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One of the major themes of this book and the conference that it is based on is the importance of considering non-phonological aspects of reading because learning to read involves more than simply establishing an efficient phonological decoding mechanism.  Another theme of the conference was the application of research to instructional practices.  In the first part of this chapter, I will discuss some of the problems with the phonological view of reading and consider why researchers have focused more attention on word recognition than comprehension processes.  In the second part of the chapter, I consider the questions that need to be asked to adequately assess how well a student understands a text and the qualities that characterize a good reader.  Drawing from current research, I argue that the best way to improve comprehension is by explicitly teaching  vocabulary, background knowledge, and the flexible use specific strategies.
Ugly Facts about the Phonological Hypothesis

The need to go beyond thinking about the role of phonological processing skills in learning to read was perhaps best captured in Hollis Scarborough’s chapter, , “Beautiful Hypotheses and Ugly Facts.”   This paper set the tone at the conference by questioning the beautiful hypothesis that phonological abilities are the most crucial language skills for successfully learning to read and that phonological weaknesses underlie most reading disabilities.  Scarborough noted that much of the research of this hypothesis has been focused on a rather narrow developmental window---the primary grades.  As relevant findings about language and literacy development of younger and older children have accumulated, many results appear to be ugly facts that are inconsistent with the beautiful hypothesis.  Scarborough discusses 10 of these ugly facts in her chapter.   

 The first and perhaps most damaging ugly fact is that that measures of phonological awareness and other phonological skills are not the strongest or most consistent predictors of future reading levels of beginning students.  The highest correlations with reading occur with measures that require print knowledge such as letter identification and familiarity with print/book concepts.  Some oral language skills (expressive vocabulary and sentence recall) also predict reading outcomes well, accounting for about 20% of the variance.  So while most of the research has focused on phonological factors, non-phonological factors such as letter knowledge and expressive vocabulary are closely related to early reading achievement.
Scarborough presented nine other ugly facts about the beautiful phonological hypothesis.  For example, ugly fact #6 was that the risk of developing a reading disability is as great for preschoolers with non-phonological language impairments as for those with phonological impairments.  Ugly fact #8 pointed out that severe deficits in reading and phonological abilities occur after the third grade, and ugly fact #9 was that unimpaired reading comprehension can occur in students with severe word-recognition and decoding deficiencies.  These ugly facts converge on the basic point that learning to read involves more than establishing an efficient phonological decoding mechanism.  This is by no means a novel idea.  Most models of reading emphasize the importance of acquiring orthographic knowledge (e.g., Share & Stanovich, 1995).  Some models stress the importance of non-phonological aspects of language processing in reading (e.g., Perfetti, 1985).  Snowling (this volume) finds Seidenberg’s Triangle (e.g., Harm & Seidenberg, 1999) model a useful framework for describing the outcome of interactions between the sounds of words, their meanings, and their spellings.

The Triangle Model and The Simple View of Reading
  The Triangle model proposes the existence of two pathways: a phonological pathway that maps orthography to phonology and a semantic pathway that links phonological, semantic, and orthographic units of representation.  The phonological pathway is crucial for learning to read while the semantic pathway is important for proficient word recognition and comprehension.  Both Snowling and Nation use this model to explain the reading problems of a small group of children (10-15%) who decode well but have specific difficulties with reading comprehension.  The language profile of these poor comprehenders is very different from that of children with dyslexia.  The poor comprehenders have wide-spread language problems in vocabulary, particularly with abstract words and also have difficulty naming low-frequency objects (Nation, this volume).  

    
The existence of a group of children who decode well, but have difficulty comprehending texts should not be surprising.  The existence of this group is predicted by the Simple View of Reading (Hoover & Gough, 1990) that is embraced by most of the contributors to this volume as well as many other reading researchers.   The essence of this view is that successful reading comprehension is the product of two sets of skills, those concerned with decoding and recognizing printed words and those involved with linguistic or listening comprehension.  There is considerable support for this view in the literature.  The existence of a group of children who decode well, but have poor comprehension abilities is one example.  Hugh Catts and I (Catts & Kamhi, 1999) have  used the Simple View of Reading to classify poor readers.  Poor readers were classified on the basis of their decoding and listening comprehension abilities.  Those who were poor decoders with good listening comprehension abilities were considered dyslexic.  Those with poor listening comprehension and good decoding abilities were called hyperlexic.  In the second edition of our book, following Snowling and Nation, we use the term “comprehension-only” because the deficit is specific to comprehension (Catts & Kamhi, 2005).  Children with poor listening comprehension and poor decoding abilities were called language learning disabled in the first edition and “mixed” in the second edition (Catts & Kamhi, in press).

Catts and his colleagues (Catts, Hogan, & Adlof, this volume) examined the changes that would be predicted to occur in the prevalence of these subgroups as children got older and the contribution of comprehension abilities to overall reading performance increased.   In the early school years, more children would be expected to fall in the dyslexic group because reading measures are heavily weighted toward decoding abilities  and their existing vocabulary and grammar knowledge are more advanced than the simple texts they are reading.  As children’s decoding abilities become more proficient, differences in comprehension abilities should account for more of the variation in reading performance.  These predictions were confirmed in the study reported by Catts et al. (this volume).  Individual differences in word recognition abilities accounted for very little of the variance in reading performance beyond the 4th grade.  

The Importance of Beautiful Hypotheses and Narrow Problem Spaces

Reading specialists, teachers, and other practitioners who are reading this book might justifiably wonder why it has seemed to take so long for researchers to realize that reading is more than successful word recognition.  Did the beauty of phonological model emit such a blinding aura that it obscured the importance of the comprehension aspect of reading?   Did researchers who studied phonological processes somehow forget that reading is more than accurate and fluent word recognition?   Not at all.  I doubt there is any reading researcher who does not recognize the importance of comprehension and other non-phonological factors (e.g., orthographic knowledge, naming speed, instruction) to reading.   I think the primary reason that many reading researchers have shied away from studying comprehension processes is because they like beautiful hypotheses and there is no hope of ever finding a beautiful hypothesis that can explain how we think, inference, understand, and learn.   
Word recognition lends itself to a beautiful hypothesis because of its narrow “problem space” and clear measurable outcome.  Most of the variance in word recognition can be accounted for by phonological, orthographic, and lexical knowledge. Successful word recognition is easy to measure.   A word is either decoded correctly or it is not, and errors can be readily categorized.   The situation is very different for comprehension.  Unlike word recognition, which is a modular, automatized skill that draws on a few processes, comprehension is a non-modular, attention-demanding process that draws on many different knowledge sources and a wide range of processes (e.g., attentional, linguistic, memory, conceptual, reasoning).  Where word recognition has a well-defined narrow problem space with clear outcomes, comprehension has a broad problem space with several different possible outcomes.  For example, we know that comprehension is influenced by reader-based factors (decoding, language, background knowledge, memory, intelligence, motivation, attention), text-based factors (readability, genre), and metacognitive factors.  Because so many factors influence understanding, there are many reasons for comprehension difficulties. 

There is also no clear cut measurable outcome for comprehension like there is for decoding.   There are several possible different levels of comprehension, ranging from literal interpretations to analytic, creative, and comparative ones (Catts & Kamhi, 1999; Kamhi, 1997).   What does it mean, for example, to say that someone understands Shakespeare’s Hamlet or MacBeth?  What is it that is understood?  Is it the individual words, the actual sentences, the story, the gist, the main idea, or the historical context of the story?  Why is the meaning and interpretation of these dramas still being debated by literary scholars 400 years after they were written?   Understanding is clearly not something that simply occurs or does not occur, like turning a light switch on or off.   Comprehension is more like a continuum with literal, shallow understandings at one end and creative, deeper understandings at the other.  Understanding is thus more like turning a rheostat because it has many different levels, and it is this aspect of comprehension that makes it so difficult to assess.  
The well-defined problem space of word recognition is not the only reason researchers have shied away from studying comprehension.  The divisive reading wars of the 1980’s and 1990’s polarized the field, forcing many researchers to take sides.  Most  chose the phonics or code emphasis side because whole language was not well supported by theory or logic.  Siding with phonics advocates led to research focused on word recognition processes rather than comprehension processes since interest in comprehension might be viewed as siding with whole language advocates.    As the evidence accumulated in support of the phonological model, it became more and more difficult to deny the importance of phonological processes to early reading success.  The beautiful phonological model thus helped to diffuse the reading wars by making the study of reading a scientific enterprise rather than an emotionally charged polemic between different instructional factions.  
Because the phonological model has been so successful, it is not easy to abandon it, even for those who find it lacking or recognize that reading involves more than accurate and fluent word recognition.  This explains why Scarborough (this volume) “happily” concluded that despite 10 ugly facts about the phonological model, it was not necessary to reject the model.  A modification was needed in the causal model associated with the model, but that was all.   The more appropriate causal model for reading is one in which the symptoms bear no causal relationship to one another (Scarborough, this volume) rather than one in which each series of symptoms causes the occurrence of the next problem.
  In short, reading comprehension processes cannot be expected to show the same coherence or convergence that the research of decoding processes has shown.   Without converging evidence, the application of research to educational practice will also be less clear.  Indeed, it is unrealistic to expect that there will ever be the types of empirically-supported instructional programs to improve comprehension that are currently available to teach children to be proficient decoders.   This does mean that we cannot strive to improve the way comprehension is assessed and taught.  In the remainder of this chapter, I will present some basic principles and procedures to assess and improve reading comprehension.  
Assessing Comprehension
Practitioners may accept my attempt to explain researchers’ new-found interest in comprehension processes and even appreciate some of the findings reported.   I recognize, however, that reading specialists and teachers practitioners who are currently performing comprehensive assessments of reading comprehension might find the following  discussion of how to assess reading comprehension unenlightening and perhaps somewhat uninformed.   As these practitioners know, there are many procedures and instruments available to assess comprehension processes.  Most current reading textbooks not only emphasize the importance of comprehensive assessment procedures, they also describe in detail the procedures and instruments that are available for these assessments (cf. Barr, Blachowicz, Katz, & Daufman, 2002; Richek, Caldwell, Jennings, & Lerner, 2002; Ruddell, 2002).  A brief discussion of what such an assessment would entail is presented in the next section.
It is generally agreed (e.g., Barr et al., 2002) that a comprehensive assessment of reading needs to provide information about how well students can (a) read accurately and fluently; (b) relate text information to previously stored knowledge of the world and other texts; (c) recall, paraphrase, and provide the gist of texts; (d) use inferences to build cohesion and interpret texts; (e) construct literal, critical, and creative interpretations; (f) determine when comprehension is occurring or not occurring; and (g) select and use appropriate fix-up strategies.  In order to obtain information about all of these skills, several descriptive, criterion-oriented assessments are required.  These assessment include informal reading inventories (IRIs), using a running record, portfolio assessment, dynamic assessment, curriculum-based assessment, and think aloud procedures.   Detailed descriptions of these procedures can be found in any of the resources cited above.  For example, with the think aloud procedure, students are asked to comment about what they read after each sentence or paragraph.
An important purpose of assessment is to plan instruction to help students read and learn better.  In order to do this, it is necessary to consider the kinds of questions teachers ask to determine how well students understand what they read.  Much has been written about the kinds of questions teachers should ask to assess and facilitate understanding and learning.  For example, it is often suggested that teachers should ask questions that require high-level thinking in addition to questions that require memory for directly stated information.  Although this advice seems to have merit, it is not easy to implement.   Sanders (1966), for example, has noted that if the text is trivial or simplistic, it is difficult to come up with a "thinking" question.  Another more serious problem is that it is hard to align questions with levels of thinking.  It may be more important to differentiate between questions that address important text information and questions that target incidental detail.  Studies have shown that most of the questions teachers ask involve "retrieval of the trivial factual makeup of stories" rather than important information about story plots, events, and sequences (Guszak, 1967, p. 233).

Instead of focusing on levels of thinking, one can differentiate questions according to their relationship to the text as a whole.  For example, questions can be categorized as either text-related or beyond-the-text (Barr et al., 2002).  Text-related questions are designed to follow the author's train of thought and assess the student's comprehension of the passage as a whole.  These questions require factual as well as inferential knowledge.  Beyond-text questions may question the author's intent or attempt to relate the text to personal experiences or other books, ideas, and issues.   Barr et al. (2002, p. 177-178) provide examples of these questions for Charlotte's Web.  Text-related questions include, "What is a runt pig?" "Why was Fern's father going to do away with the pig? and "How did Fern feel when she found out her father was going to kill the pig?"  Examples of beyond-text questions are "Why would Fern's father believe it was ok to kill the pig?" "If you were Fern, would you be willing to take care of the pig?"


Beyond-text questions are somewhat similar to the types of questions recommended by educators interesting in probing children's response to texts (cf. Kamhi, 1997).  Questions such as “What made the book interesting?” and “Why did you like/not like the book?”  focus attention on  affective reactions to texts.  A related approach called "Questioning the Author" (QtA) developed by Beck and her colleagues (Beck, McKeown, Sandora, & Kucan, 1996) also encourages reader response questions by responding to questions like  “What is the author trying to say here?” and  “Did the author explain this clearly?”  

QtA as well as other approaches that encourage personal  responses to texts not only uncover areas of  learning strengths and weaknesses, but they also function as an way to teach and improve reading and learning in students with diverse abilities and needs.  Beck et al. (1996) used QtA in a year-long study of 23 inner-city fourth grade children and found that it had a significant impact on the way teachers and students viewed reading.  One teacher commented that "Thanks to Questioning the Author, I now expect my students to think and learn and explain rather than memorize, dictate, and forget" (p. 410).   The changes were particularly dramatic for the low ability students.  One teacher could not believe how involved all her students had become with the story.  "They read ahead and even the slower, less motivated students are joining in the discussion with enthusiasm and vigor" (p. 410).  One of the other important outcomes of QtA was an improvement in students' ability to construct meaning and monitor their understanding of texts.

Determining the best questions to ask to assess understanding and learning has challenged educational experts for a very long time.  There is no simple prescription for the kinds of questions that will provide accurate measures of understanding and learning, but some combination of text-related and beyond-text questions are clearly necessary.  Asking the beyond-text questions should encourage students and teachers to broaden their view of reading and recognize the opportunities for learning that reading provides. 

Improving Comprehension


Purves (1992) has suggested that our goal, as teachers, is to develop a student who can (a) read a text and answer specific questions about its content, structure, and form; (b) write an extended response to the text; and (c) know something about the cultural aspects of literature and the language used to discuss literature and other texts.   It is no coincidence that good readers are able to do each of these things very well and poor readers are not.   The list below reflects an emerging consensus of the processes that characterize good reading (Barr et al. 2002, p. 155).

1.  Good readers use what they know.  They realize that reading is more than remembering exact words from the text; it also involves reasoning and adding to their knowledge.

2.  Good readers self-question to establish what they don't know and what they want and need to know.  Asking good questions helps them make hypotheses, draw analogies from experience, and set some purposes and guidelines for reading.

 3.  Good readers integrate information across texts, add information by making inferences to build cohesion, and use structure to organize their comprehension.

 4.  Good readers monitor their reading.

 5.  Good readers respond thoughtfully to what they read.  They respond personally to what they read and exhibit high degrees of critical and analytic thinking.

Once one begins to think about what makes someone a good reader, it is easy to move away from simplistic prescriptions to improve reading comprehension.  In order to integrate information, make inferences, and do the other things listed above, one must have efficient, accurate word recognition, a strong vocabulary, and background knowledge.   Efficient word recognition is important because it frees up processing resources to focus on understanding.   The importance of accurate word recognition for comprehension is obvious.

 Language knowledge is another obvious factor that influences comprehension, particularly vocabulary knowledge.  Constructing interpretations of sentences, propositions, discourse, and texts begins with the understanding of individual words and their semantic-syntactic relations and structures (e.g., Bresnan, 1978; Chomsky, 1982; Pinker, 1994).   Although the importance of vocabulary for reading comprehension has been well documented (e.g., Biemiller, 2001; Nagy & Anderson, 1984), there has been a trend over the years to deemphasize teaching vocabulary.  Kamil (2004) suggests that this was because the students’ vocabulary was much larger than what could possibly be expected from instruction, so students were expected to learn vocabulary from context.  The National Reading Panel Report (NRP, 2000), however, showed that direct vocabulary instruction was effective and necessary to improve comprehension.   Vocabulary improved the most when words were presented many times in multiple contexts using tasks that actively engage them in learning (NRP, 2000).
Accurate, efficient word recognition and language knowledge are obvious contributors to comprehension.  The importance of background knowledge is not as well known.  Most reading specialists know that good readers often do not have to read a text in order to answer many of the comprehension questions correctly because they are familiar with the topic of the passage.   Familiarity with the topic of a text has an important influence on test construction.  In order to provide a normal distribution of scores, norm referenced tests of reading comprehension must contain passages about obscure and unfamiliar topics.  For example, one of the passages on the NAEP to assess 4th grade comprehension is about blue crabs, a topic that few children would be familiar with.  The older the age group, the more obscure the passages will need to be.  That is why the SATs and GREs, which must normally distribute high school and college seniors, must use particularly esoteric topics for their comprehension passages.    Reading specialist who recognize the importance of background knowledge will often use Informal Reading Inventories (IRIs) to assess comprehension because these tests specifically assess students’ ability to use prior knowledge to understand texts.  Commonly used IRIs are the Analytic Reading Inventory (Woods & Moe, 1998) and the Qualitative Reading Inventory (Leslie & Caldwell, 1997).   
Given the importance of background (conceptual) knowledge for comprehension, it would seem that it would receive high priority in instruction, but like vocabulary, it is often neglected probably because it is impossible to teach students about every topic.  Background knowledge can be acquired by reading, direct instruction, and experiential activities.  Because reading is one of the best ways to learn about different topics, Matthew effects are at work.  Students who do not read much will have less background knowledge than children who read a lot, and these differences will affect performance on norm-references measures of comprehension.  In addition to providing these students with incentives to read outside the classroom, background knowledge needs to be explicitly taught in ways that actively engage the students in learning. 
Despite the importance of background knowledge for comprehension, few studies have actually studied this area directly.  The absence of data is why the NRP report does not specifically mention background knowledge.  Instead, the NRP report cites the evidence in support of eight strategies to improve comprehension: comprehension monitoring, cooperative learning, graphic organizers, story structure, questioning, question answering, question generation, summarization, and multiple strategies.  Multiple strategy use involves teaching students how to adapt specific strategies and use them flexibly according to the reading task (e.g., Palincsar & Brown, 1984). 

Improvements in vocabulary, background knowledge, and the ability to flexibly use specific strategies according to the reading task will inevitably result in improved understanding.  As students are acquiring this knowledge and flexibility, they should also be taught how to (a) relate text information to previously stored knowledge of the world and other texts; (b) recall, paraphrase, and provide the gist of texts; (c) use inferences to build cohesion and interpret texts; (d) monitor ongoing comprehension and determine when comprehension is occurring or not occurring; (e) select and use appropriate fix-up strategies; and most importantly (d) construct literal, critical, and creative interpretations of different texts and genres (e.g., narrative, expository, science fiction, mystery).   None of this is particularly easy to do, nor do any of these achievements lend themselves to the types of instructional programs that have been developed to improve word recognition.   Nevertheless, with well qualified teachers, all of these goals are attainable for the majority of children.
Concluding Thoughts
There was one more persistent theme in the conference and that was the commitment and genuine interest among all of the participants for conducting research that did not just solve theoretical problems, but made a difference in people’s lives.  Everyone agreed that the research being conducted needs to have an impact on instructional practices.   What we know about reading needs to be translated to parents and into the classroom.  
 Teachers, in particular, need to be knowledgeable about reading.   A knowledgeable teacher would know that reading consists of two basic components (decoding and language comprehension) and would be familiar with procedures to assess and improve these skills.  This teacher would know that norm-referenced tests typically reduce reading performance to one age or grade-level score, which often obscures the developmental changes that occur in the relative contribution of decoding and comprehension abilities to overall reading performance.  Knowledgeable teachers would  have some understanding of the various factors that influence reading comprehension and be familiar with procedures to assess and improve the skills and knowledge domains represented by these factors.  They will seek out opportunities to collaborate with other professionals to help problem readers and writers.  Knowledgeable teachers will also be receptive to research that supports their current instructional practices as well as research that challenges their current practices.  Researchers, in turn, need to be more receptive to the instructional needs of teachers.  Collaborative efforts between teachers and researchers hold the most promise for developing better assessment instruments and more effective procedures to improve reading performance in this country’s school-age children.
 
References
Barr, R., Blachowicz, C., Katz, C., & Daufman, B. (2002). Reading diagnosis for 

teachers: An instructional approach (4th ed). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Beck, I., McKeown, J., Sandora, C., Kucan, L., & Worthy, J. (1996). Questioning the 

author: A yearlong classroom implementation to engage students with text. The 

Elementary School Journal, 96, 385-414.

Biemiller, A. (2001). Teaching vocabulary: Early, direct, and sequential. The American 

Educator, 25, 24-28.
Bresnan, J. (1978). A realistic transformational grammar. In J. Bresnan, M. Halle, & 

G. Miller (Eds.), Linguistic theory and psychological reality (pp. 1-59). 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Catts, H., Hogan, T., & Adloff, S. (this volume).  Developmental changes in reading and 

reading disabilities. In H. Catts & A. Kamhi (Eds.), The connection between 

language and reading disabilities. Mahwah, NJ:  Erlbaum.

Catts, H. & Kamhi, A. (Eds.)(in press).  The connection between language and reading disabilities.  Mahweh, NJ: Erlbaum. 
Catts, H., & Kamhi, A. (2005). Language and reading disabilities (2nd ed.).   Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Chomsky, N. (1982). Some concepts and consequences of the theory of government and 

binding. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Guszak, F. (1967). Teacher questioning and reading. The Reading Teacher, 21, 227-34.
Harm, M., & Seidenberg, M. (1999). Phonology, reading acquisition, and dyslexia: Insights from connectionist models.  Pyschological Review, 106, 491-528.
Hoover, W., & Gough, P.  (1990). The simple view of reading.  Reading and Writing: An 

Interdisciplinary Journal, 2, 127-160.
Kamhi, A. (1997). Three perspectives on comprehension: Implications for assessing and 

treating comprehension problems. Topics in Language Disorders, 17, 62-74. 

Kamil, M.  (2004).  Vocabulary and comprehension instruction: Summary and implications of the National Reading Panel Findings.  In P. McCardle & V. Chhabra (Eds.), The voice of evidence in reading research (pp. 213-235).  Baltimore: Brookes.

Leslie, L., & Caldwell, J. (1997). Qualitative reading inventory. Glenview, IL: Scott Foresman.
Nagy, W., & Anderson, R. (1984). How many words are there in printed school 

English? Reading Research Quarterly, 19, 304-330.
Nation, K.  (this volume). Connections between language and reading in children with 

poor reading comprehension. In H. Catts & A. Kamhi (Eds.), The connection 

between language and reading disabilities. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates.

National Reading Panel (2000).  Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for reading instructions.  Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Palinscar, A., & Brown, A. (1984). Reciprocal teaching of comprehension-fostering and comprehension-monitoring activities.  Cognition and Instruction, 1, 117-175.
Perfetti, C. (1985).  Reading ability.  New York: Oxford University Press.
Pinker, S. (1994). The language instinct: How the mind creates language. New York: 

William Morrow & Co.
Purves, A. (1992). Testing literature. In J. Langer (Ed.), Literature instruction: A focus 

on student response (pp. 19-34). Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of 

English. 

Richek, M., Caldwell, J., Jennings, J., & Lerner, J. (2002). Reading problems: 

Assessment and teaching strategies (4th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Ruddell, R. (2002). Teaching children to read and write: Becoming an effective 

literacy teacher (3rd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Sanders, N. (1966). Classroom questions: What kinds? New York: Harper & Row.

Scarborough, H. (this volume). Beautiful hypotheses and ugly facts: A wide-angle view 

of the development of reading disabilities. In H. Catts & A. Kamhi (Eds.), The 

connection between language and reading disabilities. Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum.

Share, D., & Stanovich, K.  (1995).  Cognitive processes in early reading development:  Accommodating individual differences into a model of acquisition.  Issues in Education, 1, 1-57.
Snowing, M.  (this volume). Language skills and learning to read: Literacy outcomes for 

children with oral language impairments. In H. Catts & A. Kamhi (Eds.), The 

connection between language and reading disabilities. Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum.

Woods, M., & Moe, A. (1998). Analytic reading inventory.  Columbus, OH: Merrill.
