*~ . . N : . ) . \‘\\~~ ! N )
l National Library . Bibliothdque nationale CANADIAN THESES THESES CANADIENNES
of Canada - du Canada ON MICROFICHE SUR MICROF/CHE,_%

.

NAME 6F AUTHOR/NOM DE [ 'AUTEUR (x? A' d CU ¢ f A AVAYal Kl 7\51 . .

.

TITLE OF THE‘SIS/TIIRE“DE LA THESE /}l\' J N YEST LG AMCIN  OF  THE

»

DUEE L RENG £ N ORAL READING  BEHAV QUK.
RETweEL (N ‘ , ! :
&gm CrooD — AND  POOR READRE KRS

. UNIVERSITY/UN/L/ERSIIE : UYM\/C: .)l" \1 O'f’ A \ber'ia : ’

DEGREE FOR WHI(‘H THESIS WAS PRESENTED / M EA
GRADE POUR LEQUEL CETTE THESE FUT PRES[NYEE ' :

.
1

YEAR THIS DEGREE CONFERRED/ANNEE D'OBTENT{ON DE CE GRADE i ( Ol 7 g

NAME OF- SUPERVISOR/NOM DU DIREC TEUR DE THESE S DY‘ &VQCE, ’HO\‘; Qk}(
. | I\
Permiss»ion is hereby grantechj to th(f NATIONAL LIBRARYV OF A L;at)ror/'sat/:on e:f!, par /Maceordée 3 /a_B/BL/OTH?_
CANADA to microfilm this thesis and to lend or s.ell‘copies © QUE NATIONALE DU CANADA de m/"\.c\m//‘hne/ .cenc thése et
of the fiim, ) : ' de préte} ou de vendre des exemp/a/'re:s du //'/m,l
The author reserves other publication rights,‘; and neither the L'auteur se réserve fes autres drojts de pulb/ica;/'on,' nila
. ! . ,

thesis nor extensive extracts from it may be,’printed or other-_ théseni de longs extraits de celle-ci ne dojvent étre imprimés

wise reproduced without the'author’s written permission. ou autrement reproduits sans ['autorisation décrite de I"suteur.

DATED/DATE /?/13 «/LL 07/;/ 197 § SIGNED/S/GNE"_‘ZZLAJ_VQ a et Q/’d *}7

<

PERMANENT ADDRESS/RESIDENCE FIXE CT( el af De ) | l/Cf v

+ | 4 A \/\/F/undoud’[*\ DIQ}?\/ /\m.m‘fy
Neva S\Co‘fla o Lu 370

NL-D1 {3-74)



/

.* National Cibrary of Canada

Cataloguing Branch
Canadian Theses Division

Ottawa, Canada N
K1A ON4

NQTICE

" .The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent upon

- the quality.of the original thesis submitted for microfilm-
ing. Every effort has been made to ensure the highest
quality of reproduction possible.

f pages are missing, contact the university which’

. granted the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially if
the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photocopy’

Previously copyrighted materials (journai articles,
publlished tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is governed
by the Carnadian Copyright Act, R S.C. 1970, c. C-30.
Please read the authorization forms which accompany
this thesis. :

' THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

NL-339 (3/77)

Bibliotheque nationale du Canada

Direction du catalogage :
Division des-théses c.@adiennes

AVIS

(le micro, ~he depend grandement de la
au microfilmage. Nous hvons
Jualité supérieure de repro-

La qualité de
qualité de i 1ese sonm
tout fait pc « .

duction.

S'il.mangque dos pages, veuillez communiquer avec
l'université qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut
laisser a désirer..surtout si les pages originales ont été
dactylographiées al'aide d'un ruban usé ou sil'université.
nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise qualité.

Les documents qui font déja I'objet d'un droit d'au-
teur (articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas
microfilmés.

Lareproduction. méme partielle, de ce microfilm est
soumise a la Loi canadienne sur fe droit d'auteur, SRC
1970, c. C-30. Veuillez prendre connaissance des for-
mules d’autorisation qui accompagnent cette these.

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS RECUE




N
THE UNTVERSTEY O ALBLERTA
N’ .
P AN INVESTIGATION OF THE DIFFERENCES IN
ORAL. READING BEHAVIOUR BETWEEN
. GOOD AND POOR READERS
‘\b

' by

\ O MARGARET ANNE KING .

5 ’

A THESTS
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF ,(JR/\DUA'I'E STUDLES AND. RESEARCH
IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQllLREMl‘]ﬁIﬂ& FOR THE DEGRVE

MASTER OF, EDUCATTON

‘e

DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY EDUCAT [ON

EDMONTON, ALBERTA

SPRING, 1978

)



THE UNTVERSLTY OF ALBERTA

FACULTY OF GRAKUATE STUDLES AND RESEARCH 1

. ¥ - _ ' \\(:,\f’

f

The undersigned certify that they have read, and

‘recommend to the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research,

for atceptance, a thesis entitled AN '"VESTIGAT ION OF&&HE

DIFFERENCES IN ORAL READING BEHAVIOUR‘BETWEEN GOOD AND POOR

READERS submitted by MARGARET ANNE KING in partial fulfilment

of the requirements for the degree of Master of Education.

o

‘ Supervisor
’ , L
,...:;’/:.://.' ..... ‘/’/(
o .
(T
P ‘\ <.<.‘.)( .
(-



ABGTRACT

This study cxamined the diftereopces:in oral veading

behaviour betwveen good and poor readers.  Oral reading miscues were
: ' [

analysed in order to get an indicatjon of the stratevies used by these
i" ’
proficiency groups in processing print.

’

From three schools in a large, Western Canadian city,
test population of Al grade four students and.100 grade six students
.

-wAas administered the New Developmental’ Reading Test, Form A(1968) .

. - . 2
Thoso students from the test population who had a prade -eqtiivalent

-

General Comprehension score on this test of 4.0 to 5.5 were selectod

from the population. Scores on the.Canadian Lorge -Thorndike

Intelligence Test, the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children, and
: [d

the SRA Primary Test of Mental Abilities were used to screen subjects

for the sample, so that ‘those students scoring below 80 or above 110
were exeluded. Fifteen sixth graders then formed the group of poor
readers and 15 fourth graders comprised the group of good readtrs.

Two passages from the Reading Miscue Inventory (1972) were

administered to the test sample. The first 50 aral reading miscues

from cach subject were analysed into cleven categories to determine
' L]

oral reading accuricy, use and integration of informiation from the

graphic, syntactic and semantic cue systems, and correctional

behaviour.

. \
The statistical treatment of the data included t-tests, ¥-
. i
tests, and Pearson product moment correlation coefficients.
The findings revealed that there were no significant

differences between y~od and poor readers in the number of errors made

iv
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-

per hundred words, in thes amonnt. ol intormation used from the specitic

cuc systems, or in the integration of information from two or more
of the cue svstems . Significantlv more variability was noted,

however, in the' scores of the poor readers™ in the catepory assessing
the integration of vraphic, syntactic and semantic information. This

-suggests that integration may be a4 problem for some of the poor .

readess .
On the correctional variables, good readers were found to
make signific¢antly more corractions than the poor, readers,

. - . . - )
particularly on errors whicH were not acceptable with the passage

meaning . These findings were confirmed in the results from the
‘ . L4 ~ >‘
correlations. Good readers had three times as many significant
o | . .
relationships among the variables. Mor('ovur,i—intv;zrat’ion of syntactic

and Semantic information wa: positively related to reading

comprehension, while integrition of information of, all three cue
.systems was positively related to correctional bcéhaviour. These

retationships were not significant for the poor readers. These
findings supgest that the good readers have developed strategies to

.

enhance their ability to reconstruct fhe author's intended meaning

- ofa passage.
The results-of this study have implications for the diagnosis

of pfoblﬁm readers and the tcaching of reading.

Y

3
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L . Chapter |
THE l’l\‘()l'yl,lil

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM : N
During the past decade, reading has come to he viewed by
4 '

-many theorists as 1 complex languape -processing activity rather than
a1 word perception task. Clay, Goodman, Weber, and others have
suggested that three kinds of information are processed in the

r// ‘\‘/ R
recading task: the graphic information from the pdge of print, the '
‘\l Vo “":;‘-:' ' . § '
reader's knowledge of language patterns <§yntnx), and the reader's

knowledge of relationships in the real world (semantics) . Research

‘on okal readimg has suggested that as soon as children begin reading,
& 28 g &

o ;
. P
they attempt to use all three types of informagion.
Y / \
\/r . Although theorists ¥iew reading as u(4angunge—prucessing>

activity, most roa@ing programs nppoﬁr to nssﬁmo that reading is
comprised of a sctkof subskills ‘to be mastered.. The majorigy-of
remedial programs ippear to.-make a further assumﬁtion that a mgjor‘
difference between good‘and poor readers is in the knowledgé of these

"subskills. Emphasis accordingly has been placed on - the reteaching

of subskills ..

! . Unfortunat:ly, results from research on the long-term
effectiveness of sich remedi:l programs are not promising. Several

studies(@’gblow, 1965; Buerger. 1968; and Muehl.ahd Forell, 1973).

r—

have reported shori -term gains following remedial instruction; poor

readers increased Lheir level of reading achievement and their rate

.



of Clearning.  clowever, after vrencdiation ceased, the calte of progyes:s

-

declined, so that once apain e reader . were peor on o gmpar:son ot
theyir classmates y Conseqgoontly, compairsons with contro’™ sroups
. * v .
showed no sta¥istical ditterence in level o readine achievement
. N .

hetween those subjects who received treatment and hose who did nod
. .

Bialow has suggested that much of the boiief in the effoctiveness ot

. -
remedial reading programs was 1 matter of foith rather than proven
)

success . Since. the long-term results of remedial programs have been

largely unfavourabte yerhaps the underlying assumpt ions ol soch
4 . ! ying mpt |
. ¢ ¢
programs should be questioned. N

¢

Y

Early studies of the oral reading behaviour ot good and poor

readers suggested that there may be differences in the way yood and

poor rcaders prociess information ';1; they read.  Swanson (1937). and- a
Fairbanks (1937) found differences)between profic oncy groups' on the’

number of errors made which altered the meaning of the passage (poor
. . N Y

readerg, made more), and in correctional behaviour, with good readers

correcting almest three times as many errors as the poor readers ...
More recently, studics of the oral reading behaviour of good |

and poor readers have been conducted within the frarm ork of reading
as a language-processing activity (Brody, 1973; Goodman and Burke:, "
: -

1973; Jensen, 1972: and Pacl, 1977). However, many of the results o‘fl

these studics are inconclusive sdince, in all but bdne case, the sample
Rt B ta -
. .

sizes were too small tq use statistical analysis. Nonctheless, some

tendencies_have been cited with the most frequent one being that boor
3 : \ . ) )

. . /grf‘\'_g : .

readers, wKile able to integrate graphic and syntactic informatien,

were less able to integrate semantic information with information

s’ ' h : .
from the other cue systems (syntactic and grapho-phonic).. Guthrie

o



(1973 ) as well, l"n@und a lack of intq.rt';lci l_it.'ll Ton ot rvv.usin‘y,
subskills for poor readers, confirming the suggestion that
infogrnlion of information may be a significant problem for poor
readers. -

It appears, then, tﬁnt there mayy be differences in the way

good and poor readers process information as they read.  What is
S . .

needed now is rescarch which systematically studies differences

between good and poor rteaders. This nceed has been identified by
R

Venerky, Massaro, and Weber (1976), who suggest that information

found 'will asslist in the diagnosis and remediation of poor readers,
X

°

and will test the generalizability of the model of the successful
learner.,

This study is an attempt to respond to this need by
o ) . .

systematically comparing the oral reading behaviour of average fourth

and poor sixth-grade readers. To avoid the pitfa}ls of much research

.

conducted in this area (Samuels, 1973), the study will attempt to
control for the level of }eading achievement of the subjects in each

group and the range in intellectual ability.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This t(uu. was designed to compare the oral reading behaviour
3 g p .

ofwgood (ave -age for rthegrade readers) and poor (1 w s.uth-graders)

readers havin: he -ame level of reading achievement. The purposc

o

. was to analyse oral reading errors to determine differences in the
amount of information used from three cue systems by good and poor
readers, "and in their abilities to integrate information from two or

Jmore tue systems simultaneously. In addition, the number of errors



[\

v

made per bhundred words and the corrcectional behaviour ol the two

proups were analvsed,

DEFINITION OF TERMS

- - . . . N -
The Tollowing toerms used in this study are defined as

follows:

Graphic_Information - refers to the lettoers, spelling patterns and

patterns created through white space and punctuation ¢Goodman,

_1970) .

Grapho-phonic (graphophonemic) InTormation - refers to the relat iop-

ship between the sounds of the language and their graphic
P ¢ I fraj

representations.

syntactic Information - refers to the reader's knowledge of the

"pnptvrns of the Fnglish ranguage .

’

Semantic Information - refers to the body of knowledge that the

reader brings‘fo,the reading act, including his vo®abulary,

\\\ - concepts, and background experience.

- refers to thosec classes of information used in the

Cue\Systems

reading process - grapho-phonic, syntactic and semantic.
Good Readers - are those students in grade four scoring between

~

f 4.0 and 5.5 on the General Comprehension score of the New

Deve lopmental Reading Test (1@68), Form A.

: !
!
Poor Readers - are those subjects in grade sig)scoring between 4.

.

and 5.5 on the General Comprehension score of the



N“‘*’,‘&’V";l,i‘l‘,‘l‘l‘_‘,“ ‘,‘AI,J{,',“EU“,‘& Test o 19685, Form AL

Reading Comprehension - is viewed as the ability ol the reader to

reconstruct the anthor's intended meaning. [t is

operationally defincee in this.study by the grade-equivalent

.

score attained on the seneral Comprehension rating of the
N w

New Deve lopmental Régginy Test (1968, Form A..

HYPOTHESES

On the basis of results of st udivs reviewed in chapter two,
the following research hypotbeses were formulated and test od:
Hypothesis 1210

The good readers will make significantly fewer miscues per

hundreds words than will the poor readers.

Hypothesis 2,107

The good readcrs-will make significantly more of ecach of the

following types of errors than will t11(3 poor readers:

2.11 errors juith high graphic similarity to the oxp.ectud
response,

) 12" errors which produce & syntactically acceptable sentence,

.13 errors which are semantically~acceptable in relation to

%]

passage meaning.

Hzgothesis 3.10 _ .

The good readers will be able to integrate information from the

cue sysStems to a significantly greater degree than the poor a

.o .

readers in terms of



Vol the IllAlmht‘I' ol crrors vhich fhave high gra pl\i'u
suntlarity and are semantically acceptable,

3,12 the number of errors which hJQw hiph praphic similarity
and are syntactically accoptable

3.13  the numbor of‘or}nrs which are semanticallv and
syntactically acceptable,

3.14  the mmber of «rrors which have h igh o l‘.‘lp.llit‘ similarity

-

v
ind are semantically and syntactically acceptable . -

Hypothesis 4 .10

:
A The pood readers will make sipnificantly more correct ions than
‘ .
will the poor readers in terms of

4.11  the total number of crrors which are corrected,
4.12° the type of Crrors which are corrected with regard to

(a) the proportion of graphically dissimilar

errors which are corrected,
. . - .
(b) the propor:iop of syntactically wnacclptable
/

I

errors which are corrcct.cd, i
(c)  the propotv‘tiongof semantically unacceptable
errors which are corrected.
The decision point adipted for all analyses-in the study

’

is p €.05.
S_I(}NIFIC/\NCE OF THE STUDY

It has been suggested by some researchers that the problems

of the poor reader may involve the inability tg integrate information



-

rather than a dack of it. It it can be shown that poOT rvnd‘rﬁp
compared with good readers having the same In~\r("‘l of ro.'l(l'iny‘ "'\
achievement, pragess print ditferentiv, then this would sugpest that
| i
the emphasis in remedial and in devetopmental reading programs be
-
changed significantly.  lustead of focussing on isolated roﬁdinx
skills, the programs would omphn;izo the integration of information
and skills.
Previous studies comparing the oral reading errors of good
and poor readers have had smill sump]o sizes (six or fewer subjects
ZZ7:N” per group) . Hence, it is not known whether the differences.
identified between the good 1nd poor rcadors‘}n,thuir use of specitic
cuc systems are significant. This study is using sufficient sample
sizes to permip\tho use of.stntisticn]"treatmént of the data.
“ Since the effects of:remcdinl programs appear to be question-
able, and yet considorﬂhlo'timo, effort, and funds nro‘bbihg channel led

into school systems and privite,clinics, information which would lead

to more cffective remedial prosrams is greatly neceded.

LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS , .

. .
The following limitations and delimitations should be

observediwhen considering the findings‘éf the studv:
1. Since it was not p@ssible to evaluate the stratégius
used in thé ?eading of correct responscs, the cues
‘&hat the readers used were inferred by examining words
WA :
Eead incorrectly. The assumption thus has been made

that the reader uses the same strategies when making

correct and incorrect responses.



4.

An oral production was necessary in ovder to obtain
. - t
P
Jomeasure of information used from the three cue

systems. The results will only be valid to the extent
A -

that an oral response is an accurate indicator of the

.
v

cues actually used by the reader.

The sixth-grade readers may have been at a disadvantage
N »
N

in an oral reading situation, as oral reading mav not be

as common a school experience for grade six students as

it is for grade four students,

Due to the nature of the sample, the generalizations
that can be made for a representative sample of fourth

and sixth-grade students arve limited,

The methods of reading instruction (phonics, sight,
language experience, cclectic) that individuals had.were
not controlled for in the-study, and may have been a

significant factor in the subjects' use of cue systems.

Because three of the thirty subjects were assessced on

measures of intellectual ability other than the Canadian

Lorge -Thorndike Intelligence Test | this factor may not

have been adequately controlled in rhis study.

PLAN OF T INVESTIGATION ~

The investigation is reported according to the following

plan. Chapter two will present

he theoretical framework on which

the study is based and a review/of related Jiterature on oral




-3
.\o
,
reading behaviour. Chapter three will descrihe the exXporimental
a3
design of the study.  An analysis and discussion of the data will he
.

presented in chapter four. Chupter five will include a summary of

the study, the major conc]ﬁsions-, and a discussion of the findings

in relation to previous research.  Implications for diapgnosts and

reading instructions, “Wwnd sugeestions g

be presented in chapter five.

further rescarch will also
»



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The main purposce of ‘l‘hi:; study was Lo compare the oral reading
bvhuvi;ur of good and poor readers.  This section will first present
the theoretical basis on which the study was (ounded, and secondly,
will review roseqrch on oral rdading behaviour. The discussion of ;
resecarch will be divided into tﬁroo sections: those studies focussing

on beginning readers, those on proficient readers, and those comparing

good and poor readers.
THE THEORET LCAL FRAMEWORK

Many of the carliest studies of oral reading behaviour were
based on a theory of reading which assumed that the unie being
processed by the regder was the word. Aécordingly, this research
focu;sed primarily on the graphic’information used by the reader.

' W

However, theorists and researchers more recently have come to view

reading as a complex languagc-processing activity, in which the .reader

is actively engaged in reconstructing the author's meaning. -

K. Goodman (1970) has. constructed a model of reading which
assigns such a role to the reader. Viewing reading as 3 psycho-
linguistic process, Goodman suggests that the reader has -available
sim tancously three.kinds of information. These are: (1Y grapho-phon ¢

. v ‘ ) ) .
information, including knowledge of letters, sounds, and sound-symbol

relationships, (2) syntactic information, including knowledge of

sentence patterns, pattern markers (e.g. function words, infledtions,

10



punctuation, and intonation), and transtormation rules, and (3

. . . . . ' o . . . A . .
semantic information, including the reader's sum total of experience,

his concepts of the wor td, and I}i s vacabulary’
K. Goodman has also identificd a4 sceries of processes . which”

he feuls are invelved in successful reading . The reader must be ablo

Lo scan the page of print, focus on a line of print, and sclect from

the graphic display cues that will be most productive in order to ;

form a perceptual image. 'Having formed am image, the reader: must be

able to 'search in memory for phonolagical, semantic, and syntactic

5

information associated with the image. With this information, the
reader makes n‘Lﬂnrntivv choice which is evaluated 1or semantic Zind
syntactic appropriatencss, I[f the choice has not made sense, the
reader must be able to scan back over the material to gather more
grnpho-phonfc‘inforﬁntion. When an acceptab! choice has been made,
the reader must be able to inchrntc this iﬁformntion.with the
interpretation of the passage, which has been forming, by the
progosses of assimilation or accommodation.

Like K. Goodman, Ryan and Scmmel (1969) have considered

reading as a language-processing activity and have suggested that the.
reader does not need 1 identify cvery printed unit (letter or word)

from the page in order to -be able Lo interpret the intended meaning

of a passage. Instead, they pbstulate that the reader, having sampled
cues from the text, uses his cognitive and linguistic knowledge to .

reproduce a probable utterance. This prediction is then checked for

appropriateness by sampling further cues available in the text.

Smith (1977) also works within a psycholinguistic framework

but, in addition, relies on information processing theory to describe



\\
1)
reading . He postulates that the reader uses two types of informat fon,
]
'visual' and 'non-visual' informatiof. The 'wisual' information is

defined by Smith as printed marks onlthe page, while 'non-visual’
information is defined as the reader'h cognitive structure, consist oy

of the reader's knowledse of lTanguace and of. relat ionships in the
- " - '
world. Smith suggests that the relationship bdtween 'visual' and
Ny .

~— ‘ ‘
'nen-visual' information is reciprocal in that th¢ more knowledge a

reader can brifdg to the page of print, the less he neod rely on the
"visual' information. Fluency, Smith goes on to suggest, depends on
less and less reliance on the 'visual' information.

The above theorists have viewed reading as an interaction
b

betwedn the reader and the graphic stimulus. The information that the

reader brings to the page, including his conceptual basis and knowledge

of languasze, in conjunction with selected cues from the graphic display

enable him to formulate hypotheses about meaning. These hypotheses

. . ) ~
are then judged for appropriatentss. This view of reading as an

active reconstructiye process provides the framework on which this

study is based. v
RESEARCH ON ORAL READING BEHAVIOUR "

Early research in oral reading tended to be designed for one
.

of two'distinct purposes. The first was to evaluate reading skill, to

diagnose weaknesses, and to indicate a starting point for remediation

S

(Monroe, 1928). The second, of more relevance to .this study, was

research conduct i~ an attempt to gain insights into reading.

processes. An assumption made was that oral reading errors could

provide an indication of information the reader was attempting to



exploit, and reveal strategies generally usced bv the reader.  The
view that oral reading errors are one way to gain insights into reading
behaviour is held by many current rescarchers.  The Goodmans (1965

have termed oral reading miscues windows on the reading process.

v

The rescarch on oral reading behaviour reviewed in this
34 3

chapter will be discussed in three scctions. Studics concerned with
A"

beginning readers will be presented firvst, followed by reviews of

studies on proficient reader: and then studies comparing good and

poor readers. .

Studies on the Oral Reading
Behaviour of Beginning Readers

Several rescarchers have investigated the oral reading
behaviour of first-grade children. Results from selected studies at
this level will be reported in this scction.

Most early rgsecarch on oral reading behaviour was concerncd
with poor readcers. lHowever, in 1759, MacKinnon acknowledged .
beginning reader's, use of,grgmmnt;cnl constraints. From anfexamiration
of anecdotal notes in first graders' reading profiles, MacKinnon
reported»that many of the children's errors were dependent upon the
grammatical Structure;‘rather than the graphic form. In addition, he

found that some readers made;a second error consistent with a previous
/

1

one made in the sentence, ‘suggesting that the children were processing

units larger than the word. i
While MacKinnon's findings indicated beginning readers' use
of syntactic information, other researchers have devised more

systematic methods to permit the investigation of beginning rcaders'

use of all three cue systems -- grapho-phonic, syntactic and semantic.
-

.



14

Clay (1968 examined the oval reading of 100, First graders
over the period of one year, Weekly records were maintained of each
child's attempts to read. A word identification task administered at

the end of the year was used as the basis tor forming four proups

high (1D, high-medium (Hfﬁ, low-medium (LMY and low (1) . The error
rates for these groups were: one error per 100 words for the W group;
one error in 15 words for the HM \;Ln)up; one' error in eight words for

A}

the IM group; and onc error in cvery three words'forvthu I, group. The
observations ffom the book-reading stage showed that there were |
significant differences between groups in.Gorroctionnl behaviour: the
H group corrected one in three crrors; the HM group corrccted one in
. four errors; the LM grofip corrected one in eight errors and the L group
corrected one in twenty crrors. Clay suggested from the results that
Lhc H group made few or%ors and wer» able to relate all incoming
informdtion (syntﬁctic, semantic and g}aphophonic) efficiently. The

HM group, having made errors; managed to correct many of these hy

-

integrating the information from the three cue systems. Though the
LM group attempted to relate cues, their many crrors created confusion

‘so the errors were hard to detect. The L group made little effdrt to

relate or cross-check cues.

Another longitudinal study of bewinning readers was conducted

by Weber (1970), who analysed the daily reading errors of a first—grade

. . [ —
class from December to June. “he sample was divided into-a high reading

-

group and a low reading group on the basis of the classroom teacher's

# groupings. The erroneous responses were ‘evaluated for graphic proximity
—_ : '
to the stimulus, semantic acc7ﬁfgbility, and grammatical acgeptability.

Differences between the high/and low groups appeared in seyeral areas.
. J
/

/

!
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The high group made 3.9 miscues per hundred wvords, while the low

proup made 67 With regard to graphic proximity (based on a complex .
formula which took into dccount position and nuwmber of shared tetters,
average length of words, cte.), better readers wmore c¢losely approached

A

.the correct response than did the slower readers. For both high and

low groups, a large percentage of crrors was grammat ically appropriate

ta the preceeding context. Over the time period, there was an increase

in the use 'of graphic in' 'mation for the whole class, but a decrease

in the percentuapge of grammatically acceptable errors: Since this drop
&

was due to the pergormanco of the lower group, Weber suggested that,
in.attending to more graphic information, the lower gfuuP waé unable
to intégrnte both cue systems at the same time.

While both éluy (1963) and Weber (1970) analysed thelroading
bchavioﬁf of a class Qf first—gfndv fhildren, Y. Goodman (1967)
investigated the ofal reading behaviour pf six beginning réaders for
nine sessions from Jnnuar& to November. The children's miscues were
recorded and analysed according to . taxonomy which examined the miscues
in térms of (1) levels of cue systems within the langﬁage, (2) how the
miscue was treated once it was producc’, .nd (3) types of miscues. In -
addition, a comprehension-rating was - uded, which evaluated the
.:subject's retelling of the story. Corrections andJregressions were
also analysed. Goodman noted several phenomena related to beginning
readers: all beginning readers make errors; the more miscues per
hundred words committed, the lower the pgrcentage of corrections nade ;
adequate comprehensioﬁ was attained within a range of miscues from

five to fourteen per hundred words; all cue systems (syntactic,

semantic, and graphophonic) were in operation for all beginning readers

o
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to some extent; miscues more often resulted Iin syntacticallw 'lt‘(‘vp(.rhl("
-

N . -
than semantically acceptable crrovs: gnd the syntactically acceptable
errors were more frequent at the sentence rather than the phrase level,
In terms of development over the period ot the study, Goodman tfound
the following results. The percentage of substitutions did not change
but there was an i,ncrvnsvM;grnphic and phonemic proximity as the
readers became more proficient. There was also an increase in the

, .
.
percentage of omissions which produced acceptable structures.  Indeed,
. ] e . - o
with all types of errors, as beginning readers became mpre proficient,
there was an increase in the percentage of crrors which did not change
the syntax or the meaning. comparing the better readers and the slower
readers, Goodman found the bettoer readers had finer discrimination of
sound-symbol relationships, made fewer regressions, and produced a
greater percentage of errors that were syntactically and semantically
acceptable (50 percent versus 30 percent).
Specifically interested in the integration of graphic

information and contextual constraints, Bichiller (1970) investigated
t o+ oral reading crrors of 42 first graders {rom October to May. The

.

tnxon;my used was not as c¢laborate as those of Clay, Weber, or
K. Goodman. Eé%érs were analvsed in terms of contextual constraints

(did it make,sense in tefms of previous material) and graphic

cbnstraints (the graphic proximity of the error to the printed stimulus) .

Three main phases of development were recognized: phase one, r

characterized by a predominance of con' tually constrained crrors;

- phase two, characterized by a predominance of no-response errors and

'

an increase in graphically constrained errors; and phase threc,

characterized by a co-occurrence of contextually constrained and
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sraphically constrained errvors.  T'he children who used the context and
were unable to use the graphic information were the poorest in the study.
Biemiller's stages of reading were determined in a
longitudinal study of first graders' reading behaviour., A follow-up
‘ . . ) . . . e .
study was conducted by Flemming (1974) to investipgate the possibility
of beingdable to place first graders into hicrarchical stages similar

to Biemiller's on the basis of oral reading miscues from one

observation. Forty grade one students of varying levels of reading
achicvement compﬁisod the test sample. The results confirmed that it

was possible to place children into discreté srngoé on the basis of one
testing session. These stages were comparable to those of Biemiller
except that {ive stages were identified instead of three. 1In addition,
a comparison of high and low readers' use of syntax at the post phrase

. ' 5 .
level (characterized by a co-occurrence of graphically and contextually
constrained errors) showed that high readers werce better able to use
this portion of context (syntax) than were the low readers.

These studies concerning the oral reading behaviour of
boginnihg readers have supported the view of reading as a language
processing activity, and have shown that beginning readers.use graphic,
syntactic, and semantic information as they read. In addition,
dif ferences in beginning readers cvident at the end of first grade were
found in the amount of information.used from the graphic display, in
. the number of errors made per hundred words, in the ability to detect’

and correct errors, and in the ability to integrate information from the

three cue systems.



Studies on the Oral Reading
Behaviour of Proficient Redaders

This section reports on nvlv;lvd research studies on averaee
or above -average réaders from prade two to adul t hood.

While much of the early work on the analysis of oral reading
orrors involved poor readers, Payne (1930) was one of the few rescarchers

to consider proficient readers. }Shc analysed 10,000 responses of
students from grade two to five to tachistoscopically presented lis{s
of words and phrnsosf Results indicated that r&sponsos to unknown
words were modified by the reader's sight voeabﬁlnry, words known
Startihg with the same letters, words similar in Qonfigurat which
were boing‘taught at the sﬁmo time, and the context in which the words
were presented. These results suggested that the reader's background
knowledgé and prior experiences with reading‘modify reading behaviour.

‘
. The importance of non-print information in reading processing

was the primary concern of K. Goodman in ]QGS,d@hvn he defined reading
as "a psycholinguistic process which [was] cued or miscued during the
child's interaction with written ianguage' (p. 649). Goodman
hypothesized three cuc systems used by the reader: (1) cue systews
within words (word analysis skills), (2) cue systems within thé flow

of language (knowledge of language patterns), and (3) cue systems within
the reader's past experience and conceptual framework. G ‘n:n.reported
a descriptive.stﬁdy of ?ho oral reading of first, second, and ﬁﬁird
graders. The subjects read words in lists and then passages bas

on the word lists. fhe Sﬁbjects were aLfo asked to retell the stories

as well as they could. -Results indicated that the children coulé/

identify many words in context that they could not identify from the



lists. Moreover, this ability increasced with years in school; tirst
praders read almost 66 percent of the words in context that they had

missed on the tists, the second praders 75 percent, and the third

P

praders 82 percent . In addition, as the children propgressed in school,
they appeared better able to use word analysis skills, or the cues
'within words'. Finally, Goodman found that viriuully vvur?
regression made by the sug]vcts was for the purpose of correcting
previous crrors.  He also found that errors were left uncorrqctod
if the error made no difference to the méaning of the passage, or if
the reader was relying so heavily on word analysis skills (cues within
words) that he lost the meaning entirely.

Interested in the vf{ucté of syntax on reading ofrors, Morton
(1964) studicd the oral responscs of adults to texts having various

N

degrees of approximation to English (c.g. "1 heart' and '

'are we
marriage") . The crrors were classified as omissions, inscrtions, and
errors showiny the influcnce of previous or subsequent words. The
findings suggested that crrors involved an cffort to produce

grammatically acceptable patterns.

Also concerned with the reader's use of syntactic information,

v
»

Nurss (1969) hypothesized a relationship between oral reading errors
and syntactic complexity. She analysed the oral reading errors of

two groups of second-grade students. One group had been screened on

the vocabulary used in the test instrument, while group had
not. The passages read were six one-sentence stories, the complexity
of which was determingd by Allen's sector analysis (Allen, 1962) as

being high, medium, or low. The responses were categorized as self-

corrections, hesitations, and other errors (substitutions, omissions,



cte ). The other errors were Judped on whether or not they "madd
seonse! prammatically and semantically. Results showed that both
samples of children made more errors when reading more complex

sentences . When the uncorrected crrors were judped in terms of

"makiny sense', the results indicated that errors more {frequent ly

made sense in sentences with low syntactic complexity. Children weve
-
also found to be more likely to pause at appropriate prammatical
boundarics in less complex sentences.
Beaver (l'r)h‘ﬂ‘ postulntod a theory of reading based on
. .
transformational grammar where the reader decodes to deep structure and
encodes back again for an oral production. He hypothesized that if a
reader changed the syntax he would choose .o simpler rather than more
complex form. Beaver then analysed uncorrected 'reading lapses'
(crrorsY of 30 students ranging from grades one to nince. He
categorized lapses into phon>logical and syntactic classes. Only one
fourth of the errors could b classed as phonological and thtse
> 7 '
occurred primarily at the earlier grades. Syntactic mismappings all
produced simnler structures, but frcqucntly.producod structures which
. were "semantically anomalous" (p. 169) .- Beaver concluded that the
reader's attempt to simplify syntax interfered with phonological
mappings and concern for meaning, i.e. '"the reader's syntactic'
component [ was] turned on and his semantic component [was] turned off"
p. 169).
Wwhile most of the abcve researchers explored the reader's use
of one or more cue systems (grapho -phonic, syntactic, and/or semantic),

the taxonomy devised by K. Goodman was designed to investigate the

interrelationships of the thr-ee kinds of information. The findings



ot three studics based on this o axonomy indicate some deve ll);)ﬂ\(‘llt BB
trends . in oral rv:l;lin‘u, behaviour as readers hecome more proficient .
The first study r'(q)(»r'rt-;i by Goodman and Burke (1963)
'nlixll)rs‘\d the miscurs of 12 proficient readors from grades four and
five which ;«-rc penerated while reading a sixth-grade passage .
(l’f()t'it‘i(-x1t was defined as scoring one or more grades beyond class
plucoﬁcnt on o reading test ) The second study (1969 oxamined
the oral nzzidin;;‘mir:cuuf; of 18 protic ient ru;ldur:;. From grades twub,
four, and six reading passagoes it the (i Y(I); sixth and o iﬂ})ll{-[n'ﬂth‘
levels, respectively.  The 11773 report wias a compilation of rescarch
on the miscues of samples of tow, average, and high proficiency
readers from grades two, four, s5ix, cizht, and ten:  The total sample
was comprised of 94 subjects. “Each group of readers was ggiven a
passage of appropriate difficulty to read in order to generate

sufficient miscues.

4 \

The findings from these three reports are summarized here.
Goodwan’s theory of r;uding vas supported in all cases, as the
analysis of wiscues revealed the interplay of intformation from the
three cue systems -- syntact ¢, semantjc and praphophonic (1968,
1969, 1973). The number of nmiscues per hundred words (MP%W) remained
constant as readers increascd in age, though the means for the
proficiency groups differed.[high, less than 5 MPHW; average, 5 MEHW;
and low, 10 to 12 MPHW (1973)].

Ali readers used infcrmation from the three cue systems in
Vgrying dégrees. In terms of graphic information, there was little

difference in the amount used by different grade levels oﬁ proficiency

groups, except for the low grade two subjects, who used considerably

*



less information.  Phonemic proximity at all prades wﬁd levels of
proficiency was lower than graphic proximity of miscues (1969, 1973 .

Readers at al CJevels seemed to attend more to syntact ic
structure thqﬁ to meaning. (This may in part be attributable to ' he
taxonomy used, which has determined that an crror cannot be marked
higher onvsomnntic acceptability than it ié miarked on frammatical
[synL5CLiC] nc;optubility.) Only a small number of crrvors were
erQrdod that were totally unuvcuptﬁhlo (19685. There was also a
strong tendency to retain the gprammatical function of the stimulus
word (1968, 1973) even if the grammatical structure was changed ( 969 .
Because there was a decrease with age in the number of errors which
chqngod the syntax, it was coneluded that there was an increased
ability to handle the author's structure with age (1969).

In the 1973 taxonomy, a new rating was devised to assess the
reader's concern for meaning -- the 'comprehenaing rating'. It wes
comprised of the proportion of ecrrors, cither before or after -
correction, which resulted in thf production of a totally acceptatle
structure in terms of meaning. Therc was a slight increase with age
on this measure (grade two average subjects scored 53.1 percent, while
grade ten high subjects scored 8!1.4 pérccnt). It should be noted that
this rating assumes that recaders do not make cortoctions silently or
"in their heads" and is inaccurate, therefore, in proportion to the
number of errors that the reader does correct silently.

.

Approximately 70 percent of all errors committed remained

|
uncorrected. Errdrs which were semantically and/or syntactically

acceptable with what came prior in the sentence tended to cue the

reader most frequently to make a correction. However, corrections



based on semantic cues remained 15 to 20 percent below those based

\
on syatactic cuaes. Craphic and phonemic proximity also cued corrections,

BN 1 percentape of errors  which prm{m('ml semantically and syntactically
acceptable structures were corrected., l{(w:u"\.for, approximatedy 25
percent of errors.which were totally unacceptable in terms of
prammatical structure or meaning were not éorru(:t(‘d. This indicates
cither that meaning was hard to recover or that the reader was able
to correct silently,

2]

In terms of comprehension, theroe d‘i,d not appear to be an

increase.in ability to comprehend (as measured by the retelling score)
\ .

with an increase in age (1969, 1973). It should be noted that all

proups in the 1973 study were not given the same passage to read, but

rather, were asked to read passages of difficuley relative to their

level of recading achievement., '

In summary, these studics concerning the oral reading
behaviour of proficient readers have supportea the view of reading as
a languaée processing activity. Proficient readers appear to use
information from all throo.cuo systoms in varying dogreos.

Studies Comparing the Oral Reading
Behaviour of Good and Poor Readers

Previously mentioned studies on beginning reading cited some
differencég between géod and poor readers. This scction will review
. . 4
several studies designed specifically to compare good and poor
readers, in addition to reporting én éolccted studies which have
.described oral reading errors'of poor readers only,

Mucheearly research focussed on reversal-type errors and

Orton's theory of lack of cortical dominance as being responsible for



this phenomenon.  Rescearch findings ( Davidson, 9%  Hill, 1936; and.
»

Malmquist, 1958) indicated that both good and poor - aders made

several types of errors, including reversals, and th.' reversal error.

tended to decrease with an increase in chronological or mental age

( Davidson ,1934; and Mﬁﬂmquist, 1958) .

Other research was hased, -however, on a recognition that
gfaphié cues were not all readers used in reading. Two carly studiog
by Swanson (1937) and Fairbanks (1937) invostigafcd the oral reading
errors of good andfpoor readers. Both studices involvd% samples of

5
college freshmen, who were classificed on proficigncy according to
their porformapce'on a silent reading test.

Swanson (1937) classified tho.'orul inaccuracies' of good and
poor subjects reading passaves aloud and the’results indicated thst

™ while good rcvaders made approximately the same mean.number of all types
of errors (sample, substitutions, omissions, ctc.), Lhé poor readers
made significantly more of some types of errors than of others. The
errors of the good readers did not tend to alter the meaning of the
selection while tpe errors of the poor readers tended to .change the
meaning significantly. It was noted thntlpoof readers made errors
on easy as well as difficult words, which was not the case for the
good readefs. A differgncé in correctional behaviour was recorded,
////’with the good readers correcting almést twice as many errors as the
poor readers. It is also interesting té note that the poor readers'
perforgance decreased when they were asked to focus on oral production
rather than on the meaning. The behaviour of the good readers was
not affected by the purpoée set for the task.

Fairbanks (1937) studied eye movements in addition to the oral



: .
reading errors and his {indings supported those of Swanson.

Substitutions were the most frequent error and, while none of the good
readers' substitutions seriously affected the meaning, over one-half
' o .
of those made by the poor readers did affect the passage meaning.
Poor readers were found to more frequently repeat correctly than
erroneously read words, while the rveverse was true for the good
readers. The poorer readers made three times as many crrors as the
‘ . ]
good readers, but corrected almost one-third less errors; the pood

readers corrected 19 percent of all errors and the poor readers

corrected seven percent of all errors. Fairbanks concluded the pood

recaders c~ppeared. to notice more of their errors than di Rlelody
readers. In spite of hesitating and regressing, poor re. de
errors and had a tendency -to make ineffectual regressions v

1

errors were made. -

Bennett (1942) also recognized ;hat graphic cues were not )
only cues readers used in reading. She analysed approximately 34,000
errors committed by poor third to Iifth-gyade.rondors in 30 tutorial
sessions. The errcrs were made while roaaing short paragraphs and
‘were later classified and compared ts the expected respense. Errors
with the same beginning and ending ;s the expécted response accounted
for 33 percent of the errors. Reversals' of words and letters wére
frequent (12 percent of the erfors) but were found to be less prevalent
as the sessions progressed. Bennett found that, though beginning and

ending letters were frequently used cues in word recognition, context

was found to be salient as well and was incorporated in governing the
verbal response. Forty-one percent of the errors were closely

associated in thought with the response and a negligible number of



these differed in pnft of speech.  In addition, 50 percent of those
not associated with the expected fuspUHSv were the same part of speech.
Bennett concluded that word recognition and [)l‘()llllll(‘i Ation were partly
‘vuntrnllo‘d by the neural centers involved in language usage and that
errors were poverned by o the context in which the stimuli wore
incorporated.

More recently, Shandling (1970) cxamined the oral reading
behaviour of ten reading disabled boys between the ages of oight and
ten years  Four reading gumplos were analysed between November and

March according to the Goodman Taxonomy of Oral Reading Miscues

(K. Goodman, 1969). The subjects were most efficient at processing
syntactic information, while their use of grapho-phonic nnJ semant ic
information was weak. Over the period of the study, the sﬁbjocts'
ability to integrate graphic and'phonic information improved, while
their ability to integrate iqformntion from all three cuc systems
decreased. l

\

While Shandling restricted her study to an analysis of oral
reading crrors of poor readers, several other recent studies have
Compared‘thé oral reading behaviour of good and poor readers.

Jensen (1972) analysed the oral reading behaviour of 15

‘
subjects, five proficicent SCCQnd graders ) five weak sixth graders,
and five proficient sixth grade;s. All subjects read a third-grade
passage orally. The oral reuaing errors were analysed according to
the Goodman Taxonomy. Several differences between the weak and the
proficient readers were indicated.i The proficient readers' errors

were less graphically similar to the text than those of the weak

readers. Secondly, the proficient’readers produced a higher



percentage of syntactically aceeptable sentences than did the weak
readers. In terms of meaning, the substitut jons ate the word level

~mqqs‘by the proficient readers ghuwod more rclﬁt?&n to the text than
did those of the weak readers, and the pro‘ficivnt readers had higher
success in retaining passage meaning than aid the weak readers. Tt is
difficult to evaluate Jensen's conclusions, however, since it is not
clear that the third-grade passage afforded the same degree of
difficulty to the proficient grade two subjects and the weak vrade
six subjects; the leve! of reading achicvement for the two groups
was not stated. In addition, no attempt was madg to control any other
variables such as intellectual ability, and because of the small sample
size, statistical treatﬁent of the datu‘wns not possihl%.

A study which did attempt to control for leve] of intellectual
ability and of reading achievement was conducted by Brody (1973) .
She examined the oral reading errors of six readers. Three of the
subjects were proficient third graders and the poorer readers were
two fifth graders and one sixth grader. The group means differed
on intelligence test scores by two points and on reading achievement
by three-tenths of 4 year.  Brody noted tae following differences
,bgtween the two groups on the errors made réading a sixth-grade
passage, although statistical treatment of the data was not possible
(due to small sample size). . In terms of errors. per hundred words, the
poor readers made considerably more errors than did the proficient
readers (8.0 versus 5.7) . The proficient .group showed more use of
graphic and phon%c information than did. the poor group, and, while the

poor group had similar percentages on both variables (graphic and

phonic), the proficient group showed greater use of graphic information
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. . . . . . .
t han ph(mlc Inlormation. Little ditiorence wias indicated in the use
T

of syntactic cues by the (wo proups, and approximate ly 70 percent of
the substitutions made by both groups were of the same prammatical

funct ion né the expected responsc.  Both aroups had the same number of
errors resulting in meaning loss, though the proficicnt group scored
s tight ly higher on the retelling of the story.
N 7

‘When Brody compared the performances of the groups over
different segments of the text, however, other differences were
apparent. The miscues per hundred words increased for both groups
over each successive segment of the text, but more markedly kor.thu
poor grﬁup. The poor group made,n consistent nuniber of corrections
on miscues that wire semantically and syntactically ncccptablg, while
these corrections steadily doc;ousvd for the proficicent readers. The
proficient group alsé demonstrated a high levél'of consistency on
comprehension scores throughout the Lost. Altﬁough the mean test score
on meaning loss was similar for both groups, the poor group's scores
showed a marked and steady increase on succes$ive segments of the
test. Both groués exhibitel a gradual decline in the percentage of
crrors which demonstfated fdll and partial grammatical aAcceptability,
though the range of performance was again greater f&?\thc poorer

{
readers. In summary, ther~ was no decrease for the poor readers in

the use of graphic or of phonic cues, or in the retention of ‘the
grammatical function of the expected response -as the test progressed.
Thére was, however, a steady decline in the grammatical acéeptnnility
of responses and an increase in meaning loss. Brody concluded that the

poorer readers tended to rely more heavily on less complex cues

(i.e. graphic, phonic, and grammatical function) as they became

2
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fatigued or frustrated and were less able to use more sqgphisticated
cues (1.c. syntactic or scemantic acceptability) .
Other information on the diffetrences between good and poor

2

. . . oo
reading behaviour was afforded in the study reported by

A
readers' oral

K. Goodaén and Burke (1973). Because readers at varying.ICVCls of

. W
préficicncy were iucluded in the study, five separate comparisors
could be made of the oral reading behaviour of proficicnt,.nverage,
and low readers. The five comparisons involved (1) high-average grndOA
two readers and low grade six readers, (2) high grade two readers and
évoruge grade four reader;, (3) high grade four, average grade siX,
and low grade cight readers, (4) high grade six, average grade.cight,

! -

and low grade ten readers, and' (5) high grade eight, low grade ten,
low-average grade.tcn, high-average grade ten, and high grade ten
readers. Each grovp of readers was comprised of five or six Subjécts.
All groups within a comparison rcad the same passage and it was\\ntended
that the passage wculd be of the same difficulty for each group being
compared. The proficiept grade four, average grade six, and low grade
eight reéders, for example, read a s&xth grade passage. ~In additionm,
the last comparison group (sce (5) above) read two passages, one

.

considerably more difficult than the other.
The results from all five comparisons indicated‘similarities
in the performances of proficiency groups at Qifizreng érade levels.
In all comparisdns, the proficient readers made the féwest errors per
| hﬁndred words. They were followed closely by the avefage readers,
while the low readers made>éignificantly more erroré (for example,

the high four, avergge six, and low eighth graders scored 3.6, 4.2,

and 11.3 miscues per hundred woras, respectively). The high
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proficicncy groups cons istently had higher Ycomprehending rat ings',
a higher percentage of semantically and syntactically acceptabiy

crrors, and a higher rate of corrections, especially tor semant ically

and syntacticakly unacceptable errovs. This supgests that poor

\

rondérs were not as able to use syntactic informition and to retain:
passage meaning as were more proficient readers. The amount  of
graphic nnd phonic informdtion ut}lixvd appeared to be a function of
grade level as well as of proficiency. At the grade two level, Fhu
proficient group used mdére grapho-phonic jnformntinn than did the
average or low groups, but from the fourth;ﬂrndv level on, theve

.~

was little difference between proficiency groups on the use of grapho-

phonic information. The" above results were consistent-with the
results of all but gne comparisen -- that of the high ecight, low-
average ten, high-average“ten, and high ten readers. On the casier

passage, there were no differences between any of the proficiency

proups in any calegory cxcept puerﬁLngo of correetions. There, the

average tenth—grudc.réaders corrected more errors (30 to 33 percent

corrected), than either the high grade cieht readers (2] percent

corrected), -or the high tenth-grade feaders(lﬂ percunt'correctod).
~ , .

These findings cited’proviodsly were obtained_on the more difficult

passage. It would then appear thbn, phat'the difficulty»of_a passage

in relation to the reader's level of reading achievement may affect

‘the way in which he processes print. Unfortunately, Goodman and Burke

did not report the level of road}ng achievement of the different ¢

N

proficiency groups. Therefore, it is impossible to determine if
differences in the strategies used by different proficiency groups were

due to the difficulty of the material, in relationvio their leveiﬂof



reading achicvement, or Lo other factors.

Rescarch by Leslie, Lauren and Patasol (1977) has suggested
that reading Jevels do affect the strategies used by readers. They

. found that when c¢ighth graders read with 95 percent oral reading

accuracy, fewer crrors woero made which resulted in meaning loss
(i.c. were not semantically acceptable) . Signiticantly more errors
of this type were made when the subjects' oral reading accuracy was

'

between 90 and 94 percent.,

"While previous studices discussed in this section had
insufficient sample sizes to permit the use of statistical treatment
of the data, one study comparing the orai reading crrors of good and
poor rcaders has used statistical analyécs. Pacl'(19;7) investigated

the differences in oral reading behaviour amon roficient, average
4 P ’ g€,

and low readers. A scoring method devised by Hood (1976) wo used

.

to analyse the data and this pfocedure differs from the Goodman

Taxonomy in several ways. While the Goodman Taxonomy had a nine

-

point scale for evaluating the graphic proximity of the observed to

the expected response, Hood's procedure allowed for an error to be

!

judged as similar if the error began with the same letter as the

‘

" expected response. Whereas the Goodman Taxonomy attempted to separate

the effects of semantic and syntactic constraints, Hqod's procedure

combined these two aspects to form a context rating. An error was

then judged as being (1) not appropriate, (2) appropriate with the

preceding context, (3) appropriate with the sentence context, or (&)

.7

apprﬁbrféﬁ@ with the passage context. Hood assumed that uncorrected

errors that were ‘wnot appropriate, or were appropriate with-either

preceding or sentence context, were all indications of meaning loss
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and the total of these cerrors comprised the Meaning lLoss ract iy,
Pacl's three groups consisted of ten reading "disabled' seventh
praders, ten averape fourth praders, and ten averape sceventh graders .

The mean score woeach group on the lowa Test of Basic Skills were

5.3 (disabled seventh eraders), 3.6 (:wvr}lg(- fourth graders), and
7.3 (averape seventh graders) . Both the disabled readers and the
fourth-grade readers scored at the fourth-grade level on a word

recognition test, while the average scverth-prade readers scored at
- . .2 .

-

. ' .
the grade seven level. The disabled®sceventh and the average fourth-
grade readers read a passage at the grade four level and the seventh
graders read a passage at the grade seven level. The results of the
statistical analysis of the data indicated that the disabled readers

: . . v ‘
made more errors resulting in meaning loss than did both groups of
average readers. Pacl also noted that the disabled readers miscucd
on high frequency words whereas the averape readers miscued on low
. A
frequency words.

A final study (Guthrie, 1973) will be discussed in this

section, though it does not deal with oral reading in context. It
; S > a

will be included, héwever, bécauéo it has addressed the problem of
integration of information, which has been cited By.othgr researchers
(Weper, Biemiller, Shandling, Brody) as being an area of difficulty
for poor readers.

Guthrie examined the development of phoneme -grapheme
association skills in normal and disabled readers. The 48 subjects
were divided into thréc gréups: 19 defined as"disabled' readers

(aged nine); 19 subjects defined as 'young normal' readers (aged

: . T
seven) who were matched with the disabled\feaders on reading level



and level of intellectual ability: and ten subjects defined as 'old
dormal' readers, who were matched with 'disabled' readers on chrono-
logical age and level of intellectual ability, but not on level of

¢

reading zlchivvvmvnﬁ. The subjects were tested on a criterion-

referenced LvsL.of reading subskills (The Kennedy Institute Phonics
Test) . The results indicated that the 'old normal’ rvﬁdors had
mastered all of the phonic skills. The 'old normal' readers differed
significantly from the "young normal' readers nnd'LhG "disabled'
readers; there was no signiticant difference between the latter two
groups (the 'ymmg\ normal! readers and the "disabled' readers) on
knowledge of the rvudkng subskills. While subskills were highly
intercorrelated for both the 'OLQ' and the 'young normal' readers,
intercorrelations were largely insignificant for the "disabled'
readers. Although there wgs no dif%cruncv between the 'young normal'
reade}s and the 'disabled' rcaders on the level of subskill knowledge,
there was a difference in the integration of subskills. Guthyie
hypothesized’that‘this lack of interfacilitation of reading subskills
was a debilitating factor for th‘disublbd readers.

These studies comparing the oral reading behaviour of good and
poor readers have supported the view of reading-as u.languaée4prOCGss—

o ‘ - .~

ing activity and have shown. that poor.readers as well as good readers
make use of the contextual constraints as well as gfﬁphic constraints.
Differences cited between gqu and poor readers were in the number of
miscues per hundred words, the percentage of érrors corrgifed, the
percentage of errors resulting in-semanticaily acceptable errors, the

ability tolretain the meaning of the passage, and the ability to

integrate information from two or more cue syStems.



SUMMARY

Reading is viewed by many theorists as a language -processing
activity in which the reader interacts with information from the page.
The reader bfings to the reading act his knowlodge of past experience
and his knowledge of language. Rcsonrch into eoral reading behaviour
has been found to be one way of analysing the way readers interact
with print.

The findings from oral reading research indicate that as
Sooﬁ as children bbgin reading, they attempt to use information from
all three cue systems -- grapho-phonic, syntactic, and semantic. As
they progress toward proficiency, readers become better able to use
and integrate information, relying horv heavily on semantic and
syntactic cues at later stages. .

The studies cited, whjle not matched in design, instrumpnt
used for ovaluagion, or age of the subjects, have indi;ated some
commonalities in the results concerning differences between. good and
poor readers. Most reported that good readers had more success in
retaining the meaning éf the passage, made fewer crrors per hundred
words, and corrected a higher percentage of their errors than did
poor readers. Some disagreement was noted with regard to use of
graphic information.. There appearcd to be little difference in the
amount of éyntactic information used by good and poor readers. However,
good\readers were found to be able to use more semantic information
than poor readers when they were compared on a rating which determined

the proportion of errors, either before or after correction, which were

semantically acceptable. Integration of information from the cue



systems was cited

interfacilitation

B

of

aditticulty tor poor readers, as was a lack of

reading subskills,

A



Chapter 3
THE EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

This chapter wil] dosuribo the selection of the samplo,.the
selection of the testing instruments, the administration and scoring
of the tests, nﬁd the coding and analysis of the data.

The purpose of ‘the study was to compare the oral reading
behn;goﬁr of average gradé four readers and poor prade six readers

having a comparable level 0('?uuding achievement .
THE SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE

The test sample was drawn from three elementary schools
assigﬁed to the investigator by officials of the Edmonton Separate
School Board, who indicated that these schools served\ahpopulation of
predominant ly; ;lower -middle class families.

The initial test population consisted of 61 fourth-grade
students from three classrooms in the three schools and 100 sixth-
grade students from four classrooms in two of the schools. The

New Developmental Reading Test , Form A(1968), was administered to

the test population .

To obtain subjects for the grade six group, the results on
s :

General Comprehension pf the New Developmental Reading Test were

surveyed. The grade scores for the grade six group ranged from 3.1 to
10.2 and the mean grade score for the fourth-grade test population on
General Comprehension was 4.9. Therefore, it would have been desirable

to select grade six students having a General Comprehension grade

36
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'

cquivalent ranging from 4.5 to 5.5 As therd were not cnough students

in the range from 4.5 to 5.5, the range of scores was increased to 4.0
1

’

to 5.5, and 23 egrade six students were selected, having a Geaeral
Comprehension score in this range. Becausce it was intonded'thnt
children at the extreme ends of the scale on intellectual ability were
, .
eliminated, it was decided that students who had sceres on intelligence
tests of below 80 or above 110 recorded on their cumulative record card
would be ch]gded'YrOm the research sample. Those children who did
not have scores from an intelligence test on their cumulative record
cards were also excluded. In addition, those students with known
hearing or.vision problems, or who had been judged by the classrqom
teacher or the investigator as not being fluent E#glish-speakers, were
also eliminated from the sample. Fifteen students met the above

criteria and formed the grade six group.

Table Ll indicates the Gencral Comprehension score on the

New Developmental Reading Test, Form A(1968), the score on an
intelligence test, the sex, and the chronological 5ge for each
subject in the sixth-grade sample. There were eight male - and seven
female subjects in this group and the mean chronological age for the
group was twélve years one month.

.

All those fourth-grade students who had a General Comprehension

scofe on. the New Developmentai Reading Test, Form A(1968), of between
4.0 and 5.5, and who had a score on an intelligence test of be;@een
80 and 110 recorded in their cumulative record cards wére'selected.
Again, those students who had known hearing or vision problems, or who

were judged by their classroom teacher or the investigator to be

deficient in language skills, were eliminated.’ A group of 19 students
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met the above criteria, and from this proup, 15 subjects were randomly
selected to form the grade four proup.
JTable 2 indicates the General Comprechension score, the score

from an intelligence test, the sex, and the chronological age of 039%
/

N
subject in the fourth-grade group. There were cipght males and seven
. A\»\ g . . . .
females in this group, and the mean chronological age was nine years

nine months .

1

t-tests were computed onthe variables of General Compreho;sion
score ;nd Score on an intelligence test to determine whether or not
the samples came from the same population. The results indicatod.
that on the General Comprehension variable the two groups dia\got
differ significantly, and therefore did not represcent two different
populations (t = -1.287, p = 0.209). The mean for the grade four
group was 4.76, with a standard deviation of 0.372. fhe mean for the

> .

grade six group on this variable was 4.97, with a gtandard deviation
of 0.523, indicafing there was somowhatvmore variance in the grade six
group. On the second variable, score on an_intelligence test, the
mean for the grade four group was 92.8, with a standard deviation of
6.900. The mean for the sixth graders was 91.6, with a standard
deviation of 7.170, again indicating somewhat gredter variance in
‘the sixth-grade group. The groups Aid not differ significantly on
the second Qariable, intolligeﬁce test score, and hence did not
fepresent two different populations (¢ = 0.467, p = 0.644) . There-
fore, while the two groups differed on chronological age, they-did'not

differ éignificantly on the variables of General Comprehension and

intelligence test score.

&



Table |

Background Information on Sixth-grade Subjects

Subject

Sex General
Comprehensic

L6 M 4
17 M 5.0
18 M b
L9 M b
20 £ .9
21 M Y60
22 | 4.9
23 I 4.6
24 M 5.5
25 M 5.5
26 I 4
27 i 4.7
28 M SN
29 F 5.5
30 F 5.4

% Scores on the Weschler

1.Q.
m Score

88

90

()7

91 *

93
86

88

86

84

39

C.A. (May 1977)
lh] yr. 07 mo.
12 yr 0 mo |
I'yr. 10 m.o.
I3 yr. 08 mo.
llZ‘y'r. 02 wmo.
'yro 11 mo.
Il yr. 09 mo.
LT yr. 11 mo.
13 yr, ¢
Il yr.

1l yr. 09 mo.
l.\l yr. 07 mo.
Ll yr. 10 mo.
12 yr. 05 mo.
12 yr 0 mo.

Intelligence Scale for Children.




Table @

Background Information on Fourth-prade Sabjects

e meemaime o TiSmrmmmme mmmemn ST ATTImEm IeSI I LTI oImsom mmmmeiiedmormerm—e
Subject Sex | Ceneral ) 1.0 AL (May 1977
Compre hen‘,; ion Score
01 M o 89 9 yr. 08 mo.
02 ! h.? 101 10 vr. 0 mo.
03 Mo | f.8 85 9 yr 04 mo.
04. M 5.1 _ 87 9 yr. 10 mo.
05" F N 40 82 10 yr. 02 mo.
06 5 4.6 ’ 104 9 yr. 10 mo.
07 ’ F 5.3 » 88 9 yr. 10 mo.
08 M 4.7 99 10 yr. 01 mo.
09 P 46 99 9 yr. 09 mo.
10 ; 4.0 91 9 yr. 05 mo.
11 M o 5.4 103 9 yr. 03 mo.
12 M 4.6 92 9 vr. 02 mo.
13 3 4.8 | 86 10 yr. 02 mo.
14 . M . 4.8 .91 10 yr. 01 mo.
15 M 4.1 ; 95 v‘? vr. 08 mo.

* SRA Primary Test of Mental Abilities Score.




TESTING INSTRUMENTS

Results from six tests were used in this study: the New

Developmental Reading Test (Bond, Balow and Hoyt, 1968), the Canadian

Lorge -Thorndike Intelligence Test (1967), the SRA Primary Test of

Mental Abilities (1962), the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children,

and the Reading Miscue [nventory (Goodman, Burke, 1972) . v

The New Deve lopmental Reading Test, Form A, was used to
obtain a measure of each student's reading achievement . This test has
five Suhtesfs yicelding a vocabulary score, a Literal Comprehension
score, a Creative Comprehension score, and a General Comprehension
score. The test has two fbrms.‘ I't was normed on 15,000 pupils in the
United States and norms are available for cach subtest as well as for
the four scores. The alternate-form reliability of the subtests ranges
from 0.79 to 0.89, while the internal consistency reliability ranges.
from 0.83 to 0.94. The grade equivalents on the General Comprechension
score were used to select subjects for inclusion dn the sample for the
study. These scores were used because reading is viewed by'the
investigator as a cgmmunication process. Therefore, A'comprehension
score would be the most apt measure of a student's level of reading
achievement. In addition, the General Comprehension'score is an

average of the scores on the two literal and the two cr: .tive sub- -

tests of the New Developmental Reading Test.

Results from the Canadian Lorge -Thorndike Intelligence Test

(1567), Multi-level Edition Grades 3-9, were used to indicate a
measure of intelligence in order to screen subjects for the sample.
Level B had been administered to most of the children in the test

when they were in the fourth grade, by Edmonton Ser- -:te School

v



Board personnel. This test includes both a verbal bagt¢ry
consisting of only verbal itemf, and a nonverbal battery containing
only pictorial or numerical items. The test was normed on a
stratified random sample of 4,000 to 5,000 students per grade. The
odd-even reliability of the verbal battery ranged from 0.945 to
0.867 thfough levels A-F whilé the nonverbal battery reliability
ranged from 0.931 to 0.894. The correlation of the verbal to the
nonverbal battery yiclded coefficients of 0.681 to 0.558, indicating
that an average of the verbal and nonverbal batteries provides a
reliable overall measure Qf intelligence. With respect to validity,
correlation of the verbal battery withvresulté on the Westher

Intelligence Scale for Children was 0.75 aud Otis Quick Scoring Mental

Ability Test was 0.82. Canadian Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test

scores were not available for three subjects. -Consequently, scores

from the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children and the SRA Primary

Test of Mental Abilities (1962) were used. Intercorrelations for

the SRA Primary Test of Mental Abilities and the Canadian Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Test were not available, but the SRA Primary

Test of Mental Abilities was found to correlate 0.78 with the Otis

&

Quick Scoring Mental Ability Test. -

The third measure used in the study was the Reading Miscue

Inventory. Two passages were Selected from the inventory for the

-

oral reading test, the fourth-grade, '"Space Pet”, and the fifth-

grade, '"Zoo Doctor', passages. The Dale-Chall Readability Formula
(1948) was applied to three samples from each selection. The results

indicated that the readability level for "Space Pet'" was fourth grade

or below., The readability level for "Zoo, Doctor' was at a fifth to
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sixth-grade level.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE INSTRUMENTS

The New Developmental Reading Test, Form A, was administered
between April 29, 1977 and May 10, 1977. All tests wérefbdministerod

by the investigator to each of the seven classes. Class Siies“ranged

from 18 to 27 students. The test consisted of five ten-minute timed
/

subtests and was administered according to manual instructions, with
§
|

1
two rest periods. |
. :

/
/

The intelligence test scores from the Canadian Lorge -Thorndike

Intelligence Test, the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children, and

'

- the Primary Test of Mental Abilities were procured from the cumulative

record cards of each of the subjects.

The passages from the Reading Miscue Inventory were -
adminfstgred dﬁ;ing the week of May 16,l1977. These tgsfing
sessions ;erev;oqducted inaividually with ea;h subject by the
investigator, of one of two assistants. -Both assisténts‘wefe
graduate students in Re?ding, having expertise in the aéministration
of oral reading tests,

"All cers used Sony cassette tape recorders to tape the
testing sessions. The purpose of the test was explained to the
subject and he wasvthen asked to read two passages and to retell all
that he could of each selection upoﬁ its completion. Theooral recall
was included in the test format to ensure that each subject percéived
‘ . /
the task as requiring. him to read‘fqr,meaning. (Complete directions
for adminisﬁration of the tegt aré included in Appendix A.) Each

subject then read each of the two passages and was asked to tell all



théé/hc\pould remember. Each tester recorded oral reading miscues
and story recalls.
SCORING OF THE TINSTRUMENTS

The New Developmental Reading Test was marked by the

investigator according to the scoring keys provided by the publisher,
Standard scores were obtained for cach of the five subtests and for
Voéabulary,,Liferal Comprehension, Creative Comprehensiqn, and
General Comprehénsion. The General Comprehension scores were
transformed into grade eqpivalont scores from the norms provided in

the Teacher's Manual.

All oral reading errors from the Reading Miscue Inventory

were transcribed from the tapes to  copies of :the passages. Listed

below are the types of errors that were recorded.

1. Substitution. A real word was given instead

of the expected response.
Example: "I waited for the news to fall", for

"1 waited for the news to follow".

2. Mispronunciation. A nonreal word response was given
instead of the expected response.
Example: ''Beaming *brodely Sven removed the

' mask . . .,"" for, "Beaming broadly Sven
-

removed the mask .

3. Omission. An expected response was omitted.
Example: ™I looked and my first view of Claribel",
for, "I looked and had my first view of

:

£
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Claribel" .

4. Insertion. A word wis inserted into the test.

Example. "1 heard a whistle and 1 thought it was
you', for, "1 heard a whistle and thought
it was you'. ¢

In addition, correctional behaviour was noted; cach error was
marked as either .being successfully corrected or not.

.CQDING'OF THE DATA

Establishing Categories

Ny

In order to determine the strategi:s being used by the
‘reader in prqcessing print, it was necessary to establish categories
into which the miscues could be coded. K. Goodman (1972) devised a
taxoﬁbmy to evaluate oral reading miscues and the catoegories

constructed by the investigator were based on his previous work.

In- order to determine whether or not individual subjects
were reading at instructional or frustration level, and to compare
groun performances, a category indicating miscues per hundred words -

was devised.

1.0 Miscues Per Hundred Words. The number of words read by .
> !

the subject to generate SQ miscues was calculated. The number of

o

\\miscues per hundred words was then calculated by the following

formula: 50 miscues = X miscues
number of words read <100 words

To evaluate the amount of information used from the cue
systems in‘each‘miscqe, the observed response was compared to the

expected response for graphic similarity and was judged on grammatic
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and semantic acceptability. Definitions, examples,. and procedures

are listed below tor each ot these. cateporics.

2.1 Craphic Similarity. The obscerved response was compared
with the expected response in' terms of graphic display. ’

The expected response was divided into three parts and the
observed responsed was compared ‘with it. If two or more parts were
exactly alike, the‘miscue wias coded as hnvingv'high' graphic

similarity to the expected response. 1f less than two parts were the

same, a coding of 'zero' was assigned.
<. »

Guidelines for. the division of -the expected response were
as follows. 1In one-syllable words, vowel or consonant c¢lusters wore
kept together (e.g. h/a/nd). With two-syllable words, the first

syllable was the first unit, the last letter, or letter cluster, was

the last unit, and the remainder was the middle unit (e.g. hold/i/ng) .

In three-syllable words, cach syllable was a part or unit
(e.g. qui/et/ness). In four or five-syllable words, the first
syllable was the first unit, the last syllable was the last unit, and

the remainder was the medial part (c¢.g. con/vocat/ing, and

* pre/occupa/tion) . .
2.2 Syntactic Acceptabilitv. The observed response was
N
judged within the grammatical structure produced. If the miscue

resulted. in a grammatical sentence, it was marked 'high', otherwise,
it was marked 'zero'. For example, '"She went to the store'.

"John went to the store'", would be marked "high'.

2.3 Semantic Acceptibility. The observed response was

.

_adged i~ r of the passage meaning. The error could change the

Ay
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meaning of the passage, but had to be consistent with it
Because meaning cannot exist without syntactic order, semantic
acceptability could never be mekvd hipher than grammatic n§c6pt5bL1iLy.
For example, "He came \Im(*k and explained what had happened”, for '"He
came back to explain what had happened" would be m;n‘kud‘ "high'.

In order to determine the -degree to which the reader
integrated information from two or more cue systems, the following

categories were devised.

3.1 (Graphic Similarity and Syntactic Acceptability = The

observed responses, which had a rating of 'high' on the categories of
both graphic similarity and syntactic acceptability, were classified

in this category.

3.2 Graphic Similarity and Scmantic Acceptability. The

observed responses, which had a rating of 'hiegh' on the categories
of both graphic similarity and semantic acceptability, were
-t

.

classified in this category.

3.3 A§yﬁtactic and Senantic Acceptability. Those observed

responses which had been assigned a rating of 'high' on the
categories of both syntactic and semantic acceptability, were

classified in this category. B

by “ .

3.4 Graphic Similarity, Syntactic and Semantic Acceptability.
R k]

Those observed responses which had a rating of 'high' on the categories
of graphic similarity, syntactic acceptability, and semantic
acceptability, were classified in this category..

In order to determine information used by the reader in



correcting errors, three categorices were devised,

4.1 Graphically Dissimilar Krrors Corrected.  Those observed

responses coded as 'zero' on Graphic Similarvity that were corrected
AN

by the reader, were classified in this agategory

4.2 Syntactically Unacceptable Errors Corrected.  Those

obscerved responses coded as 'zero' on Syntactic Acceptability that

were corrected by th reader, were classified in this category.

4.3 Semantically Unacceptable Errors Corrected. Those

observed responses coded as 'zero' on Seman ic Acceptability that

-

were corrected by the reader, were classificed in this category

Coding of the Data into Catcegories

Goodman (1973) has suggcsrvdrthng fifty or more miscues must
be analysed for a recader to give a ynlid.(ndianion of strategies in
a research study. Consequently,—the first 50 errors made by each
subject were recorded. The observed responses wérc then coded into
the eleven categories previously mentioned (sce pp. 45-48). Upon
completion of the cédiﬁg, a raw score was available for each of the
first eight catégorios for each subject in the two groups. For the

last three categories. (Graphically Dissimilar Errors Corrected,

Syncaéiically Unacceptable Errors Corrected, - . antically
Unacceptable Errors Corrected) proportion sc res - r¢ computed for
each category for cach subject. The proportic: computed as

the number of errors of each type corrected, divided by the total

-

number of that type of error made, for example,

number of graphically dissimilar errors corrected
total number of graphically dissimilar errors
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Interscorer Reliability of the , (’§\\

Coding

Three subjects were randomly selected for an interscorer
reliability check. An independent judpe rated the 50 miscues of
cach of the three subjects into the eleven categorices outlined above.

.
Reliability between the investigator and the independent scorer was
calculated to determine the rate of agreement. The Arrington
Reliability Formula (Feifel and Lorge, 1950) was used to, compute
/

the reliability score 2 x Total of Agrcements’
(2 x Total of Apgreements) + Disagreements

The formula vielded a score of 0.95, an acceptable rate of agreement .

JANALYS IS OF THE DATA
‘\\ .

.

The computing facilities in the Division of Educational

Research Services at the University

ﬁ\ﬁl?ertu were used Lo analyse

the data. ™~
B . \

~.

In order to determinc whether the two groups differed .
. ‘ ~

. significantly on any of the c¢leven categories, t-tests were used.

The t-tests werce used to test the differences in means for independent
: . . . ’ . .
samples” An assumption in the use of the t-test is that there is

- homogeneity in the variance of the two samples being compared.. In

order to verify this assumption, F-tests were used on each of the

" eleven.variables, or categories. Results of the F-tests on two of

the categories, 3.2 (Graphic Similarity and Semantic Acceptability)
‘and 3.4 (Graphic Similarity, Grammatic and Semantic Acceptability)

indicated that there was an unacceptdble amount of variancé between
the two groups. Therefore, Welch t-tests which correct for unequal

»

variance, were employed to assess differences in means on those
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those variables that did not have homogencity of variance.
Pearson product moment corrclation coefficients were used to

provide additional statistical information on the relationships

between variables for each pgroup.
SUMMARY

A sample of lifteen grade four students and fifteen grade
six students was sclected from three schools in the Edmonton Separate

School Board. The initial test sample was comprised of 61 fourth-

grade students and 100 sixth-grade students. The New Developmental

Reading Test, Form A, was administered to all of the students.. Fifteen
grade six students and fifteen grade four students, having a General
Comprehension score of berween 4.0 and 5.5, were selected for the

sample. The Canadian Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test scores werc

used to screen subjects for the sample, so that students scoring below

80 or above 110 were excluded.

.Two reading passages from the Reading Miscue Inventory were
administered individually to ecach of the fiftcen subjects in each -
group, and the oral reading productions were transcribed from the

tapes- onto scoring sheets.

v

Each miscue was analysed according to ten categories and the

~

number of errors per hundred words wgs_calculated.

The statistical treatment of the data included t@tests, F-tests,

Welch t-tests, and Pearson product moment correlation coefficients.



Chapter 4 ' ¢

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSLON OF THE DATA

The main purpose of this study was to in\n‘v.‘;tig‘gltu the
differences in oral reading boﬁnvinnr between good and poor readers.
This Chapter‘will present the restlUs of the analyses in relation
to quantitative and quulitutivé differences in good and poor readers'
oral- reading errors. In addition, a discussion of the rgsults will
be presented and an attee:i will be mudé to draw conclusions about
differences in the way pood and poor readers process print.

To facilitate the discussion of the data, the'oral readjing
behaviour of the two groups of readers will be considered in relation
to the following general topics: ‘oral reading accuracy of individuals

and groups, the amount of information used from specific cue systems,

0

the degree of integration from two or more cuéd systems, correctional

behaviour, and interrclationships among variables.

ORAL READING ACCURACY OF INDIVIDUALS
AND ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS

The category of Miscues Per Hundred Words was constructed
for two purposes: (1) to determine if individuals within the groups
were reading at instructional level, and (2) to compare the number of

errors made by the good and poor readers.

,

Oral Reading Accuracy of-#mdividuals

The total sgmple of 30 readers ranged from 4.0 to 5.5 on the -

o~

general comprehensifon rating of a standardized reading achievement
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test, and hence, passages on the test instrument of this study were

selected at a fourth to sixth-grade reading level. Oral reading

accuracy, as determined by Miscues Per Hundred Words, was used to
confirm the appropriateness of the passages chosen tor the iadividual
readers in both the good and poor groups of readers.

Table 3 depicts the individual scores for both groups of

readers on the variable Miscues Per Hundred Words .

[t can be noted from I'able 3 that the lowest number

’

of Miscues Per Hundred Words was achieved by Subject 25 (2.68),- //
Vi .

followed closely by Subject 23 (2.90). Both of these students were

in the group of poor readers. The two subjects with the highest

. number of Miscues Per Hundred WOrds\WGre Subject 28 (23.40) and Sﬁbjcct
10 (19.53). Subject 28 was in the groupxof poor readers, while Subject
10 was in the group of good rzaders.

Research findings (Goadman, 1967) have suggested thﬁt readers
with' oral reading accuracy scores within the runge;of four to 14

Miscues Per Hundred Words are able to score adequately on a

coﬁprehension rating. An informal appraisal of the subjects' retelling
of the passages read confirmed that those subjects with 15 or more
errors per hundred words, did not have satisfactory comprehension
(Subjects 10, 19, 26, and 28)-

In contrast to Y. Gou.wman's findings, however, those subjects
scoring less than four miscues per hundred‘words (éubjects 14, 23,
and 25) did appear to have adcquate comprehension. Therefore, it
would appear that while Subjects 10, 19, 26, and 28 were reading
material that was difficult for them, the rest ofithe sample was read-

ing material at an appropriate-level.
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Table 3

Miscues Per Hundred Words (M.P.H.W.) for

Individuals in the Good

Poor Reading Groups

and

Good Readers

Sub ject M.P.H.W. Subject
o1 10.82 16
02 6.98 17

03 9.40 18
04 5.77 19
05 11.26 20
06 8 .34 21
07 7.16 22
0}8v 7.18 23
09 6.15 24
10 19.53 25
11. 7.18 26
12 10.99 27
13 14 .84 28
14 3.99 :29
15 13.44 30

Poor Readers

M.oP.

H.

13.

16.

.77

.40

.86

.98




A CWNLHWE“W}”_(h“,MﬂWSKJU-“LDHE
Made by Good and Poor Readers

In order to determin: if there was a diftference between pood
and poor readers in the numbovsol crrovs made per hondred words,
Hypothesis 1,10 was formulated.

Hypothesis 1.10

SThe good readers will make signiticantly fewer miscues per
hundred words than will the poor reders., '

Hypothesis 1.10 was tested using t-tests to compare the two groups of
) i .

readers (independent samples' on the mean number of miscues per

hundred words. The means and standard deviations for each group

are presented in Table 4.

Table 4

'} Mean Scores ond Standard Deviations for
Miscucs Per Hundred Words
(N = 30)
Group Mean Score . Standard Deviations
Good Readers 9.54 ) 4.06
Poor Readers ' 9.56 ' ¥ 5.76

The t-test results indicate that there was no significant

difference in the mean scores on Miscues Per Hundred Words of good

and poor readers (t = -0.0124, df = 28, p = .4951, n.s.). Therefore,
on the basis of the statistical analysis carried out on the data,

Hypothesis 1.10 could not be accepted.



INFORMAT ION USED FROM SPECIFIC
CUE SYSTEMS
n order to determine if there was a significant difference
hetween good and poor readers in relation to the amount ol information
used from specific cue systems (graphic, syntactic, and semantic),
L]

Hypothesis 2.10 was formulated.

Hypothesis 2,10

The pood readers will make significant ly more of cach of

the followi types of crrors than will the poor readers:
. . L . .

hivh graphic similarity to the expected

2012 .ppoduce a syntactically acceptable sentence,
fgl? Nhire semantsically acceptable in relation to
. Py FAing . '

As in the C§$e”, 1 ",izﬂ); t-tests for independent samples

Were used to test Hypothesis 7.10. .

The me 1 scores, standard deviations, and t-values for both

proficiency groups are depicted in Ta 5. These scores are based

)

on the first 50 miscues made by cach subject.
In relation to information used from specific cue systems
(i.¢. graphic, syntactic, and semantic) as judged by the categories of

Graphic Similarity, Syntactig_écteptabilitzj and Semantic Acqegtability,

ot} sigﬁificant differences were noted between good and poor readers.
Hence, on the basis of the statistical analysis carried out on the
data, Hypothesis 2.10 could not be accepted. it appears from these
results that both groups relied on informaﬁion from all three cue
systems, and that they did not differ significantly on the extent

i

to which they relied on each of the -ue systems.



¥o Mean Scores,
for the

Syntactic Acceptability,

Table

5

Standard Deviations,
Variables

and t-Values

of Graphic Similarity,

Semantic Acceptability

and

50

(N = 30, df = 28)
Categories of Good Readers Poor Readers P
errorg Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t-value (one-tail)
Graphic
Similarity 19.20 4.65 20.00 | 5.84 0.435 .3333
Syntactic :
Acceptability 33.00 3.48 31.20 3.19 L.4758 .0758
Semantic )
Acceptability 1. 60 4.53 12.67 4.89 -0.6193 L2704
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INTEGRAT LION OF INl"()lU‘U\'l'LQN ["ROM
TWO OR MORE SYSTEMS
In order to determine if there was a ditference between good
and poor read vs in the degree of integration of information from two

or more cue systems, Hypothesis 3.10 was forhulated.

Hypothesis 3.10

The good readers will be ableé to integrate information from
the cue systems to a significantly greater depree than the
poor readers in terms of 2
3.11 the number of errors which have high
graphic similarity and are semantically
acceptable (GRAP SIM + SEM ACC), - X
3,12 the number of errors which have high .
graphic similarity and are syntactically
acceptable (GRAP SIM + SYN ACC),
3.13 the number of errors which are semantically
and syntactically acceptable (SEM + SYN ACC),
3.14 the number of errors which have high graphic
similarity and are+sc¢mantically and syntactically
acceptable (GRAP STIM + SEM + SYN ACC).

Simple t-tests were again ecmployed ﬁo test Hypothcéis 3.10.

The mean scores, standard deviations, and t-values for the
categories devised to measure the integfaé{on of information from two
or more cue systems are depicéed in Téble 6.

No significant differences in means were noted between the

L

“good and the poor readers on any of the variébles Constructeq.to
determine the degree to which readers were able to integrate informa -
tion from two or more cue-systemé. Therefore, Hypothesis 3.10 could
not be accepted on the basis of the statistical analyses carried
out on the dafa. !

It appears that both groups of readers integrate information
from the three cue systems investigated in the study, and that the

groups do not differ in their ability to integrate this informatjion.

It should be‘ﬁ6fé ¢ however, that there was significantly more



Table 6

Mean tcores, Stapdard Deviations, and t-Values
for the Variables Assessing Integration
of [nférmation from Two or More
Cue Systems
(N = 30, df = 28),

Cateporiecs of Good Readers Poor Readers ' P
crrors Mean ~S.D. Medn S.D. t-value (one -tail)

P

GRAP SIM

SEM. ACC * 460 1.76 5.00 3.18 - 4255 3369
-GRAP SIM ’ _
SYN ACC 14 .13 D75 13.87 368 L2248 L4119
SEM i SYN

Acc o 11.60 4.53 12,60 4.91 VS 2834
GRAP SIM +

SEM 1 SYN e - :

ACC * 4.60 1.76 5.00 3.18 - -.4255 . 3369

* Tt can be noted from Table 6 that the poor ggoup's variance
on these variables almost doubled that of the good readers. Results
from the F-tests, used to evaluate the homogeneity of the variance
of the fwo Samples, indicated a significant difference in the amount
of variance in the scores of the two groups (F = 3.2569, p = 0.035).
Cénsequently, Welch t-tests were computed on thesc two variables
(df = 22.98). Dpue to redundancy in the two starred categories, the
F-values were the same. '

¢ '
- . i

-
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variability in the scores among the scores Of the poor readers than

of the g ood readers, in relation to the degree to which: information

.

‘“from all three cue systoems was integrated,

s

QARRECTTONAL BIEHAVIOUR

In order to determine if there were differences in the

correctional behaviour-of good and poor readers, Hypathesis 4,10 wis
X X .‘
oy

formulated.

Hypothesis 4.10 ‘ N

The good readcrs will make significantly more corrections
than wi¥l the poor readers in terms of
4.11 the total number of errors which are corrected,
4.12 the type of errors which are corrected with
' regard to

(a) the proportion of graphically diss 1m1 r o
. errors which are corrected, i
(b) the proportion of 5Vﬂt3Ct1C811y unacceptable"

errors which are ce:  cted,

(¢) the proportic . » ntically unacceptable

: errors.which a:r¢ corrcsted. '
-

The ‘mean scores, standarc deviat s, and t-values for the
A S :

categories designed to measure corrcclional behaviour are reported

B

in Table 7.

V a2h

o
W o

L

The results indicate that there is a difference significantat.
: : ¢

the .05 level between good and poor readers in relation to the number
of errors which were corrected. No differences were noted, however,

between good and poor readers in the proportion of either graphically

r

dissimilar errors vhich were corrected, "or syntacticabl% unacceptable

erqprs which“were corrected. A significant differgﬁbe was noted for
A . N -",J* - -

. .

semantfcally unacceptable errors corrected.

. - J

{,? - Whlle Hypotheses 4.12 (a) and 4. 12 CB) could not be accepted

'

ﬂypotheses,a 11 and 4.12 (c)  were accepte& on the ba51s of the

Vv E

9
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®
Table 7
Mean Scores, Standard Deviations, and t-Values
for the Catégories Assessing che
Number and Type of
Errors Corrected -
- (N = 30, df =, 28)
] ._/). N T .-.‘c:)‘ T
Errors Cérrvcted — Good Readers Poor Ré&dvrs p
7 ' " Mean S.D. Me an S.D.  t-value (one -tail)
S - SU— —— e : S
Total ® 1920 5.97 1473 7.6l 1.7888 L0423
. el !
" Graphically: : :
Disdimilar ** 4518 'f172/ L3598 (1952 1.3889 0879
'&SynEactically P '
;. Umacceptdble ** 5015 1889 239767 11920 1.4947 ©.0730
Semantically
Unacceptable *%  .4328 1275 3319 .1676 L 1567 .0370

W»

* raw scores

Y prope  fan scores
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statistical analyses carried out on the data,
These results suppest that' pood readers, while not making
significantly fewer ervors than poor readers, correct more of thu}r

i cerror corrected

errors than d()}lhv poor readers When tHe type o

is examined, it is the ory 0 semantically uiiceeptable crrors

1] hoh;wimlil‘- Ky

.
v

that indicates a sigr Vicms Jifference in correctic

%

This category would ap; ooevalaate the reader's sensitivilyatp Phe
3
. ‘ A.‘"gt'
. . - r .
author's intended meaning., Hence, pood readers would scem to he more
p .

concerned about the rotention of passape oeaming, or at least bhettor
able to detect (and correct? when an orror violates the passage

meaning.

e INTERRELAT IONSHIPS AMONC
: e VARLABLES .

e

‘:'A I

Bocﬂ’gﬁ;v intezration of information was an important variable
2

in this study, it was folt that correlation information might bg .

useful. Consequentlv, Pearson product moment correlation cocfficients

were computed tor Hoth independent and dependent variables for each

group of readers. These will be presenteg in four subsections. The

s

“irst will deal with the relationships of the independent variables,

. . . - e N
i.e. reading comprehension and intellectual ability, with*the dependent

~ iy

variables in the study. The remaining secctions will discuss inter-
relationships among the dependent variables.

‘ Since it was noted earlier in this chapter that redundancies

-

exist between four of the categories, those categories measuring the

same information will be conflated and reported as one in this section.

Therefore, the two categories assessing the integration of semantic ~

and syntactic information (Semantic Acceptability and Syntactic and



semant ic Acceptability) will be reported under Syntactic and Semant ic

Acceptability. Those two catepories measuring the integration of
praphic, syntactic, and scemantic informat jon (Graphic Similarity and

Semantic Acceptability and Graphic Similarity and Syntact fc and

demantic Acceptability) will be reported as Graphic Similarity,

Syntactic and Semantic Accvptnbiliry.

[

/

Reading Comﬁrchonsion and
Intellectual Ability

The two independent variables in this study were reading
£33

comprehenstion and intellectual ability.
The Prarson product moment correlation coefficients for both

, .
groups for the relationships of reading comprehension with 1 he

dependent variables are presented in Table 8. .
¢
" -~ L S
For the good readers there were two significant relationships
v

» .
between Reading Comprehension and the dependent variables. A moderate

positive relationship was found between Reading Comprehension and

-

Syntactic and Semantic Acceptability (r = .575). Tt appears that

students who made oral reading errors which were consistent with
14 -
passage meaning also made higher scores on silent reading comprehension

tests. Similar results were found for the poor readers, although they

did not reach significance. A negative rclationship was found betwcen

Reading Comprehension and Miscues Pcer Hundred Words (r = -.502,

p = .057) for the good readers. While not reaching significance, this
*

relationship suggests that for the goed readers there was a tendency

for an increase in Miscues Per Hundred Words to be associated with a

lower reading comprehension score.

For the poor readers there wad only one significant

p , . K
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Table 8

Pearson P'roduct Moment Correlation

Coefficients for Reading
Comprehension with the
Dependent Variables

&3

DepvndenthJriub]es

Reading Comprehension

Good Readers Poor Readers
Graphic Similarity N -0.363 -0.178
Syntactic Acceptability 0.304 0.119
GRAP SIM t SYN ACC 0107 -0 . 180

&
SYN + SEM ACC 0.575 0.4738
h J
GRAP SIM + SYN { SEM ACC 0.279 0.223
M.P.H.W, -0.5072 -(0.260
Total Corrections 0.139 -0.3913
Graphically Dissimilar
ErroYs Corrected 0.094 -0.279
Syntactically Unacceptable ’
Errors Corrected 0.384 -0. 5327
Semantically Unacceptable
Errors Corrected 0.198 -0.395
* Significance at the .05 level of confidence.
{f‘.



relationship between Reading Comprebension and the propovtion of
syntactically unacceptable errors which were corrected.  This
relationship would suggest that an incro:lsuili‘n the correction
of syntactically unacceptable sentences tended to predict a lower
vomprohehsion seore.

This last relnfinnghip is interesting. One would tend to
predict positive relationships between Reading Comprchonsfon and
the four variables dealing with corrcectional behaviour, as thore were
for the good readers in-all instances. All four correctional
variables, however, were negatively related with reading comprehension
scores for the poor readers, though only one reached statistical
significance. This suggests that f{or poor readers,.correctional
behaviour, especially of syntactifflly unacceptable errors, was
associated with lower reading éomprehcnsion scores. One possible

\

explanation for these qualitative differences in reading behaviour

for good and poor readers. is that the poor readers, in concentrating

o
on the production of grammatically %}yoPCAblc patterns, were less able

Loe

to reconstruct meaning. 2 . L
The second independent variable of the study wes intellectual

ability. No significant relationships were found between intellectual

-

ability and the dependent variables.

Amount and Integration of Information
from Cue Systems

Pearson p@oduct moment: correlation/;o@fficients were calculated
AY ’ .
on the three variables concerning informaticn from specific cue systems

(Graphic Similarity. Syntactic Acceptabili;y, and Semantic -
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Acceptability) .

\;‘\'
The correlation coefficients are presented in Table 9.

i

Table. 9

)
Pearson Product “oment Corre lat ion Cocefticients
for the Variables Concerning the Amount’
' of Information Used from the
Cue Systems ’
Syntactic Semant ic
Acceptability Acceptability
Good Poor . Good Poor
Graphic .
Similarity ' -520% - 445 -.396 -.499
Syntactic ‘
Acceptability . & 412 407

T

* Significance at the .05 level of rconfidence.

o

S For the good readers, (iraphic Similarity was found to have a

.-

i o :
rélation with Syntactic Acceptability

(r = -.520). This suggests that the more graphic information used

significant negative col

by this grouplfhe less syntactic information was used (and vice Qorsa).
While a simi#ar rvlatioﬁshi; was indicated for the poor readers
(r = —.445), it gid not reach statistical significance.

Negative relationships'wefe also appareng between Graphic

Similarity and Semantic Acceptability, although neither reached

A

statistical significance. However, the directioh of the relationship

between Syntactic Acceptability and Semantic Acceptability was reversed.

. Though these positive correlation coefficients did not reach statistical
TN ‘

significance, they reflect the fact that syntactic acceptability is a

component of the category designed to measure semantic acceptability.

. . \
‘. B . N
. . .
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Oral Reading Accuracy

v

Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were calculated
between the variable designed to determine oral reading accuracy --
: \
Mistues PerlHundrcd Words -- and the "other Aopvndan variables.

7

Correlation coefficients for selected variables are presented in
Table 10.

No significant relationships of these viriables with Miscuces

A "
9 .

Per Hundred Words -~re apparent for the poor rea grs. However, for the

\
. . \ . PR
good readers, scorcs on Miscues Per Hundred Words were significantly
- A

related to Syntactic and Semantic Acceptability (r % -.571) .. This
. ' \
relationship indicates that for the good readers, the, production of
a greater number of errors acceptable with\$he passage’ context tends
\ \
to be associated with higher oral reading a&purncy. One could predict

that if a rcader were making fewer crrors, he\would be able to attend

more to the reconstruction of the author's meaning and cdnsequently

would make more errors which were acceptable wihP the pasgage meaning.

\

\

The direction of this relationship was the same for the poor readers

but it did not have the strength of that of the g&pd readers.

Also significant isrthe'negativq relationship héfvden Miscues

Per Hundred Words and Total Corrections (r = -.536). This |finding

suggests that correctional behaviour is associated with a lower number

of errors. It is not unreasonable to find this relationship, for one

could predict that the more a reader miscues, the harder it would bc¢

to retain the meaning of the passage and in turn the more fdifficult it

r

would be to correct errors. This is assuming that correctiional
. !
]

behaviour is in part an effort to retain the reader's perceived meaning

of a passage. . : f



Table 10

Pearson Product Moment

Correlation

Coefficients for MPHW with
Sclected Dependent

variables

Categories of Errors

M0 LW,

Good Readers

Graphic Similarity 095

Syntactic Acceptability -.256
Syntactic and Semantic
Acceptability - 07
Graphic Similarity and

Syntactic Acceptability .095

Graphic Similarity and
Syntactic and Semantic
Acceptability . -.480

Total Corrections « -.536%

Graphically Dissimilar
Errors Corrected -.516%

Syntactically Unacceptable
Errors Corrected - 615%

Semant tcally Unacceptable
Errors Corrected ' - 6017

% Sionificance at the .05 -level of confidence.

.096

.181

046

.197

.208

R

180

Poor Readers
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When the relationships between the types of ervors corrected

and Miscues Per Hundred Words is examined, similar trends can be

“

noted (due to the interrelationships between the category of number
of vrrors and those types ol errors). However, it can be noted that

the relationships are stronger for the ecrrors relating to syntax and

o

. t
semantics than they are for these errors relating to graphic

‘information (r = =516 for graphically dissimilar errors corrected,

r = ~.615 for syntactically unacceptable errors corrected, and r :".661
for semantically unacceptable errors corrected) . One could again
predict that it would be more difficult to correct errors involving
grammatical structure or.meaning when making more errors because
acceptability of these types of errors is detormined at the sentence
and passage level, respectively, rather than at the word level.. As
was mentioned previously, while the correlation coefficients indicated

the same direction of relationship for the poor readers, the relation-

ships did not reach significance.

CORRECTTIONAIL VARIABLES

In order to determine relationships among the variables which

focussed ‘on correctional behaviour dnd the other dependent variables,
P

Pearson product moment correlation coefficient; were computed., These
are depicted in Table 11. |

The results from Table 11 indicate that there were no significant
relationships for the poor readers between correctional behaviour and
the use or'integratioﬁ of information from the cue systems.

It c;n be noted, howe;er, that féur significant relationships

are apparent for the group of good réaders. The ability to integrate

information from the three cue systems -- graphic, syntactic and

i
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semantic -- was positively related wvith the total number of errors
corrected (r = 680, p <.01), graphically dissimilar errors which
were corrected (r o= 668, p .01, syntuctically.unncccptnbln TrTors
thch were corrected (r :606, p <.05), and sumnnticnily unacceptable
errors which were corrected (r = .70/, p <.01).

These results are important in relation to identifying
T

differences between good and poor readers. The integration of

IS

L
information from the three cue systems would scem to be an indication

of highly developed reading strategics. It is interesting that for the
goéd readers only this integration variable correlated strongly with
all the variableé dealing with corrections, and ~ost stro..ly with

"the correction of semantically unaccoptable rvors. Corractions

t

are viewed by the investigator as a way to tap (i iemdev's
sensitivity to restoring the author's int .dud meaning. Hence,
these ocsults suggest that the more a good reader is able to integrate
‘information from‘tﬁe three cue systems, the more>hé is able to monitor
his responses in terms of pasgage moan%ng. .,
This correlational information is consisﬁent wtth t-test
compariséns of good and poor readers on correctional béhJViour. Good
readers were found to make more corrections than the poor readers,
especially when the errors made were semantically anomalous. Ig
appears, then, Ehat the good readers in this study had developed
patterns of reading behaviour which enhanced their ability to

concentrate on the reconstruction of meaning or, conversely, to avoid

potential meaning loss. These patterns .of reading behaviouir were not

observed for the poor readers.



SUMMARY

Oral reading crrors of good and poor readers were undlysed
in terms of oral rcading accuracy, use and integration of information
from specific cue systems (graphic, syntactic, and semantic), and
corrggtional hehaviour.

In relation to oral roudinﬁvnccurncy, on tu 1ois of the
number of miscues made per hundred words and .nformal asses sment of

comprehension, it was determined that four of the subjects were

b

" reading materlal at: frustration level It did appear, though, that

thearest of the sémple read materials at an appropriate lvvel of
difficulty. However, there was no significant difference between
good and poor readers in their mean Scores on Miscﬁes Per Hundred
Words.

Tﬁe results indicate that good and poor readers ‘both used
and intggrated ihfofmation from the threec cue systems. Again, there
were novsignificanp differences between the mean scores of the
proficiency groups on -the variables concerning amount or integraﬁion of
information from the cue systems. It was apparent, thgugh, that on

Can
one variable, concerning the integration of information from the

LY .
graphic, éyntactic and semantic cue systems, that there was more

4\« *

variance in the scores for the poor readers than for the good. This
indicates that some poor readers were less able to integrate

information than were others.

Correctional behaviour revealed significant differences between
good and poor readers in the number of errors corrected and in the

proportion of semantically unacceptable errors corrected. These



e

results suggest that although there were no significant differences
in the number of errors made by the good and poour readers, good
readers may be'better able to detect and correct errors which are

not acceptable with nassage meaning.
. J
Pearson product moment correlation coefficicnts indicat

v

that there were more than three times as many significant relation-

ships for 'the good readers as for the poor readers among the variables

v

examined in the study. Of special notv were the following relation-

ships for the pood readers:  reading comprehension was positively

related to the production of errors acceptable with passage context;

an increase in errors (M.P.H.W.) related negatively to correctional

behaviour and the number of contextually acceptable errors; and that

A

correctional behavicur correlated positively with errors showing
integration of gr.aphic, syntactic and Semantic information: A

significant negative relationship for the poor readers wias found

-

T

between the correction of Syntactically unacceptable errors and
reading comprehersion. These results suggest that the pood readers,
not only correct more errof: than the poor readers, but also have

patterns of reading behaviour which would -appear to enhince their

ability to reconstruct‘meanfng.



- Chapter 5 // R

SUMMARY, CONCLUSTONS, TMPLICATIONS »
AND RECOMMENDATTONS T

“This chapier will present a brict summary of the study and a

' discussion of the findings and conclusibns as they relate to the ..~ . %0

-

i . . —
research reported. The findings and conclusions will be discussed
' ' e
under five main headings: oral reading accuracy; the amount of
information used. from specific cue systems: integyation of iAformation
from specdfic cue systems; correctional behaviour; and interrelation-

ships among variables. Implications for reading instruction will be

discussed and then suggestions for further research will be made.

A
S

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY : &

v s . .
- The purpose'of thig study was to inv tHe diffe}ences

in oral readlng behaviour 6f good. and poor réaders " N

The test sample of 15. grade four. students and‘

BNV
. .>~

Q%udents was drawn fFrom three schools in the Edmonton Sepurﬁte School ,'_2£ - ﬁ
. 5

, o ) o
‘System The 1n1t1a1 test populatLon was tomprlsed of 61 fourth - grade-' . S
N A"N-\\ ' t . " - ’
. s
studerits and 100 31xt;t§T§qF tudents The New Developmental Readiqg
R, } '
Test, Form A(1988),. was admlnlstere& to aLL of the students . Fifteen

'S

grade six students and 15 grad®é four students, .aving a General
Comprehension score between 4.0 and 5.5 on this test, were selected.

for the test sample. _..ue Ganadian.Lorge—Thorndike Intelligence Test,..

the Weschler Intelllgence Scate for Chlldren, and the SRA Primapy Test

* of Mental Ab111t1es were used to screen subJects for the sample so
7 ] ‘ RS <\ *
thatvstudents scoring below 80 or above 110 were exciuded. The 15

’

<

+

.— . ‘73
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M ‘ ' " B v v y 3 ’ -, ‘
grade six students. camprised the group of poor readers, while the
‘wroup of good rondors'wﬁé composed of the 15 grade four students.

LY
’- N
M

Two reading passages from the Reading Miscue [nventory (1972)

"(one at the fourth aind one at the fifth to sixth-grade level) were

admrh1stered 1nd1v1dua)1y to each of the fifteen subjects in each

. Q ‘»_. -

bt . . | .
group;‘ﬁfhe‘ornl product1ons‘wcre taped and the reading errors were
. : : i . -

om the cassette tapes onto Copies of the passages and

' o transc

also onto $toring sheets. ’

“

f The first 50 miscues were selected f01 each subject. Each
v/ .
errs:;ias'subscquently analysed ;n tgrms of ten categaories designed |

to evaluate the'amount‘of‘gpaphic, syntactlc and semantic informdtion

N __ll - “ . ‘,«%-; . o 3,
processed, the inte§ratlon of Lnformaﬁioanrom cwo or moré: cue systems
.- . v N o f’ﬁ» 40, A ’

3 .,,w-

and cd%rectlonal behav10ur In addlt;on x&ﬁe pumb&% OF m1scues per
L ' By - i i , .

hundred words'was calcuLated for gaeh subjecgaw“
it ‘ ,

2 ~

The statfst1ca1 treatment of the daba nnclwded t -tests,

~ Iy
w n

. - - l\ 47 ) ry
% F-tests, and Pearson product momcnt correlatlon cocfficients.

vt o .
N L . N Ay - .
~ i . 2R a g ¥ .
< . N N . . \

MAJOR CONCLUSIONStg ORAL'READING

{? A ) o L . . . . AﬂCCHRA‘;Y‘; ) - lf_ i ‘ - '_ :;; o ‘9,
RN » . A \ ' ; 5
& g " When‘good and poor readers‘wérc compardd on their oral readlng
¢ \( ' Cy .

| accuracy, no signlflcant difference wasonoted betV@gn the :mean scoxes

" for the groups. _ A .

Previous research findings have not been coneistent on the
. ° .. N .
. >

differences in oral reading accuracy of goqd and poor readers. Ciay_

(1968) , ‘Weber (1970), and Swanson (1937) noted that poor readers made

B 0 -
a more errors than good readers, though in these studies, the good and
. Vad At

* poor readers were not of a comparable level of'jeading achievement .’
/ R IS ’

- The results of the studies by R‘AGooaman and Burke (1973) and Brody

ot

1 . . - Y3

| ’ , T
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(1973), where attempts were made to control for the level of reading

achieveménf.of the groups being compared, also generally indicated
od .
that there Were differences between good and poor readers on the

number of miscues per hundred words,.@ith the. good readers making

?

fewer errors. One exception was noted in the Goodman and Burke study,

howe;er “where groupsbof,reuders were not f;Lnd to be different in
oral readiné accuracy. The authors noted that. the paSSlgg§was o
relatively easy fﬂg the groups to read.

The f1nd1ngs oevthe prbcenL study appear to be inconsistent

N

with most of~ghe flndlngs of earlier studies on oral reading behaviour.
) s . (m v
At least two factors may acc ~1
5. .

above dld nogzemploy statlsr CQT’analysgs or thelr data so that

lgnwflcant j

apparent dlffereﬁces may not have been statrsblcally
\| 4

-1

Seqondly, the 1evel of dlfﬂlc&&}& of the oral readlng passages may not

- s ~

i sf":ghave been constant for alL sub]ects prxelatfqn to thelE levcl of
.. 8 . &

. 3 v ¥ .
reading achieggment, resulting in differencq@mﬁn oral reading accuracy.
. . T ‘;‘ R ) - S a a ) ) .
GR‘% d 5 i ,“ , S y . ’ : . f .
MAS%R CONCLUSIONS ¢ - AMOUNT OF INFORMATION “ﬂ#_-
1. 5 ’ (\‘/' s hd
NN

"Q?ED FROM THE SPECIFIC CUE SYSTEMS *
B 3

-~

,When gobdrand,poor“rea
A

<3

‘infoﬁzlon from spec1f1c cue’ systems (graphlc syntactic,

‘ T

¥ no sighificant differences between the means of the groups were noted

/
o

The dlSCuSSlOH of this finding w111 be .presented seﬁarately for each

-

: \
cue system. : L N

-

Graphic Cue System o :
i" . 2

The findings from other research on good and poor readers' use
- ‘ > /

~ of graphic information have been inconclusive. The studies by Clay

FAN

‘Yf%ﬂu% Firstly,' the studies cited ‘

“and semantic), -

-

1
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(1968) and Y. CGoodman (1967) suugoﬁt that at the beginning levelcibetter

o,

readers uvse fore information from the grapho-phonic cué’ system tham do

poor readers. K. Goodman and Burke (1973) found no difference in good
) " - ‘ .
and p- v readers' use of graphic information except for the low second

e to use graphic information as
| T '
ncy groups in the study. There-

gra. vs, These subjects were. un& w

is the other ade(ﬁ%d pr
¢, it appears that at the begiﬁﬁihg sgages of reading, use of
graphic'informacion is a discriminating factor in good and poor readers.
Beyond the beginning leveL, however, results Qave been‘far
less elearcut._ K. Goodman and Burke (1973) found no difference
between reading proficiency groups from the upper:eleﬁengary to hiéh

o . ) © - . . :
school levels in the amount of graphic information used. Jensen

S el

‘(1972) and Brody (1973), however,;ﬂid, ind differences in readere at’

&

theupper elementéry leved . The andLngs from Jensen 8 study tﬁdicated

that .good readers used less graphlc Lnformatlon than the poor readers,

A N
w7

while Brody s flndlngs suggnsteo that thc good readers used more
A.\
grqpblc in¥drmation. - Again, because statistical analysis was not

carried out on the data, these differences could not be statistigally

. : Yy}
Y

.~ L, . . !
Y i
rs .

assessed.

Anforma' ion from #he Syntactic _ )
+ Cue § S ) /
Lue Syetems o g

ThlS stddy found no significant differenc$ between good and

.
»

"pocn:éfaders ln their use of syntactic 1nformat10n These findings

PO §. N ~

dré not consistent with the results from research on beginning readers.
. . }
a ~

Y. Goodman (1967) and wgber (1970).both found differences in first

a

graders ab111t1es to prodess syntactlc information; good “readers usec -

I
morc syntactdc 1nformat10n than did the poor readers prever, these

-
'_.:A“

a\,
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flndin\%b -do suppoct results of Brody's studys (1973 (no difference

\d\tb\»
between good and poor readers) though K. Goodman and Burke (19773)

and Jensen (1972) found that good readers produced more syntactically
acceptable errors than did the poor readers. Again, without
statistical analysis, it is difficult to compare their results with

those in this study.

Information from the Semantic -

Cuewzstem o -

Co In this study, ho significant\diffvronco was noted between
» ’ ‘ ! - )
gq?pod and poor readers in their use of semantic information. The find-

ings from research by Swanson (]937) and Fairbanks (1937) indicated

[V SN

that poor readers' errors tended to alter the meaning of the passage

significantly, while thosc of the good readetrs did not. Jensen (1972),

investigating upper eclementary readers' behaviour, also reported thit

- -
- RS

the good readers' subspitutions (at the word level) showed more
24 o i -

&y Yo

~

2

‘ K. Goodman and Burke (1973), exéﬁinihgfelpmentary to high.school
readers' behaviour, found that ‘good readers madewadre“&emantically
L} ‘ - .. K

acceptable errors than did the poor readers. Brody (1973), in her

investigation of upper elementary readers' behaviour, on the other -hdnd,
- f *

‘ B

found no difference between good and poor readers on the number of .
EES Y v
FORi errors resultlng in meanlng loss (i.e. were semantlcall{ unacceptable)

It would appear then, that the’ results of this study aré
LN < .y ) ?. - X
b . ‘

cohsistent only with Brody's findings. The arguments may again be

N ~ .
. raised, that many*of the pfeviOps research studies did not . attempt
. : - S :

the level of difficulty was equal for both groups of

1

'aIso, hat che dlfferences found were not evaluated

to ensure thag

e Teaders a
[T G i tan

$

o : B ‘, - ’ V } ’ . B .
. relation to the @bkt bha%d‘ tHHose of the poor rgaders, and . E@;w
. S R _ B o ) < L p o .
. R ‘BT v g
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stnListi}nlly.

MAJOR CONCLUSTONS:  INTEGRATION OF INFORMAT ION
USED FROM THE CUE SYSTEMS

No significant differences were noted between good and poor
readers \when their ability to integrate information from the que
systems was compumﬁl. : - . o

ok
Skveral of the rescarch studies cited earlicr on ord] reading

behaviour revealed differences between good and poor readers in @
e

{.

relation to the intepration of information from fwo? or more cue Qb-

Q'

3

? . . Lo -
systems. Investigating beginning readers, Clay (1968) and Biemiller,,,
(1970) commented on the ability of higher achieving réaders to

o ’ ' R S A ' .
integratq&;nformation from the three cue sy§tems. ' Weber: (1970)7 as
“f‘;““’; ) " By N ot .- , .

Y

well, noted the inaﬁilgﬁy”of a "low gfoup of first graders 'to integrate , |

grammatical and grapﬁic information, while Y. Goodman (1@67) noted

€

lity to integrate syntactic and semantic informatiegm.

better readers's
o “\?:}‘\v - . . . ]
Studies comparing g§od and poo§?§$g§qm beyond the beginning level

s g .

) . . - e .
- have also cited integration as a problem for poor readers. BRecause

- o

of the interrelationships > een syntax and semantics in the Gdodman
i ) . \ ! . . . ) .
- Taxonomy, the category of semantic acceptability in fact-yeflects the

) ‘ 1S
integration of information from both the syntactic and semantic cue :
A} . 3 . . @
v

systems. >Consequent1y, results from the K. Goodman and Burke (1973)
stully, and Jensen's study (1972) would appéar to suggest that good

- o L
readers are better ablé-to integrate information from these two cue

. ; J . . ’
glystems than are the poor readers. . Hgwever, the one study by Pacl ° .
: ! ; . : . LN :
A I ' . . } . -
(1977),,wh%ch used statistical analysls, did not note significant
P v N : . -

. N i H{fferences between goo4 and poor readers-in the category whicﬁ“toded

o E ks '
® contextual appropriaﬁenja ® ravikg which combined the effects of

<
- +

' .4




,r
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syntax and semantics.
'

The findings of the -present study are not consistent with much
. \\

of the previous research, except for the one study which employed l
‘ |
statistical analysis. | 1 1. lers were not found to be statisticall&

different in ability sntec oo information. On the variable whiChN
. . . . .
- aaluated tho%into;rntibn oi  adormation from all three cue systems,

however, the poor readers indicated almost twice the variability in
[ . . h

scores as did;ﬁhv/good‘poqgoms;-vﬂoncq, it may be that a sub-group of

. ) /{ //’ .. ' SRR S P
s the poor roadhr3/hudLdifffculty\with integration of information.

Conversely, another sub:groip of poor readers may have been proficient

in this?ability, as the diffcrence between the mean écéres for good

and poor readefrs was not.significant. Hencg; inabilistys to Lntegfate ‘Pu’

A R . Y

\ s - - . :
- . R " R Yua e i y . wve . M
p}nformatlon from.'two or more cue systems may be-an important
LY - - T - ' “
rJ. j . . - . oy o N ~ .
differentiating” factor for some poor readers.
. o R - [ s . i
W RERT SR ‘ NG .

[\ » s
‘results in this study with thnsq%K

(] R 8

b . e .
Again, the inconsigtendy of,
’ TR T ’ 2 I
|

in others may involve thel}evol'bf.difficultyjbf‘thb'reading pasSage#.

-R i i ’

ey .
. .

It is possible thaf thic breakdown in the integration of the cue aystéws
" for problem readers in other Btadies resulted 'from presenting them W
- with maEerial thét;wasitoo hard for them, At L T

“ o . MAJOR CONCLUSIONS: CORRECTIONAL o
' BEHAVIOUR ‘ [1
% N
: 1 , |

DY . : ’ o \&i :
Both the number &nd kind of correctiqps made by the readers

“Fhe findings indicated that the good readers
i SR |
‘ |
\

corrected significantly mere errors than the ;ﬂa%f readers. When the

were investigated.

. . . - - E L . , “
/‘ kind oY errors which ‘were corrected was examined, it was apparent that

the difference in correctional behaviour was due to the good readers'

s ! . . N
- ability t¢ correct semantically unacceptable erﬁors. These pesults
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-
suggest that the good readers ave better able to retain the author!
- NI M . '
intended meaning, as [hoy\ﬁro abde to successfully correet those
- Tl
crrors which are not acceptable in terms of passage mganing.

LN

Boph”hf.‘bosu results support the findings of previous M
research.  Clay (1968) noted better readers, at the beginning stages
of reading, corrected a larger porccntnge of thv}r errorq, and Swanson

« ‘e,
(1937) and Fairbanks (1937) ~identificd bubbtdntlal differences in
fnvour of good readers at the college level. K. Goo@man and Burke
(1973) found in comparing diffcerent proficiency groups, that good
readers corrected a higher percentage of errovrs .

The fihdings:th?r_good readers corrected i higher proportion
of semantically unacceptable errors is related to K. Goodman and

Burke's (1973) comprehending ratiﬁ?. While this category included

the number of semantigally acceptable errors, corrections of bLmantgL~
- N .

e
v

ally unacceptablé® g8 were counted as well. Since good readers
y cep FIRdE p ¢

ﬁbr on this comprehending rating (in the 1973

study% one would infer Lhat their’ ablllty to correct this type Of

W

k]
consistently scorcd

\.)

error was a contributing factor to their superior porformance.
This finding also relates to Hood's category of Mganing'Loss,
) : s 1
used by Pacl (1977). This category involves contextually unacceptable

,
errors which were not corrected. ‘Poor readers were found to make,
A ‘Q‘”’D ’

signlflcantly moro errors’ Qf thls typo 'It w0u1d seem that this

category is similar to that of Semantlcally Unacceptable Errors _
W -
Corref éa though it is stated from the opp031te persPectlve (i.e.

uncorrected versus correctud)a ' .

Y"
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MAJOR CONCLUSTONS : INTERRELATTONSH LIPS
AMONG THE VARIABLES

Whi le [hUVFUIHEiOthiPS lvstea by the Pearson product moment
correldtion coefficicnts were not related directly to aty of the
resedrch hypo?hUSOS,uthey did prévidu.additional statistical informa-
tion concerning differences between good and poor: readers.,

Certain relationships 5§%ng.vnriublcs revealed noteworthy

4
differences in patterns of responding between the two groups. For

_the good readers, a significant positive relationship was found

g
between the intégration of syntactic and semantic information é%d
W - ‘

scores on reading comprehensioh, and between the integration of
graphic, syntactic, and semantic information and the correction of

'all types of errors. # negative relationship was noted between the
h

o

number of corrections and the number of ¢rrors made per hundred

-

words. For the poor readers, a significant nggative relationship was

noted between the correction of syntacticall%lunacceptablo errors and
K 2

reading comprehension. *

The results indicated moreover, that there was significantly

5

) - ’
more interfacilitation of information and strategiecs for the ‘good

readers than for the poor. This was'reflected in the fact that more

N , ¢
than three times 3as many significant relationships wer - osparent
for the good readers than for the poor (30 versus nine) . P

) ' RN ' '
These findings support thosc reported by Guthrie (1973), who

- 4 .
s

notes that«scor%s on phonic subskills were highly correlated for good

- Pi
¢

’ readers,’bpé largely insignificant for disabled readers. While Guthrie

~ex:mined phonic subskills only, this study investigating oral reéding

R
benaviour (in context) confirmed the tendency for strafegies to be

¢



. .

more highly inteprated for pood readers than for poor readers.,
.
. o e
o IMPLICATTONS FO% SEADING
INSTRUCT Y

Y

This stady found no signiticant difterences between good and

poor readers in the number of crrors miade per hundred words, the amount

.
of information usced from specific cue systems, or in the integration

. . ; o e R
of informiation from two Or more cue systems.  Signiticant ditfferences

wore noted in the number of corrections made and, more specitically,

in the proportion of semontically unacveptable errors which were: _—
3 ‘taﬁ’
. .

corrected.
These findings have implicTtions for the identiticat ion and

remediation of disabled readers, as well as for veneral reading

instruction. The results of this study can not casily be
) J ) e
from that uscd in this study,

generalized to a ‘popu latjon dif ferenk,

: S C .

though the findings dié]‘?gﬂgport tho WL prévious research with’
A% vx o

PN
» P .

> P A

o -k
regard to correctional heH@ugpur » - S,

P

¢ . . ’ - : 4
In terms of reading diagnosis, the findings suggest Y hat
particular attention' should be paid to the studentg' ability to detect
and successfully correct semantically anomalous crrvors. This variable

not only differentiated good and poor readers, but was also A

t
i
j

fsignificantly related to integrat iw’m’\jﬁtﬁjtggfgs. "With regard to-

A - - . -' - . . N
corrective and remedial instruction, emphasis should be placed on the
' %

-

subjects’ mon'itoring of responses to cnsure that the author's intended
v : 7
& .
meaning is, retained. Feor both general and remedial reading instruction,
it appeédrs that correctional behaviour should be encouraged: Since.
3 . ' o

it was noted*that a negative relatjonship existed between the
A

* correction of; grammatically unacceptable errors and reading



>

Fiiot

comprehension, the cmphasis Sn teaching correcting strategices should
. .

> ‘d
v
e .’M-' ~;~l aced on omeaning. , .
AT
i : LY
. The tindings did not supggest that more attention shduld be paid

" I
by teachers to the teaching ot word analysis skills or that poor
readers should endeavour to jmike lewer cerrorvs The findings of this

|
| . .
study, morcover, would suggast heavy emphasis on reading
l\‘ o
. ! . .
comprehension, rather than on word analysis or oral reading accuracy.
b
I
Also, K. Goodman's hypothesis that all
|

which are not detrimental to \tlw process ot reconstructing the auvthor's

veaders make miscues, all of

A .
intended message, appears to have been confirmed from the findings of
|
. i o
this study. b

I3

Finally, the technique of |nllys1nv <;1l reading behaviour

was employed in this study to give some iml‘i (‘:;&ion of how readers were

processing print, [t would appc;ir to be a usczf.ul tool to iv used by
" - . o .

e Wi
classroom teachers in the Pagnostic t,e‘u.hm

\

= 4 i

: ; - - .
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY '

L . \

». In addition to those limitations of the study cited in chapler

one, the following limitations became apparent 'durhfmhé progress ‘of %

1 ! ) ' . o

' ; . J
the study: N ,/ 5 i o

1. [t was .ix‘yendoﬁd that all smbjects in the study be given
~ J , .
material at their iMsStructi @R’\/cl' An effort ,was

made to select students whoée reading cof’nprehensxon scores

on 4 standardized test were at the fourth grade level or

[} . . ”u
. above, The first oral rcading passage selected was'
’ ' B b T . 3
reported to have a readability level of grade four or )
\ N
below and therefore it was assumed that appropriate e
R 4



materials would be provided for a1l the subjects. Wﬁwevcr,
. . A /
the results of the scores on the category of Miscugs Per -

Hundred Words and an informal asscssment of their
‘

comprehension, indicated that four students were reading

at frustration level.

re

[t became apparent during the analysis of the data that

two of the categories constructed for the purpose of

coding the errors were redundant. The category of

Syntactic and Semantic Acceptability was identical to

‘that of- Semantic Acceptability and the categories of

Graphic Similarity and Sémantig\Acceptability and

Graphic Similarity and Syntacth and Semantlc AcceptabLlLty

3

were 1dent1cal. This redundéﬁty arose because in orde.

-

»

N : . o
for a miscue to be classified as semantlcallyiacceptable,

Ll
Pkl 1. .
o

it must also have syntactlc acceptablllty In addition

»

to the needless repetltlon anOlVCdnlﬂ the qodlng and

analysis of the data and in the reporthg()fyba flndinks

3

another obvious weakness 1s revealed. The semantic

cpnstraints operating in the langd%ge could not be

separated from the syntactic cdp¥
"3: There was more variability in the scores of the poor readers

-

than the good readers. It should be noted that the LT

R4

intelligence test scores for the fourfh graders were

obtained more recently thangfor the sixth’ éraders Hence,

* " \

- the scores of the sixth graders may have been somewhat
less reliable than those for the fourth graders and this

€ .
may* have contributed to greater variability among the

K

Ly

~ ok



scores of the sixth praders

SUGCESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

'

A sample of thipty good and poor readers {rom grades four and

six, respectively, werqg sclected for this study. Consequently, the
study could be replicated with a larger sample. This would.permit
statistical analysis to determine if the variability in the :performance
of the poor reaflers was due to individuals or if discrete sub-groups

S . . ’
of poor readérs could be identified.

. 4
Whereas the pre&cht study anestlgated goodvand poor  readers

f

o

e
hadeg a readlng achievement score (as ]udged by a genoral comprehen-

sion rating) ranging from 4.0 to 5 5, further studies could. \\\

6" : <
anostlgate the defcrchts in sood and poor readers atf pther levels
. i) ’ .

[ ]

EN

~of reading qchiewemcnt. This wowld be particularly interesting at the

iy A
cglinning stages' of reading where rescarch studies have suggested

”

erences between proficiency groups on oral reading accuracy, use

of graphic information, qg,Lntegration of informution from two or

' » -

, % » . f

moresg%e systems. Sincey these earlier studies q;d not ensure the
R . 1, .

P

same level of diﬁ%icdity for all groups, a study which did control for

this factor would be extremely useful in adding information on
N L 9 . .

Peginning réaders' strategies for processing print. ‘
- - o

v »’R
This s,udy did not dttempt to assess in any. deth the .

dlfferences in readlng cqmprehenSLOn as evaluated by the SUbJects'

retelling of passages read. Thi§ could be investigated and related

to the oral reading behaviour of good and poor readers.

No attempt. was made to examine the differences between gbod\\

.A . 3 ‘:;"( . 3 i .
and poor readers on silent reading behaviour or ,to compare strategies"

'



- B6 \ .\"1 ‘
]

N : o ,

of good and poor readers-on oral and silent readinh tasks. While the
cloze tecnniquc would be limited to cvnluating.the ability of readers
to usé contextual gonstraints, this could be an area for profitable
research. 'Readors could be‘ovddunted nn thelir ability to integrate

information from cue systems and thejr correcticnal behaviour in a
) ' .

\ \

"gilent reading situation.

The findings of this ggxdy suggest that differences betyeen
good and poor readers involve fﬂé ability to COTrect errors.
. . 3
Differences which Have been found in other studies in accuracy, and in
use or integration of information may not have emérged in £his study

because the mpterial presented a similar degree of difficulty for both

v

groups A Btéﬁ% Wthh systcmatxcally compared gd&d and poor rcaders b

(of compa%ﬁ%le readlng ach1evament) Sh Lndependent ,1nstruct10nal and

frustration level materials lS necded to,isglate and 1dent1fy the
effects of the dlfflculty of thc reading passage on the strategles of ﬁ

7

good gnd poor readers .
i

g Yoo

, o
CONCLUDING STATEMENT '
, 4 , \ .
This study used the analysis of oral reading errers po'atﬁempt

‘

to identify differences between good and poor readers in relation to

the way they processed print: Categories were deviéed to evaluate

.

the numbef of errors made (per hundred wo:ds); the amount. and : §\f/
lntegration of 1nformat10n used from the graphic, syntactic ‘and . L ;
Semantic cue sysfens, and both, the number and nature of cnrrectlons_
made . ¢ | | T .
"The results suggest dnaﬁ good readers make mdré conrectlon;
than poof'readérs;'partlcularly in relation . to erro£d>wh1ch ar; not J.,
. : * . ; . 7o

'
. ) . 3,

~ he . . S

Hese

g
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acceptable with passage meaning. This suggests that the good readers
s .

ave developed strategies to enhance | their ability to reconstruct

’
»

and retain the .author's intended meaning.
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APPINDIX A

Directions for the Oral Reading Test
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DIRECTTONS
¢

[

I'want to see how vou read so 1 have two stories for you to
v
o .

read out loud. After vou read a story, 1 will ask You to tell me

as much as.you can about what you read.

.
<

While you are reading 1 will record on this papir the wav in,
3 4 .

which you read and how long it tékes you to Tead. 1 will also he

LN

taping on the tape recorder so:that [ can listen again to make sure

.

that [ have everything copied dowy.

Before we start I would like you to say your name, your school,
and what grade You're in so_we. can make sure the fape rccofder is
working. [Do so.]

This is the first storv, "Space Pet'". Read here and here

[indicating appropriate pages], etc. Read out loud and tell me about

it when you've finished. '

'0.K. you may start now. [Récord oral reading. ] .

—~

Good; _Now, can you tell me about. the storv? . [Write down

response.] Anything else? Is that all? , ’ A

Thank you very much.
4
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