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ABSTRACT

Mzlika A. Byrd

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS
QOF TWO APPROACHES TO READING
INSTRUCTICN, WHOLE LANGUAGE

AND DIRECT INSTRUCTION,
WITH PERCEPTUALLY
IMPATRED STUDRENTS

May, 1996
Dr. Jay Kuder, Thesis Adviscr
Special Education Department

This study was designed to investigate the reading
achievement of two groups of special education students
classified as perceptually impaired. The two groups of
children were provided with twe different types of reading
instruction in two different settirgs. One group received
whole language reading instruction in the regular elassroom
as mainstreamed students. The other group received direct
instruction reading in a self contained classroom.

AL the conclusion ©of the study, it was found that both
groups of students made some progress. All students improved
thelr sc¢ores of reading achievement as meazured by the CAT V
inventory test. Pre- test results showed that students
taught reading through a whole language approach scored
better overall on the test given in September. The post- test
given in April showed that the scores of students taught
using direct instructinﬁ approaches ware higher than those of

the other group.



Many previcus studies show that direct instruction has
proven to be arfectivae with anvironmentally and educationally
“at risk” studants, while whole language instructional
approachas may be better suited to those students who ara
functioning at their age and grade appropriate reading
lovels. However, very faw programs have shown =[lectiveness

in increasing readiayg achievement with all students in all

aducationgl situations.



MINI - ABETRLCT

Malika A.Byrd

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THRE EFFECTIVENZESS
OF TwG APPROACHES TCO READING
INSTRUCTICH, WEOLE LANGUAGE

AND DTRECT THSTRUCTION,

WITH PERCEPTUALLY
IMFATRED STUDENTS

May, 1996
Dr. Jay Fuder, Thesis Advisor
SEpecial BEducztion Departiment

This study investigated the effectiveness of the whole
langueye and direct instruction methods of tsaching reading
to students classified as parceptually impaired. Results
indicatad that students taught using whele language methods
scored higher overall on the CAT V pre- inventory test, while
students using direct 1lnstruction scared highar overall on

the post- test and had greater improvement galns-
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Chapter 1

Statement of the Problem

Introduction

The research on educational and instructicnal strategies
is constantly increasing., It ssems liks there is always some
new teaching strategy which claims to help childran learn
math faster or teach children to read bebter. Whether or not
they are sffective is another story. The creators,
proponants and advocates of & specific teaching strategy will
inmsist that thelir method is the pinnacle of cffective
teaching strategy.

Many technigques are tried and true - tested empirically
and piloted in seaveral districts to test their effectiveness
bafore beling put on the market. These methods are ofien
comprenenslve programs that, when used properly, will yield
sucoeszgiul results. Other methods, howewver, are truly what
many educators call “fads”. They are seen as new trenpds in
education which may or may nok actually produce the results
they claim to produce.

The issue of what is effective in teaching reading, for



exanple, never falls to generate controversy. What is not
taken intoe deep enocugh consideration when districts aor
individual teachers decide to use one program over another is
the fact that children learn in very different ways. What
may work well for ona c¢hild or group of children, may be
inaffactive [or others. There are many aspects of the child,
and his or her perscnal learning style that have to be taken
into consideration. At the same time, it would ba equally
ineffective to use sixiteen differant instructional methods to
teach sixteen diffarant students in a class, Although there
neads te be a niddle ground, very few programs have proven
effectiveness with all students in all situations across tha
board.

Educators in genaral, and teachers specifically, need to
raviaw Many aspects of a program or method, with
congideration for their students, before adopting it as their
primary mode of instruction. Aspects to reviaw, at the very
least, should include the level of ressarch dcone around it.
For example, a program that has been empirically tested and
piloted in an actual school district would have more proof of
effectiveness or ineffectiveness than one which was used by a
couple of teachers whe say it i3 a good program because the
students sesmad Lo 1ike it.

Tn addition to the proven effectiveness of a2 method, the
atructurée of the program, ease of implementation, assessmant
procaduras, enrichment opportunities, and the
appropriateness of academic levels or the ability to
generelize to other levels is important. Particularly

2



substantial {or special educetors may be the program’s
ramadiation procedures, mastery attainmen®t and the pacing of
the progranm.

The controversy over the best teaching methods are
evident in many arecas. My district advacates uwsing more than
one program at the same time., However, these two programs
are congidared to conflict on the basis of educaticnal
rhiloscphy and prectice. More importantly, thase two
programs are used concurrently with two different populations
af students. One 13 ragular educaticn, and the other is
special educartion. The Elementary Education department
supports the Whole - Language method “whole heartediy”, while
the Special Education department insists that avery spacial
educator {primarily in self contained ¢lagsrocms) use Direct
Instruction. Special BEducation Administrators would suggest
that direct teaching, using the direct instruction method, is
the only way to remediate cur students and prepare them to

contend in the mainstream.

Statement of the Problem

This study will investigate the effectiveness of the

whale language and direact lnstruction methods of teaching

reading to students classified as perceptually impaired in

gelf contained and mainstreamed classroams. These sptudents

area currently functioning on a first grade reading level.

For the purpose of this study, effectivensess will be defined
3



&85 the degree to which the students ecan successfully meet tha
puccess requirements of the reading curriculum on tha first
grade level. This inciudes completing all reading
assassments with at least BR% acouracy. In addlitlion,
students’ feelings about and toward reading in general will
ba meazured on an attitude scale,

According to the New Jersey Administrative Code (Titla
6, Educaetion - Chapter #8, Special Edusation),
“...perceptually impaired means impalrment in the ability to
proceas information due to physiological, organizational or
integraticnal dysfunction which is not the result of any
other educationally disabling condition ar epvironmental,
cultural or economie disadvantage and is characterized by. ..
a spacific laarning disabllity manifested by a sovere
discrepancy between the pupil's current achievement and
intellectual a2bility in one or more of the Tollowing areas:
{1) basic reading skills, (2) reading comprehension, (3) oral
expression, {(4) listening comprehension, ({5) mathematic
compatation, {(§) mathematic reasoning, and (7) writken
eXpression.”

The subjects for this study will be three self contained
students who are mainatreamad, apnd three who are not. The
students whe are mainstresamed are teught reading through the
inatructional methods of whole language. The other students
whe are not mainstreamed receive direct instruction as their
primary mede of instrueckion for reading.

The diffaranca betwaean a self - contained class, znd a
nainstreamed class 18 that the students in the self -

4



containaed alass raceive all Instruction (full time) from a
apacial aducation teacher., Students who are mainstreamed,
leave the self - contained class (part - time) for two or
more subjects, and are taught by a regular educator in a
regqular education class. For this study, the three

mainstreamed subjects, go to a reqular class for reading.

HzEcthesis

hnalysis of reading achievement scoras will show that
those of the perceptually impafrad studants taught using the
direct instruction method are higher than that of those using
whele language in the regular classroom.

This study will include chsarvation and description of
instructional methods of tha programs used In the classroom,
and study and comparison of periodic checks for mastery
(Direct instructlon), gquarterly topic tests (Whole language)
and standardized test scores. The CAT V (California
Achievement Test) will bae tha atandardized test used district
wide teo detarmine the academic achievement of the students.
Pre- and post- scores will be obtained for all reguiar
education students.

This year, Special education students will ailso be
teking the test, but the students’ scares will not bhe coded
for district norms. The six atodents used for this study
have had testing specifications included in their TEP,
(Individualized Education Program) which mandates by law
that, 1. They take the test, whather the rest of the special

5



education students in the district do or not, and 2. That
their scores be included in distriet norms. Pre- and post-

scores will therefore, alse be available for these studsents.

Purpose

One of the majer argquments in this district is over
which jnnovation is better for which group of kids. Special
educators contend that the DI (Direct Instruction), with its
high structure, fast pacing and highly interactiwve approach
to teaching, is essential for remediating and returning
special education students to the mainstream. Whole
language, on the other hand takes a holistic approach. The
program is not prescriptive or “prepackaged”. It is complex
because it is not compesed of a set of scripts or materials,
rather, the program is based on many innovaticns like
cooperative learning, critical thinking and integrated
instruction. Direct instruction emphasizes basic skills such
2s phonics and decoding, while the whole language program
emphasizes the interralatedness of reading, writing, speaking
and listening.

To debate over instructional methodology , to the axtent
that two totally different programs are incorporated in the
same district with no way to bridge the programs, is somewhat
idiotic. Administrators should either decide on one program
to use or develop ways to bring our student populations
closer together. At this point, they are only implementing
decisions that widen the gap between the two departments and

6



thus, the children, by incorporating very different methods
of teaching {(especially reading); direct teaching and
holistic teaching.

Since the educators cannot obviously agree on which is
best, I agres that both programs should be used. If one is
gensralized to work better than another with a specific
population of students, I would advocata 1t’s use. However,
a niddle ground should be sought for the sake of the studen:zs
wio are further isclated from one another when those in
control of their education cannct agree on how to glve 1t to

them.

Overview

Chapter 2 will review a representative sample of the
literature availzble on the strengths and weaknesses of each
program.- The populations researched to be most positively
effected by the use of these programes will also be reviewad.
The literature will give light to the structure, components
and set up of esach program az wall as the reported
effectivenass of aach.

Chaptéer 3 will reveal the research design of this study.
The subjects will be expanded upon as well as will be the
procedures used, nethods of collecting data, and an
explanation of the data analysis methods used.

A full report of the findings ¢f the study will be
available in Chapter 4, and Chapter 5 will contain =&
discussgion of the results, conclusions made from the results

-



and suggestions for the use of the resdearah.



Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

Introduction

Savaral avthars suggest that thare is a growing concern f{or
the general level of literacy among Americans (Franklin,
1992, Idol and Rutledge, 1993, etc.). Other zuthors hawve
c¢ited poor reading methods as the reasan for illiteracy in
this country, suggesting theat if we, g2 teachers, were doing
our jobs right all along, there would not be an illiteracy
problem (Smith, et al, 1993). Edwards {1981) suggests that
the emphasis is being placed on competency, especially
regarding the basics.

Franklin (1992) and Willert and Kamlii (1985) weuld disagree
with the idea of the importance of basic skills education.
In their articie, they imply that the practices of immersing
Kindergarten children in reading Lo prepara them for Firat
grade {5 wrong. Thay specifically note how children in
kindergartan are baing subjectad o long sessions of

worksheet practice end memorizing, =ounding out words and



copylng letters and words, They suggest Lnstead, thas
children be exposed to real reeding and writing, and use
activities that are meaningful and real, and that students
can feel some connection to.

an the other hend, authors like Erickszen (1987), Garsten
and RKeating (1987) and Becker and Carnine (19280}, support
teaching such besic reading =skills early in scheol. Their
work with Project Follow Through supports teaching reading
strategles and skills for reading and writing in Eindergartan
and firat grade, saying that these children are bhetter
equipped for reading because they have a beginning of the
understanding of the complex system of language that we call
Engiish.

Btudents who waar the label *abk risk” (learning disabled,
or reading disabled, s3low, low incohe ar aven ninority), are
belleved to be lacking in educational skills {Becker and
Carnine, 1880). They regquire support services and explicit
ingatruction in acquiring the akills kthey are deficient 1In
{Lazzarl and Wood, 1993).

Nord and shinn (1991) agree that the instructionzl needs of
general education and regular education students are
different. Students may not be able to learn the sams things
in the same way. However, 1f the goal of Specizl education
ia to recrient the special education student to what is golng
on Ln the regular classroom, we as educators need a way ta
meke the experiences of the students similar.

Students who have problems with attention, organizabion and
indepandent {nitiation and complation of ackivities are at a

i0



graat rigk of Tailure in classrooms where these attributes
are important (Lazzari and Wood, 1991}, On the other hand,
students who enjoy discovering on their own, and have some of
the skills necessary to begin awploring and laarning language
on thals ouwn, or with little help, run the risgk of failing in
a classroom that is too structured, or teacher controlled

{ldel and Rutledge, 1993).

Reading Methodologies
Whole Lanhguage

Overview of the Program

Among the many strategiles for teaching reading, “Whale

Language® emerges as tha “innovation of c¢haice for the
19908% (Moss and Nodern, 13349, More than a system of
seguenced steps to teach a subject, whole language is a
belief system that drives instruction. Premisad an raspact
and empowarmant., teachers are dsean as intelligent
professicnals, capable of understanding what children are
trying to learn, and how they are trying to learn it
{shanahan, 1991)., The program is not a collection of methods
or materials, nor is it a prepackaged curriculum, or asat of
instructional sktrateglies. Ti is, rather, a philosophy that
utilizas idaas and baliafs about the way children learn
{Jerdan and Smith, 1992). Must advooztes support a rejection
of textbooks, basal readers or any prepackaged materials.

11



fazed on the profezsional knowledge of teachers, there is no
need for textbooks to guide instruction or to develop
instructional geoals. Standardized tests are also rejected by
whole language proponents because such tests do nob depend on
any parsonal or professicnal lnterpretation.

Views of whole language include that, 1. The child is
the major reason or basis for reading instruection, 2.
Language is used primarily for communication, 3. Language
development cannot cccur without meaning, 4. Reading,
writing, listening and speaking are interrelated, 5. Writing
L% the major component of literacy, and 6. Learning
gotivities should be authentic and meaningful (Moss and

Noden, 1924).

Child Centered

Whole language is child and teacher oriantad. The
cuccess of a classroom depends on the teachers empowerment of
students and their ability to wmake learning a whole - child
axparience (Mezg and Noden, 19%4)., Children make choices
about what they will learn and how they will learn. This
allows them to have a2 more active role in learning. The
child is seen as an independent. learnar. They have problem
solving abilities and cdreative thinking abilities (Benelli,
3981). By allowing them avenues to grow, become and explore
their own learning they have ownership of their learning
(Willinsky, 1994).

Cwnership of learning belongs ta the teacher in
traditional mathoeds, whera the teachers do the planning
1z



without much input from students., They decide what will be
learned and what assignments will be completed. In whole
language, it is not uncommon for students to direct
activities. For exrample, a teacher may bring up a specific
topic, and ask what is already known about it. Children and
teacher generate interest for the topic, and then decide
together what they should learn about it; what they want to
know (Whitmére and Goodman, 1892). When students do nok have
ownership of their learning, students are led to see
activities as tasks; something to do rather than something to
learn (Shanahan, 1991).

Children need to manipulate their environment in order
to understand it (Shanahan, 192921). 1In so deoing, invented
spelling and make belisve reading is good, because it
provides students with the framework of actual reading and
writing. Such active involvement leads to an understanding
of the importance of reading and writing. This leads to
discovery of what it is and why it is, rather than being teld
about it. The best way t0 teach tree is not necessarily, by
telling a c¢hild, “this is the word tree ". To denote such an
object or concept by simply the word, is *artifieial”
(Willinsky, 1994). _

Activitles used in the classrcom can include any of the
following components: Language experience activities,
critical thinking activities, independent reading, process
wrilting, literature based instruction, cooperative learning
and integrated instruction. The outcome of such self-
directed and extending activities is that students take

13



charge of thelr own learning. With the teacher a= a guide or
facilitator, not as a dispeneser of information, students are
allowed to develop thaelr lmegination; viewing the world
through diffaraent forms of expression while engaging in

language or other academic learning.

Toachers as facilitators of learning

Whole language 13 a process of teachers choosing options
rather than prescriptions. Teachers musi be ahle to
understand end adapt learning activities +o what worke best
for the class. This is not easy to do, therefore teachers
need training, support and celleague collaboration befora,
during and alter implementation of such a program. A pilot
program celied the Tennessee Project (Hatch, 1392), was
designed to help teachers incorporate the components of whole
language into thelir ¢lassrcoms. The goal of the Tennessea
Froject was to have teachers reflect on current practices and
make choices about what works bast for them, while taking
into account thelr parsconal abilities, belisfs and
preferencas and the needs of their students.

Jordan and Smith (1992) suggest that teachers should not
ba bound to one method, but should use a variety of methods,
strategies or ectiwvities that allow studants t0 encounter the
relationship between language, amd other academio subjects,
and real Iifa. The activities that the teachers choose are
tools geared to the individual needs of students that help
tham achieve specific educational geals.

Jugt az children have choices and awnarship of learning,

14



80 to should teachers have the right teo decide what
activities to engage in, based on their personal philosophies
of education. Therefore, Whitmore and Coodman {1992}, Hatch
(1992) and Moss and Noden {1994) suggest that whole language
will not work when it is mandated. Such mandated “all - or -
nothing” approaches to whele language do not take into
account the fact that this is directly opposed to what many
teachers have been doing for years. Rather than to jump into
whole language, Hatch suggests that teachers incorporate
holistic methods in small steps, allowing students and

themselves to adjust to the change gradually.

Integration of subjects

Whole language 1s very broad; it has an impact cn every
area of the curriculum. Language is taught through
integrated units. Reading, writing, math, art, social
studies, and sclence are all used together., Integrating
subjects allows students to share content through forms other
than reading or writing.

Math can be integrated through students wanipulating
blocks, or figuring out the price of itams at a grocery store
to make stone soup. Social studles could be incorporated
inte lessons by drawing a map to find items, locate a place,
or tell about a story. Students could experiment with
cooking or discover how Jack’s beanstalk grew by planting
beans (Science), or perform and create various art forms as
extensions of reading, and / or writing.

Drawing, painting, drama, dance and poetry, are all art

i5



forms that students can use as a way to express what is
learned, rather than doing a worksheet. In any subject,
learning is a creative process, (Manning and Manning, 1992).
Students go from drawing a line, to making a rectangle, to
drawing a house; from recognizing the letters in ona’s name,
te using invented spelling to write a letter to writing a

story with correct spelling and grammar.

Authentic Learning

Complata and authentic experience is the most valuable
component of learning. Filling out a worksheet or copying
from the board are activities, bui authentic activities are
those that are student directed and student centered. They
are activities that engage the students to do some critical
thinking or problem solwing (Shanahan, 1%991). Whitmore and
Goodman {1992) see the most important and truly authentic
lezrning activities are thoze that actively engage a child in
talking, reading or writing, or otherwise experimenting with
ideas that are real and relevant to them, and to their daily
lives.

Hands on experiences challenge children’s thinking.
They discover how to expand their knowledge and language
usage when culminating and ¢pening activities are not just
teacher directed tasks. The above authors zlso suggest that
pley, is another way that children explore parameters. Their
work with early childhood education shows that there is no
need for students ko be ready %o read and write. When
students are actively engaged in activities {drawing,

16



cutting, acting out, sorting, etc.) they become aware of the
need to read and write and begin o realize the thinking
processes invalved ig preoplem solving and exploring.

Jordan and Smith (1992) also suggest that each acktivity
needs to pbe meaningful and authentic not isolated.
Activities should provide language learning opportunitias,
and should contribute to and be appropriate for the overall

focus of the eurriculum, theme or unit thet is being studied.

Other Strengths of the Program

Just as children learn naturally to speak, listen, play
with peers and so forth, so to is learning Lo read a natural
process. Through whole language strategies, it 1s also a
socially interactive process. Developmental domains include
cognitive, physical, social, emoticonal and intellectual.
Benelli (1991) suggests that it is unnatural to learn through
isclating specific subjects or developmental domains.

Whole language de - emphasizes taking apart the skills

in reading and writing, such as Phonics programs do.
Shanahan (1921) proposes that if these skills are taught in
isolation, students may have difficulty incorporating them as
a whole. The natural way for students to learn is to teach
the skills together, usually over the course of several
periods in the day. Students learn by doing, not by
#...practicing... separate parts, until some later time when
the parts are put together and finally used” (Beanelli, 1991}.

Learning should be interesting and relevant for the

17



students. The materiamls that teachers choose can make it sc.
This offers another strength of the program. Advocates
insist that the prograzm should not be mandated but voluntary.
This gives teachers the power to choose what activities and
materials they use. After all, teachers, not necassarily
adninistrators, know what works best for them and their
children and what they and their children can do (Hatch,
1592).

another positive aspect of this philosophy is that
students gain an understanding and appreclation of concepts
in jitearature, such as ficticen and non - fictiom, through
immersion in and discussion of wvaricus books. Unlike
traditional methods which prepare stedents to do something
someday, whole language recognizes that the lesarner is
somebody veluable todey. Students do something now
{Shanahan, 1991).

Also, whole language incorporates opportunitiss to
develop social skills while develcoping literacy. Students
actively participate in, and thus learn about, helping,
sharing, cooperzting, negotiating and problem solving. The
teachar guides students in the develapnent of these skills,

rather than simply discussing them.

Criticisms of the Program

Because whole language 1s not a product of ane perscn's
work, the definitions offered by advocates are oo broad and
often “invite misunderstanding and confusion” (Willinsky,

lg



1924). BSharahan (1991) deseribed whole language as defving
definition. &As a vagne concapt, the mathodalagy also lacks
pracizion. Ona c¢an only get s “sense” of whole language.
The name itself does not properly identify the method.
Willineky indicates that whole language points out the
differences between itself and other reading programs, such
as basal readers and phonics programs.

Willinaky alsc implies that this vaguenese or lack of
precision sets up an adversarial tone or attitude, which
mekes people more opposed to whole language. While agreaing
that whole language has natura! and real qualicieas, I also
agree that the mood surroupding whole languege iz
controvardial. The fact that there is no set standard for
inetruction, classroom practices can vary from teachar to
teacher. This can be negative bacausa there is ne
consgistency between clagses,

Whole language is student centered and largely student
directed, however, children can be immature learnera and way
not know enough about whalk there is to learn to make their
own decislions about what to discover. Also, whole language
is based on lndividual needs and relevance. It is cbvious
that what may be of importance or interast ta ona ¢hild doss
not necessarily mean that it will be of equal importance cr
relevance to another child, mueh lass the resgt of the olass,

Both Shanahan {1921) and Hateh (19922) found thet
although whole Tanguage rejects using direct or skills
teaching, there is some need for strategic use of diract
instruction in word analysis skilis. Although advocates

19



4180 [eject standardized testing as a way to assess studant
achievement, mzny districts continua o usa such measurements
with students. Therefora, many whole lanquage teachers must
incorporate 8kills training and direct teaching to properly
praparé students for standardized testing. This could lead
ané to agsume that whole language does not prepare studants
in the arees of the basic skills needed for reading and
writing.

Because whole language is such 8 combination of personal
viewpolnts end intellectual and socizl beliaefs, many teachars
lzck the training and / or self gonfidence to move away from
guided instruction. Many =eachers are over burdened with
high numbars of c¢hildren, as well as ipadequate materizls and
collaboratien. Alsc, planning can be a great hardship on
teachers, because the program is based on a very bhroad
curriculum and is very intaractive. This suggests to me that
perhaps not all teachers deo well with this method.

Goodmen (198%) suggests whole language ig & philosophy
that rests soundly on a wide hase of research. He lists the
holistie, psychelogleal ressarch of Piaget and Vygotsky, wha
suggest the concepts of stages of growth and cognitive
devalopmant, and a view of teachers as mediators wha
facilitate learners’ transactions with the world,
respectively. He also suggests that whole language takes the
the statement by Deway about thé ilmportance of “starting
whara the learner 13" very serlously. However, despita
Goodman and others who stress that whole language is solidly
rocted in scientific research and theory, thera is a
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tremendous lack of empirical research validating the
aeffaectivanass of such methodologies when it comes to teaching
reading to actual students.

Lastly, some see the de - amphasis of teacher directicn
and incorporation of teacher [acilitation as negative.
Shanahan {19291} suggests that new teacher roles may be seen
a3 downgrading teachers or =ven as a way for teachers to put

the burden of teaching and planning on the students.

Direct Instruction

Overvicew of the Prqﬂram

A 1985 report of the Commission of Reading suggestad
that teachers should use well designed, yet simple phonlcs
instruction with early readers, and continue its use at least
until sacond grade (Idol and Rutledge, 1893). Direct
Instruction has been equated with phonics instruction.
hlthough direct instruction mathods focus on skill teaching
and strategie usa of phonlcs, the two are not synonymous.

Becker and Carnine (19280) describe direct instruction as
a stralghtforward, logiocal approach to problems related Lo
gkill deficiencies. Their research suggests that thia
instructional model is the mest affective for achieving
educational gaina. T+ is a highly interactive approach with
an amphasis on competency and basic education (Gersten and
Reating, 1987 and Edwards, 1981). This approach includes the
uge of structured, and even scripted lessaons, step by step
skills taught with specific remedias far problems, and
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mastery teaching with immadiate feadbhack. Shtudanta are
guided toward comprehansion of thelir reading, through the use

of pronpts and decrease of structure,

Teaching Behaviors

Brophy (197%) asuggested that the teaching behaviors
which charactariza Direct Instruction, are also those that
characterize effective teaching. Those teaching behaviors
include, but are not limited to: the use of many factual
questions, controlled practice, large va. small groups, Last
paced instruction, quality control, through the use of
gcripts, and the use of explicit examples, models and

demonstration.

Componants of Diract Instruction

Rogfenshine (1979) and Edwards (1981) describe Direect
Inetruction (DI) as meaning: 1. There 1s a focus on academic
goals. The Lteaching activities are focused on academic
matarial. 2. There are high levels of student involvement.
3. There is extensive content coverage, as well as
continuous and sufficient time allotted for insktruction.

4. Although the teacher selects instruetional goals and
materials, the goals and objectives are made clear to
studanta. 5. Twarning activities are highly structured.
6. Student progress and performance 1s highly monitored.
7. Fezdback is immediate and academically oriantad. 8. a
learning environment is created that is task oriented vyet
relaxed and avan fun suggests Becker and Carnine (1%80).
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Purpose of Direct Instructicon

While reviewing literature on academic engagement time,
McFaul (1983) uncovered three purposes of Direct instruction.
The firsat purpose is philoscophically based in that the
teacher has the responsibility to maximize the students’
engagement time, or time on task. The second purpose is
pedagogical; the teacher provides an interactive way to
increase quality learning time that benefits all of the
students. Lastly, DI has a psycheological purpose in that the
behaviors of the teacher provide motivation for the students

engagement on a task.

5EA Reading Mastery

This corpany name is well known to users of direct
instruction materials. They publish variocus levels and
contexts of direct instruction reading materials. Erickson
{1987) uvsed the SRA Reading Mastery series with students in
the Kindergarten and First grades to determine the
effectiveness of such pregrams in preparing students for
reading in the second grade. The study was done in rural
Montana over the course of two years. The resulbs of the
study suggest that those students who can read at an early
age are mere able to learn in later grades. Thase students
had & more positive attitude toward reading and learrning and
felt competent as learners. The author suggests that such
attitudes will continue in students, regardless of the
instructlicnal approach or materials used, or of the quality
of the teaching. The students who were exposed to reading in
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kindergarten were more mature because they knew what was
expected in the teaching learning process. These students
learn on task behavior and are able to experience success.
The SRA Reading Mastery series is typical of direct
instruction approaches in that it follows one of the basic
tenants of DI; to teach mere in less time. Becker and
Carnine (1980) deseribe how this can be done. They suggest
that a small set of bumilding blocks be taught. From these,
studenta are able to generalize to greater knowledge. This
building on pre skills is common to direct instruction
programs. Erickson’s study (1987) demonstrates that students
lzarn a skill in one task, and then apply it in another and

then review it in another.

DI zpproaches to Reading problems

Direct instructlon programs ensure that common reading
problems are avoided. Possible reading preblems include:
students are unsure of sounds, students drop vowels or first
sounds of words, students guess at words, disfluent reading,
poor comprehension or students are inattentive to reading.
In the Direct Instruction approach, all sounds are taught o
mastery, so students would not be unsure of saunds. Sounds
are blended left to right before they are read as one, or
read the fast way, so no sounds can he dropped. Errors are
corrected ilmmediately, so that mistakes are ncot learned.
Students move from saylng sounds without stopping between
them (blending) to reading the whole word.

There is no guessing because every sound is known
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haforae a student attenpts to read it as a whole. Fluency is
daveloped {rom constant word and sentence reading and re -
raeading and timed reading, 5Students model after the teacher
olten, so they hear and practice the right way to read.

There are no comprehension problems bacause reading is fluent
and fivm before attempts at comprehension are made. Lastly,
because students are constantly involved, through group
responses, students rarely have an oppertunity to ba
inattentive. Whole language proponants would argue that such
problems are really not problems at all. They are all a part
of the reading discovery process, however, early failure at
attenpts to reading can lead students to lose interest in
learning (Erickson, 1987).

Idol and Rutladga (1993) developed a method of direct
teaching of sounds and sound combinations that is similar Lo
the S5RA Corrective Reading series. This method, using a
sound sheet, is an appreach which the authors feel is most
useful for teaching poor readers. The sound sheet provides
studants with supervised practice on phoniecs skills, by
glving them advanced knowledge of sounds and sound
combinations that will be encountered in classroom reading
materials.

Sound sheets arae darived [rom words that are taken
directly from the student's tezt, following the same sequence
and order., The ten to thirty sounds are taught in isolation
yet the practice is not isolated, because students ancounter
the scunds in actual reading. Teachars would uge a standard
and consistent model - lead - test - retest method to
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introduce and model each sound whether they are single
lettars or one of a variety of other sound combinations
(diphthongs, vowel digraphs, r — controlled vowels, blends,
ete.) Teachers would use SRA criteria or if using similar
t=acher made sound sheets, the criteria would be determined

by the teacher.

Strengths of the Program

Chall (19888) discusses the usefulness of direct
instruction programs when she says that reading programs that
incorporate phonies as a component are supericor to those with
ne phonics. BShe also suggests that students who are taught
through direct skills methods get off to a better start than
others, as Erickson’s (1987) research also shows.

Rosenshine (1379) and Brephy (197%) concur with Chall’s
suppert for Direct instruction and phonies in their research
on teacher effectiveness. Methads where the teacher
explains, models, demonstrates and illustrates reading skills
and strategies are well substantiated as the most effective,
in thair research, Some definitions of learning are eguated
with s¢ores of achievement. Edwards suggests that such a
definition involves a philosophical basis as well as
necessary value implications. However, as our current system
is very conecernad with scores, research shows that students
who are taught with direct instruction methods do better on

achlevement tests (Edwards, 1981 and Peterson, 1979).

2€



Individualization

Although most authors use the term “large group
ingtruction” (Ex. Goodman, 1992, and Peterson, 1379), Backar
and Carnine (1%280) suggest that small groups of five to tan
students are more efficient than one - on - ona instruction.
Research by Edwards (1981) also suggests that grouping
producas mora sAuceeselul learning than individualized
approaches to instruction, such as whole languaga. Brophy
{1979) also agrees that students do helbter in groups than
those taught with individealized or discovery learning
approacheasd.

There are many disagreements aboub whal the autcomes of
the school curriculum should be (Fdwards, 1981), however,
programs oriented to individualized needs fail because schoaol
requirements ara currently based upcn what is to be taught,
not, wha is e be taught (Becker and Carnine, 1980). In
groups, teachers are able to provide mora adult direction,
more prompts and reinforcement and more correction. Because
groups ara no mora than ten students at a2 time, teachers are
ablea 0 give true individualized instruction and akbantion o
each student {Becker and Carnine, 1980). DT can also he
sald to be individualized because the entry level of the
student as well as when and what types of correction and
reinforcanant are used and the number of trials neceded to

raach wastery depends on the individual student.

Teaching and learning strategies

The zpproach that a teachar rtakes should depend on two
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things; the type of student being taught and the cbjective
being taught. For example, if a student is to learn abstract
thinking or inguiry skills, then DI perhaps is not the bast
method. However if a student is learning decoding skills, DI
would be highly beneficial (Peterson, 1979). McFaul (1283)
suggests that teachers should use a variety of methods
because they provide excitement for students end therefore
dacrease boredom.

Learning strategies are behaviors thalb student usea which
facilitate learning. They are best learned when they are
incorporated into classes like reading (Welnstein, et al,
1688). Btrategies would include: study skills, mnemonic or
other memory devices, making up analogies, summarizing,
drawing charts and graphs, teaching someons else, or
comparing and contrasting. Strategies such as decoding would
bast be taught through explicit instruction.

Edwards (1381), supports a combination of approachss,
saying that some learning outcomes are better learned through
one Instructlional approcach than another, and he also supports
students gaining exposure to a variety of approaches, just as
Weinstein et al, (1988) does. These students who have such a
flexible repertoire of learning strategies increase their
chances of solving 2 reading problem because thay have
different strategies to choose from, rather than using one
strategy to fit in a situation that it won’'t work in. When
teachers can maximize the learning of students, the need for

teacher dominated instruction is lessened.
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Academic engagement time

Academic engagement time {AET) !s described as time
spent angaged on a task with [ew errors, The apount of thie
time i3 directly related o academic outcomes (MoFeul, 1983).
Research has shown that the more academic engagement time a
student spends on a2 task, the higher thelr math and reading
scores will be. Further, higher math and reading scoras are
related to Direct inatruction. Time allotted for direct
instruction provides constant engagement of students because
the progrems are o interactive.

Effective discipline and student management is
accomplished because tha brisk pacing limits of minimizes the
digtractions and disruptions, thus mazimizing the students
cpportunity for learning. They are most often characterized
by many overt group or choral responses {Backer and Carnina,
1989). Their research a1s50 shows that better academic
cutcomes ara assoclated with more time, perhaps because more

centent can be covered,

Quality Control

Most direct instruction programs are scripted,
especially SRA materisls such as DISTAR, Reading mastery and
Corrective Reading. The teachers manual tells the teacher
what to do and say. Explicit behavior is scripted as well as
pretested oxamples and sequences of instruction. Tha teacher
doesn'’l have to figure out possible illustrations for the
lae3gcn or analyze teaching seguences. The trial end error of
teaching is eliminated. The appropriate language of
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instruction and learning sequences are the same across all
classrooms, thus providing for a decrease of student
confusion and adding to the quality of learning the students

receive (Becker and Carnine, 1980).

Procedures for DI Instructional design

Becker and Carnine {1980) offer six “shifts” in
implementation, to explain direct instruction programs.

These shifts all lead to greater retention, transfar and
rapid learning, all positive characteristics of effective
teaching methods (Resenshine, 1279). 1. Learning moves from
overt to covert. In the beginning stages of direct
instruction programs, every step is explicitly explained. By
using prompts and overt responding, teachers ¢an pinpoint the
exact skill that may cause difficulty for an individual
gtudent. Gradually, the number of overt responses is
decreased as students and teachers become maora sure of
mastery of skills.

2. Contexts move from simplified to complex. This
refers to the building of knowledge from small steps to large
concepts. Students learn sounds then how Lo blaend sounds,
then how to reed two story words then how to read three line
stories, then to tell what the story is sbout, etc.

3. Prompts are gradually faded. Modified examples and
special wording, allow for successful interactions with
reading in the beginning. As students’ skills increase, such
structure decreases. 4. Massed practice gradually becomes
distributed practice. Massed practice in the beginning leads
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tc mastery learning. Cnce a skill is mastered, it needs to
be remembered and applied to other situations. Distributed
practlce leads to greater retention through generalization.
5. Feedback which is jmmediate and constant in the
beginning leads the student to feel successful personally and
academically. As this feeling becomes self supplied by the
student, it iz delayed and decreased by the teacher. 6. The
teacher acts as a source of information in the beginning.
CGradually, as tha student learns more skills and strategies,
and can apply and generalize them more, the student becomes
the source of infeormation. The teacher then takes on the

role of guide.

Criticisms o©f the Proygram

Direct instruction has constantly been eriticized for

being teacher centered, as opposed to student centered, and
for the lack of input students have in choosing instructional
goals and materials. Although not synonymous with whole
language, open teaching, follows some of the components that
characterizes it. Flexibility of space, students choice and
declsicn making and integration of curriculum materials and
activities is one thing which is not common to direct
instruction programs (Peterszon, 1973).

This researchar also found that students taught through
direct instruction methods do worse on tests of abstract
thinking, ¢reativity and problem solving, and have poorer
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attitudes toward school and their teacher, than do students
taught by lesz structured methods. Edwards {1981) adds that
students are not given an opportunity to think nor o be
independent. He further argues that instruction in large
groups inhibits the teachers ability to effectively monitor
individual learning and doesn‘t take into account the

different learning styles of children.

Learning Type

Peterson reported earlier that the approach taken should
depend on the type cf student. She goes on to identify twa
types of students; those with an internal locus of ¢ontrol,
and those with an external lccus of control. Students with
an internal lo¢us of control, feel that they have personzl
control over their successee and failures, and do worse at
direction instructicn apprcaches to learning. Students with
an extarnal legus of contrel, helieve that somecne or
scmething alse, outside of themselves, has control over their
achiavemant.. These students do better with direct
ingtruction methods.

McFaul (1983) expands upon this notion suggesting that
students with an internal motivaticon source feel controlled
and asgsume that it doesn’t maetter, nor is it important what
they have to contribute. Externally motivated students, such
as theose with lower abilities or dissbilities, tend to need
the structure and control provided by teacher directed
nethods of instructicn. CObvicusly, teaching the same thing
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in the same way ignores such preferences in learning style
(McFaul, 1983).

MeFaui’s (1983) zesearch and that of Paterson, {1973)
supports the idea that high achieving and / or task oriented
students do worse with direct instruction methods. They
generally need to explain things to others and otherwise
display their knowledga, and are stifled by the structure of
DT programs. Condadqueantly, ¢ritics of DI say that teachers
are also stifled by the structure of such scripted programs
(Becker and Carnine, 1980). Lower achisving students seem Lo
prafar to ba structured, perhaps because they lack the
initietlive to create or discover on their own (Peterson,
1999). Even this positive eaffect is said to dissipate once
socm= of the structure is removed and students are left on
thelr own (Gersten and Keating, 1987). Although this high
structura may be engaging for aome, Brophy (1979%) suggests

that it may be dysfunctional for others.

Meaning
S8evaral proponants of whole language belleve that zself

directed learning is the only meaningful learning. They
suggast that direct attenpts at lnstruction preduce rote
learning which i= not meaningful (Weinstein, et al, 18988).
Although rote learning is beneficial for learning isclated
1ists of information, it is ineffactive faor long term memory
and application.

Mcraunl (12853), suggests that learning takes more than
time on task. It requires making connections between what
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Atadents [eel, know and believe and actual acedemic content.
Students must be able to connect what they learn with some
prior knowledge. Making personal relevance out of what
studants learn make it meaningful to them. When they are
able to bulld bridges between what they are learning and what
they already know (beliefs, experiences or attitudes), they
see how the current knowledge is important and will put more
effort into learning (Gersten and Keating, 1387).

McFaul {1983) agrees with the notion supported by direct
instruction that teaching the basices is important to build
and generalize future learning. She also believes that
health, sccial rasponsibility and salf - esteem are important
and needad. Thase ara meaningful concepts that are net

addrasgad in direct lnstruction programs.

Application to Special Education

Sone approaches to teaching reading suggest that
students will develop better skills and effective strategias
as they get older and mature, znd as they spend more time in
school. Weinstein, et al (1%88), balieve that manvy students
wan't devalop thase strategies without instructicn. They
furthar suggest that all students, especially those with
educational disehilities, can benefit from explicit
instruction in learning strategies.

Most research done in the area of the mnost effective
teaching atratagy for low funeticning or otherwise learning
disablad students, indicates thet direot instruction is the
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best maethod Lo tsadh studants the specific skills needed to
undaratand tha conventions of the English lancuage {Becker
ang Carnine, 1%80). Peterson’s (1979) research specifically
states that low achieving / low ability studants do baktar
with direct inatruction. A study by McFaul (19283) also
auggests that Direct instruction is most appropriate for
basic skills teaching.

Like Smith {1992), they suggest that the schools are at
fault for being unable to adequately educate students with
special learning needs. They suggest that schools are
primarily déasigned to meet the needs of middle clacss, and
consequently well educated, parents. Thus, the school systenm
iz failing te teach the Tnglish language systematioelly, in a
way that 18 zdeguate for those students who don‘t get these
skills rt home. Speaking of the philosophies of wholea
language, these authors suggest that thare is “pne way” that
students can learn the arbitrary conventions of the language
system on their own.

If educetional skill deficiencies are implisd in labhals,
as Becker and Carnine (1980) suggast they are, than the
Direct Instruction model servas to provide the approaches to
solving problems ralated to #kill deficiencies. Low
achiaving and low ability students are those who carry the
labels such as “learning disabled”, thus implying that thay
need an explioit rather than implicit skills adugation.

Since studenkts wlth these learning disabilitiss are not
proficient in the use of phopics and other sound blepnding
strategies, they should be taught them. Such skilis are
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addressed in direct instruction programs. The faulty logic
of many educators with regards to special education, has been
to teach to the students’ strengths and ilgnore the weaknesses
(Idol and Rutledge, 1993). Such students are limited in the
numbar ¢f strategies that they can draw upon to aid in
reading, such as decoding unfamiliar words. Through direct
instruction, these students can be taught multiple strategies
and be provided with just as many meaningful copportunities ko
coma inke contact with text.

Gersten and Keating (1987) agree with the above author,
that in order for at risk students to suceceed they need high
quality direct instructional programs. Without them, these
authors savy that students will fail to rezlize theilr
potential and lose ground. Such programs are benaficial for
students to overcome their spe¢ific reading difficulties and
read as well as their peers.

2 study involving six 5th grade learning diszbled
students demonstrated the positive difference a structured
reading program can make in the success of special education
students (Frankowski, 1992). The study was conducted in a
middle schocl in a transiticnal rural to suburban township in
New Jersey. The subjects were students who had consistentiy
exhibited difficulties with the Basal reading approach. Pre-
and post- test results of using direct instruction reading
strategies with such learning disabled students provided
evidence that such instruction will increase reading
achievement. 1In another study, thirty three learning
dizabled students in a middle class, suburban neighborhaod,
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wara assassed on thelr ability to use grammar and other
writing compenents to compose short stories. This study by
Sawyar, et al (1992) found that students with learning
disabllities who were taught composition skills with axplicit
strategy lnstruction received signiflcantly higher scores on
tests of writing performence, than did students who did not
racaive gklll instruction through such direct teaching
methods.

Marston et 2l (1925) conduatad a study to determine the
effectiveness of 6 ressarch - hased teaching strategies on
the reading akility of 176 third and fourth grade students
with mild disabilities. They were cencarnad with whether cor
not these approaches, which arée advocated as effective, would
actually lead o béatter achievement on the part of students
with mild disabilities than the usual instruction thay
receive from their teachers. Thay suggastad that the results
of the programs a5 advocated by the progrem makers are often
cbtained under tightly controlled situations, and wondered if
usa of the programs in more natural circumstances would
produce similar results.

The zuthors also questionad the differential
effectiveness of tha approaches. If all of these programs
are indaad more effective than “ordinary” instruction, thay
wondarad whether eny of them would stand out in incraasing
the rate of student zchievement. The subject usad were
students who received some rescurcae room instruction. Ninety
percent of the students recejived reading instruction from a
specizl aducation keacher. All of the students participated
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in the regular class for at least part of the day.

Thirty cne teachers were trained in one of six methods.
They lnclude Peer tutoring, reciprocal teaching, computer -
alded instruction, effective teaching principles and two
forms of direct instructicn. With peer tutoring, students
learn academic tasks in dyads. One student plays the role of
teacher, while ancther participates as the learner. This
model provides high structure and c¢lose monitoring by the
teacher. Reclproczl teaching halps develop the cognitive and
metacognitive skills required for students to comprehend
text. In addition, students receive instruction in decoding,
sight word recognition and comprehension.

Teachers using computer aided instruction technigues
were given instruction in the use of twelve teacher
contrclled software programs designed to teach ar reinforce
reading skills. Effective teaching principles emphasized the
elements of affective teaching, including time on task, clear
presentation of materials, corrective feedback, guided
practice and monitoring of students.

Twe forms of direct instruction ware utilizad in this
study. The first was an SRA Corrective Reading program
which focuses on signaling, choral responding, guided and
independent practice, corrective feedback and reinforcement.
This program is said to promote academic engagement tima and
increase student time on task. The other direct instruction
program was one which applied DT principles to a basal
reading series. The principles included were methods for
review of letter sounds, words, sentences and stories.
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Rasults showed that the cnly programs to produce higher
gaina Ln reading achievement than those reported by previous
rasearch on the program, were the computer aided instructlon
and the direct instruction (SRA) models. They also
goncluded, from these results, thalk greatast improvements are

likely to ccecur from using computer aided instruction, direct

instructicn with a basal series or reciproeal teaching.

Comiparison of Two Methodelogies

In Suppork of Whale Lanaguage

Varble (1890} camparas whele language and direct

instruction in this ways

Whole Languege Direot Tonstruciion

Whole to parts learning Parts to whonle learning

Irocess is most important

Language is based on BXpETISNOE

Always writa for personal purposcs

teads Writing 8kills

Language learned [ICm context
Stundent=s ohoose

Informal ovaluation

Invented spelling

Freduct is most important
Langquage is based on a
hierarchy of skills needed
fometimes write for personal
purposes

Ekillﬂ-ib' Writing P woada

Lajguage learned from skill
Taacher chooses
Fornael svaluation

Correct 2palling

The purpose of this study (Varble 1990) was Lo ezamine

the quality of second and sizxth graders taught writing using
glther whole language or direct instruction appreaches,The
sampla popilation c¢onsigted of 248 students from seven
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schools in Western Indiana. The criteria for evaluation used
included guality of content and mastery of mechanics.

Samples of writing from students instructed in the whole
language or direct instruction method for at least one year
were collected and analyzed.

Results indicated that students in the second grade who
were taught with whole language produced better writing
samples when evaluated on mezning and content. However,
there was no difference in writing samples in the correct
usage of mechanics in either grade using either approach.
The autheor suggests that these results are beneficial to
support the wvalidity of whole language. Although spelling,
punctuation, complete sentences, sentence structure, Gramar
and usage is stressed in the direct ilnstruction approach,
there proved to be no difference in the guality of writing
between students taught using the different approaches.

Like Varble, most proponents of either method whe choose
one method as best over another, do so by weighing the
strengths of one against the other, or as is the case with
Smith (1992), totally discrediting one to show the validiky
of another. He suggests that the philosophiies behind many
reading programs fail to take into account how we truly
learn. He formulates two views of learning and calls them

the official and informal views.

How Children Learn

The informal view is characterized as continuous,
spontaneous, znd effortless. He says that such learning
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doesn’t require any special attention or emphasis and that it
occurs in all kind of sitvations. Here he is equating
learning with human growth and development. As an
illustration to prove his point, he uses the example of
learning ¢ speak. Children do this naturally, and on their
ownl, without much intervention, help or specific instruction
from others. He further states that learning is social and
developmental; it is part of a collaborative process that one
is not likely to forget.

On the other hand, the official view of learning is one
that he believes many educators rely on. This frame of
thought, sees learning as work. It is something that is a
matter of individual effort, and is usually done in order to
prove to someone else that a concept is known. Because this
type of learning is not meaningful and really makes no
difference, it is usually forgotten unless it‘'s rehearsed or
practiced. Smith uses words like *transient”, *scientific”,
“controlled” and “dependable” to characterize this view of
learning.

The first view of learning is equated with the
philosophies behind whole language. Ee says that people who
raead ¢ children and those who write books for children are
in the best position to spark children’s interest and get
them interested in reading. *“We learn from the company we
keep”, says Smith. Therefore, children will want to learn to
read if that is what others around them do. He calls this
being a member in the reading (and writing} club.

Ie dispels the notion that children will learn to be
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dependent 1f they are read to by suggasting that children are
too indapandant and too impatient by their very nature to let
paeopla read to them, when they oan do it for themselves.
Othar authors suggest that a child’'s own curiosity and
inltiative will spur them to explore and discovar what
language in the form of reading and writing isg all about
(Willart and Kamii,1992), The skills approach to reading

ovaricaks this natural motivation of children.

The Purpose of Reading

As opposed to beaching children the sounds of letters,
which he says has no evidence of teaching reading, Smith
(1992) contends that learning to read i35 a matter of
identifying more and more words. He further indicates that
childraen can learn to recognize many complete words in print
if thay are meaningful. In addition to demearing Lhae impact
of phonice interventions by suggesting that there is no
evidence to support the elaim that children learn to recad
through such approaches, he goes on to demolish the
strategias of phonices instruction by saying that thea rules of
piionics are complex and unreliable, and that no one could
learn this way becauss sounding out words will produce
incorrect products too oftan.

As opposad to unlocking meaning, which holistic
approaches #ea a3 the purpose of reading, phonies approaches
emphasize reading as the process of decoding sounds from
symbols., Duffy (1992) supports this notion that direct
instructicn is charactarized by a lack of emphasis on
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understanding and meaning. He states that the materials and
activitiaes usad in such pheonics approaches are uninspiring,
dall, boring and meaningless. He further suggests thatk
although children may be taught to read using direct
instruction methodologies, they sti11 are not truly literate
because they don't understand the elements of language used
in real reading, like meaning, main ideas, or punctuation.

In recognizing some of the criticisms of whole language
approaches, Smith rejects them. When whole language doesn't
work, Smith argues that it is because of misfuse or distortion
of the principles, by teachers and administrators who either
don’t undarstand it or are afraid to relinguish contrel over
classrooms. These educators, Smith suggests, are unable to
realize that methods don't teach reading, but that people do.

4 study in ¢one kindergarten class suggested that
childran construct their own knowledge by going through steps
and stages of trial and error. In this study, Willart and
Kamii (1985) observed students from similar sociceconomic
backgrounds, and compared thelr natural attempts at reading
to tha cognitive development stages outlined by Jean Piaget.
The attempt to understand childrens' develovmental processes
with respect to reading came from the notion that childrea
would learn to read soonar Qr later.,

The teachers in the elass identified several strategies
that students used on thelr own to learn to read or otharwisea
undarstand or recognize print. They included: focusing on
letters {known or unknown) or other latter / word
configqurations, using semantic or picture clues, copying and
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using invented spelling respectively, and using invented
phonics to scund out words. The authors called it "invented
phonics* because the teachers provided no formal instruction
in reading.

In response to the ¢riticism that there are generally
too many students in a classroom to give individualized
reading attention, Smith (1%92) says that the respensibility
of the teacher is minimized when students are actively
engaged in authentic learning activities and collaborative
readiag and writing. Willart and Ksmii (1992) suggest that
although it is harder to foster curiosity, initiztive and
confidence in children than to teach from a prescriptive
method, it is more benefic¢ial. They suggest that whole
langiage principles will enhance a child’s desire to read and
write, because it will be meaningful to them to learn how to
communicate effectively with others through reading and
writing as well as speaking.

Thus, some educators and researchers suggest that
reading instruction is not neceszary; teachars need only to
encourage and assist. However, Goodman (1992), an advocate
of whele language himself, negates the idea that whole
language ex¢ludes direct instruction, or other phonics
epproaches to reading. He concludes that whole language by
its name alone implies that it should inelude phonics and

other =kills instructicn.

At — Risk Btudents

And what about students who don't learn to read +his
44



way? TFirst of all, saya Smith (1992), if children from poor
classes, minority groups or those who are learning disabled,
fail to learn to read using whole ilanguage, it is the fault
of thea school and personnsl, not the method of teaching. He
further states that all these children need to succeed is
nore sensitivity and patience, sti11 supparting the netlon of
spontancous learning, rather than mere imeersion in strategic
instruction.

Smith, Reyna and Brainerd {1993) offer a response to
Smith's (1992) discussion of the debate on learning to read.
Enith dismissas the scientific study of learning as
“nansansa”, which leads to the official view of learning.

Oné cannet dismiss this scientific view, not only bacausea
many effective programs arc based on this model, but simply
because it doas have relevance, Not all scientific studies
iovolve nonsense material. In a study of one voluma of a
journal of scicentific study, twenty seven of the thirty -
three articles raviewad involvad subjects learning relovant
and meaningful material (Smith, Reyna and Brainerd, 1993).
Tn addition Smith (1992) fails to acknowledge the evidanca
provided in suppeort of direct instruction and phonics
methodologies, such as that of Jeanna Chall {sae In support
of Direct Tnstruckion).

Anothar advocate of whole language {Goodman, 1992)
disagreegz with the phonics idea of the nature of tha
language process, and the phonics way to teach children how
to read and write. He also puts this debate ‘nto & pelitical
light. He suggests that people other than educators and

45



educational researchers are using the issue of whale language
vs. direct instruction to bagin ar continue political stands.
2ince all education, including literacy education, is
political, this author suggests that the true battle beiwesn
whole language and direct instruction is becoming more and
more politji¢al, He further states that when politicians maka
statements like thet made by U.B. Represantative J.T.
Brennan, “Whole language is the real <ause of 1lliteracy...”;
1t simply shows that politics is not ready for the philosophy
of natural literacy.

Despite the lack of ampirical résearch supporting the
ability of whole langunage approaches to increase the reading
achievenment of students with disebilities or those who are
otherwise at risk, one study demonstrated tha inability af
direct instruction methods to continue o be syccessiul with
teachers (Xlesius at al, 1929¢).

Seventy four college junliors enrolled in vreading methods
courses in the Elementary Education program at the University
of South Florida, served as the subjects for this study.

They were instructed with elther the demonstration - practice
- feedback method of direct instruction called the Directed
Reading Activity, or were instructed using videotaped and
simulated classroom teaching parformanceas.

Using a systematic observation Instrument, the students
wera avaluatad on thelr lesscn delivery, based on the
following [eetorss; Student preparation, presentation of
eontant, guided practice and independent practice. Wnile the
guthors advocate the use of direct teaching and stress that
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students need t.c be proficient in the use of such
instructional strategy, the results of this study showed no
short term differences in the performance of the students.
However, results also showed that those students who were
instructed without direct instruction, retained and used the

information better over a longer period of time.

In Support of Direct Instruction

Direct instruction differs from whole lainguage in two
areas - Theory and Use of Phonics. First, whole language
views learning reading as a natural process, and that it is
not necessary to teach reading. Direct instruction views
reading as needing t¢ be taught systematically. One cannot
compare learning to read and write with learning to speak,
for instance. Nor can on equate such learning as effortless.
Learning to read and write does take effort, because unlike
the natural process of speaking, which alsoc requires affort,
written language was invented, therefore it needs +o be
learned systematically (8mith, Reyna, and Brainerd, 1993).

Second, whole language views reading as the same
language - cognitive process at all levels of development.
Direct instruction views reading in terms of the
developmental progress of the learner. Tt can be said that
Direct instruction is in fact learner centered because
instruction moves from very structured basics to less
structured refinements of language (Duffy, 1992). Although
direct instruction is teacher centered in the sense that the
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teacher decides what to learn, it is also learner centerad
because what is taught depends on what the students need to
learn and can learn (Spiegel, 19%2). Chall {1988) expleins
that students move from reading familiar texts, used to give
practice at decoding and identification of words, +to more
advanced literature in which students look for ward and story

meanlng, comprehension and critical thinking.

Phonics

Direct instruction favors the systematic teaching and
learning of phonics. Whether called the relationships of
symbols to sounds, decoding, word attack, word analysis, or
sound symbol relationships, whole language undermines the
necessity of such instruction. Proponents argue that
students learn to discriminate the relationships hetween
symbols and sounds through actually reading. BARdvocates such
a5 Hatch (1892) ,Willinsky (1994) and Goodman (1992) prefer
incidental phonics, not systematic phonics. Thay propose
that phonics be used on an *as needed” or individual basis.
Whole language as a ¥whole”, simply does not accept the need
for systematie phonica ingtruction (Chall, 13489). Duffy
(1%992) offers a humorous look at whele language without
explicit skills instruection.

“Studants just jump into reading and start. It is fua

and exciting and very meaningful (as long as you already

know how to read or can jeazrn to read without

much assistance).”
Smith, Reyna, and Brainerd (19%3) agree that a small number
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of students will learn to read through exposure, but most
will be unable to decode without instructien. They further
suggest that if this was not 50, there would not be the

ineredible adult literacy problem we face in this country.

Resaarch

Contrary to the statements made by Smith (1992), there
is research to support the use of direct instructien as an
instructional stratagy to teach reeding. When students were
cempared, those who were exposed to direct inztruction
achieved more in reading assessments, particularly those *at
- risk"” (Chall, 1989). At - risk refers to students from low
income families, those in the minority and students with
learning disabilities.

Research has also shown that the best predictors of
reading achievement (mastery learning, confirmation,
reinforcement, high expectations and structure) are inherent
components of direct instruction programs. The best
predictor of early reading success was found to be
phonological awareness; bhaetter than IQ {Chall, 1892). Chall
also found that most successful remedial reading programs are
teacher directed and highly structured, again, ccmponents of
direct instruction programs.

In a study to determine the effects of direct
instructicn on reading skills, Stevens, et al (1991) suggest
that direct instruction of strategies, particularly
comprehension strategies in this case, is an important aspect
of effective teeching. This study involved 468 students in
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tha third and fourth grades who were assaessad on their
ability to ldentify the main idea of passagses.

This study investigating tha impact of Direct
instruction and cooparative learning on reading comprehension
involved two experimental groups, and one conkrol group. The
caontrol group used cooperative learning ag a strategy to
teach reading. Traditlonal approaches were used to teach
mzin idea skills as prescribed by the curricu’um. This was
followed up with collaborative dialog discussing the topic
from the standpoint of the importance of cooperation in order
to achleve the team goals.

The other two groups used direct instruction. One
group used direct jnstruction methods to teach main ides
skillas in reading groups, followed by indapandent practice of
fkllls at the students seats. The second group again used
direct instruction methods to teach main idea, but included
cooperative practiee during the initial learning. EStudants
then practiced independently and checked each other’s work.

Results provided evidence that students taught with
either of the two experimental treatments that involved
direct instructicn on main idea strategies performed batter
in identifying main ideas of passages, than did other
studants in the control group. This rasearch provides
avidence of the significant impact of direct instruction on

teaching students specific reading comprehension strategies.

At - Risk
affy (1992) suggests that at - risk students, as
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dafinad above, cennot successfully learn from whole languags
methodologiles. e implies that without explicit instruetion
and assistance, students wilil have a difficult time of
“figuring out” the system of language and the strategies used
in reading and writing language. They may not have the help
of prior knowledge or support from persons at home to suggast
the importance of reading. Students and up feeling like
they‘re dumb or that reading is dumb. This perpetuates a
cycle of failure.

Gthery support for this idea comes from Spiegel {1992},
who suggests that reading disabled and poor childran arae
unlikely to figure out Lhe strategies needed for reading by
themselvas. Procea3s oriented epproaches to reading, such as
whola language, may be inappropriate for minority and athar
at - rigk students. They are held accountable for knowing a
set of rules that they have never been taught. Upper class
childran generally come to school with some krowledge af
raading codes, or rules. Lower class students do battar at
reading when these unknown codes are taught directly. In
other words, they need to be taught why we need to learn.

Viadero (199]) reports on a scheool district that
ravartad to direct instruotion atfter using whole languaga for
over § years. This school district made a blanket decision,
across the district, to stop using DISTAR (Direct Instruction
Teaching Arithmatic and Reading) and start using whole
language approaches. Central Administration in the District
liked the fact the such methods fooused more on literature
and writing, whereas DISTAR was very heavily structured and
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paced children through repetition and drilis. After six
years, cight of the 170 elementary schools in the distriet
wanted to revert back to using direct instruction approaches.
In addition to the decline of scores on standardized reading
tests, principals said that the kids were “suffering”. They
weren’t enjoying classes using whole language and were not
meeting with the same success in schoocl.

The schools opposed to whole language were in
predominantly low socioeconomic areas. Teachers spd
principles arqued that the students were doing poorly,
partially because they were not getting the at - home support
needaed to make whole language work. Whitmore amd Goodman
{1992), whole language advodates, also stress the importance
¢f home - school relationships. They suggest that parents
are childrens “first teachers” and should participate in the
natural learning process.

Project Follow Through was an educational experiment
which began in 1868. The U.5. Office of Education
implemented this program by applying twenty innovetive
programs to inner - city and rural schools in New York,
Washington, D.C., South Carvlina, Michigan, I1lineis, and
Texas. The purpose of the study was to determine the
effectiveness of each program for educationally at - risk
students. The Direct Instruction program was one of those
used for the experiment. Researchers concluded that direct
instruction was the most effective in teaching academic
skills in mathematics, reading comprehension, and language
(Gersten and Keating, 1987).
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Classrcoms at the K - 3 level were involved in the
study. &Students using direct ipstructicon showed significant
improvement in reading achievement on standardized tests.
The majority of students performed at or above the national
norm or grade level throughout the study (Bennatt, 1994),
Results also showed that students often performed
significantly above their peers in traditional programs in
local schools (Gersten and Keeting, 1987).

The results of 2 longitudinal study done in 1982 showed
that meny students maintained the gains that were made in the
early grades. Different states produced different results,
but pogitive long term effects for students in the direct
instruction programs were found. In Michigan, for instance,
20% of direct instruction students, as compared to 42% of
compariscn (non - direet instruction) students, demonstrated
significant attendance problems (defined as 10 or more
ansences per year). Significantly fewer students {34% versus
55%) in rural South Carolina, had to repeat grades after
Project Follow Through. In New York City, results of the
foilow - up study indicated that 40% of direct instruction
students dropped cut of school while 58% of the comparison
group did so. The results of these studies overwhelmingly
suggest that in order for such at - risk students to succeed,
they need high quallty programs in kindergarten and primary
grades, put also in the intermediate grades and bevond

(Gersten and Keating, 1987).
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In Support of & Combhinaticon

In her 1989 article, Chzll’s presentation af the
“reading debate” was that thare ware two ways to teach
reading, through diract instruction or through whole
language, perpetuating the dichotamy of reading instruction.
In fact, nany authors disagree with this viaew of instruction.
Goodman {1992), 2 whole language advocatea, lmplies the
unfortunzteness of the depiction of whole language as being
an instructicnal method that compares unfavorably with
phonics instruction. Duffy (1992) describes the dichotomy
Ly =aving that one philosophy relies on the axglusion of the
other.

Chall later admitted (199%%) that direct instruction i3
most effective when balanced with “open teaching methods and
learning procedures”. BShe expounds upon she developmental
nature of the learner and tha fundamental principles of
direct teaching, by suggesting that as the reading zbilitiaes
of students develop and becomz more proficilant, tha amount,
nature and kind of direct irnsbruction given cen change or
even decrease.

Many advocates of reading methods suggest that process
is mora important thet product such as Willart and Kamii
(1382}, Wheole language advocates who reject tha notion of
testing 25 a form of assassment may altogether reject the
importance of preduct such as Smith {(1992). However to
suggast that product 1s pot important in this society where
adults ere daily judged on the basis of praduct Is a

travesty. It is perhaps more realistic to acknowledge that
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both process and product are of equal importance {Spiegel,
1992) .

Eimilarities and Depefits

Chall (1%922) found several similarities in tha two
programs. Both programs arae concerned with enhancing student
achievement in reading and writing. Both want students to
develop a lifeleong interest in and enjoyment of reading and
language and to be motivated about it. Both want students o
read all types of literature and texk wilbh high ie=vels of
proficiency, and with few students failing or falling behind.
Both want teachers to be [ree to make decisions whilas at the
same time employing methods that are useful and meaningful as
opposed to those that represent mindiess routine and
procedurs.

Thara are advantages to both programs or philosophies.
Whole language excites teachers and students, allows them
both freedom to choose expariences and activities, encourages
them to read more inside and outside of school and uses
authentic assessment (portfolios, and work samplies) as
opposed to standardized testing Lhat conmpares students’
achievement to that of others.

Direct instruction on the other hand, offers identified
goals and objectivaes and spacific stretegic steps to taka in
order to réach those goals. It is characterized by
Sydtematic activities and assessment Lhat relates direotly to
the cbjeotives taught. Tha students and teachers focus on
stated, explained and understood aime, and there is lots of
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modeling and explanation, guided practice and independent
application. DPirect instruction teaches to mastery. The
objective has not been accomplished unless true transference

of knowledge has occurred and can be proven.

Building Bridges and Making Connections

There should be 2 balance and a sense of moderation in
any instruction. Direct instruction and whole language in
balance will produce better results than whele language
without phonics or with in¢idental phonics (Chall, 1992).
Teachars who use only whole language methods will cause their
children to miss out on learning skills and strategies that
help them grow and think as readers. On the other hand,
teachers who use only direct instruction will perhaps stunt
the creative growth of students because they mav not have the
opportunity to read and write in real situations.

An “zll - or - nothing” stance seems to benefit no one.
Rather, a combination of both systematic direct instruction
and whele language will provide students with what works best
for them. Duffy (1992} calls this *adaptive teaching~.
Teachers should be able and allowed to choose a model of
teaching that works for them as individuals and meets the
need of their individual classrooms. He goes on to
indic¢ate what aspects of each model could be incorpeorated.
From holistiec principles, one could take the concept of
authentic activities and evaliuation, based on real activities
or products, not contrived exercises or arbitrary
assessments, such as standardized tests. From direct
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instruction, one ¢ould incorporate the concept of diract
teaching of akills, and the progression of instructicn, from
highly structured toc less teacher intervention.

Teachers should begin to think in tarms of & continuum
rather than a dichotomy. They should “blend the best of
both” and build bridges +o provide children with the best and
most opportunities to reach their literal potential {Spiegel,
1822), Whether called inspired teaching, empowered
teaching, or just making good sense, making
connections between two obvigusly worthwhile and effective
programs would sarve to be more effective with mora students

than not.
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E3

Chapter 3

Research Design

Background

In this study, I have examined the reading achievament
of six students classified as perceptually impaired based on
the reading method they were instructed by. The students are
from an alementary school of approximately 550 students,
located in & large urban school distriet in MNew Jersey.
Subiects

Four of the six subjects are in the same self contained
special education class. There they receive direct
instruction lno reading, math, language and spelling. One of
the four subjects in this class is mainstreamed for reading
gnd math. This subject goes to a regular first grade class
for approximately three hours each day. She is instructed in
reading using whole language approaches which incorporate a
few litersture based lessons. The other three subjects in
the class do not leave the classroom for any academic
subject. Their reading instruction is based on SRA‘s Reading
Mastery Program. The entire class is integrated into a

regular [irst grade class for all spacial areas (art, music,



and gym) four times a week. Consequently, they go to the same
class that the other subject is mainstreamed into for reading
and math.

Anothar of the subjects 1s in a different self contained
class. He is mainstreamad to a first grade class for
reading, math, social studies and science. Direct
instruectieon is not used for any of these subjects, however,
whole language is used, with a literature base, to teach
reading- His self contained class 1s alsc mainstreamed for
specizl areas.

The sixth subject was to be a student in the previously
mentioned first self contained class. 3She was malnstreamed
for reading and math as well, however, she transferred cut of
the school after the study had already been planned. She was
substituted with a ¢lassified student who is in a regular
first grade class for the full day. EKe is classified as
perceptually impaired and receives in class support for
reading and math. In class support iz defined as edugational
suppoert from a special teacher (rescurce teacher) who comes
into tha ¢lassroom at the scheduled reading and math time and
reinforces what the regular teacher does in instructien.

The six subjects chosen ranged in age from 6.1 -~ B.2
{average zge 7.2) at the start of the study. Reading levels
range from Primer to 2.0. There are twa female zubjects and
four male subjecta. Twoe of the subjects are of African
American descent, three are Hispanic and one is Caucasian.
Two students were from two - parent households, two are from
single parent homes, one is being raised by & grandparent,
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and another by twe adoptive parents. All students wers from
low socloeconomic backgrounds, as evidenoed by their
eligibility to participate in the distriek’s free - lunch
Drogram. |

The students disabilities are manifested through an
inability to achieve academically, at the expected rata of
age appropriate peers. Tn addition, one subject has 4 severs
speech impediment (primerily articulation). He receives
speech tharapy twice a week for 35 minutes.

The students’ percaptually impaired classification
implias a learning disability or #,,,impairment in the
ability to process infermation due to physiclegical,
organizational or integrational dysfunction which is not the
result of any other educaticnally dizabling conditicn or
envircnmental, cultural or sconomic disadvantage, and is
characterized by... a specific learning disebility manifasted
by a severe discrepancy bhebween the pupil’s curvent
achievement and intellectual ability in one or more of tha
following areas: {l) basic reading skills, (2} reading
comprehension, (2) cral expression, (4} listening
comprehension, (5) mathematic computation, (6) mathematic
weasoning, and (7) written expression” (New Jersey
Administrative Code, Title 6, Chapter 28 - special
Education).-

Assessment Instrament

The students ware assessed on the Pre - inventory
component of the Callifornia Achievement Test in the areas of
reading, spalling, language and mathemstical concepts.
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specifically, students were assessed on reading vocabulary,
reading comprehension, decoding and word analysis, study
skills and language. According to the Tenth Mental
Measurements Yearbook, the purpose of the test is ko

.. .measure achievement in the basie skills commonly f£ound in
state and district curricula”. In addition to including
subtests of study skills, scocial studies and science,
students in special education classes WerIe given locator
tests to match them with the appropriate functional level,
whether it is above or below their expected grade javel.
gtudents in the regular classes were given the first grade
through fifth grade level of the test.

This standardized test is used district wide, on the
elementary level for all regular education students. Spscial
education students are generally axempted from the test
presumably because they are measured on a wide range of
skills, many of which are not part of the curriculum, or are
not covered in time or mastered by students. The same can be
said of the regular educatlon population in some cases, but
thiz standardized measure continues to be used.

21l of the subjects chosen for this study, though
classified students, took this test as a pre - inventoary test
at the beginning of the treatment periocd in September, and
again as a post test at the end of the treatment periocd in
April. Of the three subjects taking the test from the first
self contained class, the DI group. the scores of two of the
students will not be coded for district norms. In other
words, their scores will not be averaged inte those of the
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rest of the district. Their taking the test is strictly for
test taking practice and diagnostic purposes. The other full
gay self contained student’s scores will be included in the
district norms as will the scores cof the three mainstreamed
studants.

Students were also given an attitude survey {Appendix A}
in an attempt to measure their perceptions toward, and / or

attitudes about reading.

Treatment
Direct Instryction Group

Students in class one for the full day are taught
reading using a direct instruction program called SRR
(Scientific Research Associates) Reading Mastery. This
progran is designed to improve and accelerate the rate of
decoding, pronunciation of words, whole word identification,
timed sentence and passage reading and reading comprehension.

The Rezding mastery format is highly structured and fast
paced. All lessons are scripted so the teacher knows what to
say and do at any point in the lesson. Remedistion technigues
are provided and used based on the type of error made. Not
only are there explicit error ramediation techniques in the
teacher's manual, there are charts for error correction
procedures on the wall where the teacher can see them at any
given peint during the lesson. They are also posted as a
requirement of the Special Education department.

Error correction usually consists of immediately
stopping the student or students, telling them the correct
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response, and requesting that response again. 7This trouble
spol must be reviewad at least three more tim=ss before the
lesson is completed. Such delayed practice 18t’s3 the teacher
krow if the error was internalized ar if the skill truly has
been lezrnad.

The program is set up with a spiral design. This means
that =kills are introduced in one lesson and practiced and
repeated often. Howaver, aven after the skill is mastered,
it is not dropped. Students get distributive practice con
8kills because they reappear seemingly randomly, throughout
the lessons. Progreasion of skills moves from easy to
difficult, and structure is high when a new sikill, seund or
concept is introduced. As the skill is5 rapaated and
assumingly mastered, structure decreases and students do not
get a5 much rapatitlen or as many prompts. This program
involves corrective feedback in the form of contingent praise
and points for goed bahavier and correct answering or reading
of sounds, words and sentences which, in addition to
independent practice in a workbook, translates ioto a grade
for the lesson.

Students are axpacted to master one lessaon each day in
this seriea. I7 gkille are not mestered at that rate,
studaents ara re - taught, or the skill iz reviewad in some
other way. For example, if there zre 12 axargisges 1in a
lesson, and the students only master 7 of those exercisecs,
they must repeal the othar five upntil they are mastersd. Tha
teacher can progress to the next lesson on the next day if,
aftar reaviewing the five exercises the studants had problems
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or, they show significant improvement. If only one student is
having difficulty, that student is given opportunities for
individual practice rather than repeating the lesson or
exercise for the entire group. However, if mere than one
student is not at mastery, the group must repeat the skill,

Magtery as defined by the program manual, is when all
students respond, correctly, on signal, the first time, and
without any prompts from the teacher. There is an emphasis
placed on choral responding during the initial practice of a
new skill, but cnce that skill {s determined to be mastered
by the group, it must be determined to be mastered by
individual students.

Students in this program receive at least 45 minutes of
reading instruction each day. Students are taught in smail
greups of 6 - 8 students. Here they do group activities
which invelve sound identification, sound blending (sounding
cut), rhyming, picture identification, sound and symbol
discrimination and word and sentence reading. As the
students preogress, sound and symbol identification,
pronunciation and discrimination decreases and word, =entence
and story reading increases.

After coral exercises are completed, the students work in
& work book. Called the “take home”, students read a story
(whether one word or 2 pages depends on the students
progression in the series), and review independent exercises
which they are to complete on their own. The independent
exercises consist of word and sentence writing, symbol and
word matching, sound writing, or identifying and / or
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diseriminating pictures that show what a word says, or vice
varaa. For axampla, a box may contaln a plcture of a shell
and the word wagon. As this & lneorrect, tha student would
cross it out. However, if the picture showed a dog house and
tha word said dog housa, the students would circle it, color
it or otherwise indicate that there 18 a mateh bketwaan the
picture and the word. Students who continue to exhibit
difficeultias ara rafarred to the instructicnal assistant in

the class for further remedietion after the lessorn-

whaole Languagse Group

Students who are nainstresmed receive whole group
reading instruction which is presented with a whole languege
approach. In the reguler class, these students use a
Boughton Mifflin Whole Language Series [ive days a week.
Tessons werae sald to take all day, because everything is
connected and based on the literature or reading Lhay have
done. The reading instruction includes language =2nd
speliing.

The day/ week typically begins with a story. Students
are actively engagead {n reading the story with the teacher or
aleone, and the rest of the subjects {lew from khis story.
Spelling worde are based on the words in the stery, and math
problems may be the same as those encountered in the story
{using character names for word problems}. Even social
studias and science activities can come from the story
(Family concepta, plants and animals, ate.)

Teachers use teacher nade tests once or twice sach weak
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to diagneose the students’ progress. Teachers are encouraged
to teach higher order thinking skills and help students
approach tasks from a problem selving standpoint. The
evaluetions used in class should represent all levels of

Bloom's taxonomy.

Procedure

Students in the direct instruction group received 45 -
50 minutes of reading instruction each day {five days per
week). They received 45 - 50 minutes of language instruction
and 30 - 40 minutes of spelling instruction separately, three
days per week. Students in the whole language group received
approxinately two hours to two and one - half hours of
communication arts five days a week. Communication arts
includes reading, language and spelling.

In addition to CAT reading scores, intermittent test
data, and guarterly repcrt card grades and averages were
recorded. Data was gathered for the direct instruction group
through periodic mastery tests. The Reading Mastery series
tests students in two wavs. Every five to ten lessons
students ere orally tested on skille they are presum=qd toe
have mastered thus far in the lessons. Every twenty lessons,
students are given z written mastery test on similar skills.
Students are expected to achleve at least B0% accuracy to
continue to the next lasson without remediation.

The district offers Quarterly Topic Plans (curriculum
guides) which dictate what should be taught and when. These
plans determine what skills are to be covered in one marking
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period, or quarter. Regular education teachers meke up their
daily lessons and lesson plans based on these QTPs. Periodie
tests zre teacher made and are based on the progress through
the curriculut.

In addition to such periodic tests (weekly or twice
cach week) the whole language group 1s tested each quarter
{approximately 45 days) with a Quarterly Checkpoint Test.
These testsd are generated by the curriculum depertment and
are directly in line with the QTP. Secores on the quarterly
checkpoint test provide a picture of the students’ progress
in communication arts. The topics or areas covered in each
QTP, thus in each checkpoint test, include: word analysis,
vocabulary, decoding and spelling, reading comprehension,
language mechanics and written expression, and study skills

{locating, organizing and remembering}.
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Chapter 4
Results

Review of Research Design

The purpeose of this study was to investigate the

effectiveness of the whole language and direct instruction
metheds of Leaching reading to students clapsilied as
rerceptually impaired in self contained and mainstreamed
classrooms.

Studants were glven a pre- and post- inventory version
ol the CAT V. The pre- test results were obtained in
Soptember. The post- test results were ebtalned in April.
Sub - areas evaluated include: Word analysis, Vogabulary and

Decoding, Comprehenslan, Langudage and Study skills.

Results

Pre- inventory test

FPre- test results, prior to savan months of
intervention, indicated that students in tha Whole Langquage
group scaored better overall on the jnventory test. Soores
wara highar an word analysis and study skills sub tests for

students in the whole language group. The direct instruction



group scored better than the whole lanquage group on sub
tests of vocabulary / decoding, comprehension and langquage
mechanics.

District standards require that students s¢cre an
overall average score of 85%, to have passed the test.
According to these district mandates, out of the six subjecis
tested on the CAT pre- inventory test, no student passed.
Four students sceored below 60%;two [rom the wheole langquage
group and two from the direct instruction group. One
student, from the whole language group, scored betwaen 60%
and 62%. One student, from the direct instructicn group got
the highest score on the test, which was an 83%. See Table 1

for a breakdown of scores according to district criterion.

Post- inventory tesi

PoOst~ test results show an increase in scores for all
students in both groups. Unlike pre- test results, post- tast
results indicated that students in the direct instruction
group zcored bhetter overall than did the students in the
whole language group. In addition to averages being higher
for the direct instruction group, the difference betwsan pra-
and post- test averages was higher. Pre- and post- test
results for the CAT are avallable in table 2.

Although students 1n the whole language group scored
better on sub tests of word analysis, comprehension and
language mechanies, students in the direct instru¢tion group
scored higher on sub tests of vecahulary and decoding and
study skills. Alse, an analysis of the difference between
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Table | - District Criteria Analysis

PMRE-TEST POST- TEST
Fercent ¥ of sludents | Growp Average Dass? Fercent # of students Group Average Pass?
100%: LO0%

Q0% - 90% 90% - GO I L. Q4%h v
RO%, - B0%: 1 D.l. B3% N 89% - BO¥% l W1 B2% N

19% - F0% A% - M
WL B0% N
59% - 6% 1 WL. &1% N 69% - 6% 2 0., BO% N
[ B 208 48% N W.L. 0% N
Belew 60% 4 WL 39%, 58%: N Below 6O%: 2 D.l. 48% N

W.L.. - Whole Language
D.L - Direct Instruction 70



Table 2 - CAT Pre ! Dost Test Resulls

WHOLE LANGUAGE Word Analysig)  Vocabulaary/ [ Comprehension| Language Shidy skills Total Test 'Diff-
GROUP Decoding BTCHCE
Pre-% | Post-%| Pre- % | Post- %] Pre-% | Post-% | Pre-% | Post- %|DPre-% | Post- %| Pre- %Post-%
Studenl 1 {T5) 79 72 33 04 16 73 0 56 a7 33 39 66 +21
Student 2 (AD) 63 92 83 67 50 83 52 91 54 75 61 |82 +21
Student 3 (MC) 83 89 33 18 73 &0 q7 62 54 41 £8 |59 +1
DIRECT INSTRUCTICN
GROUP
Student 1 (MS) 50 71 23 &7 42 67 48 48 22 78 48 66 +18
Student 2 (MV) 71 92 67 100 | 100 9z 79 97 ) g9 53 94 |+11
Student 3 (NB) 17 28 14 e 10 75 9 55 4] 67 20 45 | +28
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pre- and post- scores for each group shows that students in
the direct instruction group had a greater amount of
imprevement on the word analysis, voecabulary and decoding,
and study skills sub tests. BSee table 3 for a comparison of
scores for sub tests.

According to district standards, one student passed the
post- teat. The student’s score was 94%. This students was
from the direct instruction group. Although not passing, the
next highest score was for a student in the whole language
group. This student missed the passing mark by 3 points with
an 82%. Two students, one from each group, scored between
60% and 69%. Finally, one student from each group scored
below 60%. See table 1 for a further analysis of district

critarion.

Classroom data

Table 4 shows the averages reported from classraom
measures. These include Quarterly Topic Chackpoint ¢rades,
unlt tests and classroom performance scores, for students in
the whole language group. Ouarterly averages for students in
the direct instructicn group are computed from grades for
periodic mastery tests given in the SRA reading series,
teacher made tests and classroom performance.

Thesa report card grades show that 2 out of 3 of the
students in each group had averages which increased from the
first £0 the third quarter. A group score for average reading
achievement based on classroom activities for the whole
language group is 85%, while the same for the direct
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Table 3- Comparison of Twe Groups

DIRECT [NSTRUCTION

DI I;FERENEE G

SCORE WHOLE LANGUAGH
O qin
W.L. 1. Wl. | DL
CAT Pre Total 53 51 +2
+14 419
CAT Post Total a7 ) +3
FRE- FOST- FRE- FOST- Wl.. 121
Word AnglysisTotal 75 84 46 64 *
Vacab. ! Decoding 50 30 55 6l *
Tetal
Comprehensicn 46 79 51 78 *
Total
Languzge Talal i Y 35 &7 *
Study skills Total &0 52 W T8 *
73

* Grreater amount of irprovement



Table 4 - Quarlerly Averages

WHOLE LANGUAGE GROUP FIRST CQuarter SECOND Quarter THIRD Cuarter

Average Letter grade Average : Lelter gnde | Averags Letter grade

Student { (T8 BT.3% B 82.2% B J6% C

Studeni 2 (AD) 92% A B5% B 950 A

Student 3 (MC) Toh C 80% B 87.5% B
DIRECT INSTRUCTION GROUP Average lLetter grade Average | Leller grade Average Letter grade

Student 1{MS) 0% A S1% A RO R

Stndent 2 (MY Gl% A A% A DG il

Strdent 3 (NB) T% C 8% B #3% B
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ingtruction group is 88%.

Attitude Survey

The students were given an attitude survey to determine
their feelings sbout reading. Fach student was asked to
indicate whether or not they agreed with & positive statement
about reading and the degree to which they agreed or
disagreed. Students could respond in one of three wavs to
each statement: very much, a litfle or not at all.

Results were closely split. Slightly over one - third
of student responses were “very much” and slightly under aone
- third of the responses were “a little” or “ not at allv.
Since two of the choices offered for responses would indicate
some like or acceptance of reading, it can be said that
approximately two - thirds of student responses indicated
positive attitudes towards reading. See table 5 for number
of responses.

The responses ¢f both groups were very similar. In the
whole language group, 22 responses were “very much”, 19 were
“a little” and 18 were “not at all”, for a total of 60
responses, In the direct instruetion grovp, students
responded “very much” 24 times, “a little” 18 times and “not

at all” 19 times, again, for a total of &0 responses.
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Table 5 - Attitode Survey Results

Group Response A - Response B - Response C -
Very Much ALirde Not at all

Whale Language (Group 22 1% 18

Direct Instrrcnon Group 24 18 19

Total 46 37 37
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Chapter 5

Concluslions

Review of Hypobthesis and Results

In this study T lecked at the difference in

effectiveness of two reading methodologies as evidenced in
reading achievement. The two reading methodologies examined
were whole language and direct instruction. Subjects used
for this study were special education students classified as
perceptually impaired. These students were being serviced
either in the self contained ¢lassroom, as was the case with
all students in the direct instruetion group, or they were
being serviced in the mainstreamed classroom, as were the
students taught using whole language methods.

My hypothesis was that special education students taught
using the direct instruction method would have higher reading
achievement scores than the students taught using whole
language methods in the reqular classroom. Results indicated
that both groups showed growth in reading achievement. The
two groups were given a pre- and post- inventory version of
the CAT V. Students in the whole language group had higher
scores overall in the pre— test. However, the post— test
showed that students in the direct instruction group had

higher scores overall when averaged. In addition, students



from the direct insirvuction group made greater gains, as

evidenced by the post- test results.

Discussion of Resnlis
CAT YV

Although oné group scored higher than the other in both
the pre- and post— tests, the differance in scores was
minimal. The whole language group scores on the pre- test
were only 2 points higher than the direct instruction group.
Similarly, the direct lnstrucotion group total score was only
3 pointa higher than the whole language gqroup on the post-
tegt. Direct instruction students also had a slightly
greater increase in scores than did the students in +he whole
language group. These results can be said o support the
notion that perceptually impaired studentes do better in
raading when taught through direct instruction methods.
fiowever, these rasults do not offer very atrong evidence of
such 2 conatlusion.

Student escores on sub tests [luctuated greatly.
Sub test scores ranged from 0% to 83% on the pra- and from
18% to 92% on tha post- test for the whole language group.
Direct instruction scores ranged from 10% to 100% on the pre-
and from 16% t¢ 100% on the post- taat.

Sulr tests include word analysis, vocabulary / decoding,
comprehension, language mechenices and study skills, Each
student improved overall, although several of them scored
lower on some sections of the post- test than they did on
the pre- test. GStudents in tha whole language group scored
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the same on the vocabulary / decoding sub test, which conld
suggest little growth in this area. This is conceivable as
whole language dees not stress decoding skills. Tn addition,
the group score dropped on the test of study skills, by eight
points. This could indicate, again, a lack of stress being
placed on the importance of study skills. The direct
instruetion group improved on all sub tests.

Student improvement was greatest for the direct
instruction group on the sub tests of word analysis,
vocabulary / decoding and study skills. The whole language
group had the greatest amount of improvement on the sub tests

of comprehension and language.

Quartaerly Averages

Again, there was great diversity among the (uarterly
averages of the students in each group. &8tudents in the
whole language group had averages which ranged from 78% to
95% (grades A - C). The direct instruction group had
averages ranging from 75% to 96% (grades A - C). The group
average for the whola language group was 85% whila that of
the direct instruction group was 88%. In each group, two out
of the three students showed some growth or improvement in
reading averages from the first to the third quarter. These
results suggest that the groups were similar in makeup, yet
does not offer strong support for the growth of one group

over another.
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Attitude Survey

Students were given affirmative statements about reading
and were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed or
disagreed. Slightly mere of the direct instruction students-’
responses were very positive (very much). The direct
instruction group had 24 “very much” responses while the
whole language group had 22 responses, This shows that more
than one - third of the students responded positively about
reading in each greoup. Since tweo of Lha choicas offered for
responses would indicate some like or acceptance of reading,
it can be said that approximately two - thirds of the
students have some degree of affinity or telerance for

reading.

Comparison of results witk results of similar stndies

Whole language is a process of teachers choosing options
rather than prescriptions. It is a philosophy of teaching
that allows teachers to choose activities, strategies, and
nethods that both work well for her slase, but also alliow
students te learn what they need to ¥now. Jordan and Smith
(1992) suggest that teachers should not be bound to one
method but should use a variety of methods, strategies and
activities that allow students to encounter the relationship
between language, and other academic subjects, and real life.

Most whele language proponents reject using direct or
skills teaching. Willinsky (19%4) suggests such teaching
methods are artificial. Others, such as Shanahan (1991) and
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Hatch (1992) suggest that there is some need for strategic
uge of direct instruction, for example in the area of word
enalysis. The scores for both the pre- and post— test were
higher [or the whole language group, although the direct
instruction group showsxd 4 greater increase in scores. This
offers support for the need of some skilla instruction in
whole language classrooms, as bobth Goodnan {1982} and Chail
(1992) would agree.

Students in the direct ingtruction greoup scored higher
in the pre- and post- test in the area of vocabulary /
decoding. They also showed the greatest amount of
improvement on this sub test. The whole language group
showed higher scoras on the sub tests (pre- and post—) of
comprehension, and had a greater amount of improvement on
this sub test, Edwards (1981) suggests that some lezarning
outcomes are better learned through one instruciiansl
approach than another.

Peterson (127%) found in his reseavch thet students
taught using direct instruction methods do worse on tests of
conprehension, abstract thinking, creativity and problem
sclving. Erickson (1987) concurs with this resesrch and adds
that direct inatruction methods are bast for teaching word
attack and decoding. McFaul’s (1983) study also concludad
that direct instruction is most appropriate for basic akills
instruction such as decoding and voocabulary.

The difference in scores on the comprehension sub test
would suggest that students taughi using whole lengunage were
better prapared to think and comprehend, while direct
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instruction studeants were better at decoding and vocabulary,
which a skills based approach like direct instruection would

focus on.

Limitatiang of Study
This study was limited in the number of subjects

available. Results could have boeon more conclusive if there
warea more subjects used. Howevar, identifyving 6 students who
fir the oriteria selected was a task in iteelf. The students
chosen were all classified as perceptually impaired, apnd were
being servicad in sell contained or regular clasaroomns with
or without support, They were all functioning on the first
grade level and were taught with @ither direct instruction or
whole language mathods.

However, sztudents were on different plateaus within the
first grade level. They had different strengths and
weaknesses and diffarent levels of understanding. This ia
typical with most groups of children, but Lhe atudy may have
been more concisa 1f variables such as cognitive functioning,
langnage akility angd sven age, could have been controlled
for.

Another limitation was that students in cities move
often. The six students selected for the study in September
changed many times. It was difficult to replace students who
left with students who met the criteria and fit into the
spacifications laid cut for the original student. If more
than six subjects arae used, and the study is open ko many
more children, it may not be so hard to replace subjects, or
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gasy to eliminate other students. Numbers would be high
enough that one student dropping cut will not disable the

study -

Inplications for future research

Results indicate an improvement in several areas in the
direct instruction group, but they alsc indicate such in the
whole lanquage group as well. The results support research
that suggests direct instruction is better for certairn
academic subjects, and that whole language without some sort
of direct teaching will leave students lacking in certain
areas.

It might also be worth while to take this same study
further by incorporating writing ability of students.
Reading inventories could be done as pre- and post- tests to
determine the exact level of functioning at the beginning and
end of the study, and some test of cognitive functioning
could give an idea of the difference or similarities in the
preparedness of students.

Many previcus studies have shown that direct instruction
has proven to be effactive with envirommentally and
educationally “at - risk” students, while whole language
instruetional approaches may be better suited to those
students who are functioning at their age and grade
appropriate reading levels. However, very few programs have
shown effectiveness in increasing reading achievement with
all students in all educational settings.

The district selected for this study insists on
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separating the instructional methods usad for students in
regular and self contained classrooma. This does not take
into consideration the special aducarniop students who mav he
returning to the regqular whole language classroom from the
direct instruction self contained class. These two programs
are incorporated inte the district with no bridge between
them.

It is evident from this research that students will
learn and improve with either methed, however, all studen:ts
will not improve in all areas of reading with ¢nly one of the
pregrams. Because of the successes of both programs in
different areas, 1t would not be wise to dismiss one in favor
of the cother. Rather, teachers should be allowed to use
different methods to teach different areas, as evidenced by
the effectiveness of one or the other in that area. By
continuing to use two very different metheds of teaching
reading, the gap between student in the mainstream and those

in self contained c¢lassrcoms is widened.

Conclusions

This study investigated Lhe affectivenese of two reading
methodologies, whole language and direct instructicn, with
students classified as percdeptually impaired and being
educated in the self contained or mainstreamed classroom.

8ix subjects were selected. Three students were being
instructed in reading in the regular classroom and were
taught using whele language methods. The other three
subjects were taught using direct instruction in the regqular
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¢lassroom.

The students were given & pre- and post- inventory
version of the CAT V, in September and April respectively.
For the seven meonths between pre- and post- assessment, tha
gtudents were taught reading through direct instruction or
whole language methods. Students were alsc given an attitude
survey about reading, and were asked to indicate the degree
to which they agreed or disagreed with affirmative statements
about reading.

Rasults indicated that although students in the whole
language group scored higher overall on the pre- test, the
direct instruction group scored slightly higher on the post-
test. The direct instruction group also made greater
imprevement gains in the areas of vocabulary / deceding, and
word analysis, and overall, while the whole language group
showed greater improvement in the areas of comprehension ard
language.

The attitude survey revealed generaily positive
attitudes toward reading. BApproximately two-thirds of
student responses were positive indicating that there was a
like for reading in genersl among both groups of students.

This research suggests the need for a balanced program
of whole language and direct teaching of skills for reading
instruction. Students who are classified as at - risk or are
classified, spacifically perceptually impaired, will benefi:
from both a holistic approach and a specific instruction of
skills. To isclate the reading methodologies used with
students based on their placement is to ensure the success of
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some students and fallure of others in several areas of

reading.
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APPENDIX A
Name

Directions: Read each question. Clircle your r
- very much,

1. T like to come to school.

2. I like it when we read a1 school.

3. Reading is my favorite subject in school

4, My teacher reads to me.

5. I'like it when my teacher reads to me

& I like o read on my own at school.

/. I'like 1o read on my own at home.

B. 1 think ] am a good reader.

2. I'like readng books and stories.

1. | would rather read than play a same.

11. 1 would rather get a book than a ray for a sifl.
12. My classmates read to me.

13. [ ke when my classmates read to me.

4.1 tike to read silently.

151 hke to read out loud to others.

16. 1 like it when others read to me.

17. My parents or family read to me.

13, I like it when my family reads to me.
19.5t0ry tlime is my favorite time of the school day.

20.1 would rather read a book than play with a toy.
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