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There is good ev1dence to support the prem1se that ch11dren
must be able to ana]yze parts of words and recomb1ne them 1nto new 4
, unitsvin order for transfer to the reading of unfamiliar words to
occur (see'Jeffrey & Samuels, 1967; Jenkins, Bausell, & Jenkins,
1972 Mu]]er, 1973; Chi]dren who have not genera1ized this concept
are prev nted from progre551ng in read1ng beyond the abiltity to: memo—’
rize each word as a .separate ent1ty-—often an effect1ve beg1nn1ng '
strategy which graduﬁﬁly fa115 as the ch11d is unab]e to keep up
with the enormity of the task as s/he progresses through the grades
dMany children are able to learn 1ndependent1y that parts of words can
be separated from the whole unit, put together W1th other parts, and
that thlS new unit can then be tested against semant1c memory and
decoded to meaning. As th1s new unit is encountered aga1n and
aga1n, it is eventua]]y recogn1zed at s1ght w1th no analysis of its”
parts necessary for obtaining meanlng, and the child is we]1 on the
way to.acquiring a large s1ght vocabu]ar Other ch11dren never in- -
duce this pr1nc1p1e, and must be taught the whole process step by .
step. Most read1ng programs teach to the first group, however, and
do not 1nc]ude spec1f1c 1nstruct10n in segmentat1on and b]end1ng——

apparently assum1ngrthat such sk1]1s-are acquired automat1ca11y.

lhe numerous flrst grade reading failures, however, do not support
this assumpt1on Even though a substantial number -of ch11dren do
~acquire the concept spontaneous]y, Ramsey (1972). found that 40% of

the errors .ude on.his test of unfamiliar words in context by second

3
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~‘graders who had not yet Tearneo to read were - errors due to b]end1ng
c‘d1ff1cu1t1es The elements of the words were known, but the ch11dren
were unab]e to put them together. Haddock and T1ano (Note 1) a150 :

-found high correlations between the ab111ty to blend a g1ven sound—-

Tetter correspondence with a common base and reading achievement as’

=

measured by the paragraph subtests of the Stanford Achﬂevement Test

1

"in -second grade (r = J79), in fourth grade (r = .60} and in s1xth
_gradei(r;? ;55). ' | ‘
'A]though the ‘need for such Tnstruction has been estabTTshed
JUSt what 1nstruct1on woqu be most effective is st1TT under 1nvest1—'
-‘T gat1on. There is cons1derab1e ‘opposition to the most frequent]y |
attempted methodf-that of teach1ng the child to produce 1nd1v1dua1 .
phonemes when presented with a.string.of letters and then to blend
them together, e.g: €-a-%t,cat. This’opposition has been based
*oon a traditional be]ief in readihg circ]es that the additicn'of an
"intrusive vowel" or schwa to stop sounds (sounds that are formed by -
complete closure of the air .passage) will always 1nterfere w1th
—b]endjng:abiTity and will neverﬁproduce a--fused un1t~(see Venezky,
1972{.G]eitman_a Bozin,v1973)r ‘Teachers are cautionedvnever to pro- -

nounce ‘these sounds in isolation, or if they do so, to be very care-

ful not to add a Vowe] to the prrnunciation (esSentia]Ty a useless
«_caut1on since th1s is a T1ngulst1ca11y 1mposs1b1e task)
i CIn- an attempt to f1nd what sort of tra1nnng was effect1ve at

teach1ng the segmentation- bTend1ng skill and to also 1nvest1gate the
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"intrusive vowel" phenOmehon, Haddock (1976)‘conducted/an experiment
with 80 prereading ch11dren from three private»preschools. A test

of synthet1c words was .ormed from a basic set of seven sound-letter

e

correspondences-—three cont1nuants ( h, s, f), or consonantstwhose

»

prohunc1at1on can be pro]onged indefinitely; three stops (p, t, k)
-or consonants wh1ch ‘can only be pronounced with the add1t1on ofasome
sort of vowe1 sound . (usually. a schwa), and one vowel (ee). Part One‘”
of the test was wr1tten so that an equal number of stops and - cont1nu—

" ants were used at the beg1nn1ng and ends of words seet teef, keeshb v

3

sheek peef feep, teek feesh. -Part Two of the tesv was wr1tten so

\-\\

that s1ng1e consonants were comb1ned inte- c.usters in. order to tesx
genera11zat1on of the b]end1ng concept to tota11y unfam111ar patterns

speet, steef,_skeep, seefs, feeks, teets, skeeps, speefs. ' o

Only those children who cou]d”not/pronounce the synthetic words
on the'pretest'were inc]uded Fur the study. " These children, hauingd,

\._
. an averaje age'of 62 months, were tra1ned in b]end1ng with three
- methods of 1nstructlon'. One group of/ch11dren was 1nstructed;w1th

an’ aud1tory methgd where teachers pronounced tra1n1ng words in parts,

"i.e. h - eet, and asked the ch11dren to recombine_them 1nto.1be.whOJE——

word, i.e. sheet. Cniidren did not Took at the pr1nted word-whi]e
work1ng on these tasks, but d1d review the basic set of sound 1etter
correspondences da11y so that memory did not become a s1gn1f1cant

| factor. The second group of ch11dren was instructed w1th an- auditory-"

visual method, where teachers used manipul.tives to-point out how

5
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sounds and 1etters can be substituted'for one another'to make new

>

words For examp]e, the teacher m1ght ‘'show the ch11dren a card -

on: wh1ch the word feet was written, say1ng someth1ng Tike ' my word
b.1s feet—-now T'm 901ng to make therord g “here the teacher would ~
g fo]d down a -flap on wh1ch the letters sh was written so as to make

the word sheet. If ch11dren cou1d pronounce this word it was assumed

they had adequate blending sk111s w1th ‘the consonant d1graph sh in

T

Jinitial pos1t1on If they were not ab]e to b]end the parts together _

to make the new word, the teacher 1ed them}1n 1ncreas1ng1y d1rected

together to come up. with the word sheet

steps to putt1ng the pafh

The th1rd group of ch11dren' ractxced the basic set of sound letter.
assoc1at1ons, but were. g1ven no forma1_4nstruct1on_4n b1end1ng-~4vme«—
Ch11dren were tra1ned fOr a total of 3 weeks, 10rm;nutes per

‘day, 4 days per week uOn Fr1days of each of the weeks during the
‘ exper1ment, all ch11dren Were checked for mastery of the training
task If they were ab1e to pronounce the cr1ter1on tra1n1ng words,
. they were g1ven the posttest If they had not mastered the tra1n1ng
task the1r 1nstruct1on cont1nued for the fo11ow1ng week Fwna]]y,

———f—atfthE‘?n of _'weeks,-a1l the children who had not mastered the

traidingmtasks,.asgwel1 as the chi]dren-in-thewcontro1 group; were
posttested SRR IR | - )

Resu]ts of the study 1nd1cated that tra1n1ng both with the
aud1tory v1sua1 method and the aud1tory method was s1gn1f1cant1y more

effect1ve than pract1qe on sounds and letter s on children' S ab111ty

' | !, TA-‘.._.,_A_-»_-A--- - . 6,
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to pronounceathe Tist of synthetdc words. The aud%torj—v?sua]
'method was also significantly more effect1ve than the auditory .
method Results a]so showed that there were no d1fferences in
l/gh]]dren S ab111ty to b]end stop or cont1nuant sounds at the g
- beg1nn1ngs or ends of words when the ch11dren had been spec1f1ca41y
\\\“tra1ned to b]end those part1cu]ar sound 1etter correspondences 1n
~ " _
- those pos1t1ons ‘Results also showed “that very few, of the ch11dren,'
" even though they were perfectly able to blend s1ng]e 1etters in
1n1t1a1 and f1na1 positions, were. ab1e to genera11ze the b]endzng
concept to b]end1ng the s1ng1e 1etters when they were: presented as

a c]uster, e.g. even though ch11dren were ab]e ‘to blend an sorat

separate1y at the beg1nn1ng or two dafferent words, they had great

d1ff1cu1ty in b]end1ng a word beg1nn1ng with the st ~luster. The
S few ch11dren who were ab]e to genera11ze to the b]end1ng of cluster
.'were members of the auditory-visual 1nstruct"ona1 group.
There were several 1mp11cat1ons of th1s study. tThe.primary one
was -that children do need to be”spec1flgallx_taught;to;blend—seunde'—?f
and letters together. ’Ondy twomof the children in the control group
werebable to‘induce“the princip1e»on their own by Just praCtﬁcing on.
the sound—]etter associations'> The secqnd 1mp1tratﬁon was thatﬁchfldren
are not bothered by the 1nsert1on of a schwa or 'tntrusive vowel"
- enough to.make a d1fference';n their blending ab111ty If such an!

addition d1d make a d1fference, the children should have been ab]e

. to. b]end many more cont11uants than stops Thlsﬂwasﬁnotuthemcasegwww;;

-
7 - o
@
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indicating that the paradigm of'g_é a - t fused to,gat_may not need
' to'be rejected after all. A third_implication was that children
may need. to be taught the blending of each single and each c]ustered
sound Ietter correspondence as separate obJect1ves o
A rep]lcat1on of th1s study w1th several ref1nements was con-
ducted in the fall of 1976. . In the or1g1na1 study, ch11dren had
\not been random]y a551gned to groups because ‘this would have dlsrupt—
‘ed the already estab11shed routines of the preschoo]s—“ In the-fo]]ow-
up ‘study, ch11dren from two klndergartens and three f1rst gradekF1ass—
£

"rooms were random]y assigned toseach of three treatment conditions. -

These rhl]dren were a]so from a different populat1on. taken from

.'pub11c schools in an area that was 60 70% b1 11ngua1 (Spanish—
Eng]1sh) Instruction proceeded in much the same way as in'the

'f1rst study, w1th the except1on ‘that chlldren were not checked

3week1y for mastery of the criterion tasks, but were a]] tra1ned
for 3 weeks, 10-m1nutes per day, and then pcsttested durlng_the_ﬂth_____

week by a graduate student who did not know to which group the

children had been'assignad Al instruction was'giyén by. the regular
c]assroom teachers who had been tra1ned in. both tra1n1ng methods and
'b1n methodeof pract1c1ng,sound—]etterrassoc1at1ons. Each teacher :
. yrotated her'presentation‘of all three.treatments, and groups.were»
combined ‘across c]assrooms fov ana]ys1s -

The children's responses on Parts One and Two of the posttest

were scored for tota] number of 1n1t1a1 and f1na1 consonants b]ended

E;W”_,”,wm.
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_correctly (32 possib]e) ‘AnaTysis of variance indicated a signifi-
cant d1fference in number of words b]ended ~ameng the three groups,
(2 54) = 6. 66 p<- 01) Post hoc ana]yses of the group means us1ng
/[t\tests 1nd1cated that ch1]dren taught to bﬂend by the. aud1tory- '
v1sua1 methodlblended s1gn1f1cant1y more synthetic words (M = 7 6,
.SD =,8LO1).than;those‘in.the contro] group (M =1.35, SD = 2.44),
tﬂ37) =~3.5§, p;§.001, but'that:chinren taught to bfend‘WTfh‘an‘
-ﬂgauditory method (M = 3.16,.50 ;15:10);d1oﬂnotbb1end significantly
more than those in the oontro1 groﬁb (M =1.35, SD = 2.%4)'a1thoughh'

- the d1fferences did approach s1gn1f1cance £(39) ='1 51 935.20).

_-WM_D1fferences—ﬂn words b]ended between the"audftory v1sua1 ‘and the
aud1tory group also approached s1gn1f1cance, (32) 1 96, p<.10). .
Tﬁ?Pch1]dren 1nath1s rep11catwon did not learn to b]end, as A
measured by the pronunc1at1on of the posttest of synthetic words, -
nearly: as well as EEE_EEl19fEE_lE—EE5_9fl9lﬂil—igﬁaL—w—iU5—dlffeﬁenGe—
genera?]y may ‘be attr1buted to the d1fferences 1n the children--all
';the subJects in the f1rst study were native speakers of Eng11sh but at
'1east 60% of the. subJects 1n the rep11cat1on were 1earn1ng to read in .

'A a second 1anguage The fact that. the children were.not brought to :
%r1ter1on on the tra1n1ng tasks before be1ng posttested a]su probabuy .
made a great d1fference ~ Had the tea hers known who was not under~
:stand1ng and therefore been ab]e to d1rert the1r 1nstruct10n more to
1nd1v1dua1s“wtth1n-the groups, many more ch11dren may- have learned

-~ to- b]end the sounds and Tetters together Even w1th”these d1fferences,

.gz} ™. ';" %4 9
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'eventua]]& indpce'the blending pr1nc1p1e 1ndependent1y would not,be-
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however, the resu]ts of the study do 1nd1cate the effect1vene§s
of spec1f1c T.struct1on in b]endlng upon the ab111ty of ch11dren

to pronounce unfamiliar words.- In the rep11cat1on, there were also

: no d1ffer$hces between ab111ty to b]end stop or cont1nuant conso— o

nants 1n initial or final pos1t1o§s, and there was also 11tt1e f_'n
generaT1zat1on'to the ab111ty to b]end c]usters composed of thei
letters wh1ch had been trained s1ngly B . | .

| The two c]assroom \?ud1es reported here, along with prev1ous _
ev1dence from laboratory stud1es cited. ear11er, strong]y suggest

- that beg1nn1ng readers would: prof1t from\read1ng programs which
14

- incTude a component of” b]end1ng instruction a]ong with other basic

fdecod1ng sk1lls It can be assumed that those ch11dren who would

"'harmed'by such instruction—-théy would mere]y acquire the princip]e

sooner-—wh11e the children who are unable to- Tearn to b1end without
explicit 1nstruct1on would get the help they need It is recommended
“that reading teachers develop ways to d1agnose and teach blending
sk1lls, keep1ng in mind that an aud1tory ~visual method appears to be
‘most effeﬁflyé Resn1ck and Beck (1976) and Wa]]enc(]Q?ﬂ) have re-
_ported audﬁ%ory—Vi<ua1 techniqueswfor-testing~and~teachingwb1ending3 -
ab111ty wh1ch appear to be highly- successfu] o

Read1ng teachers may also cons1der the very low. rate of generall—

zation that spec1f1c 1nstruct1on with one pattern had to b]end1ng

~ability with more comp]ex patterns Ch11dren were not -able to transfer

2
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- .those same’ consonants when presented in c]dsters A]though more ' o

[

i i LT : - ' 4 e
N - N " o Impotkance 6f

Lo . . “ - .s '." B 9
_the ab1]1ty to.blend §1ngle consonants to the ab111cy to btend - - =

research is needed on fhese spec1f1c areas, there is some indi- R

©

e cat1on here tﬁat the student s b]end1nq ab111ty may need to be' °, ‘119 Q

checked for all common patterns, 1nc1ud1ng srngﬂe consonants,
consonant CIUSters and consonant d1graphs 1nwboth 1n1t1a] and

. f1na] pos1t1ons, as well as’ f&r common vowe] patterns such as CVC

' and-CVC+e Fhe record sheet 1n F1gure41 is o?ﬁered as a start1ng

1

point'fOr checking both'sound-]etter assoc1at10n (memory pattern)

R4

-'and b]end1ng ab111ty w1th common Eng11sh spe111ng patterns.

.Insert Figure 1‘aunt here .

B
o
o ‘.

The studies a]so revea]ed an 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng)regard1ng the

-

*ability of children-to blend stop -and- cont1nuant consonants If f

pronounclng stop sounds in 1so1at1on.(w1th-the add1t1on of the

AN

-

necessary“schwa orbﬁintrustve vowe]")°dge§ 1nterfere with.blending;
‘ abi]ity, many more continuants‘shou1d have‘peen b]ended‘correct]y by -
i the ch11dren, since these can be’ pronounced w1thout the added vowe]
sound This was not the case. When ch11dren were tra1ned to b]end
_.the spec1f1c consonant ‘in 1n1t1a1 -and final pos1t1ons, it made- no. |
d1fference whether .the consonant 'was a stop or a cont1nuant

/ In cons1deratlon of Cha]] s (1967) conc]us1on that. code -breaking

programs are most effect1ve for teach1ng beg1nn1ng decod1ng sk111s,

1 1 -
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and because most of the criticism of code breaking prognams centers

I“,

" around pronunc1at1on qf sounds in 1so]at1on, read1ng teachers may

want to recons1der th1s old taboo wh1ch has gone uncha]]enged for

‘so many yedrs.
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