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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

competencies of the reading intern cluster into identi

fiable subsets of competencies, and if they did, to deter

mine (1) which measures of the factors v?ere most reliable, 

and (2) what relative variation of the total reading 

intern was accounted for by each factor. 

The subjects in the study were fifty graduate 

students enrolled in one or both practicum courses 

(Diagnosis, Remediation) in the Department of Reading, The 

University of Arizona, during one or both summer sessions, 

1976. 

Three competencies (diagnosis, remediation, and 

personal characteristics) were measured by three different 

methods (objective, Likert scales, and semantic differ

entials) . The objective tests in diagnosis and remedia

tion, the three Likert scales, and the three semantic 

differentials were constructed by the investigator. The 

Helpee Stimulus Expressions, developed by R, Carkhuff, 

was chosen as the most objective means of assessing 

subjects' levels of personal characteristics. Responses to 

this instrument were rated with the Carkhuff Communication 

Index. 

vii 
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All nine instruments were used to evaluate those 

subjects who were enrolled in both practicum courses during 

the summer sessions. Subjects enrolled in only one of the 

two practicum courses during the summer sessions were 

evaluated in the area of personal characteristics and 

either diagnosis or remediation depending on the practicum 

in which they were enrolled. 

Reliability estimates were made for all instru

ments. Cronbach alpha coefficients were computed for the 

objective tests in diagnosis and remediation and the three 

forms of the Likert scales. Pearson-Product Moment correr 

lations were computed for the Helpee Stimulus Expressions, 

the three forms of the Likert scales, and the three forms 

of the semantic differentials. A Principal Factor analysis 

with Varimax rotation was undertaken to determine the 

clustering of the competencies. 

The study indicated that competencies of the 

reading intern cluster into two identifiable subsets. 

These were labeled: remediation-personal and diagnosis-

personal. The Likert scales were determined to be the most 

reliable measures of the competencies. The remediation^ 

personal factor accounted for 63.7%, and the diagnosis-

personal factor accounted for an additional 19.7% of the 

variation of the total reading intern. 

Implications of the study included the possibility 

that while diagnosis and remediation are separate 
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competencies, personal characteristics may be so interwoven 

with each, that its assessment and training should be dealt 

with in the context of courses in diagnosis and remedia

tion. Recommendations were made which included estab

lishing concurrent validity for the Likert scales and 

semantic differential measures of personal characteristics. 



CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this chapter is to present (1) back

ground and justification of the study, (2) statement of the 

problem, (3) review of the literature, (4) limitations, and 

(5) glossary of terms. 

Background and Justification ( 

of the Study 

There is a widespread belief that sound reading 

instruction must consist of appropriate diagnosis and 

correction of reading disability (Bond and Tinker, 1967; 

Dechant, 1972; Durr, 1970; Heilman, 1967; Ransom, 1973; 

Sp.ache, 1967; Zintz, 1970) . The preparation of reading 

teachers has been based on this belief, and college 

training programs have provided for the assessment and 

development of these abilities. The curricula of college 

reading programs, the content of training texts in reading,' 

and instruments of evaluation all give evidence of the dual 

focus on diagnosis and remediation. Yet, a: review of the 

professional literature revealed no evidence to suggest 

that diagnosis and remediation are, in fact, separate 

abilities. 

1 



2 

There is another widespread belief that suggests 

teachers of reading must have the desirable personal 

characteristics that would enhance their relationships with 

their students (Dechant, 1972; Monroe and Rogers, 1964; 

Spache, 1959; Strang, 1969a, 1969b). Further, these 

desirable personal characteristics may be more important to 

the achievement of their students than are the specific 

methods or materials used (Artley, 1969; Bond and Dykstra, 

1967; Chall and Feldman, 1966; Fay, 1971; Harris and 

Morrison, 1969; Harris and Sewer, 1966; Ramsey, 1962; 

Spaulding, 1965). 

Support for the above notions naturally led to the 

belief that the identification and training of those 

desirable personal characteristics of the teacher should 

be a priority in teacher training programs (Artley, 1969; 

Bond and Dykstra, 1967; Del Popolo, 1965; Dickson, 1967; 

Getzels and Jackson, 1963; Jenkins, 1951; Kasper, 1956; 

Kearney and Roccio, 1956; Mangiere, 1974). In spite of 

the support, few programs have provided for assessment and 

training of personal characteristics of teachers (Nolting, 

1973; Raygor and Vavoulis, 1973a, 1973b), The reasons for 

not including assessment and training of personal charac

teristics could be the lack of awareness of the urgency for 

and means of doing so. Research in the fields of teacher 

effectiveness and psychotherapy may provide for such 

awareness. 
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The investigator was unable to locate a single study 

designed to determine whether abilities in diagnosis and 

remediation were separate competencies. Neither was the 

investigator able to find evidence to suggest that desir

able personal characteristics of the reading teacher was a 

competency different from ability in diagnosis and remedia

tion. The present study attempted to provide this evidence. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to provide data 

relative to the following problems: 

1. Do competencies of a reading intern cluster into 

identifiable subsets of competencies? 

a. Given that there are identifiable subsets, 

which of the measures used will measure the 

subsuming factors most reliably? 

b. Given that there are identifiable subsets of 

competencies, what relative variation of the 

total reading intern is accounted for by each 

of these factors? 

Review of the Literature 

Research in the Field of 
Teacher Effectiveness 

The massive Ryans study of 1960 attempted to assess 

teacher effectiveness through observation of specific char

acteristics or behaviors of teachers, apart from their 



4 

students. Ryans (1960) reported that the most definitive 

outcomes of the study dealt with social and personal char

acteristics rather than the scholarliness of the teachers. 

Three factors were identified as being associated with 

effective teaching: warm and understanding vs. aloof and 

egocentric; responsible, systematic vs. evading, unplanned; 

stimulating vs. routine. "One may well doubt that they 

[social and personal characteristics] are more important, 

but they may be equally important" (Ryans, 1964, p. 72). 

Ryans (1960) concluded that future research in teacher 

effectiveness focus on the social and personal character

istics of teachers. 

Several researchers did focus on these teacher 

characteristics. Christensen (1960) used a 40-item 

investigator-constructed instrument designed to measure 

teacher warmth. He determined that teacher warmth was 

associated with fourth and fifth grade students' scores-on 

the vocabulary and arithmetic subtests of the Iowa Test 

of Basic Skills. 

Frizzi (1972) studied the effects of certain 

teacher qualities in relation to the achievement of their 

students. The teachers were rated according to the degree 

their behavior was: friendly, understanding, business-like, 

systematic, stimulating, and imaginative. Frizzi deter

mined that the first grade students of teachers who tended 

to have higher degrees of these qualities attained 
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significantly greater mastery of a phoneme-grapheme corre

spondence being taught than did students of teachers who 

were determined to be weaker in the areas measured. 

Research in the Field of 
Psychotherapy 

Rogers (1957) theorized the necessary and suffi

cient conditions for constructive client change. These 

conditions were that the therapist experience and communi

cate unconditional positive regard (warm acceptance), 

empathic understanding (sensitivity), and genuineness 

(self-congruence, sincerity) for the client. Further/ 

Rogers contended that these conditions were sufficient 

regardless of the specific therapeutic approach used by 

the therapist. Support for Rogers' "necessary and suffi

cient conditions" came from a variety of therapeutic 

approaches (Alexander, 1963; Dymond, 1949; Halkides, 1958; 

Jourard, 1959; Schaeffer, 1959; Shoben, 1949; Strunk, 

1957; Strupp, 1960). Rogers (1967) believed that the 

greater the degree of these conditions in the therapist, 

the greater the degree of constructive personality change 

that can occur in the client. While Rogers was referring 

specifically to psychotherapeutic situations, his goals of 

psychotherapy included such aspects as, 

. . . greater integration, less internal conflict, 
more energy utilizable for effective living, 
change in behaviors away from behaviors generally 
regarded as immature and toward behaviors regarded 
as mature (Rogers, 1957, p. 95). 
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The similarity between Rogers' goals of psychotherapy and 

the goals of education are not merely coincidental. Rogers 

(1957) believed that psychotherapy occurs constantly in 

everyday life and therefore that training in the "core" 

conditions could and should be undertaken in areas such as 

education. It is not surprising then that Rogers (1967) 

begins to replace the term "therapist" with the term 

"helper" in his later works. 

The logical step after identification of the core 

conditions was to devise a means for measuring the levels 

of these conditions of people in the helping professions. 

Such an instrument would be designed in accord with the 

belief that the higher the degree of the core conditions, 

the more rewarding or "facilitative" the level of inter-

and intra-personal functioning (Berenson and Carkhuff, 

1967). The first draft of a measuring device was created 

in a seminar with Rogers (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967}. The 

first usable scales, however, were developed by Truax 

(1961). Through research and modification by Truax and 

later by Carkhuff (1969a, 1969b), the scales became more 

refined. 

Evidence from the field of psychotherapy has 

identified the facilitative core conditions of uncondi

tional positive regard, empathic understanding, and 

genuineness as essential to the success of the therapist 

in a helping role. While the majority of research studies 



7 

in teacher effectiveness has produced no definitive conclu

sions, there is substantial evidence that the personal 

characteristics of the teacher, especially the quality of 

"warmth," are essential to success in teaching. 

The Facilitative Core Conditions 
in Education 

Aspy (1965, 1969) used the scales developed by 

Truax to measure third grade teachers1 levels of facilita

tive core conditions. He determined that students of high 

functioning teachers (ratings of 3.1 and above) attained 

significantly higher scores than students of low function

ing teachers (below 3.1) on all Stanford Achievement Test 

subtests except spelling. In some cases a gain of three or 

four months, while substantively inconsequential, was 

determined statistically significant. However, the data 

certainly show a marked trend in favor of the high 

functioning teachers. 

Aspy and Hadlock (1967) claimed to have determined 

that elementary students of teachers functioning at the 

highest levels made an average achievement gain of two and 

one-half years, while students of the lowest functioning 

teachers made an average achievement gain of only six 

months. Further, they noted that students of the lowest 

functioning teachers missed significantly more days of 

school than did the students of the highest functioning 

teachers. 
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Kratochvil, Carkhuff, and Berenson (1969) studied 

the effects of teachers1 levels of facilitation on the 

achievement of fifth grade students- They determined that 

those students who had a history of teachers functioning at 

or near the minimally facilitative level (a rating of 3.0 

on the Truax scales) made significantly greater gains in 

reading as measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test. 

Further, they found evidence of the negative effects of 

those teachers who were functioning at levels "considerably 

below" minimal facilitation. For those teachers functioning 

at neither extreme, no relationship to the academic, social, 

or emotional development of students was noted. 

Again, there is a trend toward support for the 

notion that a teacher's level of facilitation is related to 

the academic achievement of his/her students. The findings 

of this study were difficult to interpret because the 

ratings of all teachers (grades 1-5) for a given student 

were averaged. This single score was then compared with 

the student's fifth grade achievement test scores. 

Stoffer (1970) found that elementary school students 

with behavioral and academic problems made significant 

improvement in both areas when provided with several months 

of attention from a "helping person." Unfortunately, 

Stoffer never describes the activities of these helping 



persons beyond the fact that they were instructed to 

develop good relationships with children. Because Stoffer' 

conclusions are based on observation of an extremely small 

number of helpers operating at even minimally facilitative 

levels, the implications of the study are high tentative. 

Berenson (1971) studied the effects of 25 hours of 

facilitation training on the performance of student 

teachers in elementary school. On the basis of supervisor 

ratings, scores on the Teaching Situation Reaction Test, 

and ratings of the use of positive reinforcement, it was 

determined that the trained student teachers received sig

nificantly higher scores than the control group of student 

teachers who received no training. It is interesting to 

note that most trainees were functioning between levels 

1.5 and 2.0 prior to training and that the mean gain after 

training was one full level. This gain served to move most 

of the trainees at or near the 3.0 (minimally facilitative) 

level. 

Hefele (1971) studied the effects of facilitation 

training on the functioning of 16 aids and 15 experienced 

teachers in relation to the achievement of 99 deaf students. 

While details of the study are somewhat vague, it appears 

that Hefele determined that the level of functioning of the 

teachers and aids, after training, accounted for 62 per 
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cent of the variance in students' California Achievement 

Test scores in reading. While the results of Hefele's 

study appear impressive, it should be noted that the 

achievement test scores used in this correlational study 

were available for only 29 of the original 99 students in 

the sample. 

i 

Summary 

The preceding studies give evidence to suggest that 

"... effective education is a function of the inter

personal skills which make for an effective teacher-student 

relationship plus an effective teaching program" (Carkhuff, 

1971, p. 11). While teacher preparation programs may 

provide a solid background in academic skills, they may be 

considered only partial programs without the evaluation and 

training of interpersonal communication skills (Gazda, 

1973). "Mastering the academic subject matter is a pre

requisite to good teaching but is no guarantee of it" 

•(Gazda, 1971, p. 49). 

Limitations 

The study was subject to the following limitations: 

1. The sample consisted of only graduate students 

enrolled in one or both practicum course 1 (Diagnosis 

and Remediation) in the Department of Reading, The 

University of Arizona, Summer, 1976. 
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2. Two of the raters (this researcher and one major 

committee member) had prior knowledge of this study 

and the instruments. One other individual rated 

subjects in both summer sessions and therefore, 

during the second summer session, had prior knowl

edge of the instruments. These conditions might 

have affected the ratings made by these three 

individuals. 

3. Not all subjects in the study were rated (on the 

semantic differentials and the Likert scales) by 

the same individuals. 

4. Complete data were not available for all subjects. 

Glossary of Terms 

To clarify their meanings as they were used in this 

study, the following glossary of terms is provided: 

1. Reading interns. Graduate students enrolled in 

the Diagnosis and/or Remediation practica in the 

the Department of Reading, The University of 

Arizona. 

2. Diagnosis. The various means of determining an 

individual's specific strengths and weaknesses in 

reading. 
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3. Remediation. The various means of promoting growth 

in reading by correcting deficits and building on 

strengths. 

4. Personal characteristics. Those personality traits 

that tend to enhance or inhibit interactions 

between individuals. 



CHAPTER II 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

This is a factor analytic study designed to deter

mine whether competencies of the reading intern cluster 

into identifiable subsets of competencies. The purpose of 

this chapter is to present (1) description of the subjects, 

(2) selection and development of the instruments, (3) 

administration and scoring of the instruments, and (4) 

treatment of the data. 

Description of the Subjects 

The subjects in this study were fifty graduate 

students enrolled in one or both practicum courses (Diag

nosis, Remediation) in the Department of Reading, The 

University of Arizona,- during one or both summer sessions, 

1976. There were nine males and forty-one females in the 

sample. Forty-six of the fifty subjects were enrolled in 

the master's degree program. Three of the remaining four 

subjects were attaining state Reading Endorsement on their 

basic teaching certificate, and one subject was a doctoral 

student taking a minor in Reading, 

The Department of Reading at The University of 

Arizona requires certain prerequisite courses prior to 

enrollment in either of the practicum courses. The 

13 
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Diagnosis and Remediation practica are usually taken at or 

near the end of the course sequence for the master's 

degree. Therefore, all subjects had completed a core of at 

least three Reading courses. Descriptions of the three 

courses are as follows: (1) the nature of the reading 

process, sequential develbpment of reading K-college, 

methods of teaching reading in subject areas, and teaching 

reading to special groups and individual cases; (2) 

linguistic, psychological, physiological, and phonetic 

>• applications to the teaching of word recognition; (3) 

theory, demonstrations, and practice in group and indi

vidual procedures of administration, interpretation, and 

use of techniques for the diagnosis of reading development 

and difficulties. 

Twenty-nine of the subjects anticipated completing 

their course work during the summer or fall semester of 

1976. The remaining twenty-one subjects anticipated 

completing their course work in 1977 or 1978. 

A significant portion of the study dealt with 

assessing the subjects' levels of desirable personal char

acteristics, It was, therefore, of interest to determine 

whether the subjects had prior experiences which might 

have influenced their responses or behavior to be rated by 

the measures of personal characteristics. Thirteen of the 

fifty subjects reported that they had been involved as 

either a client or a student in a counseling program within 
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the past five years. Ten of these subjects described their 

experiences as being of brief duration (less than one 

year). Two of these thirteen subjects stated they had 

attained master's degrees in Counseling, and one subject 

appeared to have completed course work in Counseling 

equivalent to that required for a master's degree. 

Complete data were available for 29 reading interns 

who took both practicum courses during the summer sessions. 

For those 21 reading interns who were enrolled in only one 

of the two practicum courses, partial data were collected. 

Selection and Development of 
the Instruments 

Nine instruments were used in the study in order to 

evaluate subjects in terms of their competencies in diag

nosis, remediation, and personal characteristics. The 

following diagram is provided as an overview of the nine 

instruments: 

Semantic Likert Objective 
Differentials Scales Measures 

Diagnosis Diagnosis 
Diagnosis 

(Multiple choice 
i tems) 

Remediation Remediation 
Remediation 

(Multiple choice 
items) 

Personal 
Characteristics 

Personal 
Characteristics 

Personal charac
teristics (Helpee 
Stimulus Expres
sions) 

Subjective Objective 
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All nine instruments were used to evaluate those 

subjects who were enrolled in both practica courses during 

the summer sessions. Subjects enrolled in only one of the 

two practicum courses during the summer sessions were 

evaluated in the area of personal characteristics and 

either diagnosis or remediation depending upon the 

practicum in which they were enrolled. 

In order to examine the question of whether compe

tencies of reading interns clustered into subsets of 

competencies/ it was necessary to locate or develop 

measures of the competencies. It is currently a practice 

in the Department of Reading, The University of Arizona, 

to undertake both subjective and objective evaluation of 

reading interns enrolled in the Diagnosis and Remediation 

practica. If only one measure of each competency had been 

used in this study, it would have been necessary to make an 

attificial choice between subjective and objective measure

ment possibilities for each competency. Further, a single 

measure of each competency would not have allowed for a 

meaningful analysis of the clustering of competencies of 

the reading intern. For these reasons, it was determined 

that multiple measures of each competency would be used. 

Three conditions had to be met before an instrument 

could be considered appropriate for use in the study. 

First, it had. to have face validity. In other words, it 

had to appear to be measuring appropriate aspects of the 



competency in question. For example, a test of ability in 

remediation was considered inappropriate if it measured 

only an intern's ability to teach decoding skills. An 

appropriate test in this area would have included measures 

of ability to teach comprehension strategies as well. 

Second, it had to have the appearance of a "pure" measure 

of the competency. For example, a measure of ability in 

diagnosis could not include aspects concerning the use of 

remedial techniques. Third, it had to have temporal and 

financial practicality in terms of this research and 

possible future use as a tool for evaluation in practicum 

courses. 

During the course of searching for such instru

ments, most existing ones were rejected for failure to meet 

the content requirements of the first and second conditions. 

Others, such as established schemes for rating performance 

samples via live demonstrations and video or audio taping 

were rejected for failure to meet the third condition; 

evaluation in these ways is either costly or time-consuming. 

Therefore, with the exception of the Helpee Stimulus 

Expressions, all instruments used in the study were 

developed during the course of the study. 

In developing these instruments, it was decided 

that the forms of a measure of a given competency be as 

similar as possible. For example, the most subjective 

measure of diagnosis-:—the semantic differential—was 
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designed to be similar in format to the most subjective 

measures of remediation and personal characteristics. 

Assuring similarity of the instruments was considered 

desirable in order to avoid the possibility that the 

measuring device itself rather than the competencies would 

determine the clustering of these competencies. 

While the investigator took primary responsibility 

for creating the instruments, all of them were examined and 

modified by two other individuals in the field of reading: 

one graduate student and one professor in the Department 

of Reading, The University of Arizona. The procedures for 

developing each instrument were identical: the investi

gator outlined a theoretical framework for the instrument, 

she then developed a device to measure the competencies 

within the framework, the two experts in reading examined 

and critiqued the device, and each of them discussed their 

critique with the investigator. The final form of each 

instrument was the result of the modifications made during 

the sessions with the two experts. 

Objective Tests 

One category of instruments was labeled "objective" 

measures. Competencies in diagnosis and remediation were 

determined by multiple-choice tests constructed by the 

investigator. The objective measure of personal character

istics was obtained by administering the Helpee Stimulus 
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Expressions (Carkhuff, 1969a) which, while not a multiple-

choice test, was the most objective measure of this char

acteristic. 

Two separate tests were developed to provide 

assessment of subjects' knowledge, application, and 

synthesis of information in either diagnosis or remediation. 

Knowledge may be defined as . . those behaviors and test 

situations which emphasize the remembering . . , of ideas, 

material, or phenomena" (Bloom, 1956, p. 62). Application 

refers to the ability to apply knowledge appropriately in 

s p e c i f i c  s i t u a t i o n s .  S y n t h e s i s  i s  d e s c r i b e d  a s  t h e  " . . .  

putting together of elements and parts so as to form a 

whole" (Bloom, 1956, p. 162). Originally, it was intended 

that test items would be chosen from an item pool of test 

questions previously administered in the practica. Later, 

it was decided that while these items did test knowledge, 

they did not provide for an adequate measure' of application 

and synthesis. Therefore, new test items were written. 

The format of the objective tests consisted of the pre

sentation of theoretical or applied problems. The subject 

was required to choose both a decision and an explanation 

for that decision. 

Each test consisted of twenty items with four 

choices per item. The test in diagnosis was designed to 

include approximately equal numbers of items concerning: 

construction and administration of a diagnostic battery, 
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scoring and interpretation of test results, and recommenda

tions and referrals based on the diagnostic findings. The 

test in remediation was designed to include several items 

concerning the priorities of instruction, while the majority 

of items dealt with the selection and implementation of 

appropriate instructional strategies (see Appendix A for 

copies of the multiple-choice tests in diagnosis and 

remediation). 

The Helpee Stimulus Expressions (Carkhuff, 1969a) 

were chosen as the most objective means of evaluating the 

subjects' levels of personal characteristics. This instru

ment consisted of sixteen statements made by a helpee—a 

hypothetical person with problems in the following areas: 

interpersonal relationships, educational-vocational choice, 

child-rearing, sexual-marital concerns, and situations of 

crisis-confrontation (Carkhuff, 1969a). The subjects were 

to respond, in writing, to each of the ̂ statements. They 

were instructed to assume that the helpee was making the 

statements to them and they were to respond to each one as 

a helping person. For example, in excerpt 2, the helpee 

expressed confusion and distress in relation to a li£e 

choice she was making*. A subject, acting as a helping 

person, might have responded in any number of different 

ways: by making a statement of concern and empathy for 

her distress, by providing assistance in making the choice, 



by offering comfort and consolation for her distress, or by 

making any other response he or she considered helpful. 

The Helpee Stimulus Expressions were later rated by 

using the Carkhuff Communication Index. This Index is the 

most refined version of the scales that were described in 

Chapter I, These scales were originally designed by Truax 

(1961) to measure an individual's level of the facilitative 

core conditions. Use of the Helpee Stimulus Expressions 

was suggested by Carkhuff (1969a) as a means of providing 

information to be rated with the Carkhuff Communication 

Index when ratings of actual interactions would be im

practical. Due to the nature of the practicum settings, it 

was determined that ratings of actual interactions would 

have been impractical. The practicum settings' are instruc

tional. Therefore, the type of communication between the 

intern and the clients is somewhat restricted. In order to 

gather enough information suitable for rating with the 

Carkhuff Communication Index, an unreasonably amount of 

rater time would have been required. The Helpee Stimulus 

Expressions were then chosen as the most reasonable means 

of providing interactions to be rated. Research has been 
l 

gathered that indicates the existence of a strong positive 

relationship between written responses to the Helpee 

Stimulus Expressions, oral responses to this instrument, 

and responses in an actual helping role (Greenberg, cited 



in Fisher, 1969) (see Appendix B for a copy of the Helpee 

Stimulus Expressions)• 

Reliability figures for the Carkhuff Communication 

Index are high. Both rate-rerate and inter-rater relia

bilities range from .89 to .95 using the Pearson Product 

Moment procedure (Hefele and Hurst, 1972). While the 

content validity of the Carkhuff Communication Index has 

not been directly determined, some researchers (Hefele and 

Hurst, 1972) believe that since the definitions for the 

scale points are commensurate with Rogers', the validity of 

the Index may be assumed. Other researchers such as 

Gormally and Hill (1974) believe that several sources of 

judgment such as client perceptions should be used to 

determine a level of functioning. In discussing the pre

dictive and construct validity of the Index, Hefele and 

Hurst (1972, pp. 67-68) concluded their review of the 

literature by stating, . .we feel that the predictive 

and construct validities have been fairly well established 

with respect to client (trainee) level of interpersonal 

functioning and client (trainee) self-exploration." 

Rating Scales 

As has been stated earlier, evaluation of reading 

interns at The University of Arizona has typically con

sisted of both objective and subjective measures. The pro

cedures for obtaining subjective measures were not 
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formalized, however, and therefore no subjective intruments 

were available for use in this study. In an attempt to 

create systematic means of making subjective evaluations, 

several types of observation systems, were considered. 

The investigator had originally planned to develop 

scales to rate observed behavior in the three areas of 

competence. The rating of observed behavior requires a 

rater to witness and rate actual behavior of subjects 

(Kerlinger, 1973). There are two general ways in which 

actual behavior may be observed: by time or by event 

sampling. Time sampling involves the selection of certain 

time units during which the behavior of subjects is ob

served. For example, time sampling may involve a rater in 

observing three ten-minute segments of interaction between 

a subject and a client on three consecutive days. Event 

sampling involves the selection of specific types of be-, 

haviorto be observed. For example, event sampling might 

involve the rater in observing a subject teach two specific 

lessons in a remedial session (Kerlinger, 1973). 

For purposes of this study, event sampling seemed 

more appropriate than time sampling for rating observed 

behavior in that it would have allowed for control of the 

content to be evaluated for all subjects. After numerous 

attempts to define the parameters of the activities to be 

sampled, it became apparent that the range of important 

activities within each of the competencies (Diagnosis, 
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Remediation, and Personal Characteristics) was so vast and 

the means for evaluating them would, of necessity, be so 

diverse, that the evaluation system would require develop

ment and administration time outside the scope of this 

study. 

Therefore, the plan to use observed behavior as a 

basis for making subjective ratings was abandoned. In

stead, it was decided to use remembered behavior as a means 

of obtaining subjective ratings of subjects. Rating re

membered behavior requires the rater to recall and rate 

past behavior of the subjects (Kerlinger, 1973), Rating 

scales for remembered behavior are susceptible, as are 

types of rating scales, to weaknesses such as halo effect 

and errors of severity, leniency, and central tendency. 

However, this type of rating scale also has the same possi

bilities for reliable evaluation as to rating scales for 

observed behaviors (Kerlinger, 1973). Remembered behavior 

rating scales have been criticized for their simplicity; 

yet this very simplicity makes them preferable to the more 

complex observation systems (Kerlinger, 1973). 

Two types of rating scales were developed to assess 

remembered behavior of reading interns in each of the three 

areas of competence: Diagnosis, Remediation, and Personal 

Characteristics. The most objective scales were the Likert 

rating scales, and the most subjective type of rating 
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scales (which were also the most subjective measures in the 

study) were the semantic differential rating scales. 

The Likert Scales. The Likert scales developed 

were similar in form to Likert-type attitude measures. 

Each of the three scales consisted of six statements which 

were each given ratings according to a graphic continuum 

from 0 (low) to 6 (high) (Kerlinger, 1973). A seven-point 

scale was used to enhance the reliability of the instrument 

(Guilford, 1954). The scales provided clarification at 

points 0, 2, 4, and 6. The statements on all scales called 

for a determination of the extent to which a subject demon

strated the particular desirable behavior. The investi

gator took primary responsibility for creating the Likert 

scales. However, as in the case of constructing the 

objective tests in Diagnosis and Remediation, all the 

scales were examined and critiqued by two experts in the 

field of Reading. Each of the experts discussed his/her 

critique with the investigator and the final form of each 

of the Likert scales was a result of the modifications made 

during the sessions with the two experts. 

The Likert scale in Diagnosis covered the areas of 

selection, administration, scoring, and interpretation of 

tests; synthesis of test results; And ability to make 

recommendations consistent with the diagnostic findings. 

The Likert scale in Remediation dealt with the development 
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and implementation of instructional objectives, priorities 

of instruction, instructional strategies, selection of 

materials, and evaluation of an instructional program. 

The Likert scale for Personal Characteristics covered the 

areas of confidence, flexibility, self-direction and 

creativity of the reading intern, the environment the 

interns create, and interns' responses to students (see 

Appendix D for copies of the Likert scales). 

The Semantic Differentials. These scales were 

similar to the common semantic differentials; the major 

difference being that rather than assessing several char<-

acteristics, each scale assessed only one—the global 

measure of competence. Each of the three forms consisted 

of one statement which was rated according to a graphic 

representation of the rating continuum. Bipolar adjectives 

provided clarification for rating at the highest and lowest 

points on the continuum (Kerlinger, 1973): point 0 

(extremely low) and point 9 (extremely high). The in

vestigator took primary responsibility for creating the 

semantic differentials. However, following the same pro

cedure as was used to construct the objective tests in 

Diagnosis and Remediation and the Likert scales, two 

experts in the field examined and critiqued the scales. 

These critiques and the modifications made determined the 

final forms of the semantic differentials. The statements 
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for the Diagnosis and Remediation forms of the semantic 

differentials call for a rating of overall competence in 

either diagnosis or remediation. The statement for the 

Personal Characteristics form asks for a rating of overall 

level of desirable personal characteristics (see Appendix 

E for copies of the semantic differentials). 

Administration and Scoring 
of Instruments 

The administration schedule for the instruments 

varied somewhat according to the time of the subjects' enr 

rollment in one or both practica courses. The order of 

evaluation of the subjects, however, followed the same 

pattern: 

1. Helpee Stimulus Expressions for evaluation with 

the Carkhuff Communication Index, administered 

during the first week of the first summer session 

in which the subject was enrolled. 

2. Semantic differentials for Diagnosis, Remediation, 

and Personal Characteristics, completed during the 

fourth week of the subject's enrollment in the 

appropriate practicum. 

3. Likert scales for Diagnosis, Remediation, and 

Personal Characteristics, completed during the 

fifth (final) week of the subject's enrollment in 

the appropriate practicum. 
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4. Objective measures in Diagnosis and Remediation, 

administered during the fifth (final) week of the 

subject's enrollment in the appropriate practicum. 

The Helpee Stimulus Expressions were administered 

at the start of each summer session in order to assess the 

subjects prior to their having any (additional) experience 

or course work which might affect their responses. The 

semantic differentials and Likert scales were completed 

toward the conclusion of each summer session in order that 

raters had enough information to make valid assessments of 

the subjects. It was desirable that the raters complete 

the semantic differentials before completing the Likert 

scales. This procedure was undertaken in order to insure 

that ratings on the semantic differentials remained global 

and unaffected by knowledge of the more specific Likert 

scales. The objective tests in Diagnosis and Remediation 

were administered at the conclusion of each summer session 

in order that the subjects' scores would represent their 

best possible performance after having completed the 

practicum course(s). 

Objective Tests 

The objective tests in Diagnosis and Remediation 

were administered by the investigator to groups of subjects 

during class time in either the Diagnosis or Remediation 

practicum. Since there were three sections of Diagnosis 
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offered during the two summer sessions, the test in 

Diagnosis was administered on three separate occasions, 

twice during the first summer session and once during the 

second summer session. The Remediation Practicum was 

offered once curing the first summer session and once 

during the second summer session. Therefore, the objective 

test in Remediation was administered twice, once during 

each summer session. 

Both of the objective tests were typed and subjects 

were given separate answer sheets on which to record their 

responses. The directions for these objective tests were 

printed at the top of the first page. Prior to beginning 

the test, subjects were instructed to read the directions 

silently while the examiner read them aloud to the group. 

The directions were as follows: 

Answer the following questions as best you can. 
In some cases, several of the choices for a question 
might appear reasonable. It would, therefore, be 
wise to evaluate each choice carefully before 
making your final selection. 

THIS TEST WILL NOT BE USED IN ANY WAY TO DETER
MINE OR INFLUENCE YOUR GRADE IN THIS OR ANY 
OTHER COURSE IN THE DEPARTMENT OF READING. 

The subjects were instructed NOT to discuss either 

the questions or their answers to the test with anyone. 

There was no time limit imposed and all subjects completed 

each test in less than one hour's time. When a subject 

completed the test he/she turned in the copy of the test 



30 

and the answer sheet to the examiner and then left the 

room. 

Test items were scored by the investigator and the 

scores were checked by a colleague. One point was given 

for each correct response; the final score for each subject 

being the total of all items correct for the particular 

test. 

The Helpee Stimulus Expressions measure was ad

ministered by the investigator to groups of subjects during 

class time in either the Diagnosis or the Remediation 

practicum. The instrument was given on five separate 

occasions: three times during the second summer session in 

order to gather data from subjects in all five practicum 

sections. Each administration required approximately 

forty-five minutes. 

The sixteen segments of the Helpee Stimulus Expres

sions were presented via audio tape to the groups of subr-

jects. Between each segment was a silence of two or two 

and a half minutes to permit time for the subjects to 

respond in writing (Cash, 1976). Each subject was given a 

typed copy of the Helpee Stimulus Expressions and between 

each of the segments, a space of approximately two inches 

was provided for the subject to write a response, 

Subjects were first instructed to read the direct 

tions printed at the top of the first page of the material. 

The directions read as follows: 
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The following excerpts represent 16 helpee 
stimulus expressions; that is, expressions by a 
helpee of feeling and content in different 
problem areas. In this case the same helpee 
is involved in all instances. 

You may conceive of this helpee not neces
sarily as a formal client but simply as a person 
who has come to you in a time of need. The helpee, 
for example, may be a student from one of your 
classes. We would like you to respond as you 
would if someone came to you seeking assistance 
in a time of distress. 

In formulating your responses keep in mind 
those that the helpee can use effectively in her 
own life (Cash, 1976). 

The subjects were then informed that their re

sponses to the Helpee Stimulus Expressions would be 

examined only by the investigator and the raters; their 

responses would not be used to determine or influence their 

grade in any of their courses. Next, the subjects were 

asked to listen to the examiner as she read the following 

prepared statement: 

I am going to ask you to listen and read along -
with the tape I'm about to play. The woman on the 
tape is called a "helpee"—someone with a problem. 
You are to respond to her, in writing, as the 
helping person. You will have about two or 2-1/2 
minutes to write your response to each excerpt. 
Write as much or as little as you want and have 
time for. If you need more room th.an is provided, 
use the back of the paper and number your continued 
response. 

The different helpee expressions (or excerpts) 
could all come during your first contact with the 
helpee or during your first few contacts with her. 
In any case, consider each excerpt separately and 
don't try to relate any one excerpt to a previous 
one. Simply try to formulate a meaningful.response 
to each separate excerpt. 
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You probably have not had much formal expe
rience with this sort of exercise so just do your 
best in your role as a helping person (Cash, 
1976) • 

The subjects were instructed to discuss neither the instru<-

ment nor their responses with anyone. 

The responses to the Helpee Stimulus Expressions 

were rated by two individuals who had received formal 

training in rating responses to this instrument using the 

Carkhuff Communication Index. The test papers were 

arranged in alphabetical order and numbered consecutively 

from one to fifty. Each rater received twenty-five tests; 

either odd or even numbered sets. Working independently, 

each rater scored each of the sixteen excerpts and averaged 

these ratings to arrive at a single rating representing a 

subject's overall level of functioning (Cash, Sherba, and 

Mills, 1975). After each rater completed rating the tests 

of the assigned twenty-five subjects> odd numbers from one 

to fifty were written on pieces of paper, placed in a jar, 

and ten of them were drawn at random. The ten Helpee 

Stimulus Expressions corresponding to these numbers were 

rated by the "even" rater. The same procedure was followed 

to gather ten even-numbered tests for rating by the "odd" 

rater. 

Rating Scales 

Although there were five pairs of raters, there 

were only nine individuals, since one rater was working in 
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two sections of the Diagnosis practicum and, therefore, was 

a member of two pairs. Each rater was involved in one of 

the practica as either an instructor or a graduate 

assistant. The pairs were, formed naturally, since each 

practicum was taught by an instructor and at least one 

graduate assistant. 

Each pair of raters completed two Likert scales and 

two semantic differentials for each subject in their 

practicum section. All raters, regardless of whether they 

were involved in Diagnosis or Remediation, completed a 

Personal Characteristics form of the Likert scale and the 

semantic differentials for each of their students. In 

addition, all raters completed the appropriate form (either 

diagnosis or remediation), depending on the course in which 

they were teaching, of the Likert scales and the semantic 

differentials for each subject in their practicum section. 

Meetings for the raters were held twice during the 

first summer session and twice during the second summer 

session in order to train the raters in the use of the 

semantic differentials and the Likert scales. 

The Semantic Differentials, The training meeting 

for the semantic differentials took place during the fourth 

seek of each summer session. The training sessions took 

approximately twenty minutes and were conducted by the 

investigator. During the first part of each meeting, the 
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following guidelines for rating were presented and dis

cussed: 

1. Each rater was to rate each subject in his/her 

practicum section twice: once on the form her 

Personal Characteristics and once on the appropriate 

form (Diagnosis or Remediation) for the practicum, 

2. The rater was instructed to write the subject's 

name and his/her own name clearly in the space 

provided. 

3. Raters were informed that their ratings were to 

represent their "unanalyzed" or "gut" feelings 

about an individual's overall level of competentce 

in the area named by the form. 

4. Ratings of competencies were to be done separately. 

First, all subjects were to be rated on their 

Personal Characteristics, and then on their other 

competency, or vice versa. In no case was the 

rater to rate each subject consecutively for the 

two characteristics. This procedure was undertaken 

in order to minimize the possibility that ratings 

one form would determine or influence the way in 

which the raters rated subjects on the second form. 

5. Raters were instructed to use only those ratings 

shown on the forms of the semantic differentials; 

no half-point ratings were to be used. 
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6. Raters were instructed to used whatever rating was 

applicable; the highest and lowest ratings were not 

merely theoretical~they could also be used. 

7. Raters were instructed to avoid collaborating in 

any way in making the ratings. This procedure was 

undertaken in order to insure the independence of 

ratings. 

The second part of the meeting involved the pairs 

of raters choosing two individuals known to both members of 

the pair but not subjects in the study. The raters were 

to rate these two individuals independently, then 

compare and discuss the ratings. The raters were directed 

to merely discuss their choice of ratings and not to 

further define the scale points. The purpose of this 

practice was to eliminate the possibility of error due to 

unfamiliarity with the use of the scales. 

The raters were directed to return their completed 

ratings to this researcher before or at the time of the 

next training meeting (the following week). The two scores 

in Personal Characteristics for each subject enrolled in 

one practicum or the four scores in Personal Character

istics for those subjects enrolled in both practica were 

averaged to yield one score in Personal Characteristics 

for each subject. 
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The Likert Scales. The training meetings for the 

use of the Likert scales took place during the fifth (final 

(final) week of each summer session. Like the training 

meetings for the semantic differentials, the meetings took 

approximately twenty minutes and were conducted by the 

investigator. The first part of the meetings consisted of 

a presentation of the guidelines for rating the subjects. 

Most of the guidelines presented were identical to those 

for the semantic differentials. The only important dif

ference was in the case of the third guideline. Instead of 

responding with their "gut" feelings about the competencies 

of their subjects, the raters were directed to respond to 

each of the six items. In addition, their responses to 

these items were to be independent of each other; their 

rating of a subject on one item should not affect their 

rating of the subject on another item. It was expected 

that these instructions concerning- the independent rating-

of items would reduce the halo effect; that tendency to 

allow overall attitude toward the subject to influence the 

rating of specific abilities. 

As in the case of the training for the use of the 

semantic differentials, the second part of the training 

meeting involved the raters in practice using the scales. 

The Likert scales were additive and a total score for each 

subject on a given competency was the sum total of his/her 

scores on each of the six items (Kerlinger, 1973). As in 



the case of the semantic differentials, the two scores for 

Personal Characteristics for each subject enrolled in one 

practicum or the four scores in Personal Characteristics 

for subjects enrolled in both practica were averaged to 

yield one score in Personal Characteristics for each 

subject. 

Treatment of the Data 

The treatment of the data occurred in two inter

related phases. In the first phase, reliability estimates 

for each of the nine instruments were obtained. The second 

phase consisted of obtaining and analyzing the correlation 

matrix for the nine variables. The eventual interpretation 

of the second phase was, of necessity, made with reference 

to the reliability phase. 

The appropriate reliability estimate—'internal 

consistency and/or inter-rater reliability—was determined 

for each instrument. The estimate of internal consistency, 

Cronbach's Alpha, was determined for the objective tests 

in Diagnosis and Remediation, and all three forms of the 

Likert scales. The measure of inter-rater reliability, the 

Pearson Product Moment correlation, was determined for the 

ratings of: the Helpee Stimulus Expressions, the semantic 

differentials, and the Likert scales. 

In the second phase of the treatment of the data, 

a factor analysis was undertaken in order to simplify and 
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aid in the interpretation of the correlation matrix. The 

Principal Factor solution was selected as it is the most 

appropriate and widely-used means of examining the factor 

structure of a set of variables (Child, 1973; Gorsuch, 

1974). The popularity of the Principal Factor solution 

lies in the fact that it maximizes the amount of variance 

while minimizing the number of factors. This results in 

the most efficient description of the variables that can 

possibly be obtained (Gorsuch, 1974). The Principal Factor 

solution is obtained by first locating the vector that 

accounts for the greatest amount of variance. The next 

vector, orthogonal to the first, is then located, and so <pn. 

Each successive factor vector located accounts for a 

maximum amount of the residual variance. 

Varimax, the most popular type of orthogonal rota

tion (Child, 1973; Gorsucir, , 1974) , was undertaken in 

order to further clarify the factored matrix. Orthogonal 

rotation keeps the factors uncorrelated and Varimax, as 

its name implies, further maximizes the variance and yields 

the most efficient description of the factors. 

The Kaiser criterion was used to determine when 

factorization would cease. This criterion causes factor r-

ization to be terminated when eigenvalues for the last 

factor extracted fall below 1.0. At that point, the amount 

of variance accounted for by additional factors would 

probably be insignificant. It is suggested then that 
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factors with eigenvalues of less than 1,0 not be inter

preted (Child, 1973; Gorsuch, 1974). 

At the outset of the study, it was anticipated that 

a minimum of one hundred subjects would be available for 

participation. This expectation was based on enrollment in 

the practicum courses during previous summer sessions. En

rollment during the first summer session provided the 

approximate number of subjects expected. During the second 

summer session, however, enrollment in the practicum courses 

was unexpectedly low. A review of the literature concerning 

N limitations for factor analysis had to be undertaken in 

order to determine whether an N of 50 would be adequate for 

a factor analytic design. 

Nunnally (1967) suggested that the minimum N re

quired for a sound factor analysis study be ten times the 

number of variables. In terms of the present study, this 

would have called for a minimum of 90 subjects. 

On the other hand, Dixon (1964) suggested that an 

appropriate factor analysis could be undertaken with an N 

greater than the number of variables. In this case, an N 

of 10 would have been sufficient. 

In their discussions of factor analysis, Popham 

and Sirotnik (1967) and Kerlinger (1973) decline to mention 

a minimum requirement for N. Cattell (1966) suggested that 

the criteria for N differ depending on the number of var

iables. In a study in which few variables are used, he 



suggested that the N by 2-1/2 times the number of 

variables. In the present study, this suggests that an N 

of 23 would be sufficient. 

It became apparent that the literature was incon

clusive regarding the lower limit for N in a factor 

analysis. In view of this fact, it appeared wise to 

interpret the results of this study cautiously, since the N 

is less than at least one (Nunnally's) individual's 

estimate of the minimum N necessary. 



CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

This chapter presents the findings of the study 

relative to the research question and its two aspects. The 

findings are presented under the following four headings: 

(1) Research Question 1, (2) Research Question la, (3) 

Research Question lb, and (4) Summary of the Findings (see 

Appendix F for means and standard deviations of all instru

ments) . 

Research Question 1 

Do competencies of the reading intern cluster into 

identifiable subsets of competencies? 

In order to answer this question, a factor analysis 

of the correlation matrix was undertaken. The correlation 

matrix is presented in Table 1. 

The factorization procedure for the preceding 

correlation matrix required making a determination of comr* 

munality. Communality may be defined as the amount of 

systematic or common variance—that is, variance other than 

specific or error variance-—of variables across factors. 

Making an appropriate determination of communality was 

essential since this determination would then affect the 

factorization process. A shift in the factor loadings 
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Table 1. Correlation Matrix (Correlations Rounded to Nearest Hundredth) 

vol V02 V03 V04 V05 V06 V07 V08 V09 

vol 1.00 -.08 .26 .28 .13 .19 .23 .19 .16 
V02 -.08 1.00 .01 .18 .18 .08 .31 .16 .06 
V03 .26 ,01 1.00 .11 .22 -.04 .17 .23 .10 

V04 .28 .18 .11 1.00 .25 .75 .84 .37 .72 
V05 .13 .18 .22 .25 1.00 .79 .17 .91 .69 
V06 .19 .08 -.04 .75 .79 1.00 .55 .80 .81 

V07 .23 .31 .17 .84 .17 .55 1.00 .31 .67 
V08 .19 .16 .23 .37 .91 .80 .31 1.00 .74 
V09 .16 . . . 06 . .10 ... .72 . . . . 69. . . . .81 .67 .74 1.00 

V01 = objective test—diagnosis 
V02 = objective test^—remediation 
V03 = Helpee Stimulus Expressions 

V04 = Likert scale-—diagnosis 
V05 = Likert scaled-remediation 
V06 = Likert scale-—personal characteristics 

V07 = semantic differential—diagnosis 
V08 = semantic differential--remediation 
V09 = semantic differential--personal characteristics 
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would be the result of an over- or under-estimation of 

communality (Gorsuch, 1974; Guertin and Bailey, 1970). 

The two most common means of determining communality 

are (1) to use unities (the correlation of each test with 

itself: 1.00) in the leading diagonal of the correlation 

matrix; and (2) to estimate the communality by using the 

highest correlation of a given variable with any other 

variable in the row (Gorsuch, 1974). Because the investi

gator wished to compare the matrices resulting from both 

means of determining communality, the two procedures were 

undertaken. 

The two resulting matrices, one based on unities and 

the other based on highest correlations as estimates of 

communality, were not substantially different. However, 

it was decided that only the second matrix—that based on 

highest correlations--would be used in the analysis of the 

data'. This decision was made according to the belief that 

correlation estimates produce a more accurate approximation 

of communalities than do unities (Gorsuch, 1974). Further, 

the use of communality estimates is usually associated with 

a procedure designed to produce an even more realistic 

estimate of communality (Child, 1973; Gorsuch, 1974). This 

procedure, known as iteration, involves the repeated 

approximations of communality until the values change "very 

little with repeated calculations" (Child, 1973, p. 37) . 
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The Kaiser criterion is a widely used method of 

determining when the factorization process will terminate 

(Child, 1973).. According to this criterion, factors with 

eigenvalues (latent roots) of less than 1.00 are not to be 

interpreted. An eigenvalue may be defined as the total 

amount of common variance shared by the variables in a 

factor. When the second factor matrix—that based on 

cccmmunality estimates'—was used, the Kaiser criterion 

indicated that, since factors three and four had eigen

values of less than 1.00, only the first two factors should 

be interpreted. 

Table 2 contains the factor matrix based on highest 

correlation estimates of communality. 

Table 2 reveals that the Likert and semantic differ

ential measures of remediation, and the Likert and semantic 

differential measures of personal characteristics loaded 

on factor 1. The Likert and semantic differential measures 

of diagnosis and these same measures of personal charac

teristics loaded on factor 2. The Helpee Stimulus Expres

sions and the objective test in diagnosis loaded on factor 

3, and the objective test in remediation loaded on factor 4. 

Gorsuch (1974) suggested that determination of 

minimum significance of loadings may be made by doubling the 

approximate correlation coefficients necessary for signifi

cance at the desired level for the particular sample size. 

Assuming an n of 40 for all six measures of diagnosis and 



Table 2. Factor Matrix After Varimax Rotation (Four Iterations, Kaiser Normaliza
tion) 

. Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Communality 

vol .07401 .22218 .43493 -.17428 .27438 
V02 .07534 .12096 -.03854 .60357 .38608 
V03 .08991 -.00021 .62061 .06753 .39780 
V04 .21864 .92393 .11692 .04782 .91740 
V05 .98107 .02934 .15533 .13379 1.00000 
V06 .78102 .60257 -.10551 -.08961 .99224 
V07 .09528 .87307 .19708 .32792 .91769 
V08 .90763 .17779 .21333 .09867 .91065 
V09 ,64835 ,61769 .07473 .00506 .80750 

Eigenvalue . . 4,2101.0 1.29897 . 6125.1 . .48756 

V01 = objective test—diagnosis 
V02 = objective test—remediation 
V03 = Helpee Stimulus Expressions 
V04 = Likert scale—diagnosis 
V05 = Likert scaled-remediation 
V06 = Likert sealer-personal characteristics 
V07 = semantic differentials-diagnosis 
V08 = semantic differentials—remediation 
V09 = semantic differential--personal characteristics 



remediation and an n of 50 for all three measures of 

personal characteristics, the following levels are deter

mined significant: 

.05 • (x2) 

n = 40 .300 .600 

n = 50 .262 .524 

According to these approximate levels of signifi

cance, both the Likert and the semantic differential 

measures of remediation and personal characteristics 

loaded significantly on factor 1. The Likert and semantic 

differential measures of diagnosis and personal charac

teristics loaded significantly on factor 2. The Helpee 

Stimulus Expressions loaded significantly on factor 3, and 

the objective test in remediation loaded significantly on 

factor 4. 

The data presented in Table 2 indicated that 

competencies of the reading intern cluster into four 

subsets; 

1. Subset (factor) 1: Likert and semantic differential 

measures of remediation and personal characteris

tics . 

2. Subset (factor) 2: Likert and semantic differential 

measures of diagnosis and personal characteristics. 

3. Subset Cfactor) 3: Helpee Stimulus Expressions and 

the objective measure of diagnosis. 

4. Subset Cfactor) 4: Objective measure of remediation. 
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The loadings of the Likert and semantic differen

tial measures of personal characteristics across factors 1 

and 2 were a result of the high correlations between the 

Likert and semantic differential measures of diagnosis and 

personal characteristics, and the Likert and semantic 

differential measures of remediation and personal charac

teristics. The explanation for these high correlations 

probably lies in the way in which the instruments were used 

by the raters. Apparently the raters did not discriminate 

between the competencies assessed by the different forms of 

the instruments and tended to give each subject the same 

or similar ratings on each form. 

No further attempts were made to interpret factors 

3 and 4. The rationale for non-interpretation was, at this 

stage, two-^fold. First, using the Kaiser normalization, 

the eigenvalues for factors 3 and 4 were below 1.0, and 

therefore, these factors were considered uninterpretable. 

Second, a procedure designed to determine the 

validity of the instruments gave further indication that 

factors three and four should not be interpreted. Campbell 

and Fiske (1959) recommended a process of trait (variable) 

validation through convergent and discriminate analysis of 

the correlation matrix. Using this procedure, varied 

measurements of a given trait should be more similar than 

are similar measurements of different traits. If the same 

kind of procedure is used to measure different traits and 
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similar measures result, it was probably the method of 

measurement rather than the trait that determined the 

obtained measure. 

Using the correlation matrix (see Table 1), it may 

be observed that the correlation between the Likert and 

semantic differential measure of remediation was .91. The 

correlation between the Likert measure of remediation and 

the same measure of diagnosis was .25. The correlation 

between the Likert scale for remediation and the same scale 

for personal characteristics was .79. Because the two 

different measures of remediation correlated more highly 

than did similar measures of different traits, there was 

evidence of convergent and discriminate validity. 

Campbell and Fiske (1959) did not recommend any 

tests to determine significant differences between correla

tions. Instead, they merely made subjective judgments 

concerning the magnitudes of the correlations. 

When the other correlations were examined, the con

ditions for neither convergent nor discriminate validity 

were met for the traits when they were measured by the ob

jective test in remediation and the Helpee Stimulus Expres

sions. While the conditions for discriminate validity were 

met for the objective test in diagnosis, the condition for 

convergent validity was not. In the case of all three 

traits measured by the Likert scales and the semantic dif

ferentials, there was evidence of convergent and 
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discriminate validity. That is, the correlations between v 

measures of a given trait by different methods was high— 

higher than were the correlations between different traits 

measured by the same method. The strength of the convergent 

and discriminate validity somewhat lessened since the inter-

correlations between the measures were all high (except the 

correlations between diagnosis and remediation which were 

consistently low). However, the specific correlations that 

determine convergent and discriminate validity were highest. 

Summary of Findings for Research 
Question 1 

Based on an analysis and interpretation of factors 

1 and 2, it appeared that competencies of the reading 

intern cluster into two identifiable subsets. The heaviest 

loading on factor 1 was from the Likert and semantic 

differential measures of remediation. The heaviest loading 

on factor 2 was from the Likert and semantic differential 

measures of diagnosis. As has been discussed, the Likert 

and semantic differential measures of personal characteris

tics seem to provide an overlay for both of these factors. 

Therefore, subset 1 was termed: Remediation-Personal factor, 

and subset 2 was termed: Diagnosis-Personal factor. 

Research Question la 

Given that there are identifiable subsets, which 

of the measures used will measure the subsuming factors 

most reliably? 
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The correlations among the nine instruments in the 

study were, in part, determined by the reliability of each 

of the instruments. Therefore, the factor structure, being 

based on the correlation matrix, was also a partial reflec

tion of the reliability of the instruments. It would be 

possible'then, for a variable to fail to load on a particu

lar factor as a result of the inadequacy of the measurement 

of that variable CGorsuch, 1974). For this reason, it was 

essential to determine the reliability coefficients for 

each of the nine instruments and to consider these coeffi

cients in later analyzing the factor matrix. 

Objective Tests 

All of the objective tests from the 40 subjects in 

Diagnosis and the 39 subjects in Remediation were used to 

determine the internal consistency (Cronbach alpha) of the 

two instruments. Twenty of the fifty Helpee Stimulus 

Expressions were rated by both of the raters and these 

twenty were to be used to determine the inter-rater 

reliability (Pearson Product Moment Correlation), of the 

instrument. The computer rejected two complete cases due 

to non^responses to several of the items, and therefore, 

the reliability coefficient of the Helpee Stimulus Express 

sions was based on eighteen cases, each rated by both 

raters. 
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The reliability coefficients for the objective tests 

in diagnosis and remediation and the Helpee Stimulus 

Expressions are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3. Reliability Coefficients: Objective Test in 
Diagnosis; Objective Test in Remediation; and 
Helpee Stimulus Expressions 

Instrument 
N 

(subjects) Alpha r 

Objective test—diagnosis 40 .42 — 

Objective test'—remediation 39 .51 — 

Helpee Stimulus Expressions 18 — .87 

Table 3 reveals that the reliability coefficient of 

the Helpee Stimulus Expressions was high, while the 

reliability coefficients of the objective tests in 

diagnosis and remediation were considerably lower. The 

alphas for the objective tests in diagnosis and remediation 

were .42 and .51 respectively. The Pearson Product Moment 

correlation for the Helpee Stimulus Expressions was .87. 

Nunnally (1967) suggested a minimum reliability coefficient 

of .50 or .60 for purposes of basic research—hypothesis 

construction and testing. Using this standard, the 

objective test in diagnosis with its reliability coeffi

cient of .42 did not meet the minimum standards of 

acceptability. The objective test in remediation, with its 



reliability coefficient of .51, barely met the lowest limit 

of acceptability. The investigator determined that both • 

reliability coefficients for the objective tests in 

diagnosis and remediation were unacceptable for purposes 

of basic research. The Helpee Stimulus Expressions, with a 

reliability coefficient of .87, was determined a highly 

reliable instrument for purposes of this study (Nunnally, 

1967). 

Kerlinger (1973) suggested that reliability 

coefficients might be spuriously low due to any of the 

following conditions: (1) ambiguity of items, (2) insuffi

cient number of items, (3) unclear instructions, or (4) 

poorly controlled conditions during administration. In 

the case of the objective tests in diagnosis and remedia

tion, it appears likely that ambiguity of items and an 

insufficient number of items could account for the low 

reliability coefficients. 

In many cases, more than one distractor was correct. 

The task then became to choose the MOST correct item—a 

task dependent on distinguishing between subtleties of 

wording. Inability to distinguish between such subtleties 

could be the result of ambiguity of wording of the items. 

The test N of 20 very likely contributed to a low 

reliability coefficient for each test. Had more items of 

the same type been included in each test, it may have 

increased the reliability of the tests. Further, the large 
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number of distractors never chosen, or chosen infrequently, 

had the effect of lowering the test N even more. 

It might be recalled that the objective tests in 

diagnosis and remediation and the Helpee Stimulus Expres

sions loaded on factors 3 and 4. The low reliability 

coefficients of the objective tests in diagnosis and 

remediation provided a third rationale for not interpreting 

these last two factors. 

Rating Scales: Likert Scales 

Three separate procedures were undertaken to 

investigate the reliability of the Likert Scales: one to 

determine the internal consistency (Cronbach alpha)' and 

two to determine the inter-rater reliability (Pearson 

Product Moment Correlation). 

Internal Consistency 

Table 4 contains the data for the internal con

sistency of the three Likert scales. 

Table 4 reveals high degrees of internal con

sistency for all 3 forms of the Likert Scales. The pro^ 

cedure for determining internal consistency, compared 

subjects' scores for their first ratings with each other; 

then compared the scores for their second ratings with each 

other. No account was taken of the specific pairs of 

raters, and the determination of which raters were 

responsible for the second ratings was based on 



54 

Table 4. Internal Consistency: Likert Scales for 
Diagnosis, Remediation, and Personal Charac
teristics 

Alpha Alpha N 
Likert Scale (,1st rating) (2nd rating) (subjects) 

Diagnosis .96 .94 40 
Personal 
Characteristics .93 .91 40 

Remediation . 98 .95 39 
Personal 
Characteristics .95 .94 39 

convenience and represented the way in which the data were 

first recorded and later programmed. The reliability 

coefficients for the ratings of personal characteristics 

were reported in such a way as to permit separate 

examination of this characteristic for each practicum. 

Alpha coefficients of .96 and .94 were obtained 

for subjects' first and second ratings in diagnosis; and 

alphas of .93 and .91 were obtained for the same subjects' 

first and second ratings in personal characteristics (as 

determined by their performance in the Diagnostic 

practicum). Reliability coefficients of .98 and .95 were 

obtained for subjects' first and second ratings in 

remediation; and coefficients of .95 and .94 were obtained 

for their first and second ratings of personal charac

teristics (as determined by their performance in the 

Remediation practicum). 
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These reliability coefficients indicated high 

levels of internal consistency (for all forms of the Likert 

Scales. While the slightly lower alphas for the second 

ratings of all subjects on all forms of the Likert scales 

were noted, the investigator was unable to offer any 

explanation for this phenomenon. 

Inter-rater Reliability: First Analysis 

The first procedure for determining inter-rater 

reliability of the Likert scales involved the computation 

of a Pearson^-Productr-Moment Correlation for diagnosis, 

remediation, and the corresponding measure of personal 

characteristics for each practicum. As was the procedure 

for computing the internal consistency for the Likert 

scales, the computation of r did not take into considera

tion the specific correlations between pairs of raters. 

Instead, all raters were arbitrarily divided into two 

groups and designated as having made either the first or 

the second ratings of subjects. The resulting correla

tion coefficients represent the overall inter-rater 

reliability for the Likert scales used in each practicum. 

Table 5 contains the data for inter-rater relia

bilities of the three Likert scales. 

In Table 5, the correlation coefficients in the 

. 70's and ,80's indicate high levels of inter-rater 

reliability for all forms of the Likert scales. 
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Table 5. Inter-rater Reliability: Likert Scales for 
Diagnosis, Remediation, and Personal Charac
teristics, First Analysis 

Likert Scale N (subjects) 

Diagnosis 
Personal Characteristics 

72 
71 

40 
40 

Remediation 
Personal Characteristics 

82 
86 

39 
39 

Substantially lower correlation coefficients were noted 

for the ratings in the Diagnosis practicum sections than 

for the ratings in the Remediation practicum sections. 

The lower reliabilities obtained for the ratings of 

diagnosis and personal characteristics undertaken in the 

remediation practicum sections may be accounted for by the 

low level of intern-rater reliability determined to have 

existed between members of one pair of raters in a section 

of the Diagnostic practicum. A complete description of 

the inter-rater reliabilities between pairs of raters may 

be found in Table 6. 

Inter-rater Reliability: Second Analysis 

The second procedure for determining inter-rater 

reliability was undertaken in order to provide precise 

information concerning the reliability of ratings of actual 

pairs of raters in each practicum section. Table 6 

presents the results of this procedure. 
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Table 6. Xnterr-rater Reliability: Likert Scales for 
Diagnosis, Remediation, and Personal Charac
teristics, Second Analysis 

Raters 
Diagnosis 

r 
Remediation 

r 

Personal 
Characteristics 

r 
N 

(subjects) 

1,2 .33 — .54 14 

3,4 — .85 .85 27 

5,6 . 88 — . 87 13 

CO
 

— .86 .91 12 

9,10 .92 — .83 13 

Table 6 reveals a wide range of inter-rater 

reliability for the Likert scales. The reliability coeffi

cients of .85 and .86 in remediation and .85 and ,91 in 

personal characteristics for raters 3,4 and 7,8 in two 

sections of the Remediation practicum indicate a high 

level of inter^rater reliability." The reliability coeffi

cients in the . 80's and .9Q's for raters 5,6 and 9,10 in 

two of the sections of Diagnosis also indicated a high 

level of inter-rater reliability for the Likert scales. 

However, the inter-rater reliability for raters 

1,2 was extremely low for the Likert scale in diagnosis 

(.33). and barely acceptable (.54) for the Likert scale in 

personal characteristics (Nunnally, 1967). It should be 

noted that rater 2 was the individual who rated again in 
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another practicum section and became rater 10 of pair 9,10. 

The inter-rater reliability for pair 9,10 was extremely 

high for the Likert scale in diagnosis (.92) and high for 

the Likert scale in personal characteristics (.83). 

Further, information from Tables 3 arid 4 indicate sub

stantial levels of inter-rater reliability for all Likert 

Scales except those completed by raters 1,2. It is likely, 

therefore, that ratings of rater 1 were, for an undeter

mined reason, substantially different from other ratings 

and produced spuriously low correlation coefficients for 

the Likert scales completed in one section of Diagnosis. 

Rating Scales: Semantic Differentials 

The procedure used to determine inter-rater 

reliability of the Semantic Differentials was identical to 

the second procedure used to determine the inter-rater 

reliability of the Likert scales. In this procedure 

information concerning the reliability of ratings of 

actual pairs of raters was obtained. It was determined 

that the first procedure used to determine inter^-rater 

reliability of the Likert scales was less complete than 

the second analysis. Therefore, only the second type of 

procedure was undertaken to determine the inter-rater 

reliabilities of the Semantic Differentials. Table 7 

contains the results of this procedure. 
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Table 7. Inter-rater Reliability: Semantic Differentials 
for Diagnosis, Remediation, and Personal 
Characteristics 

Raters 
Diagnosis 

r 
Remediation 

r 

Personal 
Characteristics 

r 
N 

(subjects) 

1,2 .41 — .38 14 

3,4 — . 83 .54 27 

5,6 .77 .69 13 

7,8 . 83 .73 12 

9,10 /
 

o
 

CO 

- . 87 13 

Inspection of Table 7 indicates that the inter-

rater reliabilities of the three forms of the semantic 

differentials range from a low of .38 to a high of .87. 

The lowest correlation coefficients (.38 and .41) for 

personal characteristics and diagnosis respectively were 

found for raters 1 and 2. These results were in line with 

the results of the second procedure to determine the 

inter-rater reliability for the Likert scales. The other 

reliability coefficients ranged from acceptable (.54) to 

high (.87) (Nunnally, 1967).. Eliminating from considerar 

tion the correlation coefficients for raters 1,2, 

acceptable levels of inter-rater reliability were indi

cated for all forms of the semantic differentials. 
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Summary of Findings for Research 
Question la 

An examination of the reliability coefficients of 

all nine instruments indicated that the most reliable 

were the three forms of the Likert scales. Since factor 

1 was primarily a remediation factor with an overlay of 

personal characteristics, and since the Likert scales for 

remediation and personal characteristics were so highly 

correlated C. 82} it appeared reasonable to choose the 

Likert scale for remediation to represent the first factor 

most reliably. Similarly, since the second factor was a 

diagnosis factor with an overlay of personal characteris

tics, and since the Likert scales for diagnosis and 

personal characteristics were so highly correlated (.75) 

the Likert scale for diagnosis was chosen as a reasonable 

instrument to represent factor 2 most reliably. 

Research Question lb 

Given that there are identifiable subsets of 

competencies, what relative variation of the total reading 

intern is accounted for by each of these factors? 

The eigenvalues and percentage of variance accounted 

for by each of the four factors is presented in Table 8. 

The first factor alone accounted for more than 

half of the variance of the reading intern. With the 

addition of factor 2, 83.4% of the variance was accounted 

for. Factors 3 and 4 accounted for 9.1% and 7.5% of the 
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Table 8. Eigenvalues and Percentage Variance of Factors 

Factor Eigenvalue 
% 

Variance 
Cum. % 

Variance 

1 (Remediation-<-Personal) 4.21010 63.7 63. 7 

2 (Di agnos i Sr—Personal). 1.29897 19.7 83.4 

3 CHelpee Stimulus ExpreS'-
sions and objective 
test in diagnosis) .61251 9.1 92.5 

4 (Objective test in 
remediation) .48756 7.5 100. 0 

variance respectively, contributing a total of 16.6% to 

the variance. 

A fourth rationale for not interpreting factors 3 

and 4 now emerged. Since factors 1 and 2 accounted for 

83.4% of the variance of the total reading intern, the 

contribution of 16.6% of additional variance by factors 

3 and 4 was considered superfluous. 

Summary of the Findings 

The data indicated that.competencies of the reading 

intern clustered into four subsets, two of which were 

identifiable. The first factor, due to the heavy loadings 

of remediation and secondarily, of personal characteristics 

was termed: remediation-r-personal factor. The second 

factor, with its heavy loadings from diagnosis and 
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secondarily from personal characteristics, was labeled: 

diagnosis—personal factor. 

The loadings of personal characteristics on both 

factors 1 (Remediation'—Personal) and 2 (Diagnosis— 

Personal), may be explained by the high correlations 

between the Likert and semantic differential measures of 

personal characteristics and remediation, and personal 

characteristics and diagnosis. These high correlations 

were probably due to the failure of the raters to dis

criminate between the competencies assessed by the differ

ent forms. The raters in the Diagnosis practicum tended 

to give a subject the same or similar ratings for diagnosis 

as for personal characteristics. The same was true for 

the raters in the Remediation practicum. Therefore, factor 

1 appears to be primarily a remediation factor and factor 2 

appears to be primarily a diagnosis factor, both with 

overlays of personal characteristics'. 

The decision to not interpret factors 3 (Helpee 

Stimulus Expressions and Objective test in diagnosis) and 

4 (Objective test in remediation) was based on the follow

ing rationale: first, the Kaiser cut-off criterion indi

cated that only factors 1 and 2, with eigenvalues of at 

least 1,0 were interpretable (Child, 1973). Second, 

inspection of the correlation matrix revealed a lack of 

either convergent or discriminate validity for the 

objective tests in diagnosis and remediation and the 
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Helpee Stimulus Expressions, and a lack of convergent 

validity for the objective test in diagnosis. Since these 

were the three instruments loading on factors 3, and 4, 

their analysis seemed reasonable. It could be argued that 

the Helpee Stimulus Expressions did not correlate with 

other measures of personal characteristics because these 

other measures were invalid. This argument is substantially 

weakened in light of the evidence for convergent and dis

criminate validiy of the other measures of personal charac

teristics . 

Third, the reliability coefficients of the objec

tive tests in diagnosis and remediation were sufficiently 

low as to render their interpretation unwise. This third 

rationale concerning the unreliability of the objective 

tests did not apply to the Helpee Stimulus Expressions with 

its reliability coefficient of .87. While this instrument 

did load significantly (p = .05) on factor 3, it was still 

subject to the other points in the rationale for not 

interpreting the last two factors. 

Fourth, the amount of variance contributed by 

factors 1 and 2 accounted for 83.4% of the variance of the 

total reading intern. Since the majority of variance was 

accounted for by the first two factors, the interpretation 

of the last two factors was considered unnecessary. 

It should be mentioned that, while the four 

reasons for not interpreting factors 3 and 4 were presented 



as separate concerns, in reality, they were closely 

related. The procedures for deriving a factor solution 

are interdependent and the quality of the final factor 

matrix is only as good as the quality of the procedures 

used to derive that matrix. The reliability of the 

instruments has a profound affect on the nature of the 

correlation matrix; the intercorrelations of the matrix 

have a profound affect on the estimates of communality; 

and the estimates of communality have a profound affect on 

the factorization process. 



CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents: (1) a summary of the 

related literature and a restatement of the problem in

vestigated, (2) an overview of the design and procedures 

used in the study, (3) the conclusions based on the re

search findings, (4) the implications of the findings, 

and (5) recommendations for further study. 

Summary of the Related Literature 
and Restatement of the Problem 

While the preparation of reading teachers has 

traditionally focused on separate training in diagnosis and 

remediation, a review of the literature in the field of 

reading produced no empirical support for this dual focus. 

A great deal of theoretical support exists in the reading 

field for the notion that, in addition to training in 

diagnosis and remediation, it is important to develop 

desirable personal characteristics in teachers. Empirical 

evidence does exist in the fields of teacher effectiveness 

and psychotherapy in support of the case for personal 

characteristics. 

Although the-Ryans (1960) study of teacher effec

tiveness produced indecisive results, Ryans concluded that 

65 
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the key to effective teaching lay in the personal and 

social, rather than educationa, qualities of teachers. 

Christensen (1960) and Frizzi (1972) each studied the 

effects of certain personal characteristics of teachers on 

the reading achievement of their students. The results of 

both studies indicated that favorable personal character

istics of teachers were associated with positive student 

growth. 

In the field of psychotherapy, Rogers (1957) 

theorized the facilitative core conditions a therapist must 

have in order to elicit positive change in clients. These 

conditions were: unconditional positive regard, empathic 

understanding, and genuineness. Later, Rogers (1967) 

theorized that these conditions were essential for 

teachers, and other persons in helping roles, in order that 

they may elicit positive growth in their students or 

clients. 

Scales to measure the levels of the facilitative 

core conditions of helping persons were developed and used 

in several important studies. Aspy (1965, 1969) and Aspy 

and Hadlock (.196 7) determined that elementary school 

teachers with high levels of the core conditions were asso

ciated with those students showing the greatest achievement 

gains. 

Kratochvil et al. (1969) and Hefele (1971) deter

mined that high reading scores of students were associated 
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with high levels of the facilitative core conditions of 

their teachers. Further, Kratochvil et al. (1969) found 

evidence that teachers with low levels of the facilitative 

core conditions were associated with negative student 

achievement. 

The logic of the notion that reading achievement 

of students was related to the personal characteristics of 

their teachers was compelling. There was a need for re

search evidence not only to support the traditional focus 

on diagnosis and remediation, but also to explore the 

possibility of a need for a third focus on personal charac

teristics. Therefore, this study was designed to determine 

whether competencies of the reading intern clustered into 

identifiable subsets of competencies and, if they did, 

(1) which instruments measured the subsuming factors most 

reliably, and (2) what relative variation of the total 

reading intern was accounted for by each factor. 

Design and Procedures: 
an Overview 

The subjects in the study were fifty graduate 

students (reading interns) enrolled in one or both of the 

practica courses (Diagnosis, Remediation) during the 1976 

summer sessions in the Department of Reading, The 

University of Arizona. Nine instruments were used to 

assess the competencies of the reading interns in three 
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areas: diagnosis, remediation, and personal character

istics , 

The most objective measures of ability in diagnosis 

and remediation were the 20-item multiple-choice tests, 

designed to tests subjects' knowledge, synthesis, and 

application of information in these two areas. 

The instrument chosen to measure personal charac

teristics was the Helpee Stimulus Expressions (Carkhuff, 

1969a). This instrument consisted of sixteen separate 

statements made by a helpee—a hypothetical person with a 

problem. The subjects were asked to respond as helping 

persons by offering suggestions or making statements of 

concern. 

Three Likert-type rating scales were developed to 

measure subjects' abilities in each of the three areas of 

competency: diagnosis, remediation, and personal charac

teristics. Each scale consisted of six statements designed 

to assess different aspects of the particular competency. 

Each statement was given a separate rating according to a 

seven-point graphic continuum. The ratings were made by 

pairs of individuals working as either instructors or 

graduate assistants in each practicum section. 

Three semantic differentials were developed to rate 

subjects in each of the three areas of competency: diag

nosis, remediation, and personal characteristics. Each 

form consisted of one statement designed to assess subjects 
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in terms of their global ability in the particular compe

tency. Ratings were assigned according to a 10-point 

graphic continuum. As in the case of the Likert scales, 

ratings were made by pairs of individuals working as either 

instructors or graduate assistants in each practicum 

section. 

The treatment of the data occurred in two inter

related phases. First, reliability estimates for each of 

the nine instruments were obtained, and then the second 

phase of data treatment consisted of a principal factor 

analysis of the data, using Varimax rotation. 

Conclusions 

The conclusions, based on the preceding findings, 

are limited to populations, instrumentation, and methodology 

parallel to that used in this study. 

1. Competencies of reading teachers separate into two 

major areas: competency in remediation, and 

competency in diagnosis. Neither area is a "pure" 

measure of its competency. Instead, each includes 

aspects of personal characteristics. 

2. It appears that the Likert scaling procedure is a 

reliable means of assessing the competencies of 

reading teachers. 

3. Competency of a reading teacher seems to be best 

accounted for by first, the individual's 
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remediation-personal ability and second, by his/her 

diagnosis-personal ability. 

4. It is possible that any instrument that attempts to 

evaluate competency in either remediation or diag

nosis apart from competency in the area of personal 

characteristics may be invalid. 

Implications 

The following implications were drawn from the 

findings and conclusions of the study. 

1. Given that diagnosis and remediation are separate 

and important competencies, separate assessment and 

training of competencies seems warranted. 

2. Personal characteristics may be so interwoven with 

ability in remediation and diagnosis, that it would 

be unreasonable to either ignore or isolate it in 

training. The development of desirable personal 

characteristics should be dealt with in the context 

of diagnosis and remediation. 

3. Objective tests may not provide for or contribute 

to a complete assessment of the competencies of a 

reading teacher. 

4. "Subjective" instruments, such as the Likert scales 

and the semantic differentials may be used as both 

valid and reliable measures of the competencies of 

reading teachers. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

The following suggestions for further research 

developed as an outgrowth of this study. 

1. An effort to increase the reliability of the ob

jective tests in diagnosis and remediation should 

be made, and a new factor analysis of the resulting 

correlation matrix should then be analyzed. 

2. The Likert scales (and possibly the semantic dif

ferentials) should be correlated with established 

measures of personal characteristics in an attempt 

to achieve concurrent validity of these measures. 

3. At such time as concurrent validity for the Likert 

scales (and possibly the semantic differentials) 

has been established, an experimental study should 

be undertaken. This study would be designed to 

determine whether subjects with high levels of all 

or some of the competencies: diagnosis, remedia

tion, and personal characteristics, are more 

effective teachers of reading. 



APPENDIX A 

OBJECTIVE TESTS 

Diagnosis 

Name 
Date 

Answer the following questions as -best you can. In some 
cases, several of the choices for a question might appear 
reasonable. It would, therefore, be wise to evaluate each 
choice carefully before making your final selection. 

THIS TEST WILL NOT BE USED IN ANY WAY TO DETERMINE OR IN
FLUENCE YOUR GRADE IN THIS OR ANY OTHER COURSE IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF READING 

1. During the administration of a standardized test, 
would it ever be permissible to break standardization 
(i.e., and elaborate on directions to students)? 

a. Yes—the written directions are examples, not 
mandates of what to say to students. 

b. No—standardized tests are given in order to 
compare students to each other, if standardization 
is broken, no comparisons can be made. 

c. Yes—while the above is true, it is never justi
fiable to frustrate a student. 

d. No—not theoretically; but practically, you might, 
depending on your purposes for giving the test. 

2. Current thinking has led to the belief that neuro
logical screening devices are NOT essential to the 
test battery. Do you agree or disagree? 

a. Agree—only a very small percentage of reading 
problems can be attributed to neurological diffi«-
culty. 

b. Disagree—dyslexia, a neurological problem, is the 
cause of over one half the reading problems in the 
United States. 

c. Agree—even if neurological problems are dis
covered, there is little that can be done about 
them (short of brain surgery). 

72 
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d. Disagree--if neurological problems are detected, 
referral to a neurologist should be made-^treatr' 
ment is^ possible. 

Do,you agree that during the administration of an in
formal test you would NOT want the student to see your 
marking of his responses? 

a. Disagree—the student should have the opportunity 
to see his errors in order to cue him in to what 
he is supposed to do, 

b. Agree—cueing the student should take place in the 
directions prior to the test; never during the 
test. 

c. Disagree—the student should be involved in all 
aspects of his diagnosis and test results should 
never be hidden from him. 

d. Agree—while the above is true, test results 
should be shared after, not during testing. 

Low scores on the Coding and Digit Span subtests of 
the WISC-R usually correlate with reading ability. 
What might you do with this information? 

a. Use these 2 subtests as a quick screening device 
for discovering reading problems. 

b. Use the information about reading ability to help 
explain low WISC-R subtest scores and vice versa. 

c. Use these WISC-R subtests to help determine the 
training needs of individuals with reading problems. 

d. The information about correlation of reading 
ability and WISC-R subtest scores can NOT be used. 

It has been suggested that a test battery for children 
should be consistent, while the battery for adults 
should be more flexible. Do you agree or disagree? 

a. Disagree—regardless of age, a constant set of 
basic skills must always be evaluated. 

b. Agree—the tests in the battery must be different 
for adults because they have different needs than 
children. 

c. Disagree—test batteries should be flexible for 
everyone, not just adults; development in reading 
and not age should determine the type of battery. 

d. Agree—it is essential that the story content in 
adult batteries be different from the story 
content in children's batteries. 
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6. Is there any theoretical difference between testing 
and diagnosis? 

a. No-—not really; testing implies giving one test 
and diagnosis implies giving more than one. 

b. Yes-^-while the above is true, diagnosis implies 
not only administration but also interpretation 
of test results. 

c. No—they are interchangeable terms for the same 
concept. 

d. Yes—Diagnosis involves testing plus evaluation 
and synthesis of test results. 

7. Theoretically, how would you expect the strength level 
on the Word Recognition Test (IWRI) to compare with 
the instructional level for oral reading on the IRI? 

a. The strength level should be lower since words are 
usually more recognizable when in context. 

b. The strength level should be higher since it is 
easier to read words without distraction from the 
surrounding words. 

c. Both levels should be about the same since both 
tasks are essentially the same. 

d. No theoretical comparisons can be made. 

8. The concept of "miscue scoring" on the IRI (no loss of 
credit when oral reading does not match the text but 
retains the meaning) has been severely criticized. 
Would you agree or disagree with the attackers? 

a. Agree—miscue scoring is too ambiguous for most 
people unless specifically trained in linguistics 
and psychology. 

b. Disagree—miscue scoring encourages close inspec
tion of responses and better understanding of 
reading needs. 

c. Agree—miscue scoring results in consistent place
ment of students in material that is too difficult 
for them. 

d. Disagree—traditional scoring has consistently 
placed students in material that is too easy for 
them. 

9. Is it unusual to find a student with an instructional 
level of 3 on the IRI who, in a sample lesson is able 
to handle material at a 5th grade level? 

a. Yes—this would be very unusual unless testing on 
the IRI (or performance on the sample lesson) was 
inaccurate. 
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9. b. No—IRI's give placement specific to material from 
which it was built and often, the results can't 
generalize to other material. 

c. Yes—while IRI's do give placement specific to the 
material on which it is built, results usually 
generalize (within one grade level) to other 
•material. 

d. No-—the interest factor of the material usually 
accounts for the discrepancy. 

10. Could the following response be considered an error on 
the Test of Phonic Skills (initial consonants sub-

test) : lat lajD 
(stimulus)(response). 

a. Yes—it is an error and should be scored as one. 
b. No—while it may be considered in analyzing 

performance, it can not be scored as an error. 
c. Yes—it is a criterion-referenced test and so it 

should be scored as an error, 
d. No—it is not an error and should not be scored 

as one. 

11. Do you feel that one or two diagnostic teaching 
lessons (presenting a sample lesson such as D.R.T.A. 
and seeing how effective the strategy is for the 
student) could replace the numerous tests in a typical 
battery? 

a. Yes—results of diagnostic teaching lead to more 
valid recommendations for instruction, 

b. No—while the above is true, one or two lessons 
would probably not provide for complete diagnosis 
and placement. 

c. Yes—diagnostic teaching is more realistic than 
tests which do not usually sample actual work 
situations, 

d. No—diagnostic teaching provides no means of 
diagnosing the level of skills development re
gardless of the number of lessons given, 

12. Do you feel that standardized tests such as the Gates 
and the Detroit have any legitimate value in a test 
battery? 

a. Yes—they give an indication of functioning in 
comparison to the level of functioning of other 
individuals. 

b. No—the norms are outdated and often inappropriate 
for making comparisons. 
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12. c. Yes—while the above is true, they occasionally 
provide useful information independent from the 
norms. 

d. No—the information obtained is of no value. 

13. It has been suggested that a usable test battery would 
include only criterion-referenced tests. Do you agree 
or disagree? 

a. Agree—criterion-referenced testing provides 
specific information concerning each skill, rather 
than a mass of information requiring further 
testing to determine the level of specific skills. 

b. Disagree—while the above is true, criterion-
referenced tests artificially segment both diag
nosis and remediation of instructional needs. 

c. Agree—the reading process actually becomes less 
segmented through criterion-referenced testing, 

d. Disagree—criterion-referenced testing can result 
in artificial segmentation of skills. Information 
about specific skills can usually be gained through 
inspection of responses on non-criterion-referenced 
tests. 

14. It has been suggested that the placement criteria for 
the IRI are arbitrary and should be abandoned as a 
means of determining reading levels. Do you agree or 
disagree? 

a. Agree—the criteria are arbitrary; the individual 
student's level of "tolerance for error" should be 
the factor determining his placement, 

b. Disagree—while the standards are arbitrary, 
experience and common sense suggest they are use-
as general guidelines for determining placement'. 

c. Agree—these standards, whether arbitrary or not, 
are not applicable when traditional scoring is 
replaced by "miscue" scoring. 

d. Disagree—the standards are not arbitrary, but 
based on sound experimental evidence and should be 
followed as closely as possible. 

THE FINAL SIX QUESTIONS ARE BASED ON THE SAMPLE DATA GIVEN 
BELOW: 

Lilly is seven years old and about to finish the 2d 
grade at Buster Elementary School. She is the 4th oldest 
of seven children and the family is on welfare. She was 
brought to the reading clinic at the suggestion of her 
teacher who states that Lilly is at the bottom of the 
lowest reading group. Her teacher claims that Lilly is 
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cooperative and works well in a group except during reading 
lessons when she refuses to work on her own or with other 
children. Lilly will read only when given help, in a 1:1 
situation, by the teacher. The teacher considers Lilly the 
best artist in the class and claims she will spend hours, 
quietly working on her drawings. Lilly was extremely co
operative and pleasant during testing at the clinic, but 
had to be given a great deal of encouragement to attempt 
any reading tasks. The following are the results of clinic 
testing: 

WISC-R: Performance Scale 89 
Verbal Scale 95 
Full Scale 91 

Telebinocular: normal for all tests 

Audiometer: 30 db. loss at the 8000 frequency 

Verbal Opposites: (subtest'—Detroit tests of Learning 
Aptitude) M.A. = 7,5. 

Phone Discrimination Test (form D): 5 errors out of 40 
pairs 

(stimulus) 

sore-shore 
jar-char 
chair-share 
fine-vine 
bat-vat 

(response) 

chore-chore 
char-char 
chair-chair 
fine-fine 
bat-bat 
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WORD RECOGNITION TEST (IWRI) 

(PP) 

1. and 
i/ 

2. one 

3. walk 

4. with -

K 5. go^ _ 

6. this 
tOVAQ. 

hi something \/ 
y 

8. your ^ 

9, haVe 

10. square 

11. homp 

12. my ^ 

13. lo&k 

14. said 

15. ride 

16. will . 

17. be 
y 

18. can 
t/' 

19. see 

20. may 

(P) 
n / 
1. am 

2. ohl/ 

3. it"' 
x/ 

4. help 

-5. run 

6. how 

7. him' 
if 

8. white 
l/ 

9. game 
»/ 

10. that 

11. h&r-

12. life"1 
>/ 

13. happy 
«/ 

14. sat 

15. came y 
16. bad 

17. stay 

18. long 
v/ 

19. sun 
o 

20. give 

(1) 

1. fire 
S 

2. call 
i/ 

3. hear 

4. so 

5. walked 

6. the'y" 
i/ 

7. around 
i/" 

8. then y 
9. looked 

10. his'" 

11. far 

(2V 
1. winter 

4-iir32£- 12, them 
~~ ^ 

13. made 
v/ 

14. if . 

15, could 

16. first 

v/ 17, man 

18. next 
^ 

19. time 

>*<• 

S_ 

•y 

-CqUlC" 

v/ 20, there 

2. midctle 

3. slecl 

__ 4. 

j/_ 5. late^ 

6. floSr̂  
y/ 

7. breakfasts 

8. sKove¥^ •SjWabeW' 

9. fa 
v/* 

10. should 

11. while 
K.— 

12. clean 1>.K • 

13, doiffi 

. 14. always^ y/ 

Cold 15. week 

v 16, Christmas 

17, mdSst 
i/ 

18. seen 

19, silly |_i 

20, hojTe y 

Score Score Score . Score 

Oral Reading (Primer) 46 words Score % 

"My skates are old," said Pedro. "But I 

can skate." "I can, too," said Tina. "1 
HOT 

can skate just like you," "No, you can't," 

said Pedro "You can skate on one skate. 

Not on two. See^my,/cjo flying down the 

walk? See me jt?st PK3?-

X % 

1 97.8 

2 95,6 

3 93.5 

4 91\. 3 
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Silent Reading (Primer) 64 words Weighted Comp. Score ___ 

10 d 1. Who else besides Pedro did Tina ask to help her 
skate? (Carlos) 

10 d 2. Why didn't Tina want Carlos to go for a ride 
now? (She wanted him to help her,)-$he «_0<av\\€.A_ 
V\w\ Vo o^d \cx^v&r . Q — wteAeA. \ve_v p 

2 0 sq 3. Who helped Tina skate first? (Pedro) 

20 i 4. Do you think that Tina will keep trying until 
she is a good skater? What makes you think she 
will/won't keep trying? (She can already skate 
some.) (She is getting some help.) (She asked 
for help and is wanting to skate.) rs.Vv.e_ 
VVJOOTvNkS VD V\ • 

2 0 i 5. Do you think Tina was pleased that she could 
skate some? What makes you think she was 
pleased? (She wanted to show Carlos something 
new she could do.) (What she said to Carlos.) 

\oe_ 

20 mi 6. Can Tina skate alone yet? (No) What makes you 
think she can/can't? (She needed Pedro or 
Carlos to help her.) YA O _ CCLY\Mr. 

\ 

Oral Reading (1 Early) 49. words 

X % 

Score 

1 

o
 

C
O
 

to
 

96.0 

3 94. 0 

4 92.0 

Steven and Uncle Will walked out to the 

gate. There they saw a man with some

thing in his hand. He was looking right 

at Steve. "Find out all about them]" 

he called. "All about the bears! All 

about the monkeys ! 

is right in here." 

All you want to know 
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Silent Reading (1 Early) 90 words Weighted comp. Score 

10 d 1. Did the book have all the zoo animals in it? 
(No) How do you know they were not all in it? 
(Only 100 were included, or it said they were 
not all in the book.) TXAv 

10 d 2. Who was with Steve at the zoo? (Uncle Will) (His 
Uncle) 

10 d 3. How many animals were in the book? (About 100) 
CX \oV. Q-\bO 

10 d 4. What kind of pictures did the book have in it? 
(Zoo animals) (animals) 

10 d 5. Who had the book when Steve saw it? (a man) 
V\v.-5 o-v\c\.e_ 

20 mi 6. What was Steve going to take home with him? 
(A book about the zoo) (the book) ZOO. 
Q — C-0-sr>A\^ \ • 

20 i 7. What did Steve mean when he sead, "That's how 
the zoo can go home with me?" (He could take a 
book- about the zoo home with him.) • 

10 v 8. What did Uncle Will mean when he said that 
Steve was a wise boy? (smart) (Because he said 
that was a way to take the zoo home with him.) 

15. Is there any substantial evidence that physical 
factors are contributing to a reading problem? 

a. Yes—there is indication from results of the Phone 
Discrimination Test and the audiometer, that 
auditory difficulty may be affecting Lilly's 
reading ability. 

b. No—the area of difficulty on the audiometer is 
outside the speech range and items missed on the 
Phone Discrimination Test indicate bilingual 
difficulty that does not appear to affect Lilly's 
reading ability. 

c. Yes—there is some evidence that intellectual 
factors are inhibiting Lilly's reading ability. 

d. No—while the above is true (in the case of the 
WISC-R scores), results of the Verbal Opposites 
Subtest indicate a higher level of verbal 
functioning. 
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16. The major focus of instruction with Lilly should be: 

a. Comprehension—the ability to attend to details 
looks quite good, but all other areas appear weak. 

b. Word Recognition—while Lilly's word recognition 
scores are relatively better than her comprehen
sion scores, she still falls below grade level in 
this area. 

c. Comprehension—Lilly appears weak in all areas of 
comprehension. 

d. Word Recognition—specifically in the use of 
context which is extremely poor. 

17. What placement for reading instruction would you 
suggest for Lilly? 

a. PP—based on her low comprehension scores (frustra
tion was indicated at the P level), instruction 
should be initiated at the lowest level possible. 

b. 1 early—while Lilly's comprehension scores are 
low at this level, the word recognition scores 
here are. high enough that instruction could be 
initiated at the 1 early level. 

c. P— while the above is true, due to Lilly's 
emotional difficulties, placement should be made' 
at a level where success will be ensured. 

d. Exact placement cannot be determined at this time 
since testing was terminated too soon. It is 
highly possible that Lilly's scores would increase 
at higher levels where the interest factor and 
language was more suitable. 

18. What single referral is most appropriate for-Lilly? 

a. Individual reading tutoring—there is evidence 
that Lilly would respond well when given indi
vidual attention. 

b. Reading tutoring with the reading specialist at 
school (small group situation)—Lilly's parents 
have little money and probably could not afford 
individual tutoring from an outside individual 
or agency. 

c. Counseling--there is evidence that emotionality 
is involved with Lilly's reading problems. 

d. Otolaryngologist--the possiblity that auditory 
difficulty is interfering with Lilly's reading 
ability should be checked out. 
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19. The most accurate statement concerning Lillys behavior 
is: 

a. She seems to be using her reading problem to gain 
attention. 

b. Her self-concept could be improved by getting 
class and teacher approval for her art work. 

c. There is evidence that her emotional problems are 
contributing to her reading problem. 

d. There is evidence that her reading problems may 
begin to create emotional (behavior) problems. 

20. Which of the following tests would you most like to 
give Lilly? 

a. The Test of Phonic Skills—there is some evidence 
of weakness in this area, and this needs to be 
checked out more carefully. 

b. An interest/personality inventory—to help deter
mine the extent to which these factors are related 
to her reading problem. 

c. A cloze test-'-to gather more information about her 
comprehension; specifically, her ability to use 
context. 

d. More comprehension checks over material read 
silently to validate her IRI scores' in comprehen'-
sion. 
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Objective Test in Remediation 

Name_ 
Date 

Answer the following questions as best you can. In some 
cases, several of the choices for a question might appear 
reasonable- It would, therefore, be wise to evaluate each 
choice carefully before making your final selection. 

THIS TEST WILL NOT BE USED IN ANY WAY TO DETERMI-NE OR 
INFLUENCE YOUR GRADE IN THIS OR ANY OTHER COURSE IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF READING. 

1. Harold is in 9th grade and reading at a 5th grade 
level. He is failing most of his school subjects. 
You have 5 weeks to work with him this summer. Your 
focus of instruction would be: 

a. comprehension c. study skills 
b. word recognition d. speed 

2. If you had some extra time with Harold (whose spelling 
level is 1_) , would you work on spelling instruction? 

a. Yes—he could be quickly taught a couple of 
strategies he could use on his own time. 

b. No—the strategies could be taught quickly, but 
must be carefully monitored by the tutor at all 
times, 

c. Yes—regardless of the necessity for monitoring, 
the strategies are essential. 

d. • No—the purpose of spelling instruction is not to 
teach a strategy, but to teach the spelling of 
words. 

3. If you chose to work on Harold's comprehension, how 
would you begin? 

a. Determine which areas (i.e., main idea, details, 
prediction, etc.) are weak and teach those. 

b. Determine which approaches (i.e., DRTA, ReQuest, 
etc.) work best with Harold.iand use them. 

c. Determine the level of Harold's prediction skills 
(since this is the major comprehension skill) and 
begin there. 

d. All approaches must be used to have a complete 
program. 



If you chose to work on Harold's study skills, would 
ReQuest or DRTA be of any value? 

a. Yes—prediction and questioning are important to 
study-reading as well as other types of reading. 

b. No—the strategies mentioned are for developing 
comprehension skills. 

c. Yes—while DRTA and ReQuest do not develop skills, 
they can increase motivation. 

d. No—while study skills may be developed by DRTA 
and ReQuest, the major focus should be on reading 
graphs and maps, skimming, scanning, etc. 

If you are working on study skills, can you see any 
value in using the Language Experience approach with 
Harold? 

a. Yes—the Language Experience Approach can assist 
in building the confidence necessary to attempt 
effective study reading. 

b. No—while the above is true, Language Experience 
is designed for younger children. 

c. Yes—the Language Experience Approach incorporates 
many elements of study skills other than 
confidence-building. 

d. No—the Language ̂ Experience Approach has no direct 
value for teaching study skills. 

If you are working on comprehension, would DSTA be 
appropriate for Harold? 

a. Yes—DSTA encourages predictive behavior desir
able when reading is undertaken. 

b. No*--Harold is already reading and so DRTA is 
probably more appropriate. 

c. Yes—DSTA can be helpful in involving Harold in 
non-threatening, risk-taking behavior. 

d. No—DSTA should never be used with older students 
who might find this technique insulting. 

If you chose to work on comprehension, , would SQ3R be 
appropriate? 

a. Yes—any technique that involves questioning aids 
comprehension. 

b. No—SQ3R is a study (not a comprehension) skill. 
c. Yes—SQ3R encourages setting purposes for reading 

and this is a sound aid to comprehension. 
d. No—SQ3R gives short-cuts to thorough comprehen

sion. 
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8. If you chose to work on spelling, which approach would 
you use? 

a. Fernald—it is a "no fail" approach. 
b. Test-study—it is far more efficient. 
c. Both—Harold can decide which one works best and 

use it. 
d. Test-study—since it is more efficient, and use 

Fernald only if test-study is not successful for 
Harold. 

9. If you decided to work on word recognition skills 
with Harold, would you bother to teach prefixes? 

a. Yes--most prefixes are the key to decoding 
enormous numbers of words. 

b. No—prefixes are inconsistent and useful for very 
few words. 

c. Yes—but only the few that are consistent and 
useful. 

d. No—the use of prefixes is a structural analysis 
skill. 

10. If you decided to work on comprehension with Harold, 
would it ever be more appropriate to use a DRA than a 
DRTA? 

a. Yes~-if he is able to make predictions, but unable 
to answer direct inference questions. 

b. No—if he is able to make predictions, it is un
likely that he couldn't answer inference questions. 

c. Yes—the ability to make predictions has nothing 
to do with ability to answer inference questions. 

d. No—DRA is never more appropriate except when the 
teacher is rigid. 

11. If it were possible to instruct Harold in a small 
group situation, would you use skills rather than 
ability grouping? 

a. No—skills grouping is more appropriate for word 
recognition activities. 

b. Yes—ability grouping is the easiest way to 
destroy Harold's self-confidence. 

c. Yes—ability grouping for comprehension is diffi
cult since all students must be at the same level 
in word recognition. 

d. Yes—skills grouping is usually more efficient 
for teaching specific comprehension skills. 
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12. Which would be a more reasonable means of teaching 
suffixes to Harold: the analogy method (decoding un
known from known words) or morphemic analysis (lists 
of suffixes and their meanings)? 

a. Analogy approach—it is specifically designed to 
emphasize decoding of suffixes. 

b. Morphemic analysis—learning the meaning of 
suffixes can generalize to many words. 

cv. Analogy approach—if the roote (and prefix) can be 
decoded, no emphasis on the suffix is necessary, 

d. Morphemic analysis—this has the dual function of 
teaching meaning and grammar. 

13. In discussing skimming and scanning with Harold, it 
should be explained that: 

a. skimming is appropriate for pleasure reading and 
scanning is appropriate for reading school 
material of high interest. 

b. skimming and scanning will depend on purposes for 
reading. 

c. skimming is done at over 1500 words per minute. 
d. scanning and skimming are interchangeable terms 

for rapid reading. 

14. Would it be appropriate to use cloze to develop 
Harold's comprehension skills? 

a. Definitely yes'—cloze activities are always 
appropriate in developing comprehension skills, 

b. Definitely so—cloze activities are most useful 
in providing contextual settings for newly-learned 
.word recognition skills. 

c. Probably yes—as long as carefull review.of 
Harold's responses is part of the instruction. 

d. Probably no—not unless he demonstrated inability 
to make predictions using DRTA. 

15. The primary purpose of using DRTA is to: 

a. establish an atmosphere in which the student is 
willing to take risks. 

b. teach a thinking process whereby predictions are 
elicited and revised in light of new evidence. 

c. elicit multiple predictions at each stopping point. 
d. demonstrate how ideas of the students are as valid 

as those of the author. 
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16. If you decided to work on word recognition with 
Harold, would you teach any phonics? (on the Test of 
Phonic Skills, he missed 4 out of 10 items on long 
vowels; 1 out of 8 on hard and soft; 5 out of 16 on 
syllabication; 1 out of 8 on dipthongs.) 

a. Definitely yes—there is indication of gaps in 
his knowledge of phonics. 

b. Definitely no—regardless of his performance on 
the Test of Phonic Skills, he is reading at a 5th 
grade level and probably has internalized most 
phonic principles. 

c. Yes--but only incidentally when the need for a new 
phonic skill arises in a natural way as he is 
reading. 

d. No—the gaps are minor and it is usually unwise 
to teach phonics at his age. 

17. If you decided to work on word recognition, would you 
assist in developing Harold's sight word vocabulary 
(his strength level on the word recognition test-— 
IWRI--is 3rd level). 

a. Definitely yes—he is obviously deficient in this 
area. 

b. Probably yes—but only if picture clues are not 
used in association with the words. 

c. Definitely no—the procedure of teaching sight 
words is too childish even if picture clues are 
eliminated. 

d. Probably no—he has given ample indication of 
ability to recognize words in context at a 5th 
grade level. 

18. If you decided to work on phonic skills, would you 
ever use unknown words in teaching a phonics lesson? 

a. Yes—in order to create a need to learn the 
phonic generalization. 

b. No-!—the generalization cannot be developed unless 
the student is able to deal with all the words in 
the lesson. 

c. Yes—but only in the phase where the generaliza
tion has been learned and is now being practiced, 

d. No—using unknown words can only serve to increase 
anxiety and reduce teaching efficiency. 
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19. Can you conceive of being able to purchase one set of 
materials for Harold that would satisfy all his needs 
in reading? 

a. Probably yes—a basal series would probably pro
vide for all areas of reading either directly or 
through "suggestions for follow up." , 

b. Probably no—while the basals might satisfy skills-
needs, it would probably not serve Harold's 
interest needs. 

c. Definitely yes--such a set of materials can be 
found if the teacher is working with only one 
student and knows the student's needs. 

d. Definitely no—no series can realistically provide 
for all skill or interest needs of students. 

20. If Harold is to do free reading, would it ever be of 
value to discuss the book with him? 

a. Yes—the teacher may initiate discussion, but may 
not question Harold. 

b. No—not unless Harold asks or invites such dis
cussion. 

c. Yes—while it should not be done constantly, 
occasional checks to be sure Harold is really 
reading the book are necessary, 

d. No—free reading books are never discussed by the 
teacher—this would subvert the whole purpose of 
the activity. 



APPENDIX B 

HELPEE STIMULUS EXPRESSIONS 

The following excerpts represent 16 helpee stimulus 
expressions; that is, expressions by a helpee of feeling 
and content in different problem areas. In this case the 
same helpee is involved in all instances. 

You may conceive of this helpee not necessarily as 
a formal client but simply as a person who has come to you 
in a time of need. The helpee, for example, may be a 
student from one of your classes. We would like you to 
respond as you would if someone came to you seeking 
assistance in a time of distress. 

In formulating your responses keep in mind those 
that the helpee can use effectively in her own life. 

Excerpt 1 
Helpee: I don't know if I am right or wrong feeling the way 

I do. But I find myself withdrawing from people, 
I don't seem to socialize and.play their stupid 
little games any more. I get upset and come home 
depressed and have headaches. It seems all so 
superficial. There was a time when I used to get 
along with everybody. Everybody said, "Isn't shee 
wonderful. She gets along with everybody. , Every
body likes her." I used to think that was some
thing to be really proud of, but that was who I was 
at that time. I had no depth. I was what the 
crowd wanted me to be—the particular group I was 
with. 

Excerpt 2 
Helpee: I love my children and my husband and I like doing 

most household things. They get boring at times 
but on the whole I think it can be a very rewarding 
thing at times. I don't miss working, going to the 
office every day. Most women complain of being 
just a housewife and just a mother. But then, 
again, I wonder if there is more for me. Others 
say there has to be. I really don't know. 

8a 
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Excerpt 3 
Helpee: Sometimes I question my adequacy of raising three 

boys, especially the baby. I call him the baby— 
well, he is the last. I can't have any more. So 
I know I kept him a baby longer than the others, 
He won't let anyone else do things for him. If 
someone else opens the door he says he wants Mommy 
to do it. If he closes the door, I have to' open it. 
I encourage this. I do it, I don't know if this 
is right or wrong. He insists on sleeping with me 
every night and I allow it. And he says when he 
grows up he won't do it any more. Right now he is 
my baby and I don't discourage this much. I don't 
know if this comes out of my needs or if I'm making 
too much out of the situation or if this will 
handicap him when he goes to school—breaking away 
from Mamma. It is going to be a traumatic expe
rience for him? Is it something I'm creating for 
him? I do worry more about my children than I 
think most mothers do. 

Excerpt 4 
Helpee: It's not an easy thing to talk about. I guess the 

heart of the problem is sort of a sexual problem. 
I never thought I would have this sort of problem. 
But I find myself not getting the fulfillment I 
used to. It's not as enjoyable—for my husband 
either, although we don't discuss it. I used to 
enjoy and look forward to making love. I used to 
have an orgasm but I don't any more. I can't 
remember the last time I was satisfied. I find 
myself being attracted to other men and wondering 
what it would be like to go to be with them. I 
don't know what this means. Is this symptomatic 
of our whole relationship as a marriage? Is some
thing wrong with me or us? 

.Hixcerpt 5 
Helpee: Gee, those people! Who do they think they are? 

I just can't stand interacting with them any more. 
Just a bunch of phonies. They leave me so frus
trated. They make me so anxious. I get angry at 
myself. I don't even want to be bothered with them 
any more. I just wish I could be honest with them 
and tell them all to go to hell! But I guess I 
just can't do it. 
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Excerpt 6 
Helpee: They wave that degree up like it's a pot of gold at 

the end of the rainbow. I used to think that, too, 
until I tried it. I'm happy being a housewife; I 
don't care to get a degree. But the people I 
associate with, the first thing they ask is where 
did you get your degree. I answer, "X don't have a 
degree." Christ, they look at you like you are 
some sort of a freak, some backwoodsman your 
husband picked up along the way. They actually 
believe that people with degrees are better. In 
fact, I think they are worse. I've found a lot of 
people without degrees that are a hell of a lot 
smarter than these people. They think that just 
because they have degrees they are something 
special. These poor kids that think they have to 
go to college or they are ruined. It seems that we 
are trying to perpetuate a fraud on these kids. If 
no degree, they think they will end up digging 
ditches the rest of their lives. They are looked 
down upon. That makes me sick. 

Excerpt 7 
Helpee: I get so frustrated and furious with my daughter, 

I just don't know what to do with her. She is 
bright and sensitive, but damn, she has some char^ 
acteristics that make me so on edge. I can't 
handle it sometimes. She just—I feel myself 
getting more and more angryI She won't do what you 
tell her to. She tests limits like mad, I scream 
and yell and lose control and think there is some" 
thing wrong with me—I'm not an understanding 
mother or something. Damn! What potential! What 
she could do with what he has. There are times she 
doesn't need what she's got. She gets by too 
cheaply. I just don't know what to do with her'. 
Then she. can be so nice and then, boy, she can be 
as ornery as she can be. And then I scream and 
yell and I'm about ready to slam her across the 
room. I don't like to feel this way. I don't know 
what to do with it. 

Excerpt 8 
Helpee: He is ridiculous! Everything has to be done when 

he wants to do it. The way he wants it done. It's 
as if nobody else exists. It's everything he wants 
to do. There is a range of things I have to do. 
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Hot just be a houseife and take care of the kids. 
Oh, no, I have to do his typing for him, errands 
for him. If I don't do it right away, I'm stupid— 
I'm not a good wife or something stupid like that. 
I have an identity of my own and I'm not going to 
have it wrapped up in him. It makes me--it 
infuriates me] I want to punch him right in the 
mouth. What am I going to do? Who does he think 
he is, anyway? 

Excerpt 9 
Helpee: I finally found somebody I can really get along 

with. There is no pretentiousness about them at 
all. They are real and they understand me. I can 
be myself with them. I don't have to worry about 
what I say and that they might take me wrong, 
because I do sometimes say things that don't come 
out the way that I want them to. I don't have to 
worry that they are going to criticize me. They 
are just marvelous people! I just can't wait to be 
with them. For once I actually enjoy going out and 
interacting. I didn't think I could every find 
people like this again. I can really be myself. 
It's such a wonderful feeling not to have people 
criticizing you for everything you say that 
doesn't agree with them. They are warm and under*-
standing and I just love them! It's just marvelous. 

Excerpt 10 
Helpee: I'm really excited! We are going to California. 

I'm going to have a second lease on life. I found 
a marvelous job. It's great! It's so great, I 
can't believe it's true--it's so great! I have a 
secretarial job. I can be a mother and can have 
a part time job which I think I will enjoy very 
much. I can be home when the kids get home from 
school. It's too good to be true. It's so 
exciting. New horizons are unfolding. I just 
can't wait to get started. It's great! 
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Excerpt 11 
Helpee: I'm so pleased with the kids. They are doing just 

marvelously. They have done so well at school and 
at home; they get along together. It's amazing; 
I never thought they would. They seem a little 
older. They play together better and they enjoy 
each other and I enjoy them. Life has become so 
much easier. It's really a joy to raise three 
boys. I didn't think it would be. I'm just so 
pleased and hopeful for the future. For them and 
for us. It's just great! I can't believe it. 
It's marvelous. 

Excerpt 12 
Helpee: I'm really excited the way things are going at home 

with my husband. It's just amazing. We get along 
great together now. Sexually, I didn't know we 
could be that happy, I didn't know anyone could be 
that happy. It's just marvelous! I'm just so 
pleased, I don't know what else to say. 

Excerpt 13 
Helpee: I'm so thrilled to have found a counselor like you, 

I didn't know any existed. You seem to understand 
me so well. It's just great! I feel like I'm 
coming alive again. I have not felt like this in 
so.long. 

Excerpt 14 
Helpee: SILENCE (Moving about in chair) 

Excerpt 15 
Helpee: Gee, I'm so disappointed, I thought we could get 

along together and you could help me. We don't 
seem to be getting anywhere. You don't understand 
me. You don't know I'm here. I don't even think 
you care for me. You don't hear me when I talk. 
You seem to be somewhere else. Your responses are 
independent of anything I have to say. I don't 
know where to turn. I'm just so-doggone it-̂ I 
don't know what I'm going to do, but I know you 
can't help me. There is just no hope. 
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Excerpt 16 
Helpee: Who do you think you are? You call yourself a 

therapist1 Damn, here I am spilling my guts out 
and all you do is look at the clock. You don't 
hear what I say. Your responses are not attuned to 
what I'm saying. I nevery heard of such therapy. 
You are supposed to be helping me. You are so 
wrapped up in your world you don't hear a thing I'm 
saying. You don't give me the time. The minute 
the hour is up you push me out the door whether I 
have something important to say or not. I—ah—it 
makes me so God damn mad! 



APPENDIX C 

CARKHUFF COMMUNICATION INDEX1 

Basic Level Rules 

5.0 Has 4.0 conditions plus operationalizing directional 
steps toward the goal. Here you will find initial 
suggestion/steps provided toward reaching the goal. 
Program development and/or problem-solving sugges
tions. 

(4.5 Dimensions that operationalize the goal) 

4.0 Has 3.5 conditions plus identification of the goal. 
(Personalizes the goal—where the Helpee wants to go.) 
Gives personalized understanding regarding where the 
Helpee needs to be or where he/she wants to be. 

3.5 Has 3.0 conditions plus definition of the problem. 
Preferably with deficits. (Personalizes the problem 
regarding where the Helpee is, lacks, etc. from the 
Helper's reference.) It could include personalizing 
the meaning by focusing to the helpee as to the 
meaning it has . . . internalizing. 

3.0 Responds accurately to the Helpee feeling and meaning 
(content-situation-reason for the feeling) . Response 
captures Helpee's expressed feeling and meaning. 

2.5 Expresses feeling only. (accurately) Content 
(reason-situation-meaning) missing. 

2.0 Contains only a response to meaning (content-
situation) • It has omitted feeling or missed it. 
This level could have direction* advice, or question 
statements that indicate understanding or content 
(observing and listening). 

(1.5 Attending physically. Response has some relation
ship to Helpee's statement.) 

1.0 Both feeling and content-reason-situation missing. 
Indicates helper not attenting (physically or 
emotionally). 

1, Source: Cash et al. (1975). 
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APPENDIX D 

LIKERT SCALE 

Diagnosis 

Date 

Name of Subject_ 
Name of Rater 

Directions: Rate each individual in your section of the 
Diagnosis Practicum on the six items listed below. Use, 
as a guide for rating, the following seven point scale: 
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/  

w 

i 
< 

Demonstrates knowledge of and ability to select 
appropriate instruments in order to achieve a 
complete reading diagnosis. 

2. Demonstrates ability to administer a wide variety 
of tests accurately. 

3. Demonstrates ability to score a wide variety of 
tests accurately. 

4. Demonstrates ability to accurately interpret 
results of a wide variety of tests. 

5. Demonstrates ability to analyze and synthesize all 
test results in order to accurately diagnose needs 
in reading. 

6. Demonstrates ability to make specific recommenda
tions for remediation based upon consistent 
with results of the total diagnosis. 

TOTAL (added)'SCORE 
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Remediation 

Date 

Name of Subject_ 
Name of Rater 

Directions: Rate each individual in your section of the 
Remediation Practicum on the six items listed below. Use, 
as a guide for rating, the following seven point scale: 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

/ / / / / /_ / 
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1, Develops objectives consistent with diagnostic 
findings. 

2. Demonstrates ability to set priorities for 
attainment of objectives. 

3. Demonstrates knowledge of a wide variety of 
strategies for implementation of objectives. 

4, Demonstrates ability to execute a wide variety 
of strategies. 

_5. Demonstrates ability to accomplish objectives 
using materials in line with interests of the 
student. 

6. Demonstrates ability to evaluate student's 
progress toward meeting the objectives and the 
effectiveness of strategies and methods used. 

• - _  T O T A L  ( a d d e d )  S C O R E  
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Personal Characteristics 

Date 

Name of Subject 
Name of Rater 

Directions; Rate each individual in your practicum section 
on the six items listed below. Use, as a guide for rating, 
the following seven point scale: 

(0) (1) (.2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
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1, Demonstrates appropriate self-confidence. 

2. Demonstrates appropriate flexibility. 

3. Establishes encouraging atmosphere. 

4. Demonstrates appropriate self-direction. 

5. Demonstrates appropriate creativity. 

6. Demonstrates ability to respond appropriately to 
non-verbal cues. 

TOTAL (added) SCORE 



APPENDIX E 

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIALS 

Diagnosis 

Date 

Name of Subject_ 
Name of Rater 

Directions: Rate each individual in your section of the 
Diagnosis Practicum in terms of his/her overall competence 
in diagnosis of reading difficulties. 

(0) (.1) (.2) (3) (.4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
/ / / / / / / / / / 
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GLOBAL RATING: 

9.9 
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Remediation 

Date 

Name of Subject 
Name of Rater 

Directions; Rate each individual in your section of the 
Remediation Practicum in terms of his/her overall 
competence in remediation of reading difficulties. 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
/ / / / / / / / /_ 

(9) 
/ 

A 

GLOBAL RATING: 
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Personal Characteristics 

Date 

Name of Subject 
Name of Rater 

Directions: Rate each individual in your practicum 
section in terms of his/her overall level of desirable 
personal characteristics. 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
/ / * / _/ / / / / / / 

GLOBAL RATING: 



APPENDIX F 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF ALL INSTRUMENTS 

Instrument Mean Standard Deviation 

Objective Tests 
Diagnosis 11.48 2.52 
Remediation 12.64 2.64 

Helpee Stimulus Expressions ; 1.24 .28 (first rater) Helpee Stimulus Expressions 
1.25 .29 (second 

rater) 

Likert Scales (data based on Cronbach Alphas) 
Diagnosis 23.08 5.33 (first 
Personal Characteristics 23.53 5.37 ratings) 

Diagnosis 22.28 5.89 (second 
Personal Characteristics 23.45 5.40 ratings) 

Remediation 29.44 7.94 (first 
Personal Characteristics 29.33 6. 83 ratings) 

Remediation 28.69 6.26 (second 
Personal Characteristics 28.31 5.92 ratings) 

Likert Scales (data based on Pearson Product Moment 
correlations) 

Diagnosis 22. 28 5. 89 (first 
Personal Characteristics 23. 45 5. 40 ratings) 

Diagnosis 23. 08 5. 33 (second 
Personal Characteristics 23, 53 5, 37 ratingsL 

Remediation 29. 44 7. 94 (first 
Personal Characteristics 29. 33 6 .  83 ratings) 

Remediation 28. 69 6. 26 (first 
Personal Characteristics 38. 21 5. 92 ratings) 
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Instrument 

Semantic Differentials 

Diagnosis 
Personal Characteristics 

Diagnosis 
Personal Characteristics 

Remediation 
Personal Characteristics 

Remediation 
Personal Characteristics 

Diagnosis 
Personal Characteristics 

Diagnosis 
Personal Characteristics 

Remediation 
Personal Characteristics 

Remediation 
Personal Characteristics 

Diagnosis 
Personal Characteristics 

Diagnosis 
Remediation 
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Mean Standard Deviation 

6. 
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1.94 

(.rater 1) 

5. 
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7. 
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(rater 8) 
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(rater 9) 
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(rater 10) 
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