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‘CHAPTER T

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

:ﬁeve]dpinglstudenté'«aBi1ity to read is listed: as one.of the primary
goals of the State‘board.of education- in Texas. The state -board c]early
states that public schools should::help- each. student max1m1ze personal know-
]edge,~sk1lls, andrcompetence PO

Schools. in Texas are using instructional. matérials. that utilize two
1bas1c types of approaches to learning to read. The:phontc\programs stress
;odg emphasis with intensive attention to<teach1ng‘the:abtlity~tdﬂdg¢bde. The:
initial voéabulary'inuthe;cdde emphasis programs{iS’antrailed'accordingmto ‘
the regularity of the spelling patterns. ‘Word3~arewoftenApresenteé using

isolated word lists and.placing less stress -on meaning. than on ‘the: ability to

"sound out" words. The eclectic programs. haveé. a méreaéradﬁal‘apprQaCh to 8 J'f

phonic analysis, stressing reading for meaning from‘théfbeginning. The
ec]ect1c ;programs contro] vocabulary on the: frequency- of use cr1ter1a with
an early emphasis -on s1]ent reading-and use a variety of word recognition
clues inc]udingxcontext:clues, phonics, structural anaiysis, andvpictupe clues.
Students may be developing totally different reading strategiés and
'-comprehension skills due to these different instructional programs. The
1dent1f1cat1on of oral reading strategies that may occur due to a spec1f1c
instructional program would be beneficial for tﬁepdeve]ppment of both class~
rbomuréading‘programs and remedia]'reading prpgrams. If comprehensiqn‘is
- ‘shown' to berréiatedvt6~thesaApatterns;htéacherS‘wiJP‘be abla to ‘use this
'knowledge to choose the 1nstruct1ona1 materials that will deve]op spec1f1c

Lcomprehens1on sk1lls that w1]1 strengthen weaknesses in. their own. .programs.
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. The purposeﬂgf this study was to compare the ‘oral ‘reading strategies ~§
:usédTQyihigh; average, and low. ability Ffirst gradeustudgntg,whg receive ‘j
’fniﬁiéi‘réading iﬁstnuctibn uSinQ a phoni¢ emphasis approach with the ;
)§tnitégie§:of students ‘who recéive instruction using;ah,ég]ectjc“basal ‘
reading approach. The study asked whether first grade:§£ddents learning to

. read from a -phonic apprbacﬁ or- from an -eclectic approach, do .or do not
use different strategies during ora .reading in sentengé cbﬁtéxfs. The

study also asked whether firSt:grade students learning to read from a-phonic

re g sy ex LN E s ev b

approach or from an eclectic approach, do-or do-not déVe]op\differeNt com-

¢ prehension skills.
Objectives s

The research pe?tainingfto reading. strategies ‘had ‘the following ogﬁ
Jectives:
A, The identification of oral reading strategies.that are developed
by high, avéragé, and low ability readers who receive first grade
instruction using a phonic emphasis reading approach. The specific
oral reading strategies to be meéasured: include: '11) graphic prox-
imity, (2) phonic proximity, (3) grammatical funét}gn;.(4)”syntac-
tic acceptability in the total sentence, (5) seméntit'acceptapility
in the total sentence, (6) meaning change; (7) nonword miscues, and-
"(8)%correct9d~m%scues. - f, Coe - "-é
B. The identification of oral reading strategiés that are developed by ;

v‘higb, average, and low ability readers whor§eE§§veifff§£"§rade in-

L ey a

struction‘ysing“an‘qnalytic=eéleCtic reading -approach. The specific

oral 'reading strategies to be measured: include: (1) graphi¢ proximity, -

(2) -phonic proximity, (3) grammatical function, (4) syntacti¢ acceépt-

A—
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" .. S€ntence, (6) meaning change,»X7J;noanrd*miééués;aanq (8) cor=

rected miscues.

kLA

:Ct The 1dent1f1cat1on of correction strateg’es that are- deve]oped due
to the influence of the- 'specific 1nstruct10na1 ;program. The
correction strategies to be measured: 1nc]ude;_-(k) semanti¢ accept-
ability of the passage,. (2) syntactic achptaijfty of the pas-
§age,a(3);grammatitaT'function,bf:cqrrectionégwiﬁf influence of

_ total meaning ofvthe:passage,‘(s) graphégphonemjc—?élatiOﬁshipzof

‘the corrected error and the. text word,

D. The 1dent1f1cat1on of comprehension skills deve]opment related to.
specific patterns of oral reading strategies and,Jnstruct1qna1
-approacheés. The comprehension skills ‘to bé\measu(éd:inéludé; ' %
(1) independent comprehension level, and (2) ip;tyuqtibha]:éompke-r .

. : , i

‘hension Tevel.

Background .and Significance of .the Problém

The identification of oral reading strategies that may occur due to a
specific instructional program wod]&-berbenéficialifor'bbth,the developmental §
;; réadihg program-and the remedial reading program. If oral reading strategies
are related to the instructional prdgram rather than chfpadjcgipal‘stages _
in.every child's development regardless of instructiaha!‘methdd, the oral

= feadihgipattérns‘couldrbE“usédjdiaghbStiEally to pﬁéﬁEfﬁbE'maté?1a1§ that

will improve ‘the skills needed'by the :disabléd reader. There may. .be aspects
oo 'otltﬁah}ead1ng curr1cu]um or. propert1es of mater1als that lead a. child into
‘making. errors, correcting errors, or developing $pecific quﬁfehen;jonvskills.
The‘iﬂentjfication of specific oral reading strategies related to reading

‘ R R R N . e o s * - . i .
instrugtion ¢ould assist reading instructors in. identifying the -combination.



of instructional strategies that develop in the reader the ability to self-
éoprgct errors .and read with-a high degree of comprehension.

7Th2‘need for research in the area of reading strategy development as.
it relates to readfng instruction has been noted by a number of reading
authorities. Ché]] (1973) proposed'an analysis of oral reqding errors of

children taught by different methods -and materials in order to provide a

picture of‘the'déve1opmenta1 process 6fAJearning to read as it relates to

the way pupils are taught to read and the materials on which they practicé,

Chall states, "The imp]igationg of these inds of:error hata for .understand- ;
ing the beg1nn1ng reading process and for the diagnosis and' teach1ng based 12
on- individuals® needs are enormous." Weber's (1968) comprehens1ve review

of the Titerqtgfe pertaining to oral miscues concluded that the»possibility

exists ‘that children of the same age and grade level -may have -distinct

.pattérns in the distribution of error- types. due to differential training.
7 X
Few studies have compared the oral reading profiles of early readers who

have been taught using two: different instructional methods. :

Theoretical Framework,foﬁAQraj Analysig Research

The study of oral reading errors is based on the p}emise»that all re-
sponses to printed words are caused -and are not accidental.. Goodman (1969,
p.. 12) wrote: )

T - - "In every-: -act of reading; the--reader draws on-'the sum total -of

prior experience and 1earn1ng. Observed responses wh1ch do nnt
-correspond to -expected responses -are generated through thé same
process as expected ones. By compav1ng the .ways these .miscues

_ differ from the expected résponses’, ‘we. get direct 1ns1ghts into

- how the reading process is functioning: in’a particular reader at
a:particular point in time. Such insignts reveal not only weak-
‘nesses, ‘but strengths as well, because the miscues are not s1mp1y
errors but the resulcs: of the reading. process having miscarried in
some minor or major ways."

This trend toward treating -errors, not as symﬁtgms of reading difficulty;

8 ™ ““”"“i}" .7
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but as information about the reading process, is visible ip, the investigations

of Clay (1969), Burke (1972), Weber (1970), and Page (1974). Clay stresses

that an. error subsequently corrected can be recorded objectively. The self-

correction behavior may be diagnostic of unobservable student processing.

Page emphasized the use of oral errors to study the correct features of .

erronegus responses.

This study viewed the analysis of oral yeading errors as a means of

providing insights into the student"s reading behavior. Likewise, the study

stressed the.1inguistic structures involved in reading. Smith (1971) con-
tends that word and meaning identification are not possible ‘unless the
reader is able to.-use orthographic, syntactic, and ;EmantiCAredundancy.
structure: (1) the surface level, which includes morphemic and syntactic
e]ements; {2) the interpretation- 1evel, which includes structural and sem-
aﬁtiﬁ'é1ements; and, (3) the deep structure level, which includes integra-
tion and- storage. Wardhaugh (1969)—suggest§ltpat comprehension is related
to the deep and surface structure of the seﬁtéﬁce. Therefore a syntactic
as well as semantic interpretation must be made by the reader. To this ex-
tent; errors illuminate cognitive processes as well as or better than cor?é?t’
responses.

Weber (1969) criticized much oral reading research due to the failure

of the investigators to take into account -the various Tevels of Tinguistic

structure or to indicate how closely an erronedus response approximates an

expected response on any of the Tinguistic levels. A phonic approach which

. émphasizes grapho-phonemic correspondences ‘may cause a .child to ignore the

o . .
semantic cue systems. Research which ana]yzpdyora1 reading errors in a

contextual setting would be able to specify the cue systems that are being:

$o



" .used by the individual students.

This research investigated oral reading errors. occuring from a total

‘contextual reading situation in order to analyze a student's use of phonic

cues; -semantic cues, and syntactic cues as the tse of cues .relates to the

specific instructional program and comprehens¥on patterns that may develop.

Eisenhardt (1974) declares that words alone -dénot carry precise meaning. .

until-they are placed in the strictural and intonational system of the
English language. He believes the written word does not provide meaning:
until the individual's sense of structure éiVes the written: word meaning.

Instructional approaches vary greatly in emphasis -on phdnics and meaning.

i1l students taught to read using the two different approaches due to

different aspects of the written word and consequentlywrespond'tO—a dif-
ferent manner to various levels of .comprehension gnd,cerrection strategies?
Allen (1972), Page (1974), and Clay (1969) view the anaiysis of cor-
rection strategiés as oné of the: most. crucial’ categor1es 1nvest1gated by
oral reading researchers. Goodman (1969, p. {9) wrote, “Perhaps the most
Signiftcént factor in analyzing any miscue is whether or not it is cor-
rected. The analysis of which miscues are corrected and’ under-what- c1rcum-
stances has been most revealing." Fest1nger (1958) hypothes1zed that the

presence of self-correction behavior ‘may be diagnostic of the reading pro-

cess. He stated that the reader may experience feelings of dissonance. when-

' ihe~bGCQmeS“concious*of—a difference between what he ‘has said and- the message

in the text. If the response does- not make sense in the sentence, story, or

- T

77W1th‘tne pictures, Festinger be11eves that cogn1t1ve d1ssonance may be

be created in the reader due to an 1ncongru1ty-between the print and the re-

sponse. Se1f—correction~strategies are- believed to be a method- readers. use

.
R
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to-overcome this cognitive or perceptual dissonance.

This research was designed to investigate the corrgction‘strategies
that may result due to différent,instrqctiona] approaches. It will clarify
the problem and hopefully answer the following questions: (1) Do dif-
ferent instructional approaches cause students to focus ﬁorevon cognitive or
more on perceptual aspects of reading? (2) If a student focuses more on
cognitive aspects of reading how will his comprehension be affected? (3) If
a student focuses more on perceptual aspects of reading- how will his compre-

hension be affected?

4

Related :Research

The-literature review revealed only a few studies that have investigated
the oral reading*strateﬁﬁes both of students learning to read using -a phonic
emphasis program and of students learning ‘to read using an eclectic read-
ing program. -Barr (1975) looked at the oral reading strategies used by
first graders after they received instruction iﬁ a phonic'méthbd,and~compared—
the strategies with the strategiéS‘used:by first graders following instrﬁc-
~tion in. an eclectic basal program. She concluded that it appears tﬁ;%é
possible to determine strategies that beginning- readers use for traﬁg]éting
print into speech. Barr stated, "These findings suggest that the response
patterns for groups of pupils instructed by particu]ar-methods are representa-
tive of most members within the group rather than a function of the distinc-
tive pattern of a few" (p. 578). N& conclusions cou]d'ée drawn- pertaining

to sémantigs, syntax, or correction strategies since 1ists of words were

used for ihe oral reeding analysis. In contrast, this researcheér used a

total story for éach sample in order to observe semantic, syntactic, and

‘correction strategies.

ro—



o :
DeLawter (1970): stud1ed the relationship of beginning reading instruc- 7,'j
t1on and miscue patterns of second graders in-New York City schools.. The ’ y f
subJects had participated’ in- the Beginning Read1ng Proaect -0f the ‘Center . %

,,,,,

for Urban Educat1on and. Co]umb1a Un1ver51ty. One- group received 1nstruc-

- g %
i - -

' t1on 1n a ;phonic emphas1s program (Miami Lingu1st1c Readers) The :other
'group~rece1ved instruction ir the Chand]er:tanggage Experience -Readers,
'which~emphas12e»content*of‘thexctories; DeLawter's stUdyishowéd the phonic ' j[i

emphas1s group produced higher- percentages of nonwords that ‘were-also

' Judged to be - good decodlng attempts:.. Differences,weregfound ]n.the;semantic

e .. . P L

i,f,:‘acceptab111ty of ‘the m1scues. The actuaT-number of mtstues that were seman. . .
t1ca11y acceptab]e was h1gher for -the mean1ng emphas1s group Detawter'
u>conc]uded that miscue patterns appear to be- d1rect1y re]ated to. beg1nn1ng A ‘é
SR read1ng approaches and: that the strateg1es are pred1ctab1e ‘based ‘on, the o T
A i emphas1s of the, 1nstruct1ona1 program. DeLawter did not ana]yze compre- . o »»21 ff

swmhens1on patterns in. re]at1on to -oral miscue patterns.

et o One :study (Burke, 1973) analyzedgcomprehens1on rat1ngs and se]f-correc- ;Ezé

e M e

VAt

T e - ~

tion behavior as :the comprehens1on rat1ngs .and -oral’ read1ng strategies recech\h“

P

late to 1nstruct10nalgprograms, Burke's sample of'f1rst graders, however,

S

e

;wasvSma11 (six) and' was not djfferentiated7acc0rding;to ah%]jty%groupjngsf—
AThree‘of’Burkefs suhjects were- taught by a- basal approach aind ‘three by an
r‘,approaChvthat stressed;phonemeegraphéme correSpondéncés: Burke concluded

) that the group taught by phoneme- grapheme correspondence made ‘more-miscues; f

had “Tower comprehension ratings,. and showed an 1nverse re]at10nsh1p between

A phoneme -grapheme- correspondence and grammatical and semantic acceptabiﬂity. ‘ "’é

S 'The,basalagroup produced -more varied profiles, showing they were using all

- the cleing systems including phoneme-grapheme, syntactic; and semantic. <

% h ‘Burke. concluded' that ‘reading methodology can affect reading behavior. This



i ’ IR
present research also 1nvest1gated -comprehension ratings and: oral reading z
' strateg1es -as they related to instructional -programs. The rathér\ﬂarge~ ¢§
samples Jncludedhh1gh:ab111ty; average ability, and Tow abiﬁity‘sUbjects; %
i The s1gn1f1cance of this- area of study was born ‘out by the résearch 7 ﬂ;
1;7;;>swork of Norton (1976), compléted at ‘the: University of N1scons1n, ‘Madison. | »é
sNorton investigated the oral reading érrors :of high.and low,ap111tx»f1rst %
t~zan§,third:graders taught by two.approaches - synfhetic%phonic and. analytics __ . é
AecWectic. Significant differences were found between the oral reading strat- E
>eg1es -of first and: third grade students ‘who: rece1ved 1nstruct1on uslng a é
S . H‘synlhet1c phon1c approach, -and- the: strategies of f1rst and th1rd -grade: stu- 5 ﬂq;
%55"ff‘“",gehcs,whorrece1ved 1nscructlonous1ng.an‘ana]yt1c-eclect1c;agproach. S1gn1fh~ : :jf
o cant differences in‘mean~Scorestwere found at both. first and_third grade f
g?%;“F A~-e1eve1s for the. following categor1es I . S ~n—-~i¢-f%
;::V | T.. H1gher graph1c prox1m1ty ‘mean scores favored the h1gh and Tow ' g
ab1ﬂity synthetic-phonic. subjects. 7 %
" 2. ‘Higher phonic proximity mean scores favored the 'high and Tow
g; ‘ ability synthEtic-phonic*subJECts; y *'E
;ﬁr;;w;mu,s*‘ A 3; Higher semantic acceptability- mean scores favored the high and |
% i | Viow abjlity analytic-eclectic readers. ' s
;L’ - *437 Higher nonword mean scores favored;the hfgh—and 1ow abi]ity u ~—f
i synthetic-phonic subjects. x ’ i} 5
;} ) 5. 'Higher no meaning change—mean scores favored the high and low : ‘ ié
%7¢'A - , ability analytic-eclectic readers. ;
: | 6. Higher correction mean scores favored the»high'and Tow ability k
%5j analytic-eclectic readers. | ‘2
? 7. Higher semantic acceptability of the corrections within the prior E
é portion of the sentence favored the ana]ytic-ecfectic readers. g
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~?8_’..'Z,Highér:rﬁneén’vs’cqres*for cpffectidnﬁ.thét-had}préVjousiy Chahded %
meaniﬁQ¥%§Vored‘the hiéﬁﬁszd Tow ability analytic-eclectic readers. (?

9. ;Highér,?QQBJScores for noncorrections that are semantically if

’*MF, i ‘aécebtab]e.Within the total sentence favored the high and~1ow-abiijfy é
anaiytfﬁ-readérs. 7 E

10. Hiaher noncorréection mean séores for ‘miscues ‘that.resulted- in no: E
meaﬁing<change‘Fa§oued the 'high and: low abi]i;jvanalyticeeciecthA é

readers; ‘i

‘ Significant differences in mean scores ‘Weré not fohpd:at first and‘fhirdyr %
grade Tevels for the -categories of grammatical function and syntactic ’écgqep%i, i
Cabitity, | -
A ThezféSults‘pf'NOrton's investigation seemed to warrant the following. :

- -Zeonelusions-and implications: - S *——jA~~5;~—f+~§
1. A synthetic-phoni¢ instructional approachfdeVé]ops,gnaphic and’ . ‘i

phoni¢ reading strategiés in both high and low ab%iitx first and E

third: grade students. Students -who jeérn to.regd;usihg,a phonic 'é

emphasis approach are -extremely proficient in. the use of phonic %

~.analysis. This proficiency is observable in- the students' .

) tendency to produce nonwénse words. The nonwords -closely resemble: E
. the'Sound-letter relationships of the textword. The synthetic-
phonic readers did not self-correct the nonwords fhat demonstrated. %

a high graphic-phonic relationship. g

Several instructional implications may be derived frOm these conclusions. ;
Producing ‘highly accurate readers is a worthy educational goal. Teachers z
who use:a stron§ phonic -emphasis approach might strengthen the- approach by E
stressing phonic analysis within sentence contexts. Reading lists of ' é

isolated words may be causing students to ignore the meaning association of




-

Synthetic-phonic and ana1ytic—ec1gptic readingxapproaches both '
develop syntactic reading strategies in readers.. A1l subjects—-
in Norton's study appjied'their”knowledge O£Z§yhtagtic constraints
in order to form séntences that were'grammaticai1y aceepiabTe.
‘The analytic-eclectic readersuused a syntactic acceptability §trategy
7tb~detect:errors~and~deve]op error correction strategies. If an error
| produced a syntactically unacceptable sentence, the analytic-eclectic
readers tended ‘to correct the .error. The Syntheth'phbnic readers :had not
developed this correction strategy. Further research ‘would appear to, be
>necessary in order to relate 1nstruct10na1 approaches and syntact1c cor-
,rection}strategies. This reseéarch will hopefully answer this important

question;

3; Analytic-eclectic ‘programs pro&uéed‘reading;sfrategies that re1y

heavily on the semantic acceptability of the passage. 'Both Tow
ability and -high ability students used this strategy The-use -of
a semanti¢ strateyy was .discernable when ana1yz1ng correction
strategies. A1l of the .analytic-eclectic readers tended to cor-
rect ‘the error when the .error résulted in a septenCe that..was no
longer semantically correct. The search for semantfcally actept-
able sentences sometimes produced errors that‘distcrted‘the sound=
letter relationships of the test words. This tendency to. distort
sound-letter relationships was most apparent in the errors of the
low ability analytic-eclectic readers. fThe~synthet1crphon1c readers
in Norton's study did not develop observable semantic stratepies.
The synthetic-phonic emphasis on decoding ekiiis«may develop a mind

set in the beginning reader. This finding is more significant at




‘the third -grade level than at the first. The instructionai

approach éppears to result in long-range-use_of oral reading y
’ strategies that are developed in first grade. ' ?
Several jmplicat{dns for further study were ‘suggestéd by Norton's i
study. Research should be carried out through a longitudinal study. Does .
the synthetic-phonic instructed student eveﬁtua]ﬂy develop oral reading
strategies that demonstrate a semantic understanding? Research should com- ‘ é

pare instructional” approaches to ascertain if the lack of oral semantic

ply g

LT ¥

.acceptability. .affects comprehension. The present study investigated these
- semantic and:.comprehension- concerns..
A number .of instructional. implications may bé derived from these con-

Clusions.. Teachers should be aware that ihstructfond]_épproathes may not

$

?i%ﬁ‘ 7 develop-Semantic awareness. strategies. The student néed;_to;befawane-that .ﬂ%
é; ~ the purpose of reading is a meahingfuT‘exchahgevwith'thé'gitQOr, Students
i must be encouraged to correct errors when the semantic acceptability of
the passage is distorted. Correction stfétégies may not develop without
instruqriéha1 assistange.

w

4. The analytic-eclectic approach produced readers that relied

heavily on,the‘meahing of the passage. Ana]ytit:eclectic readers
produced errors that did not show a tendency tb dﬁ§t0rt meaning.
‘When the meaning was drastically altered, the ana]ytic:éc1eétic
readers usually self-corrected the error. The meaning stress
ofqthe analytic-eclectic approach- apparently producés this
reading strategy. The syntheticsﬁhoﬁﬁc reader's reliance on
phonics may tend to divert the reader away f£0m~the meaning of

o the passage. |

Norton's study showed the need. for further research to investigate

¥ -
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Aif\§yn§hetfcephoni¢ readers underétandﬁthe deep structure of thepassage
evenhtﬁough nonwords distort pagsage~meaningr ‘Lonqitudingi studies should
;ascéiﬁain if“théfproduction of nonwords_affects vocabulary devéloprients.
Jgexfgsgarch;whiQh:is the main concérn of this paper investigated. deep
3ét¥ugthhe understanding.
| Instructionally, tedchers cannot as§gme that aT];reading‘approacheé
~yiJi:f9c§s the student's. attention oh.pas;age meanfﬁg."Thé remedial
§tnght,'who lacks comprehension skills, may be readiﬁg without focusing:
‘»Qn:me@ning. .

5. An ahalytic-éc]ectic reaaing -approach apparently develops self-
correction strategies in readers. In Norton's study, approximately
every second error was corrected by the and]ytiCéeclectic readers.
This sélf-corréction strategy §éﬁaﬁ5féd'éli;b%AthehSubjéCts in
the study according to- instructional approaches. The synthetic-
‘phonic group. corrected approximately every sixth error. Three
aspec¢ts of the linguistic structure seem to influence the correc-
tion strategies ofAthe‘analyﬁic~ec1éctic reader. If the -miscue
was semantically unacceptable and/or;grammatﬁca]]y unacceptable” ~
and/or resulted in-a meaning .change, the analytic-eclectic reader
usually corrected the é}ror. If the error wﬁs semantically
qcceptab]e, grammatically accéptable, and resulted in no ‘meaning

»

change, the analytic-éclectic readér did not tendﬁtovforget.

The need for further research is indicated to ascertain the combination

of instructional strategies “that will develop in the reader the ability to
self-correct errors. The research fipdings,could be used to design a

reading program that will develop these necessary skills in readers.




CHAPTER 2

DESIGN OF THE STUDY.

L

iNethqdo]QQx:

Tﬁé pfimary purﬁaserf this study was to investigate whether first
gradé Students learning.to read from.a phonic emphasis épprqacﬁ'deve]op
different oral reading stratégies than firs£ grade studentsl]earhing to
read. from a basal approach;(»Anothen purpose-of the study -was tovanaTyze- '”-:g
¢oMbtghension skills that are developed by students 3n'tﬂthWO approaches . |
~ The Read1ng Miscue Inventory (Goodmans 1970) was.used to ana]yze the oral

»read1ng strateg1es ‘of h*gh -ability, average ab111ty, and low ability stu=
quhts. The,Si}Varp]i'C1assrbom>InVentorx»wag administered‘toréach\Subjgct :

in order to analyze comprehension.

o2 SAfRI s R

Selection .of :Subjects

e R

{  The subjects for the study included 60 first grade*Students attending
‘ school in. two comparable Texas districts. -Onée district prov1ded beginning
Qlf 7 _7 reading. instruction through an eclectic basal appioach. (Ho]t, Rinehart,
iand‘WinstOn), The second- district taught reading using a phoni¢ émphasis
Lo approach (Econony).
“ Subjéc%s were assigned- to six cells usiné a stratifiédé random samp-
ﬁfng'prgcedure. The cells included a sample Of'tep-hiéh ability; ten
“average ability, and ten low ability first grade phonic readers. The cells
also 1nc1uded ten high ability, ten average ability, and. ten. Tow ability

f1rst grade eclectic readers.
P4

5
b



" ability subjects,

éﬂTBe‘hjghtabi1ity first grade sample was ‘randomly selected=frori-ali
‘>§tqdéﬁts who Qe?e instructed. in the respective approaches- during first
agﬁéﬁérghd.were also identified as high ability readers by their respective
teachérs. A similar proceduré was used: for identifying average-and low;

“

Stgzy-Seie;tibng

}In order to provide an indepth analysis of oral reading errors, -sub-
Jects were required to-read a total story. Selections from the Reader's

‘Digest, Ski1T Builders were chosen for the braT reéading. éxperience: The )
fbinQing,se]ections-were%inc1uded§ Level 1 - Part-A; The Zooj Level 2 =
Part B: Bad Dog Makes Good; Level 1 - Part 1: Pedgy Gives»Fgur\Pfésents;
Level 1 - Part 2: Wonderful White Horses; Level 2 =.Part 1: More Than a
Worse; Level 2 - Part 2i Dragon in thé Box; Level 3 - Part 1t Jump From
an Airplane; Level 3 - Part 3: Hocray for Aunt Connie; Level 4 - éart‘ic

Flood; Level 4 - Part 2: The King's. Goldfish.

Instrumentation: Miscue Analysis ' -

The Reading Miscue Inventory (Goodman; 1972) was selected as. the
7instrument to analyze the subjects' oral readihgnerroﬁs. Findings. of
empirical research at Wayne State University resulted in the development of
nthe Goodman Taxonomy -of Oral Reading Miscues (1969) and the- Miscue Reading
Inyentory (1972). The basic premise of this oral reading research main--
tains that errors are not accidental or haphazard. The error is generatéd.
in response to the same cue and utilizes thé same process as a correct oral
readiqg‘experience. Through the :process of contrasting the error with the

expected téxt response, the educator gains knowledge about. the reader's

et
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'ugé-pf linguistic cués. Oral reading research refers to this ervor .as a v%
~ miscue. g
; ,Eagh:Subject's first 25 oral reading miscues were -analyzed according %
%Eli ‘ ttp.éighi_categories ir the Miscue Inventory. The eight qatégories included: :
é', - 1. -Graphic Proximity: The graphic proxjmity'Catééory,analyzedzthe é
? ability of the subjéct to attack an unknown word through the _;;
éi appearaﬁce of the letters. The sequence and shapes of the miscue s

were -examined. with no concern for their -pronunciation. The read-

5,: C ' er's error and the correct response were divided into three parts - :
% initial middle, and final--- and: compared. If two of the three ég
gij ‘ pértsgwere similar, the’er;or:Wésxcatégorfzédwas.havjng;a~high i
é'_ | graphi¢ proximity. The following is an- example of high graphic
%*‘“ - ©ocproximity .- - T ’ i - ‘“ﬁ”'ffé
P Miscue -C/00/K ‘ é
L | Text  C/00/L
é If one of‘three parts ‘was similar, theée-error was categorized as g
? ‘having a partial proximity. §
Miscue M/E/T §
o : Text  M/A/N :
Errors that were dissimilar to the expected response in all three 2
f parts were categorized as having no graphic pquimity. E
%' Miscue A/N/D y
: Text  W/H/0 X
% _ 2. Phonic Proximity: Phonic proximity*ana]yzedﬂthg ability .of the :
% ¢ subject to attack an unknown Qbrd by assjgning.ﬁossible sounds to ’ é
E the various letters and letter combinations. The sounds of the" :
words were analyzed rather than their spellings. The reader's 2

response and expected word were again -divided into thiee parts.




A example-of two words that have a high plionic proximity are: A o

‘Two words ‘that result in-a partial phonic proximity are:

. Grammatical Function: The grammatical fungtion~égtggofy'ahalyZﬁd

the Subject's ability to produce errors that wére the same part of :

" reader's response and~the~gxpected respense were compared to dJeter-

17

Miscue . SH/A/PE
Text  SH/A/DE

Miscue SH/I/NE
Text  SH/I/P

Errors that are categorized:as having:no sound. similarity inciude:

Miscue: A/N/D
Text N/H/O

speech as. the text word. The variety.of grammatical functions
which will fit any one position with‘i’hrva«‘§:ehtéh'c':e5'1's, Timited. The
reader S 1ntonat1on and use .of 1nf1ect1o"a1 end1ngs usua]ly make

it poss1b1e to assign a grammat1cai funct1on -even ‘to nonwords The

mine if the grammatical function .of the two Were»tﬁe same. or differ-
ent. In the following example the miscue has the same grammatical

function as the text word: -

4

Yoo e

Miscue He had tomato juice, go]df1s
and. biscuits.
Text He had tomato juice, codf1sh
and biscuits.
In the above example, goldfish and. codfish.are both. nouns.
An example of a divergent function would include:.

Miscue Yours-was ready fair..
Text Yours was ready. first.

Syntactic Acceptability: Syntactic acceptabii%fy category

analyzed the student's ability to use syntactic constraints. The

words in a sentence have a grammatical organization. There can be
et -
acceptable grammar without 2cceptable meaning. Even & nonsénse

Fot Fid
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‘structure can assume grammatical accéeptability.

the reader finishes the tota] sentence

To,deiermine
the acceptability, the total sentence was read with all the Qh-
corrected miscues included. Miscues were jUdgedsaccordjng to
‘three categories. In the first category, a miscue résulted in a
totally acceptablé séntencé. An.example of an acceptable miscue
incTuded: L

Miscue Yes, the sh1p was heading th1s

way

Yes, the sh1p was head1ng h1s
way.

Text

The second category reported miscues that were.syntacticelly ac-
ceptable w{thvthe'beginning;portion of the sentence. Some mis-
cues result %n sentences that afE“syntactita]1y'acceptebTeAuntil
The,fine] syntactic
judgément included miscues that resu]ted in. tota]]y unacceptab]e
'sentences-
Semantic Acceptability: The semantic_aeceptabiiity was judged
according to the same three categories as Syntactic»éCceptebilfty.A
An example of a miscue that resulted in a totally understandable
sentence was: ‘

Miscue Harley saw a little box

floating by

Harléy some-some 1ittle boxes
floating by..

Text

Miscues were also judged accCording to the acceptabi]jty\in relation
‘to the beginning. portion of the sentence. The_fo]]owing'is an

example of a miscue that is semantically acceptable with the prior

-~~portion of the sentence.

Miscue Harley was some little boxes
floating by.. .

Harley saw some little boxes
floating b; by

Text

23
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‘Meaning Change: lThe_meanihg change category analyzed how much

the essage-of ‘the text was a1tered—by‘the,réadér'svmiscues.

Does the miscue change the meaning of the:texts? Some miscues

A

- result in-minor changes or .no change in meaning. An éxample of

a miscue: that resulted in very little ‘change:

Miscue My best friends would:not

- believe it;"

Text My best friends.could not
believe it., -

Miscuos were also judged according to a .resulting -extensive

~ meaning. change. v

Word-.or Nonword: In this category thé*mfscue'Qés‘judgedlacébrding
to the production of -another word'substjtute dr a -nonsense- word,
Some,misgyeé.aﬁe_known—wory substituggg; ‘Nonword miscues. result
when a child -produces sounds that forma nonsense word. An
example -of a nonword wou'd include: ’

Miscue plab
Text plate

Correction: The correction category analyzes thé reader's ability

to self-correct his errors. The -child who successfully corrected

-a word orally stated the text word following a miscue or shortly.

after the miscue. This miscue was subsequently marked either

corrected or not corrected. Thrge questions were posed concerning
corrected miscues. First, was the miscue corrected if the error

was syntactically acceptable with the prior portion of the sentence?
Second, ﬁas the miscue corrected if the error was semantically
acceptabfe with the same prior portion of the éentence? Finally,

was the error corrected if the miscue resulted in a sentence in

‘e o e : - ~ .
which there-was a meaning change? Three questions-were also posed

3
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concerning non-corrected miscues. First, did tﬁe'non-Cerected
miscue produce a Sentence ‘that was totally syntactically accept-
aQJQ3]?§econd, did -the miscue produce a sentenﬁe?;hat was totally
’sémahéicaliy acceptable? ,Fina11y,.did-ihe~mi§q@efproduce a

sentence that did not alter the meaning .of %hé;paﬁsage? Children's
corréction strategies provide a clear -indication of the cueing ‘

systems they are utilizing.

Taping Selections

.Each subject read an entire stoty selection. Thexéelections were at

the appropriate instructional levél for each subject.. ‘A résearcher noted

the ‘reading miscues .on a duplicate story manuscript. ‘Following the reading

6f the selection, the subject retdld: the $e1&ctioh in his own words. The

oral reading and- the retelling were both:.recorded on. tape.- The recordings

were played at a later time in order to verify each miscué.

*

,Coding‘Mi$cu¢$

s

‘Researchers znalyzed each miscue according to the Goodman Miscue Analysis..

Inter-judge correlations were completed for this. study by randomly- selecting

’10rpéchht of the tapes generated by the study. The t@pés.Weré'qnalyzed3

:by two-reading specialists. This proEedure'has’been‘suggéSSfully used in

othef miscue research. Weber (1970) found inter-judge -agreement by having
two scorers double score 10 percent of the. errors. weberireported entry
agreement of over 90 percent. Norton (1976) found intgrejque correigi%ohs‘
for :specification of érror were 97.33 percent; graphic proximfty was- 94.67

percent; phonic proximity was 94.67 percent; grammatical function was 92

,peréent;—qprréctions were 100 percent; semantic acceptability was 96

4
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zﬁerCéni;—and,—meaning‘ghange was 94.67 percent.

Instrumentation Comprehension

The Classroom Reading Inventory (1973) by Nicholas .J. Silvaroli was
administered to each subject. The C]&sSroom,Reading:Inventory provides
7b6th.w6rd recognition grade equivalency scores and‘comp}ehgnsion~grade
%ggﬁiyalency scores. The range in difficulty is from Pré4Primer through

Grade Level 8. The ‘readability of the Classroom Reading Inventory was
jddged by‘the Spache, Dale-Chall, and ‘Flesch readabi]jty formulas.

Each student read the graded word lists, the oral @éragraph selections,
énd answered the cémprehension questions féf]owing theAséiectibn, Each
student -began reading at the Pre-Primer level andA¢ontinugd“until he/she

‘had reached his7her frustration reading level. Each selection was taped.

‘Data Collection

Yoy
The schedule of oral reading was the same for each sﬁbject. First
the students read the selections from the Silvaroli Classroom Inventory
and answered the comprehension questions accompanying. each 1eve].',Second,
the students read a total selection from the Reader's Digest Skill Builders.
Third, students retold the Skill Ruilder story and answeréq further compre-
hension questions. The reading selections ware a]{ taped for later

analysis of errors and comprehension.

Data Treatment )

The 60 subjecf reading profiles were computed according to the
previously mentioned categories. Frequencies were converted into descrip-

tive statistics (mean percentages) for comparative viewing on tables.

26
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. The mean‘percentageS‘of the cells were finst compared- for «graphic
\wprox1m1ty, phon1c proximity, syntact1c acceptab111ty, grammat1ca1 function,
semant1c acceptab111ty, correct1ons, nonwords, and: the degree of rmeaning
change. )Second, the ‘mean percentage of corrected m1scues,nere«COmpared
for syntactic -acceptability with the prior -portion .of the sentende and
semant1c acceptab111ty with the prior portion of the sentence. fﬁ;rd
‘the: mean: percentages of non-corrected miscues were compared for Syntactic
'acceptab111ty in the total sentence, semantic acceptab111ty 1n the tota]
sentence, and the degree: of mean1ng change in -the- passage.
In‘order to. analyze if there was any s1gn1f1cant d1fference in mean

cell scores between phonic -emphasis and eclectic basa] subJects, ’

~ANSCHEFF test (Barker) was applied using raw score data.




- -CHAPTER 3
[ _ 'RESULTS AND DISCUSSION-

- iﬁgihypbthésis that the oral reading- strategies of students.-who
'-p¢¢giyed,%hstrugtion.using a: phonic approach wou1g,beﬂdiffekent‘from‘the L

oré]Aréégihg,stﬁatégiegMof students .who received inStruc@ionvusng\an.

~—

ecle~tic approach was supported- by the $tudy. Furthgr@oné,~1OWs'évéﬁige,

i;: "“and ‘high ability students. Tearning to read -using a phonic .approach: defmon=

?ﬂy . strated. very similar oral reading profiles. Low, averaég;-and~high ability

: 'students learning to read using aii- eclecti¢ approach alsg demonstrated
§f5‘ ~ similar profiles. 60n$eQuent1y, the- oral reading'pﬁofi]ZS:O% Tow, average,
. f : Aand“high ability phonic students were di%féfent from~fhe'prgff]es~of low;.
avéragé,>énd highAabj1i£y—ec]ectic students.

The -study -also demphstﬁated,the influence -of the_qppréachﬁ@n a

: - étudent's word recognition. level and comprehénsion level. o

oy

Differences in Oral Reading Strategjes '

Between Phbﬁjc and Eclectic Readers

Two broéedures will be used to present data resu]tsg?n this -study. ’ -
First: the descriptive statistics (mean percentages) wii] be reported.
'Thé~descriptive statistics will make subsequent discussion and comparisons
with other research more meaningful. Seﬁond, the results of the statistical
“h§e§ting will be -examined. This section will discuss the findings as well

as»re]atgitﬁe'current findings to earlier empirical studies.

L Graphic_ Proximity

The graphic proximity scores for all phonic subjects were higher than



the grapﬁic proximity $cores for the comparable eclectic subjects. The .
i ' mean percentages for the graphic proximity catégoryvarer}eborted in Tabjenl.
o | Théjhfgh, average, and low ability phonic students produced higher per-

— - céntages. of word§ that had a high graphic proximity. The highest graphic

;H“A pnbximity séqres were found for the high-ability phonic subjects, but all
T ° 7*phonig studénts used oral reading strategy that -rélied on the graphic
. '5}é§eﬁtatibh of the-word. This reliance is apparent when viewing the per-
- o centage-of miscues that have no graphic proximity. Phbnfc;readers pro=
duced 10w*perce5¥éges of words phat had no graphic elements £hatﬁwére a-
1ike. ‘A1l eclectic students prodqced'hjghEr‘peFCéntageg of words that
were ndt'graphitally similar. Tab]e‘z reports ‘the mean, standard deviation,
and' F-ratio for graphic proximity. Significant df??érehqes favor the phonic
cells. '
A--code emphasis approach did produce'chderen whose miSCues are
‘highly related to the graphic appearance of the text word. This finding
supports Bar;js (1972, 1975) studies of firstrgrade oral feading errors.
Barr concluded that a phonic instructed group reflected thé graphic content
offthe:word to a greater extent than a more sight word emphasis grqup.'

Pe——

The code emphasis subjects {g,this current study were very proficient in

Tttt Anxd

the use of a graphic -strategy for attacking words.

The results of the present study do not totally support Weber's (1970)
finding tﬁét better readers surpassed weaker readers in the aBi]ity to
approach more closely the correct graphic response, regard1ess of instruc-
tional approach. Table 1 reports that not only are high ability phonic
‘students more proficient in the use of a graphic strategy but also the
Tow and middle ability phonic students use a graphiq strategy to a greater

-extent than high ability eclectic students. It may be inferred that the

-




TABLE 1
_ . B o e T N
“"Mean: Percentages of High, Partial, and-No Graphic Proximity
for ‘High Ability, Average Ability, and Low Ability

r

éf‘: o Phonic and Ecléctic_First Graders

- . High GFaphic Partial Graphic _ - No Graphic
v Group -Proximity Pﬁqximi;yv fPr@Xﬁmity'

-

QL ‘High Abitity 75.6 22.96 - 4.8
L " Phonic

High: Ability ™ : i - _ _ 7"‘3

+ -Ecléctic 45.6 30.9 24.4

Average Ability 67
Phonic

L]
[N

224 " 10.4 .

. Average Ability . L
. Eclectic 34.0 35.0 31.0

3 Low Ability . -
- Sibil1 63.2 21.6 13.2

Low -Ability

Eclectic 42.0 29.6 28.4




TABLE 2

and F-Ratios for-Total Miscues

Comparison of Phonic and Eclectic Means, Standard Deyiation,

| _ PHONIC. _ ECLECTIC
;ﬂC? o X _so. ¥X. 0. P P
i High Graphic Proximity  17.16 2.19° 10.13 1.6l 'ié7;62‘ .0000
% No Graphic Proximity 2.36 1.61 7.03 2.44 - 64.49 .0000
) High Phonic Proximity  15.36 2.20 8.75 1.62 131.88 .0000
) No Phonic Proximity 2.63 1.69 6.48 2.27 v48;23 .0000
f Sameé Grammatical Function 17.66 2.49 18.31 2.42 910 3463
? ] Syntactic Acceptability 14.80 2.52 16.55 3735 -5.09' .0262
Eé‘ Semantic Acceptability 8.23 2.13 15.72 _3:14 105.94 .0000
: ‘No Meaning Change 5.8 2.00 13.24 2.48 115.79 .0000
Nonword Miscues 8.40 2.37 .89 1.20 ‘265.84 .0000-

* 1/57
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©  instructional approach'.does influence the student's reliance on a graphic

;Wctd:éttéckvstrategyf

S

Phonic<Prqxjmity

~ The phonic instructional approach appears ‘to develop readers who are
efficient in the use of ‘phonic analysis. Table 3 reports the mean percen-

tages for phonic proximity. It is apparent that all the phonic ability

-

~groups ‘produced higher percentages of miscues that aré classified as having

a~highﬁphonicwprqximity. The mean raw scores and.standarﬁ deviations

are presented in Table 2. Table 2 shows that significant F-ratios -favor

the phonic subjects. A comparison of Table 1~and'Tab1e‘573hows*that all
types of,readers.Fely more Béavi]y upon the g?aphic,syétem thanfthe phone-.,
mic system. A1l the graphic. means were slightly highér than the phonic
means. . A '

The decoding emphasis of the phonic program was apparent in the oral

reading profiles of all the phonic subjects. This finding concurs with

*

phonic advocate Walcutt's (1969) view that a student must learn to decode
the sound that the printed word represents. This research also supported
DeLawter's (1970) -findings that second grade code emphasis students pro-
duced a higher percentage of "good decoding attgmpts" than did a meaning
emphasis- group. Phonic and graphic cues appear to be the most useful
éueihg systems for all phonic emphasis stﬁdents. The suﬁefior perforhancéA

of the high, average, and low ability phonic readers in their use of graphic

'(and‘phonic strategies supports the hypothesis that the instructional ap-

proach influences the development of these strategies.

Grammatical Function

The results of this study support the hypothesis that instructional

37
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TABLE 3

Méan Percentages of High, Partial, and No Graphic.Proximity
for High Ability, Average Ability, and:Low Ability

‘Phonic and Eclectic First Graders'

High -Phonic Partial Phonic  :No .Phcnic

Growp ~ Proximity Proximity: . Proximity
MEREY me owme ns
AVergggnﬁgi'lity 63.2 25.2 11.6
Hhnonic 5.2 w2 - 136
e I U

0
i




’progréms emphasizing phonic and: eclectic approaches .both result in ap-

proximate equal ‘numbers. of miscués that -have the same grammatical function
as the text word. Table 4 shows that the mean percentages are very
similar for all ability groups: The F-ratio reported in Taple‘z shows
no Stathtica] difference between groups.
" The DeLawter (1970) study concluded that both a. decod1ng emphasis group

and’.a ‘meaning emphas1s group used a strategy that produced words with

similar grammatical function as the test words. The fesp]tsAof‘Burke's
(1973) study of strategy comparisons between'a»phonichempﬁasis group.andfa_‘

-mean1ng emphasis group 4id not. support the tenet that all readers bring their

knowledge of grammar—to ‘bear on the read1ng process.’ Burke concluded that
a ffrsf-grade basal group produced miscues. that had a n1gher grammatical

accéptability than the miscues produced by a first grade decoding emphasis

group.

Syntactic Acceptability

Instructional programs emphasizing a phonic approach and instructional

programs .emphasizing an eclectic approach both produced readers whose oral

-miscues were usua.iy classified as syntactically acceptable within the

total sentence. Table 5 shows that the eclectic percentages were slightly

h{ghEr than the phonic means. These differences, as compiled in Table 2,

are significant at the .026 level in favor of the eclectic readers.

YWeber (1970) reported first grade oral reading responses that conformed
to thé constraints of the preceding grammatical context. Weber's findings
and the present research findings suggest that knowledge of the grammatical
structure of sentences is apparent in the oral reading strqtegies of high,

average, and low ability readers. Differences in a student's reliance on

34
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TABLE. 4

.. " Mean Percentages -of ‘Same, Undecided, and Différent Grarmatical

Function for High Ability; Average Ability, and Low
Ability Phonic and Eclectic First.Graders

- ~
'

. Same Undecided . - Different
) -Grammatical ‘Grammatical Grammatical
Group ‘Function Fun¢tion - jFuﬁciion

High Ability 75.6 2.0 T 22,4
‘Phonic .
High-‘Ability . ; N
Eclectic 72.8 1.6 25,6
-Average- Ability ; ) : .
‘Phonic 70.8 ‘ 263O

‘Average Ability « : |
-Eclectic 72.0 ?6°4

Low: AbiTity N A
Phonic 65.6 2.8 31.6
Low Ability

Eclectic 74.8 2.0 24.0
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-Group- Acceptable

TABLE 5

'MeanéPercentages of Syntactic Acceptable, Semanti¢a]ﬁy.Apceptablé,
and No.Meaning Change for High Ability, Average Abilitys

and Low Ability Phoni¢ and Eclectic First Graders

31

Tt et e

Semantically - No Meaning
Acceptable ‘Change

Syntactic

‘High AbiTity 62.4 29.6 25.2

‘Phonic

‘High Ability 67.2 63.2 62.4

Eclectic

Average Ability ' S
Phonic 56.8 ‘ 33.6 ‘ 26.0

-Average Ability 64.8 6132 | 52.0

Eclectic

Low- Abi 11ty .
il 58.4 35.6 ‘ 19.2

Low: Ability >
diy 66.4 64.8 , 45.6
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syntactic cues. were .not ‘discernable b~*ween. phonic or éclectic samples

_ i the-present research. - i

‘Semantic Acceptability

inétrhctiona] programs emphasizing an eclectic approach produced stu= o
dents :whose miscues were c]assifiedkas semantically. acceptable in the R
total sentence. The mean percentages compiled in Table 5 show that all

\ of the eclectic groups: produced semantically acceptable miscues above 60%.

R

In contrast, the phonic groups' percentages of semantically acceptable
miscues ranged from 29.6%. to 35.6%. The reliance on ‘the semantic accept-
ability of the miscue within the sentence appears to be a powerfu]“reading;
strategy for all eclectic ability groupings. Table 2 shows significant
differences in favor of the -eclectic subjects.

7 The present findings agree with First grade research reported by Burke
(1973) and second grade research reported by DeLawter (1970). The findings
.do. not totally support Weber's (1970) re§éérch,resu1ts. Weber declared
that the appropriateness of the errors to the semantic context suggested.
that studeqfs‘ transfer of their capacity for handling spoken language to
the reading task was not related to the type of reading instruction they were
given. The present study would indicate that this conclusion would be ap-
propriate for students who received instruction using an eclectic approach
but not for students who received instiruction using a phonfc approach. The
eclectic program stressed meaning from the beginning of first grade; while
the phoaic emphasis program’put more emphasis on decoding. The eclectic
students frequently commented that an error resulted in a sentence that

"did not make sense." The phonic students did not demonstrate this concérn.
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Meariing. Change

[N

A1 of the eclectic readers produced a higher portion of miscues that
did not change the-meaning of the sentence. Table 5 shows. the differences

in mean. pércentages. The high ability eclectic group produced the higﬁeét

percentage of ‘fiscues that resulted in no change of ‘meaning within the total

passage. The percentages in the eclectic groUpsrdeéredsed‘with<the~abi]ity
level of .the group. Table 2 shows that the differences aré signiffcant in
favor .of the eqiéétic group.

This finding agrees. with Elder's (1971) investigation. He found that

_miscues of a: Scottish group of children, taught with a phoni¢ emphasis, dis-

torted the meanings oﬁﬁihe sentences to a gfeatervéxten£ than the miscues
of an American group of children. taught withia'méaning'empﬁasis.

The eclectic instructional program stressed meaning;:ﬁroducing readers
who-read for-meaning cues. The high-percentages of ngnsén;e words generated
by the phonic groups influenced the ﬁéanings,of fhe passages théy read.

Meaning change always resulted vihen nonsense words were produced and not

.corrected.

Monword Miscues

Students learning to read using a phonic approach produced higher num-

bers. of miscues that were in the nonword category. Table 6 shows that

approximately 30% of all phonic group miscues resu]ted;in norwords. In
contrast the eclectic students produced very few nonwords (2.8% - 4.4%).
The standard deviations shown in Table 2 are extremely low for this nonword
qafegory.r The nonwords produced by the phonic subjects were closely re-

lated‘go the phonic proximity of the text word.

- | 38




T TABLE 6

Mean Percentages of Non-Word Miscues and Whole-Word Miscues

for High Ability, Average Ability, and Low Ability

?7 | Phonic and Eclectic First Graders :

Non-Word .Who]g—gord o 2

Group Miscues ~ Miscues -

=
o
s it o

i L m '

Low Ability 2.8 97.2 é

Eclectic




The use of nonwords may imply a greater accuracy of the phonic readers

ifi their ability to recall individual letter sounds. The heavy reliance
on phonic analysis seems to result in a large portion of nonwords..

1Thg research findings of this study concur with Cohen's (1975) first
grade research. Cohen reported that nonsense words were a high frequency
error when instruction stresses intensive Tetter-sound relationships. Elder
(1971) concluded that Scottish children who received phonic emphasis pro-
duced afhfgher portion of nonwords than did American children who received
instruction using a sight word approach.

The meaning emphasis influence of the eclectic inst;ué%ion approach was
-evident in the production of miscues that were whole word replacements for

‘the textword by children who had been taught by that method.

Miscues That are Self-Corrected by the Students

LIS .
In the present study the high and average ability eclectic readers ‘cor-

rected approximately one-half of their errors. The impact pf this correction
strategy becomes more discernable when the eclectic-corrected miscue per-
centages are compared with the phonic-corrected miscue percentages. Table 7
shows that high ability eclectic students corrected a mean percentage of
46% eirors compared to a mean percentage of 15.6% corrected for high ability
phonic students. The only eclectic group that did nct have these correction
strategies was the low ability group. Table 8 shows that correction dif-
ferences are significant in favor of the eclectic group.

Valuable information pertaining to correction strategies was derived
from the present study. The significance of a student's correction strategies
is discernable when the corrections are analyzed according to properties of

the corrected miscues.
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N TABLE 7

e Mean Percentages of -Corrections,. Prior Portion of SEntence ;
Syntact1ca]]y Acceptable, Prior Port1on of Sentence ) E
Semantically Acceptab]e, and ean1ng Change - — ME
in Passage for High Ability; Average e;
U ) Ability, and Low Ability Phonic o
g‘* and Eclectic First Graders :7£§
2\ ) B Prior Prior :
) ] Portion ‘Portion_, R
gL Syntactically Semant1ca]]y Meaning ' :
e G?oup Corrections Acceptable Acceptab]e Change , ;
S > ;
H1gh Ab1]1ty ) ’ - Y f ;

§;~” ‘Phonic 15.6 35.0 (of 3.9) 30.7 (of 3.9) 71.0 (of 3.9)
?wm@mmﬁw, 5 ;
? ~ ‘Ec]ectic' 46.0 51.64 54.51 58.3 g
;:‘ o Phon1c ’ ) ) ) :
- Avérage Ability :
i Eclectic 46.8 54.7 54.7 64.96 :
Low Ab111ty ' , wwﬁ,viwiw”wwwmﬁ
‘ ~Phonic C A 11.2 3.2 - - 32 . 8.4 ;
? -Low.-AbiTity . :
§b Ec]ect1c 26.8 53.14 53.14 70.44 ?
- — 41 s
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T TABLE 8

Self-Corrected Miscues

s
— e pe— - - v
4
o 3 - 3
~— R

- _PHONIC _ _ECLECTIC

X SD X  ..Sp.F* P

: Total Corrections with Prior .
;f Portion Acceptable 3.30 1.5¢ 10.10 3.69 64.09 .0000

PriorPortion Syntactically
Acceptable 1.23 1.09 5.44 2.31 63.66 .0000

Prior Porf}on Semantically
Acceptable 1.16 1.10 5.58 2.42 63.33 .0000

AR Prior Portion Acceptable with :
‘Meaning Change 5.86 2.00 13.24 2.48 115.79 .0000

*1/57 ‘ T
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" - ACOnnectedaMiscues<That:arewsjntacticaﬂﬂyaAcceptab]e

with the Prior Portion of the Sentence -

’ -;ﬂ Approximately one-half of the corrections made by the high, average,

and low abi]ity‘ecléctic~students»were syntactically acceptable with the

beginning portion of the sentence but were not syntacﬁica11y acceptable with-

in the total sentence. As soon as the error caused the sentence to become
. s - .-

syntactically unacceptable, the eclectic students showed a tendency to coi-

‘rectthe error. This tendency is shown in Table 7. Table 8 shows that

eclectic students make a significantly greater use of this strategy.

Corrected Miscdés That are Semanti;a]]y Acceptgb]e

with the Prior Portion of the Sentencé

The eclectic students also corrected errors that were semantically
acceptable with the beginning portion of the sentence but were not sem-
antically acceptable within the total sentence. When fhe error resulted

in a sentence that was not semantically acceptable, this eclectic group

tended to self-correct. Pauses were discernable in the taped responses

of the eclectic readers. These students usually stopped reading and cor-
rected their errors when the sentence was no longer semantically acceptable.

Al11 eclectic readers demonstrated the use of these correction strategies.

Tables 7 and 8 show that phonic emphasis students did not demonstrate
these correction strategies.

The correction strategies of the eclectic students may demonstrate
Festinger'é (1958) concept of cognitive dissonance. Festinger believes
the reader may experience feelings of dissonance when he becomes conscious
of differences bgtween what he has said and the message in the text.

When the response no longer made sense within the sentence, the eclectic

43
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-2 peaders -in- this study tended-to: correct their- oral-reading -errors.

Thé- phonic readers in this study did not show a tendency to -correct

" ‘their érrors even though the resulting sentence was no~1onger semantically

-acceptable. This tendency is consistent with Festinger's concept of per- '
ceptual dissonance. Festinger hypothesized that perceptual dissonance is
created when there is an incongruity between the print‘anq the response.

Thg phonic responses were closely related to both the Qraphic and phonic

Ad&mprb;ﬁmity of the text word. - This may have caused the phonic readers to feel

satisfied with their miscues.
Ihe‘correctipn strategies displayed by the subjects in the present study
.demonstrated that oral reading strategies were influenced by the instruc-

tional approach.

'Corrgcted Miscues That had Changed the Meaniggﬁof‘the'Sentence

The eclectic readers produced higher percentages of miscues tﬁat pre-
viously changed the meaning of the passage. The greater reliance of the
eclectic readers on the meaning of the passage was apparent in their ten-
-dency- to correct an error that had caused a change in meaning (Tables 7 ahd~

8). |

The eclectic approach stressed word attack in sentence contexts. The

__meaning aspects of reading identified by Clymer were apparently developed

by the eclectic approach. Clymer (1969) maintains that understanding the
author's message, critical evaluation of that message, and incorporating
the author's ideas into one's thinking and action are all essential skills
to be developed in a broad based eclectic reading program.

The phonic readers did not uvse these meaning cues to correct crrors,

Elder (1971) hypothesized that a heavy reliance on phonics tends to divert
&
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Non-Corrected Miscues Thaf"arg Syntactically Acceptable

Within the Total Sentence

The analysis of the syntactic acceptability of non-corrécted miscues

v provided further information concerning the relationship 6f grammatical

. constraints and oral reading behavior. Table 9 shows that all of the
eclectic ability groupings produced higher percentages 9%_n9n-99rr@9éeg;l,u )
miscues that were classified as 'syntactically acceptab]e:withiﬁ the total
sentence: Table 9 also indicates that average and high:ability students

are.more proficient in their ability to make use of syntactic cues.

1

Non-Corrected Miscues That are Semantically Acceptable

in the Total Sentence

é . The analysis of the semantic acceptability of non-cor%ectea miscues.
provided insights into the relationship of meaning and oral reading straf- A %
egies. The hypothesis that instructional programs stregsing an eclectic — A
%“* . readiﬁa'approach will result in higher numbers of non-cdrrgcted miscues

; o that are semantically acceptable within the total sentence was supported

” by this study.

e '
[

;;wﬁwwmﬁw4*~“whﬁlxwwou]d«bemneasonable“to,£xpecj*proficigng,readensAnoxmxp“makeuppr-

¥

rections'if the error is semantically acceptable within the context of the
sentence. The results on Table 9 indicate that the high ability and
average ability eclectic readers produced the highest percgntages of errors
that were acceptable within the sentence. In contrast, tﬁe range of non-
corrected semantically acceptable errors for the phonic group was 28% to

29.5%. Table 10 shows significant differences in favor of the eclectic
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TABLEQ
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‘Mean Percentages offﬂon-Corrected Miscues, Non-Corrected Miscues
- . ~ that are Syntactically Acceptable (Total Sentence), Non- o
Corﬁected Miscues fhaf are Semant%cai]y Acceptable :
;;wmn."m‘ R w(Toté];'Sentence).,\.and,Non:-.Cor:'rec‘ted»Minkécues‘.th.atj
; Cause no-Meaning Change (Total Passage) fqé'

High-“Ability, Average Ability, and Low

pRrar Tt R TRTTY

- Ability Phonic and Eclectic. First Gra&éré:
‘ Non- Non-- = Non-
Corrected Corrected. Corrected
Non- Miscues Miscues Miscues
: Corrected Syntactically Semantically No Meaning
- - -Group-- Miscues . Acceptable Acceptable Change
. High Ability
. Phonic 84.40 66.89 29.5 _ 20.41 f
High Ability k
“Eclectic 54.00 80.67 76.54 77 .80
Average Ability
Phonic 86.00 50.80 29.20 20.00
" Average Ability o a2 o, 0 ShE
% Eclectic 53.20 93.24 93.24 62.40
. Low Ability "
] Phonic 89.20 43.60 28.00 14.00
" Low Ability
: Eclectic 72.80 70.76 64.80 50.00

Fapyere
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3
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: TABLE 10

; Non-Corrections :

PHONIC ECLECTIC -

T X SD X' SO Fx P

i Non-Corrections 21.63 1.63 15.13 3.57 60.88 .0000

: Non-Corrections Syntactically ’ .

: Acceptable 12.56 2.03 11.79 -3.23 1.047 .3113
Non;Correctioné Semantically .
Acceptable 6.83 1.85 11.41 3.54- 43.09 .0000
Non-Corrections Causing No .

. Meaning Change 4,60 1.95 9.37 3.36 33.21 .0000

; ——————

- *1/57
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‘non-corrected miscues that cause no méaning change. The bérc

dency to produce a high proportion of nonsense words. The nonsense words

consistently resulted in sentences that were semantically unacceptable.

‘Non=Corrected Miscues That Cause no Change in Passage Meaning

- This study supports the hypothesis that instructional programs em-

phasizing an eclectic réading approach will result in higher numbers of

piled in Table 9 show that all eclectic readers tendéd_to produce -higher
percentages of non-corrected errors that didfnOtschange.pasSage»meaning;

Thé F-ratio in Table 10 shows significant differences in favor of the eclec=
tic subjects. It is interesting to note that high abi]ié; eclectic readers
Qére more proficient in relying on the meaning of the passage than were

low ability eclectic. readers. Thus, the percentages decrease in value as
the ability of the students decreased (77.8% - 62.4% - 50%). The results
of this study indicate that the degree of passage meaning change produced

by a non-corrected error may be one of the most decisive differences be-
tween proficient eclectic readers and less proficient eclectic readers.

Average ability eclectic students appear to use sentence cues to a

greater extent than total passage meaning cues. The results in Table 9

show_that higher percentages of their errors resulted in sentences that

were semantically acceptable (93.2%) rather than sentences affecting no
meaning change in the total passage (62.4%)." The middle ability student
apparently requires a greater instructional emphasis on. the comprehension
of the total story. (

. Miscues that do not change meaning of the total story may not be

corrected if the reader is involved in meaningful reading. Page (1974)

43
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-conténds: that -miscues -generated:-by-meaningful--oral -reading will--be- semantically-

*

acceptable within the total passage. Goodman (1971) states that meaning
changewﬁg.xhe most significant oral reading category one can analyze. Mean-
ing- appears to be highly related to the eclectic reader's correction strat-
egiés. If the error resulted in a passaée in which there was no chane¢z in
meaning, the eclectic reader tended to ignore the miscue;' This strategy

was apparently related to the heavy reliance on meaninbifhét was stressed
tprq@ghgyf the eclectic program, although Tow ability eclectic readers

did not benefit as significantly from this meaning stress.

This finding of the present study concurs with Burke's (1973) first

~-grade results. Burke concluded that a first grade samg1e taught by a phonic

emphasis approach producad miscues with lower meaning ratings than the
miscues produced by a basal approach group.

This study demonstrated the differences in the correction and non-l
correction strategies that are developed by students who have learned to read
using two different instructional approaches. The ec]ect{c sample reflected
the emphasis on meaning and grammatical and semantic consistency to which
they had been subjected in their reading programs. They tended not to
make oral reading corrections if the miscue resulted in'sentences in which

there was no meaning change. Likewise, the eclectic did not correct the

reading error if the resulting sentence was semantically and grammatically
acceptable. The high ability eclectic students, as would be expected, were
more efficient than the luw ability eclectic students.

The influence of the instructional approach was equally apparent when
analyzing corrections. If the instru¢tional oral reading error caused a
meaning change and resulted in a sentence that was semantically and gram-
matically unacceptable, this eclectic sample tended to self-correct their

errors.
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S :Miscues: That::Cause-no-Loss :0f -Cumprehension- C e e ey

If a miscue does not change the meaning qf the passage or the miscue
is. self-corrected, the miscue may not result in a loss of oral reading
comprehension for the reader. This category reflected better reading ability
in the eclectic group than in the phonic emphasis group. xA]] the eclectic
readers produced higher meaﬁ'percentages and mean scores (Tables 11 and 12)
than the phonic readers. Furthermore, the average number of miscues thatr
‘of reading efficiency disp]ayéd by a student. Table 11 indicates that this
'number"is the highest for the high ability eclectic reader; the numb-- is
reduced as the ability levels of the students decrease. The percentagg of
miscues that cause no comprehension loss was only half as great for the
low ability group when compared with the high ability gfoup.

Further diagnostic knowledge is obtained by analyzing the individual
no-loss-of-comprehension totals for the low ability eclectic group. Table
13 compiles the individual miscue coﬁprehension scores. The three subjects
who produced the lowest scores also produced the lowest comprehensicn
scores on the Silvaroli Classrocm Reading Inventory.

Subjects 6, 8, and 10 in Table 13 produced fewer uncorirected miscues

that did not change the meaning of the passage and they did not correct as

may prove a valuable assessment tool in the analysis of which types of
error patterns appear to be related to comprehension. Remedial instruction
would need to focus on the develooment of error correction patterns that

are related to'the development of comprehension skills.




TABLE 11

‘Mean Percentages of Miscues that Cause No Loss of Comprehension
and Miscues that Cause Loss of Comprehens1on for High
Ability, Average Ability, and Low Ability Phon1c

and Eclectic First Graders

. Miscues - No Loss Miscues, - Loss
Erbup of Comprehension of Comprehension
- High iy 36.4  60.4
% Ave;zgﬁigbility 359 62.0
S hemmmy gy
| tow Ability 28.8 68.4
SN,
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Comprehension - : ‘
: ' PHONIC . _ ECLECTIC

; : X __SD X SO P P

- No Loss ©8.36 2.21 18.41 2.77 113.73 .0000

§ Total Loss 15.90 2.33 5.89 2.98 98.78 .0000

. *1/57
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TABLE 13
. Individual Miscue Comprehension Raw Scores of Low
Ability Eclectic Students
o Uncorrected Miscues Comprehension Total Miscue
weeooo oo - -With-no-Compre-- - -Loss- - . -Comprehension-- - - -
- Subject hension Loss Corrections . Score.
1 15 * 3 = 18
2 1 * 5 = 16
S 3 10 ¥ 6 = 16
4 9 + 7 - 16
5 14 + 2 - 16
{
: 6 5 + 3 = 8*
) 7 8 + 4 = 12

8 5 + 1 = 6*
- 9 8 + 3 = 11

10 3 + 2 = 5%

* Lowest Silvaroli Comprehension Scoras -

~ 0 -~ 53
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e Similarities.Between.Ability Groups Within an

[
h %

" ' Instructional Approac

This study hypothesized that a phonic emphasis app}oach and an
eé]ettic approach wou]d produce readers displaying different oral read-
ing strategies. This study further hypothesizedvthat if the instruc-
tional approaches were actually the cause of different qfa] reading ~L
. strategies, then high, middle, and low ability students within the same ;
;ﬁ‘“""““""épprOaCh‘shou1dkproduce simi]ar“orallreading~profi1es.)' : Anné
; | As a result, a miscue analysis should produce few‘differences in ;
numbers for each of the categories in the sfudy when high, middle, and
low ability phonic emphasis students are compared. Figuréfl compiles
‘ the miscue percentages for the three phonic emphasis ability groupings.

It is apparent that the‘Patterns for the three grodps aré similar, al-
though the low ability group did not demonstrate as high a utilization of
graphic and phonic word attack skills. In addition, the low ability
£ phonic students produced fewer errors that are the same grammatical
function as the text word. The Jow ability phonic students also produced
fewer errors that cause no meaning change within the text of the story.
It would appear that all ability groups within a phonic emphasis

program develop specific oral reading‘strategies. The students produced
~" T3 high porportion of words that ‘have “the same graphic proximity and -

phonic proximity as the text word. The code emphasis of the program does

develop a student's reliance on a phonic reading strategy. The students

also utilize their knowledge of grammatical constraints. A large portion

of their errors had the scme grammatical function as the text word as

well ;s producing sentences that were syntactically acceptable. This

syntactic acceptability was higher than semantic acceptability. It would

L0 - G
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appear that first grade phbnic emphasis students do not use semantic cues
as much as the& use graphic, phonic, and grammatical cues. This hypothesis
is substantiated by the phonic emphasis students' production of a great
number of nonword miscues. These nonword miscues are usually categorized
as..having a high graphic proximity, a high phonic proximity, and a similar
grammatical function.

The phonic emphasis 'students did not demonstrate the development of
consistent correction strategies. This may be due to the stress on graphic

_ and phonic cues. The students' errors were both grapﬁica]ly and phonically

similar to the text word; consequent]y,‘they may have experienced no urge
to correct the e;ror even though the error resulted in both a meaning
change and a semantically unacceptable sentence. This wou]d be an example
of Festinger's (1958) description of perceptual dissonance. Developmental
and remedial reading teachers may both benefit from an analysis of a stu-
dent's oral reading errors. If the teacher graphs the errors as illus-
trated in Figures 1 and 2, the teacher will be able to perceive a par-
ticular student's oral reading strategies. The s”rategies that are highly
developed are observable; in addition, the teacher w§11 have diagnostic
information for the development of a reading program that will stress the
development of the weaker strategies. As an example, most of the phonic
emphasis students are extremely proficient in phonic word attack. A
weakness is apparent in their ability to make oral readinyg corrections.
This weakness indicates that both developmental and remedial teachers
need to stress the development of semantic reading cues.

In contrast to the phonic emphasis orofiles, the eclectic groups
produced different oral reading strategies. Figure 2 compiles the cate-

gory percentages for the high, middle, and low ability eclectic students.
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according to ability groups. As an example, the high ability eclectic

53

The eclectic instructional stress on contextual constraints was apparent

in the oral reading profiles. Four of the categories are almost idéntical

for all eclectic ability groups. This approach apparéntly produces stu-

dents. who rely on cues related to grammatical function, syntactic accept-
ability, and semantic acceptability, This tendency to rely on semantic
cues is illustrated by the low production of nonword miscues. A nonword
would definitely result in a sentence that was semantically unacceEZaB’e:

The four remaining categories illustrated in Figure 2 show differences
students used the graphic and phonic cues in words more frequently than
the Tow ability eclectic students. The instructional phonic activities
provided by the approach may be sufficient for the high gbi]ity student.
The lower ability student may need supplementary instruction in structured
phonic materials.

Differences are also vigible in the production of'errors that do not
cause a meaning change within the total text. The percentéges in this
area decrease with the ability of the students. The high ability eclectic
students predominately produced errors that did not change the meaning
of the total text. The lower ability students were not concentrating as
effectively on total meaning. This meaning category was one of the mo;t
reliable indicators of the eclectic students' level of reading ability.
It is interesting to noté that the low ability student appears to be focus-
ing 6n individual sentences rather than on total passage meaning. If
this hypothesis is true, the reading program needs tc stress longer pas-
sage meaning. .

Correction strategies also differ according to the ability of the

eclectic readers. Figure 2 shows that both and average ability eclectic
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'students correct more errors than low ability eclectic students. When

‘Students do not correct their errors, they are apparently not thinking

about meaning as they read. The student should ask himself, "Does what

Tt read make sense in this story? If not, what should I do about jt?".

The correction strategies demonstrated by the eclectic readers add
credibility to Festinger's description of cognitive dissonance. Festinger
(1958) maintains that when there is a difference between what the child

reads and what the child feels should have been read, the child senses

cognitive dissonance. This cogﬁitive dissonance supposedly causes the

child to correct errors which are semantically unacceptable. 0bv1ously,

the higher ab111ty eclectic student has developed greater cognitive

strategies than the low ability students. Furthermore, all eclectic

students apparently develop cognitive strategies more effectively than
phonic emphasis students. _

An eclectic student's profile will also be valuable to both the
developmental and the remedial teacher. The effective ﬁeade} appears to
balance the use of phonic, syntactic, semantic, and meaniag strategies.
This effective reader apparently corrects errors when the error interferes
with syntactic, semantic, and tot:? passage meaning cues. The poor
reader who has not developed these reading stirategies would need instruc-
tional materials that stress the development of correction strategies. In
addition, the poor reader may demonstrate poorly developed phonic skills.

The oral reading profile will provide valuable diagnostic information about

“the poor reader's precise needs.

Comprehension Differences Between Phonic Emphasis

and Eclectic Emphasis Subjects

The Silvaroli Classroom Inventory (1973) was administered to each




subject in order to test the hypothesis that the two instructional programs
would produce children with different word recognition and comprehension
patterns. The Silvaroli Classroom Inventory tests two areas pertaining

to reading: these include an independent and an instructional jevel of

word recognition and an independent and instructional level of comprehension.

The results exhibited in Tables 14, 16, and 18 illustrate that stu-
dents do produce different comprehension patterns; furthermore, these pat-
terns are related to the instructional approach. Table 14 compiles the
results of the two high ability groups. The phonic students averaged
independent word recognition grade levels of 2.96 compz+ed to independent
word recognition levels of 1.66 produced by the eclectic students. The
instructional word recognition level also favored the high ability phonic
group. This superior word recognition achievement corresponds with the
phonic decoding skills that are heavily stressed in the phonic emphasis
materials. In contrast, the high ability eclectic students produced higher
comprehension scores than the phonic emphasis students. Independent ec-
lectic comprehension scores of 2.76 were compared to 2.1 for the phonic
group. At the instructional level, comprehension scores of 3.9 favored
the eclectic group.

The early comprehension emphasis of the eclectic approach apparently
produced students who demonstrated higher comprehension skills than word
recognition skills. The independent comprehension skills of this eclectic
group averaged slightly over one grade higher than their word recognition
levels. The same pattern was visible at the instructional level; compre-
hension averaged 1.12 grades higher than word recognition.

he phonic emphasis was equally apparent in the grade equivalents of

the high ability phonic student. The phonic students averaged independent




TABLE 14

Independent and Instructional Word Recognition and Comprehension

Mean Grade Equivalents of High Ability Phonic and High
Ability Eclectic Students

High Phonic High Eclectic

Independent
Word Recognition 2.96 1.66
Grade Level

Independent
Comprehension
Grade Level

Instructional
Word Recognition
Grade Level

Instructional
Comprehension
Grade Level




TABLE 15

Silvaroli Scores for High Groups

PHONIC ECLECTIC

X SD X Sp_ F* P
Independent Word Recognition 23.20 1.27 9.80 .937 5.29 .0318
Independent Comprehension 12.70 1.01 21.00 .878 2.42 .1340
Instructional Word Recognition35.00 1.31 22.00 .876 4.56 .0443
Instructionaf Comprehension 21.70 1.24 35.20 .737 5.41 .0302

*1/17
6.2 T
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TABLE 16

Independent and Instructional Word Recognition and Comprehension

Mean Grade Equivalents of Middle Ability Phonic and

Middle Ability Eclectic Students

Sx

% _____ } Middle Phonic Middle Eclectic é
¢ Independent :
b ) Word Recognition 1.32 :
i Grade Level :
§i , Independent :
s Comprehension 74 1.52 ;
v Grade Level ;
; Instructional f
. Word Recognition 2.58 1.28 :
e Grade Level :
§ Instructional ;
e, Comprehension 1.36 2.1 . ;
G Grade Level :

63




TABLE 17

Silvaroli Scores for Average Groups

PHONIC. ECLECTIC

X SD X

SD

F* P

Independent Word Recognition 3.30 .315 .400

Independent Comprehension 1.30 .525 5.20

Instructional Word Recognitionl2.00 1.32  2.70

Instructional Comprehension 4.40 .397 12.20
*1/17

.51
193
193
.48

10.16 .0052
25.491 .0002
10.90 .0042
10.736 .0044
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ém Independent and Instructional Word Recognition and Comprehension

TABLE 18

Mean Grade Equivalents of Low Ability Phonic and Low
Ability Eclectic Students

Low Phonic Low Eclectic

: Independent
i Word Recognition 1.0 .1
¢ Grade Level .

Independent
; Comprehension 377 1.08
; Grade Level
: Instructional

Word Recognition 1.32 .84
: Grade Level
: Instructional

Comprehension .78 1.48

Grade Level

%




Silvaroli Scores for Low Groups

TABLE 19

61

PHONIC ECLECTIC
' X _SD X SD__F* P _
Independent ﬁ;rd Recognition 900 .564 .111 .316 3.63 .070
Independent Comprehension .600 .578 1.77 .252 1.92 .180
Instructional Word Recognition 2.60 .282 1.11 .459 2.91 .1029
Instructional Comprehension 1.50 .592 4.88 .168 12.60 .0027
* 1/17




word recognition scores that were .86 grades above their comprehension

scores and instructional word recognition scores that were 1.14 grades
above comparable comprehersion scores.

The comprehension and word recognition results are highly correlated

‘Wwith the miscue analysis patterns produced by both high ability groups.

The group that produced high graphic and phonic proximities also pro-
duced higher word recognition grade equivalents. The group that produced
high semantic accepfabi]ity, fewer meaning changes, and extensive correc-
tions yielded higher comprehension scores. It wqu]d appear that the mis-
cue analysis profile is related to the development of specific comprehen-
sion skills. |

The middle abiiity phonic emphasis and eclectic students also demon-
strated similar word recognition and comprehension patterns. Table 16
shows that middle ability phonic students produced higher word recognition
scores compared to middle ability eclectic students, whereas middle ability
eclectic students produced higher compréehension scores than middie ability
phonic students. In addition, the middle ability phonic students produced
higher word recognition scores than comprehension scores. The opposite
results were scored by the eclectic students; comprehension was higher
than word recognition. Tables 15, 17, and 19 show the significance.

Similar results for the low abiiity groups may be observed in Table
18. The Silvaroli scores for all low ability groups are lower than the
scores for the high and average ability groups but the same word recognition
and comprehension patterns are prevalent. The phonic students consistenly
scored higher in word recognition, and the eclectic students' test results
are higher in comprenension.

It is apparent, then, that the miscue analysis of patterns and com-

prehension scores both provide diagnostic information that can be used to :
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- improve a child's instructional program. Instructional implications will

% be discussed in the final chapter.

Summary of Research Findings

The following differences between phonic cells and eclectic cells

were found.

Instructional programs emphasizing phonics resulted in significanily
higher mean scores of miscues that have a high graphic proximity.
Instructional programs emphasizing phonics resulted in significantly
higher mean scores of miscues that have a high phonic proximity.
Instructional programs emphasizing phoaics and instructional pro-
grams emphasizing eclectic reading resulted in similar mean scores
for same grammatical function.

Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reaﬁing resulted in
significantly higher mean scores for miscues that were syntactically
acceptable within the total sentence.

Instructional programs stressing eclectic reading resulted in sig-
rificantly higher mean scores for miscues that are semantically
acceptabie within the total sentence.

Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reading resulted in
significantly higher mean scores for miscues that caused no

change of mearing in the passage.

Instructional programs emphasizing phonics resulted in significantly
higher mean scores for miscues that were classified as nonwords.
Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reading resulted in

significantly higher mean scores for miscues that were self-

corrected by the student.
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Instructional programs stressing eclectic reading resulted in
significantly higher mean scores for self-corrected miscues
that were syntactically acceptable with the prior portion of
the sentence.

Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reading resulted in

significantly higher mean scores for self-corrected miscues that

‘were semantically acceptable with the prior portion of the

sentence.
¥ -

Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reading resulted in
significantly‘higher mean scores for self-corrected miscues that
had changed the meaning of the passage.

Instructional programs emphasizing phonics and instructional pro-
grams stressing eclectic reading resulted in similar mean scores
for non-corrected miscues that were syntactically acceptable with-
in the total sentence.

Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reading resuited in
significantly higher mean scores for non-corrected miscues that
were semantically acceptable within the total sentence.
Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reading resulted in
significantly higher mean scores for noncorrected miscues that
caused no meaning change within the total passage.

Instructional programs stressing an eclectic reading aporoach
resulted in significantly higher mean scores for non-corrected
miscues that cause no meaning loss plus corrections.
Instructional programs emphasizing phonics produce students who
have higher word recugnition grade scores than comprehension

grade scores.
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Instructional programs emphasizing eclectic reading produced
students who have higher comprehension grade scores than

word recognition grade scores.

Instructional programs stressing phonics produced significantly
higher instructional word recognition levels.

Instructional programs stressing eclecticproduced significantly

higher instructional comprehension grade levels.
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CHAPTER 4

TEACHER APPLICATION OF MISCUE PROFILES

Reading Recommendations for Readers Who Make Highly

Effective Use of Strategies

The reader who made highly effective use of reading strategies scored
higher than 60 percent in the No Loss of Comprehension section of the
inventory (Goodman 1971). The errors in this category either produced no
loss in comprehension or were successfully self-corrected by the student.
In addition, this reader also produced comprehension'gréde equivalency
scores that were above grade level. The high ability ec]éctic students
in this.study met both of the effective reader criteria. Theif no loss
of comprehension scores averaged 85.2 percent and their indépendent com-
prehension grade level averaged 2.76. The middle ability eclectic stu-
dents produced the required no loss of comprehension score (80.8 percent)
but produced average independent comprehension grade scores (1.52).

The high ability phonic students produced low no loss of comprehension

scores (36.4 percent) but adequate independent comprehension scores (2.1).

for effective reading strategies. The reading program for these students

should stress a greater reiiance on cueihg systems which develop meaning.

. Strategies for these students will be discussed in the next section.

Thus the high ability phonic students did not meet both of the criteria
|
\

The reader profile of a highly effective reader illustrates the
cueing systems utilized by that reader. Figure 3 is an example of the

reader profile compiled from the oral miscues and the informal inventory

produced high comprehension grade scores as well as oral miscue patterns
i

|
\
of one of the highly effective readers in this current study. This student ﬁ
|
\
|
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that demonstrated the use of all the linguistic cueing systems.

When readers produce reading profiles that are categorized as highly .

effective, they are ready for an expanded reading program which includes

a variety of reading materials. These readers have the skills necessary

g S for meaningful independent reading. The reading program can be individual-
% izédlby the addition of supplementary materials to broaden the studgnt's
iﬁ, _ jnterests. Readers who produce effective profiles are ready for expanded

i \ recreational reading programs as well as beginning functional reading

groups (Smith and Barrett 1975). .

~——

PR

These effective readers should be provided with experiences in.comﬁé?éthéajlé
reading and should be gncouraged to make judgements'about the validity and,relia-;?
hility of what they read. Functional reading groupslshould—provide opportuni- ‘
ties for research and the presentation of information to the class.

In addition, these readers should read materials which let them
é,mA . explore aumerous levels of comprehension. Reading should stimulate
thinking and imagination. Questions of inference, evaluation, and

appreciation need to be asked, and the answers analyzed.

Reading Recommendations for Readers Who Make Moderately

Effective Use of Reading Strategies

Two different profiles were produced by readers who made moderately
effective use of reading strategies in this study. The first profile,
as illustrated in Figure 4, was produced by a high ability phonic
reader. The student in the example produced an above average comprehension
score but produced oral miscues associated with an oral loss of compre-
hension. This pattern was produced by all of the phonic readers. The

average no loss of comprehension percentage was 36.8 compared to an

Q rs
4

R
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average grade level independént comprehension score of 2.1 and instructional
comprehension score of 2.86.

The student who produced the profile in Figure 4 demonstrates three
areas that should be improved in order to be a highly effective reader.

They are semantic acceptability, meaning, and corrections. Often cor-
recpion strategies provide insight into how the reader is relating with

the meaning of the passage. When efficient readers use correction strategies
they usually coyrect miscues that result in semanticaily unacceptable sen-
tences and/or .iscues that change the total meaning of the passage.

Reader who do not correct these semantic and meaning errors are not focus-
ing their attention on the meaning of the passage. These students need

to be instructed in reading methods that will assist them in using context
clues to develop word meanings and comprehension.

Contextual analysis of a word is accomplished by a number of meaning
clues. Constance McCu]]ough (1958) identified nine types of contextual
clues that provide mean clues:

(1) Picture clues -

"The andirons were in front of the fireplace."

(2) Verbal clues - The sentence before or after the unknown word

explain the meaning of the unknown word. For example:

"It takes specialists for acivilization to develop. Specialists
are people who can spend much of their time on one task."

(3) Experience clues - The concrete experiences of the reader allow

him to assume the meaning of the unknown word:

"Susan gave the cat to drink."
"On the fourth of July the sky was red with the glow of
pyrotechnics."”

(4) Cemparison and Contrast clues -

"Steve was happy to have a birthday party, but John was dejected
because he missed the party.”

-
1?1)




Synonym clues - A sentence involves a repetition of the same

idea and employs a synonym for the unknown word:

“The dromedary has unusual speed; this one-humped camel lives
in Asia."

Summary clues - The strange word is a summary of several ideas:

5. ,
S "Oranges, lemons, and 1imes are some of the fruits grown in
AP Florida."

(7) Definition clues - ‘ o
A tall stemmed drinking glass is called a goblet." %

. (8) Mood clues - The tone of the sentence suggests the nature of the

~ new word:

"The happy boy's face was wreathed in smiles."

B I LR L S R L DR I P T
' + LT [

(9) Familiar Expression clues - The word is recognized by its use in -
a familiar language pattern or verbal expérience:

"When he picked up the phcne, he said, Hello."
Most contextual clues require inferential thinking. This kind of

I
|
|
i
thinking is a vital element in the development of mature readers : higher :
levels of comprehension would be impossible without it. Contextual i

s

analysis provides a means of taking the reader beyond pronunciation toward
the goal of meaning. !

Spache (1971) recommends five types of contextual activites that are

appropriate for primary children. These activities include:

1. Read a sentence, rhyme, jingle, or story in which obvious words
are omitted. Children should supply the missing words and discuss
why theay chose that word.

2. Have children silently read a new selection. Question them on |
word meanings which they have to defend by discussion.

Insert a nonsense word in place of a specific word used several

70
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times in a paragraph. Have students read the total paragraph be-
fore inferring the missing word and its meaning.

4. Provide reading materials with words omitted that are the same
part of speech. Children state and defend their selection of the
missing word. Discussion should include the descriptive aspects
of that part of speech, i.e., verbs may be referred to as action
words.

5. Other readjng materials should be provided in which the correct
initial consonant or blend is provided for the word. This tech-
nique combines contextual analysis and phonic analysis.

Students need to look at the words and surrounding unfamiliar words in
order to gain unknown meanings and improve comprehension. wénde]] Weaver
(1963) found that the words that follow a strange word are more likely to
aid in contextual analysis than those that precede it. It is thus desirable
to teach pupils to read entire sentences in order to derive the meaning
of ynknown worc .. Students who do not correct semantically unacceptable
sentences require structural exercises in which they are lead into an
understanding of the correct meaning of not only sentence§ but longer
passages as well.

One- extremely successful remedial reading teacher asked each student
to underline every word on a page that was unknown to him. If the
student found the meaning of the word within the selection he was to
circle the previously unknown word. At the end of the page the teacher
helped the student with any word that was still not circled. This teacher

reported excellent success as students became more experienced in the use

of context clues. Her students had learned the valuable lesson that




reading is a meaningful dialogue between the reader apd the author.

The student who produced the profile in Figure 4 also needs instruction
that stresses'tbe meaning of a total reading selection. Suggestions for this
total meaning instruction will be discussed following the profile pre-
sented in Figure 5.

The majority of middle ability eclectic students produced the
reading profiles tkat were classified as showing a moderately effective
use of reading strategies. The student whose profile is. illustrated in
Figure 5 shows a weakness in phonic skills plus é d}f¥z;gﬁéeﬁgétween
semantic acceptability in the sentence and no meaning change within the
passage. The teacher designing a reading program for this profile should
stress the improvement of phonic word attack skills aﬁd the comprehension
of total reading selections.

One of the reasons this student is lower in comprehension than the
highly effective student may be because he is focusing on the semantic
acceptability of the immediate phrases and sentences rather than the
meaning of the total story. Children need to be provided with numerous

opportunities to read and comprehend longer passages. An excellent activity

that teachers may use to assist children in the devel.pment of this broader

‘comprehension is Russell Stauffer's (1968) Directed Reading-Thinking
Activity.

The Directed Reading-Thinking Activity is designed to encourage chil-
dren to think as they read; to predict and check their predictions.
Stauffer (1968, p. 348) believes, "It is possible to direct the reading-
thinking process in such a way that children will be encouraged to think
when reading - to speculate, to search, to evaluate, and to use." The child's

effort and concentration can be motivated by involving the child intellectually
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the child and asking him to formulate questions and hypotheses, to pro-
cess information, and to evaluate tentative solutions.
ir: Stauffer defines five steps in this Directed Reading-Thinking Activity:
1. Step onc: Making predictions from title clues.
a. MWrite the title of the‘se]ection on the chalkboard.
b. Ask a child to read the title.
o c.. Ask the children what they think the selection will cover -
give time for children to consider the question thoroughly.
d. Provide an opportunity for each child to make predictions.
R e. Ail predictions should be accepted.
f. The teacher should not provide her own predictions during this
discussion time.
g 2. Step two: AMaking predictions from picturelclues.
A a. Ask children to examine carefully the pictures in the selection.
b. Ask them to revise the predictﬁons made earlier on the basis
of the title alone.
"3, Step three: Reading the material.
a. Ask children to read the selection and check the accuracy of
their predictions. They may read the whole story if it is a

short selection or they may read one selection at a time if

L there are several subheadings.
4. Step four: Assessing the accuracy of predictions, adjusting predictions.:
a. After all of the children have finishr.d reading the selections,
the teacher leads a discussion about the accuracy of the predictions.’
b. Ask children who believe they are right to read orally the
parts of the story that support their predictions.

c. Children who were wrong in their predictions can explain why

they think they were wrong.



5. Step five: Repeat the procedure until all parts of the lesson

are completed.

Another excellent source for questioning techniques to improve compre-

hension is Sanders, Classroom Questions: What Kinds?; published by Harper

and Row (1966). Sanders presents illustrative questions that are examples
of seven categories in the taxonomy of comprehension. Teachers who wish
to develop depth of comprehension and critical reading need to go beyond

the simplest type of thinking, memory, or recall of factual details.

If teachers are to stimulate children's thinking, Sanders recammends
. the following types of questions:
1. Memory - recalling information given in the passage. Four kinds
of ideas are included. ‘ ”11
a. Facts - .
Who
What
When

Where
How

0N 1)+ ) )

b. Definitions of terms used in the text -

What is meant by ?
What does mean?
Explain what we mean by __ ?

c. Generalizations - recognizing common characteristics of a

group of ideas -

In what ways do resemble ?
What events led to ?
How did and cause ?

d. Values - judgment of quality -

What is said about ?
What kind of a girl was ?
What did do that you wouldn't do?

2. Translations - axpressing ideas in different form or language -

Tell me in vour own words ?




gy

77

Could you draw a picture to show ?
Write a story pretending you are .
What does the author mean by ?

Interpretation - seeing relationships among facts, generalizations,

values, etc. -

a. Comparative - are the ideas the same, different, or related -

How is 1ike ?

Is the same as ?

Why?

Which three are most alike?

How does today resemble in ?

b. Implications - arriving at an jdea which depends upon evidence

in the passage -

If continues to , what will probably happen?
What would happen if ?
What would and lead to?

c. Inductive thinking - applying a generalization to a group of

e observed facts -

What is the author trying to tell you by ?

What facts in the story support the idea ?

What does the behavior of tell you about him?
- 1

What events led to

d. Quantitative - using a number of facts to reaci a conclusion -

How many times did do ? Then what happened?
How many causes of can you name?

e. Cause and Effect - recognizing the events leading to a happening -

Why did the boy ?

How did the girl make happen?
What three things led up to ?

When the man , what had to happen?
Why did _ happen?

Application - solving a problem that requires the use of generaliza-

tions, facts, and values -

Mary has had measles. What could we do to help her during
her illness? How can we show her we think of her?

0 .0]
oo




showed weaknesses in phonic word attack.

How can we show that we need a school crossing guard at

What plans do we have to make before we ?
Analysis - recognizing and applying rules of logic to the solution
of a problem -

Some people think boys can run faster than girls. What do
you think?

Discuss the statement - "A1l children go to summer camp."
Synthesis - using original creative thinking to solve a problem -

What other titles could you give to this story?

What other ending can you think of for this story?

If Jane had not ,-what might have happened?

Evaluation - making judgments based on clearly defined standards -

Did you enjoy the story of ?

For what reason?

What did you think of in this story? Did you like
what he did?

In the story, the author tells us that felt

Is this a fact or the author's opinion?

The student who is not comprehending the total selection will benefit
from diversified questions which stress in-depth comprehension.

The moderately effective student whose profile %s shown in Figure 5 also

in the next section dealing with students who nave ineffective reading strategies. -

Reading Recommendations for Readers Who Make

Ineffective Use of Strategies

The readers who made ineffective use of reading strategies produced
both low comprehension gi-ade equivalencies and low no loss of oral compre-
hension percentages. The low ability phonic and low ability eclectic stu-
dents both produced these two combinations,‘but the oral miscue relation-

ships were quite different for the wwo groups.
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Figure 6 is an example of an eclectic student who has not developed ef-
fective strategies. This student displays low phonic word attack skills,

" weaker correction strategies, and lower comprehension scores. The Miscue
Analysis provides a diagnostic technique for the assessment of a child's re-
liance on phonic word attack. .Some children may be relying too heavily on
phonics while others display a considerable lack of phonic ability. The ‘
student in Figure 6 demonstrates this lack of ability. If the child is to
be successful in phonic word attack, several principles must be applied.
Heilman (1975) has made several recommendations in regard to phonic instruction.

First, the child must be able to discriminate auditorily between dif-
ferent speech sounds in words and to discriminate visually between printed
letters if he is to profit from phonics instruction. Consequently, some
kindergarten and first grade children may require cons%derab]e readiness,
activities in order to hear and see the minimal differences in words.

Other children, who may have specific learning disabilities, are apparently
unable to Hear these sound differences. Often a child with a reading dis-
ability may'be able to identify sounds in isolation, but he may not demon-
strate the ability to blend the sounds into a whole word.

Second, a learner tends to develop a set strategy for word attack if
only one word recognition method is taught. For this reason, phonic
analysis, structural analysis, contextual analysis, and sight words shculd
all be included in the beginning reading program. The child should not
rely on one skill. In fact, Heilman (1975) declares that "over reliance
on one skill is indefensible".

Third, all necessary phonic skills needed by the child to become an
independent reader should be taught. Consequently, all children do not need
the same amount of phonics instruction. Heilman recommends, "the optimum

amount of phonics instruction for each child is the minimum that will result

84
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in his becoming an independent reader.

Fourth, diagnosis is essential in order to discover each child's need.

In this current research, the miscue analysis did idgntify the children
who were unable to apply phonic analysis. The miscue analysis also
identifies certain ch%]dren who may rely too heavily on phonic analysis.

Fifth, the spelling patterns found in English writing 1imit the use-

fulness of certain rules or generalizations. In addition, a child's ability

to recite phonic generalizations does not assure that the child has the
ability te apply these generalizations. Conseguently, most reading
authorities stress the development of phonic generalizations through
inductive learning rather than deductive learning.

An inductive approach for beginning consonants would include the
following activities:

1. Print the letter

2. Write words that begin with that
letter.

3. Ask students to name beginning ietter.

4. Teacher pronounces the words. Example - Pp
play
5. Students listen for beginning please
sound. Paul
; party
6. Students read words with teacher people

7. Students suoply other words which
begin with the same iritial sound

8. Students name the initial sound

9. Children use words in context

By the time children have a larger reading vocabulary, an inductive

phor.ic approach ofien begins with the illustrative words presented in sen-

tence contexts. The following steps might be used to develop the ce, ci

generalization. The teacher would write several sentences which contain
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ce, ci words. For example:

See the fly on the ceil’ng.
- - We go to the city to buy clothes.
Our sidewalk i1s made of cement.
The clown was in the circus.
Help the students read the sentences.
Say the underlined words.
Ask students what sound the underlined words begin with.

Ask the students to provide other words that begin with the

same gound. (Words that begin with s are put in a separate
list.

5. Ask students what letters follow c in the above examples.
6. Have students indicate the generalization for e or i following c.

HWw =

The poor reader needs to form his own genera]izati&ns with teacher
assistance. In addition, the poor reader benefits from phonics presented
in sentence contexts. The poor reader thus uses contextual clues to
increase his mimimal ability to apply phonic analysis.

Materials which teach phonics through a word family approach have
proven beneficial to numerous poor readers. These poor readers are often
unable to blend several sounds o form a word but they may be able to
learn to read through an approach that stresses the minimal contrasts of
the word, i.e., will, hill, bill, fi1ll. The Merrill Linguistic readers
provide material based on this principle.

The ineffective reader represented by the profile in Figure 6
needs opportunities to dictate language experience stories and read these
stories in order to realize that reading is a meaningful experience. This
reader needs to develop the ability to use cont~vtual analysis and compre-
hension. The advanced organizer suggestions for the student in Figure 7
would also be beneficial to this low ability reader.

The final example of an ineffective reading profile was produced by

B
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a low ability phonic emphasis student. Figure 7 shows that this ineffective
reader has high phonic ability. This student corrects very few errors.

iﬁ addition most of the errors resulted in semantically dnacceptaB]e sen-
tences and sentences that changed the meaning of the total passage. The
student jn Figure 7 did not register an independent reading score. The
first or Pre-Primer level was the instructional level for this student.

This type of student requires reading materials that allow him to under-
stand that reading is.a meaningful communication between the author and the
reader. Most reading authorities agree that language experience activities
in which tﬁé child reads his own dictated materials or other chiidrens'
composed materials are very beneficial for the development of this critical
understanding.

This stgdent a1s0 requires simple materials that develop the ability
to apply contextual analysis. In addition, the use of advanced organizers
may be extremely helpful.

Smith and Barrett (1974) describe the use of advanced organizers in
order to provide corrective instruction for poor readers. Smith and
Barrett recommend that poor readers be alerted to linguistic structures
and devices likely to cause interpretive difficulties before they begin
reading a selection. Teachers must prepare students to identify key words
and words showing important relationships. Figurative language should
also be discussed. Poor readers should be taught to pause periodically

in their reading to reflect on what they have just read. Ideas need to

be sorted out; re and fitted into the reader’'s existing
information be ™ e comprehended and retained. Poor readers
need to pause w.e ideas in their own words.
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F.» Poor readers need speéga1 aids in order to organize ideas into a
l;yv } ksquitive framework. Teachers should ask poor readers to mark places
in a passage that are good for reflection and prediction. Some remedial
reading teachers have successfully used road signs to signal students
about difficul’ passages. A Ei;ﬁi] sign could be used before difficult
word§ or concepts. A sign signals students to paraphrase ideas.
Poor readers have not learned to restate materials in their own words.
They need to be instructed repeatedly in this skill. ‘

This researcher believes the greatest instructionai implications
of the miscue inventiry are obtained from the teacher's application of
each student's results compiled on the miscue profiles. When the infor-
mation compiled from the comprehension test is included with the miscue
analysis, the reading strategies used by students can be evaluated.
This information may be used to improve the-education of botﬁ>deve1opmenta1¢

and remedial students.
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