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‘ A THE EFFECTS OF SCANNING/ENCODING TRAINING ON SIGHT WORD (SW) LEARNING
AND RECOGNITION - -

L4

John Koehler, Jr. and Rosalie Bennett
3 ‘ '

.

The present stddy ig part of a series of studies which-are concerned
- * N . ']

-~ 4

witﬁ ways to improve the discrimination, encoding and retrieval of words

learned as whole units, i.e., sight word (SW) learning. Man& current

.
ES

‘reading programs begin with sight teaching the words, usually a dozen

or more, which form the vocabulary for the first reading stories. 1In

subsequent instruction, stress is given to learning to decode words

with the use of letter-sound correspondences, i.e., the phonics method,

and the sight method is restricted to a residual small percentage of

mostly irregularly spelled words.

r

Sight word learning in the initial stage of readiﬁg instruction’

can generate problems for children who have had little prior word

learning experience. The words selected for the first reading stories

3

are usual.y sufficiently dissimilar so that acquiring the words should
- & .

be no problem. Studies on word learning (Samuéls & Jeffrey, 1966; -

«

-McCutcheon & MqDowell,‘l969; Otto & Pizillo, 1970) show that kinder-

1

garteners and first graders tend to develbp tendencies of attending

to and encodin; only minlmally discriminable éues of words, e.g., a L,
_ single letter, wﬁén the wards can be distinguished on such a basig.

A consiﬁuence of the cue selection tendency is to interfere with further

word-learning since new words will likely oyerlap'witﬁ the cues'selected .-

in leaFning the earlier words. Indications of this interference are

frequently foumd in the classroom in forms such as incréases in word

" "« "~ confusion errors and learning plateaus after a few words have been learned.

@ - M ®
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® “ It has been argued elsewhere (Koehler, 1970) that word learning

-infeifzience efferts in early rea@ihg instruction could be reduced if

-

(a) qggg_;nhﬁlefé discrimination,ahd encoding of letter® patterns.were
4 - 7_\ .

carried out during SW lea}ning, and (b) the conditions surrounding SW

recall were improved. Two studies were conducted to exploﬂ!'Lraining

(3

pfodédures aimed at improving SW procéssing during acquisition and SW

recall., In the first study, (Koehler, et al., 1971a) kindergarteners

were given training on. attending to and encoding letter pattern infor--

mation and associating SWs with their cﬁéracieristic syntactical

environments, e.g., the before nouns‘and adjectives. In the second

étudy (Koehler, et al., 1971b) K~level children practiced SWs and

phonics-derived. or rule words (RW) under conditions Qarying list

4

stfucture, amount and order of list practice, and the distinctiveness

of 1list contents. The retention/transfer effects of this training were

.tested with sentences constructed from the training materials,
; - ) {

The major findings of these studies were that 1) training to

visually discriminate posiftion and order differences in sequences of

letters and nonletters had: only a minor influence on subsequent sight
A N .

learning of‘contras;ing single-syllable words; 2) learning words in

a sentence context or parking SWs to make them clearly distinguisnable

e <

from -RWs has no or a slightly adversive effect on word®learning and

retention; and 3) practicing RWs before SWs aided SW acquisition

and ghowed some positive transfer to sentence learning. The pattern

of these findings in conjunctién with those of related studies (cf. .,

Koehler et al., 1971b) seemed to suggest that whole word learhing

improves when the training lay$ stress on attending to the acoustic

J
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as well as the orthographic features of words. Training that focuses

on the visual differences may not be very effective because the learner

is not Fequired to relate these differenc;s in'any specific w;y to ‘the
accompanyigé acoustic changes. In the tra{ning on RWs in the Koehler,

. * e t
et al. stud& «(1971b), the children were required to produce the individual
letter.soﬁnds, i.e., souné-oug Rﬁs,‘;nd thus their attention was drawh

to all letters in the words as well as how letter sequences related to

the acoustic *features of the words. ) .

" The preceding analysis would seem to imply that phonics training

should precede or, start concurrently with sight'learning the first

words. In view of the conceptual and perceptual difficulties attending

\

the phonics approach, it is questionable whether any viable reaaing '
« - Ay

program can start off with phonics instruction. -Beginning readers may

//

nonetheless be trained to relate acoustic difference to orthographic

differences with the use of tasks that largely avoid learning and

13

understanding the phonicserelatignships. For instaﬂcé; chil&ren could
be taught to dis?riminaqg differenges in word sounds and spelling
patterns and to relate the differences across modalities. This could .
pe accogg}ished by having ¢hildren indicate Fhe letter positien where

a pair of minimélly-contrasting or highly similar words differ and

then seleé? the pair from a set of alternative pairs which mat;hes

the spoken pairf

The present study examines this procedure and others for their effects

1
.

on the acquisition and retention of contrasting single-syllable words

-

-

learned by the sight method. Some of the tréining conditions were

vesigned to allow making comparisons with the findings from the earlier

R



' , Koehler, et al. sktudies. As noted above, Koehler, et al. (1921b) found
that practice on sounding-out RWs facilitated SW acquisition and reading
sentences containing the SWs. The sounding~out procedure is considered

here to determine if the previous findings can be replicated and to .

gauge the effectiveness of other treatments in the study.

In another treatment, training is given on matching single-syllable

words first under simultaneous presentation of standard and alteraatives
&

' . and ‘then from memory, i.e., successive or delayed patching where the
standard 1is removed before presepting the alternatives. Training with
. ;
this procedure showed some facilitation on SW learning in the earlier -

study (Koehler, et al., 197la). Most of the effect, however, showed

-

up in a control group given training on materials that were easy to
discriminate. It is possible that this group had more competent

. learners than the other treatment groups of the study. This interpre-
. .
tation would have to be questioned however, i1f matching-to-sample

training on dissimiliar items (i.e., easy to discriminate) again was \\\ -

found to improve SW learning performance,

The control condition considered appropriate for the above treat- ‘

ments 1s sight learning a list .of maximally-contrasting,.single-syllable

T -~

words., This condition has been found to produce little improvement in
word scanning skills. Previogs’researchers (Samuels & Jeffrey, 196§;
McCutcheon & McDowell, 1969; 0tEo~§ Pizillo, 1970) report that learning
maxi&allyfcontrasting or dissimiliar items results.in more recognition

errors and-inappropriate generalizations than learn}ng a minimally~

¢ .
.

contrasting word list. Any word processing improvements resulting

." ' from practice on tasks inyolving aural-visual discrimination and matching,
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sounding-out, or simultaneous and delayed matching Shod;d therefore be

disclosed in comparison with thé control condition.

METHOD

DESIGN < _ -

Four groups of prereading kindgrgarten?rsAreceived training on
tasks expected to more or less develop attention to the acoustic
features that covary wi;h the orthographic cues of words. Group I Ss

were given aural-visual discrimination and matching tréining with

minimally-contrasting, single-syllable word-like forﬁs; Group II sounded-
r. . e -
out a list of maximally-contrasting, single-syllable words by individual

letters; Group III received the simultaneous and delayed matching-to-
sample training with the maximally-contrasting words as standards; ’

and Group IV, the control, learned the list of maximally-contrasting,
single-syllable words with the sight method., Subsequent to training,

all Ss s.ght learned a 1list of single-syllable word-like forms contrasting
as péiré‘at designated létter positions: this éraining was applied

approximately 24 hours after the group training.» The Ss were also

required to recognize the forms from the list when.mixed with similarl
spellea words and to practice the original list for an additional 10

trials. These events also occurred approximately 24 hours after original
learning. Training and testing on the wo}d-like foqps comprised the
transfer phase of the study.

Training.time among groups was held approximately constant by

having Ss in Groups II, III, and IV practice pairing numbers with toy |

and animal pictures for designated amounts of time prior‘tq training.



SUBJECTS

The subjects were 40 kindergarteners enrolled at a local public
schooll. The Ss were randomly assigned to the treatment groups (10
to a group) with the provision that an approximately equal number
of each sex appear in each group: The instruction glven the children

in school did not have any direct relation to the treatment conditions.

APPARATUS AND MATERIALS

The study was conducted in a 2-cubical trailer on the school -

grounds. Each cubical contained visual-auditory dispiay equipment so

that two Ss could be trained and tesfed simultaneously and independently
/\ - -

in the trailer. The visual materials were projected by means of 2 X 2
’ ‘
slides on the rear of a screen centered in a vertical panel. The S

5at approximately two feet from the panel. The oral accompaniments of

the slides were presented by a tape recording. The sound heard by the

'S came frem two small speakers ﬁositioned in the lower right and left

corners of the panel. o

\
Concurrent visual and oral presentations were automatically sequenced

with an inaudible signal on the recording tape. The sound aécompanying
a slide occurred from two to eight seconds after the slide appeared on-
the screen--the delay between slide and sound v;ried over treatments to
allqw sufficient time for the S to respond. The E could also operate ¥

a manual switch to delay presentation of the sound, a procedure which

- ’

&

1The_S_s attended the Mark Twain Elementary School in the Lynwood
District of the Los Angeles City School System.
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b was used mostly on the early trials of a new task. When no sound

- .
accompanied the slide, the sequence of visual presentations was paced

t
with a 4-second interval (exception: the delay matching task described

ré

below). The same pacing also apflied to tasks having only oral presen-

o

tations. ] . ) -
Two 6-item lists containing 3-letter words or pronounéeable syllables

were compiled in a mannér ts allé@ specifying 7-word pairs frﬁm each

list that would contrast Ewiée in the initial and final positions and

three times in Fhe h;dial position. In word list 1, the {1ems contained

a stop, a sibilant, a nasal and two vowel sounds; word list'2 had two

stops, a nasal and two‘vowel soundi. .
Each word list assessed the effects of training on hélfrthe Ss

‘ “ in a training group. _The halves of Group I were trained on the, con-

» * )

trasting pairs from one list and tested for transfer on the alternate

list.
¢
Ten items were used in testing recognition of the word forms learned

in the transfer list. Each item consisted of a target and two distractors
o
selected from the 6-item:transfer list. N '

L

© six maximally-contrasting, single-syllable words were selected
‘for training Groups II, III, and IV. For trainiqglon the matching-

to-sample task (Group III), the two distractors chosen for each word

varied from each other and the target word at all letter positions..

Twelve items were constructed in this manner for the matching task.

)

The training equalization materials consisted of ten animal or Eoy

pictures randomly aaired with the numbers 1 to 10. All training andl

‘ testing materials are listed in the appendix. -

-
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“ B PROCEDURE? .

% >

Two EQ ran S8 individually.through the training and transfer tasks.

The E worked with each §_approxiﬁately 30 minutes per day; the §'feééived

A -
5

a "good work" badge or a-gmall trinket at the end of each session. .

e ) The following sequence of tasks was used in training Group It

¢

‘ ( ' 1. Labeling letter positions in 3-letter words. The S was
trained to idqﬁtify the first, middle, and last positions
of a horizontal array of three aniimals or three letters in

a word. - The E pointed to:.the animal or letter ir-the artay

v

. and -the S responded with the position label. 'fraining on

»

’

the word items began with the letters in a spaced ariaﬁge—.

.ment, e.g., HU T. Tralning continued until the S co&la

¢

. ’errorlessly identify the positions on three words when the

%

. lé;ters were normally spaced.
' J
2. Discriminating letter position differences on visually

presented word pairs. The words of each pair were ﬁ}ESenEed

°

in a vertical array and the S indicated the letter position

at which the pair differed. When the § could correctly
”

‘identify position differences on the seven word pairs (one

a4

trial), the training was discontinued,
.ot
3. "Discriminating acoustic difference concurre{g with visual

differences. The S received an alternating pattern of trials

3

- on the seven word pairs: Trial A--S {ndicated letter

i

¢ 2pilot work determined the procedures for training droup I Ss and
the amount of training on the picture-number PAL task for Groups II, III,

B ‘ -+ and IV.
i . ]

. r |



‘ . ’ position difference of a word pair and E pronounced the

[y .

AN
words and told the S8 to note that the words sounded er= '

ent where their letters varied, Tqial B--S 'Indicated letter .

3 Y
~

position difference of word'pair'and then indicated posi-

tion difference when words were presented only orally by
. N . ' N . . .
E. This pattern was continued until S-performed errorlessly

2 L T

: . on Trial B. - ' ot
» N ~

) . v . ~>
4, Discriminating position differéences on orally presented

word pairs. The words oﬁ'each\pair were tape presented®
f : .
to S in a slightly slower than normal reading rate. The

S gave the position where he or she believed thé‘words
’ . PN
differed in sound. Practice continued until .one errorless

trial was achievef?

.

-~

5. Crossmodal matchimg. The S was shown two word pairs on the

)
'
<

v . left sand right sides of thg‘screen and orally presented one
N .

of the displayed pairs. The S™indicated which pair wgs

heard by pointing to the pair on the screen. A trial con- ‘

"

sisted of presenting five slides twice with a different
L ’ ‘

) 3

pair given orally on each preséntation. Training was discon- .

» »

tinued when one ergzorless trial was achievéd.

. '
. »

v

Corrective feedback was given for incorrect or nonresponding in the,i
I

B . ¢

above tasks. - :

»

N \

Group Il training consisted of associating numbers with pictures
for two days and, practice at sounding-out the six maximai}y-contrasting

. / .
words as the words wére sight learned on the subsequent days. ‘For the o
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latter training, a slide diéplgyea the word With letters spaced to cor-

Jrespond to the individual phonemes of the word, e.g., RO LL, and the ’

S responded by sounding-out the word in terms of the phonemes. The next

slide displayed the word with normal letter spacing and the S responded
wich the blended or whole word form. Thg.instruccions to the S emphasized
that the sounded-out and whole word forms were the same word. Both the
plcture list and word list were practiced first in successive parts and

then as a whole list. On the first day, the S-wis given two sublists of

. Bive pictures each.P The second day was devoted to practicing the whole

list of pictures. No criterion performance was sought for the picture

list practice. The S learned each-of two 3-word sublists to a criterion

. v

of one errorless trial.,on the whole word part of the practice sequence

and then practiced the 6-word list for 10 trials. The paired-associate

-~

anticipation method was used in all 1list practice.

Group III practiced the picture §G§lists for three days and the whole

-~
.

list ﬁor one day, otherwise training on the pic;ure lists followed that

¢

given (roup II. In training on the matching-to-sample Fask, the Group 111
S was shown the standard or target word with the matchfﬁg alternatives

in the no-delay conditton and two seconds before the alterhatives in the

A -

delay comdition. The target word was displayed above the middle aiterna-
tive in the ho-delay condition and in the. same location when'it preceded

the alternatives in the delay condition. The location of the altermative

matching the target was counterbalaqced dv%r the 12 items." The S responded

by pointing to his choice from the*set'éf alteﬁaftives on the screey.
3

1
When the choice was incor¥ect, the L iqpicated:tke correct alternative.

)

1

. i
) |
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3 .
d .

’ . Eiée Ss. were terminated and rep’laced with other Ss in the study.

¢ ’
hieve .criterion in a reasonable time and two had too "

ha

Three ‘ailed to

many absenceé

- e )

‘or continuity in the training sequence. The §‘
losses were -evenly pisqributea over the training groups. -

Y

-
© [

.

RESULTS .

I

With the exception hoted’below, 4 (training treatmént),x 2 (word set)

.

factorial analyses of variance were perfdrméd on the age of Ss (months),.

A -

-

nusber of sessions (days) to complete training series and various measures

of transfer performance. The jinteraction between training treatment and

wvord set failed to reach the .Q5 level of significance in any of these

)
‘ anaiyses. The data from the Qlo word sets‘ were therefore combined in

calculating the means and standard dev;aqfons that are shown in Table 1.

. ' . .

. - Although Ss were assigned randomly to the cells of the 4 X 2 design,
the Ss trained and tested with word list 1 were found to.be significantly
younger than those receiving word list 2, F = S.la,wdf = 1/32, p < .05.

“his effe.t, however, failed to produce any noticeaﬁie bias on the trans~

fer resulits. -

The zeans and standard deviations listed iq Table 1 for number of
traizing sessions suggest that the picture-number task satisfactorily
42;a;;zei traizing time across the groups. In support, the difference

etween training groups on this dizension was found to be unreliable,

e 593, 2t = 332, o 0.

raczsfer performance, including the recognition test, was evaluated

iz rerms =f trials o crixeridQ\j§d errors in word identification. The ~

erIcT mess.Te vas explcoyed vhere a fixed number of trials was given the S.

! £
®

’
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list (F < n. . .

PO - ® ' '
It is apparent from éhe table that in comparison to the controls,
4

(Group 1V), the training treatments had little effect on transfer peg-

formance.4 No reliable differente was-found . trials to criterion on

all pairs (F < l), reaching criterion on the 6-item 1ist (F = i 16, df .

N

= 3/32, p > .10), recognition test errors (F = 1.12 df - 3/32, P>

.10) or errors made on the 16~trials of additiona) practice on the 6-item - e

A »
— R . v -,
.

" -

- ' ‘; ' ' ) r
It is possible ‘that the t?ﬁining effects were limited to ghe early

stage of practicé on the transfer task. Although differences in learn-

4ing rate as a function of training may appear on the first few word

pairs, further practice obliterates them because the matZrials and train-
ing procedures of the transfer task rapidly develop the ski lsraddressed .
in the training conditions. That i's, practice on minimally é%aqting i QQ&
words in the transfer task imptoves scanniug\and encoding ofqthe letter

o

and spelling patterns of words much as the training treatments weye
. “ .

.efbected to do. Under these conditioins, differenoes arising from the,

earlier training conditions would likely wash out, especially if.tgey

-

» . ;

Wi sgali. - - )
This inte¥pretation.of training influenceés was tested by analyzing

trials to criterion for in&%v;dual wo%d pairs with the use.of the mixed

variance model. In thfs‘analysis, differeﬁcet it learning inaiyiduﬁl
pairs did not contribu;e to within cell error since all Ss practiced
the pjins‘in the same order. This would tend to reduce Type Two error, . /,a-

which means the test is more likely to detect the presence of treatment

effects. Increasing the power 8f the test, however, made little differ-

‘e

,ence: (the analysis revealed no difference in learning the pairs (F < 1)



-

‘ differefitial traiming effects over palr learning the pairs (train-

i - e

. y < .
ing treatments X pairs: F < 1). y

. DISCUSSION

The results 6f;thé study fail to show thag training which focuses

v -

on discriminating, encoding, and retrieving the distinctive features of
4 ' .
words improves sight learning performante any more than practice at

I -

sight learning werds that have little.relation ‘to the transfer words.

No effects from training could bg:aiscerﬁad in the original practice

’

on the fransfer words in terms of overall performance measure$ or an
analysis of learning progress. Nor were any effects found on the rec-. *

. ognit:L? test or in the 10 extra practice trials &&ren on the transfer
‘S g .

~, [} - .

P 2 B ¢,

words 24 hours after ofiginal practice. . -

e 1 2.
.

‘ - o The recognition test resalts perhaps are particulg‘rly revéaling ‘o\f‘
’training ineffectivenesg. Since the transfer words were highly similar;
thé bulk of vauiéition'may h?ve been taken up with learning to asso-
ciate the sound with the printeé form of the word-—it has been shown
(Feldman & Underwood, 1957) that where both stimulys and response

‘ .

members suffer from high inter-item similarity, paired-associated

learning 1s ver&‘diff}ggln. Differences in scanniné}encoding strate-
gies arising from tfraining thus dquld not be reflected in measures of
acquisitioﬁ performance, especially\hhefe training effects are small.
On)tge other hand, these.strategies should be broughtvinto full play
in a recognition test wh;re discriminaéion between spelling patterns

tends to predominate and:retrieval of specific’ associations is normally

minimized. P




* features of words 8since associativejinterference,betweefﬁsimilar items
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1t ié pnlsible to contend thnt the recognition test was inapproéfir

ately designed. In previous work (McCutcheon & MoDowell, 1969; Otto &

v

-

Pizillo, 1970) the -items on the recognition %est contained distractors

that while similar in spelling to the target item, were never presented

to/;he Ss prior to test. In the presentyst&ab the distractors were

learned with the target item and were targets on other items in the

.

test. It probably goes without saying that it should be easier to
recognize the target item in the presence of new items than when it
G ™~

is combined with items from the same practice list. The lat;er item

form would Beighten associative interference between distractors and

target and .thug tend to obscure the effects of scanning/encoding .skill

training. s , .
8 ¥ .

On the other hand, the recognition f§gst of this study can be viewed

' Y . .
as a more stringent test of theﬁ§fs‘alﬂlity to process the distinctive

[ /

should diminisn as this ability deveépps; Moreover, this test would

-

seem more suitable for evaluating:Group i training outcomes than the
form used in the other studies. The Ss in th/ig grﬁp rcﬁived. consid-
erable training at discriminating the diffenhnces betw;gn gimilar word

forms in the visual and auditory mode and at matchingﬁthé'differences

across the two modes. In th® cross modal matching task, gaé Ss were ¥

required to make recognition responses o highly similar giimuli,

which were the very conditions oEcufiing in the recognition test. 1In
consequence, the effects of this training, if anyaﬁéhould readily trans-
fer to the test situation sipce the S8 were essentihlly trained on the

skills used in the test. .

F

L

<+
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It should be understood that having the recognition test favor

Group I'training transfer is in keeping with the’purpgse of the study.

. The earlier_study ‘(Koehler, et al., 1971b)(found that sounding-out

rule-based words facilitated SW acquisition in kindergarteners. It was
hypathesized that the transfer from sounding-out to learning words aa
whole uniti was the result of learning to attend to the acoustic as well
as the‘orfhographic‘features of words durin;-sounding-out practice. .
Group I training procedures were desig'ned to develop the"_ same skilis
while avoiding some of the training difficuities presumed to attend
teaching nonredders the phonics principles underlying the soundfhgbout
proce&ﬁre. An earlier docuﬁfnt (Koehler, 1971) also suggested that
sk

pfbcedures similar to those used” in Group I could easily be incorporated
in the ipstruction on tﬂe firstﬁﬁw%, and further, tnat‘such training
can be viewed.as-preparing the beginning reader with certain rudimentary
skills that play a role in learnihg to decode words with phonics;rules:
Tye thrust of the study, therefore, was to obtain empirical aupport for
these procedures and the proposed instructional forms. While the out-
comes of the.study were a disappointment in this respect, instruction
basednon Group I procedures still should be investigated in terms of
its potential impact ‘on word decoding skills.

Unlike the findings of the earlier study (Koehler, et al., 1971a),

-
the mdtching-to-sample training here produced no more effects onjtransfer

than the ‘other forms of training. Most of the effect in the ea/lier

work was found in the control group which received matching tra/ning

.

with items that were eaé; to discriminate. It was Euggested at this

result reflected the presence of more competent learners in the control

4 .

A

.



A

/. group than were to be found in’the other groups of the study. The
. trans@érrpqrformance of Group 1lII (matching training) tends to support

this conjeéture and thus the'earlier result can be 'largely dismissed. ‘

o .

But the matter,of whether matching-to-sample training affects
V4

™

subsequent aqsociati&e learning cannot be laid to rest entirely.

Samuels (1971} has suggested that the delayed or successive matching
. ' : »
J‘ procedure will help to develop the young child's ability to remember

visual information, i.e., improve encoding. He supports tlis with a

L? .

study (Samuels, 1969) where it was found that kindergarteners trained

. .

" on successive matching-to-sample of letters were superior in subsequent

/.

letter name learning to a group ¥eceiving simultaneous matching practice,
‘on the letters. He claimed that his results.came about because highly
similar lower case letters were used as training materials. Where

. s . ( ,
. stimulus materials have low similarity, the delayed condition is no

better than the simultaneous one.

™.

This interpretation,QhOWeQer, does not agree;with what happened

\ in the earlier Koehler, et al. study (1971a). Groups receiving matching
practice with highly similar items under both the simultaneous and
successive procedures we%g;performing more poorly than the control

group eluded to earlier. While the source(s) of 'the discrepancy between

the two studies cannot be entirely\identified, itkis suspected that some
. of the problem lies with the relationship between the training and
transfer materials. The Samuels' study 'involved the same stimulus
materials in both cases, whereas the Koehler; et al. study and the

present one used different materials 80 that the transfer tadk would

-

‘ be able to assess generalizatibn of scanning/encoding strategies apart

.




* ing relation to the SW&. Sounding-out practice in the predent study

in the present study.

.

from specific content. The findings of the latter studies sugggét, of

course, thatrthe matching task was not' successtul in this respect. They

7

also raise question with the position that children can be trained to

deveLgpeba&;q;.memory strategies through practice on the magﬁbigg-toi
L s

The earlier work (Koehler, et al., 1971b) found that practice at

sounding-out rule-based words has some facilitation on learning a list .

.

of words. by sight. ,It appeared that sounding-out practice was improving

-

1
1
J
l
'sapple task. ) : : 1
1
1
,j‘

word processing skills in a general way since the RWs had little spell-

=

was also designed to have the transfer task measure the development of
word processing skill rather than the transfer of Bpecific contents.

-
It was found that transfer performance here could not be distinguished

from that of the c;ntrbls who sight learned diss{milar word;~prior to
transfer. Si;ce practice on dissimilar or maximally-contrasting words
has been shown (Samuels & Jeffrey, 1966; McCutcheon & McDowell, 1969}
Otto & Pizillo, 1970) to rei5force inappropriate word scanning.skills,
it would appear that SW learning was not improved by sounding practice
It islsuspected that the failure to replicate the earlier finding

represents the list difficulty effect described earlier. The SWs

learned in the Koehler, et al. study (1971b) were only moderately

e

i

1

|

|

C

}

similar to each other. Learningﬁhords of modest difficulty is less
likely to obscure the effects of sounding-out practice than learning

to associate similarly'sounding responses with similarly spelled

’

‘41
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stimuli; the latter, of course, were the practice conditions of trans-

v

fer in the present work. -

To  sum up, the present.study was unable to improve word processing
skills 1in kindergarteners in the manner shown i previous work. frans-'
fer list learning ease and the devélopment of generalized word proces-

sing skills were believed to account for some of the inconsistency in

research study outcomes. .

»

-
—_ RN -

‘i . .
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. : APPENDIX

I. Minimally-contrasting word-like forms

e

v Word List 1 . Word List 2
- PIN . : MUG
, . /
- sIP BEG
. ) / . ,
SAN " BUM
SIN BUG
. PAN : MEG
A Y

. SAP BEM

-

II. Recognition test items (target underlined)’

Word List 1 Word List 2
— s PAN PIN SAN : MUG MEG BUG
' ' SAN PAN PIN BUM BUG BEM
. SIN SIP SAN MUG MEG BEG
SIN PIN PAN , _ BUG MUG MEG
PIN SIN PAN ‘ : BUG MUG BEG
N SAN SAP SIP BEG BUM _B;I_J_G_
SAN SAP PAN : BEM MEG BEG
PIN SIN SAN ' BUG BEG BUM
SIN SIP SAP BEG BUG BEM
SIN .SIPL's;AP : BUG BEG MEG

-
.

[11, Maximally-contrasting words and sounded-out forms _

HUT HUT. FIX FIX
DOCK DO CK ) WEEP W EE P
YAM YAM

‘ =T ROLL R O LL \S

ZJ
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‘ IV. Items for matching-to-sample task (target underlined)
FOND SLAM HUr '
BIR WEEP NOT
C — FIX DELL" TROT
g . amowE Do
' | JAC “ROLL MEX
- ' YAM DEER SNIP
WEEP FOND BIR
- SLAM DOCK ANT ’
. DEER YAM  NOT .
N | MEX SNIP ROLL .
T HUT JAC DELL
o TROT YEP FIX
,‘ JY. Picture~number list
. Elephant § .
\ k Snake 7 . (
Horse 6 v
Slide 10
Monkey 1 //,‘
Skates 5
Frog 3
Sailboat 2
Tiger 9
Drum 8
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