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- Preface

When the National Commission on Excellence in Education,

_ conmissioned by Secretary of Education T. H. Bell on August 26,

1981, reported recently it found *... Our nation is at risk....

the educational foundations of our society are presently being

. eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our future as

a Nation and a people..,. If an unfriengly foreign power had
attehpted to impose on America the mediocre educational performance
that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act of war."

Evidence of the heed fOf educational reform cited by the

Commission included:

(a) On 19 academic tests administered internationally American
students never scored first or second and they were last
on seven tests when compared to othgr industrialized
nationS; |

(b) Approximately 23 million-Americén adults, 13% of all 17

year olds and up to 40% of all minority youth 5re functionally

illiterate by the simplest of tests;

(c) One fourth of recent Navy recruits cannot r2ad the minimum

needed to understand written safety instructions.

Correlation does not imply causality as is well known. However,
it cannot escape notice that our prisoﬁ§ are full of illiterate and
semi-1iterate men and wdhen whosellives might have been very different
had.they experienced more success in school.

Estimates of the dollar cost of illiteracy are staggering. And
often those figures fail to take into aécount the cost of retaining
children who have “failed" (been failed by) a grade. When one child is

in school an extra year it costs the tax payers well over $1500 on the




* fallacious beliefs that are responsible for the perpetuation of

~ the first step toward increased literacy in our nation. The next step

éverage. It also delays by a year the .time when that student becomes

an employed tax payer and thus shortené by a year his er her productive

work life. Surely no one disputes that inability to read i§ the

major cause of retention. q _ .
To attribute the decline in American education solely to inadequate

methodology of teaching reading would be simplistic; but to refuse to

recognize the dramatic improvement that would result if all cﬁildren

were more easily and efficiently taught to read would be foolish.

Learning to read is the sine qua non of a successful school ~

experience. One can only specu]aie about the cumulative personal
frustration and pain directly attributable to reading failure. How
is it that a nation with the resources of the United States stands
seemingly bewildered and helpless to teach its citizens basic skills? 3
Very simply, we have been using the wrong techniqugs of reading
instruction. It seems incredible that the education establishment
could have persisted in the folly of inappropriate reading methodology
over so many years and with so many millions of failures. Had we not
known how to teach children totread easily and'well. this persistence
in ineffective methods would have been more understandable. However
we have had highly sdccessfu].methods,.programs, and techniques for
many, many years. Not only have we had succesful programs but we have

had ample and conclusive research evidence of their efficacy.

Groff's Myths of Reading Instruction is a superb analysis of twelve ‘

ineffective and inappropriate approaches to reading instruction.

Understanding that these mytﬁs are patently and demonstrably false is
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is overthrowing these myths. Dr, Groff has aléo shown us how this
can be done. A1l of us who believe that learning to read our primary
language is a necessary and early step toward constructive ind
- meaningful ﬁarticibation in the world around us will be delighted by
= Groff‘s analysis. It {s welcome in proportion to the magnitude and
seriousness of the problem it addresses,
Let us hope that Groff's message is spread far apd wide Bnd that
. Just perhaps it will be truly heard and needed. Our nation urgently
needs a more literate citizenry. While that would be no guarantee

of our survival it would certainly be a step in the right direction.

Vo ilng SonZoaos BE TD
./% /3

Barbara Bateman, E’h.D.,UJ.D.
Professor of Education

University of Oregon




Introduction

The term, myth, in the title of this volume refers to a belief about

apparently
reading instruction whose truthfulnesiéhas been accepted uncriticalky

" The Myths of Reading Instruction that tkis book confronts as erroneous
therefore tend to be examples of articles of faith among reading educators.

These "'.fsuppbsitions nonetheless have been used as evidence for

" many years to Justify certain aspects'of reading instruction. The purpose

of Myths of Readingz Instruction is to make & reasonable case against these
longstanding,and often highly-regarded,and yet unsuppofted notions about
reading instruction. The goal of this volume is to help dispel the
influence that these - contentions have bad on reading instruction.

The reader of Myths' of Reading Instruction is advised that this

book is not intended to be a complete description of a recommended or
optimum program or programs of reading instrucﬁion. The book therefore $
does not comment on all the varied aspects thét go to make up a querp ’
reading program, Although this text often refers to phonics teaching in
its pages it is not designed to be a detailed or comprehensive account of
_this instruction. Neither does the book describe the m#qy interrelation-
ships that exist between the varied and numerous aspécts of an optimum
reading program. It makes no pretense at being a standard textbook on the
teaching of reading. The book, instead, sets for itself a“more.modest
goal: an analysis of a carefully selected group of reading practices that,
" while they have been Strongly supported by certain reacing experts, do

 not have support from the research findings on reading instruction,
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Myths in Reading Instruction is intended for a wide audience, TFirst,

it was written to inform readiqg teachers about certain instructional

practices they currently way use which are 4n need of reform. Second,;the

‘book addresses teacher educators at all levels, the college, school distrist

ard state or federal lewels, Since teachers generally practice what they
have been taught this text is especially pertinent for the teachers of

‘teachers., Third, school boards ggg other citizen groups interested in
1 | school.practices, who are not reading professionals, need to know about
1 teaching that is not in the best interests of children,if they are to
properly supervise or criticize reading instruction. Thié text provides

|
1 them such information, Finally, the book is directed to legislative bodies

who are in a position to influence school policies. How these legislative
bodies can help reform the teaching of reading is described in the sections
of this book to fallow called, "VWhy the Myths of Reading Instruction Prevail."

and "Can the Myths of Reading Instruction Be Dispelled?"

The principal danger of using unsubstantiated assumptions as guide-
lines for the teaching of-reading is imrediately apparent. A waste of
teacher time and effort results when wrongfﬁl presumptions are made about

~ this instruction. feaching time is & precious commodity in the modern
elementary school. The time that can be given to reading 1nstructioﬁ
always must compete with the demands for the teacher's attention made
from the numeroué other school subjects. Misuse of the limited time
available for reading instruction in schools thus invariably has a
negative effect on the rate at which children acquire reading skills.

_ Without fear of contfadiction it can be gsaid that erroneous potions by
the teacher as to how reading is best taught finally come to- equal poor
pupil performance on reading tests. In short, nothing retards pupils’

acquisition of reading abdility so much as do ineffectual teacher efforts.
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increasingly |
It will becom%zglear to the resder of Myths of Reading Instruction

that the lusapprehensioné about reading imstruction that it describes

basically stem from the negative views about " the dirsct, imterisive, -

systematic, and early teaching of phonics*held by numbers of reading

educators since the turn of -the century. Direct teaching of phonics

is instruction given to pupils in a deductive, straightforward manner,

D

‘Here the teacher expiains or demonstrates to children exactly what they

are to learn. It is expected thaﬁ these learners will acquire the precise..
phonics knowledge %hat the teacher plans for them to attain. Intensive
phonics teaching is tﬁat given on.a regular basis, at least daily, often
more than once a day. Specialitimes are set aside for this instruction,

and much time i8 given over to practice and drill on what is to learned.

To teach phonics systematically is to arrange the subunits of this body

of knowledge that the child is to learn into a hierarchy of difficﬁlty.
According to this procedure children first learn the aspects of phonics

that are seen to be the least difficult to acquire. The teaching of -each

new successive unit of phonics is parefully integrated with what has pré-
viously been taught. By the early teaching of phonics is meant the initiation
of this teaching to children as soon as they enter elementary school. The |
evidence of children's readiness for this learning is obtained through their
responses to‘this.teaching. Beteaéaing of phonics skills is a comﬁon ¢

practice here since {individual children respond to the early teaching of

‘phonics in different ways.

% Pho~dcs is information about the relationships between the way we speak
—— &35 and the way we spell them. English is an alphabetic language that
when written uses letters to represent speech sounds, €.g., /k8t/= cat. .
Instruction in phonics includes teaching pupils to conaciously identify the
speech sounds and to recognize that letters are used to iepresent them.
Pupils are trained to use this phonics information to decode the names

of unknown written words.
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History of Opposition to Phonics
C?P) The history of opposition to the early, intensive teaching of phonics 1is

1l
almost as old as the origip of phonics itself. Disagreements with the

phonics method came within less than & century after it was proposed
in 1527. Lubinus offered the essence of the whole word or look-and-
say method in 161k,

By 1779 there hed appeared even stronger defenders ot the whole-

wvord method than Lubinus. In Germany at this time Gedike argued that
1t is neither necessary nor useful to begin learning to read with a
knowledge of the individual letters, but it is not only far more
pleasant'but also far more ﬁseful for the child if it learns to read
entire words a£ once. To this effect, Jacotot in 1823 suggested that

pupils first memorize the (;rds in a sentence. Shortly thereafter a

whole~word method surfaced ;é the USA. To Worcester belongs the dis-
tinction of being the first American author,.in 1828,'to advocate the
word method.2 WOrcester'believed that beginning readers may learn
first to read words by seeing them, hearing them prénounced end having
their meanings illustrated, and afterwards the child may learn to |
analyze them or name the letters of which they are coﬁposed. All the
early whole-word methods did concede that phonics should be taught--
but only after beginning readers had first learned to recognize a
number of whole words by "sight,” as this form of identification later

came to be called.




The battle for the ascendeancy of the whole-wcrd method was not won
in the 1800's, however. It is true that this method was accepted by a
few other writers of besal readers of Worcester's time. Even some
”‘f prqminent educators of the period saw its value. Horace Mann, for
. instance, believed that the advantages of teaching children, by beginning
| ‘with vhole words, were many. But despite endorsements of this kind, the
whole-word method found no widespread support in the nineteerth century.
| The loyalty of teachers up to this point stayed, instead, with phonics~-

‘.r
based instructional materials, especially the McGuffey Readers, or with
a spelling meihod. In the latter children were taught to recognize |

“words by spelling them aloud.,

' | It was & handful of influential educatofs at the turn of the century
who rescued the whole-word method from the doldrums into which it had
fallen. There 15 no question but that the one man most responsible for
the triumph of the word method in the twentieth century was Colonei
Francis Parker, first director of the University of Chicago School of
Educatic;n.:l Parker, along with John Dewey an& G. Stanley Hall, reezlized
that the whole-word method fitted well into their notion of "progressive"

“education, as did the Progressive Education Association (which was
founded by their followers). After 1912 progressivists in elementery
education also tended toward a belief in Gestalt psychology, whick had
tenets compatible with those of the whole-word method. For example,
Gestalt psychology of that time held tﬁat our experience is slways

. perceived by us as a totality.

There was further strong support for the notion of délayfng ary
instruction in phonics from the textbooks on reading methodology, from
at least 1908 onward. In that year it was noted that new words are

best learned by hearing or seeing them in context. Phonics was

1]




condemned as dangerous before the age of eight or nine. The writers
who wrote the textbooks on reading methods in the present century

vere also the authors of éur popular look-say basal reade;s and their
teachers' manuals. These were basal readers in vhich recognizing |
words as wholes waé the prime means of word reéognition, and in which
-phonics was usually buried under masseg of other mate;iql (Chall).

| The progressive teacher‘educators of this period reminded teachers
that to be a phonics teacher vas to become a mechanical téskﬁaster who
compulsively_drives pupils through parrot-like, ;ven bizarre, drills
on connecting leiters in isolation with facsimile'speéch sounds.
Classes on phonics were described as repulsive, fear-ridden places,
“the disreputable deptﬁs into which teachers would inévitably-fall‘if
they'taught phonics early and intensively. |
The~indiffenence of reading researchers in the first half of this .

century to challenging the enuineness of the claims of the whole-word
method also abetted its dominance. Before 1958 these researchers
.appeared to have little interest in finding an answer to the question,
"If words are recognized by wholes, how are the wholes recognized?"
The;researchgng had 1no more interest in this than 4id the authors of

the textbooks on reading method and the baé%l readers of this time.
During the years 192k~35, 654 studies oﬁ reading Jgiepublished. One
can find only one study during that period designed to discover the

cues that beginning readers use to recognize words. During the years
" 1938-57 no such studies were made. Between 1921 and 1957 there were

3,450 published studies in reading.. Only one of them dealt with the

question, “How are whole words recognized~-if they are so identified?"

12




The best-known protesﬁlin this century to the whole-word method
vas made by Flesch in 1955. His contention that the who.ie-word method
vas inferior to pbonics for the developmi?t of beginning reading skills
vas later confirmed by Chall's 196;2;23f;3 of the research on this
ﬁuestion. The Bibliography of this volume presents many other reviews
of the research on this issue which come to tne same conciusions as
did Chall. |

There are yet other negative Cfiticisms of the assurptions of
delayed phonics. As noted, the advocates of the whole-werd method in the present
century came to rely on Gestalt psychologv fQ{ an affirmatior of their

beliefs. This reliance may have -influenced their misinterpretation

of early tachistoscopic studies of reading. These studies found that

mature readers could recognize whole words as fast'as, or faster than,

single letters. From this finding it was concluded, but wrongly so,
that beginning readers as well as mature readers Ssee words és "wholes."

The advocates of the word method also have continued to misjddge the

studies made of the eye movements of young children while reading.

The distorted view of these findings is demonstrated wvher. they say

that confirmation of the value of & whole-word method cores from early

eye-ﬁovement studies in reading. The facts are that the data on eye

movements of beginning readers in‘no way confirm the belief that these
children see words as wholes.. Later studies of the eye movements of

children find that & child cannnt be expected to recognize within a

"single eye-fixation more than one or two letters of the size usually

5 -

used in a primer.




' Today there is impressive empirical evidence tha’ children, in fact,

do use letters as cues to word-recognipion from the time they learn to

read vords. There is no evidence, however, to support the nbtion that

the whole-vord method enables beginning rer lers to look at & word and

tsay it without going through any kind of analysisf' So, to argue that

the beginning reader uses no cues for the recognition of an unknown
sentence

wvord except & meaningfulz%ontext begs the question, "How were the other

words in the sentence recognizeg?"- Consequently, the major premise

of the whole-word method, that'beginning readers first see words only {

as wholes through an exclusive use of cqntext cues, is & non seéuitur.

The New Anti-phonics Movement
This short history of the traditional objection to phonics helps

put into perspective the ideas of a more recent group of opponents to
phonics. This latter group of negative critics of phonics has appeared
in the wake of Chall's report in 1967 of the research on the relative
merits of phorics. This present group 1s spearheaded by Frank Smith,
whose books on reading provide the theory and the rationale fdf this

new anti-phonics movement, and by Kenneth Goodman, who censures phonics
in most of his writings about the techniques of readinglinstruction.
Smith makes clear his belief that phonics is the great fallacy of begin”
ning reading {nstruction. One of his twelve easy>ways to meke learning‘
to read difficult is to ensure that phonics skills are learned and used.
Goodmane agrees that phonics in any form in reading imstruction is at
best & peripheral concern. Obviously, the new anti-phonics evalates
the(gsefulness of phonics in a wey fundamentally different than its

traditional opponents. The latter oppbsed only the teaching”of phonics

early and intensively in the reading program.




The members of the new anti-phonics movement, which came into
being after 1967 have mace many negative remarks about phonics teaching.
These criticisms are voiced in a confident-sounding, authoritative manner.

It will be demonstrated in Myths of Reading Instruction, however, that

 these critics of phonics can find 1ittle or no sup.ort for their views

from the empirical researd. For example, the new

‘etractors of phonics teaching claim that: tco much emphasis has been

placed on phonics since its teaching makes reading a difficult or

incomprehensible task, 95 105 113 125 13

The critics of phonics argue
that phonics teaching is likely to do more harr than good since it is
impossible for children to identify the.name of a word from the speech sounds
that its letters nepresent.lh; 155 16; 17 Children's inabilities to learn
to read are not caused by phoniés problems, it is said, because it is not
difficult to find children who overrely on phonics.le; 19; 205 215 22; 23
Reading teachers are thus advised n-t to be concerned with words. letters,
and word recognition.2h; 255 26
Some negative critics of the intensive teaching of phonics say that‘
only a "little dab" of phonics is nesded by children, They believe that
more phonics instruction will simply make the poor reader worse off.27; 23;
29; 305 31 Such critics see the intensive teaching of phonics as an
‘Maveremphasis" of this instruction.32; 33; 3bs 35
There are many reading experts who judge that this overeﬁ;hasis on

phonics, as they call it, interferes with chiléren's abilities to comprehend

IS




36; 37; 38; 39; LO; L1; L2; L3; Ll LS; Lé; L7 They observe

what they read.
that remedial reading classes are filled with children who know how to
use phonics quickly and accurately.ha; L9

The opponents of phonics also distrust it because they believe English

is spelled so unpredictably that phonics,even if learned,cannot function. i

. [3 2 [ : .
50; 51; 52; 53 They see phonics as almost useless for sounding out words
since each letter in a word represents too many speech sounds.12
A final arcument against phonics teaching is that children learn to

read 2s naturally and as easily as they learned to understand speech and

to speak, Why should direct teaching of phonics be undertaken, they aver,

when shildren will develop their own rules for learning to read, much as

they did when they learned to speak?gh; 553 563 57; S8

5
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Today it is not unicommon to read such negatively critical remarks

about phonics, even though they have_not been corroboreted by research
evidence. These - ' comments about phonics are

found in many educational journels, in books written for reading

t educators on the methodology of this instruction, and even in monographs
on reading instruction sponsored by the two largest organizations in

the word concerned with the development of literacy, the International
Reading Association and the Netional Council of Teachers of English.

The extent and frequency to which these B ‘denunciations of
phonics are ﬁade and the prestigious sources that publish them doubtless
have mislead numerous reading educators to a belief_in their pronounce-
ments. As an example of the intensity of the publicity given to the

new anti-phonics point of view, I found thaﬁ,during one recent five-year

period the Reading Teacher, an official organ of the IRA, published at

least twenty-eight articles which were complimentary to the new anti-
phonics position. During this extended period ﬁpis Journal did not
publish one article that was negatively critical of_the»apti-phonics
viewpoint. Then, in two recent national conventions (1982-1983) the
IRA has scheduled only one session on phonics among the many hundreds
of such meetings that it sponsors at its well-attended conclaves.
From these signs of condemnation and deeuphasis 6f phonics the naive,
uninformed, or easily persuaded reading educator doubtless'would
assume that phonics has’become increasingly discredited as a valid

" aspect of reading 1nstrucpion.

Goals of this Book -
The 3usti?ication for Myths of Reading Instruction rests on the

degree to which intensive phonics teaching has been negatively criticized

18 BEST COPY Air..
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by -the new anti-phonics movement. This volume will serve its intended
purpose as it demonstrates that the notions atout reading instruction
the new anti-phonics movement holds are the result of misinterpretations

of the findings of empirical research on phonics and other matters. If the

~material in this book to follow helps dispose of certain widespread
.yet undocumented notions about phonics, it is apparent that the
qﬁality of reading instruction in our schools could be enhanced as &
result. The National Commission on Excellence in Education reporp?d
that in 1983 there were 23,000,000 American édu}ts who were functiégﬁ
ally illiterate, with the-percujtage of illiteracy running as high as

40 percent émoné our minority youth. The Commission was correct in
concluding that among the essential changes needed to help overcome
this horrendous problem is "our better understanding of 1earﬂing and
teaching and tﬁe implication of this knowledge for school practice.”

Myths of Reading Instruction is dedicated to the accomplishment bf

that goal.

The main body of this book deals with severallof the false beliefs
about critical aspects of reading insirhctioné}h&t have come to have a
crippling effect upon the effectiveness of this teaching. The research
that has exposed the falsities of these discredited notions about the
teaching of reading then is explained. : Finally,
the book presents & Bibliography of Reviews of Research on Phonics.

Presented here are citations to many surveys or reviews of the research

.on phonics. Included with each citation is a quotation that represents

-
-

the conclusions drawn about the meritsof phonies to read-

ing by the various authors of these surveys.

. | V 19 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The Mechanics of Raading Research

The citations in the Bibliography, with feu exceptions, are
references to critical surveys of the research studies that have

investigated the relative merit of phonics in children's acquisition

Il

of reading skills. As is described in the Bibliography, there are
several reasons why conclusions about the value of phonics made from
surveys of the pertinent research are more reliable -and valid than are
conclusions one can draw from single pieces of this research.

For those not familiar as ;o how the reports of the findings of
indiQidual pieces of researéh on the merit of phonics come to be published

in a reputable educational, psychological or linguistic journal a description
of this process is useful. First, an investigator of this matter, usually

a university professor or a graduate student, conceives of ;nd carries

out the investigation, These. studies are of two general types: ones that
compare the effect of relatively long-terr phonics teaching on the development
of reading skills as versus some other instructional approach, or ones

which investigate the effect of relatively short-term teaching of a
particular aspect of phonics, €.g., knowledge of letter names, onh pupils'
abilities to recognize words.

These researchers are careful to con:irol certain variables in the”
design of such studies, For example, ther make sure that if their study
compares. the teaching of phonicé with another methodological approach
that the two groups of pupils used in this experiment are very similar

. in age, intelligeﬁce, réading ability.or reading aptitude, and socioeconomic
| status. Unless a study in question aims to examine only a diécrete segment
of children, e.g.; the handicapped, its investigator tries to use a cross

section or representa tive sample of all pipils in the age group under
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consideration. As a means of this control the researcher finds it
reasonable to conclude that the findings of his/her study can be
applied legitimately to childrep in general of the age groub which
was inspected, |

When the results of a study éf the teaching of phonics are.to be
compared with those obtained witﬁ another‘instructional approach the
investigators of such studies try to make sure, as ﬁell, that the teachers
in both approaches have similiar abilities to instruct pupils. BSoth the
“experimental" and the "control" teachers here are given systematic guidance
as to how each is to conduct the lessons in question. Care is taken to
make sure that the learning time provided for pupils in the two groups
to be éonpared is the same, and that the learning materials used have
similar difficulty and appeal for pupils.

Standardized reading testé, which have been shown to be obﬁective.and

valid in their contentxand reliable in their administration,are employed

to measure the effects of phonics teachihg and the method(s) to which it
is compared, Statistical analysis is applied to the datéigathered from
these tests to make sure that the differences found betﬁeen the two
teaching approaches in the study did not occur due to chance.

At this point, a report which carefully describes in detail the design,

- procedures, and'findings of the experimental study is written. Its

writer makes sure than no important aspects of the study are omitted.
This report is then submitted to one of the reputable educational, psycho-
logical or 1ingnistic'journals. It is important to note that these journals
receive far more of such reports than they are able to publiSh, It thus

{s their privilege to publish only the reports submitted to them that are

21
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judged to have the best designs, that ‘exhibit the most careful eontrol
over experimental procedures, and that have applied the most” rigorous
Qtatistical analyses to their data. To make sure that this selection
.process is an efficient oné,reputable academic journals ask ¢or critical
examinations of these repérts from reviewers selected for this job because
they are recognized experts in the field of reading. Only the reports
that receive approval from these srholars are finally accepted for publication,
It is obvious that if researthers into phonics are tb be successful
_in gaining acceptance of the reports of their work bv reputable academic
journals that they must take greap care with the design and conduct of
their studies and with the statistical analyéeq of its findings. This
fact reminds us that the findini;s of these studies must be givep far
more credence that is subjective opinion when desisions about what kinds
of instruction to use in reading are rade,
Moreover, the academic scholars who conduct and publish critical
surveys of the individual pieces of‘research on phonics set up édditional
exacting standards of judgment as to the meaning, importance, and implications
of single pieces of.research. For example,zg given puhlished ;epori of |
research is of lesser quality, for whztever reasén, than are others on
its topic, this shortcoming is noted., This assessmeﬁt is particularly .
crucial when the survey of research reveals that the findings of individual
studies disagree with each oéher. These and other self-imposéd disciplines
by those who make critical appraisals of the research on phonics make it
.safe to say that such revigws of the research are the best sources availablec
for making decisions as to the merits of phonics in reading. The Bibliogfaphy

of Reviews of Research on Phonics at the end of this book thus is highly
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- recommended as a reference point for anyone desiring to make an independent

judgment ahout this matter. In facﬁ, it is not possible to make'an oblective

and impartial assessment of the value of phonics in reading without con-

“sulting the writings found in this Bibliography. °

A fihal counsel to the reader 6f this book: The references cited
) |
in its chapters by name, e.g. Chall, are to be found in ‘he ‘Bibliogzraphy |
. .
at the end of the volume. Numbered references in the text, e.g., 1,2 are . \

found at the end of each chapter.
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Chapter I
Myth Number 1 + Phonics Hinders Comprehension

r The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate *

that the argument that the acquisition of phonics
knowledge hinders the development of pupils's com-
prehension of what they read is a false one. It

will he shown, to the contrary, that the research
indicates that there is a positive anc close rela-
tionship between pupilsi knowledge of phonics and

their comp-~ehension of ﬁritten materials.

-
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The Attack on Phonics Teaching

Intensive phonics teaching has come under heavy attack of late
fromggertain reading experts. Prominent among the charges made by some
-reading suthorities agsinst the use of instruction is the claim that
the intensive teaching'of phonics will interfere with the development
of children's'reading comprehension abilities.

The strongest of the protests against phonics teaching contends
that such irstructior is a potential and powerful method df‘interfering
in the process of leerring to read}' Others agree that phonics instruc
tion is likely to do more harm than good.2 It is said that phonics
problems are not the cause of children's inability to read written
material.

Other vwriters afe.equaily gevere in their castigations of phonics
teaching. Thnere is little relation in much of the phonic instppction
to the realities of how beginning readers recognize words, one such
crific remarks}‘ Others concur that in phonics teaching the child will
be hindered froz learning to read..S Phonics is said to be the least
successful approach to teaching word recognitionfs Some of the critics
thus are sure that arp.yicg phonics to unfamiliar words 1s not likely
to lead to their successful identification:? One of its leading
oppongnts believes tkat phohics in any form in reading instruction
is at hest a peripheral concern.8 This conclusion doubtless is based

* on his contention that psychology shows that the child's memory is so
constrained tha*+ he or she could not possibly comprehend speeEh and

writing if he or she analyzed individual words,9




Since it 1s.held thet converting letters to sounds accurately is
a process not directly related to reading comprehensiogf)it.is claimed
that whenever the child tries to apply phonics both fluency and compre-
hension tend to suffer .11 At least, some reading experts reflect, at
" times phonics decoding hinders comprehension.'“i Its appliggtioﬁ
supposedly can resu;t in serious comprehension losxs.:l'2

Other negative critics of phonics téaching charge that children
can learn to decpde words fluently but yet cannot comprehend what they
decode. One reading expeft observes that the child who can decode
words but who doesn't know what has been read, unfortunately, is s
- common sSight in many classrooms}3'Yet others insist that it is not an
infrequent occurrence to find a child who can fluently decode words
-yet be unable to give an adequate accounf of what has been read?u‘To
this effect it ls maintained that children who are at the decoding or
word recognition level of reading indeed are not reading since they
are attaching no meaning to what they are_reading}s

Another writer agrees that many teachers have discovereé among
.children who could pronounce the words correctly many who do not know
their meaming.l6 Some reading authorities call this condition "phonic
disability." They believe that a child with this condition will be
able to sound out words but-will not be able to understand them}J'In
this case it is believed that a child may read very accurately and
not be able to follow ideas in a 's'l'.ory.l8 One writer contends that she
" has observed children who in spite of their hard-won decoding skills

could not so much as read a page of simple material.l9TTue, yet another
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reading expert remarks, some children seem to be able to decode
beautifully, but when questioned, apperently underétand little of what
20
they have read. Others claim they know very vell that some children
—

can read well but do poorly on phonics exercises, while others can

" do the reve_rse.21

It is peradoxical, says another writer, to find that the pupils
vho are the most obedient in following our instructions to sound out
vords sare destined to have the most 1:rouble.22 He would'agree.that it
is.accurate to say‘that the unfortunate child who fastens toé closely
upon phonics teaching will likely fixate atlthis stage ard go no
further 23 The end.re'sult of this situation, *t is observed, is that
remedial reading classes are filled with youngsters who can sound out
wvords fluently.zh More than one critic of phonics teaching belie_y_eg that
clinics and 5pecial'reading programs are filled with children who can‘
sound out words fluently but s£ili cannot construct meaning frém what
tﬁey S0 decode.?S

A careful reading of the recent negative criticisms of_phonics‘
teaching reveals that the opponents of this instruction often complain
about the overemphasis of phonics teaching. This term usually is used
gs & s&nonyt for intensive teaching. The detractors of thonics teach-
ing never erplain specifically what they mean when they denounce the
"overemphasis" of phonics teaching. A close examination of their
comments on this matter makes it clear, nohetheless, th; they belieye
limited amounts of phonivs teaching, given in en indirect and inci-

dental manner, are adequate to teach children to read. These critics ‘

of intensive phonics teaching would appear to-agree with the writer

-




who judged that when it comes to phonics in reading instruction, the
motto "Just a little dab will do you" seems appropriate.26
- Overemphasis of the teaching of phonics, that is, the intensive

rersion of this teaching, often is cited as dangerous. Teachers are

" warned that emphasié on letter-sound correspondences and phonics may

produce readers who are not proficient eitheﬁhat identifying words or
27
at getting meaning. Others agree that far too much emphasis has been

placed on the speech sound-letter reletionship as a building block in

- ' 28
learning to read. Some reading experts are confident that the use of

complex word recognition strategies detracts from children's ability

29

to obtain meaning. “ This means that z heavy emphasis on decoding in

supposedly
the beglnning instructional program/mey make comprehension tasks more

difficult for large numbers of children.Bo The result: time spent on
teaching”extensive word-analysis skills rarely peys off in helping
childrern become avid, fluert readers, it is alleged.31
Yet other reading experts reiterate the viewpoint that there is
danger that decoding mey be overemphasized to the detriment of com~
prehension%2 Some allege that as & result of empnausis on phonics, some

33

children may become slow, overly analytic readers.
i

One pair of critics
of-phonics stress that emphasizing phoniecs turns reading into a game
with rules to follow in order to please the teacher, but robs it of
meaning.3hThe denger of overemphasized phonics teaching is ever-present,

too, caution some writers. They believe that any sequential intensive

. phonics program can easily lead to overemphasis on repetition.and

35

deadening drill.” The reading problems in schools thus derive from too

36

much stress on the decoding of words, it is said.” There is danger of

-

34

/{ "
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misleading children and creating future problems if you overemphasize

<

phonics, one reading expert prompts teachers to velieve. 31 _

These probiems cited here arelsaid to be caused by the inhergnt
difficulty of phonics for children, and by its lack of ;nterest for
ihem. We have tended to think we facilitated learning to read by break-

~ ing vritten language into bite-size pieces for learners, one writer
38 '

relates ?° Instead, he argues, we turned it from easy-to-learn larguage
into hard-to-learn abstractions. Phonics teaching is an example where

fragmenting and isolating components of written language mekes reading
' 39

an abstract and difficult task, others agree”’ It is clear, some claim,

0

learning phonics may be unnecessarily difficult for children, even

o
unfetural and overly difficult for children because it is &n abnormel
31

learning task. Thus, couprehension may not be the only casualty of

phonics ‘instruction, scme reflect. Boredom and’diéiﬁte:es: may resulthol
since-it would be difficult to exaggerate the complexity and unreli-
ability of phonicspJ‘Some caution‘teachers that phonics feaching is a
fundamentally incomprehensible aspect of reading imstruction to vhich
children should not be exposed. h2

It is even argued that phonics teaching may lead children to
distrust the strategies for reading words that they have developed
themselves from natural, on-going encounters with written language{"3
If this were so such teaching would not have long-range usefulness.
One writer supports this view ﬁhen he contends that among those
.practices vhich may actually hinder mature reading 1s.to learn certain

L~

phonic procedures for sounding out large numbers of words.




This'sample of. the negétive Judgments of reading'experts of the
meiit‘of phonics teaching makes it clear that many reading authorities
believe that this instruction inhi£its reading éomprehensioh. More-

' over, they maintain that it is common to observe cﬁildren who cen

T decode,fluehtly but who cannot comprehend the words that they decode.
This same group of reading authorities contend that teaching phonics
in an intensive manner to children is dangerous pecaﬁSe it inherently
is a diffiéult and boring subject. ' '

Research on the Fhonics-Comprehension Connection
1T is immediately noticeable, however, that these negative views

of phonics teaching are seldom accompanied by any reference to empiricai
research. For example, one readily can find statements by reading
experts to the effect that it is common to find children who can decode
fluently, but who cannot then comprehend the reading materigl that they
so easily decode. Unfortunately, these statements do not provide
references to experimental research aé'support-for these conclusions.
They appear to be opin%ons about this instruction, and not‘reflections
of what the research says about this issue. e ;

Thére have been many reviews made of the published researcﬁ on the
reiationships §f phonics teaching and reading comprehghsion since
Jeanne Chall completed the first full-scale survey of this evidence in
1967. Chall's analysis of the research on this matter from 1910 to
1965 led her tq\gonclude that "The long-existing fear that am,.initial
code [phonics] éﬁphasis produces readers who do not read for meaning or
. with enjoyment is uﬁfqpnded. On the contrary, the evidence indicates
that better results in:terms of reading for meaning are achfeved with

the programs that emphasize code at the start" (p. 307). later,
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Chall (1979, p. 33) wrote: ™"Would m& conclusion regarding the benefits

of code-emphasis be the same today--after 10 more years of research?

1 would tend to say yes, since I do not see any viable data to dis-

confirm 1t." In 1983 Chall brought her review up to date, and made the same

.conclusion.

Since 1967 the continuing reviews of the research on the relation-
ship of phonics instruction and reading comprehension largely have come
to the same conclusions as did Chall-bn this matter. (Chall and the

a sample of those on this issue
references to follow arg‘?ncluded in the Bibliography at the end of
this volume.) Wardhaugh concluded thaf valid research evidence to
support\léok—and-say and other whole-word hethods over phonic methoés:
does not exist and fgir compgrisons nearly always show phonics instruc-
tionpto result in -the development of supirﬁfr yﬁgding achievemen£;
Gough and Cosky agree the il.e‘t.‘t.er-by-le't,'t,erp om?t:izesis is the strongest
(i.g., the ‘cleanest and the richest) idea anyohe has had about word
recognition.‘ Gibson offers her support when she writes that the heart
of learning to read would seem to bé the proceés of mapping written
words and letters to the spoken language. Vellutino (1979) echoes the
idea that the child's task in learning to read is to decode print to
his spoken language. Weigl goes further. To him, written language can
be learned only as a consequence of the fule governed correspondence
between graphic and acoustic structures. The research evidence on
phbnics Nickerson surveyed led him to conclude tlat perhaps thére are
no better ways to teach reading.

Downing and Leong found ihat the research findings suggest that
facility in decoding. and extraction of word meaning are relat;d.’ Léss

skilled comprehenders are deficient or inefficient in the utilization‘




of decoding skills. Perfetti and Lesgold agree that the research

indicates that general verbal coding facility is substantially corre-
lated. with reéding achievement. Johnson and Lefton interprét the
research gimilarly. In summary, they say, it appears that poor
‘-t decoding skills can contributeﬂsignificantly to poor comprehension.
The reviewers of the research on the relationship of phonics
instruction and reading comprehension are espe?ially convinced that
_the above conclus;éns apply to beginning readigg. Resnick and Beck
concluded that the large majority of séholars--both psychologists and- '
linguists--argue that a fundamental task of initial reading is learnirz
the stéuctura} relationship between written and spoken 1§nguage,
i.e., the grapheme-phoneme mapping. His survey of the evidence led
Glushko to the conclusion that it seems undeniable that phonic or
analytic instruction works for beginning readers. To Ehri (1980; tte
research indicates that the task of beginning readers is to assircilete
the word's priﬁted fofm to its phonological structure. Libermen an&
Shankweiler agree that the'chili}s fundamental task in learning to |
read is to construct a link between the arbitrary signs of print and
| speech; Kintsch has no doubts about this connection. He believes
'that, obviously, decoding here is crucial. ?The evidence which suggest:z
‘the importance, for the ear;y reader, of depoding the graphemic infcr-
mation into a phonological form, that McCuster, Hellingér, and Bias
consulted doubtless was that also read ﬁy Stanovick. He also reports
. that there is considerable evidence that phonemic segmentation and
analysis skills that depend on explicit phonemic awareness are related

to early reading success. Recalling that the average English-speaking

38




[

high school student can name 50,0C0 different written worde while
the Chinese scholar can name only 4,000 logogrems, Rozin and Gleitman
reflect that it is no wonder that poor reading and poor phohological

recoding skills &re found to be so highly correlated among young

. readers.

Yet another survey of the.empirical data on the question on hand
(Fowler, 1981) stresses the fact t: " these research findings indicate
that the sound syster must be criticully involved in the reading process
independently of level of reading skill. Golinkoff's (1978) critique
of these data drew her to the conclusion that phonemic awareness skills--
both analysis and synthesis--have been shown in a number of studies to be
predictive of early and extended reading achievement. The research on
this matter tells layton tha£ phonics is one of the.truly independent
reading techniques that wili serve children into adulthood. Baron reports
that the research indicetes that it is important to learn to use the rules
relating to spellings and sounds because they are used 1n-fluent reading.

Those who wrote the influential Bullock Report for Great Britain's

c,Department of Educetion and Science also found that the empirical evidence
supports the conclusion thet competence in phonics is essential both for
'attacking unfamiliaf words and for fluent reading. |

Sonme reviewers of the research contend that the empirical findings
suggest tha* there are special ways that phonics knowledge ﬁnd its

application aids ir the comprehension of reading. Barron (1978) believes

. that the evidence indicates that phonetic recoding plays a critical role

in the comprehension of printed connected discourse by providing the

reader with a strategv for maintaining in memory the wording of, for

23
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example, & sentence long_gnough for thati sentence io be comprehended.
Allport agrees that phonological coding in reading provides additional
témporary storage after lexical access, until the meaning of larger

syntactic units, phrases and sentences, has been satisfactorily

4

‘j analyzed. Levy's search of the research came to fhe same conclusion:

phonemic representation is important iﬂ reading largely because it acts
as a good memory representation from_whiéh megsage cozprehension can
occur. To Libermen, et al. (1977.) the research findings offer the
poséibility that working from a phcaetic basénis natural and necessary °
if the reader (including € en one vho is highly practic“ed) is to teke
advantage of ‘the primary language processes that are so'deep in his |
experience and, indéed, in his biology. While Banks, Oka and Shugafman
concur that speech recoding seems fo be one mechanism by which words
are kept available for short periods, they see anotber'possible réle
for phonics teaching: for determining the supra-segmental phonemes,
rhythms, and streés patterns that mark phrase boundaries in speech but
are not noted in written text. |

As noted, many reading experts are convinced that the intemsive
teaching of pppnics, the overemphasis of th;s instruction, as they
call it, is"a dangerous'practice. The experts in reading who have
surveyed the feseafbh come to a different conclusion, however. To
this effect, ﬁolland says that it is clear that intensive, systematic

decoding programs result in better reading achievement than do other

. kinds of beginning reading programs. Wallach and Wellach concur that

the research indicates that the child must be thoroughly trained to

"break" the code, to transform the visual forms of letters into the
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sounds they represent. In short, declares Resnick, the charge that too
early or too much emphasis on the code depresses comprehension finds no
support in the empirical data.

lesgold and Curtis' review of the evidence affirms the conclusion

.that there is no evidence to substantiate any strong claim that children

having trouble learning to read will, if teught in a phonics~loaded
program, become "word callers." To the contrary, Aeams reports that
children who havé been taught to read without due emphasis on the
mechanics of decoding are.found to be at a disadvantage in the long run.
Baron points out that the research indicates that'the child must learn
phonics rﬁles eventually if he is to have & full battery offreadiné

skills. Since this is an inevitable requirement there appears to be no

reason tnat it should not be attained as soon as possible through

- intensive teaching. The fact that second- and third-grade pupils in

code~emphasis instructional programs are at least as capable in reading
comprehension as those whose instruction has been characterized by
delayed, gradual phonics instruction, as reported by Dyksfra, is yet .
further evidence that the intensive teaching of phonics does not have
the dangerous shortcomings attributed to it by some reéding experts.
The premise that the rapid, accurate and automatic application of
any skili requires extensive practice as a precursor to its accomplish-
ment is a widely-held psychological principle. Keeping this principle
in mind one ran identify several reviews of reading research that con-
4radict the notion that the intensive teaching of phonics is dangerous.
That is, several reviéwers of the research on phonics and read;ng com-

prehension have discovered that these findings indicate that the rapid,
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accurate and asutomatic application of phonics is closely related to
reading comprehension. To this effect Samuels and Schachter explain
that one important prerequisite is the development of decoding skills.
These skills must be brought beyond the level of mere accuracy to the

. level of automaticity. When these s¥ills become automatic, the student
is able to decode the printed symbols without the aid of attention,
thereby freeing attention for the all-important task of processing
meaning. Barron (1978) agrees that one of the reasons phonics knowledge
(decoding skill) correlates so highlr with success in learning to read
is that good decoders are individual: whe can rapidly and accurately
convert printed words into phonetic representations. Their review of
the pertinent research led Gibson ari Levin to the conclusion that
decoding must becomé smooth and a&%c:atic before attention can be

. strongly concentrated on the‘meaning to be extracted. Oth: critiques
of the empirical evidence concur the: fast decoding is critical
(Perfeéti, 1977), that good compreherzders decode accurately, rapidly
(Crrnine and Silbert), that teachers should be sure that word recog-
nition skills are developed to the pcint they are automatic (Weaver),
~and that good readers seem t9 have e.toma*ized basic decoding skills
(Golinkoff, 1975-1976).

It is unlikely that the rapid, zccurate and automatic application
of phonics skills that has been fouri toﬂ?; closely related to reading
comprehension could best be develope:i by.incidental rather than inten-
"sive instruction. It is also improb%ble, therefore, that this intensive

teaching has the ‘dangers associated vith it claimed by the negative

critics of phonics instruction.
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The charge from the negative critics of intensive phonics

instruction that there are children who can apply phonics in a rapid,
eccurate and automatic manner and yet who cannot understand the words

that they so decode is never accompanied by a reference to published

" data to this effect. These pupils are called "word callers," or

children who "bark at print." 1In reality, however, there is no evi-
dence to substantiate any sfrong claim that children having trouble
learning to read will, if taught in a phonics-loaded program, become
word callers (Lesgold and Curtis). Danks and Fears note, in fact,
that there is conéiderable dispute over whether word callers really
exist and over what the criteria should be for so labeling a child.
They judge that there is serious question whether so-called word
callers read aloud as fast and with the same number and ﬁype'oflerrors
as do other children, or read with normal intonation. The notiop that
remedial classes are filled with children who have the skills needed
to effectively apply phonics knowledge'also has been dispelled.
Groffhsasked the directors of reading clinics in universities in
thirty-four different states: Approximgtely wvhat percent of remedial
readers have such skills? The median answer here was 10 percent.

One finds no support'in the reports of reviews of the research
.i1terature for the charge that phonics teaching interferes with the
development of chrildren's reading comprehension because it inherently

is difficult and boring. The conclusions drawn from these surveys of

- the empirical evidence imply, to the contrary, that children are

capable of learning and applying phonics, 1.e., that they do not find

it overly difficult to learn or distractingly irksome. To this effect
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Carroll and Walton remark that the research shows that segmentation

skills can be critical in learning to use phonics cues and that they

are quite easily taught io nearly &ll children. Calfeeb7ndds that !

. working on phonics is an acceptable task to most children. 1In short,

it seems illogical to assume that knowledge and skill of phonics, which
relates so closely to success in reading acquisition,could.be 80
difficult to learn and so unattractive to the'learﬂer that it impedes .
the attainment of reading ability. . |

Conclusions )

The charge that the teaching of phonics, and especially the

intensive version of this instruction, interferes with the development

of children's reading comprehension skills obviousl& is a serious and
crucial accusation. Allvreading experts agree that gaining command
of comprehension skills in reading is the ultimate and most important
goal of instruction in this subject. Thus, any teacher behavior in the
reading program that acts to inhibit the growth of comprehension is to
be avoided by all means. |

It appears safe to say, however, that the rejection by teachers of
intensive phonics instruction, in the hope that thié would foster the

development of children's reading comprehension, is foolhardy. The claims

that this teaching interferes with the attainment of reading comprehen-

sion are not supported by the research on this issue. To the contrary,

_the reviews of research on this matter confirm that 1ntensive'phon1cs

instruction is a Jjustified practice. -
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There are varied and numerous reascns why phonics teaching aics
in the acquisition of reading skills, including comprehension of what
is read. English writing is based on the alphabetic principle. That
is, the speech sounds in our language are represented, in : relatively

= .predictable ways, by letters of the alphabet. Once children uncerstand
: .the workings of this code they can decode, on their own, the names of
in the use of this code,

unfamiliar written words, With continued practicex such decoding cf -
written words becomes automatic: easy, quick and'effortless. ¥itheut

instruction in this code, however, children have difficulty learning to

read,

The present discussion displays another exemple of an unfortunate

aspect of the advice that has been given teachers. Displayed in tbis
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discussion is contradictory advice given to teachers on a vital aspect

of instructional practice. As unfortunately has been the case elsewhere
in the Qducatfonal literature, the present discussion indicates that

teachers have been given directly contrary recommendations for the

' ‘teaching of reading. As before, this conflicting advice stems largely

from two mutually exclusive sources: opirion and research findings.
On the one hand, it is the opinion of some reading experts that intensive
phonfcs imstruction is a hindrance to the development of children's
reading comprehension. On the other hand, it is the conclusion of the
feviewers of the research on this issue that phonics is closely related
to feading compreheﬂsion, and therefore that it shéuld be taught
intensively so that its learners can apply i£ in a rapid, accuréte and
automatic wa&.

Venezkyhshas noted that educators Jﬁstify particular practices on
the authority of the particular reading god they worship. For the sake
of effective reading instruction teachers must resist this temptation{

Instead, they should use for this purpose the facts offered by the

_ enpirical research. Reasonable minded teachers will accept the advice

that this research-advances. In this way can we satisfactorily“
resclve the unnecessary controversy that now rages over phonics and

reading comprehension.
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Chapter II

Myth Number 2  : Unpredictable Spelling

Invalidates Phonics

. There is not -an entirely regular match up
in English betﬂden the letters of the alphabet and
the speech sounds that they represent. This fact
le=ds some'opponents of phonics to conclude that
unless tne application of a phonics rule results
iﬁ the totally accurate pronunciation of words it
should pot be taught to pupils learning to read,
Recent resea~ch is discussed which disputes thié
contention. This research suggestis that rather than
putting limits on, the number of phonics rules that
are tausht as many of these rules should be taught

as is possible.
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Background 2£ the Issue

In 1963 ClJmer1 reported bn thé fzfst influential study of how
frequeﬂ;ly the application of various -phonics rules would result in-
ithe true pronun-iation of words. In the course of this study Clymer
asked the question: "Which phonics generalizalions are useful?”
Clymer decided that if a pupil applied a given phonics rule to twenty
words this rule would be considered useful if it aided the rupil Iin
getting the correct pronunciation in fifteen of.the twenty w6rds.
Thus came into being the now widely accepted T5 percent standard for
utility of phonics rules. |
Other reading researchers have accepted the validity of Clymer's
75 percent standard regarding the degree of utility of phonics rules.
Since 1963 other studies of the extent to which phonics generaliza-
tiors meet the Clymer T5 percent level of utility have been carried
out?;%fgé findings from these later studies were similar to Clymer's.
Most significantly, these studies also réjected pﬁonics rules which
did -not meet the Clymer standard for utility. In short, their findingé
vere aeemed to confirm Clymer's notions about the utility level of
prorics generalizations. According to some reading experts the
findings of these later studies do not change Clymer's implications
ir the slightest?.
Many authors of texts on the methods of reading instruction have
, They contend )
apcepted flymer's proposition.khat unless the application off phonics

rule results in the accurate pronunciation of & written word 75 percent
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of the time that this application should not be considered useful.

A pair of these writers says that Clymer's type of study has been

most useful in clarifying this aspect qf the phonics pnogram? Others
agree that some wiwil® phon;lcé rules should not be taught, since they -
nfe not useful. They advise teachers to consider 5 p;rcent utility
generalizations as helpful to children. Even recent texts for

teachers that concentrate solely on the'teaching of phonics accept

this conclusion. One writer of such & book judges that &me research Vo

such as Clymer's has raised serious doubt about the validity of the

A

phonics generalizations commorly included in courses, texts, and
teaching materials.7

Those who oppose the teaching of phonics in géneral also use
Clymer's evidence as to the frequency with which the applicaﬁion ofﬁ
phonics rules results in the euthentic pronunciation of written words
as a means to attack phonics. Oné leading opponent of phnnics callé
it the great fallacy of reading instruc;ion; one of the twelve easy
ways to make learning tn read difficult. He sees phonics ;s a
potentinl and powerful method of‘interfering in the process of
learning to read. These conclusions stem from his conviction that
the first objection to phoniés as a way of reading is that 1t 1s
consp*cuously unreliable. |

Reading experts who agree with this so-called "psycholinguistic"

approach to reading instruction edd to the complaint that English

"spelling is so irregular that the sprlication of phonics rules is

not & useful practice. To this effect some reading experts believe

that speech sound-spelling relationships are'tennous et best? They
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agree that these relationships are not consistent enough to make it

possible to use phonics with any degree of regularity. They contend
that there are so many exceptions to phonics ;ules that their appli-
cation becomes trying and confusing, since the spellings of English
j-do not always directly indicate the pronunciations of words}o They
thus 1nsi§t that it is misleading for the teacher to try to teach the
child phonics}J'Sincé they believe that the frequently taught phonics
rules are not consistent enough to mske it worthwhile to téach them,
they argue that phonics rules can be successfully applied so seldom
that it is questionable to have students learn them. |

Opinion to the Conirary on Phonics Rules
A few reading experts have challenged these assertions. They

observe that mispronunciations produced by rules that relate letters
to speech sounds are easily detected and corrected in contextft30thers'
maintain that since one purpose of phonics teaching is to yield an
approximate pronunciation of the unknown word, there is no néed for
letters to be completely determinative of sounds in order for the
knowledge of typical letter-speech-sound relationships to be enormously
useful to the childfu‘It 1s held that there is a powerful advantage to
learners if through the use of phonics knowledge they can (at least to
a rough approximation) pronounce a word that they have never before
either heard or read.lSEven if the application of & phonics rule does
not lead to precise pronunciation, it may still effectively lead &
child to word recognition, it is said. That is, if at least some of

" the letter-speech-sound relationships are known and recognizeé, then
there will be enough glue to secure the visual symbols in one's

memory.léln addition, it is seen, perfectly predictable correspondences




are not necessary because the reader has other cues to work with..].‘7

Even though the rules of English are far from perfect in their ability
to specify a pronunciation uniquely, they are usually good enough with
the help of context.l8 In éhort, phonic analysis is seen as a tool to
iuse in making an intelligent Ruess as to the oral equivalent of the

. printed word.19 One advocate of this ppint of view reasons that this
phenomenon operates in this fashion: As letters in a word are identi-
fied, an entire neighborhood of words that share the same spelling
features is activsted in one's memory, and the pronunciation of the
given word emerges throuéh the coordinaﬁion and synthesis of many
partially activated phonological representations?c’None of these
wvriters ~ould cite any emrirical évidencé for their defenses of the
value of gaining approximate pronunciatioﬁs of words through phonic
analysis,‘however. The absence of any published research findings

on this issue helps explain this noticeable'om13ﬂ1oﬂ. It is clear,

on the one hand, that these opinions about the usefulness of gaining
the approximate pronmnciations of words through the application of
phonics rules were based on personal observations or logical reasoning
but not on résearch findings.

New Evidence on the Issue
It is Just as obvious, however, that the reading experts who have

demanded Clymer's 75 percent utility for phonics generalizations 1if .

they are to be seen as useful have not paused to reflect: "1f a child
can gain an approximate pronunciation of a written QSrq‘through the i
"application of phoniés rules can he or she then infer and produce the ‘

true pronunciation of this word?" Because of the absence of research

finding on either side of this issue, I designed a study to investigate




whether pupils who hear & word mispronounced so as to follow phonics
rules, iq a story-like context, can infer and reproduce the.true
pronunciations of these VOrds.zl For example, if pupils hearigigg
pronounced /ffnd/, can they infer and reproduce its correct pronunciation?
The major assumption of my study was that the mentel activity that
pupils undertake when they infer and reproduce the true pronunciations
of irregularly-spelled words that have been mispronounced according tn
phonics rules is analogous to the mental processing they use to decode
irregularly-spelled written words., For example, it is surmised that

as pupils decode head, usiné phonics rules, they will pronounce the

word es /h&d/. It further is deduced that after this point in the

decoding of head pupils can infer and correct their mispronunciation

of head through the use of context and semantic cues that are available
in connected discourse. My study postulates that this description of
how pupils decode irregularly-spelled words is an acceptablé one.
Therefore, the inferences made by pupils to correct the mispronunci-
ations of irregularly-spelled words read aloud to them stould be
comparable to the inferences they meke when they decode irregularly-
spelled written words.

Fdr support of this hypothegis one can appeal to the substantial
empirical evidence that has'dealt:w;th the question: Does reading
require the same kind of memory repr;septation as speech? A raview
of this research concludes that we may éxpect reading to share many
processes in common with the perception of speech.l5 In both thése

forms of communication it appears that the perceiver makes use of a

phonetic representation in order to comprehend the message. In another

Cr
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analysis of the research reélevant to this question it was convincingly
demonstrated that reading is the process of comprehending in print
what is already understood when spoken. This reviewer? 2mainta’.né that

the research suggests that reading and listening with comprehension

t use the same lahguage signals. Reading uses the same language and

| conceptualizing skills and knowledges as are used in listenirg with
cocprehension. The parallels of mental processing in the aprrehension
of written and spoken messages has been documented in the research?3

The internal language signals that are derived from 1istening
to speech thus seem to be highly similar to the internal language
signals that are developed from reading written language. It therefore
appears reasonable to assume that second-grade children, suck as'those
in my study, when ﬁresented with words mispronounced accordirs to
phonics rules, in sentence coﬁfexts, would use similar mental processes
to infer their correct pronunciations whether these mispronounced
words were the results of reading or listening.

Each of the forty-nine second-graders in my study was examined in '
a ctandardized fashion. First, each pupil was released from his or
her classroom 80 as to meet individually with me out of the heariné and
visuel range of his or her classmates. At this point each pupil weas
read aloud an identical set of instructions and other materiel to
which the pupil had been requested to listen. (

To this effect, 1 said to each of the pupils in this stud¥;/l"1

" am going to read you a story. Listen cerefully. One of the vords in

each sentence of the story will sound funny. You tell me how to say
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that word." Af the end of each sentence read aloud the investigator
paused to alloﬁ the individual child to'reSpond.

Each of the forty-nine pupils in this study heard, one at a time,
the following story-like discourse:

A bvoy (girl) is hurt on the playground. He (she)

goes to see the nurse. The nurse says, '"Which room are

you from? Do you have a headache? Did you bump your head?

Were you hit by a ball? I'll give you a pill. I can find a

pill for you. Take both of these pills. Take the paper off

each pil;. Put them into your mouth. Now lie on tﬁe_g%gggg
bed. Rest now, and listen to the music. Remember. Always
tell the truth to the nurse. Don't keep a secret {'

from the nurse. Try t§ help her to help you.

During this oral reading the fourteen italiéized irregula#ly-
spelled key words in the above discourse were pronounced as if.%hey
conformed to phonics rules. Accordingly, the key words were mis-
pronounced in these ways:

from as /fr8m/; have as /hﬁv/;.hggg as /héd/;.ggi;_as /val/; -

give as /giv/; find as /f?nd/;.pggﬁ as /bdth/; peper as /paper/;

put as /plt/; bottom as /bdtem/; music as /mis¥k/; truth as

/truth/; and secret as /s&krét/ and her as /hér/.

_ The data gathered in my study suggest that by the end of their
second grade of schooling pupils can readily infer and produce the
" correct pronunciations of irregglarly-spelled, high-freéuency'words
that have beén mispronounced so as to conform to specified pﬁsnics

rules. Only fifty-one, or 7.l percent, of the 686 responses given




by the pupils in my study to thesenmispronounced words resulted in
incorrect reproductions of these words. The findings of this study
suggest, however, that it is significantly more difficult for begin-

ning readers to make such inferences with certain irregularly-spelled

_ words, a&s ball, find, peper, and her. . Apperently, the vowel phoheme—
graphem. ~orfespondences in these words afe_more difficult to 1nfer
than are the correspondences in other wordé'examined in my study.\

The findings of my study do not support the conclusions.drawn
first by Clymer, an& lafer by other reading experts, that the appli-
cation of a phonics rule muét result in the true pronunciation-of a
written word 75 percent of the time for this rule to be deemed a
useful one. .My study assumed that it is reasonable to deduce that
beginnipg readers will make similar kinds of inferences about the
pronunciations of irregularly-spelled written words that they decode
as they did of the mispronognced words I read to them in tne présent
investigation. If this assumption is correct the only kinﬂ of phonics
rules that could be classified as not useful for word'recégnition
would be those whose application results in mispronunciations that

'pupils cannot correctly reproduce as true pronunciations. In my study
the only phonics rules.that‘might be considered as having lesser
utility would be those that pertain to the vowel sounds in ball, find,
peper, and her. I found that 18, 22, 20, and 16 percent of the pupils
in my study, respectively, failed to infer and reproduce the correct

" pronunciations of these words.

Implications of the Study
Despite the fact that my study found that a few mispronounced

vowel sounds were relatively difficult for children to reproduce

GO
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-accurately, its main finding was the generally high rate of success that
young children had vith this task. My study, appenently the. first of
1ts kind, suggests that there is'a far grester usefulness to be found
in the teaching of phonics than even its most fervent advocates had
‘previously imgined. 1If it is true that the application of phonics
rules in general will result in approximate pronunciations of words
close enough to their true pronunciations that children can correctly
_infer and reproduce the true pronunciations of these.words, the
importance of teaching phonics obviously is supported and reinforced.
The findings of my study suggest that rather than teaching a few.
phonics rules we should teach as many &s possible. Bliesmer and
-Yarboroughzheoncluded from their research that the number of phonics
rules taught should be of & sufficiently large number that pupils are
equipped with the means for the independent decoding of words. My
study appears to explain why it is critical thet such & goodly number
of phonics rules should be taught. And, if it is crucial that a
large set of phonics rules be successfully taught, it is also highly
likely that the best way to achieve this goal is to teacn these rules

in an early, intensive, direct and systematic fashion.

Such teaching requires the setting up of a hierarchy of phonics skills
beginning with those thought to be the easiest for children to learn. There
is general agreement among intensive phonics programs that predictable speech

‘sound=-letter correspondences that occur in monosyllabic words be tauzht first.

This phonics teaching is scheduled to take place on a regular daily basis.

-

Careful records are made of pupil progress 8o that any necessary reteaching
can be undertaken promptly. This instruction proceeds in adedHCtiVenmnner,
That is, it is made clear to pupils what they are to learn and they are given

mach practice in this skill attainment procedure,
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Chapter 111

Myth Number 3 : Sight Words

‘Examined in this chapter is the validity of

¢

a highly consequential contention of the new anti-

i

phonics movement. This is the issue of "sight" words.
" Those who negati?ely criticize phonics teaching
base .their opposition to this instruction largely on
a supposition thaﬁ young pupils do not reed to learn
to decode words via phonics becau.2 they can recognize
them moré.easily and quickly on "sight" as "wholes."
This chapter demonsirates that the idea of "sight"
words is no: supported by the research, It appears

to be based solely on subiective judrment.




I

Ao

Sight Words: A Popular Supposition

The notion fhat children learning to read. should be taught, first

. of all, to recognize whole words, or "sight" words, as they are

commoﬁiy called, persists to the present time.

-

V .
k—- As was so in the pest, todey's teachers of reading are told the

first step of any reading program should be to train children to

" recognize & certain number of "whole" words. "Whole-word" identifi-

\

cation supposedly will enable a child to look at a word and say it

1

without going through any types of analyses. In reading sight words,

some writers profess, fhe child-goes through no evident anal&tic
procéss as his eye sweeps across each word? Sight words, thus, are
words which readers purportedly léérn to recognize withqut heving to
analyze them? Some reading experts insist that there are hundreds |
of words which cannot bé sounded out by applying lette;zggggg
analysisy Children learning to read thus have no choice but to
learn such words as wholes, it is claimed,

The use by the child of the configuration, overall outline,
shape of lengtﬁ of a sight-word as an aid to.itslrecognition is
approved of. Today's advocates of sight words remain convinced
that these words be learned from their gengrﬁl shape, configuration;
5

or contour: Children may be taught to recognize a word on the basis

. of configuration as & sight word, it is claimed.6 Ledrning words by

their shapes as they appear is the first stage of the sequence of

phonics, one reading expert says.7

ses1 COPY AVAILABLE.
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The special advantages or values of sight words generally are
thought of by their advocates to be self-evident. That is, their
defenders rarely go beyond the basic defense made for sight words--

that is, the beginning reader haé to know them in order to begin

: analyzing words and using other word-attack approaches to meaning

-~

and reébgnition? Sight words, it is said, are useful since they form
the basis for studying phonetic and structural elements of words?

Sight words are needed, it is argued, when the phonics prﬁnciples
involved are not yet within thé_child's grasp and he needs the wérd o

10

for immediate use.” Sight words come first. 'Later pupils combine

meaning, phonic, and possibly structural clues--but not at the outset?
This sequence is judged best in most circum_stances..l1

Often repeated is the traditional notion that the acquisition of
an initial sight vocabulary is one of the first steps the child takes
in a_succeséful readihg program. It provides the foundation on which
to teach word attack and other vital readi.ig skilis .12 Word recogniti.on
thus begins with acquisition of a large repertoire of immediately
13 '

recognized words. ” Reading instruction should begin with teaching
children a core of sight w0rdsfu§1thout it, there will be little,
if any, progress in leagning to read, it is claimed.

Supposedly, it is also as easy for the beginning reader to learn
to read sight words.as it is to learn to identify let"c.ersl.5 Then, the

learning of sight words is said to minimize the time the child spends

. 16
on word recognition, and thus acts to get children reading immediately.

Sight words )

(h keep meaning in the limelight.nBesides acknowledging that such

learning leads to immediate success in the interpretation of meaning,

66




some declare that it lengthens the eye spah, increases speed at the

and : 10
. outset, [gives the beginner early satisfaction.

The general procedure for the teac@ihg of sight words remzins in

= : force, say many of today's defenders of this idea. No visual analysis”
o supposedly is made of sight words in the course of the beginning
reader's recognition of them. It is necessary, therefore, that sa
gtudent has repeated exposures to a vord he/she is to learn by sight.
It is emphesized, however, that the teacher doeé not call attertion
to any of the ietters in a sight woré, nor have the learner use
letters as cues to its recognition.l7 The whole word method of teach-
ing reading usually 1nvoives heavy repetitiori as one of the importart
teaching str:ad;egies.l8 One writer seys there musf be thirty-eight
repetitions for the average individuﬁl to learn to recognize & single
sight word?r Here, however, ?he deferders of sight words cannof agree;
Some advise teachers not to develop *her: by repetition of words with
the notion that frequency of contact is an aid to retention}9 A sighe
vocabulary grows spontaneously. There is little need to control the
introduction of words, they argue. |

The up~to~date proponents of sight words maintain thgt c¢hildrer
need to learn frequently occurring wcrds as early as ppssible. This
early learning, they contend, is dore faster through sight word
teaching (the simple, repeated expos.ure technique) than through
systematic phonics instruction. The quickesf way to learn tpe high
frequency.words is to memorize them, they 1ns1;t. These reading
ruthorities claim that this look-say approach better develops puﬁil

20
independence and reading comprehensicn than does phonics instruction.

67
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And, sight words are so easy to learn, they aver. It is ofter not |
netessary to provide special lessons on sight words. The child talks.
It is written down. The child reads it back and thus learns sight
words. The child simply knows them because the child has said them,

- explains one reading expert?

" The Issue Becomes Confusing
Which woqps should be selected for teaching as sight words?

Examples of the answers to this question vary. Some say simrly
these should be frequently used words? Others contend there gre

fifty~-four sight words, those that do not follow the common rhonetic

principles of the’language?1

Some regard a sight word as a high frequency word that hes an

irregular spelling pettern, and a high emotional content? One gets

lost on the way frer he latter two criteria here to the exer:les
these writers prov.de as a demonstration, however. Supposedlr these
are legitimate sight words: after, but, didn't, his, much, rist,

writers
and not. Otherl.also appear to get confused in this. Sight words

(all the various parts of speech), one writer says, are irreg:lar
words that cannot ﬁe successfﬁliy recognized by word attack. Yet
hé offers as examples: small, bat, bun, bone, §glp,‘§5pgg, end pggp}é
To yet others the sight words to be taught first should e those
thaet represent the smallest linguistic unit that can sténd alone and
that has meaning}lﬂnﬁs would mean, of course, that anf wvord with an
affix, or any inflected word, could not be a sight word used in the
first stage of reading instructioh. All defivations and compound

wvords would be excluded as sight words here. In short, only free

morphemes could be sight words.
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To his question, "Which vords should be included in & list of
22

sight words to be taught?" one writer answers, "function words."
These are the parts of speech other than nouns, verbs, ad,jectives,
( e.g., in, an, and).
and adverbsl These are the proper sight words, he contends, since
" they are small in number, are stable, constitute 30 to 50 percent
of all running words, and are phonetically )irregular and difficult
to pin a lexical meaning on. .

This cc:nﬁlsing argument among their supporters as to what sight
words actually are persist. While some would restrict them to words
whose spellings are irregular to some degree,lBothers believe that
words on any list of basic words cali for rote learning as the
strategy for :lns‘t:ruc‘t:ioz*'..23 To the contrary, says: another expert, she
believes that there is no single sight voc‘abulary.le Sight words to
her include those that occur frequently in print and those that
children speak. By far the longest specific list of sight words has
been about 900. One imme&‘iately is confronted by the contradictions
in this presentation, howéver. It is said children may not be able

to learn long words like nightingale or superintendent as sight words,

but the words which may be effectively taught as sight words include:

fpneumonia, phlegm, mneumon:lc.2h The largest group of potential sight

vords, however, were those offered by the writerswho say sight

[ 25

words are any words that children cannot remember.
'\I‘he various opinions regarding the different aspects of sight
. word recognition contrast sharply with the lack of attention writers

give to the critical issue concerning this matter. This is:




\ w .
What research evidence 1s there to substantiate the assorted

statements made in the defenses of sight words?
One of the very few who venture an answer to this question

I suggests that confirmation of the value of a whole~word method

. 26
came from early eye-movement studies in reading. These investi-
eye
gations supposedly indicated that in a singleLfixation the reader

here
recognizes wvhole words. The studies cite@‘ere invalud as Justifi-

cation for teaching sight words, however, These studies showed that on occasion

. | -
mature readers may have such eye movements, but not children

learning to read 2’

i

Some writers note that extensive .studies have been devoted to
2
the cues children can and do use in order to recognize words. Which
studies they believe those to be, and how they support a trust in

sight words, are,not divulged, however. Others admit they don't
% given indi&idual will remember sight wordés. They
concede that beyond seeing the word in meaningful conte*t, a cereful

9

F

know exactly how

visual study of qhe visual components of the word is necessary.
Doing the latter Fnalysis violates the usual definition of seeing
a word by sight,'Qf course, ,One writer concludes that efforts to
discover how a beé&nning reader can read by sight have not beer
completely f‘r'uit.f‘ul\.\3 To what extent.' any of these "efforts" are
"fruitfnl" confirmathns of his faith in sight words, he does not

: \
reveal. \

- Research Clears the Ain
n 1967 Jeanne Chm@l voiced the first well-publicized rejection
of the notion that in beginning reading children first read words

bv sight. As she pointeq out, the acceptance of this assumption




wes seldom questioned through the period covered by her study of
reading prectices. Her search through the studies on reading, which
‘\\ ) extended to tefore the turn of the century, thus revealed an
’; important fac: ebout sight words. Seldom has it been thought
.1mportant t> the ex;erts in teaching readiné to challenge the .
validity of :2e common suppositions about sight words. It becomes
obvi_ous, tkerefcre, that experts before 1967, and since then,
generally he-v2 &ccepted the speEulations about sight words at
their face velue.

The reszercl carried out related to this mat er does not give
comfort for suck teliefs, however. This was research that in effect
posed the questiq:: If words are recognized as wholes, how are the
vholes reccg-ized? What does the reader look for, and in what way

whele
is his knowleige of what %<word looks like stored? It is no answer
to say he he: already learned what every word looks like. Tha? is
the basic guestion--What exactly does the reader know if he knows
vhat a worZ _oo¥s like?

Atter=*: tc enswer such questions can be traced at least back
to the 1927's. A- this time studies showed that beginning readers
make eye firztions that could not be interpreted to mean they were
seeing whcle wcrds?7'rhese patterns of eye fixations instead
suggested 4zt beginning readers look at letters within a word
in order tc recognize it. Other studies reported that children

.2
appear to lezrn words frequentiy by observing some minute detgil.

(ne researctesr concluded from her study that certain letters or

~aroy AVAILABLE




small groups of letters were the chief cues these young children ﬂf?
used in reading vords?9
In the 1930's it was found that the beginnings and ends of words'
‘were most frequently observed and used as cues by children learning
. £o read?o'rhe-children studied in thisldecade vere letter conscious
in the early stages of reading pirogress which they were in?1 The
evidence from such studies seems to point to early and clear attention
by young chi. ren to letter form .nd sounds as basic élements of
end keys to reading, it was concluded.
A dearth of research 'on sig@t words characterized the next twenty
years. A significant return to ihis problem came in the 1950's. From
a study of the growth of word perception abilities in children, one
study concluded there is no support for the assumption that a sight
vocabulary of seventy-five words should be established before word
analysis instruction is given.32
In the 1960's interest in determining the validity of sight words
had sharply increased. 1t was reported that childrer who were learn-
ing to read words gave greater attention to the first letter or two
and the middle letters were given less attention thar any other part
of the word.33 This finding corroborated those of earlier research.25;3“539
Research in the 1970's also found this so. This evidence explains
that children in the early stages of learning to read a word tend to
get the initial segment correct. They fail on subseguent ones
_ because they do not have the conscious awareness of phonemic s egmen-

tation needed specifically in reading.BSOthers found that kindergarten

children discriminate ~mong similar length words of different shape
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- on the basis of specific letter differenccs?6 It was discovered when

" kindergarten children were asked to match letters, as versus words,

that matching all of the single letters of the words to be learned
37

later was superior to training in matching the same words?  From a

" study of first graders' perception of word elements, it was concluded

that grbwth in recognition vocabulary ih beginning reading is related -
to perception of word elements?a.Also indicative that young children
pay attention to letterérin words was the finding of a significantly
higher correlation between reading achievement and the ability to
rearrange the letters of scrambled words of grade two pupils (r = .73)
than of gz'ade six pupils (r = .53).39 The 1960's also were distinguished
by other studies that refuted the validity of sight words. In one of
these it was found that training that forces attention to each letter
is less likely to lead to subsequent reading errors than training thét‘
permits the child to identify whole words on the basis of a single
feature}d}It was also found that first graders' abilities to recognize
letters in words does have a significant effect on the rate at which
children learn vordspl
A mest useful means for dftermining wvhether children read sight
words was an intricately designed study in which kindergarten and
first grade children matched+d given pseudoword (for example, VEJAT)
to one of five other pseudowords. Each of these five other words
containdd only one cue from the first word. They each were the same
as the first word in only one way. For example, VEJAT was shown to
the child. Now the child looked at the following five words. Beyond

the first letter these five words are the same as VEJAT only in the
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indicated way: VOPUF (shape);‘YETEP (second letter); VHJUO (third
letter); VUMAG- (fourth letter); and VISHT (fifth letfer). The child
matched one word out of the five he thought was the same as VEJAT,
It was found that the least-used cue in reading these pseudowords,
and other three-letter pseudowords, was shape., Shape was a sig-
nificantly worse cue than the next weakest cue, the fourth letter.h2
Another study of a similar design with children from the kinder-
garten and the first grade again found shape was chosen by these
children significantly less often as cues to the recognition of
pseudowords than first and last letters. The principal conclusion
here was that children do not match words on the basis of configu-
ration as much previous data and a good bit of lore would have it.hB
Yet another study of this design found first graders attending more
to features of letters in words than they are to total word shape.
At least three other studies of the 1970's reinforce this
conclusion. In one of these the researchers found théir results
support the general conclusion that prereading children depend to
a great extent on features of individual letters in paking discrimi~-
nation among wordsPS_In a second study it was found that by the

first grade children begin to extract the spelling structure of

words--for instance, they say that 322, dink, besks or blasps are

6
"more like a real word" than 222, xogl, mbafr, or lkiskry Then,
by testing first graders' abilities to identify letters, others
found beginning readers used informatibn from one part of a word to

- L7
facilitate the identification of other parts or letters of a word.
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Finally, the notion, held by some advocates of sight words,
that it is as easy for & child to learn a whole word as it is a
letter has been effectively confronted. For example, it has been
found that training in the discrimination of letter-like forms is
+ .quite effective et the very start of kindergarten?8 Another study
‘~ .found that first graders needed twice the time to learn a letter-
sound relationship as they did & letter—-name relationshipyg Oner
rec earcher found that at first grade entrance almost every child ig

able to match letters correctly.so Kindergarten children are capable
1 One study obtained

of learning to discriminate letters, studies show.
a éorrelation of .87 between first grade children's'abilitieé po match
lower case letters and their reading ability.sg The teachgr
who thinks that words are recornized by yoﬁng pupils holistically just
because they are presented to them to learn as wholes thus is not in

conformity with the research which incicates that beginning readers

' .
recognize words letter-by-letter.

Conclusions

The striking conflict between the opinions given by sorme experts

in reading methodology about sight words, and the pertinent research
. findings on this matter are demonstrated here. Assur’ng thet attempts
at the lmprovement of reading Instruction are best served by a
réliance on empirical evidence rather than on hearsay or traditional
beliafs, the following seem to be inescapable conclusions about
~this matter.
The statements made by many modern writers about th ckildren

recoznize sight words generally are wrong. The shape of a word is

the least-~used cue to its recognition by beginning readers. This
explanation of how sight words are resd thus is discredited. Children

discriminate parts of words from the time they begin to learn to read,

_  that
the resesrch reveals. The ussumptionfthey make no such analyses is

N , }141-“
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faulty. Moreover, this assumption misleads teachers of reading inzo

| the wasteful and ineffectusl practice of teaching sight:words, which

*

. permits and even fosters a number of problems including inaccurate

~ vord perception.

To certify beyond doubt that the sight word supposition is fa lty
it is ngcessary to explain how pupils,learning to read’successfully
apply phonics knowledge to decode unpredictably spelled words, such as
small and 92221 According to phonics rules these words would be de:odedl
so as to be pronounced /smil/ and /bén/. In the discussion on the decoding
of unpredictably spelléd‘words, in the preceding chapter, it was revealed
that recent researchsu has suggested that if young pupils learnin; te
read discover through the application of phonics rules the approxi-ate
pronunciation of an unpredictably spelled word they then can successfully
{nfer its correct pronunciation.: For example, pupils pronoﬁncing small
as /smal/ (the result of the application of the rulézgrtn closeé syllables

is /%/) in the sentance, The boy's shoes were oo small for him, would

likely correct this pronunciation to /smdl/. In short, if the ap:lication
of a phonics rulg to0 an unpredictably spelled written word resuZts in

an approximate sounding of this word the pupil then can successSwly
infer and produce its accurate pronunciat ion. This seems the mc:st
reasonable explanation so far of why it is that pupils trained ir phonics
are so relatively adept at decod .ng udprediqzﬁably spelled words, both’

-

monosyllabic and polysyllabic.
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s far : '
The evidence presented/substentiates the opinion that teaching J574.

each wvhole word as a single entity is currently in rather bad repute,

and deservedly so. It appears in agreement with the theory that the

novice reader is forced to snalyze all the constituents of the
surface appearance of words., It is important to conclude, therefore,

that future advice as to how chiidren recognize letters and words

© must take into account all that is known from research about the

ways young children develop thei; powefs of word identification.
When one ﬁnderstands that the idea of sight vords is not besed
on research evidence (it is significant that sight word proponents
almost never refer to research for confirmation of this idea), an
explanation emerges for the confusing and often contradictory manner
in which this purported phenomenon is discussed. Without objective
information with which to support their existence, it is little
wonder that the advocates of sight words cennot even agree as to

what these words are, or what their relationship to phonics is.

Nonsthelesz, it is clear that reading experts presently cling to the
discredited notion of sight words. This loyalty tc sight words pfobably is
best illustrated by the inclusion of this term in the recent A Dictionary of

5

Reading and Rel=zter Tgrms.svThe accuracy of this dictionary (which represents

a fivoeyear effort to clarify the meanings cf reading terms) was judged bv
an editorial staff that consisted of fifty-three prorinent reading experts,
These reading authorities concurred that sight words (like and and have) are
those which beginning readers best learn to identify as whole units, without

the application of any form of word analysis,

There are probably several interconnected reasons why many of
today's reading experts continue to ignore the emrirical evid;nce
regarding the invalidity of sight words. They sirply may be unaware
of this information. Because & reading professor has published an
article or & textbook on reading methodology, unfortunately, does

not slweys ensure that he/she has kngylédge of the research that




pertains to all of the varied items it describes. Then, some reading
experts may have found it too uncomfortable to admit that they have
been wrong in the past about sight words. This admission may be
too embarrasing or ego-deflating a confession to make. Some authori-
ties on reading also are reluctant to forcibly question fixed or
traditional practices, such as the teaching of sight words. The
érronedus_notion that any given method of teaéhiﬁg reading has about
as much inherent value as any other method maﬁ'contribute, as well,
to the perpetuation of the support for sight words. And lastly,
the recent energence among_reading experfs of a'strong anti~phonics
movement dou*tless has reinvigorated the traditional allegiance
shown for sight words.

Whatever the reasons are, the notion of sight words persists
to the present time. Any such justifications of this idea obviously
cannot add to its respectability. It needs to be reitersted, there-
fore, that a reform in the thinking about sight words among certain
reading experts still is badly neéded. Their continued circulation
of misinformation about this matter obviously is unfortunate. Worse
yet, however, is the.danger that teachers will be, 6r are, convinced
by these reading experts that the teaching of sight words is a useful
and effective practice in beginning reading, and/or that this teaching
can replace instruction in phonics. This consequence of the continu-

ation of the’sight word fallacy clearly is the least tolerable of all.
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Chapter IV

Myth Number o ¢ Reading Is Best Taught
In Sentences

This chapter discusses what advocates of
teaching reading by a "sentence method" {rather
than a"phonics method) propose. It isshown that
there is.no-convincing research evidence that the
sentence method is as effective, however, for
developing beginning reading ability as is
instruction that stresses individual word
recognition. This finding does not imply that
sentence context cues have no usefulness in
reading, The research does indicate that both

word recognition skills and sentence context cues

are important in learning to read. The latter has

distinctive limitations, it is shown. in Chapter V,

g
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Past Support for the Sentence Method

The idea that learning to read should proceed on & whole-task
basis has been with ﬁs for a long time. A "sentence method" of
'teaching reading was seriously advanced at least 150 years ago--in
1823 Jacotot advised teachers to have pupils memorize comp! . sen-
tences as the initial stage of their reading skill'development} At
precent there are advocates of what cen be called "new" sentence
methods. It turns out that these are variations »f the traditional
look-say method? There is liftle suroort in research for the suppo-
sition that the whole-task method sho:1ld displace teaching the child
to recognize. individual words throug} the use of & combination of
phonics and context cues (see Bibliography).

The notion that children learning to read have little need to
recognize individual words has grown in intensity over the past
few years. This idea has moved out ir space from the academic
circles which first propagateZthis ;o:ception of reading. School
reading specialists now have come to esccept certain reading professors’
negative criticisms of word feading. One such field practitioner of
reading lately gave testimony of her conversion to this belief‘.3
Reading instruction, she said, should move away from the precise
and purely visual domain, away from letters, sound-symbol associations
and word recognition. The concern of the teacher should not be with

words, doubtless would be her answer to reading teachers in her school

district wondering how to best conduct this instruction. The thesis

’ 5EST COPY AVAILABLE




that words are not the correct content to use to teaqh children tb

read is no new concept, it can be recalled.

Around 1870 in the U.S., George Farnham was the earlieét crusader
for this new analytic sentence method.h In his 1905 mﬁnual for reading
‘teachers (one of the first of such guides) Farnham proposed that the
sentence is the unit of expression, and therefore that the sentence,

if properly taught, will be understood as a whole, better then 1f

presented in detail. Farnham advised that the senterce should first

be presented as a whole, after which the words are discovered. later,

others described in yet more detail how ;his teaching specifizally
waslto be accomplished..5 First, it was sald that the attenticn to
letters, elementary sounds, words, and word-meanings must be displaced
by attention to sentence wholes and sentence meenings. One rethod of
generating such sentences, it was observed, was to have pupils dictate
sentences or shoi} stories to their teacher who recorded ther in
written form. It was noted that the child soon can read such
sentences although not at first knowing the .place of a single word.
Nevertheless, the important thing, it was said, is to begin with
méaning wheles and sentence wholes, make thought lead, and trus

secure natural expression, lettinézggllysis follow in its owr time.
Out of this instruction children will notice certain words ard certain
sentence structures on their own, it was beiieved, And finally, the
sentence-wholes are gradually anaiyzed into their constituent words

. and these again, in time, into their constituent sounds and letters.
No syspematic, intensive or early.teaching of word analysis wvas felt

\’/l “a
necessary, however.




The New Sgntence Method
Currently, some authorities in reading continue to endorse the
hypothesis of the sentence method. Some find sentences of the highest
usefulness in beginning reading. One expert contends that, initially,
nmost children have little else on which to rely. Later they combine
meaning, phonic, and possibly structural clues--but not at the outset:sa
One recent attempt to revive the notion that the sentence is the
ﬁroper wvritten context with which to begin reading instruction is
called "assisted reading” or "reading by immers

ion nb
& —
&— It is seid that assisted reading qualifies as & means of giving

Naﬁ\

children the experience in reading'they need in order to use their
knowledge of the language and their cognitive skills in learning to
read in the naturel way they have learned their spoken language.
Children taught by this method are said to learn to read by being
immersed in reading in & manner similar to the way they learﬁed
to speak. Children should learn to read by reading, Just as they
- learn to speak by speaking, it is claimed. |
In assisted reading ﬁhe teacher reads, and the child reads after
him or her, either phrase~by-phrase or sentence-by-sentence. When
children recognize words from the story read aloud, the teacler reads
aloud but leaves out words she thinks the children will recognize
because of the many times the ¢™ildren have repeated the words. Since
none of the cues used in word identification are taught directly, a
word may have to be repeated many times before it is recognized.
'Finally, it is said that children have enough words to do the;initial

reading themselves. That is, beginning readers now say aloud the
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éenteqcea given them, while the teacher anticipates the words the

children will.not know and supplies the words.

Supposedly, each child here determines his/her own readiness for

each of these three stages. The child moves té Stage 3 when he asks

* ‘the teacher to let him say the words himself/wgmmwll. The teacher's

role in determining if and when & child moves to or from one of the
three stages of assisted reading is indeterminant, since it is
insisted the child slone is in a position to determine when he/she
is ready to read. .

Ar unspecified level of fluency and complexity in children's oral
langusge is said to be a sign that most children are probably ready
tq begin to solve the problem of learning to read. If reading
instructiozn is begun befofe this undefined point is reached, there
may be some interference with the'acquisition of children's oral
lungusge, teachers are cautioned.

Emerging clearly from this set of beliefs is the conclusion that
children solve the problem of learning to read themselves? It is
argued that learning to read is not 8 process of mastering one skill
after another. That is, learning to read is a problem the child must
solve, not a set of skills that he or she must be taught. Supposedly,
each individual child develops his or her own means of solving the

problem of learning to read. It follows, therefore, that no formal

hierarclty of reading skills can be imposed on the child. 1In any case,

.1t is said, too little is known about the reading process itself to

insist thet children move through a systematic program of reaaing

instruction .8
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Assisted reading, therefore, supposedly represents a means of
teaching reading skills without resorting to formai methods. 1In
assisted reading there 1s no bogging children down with the minutiae

f._ of instruction and work sheets, it is avo 2d. It is said that reading
should be fun and remain free éf any attempts to teach skills.

In any reading program that teaches reading skills in a
sequential manner the child will be hindered from learning to read,
teachers are warﬁed? It is insisted that sequences of reading skills
mey by their very nature be counterproductive to learning to.read.
So, under the assisted reading approach, children are not taught
diréctly any of the cues to word recognition that research tells us -
they employ. Instead, they are merely given an opportunity to lock
for the significant differences between or among wcrds.

These assurptions lead to the conclusion that it would meke
sense to use the sentence as the main unit in readingé Children
will discover the orthographic regularities of the written language
only if they are provided with complete stories that are truly
representative of the writing system, it is noted. The procedures
of assisted reading, it is reiterated, represent the only route
open for childreﬁ to acquire knowledge of the orthographic syster.
This is because all that may really occur in reading instruction
is that sentences are presented to & child and he or she uses ther
to solve the reading problem. This agrees with the notion that all

* the teacher can do in reading instruction is provide the raw -

-

material, the written word and its "name."

o : f)()
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t wvrong in reading instruction, it is concluded, to try to control the

 would be placed on the selection of books ree? in this new sentence

It follows, in assisted reading, that no controls are put on the
types of vocabulary, syntax, or concepts in the written contexts used
in this approach. It is noted that when & ckild learns to speak,

there is no formal attempt to limit what the chfld hears. It will be

length of words provided young éhildren, or to pay attention to
vhether they are frequently'used ones, or are spelled predictably.
_An unlimited linguistic environment is provicded the child learning
to speak. Assisted reading purports to do tre same thing. Thus, no

restrictions -based on the level of difficulty of vocabulary or syntax

method.
The New Sentence Method Falls Short
It is clear that what the advocates of essisted reading call an

economical, efficient and effective prograr coes not in fact_deserve
this tribute. There are several severe weskresses regarding the
claims for assisted reading one can point to. | |

There is no convincing empirical evidence indicating that assisted
reading, or any of the other versions of look-say methodology, are
as effective for develOpingﬁpggiﬂ:ing reading skills as is a system-
atic, direct, early and intensive teaching of decoding or phonics.
The overwhelming amount of research indicates that look-say or 'meaning"
approaches to beginning reading izmstruction ere inferior to a systematic,

intensive teaching of phonics. Meny comprehensive reviews of such

' research have been made (see Bibliography). We are assured that in

assisted reading a ¢child does not experience faflure, but vhen comperi-

sons are made to decoding or phonics methods, the research finds that




look-say methods, like assisted reading, result in more failures than
do decoding methods. The advocates of assisted reading undercut
themselves when they concede that for & child to recognize a word in

assisted reading, the word may have to be fepeatem many times. There

. are systematic decoding progrems that have better record: for success

in individu&l word recognition than tﬁis.

There is no reason to approve "immersing" beginning readers in
the full stream of written materials, &s assisted reading does. It
is doubtful wisdom to ignore the range of concepts found in this full
choipe of materials. It is foolhardy to be unconcerned ebout syllabic
lengfhs or unpredictable spellings. It is rash to disregard the
comﬁlexity and length of the sentenceé that occur in unrestricted

reading materials. There is impressive evidence to suggest that

predictably spelled words are easier for beginning readers to recogni:e?

and th;t the syllabic length of words,lo and.the complexity and length of sentences:
is of concern in reading instruction, The fact is that the well
accepted formulas for predicting readability use both the syllabic
length of words and the complexity of sentences as key elements in
| determining the relative difficulty of reading materials. Even the
"language experience" approach to reading instruction carefully
controls the kind of language the child sees in writ.ing.l2 This
delibérate ahd systematic attempt to eliminate certain vocabulary
and syntax not in the child's oral language contrasts sharply with
" the casual attitude of assisted reading toward these linguistic

-

matters.




One can find little if any support from the research on reading

for the notion that the best reading instruction requires that the
teacher should intervene as little as possible so that children are

allowed to teach themselves to reed. This hypothesis minimizes

"unduly the difficulty children have in mastering the subskills of

the ccmplex act we call reading. Without this mastery of subskills,
no fruitful comdbining cf ther—-necessary for comprehension--can
take pla.e.

The advocates of assisted reading would have us leave this
critical matter totally to the impulses of the child learner. Common
sense tells us this is far too risky. As well, there is impressive
research to suggest thet learﬁing'to rgad predoﬁfhgntly by discovery
techniques 1s less efficient than if the reading teacher takes on a
deterministic role}Jf

Those who defend assisted reading overestimate the cause;and-
effect relationship between éhildren's oral language development and
their reading achievement. It.is true that one can find research
studies that support such a cause-and-effect relationship.' One can
Just as frequertly point to studies which have discovered no such
connection?ﬂtAccordingly, ve must not accept the notion that early
sygtematic instruction in phonics will hinder the development of

children's oral language. To the contrary, at present we cannot say

with confidence even if any certain level of fluency and complexity

"of children's oral language is necessary for beginning reading

instruction to be successful.
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There remain far too many ascertainable differences between
vritten meterials (and how we learn to read them) and speech (and how
this is mastered) to assume that children best learn t§ read in

N precisely the same manner ﬁs'they learned to taik}l It is obsérvable |
. that the three stages of assisted reading do not approximate the
‘'stages of children's learning to speak. Thét is, children do not
learn to talk by first listening carefully to an adult's sentences
and then repeating these sentences verbatim. Children learming to
speak are not normally then asked t9 i1l in words in sehtepces that
are pﬁrposely deleted by mature speakers. Finally; chiléren do not
ordinarily practice talkiﬁg by having an adult supply words at given
poeints in all the sentences they speak;, It is clear, therefore, that
the three stages of assisted reading do not for fhe childé solve the
problem of learning to read Jﬁst as he solvés the probler of learning
- to speak. |

Fmpirical- Evidence on the Issue
The key question to be asked about the new sentence method is

vhether its use 1s likely to bring on satisfactory reading gains, .
especielly for primary grade children. As yet, thg proponents of new
sentence mcthods ﬁave not offered empirical evidence as to the relative
affectiveness of their proposals for reading'instructiph. Nonetheless,

we may correctly infer that a method which teaches childrer only to

use sentence context cues, would fare even less well in & comparison

vith phonics methods than would the look-say method (which does teach
- phonics, albeit in a delayed and incidental manner). The evidence is
clear-cut that an early, systematic and intensive teaching ofkphonics

results in significantly higher word recognition and comprehension
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’ Sentence method will prove to be the most productive of any of tne

‘scores in the primary grades than 1s possible with the use of ‘&

(See Bibliography, )
look-say methodology. /< It seems fair to say, therefore, that th’s

result in favor of phonics would also be repeated if the new sertence

method vere compared to 1+. The claim by its proponents that tre new

reading methods proposed so far accordingly is put into serious doubt. | /
Another issue df consequence regarding phe new sentence metihod

has to do witr whether or not the use of context cues by begin:i:
resders may ir fact hinder early reading growth. We know that es
children proceeded through grade one they increasingly pay more
attention to vords in sentences than they did to éentence conte*:s.
The earlier ir the first grade that children realized they mus< pay
close ettenticn to individual words in a sentence the more likels
they are to learn to read. Thus, teaching beginning readers tc relx
too soon-and 100 intensively on sentence contexts can have undes:ra:le
consequences. ‘The children's early use of contextualiinformatic:.AOes
Aot appeer to greatly facilitate progress in acquiring reading s:ill.
The longer they stay in the early, context-emphasizing phase w2t-ous
showins an increase in the use of phonics, the poorer reader tke: are
a; the end of the year?s ' |

% If the mzjor contention of the new sentence method (that cc=pre-’

hensior. of a wvritten passage is not possible if one reads its

individual words) were true then one would find only small and

.1 significant relationships between word reading and sentence_cr

|
p%ragraph reading test scores. This has not been proven to be tre
i

case, however. To the contrary, the coefficients of correlatior

i
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obtained between word reading and sentence or paragraph reading scores
in standardized reading tests have been uniformly high. Wq see.gfs

between these two sets of scores on the Gray Oral Reading Test aé

.12, .77, and .77 for grades two, three, and four, respectively, An r

. of .81 hes been obtained between the word reading and parsgraph

-

reading scores of the Wide Range Achieveﬁent Test, and a similar r

for these scores on.Spache's Diegnostic Reading Scales? I have found
that high r's be#ween wvord reading and sentence or paragraph reading
sco.s'es have also\been obtained for several other eleméntary grade
standardized read;n;?tests. ‘These r's ranged from .68 to .96, with’
a median of .85?

Conclusions

‘material, that children best learn to read the way they learned to

Doubtless many teachers regularly carry out without harm actions

similar to stage two of assisted reading. That is, these teachers

‘read a sentence, pausing to allow the child to read a word they

expect her or him to be able to rgcognizei based on the decoding or .
phonics skills the child has previously been taught. Almost all
teachers also have children read aloud while they listen to supply
words the individual child cannot identify.

| The use of tEeSe activifies in no way serves as a confirmation,
however, of the vieﬁ that assisted reading is the most effective — -
procedure available for teaching reading, th~t only through it will
children learn to recognize the spelling regularities of written
speak, that sequential or systematic prégrans for teaching re;ding

ski11ls actually hinder children from learning to read, or that no

Jb




attention needs to be peid to the range of concepts, sentence lengths
or their complexities, or to *he predictability of the speliings
of words, in the books chosen for beginning reading.

It is these contentions of assisted reading that make it =

* handicap to success in beginning reading. Seen merely as something

teachers practice, certain parts of their otherwise systematic
program of instruction in phonics and context cues, the use of
assisted reading invites no risk. The acceptance by teachers of
assisted reading to replace a sequential and direct teaching of

reading skills would be deplorable, however.
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Chapter V

5 Extravagant
: Thﬁ(?laims for Context Cues

Myth Number

Excessive.claims have been made about the role

of cues taken from the context of sentences for the
purposes of word recognition. There is evidence that
tse of these context cues can help pupils recognize
unfamiliar written words. The resecarch warns, however,
that reading instruction is wrong if it teaches pupils
to rely heavily or primarily upon context cues for word
recognition. Young children depend on context cues

. because they lack more accurate word recognition skills,
As children grow in their reading abllities their need
for context cues thus lessens, As pupils come to recog-

- nize words quickly context cues have less usefulness,
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Claims for Context Cues ' .

. without being able to comprehend their meanings.

The importance of context cues for word identificatiom hag long

been emphasized by reading experts. Some are so convinced o? their

- value, in fact, that they see context cues as all-importanmt to begin-

ning readers. One expert contends that, initially, most childfen have
little else on which to rely for word recognition. laeter they combine
meaning, phonic, and possibly structural clues--but not at tze outset,
he says?’ This reading authority is wrong here, since the research as .
to the cues beginning readers actually use to recognize words clearly.
reveals they use lettérs for this purpose from the time they first
begin to learn to read.2
The exaggerations made as to the usefulness of cor-ext cues in word

recognition by beginning readers, could stem from certefn rerorts made
about this matter. The'author of one such repbrt clairs tha: he found

that first-graders could read in a story context almost two cut of three

of the words they had previously missed when attempting to read them as

lisdlated items in word lists.3

This single piece of research has been widely quoted &s proof for
the proposition that if children do not consistently resd wo=ds in con-
text they will learn to rely solely on visual cues (letters) for_word
recognition. As & consequence, it is claiméd they will becozne word-
callers, that is, to have developed the aéility to name word:s correctly
3 Desrite tte fact
that the results of this study of the utility of contex: cue:z"has been

generally accepted by reading experts, the attempts to replicate its




findings have not been successtJ.5332 . There is
evidence that the use of context cﬁes-of a sentence does help
written '

children recognize unfamilia§<§ords'in the sentence. On the other hand,

it appears that the extent to which contest cues serve this function

- has been overstated.

Research Indicates Some limitations

Beyond the fact that researchers have not been able to duplicate
the findings that children vill greatkr improve their recognition of
words if they read these 1g sentences, the limited usefulness of context

cues is indicated in certain other ways. It can be seen that some

research findings stand in contrast to beliefs as to the critical values

~ of context cues for word recognition by beginning readers. It has been

found that immature readeré.read sentences, word-by-word, as if tha&
wvere & shopping list:;.These children read a sentence like number 1 as
quickly as they do one like sentence 2:

1. xsomexthinkxthatxcatsxlikextoxlivexinxthexforest.

2. some think that cats like to live in the forest.
The lack of spaces between the words, &s in sentence 1, does not hamﬁer.
the reading speed of these beginning readers. More mature readers, on
the other hand, were hindered by the lack of spaces here. Evidence of
the shopping list manner of reading by young children is shown in the
number of pauses young children make while reading aloud. The most
immature readers use 1.1 pauses per word, as if reading a list of words.

These studies suggest that context cues serve some beginning readers in

- limited rather than extensive ways.

This conclusion seems substantiated by the study that 1naicated that

teaching children to use context cues too soon or too intensively in a

&7




reading program will create an undesirable dependence on them which can

hinder cﬁildren's overall reading growth. This study indicated that

the child's early use of context cues does not appear to greatly

facilitate progress in acquiring reading skill. fhe longer he stays

t in the early, context-emphasizing phase of reading development withouﬁ

showing an incsoise in the use of phonics, the poorer a reader he is

at the end of tre year§ Thus, the teacher should have a considerable
proportion of early r?ading training in situstions pfoviding no context

at all, in order to compel children to use phorics as much as possible.

For another thing, we know that the use o context cues by begin-
ning readers often results in faﬁlty word. recognition. It has been
pointed out that poor reéders in the first grace igrore élmost 60 percent
of the reading errors théy make as & result.of the risuse of context

7 fimding . . gst '
cues . Thiil?ays that the teacher cannot stop e Beveloping the child's
understanding that the use of context cues cen be helpful when he is
confronted with an unknown word. The young resder also must be con-
ditioned to correct the mistakes the unsuccessful use of context cues
brings forth.

In'addition, it has been found that the velue of context cues for
beginning readers depends on the phoneme-grapheme similarity of the
words being taught? If a list of words with m‘nimal phoneme-grapheme
differences are taught, as would be the case with hen, ten, pen, men,
the presentation of these words with a contexf cue has a depressing
" effect on beginning readers' learning of such words. This evidencé

suggests that when minimal contrast words (for example, Esg--ggg) are

taught the teacher need not attempt to teach tte wuse of context cues.




The relationships between beginning réaders’ use of context cues
and their comprehension of what is read poses one more limitation on
| the use of these cues. A beginning reader will gain as much compre-
hension of what he reads if he can éorrectly guess 35_p§rcent of the
t words systemafically deleted from a passage as he would if he could
guess more than 35 percent of these omissions.9 This finding suggests
that-if the beginning reader can use context cues to identify some
unfamiliar words, this deducticn remains a relatively minor contri-
bution to his problem of comprehending written material. Thus, the
majority of factors which influence fhe young child's ability to
comprehend a written pessage afe thought processes that transcend his
ability‘to use context cues. This would lead one to agree that the
deduction of meaning from context is extremely susceptible to error.
It appears true that children nay'draw more false inferences thaﬁ
correct ones from the use of context cues.10
As well, there appears to be evidence that indicates that the use
of context cues actually slows down speed of word recognition. Juel11
found in her study of this matter that word identification tasks took
longer for children through.sentence reading than through reading
words in isolation. (The time for the former was clocked after the
sentence context had been perused.) Good readers in this study were
significantly slower at word identification with sentence contexts
than in reading words in isolation. Poorer readers had about the'same
" speed in both conditioms. Juel conc}udas that it is clear that rapid

context~free word recognition is a Jor factor that distinguishes

poor and good readers. To the contrary, how well a child reads words




in context did not offer this distinctive information. Ilwmportant, as
well, is fhe finding that the sentence context will help children .

' | 12)
read easy decodable words (Juel)_or relatively easy words (Negin & Mulwauke

more than it will help them read hard decodable words or ones that

j are above children's grade level. These findings are further evidence

of the linutations of the usefulness of context cues.

The supposition that the more skilled one becomes in reading the
gfeater one depends on context cu5312a has not :sen verified. To the
contrary, the use of context cues has larger effects on the reading
of young, immature readers than it has on older, skilled readers.l2b

A recent review of the evidence on this issue questions whether the

_average sentence context has any effect at all on the average word

read by the skilled reader.12c

Iinguistic Factors Pose ILimitations
There are also linguistic factors that affect the role that

context cues play in word identification. Sometimes there are
semantic ambiguities, that plague our language, for which the appli-
cation of context cues have little effect. For example, one must

hear this sentence spoken aloud to gain & clear understanding of its

meaning: ‘Cookinglgzg;es can Bg enjoyable. In oiher_instances the

semantic tangles of some sentences cannot be resolved by any means.

For instance, what does this sentence mean? The chicken was too hot
A E—————
to eat.
om Y, )
The use of context cues is affected at times by the number of
alternative words that can be fitted into the slot in a sentence an

unfamiliar word occupies. It is easier to use context cues to guess

the unknown word in the first sentence here than in the second:
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1. 'The man ___ the mect on a dish.

2. The man placed the meat on the .

When the reader is given letter cﬁes , as well as context cues,
it is obvious that the difficulty of the word recognition task is
sharply reduced:

1. The man p the meat on a dish.

2. The man placed the meat on the d .

It furthermore is apparent that the utility of context cues is

" conditioned by the fact that certain kinds of words in a sentemce act

more to reduce the uncertéinty of the meaning of the éentence then
does the knowledge of other kinds of words. Functiom words, tke ones

missing in sentence 1, carry much less meaning than do content words,
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the ones missing in sentence 2:

lﬂ ___man placed meat

2. The ) | the on the .

. Then, a beginning reamder sometimes is handicapped in his use of context

" cues when certain parts of speech take on functions that they ordinarily

do not fulfill. At times, words ordinarily read as npuns take on the
functions of adjectives: :He-is 8 bike rider. He wore & cowboy hat.

Contéxt cues are also more difficult to use if the trords unfamiliar
to the beginning reader are at the beginning rather than end of a
sentence."Thus, sentence fragment 1 gives more contextua. +-lorwation
than sentence fragment 2:

1. The man plared the meat

2. . on the

big dish.

We'can see, ton, that if a sentence is of the passive voice, as
versus of the active voice, that the effectivenesé of the use of context
cues is reduced. In modern grammar these following two séntéhces are
called & kernel (basic) sentence and a passive transformation,
respectively:

1. The dog was chasing a cat. (kernel sentence)

2. The cat vas chased by a dog. (pessive transformation)

"It has been found thst transformations in grammer take more time to

understand than do the underlying kernel sentences, even for mature

!
:r'eadez-sz.l3 In general, the more complex & sentence structure is the
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the more unlikely the begihning reader can use coﬁte;t cues to read it,
It is less difficult fo? him to use context cues in senteﬁce 1 than in
séntence 2: |

1. B!1l sawv the dog.

2. When Bill got to school he sav a large, black dog'lying in the
road as if he were sick, or had been run over by a cer.

Adding to. the problem here is the fact thst ;rbper nouns or names
which conceivably could fit'into slots in sentences are not always
signalled by the ongoing sentences of a passage. Fcr example: Bill
wes happy. He found & cat. Bill ramed her : ; At poin{s, the
appearance of proper nouns also will confuse tke child moré than help
him. ﬁill was thg dog thus wil. commonly be tread as Bill saw the dog.
While the former sentence is grammatically correct, it 1$ logically "

improbable, féw dogs being named Bill.

.! Whether long unknown words, as versus short ones, pose greater

restrictions on the use of con .xt cues is probléuatic. That is, there
is some evidence on the one hand that lorg, pclysyllabic words
are not recognized as readily by beginning readers &s are short, mono-

1L ,
syllabic ones. On the other hand, it can be shown that the latter have

" far more dictioﬂary definitions than do polysyllabic words. This would

suggest that unknown polysyllabic words would be easier to ide'ify
from the use 6f context cues than would short words. We badly need

empirical evidence as to whether or not this actuelly is so, however.

{c— Some recent evidence would suggest that by the time pupils have

reached the fourth grade the lengtts of words, in syllables apd letter

coLts, are of no consequence in these children's efforts to read them.ls

A more well-defined wveakness of the use of comtext cues.doubtless
stems from the fact that written language is differers in many ways from

spoken language, Particularly is this so for the child who speaks a
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nonstandard dialect and attempts to read standard English, a kind of
syntax he has not normally heard. When the beginning reader tries to
read eny written language that ‘he does not ordinarily hear spoken this

will certainly act to reduce his utilization of context cuss. The non-

" standard dislect child is not the only one affected by this principle,

moreover. There is evidence that popular basal readers contain sentence
1
petterns like none the standard English speaking child has ever heard.s

Conclusions

It has been noted that context cues are not the only cues available
to the beginning reader for identifying words (the ;dvocates of "sight
words" in beginning reading to the contrary notwithstanding). While
contexf cues do have & function in word recognition by the beginning
reader, the extent of this usefulness must be Judged in relstionship to
the weaknesses for this purpose these cues have been shown to exhibit.
There 1s evidence from both research findings and linguistic analyses
to\suggest that certain limitations be placed on the values for begin-
ning readers of the use of context cues:

It is normal that some beginning readers find context cues
ﬁncomfortable to use.- Accofdingly, they naturally cling to a shopping
list type reading of sentences, avoiding the cues to wo;d recognition
offered by the sentence. These children seem to be saying, "The uses

of context cues may impede rather than promote my reading ability in

the first grade." VihewsapERpssEwERRTSRSREE-

e,

The type of vocabulary used in e reading program will affect the

usefﬁlness of context cues. If this vocabulary 15 chosen on the bhagis

109
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of the phoneme-grapheme similarities emong the words involved, then the
application 6f context cues may have a depressing effect on young
children's reading growth.

The use of context cues concributes a velatively minor solution to
tthe problem of comprehension of reading eaterials faced by the beginning
reader. The . unknown mental factors that control the acquisition
of comprehension far outweigh the influences on-this matter the use of
context cues can exert. . |

Many facets of English syntax or grammar hinder the successful use
of context cues by the beginning reader. Moreover, the handicaps posed
by these aspects of language probatly are unaffected by how well the
uses of context cues are taught in the beginning reading program.

The length of an unknown word may bave some effect on a beginning

reader's ability to_recognize it via the use of context cues. As yet,

it is uncertain what effect a word's length has 6n word recognition in the

primary grades. Word length probably. has less effect on the word

‘recognition of middle-grade pupils.

Written syntax that is different from & child's spoken language
likely will inhibit his use of context cues. This seems aéparent regard-
less of whether the child speaks standard or nonstandard English.

.The use of context cues may negatively affect the speed with

“which children recognize words. The need for context-free word recog-

nition abilities is apparent.
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Chapter VI

Myth Number & : Word Length
Makes No Difference

I+ has been repeatedly stated by certain

|

\

‘ reading experts ﬁhat in beginning reading instruction
there is no need to restrict the length of the

‘ words used for t%is purpose, in either letter or
syllatle count., As is explained in ﬁhis chapter,

| this issue is controversial partially because it

has not been extensively examined by e;perimental
researzh. What 1imitedhevidence there is on this
subject does not support the contention that word
length makes no difference in beginning reading
instruction, however, To the contrary, the availa®le

research suggests that there is a positive relationship

hetween a.word's length and its learnability for young pipils.
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Setting the Stage for the Issue

Does it make a difference if one uses short, monosyllabic words

to teach children who are first learning to read, as versus longer,

'polysyllabic word%? Is it proper in the initisl stages of reading

instruction to teach together words of varying syllabic lengths?

Shéuld words of one-syllable length be used, rather than those of two

or more syllables, to teach children the basic information of phorics?
Tc set the stage for the treatmenf of such questions it is useful,

first, to consider the reading tasks that face beginning readers.

They view a strange set of marks, which they must learn are visual

symbols. These letiers are spaced along a line of print;\from left

to rigtt, rather than occupying & certain part of a sequencé of time,

. as speeck sounds do. These letters in words indicate none of the

rhythr ard intonation (the tunes of language) the child is acgusfoﬁed
to using as & guide to the meaning of oral language. Then, cﬁildren
must learn to re ize that the spaces on:the line of print signgl
the boundaries of words. They must learn to associate the spellirgs
of words with the ways they are spoken (phonics). They probably will
have to learn to respond to a written dialect different from the one
they speek. For example, it has been discovered that the widely-used
basal readers sSometimes do not accurately reflect the dialect many
children speak?' A final deterent to his immediate success as &
reader is the young child's short-term auditory and visual memory.

Considering all this it is understandable why the beginning

reader is little more than & "decoder" of words. That is, he uses
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wélatively many eye fixations while reading, has a short eye-voice
spen, and does poorly on "cloze" tests (where he is asked to restore
systematically-deleted words in a sentence). He has yet to learn about

the usefulness of the "redundancy" factor of word spellings (the fact

only certain letters may follow others in certain perts of a word).

These various Easks the beginner in reading faces doubtless
account to some extent for the fact that little progress has been made
in deciding whét the words éelected for beginning readers should be?
The length of words to be used in \“e initial stage in reading has not
been clearly defined. There is fhe logical advice that it is clear
that beginning readers need more visual information than do mature
readers. Accordingly, the teacher shouldrbegin reading instruction by
carefully organizing words so that consistent patterns of letters and
rules governing their relation to sound become aprarent, Beyond this,
however, the determination of the syllabic length of words is often
considered to be of little importance. That this problem is seldom
broached in the examinations of approaches to beginning readiné is
readily apparent. For example, discussions of these approiches do not
ihclude the use of monosyllabic as versus polysyllabic words.in

beginning reading.3

The Conventi-nal View on Vord Length

One group of writers contend that there is no 1ieed to restrict
early reading instruction, including phonics, to the use of mono-

syllabic words. This opinion goes back at least to the turn of the

century. At this time it was noted with approval that for child

readers word-length is but a minor factor in word-perception}t
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t is that
More currently /believed, for exampleuﬁmost children have no

difficulty with the word grandmother, even at the preprimer level.
On the other hand, it is observed, words like went and want, and &nd,
- said, no and on, are troublesome .to many children long after they

X 5

S shou;d have been well learned.

The words, grandmother and grandfather,

seldom cause any trouble, it is said. They supposedly are such long'

words that their configuration helps children to remember themﬁ

To this effect, some contens thab children can just as easily learn airplane,

-~

) monster, or dinosaur as the worc cat because the former words are relevant

to them.7

It is clear, then, that some argue that a longer, polysyllabic J
word poses no additional problems to word identification for the
beginning reader than does a monosyllabic word. For a beginner to |

learn to read John, for example, all he has to do is see a representa-

tive sample of words that are not_gggg, so that he can find out in

what respects John is different, it 1s explained.8 If the child

learning to read, like the child learning to speak, needs the oppor-
tunity to examine a huge sample of words that have maximal spelling
contrasts, then it would not be proper to begin instruction in reading
with monosyllabic words.9 If nothing--even at the very beginning of
reading instruction--should be included in the reading curriculum that
1s not real language, it would follow that vocabulary control should
not be a criterion for basal reader content.lo

There is agreement with the notion that the words selected_for
instruction in beginning reading should not be controlled or §equenced

(from the monosyllabic to the polysyllabic). Such words, it is said,
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must include a sampling of all kinds of complexities and contrasts .

which the pupil needs to learn decoding?J'For the beginning reader,

who has aéquired n: og.gcoding strategies, this sampling would include
words of all tﬁe syllabic lengths, if this advice were followed.
Avout this, it is asked, "What evidence is there thet order or number
of letters influence learning in reading as it does affect spelling?"
None, it is answered.: length is sigrificant in spelling, but mot in
reading. The length of a word is imraterial in your ability to learp
to read it or retain it, it is‘contendéd}j'Support for such a stand
might be taken from the fact that monosyllabic words normally have
dozens of meanings attached to them, while such.is not the cése for
polysyllabic words. On the basis of this, it is claimed that it is
;ore efficacious in reading to teaéh longerOVOrds and words from the
sciences than it is to teach little "easy"i.fc;rds.l3 It is obvious that
the advocates of sight—word'instruction (see- Myth Kumber 3 )
do not believe that word length should be a factor in the choice of
words given children to read.

| Some advocates of individualized reading also endorse the notion
that there be no restriction as to tre syllabic.cdunt of words used
to teach beginning readers. One suct advocate describes children who'
were failures in reading at the end of first gradefu*These failing
children were taught in the second grade with a“key"vocabulary
methodology (each child here tells tte teacher the words he wishes
to‘leern to read). It was found at the ead of their second grade

that these previous failures in reading now read significantly better

than a grouplof second graders who had successfully completed first
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grade reading instruction. Strongly implied by this evidence, of
course, is the conclucion that using words of all the syllabic iensths
(the "key vocabulary") with beginning readers actually improves resi-

ing instruction, rather than hindering it in any way.

[mplicaiions frou .?.Bﬂig‘iih _ e L
= Wnile tb:;;migéﬁit le direct evidence on this issue, it seems rore |

‘reasonable to say, nonetheless, that the length of

a word, in syllables, is of significant consequence in the initial
teaching of readingEE??hgss:;ans that the first reading material fcr”
children will consist of two-;ettér and three-letter words. The“
most suitatle words with which the beginner learns to read, thus, ere
the monosyllabic wordé¥3 The_use’of monosyllabic words in the begir-
ning steues of reading instruction will leave no uncertainty about
the identifying chafacteristics thét mark off one written word fro-
another. This ease of identification is necessary for-the automa+ic
recognition responses that are hallmark_of the initial stage of
reading acquisition.

With relative beginners in phonics, one-syllable words may
be used in order to simplify instruction as much as possible. One
would start with a study of monosyllabic words, like cat., pig, tors,
mud and hen. It 1s best in the initial stage of reading instructica
to teach the "short"” (unglided) vowels within monosyllabic words L’
The results of research suggest that a child in the first stages of
reading skill typically reads in short units and aézggill develops word recognitiol
span increases.lBThis could be interpreted to mean that the reader

-at this level proceeds best from monosyllabic to polysyllabic .words.

It is reasonable to contend that a child will not learn to rezi

as he learns to speak, that is, by being given an unrestricted or
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uncontrolled exposure to words of all syllabic lengths. Learning to
read does not normally proceed along such lines, as oral language is
learned. The rich set of sound~word pairings necessary to learn to

read do not just happen for written language at school as they do for

. oral language at home.l9 " N

The problem & child will likely have in "blending" polysyllabic
words is also pointed to by fhose who prefer children to start with
monosyllabic v&rds?C)Although umbrella, for example, is a likely choice
to illustrate the "short" u sound, it hardly is an ideal one because
by the time a child finishes saying or thinking umbrella, he might have
forgotten the initial sound in the initial syllable. The act of blend-
ing, or synthetizing the separate speech sounds of a word so as to
pronounce a recognizable word are put in jeopardy when polysyllabic
yords are involved. Many children will have %orgdtten the initial
sounds they have pronounced before they come to the end of éome of the.

21 - : .
longer words. This relationship seems not to occur to those who on

_ . 22
the one hand believe that blending seems related to reading success

(which it d;zi), and yet on the other hand note that the length of &
v;rd is immsterial to the chkild's ability to learn to read it or
retain 1t So, nther things being equal, the shorter the word, the
fewer the potential solutions. Decoding of print by the beginning
reader is facilitated if the shortest possible words are provided
first.zb

There is. some eviéence that suggests the relative.

difficulty beginners have in reading polysyllabic as versus mono-

syllabic words. This evidence supports the contention that we are
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‘as opposed to those needed to read common two-syllable words. It was

£z

Justified in the statement that the shorter the word the easier it is
2

to recognize.E;Of leading importance here are the findings of a.

study that calculated the total number of spelling-to-sound corres-

pondence rules necessary to read high frequency ohe-syllable words,

<

.found there are thirty-five rules used in the former (as I count them).

An additional thirty-eight rules (total of seventy-three) are reguired
to read these two-syllable words. Other data help confirm the argu-

ment that monosyllabic words may be easier for beginners to read than

| polysyllabic ones. It {is found_for common monosyllabic words that

simple phoneme-grapheme correspondences (the use of one grapheme

to represent one phoneme) occurred 81 percent of the time?7 higher than would

be the case for polysyllabic words, . '
Another study showed that first-graders learned a significantly

greater number of three let?er words than of five letter words?6 While

the woras learned here were all monosyllabic, this evidence suggests

that polysyllabic words, most of which have five letters or more, in

the main would be more difficult~for beginning,rquers.than wouléd

monosyllabic words. That the latter a;e shorter is obvious. Only

21 percent of thé monosyllabic words among the 200 moét-used words are

29

over four letters in length.
that
Other sources would suggeseég positive relationship existe
between the syllable count of a word and its particular usefulness for
teaching the beginning reader. The first of these is the percentage
-of polysyllabic words found in compilations of high-frequency or

commonly-used words. High-frequency words are those often said to be

the ones that should be first acquired by the beginning reader, since
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fhey obviously have a g'eat service. An inspection of twelve different
collections of high-frequency words indicates that only about 16 percent
of such service worés are polysyllabic?C,With this statistic in mind
_f the argument for the.use of monosyllabic words in beginning reading
. gains stature.
A second source oi evidence to défend the use of monosyllabic
‘words in beginning reading instruction is the vocabulary found in
first-grade'standérdized reading tests, and in other experimental vord '

lists. I examired the first—graée reading sections of several of the

prominent reading tests (e.g., Celifornia Reading Test, Gates Reading - |

Test, Diagnostic Reading Scales, Lee-Clark Reading Test, etc.) to

+ determine the percentage of polysyllabic words found in these sections.

. & . :

For 982 words found in the initisl sections of these standardized

only

reading tests,l}QO, or 20 percert, were polysyllabic. In one reading

' ' . only :

test, for example%£23 percent of lts sixty-seven easiest-to-read words |,

are polysyllabic.BO These gata sug:ést that short words are easier for young

pupils to learn to read than longer ones.

Experimentel word lists used as reading tests also show a low

proportion of polysyllabic words. 1In one such graded word lict,

through grade ore, only 10 percert of the words are over one syllable

1
in length? Ther, in word lists devised by specialists in speech for

-

practice in.discrizunating the verious phonetic elements in word com—

binations, none 6f the words provided for this are polysyllabic?z
Resolution of the Conflict

Answers to the questions posed at the beginning of this dis-

- cussion can be gained only through a balanced evaluation of the
conflicting comrent on both sides of this issue. We should 5égin

this, as is usuel where there are differing opinions about some

« 12i
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aspect of reading ins‘ruction, by ignoring the hearsay 7 the matter (

and move on to whatever objective evidence can be mustered. Keeping in

~ ind at all times the peculiar tasks we know face the ¢hild beginning
L/ S

to read, the relative validity cf the contrary evidence can be

~evaluated. \
First, the notion that for beginring reading one should always

use words that have maximal .contrasts in letter-sound relationships

is clearly in doubt. The eviéerce pointed to for this conclusion ras

been severely yet fairly criticized as to its me‘c,hodolog'yB.3 Then there .

is empirical evidence that suppcrts tte idea that word similarity in

beginning reading results in sreater.vord'reéogrﬂtion skills and

lesser tendency to make false responses to other words. It is found
X :

that first grade pupils leern minimal contrast words (ones that vary

in only one way, e.g., het, cst, mat) beffer than words wifh maximel

3k

contrasts."-

Second, it has been showr that.the frequency of a word positively
affects its recogn}quility?s As we heve seen, the standardized tests
and service word lists, both of vhich are based essentially. on & Ligh-
frequency~equals-prio}ity-for—teachiné princiﬁle, share a confider.:e
that this holds true for ckildrex first learning to read. Until we
are confronted with the evidence fnot now available) thﬁt beginnirz
‘ readers léarn as well on low—-frezuency as on high-frequency words,‘
} standardized tests for beginning readers that call for the learnirg

- of a relatively high percertage of monosyllabic words will continue

to be used. As well, the teaching of the lists of service words,




wvhich stem from the same vocabulary stockpile as these tests, is
likely to be maintained.
Third the findings which imply thaet remarkauble gains in readirg

will result fror the unrestricted use of words of all syllabic counts

‘must be examined carefully. The above report, on the "key word"

methodology, says this method caused children who were first grede
reading failures to f£.in more reading skills in one year (their seccnd
year, the one with tke key words) than normal achieving childreq,not
using gey words, could gain in two years. |

This report leaves unanswered questions, however, For example,
it is said that teackers using the words children give ther have
discovered that thé child's key words are recognized instantaneousl:

as whole words. If mot, they are thrown away. - Not reported, however,

LY

was the percentage of words thusly "thrown away' that were polysyllabic}L

From what is agreed <o be the kinds of tasks that face the beginnirg
reader, coupled with the evidence that the total of rules needed tc
read tuo-syllable wo=ds s double that for one-syllable wordsfédne
could speculate that the percentage of polféyllabic key words so dis-
carded would have tc be high.

Ard, since child}en learning to read do not actually recognize
words as whole wordsaéhearsay to the contrary notwithstanding, one

wonders how they actu:ally did recognize their "key" words. Then,

the "key word" advice that it makes no difference if more comrlex

" word recognition skills be taught before simpler phonics skills, such

as & single phonere-grapheme correspondence, is difficult to accept,

e8pecially in the 1ight of recent longitudinal studies of how children
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acquire phonics skillg. nally, the "key word" belief that phonics

is best taught s & spe111n¥ skill must be seen in contrast to the
well-accepted fact phonics_ias much more applicability to reading
.~ than to the spelling of words.

' Conclusions

I3

&

The weighﬁ of the evidence presented here'indiéates that mono-
syllabic‘yords are easier for beginning readers to read than are
polysyllabic wofés. It further suggests that children le&rning to
read should be taught phonics skills with monosyllabic rather than

polysyllabic words.

monosyllabic words.rmust be accepted before this principle can be

One should be quick to say that no one given source for these(ii’ o
o

adopted and pﬁt into practice. If one belgfves the spontaneous
language of ctildren should be source for these monosyllabic words,
they will be taker from the everyday di¢tations of children.

Other teachers would take monosyllabic words from the sourcg
they respect,.the printed word lists of the basal reader. On this
matter, at least, the two major disputants of teaching reading, the
basal reader advocates and the proponents of individualized reading,
can agree.

Until enough erpirical evidence is gathered to finally settle
this problem it seenms wis;'to,continue the use of monosyllabic words

for the early stages of reading instruction. Over fifty years ago

* experts concluded that the length of a word for children demonstrably
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‘ - | | 38
influences the difficulty of their learning it. As the present
discussion indicates, so far these early researchers have not been

proved wrong.

-~ i ¥

It should be made clear, hoﬁever that these conclusions apply only to
beginning reading instruction.‘ I have founé39 that by grade four the
varying syllable lenzths of words do not affect children's abiiities )
correctly read them., For exa~ple, I found *hat fourth-gzraders read 7%.2
percent of one=syllable words-correctly. However, they read 7h.2 percent
of five~svllabtle words correctly, I also found a correlation of only

-.004 between fourth-éraders correct reading of words and the syllable

&7

count of these words. This correlation was =.023 fcr their correct reading

of words and the letter counts of these words, It thus appears that vord
length in syllable or 1letter count does no. apuear to be a crucial fzctor

in fourth-grade children's reading performance.
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Chapter VII

- p—

Myth Number 7 : Match Learning Mcdalities and Inmstruction

In this chapter the prcoosal that children #
prefer to learn to read thrcigh either a visual or
an auditor& approach is critically examined. Altnough
there have been many testimcaials to this effect ther:
. appears to be no empirical evidence to support the:

p;oposition. that pupils lezrn to read more effectively

to a method_of instruction t-at is either yisually or
auditorially oriented. The finding fhat teachers need
not be concerned with this s:pﬁosed-relationship is
valuable in that it acts to »educe the task of teéching.

reading to its truly essentiil elements, : - , i

if their so-called "learning modalities" are matched
|




[

Foundation Precepts of Learning Modalities

Many reading educators maintain that only some children ;an benefit from ©
the intensive teaching of phonics. While statements of this nature afe com=
monly .found in writings on reading methods, the exact pércentage of children
for whor the intenéive'teaching of phonics supposedly is ﬂmappfopriate is-never
giwn, +he lack of precision over the pupil statistics in this matter does
not sipnal any irresolution on the part of large numbers of rezding exverts
that a significant proportion of children candqt profit frém intensive phonics
instruction, however.

These reading experts insist {hat most children learn to read best
throuzh a so-called "ecléctic" approach., In this scheme for_re;ding instruction
phonizs is tausght in a dglayed, indirect apd incidental manner. Ths eclectic
ap;roszch dorminated the teaching of reading for the méjority.of the tire in
this cerniury, it is clear, The current widespread use of basal reaieré wﬁich
tezch pronics.in this nonintensive manner demonstrates the current.pppularity
of the eclectic concept (Beck & McCaslin, 1978).

Fro- their loyalty to the eclectic approach to reading instructicn it
apoears that most reading educators.have bélieved-that the gresat majoritf of
children learning to read are visually oriented., That is, ther vrrefer to.-
learn this skill through a visual approach, it is vouched, Hence, the pop-
ularity of the whole~word method in most basal readers usea in beginning

of the past.
readm" nrocra.nsl Other beginners in reading, of necessity a significantly
$maller proportion of this group of children, are held to be auditory oriented,

It is believec that thev can gain in reading skill from the t;aching of ine

tensive phonics. It is well to note, however, that as a matter of practice
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most basal reader directions to the teacher do not advise such teaching,

These two sensory bases for the acquisition of reading abilities, the

‘visual and the auditory, are called learning modalities, The idea of learning

modalities involves.the noticn that some children are better equipped genetically

%0 use the auditory modality for learning to read, and thus prefer to use it

for this purpose. On the other hand, it is believed that other children can

te shown to demonstrate a prefefZ?nce for the visual learning modality, and
that it suits ther better for leerning to read,

The past ten years had revealed that mény.reading experts support the
notion that childreh learn to read mcre effectively if their preferrec learning
modality is matched with a method of teaching r=ading that is either visual or
auditory oriented.l ConSequentﬂy, the_teacher is advised to first determine
which of these learning modalities the child favors, and second, to use a
téaching methodology that compliments it, ° Support for this éupposition is
one of the reasons why some reading profcssionals find it impossible to accept
the propositior that all children should be taught phonics. They insist that
because some children do not prefer the auditory'learning modality ihey wi;l |
not learn to reﬁd efficiently through the use of phonics, which teaches them
the relationships between speech sou.ds and letters. ﬁeading edugators who

onpose the teaching of intensive phonics use their beliefs abou: learning

h

. iy
modalities as proof that phonid: teaching is not an essential part of reading

.instruction for some children.

One group of reading experts explain .! the purported effect of pre-
ferred learning modalities on the acquisition of reading by children by
advising teachers that one consideration to be taken, when mak;ng statemen.s
atout the characteristics of the individual child,is this child's preferred

learning style--the learning modality most likely to be effective for a given
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ehild.2 These experts agree that some children learn best visually while
others learn best by hearing what it is they are given to learn., Abcoiding

- to other reading authoripies the regular classroom teacher should always ask
before commencing ipstruction:.Dpes this student learn best visually or
,auditorially?a Then the teacher is advised to match, as nearly as is-possible,
<.different learning modalities of children with different 1nstruction atyles
which match the modality.h'

Today's teacher constantly hears from reading exoerts wha. write for
their edification that he or she,to be a capable instructor,must teach from
a diagnostic point of yiew. Reading educators encourage teachers to accept
the idea that one of the basic considerations for diaznosis of children's
learning potentials and needs is to determine whether thé child has a certain
strencth in mode of learning. It is said to this effect that the diagnostic
teacher automa.ically suspects that failure to learn to read in a child is
related to-an inappropriave matching of the teacher's instructicnal metﬁod

oreferred 3
andé the chlld'izloarnlng modalmty.

Some read;ng experts even maintain that some children become confused
Af théy are redquired to assimilate information through more than one of their;
sensory systems at a time.7 This condition is exemplifed by childreh who cannot
learn phonics, and thus must be taught to read whole words. Cr on the other
hand, by children that have visual memory problems that prevent them from
remembering whole words, these experts contend.

The readinz experts who support the idea that a child's preferred learning.
.modaiity should be linked to the kind of instruction he or she receives in
reading are sure that ... these preferred learning modalities ®an be determined.
The most highly praised means for gaining this information is a technique wherety

L
alternative methods of learning words is used., First, the child is taught these
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visually, This achievment is then compared with how well the child learns
words auditorily, .
The idea of matching preferrqd learning modalities to specific téaching

methods is so attractive to some educational professionals that they have |

. written books devoted to the ideal of teaching students through their indiv-

g

: 8;9 .
idual learningbmodality strengths,’ Detailed instructicns on the plan are given her

Many reading educators are convinced that the research 6n this issue
indicates that when ﬁeachers use reading materials and strategies in keepiﬁg | R
with the preferred leafning.modalities of childrgn that children's rgading |
achievement will be ;ignificantly better than could otherwise be-expec't.ed..]'o
These auihorities in the tea:ﬁing of reading are sure that the research not
only indicates that there are differences within individual children in
learning modality functioning but that the teacher's knovledge of comparative
learning modality strengths among children will improve the quality of
reading instructi;n given,and ul:imately cﬁildren's_reading scores.%ISome
reading experts are not as confident about the implications of research done
on this issue as this. One such expert” said he believed the research is _:
ambivalent on the concept of preferred learning modalities. He is sure, none-.
theless, that there does seem to be some ‘validity for mavrhing an instructional
approach to the child's sensory_s:rength.12

The positive statements fror. reading authorities about . : children's

learning modalities, the need to match these to certain teaching techniques, -

and the reassurance that taking such steps will bring on greater reading

_achievement for children than is otherwise possible . L
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~ obviously have had their intended effect on classroom teachers. Arter and

Jenkinslilllli found that 99 percent of the teachers they questioned thought
that a child's learning modality strengths and weaknesses should be a major
consideration when the teacher devises educational curriculum and selects
ﬁethodology.

¥hat the Research Says

In the past four years there have been st leas: six competent critical
reviews of ‘he empirical research on the hypcthesis that if children's pre=-
ferred learning modalities are closely linkec to a teaching method that rcflects
the nature of these sensory modalities c-ildren as a consequence will
learn to read more effectively. in 1979, Arter anc Jenkins“éxamined the re-
search on the relationship between differential dizznosis of chiidren's
learning modalities and teachingz that was designed to coincide with these
preferred stvles of learninz. They reported that "to date , there are 1
reported efforus to 1rprov=beg1nn1ng reading by matching 1nstrtctlonal matee -
rials and procedures to children's modalxty strengths., In none of these was
reading instruction improvéd by modality-instructional matching" (p. Sh?).

Arter and Jenkins cited five reviews of the reséarch, r.ade priof to 1979, /
that come to the same conclusion about this issue.as they did. Three other
reviews o the research in 1979 sapport Arter and Jenkin's judgmenis atout
modality-instrurticn matching. (Bateman,S‘ Resnickl,b‘ "ilhame)u. @
These surveys of the research agree that there is 1ittle erpirical support

for the notion that different reading approaches are differentially effective

for children characterized as eye or ear oriented,

' -
In 1980, Kampwirth and Batesereported that there is littde research to
support the idea that matching children's auditory or visual perferred learning

modalities to teaching approaches is especially effective in reading development.
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"instruction according to children's learning modality preferences did not

Accordingly, one is hard pressed to justify teaching reading according to

9
preferred learning modalities. Then, in 1981, larrivee critically analyzed
the evidence on children's learning modality preference as a guide for dif-’

ferentiaticn in the kind of beginning reading instruction that should be given,

As with the other reviewers of this research, she found that differentiating | >

significantly facilitate their learning to read.

Conclusions

N

Keepinz in rind £he maxim that explanations introduces to explain reaZing
phenomena shoild not be more complicated than is necessary, the finding th{t
teachers neec not be concerned with the connection, if anyv, benkeen children's
preferred learaing moda11t1e= and the teaching techmqueq that shouldte ased
comes as a relief, It is gratifying to report that there is convincing evi- .
cence to contracict and repudiate the advice often piven teachers that t hey
sho1ld be exrected to match teaching methods.and maﬁerials with childrern's
preferred learning modalities, Thiaéigﬂi?ieduce the act of readinz teashing
tc its essential elements, This reduction of tasks demarded of the reading
teacher i part of a Teform of this instruction that is badly needed, Taking
the issue of preferred learning modalities off the list cf critical aspests
of reading inztruction will help‘*teachers concentrate on the fea-ures of this
teaching that are truly vit#l.

The evidence on children's preferred learning modali‘ies discussed here also

makes it clear that the warning often given to teachers that children who pre=-

| fer the visual modality for learning will not benefit fror. inteasive phonics

teaching. is a risinformed one,and therefore should be ignored, There have

been many reasors given for the teaching or not teaching of intensive phonics,
It is wise to noie - at it is not legitimate to include children's
learning modalities among them, The teaching of phonics is supported

by the evidence that learning to read involves botthﬁsual and auditory

senses', not either one or the other. 1 36




-

-

The confusing nature of the argument for modality-based instruction

probably is well illusfrated by the comments in favor of this teaching from
Barbe and S'wassing.t3 They begin a paragraph in their book on this subject with
the statement, "Research supports the cpntention that modality=based instruction
ﬁorks" (p. 11). These. authors then quote a critical review made of the research
on this topic in 1978 that found the empirical evidence indicates conclusively

that modality preference and method of teaching do nct interact significantly.

Despite the explicit disavowal of the value of modality-based teachinz that

~this review presents,Barbe and Swassing maintain that this review, "which may

be viewec as refuting-the matehing of teaching strategies with stvdents! mo=-
dality strengths, can be construed as indirect support for modality-based
education, or at least its potential,sizBii%; and Swassing base this con-
clusion on an analogy they find betweun this situation and auto racing. Imagine,
they say, that after many auto races . .. an electric-driven‘car finally is

able to win out over a gasoline-criven car, They contend thai one shoﬁld

anticipate from this win that there will be a significant increase, in the

future,of electric car wins,

The problem of using such-logic as a defense for modality-bised instruction”

is im~ediately obvious, Theie have been many attempts made to replicate the
analogue of the electric car win to which Barbe and Swessinc refer., True,

been
there have£~a very few instances when teaching done in accordance with children's

preferred learring modalities proruced greater word recopnition than was othere

' wise possible., Efforts to reproduce these findings have consistently failed,

however, It thus is foolhardy to insi-%{ that because some isolated researcher
gained a certain finding from his investigation, a finding that no one else

can duplicate, that this exception to the general body of research findings
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substantiates the contentidh that modality=based teaching of reading is a

superior vdriety of this teaching, .

In fact, it apptars that only ) - \\ , !
" A

wishful thinking could lead to the. conzlusion that extensive

-
BN

- oﬁservations and research verify significant improvement in both student
| achievement,%nd motivation when learning and teaching styles are matched,
Dunn and Dunn'?sfcomments to this effect are in violation of the procedx':res for
evaluating scientific investigations., The crucizl tes: of the validiiy of sciertific
data is its ability to be replicated. Azcordingly, gvidence that cannot be
consistently duplicated is discreditec, Barbs and Swassing ast us to not demand
that modality=based teaching face this test.
Enthusiasm for modality-based tezoning in the face of the overvhelming
evidence that indicales that it is not particularly suc~essful represenis
a prime exa-ple of one of the major reasons why the m -the of readin- jnstruction
persist, This is reading expert bias. Bias in readine experts'jbd:ments work
in this way. These reading professionals sonehow come to a self-satisflying
conviction about a certain aspect of +e-~cher behavior. Isclated, uncontrolled,
or atypical bits of their field experience may be the causal factbr here, In
any event, this conviction in time bezo-es itraditional to'the:ce resiin> experts’
wav of thinking about reidin: instruction, To gice ur such a conviction thus
. becomes painful and even huriliatingly self-critical. The reading expert in
question at this point grasps ét straws fror. the research for continued sub=-
stantiation of his or her view, works up i{llogic:l argurents in its defense,
}efuses to accept research findings, and nitpicks about the qualiti of the

design of the studies whose findings refute his or her beliefs.

enough, these reading experts eagerly accept the results of any research that
favors their bias,regardless of qualitv of its design or mode of iﬁplquntation.

(See "Why the Myfhs of Reading Instruction Prevail to fol.w,) ihe exercise
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of such Biased thin-ing has resulted in some indefensible accusations

being made by the d efenders of modality-based instructioh against those

who have reviewed the research literature 6n this issue, For example, while
they proviée no references to research reviews to bu&tress their support for
ﬁodality-based instruction Dunn and Dunn” call the conclusions drawn by these
who have conducted the critical surveys of the research on this teaching the
result o{ "fallacious feasoning“ (pe 13). This reaction reminds one of the

degree to which predetermined notions about the teaching of reading will

resist change, even from research findings.




FURE

The findings that modality-based reading instruction is not especially
as well

productive of children's readin: abilities is reinforceq(by the evidence that

almost all children at school-ertrance age have the auditory and visual per-
cebtion powers needed to be successful learners of phonics and readiné?1 A
very high percentagé of children at this age level can correctly articulate
the speech sounds of their particular English dialect, The correlations that.
have been obtained between chiliren's auditory discrimination facultiés and
their beginning reading scorez -ave been too low for predictive purposes.

As well, reviewsof th: rasearch on the relationships of children's
visual percertion s:ills and <h2ir reading development reveal that scores
on vi;ual perception tests are not good predictors of reading achievement,
and do not differentiate well gcodyfrom pocr readers. The attempts to teach
children the so-called visual éiscrimination tasks (copying and selectin-
geoﬁetric forms, eye pursuit acsivities, matching geometric designs or those
involving concrete objects, naring the parts or details of pictures, etc.)
have not preved to be productive of greater reading success than would cther-
wise would be attainable. Vali:'élaeview of the research on these matters
leads him to conclude that "the numerrus American experiments with visual
training pro-r-ms have not provad themselves helpful in increasing reacing
achiévement." In fact, he goes on, "waien one looks at the low correlations
which have to date been obtaine: between the [Visual and auditory] functions ;
wnich have been tested and the reading achievement scores, the impression
arises that factors have been rsasured that are rather irrelevant to the
reading process." That is, there "are scarcely any relationsh;ps worth
hé::ioniné.;.between readingahievement and the first, second,-and third

school years and some variablec measured at the beginning of school (visual

perception, directional confusion, articulation, auditory discriminaticn,
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vocabulary, school readiness)" (p. 39).  Valtin's critical analysis of the
evidence is representative of other reviews of this research. It is clezr,
then, that research has shown that children who practice discriminating and

copying geometric shapes and the other activities cormonly found in visual

- perception training programs get better at doing these activities, The research

iﬁdicates, however, that learning these skills does not irprove-.on their
development of reading skills.a'3

Tt is clear that the idea of learning modality-based reacding instruction
arose c:t of the ashes of the now discredited notion of readin- readiress.

The thecry of reading readiness holds that a stage of reacding readiness,
something other than the child's tested ability to lcarn reading skills, must
be reacned by children before they are ready to learn to read, But as
Coltheam™ - orotests, "The pﬁtative maturational sﬁage a* which a child will
suddenly be ahle to respond to reading instruction has never been identified;
no metrod for determining whether or not a given child has reached this stage
has ever been developed" (p. 16).

Tre view that reading readiness is brought about by appropriate insiructicn
also is a recundant notion. That is, instead of teaching reading readiress one
must asx, wh not simply teach_the first elements of reading skills tc cﬁildren
and if thev -ronress satisfactorily in this instructicn signify tha' threy
are ready for this teaching? As well, the concept of reading readiness is
dangercus since it give a faulty explanation for children's lack of succecs
in reating. Saying that a child is not ready, because he or she has failed
to learn satisfactorily, does not tell what children need.in order to be read%
to learn. Tais statement also is used as an excuse to delay.the teachir.g; of
reading, especially phonicsy and thus helps perpetuate the myths of reazing

instrustion,
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Chapter VIII

Myth Number !r : _letter Names Are Unimportanut

The significance of letter-name knowledge by
pupils learning to read has become a controversial
issue. This chapter describes the research studies
which ha@e indicated that pupils taught leﬁter names
do not learn to read any better thaﬁ do pupils not
given thig instruction. A_recent critical analysis
of these studies reveals, howsver, that each of them
has conspicuous flaws that preclude one from concluding
that. letter name knowledge has no positive effect on
reading.acquistioa. Also discussed to follow is the
doubfful argument thaﬁzgzgh statistical correlations
found between letter name knowledre and reading development

are meaningless,
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Present Status of the letter Name Debate

The belief that children;;'knowledge of letter names is not
useful to them as they learn to read was widely held by advocates
of the so-called look-say or whole-wdrd method which dominated reading
instruction during most of the present century. It is not surprisirng
“that the proponents of the look-say method, who oppose the direct and

intensive teaching of phonics, also reJect'the idea of teachirg

children the names of letters. If it was unnecessary, as they claimed,

for children to be taught directly the correspondences betweer lgtter
shapes and speech sounds (phonics), it consequently would bg a waste
of time to-teach ther letter names. |

The look-say approach's advice to teachers not to teach letter
names was challenged over the years by research that tested‘beginning
readers' knowledge of letter names and their later reading ackieve-
merit. An analysis of seventeen of the most highly-regarded of these
studies was reported on by Chall in 1967 (see Bibliography). From her
critical review of these researches Chall concluded that a child's
ability to identify letters by name, letter knowledge, is an important
predictor of his or her reading achievement at various points in tlre
first and second grades.

With this research in mind other,readihg experts advise teachers
to begin reading instruction by teaching the child to associate the
.sh8pe of the letter with its name 1 They recommend that letter names
be taught quite early in the beginning stage of reading 1nstr;;tion?

To the contrary of the beliefs of look-say advocates, they are

146



convinced that teaching the letter names should be started at least by
the time reading instruction is begun, Some claim that this instruction
is productive in developing beginning readers' abilities to discriminate
Other reading experts who insist that learning letter names éontributes
ito children'é learning to read believe that the beginning reader is |
K helped in this way: In saying the letter name, the child says the -
phoneme that he or she is later taught in phoniqsp They see that the
value to the learner of knowing letter names, even when the letter names
and speeqhéounds are not identical, appears to be a way of labeling and
separating the symbols so that they can be discriminated more easily?
Some reading experts refuse té make any evaluative comment what-
soever on the‘issue of letter name teaching;“ They are content to note
that educators disagree whether it is necessary for children to name
quters prior to being given reading instruction? These experts appear
to\f{y to duck the issue. They contend that children learn to read
equﬁlly well whether the names of letters are taught before or after the
child learns to read sentences or has mastered phonicé? (Why the learn-
ing of letter names would necessarily follow the acquisition of these
other reading skills is not revealed.) They believe that it does not

matter whether systematic instructicn in letter nemes is given before or

during beginning reading instruction.8 One authority in reading would

link-the teaching of letter names to the time vhen the pupil is required
to match upper-case and lower=-case pairs of letters:; Letter names must
| " be taught at this time, he insists. But since children can léarn to

read without experience in matching upper- and lower-case letters, it is

obvious that thiF point in time he refers to is a highly indeterminate

3
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ohe. The most puzzling stutements about letter name teaching, however,
come from reading experts who cite all the objections that have been
made to this instruction, and then without explaining why, insist that
children should be taught to associate lepter forms with letter names}o
| The most uncompromising obJection'to the teaching of letter names
so far come from those vho lead the movement inlreading instruction

called the psycholinguistic approach. One of the notable proponents .

:of the psycholinguistic approach insists that making sure that phonics

skills are learned by the child is a- powerful and potential method of
interfering in the process ¢f learning to read}J'In fact, he goes on,
all the teacher can do in reading instruction is provide the raw
material, the written word and its name. His view of this, he notes,
endeavors to account for the identification of words without the
mediation of letter identification., In 1like fashion o*her experts
argue that it obviously-isn't a2 necessity to kpow the elphabet before
learning to pead}z'rhey believe-that there are ﬁany children who
learn to read without knowing the alphabet.

There is opposition to the teaching of letter names for other
reasons. One expert contends'that letter names do not contain the
speech sounds toﬁgii_in phonics, and that there is testimony which
indicates that confusions often arise when the letter name is
stressed along with the letter sound?J'He elso argues that the high
positive correlations found betweon letter name knowledge and reading
achievement are probably accounted for by factors such as children's

cognitive development, emotional stebility, ability to attend; and

home backgrounds. Such an argument dismisses the statistical evidence



that Chall uses for her conclusions about the positive relationships
of letter name kﬁowledge and reading success as correlation, not
experts ,

causality. Thmw%?dd that studies have shown that teaching the letzer
names in isolation does not have much effect on'la£er success in
t-reasuiing.:u'l They contend that the eQidence Chall suiveyed does not
suggest that learning letter names will increase reading rea_diness.l5

They repeat the warning that a correlation does not mean causatiorn.

As to whethgr learning letter names helps children learn to read, or

"whether it and reading are the result of other factors, Weaver ¥k,

(pp. 35-36) believes "most experts think that the latter isvthe mére_

likely explanation." o

There are ever reading experts who reject teaching children tze

nﬁmes of letters claim that this is an example of irrationsal instr:é-

tion. These opponegts of letter name teaching protest that there ;

ﬁfpears to be no logic to this procedure}é'They concur that the.

ability to name the letters of the alphabet in itself.has no logicel
i relationship to the task of learning to read.l7 Instead, they are

persuaded- that a third factor such as intelligence or background

experiences mightlaccount for both letter name knowledge and readi-g

ability.l8 It is maintained that letter name knowledge simply refle-ts

the chiid's intelligence, sociéeconomic and language backgrounds ari

parental aspirations}9 Thus, the knowledge of letter names is said

to be symptomatic of a certain maturation in the cognitive.processes?o
"They comment that the €hild who knows the letter names has made to
progress in cognition that will enable him to cope with the first

steps in rea.ding.21
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It eppears that the knovledge of letter names is not & prerequisite
in beginning reading, at least in some computer assisted instruction.

Fletcherzzdescribes such a prograr that met with substantial success

" wherein no direct attempt was made to teach the names of letters. It

wvas assumed in this program that teaching letter names would confuse

students who were being taught to cecode.
Analysis of Research on the Issue
To date there also have been &t least five well-known studies

that aimed to discover the effecf :hﬁt the direct teaching of letter
names had on certain aspects of beginning reading skill. All of these
investigations have been held by certain reeding experts to indicate
that pupilé taught letter names directly do pot learn to read sig-
nificantly better then do pupils rot teught letter names 233 243 255 265 27
Ehrieedid a thoroughgoing anelysis of these five studies, the
ones most often cited as the proof that direct instruction in letter
names is not particularly helpful for children learning ﬁo read. From
; : tgis analysis Ehri dgcided that "'tae negative_evidence yielded by
these [five] studies does not lay %o rest the letter-name hypothesis"
(p. 149). She argues that each of these five studies has conspicuous
and serious flaws thatﬂpgeclude ore from drawing'conclusions from them
as to the contributiox}s"that letter name khowledge meke to reading
acquisition. Ehri complained tha: the designs of these studies did
not control several importent variables. That is, these stﬁdies did
not determine-hoﬁ vell letter names must be known to be useful in
" recognizing words,‘vhat was the relationship of letter namés to the

characteristics of the words used to test the relationship, the

relationship of letter name knowledge and reading ability, and what
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ﬁagnitude of difference in letter name knowledge pight make &
difference in children’s learning to read. Especially telling was
Ehri's criticism that this research isolated letter name knowledge

and tested it as if it were a separable factor in reading acquisition.

. She argues that if letter names are taught simultaneously with phonics
it is probable that thé integration of these variables would sig-
nificantly affect reading acquisition. The evidence that letter name

-instruction combined with phonics facilitates reading developmentzh; 29,

appears to bear out Ehri's contentions.

Conclusions

It is doubtful that the reading experts on either side of the
issue of the usefulness of knowledge of letter names in beginrirg

set of
reading instruction would agree with one @eading expert8! judgment

N
that the.presently aveilable research on this matter is quite
inconclusivefx)To the contrary, it is clear that reading experts
currently tend.tc have conclusive views about this metter, views that
.are highly contradictory of one anotheg. A compfonuse for these
opposite positions does seem possible, nonetheless.
As noted, the evidence that indicates that children's knowledge

of lgtter names correlates highly with fheir later success in learring
to read has been judged to be inconsequential. The acquisition of
lettef name knowledge is said to be simply a reflection of the develoy—
ment. of children's general mental abilities, and not a prerquisite

* for their learning to read. However, Chali found thet letter- name
kriowledge has a generally higher statistical association witﬁ-early
reading success than does mental ability. While it is true that

_high statistical correlations found between teading success and letter

name knowledge does not prove absolutely that there is a close relatioship

between them , Chall's finding does lead one to
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however,
question the suppcsition,that reading end letter name knowledge have

whatsoevere '

no connection,( Tre fect that children's letter name knowledge corre-

iates more highly with reading than it does with their intelligence thus

totally

. cannot be /( cisrissed.

o Little conficence can be placed in the objections to letter name
teaching from the asdvocates of the so-called psycholinguistic approach
to reading instruc-ion who recommend the abandonment of phonics
teaching. The grest mass of empiricai evidence now available indicates
that an early, direct, intensive and systematic teaching of phonics '’

' brings on greater beginning reading achievement than does the approach
these negative erizics of phonics advocate (see Bibliography), To this
effect, the claix the® there are many children who read well but do not
knovw letter names needs to be challenged. There &ppears to be no
support in the resecarch for such a contention.

The ques<icz remains as to whether letter name knowledge is a
prerequisite for the successful leerning of phonics. There is evidence
that letter name raowledge combined with phonics knowledge is more
productive of remiing ability than is either of these aspects alone.
Nonetheless, the ergument that teaching letter names will confuse
childreﬁ who are _earning phonics has been voiced. Anecdotal}
testimonial evider-e is offered as proof for this assumption}B'If one
accepts anecdotal evidence as confirmation one way or the other abeg?

N
?he utility of le*“er name teaching, however, then one must take the A
word of teachers who teach phonics programs which begin with létter

neme teaching the- tkeir successes here depend on this early letter

name instruction. I+ is obvious, then, that using anecdotal evidence to try to

\ ‘

solve +he issue of the importance of letter name knowledge results in \
a stanioff,
152
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As noted Fletcheerdescribes successful computer

assisted instruction in beginning reading wherein letter names were not

taught. However, he also depicts such programs that were effective

~in teaching reading in which letter names were an essential part.

Ehriﬂs critical analysis of the findings that the direct teaching

G

of letter ﬁames has proved ineffective for reading purposes deserves
our special attention?8 Her centrai contention, as a result of this
critique, was that letter name knowledge does have usefulness for the
development of‘reading--if it is combined with phonics teaching.
While it is doubtful that letter name knowledge alone is a prerequi-
site to reading acquisition, it does appear to help improve the
effectivepess of the phonics teaching that is given for this purpose.
Therefore, at the present time the following recommendation about
letter narme teaching seems tenable: Letter name teaching is appro-
priate if done-conqurrently with instruction given in phonics.
Reading experts who contend that the time that letter neame feaching
is given in the reading program is an unimportant consideration
doubtless are wrong in this judgment. Since letter name knowledge
and phonics knowledge are highly correlated, ip is logical to view
them as functionally related areas of informatign: Thus the simul-
taneous teaching of letter names and phonics appeéféxyo be the best

way to exrloit the potentials for assisting children to learn to read

" that these two factors individually possess. One of these potentials

might be that letter name knowledge is necessary for communication

between the teacher and the students during reading 1nstruction.31
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Chapter IX

Myth Number 9 : Dictionary
- Syllabication Is Needed

——d

This chapter analy;es'the claims that have been
made for ﬁeaching pupils the rules of dictionafy
syllahication as a means of helping.them aquire
reading skills. The fact that the research indicaﬁes
that teaching ﬁupils these dictionary rules has
no particular valué in regard to their development
of reading skills has led some reading experts to
reject the teaching of all forms of syllabication.

A third proposél for the teaching of syllabication

is advanced,to follow. It is argued that this
recommended procedure makas it easier for pupils
to learn and apply syllabication, and above al’, is

a linguistically defensible approach.




/0 q
Outline of the Problem ‘

Whether instruction should be given in the syllabication of

written words is a continuing controversy in modern reading programs.
In the recent past teachers have been given three'distinctly.different
recommendations about this matter. One group of reading experts has

advised them to teach their pupils the dictionary rules of syllabicution,

¢

] They claim that the application of such knowledge will help pupils recognize

unf#miliar polysyllabic written words. It is presumed here that this form
of syllabication helps pupils breax up these long words into recopnizable

smaller parts, which then can be pronounced in serial order so that the
names of the unknown written words can be produced by the pupil,

A second body of reading authorities argues that teaching
children to syllabicate written wcrds is not & useful or necessary
procedure. A third set of teachef educators believes that syllabica-
tion is a needed skill for children who are learning to read to
acquire--but that dictionary syllebication should not be faught for
this purpose.  Which of these fhree recomﬁendations about syllabica-
tion should teacheré follow?

The Flaws of Dictionary Syllabication _
The majority of teacher educetors who have written_abdut

syllabication in the past decade sdvocate teaching dictibna}y rules
for this word-breaking activity. . One reading expert's comments to

_ this effect are representative of the opinion of this group éf reading
professors. He reminds teachers that dictionary syllabicétiop is a
highly valuable word-attack technique}' Others agree that in 6rder to
divide an unkﬁown word into smaller, pronounceable units the student
musfﬂknow the dictionary rules for dividing a word? Some say that

" children have to learn to use a number of generdlizations from the

dictionary in breaking words into syllables? In fact, one reading

authority goes on, the ability to divide an unknown word into




dictionary syllables 1s vital to phonics? The application of dictionary
syllabication allows children to gradually escape from an overreliance

5

on phonics, says yet another teacher educator.” What is more, he
+ avows, dictionary syllabication fules are fairly easy for children near
- tﬁe end of gradé two to learn.

A smaller group of modern reading\authorities are convinced tktsat
teaching children to syllabicate words is not a profitable educaticnal
practice. To this effect, they declare that the act of dividing wcrds
into syllables serves no useful purpose for reading? They observe
that asking children to divide words into syllables is a common teezh-
ing practice but one which cannot possibly contribgte to independer®
word identification. There is agreement among these experts that
syllabication is probably the most misclassified and misused of the |
word identification skills. They are sure that teaching students =o
divide words into syllables is in itself nonfunctional as a decodirg
'aid. They echo the warning thet teachers should not encourage ckildren
to rely on dictionary divisions of syllables as keys to pronunciationj
They say they can discover no reason why syllabication activities
should be included.in a_word-analysis program.. Such activities are
deemed wasteful and/or even detrimental.8

Part of the objection to teaching syllabication stems from tle
misleading and inoperable stateménts about rules that some advocates

of dictionary syllabication have made. One can deride, rightly encugh,

such a syllabication : ule: "divide before the consonant if the’ vowel

t

is long." To follow this rule one must know the pronunciation of <he

word to divide it correctly. And, if one knows the pronunciation of

"n



e wvord vhy bother to syllebicate 1t? Despite this sensible criticism
some modern advocates of dictionary Syllabication continue to offer
unworkable rules about this activity: "If the accent is on the first-
syllable, the following congonant is included in the first syllable."9
,:"when & consonant comes between two-vowels, the consonant ié pert of
the first syllable if the vowel is short.™ "When an accented syllable
ends with a single vowel letter, that letter'usuélly represents its

"llOr, "The reader should syllabicate only wher he is able

long sound.
to apply the appropriate phonics generalizations "121t is likeiy that
the all-too-often appearance of such obviouély muddled statemerts
aﬁout dictionary syllabication in advice giver to teachers'is the basisn
for the criticism that the role that dictionary syllabi;ation prin;‘
ciples can play in identifying unfamiliar word forms is largely
misurderstood by teachers and authors of reading instructionel
materials. |
then,

It is trug‘:hat some studies have raised serious questions
about the utility of teaching to divide words into svllables.
Regearch evidence13?1¥;dicates that teachking children dictionary
éyllaﬁicat?on rules has no particular value irn the develoyment of
their reading abtility. Support for the conclusion that there is
little positive relationship between reading-ability and kncwledge
of dictionary syllabication rules comes.from Marzano et al.ls fhey
obtained a correlation of only .13 between the syllebication and
" reading comprehension subtests scores on a standardized reading test

-

teker by middle school remedial readers.
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‘Al Syllabicazion Is Bad?

Thus, it is fair to say that research studies indicate that

rule-oriented dictionary syllabication instruction does not improve

word recogritior skills or reading comprehension.16 We must agree that

these facts meke formaltinstruction in the usual conventions of

syllabicatior indef‘ensible.]'7

With_this information in mind some
- current reeding experts infer that no form of syllabication has any
utility in reading instruction programs. "Jéin us in calling for a
moratoriur oz syllabicétion instruction," Cunningham, Cunningham, and
Rystromlbu:ge their fellow educators. |
A few reading authorities reject both the teaching of dictionary

~syllabicatio:x and the cell for a moratorium on the teaching of all
forms of tris breaking down of polysyllabic wordé. They would argue
thgt it is nct essential to the recdgnition or pronunciation of a

word to know exactly when some of the breaks between syllables occur

18
as these are given by the dictionary.  For instance, a child does not

have to know vhether the division of syllables in the word tumble come

before ur sfier the b in order té pronounce the word correctly.
Others agree with the idea that the aim of syllabication is an

approximately correct pronunciation which may aid in recalling the

auditory mercries of the word.l9 They concur that probably the point of

the instructior. should be to help students approximate reasonable
breaking points in polysyllabic words?o
A Third Position on Svlilabication

So, rather than teaching dictionary syllabication, or to the
‘contrary insisting that no specific syllabication procedures be
taught to tte child wvhe is learning to read, they take a third

position. To this effect they would substitute instruction in




dictionary syllabication for having children identify phonograms or
closed syllables (syllables that begin with a vowel letter and end in
& consonant) in unfamiliar words., Children so instructed would then

try to sound the vowel letters of these clusters using first the

j'"short" vowel sound that is indicated by the vowel letter in question.

For exaumple, dividing the word into units, butt/er, chick/en, will
almost instantly give pupils & pronunciation they can then use to
reproduce true pronunciatiéns?I'If this sounding does not produce a
satisfactory pronunciation of the syllable, the child gives the vowel
ietter a "long" vowel sound.

The advice that tgaching-certain spelling petterns,and providing
16

practice in identifying them until they are recognized automaticall%
is a promising technique worthy of application would be compatible
with this new form of syllabication. Tne system of werd idgntification
in which children became familiar with short words wﬁich they then

compare and contrast with unfamiliar ones could te a way tc¢ increase

" children's semsitivity to syllable boundaries without teaching them

dictionary syllabication?z?Procedures for having children learn common

syllables and then how to combine them to make other words could also

23

be used for this purpose.
Then, from the body of empirical evidence that teaching reading
_ ol

by syllebles is a reasonable alternative to nonsyllabic approaches,

one can identify studies which support the new .form of syllabication

. déscribed here. Children have told researchers that they recognize

25; 263 27 o
words by using syllables, It Has been found that the group of

children taught to use phonograms as a decoding strategy improved
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significanply more in reading words in context than did a control groub

or than did a dictionary syllabication group.l3

Conclusions

While the determination of the boundaries of the syllable remains

‘2 heated controversy among linguists, they do agree on one fact:
dictionary syllabication often is not & true or defensible description
N of the boundaries-of the syllable?8 In addition, there is no eﬁpirical
evidence to support the claim tﬁat childrer must know how to apply the
rules of dictionary syllabication in order to successfully disassemble
polysyllabib words. Neither do childreh need to know diptionary
syllabication for phonics learnings to be successfully acquired. 1In
short, it is clear that today's reading experts are wrong when they
defend dictionary syllabication as the knowledge needed by children
to break up polysyllabic words into more easily pronounceable smaller
units. | |
Equally in error, it appears, ére the reading authorities who
claim that teaching children to divide lopg words into syllables
cannot possibly contribute to the identification of unknown written
words. The opponents of syllabication are correct in pointing out the
ineffective and unwise wordings given by certéin experts about
syllabication rules. However, one should not dismiss the validity
of all forms of syllabication simply bn the basis that some reading
professors speak of it iﬁ imprecise ways. A second major eriticism
" of those who discourage the teaching of syllabication is that the
application of th;s word-breaking process does not always'reshlt in

the true pronunciations of words. It is contended that if the
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epplication of syllabication directs the child to say ab-rupt insteed
. 2

of a-brupt then this activity is of questionable utility.-9 This )

objection appears to be inconsequential, unproductive faultfinding,

however. Through either of the above pronunciations of abrupt children

YR

tgain an approximate pronunci;tion of the wofd, one that is close
enough in either case to its true pronunciation for them then to-
infer and reproduce the correct pronunciation of the word. It is not
true, then, that breaking polysyllabic vords into more manageable
~ smaller units has no utility unless @his syllabication always results
ln totally éuthentic pronunciations. Iiigund that if children can : :
gain the approxihate prorn*ciatién of unknown written words as @
result of the applicati . >f phonics rules, they then could correctly
infer and reproduce the true pronunciation of this word (See Myth
Number 2 ). On the basis of this evidence it seems reesonable
to conclude that if children ggin the approximate pronuncietion of an unknown
| polysyllabic: word through the application of syllebication, they will be able
| tb infer and reproduce its authentic pronunciation.

The best choice of what to te..:h children abput syllabication
appears to be to have them scan through the unfamiliér word, left to !
right, picking out letter clusters that begin with vowel letters. |
If these letter clusters are unfemiliar, their vowel letters first
are given the "short" vowel'scﬁnd. If this analysis does not result
in a recognizable pronunciation the child then gives the cluster(s)
the "long" vowel sound. It has been found that 95 percemt of these
letter clusters (closed syllables) can be pronounced correctly with

either the "short" or "iong'" vowel sound, and more often with the
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former than the latter?o This form of syllabication will result in a
reasonably approximate rendering of the true pronunciation of the word
in question. After children can successfully meke this application

they are taught to recognize affixes in words, and to realize that

. some words have syllables that end in a vowel letter, e.g., sample.

Eventually this form of syllabication will be refined when the child
understands that certain consonant letter clusters are better divided
into’ separate syllables, e.g.,.ab-rupt.

Some resding experts appear to reject this form of syllabication.c
They believe that in teacﬂing Syllabicgtion it is not importarnt that
the child can accurately determine wvhere to divide or the difference
betweén an open and a cloéed syllable. The examplés that they:offer as

prime illustrations of their view about syllabication demonstrates the

wveakness of their stand on this issue, however. For Washington they:

would teach the child the syllabication Wash/ing/ton; for November,

No/vem/ber. Why not Wa/shing/ton or Nov[gg/ber? the puzzled child, who

is given no specific guidélines to follow here, must ask. In the new
form of syllebication proposed as a substitute for Johnson and Pearson's6
approach it is held as vital that the child be able to see clearly the
closed syllables in polysyllabic words, e.g., ex-amp-le.

An additional advantage of this new fozm of syllabication is that

it requires no new knowledge by the teacher and & minimum number of

rules for the child \to learn to apply. Previously it was held necessary

* to conduct extensive studies to determine the percentages of words

to which dictionary syllabication rules regularly applied.Bl éﬁt the

decision as to what percentage of words so arrived at would be high
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énough to warrant teaching the rule in question is necessariﬁy
subjective and thus remains argumentative. No such troublesome and time-
consuming efforts by researcheré to gather such information, or by.
‘teachers to}remember, recall and apply it are necessary in the new form
. of syllabication described here.

There appears to be nothing that supposedly is gasined from teaching
the usually recommended rules of dictionary syllabication that cannét
be achieved by having children identify unknown letter clusters in
- polysyllabic words as closed syllabies, and then to apply tke "short"
or "long" vowel sounds (in that order) to these phonograms. Tris new
form of éyllabication appears simpier to learn and to apply than is
.dictionary syllabication. Moreover, one can point to empirical evi-
dence that suggesfs that it works more effectively than does dictionary

syllabication. Above all, there is no such evidence (or the existence

of reasonable logic, for that matter) that directs us to abendcn the
' I

teaching of all forms of syllabﬂcation when helping children learn

| °
to read. Teaching about syllabfcation should be reformed but not

forsaken. |

///.f
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Chapter X

Myth Nurber 10: Discontinue Reading Tests in Favor

of the ORMA

- ' . —

Prooonents of the so-calledhpsycholinguistic"
approach to the teaching of reading have urged that
the use of standa~dized reading tests be discontinued.
This new anti-phonics movement offers in place ol these
traditionel measures of reading ability what it calls

the oral reading miscue analysis (ORMA). This chapter

analyzes tbeyORMA, and concludes that it has seﬁeral
disabling shortcomings. These weaknesses of the ORMA,
| particularly in its reliability, signify thai it is
unwise at this time to abandon the use of standardized

reading tests in favor of the ORMA.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE.




A Description of the ORMA

A major tenet of some reading experts who presently object to
~ the intensive teaching of phonics rests on their assumption that
| sfandardizgd reading tests do not truly measure reading ability.1

This negative criticism of reading tests obviously is necessary to
discount the superior gains in reading achievement consistently fourd
‘in favor of phonics teaching (;ee Bibliography). Opponenfs of phonics
when forced to concede that an overwhelming proportion of the empirical
evidence indicates the relative superiority of phonics teaching
cortend that the reading test scores which are used es the basis
for this evidence are invalid since they are not truly representative
of ckildren's reading ability.

The opponents of phonics teaching accordingly claim that the
_research findings which indicate the superiority of phonics teaching
are highly dubious. We must not use standardized test scores to
compare phonics teaching and the whole-word or sentence method (they
espouse) they protest. In place of standérdized reacding tests somé

an

of tre antagonists of phonics teachihg offer what they cali(oral

resding miscue analysis (ORMA).

Since its publication in 1976, the "official" explanation of
ORI-,ZA2 | ‘ has been referred to many times in
the literature on the teaching of reading. These nurerous citations
have bren of a generally favorable nature. From the approving

references made to this ORMA so far, one ~ould easily surmise that
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the logicel and psychological “ramework of this particular process
is virtually faultless.

The workings of this ORMA are now rather wvell-accepted by those
vho would substitute 1t for standardized reading tests. éhildren's'
ioral readings or observed responses are coded for deviations found
from the printed text that has been read aloud. ‘Eighteen categories
.of miscues are so coded, followed by a comprehension rating of the
child's oral reading. It is said that thése miscues are arranged *r
a pattern or sequence of ever increasing finiteness. -Each of the
eighteen categéries of the ORMA is said to include a scale of values,
a graduated progression of steps'to determine the differences between
accepteble versus unacceptable miscues. -

To aclleve the comprehension rating of the ORMA the child.retells
the story of what he or she has read orally. To properly score a
.child's ccmprehensior it is said that story and information outlines
should be developed for each piece of reading material with 100 poirs:s
being distributed across the items in each outline. Tﬁe child's
retelling of the story is coﬁpared to each oufline and points are
deducted frcz the total_of 100 for missing or confused information.
Thus; the score of 100 points in the ORMA represents faultless reaiing
comprehension.

The ORMA Is Not Credible
Recen< research and criticism that relate to the workings of the

ORMA lead one to suspect that this procecure does not qualify, however,
‘for the perfectibility that many writers on reading instruction
apparently find in it. For example, one researcher has discovered

that the linguistic competence of children, which underlies both tre‘r
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silent reading and oral language is not part of their reading aloud?
This finding obviously contradicts the major tenet of the ORMA, that
oral reading miscues faithfully reflect children's language compe-

tencies. Yet other reasons that can be used to doubt the value of

" the ORMA as the best means of gaining a true understanding of the

processes children use in reading. - The differences in children's eye
movements as they read silently and orally, the fact that silent
reading gives them more time than does oral reading to think about
what is-being read, and the relatively greater psychological tension
created by oral reading compared to silent reeding all are valid signs
that the ORMA has shortcomings}* We know that readers who have recently
become rapid, relatively effective silent readers are distracted and
disrupted when reading ta.loud.5 When silent reeding becomes proficient,
it becomes a very different{pfocess from oral reading, it is clear.
These indications of the fallibility of the ORMA are intensified
wvhen one élusely examines the content of the monograph which, as noted,
is accepted as the most authoritative description of this ORMA. Under-
estimated here is the degree to which subjective Judgments must be
made by its administrators. Despite statements that the ORMA has a
consistent format and an internal consistency, there is doubt that all
judgments made through the ORMA are done without undue speculation.

A prime example of how highly subjective judgrents of the administrator

of the ORMA must be brought to bear is found in the category of miscues

" called "semantic change" (number ten of its eighteen-category taxonomy

of reading miscues). Without guidelines the administrator of the ORMA

here is charged with deciding what the basic sense of the plot of the
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étory is, what are major anomalies to it, what are key aspects of a
story, what are deviatiohs in & child's oral resding that seriously
interfere with its subplots, what are ma jor incidents, éharacters,
and sequences, and which, if any, of the deviations in e child's oral
f reading is significant but does nof create inconsistencies with’n
thelstony.

The directions for administering the comprehension rating cf the
ORMA are also often vague, even at critical points within this rrocess.
For an example, the administrator of the ORMA, without guiding cri-
teria, must decide if g chilé's response to guestions is unclear, if
he or she knows the plot of the story, or considering the totel content
of the story, whether the miscug does not interfere with the stcry
meaﬁing. No necessary criteria is given for deterzdning whetker or not
the child comprehends unusual key words from the text read aloud. Né
such help is given for ascertaining how many of the characters ¢ the
§ ory the child must name, or how they must be identified, in orier to
gain a total or a partial score of the points alloted this item. The
sace is true for modifying statements, events, mejor copcepts, gen-
eralizations, or specific points or examples in the passage that was
resd aloud. Finally, there is nd way shown in the ORMA for its
adninistratér to resolve how much or which detail about the theme and
plot of the passage the child must know to be given any certairn rumber
of comprehension rating points. 1In short, decisions made about tae
comprehension rating points given a crild in the ORMA must be sut-

Bective in great measure a large share of the time.

.
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standardized reading tests can,be used for accurate individusl
assessment of this skill. They see standardized reading tests to
grossly underestimate reading competence since these tests do not
measure reading competence. Because of thie, one defender of the
ORMA would put & five-year moratorium on the use of all standard-
ized tests in schools}

It follows, of course,‘that if unéuided subjective speculation
is needed to decide about the aeceptability of a child's miscues,
then other miscde factors that are said to be easily compared to this e
miscue cannot actually be handled with such precision. Thus, it is
likely that the claim, for example, that the degree of cﬁiidren's
corrections of their miscues can be accurately‘compared to their
semantic miscue scores remains unconfirmed. It is easy td &ay That
the comprehension of a passage is the sum of the miscues a child makes
that are fully eemantieally acceptable plus thoee that are correcﬁed
to make them accentable. This formula falls apart, howe\er, if there
is no standard way to determine if & miscue is semantica’ly acceptable
It appears ¢ ricient to say that a child is an ineffective reader if
he or she is wasting a lot of time trying to achieve accuracy that is
unnecessary. It appears that the administrator of the OPMA is given .
no preciee criteria ae to what 1s necessary accuracy, however.

To suppose, as do the originators of the ORMA that evaluations
of miscues are reliable from one administrator to another, obviously
" taxes one's credulity. We have ample evidence, for example, that
Judgments of the quality of written compositions are not reliabdle

unless the separate Jjudges involved in a given evaluatior are provided
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special, oommunall training to make such evaiudtions. There is a
strong likelihood, thérefore, that certain codings made of children's
miscues through ORMA likely suffer & lack of reliability. If this 153
80, the usefulness of such codings &s research data is badly damaged.
. The supposed hierarchical or taxonomical natﬁre of the ORMA must
be brought into question, as well. One critic says that the category

levels of miscues in the ORMA are not strictly hierarchically ordered.

\' This "taxonomy" is really nothing more than a simple inventory, he

l claims} It is true, of éQufSe, thet if one can correctly criticize

\the taxonory of the ORMA in a negative manner this faultfinding wo:ld
%eriously damage its vaiidity. Of particular interest to this eri<ical
p%ocessing is the positiop that the defenders of ﬁhe ORMA take towerd
hiérarchy, vis-é-vis reading behavior. Leaders of the ORMA movemert
| _

arélwell known for their comsistent opposition to the idea that there
is a hierarchy of reading skills, or that this sequence can or should
5e tépght in reading programs. To the contrary, they insist that
'therexis not any sequence of skills in learning to read; it has to be
all toéether from the very beginning.:l This distrust for a hierar;hy
of ;eading skills curiously enough does not carry over for them in:o
the area of oral reading miscues children are said to make, as
refresented by ihe ORMA.

A scLle of values supposedly has been constructed }or each of
the categories of the taxonomy of reading miscues used by the ORMA
‘without an& foreboding as to the need to defend the order of pbese

sequences either theoretically or empirically. Thus we find, for

example, this taxonomy to fearlessly assert that if an original word
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in & passage and the oral readinsﬂmiscue of it have a key letter or
letters in common, e.g., ;g; read as of, then this-miscue must be

coded lower in this category scale of values than if the words in

'».question have middle portions that are similar, e.g., took read as

. Jook. The proliferation of such unexplained and therefore unjustified

distinctions in the ORMA taxonom make it clear that it doubtless is
correct to judge that it is questionable whether the ORMA has

developed a taxonomv in the strictest sense of the word.

The ORMA and Reading Instruction

In the light of the criticisms made so far of the ORMA, one must

also consider the implications of the findings of the ORMA for the

classroom teaching of beginning reading that its advocates recommend.

We learn from the description of the ORMA that these findings indicate

-that children learning to read are quite proficient at relating their

complex_and highly developed speech'system to the graphic cues within
the total context of language. But then we are expected to believe

that growth in reading is retarded when phonics drills which isolate

the phonemic and graphic systems are used. The research on this matter

indicates no such settled state of affairs, however. 1In fact, there
is no empirical data available at present to compare the relative
efficiency of teaching.phoneﬁe-graphgpe correspondences within words
as against teaching them as isolated i%ems. Thus, the writers of the
ORMA mislead teachers into believing that this issue has been finally
determined. |
Confusing statements over the importance that phonics has in
reading, given by individual advocates of the ORMA, are also gpparent.

Some proponents make it clear that phonics is necessary, for without
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its use none of the three cue systems to reading (graphophonic,
syntactic and semantic) could function properly’ But at the same

time others insist that phonics problems are not the cause of pupils'

2
. inability to read a piece of written material. The contradictory

nature of these two positions goes without saying, of course, since

to follow the prior reasoning any problem that reesders have in con-

trolling aﬁy of the three cue systems would doubtless result in a
negative effect on their general reading ability. Other advocates
of the ORMA simply find phoniés to be an outside, externel, supér-
ficial or nonesséntial aspert of reading. The best~knowrn spokesman
of this position concludes that phonics in any form of reading
instruction is at best & peripheral concerny’ Obviously an aspect
of reading that is superficial at best could not serve the very
important functionse +hét other ORMA advocates say it does.

Otﬁer writers un the ORMA emphasize that if an intensive and
systematic teaching of phonics or word attack skills is undertaken

that reading teachers will inevitably become so preoccupied with this

instruction that they will ignore the other cue systems completely and

[3

overlook opportunities for children to read connected discourse? No

evidence is given to support this demeaning accusation, significantly

enough. The reviews of the pertinent empirict.” evidence on this

matter indicate that qQuite the opposite situation exists, that is,

that the intensive and systematic teaching of phonics brings on

greater gains in both comprehension and word reading than does the
incidental and unsy:¢matic approach to reading instruction that

advocates of the ORMA endorse (see Bibliography). There is no
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empirjcal evidence to support the notion that too ear’# or too much
emphasis on the code interferes with latér comprehension. (See Chapter I.)

Conclusions

n This discussion has reveeled that there are several outstanding

T " uncertainties that remain in regard to tﬁ% ﬁsefulness of the ORMA,
.Notwithstanding the overall favorable comments that have been given
this ORMA of late, it has been demonstrated that various problems of
interpretation still surround the theory apd workings of this -vrocess.

It. is recommended that the claims of the ORMA be approached with’

T caution until the matters raised iﬁ +his discussion are satisfactorily

\
i

resolved. It would be unwise to abardor the use of standardized test

~ for a use of the ORMA.
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Chapter X1
Myth Number /l ¢ _Subvocalization ¥s Bad .

Over the years ma.ny reading experts have
warned reading teachers of the necessity to take
action to repress the subvocalisation they obserwe
in f.heir pupils during silent reading. Subvocalization
was said to hinder the development of reading speed,
and thus reduce the amount of comprehension in reading
gainéd over a period of time, Hechaqistic therapies have
bsen recommended for use t.o0 stop the so=called
undesirable haoit of subvocalization. The research
on this issue does not agree with these supposiiions.
To .the contrary, it discloses that subvocalization is
a normal behavior, one that aids, not interferes, with

the reading process,

¥
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The Supposed Bad Effects of Subvocalization

Subvocalization is the movement of the lips, tongue, or vocal

. chords &s one reads silently. This phenomenon sometimes is character-

1zed by whispering sounds. The activity also 1s called silent speech,
implicit speech, or inmer speech.

lgf the writers of reading methods texts
' are convinced that subvocalization by the child as he
or she reads silently is a decided hindrance to the development of
good silent reading habits. In the views of 100 nationally recognized
authorities in reading queried about subvocalization, there was noted

however,
a definite trend,\fo consider silent speech a natural developmental

reinforcement to the development of reading abilities}' The authorities
in reading who comment on subvocalization in the texts teachers use
when learning how to teach reading obviouély do nogzzgftgve of sub-
vocalization, however. They believe they have observed that readers
who are poor comprehenders continue to use the auditory symbol,
subvocal speech, as 8 bridge'between the written symbol and the
semantic meaning of what they read silently? It is said that the
child comes to the stage when he applies linguistic principles }n
silent reading only after he has moved beyond the stage of subvocali-~
zation.:3 Other experts add that subvocalization is a distraction, a
crutch to help the very immature resders who have a better speaking
than reading knowledge of the languageP:?Others agree that tﬁe child's
1ip movements during silent reading prevents the growth of adequate

.
]

5 5a; 5h; Se
speed in reading Lpniess subvocalization is suppressed, teachers are
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warned, spéed of silent reading 1s frequently restricted to the rate

of oral reading§ Children will read three or four times faster silently -
than orally if there is no vocalizing, some say? Vocalization blocks

the way to speeded up silent reading, they cautlion. Subvocalization |
can be_the stumbling'bloék to the attainment of a mastery of silent
reading. It 1s a common cause of slow reading, it is 1nsisted§ For
rapid reading, all forms of vocalization must be either greatly reduced
or eliminated, it is claimed.9“

In sum, then, these writerg reflect the judgment that the best
silent reading is devoid of subvocalization. That is, with ordinary
reading tasks it should approach nonexistence. In general, these
writers also affirm the notion that the time taken in the articulation
of the speech organs involved when subvocalization is ﬁracticed is of
such magnitude that this time accounts for the difference'found_
between the rates of reading of normal and retarded silent readers.

The Purported Causes of Subvocalisation
The causes of subvocalization and its supposedly dreadful conse-

quences uéually are said by the above writers to be rooted in the
"earlier stages of reading, when children read orally a great deal.
It is normal, they attest, that in the early stageé of learning to
read silently in the primary grades many children tend to articulate
words rather precisely and fully. Thus, closely 1elated to the habit
of vocalization i1s the feeling some readers have that they must read -
aloud every word in order to comprehend. However, at this level, the
. vocalization does not 8low down speed of silent réading for éhe child
can read no faster thaﬁ he can talk. But, silent reading should be

a process of assoclation between perceptual stimlation and meaning




without & mediating subvocalization, these experts insist}o

It follows, they deduce, that too much emphasis on oral reading
es a means of teaching silent reading could well make for vocalization
cases vho would be in difficulty in abcut the fourth, fifth, or sixth
grade?J-To this effect, they see sﬁﬁvocalization in reading largely
as a by-product of teaching methods in use. It i1s maintained that
subvocalization is nothing more than & regression to classroominduced
behavior, and therefore something that can be suppressed without the
slightest detriment to comprehension: |

Phonics is tabbed as the second major éause of the purportedly
undesirable habits of subvocalization noticed in young readers.
Phonics teaching in the initial stages of reading tends to cause 1lip
movements and possibly excessive subvocalization in later stages,
it 1is cla.imed.6 A third cause of subvocalization is said to be ‘
meterials assigned childreh that are éxcessively difficult for them

to read.
Therapy for Subvocalization

The therapy suggested for this "problem," that is, actioms to
restrict the child from - the 1lip movement
of subvocalization,sometimes is of a mechanistic nature. An effectlive

technique, some prescribe, iz to use some device so that the Jaws of

the child are heid apart and the tongue pressed down. A large eraser, -

e clean teaspoon, a tongue depressor, or a piece of wood of suitable

si.e may be used to bite upon. Or the child may be allowed to chew

" vigorously on a large wad of gum during silent reading.9 It 18 Judged

that when the habit of subvocalization persists in spite of efforts

to overcome it, one can prevent 1lip movements by having the ehild hold

13)
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the tip of a pencil between kis teeth. ' For subvocalization

, some experts advise having the child
. hum a familiar tunasa.when reading silently.

’.

LTI

Finally, 1t is held that the provision of very easy and extremely
1nteresting and unimportant reading materials for the subvocalizing
child will help cure his or her difficulties here. ‘This action is
sald to be effective for this purpose because eaéy materials can be
read rapidly, a rapid readef cannof vocealize, énd wvhen vocalization
has been reduced to a minimum, better comprehension will return. 1t
1s agreed that having children do a great deal of timed, easy reading
is one helpful procedure to use, and it hﬁs the advantage of not
requiring fancy gadgets or machines.8 Others contend, however, that
rather than to avoid the use of speed reading_drills involving the
use of the tachisoscope and other-controlled sfeed reading devices,
these devices are essential to a well-balanced program for the elimi-
nation of'subvocalization.5

| There is some sharp disagreement among the reading experts who
fear what, nonetheless, thgy see as the negative effects of sub-
vocalization of children's silent reading abilities. Some éuggest
that usually the studerts can be made aware of this by teachers'
warningsu It 1s said that in most ceses reminding the child that
he 1s not supposed to move his lips, or that he should try to read

the way grownups 4o, is all that is needed to eliminate unwanted

. subvocalization? Some experts vehemently disagree that such -

admonitions should be méde. One sternly warns teachers not ta

discuss subvocalizetion with the children.B

BEST COPY AV AILABLE
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What the Research Says

One would have expected that such strongly-worded opinions about
subvocalization and silent reading, as given above, would yave heen
carefully ddgumented. It is surprising to note. therefore, that none
of the writers of the reading methods texts referred to above point
. to the research on sub@ocalization they consider as verification for
their views on this matter. Accordingly, it is pertinment to ask,
what, in fact, has the research on subvocalization and_silent reading
concluded about this phenomenon and its relationship to silent reading?
First of all, it is important to remember that aéequate research on
: fhis problem had only been done at a late date. This work Qas not
realized until 1960. At that point the relationship of subvocalization
and silent reading through the use of electrodes that picked up con-
tractions of the vocal muscles of.children while they read silently
had been conduct.ed.:l'3

The findings of the study led to the 1nevitable-conclusion that
wvhile better silent readers engaged in less subvocalization than did
poorer readers, silent speech or subvocalization occurs in the reading
of all pegple. It was found that even very good readers engage in
increased amounis of silent spééch if the texts reasd are very demanding
in their reading ability. Itlis then impossible to view silent speech
as a habit detrimental to reading. In short, silent speech cannot
have a detrimental effect on reading performance. And since subvoceli-
zation is a symptom of a reader not being able to grasp the content of
* & text without difficulties, it follows that the advisability
any direct attempt to eiiminate silent speech is highly dubiéhb. It

is certain that all kinds of training aimed at removing silent speech




'0

should be discarded since it appears likely that silent speeck

actually constitutes an aid toward better.reading, this study
concluded.

Other researchers, after 1960, who used the electromyographic

. method of investigating this issue, have uncovered essentially the

same findings, to wit: If the material one attempts to read is
conceptually complex, then the degree of subvocélization one uses
will increase.‘ This later-researchjalso attests to the fact that
Yyoung or relstively uneducated readers will exhibit more subvocali-
zetion vhen reading silently than will mature readers.

The two remaining qﬁestions-are,'of course, "Will the elimi-
nation of subvocalization act to improve the quality of one's
comprehensioz of reading material?" and "Will this elimination
sigﬁificantly accelerate one's speed of reading?" The research of
late has also provided some seemingly definitive answers to these
questions. It has been féund that subvocalization can be repressed
by means of & meéhanical form of feedback whereby the reader's
subvocalization is converted into a sound which he or shé concurrerntly
hears as ke or she subvoca;izes.' The subjects whose subvocalizing
vas so eliminated did not read significantly faster than did e
control grour of subjects whose subvocalizations had not been so
suppressed. But most importantly, it was found that the group whose

subvocalization was not suppressed exhibited significantly superior
| U

* comprehension of the materiél the two groups read silently.” It was

clear that the subvocalization used by this group of subJectg had

aided them ir their comprehension of reading material.




In addition to this, other research studies have indicated that

there is a positive relationship between the rate of reading one can
attain and the amount of subvocalization one engages in. It has been

found that mature’readers not only read faster after they had com-

" pleted a course designed to increase their reading rates, but that

they also used more subvocalization as a result of their increase in
reading sspeed.lS Increases in reading rate in mature readers are
accompenied by increases in their use of subvocalization}6 So, what-
ever the cause of subvocalization, its effect does not seem to be to
decelerate reading.- Rather.than subvocalization, familiarity and
interest to the reader of the reading act aﬁd other personal variables
are the true determiners of silent reading rate. In short, in reading
the rate of information flow is determined by the complexity of the
message, and not by the physical limitetions of the speech organs.
Since subvocalization waxes and wenes in the silent reading act as
needed to support the reconstruction of the message the silent reader
is examining, it appearé “+hat the practicing readgr has few tools
more useful than subvocalization.

Then the relationship of visual perception, auditory discrimination,

auditory comprehension and reading speed with the subvocalizations

of pupils classified as having either "high" or "low" visual perception

.abllities was studied.17 The effects of these factors on subvocalization

in silent reading were not found to differ significantly between the

" high and low group. It is clear that the view that subvocalization

is only a behavior associated with children who exhibit low levels of

the above four abilities was not supported by this study. The theory
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that children who have good visual perception do mot need to use -
subvocalization when reading silently was 1nvalidated-bw this study.

Conclusions ' /

It is readily apparent that the views of writers of reading

- methods textbooks on subvcenlization, and its effects on silent reading,

are at odds with the findings of the experimental recearchers on this

question. If we are to put our confidence in the empirical studies

~on this issue conducted so far, then ve can say wvith some cornfidence

that the convictions about subvocalization end its effects on silent
reading held amonqz;:?;ers of regdinz methods texts generally are wromng.
Their notion that silent reading is best dome without subvocaligét}on
his subvocalization. The re;;;se appears to be the case. Subvocali-
zation helps the reader comprehend. _Thus; the application of linguistic
principles to silent reading is not interfered with byAsubvocalization.

| Subvocalization is not a crutch for silent reeding used only by
immature readers. The cause of subvocalization is not an arrested or
irmature reaction to written material. It is notAsizp]y a symptom of
a primitive stage of growth in the overall developmert of silent reading

atilities. Subvocalization is done by all readers. It therefore is not

true,'as some claim}8 that in silent reading there is no need to subvocalize.

Subvocalization is not a classroom induced phenomenon. It 1s not

the result of too much of the wrong kind of imstruction in oral reading

or in phonics. Opponents of phonics have claimed that 1ntenaife

Phonics teaching causes subvocalization, which interferes with good

reading}2 This attack on phonice obviously fails since subvocalization
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1s neither a cause of retarded reading skill nor caused by intensive
phonics ‘teaching.
Subvocalization does mot prevent the growth of an adequate rate

of silent reading speed. Instead, increases in subvocalization are

. shown to accompany increases in the rate of reading. It is highly

likely, however, that subvocalization neither prevents nor causes
speed of reading. Instesd, it is merely a manifestation of the
reader's attempt to cbm;méhend vhat he reads.  Therefore, the notion
that an exclusive use of easy;to-read materiai by the reader will
eliminate his need to subvoéalize with difficult-to-read material is
highly douhtful. Tﬁe difference in time it tﬁkeg a fast reader and
a slow reader to read silently a piece of written material can not
be accounted_for, then,'by the different smounts of subvocalization
exhibited by slow and fest readers.'“Thé.sldw reader’S“dIfriéﬁItyéiﬁ
comprehending material is the true cause of his retarded rate of
reading. Thus, the elimination of his or her subvocalization would
not help him or her comprehend material he or she finds difficult .
to comprehend.

Ic is time-wasting and foolhardy to.attempt to suppress sub-

vocalization, by whatever m?ans. And, while the suppression of

"subvocalization apparently can be accomplished in mature readers,

efforts with children ip this direction have proved to be a failure.

/37

mentally

Accordingly, we can agree that attempts at suppressing subvocalization

* in children on the part of supervisors and reading experts causes

more retardation in reading than any moving of the lips has ever done}9

It follows, of course, that it is unnecusirery for teachers to be
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concerned to é.ny degree about children's subvocalizations. Ko
attempt should be made, therefore, to bring the fact that tbey

' ‘ ' 20
subvocalize to children's attention, despiie some reading experts' advice

to do so.

.
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Chapter XII

Myth Number 12: Oral Reading Is Dangerous

This éhapter describes how oral reading, once
a major element of reading programs, has fallen
into disfavor, The major reasons given by its
opponents since 1900 as to why oral reading should
be deemphasized,if not abandoned, are cited, None
of these reasons are found tonvincing, however.
Therefore, there appears to be no legitimate
justification for discontinuing oral reading with
pupils learning to read, Insights into the under-
lying c#uses for the seemingly illogical oppositibn

to oral reading are offered.
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why Oral Heading Has Been Criticized

. The preceding discussion of the myth that "Subvocaliration Is Bad"
> -dealt with the misinformation that has circulated over the years regarding
this form of vocalization while reading. The more obvious form of reading

vocalization, oral reading, is also plagued with many faulty notions about

its nature and usefulness.

To understand why reading experts today consider oral reading dangerous

requires a review of the history of this opposition. Oral reading was taught

9;61
extensively in American schools up until about the turn of the centun?.’ It is
highly unlikely, however, as Rubin claims?6 that oral reading dominated so

then
much in schoolﬁzthat silent reading was ignored by reading teachers. Neither is

il probable that before the 1920's all reading instruction was done orally?o
23 : '
Fry's tale that teachers of this time were discharged if their pupils were

also
not good oral reader§<presumab1y is apocryphal,

It is correct to sanygg;grgy 1915 strong objections to the continued
teaching of oral ;eading had been’&oiced by many reading experts?g The 1921
yearbook of the pregtigioué National Society for the Study of Education
notes this growing dissatisfaction with oral reading:?3 There was nothing that
would justify the amount of oral reading commonly found in schoois of the time,
this yearbook protested, This "widespread protest"2? against oral reading was
fueled at the time by the advent of the standardized silent reading test., The
scores on such tests by WW1 servicemen revealed that about 25 ﬁercent of these
recruits wene’ functionally 1111t.erate.h7 These military personnel had had

reading instruction that stressed oral reading. It follows, said the negative

critics of oral reading, that this stress on oral reading was a prime cause

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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of this functional 1111t'.era<;y.3 ?

Especially enthusiastic at this time about the proposed deemphasis on
. oral reading were the authors of basal readers and'standardizeSZ?szzing tests.
It had become clear that a deemphasis on oral reading would result in greatly
increaéed sales of these learning-to-read textbooks., The authors of basal readers
claimed now that a host of silent reading abilities had been discovered and

39 later evidence taken from analyses of standardized silent

should be taught.
reading tests would reveal that no such large number of silent reading skills
actually existed%7 Despite: the fact that the oppbnents of oral reading of the
time advised veachers to spend class time, taken away from orzl reading, on
the instruction of nonexistent skills, they were successful in selling many
- workbooks and teachers' manuals for this purpose. The eagerness fof replacing
oral reading with silent reading by the authors of such materials (who also .
doubled as the reading experts of the day) is understandable, It is not
surprising that these reading experts'evaluaiions of schools' reading programs
after 1915 negatively criticized them for using oral reading%é The gross cone
flict of interést involved in this situation should not pass unnoticed, however.

Since the teacher who deemphasized oral reading could gain far less
explicit information about pupils' progress in word recognition, the use of
standardized silent reading tests now became mandatory. It was decided at this
time, as well, that the standardized silent readinngest was to be an invalu-
.able and necessary aid to the experimental investigation of rgading. As
research into reading instruction became increasingly gcient&fic® those who
carried out such Studies were required to report statistical data, if their
reports were to be acceptable for publication, It is clear that the wide- :
spread use of such tests workéd to the disadvantage of oral reading,

A historian of oral reading practices has obsnrved that by 1925 the

¥ 39
anti-oral reading wmovement had "swept the country. Oral reading by thta




time was almost universally condemned. Some schools had abandoned entirely the

'l

almost

“teaching of oral reading. For the next five years attention to oral reading

in educational journals was almost completely absent. The 1925 yearbook of the

_NSSE, while not so radical in its rejection of oral reading, did advise teachers

. 7 )
that much less time be given to it. L There is no evidence, therefore, to support -

the belief that the deemphasis of oral reading did not begin until 193079 or

until 1938, as Hildreth would have it3°

Apparently in recognition of the remarkable rejection made of oral reading
by reading experts of the preceding fifteen years,the MSSE in 1937 called for
some return to oral readingzs Oral reading cannot be taught effectively in
an incidental manner, its yearbook for this year noted. This plea obviously
was ignored by the advocates of a non-oral method of reading instruction
which aimed to prohibit ali kinds of oral reading. The proponents of this
method theorized that children could go straight from a printed word to its
meaning without any involvement with the pronunciation of the word. Tne sup-
posed successes of this type of reading instruction were reported as early
as 1937!.J8 Negative revieusséf the methodology and design of non~oral reading

research

instruction K led to a critical evaluation of the superior achievement it
purportequroduce . It was found that there were no statistically significant
differences between the reading growth of children in the sixth grade who had

been taught with the non-oral approach and those who had been taught to read

o= 7
orally. Most significantly, no significant differences in the amount of lip

movement (subvocaligation) was found between these two groups of children. When

it was discovered that children for whom oral reading had been. prohibited used
as much subvocalization (which the non-oral method claimed'to eliminate) as did
children taught to read orally, the non-oral method lost much of its attraction

for reading experts,
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This setback to the opponents of oral reading did not still their
resentments about this form of reading, howevgr".'h By 1949 the NSSE yearbook

estimated that there still were marked differences of opinion among reading

' 33
experts regarding the place of oral reading, There were teacher educators

to follow whe maintained that oral reading was expanding rapidly?9 that there

was a renewed emphasis on oral reading?o even that teachers were turning to it
with great frequency and enthusiasm?6 AThesg statements appear to be wishful
thinking, however. The available evidence on this issue suggests that -
teachers in the 1960's were unsure about the values or usefulness of oral
reading§7 It is fair to say that many teacher;jzfy'evidence little interest
in oral reading39 | ' \\;_

, . 1960
This uncertainty about cral readingwas abetted in th9149ecade by the

-~

NMSSE which felt it best at this time to ignore the argument that surrounded

oral reading. In its 1961 and 1968 yearbooks on reading instruction no references
are made to oral reading in either 6f'their tables of content or indexes,
Avoidance of the oral reading issue was « also the position taken by qditions

of the Encyclopedia of Educational Research published after 1960, There is no

mention of oral reading as an instructional technique in its latest volumes,

1969 and 1982,

Textbooks Versus Teachers on Oral Reading
IT71s not surprising, therefore, that most recding methods textbooks for

teachers written in the past twenty years have dealt with oral reading in one of
two ways. - In general, they elither warn against its extensive use,le;ag-display
their displeasure with oral reading by ignering it altogether. ' One seldomA
hears a call for an increase in oral reading instruction in these texﬁé, Hoffman
rightly observes, Recent texts on the methods of teaching~re$é}ng,;to the con-
trary, remind today‘s'teachers-that oral reading remains a highly controversial
aubjectz9 or that it continues to be a point of argument],'h with some reading

eitperts saying it should be repressed entirely.12
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Textbooks on the methods of teaching reading sometimes depict éral
reading as a crutch children must discard ﬁhen they are read’to read :a:'LILen'c.ly.{J
Others claim that research findings suggest the inferiority of orai reading.l1
The "utter uselessness" of having children take turns reading orally is de-
nounced.hl This so~-called "meaningless procedure"sois said" to be a "misused

practice"h6 that is “counterproductiie and actually harmful to stucents," 53

It is claimed that oral reading often reinforces children's bad habits and

- develops patterns of reading failure.68 Worse yet, it is decried, the devel-

of both oral reading and silent reading may be impeded if oral reading is’
practiced often, even in the primary gmdes.67 The only justifiable reason

_ LO -
for oral reading,according to Jones, is to communicate thoughts to a listener,

- This excludes its usefulness in phonics, as a diagnostic tool of reading skill,

etc,

Despite the fact that many reading autherities decry the use c© oral
sonme
reading there is evidence thaﬁl;eachers continue to favor its practice. Spache

and Spache found that up through grade four ' - - 30 percent of teachers gave
66

most of their instructional time in readihg to oral reading. There is serious
' all

doubt about the belief that until just a few years ag%teachers gave over most

of their pupils' reading time to oral reading.lJ There are finﬁings., however,
that teacher éuided oral reading today is a commmonly used ' part of
prirmary grades reading.instruction.37
It is apparent, however, that whatever impulse teachers have to erphasitze
oral reading does not come from advice given in the teachers' manuals of the
fifteen major basal reader series. In his analysis of these readers Aukerman®

observed that there were'twentyutwo features common to most of them. Oral

reading was not one of these features. In Aukerman's detailed description of
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‘ the modes of instruction of these fifteen basal reader Series there is no
published

mention, at all, of oral reading ir. five of them. There is nofevidence ‘wm

_to substantiate the observation that today's basal reader manuals usually

. each
advise teachers to have pupils read :fstory aloud that they have just finished

reading silently.69
The major thrust of this discussion abaht oral reading so far is that
reading experts over the years have downgraded its value and usefulness,
while at the same time teachers, to varying degrees, have resisted the
}derogations against this form of reading. It is readily noticgable that
since 1900 there have been many reasons given as to why oral reading in schools
should be greatly deémphasized, if not eliminated. Theée refutations of oral

reading not only have been frequent. They also are usually voiced in a cea=

fident and au&horitative-sounding manner. The tone of this disapproval

of oral reading would lead its reader to believe that it was solidly basel in

empirical reseach findings.
Countermanding the Objections to Oral Reading
A careful inspection of the per-

tinent research on oral reading rewveals that this a presumptous attitude to
take toward this-subject, As Danks and Hilllgorrectly conclude, “We know
very little of the processing requirements of oral réading or how it relates
to silent reading." For example, the question of whether the slower, mcre
. . permanently

deliberate eye movemenis used by oral readers wil%‘}ransfer to the silent
reading of those who listeﬁ to such oral reading,while follmwing along in
the text silently, has been bypassed by researchers.la Despite the lack of
evidence as to whether such a transfer takes place when children follow along

in silent reading while 3isteninz to an oral reader, teachers who allow this

practice have been sharply rebuked,
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~ This caution against making easy gneralizations ab;ut the place of oral
reading i;J;chools must be kept in mind if one is to properly exanine the .
velidity of the reasons given since 1900 why the use of oral feéding should
be deemphasised, at the very least. Chief among the reasons givén fpr this
froposed reduction in oral reading are those to followe Presented after each

of the protests against oral reading are critical examinations of these

challenges to its usefulness and value,

1. Almost all reading in real-life situations is done silently. Schools

should prepare their graduates for the true conditions of life, Since little
oral reading in done in actual life experiences only a small amount should be
done in school}6 The large increase in available reading material in the
society since 1915 is proof of the need for silent reading to become dominant.
The oral reading that is carried out in séhools’is not conducted in true=to-
life situations. 9

This argument against oral reading begs the quesiion as to whether oral
reading facilitates children's development of phoniqs and word recognition
skills, improves upon their vocabulary knowledge and their ability to com-
prehend written material, and satisfies their need to socialize, to share,
and to enjoy literature?6 Most teachers agree that school experiences sﬁould
be a preparation for 1life, as well as life itsel?, The weakness of the con-
tention that only those things done in everyday life should be taught about in

school is readily apparent. The apilication of this principle would ¢lininate

_ the large majority of the curriculum matter that the schools now expound,

2. Subvocalization, the movement (f the lips or other apéech organs when

A

one reads silently, interferes with silent reading ability. (See Myth Number

11,) Oral reading promotes subvocalization?o Therefore, oral reading should be

abandoned,
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The misconceptions about subvocalization have been dealt with in the |
preced}ng’chapter. The chargelzhat subvocalization impedes silent reading
effoctivaness.is one of these discredited notions. There is no evidence that

an emphasis on oral reading will cause subvocalisation, Equally at fault is

" the  claim that subvocalisation is caused by children being taught to read

-

silently before they can read well orally?2 This is a phantum statement since
o ! first :
. .children must always(read silently what. they read orally,

8; 13 23;38;66
_2: Oralw;eadiqg interferes with the development of reading comprehen51on.

Oral reading creates “word-callers," readers who can read aloud with very
. .

acceptahle pitch, stress, and juncture, but who do _not understand what they
9;19528;32;39;116; 51361565567
.have so read.’ There are chlldren who read aloud .oorly but who have excellent
comprehension of what they read, Teachers who emphasize oral reading lose Sight
of the chief goal of reading instruction, = to develop reading comprehensions’
The contention that oral reading impedes comprehension has been dealt with
in part in the above discussion of Myth Number 1, "Phonics Hinders Comprehension.®
It appears that to dismiss the vaiue of phonics its opponents also find it
necessary to condemn oral reading. The facts of the matter do not support this
rejection, however,
There is a substantial correlation found between children's cormprehension
of matter read aloud and read silen’t.ly;‘.'525 Generally speaking, poor oral readers
are poor silent readers, while good oral readers are good silent readers,
Some believe that yoﬁng or poor readers g£an comprehend reading material

63372
better if this is read orally rather than silently, 357 It is clear that

“he best known history of oral reading practices up to 19i3 can offer no
findings of empirical research for its conclusion that pupils trained in
;ral reading cwinot grasp the meaning of what they read silently,and that
proficiency in oral reading does not imply an understanding of what is read
aloud%9 Not that the writer of this history did not cite empirical studies

as proof for these baliefs. A close inspection of such studies reveals, how=-

ever, that their findings do not support these contentions.
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It also appears reasonable to contend that s1nce children. at school-
almost

_entering age depentkwholly on oral language for communication their reading

instruction should emphasise oral language, Oral reading thus makes for a
.natural learning environment for the beginning stsges of reading instruction53

Young children are observad to have a need _to have their reading heard, to
get a feedback as to its accuracy, if they are to acquire silent reading
skills most effectively. It is not convincing to argue that the lack of

perfect match-up between spoken and written language precludes children from

the realization that written material is derived from orzl language.66

This hypothesis cannot mean, nowever, that éne can teach children EL |
read brally before they can read silently., This wmistaken view is profi‘ered,&‘
noneiheless._ For example, it is explained that one reason poor readers ha;e
ﬂifficuity reading silently is that they have never learned to read well
orally. The error of this statement is obviogs. Children must read wéll
silently before they can become proficient oral readers. Fluent oral reading

of a sentence cannot take place until the child can effectively rcad the sen~

tence silently, Reading orally first and then silently is a physiological

impossiblity. It does seem'possih&e, how=ver, that oral reading can rein-

force the pupil's recognition of words in hls or her later silent reading36

L. The practice of oral reading will irpede the development of

desirable speed in silent read;ng. 3na1 reading will result in the loss of

children's ability to scai. or skim reading materials, Oral reading will cause

gubvocalization, which in turn reduces silent reading speed.a1 ) /
These appear fo be unsubstantiated assumptions about oral Teading. That"f

is, there is 1little evidence to show that the rate at which children read

orally has a transfer effect on the rate that they read silent]y.79 Of course,

children cannot read aloud faster than they can speak, Ass:tning that 150 words=

per=minute is the average rate off speaking of which childrenare capable,a this

appears to be the optimum rate for ¢heir or?\l reading, Children's rate of silent
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reading,‘?thwhich they éomprehend 70 percent of grade-level material, | does .
not reaci150 vpm until the end of the fourth grade, on the aiverage? Thus,
at the end of grade; four children's rates of oral reading and silent reading
are approximately equal, The Qverage sixth-grader reads silently, with 70
percent comprehension, at about 185 \lpm.e_There is an advance, then, of only
about. 15 percent in silent reading rate from grade four to grade six, It is
not likely that this 15 percent difference in rate between oral reading and
silent reading will bring on the negative ef;ect on silent reading rate that
the opponents of oral reading convend occurs, Not much opportumt;z:il‘z:st‘us
transfer to take place , even if it actually did, since teachers in grade five
onward conduct a minimum amount of oral reading.

_ _‘ 6;1h; 2b 33;L5;L6349;59;78
5. Oral reading is a more difficult kind of reading than is silent mading,(

Oral reading thus is not to be recommended because of its relative compdexity.
It is too time-consuming, for the value gained, to teach this domplicated
reading ability, ‘ . /
It is wrong to say that oral reading is a more difficult task than is
silent reading. Silent reading is the recognition of individual words and
the gaining 'of the meaning of sentences and longer pieces of written material,
Silent reading is more difficult than is ofal readihg because t;he latter
involves only the overt vocalization of word names and the meanings of éentences
and passages that silent reading has previously generated, It obviously is J
more arduous for a child to récognise the name of a written word and/or to
grasp the meaning of a sentence through silent reading than it is to overtly
vocalise this word or sentence, giving it the degrees of pitch;- stress and
~ Juncture that irdicates that its oral reader understands what its author

can
intedded. Only if we could say that children/recognite a word or gain
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the meaning of a sentence in silent roading,u'A after they first had read
it aloud,could we say that oral reading is a more difficult procedure than
- 1s ailent reading. . -
o A1t is clear, then, that oral reading begins where silent reading pro-
cesses end, Some reading experts persist, however, in maintaining tpat
proficient oral reading is the -gaining of the -‘autfhor's_ panihg, as wWell as

29;77
passing it on to the listener.

-

It is not difficult to find reading experts who make erroneous comparisons of

oral and silent reading. for exarple, it is saié. that in silent reading

the readgr can skip words, theorizé aﬁout possible meanings of the passage,

and/or get only a genéral {dea of it, Oral reading is more difficult than

silept reading, it then is claimed, since in oral reading one cannot do these
things&o This is a faulty comparison, however, since it is between imprecise |
silent reading and precise oral ..ading. The argument that' silent reading is ‘ (
simplea than oral reading because it is done fasg‘t'.ex'3 glso lacks merit. Oral
the rate of speech that are put upon oral reading. The most specious argument
howeve}, is thatzif children rgad a sentence aloud, in a slow and hﬁlting

fashion, this lack ofﬁan application of proper r‘.’? pitch, stress and

juncture has been caused by having ' children read orally.

6. Oral reading in school is the cause of much personal embarrassment

jgzchildrenEB Oral reading creates so much emotional tension for them that it
inhibits their development of reading skills and destroyé their interest in
reading. ‘lumerous anecdotes are told of children so embarrass;d while oral
reading that they have broken down and cried?I;}Z is common for'chilaren who
are poor oral readers in reading groups to be ridiculed by good oral readers.66

reading is slower than,silent reading because of the physiological Mmits of
Oral reading thus of'ten serves as a direct instrument in the lowering of the 1
|
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self-esteem of childrgn§313;2h;h0;62;79 '

To prove their point that oral reading often causes emotional trauma_fOrr
children the opponents of oral reading usuall& construct & worst-case scenario
'for this practicq?s Nodern teachers are described as teaching oral reading or
‘having children read orally in groups whére the differanﬁes in ability to
read orally are very great. Excellént oral readers are commohly grouped

with very poor orq; readers, it is claimed. In these:?p;guSiblgfoups there
has been no preparation given for oral reading. That is, children here have‘
not first read the material on hand silently, asking for heip'with unknown
wofds. The good readers in such gi'oups, iv\ is vouched, are urged by teachers
to make negative criticisms oftthe slightest imperfections iﬁ the'oralAreading :
of their less capable classmates,

None of these conditions likely prevail in modern classrooms, however.
Children are grouped for reading instruction in schocls so that differences
in oral re;ding ability can be minimised. Capable teachers are aware of the

‘fact that unless children can read a passage silently well thatlihey cannot

do this effectively when reading aloud, By describing the worst possible

situations under which oral reading could be conducted the opponents of orul
reading are able'to demolish a strawman of their own creation., It is important
' to report, on the other hand, that no evidence of an empirical nature has been
forwarded as support for the hypothesis that children who read aloud extensively
in school axhibit more embﬁional probleﬁs than do those who do not.
y 7. Oral reading 25 so time-consuming that it grossly reduces children's

; - / .
| opportunities to read silently. Oral reading thus inhibits the establishment

of extensive, independent reading habits, It is an inefficient use of the

time available to teach reading, and thus takes time needed for the more
13;23 ' :
important aspects of reading. Worst, yet, the teaching of oral reading tends
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to eliminate in teachers' minds the value of extensive silent reading, Teachers
who emphasise oral reading no longer perceive that the chief function of
reading instruction is to develop reading comprnhension39
. This charge against oral reading rests on the presumption that. if oral
.reading is allowed tote practiced {t.inpvitably will be “overemphasised."
While the overemphasis uf oral reading is said to interfere with reading
comprehension, as noted above, such "overemphasis" is never defined., Even i
those who protest this overemphasis find it impossible to determine what con=
stitutes a proper balance in the amount of instruction given to oral as.versus

32
7’It remains convenient, nonetheless, to charge that oral reading

silent reading.

.instruction will lead to an overemphasis of this teachipg Since it is common

for ieachers to recoil from educational éractices so designated, While fal-

lacious, this ch;rge seems to have had some of its éntended effect., Sore

teachers have been anxious about teaching oral reading although there is no

crediblé evidence that children who read orally intenéively dislike to read: s
To the contrary, there is nothing in research to support the notion

that children who have done little oral reading are those who develop broad

reading interests and read expansively., .It appears safer to predict that

children whose instruction in literature involves oral re;ding,like readers'

theatre, choral verse, and the sharing of favgrite stories,will deronstrate

longer~lasting appreciation and affection for literature than will children

denied oral reading experiences,

8. Oral reading detracts from the devdppment of good listening sk111316 58

Childrgp who are required to follow along~silent1y in a passage while another
child reads aloud are likely to become habitually careless listeners,

This charge against oral reading is a critical one, if true, It is
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doubtless true that children who came to maturity listening to radio, as
versus viewing televisidn, developed better listening habits than do modern
children, The very nature of verbal radio forces the listener to pay close

attention to the organization, word choice, and author's intenticn in the

- stories and documentation that is projected. Present-day children do not /

/

receive such a rigorous training in beceming good listeners. /
.“lould not the requirement that children pay close attention to a plgz(ssage
being read alowd help in this matter! Modern teachers. find good listening
habits in children so troublesome and arduous to develop that it appears
reasonable to assume that any listening action which demands cogniza mind-
fulness during a spoken activity would be helpful here, F ollowingl he oral )
reader along silently as he/she reads dull, umnspiring, irrelevax)/t or abstract
material will cause any pupil's attention to wander, of course., /On the other
hand, following oral reading along silently, as poetry or 'drama 7//s vocalized,
can add to the attraction of this performance, | /

| /
There is no empirical evidence that food listeners in sch/ool are the

, and/Segal's \
result of reading programs free of oral reading, Hoffmanl( comprehensive
' 3

7 They
review. of the research on this matter suggests the opposite, z found that
guided oral reading practice has the potential to c ontribute significantly

/
to growth in reading ability. The evidence from researcl'/ says that teacher

gulded practice in oral reading can develop reading flue/hcy, as it causes the

" reader to focus on units of language larger than the wadlrd, and reading com-~

effective :
prehension, as it requires/interpretation of the author's intended meaning.

.

‘The notion that such reading growth in children wouldl/cauae them to suffer the

side effect of poor listening ability seems unsuppoli'ted .
/(
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9. As opposed to silent reading, oral reading cannot be measured

accurately or objectively. Unless a school activity can be measured

_.masurement made of oral reading is irrelevant.’

effectively it should not be conducted intensively. Moreover, the usual

85 It means nothing if a child

correctly

ban(read & vord aloud a dozen consequtive times. This does not prove anmything

about the child's comprehension of the words It is improper to think that oral
reading gives the teacher-an opportunity of diagnose children's word recog-
nition abilities, and to plan corrective steps to improve them?Zto teach
children how to read with proper pitch, stress, and juncture. Teachers do

not make this use of oral reading systematically enough for it to be of any

value,

These appear to be especially unreasonable criticisms of oral reading,

~ The argument that the diagnosis of oral reading should be abandoned because

‘teachers do not carry it out systematically enough is much  like concluding

that the evidence that smoking is injurious to one's health is invalid because
people continue to smoke. Oral readings have been used effectively for many
years as a means of diagnosing children's silent reading abilities ,3 This
diagnosis'can be used to discover woﬁs children do not recognize in silent
reading, words they pronounce incorﬁ;ectly (do not know the meaning of), and
how much they use the context of séntences as a way to gain t{:eir meard.ngs,

This does not mean that all diagnoses of oral reading can/(defended.

Some rea.ding experts wrongly insist that analyses of oral reading errors

should be ca;rried out without first allowini the child to practioe silent

h 19;U423L6;53;56 -, L.
reading of the passage to be read aloud, uﬂeading authorities also

unfortunately advise teachers that all the different kinds of mistakes in
oral reading should be judged to have the same significance., Thus, the
omission of a word while oral reading which greatly disturbs the meaning of

<8
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the passage read aloud is given the same weight in the oral reading test‘
as is an addition or substitution of a word which has little gtich effect.

10, The use of oral reading in schools creates lazy teachers, Oral

-~ ypeading is an activity that can be carried out with no time or effort spent on

its preplanning. Conseqaently, reading teachers who emphasise oral reading
vecome lackadaisical and unenterprising. They become unconcerned as to
whether or not their pupils comprehend what they read aloud39
The best response to this unfair criticism of oral reading is to simply
deny that good teachers * ' approach oral reading, or any other aspects
of reading for that matter, in this deplorable manners There-ispobentlal
in oral reading, as in any other aspect of reading, of course, for ..
negligent or indolent teacheizto avoid their reaponsibilities for careful
planning. This kind of teacher doubtless carries out silent reading 1nstruction'
in the same disgraceful way as he or she does oral reading, however.
It is important to say, therefore, that careful planning is necessary
for effective oral reading to occure _The falsity of the assumptioqzthat effective
oral reading can take place prior to silent reading, or that children's oral
feading should be tested before they have silently read a passage in question,
have been noted above. "1t is such misbegotten notions that lead teafhers to
neglect planning for oral reading activities.

11. The eye movements used by children to read silently and orally are

different, Oral reading eye movements are characterized by longer and more

———————

" frequent eye fixations and regressions, This slower and more deliberate

pattern of eye movements will transfer to si}ent reading if otal reading is
practiced}8 Having children follow along, reading silently, while another
shild reads orally is especially harmful im this respect.

This argument against the use of oral reading is much like saying that

09
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slower, more deliberate physical movements made when walking will transfer to
and detract from one's ability to run,if much walking is done, The basic

the kind of
fault of the contention thag(eye movements done when reading orally will

transfer to silent reading lies,in the assumption that certain eye movements

‘are a cause of reading disabilify. This is a mistaken view of the nature of

eye movements, They are sym;itoms, not causes of reading ability. Ineffective
reading and undesirable eye movementé when reading orally or silently are thus
caused by factors common to them both, The inability to decode words in an
automatic way is a factor that will cause both ineffective reading and faulty -

eye movements, .

- 1949
As for the research on this issue, even thg(FCSE yearbook on reading in

the elementary SChOOl?BHhiCh is no friend of the intensive teaching of decoding
or phonics application (it argues that beginnln; -readers should not be en-
couraged to aééociate print with spoken symbols),disputes the notion that

eye movements in oral reading will transfer to silent reading. It is true
that the e?e movements of children who follow along; reading silently. as’
another child reads aloud, tend to approximate the eye movements of the oral
reader€6 It would not be possible to "follow along reading silently unless
this happened, The eye movements of the silent reader who follows along

in the text being read aloud naturally are governed by the rate and quality

of the vocal delivery of the oral reader, It has not been demonstrated, however,

that this procedure makes for inefficient eye movements which transfer into

silent reading, The argument that this procedure is highly dangerous to

‘children's silent reading rate and comprehension has never beqﬁ provedzl

But is having children follow along,reading silently, while a child
reads orally,useless, as it is commonly held by today's reading experts?

Not at all, the evidence on this issue suggests%7 As the oral reader emphasizes
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t..he author's intended meaning of a passage he or she helpsllminrorce the
comprehension of this for the silent reader who follows along. This rela-
tionship is particularly fruitful with poetry. The best way to share poetry
is with an oral reading while the audience follows along, reading it silently,

" The pitch, stress and juncture used by the poetry reader here can reveal

unsuspected aspects of neaning for the. silent reader, The oral reader can
relate to the _s;lent reader who follows along his or her enthusiasm Ior the
passage, an emotion that can be contagious. The well-prepared oral reade{\
presents an appropriate model for = silent readers for their turns at |
reading aloud. The rehearsals necessary for effecti:ve oral reading give
opporturities for the meanihg of a passage to be confirmed, Teachers can
require high standards for oral reading which makes it nece.ssa.ry for the oral
reader to have full knowledge of the meaning of the passage so interpreted.
And, finally, much of oral readihg can be a theatrical event, an entertainment

to silent readers whe follow along.

12, Oral reading will narrow the child's eye-voice span and thus reduce_
e e e, ey, ———— ., S,

silent reading efficiency. When one reads orally one's eyes usually fixate .

on a word farther along the line of writing than#the word that is read aloud,

When reading aloud one's eyes and voice normally are not on the same written

word, The eye-voice span thus is the distance at any éiven point in oral

reading between a-fi.xation of the eyes on a line of written mateérial and the

word fram 'this line that is said alou&. Wide eye-voice spansare indiéations

of good si reading ability. There is no evidence, however, as Jonest0 €ldins,

that the eye-voice span means that whole groups of words are lse_.en in single

eye fixations, The data about eye-voiée span do not support this look-say notion,
The refutation,\previously made, of the charéo that slower, more deiiberate

éye movements in oral uading will transfer to silent’ reading, if much oral

reading is done, can Justifiab]y be repeated here, ‘I‘he eye=voice span is a

eli




recognition of individual words. 'The skills involved in proficient oral

symptom of reading ability, or the lack of it, not its causation. A wide
eye-voice span thus is the result of children's abilities té quickly recognA:e

words when reading silently, plus the establishment of the habit of using

. the context of a sentence as an aid to its comprehension, There is no

empirical evidende that extended practice with oral reading will reduce the

sise of one's eye-voice span. A wide eye-voice span means that children have
developed quick word recognition and can use context cues, and not that they

have .done littleoral.reading.,

13, ghosé who support the use of oral reading”advocateug'wrong theory

about reading, viz., that good silent reading is the quick and accurate

. reading will interfere with silent reading facility because attention to each

word in a written passage,as is done in oral reading, will hinder the reader's
aloud

comprehension of the passage.éWhen pupils are taught to read wordi<they in-

evitably lose sight of the fact that the true purpose of reading is to get

2
meaning.l Teachers who emphasize oral reading wrongfully stress the importance
N

of word recognitiogg Their pupils gain the false notion that reading is the

ability to recognize wordsél That oral reading does not aid in the acquisition

of meaning,since it merely expresses previousl; agquired meaning, is further

reason why it should be abandoned, : N
The theory that reading is best taught in sentences and that the recog-

nition of words in reading is relatively unimportant has beén carefully

. examined in a preceding chapter of this booke (See Myth Number L:

Keading Is Best Taught in Sentences.) Since it is clear that.the argument

used to disparage the walue of oral reading, that it stresses individuzl word

recognition, is the same one used to defend the teaching of reading in'sentencps,

the statements from Myth Number L pertain here. Despite the wishful thinking
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of some reading experts to the contrary notwithstanding, the evidence is
c¢lear that quisk and accurate word recogntion is essential for efficient
silent reading? The research up through the 1970's gives contirmued support,
' 10
. @&s well, to the importance of accuracy in oral reading. The advice proffered
- _teachers to
by certain reading authorities tg[believe otherwise accordingly mmust be viewed

as dangerous misinformation,

1;, Good oral reading comes naturally as a consequence of learning to

22 .
read silently.. ¥When the habit of oral reading is acquired oral reading needs

little attention. In the course of learning to read silentiy children become
conscioué of the need to use appropriate stress, pitch and juncture in their
oral reading. Since silent reading must, by the nature of the reading act,
precede oral reading, little or no attention need be given childrer as to how
to read orally, | |
This criticism of the intensive teaching of oral reading appe#rs Lo be
fﬁe least offensive of any of those discussed sé far., It is true ihat silent
reading must precede oral reading. Nonetheless, there are certain asp;cts of
: oral reading that make necessary the requirement of explicit instruction in

this skill, Principally, these conditions arise when oral reading must be
more faithful téthe written text than does silent reading. For exarple, when
orai reading is used to provide precise answers to questions, to read poetry
orlplays, to give announcements or directions, to explain scientific and mathe-
matical processes, or to'cite unacceptable as versus more acceptable sehtence
structures taken from pupils’ pompositions it is necessary that the oral reader
not wander from the text, Upon occasion in siient reading worﬁ substitution

~‘A'\and addition do not greatly disturb the overall meaning of & sentence. The

uses of oral reading, on the other hand, often call for precise if not faultless

¢ 4




rendering of the written text, These distinctions between oral and silent

reading may not occur to children aimpl& 88 a consequence of. lea®ning to

read silently, ' ‘ i

The "language experience" approach to beginning reading clevelopnen’c.30
uses children's oral language, as dictated to their teacher, as its main

body of instructional material. The reading aloud by chiidren of these dictated

- sentences immediately follows their transcription. These oral readings are

expected to be faithful to the actual oral language, as it was dictated..

This is an oral reading procedure that children must be. expressly taught to

L

follow.

Teachers also musp deal wiﬁh the phenomenon of the occasionalAchild
who reads well silently but who reads poorly aloud. Although teachers have .

' - “do not like oral reading, and
been reminded that certgin highly-skilled silent reader§<will never be good
oral readers],'9 this advice seems unnecessarily defeatist... o Unless
children have gross physiological defects there is nd reason they cannot be
taught to read aloud effectively, and share in the enjoyment that such an
attaiq:ment can bring. The problem of the good silent reader—-poor oral
reader is usually emotional, not linguistic, in nature. While complicated,
this is a condition that does lend itself to resourceful teacher intervention,
nonetheless,

It is likely that neither good oral reading habits by children nor their

desirable school behavior in general is learmed naturally, that is, without

direct teacher guidance. It is pertiment to note that during the course of

the development of children's oral reading skills the teacher holds them

accountable for specific patterns of reading behavior. Such a- requirement

is a key aspect of the succe%?ul learning of any educational skill, The
direct management of pupils that is necessary for them to develop oral reading
aSility thus provides a useful model for teachers to fo%low in other school |

acti;giies.
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/

The fourteen reasons cited above ‘that have been given by the opponents

of oral reading as to vhy it shoulé\beﬂﬂbemphasized, if not abandoned, have

‘all been sho@n to be unconvincin, There appears to be no legitimate Jjusti-

fication, therefore, for this position against the use of oral reading in '
schools.
The underlying causes for such seemingly illogical stands agaiv'i oral

reading have been alluded to in the course of this discussion. None of these

more hidden causes appear to have any more merit than does ‘the open opposit;on‘

These hidden causes include the fact that
to oral reading. '( oral reading obvioysly is a traditional school practice.

Educators who see change as the only means of* making progress in schcel practices

‘J'

would deny a place in reading programs for oral reading on this ground alone.

Oral reading alsc is closely allied to phonics teaching. The strong sentiment
against phonics teaching

in force among many teacher educatora(since 1915 doubtless 4s of consequen?é

in the movement to deemphasize oral reading. In addition, there were great

financial benefits to leading reading experts, the ones who authored basal

reader textbooks over the years, from the demise of oral reading. Teachers

 who were convinced by them that reading comprehension would be handicapped if

time was spen£ in class on oral reading were qQuick to demand that their
school districts purchase the many-volumed, costly basal readers plus their

consumable workbooks, etc. The financial royalties from such materials to their

-reading-expert authors héve been notorious. Even the philosophy, increasingly

.defended by reading experts since 1915, that there must not be an explicit

set of ethical, moral, artistic, historical, sociological, or legal precepts
that all children should learn to defend, worked against oral reading. Oral
readings in school presented a practical time for the intensive inculcation in pupi

of such a set of beliefs, It became more ahd more accepted in the course of this
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céntury, howevaz:, that pupils should not be held &iccountable for under-

atanding'j. a predetermined group of trustworthy certainties atout
personal and social life. Accordingly, it was deemed correct that oral

reading sessions be curtailed so that reading time could be given to pupils

-.to pursue silent reading aimed at a gratification of egoistic‘even eccentric

interests and proclivities. The permissive attitude of teachers toward non-
conforming pupil behavior in school also has tended to make unnecessary the
use of oral reading as a means of pupil management, "Oral reading demands pupil

-

adherence to a prescribed standarii of performance, "This standgrd-setting runs
cou\nter to the .rlew éfizzzchers that ﬁ_nless they indulge unorthodox'pupil
behavior reading attainment by pupils will be handicapped. This perception of
pupil responsibility fips well into the popular theory among teacher ec'!u-.

cators that the direct teaching of any academic skill is to be avoided.
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" Chapter XIII

Why the Myths of Reading Instruction Prevail

This chapter describes why Wm support Wt

cotinues to be given to suppositions about reading

_instruction that have been discredited by research.

findings. It is demonstrated that there is no single
reason for this unreasonable position. Instead,
there appear to be several causes for the resistence
tc the disestablishment of the myths of reading
instruction. This reluctance to give up loyalty to
these myths is due to the forces of traditioenm, thé
interlocking relationshipg between basal reader |
publishers and reading experts, the refusal of reading
experts to accept-outsidé ceriticism, their lack of
knowledgq about phonics teaching, their negative biases
tovard this instructdion, their fear that phonics
aivocacy equal political conservatism, the negative
attitucres tuuafd phonics by teachers' organizations,
unsubstantiated information in educational publications,
the expectancy that research will not a!féct-teaehing
practices, the. refusal to admit that there is a 11teracf
erisis, the lack of legal redress for malpractice in reacing jnstruction,

and the establishment of public schools as a monopoly.
\
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It is obvious that the myths of reading instruction described so far

"have had a remarkable staying power. In spite of the impressive statistical

evidence which indicates the weaknesses of their point of view, these con-
ceptions of how readihg should be taught still ﬁresent a-strohg attréction'for
many readin:z educatofs; _Unfortunately, there is no single reason why thése
erronecus practices in feading instruction'persist. There are several pre-
vailing conditions that create this undesirable and unseemly situatlon.

Traditionsl Beliefs and Practices
A maior cause of the mvths of reading instruction is tradition. frro-

neous practices in reading instruction often continue simply because-it is
customary for reading professors to recommend them and for readine téachgrs to
utilize them, Iﬁ douttless is easier and more comfortable for reading teachers
to continue.to.use the same methodology year after year than it is to criiic#ll&

examine these practices for‘their potential shortcomings. The professors of

_edutation who write the texts'and articles on the methods of instruction of

reading that teachers read particularly are guilty in perpetuating this con-
dition, Usually, the writing of such‘material involves the reproduction of
aspects of reading instruction that were included in a high percentage .of texts
on this suhject, In short, if a large number of existing texts on the teaching

of reading include ¢tertain erroneous notions about this instruction it is highly

likely that this faultv information will then find its way into future publi-

cations of this nature, -
A part of the traditional reluctance of give up malpractice in reading
instruction is the embarrassment that would be engendered bv a public announce-

ment that one's previous views about these bits of 1napprdpriate teaching be-

224 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




"

/69 .p.'

havior were false. It is probably true that the longer professors advocate

and teachers use certain parts of methodology in reading the more loyal that

they become to them. For the textbook-writing professors of education the giving

up of positions that they had strongly defended in the past in previous writings

" about reading instruction is even more painful. "It is apparent that such read-

ing experts often will go to great lengths to try to maintain credibility for
previously held although indefensible views of the teaching of reading. In
spite of overwheiming research evidence that discredits these views these

professors”will maintain‘a brave face as to their virtues. Here, then, is an

example; of which there are many in the history of the advancement of tech- .

ST e

e,

nology, of supposedly scientific-minded professionals who must be forced into

an acceptanée of the ascertainet.. realities of their life's work.

Publishers and Writers of Basal Readers
The publishers of basal readers are also often responsible in great measure

‘for encouraring the perpetuation of certain unsound practices in the teaching

: 1
of reading, The directors of these publishing companies are extremely loath

to invest the tens of millions of dollars it presently takes to launch a new

' basal reading series for basal readers that are different in any significant

respect from the previous sets of these books that have had successful sales
records. The result of this conservative financial reaction to what the i
research says about reading instruction,as versus what éxisting sales records
say, is the appearancé of dozens of highly similar basal reader series on the.

market, each published by a different company. It is clear that communication

between publishers of beginning reader series and the researchers- investigating

"the process of learning to read is clearly inadequate, Accordingly, decisions

by publishers about basal readers are largely based on their intuitions or other

arbitrary decisions or on marketing considerations.l

The interlocking nature of basal reader publishers, university reading
experts who write these books, and profit from their sales while advising

teachers to use them, public school readin%a cialists, and teachers' organ-
' Jd
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izations has been aptly described by Yaf’inéton.a It is his thesis, which he

argues compellingly, that the current literacy problem in.our schools is based _
on a series of unethical financial interrelationships between and among '

members of the federal government, state education departments, local school
boards and administrators, professional organiiations and professors of edu-
.= .cation, At the root 6! this peéuniary wheeling and dealing, Yaf}i%?on says,
- are professors of education, It doubtless’és &rgs that the establishment of
vested and entrenched interests that results from the network of basal reader
ﬁuhliéhers and reading experts.who double as writers of these books and as
high=-ranking off{éers in teachers' orginizations creates a status quo con-

dition in school reading prorrams in schools that stubhornly resists change.
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This connection is part of what Yar-inzton calls the "Oreat American

Reading Machine ":

i

"The best graphic description of the Machine I can provide is the
drawing below illustrating the flow of both money and influence.
The Great American Reading Machine is a stable social institution in
which leadership is controlled and limited to proven followers of the
creed for the' protection of the organization. As an institution. it deter- .
mines the quality of the.teaching of reading to chil iren. It is an '
institution that is so established that it has withstood continued criticism
from within and without for 200 _\ears.' - : (Po'a

LS Goverrmemt .
USOE

, [
S
Foundations
\L \ s
Publishing

/ ) - Companies

/ {iﬁ*(l o : A\

Sue Educ.ax o
. Department

Authono.l
Adminustrators School Readen
’\. " . ) ;
Reading . Prews, Newipapm.
Specialuns Magazines. Journals
: $
; s s s
v Prulessory
Teachen . ot Edu:ation
. ‘Reading)
$
Professional
Organuations
y — = nfluence ‘ !

$ = financal interest

(Reprinted from The Great American Reading Machine by

David J. Yarington, Hayden Book Company, Rochelle Park,

NJ, 1978,)
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Negative Attitude Toward Outside Criticism

An additional reason why myths of reading instruction ﬁrevail is the une
o willingness of reading professionals + to accept 6r in aﬁy way respond fayof- |
aoly tolnegative analyses of their work made by crit%gs who are not members
of the reading establishment ingroup. The history of the reform of profes-
sions of various kinds clearly has indicated, however, that'judgmental obscre
. vations made by outsiders are helpful in the progressive reform of these
special vocations, The stimulus of constructive evaluaiicns,by critics whose
lack of emotional attachment to the customary workings of a profession gives
theﬁ an unbiased vision,"2: often can be used to help improve the behavior
of professionél workers. It is apparent, however, that regding professionals
often reject this truism,
One of the eén}iest attempts to persuade the advocates of the look-say,

whole-word method tolreconcile their viewpoint about reading with research

findings came from Orton in 1929, 1In his classic text, Reading, Writing and

‘ ' Speech Problems in Children (1937)%0rton presented in even greater detail: the

undesirable effects of the look-say method. Orton explained that not only was
repeated flash exposure of the whole word not an effective teaching technigue,

It tended to even increase the tendency of confusion and failures of word

o | 228
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recognition, he obserwed in his practice with children who had difficulty in
learning to read, Orton's suggestions for needéd changes in-reading instruction
hgd virtually no effect upon the attitudés towards this teaching of the reading
brofessions of the period, however, Nor did they respond any more favorably

to the next well-argued plea for the teaching of intensive phonics, that by
Bloomfield, a linguist, iq 19h2£* These two plans for improving the teaching

of reading suffered the most ignoble of all forms of rejection: they were

simply ignored fy reaqing educators and basal reader publishers.,

It was not until 1955 that the advocates of the look-say teaching method
5

by Flesch was the‘occasion for the change in the response to outside criticism
hy reading professionals, lWhile the diségreements with the look-say rethod by
Orton and Bloomfield had been gentle, inairect énd nonpersonal, those by Flesch
were highly caustic and attacked professors of education by name for Eheir

mistaken views about reading instruetion, Flesch's call for the rejection of °

- the look-say method in favor of intensive phonics teaching was denouncec in

“turn by reading vrofessionals as misinformed and irresponsible, at best, and-as

demagogic, hysterical scare tactics, at worst, In any event, the publication
of Flesch's best-selling book had little if any ascertainable effect ¢- readinr
professionals' views of reading beyond their renewed dedication to the rejection

of intensive phonics teaching,

The efforts of the Reading Reform Foundation appear to be less than successful

+ in this respect. This organization was founded over twenty years ago
to restore the iniensive teaching of phonics to reading instruction throughout

the nation's schools, For the past ten years it official organ, The Readinrs

Informer has reported regularly on the statisitics of illiteracy, on the

RR2J




research as to the relative superiority of phonics teaching, and on news 6f.
the advancement, or depression of phonics teaching. The RRE through its
numerous phonics workshops and its national conventions presents in’~mation
«. . about phonics teaching.from reading experts who are convinced of the merit of
) ‘this instruction, The RRF, a “nonprofit body? takes no official position as
/,/ to the relative excellence of the various intensive phonics programé now pube

lished, Instead, it distributes literature in which phonics procrams are listed

an? briefly described only. Ginesliapdanc1983-+ssun—of—She—Readinn-inforne v

me’mm -While it is' clear

that the RRF has and is making a siznificant impact on the way information
.netice of

about phomcs teaching 1is dlscemnatnd,/\its existence has been effectively |

,suppressed. Never has the organization been acknowledzed by nare by the. Inter-

" national Reading Association or the hational Counc1l. of Teachers of English.

Its name has never appeared in any we-l-known text on the teaching of readlng.

The intervening years from the a.dvent of Flesch's 1955 book and his

update of his topic in 1981, Why Johnay Still Can't Read,s witnessed the

publication of several other books that of fered negative criticisns of the
popular look-say method. ‘I‘hese included thosez bv Terman and: Walcuut (1958),

cracken (1959)) Diack (1960 and 1965)5 Walcutt (1961, Maver (1961},

Spaulding and Spaulding (1962), Fries (196351'2 Trace (196,),3Wa.1" on (1965),
Mathews (1966),5Johnson (1970),63nd 2lumenfeld (197h). These books accurately
predicted that the United Stétes would suffer illiteracy on a grand scale in
the fut;.xre if its schools continued to refuse to teach syéte‘r;xatic phonics in
an intensive manner. The 1983 report of the Naticnal Commission on Excel-

18
lence in Education, A Nation at Risk, indicates that these precictions truly

‘have come to pass.
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Despite the accuracy of the warnings of these books @f. the 1950's, '60's

.and '70's.that the look-say methodology results in diminished reading achieve-

ment, they wént unheeded by the general community of reading professionals,

.. 19
Austin and others in 1961 found that only three of the 638 reading professors -

" across the country that they questioned believed that there was a need for

! u
more emphasis on‘phonetic methods of tez ‘ng, All of the seventy-four reading

professors whom they interviewed in depth were unalterably oppé?d to the in-

tensive teaching of phonics. bLach of these professors expressed a firm come

mitrment to au indirect, delayed @nd incidental approach to the teaching of

word analysis, the type found in“the popular basal readers of that day. Then,
20

in 1963, Austin and Morrison fount~that fifty-nine of the sixty-five school

Systems that they studied depended heavily upon basal readers which advised

teachers to instruct phonics in an indirect, delayed and incidental mander.

' 2
The latest critical analysis of popular basal readers, made by Beck and McCaslin

in 1978, finds that there has not been enough emplasis'in these beoks on the

intensive teaching of phonics to actually teach this information effectively,

" These- res=archers found that the phonics taught through these modern readers is

not- explicit enough for children to acquire mastery of the'speech sound=-letter
corresnondences that are t#ught. These critics note that to profit fr;m the
phonics instruction in these modern basal readers the child must ha‘e spphis-
ticated phonermic analysis abilities--abilities which are expected bty these
texts but not taught by them,

The Lack of Knowledge about Phonics
Yet another reason why myths of reading 1nstruction have contined to

+find favor among some reading professionals is their lack of knowledge éboup._

phonics, It is not correct to assume that all professors of reading have had

equal access to the information about phonics that is needed to make reasonable
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Judgments about its teaching, Unfortunately, advanced academic degrees

in education do not necessarily ensure that their holders are cognizant

enough about phonics to make informed decisions about its instruction, as

22
Mazurkiericz found out, This researcher reported on what is perhaps the only

“set of empirical findings gained so far of reading professors' understanding

of phonics information, He ‘Sent a questionnaire to a random sample of members
of the College Reading Association, a prestigious body of reading prpfessors.
These professors of reading were asked wﬁ;t they%taught about phonics in their
universitylclasses;- Their answers obviously reflect the state of their knowledge
about this subject, Mazurkiewicz concluded from his findings that college
professors who teach teachers to teach reading do not agree on the general-
dzations that are used in phonic analysis, He found that his "evidence also
indicates that only a small percentage of the sample had a satisfactery know-
ledge ef those decoding elements he deems it important for teachers to knew,
that gross misinformation characterizes his instruction to teachers, that con-
tradictory information is supplied teechers, and that eollege professors, as
reflected in this sample, are generally poorly instructed about or meagerly con-
versant as a result of self-study with those elements Tof phonicZ] which are
basic to reading instruction" (p. 128),

Examples of these reading professors'misinformation about phonics under-

scores this conclusion., Some of these professors believe that there are fifty

. Or more speech sounds in any given dialect of English, or to the other extrene,

that there are only ten vowel sounds and only twenty~one consonant sounds, that
the word, ghill, contains a diphthong, that now has a "long" wowel sound, that
know has a "short" vowel sound, or that the final € in home is not a signal for
the speech sound . given by the reader to the o in this word, It is

difficult to assume that professors of reading who have such grossly inadequate
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the experimental investigations of the effectiveness of intensive phonics

/177

knowledge about the technical nature of phonics would be ones, on the other
hand, who are familiar with the results of research as to the relative effece
tiveness of the teaching of phonics. To the contrar:, it appears more likely

that their ignorance about the technological aspects of phonics strongly

. implies their lack of interest in this subject and thus their unfamiliarity

-as to its experimentally determined usefulness., It ic pertinent to note that

( see Bibliography)
scholars in psychology and linguisticsgas well as teacher education who have

omrefully studied the issue of phonics in reading almost invariably conclude
that phonics and reading acquisition are closely relateds It see~s clear, then,
that the more knowledge commentators on phonics have about this subject the more
likely they are to endorse its utility.

Projudice and Intolerance of Phonics

While unenlightenment about phonics doubtless nelps perpetuate malpractice -

in reading insnruction is is equally clear that the jddgmentg about phonics by
certain proféssors éf education are handicapped by an apparent bias toward
this matter, *hese are professors whose writings indicate that they do keep
abreaét of reading research in general. For’éxample; one erinent reading
educator; otherwise rené wned for his_dependence on research findings-fbr the
conclusions that he draws ahout reading praztices, in 1927 contended that

[
phonics "helps beginning readers °"l¥y22a | It is im?ossible

to believe that this reading educator is ignoranﬁ of tﬁe 1973 findings that
phonics skills are significantly and substantially rela‘es to reading and -
spglling performance througch high schoolz.3 Turninz a2 tlind eve tc such im-
pressive documentation about phonics obviously does not indicate impartiality
about this issue, |

2k
In 1965 Gurren and Hughes completed the most comprehensive survey of

teaching as versus gradual, incidental or delayed phonics.instruction to that

date. They feund this research to say that gradual phonics teaching was sige
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nificantly less effective for the development of reading skills., Severail
attempts have been made (o discredit the soundness of this review. Claims
have been made that Gurren and Hugies were prejudiced in favor of phonics : d

that their criteria for selecting the Studies they eritiqued were flawed. The
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latest of these protests about the Gurren and Hughes review concluded that
2
it at best offers very limited insight into the teaching of reading.S This

critic of Gurren and Hughes offers no bedy of evidence nor any review of the
however,

reading researcglthat supports the position that the gradual teaching of phonics

. should. be the preferred approach, however, In fact, the only reviewers of

research he cites in his objection to Gurren and Hughes are those who have
come to they same general conclusions about phonics as did these two reviewers.
It is difficult, then, to interpret the reasoning about phonics that leads to
the conclusion he made that while one can cite no evidence to support one's
displeasure with intensive phonicé teaching, one still should not favor it,
A predisposed negative attitude towara phonics surely most be operative in this
situation,
her - 26

Pflaum anizfellow reading experts determined whether,of the methods in
use in reading instfuction,the intensive phonics mgthod is the superior one,
For this purpose they examined a representative samble of the studies of the

relative merit of different teaching methods that were reported on in the

Reading Research Quarterly from 1965 to 1978. After this éystematic statis-

tical analysis of the data on the relative effectiveness of different reading
methods Pflaum concluded £hat one specific treatment, sound-symbol blending,
made a significantly greater impact on reading than the other experimental
treatments.did, As she correctly indicates, this finding supports thg_ﬁﬁ;%?g;_
evidence as to the superiofit&nof“régular, systematic phonics instruction. -

n

Thus, the support for systematic phonics appears to be a strong one, she cone

' cludes, Ware Pflaum and her associates convinced from this evidence that the

phonics method should be t he one used by teachers? Not at all, it turns out-.

What else, other than a eemmmy distaste for phonics, could account for a

positive conclusion regarding the sué?iority of phonics followed by a rejection
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of it as the preferred method in reading instruction? Only a predetermineg
dislike for phonics conceivably could generate the logic that leads to the
conclusion, yes, phonics is the superior method, but, no, it should not be

- de&ignated as the preferred method for teaching reading,

#

One more example of the negative attitude of present-day professors
of education toward ﬁhonics teaching comes from a survey méde by Froese?7
He asked 371 of today's proféssors of reading to cite the books on their
o subject to which they would give the highest rank, ones that have theAmost
lasting significance or recognizavle worth., Frank Smith, a leader. of. the
anti-phonics psvcholin:uiétic approach to the teaching of reéding was cited
15& times by these professors. Smith states in his book, Psycholinpruistics

2¢ _
and Reading that phonics teaching is a potential and powerful method of inier-

fering in the process of children's learning vo read, To ensure that phonics
skills are learned and used by children, he warns teachers, is one of the easy
wavs to make learninz to read difficult. Théée same professors of reading

cited Jeanne Chall 52 times, Her survey 6f the research on the relative effec--
tiveness of intensive phonics. teaching over the look-say method (the one Smith

advocates) appeared in Learning to Read: The Great Debate. Chall found the

research tosy that phonics'teaching brings on significantly higher reading

achievement. It is c¢clear ..om Frosse's survey, then, that three times
: in
as many of today's reading professcrs place greater confidencg(and award more

esteem to Smith's defense of the look-say method than they do to Chall's come

prehensive survey of the experimental research, In this instance it is apparent
the to be
-that bias won out over empirical research findings as/?means;@sed to evaluate

0

the merit of phonics teaching,
+  Chall (1983) found that lees than one=third of the methods of reading

A instruction textbooks for teachers that she examined, puhlished between
¢J/ 1972 and 1978, endorsed an intensive phonics approach to this instruction.
i In short, more than two out of three of the : reading experteauthors here
&P were unwilling to accept the research evidence on phonies,
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Examples of this kind of

ther
léil fallure of objective reasoning 1qucientiric investigations has

28a

teen described in detail by Broad and Wade. These critics de-onstrate

convincingly that while "the essence of the scientific attitude is objectivity,"

-1t is equally true that™sith some scientists, however, objectivity is only

skin deep." It is not uncommon for scientists to "become the prisoners of
their own dogma," it can be seen.(p. 193). Broad and Wade's denunciation
of scientists in this regard applies well to the reading experts who espouse”
the scientific method and yet at present defend the ﬁythS' of reading
instruction: "many scientific communities do not behave in the way they are
supposed to., Science is not self-policing. Scholars do not always read the
scientific literature carefully. Science is not a perfeéily ot jective process.
Dogma and prejudice, when suitab%’ garbed, creep into science jus: as easily

1s into any other human enterprise" (p. 210).

Myths about reading instruction also prevail\because it has been easy:for
the perpe;fators of biase§ thinking to.escape the conseziences of
their flawed opinions, The information about reading instruction is not what is
called a "hard" science. In medical science, for example, it is relatively
easy todetermine the effects on the human body of given dosages of different
drugs. This cause and effect relationship is far less possible to ascertain
in reading instruction, In this teaching it is difficult to account for the
effects of the numerous factors that have a potential influence uzon children's-
acquisitian of reading gkills. It 4s relatively difficult.to coatrol the effect
of all these factors when children are learning to read, or to parmcel out the
proportional effect of each factor., Thus, when the advocates ;r reading myths
are challenged with empirical evidence which disputes oneé of their beliefs,

they often claim that other factors than the one in contention have been at
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the
work. For example, they will argue that it is notl{\uuuwtomatic, nonintensive

teaching of phonics they defend which causes children's reading disabilities,

When it is readily observable that children become relatively disabled in

reading under such teaching, opher factors than incidental phonics teaching are

" said to be the culprit. The children who fail under such teaching were not

"ready" to learn to read, it is said. Or, they had "special" learning handicaps,
were the products of broken homes, the victims of too much television viewing,
culturally disadvantaged, speak a nonstandard dialect, etc., etc. The large

number of factors that truly can have some potential effect on children's

learning to read thus provide a means by which a given myth of reading instruction

can continue to be defended.
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Phonics and Conservatism Are Linked g /iZ/ P

Adding to the disposition of some reading professors to accept all and

any discrediting of phonics, and by so doing to help perpetuate some myths of

reading iﬁstruction, is the apparent need of these reading educators to feel that

they are pfogressive, ultramodern or even futuristic in theif beliefs about
reading iﬁstruction. It is t rue that junior professors of education seeking
édademic-advanéement and tenure usually are required to produce research.
findings that are held to advance the state of the art of their intellectual
discipline., It is hardlv surprising, therefore, that few of these aspiring
academids in reading education choose to study phonics, a subject that is
hundreds of years old, It is obvious that true scbolars are those who .
thoroughly familiarize thémselves with the resultr of past efforts at experi=-
ﬁental research in their fields. Few such scholastics elect to investigate.
phonics, however, because of their perceptions of it as a dated, uﬁfashionable,
or even obsolete éubject. As a consequence many professors of reading are
unprepéred to make valid critical responses to their co;leagues who choose to
ldenegrate phonics teachinge Being dnprepéred to make such challenges they tend
to accept these denunciations at face value. A vicious cycle that works to

the detriment of the dissemination of accurate information about phonics thus
ensues: Young reﬁding educators are persuaded that phonics is not uortﬁy of
further sudy. They accordingly de not spend time studying the relevant ree
scarch on its effectiveness. They in turn become highly sug--estible to

beliefs in unfoundzd claims that the intensive teadhing of phonics is not

the préferred approach in beginning reading instruction,

It is also highly probable that some opponents of phonics teaching take

‘this negative position as a result of political and sociological considerations

rather than from purely psychological and pedagogical ones. FHeading pro-
fessionals who judge themselves to be political and social liberals note that
many of the defenses of intensive phonics teaching emanate from sources that

are identified to have conservative or rightewing political and social bellefs.

>




This is not an altogether ina;curate Qonclusion to make, Strong advocacy for
phonics teaching has come £rom groups or individuals who otherwise defend
harsh punishment for crime, ,
traditiongl moralityﬂ<9xtensive military preparedness, open displays of
Patriotism, vigorous anti-communism, strict meritocracy in the workplace and
. . school, the work ethiec, states rights, laissiz-faire economics, and even
zethnocentrism.. Liberal-minded reading prﬁfessors who associate support of
phonics teaching yith the acceptance of these conservative political and
sociological axioms likely are convinced that the advocacy of phonics must
be tainted by political or social motives of a reactionary nature. One reading
professor tells how this operates on campus-among her professional golleagues:
“"Even though we might. agree with a j:art °_f what tﬁey E::hon._ics. advocateg_ say,
the association of phonics instruction and conservatism,suppress+: our sayin;
so. In some circles, mentioning that you think a coﬂe-breaking anproach to
beginning readin: might be aprropriate for some children is tantamount toﬂ
supporting John Birch" (p. '909).29 o
It is true in an absolute sense that attempts at the preservation of
phonics teaching are:conservative acts, Any behavior that works to maintain
or safeguard the existence of a confirmed ideal surely is conservative, In
this manner of thinking those who presently{strive for the safekesping of the
envizomment in its pristine form are conservative in their efforis, It is
wrong, therefore, to judge the advocaies of phonics on the whole to be un-
compromising political reactionaries who have fixed upon the defensé of phorics
as a deviou§ means of attacking progressive educational practices. Doubtlecs
phere are promoters of phonics ﬁho fit this description. There is nothing
inherent in giving encouragement to phonics, howéver, that makes it necessary
for the giver to take sides in any political or social issue, Phonics has no

lecitimate relationship to these matters, kﬂsnetheless, there are anti-phonics

H
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gfopps and individuals who wish to make up such an association, even where

it does not exist. By doing so they abet the perpetuation of myths of reading

instruction,

) 29a hovever,
N Blumenfeld convincingly document,s)/\w that the National

]f 'Education Association, the world's largest teachers' union, has over
‘the years forthrightly and consistently prohoted a progressivﬁ, if not &
socialistic . political idqology; It is obvious that the NuA has con-
tinuously and methodically endorsed all tﬁe varied aspects of left-wing
political thought that might impact on schools in any way. At the same
time the NEA has remained a decicatec foe of {ntensive phonics instruction.
In 1983 the NTA denounceZd this'teaching as a practice "ready for the scrap
heap." This set of circumstances has led Blumenfeld to argue that.'since (a)
literacy creates individual jud¢sment . and authority, and (b) that such
individualism is a threat to scrialisrm, that (c¢) it follows that those
who favor socialism (in this cass the WEA) “oster illiteracy. Whéther one
égrees_or not with Blumenfeld's reasoring here the question that he raises
about the NEA does remain: "why has this organization persistently chosen
to reject phonics teaching, the instruction that research has shown is‘the
best method to prevent illitera-y?" It does seem apparent that the NZA,
because of its extremely liberai political orientations, is leery of giving
support to phonics for fear that such action will tarnish the organization's
highly liberal image. In the case of the NEA there thus does appear ﬁo

be a definite connection between a position about political ideolegy and

*an attitude_toward phonics,
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The influence 'of ideology on beliefs about reading instruction hag:
also been examined by Mosenthalg?b . He reasons that to adequately |

understand why beliefs ("discourses") about reading are held to be

- either legitimate or meaningless "one must examine the ideologies, or

sociopolitical implications the.various discourses have for society" (p. 17).
Whether a certain myth in reading instruction, as described above, would

be defended or rejected by reading professionals thus will depend, Mosenthal

. maintains, on their loyalty to one of five different"idedlogies about this

matter. These doctrines are (l) the Academic, which says that effective
reading is the ability to reproduce written material, for exan ple,to

decode words rapidly and -accurately; (2) the Utilitariaﬁ, which stresses

the reader's resourcefulness in meetinz the reading requiremenus set by

‘society; (3) the Romantic, which emphasizes that meaning for individuals,

as they read,ls created through their prior knowledre; it does not simply

reside in the material being read; (L) the Cognitive-developnental,_which

directs the use of reading matertal in line with, or that will develop

co:nitive mechanisms; and (B) the Emancipatory, which holds that the goal

of reading instruction is to help creaté a move egalitarian soéiety through
the destruction of socioeconomic class distinctions. There is no experimencal
evidence at preseﬁt, however, to serve as a basis for making a sound choice
betyeen these reading ideologies, Mosenthal insists. Wny reading educators

choose one of them as their favorite thus remains a mysvery. This confused

.State of affairs douutless provides a fertile ground for the.: . nurture

of myths about reading instruction,




Opposition to Phonics from Teachers' Organizations

There are two tdachers' organizations whose basic reason for being reqts
and language.

exclusively 4in their alleged commitment to the effective teaching of reading[ These are

the International Reading Association and the National Council ef Teachers ;;\\

Enqlish. An inspeétion of the official journals of these organizations for

elementary school teachers, Readlng Teacher and Ianguagg Arts, reveals, hove-

ever, that these publications do not prov1de equal opportunity for the

app:arance of views favarable to the intensive teaching of phonics. Durinc a

recent five-year pefiod of publication of £he Readinj; Teacher I found in the

- journal at least twenty-eight articleé that were unstintingly complimentary

to the so-called psycholinguistic approach to the teaching of reading. This
is the approazh which has denounced phonics teaching as a powerful method of

interfering with children's learning to read. During this five-year pericd

not a single article appeared in Reading Teacher that was negatively critical

of the psycholinguistic approach,

The record of the NCTE in this respect is just as bad, During the five-

year period, 1978-1982, lanzuage Arts published thirty-four articles tha:

dealt in some degree with the issue of the intensive teaching of phonics. Only . -

two of these articles were supportive of this form of instruction, The re-
maining thirty-two denounced it. This prima facie evidence of the negative

position of the NCTE toward phonics teaching suggests that there is little

"chance for any manuscript that compliments the teaching of phenics tobe

accepted for publication by its journal, The November-Decembar 1982 issuve

of lanpuage Arts presented with considerable satisfaction the list of recon-

mendations set in 1925 that were then thought to be essential to a satisfactory
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program for the teaching of reading. It is apparent that the NCTE,if it
could,would move the teaching of reading back to the ‘time when the discredited

look-say method reigned supreme. That the NCTE's committees on reading are filled
those on record as being opposed to intensive phonics teaching, is also of note,
Over the years the national presidents.of the IRA have often

-been the authors of popular basal readers which teach phonics in a non-
intensive manner. A leader of the anti-phonics, psycholinguistic approach

Kenneth Goodman, ‘ .
to reading'was one of its recent presidents, Then, during its recent national

conventions, 1982 and 1983, the IRA has had only one session,among the many

hundreds it schedules at“these events, that was. devoted to phonics,

Tt is normal to assume that the IRA would reflect, as it does, the
beliefs of its many reading professor members that a nonintensive manner of
teaching phonics is to be preferred, Nonetheless, when the organization,
which claims to be ‘an open forumAfor all legitimate ideas about reading,
openly suppresses the dissemination cf information about phonics thap teachers
need to make reasoned choiées or decisions about its use, it does the teaching

climate,’
of reading a disservice. The myths of reading instruction flourish in such a.;:-

The Popularity of Eclecticism

On the other hand, .
[@he highly permissive attitudes of reading -rofessionals toward each

other's opihions regarding reading instruction also partly accounts for the
persistence of certain myths of reading instruction, There aprears to be a-
prevailing attitude among reading professionals that every type of comment
about the teaching of reading should be perceived to have some kind of merit.,
This belief, that all proposals about the teaching of reading have some use-
fulness, and on the other hand, that there is no possibility of deciding
upon a preferred methodology, is called the "eclectic' approach to reading
instruction, Under this rubric almost any conceivable sort of advice to

teach?rs about reading instruction, much of it contradictory of other views,
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has been pubiished.in the texts ~ on reaiing methodolegzys Revigws
of these texts in educational journalsoften celebrate the fact that dif-
ferent authors of these books give teachers diametrically pbpbéed recom-
mendations for their classroom practices, This the-more-tﬁe-better vieﬁ-
. point toward such advice is the prevalent attitude taken by critics of these

-

= -volumes. In circumstances where almost any convicticn or opinion about the
: even

teaching of readlng is perm1551b1e,oq{expected,lt is understandatle that ‘the
myths of reading 1nstruct10n would abound.

This overly complimonzz;;_;;_éoncillatory criticism of educa-.ional writing
in the past
has hand1cappeq<the degree to which research findingcs have affected instructional
pract1ces in reading. The result of thlS condltiOﬂ has been a general lack
over the years.
of any practical effects of reqearch on this 1nstru~t1on‘. Barton ans hllder
for example,noted the inability of the publication of reports of research to.ameliorate

the 'ills, the mvths as they are calle? here, of reaZing instruction, After a
careful studs of changes made in basal readers that reflected <he findings of
empirical investigations' these writers concluced that research in reading
had had no new effects on basal readers for the thirty vears fro- 1933 to 1963.

This finding suggests that the over 3000 studies on reading, as reviewed in

the Journal.gf Educational Research during this period, were igncred by those

in the strongest position to influence reading instruction--the readin; experts

who write the basal readers and the publishers of these books. uo recent

survey of this ‘¥l.nod- is available. The continuiné nature of the myths
of reading instruction, suggests, nonetheless, that today's research

findings are not readily adopted by reading professions into their ﬁractice.




- Nwﬂ ..) There is some evidence that follewing Chall's re'v.iew of the research in 1967, !Xé
whioh found that intensive phonics teéching was superior to the traditional /’//’
nonintensive phonics approach, g more phonics activities have appeared in
basal xegders. It is fair to say, however, that the research favoring
phonics has had limited effects on the phonics content of the material that
always-has had the greatest influence on reading instruction: the basal 'reader,
= .Beck and McCasliglin 1978 critically reviéweé the reading programs offered by
- .the popular basal readers of that time. They found them inadedugte in that:
they did not teach phonics és explicitly as it should be., Even Fleschsconcedes |

that since he wrote Why Johnmy Can't Read in 1955 i the popular basal readers

began to offer more phonrics instruction. He is correct in protesting, however,
that this added amount of phonics ieaching does not meet the standard for the
intensive teaching of phonics which research findings suggest are needed for
children to use phonics in an autoratic fashion, The examples Flesch offers
of predictably spelled words that the modern basal readers do not expect
children to be able to decode until grade three seem proof that these readers

indeed are not intensive phonics textbooks. Aukerman's extensive analysis of

31
the content of the basal readers ur to 1981 confirms that most of these text- -
books still commence their instruction with the whole-word, lock=-say ..method.

Some phonics elements are taught ir these volumes, it is true, but generally

: thus
of the basal readers currently in use/canbe said without fear of contradiction,
The Claim there Is No Reading Proble

Pleas for the abandonment of support by reading educators for the myths

in a delayed manner, This procedure is called the "eclectic" approach, one E}
=
that Austin and others found reading profeszors firmly committed to twenty >
many of [«

years earlier, That[ohe research findings on phonics are not reflected in most 8 :
| ‘ &
Lot
(oo

of reading instruction has been hindered, as well, by some professors of reading
who ¢laim that the statistics on the alafﬁihg degree of illiteYacy in the United
States, such as those reported by the 1983 N;tional Commission on Excellence ir
Education}eare false., These reading experts attempt to seothe any potentiai
| anxiety among their colleagues and reading teachers about this matter by teiling

them that the reporte on declining achievement scores in reading that they

repeatedly see and hcar on the mass media and elsewhere are inaccurate 245




doctors must be provided the civil rights to defend themselveé when necessary

representationsof actual conditions, Fay's remarks to this effect are typical of
these attempts to reassure reading educators that reporte such as those of the
National Commission on Excellence in Education are merely'scare tactics in- S

tended to alarm teachers and lay citizens, but unnecessarily so. Fay insists

‘that "in regard to reading achievment, the picture is anything but bleak.

Basic fundamental literacy has increased, partiéulafly among our younger
people" (p, 21).32 Stoodt agrees thz: the research data "make it difficult to
support the notion that reading skills are indeed declining" (p. 12).33

It &s not difficult to fatho:r.. the motives for such emsiipwninetle state-
ments. Within each graup of the professions there are merbers who have strong
protectionistic iﬁpulses toward the general welfare of its members. They deem
it their self-apoointed res:onsibility to turn aside all forms of negative
criticism of the activities of the profession, to act, in effect, as a shield
against its perceived enemies. by denyinz tha‘t there is any valid basis fo£

such criticism. There is nothinz wrong, of coirse, for members of professions

to harbor impulses of self-preserva-ion or- lovalty for their group. Medical

against charges of malpractice that are ill-founded. Professions must try to
convince the public of the des.ructive nature of outrapeous criticisms. of their
workings. On tpe other hand, it lit‘le behooves : medical practioners,as an
example, to ¢éfend septic medical conditions which experimentally can be shown
to cause discomfort. or even death among their patients. It is not a sign of

appropriate professional guardianship for their felléw doctors ror'sqmg#to

attembt to protect unscientific or irfational behavior.by alleging that the

In like fashion, it is unfortu~ate for the sake of the advancement of

consequences of dangerous medical conduct do not exist.
progress in the teaching of reading that certain reading professores are une
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willing to accept the fact that, in truth, there is a reading proble% in our
soclety, and as a consequence, the.teaching of reading desperately needs to be
reformed.and improved, It is not surprising that the protests thata present
there &re no dangerous deficiencies in reading achievement in our school graduates

largely come fromreading professors who work on the 8ide as writers of the

'0

popular basal readers. The vested financlal interests that they have in this
matter demand that they proclaim the successes of their basal reader products
and ... deny their failings. It is necessary, therefore,to examine carefully
the sources of information as to the extent of reading difficulties in our
society. It is to be recommended, for the cbvious reasons, that knly the
evaluations and “jodgments of this issue offered.by disinterested parties

be accepted as legitinate.
. Lack of legal Redress

The myths of reading instruction ére perpetuated also by the
inability of the victims cof educational malpractice in reading
instruction to gain redress from the courts for its consequences,
Students who have been graduatéd from high school with only elementary
reading skills have alleged that their schools legally were wrong
to award them diplomas under this circumst#nce. These students asked
the courts to require the school districts involved to pay for reading
instruction to bring their reading abilities up to a specified level -

. of competency. In such lawsuitSBh the courts have ruled against theue
students.,

The courts have judged that it is impossible to resolve the extent

to which the practices of reading teachers are the cause of stddenps'

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

« 247




failures to feld. First, the courts noted that the science of reading ,
instruction 1s fraught with many different and contradictory theories /84a
as to how child should be taught, In effect, the courts asked how
reading £eacﬁers can be hald responsible for their practices when the
reading experts who educate . them éannot agree as to how reading should

be taught, Second, the courts judged that there are factors beyond the

. the control of teachers, namely, the physical, neurological, and emotional

status of illiterate students and the cultural and environmental influences
on them,??i:hdeterminants,to a degree, of the reading failure these students
have suffered. Since the causes of students' reading failure are not

to be found entirely in the insﬁruction given in achools,the courts have
ruled that schools_caﬁnot be held legally responsible for their students'
failure to learn to read. Apparently the courts in their deliberations

on this issue did not take into'consideration the fact that phonics~-intensive

reading instruction can overcome out-of-school influences that normally

-

Are found to work against reading acquisition (see especially Wallach
and Wallach; 1976).
It is clear that the courts' findings in the case of illiterate
students provide no impetu- for the schools to try to resolve vhat is '.
the best way to tdach reading. To the contrary, if this question was |
settled, and it was determined that certain schools did not use this
preferred instruction, these schools doubtless would be open to a new
round of lawsuits from their illiterate students. With the courts'
rulings in mind it also behooves the school. not to find out preci_ely

what effect its instruction has on students' acquisitidﬁ\gf reading skills.

‘To do so would run the risk for a school of having to admit.in court

that its reading prograﬁ was the major cauae.of reading failure in
students. The implicaiion from the courts to the schools that it
pays them to remain ignorant about reading instruction obviously -

creates an atmosphere in which myths of reading instruction prevail.
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The Monopoly of the Public Schools
A final reason why the myths of reading instruction have found favor

among reading professionals rests in the nature of the finanrcial makeup of the
public school si?em. The public schools of the nation obviously dominate the

educational scene. They have achieved this position of eminence and authority

147

*I:'because they receive all the tax monies that are allocated for education, None

’f of these fynds can be directly spent for the support of nonpublic schools,

{'As a consequence, the public school has become an educational monopoly. As
such, it faces no serious competition from any‘other system of education in
our society. It is normal for monopolies to stifle competition. Monopolies
which face no competition, also do not have to be accountable for the quality
of their product. These conditions are reflected in the present public school
systeme There is little incentive here to reject the myths of reading in-
struction since tﬁe public school as a monopoly knows full well that it willl

be supported from tax funds regardless of the level of academic attainment

gained by its graduates. In fact, the public school recently has discovered
a unique bounty of such fundings. It has discovered that the less succéssful
it becomes in its mission to develop basic skills in its graduates the more

money it can expect from tax sources for its educational programs.
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Chapter XIV'

Can the Myths of Reading Instruction Be Dispelled?

It is clear that the forces that act to
perpetuate the myths of reading insgruction are
numerous'anq varied. Over the years these pressures
upon reading experts' gutlook about the myths have
grown in strength. As a consequence it appeérs
obvious that infiuences,more powerful than those
presently at work which perpetuate thése myths,
are necessary if an . -abandonment of the myths
is to take place, This chapter argueé that such
a compulsion for change must come from authority
outside the reading establishment: a National
Commission on literacy, merit pay for teachers,

and an educational voucher system,
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The racﬁ that there are at least twelve diff;rent reasons why the myths
. of reading instruction continue as strdng influences on teaching practices /' i
: -bbviously poses a significant handicap to the solution of this problem, Is |
R These are:
it possible to remove or reform the prime causes of these myths%l}he.forces of
tradition, the inteflocking relationships between ba§a1 reader publishers and
reading experts, the refusal of realing prdfessionals to aécept outside crit-
icism, their lack of knowledge about phonics teaching, their negative biases
toward this instruction, their fear that phonics advocacy equals polltica‘
-conServatism, the negative attitudes toward phonics
by highly influential teadhers' organizations, | _ RN - the circulation
of much unsubst%}1ated information in educational Journalé, the expectancy

that research findings will have no effezt on'teaching practices, the re-

fusal of reading professionals to admit that illiteracy has become a national

calamity, the lack of legal redress for malpractice in reading instruction,
and the evolution of the public school as a monopoly that now faces

no significant competition? Considering the'numbpr of dominant reasons why

the nyths of reading instruction persist it is apﬁarent that dispelling these

myths is a task that seemingly has little chance 6t success--unless_some sig-
nificantly different approach to its solution is téken. ' -

The Need for Outside Intervention _
The general public, who pay for the conduct of reading instruction, has

the right to expect that today's teachers will be given vali&ated information
from reading experts as to how to conduct this instruction. Criticé outside

~ the reading establishment have the responsibility to insist that today's teachers
not he given radically divergent advice aé to how to develop cRildren's reading
skills, It is to be expected that concerned citizens are shocked to find that
the opinions of reading experts as to the efficacy of intensive phonics teaching

are polarized over this issue. They must view this spectacle of professional
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‘bickering as a grave weakness in the intellect and the scholarship of the
educational establishment. The public at large wuld not condone an engie--
neering professinon so split among its members regarding facts about physics
and mathematics that they pré?%d radically opposed plans for the building of
'dams and bridges. In this eveﬁt the putlic would demandl£hat for the sake of
safety and efficiency these basic differences be resolved before tﬁe construction
of the public ‘words was commenced, |

The bublie must take this same kind of attitude toward the rysths of reading -
instruction, Ii must take actions t6 create forces stronger than those that
presently worﬁ to perpetuate these myths, It is clear that';ost reading pro-
fessionals today are -« comfortable living under the domination of the myths

thus
of reading instructiijﬁilt Thex(have_little incentive to shake c¢ff the power

of this influence on their profeszional practices. There are readihg experts
who currently do fight against the forces that tend to perpetuate the myths
of reading instruction, References to their writings on this matter cah
be found in the Bibliography of Réviews of Research on Phonics at thg end

of this book., It is clear, however, that reading experts.who favor intensive
phonics teaching are given little iy space for the expression of these
beliefs in the journals of the national teachers' organizations, Thére

also is a noticeable lack.of invitation to these phonies advoca:es from
these teacher 6rganizations to speak about the merit of phonics ihstruction
at their state and natiocnal conventions. The reading expert who vigorously
defends phonics does not find himself or herself appointed to the committees
on reading instructio. of thése 6rganizations. Finding a foruQ for the
advocacy of the intensive teaching of phonics appears to have becomé more

difficult today than ever before,
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This condition Hemands that solutions outside the purview of the readin;
establishment be found to resolve the problems caused by the myths of reading

instruction, Most of the books written over the years Yy critics who were not

- members of the established body of reading educators have urged that citizens

march en masse to their local school boards to demand that needed changes be
made in school readiing programs, There is little chance, however, that the

attitudes of the public can »e ralvanized in this way to take this action,

There also seems little possibility that parents can teach phonics at home,

" or can identify a school that teaches phonics in‘->nsively and transfer their cnild.

This inference does not intenc to imply that society at this time is insensitive
to the deficiencies in the development of children's ba31c skills by our schools.
To the contrary, current public opinion polls 1nd1caue its awareness of this
condition. At the time_of this writin; a reputable poll of California citizens
found that a great majority oI tner wculd even be willing to place'additional
taxes on themseives as a mcans of‘improving their schools' records in devel-
oping children's basic skills. It is clear that at this point the public not

only sees the need for reform in the teaching of reading, It is willing to

- pay for it.

Three Needed Forces for Chang-
There are at leasi three re:nods -0 channel tnis public opinion in ways

which would help to overthrow the myths of readins instruction. The success

of each of these actions would require the active suprort and lobbying efforts

of the peneral public., These plans are all opposed by most readin: professionals,

But since some appear to have chosen to become part of the problem rather than

agents for its solution their oprosition need not be considered as legitimate,
First, a proposal for a Nati-nal Commission on Literacy makes grrat sense.

The previous initiative for this Commission, sponsored by Senator Robert Dole

and ex-Senator George McGovern, died from lack of interest, The idea should

be revived, it is clear, This Commission would be made up of lay persons who 256

have a critical yet disinterestec view of the protlems of teaching children to




. to proper;y teach reading would not be sought by the Commission, howevgr,'from

/FC %

read. The Commi%ion would meet periodically to make recommendations to the

nation as a whole regarding the best way to teach reading after hearing from

L4 )

educational professionals and any other interested parties. Advice as to.how

any reading expert who has vested financial interests in the s.ales of reading

materials used-in schools. It has:become abundantly clear, a't this poiht, that

the ideas of reading educators who profit from the sale of readin; materials
' ' ' potential

may not be impartiai.. The Commissior thus would rule out thesi<conflicts of

interest from all its proceedings,

The reports of this Commission doubtless would be given wide‘publicity >
and dissemination through £He mass media as well as by edﬁcational publications,
fts findines and.recommendations thus would become familiar not Just to reading
professionals and schooi hoard members but tc the mublic as ;\whple. Parents
and other patrons of the Séhobls could~1se the reperts of the Commission as
measurés with which to evaluate the reading practices of their local schoolé.
When these local practices iﬁvolved teaching procedures in violation of Come

mission recommermdations local groups of concerned citizens could lobby their

school boards for redress,

The Cormission could not legally dictate to lbcai schocl bcards the_ways :
they should conduet reading instruction. Howe ver, it could give them usé{ul :
guidelines with which they could make better use of public tax monies, Hﬁw'
this plan could benefit local schools can be easily demonstra‘ed, For yearél
the San Diego school boards have approved of'basal readers for its elemggtanyl
schocls which do not teach phonics in an intensive ranner, As'; result of this
mistake the school boards have had to spend millions of dollars to write and
produce special reading materials that do emphasize the teaching of phoni cs,

These materials are used with children who do not learn to read well with the
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nonintensive phonics gasal readers the boards have adopted.\ Recommendations
from the Com~ission as to what is a preferred method of teaching reading could
have prevented such wasteful, ineffective and unsatisfactorv school board de-

cisions,

The a}ternative to the fofmation of such a high=level recommendatione-
“generating mechanism as the Nationa;.Commission on Literacy is to perpetuate
the seeningly endless debate amonz professors of reading over the issues
presented by tﬁe myvths of reading_instruction. These feadinr nrofessionals g
have maZe little advance toward a sound resolution of these critical rretlems
over the years, Therefore, to éxpect that they will reform their behavicr in
this respect in the near future appéars to be foolish optimisr, Since beth
sides in the current contention over the myths of reading.instruction cannol
give true advice on this matter po classicom teachers, one of these pafﬁies
has to be misinformed. If the prﬁged national Commission of Literacy could
speed un the ma%ing of the decision as to whicﬁ ¢’ the opoosing view: about
these myths is accura‘e and which is irresponsibie, surely the arrival of this
solution is to be welcomed. The advocates of;phonics teaching should have no
apprehension about use of the Commission as an arbitrator in <his icssue, The
mass of docurznted evidénce that sunports the teaching of intensive Thonins
would not be dismiss;d by bsdy of concerned citizens who were willin - to take
a disinterested view of this research, |
Second, the proposal to introduce the element, qQuality of instruct:onal
practice, into teachers' pay schedules, if adopted, would have a salutary
~effect on dispelling the myths of reading instruction. The ﬁerit pay plan
for teachers provides for extra salary for those instructors who carn dercne
strate superior teaching performance, Amoﬁg the aspects of exceptional t«aching

behavior that would be evaluated is the raising of children's reading achievemen:
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beyond that ordinarily attained. In the merit pay for. teachers system there
would be increased incentives for teachers to seek out and use the type of
reading instruction that research hat shown to produce the highest test
} scores; Through this process teachers would soon learn that the .intensive.
. . teaching of phonics is a necessary corponent of the superior reading proéram.
| In the presené?chool circumstances, in which there is no additional pay for
superior teaching, there is no inducement for teachers to identify and employ
the most productive instructional procedures, To the contrary, it is-clear
that teachers in individuval schools wﬂo‘curren:ly produce the least succeszful
achievement recordé in reading are thes who receive the same finanzial rewards

A

as do teachers who are the most successful in this respect. There is no
disadvantage in a monetary sens%zg:iling in the ﬂeaching‘of.reading.

..~ .The merit pay plan exemplifies a diametrically oprosite principle. It
provides monetarvy rewards for teachin- success, With this tenet in mind
teachers doubtless would become more critical 6f the support given by reading .
experts to the ryths of reading instruction. %hey likely would be more sen-
sitive to the-impli:ation of research findings, as a consequence. They would
piace moré confiderce in the recommeniations given by research and less to the

“advice found in the popular_basal reaZer teachers' manuals, The merit pay
plan thuc.is one wa;” to overcome the inertia of tracitional practices and to
lessen the aéoeptan:e of the "eclectic" approach to readin.-instruction.

.The administration of any merit pay plan is said by teachers' organ=
izations to be impossible to conduct fairly. This argument ignores the safe;

_guards that can be built into the plar to ensure that it is carried ouf in a
Jjust manner, For exarmple, teachers' efforts in high-income sehools would not

be judpged ag2inst those in lowe-income schools. The socioceconomic status of

students would be a key element in the plan, Teachers would gain merit 1 pay
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after a review from their peers and administrators from outside the school
' J

district in question, The National Commission on Excell ence in Education1
“believes that“problems in the administration of the merit pay plan can be

resolved., The Commission recommends that it be instituted,

'l

A third change in schooling that would help eliminate the myths. of
:reading instruction would be a restructuring of the way education for our
children is financed. Today the nonpublic school svstem does not have access
to tax monies for its opération."bnly the pubiic schools receive such fi-
nancial aid. This fiscal arfangement for the support of the education of the
nation's children has created a monopoly on educational oppor:iunity for the
public schools. After being ﬁafed for the support of the putlic schools few
paren£s have the addiiiona? means to purchase education for taeir chilcren
from the noapublic school . stem.

As with other enterprises that face no significant corpstition, thé public

educaticnal

school has not believed itself accountable for the quality cf thez@roduct it
produces, especially the development of reading. If a given nublic scheol
provides its students with ineffective reading instruction it nonetheless receijves

t

the same yearly financial aid (and sometimes more) from the federal, _state énd
‘Z;gi;rnﬂents as does the public schoul that teaches reading ir an eflicient ,

manner, On the other hand, if a nonpublic school is found -v its patronﬁlto’g

have a poor record in the teaching of readingit'usually ;oeé out of business, “

Because of the. form of unvarying fiscal support tha the public schools

have enjoyed thev have developed little incentive to seek out and to‘eliwinate
_inefficient practices in reading instruction. They thus are prone to teach

reading in traditional ways, to ignore research findings that;could help them

irprove readipg instruction, and to be unresponsive to negative criticism by

lay citizens who find fault with their practices. As noted, the lack of com-
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petition the public achool must face from the nonpublic school system is yet
another reason why the myths of reading instruction prevail. |

The means to provide this needed competition to the public schools has
been devised; the voucher system, In the voucher system a}l parents of children
of school age would be provided monetary warrants which they in turn would cash
for their children's education at schools of their choice. Nowsif  low=-income
parents believed that the nonpublic schdol system»better served the educational
needs of their children ﬁhev-would be proviQed the financial means needed to
enroll their children in these schools, Now, as never before, children from
low~income {gmilies would have equal opportunity to attend nonpub;ic schools,
Under the voucher system putlic schools would be reguired to convince parents
as to the quality of the education that they offer; rather than basing their
enrollment on the simple expediént of compelling parents to send their children
to then.

This plaﬁ to give paren?* of low income.eQual opportunity to choose the
education of their children,:and not restrict this privilege to affluent
farilies, unfortunately has had vigorous opposition from teacher organizations,
Tt is not surprising that the public school as a monopolistic enterprise will
not voluntarily give up the special sta’us it has eained throuch the exclusive

however,
educational controls that it emplovs., As might be expected,l}n : efforts to
dismiss the worthiness of the voucher plan tne defenters of the public schools'
right to exercise exéiusive domain in eoucation have come up with arguments
that can'be easily refuted. They believe that the voucher system violates that
part of Am:ndment 1 of the Constitution that reads, "Congregé shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion.," The warrants in the voucher system

would he paid out of state monies. The federal government contributes very

little to this fund, in any event. The opponents of the voucher system have
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Aever explained how this plan would bring into efﬁect the estaﬁlishment of

a8 national religion to which all citizens would have to belong, it is charged
fprther that only the.public school system graduates stu&ents who are vigorous
d;fenders of democratic principles. There is no evidence that can be cited,

t however, that nonpublic school gradua es are any less committed to the pro-
tection of the Constitution thar. are their public school-gounterparts. Then
it ié said that the vouéﬁer plan would create schools that were racially im-
balanced, The facts are that ai present the nonpublic school system is more

I
balanced racially than are the public schcols, . Parents in general are too

stupid and 1nd1fferent about their ctildren's futuji: to choose a proper edue -
cation for them, the opponents of the voucher plaéZcoztend. This is an
egregiously. elitist slur on the capzbilities of citizens in a democrat;c
societf. This aspersion 1is so outrageous tha* it falls of its own weight,
Opponents of thefﬁoucher sysier warn s;ciety that the impiementation.of
this plan would resul% in public schcols filled with children who hac been
minerity or those
.rejected by the nonpﬁblzc schools, Supposedly these would be cnlldreEZylth
learning and behav1oqal handicaps tha: the nonpubliz schools would refuse to

racially balanced schools,and
enroll, The voucher $lan provides fer/substantial extra payment for the edu-

cation of children whd are educationaily handicazped in any way. It realiges

that it takes signifi:gptly more mone; tc educate students who have ohysical
\ .

and psvchological probléw: than children who are normal, Accordingly, the

voucher plan would bring sizably more money into the entire educational system

now
than 1t4receives. Thus, fr by any chance handicanped children were dumped

' "* to the public school systém as a result of the voucher systerm, as is now
~+0claimed, the public schools would be amply recorpensed for their attendance,
| Since special education would\be granted superior funding under the voucher

plan it is more likely, however, that adejuate numbers of qualified nonpublic
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schools woulc come into being to attend to the needs of the educationally handicapped

child, The vast reserve of qualified yet unemployed teachers in our nation

R to '
N, at present would doubtless rush in&staff these special schools,

\E\ The main objections to the voucher plan suggest that they are based on
.; . concerns about education that are self-serving, That is, it is the fear of .
| the public schools that they wculd be forced to compete for students,and to mad
the special efforts that meeting such competition would entail,that is at the
heart of their opposition. The public schools denounce this as’ an unjust
intrusion on their traditional rights to dominate educational opportunity in
the nation, The proponents of the voucher plan, on the other hand, insist tha*
only through this challenge to the public schools will American edu-ation as
a whole be reformed and improved, |

Conclusions ‘
-ne establishment and implementaion of any of these three propesals, a

National Commission of Literacy, merit pay for superior teaching, and the
voucher plan for financing children's education, in which parents would have
free choice of schools, doubtless would have a'positive effect on the dissipa‘ion
of the m-ths of reading instruction. Working together these thrre reforms could -
not only effectively dispose of the -: myths that have lonz placued the teaching
of reading. As well, this three-pronged act of reform wculd h:lp to prevent
future mrths: from coming into place and exert{ng influence znd control on
the teaching of reading,
The final questionsto ask are: Are these three reforms feasible? Are

they workable and just? Would their Jreation and execution be economically

. reasonable? Is there a vitel need for their formulation? The answer to all
these queries is yes., There is historical precedent for the idea of a kational
Comrission of Literacy. The National Commission of kxcellence in wducation in

1"+ "as endorsed the merit pay for teachers plan., The Reagan adrinistration
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is enthusiastic about the merits of the woucher system. These three propesals
thus have respectablity, legitimacy and feasiblity. They represent reforms
that are badly needed around which lay citizens, and it is to be hoped, reading

r‘professionals'shquld rally to help rid the reading programs of our schools

of practices based on uncritically exarined beliefs.,
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Bibliography of Reviews of Research on Phonics

in reading
The Tollowing references to the merit }of phonicqz?ith

'0

a few exceptions are @@Btical surveys of the experimental evidence that was
“available on this topic previous to the date each particular survey was
published, There are only a few of the references to follow tha: are exe

Maggs & Mazgs,197
ceptions to this rule, (Beck, 1979; Becker, 1977; Cane % Smithers, l977;[?erfetti,'

1977a; Stebhirs, 1977; Veber, 1683; Doerrinr, et al., 1981)._
,:Although these few references are reports of research,and not surveys of

experimental studies,they deserve a place in this biblioeraphy. 'They cite
large-scale studies which compared the effects of intensive as versus non-
intensive phonics teaching on a school(s)-to-school(s) basis, or with other
relatively oversized pﬁpulations of suhiects,

It is clear that some of the references to follow offef more explicit
endorsements of'the tearhing of phonics than do others, W“hile all of the
references given below cite research evidence that points to the importance
of phonics in reading, many do not refer to any recom~ended form of instruction
that showid be given for the inculcation iﬁ children ef this infcrmation,
Chall's three reviews of the research, given below, are examples of surveys
which in?icate thai intensive, direct, systematic anc early teaching of
phonics is the preferred approach in heginning reading instruction, On the
other hand, it is notable that Levy in her survey refers onlv to the fact
that research indicates the positive effects that phonics knowleige has
on the acquiéition of reading comprehension, It is judged reasonable to

" combine thé information that can be gained from these two kinés of surveys
of the research, first the surveys that con:lude that phonics in important.
in readiné, and second, the ones that conclude that}?itensive , direct

teaching of phonics is the preferred approach.
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For several reasons the surveys of the pertinent research on phonics

provide a more valid source of information about the relative merits of phonics

than would an inspection of the individual studies made on this issue, The

| findings of individ€al otuddes of phonics at times have been fcund to disagree

with one another, A survey of these studies can ascertain to what extent

there are common conclusions about phonics in the resgarch lit;}ature. Indiv-
iduai stucdies of phonics vary in the quality éf their design, rarnagerent, ani.
interpretation of findings.’ Critical surveys of these studies tend to accent
for their purposes only the studies that demonstrate superior methodological
qualities, Individual studies can be misleading in that they ir'clve relatively
small or nonrepresentative pcoulations of children, Surveys of individual

studies in effect can comhine these smaller groups of suhfects and accordingly

make judgments based on larger numbers or better samples of chiliren as.a whole,
)

'An individual studv of phonics is usually made by a scholar or sc-olars in a

single academic field, e.g., educzaticn, psychology, or linsuistics. Surveys
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of these investigations can compare the findings of scholarly inquiry of

phonics done by academicians® in various areas of expertise.’ The less-than-

perfect results of individual pieces of published research on phonics often

- are excused by authors as a consequence of the self-imposed or accidental

limitations of their study's desizn. Surveys of research seek to conform to
more rigorous standards of julgment. As a consequence they are often moti-
vated to question whether to findings of certain flawed“individual studies
have any merit whatsoever. ‘

As well, some individual reports of studies of phonics appear in journals
which teachers ordinarily read; some 6o not. Surveys of these studies can
bring to teachers' awareness research inforration about phonics about which
they likely would be unaware. It is Qpparent tha* not all authors of iﬁdiv-
idual studies of phonics seem aware of all the pertinent.evidence on their
subject. Those.yho conduct.the critical reviews of this rescarch are more
likely to be acduainted_with the global nature of this information. Often
ihe readers of individual pieces of phonics research find these studies difficult
to comprehend, interpret, and judge critically. Those who make surveys of these 3
studies for professignal'ﬁoufnals or hooks generallv are more exverienced anﬁ
skilled in understanding and interpreting educational research,

In short, a more adequate judgment of the relative merits of phonics can
be made if one can say, "I am fariliar with x number of surveys of the research
on the topic," than if one can say, "I Know W2?; pieces of research say about
this issue," It is nd;ihpossible, of course, to prevent those who critically
revicd the research onlphonics to "stack the deck" .. so as;to select from
tois body of experimental stuéies only those that conform to some predetermined

conciusion that a reviewer has made about this subject. This kind of survey

of the empirical ev.dence in the lonz run rarely survives, however, to become

26
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a highly-regarded or well-accepted source of information for teachers and
future scholars. To the.contra:y,the weaknesses of a biased or slipshod
review of the research generally are soon exposed and the review in question
discredited., This eventualiii usually occurs as a result of the traditional

) . academic competition among'scholars to discover such valnerable surveys of the
resea~ch and to display their inadequacies, This form of academic discipline

iﬁzgje:cholars, one on. the other,has helped maintain a desirable level of quality

in the reviews made of the relative value of phonics, It thus is safe to say
that the following reviews are the best sources of judgment about phonics that
are now available,

It is seen that the surveys of research in the list of references to
fellow endorse the use of phonics. While the reading experts, whose
critiques of the resdarch are given here, regard phonics as essential to
readin- development, they do not view it as the single kind of ~ informaticn
needed for this purpose; To the contrary, thev emphasize equally strongly
that pronics is only one means to the ultimate goal of teaching reading: to
help children gain Pnderstaﬂding of the meanings of orinted material. As
irportant as phonics, they stress, is attention given in readin~ instruction
to the develepment of thinking skills, such as inference and the ability to
r2alize the sequential relationship of information, Mény of tnese critics 6?
the rese=arch thus Vieﬁ reading_as an interactive process in which ﬁhe child
uses phonics kn;wledge and higher-order thinking in a com“ined manner to pro-

- vide for automatic word recognition as well ac the comprehension of sentences

and longer passages of written discourse.




Adams, M. J, Failures to comprehend and levels of processi'ng in reading. :_of'"

in R, J. Spiro; B. C. Bruce & W, F, Brewer (Eds.), Theoretical issues

in reading comprehension, Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1980,

Research indicates that "children who have been taught to read

without due emphasis on the mechanics of decoding are found to be at

. a disadvantage in the long run" (p. 15).
- iAdams, M. Jo Anderéon, R, C, &% Durkin, D. Beginning reading: theory and

practice, In C. M. McCulloch (Ed,), Inchworm, inchworm: persistent problems

in reading education, Newark, DE: International Reading Association, 1960,

Studies indicate thai "readers must identify words autormatically.
Beginners, however, are still working on that requirement, To assist them,
phonics is taught,"..."Although some might take it for granted that children

get sufficient and prolonged practice in decoding, classroom obscrvaticns

reveal something else" (p. 15L).

Allport, A, Word recognition in reading. 1In P, A, Kolers; M. E. irolstad &

H. Bouma (%ds.), Processing of visible language. New York: Plenum, 1979,

Research shows that "phonological coding in reading provides addi-
tional temporary storage after lexical access, until the meaning'of larger -

syntactic units, phrases and sentences, has been satisfactorily analyzed"

(po' 232)0
Balruth, M. The roots of phonics. ‘“lew York: McGraw-Hill; 1982,

"The simple fact is that, for those who are learning to read and

spell, phonics is the inescapable essence of everv word" (p. 2).

Banks, W, P,; Oka, E, & Shpgarman, S. Recoding of printed words to internal
speech: does recoding come before lexical access? in O, J. L. Tzeng &

H. Singer (Eds.), Perception of print. Hillsdalé, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1981,

The evidence indicates that "speech recoding seems to ‘be one mechanism
by which words are kept available for short periods." "Research on speech
recoding in reading...gives, we think, very good evidence tha® inner speech

is an %2gortant part of mental processing in noermal reading" (p. 167).
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Baron, J., Mechanisms for pronouncing printed words: use and acquisition. In

D, LaBerge & S, J, Samuels (Eds,), Basic processes in reading: perception

and comprehension. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1977.

"Orthographic rules are important in fluent reading. Their avail-
ability is helpful in reading words out loud. Given this, it is likely
that they are just as helpful in converting print into the kind of surface
phonological representation that seems useful when shorﬁ-term‘memory is
required." "We have shown so far only that he [fhe child| must learn
them @onics ruleE éventuall_v if he is to have a full battery of reading
skills" (p. 20L). "Aside from such empirical evidence, there are- practical
arguments for the importance of IEponiQE} riles in early learning. The

' most convincing of these is the fact that the beginning reaier who knows
the rules can in essence teath himself t& read" (p. 205).
Barron, R, W, Access to the manings of printed words: some implications for

reading and learning to read. In F. B. Murray (&d.), The recoznition of

words, Newark, DE: International Reading Association, 197C.
The evidence suggests "that phonetic recoding plays 2 c;itical role-
in the comprehension of printed connected discourse by providiqg thé reader
with a strategy fo: maintaining in memory the wording of, for example, a
sentence long enough for that sentence to be comprehended" (r. 36).
Barron, R, W, Development of visual word recognition: a review., In G. E.

Mackinnon % T, G, Waller (Eds.), Reading Research: advances in theory and

ractice, volumd 3. New York: Academic, 1981, °

"There appears to be evidence challenging the adeguacy of-theories of
word recognition that are based upon wholism at the feature level, par-

*

ticularly when the unit of processing is a word" (p. 1L7),
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"Children who ate having trouble acquiring reading skill seem to be
specifically deficient in their use of print-to-sound translation pro-
cedures" (p, 145), "Programs which emphasize analytic spelling-to-sound
translation strgtegies (e.g,, Phonics) seem to be the most successful in |

teaching word recognition to the widest}variety of children" (p., 148)

Barron, R, ®», Reading skill and reading strategies. In A, lesgold and C,

.Perfet:i (Eds.),-Interactive processes in reading. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaur, 1981,

"Tne available evidence suggests that the less ski}led_readers...are
primarily-deficient in their use of a phonographic strategy" (p. 321).

Bateman, B, Teaching reading to learning disabled and other hand-to-teach

childres. In L, B, hesnick & P, A, Weaver (Eds.), Theory and practice

of early reading, volume l. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979;

The research indicates that "Like other children, they [ibe learning
disahléi]fdo need to be taught the separate, or at least separable, skills
of decoding sound-symbol correspondences."”

Bateman, B, A commeniary on John's critique of Gurren and Hughes's study:
measuri... the effects of intensive phonics vs, gradual phonics in begin-
ning reading, In L, M, Gentile; M, L Kamil & J, S. Blanchard (&ds.),

Readins research revisited, Columbus: Charles E., Merrill, 1982,

nes thefrny children in this country today who do not learn to read
well easily, the evidence is abundantly clear that their chances would have
been far better had they had more early phonics instruction, Gurren and

Hughes's review is a good example of that evidence" (p. 111),
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Beck, I, L., Reading problems and instructional practices. In T. G, Waller &

G. E. Mackinnon (Eds.), Reading research: advances in theory and practice,

volume 2, New York: Academic, 1981,

"The independent conclusions of these prominent researchers are re-

’l

- markably similar as they both point out that: (1) there is evidence that
a code~emphasis approach teaches the word recognition aspect of reading
more effectively, and (2)...there is no evidence that it inhibits com-

prehensien" (p. 7h),

Beck, I. L. What do we know about teaching and learning in urban schools?

"

St. Louis: Central Midwestern Regional €ducational Laboratpry, 1979.

A : The code-emphasis method produces the best results.

\ ‘Beck, I. L. & McCaslin, E. 5. An analysis of dimensions that affect the

development of code-breaking in eight beginning reading programs.

Pittsburgh: University of Pitisburgh learning Research and Development
Center, 1977. |
Jeanne Chall's judgment, from a survey of the research, that phonics
K intensive reading approaches are superior to look-say methods "was a
\ well-organized and insightful interpretation of a massive amount of
data" (p. 5). It follows that "the primary objective of beginning
\ reading is the acquisition of word attack skills and word recognition
abilities" (p. 7).
\ Becker, W, C. Teathing reading and languass. to the disadvantaged--what we

have learned from field research, Harvard Educational Review, 1977,

_,:11, 518'5’43 .

The direct instruction model, DISTAR, which emphasizes phonics "has

demonstrated that children from low-income homes can be taughp gt a rate

i

sufficient to bring them up on most achievement measures to national norms
by the end of third grade" (p. 5L0).
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Berliner, D. C. & Rosenshine, B. The acquisition of knowledge in the classroom. ]
21

In R, C. Anderson; R, J. Spiro & W. E. Montague (Eds.), Schooling and the

acquisition of knowledge. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1977,

Research shows that "the classroom behavior of the successful teacher
is characterized by direct instruction, whereby students are brought into
contact with the curriculum materials and keot in contact with them until

the requisite knowledge is acquired" (p. 393).

In D, D, W
Duane & M, B, Rawson (Eds.), Reading, perception and language, Balt.more:
, : /

Calfee, R, C. Memory and cognitive skills in readinc acquisition,

JYork{ 1975, y
Siudies show that "the acquistion of deeoding skills is oné of the
Primary géals of beginning reading instruction.ﬁ The child "has to'learn
certain basic symbol/sound correspondences fror. the set that form the
alphabetic foundation of English writing" (p. 60).
Calfee, R, C. & Drum, P, A, learning io read: theory, research and

practice, Curriculum Inquiry, 1978, 8, 183-249.

"We have examined typical research put forward in support of
the 'decoding but not comprehending'position, and found it actually
» supports the opposite position.* "We have yet to encounter a student

who could decode fluently but failed to comprehend ™ (p. 238).
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Cane, B, % Smithers, J. The roots of reading: a study of twelve infant schools

in deprived areas. London: National Foundation for Educational Research, 1971.
The major diff"erence between successful and unsuccessful schools in
reading d evelopment "was the lack of systematic instruction in the unsuc-
cessful schools. Thqre was a considerable neglect of phonics" here (p. 75).
Carnine, D, % Silbert J. Direct instruction reading, Columbus: Charles E, Mérrill,
1979.

“The various findings suggést that good comprehenders decode accurately,
rapidly, and use context cues, The implication is that training should foster
accurate, rapid, and context-related decoding" (p. 26L),

Carroll, J. B. & Walton, ¥, Has the reel reeding brablum bin lade bear? Eummary
c;mments on the theory and practice of early reading. In'L, B, Resnick &

P. A, Weaver (Eds.), Theory and practice of early reading, volume 3,

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979, BN
{ N

"The weight of evidence favors the positive:recommentation that children

should expliciti b taught to convert print to speech in beginning reading

instructicen" (p, 328).
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Chall, J. S. Learning lo read: the great debate. New York: thraw-Hill 1967, \Qi!;ﬁ

The phonics approach (code-emphasis) "producqs better rasvlts; at least
up té the point where sufficient evidence séems to be available, the end
of the third grade. The results are ﬁetﬁer,"not «aly in terms of the
mechanical aspects of literacyhalone, as'ﬁas'once supposed, but~also in

terms of the ultimate goals>of reading instruction--comprehension and

possibly even speed of reading" (p. 307).
Lo : i, W . o |
Chall, J. S, The great debatefpten years later, with a modest promnosal for

reading stages. In L. B, Resnick & P, A, Weaver (Eds. ) Theory and practice

of early reading, volume 1. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979,
"Would my conclusions regarding‘the venefits of code-amphééis be the
same today--after 10 more years of research? I would tend to say yes, since

I do not see any viable data.to diséonfirm it" (p. 33).

Chall, J. S. Leafning to pead: the great debate (second editlon)

New York: HcGraw-Hill 1983,

"Thé ressarch evidence from the clagsroom, the clinic and the
nowaCode= .

alse —
laboratory ic e stronge;(for/em,hasxs than it was in 1967" (p. 37). ﬁg w
‘ Qohen, Ko M. Eye activity in the study of the reading process, In F, B; Murray gg
¥ ' _ ) . > !
. (Ed:), Models of éfficient reading., Newark, DE: International keading =
o
Association, 1978. é
Notes that fmuch evidence has been accumulated:to deronstrate sub- E;;
. . - Ak
(e a)

- Vocalizing activity during reading, even in the mature reader""(p. 22).

| *Crutpenden, A. Language in infancy and childhood, New York: St. Martxn's, 1979.

Research supports the idea that "decoding to sound is involved in the

3

. | rarly stages of reading; that is, that the child needs to say the words in

order to get meaning from the printed text" (p, 1L5).” b

Danks, Jo He & Pears, K, Oral reading: does it reflect decoding or comprehension?

In L, B. Resnick and P, A, Weaver (xds.), *heory and practice of early

‘reading, volume 3. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum,1979.
The evidence regarding the likelihood that phoniecs teaching causes
i ' word-éalling indicaﬁes that “there ig considerable dispute..,over.whether -

~ word callers readily exist and over what the criteria should be for so
' /"ﬁ_ﬁ/"" a clu/d”(,a\&]z_ 3




’6

A

\
Desberg, P, & Berdiarsky, B, Word attack skills: review of literature. Los

Alamitos, CA: Southwest Regional iaboratory for Educational Reszarch

and Development, 1970.

The revelant findings from,rer{grch are "that: a) letter cues, and not
whole-word shape cues, are the basis\py wnich non-readers and beginning
readers recognize words; and"b);trainfng in making grapheme=phoneme

\

associations has more transfer ?alue thén does whole-word training" (p. 63).

\
\

Diederich, P.. B, kesearch 1960-1970 :on methods and materials in reading,

7 . o . . . . . ‘\
Princeton, NJ: kducational Testing Service, 1973..
. . )
"One of the few conclusions of reading research in which we can have
a high degree of confidence is that earlier and more systematic instruction

in phonics is essential" (p. 7).

\
Coehring, ﬁ. G.; Trites, R. L.; Patel, P, G. & Fiedorowicz, C. A. M.

Peadinr dicabilities, New York: Academic, 198l.

L}

<

" "Previous research had sug-ested that reading comprehension was limited
by p;or word-reading skills in all types of reading disabilities" (p. 115).
This book is the report of scbres of 88 subjects on 31 different reading
teqté, Tﬁe correlations found between oral reading and sentence compre=-
hension "were iﬁ the .80-.90 range" (g. 79).

Downing, J. &- Leong, C. K. Psychology of reading. New York: Mac-illan, 1982,

"The complimentary findings ~suggest that facility in decoding and
extraction of word meaning are related., Less skilled .omprehenders are

deficient or inefficient in the utilization of decoding skills" {p. 313).

Dykstra, R. Research in reading,

In C. C. Walcutt, et ai., Teéching Reading,
New York: Macmillan, 1974, |

t

Children.taught intensive phonics "tend to do somewhat better than
Pupils enrolled in meaning-emphasis (delayed gradual phonics) programs

in reading comprehension at the end of the first grade,

276
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2.4




215

gsecond« and third-grade pupils in code-emphasis [ﬁponiégl instructional
programs area least as capable in reading comprehension as those whose
instruction has been characterized by delayed gradual phonics instruciion"
- (p. 397). |
= - Ehri, L. C, Linzuistic insight: {hreshold of reading acquisition. InT. G,
Waller & G. E. Mackinnon (#ds.), Reading research: advances in theory and

volume 1,

practice,” New York: Academic, 1979,

From research "it is apparent that phonological segmentation and
reading ability are closely related" (p. 97).
Enri, L. C. The development of orthographic images. In U. Firth (Ed.),

Cognitive processes in spelling. New York: Academic, 19Y0.

The research indicates that the task of beginning readers "is to
assimilate the word's printed form to its phonological structure" (p. 313).
Fowler, C. A. Pnonological coding in beginning reading. In N. L. Kamil and

A. J. Yoe (Eds.), heading research: studies and applications. Clerson, SC: .

wational Reading Conferénce, 1979.
esearch bears out the fact that "the child has to learn explicitly

what he already knows tacitly-~namely that words are seguences of phonol-
orical segments"” (p. 291).
Fowler, C. A, Some aspects of language perception by eve. In O. J. L. Tzeng

% H, Singer (Eds.), Perception of print, Hillsdale, WJ: Lawrence urlbaum; 19:

"Studies suggest that children do expléit the spelling~to-sound route
of access to the lexicon in their reading" (p. 188). Research also verifies
that "the sound system must be critically involved in thg reading process
independently of level of reading skill" (p. 18L). Thus., "holistic assoce
jation of a written word to a 3poken word would seem to have litile to rece

commend it" (p. 185). Studies also show that "phonetic or phonological

units are normally involved in the procedures surrounding the memory and

»

"
5 comprehension of ltext (p. 193), 91




Gibson, E. J. Theory=based research on reading and its implications for instruc-

tion, In J. B. Carroll & J. S. Chall (Eds.), Toward a literate society.

New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975,
Research says that “the heart of learning to read ;ould seem to be
. the process of mapping written words and letters to the spoken language"
- (p. 298), N .f

Gibson, E. J.4 levin, H, The psvchology of reading. "smbridge, MA: MIT, 1975,

‘Studies on decoding indicate that it "mus. become smooth and automatic
hefore attention can be stronglv concéhtrated on the meaning to be extracted" .

(p' 378)0
Glushko, R. J. Principles for pronouncing print: the psychology of phonography.

In A, M. Lesgold & C. A, Perfetti-(kds.), Interactive processes in readiny.

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1931.

Based on research findings "it seems undeniable that phonic or

analytic instruction works for beginning readers" (p. 80).

Golinkoff, R.'M. A comparison of reacing comprehension processes in good and

poor readers. Realing Research Guarterly, 1975-1976, 11, 623-659,

This review of the research found that good readers "seem to have
automatized basic decoding skills" (p. 653).

Golinkoff, R. M, Critique: phonemic awareness skills and rearling achievement,

In F. B, Murray % J, Pikulski (Eés.) The accuisition of reading.
Baltimore: University Park, 1978.

Found that "phonemic awareness skillse=both analysis and symthesise=-
have been shown in a number of studies to be predictive of early and extended
reading achievement" (p, 38). They"bear a clear relationsﬁip to the reading

skill" (p. 39).
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Gough, P, B. One second of reading. In J. F. Kavanagh & hattingly, I. G, (kds. ),

Languape by ear and by eye. Cambridge, MA: MIT, 1972.

Investigations indicate that the Lr'n_aturj Reader is a decuder, the
child must become one" (p. 3L8).
Gough, P, B, & Cosky, M, J, One second of reading again, In ll, J, Castellan;

BRI Do B, Pisoni & G, R, Potts (Eds.), Cognitive theory, volume 2. Hillsdale,

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1977,

Analysis of the research indicates that "the letter-by-letter hypothesis
is the strongest (i.e., thg cleanest and richest) idea anvone has had about
word recongnition, In our view, it has not been done in, for most of its
wounds have been superficial and easily treated" (p, 282)

- Great Britain Department of Education and Science, A lanpuage for life (The

Bullock Report). London: HMSO, 1975.
Experts in Great Britain's survey of the evidence -found that "competence

in phonics is essential both for attacking unfariliar words and for fluent

readirz" (p. 88).

“
1

Groff, P, Phonics: whv and how, Morristown, LJ: General Learning, 19 7.

97- "Phonics teaching does, in fact, offer the child significant help in

learning to read and spell, The research on the teachins of reacinc

makes this clear" (pe L),

Gurren, L & Hurhes, A, Intensive pnonics vs, gradual. phonics in beginning
’ -

reaéinp: a review. In L, M, Gentile; M, L, ¥amil & J, S, Blanchard

(Eds.), Readin- research revisited, Columbus: Charles E, Merrill, 1983,

"Since the results of this comprehensive and objective review of
rigorously controlled research indicate that a gradual pﬁonics avproach
is siénificantly less effective than an intensive phonics approach in
beginning reading instruction, the authors recommend that an intensive
‘phonetic! approach be generally accepted as one of the most essential

"compcnents of a good reading program' (p. 92).
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Outhrie, J. T. Reading comprehensions processes and instruction. 1In J.. T,

21§

Guthrie (Ed.), Cognition, curriculum, and comprehension. Newark, DE:

International Reading Association, 1977,

The. investigations note that "a frequent and efficient method for-
understanding written materials is to decode the print .into spoken language"
The research regmphasizes “éhe fact that reading comprehension usually
requires decoding" (p. 285),

‘Guthrie, J. T., et al, A study of the locus and nature of reading problems in

the elementary school. Newark, DE: International Reading Association, 1976.
Survey of "first grade studdis illustrated that skill-based instruction
which emphasizes decoding hac an edge in efficiency over language-based

approaches" (p. 120), "Low achievers seem to be inferior to higher achievers

on: decoding accuracy, decoding speéd" (p. 130). Accordingly, "écquisition
of proficient decoding represents the major problem in aarly stages of
reading" (p. 117).

Guthrie, J. T.; Martuza, V, % Seifert, M. Impacts of instructional time in
reading. In L. B, Resnick &% P, A, Weaver (Eds.), Theory and practice of

volume 3. :
earlv reading,( Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erltaum, 1979,

The findings of research "validated one feature of many exemplary

reading programs, a consideratle devotion of time to teaching the basics

of reading" (p. 175),

Hencerson, L. Orthogranhy and word recognition in reading. New York: Academic,

1982,
Studies indicate ®hat look-say methods lead to an early acgaisition

of a small sight vocabulary and then little progress beyond this" (p. 166).

Henderson, Lgi! ¢ & Chard, J, The reader's implicit knowledge'of orthographic

structure, In U, Firth (Ed.), Cognitive processes in spelling. New York:

Academic, 1980,
"There is a fair amount of evidence that phonological recoding presents -

much of the difference in reaiing acquisition" (p. 97).
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Holland, J. G, Analysis of behavior in reading instruction. In L. B, Resnick &

P, A, Weaver (Eds.) Theory and practice of early reading, volume 1. Hillsdale,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979. | |

The research makes it "clear that intensive, systematic decoding programs

"

7/
programs" (p. 2,37,
\]

Hume, C. Readﬂng retardation and multi-sensory teaching. London: Routledge &

Kegan ,%{1, 1981,

Research’ in this field suggests that "an application of phonics

enables a child to utilize this knowledge by suptlying a stirategy 1or
translating written langu;ge into its spoken form.- This allows new words to
be deciphered; self-instruction may take place." Without phonics "each new
word must be learnt as a unique éntity, greatly increasing the load on
memory" .(p. 36). "An impairment in accessing the lexicon via a phonological

route may provide an ‘explanation for the retarded reader's problem" (p., 169).

Jenkins, J, J, & Pany, D, Instructional variables in reading comprehension,

In J. T. Guthrie (Ed.), Comprehension and teaching: research reviews,

Newark, DE: International Reading Association, 1981,
~ "Most reading authorities agree that some level of decoding proficiency
is necessary for adequate reading comprehension," in other words, that

"inefficient decoding can detract from comprehensicn" (p. 173).

Johnson, D, D, & Baumann, J, F, Word {dentification, In P, D, Pearson (Ed.).
Handbook of reading research, Mew York: Longman, 198L.

The research {ndicates that "programs emphasising early, reasonably
intensive phonics instruction produce readers who are more proficient at
word pronunciation than prog..ms emphasizing meaning. see The message is
cleart 1f you want to improve word-identification ability, teach phonics®

Q (PO 59’4)0 . 28[

result in better re,a/difn'g”a\chievement than do other kinds of beginning reading -
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Johnson, G. D, & lefton, L. A. Reading comprehension: essential skills are not

sufficient, In D.'F. Fisher & C. W, Peters (Eds.),_Comprehension and

the competent reader. New York: Praeger, 1981,

"In summary, it appears that poor decoding skills can contribute

significantly to poor comprehension" (p. 120).

)
Jorm, 4. P & Share, D, L. An invited article: phonological recoding and

reading acquisition., #pplied Psvcholinguisties, 1983, L, 1C3-1L7.

"Oﬁr review of the available evidence leads us to conclude that
phonolozical recoding plays a critical role in helping the chilé-become
a skilled reader" (p. 137). "Phonological recoding is vital to the
acquisition of reading skill, because it acts as a self-teachinz
ﬁechanism which enables the child to learn to identify words visually"
(p, 139), "The evidence frorm classroom and laboratory research favours
initial instructicnal programs which emphasize the acquisition cf the '
alphabetic code" (p. 139). "We propose that such programs give children
a self-teaching mechanism which permits them to decode new words

independently” (p. 138).
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Juola, J, F,, et al. What do children learn when they learn to read? In L. B,

Resnick & P. A Weaver (Eds.); Theory anc practice of ear}y reading, volume
2. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979,
| Inquiries make clear that "beginnirg students of reading must be taught-

the left-to-right ordering of the letters and words in the text;and(thair
sometimes arbitrary relationships to the spoken languace, Tﬁus; th
teaching of rgading is focused mainly or the acguisition of basic stual_
recognition and decoding skills" (p. 91),

Kinsbourne, M, Looking and listening strateries and beginning reading. 'IQ'

J. T. Guthrie (Ed.), Aspects of read1ng acjuisition. Baltimore: Johns

Hopkms University, 1976,
A review of the evidence that says that "beginning reading iS‘decodihg
visual symbols into their auditory-verbal’referents,' Grapheme-phoneme
\ I e ® \ 4

correspondéﬂee-{s the crit1ca1 unit" (p. 1L7).

Kintsch, W, Concerning the marriaze of research and practice in beginning reading.

In L. B. Resnick & P. A, Weaver (Zds.), Theory and practice of ea&ly reading,
volume 1. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum,l979.
The evidence indicates that "obviously, decoding here E_n beginning

reading) it erucial" (p. 327).

Layton, J. R, lhe psvchology g{)learning_tg read, New York: Acadenic, 1979.
The research tells that phonics is one of the "truly independent

techniques...that will serve children into adulthood™ (p. 126).,
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Lesgold, A, M, % Curtis, M. E. learning to read words efficiently. In A, M,

Lesgold & C. A, Perfetti (Eds.), Interactive processes in reading,

Hillsdale, NJ: lawrence Erlbauh, 1981,

"There is=n6 evidence to substantiate any strong claim that children
having trouble learning to read will, if taught in phonics-loaded program,

become ‘word callers' " {p. 357).

.Lesgold, A, M & Perfetti, C. A, Interactive processes in reading: where do we

stand? In A. M, Lespold & C, A, Perfetti (Eds,), Interactive processes in

readine. Hill§6ale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1981,

Investigations have found that "speech processes are important for
‘beginning reading because the child must ‘learn to map print to speech

. . ‘, sounds" (p. L0?),

S. D, Fokkema & R, Glaser (Eds), Coenitive psvchology and instruction,

New York: Plenum, 1978,

An exayination of the research indicates that "ph-neric representation
is important in reading, largely because it acts as a good memory repre=
sentation from thch message comprehension can occur" (p. 127). "Speech
recoding is useful when details of the presented message must be held in
memorv to complete a comprehension task...or when memory for detail is

required" (p. 1i3),

Liberman, ‘A, M.; Mattingly, I. E, % Turvey, M, T. Language codes and memory codes.

In A, W, Melton & E, Martin (Eds.), Coding processes in human memory.

Washington: V, H, Winston, 1972,

Experiments have shown that "when language is p}esented ortho-
graphically to the subject's eyes, the information seems to be recoded into
phonetic form." It is clear "on the basis of considerable avidence" that

- "the information can be stored (and dealt with) more efficiently in phonetic

form" (ps 327).

Levy, B, A, Speech procéssing during reading. In A, M. Lesgold; J, W, Pellegrino-
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Liberman, I. Y., et al. Phonetic segmentation and recoding in the beginning

.-reader, In A, S, ﬁeber & D, L._Scarborough (Eds,.), Toward a psychology Ei
reading, New York: John Wiley, 1977, | |

From the research it can be seen that "by converting print to speech
the beginning reader gains two advantages: he can read words he has never
seen before, and he can, as he reads, fully exploit the primary language
processes of which he is already master" (p. 223), _ Thére is "the possibility
that working fror a phonelic base is natg?al and necessary.if the reader,..
is to take advantage of the primary 1anéuage.processes that are so deep in
his experience and, indeed, in his biology" (p. 216). |

Liberman, I, Y. % Shankweiler, D. Speeéh, the alphébgt, and teaching to read,

reading, volume 2, Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979,

The evidence shows that "the child's.fundamental task in learning to
read is to construct a link between the arbitrary signs of print and speech"
(p. 110). These "readers must realize that speech can be segmented into
phonemes, and they must know how many phonemes-the words in their vocabulary
contain and the order in which they occuf." Then, "they must know that the
letter symtols represen: phonemes" (p. 111),
Liberman, I. Y., et al, Steps toward literacy; a linguistic approach., In P, .,

levinson & C, Slean (Eds,), Auditory processing and language, iiew

York: Grune and Stratton, 1980.

"Despite widely varying school populations...and quite diverse experi-
mental procedures, each of these studies shows a high ané significant cor-
relation between success in phoneme segmentation and early reading akility”

(p. 197).
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Liberman, I, Y.;. Liberman, A, M.; Mattingly, I. G, % Shankweiler, D, Ortho- g

graphy and the beginn}ing reader. In J, F, Kavanagh & R. L, Venezky (kds,),

Orthography, reading, and dyslexia., Baltirore: University Park, 1980,

"There is, then, considerable support for the assertion that..;poor
readers do not rely as much on a phonolqgical_strategy'as good readers do,"
The evidence indicates that "failure to use the phonology properly may be ‘

a cause, a8 s well as a correlate, of poor reading" (p. 153),

lovett, M, W, Reading skill and its development: theoretical and empirical

considerations, " In G, E, Mackinnon & T, G, Waller (Eds,), Readin: research:
) /

advances .in theory and practice, volume 3. New York: Academic, 1981.

Exberimental data indicate that "all reading behavior must b_enmoo‘eled
along a continuum which encompasses woth the minimal skills of earliest
acquisition and the consumate product of adult fluency" (p. 29). The qata
"clearly demonstrate the continuity between the early [readin§] behavier

and its mature form" (p. 28).

—_———— -9

Maggs, A. & Maggs, R. K. Direct instruction research in Australia, Journal

of Special Education Technology, 1979, 2, 26=3L.

An eight-year study of Pirect Instruction in reading, the phonics
intensive Distar program, indicated that "thé results e:géeeded the
usnal expectatiohs hel” for these populations E:f pupil'sj in relation
‘to academic and intellectual achievement' (p. 26). "There is no cther

major output of acceptable educational research in Australia that has

’

shown the results obtained by this body of Direct Instruction research" (p. 3i

Mason, J. M. Osborn, J. H, & RosenShine, B, V. A Consideration of

skill hierarchy approaches to the teaching of reading. Urbana,

IL: University of Illinois Center for Study of Reading, 1977.
Research studi.es "suggest that vhonemic segmentation and/or
letter-sound regularity need to be made accessible to beginning

readers because they are closely related to later readingsuccess" (p. ).
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Massaro, D, W, Primary and secondary recognition in reading..

In D. W, Massaro p
- (Ed.), Understanding language. New York: Academic, 1975, J

Models of reading that propose * that the reader can go from visual

features directly to meaning "simply do not have the machinery to describe

what is known about reading" (p. 278). "We are not aware of any support for

. the notion that a phrase can be recdgnized before any of its component words"
< (p. 276).

Mathews, M. M, Teaching to read. Chicago® University of Chicago, 1966,
The findings of research "indicate élearly that phoniﬁs revhods in
vhich letters and sounds are taupht initially and persistently give results

superior to these obtained by other approaches" (p. 186),

Mazurkiewicz, A, J, Teaching about phpnics. Wew York: St, Fartin's,1976,

Azrees with Chall's.conclusion that an analysis of the research

"tends to suppert Bloomfield's definition that the first ster in learning ‘
to read one's nztienal language is essentially learning a printed code

for the speech we possess" (p. 29),

u— il
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McCuster, L, X.; Hellinger, M, L, & Bias, R, G Phonologlcal recoding and read§;g.

Psychological Bulletin, 1961, 89, 217-243,

The research evidence "suggests the importance, for the early reader,
of decoding the graphemic information into a phonological form" (p. 241).
Menyuk, P, Relations between acquisition of phonology and reading. In J. T.

r Guthrie (Ed, ), Aspects of reading acquisition. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins

University, 1976.
Reseuxou ;ndicates that "written language comp“ehen51on presumably
proceeds from analy81s to meaning, at least at the beglnnlng stages."

"Conscious awaregess of phoneric segments is presumably required inthe

acquisition of writ’2n languarze cormprehension" (p. 107).

Miles, E. A study of dyslexic weaxnesses and the consequences for teaching. 1In

G. T, Pavlidis & T, R, Miles (Ecs.), Dyslexia reswarch and its applications.

New York: John wWiley, 1981. |
Research with the dyslexic chil? sugzests that "the risk [E?om teaching

phonics] that he will be merely 'barking at print'-~thal is, reading \\,/

accurately without understanding--is minioal since typically he is a child

of good comprehension but inaccurate woro attack. If, therefore, he is

reading without understanding it is probalby because the phonic difficulties

of that particular text are so great that he cannot consider the meaning

es well as make the right sounds" (p. 2690).

Mitchell, D, C, The p}ocess of readinz. New York: John Wiley, 1982,

Research indicates that "in the case of unfamiliar words it is almost
certain that subjects use a pronunciation Strategy to convert the 'writted
stimulus into a phonemic forr so that it can be recognized in terms of its
sound" (p. 72). "There is also some evidence that other-units, particularly

,toose associated with pronunciation and orthographic rules, may plav a role
'in tasks that are related to word recognitinn, ..; A reasonable working

hypothesis for the tire beinr is that they may be used for this purpose

under suitable conditicns" (pp. LFeL9),
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Mosse, Hilda L, The complste handbook of children's reading disorders,
yolume 1, MNew Yorks Human Science Press, 1982, |
Agrees that ths research says that "teachers who used a wethod
: that ths new antiephonics movement would recommend found that the
Puplls they so instructed developed significantly less ability in
reading than pupils of teachers who gave early, intensive phonics
to their beginning readers" (p., 122),
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P & T, R,
Naidoo, S. Teaching methods and their rationale. In G. T. Pavlidis
) .

Dvslexia research and its applications. New York: John

Miles (Eds. )

Wiley, 1981,

Investigations show that'"children cannot become independent readers,

"
able to give sound to unknown printed words, unless they master the code.

i i hievin
"The dyslexic child without such instruction has 1ittle chance of achi g

1iteracy" (p. 269).

Nickerson, R. 5. Speech understanding and reading: some differences and simil-

arities. In O. J, L. Tzeng & H. Sinper (Eds.), Perception of print,

Hillédale, NJ: lawrence Erlbaum, 1981,
Studies indicate that "perhaps there are no better ways to teach
reading" than through phonics aporoaches (p., 286). |
Perfetti, C. A. Comments on five exemplary reading programs. In J. T. Guthrie

(Ed.), Cognition, curriculum, and comprehension. Newark, DE: Internaticnal

Reading Association, 1977.a,
From the research "it is possible to suggest some principles applicable
~ to reading comprehension instruction. One is that fastdecoding is critical.
«.oDecoding has to be fast and automatic" (p. 281),
Perfetti, C. A. Languare competence an? fast decoding: some psvcholinguistic
prerequisites for skiiled readin; co~prehension. In J. T. Outhrie (Ed.),

Cognition, curriculurm, and compreiencion. Newark, DE: International heaZing

Association, 1977.
On the basis of research findings it is known that "the basic skills
of decoding are better developed in skilled compr-ehenders than less skilled
comprehenders,” "It alsc appears nct to be true that decoding is dependent
on meaning only for less skilled readers but not for skiiled readers" (p. 30),
Perfetti, C. A. % Lesgold, A. . Coding and comprehension in skilled readers.

In L. B, Resnick & P, A, Weaver (ids.), Theory and practice of early recding,

volume 1. Hillsdale, NJ: lawrence Erlbaur, 1979,
"There is evidence tha: general verbal coding facility is substantially -

correlated with reading achievement" (p, 81), 29 ()
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Pollack, C, & Martuza, V, Teaching reading in the Cuban primary schools,

Journal of Reading, 1981, 25, 2L1-250,

"For the most part, this research indicates that phonemic
training°of‘beginning readers tends to produce superior performance

in later reading acquisition than does the use of visual or non-

" phonemic methods" (p. 243).

-
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Raynor, K. % Posnansky, C. learning to read: visual cues to word recognition. 224

In A. M. lesgold; J. W, Pellegrino; S. D, Fokkema & R, Glaser (Eds.),

Cognitive psvchology and instruction. New York: Plenum, 1978,

"All of the difference we have found beyween beginning readers and skille
readers felate to the idea that beginning readers must learn to process higher
order features of words" (p. 187). (for example; letters and sﬁelling cone .
straints.) |
| Resnick; L. B, Theories and prescriptions for early reading instrustion. I

L. B. Resnick & P. A, Weaver (Eds.), Theory and practice of early reading,

volume 2, Hillsdale, NJ: Law;ence Erlbaum, 1979.

"The review of field research in reading has suggested an aévantage
for code-oriented teaching roughly through the primary school vears." i
"We need to include systematic, code-oriented instruction in tre prirary
grades, no matter what else is also done." "The charge...tha" ﬁoo'early
.or too much emphasis on the code depresses compreheﬁsion finés nc support in
the erprical data" (p. 329). "Empirical evidence appears to sucport the
code-first position. Initial emphasis on the code in a direct instruction
pro-ram produces initial advantages and no long-term disadvanfaées" (p. 333).

Resnick, L. B. % Beck, I. L, Designing instruction in reading: inieraction of

:theery and practice. 1In J.‘T. Guthrie (Ed.), Aspec.s of reading acquisition.

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University, 1976, -

"The large majority of scholars--both pgycholoiists and lingfiszsiil..
arpue that a fundamental task of initial reading is learninghiné/structural
relationships between written and spoken language-“i.é;, the gra,heme=-
phoneme mapping" (pp. 182-183).

-Rispens, J, Readinz disorders as information-processing disorders. In k. N,

Malatesha & P, G, Aaron (Eds.), Headinr disorders: varieties ari treaimen's,

New York: Acade=ic, 1982,
A survey of the research led this critic to the conclusion: "ve think

verbal coding is very important for reading. This verbal cocirg implies

the use of phoneric recoding as well as some for of internal s;eech“ (p. 194).
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Rozin, P. & Gleitman, L. R, The structure and analysis of reading 1I: the reading

process and the acquisition of the alphabetic principle. In A. S. Reber &

D. L. Scarborbugh (Eds.), Toward a psychology of reading. New York: John
Wiley, 1977. | )

The research reveals that "it-is no wonder that poor reading and poor
phonological recoding skills are found to be so highly correlated among
young readers" (p. 201). The value of phonics "seems primarily one of
facilitating retention for the words of the text until the complete phrase

or sentence in which they occur has been read and comprehended" (p. 202).

Samuels, S. J. How the mind works when reading: describing elephants no one has .

-

ever seen. In L. B, Resnick % P, A, Weaver (Eds.), Theory and praciice“éi
volume 1. L

7

earlv readiﬁgzzrﬁiilsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979, -~
"A behavisral task analvsis of_readiquweuld’sﬁ;ongly sugrest that \\“‘
accuracy in decoding skills and antomatﬁcity are important prerequisites
for skilled readingi/(p;“Bhé).
Samuels, S, Jfﬁ?/ScHéég£er, S. W. Zontroveisial issues in beginning feading

f/iasffﬁction: meaning versus subskill emphasis. In S. Pflaum-Connor (d.),

" Aspects of reading education. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan, 1978.

s | Research indicates that "one importint prerequisite is the development
of decoding skills., These skills must be brought beyond the level of mere
Accuracy to the level of ahtomaticity. wien these skills become auioratic,
the student is able todecod: the printed symbols without the aid of atten-
tion, thereby freeing attention for the all-important task of processing
meaning" (p. 60). |
Samuels, S. J. % Eisenberg, P, & frahéworkrfor undéerstanding the reading process

In F. J. Pirozzolo & VM. C. Wittrock (Eds.), Neuropsychological and toznitive

proces-es in reading,  New York: Academic, 1981,

Research shows that for the beginning reader "first, attention is used
for decoding. After decoding is done.attention is switched to the compre-

hension task" (p. 52).
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Shahkweiler, D, & Liberman, I. Y. Misreéding: a search for causes. In J. F,. (’q

Kavanagh & I. G, Méttingly (Eds. ), ngguage by ear and by eye., Caﬁbridge,
MA: MIT, 1972,

Investigations have shown that the child's "reading of connected text
tends to be only as good or poor as his reading of individual words" (p., 291).
This survey of«the“fesearch asked "whether the major barrier to achieving
fluehé&lin reading is at the level of connected text or in dealing with
individual words." It was found "that the word and its components are of
primary importance" (p. 313).

Shurman, R. B, Elements of early reading instructicn, Washington: National

T

Fducation Asseciation, 1979. ' ' .

"Perhaps the most valuable hook to date to ceal extensively with the
subject of phonics is Jeanne Chall's. This book is carefully, indded
meticulously resea :heds I t has examined every sipgnificant research study
in reading done during the period upon which it focuses, 191C to 1965, Iie

. conclusions and recommendations, objectively ar-ived at, carnot be ignoréd--
although many of them have been" (p. L6).
Singer, M. H. Competent reading: a laboratory description. In M. H. Singer

(Ed.), Competent reader, disabled reader: research and application.

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1982,
The evidence indicates that "competeni readers, despiie their extencive
experience with letters and words, étill attend to the component parts

(e.g., features) of written words" (p. k).

Singer, M. H. Insensitivity to ordered information and the failure to read.
In M, H, Singer (Ed.), Competent reader, #Isabled reader: resea—ch and
application. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence b?&baﬁc, 1982,

"Orthographic rules specify orderea\¥e1ations among let%ers as well as

the order of letters within a word. Experimenis reviewed indicated that good

ed
but not poor readers utili:y’ this ordered information" (p. 78).

- 294




232

Smith, E, B, & Kleiman, G. M, Word recognition: theoretical issues and instruc-

tional hints. In L, B, Resnick &« P, A, Weaver (Eds.), Theory ani practice

of early reading, volume 2. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979;
The empirical daté indicates that "perhaps converting words to some
sort of speech code is a necessary first step in the}ievelopnental path
that cuiminates in fluent reading" (p. 67).
. Stanovich, K, E, Individual differences in the cognitive processes of reading:

1. word decoding, Joirnal of learning Disa“ilities, 1982, 15, L85-L93.

"There is a large bady cf experimental evidence indicating that the
ability tc use a phonological cofe to access the lexicon is strongly related
to reading fluency" (p. LBE'. "There is considerable evidence that phonemic
segmentation and analysis sxills that cepend on explicit phonemic awareness
are related to early readin: suaccess" (p. L89).'"fhere is now much evidence
indicatine that the cognitive processes that support word .decoding are also
significant contributors to variance in reading ability" (p. L86).

.Stanovich, K. E, Word recozniticn sxill and reading ability. In i1, H, Singer

(Ed.), Cormpeteni reader, disabled reader: research and aopli-aticn.

"Hillsdale, NJ: lLawrence Erlbau-, 1982,
| "The bulk of thé research evidence sugrests that word recognition ability
represents a causal factor in the developrent of reatiny skill" (p. 86).
"Most children with reading difficulties have problems decoding words" (p. 87)
Experimental results "indicz%e that skillei readers, but noi unskilled.readers
exploit a phonological code" (p. 88). "There is a strong relationship betweeh
word recognition speed and reading ability, particularly in early grades"
(p. 83). So, "in order to get started, to begin to attain the levels of
practice that make fluent reading possible, fhe child muéb engage in an effort
to break the spelling-to-sound code" (p. 90). That isfzﬁevidence sugrests

that phoneme sepmentation skill is a prerequisite or facilitator of reading

ability" (p. 92).
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Steboins, L. B., et‘l. Education-as experimeniation: a planned variation model,

volume Qu&z an evaluation of Follow Through. Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates,

Y —————R G ———— C————. .

1977,
"Most Follew Through interventions produced more negative than positive

effects on basic skills test scores. The only notable exception to this
trend was the Direct Instruction Model." "On the whole children served
by basic skills models scored at leact as well in tests of self-esteem

. ]

and achievement responsibility as have children in models that aim directly

to develop these out comes (p. 23).

Tl}'o; evaluation of Follow Through (designed to provide follow through
programs after Head Start) showed that “models that em-hasize basic skills
.succeeded better than other ~odels in helpins children gain these [feading]
skills" (p. 1h3). The Direct Instruction Model, which emphasized the teaching
of phonics, "had a distin'étiy higher average effect on bas.ic skill scores
than did anv other model, of whatever tvye" (p. 1L6). "“odels that .emphasize
basic skills produced better resuits on tests of self-concept" (self-esteem

and achievement res onsihility) (p., W7)
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Sticht, T. G. Literacy at work, In B, A. Hutson (Ed.), Advances in reading/

language research, volume 1, Greenwich, CT: JAT, 1982,

, Research points out that "the literacy skills of reading and writing
utilize the same congnitivé content as is used in auding and speaking, plus
the special decoding skills anc encoding skills of reading and writing" (p 223)

Tavlor, I, Writing systems and reading, In G, E, Mackinnon % 7. G. Waller

(Eds.), Reading research: advances in theory anc practice, volume 2, New

York: Academic, 1981.

From research evizence "one mav conclude that phonics is better than
the look-say method in teaching children to reac new words” (p. 39).
Treiman, R. "& Baron, J, Segmental analysis ability: developrent and relzstion

to reading ability. In G. E, Mackinnon & T. G, Waller "Eds.), Reading

research: advances in theory and practice, volume 3, New York: Academic, 1981.

"There are many rejorts that children's performance on tests of seg="
mental analysis correlates with reading skill." (5emertal analvsis: "the
knowledge that spoken words consigt of spaller units, units that can be’
disassembled and réarranged to form other words (pp. 160-161). "The
reading of individual words seems to be the majof hurdle in the early grades"
(p. 162). "What is crucial is that the child represents the word not as
an individual whole but in terms of poteptially separate;parts" (p. 192).

Troike, R, C, Linguistics and the languagé arts in elementary and secondary

education. In T. A. Sebeok (Ed.), Current tremds in linguistics. The

Hague: Mouton, 197L.
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"Ar*er a lonz and unfortunate enchantment with a 'whole-word'
approach to the teaching of reading...schools have now begun to swing back
to phonics-baseo instruction " (p. 2125),

Vellutino, F. R, nglexihz thezry and research, Cambridge, MA: MIT, 1979,

Reports of studies indicate that "the child's task in learning to
" read is to decode print to his spoken language" (p. 33L). "The chilé who.
is not only fahillar.with the me%}ngs of given words and knows something'of
their use in sentences but who alsc knows the sounds associated with indive
idual’ letters cr corbinations of letﬂérs in those words.,.will have little
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