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Literacy Instcuction in American Schools:

Problems and Perspectives

Judith A. Langex
University of California, Berkeley

Introduction

This examination of literacy instruction in American
schools reviews major status studies conducted during the
past ten Yyears in the fields of reading and writing, and
identifies some major themes that extend across them. These
studies of instructional practice wil: be examined in terms
of the notions of instruction that guide current practice,
as well 28 in terms of recent notions of literacy. Recent
research efforts will be reviewed in light of these views.
Finally, the beginnings of an alternative view of

instruction will be presented.

Notions of Literacy

while notions of literacy and what it means to be a
literate individual hawve taken on different meaunings at many
pointe in our history (Resnick & Resnick 1977), it is
arqued here that throughout the 1900s, the underlying views
of literacy instruction seem to have remained relatively

stable, as have the underlying beliefs about teaching and




learning. During the first half of the twentieth century,
issues in reading and writing instruction were essentially
issues of curriculum: what should be taught, and how to
evaluate the success of that teaching. Early analyses (Gray
1919; Thorndike 1917; Gates 1921; Pressey & Pressey 1921;
?avis 19445 Richards 1929) were concerned with describing
Ehe skills students lacked, in order, simultaneously, ¢to
define the skills that should be included in the curriculum.
Implicit in this model was an orientation that treated the
purposes guiding the reading or writing activity as
essentially irrelevant, That is, the activities themselves
and the work that vesulted from having engaged in those
activities received the focus, while the functional aspects
of that activity were largely ignored. Although the
purposes may have remained unstated due to “heir perceived
inherent relationship to the activity, the practice
activities themselves tended to become separated away from
the more complete and purposeful activities to which they
initially belonged. At times the skills were thought to be
best taught out of context, at times within the «untext of
larger, meaningful units of text, At times the focus was cn
diagnostic testing to individualizc ecach student's program
of subskill learning, and at times all students were thotght

to benefit from exposure to the entire develcpmental

sequence of skill training.



Although differing in their implementation, these
approaches all viewed the teacher as a provider of
information. They also relied heavily upon testing to
determine what the students needed to know. The teacher's
craft was one of knowing the range of skills, diagnosiny
what the students still needed to learn, providing
instruction directed at the missing skills, and testing to
see if the instruction had been effective,

This version of curriculum is based on an industrial
metaphor, (Berliner 1972 Callahan 1962) and is often
accompanied by a fairly complex management Pplan that
controls the sequence of diagnostic testing, provision of
appropriate instruction, evaluation, and reteaching. The
materials and activities developed to accompany such a
program are structured to provide students with myriad
opportunities to practice what they cannot already do.
with some shifts in emphasis across the years, this version
of curriculum dominated instruction throughout the first
half of the twentieth century, and was at the base of the
curriculum reform movement in the 1960s.

By mid-century, however, an alternative m-del of the
nature of learning in general, and of literacy learning in
particular, was beginning to emerge in studies of cognitive
and lirguistic dévelopment. In prarticular, Piaget (e.g.,

Inhelder & Piaget 1956) and Bruner (e.g., Bruner, Goodnow,



& Austin 1956; Bruner 1974), in their studies of children's
conceptual development, were beginning tc arque that
conceptual development is characterized by gradually more
sophisticated, rule-governed systems of hypotheses or
representations of the world, rather than by the gradual
acquisition of separately identifiable gskills that do not
necessarily go together when the process occurs, In the
field of literacy learning, this shift toward treating the
child as an active problem solver led to & shift away from
the ident fication of isolated skills that needed to be
tested and taught, and toward a focus on higher order goals.
This shift permitted consideration of ways in which a
studént's topical, structural, and pragmatic knowledge
affects the processes of reading and writing. This concern
with process =-- the interpretations m:de, as well as the
understardings that ensue-—has dominated research in both
reading and writing over the past two decades, though unlike
the earlier studies of literacy, it has not yet had much
effect on the world of instructional practice.

In part the detachment of thig body of work from the
instructiunal context is a function of its lack of focus on
school~related tasks and problems. While the earlier vwork
on learning grew out of instructional issues, the mid-
century research focussed on issues of human learning and

cognition in general. Perhaps because it lacked a direct



link with issues of schooling, the impact of this work on
literacy instruction in schools has remained slight. The
theoretical constructs do not provide models either of
curriculum or of instruction; they focus on the _1eatner,
not on the teacher, and do not specify how or what to teach.,
®"process approaches® to both reading and writing instruction
have been extrapolated from these studies, and have been a
major theme in the pedagogical journals, but their status as
research-based constructs is at best ambiguous, and, given
the nature of the research base, to some extent misleading.
"It has only been quite recently, with the incorporation
of sociological and anthropological notions of literacy
events and literacy environment3 into studies of learning
(e.g., Cook-Gumperz, Gumperz, & Simon 1979; Heath 1983),
that educational theorists and researchers have begun to
reintroduce notions of context into studies of literacy
learning, and thus to begin to provide a coherent framework
for considering issues of 1literacy instruction -- of
ﬁeaching as well as learning, While cognitive modeis of
iiteracy learning have carried us quite far from our early
views of curriculim, the tension in the translation of these
views into instructional models is forcing the
reconceptualization of new and more erncompassing models of
instruction ~- models that can be incorporated into

educational settings, and make a difference.



This article will be concerned with the state of
literacy inst.uction, broadly defined, in American schools
and classrocms, It will focus eon students' ability to read
and write for the many differing pragmatic and aesthetic
purposes that reading and writing serve within our culture,
Thus the concern here will be less on mastery of particular
reading or writing subskills, and more on the differing
contexts in which students are asked to read and write as
,art of their school experience, as part of the subjects
they study as well as in their reading or 1language arts
classes. Some of the major studies of the current state of
instruction in reading and writihg will be reviewed, and a
description of what research has to say about classrooms,
textbooks, and testing will be given —- as each relates to
literacy instruction, Limitations iaherent in current
practice will be explored, and an alternative view of

instruction will be suggested.

what Students Learn

Since 1969, the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) bas collected inforration about the
educational achievement of more ;han 1 million 9, 13, and 17
year olds in reading and writinj as well as other subject

areas. The results of the assessments of reading and

writing suggest that literacy instructior in American



schools has been 1elatively successful, at least to the
extent that success is defined in terms of the traditional
basic skills (NAEP 1975, 1976, 1978, 198la, 198lb, 198lc).
In reading, students can respond adequately to literal and
inferential guestions about what they have read, and 1in
writing they show adequate control of the mechanics of
written language--grammar, Spelling, punctuation, and usage.
These skills are directly related to the curriculum
subskills found in the early views of instruction described
above; the relative success in these areas implies that
students do indeed learn what we set out to teach them.

Yet if the National Assessment results suggest success
with the basics, there are some disturbing undercurrents in
the remainder of ﬁhe results: tasks requiring higher-level
critical thinking skills remain troublesome across the age
groups studied, and students' commitment to reading and
writing erodes as they pass through the educational system.

These trends are highlighted in a 1981 report, Readipdg.
Tbipnkipg. apg8 ¥ritipg. This report compared student
performance on a range of tasks, all based on the same
reading passages. Some tasks assessed initial
interpretations and lower-level understanding, usually
through multiple-choice guestions. Other tasks asked
students to explain or defend these initial interpretation,

usually in brief paragraphs. Still others assessed



attitudes towards written language, either in general or in
the context of specific reading selections. In a series of
items, students were asked to read a poem or literary
passage and then to answer one multiple choice question
relating to an evaluation of that passage (whether they
liked it or not), their judgments of character, plot, or
mood, or the emotions or feelings the text provoked, The
students were then required to write a-paper defending or
expléining why they responded to the multiple—choice
question as they had; they were told to refer to their own
personal experiences as well as information in the piece
they had just read to explain their responses,

The results indicated that students at all three ages
assessed (nine, thirteen, and seventeen) were able to
comprehend a wide range of pacsages and to form their own
judgments about the work they had read. At the same time,
however, they had difficulty, across all ages, examining,
elaborating, or explaining their ideas. While more than 70
percent of the students tested could answer a multiple
choice question requiring them to draw an inference about
what they had read, even at age 17 only 10 to 15 percent

co’1d successfully write an explanaticn or defense of why

they answered as they did. As the report described the
results,
Students seem satisfied with their initial
8



intetp:etatiohs of what they have read and seem
genuinely puzzled at requests to explain or defend
their point of view. As a result, responses to
assessment items requiring expianations of <criteria,
analysis of text or defense of a judgment or point of
view Qexe in general disappointing. Pew students could

provide more than superficial responses to such tasks,

and even the "better" responses showed little evidence
of well-developed problem-solving strategies or

critical-~thinking skills. (NAEP 198lc, p. 2)

Results concerning student attitudes were equally
mixed. On the one hand, almost all students were willing,
in the abstract, to attest to the general value and utility
of reading and writing activities. On the other hand, the
older students .ead little for their own e¢njoyment, spent
more time watching television than they spent reading, and
preferred movies to books, Responses on an item that asked
. directly about enjoyment of reading were typical of wany
items in the ascessment. At age 9, 81 percent claimed to
enjoy it "very much®; by age 17, only 42 percent still
claimed to do s0.

These patterns of results are consistent across a
variety of assessments; as items require more critical
thinking, performance tends to decline, even among the

groups that usually are considered to be advantaged (Barrow,

10



Mullis, & Phillips 1982, p.f%). At the same time, students
seem to growiéncreasingly disgnchanted with the activities
they are learning to master.

We can begin to understand these findings by examining
some recent studies of reading and writing inéfruction. In
genetal, the studieﬁ reviewed in the following section
suggest that seatwork and paperwork abound, but that there
is relatively little thoughtful interaction between teachers
and students, between students and students, or between

students and the ideas they are reading or writing about.

The Characteristics of Instruction

In a 1978 report to the Pord Foundation, Graves noted
that American students zre seldom asked to write. What
writing there is consists of workbook exercises and drills
emphasizing traditional subskills, such as penmanship,
vocabulary, capitalization, punctuation, and  rammar. There
is similarly little emphasis on writing instruction; what
passes for writing instruction is talk gbeout writing --
teachers do not guide students in how to @¢ actual writing,
nor do they encourage students to write on their own.
Graves mustered a variety of sources of evidence to
subgtantiate his claims. In a survey of 17 year olds, for
example, he found that three-quarters of them did not write

anything at all in a two week period, -while in a&nother
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survey of school systems reputed to stress writing, second
graders averaged only three pieces of writing over a three
month period, and secondary school students wrote even less
frequently.

Applebee (1961), in the most com?rehensive recent study
of writing instruction in secondary schools, examined the
students' writing activities in each of the major academic
subject areas in a national éémple of schools. He reported
that waile 44 percent of the observed lesson time was
devoted to writing, those activities tended to require
mechanical slot-filling or multiple-choice responses. Only
3 percent of class time was devoted to activities in which
students were asked to write a paragraph or more, and almost
all of that writing was done for purposes of examination.
Patterns of emphasis in homework assignments wvere
esseniially identical. 1In general, extended activities with
writing used as a vehicle for thoughtful explorations of the
content being studied were almost never observed to occur.

In a follow-rp hstudy, Applebee (1984) and his
colleagues studied teacﬁers who had incorporatecd process-
oriented literacy activities into their instruction in order
to foster students' critical thinking about new éoncepts and
deemphasize rote learning and recitation. Studying

irdividual teachers over extended periods of time, the

researchers found that a continuing emphasis on teaching
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specific content and testing to evaluate the success of that
teaching undermined the usefulness of the process
activities. when grades were based on the accuracy of
perforwance, 8tudents' attention focussed from the start on
providing a polished performance-—rather than on using
procesg activities to extend their understanding of the
concepts they were studying. Even in classrooms where the
teachers believed in the powver Qf writing as a tool for
extending students' understanding, the students distributed
their -utention and interest in response to the grading
system rather than in response to the teachers' stated
gozls. From the students'’ perspective, process-oriented
explorations :; new material were éimply tasks to be
completed in isolation from one another, with 1little
perceived relationship to their fingl written products.

More recently, Applebee and Langer (Note 1) have
extended this work to document the effects of using specific
writing tasks to further student understanding of new
concepts as part of the regular classcoom curriculun,
Teacher planning, classroom activity, curriculum "coverage,”
and patterns of student learning are being studied in high
school science, social studies, home economics, and English
classes, as they occur over time, Analyses of the first
year's data have highlighted the complexity of instructional

change. Even teachers who are deerly committed to giving
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students a role in their own. l1~arning, who have sought new
instructional approaches, and who are committed to the
notion that writing can help foster learning are guided in
their teaching by what Barnes (1976) calls a "transmission”
view of teaching, In this view, the role of the teacher .s
to be the purveyor and evaluator of ideas, and the role of
the student is to be the recipient of them -- with little
room for the students to take an active role in interpreting
or synthesizing what they are learning. The dominance of the
transmission view of teaching is not surprising, since
these beliefs govern educational interactions in America
even at the university level; however they leave little
room for the thoughtful cogitations that 1lead toward
reasoned learning.

Wwhile students can be active learners in many different
situations, the more restricted roles, which leave tha
student little room for active involvement in new learning,
are equally evident in the teaching of reading. Durkin
(1978-79), after studying reading instruction in 24 fourth
grade classrooms, reported that almost no comprehension
instruction took place; the teachers were assignment givers
and checkers. Much of their teaching was in fact
assesement, testing what students had understood by
examining their responses to questions about the reading.

Instructional time was spent giving, completing, and
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reviewing assignments, Durkin also examined patterns of
instruction during social studies lessons, but found that
none of the teachers conceived of the social studies reading
as a time to focus on students' comprehension skills.
Instecd, the concern was for covering the content &nd
mastering the facts.

Durkin's findings are disturbing, even if one accepts
the traditional instructional model in which curricuvlum is
pased on instruction in needed skills, followed by testing.
what seems to be happening in the classrooms she studied 1is
that the ipstructiopsl phase of that model has virtually
disappeared, being replaced by an incessant cycle of
practice and testing. A study by Duffy and McIntyre (1980)
can be interpreted similarly. After observing six primary
grade  teachers, they concluded that the teachers
consistently monitored their students' reeding development
through the use of commercial materials, and that the major
"instructional® activity wags to check the accuracy of pupil
responsges., Duffy and Roehler (1982) reach similar
conclusions in a later report.

Collectively, these studies of literacy instruction
suggest that teachers perceive themselves as evaluators of
student learning -— using brief answers to brief questions
as indicators of learnirg. The pattern in written

activities is similar to that in oral discussion, which
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usually proceeds through cycles in which the teacher asks a
question, a pupil responds, and the teacher provides an
evaluation (Duncan & Biddle 1974; Mehan 1979). Further, the
focus is on *coverage” of content as opposed to student
learning (Clark & Yinger 1980; Peterson, Marx, & Clark 1978;
Barxr 1973-1974, 1975) and decisions in hoth instruction and
evaluation are dominated by an implicit belief that coverage
itself in some way copgtitutes (rather than correlates with)
learning.

Whil.: there have been no experimental studies to
directly examine the relationship between coverage and
learning, the work of a number of ethnographers (e.g.,
Collins 1982; Cook-Gumperz, Gumperz, & Simons 1982;
Erickson, 1977; Erickson & Shultz 1°81; Green & Wallat 1981;
McDermott 1977a, 1977b) has indicated that the classroom is
in itself a socio~cultural contesxt where communication 1is
deeply intertwined with learning, and suggests that coverage
needs to be considered in terms of how the student engages
in the activity as well as its scope and frequency.
Further, their work indicates that literacy instruction is
differentially deternined by whQ the' students are. The
restricted teacher and student roles described avove by
definition 1limit personal interaction and instructional
dialogue; classroom routines proceed on the basis of brietf

and inherently predetermined responses (Collins 1982, Mehan
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et al. 1982). The growing body of ethnographic studies
suggests the need for literacy instruction to account for
the differing language and world-views that students and
teachers bring to school, and the particular language they
use to convey their ideas to others; the communicative
aspects of the learning environment play an important role

in the instructional enterprise.

Instructional Models in Textbooks

- Textbooks and their accompanying exercise materials
play a prominent role in the traditional model of literacy
instruction; they are one of the major sources of
instructional and practice exercises, and often provide
series of unit mastery tests for the assessment phase of the
instructional cycle. Recent studies of textbook material
make clear the limited nature of the roles they envision for
teacher and student alike.

After completing the classroom study discussed
earlier, Durkin {1981) examined the suggestions for
comprehension instruction in the teachers' manuals that
accompanied five major basal reading series, Findings were
similar to those from her classroom observation study; the
manuals gave more attention to assessment and practice of
comprehension skills than to direct and explicit
instruction. While they briefly alluded to procedures for

teaching comprehension, they provided the teacher with
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little to help students learn how to go akout it. Based on
these analyses, Durkin attributed the dismal findings of her
classroom study to the absence of more overt instructicnal
models in the teachers' manuals. The model of instruction
used by the basal readers, she suggested, is based on the
belief that children learn by practice rather than by
receiving effective explanations and instruction.

Beck, Omanson, and McKeown (1982), after analyzing a
number of basal reading texts and suggested lesson
structures (Beck, McKeown, McCaslin, & Burkes 1979),
redesioned & number of third grade reading lessons to
include more content-oriented pre-reading preparation,
accompanying pictures, and questions interspersed after each
silent reading section. Their revisions were based on their
views that prior topic knowledge aids comprehension, as does
the highlighting of central content. They identified the
key concepts and designed activities to activate or present
these concepts before the students were asked to read the
passages. Structured reading units were separated Dby
activities designed to focus on key or upcoming events.
Questions asked after each structured reading unit were
designed to help the readers develop their own story maps.
Both the revised and control lessons were given to 24 third
graders each. Their findings suggest that comprehension

penefited most from activities that helped students focus on
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their own knowledge and that required their active
involvement in the information-building process, in contrast
to the types of activities suggested in the teachers'’
manuals,

Similarly, Langer (1981, 1982, 1984) developed a pre-
reading activity at the request of teachers who found
teachers' manuals inadequate in helping them bridge the gap
between ;heir students' knowledge and the material being
presented in their textbooks. Langer’s activity integrates
instructional assessment with pre-reading instruction, and
sets the teacher's role as one of listening carefully to
what students say and creating conditions under which their
text-related knowledge is brought to awareness and applied.
Teachers are told how to select key concepts contained in a
text, how to elicit knowledge about those concepts, and how
to evaluate the extent of student understanding based on the
responses given. Purther, information about how to
structure class dialogue to help students access or gain
topic knowledge is also provided, This activity, involving
active dialogue between teacher and student (Langer in
press), was found to significantly raise available
background knowledge and, in turn, to improve comprehension
of moderately difficult material.

The writing assignments found in student texts call

for no more student involvement than do the suggested
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reading activities. Applebee (1984) examined high school
textbooks to learn about the kinds of writing tasks students
are asked to do after they have read an assignment. Ten
trained raters rated the activities in the three most
popular ninth and eleventh grade textbooks in seven separate
subject areas. Across a variety of analyses, Applebee found
that the majority of activities required only word and
sentence level skills, and could be answered by rote
repetition from material presented in the textbook.
Actcivities requiring the text level language skills
necessary for connecting Jeas or developing extended
arguments were minimal. Restricted writing activities
(f£ill~in-the-blank and multiple-choice) abounded, and even
when extended writing was solicited, it was generally
optional rather than required. While a variety of
restricted writing activities were used, Applebee found éﬁft
across subject areas the short answer exercise requiring
anywhere from a phrase to a two sentence response was the
most frequent, Simple copying exercises played an important
part in business education texts, while the emphasis in
foreign language texts was divided between manipulation of
syntactic constructions, responding to comprehension
questions and comprehension drill reguiring responses of two
sentences or less. The range of extended writing ftasks was

limited, with few suggestions for personal or imaginative
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writing, As in his study of classroom writing assignments,
Applebee found that the predom’nant audience in textbook
assignments was teacher in the role of examiner; no more
than one percent of the exercises provided a wider audience
for stuodent writing. 1In general, Applebee suggests that the
writing experiences provided in high school textbooks are
even more narrow and limiting than the assignments observed
in his studies of actual classroom practice.

Beyond the limited range of activities that textbooks
- provide, a number of studies have suggested that textbook
passages are poor models of writing (Gilliland 19723 Redish
19793 Kintsch & Vipond 1977); the texts do not comply with
either micro- or macro-structural conventions typical of
their genre and are therefore poor models for either writing
or reading. In particular, Anderson, Armbruster and Kantor
(1980) suggest that subject area textbooks are "written by
committee” -~ they are not written by someone who wishes to
share a body of known infucmation with the reader. This
feature, in addition tc the desire to include certain
critical points of "curriculum® information and to comply
with certain readability formulae, leads to a text that is
difficult to read. Information tends to be presented in
dense lists, without benefit of the elaboration necessary to
make a point or provide a context. Arbruster and Anderson

(1982) developed generic text structures that are
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appropriate for historical discourse of topics generally
included in social studies texts. Their historical
structure follows the story grammar form of goal, plan,
action, and outcome. It is their assumption that a textbook
explanation of an historical event consists of a response to
questions associated with each of the slots. For example,
one instantiation of the structure they describe would look
like thiss

During the 1670's, several English colonies were

founded along the coast of North America. The first

permanent settlement was Jamestown, established in 1607

in what now is Virginia. The second Plymouth, was set

up in 1620 in what now is Massachusetts.

These gettlements were primarily commercial
ventures, undertaken in the hope that the settlers might
raise the products England had to import from the East and
thus make the mother country more self sufficient.
Commercially the North American colonies were disappointing;
few of the original investors got their mioney back, to say
nothing of making profits. (p.8)

The goal, Armbruster and Anderson state, is in sentence
four: to become self sufficient. That samé sentence also
contains the plan, signalled by *"in the hope that.” The
action is stated in the first sentence, sentences two and

three are elaborations of the action, and the outcome is in
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sentence five. In evaluating three textbook segments using
this analysis, they found that two of the three did not meet
their criteria for instantiation. In all three cases the
events were described in detail, but the main ideas and
explanistions were largely missing.

Bruce, Rubin, and Starr (1981) suggest that
readability formulae are at best unhelpful, and at worst
detrimental, to both teaching and learning -- they cause
writers to distort the texts they write and cause teachers
to make inaccurate decisions about student/text matches.
Purther, tailoring apparently difficult texts to fit
readability formulae may .ncrease text difficulty Dby
multiplying the number of inferences the reader must make
(Davison et al. 1980). Instead of these text-based notions
of readability, Rubin (1981) argues for the notion of
conceptual readabilityy this focuses less on  text
characteristics such as sentence length and word length, and
more on ways in which the concepts are presented. While
syntax, word length and vocabulary have been shown to affect
text difficulty, more recent views of reading comprehension
suggest that ease of comprehenslon is also a function of the
reader's knowledge and experiences, the topic, the
construction of the text, and the contextual variables that
affect and are affected by the purpose for reading and the

environment surrounding the reading experience. These
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factors call for a more complex, multivariate model for

assessing text difficulty.

The Limitations of Tests

As we have seen, testing pléys an integral part in the
model of curriculum that dominates ja most classrooms. Test
construction is generally guided by what the test writers
think ghould be taugat; tests are used to diagnose the
knowledge already attained, and to identify what to teach
next, as well as to evaluate the success of the teaching
(and the need for reteaching). Evaluation of student
learning is deeply embedded in the exerciges and activities
that accompany textbooks, examined in the previous section.
In addition, s8chools and districts tend to rely on formal
testing programs to monitor educational progress and
evaluate the effectiveness of educational programs. In a
national study of testing in the schools, Dor-Bremme and
Herman (1983) found that in elementary schools, 5 percent of
available instructional time was devoted to testing as
compared with 19 percent of the time in secondary 8chools.
Principals were most influenced by standardized norm-
referenced tests (as opposed to teacher-made tests), for use
in communicating with parents and monitoring achievement in
their schools. In secondary schools standardized tests were

also used for class placement, though teachers reported they
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had more confidence in their own judgments than in the
results of the testing program, Both teachers and
principals regarded mancated standardized tests as 1less
useful than teache:-made tests and classroom observation
data as a basis for making judgments about student
ackievement. wWhile these findings could be 1ntetpreted as
reason to consider discontinuation of standardized test use,
it is more helpful to interpret them as a call ror major
reform of the content and goals of scandardized tests -— as
a mandate to develop tests that more closely reflect the
curriculum goals of today, based upon the complex
understandings of reading comprehension supplied by the past
ten years work in discourse theory. (See Langer, in
preparation, for elaboration of this issue.)

Gther investigators have begun to question the validity
of standardized :tests as measures of achievement. Royer and
Cunningham {1378) suggested a notion of "minimal
comprehension® which views reading as a constructive process
that necessarily involves an interaction between the
reader's Kknowledge &and the ideas presented in the text,
with this notion in mind, they concluded that most reading
comprehension tests do not distinguish between lack of
background knowledge as opposed to lack of skill, and
theretore are unahle to meet the p rposes the tests set for

themselves. Wwhile there no doubt might be a correspondence
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_between lack of knowledge and lack of skills, the tests, as
they are presently conspructed, are unable to tease apart
these critical components.

Also focussing on reader knowledge, Applebee (1971) and
Tuinman {(1974) independently showed that  successful
performance on reading comprehension tests is not
necessarily attributable to reading achievemment; many of
the items on standardized tests of reading comprehension can
be answered simply on the basis of the r:ader's ‘knowfedgé.
It is possible to receive acceptable scores on some reading
tests without reading the test passages at all.

Even wken students do read the passages, it is unclear
that the skills required are those drawn upon in other

eading situations, Langer (in preparation, in press), in a
text semantic analysis of multiple-choice standardized
reading comprehension tests, has shown that the language and
structure of reading test items create a host of unusual
cognitive demands upon readers whc are attempting to
understand & passage and select appropriate responses to
test items. She concluded tbat test items tend to be a genre
unto themselves and make performance demands that are not
generalizable to other reading situations. Her analyses
rea"firm that test results cannot be used to understand the
comprehension abilities of individual students; although

there is & correlation between standardized test scores and
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the ability "~ successfully process text, the tests neither
measure the processes involved in the development of meaning
from text nor do they evaluate a reader's ability to manage
those procesces.

Further, the theoretical constructs used in the
development of test items are heavily text based and do not
reflect ways in which readers' text-understanding develops,
or how this understanding is used when readers answer
guestions about what they have read. One curious
consequence is that although readers will usually try to
answer a gquestion by reasoning from their integrated
understanding of a passage they have read, test questions
meant to be easier often force them to resort to lower-level
problem solving skills that do not reflect their deneral
comprehension at all. Take the following test passage from
the Gates MacGinitie Primary C, Form 1 reading test as an
example.

If a bronco buster wants to win a rodeo contest,
he must obey the contest rules. One of these rules is
that the ricer must keep one hand in the air. A rider
who does not do this will be disqualified.

1. A bronco buscer who ignores the rules is

1) skillful 2) disgualified 3) chosen 4) winner

In the study, the students were asked to read the question

stem, and to anticipate a response without seeing any of the
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four choices, and then to choose among them. This was meant
to be a literal question, presumably easy for students to
answer because it is based on information directly stated in
the text, However, Langer found that 67 percent of the
students answered from their final understanding of the
passage, the text world they had developed throughout the
reading of the passage. All of the students in Langer's
study (third graders) ended the passage with an envisionment
of someone riding something -- with one hand in the air, and
holding on to something; this was apparent when they were
asked to "act out” what was happening in the passage. They
used this knowledge as the basis for their response to the
test question--whether or not they got the question right.
Thus they explained:

"He's disgualified 'cause he just ignores the rules."

*That's what happens, you get kicked out if you don't
obey the rules, "

Similarly, in justifying "winner",

"If you don't follow the rules you'll cheat and have a
better chance to win,"

The remaining students (33 percent) explained their answers
by a simple visual match, pointing to the "disqualified” in
the text, even though they dia not kiow what the word meant.

Those sStudents who returned to the text in order ¢to
answer the question relied simply on the visual match rather

then remembering or rereading for *literal” meaning.
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Langer (in preparation) describes a number of similar
results, raising questions about ways used to describe
comprehension complexity. Her findings suggest that readers
do not necessarily act upon the assumptions upon which test
items are based, and that specific test-taking skills that
focus on word- or sentence-level matching sometimes play an
unintentional role in successful performance, and may in
turn receive an undue emphasis in instruction,

These criticisms of standardized tests do not challenge
their role as predictors of subsequent achievement; in
fact, current psychometric technology is gquite effective in
generating tests which function well in this role. What
these analyses do challenge is the role of tests in the
instructional cycle, as valid measures of skills that have
been developed in a preceeding instructional session, or of
skills that may need to be developed in a subsequent
session,

To recapitulate, uwiteracy instruction in the United
States is structured # -ound a relatively consistent notion
of instruction, one that defines relatively clear roles for
teacher and student. In this view, knowlege is
conceprualized as & body of information to be transmitted
frow teacher to student; the role of the teacher is one of
organizing that knowledge in as logical and efficient a

manner Aas possible; and the role of the student is one of
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remembering what has been imparted, This view carries with
it its own technology, to organize the knowledge to be
transmitted (textbooks and accompanying exercise material),
and to monitor the success of the enterprise (through unit
tests and the apparatus of standardized testing).

while this view itself may leave 1little room for
criticism, the assumptions underlying it and its operation
within the classroom may well be responsible for the
instructional problems identified in the studies cited
above. Findings suggest that in practice, the current view
of instruction is easily distorted, incorporating 1)
measures of achievement that do not reflect students’
maste:y of the process of understanding; 2) reading
materials (primarily textbooks) that are ill-structured and
divorced from any real communicative intent; and 3)
exercises in subskill learning that remain divorced from the
broader ends the subskills were originally to have
furthered. A number of characteristics of student learning
can also be traced to these distortions: 4) while lower-
level literacy skills seem to be well-learned, higher-level
skills remain underdeveloped; and 5) students tend to be
disengaged from the subject matter, and from reading and
writing in general.

Rather than simply a scenario of ineffective

implementation of instruction, these characteristics seem to
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be logical outcomes of a view of instruction in which
knowledge is conceptualized as separate from the meaning-
laden whole, and in which the relationship between teacher
and student is seen as one of conveying Kknowledge rather
than mutually exploring their interpretations. And this in
turn leads to a search for an alternative view that is more
consistent with current understanding of the process of
language learning, as well as with the goals of fostering

language and reasoning skills.

Toward an Alternative view of Effective Instruction

In response to £indings such as those described above,
Langer and Applebee have begun to develop an alternative
view of effective instruction (Note 1). Their concerns are
not 8o much with psychological models of learning as with
the context of the classroomy thelr criticism of what they
have been finding in schools (Applebee 1984) ‘is based upon
the implicit models from which teachers seem to be working
from. These models have complex roots some of which may be
representative of major psychological models such as Bloom's
work on mastery learning (1971), Gagne's work on the
conditions of learning (1977), or Goodwin and Klausmeier's
work on facilitating student learning (1975). However,
Langer and Applebee's studies of classrooms suggest chat the

teachers' use of these models is erratic, and may at times
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misrepresent the behaviors the authors intended. Rather than
questioning the existing psychological models, the emerging
view of effective instruc-ion presented here 1is being
developed for different purposes, as a "model-in-context.”
It posits a view of instruction that is contextually
imbedded and articulates with day-to-day practice as well as
with the psycbological and linguistic 1literatures. It
offers a bridge between the worlds of the.ry and practice.
The model views literacy learning as an extension of
earlier child language processes, and places the concomitant
instructional issues within the frameworks of language
learning. Studies which have analyzed the principles
underlying successfu. instructional dialogue are the most
relevant here. The notion that dialogue can function as a
"gcaffold® to support early language learning was developed
by Bruner and his colleagues (Bruner 1978y Ninio & Bruner
19783 Ratner & Bruner 1978) who used it to examine
adult/child dialogue. They described how the child learns
more sophisticated language functions through | supportive
dialogue in which the mother extends the child's new
language skills and prevents the child from sliding back to
earlier forms. Wertsch (1980), elaborating on the work of
vygotsky (1962, 1978), similarly focuses oOn thé role of
social interaction in the development of language and

thougnt. His work guggests there ie a gradual
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1ntetnalizétion of the assistance provided by the adult,
with the child not only responding correctly to the adult's
directives, but actually taking over the responsibilities of
the adult in "talking through®™ the steps of the task.
Studies such‘as these suggest that in language learning, the
presence of a supportive dialogue allows the child to
accomplish tasks that could not have been accomplished
alone, and at the same timé, allows the child to internalize
procedures that lead toward later independent performance.
Similar to these patterns in child language
development, the most successful 1literacy instruction
observed by the Langer and Applebee project team occurred
when the students and the teacher had shared understandings
cf the specific goals of an imnstructional activity, as well
as a shared sense that the activity required a collaborative
interaction if it was to be completed successfully. (See
Palinscar and Brown, in press, for a similar argument.)
Langer and Applebee have used the concept of
instructional "acaffolding” as a way to examine the nature
of inzatructional interaction. This concept can be applied
to the range of instructional settings that occur in schools
- from the dialogue that takes place between teacher and
students to the practice activities in students' texts and
workbooks. The scaffolding provided in any given situation

can be more or less structured, and more or less effective.
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The notion of scaffolding provides a  framework for
recognizing significant dimensions of instruction -
dimensions that Langer and Applebee have described in the
context of particular classrooms, and the direct effects of
which can be manipulated and tested in controlled studies.
This view of instruction makez it possible to separate, and
separately assess, the information provided from the manner
in which it is delivered in instructional settings.

The notion of instructional scaffblding builds on
analyses of the characteristics of parent/child interaction
that contribute to the rapid pace of early language
development, adapted to the somevhat different tasks
inherent in formal schooling. Applebee and Langer (Applebee
and Langer 19833 Langer and Applebee 1984) have described
five characteristics of instructional interaction that were
critical to the success of activities in the classrooms they
studied, but that were often lacking in the activities the
teachers plann;3£

i, Student Ownership of the Learning Event - The
instructional task must permit students to make their own
contribution to the activity as it evolves, thus allowing
them to have a sense of ownership for their work. They must
develop their own reasons for participating in the activity
rather than simply completing the task because it has been

assigned by the teacher.
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The notion of ownership does not preclude the teacher's
introducing an activity. The activities introduced, however,
must leave the student room to make a contribution beyond
simply repetition of information or ideas drawn from the
teacher. For example, the assignment can provide room for
the studenﬁ's value judgments or for reorganization of the
content being studied: "write a newspaper article 4giving
critical information that you feel will be helpful for
people who are deciding for whom to vote." This contrasts
with an assignment that restricts the student to information
previously presented by the teacher or textbook, e.d.,
*write an election article telling who the candidates are,
the parties they represent, and their major platforms.”

2. Appropriateness of the Instructional Task - The
instructional task must grow out of knowledge and skills the
students already have, but must pose problems that cannot be
solved without further help. The task, then, needs to be
sufficientiy difficult to permit new learnings to occur, but
not 8o difficult as to preclude new learnings.

3. Supportive Instruction - Once the student and
teacher understand that help is necessary, direct
instruction 4n the ‘form of gquestioning, modeling, ;or
onstructive dialogue is offered to help the student develop
a successful approach to the task. The student learns new

gkills in the process of doing the task in a context where
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instruction provides the scaffolding or support necessary to
make the task possible.

4. Shared Responsibility - The teacher'é role i~ the
instructional event needs to be more collaborative than
‘evaluative. It is one of helping students toward new
learning, rather than of testing the adequacy of previous
learning. The teacher's responses to student work help the
students rethink efforts and rework idzas as they move
towvard more effective solutions to the problem-at-hand.

5. Internalization - Over time, instruction should
change, in response to the student's internalization of the
patterns and approaches practiced with the teacher's
assistance. (Too often, "effective" lesson patterns become
an unchanging part of the instructional routine, for
sequences of textbook lessons as well as for individual
teachers. In these cases, students are "helped” to do things
they can already do on their own.} Instruction must be
sensitive to the fact that as students gain new Kknowledge
and skills, the instructional interaction should change as
well. The student's contribution to similar tasks will
increase while the teacher's concerns will shift toward more
sophisticated issues or approaches, The amount of dialogue
may actually increase as the student becomes mo-e competent,
witk the interaction shifting from simple questions or

directives toward a more expert axploration of options and
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alternatives.

This view of instruction permits a fusion of the need
for direci instruction in new skills with the recent concern
vith reading and writing processes. The critical feature is
that the instruction take place in a context where student
as well as teacher bas an active role to play in the
literacy event. There must be room for a shared exchange of
ideas between teacher and student, and an underlying
understanding about their roles and goals -- who needs the
help, who gives the help, what help is needed, and why.

Once engaged in this model of instructional
scaffolding, student and teachar roles necessarily change,
and along with them, the nature of lessons and learning
change—instruction takes on a different face that requires
new uses of materials and new ways to assess whether
learning has taken place. In this model of instruction,
the teacher retains the role of planner and initiator ' of
classroom activities. Hovever, the activities need to be
planned to provide scope for the students te develop their
own purposes rather than simply providing responses to fit
into the teacher's predetermined framework.

The notion nf instructional scaffolding is wuseful in
examining the teaching of Jane Martin, a high schoel social
studies teacher who has been participating in the Langer and

Applebee study. During the first year nf work with one of
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Ms. Martin's classes, & research assistant observed 28
lessons, held 12 planning sessions with her, and conducted
55 interviews with her students. Jane Martin was an
experienced teacher with a teggtation as one of the most
successful teachers in her district. The mood of her class
was always positive; she and her students shared a mutual
liking for one adbther. As teacher, Ms, Martin saw her role
as provider of information, while protecting her students
from failure. To do this, she established a highly
controlled leazrning environment where the students were
expected to display their new learnings in & predetermined
structure,

As an example of Ms. Martin's teaching, consider an
assignment on China that required two weeks to complete, and
that resulted in papers that were unusually long for her
class. Martin's assiqnment sheet was labeled "The Big
Paper,” and it opened with this statement: "WE, and I do
mean WE, are going to write a paper." There followed a two-
week calendar with due dates:

Tuesday: Instructions given,

Wednesday: Turn in thesis statement with three good

supporting arqguments by the end of class,

Thursday: Flesh out your thesis and try for a rough

draft,

Fridays Rough drafts due at the start of class;
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Tuesday: Groun work on corrected drafts,
Thursday: Polishing of rough drafts;
Friday: Pinal papers due at the start of class.

Martin monitored each stage of the writing process,
with corrections and suggestions made along the way.
Jenny's outline (her thesis and three supporting arguments)
looked like this:s

Looking ahead in China's future, some important things
are starting to develops

A. health
1) women and men are doctors
2) more research
3) trained doctors
B. Bquality between men and women
1. jobs
2. divorce
3. living atrangements when married
C. Education
1) required to have an education
2} military training is required
3) college is open to all people
Jenny was late submitting her outline to Martin, and Martin
was late getting it back to Jsnny. Interviewved mid-ﬁgy in
the second week, Jenny reported that she could not go
forward with her work becauses
(Mg, Martin) still hasn't checked my outline. I
started doing ny rough draft and then Mike (another
. student) said 7T really shouldn't because she hasn't

checked my paper and I don't know if I'm doing it
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right.

The next day, dJenny received approval for her outline - an
OK: written on the top of the page with "this needs <to be
reworked® next to the first sentence and "good proofs"™ near
the bottom of ihe page.

Jenny's final paper, with her arguments given advance
spproval, was quite predictable in content, The 1last
paragraph read:

In conclusion, China's future is definitely
looking better. There is more equality between the
sexes, more medical research, and a better educational
system.

Tom, on the other hand, had a different kind of
problem, At first he was excited about his topic. He said,

I knew I wanted to write something toward China
the promised land or getting better, ‘'cause that's the
way (Ms, Martin) made it 10ok~~you know, the way she
set it up like a litéle fornula with a main topic and
supporting details, So it was just a matter of getting
the the facts together.

However, at the rewriting stage, he needed some help.

The hard part was rewriting it after (Ms, Martin)
made corrections...cause I had to restate some things
that I really didn't understand how to restate. I

didn't know how she wanted me to do it.
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Eventually, he had a conferénce with the teacher, and
she told him what to include. Tom wrote in the restatements
as Martin suggested them, and copied the entire piece over
as a final draft.

while both papers were long and coherent, the students
spent surprisingly little time actually thinking about what
they were going to write, points they wished to make, or
ways to organize or present their information. fheir roles
wvere rather passive: they were required to know what was
expected, to keep track of the information presented in
class and in the textbook, and to transcribe it rather than
use it to extend or develop new meanings. Both students
received good grades, both felt thay had done what had been
asked of them-~and Martin felt ber students had learned the
China section of the curriculum.

Somehow, though, the students krew, and Jane Martin
came to realize, that although they had gotten through this
assignment, and likely could get through many other
assignments like it, there was something missing.

If we consider this instructional seQuence in terms of
the criteria of effective scaffolding, two problems are
immediately apparent. Pirst, and in this case most
important, the sequence subverts the étudents' attempt to
take ownership for what they are doing. Even Tom, who began

with considerable excitement, soon found himself tracing out
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the argument Ms, Martin wanted rSthet than developing his
own. At its most extreme, though relatively typical in this
class, this even involved accepting the teacher's rewordings
without understanding what they meant. Tom could have taken
ownership for his writing by selecting a topic or form in
which to present his own responses to uattin'é assignment.
Instead, he wrote about the ideas he thought Martin
expected, in ways she expected them to be presented.
Martin's reasons for keeping such total control were
benevolent ones, sStemming from her concern with protecting
the students from any kind of failure. At the same time,
unfortunately, she also protected them from something quite
pasic to literacy learning -- students learning to
manipulate and control their own ideas in ways they could
not have done before.

The second problem stems directly from the first: the
sequence Martin planned provided too much support, helping
the students accomplish what they should have been learning
to accomplish without help. Again in her concern with
protecting them from failure, she failed to remove the
scaffolding after it was no longer needed, While students
in her class needed considerable help in organizing their
writing, they also needed room to change ideas, add new
onec, and reorganize the piece as the writing developed. The

structure Martin provided left no room for that to occur,
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Both these problems derive directly from the
instructional model from which Ms, Martin was operating, As
teacher, she had information that must be provided to the
students; as students, they had to demonstrate they had
learned, and could recite, the information she had provided.
That the level of engagement in the task, as well as the
level of intellectual activity, remained low Seems a
relatively direct consequence of her assumptions about
instruction.

This lesson is not unlike those observed in other
classroom taught by other teachers. The teacher's role and
the student's role are not unlike those reported in the many
gtatus studies we reviewed at the beginning of this article.
It is another example of the fact that in the instructional
models upon which literacy instruction is currently based,
higher level thinking and rea:_.oning have no place, They are
not purposely being overlooked--they simply are not what
counts, They are not whe.e instruction starts, nor are they
what is evaluated as a measure of success. To change this
requires more than gimply ringing variations on current
models of instruction; it requires a reconceptualization of
the role of teacher and student in instructional
interaction. The notion of instructional scuffolding is one
beainning, where the teacher 1is directly involved in

providing instructional support, but where thinking and
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learning belong to the student.
Summary

The studies reviewed here suggest that - 1literacy
instruction in the |©United States limits students’
opportunities for thoughtful engagement in reading and
writing tasks. Reading and writing activities require
®"right” anawers more often th&n an elaboration of ideas, and
instruction focuses more L on checking the correctness of
responses than on helping students extend their learning.
An alternative view of effective instruction, ’grounded in
part in studies of instructicn and”Tn'part in the child
language literature, has been suggésted as a way to begin to
move beyond the limitations apparent in current practice.
The notion of instructional scaffolding provides btoth a
framework for analyzing ongoing instruction, and a metaphox
that teachers may find helpful in reformulating their
practice. Unlike the notions of curriculum that underlie
current practice, instructional scaffolding leaves room for
encouraging higher-order reasoning as well as the basic
skills. It may also offer a way to integrate recent
scholarly attention to reading and writing %rocesses with

the practical and pressing concerns of the classroom.
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Notes

1. Arthur N. Applebee & Judith A, Langer. Moving Towards

Excellence:s Writino apgd Learping in the Secondary School

Curriculum. National Ins;itute of Education Grant No. NIE-

G-82-0027.

References

Anderson, T.H., A:mbruster, B.B., & Kantor, R.N.
How Clearly Nritten are Cbildren's Testbooks? OL. Of

Bladdexvorts 2ap8 Alfa (Reading Education Report No.
16). Urbana, IL: Uaiversity of Illinois at Urbana-

Champaign, Center for the Study of Reading, 1980,
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 192 275)
Applebee, A.N. *Silent Reading Tests. what Do They

Measure?” School Review 80 (1971): 86-93.
Applebee, A.N. ¥Writing ip tbe Secondary School:  Englisb

apd the Content Areas (Research Report No. 21),
Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English,

1981.

Applebee, A.N. Coptexts for Learpipg to Wriite; Studies of

Secopdary Scheeol Ipsfructiop. Norwood, NJs3 ABLEX,
1984.

Applebee, A,N., & Langer, J.A., "Instructional SCaffgiding:

Reading and Writing as Natural Language Activitius.

Lapguage Arts 60 (1983): 168-175.
Armbruster, B.B., & Anderson, T.H Structures for

44

45



Explspatiops ip BHistory ZTextbooks or So What IS
Governor Stanford Missed the Spike and BHit the Rail?
{Technical Report No, 252). Urbana, IL: University of

Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Center for the Study of
Reading., 1982, (ERIC Documnent Reproduction Service
No. ED 218 595)

Baker, E.L., & Herman, J.L. "Task Structure and Design:
Beyond Linkage.® Jourpal of Educational Measuremept 20
(1983): 149.

Baker, E.L., Berman, J.L., & Yeh, J.P. “Fun and Games:
Their Contribution to Basic Skills Instruction in
Elementary School.® 2dmericap Educatiopal Resesxch

Jougnal, 18 (1981)s 82-92,
Barnes, D. PFrop Copmunication to Curriculum.
Harmondsworth: England: Penguin, 1976.

Barr, R.C. "Instructional Pace Differences and Their Effect
on Reading Acquisition.®” Reading Research Quarterly:
4 (1973-1974): 526-554,

Barr, R.C, "How Children Are Taught to Read: Grouping and
Pacing.” School Review. 83, (1975): 479-498.

Barrow, K., Mullis, I.V.8., & Phillips, D.L.
*achievement and the Three R's: A Synopsis of National
Agssessment Pindings in  Reading, Writing and
Mathematics." Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of

the American Educational Research Association, New

45

46



York, March 1982,

Beck, I.L., McKeown, M.G., HMcCaslin, E.S., & Burkes, A.M.
Instructional Dimensions that May Affect Reading
Copprehension:  Examples from Zwo Commercial
Readins Progxamg. University of Pittsburg,
Language Research and Development Center, 1979,
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 197
322) |

seck, I.L., Omanson, R.C., & McKeown, M.G. *An

Instructional Redesign of Reading Lessonss Effects on
Comprehension.” Readipng Regearch Quarterly. 17 (1982):
462-482,

Bloom, B.S. "mastery Learning and Its Implications for

Curriculum Development.” In E£.W. Bisner (EQ.)
Confxonting curriculup reform. Boston: Little, Brown,
1971,

Bruce, B., Rubin, A, & Starr, K. Nhy Readability Formulas
Fail (Reading Bducation Report No. 28). Urbana, ILs

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Center for
the Study of Reading, 1981,

Callahan, R.E. Educatiop apd the Cult of Bfficiency.
Chicagos University of Chicago Press, 1962,

Bruner. J.S., Goodnow, J.J., & Austin, G. A. A Study of
Thinkins. New Yorks John w11eyland Sons, 1956,

Cazden, C. "Peek-a-boo as an Instructional Model: Discourse

46

47



Development at Home and at School." Papers apd Reports
of Cbild Language Develcpment. 11 (1980): 1-29.

Clark, C., & Yinger, R. The Hiddep World of Teachina:
Ioplisations of Research Op ZTeacher Planping (Research
Report No. 77). Michigan State University, Institute
for Research on Teaching, 1980,

Collins, J. "Discourse Style, Classroom Interaction, and
Differential Treatment.” Jourpal 9f Reading DBebavior.
14 (1982)3429-437.

Cook-Gumperz J., Gumperz, J.J., & Simons, H.,D. Fipal
Report op Scheool/Home Etboegraphy Projsct. National
Institute of Education Grant Number NIE-G-18-0082,
Unpublished manuscript, University of California,
Berkeley, 1982,

Davis, F.B. *pundamental Pactcers of Comprehension in
Reading.” pPsychometrice, 9 (1944): 185-197.

Davison, A., Kantor, R.N., Hannah, J., Bermon, G, Lutg, R.,
& Salzillo, R. Linitations of Readability Formulas ip
Guiding Adoptatiops 9of Texts (Technical Report No.
162)., Urbana, IL: University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, Center for the Study of Reading, 1980,
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No, ED 184 050)

Dor-Bremme, D., & Herman, J.L. ZIessing ip the Scboolg: A
National Profile. Oniversity cf Californmia-Los
Angeles, Center for the Study of Evaluation, 1983,

47




puffy, G., & McIntyre, L. A Qualitatitive Analysis of How
Yarious Primary Grade Teachers Employ the Structured
Learning Copponents of the Pirect Ipstructiop Model

whep Teachips Reading. (Report No. 80). Michigan State
University, Institute for Research on Teaching, 1980,

Duffy, G., & Roehler, L.R. The Illusion of Instructiocn.
BReading Research OQuarterly 17 (1982), 438-445,

Duncan, M.J., & 8£Fdle, B.J. The Study of Teaching. NY:
Holt, Rinebhart & Winston, 1974,

Durkin, D, “"what Classroom Observations Reveal About
Reading Comprehension.” Readipg Research Quarterly. 14
(1978~1979) : 491-533.

Durkin, D. "Reading Comprehension Instruction in Five Basal
Reader Series.” Reading Repearch Ouaxterly. 16 (198l1):
515-544.

Erickson, F. "Some Approachee to Inquiry in School-Community
Ethnography.” Anthropelogy and Eduzatiop Quaxterly, &
(1977): 58-69.

Erickson, PF.R., & Shultz, J,. *"Wwhen is a Context? Some
Issues and HMethods in the Analysis of  Social
Competence.” In J. Green & C, wWallat (Eds.),
Etbpograpby apd Lapguage ir EBducatiopal Settings.
Norwood, NJ: ABLE?, 19381,

Gagne, R.M. The Conditiops of lLearping. New Yorks
Rolt, Rinehart, & winston, 1970,

48

49



Gates, A.I. "An Experimental and Statistical Study of
Reading rests.” Jourpal of Educatiopal Psychelogy. 132
(1921)s 303-307.

Gilliland, J. [Reodability. London: University of London
Press, 1971.

Graves, D, Balance the Basjice: Lei Them Write. New York:
Ford Poundation, 1978. (ERIC Document Reprodu-~+ion
Service K. ED 192 364)

Gray, W.S. "Principles of Method in Teaching Reading as
Derived from Scientific Investigation.”  Natiopal
Society for the Study of Education Yearbook 18. PRoxt
1l. Bloomington, IL: Public School Book Co., 1919,

Green, J.L.,‘ &  Wallet, C. “Mapping Instructional
Conversationss A Sociolinguistic Ethnography." 1In J.
Green & C. Wwallat (Eds.), Efbnoaraspby and Language ip
Educasional Settipgs. Norwood, NJ: ABLEX, 1981,

Inheldsr, B., & Plaget, J. The Growib of Logicsl Ibinking
from Cbildbood to Adolescence. London: Routledge and
Regan Paul, 1958,

Kintsch, Ww., & Vipond, D. *Reading Comprehension and
Readability in Educational Practice and Psychological
Theory.® In L., Nilsson (Ed.), Proceedingp of 1ihe
Conferepce on Memory. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1977.

Klausmeier, R.J. & Ripple, R.E. Learpipg apd Humpap
Bbilities. New Yorks Harper & Row, 1971.

49

o0



Langer, J.A. "From Theory to Practice: A Pre-reading Plan."”

Jovipal of Readipa. 25 (1981): 152-156.
Langer, J. A. "pPacilitating Text Processing: The

Elaboration of Prior Knowledge.® 1In J.A. Langer & M,
T. Smith-Burke (Eds.), Reader Meets Autbor/Bridaing the
Gap. Newark, DE: Internafional "Reading Association,
1982,

Langer, J.A. "Examining Background Knowledge and Text
Comprehension.” Reading Regearch Quarterly (1984).

Langer, J.A. Levels of Questiopina: Ap Alterpative View.
School of Education, University of California,

Berkeley, in preparation.

Langer, J.A. "How Readers Construct Meaning: An Analysis of
Reader Performance on Standardized Test Items." In R,
Freedle (Bd.), Cognitive and Linguistic Apalvses of
Stapdardized Test Performance. Norwoods NJ: ABLEX, in

press.,
Langer, J.A., & Applebee, A.N, "Language, Learning, and
Interaction: A Framework for Improving the Teaching of

writing.®™ 1In A.N. Applebee, Coptexts for Learnipg ko

¥rite: Studies of Secondary Schbool Ipstructlion.
Norwood. NJ: ABLEX, 1984.

Marshall, J.D. *process and Product: Case Studies of

writing in Two Content Areas." In A.N, Applebee,

Coptexts for Learpipg to Write:  Studies of BSecopdary

50

a1



Schbool Instruction. Norwood, NJ: ABLEX, 1984.
‘McDermott, R.P. "The Cultural Context of Learning to Read."”
In S. Wanat (Ed.), Igsues 4ip the Evaluatiop of
Readipg. (Linguistics and Reading Series No. 1).
Arlington, VA: Center for Applied Lingzistics, 1977a.
McDermott, R.P. "Social Relations as Contexts for Learning

in School.” Harvard Educatiopal Review. 47(1977b): 198-
211,

Mehan, J. Learpipg Lessons: Social Orgapizatiop ip the
ClapsSI00R. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1979.

National Assessment of Educational Progress, Writing
Mecbapics. 1969-1974: B Capsule Descriptiop of Chapoes
(Report No, 05-W-01), Denver, CO: Education Commission
of the States, 1975.

National Assessment of Educational Progress., Readipg ip
America: B Perspective op Two Assessments (Report No.
06-R-01). Denver, CO: Education Commission of the
States, 1976.

National Assessment of Educational Progress. Reading
Cbange, 1970-1975: Supmary Yolume (Report No. 06-R-21).
Denver, CO: Bducation Commission of the States, 1978.

National Assessment of Educational Progress. writibg
Ashievement, 1969-719: Resvlts from the Thixd Natiopal
Writipg Assessment. Volumes I, II, and III. (Report No.

51

52



10-w-01, 02, 03). Denver, CO: Education Commiesion of

the States, 198la.

National Asssssment of Educational Progress. Three National
Bssessments of Readipng: Cbanges in Performapce. 1913-
1980 (Report No. 11-R-01). 'Denvet, CO: Education
Commission of the States, 198lb. o

National Assessment of Educational Progress. Reading.
Thipking, opd Writing:s Resuvlts frop the 1379-80

Fatiopal Mssegsment of Reading apd Literature (Report
No. 11-L-01). Denver, CO: Educatfaq\Commission of the
States, 1981c, i

Palinscar, A.S. and Brown, A.L, "Reciprocal Teaching of
Comprehension-FPostering and Honitoring Activities."
Coapitiop apd Ipstiuction, in prees.

Peterson, P.,L., Marx, R.W., & Clark, C.M. “Teacher
Planning, Teacher Behavior, an® Student Achievement."”

Amerisap Educational Research Jourpal., 15(1948): 417-
432,

Pressey, L., & Pressey, S.L. ®A Critical Study of the
Concept of Silent Reading.” Jourpal of Educational

Psycbology, 12(1921): 25-31.
Redish, J. "Readability.” In D,A, McDhonald (E4d.), Draftipns

DPocumepts ip Plaip Loapgugge. New York: Practicing Law
Institute, 1979.

Resnick, D.P., & Resnick, L.B. "The Nature of Literacy:

52

53 o



An Historical Exploration."™ Harvard Bducational Rewiey
47(1977): 370-385,

Richards, I.A. Prasticsl Cxiticisms A Study of Literary
Judgment, London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner and Co.,
1929,

Rubin, A. Conceptual Readability: New Wavs Lo Leok at Text
(Reading Bducation Report No, 31). Camhridge, MA: Bolt
Beranek and Newman, Center for the Study of Reading,
1981,

Royer, J.M., & Cunningham, D.J. Op tbe ITheory and
Measvrement of Readipg Comprehensiop (Technical Report
No. 91). Urbana, IL: University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, Center for the Study of Reading, 1978,
(ERIC Document Reporduction Service No. ED 157 040)

Thorndike, E.L. "Reading as Reasoning: A Study of Mistakes
in  Paragraph Meaning.”® Jourpal of Educational

Psvchology, 8(1917): 323-332,

Tuinman, J.J. "Determining the Passage-Dependency of

Comprchension Questions in 5 Major Tests." Reading

Research Ouvarterly., 10(1974)s 207-223,

53

54



