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Philosophy of Effective School Practices

1. Teachers are responsible for student learning,.
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viable alternative.

4. Experiments should not be conducted using an entire generation of

Americans. The initial experimentation with a new practice should

be small in scale and carefully controlled so that negative outcomes

are minimized.

5. A powerful technology for teaching exists that is not being utilized

in most American schools.

Effective School Practices is published quarterly by
the Association for Direct Instruction. The mission
of the Association for Direct Instruction, as stated in
the by-laws, is to promote the improvement of
educational methods.

The name Direct Instruction originated with the
highly effective instructional model first developed
by Zig Engelmann in Project Follow Through during
President Johnson's Great Society legislation.
Although the evaluation of Project Follow Through
showed the Direct Instruction model to be far more
effective than the other models on every identified
outcome, education in America remained generally
unchanged.

A few educators, impressed by the extraordinary
results of the original Direct Instruction model and
the programs that were developed as D] evolved,
formed the Association for Direct Instruction in
1981.

Today, this organization is a vanguard in promot-
ing school practices that have been validated as
effective through the use of the scientific method in
educational research.

The Association for Direct Instruction was incor-

porated in 1981 in the state of Oregon for educa-
tional purposes. ADI is a nonprofit, tax-exempt
corporation under Section 501{c}3 of the Internal
Revenue Code and is a publicly supported organiza-
Hon as defined in Sections 170(b)(1)}{A)ii} and
509(a)(1). Donatons are tax-deductible.

A copy or summary of the current financial
statement, or annual report, and registration filed by
ADI may be obtained by contacting: ADI, PO 10252,
Eugene, OR 97440 (503-485-1293). ADI is registered
with the state of Oregon, Department of Justice, #79-
16751. Copyright © 1399 Association for Direct
Instruction,

ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION RATES: $20 U. 5.; 825
(U. 5. currency or equivalent) Canada; $30 Europe;
$40 airmail to Europe.

(ISSN 1068-7378).

206 510 w P Bonnie Grossen
Assistant Eitor ... Jocelyn Warren
Proofreading and Typing .. Jocelyn Warren
Layoul..cceeerecrccneeceecseeeinens Bryan Wickman
Printing .....ceevciieeirenenene... Springfield News

http://www.adihome.org




The RMIT Bundoora Australia Model

This issue is the first of what we hope will be
several featuring Direct Instruction Implementation
Models around the world. The RMIT Bundoora Aus-
tralia Model was developed by Kerry Hempenstail,
a clinical psychologist and a remarkable scholar.

We open this feature issue with Kerry’s perspec-
tive on the causes of reading problems in Australia
and the debilitating impact of that failure. The cause
of the failure is an educational system that ignores
the evidence.

In Kerry’s synthesis. of the research on reading,
“The gulf between educational research and policy:
The example of direct instruction and whole lan-
guage,” Kerry shares his extensive knowledge base
of the DI research literature in the larger context of
the NICHD research. This is a must-read for every-
one. Not only is Kerry one of the most widely-read
experts on Direct Instruction research, he also seems
to have read everything else done in the field. He is
able to integrate all of this research and communi-
cate it lucidly. And even more amazing, he accom-
plished all of this while living in far-away Australia.

The next piece, “The role of phonics in learning to

read: What does recent research say?” canberead as -

aresponse to the questions Patrick Groff raises in his
letter printed in the “From the Field” section. In that
letter, Groff objects to many statements made re-
cently in Bob Dixon’s column, “Sometimes, Phonics
Sucks.” Kerry summarizes the available research
relevantto determining the mosteffective techniques
for teaching phonics. Although it may be true that,
“Aroseisaroseisarose,” itisnot true that, “phonics
is phonics is phonics.” We do know from scientific
research to date that not all phonics programs are
equal. And, in fact, some “phonics” instruction can

be quite bad. As Kerry points out, investigating

further the specific features of phonics instruction

. that make it more or less effective is the area where

additional reading research is very necessary. Groff
is right though—if we can’t get the field to embrace
phonics in general, we are never going to get any
energy going into sorting out what kind of phonics
works best and what kind of phonics instruction is
better cast aside.

The Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology
{RMIT) Bundoora Australia is a psychology clinic.
Apparently, many who come to the clinic believe
something is wrong with their heads because they
have not learned to read. However, the failure fo
learn to read is largely due to the failure of the

educational system and is not a within-client prob-
lem. In the RMIT clinic the problems are not only
diagnosed, but a solution is provided in the form of
good reading instruction. The shape of the instruc-
tion prescribed varies according to the type of learner.
And no, this is not a learning style thing. The RMIT
model uses scientific research to define categories of
problems and prescribes treatments approprlate for
those problem types.

“Three types of learners” provides a concrete
illustration of these learning types. Sarah is the
student who will come out on top with whole lan-
guage instruction. (This is the type of learner who
does not end up in the RMIT clinic.) David is a true
dyslexic; initially smart and articulate, but unable to
figure out how to read; consequently, over time,
David falls behind in every area because he can't
read. Johnny, onthe other hand, is an example of the
garden variety non-reader described by Stanovich.
Johnny is more interested in non-academic learning,

and for that reason, is not as far along academically

as other more academically inclined children might -

be.

With a picture of these two types of non-readers
in mind, the RMIT assessment model will make
more sense. The RMIT clinic looks for a discrepancy
between reading comprehension and listening com-
prehensmn to discriminate these two types of read-
mg problems. The students with a discrepancy are
dyslexic, while those with no discrepancy are the
garden-variety type. This is more relevant to educa-
tional programming than the IQ-Achievement dis-
crepancy thatU.S, special education categorizations
often require. If a child has better listening.compre-
hension than reading comprehension (the dyslexic
type), then the child needs a program focused on
decoding. If the child is low in both reading and
listening comprehension (the garden-variety type),
then the child needs both decoding and comprehen-
sion instruction.

Homeschoolers and pnvate schools will be very
interested in the RMIT Model. Kerry describes, in
detail, the assessments used in the RMIT clinic, the
way decisions are made based on these assessments,
and how parents are trained to deliver the treat-
ment. Yes, parents deliver the treatment! The RMIT
Model is a model for treating reading problems ina

context of a school system that ignores the evidence -
" on how to teach reading so that ALL children learn. -

EFFECTIVE SCHOOL P_kACTICES, 18(1) Summer, 1999 1 -

MAIAYIAO




Erm e

OPINION

. One has to wonder
-accomplish what, exactly?

. -any——of ‘us are one-issue voters.
difficult choices. We like the educat1on polrc1es ofa

”-_Educatzon and Pohtzcs .,.e:md George W Bush

Bob DIXOII, oo . o v

Board of D1rectors, Assoc1at10n for DL‘[‘ECt Instructlon

ADI is not pohtlca.l and for good reason the

 focus of ADI is upon good. education,:and good
- educatlon is not—or should not be—pohtlcal I'm
- quite sure that the political leanings of ADI mem-

bers range from ultra-conservahve to leftist hberal

" including everything in between. .Good for.us. No
political party “owns” the idea of teaching children
- effectively.. . : '

In reality, of course, pohhmans———-and ma.ny edu—

: 'catorsw-have worked very hard trying to make po-

litical h_ay out of education. That trend might well

“have started with the publication of Rudolph Flesch’s

book, Why Johnity Can’t Read. Flesch couldn’t resist

the temptation to make instructional approaches to -

literacy look like litmus tests for .one’s true interest
in democracy. - '
" Regardless of whether Flesch really started tlus

_trend or not, the polmc1zat1on of education in

general and readmg in particular has been excep-
‘tionally strong in recent years, With respect to

reading, phonics has been associated with rightwing . ..

conservatism, and whole lang-uage with liberalism.

That is because people have tried to make those

associations.. Ken Goodman a self-avowed hberal

.and.at least one of the fathers of whole language has

often referred to phonicsasa rlght wing consplracy
a right;wing consprracy to.

‘Education should not be pohtlcal but 1t is, none-

: t.heless, at least in the sense that we have to.depend -
o .‘upon poht1c1ans to sort out the myriad forms.of

“school reform.” Those politicians, in turn, belong

: 1_'to one party or another, and have.one’ persuasionor
_-another within their partles As.educators, each of

us has to keep up with the political views of our state
legislators, and national office-holders. Few-=if
Often,.we face

given po].ltxc1an forexample, butrea]ly dislike some
of that person s other policies.
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. 50 The-Governor “ _
. .educational acl’uevement gap betweenrichand poor,

I’d hke to brmg to your attentlon the pollcres of

. Pres1dent1a1 candldate, George W. Bush sonof Pre51-

dent 'George Herbert Walker Bush and - perhaps

.; , lmore 51g'n1ﬁcantly, ;Barbara Bush. If everyth.l.ng T've
. said above sounds to you a bit like.an apology for
J dlscussmg just one pre51dentla.1 cand.ldate you're

probably right, I'm not endorsing a candidate here,
or asking you to support a cand1date But number

_, one, I think that George W. has come up ‘with a
spectacular education pollcy Number two, 1 think
. ADI members w111 find it interesting, at the very

least, and might even share my enthusiasm for it.
_And finally, I think Bush’s education policy is truly

non—partlsan

Dlsadvantaged Children
The first evidence I offer to. support my conten-
tion that the Bush education policy isnon-partisan is
the simple fact that the Governor has chosen to focus
exclusively on the plight of dlsadva.ntaged children
during this early phase, of his campaign. ; (He will

- facus on other aspects. of education,later.). -Tradi-
tionally, we’d have to say that the Democrats have
. 'shown:more mterest,m, the education of the disad-
...vantaged than.the Republicans.
_dsn’t simply. invading traditionally Democratic turf.
- He'isn't simply creating a policy for the benefitofa
- pre51dent1al campaign.. What he is doing is extend-
- ing his track record, for compasslon in. Texas to a
. nahonal venue. -

George W. Bush

The Governor said ina recent speech ”More and

- more, weare divided into two nations, separate and
~unequal. One thatreads and one thatcan’t. Onethat
..dreams. and one that doesn’t..
_learn, and no. «child should be lef t,behinc_l."' ‘Does that
“+sound a bit “DI'ish” to you, or is it just me? - .

. All children can

- Buthe'sa p,oli_tician. Can'we believe him? 1 think
.. considers it a scandal that the

Anglo and minority, is not only wide, but in key




areas such as reading, is wider today than it was in
1992.” Well, that is a national scandal, one of gar-
gantuan proportions. One that’s inexcusable.

In Texas, in stark contrast, the performance gap
has narrowed between economically disadvantaged
and minority groups, and their more advantaged
and non-minority peers. Further, that gap hasn’t
been narrowed at anyone’s expense. The achieve-
ment of advantaged and non-minority students in
Texas has risen steadily under the Governor’s re-
form administration. All ethnic groupsin all grades
have advanced significantly in reading and math.

The real beauty is in the fact that the Texas re-
forms have not been in place very long. It is highly
likely that things are just going to get better and
better in Texas. That state now has an early reading
initiative aimed at ensuring that all children are
reading at least at grade level, by the end of the third
grade. ‘The Governor is quick to share credit for
these advances equally with the Democrats and
republicans in the State Legislature.

State Versus National '

George W. is running for President, not Governor.
Can he duplicate his accomplishments in Texas at
the national level? No, not exactly. Clearly, state
governments have the greatest influence upon edu-
cation in their respective jurisdictions. Rather, he

. intends to reform existing Federal programs in ways

that will make them substantially more effective.
Specifically, Governor Bush proposes the following
three key reforms:

Reform #1. Ensure that Federal Education
Programs Produce Resulis

What a novel idea! It is my belief that current
Federal education’ prog'rams do, in fact, produce
results of a particular type: they tremendously help
education professors achieve tenure in their respec-
tive institutions. They help Members of Congressin

" sending a little more pork to their own states. -And

that’s about it. Right now, you could probably get
Federal funding for being “innovative.” Let's say
you wanted to teach beginning reading in a green-
house, without any books. Pretty innovative, Let’'s
throw a little money in that direction.

George Bush says, “We will start by funding only
what works in education—only those methods and ideas
that prove their power to close the achievement gap ... My

administration will require every federal program—in

teacher training, curriculum research, school safety—fo
prove results. If it can't we will shift that money'into a
program that is using if wisely.” Ican’t say anything
to improve on that. It speaks for itself. I'll just add

that the policy is revolutionary for a major, credible
pres1dent1a1 candidate. The only thing I'm unsure of
is whether the average voter reahzes just how unac-
countable Federal education spending is at the mo-

ment.

Although Bush’s proposed overhaul of the De-

_ partment of Education applies across the board, he
. is specﬁlcally targeting the Office of Education Re-

search and Improvement (OERI). As the name im-
plies, OERI’s purposeis to sponsor reliable research,
and disseminate results objectively. However, in
spite of receiving $510 million annually, OERI has
generally failed its mission.

Who wants to see Federal education dollars spent

"wisely, on programs that produce results? Demo-
' crats or Republicans? Both, I would guess. Thisisa

“pro-child,” non-partisan approach to reformmg
the Department of Education.

Reform #2:" Return Head Start to its Original -
Purpose—Education
It might not be widely known that when Head

" Start was established in 1965, its purpose was to

serve as a literacy program for disadvantaged pre-
school children: to give them a head start on their
academic careers. However, Head Start gradually
evolved into a day-care, health, and nutrition pro-
gram. While those aspects of Head Start are cer-
tainly critical to disadvantaged children, they none-
theless do not contribute notably to the u:nproved

' _academlc performance of children.

It is clear as a bell that effective early childhood
education programs can tremendously improve a
child’s chances for subsequent academic success in
school. It is insane to continue to “wait until they’re
ready,” and then; when they never seem to be ready,
refer them to special education.

Specifically, Governor Bush proposes to:

- & Move Head Start from Health and Human
Services-to the Department of Education
» ‘Require Head Start Programs to Adopt Proven
Core Curricula
» Award Head Start contracts on a Competlhve
Basis

Once again, we see in this policy a lot of common
sense that crosses traditional political boundaries.
On the one hand, the Governor holds the traditional
Republican belief in the power of competition as a
force for creating improvement. On the other hand,

" he is committed to strengthening a Federal program
* initiated by Demaocrats, in order to finally realize the

ideals that mohvated those Democrats in the first
place.
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Reform #3: Restructure Title I to Close the
Achievement Gap
One has to wonder: what is the point of Title 1, if
it isn’t that of closing the achievement gap? The
Governor has said, “We must trust parents and
states and local communities to chart the path to
excellence, and free them from the burden of bu-
reéucracy. Yet when it comes to federal money, we
have a right to expect excellence for everyone—to
expect high goals and accountability ...”
Currently, Title I provides $7.7 billion annually to
supplement the education of 11 million low-income
students in our country. To supplement their educa-
tion. That is, the same local money is spent on those
11 million poor children as is spent on their more
economically fortunate peers, plus the $7.7 billion.
We in DI know of many excellent schools where
Title 1 money is used very effectively. But overal],
an interim report to.congress this past July seems to
suggest that Title I students are growing academi-
cally at less than a year's progress for each year in school.,
There is a great need for the less effective Title 1
schools to get with the same programs as those used
.. in the highly effective Title 1 schools.
The Governor will: - . -
. * Focusmost TitleI funds in the elementary grades,
* in the spirit of an ource of prevention being worth a
" pound of cure. :
.. ® Hold schools accountable for the performance of
" Title I students. Low-performing schools will be
. given three years to reform—that is, three years to
. demonstrate that they are closing the achievement
gap for disadvantaged children. In schools that
don’t take advantage of the three-year opportunity,
students will be given the option of transferring to a

1
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school that is closing the gap, and that transfer will
be fully paid for. Alternately, the parents of stu-
dents in failing schools may be given a proportional
share of Title I money—about $1,500 per student—
for use toward improving the education of their
children through supplemental educational services,
and/or transfer to another school.

Conclusion

I'm enjoying hearing a candidate for the Presi-
dency talking about success for all children, includ-
ing (especially) disadvantaged children. I admit
readily to being politically naive. Can a President
really pull this off? I don’t know. Congress has
something to say about Title 1 and Head Start and
the Department of Education, I imagine. Some sto-

ries I've seen in the press are already ignoring the

fact that poor achieving Title 1 schools would have
three years to improve under the Bush plan. Some
stories-are ignoring Bush’s plans for reforming the
Department of Education. Some stories are treating
the Title 1 and Head Start proposals as if they were
of minor significance. '

I'm impressed, however, by the fact that under
George W. Bush’s leadership of Republicans and
Democrats alike, the lives of disadvantaged chil-
dren in Texas are improving notably. An interest in
disadvantaged children in general, and in literacy
specifically, appears to be a sincere passion that
George W. shares with his mother, his wife, and
other members of his family as well. I'm not quite
ready to cave in to cynicism yet. ¢




Is It Time to Attack Certain Kinds of

~ Phonics Teaching?

Patrick Groff
San Diego University

[Ed. note: The following is a response to Bob Dixon's column, A View Frdm Askan‘cé,fro:rﬁ
Volume 17, number 3, entitled “Sometimes, Phonics Sucks.”]

The Association for Direct Instructionis aleading
defender of direct, intensive, systematic, early and
comprehensive (DISEC) instruction of discrete read-
ing skills. However, in the Winter 1999 issue of its
journal, Effective School Practices, the ADI’s execu-
tive director, Bob Dixon, warns about what he calls
“REALLY BAD phonics instruction,” the kind that
supposedly has “devastating effects on children”
learning to read.

Under the title, “A View from Askance: Some-
times, Phonics Sucks,” Dixon envisions a “danger”
to students learning to read, of ruinous proportions,
that lies in certain “bad” phonics instruction. Thisis
the kind that the average person on the street (let
alone competent teachers) would quickly recognize
as awful, he contends. It is phonics information
“taughtto horribly” thateven the discredited Whole
Language (WL) approach supposedly “doesn’t look
all that bad.” To Dixon, the villains here are the
people he believes are “clueless to the differences
between good and poor phonics instruction.”

Inhis attack on so-called horrid phonics teaching,
Dixon implies that its promoters do not understand
that “phonics per se has nothing to do with instruc-

tion.” It is true, as he indicates, that the term,

phonics, refers to a body of information about how
letters are used to represent the speech sounds in
spoken words (speech sounds cannot be uttered in
an authentic manner unless said inwords). Itis best,
therefore, that when using the term, phonics, to al-
ways follow it with a qualifying word, for example:
phonics information, phonics teaching, phonics
knowledge, phonics rules, phonics generalizations,
phonics skills, phonics emphasis, phonics program,
phonics content. However, this makes Dixon’s rec-
ommendation, that “the easiest thing to do is use
phonics most of the time,” unacceptable.

Nor is it true that the “most critical thing” for
teachers to know about the term, phonics, is that “it
is an approach to content, not an approach to instruc-
tion,” That statement by Dixon unwarrantedly com-
plicates the issue of how to decide what phonics

means. By using a qualifying word with it, as noted ‘

above, there is little if any doubt raised in this
regard. o -‘

Dixon also warns teachers not to confuse the
term, phonics, with phonetics. The latter term refers

to the science or study of how speech sounds, or

phonemes, are produced and their physical p;oper—

ties, and not the n_\anher in which the letters repre-

sent them.

There is another reason for not cfbnfus:i.né ihe two
terms. In phonics teaching, speech sounds in En-
glish (the phonology of English) are defined as those.

that allow students to distinguish one word from

" another. For example, the /t/ sound in /tan/ sig-
nals to students that this word does not have the

same meanings as /fan/, /man/, /ran/, etc. But, as
phoneticists note, the /t/ sound involved here actu-

ally is abundle of fiveallophones, or slightly different

utterances of the /t/ sound.

To demonstrate this fact, hold before your liias a
piece of paper, by its bottom edge. Then say /top/.

and /stop/. Notice that the paper moves with the
utterance of air for that first allophoneof /t/, butnot
with the second one, in /stop/. In short, phonetics
is a more complex matter than phonics information.
Purthermore, it need not be learned by students in
order for them to gain phonics knowledge in the
fastest way possible.

Nonetheless, it is important that teachers know
these facts, Dixon maintains, to avoid the likelihood
of “terrible phonics instruction foisted upon chil-
dren than good phonics teaching.” However, if
these facts are not to be taught to children, how
could ignorance of them by teachers be of significant
consequence? : ' _

On the other hand, in bad phonics instruction, it

_canbe agreed, students are not taught phonics infor-

mation in a DISEC manner. Instead, they are forced
to “discover phonics on their own,” as Dixon rightly
protests. (That they should do so, nevertheless, is a
principle of WL.)

Another form of bad phonics teaching, as Dixon
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points out, is that in which students learn alone
through the use of “worksheets or cards or some-
thing similar.” Absent from this procedureis a vital
ingredient of effective phonics tutelage: teaching

students how to identify, utter, and manipulate in- -

dividual speech sounds. This ability is called pho-
nemic awareness (PA), i.e., students’ conscious
awareness of speech sounds. Preschool children
learn to speak/listen normally with very little, if
any, PA. On the othér hand, beginning readers’ PA
is the best predictor of all available of their later
success in learning to read.

Bad phonics teaching also presumes that begin-
ning readers must have total PA before they are

- taught phonics information, Dixon observes. These
students only need to become phonemically aware
of a “handful of judiciously chosen” speech sounds
before they are taught about the letters that repre-
sent them, he exactly notes. This leads to introduc-
tion of written words with which students can prac-
tice their newly acquired phonics skills at the earli-
est time possible.

Because speech sounds cannot be uttered authen-
tically unless spoken in words, bad phonics instruc-
tion further assumes, but wrongly, that speech sounds
should not be isolated when teaching students the
letters that represent them, Dixon continues. He
offers one justifiable reason why that supposition is
invalid. This is the consistently superior success
found in teaching phonics information by isolating
speech sounds and letters.

An additional reason is that teaching isolated .

letter-sound correspondences is the most efficient .

way to develop students’ awareness of familiar spell-
ing patters (FSPs) in words, such as the af in rat, mat,
bat. Once students recognize an FSP in a word, they
no longer need to sound out each of its letters. For
example, they can sound out the 7, m, and b in the
above words, attach the FSP, and through this pro-
cess of recognizing words by analogy, read them
faster. Isolated letter-speech sound teaching thus is
not only a prerequisite of accurate word recogni-
tion. It also leads to an increasingly rapid version of
it, as well.

Not supportable, however, is Dixon’s caution
that bad phonics instruction is that which presumes
students’ phonics knowledge apphes to both read-
ing and spelling. In this regard, it is untrue that
“there is phonics for reading, and a very different
system of phonics for spelling.” In truth, students’
knowledge of letter-speech sound (or vice versa)
correspondences forms the basis for both decoding
(reading) and encoding (spelling) words.

That is to say, there is not one set of phonics rules
applicable excluswely to reading, and another to
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spelling. This point is suggested by the high corre-
lations calculated between students’ spelling and
reading abilities. Their spelling skills are found
experimentally to make a significant contribution to
their reading ability. It is well known that if stu-.
dents can spell words, they always can read them
accurately.

Also, the number of possible ways speech sounds
{excluding the schwa sound) can be spelled (303) is
approximately the same as the number of ways
letters can be sounded out (290). It is true that, on
average, there is a larger number of ways to spell
speech sounds than there are ways to sound out
letters. However, this differential is neutralized in
part by the fact there are only 39 speech sounds
(omitting the schwa sound) to be gpelled, but 159°

‘letter or letter clusters to be sounded out.

Moreover, there apparently has been no experi-
mental study of whether only teaching beginning
readers to spell speech sounds, as versus exclusively
teaching them to sound out letters in words, is the
more effective manner in which to develop their
mastery of phonics rules. Thus, Dixon errsinsaying
it is “nuts at best, and completely irresponsible at
worst” to conclude that students’ learning to read
and spell greatly reinforce each other, when both
learnings are based on the application of a regular.
set of phonics rules. There thus to doappear tobe “a
ton of kids who are confused out of their mind”
about decoding words, when their teachers have
them apply phonics rules to spell them.

To his credit, at the end of his article, Dixon
returns to facts, over speculation, when he rejects
the empirically discredited notion that most stu-

. dents do not have learning styles compatible with

acquiring phonics information taught in a DISEC -
manner. It is true that experimental evidence indi-
cates that all students develop word recognition
skillsby noting “similarities and differences” among
words and drawing generalizations as to their iden-
tities based on that form of observance. They could
develop these generalizations by looking repeat-
edly at a random sample of words, the Whole Lan-

- guage approach advises. However, that is a rela-

tively time-ineffective procedure to use, compared
with that implemented through the DISEC teaching
of phonics rules, experimental research finds.

Dixon reinforces the veracity of this judgment
with his concluding statement that “it's simply not
true” that some students “can learn to read better
some other way” rather than by being taught phon-
ics information in a DISEC manner. That eclectic
view in factis “wishy-washy baloney,” i.e., ithasno
overall scientific verification.

However, Dixon unfortunately appears overly




optimistic about a speedy end to “the war between
{advocates of DISEC teaching of} phonics and Whole
Language” proponénts. This belief leads him to the
precipitous conclusion that now is “thebest possible
time” to negatively criticize bad phonics teaching.
~* To the contrary, there is little evidence that the
WL movement is presently “carrying the flag” of
DISEC teaching of phonics information. In that
- “regard, most WL enthusiasts never opposed stu-
" dents’ learning phonics informationand applying it

to decode words. However, they persistently object, -

to the present day, to DISEC instruction of phonics

information.  That opposition in fact remains a ma-

* jor reason for being of the WL movement. Itis part

. of the “balanced” reading instruction that they now
' promote.. : .

Thus, the rejection by WL advocates of DISEC

teaching of reading remains a greater threat to fu-

* ture students’ full opportunity to leamn to read than'

_is the bad phonics teaching that Dixon describes

{and sometimes wrongly accuses of imaginary faults).

.Even bad phonics teaching is less a handicap to

In this issue of Effective School Practices; Professor
Groff writes a critique of my “Views from Askance”
. article entitled, Sometimes, Phonics Sucks (ESP. V17,

N3). Dr. Groff's critiqueis thorough and thoughtful. -

(I's possible that he put-more thought into his
 critique than T put into the original article.)
~ - Tl toncede some of‘Dr. Groff's points readily,
while defending myself'on just a couple of points.
-, Indirectly, Dr. Groff accuses me of hyperbole. To
that, I plead guilty. " The effects of bad phonics
instruction are probably only really “devastating”
‘with respect to a relatively small percentage of chil-

* dren. 1 don't really believe that whole language

c_lo‘Esr'\’,t look 50 bad in‘relation to'bad'_‘ phonics in-
- struction. Hyperbole.  However, if “bad instruc-

- “Hon” is defined in terms of ineffectiveness, rather
. -thari analytically, then I suppose some bad instruc- -

" tion is as’bad as some other bad instruction.

“*And yes, it probably is a good idea to qualify

-“phonics” when using it. Nonetheless, people do

- talk about phonics without qualifying words, and -
.. most often, it is pretty clear that they are talking:
. about content. I'm not sure what Dr. Groff and I

~ 'disagree upon.

- is important that we don’t use the term *

students’ reading progress than is WL instruction, it
is easy to document. o

Consequently, itisnota propitious time atpresent
for defenders of DISEC teaching of phonics informa-
tion to rush to engage in internecine squabbles over

~ the precise features of this form of instruction, and

éondemn each other in the excessive terms that

'Dixon uses. In fact, this dispute largely would be an

empty debate, since the differing proposals for DISEC
phonics instruction, with.the notable exception of
DISTAR, never have been compared experimen-
tally, one against the other.

Therefore, for defenders of DISEC phonics teach-
ing tonegatively criticize one another at this point in.

time, with. the extreme language that Dixon em-
ploys, will do little more than help rejuvenate the

‘WL movement’s pernicious strangle hold on read-
ing instruction in the nation’s schools.. That would
“inflict far more terrible t:o_nsequénces on students’
chancesto learn to read than would any shortcom-.
ings that can be observed in present-day DISEC

teaching of phonics information.

Profess!oi' Patrick Gmﬁ |

‘Bob Dixon

In any case, I had hoped to convey the idea that

. bad phonics instruction is bad for phenics. Bad phon-
ics instruction gives good phonics instruction a bad’

name. o
I honestly don’t understand some of Dr. Groff’s
points. I don‘tbelieve thatIadvocated that teachers

leamn phonetics. I don’t advocate that. I only think it

'

phonetics”

when we're talking about “phonemics.” I mustnot

‘have made that point clearly.

I mentioned in passing that the problem with
trying to“teach” phonics with cardsand worksheets

is that there are no sounds involved. Dr. Groff

elaborates on that fact' in a discussion of phonemic
awareness. Also, Dr. Groff elaborates on the reasons

‘why it is fine—desirable—to teach speech sounds in

isolation. I’m .certainly in agreement with both

"elaborations.

I'do take issue when Dr. Groff Says, #..thereis nbt g

one set of phonics rules applicable exclusively to’

reading, and another to spelling.” The arguments
he offers in support of that claim are true, but dont

prove the case. Yes, good spellers are good readers.:

However, every teacher knows that there are many
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very good readers who don't spell very well. It

doesn’t matter that there are “only 39 speech sounds
to be spelled.” (I think there are more than 39, not
even counting the schwa, but that doesn’t matter too
much.) The question is, how many sound-letter
combinations are there? That’s what students have
to learn. The precise answer is, way more than
thirty-nine,

Inspite of Dr. Groff’s arguments, [ contend that in
order to conclude that one phonics system applies to
both reading and spelling, you’d have to show that
letter-sound correspondences are reversible. In a

. Framework for California, written by Ed Kame'enui

truly phonemic orthography, they are. In English,

most are not. English orthography is not phonemic;
it's morphophonemic. I'm all in favor of teaching
encoding sound-to-letter correspondences to chil-
dren as part of an overall strategy to teach them to
spell.

Finally, Dr. Groff is no doubt quite right about' my
over-optimism regarding the imminent demise of
Whole Language. (I say that while also admitting
that I don't really know what Whole Language is,
exactly, because of the huge variance in practices
that I've seen attributed to Whole Language.).I do

"know this. The new English and Language Arts

2

%

and Debbie Simmons of Direct Instruction fame,
very precisely mandates the type of direct, inten-
sive, systematic, early, and comprehensive instruc-
tion of discrete reading skills that Dr. Groff and I
alike advocate. There is similar movement in Texas,
particularly with the Early Reading Initiative. Those
facts are worth a little optimism, at least. .

On the one hand, I have the gut feeling that Dr.
Groff is correct in asking for unity among “phonics
advocates.” But I also have an uneasiness based
upon my anticipation of “empirical research” of the
future showing that “phonics isn’t any better than
whole word,” or even that “whole word students
out-perform phonics students.” It won't matter
then that both Dr. Groff and I think folks should be
careful when talking about phonics. 7

It’s good that Dr. Groff has taken the time to
ensure that the readers of Effective School Practices
get a chance to think more about the issues sur-
rounding phonics. None of us should take phonics
for granted. Any way you look at it, though, I think
I have to stick with my original thesis—that bad
phonics instruction isbad. ¢ :

¢

Plan now to attend an ADI Conference
The Association for Direct Instruction is proud to announce dates and locations for summer
Direct Instruction training. The sessions offered at these conferences will provide you with
the training you need to be successful with your students. Sessions are designed for both

opment specialists.

‘beginning and experienced teachers, as well as sessions for adminiétrato_rs and staff devel-

3rd Annual Southeast Direct Instruction Conference - : ".
June 19-21, 2000 e Orlando, Florida ® Radisson Plaza Hotel Dowtown Orlando

S5th Mountain States Direct Instruction Conference
July 17-19, 2000 = Park City, Utah ¢ Yarrow Resort Hotel and Conference Center

26th National Direct Instruction Conferences and Institutes _
July 23-27, 2000 ¢ Eugene, Oregon ¢ Hilton Eugene Hotel and Conference Center

5th Midwest Direct Instruction Conference
August 2—4, 2000 * Chicago, Illinois * Holiday Inn Mart Plaza

16th Atlantic Coast Direct Instruction Conference
August 7-9, 2000 = Baltimore, Maryland ¢ Baltimore Sheraton North
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‘Reading Problems:
- The Causal Role of the Education

System

Kerry Hempenstall
~ Department of Psychology and Intellectual Disability Studies,
' Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT)

A version of the following article appeared in The Age, February 17, 1999 as “Reading befween
: o . - the lines.” : :

_ﬂ—here has béen renewed interest in the teaching of
reading recently, and concern has once again
focussed on the whole language ¢controversy. R.H.
Thouless might have had just such an issue in mind
when he formulated his Law of Certainty. It can be
summarised by the observation that when there is
cause for doubt about a particular belief one may
expect that most people would adopt a position of
caution. In fact, such doubt seems to strongly polarise
people’s views so that more people are prompted to
hold extreme views of support or condemnation
than to hold a moderate position. Thus, supporters
may clutch even more strongly to a belief about
which thereis doubt, while detractors focus strongly

on the apparent negative aspects of the belief and -

disregard the positives. This profound observation
may partly explain why educational policy making
has been subject to such extreme pendulum swings.

Having been assured in their training
that chilaren will learn to read when they
are developmentally ready, teachers
have little choice but to give bland
assurances to parents concerned about
their child’s progress in Years 1 and 2.

Keith Stanovich, one of the foremost researchers
and commentators on reading, argues that the weak-
ness of educational decision making is its vulner-
ability to such faddish swings. In his view, it is the
failure of policy makers to base decisions on empiri-
cal research, and their uncritical acceptance of the
glib assurances of gurus, which has led to the cur-
rent dissatisfaction in the wider educational com-
- munity. He proposes that competing claims to knowl-
edge should be evaluated accbrding to three criteria.

. First, findings should be published in refereed jour-
- ‘nals. -If research is to be usefil, it must be well-

designed and able to justify its findings. When peer
review is part of the process of research the well-
known taunt “research can prove anything you want”
becomes less valid. Poorly designed studies are
rejected (often to appear in unrefereed journals).
Second, reported results should be replicated by
independent researchers. One feels more comfort-
able when research findings are repeated in studies
where the researchers have no particular stake in the
outcome. Third, there is a consensus within the
appropriate research community about the reliabil-
ity and validity of the findings. This last criterion
requires considerable reading across the field, but
the frequency with which a particular study is cited,
and accepted as legitimate, in journal articles pro-
vides one measure.

Whilst the use of these criteria cannot guarantee
infallibility, it does offer reasonable consumer pro-
tection against spurious claims to knowledge. For
example, were such tests used over the past 15 years
to determine best practice, we would never have
accepted the claims that learning to read is as natu-
ral and effortless as learning to speak; or that good
readers use contextual cues to guide their reading,
using print only to confirm their predictions. Yet
these unsubstantiated (and demonstrably false)
claims were accepted and a generation of teachers
were pressured through initial teacher-training and
subsequent Ministry sponsored in-service to imple-
ment practices derived from them. Such erroneous
practices have been especially damaging to vulner-
able students—those who aren’t self-sustaining, who
can’t afford ineffective strategies, who rely on teach-
ers rather than their parents to educate them.

Teachers, too, have been put in an invidious posi-
tion. Taught that reading is a process that naturally
unfolds, some have been loath to do much more than
provide immersion in authentic literature. Having
been assured in their training that children will
learn to read when they are developmentally ready,
teachers have little choice but to give bland assur-
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ances to parents. concerned about their child’s
progress in Years 1 and 2. If the issue is pressed by

. parents, some teachers will defensively claim the
authority of their training and inform them that
their knowledge is outdated—that they should leave -
reading to the experts. Itis often not until Year 4 (or

later) that teachers -acknowledge the validity of

parental concern. Then it is tempting to blame -

genetic inheritance, or a lack of home-based read-
ing (a supreme irony) for this suddenly urgent
problem. This sad teacher-parent scenario has been
described by countless parents over the past 10
years.

There are effective, well-designed

programs available in the educational -
community, but progress is hard-won,

and often the resources of schools are

already over-taxed or the programs don't

sit easily with the school's pohcy on

reading.

Of course, by Year 4, reading independence is
presumed, and little time is available for basics.

Besides; many childrert have developed an addi-
tional hurdle by then —acute print allergy, and left .

to their own devices willmakeno detectable progress
in reading skill for the remainder of their school
career. There are effective, well-designed programs
availablein the educational community, but progress
-is hard-won, and often the resources of schools are
already over-taxed or the programs don't sit easily
with the school’s policy on reading. One welfare
agency, Orana, has recognized this problem and is
successfully using direct instruction programs for
children from schools in its local comminity, The

. RMIT Bundoora Psychology Clinic has assisted
schools to set up and monitor the effectiveness of
such programs. In addition, it has provided train--

ing for parents of children when schools have been
-unable to assist. A number of Catholic schools in
the northern and western suburbs have also begun
to use these programs—particularly a series known

.-as Corrective Reading. It has very strong empirical
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merited with group sizes up to 15.

support both from Australia and overseas, and has

- a significant advantage over one-to:one ‘tutoring
programs such as Reading Recovery, and Success for' .,

All, that is, the programs can be effectively imple- |

advantage, it is strange that Corrective Reading has
notbeen included as worthy of trial in the initiative
recently reported by the Minister for Education. . .
': The research suppo;ting-Reading Recovery has

been equivocal—some very. positive, and .others.
much less so. Britain has recently discontinued

funding the program because of a lack of evidence
" for effectiveness.” There have also been concerns

that it cannot assist the lowest quarter of students
referred for it.

1-2 years. Somie interesting New Zealand studies .
have noted the significant merovement in out-
comes when phonemic awareness is systematically
taught rather than incidentally as inanormal Read-
ing Recovery program. Success For All appears tobe
a well-conceived model, offering systematic phon-
ics teaching with controlled vocabulary, though
still in a meaningful context. It makes use of direct
instruction teaching methodology, particularly in
the teaching of meta- -cognitive learning strategies.
One advantage of Success For All lies in its careful
integration with the schoglreading program, though
because of its relative newness, independent repli-
cation of results, and research community conser-
sus about effectiveness have yet to accrue.

The major problem with each of these two tutor- -
based approaches to literacy is, that they are too

- labour-intensive to be funded adequately. Qur

system is continuously creating a pool of students
(probably between 10-16% of each intake) who have
such major difficulty in mastering a skill deemed
essential by society, that individual help is now
considered necessary. If we ddopted the findings of
empirical research {particularly in the areas of pho-
nemic awareness and effective teaching) we could .
have a system of teaching reading which was effec-
tive for perhaps 96% of our students rather than 84-
90%. Whilst remedial mitiatives are tobe applauded,

should we not address the problem at its source—

the quallty of m1t1al mstructlon7 & - ‘ '

Given this |

_ Further, some researchers have :
reported that the beneficial effects “wash out™ after -




‘School Failure: A Debilitating Condition
Kerry Hempenstall

Department of Psychology and Intellectual Disability Studies,
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT)

A version of the following article appeared i in The Age, October 22, 1996, as ”Readmg Helpisa
Matter of Social Justice.”

_ﬂ_he interest in reading failure within the school

and wider community has led to a number of -

initiatives designed to redress the problem. These
initiatives have spread to secondary schools, asteach-
ers have become even more aware of the particular
importance for secondary students ofadequateread-
ing skills. In the secondary system, reading is a
major vehicle for gaining information in almost any
subject, and students with underdeveloped skill are
prevented from gaining access to a Iarge part of the
curriculum. It has even been argued that access to
knowledge through reading is essential for contin-
ued intellectual development, and that those stu-
dents unable to gain such access experience an intel-
lectual decline.

Chronic school failure is arguably
analogous fo child abuse. In both cases,
the childis arelatively powerless element
in a social system, and his/her position
in the system is inescapable. As with
‘other forms of abuse, the individual is
likely to suffer real and serious damage.

Consider David, a student in Year 7. Neither he,
nor his teachers and parents, have fond memories of
his primary school career. At Kinder he was quite
active, didn’t share very well, and his teacher was
worried about his language development. In his
early primary years, his teachers usually had to
explain things to him several times, and he was
rarely able to finish tasks by himself. Reading was
very slow to develop, and David’s mother remem-
bers that he was reluctant to bring his reader home,
or to read with his parents, or read for pleasure. As
. he reached middle and upper primary he became
increasingly difficult to motivate, and his parents
were called to the school from time to time to discuss
his behaviour. In the early years, his parents were
told that David was simply a little slow to develop,
but would surely catch up later on. Inhislater years,
~ they were told that the main problem was his lack of
. effort. ' -

" Teacher comments and secondary school screen-
ing-test results indicate that David can only cope
comfortably with text of a Year 3 difficulty level. His
problems with texts are especially evident when he
is presented with assignments, and this occurs in
most of his subjects. His reading is characterised by
slow, halting, error prone, word-by-word decoding.
He has great difficulty in understanding what he
reads mainly because of his lack of fluency, and he
avoids reading where possible. David’s written
work is of a very low standard—rushed, shallow,
and sloppily presented (barely legible, with mul-
tiple spelling and punctuation errors). Heis tending
to mix with a group whose values don’t emphasise
learning and cooperation. Some of his friends have
been suspended from school recently, and David’s
parents are concerned that he may not survive very
long in his school, although they are aware that the
Department is encouraging students to stay longer
in school to complete their secondary education,

Although the details vary, this scenario occurs
regularly and predictably in our education system.
At any given time, a percentage {usually between 10
and 20%) of students may be experiencing high
levels of failure. Chronic school failure is arguably
analogous to child abuse. In both cases, the child is
a relatively powerless element in a social system,
and his/her position in the system is inescapable.
As with other forms of abuse, the individual is likely
to suffer real and serious damage. School failure has
been linked with reduced self-esteem, anti-social
behaviour (delinquency, aggression, and with-
drawal}, truancy, early school leaving, and even
suicide.

Some schools view fa11ure as a normal and inevi-
table outcome of teaching children in grades. From
this perspective, failure may be attributed to a less
than generous genetic endowment, illness or acci-
dent, family problems, or temperament. Unfortu-
nately, such an attitude is often accompanied by a
devaluation of the capacity of good teaching to
make a significant difference. Hence, if Johnny
doesn’t have “it,” he won't make it. This attitude is
strengthened by those who view children’s devel-
opment as akin to that of plants flowering, that is, at
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different times, in response to some internal clock
which is unlikely tobe hurried {and may be harmed)
by intervention. Further, the view that children
should take greater responsibility for their ownleam-
ing is often misunderstood, and used as a rationale
‘for not intervening with highly dependent learners.
‘Of course, students can. gradually accept greater
responsibility: for-learning when first their compe-
tence, and thus. their self-esteem as leammers, is de-
veloped. However expecting at-risk learners to ini-
Hally assume such responsibility is to consign them
‘to a cruel and unconscionable fate.

‘When the problem of chronic systemic school
failure has been recognised, attempts.to address it
have often been piecemeal, and the approach reac-
‘tive. Spending an extra 10 minutes twice a week
with Alice in Year 5 on simultaneous reading, or
-three-letter blends, is unlikely to be rewarding for a
‘teacher, parents, peer tutor, volunteer, or for the
student'in question. In addition there is often little
attempt to systematically diagnose and teach the
skills'with which the child is struggling, or to evalu-
-ate the effectiveness of the attempts. -

Many of the schools that have become
aware of the extent of the problem of
reading failure wish to do more than
*simply increasing exposure to quality
literature; however, there are relatively
few opportunities in most classrooms at
mid-primary and above for instruction in
‘decoding as part of the general
curriculum.  This vacuum- can be
effectively and efficiently filled through
the use of Direct Instruction programs,
in partictlar, Corrective Reading.

There are characteristics commonly ascribed by
teachers to failing children. These may be some, or
.all, of the following: distractibility, inconsistency,
‘slowness to grasp new concepts, limited recall, and
difficulty in applying new skills in appropriate set-
tings, Observation of failing children reveals that
they are frequently unable to gain meaning from
their school experiences unless those experiences
are carefully structured to elicit understanding, that
is,, the message is made clear and unambiguous.
They may require alonger period of teaching to gain
mastery, and especially, may require more practice
than most children do if they are to retain newly
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acquired concepts and skills. Paradoxically, failing
children usually complete only a few practice ex-
amples of new skills or knowledge while successful
students complete many.

One approach that has addressed these issues is
Direct Instruction. Itis ahighly structured, teacher-
directed approach to teaching basic skills such as
reading, language, math, spelling, and expressive
writing. It is an empirically-based model which
draws on three areas of research—how to providea
stimulating, orderly leamning environment, how to
logically organise knowledge to allow efficient teach-
ing, and how to logically design the teacher-pupil
communication to avoid ambiguity and ensure ef-
fective learning occurs. One major assumption of
themodel is that failure to learn should be viewed as
failure to teach effectively. Hence it is not students
who fail-one does not need to look for reasons
within the student (e.g., dyslexia), but rather one
identifies those elements of the program that have
been ineffective. The focus is on the task, not the
learner. Successis typically immediate and continu-
ous because precise pre-skill analysis ensures that
students begin any program at a point at which they
are already competent, and because teaching occurs
in small sequential steps. Programs usually take
place in small groups (5-12, depending on the pro-
gram) with children of similar skill levels: Given the
number of children typically in need of help it is
essential that our interventions can be presented in
group format. One-to-one tutoring programs can
alsobe effective, but can never be efficient, being too
expensive for sufficient funding ever to be pro-
vided. Daily lessons contain review of previously
learned skills, continuous assessment and feedback,
and presentation of new tasks. Massed and spaced
practices have been found to be essential for stu-
dents with a history of problems in learning basic
skills, and careful attention is paid to these elements.
In fact, careful attention to detail is often put for-
ward as a major reason for the success of these
programs. There is ample evidence, amassed overa
long period of time and with a diverse range of
problem learners, that these programs are success-
ful. The commitment to detail extends to providing
scripted lessomns, and this has the additional advan-
tage of allowing non-teachers a role in working with
students experiencing failure (usually a one-to-one
role). This facility has been particularly useful for
Integration Aides responsible for disabled students,
and the clear educational objectives also allow Inte-
gration Support Groups to set and monitor precise
educational goals. Inaddition, parents can be shown
how to use the prqg'ams when schools are unable to
do so.




Typically, a lesson will comprise the.following
teaching functions—review, teacher presentation,
guided practice, correction and feedback, indepen-
dent practice, weekly and monthly review. The
programs provide for the teaching of general case
strategies rather than rote learning, and they
emphasise the importance of transfer of learning
across relevant situations. This implies that skills
learned in a reading class, for example, are also used
outside that setting. An important research finding
is that at-risk learners do not automatically use new
skills in all the circumstances in which they are
appropriate u.nless they are spec1f1ca11y taughtto do
50.

These programs have been successfully mlple—
mented for failing Year 7 and Year 8 students, espe-

‘cially in reading, but also can be provided in the
primary setting. Adolescents may have experienced
many years of failure, and their disaffection with
learning, combined with an acutelack of confidence,

introduces a secondary obstacle sometimes more °

difficult to overcome than the original basic skill
problem. Whilst success is usually achieved interms
of measured outcomes and parent and teacher re-
ports, ‘it has sometimes required initial and even
continuous teacher support from an educational
psychologist or experienced consultant. Changes of
strategy, the addition of parent participation, and
the employment of external reinforcement are some
of the issues that may need to be considered to
maintain the cooperation of particularly disaffected
students. When a group of troubled readers is
assembled in a secondary school, there is a signifi-
cant likelihood that some will also display problem-
atic behaviour. Best results in this eventuality are
.obtained with teachers who have a strong sense of
‘the importance of an orderly classroom and who are
prepared to exert their influence in the best interests
of the students in their care.

By introducing programs earlier in the students’
careers some of these problems can be reduced, as
the primary years represent a period when students
are more easily enthused, more amenable to the
teaching approach, andless perturbed by their briefer
exposure to failure. Many of the schools that have
become aware of the extent of the problem of read-
ing failure wish to do more than simply increasing
exposure to quality literature; however, there are
relatively few opportunities in most classrooms at
mid-primary and above for instruction in decoding
as part of the general curriculum. This vacuum can
be effectively and efficiently filled through the use
of Direct Instruction programs, in particular, Correc-
tive Reading.

Involvement at the early primary level is even
more promising. Selecting students for assistance in
their Prep year is not difficult. Often they have been
children who have needed to repeat Kinder, or have
siblings with similar problems. Usually Kinder and
Prep teachers are able to select the group at risk of
failure. In addition, early screening tests are becom-
ing quite accurate at identifying who among a group
of beginners will experience failure if left unaided.
Preventing failure isnot only more humane, butalso
cost-efficient, as the effort and expense needed is
less, and student-resistance has yet to develop. Ina
fair proportion of cases, students have returned to
the regular program within their first year of Direct
Instruction with much increased competence, and
the confidence to make progress under traditional
classroom arrangements. Other (usually clder) stu-
dents have been withdrawn for 30-40 minutes/day
for more than a year, and followed several levels of
a reading program before rejoining one of the regu-
lar reading groups and being considered able to
“stand alone.” Labeling can be reduced by having
different reading groups going to different rooms at
the same time so the Direct Instruction group is only
one more group. Interestingly, students appear
muchless concerned than do adults about the poten-
tial for labeling—a fear which withdrawal programs
sometimes provoke. Usually, once they have begun
to experience success, students report that they see
themselves as good learners, and. hence have no
reason to feel ashamed about their withdrawal.

It is @ matter of social justice that such
students do not remain neglected,
particularly when there are programs
which can have a major, and beneficial,
effect on those students unfortunate
enough to be in such an mwdlous
situation. : '

Reading is the basic skill area most often chosen
by schools adopting Direct Instruction because it is
pivotal to other curriculum areas, and is the first real
test of whether a child will be a success in his/her
class, or one of the “slowies” to be patronised, or
made the butt of jokes. There are of course other
approaches relevant to relieving or preventing fail-
ure iri the classroom, for examplé, Reading Recovery.
When schoolsare trying to decide which approachis
most suited to the needs of their school, they might
do worse than examine the literature for research
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and evaluative studies on the particular approaches,

which interest them. Decisions based on:well-col- ,
lected data are more likely to repay the investment

in time and money required, than are those based on

hunch or persuasion. Finally, effective and broadly

based evaluation which examines student outcome.
as one of its emphases, should be an integral part of
planning any such school change. Some of the

techniques commonly used include parent, student,

and teacher(s) questionnaire, brief tape recordings

of reading before and after the program, and formal

and informal student reading assessment.

The problems of reading acquisition should be
addressed at the preschool and prep levels to pre-
vent the debilitating effects of chronic school failure.
However, even if such a welcome state of affairs
commenced immediately, schools would stillhave a

.cohort of students with the problems described above.

It is a matter of social justice that such students do
not remain neglected, particularly when there are

programs which can have a major, and beneficial,
" effect on those students unfortunate enough to be in

such an invidious situation. <
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The GuH Between Educatlonal Research -
_and Policy: The Exampie of Du‘ect

Instruchon and Whole: Language

,‘ Kerry Hempenstall
Department of Psychology and Intellectual Dlsablhl'y Studles,
Royal Melboume Inshtute of Technology (RMIT)
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Abstract: The failure of the school system to effectively provide for the basic skill development of each
of its pupils is of concern to both the general and research communities. It is especially salient for those =
- inclined towards empiricism as there are behavioral approaches to teaching, with excellent research +
. support, that.could make a major contribution to the prevention-and alleviation of this distressing "
problem. Unfortunately, the evidence for the eﬁectweness of such programs is Iargely ignored by .

educational decision-rakers. One example of this group of behaviorally-based models is knownas . . S
Direct Instruction. It is contrasted with the currently popular approach: to teaching called Whole = - . .

Language, one with little empirical support and major theoretical weaknesses. The broader issue, DR
examined within the context of this educational problem area, concerns researchers respans:b:ltty far_ SR
the d:ssemmat:on and application of their work w:thm the commumty : Y

S tudent failure in the educatlon system has re-

ceived a great deal of pubhc1ty in recent years' '

This increased interest may haveresulted from arise
in consumerism among pareiits, and a parallel fall in
the community regard held for the teaching profes-
sion (this loss of :mystique is also evident among

other professmns such as law, and medicine). In
addition, education policies in recent times have ~

encouraged parent participation in school manage-
ment, and also in the classroom. Further, parents
. have been requested; to take greater responsibility

for their child’s educational. pragress, particularly -
in the cntlcally m'lportant area: of reading develop-,
ment. When students experienice failure parents have

begun to ask schools and governments for explana-
. tions.

-education until recently. lthasbeen argued (Conway,

- 1994; Heaney, 1993; Penru.ngton & Speagle, 1993)
_ that this reluctance was partly because of a disdain
for standardised measurement held by influential
‘teacher-training and teacher:union officials, and - *
perhaps because, for governments, the results of

‘national testing rrught prove financially expensive:

. While systematic, nationally complled figures may '
' not be available, there is now a general’ accepta.nce .

~ that our school system is unable to guarantee a

- The systematlc measurement of school achieve- "
ment has notbeenseriously addressed in Australian

successful education in basic ski]ls"for'betn‘reen ten

and twenty-five percent of our children (Australian -
" House of Representatives Enquiry, 1993; Prior, 1993;

Richards, 1995). These students are often described

- as at-risk students because, unless special provision

.is'made for- them theu' future is, sadly, bIeakIy

‘predictable.

- Currently; the school system falls at—nsk children

" in several related and cumulative ways, involving
faults of commission and omission. Stone (1996)
.argues that the former involves the uncritical accep-

" tance of methodologies unsupported: by empirical
_research. In this category he cites whole language, - -

- the open classroom, inquiry learning, and practices = -

aimed at accommodatmg individual differences, such

- ‘aslearningstyles. In his view the valuableapproaches-

-being ignored include mastery learning, the Person-

-alized System of Instruction, direct instruction, posi-
tive reinforcement, cues and feedback, and explicit

_teaching. This paper. focuses on two of those ap-.

" -proaches to teachmg and Ieammg Whole Language .

and Du'ect Instructlon

Emp1r1c1sm and the Whole Language
.. Model '

SISHHINAS HOUVISTYH

Goodman (1986) describes whole language as a'"; e

. phllosophy ‘rather than as a series of prescribed .
activities. Thus whole language teachmg consists of
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those activities a teacher with a thorough under-
standing of the philosophy would use. The teacher
aims to provide a proper environment: that will
encourage children to develop their skills at their
-own developmentally appropriate pace. This makes
it difficult to describe what actually occurs in a
whole language classroom, or whether there is any
consistency from classroom to classroomi that would
enable an observer (other than one imbued with the
philosophy) to recognize that the approach was
indeed whole language. This reticence about detail
is still ev:dent in a selection of recent journal articles
(Smith, 1991; Newman, 1991; Johnson & Stone, 1991).
There is a strong emphasis on principles, e.g,, the
benefits of a natural learning environment
(Goodman, 1986), and of exposure to a literate envi-
ronment (Sykes, 1991). Mills and Clyde (1990, cited
in Johnson & Stone, 1991) ptovide an outline of the
whole language philosophy as evidenced in class-
rooms: “Highlight authentic speech ‘and literacy
events; provide choices for learners; communicate a
sense of trust in the learners; empower all partici-
pants as teachers and learners; encourage risk tak-
ing; promote collaboration in developing the cur-
riculum; be multimodal in nature; capitalize on the
social nature of learning; encourage reflection”
(p.103).

The Whole Language approach treats
children as natural learners, and
teachers as benign guides rather than
as active directors of learning. The
consequence of such a philosophy is a
view that intrusion in a child’s literacy
~development (or lack of ijt)
unproductive, and possibly counter-
" productive (Smith, 1978). Thus when
- children are. failed.by this system, the
outcome may be explained to. parents
as a normal consequence of the
individual differences between children.

The above—menhoned prescnptwns do g1ve the
flavour if not, the substance of what may occur in
classrooms, and are consistent with a view of child
- development that combines a Rousseauian perspec-

tive of naturally unfolding development with an
assumption that learning to read is essentially equiva-
lent to learmng to speak. Rousseau believed that
. children had an innate developmental script that
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would lead them (though perhaps at differing rates)
to competence. Thus unfettered maturation would
allow the child to develop knowledge unaided (Weir,
1990). His ideas gained scientific respectability in
the 19th century when they were seemingly sup-
ported by a theory of evolutionary biology. This

. long since discredited theory asserted that the evo-

lutionary journey from amoebae to human infant
was replayed in every pregnancy, and the wisdom
and knowledge of the parents (and of necessity,
beyond) were present in the brain of the new genera-
tion. In Rousseau’s view humans were, by nature,
good but were turned by societal interference. His
argument that society should not interfere in the
natural development of children generally was par-
alleled by his view of the role of education. “Give
your pupil no lesson in words, he must learn from
his experience” (Rousseau, 1964 cited in Weir, 1990,
P. 28). The whole language philosophy noted above
that assigns to the teacher the role of concerned
facilitator, and that decries teacher-directed instruc-
tion as harmful or unproductive, can be readily
sourced to the Rousseauian view.

Whole Language is a model endorsed and pro-
mulgated in Australia and elsewhere by govern-
ment education bodies, yet many researchers con-
sider that Whole Language is educationally unsound
(Adams & Bruck, 1995; Liberman & Liberman, 1990),

and that it particularly disadvantages at-risk stu-

dents (Bateman, 1991; Yates, 1988). Vellutino (1991)
and other contemporary researchers (Ball, 1993;
Bateman, 1991; Blachman, 1991; Byrne, 1991; Byrne
& Fielding-Barnsley, 1989; Eldredge, 1991; Gersten
& Dimino, 1993; Groff, 1990; Liberman & Liberrnan,
1990; Nicholson, Bailey & McArthur, 1991; Rayner &
Pollatsek, 1989; Solman & Stanovich, 1992; Stahl &
Miller, 1989; Tunmer & Hoover, 1993; Weir, 1990)
are in agreement that Whole Language is not a
comprehensive approach to reading instruction, and
contributes-to the literacy problem. ‘
The Whole Language approach treats children as
naturallearners, and teachers as benign guides rather
thanasactive directors of learning. The consequence
of such a philosophy is a view that intrusion in a
child’s literacy development (or lack of it) is unpro-
ductive, and possibly counter-productive (Smith,
1978). Thus when children are failed by this system,
the outcome may be explained to parents as a nor-
mal consequernce of the individual differences be-
tween children. After some years of observing their
child’s failure many parents become less accepting
of such explanations as individual differences and
maturational lag. They become more forceful in
assisting their schocl to acknowledge the existence




] .

' of the problem. Too often, however the school’s

response is to neatly reassign the cause of the prob-
lem to the child’s home background. Because the
extent of the system-wide problem outweighs the
scarce resources assigned to schools to deal with it,
it is unsurprising that they tend to respond defen-
sively.

There aremore effective ways ofteaching

beginning reading to at-risk students,
and retrieving older students whose
progress has stalled. This knowledge of
alternative. approaches more effective
than currently endorsed models derives
from an enormous body of educational

-research. Unfortunately, this researchis
yet to play a major role in educational
policy-making.

Of those schools. able to find resources to help
these students, there is a strong likelihood of addi-
tional exposure to the model of instruction that
failed the first time. However, by this time (often
Year Four), many students have developed ‘acute
print allergy” (Hempenstall, 1995). This condition,
an understandable consequence of extended failure
at a societally-valued task, is often a more formi-
dable hurdle to overcome than thereading problem
It involves a passive or active resistance to -assis-
tance with reading development, and an avoidance
of print whenever possible, presumably because of
disillusionment and discomfort. Understandable
then, but inexéusable for an educatmn sys tem, is the
finding of a Melbourne University study that such

. students typically make no progress in reading be-

tween Year Four and Year Ten (Richards, 1995).
Qur system is contributing to the failure of stu-
dents at each step of the way—from beginning read-
ing instruction in the early years, through to the
absence of reading assistance in upper-primary and
secondary schools. There are more effective ways of
teaching beginning reading to at-risk students, and
retrieving older students whose progress has stalled.
This knowledge of alternative approaches more ef-

fective than currently endorsed models derives from

an enormous body of educational research. Unfor-
tunately, this research is yet to play a major role in
educational policy-making.

' The idea that the results of empirical research
should play a strong part in decision-making and

policy- development in any important area of hu-
man service is probably neither novel nor in need of
justification to readers of this journal. In the field of
education, as in a number of areas of human ser-
vices, there is relatwely little weighting given to
research (Gable & Warren, 1993). Rather, broad philo-
sophical principles such as developmentalism (Stone,
1996) have been the determining factor in the direc-
tion taken, most evidently in the fields of teaching
and learning. This preference for dogma over prag-
matism has been noted in a number of countries
besides Australia (Stanovich, 1994), and has led to
the current domination of the Whole Language phi-
losophy in policies on teaching and learning. The
Australian House of Representatives Enquiry “The
Literacy Challenge” (1993) noted that Whole Lan-
guagehas Australia-wide support and “ ... virtually
all curriculum guidelines on primary school llteracy
teaching produced are based on this dpproach. ..

" Virtually all teachers have undertaken the inservice

training course, Early Literacy Inservice Course
(ELIC), which is also based on a whole lariguage
approach to learning and literacy” (p.25). .

Thus far, Whole Language philosophy itself has
been relatively impervious to the results of research.
In fact, McCaslin (1989) notes, some Whole Lan-
guage advocates assert that the research perspective
itself is responsible for inappropriate teaching prac-
tices. Edelsky (1990) argues that “ ... procedural
rigour in research design is no more than a thinly
disguised demand that Whole Language be trans-
lated into terms that fit a skills model of reading and
a positivist model of research” (p.10). Others con-
sider research irrelevant — “It seems futile to try to
demonstrate superiority of one teaching method
over another by empirical research” (Weaver, 1988,
p.220}, or limit the types of research that may be
relevant — “Only one kind of research has anything
useful to say about literacy, and thatis ethnographic
or naturalistic research” (Smith, 1989, p.356). These
perspectives are presumably resp0n51ble for the
dearth of quantitative research by Whole Language
advocates on the effectiveness of the approach
(Klésius, Griffith, & Zielonka, 1991).

There are a number of researchers (Adams &
Bruck, 1995; Chaney, 1990; Fields & Kempe, 1992;
Gersten & Dimino, 1993; Heymsfeld, 1989; Mather,

1992; McCaslin, 1989; McGinitie, 1991; McKenna,

Robinson & Miller, 1990a, 1990b; Spiegel, 1992; Stahl
& Miller, 1989; Stanovich, 1994) who consider that
the investment in Whole Language is too great for it
to be completely displaced, and who seek a rap-
prochement, allowing Whole Language to take ad-
vantage of effective practices and still retain its
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flavour. However, Whole Language stalwarts view
such gestures as reactionary, as they consider a skill
development model incompatible with the essence
of Whole Language (Edelsky, 1990; Heymsfeld 1989;
Goodman 1989)

_ There is, then, a vast gulf separating

.empirical approaches to teaching and
learning from those currently favoured
-in our schools, The gulftranscends mere

- disagreement about effective strategies, .
the differences are ata more fundamental

. level and .represent a significant
challenge  even to find a mutually

-.acceptable fr_amework toallow dialogue.

Ball (1993) also notes the conflict between the
Whole Language perspective and research. In her
view the pedagogical battle between empiricists
and whole. language supporters is reflective of a
broader debate evident in many of the social sci-
ences. The major debate is between those who sup-
port a reductionist, positivist philosophy of science

~ and those who rebel against that position adopting

ahohshc, post positivist, relativistic stance. To rela-
tivists, such as Weaver (1988), all empirical research

* is futile in determmmg teaching practice because in

performmg the research we cannot avoid affecting
the outcome, thereby confounding results. Relativ-
ists view reality-as phenomenologlcal that is, it has
no existence mdependent of our unique individual
perspective. They tend to favour ethnographic ap-
proaches such as case studies and classroom obser-

vation as the approprlate means of enquiry. Emp1r1- '

cists view reality as essentlally cognitive transcend-
ing” (Rescher 1982, as cited in Groff, 1990), and see

. ethnographlc research as useful for raising, not an-

Swering, questrons about teaching practice.’

*  There is, then, a vast gulf separating empirical
approaches to teaching and learning from those
currently favoured in our schools. The gulf tran-
scends mere dlsagreement about effective strate-
gies, the differences are ata more fundamental level
.and represent a significant challenge even to find a

‘mutually acceptable framework to allow dialogue.

Emp1r1c1sm and Knowledge Claims
Those who support behaviorally-based models

‘are likely to agree with Stanovich (1994) when he
proposes that competing claims to knowledge (such -

as about_.models of te_aching)' should be evaluated
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according to three criteria. Firstly, findings should
be published in refereed journals. If research is tobe
usefulitmust be well designed, and able tojustify its
findings. When peer review is part of the process of -
research the well-known taunt “research can prove
anything you want” becomes less credible, Poorly

designed studies are rejected (sometimes to appear

in un-refereed journals). Secondly, reported results
should be replicated by independent researchers.
One feels more comfortable when research findings
are repeated in studies where the researchers have
no particular stake in the outcome. Thirdly, there is
a consensus within the appropriate research com-
mu.mty about the reliability and validity. of the find- -
ings. This last criterion requires considerable read-
ing across the field, but the frequency with which a

- particular study is cited,'and accepted as legitimate,

in journal articles provides one measure. Although

* the use of these criteria cannot gua.rantee infallibil-

ity it does offer reasonable consumer protection
against spurious claims to knowledge. o

One of the most thoroughly researched educa—
tional models is Direct Instruction. There is ample' .
evidence of its effectiveness for a wide range. of
student learnmg problems It differs from Whole
Language in its assumptions about the teach].ng
process, about leamer charactenstlcs, and aboutthe .

"means of syllabus construction; in fact, it could be

described as. the antithesis of whole language. By

* contrast, the Whole Language approach fails tomeet

Stanovich’s criteria yet has achieved mternatronal

~ acceptance on a broad scale. Obviously sueh cr1ter1a'

do not gulde educational decision-makers, as the
Dlrect Instruction approach has had very, htt_le im-
pact upon the. Austrahan school system.. ., , .,
Alt_hough their [whole language} theories lack
_any acadermca].ly acceptable research base’ "
they continue to dominate educational pohcy
Direct Instruction models are 1gnored not-"
withstanding the huge body of research that '
' indicates that direct instruction is vastly su-.
-+ perior if basic skills and l_cnowledge are the
goal. (Weir, 1990, p 30) '

Empiricism and the Direct Instruction
_ Model.

The Direct Instruction model had its beginnings
in the early 1960’s through the work of Carl Bereiter
and Siegfried Engelmann. The subsequent involve-
ment of Wes Becker and Doug Camine among oth-
ers led to the publication of a number of teaching
programs in 1969. The programs share a common
teaching style readily observable to any classroom




visitor. The instruction takes place in small groups
with a teacher directing activities with the aid of a
script, and students are actively invaolved in re-
sponding to a fast paced lesson during which they
receive constant feedback. Programs are designed
according to what, not whom, is to be taught. Thus
all children work through the same sequence of
tasks directed by a teacher using the same teaching
strategies. Individual differences are allowed for
through different entry points, reinforcement,
amounts of practice, and correction strategies (Gre-
gory, 1983).

There are a number of important characteristics
of Direct Instruction programs (Becker, 1977). It is
assumed that all children can learn and be taught,
thus failure to learn is viewed as failure to teach
effectively (Engelmann, 1980). Children who are

' behind must be taught to learn faster—this implies

a focus on features of teaching designed to improve
efficiency. These features derive from the design of
instruction, and from process variables such as how
the curriculum is implemented. Curriculum is de-
signed with the goal of “faultless instruction” (En-
gelmann, 1980), that is, sequences or routines for
which there is only one logical interpretation. The
designer’s brief is to avoid ambiguity in instruc-
tion—the focus is onlogical-analysis principles. These
principles allow the organisation of concepts ac-
cording to their structure and the communication of
thern to the learner through the presentation of
positive and negative examples. - * '

- Engelmann (1980) highlighted four design prin-
ciples: ' BN

1. Where possitle, teach general-case strategies, that
is, those skills that when mastered can then be ap-
plied across a range of problems for which specific
solutions have notbeen taught (e.g., decoding regu-
lar words). These generalisations may be taught
inductively by examples only, or deductively by
providing a rule and a range of examples to define
the rule’s boundaries. - o :

2. Teach the essentials, The essentials are deter-
mined by an analysis of the skillsnecessary to achieve
the desired objective. There is an underlying asser-
tion that, for reading, it is possible to achieve skilled
reading by analysis and teaching of subskills in a
cumulative framework. Advocates of a whole lan-
guage perspective would disagree with the possibil-
ity, or desirability, of teaching in this manner.

3. Keep errors to a minimum. Direct Instruction
designers consider errors counter-productive, and
time-wasting. For remedial learners a high success
rate is useful in building and maintaining motiva-
tion lost through a history of failure. This low error
rateis achieved by the use of the instructional design

principles explained in a ground-breaking text (En-
gelmann & Carnine, 1982), and by ensuring students
have the pre-skills needed to commence any pro-
gram (via a placement test).
4. Adequate practice. Direct Instruction programs
include the requirement for mastery learning (usu-
ally above 90% rnastery). Students continue to focus
on a given task until that criterion is reached. The
objective of this strategy is the achievement of reten-
tion without the requirement that all students com-
plete the identical regimen. The practice schedule
commences with massed practice, shifting toaspaced
schedule. The amount of practice decreases as the
relevant skill is incorporated into more complex
skills. Advocates of Direct Instruction argue that
this feature of instruction is particularly important
for low-achieving students and is too often paid
scant regard (Engelmann, 1980). Although this em-
phasis on practice may be unfashionable, there is
ample supporting research, and a number of effec-
tive schools are increasingly endorsing its impor-
tance (Rist, 1992): “The strategies that have fallen
out of style, such as memorizing, reciting and drill-
ing, are what we need to do. They’re simple—but
fundamental—things that make complex thinking
possible” (p. 19). '
It is these principles of instructional design that
set Direct Instruction apart from traditional and
modern behavioral approaches to teaching. How-
ever the model does share a number of features with
other behavioral approaches (e.g., reinforcement,
stimulus control, prompting, shaping, extinction,
fading), and with the effective teaching movement
(mastery learning, teacher presentation skills, aca~
demic engaged fime, and correction procedures).
These latter features have been researched thor-
oughly over the past 20 years and have generally
been accepted as comprising “direct instruction”
(note lower case letters) (Gersten, Woodward &
Darch, 1986). Rosenshine (1979) used the expression
direct instruction to describe a set of instructional
variables relating teacher behavior and classroom
organization to highlevels of academic performance
for primary school students. High levels of achijeve-
ment were related to the amount of content covered
and mastered. Hence the pacing of a lesson can be
controlled to enhance learning. Academic engaged
time refers to the percentage of the allotted time for
a subject during which students are actively en-
gaged. A range of studies (Rosenshine & Berliner,
1978) hayve highlighted the reduction in engagement
that occurs when students work alone as opposed to
working with a teacher in a small group, or as a
whole class. The choral responding typical of Direct
Instruction programs is one way of ensuring high
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student engagement. As an example, the author
counted 300 responses in the 10 minutes of teacher-
directed decoding activity ina Year 7 readi.ng group
(Hempenstall, 1990a).

A strong focus on the acadermc was found to be
characteristic of effective teachers.: Non-academic
activities, while perhaps enjoyable or directed at
‘other educational goals, were consistently nega-
tively correlated with achievement.: Yet in
Rosenshine’s (1980) review of studies it was clear
that an academic focus rather than an affective em-
phasis also produced classrooms with high student
self-esteem and a warm atmosphere. Less struc-
tured programs and teachers with an affective focus
had students with lower self-esteem. Teacher-cen-
tered rather than student-centered. classrooms had
higher achievement levels. Analogously, teachers
who were strong leaders and did not base their
teaching around student choice of activities were
more successful. Solomon and Kendall (1976, as

~ cited in Rosenshine, 1980) indicated that permis--
siveness, spontaneity and lack of.classroom control

were “negatively related, not only to.achievement
gain, but also to positive growth in creativity, in-
quiry, writing ability, and self esteem for the stu-
dents in those classrooms” (p.18).
The instructional procedure called demonstra-
tion-practice-feedback (sometimes, model-lead-test)
had strong research support. This deceptively simple
strategy combines in one general model three ele-
ments of teaching directly related to achievement. It
comprises an invariant sequence in which a short
demonstration of the skill or material is followed by
guided practice, during which feedback is provided
- to the student (and further demonstration if neces-
sary). The second phase usually involves response
to teacher questions about the material previously
presented. It would appear that the overlearning
this phase inducesis particularly valuable. The third
phase, that of independent practice; is later evalu-
ated by the teacher. Medley's (1982) review indi-
cated the efficacy for low SES students of a con-

“ trolled practice’ strategy involving low cognitive
level questions, a high success rate (above 80%), and
infrequent criticism. The popularity among many
teachers of high cognitive level questions implicit in
discovery-learning models is difficult to justify em-
pirically. These high level questions require stu-
dents to manipulate concepts without having been
shown how to do so. Research on discovery ap-
proaches has indicated a negative relationship with
student achievement. Wirinie’s (1979) review of 19
experimental studies on higher order questions made
this point very strongly, as does Yates (1988).
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To summarize the findings of research into teacher
variables with a positive impact on student learn-
ing, Rosenshine and Berliner (1978) provide a defi-
nition for direct instruction, a concept related to but
distinct from Direct Instruction.

Direct instruction pertains to a set of teaching
behaviors focussed on academic matters
where goals are clear to students; time allo-
cated for instruction is sufficient and
continuous; contentcoverageis extensive;stu-
dent performance is monitored; questions are
at a low cognitive level and produce many
correct responses; and feedback to students is
immediate and academically criented. In di~ .
rect instruction, the teacher controls the
instructional goals, chooses material appro-
priate for the student’s ability level, and paces
the instructional episode. (p.7)

Empirical Support for the Direct

Instruction Model

A major educational study was federally funded
in the US. in the late 1960’s. It arose because of a
concern about poor educational cutcomes for disad-
vantaged students. Entitled Follow Through, it was
aimed at the primary school stage, and was de-
signed to determine which methods of teaching
would be most effective for dlsadvantaged students
througliout their primary school career. It followed
an early intervention project called Head Start, that
had as its goal the overcoming of educational disad-
vantage prior to school entry, that is, at the kinder-
garten level. The results of Head Start interventions
unfortunately were not durable, and Follow Through
was to assess how best to maintain and build on
Head Start’s gains. This huge study involved 75,000
children in 180 communities over the first three
years of their school life, There were nine major
sponsors covering a broad range of educational phi-
losophies. They included child directed learning,
individualized instruction, language experience,
learning styles, self-esteem development, cognitive
emphasis, parent-based teaching, direct instruction,
and behavioral teaching. The models can be reduced
to three distinct themes—those emphasizing basic
academic outcomes, cognitive development, or af-
fective development. The models that emphasised
the systematic teaching of basic skills (Direct In-
struction and Behavior Analysis) performed best. In
reading, the Direct Instruction model, which also
has a strong phonic emphasis, had the most impres-
sive results. There were criticisms that variability in
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implementation across sites made judgements of
model superiority dubious, and that overall effects
were too small to be pleased about (House, Glass,
McLean & Walker, 1978). Nevertheless when the
data was re-analysed by several groups (Bereiter &
Kurland, 1981; House et al, 1978; Meyer, Gersten &
Gutkin, 1983) the Direct Instruction model still pro-
duced the best gains. Later follow-up studies {Becker
& Gersten, 1982; Gersten, Keating & Becker, 1988)
were completed over the following 10 years andadd
support to the argument that the superiority of the
Direct Instruction model was real, s1gru.f1cant and
lastl.ng

Even if one disregards the Follow Through re-
sults, evaluation of Direct Instruction programs has
beenvery extensive. Forexample, Fabre (1984) com-
piled an annotated bibliography of almost 200 stud-
ies completed prior to 1984. For the most part re-
search findings have been very impressive. Notable
positive reviews of outcome research are provided
by Gregory (1983), Lockery and Maggs (1982),
Gersten (1985), White (1988), Kinder and Carnine,
{1991). Contrary views are discussed later.

Whereas Direct Instruction was originally de-
51gned to assist disadvantaged students, its empha-
sis' on task characteristics and effective teaching
pr].nc1ples transcends learner characteristics, and
has been found valuable across a range of learners.
Lockery and Maggs (1982) reviewed research indi-
cating success with average children, those with

- mild, moderate or severe skill deficits, those in re-

sotirce rooms, withdrawai classes and special classes
in regular schools, drsadvantaged students (includ-
ing aboriginal and children whose first language is

not’ Enghsh), students in spec1al facilities for mild .
moderate and severe intellectial disability and phy51-
cal disabilities. Gersteri (1985) in his review of stud-

ies involving students with a range of disabilities
concluded that Direct Instruttion tended to produce
higher academic gains than traditional approaches.
He also suggested that the mastery criterion (in
excess of 90%) may be particularly important for

special education students, arid called for more for-
mativeevaluation where only one instructional vari-

able is manipulated; and more instructional-dimen-
sions research to highlight which variables alone, or
in company, are associated with academic gains.
Gersten (p.55) describes the Leinhardt, Zigmond
and Cooley (1981) study with 105 learning disabled
students. The authors noted three teaching behav-
iors were strongly associated with student progress
in reading—the use of reinforcers, academic focus,
and a teacher instruction variable involving demon-
stration, practice and feedback. Each of these is
critical to the definition of direct instruction

(Rosenshine, 1979), and supports the notion that
there are teacher behaviors which transcend student
characteristics. This study was the first to demon-
strate that specific direct instruction principles have
value for learning disabled students.

White’s (1988) meta-analysis of studies involving
learning disabled, inteliectually disabled, and read--
ing disabled students restricted its focus to those
studiesemployingequivalent experimental and com-
parison groups. White reported an effect size of 0.84
standard deviation units for the Direct Instruction
over comparisontreatments. Thisis markedly above
the 0.25-0.33 standard for educational significance
of an educational treatment effect {Stebbins, St. Pierre,
Proper, Anderson & Cerva, 1977). White concluded-
that regardless of the disabling condition, whether
mild, moderate, -or severe, and regardless of the
students”age, the Direct Instruction approach was
effective inall the skill areas research has addressed.

Further support for the approach comes from
Kavale (1990). His summary of research into direct
instruction and -effective teaching concludes that
they are five to ten times more effective for learning
disabled students than are practices aimed at alter-
ing unobservablelearning processes such as percep-
tion. Binder and Watkins (1990) describe Direct In-
struction (along with Precision Teaching) as the
approaches best supported by research ta address
the problems of teachmg foundin the Enghsh speak-
ing world.

Recently Hendrickson and Fra.nk (1993) prov1ded‘
this bold predlchon

The decade of the 1990°s will w1mess in class- '
rooms, serving students with, mild-mental
-retardation, the implementation of a group of
" instructional methods often referred to as ef-
. fectiveteaching practices ordirectinstruction, - -
ifweheed the literature published in thisarea -
. overthe past 15 years. (p.11) -

~ Criticisms of Direct Instruction .
Despite the long history of empirical support. for
Direct. Instructlon u.nsurpnsmgly there have also
been criticisms. These have been based on a number
of different grounds, and are of varying credibility.
1. Direct Instruction is an IBM (the former

publlsher) conspiracy to oppress the masses
(Nicholls, 1980). .

2. Direct Instructlon causes delmquency y
(Sehwel.nhart Weikart & Larner, 1986). Fur-
ther, its “side effects may be lethal” (Boomer,
1988, p.12). ,

3. Its view of the readmg process is wrong
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(Gollash, 1980).

4. It is incompatible with other more important

principles:

(a) Normalization {Penney, 1988)

(b} The wholistic nature of reading (Giffen, .
1980; Goodman, 1986).

{c) A naturalistic educational paradigm
{Heshusius, 1991).

(d) Flexible reciprocal child-teacher interaction
(Ashman & Elkins, 1990).

. (e) Teacher professionalism (McFaul, 1983).

5. The success of Direct Instruction is illusory,

- based on tests that do not measure reading
(Cambourne, 1979).

6. Other approaches are more effective, e. g
Whole Language (Weaver, 1991), discovery
learning (Bay, Staver, Bryan & Hale, 1992); or
as effective as Direct Instruction (Kuder, 1990;
O'Connor, Jenkins, Cole, Mills, 1993). -

7. It may be inappropriate for certain sub groups.
(a) Those in special education (Heshusius,
1991; Kuder, 1991; Penney, 1988).

(b) Those with certain learning styles, for
example, internal locus of control (McFaul,
1983; Peterson, 1979).

(c) Those of high ability (Peterson, 1979).

8. Its use is best restricted to basic skill develop-
ment (Peterson, 1979).

9. Itis best used in conjunction with other
approaches (Delpit, 1988; Gettinger, 1993;
Harper, Mallette, Maheady, Brennan, 1993;
Spiegel, 1992; Stevens, Slavin & Farnish, 1991).

10. Students might not find it acceptable (Reetz &
Hoover, 1992). _

Of the literature critical of the model, much is
based on philosophical issues concerning reality
-and power, on theoretical issues such as the nature
of the learning process, the role of teaching, orissues
of measurement. Of the few empirical studies in
which alternative approaches have proved equiva-

lent or superior, issues of treatment fidelity have

arisen. For example, it is not always made clear
whether the model described is the Direct Instruc-
tion model or a direct instruction variant of un-
known rigor. When the Direct Instruction model is
used it is rarely specified whether the program pre-
senters have the training necessary to follow the
approach faithfully. Further the relative rarity of
such findings compared to the vast literature sup-
portive of the approach allows some sanguinity
about such exceptions.

It is of interest that the debate on Direct Instruc-
tion has become much more widespread in recent
years. An issue of Education and Treatment of Children
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Of the literature critical of [Direct
Instruction], much is based on
philosophical issues concerning reality
and power, on theoretical issues such
as the nature of the learning process,
the role of teaching, or issues of
measurement. |

(Becker, 1988) was devoted to Direct Instruction.
The National Reading Conference in the US has
regular sessions on the pedagogical impact and ap-
propriateness of Direct Instruction (Kameenui &
Shannon, 1988). The Journal of Learning Disabilities
{1991) devoted two issues (Vol 24, Nos 5, 6} to
“sameness analysis” —an instructional design prin-
ciple central to Direct Instruction (Englemann &
Carnine, 1982). In recent years writers of texts on
teaching (Becker, 1986), special education {Cole &
Chan, 1990; Gable & Warren, 1993, Greaves &
MecLaughlin, 1993; Scruggs & Wong, 1990; Wolery,
Ault & Doyle, 1992), and educational psychology
texts (Joyce, Weil & Showers, 1992; Kameenui &
Simmons, 1990; Tuckman, 1991) have included Di-
rect Instruction as a legitimate approach to a range
of educational problems. This represents the in-
creasing academic acceptance of the model that un-
til the mid-1980’s was virtually ignored by research-
ers and writers other than advocates from, or influ- .
enced by, the University of Oregon. From one of the
most respected writers and researchers on the prob-
lems of learning disability (a term coined by Kirk
and Bateman in 1962) comes the highest praise. “The
documented success of Siegfried Engelmann and
his colleagues’ direct instruction reading programs
with thousands of hard-to-teach and high risk chil-
dren is unsurpassed in the annals of reading his-
tory” (Bateman, 1991, p.11).

Despite the controversy, Direct Instruction re-
search and program development continues. It no
longer has a sole emphasis on instructional design
for basic skills such as reading, spelling, math, lan-
guage, and writing—but has broadened its area of
application to include higher order skills e, g., liter-
ary analysis, logic, chemistry, critical reading, ge-
ometry and social studies (Carnine, 1991; Casazza,
1993; Darch, 1993; Grossen & Carnine 1990b; Kinder
& Carnine 1991). Use has been made of technology
through computer-assisted instruction, low cost
networking and videodisc courseware {Kinder &
Carnine, 1991); and, researchers have begun to test




the model in non-English speaking countries, for
example, third world countries (Grossen & XKelly,
1992), and Japan (Nakano, Kageyama, & Kioshita;
1993). It has also shown promise in recent research
on teaching a most challenging group of students—

school-aged children with TBI, traumatic brain in-

jury (Glang, Singer, Cooley & Tish, 1992).

“There seems little doubt that Direct Instruction

will continue to be a viable and productive model

" throughout the 1990’s. The major hurdle continues
. to be its lack of attractiveness for educators, and

resultant absence of penetration into classrooms.

Problems of Acceptance in Education

The prediction of Hendrickson and Franks (1993)
about the increasing use of Direct Instruction is
brave because despite its impressive research sup-
port, Direct Instruction has made relatively little
impactinregular or special education thus far. Maggs

and White (1982) wrote despairingly, “Few profes-
sions are more steeped in mythology, and less open:
to empirical findings than are teachers” {(p. 131). .

' Their lament emphasizes the. general lack of accep-

tance of research-based programs in education, of
which Direct Instruction isbut one example. Murphy
(1980) considered thatbehavioral consultants should
be the -agents of change, but are generally naive
about the politics of change in organizations, and
thus unable to influence decision-makers. He sug-
gests that an improved understanding of organiza-
tional contingencies would enhance the likelihood

of successful implementation. Barnes (1985) sug-~

gested five reasons for the approach’s lack of accep-
tance in education. -

‘1. The phonic emphasis in reading conflicts w1th

" the popular “Whole Language” philosophy.

. 2. The model’s highly structured sci:ipted‘lessoné

. 5. The structurerequires a routine thatbores teach-

~ are viewed as demeaning to trained teachers. -
3: Itover-emphasizes basicskillsand ignoreshigher
order goals.
4. The emphasis on the teacher’s resp0n51b111ty for
learning outcomes threatens those teachers hold-

ing the view that student performance is largely .

- determined by the ch1ld’s genetic or fan‘uly his-
- tory.

ers. Students become bored either for the same
reason, or because of the teacher’s resultant 1ack
of enthusiasm. Barnes does not accept the valid-

ity of these objections but hlghhghts them as

obstacles to be overcome.
Fields (1986) posits the “practicality ethlc” as the

key characteristic of programs likely to be readily.
adopted. Can the recommendation be easily trans- -
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lated into practice in the classroom? Is the recom-

‘mendation c0ngruentw1th the teacher’s philosophy

or goals? How difficult in time and effort is imple-

. mentation? Fields sees problems for Direct Instruc-

tion in each of these areas and recommends fall-back
positions: accepting levels of implementation—from
theideal, school-wideadoption designed tolift over-
all student achievement, through to the simple ac-
ceptance of an active teaching style, that is, practis-
ing some elements of direct instructional strategies
in a teacher’s classroom. Hempenstall {(1990b) ar-
gues that a pilot program successfully provided for
a few, or even one, student in a school can.be the
springboard upon which subsequent more exten-
sive program. installation may follow, In his view’
consultants need to “get their hands dirty” by assist-

ing with timetabling problems, being available to

support the teacher(s), providing both hard and soft

" data to ameliorate inevitable resistance, and being

the critical friend to-ensure program fidelity—par-
ticularly lesson regularity in the face of competing
demands on schools to include iriteresting but edu-
cationally marginal activities. He sees the absence of
-a Direct Instruction teacher training infrastructure
as a hurdle to replicating the impressive results
obtained when programs are faithfully implemented.

Riddell and Sperling (1988) express concern at the

‘gulf between literacy research findings and. teach-
. ers’ practice. They call for research aimed at discov-
"ering why empirically proven practlces are

“thwarted, undermined, or ignored in the class-
room” (p. 319). The concern is even more impelling
if one accepts Rogers’ (1983, as cited in Ruddeli and

- Sperling) assertion that there is often a period of 25
- to 35 years between a research dlscovery and 1ts
- serious implementation. -

" . Solity (1991) further notes some aspects of D1rect
Instruction unappealing to teachers; however, he
views the problem within the wider context-of the -
negative view many teachers have of behavioral
approaches in general. He considers the method of
introduction of behavioral concepts as crucial to

" acceptance, and cites examples of “softer” language

being more acceptable. Gersten and Guskey (1985)
argue that teachers’ methods have evolved largely
through expenences in their own classroom, and a
model that requires a significant change from that
practlce will evoke reluctance. In theirstudies, teach-
ers’ philosophies that were generally antithetical to
Direct Instruction became consonant with those of
‘Direct Instruction following successful program

-implementation. Hence attitude change followed -

rather than preceded behavior change. They argue
that trying to change attitudes through, for example,
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presenting research data alone is unlikely to be
successful. Consonant with Hempenstall's {1990b)
position, they argue that a well organized pilot
program in the school, run by a respected teacher
with good consultant support, is likely to produce
gainsdifficult toignore in children personally known
to the teachers. The salience of change in children
known to teachers, combined with strong instruc-
tional leadership from the school administration,
increases the likelihood of a change in teacher be-
havior, As in Gersten and Guskey'sstudy, a teacher’s
initial reluctance may be transformed into a new
energy-giving direction in teaching.

Lindsley (1992)is quite scathing in addressing the
general question of why effective teaching tools
aren’t widely adopted. He considers that teachers
have been ‘

... seduced by natural learning approaches.....
Most educators have bought the myth that
academic learning does not require disci-
pline—that the best learning is easy and fun.
They do not realize that it is fluent perfor-
mance that is fun. The process of learning, of
changing performance, is most often stressful
and painful. (p. 22)

Researchers may view teachers as
unnecessarily conservative and resistant
to change, whereas teachers may
consider researchers as unrealistic in
their expectations, and lacking in
understanding of the school system and
cuiture, Teachers may also respond
defensively to calls for change because’
-of the implied criticism of their past
practices, and the perceived devaluation
of the professionalism of teachers (in
that other professions are determining
their teaching practices).

Gable and Warren (1993) have also noted that the
potential role of behavioral science in general, but
with particular emphasis to education, has been
largely ignored by decision-makers and even by
many practitioners. They refer to Carnine’s (1991)
lament that decision-makers lack a scientific frame-
work and are inclined to accept proposals based on
good intentions and unsupported opinions. Meyer
(1991, cited in Gable & Warren), however, blames
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the research community for choosing restricted
methodology (e.g., single subject design), and for
being too remote from classrooms. She believes
greater attention will be paid when credibility of
research is improved. On the other hand, perhaps it
is the tendency of empiricists to place caveats on
their findings, as opposed to the wondrous claims of
ideologues and faddists unrestrained by scientific
ethics, that makes decision-makers wary. Fister and
Kemp (1993) consider several likely obstacles, im-
portant among them being the absence of an ac-
countability link between decision-makers and stu-
dent achievement, Such a link seems unlikely with-
out a regular mandated state or national test pro-
gram. They also apportion some responsibility to
the research community for failing to appreciate the
necessity nexus between research and its adoption -
by the relevant target group. The specific criticisms
include a failure to take responsibility for communi-
cating findings clearly, and with the end-users in
mind. Researchers have often validated practices
over too brief-a time-frame, and in too limited a
range of settings to allow general program adoption
across settings. Without considering the organiza-
tional ramifications (such as staff and personnel
costs) adequately, the viability of even the very best
intervention cannot be guaranteed. The methods of
introduction and staff training in innovative prae-
tices can have a marked bearing on their adoptlon

.and continuation.

Fister and Kemp (1993) argue that researchers
have failed to meet their own criterion by not incor-
peorating research-validated staff-training proce-
dures, and organizational analysis in their strategies
for promoting program adoption. Their final criti-
cism involves the rarity of the establishment of model
sites exemplifying excellent practice. When prospec-
tive adoptees are able to see the reality rather than
the rhetoric of a program they are arguably more
likely to take the (often uncomfortable) steps to-
wards adoption. In addition, it is possible to discuss
with on-site teachers the rea11t1es of being involved
in the innovation.

Woodward (1993) points out that there is often a
gulf between researchers and teachers. Researchers
may view teachers as unnecessarily conservative
and resistant to change, whereas teachers may con-
sider researchers as unrealistic in their expectations,
and lacking in understanding of the school system
and culture. Teachers may also respond defensively
to calls for change because of the implied eriticism of
their past practices, and the perceived devaluation
of the professionalism of teachers (in that other
professions are determining their teaching prac-




tices). Leach (1987) argues strongly that collabora-
tion between change-agents and teachers is a neces-
sary element in the acceptance of novel practice. In
his view teachers need to make a contribution that
extends beyond solely the implementation of the
ideas of others.

Given that many researchers have
neither the funding, the interest, nor
perhaps the skill to promulgate their
findings it is clear that the relationship
between science, school practice, and
government policy-making will remain
vexed.

Hence there are three groups with whom re-
searchers need to be able to communicate if their
innovations are to be adopted. At the classroom
level, teachers are the focal point of such innova-
tions and their competent and enthusiastic partici-
pation is required if success is tobe achieved. At the
school administration level, principals are being
givenincreasing discretion as to how fundsare to be
disbursed; therefore, time spent in discussing edu-
cational priorities, and cost-effective means of achiev-
ing them may be time well-spent, bearing in mind
Gersten and Guskey’s (1985) comment on the im-
portance of strong instructional leadership. At the
broader system level, decision makers presumably
require different information, and assurances about
the viability of change of practice (cost being funda-

‘mental). Given that many researchers have neither
the funding, the interest, nor perhaps the skill to
promulgate their findings it is clear that the relation-
ship between science, school practice, and govern-
ment policy-making will remain vexed. 4

References
Adams, M. J. & BruckM. (1995). Word recognition:
The interface of educational policies and scientific

research. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary .

Journal, 5, 113-139

Ashman, A. & Elkins, ]. (1990). Educating children with
special needs. NY: Prentice Hall,

Australian Government House of Representatives
Enquiry. (1993). The literacy challenge. Canberra:

. Australian Printing Office.

Ball, E.W.{1993). Phonological awareness: What's im-
portantand to whom? Reading & Writing: An Inter-
disciplinary Journal, 5, 141-159. .

T T I T I

Bammes, D. {1985). Why not Direct Instruction? The
Australian Educational & Developmental Psychologist,
1, 59-62.

Bateman, B. (1991). Teachmg word recognition to slow
learning children. Reading, Writing and Learning
Disabilities, 7, 1-16.

Bay, M., Staver, J. R., Bryan, T.,, Hale, J.B. (1992).
Science instruction for the mildly handicapped:
Direct instruction versus discovery teaching,. four-
nal of Research in Science Teaching, 29, 555-570.

Becker, W.C.(1977). Teaching reading and lariguage to
the disadvantaged. What we have learned from
field research. Harvard Educational Review, 47, 518-
543.

Becker, W.C. (1986). Applied psychology for teachers: A
behavioral-cognitive approach. Chicago, USA: Science
Research Associates.

Becker, W.C. (Ed.).(1988). Direct Instruction: A gen-
eral case for teaching a general case.[Special issue].
Education and Treatment of Children, 11, 301-396.

Becker, W.C. & Gersten, R. (1982). A follow-up of
Follow Through: The later effects of the Direct
Instruction model on children in fifth and sixth
gradeé.. American Educational Research fournal, 19,
75-92.

Bereiter, C. & Kurland, M. (1981). A constructive look

at Follow Through results. Interchange, 12, 1-22.

Binder, C., & Watlins, C.L. {1990). Precision Teaching
and Direct Instruction: Measurably superior in-
structicnal technology in schools. Performance Im-
provement Quarterly, 3(4), 74-96.

- Blachman, B. A.(1991). Early intervention for children’s

reading problems: Clinical applications of the re-
search in phonological awareness, Topics in Lan-
guage Disorders, 12(1),51-65.

Boomer, G. (1988). Standards and literacy. Two hun-
dred years on the road to literacy: Where to from
here? Directions: Literacy. Supplement to Education
Victoria. June. Melboume: State Board of Educa-

- Honm. 7

Byme, B. (1991). Therole of phonological awareness in
reading acquisition. Australian Journal of Reading,
2,133-139. .

Byrne, B. & Fielding - Barnsley, R. (1989). Phonemic
awareness and letter knowledge in the child’s ac-
quisition of the alphabetic principle. fournal of Edu-
cational Psychology, 81, 313-321.

Cambourne, B. {1979). How important is theory to the
reading teacher? Australian Journal of Reading, 2, 78-
90.

Camnine. D. (1991). Curricular interventions for teach-
ing higher order thinking to all students: Introduc-
tion to the special series, ]mmml of Learning Disabili-
Hes, 24, 261-269.

Errective ScHooL Pracrices, 18(1) SummMERr, 1999 25




Casazza, M.E. (1993). Using a model of direct instruc-

- tion to teach summary writing in a.college reading

. class. Journal of Reading, 37, 202-208.

Chaney, C. (1990). Evaluatirig the whole la.nguage
approach to. language arts: The.pros and cons.
- Language, Speech, and Hearingin Schools; 21,244-249,

Cole, P., & Chan, L. (1990).- Methods and strategies for
special education. Sydney: Prentice Hall. -
Conway, R. (1994, May 6). Ttme to test students. Herald

Sun, p.15 .

Darch, C. (1993). Direct. Inst'ruchon Aresea.rch -based
approach for designing instructional programs. In

R. C. Greaves & P. ]. McLaughlin. (Eds.), Recent

-advgnees in special education and rehabllltatmn {pp.
- 88-106). Boston: Andover Medical.

' Delplt L.D. (1988). The silenced dialogue: Power and .

- pedagogy. in educatmg other- people’s children.
" Harvard Educational Review, 58, 280-298. - .

. Edelsky, C. (1990). Whose agenda is this anyway’r’ A
. response. to McKenna, Robinson & Ml]ler Educa-
-tonal Reserrcher, 19, 7-11.

- ‘Eldredge, L. (1991). An experiment with- 2 modified
whole languageapproach infirstgrade classrooms. . -

" Reading Research and Instruction; 30(3); 21-38.-

Engelmann, 5. (1980, Feb). Toward the design of fault-
less: instruction: The theoretical basis of concept
-analysis. Educntional Technology, 28-36.

Engelmann, S. & Carnine, D. (1982) Theory of instruc-
tion. NY: Irvington.

Fabre, T. (1984). The application of direct instruction in

special education: An annotated bibliography. Unpub--

lished manuscript, University of Oregon.

Fields, B. A. (1986). Direct Instruction and the practi-
-cality ethic: A case study and position in curricu-
lum innovation. Australian Ioumul of Remedial Edu-
-.cation, 18(1), 17-22. ‘

Fields, B. A., &Kempe A, (1992) Correcl:we feedback
in whole language teaching: Implications for chil-
dren with learning problems. Australian ]oumal of
- Special Education; 16(2), 22-31.

Fister, S., & Kemp, K. (1993). Translating research
Classroom application of validated instructional
strategies. In R.C. Greaves and P.J. McLaughlin
{(Eds.), Recent advances in special education and reha-
- bilitation. (pp. 107-126). Boston: Andover Medical.

‘ Gable,RA & Warren. 5.F. (1993). The enduring value

' - of instructional research. In Robert Gable & Steven

- Warren (Eds.), Advances in mental retardation and

developmental disabilities: Strategies for teaching stu-

dents with mild to severe mental retardation. (pp 1- '7)

_Philadelphia: Jessica Kingsley. -

Gersten, R.(1985) Direct Instruction w1th spec1a1 edu— :

" cation students: ‘A review-of evaluation research.
Journal of Special Education, 19(1), 41-58.

26 ErFecTIVE ScHooL PracTices, 18(1), SummER, 1999

Gersten, R. & Dimino, J. {1993). Visions and revisions:
A special education perspective on the whole lan-
guage controversy. Remedial and Special Educahon
- 14(4), 5-13. '

Gersten, R, & Guskey, T. (1985, Fall). Transformmg
teacher reluctance into a commitment to innova-
tion. Direct Instruction News, 11-12.

Gersten, R, Keating, T. & Becker, W. (1988). The con-
_ tinued impact of the Direct Instruction model: Lon-
gitudinal studies of Follow Through students, Edu-
cation umi Treabment of Children, 11, 318-327.

Gersten, R., Woodward, ]. & Darch, C. (1986). Direct
Instruction: A research based approach to curricu-
lum designand teachmg Exceptwnal Chzldren 53(1),
17-31.

Gettinger, M. (1993). Effects of invented spellmg and
direct instruction on spelling performance of sec-
ond-gradeboys. Journal oprphed BehnmorAnaIyszs,
26, 281-291.

Giffen, D. (1980) A letter—a—reply an invitation to
respond. Reading Around, 8,84-88. . -

Glang, A., Singer, G., Cooley, E., & Tish, N. (1992).
Tailoring direct instruction techniques for use with
elementary students with brain injury. Iournal of
Head Trauma Rehabilitation, 7, 93-108.

Gollash, F, (1980). A review of Distar Reading I froma
psycholinguistic viewpoint. Reading Education, 5,
78-86.

‘Good, T.L. &Brophy,] E. (1987). Looking in classrooms

-{4th ed.). NY: Harper and Row. .
Goodman, K. 5. (1986). What's whole in whole Iangimge.
Richmond Hill, Ontario: Scholastic

-Goodman, K. 8. (1989, March). Whole language is

whole: A response to Heymsfeld. Educational Lead-
ership, 69-72.

Greaves, R.C. &McLaughlin,P.]. (Eds.). (1993) Recent
.advances in special education and rehabilitation. Bos-
ton: Andover Medical.

Gregory, R. F. (1983). Direct Instruction, disadvan-
taged and handicapped children: A review of the

- literature and some practical implications. Part 1.
Remedial Education, 18, 108-114.
Groff, P. (1990). An analysis of the debate: Teaching
- reading without conveying phonics information.
Interchange, 21(4), 1-14.

Grossen, B. & Carnine, D. (1990). Diagramming a logic
strategy: Effects on difficult problem types and
transfer. Learring Disability Quarterly, 13, 168-182.

Grossen, B. & Kelly, B.E. (1992). The effectiveness of
- Direct Instruction in a third-world context. Interna-
tional Review of Education, 38(1), 81-85. '

Harper,G F., Mallette, B. Maheady,L & Brennan, G.
(1993). Classwide student tutoring teams and Di-

. rect Instruction as a combined instruconal pro-




gram to teach generalizable strategies for math-
ematics word problems. Education and Treatment of
Children, 16, 115-134.

Heaney, C. (1993, Aug. 23). Clains put to the test. Herald
Sun, p.5.

Hempenstall, K. (1990a). Direct Instruction: Experiences
of an educational psychologist. Paper presented at the
13th National Conference of the Australian Behav-
ior Mod1ﬁcatlon Association. Melbourne, Austra-
lia.

Hempenstall K.(1990b, July). School failure: A debilitat-
ing condition. AADI Newsletter, p.4.

Hempenstall, K. (1995). Reading problems: The causal
role of the education system. Unpublished manu-
script. Australia: RMIT, Bundoora.

Hendrickson, . M., & Frank A.R. (1993). Engagement
and performance feedback: Enhancing the class-
room achievement of students with mild mental
disabilities. In. R.A. Gable and S.F. Warren (Eds.),
Advances in mental retardation and developmental dis-
abilities: Strategies for teaching students with mild to
severe mental retardation. (pp. 11-47). Philadelphia:
Jessica Kingsley.

Heshusius, L. (1991). Curriculum based assessment
and directinstruction: Critical reflections on funda-
mental assumptions. Exceptional Children, 57, 315-
328.

Heymsfeld, C. R. (1989, March).-Filling the hole in
whole language. Educational Leadership, 65-68.

House, E. R,, Glass, G. V., McLean, L. D., & Walker,
D.F. (1978), No simple answer: Cnthue of the Fol-
low Through evaluation. Harvard Educational Re-
view, 48, 128-160.

Johnson, B., & Stone, E. (1991). Is whole language
restructuring our classroom? Contemporary Educa-
tion, 62, 102-104.

Joyce, B., Weil, M., & Showers, B. (1992). Models of
teaching (4th ed.). Massachusetts: Allyn & Bacon.

Kameenui, EJ. & Shannon, P. (1988). Point/counter-
point: Direct instruction reconsidered. In J. E.
Readence & R. S. Baldwin (Eds.), Thirty-seventh
Yearbook of the National Reading Conference, (36-41).
Chicago: National Reading Conference.

Kameenui, E.J., & Simmons, D.C. (1990). Designing
instructional strategies: Theprevention of academiclearn-
ing problems. Columbus, OH: Merrill. .

Kavale, K. (1990). Variances and verities in learning
disability interventions. InT. Scruggs and B. Wong
(Eds.), Intervention research in learning disabilities.
(pp- 3-33). New York: Springer Verlag.

Kinder, D., & Carnine, D. (1991). Direct Instruction:
What it is and what it is becoming. Journal of Behav-
ioral Education, 1, 193-213.

Kirk, S.A., & Bateman, B. (1962). Diagnosis and
remediation of learning disabilities. Exceptional Chil-
dren, 29, 73-78.

Klesius, ]. P., Griffith, P. L., & Zielonka, P. (1991). A
whole language and traditional instruction com-
parison: Overall effectiveness and development of
the alphabetic principle. Reading Research and In-
struction, 30(2), 47-61.

Kuder, S. J. (1990). Effectiveness of the DISTAR read-
ing program for children with learning disabilities.
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 23(1), 69-71.

Kuder, 5.]. (1991). Language abilities and progress in
a Direct Instruction reading program for students
with learning disabilities. Journal of Learning Dis-
abilities, 24, 124-127.

Leach, D.]. (1987). Increasing the useand maintenance
of behavior-based practices in schools: An example
of a general problem for applied psychologists?
Australian Psychologist, 22, 323-332.

Liberman, L. Y., & Liberman, A. M. (1990). Whole
language vs. code emphasis: Underlying assump-
tons and their implications for reading instruction.
Annals of Dyslexia, 40, 51-76.

Lindsley, O. (1992). Why aren’t effective teaching tools
widely adopted. Journal of Applied BehavmrA nalysis,
25, 21-26.

Lockery, L. & Maggs, A. (1982). Direct instruction
research in Australia: A ten year analysis. Educa-
tional Psychology, 2, 263-288.

Maggs, A. & White, R. (1982). The educational psy-
chologist: Facing anew era. Psychology in the Schools,
19,129-134.

MeCaslin, M. M. (1989). Whole language: Theory,
instruction, and futureimplementation. The Elemen-
tary School Journal, 90, 223-229.

McFaul, 5. A. (1983, April). An examination of Direct
Instruction. Educational Leadership, 67-69,

McGinitie, W. H. (1991) Reading instruction: Plus ca
change.... Educational Leadership, March, 55-58.

McKenna, M. C, Robinson, R.,D., &Miller, ].,W. (1990a).
Whole language and the need for open enguiry: A
rejoinder to Edelsky. Educational Researcher, 19, 12-
13,

McKenna, M. C., Robinson, R.D., & Miller, J.,W.
(1990b). Wholelanguage: A research agenda for the
nineties. Educational Researcher, 19, 3-6. '

Mather, N. (1992) Whole language reading instruction
for students with learning disabilities: Caught in
the cross fire. Learning Disabilities, Researchand Prac-
tice, 7, 87-95.

Medley, D. M. (1982). Teacher effectiveness. In H. E.
Mitzel (Ed.), Encyclopaedia of educational research
(Sthed.,Vol.4). (pp. 1894-1903) New York: The Free
Press.

Errecrive Schoor Pracrices, 18(1) Summer, 1998 27




Meyer, L. A., Gersten, R. M. & Gutkin,J. (1983). Direct
Instruction: A Project Follow Through success story
in an inner-city school. The Elementary School Jour-
nal, 84, 241-252.

Murphy, G. (1980). The delivery ofeducatlonal techni-
cal -assistance-services for children. with special
learning needs: A tommenton Maggs. The Austra-

. lan Journal of Special Education, 4(1); 27-29.

Nakano, Y., Kageyama, M., & Kinoshita, 5.. (1993).

Using Direct Instruction to improve teacher perfor-
- mance, academic achievement, and. classroom be-

havior in a Japanese public junior- high. school.

Education and Treatment of Children, 16, 326-343.

Newman, J. M. (1991). Whole language: A changed
universe. Contemporary Education, 62, 70-75.

Nicholls, C..(1980), Kentucky Fried readmg scheme
Reading Education, 6, 18-22. |

Nicholson, T., Bailey, J. & McArthur, J. (1991). Context
cues in reading: The. gap. between research and
popular opinion. Reading, Writing & Learning Dis-
abilities, 7, 33-41.

O'Conner, R. E., Jenkins, J. R., Cole, K. N. & Mills, I". E.
(1993). Twoapproaches toreading instruction with
children with disabilities: Does program design
make a difference? Exceptional Children, 59, 312-323.

Penney, R. K. (1988, March). Compatability [sic] of
early intervention programmes with normaliza-
tion. Bulletin of the Australian Psychological Sociely,
28-29.

Pennington, D. & Speagle, D. (1993, Feb. 2). Treating the
basie ills in education. The Age, pl6.

Peterson, P. L. (1979, Oct.). Direct instruction: Effective
for what and for whom? Educational Leadersh:p, 46-
48.

Prior, M. (1993, June 15). Reading: Tke myths dispelled.
The Age, p. 11.

Rayner, K., & Pollatsek, A. (1989). The psychology of
reading. New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Reetz, L.]., & Hoover, ]. H. (1992). The acceptability
and utility of five reading approaches as judged by
middle school LD students. Learning Disabilities,
Research and Practice, 7, 11-15.

Richards, C. (1995, June 6). Why it's vital to read early
warning signs. The Age, p.16.

Rist, M. C. {1992 ,November). Learning by heart. The
Executive Educator, 12-19.

‘Rosenshine, B. V. (1979). Content, time and direct
instruction. InP. L. Petersonand H.J]. Walbert(Eds.),
Research on teaching: Concepts, findings and implica-
tions. (pp. 28-57) Berkeley: McCutchan.

Rosenshine, B. V. (1980). Direct instruction for skill
mastery. Paper presented to the School of Educa-
tion, University of Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

28 | Errective ScHooL Practices, 18(1), SuMmer, 1999

Rosenshine, B. V., & Berliner, D. C. (197B). Academic
engaged time. British Journal of Teacher Education, 4,
3-16.

Rosenshine, B. V., & Stevens, R. (1984). Classroom
instruction in reading. In D. Pearson (Ed.), Hand-
book of research on teaching (3rd. ed., 376-391). New-
York: MacMillan

Ruddetl, R. B. & Sperling, M. (1988) Factors mﬂuenc-
ing the use of literacy research by the classroom
teacher: Research review and new directions. In
J.E. Readence (Ed.), Dialogues in literacy research.
Chicago: National Reading Conference Inc. -

Schweinhart, ‘L. J., Weikart, D. P., & Lamer, W. B.
(1986). Consequences of three pre-school curricu-
lum models through age 15. Early Childhood Re-
search Quarterly, 1(1), 15-45.

Scruggs, T. & Wong, B. (Eds.). (1990). Intervenhun
research in learning disabilities. INY: Springer Verlag.

Smith, F. (1978). Understanding readmg New York:
Holt, Rinehart & Winston,

Smith, K. (1989). Overselling literacy. Phi Delm Kuppan,
70, 353-359.

Smith, P.G. (1991). A practical gu1de to whole la_n—
guage in the intermediate classroom. Contemporary
Education, 62, 88-95.

Solity,J. (1991). Anoverview of behavioral approaches
to teaching children with learning difficulties and
the national curriculum. Educational Psychology, 11,
151-166.

Solman, R. & Stanovich, K. (1992). Information pro-
cessing models. In N. Singh and 1. Beale (Eds.),
Learning disabilities: Nature, theory & freatment. (pp.
352-371). New York: Springer Verlag.

Spiegel, D. L. (1992). Blending whole language and
systematic direct instruction. The Reading
Teacher,46(1), 38-44.

Stahl, S. A., & Miller, P. D. (1989). Whole language and
language experienceapproaches forbeginning read-
ing: A quantitative research synthesis. Review of
Educational Research, 59, 87-116.

Stanovich, K. (1994). Romance and reality. The Reading
Teacher, 47, 280-291,

Stebbins, L., St. Pierre, R. G., Proper, E. C., Anderson,
R.B.,and Cerva, T.R. (1977). Education as experitmen-
tation: A planned variation model (Vol. IV.). Cam-
bridge, MA: Abt. Associates.

Stevens, R.]., Slavin, R. E., Farnish, A. M. (1991). The
effects of co-operative learning and direct instruc-
tion in reading comprehension strategies on main
ideaidentification. Journal of Educational Psychology,
83, 8-1e.




Stone, J. E. (April 23, 1996). Developmentalism: An
obscure but pervasive restriction on educational
improvement. Education Policy Analysis Archives
[On-line], 4, 1950 lines. Available: http://
seamonkey.ed.asu.edu/epaa.

Sykes, S. (1991). A whole language perspective on
reading and writing. Australian Journal of Remedial
Education, 23(2), 23-27. .

Tuckman, B. W. (1991). Educational psychology: Fram

. theory to apphcatwn USA: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich.

Tunmer, W.E. & Hoover, W. A. (1993). Phonologica.l
recoding skill and beginning reading. Reading and
Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 5, 161-179.

Vellutino, F. R. (1991). Introducton to three studies on
reading acquisition: Convergent findings on theo-
retical foundations of code-oriented versus whole-
language approaches to reading instruction. Jour-
nal of Educational Psychology, 83, 437-443.

Weaver, C. (1988). Reading process and practice: From
socio-psycholinguistics towhole language. Portsmouth,
NH: Heinemann.

Weaver, C. {(1991). Weighing the claims about “Phon-
ics First”. The Education Digest, April, 19-22,

Weir, R (1990).: Philosophy, cultural beliefs and lit-
eracy. Interchange, 21(4), 24-33.

White, W. A. T. (1988). A meta-analysis of the effects of
Direct Instruction in special education. Educafion
and Treatmentof Children, 11, 364-374..

Winnie, P. (1979). Experiments relating teachers” use
of higher cognitive questions to student achieve-
ment. Review of Educational Research, 49, 13-50.

Wolery, M. Ault, M. ],, & Doyle, P. M. (1992). Teaching
studentswith moderate tosevere dzsabzhhes New York:
Longman. :

Woodward, J. {1993). The technology of technology-
based instruction: Comments on the research, de-
velopment, and dissemination approach toinnova-
Hon. Education and Treatment of Ch:ldrrm, 16, 345-
360.

Yates, G. C. R, (1988) Classroom research into effec-

- tHve teaching. Australian Journal. af Remedial Educa-
tion, 20(1) 4- 9

ErfrecTiVE ScHooL PracTices, 18(1) Summer, 1353 29




The Role of Phonics in Learning to Read:
What Does Recent Research Say?

‘Kerry Hempenstall
Department of Psychology and Intellectual Dlsablhty Sl-udles, g
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT)

Reprinted from Fine Print, 22( l),’7-12, with permission.. '

_"— he role of phonics instruction in learning to read
has always been controversial. It has been par-
ticularly soin the last 15 years in Australia given the
dominance of the Whole Language movement in
pre-service and in-service teacher education, and in
education department policies. The Whole Language
philosophy rejects explicit phonics teaching on prin-
ciple because it teaches reading by emphasising
units smaller than the whole word, that is, through
individual letters, syllables and morphemes.

in the US, the Reading Excellence Act
(1999) was recently enacted because
of the unacceptably low reading
achievement of students in US schools.
it acknowledges that part of the
responsibility rests with methods of
reading instruction, and with policies
that have been insensitive to
developments in the understanding of
the reading process. '

In several English speaking countries, there isa
strong momentum for reform of reading instruction.

Dramatic legislation in the US and Britain in recent.

months may possibly lead to similarly far-reaching

policy changes in Australia in the not-too-distant

future. The changes have arisen because of an over-
whelming concern over literacy in those communi-
ties, and because of evidence that the Whole Lan-
guage model of reading, the same approach sup-
ported by governments throughout Australia, is
exacerbating the problem. 4

International Directions
In the US, the Reading Excellence Act (1999) was
recently enacted because of the unacceptably low
reading achievement of students in US schools. It
acknowledges that part of the responsibility rests
with methods of reading instruction, and with poli-
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cies that have been insensitive to developments in

- the understanding of the reading process. The Act

attempts to bridge the gulf between research and
classroom practiceby mandating that only programs
in reading that have been shown to be effective
according to strict research criteria willbe funded in
future. This reverses a trend in which the criterion
foradoption of a model was that it met preconceived
notions of “rightness” rather than that it was de-
monstrably effective for students. Thus, the basis for
adoption of programs formerly emphasised pre-
ferred process over student outcome.

Under the new Federal system, explicit
phonics teaching is highlighted as an
essential element in any beginning
reading program. Teacher training-
institutes have long emphasised Whole
Language as the model of choice, and -
few teachers have been provided with
the skills necessaryto teachinthenewly
prescibed manner, so massive teacher .

" retraining programs e being
mtroduced :

" Under the new Federal system, explicit phonics
teaching is highlighted as an essential element in
any beginning reading program. Teacher training
institutes have long emphasised Whole Language as
the model of choice, and few teachers have been’
provided with the skills necessary to teach in the
newly prescibed manner, so massive teacher re-
training programs are being introduced. Of the

‘programs thus far accredited for funding, two ap-

proaches are known in Australia: Direct Instruction
(Corrective Reading, Reading Mastery, Teach Your Child
to Read in 100 Easy Lessons), and Success For All. Both
approaches emphasise early and systematic instruc-
tion in phonemic awareness and make use of explicit




phonics in the early stages of readmg Though un-
supported by Department of Education funding, the
Direct Instruction approach is now in use in an
estimated 150-200 schools in Victoria. Its value in
assisting those students who struggle with reading

is being increasingly recognised by schools, mostof

which adopt the programs after v1ew1.ng their use in
other local schools.

-~ In Britain, the National Literacy Strategy (1998) ,
- has been released to all primary schools, requiring

them to abandon the current Whole Language ap-
- proach to reading. Components of the former sys-
tem such as reliance on context elues to-aid word
readmg are discredited in the Strategy, and explicit
" phonics are to be mtroduced from the earhest stages
of reading.

Current Practice in Austraha
In Austraha, some Whole Language purists con-
sider phonic cues have no place at all in a reading

program,. though most would view them as wort.hy _
of mention as secondary strategies. They envisage

| _ readmg as prnnanly alinguistic rather than a visual

exercise; one of only sampling segments of the print '

and actively predicting what the words will be, If
children need assistance, they are urged to predict
.more wisely by attending more closely to the con-
text. This approach is disastrous for learners in dif-
ficulty, and has been gradually discredited by re-
search over the last 15 years.
. Even those who acknowledge a role for phonic
cues-in Whole Language approaches expect stu-
dents only to identify a letter or two of a word so as
to aid the confirmation of the guess. Further, Whole
Language advocates argue that these phonic cues
canand should be learned without explicit teaching,
A central belief is that exposure to meaningful, au-

‘thentic literature is all that is required to learn to -

read because learning to read entails similar pro-

cesses as learning to spéak-—a natural process. Since

we learn to speak without formal instruction, so we
should learn to read the same way. Unfortunately, it
isn’t so. Mastering a written language is an achieve-
ment that far outweighs the requirements of speech
production. Written language is an artificial, visu-

ally-based device quite distinctly more challenging

' than thebiologically-wired, sounds-based processes
of speech,

' Phonemlc awareness- The mlssmg link?
~ Anextensive amount of readl.ng research over the
- past ten years has emphasised the critical role of
phonemic awareness in successfully beginning read-
ing. It is an awareness that words are made up of
smaller sound segments or phonemes. It is this con-

scious reflection on the structure of words that al-

- lows us to decide that “sat” has three phonemes, and

“splat” has five, This is a difficult task for young
children—many even consider a spoken séntence as

- one continuous stream of sound. With appropriate
“help, they can learn to distinguishindividual words

despite the uninterrupted flow of a sentence. In
stages; they learn to appreciate that it is possible to
segmentwords into syllables (foot-ball); and, around
Year 1, into phonemes:(m-a-t). This awareness is
critical in learning to read and spell an alphabetic
writing system like ours. It is a skill that can be.

_reliably and accurately assessed in children, it can

be taught or (for the fortunate) it may be deduced by
expenence with prmt Its absence is now considered
‘amajor cause of reading failure, though its presence
alone does not guarantee success

It is of little value knowfng what are'the
building blocks of ourlanguagé'’s -
structure if one does not know how to.. .
putthose blocks together appro,onately
to allow written communication, or fo
separate them to enable decodrng of a
letter grouping.

The relationship between phonics and phonemic
awarenessis oftenmisunderstood. Phonemic aware-
ness is an aural/oral skill that (at least in part) can
exist without contact with print. Until contact with
writing however, there is no communicative value
'in developing suich a skill, and many children donot
routinely pay attention to these meaningless seg-
ments of speech, and hence do not develop this
capacity. Other children become fascinated with -
rthymes and alliteration, Pig Latin, Spoonensms,--

. and they enjoy inventing words——constructm g them ’

from speech segments. Some children enter sehoolf
with thousands of hours of valuable literacy experi-
ence through rhyming games, Sesame Street,

- Playschool, I-Spy, plastic letter games, stories read -

to them, and teaching dolly to read. Other children
have had either little interest or lacked the opportu-
nity for such exploration. Still others may have had
such experiences but without taking the cognitive
leap towards a conscious awareness. Students de-
scribed as dyslexics, for example, may havea weak-
ness (perhaps partly genetic) in this area, and re-
quire intensive structured teaching (as opposed to
mere opportunities) to develop their phonemic
awareness, A lack of phonemic awareness alone is
not a primary language deficit, as it is unnecessary

ErrecTive ScHoor PracTices, 18(1) Summer, 71999 31




for oral communication, and only becomes impor-
tant when one is confronted with the reading task.

When print is encountered, the capacity to per-

form the phonemic operations described above be-
comes critically important. In order to develop the
alphabetic principle (that units of print map onto
units of sound), students mustalready have (orsoon
develop) phonemic awareness. It is the alphabetic
principle that allows students to move beyond the
early logographic stage of reading in which each
word is a unique, indivisible shape to be recognised
visually. Memory constraints make the logographic
strategy of limited usefulness and the strategy does
not assist students to decipher words prevmusly
unseen. When students enter a reading program
with phonemic awareness they are part way to-
wards appreciating the alphabetic pri.ncip_le. Read-
mg becomes a task that “makes sense,” not a confus-
ing array of shapes jumbled together seemingly at
random., When phonemic awareness and letter-sound
knowledge are combined the effects are enhanced;
that is, the children associate the shape of a letter
- with the sound in a word.

Itis the understanding of the alphabetic pn.nc1p1e
that allows students to decipher novel words. Using
the alphabetic principle as a cipher represents what
Perfetti (1991) calls a productive process in contrast

“to the very limited process of memorising words.
Share (1995) sees this phonological recoding process
-ascritical to the development of skilled reading, and
describes it as being “... a self-teaching mechanism,
enabling the learner to acquire the detailed ortho-
graphicrepresentationsnecessary for rapid, autono-
mous, visual word recog'mtlon" (p- 152): This'point
is ‘also critically important in designing effective

" programs for older students. Tempting as it may-be

to teach whole word recognition to older struggling’

readers because the phonic strategies seem so “ba-~
byish,” onecannot bypass the “sounding-out” stage.
[t is a necessary step on the path to automatic whole
word recognition. Itis onlyby practising these steps
that “word pictures” arise.

Many students enter school with little phonemic
awareness (Adams, 1990), and exposure to any one
of a variety of forms of reading tuition may be
sufficient to stimulate such awareness for them,
thus making the alphabetic principle more readily
conceptualised. However, in an unacceptably high
number of students this process does not occur. The
aim of phonics teaching is to make explicit to stu-
dents this alphabetic principle. In . a Whole Lan-
guage classroom, in which phonics is viewed at best
as one (subsidiary) strategy among others, to be
used only when the prediction-confirmation strat-
egy breaks down, there is considerably less empha-

sis on student mastery of this principle.
Teachers may point out word parts to studentsin
the context of authentic literature as the situation

 arises, but the limitations of such incidental phonics

may impact most heavily on at-risk students (Simner,
1995). The major problem for at-risk students, ar-

‘gued by Byrne (1996) invelves the risk for such

learners of failing to be explicit and unambiguous. It
might be prudent to tell children directly about the
alphabetic principle since it appears uniwise to rely
on their discovery of it themselves. The apparent
relative success of programs that do that {Bradley &
Bryant, 1983; Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1991,1993,
1995) support the wisdom of direct instruction. (p.
424) Similar sentiments have been expressed by a
number of researchers in recent years (Adams &
Bruck, 1993; Baker, Kameenui, Simmeons, -& Stahl,
1994; Bateman, 1991; Blachman, 1991; Felton & Pep-
per, 1995; Foorman, 1995; Foorman, Francis, Beeler,

. Winikates, & Fletcher, 1997; Moats, 1994; Simmons,

Gunn, Smith, & Kameenui, 1995; Singh, Dextz,
Singh, 1992; Spector, 1995; Tunmer &:I—Ioover, 1993;
Weir, 1950). e

A fascination with authentictexts
precludes the use of controlled
vocabulary stories—the very ones that
‘will build students’ confidence in the
_ 'decodmg straregies that theyha ve been
“taught.

" Consensus remains to be achieved regarding the
details of the strategies best able to ensure the un-
derstanding of the alphabetic principle; however,
the cited authors acknowledge that direct instruc-
tional approaches are more likely to be successful
than'relying upon d1scovery or embedded-—phomcs
approaches : B

Phonics ain’t phonics o

If one accepts the value ini teaching phonics, there
are essentially two approaches that may be em-
ployed: implicit and explicit phonics instruction.
What is the difference? In an.explicit (synthetic)
program, students will learn 40-50 associations be-
tween letters and their sounds. This may entail show-
ing students the graphemes and teaching them the
sounds that correspond to them, as in “This letter
you are looking at makes the sound sssss.” Alterna-
tively, some teachers prefer teaching students single
sounds first, and then later introducing the visual
cue (the grapheme) for the sound, as in “You know
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the mmmm sound we’ve been practising, well here’s

- the letter used in writing that tells us to make that
:sound.”

- In an explicit program, the processes of blending
("What word do these sounds make when we put
them together, mmm-anaa-nnn?”), and segmenting
(”Sound out this word for me”) are also taught. It is
of little value knowing what are the building blocks

of our language’s structure if one does not know

how to put those blocks together appropriately to
allow written communication, or to separate them to
enable decoding of a letter grouping. After letter-
sound correspondencehasbeen taught, phonograms

-{such as: er, ir, ur, wor, ear, sh, ee, th) are introduced,
.and more complex words can be introduced into

reading activities. In conjunction with this approach
‘controlled vocabulary’ stories are employed—u—books
using only words decodable using the students’
current knowledge base.

T

Many students have great difficulty in
apprecialing individual sound-spelling
relationships if their only opportunities
-tomaster themoccur atvariable intervals,
-v-and solely within a story context. in a
- story, the primary focus is quite properly
-en story comprehension not word
-structure; in this circumstance focussing
‘on word parts is both distracting and
ineffective.

Lo

-2 Herein lies another problem for Whole Language
. purists. A fascination with authentic texts precludes
- the use of controlled vocabulary stories—the very
~-.ones that will build students’ confidence in the de-
- coding strategies that they have been taught. Flood-

ing children with an uncontrolled array of words
does no favours for struggling students; it forces
them to guess from context (a strategy promoted by
their Whole Language teachers). Even good readers
find that contextual guessing is accurate on only
about one occasion in four. Guessing is a hallmark of

. poor readers—good readers abandon it as mori-

bund. The end result is that struggling students are
burdened with a limp strategy—one that fails them
regularly when they most need it.

- The term “synthetic” is often used synonymously
with “explicit” because it implies the synthesis (or
building up) of phonic skills from their smallest unit

(graphemes). Similarly, “analytic” is used synony-

mously with “implicit” because it signifies the analy-
sis (breaking down) of the whole word to its parts

- (an analysis only necessary when a child cannot

read it as a whole word). In implicit phonics, stu-
dents are expected to absorb or induce the required
information from the word’s structure merely from
presentatlon of similar sounding words (“The sound
youwant occurs in these words: mad, maple, moon”). -
The words may be pointed to or spoken by the
teacher, but the sounds in isolaton from words are
never presented to children. A major problem with
implicit phonics methods is the erroneous assump-
tion that all students will already have the fairly
sopl'ushcated phonenuc awareness skills needed to
enable the comparison of sounds within the various
words. More importantly, when the effects on read-

* ers of implicit phonics programs are compared with

those of explicit programs, the differences are sig-
nificant and favour explicit approaches (Foorman,
et al., 1997).

The instructional process

There are also two approaches to the instructional
process (as opposed to the instructional content)—
“systematic” and “incidental.” In systematic instruc-
tion, attention is directed to the detail of the teaching
process. Instruction will usually be teacher-directed,
based on an analysis of the skills required and their
sequence. At its most systematic, it 'will probably
involve careful demonstration, massed and spaced
practice of those skills (sometimes in isolation), cor-
rective feedback of errors, and contmuous evalua-
tion of progress.

Incidental (or discovery, or embedded) instruc-
tion shifts the responsibility for making use of phonic
cues from the teacher to the student, It assumes that
students will develop a self-sustaining, natural,
unique reading style that integrates the use of con-
textual and graphophonic cues, avoiding the (ar-
gued) negative effects of systematic instruction.

In Whole Language literature is now something
of an about-face. The new position is “But we’ve
never disparaged phonics, only the teaching of it
outside of the context of stories.” Unfortunately,
even if one accepted this sophism, such a restriction
precludes many students from deriving benefit from
phonics.

-Purist Whole Language teachers have never felt
comfortable with demonstrating to students pre-
cisely how words are composed of sounds. They

. were exhorted in their training not to examine words

at other than the level of their meaning. Teachers

- who acceded to_this stricture took meaning-

centredness to extremes unfortunately producing
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an example of ideology:precluding effectiveness.
- Other Whole Language teachers who could not ac-
cept-such an extreme view, might have. included
- some references to alliteration or rhyming words
during a story. “Did you notice that ‘cat’ and ‘mat’
- end with the same sound?” Sadly, for struggling
“students such well—mtentloned clues are neither ex-
plicit enough,. nor are they likely .to occur with
sufficient frequency to have any beneficial impact.
“This approach is sometirnes called “embedded phon-
 ics” because teachers are restricted to using only the
" opportunities. for intra-word teachmg prowded
within any given story. -
‘Many studerits have great difficulty in appreciat-

mg individual sound-spelling relatlonshlps if their-
'only opportunities to master them occur at vanable\-
intervals, and solely within a story context Ina

. story, the primary focus is quite properly on story
_comprehensmn not word structure; in this circum-

_stance focussing on word parts is both clxstractmg'

and ineffective.

Act1v1t1es in context or in isolation? -

. The “We-do-phonics-in-context” model also im-
- plies that it is valuable to mix phonics instruction
- with comprehension activities. In the early years of
‘schooling, students are vastly superior in oral com-

prehension compared to written comprehension.
Most children enter school already knowing thou-
sands of words, but it is some years before their
‘written vocabulary matches their oral lexicon. Writ-
* ten and oral language development are each appro-
priate emphases for instruction, but given the wide
initial disparity, it is more effective to address them
separately. Thus, the use of teacher-read storiesisan
appropriate vehicle for oral comprehension, and
allows for a level of language complexity that stu-

. dents could not attain if the stories were presented
in written form. The relatively undeveloped decod-
ing skill requires simpler text to allow the develop-

ment of the competence and confidence needed for

the ultimate objective—equivalent oral /written com- -

prehension proficiency. Those arguing that the two
‘are inextricable have confused process with objec-
tive, and compromise the development of both oral
- and written language.

What phonics e‘leme'nts should be included in a
'cumprehenswe reading program? '
" There are aspects of reading that are not well
comprehended unless they are explicitly taught in
isolation from meaningful text. Among these are
letter-sound correspondences. Children must be
- taught the most common sounds that letters repre-
sent, and at-risk students espec1a].1y require careful
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systematicinstruction in individualletter-sound cor-
respondences (“This letter says mmm"). At-risk stu-’
dents also need ample practice of these sounds in: "
isolation from stories if they are to build a memory
of each sound-symbol relationship. Second, they-

must have the opportunity to practise these phonic' -
- generalizations in text that is controlled forregular- -

ity to a reasonable degree, otherwise they may fail to
appreciate the benefits of this strategy. Phonics en- -
courages children to seek patterns of letters they can -
recognise. It also focuses attention on all the letters,

notonly a few; we know from eye movement studies - .

that skilled readers view every letter-and do not

sample only a few as some Whole Lang'uage theo-' o

rists have claimed.

About 90% of reading problérlhs‘o(:cdr‘- g
at the level of the word (Stuart, 1995), =+ ..
not with the process of comprehension.

Once children master the basics, -
subsequent progress largely...-
determined by their volume of readmg
experience. :

b
[

Students also must be able to blend the letters or
letter clusters. The beginning reader approxunates_' :
the word by sounding it out, and then matchmg th‘atf-
approximation to a real word that fits the meaning
of the sentence. This requires teaching and time
allotted for adequate practice—children vary in'the .
amountof practiceneeded toachievemastery. Blends ‘
should be taught as continuous sounds where ‘pos-
sible, e, g ,“man” should be sounded “mrilmaaanin”
not as “mmm-aaa-nnn”. Continuous blénds make it :
easier to telescope the sounds into a real word. ™ "

Oral reading practice provides the teacher with
opportunities to provide corrective feedback to stu-
dents. Every error (not only those altering meaning)
is an opportunity for teaching: systematic correction
is far more valuable for students than is waiting for-

. -self-correction, or worse, ignoring errors because of ’

the erreneous view that correction may dishearten

the child, or because of a faith that errors will even- -

tually reduce through some presumed but unde-
fined mechanism. :
Automatic, rapid, context-free decoding occurs
as the over-learned sequences of letters gradually
begin to be perceived as syllables and words. Then -
skilled reading becomes so effortless that our lim-
ited attentional capacity can be devoted to compre-
hension of what we read. In contrast, children who -
continue to struggle at the level of print are using -




most of their attention to decode, and have little left
to devote to comprehension. About 90% of reading
problems occur at the level of the word (Stuart,
1995), not with the process of comprehension. Once
children master the basics, subsequent progress is
largely determined by their volume of readin g expe-
rience. Hence, our reading program should now be
devoted to ensuring literature matches their interest
and extends their higher order comprehension pro-
cesses. To see children progressing in this way is
exhilarating. To presume that the processes of skilled

- reading can be induced in children ‘without their

progressing through beginning stages is sadly mis-
guided.
Does phonics mean enormous quantities of work

- sheet exercises, trying to remember large numbers

of rules with dubious utility? Does it necessitate the
use of such stilted stories as “Nan can fan Dan”? It
certainly happened in past times when the purpose
of reading became submerged under a fascination
with the elements of the process. However, research
has continued to separate the necessary from the
marginal, and has increasingly defined the proper
Place of phonics in a comprehensive literacy pro-
gram.

Phonics is the starting motor for an engine subse-
quently fuelled by confidence and enjoyment. Some

- starting motors turn sluggishly and demand a sig-

nificant load from the battery (parents and teacher),
If the battery fails, the Jjourney may never begin.

However, all phonics are not equal. It is possible to

teach phonics carefully and with parsimony; it is
possible to do so ineffectively and excessively; and
itis possible.to doitin name only. Questions such as
“What/When/How much phonics?” continue to be
examined, but not the question “Should we teach
phonics?” for it has been answered resoundin gly in
the affirmative. ¢
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DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL

Words Should Be Heard And Seen

Kerry Hempenstall
Department of Psychology and Intellectual Disability Siudles,
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT)

This arficle first appeared in The Age, October 11, 1994

arah is looking forward to beginning school next
S year. Her Kinder year was fun but two hours was

“not enough time to do all the things she wanted to
do, and learn all the things that schools can teach. Of

course, shehasalreadylearned so much——-she speaks

" clearly in well-constructed sentences, she getsalong

well with her age peers, having figured out, or been

taught, the rules on games, sharmg, listening, when

to behave and when to “let go.” Sarah is especially
keen to learn to read and has been primed by her
parents. Since before she could remember, her par-
ents have read to her for about thirty minutes each
evening, she never misses Sesame Street or

. Playschool, and regularly tapes them® on Kinder

days. She spends about an hour a’ day watching
them. Sarah loves rhymes and word games (espe-
cially when on car trips). She makes: up letter strings
with magnetic letters on the fridge; she copies letters

~ on butchers’ paper using crayons; and she teaches
her’ ‘dolly how to hold a book and run her finger
under the words, Sarah is also learning how to use

* the keyboard on the family’s computer so she can

play games on it. Sarah will have spent perhaps 4000
hours on those experiences lmportant for the devel-
opment of reading skills before she even steps over
the formal education threshold.

]ohnny is the same age as Sarah, He is healthy,
active (Are you kidding? says his mother) and can
only be found indoors when he's asleep, in trouble,
or when Clint Eastwood/ Arme/ Bruce Lee are on
‘thebox. Heloves action—riding his BMX over home-

' ‘made berms, shooting baskets, or creating his own

version of Warne's leggies. His parents used to read
him stories, but he was always asleep within 2 min-
utes, or complained about them reading “baby stuff,”
so it faded out, and besides, said Dad, he’s just a
happy, healthy little boy, he'll have plenty of time to
learn stuff like reading at school. Johnny only watched
Sesame Street or Playschool on really wet days when
he wasn't allowed to timeshift the NBL basketball.
Johnny shows no interest in “girls games” like those
Sarahenjoys, althoughhedoeshave a good memory
for statistics—who shot the most baskets on the
NBA final, how many possessions Michael Long
had in the AFL Grand Final. _ _
Averaged out over his pre-school life, Johnny
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spentabout 6 minutes per day, or less than 200 hours
total, on experiences important to the development
of his reading skills. Johnny is looking forward to
starting school—he will have lots more friends to
play with-—maybe even enough for a cricket team.

Sarah is advanced, attuned to the school system,
and largely self-motivated. Johnny is naive about
formal learning, attuned to active play, and not self-
directed.

David is a quiet, serious boy He has never had

. many friendsand, being abltuncoordmated doesn‘t

playalot of outdoor.games, He seems more comfort-
able with adults, and can have a conversation of
surprising sophistication. He enjoys Sesame Street
and Playschool but parhcularly likes the news and
current affairs programs S

. Researchers tell us the whole language
methods -we are using have little
theoretical or research supportto ju‘stify
their  use. Further, we may be ‘doing
worse. than _ srmply teachmg
meffecnvely--we rmay be teachmg the
wrong strategies; therebycreanngrather
than resoiwng !rterac Y probfems |

David’s language development seems advanced
and he"speaks clearly except when he gets excited—
then words just tumble out. He is a bit forgetful—
when his mother asks him to get his brown socks
and gray jumper, he often forgets one or the other, or
brings the wrong colours. Although he tries to play
word games, his little 51ster is much better at finding
words that rhyme, orin finding “something starting
with B.” She also beats him in the game “How many
things in your bedroom can you name in 30 sec-
onds?” 7

David arranges letters on the fridge in an odd
jumble—has done so for several years. His parents
have always enjoyed reading to him. They have
taken pride in the ease with which his vocabulary
has widened to include many of the words they have




introduced. They tried to get him to follow the
words in the book while they read, but he soon lost
interest in doing that. His parents are sure he will
manage reading when he’s ready becausehe is, after
all, clearly a bright boy. -

David’s home has provided many hours of expe-
rience important for literacy development, and David
is looking forward to having the opportunity to
learn so much more about the world.

Given that children enter school with marked
differences in maturity, experience, attitude and
inheritance, how well doesour system copeinachiey-

ing the goal of literacy for all? Recent newspaper

headlines suggest that there may be at least a per-
ceived problem. Literacy for all is a noble goal, but
if it is a little unrealistic in the present economic
climate, then at least we should be doing the best
possible job with the dollars we have. We should be
training our teachers both in pre-service and in-
service courses to use methods which are known to
be effective across the range of students who come
under our care. There is increasing concern among
parents, employers and tertiary teachers that we are
not doing a good enough job. Researchers tell us the
whole language methods we are using have little
theoretical or research support to justify their use,
Further, we may be doing worse than simply teach-
ing ineffectively—we may be teaching the wrong
strategies, thereby creating rather than resolving
literacy problems. _

.Some educational theorists believe that all chil-
dren have a natural desire and ability for learning,
and thatthe role of teachers is tostand back and offer
encouragement and stimulation—in other words, to
offer a supportive learning environment in which
children will choose activities which will enhance
their learning. In this view, teachers who direct the
learning—set goals, systematically instruct, offer
sustained regular correction of errors, and provide
ample practice—are considered to be out-of-date.
The first approach seems to suit Sarah just fine, She
is cooperative, socially -skilled and has both the
curiosity to want to engage in learning, and the
confidence to risk making mistakes. Both her teacher
and her parents are delighted with her progress.
Johnny enjoys the freedom to choose, too, although
his choices are always sports-related, and he is eas-
ily bored, becoming boisterous in class, and is some-
times asked to leave the room for a visit with the
vice-principal. His teacher commented at a recent
parent-teacher interview that Johnny will need to
take responsibility for his own learning, but she is
confident that he will do so, given time. David
doesn’t say much in his cooperative learning group,

and his teacher has to regularly remind herselfto see
how he is getting along. He sometimes wants to
remain in class at recess, and in her conversations
with him, heimpresses as a studious, intelligent boy
who seems to relatebetter to adults than to his peers..
His teacher is alittle concerned because, although he
tries, his progress in the early stages of reading
doesn’t match his excellent vocabulary and oral
expression. Theclass uses authentic literature, rather
than graded readers or vocabulary control, and while
many of the children are remembering some words
that they’ve seen before, David is very inconsistent,
and his invented spelling remains very immature.
Still he is appreciative of the praise and encourage-
ment given to him by his teacher. .
The school has a strong commitment to the whole
language approach to literacy. Most of the teachers
have been trained in the philosophy, either at the
teacher training stage, and/or through in-service
programs provided and endorsed by the Depart-
ment of School Education. This approach assumes
that learning to read and write is just as natural as
learning to speak. Just as speech develops readily in
asupportive, language-rich environment (the home),
soshould the school try to recreate that environment
for reading to similarly develop. We are not for-
mally instructed-how to speak—we learn to speak
by speaking and being spoken to—so, the argument
goes, we can learn to read without formal instruc-
tion, by reading and being read to. This is a very
important assumption, for it guides what should,
and what should not take place, in the classroom. If
reading is much the same as speaking, then any
activity involving oral language should help read- .
ing acquisition. Since the processes are similar,
learning to read will occur just by language activi-
ties, and meaningful engagement with quality it~
erature. In this approach, one doesn’t, and shouidn't,
go through all that bothersome phonics instruction
which tries to break down reading intolittle bits and -
pieces, skills and subskills. Reading is wholistic;
thus, teaching should also be wholistic. . .
What if the equivalence assumption is wrong? -
Researchers are now saying that the two processes
are not the same. Speaking is indeed a natural sys-
tem (all communities have speech), reflecting a bio-
logical specialisation for language. All speech sys- -
tems are similar in that they are constructed by
combining about 44 sounds. However only.a minor- -
ity of communities have a written form. They are
artificial devices varying dramatically in their struc-
ture across different societies. They are an inven-
tion, the prineiple of which has to be discovered by,
or taught to, every new reader. This principle, known
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as the alphabetic principle, is deceptively simple. It

“involves being able to recognize and use the fact that ‘

letters in words can reliably represent sounds (pho-
nemes). This principle in turn requires:

(a) some degree of phonemic awareness—

- . _that is, knowing that words are composed of
sounds, can be broken down into sounds and
that, by blending sounds, words can be con-
structed;

(b} some knowledge of the letter'shapes and
how they represent sounds in our alphabet;

(c) an ability to combine these two features.
This is trickier than it at first appears. Speech
comes before reading, and we do not think
about sounds in words when we speak—it is
an acquired skill. Speech is delivered in a
more or less continuous stream, without
pauses, yet words are separated in print
through spacing. Some children have a great
deal of difficulty in analysing speech in this
way to help map it onto print.~ " = - ..

Sarah, though, has little difficulty -in, compre-
hending this notion. She has been playing word
games and rhyming, can sing or recite the alphabet,
has recognized and used plastic letters, and knows
print. conventions. That her teacher has not made
. this principle clear to Sarah is of no consequence, she
came to school with extensive literacy experience.
Johnny has had far less experience and has still to
_ discover the principle, Reading is a memory test, as
every word has a different shape, so he tends to
confuse words that are vaguely visually alike. He
has no idea about words that he has not seen before,
‘or even those he sees irregularly. It would be helpful
if someone would teach him the principle, but that
would involve teaching the subskills of reading, a
practice completely at odds with the whole lan-
guage philosophy. Johnny will probably get there
eventually but he may never find pleasure in read-
ing, because the task was made too difficultinitially.
On the other hand, he may continue to rely on
memory and guesswork—strategies that collapse
around Year 4 when the number of words he must
recopnise becomes overwhelming. David has little
. chance in this classroom. He has significant diffi-
culty in recognizing the sounds in words. He will
not thrive in such an unstructured, discovery-ori-
ented environment. If he is to progress, he will need
more intensive teaching over a longer period of
time, with far more practice than Sarah, or even
Johnny, requires. He is the least likely to overcome
inadequacies in instruction.
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David may be left to develop at his own rate, with .
the reassurance that he will catch up when he is
ready. Sadly, this advice is misguided. By the time

_his parents become more assertive, David will be in

upper-primary school and extra assistance, even if
available, will be too little too late. He will be in a
downward spiral, reading very little, error-prone
and halting, with little comprehension, because it
takes all his attention to decode words. While Sarah

reads 2000 words a week in class and 20,000 words -

out of class, David reads 20 words a week in class

and less than 2000 words out of class. Unfortunately

after the early grades, the amount of reading affects

not only vocabulary development—and thus com-.
prehension—but it appears to influence the contin-

ued development of intellectual ability. David not

only does not catch up; the gap between him and his

peers widens over time.

The progress inreading of many children
depends on the preparedness of
Education Departments to confront the
evidence and the errors in curriculum
guidelines. It should be addressed as a

matter of urgency.

What assistance might students be receiving in
their whole language classcoom? The teacher fol-
lows an approach which considers reading tobe a
type of guessing game, in which skilled readers
glide over the print using as little visual information
as possible. The idea is to extract meaning from
print by a process of predicting upcoming words
before they arise, and then using a few letters to
confirm the identity of the word. There are two
major problems with this model. If it were true that

-skilled readers did read this way, would it necessar-

ily be the best way for beginning readers to attempt?:
Might they not need to progress through stages,
using simpler strategies initially? In any event, the
assertion about what skilled readers do is com-
pletely and demonstrably false. At the time it was
proposed this assertion could not be tested, but eye
movement studies have clearly shown that good
readers do not only sample the text. Good readers
use rapid, context-free, automatic decoding skills.

" They look at every letter of every word, and their

decoding skills usually provide themeaning of what
they see before prediction strategies can come into
play. Whole language advocates believe that good
readers use context strategies, and that poor readers
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- would become good if they could be taught to do so.
. This involves guessing words, using clues based on .
- what word would fit, and still preserve the sentence’s

meaning and grammatical structure. Unfortunately,
this is also false—poor readers use contextual strat-

egies as often or even more frequently than do good
- readers when the passages thatare read are of equally
difficulty for each group. Over-reliance on context
.- strategies for word identification is thus an indica-
~torofinadequate decodmg skills,and notacause for |

celebration.
InSarah, Johnny, and David’s classroom, they are

encouraged to guess words from their understand- -
ing of the sentence and from the first letter or two. -
' Sarah doesn’t take much notice, because she has

discovered that her guesses are wrong too often—

evenskilled readers guess accurately only about one

' in four times. To make matters worse the very words
- she tries to guess are the ones that contribute the

most information to the sentence, and thus are the

- hardest to guess. Fortunately, Sarah makes fewer
and fewer decoding errors, so rarely has to guess—
- she knows how to work out what unknown words

say. Ifshe doesn’t know the unknown word’s mean-
ing from the sentence context, she will ask, or useher
dictionary-—further increasing her vocabulary.

Johnny is encouraged to guess, but he doesn't really

apprec1ate the advice, and often puts in outlandish,

. or risque, words to get a laugh from his peers. He is

just drifting along. Predicting from context hasn’t
helped David either; he tries desperately to avoid
reading aloud, and even in silent reading, he derives
neither understanding nor pleasure.

The most alarming aspect of this style of teaclmng
is that it is endorsed by several State education
authorities, teacher unions, and training bodies.

~ There is somethmg wrong with decision-making

processes ‘when such overwhelming educational
evidence canbeignored becausethe approach sounds
attractive, and fits the humanist ideal. The Sarahs

- and some of the Johnnies escape unscathed, but

increasingly our failure to “make a difference” to

. perhaps 20% of our students is an indictment of the
- system.
- continue to be as sanguine as have policy makers -

thus far. Parents are being asked to produce more

It is" hard to Imagme that parents will

Sarahs through home-based pre-reading and read-
ing activities. This has potential benefit, except that

‘the sorts of activities suggested only parallel the
~ methods that schools are supposed to use. There are
spec1f1c act1v1t1es related to phonemic awareness

w1th which most parents could profitably assist
their children,but they tend not to be publicised. If
parents took responsibility for the literacy develop-
ment of their children, then schools could continue
‘to offer whole language inistruction without demur.
On the other hand, if whole language advocates
would become responsive to the outcomes of the

‘ practlces derived from their theories, then the glar-

ing shortcomings could be overcome. This may be a
faint hope because whole language purists are ideo-
logically, rather than outcome, driven.

The classroom.described above is one in which
the teacher has’ whole-heartedly adopted the Ph.l-
losophy of whole language that was promoted in
her training. Few teachers; particularly in primary
schools, would be unaffected by the blossoming of
this model in our schools, but how many teachers
have accepted the model to this degree? Itis difficult
to know—teachers may tow the party line in.promo-
tion interviews—but privately include phonic skill
lessons, because their classroom experiencehas dem-
onstrated the need, especially for at-risk children. If

. they do so, they risk derision from some colleagues

and consultants, and perhaps, jeopardise opportu-
nities for advancement. There are a number of posi-
tive aspects to whole.language, but its theoretical :

rigidity makes rapprochement withmore traditional - = -
-approaches very difficult. Nevertheless, some re-

searchers have noted the benefits-to ‘children of-.
supplementing whole language teaching with pho-
nemic awareness activities in Prep, and with teach--
ing letter-sound knowled ge, blending and segment- -
ing as individual children are shown to require it.
The research evidence is very clearabout the ¢ritical
importance of these skills. Teachers should not feel
intimidated: by those who would dlsparage such’
direct teaching of reading skills. In fact, it.is those’
who are most vocﬁerously promote the Whole Lan-
guage approach who have been shown to be incor-
rect in a number of important areas. The Federal
Governmentreport “The Literacy Challenge” pointed
out that virtually all current curriculum guidelines-
on primary school literacy teaching are based on the -
Whole Language approach. It is unlikely to be aban--
doned in the short term, so it must be rescued. The
progress in reading of many children depends on .
the preparedness of Education Departments to con-
front the evidence and the errors in curriculum
guidelines. It should be addressed as a matter of
urgency. ¢. . :
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A Model for Reading Assessment and
Kmervemmn in the RMIT Bundoora
- Psychology Clinic

‘ Kerry Hempenstall
Department of Psychology and Intellectual Disability Studies,
Royal Melboume Instltute of Technology (RMIT)

Reprmted from. Australxa.n ]ournal of Learnmg D15ab1ht1es, 1(2}, 18-27, with permission.

—]l—he RMIT Psychology Clinic has_.—,a dual functwn:
that of a teaching clinic offering clinical experi-
enceto post-graduate psychology. students, and that
of providing a low cost psychology service to the
community. At present, the post-graduate courses
aredirected towardschild psychology, and the clinic
treats a range of children’s problems, in partlcular
educational problems, behaviour problems, enuresis
and encopresis, fears and phobias. In,recent times,
the percentage of referrals for educational problems
has increased markedly: from 10%. of the total in
1991 to 57% in 1994. This has paralleled a.decline in
psychology services available to schools in the gov-
emment system, and. perhaps_also reflects.an in-
creased community and- school awareness of the
Clinic’s service. The rationale for the educational
psychology component of the course should also
find expression in the practice of the.Clinic, and for
this reason a model guiding clinical practice in the

Educaticnal Psychology Division was developed :

Paralleling the course philosophy. that empiricism
should drive practice; the clinic model takes as its
theme for assessment and intervention, -practices
that have sound theoretical and empirical support,
with the added requirement that they be feasible in
the real world. Masters students. areprc')_v'id,ed‘ with
a scaffold that can guide them in their clinical work
from initial interview to follow-up. All their ses-

sions with clients are video-recorded, and supervi-

sors provide feedback to students based on‘the view-
_ ing of the tapes. At times, particularly duaring the
students’ first semester, supervisors provide direct
service to the client in the Clinic, but in most cases a
particular client-clinician interaction (e.g., demon-
strating a teaching procedure.to a parent) can be
sat1sfacton.1y simulated in the superv1smn session.

Initial Interwew

1. The clinician obtains relevant developmental

and medical history, and any recent school or psy-
chological reports. These will have been requested
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at the time of telephone contact, and assist in the
direction taken during this interview.

. 2. The clinician discusses the Clinic's role and
lirnitations in the areas of assessment and interven-
tion.

3. The clinician obtains clear agreement about the
possible outcomes of the referral, being wary of
unrealisticexpectations, either the clinician’s or those
of clients.

4, If there is to be an intervention phase following
the assessment, the clinician raises the issue of who
is to provide it—School teacher or aide, parent,
tutor, volunteer, outside agency, or some combina-
tion? It is important that this decision is not delayed
until the feedback session, particularly if the results
present a “crunch” time for parents, as they some-
times do. If parents anticipate that some concerted
action will follow, they are more likely to accept the
sometimes dismal news about their child’s current-
attainment. The parents’ sense of hopelessness that
sometimes follows such revelations may prevent
them from participating in constructive planning at
this time, so having an already-existing commit-
ment to action is a decided advantage.

. Intellectual Assessment

Such assessment is not very useful for instruc-
tional decisions, but provides an opportumty for
psychqloglsts—m—trammg to obtain practice—a le-
gitimate objective for a teaching clinic, particularly
when fee-for-service is low due to subsidies pro-
vided by the University department. Intellectual
assessment has the potential for a destructive conse-

- quence if a school uses low measured intellectual

ability as an excuse for its failure to teach the child
effectively, and as a rationale for future inaction.
Any report to schools that comments (however ob-

- liquely) about a child’s intellectual ability, should

also include some reference to the admirable asser-
tion of Marilyn Jager Adams (1990): “The bottont line
is that the role of mental age is not one of limiting what a
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child can learn but of limiting the ways in which they can
be effectively taught.” ‘

It is sometimes argued that intellectual assess-
ment can uncover the brightnon-reader—those who
should be reading well, because they can do most
other things well. What is often misunderstood is

that reading and intelligence do not have such a.

strong correlation. Above a threshold, one is as

likely to find low 1.Q. good readers as high L.Q poor’

readers. Stanovich (1991, 1993a) concludes that mea-
sured intelligence is a poor.predictor of reading
potential. Further, itis not usefulin predictingwhich
children with reading. problems are most likely to
make good progress (Goyen, 1992).

Despite the lack of value in assessing global [.Q,
for instructional decisions, there are psychologists
who consider that IQ sub-test analysis can inform
practice. Prominentcommentatorshave long warned
about the dearth of evidence for such analysis. Ex-
amples are Anastasi {1990), “Several decades of re-
search on these various forms of pattern analysis
with the Wechsler scales have provided little sup-
port for their diagnostic value” (p, 481), and Sattler
(1992), “Once one goes beyond the confines of the
IQ’s provided by the full, verbal, and performance
scales, however, the ground becomes loose and

wobbly” (p. 182). Miller and Walker (1981) sug- -

gested that such practitioners are- perpetuating a

myth because of the unremitting pressure on them

to make classification decisions. There have been
many papers written on this' topie, but none has
satisfactorily demonstrated any link between such

subtestanalysisand improvementin decisions about -

reading intervention (Goyen, 1992; Stanovich, 1993a,

. Swanson, 1993). ) o
Intellectual assessment is occasionally of para-
‘mount importance when the referral involves con-
. sideration for integration assistance, that is, aclassi-

fication decision must be made about whether a
student is eligible for a specific funded program for
students with an intellectual disability. o

Assessment of Reading

The Beginning Reader

Early reading delay is sometimes viewed as in-
dicative of a slow starter who will catch up later;
however, thisis adangerous assumption. Juel (1988)
reports a probability of 0.88 that a student classified
as a poor reader at the beginning of Year 1 would
remain so when retested at Year 4. Hence, early
identification and intervention should be paramount
issues for the sake of those children who are at
present needlessly exposed to crippling, extended
failure.

- If there are concerns regarding potential reading

failure prior to lschool commencement (family his-
tory, disgbility etc.) there are a number of useful
screening subtests in the Brigance Comprehensive In-
veritory of Basic Skills under the heading of Readi-
ness. If intellectual disability is suspected, or if the
child is very yoling, the Brigance Inventory of Early
Development-Revised may provide the educational
assessment information at a more appropriate level.
Among these tests letter-name knowledge is ac-
knowledged as-one of the best predictors of reading
progress among beginning readers. (Chall, 1967)

. ‘There isnear-complete consensus among research-
ers that phonemic awareness is the best single pre-
dictor of future reading progress, markedly better
than is intelligence {Stanovich, 1991). As this aware-
ness is also the major causal factor in early reading
progress (Adams,1990), assessment of current lev-
elsallowsbotha prediction of a child’s likely progress
in the absence of appropriate intervention, and a
direction for any intervention to take.

Phonological awareness. Phonological(or phonemic)
awareness is an‘duditory skill enabling the recogni-
tion that the$poken word consists of individual ‘
sounds. It follows a developmental sequence: from
simple (Do ¢at and cointh begin with the same sound?)
to complex (blending, and then segmenting). In a
huge study (Hoien; Lundberg, Stanovich, & Bjaarlid,
1995), initial-phoneme and final-phoneme match-
ing tasks (such as assessed by the TOPA: Test of
Phonological Awareness) were by far the most potent
predictors.of early reading acquisition. There are a
number of screening tests available, buit few with
norms as yet;'the TOPA is one that is used in the
Clinic and has an age range is 5.0 ='8.11y1s). Another
advantage of this test is its facility for group-testing.

Another test is the Phonological Awareness Screen-
ing Test (Henty, 1993} developed'in Tasmania for
which theauthor is attempting to obtain normative

_data. -The Sttherland -Phonological - Awareness Test

(Neilson, 1995) has norms {Australian) for Years P-

The Lindamood Auditory Conceptualization Test has
norms - for Years P-12,' while informal un-normed
tests are available in A Sound Way (Love & Reilly,
1995), Sound Linkage (Hatcher, 1994), Phonemic Aware-
ness Checklist (Lewkowicz, 1980), among others. The
Yopp-Singer Test of Phoneme Segmentation (Yopp,
1995a) is a brief test for Prep/Year 1 students, de-
signed for early screéning purposes. :

Phonemic awareness becomes important when
beginners are faced with the challenge of making
sense of the English alphabetic system of writing.
The degree to which students are able to use their
developing phonemic awareness can be assessed
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with the Word Attack subtest, Woodcock Reading
Mastery Tests-Revised, 1987. The deceding. of non-
words is considered the most appropriate measure

of phonological recoding (Hoover &'Gough, 1990; '

Siegel, 1993; Wood & Felton, 1994), It provides an

indication of the capacity to transfer the auditory .

skill of phonological awareness to the task of decod-

ing print. There are other phonological skillsbesides

phonemic awareness, and they are beginning to
assume importance in the research literature be-
cause of their capacity to add discrimination power
to screening batteries (Badian, 1994; Cornwall, 1992;
Felton, 1992; Hurford, Darrow, Edwards, Howerton,
Mote, Schauf, & Coffey, 1993; Hurford, Schauf, Bunce,
Blaich, & Moore, 1994; Spector, 1992).

- 'Some of these studies have demonstrated excel-

lent results through including phonological tests in .
abattery to predict problems in reading acquisition. .

Hurford, Schauf, Bunce, Blaich, and Moore (1994)
assessed 170 school beginners, and predicted with

* 100% accuracy which students would be diagnosed

with a reading disability two years later. They used
'phoneme deletjon, phonological t:l15cr1rrurlatu:tn.r 1Q,
and: pseudo-words. Badian (1994}" ‘assessed 118
preschoolers mid-year and successfiilly predicted
91% would be good or poor readers two years later.

" She used phonological awareness, nammg speed

‘and-an orthographic matc:hmg task.
"Phonological . recoding in. lexical access.

form known as phonological segments, These repre-
sentations need to be clearly distinguishable from

other stored sound segments, or-else the wrong

‘word may be selected when, for example, one is
asked to name an object presented in‘a plcture, ora
written number, or letter. .

‘Not only must the representatlons be dlstmct but
they must be. quickly and accurately accessible. Stu-
dents classified as dyslexic often display speed and

accuracy- problems ‘even prior to: experience with

print. Naming speed for pictures or objects is slow,

as is, subsequently, naming of (known) numbers:

and letters, A number of researchers have noted the
predictive power of naming-speed tasks, using pic-

© tures, numbers, and letters. Both naming speed and

sight word reading depend on rapid, automatic
symbol retrieval. Bowers (1995) argues that slow

naming speed is specific to reading disability, and'

not common. to children with either garden-variety
reading problems, or Attentwn -Deficit Hyperar:thty
.Disorder.

Tests: RAN: Rapid Aufomatized Nammg (Denckla :

& Rudel, 1974). BNT: Boston Naming Test (Kaplan,
Goodglass & Weintraub, 1983). SNS: Symbol Naming
Speed (Swanson, 1989). For children with automatic

-Humans-
store the internal representations of wordsin sound -

letter-sound recognition a letter—namirlg test may be
the best predictor, being conceptually closer to read-
ing. :
Phonological rer:adm ¢ in working memory. The be-

‘ginning reader is required to decode a series of

graphemes, and temporanly order them to allow the

- cognitively expensive task of blending to occur. This.

skill has been found to be an'important determinant
of early reading success. It is assessed by digit span
(oral & visual) and sentence memory tasks.

" Tests: Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children: Third
Edition (WISC I1I): Digit Span subtest; Wechsler Pre- .
school and Primary Scale of Intelligence- Revised (WPPSI-

R): Sentences; Stanford-Binet: Fourth Edition (SB-FE) . o

Memory subtests; Brigance: Sentence Memory.

There do not yet appear to be published test
batteries of the type discussed earlier that have
demonstrated such excellent pred1ct1ve power. At
this stage, judgements concerning at-risk status are
made through an examination of individual test
results rather than through ascore cluster. Iri thenot
too distant future, it is possible that accurate early
identification will become anorma] part ofaschool’s
hteracy program. :

The Remedlal Reader

- How delayed.is thischild’s readmg developm ent" .

The answer will provide an idea of the length of

time it could take for the child to achieve a reason-. .
-able level of reading.skill (i.e., to be able to ad- -
‘equately comprehend grade-level textbooks as.a .

minimum outcome) given a good program,.regu:
larly and competently presented to a meotivated -
student. Normed reading tests may be used for this

. purpose,bearing in mind the various problems they

haveinspecifying absolute gradelevels. In the Clinic, . .

_the ‘most commonly used tests are.the Woodcock

Reading Mastery Tests (Revised, 1987), the Neale Analy-
sis of Reading Ability (Revised, 1989); and various

subltests of the Brigance Comprehensive Inventory Of .

Basic Skills (1992). The Waodcock has a significant -
advantage over the Neale because of its Word Attack
subtest which indicates the degree to which the’
student can apply his phonemic awareness to the
task of reading (sometimes called phonological
recoding). The Neale allows: for testing of reading
rate, an important element in a student’s progress,
reflecting the level of automaticity or fluency-
achieved. Rate also provides information about the -
attentional capacity a reader has available to com- -
mit to the task of reading comprehension.

" Does this child have only a decoding problem, or
is his decoding ability actually commensurate w1th -
his other language skills? : o

. 42 ErfrFECTIVE SCHOOL PRACTICES, IS(.’t), SumMmER, 1999 '




Stanovich (1988b) describes the dyslexic child as
one with a severe phonological problem, but (ini-
tially at least) no other language difficulties. He

contrasts this child with the garden variety reading--

problem student, who shares the phonological prob-
lem (though perhaps to a lesser extent) with his
dyslexic colleague, but who also has other language
difficulties, such as language comprehension, vo-
cabulary, short-term memory, or attentional prob-
- lems. The rationale for making such a discrimina-
tonrevolves around the instructional decisions that
need to be made consequent upon the assessment.
For the dyslexic child, there is considerable consen-
sus in the research community that the deficit lies in
thearea of phonological processing (Elbro, Nielsen,
& Petersen, 1994; Yap & Van Der Leij, 1993), and that
the intervention focus needs to be at the level of
word decoding. Consistent with research findings
(Adams, 1990), best Clinic results have come from
- reading programs thathave a strong phonic empha-
sis and involve explicit instruction (Foorman, 1995;
Perfetti, 1992), such as the Corrective Reading Pro-
gram Decoding strand. The garden variety reading
problem js also addressable by the same program, at
least at the decoding level. This is a valuable inter-

vention to introduce, as the increased facility for

decoding reduces the attentional requirements
needed at the level of print-decoding, thus freeing
up valuable attentional capacity for the task of com-
prehension. However, this group of students may
alsoneed assistance with the comprehension of what
they decoded, and additional intervention should

be considered simultaneously with, or perhaps af-

ter, the decoding program. The Corrective Reading
Program—Comprehension strand is a program that

has been successfully used in primary and second-.

- ary settings and by parents (Clunies-Ross, 1990;
Noon & Maggs, 1980) for this purpose.

The deceptively simple way to discriminate be-
tween these two (dyslexic and garden variety) groups
of students is to compare their attainment on a
reading comprehension task to that on a listening
comprehension task. The Brigance Comprehensive
Inventory Of Basic Skills has the capacity to provide
such a comparison, with its reading comprehension
and listening comprehension subtests (up to Year9).
This technique is now considered by many research-
ers as the most appropriate method of discriminat-
ing these two groups since the discrepancy-defined
dyslexia model has fallen from favour in recent times.
In this previous approach, dyslexia was assessed by
the presence of a discrepancy between a child’s
intelligence and his reading attainment. However; it
is now increasingly recognized that intelligence is

far from perfectly correlated with reading. Stanovich
(1992) calculated a median correlation of .34 across
14 studies involving 26 measures whose correla-
tions ranged from 0.10 to 0.66. The range of correla-
tions relate to the choice of intellectual and reading
tests. The lower figures are more likely when the
reading measure has a strong word-decoding em-
phasis, and the higher figures when comprehension
is the major focus. Given this only moderate correla-
tion, any discrepancy may be more reasonably con-
sidered a normal statistical variation than a specific
neurological deficit. More recently, the Spadafore
Diagnostic Reading Test (1983) has been employed
in the Clinic, as it is normed to Year 12.

Further, it is noted that the development of lit-
eracy is closely intertwined with the development of
intelligence. (Stanovich, 1993b). That is, the contin-
ued normal development of intelligence may rely on
an adequate volume of reading. This assertion may
be difficult to accept, but vocabulary development_
and higher-order comprehension skills are best ad-
vanced through reading (Nagy & Anderson, 1984)
once the beginning stages are passed. Thus, as chil-
dren with reading difficulties grow older, their lack
of reading could be expected to reduce the initial gap
between intelligence and attainment. That is, over
time, dyslexic students measured intelligence may
come to more closely resemble that of their garden-
variety colleagues, as problems. additional to the
phonological core develop (Stanovich, 1988a). Sadly,
the intelligent under-achiever may appear to be-
come less intelligent because of our educational
system’s failure to adequately address his needs at
the critical early stage.

The other major problem with discrepancy-de-
fined dyslexia is that a different group (between 2%-
35% of the population) is described by different
intelligence tests, and through different subtest-
analysis. For example, there has been debate over
whether verbal or performance (or both) scales should
be used—the use of one over the other certainly
defines a different group as dyslexic. There is also
disagreement over how large a discrepancy (e.g;, 1,
1.66, or 2 5D) is needed for a diagnosis of dyslexia;
over the minimum intelligence level needed for a
dyslexia classification; and, over the type of reading
test chosen to define the reading deficit, Given the
slippery nature of such assessment choices, it is
unsurprising thatsuch amodel s falling from favour,
although it still has currency in some educational
circles.

Comparing the results of listening comprehen-
sion to reading comprehension also makes intuitive
sense, because listening comprehension tasks are
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much more closely related to reading than are the
more global tasks involved in intellectual assess-
ment. It offers the capacity to define those children
who have a major problem only at the level of print.
They will perform well on the listening comprehen-
sion tasks, using their impressive general language
skills to answer questions about a‘story read to
them. On the reading comprehension task however,
they will do relatively poorly as their under-devel-
oped decoding skills prevent them bringing into
play their well-developed general language skills.

. When required to decode a passage unassisted, they
struggle, as did their garden-variety peers. On the
other. hand, the garden-variety students would be
expected to perform similarly on both tasks. Their
reading problems are general rather than specific,
and they may nothave any particularreading subskill
restricting their develepment. Their decoding skill
is commensurate with their other language skills,
suchthat if they know the meaning of a word (or
phrase, or sentence), Lhey can comprehend it whether
itis presented orally or in print. The consequence for

‘ the high LC(listening comprehension)-low RC (read-
‘ mg comprehension) child should be intensive assis-
tance at the decoding level. For the low LC-Low RC
child, intensive assistance at both the decoding and
comprehension levels is indicated.

.Other possible outcomes are high LC-high-RC, a
result predictable from an all-round good reader;
and low LC-high RC, a rare result, possibly from a
student with acute attentional, hearing, or short-
term' memory problems. In this case, the perma-
nence of text would allow the student to use his
intact language comprehension skills, whereas the
ephemeral nature of the spoken story precludes
such access. Hyperlexic students (a rare sub-group
with excellent word recognition;, but poor reading
comprehension) would not be detected by this dis-
crepancy analysis, because their listening compre-
hension parallels their reading comprehension
(Sparks, 1995).

This LC-RC discrepancy represents an alterna-
tive definition of the group known as dyslexic; how-
ever, as with the IQ discrepancy-defined dyslexic, an
issue is how great a discrepancy should be consid-
ered significant. Some (including the Clinic) have
considered two years to be very significant (Ander-
son, 1991) given the extent of commonality of the
tasks; although this is clearly an arbitrary figure, its
significance being higher the younger the age of the
child. As the term dyslexia is unlikely to disappear
(at least in the short term), and parents almost al-
ways ask questions about it, the Clinic policy is to

make use of the listening comprehension-reading:
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comprehension discrepancy in discussions with
parents. This is its major value since the techniques
employed include systematic phonics whether the
difficulty is described as dyslexic or garden-variety.
The dyslexic classification does, however sensitize
clinicians to the possibility that dyslexic students
may be more treatment-resistant (Berninger &
Abbott, 1994) than garden-variety students, and may
also require additional direct phonelmc awareness
instruction

. Why are so many students referred from about

Year Four?

Atabout Year 4, there is a marked increase in the .
number of children referred for reading assistance
to the Psychology Clinic. This may represents the
dawning of recognition for a teacher that the matu-
rational-delay hypothesis can no longer be used to
explain the lack of reading progress. More salient
perhaps is the generally unacknowledged explosion
ofnew words in textbooks at about that time (Carnine,
1982). Many students who have relied upon whole-
word memory recognition as their mode for storage
and retrieval find the strategy collapses in Year 4.
Whereas a word recognition capacity of 400 words is
adequate for coping with text up to this time (and
many children’s visual memory can manage such a
load), the demand increases dramatically to about
4000 words around that year (Carnine, 1982), and up
to 7000 words by Year 6, what Share (1995) describes
as an “orthographic avalanche.” For the student
who relies primarily on word shape, the task:is
similar to that required in visually memorizing 7000
telephone numbers. Students who cannot access the
phonological route to identify these words do obvi-
ously struggle'and progress grinds toa halt, In truth,
they had difficulties before this ime, but perhaps
managed to disguise them inclassrooms where care-
ful continuous assessment of word attack skills was
unavailable. Unfortunately, this appears to be even
more likely for girls, as their rate of referral for
assistance- (about 1 in every 4 referrals) does not
match the prevalence (about equal with males) of
reading problems among females in our society
(Alexander, Gray, & Lyon, 1993).

A low Woodcock: Word Attack score suggests this
scenario in students at (or beyond) Year 4. For
younger students it is predictive of their reading
future. Inability to decode pseudo-words is indica-
tive of the need for an intensive, carefully designed
program that provides at least a reasonable oppor-
tunity for the accelerated progress needed if a stu-
dent is to make headway against his peers. If a
student is two years behind his peers he must de-
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velop in reading at a rate twice as fast as they do, if
he is to catch them by the end of primary school (as
they will improve by at least two years over that
period). While this conception of reading progressis
rather crude it does give the flavour of just how

immense a task it is. It also helps explain the chilling.

finding from a Melbourne University study (Hill,
1995}, that for most students in this position there is
nodiscernibleimprovementin readingbetween Year
4 and Year 10. Most students do not have access to
intervention, and their prognosis is grim. For those
students who do receive help. it is incumbent upon
us to provide the best and most efficient interven-
tion available at the time. This implies that the most
salient content must be delivered to students in the

- most effective manner possible.

. The use of a well-constructed, direct mstrucnon
phomcs program should be the first line of attack for
most students. There is ample evidence to support
this emphasis {Felton, 1993), although there.is no
reason why it:could not be introduced alongside a
whole language program (Adams & Bruck, 1993). The
principles of effective teaching, such as task analy-
sis, appropriate initial placement, mastery learning,

-demonstration-practice-feedback as a major teach-

ing strategy, rapid pacing, well-defined correction

procedures, attention to-academic .learning time,

adequate massed and spaced practice, and high rate
of success - are variables associated: with rapid
progress independent. of learner characteristics
(Rosenshine, 1986). Both the.content and, delivery
principles outlined above are exemplified in Direct
Instruction programs which :also. have . excellent
empirical support in addition to their strong theo-
retical base (Adams & Engelmann, 1996; Gable &

Warren, 1993; White, 1988). Even with well-designed.
and regularly presented reading .instruction, the’
reader with delayed development rarely makes mi- -

raculous progress. It has taken some years for the
student to reach this invidious position, and it may
well take some years of intensive assistance for him
to develop age-appropriate reading facility (Felton,
1993). Quick-fix cures usually occur only in the
realm of tabloid television. The road back is fraught
with pitfalls, and the difficulty of the task should not
be minimized when discussing an intervention with
parents. »

Reporting Back

Reporting back usually involves the preparation

of a written report, and discussion of this report and
its ramifications with parents, and possibly with the
student’s school. This can occasionally be a difficult
experience for all concerned, though planning can

alleviate unnecessary distress. First, the issue of
intervention {and who is to implement it) should
have been addresséd from the beginning. Thus, the
impact of a report that is potentially distressing is
attenuated because the possible need for interven-
tion has. already been discussed and planned for.
The parent is not left solely with sad news, but with
a strategy for addressing the problem. Second, the
report is usually sent to parents prior to their inter-
view to allow time to comprehend the contents and
a.ny ramifications, and to. prepare any questmns

Preliminary discussion of the findings usually oc-
curs progressively over the assessment period (sev-
eral one-hour sessions), hence there are unlikely to
be any complete surprises within the report. This
procedure also provides time for any initial upset to
dissipate, and for parents to re-orient themselves
toward addressing the future. If the parents haveno
information prior to the report’s presentation at the
interview it is possible for them to be quite per-
turbed and less able to comprehend or remember
either the content or any subsequent discussion or
decisions. Alternatively, they may nothave enough
time to fully understand the report, and the goals of
the session regarding feedback and clarification are
unmet. Atthe very least, parents should be left alone
for 10-15 minutes to give them some opportunity to
read the report prior to discussion. A common re-
sponse to feedback abouta child’s lack of attainment
isanger, and asking pointed questionsas to how Lh1s!
problem could have been either undiagnosed or.
ignored for so long. In most cases, it is.prudent to
focus on the future, and work towards harnessing,
energy.for the long haul, rather than feeding acri-
mony towards schools or the Education system, - In
some cases however, anger may preclude produc-
tive:action -initially, and time needs be spent in
assisting parents to come to terms with the future
a.nd the past

Readmg Interventlon

A Clinic intervention usually includes recom-
mendmg arelevant program, lending it to the client,
teaching.the responsible person how to use it, moni-
toring its use, and finally, evaluating the outcome.
The Direct Instruction programs, recommended be-
cause of their history of success, have an additional
advantage in their high level of structure. Program
presenters do require administrative skills, commit-
ment and endurance, but the content and presenta-
tion seript provided in the programs remove the
need for presenters to be expertin teaching reading.
While this may appear to over-simplify the issue of
who can or should teach reading, it is ultimately an
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empirical question, and the experience in the Clinic
supports the success of the model. Itis fortunate that
this approach can be successful as many parents
find there are few resources in the schools or wider
community to alter the likely outcome for their
‘children. Interestingly, there has been a marked
increase in the number of schools requesting infor-
mation about the programs used by the parents.
They often express surprise at the progress made by
formerly intractable students (that is, students with
whom the schools have failed). In a number of cases,
schools have subsequently sought assistance to com-
mernce the implementation of the Corrective Reading
program in their own school.

The Beginning Reader
In the Clinic, success has been achieved with the
Teach Your Child To Read In 100 Easy Lessons program
(Engelmann, Haddox & Bruner, 1983). This pro-
gram is written for parents, and is based on the
teacher-directed programs, Reading Mastery 1 & 2
(Engelmann & Bruner, 1969, 1984, 1995). In the
Clinic, and at schools, training has been provided to
parents, volunteers, and teachers. to successfully
implement either of these programs in an individual
- or group format. Apart from initial training, the
Clinic provides monitoring of the presenters’ skills,
on-going support, and a variety of pre- and post-test

evaluation strategies. The success of the program is

heavily dependent upon treatment fidelity; thus the
necessity of continued support. This overseeing role
has an important secondary effect of enhancing the
endurance necessary to achieve success. Experience
has suggested that without this continued Clinic
role, programs are often discontinued prematurely,
orare altered to the extent that successisjeopardised.
In addition, parents are sometimes pressured by
schools not to implement such a program because it
is not consistent with the school’s existing language
policy. Whilst there is no valid reason why the
approaches need be seen as incompatible, contact
with the school regarding the programs may be
advisable to allay any of their concerns.

The approach to training involves the following
sequence: the clinician provides information about
the program; the clinician demonstrates the pro-
gram while the parent initially acts as the student.
This is followed by a role-reversal, in which the
parent teaches the clinician (who provides feed-
back). Then the clinician teaches the student, and,
finally the parent teaches the student (with clinician
feedback). This process of demonstration-practice-feed-
back continues until the clinician is satisfied that the
parent is able to correctly present the program.
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Usually two complete sessions are devoted to this
sequence, and often another session (one week later)
is scheduled before the parent is asked to commence
the 5 times per week program implementation at
home. During the intervening week, the parent (or
preferably, parents) practise the various tasks in the
first couple of lessons with someone other than the
student. The training of two parents is advanta-
geous because it reduces the load on one parent,
reduces the problems of possible studentreluctance,
and allows for supportive collaboration—all of which

.enhance program endurance and fidelity.

" Follow-up sessions are (typically) weekly for the
first two weeks, fading to fortnightly for two subse-
quent visits, then monthly until the program'is com-
pleted. The amount of support that parents require
varies from case to case, depending upon their rate
of progress in presentation facility. Parents who are
well-organised and able to be assertive and task-
focussed with their children typically make rapid
progress. Parents are asked to tape-record the first,
50th and 100th lesson, as such recordings can pro-
vide a more dramatic indication of progress thanthe
standardised pre- and post-test results. One major
difference between the above-mentioned programs
is the increased opportunity in Reading Mdstery for
practice with stories. This practice can be'added to
the 100 Lessons program by including use of“the
Distar Library series. A sheet has been developed
that indicates the stories from Distar Library appro-
priate to any given lesson in the teaching program.

Although the Teach Your Child To Read In 100 Easy

 Lessons program has a strong emphasis on the pho-

nological skills of blending and segmenting, some
students may make better progress if first dlrectly
taught an oral phonemic awareness program “either
prior to, or in conjunction with the reading program
(Juel, 1993). A number of such programs have been
published in recent tlmes Those currently in the
Clinic are: -

A Sound Way: Phonological Awareness: Activities for
Early Literacy, Love & Reﬂly, 1995;

Auditory Discrimination in Depth, Lindamood &
Lindamood, 1975;

Metalinguistic Awareness Program, Department of
Education, Queensland, 1990; ‘

Phonemic awareness in young children , Adams,-
Foorman, Lundberg, & Beeler, 1998;

Phonemic Awareness Training, Solomons, 1992;

Phonological Awareness Training for Reading,
Torgesen & Bryant, 1994; '

Sound Foundations, Byme & Fielding-Barnsley,
1991;

Sound Linkage : An Integrated Programme for Over-




K commg Readmg Difficulties, Hatcher, 1994;

. Sounds Abound, Catts & Vartiainen, 1992.
. Toassist parents who would like to extend sucha

program to the home, an annotated blbllography of

suitable texts to enhance phonemic awareness is to

- be found in Yopp, 1995b. In fact, there has yet to be

a case in the Clinic in which it was found necessary

to take the step of temporarily halting the reading
program to introduce a dedicated phonemlc aware-

ness program.

The Remedlal Reader
. For students in Year 3 and above, the program

found partlcularly valuable in the Clinic is the Cor--
rective Reading Program: Decoding Strand. Placement

testing determines the appropriate level, and the

_ teaching methods parallel those described earlier.
The method of introduction to presenters is also
smu]a.r to that described above. One difference is the -
hke].l.hood that years of failure have left the student -

with at least some degree of resistance to addressing

.- atask long ago solved by the student’s age-peers.
. This. re51stance may- be active or passive, but can
- certainly threaten the viability of the program, espe-
‘cially when (as is often the case) the mother alore

has the responsibility for motivating the child daily

_ over a significant period of time. There have been

cases. when it has been more frultful for two parents

: to swap children for the purposes of implementing -

the program. This option may also be considered

" “when parents are unable to present the program to
. their child without being punitive, but are quite
'patlent with a child other than their own.

A number of parents with resistant children have

‘_found it useful to plan.an incentive program to

ad,dress the problem of student resistance. There are
a number of options. One can use the motivational
pomts system incorporated in the program, and
develop an associated reward menu suited to both
the needs of the child and any family constraints; or
an individual incentive program can be designed in

- conjunction with the Clinic, as simple or as complex

as the situation requires. As with the 100 Lessons

_ program, a progress sheet is used as part of the

intervention. This sheet fulfils several roles: (a) as a
guide for feedback between clinician and parent on
progress and problems; (b) as a subtle spur to main-
tain lesson frequency—the clinician’s interest in this

-aspect helps parents appreciate the importance of

frequency, as itis always discussed in sessions; (c) as
a means of increasing the amount of free-reading
achieved by the student. Research {Stanovich, 1988;

-Adams & Bruck, 1993) has demonstrated the impor-

tance of increasing the student’s volume of reading,.

It provides additional opportunity to practise the
skills taught in the program (thus supporting gener-
alization}, and to learn new words. This is especially
important as there are far more opportunities to
increase vocabulary through reading than through
conversation, or television (Stanovich, 1993).

In some cases it may not be possible to use the
Corrective Reading Program, or the 100 Lessons Pro-
gram as the interverition. Although it is a less effec-
tive option, a program that aims solely atincreasing
the volume of reading achieved may still be a worth-
while compromise. The Clinic offers a parent-moni-

" tored Increasing Reading Program usmg a sunply '

de51gned record sheet.

Avmdmg P1tfalls S
AN 1mporta.nt general consideration in pla.n.mng '
interventions is a careful analysis of the situation in -
which the intervention is to occur: Specrflcally, one
should attempt to predict-which aspects of the situ-
ation are supportive of the plan, and which aspects

threaten the vrabﬂ.rty of the plan.-An assumption - - .
‘implicit in the program ratlonale described earlieris -
that -the recommended programs will be. 1mple-_, o

mented in -their’ prescribed form. These programs -

~ have much theoretical support (Adams, 1990;

Hernpenstall 1996; Tunmer & Hoover, 1993; Wood

& Felton, 1994), and also’ empmcal support (A.dams o

& Engelmann, 1996; Baker, Kameenui, Simmons, & .
Stahl, 1994;Bateman, 1991; White, 1988), buthaveno
magical quahtles They are effective probably be-
cause of the almost obsessive attention to detail in
their construction and. field testing; and the'same

attention to the instructions for the presentation of - -

the program. The old dictum. when all else fails, read-

_ the. instructions certainly applies. here.. These pro-

grams invariably feel odd to novice presenters, be-
ingscripted and highly structured, Parents and teach-
ers alike have commented thatitmay take 20 lessons
before a reasonable level of comfort is established.
The initial discomfort may cause presenters to alter
elements of the program to suit their personal style,
usually-to the detriment of the program. The most
common adjustments are to the frequency of les-
‘'sons, and to the wording of instructions: Awareness
of this possibility enables the clinician to take steps
to alleviate; oreven preclude the problem by careful
explanation prior to the program commencement,
and equally careful monitoring during the initial
stages. Other commeon hazards (mentioned earlier)
include student resistance, teacher resistance, and
parent role-conflict.

- Studentclinicians are encouraged toexamine these .
important, but often neglected, aspects of an inter-
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vention within a wider framework. Attention to

these aspects may be considered as the art of being a

clinician, as opposed to the science involved in de- .

signing and assessing programs. The conceptual
frameworkdetailed below attempts to integrate these
clinical skills into a hierarchical structure. )
This structure is relevant to other fields of inter-
. vention besides reading. The first level recognizes
that clinicians must be able to relate to other people.
Basic interpersonal skills are necessary toengage people
in conversation, to conduct an interview that suc-
cessfully obtains client cooperation and relevant
information, to gain children’s confidence sufficiently
to allow accurate assessment, to liaise with teachers
and other professionals, to sensitively handle the
assessment feedback session, and to gain and main-
tain parent cooperation during the intervention
phase. Clinicians vary in the degree to which they
display the interpersonal skills needed to perform
these tasks, and to some degree this variance repre-
sents personality differences. These basic skills pro-
vide a focus for further development, the necessity
more obvious for some than for othets. In a human-
istic model of counselmg, this represents the pri-
mary focus of training, as the therapeutic relation-
- ship is seen as a more appropriate focus than tech-
nique. In the above hierarchy, basic interpersonal
‘skills are necessary, but insufficient.

In the Clinie, it is assumed that interventions
chosen will have theoretical and empirical support.
It is accepted that approaches which have proved
successful overa range of situations, and with many
individuals have a greater chance of success than
either randomily ¢hosen interventions, or thosebased
on relationship development alone, It is'further as-
sumed that there is usually sufficient. commonality
between people to allow similar interventions to be
successful. Thatis, althoughitisaccepted thatpeople
and their énvirenments are unique, nevertheless
problem-similarity is the best determiner of inter-
vention type. In the development of the clinician’s
knowledge of interventions, the major emphasis is study
of the intervention research across the range of prob-
lems presenting in the Clinic. The operational se-
quence involves a careful investigation of the prob-
lem type, followed by a matching process in which
the optimum intervention strategy is assigned ‘on
the basis of it having the best support for its effec:-
tiveness in similar situations.

A clinician who is able to relate to clients, and
who has developed a good understanding of appro-
priate strategies would seem to be well placed to be
able to skillfully assist people to resolve life prob-

lems. Whereas these skills are necessary, there are -
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many occasions when they are insufficient to obtain
the sought-after change. This level has been called
situational empathy in recognition of the art involved
in making an intervention work. The clinician asks
the question—WHhat may interfere with the effec-
tiveness of the intervention in this situation? Put
more positively—~What steps should I take to give
this intervention strategy the best possible opportu- -
nity to be successful in this situation? In order to list
the potential obstacles to success, the clinician figu-
ratively enters the environment of the client through
client observation, client questioning, past experi-
ence, or through consultation with other experi-
enced clinicians. This skill is a high-drder one, and -
should continue to develop across one’s career, The
proviso is that the clinician maintains this mental
set, and remams.commuted to evaluation, other-
wise similar mistakes may continue to be made
without the clinician ever becoming aware of them.
One outcome of this latter scenario is a tendency to
blame the intervention content rather than the inter-
vention delivery. Thus one may lose faith in an effec-
tive approach when the problem lies in a different
domain. An example of this phenomenon is sorme-
times seen when parent reading programs are intro-
duced without examining the household 51tuat10n
Some factors that may intrude are prevmus daily
hme-conmutnwnts, work schedules, parent literacy
skills, parent- -child relationship, pareéntassertiveness,
student levels of -resistance, marital relatlonslup, '
behveen-parentsupport parentmental health. There
are many such potential problems capable of scut-
tling an otherwise well-researched and presented
program, One 1 may be tempted to discard a particu-
lar programmstead of recognizing the true source of
the problem. Evenworse is the possibility thatblame
may be shifted to the client to account for the inter-
vention failure. Whereas the clinician’s acceptance
of responsibility for ensuring that mterventlons are
successful does provide an added burden on the
clinician, it has a positive side in increased effective-
ness, and in a clearer understanding of the com-
plexities of one’s profession. Such a model also
allows the recognition of those situations in which
no effective interventions are possible given the

time and circumstances currently existing. Thismay

appear unnecessarily pessimistic; however, it is pref-
erable for all parties to avoid interventions doomed
to failure, Such ventures cause great disappoint- .
ment to clients who, because of theresult, may avoid
subsequently seeking assistance at a time when suc-
cess might have been achievable. In addition, the
Clinic’s limited resources could more proﬁtably have
been used in assisting other clients.




Evaluation
- Evaluation of the intervention involves several
issues. Firstly, was the chosen program appropriate
to the objectives negotiated with the family? That s,
assuming the program itself was successful, is the
outcome what the family expected? Are they satis-
fied with the outcome?

Secondly, was the program a success? Did the
anticipated changes eventuate? These changes may
be judged through in-program mastery tests; pro-
grambehavioural-objectives analysis; pre-and post-
test criterion-referenced and standardized assess-
ment; video- and audio-taped reading behaviour.

Thirdly, was the program appropriately imple-

mented? Was treatment fidelity obtained? Without
it one cannot be sure that any success was due to the
program itself. If there were alterations to the pro-
gram, are you able to assess their impact? You may
gain information useful in future interventions.

Fourthly, were social-validity expectations met?
If there have been noticeable changes, do they also

occur outside the home or clinic situations? In par-

ticular, can itbe shown thatreading has improved at
school?1Is there a genuine, easily recognizable change
in the reading ability and attitude of the child as a
consequence of the intervention? <
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What A Difference a Teacher Can Make'

Kerry Hempenstaill
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A version of the following nrticle appeared in The Age, Nov 5, 1996, entitled “Tale of two téac‘hers;.{f‘. :

J’ ohn and David are similar in many ways. They
are active boys sharing a love of outdoor activi-
ties, and are easily bored indoors. The boys have
learned to manipulate their parents with whining
and disobedience when they arerestricted, and only
allow their parents peace when they get their own
way. Though their parents are often embarrassed by
the public displays of disobedience, they see the
situation as temporary, and frequently console them-
selves with the knowledge that their children are
also very loving, are sure to grow out of their disobe-
dience, and have never been in any real trouble. The
boys began school in the samne year and are in differ-
ent classrooms at their parents’ request. Interest-
ingly, they have been placed in contrasting class-

rooms in which the teachers have quite different

educational philosophies, and beliefs about the role
of the teacher in the education system.

John’s teacher, Amanda, is a relatively recent
graduate, and is imbued with the modern approach
to teaching. She views students as natural learners
and sees the teacher’s role broadly as that of facilita-
tor. She expects that children will learn most school
skills in a natural way as long as she can provide an
enjoyable, challenging and stimulating classroom.
That they learn at different rates is of no great
moment—most will catch up later when they see the
benefits of doing so. Amanda is convinced that
learning cannot be forced, instruction is usually
counter-productive, and that children are largely
the determiners of what they will learn, and when
they will learn it. Thus, she provides an enormous
variety of experiences for her students—visiting
dance troupes, excursions to historical sites and
museums, and weeklong class themes on topical
events ranging from elections to Grand Prix. Stu-
dents in her class develop projects based on these

themes, often in groups. Extended discussion of

sucheventsis seen as valuable language work, which
will lead to children wanting to learn to read and
write. In her view children’s attitudes to reading,
and to learning in general, are far more important

than their attainment in these areas. She places great '

emphasis on students feeling comfortable in her

classroom, so they will be prepared to take risksin
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learning. Since Amanda sees learning as student-
directed she is careful not to risk damage to their
esteem as learners; hence, she does not enforce sys-
tems of discipline, or correct their errors. The stu-
dents’ effortis all important to Amanda——issues like
accuracy in word reading or convention in spelling

are best left until later years when students are less -

vulnerable to disillusionment and its resultant opt-
ing-out of learning. She believes that error-correc-
tion is a very destructive process, reducing the pre-
paredness of students to attempt tasks for fear of
failure. She considers that errors are merely an indi-
cator of growth, a phase of development which
precedes a gradual increase in self-correction. By a
process of closer and closer approximations,
children’s reading, writing, and spelling will come
to meet society’s conventions.

Amanda is concerned that John appears not to be
progressing, but is prepared to wait until her strat-
egy, that of inviting John to see himself as a learner,
has begun to take effect. John’s parents are becom-
ing increasingly anxious about his lack of basic
skills—especially that he demonstrates no’ concep-
tion of the purpose of print. When'he can be cajoled
into looking at a book, he guesses the story’s mean-
ing from the accompanying picture, and if asked to -

‘follow the words with his finger, the words he uses

bear little resemblance to the print. Amanda has

explained to John’s parents that-story meaning is

negotiated between author and reader and that John
is actively transacting with the print—not mind-
lessly regurgitating the author’s words. John's par-
ents are most uneasy about this notion, especially
John's mother. In her daytime occupation she re-
cently produced a workshop safety manual for a
new machine, and she hopes her words will be read
quite literally, rather than depend on the life experi- -
ences of the reader for its ultimate meaning. The
parents feel intimidated by Amanda’s enthusiasm
and reassurances, and they feel out of their depth’
when Amanda argues that teaching reading today
has come a long way from the old days when they
themselves were taught to read using crude meth-
ods, long since abandoned. Amandais unsupportive
of John's parents’ request for a plan to assess and




teach him the skills he needs to cope with school. In
her view, eVery instructional decision must be made
at the time, and in the classroom,by the teacher who

is observing and interacting with the process of

education. Planning implies the development of an
artificial environment, hardly appropriate for the
authentic experiences available to the student when
the teacher is responding sensitively with moment-
by-moment judgments. The school sees John's
behaviour as his major problem and the reason for
his lack of progress. John's parents are considering
whether a new start in another school would help,
feeling angry and powerless about what they see as
uncaring treatment from their local school.

In the meantime, David has been a member of
Monica’s class. She has been a teacher for ten years,
and her early training was quite different to
Amanda’s; although, she did participate in an in-
service course with an approach similar to that in
which Amanda was trained. Monica derived con-
siderable benefit from her in-service course. It chal-
lenged her beliefs and she decided to try it whole-
heartedly several years ago. Anumber of its features
have remained part of her practice, but she found
the approach incomplete and based on vague philo-

sophical principles rather than the “whatever works”

pragmatism with which she felt more comfortable,
Monica noticed, for example, that a sizeable propor-
tion of her. students (like David) displayed little
evidence of their being natural learners, and she felt
-that it would be unconscionable on her part if she
were to wait to see whether they would ever become
50, She had, over the years, noticed that early lack of
progress was strongly predictive of students’ con-
tinued failure in her school, and she even looked at
research which confirmed: that her observations
matched those of many researchers and teachers.
Menica has become alert to students who do not
make progress in her class, and more recently has
tried to determine who they might be, even before
they have the opportunity for failure, Her readin gof
research extended to a list of warning signs, which
she routinely checks for all new students. Some of
~ these involve informal observation, and some for-
mal but simple tests. She is interested in their mas-
tery of basic language concepts such as colours,
position in space, understanding of time. She wants
to know whether they can follow the lan guage of the
classroom—those words that teachers use regularly
- on the assumption that their students are familiar
with them. Monica is interested in students’ devel-
oping understanding of the structure of language—
especially rhyme, alliteration, and knowledge of the
alphabet. She tried to obtain this information from

David’s previous teacher, but was frustrated by the
lack of information upon which to make her judge-
ments. Atherschool, she has found that some teach-
ers’ observations are vague, unsystematic and made
irregularly. Despite this difficulty, her own observa-
tions were sufficient to decide that David was a
student at risk. If one believes that learning is-a
natural process and consequently direct interven-
tion is not helpful, then careful record keeping of
achievement can be seen as less important than
information about attitude and self-esteem.
Monica, however, believes that David’s progress
at this stage is largely her responsibility. She cer-
tainly does have students who are mainly self-di-
rected learners, and she has a similar goal for David;
however, she recognizes that at present a structure
must be provided to ensure David’s movement in
that direction. Currently, David has neither the
behavioural self-management skills, nor the basic
academic skills to bootstrap himself up to the level
of his peers. Because he needs assistance to ensure
his attention to the task of learning, Monica devel-
oped a clear set of rules and consequences for each
of those daily activities during which David has
difficulty cooperating. In fact these are simply a
more explicit version of those she maintains for her
whole class—designed to create the orderly condi-
tions within which, her experience tells her,
learning is more likely to occur. An agreement be-
tween Monica, David and his parents involves daily
two-way communication (at least initially) for the
purposes of enhancing the behaviour-stabilising ef-
fects at both home and school, keeping David’s
parents informed about progress (behavioural and
academic), and allowing them to talk about what
actually happens day-by-day. David has alwaysbeen

close-mouthed about his school day, and this has .

frustrated his parents who desperately sought a
genuine parmership with the school to help him

progress. They are also able to provide a home- -

based incentive for David to help maintain his effort
over the term. As he accrues achievement-stickers
he pastes them on a chart at home and receives
support and encouragement from his family. At the
conclusion of this venture, when the chart is full, a
new pair of batting gloves is the negotiated reward.,

David is beginning to appreciate that his minute-
by-minute behaviour throu ghout the whole day con-
tributes towards his desired objective—an impor-
tant insight for him as he journeys toward self-
responsibility. Monica has never felt comfortable
about providing such incentives for students who
should really be responsible for their own behaviour
and effort. However, she considers that she must

ErrecTive ScHooL Pracrices, 18(1) SumMMER, 1999 53



accept David’s inability to do so at present, and her
resultant responsibility for providing the frame-
work. She intends to phase out this artificial strue-
. ture as David’s appropriate behaviour begins to
‘pecome habitual---maintained by improved school
progress, teacher and parent encouragement, and
his own developing self-esteem. Monica's experi-
ence with students similar to David had convinced
her that as David is not yet able to manage himself
behaviorally, she should step in, and provide the
conditions in which self-management is more likely
to develop.
Just as Monica considers it her responsibility to
assist a student to move towards behavioural self-
management through her own direct intervention,
she also adopts a similar approach to the teaching/
learning process. She considers the process as a
collaboration in which the degree of teacher inputis
high when the student has less to contribute. This
division of lead is not constant, but shifts as the
student develops competence and confidence. She
has noticed that David does not readily associate
new learning with what he already knows unless
this relationship is carefully pointed out to him. An
array of experiences tend to remain just that, and
because of the lack of associations made, can be
easily forgotten, or are at least of less educational
value than the teacher had hoped. Approachesbased
on a discovery learning model seem to make little
impact upon his progress. To enhance his academic
progress, Monica presents him with scaffolds and
strategies for solving the various problems faced in
class. She teaches him a series of concrete steps
which, when memorised or provided in diagram
form, outline procedures he must follow to achieve
his objective. When given a relatively unstructured
task such as Write what you know about your favourite
football team, David stares fixedly at his blank sheet
of paper, seemingly paralysed. In fact, he has not
learned how to break a task down into its parts, and
plan how to construct the requisite product. Monica
has provided him with a template, which adds suf-
ficient structure for him to attempt the task. One
such approach involves a series of questions he must
ask himself, the answers to which create the assign-
ment which when viewed as a whole had seemed
impossible. It is figuratively a sort of road map,
which hehas memorised, and hasbeen taught to use
~ insuch circumstances, to travel from the question to
theanswer. Forthe essay, heis using visual imagery,
and a story map. Both are task-specific rather than
content-specific strategies, so he is able to use them
in other similar tasks too.

‘Monica has noticed that the way in which she
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designs any given teaching sequence has a marked
effect on the ease with which students acquire the
knowledge or skill. This applies to.at-risk students .
like David, but also she is interested to see, to the
learning of other students also. She is so.pleased
with the results when she incorporates certain prin-
ciples that she has begun talking to her colleagues
about some simple techniques often overlooked in_
the day-to-day rush of classroom teaching. Monica
was asked to produce a summary checklist, which
other teachers have begun to examine with interest.

She describes her teaching approach thus:

1always tell the students very clearly what
itis1am going to teach them, why and where
it fits in with what they already know. I check
that they do already have the pre-skills and
knowledge that they need to comprehe_nd
today’s teaching. I now present material in
smaller steps than I used to do, and check for
understanding after each step. I incorporate
student practice after each step to reduce
memory load, and I provide instant correc-
tive feedback to the students in a cheerful
way. I know that David may take longer to
master any given step so I pre-teach the step
to a small group of similar students earlier in
the lesson. I also include the step in the par-
ent-communication book so that David can
obtain the additional practice at home needed
if he is to incorporate this new skill into his
armoury. In the past, I always felt frustrated
that David completed fewer practice items
than the grade’s academic stars, when he
really needed to complete several Hmes as
many as they did. I have found it important
that the initial practice is supervised so that
errors do not become entrenched. Adequate
massed practice is crucial for David because it
takes him longer than most to master any-
thing new. Following this guided practice is
independent practice; a step necessary if he is
to remember what he has just mastered. The
third step involves distributed practice, in
which the skill is practised over the following
weeks with increasing time in between. This
last feature helps David develop the skill to
automaticity--the ability to use it almost ef-
fortlessly.

My teaching has improved since I noticed
that the rate at which I introduce material
could help or hinder students’ concentration
and ease of learning. I keep to a brisk speed
when possible because it helps maintain my
student’s attention, only slowing whenIknow




= : tl'ie‘task 1s‘d1.ff1cult or the feedback I receive
* . “indicates that they are finding it so. I am also
- " Yery careful about the wording Tuse, soasnot

to introduce ambiguity. 1 was surprised to

_“hear,ona tape-recording of one of my lessons
© presented several years ago, that frequently

- there were several possible interpretations. If
_there is more than one possible interpretation

of whatIsaid I know that David will adoptthe

-‘'wrong one. As regards correcting errors, I

think I have done students a disservice in the

_ . ‘past;asIwasreticentabout seeming toonega-
tive. I now believe that society’s spelling and -
- writing conventions should be explained to

students as important objectives from the be-

L ginning. I feel that unless teachers are firm
-about this students develop the belief that .

accuracy is unimportant. I_explai.n to the stu-
dents that my feedback to them is a normal

. part of teaching, and they seem happy to
- " accept that. I thought that error-correction
" might disillusion David, but I told him that

when he makes a mistake I look for ways to

. teach better, not to criticise him. I now think
_that it is David's appreciation of his real

progress, which is enabling him to take risks

- with his learning. Previously, no matter how
attractive my classroom environment, I could

not gain enthusiastic work from him. I have

- learned about a variety of corrections rel-
~ evant to different types of error, and now feel
~that'T was in error myself in being reticent
‘about such feedback. My demeanour during
© correction is very important however, and I
am careful to avoid irritation in my voice-
- when the same error is repeated often. Earlier

inmy career I was attracted to the idea, that if
Icould improve David's self-esteem he would

" develop a desire to learn as a consequence.
. Over the years I have learned from my stu-

' dents that their failure cannot be disguised by
well-meaning, but ultimately condescending,
self-esteem approaches. Certainly, when I
tried the approach nothing much happened
Now that I am committed to ensuring learn-
ing happens, and continually focussing on "
what I do to achieve that aim, I find that
David, and other students at-risk are learning

~much more read:.ly, and that attitude and self
confidenceare improvingas a consequence of’
improved competence

David’s parentsare very pleased with his Pprogress

this year, and particularly with their close coopera-
tive relahonshlp with his teacher and school. They.
recognize that they have been very fortunate to meet:. -

a teacher of Monica's expertise and attitude. They

“are also aware that David’s difficulties will not be -

resolved in one year, and are planning how to
maximise the gains he has made this year. His par-
ents are hopeful that Monica will again be available
for David next year, although they have heard that

Amanda may be the teacher assigned to that class. -

It is interesting to note that both teachers share a

similar view about the aims of education. Each wants

their students to be capable of making their way in

the world, to be able to participate fully as a member

of, and even to make a 51gm_f1cant contribution to,
our society, Where they differ is in beliefs about the

role of educatiori in the achievement of those objec- -
tives, and stemming from that, the practices that are.
necessary to do so. Teachers, supported by an en- -

lightened Government, have the capacity to make a

significant difference to a range of at-risk students. -
Sadly, the most influential culture of education is at'

odds with .the sort of practices that Monica de-

+ scribes. They are well supported by research; how-

ever, research hashad only minimal impact on Gov-
ernment p011c1es, and classroom practlce L4
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CONTRIBUTOR’S GUIDELINES

Effective School Practices provides practitio-
ners and decision-makers with the latest-Tesearch
and development news on effective teaching tools
and practices. The journal emphasizes ‘practtcal :
knowledge and products that have proven:superior
through scientific testing. Readers are invited to
contribute to several different columns"and ‘de-
partments that will appear regularly '

FROM THE FIELD: Submit letters descnbmg your
thrills and frustrations, problems ‘and -successes,
and so on. A number of experts are available who
may be able to offer helpful solutlons a.nd recom— _
mendations to persons seeking adv:ce ‘ ;

NEWS: Report news of mterest to ADI’s member~ ,
ship _ e

SUCCESS STORIES: Send your stones about suc-
cessful instruction. These can be short anecdotal
pieces.

PERSPECTIVE: Submlt cr1t1ques and perspectlve
essays about a theme of current interest, such as:
school restructuring, the ungraded classroom, co-
operatwe learning, site-based management, learr- -

ing styles, heterogeneous grouping, Regular Ed In1~- .

tiative and the law, and so on.

RESEARCH STUDIES: = Present data from your
classroom or the results of scientific researc.h The -
data should guide other pract1t1oners and dec151on-

A‘,‘l-,

makers in evaluating alternative optlons for school
reform.

TRANSLATING RESEARCH INTO PRACTICE

Integrate a larger body of empirical research into &
~-defined practice that canbe mplementedm schools.

BOOK NOTES: Rev1ew a book of interest to mern- '

‘bers.
NEW PRODUCTS Descnptlons of new products

that are available will be featured. Send the de-
scription with a sample of the product or a research
report validating its effectiveness. Space will be
given only to products that have been f1e1d—tested
and empirically validated.. b

~ LIST OF DEMONSTRATION SITES ‘We wish to

maintain an on-going list of school sites with exem-
plary implementations and impressive student out-

. comes. Submit the name of the exemplary school or
- classrooms, the narnes of the programs being imple-

mented, and contact lnformatlon so that visitations
may be arranged. T

TIPS FOR TEACHERS: Practlcal short products
that a teacher can copy and use imrmediately. This
might be advice for solving a specific but pervasive
problem, a data-keeping form, a single format that
would successfully teach something meaningful and
impress teachers with the effectiveness and clever-
ness of Direct Instruction.

MANUSCRIPT PREPARATION

Authors should prepare manuscrlpts accordmg to
the third revised edition of the Publication Manual of
the American Psychological Association; published in
1983. Copies may be ordered from:- Order Depart- _
mernt

American Psychologlcal Assocxatlon

1200 Seventh St., N.W. L

Washington, DC 20036 =~ - -~
Send an electronic copy with a hardcopy of the
‘manuscript. Indicate the name of the word—process-
ing program you use. Save drawmgs and figuresin
separate files. Electronic copy should replace text
that is underlined according to the APA forrnat
with italic text.

Illustrations and Figures: Please send c_lraWi.ﬁg‘s'or

Completed manuscripts should be sent to:
Bonnie Grossen, Ph.D.
Editor, Effective School Practices
- PO Box 10252 .

Eugene, OR 97440 :
Acknowledgement of receipt of the manuscript will
be sent by mail. Articles are initially screened by the
editor for content appropriateness. Then sent out
for review by peers in the field. These reviewers

- may recommend acceptance as is, revision without

further review, revision with a subsequent review,

- orrejection. The author is usually notified about the;

status of the article within a 6- to 8-week penod If
the article is pubhshed the author will receive five
comphmentary copies of the issue in which his or
her artlcle appears.

figures electronic form, though you may alsp in-

clude them in camera-ready form
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Wdeoi‘apes on me Direct Instruction Model

Aren’t You Special—25 minutes. Motivatlonal talk by Linda Gibson, Prlnclpal at a school in Columbus, Ohijo.
_Successful with D1, in spite of minimal support. Keynote from 1997, National DI Conference. Price: $15.00

Effective Teaching: i's In the Nature of the Task—25 minutes. Bob Stevens, expert in cooperative learning
from Penn State University, describes how the type of task to.be taught impacts the instructional delivery
method. Keynote from 1997 National DI Conference. Price: $15.00

One More Time—20 minutes. Closing from 1997 National DI Conferénce One of Engelmann's best motivational
talks. Good for those already using D, this is sure to make them know what they are doing is the right choice,
for teachers, students and our future. Price: $15.00

Direct Instruction In Action—45 minutes. This tape is a series of student, parent, teacher and administrator
testimonials about the use of DI, and many examples of Direct Instructlon being used across the country with a
wide range of learners. A good taps for anyone: ‘who needs to know what DI looks iike and why it works, Price:
$45.00

Keynoles from 22nd Nationai DI Conference—2 hours. Ed Schaefer speaks on “Di-—What it is and Why it
Works," an excellent introductory talk on the efficiency of DI and the sqnmblllty of research based programs.
Doug Carnine's talk “Get it Straight, Do it Right, and Keep it Straight™is a call for people to do what they already
know works, and not to abandon sensible approaches in favor of “innovations” that are recycied fads. Siegfried
Engeimann delivers the closing “Words vs. Deeds" in his usual inspirational manner, with a plea to teachers not
to get worn down by the weight of a system that at times does not reward excellence as it should. Price: $25.00

Keynotes from the 1995 Conference—2 hours. Titles and speakers include: Anita Archer; Professor Emeritus,
San Diego’ State Universily, speaking on “The Time Is Now” (An ovérview of key features of DI); Rob Horner,
Professor, University of Oregon, speaking on “Effective instruction for'All Learners;” Zlg Engelmann, Professot,
University of Oregon, speaking on “Truth or Consequences.” Price: $25.00

Keynole Presentations from the 1994 20th Anniversary Conferenc_:e—z hours. Titles and speakers Include:
Jean Osborn, Associate Director for the Center for the Study of Reading, University of lllinois, speaking on
“Direct Instruction; Past, Present & Future;” Sara Tarver, professor, University of Wisconsin-Madison, speaking
on “| have a Dream That Someday We Wiil Tsach Al Children;” Zig Engelmann Profassor, University of Oregon, -
speaking on “So Who Needs Standards?” Price: $25.00

An Evening of Tribute to Slegfried Engelmann—-z 5 hours. On July 26 1995 400 of Zig Engelmann s friends,
admirers, colleagues, and protégés assembled to pay tribute to the: "Father of Direct Instruction.” The Tribute
tape features Carl Bereiter, Wes Becker, Barbara Bateman, Cookis Bruner, Doug Carnine, and Jean Osborn—the
pioneers of Direct Instruction—and many other program authors, paying tribute to Zig. Price: $26.00

Challenge of the 90’s: Higher-Order thinking—45 minutes, 1990, Overview and rationale for Direct Instruction
_strategies. Includes home-video footage and Follow Through. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Follow Through: A Bridge to the Future—22 minutes, video, 1992.  Direct Instruction Dissemination Center,
Westley Elementary School in Houston, Texas, demonstrates-approach: Principal, Thaddeus Lott, and teachers
are interviewed and classroom footage is shown. Created by Houston Independent Schoo! District in
collaborative partnership with Project Follow Through. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Where It Ali Started—45 minutes. Zig teaching kindergarien children for the Engelmann-Bereiter pre-school in the
60's, These minority children demonstrate mathematicat understanding far beyond normal developmental
expectations. This acceleration came through expert teaching from the man - who is now regarded as the "Father
of Direct Instruction,” Zig Engelmann, Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Direct Instruction—black and white, 1 hour, 1978. Qverview and rationale for Direct Instruction compiled by
Haddox for University of Oregon College of Education from footaga of Pro;ect Follow Through and Eugene
Classrooms. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Corrective Reading: Decoding B1, B2, C—4 hours, 38 minutes + practlce tirne Pliot video training tape that
includes an overview of the Corrective Series, placement procedures, training and practice on each part of a
decoding lesson, information on classroom management / reinforcement and demonstrations of lassons (off-
caimera responses). Price: $25.00 per tape (includes copying costs only).”

VISA of Mastercard accepted

Call 1-800-995-2464
ADI, PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440
For shipping charges please see page 99
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lew Videos Available!

‘Keynotes from the 1998 National Direct Instruction Conference in Eugéfie
are now available from ADI. These videos are professional quality, 2 .

camera productions suitable for use in meetings and trainings.

Successful Schools... How We Do It—35 minutes. Eric Mahmoud, Co-founderand -
CEO of Seed Academy/Harvest Preparatory School in Minneapolis, Minnesota presented .. -
the lead keynote for the 19998 National Direct Instruction Conference. His talk was rated
‘as one of the best features of the conference. Eric focused on the challenges of educat- o

ing our inner-city youth and the high expectations we must communicate to our children
and teachers if we are to succeed in raising student performance in our schools. Also

inciuded on this video is a welcome by Siegfried Engelmann, Senior Author and Devel- o

oper of Direct Instruction Programs. Price: $19.95 _

Fads, Fashions & Follies—Linking Research to Practice—25 Minutes. Dr. . ‘

Kevin Feldman, Director of Reading and Early Intervention for the Sonoma County Office
of Education in Santa Rosa California presents on the need to apply research findings to

educational practices. He supplies a definition of what research is and is not, with ex-

amples of each. His style is very entertaining and holds interest quite well. Price: $19.95 -

Moving from Better to the Best—20 minutes. Closing keynote from the National DI - -

Conference. Classié¢ Zig Engelmann doing one of the many things he does well... moti-

vating teaching professionals to go out into the field and work with kids 'in a sensible and. . |

sensitive manner, paying attention to the details of instruction, making sure that excel- = -
" lence instead of “pretty good” is the standard we strive for and other topics that have.
been the constant theme of his work over the years. Price $19.95 :

Special Pﬁcing. Each V_ideo is $19.,95'. Purchase all three keyn‘otés-from.the 1998 o

National Direct Instruction Conference for $45.00 {includes shipping)

To order, please indicate number of tapes or sets of tapes and return this from to ADI. Make checks or purchase’--,'_-‘
orders to Association for. Direct Instruction. - : ‘ : o -

Please charge my __ Visa __‘Mas‘tergard in the amount of $

Card Number & Expiration Date

Signed

Name: ___
Address:
City, State, Zip:

Send fo ADI, :P'O Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440 . :
You may also phone in your order with VISA or Mastercard. Phone 1.800.985.2464
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