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: :of this study to investigate certain aspects of the oral

* ABSTRACT

- The teaching of reading and planning of appropri-v'
ate reading programs demands a knowledge and con31deration

of each learner 5 abilities and learning strategies fThe ‘
I —_—

1ntellectual abilities of children have been identified ,
. . T
as important determinants of achieVement in reading. Some. b

: children become reading disability cases because differ-;;H

Y
\'ences in their 1ntellectual abilities are not realized

and because the school enVironment does not make the most
| of their potential._ - f D tie,'ﬁs "‘;>»,

)‘ N . N - - - . -
™ *_ The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC),_,[ -
. . . 5 :

is a multi factor intelligence test that prdvides both

verbal and nonverbal scores. Significant differences.:;;i
between these scores aik thought to express real differ-
enCes in learning abilities which are reflected in class~f l?
;oom performance.- Research literature reviewed indicated
~\that althbugh the relationship between intelligence and
:reading has been examined in the past, little has been
irevealed concerning the reading behaVior of children who
'.have Significant differences in their verbal and nonverbal _frﬂfﬂi
,:abllltles N _. | v' _ : B
| - Oral reading provides an lnSlght into the reading

fprocess and ‘how children learn to read.ﬂ It was the purposeffV

reading behavior of children identified as hav1ng differentff;ﬁri

o iv .




_learning abilities on the ‘basis of the1r verbal and non—‘

verbal discrepancy profiles on the Wechsler Intelligence _
, -

Scale for Children. - | '_" | 7

The sample tested in’ this study was fifty matchad ;_'

u‘

pairs of students ranging 1n age from seyen to ten years Mﬁr,"

» and found in thirty-nine schools in the Edmonton Public ﬁ;

_ $chool System, the Edmonton. Separate Schobﬁ ystem and thei~"v

St. Albert Protestant Separate School District Subjects

were de51gnated as Verbal Dominant and Performance Domi-'

_,nant according to their 1ntelligence quotients on the

f\WISC Whlch was adminlstered by school psychologist
. R , ce e
.each school system o ,f. : o s ;n‘,

Cin

o . '47_ The test sample was administered the Gilmore Oral

Reading,TesthForm C, the 1nstrument used to assess the f

', reading performance of subjects for words in paragraph

‘ _format. Also administered was the Word Lists Test,‘the T

instrument deV1sed to assess reading'performance for words

‘in 1solation.' Statistical analyses uSing Fisher s z‘values

—..A
-and one-way analysis of variance were carried out on the
.;da_vta. j B R .

.""

The findings of the study indicated that there

| :were statistically significant differences in the oral

fﬂreading behavior of subjects when performance was measured

v:;faccording to overall readinq achievement.‘ Verbal Dominant

’73subjects were found to be better readers than were Perfor-,@f

¢

‘-L‘manCe Dominant subjects It was also 1ndicated by the f;h*iﬁ
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Afindings that whil both grodps oE'children-make the same
:l'tppes of errors,'ea group appears to have a dlst;nct
pattern in types of errors- made most often.j Further,‘
both groups have the ablllty to use self correctlon '
fstrategles as 1nd1catequy no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n
the self correctlon of errors on words 1n lists and 1n
' paragraphs. Statlstlcally 51gnrflcant dlfferences 1n
. the subjects' ablllty to- read words in llStS and then in
paragraphs were: not f%und | _ o | » |

| The flndlngs of thlS study suggest the need for o
' further 1nvest1gatlon of the readlhg abllltles of theSe

chlldren 1n order ‘that more apprOprlate 1nstruct10na1

;strategles can be dev1sé§ to teach these chlldren to read
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Chapter I
A :
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

- Few people would contest the statement thatpreading E
‘is one of'the most important suhjects in the curriculum-of
the elementary school. Success in.readind determines,:to
‘a 1arge extent, suecess and progress in most other school ‘

subjects. How do children read?. Why does one child

- i 5
experience success i8 reading~and another child'with seem-

lngly the sdme potentlal fail in reading@ Theachallenge‘:
that these questions and others pose to those concerned
w1th teaching chlldren ‘to read 1s reflected 1n the large_.
amount of research that has been conducted to 1dent1fy |
‘factors thought to be assoc1ated with: suCCess or failure
: in reading — - — -l s .- a
A basic con51deration in determining reasons for
success or failu;e in reading‘ls the unicueness and |
‘1nd1v1duality of each Chlld not only in things he knows
but in capabilitles for learnlng.” School teachers, faced
iydaily by 1nd1v1dua1 differences in children, are constantly
ﬁ~aware of the actuality and importance of individuality._.“
ThlS is apparent 1n the qﬁny and varied ways that teachers
iattempt to ad]ust teaching methods,'and more recently,

teachlng goals to these 1nd1v1dua1 differences.; Because ;1?‘-

.most of the ob]ectlves of schools are focused on mental



.<?iz\dr~J
.._skills rather than on. physucal or SOClal ones, educators —
' realize ‘that of all the kinds of. differences be the&
wemotional soc1al thSical or mental, the~imtellectual f’
© ones are of greatest Signif:bance (Thomas,ilsfs p. 4).

,Not only;are'indiVidual differences in 1ntelligence
: reflected1in<differences“in general scholastic'achieéement .

(Jensen, 1973, p. 72) but*in‘succeSS“in reading'

Deﬂlrscmilgss) found intelligence to be a. Slgnlfl‘.'m 

cant predictor of reading success in her important work on

predicting reading failure Correlations bétw’ 'mental

test scores and early success in’ rEading have been reportedil

om about 40 to 55

/

(Russell, 961) and as high as .80 (Strang, McCullough

in a number of studies and range f

'~ and Traxler, 1955) Monroe (1932) found a substantial
‘relationship between mental maturity and reading scores ofi'

'elementary school children.f These findings give evidence-rf

;lthen that gﬁtellectual differences ‘in children and successf}rlt

in reading are related.

* Several perplex ng problems arise in the study of
%

_the relationship between 1ntelligence and reading achieOe%f;fi

ment. Children with average or better intelligence some-a5*~'".

’-,times experience conSiderable difficulty in reading while :dfu

: children with lower levels of intellect manage to learn tOlil?iig

.read amazingly well COSSltt found in‘her study of the

'readlng acnleveme"t of fOUrteen Palrs of tw1ns in grade ]ﬂf;f"'”

- one that wa' high intelligence does not guarantee success el




in reading” (Cossitt, 1966, p. 44);‘ It has also been:
found thatvchildren with similarAleyels_ofyintellldence ‘
.often'achieve quite differently in~reading'(Dehruler,
1968) The answers to these problems mlght be explalned
in ‘part by. the theory that 1ntelllgence varies quallta—'
,tlvely with dlfferent 1nd1v1duals as well as in- degree
"(Heim, 1954 pP. 163) This suggests the need for more
1ntensrve research concerned with further 1dent1fy1ng and
analyzrng those c0mponents of 1nte111gence whlch may
'reflect dlfferences in readxng behavxor

Valuable 1nslghts can be galned 1nto the process
of readlng as it functlons 1n 1nd1v1dual readers through
the observatlon and measurement of thelr oral readlng
behavror. As a reader reads orally he makes two klnds‘of

T responses, those that correspond to the expected response I

' and those that do not (Allen, 1970, p. l) 3 Those responsesyﬂ?';‘

wthh do not cornespond to expected responses are produced S

"through the same process as are expected responses.ffc"‘="
'eGoodman and others (Goodman, 1967, Burke,_1969 Weber,'

. [ ;
:11968, 1970 Allen, 1970 Davey,'l9710 have carried out

’.rather exten51ve analyses of oral readlng errors, assumlng IR

that these errors provrde essent1al 1nformatlon concerning RN

 the' strategles the reader uses 1n,selecting and processing f?i'“‘“

"f”1nformatlon and the ways readers 1nterpret the prlnted fﬁ?ﬁf”

~page What few studles have done is to 1nvest1gate and

O

analyze the oral readlng errors of chlldren exhkbltlng



different 1ntellectual abllatles as demected through the
-use of an 1nd1v1dually adm nistered 1nteh11gence test to
determine whether dlfferences exist 1n the way these chll-[

dren process rnformatlon;

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM ~
. . L} .

A RS : .f .
The Wechsler Intelllgence Scale for Chlldren is -

L

used w1de1y as a measure of 1nte111ge?ce, espec1ally of

fchlldren referred because of readlng'problems '.It would‘
seem adv1sab1e, therefore, to explore both the general

“relatlonshlp of the WISC to readlna achlevement, and
o . \

to ascertaln whlch specrflc 1nformatlon from the WISC
. 7

@

.profeles could be used 1n maklng pedagoolcal dec1sions

about the needs of 1earners encounterlng difflculty 1n

o readlng Whlle prev1oue studles suggest that Verbal

-Domlnant subjects tend to perform bette; in reading than
Ce e

i performance Domlnant subjects, both types of learners do ffv'?}'

-op

ncounter problems in readlng We do not have 1nformatlon:“f“”7

|

Tfabout the spec1f1c dlfferences 1n the way these two

hgroups Qf learners read . Spec1f{cally, the present study'flh'

'j"attempte to (l) determlne the dlfferences, 1f any, 1n '

'lfrthe frequency and types of oral readlng errors made byp;fﬂ?ﬁaefif

&

.Uli'VerbaloDomlnant and Performance Domlnant #ubjects when{:ff}"

SO

l‘readlng words in llSt and/or paragraph format,uand

4;(2) to.determlne the dlfferences, 1f any, in the self .A,;._. g

(U,



correctlons of errors of these two groups of subjects )

when &ords are read in 1solat10n and/or in context.'

DEFINITIONS'fP

A number of terms hav1nq specxflc meanlng and used :

jfrequently in thlS study are deflned as follows-“

Yoo lt Verbal IQ refers to the measurement of o

_those subtests on the WISC representlng verbal compre—“

rhen51on, and other ablllties related to 1anguage centered

ach;evement _—

o

_2; Performance Io ' refers to the measurement of

'_those subtests on the\WISC wthh requlre the 1nterpretation;;fff

and/or organlzatlon of vlsually percelved materlals (Cohen,'”

1959, p' 287) e o
v

"3 Full Scale IQ refers to a comp031te of Verbal:?,ff:

.and Performance scores to rndlcate a general 1nte111gence J"*-”“\

'Nratrng as determlned by the WISC.f .h..ﬂﬂ-’ 1*14}:?;_,4 yj‘,f*rnc'

.,,:' .

A4. Verbal Domlnant.x refers to those sub]ects 1n‘§¥7'

fthe study hav1ng a thlrteen p01nt or more,dlfferenCe

'fbelng hlgher._:::

“ibetween Verbal IQ and Performance IQ w1th Verbal IQ being

fffhlgher-l f-';i',," ; *wff”“ﬂth*¢l*,*?'f7~f”t,fs;5'?’affai.75:=
'_y5 Performance Domlnant- _refers to those subjects?;ygf;
: ”,1n the study haV1ng a thlrteen p01nt or more dlfference

'i'between Verbal IQ and Performance IQ w1th Performance IQ

R

6.» Domlnant IQ S°'freférs_to*thefﬁerhai:IQ;forffﬂﬁj“-ﬁTﬁ



J

‘Verbal Domlnant subjects and to the Performance IQ for
no < A

~

'Performance Domlnant subjects ' '\f

.‘7. Secondary IQAs- refers to. the Performance IQ '
for Verbal Domlnant subjects and to the Verbal IQ for

»Performance Domlnant subjects‘:

. N !

s ‘RE',SEARCH ‘.QU‘EST‘I'-ONSJ AND ."Hypo'rnssss |

' /- ' . SRR
Four major\neseadch questlons were d v1sed to SR

gu1de the collectlon of data and presentatlon of flndlngs |

.,of the ana%gsls of the data for thls study. In order to”

explore each research question more fully a number of nulllw’.‘a”

hypotheses were- also formulated.. The four research
fquestions and their corresponding null hypotheses are as _f

follows.

‘;Research guestion I .}g'"

The first research question asks whether or not

'there w1ll be dlfferences 1n the oral reading performance;fvif

-*‘of Verbal Dom1nant and Performance Domlnant subjects when ;phil;-:

]foral readlng performance 1s measured accordiag to the

g subjects' sc0res for readlng accuracy and reading compre-“fﬂfﬁif;{

'5;h}hs10n on the Gllmore Oral Reading_Test.:_;ﬁfg;f(jff?f’:

"‘Null Hypothe31s la.. There w111 be no signiflcant
.+ .differences in the .oral‘reading. behavior of
t‘,Verbal pDominant .children and Performance o
. .Dominant c¢hildren’ when" performance is. determlned
by reading- ccuracy scores on the Gllmore Oral"
'“:;Readlng Tes o g , S TR




Null Hypothesls 1b. There w1ll be no slgnlflcant
-Bifferences in the oral reading behavior of
Verbal Dominant children and Performance -
,Domlnant children when performance is determlned
by reading COmprehen81on scores on the Gllmore

- Oral - Readlng Test.

.

“~

Research Question IIv‘

The second research questlon asks whether or not

- . s

there w1ll be dlfferences in- the oral readlng performance-u :

of Verbal Dominant and Performance Domlnant subjects when1

Voral readlng performance on the - Gllmore Oral Readlng Test

_1s measured accordlng to

‘1;,_the.total number;of errors;rn'paragraph,.v
reading, . | ., | | ;.y . .‘_ . r.
N 2, the nature of the error, 1ncluding
. : (a) substltutlons DR
“ub-_ﬁt E .}gb)?mlspronunc1at1ons ;~;{i'

(c) words pronounced by’ the examlner

.;g"7 ‘fd{ d1sregard of punctuatron.f-eifwi”:
:r‘(efilnsertlons i -
";r.sz'he81tat10nsihiru;;ﬁw
15(95irepet1tlons W
'VW-i ftjf(n)'om1831ons . Lo
ﬂét ‘the : total number of self corrections of errors
-in paragraph readlng,_léfnﬁfjf“ i :' .' A"‘ | '
‘“:eﬁ*if-ﬁ the nature of the se(f corrected error.er? ;ﬁL
 Nu1i Hybothee1ei2a;e'ﬁhere.wrll be no~31gn1t1cant.
differences in ‘the oral reading behavior of

Verbal Domlnant chlldren and Performance Domlnant,,gyrfifwn

A



_;children,when performance is determined by the"'
* . total number of errors.in paragraph reading.

) Null Hypothesis 2b There will be no 51gn1f1cant
differences in the oral readlng behavior of
vérbal Dominant children and Perforhance o
' Dominant chlldren when performance is, ‘determined

r by the nature of. the .error 1n paragraph readlng,.
1nclud1ng _ .
(a) Substltutlons
“(b) m;spronunc1at10ns S e .
(c) words ‘pronounced by the examiner

- (d) disregard of punctuatlon
{e) insertions . .
“(f) hesitations.

(g) repetitions

(h) om1581ons.

Null Hypothe51s 2c., There will be no 51gnif1cant
differences in the. oral reading behavior of
Verbal Dominant children and Performance L
. Dominant children: ‘when. performance is determlnedz'
by the total number of self corrections of
erqprs ln paragraph readlng. ‘

S “

R
Null Hypothesls 2d.- There w1ll be no’ sxgnlflcant
“differences in ‘the oral reading behavior of
Verbal Dominant ‘children and ‘Performance . :
Dominant . children when: performance is determlned
by ‘the nature of the self corrected error in:
'paragraph readlng, 1nc1ud1ng
- (a) self correction'of substltutlons g
. (b). self correction]of mlspronunclatlons o
(c) self correctlon:of.dlsregard of
- ‘punctuation. R
(d)'self correctlonfof 1nsertron5»fg“‘
(e)’self,correctlon_ofvomissiohs,~

hkffResearch Questlon III :;_'._.,3;.-ff i'gffﬁf”‘~f_ﬁf;f5

The thlrd research questlon asks whether or notv'
'*;jthere w111 be dlfferences 1n the oral readrng performance

'f;of VQrbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant sub]Bcts when

“}oral readlng performance on the WOrd LlStS Test 18 measured

R



)

according to 3

1. the‘total.nqmber of’errors for words in.
~isolarioﬁ, | | .. o

| 2;'_the.nature»of'the error,'including
| (a)- substltutlons “'}""‘ |
(b). mlspronunc1atlons
- '(c) om1551ons,_‘

3,' the total number’ of . self correctlons of errore7.
_ for words in. 1solat10n,’, R 'J.. S |
| - 4ri the nerure of the self. corrected errors for ,*'

- words in 1solatlon.~;_"‘“j A

NullAgypothe81s 3a.; There w111 be no srgniflc nt
differences in the oral ‘reading.behavior o‘j~-~.
» Verbal Dominant ‘children and Performance -
Dominant children when performance is. determ"ned v
by the  total. number of" errors. for words 1n -fl, o
1solat10n.» ‘ . ‘

Null Hypothesrs 3b _-There w1ll be no - 31gn1ficant
..-differences in the ‘oral ‘reading behavror of
~Verbal Dominant children and Performance '

" Dominant children when performance is determlned,/,_j
- by .the. nature ‘of the error for WOrds 1n 1solatlon, v

S (a) substltutlons .
" (b) " mlspronunc1atlons‘
(c) om1581ons.;;

[

"

Null gypothe91s 3c There will: bevno slgnlflcant

.77 differences 1n the oral readlng behgyﬁpr of:
'+ .. .Verbal pominant. children and Petfo;manCe S BT
7 .. .. "Dominant children when performanca is determlnedﬁ;;
‘'bythe total number of self corrections of SN
. errors for words in 1solatlon. fif;* e T
'INull Hypothesis 3d There’w1ll be no smgnlflcant
' dlfferences 1n the oral readrng behavror of

e

'-'»includlng e e




Verbal Dominant children and Performance
Dominant children when performance lS determined
by the nature of the self corrected errors for
. words in isolation; including
o . (a) self correction of. substltutlons

(b) self correctlon of mlspronunc1atlons;

i Research{Questlon v - v.' ) . o o

10

The - fourth research questlon asks whether or not L

!

' there w1ll be dlfferences 1n the oral readlng performance

~of Verbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant subjects when

oral readlng performance on’ the WOrd LlStS Test and then

on the Gllmore Oral Readlng Test 1s measured accordlng to

-categorles o _
bt ' - ‘__"-

1. VWords‘missed'onslistsjand;words'missedfin'H;-f

paragraphs L

.o

2. Words corrected on lists but missed in para-.
AR TEE AT TR N U L B S SO
3. Words missed on lists but corrected in para- .. -

graphs

A .

'graphs o .'&;jﬁf} - »“!-,‘{.;;1°,f¢:_i. S

ot

fA‘: Words corrected on llStS and read correctly

'ﬂ-ln paragraphs._‘

’ Null Hypothesxs 4. There w1;l be/ho 51gn1flcant
- differences iIn the oral: reading 'behavior of
© Verbal Dominant Chlldren and Performance

”Domlnant children when performance is. determlned

p_‘fby the categorlzatlon of errors for. words read
© in lists and then ine paragraphs, 1nclud1ng
' categories .
1. Words mlssed on llBtS and words missed
o ine paragraphs . = L
- 2. Words corrected on llsts but mlssed 1n
. paragraphs ..«

'fbﬁ3}'hWords missed on. llstS but corrected 1n Kf}fgff*

”}paragraphs S



ﬁllmltatlons in thlS research

4. tVords COrrected on lists and, read
,correctly in paragraphs._ ‘

LIMITATIONS

The fOllOWlng factors are recognlzed as\poss1ble

<

1. The sample selectlon for: the current study

.1ncluded both boys and glrls, however it was not poss1ble

to account for thls factor:uamatch}ng subjects because of
the predomlnate number of boys in the Cllnlc populatlon c

from Wthh the sample was drawn. The sex factor may
(

'wlnfluence oral readlng behav1or apart from varlables

N

e

1dent1f1ed o -"T,

2,' Although subjects were matched as closely as™

jp0551ble on 1nte111gence éuotlents, dlfferences in Domlnant
_fIQ s do exlst part1cularly For those palrs 1n the superlor

and very superlor ranges of 1nte111gence. Slnce these

"dren, they may ralse readlng accuracy and comprehen51on tfn
levels of the Verbal Domlnant group | v :
) 'g3}_ Many chlldren 1n the sample had»been referred

to school psychologlsts for 1nte11ectual assessment 1n

’?yGenerallzatlons from thlS "cllnlc" populatlon t an 7:

average" populatlon must therefore be very restrlcted

4., leferences between Verbal and Performance

'.IQ s for each Chlld may be subject to varlablllty due to

P

R

!

7

:;_dlfferences are sllghtly in favor of Verbal Domlnant Chll-\"'¥H‘

'llght of low achlevement 1evels dlsplayed 1n the clasFroom.f'7f'b
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possibfe errors of measurement (Seashore, 1951, p} 65) .
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The wide range of capaeities} abilities, and

approachea to learnlng of chlldren in any classroom seems'
to nece551tate a dlfferentlated approach to readlng

"~ instruction at all school levels. *What is needed 1s more

4

: gulde s in maklng approprlate 1nstruct10nal de0151ons.

This, would be partlcularly true for chlldren already

AY

1dent1f1ed .as hav1ng readlng problems, such as those of

the clinlc pophlatlon from Wthh Verbal Domlnant and Per-"

1]

formance Domlnant chlldren in thlS study were drawn.‘

information about those dlfferences 1n learneqs whlch mayll

More Spe01f1ca11y, should the study show dlffer—.r'

Y © e

and types of errors in word llstf and in paragraphs, and

(b) self correctlons of errors of Verbal Domlnant and

. ences in oral readlng behav1or as 1nd1cated by (a) number_'”

Performance Domlnant chlldren 1t may be poss;ble to ascer— N

h-taln more clearly how these chlldren approach the readlng

task 1n the1r attempt to galn meanlng from the prlnted

"page ThlS 1nformatlon may help teachers and other
R ‘
-_remedlal perSonnel to further develop approprlate teachlng

strategles for worklng w1th these two klnds of learners.l;:ﬂ

r/

o
Do

i



-A'w1ll be presented in Chapter . o '@.

S

- N OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY L.

PR

Chapter I has presented therpurpose of the study,
deflnltlons, research questions and corréspondlng null
hypotheses which yere fofhhlated to gulde the study, ~
limitations, and;significance of the_research.
, Chapter II ¢ontains a reuiew er the l;terature.

which is cons;dered pertlnent to the establlshment of\the

background of thlS study

I3
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Chapter III presents an outllne of the experlmentalb_

de81gn of the study.as well as 1nformatlon concernlng ( k;g e

characterlitlcs of the sample, and the nature and admlnls-

.

- tration of the tests 1nvq4ved. | o i-_ .

The flndlngs of the analy81s of data for the study

- i
The flnal chapter, Chapter v, w1ll present con--

clu51ons of the study, 1mpllcatlons for teachers and

suggestlons for further research.



g

: verbal 1nte111qence test scOres to readlng w1ll also be

'3‘of the measurement of readlng abrllty w1th emph331s on

| descrlbe what happens,qhen a reader reads orally Con—

‘made in. readlng.'

1]

CHAPTER II -

. ot \
- "

“THEORETICAL. BACKGROUND AND RELATED RESEARCH

Y ’ *

The purpose of thls chapter is to provide a back-

difference 1n chlldren s 1ntellectual ahllltles and ;

. A

various. aspects of Ehelr 9ral readlng behav1or. The

chapter wil® review literature that has examlned poss:Lble

causal factors for severe readlng \igflcultles or dlS-
: ¥

ablllty 1n chlldren. Reseatch concerhed w1th the relation—

. ship of 1ntelllgence and readlng, and(particularly of

1ntellectua1 abllltles as reflecteﬁ by verbal and ?on-

.
LN

reviewed, : _ S i" S

5

B TR

Pertlnent to thlS chapter W111 be anoexaminatlon s

B

those oral readlng tests from whlch 1t is. p§>31ble to

i

51derat10n w1ll be’ glven to research whlch descrlbed thea;p'

readlng behav1or of chlldren when readlng word llsts and:;':Vfi'

: paragraphs, and to the dlSt 1on of types of errors
' AR 5 _ :

0

“FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO READING DIFFICULTY
" Success ﬁnlreadiﬁq.is%determinedftOja_great.eXtent;f-h

14



Multiple Causatxve Factors

»

\ - : |
. S g,

_ |
by a Chlld s 1nte11ectual, physical, soérai ‘and emotional
development It a;so_depends on the child's proflclencyc
in language, his*sensory equipment, his wide background -
of personal experience,.his motiyation‘to.read and his
learning experiences in”the school (Dechant- 1970}‘p. 40) .

That these factors are closely 1nterrelated is obv1ous.

Dechant says that a Chlld must have reached a certaln e

p01nt GI development or’ readiness Ain each of these areas

3
because ' each in 1ts own w‘l\may contrlbute to readlng

disabillty or prevent fuéﬁre,growth" (Dechant,%1970le‘- .

p. 40). . R e

Just as there 1s no 51ng1e factor whlch determlnes

u‘

. a. Chlld s succesq in- readlng, 'nor. is there Q‘y single or .

1solated factor whlch causes read'ng dlfflculty (Robinson,
7

1946 Dechant, 1970 Kasdon, 197 ). Many researchers

_have attempted to 1solate and c_arlfy 51ngle factors whlch

“-have contrlbuted to the readlng dlsablllty of thelr sub-
_’Jects Morrls (1970) compared health records of 400

‘-‘chlldren attendlng readlng CllnlCS w1th 400 non-retarded

' ;bafkground ‘He found that retarded readers had a history

'z

 of 1.73 more physxcal detects and 1ncxdents of illness

'“Karp (1970) found a heredltary factor as contrlbuting to

severe dlsablllty 1n four 51b11ngs. Guthrle and Goldberg

15

readers of 51m11ar age,flntelllgence and soclo—economlc L,

.than dld hls control group.\ Mlchal Smlth, Morgensteln and .,f?f
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(1972? sugdested that readdmm;disability'may derlve from a
'lack of co- ordlnatlon among* three dlfferent _memory func-
'tlons whlch-are requlred for readlng They compared 81
normal and 43. dlsabled readers and foundI51gn1flcant
posltlve gssoc1atlons between v1sua1 seouentlal memory
,and paragraph comprehen51on, oral readlng and word recog— d
; nltlon ' Bazemore and Gwaltney (1973) tested the hypoth-'
‘e51s that there 1s no specxflc personallty factor, of
those measured, whlch dlscrlmlnates the dlsabled and non- S
dlsabled readers.g From a: sample of 51xty-eight chlldren 1<
1n grades three to six they found normal readers more
' consc1ent10us and more "tender-mlnded" than disabled

LS a e
readers. The results of these 7}ud1es, however signifi-'

‘y.cant, do.not sdégest that these factors exist in isolatlon

‘and are ;he sole causes of dlsablllty._ Rather they are'flf ; }:

;;preSent as Slgniflcant contrlbutlnq causes of readlng
| RN NS AT
_difflculty._~ e

Approxlmately thlrty years ago Helen Roblnson

N conducted a study to 1dent1fy and measure varlous causal "fef'7g*

<_factors for underachlevement 1n readlng 1n a group of
\ thlrtyseverelyretarded readers (Roblnson, 1946) Wxth

‘;the help of a number of Spe01allsts she found multlple

.causes for readlng dlsabxllty.1 Malad)usted homes or poor
.“flnterfamlly relatlonshlps were contrlbutxng causes 1n 53%

‘of the cases,~v1sua1 anomalles were found 1n 70% of the-17

jcases but were determlned to be causal factors in only one jfdj

\__.

—a .
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case; in 20% of the.cases»neurological problems were

.thought to 1nterfere w1th learnlng, speech and functlonal

.(1963)

';found between readers and nonreaders 1n research by Hunter

‘:and Johnson (1971).u Twenty nonreading boys were matched

o fldent, 35% hyperactlve, and exhlblted hlgher 1nc1dences

reached as to whlch spec1f1c factors caused the disability~

‘retardatlon in readlng achlevement Bell, Anderson and

'audltory factors were p0551b1e contrlbutlng causes 1n 46%

of the cases, phy51cal factors were found 1n 30% of cases,j

and in 43% there was found to be emotlonal problems whlch

.may have caused or equally have resulted from readlng

faxlure Conc1u51ons of the study were that the most.

'}serlously retarded of the Sub]eCtS showed the greatest

number of anomalles. However, complete agreement was not'

i :

1n the retarded readers.‘%

Several researchers have 1nvest1gated the relation-,;,

“Shlp between a combinatlon of selected variables and

Lewis (1972) found in thelr study of 100 Junior High School

fsubjects that 1nadequate readers had verbal deflcits,.came
'from low soc1o~economic status homes and adopted a pattern
'of aggre531veness,'negat1v1sm or pa881v1ty to thelr readlng
fdlsablllty The relatlonshlp of 5001o~economlc status to

' poor readlng achlevement has also been observed by DeutSCh AR

"_f Developmental and psyehologlcal dxfferences were

wlth twenty readlng boys The nonreaders were less con-;”'*u”ﬁ“'




:7fand recali of what Was read, and on intellectual processes

18
| /\

of mixed laterallty and of ‘reading and language problems
at home They were also def1c1t in- attentlon and concen--
_tration. De Hirsch, (1966) in studylng elght chlldren
showing~ma591ve reading drfflcult;eseat the end‘of grade:_
two found.that'the perceptuo;motor*and'linguistlc
responses of these chlldren were unstable She also_w'
" found the developmental and psycholog1cal growth of these
tchlldren 1mmature -or retarded N |
As ev1denced,_Four Lroad factors have been 1dent1-hh
lfled as. determlnants for achlevement 1n readlng.f experl--ba'
'ental background, phy31ca1 development, neurological |
Qadequac1es, emotlonal and soc1al development., A llltﬂlf:‘
}factor, the 1ntellectua1 development of a Chlld,.ls also ;féﬁt:"'

vrecognlzed among the more 1mportant factors relating to '::;;ﬂ34¢.

’readlng achlevement (Dechant 1970, p 40)

J_Intelllgence as a Causal Factor

” | Among those factors often assOC1ated wlth the ;fn 2
'5presence of readlng d;fflcultles 1n chlldren is thelr

1eve1 of 1ntellectual development.e Dechant (1970) and |
':lDurkln (1970) suggest that a chlld needs certa1n intel-”."'

‘Tlectual skllls 1n order to achleve 1n readlng._ Many of

;vthe de51red products of readlng are dependent on perceptual

'""skllls 1n percelvlng l1kenesses and dlfferences,;and 1n

rememberlng word forms, on memory skllls for retention

'ilﬂsuch as reasonlng, comparlng, contrastlng, generallzing,-n;&
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{1nferr1ng, categorlzlng and the llke Those children who
are mlldly retarded or who possess dull normal or bord d
11ne mental ablllty are usually v1ewed as hav1ng learnjzg
problems in the school settlng (Rlce, 1970, p. 16) and as
'such may exh1b1t dlfflculty mlth some of the skllls and |
-processes requlred for readlng ' "Those w1th an - IQ below
.50 w111 experlenCe dlfflculty w1th abstract materlals‘ and
those W1th 1Q's between 50 and 70 rarely0w1ll be able to‘ :
5 read above a fourth—grade leVel" (Dechant, 1970, pr 49)
" To a certaln degree, then, less than normal IQ places a ;_
'ji \lrmlt on: attalnment 1n learnlng to read Research a}so
| reveals that a high intelllgende does not guarantee e i
‘-'success in reading (COSSltt 1966 Dechan} 1970) Rlce sh:
: states that approx1mately 20 percent of the school popula—icfri{'h
.;_tron w1th normal or better mental ablllty have serlous i
readlng deflclencres" (Rlce, 1970, p 15) Researchers sug-f:‘fﬁ'”
; gest then that 1nte111gence in 1tself may not be a d1rect cauSe "_1: "_:l:;_f
r of gé;d;ng dlfflcuitles or dlsabllltles but that 1t may :
v.lead 1nd1rectly to dlsablllty S . Gl
’ o Because rntelllgence has been found to be} one of
the key factors whuﬂuplaysa role 1neevery chiﬂd s achleve?

ment in- readlng, further 1nvestlgat10n of the relationshxpﬁp.?

T; between 1nt lllgence and readlng seems warranted

Sl e
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IN_T,ELLIGENCE AND READING

- The Relatlonshlp Between Intelllgence and Readlng

_ That readlng 1s, among other thlngs, an. 1ntellec-.f
‘tual task has already been suggested Correlatlons between fj
.1nte111gence and readlng ab111ty generally vary from'?bout '

.35 in. the flrsl grades to about 65 1n the 51xth grade L
.(Dechant 1970 p 49) v Brulnlnks and Lucker (1970) ‘
'suggest that readlng achlevement andvlntelllgence test
scores are moderately related w1th correlatlons ranglng
- from 40 to'.60 \ They found 1n thelr study of thlrty-irffi,frf*fy
91x subjects part1c1pat1ng 1n an exper1menta1 readlng L
.‘prOJect that by the end of grade four, 35 to 40 percent
"yof the varlance in reading perforﬁance cOuld be explained

by dlfferences in IQ scores (Bruinlnks and Lucker, 1970,;,nf9f*i“5

';'{p 301) Slmrlar results were reported by Toussaint in

"ff ;llstenlng,:arithmetlc and 1nte111gence.3 Thrrty-flve to

'iﬂ'fbe predlctable from IQ Further, she reported coeff1c1ents

. 'ffaspects of 1nte111gence to readlng revealedfccrrelations
thof 80 to..84 betweén the language factors of_intelli'

v:fﬁgence and readlng and correlatlons of 36 tq>'56*betw

g her lnvestlgatlon of the relatiOnship between reading,

.s -

'fthlrty seven percent of varlance 1n readlng was found t°

. of: correlatlon between readlng and 1ntelllqence 31gn1ficant

;giat the .01 level of confldence (Toussalnt. 1961)

Strang s 1nvest1gatron of thé relationsh1p ofﬁ,

RTINS : : }
‘“;nonlanguage factors and readlng (Strang as cit
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~and Tinker,»1957, P. 111)-: These flndlngs suggested to
Strang ‘that the language part of the 1ntelllgence test

(Callfornla Test of Mental Maturlty) measured one klnd of S

_mental ablllty and the nonlanguage part measured a
' dlfferent type of ablllty (Strang as c1ted by Toussalnt,

1961, p. 16) Support for these flndlngs was glven by ft L E

,Hage and Stroud (1959) 051ng the Lorge Thorndlke Intel-

llgence Test and the: Iowa Tests of Ba91c Skllls they

tObt&lﬂEd correlatlons of 82 w1th verbal 1nte111gence'4'
;test SCOres and .57 w1th nonverbal 1nte111gence test 0
'lscores o e | -"} |
| ’ In summary,dlt is apparent that readlng achieve-ii}l
ment tends to be p051t1vely related to 1nte111gence at all.

academlc levels ' However on the basls of rather large

':'fdlfferences in’ correlatlons between language factors of

B 1nte111gence ahd readlng and between nonlanguage factorsgfifilfp:

i and readlng as. reported bY Strang 1n Bond and Tlnker (1957l:?ﬂ"T;
and by Hage and Stroud (1959), 1t is possxble that varla-lfi”ﬁ'lulx
hh-bllltles 1n readlng performance mlght be explained 1n partij.ifh’g}
.i;}n terms of dlfferent aspects of 1ntelllgence as detected -

':through the ‘use of multl—factOr 1nte111gence tests.__r;g;}idi‘

!Measures of Intelllgence

.\ ' 2

Although the exrstence of 1nd1v1dua1 dlfferencesjftta

:~ﬂ3?1n the mental characterlstlcs of chlldren and adults has*ffrdadlm'

:‘”f;»been apparent to psychologlsts for many centuries. lt h.'

. ‘ ‘..": ) . /
't”]iunot been unt11 the early 1900 s that these dlfferences
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have heen‘studied experimentaily,oro"subjected to’quantita-
tive meashrement" (Freeman, 1934- p -l) Francxs Galton
| was: one of the flrst to 1nfluence the dlrectlon of experle
mental attempts td’measure 1nte111gence through the-.v |
. vdevelopment of tests of; abllltleS in 1magery and in sensory
| dlscrlmlnatlon (Ibld ’ p 8) ' Although hlS tests appeared |
‘to focus on spe01f1c factors pecullar to each type of t;sk,
‘jhls statlstlcal dev1ces d1d furnlsh the ba31s for more |
sophlstlcated methods of ana1y51s | | |
' The flrst 1ntelllgence scale was constructed in_

| 1905 by Blnet who had observed that 1nte111gence manlfests.

11tse1f in a multltude of ways and who w1shed to determlne BEG
_the lnterrelatlons of the various processes 1n each fzﬂjli*;df;;
1nd1v1dual Blnet recognlzed the need of tests whlch S
tt varled as much as p0331b1e not only 1n subject matter but/;

Valso 1n the form of answers requlred (Helm, 1954, p. 22)

t‘ Hls test known as the 1905 Blnet Slmon Scale, reflected ,v,.,;

;f““processes. ﬁlthough Blnet had establlshed a means Of

1¥fh1s test was crltl

that need by employlng tasks thCh exercised many mental

".1dent1fy1ng dlfferences 1n mentallty, and dlfferences in
ui:the levels of devetopment of chlldren of varlous ages,

izeqd because of 1ts llngulstic nature ‘;fjff[ﬂf

;'Some questloned why certaln types of menta1 prQCe““es'

'f.'that(ipd1v1duals who were more sk111fu1 w1th thelr hand

""rwere 1ess 1ntelllgent than those able tb functlonfj




'*fhﬂvocabulary, readlng and memory, abstract WOrds; dlssected

'ﬂf'sentences"'(aond and Tlnker, 1957, p 75) Slmrlar

,tests are falrly homogeneous as to ablllties measured as

- are tests that correlate &ith the Performance Score

'most sultable measures of intelllgence to be used thh
'readlng cases. Of the many 1nd1vidual mental tests avall-:;iih
v;,able for use 1n schools and c11n1cs, the Rev1sed Stanford "l
'iVBlnet and the wi!%sler Intelllgence Scale for Chlldren ’
'fj(WISC) have found w1de acceptance among psychologlsts
.t:worklng w1th chlldren Accordlng to Bond and Tlnker
fffhowever, the Stanford Blnet presents appreolable dlffiCUlty :ha
R:pfor chlldren w1th severe readlng dlffrcultles especlally e

””fon 1tems "directly related to readlng grOWth SUCh as. }Eﬁ

a
o~

- L e S
successfullva1th abstract10ns* Performance tests were

subsequently dev1sed SO that some ‘measure of a perceptual
srtuatlon ‘might be prov1ded (Freeman, 1934 P 28)

The Wechsler Intelllgence Scale for Chlldren,-"‘

publlshed in 1949, prov1des measures of both llngulSth,

pverbal or. 1anguage factors and. perceptual factors
'Accordlng to Wechsler“T194§) gener%é 1ntelllgence 1s notj
'e‘a unltaryutralt or abllrty. ThlS theory 1s reflected in-
’vthe composlt10n of ‘the Scale w1th twelve subtests grouped ~ _7

_ 1nto a Verbal Scale and a Performance Scale : Verbal

' (SeashOre, Wesman and Doppelt, 1950, p. 103)

Indivxdual mental tests have been found to be the*

o flndlngs were not reported by them for the WISC Rather fﬁj:d:;hff
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one of‘the}advantages’of,the WISC appears to be that it

i8¢ "minimally influenced by the subject’'s 1nab111ty to

read" (Slmpson, 1970, p. 363) The WISC seems to be

- widely accepted and used not’ only as a measure of 1nte111—'

’

gence but as a cllnlcal dlagnostlc 1nstrument for deter—'
| m1n1ng the strengths and weaknesses of chlldren
.It was dec1ded that the WISC would be a profltable

1nstrument for: determlnlng the general 1nte111gence of

, chlldren in this study and for appralslng thelr 1ntellec-w

tual abllltles accordlng to thelr performance on the

Verbal and Performance Scales. e

Verbal and. Nonverbal Components of Intelllgence

One of the most 1mportant developments 1n the

measurement of intelllgence 1n the past three decadesvubs~~fh

:'has been the breaklng down of a general 1ntelllgence

.quotlent Lnto separate measures._ Because 1nte1119ence 1s :

'often appralsed by a 81ng1e score, the 1ntelligence quo—‘

' ;tlent has been cr1t1c1zed as representlng a global rather ;ifk5t°

“hh,than a’ dlfferentlated evaluatlon of a- chlld s potentlal

'ull(De lesch et al 1966) Thus w1th tests that are 1arge1y};jjhf;

_,verbal or language—centered, the slngle 1ntelllgence |

.f’quotlent falls to take 1nto account many 1mportant aspectsfj}f;ff

_i.of perceptual functloning that are related w1th early

tisuccess or fallure 1n readlng. Mult1 score lntelllgence fp»{_fﬁ

h]:tests,'on the other hand, frequently provlde quotlents

"d-:-based on. verbal materlal and on nonverbal material | heﬂQij
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WISC is an example of a multl score 1nte111gence test It
provides not only a Full Scale 1nte111gence quotlent (IQ)
representlng general 1nte111gence but a. Verbal IQ and a
Performance IQ representlng Verbal and nonverbal or per-
ceptual aspects of 1ntelllgepce. |

Whlle there does not appear to be ev1dence that ;1\‘ L
educators prov1de more effectlve and eff1c1ent lnstructlon\ o
when they have both verbal and nonverbal scores avallable-
- rather than a s1ngle quotlent, Cundersen and Feldt suggesth
dthat the add1t10nél 1nformat&\n galned from proflles of E 2
1nte111gence is of potentlal value for plannlng dlffer- idb
entlal 1nstruct1on partlcularly when that informatlon 1s r
assoclated w1th proflles of achlevement (Gundersen and ;

Felati¢1950,'pf;;15).

verbal and performance abillties.; On the basis.dlhﬁ;'l
l;v1dence that differences between quotlents are related |
fclassroom performance, Gundersen and Feldt (1960) " s:{;‘jﬁ}?
famlned the achxevement correlates of four groups of e
jfourth—grade chlldren w1th marked dlfferences in verbal
;and nonverbal 1ntelllgence test scor%s They found that
f the” grOups had wrdely varylng abllitles which were revealed :é::}
*}1n dlfferent ways Although chlldren who were hlghly pro-;fh{rﬁf
-fhtflclent in language SklllS were recognized as’ superlor in Z;f,ﬁ“&
vdlanguage centered areas of achlevement, those chlldren whoflsﬂfrh
A-ev1denced superlorlty 1n favor of nonlanguage lntelllgenceﬁj;f’fv

‘%were thought to possess equally hxghly developed abllltles-;ff{;ﬁ

- N N
[



y
which could be recoenized and used to the children's
. advantage. ‘The study_sugéested‘that observed differences”
between verbal and nonverbal dntelligencefquotients'mayf
expressfrealbdifferences infabilities'which are reflected"
in'classroomAperformance. |

It has aiready been stated that verbal tests

‘correlated with the WISC Verbal Scale are falrly homo- .
geneous as to the ab111t1es they. measure as are nonverbal
or performance tasks that are corrélated w1th the Per—'
formance Scale (Seashore, wesman and Doppelt, 1950,
Ab. 103) It is assumed, therefore, that dlfferences_;
between Verbal and Performance 1nte111gence quotlents on:
-the WISC reflect real dlfferences in abilltles. The o
questron arlses, however, as to how big dlfferences must

be between Verbal-Performance test scores to contrlbute

_to dxfferences~in abllltles. The most perﬁlnent ev1dence
, .

-
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of the slgnlficance of the dlfferences between quotients ;_f“f

-

comes from Seashore (1951) and from Sllberberg and Feldt

'(1968)

Seashore (1951) examlned the dlfferences be&ween SRR

. Verbal and Performance IQ s of the 2 200 children 1n
‘fhechsler s standardlzatloﬁ research He observed that
-the means of observed Verbal Performance dlfferences Were

: essentlally zero and that the standard dev1at10ns of the ;

dlstrlbutlons of these dlfferenCes were fairly unlform at 1:

.is.

. 12 5, p01nts of . IQ for all ages (Seashore, 1951,‘d{{63f¥i “t"

"



. . »

The implications of his research were that similar differ—

l

ences mights be expected between Verbal and PerformanCe
10's for chlldren at all ages and that Verbal IQ s w111
be greater than Performance IQ s Just as often as Per- A
i formance IQ s will be greater than Verbal IQ s (Ibld.,.
p. 64). ‘Seashore's flndlngs suggested that there would
be llttle dlfflculty 1n locatlng a populatlon from whlch
to draw the sample for this study. S _ ~
Silberberg and Feldt (1968) used the WISC 1n4.
thelr study of the frequeney of readlng 1mpa1rment in
children who‘revealed certain 1nte11ectua1 and perceptual
-characterrstlcs. They used : thlrteen p01nt dlfference 4
between’ Verbal and Performance intelllgence quotients‘to
deflne a group of chlldren as ngh Performance where
Performance 1Q was. thlrteen p01nts hlg%er than Verbal IQ
They found the thlrteen pornt dlfference 1n thelr study
‘to. be statlstlcadly 81gn1f1cant utlllZlng a .05 level of

confldence.

. ing of chlldren on a thlrteen p01nt dlfference between

_<Verba1 and Performance 1nte111gence quotlents. However,"
.. on the ba91s of flndlngs by Seashore and by Sllberberg

and Feldt that a thlrteen/point dlfference between Verbal

“..

No other studlescwere found wh1ch based the group-'
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IQ and Performance IQ 1s not only a close measure of the.g{'&ﬁ.“d

standard deV1atlon of dlfferences for all ages (Seashore,‘f,ff up

1951) but 1s statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant at the 05 level

-



:.of confidence (Silberberg and Feldt; 1968), it‘seems‘
plau51ble that differences of thirteen points of IQ or
'more between the two quotients are due to real differences
in abllltles Therefore chlldren 1n-this study who showed
'a difference between their Verbal and Performance IQ s of e
thirteen poxnts or more w1th Verbal IQ being the 1arger
were thought to have abilities which differed 51gn1ficantly

from those children whose Performance IQ was the larger of

the two quotients o 17_ oo “.r. g

Verbal and Performance Differences aqd
Achievement in Reading

. It is. frequently ogserved byvschool personnelvand
clinic1ans working with children described as. haVing R
reading difficulties that~these children often. have sig-i
nificantly lower verbal scores than nonverbal scores on i;_:'
"standardized 1ntelligence tests which yield both verbal

: and nonverbal 1ntelligence quotients.n Results indicating

that the verbal scores of retarded readers are Blgnlfl-{. f:"

s

.4 cantly 10wer than their nonverbal scores are also common
| to’ many studies (Nev111e, 1961, p 195) As prev1ously
;'reported in thlS chapter, Gundersen and Eeldt (1960)
observed that chlldren w1th nonverbal supjliorlty were
not as prof1c1ent in reading as those with verbal L

.

superlority ' NeViiie (1961) compared the WISC performance

‘of thirty f1ve matched pairs of retarded and nonretarded

B H'readers He found that retarded readers do best on i



~subtests of the WISC: clearly removed from verbal skllls.
.Slmllarly, Debruler (1968) reported in his 1nvest1gat10n
of the relationshlp between Verbal and Performance scores
on the WI§C and readlng abillty that verbal scores tend to
~be lower among retarded readers than among successful
readers While agreement is. ev1dent in the findings of
'these studies, the results are not conclu51ve as revealed
| by the recent research of Sllberberg and Feldt (1968) and
iof Ackerman,Peters,and Dykman (1971)

| silberberg and Feldt (1968) 1nvestlgated the
relatlonshlp of a Perfqrmance«Verbal discrepancy pattern.~
on the WISC w1th reading problems._ They hypothe81zed ”
that a Chlld w1théihlgh Performance IQv—low Verbal IQ
4prof11e based on a thirteen p01nt difference between |
quotients, would eVLdence difficulties w1th reading. .

.Reading achievement was measured by performance on the

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) Results of their X

1nvest1gat10n showed that a significantly higher Perform—li
ance I(} thanvetbal IQ was not 81gn1f1cant1y related to.
frequency of reading disorders 'fgéf"' o | . ‘..‘
In thelr study of the WISC profiles of children SE
w1th spec1f1c learning dlsablllties, Ackerman, Peters_-f
ﬁ'and Dykman (1971) examlned the Verbal-PerformanCe differ?;f

"ences found for 1earn1ng disabled children and academically

Fyachlev1ng controls They used a fifteen p01nt separation_ffrffif~f”’

ybetween quotlents to categorize a child as eithergierbal
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dominantror Performance-dominant._ Although the researchers
found that “learning disabllities §tem from verbal defi--'{‘
01enc1es much more frequently than from non-verbal defi—.il
c1enc1es ﬂb' _d (Ackerman, Peters and Dykman, 1971, -ffii{f;'.
p. 163), they al:o found that an adequate Verbal IQ on l;"Jab
' the WISC does not’ assure success 1n reading Some 63 |

i percent of their learning dlsabled sample had Verbal IQ'

of one hundred or higher. 27 percent scored one hundred

ten or higher on the Verbal Scale.,‘.f"

Whlle several studies have compared WISC‘Verbal—"

. B Performance discrepancy profiles of children described

as retarded readers or learning disabled with profiles )
of normal readers (Neville, 1961 Silberberg and Feldt, ”'ij N
| 1968; Ackerman, Peters and Dykman, 1971) cnly one was |

found which made a comparative study of the reading ‘_ -

- achievement of children grouped accordinq to besic profile
patterns on the Verbal and Performance sections of the s
' WISC.. Wells (1971) selected one hundred fifty-eight
children for inclus1on 1nto three gro?ps on the basis of SR
WISC profiles.r Two“of the groups exhibited Verbel-ﬂﬁs“f{clff;;"ni

Performance differences of fifteen points or more with.)fﬂjmﬂil

Verbal IQ belng larger 1n one group, and,Performance IQ”{ﬁriﬁgﬂ“”“

being 1arger in the,second.5 The third group was_estab-”

1ished as a control with neither Verbal'orlPerforma

IQ s being larger.~ The reading section of the Wide

Achievement Test (WRAT) was administered to all childr




o
| BV S |
in the‘sample AnalYSlS of readlng test scores showed Ero
o rthat 51gn1f1cant dlfferences exlsted between readlng
scores and WISC proflle patterns Those chlldren with a _:_r
'ndomlnant Verbal 19 scored hlgher on the’ WRAT than d1d o f.iifffs
: those w1th a domlnant Performance 1Q. While thlS study . B
- glves a general 1nd1cat10n of dlfferences 1n>the 1eve1 ofd"';'w
‘,'readlng performance of chlldren w1th Verbal Performance
"dlscrepancy proflles on the WISC, 1t does not glve an 1ﬁ?f?f;55'°
1ndlcatlon of whether the dlfferences in’ abllltles of
_these chlldren affect thelr focus of attention 1n pro—w};fﬁjﬂ
| .ce831ng 1nformation.sl-‘ | | | e
EM ' | | | ‘ |
| 'hjt\ inf!illgence has been 1dent1fied as a key factorid;ﬁr7;?’
lin the reading success of children at all grade levels.‘,ff;:?
= ~—The measurement of intelligence by a multi factor ﬂl:j*?d}e}hsf}f

.fulntelllgence test such as the Wechsler Intelliggnee

\

;Scale for Chlldren has revealed that large differences

~g5between verbal and nonverbal 1ntelllgence quotients 1n jﬁ I
“r;vchlldren may reflect real dlfferences 1n ablllties.-unf”“ﬁ““*'~7

,;ljnlfferences of thlrteen p01nts between Verbal and Per-'fi:f?;dhff

S formance 1ntelllgence quotlents were found to be

ixstatlstlcally slgnlflcant at the .05 level of confldence
'1n a study (Sllberberg and Feldt, 1968) which based thu

’;5'group1ng of chlldren on a Verbal-Performance discrepanc

v'jproflle of thlrteen polnts.

Whlle thereflslevidenee that
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~are 81gn1f1cant1y lomer than thelr nonyerbal scores,‘a
'51gn1flcantly hlgher Verbal IQ than Performance IQ- does;”
‘not agsure success in readlng._nf; S .h:f:’i;i”

Notlceably lacklng 1n research whlch examlnes the |
: relatlonshlpﬁbetween 1ntelllgence and readlng 1s an) |
'attempt to explore some of the qualltatlve dlfferences‘ln
'the readlng behav1or of chlldren who have 31gn1flcant';
ddlfferences in thelr verbal and nonverbal ab111t1es.,ﬂ:T75f’:’”
‘There has been 11tt1e contrlbuted to an. understandlng of;ffbfxfxﬁ

":the readlng proceSs and how these chlldren learn to readif.v;fff'
'fi“THE MEASQhﬁMENTfOF‘RsAbINé;ABiL;TiESLf,_lt,g%jtiv:_t_{gc

g Wlth the grow1ng number of research studies\

Ua

.'7exam1n1ng the readlng behav1or of selected groups of ch1;-5;*”7:2

- gidren, educators have become increasingly aware of the _f":‘“’

\f;¥ 1ndiv1dual1zat1on of 1nstruct10n based on’al understanding

“effect of 1ndiv1dua1 differences on the reading achleVement

'_of children in the same grade or class. The major_taskfof i Yr}?

e teachers and of readlng teachers in particular,i" the
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LI

'Q_tests w1ll glve an 1ndrcatlon of what ‘a chlld/can or can—"~~}- :

o not do in readlng

’ The klnd of readlng test chosen to measure readlng}
xperformance depends prlmarlly on what the examiner wlshes
'l,to know about the Chlld s performance.p If a measure of b[i,’“
lgeneral achlevement level 1s needed, survey tests are o
hfrequently employed 4 If however, a measure of not only
general achlevement but of speclflc readlng strengths and S
‘:weaknesses ig de91red then<ora1 reading tests are of o o

partlcular value._ An examinatlon of research related to

B fthls study has revealed that both types of tests have %&pn

':7used to measure readinq performance.; A brief description

'nof survey tests in general, of informal oral reading

i ftests and of standardized oral reading tests follows ss .gff;f:s:?

; w.it was from this group of tests that the messure of

2“.reading performance for subjects in this study was selected

'ioSelectlon of the Reading Measure

e

Survey tests glve a general plctuﬁe of reading

fachlevement by identxfylng broad areas_}

’“fspeed and accuraCY-. The use of survey‘t

ﬂGundersen an Feld

xip'used thesIowa Tests of Baslc Skills_t 'assi
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-1n readlng, vocabulary and language for chlldren categor- o

.1zed accordlng to language and nonlanguage 1ntelllgence‘::

| quotlents on the/Callernla Short—Form Test.' The Wlde

-ﬁ.,Range AChleVement Test was. used by Burks and Bruce (1955)

'.;;.and by Sllberberq and Feldt (1968) tq/deflne selected

re aders as deflclent or nondef1c1ent Wells (1971) also

2 used the W1de Range Achlevement Test to 1nvestlgate whether fffr:{'

| .for not there would be SLgnlflcant dlfferences 1n the j{T:iif'tgfj

:-ﬂfreadlng scones of chlldren grouped accordlng to Verbal~i

;Performance dlscrepancy proflles on the WISC./ The 1nforma~}f{l{§l-

“ htlon galned from use of these tests has been valuable in

TdeSCrlblng the level of performance of sub]ects in each

fpartlcular research, howeVer 11tt1e has been determlned

”nfrom the obtalned scores concernlng the reader s actual

\.v.'

j,proce851ng of 1nformat10n 1n readlng.‘_gjfﬁjwﬁ"

One of the most w1dely\used dlagnos 1c'procedure8»

:ﬁfln determlnlng the level and manner of readlng behavioh
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ll”aphra51ng and comprehen51on be determlned (Dechant, 1970:;.:

K

v.p. 463), but an 1n91ght 1nto the chlld's proce831ng of
t]swrltten language can be galned through an ana1y818 of hiSLV:?

:or her errors (K. Goodman, 1965, 1969) | h“_ " g
, ,1 Ind1v1dually admlnlstere 1nforma1 cral reading
| vtests have been used frequently Ey researchers (K B

o Goodman, 1965 Y Goodman, 1967 Goodman and Burke, 1969:fﬂd

¥

'_;Burke, 1969 Weber, 1970) in thelr examlnatlon of the oral

'readlng behav1or of selected subjects._ In most 1nstances,

",:paseages to be read orally were aelected from an unfamlllar

'.'f,jthe indlviduai readers at that particular time.xQ

' ﬂffhresponses are achieved throggh the a

'h.{expected responses.,

readlng serles or from varlous texts of lnstructlonal
'amaterlal An 1ndicatlon of each Chlld s comprehens:on of

| Jmaterlal, when checked, was obtalned by having the subject
,retell the story 1n hls or her own words., The focus of |

: f.attentlon 1n thes studles was the analys;s of oral reading'lﬁ

7r-errors to determlne how the readrng process functroned 1n_g,{777*°

";of errors was based on the assumptionjdhat every?°rror a 3

rChlld makes 1“ oral reading iB caused’andﬁthat unexpectedifhy'f.”

Categorizing reading error acﬂ'rding




”,_ Giim e, 1968 Robinson, 1963) possess many of the same>ir,tf‘
~ladvantages as 1nforma1 oral reading tests. They not only

give an 1ndicatlon of a child's level of performance 1n
_accuracy of word identification and in. comprehen31on of

orally read material but prov1de a record of the errors
"‘made by each child Although these tests produce systems

. of claSSifying reading errors which are not as highly ';l[ff"s
deta1led as Goodman ] Taxonomy, an analysxs of errors for -

',quallty and. type 1s pOSSLble The Gilmore Oral Reading

‘Test (Gilmore, 1968) is an example of e standardized orel
j?.reading test used commonly'by reading clinicians.. It wee
'chosen as the measure of oral reading performance of sub-stfw

":jects in this study because it is edministered eelily end 'ffﬂf

=:htquickly, provides scores for orel reading eccurecy end

Qfl;information available

~

"fcomprehension, and represents a record of each child'

'kgfﬁerrors. A more thorough description of the Gilmore ie 'f{;ﬁffff»»

\‘iprovided in chapter three.5;f3f-f4>;ﬂ;;f5;?gf~'"“'

R g,¢~ AT Sl

Oral reading behavior on word lists end'pqr

ggﬁephs

_ i7the flow of language,

":fwords available to hlm Kr Goodmen4;l965) examin




- aspect of oral readlng behav1or 1n one hundred chlldren 1n4.4

grades one, two and three. He selected a sequence cf

; storles to be read orally by each chlld., A word 1lst from‘""

-’each story was dupllcated as part of the readlng task.-

{ SR
‘Sub]ects were asked to read flrst from,the word list, and'

B then from the story ‘on Wthh the word 1lst was based at a }‘-l-7'

‘7"1eve1 of comp;g%ble dlfflculty.‘ It was assumed by Goodman;_ewjrf

hthat chlldren would read many words 1n storles that had ;bd“7J'_

]not been recognlzed correctly on lrsts because of addl- g S

‘:"tlonal 1nformat10n w1th1n the flow of language.‘ Results REE

of hlS study indicated that the average child at all

'.h;three grade levels read correctly 1n paragraphs a large

_;percentage of those words not recognlzed on lists.:nrijx"77ﬁ°”'

T The pcssibillty exlsts that children who differ

ff91gnificant1y in the1r 1anguaqe centereP or verbal

'-""abllities may also differ significantly in their ability
:'nfﬁto recognlze those wordg.in context that‘were~missed in'f‘

'"jyfilsolatlon.v Chlldren w1th dominant’languag_,centered”
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Dlstrlbutlon of Error Types

There ‘is ev1dehce 1nvresearch that the types of
oral readlng/errors made by selectedhgroups of chlldren
'are of a quantltatlve rather than a qualltatlve nature
1n that none of the types of readlng errors recorded are
Ahmade exclus1vely by only one group (Malmqu1st l958-'>
Weber, 1968) ‘ There is also ev1dence, however, that
.chlldren of- the same age and grade level may have dls- o

o

.tlnct patterns 1n the dlstrlbutlon of error types because"

'-‘of dlfferences in, certaln selected varlables such as-

, A,-tyﬁhs of errors which they make ln reading”'""

r;athe llterature revealed a neglect in the

ugfthat these dlfferences have on the types of respon:es

'response Style (Butle y 1973 Hood et al, 1973) fItgf*"zl
_o-could well be then,‘that chlldren w1th equvalent 1ntel‘];tfﬂxﬁ?‘
: hlectual capactity but who are either very perceptual in :

'jorlentatlon or functlon at an 1nferent1al, abstract

-ﬁlevel have dlfferent patterns 1n the distribut;on of‘?he

jsearch of

flnvestlgatlon.gffff'g;;:;

":;of thls aspect of 1nd1v1dual dlfferences andfthe effect

"fthat chlldren make as they 1nteract w1th printed materlal*foi“ﬂf3*




’:cﬂ[compare the type and frequency of érrors made by

ft;;p 639).. A neglect 1n research of the oral readingiy

&
Chlldren. leferences of thlrteen or more p01nts between

Verbal and Performance 1ntelligence quotlents on the WISC '

have been shown to be 31gn1f1cant for establlshlng Verbal

'gormance ablllty proflles Although research has
the WISC has frequently been used to 1nvest1- n'd

[performance of good and. poor readers on it

. t3 .
[OSEL

ffsubtests, 11ttle has been revealed conce;iﬂ
;-rmance in readlng of chlldren who dlffer sg
Efly in thelr verbal and performance abllltles”f
o The readlng behavror of chlldren can be detere}.v“‘:}
dlned by an: analy31s of thelr performance on.oral | h
1fad1ng tests In Partlcular, the examinatlon of oral}*s’s-

. '{ng errors prov;des valuable 1nsights 1nto the |

}ng process as 1t functlons in. 1nd1v1dua1 readers

La=~any glven tlme (Goodman,-1969 p 12).: The Gilmoregf

_;Or”°;Readlng Test 15 a measure of oral reading performance

1des a. system for the c1a381f1catlon of oral

-1“9 errors . Hence 1t is: possible to examlne and

:3selected readers ':jg<rA;;Q{*fja;:g;eg;mf_ye;

'a

"“wf K Goodman asserts that a censxderatlon of ,};'}’"‘“‘D

the 1nd1v1dua1 ab111t1es of chlldren is essent1a1 1n }f}i??"'ﬂ

V

'”ffunderstandlng how chlldren learn to read (Goodman, 1965,'d“'

- behav1or of chlldren has been a con81de“3t10n_of difﬁ

“qfferences 1n verbal and nonverbal abllltlesdand:&



effect these have on responses childxenamaye‘to priﬁted

- material.

40
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CHAPTER III

.DE§IGN OF THE‘STUDY :
Ly . '

Thﬁs chapter descrlbes the desrgn of the study, K v
1nclud1ng sample selectlon, the test 1nstruments, methodS’

of ‘data collectlon and the analy51s of the data,

OVERVIEW =~ ?'”f’J;

The main purpose of the study was to compare the
dlfferences, 1f any, 1n the oral readlng behav1or of two
’-groups of chlldren 1dent1f1ed by thelr WISC acores aé -
Domlnant Verbal or Domlnant Performance. General readlnggi
,achlevement in terms of word recognltlonvaccuracy and :
‘rcomprehenSLOn scores. on a standardlzed oral readlng test e
 was assessed Further, the types of errors and thelr ‘

:frequency of occurrence durlng“oral readlng of paragraphs,;e
v_and correspondlng word llsts, as wel; as self correctionsf”
‘:Jof errors, were studled because of thelr qualltatlve ¢654T5f*'

f;trlbutlons to the analy51s of oral readlng ' Qé,r'”

The sample conSLSted of two matched groups of

3twenty five sub]ects each One group of subjects dlsPlBYedfj;‘“'

\ ’ ’p. B
a Verbal Performanceadlfference of thlrteen or more po1nts j,-

jrwlth the Verbal IQ be;ng larger and fbe Other group dls-i7'”'

‘PlaYed a Verbal Performance)dlfference ogt?hlrteen or more nef’

—‘.)'

p01nts w1th Performance IO belnq 1arger.e The subjects ln.

oW,

lrhhéljfﬁhli.,thq.:;qiu:'y;jf;i;.n;fhh?
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" the Verbal Dominant group were matched as closely as pos-
sible w1th the subjects in the Performance Dominant group
v accordlng to age, domlnant Verbal and Performance scores
‘on the WISC, Full Scale IQ, and the point dlfferences ..;

between thelr Verbgl and Performance IQ s.

HE -w-tx‘_'s‘c .

_In thls study, samole selectlon-was based on_h o
lntelllgence quotients of subjects on a standardlzed 1nte1§
_ligence test The WISC was selected because 1t prov1ded

a total IQ as well as a Verbal and Performance IQ. llt;,

was also selected as the 1nstrument of 1ntelleCtuel
measurement because of its w1de use by school psychologlstsfﬁ

in- the geographlcal area 1n whlch this study was done..-

| orgunlzatlon of the WISC ‘7,-{

The WISC consists of two parts, a Verbal Scale and.”'

a Performance Scale.i The Verbal Scale requires a subject

'hhto recelve verbal 1nformat;on eurally and to resp0nd to

G or Qf manipulatlon of matexial 1f?.ﬂ; f”:ff~"f

'lthe baSLS of subtests.;

: questlons orally.‘ The Performahce Scale is presented to '?gimr
‘the subject in visual, nonverbal form.~-Res90nses of the -

o child on the Performance SCaleﬂare in the form of pointingifl”

}‘ |

- .o_

ﬁl Each scale has five requlred subtests and enehll

.‘fsupplemental subtest., Verbal IQ scores are computedsonr

- l. I_.nformathn. .




.2.'Accmprehensicn'

3. Arithmetic
4. similarities .. T o

5. Vocabulety
,6. »01g1t Span (Supplement)
ePerfotmecce IQ scores are based on subtests.
» 7.' Plcture Completlon )
- 8.  Plcture Arrangement
9t"Block De31gn"
lO.\_obJect Assembly - . L __ |
1. -coaing
12, Mazes (Supplement) - ‘,jult"t   ”t _
While in the standardizatlon of the wxsc a11
 twelve subtests were used to calculate Verbal IQ, Perform- |
'.__ance IQ and Full 8ca1e IQ,.in the intereets of shortening Lfff5e'}

‘ admznlstration time only ten of the subtests are usually H‘ﬁ;ﬁ,ue

glven w1th Dlgit Span (Verbal) and Mazes (Performunce)

f@"{‘f;f In calculatlng Vefbal, Perfo:manc_

‘QIQ s\ subjects raw scores on the fi



a4

‘scores.which(are summed'and a mean and Standard deuiatronli;f'd
tof sums c0mputed. These sums are then converted 1nto a ;::h
"dlstrlbutxon of IQ s W1th a mean Qﬁ7100 and a standard jf*'
“dev1atlcn of flfteen.r The same procedures are applled .
u31ng ten subtest scoresito determlne a Full Scale IQ |
vThus the WISC prov1des Verbal Performance and Full Scalejﬁh
.IQ s wh1ch are comparable for all age groups. h
Whlle the Verbal and Performance abilltles measured

by the WIuC are not mutually exclu51ve, correlations

between the Verbal score and the Performance sgore qugeet»ﬁfr
_-that the ab111t1es 1n each cannot readlly be inferred fromf’s*lf“ﬁ"
: each other (Seashore, Wesman and Doppelt, 1950. p 103)'f1;ﬁ;&

A major limitatlon of the WISC especially as it relat's;tofgigi;ﬂﬁ”*

.thls study 13 the posslbillty that real differences in' :_“.,v‘_

h

‘1.‘the abllltles tested may be due to errors;ofumeasurement*ff‘”55"i‘

;abilitles.-f7>a,};¥j¢ff‘5;.»:;~
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o Rellablllty and Valldrﬂx

The rellablllty of the compositeverbaland Per~}.
formance scores Jased on a spllt half co-efficxent 18
reported by Buros in the 80 s and 90 8. respectlvely., :
‘For Full Scale scores; Busz reports rellablllty in the jlhil
90 8 (Buros, 1959, c1t1ng G Patterson, p. 559) L
Further, lndicatlons are avallable that ”the test will ;i;5t ff§+w ~

probably Satlsfy the maJor requirements of internal con—ﬁ o

‘-slstency, relaablllty and validity" (Ibid., p.,560)

Administration of the WISC

,f;selectlon was carried out in April 1974.¢

The sample was drawn from a clini

f}}prlsed of all seven to ten yearrol 3pu,;l

rEreferred by their téachers o othe



‘ieg'cr;terxa 1ncluding.;l':TL
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'_subjects had to be modlfled accordlngly. The Edmonton"”
’JlSeparate School Board (E S.S B ) allowed the researcher to B
.search the placement flles., The Edmonton PubllC School
‘,Board (E P S B ) has a decentrallzed system but allowed a
i

'»search of records in the elght dlfferent Bureaus of Ch11d

'_Estudy The St Albert Protestant Separate School Board

‘searched thelr own flles.

| 1ocated 1n E S S B reCOrds.,

E1ghty-31x]sﬁb3

ﬂf;was referred from St Albert.,

sample was drawn.x Most chlldren'ar R o

”problems.r Because of this lim ta

<

. .
A

”{l;_f,f*;’l domlnant WISC

2.; secondary WISC,IQ core

n' 3 Full Scale IQ*



4. the p01nt dlfference between domlnant and
se#ondary WISC IQ scores

5. chronologlcal age.

Durlng the course of the study three of the Per-ﬁ;f;:i;Qf

' : 0
‘jformance Domlnant subjects were not avallable for the

hlater testlng sessions and were subsequently replaced byﬁﬂiﬁf;5

‘"puplls who most CLoselY matched the Verbal Dominant éubiggﬁfj?

" _ﬂ47'

‘:”Jects. The data fOr each flnal matched pair'areshown infhgff;yf

- Table l Examxnatlon of the data w111:show»that a'clearhflijifgi

'h;cut match 1n all cases was not possib_;m‘

't:7mat0hed-; Of qreater significance'is°thezh'
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AR T

R Verbal‘ Y Performance
e wxsc IQ 'S | y Domdnant Domlnlnt S

Verbal To. 116 oaeﬂgﬁjifi 95.80
’ .l'~Performance IQ 98,20 - 115.04 .
;ZFull Scale 10 108 32f@g 105 48 e
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TABLE 2

MEAN IQ SCORES AND MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
IQ SCORES FOR ‘THE TWO GROUPS VERBAL™ ,;s;-:~~5.ﬂ* -
DOMINANT AND PERFORMANCE DOMINANT“?FM”~~m;* ‘

Mean
Difference

/_.
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TABLE 3 e
7 " MEANS AND VARIANCES OF POINT. DIFFERENCES o
"IN INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS FOR VERBAL' ; g ;v i
- DOMINANT AND PERFORMANCE DOMINANT: =~

© . g CHILDREN = " °

CGrowp . o Meams Varlances ST

Verbal Domlnant »"~‘ :1 {ffl7}83;ffj Lfv- 33 ll

_Performance Domrn\ .1f19;24i §2ff’ 31 69

TABLE 4 '

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON POINT D,EEBRENCE
sconns FOR VERBAL ‘DOMINANT AND PERFO
: DOMINAQ? GROUPS

d“;Between Groups {ﬂﬁ'=?23lizfii, f f7
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.snbjects‘ These results are. hlghly de51rab1e agxsample.
tselectlon was based in part on a close matchinq of pOLn}
;:dlfference scores for each palr of chlldren;;, f;ie**;v-

| . Table 5 shows the mean Poxnt}difference between ..Ti«?;;
domlnant scores (Verbal IQ s for Verb‘l Dominant subjects‘[ *

and Performance IQ s for Performance Do lnant subjects)

scores (Per-{g

3for the two groups, and between secondarf
. ’formance IQ s for Verbal Domlnant subject‘ and Verbal IQ s

iﬁsxfor Performance Domlnant subJects) ‘t/if?uf R PY L

L e TABLE 5 | \ i

. MEAN- DIFFERENCE' BETWEEN DOMINANT 10"s AND. nmmm B

| SECONDARY Ig*S FOR VERBAL DOMINANT AND ... .. =
pmomucs SOMINANT CHILDREN R

'*;f?;gf?°iif”7*r.f?>f Verbal Performance

I, Dominant

Dominant WISC IQ
" Verbal 1Q- 116 og
Performance IQ e wf:f¥¥5€9¢;

Secondary WISC IQ
. " Verbal 19
. q‘;i Performance IQ




_ o\ B
*‘different schools throughout the greAter %dmonton area.' ;
Sex and‘;ge data are reported in Table 6.,., -
The mean age for children 1n both the Verbal

&

Domlnant and Performance Domlnant groups was eight years_-frf

"q.four months.» An analy81s of varlance shown 1n Table 7

1hfhindicates no Blgnlflcant dlfference between means in agesij’{f

'ulfor Fhe two groups.;‘h

-

On the basls of the ev1dence 1n the flles there

. ‘was no 1nd1catlon that any of the subjects had been _mm_,rilg,

' .referred for emotlonal problems.x :»5f7§1]ff7ﬁf: T T
e B L IR LIS L R R

In order that different aspects of the”aubjecﬁ"7”"

"Aioral readxng behavxor could be examlned, 1t_was necessaryfﬂ-f:"

--I;to administer appropriate readlng tests‘

»!.

'ﬁvThe Gilmore Oral Reading,Test (Gilmore, 1968

vfthe sample. The Gllmore test results 1150 ‘provided pe
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© TABLE 7

 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON AGES FOR VERBAL -
DOMINANT ‘AND' PERFORMANCE DOMINANT GROYES:

Voo

- Source . - - S8

i

. 'IBétﬁe‘eh Groups ‘- ‘. .04 .04 f 
Error . 29,05 .61 .. 48
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continuous»story.about-incidents in a family:group. ‘Rara-

graphs of increasing difficulty andilength are gfaded:in
pvocabulary selectlon,.éehtence structure, and interest to

the puplls. These are read orally by each subiect up to“

a "celllng" of ten or more errors. Each error 'is assignedlu'

&

to one of ‘the followrng categorles.

‘-l. Substltutlons The sub]ect substitutes a real T

word in place of a test word

L
-

‘1'. 2. Mlspronunc1atlons.' The subject produces a

nonsense word to replace the test word.“

'f_3‘ Word Pronounced by the Examlner»' A word on54?

[ T ‘e

.whlch the subject he31tates for longer than flve seconds.

The word 1s then pronounced by the examiner.;_ T ;

“4{’ Dlsregard of Punctuat1on.f The subjeet falls 0

LI :

'to observe punctuatlon."”ﬁffﬁbﬂr
'55{ Insertxons } One or more words are added to 'v”gs:

the text of the passage by the subject

"6;' Hesxtatlons. The subject makes a pause of af

least two secondstmforepronounclng a word..gfpfj“we“:gujfjﬁf‘

'.r7;~ Repetltions.; Afword, part of a word, or group :;j_ly

of words is repeated by the subject.,'

-58Q' Omlssions.4 ne or more words are dmxtted fromfhifr7

vthe text versron of the passage by the subject.pngf,*ﬁ.“”‘k?'""
- Flve comprehensron questlons fbllow each paragraph
~3_jand are to be asked and answered orally.. Questlons\ar -of

o

ﬁfthe recall type and refer to 1nformation spec1f1ca11y glvenéﬁsz




in,qﬁp;paragraph.,,Increasing skill'inlcomprehension.is'
' related to increasing difficulty of material..

'Vaiidity and reliability. ‘A comparlson of scores'

' on the Gllmore test and 51m11ar tests by Gray and Durrell-
I

-report valldlty correlatlons ranglng from 80 to .39 w1th
P .

the hlghest correlatlons for accuracy and the 1owest for o

speed (Buros,.1968, Qltlng Dugglns, p 257) Hagh rella— :

' blllty for accuracy scores (.89,_.85 and 84), and lower ‘/.

. rellablllty for comprehen51on ( 68 67 and 52) usinq

56

alternate—forms correlations are also reported (Buros, 1968,..

c1ting Reynolds, P 258)

¢
. :0‘ .

" Word - Lists Test

. I”

One fundamental concern of thxs study was to deter-
'mine whether a dlfference 1n reading behavior might.be
exhlblted by Verbal Domlnant chlldren and Performance

Domlnant chlldren when readlng words presented in 1ist

wformat and readlng these same words 1n storles., In order 3

_to measure thls aspect of. oral readlng behavlor 1t was

;essentlal to construct word llstS based on words read in

‘stories.

Organlzatlon.. wOrd llStS recordxng all of the

words’ found in correspondlng paragraphs of the Gllmore

’Oral Readlng Test were prepared by the researcher.if-.‘

?Because the Gllmore is comprlsed of ten paragraphs 1t was

A
3

f'necessary to construct ten word llstS. Words that.occurred

R



gorles,

‘real word for the test word.

""audlo tape was prepared for eaeh testing sessxon.wr'p{

‘ Admlnlstratlon and Scorlngfof Tests

57

C e

more than once in a ‘story were not recorded more than once

'on the correspondlng word llSt Each word llst was read

'aloud by the suhject Errors occurrlng,ln the reading of -

~the Word Lists Test were a331gned to one of these cate-

\

, , : 8 . o
1. Suhstltutlons - The: subject substltutes a'

-:2£d Mlspronuncratlons - A nonsense word is glven

for the test word. o

fA3. 0m1591ons - The subject 1s unable to produce

‘a response w1th1n a perlod of flve secondsr

| 'f ‘AT COLLECTION

The collectlon of data pertalnlng to the oral

N

‘idone durlng May 1974 | All reading tests were administered
C1nd1v1dua11y by the researcher. Each testing session took
: approxlmately flfteen to twenty mlnutes depending on the

| number of passages read from the Gllmore Ora;uxeadinggTeat

» protocols by each subject.' Space for testlng was made
: ~ava11able in’ each of the thlrty—nlne 8ch001s ine order to
f ensure some prlvacy for the examiner and sub]ect.- All

i-tests were admlnlstered durlng regular school hours.;génhfff;;iff

. ..‘.‘ L i — e

Inltlally, durlng the testlng sessxons,,an



"_attempt was, made to establish rapport and to help the

subject feel at ease. The researcher then presented the,'

'subject with the first list of th Word Lists Test..;TheT}a
05 o

'subject read the word 1lSt aloud and then proceeded w1th;fv;‘

the corresponding Gilmore passage. “On° completion of the‘i.

"‘paragraph the Gilmore comprehension guestions were res- R

: ponded to orally by the subject. Testing continued in_‘pf" o
_,this manner, alternating between a word 11st and its
appropriate passage until a "ceiling" of ten or more X'
'_errors was reached during the reading of a paragraph.i;Aj-'

| " ‘The samples of oral reading for both the word

lists. and paragraphs as well as comprehension questions

and responses were audio taped This made it possiBle to pf
record and calculate the oral reading performance of sub~ J'
tp)ects under more strict laboratory conditions.: Each |

.subject s errors on the wOrd Lists Test and the Gilmore

"Oral Readigg_Test were identified, classified according tofii“r"

,the categories previously noted, and transcribed onto
_test copy sheets..iti'i vff[? ‘.a;” 5f_}a:i.i7f? *‘“'d“'
) In addition to the categories of errers provided

| ’nby the Gilmore and the Word Lists Test, a further analysisft[fiﬁ

"_of oral reading behaVior was considered Self correctionsgifgiir

- of errors were recorded and categorized. These self

jcorrections were con81dered to be an attempt by the sub—;g
'Ject to change an original 1ncorrect response to one that

',corresponded w1th the printed text.
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All taped oral reading samples were rechecked by
,'the.researcher once . the analyses had been completed the |
.samples were submltted to an. 1ndependent judqe who randomly
:‘selected the taped readlngs of ten subjects, five Verbal
-'Domlnant chlldren and flve Performance Domlnant children._.”

‘The errors and self correctlons were agaln c1a881fied andb

.recorded A comparlson of these results w1th those of the
"researcher 1nd1cated a hlgh percent of agreement.-”affz”" 5
Dlrectlons proylded bY the publlsher of the Gilmo 5 iﬁe‘d

oral Reading Test.were followed in determining/indivldual

:word accuracy and comprehension scores.- Test nprms were

-then used to compute equxvalent grade levels for both

categorles for each subject . These data were used in comr'g*ﬁh°
B }paring the oral readlng performance of the Verbal Dominantil7bi_{

’:eand Performance DOmrnant groups 1n the study
smmcu mmsxs ODA'rA e

The data for thJ.s study were analyzed using the

Qfollow1ng statlstlcal procedures.,t nﬁﬁ;ﬁ,n~';vu~-‘

ATest of Slgnlflcance of the leference Between
TTWO_ Independent.Proportions T?erguson, 1_;;

The test was used to determine the significancei

"1._ﬂof differences between propdrtions for types of errors and :“;Fffﬂ

'-'types of self corrected errors 1n paragraphs and in word

at;llsts, and for categorres of words read 1n lists and then L

"cgln paragraphs. g’fjrf;;?ﬁf[;;;;/;'TV‘*‘*’;




»

f.One-WayAAna1y51s of Varlance 'hrl"‘f'f.;ffw*"'

One-way analy81s of varlance was ubed to deter-'g N

f.mxne whether dlfferences 1n age, readlng accuracy and

comprehen51on,totalnumber of errors and of self correction

.of enrors 1n llStS and 1n paragraphs for the two groups

. were 31gn1f1cant » 'J,‘ o _,y; _'?"~__§Lf.gj‘;:j;"“



{'Researchvgpestlon I

'study. A,f:'

'f'.éhapter'iv;‘_c”
. ‘AN’A_LYSI_S; AND »INTEReRnTATIoN'. OF Tﬁ% .'fr_*i'Nb'més -

The purpose of thlS chapter 1s to present the

-.reSults of. the analyses of the oral readlng behav1or of '

'_subjects 1dent1f1ed as Verbal Domlnant and Performance

Domlnant on the ba81s of thelr performance on the Wechsler.f'

| Intelllgence Scale for Chlldren (WISC) To facxlltate the

7‘presentat1on of the flndlngs and their 1nterpretatlon, rff‘sfj‘

the flndlngs of the analyses are presented accordlng

' to the four major research questxons Wthh guided the

’ .

gi'f“féﬁih'

The flrst research questionéasks whether:or‘not

there w1ll be differences m the oral reading performance?-'j'}f‘-";.jff',='_i"i

alir)of Verbal Domxnant ind Performance Dominant subjects. when}ffff‘

-;oral readmg performance 1s measured according to the

' el "., i

N subJects ‘scores for readlng accuracy and reading compre-?i;fff73

”fﬂhgnslon on the lemore Oral Readi_g,Test (Gilmore)

‘ .varlance._;f' Rl

'NniihH‘ thesxs la.t There will -be'no. s
dI rences 1n the‘oral reading,beuaviof




r-‘ever. 15 nearly three tlmes that of the Performance

S fnumerator and the smaller 1n the denominator

.,em;for twenty-four degress of freedom at the 02 1evel of

:ﬁifﬁ;nlflcant (p-<0 02)

‘7ff;the assumptlon of homogeneity ofivariance

”“]h'pp. 85 86 c1t1ng Norton)

of Verbal Dominant chlldren and Performance ST,
" Dominant children when performance is: de.termlned
by reading. ‘accuracy scores on ‘the’ Gilmore Oral-
i ,~Read1ng,Test. _t R ER ._:_,A ;.5
"fuMeans and varlances of the two groups are reported

1n Table 8 Examlnatlon of Table 8 shows that Verbal
;Domlnant chlldren attalned hlgher scores in- oral readlng

accuracy than d1d the Performance Domlnant chlldren. The

w1th1n group variance for the Verbal Domlnant group, how—c-'

- Domlnant qroup The dlfference between variances for the

ftwo 1ndependent samples was therefore tested by findlng

B the ratlo of the two variance estlmates (Ferghson“, §jiitji B

4Qp 166) Celculation of the F. ratlo was carried oni by

"placing the larger of the two variance estimates in the
%—’5% Table 8.
‘The P of 3 71 was found to exceed the critica EF of 2‘66f"‘;':'

| ffconfidence.ﬂ The difference between ve“ian ,u.Aor”'s

"{'two groups can therefore be consxdered statiatically'e




S0

. ;L ;é; j ; Jiji¥ TABLE 8

| MEAN SCORES AND VARIANCES on READING jf.?’~

... BCCURACY IN PARAGRAPHS

_,;§3¥

:'¢"Performance Domlnanx fffj;fz;saf;;fj;ﬁ’*

jiVerbal Domlnant

f~?%*.5j34»"§:.51;553

='3.71, p<0.02 (Ferguson, 1971, p, 166) = - *
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9

o
‘;he results of a one-way ana1y51s of varlance are
'shown in Table 9 and 1nd1cate 51gn1f1pant dlfferences '
between scores for the two groups in readlng acc&racy ‘prf;p:
f(p<<o 05) Verbal Domlnant chlldren attalned a 51gnif1~nif
cantly hlgher level in accuracy than did Performance ﬁ7”
Domlnant chlldren. Therefore null hypothesxs la 1s
rejected; | '
Null Hypothe81s lb. There w;ll be no- 31gnif1cant
Adifferences:umtheoral reading behavior of.
_ Veibal Dominant children and Performance" "\
TDomrnant children when performance is determined},'

.- by reading comprehension scores on the Gllmore
' Oral aeadlng Test._,~~ - : Dl .

u";The means for Verbal Domlnant and Performance

Dominant groups presented 1n Table 10 1nd1cate a differ~f‘kp:fﬁ*"

,.ence in performance in readlng comprehension‘”" thc

’l-comprehen51on scores, the varxance for thlS*group 13;“

,_fapproxlmately jwlce that of the Perfo e

‘;Perr.rmance Dom;nant chlldren.

'fVerbal Domznant children have attffnedf“

higher level inﬂk[ijf ff‘

'erence between varlances £0) the two»

__Nullihypotheais b;
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TABLE 9

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIAQCE ON READING ACCURACY
IN PARAGRAPHS ‘FOR: PERFORMANCE DOMINANT -

n

co 9536 lesn s D

.‘V'Q_Between Groups ) f§f593l5f9;59ff{ffii§¢;ﬂ;f*fﬂf;QJCﬂ;gf}.i_-453,

- 65‘

“AND VERBAL. DOMINANT GROUPS SN L



Jb:fBetween Groups : ;15°23' 15 23

'663,

v TABLE 10"
. MEAN SCORES AND VARIANCES ON ORAL '
- READING COMPREHENSION. -

Growps . ' - 'Meamn ... . Variance* -

| Performance Domlnant J o "; 2;55  ”iij5“.\ 1 81

:Verbal Domlnant ..\f ;::.   }}?;65‘  iﬂ*:zii ;,~3u81

‘}"* F = é-g% = 2. 09, p> O 02, Not Slgnlficant (Ferguson',{;_tgﬁydji
1971, p.-166) L & o A Lo

”];: ﬁw”[§7f‘i¢ TABLE 11

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF \fARIANCE ON ORAL READING
COMPREHENSION FOR PERFORMANCE DOMINANT
L AND VERBAL DOMINANT GROUPS

'1  .Err°r M5If[ﬁ11f134 a4 Zjaizﬁ,f“‘”"“




| xi;those children w1th a domlnant Verbal IQ.;,_ﬁf31ff:':ff”

.

DLscus81on

These fandlngs suggest that Verbal Domlnant sub. ;;ec_;‘
Jects perform at a 31gn1f1cantly hlgher level of achleve—;f o
.,ment in, readrng than do Performance Domlnant subjects,,rtuf&f!'
Q,These results support flndlngs by Wells (1971) who also
;tfreported that slgnlflcant differences exlsted between _;ﬁe;;;_?ﬂ

| readlng scores and WISC proflle patterns 1n favor of

Slgniflcant differences 1n the oral readlpg
. f

'f'accuracy scOres on the Gllmore for the two groups”suggesbgﬁ?ffﬁﬂr

.‘1gthat Verbal Dominant subjects are better able to handle

”ethe word perceptlon task in readlng aloud than are the

"wiJPerformance Domlnant subjects.; Since total accuracy '”’”27jﬂbﬁ“

T
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ST ) substitutions
V(b) mlspronun01atlons
‘(C):words pronounced by thetexamrner;-:iv7“
p(df dlsregard of punctuatlon h
(e) 1nsertlonsv'(f’~“;fomang?i
(f)‘hesltatlons'n_ | o
.h«(ﬁﬂrqﬁu¢kmei‘;
_‘(ﬁ)‘om1351ons, f o o |
.3. the total number of self corrections of errors
ST . : .

in paragraph reading.,.:'

f"4;' the nature of the self corrected error.i?'v

A8

;i;‘ Four null hypotheses were formulated in order to
explore the answer to research questlon two, and were then
sub)ected to etatistlcal analyses using Fisher LE 'z values ;ffﬂ7"

rpand one—way ana1y31s of varlance.-{Q“qfkﬁjfﬁﬁgﬁfffjfﬂaﬂ&ﬁjg“‘,uﬁrf

Null pothe31s 2a._ There will}he‘no szgnificant
.. differences in the oral reading. behavior: of -
'1"Verbal ‘Dominant chlldren and.Performance S
.. Dominant chlldren when perfor: is- ermine
" by the .total: number of errors,in pardgrqp""
;-readlng. 4_.;( LT L "

ﬁgroups. Table 12 presents the mean $coresﬂand varxan' s

:efpf the Performance Dominant and Verbal 3@minant*:”*

/

"5'total errors 1n paragraphs.”
v + .




MEANS AND VARIANCES ON TOTAL NUMBER OF
o ERRORS IN PARAGRAPH READING

TABLE 12 'ff]rs:s;{}7 s

69 °

L e T e / ENE L, o o
© Mean . ... ‘~.-:Var-iance* ERRE

Performance Dominant ~ 19.09°. . 101 87

;vefpgi'n¢ﬁi§§ﬂfjf,;['*fj7]£,ff{135455f3f727f9 34 82

101 87

= 2. 92, p§¥0 02 (Ferguson, 1971, p. 166)
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within group variance of‘the‘Performance Dominant group is
‘almost three times that of the Verbal Dominant group. An
F ratio was calculated to determine‘the'significance of

the. differences between variances (Ferguson, 1971, P 166)

%he F of 2.92 was found to exceed the crltlcal F of 2.66
((,‘

“for twenty—four degrees of freedomrat-the .02 level.

In aorder to further explore the significance of
. | : . ‘
differences in the means for total number of errors.made

-~

by Per formance Dominant and_Verbal DOminant groups in.

pog

paragraph reading, an ana;geis'of variance was,carried
out. The results are shown-in Table 13 and indicate the o
presence of a significant differeffce between the'tWQ

‘groups'for’tOtAI numberﬁof errors (§< 0. 02). The poSSibil—

1ty that the 91gn1f1cance leVel observed may be affected e

1

by the lack of homogeneity of the variances of the two

i

-,groups is not con51dered serlous because~of equal observa—'

'tlons in the sample (LlnqulSt 1953, PP. 85~ 86, c1t1ng

Nortonﬂ. On the . ba51s of these flndlngs null hypothes1sv

"2a is rejected

Null Hypothesis 2b. There will be no 51gn1f1cant '
- differences 1in the oral reading behavior of .-
'Verbal -Dominant-children and: Performance
Domlnant chlldreh when performance 1s_determ1ned
by the nature of the erroreln paragraph readlng, ‘
‘-,lncludlng ' . : : .
: J -(a),substltutlons
- (b} mlspronunclatlons ‘ EEEEE
~ {¢) words pronounced by the examlner D
(d). disregard of punctuatlon _ e
(e)’ insertions _ 3y BT
. (f) “hesitations LA S
(g) repetitions
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»-0

TABLE 13

" ONE-WAY ANALYSIS. OF VARIANCE ON TOTAL NUMBER OF
ERRORS IN PARAGRAPH READING FOR PERFORMANCE
, DOMINANT AND VERBAL DOMINANT GROUPS ‘

Source SS - MS df F = 'p .

Between Groups - 399.04 399.04 =~ 1 .. o
o o o . 5.84  <0.02°
Error . 3280.45 68.34 - 48 : e
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'(h) omissions. o o -

Further information cohcernlng oral readlng behav—
ior on paragraphs was obtalned by examlnlng the types , and
&proportlons of types of errors made by the two groups
Proportions were calculated by d1v1d1ng the number of
errors in -each category (substltutlons, mlspronun01atlons,‘
lnsertlons and so on) by the total number of errors for
each grOup. All proportlons are - expressed in decimal
form. Table 14 presents the proportlonal dlstrlbutlon
and 51gn1f1cance of dlfferences between prOportrons for
types of errors made in paragraph readlng by the two
‘hgroups. The hlghest proportlon ( 50) of all errors'

‘occurred w1th substltutlons made é§ PerfOrmance Domlnant -
'subjects Although Verbal Domrnant children- do not appearlﬂs
..to make as many substltutlons (.36), they do dlsplay a.
{tendency toward a greater\number of errors 1nvolv1ng mlse
pronun01atlons, dlsregard of punctuatlon,'lnsertlons,
| repetltlons and omlss1ons than do Performance Dominant

Chlldren COnversely the Performance Domlnant group show

51gn1flcantly 1ess mlspronun01at10ns, punctuatlon errors, L

»

- ._repetltlons and om1551ons A 51gn1f1cant dlfferencev o

(p<<0 01) was also found 1n the ablllty of these two groups |

of chlldren to produce a response w1th1n a flve second tlme ;"“
'fllmlt The hlohest proportlon ( ll) of words pronounced

by the exam1ner<occurred W1th the Performance Domlnant
. o R ‘ -

- group S



PROPORTIONAL - DISTRIBUTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROPORTIONS OF TYPES

TABLE .14

OF -ERRORS IN PARAGRAPH READING

" . Type of Error

’Groups

Performance

Dominant

Verba1_7‘~;"

Dominant ,% Tz
. | ER

Substitufions.

‘ MispronunéiatiOns

- Words Pronounced

by Examiner

Dlsregard.of
Punctuation

~Insertions

 Hesitations

4

'Repetitions .

- Omissions:

.50 -
.08 -
11
.02
.02

.08
15

.05

.06 3.3

.36,
12 . 2.5

g'-4.6

05 2.4

04 1.7

.04 3.0
i23 . 35
L1136

<0.001
<0,02

';»<0.0i

<0.02
NISL
<001

| <0.001 *.

<0.001

N BRI r
* N.S, . Not significant’ at the

'lf:L::t'?‘;

.05

.level;”

SR
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)

Fisher's z vawes weﬁe,calculatedhin'order to

determlne whethor 51anf1cant dlfferences ex1sted between
the proportlons ; Results preeented in Table 14 show that-
the only cateqory of errar whlch does not dlspla§ 51gn1f1—
'cant dlfferences Petween the two groups 1s that of 1nser-‘

tions. Therefore,‘null hypothe51s 2b is rejected when

performance is determrned by substltutlons, mlspronuncla-

- tions, words pronounced ‘by the examlner, dlsregard of

’.punctuatlon, he51tatJ0ns, repetltlons and 0m1551ons..

Null Hypothe51s 2c. ‘There w1ll be no slgnlflcant
differences in the oral reading behavior of
Verbal. Domlnant children and Performance
Dominant children when performance is determlned
by "the total number of self scortrections of

- errors in paragraph readlng

RE -? '
-Table 15 shows: the means and varlances for the

two groups on - the total number of self correctlons 1n

paragraph readlng ' Although the mean for Performance

Domlnant chlldren 1s sllghtly hlgher than that for Verbal

\
Domlnant chlldren, a one-way analy81s of varlance,

_presented in Table 16, 1nd1cates no s1gn1flcant dlfference

'¢_berween the two groups of chlldren q& mean self correctlons; o

in paragraph readlng Thus null hypothe51s 2c 1s not rf,;4V;
rejecged ;g‘; yvd

N R

o Null Hypothesﬂs 2d There w1ll be no 51gn1f1cant
: - differences in the oral readlng behavior of
* . 'Verbal Domlnant children+and ‘Performance: BT
- Dominant’ children when performance is. determlned
by the ‘nature of the self corrected error 1n '
paragraph reading, 1nclud1ng S I
: (a) self correctlon of substltutlons Lo




. - . TABLE 15
MEANS AND VARIANCE ON TOTAL NUMBER OF 'SELF
CORRECTIONS FOR PERFORMANCE DOMINANT
'AND VERBAL ‘DOMINANT GROUPS e
IN PARAGRAPH READING B

L L
L oW

k)

+

- Variance*

- Grqups - o :‘ Mean

Pe:formapce'Dominant vf S ?,45’ f;\ s ﬁe-2f97,

Verbal Dominant - - 2015 L 2.54

‘F = g gZ'" 1. 17' 9510-027_N9t Significant (Ferguson,
1971, p. 166). - ST

)

)
B

SUMMARY OF ONE-WAY ANALYSIS oF VARIANCE ON

TOTAL NUMBER OP SELF CORRECTIONS
' CIN PARAGRAPH READING ~H.ff S

-y —— -

A

=

B T ISR '::l ¢

Between Groups f; 31{13ﬂ~ l 13 f\’ T

e 12 mas as

PR S

."-
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* A" F Of 1. 96 is rGQUlred for sIgnlflcance at the {05(.~’-'”

1evel

Al




(b) self correction of mispronunciationl
(c) self correction of disregard of

. punctuation : :
_ (d) self correction of insertions
’ T (e):self correction of omissions.

A comoarison of proportions of types-of self ‘
rcorrectlons ylelded 51m11ar results to the comparlson of
the total number of self correctlons of Verbal Domlndﬁ%
and Performance ' Domlnant'chlldren, ,Table'l?‘showscthe
'PrdportionS'for self correctlons on subStitutionsj:mis—i-
‘;prOnunciations,'disregard of‘punctuatioh,.inseftiOnsiand
- om1551ons in paragraph readlng "It'alsoﬁpresents} Qhere'

appllcable, z values calculated to detect 81gn1f1cant
_dlfferences between the proportlons. ) B
| Examlnatlon of the proportlonal dlstrlbutlon of

types of self correctlons in Table 17 reveals that the"”

Performance Domlnant group had least self correctlons f

.V.OCCurrlng W1th dlsregard of punctuatlon ( 01) and most

'.fself COrrectlons occurrlng w1th substltutlons ( 72)

’dSlmllarly, Verbal Domlnant chlldren had least self cor—

'>frectlons occurrlng w1th dlsregafd of punctuatlon ( 03)

7.and 1nsertlonsv( 03) and most self correctlons occurrlng ?

‘h.w1th substltutlons ( 71) The blggest dlfference between

»‘fproportlons for the two groups occurs w1th self correctionsf,g=f

\

"of 1nsert10ns ( 07 for Performance Domlnant chlldren and

R TR

2 '-03 for Verbal Domlnant chlldren) Statlstical analysrs

A

’3f1051ng Flsher s 'z values reveals that slgnlflcant dlffer—ij*”

1 s #

'Tlences do not eX1St between proportlons of self correctlonsjflflt

el
»

.76'




TABLE 17

PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION AND SIGNIFILANCE OF
. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROPORTIONS OF SELF
" CORRECTIONS ON TYPES OF ERRORS
CIN PARAGRAPH READING ’

' G:dups

~ Type. of Self Performance. Verbal e ‘
. Correction '~ .Dominant - Domlnant oz PO P

,Substit‘ut-'io'r'!‘s.i ;‘.712_ T B 19 ‘N".“s.*‘*'
'iMlspronunc1atlons. - .08 .09 lllé-'ﬁ 'RN,Slf
‘Dlsregard of . 7f S - ) . L J':,J5N_;-, -
Punctuatlon oo W01 03 T .86 - NLAL KR
-jInsertlons ' :l. ;:,07 8 llnfl';O3R,-fﬂ”?¢97 o 'N?A.N;
Qm%551qns& ‘4‘51 ”:;v;li.;_.‘d - {14 ]-fffN,43’i, ANZS:

‘*‘N7S- Not SLgnlflcant at the ;05 fevel

*x Not appllcable whem,the smaller value of N tlmes a-

- sampbe value of. a proport1on (p). -does not_egual flve
-~ (Ferguson, 1959, .147) . - Punctuation = 87 x 021
“l 827 Inéertlpns_=A87Nxv;D§2A:‘4’524;1 fﬂ;“-..
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ATiand om1551ons in paragraph readlng than d1d Performance }7;

Domlnant chlldren. Tr,rjfﬂ;;'”-d;;i'.,-evrb;h:f’ﬂf;rfff.‘

'1cantly more repetltlons than d1d Performance Domlnant

78
for substitutions, mispronunciations andiomisSions in
paragraph'reading for ‘the. two groups. The z values cal-
culated for self corrections of punctuation and insertion

errOrs'cannot=be interpreted as'unit-normal-curVe deviates

R ¢

»(FerguSOn; 1959, p. 147),_therefore a level of 51gn1f1canceA

is not applltable for thtse two categorles Findings

1nd1cate that_null.hypothes;s 2d is not rejected,.

. Discussion '

Performance Domlnant chlldren made more errors

~per one hundred words 1n paragraph readlng than did Verbal

Domlnant children.' Moreover, these»same children made R

v51gn1ficantlynmresubstltutlons and hesxtatlons than dld
'Verbal Domlnant subjects They also requlred promptlng
’“from the examlner more frequently Thls may 1ndlcate

.that Performance Domlnant chlldren have not developed g

b

A.eff1c1ent word analysrs skllls or the Sklll of attacklng

" .and readlng a word Wlthln a reasonable t1me llmlt Cpn—‘

‘ -
versely, Verbal Domlnant chlldren made srgnlﬁﬁcantly more
mlspronuncraEﬁons,Idlsregard of punctuatlop, repetltlons"'
. ? “

CoUN

Although Verbal Domlnant chlldren made 51gn1f1—3’ .

"i

Y

5,’ch11dren,'they did not self correct thelr errors 51gn1f1—5f1

¢fcantIy more often. Thas flndlng does not support flndlngs

RES

','by K \Goodman who reported that repetltlons or regr3551ons



| dferrors;e ThlS trend 1s not SurprlSI”@ i" Vle“'Ofithe

are most often made for the purpose of;correcting previous_
reading (K. -Goodman, l965,_p..64é); Nor.did'the Verbal
Dominant group tend to self cOrrect one;type of‘error )
~'SJ.gnlflcantly more often than -did the Performance Domlnant
group. It may be that verbal Domlnant chlldren self
correct errors covertly W1thout exhlbltlng-an overconcen~
ntratlon on errors in thelr oral readlng . :

It should be noted that the types of errors made
in paragraph readlng were not commltted exclu81ve1y by
one group Both Verbal Domlnaht Qnd Performance Domlnantf'
groups recorded errors in all categorles ThlS flndlng gah“
'supports those of MalqulSt (1958) who found no dlffer-
'ences 1nvthe types of errors made by chlldren of varY1ngi
1read1ng ablllty yf' B ' _' ‘

Two trends were apparent 1n the self correctlon'.
lbehav1or of the two groups of chlldren. Flrst, both Verbal

-{Domlnant and Performance Domlnant chlldren tend to self ,.;ﬂ;fj

bi'correct substltutlon errors far more frequengly than.;g]

) mlspronunc1atlon, punctuatlon,_lnsertlon and om1581on

ik, ' RN T

;.’.._

#flndkng that both groups tend to make more sﬁbstltutlon'u"#

.1'/

'4errors than all other types Second, although Verbal Doml—.“
: P 4...5

Cetr M



“in reséarch question’three.

Performance Dominant children than by Verbal Dominant
children;
?indings forlresearch‘question two;revealed signif-

icant differences between the‘two.groups'inftheir oral .
_ en : _

_readlng behav1or for words in context. Whether'similar

G

differences exlst for words in 1solat10n w1ll be examlned

Research Questlon I11

-

The thlrd research questlon asks whether or not

there w1ll be dlfferences in- the oral’ readlng performance

-of Verbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant subjects when'

-

*)for words 1n 1solat10n,

'-hLd“',g Four null hypotheses were formulated in. order that7

L3

i

oral readlng Performance on the Word Llsts Test 1S ’~¢'y»'

© . . MECRANRN

measured accordlng to 4 A

| .bni{. the total number of errors for words in =
isoiation," | |
. 2;.vthefnatnre'of fhe;errdr;'rncinding:';”
(a) ,‘subs,t\imtio;ris;ﬂ S o f"f._;"»"'
‘P(b).mispronunciat;ons i..:“.r:};:} L L

jv(c)'omlsSLOns,

%.

| fl4 ' the nature of the self co;rected errors

FR

Jthe answer to research questron three mlght be explored

Statlstlcal analyses u81ng Flsher £ z values and oﬁe way

80

.'34 the total number of self correctlons of errors_”fd

& - ;.ur;g:,,.F

*13analy51s of varlance were subsequently applled ;{gr-v;‘,r

.

L
L K}



Lfldence

Null Hypothe51s 3a There will be no significant
differences in the oral reading behavior of
A‘Verbal Dominant children and. Performance
Dominant children when performance is determined
by the total number of errors for words in
-isolation. :

The number of errors per one hundredeords réad

in word lists for Verbal Dominant and Performance Domi-

nant subjects was tallied. Table 18 presents the mean .

scores and varlances for each of these groups on total

verrors in word lists. As 1nd1cated the mean score for

the Performance Domlnant group is. greater than that of the»

Verbal Domlnant group Thls suggests that dlfferences

-between the two grbups on number of errors do ex1st and .
'that Performanc' 1rm1nant sub]ects had greater dlfflculty

in reCOgnlzlng or{ sounding out words on llStS than dld

\

the Verbal Domlnant subjects.‘ Because the varlance of

1'the Performance Domlnant group is approxlmately tw1ce that
of the Verbal Dominant group the dlfference between
pvarlancesvfor the-tWO groups was‘tested,- The F of 2. 13

, was?not.found.to_exceéd~the.critioal“value ofL2,§6 for

E twenty?four:degrees of'freedomfatfthef.dzhleveifof}coné’

et

R

In order to further analyze the number of errors o

occurrlng in word llStS,fa one-wayJanalysrs of varlance

-was: carrled out to determlne 1f dlfferences between means'“"

4.

'fffor the two groups were 51gn1f1cant The results are

‘“Q'shown in, Table 19 and 1nd1cate a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant

rrrrrrr

) g}dlfference between the groups on’ number of errors 1n word
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'TABLE 18 . ‘6

MEAN SCORES AND VARIANCES ON TOTAL NUMBER
OF ERRORS ON WORD LISTS

Group o Mean " Variance*

y

'PéfformanCe Dominant '_‘f‘ 22;12_ L 108.02

o

A-Verbél Dominanﬁ . i_ o 12.41 o - 50.83

. 108.02

* = 2VB UL 7 . ‘ . . L ‘
* F 50.83 2-13, p> 9-02, NotA81gn1f1c§Qt

TABLE 19
: P o
'ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON TOTAL NUMBER OF .
ERRORS IN WORD LISTS FOR PERFORMANCE DOMINANT . - . “** = = |
- AND VERBAL DOMINANT GROUPS o R

L RE

~ Spurce . §s - Ms pdf T R . p

;Bet@een'Groups’j; 11f6’4 1176 4 . L oL
L e S .- 4.8 .<0.001 T .
- Error - o 3812 5 ©79.4 48 ’JVﬁMTj‘§Lf1 £.




lists (p<0.001). Null hypothesis .3a is therefore
rejected. | l
Null Hypothesi§ 3b. - There will be no signi}ioant

differences in the oral reading behaviotr of s
Verbal Dominant children and- Performance

‘Dominant children when p2rformance is determined % °

by the nature of the error for words in lsolatlon,
31ncbud1ng
~(a) substltutlons
" {b) mlspronunc1at10ns
(c)@omlss1ons. '
¥ o

Comparlsqa of errors’dlchotomlzed as g}ther

L3

responses that dlffered from the text (substltutlonS'and
mlspronunc1atlons), or as om1S81ons, also reveals Slgnlfl—

cant dlfferences between the two qroups in oral readlng

behavior. Table 20 presents the proportlon for each error .

. occurring 1n_the erd Lists test for.each group;”?It should
he noted that although the Verbei Dominant gr0up.had
'51gn1f1cantly hlgher proportlons on mlspronungiatlons

( 26) and om1531ons ( .07) the Performance Domlnant group'

»dlsplayed a- dlstlnct tendency to a hlgher proportlon of ,ﬁ

'substltut;ons {. 74) The Z. values 1ddlcated in Table 20k

1 reveal ‘that. statlstlcally 51gn1flcant dlfferendes ex1st
'between the prOportlons of subStltutlons (p<:0 Ol) and

e -

';mlspronunc1atlons (p. <0 05) for the two groups. Thus '?
-null hypothesls 3b is reqected when performance 1s deter—d”
mlned by substltutlon and mlspronunc1at10n errors for

words 1n lsolatlon

w
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' TABLE 20 - - \

‘§ » ) ! ’
PROPORTIONAL GISTRIBUTION O TYPES. OF ERRORS FOR
/ PERFORMANCE .DOMINANT 'ANI VERBAL DOMINANT
GROUPS ON THE WORD LISTS. TEST

~ T Grolips
. A Y — -

o Performance @ Verbal
Type . of Error\J/ Dominant Dominant |, .© z - P

N ; ' . . o ) . . . . .\ . ’ . )
-Substitutions g « 74 .67 S 2.62 <0.01

o e . . .
Mispronunqiagions ’ .20 .26 . .2.27 <0.05
Omissions . 06 .07 . .56 - N.S.*
' ’ - . N N R . s

' . i} v SRR ’

* N.S. ' Not significant at ,the .05 level of confidence.’

. i N _'.“l‘ . {ﬁ\\..
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. Null Hypothesis 3c. There will be no significant
differences in the orsl reading behavior of
Verbal Dominant childrep and Performance

e Dominant children when performance is determlned
- by the tbtal number of self corrections of errors
for words 1n 1solat10n. . :

Examlnatlon~of Table 21 shows that no apparent
differences exist between the Performance Domlnant and

Verbal Domlnan;hgroups‘?nthcir tendency to self correct.

errors in word llStS Although 1nequa11ty is . shown 1n"

‘varlances for the two groups w1th greater varlablllty f

occurring w1th1n.the Verbal Domlnant sub]ectsp the/ratlo

of the largest variance to the smallest does not exceed
-

the crltlcal F ratio of 2. @6 needed to be. 51gn1f1cant at

the .02 level.
’ R =
The results of a one-way analy31s of varlance

presented in Table 22 1nd1cate that the- ?bserved differ-
) .

.'ences between the two groups on the total number of self

1correct10ns for words in llStS are not 51gn1f1cant.

o
&

’ Thus null hypobhe51s 3c 1s not rejected

...

' - . N B L1

Null Hypothe51s 3d There w111 be no 51gn1f1cant
differences in theé ogal reading behavior of °
Verbal Dgminant childken and Performance
Dominant children when_performance is- determlned

* by the nature of the self corrected errors for
- words in 1solat10n,\1nclud1ng :
- _(a) .self correction of" substltutlons

. , . |
Although observed dlfferences between Verbal-

>

.Domlnant children and Performance Domlnant chlldren forp7”j

Eotal number of self correctlons of errors on- words 1n

85

‘(b) self correctlon of mlspronunc1atlons. " :

list format.were.not s}gnrflcant,§;ufthe§~analy51s of seff o



TABLE 21

MEAN SCORES AND VARIANCES ON" TOTAL- NUMBER OF SELF
CORRECTIONS ON THE WORD LISTS TEST

" Group L ’ Méan‘_ - variance*
Performance Dominant . . 1.97 2.50 T
Verbal Dominant E 1.94 5,05\

« p o 505

ey = 2.02, p>‘0.02;.N6t_Sighifican£ (Ferguson,
1971, 'p. 166). | - I
- .

{
/

'4? N TABLE ZR

: ONE -WAY. ANALYSIS OF. VARIANCE ON TOTAL NUMBER OF SELF.f/

CORRECTIONS ON-THE WORD LISTS TEST .FOR PERFORMANCE-
DOMINANT AND VERBAL DOMINANT GROUPS

-

- . . : o . [ ‘ . v' ) - . i. »
Source . .ss  MS  df - F . p

©.004  €0.95%

'HErth ... 18l.05. 3.77. .48

EI

* An F of 1.96. 1s requlred for 51gn1flcance at ‘the 05
level _ 4 )

A t
vt




Aappears that Verbal Domlnant subjects tended to correct

N . Y

correction behav1or was.carrled out to determlne whether

dlfferences ex1sted in the types of errors whlch were self
8

'corrected'by sub]ects in the two groups. Table'23
1nd1cates the proportlonal distribution for,self'COrrection-‘A
of substitutions and mispronunciations.and'the significance '
rofidiﬁferences between prooortions of self corrections

- It appears that the hlghest proportlon of self correctlons

for boeh groups occurred with substltutlon errors. It also

a sllghtly hlgher proportlon of substltutlon errors and

a sllghtly lower proportlon of mlspronunc1atlon errors_

-

87

than did the Performanoe Domlnant subjects. Z. values were.

_calculated to detect whether these dlfferences in propor-['

=tlons were statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant. Results lndlcate

-

-that 51gn1f1cant differences do not occur in proportlons o
- of self corrected substltutlon errors or. mlspronunc1atlon,

eérrors. for the two groups. Therefore null hypotheSLS 3d a

is not‘rejected-_-'

DiScuSSion'.
The results suggest that quantltatlve dlfferences

ex1st in the oral readlng behav1or of Verbal Domlnant and’

.'Performance Domlnant chlldren.. Verbal Domlnant chlldren

tend to make less errors per one hundred words on llsts-.f
, SR
than do Performance Domlnant chlldren. :

Agaln 1t was apparent that the types of errors

J

/ commltted were not mutually exclus1ve to one particular'

-
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L

TABLE 23

‘PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF -
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROPORTIONS FOR SELF'

CORRECTION ‘OF SUBSTITUTION AND
o MISPRONUNCIATION.ERRORS. '

'

o

IGyédpé I-“{

hl . E , X

Performance‘”."Vefbal‘

TYPe_O{FErrorF;. 'Dominant " Dominant

o~

B

g 'Substltutlons e .85 -
.Mlspronunc1at10ns T8 - DU {9

468

L4585

: N'9S°* -
N.S..

.-

* N.S. . Not significant at.‘the .05 1evelfof7confiden¢é._‘:;'»

o

n



R 'dealt w1th 1n thls study but remalns a toplc of concern.”"“

89
)

AN

gr09p~ofc;ildren.~Although1%5th groups of chlidren made pf
inore substitutions than miSprohunc1atlons or~om1s91ons, .
Performance Domifiant - chlldren made 31qn1f1cantly more sub-v
) stltutlons than dld Verbal Domlggnt chlldren. Slmllarly, )
| both groups ofkchﬁggren madé mlsprohunc1at10n errors but |
VerbaJ Domlnan children d1d sot 81gn1f1c3ntdy more. often"
d_than‘did Perfdtmance Domlnant chlldren ‘ Thls‘may‘andlcaterl o
a dlfferenceﬂby chlldren in. each group 1n the proce591ng S
tof 1nformatlon or it’ may 1nd1caf//that Verbal Domlnant
‘chlldren are .more prof1c1ent readers than are Performance
,~Dom1nant chlldren. .: - e.." . |

leferences between the o groups in thelr self

-

correctlve behav1or for words on llsts were not apparent..
b}
ThlS is ‘not surprlslng in v1ew of the lack of clues for L
word 1dent1f1cat10n othér than those whlch exlsted w1th1nv
. " the words theguelves Thus Performance Domlnant chlldren,."
';,who as a group made s1gn1flcantly more. errors on words 1n
lsolatlon than dld Verbal Domlnant chlldren, were found
'to correct as many errors as’ Verbal Domlnant chlldren.;h’
’_leferences in the number of uncorrected errors for the F“'{;i; ;
_:two ngups may have Y1ef§:d somewhat d1fferent results.; ,; g
p._HoWever, thls aspect of o al readlng Performance was not‘.
\ v

’fOr future research

One of the ma1n 1nteresbs of the preh’nt study

'concerned the ablllty of Verbal Domlnant and Performance;f'



: . ,
Domlnant chlldren not only to recognlze words in llStS

but to read these same words in paragraphs. A comparlson | o
&~

of . errors on the Word Lists Test and correspondlng words

“ip the Gilmore, Oral Readlng Test was 1ndlcated This then -

became the toplc of 1nvestlgat10n in research questlon ‘uf\\\ i

: 4
- s y ; o . L ‘ S
four. .. : T . _ o S

-, Research Questlon " v‘". .h: - i d-~ ‘: | ._:-_/§;
| The fourth research questlon asks whether or,_ |

not there ‘will be dlfferences 1nathe oral readlno perﬁorm- '
;ance of Verbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant sub]ects .

_when oral readlng performance on the Word Llsts Test and

"then on the Gllmore Oral Readlng Test 1s measured

- : L - R
' accordlng to categorles ., - ,;: '; R o .

e 1,, Words missed on lxsts and words mlssed 1n s
- R o . Lo T

- paragraphs -

v, . 2. Words corrected on lists'but missed in para- -

'3.’:words*missed'onyliSts but correctedhinhparafg3f;'
.. graphs sf.ff.{ R
E 4. wOrds corrected on 1&§5s and read correctly-'

in paragraphs., o

i

\ B . K . “&’ ; ] "\
In order to 1nvestlgate the answer to research

L

-;questlon four one null hypothesus was formulated and sug-

_sequently subjected to statlstlcal analy81s us1ng Flsher s .

| Jgglues' e T ,‘f . dg*; )]",Vf‘.éfuh,-. .
e T e T R T e T ‘
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N

' .4
Null Hypothéggs 4, ‘There will be no significant
. drfferences in\the oral reading behayior of
° Verbal Dominant children and Performance
Dominant children when’ performance is detefglned
by the categorlzatlon of errors for words read
in-lists and": then in paragraphs, 1nclud1ng
categor1 s : -
ol wOrds ssed on lists and wori

misged in agraphs o~
2. Words. cortected on lists but mlssed
© oo in paragraphs E e T . N
3. Words missed on llStS but corrected
e *in paragraphs, e
. . 4. Words corrected on lists and. read

1 cor ectly in paragraphs._

P

.v c

- of the ‘total number of errors’ made by each group when"\'(‘

_readlng words 1n llStS and when readlng these same words.’

in context Flsher s z values are reported to sh‘w__'

whether 51gn1f}cant dlfferences exlst between the pro-

:portions of the two groups. Examlnatlon of Table 24 shows:P

,that the hlghest prdphrtlons for the two groups are in. the_f”'”'

Table 24 presents a categorlzatloh of proportlons.

91

' category 1ndlcat1ng the ablllty of chlldren to read words_‘dff

in storles whlch they could not recognlze in’ llsts.gg

;_Although a- slight dlfference 1s shown between proportlons'fh

“in thls category, the dlfference is: not sfgnlflcant...

Thus both Performancé qulnant chlldren and Verbal Ddﬁlh‘»yf”'Jx

;nant chlldren appear to read words correctly 1n a passage

{ Z

[fthat had 1n1t1alIy not been recognlzed in a word llSt. o

' .

5 The greatest dlfference between the groups appears?frﬁf”

7:to lle 1“ thelf tendency to mlss words 1n context that SR

have also been mlssed on word llStS. As indlcated 1n
'}Tab14v24 Performance Domlnant chlldren have a hlgher
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o L

/ : : TABLE -24

¢ . -

' . NNy

' PROPORTIONAL DISTRIBUTION 'AND SIGNIFICANCE OF
DIFFERENCES IN PROPORTIONS OF ERRORS
"ON WORDS ‘READ IN LISTS AND < -

THEN' IN PARAGRAPHS

!// o ‘Gr?gps_

: fCateg/rles - Pperformance

of Errors - pominant. -

‘verbal - .
Dominant z P .

e o ‘\

- Words qissed on

&

‘Words corrected on -
Words missed on

. Words ‘corrected on,

.¢, lists and words

‘missed in para—

graphs_N‘-b‘ e A'}42 fy17

lists but missed -~ = -
in paraqraphs w01

lists but" corrected o
in paragraphs R 13;47,

lists and read
~gorrectly in - S
_paragraphs N Soeo 100

S

yo

‘ *;N,s)a-NotgsighificantTatvthe

.05 level of confidefice. -~ '

38 /1.54: N.S.*

a2 1.357 R.s.

92

.49 113 N.S.



;probortion‘of errors (:42% in thia category”than do;Verbal
Doq;nant Chiﬁﬁren~(.385. However, the dlfference between
Athe proportions i® not s,ignificant., ' - | |
‘ 'énce errlrs have been corrected in word llStS, it
appears that botI*groups of chlldren have a tendency to;
'read”those same words correctly ,in paragraphs rather than
to. miss them again;i Although Verbal Domlnant chlldren
revealed a sllghtly hlgher proportlon of errors oorrected
on llStS and read correctLy\in stories, again, thre prdL
,portlon 12)\15 not 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from.that of
Performance Domlnant chlldren (,10) 1n the same category.}"
On the ba51s of the above flndlngs null hypothe51s 4 is .
‘ not rejected _dnl,'~f 'fi “;v - “‘w L - : ‘l-; ;

Discussion '

. . ) R ‘/ } ..,
_'§~ K Goodman (1965) :1n hlS study of the orif/zéadlng ;

Abehav1or of 100 flrst, second and thlrd grade chlldren,

[ . L \r

o 1nvestlgated the ablllty of these chlldreh to recognlze o

'words on- word llStS and read the words in storles taken i

x ' & T o
'from a readlng serles unfamlllar to the chlldren._ H;s; ﬁ“hfﬁ”“ﬁk

expectatlon was that chlldren would be able to read words
3 ,

[ 1n storles whlch they had not prev1ously recognlzed 1n llst

: format because of addltlonal clues to word 1dent1flcat10nv.3“%uh

lavallable 1n the flow of language., Brlefly, hls flndlngs'h

"hl7were that chlldren in hlS study could read many words 1n 'riﬁk‘ﬁ

'context Wthh they had elther mlssed or read 1ncorrect1y tvﬂi.'

'ﬁilaon llStS.‘ Goodman s'flndlngs are suppdrted by flndlngs of;

-\

ﬁngh_.; X “;.f',.'



. \

e

the present research which show that h Verbal Domlnantﬂ

N\

and Performance Domlnant chlldrenUtend to read correctly

in’ context those'words wh1ch they mlssed on lists. Thus.
: N

';bgoq\\Performance Domlnant and Verbaihaomlnant children - , \
;“appear to use the 1nformatlon avallable in context for /Y;

word;ldentlflcatlon R
The flndlng that ‘both groups of chlldren tend to '

read correctly 1n paragraphs those words that had been

°

corrected 1n llStS further supports flndlngs by Goodman _J

who reported that the chlldren in hlS study d1d not mlss
'con51stently a word in a. story that had been read correctly

' on-a ilst (K Goodman, 1965 p 641)
o -sumxfuu:nzl Q.F’ F.INDIvNGS'.V_, o -
' g AV S :

\Sta\rstlcalVanaly31s_ps1ng one—way‘analy51s of
varlance revealed that chlidren cla381fred as Verbal
‘Domlnant attalned 51gn151cantly hlgher 1evers 1n oral
readlng accuracy (p< 0. 05) and comprehenSLOn (p <0 02)
_than dld gerformance Domlnant children." o
| ’4/- Verbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant groups uhri
."'aiso dlffered 51gn1f1cantly on. total number of errors 1n1,7§j‘
.loral readlﬂg of paragraphs (p <0 02) When types of errors-d;ﬁjd
for words in- paragrdphs were examlned hlchly 81gn1f1cant ol
‘ﬁ»'dlfferences were noted on substltutlons, repetltlons and
'iaom1581ons (p< 0 001) S;gnlflcant dlff ences were aISO'}Eff

c;apparent for words pronounced by the examlner and



";at the 0. 01 and 0 05 levels of confldence respectlvely

- ' *

hestltatlons (p <0.01), and for mlspronunc1atlons ahd dls—if

regaré of punctuatlon (p <0.02).

‘ ) - : , ' .
R The mean scores obtained\ﬁéﬁthe Word Lists Test
~ ~ A T : >

for total number ofierrOrs.indioated that-Performance

Dominant children had'greater difficulty‘infidenti ying

.words on llsts than dld Verhal Domlnant chlldren..'A one-

way analy31s of varlance shqwed t at the dlfference between

L]

the tWO groups 1n total numner o errors for words in

.
-

1solatlon was hlghly 51gn1f1cant (p< OLOOl).

fal

leferences in. proportlons of types of,errors
A

made by the . .two groups on word llsEs revealed that Per—

formance Domlnant chlldren tend to make more sub51tutlon )

errors than do Verbal Domlnant chlldren but that Verbal

‘Domlnant chlldren tend to make more mlspronunCLatlons than‘

of

do- Performance Domlnant chlldren. ngnlflcant dlfferencesm:

b

between proportlons of substltutlons and between propon
tlons of mlspronunc1atlons for the two groups were found

n \

2z values showed that 81gn1flcant dlfferences do
4

: tnot ex1st.€Ftween the two groups on self cerrectlon of

~u ',_| R :'

A comparison of-words read in llStS and then in f'

;paragraphs was undertaken. The flndlngs showed.that both

[y

.

: hnthose words that were mlssed on word llStS, particularly\
: iVerbal éomlnant chlldren idlgl‘,:p;'ﬁhf";gg,rfhf'?p'hififg

,'errors in the oral readlnggnfparagraphs and of word llStS.Jf

'groups of chlldren tend to read correctly 1n paragraphs ';”
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o '« =+« CHAPTER V L - p.-

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS.AND IMPLICATIONS ‘ -
B : e
A brlef summary of the’ stu Y and an outllne of
6 . .
3 [\Q. . ' .
the main flndlngs are presknted 1n thlS chapter In,

; .

- i

addition, conclu51ons drawn from the flndings and the

-

-1mpllcat10ns of. these conclu51ons for the teachlng of

‘readlng are dlscussed Recommendatlons.for further
™~ : S

}research are alsq made, o

5
o ' !

. SUMMARY OF THE STUDY

%he purpose of the study was to investiéate~whether‘.

- or notw%here are dlfferences in the oral readlng behav1or
e R e

of chlldren 1dent1f1ed as Verbal Domlnant and Perfdrmance

fDomlnant on the ba51s offthelr Verbal and-Performance e

-scores on’ the Wechsler Intelllgence Scale for éhlldren

The study was concerned w1th seVeral dlfferent aspects\of

Rl @

‘the oral readlng performance of these two groups of ch11~'

,dren, namely "readlng accuracy and comprehen51on, error
,type and frequency of errors gor words 1n 1solatron and

“

words 1n context, and self qorrectlons of errors. An_.:e:

._attempt was also made to determlne whether or not there :

’k .

-ared dlfferences 1n readlng performance of Verbal Domlnant

-

”.and Performance Domlnant chlldren when readlng words 1n

<_llSt§ andrthen readlng those sane words 1n paragraphs.xf

e - R e e



throughout the greater Edmonton area. Complete data were '\

‘Oral Readrég Test Form C. As it was also i

. Domlnant and Performance Domlnant chlldren, the

97

.The testfsample consistedlof_twenty—fiée pairs‘of
chﬁldren identified as Verbal Dominant and PerformanCe
Dominant on the basis of scores obtalned on the WISC, and
matched as closely as p0551b1e on domlnant WISC IQ |
scores, secondary WISC IQ scores;}FquASCale.IQ, the

point difference between dominant and secondary WISC IQ

scores,'%nd chronological .age.  The fifty children included

-in the test sample were_enrolledfin thirty—nine schools

Es

gathered on thirty;eix boys &nd fourteen girls between the |\
ages of seven and ten years. e

4 ’ . ' ' : !

Intelllgence\test scores were determlned the
-

Wechsler Intellmgence $ca1e for Chlldren whlch ha een N

. 4
administered to all" subjects in the test sample by school e
psychologlsts !P the Edmonton Separate School System, the e .

O

. Edmonton Puhllc School System and the St; Albert.Protestant

School District during the 1972-73 _ax3d ‘beginping 1973-74 -
school.Years.-The oral readino'behavior for words'in con—

text of each Chlld was determlned by the use of the Gllmore

ortant to the

‘study to determlne whether or not there are d'fferencesp

in the oral readlng of words in llStS format of V.rbal

:rd Llsts

’Test was, c0nstructed;' It ‘was, then - p0931ble to compare the

: performance of subjects On the two groups when readlng

'Awords in llStS and readlng those same words in paragraphs.



' »
‘ Chronologlcal age for each subject wasoobtalned from
0

spe01al serv1ces records in the three school systems
3
" All the readlng tests were admlnlstered and scored

.

by the 1nvest1gator. The data’ collected were analyzed

using statlstacal procedures.

MAIN FINDINGS-AND CONCLUSIONS

-

. The oral reading behaV1or of Verbal Domlnant and
.Performance‘Domlnant children for words in llStS and in
paragraphs aCCordlng to read:ig achleyement and other. |
factors 1dent1f1ed in the stpdy are summarlzed below in

relation to the questlons posed in the study. . ) R

Research Questlon I

The first research questlon asked whether or. not

there are dlfferences in the oralwreadlng performance of
.Verbal Dominant andﬂserformance Dominant subjects when oral
vreadlnq.performance is measured.accordlng to the subjectsF
scores for readlng accuraoy and readlng comprehen51on on.-<«~

the Gllmore Oral Readlng Test.

leferences between oral readlng accuracy mean ‘:

v

scores of Verbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant chlldren

/
-

’ Awere statlstlca%%y 31gnrflcant at the .05 level of con;'
- ' fldence. The d:fferencesbetweenreadlng comprehen81on

“scores on the G11more for subjects xn the two groups/ygre
statlstlcally 31gn1f1cant at the 02 level..,Eor;bothys

'readlng accuracy and readbng comprehenslon he‘Verbalg"
N . « . '. s ‘



]

= iﬁ/measured accordlng to _‘“, ' ;-}.. f‘fﬁ,i;f
1. ‘,.

.(;z
?2L\/“Jn

Dominant subjects for this sample dfawn‘from a clinical
populatlon performed at the hlgher level
These results suggest that the Verbal Domlnant-
o g
- subjects yere more prof1c1enh than were the Performance .
Dominant subjects,,in both oral reading accuracy-and COan
prehension. The flndlng supports similar conc1u51ons from
.other studles 1nvolv1ng general reading achlevement . The
v1ewed w1th cautlon for thlS analy51s falls to 1ndlcate3f
' whetﬁef‘or not the poorer comprehen51on scores of the.%er/
formance Domlnant subjects reflect thelr poorer compre-'

hension abllltles or thelr lower performance in readlng

accuracy That 1s,p1t is p0551b1e that the lower compree-

A‘.hen51on scores of the Performance Dominant group, or gon-

Versely, the higher comprehension scores of the Verbal
Dominant group wére dug: to dlfferences in thelr word per-'
ceptlon abllltles rafher than their cognltlve processrng

bllltles.

- ." . -' ! L . .. . .
“Research Question II ‘.

‘ The second research questlon asked whether or not
there are dlfferences in the oral readlng performance of
Verbal Domlnant and Performance‘Domlnant subjects when

Oral rcadlng performance on the Gllmore oral Readlng Test

e 4 . ‘
y L. 1the total number of errorsJpraragraphreadlng,

'f2,,;the nature of the error, 1nclud1ng

L ;4 (a ) substltutlons

conclu51ons reéardlng dlfferences in comprehen51on must be

99

-
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{b) mispronunciations

-~

- (o) words pronouncedaby thekexaminer
‘?d) diSregard'of punctuakion‘
‘(e)~insertions
(f) hesitations
kg) repetitions_ '
- (hy omiSSiOns,
‘3. the total numher of self corrections'of errors‘
in paragraph reading;_ . o . R -!rfA" \“,\&
4. the nature'of the_seif corrected.error; |
| ﬁStatistical.analysis of}the data revealed s gnrfi-
cant differences at the .02 level of confldence between
the performance of Verbal Domlnant ahd Performance Doml-, ;\
nant chlldren for total number of'errors in paragraph e R
‘readlng w1th the Performance Domlnant children making .
more errors.. ThlS f1nd1ng conflrms the dlfference revealed .
in- the comparlson of the two groups on the ba81s of their
;grade level scores on accuracy as. examlnedvln research h
jquestlon one. 4 | . | "
| ' In terms of the nature of .the errors made,”Perfor—-t
mance Domlnant chlldren made 51gn1f1cantly more substltu—iap’

) l

tlons (p <0 001), hesitatlons (p <0 Ol), and had 51gn1f1—,:~‘ h“)a

cantly more words pronounced by the examlner (p<:0 01)

.’i

than dld Verbal Domlnant chlldren. Verbal Domlnant chrl-_,,. .
’ dren, on the other hand, made slgnlflcantly more mls—'ffgg,

pronunc1at10ns (p <0 02), repetltlons and om1351ons




/"1graph readlng revealed that there were no slgnlflcant

Anant chlldren have.the ab111 y to evaluate

~ ! 4

(p< 0. 001); and disregarded punctuaélon SLgnlflcantly more
often (p < 0. 02) than d1d Performance Domlnant chlldren.
The dlfference between proportlons of 1nsert10ns for ‘the -
two groups was not statlstlcally 51gn1flcant. |

Whlle both groups of chlldren tend to, make the
same types of errors 1n oral paragraph readlng, the

flndlng-that certain types of errors were~made s;gnlfi—'

'cantly more often by PerfOrmance Domlnant chlldren than

bx Verbal Domlnant chlldren may 1nd1cate less effectlve

word ana1y91s skllls or 1t may indlcate a. dlfference 1n

. attentlon to ‘the graphlc stlmull whlch compr{se prlnt.

The latter further suggests a dlfference Jn the the

vmlned\by a more thorough examlnatlon of the errors. of

N

_yboth groups of chlldren to lnvestlgate whether qr not

" ‘there are dlfferences 1n the graphlc 51m11ar ty of errors‘7

and expected responses and 1n the s?ntactlc and\semantlc
K - LT T

,acceptablllty of errors w1th1n the cdntext

.\\
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""twp groups process 1nformat10n. ,Thls can only be’ deter-ihdf

The th1rd part of the research questlon was related

-

tO the dlfferences, 1f any in the numbergpf self correc~f3'

ol

,tlons made by the two ggéups.’ The one-way ana1y51s d%

-
[P
s

'fdlfferences between means for the two groups ThlS flndlng

R

'varlance on_ the Ebtal number of self correctlons 1n-para--*

rf-lndlcates that both Verbal Domlnant and Pe\IO-”ance poml—vw”°

«helr_responsesA —
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and .to employ"cdrrection strategies;f.what cannot be -

 (

STT—

determlned by thrs analysxs is whether or not there are
dlfferences in the number of uncorrected errors for the

two groups of chlldren. That 15, lf the sample of

'?erformance-Dominant children left uncorrected a’ greater’ o

"ﬁEOPOftiOﬁ of errors than did Verbal .bominant children,

then this would suggest lessieffiCient seif.correction‘

strategles by Performance Domlnant chlldren than by :

Verbal Domlnant chlldren “This in turn may. be reflected
/ N

in thelr lower 1evel of comprehen81on in oral paragraph

-ences. between prOportlons of self corrected 1nsertlons'“'

”Research Questlo ITT

“itpere are dlfferences nft'

IVerbal Domlnant an

readlng as 1ndlcated in research questlon one.

S W1th regard to the nature of the. self corrected

K
o

errors,_dlfferences between proportlons of self correctlons

of substltutlonn m15pronun¢1atlon and om1551on errors for w

Verbal Domlnantenuiperformance Domlnant subjects were not:iki

statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant. The 51gn1f1cance of dlffer-a ."V&v~

and of self corrected punctuatlon errors could not be

Ny

determlned because of the small number of these two types}fy,"“

‘\\

1suggest th

re\l

t both groups of chlldren‘have the, i

The thlrd res

rChque 1on asked whe/' r-*lof ‘not -:’ :

P',‘

¥\of self corrected jrrors (Ferguson, 1959, p.\l47) o Theser JON
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’ readlng performance on the ‘Word Llsts Test is measured

*

according to T "
1. the total number of errors for words in

isolation,

2. the natureyoffthe error,'including\'
(a) substitutions |
(b) mispronunciationef
(c) omissions, -
:B. pthe:tot%l numbertof self corrections of errors‘“
for words in 1solat10n,elf'»'bjrw 'bh»¥ d‘ o
| 14;' the nature of the self corrected errors;_
Statlstlcal ana1y91s of the data for total number
'of errors for words in- 1solat10n revealed 81gn1f1Cant
lodlfferences at the -. 001 1evel between Verbal D0m1nant and 'f;f“g“
‘“Performance Domlnant sub;ects.. Thls flndlng suggests S
ﬂ‘that Verbal Domlnant chlldren are more e£f1c1ent 1n thelr”
word perceptlon ab111t1es than are Performanpe Domlnant -“.
,Chlldren even when words are presented 1n 1solatlon from };fl o
the context | ‘ _“\;. ‘ sdf}fulz fl?:dini
When con51der1ng'thevnature of the errorsvmade;.
‘;Qldlfferences between proportlons of substltutlons and |
'7between proportlons of m15pronunc1at10ns for the tw°
. _ Y 5

.groups were found to be statlstlcally 51gn1ficant at the Rﬁ

01 and 05 levels respectlvely The dlfferences however, _;:f'“v

.\,

: between proportlons og om4s51ons were not statlstlcally ‘fg L
. I - ) :_:vl ) ;
»7351gn1f1cant., Agaln 1t 1s apparent that both groups of '{1“fﬁ7;,

&
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children tend to make the same*tYpes of errors. when reading '

words in-list format~ 'However'differences in the errOr

types made 51gniflcant1y more often by one grOup than by .

- the other suggests agaln p0591b1e dlfferences in the word
attack skills of-the two groups of chlldren or:dlfferences

in thelr attentlon to graphlc stlmull.

Wlth regard to the tdtal number of self corrected

”Domlnant and Performance Dominant chlldren were not

‘?1Statlst1ca11y sxgnlflcant Thls flndlng conflrms those .

results of research questlon two whlch 1hdlcated the

'errors on word llsts, dlfferences between means for Verbal ’

ablllty of both groups of people to use correctlon strate— L

".gles It would appear therefore, that for these two fi'
groups of ch@;dren the presentatlon of words 1n llst format

- or paragraph format does not affect their self correction

)
s

The fourth part of the research question pertalned

. . 'to the dlfferences, 1f any, Ain the type pf self corrected

-values revealed no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between pro—‘

"portlons of self corrected substltutlons and between

¢

o two:groupsyu; :'ﬂl?Er;fi ‘ff rtw:i?;_ws @“'g.«‘h'

"”Research Questlon IV ﬂi-hJ

l,-. o _“ : 0 i’
ST e

‘gerrors 1h llsts.. Statlstlcal ana1y51s u51ng Fxsher.s zf?p."

_proportlons of self corrected mlspronunc1atlons for the 1Fb»7”'

The fourth research questlon asked Whether(or notﬂ;?“‘7

"ﬂ'fhthere are dlfferences in the oral readlng performance of ff“

TR
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- o105

Verbal'Dominant and Performance'Dominantvsuhjects when'

‘oral readlng performance on the Word Lists Tegt and then

- on the_Gltmore oral Reading Test ‘is measured’gccordrng to
’vcategorles ‘ . ‘ : ' . _.'- o SN :

f ‘Words missed on lists and words missed in-

3 .

léaragraph5~' :.; _ -[' L : ! e , \

&.: é.i-WOrds corrected on llStS and‘mlssed 15Q33ra7,_}_ L
‘graphs. ‘f“f ﬁli. 1_[ S - b';: ,'-'r' VVl.?_y .‘:i‘ﬂ
o 3‘j”wq}dgrmisseddon‘1ists-butecorrected i5“?3f34-~'

Cgraphs.. o | Sl

-H}dr wOrds corrected on.Idstshand"read?correctlw;i7'
in paragraphs | ' o ‘_ | DRSS
v The research questlon was posed to 1nvest1gate
:'whether or not the superlor verbal or langqage centered -@.
;_‘abllltles of the Verbal Domlnant subjects would enable:f.

._them to use context clues 1n paragraph readlng to cor-

Yy identify those words whlch they had mlssed on llsts; '
.moi:%lffectlvely than Performance Domlnant sub]ects.u le_J{[’h
'rferences between proportlons of errors on words read 1n |
‘A}lStS and then in paragraphs 1n all categorles deflned 1n';f3'”
the research questlon were not statlsttpally signlflc nt.{‘;h
‘:'fh\dlstlnct trend was apparent 1n the tendency of bo' ' |

'h;LVerbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant chlldren ,o read

. HIlStS.} Thls‘}eveals the ablllty of both groupSfof chll-u~fﬁafl7“




v ]
-
) .].‘ .
The findings.woold suoéest that there‘are no.difj_
;ferences in‘the:orai_reading performance?of_Verbai pomi—i'
nant and-Perfbrmance‘DominantHChildrennwhen‘reading words
in iists'and thenpin paragraphs Howevet, 1t xs,p0551ble'p
that thls fallure in the present ana1y51s to show dlffgx—c
',ences may reflect anvlnherent weakness 1n the procedure -
hused | The fact that.Performance Domlnant chlldren were

b
poorer readers and reached a celllng of ten or: more-:uc

',ferrors in paragraph readlng at an- earller stage than d1d

LN

_'Verbal Domlnant chlldren,'meant th&t the Performance

_ ;Domlnant subjects read materlal that was semantlcally aﬂﬂ

'syntactxcally 51mpler.v The performance of Verbal Domlnant'

’.

subjects who reached a hlgher level in paragraph readlng
]reflects a more complex semantlc and syntactlc level 1n_k'

”the materlal read

-»fripaITATI-oNs_' o*r- VT.HE,"TE,IN'DINGSJ
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In addltlon to the llmitatlons settforth in. Chapter,""

hI the follow1ng llmitatlons may restrlct the appl;cabllltyfi,f:w'

i

of the flndlngs of the study-.7 '1’if?ﬂfy, i
. E L Qnﬁ,;_

1 Due to constralnts 1mposed by the drffegent
S SN Ty e
':_school boards w1th respect to access to 1nformatgpn‘“§hb

_dlfferent procedures may have had some effect on sample
_.selectlon.;wbh ;;a,_i:;;;q;,m\vg,; gr_v“.'-?;“_;g;””~'

et . .

. Zgh Because there were very few*Verbal Domlnant

-

,.subgects 1n the cllnlc populatlon, r@ndpm.samPllng“‘ff[ff-ﬁaf*'"”
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proced res were notrpossible ThlS further limits the
generallzabillty of "the results and 1nterpretat10n

'3.v Three. Performance Domlnant subjects origlnally
selected to matchlfhe Verbal Dominant subjects were not
avallable at the tlme of testing The proflles tof the.;
‘alternatlves were not as close a match (= | '

“4. The size of the sample, limited by the number 3
of Verbal Domlnant subjects 1n the pOpulatlon, restricted
the 1nterpretation of some of the questions Because
there was not enough 1nformatlon or data in some categbrles
“some analyses could not be carrled out.. -

V-

¥ : : S I
" - IMPLICA'I,‘.‘IONS'V OF THE’}S’I\‘UDY

: Wlthln the limltatlons stated,-several 1mp11cations ;
Ulare suggested by the findlngs”and conc1u81ons based upon

the analy81s of this sample of Verbal Dominant and Per-?‘gflfidf
. formance Dominant subjects Some teaching practices Which
.might be explored w1th these children are squested-,.v

Because Verbal Domlnant and Performance Dominant

children do reveal rather srgnificant differences in f;ﬂ,;i}?iij'

\

) ﬂfitheir oral reading behavior, rt seems important that these

'i'Children be identified early in their school years in::"

"Torder that they receive the teaching instruction which

'lf’w1ll be most helpful in teaching them to read and in over~""7
'_comlng any readlng difflculties which they might be

ﬁdexPerlen01n9 ' Thls Suggests the need for modlfication of
| R R SRR
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the readlng 1nstructlon program to accommodate the differ-

'ences in learners verbal and performance abilitles.
In analy21ng the types of errors made 51gn1f1—

cantly: more often by Performance Dominant children than by
"/‘

Verbal - Dominant children 1n paragraph reading 1t has. been
"found that Performance Dominant children appear to be more -
'word bound than. are Verbal Dominant children ThlS is -

interesting in view of the perceptual training often !

»

prescribed for children w1th reading dlfficulties Inte- .

grating the use of &ontext clues, sound-symbol relation— .
ships and meaning might,prove benefic1al as 1nstrUctiona1

objectives for Performance Dominant children. A language

‘-experience approach where these children dictate stories

from their own experiences and 1nterests might be ueed as'\

:part of the reading program to enhance the opportunities

of thesellearners to. get beyond word-bound reading. Wevyi_:
'will of course,.need to pursue further the queetion of jiﬁ'

o matching instructional strategies with learner compet,encies;

| The types of errors made significantly more often
by Verbal Dominant children than by Performance Dominant' |
hildren, and the fihding that Venbal Doﬂinant children ﬂfﬁz'

:'1'comprehend what they read 1n context more readily than f«?,},'}]

' 'do children identified ae Performance Dominant auggesta QQEQV.f~*«-

'7:that Verbal Dominant children have more fully integratedﬂ;ﬁf;iﬁ,i“'

i'reading techniques ahd skills., HoWever, instructional

':fobjectives could 1nclude 1ncrea51ng émphaSis on sound—.“sﬁgg_fsi.f
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-symbol relatlonshlps w1th1n the context of’ what is belngl
read ‘These chlldren mlght be: encouraced to use-and
“1ncrease their SklllS through a wide varlety of. more con—
ceptually complex materlals._ .
Like most chlldren, both groups in thls study
, found 1t more dlfflcult to recognlze words in lsolatlon
than/to read these same words in context It mlght bemﬁ
. more benef1c1al therefore, to “teach new words in thelr
context rather than as lsolated*unlts as 19 sometlmes
the case 1n certaln readlng lnstructlon programs. Since

the ultlmate goal 1s to have the chlldren read regular

' materlals thzs move would ‘Seem more than justlfled

SUGGES?IONS:FOR.EURTHERiSTUDY°

E | / .

"rﬂ'of chlldren drawn from a less restchted populatlon. QIth]“
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<

is recommended that the research progects below be carrred
r‘\

/G’
oﬁt u51ng these broader sampllng procedures. - 7

-

2. Although results 0of this study reveal dlffer—
ences in. the oral readlng accurac? and comprehension
scores on the Gllmore between Verbal Domlnant and Perfor-
mance Dominant subjects 1t ‘cannot be determined whether
these dlfferences reflect dlfferences in anltlal readlng

‘prof1c1ency or real deferences 1n verbal a4d performance
abllltles Therefore there is need to conduct research |

wthh 1ncludes the, varlable of readlng achlevemeﬁt or

ﬁderachlevement in sample selectlon as: well ‘as the ,\Q

.

_varlables used ?n thlS study. This would® suggest further
research to compare the readlng behav1or of fbur groups of
chlldren preferably of the same. Qge or grade level .
Verbal Domlnant achlevers, Verbal Domlnant underachlevers,
Perfornance Domlnant achievers and Performance Domlnant
.underachlevers . A lv _ h
3. Flndlngs of the present study 1nd1cate that
although both Verbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant
chlldren make the same types of errors in paragraph
?‘readrng, they also have patterns 1n the dlstributlon of o
xthelr error types.. Further study of the errors themselves-'-
‘Aof graphlc 51m11ar1ty, of closeness of graphemetphoneme
corresponaences and of-grammatlc and semantlc acceptabbllty‘
of errors 1n the context thuld be undertaken to determlne S

whether ot/not dlfferent aspects of the word analy51s

o :
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inStructional'program should be emphasized for these two. °
groups of learners. An instrument like Goodman's
' Taxonomy . (K. Goodman, 196%) would provide a mo;é complex

- analysis of errors and would therefore generat _re
, e

1nformatlon concernlng the speoiﬁigwabilltles of these

learners. - ﬂnﬁ"ﬂwm
) - - S

f" ,, ’ ’
W 4. Mgpe exp11c1t 1nformat10n about the acquisition-
}i&.\ o ;f .
U of Qp»fﬁflure to acqulre word proce551nc strategles mlght‘
o, T . I

2t .4-"'

“w"" be made available if a 1ong1tud1nal study were carrled Out

This mlght 1nvolve a comparlson of the development of
Verbal Domlnant and Performance Domlnant chlldren in. thelr o
- ach1s1tlon of word attack SklllS. R h | e"’ S |
5: There xs need of a study de51g§ed to be more
analyt1cal of comprehen31oh SklllS .and- of llteral and
s
'f“interpretlve comprehenSLOn strategles where the word per-
,»ceptlon task is such that it can be handled adequately -
by. the Performance Domlnant group. |
'Gcl Further,study to,assess‘morefextensively.the
;;ablllty of both Verbal Domlnant and: Performance Domlnant
ichlldren to use 1nformat10n from.thelr language competence

and from the flow of language in prin y
' ,3?@

thelr self
"correctrnq’stgategles is needed. -
> ' CONCLUDING STATEMENT

Thls study 1nvest1gated the oral readlng behav1or

of Verbal DOmlnant ‘and’ Performance Domlnant chlldren  1:h}

AN . ) ‘e.... ¢
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ranging invage from seven to ten years. Flndlngs of the

study 1nd1cate that there are 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in -

:thelr readlng performance of words\ln 1solat10n and words

.'1n context. Verbal melnant chlldreh\appear tokbe more“

-proficient readers than are Performance Domlnant chlldren

as evidenced by fewer total errors for words in lists and

in paragraphs and by a hloher level of COmprehen51on of

',the materlal being read. - o . .A { -
" This study also revealed g!at/whereas both- groups

of children make the same types of errors in thelr oral

readlng, certaln types of ‘errors are made 51gn1f1cantly i:

more often by chlldreh in thelr respectlve groups. Thls‘ﬁ

suggests that there are dlfferences 1n thelr word attack

skllls, in ‘their ablllty to use 1nformatlon prov1ded by the -

| 'context of materlal, and perhaps in thelr approach to- the‘

reading task. o ;'T -

Perhaps the major 1mp11cation arlslng from this

‘ study is the need to examlne and compare the readlng

Aabl ities of these chlldren in such a way that the 1nfor-;f'
. matlon sollc1ted can be used to plan more approprlate B :1'_' N
‘ 1nstructlona1 strategles to enhance thelr opportunlty to gij'f '\f

s

.-become good readers., ':’{}.?'f- Tp?;-v‘_'_?”f t;;.phlwpﬂ n}ﬂ \v
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