specfic form of testing—Informal Reading Inventories (IRIs). Up-
like the point "of view taken in this volume, there are many wh

?

would equate informal evaluation with IRIs, and, indeed, IRIs re-\:

4




main one of the most common forms of reading evaluation use
Pikulski and Shanahan review the research that addresses ques-)
tions surrounding the use of these very ‘popular instruments.

In addition to the common thread of viewing reading as be-
ing part of the language process, the papers in this volume have
at least one other guality—they, are nondogmatic. They consis-
tently make modest’ claims for the techniques being recom-
mended; they consistently suggest that the results of any reading
evaluation must be viewed as tentative; they also consistently
suggest that unless the results are carefully, critically inter-
preted by informed, capable reading specialists in the. larger
framework of a student’s day-to-day reading performance, there-
sults of an evaluation will be useless, and in some cases, poten-
tially destructi\%
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The Dimensions and Uses_of
Informal Reading Assessment

.

. Jerry L. Johns
Northern Illinois\Unjversity

Purposes for Evaluation

The uses of informal evaluation vary considerably. While one
¥ teacher might construct an informal reading test to assess a stu-

N dent’s ability to use maps in a social studie$ book, another
teacher might usé students’ performances on workbook pages to
help assess their ability to use context cues or other reading \
strategies. This article provides an overview of selected informal
strategies for assessing reading and reading-related behavior. A
perspective on informal assessment is given, followed by descrip-
tions and examples of the major types of informal assessment
strategies. ' '

"Perspective on Informal Assessment in%

Informal tests and measures of reading performance vary
widely in their.scope and sophistieation. They. also vary widely in
their validity and reliability which tend to depend, to a large
degree, on the care given to their construction and the uses for
which they-are employed.

- Any type of assessgnent in reading must begin with clearly
defined purposes. There are at least four major purposes for infor-
mal assessment: 1) studying, evaluating, or diagnosing reading
behavior; 2) monitgring student progress; 3) supplementing and
confirming information gained from standardized and criterion-
referenced instruments; and 4) obtaining information not readily
available from o'f;her sourcesa ,
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Informal Reading Assessment

As teachers develop, select, or use informal assessment
strategies. it is impgrtant that they keep their purposes ig mind.
Teachers need to know whether their assessment focus is on
schools, classrdoms, indi iduals, ,Iessons'} r programs. The range
of grades or areas of assessment shotld also be considered.
Génerally. teachers tend to concern themselves with aspects of
their program of reading instructiod, which implies that the as-
sessment strategies will be designed to assess students in a
classroom setting. There are also various levels of assessment.
The survey level focuses on global skills and abilities. The
specificlevel focuses on a particular skill or ability. The intensive
level concerns an in-depth appraisal of a student’s reading
behavior and is often accomphshed by a specialist in a cllmc or
remedlal setting.

w

Major Types of Informal Assessfnent Strategies

+ The inner-ocular t’echnzque For years teachers havé been ,
uding what this author has chasen to call the inner- -ocular tech
nique (10T) for assessmg and monitoring the yeading program
(Johns, 1979a). The term wasinvented in hopes that this pseudo-
scientific abbrenat on might help teachers legitimize something
they have alwa) s(gone use observation skills tq help determine
whether their instruction is producing the desired results. This
form of e»aluzitj)n is what Cunmngham has referred.to in this
volume as “didgnosis by observation.” Careful and systematic

. observation ¢an help teachers place students in appropriate

()

Oa

A Y

materials; aséess readiness for a given task, determiné reading in-

terest; assegs attitudes, and make decisigns about decoding, com-
prehensiord, and study skills. "When teachers put their observa-
tion skills to work, they employ a powerful form of assessment.
Perhap¢ one of the most compelling reasons for using the 10T is
that it provides a ¢ontinuous method to monitor or evaluate the
student’s successes and failures in important components of the
reading program The 10T is a dynamic process that builds 'on
day-to-day behavior. A detailed discussion of the value and forms
that this type of assessment takes is included in the next chapter
of this volume. ,

Confererices Related to the 10T is the teacher-student con-
ference. Such conferences, while biief, can help the teach/be-

»

.
L
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come bettgr acqu;ijnted with the student, assess attitudes toward
reading, uncoyer strategies for reconstructing meaning from R
print, explore possible interests, discuss the book the student is
reading, assess oral reading (note that round-robin oral reading is

* not used), and explore the student’s notions about reading.

’ Conferences can frequently be strengthened by making
notés after the conference using a checklist of items fréquently
discussed. Notecards, foldery, or notebooks have been used suc- * -

- cessfully by teachers to keep records. Hill (1979) has provided an
" extensive set of questions thatcan be used with older students |,
during conferences to assess ther reading-study habits. .
\ . Informal reading inventor)\ Perhaps the mpst widely
knovyn ‘form of systematic informal assessment is the informal
reading inventory (IRI). 'An IRI is an individually administered
reading test composed of a series of graded word lists and graded
"~ passages that the student reads aloud to the teacher. As the stu- .a
dent reads, the teacher notes oral reading errors or miscues such
a3 mispronunciations, omissions, repetitiors, and substitutions.
After the oral reading, the teacher asks the student comprehen-,
sion Questions. Silent reading passages andzgassages read to the - s
student to determine ‘a listening comprehension level, both ac-
' tompanied by comprehension checks, are also usually included. .

: The student’s performance on the'IRI forms the basis for
establishing a student’s independent, instructional, and frustra-
tionseading levels as well as strengths and weakngsses in word
recognition and comprehension. Perhaps the most important use
of the IRI is to help the teacher match the student’s eading abil-
ity with appropxiate instructional ‘materials. Some educators
believe that as many as 50 to 70 percent of students are placed in
books that are too difficult. Matching students with the appro-
priate-difficulty level of reading materidls, therefore, may be,one
of the most important actions a teacher can take to improve in-

. struction. r £ .
In addition to determining the proper level for instruction,
: “teachers can also use the results of an IRIgto better understand
. .the student’s word attack apd comprehension strategies. Areas .

frequently evaluated include context and language cues, phonic
cues, structural ‘analysis, and the ability to answer various types
of comprehension questions. Orce the student’s Strengths and
weaknessés have been determined, appropriate réading strategy
lessons may be developed. The following sources provide guide-

\ ~
L
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_lines for the preparation of sprategy lessons "Allen and Watson
"(1976), Chrlstle(1979) Gillespie-Silver (1979), Johns (1975), Mar-
mg(1978) and, Spiegel (1978). ]
Teachers may either construct their own IRIs or purchase
commercially publishéd inventories. In 1977, Johns and others
prepared a list of published reading inventories. Some of the IRIs
that, have been published since 1977 include the following:
L3
Anal) 'tical reading inventory, 2nd ed. (primer through 9,
Charles E. Merrill Publishing, 1300 Alum Creek Drive, Colum
, bus, Ohio 43216.
" ‘Advanced reading inventory (grades 7 through college).
William € Brown Company, 2460 .Kerper Boule\ ard Dubuque,’
Towa 52001.
¢ reading’ inventory, 2nd ed“(prepnmer through 8).
Kendall'Hunt Pubhshmg. 2460 Kerper Boulevard, Dubuque,
. TIowa 52001.
E[w. all reading inv entory (preprimer through 9). Allyn and
- Bacon, 470 Atlantic Avenue, Boston, Massachusetts 02210.
) Informal reading assessment (preprimer through 12). Rand
+McNally, Box 7600, Chicago, Illinois 60680:

, .For those who are interested in preparing their .own IRIs,
“the following sources are fecommended: Johnson and Kres
(1965), Leibert {1969}, Valmont (1972), andathz {1975). Resea&ﬁ
related to the effectiveness of informal reading inventories is
summarized in this volume il the chapter by Pikulski and
+ Shanahan. ~

Cloze procedure. The cloze procedure is yet another form of

informal evaluation that can be used for a variety of assessment -.

_ purposes. Generally, it involves omitting words from papagraphs

. of material, replacing the omitted word with blanks of uniform

length, and asking students to fill in the omitted,words.

Teachers -whe. wish to use the .cloze procedure for

evaluating the suxtablht) of reading materials should refer to the

chapter in this.volume by Pikulski and Tobin. It includes details
related to constructing, scoring, and interpreting cloze tests.

Teachers can use cloze informally to help teach students

how to use context cues and to improve their comprehension

I3 S




.- .

(Jongsma, 1980). The general progedure is to delete words in
some rational manner; e.g., verbs or nouns. Students are then
told to fill in a word that makes sense. After words have been sup-
plied, a discussion of the appropriateness of students’ responses
occurs. When cloze is used to teach context cues ‘or to improve
comprehension, synonym scoring of responses is recommended.

"Teachers can ask students whether the word(s) they suggest

make sense in the context of the sentence. paragraph, or passage.

Teachers may find the work of Rankm (1977) particularly
helpful #n developing strategies for mtroducmg the Tdze pro-
cedure, selecting reading passages and word deletions, using
visual cues, and providing appropriate reinforcemerits. An an-
notated bibliography on,the‘cloze procedure hds been prepared by
McKenna and Robinson (1980). Other recent sources for helping
teachers use the cloze procedure include Arnold and Miller (1980)
and Ekwall (1976). . z

Attitude inventories. More and more teachers realize éhat a
reading program, if it is to be successful, must have at least two
major goals: to teach students how to read, and to create
students who want to read. Medsurements of students’ attitudes-

me important if the secontl goal of the reading program is to
be achieved.

Attitudk surveys represent one way of obtaining some no-
;};,é of students’ attitudes toward reading. In the pnmary

es, statenrents like the followmg could be read to students
who could respond by circling yes/mo on an answer sheet or cir-

cling the appropriate face | B
ing e.k ppropriate z‘ace ' @

I can-read as fast as the good readers.
I like to read.
.t“ike to read long stories.
The books I read in school are too hard.
I need more help in reading. ‘
" I worry quite a bit about my reading i in school.
I read at home. .
I would rather read than watch television.
I am a poor reader.
"I like my parents to read to me. ,

.
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In the thidgle grades, students ¢ould respond to,the follow-
ing ten statefients by circling agree, undecided, or dlsagree on
their answep sheets:

Reading is a good way to spend.spare tlme‘ ‘

Most books are too long and dull. - °

¢ . There should be more free reading in school.

e Reading is as important as watching television.

. : - Reading is boring. .

s ¢ Reading is r'gwar‘ding to me.
‘I think reading is fun. -
“Teachers ask me to read books,that are too hard

. . T am a poor reader.

My parents spend quite a_bit. of time readmg‘

13

-

There are several questionnaires that have been pubhshed
to help measure students’ attitudes toward reading. Questlon-,
naires that may be of interest.to teachers include: - -

Askov, Eunice N. Primary pupé reading attztude inven-
tory. Dubuque, Jowa: Kendal/Hunt,-1973:

" Estes, Thomas E. A seal€ to measure attltudes toward
reading, Journal of Reading, November 1971, 15, 135-138. Fur-
ther validation of this scale can be found in Kenneth L. Dulin and .-
Robert D. Chester, A validation study of the Estes attitude scale
Journal of Reading, October 1974, 18, 56-59.

Heathington, Betty S., and Alexander, J. Estill. A child-’

. based observation checklist to assess attitudes toward readmg
Reading Teacher, April 1978, 31, .769-771.

. LaPray, Margaret. Helping children to become mdepen-
dent readers. New York: Censer for Applied Research in Educa-
tion, 1972.

Rowell, C. Glennon. Ar attitude scale for readlng Readmg

. Teacher, Febtuary 1972, 25, 442-447. .

Tullock-Rhody, Regina, and Alexander, J. Estill. A scale
for assessing’ attitudes toward reading in secondary schools. T
Journal of Reading, April 1980, 23, 609-614.

Vaughan, Joseph L. Jr. A scale to measure attitudes

i toward teaching reading in content. classrooms. Journal of

Reading, April 1971, 20, 605-609. ° . .

65 - R | B Johns
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Interest inventories. Most interest entories’consist of a
series of questions or.incom sentences that @elp teachers

find but such things as students’ likes, dislikes, hobbies, in-
terests, family activities, and use of free time. The inventories
can be administered orally or in written form. One of the major
reasqns for administering an interest inventory is to gain infor-
mation to help use instructional techniques and bogks ap-

* propriate to students’ interests and needs.

One informal student interest inventory is in the form of a
news story. Incomplete sentences help studerits write about their
family, friends, pets, wishes, travels, shobbies, television, and
books. Several sample incomplete sentences include:

"My father and I like to

I would like to have a pet . §
-1 do not like . _
My . reads to me.

" One of my hobbies is . :
In addition, some of the following questioris may be useful:
. What kinds of books or stories do you like?
What books or magazines do you have at home?
Which comic books do you liKe to read? )
Numerous interest ,inventories are available for use or
adaptagion by tedchers in the following sources: .
' Farr, Roger, and Roser, Nancy. Teaching a child to read.
New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1979.
Harris, Larry A., and Smith, Carl B. Reading instruction,
3rd ed.:New York: Holt, Rinelart and Winston, 1980.
Strickler, Darryl, and 'Eller, William. Attitudes and ix-
terests. In Pose Lamb and Richard A¥nold (Eds), Teaching
Reading. Belmo& California: Wadsworth, 1980.

After the student has completed an inventory, the teacher
can review and study.the responses to get clues about interest
patterns. Because interest and reading preférences are largely in-
dividual and subject to cha’n@ teachers should~use\cautibn in
drawing conclusions. : s . % .

]
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Workbookg. and worksheets. The many worksheets and
workbook pages included in most reading programs provide
S )

another means for assessing reading skills on-a regular basis. The
workbook pages and worksheets are designed-to provfae practice
w1th a particular reading skill. such as selecting the maih idea of
ashort passage. If that worksheet is composed ofga series of short
passages and several s§atement§ {one of which is the main idea),
the teacher can use the exercise as one method to determine
which students may need additional instruction with the sklll of

identifying main ideas. . S
) An advantage of worksheets and workbook pages is their
accessibility. Carefully selecting appropriate workbook or
worksheet exercises will provide the teacher with an ongoing
.~ means of assessment that; if properly used, can help evaluate the
. effectiveness of skills instruction. ’

Other informal measures. There are several additional in-

formal means.of gathering information to aid in assessing
reading: cumulative records, student-kept records, and numerous
other informal tests. Co :
" Cumulative records are one means for developing a
longltudmal view of the student's readmg Such records usually
contairf test results (standardized and informpal), observations by
prgvioys teachers, health and fanuly information, attendance
recorgls, books read, and special instruction that has been given.
Although cumulative records sometimes contain vague and
somewhat subjective materialsthey can sometimes provide in-
sight for instruction or suggest an interest area that can be used
to motivate the student’s reading.

Student-kept records can be initiated by teachers to help
y  the student keep track of books read, favorite stories, scores on
workbooks/worksheets, or progress in various learning centers.
These records may provide insights into numerous areas.of the
reading program.

There are a host of informal tests that the teacher can con-
struct to assess prereadmg, decodmg, and comprehension skills.
Some of these informal tests require little effort to construct
" while others demand several hours. For example, a teacher who

wishes to determine which students may need instruction in'the
thlrteen most common basic sight words (Johns, 1979b) could

~ . 2
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merely prepare a card containing the words (a, and, for, he, in, is,
it, of, that, the, to, was, you). As the student says the words, the
teacher records responses on a simple record sheet. )

In the upper grades, informal tests of study skills and the
-ability to use the textbooks are sometimes constructed by
teachers. Teachers in the upper grades may find the following '
sources. useful for constructing informal tests that help evaluate
whether students can profit from and effectively use content area
materialg, . :

Karlin, Robert. Teaching reading in high school, 3rd ed. In-
dianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1977.

Viox, Ruth G. Evaluating reading and study skills in the "
secondary classroom: A guide for content teachers. Newark,
Delaware: International Reading Association, 1968. .\

13
.

Summary

Various informal techniques have been described to help
teachers assess students’ readinga.behavior. No single method of
assessment is sufficiently valid or reliable that it alone should
form the basis of assessment. .

Teachers peed to realize that informal tests represent one
part of a balanced assessment program. Standardized, diag-
nostic, and criterion-referenced tests should also be used.”

Y

TYPES AND AREAS OF INFORMAL ASSESSMENT .

= ) , Areas of Assessment
. _ i
=] P
v o» w0 | 8 2
- ,
el g w| & &1 N
Y . E 5 ~2 [ n g ?:D 9 "g'
N - 3| 8/ 28| & »|58:5| 3
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Type of Informal 8 F 8181828l 23
Assessment &~ Qo | |~ <
Inner-Ocular Technique X ox | oxd x| x| x
Conferences . xt x| x| x| x} x| x
Informal Reading Inventory~ X x| x X
Cloze Procedure X . X
Attitude Inventories \ X :j
Interest Inventories <. X
Workbool/Worksheets . x| x4 x| x
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.+ Without this balance, instruction may become misdirected,
which, jin turn, may work against helping students become effi-
clent and effective readers. All teachers use some of these infor-
mal téchniques. Teachers need to remember that informal assess-
. ment techniques are a legitimate means to gain m31ghts into t
. teaching of readmg
To help teachers,use the informal strategxes described in
this article, the chart on page 9 may be useful in showing some

of the m major areas in the reading program that may be eval-
uated with informal measures. .

.
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Diagnosis by Observation _
Patricia Cunm“ngharr; e v ' -\
Wake Forest University S

“Good morning, Ms. Jones. Thills Johnny.Johnny just moved
into our sthool district and he is going to be in yourthird grade.”
The principal smiles and exits leaving Johnny with Ms. Jones.
Ms. Jones puts an-arm around a frightened Johnny and leads him
into the classroom. She appoints two of her more capable, con-
genial students to be Johnny’s special friends for the week and
makes a special effort to ensure that Johnny becomes a pagt of
the classroom as soon as possible. Meanwhile, Ms. Jones wonders
about Johnny. “On what lével does he read and in whieh group
should he be placed?”” “What skills has he mastered and on which
ones does he eurrently need to work?” “Is he a child who can
identify words better than he can comprehend what he is reading,
or is he &' child who has trouble identifying words but makes good
‘use, of those words he can identify?"”
" These and many otker questions go through Ms. Jones’
mind as $he watches Johnny become acclimated to her classroom.
" How will she answer these questions? Perhaps there will bexsome
useful information- in the recprds that will come from his old _
school. She may be able to gain additional information by giving
Johnny some standardized or teacher-made tests. The answers to’
most of Ms. Jones’ questions, howewer, will not magically appear
as numbers on a score repo& or as right and wrong answers on a
test. The answers to most of her questions will appear as Ms.
.Jones interdcts with and systematically observes J’Shnny on a

day-to-day basis. This system of diagnosis is sometimes labeled

in reading)textbooks as ‘‘diagnosis’ by observation.” Teachers

.
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refer to it differently. “I don't know haw I do it,” replies a par-
ticularly effective ‘teacher. when asked how he knows which
children need what when. *' just follow my intuitjons,"” replies
another teather. “'Doing what comes naturally,” says a third
teacher. ’ . 2
Good teachers know-the réading, needs of their studénts.
The problem is that teachers often are unable to articulate how
they know and, consequently, are unable to share their talents
with thers. I know this is true because, for many years, I was
one of those teacgers who ‘‘had a feel for what to do’’ and was at a )
loss to communicate this feeling-to my principal, supervisor, or
other interested teachers. For the most “bart, principals and
supepvisors, seeing that I achieved gbod results with children,
left me alone to do it in whatever mysterious way I could. Today,
however, I don't believe I would be granted that freedom. Intui-
tion is out. Criterion referenced tests, behavio¥al objectives, and
snanagement skills systems are in. The implementation of these
“grand plans for reading success” was probably well intentioned.
There are teachers who lack “intuition” and a feel for what to do

next. These teachers simply could not provide each child with ap-

prepriate instruction because théy didn’t know what to do. So, ..

pencil and paper tests were destgned and keyed to objectives and
materials. ““Intuition” would no longer be a}e\%:lisite for gotd in;:
struction. One need only administer and score the tests, prescribe

the appropriately keyed lessons and administer some more tests. o

This test, prescribe, test, prescribe, sequence could then be con-
tinued over and over again. Unfortunately, these grand plans
have not worked out as well in practice as one might have ex-
pected them to. While they seemed to provide a workable system
for the teacher who did not know how to use observation effec-
tively, the system was far from foolproof. When a child seemed to
have mastered skills, and still wasn't learning to read, the naive
teacher still didn’t know what to,do even when,test results wer
available. Worse, however, was the damage done to the teaching
of the intuitive teachers.Unable to explain how what they were
doing worked, intuitive teachers often felt forced to adopt sys-
tems which ‘seemed objective and precise but which often proved
to be less effective and time cohsuming. ) t
.o Occasionally, I have voiced my concerns to some of my col-
leagues who are advocatgs'of skills management systems. Their "

‘»
&

. ¢
S0, ) ) n .
) gnosis by Observatlon‘ 2 4 13




responses' often are that they share my concern that the intuitive
_. teacher is being stifled and they know that no system,even the
one they are,advocating, is foolproof; however, they also maintain
it is unreasonable to expect them to accept an “‘intuitive” system
1 .that can't even be explained. Although some teachers can “just
* % doit, ~others can’t: Can this latter group be taught to ““do it?"
‘ The remainder of this article will be devoted to aceepting the
challenge of explaining intuitive teaching,” wmch can also be
called *‘diagnosis by .observatlon

Reliability and Vahdlty of Dl&gnOSlS by Observatlon

When ﬁkest ‘maker or a carriculum specxahst attempts to
sell a test to teachers or administrators, the terms validity and
‘e reliability are suré to be bandied about. Often, these technical
sounding terms are. accompanied by some impressive sounding
numbers. “This test has clearly established concurrent validity
and'a test-retest reliability of .88, is the kind of argument in-
tuitive teachers.find hard to refut. Assessment must, indeed,.be
valid and reliable if ik is gojag to help us ‘make instructional deci-
sions. Intuitive teachers have a knack for making their observa- :
tions valid and reliable even though they seldom use these terms,
often cannot define them, and ver have impressive numbers.

A persoh is said t6 be reliable if that pe%son can be de-
pended on, time dnd time again, to do whatever he,or she is ex-
pected to do. Nunn&fly (1967) states that, Rehablhty concerns
the exterit to which measurements are repeatable by the same in- _
dividual using different measures of the same attribute or by dif-

. ferent persons..! usmg the same measure of an attribute.” An as-
sessment measure is said to be reltable if it can be depended on,
time and time again, to do what it is expected’to do. If a measure-
is very reliable, it will yield approximately the same results today
as it will tomorrow or next week, You can rely on the consistency
of thie response. Test makers achieve reliability in a number, of
ways, one of which is by including many different items to mea-
sure each skill. A student may miss one of the items due to-confy-
sion, inattention, or fatigue and get most of the other items cér-

-~ rect. Another student may correctly guess the answer to an item
but show the tru (edefmency by responding incorrectly to the re-
mainder of theft ms The stores of both students will be faxrly

v\t
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reliable if there are @ number of different items testing the same
skill because the judgment is not likely to be made based on the
one chance mistake or guess. - ’
The intuitive teachgr achieves reliability in a similar man-
" ner.Judgments are never made based on one observation. When I
taught first grade, we played the “‘whisper game'' every day to
conclude our reading group. I would present some task to the
students: “Today, I want you each to whisper/in my ear a word
that-begins with the letter m."" *“This mornin%,el have a magic

sentence on my magic slate for all my good readers to whisper to -

"me."” *Whisper to me something funny that happened in today's
story.” The task related to a skill I was working on and, as each
child finished whispering, I would unobtrusively note thé success
or failure on a checklist. I would never decid®rthat a particular
child knew the\souNd/letter corresporidence for the initial conso-
nant m or'could read new words ifi context or remember ¥najor
events ‘from\a story Based on one day’s whispering. Rather, I
would repeat the tasks Melated to a particular skill several times.
I would eventually conclude that those childr whaQ responded
correctly to nay_task each time, or.who only responded incorrectly
once, were dofng.well with the skill in question. Children who
almost never responded correctly were identified and given addi-
tional individual instruction. For the few children whose perfor-
mance was inconsistent from one day to another, I would sit

down-with each individually and probe in more depth their_

‘understanding or lack of understanggig of the skill in question.
) There are miany other strategies besides the whisper game
by which intuitive teachers-.achieve the goal of reliability. All of
these strategies call for making several obgervations of each
desired skill before making a decision. Intuitive teachers usé
every pupil response for activities to increase student participa-
tion and to “get a feel for”” which students are learning, which
. aren’l, and which need some oneon-one probing. Intuitive

teachers ask students to write down &n individual response to a
. thougikt provoking question and take that written response to a

small group which wif discuss and perhaps even argue gver the

.varied responses. As the children interact in small groups, the in- -

tuitive teacher i$ circulating and making notes about the higher
level thinking abilities of each student. Intuitive teachers who
have a long drive to and from school sometimes rtape~ the oral
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.
v ~

w ‘ "
. J\:ogn&;gs by Observation ’ . 24 . - 15

.

-t




reading of some of their children an% then listen to these tapes
while driving to or from school.

These and humerous other structured, planned, systematic

observations carried: out by intuitive teachers allow these
teachers to make instructional decisions upon which they can
rely. Bicause these observations are carried out across several
day s or weeks or months, the judgments achieve a high degree of
reliability. Unlike judgments based on a test which is given in a
single sitting, ongping teacher observations are not affected by
day-to-day changes in students’ physical health or emotnonal
. stability.

general sense, a mea'surmg instrumenjt 1;):11 if it does what it is
intended to do.” Vahdlt) of measur t refers to the match be-
tween the concept or skill to be measured and the,means by which
it is measured. A measure is valid to the extent that it measures
what it was intehded to measure. This distinction may seem ata-
demic and superfluous since we ought to be able to assume that
any instrument will measure what it is intended to measure. This

The concept of \alldlty is somewhat harder to ex;{iain than
the concept of reliability. Nunnally (1967) state t, “Inavery

assumption, however, is often questionable when one considers -

\Qxe limitations of pencil and paper tests. An _example should

+  clarify these limitations. . -
Imagine, for example, that a reading skill important for
beginning readers to master is the association between consonant
. letters and the sounds commonly associated with these letters.
Creating a valid paper and pencil test of this knowledge would ap-
pear quite simple. One could create a test which contained some
= pictures and ask students to write the letter they thought the
name of the picture began with. Is this a’valid measure of their
. krmowledge? When the tests have been scored, will the teacher
. know which students have this initial-consonant knowledge and
- - which don't? The answer’is, ‘‘Perhaps!"’ Imagine, for example,
that s6me students don’t know or can't remember the names for
. some of the pictures. Students who look at a picture of a dog, call
it'a puppy, and write the letter p under the picture have the
wrong answer and the right knowledge. Imagine other children
who write the letter b%nder the picture thinking they have the
) knowledge that thd test was designed to evaluate. Other students
may be ableto spell dog, and write the letter d under the picture.

-~ w
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*If this response was generated by a memorized spelling, the cor-
rect response does not indicate that the children haveyathieved. '
the desired sound/symbol correspondence. In order. to create a
valid test of students’ consonant sound knowledge, the test
creator would have to be sure that most of the stimulus pictures °
were familiar to the children, called by the desired name, and not
fargiliar enough to have their spelling memorized. -

There is, however, a much more serious and insurmount- *_ °
able gbstacle #o the test prgeedure described above. This is :
relate &o the issue of why it is desirable for students tp beableto ©
associate consonant letters with sounds. This knowledge, in and .
of itself, is useless. It becomes useful ¢nly when th udent ¢an

- use this knowledge and the context of what is being

. decode an unfamiliar word. What we really want $tdents to do
to apply their knowledge of letter/sound relationship® as th X
read. The previously described test procedure is aimed“at in .
the student’s letter/sound association knowledge, not the &pplica '
tion of this in real reading. So¥if the desired skill is the ability to -

ude. this knowledge in reading, how can this be measured validly?

The answer to this question is obvious' and simple. Put the

children in a ‘“‘real” reading situation in which they can demon-

strate their ahility. . . . ]
. ImagiHfe that Mr. Jones, Master Intuitive Teacher, desires
to know which students have learned consonant létter/sound _ . ¢,

associations and can apply them as they are reading. How would .
he find this Qut? He would probably carry out a lesson that
looked like th;s‘. . . .

[

<

~

““Boys and girls, this morning I put some sentences on the
‘ board. While I wasn't looking, a leprechaun sneaked in and
covered up some of my words with these shamrocks. He “
l’illlft want us to play a guessing’ game since this is St.
batrick’s Day, a special day for leprechauns. Let’s read
each sentence together saying ‘blank’ when wecome to the
covered words. Then let’s guess which word the leprechaun
- covered up.” (Students read the first sentence and make
' - four or five guesses for the blapk.] *“We certainly have a lot ,
of guesses. How can we decide which is right? Yes, we -
- could uncover the whole word, but -look here, the sham-
./ Tocks are cut so that the left corner of each comés off. The

-
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leprechaun must want us to have some extra clues. Let’s
-tear just this corner off.” (Corner is torn off revealing the
initial donsonant of the word.) *“Aha! He did give us some
extra clues. Now, which of our guesses are still possible?
Yes, that word begins with an [ so it could be‘lake but not
- pond, ocean, or river. Let's try the ¥est in the same way.
First, without any clues we will guess how the word
begins. Then, we will make new guesses based on the clue*
our leprechaun left us.”

The lesson continues and, once the sentences on the board
are completed, each child is given a mimeographed sheet en
which is written three sentences. Each sentence’hds a word with a
shamrock drawn over all but the initial consonant. Students are
told that the leprechaun Jeft them each a surprise (Leprechaun
picture to color and a puzzle are at the bottom of each sheet).
Students are then asked to read each sentence, saying ‘“‘blank”
when they come to the shamrock and trying to figure out what
will go in that blank that makes  sensg and begins with the clue
left by the leprechaun. When they think they know what goes in
each blank, they can come up and whisper the responses to the
,teacher and then telling no dhe else what their guess was, they
can color the leprechaun and#0mplete the puzzle he left for them.
As the students whlsper in Mr. Jones’ ear, he makes notes
about two abilities, the ability to use context to come\u; with a
response that makes sense in the sentence and the abilit e
initial consonant letter/sound associations to figure out unknown
words. As the morning goes on and Mr. Jones works with other
groups, he continues to structure lessons and tasks which allow
. him to diagnose by observing which students can do what.
Because these observations occur as a natural part of the
lesson, children are able to demonstrate tKeir true. ability uncon-
founded by the anxiety, panic, and inability to understand direc-
tions that/often result from the knowledge that one is taking a
test. Because the teacher has structured the observations so that
decisions are based on the correct or incorrect responses of the
children, the teacher views these réspoxgs in an objective, un-
biased way. Because these observations dre always conducted in
the context of “real’” reading, the tedcher can observe not only
whether or not students have learned certain associations, but ’,

-
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also whether or not they can apply what they have learned as .
they read. Intuitive teachers achieve validity by objectively
measuring what they choose to measure in a natural context
which simulates as closely as possible the tasks children are ac-
tually required to perform as they read.

A Theory of Reading as a
Guide to Diagnosis by Observation

At this point, you are probably asking yourself a very im-
portant question: How do intuitive teachers know what to mea-
sure and when to measure it? How do they decid:e which children
need to be evaluated? The ability to know what they need to

" diagnose for students at differing stages of reading ability is
what, in my belief, separates and distinguishes the intuitive
teacher from the nonintuitive teacher. Even though few intuitive
teachers will admit it, and many are not even aware of it, in-
tuitive teachers have a theory of reading. .

It is with fear and trepidation that I even mention the
word, theory, much less assert that it lies at the heart of intuitive
teaching. In teacher training and inservice, theory has become
almost a dirty word. “Teachers need practical suggestions,

’ teaching strategies they can use tomorrow,” we are constantly
told. Theory is seen as extraneous to‘successful teaching and
learning. ‘ :

The backlash against theory is an understandable and prob-
ably a justified phenomenon. In too many cases, teachers have
been taught theory that Rad little or no applicability in
classrooms. Even when the theory had applications to real

- teaching, the teaching of this theory was, like much teaching of
reading, not taken to the application level. Professors assumed
that teachers would be able to evolve strategies and implement
classroom practices consistent with the theory they were taught.
In many cases, this proved to be an erroneous assumption, The
saying, however, that “there is nothing as practical as a good
theory” is true if teachers have been taught how to apply the
theory or if teachers have evolved a theory based on their careful,
thoughtful, evaluation of the success and failure of various
teaching practices with children &t different stages of reading
development. , LI
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Now, many of you may questxon the statement-that intui-

tive teachers have a theory of reading. You ‘may want to test my .

assertion by running out and stopping teachers on the way to the
lunchroom and asking them to.state in 100 words er less their
theory of reading The response you will get from thése teachers

will probably convince you that they not only don't have atnger?

of reading but are hostilé to the whole idea of theory and to you!
If, however, you really want to know if a particular teacher has a
theory of reading, engage that teacher jna dialogue in which you
ask questions such as. "“What do you do when a child is reading
and substitutes a word that doesn’t change the meaning of what
is being read?” or *Do children have to know letter es before
they can begin learning to read some words?” or ‘ﬁld a child
whd is in the fourth grade but is reading at the 2? leVel be allowed
to point to the words while reading?” ‘“What about finger-
pointipg for a chitd readxng in the preprimers?’’- Intuitive
teachers have answers to these questions. The answers may vary
frotf) teacher to teacher just as the theory held by teachers may
vary. However, intuitive teachers can answer questxons Felating
-to how reading is learned, which ablhtxes are prerequxsxte to
others, and which reading strategles are appropriate at various
levels of development. This practical theory held by intuitive

teachers is not a set of abstract constructs but rather a set of

beliefs whigh guide the lntumve teacher to ask the right ques-
tions at the right time.

Test makers also have'a theory of reading This theory is
evxdenced by the type of tasks included on the test. It is on this
“basis that intuitive teachers and test makers/promoters often
part company. In buying a test, one doegn't just buy the how of
measurement, one buys the what. A test does more than provide
a way of measuring® A test, by its very being, determines what
you will measure, whom you will evaluate, and when. If the
theory of the test maker and the ‘theory of the teacher are incom-
patible, the teacher is logked into not only testing but also
teaching in a way which is ‘‘counterintuitive.”

¥ .

A Balanced Program of Diag:no‘sig

You may have inferred as you read this article that I am
unalterably opposed to any use of stgndardized or criterion

4 . ! %

e

-

7

20 29 ) L‘ufmmgh‘am

. . -



L

-

referenced tests. Not so! Standardized tests serve the important
function of giving us some information about the overall effec-
tiveness of our reading program. I am not opposed to the use of
standardized tests when the results of these tests are used as
they were intended to be used—to inake judgments about how
groups of individuals are progressing toward meeting the vario

curticulum goals. I am opposed to the misuse of standardized
test scores to make decisions about how individual children are
progressing. Many test makers and test manuals will clearly
state the the standard error of measurement inherent in the test
renders the test results invalid as they relate to the progress of an

.Aindividual.

I am also not opposed to the wise use of criterion and
teacher-made tests when these tests are selected by the teacher
who will use them. When a teacher selects a test which Wll give

.information about how various children are progressing toward

achieving certain goals, the test selected is generally compatible
with the ‘theory of reading held by the teacher. Information

gained from the administration of teacher-sélected tests is apt to *

help that teacher make instruction decisions and support that
teacher’s intuitiwe judgments. ‘

What I am opposed to is the systemwide, countrywide, or
statewide imposition of a test package on all teachers. While the

purchase and implementation of these neat, packaged, efficient

systems hold tremendous appeal for parents, supervisors, ad-
ministrators, school board members, and legislators, a growing
1)
number of “master teachers’ stand firmly convinced that these
systems are hindering rather than promoting good instruction,
These systems often represent a short cut.to the goal of improved
reading instruction; the path of these systems may be shorter,
but it may also be more hazardous; many could be lost tocliff arid
gulley. * . '
Universally good diagnosis will become a reality when we*
have universally good instruction. Such instruction can become a
reality only if we have universally good teachers. This article has
attempted to describe what it is that intuitive teachers dg.
Through preservice and inservice training, our teachers can learn
effective instructional techniques and can come to develop a
theory of reading. They can be taught to make valid and reliable
observations and to select tests consistent with their beliefs. The
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training of intuitive teachers will not be a quick, neat,

manageable process, but the product will be as effective and as
lasting as the process was long and painstaking. While the path
may be longer, the coming home will be surer., ;E‘

McGraw-Hill, 1967,172-175

Reference

~—

.

Nunnally, JirgC Psychumetric theory. New York
. y

N

34 NS R
arriingnan




‘ -

The Quality of Reading Miscues
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W. Dorsey Hammond
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A centgal question in diagnosis of any reading performénce is
simply: How well does the student read? The question is com- .
monly answered by the comprehension section of an inform
.-/reading inventory (IR}) which typically reports the results in
terms of reading grade level. The means by wgch diagnosticiang
Hgve arrived at'a level of comprehension tra itionally’ has beery-
the answering of questions after oral or silent reading. A retelling
procedure sometimes has been seen as an alternative to the use of
questionis and is currently being used and advocated by some
¥ . diagnosticians, N . ’
* There are two other informal approaches commonly used to -
«  diagnose reading performance: A word récognition in isolation
test, and word recognition in context test. The word recognition
in isolation score is.obtained by having the subject read lists of
words of increasing levels o6f difficulty. An alternate procedure
used with word lists is tb present each word in a “flash” and *‘un-
timed” mqde. This method assumes that a correct resppnse on a
“flash” presentation s representative of a child’s sight \
vocabulary, whereas the ‘“‘untimed”’ presentation is repregen-
. tative of the reader’suse of phonics. Despite the lack of empirical
evidence to support the diagnostic utility of this procedure, it is
nevertheless advocated by many reading diagnosticians.
The word recognition in context score seems to deserve
more attentiof since it reﬂe:zt:‘(eQe reader’s performance with

materials that are far less contrfved and artificial than are lists of
isolated words, THeé word reco ition in context score is obtained
{ v
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" by noting ~grrors such as substitutions, omissions,” and_
mispronunciations as the student reads orally. The results are
usually reported as a percentage score that is obtained by
dividing the number of words into the number of recorded errors. -
For example, if the passage is two hundted (200) words in length
and the reader makes twenty (20) errors, the score would be
ninety percent, There are, however, problems with the scoring of .
measures of word recognition in context. Diagnosticians have
had difficulty deciding ‘what constitutes ap, error—such as’
whether self-corrections, regressions, and meaninhgful versus non-
meaningful substitutions are errors. As early as’ 1946, Betts
pointed to the problem of determining just- what constitutes a
reading error. Harxis and Sipay (1975) used a checklist to include
detail and to weigh oral reading errors. Johns (1978) suggests

" counting all errors or miscues* and then _subtracting dialect
miscues, corrected miscues, and all ypiscues that do not change
meaning for a net score of significanit miscues.

Procedures such as those suggex\ged bygHarris or Johns
which are designed to deal with the gualitative aspects of oral
reading may be valuable, but they also seem somewhat over-
simplified. The determination of whether.or not an oral reading
error affects meaning is not a one-dimensional consideration. For
example, does the error change the meaning of the sentence? Is

\an error meaningful within the context of the story, bué not
meaningful within a given sentence? In short, the evaluation of
oral reading is a fairly complex activity that must focus on the
nature of thé errors. made and particularly upon the extent to
‘which these errors distort the meaning of a passage.

In recent years, Kenneth Goodman and his calleagues have
built a model of how reading takes place; and they proposed a
comprehensive diagnostic appp(ﬁch for looking at oral reading
miscues based upon that model. Publication of the Reading
Miscue Inventory (RMD by Y. Goodman and Burke (1972) is the
result of the work they have done in the area of analyzing oral
reading miscues. ¢

. .

* For the moment, the terms miscue and errors wilkbe used interchangeably to
refer to any instance where what 1s read is different from the text of what is being,
read. A sationale for why the term miscue is preferred will be developed in the
next few pages. .

&
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The rRM1 is designed to serve as a diagnostic instrument for
classroom teachers and clinicians; it is based on a model of
reading which maintains that there are three cue systems used in
reading: semantics or meaning clues, syntax or grammatical
clues, and graphophonics or sotind and visual cla 1l three cue
systems are used simultaneously by a mature reader and all

, three cue systems interact with one another. Another important
part of the Goodman model stresses that meaning is.both the
goal of reading and a means by which one reads and recognizes
words. .

$Goodman's Model of Reading, with which the RMI is con-
sistent, is based on the®tudy of hundreds of students reading
orally from text. This intensive study of oral reading led to
several conclusions:

. 1. Errors or miscues are not random, but follow a pattern.

2. Some errors or miscues appear to be more serious than

others; in other words, some lead.to a loss of meaning,
others do not. ) )

. Errors or miscues are not the result of careless reading
nor, in many instances, the result of poor reading since
good readers also depart from text. .

. The same words can be cued correctly in one setting or
context and miscued in fgnother. - , A

These findings led to the use of the term miscye, which seemed a

descriptively better term than the commonly used term error.

The research (Goodman, 1930; Goodman & Goodman, 1978)
validated what imany reading diagnosticians already intuitively

knew— that errors or miscues don’t just happen and that. some
miscues don’t interfere with comprehensioh, and actually may
enhance understanding, while other miscues reflect poor com-
prehension. Nevertheless, 4he term miscue seemed a more ap-

-propriate term since it sougds less judgmental., -

- The findings that miscues are seldom the result of careless
reading and that words may be recognized in one setting and not
in another suggest that the commonly held notion that a word is

rd

3

either known or unknown is not supportable. The findings further

suggest that the process by which a reader identifies words can-

not be fully explained by traditionally defined word recognition

skills, In many, or most, cases what d feader produces orally is a
. . )
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resulf of the use of meaning, the anticipation of meaning, or of
‘syntactical clues,

It is the balanced use of the three cue systems (meaning,
syntax, and graphophonics) that identifies the effective reader.
For example, too much reliance on word recognition or on con-
textual clues can be detrimental to the reading process The
following sentence illustrates the complex interactive nature of
the three cues: .

Soon his three sisters and two brothers, would coma

home. ..
David, a fourteen-year-old, read the sentence as:-
! “Sun, his third sister and two brothers would come hgme
soon.”
o Traditionally, one would count- four errors in this

sentence, however, much more is to be gained from a qualitative

ipterpretation of David’'s miscues. In effect, he _seems to have

,changed the word soon into the subject of the sentence and then

he 'seems to have done what a good reader attempts tg do: he
. . changed three to third and deleted the s on sisters, which makes
sense both semantically and syntactically. Merely scoring errors
in this instance rather than noting a meaningful construétxon
would penalize this reader for the use of a reasonable strategy.

The insertion of soon at the end of the sentence is more dif-
ficult to explain. My own interprétation is that it represents
simple insertion .motivated by a desire for closure. It s
unlikely that he suddenly remembered that he had rmspro-
nounced soon and merely placed it at the end of the sentence. Nor
does it seem likely that he suddenly swept his eyes back to the
begintling of the sentence and “‘corrected” his first miscue. If this
. were the case, he would have most likely x;gre%dror paraphrased
the entire sentence; which he did not.
Let's_examine another example from Dawvid’s oral readmg

He had great difficulty with the following sentence:

And I, me, myself—1I need a- place of my own.

David struggled with the beginning four words of the sentence,

ere he encountered dxffxculty because. theseswords seldom ap-
J pear .in this particular syntactic configuration. .
. _ A miscue inventory, as ~exemphf1ed by the Goodman and

‘ﬁ:{et most assuregdly these are words he can recognize in isolation.

26 . , Hammond
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plain such reading behaviors. The RMI by Goodman and Burke
(1972) asks nine questions about each'miscue. They are:
. Is it a dialect variation?
. Isit an intonation miscue?
. The extent of graphic snmlanty"
. The extent of sound similarity?
. The grammatical function of the miscue?: ¢
. Is the miscue carrected?
. The grammatical acceptability of the miscue (in context .
of prior and subsequent connected dxscburse)"
8. The semantic acceptability of the miscue (in Qagtext of
prior and subsequent, text)?
9. The extent of meaning loss? .
" Questions three and four deal with thefrbl tionships ftween let-
ters and sounds. questions five.and seven with grammar or syn-
tax, eight"and nine'with meaning. Question six is ticularly im-
portant because it asks if correction of the miseue whs attempted.”
The reason readers correct a miscue is almost 1nvar1ably because
it either ““doesn’t sound nght or ;doesn’t make sense.” Atten-
tion to grammar and meaning cause good readers to reprocess
and, in effect, use good reading strategies to correct miscues.
Miscue research stidngly suggests that when good readers
‘miscue, they err on the side of meaning; Whereas, , poor readers err
on the side of phonics, One of the strengths of miscue analysis is
in the bréadth of the instrument; namely, that- itis able to ac-
count for greater incidence of reader departure from text. The -
RMI allows for interpretations that are not p0331b1e with mére
) tradmonal instruments® t,
An example of a fourth grade student illustrates another
- reason for analyzing miscues’qualitatively: In a text of approx-
.nnately 750 words this reader miscued more than 75 times. Yet,
in the retelling of the text, about which he had limited prior
knowled s able to demgnstrate a superb understanding

of what he had read. His rms es were good miscues as opposed

to bad miscues. One could e, of course, that this reader is not

a godd oral readet, but one could not quéstion the fact that heis a
‘very good reader, because he comprehends what he reads.
*After using mistue inventories for several years, I have
reached the following conclusions: s
1. The evaluakion of word recognition in..igolation ig‘less

L4
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valuable than originally believed. The results of such
evaluations are not particularly jnformative.

2. The word recognition in context score appears to have
less value and validity than practice seems to suggest

.3. A systematic miscue inventory helps explain why
students do what they do as they read. )

. 4. Reading miscue analysis suggests that many children
rely too heavily on phonic.or grgphophonic clues.

5. Miscue analysis provides insights into the reading pro-

. cess ifself. . .

6. Miscue analysis has demonstrated the necessity of tape
recording an oral reading performance in order to make
reliable interpretations. It is impossible to code oral
reading, for whatever purpose, simply by listening once
4s the child reads. =

In practice, it is not necessary to admlmster rmscue inven-

tories to all students. However, intensive miscue tralmng for.
cla om teachers and diagnosticians is strongly recommended
sxgj:souch training will significantly strengthen+he ability of the
teacher to draw diagnostic conclusions from observatlon during
instruction. Ty Py

In the history of diagnosis of reading performance, there
have been significant advances made hoth in procedures and i in-
struments. This writer regards the Reading Miscue Inventory as
the most significant diagnostic instrument since the popularlza-
tion of informal reading procedures, over thirty-five years ago.
Because of its theoretical base, its focus on the process of
reading, its breadth in terms of accommodating all three cueing
systems, and its focus on qualitative performance, the RMI pro-
cedure allows a much more adequate response to the question,
“How well does a student read?”

i
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New Informal Approaches to Evaluatiiiig, )
Word Recoghition and Comprehension
w

‘Morton Botel
University of Pennsylvania

There are some who behave as though reading is a product—the .
sum of the separate skills measured by tests. In contrast, there
are those who think of reading as a process—an aspect of the °
learner’s continuous search for meaning. The second of these
positions most closely represents the view of learning to read
that will be taken in this paper. I believe that we enhance the
search for meaning most productively through‘what might be._
called holistic reading-learning experiences, that is activities
which treat reading as part of a meaningful language experience.
— Examples of productive holistic experiencés include regular daily
periods of listening to literature, self-selected reading, oral com-
posing, and self-selected writing. ‘

. Likewise, it seems reasonable'ﬁ‘ think that we encourage
and increase the search for meaning by helping the learnetto get
toknow the workings of language through the processes of going
from the whole of language to the parts and back to the whole _
again. Throughout these activities the emphasis is consistently
on the learner’s construction of meanings. This process of going

“from the whole to parts and then back to the whole again will be
referred to as a holistic/analytic/synthetic process. Examples of

‘productive learning experiences in ¢his mode include closure or
cloze type exercigés, sentence making. (How many differént
sentences can be made by arranging and rearranging a selected
group of words from a story?), word making (How many different
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words can be made by arranging and rearranging a selected
group of letters or letter patterns from a story?), and Jearning to
study informational, mategial using'a\m;li%ied stud¥approach, like
SQ4R It might be helpful b also illustrate activities that are nott.
holistic in nature, but instead are illustrative”of how reading
skills are fractiondl. Learning an isolated ‘group of sight, words,
learning how to “sound out’'individual letters, studying *‘the”
meanings of a list of words, and oiff practice exercises on a so-
called subskill of comprehension such as reading for details in a
test-type format are all illustrations of nonholistic activities. _

As students are engaged in-holistic and holistic/analytic/

- synthetic language experiences, teachers can observe reading |

behavior, both word recognition and comprehension. This kind of
observation'is often called diagnostic teaching. As students
engage in hdlistic experiences, such as the reading and oral
rereading of passages of material or the oral reading of original
student writing, word recognition and comprehension abilities
can be demonstrated and observed in situations that are far legs
artificial and contrived than is frequently the ¢ase in evaluating
reading skills. As Goodman (1979) has emphasized, and as Ham-
mond points out in an earlier chapter of this volume, an observa-
tronal focus on the reader as a searcher for meaning gives us a
way of looking at érrors or miscues in a way that ajJlows the®
quality of the deviation to be taken into consideration. Thus
errors which do not interfere with meaning, such as gorrected er-
rors, dialect variations, meaningful substitutions, and insignifi-
cant omissions can be discounted as compared with refusals and
misreadings that do interfere with ‘meaning. Observations of
reading by teachers in classrooms over timé clearly portray the
learner in the most valid, reliable, and useful way.

There is some disagreement as to the minimal unit that can
legitimately serve as the means of evaluating reading. In the
following statement, Goodman and Page present their concerns
with respéct to evaluation using sentences and words rather than
larger units of meaningful language.

The isolated word list test strategy described here is com-
mon in school systems. It is probably worse than no test
strategy at all because the informatien it Agélds is confus-

-
’
-

' ()

»

O luating Word-Recognition-and-Gomprehension —%——
e e—

;- o A

.‘

w




ing and misleading .. .r%%ding is treated as though the

performance of identifying isolated words by saying their -

sounds is the same as the reading process itself (Page,
1979, p. 75).

Reading -tests frequently establish minimal z;;adxng
situations which greatly impair the operation of one or
more .of thé language systems. One common procedure is
to introduce a sentence or short paragraph with one
underlined Wword in it followed by several items, one of
which is supposed to be a synonym for the underlined word

* (Goodman, 1979, p. 16). .

I respectfully both agree and disagree’ with these
statements. I agree that the fragmented view of reading men-
tioned earlier places too much emphasis on isolated elements and
so-called subskills unsupported by science. I disagree with the
statements because most linguists, cognitive psychologists, and
psycholinguists have concluded that being conscious of how
language operates is important in learning to read. This langiage
awareness is developed when the learner works on aspects of
decodlng at the syllable, word, and séntence level. For example,
in one ahalysis of the research in beglnmng reading instruction,
Gibson and Levin (1975, pp. 323-324) concluded that the begin-
* ning reader already has skills of gaining information using syn-
" tactic and semantic clues, but needs to .develop conscious
awareness of the relatlonshlp between letters and sounds because

“there is nothing in language behavior.or other content previous-
ly atquired by the child that will transfer to this aspect of the
reading task.” Their specific reference to the sentence and word
as an appropriate basis for instruction is:,'*The child should en-
counter sentences from the very beginning eftraining, because
the sentence is the minimal unit that 1) insures. comprehtnsion
\anj'l-) irovides all three types of informatjon [semantic, syntactic

nd graphophonic]. A differentiation model will be followed, that
is, the complete sentence will be introduced firgt,and then will be
broken down into its compondnt parts.’™
. In another comprehensive review of re’search sponsored by
the National Institute of Education to determine pshat we know
today about reading instruction, Weaver (1978) also concluded
that direct instruction in decoding should be a primary focug of
early reading instruction.

LAY
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There are seven research findings that seem especially sup-
portive of the use of instructional strategies based on a holistic/
analytic/synthetic mode of language experience. These findings
also have implications for the evaluation of reading skills. These
findings are: .

1. It is conceptually easier to learn to recognize words as
representing meaning directly rather than as representing
consonant and vowel sounds (Goodman, 1979; Rozin,
Poritsky, & Sotsky, 1971). i

2. It is easier to recognize words in context than in isola- .
tion (Goodman, 1979). N

. 3. At the same time the search for meaning is éncour-
aged, attention of the learner should gradually be focused

on the relationship between letters and sounds, sometimes

, called the graphophonic principle. In learning this princi-
ple, the syllable is a more concrete perceptual unit and,
therefore, a more learnable unit than the phoneme (Gleit-

man & Rozin, 1977; Liberman et al., 1977; Rozin & Gleit- T

man, 1977).

4. The young reader should acquire ‘““a set for
diversity,” i.e., an ﬁﬁderstanding that a letter may stand

- for more than one sound (Gibson & Levin, 1975, p. 324).

5. The general ability to recognize words in isolation at
the primary levels is highly correlated with the ability to
recognize these words in context. Furthermore, the ability
to read spelling pattern syllables and nonsense words is
highly correlated with general reading comprehension.
Such a correlation does not suggest that we ought to teach
words in isolation or to practice decoding by using non-
'sense words (Calfee, Chapman, & Venezky, 1972;
Shankweiler & Liberman, 1972). .

6. Vocabulary knowledge is highly correlated with
general reading comprehension (Anderson & Freebody,
1979). .

7. General reading comprehension cannot be reliably
subdivide(_i‘into subskills, not even into the skill of deriv-
ing explicit meaning and the skill of deriving implicit
meaning (Mason, Osborn, & Rosenshine, 1977). ’
These seven research findings suggest principles for

) designing objective measures for determining: 1) the reading in-
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high frequency syllable/spelling pattern™words In lists or in

sentences.

.

-

An Earlier Approach to Informal Evaluation

A short history of my search for general measures for an in-
structional level for reading and for a measure of mastery of
English spelling patterns follows:

" Inthe early 1950s I developed three subtests that became
- the Botel Reading Inventory (1978). With only one reading/
English consultant for Bucks County Schools in Pennsylvania
" (some 45,000 students) there was a pressing need to have some
realistic ways for helping classroom teachers determine the in-
structional levels of their students. Since almost all of our
teachers used basal readers and since it was found that over 25
percent of our elementary school students were placed in basal
readers at their frustration level, the placement of students at
their correct instructional level became a very important pro-

" gram objective.

After trying various approaches, a combination of a word
recognition test (as an estimate of oral reading fluency) and a
word opposites test (as an estimate of silent reading comprehen-
sion) was found to be a valid, reliable, and useful battery for the
correct placement of students in Pasal readers. .

The Word Recognition Test included preprimer through
fourth level word-lists sampled from the Botel 1180 Common
Words (Botel, 1976), derived from a frequency study df the com-
mon words in five major basal readers. The ability to read aloud
correctly at least 70 percent of the words in a list was regarded as
mastery at the indicated level. This score corresponded to 95 per-
cent oral fluency in context (obviously context helps). Uncor-

““tected mispronunciations andrefusals were counted as errors.

The Word Opposites Test included first reader through
senior high school words sampled from the Botel 1180 Common
Words and the Lorge Thorndike Word Book of 30,000 Words.
The ability to read silently and correctly identify at least 70 per-
cent of the word opposites was regarded as indicating mastery at

. the indicated levél.
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As a measure of mastery of the major patterns of decoding,
The Phonics Mastery Test of the Botel ‘Réading Inventory
sampled four levels of decoding: Level A—Beginning Con-
sonants, Blends, and Rhyming Words; Leve} B—Vowel Sound/
Spelling Relationships; Level C—Multisyllabic Words;.and Level
'D—Multisyllabic Nonsense Words. The first three levels cor-

‘a responded roughly with the graphophonic content of typical
basal readers at the time in grade’ one, two, three. The format for
determining knpwledge of phonics in Levels A and B was the
ability to write the first letter or vowel sound heard in a word. I
later came to believe that the ability to read syllables was the
more valid means for determining knowledge of the alphabetice
system and the new Botel Reading Inventory (1978f represents

® that view. >, .

In addition, during the same time period, I develgped a
criterion system called the Cooperative Reading Checkont for ad-
vancing students from one level of their basal reader to the next.
Essentially this involved a collaborative decjsion between the
teacher and the principal whenever the teacher believed the
students had mastered a given level bf the basal. Mastery was ' *
defined as reading in the last unit of the basal reader with at legst
95 percent fluency in the oral reading of stories with at least 75.
percent comprehension in silent reading. Oral reading errors were °
defined as mispronunciations or refusals. Repetitions, insertions,
and substitutions were not regarded as errors for the purposes of

" meeting the criterion if themeaning of thepassage was not essen-
tially changed. Comprehension was judged by average perfor-
mance on workbook pages dealing with comprehension done in-
dependently by the student at that level.

Given one or both of these procedures, teachers were en-
couraged to observe student -‘performance in daily tasks and -
modify instructiop and placement, accordingly. . ’

These proce%ures still seem reasonably valid and most par-
simonious with respect to the management problems of class-
room teachers and in the larger context of *comprehensive
reading/language arts instructional framework

In more recent years as I continue my search for efficient,
useful, and time-economizing ways of testing students, I
developed and am researching two additional procedures for ob-
taining criterion referenced measures of student reading com-
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. petence. These are:'1) the Botel Milestone Tests (BMT), and 2) a .
procedure for developing a maze test for placement/mastery in
any basal reader program. ’

!
.

Principles for Constructing the
Botel Milestone Tests (BMT)
, The seven research findings cited earlier in this paper

" formed the basis for the derivation of four general principles on
,  which the BMT is built, These four principles are:

*

1. Tests of reading should be constructed so as to use the
sentence as the primary unit of testing since the
sentence includes semantic, syntactic, and grapho-
phonic clues and since the sentence is a convenient unit.

2. ‘General reading comprehension skill can be estimated

, — througihthe use of a vocabulary-in-context approach.
Such an approach is recommended because no scientific

- distinctions can be made in determining the subskills of
comprehension and since a vogabulary measure is more
predictive of general comprehension than any other
measure of general comprehension. To put it another
way, a vocabulary-in-context measure is not just a
vocabulary test, it isthe ideal surrogate testfor general

. comprehension.

3. Two groups of tests should be eonstructed—one to
determine the student’s ability to recognize £he most . .
common words in sentences and to decode the most
common syllable/spelling . patterns, and one to deter-
mine the student’s ability to comprehend increasingly
difficult material. T

4. To achieve validity and reliability the words for the
sentences should be randomly chosen or some other

. means should be used to obtain a representative sample
of words. Valid studies of frequency of word use and
semantic knowledge of students at various grade levels

. ghould be used. The preprimer word recognition test

CoL should be developed from the Botel 1180 Common

Words (1976), the decoding tests from the American

' Heritage Word Frequenty Book (Carroll, Davies, &

\
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Rﬁimohd, 1971), -and the advanced comprehension
tests from Dale and O'Rourke's-Living Word: Vocabu-
lary (1916): R '

v A brief description follows each ofthe subtests (and two ex-
amples of each subtest) of the Botel Milestone Test*Each subtest
is'tead silently. The mastéry criterion for each subtest is 90 to
100 percent. A score of 70 to 80 percent on a subtest suggests
that subtest level is the student's instructional level. Sixty per-
cent or lower is regarded as indicating frustration at that level.

FOUNDATION SUBTESTS, '
DECODING/COMPREHENSION (1-3)
Furictional Subtest A: Decode and comprehend sentences composed
only of words commonly found in basal readers at the preprimer level
(e.g. little, jump, play). ) .
1. Is mother inthe up  house me? — -
2. Thaveabigblue ball red ‘for.

Functional Subtest B: Decode and comprehend sentences in which most
words have the regularly spelled cvc (short Awel) pattern (C = conso-
nant, V = vowel), such as web, mad, log.

1. Mom and Dad dug'in“the mud il met.

2. Pam sells herpotdahd her nods  pans sits.
2% —

Functional Subtext C: Deeode and comprehend sentences in which most .
words have the regularly spelled cvce (long vowel) pattern such as cage,
pipe, tide.
1. P{te is hiding the tirein the  wise cave cane.
' 2. Jane rode the bike to the  lake ‘ mate wake.

Functional Subtest D: Decode and comprehend sentences in which most.
words have the semi-regularly cvvc patterns, jncluding the vowel
sounds other than long or short such as cow, toy, noon; the r controlled
vowel such as tar, dirt, form; and the alternate (other than those in
Subtest B) spellings of the long vowel sounds such as beef, tea, sail.

1. Ray paid for the meat with the .mood coins  calm.

2. At noon he will feed hay to the _joy gigh.  cows.

* Functional Subtest E: Decode and comprehend sentences in which most
words have the regularly spelled ccvee (short vowel) pattern and ccvcee
(long vowel) pattern (cc = consonant clusters, V = vowel) such as twist,
crash, shade, slope. ) .
1. AtcampJacksleptina  frog _ tent Juck., . /
2. Gwen put thesilk belt on the ". grade  ghine dress.

Functional Subtest F: Decode and comprehend sentences in which most
words have the semi-regularly ccvvec and ccvvcce patterns including

R ‘4 6 ;
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« the vowel sounds other than long or short such as mount, shoot; the r
controlled vowel sound such as storm, march; and the alternate (other
than those in Subtest E) spellings of thé long vowel sounds such as -
brain, feast; flight.

R 1. Mark spread the creamy cheése on the .
blow bread . burst.
2. Jean fainted when she saw the doubt teach  ‘ghost.

.
* .

ADVANCED SUBTESTS: LEVELS OF COMPREHENSION (4-12) b
Fynctional Subtest G. Comprehend word meanings in sentence contexts
at fourth and fifth grade levels.
1. The teather admires good students.
¢ thinks well of  gettles down  puts blame on
2. His gathbling left him broke.
® . like abgy  very smart  without any money.
Functional Subtests H, I, J, and K weuld successively evaluate the com-
prehension of word meanings in sentemee contexts at grade levels: six
and seven, eight and nine, ten and eleven, twelve and thirteen. The for-
mat of the test would be the same as that for Level G; increasingly more
b challenging voca items would be used. .
Procedures for Construction of a Clozure Type (Maze)
_ Test for Instructional Placement
i I have outlined the second new approach I am proposing
for determining a student’s instructional level in any basal
reader. An example of such a test then follows. .o
1. Choose a or a coherent part of a story (more than
one, if you want alternate tests) in the last unit of each ,
y booklevel, beginning at the primer level {there are too
- few words in the preprimer). The story.segment should
be apprqximately 100-200 words long.
' 2. Delete selectively 10.to 15 percent of the words in the
. .. story. Choose words for deletion that were introduced in
’ the basal at that booklevel {words introduced at a
booklevel are usually listed in the appendix of the book).
: 3. Type this story, leaving a long blank line for each word
deleted. This should be long enough for three words. :

4. On each blank line, type the word deleted and two foil
words. Take the foil words from the list of words in-
troduced in tth booklevel or the previous level.

-
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. Have other persons read your test to check for ,ambi-
guity, awkward language; or items showing a bias of
any kind. . )

. Have the test typed or printed in readable type.

- Before giving the test, instruct the students on how to
take such tests; use sample paragraphs at a lower level
of difficulty. Instruct the students to: 1) read the para-
graphs or story segment all the way through, 2)
sentence-by-sentence, choose the correct word from
those on each line, and 3) mark the correct word.

. Consider g score of 80 percent tp 90 percent on a test to
be strong evidence that the stfident has mastered that
level, i.e. can read books at the hext higher level at least.
Consider the first level at whiclr the student falls below
80 percent to 90 percent to be his instructional level.

. ‘Administer this test near the beginning of the year to"
place students in basal readers and administér it again
to confirm mastery of each level when teachers believe
students have successfully completed each level.

- When the teacher’s observational judgment of a par- .
ticular student’s achievement is not confirmed by the
test, the situation should be studied further. One option
is to give the student the test individually as an oral
reading test. Or the teacher might confer with a .

- facilitating teacher or an administrator who has also
. »observed the child.

- ° *
-
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s BABY HERCULES AND THE GIANT SNAKES* 4 .

Little Hercules’ mother tucked him and his twin brother into

their crabs gribs drawer. “Good night,.babies,” she said ds she put out .
the light. Then, just as she closed the bedroom door, two giant snakes, ,,

pythens, came though throw through the open window. '

Te .

[

~

v
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*Fr Explorations, jn 'D.C. Heath, Readigg,, by Morton Botel, John

. Dawkins, and Alvir¥ Granowsky, 1973.
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. Inthe moonlight sunlight bedtime the babies saw the snakes
coming toward them. Soon the huddle huge huggable pythons. would
wrap themselves afraid arrow around the baby boys.

. “"Mommyg! Mommy!"' Hercules’ brother cried. He tried tied told
get out of his crib. Thei# mother, hearing the screams, ran qu1etly
ickly queerly toward their room.

. “Mommy! Mommy!" Hercules' brother .cried again. But the
bably Hercules wasnt a bit afraid. He stood up and wasted waited
worked quietly And when the pythons came near, he grabbed them em by
»their \necks near next and held them. P

) By the time their mother opehed the door, she_saw the snakes
thrashikg their giant baskets babies bodies back and forth. aby Her-
cules way holding: onta)l_eich hand. '

N ' s

The mo waﬁ{ reliable, and useful approach for the infor- ,
mal appraisal of word recognition and reading comprehension is
observation of the reader reading in naturalistic settings over
time. Documentation of oral and silent reading in self-selected
“materials, readmg one’s own compositions, reading plays, and
rereading .textual material portrays the many faces of word
recognizion and corggrehension.

In addition hers and, schools typically want an objec-
tive criterion-referenced measure of the student’s competence in
word recognition and comprehension. Given the unreliability of

~tests of subskills below the level of the syllable in word recogni-

tion and below the level of general comprehension, diagnostic
tests at these sublevels fail te meet the requirements of science.
Instead, milestones tests of general competence in word recogni-
tion and comprehension can be developed to provide helpful infor-
mation for placement and for planning instruction. Several pro-
cedures I have developed for this purpose represent some of the
options available.

&
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i The Cloze Procedure as an
.Informal Assessment Technique

* John J. Pikulski
and
° Aileen Webb Tobin
. University of Delaware\.

Although the cloze procedure Was originally introduced as a
technique for assessing readability (Taylor, 1953), its uses as an

—_ evaluation tool for reading have expanded in many directions
within thre past two decades. The cloze précedure possesses the
% , folfowing characteristics which are frequently associated with in-

o formal evaluation procedures for reading: 1) it can be teacher-
. constructed rather than being in published form, 2) it can be con-
structed from materials that might be used for instructional pur-
poses, 3) it uses preestablished standards to judge the adequacy
“ of an indiWidual’s performance rat¥er than comparing ‘an in-
dividual’s performance to somegormative standards, and 4) it
can yield information that can be helpful in making decisions
» about the levels at which a student might best profit from in- .
#structiom : >
For the reasons mentioned above, these authors feel that a
strong case can be made for viewing the cloze procedure as an in-
sy formal evaluation tool for reading. However, for those-who nar-
N rowly equate informal evaluation (clearly not the position in this
volume) with informal reading inventories, the cloze procedure
" " will seem very different from informal methods. While IRIs are in-
© . dividually administered, cloze tests are’typically group ad-
. ministered; while IRIs take samples of reading mat"en;?—lird“fh"

~
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texts without altering the form of that matetial, cloze procedures
require changing the text by omittinggome of the words; while
IRIs tend to rely heavily on oral readir&%l)‘ evaluate word iden-
tification or decoding skills, cloze evaluation materials tend to be
gilently read; while IRIs assess comprehension through asking
questions that tend tqrely on, both understanding of the material
and memory for the material, cloze procedure assesses the ability
to use grammatical and meaning clues to fill in the missing parts.
of a message.

Thus, the position taken in this paper is that the cloze
technique is one of the many informal approaches that can be
taken to measure reading. The striking differences that exist be-
tween cloze and informal reading inventories make cloze an ideal #
compliment to a full informal inventory. Because IRIs are in-
dividually adrmmsfered and they comprehensively evaluate
reading skills through a variety of approaches, they serve best as
highly diagnostic instruments that yield information useful for
making judgments about individuaf children. However, the very
advantages of 1RIs immediately present a disadvantage—they are
very time-consuming to administer and require much diagnostic
gkill for adequate interpretation. In contrast, since cloze is a
group procedure it can be adninistered very quickly and effi-
dently to large numbers of students. The results from a cloze test
are aJso interpreted in a fairly Etraightforg‘ard fashion; however,
like most group procedures, cloze sacrifices the ability to make
detailed diagnostic observations, and it lacks the precision of
results that can be achieved through individually adxmmstered
instruments. For these reasons it is best to think of the cloze pro-
cedure as a screening device that efficiently and quickly yields
results that must be viewed as tentative. :

~ In spite of a tremendous amount of research involving cloze
as an evaluative procedure, as might be expected, there are still
many unanswered questions about how effective the procedure is
as a diagnostic tool and the form that cloze procedures should
take. Some of the questions surroundmg the effectiveness of
cloze will be addressed in the later sections of this paper; the bulk
of the paper will focus on the various practical approaches that
have been suggested for the use of this technique.

-
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Description of the Cloze Technique

' The term cloze was introduced by Wilson Taylor in 1953. It
is derived from the word closure, which is a concept borrowed -
from the gestalt school of psychology. This school of psyéhology ,
developed in an attempt to explain the complex phenomena of
perception. The psychological approaches developed to that date
seemed at a loss to explain the difference between what actually
* was occurring’ (sensations) and what human beings tend to
perceive. For example, what in reality is a series of individual pic-
tures, rapidly ShWying only slightly, is perceived as a
picture with movenr€nt. A mosaic is really a lgrge number of in-
v dividual pieces ,of material, yef it is perceéed as a picture.
Through a study of complex perceptual phenomenum, the gestalt
psychologists arrived at a series of perceptual ““laws,” one of
which was the law of *‘closure” which stated that when a familiar
object is presented with some detail lacking, there is a.
o psfchological tendency to sep that object as a whole unless a
deliberate attempt is made to find a missing part.

Taylor reasoned that the same psychological tendency
would exist with respect to written materials—that if there were
missing pieces, there would be a natural psychological tendency
for people to fill in the gaps to try to achieve a complete whole.
For example, given the sentence I think I'll go for a walk in
) _the . there are a number of words that immediately come

) ) ﬁindfyﬁrﬁ, park, woods, water, night, sun. The familiarity of
\tii language and contéxt of the sentence create a‘tendency to

ant to close or complete the sentence. ’
AN effect, cloze is a way of measuring how familiar the
reader is with the language and content of the material to be read.
. From another point of view, it/is a way of measuring the close-
. ness of the language and background of the author and the
reader; the closer the match between the two, the easier the read-
ing material will be. For exampley’many of you reading this book
would have little difficulty in filling in the missing word for the
sentence: “The combinations ch, sh, and th, are all illustrations
of ."" Because many of you bring a backgound in reading
with you, you probably are able to identify the missing word as
being digraphs; however, given the sentence, “Annealing with

a laser beamywas introduced in 1974 by Russian scien-
- , - oo l
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. '9* u
tists,” many,of you might have trouble filling in the missing
word pulsed because you're not familiar with the technolpgy of
- microelectric devices. In short then, cloze is a method whereby
words are omitted from sentences and a reader is asked to fill in
the missing words. The form that cloze takes will vary depending
on the purposes for which it was constructed.

Uses for Cloze ~

Although there is.some evidence to suggest that the cloze
procedure. might be used as an alternative to standardized tests
of reading achievement (see Bickley, Ellington, & Bickley, 1970;
Rankin, 1974), most reading specialists'and consultants tend to
concur that it can be more profifably adopted for the following

purposes: . -

-

1. Toassess the readability of material. thle much of the,
material in this volume focuses on the evaluatlon of the
skills a reader possesses, there is constant concern in the
field of reading about evaluating the gdifficulty of

re’ﬁding materials as well, The most frequent approach -

taken to evaluating the difficulty in readability, of
materials is the use of readablhty formulae. However,
most of the popular readability formulae appear to have
serious limitations and most tend to rely solely on some
measure of word difficulty (either number of syllables in
the word or the fact that a word is not on a list of com-
mon words) and on sentence tomplexity which is ustially
measured through sentence length. Because of the
restricted nature of these formulae, it is impossible for
<« them to measure factors such as the use of an unusual
meaning for a common word, highly symboli¢ language,
awkward and confusing sentence structure, the rate at
which new ideas are'introduced or the use of illustra-
tions to support the development of an idéa. In effect,

readability formulae tend to be rather static, over--

simplified approaches to trying to-measure the difficul-
ty a piece of material will present for a reader. One other
important consideration is that readability formulae fail
" to consider the background of experience that a reader

possesses for reading a particular piece of material. As*

”
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noted earlier, most readers of this chapter will be far
more successful reading materials related to the field of
reading than in reading about microelectronic tech-

nology. Cloze has the distinct advantage as an approach .

to readability of allowing a direct assessment of the ip-+

teraction of readers with reading materials. AH of the '

factors which will make a“piece of material edsy or dif-
ficult will influence: whether-or not an’ individual ‘or’
group of people will be'able to fill in words that have
been deleted from a selection. In his original work;

Taylor (1953) found a high rate of agggement between ¥-

readability formulae and cloze in r%ankiﬁg‘thé difficulty
of three passages which appeared to cagtain few of the
fagtors beyond word length and sentence [éngth that in-

[fluence readability; however, when he coimpared the

rankings of three passages which deliberately” violated *
some of the assumptions underlying the use of common
formulae, cloze proved a “more adequate measure of
rﬁability. . .

~ The use of cloze as a measure of readibility will
prqbably remain limited because it does not yield the
traditional grade level scores that many teachers and
reading specialists have come to expect. Through the
use of cloze scores; passages or books can be ranked
from easiest to most difficult but not categorized as
fourth or sixth reader level. There is a roundabout way
for assigning a grade’score based on cloze; but this will
be explained later in the.chapter afterthe diScussion of
the construction, scoring, and interpretation, of cloze
tests. -

. To place students in basal -readif serfes and other types

of graded,* instructional materials. When cloze is used

 for this purpose, it is probably most like an IRI in func-

tion, The test materials can be ¢onstructed by selecting
one or more passages from each of the texts'that are be-
ing considered for instructional use. By administering
selections from several reader levels it becomes possible
to estimate a student’s in%eper\dent and frustration
levels. (Criterion scores for determining functional read-
ing levels are presented and*discussed latet in this

Pikulskt and Tobin
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chapter.) The differermes between the use of cloze for

estimating an instructional level compared to diag-

nostically establishing an instructional level from an IR1

has already been mentiqned, . . e

There is, however, some research which allows for an
estimate of the amolnt of agreement likely betweén es-
tablishing an instructional level from eloze as compared
with an [RI. There is evidence (Cunningham & Cunn-
ingham, 1978; Jones & Pikulski, 1974) that the two will
agree 70 to 80 percent of the time. Thus, cloze procedure
seems a very reasonable screening device for instruc-

tional placement in reading. .

- 3. To evaluate the appropriateness of content area texts.
Given the practical utility of the cloze procedure as a
technique for placing students in basal readers, it is

. perhaps not surprising that content area teachers are
- offen encouraged to use this procedure to select texts
that are written at an appropriate level of difficulty or to
try to identify those students who may need special help
or support in order to be able to profitably use a text.
However, while it seems reasonable to assume that con- ,
tent area teachers should have no difficulty adapting
cloze to screen their students for instructiodal place-
ment, it is usually inappropriate to assume that it will
- enable them to place their individual students in texts
written at their instructional levels. Even when teachers
have the option of placing their students in more than
one text,it is often necessary to choose a text that is
poorly suited to the reading ability of a large number of
students. This is partially due to the fact that students
. are usuauly assigned to content area classes without con-
sidering either, the range of differences in their reading
ability or the range of materials that are available to the
teacher. But it is also a matter of practicality: texts dif-
fer in their content and organization, and teachers who
are expected to teach a variety of classes simply lack the
. time to vary their instruction accordingly.
" "Thus, in many instances, cloze can be recommended
only with the expectation that it will help content area
teachers select texts appropriate for the majority of the

~ -
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students in their classes. However, it may also suggest

: ” the need for some small group work involving discus-

sion of vocabulary and concepts central to the content_

to be read before this group of students is expected to

» complete reading assignments, especially, when the ags-
signments are to be completed independently.

A major advantage to the use of cloze in content areas

. lies in the fact that.it is relatively simple to construct,

administer, and score. Many conteiit area teachers

.o simply do not have the background to allow them to use

more complex assessment procedures. There is also the

obvious advantage of allowing for group administration

P

v " of this procedure. . .
T Types of Cloze Tests ~ .

Conventional, random deletion clozg tests. As stifgested.
the purpose of the evaluatlon often deterrnines how a cloze test
might be best constructed, admlmstered and scored. When the
purpose of the evaluation is afly of the three just discussed (to
“measure readablllty, vplace students, in approprlate reading
materials, or assessreaders’ '?ibxhtles to cope with the’demands of
., content drea texts', teachers are usually advised to use a random

, deletion cloze. In this form of cloze test (prpbably the most com- -

' monly used form), every fifth word is deleted, regardless of the

word. In some variations of this procedure, it is recommended
that every seventh or tenth word be omitted? The random dele-
tion form of cloze has heen the subject of a great deal of research
and is very eas? to construtt, admmlster apd score. *
Constructwn of random deletion cloze tests. Recom'\mended
procedyres for condtructing a random defetion cloze test are as
follows: i
. 1. Select a passage of approxlmately 250 300 words This
. passage should appear to be represeptative or typical of
the content of tHe book. If thé book: bécomes progres-
sively more difficult, try to select a passage from the se-
cond quarter of ‘the book.
2. Inspect the.passage to insure that it is not heavily .,
dependent on information p‘reseh'fed earlier in theé text.
] . :

L2
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If it contains a number of anaphoric words and phrases
(e.g., it, this, thege, points) which have referents found
only in earlier sevtions of the text, another passage
! should be selegted.’ '

3. Keep intact the first and last sentences. ’

4. Randomly choose qne of the first five words in the sec-
ond sentence, Beginning with this word, omitevery fifth
word until 50 words have been deleted. A word is defin-
ed as any group of letters set off by spaces. Thus, a

=~ number such as 1980 shouldbe deleted as if it were a
single word. However, hyphenated words are generally
considered two separate words, ‘except in instances .
where the prefix cannot stand aldne as in co-opt.

5. Replace the deleted words with blanks of uniform

length, and number each of the blanks consecutively.
_ 6. Prepare an answer sheet that the students can use to ~
record their responses.

To illustrate the form that a random deletion cloze test takes,
the next paragraph of this chapter is written'in the form of cloze
test. It is an abbreviated<form in that it has 15 rather than the
recommended 50 blanks. If you have never taken a cloze test, yoy
might find it interesting to try to fill in the missing words. You
would probal# find it helpful to list the numbers 1 to 15 ona -
piece of paper and write next to each number the word you think
should be inserted in the corresponding blank. The omitted words
are listed at the end of the paragraph .
. The decision to delete every fifth word is based on both
- ,« “practical and empirii:al consideratiens. In addition to
©*  the 1 that it can be 2 adopted.to construct a 3
number of test items 4. a reasonably short passage, 5.
. Taylor (1956) and MacGinitie 6 have provided-evidence
- o 1 that an every-fifth-word 8" pattern provides the
» maximum 9 of context necessary to 10 reliable re-
sponses. Leaving more 11 four words between the 12
blanks had no effect’ 13 the restoration of missing 14
and, thus, no apparent, 15 . The obvious disadvantage to
using every sixth or seventh, etc., word is that students”
- need to read longer passages in order to respond to 50
deletion items. -

Ay -
. . .
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Omitted words are: 1. fact 2. easily 3. large 4. from 5. —

© both 6. (1961) 7. suggest 8. delétion 9. amount 10. elicit

/ 11. than 12. cloze 13. on 14. words 15. advantages _

* Using a 250-300 word passage is also a recommendation
based on experimental evidence. Generally, a 250-300 word,
50-item cloze passage can be expected to yield a reliability coeffi-
dent in the neighborhood of .85 (Bormuth, 1975). Although this
seems sufficient for most of a teacher's purposes, it must be em-
phasized that an individual's score on a test having a reliability
coefficient of less than .90 cannot be intérpreted with a great deal
of confidence. At best, it represents only an estimate of the
students’ ability to deal with th® demands of the material.
s#owever, it seems sbmewhat Impractical to recommend that the
teacher select a longer passage since it would be necessary to dou-
ble the number of test items in order to raise the reliability te a
minimum of .90 (Bormuth, 1975). -

-In addition, a cloze test based on a 250-300 word passage
has several practical advantages. A passage of this length hap-
pens to fit cornfortably on a single sheet of paper and, as aresult, ,
it is likely to encounter less student resistance than tests con-
structed from longer passages. Also, it is easy to calculate .
percentage scores on a 50-item test—simply multiply by 2.

Administration. If students have had no previous ex-
perience with cloze, it is advisable to do a practice exercise. This *

. exercise should be constructed from materials that are fairly easy
for the students to read and should consist of apprdximately 10
iteim_z. To conserve time and facilitate group discussion, the exer-
cise may be written on the board or displayed with &n overhead
projector. :

Instructions will differ depending on the age 'of tHe stu-
dents and the type of cloze test that is to be administered. When
atandom deletion cloze is being used, the following directions or
some variation might be used:

Some words have been left out of these sentences. Your job is to
fill in as many of the missing words as possible. Some of the later
. sentences may give you clues about the earlie? ones. The best
thing to do is to read through all o§ the sentences first, and then

i 8o back to£he beginning and try to fill in the blanks. Only one ’

word goes in each blank. . .

L4
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After the students have had sufficient time to.read the
passage, individual studentsshould be asked for possible
answers. Any answers that are meaningful and syntactically cor-
rect should be accepted. This should help studehts recognize that
there are, at times, several reasonable choices for filling in the
blanks. If an answer does not seem reasonable (e.g., it instead of
they, when a pluréll noun is the referent), the clues that might be
used to help the students choose a more appropriate response
should be discussed. ’

Once the introductory exercise has beeﬁ,cd!npl&ed, copies

~~of the cloze test should be distributed to each of the students,

along with the following advice: i

Although this exercise is similar to the one we have jugt com-
pleted, you will very probably find }}'more difficult. No on€is ex-
pected to answer all of the items .correctly. Try to choose the
words you feel best complete the sentences, and remember to
write only one word in each blank. You may skip hard blanks and
come back to them when you have finished. If you are not sure
how a word should be spelled, give it your best try. Wrong spell-
ing will not count against you.

If numbers, contractions;-or hyphenated words have been
deleted from the passage, the students should also be given some

‘representative examples of the types of answers that can be used

to fill in the blanks. Although students should be encouraged to
work as long as they please, the teacher may want to sét a time
limit when it appears that Seir #forts are no longer productive.

Scoring. One of the mjbst seriously misunderstood aspects
of using a random deletiop/cloze is that students should be given
credit only for answers that aré exact (verbatim) replacements of
the missing words. Words with spelling errors may be considered

correct as long as it is evident the student intended to write the
word originally deleted. But no credit should be given for
synonyms or other types of substitutions (girls for girl, walk for
walked) even though they. may seem somewhat acceptable.
The decision to use verbatim as opposed to synonym scor-
ing is based on’a considerable amount of experimental evidence
as wellsds practical considerations. A number of researchers
(Gallant, 1964: McKenna, 1976; Miller & Coleman, 1967; Ruddetl,
1964; Taylor, 1953) have compared’exactl replacement scores with
various types of synonym counts and have concluded that the Jat-

"
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ter are not worth the extra time and effort. Synonym counts tend
to yield slightly higher correlations with other measures of
reading comprehension (Gallant, 1964; McKenna, 1976), but they
also tend to be less reliable since they are based on subjective
judgments of what is and what is not an acceptable response. In
addition, it appears that there is absolutely no advantage in giv-
ing credit for synonyms when the purpose of the evaluation is to
obtain an estimate of students’ abilities to meet the demands of
material. Although synonym counts tend to yield higher scores
than exact replacement counts, correlations between the scores
derived from the twostypes of techniques usually exceed .95
(VIcKenna 1976; Miller & Coleman, 1967). Consequently, it can
be assumed that students will be ranked in almosf exactly the
same way, regardless of the manner in which their andwers are
scored. If synonyms are accepted, the teacher or specialist wjll be
forced to require a'much higher percentage score as a standard of
acceptability, thus the student really achieves no advantages.
However, the primary reason for recommending that the
teacher accept-only exact replacements is really very simple:
There are no available guidelines for determining the students’
functional reading levels when more subjective scoring proce-
dures of accepting synonyms are adopted. As might be assumed,
, the criterion scores derived are based’on the assumption that the
student has been given credit only for answers identical to the
words appearing in the original passage. Somewhat higher stan-
. dards would obviously need to be established if synonyms were
considered acceptable responses.

, Interpretation. Several different strategies have been
adopted in attempting to derive criterion scores for j Jdgmg stu-
dent performance on random deletiodcloze exercises. Bormuth

¥¢1967—L968)%se¢€wesype&e£measm:es —examiner-construc
multiple-choice comprehensmn tests and an expanded version of
the Gray Oral Reading Tests—to determine comparable indepen-
dent and instructional level scores on random deletion exercises.
The results suggested that cloze scores of 57 and 44 percent ac-
curacy correspond to comprehension scores of 90 and 75
percent—the comprehension standards that traditionally have
been adopted for evaluating independent and instructional
reading levels. Rankin and Culhane (1969) replicated Bormuth’s
work ina study comparing cloze with other multiple-choice tests
and reported very similar results.

Q A2 Pikulski and Tobin
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" "+, However, Bormuth (1968, 1969, 1971) and others have also
> provided some evidence t& suggest that these criteria may not be
the mdst appropriate standards to adopt when other variables
* are taken into consideration. For example, when Bormuth (1968)
*~ *-used oral reading accuracy ‘as the criterion for determining,com-
/\‘3‘ parable léels of cloze ‘performance, he found that somewhat
¥ lower cloze gcores might be used as the standards for j udging in-
dependent a‘gd instructional reading levels. The results of this_
- enalysis indicdted that cloze scores of 54 and 34 percent were
comparable to the conventional standards for independent (98

{percent) and instructlonal: level (95 percent) j;;f?mance on

e

;measures of word recognition. Similarly, studies cofhparing stu-
dent perforgnagce on IRIs and cloze exercises hav€ generally sug-
gested somewhat less stringent criteria for convergfng cloze
: v s ?s i I(li.nghuivalent functional reading levels. Both Ransom
¢ (19 §}»a€fi Jones and Pikulski (1974) concluded that th® following

' Criteria-approximate the results obtained on IRIs: independent,
. ) &Y above 45 percentt instructional, 30-45 percent; and frustration,

+less{than 30 percent. )

y " To confuse the issue even mere, we.feel we should point out
o~ thh Bormuth (1971) has also conducted research which suggests
that higher standards need to be adopted if the amount of infor-
»\: mation to'.bg gained as well as the novelty of the material and-the

* students’ willingness to study and rate of reading atre to be con-

+ sidered i’ selecting appropriate reading materials. In order-to

. maximize the value of each of these variables, Bormuth sug-

. /gested that cloze scores should fall within the range of 49 to 59

.-, -percent when the material is beihg considered for instructional
" purposes. : s

. Obviously, much more research needs to be cogg{CLe,dn to
[~ "resolvé some of the discrepancies in the criterion scores that have
heen guggested. However, for the teacher’s purpdses, it appears
o that the following criteriz;might be adopted as reasonable start-
-y ing points in evaluating student performarice on random deletion

¢

clozé tests: « o, . ’ -
Tnd@;!’endgnt'lﬁelz Students who obtain cloze .scores of at

- Deast 50 percent should be able to fead the material with
- relative ease. Nq teacher guidapce, should be necessary,

- Consequently, this material” ghould be appropriate for
homework" assignments gnd other types of independent
‘projects. : ) ) ‘
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Instructional level: Students scormg between 30 and 50
percent should be abl®to use the material for instructional
purposes. However, some guidance will be necessary to
help them master the demands of the material. «
Frustration level: Students having scores of less than 30

. percent will usually find the material much too challeng-
ing. Since there is almost no poténtial for success, the
material should be defipitely.avoided.

While these criteria are suggested as beginning points,
teachers and reading specialists may need to adjust them based

. on the experience they have with cloze. Again, there is some
evidence to suggest that more stringent criteria than those listed
above should be used.

At this point it seems appropriate to pomt out that when
using cloze as a measure of readability one could roughly attacha
grade level designation to a‘text if a cloze test were administered
to a grouprof individuals of known reading ability. For example, if
it were known that a group of students were reatling at about a
fourth grade level and if on the average they stored about 45 per-
cent on a cloze test from a particular book, one could say that the
book \’av/as about at a fourth grade level. :

o

Additionaf Uses for Cloze : »

A modlflcatlon of the conventional, random deletion cloze

" . is neceysary when cloze is used for purposes other than the three
previopsly discussed. For example, cloze can be uséd to evaluate

~ studept mastery of content area instruction or for diagnosing the
student’s ability to use various types of contextual clues. When

ot the cloze procedure is used for these purposes, it is usually recom-

—~—— —  mended that the teacher prepare an exercise inmn which the words

) are deleted on a rationdl rather than' a mechanical basis® Ex-
: amples of rational deletion cloze exercises will follotv. \ ,

’

In addition to the fact that only key words are deleted, ra-

tional deletion cloze tests differ in that synonyms are now ac-

*  cepted as correct. If the exerciseis to be used to diagnose the stu-
édent's strengths and/or’ weaknesses, or to assess how much
he/she has learned, the teachér would certainly want to accept
.synonyms for scoring a rational deletion cloze. Verbatim scoring

is necessary only when one wishes to establish functional reading
Jevels, to assess readability, or to evaluate content materials.

- >
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Some of the uses and forms that rational deletion.cloze *®
tests can-take follow: i g . .

Using cloze to gain a clearer perception of the student’s
ability to use contextual clues as un aid to word recognition. )
Although ‘much more research needs to be ‘conducted to déter-
mine its diagnostic capabilities, it is generally assumed that claze
can be used to gain insight about the student’s ability to use
various types of syntactic and semantic clues. When it is adopted ,
as a diagnostic tool, it is recommended that the teacher construct
separate exercises for‘each of the skills that are of interest such
as recognition of pronoun anteéedents, subject-verb agreement,
and semantic relationships. Selected portions of exércises that .
inight be used to asséss some of these skills are presented bélow: ’

.

Pronoun antecedents:.Bill and Henry loved to play tricks
on __Z sister. Once Bill mailed Judy a large, blank canvas

and asked ___ to enter it in the local art show. Judy was . . ‘ o
' surprised when ____ saw what ___ planned. to enter, Vg
and. 4 - ‘A N ) “‘1—%
Semantic refationsgjps: The koala bear is one of.the most **
helpless of all wild ___. Whenever there ‘is any sign of
danger, koalas become very . Usually, they. climb to,
* - the ___ of atree and stay thereTuntit everything seems
' — again. '
s . P Y . . - - )
The diagnostic utility of thése and $milar exercises , . ¢

depends, of course, on the'care with which the exercises are cons
_structed and the student’s responses are analyzed. As these il:
lustrations suggest, thg words-to be deleted hegd to be caretully
selected in light of the specific purpose of the exercise. For exam-;
ple, if the teacher is/interested in evaluating the student’s ability .
to use pronoun antecedents as a clue to word recognition, only
those bronoupghag seem to have definite antecedents should be:
¥ deleted, The deletion of pronouns that do not have any iden- .
tifiable referents will not only make the exercise frustrating for
‘the student to complete but will also increase the probability of .
making an inaccurate diagnosis. o, .
Similarly, ifseems critical that teachersselect passages
which will enable them to construct exercises having relatively
large numbers (25-50) of-deletions. As in all forms of evaluation, . '
the confidente one can place in the results depends on the length

. s

.
.

.
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of the measure: the greater the number of deletions, the easier it
is to assume that the exercise will provide an adequate sample of
the studen('s skill in using a particular type of contextual clue.

In addition, it is suggested that teachers select passages
written at the student's independent or, at most, instructional
level. This should reduce the possibility of concluding that the
student needs to becomesmoreZwar? of particular types of con-
textual information when the difficulty lies only in the student’s
ability to recognize the words appearing in the exercise.

Finally, we feel we should again emphasize that it would be
inappropriate to evaluate students’ needs for additional instruc-
tion simply by comparing their responses to the exact words
deleted from the materilﬁ%ﬁ"lﬂle reproduction of the exact ‘word
is required when cloze is used to screen students for instructional
placemeny, it clearly does give students credit for responses that
reflect their ability to use various types of contextual clues. For
example, the first blank in the passage about koala bears might
be appropriately clozed by a number of words—creatures (the
ward that was actually deleted), animals, or bears.

Unfortunately, there are no established guidelinés for
determining which responses should and should not be con-
sidered acceptable. Nor are there any guidelines to indicate how
many of the students’ responses need to be considered acceptable
in order to assume they have mastered the skill being evaluated.
While these are issues that-are not easily addressed, they
hardly peculiar to the cloze procedure. Teachers who rely on other
types of informal techniques (classroom observatxons, teacher-
constructed mastery ‘tests) to diagnose their students’ strengths
and weaknesses are constantly confronted with the problem of

establishing appropriate criteria for r instructional mastery.
o Using cloze to assess student mastery of the content of a
particular instructional unit. Although there is virtually no em-

.pirical evidence to suggest that cloze can be used to evaluate the

effectiveness of content area instruction, it seems reasonable to
assume that it can be used for this purpose if the following
precautions are‘adopted. First, thé teacher should either select or
prepare a passage which summarizes the concepts under con-
sideration. Second, only key or important words should be
deleted. Third, the students should be given credit for synonyms
and other types of substitutions which are indicative gf their

¢ o
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uhderstanding of the concepts that are being evaluated. To the
extent that the students’ errors are not simply a réflection of
their ability torecognize the words appegring in the exercise, the
results should help tHe teacher assess the overall quality of the in-
struction that has been provided as well as the need for review
and reinforcement. ' -

s

Additional Variations of the Cloze Procedure

Maze technique. One of the more popular variations of the
basic cloze procedure was first suggested by Gallant (1964, 1965).
She reasoned that it would be preferable to use a multiple-choice
format® with young children since they might have difficifity
recording their answers on conventional cloze exercises. Guthrie,
Siefert, Burnham, & Kaplan (1974) also suggested the use of a
multiple-choice cloze procedure to monitor growth in reading and
to guide the selection of reading materials. This procedure re-
quires the reader to choose the words that constitute the most
sensible path through a verbal ‘‘maze”—hence, the term, maze
technidue. The following illustrates the form a maze test might
take:

-

evaluation for
“Clozeis one 7 label  that has beenrecommended 0
*  procedure him
prefer -
a wide variety of purposes,’
errors

The maze technique has both advantages and disadvan-
tages. Its primary advantage is that children find it less difficult
and hence less objectionable than conventional cloze. Likewise, it

\

.

requires less time to administer. Its disadvantages are that it is
much more time-consuming to construgt and has been subjected
to far less research. . - .

Guthrie and his colleagues suggest that the teacher adopt
the following guidelines for constructing, administering, and
scoring a maze test:

1. Select a representative passage .approximately 120

words in length. '

2. Replace every fifth word with three alternatives. These

alternatives sttould include: a) the word originally de-

-
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leted; b) a distractor which is the same part of speech as
the deleted word; and, c) a distractor that is syntact-
ically different from the omitted word. (No guidelines
.. have been established to indicate how close in meaning
the distragtors should be to the correct choice. For prac-
tical purposes we suggest that, where possible, the
| teacher choose the distractors by scanning a previous
" page of the material being used to construct the maze,
and selecting words that fit the cYiteria for being a_,
distractor.) ‘
3. Vary the alternat‘x\ves s0 the correct answers do not
appedr in the same position throughout the exercise.
4. Distribute copies of the exercise to students and have

them circle the correct choices. . Q% -
5. Give students credit only for the selection Bf exact
replagements. : Vg

The criteria to be tised in interpreting the results of a maze
exercise seem somewhat more tentative than'the standards that
have been suggested for random-deletion cloze. Guthrie et al. sug-
gested that “if a child is performing at about, 90 percent accuracy
for three or four administrations of the maze, more difficult
material should b introduced: Optimal teaching levels are abqut
60 to 70 percent accuracy (p. 167).”’ Thus, an independent level on
‘the maze would be 90 percent and above, an instructional level 60

't0 69 percent, and a frustration.level below 60. However, Pikulski
and Pil;ulski {1977) have provided some evidence to suggest that
these criteria may need to be raised when they are used with
regular classroom students. In a study comparing the maze
scores of 61 fifth graders with teacher judgments of students’
functional reading levels,.they found that the maze technique
overestimated students’ reading zability more than 45 percent of
.the time. These results differed significantly from those obtgined
in a preliminary study+(Pikulski, 1975) conducted with reading
disabled students attending the Univyersity of Delaware Labora-
tory School. When working with réading disabled students, the
standfirds recommended " by Guthrie et al. appeared to be ap-
propriate, . . i R
Similarly, tKe reliability and validity of the maae technique
have not been well-established: To our knowledge, .only three
studies have addressed these issues. Guthrie (1973) used the data

L ’
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collected on a group of 36 children, ranging in age from sey#fi to
ten years, and found that none of the internal consistency reli-
ability coefficients for each of seven passages fell below 90. He
also reported a correlation of .85 between maze’and the Gates-
-MacGinitie Vocabulary Test and a correlation of .82-between °
maze and the Gates-MacGinitie Comprehension Test. Similarly,
Bradley, Ackerson, and Ames (1978) reported moderately high
_ correlations among alternate forms of the maze, constructed by
"4 different teachers and administered to second graders. However,
Bradley and Meredith (1978) also concguded that it may be inap-
prppriate to use maze for assessment at the intermediate and
junior high lev els when it is administered in its typical format.
a study of fourth, sixth, and eighth'grade students (N = 335),
y found that the cloze procedure tended to place subjects
either at the instructional or frustration level, while parallel
forms of the maze produced . a cei%g egfect placing students
predominantly at the irtdependent Tével. To increase maze score
variability and, thus, its reliability and overall ablhty to detect
differences in reading achievement, the investigators suggested
that the following modifigations be consideréd: * a) discarding
the option type (i.e., distractor) utilizing a syntactically incorrect
« word; b) devising new option types (e.g., semantically correct
within sentence but semantically incorrect within passage) ¢) in-
. creasing the number of options per item"" (p. 188).
Post-oralreading cloze. Another vdriation of the basic cloze
.procedure is the post-oral reading cloze test developed by Page
(1977). This type of cloze test is constructed in exactly the same
manner asthe conventional, random-deletion cloze. The only dif-.
ference is that students are asked to read the intact passagé
orally, before they are administered the cloze material. Page sug-

-

gested that this procedure provides a valuable fink between the

evaluation of oral reading and reading comprehension. Based on
Page's research, one,should expect a post-oral reading cloze t

yield scores that are 10-20"points higher than conventional cloz};

scores. ¢

" Limited cloze. Il an attempt to provide teachers with a

. ' appealing alternative to conventional cloze, Cunningham

ar?(;}unmngham (1978) have developed gnother type of multiple-

choite procedure. This procedure is called limited cloze because it

" differs from the conventional, random deletion procedure only in

’
' -
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one respect: the deleted words are randomly ordered and list
above the passage, providing the student with a limited num
of choices to insert in the blanks. Words deleted more than once
are listed at the top of the test as many times as necessary,cand-
students are informed that edch of the words in the dist can be
used only once to fill in the blanks. As in the conventional pro-
cedure, only exact restorations of the original words are scored as
correct. . ~
" The Cunninghams have suggested that limited cloze has

several advantages. In addition to the fact that it is easy to con-
struct and administer, it also has the advantgge of reducing some
of the resistance often encounteredwhen teachers are asked to

. use verbatim scoring procedures. Also, limited cloze avoids the
problem of developing appropriate distractors—an issue that is
often raised when the maze techriique is adopted. And finally, it
apbears thatJymit®d cloze is as valid and reliable as conventional,
random-deletion cloze. In two separate studies, the Cunningham’s
found that limited cloze tests yielded substantially higher
internal-consistency- coefficients than conventional cloze
passages: .85 versus .64 in one study, and .90 versus .70 in the

" other They also found that limited cloze scores correlated more
highly with the comprehension subtest of the Iowa Tests of Basic

. Skills than did those obtained with conventional cloze although
the difference in the validity coefficients was not significant.

The major limitation of the limited cloze is that it yields
scgres that are’not easily converted into functional reading
levels. In their preliminary work with thelimited cloze, the Cunn-

. inghams found that it yielded an instructional range of 60 to 81
percent in one study'and a range of 73 to 93 percent in anqther.
. Whether ateliable instructionsl range can be established remains

»

L <
an 1ssue for subsequent research.

td . . . ~ . f ,
. . /

The forms cloze tests can take and the uses for which they
can be employed vary considerably. Hopefully, this chapter has
pointed to ways in which this procedure can be flexibly used asan
informal evaluation tool. 'While eloze, has been subjected to
substantial research during the'past two decades, teachers and
reading speeialists must recognize that it is'not a totally reliable

¢ .
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or valid way to measuregseading skills but, certainly, this is a
caveat that could be appei‘g:i3 to virtually every otHer approach to
evaluating reading. Overall, cloze appears to have many advan-
tages, so that it seems reasonable to conclude that it can be used

profitably as éne approach to informally evaluating reading
gkills. . \
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Informal Diagnosis of Content
Area Reading-Skills

T. Stevenson Hanselt P ° “

. Wright State University

Educational diagnosis, the act of learnin'g about skills that a,stu-
dent possesses 'prior to instruction, is a step which logically

. follows a clear description of the goals a teacher holds for a class of

students. Goal setting, making decisidns about concepts and.pro-
cedures that students should master, must sexve as the basis for
sampling and evaluating student behavior. It ig on the basis of
established goals, and through diagnosis, that a teacher makes
such important decisions as what to inclyde; how to relate new
concepts to past experiences; the rate and sequence of instruc-
tion, choosing instructional p%lines that lead to effective and
efficient learning; and, finally, W¥cting materials that will con-
tribute to the achievement of goals. The establishment of goals
must be the step before diagnosis since’using testing instruments

““before goals clarification will fragment the instructional effort. .

Once goals have been established, however, & teacher can in-
telligently select and design informal procedures which will
measure studen#performance in relation'to selected goals. Thus,
diagnésis’is an intermediate step between the description of long
range goals and the development of short-term objectives. .

Instructioral goals are established on the basis of a
teacher’s knowledge, philosophy, attitudes, and abilities, as well
as teaching environment. Most likely, the goals adopted by the
content teacher will vary little regardless of student skills and

abilities. Therefore, informal diagnostic measures should serve as
. . ’ : ’
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“valuable tools in allowing teachers to understand the skill levels
that-students bring with them to content materials.

A distinction is frequently drawn between diagnosis and
evaluation. Diagnosis often refers to some type of formative or
"preinstructional information collection, whereas, evaluation more
commonly describes postinstructional information collection.
However, the distinction is necessarily a somewhat artificial one
because of the need for ongoing diagnosis to make needed ad-
justments in short; term instructional objectives. Pogtinstruc-
tional evaluation should not only evaluate the student’s previous

- learnmg but it should also suggest needs for future instruction;
in other words, frequently evaluation and diagnosis will take
place simultaneously using the same information. The distinction
is not better clarified if one examines the types of tasks or
.materials used in diagnosis or evaluation. In fact, the proposals
made in this chapter suggest the use of content-relevagt taskg ~_
and texts as the basié of both diagnosis and evaluation. The trye

e difference separating diagnosis\and evaluation is the purpose for
which they are done. Diagnosis should help with future instruc-
tional decision making, and evaluation should measure the ac-
complishment oPprevious goals and objectives. Because of the
similarities in methodology, the terms diagnosis and evaluation
‘w111 be used mterchangeably in this chapter. It ig left to the
reader to decide the purposes toward which these techniques will
be used. . e ey

. The purpose of thisspaper is to show that reading goals are’
often content’specific; the accomplishrhent of some reading goals

are mtegral to the overall goals "of the.content.
-‘\

Learning to Read and Reading to Learn

When content teachers have a list of behaviors a student —
cannot*do (identify sequence, form hypotheses, and identify root
. words), a frequent feaction is, “Send these kids back to me when
tHey can read.”’ This reaction is understandable when viewed
from’the perspective of a Eeacher Whose long range goals treat the
deficient gkills as only peripherally"a part of his or her respon- .
sibilities. . o ‘
e <! .To understand the role of reading instruction in the content
area classroom it is important to %fstinguish between the‘goals of

Ay
.
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the reading teacher and those of the content area teacher. The dif-
ferences between teacher goals for content reading and for basal
reader reading are partly differences of emphasis. When students
read a basal reader, the teacher more frehuently‘foéuses on such
concepts “as word recognition and comprehension. That is, a
reading teacher focuses on teaching each student how to under-
stand words and passages. In content area instruction when stu-
dents read a textbook, teachers frequently focus exclusively on
the product of reading or what to undetstand. Thus, when assign-'
ing content reading, teachers sometimes disregard the ho toe
Because of the different goals of authors who' write’i)"abaI
readers and authors who write texts, there are clear differences in
‘the vocabulary the authors use, Basal readers are generally writ-
ten to contain only those words used frequently in written and
spoken language. Most publishers have stepped away from strict
vocabulary controls, but most basal series still rely on a core of
words which are presented, repeated, and reviewed for several
years. On the other hand,-authors of cotent and reference books
select words to represent the ideas they want to communicate.
When the idea or concept is new to an individual student, the
words will be new also. Thus, the vocabulary of the content text
is both more varied and more technical than that of the basal
reader. . ‘o =
While reading teachers should provide instruction ih how
to identify important vocabulary and how to make sense of text,
it is appropriate that the content t8acher keep the major foeus on
the ideas of the content. A content t er may encourage the ap-
plication of context, structural analysis, phonics and dictionary
skills, but the use should be restricted to theneeded vocabulary
terms. Similarly, the content teacher may work with students to

‘outline a passage, but the focus will remain son the ideas

represented within the passage gith outlining seen as a means to

* this end. :

A second difference is that informational materials are
written in a different style than stories. Such stylistic differences
(i-e., less narrative, more exposition in content materials) assume
different reader purposes and they entail differences in the tasks
of. understanding. For example, the narrative style of a story is

" inappropriate for mathematical thinking. Similarly, the listing
style of a recipe is inappropriate for learning to think about




v

history as ﬂ)reflection of human behavior. A goal of content
teachers, related to this difference of style, is that students learn
how to think about a specific topic. To accomplish this goal some
reading instruction must proceed from materials which

legitimately require students to think about the content of in-
terest. :

. :
The expectations a student develops from extensive ex-
posure to story or narrative style writing lead a reader to select
details about characters, events, and ideas in relation to an
abstract idea of plot (Sfein and Nezworski, 1978). The expecta- -
tions of a math, scignz;r unified arts teacher, howgyer, are that
frequently each step must be mastered as a firm oundation for
successive concept construction. For a stg’dent to be syccessful,
he/she must learn a-new mental set or scheme (Fredericksen,
1975) of expectations for different writing styles alogg with a
plan, for recognizing writing style and the topic before -he/she
reads. In short, each student must, learn to exchange the treat-
events-lightly-build-meaning—from-éequences style of reading,
which is appropriate for basal stories, for the stop-reread-learn-
and-then-proceed style which is necessary to undersfakd- new
ideas presented in content reading.

Given the differences of vocabulary and style, and their im-
pacts-on the purposes and processes of reading, teachers find that
students require guidance in the comprehension .of content
reading. This guidance or instruction is appropriate within con:
tent classes where the teacher goals include, first, an understand-
ing of the content and, second, an increase in each student’s abili-
ty to read in the field of study. Diagnosis based on a teacher’s
content area goals can ¢larify what instruction, including reading
instruction, will be helpful for each student. Thus, diagnosis is a
means to the end of better pupil understanding, ,

Approaches to Measuring Comprehension -

Once a teacher has established clear goals for concepts and
attitudes he/she wishes to address, it.is appropriate to examine
ways to measure what a student, already knows and how well that
student can understand a printed description of new ideas.

However, the problem arises in selecting appropriate infof-
mal measures because of a lack of agreement about what com-

Hansell




,prehension is and how it (;an be mieasured. Simohs (1972) has "
"discussed seven differenta approaches to measuring comprehen-
sion. Three of the seven (the measurement factor analysis, and
correlation approaches) will not be discussed here because they

deal with formal or standardized tests, The remaining approaches *

include: a) the readability approach, b) the skills perspective, c)
the introspective report, and d) the models approach.

Readability approach. The coécept of readability is attrat‘
tive for its simplicity. Readability ratings are an attempt to

» somehow measure the difficulty of a book. Since every teacher
has watched a youngster flounder’ through some book, it makes
sense to try to find a book that each student can read and under-
stand without so much effort that the student quits before com:
pleting the task. However, pfactice of readability measure-
ment does not work as Yeathers would hope (Hansell, 1974,
1976a, 1976b). .

Formulae such as those by- Dale and Chall {1948), Fry .
(1968), and McGlaughlin (1969) focus on things which can be
easily counted in a book—letters, words, sy%ables sentence
length, affixes, and so on. These countable items reflect less than
fivé percent of what people have said make a book easy to read
(Gray & Leary, 1935). As a result, it would not be surprising fo
find that a book with a réadability rating of 7.3 is eagier to.read
than one rated 6.8 for some students. Similarly, obviously all
seventh grade students will not be able to read and understand a
book with a readability rating of 6.8. As teachers know, students
differ on any. dimension we choose to measure. There is no
guarantee that we can match readability levels pf books 'and stan-
dardized reading test scores accurately.

Readability “does not- provide information about how
youngsters will read a text or their familiarity with the topie
treated in the text (Kintsch & Vipond, 1978). Comprehension,
however, is theresult of a meaningful interaction between the
student and-the text. In this process both student and text are

,gmportant Readability formulas may serve to sensitize teachers
to examine books more closely, but if they lead them to ignore the
students’ approaches to this particular text their use might be
destructive. A better way to determine the readability of a text
might be to use some of the informal procedures described later in
thls paper.

¢
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Skills perspective. In contrast to readabilify formulae
which focus on the text, the focus of the skills approach is on each
student. The skills of content reading have been defined by
analyzing classroom tasks and, thus, are practical. The skills ap-
proagfh to informal evaluation of content reading ability is most
common by far; virtually every text on elementary, content, or
secondary reading includes a list of so-called skills.

These lists range from what Herber and Riley (1979) call
the “simplest form™ of 1) vocabulary, 2) comprehension, and 3)
reasoning, to a composite list which includes the following topics:

identify main idea of paragraph e
identify main idea of selection ‘
summarize N s 47
outline %’w_

put ideas. in sequence
details of paragraph or passage ‘grasp directly stated details
locate information )
make inferences
. follow directions
draw conclusions
appreciate character
understand setting
. recognize autk~r's purpose
identify-attitu..og .ot the author is trying to convey
identify words t..c au.hor chooses to achieve purpose_
. * define keywords
define words 1n context .
. s» syllabify <, -
accent
identify meaning of affixes
identify meaning of roots .
use synonyms, antonyms . ', ‘
choose best definition from dictionary
sense variation among words
. identify, part of speech
recognize gentence structure
recognize panagraphsstructure 4
see relation ong ideas in passage )
time and phace—dvents W/ )
\ main idef'—*—details R
‘ . compare=—contras
y hierarchy ' °
cause—effect -
¢ apply theoretical information "
apply ideas ' O

» ~
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determine relevance of ideas .
determine accuracy of information
think through the passage/anticipating outcomes
organize ideas
using parts of a book N
contents | Y
index
glossary
introductory paragraphs
biographical data
note taking
use of card catalogue -
" use of dictionary
knowledge of indexes and abédtracts

" The skills perspective generates such informal evaluation
instruments as observational checklists, placement test (coor-
dinated with materials such as workbooks, kits, basal readérs,
taped programs) and a wide variety of teacher-designed tests.
Guidelines provided by Burmeister, 1978, Shepherd, 1978;
Strang, 1964; and Thelen, 1976 reflect.this type of approach. With
variations they tend to suggest that teachers administer a group
inventory including 20 to 35 questions about: 1) the hook in
general (size, shape, color, length, organization into chapters and
units); 2) parts of the book; 3) vocabulary (which may be from the
dictionary, knowledge of synonyms to define terms, and use of
context); 4) word recognition (limited to syllabication, accent, and
meaning of roots and affixes); and, 5) comprehension and rate of
reading. Burmeister suggests five questions about each of three
comprehension categories: details, main 1deas, and- questions
which require students to interpret and use mformatlon from the
text. Skepherd would add questions about sequence of events and ’

‘drawmg conclusions to which Strang would add orgamzatlon of
d-tails and following ‘directions.
Simons’ critique (1971) of the skills approach to com-
prehension seems to apply to the skills approach to evaluation: ~
1. There is confusion about what can be called reading
comprehension. Most observers would probably agree that the
ability to relate ideas in a passage is vital to reading comprehen-
sion and; therefore, should Be evaluated. But what about skills
such as notetaking or selecting the best definition from a dic-
tionary? These skills, although useful, would probably generat€ a

i :
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greater amount of disagreement among professionals. Obviously, .
those skills which are thought to be a part of reading, and of the
content area subject, need to be taught, and should be evaluated.

. evaluated.

' 2. Another criticism leveled by Simons is that skills lists
often contain global or poorly defined terms. This points out that
one, person’s ‘‘recognizing a sequence of events” is another per-
son's “recall of details.” Various authorities might agree that a

.. barticular type of question should bé included in an assessment:
Jbut because these skills lists are the*subjective products of arm-
chair logie, there are going to be gaps, overlaps, and disagree-
ments over términology. .

3. Simons’ final criticism is that there is no distinction be-
tween the product of comprehension (outlining) and the processes
by which the product is achieved (identifying main ideas).

. 4. The skills approach suffers from other limitations as
well. Another pfoblem with the skills approach is that such tests
inay fragment the process of learning unnecessarily. If, for ¢x-
ample, a student can outline a passage from a text, he/she can ob-
viously jdentify main ideas, locate details, draw conclusions, and

® perceive the organization of ideas within the pagsage. Conversely,
if a student cannot outline a text, there is little evidence available
that working on one or more of the skills mentioned above will
transfer directly to the task of outlining. The #ssessment of con-
tent area reading should probably begin with more global tasks

.lcompleting a tecipe or outlihing a passage) and then¢become
more specific in intent if students are unable to successfully com-
plete the task.” ' <7

5. A’final limitation of the skills approach is its focus on

the student as opposed to the text or task. As has been noted,

comprehension is best described as the product of a meaningful
interaction of a student and text. This approach suggests to some
that skills lists refer to genuim® internal abilities of the individual
v@ich have little to do with a specific task or content area. Such
percep#ons often lead to-assessments that are irrelevant to the
task of interest. For exam;%t.-the' teacher who relies on the results

. of a general yocabulary knowledge test to specify which students
are apt to have difficulty with the technical vocabulary in the bio-

logy text might be badly misled. Certainly, both-the general vo-

/™ cabulary and the specific techmcal vocabulary fall withi'n the drea
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of vocabulary knowledge, but this skill would not be expected to
generalize. The best content area assessments \equire students to
carry out tasks similar in complexity to what will typically be ex-
pected of them, using similar materials, and their performance of "
these tasks is then used to suggest what instructional steps are
necessary to accomplish the instructional goals. :

Introspective report. In contrast to the product oriented
skills perspective, the introspective approach focuses on what the
student has done to reach the goal, on what a student feels is easy
or difficult abeut reading, and on each studgnt’s study habits.
Strang suggests that after students have réad an assignment in
class they should be asked questions such as:

-

What did you do to get the main idea? o - !
~ What did you do to remember the details?
What did you do when you met a word you didn‘t know? oo

While introspectivé questions may help a teacher gain in-
sight about each student's reading, the-act of introspection is not .
without problems. A basic question raised by Simons corcerns 3
the relationship between the actual process of identifying main , -
ideas and the verbal description. The same process may be de- ./
scribed in several ways, but a change in description ‘does not . ‘
change the gctual process. Students may also describe different
mental operations by using the same words. . ¢
Introspective accounts are also retrospective. That is, stu:
dents are asked to describe the reading process after they have
read. Perhaps, introspective statements (of how main ideas were
identified, for example) are influenced by the fact that the passage
has been completed. . . :
The introspective perspective is different from the skills
perspective in that it focuses or\the process of understanding as
‘opposed to the products or answers. At the same time, the intro-
spective ieasures may deal with many of the same aspectrof\
content reading (main ideas, details, and vocabulary). As with the
skills approach, the teacher gains the greatest informatiorr when
requiring students to complete task‘s with the specific content
materials of interest. "
The models approach. The models perspective of compre-
hension differs from the other approaches in its attempt to inter-
relate what may be described as separate skills and to explain the

~
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iterrelationships of the comprehension process and product.
Models of comprehbnsion frequently take the form offlow charts
* or diagrams (Singer & Ruddell, 1976). One of the most explicit
*models of understanding discourse is a computer program
designed by Winogard (1974) which can follow directions, and
answer questions. Emphasis on models of comprehension is an
attempt to come a step closer to the goal of developing one or
more theories of how people understand information. The models
approach suggests viewing student behavior in a variety of
reading-thinking situations on the basis of the relationships and
concepts that are part of a specific model of reading. This ap-
proach treats reading coriprehension as a global, integrated act,
and not just as & set off unique and diverse skills. The difficulty
with a models approach to diagnosis is that teachers must
understand a theoretical model before they cag use it to test and
guide instruction. In addition there is no theory of reading which

can be considered compléte at this time.

>

Diagno‘stic Tnstruments

. For classroom use. the best method is the combination of
approaches which is easiest and provides the most usable infor-
.mation. In classroom or clinical use, many distinctions between
approaches disappear. Nonetheless, the following section is
designed to present sample diagnostic instruments based on
stated goals and to point out how each approach may add to a
teacher’s repertoire. The first section will deal with sampling vo-
cahulary knowledge from the skills, introspective, and models
viewpoints. The second gection will show how these approaches*
might assess reading comprehension.

|
Sample vocabulary instruments '

‘ Situation: Ninth grade general English class
" Goal. Increase students’ ability to communicate and understand by
increasing general vocabulary knowledge '
Diagnostic' choices:
L. Skills approach
N N A. Foreach of the words below, underline the root word and °
list three to five words which have the same root.
. 1 vision :
2. bicycle
3. perimeter

>
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B. Define each underlined word in the sentences below ac- O \
cording to the way it is used in the séntence.,
¥ 1. As'I walked home from the football game, I
. had a vision of'what life ¢puld be like in 2050.
N * 2. The perimgter of thé~frmy camp was well’
. g&grded. . )
- C. Seléct the best dictidhary definition for the underlined N
word in _each sentence. U
. : . T Aic‘ordihg‘ to the papér, we can now bicycle in 4
o ’ thetpark. | Lo )
4 a. n*a vehicle usually designtd for one perspn -
. k cansisting of a frame; two wheels, a seat, . .
‘ ‘hanidlebars for steering, and two pedals o 4
’ a motor by which it is driven. . .
«  b. intr. v. to'ride¥r trdvel on a bicycle. . -°
L _ c. adj. having two cycles. . . \
> I11. Introspection g <

";;I‘Be perimeter of ¢

A. What does it nfean o you when I sa}:. K

the wheel is 63 centimeters.”

. B. Rate each.of the following words & ‘scald of 1 to 4.
) Let 1. mean I've never heard ofjix® 3 A -
. . 2. mean I'Ve heard of it butf cag't define it. «- . -
: 3. mean I can{define it if I eaxx_‘ a sentence.’
: - - 4. méan I knoy it} I can define it, ahd"I can useit.
! : .. (Dale, 1378)

-

I11. Models approach, -
A. List as many words as you can think of that are'gyssdei-

- ' ated in any way with.tHg following words. | @
» Example: milk, Cookies,' chocolate, white,” cows . ¥
y dairy, farmer; baby, cheese, sour, ice * '
» A . cteam, butter. ) .
. R B. List all the'ways you can find in which the objetts febre-- . »
sented by the following words are alike. AR
bicycle, car, log, trailer, sewing machine, eye; A "
, glasses, dime. Vel N .
*s . " C. Play Dictionary Poker or Glossary Guegswork by trying
-, to write a definition on a 3 x5 cggd for ene of the following

words which you do NOT know. Your definition will be
mixed with other students’ defjnitions. The real definition *
will also be added. Each stu#®nt will then have.a chance

! to vote on which definition he/she thinks is “‘real.” One .
v . point is awarded for each student who guesses your defin;
ition (i.e. each pergon you fool). Two points are awarded to
6 b .each person who Correctly votes for the ““real” definition. o
v These first exampﬁs were based on diagnosing Vocabulary _ S
knowledge as/se’parate from'reading comprehension. Though the
) N N ‘
14 -
L \ . v N P
s L
> . - . .-, -
1 :’ 2 ‘\.
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. examples relate to general vocabulary, the formats can be directly

- adapted to any content area. Instead of “bicycle,” the same tasks
could be carried out with pretracsor, proton, or pmlqtarfate.

One factor should be appatent about informal vocabul

- ‘measures of the introspectiye’ and models types: there.a

- Bingle *'correct” answers. The personal meaning, the rating;

" association task, finding"similarities, and Dictionary Poker, all re-
quire a student to actively searcly and organize thoughts in relation
to a vocabulary term. If the.e activities are inconsistent with

" teacher goals, then the instrument’s should not be used.

It should also be apparent that none of the diagnostic vo-
cabulary activities.deal with pronunciation or what is called
“word reqognition.” Pronunciation gssumgs secondary impor:
tance to meaning recognition in content ,reading, Typically at
stage 1 of Dale's rating scale (never heard of it) we_cannot figure
out the pronunciation of a‘wordwithoug assistance from ap.out-
+ side authority, be it-teach’er‘oi- pronuriciation: guide: Pronuncia-

tion of a term usually indicates that a student is a.least at Stagge_
2—having heard of the word. It seems apparent that going from a
state of kpowjng what it means and how to use it requirss time
. and effort. As with any topic trrlearning, an individual with more
background information about a topic will Rave an easier time -
achieving mastery (Pearson, Hansen, & Gordon, 1979). )
- The next section deals with assessing reading comprehen-
sion from three viewpoints. Since goals should determine diag-
nostic instruments, two different situations are given. '

.

3

.

« = Sample coniprehension insz‘rlungnts, . ; :

* Situation: Seventh grade science class -
Goals: To inérease student khowledge of types of animals.
. + % To increase student interest in science. ’
., I. Skills approach - ) .
- © A, Preview or\survey reading : . o
- . .Take ftve 'minutes to took through Chapter 3 (pp.
5 88:126). Then answer thé following questions:
. 1. How many major types of animals aredescrib-
- ed in this chapter? , 3’ .
.. 2”What are the narges, of ‘the major types pf
PR : ~ apimals® - T .
. - 3: What poirts d&scientiéts use’to put animals
N - 1o

nto Ag#ﬂ;rn:o 2

o e

- — W—tagses?For-mstafce—wimt—
™" et ‘ ‘pomts q{sciéﬁg%ts fook at to put a snake into
P a diffegen? group fromadgg? .., .
k w o

. . °
ot , o b Yool .
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tion on page- 107 that can be answered by /
.. reading just the subheadings.

B. Relating ideas ’
Read the section entitled Marsupials (pp. 109- 113). Then

use the words in the word box to complete the outline.

s

~ - MARSUPIALS
' Word Box -
-r N
, b Attach to nipple.
: . « Where they live.

.Opossum will eat
%1 * almost any food
.Crawl to pouch. L
- . What th . .

- a

1. Young are raised in a pouch in the mother's

bOdy + et &
as Born alive .- . ’
' 4. . . ,
2 .

L4

*2 Opossums are only rﬁarsuplal inthe US.
c. 1) Some niarsypials eat only insects. » .
" ‘Kangaroos eat only plants. * °
C. M{dn 1deas

Reread the second paragraph on pa’ge 170 w"mch begms

v with'the words, “A mar‘suplal is ' Decide which
c Q\; sentence below best states the main idea, Circle the

number before the sentence yo’u choose. ~ . 4
1. Opossums ln‘ in the United States.
2. Almost all marsupnalq live in or near Aus.,
. - tralia. . .
. The Tasmanian Devnl 4s a marsupial.
. Kangaroos are the bnggest marsupial,

IS

born.

~

D. Understanding graphics . ) e .

. Look at the diagram on page 121. Answer the followmg
quest)ons - .
This dlagram is about : ..

ERIC

= a ’
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. 5
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. 4. Write down the numbers of each study .ques- - ¢,

. Marsupials live in a pouch after they are ¢

.

-

Y

1.
b T K‘ r2y 0 111 an ammax.

. 3 T F A pachyderm is a mammal. .
4. T F A ebra 1sapachyderm > .

ld
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E. Recalling details . .
Fromgnemory, list or pick from a list the names of three
marsupials. -

Name the only marsupial that lives in the United States..
Name the largest marsupial. i
Give at least two reasons why the number of marsupials
. in the world has decreased. .
+ . F Use and apply information you have learned about the
ways marsupials a)are born,-b)are cared for when
) young, c)eat, d) move from place to plage, .e) reproduce,
f) adapt to their environment, and, g) defend themselves..
List at least five ways a kangaroo 1s Iike a dog v

They both

», o

> .

«

G List at least thrde ways ‘a kangaroo is like a person, ,
’. 'Phe?_both -

\ - : -
T‘ - 7 v - R

‘

H’ List at least three ways a kangaroq,is different from a

T dog. ‘- o

, ] A do'g . i
L3

but a kangaroo

..

-

. - — . -
.~ + L If you found babies in the pouch of an opossum that had
- ¢ been kifled by a car, what do you think the SPCA or the
© ~ Natural History Museum would suggest you do to care
.~ for them? Specifically, what would they eat? What
) should vou provide M ’their cage? . )
1. Ihtrospective =~ . . :
v lmplitit in the introspective questions is the fact that the
students have been asked to survey the chapter and to make
. or cqmplete an’ outline. This is ot meant to imply that in-
trospective irfstruments are” tied to the previ%xs gkill in-
strume but are used mﬂ%ﬂy to provide continuity.,

1. List the things you loo¥®¥ at when you had five minutes .
to look over, the whole ch¥pter. -, )

T Briefly explainhow you completed the outline {note: this L,
v may be dont orally ih which case the teachet will keep
) \brief notes). . .
’ 3. What did* you do as you were_reading to help yotrself
’ : remember? (See notejabove.) e - w
g ~ 4 Look lqz_mk over the i i . b
- . any parts which you did not understand, write the page .,
’ ber, aph, and first. thee words. ’ .
] _— nuTn.er patagraph, an H‘W rds. ’ .
PR 'S st e T ~
. . . & N . o L )
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5.,& What did you do to try to make sense of the poir;ts you
P didn't understand?

*

Sltuatnon Tenth grade social studies—Land Use in
Amierica in the 20th Century . &n
Goals. Develop, undetstanding of interrelati®ns between
peopléand nature.
Discover the range of variables to be considered in
planning changes' requnred by increasing popula-
tion.
Formulate a general plan for; making decisions
“ about issues of land use. - | \
1.-Models A
1. Cloze procedure h
Simons hsts the cloze procedure as a dlagnostlc test bfsed
on the theoretical prinsiple of closure—the téndéncy for
humans to complete w&l:%chey see as incomplete. The
cloze procedure consists of a portion of a text—generally
* about 300 words—in which every fifth word has been
deleted and replaced with a blank. The student s task is
to’complete the pagsage. v
Since cloze is based on student response to a text. it 15)
also an appropriate measure of reddability. Since both
the procedure' and related research are described by
Pikulski :and Tobin within this monograph no further
descnptlon will be presented heregp .
. Hypothesizing
Before reading or ciiscussing the toEic: °
-a. Pretend you are writing a chapter for a book en-
titled: “Nature's Limits on Land Use."” Write -
down three orfore subtitles'that you would in-
clude in the thapter. P
,b. Pick one of your subtitles and bnefly explain why
you *would include it inthetchapter. - ¥ | .
. Background knpwledge + )
a. What Jand use decisions do you know of which
“have been in.the news in the past three years? . |
b. Circle the nhumber before any of the following
issues which yoli havejheard orsread about.
Liove Canal) waste disposal dispute .
name} nuclear power plant protests
(na ) shopping center dispute * /
. (name) highway construction dispute
(name) housmg project dispute
..Aname),wdter rights dispate ~ * - .
"4 Qrm}pav fnrmanon ‘

'

a. Prefend t‘hat you,are‘serving on a zoning bgard.
s, & _Youmeetoncea mopth At every meeting you are

«w
- .

~
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. agnos1s of Content Area Skills
ERIC

T
v




. -~

asked to r‘nalge decisions about how to use land.
Usually some people want a change and other peo-
ple want no change. List the criteria (points you
would consider) which you would use to make the
decisions.

b. -Describe the steps you follow if you run across a
point in your reading which yow do not under-
stand.

5. ReQuest procedure . ., .
The ReQuest procedure (Manzo, 1973) is.a task wheté .
< ! students read a sentence or two and then exhange ques-
. « X tons with the teacher. That is, each stident has a chancé
. to ask any question he/she chooses, then the teacher has
< ' a chance to ask questions. After several reciprocal se-
" quences, studen{s are asked to guess at the remai ing
content.and read to check those guesses. Tape recqrygs
of small group (5 t0'8) ReQuefit Sessions will provide " - .
material to analyze reading ability and reading “strategy °
'in appropriate content material. o

* Asin the case of vocabulary teaching, it is clear that .
students have a wider range of acceptable responses to the in-
. rospective and miodels questions. Therefore, diagn%is by in-
troapective or models perspectives.takes/more time to evatuate.
As” any teacher. knows, time is a mgst precious commodity.
However. it is also possible to gather informatjon about student
progess as’related to different goals thzsoqgh.leach +of the three
viewpoints. Therefore, the most efficient (in terms of time ahd in-
formation) means of gathering information about what students

can do in relation to a teacher's goals depends not on the instru-

o 0 ment but on the teacher goals.
' Conclusions ,
s In gumniary, informal evéluation of conter{t_ Feading is the

act of discovering what a student can do in relation to a content
. teacher’s instructional goals. Diagnosis is an intermediate step °
~ _"" which logically falls between establishing clear goals and ongoing

‘Planning of classro operations. Informal diagnosis of content

- reading a?ility}'ma'y- be viewed from the perspectives of read- = °
ability, 'skills, introspection, or models of reading; but the.dn-

* struments §eletteWbu]d provide information about each stu- .
dent—inrelatiomtotheteach TS goals. With the approgghes
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. ﬁ ﬂ |
described ahove, diagnosis is "not & one—tl e\test but may be car-
ned out by careful evaluation of ongmn claSsfoom activities. As -

long asteachers have clear goals and a ndeasufe. of what a studént * . .
can do, they are prepared to plan effective qstrpct;\on‘ . :

¢
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Informal Approacfi®to
"Evaluating Children’s Writing-

Ron#d L. Cramer .
. .Oakland University ' » . - -

"All of the other papers included in this volume address
themselves to the evaluation of reading skills. One might ask
why a paper is included which focuses upon the evaluation of
writing. The basic reason is that writing and reading skills are
highly related (Shanahan, 1980) and a substantial amount of pro- )
fessional opinion (Bush & Huebner, 1970; Combs, 1977; Durkin,
1976)-as well as experimental evidence (Hunt, .1965; Stotsky,
1975; Zeman, 1969) suggests that the mental and language pro-*

. cesses involved in written production of materials are the same or
very similar to those involved in comprehending written mate- .
rials. Thys, children’s written compositions ay mirtor some of
*y the skills or weaknesses that exist in reading comprehension and,

: ) theréfore; offer one more avenue for mgking diagnostic -
judgments. This is not for a moment to say that the evaluagionof |
writing”is not ,a valued activity in itself. However, given the
thrust and purpose of this volume it seems important to expli-

* citly point out the well-document relationship that ?Zists, be-
tween reading and writing. 7 : o0
- The foeus of the evaluation procedureés discussed in’this
paper is tq provide information about the teaching and learning
processes impligit in writigg. Three different and valuable ap-
proaches to the evaluation of writing skills will be discussed:
teacher-evaluation, self-evaluation, and peer-evaluation.




Holistic evaluation is a method of ‘assessing&riting to gain
a global impression of its quality. In holistic evalugtion each
piece of writing is evaluated within two or three minutes. The
evaluation is guided by criteria which specify what writing skills
to cdnsider; criteria are also developed which describe low, mid-
dle, and high levels of achievement in several skill areas related to ,
writing. Such skill areas might include the quality of organiza-
tion, the structure of sentences, and th/use of correct. punctua- .
tion. The purpose of halistic evaluation’is to assess writing as a -
whole rather than to conider every detail. Consequently, writing
. deficiencies or strengthd are not counted or quantitatively *-
analyzé’d general judgments are made and achievement is ranked
~oh a holistic scale. For example, holistic evaluation of punctua-
tion skills would not require counting the exact number of errors. -
Rather a decision would be made ag to whether the punctuation
merits a low, middlé, or high ranki%nig on a holistic scale designed
+  to make holistic ;udgments possible. A holistic judgment regatd-

ing punstuation might be: 1) there are many punctuation errors— .
rank this piece low dn punctuatjon; 2) there are a few punctuation
errors—rank this piece of writing in the middle on ‘punctuation; oz

. 3) there are hardfy any punctuation errors—rank this piece of
yriting high on punctuation. Rather than counting errors in
punctuation, general gmdehne! such as the following are used to
“arrive at’ the ranking: <

High Consistently ends sentences with appropriate punctuation.
Has strong control of internal punctuation and other less common
punctudtion. May expenment with, punctuation marks not yet
fully mastered. f
. & Middle. Usually ehds sentences with appropriate punctuation.
. Atfempts to use internal punctuation, but makes some errors.
Does not have control of the less common types of punctuation,
but sometimes attempts tp use them. -

. Low Often fails to use ending pimctu'atio'n cohectly. Seldom .
. udes internal punctustion. Less common punctuation is almosf
never used correctly. The final judgment is quxckly recorded on a N
checklist of writing skills for holxstlc evaluatxon* CLoe

o
‘ Teacher-Evaluation: Holistic and Analytic Apbroaches

- -
There are two dimensions along which vmtten “thnterials

'ufn be evaluated w;thma hoﬁstwevduatlon&énwwefk%mapes———

~
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ing skills and mechanical skills. Because of the'basic differences
in style, content, and purpose of exposxtory as compared to.narra-
tive materials, different aspects of composmon skills need to be
employed, depending on the nature.of the writing. The charts
shown are reproduced with pe-;mxssxon from Scott, Foresman,

" 1981, and represent a summary of dimensions that can be used to
evaluate narrative'and expagsitory writing holistically.

To facilitate the holistic evaluation of writing skills, it is
recommended that teachers make copies of the charts shown, ex-
cdluding the descriptions. Separate sheets could be prepared for
expository matenals or narrative materigls. An abbreviated sam-

: ple of an evaluation'shéet is shown. .

Evaliiation Form for Narrative V\htmg

W @ e
Low - . Middle/ High

— y

_STRUCTURE

. f
STORY 17
|

It should be clear that children whose writing reﬂects?Sd
quality of orgamzatlon of ideas will be likely to make use of the
organization inherent in written materigls that they read ag an
aid to comprehension. The child who uses good punctuation is
very likely to be ablé to correctly mterpret punctuation as an aid
to reading comprehension. Essentially all of the qualities
refletted in the standards listed have implications for better
understanding thé language and thmkmg processes common to -
reading and writing. -

In contrast to holistic evaluation, analytic evalpation is a
detailed counting and commenting on writing; and,’ unhke '

" holistic evaluation, it iot dependent on general impressions,
“but on detailed analysis of each strength or weak&ess found in a
piece of writing. The standards cited above can serve as the basis
for such commenting so a dimension lllst will not be repeated.here.
In analytlc gvaluation, for example. punctuatlon grammatlcal




. a .
Undoubtedly, both analytic and holistic evaluation have

utility. However, anal'yti; evaluation is too time consuming to ,
perform on every.set of papers. Indeed, analytic evaluation of -
each piece of writing is impossible when children write frequently
or when class size is large. The impossibility of analytic evalua- -,
tion is obvious when the logistics are considered. For example, if
an English teache¥ with 150 students spends ten minutes oneach

* piece of writing, 25 hours would be requiréd to evaluate one set of
papers. How often can a teacher spend this amouht of time
analytically evaluating one set of papers? One solution is to use
more efficient holistic procedures. A teacher skilled in the use of , .
holistic procedures can reliably evaluate 150 papers in six hours '
or less. Once teachers have learned to use holistic evaluation they
can assess a greater volume of writing than analytic procedures
alone permit. Clearly,'a balance between holistic and analytic
evaluation is needed. ‘A balanced allotment of time would be to
evaluate about 75 percent of writing holistically and 25 percent
analytically. This balance is expgcially appropriate in classrooms,
where childen write frequentl{..Of course, not every piece of
writing produced need be evaluated. There are legitimate writing
assignments, such as certain tyPes of journal writing, which re- _
quire no teachér evaluation. ’ . ' .

Self-Evaluation: Guidelines~and Acti\}igge'_s- R

* Self-evaluation is the ability to irﬁpro;/e one’s own writing |
through self-directed editing and reyision. It is the ability to look
at a piece of writng holistically and gonclude that it needs general
improvement. It is the abih‘byktg look at a piece of writing analyti-
dlly and locate the details that need corréction or refinement. .
Sélf-evaluation is the ultimate writing skill. Careful, crifical ex-
gmination of one’s initial impression or.conclusion derived from
what one reads may bé the hallmark of a critical reader. .
. To edit* or revise means to improve writing‘,\.zatﬂ it con-
forms to.amacceptable standard of excellence. Standards of writ-
ing refer to the generally accepted Witing conventions. These in- %
clude technical matters such as grammar, usage, and mechanits
as well as the more substantive w’tingbskills, such as organi-

trnwnalisng A o 411
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" current writing aBlht} and prewous writink expenence are taken

into account. -

Edltmg ability grows &s ehlldren internalize the writing
standards taught in the lanZuage program. When editing is
taught in a variety of interesting and motivating ways, children
develop the ability to examihe théir own writing critically.
Writers should learn how to improve, their ‘own writing, even
though some will never become outstanding self-editors.

Teaching editing is a ¢ a]lengmg task. It is more difficult
_to teach children to eveduate their own writing than it is to

evaluate for them. Teacher who have accepted the challenge

have found that editirig offers the best prospect for substantial

writing growth. Of course, teacher evaluation must continue as
part of the total evaluatioh program, but teachers must not
waver from the ultlmate goal: Teach children to be tlgxr own
editors. : . . e

The following guidelines have been used by téachers who
have succeeded in heipmg children to write freély and edit well.

Lsmg vgrious acdyztzes ‘to btzmulate self-editing Editing acti-

o Mities should plave children in various roles which require them

(o make judgments about*their own writing and that of others.
2. Mudeling editing behatior. The modeling of editing takes place
when the teacheP*iformally comments on children’s writing,
dyring conferences with children about their writing, and when
teachijig editing i whole class-or group situations. It is essential
to be sensutive, appreciative, and accurate in dealmg with the
personal wsiting of children.
3  FEncouraging chzldren to listen to thetr oun untmg before

- edityng it. ThlS may be done by workmg with a partner, by"

: reading wﬁtmg aloud, or by recording the writing and playing it
back. Minor problems can be spotted immediately in this way,
and, with expeneng:e, children wﬂl also learn tQ detect more

- serious writing problems X .

There are many agtwmes for stimulating editing. A few
that have worked well in claésrooms follow :

1. Teaching editing regularly in edztmg workshops The éditing
' workshop i a structured procedure for teaching editing skills.
Thesprocedures fot teaching editipg workshops are presented in
Mdetail under the)discussion whiéh‘ follows on peer—evaluation.




ey

questlon The writer and the partner discuss any problems en-

*countered: The, discussion should lead to decisions about
mwntmg. :

3. Pairipg a fifthor sixth grade class with a first or second grade

. class The older children act as editors and authors for the
younger. After instructing the older children in the Zechniques of
editing, have them help younger children with their writing.
Young children often react more positively to an older Chl]d than
to an adult.

4. Instructing the children to underline certain u.ords in theigmost
recent writing They might, for example, be told to un(&erlme
words that mxght be changed for more exact, vivid, or lively d&-
scriptions; or they might be directed to use a thesaurus or dic-
tionary ¢o aid in precisesword selection..

5 Placing editing charts in key places withing the room. Children
need help in learnirg to use specific elements listed in the charts

to check their papers. The charts should cover two basic areas:

. & . .
.. Composing Skills Chart A
Did I say “what I wanted to say clearly?
Did I choose the exact wording so other$ will understand?
- Did I arrange paragraph deta)&éin logical or mterestmg ways?
Is each sentence well formed?
Does each paragraph have a main ‘dea and supporting details?
Did I use more Vordsgthan necessary?
Did my story have a clear beginning, middle, and ending?
Did I make the people and events real and interesting? .
. &

Mechanical Skills Chatt o
Does each sentence end with the correct punctuation?
Did-I uge punctuation in other appgopriate places?
Did 1 capitalize the first word of each sengence? .
* Did I capitalize other appropriate words?
Did 1 spell words correctly and check words I was unsure of?
Did I write in my best handwriting? ~

. T % . -
These charts are general; more specific charts can be made to
fit)?ertain situations. However, editing charts are useless unless

chifdren have been taught how and when to use them.
» | A majorresponsibility in teaching writing is helping children
to (fearn the skills of editing. Successful teaching of editing re-
quires attention to detail, careful planning, and a general writing
program that makes authorship an exciting enterprise without

«

sacrificing discipline and responsxblllty

-
. .
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in three ways: ) .- o 8

" writing will improve. . ' —

ERIC

Aruntoxt provided by Eric

. cere and forthright language expression.

Peer-Evaluation: Purpose and Use -

When small groups of pupils work together to improve one
another’s writing, they are engaging in peer-evaluation. Peer-
evaluation is a group editing experience intended to improve the
writing of each individual child. It benefits the writing program

1. Peer-evaluation improves writing. as research by Lagana
{1972) and others has shown. Research in peergvaluation
shows that improvement has occurred in such aread as gram-
matic¢al usage, organmization, sentence revision, theme writing,
and cntical thinking dinterestingly. writing improvement
brought about by peer-evaluation may be equal to or greater
than improvement resulting solely from teacher evaluation.

2 Pegr-evaluation .helps pupils develop benchmarks against

: which to judge the quality of their own writing. Peer-eval-
uators are directed to look for the presence or absence of
specific writing features in- the writing of their peers. As
pupils evaluate the writing of their peers they develop greater
awareness of what makes their own writing understandable to
others Practice in applying writing skills irf evaluation ses-
sions helps pupils understand how these skills apply to their
own writing and editing habits.

- 3 Peer-evaluation broadens the audience for each child’s
writing. thus giving an additional incentive for writing. Since
pupils relate best to their peers, it seems reasonable that sorhe
writing should be evaluated by this natural audience.
Broadening the aydience for writing also stimulates children
to select a wider‘rlgnge of topics and may encourage niore sin-

~

Peer-evaluatioh has succeeded best where these three
challenges have been squarely faced. First, pupils must be taught
to evaluate writfng sensitively and accurately. Second, pp‘pils
must be shoun how to work together harmom’o{xﬂy in group sgt-
tings. Third, teachers must be willing to trust pupils witigg
task of evaluating writing. When teachers.face these challenffes
and are prepared to work hard to accomplish them, children'’s

Three steps are recogimended for implementing a peer- .
evaluation program: . ° -
/ 1. Teach the procedur'eé for evaluating writing as a whole class ™ -
iy ior-to-having-pupils work independently jn-groups- —
Tell pupils they will be given a Writing Workshop for learning

-~
)

. b
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how to evaluate their own wrltmg and the wntmg of others

Foliow these procedures: 4

a. Give a wntmg assignment on the day precedmg ,the

+

Wnt.mg Workshop Have each pupil complete 'the wntmg
assignment in first araft form.

secure permission and assure anonymity) and make a
transparency. Project the draft materjal onto a screen. Tell
the pupils to read the draft, then ask ““What -are some -
things that have been done well in this draft?" List re-
sponses on the board. Initially. pupils oftent smgle out the

- mechanical technicalities of wntmg '
. Tell the pupils to read the draft again. Thenask, ‘‘What are

some things that should be cHanged to improve this
draft?’’ Make the suggested changes on the transparency
with a gredse pencil and list theg on the board.

. Comment on each suggestlon in*a casual but informative

manner. Comments should include information dlrectly re-
lated to good writing pl(actlces as well as praise for
thoughtful and accurate suggestions. No pupil's honest ef-
fort should go without acknowledgment.

.e. Assign one or two items from the lists for pupils to

evaluate 1n each other’s drafts. For example, pupils may be
assigned to work in pairs to look for sentence fragments in
each other's drafts. $-

. As the pUplls work, girculate among them offermg instruc-

tion and praise. For example, if a pupil cannot locate a

_ sentence fragment, show the pupil where the problem s

and explain how to recognize it as a fragment. Pupils will
often discover strengths and weaknesses in each other's »
wpfting that they were not assigned to find. This behavior
ould be praised and rewarded. Other children will imitate
this responsible behavigr and some pupils will soon be do-
ing a more thorough job. Of course, official responsibility is’
still limited to the specific task assigned for this particular
writing workshop.

¢, a

1
.

2. After pupils have gamed evaluation experience through tl:\e

writing workshop, they will be prepared for the more challeng-
ing peer-evaluation efperiences described below: -

-

a. After pupils have completed a writing assignment, -

organize them into groups of four to evaluate the para-
= graphs they have written. Have pupils use specific writing

criteria, such as those shown below, to evaluate the para-

graphs they have written.

. Do#s the paragraph have a topic sentence

controlling idea?:

.

. .“ v
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. Selectone pupll s, writing agslgnment (it is essential to
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Is the topic sentence at the begmmng, middle, or the end---
of the paragraph?

Is each supporting detail related to the topic sentence?

Is the punctuation and capitalization in each sentence
correct? ,

b. Have pupils make corrections and editornial comments on

the paper each is evaluating. Explain that comments

. should be related_fo how well the evaluation criteria have
- Been met for this particular paragraph writing assignment.
. ' c. Have pupils rate the paper using a three point scale similar
to the one given below. The rating system in the scale is as
. follows:
. . Low =1 (The bottom 25 percent}
= - Middfe = 2 (The middle 50 percent)
s . High » =3 (The top 25 percent) .
. First. famxhanze pupils with the purposes and functions of

a rating scale such as the one described. Once pupils .
understaqd how such a scale works, they will have little dif-
. ficulty using it effectively.
- d Pupxls exchartge papers once again within their group. The
second evaluator performs exactly the same functions de-
o scnbgd in steps b and ¢ above. The purpose here is to have
two “diffefent evaluations of each paper within the group.
Ve e. Return the papers to the original writers for a rewrite and
‘ T preparation of the final draft. Encourage pupils to discuss
. the editorial comments and ratings they have given.
f. After the final draft is prepared, reassemble the groups.
»Have pupils read each paper. Direct a discusston concern-
7 . ing the effectiveness of .their evaluation work.
g. Have the pupils decide which of the four papers within
. . their group best conforms to the criteria used to evaluate
& ..+ the work. !
P / h. Collect, the final drafts and assxgn final grades if you so
dgsxre Of course, it is not niecessary to the peer-evaluation
* process that this be done.
i, Sincg work that reaches the final draft stage often deserves
'« a wider audience than it normally receives, the instructor
. T . may wish to have the class digcuss Ways in which this may
. be accomplished, such as througir a clasq newspaper, bulle-
tin boards, or even a Young A¥thor's Conference

o . = 3 The final stage of peer evaluatxon involves g%@s of%upils~

. jointly producing and edjting special prOject writing

' assignments. For example, pupils iay jointly write andedita ,

play, research report, story, or other 4lork. However, this

‘ should not be attempted until the groups are working to-
» gether harmoniously and effectively at the Step 2 level.

o 588 '
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Peer-evaluation teaches children the basic skills of writing
by having them edit and later produce written work within a
group setting. The génuine audience that peer-evaluation pro-
vides is a powerful stimulus for learning. Implementing peer-
evaluation ‘requires considerable skill and dedication, but the
rewards are often beyond the teacher's most optimistic éxpecta-
tions. ° .

Conclusion and Summary
) Evaluation is often thought of as a way to assess levels of '
achievement in writing in order to assign grades. Indeed, evalia-
tion has this legitimate funmction. However, this paper has con-
sidered evaluation in a different light. Evaluation can also guide
. and inform’teaching and learning. When children learn to revise
their own writing and that of others, they acquire evaluation and
writing skills simultaneously.

Teacher-evaluators can use holistic evaluation to gain
quick impressions of writing. These impressions guide and in-
form group or individual writing instruction. Analytic evaluation
achieves a similar purpose. However, analytic ev aluatioh is more
time-consuming than holistic evaluation. Thus, it is recom- '
mended that holistic evaluation be used more often than analytic.

Self-evaluation is 2 means. of téaching children the skills
usually exercised by the teacher. In the process of acquiring the
evaluative skills required to revise their own writing,.children im-
prove their writing ability. Teachers need not feel guilty about
transfer‘g a share of evaluation responsibility”to children.
After all,¥evision is based on the premise that writers must learn
how to evaluate their own wrltmg if they are to become mature
writers. * - g
- Peer-evaluation is an extension of self-ewgluation. When
children apply the skills they have gained in evaluating their own
writing to the writing of their peers, they are merely extending
the arena of opportunity for learning how to write.

Certainly the benefits of these informal evaluation pro-
cedures for the teaching of writing skills make them worthwhile
in and of themselves. However, as cited earlier,” there is also
strong evidence to suggest that evaluation and improvement of
writing skills will also have a positive influence on reading skills.
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1 ‘STORY -
~ STRUCTURE .
’ 3

(e

STORY SETTING

STORY
CHARACTERS -

‘STORY
CONVERSATION

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Low

\

“

Standards for Evalua;:ing Composing Skills for Narrative Writing
Middle - © .

High

No identifiabf beginning middle sor end
Story problem unglear Action and char-
acters not developed or related Essential
detats missing or confusing, Story prob-
lem not soived or resolution unrelated to
events ) . \

I3

Beginning  middle. and end presenf. but
not aiways idenfifiable Story problem
presented but not completely developed
Some conyersational or descriptive detaiis
nciuded End may not show logical re-
solution of prablem

* Identifiable beginning, middig, and end
Characters introduced and problem pre-
sented  Characters and ™~ problem well-
developed with appropriate conversational
or deseriptive detail  Story ends with
believable resolution of problem

Setting of the story.not identifiable Details >

mappropriate anhconfusing

Time and piace of atory are hinted at By
uncertain - Furtherfrefésances to setting
may be Inconsistent with ariginal time or
place * .

3

Time and place of story clearly set

*, Specific details related to setting given in

appropriate context
throughout

Setting consistent

Characters not believable Details refated

to character development are IncoRSistent,

inappropriate, or missing Difficult to

disttnguish one character from another

Action of characters unrelated to problem
L4

Characters somewhat belevable Some
descripfive or conversational details
gven Detalls may not develop character
personality ~ Action of characters not
. adlways related to problem: - Major and
-minor characters not clearly discernable

- Characters believable Descnpftve or con-
versational detail develops character per-
sonality Action of characters relates to

oblem Major characters more fully de-
&{{)ed than minor ones -

Conversation -among characters haphaz- «
ard, incomplete, or muddled Much of the
conversatione_inappropriate 10 circum-
stances and to ‘personality of story
characters Conversation seers unrelaled
to story being fold

.

“Conversation sometimes appropniate to
circumstances and to characters Conver-
salion may reveal character personality or
relationships among characters Conver-
sation sometimes not clearly related .fo
story 2

- Conversation appropriate to stdry circum-

stances and to personality of each "char-
acter Conversation used to reveal char-
acter and develop interrelationships,
among characters  Convegsation clearly
relates té story {

Story 1dea -1s trife or otherwise unin-
teresting Story lacks plat or plot 1s vague
Story ends abruptly or reaches no definite
conclusion

s

v

Story 1dea 1s interesthg Idea may lack
.freshness ot imaglnatlvenegs Story has a
plot Plot may npt be well-developed or en-
tirgly congistent Story éndlng\may not be
satistying or interesting
S

Story 1dea 1s fresh or |ma§\matlve Story
plat 1s well-developed, 1s consistent, and

- eomes {o” a satstying, _surprising, or

otherwise highly effective ending.

)
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QUALITY OF
IDEAS _

QUALITY OF
ORGANIZATION

SELECTION OF
WORDS .

s

. S’I‘RUCTURE OF
‘ SENTENCES

-

- Low

L

v/

Middle

Standards for Evaluating Composing Skills for Expository W'ri'ti_ng

.

"
Y

N

High
\

~
Most 1deas vagé incoherent naccurate
underdeveloped or incompiete Detdils
often unrelated to topic Nothing im-
aginative or thoughtful about the ideas

Unevenness in completeness and develop-
ment of 1deas  Most ideas related to the
topic a few ‘unrelated Sound but up-
maginative ideas *

\
Ideas relevant to the topic. fully
geveloped, rich n thought and |mag|na‘
tion ang clearly presented

introduction  development. and tonclu-
ston unclear Emphasis of major and muror
paints indistinguishable  Sentences and
paragraphs seldom related by transitions
Overalt lack of coherence and forward
movement e

Introduction. development or conclusion
not easily dentified Emphasison major o
minor  points  sometinfes not well-
balanced Trdnsitions between sehtences
and. paragraphs used. but without con-

. sstency Forwdrd movement variable

introduction, development, and conclu-
sion well-structured, complete, and easily
dentified Emphasis of major and minor
points  weli-balanced * Sentences and
paragraphs clearly relajed by transitions
Logical forward movement,

7
Word selection nexact, immature. and
fimited Figurative language seldom used

¢ »

* Word selection usually suitable and ac-
curate  Over-used words and ciichés
- somewhat common Figurative language
may lack freshness, when used

Faciity and" flair in word selection Writer
experiments with words in ynusual and
pleasing ways Figurative languageused,
often In interesting and imaginative ways

No variety in sentence struEture. often

only simple sentences are used Transi-

tions Timited to such words as then; con-

fuctions to and Awkward and puzzing

sentences common Run-on sentences

and fragments often appear
3

-

*Some variety i sentence length and

- Structure  Transitions used when neces- -

sary Few sentence constructions awk-
ward and ;juzzlmg~ Run-on sentenges and
sentence ‘ragments appesr, but—do not
predominate  ~

A\

.

¢ Sentence lendth and structure varied
Sentences consistently ¢ weli-formed
Smooth, flow from sentence to sentence.
Rurf-on sentences and sentence frag-
ments rarely appear

Topic' “sentences seldom used {rrelevan-
aes common Order of details haphazard
Little or no command of the four common

Topic sentences‘&ually stétéd lrrele\ n-
caes uncommon  Qréder of detatls usyally
suitablg  Limited ability to use the foug

—_—

Topic sentences stated and supported '
with relevant details  Appropriate variety
used In ordering details (chronological,

}s
- STRUCTYRE OF _
PARAGRAPH (-
o
.

paragraph types oommon types of baragraphs . N bgical, spatial, chiactic) Fouy types of
\ paragraphs Used when appropriate {nar-
- rtive, explanatory, descriptive, per-

\ C (. 1wy & suasive). “ ’

. .
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GRAMMAR AND
USAGE .

PUNCTUATION

]

CAPITAL-.
IZATION .

¥ o

E

.

g 3

‘SPELLING

HANDWRITING/
NEATNESS. -

.

.

v Standards for Evaluating, Mechanical Skills for Narrative or Expository Materials

Frequent errors in the use of nouns. pro-
nouns, modifiers, and verbs

>

Grampflaical conventions of inflections,
functions, modifiers, nouns. pronouns,
and verbs usually observed Grammaticai *
errors somelimes eccur

Grammatical convenfions of infiections,
functions modifiers, nouns, .pronouns.
and verbs observed Gram‘maucal errors
infrequent

End panctuation oﬂén used ificorrectly”
Internal punctuation seldom used Un-
commongpunctuation 1s almost never used
correctly

-

~

Sefitences usually end with appropriate
punctuation |rternal punctuationqused,
with occasional errors Uncommon punc-
tuation sometimes used, but often irfac-
curately - '

Sentences consistently end* with ap-
propriate punctuafion internal punctua-
ton and other less common punctuation
usyally correclly used

< e *

Ay

1zeq Pronoun/often a small fetter Proyer .

k) v
Fls§t word of sentence often not capital-

notins seidom eapitalized Other capital-
1zation rules usually ignaréd

[

First word of sentences nearly always
capitahized | always captalized Well-
known proper nouns usualy capitalized
Other capitalization rules used. but not
consistently .

2

First word of a sentence and the prg- -

noun/always capitalized Weli-known pro-
per nouns neayly always capftalized Good
cozmand of othier capitalization rules re-

ng titles, languages, religions, angd |,

soon

) \
Frequent spelting errors Shows a frustra-
ton spelling level {less than 70%) Unable
to '|mprove spelling accuracy In edited
work without help Misspéliings often dif-
ficult to recogmize as English words

Majonity of words spelled correctly Shows
an nstructional spelling level (70 to
80%) _ Approaches 90% accuracy ##
edited work Misspellings approximate
correct spellings , L

. Néarly all words spelled correclly Shows

an Independent spelling level (90%)4@-

proaches 100% accuacy in edited work _

Misspellings elose to Berrect spellings.

hd

Handwniting  difficult “or 1mpossible o
read. Letters angd words crowded Forma-
non of lelters nconsistent Wniting often
ifiegible

[ S

-

Handwriting usually readable, but some
words and letters difficult to recognize
Séme crowding of letters and words.

2

-Hangwriting clear, neat, and consistent
Forms all letters legibly with consistent
spacing between letters and: words <

- L]
~

N —

The mechanical skills for writing are esgentially the s
o . . * therefore,

RIC

. .

N,

&

v ame for expository and parrative materials;
only one chart, is needed to describe the standards' for evaluating either form of written work.




Ipform'al Reading:Inventories:
A Critical Analysis

-

John J. Pikulski

University of Delaware

and

Timothy Shanahan

lUniversity of Illinois at Chicdgo Circle

Given the apparent widespread popularity of the informal
reading inventory for reading evaluation, it seems appropfiate to

periodically critically evaluate thd status of this major approach.

In a 1974 publication, Pikulski attempted to comprehensively
evaluate the available information about informal reading inven- -
tories and to make suggestions as £o ghe directions that future
research and inquiry might take. This paper is an attempt to look
at the amount of progress that has beenthade toward answering
some of the questions raised in that 1974 review, and to consider
someé new issues which have arisén. .

There wilk be a focus on several research studies which help

. to answer questions about the reliability and validity of the pro-

»

cedures psed for informal reading evaluation. Issues of interrater
and, alternate form reliability, criteria’ for establishing reading
levels, differences between miscue analysis and informal reading
invenptory procedures, and the role of comprehension‘analyqis are
considered. Onlystentative conclusions can be offered in many of

. these areas because of the limitations inherent in the available

research. ) t

An informal reading inventory consists of a ‘sequential
series of reading selections, graded in difficulty, which students
read ,and answer questions about, and a set of prodedures for
analyzing the’ student’s reading behavior in an ins
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situation. The instrument used for this analysis can be a pub-
lished inventory or it can be teacher constructed. Both forms of

' informal reading inventories will be discussed in this paper, and
the reader is cautioned to keep the-distinction between the two in
-mind. .

Reliability ¢ :

No serious treatment of formal as sessment devices, such as
a standardized group achievement test, would dare to omit a
discussion of reliability if its authors expected the test to be ac-
cepted as a legitimate evaluation tool. However, it appears that
many textbooks and published ifventories ignore the issue of
reliability when 'IRIs are the topic. This is unfortunate, as an
asses®hent instrument certainly canriot be useful if the results it
yields are unstable and affected by, chance factors. Of course it
could be-argued.that informal measures do not require the same
level of reliability expected of formal tests because of the
possibility of multiple administrations and ongoing observation
of student behavior after the initial testing.* For exambple, &
teacher might employ an IRI to place a student.in a reading book
with an appropriate level of difficulty. Every time the student
recéives instruction in that book there is an additional opportu-
nity to evaluate the accuracy of -the‘initial test results. Although
stich contihued monitoring could go a long way taward ovércom:
ing 'limitations in' reliability, empirical data siggests thdt
téachers do not make such alterations of instructional place-
ments frequently (Austin & Morrison, 1961; Rosenbaum 1980;
Weinstein, 1976)

E’ven given ongoing evaluation, nothmg is gained from the
use of unrehable measures. The question of whether the results of
‘informal reading inventories are consistent or reliable is still im-
portant. Unfortunately, a search of the literature reveals little
. that is new in helping us to answer that question in an informed

way. - a )

Interrater reliability. One form of consxstency asks, will dif-
ferdnt examiners using the same instrument to measure the same
thing get the same results" It’s called interscorer or interrater
reliability.

A
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; A 1975 study by Page and Carlson suggests that the re-
- sults from informal evaluations may be far from consistent. They
', found that experiénced reading specialists were ot able to agree
very consistently on the quality of oral reading. In their study,
seventeen certified reading'specialists listened to a tape-recorded
oral reading performance. The teachers were directed to mark all
rdiscues or errors, and to count them as they would in an informal
reading inventory. They were to indicate whether the passage
was at the student’s independent, instructional, or frustration
level Although these teachers listened to the same tape, six rated
the pzﬁsz‘ige to be at the independent level, five said it was in--
structional, and six said frustration level. ,
P Similarly, in a study by Allington (1978), teachers were
. fourrd to be quite inaccurate in their analyses of a taped oral
reading performance. No specific reliability data were reported-n
this study, but a large percentage of the teachers’ errorsappeared
to be such that consistency is doubtful. The analyses of these 57
teachers differed markedly (on the average about 28 percent)
from the number of errors actually. on the tape.

However, studies’by Lamberg (1975), Lamberg, Rodrigues,
and Douglas (1978), and: Roe and Aiken (1976), are}nom entourag-
ing. Working with preservice teachers, they found that fairly
good accuracy could be achieved, even over a relatively short

. period of time, if consistent, structured training techniques were -
used. Undergraduates were able to significantly” decrease the
N »  humber of errors they made in recording oral reading perfor-
mance and were also gble to improve in determining whether a
devigtion from the expected oral reading respense was a reflec-»
tion of the speech patterns of children from Spanish-speaking
backgrounds. ' T
The recency of the training appears to-be an important fac-
tor in the consistency of evaluati®h which can be derived from an

. IRI There appears to be a need for frequent posttraining checks "

to insure consistency of ev8luation. The fact that the only studies

in which consiétent reading evaluations are found are studieg in

which all feachers take part Tn the same training program also

suggests the strong possibility that reading personnel are ex-

posed to a wide variety of training procedures which influence
(\ how they score and intérpret jnformal reading inventories.
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Alternate form Wﬂ A second form of rehabfﬁt‘y con-
cerns whether one would get similar results even when two dif-
ferent forms of the same test are used. This reliability question
would seem directly answerable for the published informal read-
g inventories, especially since most of them have several forms
of the test at various grade levels. The Classroom Reading Inven-
tory, for example, has three parallel 'sets of testing gaterial
(Forms A, B, and C) for each level, preprimer throuh
ade. Would one obtain the same results with form C or Bas6ne
would with A? Although the Classroom Readmg Inventory ise

now in its third edition, the question of reliability is not ad-
dressed a ywhere in the test materials. In general, it appears
now, as it}did in 1974, that some authors of published informal

reading infventories do not feel a need to provide traditional .
psychomet¥ic evidence for the reliability or validity of these in-
struments. ' . )

/

The fairly recent Ekwall Reading Inventory i$ the only one
of the published mventorles available to us which directly ad-
dresses the subject of reliability. Ekwall (1979) reports a

prehmmary study”’ m.yolvmg 40 subJects, The study seems a
study of alternate form rehablhty since Ekwall reportsythat the
correlation between Forms A and C, which were used to measure
oral réading performance, was .82 and the correlation between _

~ forms C and D was .79. However, Ekwall labels it a study of in- Cx

- terscorer reliability because one examiner gave the tests in
grades one through four and another gave thie'tests in grades five
through nine. It still appears to us that it’s agtudy of alternate
form reliability. In gny event the reWﬁcult at best, to
interpret since Ekwall doesn’t even r what jt was that was !
correlated. In addition, a reliability coefficient of only .79 is not
particularly impressive since a frequently accepted guideline for

-an acceptable reliability coefficient for a test that is to be used for
mdmdual diagnosis is .90.
" Several studies done in the past few yedrs have also raised
questions alput the potential reliability Yor instructional .

material IRIs. In several studies, Bradley and ANes (1976, 1977)
as well as Eberwein (1979), have presented evidence to suggest
that Dasal readers vary considerably in readability. If a book
designated as bemg at fourth reader level contains selections that
.t ‘ -

. . . -\ -
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range in readability from first to'eighth grade level, then a child’s
reading performance at the fourth reader of a particular basal
series may vary considerably dependmg on the passage the
teacher or publifher selects to use in the informal reading inven-

tory. This poses a serious threat to the whole concept of informal
reading evdluation which suggests that the best way to tell
whether children can successfully receive instruetionsn a given
book is to ask them to read-a small sample of that book. In their’
1978 study, Bradley and Ames, after analyzing hundreds of pass-

ages selected‘from popular basal reader series, found that pass-

ages taken from a single level of a basal reader might vary in
readability from first to twelfth grade level. In"an earlier study,
Bradley and Ames (1976) illustrated the effect that passage
variability withih the same basal reader book could haye on oral

" reading performance. Students were found to be at a variety of .

levels of profxcxency although all ‘of the IRI passages had ‘been
selected from a single basal reader. , -

In terms of variability of readablht) at least some of the
published inventories do present an advantage, Johns for exam-
ple, reports readability*®stimates for all of the passages used i inwe «
the Basic Reading Inventory using both the Fry and either the
Spache or Dale-Chall formulas. He presents the results*for all
levels and all forms of the inv entory, and the results indicate that
thesreadability is at or close to the designated levels of difficulty.
Ekwall reports using the Harris-Jacobson formula to adjust the
readability level of each passage to the m1dp0mt of its designated
level. .

" While the published inventories do seem to present infor-
mation suggesting that passages are at their demgpated level of
readability, comments such as that by Ekwall raise suspicions.
Reviews of readablhty research (Klare, 1974-1975) suggest that
readability formulae are reasonably good indices of difficulty of °
material and they warn that réadability formulae were never in-
tended as guides.to the writing of materials. Simp]y shortening -
sefitences and thus adjusting the readability designation of a .
passage, may have little or no effect on the actual level of dif-
ficulty, of the passage (Hansell, 1976).

. Error analysis. A frequent claim for informal evaluation is
that it can yield valuable information about strengths and
weaknesses that a person has in reading. It is not uncommon to

ry . 4
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find that as a result of an-informal reading inventory.'a diag-
oorx{prehensioq that a reader pessesses and others that He or she
lacks. Is there evidence that such analyses can be made reliably?
'Ng evidence concerning the reliability of such evaluations was
found. Spache (1976, p. 141), criticized both commercial and
teacher-made IR1s for the failure to “‘recogniz€ that the number of
errors analyzed should be 75-100 for a reliable diagnosis . ».
Repeatéd testing to obgain such a Sample may be required to be

nostician concludes there are specific skills in word recognition or

certain that the remedial plan is formulated on a sound basis." o

This statement seems to ¢ast doubt on the possibility of a reliable

» error analysis under typical circumstance, but Spa’che reaches

this conclysion on the basis of studies of spelling accuracy,and

not studies of reading diagnosis (Spache, 1980). Spache's state-

. ment raises the need for cautionin the analysis of,féadir)g errors

or miscuesy Future research should consider whether it is possible

to derive a Peliable assessment of specific skills through the use of
“traditional 1N meghodology. .’

Validity and Cxjteria for Establishing Reading Lg\vels

. The question Xf validity —that is, does a test measure what
it purparts to measu e—is difficult'to address for any reading
test, but again it is a cegtral, critical concept for any assessment
technique. .

One validity issue surrounding reading inventories relates
to the criteria recommended for establishing reading levels.

More than a decade ago, William ‘Powell (1970) seriously
challenged the traditional criteria for setting reading levels from
informal reading inventories. The traditional crieria are usually
attributed to Emmett Betts Powell suggested that word recogni-
tion criteria be adjusted depending on the grade level of the child
being evaluated informally. At first gfade, for example, his -
research suggested that only 83 percent oral reading accuracy be
required in order to establish gh instrctional level. The word
recognition.accuracy recommended for an instructional level rose
successively at each’grade’ level through sixth grade where 94 .
percent accuracy was required. . -

Unfortunately, little research has been done in an effort to

" determine the apprbpriate triteria for the establishment of levels

r
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since the review of informal assessment reported in 1974. Ekwall,

Solis, and Solis (1973) reported a study of third, fourth, and fifth
grade students who were. given an informal reading inventory
while they were monitored by a polygraph. Since polygraphs (of-_
ten called lie detectors) are designed to measure anxjgty, it was
felt that through the use of the polygraph record the experi-
menters~tould discern the maximum amount of word recogni-
tion and comprehension errors a child could tolerate before stress
and anxiety became apparent. Ekwall, Solis, and Solis failed to
find any significant differences in reading scores associated with
stress indicators that deemed related to the grade level of the
child being tested, as would be predicted from Powell's posmon

Their data also suggested that the 90 percent word recogmtlon
criterion for a frustration level was asSociated with indicators of
stress on the polygraph readings; this again challenges Powell's
8 ggestlon that 91 percent word recognition accuracy is adequate
fof an instructional level at third grade. This study, which is also

_ reported in the Reading Tedacher (1974) by Ekwall, and the Jour

nal of Learning Disabilities {1976) by Davis and Ekwall, found
that.the amount of word recognition and comprehension errors
that a l(eader can toleratd may also depend on level of intelligence,
on whether the child ig an achieving reader, and on some per-
sonality characteristics. - -

Since the available research seems hmlted one might ques-
tion professional opinion about IRI criteria for setting levels. In
1971, Powell and Dunkeld commented on the almost astonishing
agreement of reading experts in accepting Betts’ criteria in spite
of the lack of txperimental evidence to support those criteria,
They found that among eleven authorities in the field only two
proposed senousl) different criteria, and one of these was Powell
himself. We thought it might be interesting to see if the situa-
tion had changed over the nearly ten years since Powell and
Dunkeld's report. We, therefore, selected from the shelves in our
offices the first eleven reading texts we came acrdsg that had .
publication dates of 1978 or later and which discussed criteria for
informpal reading inventories. We were as surprised as Powell
and Dunkeld had been with the agreement among reading profes-
sionals about the criteria to employ. Again, the vast majority of
opinion suggests acceptance of Betts' criteria. Bond, Tinker, and
Wasson (1979), Dallman, Rouch, Chang, and, DeBoer (1978),

v “
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IToxt Provided by ERI

Durkin (1978), Farr and Roser (1979), Hall, Ribovich, and Ramig
(1979), Ransom (1978), Roe, Stoodt, and Burns (1978), and Stauf-
fer, Abrams, and Pikulski (1978), all recommend setting reading
levels on the basis of the traditional criteria. Cheek and Cheek
(1980), also accept Betts’ criteria as an ‘equally good alternative.
They cadtion only that the diagnostician adopt one or the other
set of criteria, indicating=that evidence doesn’t lead to a
clear endorsemen? of either set. This was the only one of the
eleven texts that did suggest that Powell's criteria were accept-
able. Bader (1980) basically récpmmends the Betts criteria, with
minpr changesin the criteria for comprehension performance, but
only in cases where silent reading precedés oral reading; other-
wise, she recomments lower standards. Harris and Sipay1(1978)
suggest yet another set of criteria based on a 1952 study by
Cooper, which compared scores on an IRI with the amount of
réading test growth made over a year. Based on this study, Har-
ris and Sipay recommend that the most suitable word recogni-
tion score for an instructional level in grades two and three is 99
percent,’ and word recognition scores of 97 to 99 percent for in-
termediate grades. The comprehension criteria recommended for
an instructional level are 70 percent and up for second and third
grades, and 60 percent and up for the intermediate grades. In-
terestingly, these criteria are more stringent at lower grades and
less so at higher grades in direct contradiction to Powell's conten-
tion that children can tolerate the greatest degrde of error at the
lowest grades. It sflimld be noted that Cooper’s 1952 dissertation
and Dunkeld’s 1970 study are unustal in that they base their -
recommendations as to level 8etting criteria on the eventual pro-
gress students made in reading. Additional studies of this nature
are needed. ~ o S

Another place to look at professional- opinion regarding
criteria for informally establishing reading. levels is in ‘the
publighed IRIs. Here, again, agreement is astopishingly con-
sistent, and is most accepting of the traditional IRI criteria. The
Classroom Reading Inventory, the Basic Reading Inventory, the
Content Inventories, and the Diagnostic Reading Inventory all
accept the traditional criteria; the Ekwall Reading Inventory also
adopts the traditional criteria except that 60 percent or more
comprehension is acceptable as an instructional level rather than
the traditianal 75 percent or mare score. The Sucher-Allred
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that departs somewhat from traditional criteria. For an instruc-
. *tﬂonal level, the criteria are 92 to 96 percent accuracy Tor word
" recognition and are 60 to 79 percent for compzehension. Scores
below an instructional Ie\el are’ at a frustration level; scores
above the mstructxonal level ‘are acceptable for”an independent
level. .
The agreement with respeet to criteria among authors of
published reading inventories is truly impressive— rarely do we
see five gut of six of our colleagues in essential agreement about
anything. The agreement is even more impressive when we find
that in addition to the strong agreement on the criteria for
percentage scores, there is also ‘widespréad agreement on what
constitutes an error. All of the inventories, thh the exception of
the Basic Readmg Inventory, agree that omrssrons.emsertrons,
substltutroqs. mispronunciations, and repetitions constitute
errors T:Z Basic Readmg Inventory departs seriously. from the

-

other published inventories by not countmg repetitions as errors
and by encouraging the examiner to count®only ‘significant *
miscues.”’ After examiners cqunt the total ngmber of miscues,
they are directed to count the “number of dialeet miscues, all cor-
rected miscues, and all miscues that do note charige meaning.

' These "inisignificant” miscues are not to be used for level settmg

‘ Johns' recommendation reflects the fact that there is dn, in-
escapable problem in weighing all errors equally. It was pointed,
out in the 1974 review that it is unquestionable that there are
gradatlons of gravity in the types of errors made. It does seem

) less serious when a child substitutes the word *fruit’ for apple,%_

word. However, it would seem on the*surface that the procedure
advocated by Johns would yield substantially higher scores than
- would the procedure advocated by any of the other published in-
ventories; yet Johns contmues to advocate use of the, tradrtxonal
éxerla scores for estabhshmg redding levels. We see this as a
ential problem since the traditional criteria were meant to’ap-
ply to the oral reading accuracy scores based on all errors. Hoff-
man (1980), in an article which cautions against weighing the
_errors in informal reading inventories according to miscue
analysis procedures, came té a conclusion which seems to war-
rant careful consideration, He writes: ‘'There is no question that

t
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qualitative techniques, of assessment such as miscue analysis are
a far richer source’of information for the discerning teacher than
simple error ounts. Qualitative techniques are revealmg of ways
in which instruction might be adapted to meet specific students’
heeds. It would appear advrsable, however, that until such time
as we are able to demonstrate how qualitative analysis can better
meet demends for accurate placement of students in instructional
materials thM mple quantitative analysis, we should try to
keep the two procedures as separate and distinct as the purposes
for which they are used” (p. 138). In addition, we wonder if there
might not be interscorer reliability problems stemmmg from dif-
ferences in judgment as to what is and'is not a “significant
miscue.” >

It seems gppropriate for all those who might consider
changing basic IRI procedures to conduct some research on the ef-
fect that the changes might have in raising or lowering scores and.
to then consider establishing criteria. For example, Ekwall (1974)
has suggested that repetitions not be counted as errors, and Gon-

“zalez and Elijah (1975) indicate that passages should be read .
silently before oral reading analysis occurs. These changes are
not unreasonable, but they serve to raise scores and would -
possibly lead to oqver placpment in reading materials. When .
authorities recommend changes in procedures, they need to also
addyess whether criteria for level setting need to be revised.
I

- 3 5

. Informal Reading Inventories and Miscue Analysis

- The Basic Reading Inventory is certainly not alone in
recommending a kind of psycholinguistic interpretation of infor-
» mal reading inventory results. In fact, a frequent recommenda-
tion with regard to informal evaluation during the past decade
. called for a wedding of infdrmal methodology with miscue
analygis, especially with respect to the interpretation of oral
reading performance. A frequently heard criticism of informal
reading inventories is that they stress the quantitative rather
than the’ quahtatlve aspects of an oral reading performance As
Weaver and Smith 379, p. 103) put it; *“The major problem ..
is that many version$ of the IRI encoulra?\teachers to look prlm-
arily at the quantity of a reader’s errors.rather than the quality.
Such a procedure may lead teachers to underestimate children’s,
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readin . strengths and'or to prescnbe tnappropriate skllls
lessons.” Though advocates of informal evaluation usually urge
that the nature and severity of The errors be takeninto considera-
tion, they are usually sketchy in their description of just how this
qualitative andlysis be undertaken.-Miscue hnalysis, with its
identified categories, for analyzing oralgeading errors, seemed to
many to be a natural ateompaniment. to informal evaluation. The
use of traditional IRI numerical criteria could allow for the setting
of independent, instructional. and frustration levels while more
careful diagnostic observations regarding reading strengths and
weaknesses might take place through mjscue- analysis. As Wil
liamson and Young (1974) put it, “The power of the diagnosis
aade by using the Informal Reading Inventory and the Reading
Miscue Inventory is increased if the concepts from both these
,techniques are synthesized. The IRI is an informal procedure for
}determining error count, four reading levels. ., . The RMI focuses
on the quality of a reader’s errors.” '

One immediate obstacle to the marriage, however, appears
to be the alleged impracticality of miscue analysis for classroom
use It is frequentl) estimated that administration of a reading
miscue invéntory followmgrthe guidelines offered by Goodman
and Burke (1976} takes wéll over an hour. In response to this
criticigm, articles such as those by Béan (1979), Christie (1979),
Siegel (1979) and Tortelli (1976), proposed simplified procedures
which were .designed to shorten the amount of time rQﬁ{ded to
make a systematic quglitative interpretation of an oral reading
performance. Christie suggested a two-step procedure wherein
oral reading deviations from the text were first analyzed for their
graphic® similarity to the original text, as to whether they were
semantically acceptable and self-corrected. The second step
called for a summarization of this information in terms of the
predommant strategies the reader employed.

We were able to locate no information in thé literature as to
how widespread the systematic use of a miscue analysis of infor-
mal reading inventory results has become. Our very informal ob*
servations baged on, %scussmns with teachers and reading
specialists, is that yseér® of ihformal evaluation largely continue
to rely predominantly,on an “eyeballing” of the ‘oral teading
notations and to btase"'tHem Judgments on these relatively un-
systematlc analyses . ) .

- .
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There is another difficulty that has been unearthed that
presents problems for merging informal and miscue analysis pro-
cedures, a problem that may, in fact, be a general one for miscue
analysis. This stems from the fact that there is a growing body of
information which strongly suggests that the types of oral read-
ing errors or miscues that are made are dependent on the level of
difficulty of the materid} that is being read. As a reader moves
from material that is only mildly or moderately challenging to
material that is difficult, the type of oral reading errors or
miscues that are made change.

One very consistent finding is that as a reader goes from
reading materials that are at an instructional level to materials
that are at a frustration level, there is a change in the type of
error made, with a strong tendency to make less use of meaning
and context clues (Christenson, 1969; Kibby, 1979; Leslie & Osol,
1974; and Williamson & Young, 1974). For example; Kibby used
RMI procedures for coding suchtdeviations from text to terms of
its grammatical acceptability, semantic acceptability, and
whether the miscue %as corrected on the basis of the interrela-
tionship of these dimensions. The reader was classified as having
a strength, a partial strength, or a weakness in grammatical rela-
tionships. Using a population of fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh
grade disabled readers; he found that 4 percent of the students
demonstrated a strength in grammatical relationships when
reading a passage from thesSpache Diagnostic Reading Scales
that was Judged\too difficult to meet the standards-for being at

**an instructional level, but a full 74 percent demonstrated this -
strength when reading a passage where instructional criteria
were met. Similarly, Leslie and Osol (1974} found a significant

-difference betweey’ the nurglger of uncorrected errors that
resulted in 2 loss of meaning, dependmg on whether the eighth »
grade students, who were subjects in this study, were reading in-
structional level material or material that was more difficult than

“ . instructional level. When they were reading materials with 95 to_ .

99 percent accuracy, they were ‘significantly more likely to cor-

rect errors that produced a loss of meaning than v&en they read
“materials with 90 to 94 percent accuracy. Similar ¥indings weré
obtained by Williamson and Young (1974) using elementary
ﬁ-ade subjects who were reading at fifth grade level. They. had .,
students.read from both basal readers and science materials. A
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Etudy by Negin, reported by Pearson (1978), suggested approx-
Tmately a 15 to 30 percent drop-off in the use of context at the
frustration level from that appearing at the instructional level.

;— * This study also indicates that students frequently are unable to
read known words (i.e., words they could read in isolation) in the
context of frustration level material. ) :

There dpes seem to be a falr amount of evidence to suggest
that the pattern of errors that students demonstrate and the oral
reading strategies that they employ will change with the level of
challenge that those materials present to the reader. The more
difficult the material, the less likely readers are to employ mean-
ing and context clues, and the less likely they are to correct errors
that detract from the meaning of the passage being read.

The implications of these findings seem twofold for infor-
mal evaluation. 1) It would seem to be inappropriate to group
.together”all miscues and errnrs. It seems necessary to analyze
them according to whether they are or are not at a subject’s in-
structional level (a procedure which indicates the need for both
qualitative and quantitative analyses). 2) The practice of using
difficult materials for oral reading exﬁilbuation seems ques-
tionable, at best. Thus, the advice of Goodman and Burke (1976, ..
p. 20) that materials to be used for constructing a reading miscue
inventory be “one grade level above that which is usually assign-
ed in class” may be inappropriate. It seems likely that a difficult
passage such as suggested by Goodman and Burke will limit the-
extent ta which a reader can employ language and context clues
and will force an overreliance on graphic clues.

In addition to these implications, this fairly recent research
on the changes that occur in the pattern of oral reading errors or
miscues also seems to provide some added support for the tradi-
tional criteria since in several of the studies, readers began to
become inefficient and began reading mechanically, rather than
for meaning, as their performance dropped below 95 percent ac-
curacy in word recognition. ‘

3

Comprehension Analysis and the-
Informal Reading Inventory

The role of comprehension evaluation-in the IRI was
discussed briefly in the previous review. The brevity of the treat-
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ment was due to ‘a‘dearth of availgble inquiry into ipfofiﬁal tom- | -
prehension assessment at that time. We assumed that the explo-
sion of compreh‘ensién_research which has occurred over the past
few years would have led to an increase in réseareh efforts con-
cerning informal evaluation. Our search of-the literature failed-to

.~ uncover much in this regard. We have ¢hosen to discuss, if only

' briefly, whatgge have found. on this topic not because this
material is su%ient to answer the important question concern-
ing comprehension evaluation. but because it raises some issues
which require further attention. N

Both commercially published and teacher-constructed IRIs
‘usually employ five to.ten Questions per passage to evaluate
reading comprehension. The questions serve to direct students to
read for meaning, gnd performance on the questions is actually
used to assist in level setting. Sometimes specific error analysis..

. by question type, is recommended. These questigns are often
designed according to published guidelines (Johnson & Kress,
1965; Valmont. 1972). Recent research on the efficacy. of such
guidelines for designing appropriate questiops has implications
for IRI construction. '

Davis (1978), for example, examined the ability of ques-
tions created by secondary teachers to discriminate between
good and poor readers and between leveéls of difficulty. She v
reports that “"as a whole, the set of inventory questions,operates
appropriately by demonstrating expected differences among the
subjects and the graded passages” (p. 15). She also reported,
however, that the individual questions, especially vocabuldry
questions, did not have high discriminatory power in
distinguishing good and poor readers. Because of the limitations
in the design of individual questions, Davis recomtmends a
rethinking.of the practice of encouraging tedchers to construct”

IRIs, though her criticisms are probably equally valid for com-
mercially publighed I1RIs. ’

More problematical are the findings of Greenlaw and Peter-
son (cited in Peterson, Greenlaw, & Tierney, 1978) who reported
that teachers, using each of three popular sets of question-
construction guidelines, arrived at very different sets of IRI ques-
tions. That is, none of the popular guidelines used in this study
were sufficiently well-defined to result in the creation of identical
question sets. The impact of such differences upon instructional

-
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placement was, demon'strated in another study (Peterson, .
. Greenlaw, & 'I‘lerney, 1978). Utilizing one IR1 with three different
sets of questions designed according to a single set of guidelines,
the, readxng skxlls\ of 57 children, grades two through five, were
-evaluated. The correlation of the reading placements derived
from the three sets of questions ranged from .78 to .83. Different
questions, in other words, result in the attribution of different
reading levél designations. > -

. Thus, question variability leads to the attribution of dif-
ferent reading levels for the same reading behavior. This presehts
a problem for informal reading inventory construction of both the
teacher-made and commercial varieties. Investigation\is needed
to find out whether it is possible to specxfy question writing
criteria which will allow gnaximum discriminability of questions
.and which W1ll lead to jrrhore consistent reading level designa-
tion. -7

N .

N -

Teacher Constructed vs .

Informal Reading Inventorles ’ -

Throughout this review we have, as pointed out "in the
1ntr0duct0r5 section, discussed two somewhat different forms of
informal. reading inventories. One form is that of teacher con-
structed informal readxng tests and a second is pu‘blxshed in-
formal.readlng inventories. There is a serfous questlon as to how
these two types of IRIs compare. In our search of the literature
for this review, we were unable to find a single study which ad-
dresseq this issue, therefore, we felt it,gppropriate to undertake a
study aimed at Providing at least a pr&nary answer as to how
the two types of IRIs compare. We were also somewhat interested
in how these two forms of evaluation comparéd with a widely -
used, more standardized type instrument, notably the reading
section of>the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT).

-
’

Subjects
The subjects of this study were 33 students who were eval-
uated as part of the diagnostic service of the Reading Center at
the University of ‘Delaware. They represented a wide range i
terms of age and reading ablhty The mean age was 9-11 with'a

‘range from 7 2 to 15-11; average grade placement was 3.9 with a
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range from first through ninth; reading instruction levels réngéd
from preptimer through sixth. Whlle all subjects had been refer-
red for diagnosis because of a suspected reading problem, eight or
24 percent of the shbjects were diagnosed as&vmg a reading
level that was at their grade placement. (This is pot to imply that
they were reading at an appropriate level. While dne might ex-

pect a child with above average intelligence to rqad above grade .

level, for purposes of this study it did not seem imperative to ad-
dress thisissue.) Thus, the study looks af students’ reading both
at of below grade placement. None of the students-tested was
reading above grade placement. -
Test Materials - o .% .

As part of a larger diagnostic battery, each subject in this
study was given each of the following readmg tests: The Reading

Section of the Wide Range Achievergent Test (Jastak & Jastak, ~

1978), the Basic Reading Inventory (Johns, 1978), and a clinician
constructed informal reading inventory. To accomphsh the last
measure, students coming for the evaluation were requested o

_ bring with them a copy of the reading text they weré curréntly

using in school.‘From this text, the clinician responsible for con-
ducting the diagnosis-of this youngster constructed an IRI follow-
ing the directions provided in Stauffer, Abrams, and Pikulski
(1978). All clinicians had ressjved at least one month'’s fraining in
the constructlon and administration of tests. All were Master’s
degree candidates” working on a full time basis at the Reading
Center. In addition, because of the questions raised previously in
this chapter about the mterpretatwn of the results of the Basic
Reading Inyentory, the procedures for recordmg, scoring, and
calculating the resuits of that measure were the, same employed
with the teacher-constructed IR ¢ -
Results ) - N g :
Because of the preliminary nature. of the study, complex
analyses of the data seemed inappropriate. Instead, the data were
analyzed in a simple, straightforward fashion to answer the fol-
lowmg questions:

a

1. 'How did the average grade level score for the teacher-

constructed IRI, the published IRI, and the WRAT com.-
pare? - . 7

.
’ v

&>

\.{ ‘ritic‘al Analysis : 1 18 , 109
IC / -

<




tween the twq forms of IRl The average grade score for |
the clinician constructed instrument was 1.88 whil€the
.average gradetscore for the published IRl was 1.70; both
were approximately second grade level. In sharp’ com-\
trast the average grade score on the Reading Section ef
‘the WRAT was 4.01 or fourth grade—more than two K
A grade levels above the scores obtained from the IRIs.

2. How frequently>would students be placed at the same
instructional reading levels by the three measurement
instraments and how frequently would the results vary
by one.grade level or more? . -

:W Here again the resultsof the two IRIs are remarkably
consistent—22 of the total population of 33 (67 percent)
gudents were placed at the same insttuctional level; the
remaining 11 or 33 percent %ere within one grade level

. . of each other. There was some tendency for the clinician
constructed IRI to,yield somewhat higher scores.<Of the

< 11 students who were within one year of each other,

eréht (24mpercent) of the total of 33 scored one grade

level higher on the climician constructed IRI. while only
three (9 percent) of the total population scored one year

higher on the®Bublished IRI thgn they did on the clini-

G cran constructed version. As ofie might expect from the

- : avq_rage grade, scores reported earlier, thére was not
nearly so close an agreement between the WRAT and.the

"IRis. When compared to the clinician constructed-IRI.

the two measures never placed Students at the same

. - - grade level. The WRAT score was one grade lower for one

' child or 3 percen%f the population. By far the outstand-

~ ing tendency was for the WRAT to yield muchi higher
scores. It placed 12 (37 percent) of the students one .
grade level higher than didthe clinician constructed IR1. -

~+ . 10 students (30 percent) were placed three levels higher
on the WRAT than on the clinician constructed IR

There wa$ an outstanding. amount of agreement bes, <

The results obtained when comparing the ‘instruc- .
oo tiofial levels for the WRAT and the published IRI werere- &
- markably similar to those just discussed; therefore,
_— these results will not be reported in order to conserve ,
. . space : :
' 2 .
v ol e - - .
A Y -
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Discussion )
The authors of this chapter were extremely surprised by
" the high degree of agreement between the two types of IRIs.
Based upon’clinial observations of test gata, we had anticipated
far less agreement. The results \z’?)ﬂ(‘;gtremely encouraging’

It should be pointed out £hat these results were obtained
using the same recording, scoring, and interpretation procedures
with both the clinician constructed &nd published IRIs and that
the measures were administered by tHe same cliftician. All levels
were set only after review by the Faculty supervisor of the
Dlagnostlc Service. It seems almost certain that if the procedures
outlined by the author of the published IR1 had been followed,
substantially léess agreement would have been achieved. Thus,
these results largely suggest that ¥imilarly traified clinicians
use agreed upon procedures and criteria, they can obtain very
similar results with respect to setting an instructional level
regardless of whether they construct their own IRI or use pub-
lished materials.

As indicated previously, we h_gd’ﬁot anticipated so close an
agreement. One possible reason for this is that at times the dif-
ference#obtained in an actual réadmg performance were drama-
tic, even though the same instfuctonal level was estabhshed

* using both 1R1s. Fer example, in one case a second grade child |,
who¥cored below a preprimer instructional level achieved an oral._
din accuracy score of 92 percent when reading an.IRI selec-
tion baskd Gpon the preprifuer instructional materials being used
in school; the 92 percent score also represented a rather labored
oral reading and,therefore, the child was judged to fall below
standdrds even at a preprimer level. However, when asked to
read the preprimer passage from the published reading inven- ~—
tory, this child achieved an oral reading score of only 32 percent.
Though the instructional level was still below the preprimer, the
two oral reading performances were dramatically different. Vis-
ual inspection of the actual scores from the two IRIs suggested -
that childreg who were reading.at a first reader level or below
were more likely to do better on an informal reading inventory
- based on their instructional materials than on some general
published 1r1 Given the facf that instructional materials vary
considerably in the vocabulary and skills that they introduce, _
especxally in the earliest levels of the programs, thlS is hardly a

-
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surprising finding. It does suggest, however, that tle use of a
general published IRI with beginning readers may not reflect the
specific vocabulary and skills that they have mastered in their
program of reading instruction. It may, on the other hand, give a
good estimation of the general or functxonal reading skills
mastered by the student.

The results of this preliminary study confirm the i impres-
sions of many reading specxahsts that the reading section of the
WRAT seriously overestimates a child’s instructional level. While
the-WRAT may have ‘utility as a quick, gross screening device,
these results suggest that approximately one out of three times it
will overestimate a child’s instructional level by as much as three

grade levels. /

Oné final observatxzz\ seems in order. There was a substan-
tial amount of agreementdetween teacher judgment as reflected
in the book placement of the subject tested and the results of
both IRIs. For example, when the instructional level from the
clinician constructed IR1 was compared with the level at which
the child was actually receiving instruction, the grade level was
the same for 21 (64 percent) of the 33 subjects. Three (9 percent)
children were underplaced, that is their instructional level estab-
lished by the IRI was a year higher than the level of the book in
which they were-receiving instruction. Nine of the children (27
percent) were overplaced according to these -results. Seven of
them (21 percent) were placed in books above the instructional
. level established by our testing, and two (6 percent) were inbooks
two levels above their established instructional level. Given the
fact that there is hkely to be some degree of error in our measure-
ment, and the difficulties involved in interpreting reading test
results, teacher judgment for thts group of youngsters appears to
be accurate to an encouraging degree.
Summary and Conclusmns ’

v Based on the review that has just been made, the following
tonclu:lons seem in order with respect-to the use and interpreta-
tion ef the IRL. <

1. Published IRIs in partxcular should provide 1rifo.\\matxon

about alternate form and t@st-retest reliability. Re

%earch is needed to mdlcate the rehabxhty of ]udgments'@
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. The qualitative

“

regarding specific skill strengths and weaknesses deriv-
ed from an IRI performance. . .

. Because a given reading text may contain selections

which vary considerably in readability, teachers and

other diagnosticians should carefully choose selections . .
\when constructing an informal reading inventory. When

using an IRI that was constructed by a publisher to ac-

. company its reading materials, users should critically

ask if it iggsimilar in content and skill demands to the
materials that are being considered for use with
child being tested. -

. Though the empirical support for the usk of the tradi-

tional criteria for establlsh.mg independent, instruc
tional, and frustration’level§ts-exceedingly weak,\,pro-

féssional oplmon is very supportiveof their acceptarice.

Until more complete more convincing, and more consis;
tent research results suggest adoption of some pther set
of criteria, it seems best to employ those generally at:
tributed to Betts. .

. Etrors or miscues'should be an Lyzed both qualitatively

and quantitatively. Mistue an sis or some simplified .
adaptation ‘of it seems a reasonable [framework fdp a
qualitative anal¥sis.

nalysis of* oral readmg errorg or
miscues should fo us on the deviations from text that
take place at or Very near a child’s instructional level if
these are to be used to mak'e recommendations for in-
struction. .

. Until more research results are avallable, it seems un-

Wise to calculate accuracy of an oral reading score that
takes into account the psychohngulstlc properties of the
miscue or error. It would seem that new criteria“for
reading levels would need to be developed based on.s_th

an analysis. Calcuiatmg the accuracy of anoral reading .

score based on the olinguisti¢ properties of the er-
ror would seem to alter the- traditional criteria in an
unknown fashion. The same.can be said of any major
changes in basic IRI procedures which lehd to alterations

of student performance levels; such changes would seem .

v . -
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likely to require similar adjugtments in the traditional
criteria. .| .

7. More studies are needed which attempt to establish the
validity of informal evaluation and the criteria that
should be used in establishihg levels by determining
how well IRI results prefiict the amount of progress that
children make in reading.

8. Future efforts need tq be directed towards the design of
question writing guidelines which will allow the creation
of more discriminable questions which result in a stable
attribution of reading levels.

There are many questions th_'ét' remain unanswered and

issues that remain unresolved with respect to the use of the infor-

mal reading inventory. It seems likely that this will not diminish
the popularity of the approach since many, perhaps most, of those
issues are ndt unique to informal reading inventories, but are
shared by other approaches to reading evaluation. The strength
of the IR very likely lies in the close match that it can allow be-
tween testing and teaching:, Because we see this as the central
characterftic of IRIs, we also see a guiding principle for how to
decide on the details of administering, scoring, and interpreting

IRIs—do" things @ way you would do them when teaching

reading. . ) ’ <
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