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Techno.l.dgy in Educahdn—-—-
Much Ado About Not Much

Bob Dixon
Board of Dn‘-ectors-, Association for Direct Instruction

Recently, I visited the web sites Eor the depart- .
ments of education for every state in the country.

T was looking, specﬁlcally, for information on what
each state offers in the way of special reading pro-
grams. In a few cases, a state’s home page would
prominently display informationon reading. (Texas,
for instance.) But for the most part, Thad to dig and
dig and dig within a web site to find information
specifically on readmg

On the ot.her hand just about every state has a
very notlceable reference to fechnology on its home

page.

I thought that was interesting.

It would

appear that just about every state department of
education is eager to advertise what it is doing in the
area of technology, but few states are similarly eager
to emphasize t.he1r achivities related specifically to

reading.

I guess technology is hot in education. 1attended
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ameeting in Washington D.C. some time back, dur-
ing which some fellow from the White House talked
about putting a computer on the desk of every child
in America, with Internet access. T commented that
I thought that achieving such a goal would amount
toacruelhoax on somewhere between one third and
one half of the school children in the country, if not
more. And an expensive cruel hoax at that. I must
have made quite an impression: The Gore campaign
is advocating an internet-connected computer at the
desk of every child in the country. o

Well, Ididn’t get invited back to any more meet- .

ings like that. (That's okay: I'll take Washington
State over the other Washington, anytime.) My
dreams of becoming a White House advisor wentup

in smoke. But my views haven’t changed. What is '

going on with this technology in education craze?
What's all the excitement about? I don’t get it.

Now before I go any further, I need to make a
distinction-that is far from original with me. One
application of technology in education is that of
technological tools: : word ‘processors; grade book
programs, databases of various sorts, and the like.
Technological fools have a great deal of potential in
education, but moreover, they have proven their
usefulness in many ways. Ilove the fact that kids
have access to word processors. Ilove the fact that
speech pathologists have access to some powerful
tools for helping children with speech and hearing
difficulties. I love any tool that helps reduce the
paperwork burden cf special education teachers.

I can envision other tools that would be of par-
ticular value to Direct Instruction schools. For ex-

ample, if all of a school’s day-in-program data were

entered into a computer, then it would be possible to
automatically calculate the rate of progress through
each program, and to automatically predict where
students will be at different times in the future,
given thatrate of progress, or other rates of progress.
- That would be of great help in ordering materials for
the following fall, arranging grouping, and even
predicting performance on various types of tests.

In contrast to technological tools, there is the pos-
sibility of using technology more directly to tegch.
From the very beginning of readily available per-
sonalcomputers, which preceded the IBM computer
by a few years, pundits vigorously proclaimed the
potential of using computers to teach. The basic
premise is, and always has been, that computer-
based instruction is individualized instruction. We
start with the assumption that the best instruction is
individualized.

Icontend that this assumption is a bit oversimpli-
fied and isn‘t necessarily true all the time. As a
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simple example, given the choice between teaching
Reading I to one child or to five well-placed children,
I'd rather teach five. (For starters, I can’t reinforce
incompatible behavior if no one else is around.} But
the other reservation I have with the general notion
of individualized instruction is that the whole idea is
just too broad: we don’t know the basis upon which
instruction is individualized.

For instance, some schools of thought suggest
that computer-based instruction ¢ould be individu-
alized upon the basis of student interest. In that
approach, one child works on multiplication facts
with basketballs in the background (because that
child is interested in sports), while another child
sees leaves in the background (because that child is
interested in Mother Nature). First, no one has even
begun to demonstrate that accommodating student
interest thusly improves a child’s achievement. Sec-
ond, wecould hypothesize that those differingback-

-grounds could constitute a distraction from the task

at hand, thereby having a detrimental effect on

-achievement. Either hypothesis could be tested, but

to my knowledge, neither has been.

From the start, the principal meaning of individu-
alized in computer-based education has been: the
child works alone. That'snot a very impressive notion
of individualization. A child can work alorie on a
very good worksheet, or a very poor one, and that
child’s “aloneness” doesn’t have much of an impact
on the result. Kids “working alone” are touted as
“working at their own pace.” What does that mean,
exactly? Their own pace? Is that the pace they elect to
work at? If so, what if they happen to be pretty low
performing students and they happen to elect to
work ata slow pace? Then they’ll stay low perform-
ing, but can be slightly consoled by the fact that
they’re getting individualized instruction, while work-
ing at their own pace.

Well, let’s just accept the premise that in one way
or another, computer-based instruction can be mean-
ingfully individualized, in some way that positively
influences achievement. (I thirk it can be.) In
another article, at a different time, I'd like to write
about meaningless individualization, whether com-
puter-based or not.

How does the Internet fit in with all this—tools or
individualized instruction? For the most part, the
uninhibited claims for the Internet refer toimproved
student achievement, on the one hand, but most
frequently boil down to one sort of too! application
or another. Often, the Internet advocates talk about
all the information students have access to through
their personal computer. When they talk about that,
they’re basically talking about a reference tool. Get-



_ting access to information, per se, doesn’tensure that
anyone will actually learn anything. The opposite
might be true in some instances: ifTkeep looking up
grammarand usage rules (or use a grammar checker),
I might never actually learn any grammar and usage
rules. . o 0L : :

. Butlet'sbecharitable. Let’sjust accept the premise
that having access to more information is a-good
thing, Well, Ithink that the instructional potential of
information to an individual is a function of the skill

“and knowledge that individual already possesses.

_Clearly, it’s just fine that many of use look informa-
‘tion on the Internet for reasons other than getting

.educated, but the schools aren’t in business so that

"kids can find the lyrics to their favorite rap song
(using the word “song” loosely). .

. Neither computers in general nor the Internet in
particular have much of. a noticeable track record
when it:comes to demonstrably improving student
achievement, Some tool applications probably help

- to make learning more gfficient, but not more effec-

tivel., A.word processor makes writing more effi-
cient, but not necessarily more effective.

Going back to the emphasis on technology that
nearly every state department of education displays
prominently on its home page, I have to repeat that

Tjustdon’t getit. Yes, Ibelieve some pretty impres-
sive things are coming, but there isn’t much there yet
to knock my socks off.

About twenty years ago, Marty Siegel-—a protégé
of Siegfried Engelmann—developed an individual-
ization utility that #ruly and meaningfully adapts
instruction to individual student needs. The name
of thatutility——the Corrective Feedback Paradigm—
doesn’t begin to communicate the power of the
utility.

What happened to it? Well, it originally existed

.on the PLATO system—an expensive main frame

system with extremely limited access. A key to
using Marty’s system effectively is having instruc-
tion and a management system working interde-
pendently. That could have been done several year
back with ILS's (Integrated Leaming Systems, or in
more human language, “computer labs”). But those
systems lacked the flexibility to really implement
fully managed, sophisticated individualized instruc-
tion. .

Enter the Internet. Any computer than can con-
nect to the Internet suddenly becomes a viable plat-
form for delivering that type of fully managed,
sophisticated individualized instruction that Marty
pioneered those many years ago. Someone is going
to catch on to this substantially new potential. Some
people already are. Keep your eyes open. Withina
few years, there might actually be a justifiable rea-
son for connecting students to the Internet. 4
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OVERVIEW

Embmcmg the Evidence

Sara G. Tarver, Co-Editor

—l his issue of Effective School Practtces (ESP) fo-

cuses on evidence of effective teaching meth-
ods, the educational establishment’s tendency to
reject such evidence, and emerging directions which
offer hope that the educational profession will ma-
ture into one that accepts and even reveres scientific
evidence. In thelead article, Doug Carnine provides
examples of how educators have shurned scientific
evidence of effective teaching methods at the same
time that they have embraced a variety of methods
that are unsupported by such evidence: He dis-
cusses Project Follow Through as a prime example.
Clearly, Follow Through validated Direct Instruc-
tion as ahighly effective instructional approach and
invalidated a number of more constructivist ap-
proaches. Nonetheless, educational leaders contin-
ued to advocate constructivist practices and toreject
Direct Instruction. Educators’ continuing rejection
of converging scientific evidence about beginning
reading instruction is discussed as another example
of the establishment’s embracing what does not
work while rejecting what does work.

Even knowledgeable Direct Instruction diehards

_are faced with hard decisions about the particular
-Direct Instruction programs most approprlate in

their particular situations.

Should they adopt Teaching Your Child to Read in
100 Easy Lessons, Reading Mastery, Redding Mastery
Fast Cycle, Corrective Reading, Horizons, or Journeys?
Conversations on the Direct Instruction listserv in

recent months reveal a need for information about

the similarities and differences among these reading
programs. In particular, there seems to be a call for
more information about how Horizons, a more re-
cently published Direct Instruction reading pro-
gram, compares to Reading Mastery. Of course, no
one knows these programs as well as Zig himself. [
am grateful to him for explicating the important
similarities and differences in this issue of ESP.
An April, 2000, summary report of the National
Reading Panel is included in this issue of ESP to
update readers on NICHD findings and recommen-
dations regarding the most effective approaches for
teaching children how to read. The reader should
note that both systematic phonics instruction and

f synthetic phonics instruction are inbold type (as in
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the original report). This emphasis on systematic
and synthetic phonics, rather than just “phonics” as
in some previous reports, represents a giant step
forward that should encourage educators to opt for
effective phonics instruction rather than other kinds
of so-called phonies instruction that lack scientific
support (e.g, implicit phonics; phonics in context).

Whether educators will choose to use the mfor—
mation from the report of the National Reading
Panel to make more intelligent decisions about be-
ginning reading programs and methods remains to
be seen. According to Carnine, the presently imma-
ture profession of education is not likely to grow
into a mature profession that relies on objective _
rather than subjective decision malcmg without con-
siderable pressure from outside the profession.
Educators, however, can hasten that maturationa)
process by taking a stand in favor of practices sup-
ported by scientific research.

In many instances, it is not easy for educators,
even those who wish to embrace scientific evidence,
to determine which instructional practices really are
best practices. Practitioners are inundated with sales
materials for hundreds of instructional programs,
each of which has its advocates who claim that it is
based on research. For example, advocates of read-
ing programs with even a smidgin of phonics elaim
that the NICHD research supports their particular
programs. Yet we know that all phonics programs
are not equally effective — some are superb, some
are 0.k., and others are simply awful (see Dixon, in
ESP, Volume 17, Winter, 1999). Most educators
haven’t the foggiest notion of the details that must
be considered in evaluating a beginning reading
program. Even among the more enlightened, many
lack the knowledge and skill required to make fine
distinctions among instructional programs for teach-
ing any of the academic subjects. Increasing num-
bers of such educators are seeking professionaljudg-
ments/evaluations on which they can rely to make
important decisions.

A number of professional organizations and re-
view teams are responding to the needs of practitio-
ners and parents by evaluating instructional ap-
proaches and rendering jud gements about their ef-

- fectiveness. For example, the Division for Research



(DR)and Division for Learning Disabilities (DLD) of
the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) arejointly
publishing a series of research alerts that focus on
different instructional approaches. :

Each issue in the series will provide its readers
access to an objective, independent, and authorita-
tive review of what is known about a current or
emerging practice. Each issue will also include a
judgment regarding the degree of confidence that
can be placed in the practice. Readers will be en-
couraged to “Go For It” when the approach is ad-
equately validated by research or to “Exercise Cau-
tion” when the approachhasnotyetbeen adequately
validated. The first topical alert focused on “Direct
Instruction” and the judgment rendered was “Go
ForIt”. I worked with DLD and DR to produce that
Direct Instruction alert; the final productis reéprinted
in thisissue of ESP. ' ‘

- A call for greater political activism on the part of
the Assaciation for Direct Instruction has arisen on
the DI listserv in recent months. In response to that
call, I asked Doug Carnirie to prepare a brief article
on the educational agendas of the two major presi-

dential candidates — Bush and Gore. It should be
disclosed up front that Doug has served as an edu-
cational consultant to Bush. This did not deter me
from requesting that he write an informative article,
for 1 have observed and admired Doug’s propensity
for objectivity over the years. Realizing the need to
provide information without endorsing either can-
didate, Doug simply presents the achievements and
initiatives as stated on the candidates’ websites and
encourages the reader to “Let the record speak.”
The intent is to provide information, not to endorse.
ADI’s focus is on education, not politics; the political

' persuasions of members run the gamut from the

most liberal to the most conservative (see Bob Dixon’s
# A View From Askance” in the Summer, 1999, issue
of ESP).

As anewly appointed co-editor of ESP, I encour-
age feedback from readers and will be happy to
receive your “Letters to the Editor”. They may be
addressed to me at my university address (Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Madison, 432 N, Murray St., Madi-
son, WI 53706-1496) or at the ADI address (P.O. Box
10252, Eugene, OR 97440). 4
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PERSPECTIVES

Why Education Experts Resist Effective

Practices (And What It Would Take to Make
Education More Like Medicine)

_ Douglas Carnine _ L
Director of the National Center to Improve the Tools of Educators
Reprinted with permission from the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation report of April, 2000.

IE ducation school professors in general and cur-
riculum and instruction experts in particular are
major forces in dictating the “what” and “how” of
American education. They typically control pre-
service teacher preparation, the continued profes-
sional development of experienced teachers, the
curricular content and pedagogy used in schools,
theinstructional philosophy and methods employed
in classrooms, and the policies espoused by state
and national curriculum organizations.

Although they wield immense power over what
actually happens in U.S. classrooms, these profes-
sors are senior members of a field that lacks many
crucial features of a fully developed profession. In
education, the judgments of “experts” frequently
appear to be unconstrained and sometirnes alto-
gether unaffected by objective research. Many of

these experts are so captivated by romantic ideas

about learning or so blinded by ideology that they
have closed their minds to the results of rigorous
experiments. Until education becomes the kind of
profession that reveres evidence, we should not be
surprised to find its experts dispensing unproven
methods, endlessly flitting from one fad to another.
The greatest victims of these fads are the very stu-
dents who are most at risk.

The first section of this essay provides examples
from reading and math curricula. The middle sec-
tion describes how experts have, for ideological
reasons, shunned some solutions that do display
robust evidence of efficacy. The following sections
briefly examine how public impatience has forced
other professions to “grow up” and accept account-
ability and scientific evidence. The paper concludes
with a plea to hasten education’s metamorphosis
into a mature profession.

Embracing Teaching Methods
that Don’t Work

The reaction of a large number of education ex-
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perts to converging scientific evidence about how
children learn to read illustrates the basic problem.
Data strongly support the explicit teaching of pho-
nemic awareness, thealphabetic principle, and phon-
ics, which is often combined with extensive practice
with phonic readers. These are the cornerstones of
successful beginning reading for young children,
particularly at-risk youngsters. The findings of the
National Reading Panel, established by Congress
and jointly convened by the Department of Educa-
tion and the Department of Health and Human
Services, confirm the importance of these practices.
Congress asked the panel to evaluate existing re-
search on the most effective approaches for teaching
children how to read. In its February 1999 Progress
Report, the panel wrote,

[A]dvances in research are beginning to pro-

vide hope that educators may soon be guided

by scientifically sound information. A grow-

ing number of works, for example, are now

suggesting thatstudents need to master phon-

ics skills in order to read well. Among them

are Learning to Read by Jeanne Chall and Be-

ginning to Read: Thinking and Learning about

Print by Marilyn Adams. As Adams, a senior

scientist at Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc.,

writes, “[It] hasbeen provenbeyond any shade

of doubt that skillful readers process virtually

each and every word and letter of text as they

read. This is extremely counter-intuitive. For

sure, skillful readers neither look nor feel as if
that's what they do. But that’s because they
do it so quickly and effortlessly.”! '

Even the popular media have recognized this
convergingbody of research. As James Collins wrote
in Time magazine in October 1997: “After reviewing
the arguments mustered by the phonics and whole-
language proponents, can we make a judgmentas to



who is right? Yes. The value of explicit, systematic
phonics instruction has been well established. Hun-
dreds of studies from a variety of fields support this
conclusion. Indeed, the evidence is so strong that if
the subject under discussion were, say, the treat-
ment of the mumps, there would be no discussion.”?
Yet in the face of stuch overwheh:nmg evidence, the
whole-language approach, rather than the phonics
approach, dominated American primary classrooms
during the 1990s. Who supports whole la.nguage”
AsNicholas Lemann wrote in the Atlantic Monthly in
1997, “Support for it is limited to an enclosed com-
munity of devotees, including teachers, education

school professors, -textbook publishers, bilingual -

educators, and teacher trainers. Virtually no one in
the- wider public seems to be actively promoting
whole language. No politicians are crusading for it.
Of the major teachers’ unions, the American Federa-
tion of Teachers (AFT) is a wholehearted opponent
and the National Education Association (NEA) is
neutral. No independent scientific researchers trum-
pet whole language’s virtues. The balance of paren-
tal pressure is not in favor of whole language.”?

In education, the judgments of experts
frequently apear to be unconstrained by
objective research.

This phenomenon is not just the story of reading,.
Math education experts also live in an enclosed
community. In 1989, the National Council of Teach-
ers of Mathematics (NCTM) developed academic
content standards that have since been adopted by
most states and today drive classroom practice in
thousands of schools. The standards not only speci-
fied what children were to learn, but how teachers
were to teach. According to the NCTM, these stan-
dards were designed to “ensure that the public is
protected from shoddy products,” yet no effort was
made by the NCTM to determine whether the stan-
dards themselves were based on evidence. Indeed,
the document.setting them forth also urged that the
standards be tested, recommeénding “the establish-
ment of some Ppilot school mathematics program
based on these standards to demonstrate that all
students—intluding women and underserved mi-
norities—can reach a satisfactorylevel of mathemat-
1cs ach1evement 1 There’s nothing wrong with test—
mg "the NCTM approach to math education. But
should NCTM's standards become the coin of the
rea]m before they have proven the1r efflcacy in rlg-
orous experu:nental settings?

What is striking about the math episode is the
NCTM’s inconsistent stance toward evidence. At
one point there seems to be a reverence for evidence.
“It seems reasonable that anyone developing prod-
ucts for use in mathematics classrooms should docu-
ment how the materials are related to current con-
ceptions of what content is important to teach and
should present evidence about their effectiveness,”
wrote the NCTM experts.® The NCTM pointed to the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) asamodel for
what it was doing in creating content standards,

Yetitisimpossible toimagine the FDA approving
a drug—indeed, urging its widespread use—and
later proposing “the establishment of some pilot ...
program” to see whether the drug helps or harms

those to whom it is given. The FDA uses the most .

reliable kind of research to identify what works:
dividing a population into two identical groups and
randomly assigning treatment to one group, with
the other group serving as a control. Properly done,
the “patients” don’t know which group they’re in
and neither do the scientists dispensing the medica-
tions and placebos. (This is known as a “double
blind” experiment.) Such research is virtually un-
known in education.

The resistance of education experts to evidence is
so puzzling that it is worth closely investigating
what educators say about research. In 1995, the
Research Advisery Committee of the NCTM ex-
pressed its disdain for the kind of research that the
FDA routinely conducts: “The question ‘Is Curricu-
lum A better than Curriculum B?’ is not a good
research question, because it is not readily answer-
able.” In fact, that is exactly the kind of research
guestion that teachers, parents, and the broader
public want to see answered. This kind of research is
not impossible, though it is more complicated to
undertake than other kinds of research-—particu-
larly the qualitative research that most education
experts seem to prefer. (The role of qualitative re-
search is discussed later in this essay.)

For some education professors, the problem with
experimental research runs deeper. One prominent
member of the field, Gene Glass, a former president
of the American Educational Research Association,
introduced an electronic discussion forum on re-
search priorities with the following remarks: “Some
people expecteducational research tobelike a group
of engineers working on the fastest, cheapest, and
safest way of traveling to Chicago, when in fact it is
a bunch of people arguing about whether to go to
Chigago or St. Louis.”®

With research tinderstood in t1115 way, it should
not be surprising tofirid thatthe education profes-
sion has little by way of a solid knowledge base on
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which torestits practices. But if we don’t know what
works, how are teachers to know how to respond in
asureand confident way to the challenges they face?
Hospitalized some months ago with a pulmonary
embolism, Diane Ravitch, former assistant secretary
of the U.5. Department of Education, looked up at |
thedoctors treating her in the intensive care unit and
imagined for an instant that she was being treated
by education experts rather thanphysicians. As she
recounts: '

My new specialists began to argue over
whether anything was actually wrong with
me. A few thought that I had a problem, but
others scoffed and said that such an analysis
was fantamount to “blaming the vicdm~” . .,

Among the raucous crowd of education ex-
perts, there was no agreement, no common
set of standards for diagnosing my problem.
They could not agree on what was wrong
with me, perhaps because they did not agree
on standards for good health. Some main-
tained that it was wrong to stigmatize people
who were short of breath and had a really sore
leg; perhaps it was a challenge for me to
breathe and to walk, but who was to say that
the behaviors I exhibited were inappropriate
or inferior compared to what most people
did? ' ‘

A few researchers continued to insist that
something was wrong with me; one even
pulled out the results of my CAT-scan and

- sonogram. But the rest ridiculed the tests,
pointing. out that they represented only a
snapshot of my actual condition and were
therefore completely unreliable, as compared
to longitudinal data (which of course was
unavailable). .

-..The assembled authorities could not agree
on what to do to make me better. Each had his
own favorite cure, and each pulled out a tall
stack of research'studies to support his pro-
posals. One group urged a regimen of bed
rest, but another said I needed vigorous exer-
cise.... One recommended Drug X, but
another recommended Drug Not-X. Another
said thatit was up to me to decide how to cure
myself, based on my own priorities about
what was important to me.

* ' Just when I thought Thad heard everything, a
- group of newly minted doctors of education
told me that my body would heal itself by its

B EFFECTIVE ScHOOL PRACTICES, 18(3), WINTER, 2000

own natural mechanisms, and that I did not
need any treatment at all.”

!

This may read like caricature, yet it is clear that
many education experts have not embraced the use
of rigorous scientific research to identify effective
methods, But this is not the only thing that affects
their judgments. In other cases, what prevents them
from being guided by scientific findings is a misun-

derstanding of the inherent limits_of descriptive or

qualitative research. Such research has its place: It
can aid, for example, in the understanding of a
complex problem and can be used to formulate
hypotheses that can be formally evaluated (in an
experiment with control groups, for instance). But
such research cannot provide reliable information .
about the relative effectiveness of a treatment, of
“Drug X" vs. “Drug Not-X.” ' S

Until education becomes the kind. of-
profession that reveres evidence, we
shouldnotbe surprised to find its experts
dispensing unproven methods,
endlessly flitting from one fad to another.

Despite this simple fact of logic, many education
experts assume that descriptive research will deter-
mine the relative effectiveness of various practices.
Claims made by two national organizations of
mathematics educators illustrate the problem. In a
letter to the president of the California State Board of
Education, the American Educational Research
Association’s Special Interest Group for Research in
Mathematics Education wrote, “[D}ata from the large-
scale NAEP tests tell us that children in the middle
grades do well in solving one-step story probléms
but are unable to solve two-step story problems. A
qualitative study, involving observations and inter-
views with children, can provide us with informa-
tion about why this is the case and how instructional
programs can be changed to improve this situation??
(emphasis added). In another letter to the same
board, Judith T. Sowder, editor of the NCTM'sJour-
nal for Research in Mathematics Education, wrote
that “by in-depth study of children’s thinking we
havebeenable to overcome some of our past instruc-
tional mistakes and design curricula that, allows (sic)
students to form robust mathematical concepts™® (em-
phasis added). ' e

Both statements illustrate a serious reasoning fal-
lacy, one that is pandemic in education: deriving an
‘ought’ from an ‘is.” A richly evocative description

By



of what a problem is does not logically imply what
the solution to that problem ought to be. The viabil-
ity of a solution depends on its being compared to
other options.

What is clear from these examples is that lack of
evidence does not deter widespread acceptance of
untested innovations in education; indeed, a peda-
gogical method can even be embraced in the face of
contradictory evidence. Conversely, the evidence
for an instructional approach may be overwhelm-
mgly pos1t1ve yet there isno guarantee thatit willbe
adopted. The case of Direct Instruction is a prime
example

‘ A Large-scale Educatlon Experiment

In the annals of education research, one project
stands out above all others. Project Follow Through
was probably the largest education experiment ever
conducted in the United States. It was a longitudinal
study of more than twenty different approaches to
teaching economically disadvantaged K-3 students.
The experiment lasted from 1967 to 1976, although
Follow Through continuéd as a federal program
until 1995. Project Follow Through included more
than 70,000 students in more than 180 schools, and
yearly data on 10,000 children were used for the
study. The project evaluated education models fall-
ing into two broad categories: those based on child-
directed construction of meaning and knowledge,
and those based on direct teaching of academic and
cognitive skills.

Project Follow Through included more
, than 70,000 students in more than 180
schoofs

" Thebattle between these two basic approaches to

teaching has divided educators for generations. Each
is rooted in its own distinctive philosophy of how
children learn, Schools that have implemented the
child-centered approach (sometimes called
“constructivist”) have a very different look and feel
fromi s¢hools that have opted for the more tradi-
tional, teacher-directed approach (often called “di-
rect instruction” in its most structired form).

- First- graders in-a constructivist’ reading class-
room might be found ‘scattered around the room;
some children are walking around, some are talk-
ing, some painting, others watching a video, some
looking “through a-book, and‘one or two reading
W1th the‘teacher The teacher ises a book that is not

(FINED RSN IS

specifically designed tobe read using phonics skills,

and, when a child misses a word, the teacher will let
the mistake go by so long as the meaning is pre-
served to some degree (for instance, if a child reads

“horse” instead of “pony”). If a child is stuck on a

word, the teacherencourages her to guess toread to

the end of the sentence and then refurn to the word,
to look at the plcture on the page, and, p0551bly, to
look at the first letter of the word:

" In a direct instruction classroom, some children

are at their desks writing or reading phonics-based
books. The rest of the youngsters are sitting with the
teacher. The teacher asks them to sound out chal-
lenging words before reading the story. When the
children read the story, the teacher has them sound
out the words if they make mistakes. '

In the category of child-directed education, four
major models were analyzed in Project Follow

Through:

» Constructivism/Discovery Learning: The Responsive
Education Model, sponsored by the Far West Labo-
ratory and originated by Glenn Nimnict. The child’s
owninterests determine whereand whenhe works.
The goal is to build an environment that is respon-
sive to the child so that he can learn from it.

s Whole Language: The Tucson Early Education Model
(TEEM), developed by Marie Hughes and spon-
sored by the University of Arizona. Teachers elabo-
rate on the child’s present experiences and interests
to teach intellectual processes such as comparing,

* recalling, looking, and relationships. Child-directed
chaices are important to this model; the content is
less important.

» Developmentally Approprinte Practices. Cognitively
Oriented Curriculum, sponsored by the High /Scope
Educational Research Foundation and developed
by David Weikart. The model builds on Piaget’s
concern with the underlying cognitive processes
that allow one to learn on one’s own. Children are
encouraged to schedule their own activities, de-
velop plans, choose whom to work with, etc. The
teacher provides choices in ways that foster devel-
opment of positive self-concept. The teacher dem-
onstrates language by labeling what is gomg on,
providing mteEretatlons, and explammg causes.

s Open Educatioti Model. The Education Development
Center {EDC) sponsored a model derived from the
British Infant School and focused on building the
child’s responsibility for his own learning. Reading
and writing are not taught duecﬂy, but through
stimulating the desire to communicate. Flexible
schedules, child-directed choices, and a focus on
intense personal mvolvement charactenze this
model. | T T

o
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The major skills-oriented, teacher-directed model
tested in Project Follow Through was Direct Instruc-
tion, spensored by the University of Oregon and
developed by Siegfried Engelmann and Wes Becker.
It emphasizes the use of small group, face-to-face
instruction by teachers and aides using carefully
sequenced lessons in reading, mathematics, and lan-
guage in kindergarten and first grade. (Lessons in
later grades are more complicated.) A variety of
manuals, observation tools, and child assessment
measures have been developed to provide quality
control for training procedures, teaching processes,
and children’s academic progress. Key assumptions
of the model are: (1) that all children can be taught
(and that this is the teacher’s responsibility); (2) that
low-performmg students must be taught more, not
less, in order to catch up; and (3) that the task of
teaching more requires careful use of educational
technology and time. (The author of this report was
involved with the Direct Instruction Follow Through
Project at the University of Oregon.)

Data for the big Follow Through evaluation were
gathered and analyzed by two independent organi-
zations—Stanford Research Institute and Abt Asso-
ciates.”” Students taught according to the different
models were compared with a control group (and,
implicitly, with each other) on three types of mea-
sures: basic, cognitive, and affective,

!,'\ “‘,L

Mean percentile scores on the four Met—ropohta.n
Achievement Test categories-—Total Reading, Math,
Spelling, and Language—appear in Figure 1. Figure
1 also shows the avérage achievement of disadvan-
taged children without any special help, which at
that time was at about the 20th percentile. -

In only one approach the Direct Instruction (DI)
model, were participating students near or at na-
tional non'ns"i_n math and language and close to

‘national norms in reading. Studérnits in all four of the

other Follow Through approaches—discovery learn-
ing, language experience, developmentally appro-
priate practices, and open education—often per-
formed worse than the control group. This poor
performance came in spite of tens of thousands of
additional dollars provided for each classroom each
year.

Researchers noted that DI students performed
well not only on measures of basic skills but also in
more advanced skills such as reading comprehen-
sion and math problem solving. Furthermore, DI
students’ scores were quite high in the a.ffectlve
domain, suggesting that building academic compe-
tence promotes self-esteem, not vice versa.! This
last result especially surprised the Abt researchers,
who wrote:

The performance of Follow Through children
in Direct Instruction sites on the affective
measures is an unexpected result. The Direct

Figure 1. Metropolitan Achievement Test Percentile Scores for the Five Models
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Instruction model does not explicitly empha-
size affective outcomes of instruction, but the
sponsor has asserted that they will be conse-
quences of effective teachmg Critics of the
model have predicted that the emphasis on
tightly « controlled instruction rrught discour-
age ‘childfen  from freely expressing
themselves, and thusinhibitthe development
of self-esteem arid other a.ffechve gkills, In
fact, this i is not the case?

An analysis of the Follow Through parent data
found moderate to high parental involvement in all

the DI school districts.” Compared to the parents of -

students from schools being served by other Follow
Through models, parents of DI students more fre-
quently felt that their schools had appreciably im-
proved their children’s academic achievément. This
parental perception corresponded with the actual
standardized test scores of the Direct Instruction
students. b

These data were collected and analyzed by im-
partial organizations. The developers of the DImodel
conducted anumber of supplementary studies, which
had similarly promxsmg results. -

Significant IQ) gains were found in students who
participated in the program. Those entering kinder-
garten with low IQs (below:71) gamed 17 points,
while students entering first grade with low IQs
gained 9.4 points. Children with entering IQs in the
71-90 range gained 15.6 points in kindergarten and
9.2 points in first grade.

Longitudinal studies were undertaken using the
high school records of students who had received
Direct Instruction through the end of third grade as
well as the records of a comparison group of stu-
dents who did not receive Direct Instruction. Re-
searchers looked at test scores, attendance, college
acceptances, and retention. When academic perfor-
marnce was the measure, the Direct Instruction stu-

dents outperformed the control group in the five

comparisons whose results were statistically signifi-

students on the other measures as well (attendance, :
college acceptances, ‘and retention) in all studies
with statistically significant results.!*

Additional research showed'
worked in a wide range of com

e DI model

Instruction Follow Through sites.wete- located in-

large cities (New York, San-Diego, Washington,
D.C.); mid-sized cities (Flint, Ivﬁd'lig'an,Dayton, Ohio;
East St. Louis, lllinois); rural “white commumtles
(Flippin, Arkansas; Smithville, Tennessee); a rural
black community {Williamsburg, South Carolina);
Latino communities (Ufvalde, Texas; E. Las Vegas,

New Mexico); and a Native American community
(Cherokee, North Carolina).

More than two decadeslater, a 1999 report funded
by some of the nation’s leading education organiza-
tions confirmed the efficacy of Direct Instruction.
Researchers at the American Institutes of Research
who performed the analysis for the Educators’ Guide
to Schoolwide Reform found that only three of the 24
schoolwide reform models they examined could
- present solid evidence of positive effects on student

" achievement. Direct Instruction was one of the three.

Direct Instruction after

Project Follow Through
Before Project Follow Through, constructivist
approaches to teaching and learning were extremely
popular. One might have expected that the news
from Project Follow Through would have caused
educators to set aside such methods and embrace
Direct Instruction instead. But this did not happen.

. To the contrary. .

Even before the findings from Project Follow
Through were officially released, the Ford Founda-
tion commissioned a critique of it. One of the au-
thors of that study, the aforementioned Gene Glass,
wrote an additional eritique of Follow Through that
was published by the federal government’s Na-
tional Institute of Education. This report suggested
that the NIE conduct an evaluation emphasizing an
ethnographic or descriptive case-study approach
because “the aiidience for Follow Through evalua-
tions is an audience of teachers that doesn’t need
statistical finding of experiments to decide how best
to teach children. They decide such matters on the
basis of complicated public and private understand-
ings, beliefs, motives, and wishes.”"

After the results of the Follow Through study
were in, the sponsors of the different programs
submitted their models to the Department of
Education’s Joint Dissemination Review Panel. Evi-

- dently the Panel did not value the differences in

cant. The comparisons favored Direct Instruction;’-";"’? effectiveness found by the big national study of

Follow Through; all of the programs—both success-
- ful and failed—were recommended for dissemina-

", tion to school districts. According to Cathy Watkins,

a professor of education at Cal State-Stanislaus, “A
.. program could bejudged effective ifithad a positive
impact on individuals other than students. As a
result, programs that had failed to improve aca-
demicachievement in Follow Through wererated as
‘exemplary and effective.” “'” The Direct Instruction
model was not specially promoted or encouraged in
any way. In fact, extra federal dollars were directed
toward the less effective models in an effort to im-
prove their results.
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During the 1980s and early 1990s, schools that
attempted touse Direct Instruction (originally known
as DISTAR)—particularly in the early grades, when
DI is especially effective—were often discouraged
by members of education organizations. Many ex-
perts were convinced that the program’s heavy aca-
demic emphasis was “developmentally inappropri-
ate” foryoung children and might “hinder children’s
development of interpersonal understanding and
their broader socio-cognitive and moral develop-
ment.”*® “DI is the answer only if we want our
children to swallow whole whatever they are told
and focus more on consumption than citizenship,”
argued Lawrence Schweinhart of the High/Scope
Educational Research Foundation.” (High/Scope
had developed one of the constructivist models.)

Faced with the evidence of Direct Instruction’s
effectiveness, some experts still advocated methods
that had not proved effective in Project Follow
Through. “The kind of learning DISTAR tries to
promote can be more solidly elicited by the child
doing things,” argued Harriet Egertson, an early
childhood specialist at the Nebraska Department of
- Education. “The adult’s responsibility is to engage
the child in what he or she is doing, to take every
opportunity to make their experience meaningful.
DISTAR isn't connected to anything. If you use
mathematics in context, such as measuring out spoons
of sugar in a cooking class, the notion of addition
comes alive for the child. The concept becomes em-
bedded in the action and it sticks.”%

Tufts University professor of child development
David Elkind argued that, while Direct Instruction
is harmful for all children, it

is even worse for young disadvantaged chil-
dren, because it imprints them with a
rote-learning style that could be damaging
later on. As Piaget pointed out, children learn
by manipulating their environment, and a
“healthy early education program structures
the child’s environment to make the most of
that fact. DISTAR, on the other hand, struc-
tures the child and constrains his learning
style® ‘ '

Thenatural-learning view that underlies the other
four Follow Through models described above is
eno_rixydﬂsly appealing to educators and to many
psychologists. The dominance of this view can be
traced back to Jean-Jacques Rousseau, who glorified
the natural at the expense of the man-made, and
argued that education should not be structured but
should emerge from the natural inclinations of the
child. German educators developed kindergartens
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based on the notion of natural learning. This roman-
tic notion of learning has become doctrinal in many
schools of education and child-development cen-
ters, and has closed the minds of many experts to
actual research findings about effective approaches
to educating children.” This is a classic case of an
immature profession, one thatlacks a solid scientific
base and has less respect for evidence than for opin-
ion and ideology. 4 '

Learning from Other Professions .

Education could benefit from examiningithe his-
tory of some other professions. Medicine, pharma-
cology, accounting, actuarial sciences, and seafaring
haveall evolved into mature professions. According
to Theodore M. Porter, a history professor at the
University of California at Los Angeles, an imma-
ture profession is characterized by expertise based
on the subjective judgments of the individual pro-
fessional, trust based on personal contact rather
than quantification, and autonomy allowed by ex-

- pertise and trust, which staves off standardized
‘procedures based on research findings that use con-

trol groups.? ‘

A mature profession, by contrast, is characterized
by a shift from judgments of individual experts to
judgments constrained by quantified data that can
be inspected by a broad audience, less emphasis on
personaltrustand more on objectivity, and a greater
role for standardized measures and procedures in-
formed by scientific investigations that use control
groups.

For the most part, education has yet to attain a
mature state. Education experts routinely make de-
cisions in subjective fashion, eschewing quantita-
tive measures and ignoring research findings. The
influence of these experts affects all the players in
the education world. .

Below is a description that could very well de-
scribe the field of education:

Itis hard to conceive of a less scientific enter-
prise among human endeavors. Virtually
anything that could be thought up'for tréat-
ment was tried out at orie time or another,
and, once tried, lasted decades or even centu-
riesbeforebeing givenup. Itwas, inretrospect, *
the most frivolous and irresponsible kind of
human experimentation, based on nothing -
but trial and error, and usually resulting in
precisely that sequence.® = =

Yet this quote does riot deséribe Américan ed‘;uc_af’ :
tion today. Rather, it was written about'pre-modeimn’
medicineby thelate Dr. Lewis Thomas (1979), formet



president of the Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer
Center. Medicine has matured. Education has not.
The excerpt continues:

- Bleeding, purging, cupping, the administra-
tion of infusions of every known plant,
" solutions of every known metal, most of these
_based on the weirdest imaginings about the
cause of disease, concocted out of nothing but
thin air—this was the heritage of medicine up
until a little over a century ago. It is astound-
ing that the profession survived so long, and
got away with so much with so little outery.
Almost everyone seems to have been taken
coin, 25 :

‘ Education has not yet developed into a mature
professwn What might cause it to? Based on the
experience of other fields, it seems likely that intense
and sustained outside pressure will be needed.
Dogma does not destroy itself, nor does an imma-
ture profession drive out dogma.

The metamorphosis is often triggered by a cata-
lyst, such as pressure from groups thatare adversely
affected by the poor quality of service provided by a
profession. The public’s revulsion at the Titanic’s
sinking, for example, served as catalyst for the meta-
morphosis of seafaring. In the early 1900s, sea cap-
taing could sail pretty much where they pleased, and
safety was not a priority. The 1913 International
Convention for Safety of Life at Sea, convened after
the sinking of the Titanic, quickly made rules that
are still models for good practice in seafaring.

_The metamorphosis of medicine took more than a
century. As the historian Theodore Porter explains:

‘Inits pre-metamorphosis stage, medicine was
practiced by members of an elite who refused
. to place the superior claims of character
-"and breeding on an equal footing with those
of scientific merit. . . . These gentlemen prac-
titioners opposed . specxahzahon and even
res1sted the use of instruments. The stetho-
scope} was acceptable, because is was audible
only to the_m but devices that could be read
out in ‘numbers or, stll worse, left a written
trace, were a threat to the intimate lmowledge
of the attendmg physician.?

Extefnal ‘pressure on medici.ne came from life
insurance compariies that-demanded quantitative
measures of the health of applicants and from work-
ers who did not trust “company doctors.” The Food
and Drug Administration, founded in 1938 as part of
the New Deal, mmally accepted both op].mons from

clinical specialists and findings from experiﬁ\ental

'research when determining whether drugs did more

good than harm. However, the Thalidomide disas-
ter led to the Kefauver Bill of 1962, which required
drugs thereafter tobe proven tobe effective and safe -
before they could be prescribed, with little attention
paid to the opinions of clinical specialists. (Medical
interventions and intervention devices, such as coro-
nary stents, are subject to similar reviews of safety.
and efficacy.)

A mature professionis characterized by
a shift from judgments of individual
experts to judgments constramed by -
quantified data. :

The catalyst that transformed accounting in the
United States was the Great Depression. To restore
investor confidende, the government promulgated
reporting rules to guard against fraud, creating the
Securities and Exchange Commission. '

In general, it appears that a profession is not apt
to mature without external pressure and the atten-
dant conflict. Metamorphosis begins when the pro-
fession determines that this is its likeliest path to
survival, respect, and prosperity. Porter writes that
the American Institute of Accountants established
its own standards to fend off an imminent bureau-

_cratic intervention.” External pressures had become

so great that outsiders threatened to take over and
control the profession vialegislation and regulation.
There are signs today that this is beginning to hap-
pen in education. ' '

Making Education a Mature Profession

The best way for a profession to ensure its contin-
ued autonomy is to adopt methods that ensure the
safety and efficacy of its practices. The profession
can thereby deter extensive meddling by outsiders.
The public trusts quantified data because proce-
dures for coming up with numbers reduce subjec-
tive decision-making. Standardized procedures also
are more open to public inspection and legal review.

American education is under intense pressure to
produce better results. The increasing importance of
education to the economic well-being of individuals

and nations will continue feeding this pressure. In

the past—and still today—the profession has tended
to respond- to such pressures by offering untested
but appealing nostrums and innovations that donot
improve academic achievement. At one time or an-
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other, such practices have typified every profession,
from medicine to accounting to seafaring. In each
* case, groups adversely affected by the poor quality
of service have exerted pressures on the profession
to incorporate a more scientific methodology.
These pressures to mature are inevitable in edu-
cation as well. Its experts should hasten the process
by abandoning ideclogy and embracing evidence.
Findings from carefully controlled experimental
evaluations must trump dogma. Expert judgments
should be built on objective data that can be in-
spected by a broad audience rather than wishful
thinking. Only when the profession embraces scien-
tific methods for determining efficacy and accepts
accountability for results will education acquire the
status—and the rewards—of a mature profession. 4
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About Reading—

A Comparison of Reading Mastery and Horizons

Siegfried Engelmann
Direct Instruction Program Senior Author

ne way to appreciate the actual details of effec-
tive reading programsis to examine extremes—
two effective programs that are very different from
each other but that require roughly the same amount
of time to induce the same level of reading perfor-
mance across the same range of children. I have
been involved in the development of two greatly
different beginning-reading programs, both of which
have the capacity to teach any child with an IQ of 70
or above to read in a timely fashion, if the program
is delivered or taught to specifications. These pro-
grams are Reading Mastery and Horizons.
Here are the various features these programs
have in common:

*» Both have lessons that are generally capable of

being presented in a period and both provide enough
lessons to cover a school year.

* Bothhave scripted presentations for the teacher,
which provide the exact wording the teacher is to
use in presenting the tasks.

* Both introduce skills in isolation before the
children need them in the reading context.

+ Both operate from a “two-lesson” rule, which
means that any particular item that children are
responsible for learning will occur on at least two
consecutive lessons before the children are assumed
to have learned it.

» Both use a track design, not an “object lesson”
de51gn The track design presents ongoing develop-
ment of four or five “skills” which appear on every
lesson and which are continuously integrated and
upgraded in complexity. The object-lesson design,
in contrast, devotes entire penods to one theme or
activity.

= Both provide structured teaching for all the
skills the children are accountable for learning—
including identification of punctuation marks and
conventions related to paragraphing, all details of
comprehension, and the strategies for attacking all
the words and word types they will read in the
program.

s Both follow the same sequencing rule for what
the children read: All the words in stories are words
that have been taught in isolation before the story is

presented;all sounds for letters in the words that are
taught in isolation are taught before they are intro-
duced in the words.

* Both produce a high rate of children’s re-
sponses and have periodic “tests” so the teacher
receives a great deal of data on each child’s perfor-
mance.

Although the programs are the same in
many fundamental ways, they differ
greatly in the sequence of letters, the
treatment of the vowels, and the kind of
prompts that are used fo key
pronunciation of letters or letter
combinations.

* Both have lessons with a structured part (which
occurs first) and an independent-work part. After
children have learned enough words to read stories,
the structured part consists of sounds for isolated
letters, word reading (lists of words), the decoding
of a story, and various comprehension skills. The
independent work consists of various word- and
story-related activities.

¢ Both focus on oral reading during the strue-
tured part of each lesson and have provisions for
teaching silent reading.

¢ Both provide “prompts” to help the children
identify the “sounds” that letters make, and both
provide for the “fading” or removal of these prompts
later in the program.

* Both follow the general design rule that the
presentation must not permit any child to produce
the correct response for the wrong reason. This rule
governs the designs of prompts and suggests which
sorts of prompts are taboo (such as pre-reading
discussions and picture analyses that are part of
many traditional programs).

* Both have provisions for dealing with phoneti-
cally irregular words; neither treats these words as
mere “sight words.”
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* Both introduce sounds for only a few letters
.(not all) before children read words.

* Both teach many more words than traditional
programs teach during a year (more than three times
as many than traditional programs teach in a year).

* Both are “phonics” programs and present pro-
cedures for identifying the “sounds” that letters
make in words, but neither uses traditional verbal
“rules” for discussing the sounds.

. ® Both were extensively field-tested before pub-
lication and liberally revised on the basis of field-
test data.

Differences
Although the programs are the same in many
fundamental ways, they differ greatly in the se-
quence of letters, the treatment of the vowels, and
the kind of prompts that are used to key pronuncia-
tion of letters or letter combinations.

Readmg Mastery .

Readmg Mastery may be thought of as presenting
unlimited prompts. Reading Mastery is based on the
supposition that there are no constraints on letter
introduction or what could be done to prompt pro-
nunciation of various word parts. A further as-
sumption is that the children who enter the program
know absolutely nothing about reading. They are
not assumed to know the alphabet, letter names, or
any of the support skills assumed by reading, such
as thyming or identifying whether words alliterate.
Children entering the Fast-Cycle program are as-
sumed to be bright, but without knowledge.

The primary goal of the program is to regularize
the reading code so that children are able to apply
the smallest set of rules to read the maximum
nuniber of words. The primary means for achieving
this goal is a medified orthography, which serves as
something like training wheels. This orthography
makes a relatively large number of words regular,
which means that the children are able to identify
the word in this set by saying the assigned sound for
each-of the symbols. Initially, the program intro-
duces only one sound for any given letter or letter
combination. The letter t makes the sound in tap,
and no other sound. ' In the Reading Mastery orthog-
raphy, the tin tap is this symbol, t. The t in th is this
symmbol: th. Similarly, the symbols for vowels have
only a single sound. The orthography provides for
long vowels (as in made) and short vowels (as in
mad).  The orthographic convention for Reading
Mastery shows long vowels with a macron (3 8§ 1 ©
0 ¥). Short vowels are shown as traditional letters
(aeiowy.

This orthography makes a relatively large
number of words regular, which means
that the children are able to identify the
word in this set by saying the assigned
sound for each of the symbols, <

Inaddition to these conventions, Reading Mastery
has joined letters for dipthongs: th sh ch’ wh er
qu. o .

A final convention is small letters. The rule about
a small letter is that it makes no sound. It is pa'rt of
the word and occupies a particular place in the
word, but it is not pronounced. Here are examples

have, hdl. Note that the vowel in the word may be
long or short. Each word has three sounds " The
small letter makes no sound.

The small-letter conventions help make it pos-
sible to spell all words presented in the program
correctly (using a variation of the same symbols that
would be used to spell the word with traditional
orthography). At the same time, the small letters
permit the child to sound out the word with as-
signed values for the various symbols. Following
are some of the words the children are ableto read as

“regular” words where were Wh¥ shack little t€ar
tear thBse hGse tGes.

Note that all these words may be “sounded-out”
without applying any sort of traditional “phonics”
rules. No vowels are talking and no other letters are
walking. Children simply “sound-out” by saying
the sounds for full-sized letters.

Once the reading behavior is firmly established
with this set of orthographic conventions (after 200
lessons in the sequence), the children will have ac-
quired a generalized skill that permits them to réad
hundreds of words and to spell any word that they
can pronounce a sound at a time, Their ‘spelling
would be invented to the extent that'it wouldn’t
always conform to conventional spelling; it would

always correspond to the way the Ch.leI'EI‘l pro-

nounce the words. -

Limiting Prompts ‘ ’
Reading Mastery does not attempt to regularlze all
the words that children are to read.  Somie words are
purpesely introduced as'”irregular words” arid are
introduced early in the program (starting on lesson
89). These irregularly spelled words arenot tréated
as “sight” words thdt children are to sémehow rec-
ognize as a visual “unit.”" If words ‘are to be
consistently recognized, they must be recogrized

16 Errecrive ScHooL PRACTICES, 18(3); WinTER, 2000



as a specific arrangement of letters linked to a
specific pronunciation—a particular spelling that
is linked to a particular spoken word. The proce-
dures in Reading Mastery for teaching irregulars is
guided by this fact. Children sound-out the irregu-
lar word by saying the sound values they have been
taught for the various letters. In sounding-out the
word was, for instance, they would say the sound
for the-three symbols w, a, s, They would be told,
however, that the word is not pronounced wass
(which rhymes with bass) but “wuz” (which rhymes
with buzz). This treatment assures that the children
donot assume that “irregular” words are arbitrarily
spelled in different ways on different occasions, or
that there is no firm relationship between the sound-
ing-out and the pronunciation of the word. They do
not assume that what they have learned about the
sound values of the different letters is somehow
attenuated or negated. They say the same sounds
fortheletters aand s in was that they say in the word
sat. They understand simply that was is a funny
word, and that after you sound it out, you have to
remember how to pronounce them because the

sounding-out is not a strict key to how to pronounce

the word.

The irregulars that are introduced early in the
program are was, said, to, do, of, you, mother,

Later in the program, children learn about an-
other type of irregularity—the letter combinations:
ar, al, ou, 0i, oy, Combinations are irregular because
when the two letters occur in combination, they
have a unique pronunciation. Children learn the
most common sound for these combinations. For
instance, the a in al is not the pronunciation they
learned for a. The combination al does not rhyme
with pal Rather, it rhymes with Paul.

The combmanons are not signaled by a.ny visual
_prompts Words witha parncular combination are
presented as families that are u'regular in the same
way.. For msta.nce, the ar combination is introduced
with the word groups like arm, farm, harm, charm.
Chlldren sound out.arm by saying the.assigned
value for each sound. Then the teachersays, “That's
how we sound—out the word. Here show we say the
waord, arm.”

For the rest of the words, the teacher says, “This
word rhymes with arm ... Getready.” The children
read the word the-fast-way: farm, harm, charm.

Earl}r in: I:he program, no capitalletters are intro-,
duced The -Teason is; simply that the amount of
practme reqmred to teach these letters, especially
those. that. are different, from lower-case counter-
parts; d__oes not warrant priority; status early i in the:
PEOBTAIIL. -y vt Loy
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A much higher priority is to induce behaviors of
reading connected sentences. Periods, quote marks,
and commas-are used in a conventional manner,
Early prompts for reading connected sentences are
dotted lines that guide children from the end of one
line to the beginning of the next. *

_ this-is
(___not=mé.

—

The final set of “prompts” that are provided by
Reading Mastery involve the shape of the letters.
Some of the more difficult letters are designed in a
way that makes them more readily distinguishable
from letters children sometimes confuse with them.
For instance, children sometimes confuse a with d.
They also confuse b with d. The Reading Mastery
orthography reduces the problems with these dis-
criminations by using modified letters: a d b.

Note that these letters are not highly similar. The
base of the d is modified so d and b are not mirror
images. The & has a curved top, which makes it
easily distinguished from d.

To further reduce the possibility of b-d confusion,
the letter d is introduced very early in the sequence
(because it has far more utility in generating words
than b does) and b is introduced more than 100
lessons later. Children receive a lot of practice with
words that have the letter d before they encounter b.

Fadmg Prompts
The orthographic prompts are faded or removed
during ‘the second level of the program. Capital
letters are introduced during this sequence, and the
emphas_,is -on identifying a word is shifted from
“sounding-out” the word to spelling the word. Note
thatspelling is the only accurate means of referring
to the letters that make up words, once the orthogra-
phy no longer permits for each symbol to.generate
enly.‘one- possible sound.. Once the macrons are
removed, the letter a has many possible sound val-
ues in different words; for instance, the sound in
wag, the sound in wall, the sound in part, the sound
in pan, and the sound in pane or pain. Irrall cases,

' the sound issignaled by a in combination with other

letters. - Therefore, as part of the prompt-fadmg
procedures, the stories and lists are designed so that
students receive a lot of practice with each “faded”
element, i s o wodn o i s gnae D
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Sounding-Out

The sounding-out procedure that children learn
assumes that the primary emphasis of the program
is on reading, not spelling. The procedure is de-
signed to make the sounded-out word as similar as
possible to the word spoken in normal conversa-
tion, '

Children are taught to say sounds without paus-
ing between them. The word fan is not sounded-out
as: fff (pause) aaa (pause) nnn. It is sounded out as:
fffaaannn, with no pauses during which there is
silence. The only difference between the sounded-
out word and the word as it is normally spoken is
the rate at which it is said. This sounding-out
convention permits children to process all words
that do not begin with a stop-sound. -

Oral Blendmg

Before reading is introduced, children practice
blending orally presented words. For the procedure
that is most like reading, the teacher says, a word in
parts or slowly, such as mmmaaannn. Then the
teacher directs the children to, “Say-it-fast.” The
children say, “man.”

Children also practice saying the sounds of ver-
bally presented words. For example, the teacher
says rrruuunnn, and directs the children to “Say it
withme.” Following this recitation, the teacher says
to "Say-it-fast.”

This activity embodies all the verbal components
ofreading aloud. Without pausing between sounds,
the children say the sequence of sounds that make
up the word. Then they say-it-fast and identify the
word. The only component that is later added to
make this a reading task is the written symbols that

provide the basis for the sequence of sounds the -

children produce when they “sound-out,” the word.
Also,before children read words, they play “sym-

bol action” games, which are signaled by pictures:

‘shown on an arrow that points left-to-right.

For this example, the children follow the arrow,
touch under each picture and perform the sequence
of actions that is illustrated (touching their nose,.
then touching their head). These activities acquaint
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children with some of the conventions of reading,
particularly the notion of sequencing events that
occur in time. The written code shows events that
are to occur earlier to the left, and those that eccur
later to the right. In the word ant, the first event is
the sound for a; the next event is the sound forn. In
the symbol action games, the events are different,
but the left-to-right sequencmg rule is the same.

The symbol-identification exerc1se5 early in the
program display lefters arrows, Contmuous sounds
have a little ball directly under the symbol.

The teacher “follows the arrow” with her point.
When she touches the ball under the: symbol chil-
dren say the sound. They keep on saymg 1t ‘for as.
long as the teacher touches the ball: . ..

Stop-sounds (and h) have a little arrowhead un-
der the letter rather than a ball. The arrowhead
indicates that you can’t stop, but must keep going.

&- >~ o

Children are told that these are “quick sounds”
that must be said quickly. The teacher follows the
arrow quickly to the end. Children say the sound for
the letter as soon as the teacher’s finger passes the‘-
marker under the letter. S

All mistakes that the children maké are
correctable by using some variation of
what had been presented earher in, the
.program. ... Therefore, any.child. whe
.meets- mestery on the pre- reed:ng;s‘:
acrfwnes w;ﬂ reed

The pre-readmg prachce on sound 1dent1f1ca tmn,-‘
the say-it-fast component, and the symbol-action
games permit children to/practice all the component
behaviors of mmalword readmg When they do the
initial readmg, they follow e~a‘rrcm1r touch under




each symbol, and produce the sound for the symbol.
They say the sounds for the letters continuously
{(without pausing). After they have said the sound
for the last symbol the teacher directs them to say-
t-fast :

® : - -~ - -

For this word, the children say mmmaaat as the
teacher signals for the three sounds. Then children
“say-it-fast.”

All mistakes that the children make are correct-
able by using some variation of what had been
presented earlier in the program. The references to
what constitutes the “first” sound and the next sound
had been established in the symbol-action games
(by referring to the first picture and the next pic-

ture). The values for the sounds had been taught in:

sound-identification activities. The oral-blending
activities had assured that the children had the
phemic-processing skills implied by the initial-read-
ing tasks. Therefore, any child who meets mastery
on the pre-reading activities will read.

The most difficult skill for the children in Reading
Mastery is decoding words that begin with a stop-
sound (dan, can, tan, pan). These words are pre-
sented after children have worked with various
words that begin with continuous sounds.

To prepare children for words that begin with
stop-sounds, Reading Mastery introducesconvergent

rhyming. Children are told a word-ending and then .

are directed to affix a specified beginning to form a
word.

Listen: You're going to rthyme with at.

' What are you rhyming with? (Signal.) At.

Start with mmmm and rhyme with at. Get ready.
Mat.,

Start with ssss and rhyme with at. Get ready Sat.

Start with b and rhyme with at. Get ready. Bat.

The stop-sound rhyme comes at the end: of the
initial series because it is more difficult than the
other words.

When children initially decode words that begm
with stop-sounds, they use a variation of the same
task presented for thyming. The ending of the word
they read is shown in red. The first letter is black.

_cat

The letters at are red. The c is black. The teacher
directs the sounding out of the red ending. (Chil-
dren say the sounds aaat and say-it-fast: at.)

The teacher says: “This word rhymes with at. Get
ready,” and moves quickly.along the arrow from the
left, under the letter e. The children say, “Cat.”

After children have learned a few words that
begin with stop:sounds, subsequent words are in-
troduced more quickly. The teacher tells the chil-
dren that the word begins with a “quick sound,” and
prompts thechildren to lookatthe next sound in the

_.word... The teacher then moves quickly from the

beginning of the arrow dnd stops under the second.
letter as the children say the sounds for the first two
letters of the word. :For instance, if the word is pat,
the teacher stops under a as the children say “paaa.”
The teacher then moves under t as the children
compIete the word paaat

Horizons -

As noted earlier, Horizons shares many features
with:-Reading Mastery. 1f has“symbol action” games,
phonological pre-teaching activitieslike “say-it-fast,”
and adesign that introduces all the component skills
that are required forthe complex applications that
follow.

Horizons is different from Reading Mastery in se-
quence, procedures, prompts, orthographic conven-
tions, and in teacher-presentation conventions. These

differences stem from the general goals of Horizons.

The program was designed to overcome some of the
criticisms of Reading Mastery. The first column of
table 1 presents the more frequent criticisms of Read-
ing Mastery. The second célumn indicates the solu-
tion that Horizons provided. '

Toovercome criticisms 1,6, and 7, Horizons had to
be designed with a more “traditional” orientation
toward the standard print conventions (such as capi-
tal letters at the beginning of sentences) and the
traditional ways of teferring to letters that compose
words (rather than calling letters sounds). The adop-
tion of° these convenhons created a need for a differ-
ent sequence of beginning skﬂls “If the teacher is
goingto refer to letter names, the reading program
could- not start tgefore the children learned letter
names. Therefore, letter names are taught or re-
viewed at the beginning of the: program.  If the
children are expected to read words that begin with
capltal letters, some teaching of _capital letters is
needed before these words appear '

To 'overcome critiéism'2, the program had to be
designied so ‘that-blending skills are presented so
that: children ledrin how to blend ‘orally-presented
words consistently wheéfil they are “segmented” with
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Table 1. Criticisms of Reading Mastery and Horizons Soiutions.

Criticisms of Reading Mastery Horizons Solutions .

1. Requires chil_dren and teachérs to interpret Utilizes adult print frorn the beginiﬁng of the
many orthographic prompts—unusually- program. The only orthographm prompts are’
shaped letters, joined letters, small letters, and  underlining and blue l,etters '
macrons. ‘

2. Requires teachers to learn difficult bllendi.n_g Utilizes sim__plified l::'ulerlccli.t_{g‘ sk_i‘llsA that do not
skills, such as sounding-out words without require children to sound-out words without
pausing between sounds. . pausing between sounds. e LR

3. Requires teachers to learn difficult Sirnplifies preséntaﬁbn_s -by.utilizing the ch11dren's
presentation skills—displaying the workbooks and readers as the presentation. - ;
presentation book to children while material the teacher refers to. o C
presenting word-attack exercises. Ce f_::_—,‘

1 Requires extensive teaching for chﬂdren who Readﬂy accommodates nucl-year chﬂdren and
enter the program mid-year with some requires only a minimum amount of onentatlcm to
reading skills. the underlining and the blue letters.

5. Takes too long to introduce hard-bound Hard-bound books a are used exclus:vely from
books. lesson 1.

6. Does not use capital letters early in the Capital letters appear on the first lessons that
program. - present sentences (after lesson 90).

7. Does not refer to letter names early in the Refers to letter names from lesson 1 and -usés them
program. ‘ to teach approximate pronunciation of letter

sounds.
* '8. Presents only limited writing and copying Provides extensive writing and copxmg é;ct,iﬁt'iég.
activities. '
9. Hasa spelli...t'tg.'program that does not deal Has spellmg progra.m that prov1des cthdren w;th
. with a broad range of word families. practice in using the full range of basic word
families (mcludmg basic combmatmns llke al, ea,
oa and ar) _ _ o
10. Lacks any.buti supplemental literature Provides literature lessons at regular mterva.ls
collection. : -throughuut the program, /7. o1 il T
"11. Lacks: whole—class and cooperahve leammg Utih'zes whole-class presentéﬁon formats fer:;a ‘
" THctivitiés. + literature lessons and extensiens:for: spelhng,and

MRl

wntmg——many opportunities for:cooperatlvg
learning and.group projects:-. i,

Presents Vlsua].ly-engagmg dlsplays for each part- :
of every, lesson, all in full color and d
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pauses between the sounds.

.. Criticism 3 results from the fact that in each lesson
of Reading Mastery, the children look at words and
letters that are displayed in the teacher-presentation
book. Presenting these words with clear directions
requires coordinating pointing, touching, saying,
and signaling children to respond. Horizons solves
this problem by not using teacher-display material.
Instead, nearly all the examples of words and letters
that the program presents are in the children’s text-
bookand workbook. This focus on the textbook and
workbook requires Horizons, to provide more skill
preparatlon for the children so they perform accu-

‘rately in response ‘to verbal directions about touch-
ing and saying sounds for letters. If the directing is
not effectlve, children wiil not make the appropriate
letter-sound associations becaiise they will not point
to. the correct letters in their book.

To overcome criticisms 5; 12 and 13, the story-
readmg formats were designed so the program pro-
vided a greater range of comprehension activities,
presented a larger number of illustrations for each
stary, and presented stories in hard-bound books.

The trtck in designing the program was to meet
these 'various criticisms without reducing the pro-
gram t to a traditional “phonics” program, or design-
ing it so that it would be appropriate only for high
performers who were “ready” to learnreading. The
challenges involved meeting the criticisms in a way
that preserved the goal of designing sequences so
that all children who qualified to enter the program
would learn all the skills taught in the program.

Slmpllfled Orthographlc Prompts ‘
Horizons provrdes orthographm prompts but they
- are, not as-extensive as those in Readmg Mastery.
Basically all of the Reading Mastery prompts tell
exactly how to pronounce a particular letter. For
instance; the letter a directs children to say only one
sound-—the first sound in. the, word at—while the
letter B directs the first sound in ate.

Horizoss -uses only three prompts: (1) under-
lined:letter combinations; (2) squiggled underlin-
ing foritombinations or letters that are irregular;
(3) blue letters, which'signal children not to pro-
‘niotince the letter and to sdy a letter name for
another letterin the word.

'Nore'of ‘these prompts 'is sound-5pemf1c In
other words, these prompts do’ not prov1de chil-
‘dren_with information about how to pronounce
speclflr lettera or con]bmatlons Theprompts sim-
ply, shoyvly_hg_@ t_1e chlldren are to use a parhcular
prnnunr.:latmn strategym s wlpatul o

Horizons provides orthographic prompts
but they are not as extensive as those in
Reading Mastery.

Underlined Combinations

Unlike Reading Mastery, Horizons underlmes let-
ter combinations. The program presents the follow-
ing combinations: th, sh, ch, wh, ir, er, uz, ai, ea, oa,
al, ar, ay, oy, oi, ou, oul, ce, ci, ge, gi. An‘underlined
combination always makes the same sound that the
children havebeen taught for the combination. Here
are some of the early words: she, that, far, - -

Squiggled Underhnmgs ;

The squ.lggled underline appearsin parts of words
that are “irregular” with respect to what children
have learned about the various sound values.

was said from

The word was has a squiggled a. The word said has
a squiggled ai. The word from has a squiggled o.

Blue Letters

A blue letter in a word indicates two t.hmgs

1. The letter that is blue does not make any
sound.

2. Some other letter in the word says jts name.
Blue letters appear as the second letter in combina-
tions that make a long vowel sound. (The bold
letters are blue in the program.)

ay ea oa

The black letter in these combinations says its
name. The combination ai, says the letter name A.
The combination oa says the letter name O.

Ablueletter also appears at the end of long-vowel
words that end in e, such as:

make fine flame

There would be no blue letter for the word have

because no letter in the word says its name. There-
fore, have is taught as an irregular word.
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Introduction of Sounds for Vowel Letters

Horizons also differs from Reading Mastery in the
order of sound introduction, largely because of the
inability of the Horizons’ conventions to distinguish
between single-vowel-letters that are long, versus
single-vowel letters that are short. Reading Mastery
can easily process words like not and n&. The line
over the o in N@ indicates that it is long. Horizonsis
unable to show this detail of pronunciation. There-
fore, a critical decision in the Horizons’ design was
whether to introduce the long-vowel sounds or the
short-vowel sounds early in the program.

Horizons assumes that children have been taught
letter names. Therefore, the first sounds children
are taught for the vowels are long-vowel sounds
because those are the letter names. Early in the
program, children are introduced to words like he,
no, and 1. This strategy works well for words with
the vowels e, i, or o, because a fairly large number of
words with the vowel letters o or e (including double
e) are available (me, see, need, feet, etc.). However,
there are not many common words with single-
vowel letters that make the long-vowel sound for a,
i, oru.

..the first sounds children are taught for
the vowels are long-vowel sounds
because those are the letter names.

Consequently, the short-a and short-i sounds are
introduced fairly early in the program. Also, letter
combinations with blue letters (ai, ea, oa) are intro-
duced very early {starting with lesson 33). Together,
these variations permit the introduction of many
words.

Introducmg Consonant Letters

The sequence for introducing consonants is influ-
enced by the fact that children know letter names.
There are some systematic relationships between
the name of consonants and the sounds they make.
Horizons groups consonants that have the same
pattern into “families” and presents the letters in
each family at around the same time in the program
sequence, Because all members of a family have the
same pattern, children are able to “generalize” the
pattern to all the letters in the family rather than
learn the sounds for each letter through brute memo-
rization.

The first family mcludes theletters f 1 m,n,rT, a.nd .

s...The common relationship between the name of
the letter and the sound the letter makes in words is
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that the sound is the last part of the letter name. For
f the sound is fff. For 1 the sound is 111, and so forth,

In learning this pattern, children first learn to say
the letter names a sound at a time, with a pause
between the sounds. For the letter name £, children
say:. eee(pause) fff,

For s, children say: eee (pause) sss.

For n, children say: eee (pause) nnn.

After children have practiced saying the letter
names a part at a time, they are introduced to the
rule that for all these letters: The second part of the
name is the sound these letters make in words. This

~ rule not only makes the relationship between letter

name and sound explicit. The rule also provides
both teacher and children with a precise pronun-
ciation of the sound. For the letter f, the second
sound is unvoiced (whispered, rather than spoken
with vocal-cord activity). That’s the sound the letter
makes in words (not fuh or fih but simply fff).

For the next family, the consonant sounds are not
the second part of the letter name, but the first part.
The set consists of: b, d,j, k, p, L v, 2z

The first letters the children learn from this setare
p, t, and d. The introduction to b is held off until
lesson 103, after children have done a lot of work
with the letter d. (Familiarity with d reduces the
possibility that children will confuse b with d.)

Like the first set, the pronunciation of the letter
sound derives fairly precisely from the letter name.
If the name for d is said a part at a time—d (pause)
eee— the first part is a workable pronunciation of
the sound, one that will serve the children in various
words.

Note that this grouping of letters provides chil-
dren with the long-i sound for the letter y. This
makes words like try, my, and fly regular. Words
like key and may have blue ys.

‘key

The sound for y that occurs at the beginning of
words (yes and yard) is not introduced until lesson
109.

The final family of consonants consists of the
irregular sounds—c, g, h, and w. Consonants from
these sets are introduced as they are needed to create
texts that have increasingly natural language. Many
common words children are expected to learn in a
beginning-level reading program are irfegular.
Combinations th, sh, ch, ar, oo, ou, {0i, oy) ce, ge,
and al are also introduced as they are needed for
words. .

Unique blue-letter words that are presented in



Horizons include those that have the combmatmn ar
a.nd the word you.

farm you key

The combination ar always has ablue letter, because
the combmation'says the letter name, R. In the word
you, only the u is black. That’s the letter that says its
naine. Theword keyhas ablue y;thee says 1ts name.

Strateg:es for ”Blendmg” Sounds into Words
+ Reading Mastery teaches children toblend so there
areno pausesbetweenthe sounds. Horizons teaches

blending that has pauses bétween sounds. There

are two reasons for this convention:
1. Blending continuously is relatlvely dlfflcult for
some teachers (not children).

2. The strategy used in Horizons to teach some
early vowel sounds requires spelling. For spelling,
saying sounds for words with pauses is more prac-
tlcal than saymg sounds w1thout pauses.

: Spelhng for: Readmg

.. When children spell words from the sound of the
sp oken word, they must be able to hold the sequence
of sounds in their memory. Because there will be
long pauses as children write the letters in a word
like for, the task is easier for them if they have

practiced saying the word as three sounds separated :

by pauses. : .

To make sure that children are far.'lle in blending

sounds when there are pauses between them, the
childrenreceivea lot of oral practice in saying words
a.sound. at a time (with pauses) and identifying
words‘that-the teacher says a:sound at a time {with
pauses). Onebenefit of presenting words with pauses
is that words that begin with stop- -sounds become
much less difficult than they are in Reading Mastery
The reason is that whether the initial sound in a
word is continuous or a stop 50 und the same blend-
ing sbrategy is used.. D
oz d (pause) dii (pause) g e b
is more like
artt G (pause) iii: (pause) g
ﬂ]ana I : S ) ‘ O
dulg
is llke
hHon 'I'Iﬂ.llg

Teachmg Sounds Thmugh Spellmg

evaritly;:toteach reading skills. Dt
Spelling strategies are used when children know

one sound for a particular letter or combination

RIS

and the goal is to introduce another sound for that
letter or combination. Por instance, after children
have learned the long-vowel sound A, the short-
vowel variation is introduced through spelling.
Childrenare given a rule: “If you hear the sound aaa
in a word, it is written with the letter A.” They
immediately apply the rule to the spelling of words
like ant, sat, man, efc. through the same process.
Here’s an example from lesson 31:

n. Touch the star,

* You'li write the Jetters for ran on that line.

* Ran has three sounds. Say ran a sound
at a time. Get ready. (Tap three times.)
rer...aaa...nnn. '

0. Let's do it again.

p. Say the first sound in ran. (Signal.) rrr.
Say the next sound in ran. (Signal.) aaa.
Say the last sound in ran. (Signal.) nnn.

g. (Repeat step p until firm.)

r. What letter will you write for the sound
rrr? (Signal.) A.

What letter will you write for the sound
aaa? (Signal) A.
What letter will you write for the sound
nnn? (Signal.) N,

s. Touch the star. «

* Write the letters for ran. Remember the
letter you’ll write for the sound aaa.
Pencils down when you're finished.
(Observe children and give feedback.)

‘After children have spelled and written a lot of these

words, they know two sounds for the letter a: one
derived from the letter name; the other derived from
the spelling strategy.

The same routine applies to the letter i. Children
are told that if they hear the sound iii in'a word, itis
spelled with the letteri. They 1mmed1ately apply the
rule to words like if, sit, fin, etc.

After they are practiced at spelling one-syllable
words that have the letter i; they know two sounds
for the letter; and they havélearned the combination
without difficult dis¢rimination learning. Note that
this sequence is a lot easier than learning the short
sounds for a and i through “reading” rather than
spelling. :

Even when children spell words that have either
the short-a or the short-i sound, the children must

= " choosef ly two letters—i or a. ding,
. Thie spelling that children learn:in. Har:zans js. CooSelrOmOnyiwo etiers —iora When reading

demgned to teach some spelling but, more rel-.

on the other hand, the children must generate: the
appropriate’ sound from symbaols, which is more -
difficult than identifying orie of two letters for the -
sound. '
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Therefore, spelling in Horizons serves as a bridge
for reading words that have new or unusual sounds.
The spelling emphasis in Horizons is on patterns, not
individual words.  The goal is not to teach the
children to spell particular words, like eat, butrather
to spell groups of words that follow the same spell-
ing patterns. ‘

Comprehension
Criticisms 12 and 13 had to do with Reudmg
Mastery’s lack of stimulating illustrations and ex-

tensive comprehension activities. Comprehension.

and the format forillustrating stories are different in
Horizons than in Reading Mastery. In Horizons, sto-
ries that children read are a. gradual extension of
stories that children listen to. As part of the first
lessons in the program, children listen to stories that
the teacher reads to them. As part.of the story
presentation, children refer to illustrations in their
story book and answer questions about what the
characters did and said.
Here's part of the presentation from lesson 32:

m. Touch the first story picturs v

= Who Is that mud heap? (Signal.)
Clarabells. .

« Where is she now? {(Call on a child. -
Idea: At the pond.)

. Everybody, do you think these ducks are
- happy that Clarabelle is near their pond?
{Signal.) No.

» What's Clarabelle going to do? (Callon a
chiid. Idea; Jump Info the pond,).

n. Everybody, touch the next picture,
I -

= Whatis Claréballe doing? (Call ona
child. Idea: Jumping into the pond.)

* W?en she jumps in, the other animals fly
g

= What kmds af an:mals do you see belng
plashed out of the pond? . (Call on, :
htld.=ldeas‘ Erégs, fish, ducks) Sl
hat'da you think thosg duicks W|Il say to
arabelle’? {Call on a chlld

24
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* Only one animal in this picture |ooks very
 happy. Everybody, who is that? (Signal.}
Clarabelie.
‘= But after she found out how mad she
mada the other animals, she felt very sad.
o. This is like a picture in your workbook.
" Later you'li color it.

As children learn to read words, the procedure
changes so that during each lesson the teacher still
tells most of the story, but children read words,
phrases, and sentences for key parts of thé story.
Here’s part of the story reading from lesson 44:

J. Touch number 2, +

» Gorman said, “ can hear your voice, but |
want ta know what kind of animal you are.
Are you a horse or are you a caw?"

» The animal said, lam..."

» Everybody, tell me the first word. Get
ready. (Tap.) A

¢ Next word. Touch and say the sounds. Get
ready. (Tap three imes)) rT...&8aa...mmm.

» What word? (Signal.) Ram.

k. So the animal told Gorman, " am (pause}
aram.”

l. Your turn. The animal teld Gorman,

l: " {am...(Signal) A ram.
m. (Repeat step { untll firm.)

2. d rdm

Beginning with lesson 47, children read entire
stories. They first read the story in a mock-up of a
book. The focus of this readmg is onaccurate decod-
ing. Then children read an illustrated version of the
story. This is the comprehensmn version. Children
answer questmns that are based on.the text and
those that relate the text to the 111ust_'r dns. Some




Here's an example from lesson 75:

Sam mgg gt a
rope. That rope is
no rope. It is a tgjl.

The children first read the story in the book mock-
up. Thea they read the illustrated version. Note that

the wording of the two versions is different. As they -

read the illustrated version, children answer ques-
tions about whether the rope is really a rope, what
could happen if Sam took a bite out of that tail, and
what they think Sam will do.

Note that the story is designed so it really doesn’t
* make a lot of sense until the illustrations are pre-
sented. This feature strongly motivates children to
want to do the illustrated version.

As the children progress through the program,
the stories get longer and more sophisticated. On
lesson 115, the book icon is dropped for the first
reading of the story and a single version of the story
is presented. It has text interspersed with illustra-
tions.‘However, the two-reading routine continues.
For the second reading, children read what charac-
ters say in the pictures.

By theend of level A, children read stones thatare
200 words long and that incorporate a variety of
words that they have learried. The stories dre based
onmore thani 1100 words that children have learned.
Children engage in a wide range of story-compre-
hension.activities that require interpreting pictures
as well as responding to the content of the text.

Here’s the story from lesson 153:

Ten man, Hkud fe da jh]ngs »with Bach other.
. when rr-a mm warrl tu o show. tha cther nina men

" went wﬂh hlm. Whan oné rman want 1o tha store, the
athar runa mBn want vith b,
Crie duy, g rm::n said; Lat's go fishing”
Tha ni‘hur fina- msn 5uld "Yes, [af's gn fishing.*
Sa; tan man go+ "X e, ard uwuy they wesit fa
the Inlﬂl
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Aﬂhey storied to leava $he dock, the other
rd sait;-"we will gat in 1his bact, teo” And thay

3t b_o:ﬂ hold tha mun’} MNew

50 the ten men did not g8 hooling and did not ga
ﬂshlng- Thusa e wert swimming.

By the end of level B, all prompts are faded,
children have mastered about 600 more words than
they learn in- Readmg Mastery I'and 2, and they read
selections that are very sophisticated.

Here g anexample from the end of Horizons level
B:

Qwsn, Fizz, and Liz
“217 Port Ona

A long time' ugo, there were wo lslonds that
., were gimost tha some in evary woy, They wera
tha sama size and the seme shope. Both islands
had a:ldrge beoch on ihe north end. Both had o
large: mourttin In #he middie. Both hod the same
* hills ond'the sarrie valleys.” But thesa'islands were
_not in the same place. They wers many, many
mifes ‘apart,
© Anoth r‘fhing that was rot the some about
fhesa Islanids was'the ‘pedple wha lived on them.
" On.che Jsland, there wers ten [ittle finy people.

' ople -were’only chout one inch tall. Seme
spiders’on their island were bigger than they
were. On'the gther island, there were #hree

s, - Thay were almost twenty feet tall. They
0 s0:big that they could riet walk through the
. doorwiy fyour ciassroom. ; They wauld hove to
crawl i, A d thay would nat ba, uble 7o stclnd up
., .after’they got inside. These glunfs were o hig ond
‘sfrong thaf fhey could pldc up a baar! c:nd hn::lr:lg

: |kan.puppy R

i J!}l
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Final Comparisons

The question, “Which program isbetter?” doesn’t
have a clear answer. Reading Mastery is the quintes-
sence of efficiency. It requires fewer entry skills; it
introduces the essential elements of the reading
code in efficient ways. Because of its orthographic
prompts, it is able to present a very wide range of
words as “decodable” words, and it is able to fash-
ion generalizations around these words. Resding
Mastery’s low-skill entry criteria mean that it works
well with children in K and even pre-K. Itis particu-
larly valuable in working with lower-performing
beginning readers.

Horizons teaches a greater number of words and a
broader range of skills, both comprehension skills
and decoding strategies. Horizons places more em-
phasis on illustrations and other features that are
reinforcing to children. Horizons also works better
than Reading Mastery as a remedial program for
older students who have very limited decoding skills.
Students entering Horizons do not have to learn as
many new orthographic conventions. Also, after
they have gone through the program, it is easier for
them to transition to unprompted print.

The price of the Horizons” advantages is the addi-
Honal preskills that entering children need. Because
children should at least have some familiarity with
letter narnes (and ideally know them) the program is
not appropriate for very low beginning readers in K
or pre-K., Once lower-performing children have
learned letter names, however, Horizons is quite
effective. A final advantage of Horizons is that it is
a very good beginning-reading program for chil-
dren who are second-language learners. The com-
prehension activities, pictures, and manner in which
the text is transformed on some of the second read-
ings give these children more information about
how the language works and what various words
and phrases mean,

Reading Mastery and Horizons are different in spe-
cific details, not in their overall capacity to teach
children who meet entry requirements for them.
Their differences highlight the fact that sounds of
letters may be introduced systematically according
toatleast two different schemes. Both, however, are
careful. Also, blending, comprehension, and aother
reading activities may be designed in more than one
way, but the skills must be developed through sys-
tematic, small-step progressions that make it pos-
sible for all children whose performance qualifies
them tobegin the program to learn everything in the
program and learn it in a timely manner. ¢



National Reading Panel Reports =
Combination of Teaching Phonics, Word
Sounds Giving Feedback on Oral Reading

Most Effectlve Way to Teach Read

st

" n the largest, mostcomprehensive evidenced-based
review ever conducted of research on how chil-
dren learn reading, a Congressionally mandated
independent panel has concluded that the most ef-
fective way to teach children to read is through
instruction that includes a combination of methods.
The panel determined that effective reading in-
struction includes teaching children to break apart
and manipulate the sounds in words (phonemic
awareness), teaching them that these sounds are
represented by letters of the alphabet which can
then be blended together to form words {phonics),
having them practice what they've learned by read-
ing aloud with guidance and feedback (guided oral
reading), and applying reading comprehension strat-
egies to guide and improve reading comprehension.
. The work of this panel was guided by two unique
actions. First, the panel developed a set of rigorous

scientific standards to evaluate the research on the.

effectiveness of different instructional approaches
used in teaching reading skills. Second, the work of
the panel was conducted in a public forum, which
allowed for public input at all of its meetings.

“For the first time, we now have guidance-based
on evidence from sound scientific research-on how
best to teach children to read,” said Duane Alexander,
M.D., Director of the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD) which
supports research in reading and learning. “The
panel’s rigorous scientific review identifies the most
effective strategies for teaching reading.” .

.The National Reading Panel was established in
response to a 1997 congressional directive. Specifi-
cally, Congress asked the Director of the NICHD, in
consultation with the U.S. Secretary of Education,
Rn:hard W. Riley, to convene a national panel to
review the scientificliterature and determine, based
on ;that evidence, the most effective ways to teach
children to read. The Panel is composed of 14 indi-
viduals and includes leading scientists in reading
research, representatives of colleges of education,
reading teachers, educational administrators, and

ng'

parents. The report along w1th
about the National Reading Pane
panel’s website, htt‘p / /wwi, natton
org. T

The NICHD will u.ndertake an aggresswe effort
to distribute the report and its findings, to policy
makers, educators, and parents. The NICHD will
collaborate in these efforts with the National Insti-
tute for Literacy and the Public Libraries Associa-
tion.

[Elxplicitly and systematically tea ching
children to manipulate phone emes

significantly improves.children’s readfng .
and spe!hng ab/hnes g

For its review, the panel selected research from
the approximately 100,000 reading research st-udles
that have been published since 1966, and another

EIRS ¥ B

conclusions. =

The panel’s review focused on theif
eas: alphabetics (phonermc awarenessl
mstmchon) reading fluency, reading:
sion, teacher education; and- computerte
Phonemic: awareness is knowledge thats 0

phonemes. For example, the words
each consist of two- phonemes Phon

stand for them, the letters of the aIphabet Aeompre~
hensive explanation of these two concepts is avail-
able in the NICHD publication, Understanding Why
Children Succeed.or Fail at Reading, http://

= ("
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www.nichd.nih.gov/publications/pubs/readbro.
htm.

The panel found that the research conducted to
‘date strongly supports the concept that explicitly .
‘and systematically teaching children to manipulate
phonemes significantly improves children’s read-
ing and spelling abilities. The evidence for this is so
clear cut that this method should be an important
component of classroom reading instruction.

[S]ystematic phonics instruction,
combined with synthetic phonics
Instruction produced the greatest gains.

'The panel also concluded that the research litera-
ture provides solid evidence that phonics instruc-
tion produces significant benefits for children from
kindergarten through 6th  grade and for children
having difficulties learning to read. The greatest
improvements in reading were seen from system-
atic phenics instruction. This type of phonics in-
struction consists of teaching a planned sequence of
phonics elements, rather thanhighlighting elements
as they happen to appear in a text. Here again, the
evidence was so strong that the panel concluded
that systematic phonics instruction is appropnate
for routine classroom instruction.

{G]uided oral feading is important for
developing reading fluency-the ability
to read with efficiency and ease.

For children with learnmg d15ab1l1t1e5 and chil-
- dren who are low achievers, systematic phomcs '
instruction, combined with synthehc phonics in-
struction produced the greatest gains. Synthetic
phonics instruction consists of teaching students to
explicitly convert letters into phonemes and then
blend the phonemes to form words. Moreover, sys- -
tematic synthetic phonics instruction was signifi-
cantly more effectivein ianrovin g thereading skills -
of children from low socioeconomic levels. Across
all grade levels, systemahc synthetic phonics in-
struction u:nproved the ability of good readers to
spell.

The panel noted that, because children vary in
reading ability and vary in theskills they bring to the
classroom, no single approach to teaching phonics
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could be used in all cases. For -this reason, it is

_important to train teachers in the different kinds of

approaches to teaching phomcs and in'how to tailor’
these approaches to particular groups of students.
* The panel also concluded that guided oral read-
ing is important for developing reading fluency-the
ability to read with efficiency and ease. In 'guided
oral reading, students read out loud, to either'a
parent, teacher or. other student, who corrects their
mistakes and provides them. with ‘other feedback.

Specifically, g‘LlldEd oral reading helped students
across a wide range of grade levels to learn to recog-
nize new words, helped them to read accurately and
easily, and helped them to comprehend what they
read.

By contrast, the panel was unable to determme
from the research whether reading silently to ofie-
self helped to improve reading fluency. Although it
makes sense that silent reading would lead'to im-
provements in fluency, and the panel members did
not discourage the practice, sufficiént reseatch to
conclusively prove this assumption has not been
conducted. ‘

Literally hundreds of studies have shown' that the
best readers read silently to themselves more fre-
quently than do poor readers, the panel members
wrote. However, these studies cannot distinguish
whether independent silent reading improves réad-

- ing skills or that good readers simply prefer to read

silently to themselves more than do poor readers.
The panel recommended that if silent reading is
used as a classroom technique, intended to develop
reading skills and fluency, it should be done in

‘combination with other types of reading instruc-

tion, such as guided oral'reading.
To determine how children best learn to compre-

~ hend what they read, the panel reviewed studies of

three areas regarded as essential to developing read-
ing comprehension: vocabulary development, text
comprehension instruction, and teacher prepara-
tion and comprehension strategies instruction.
Althoughthebest method orcombination of meth-
ods for teaching vocabulary has not yet been identi- -
fied, the panel review uncovered several important
implications for teaching reading. First, vocabulary
should be taught both directly-apart from a larger
narrative or text-and indirectly-as words are en-
coutitered in a larger text. Repetition and multiple
exposure to vocabulary words will also assist vo-
cabulary development, as will the use of computer
technology. The panel emphasized that instructors
should not rely on a single method for teaching
vocabulary, but on a combination of methods.
Likewise, the panel also found that reading com-



prehension of text is best facilitated by teaching
students a variety of techniques and systematic strat-
egies to assist in recall of information, question
generation, and summarizing of information. The
panel also found that teachers must be provided
with appropriate and intensive training to ensure
that they know when and how to teach specific
strategies.

[V]ocabulary should be taught both
directly-apart from a larger narrative or
text-and indirectly-as words are
encountered in a larger text.

With respect to the overall preparation of teach-
ers, the panel noted that existing studies showed
that training bothnew and established teachers gen-
erally produced higher student achievement, but
the research in this area is woefully inadequate to
draw clear conclusions about what makes training
most effective. More quality research on teacher
training is one of the majorresearch needs identified
by the panel.

More quality research onteachertraining
is one of the major research needs
identified by the panel.

Finally, the panel examined the use of computer

_technology to teach reading. The panel noted that’

there are too few definitive studies to draw firm
conclusions, but that the available information sug-
gests that it is possible to use computer technology
for reading instruction. Although notdirectly appli-
cable to reading instruction, the use of
hypertext-highlighted text that links to definitions
or related text-may be a useful learning aid in the
classroom. Moreover, the use of computers as word
processors may also heIp students learn to read, as
reading. instruction is most effective when com-
bined with writing instruction.

The NICHD is one of the Institutes compnsing
the National Institutes of Health, the Federal
government’s premier biomedical research agency.
NICHD supports and conducts research on the re-
productive, neurobiological, developmental, and
behavioral processes that determine and maintain
the health of children, adults, families, and popula-
Hons. ¢

EFFECTIVE ScHook PRACTICES, 18(3), WinTER, 2000 29;



\j

Research Alert: Focus on Direct Instruction

Division for Learning Disabilities (DLD)
and Division for Research(DR) of the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC)
‘ and '
Sara G. Tarver
University of Wisconsin-Madison

What is it?

Direct Instructwn (usually abbreviated as DI) is
one specific model of teacher-directed explicit in-
struction. It is distinguished from other approaches
to explicit instruction, or direct instruction (di), by
its emphasis on both the importance of instruction
(how a student is taught} and the importance of
curriculum design (what the student is taught, in
what order). The central elements of the DI philoso- .
phy are: :

Teachers are responsible for student learning.

Curriculum design is a critical variable in
student achievement.

The goal of Dl is to accelerate student learning by
maximizing efficiency in the design and delivery of
instruction. Efficiency is achieved when students
generalize beyond the specific material in the les-
son. In DI, curriculum design is the key to assuring
generalizations. DI curriculum design principles are
based on Engelmann’s theory of learning and gener-
alization, which posits that:

The student does not first learn something in
a concrete singular sense and then generalize
to some larger set. Even the initial learning is
a generalization.

Generalizations can be taught explicitly and
systematically by using examples and
nornexamples to communicate critical
samenesses among sets of exemplars.

Generalizations represent efficiency.

For whom is it intended?

Dlis intended for all studentsfrom whom we can
expectreasonably high levels of academic achieve-
ment. DI has been used successfully with a broad
range of students, including those with learning
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disabilities. Specific DI programs have been devel-
oped in a number of subject areas and at various
grade-levels.

How does it work?

Over 50 specific DI programs have been pub-
lished for teaching language, reading, writing, spell-
ing, mathematics and science. These programs range
from a basal series for regular classroom instruction
and for remedial settings, to a videodisk series for
teaching core concepts in mathematics and science.
Each program contains.detailed descriptions of both
the content to be presented and the procedures to be
used to teach that content effectively.

Curriculum Features

Scripted lessons provide carefully worded expla-
nations, carefully selected and sequenced examples,
and carefully structured demonstrations. The les-
sons are designed to ensure clear communication of
preselected generalizations that have many applica-
tions and that provide foundations for increasingly
complex learning.

The DI reading curricula are representative of
other DI programs. The reading curricula provide
many examples of generalizations thatstudents learn
en route to becoming independent readers. Phone-
mic awareness and phonics generalizations are em-
phasized in the beginning stages of reading instruc-
tion. General strategies for isolating, blending and
identifying phonemes in spoken words are taught
beforeletter-sound correspondences. Gradually, let-

ter-sound correspondences are introduced {in a logi-

cal sequence) and integrated with the phonemic
awareness skills. Letter-sounds are taught in con-
junction with blending and sounding-out strategies
and high-utility sight words so that students can
start to read stories before all letter-sound corre-
spondences are mastered.

Automatic decoding is achieved by daﬂy practice
of reading words in isolation. Fluency is achieved by
repeated readings of decodable passages to speci-



fied Jevels of accuracy and rate. As passage reading
becomes fluent, the emphasis shifts from decoding
to comprehension instruction. Included among the
comprehension strategies taught are : distinguish-
ing between relevant and irrelevant evidence; iden-
tifying contradictions; using analogies (compari-
sons) to communicate relationships; distinguishing
between literal and inferential questions; and iden-
tifying cause and effect.

High-application generalizations emphasized in
other DI curricula are : morphographic spelling pat-
terns; connections ampng the elements of number
families; sameness in the applications of ratios and
proportions to solve a variety of problems; and how

. convection plays a central role in various earth sci-
ence phenomena.

Delivery Features

Delivery techniques and classroom management
procedures are described in teacher materials that
accomnpany each DI program. DI delivery features
include: rapid pacing, choral group responding
mixed with individual turns, corrective feedback
and re-teaching, reinforcement, review and prac-
tice, and progression from teacher-directed instruc-
tion to independentapplication. Students are gener-
ally taught in homogenous skill groups. Ongoing
mastery testing is used to monitor student progress,
and student groupings change as students progress
at different rates.

How adequate is the research knowledge
base?

Direct instruction has been the focus of consider-
able validation and validity research. A high level of
effectiveness has been demonstrated by individual
research studies, research reviews, and technical
reports of informal studies.

Data from Project Follow Through (with disad-
vantages students in grades K-3) showed superior
results for DI when compared to other models of
instruction on measures of basic skills. Follow-up
studies with Follow Through students revealed last-
ing advantages through hgh school for students

taught with DI in grades K-3 (see references 2 & 5).

Arecentreview of 34 research studies comparing
Dl interventions to a variety of other instructional
programs showed that (a) 87% of the post-treatment
means favored DI, compared to only 12% tjat fa-
vored non-DI approaches, and (b) 64% of statisti-
c.'alll),r significant outcomes favored DI, compared to
only 1% that favored non-DI approaches and 35%
that favored neither (see reference 1).

_ Statistical integration of the data from the 34

studies referred to above showed large Dl gains for
(a) both regular education and special education.
students, and (b) both elementary and secondary
students. Large DI gains were found (c) in a Varlety
of academic sub]ects (d) whether gains were mea-
sured using norm-referenced or crltenon—referench
measures, and (e) whether the studies lasted up to 1
year or over 1 year. )

Six of the 34 studies discussed above were tar-
geted at improving the reading and/or math skills
of students with learning disabilities. The average
post-treatment performance of these studerits was
more than one standard deviation above that of the
comparison groups. Similar large positive effects
were reported in three other sources: an earlier
integrative analysis of the effects of DI in special
education (see reference?7), arecent integrative analy-
sis of the most effective’ intervention programs in
special education (see reference 4), and an integra-
tive analysis of the effects of DI videodiscs for teach-
ing math and science (see reference 3).

Over 50 studies validate various specific features
of DIprograms, including the selection and sequenc-
ing of instructional examples, the specific wordings
that facilitate learning and prevent mislearning, feed-
back on oral reading errrors during repeated read-
ings, pacing, the size of instructional groups, and
teacher attention and other forms of reinforcement.

How adequate is the research knowledge

base?

Each DI program is described thoroughly in a set
of teacher materials tailored specifically to the target
content/skill domain. The materials include scripted
lessons as well as procedures for measuring and
monitoring individual and group progress. These
materials greatly shorten the time and effort re-
quired for teachers to learn to use DI effectively.
Although assuring ease of use and reliability of
implementation, the DI instructional materials are
seen by some teachers as highly constraining and
incompatible with their established instructional
practices. A second practical limitation of the DI
approachis that, although it is intended as a general
instructional approach, the approach cannotbe used
readily to teach skills or content in areas for which
detailed instructional materials and scripts have not
yet been developed. The effectiveness .of on-site
teacher adaptations of DI materials has not been
established.

How effective is it?
In sum, our review of the work’ on DI indicates
that it is an effective and reliably implementable

e
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instructional approach for students with LD in those
skill and content domains studied to date. Thus,

practitioners should Go For It as a viable instruc- .

tional option where warranted. Qur only qualifica-
tions are that practitioners and administrators will
need to ascertain the fit of DI with their own educa-
tional philosophy and teaching practices. They
should also be aware that on-site modifications to
the DI approach are not advisable until further re-
search clarifies which components of the complete
instructional ‘package’ are essential for effective
learning. -

What questions remain?

Questions have been raised about the efficacy of
the DI for students of different ages with different
skills and/or different learning problemns. Many
people assume that DI (a) may be used successfully
to teach disad vantaged students, but students with
LD, {(b) may be used successfully to teach a variety of
low-performing students, but notaverage- and high-
performing students, (¢} may be used successfully
with elementary students, but not with middle or
high school students and adults, (d) may be used
effectively to teach decoding but not reading com-
prehension, (e) may be used effectively to teach
rudimentary academic skills, but not higher-order
cognitive skills, and (f) may be used successfully to
increase academic achievement, but not to increase
motivation or self concept. Not one of these assump-
tions is supported by research on DI (see reference
6)-

However, two important questions do remain.
The first question has to do with the effica¢y of DI
practices at the middle and high school levels, since
published DI curricula are not available for many of
the subjects taught at those levels. Untl recently,
published DI programs for students beyénd the
elementary grades were.designed to be-used primia-
rily for remedial or corrective instruction in reading,
math and spelling, and efficacy'studies have' shown
them to be effective with that group. Within‘the'last
decade, a series of DI videodisc programs for teach-
ing math and sciénce and & two-volume 1S History
textbook have been developed and used with di-
verse groups of students. Early research on those
programs indicates positive effects equal to, if not
greater than; those for some of the earlier DI pro-
grams.
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‘The second question has to do with how students

* who have been taught with DI in the elementary
.. grades fare in middle and high schools where DI is

not used. The answer is, we don’t know. We do
know, however, thatmiddle and high school special
education students with academic learning prob-
lems make tremendous gains in reading, spelling
and math when taught with existing DI curricula.
We also know that disadvantaged students taught
with DI in grades K-3 in Project Follow Through
continued to show the benefits of that DI approach
in high school, though the benefits diminished the
longer the students spent in traditional curricula.

We still need to explore how to provide effectlve DI‘
at these higher grade levels.

How do I learn more?
Information about Direct Instruction programs:
Association for Direct Instruction (ADI), PO Box

10252, Eugene, Oregon 97440

Effective School Practices. Bonnie Grossen, Editor,
PO Box 10252, Eugene, Oregon 97440,

Engelmann, 5. & Carnine, D. (1991) Theory of
instruction: Principles and practices. ADI Press.

References to effectiveness stiudies:

(1) Adams,G.L. & Engelmann, 5. (1996). Research of
Direct Instruction: Twenty-five 'years beyond
DISTAR. Seattle, WA: Educational Achievement
Systems.

(2) Bereiter, C. & Kurland, M. (1981-1982). A con-
structive look at Follow 'Ihrough results, Inter-
change, 12, 1-22.

(3} Fischer,T. A. & Tarver, 5. G. (1997). Meta-analysis
of studies of mathematics curricula designed
around big ideas. Effective School Pract:ces, 16, 71-
79.

(4) -Forness,S.R., Kavale, K, A., Blum, L M. & Lloyd,
J.W.(1997). Mega-analysis of meta-analyses: What
works in special education. Teaching Exceptzonal :
Children, 29, {6), 4-9.

(5) Meyer, L. A. (1984) Long-term effects of the Direct
Instruction Project Follow Through Elementary

* " School Journal, 84, 380-394. -

(6) Tarver, S. G. {1998). Myths and h’uths about Di-'
rect Instructlon Effective Sehool Pmctlces, 17, 18-
22,

(7) White, W. A, T. (1988). Meta-analysis oftheeffects

- of Direct Instruction in special eduéation. Edtica-
tion and the Treatmient of Children, 11, 364-374. "



Bush vs. Gore: The Record

TN Douglas Carnine

[p oh’rrcal campa1gns are tlmes of promlses But
what of, the promises of the candidates? In the
areas of achlevement and education initiatives, it
seems that results speak louder than promises.

Granted that what a governor can accomplish dif-'

fers from what a Vice President can accomplish.
Even so, what a candidate chooses to tout about his
accomphshments implies what he might do about
education .as Pre51dent What follows are quotes
from each candidate’s website that describe his ac-
complishments in education. I added the under-
lined headings and changed the order of the content.
The, content itself was not edited; all headings for
' accomphshments related to k-12 education were
included. Let the record speak.

‘ GORE
Achievement Initiatives
Working for Smaller Class Sizes.
Fighting to Rebuild and Modernize 6,000 Schools
Nationwide,
Leadmg the Effort to Cormect Every Classroom to
- the Internet ,' .
" Increasing Access to Educational Technology.
Supporting Goals 2000.
Providing Safe, High Quality After-School Care
Initiatives. :

Fighting for Early Childhood Education.

Redqcmg Guns and Drugs in Schools.

v, ll‘...',' v Farttay BUSH
Acl’uevement '

: The number of students who passed all parts of
the TAAS test has mcreased 47 percent while Gover-
. mor Bush has been in off1ce, from 53 percent in 1995
to 78 percent in 1999,

The number of mmont1es,passmg the TAAS in-
creased from 38 perqent in1994to 69percent in1999.

Readmg performanc:e has rmproved 87, percent

f.all students in ,grades 3, 8. and 10, passed the
readmg TAAS m 1998,_up frorn 77 percent four years
ago.

; Texas schools continue to improve. From 1994 to

1998 the number of sghools rated, ”exemplary” rose
from | just, 67 ato 1,048, Durmg t_he same time, the
number of “reco gmzed" schools more than doubled
from 516 to 1,166.

*

On the 1996 National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) in Mathematics, African-Ameri-

- can fourth graders in Texas ranked first in the nation

among African-American fourth graders, with His-
panic students close behind.
On the 1998 NAEP Writing Exam, Texas eighth

graders ranked fourth in the nation, with African-

American and Hispanic eighth-graders scoring first
and second in the nation respectively.

Texas recently earned the distinction of being one
of two states that has made the greatest progress in
education in recent years, according to the National
Educahon Goals Panel.

Initiatives . :
Educators given new tools to improve reading . -
performance including:
1. Arigorous core reading curriculum that is knowl-
edge-based, back-to-basics, and phonics-driven (i.e,,
a curriculum based on the science of reading).
2. Anew diagnostic tool, the Texas Primary Reading
Inventory, to help kindergarten through second-
grade teachers detect and correct reading problems
early. ‘
3. Eighty-two million dollars over a four-year pe—
riod to fund Reading Academies’ intensive schools-
within-schools to teach reading programs that work.
Toughened the accountability system..
Insisted on local control.
Reduced federal education oversight.
Returned to basics.
Ended social promotion.
Implemented the Governor’s reading 1nlt1at1ve-
. Created a zero-tolerance policy for bad behavior.
: Offered choice in public education.
Increased funding for education.
_Helped build more schools.
Increased teacher pay. ;
. Expanded the Advanced Placement program
Focused on reading preparation.
Promotmg Choice in Education:
Charter Schools . o
- Public Education Grant Program .
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‘Effective School Practices provides practitio-

:Ders and. decision-makers with the latest research
“and development news on effective teaching tools
'a.nd practices. - The journal emphasizes practical
, knowledge and products that have proven superior
“through scientific testing. Readers are invited to

contribute to several different columns and de-
parhnents that will appear regularly:

FROM THE FIELD Submit letters describing your
thri]ls and frustratlons, problems and successes,
an,d soon. A number of experts are available who
tnay be able to offer helpful solutions and recom-
mendations to persons seeking advice.

NEWS Report news of interest to ADI's member-
ship

SUCCESS STORIES Send- your stories about suc-
cessful mstructlon These can be short, anecdotal
pieces.

PERSPECTIVE: Subrmt cr1t1ques and perspective
essays. abo_ut a théme of current interest, such as:
school restructuring, the ungraded classroom, co-
operative learning, site-based management, learn-
ing styles, heterogeneous grouping, Regular Ed Ini-
tiative and the law, and SO on.

RESEARCH STUDIES: Present data from your
classroom or the results of scientific research., The
data should guide other practitioners and decision-

CONTRIBUTOR’S GUIDELINES

makers in evaluating alternative options for school
reform.

TRANSLATING RESEARCH INTO PRACTICE
Integrate a larger body of empirical research into a
defined practice that can be implemented in schools.

BOOK NOTES: Review a book of interest to mem-
bers.

NEW PRODUCTS: Descriptions 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 field-tested
and empirically validated.

LIST OF DEMONSTRATION SITES: We wish to
maintain an on-going list of school sites with exem-
plary implementations and impressive studernt-out-
comes. Submit the name of the exemplary school or
classrooms, the names of the programs being imple-
mented, and contact information so that visitations
may be arranged.

TIPS FOR TEACHERS: Practical, short products
that a teacher can copy and use immediately. 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.

MANUS CRIPT PREPARATION

Authors should prepare ma.nuscnpts accordl.ng to
the third, revrsed edition-of the Publication Manual of
e American Psychological Association, published in
1983. .Copies may be ordered from: Order Depart—
ment it

" -American Psychologn:al Association

1200 Seventh St., N.W.

Washington, DC 20036
Send an electronic copy with a hardcopy of the
manuscnpt Indicate the name of the word-process-
ing’ prOgram you use. ‘Save drawings and figures in
separate files.” Electronic copy should replace text
that 'is’ indérlined according to ‘the APA format
with italic text.

Ilustrations and Figures: Please send drawings or
figures electronic form, though you may also in-
clude them in camera-ready form.

. P
e
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Completed manuscripts should be sent to:
Bonnie Grossen, Ph.D, .
Editor, Effective School Practices
‘PO Box 10252
Eugene, OR 97440
Acknowled gement of receipt of the manuscript will
besentby mail. Articlesare injtially screened by the
editor for content appropnateness 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 wﬂ.hm a6 to 8-week period. If

the article is pubhshed the author will receive five. -~

complimentary copres of the issue. m -which his or
her article appears
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Videotapes on the Direct Instructron Model

ADI has an extensive collection of videos on Direct Instruction. These videos are categorized ‘as
informational, training or motivational in nature. The informational tapes are either of historical Interest or
were produced to describe Direct Instruction. The training tapes have been designed to be. eatther stand-
alone training or used to supplement and reinforce live training. The motivational tapes-- re _keynote
presentations from past years of the National Direct instruction Conference casE

Informational Tapes

Where It All Started—45 mlnutes Zig teaching kindergarten children for the Enge!mann Bererter} -8 ol in-the
60's. These minority children demonstrate mathematical understandlng far beyond -normal developm S
expectations. This acceleration came through expert teaching fram the man who is now regard ad ;
of Direct Instructlon * Zig Engelmann. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only). o

Challenge of the 90's: HIgher-Order thinking—45 minutes, 1990. Overwew and rationale for D

Elementary School in Houston, Texas, demonstrates approach Prrncipal Thaddeus Lott, and t sack
interviewed and classroom footage is shown. Created by Houston Independent School District in 'ollaborative
partnership with Project Follow Through. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only). :

Direct Instruction—black and white, 1 hour, 1978. Overview and rationale for Direct Instructron compllad by
Haddox for University of Oregon College of Education from footage of Project Follow Through and Eugena
Classrooms. Price: $10. 00 (includes copying costs only). i

Training Tapes

The Elements of Effective Coaching—3 hours, 1998. Content in The Elements of Effectrve Coachmg wag
developed by Ed Schaefer and Molly Biakely. The video includes scenarios showing 27 commeon teachlng
problems, with demonstrations of coaching interventions for each problem. A common |ntervention format is
utilized in all scenarigs. Print material that details each teachlng problem and the rationale for correc!lng the
problem is provided. This product should to used to supplement live DI coaching training and is |deal for o
Coaches, Teachers, Trainers. Price...$395.00 Member Pnce $316.00 -

DITV--Reading Mastery 1, 2, 3 and Fast-Cycie Pre-and lnserwce Tralning no
The first tapes of the Level | and Leve! Il series present intensive pre-service training on basic Direct Instruction
teaching techniques and classroom management strategies used in Readirg Mastary and.the equrvalent !esson ;
in Fast-Cycle. Rationale is explained. Critical techniques are presented and demonstrated. Pamcrpanis dre’lad ’ :
through practical exercises. Classroom teaching demonstrations with students are shown. The remaining tapes
are designed to be used during the school year as inservice training. - The tapes are divided into segments, . .
which present teaching techniques for a set of of upcoming lessons. Level Ili training is presenled or;
videotape with the same features as described above. Each level of videg training includes a pnn
Reading Mastery =10 Videotapes...$150.00 .
Reading Mastery 11-§ Videotapes,..$75.00
Reading Mastery lil-1 Videotape...$25.00 e
Combined package...$229.00 e T e

Corrective Reading: Decoding B1, B2, C—4 hours, 38 mlnutes + practice tlme Prlot v:deo trarnlng_tape that
" includes an overview of the Corrective Series, placement procedures training and practice on each’partof a
decoding lessan, infarmation on classreem management / reinforcefmient and demonstratrons of Is
camera responses). Price: $25.00 per tape (includes copying costs only). ' ‘ -
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Conference Keynotes

These videos are keynotes from the Natlonal Direct Instruct:on Conference in Eugene These
videos are professmnai quallty, 2 camera producttons suitable for-use in meetings and
trainings.

Conference 2000 Keynotes! !

Commitment to ChildrenuCamm:rmenr ta Exce.’.’ence and How Did We Get Here... Where
are We Going? 95 minutes. These keynotes bring two of the biggest names in Direct -

" Instruction together. The first presentation is by Thaddeus Lott, Senior. Dr. Lott was principal
at Wesley Elementary in Houston, Texas from 1974 until 1995. During that time he turned the
school into one of the best in the nation, despite demographics that would predict failure. He is
an inspiration to thousands across the country. The second presentation by Siegfried
Engelmann continues on the theme that we know alt we need to know about how to teach-we
just.need to get out there and do it. Th:s tape also includes Engelmann’s closing remarks
Price: $30.00.

State of the Art & Science of Teaching and ngher Prof:le, Greater Risks—50 minutes. Thls tape is-
the opening addresses from the 1999 National Direct Instruction Conference at Eugene. in the first
talk Steve Kukic, former Director of Special Education for the state of Utah, refelcts of the trend
towards using research based educational méthods and research validated materials. In the second
presentation, Higher Profile, Greater Risks, Siegfreid Engelmannrefeits of the pastof Direct
Instruction and what has to be done to ensure successful |mplementat|on of DI. Price: $30 00

Successful Schools... How We Do .'t—-—35 minutes. Eric Mahmoud, Co-founder and CEO of Seed
Academy/Harvest Preparatory School in Minneapolis, Minnesota presented the lead keynote for the
1998 Nationa! Direct Instruction Conference. His talk was rated as one of the best features of the
conference. Eric focused on the challenges of educating our inner-city youth and the high
expectations we must communicate to our children and teachers if we are to succéed in raising
student performance in our, sc;hools Also included on this wdeo is a welcome by Slegfned Engelmann,
Senior Author and Deve!oper of Direct Instruction Programs. Price: $15.00 :

Fads, Fashions & Foll:esmL;nk.'ng Research- to Practice—25 minutes. Dr. Kevin Feidman, Director
-of Reading and Early Intervention for the Sonoma County Office of Education in Santa Rosa California
presents on the need to app[y resea'rch findings to education'al practices. He’ su'pplies a definitic’m of

quite well. Price: $15. 00

#Moving from Better to the Best—20 minutes. Closing keynote from the National D! Conference.
Classic Zig Engelmann'domg -one of'the-many things he does well... motivating teaching professionals
to g2 out into the field and work W|th kids in.a sensible and sensitive manner, paying attention to the -
details of instruction, makmg sure that excellence 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 $15.00

Aren’t You Special—25 minutes. - Motivational talk by Linda Gibson, Principal at a school in .
. Columbus, Ohio. Successful wnth DI, in spite of minimal suppor‘t Keynote from 1997 National DI '
Coniference. Price: $15.00

Effective Teaching: it's in the Nature of the Task—25 minutes. Bob Stevens, expért in cooperatlve
learning from Penn State Untversny, describes how the type of task to be taught impacts the -
Instructional delivery method, Keynota from 1997 National DI Coriference. Price: "$15.00"

One More Time—20 minutes. Closing from 1997 National DI Conference One of Engelmann’s best
motivational talks. Good for those aiready uslng DI, this Is sure to make them know what they are
doing is the right choice, forteacher:.s students;and. our future, Price: $15.00
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Keynotes from 22nd National D] 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 sensibility of research
based programs. Doug Carnine's talk "Get it Straight, Do jt 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 recycled fads. Slegfried Engelmann 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 University, speaking on“The Time Is Now" (An overview of key features of
D1); Rob Horner, Professor, University of Oregon, speaking on “Effective Instruction for A)l Learners:”

Zig Engelmann, Professor, University of Oregon, speaklng on "Truth or Consequences " Prlce
$25.00

Keynote Presentations from the 1994 20th Annlversary Conference—2 hours. Titles and speakers
include: Jean Osborn, Associate Director for the Center forthe Study of Reading, University of
lllinols, speaking on “Direct Instruction: Past, Present & Future;" Sara Tarver, professor, University of
Wisconsin-Madison, speaking on “I have a Dream That Someday We Will Teach Ali Children;" Zig
Engelmann, Professor, University of Oregon, speaking on “So-Who Needs Standards?" Price: $25.00

An Evening of Tribute to Siegfried Engelmann—2.5 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, Cookie Bruner,

Doug Carnine, and Jean Osborn-the pioneers of Direct Instructlonwand many other pregram authors,
paying tribute to Zig. Price: $25.00 :

To order, pleasa indicate narme of and price of tapes ordered and return this from to ADI. Make checks ar pur-
chase orders to Association for Direct Instruction.
For shipping charges please see page 42

Please send me the following videos:

Quantity| Tape Name . - \_ Cost

Please charge my __ Visa ___ Mastercard in the amountof $_

- Card Number & Expiration Date __.__: - e R I

. . PEES - : IR
Taowm Cs PE IR TS B LRI T DS MSULY : E (AR

Signed __

Name: _ . _ .
Address: . ' B 7.“‘ .,', i ;‘-a;_:i"' Nt __;._i:.'. N o
City, State, Zip;-. Y et ent o LT T

T VISA Of‘Més’;té‘rc‘:‘éravi‘écﬁépted T P OERR
Call 1-800-995-2464
AD}, PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440
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 Books Price List

The Association for Direct Instruction distributes the fbHowfng Direct Insrrucn'bn materials. Mém-ti)efs bf ADI
receive a 20% discount on these materials. To join AD! and take advantage of this o'.'scount s:mp.'y fill out the

form and include your annual dues with your order; . . . oL . L R
Titla & Author ) Member Price  List Frice - Quantity Total .
Teach Your Children Well (1398) _ : : 1

Michae! Maloney : ) . $13.50 $168.95+ . .
Preventing Failure in the Primary Grades (1969 & 1987} 7 o

Siegfried Engelmann KT f'$1g__9_5 | 524,895 PRI IR
Theory of Instruction (1991) _ _ _

Siegfried Engetmann & Douglas Carnine $32,00 $40.00

The Surefire Way to Better Spelling (1993) - '
Robert C. Dixon $9.75 $12.00

Teach Your Child to Read in 100 Easy Lessons (1983)
Sieglried Engelmann, Phyllis Haddox, & Elaine Bruner $16.00 $20.00

Turning Qur Schools Around: Seven Commansense
Steps to School Improvement (1995} oo . B I
Phyllis Anderson Wilken ] $15.95 $19.95

Structuring Classrooms for Academic Success (1983) - ) o o E
5. Paine, J. Radicchi, L. Rosallini, L. Deutchman, & C. Darch $11.00 $14.00
War Against the Schools’ Academic Child Abuse (1932} ‘ < CoT
Siegfried Engelmann 314.95 $17.95
Research on Direct Instruction (1996) . b
Gary Adams & Sieglried Engelmann : £19.95 | $24.85
Use this chart lo figure your shipping and handling charges. T o Sub fOl‘a /

{f your order is: Postage & Handiing is! L — -
50.00 10 $5.00...cccovvviiviiriiiniias §3.00 POSIEQ‘E‘ & Handhng S
$5.0710 §10.00 .evvimivincinrinnnns $3.50 ‘
$10.07108715.00 ...ccvveveerennn. 54.00 : A Membershfp Dues’
$15.07110 32099 ..o $4.50 : .
$21.00 t0 $40.99 .....ovvvvvvearienrns $6.00 Total (U.8. Funds)
$41.00 10 860.99 .....covvvvcrvininnn, $7.50 ‘ — T — - :
$61.00 10 $80.99 ...ccorrnveerirrrirnns $9.00 S | Make payment or purchase orders
$81.00 or more T P T TP P PO 10% UfSUbefal' payab[e to rhe ASSOCIEUOH for D”—ect

QOutside the continental U.8., add $3 mare ~ 'V instruction.
-Please'chargé my __ Visa ___Mastercard in the amount of §_____
Card # | Exp Date _
Signéd | - . A .
Name:
o
Address: __ ]
City State Zip:
TS L 1 H Bt
N Send to ADI, PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR™ 87440 '
You may also phone in your order with VISA ar Mastercard. Phone 1.800.895,2484 ... -
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Avr*Assocmaon for Direct I nstrucnon

PO Box 10252, Eugene, Oregon 97440 » 541.485.1293 (voice) = 541.683.7543(fax)

What is ADI, the Association for Direct Instruction?

ADI in a non-profit organization dedicated primarily to providing support for teachers and other
educators who use Direct instruction programs. That support includes conferences on how to use
Direct Instruction programs, publication of a professional quarterly magazine entitled Effective
School Practices, and the sale of various products of interest to our members.

Who Should Belong to ADI?

Most of our members use Direct Instruction programs, or have a strong interest in using those
programs. Many people who do not use Direct Instruction programs have joined ADI| due to their
interest in receiving our quarterly magazine, Effective School Practices (ESP). In addition to articles
on Direct Instruction programs, it containg articles on broader topics as well. The criterion for the
inclusion of articles in ESP is that they focus on smentlflc research on effective instructional and

teaching practices.
Membership Options

| $32.00 Reguiar Membership (includes 4 iséueé of Effectivé School Practices, a 20% dis-
1 count on ADI sponsored events and on publications soid by AD!).

$25.00 Student Membership (includes 4 issues of Effective School Practices and a 40%
discount on ADI sponsored events and a 20% on publications sold by ADI).

$50.00 Sustaining Membership (includes Reguiar membershtp privileges and recognition of -
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