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’ Tvo conflicting hypothetel exist tegatding how oral
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- syntactic/semantic integration, and intersentence integrati@p. The ’
»results support either bypotbesis, depending on the context, the type -
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Oral ‘l}pading :
/( .

Does It Reflect Decoding or meprehension?%

.Joseph H. Danks and Ramona- Feats

.Kant State Uniberoity ) ‘ . .

/ . . . oo

How will most elementary school teachers determine whether

>

| A child can read? The teacher likely will hand the child a

book at the child's estimated reading level and will ask the child

to read. That the reading is to be aloud is usually not stated

'l - ——— -

but- understood implicitly by both teacher and child.’ What read-

ing activity is commonly fouﬂd'{n most traditional lower elemen-
tary grade classrooms?  The children will bé.reading aloud indi---

- !

vidually or in unison. Oral reading provides the teacher with a
quick evaluation of each child's progress as well as practicing )

the"éhild"on at least some aspects of }eadi;g. Although oral

‘aaﬂing—tl*I”wtdéty—ﬁiéa—ﬁfécEaure} EEE lpecIfI"”components of -

the reading process are assdsged, and what reading skills are -

é

developed by oral readlng? . 3 ’/
A . o _
/ .o ; Two thesés About Oral Read ‘

A gane:ai npdel-of reading that is comnonly assumed propoaea

rl

that priat input it first decoded into a phbnological code that

\

h;l most of tha chaxactetiatics of an oral 'verbal input. This

codc is then couprehanﬂgd by the uaual routines of languaqe ‘

t ¢ .
CENTRS ‘Q"\ e
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.,cc-prohenlion that the child has dovolopod £or speech. These .
- two stages of rudlng ‘are usually seen as discroto stages that '

can ho taught . independently. This auunption has lead to a .
division of rudinq inltructi.on into teaching decoaing and com- °
prohcnslon: Decodi.ng depends only nipimally on compx‘ehehuon ‘
although m investigatorc posit downstrea;u eff:ects developed

' from top-dovu models of comprehension.- ’Por exantple, a major |
aspect of Goodman's inforled-guessing model (Goo’dmen, 19'65) views

- previoully conprehonded naterial as faczl:.tatmg the decodmg of |
" print. Bowever, these downstream influencep of comprehension on
decoding are udually not thought to. be essent‘ial for succeasful
decoding, but are only helpful when the contextual information 1". :
avallpblo. On the other hand, comprehenszon is’ necessarl.ly depend-
ent on docodi,ng fon tha representatj.on on}@.ch to operate.

Excel-:t. for providing the input for comprehension, however, the
‘decoding process does not directly effeet the.couprehension pro- 51

cess.

-

‘N .

‘Given this rough two-st'ag; model of reading,,where does oral
production fit? The notor production aspect of’ oral read:.ng must
be tacked onto the roading process per se because there 1s no ; ‘

‘ pro&uction conponent explicit in'the decoding-conprehennon &d.l. .
; ‘l'horc are two general hypotheses as to when,oral productron is

initisted ln tho roadlnq proccu.‘ These hypothou- are rllustrat.
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- P  Insert Pigure 1 about here -

.
The decodiné:hy'poéhesis is t'hat“oral production is iniri-‘/ .
ated tmnediately following oecoding (point'"A" in Figure L)ﬂ
Oral reading thqn would serve to practico the initial decod:.ng
stage. In this case,’ there night be no couprehension of the text
at all. Or oral production and comprehension might progress in
parallel. Or comprehension might occur much later than the oral
L K production, &perhaps even as the reader listens to'.hixt'\/he‘.rseIf.
" talk. Oral production'is .;Lnitiated on the ba-in of the phonologi- (]
cal code that is the output of deco'dinq. Children sometunes mi-
vtate smch without cdmpr&hensi.on, - To 0 11; would not seem “‘unreason-
' able that beginning readers might :l'niti‘ate oral production on
the basis of the phonological .code without comprehending the mes-
sage first. |

.

'rho second hypothosi- is that oral production is initiated
| ' only aftcr co-prehension processes ha.ve constructed a semantic
roprucntation .of the ncuage (point *B" in Figure 1). This-:.s
o the co-prchcnciqn hypotbcsis.‘ Qral, production is initiated froa
.

the o-pntic rcprcnntation and not from the phonological code

. < that existed at an earlier point in the proc‘cn. In fact, the

.'/‘ Lo .
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verbel ‘code may have diuolved wj.th conpteheunion so that Jnly - . J
‘ L

‘ the e-untic repreientet:l:on rn}inl. 'rhe oral productlon« procees.

beqlnn!,ng vith the ‘sepantic :epreeentetion‘ zeeablee sentex!ce

, produotion in ite uunt:l.(el cc-ponents. A epeaker hee an idea )

ry -

that be/sbe vilhet to expren, and d{p tranelates thet :I.dea into

‘-

linquictic fo:.‘n and then into epee_ch. In o:al reeding the .seman-
tic representati.on of the printed mesaage conetitutee the idea

',that serves is :anut to the production process. " L .
. $ - :

'l'heu two hypo eses are ‘really classes of hypotheeee repre-

. R .

aenting variations depending on.the specific conception of decod-
ing, canprehension, and epeech p‘roductlon. , ?or example, compre- .
henxion is described as if it were a s1ngle process with a f;l.xed .
heginning and a fixed temination. Eowever. conprehenhxon may

be a loose collection of proceeeing ttrateqiee, rathe} than a
etngle routine The poesible varzetiqns in theee two classes of

~\ hgpotheeel will become evident. For éxe monent they serve as

‘

convenient toucheténee to conceptuelj.!e the questi.on of how oral
production mhee with the readlnq préceee. 'rhe two hypotheses

can be differentiated further by canparing tvo typee of readers

tbet eppar to embody each hypothesis. . , ; -~ ‘K

t i
‘ 'm cellere. The- decoding hypotheeis h eupported By read.i.ng

diea.bled mld:en labeled word celler& (Snith. Goodman ¥ & ueredith
~
1976) . _ ‘!h.se are children who can :ead alouébut who do not - .

] - ’ . .“‘hf




3uhderstend whet they have reed One would asdume on the basis of
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.'their orel reeding perfornance thet they could read. However,

' when they are tested.: for conprdhension of the neeeage, they,have

at heet a n.inj.ul vmd.eretending of what they have just read.

Hord cellers understanding is not improved. when.they are per- .

nitted to read silently. Although it is not clear what they are

'doinq when they are silent read;ng, other than staring at the’

pege,'their‘understandiné'is not increaiéh. '§6 the problem is
not that their hormal'copprehension orocesseis being disrupted by

the additional task of having to read aloud. In'terms'of our

P
[}

general model, then, word callers support the decoding hypothesis

since_ their, oral product:.on must be tru.tlated xmedlately following

L

R
decoding but before conprehenslon occurs.

: »
At one tzme or another, many adults have hed the experzence

of reading eloud without_;oqprehendxng. When just learnzng a

s

foreign lenguage, many peopie pass through a phese when they can -

reed aloud in the second langque, but not understand .what - they

are reading Or whern :bading ‘some partxculerly dlfficult text. -
like a philoeophic treatise, one might read rt aloud to allow more
tile ‘to think ehout what is being sexd but still nighL not under-
stand what is written. "It does not seem unrresoneble, then, that
some beqinninq reedere niqht.become arrested at an early point in
reeding lcquieition such that they. cen,read eloud beeed on théir

- t. L
v . .




e
,a

a ‘ T " - ,‘ ..’ 3 _ - ’ ' .
Danks & xea.n . ) ; . . 120

'decod:l.nq ekilll. hut nort comprehend the meuage. , a .

. ?
N
.

. _ There is conl:l.dereble dispute, hawever, as to wh{ther word
.\‘ cnllerl really exiet or even what the criteria are for so 1abel-
ing a child. Goodman claims that "remedial reading clas’see are
filled v:tf.h 'youngsters in late elementary and secondary schools
who can sound out words but get little meaning from the:Lr read-
X ing (1973b, p. 491), although?he adduces no statistics to

support that claim . Other re-ading spec:.alists cla:.{ that the'
nunber. of true v/ord callers is exceedingly small, that chz.ldren .

who are labeled word callers i:y classroom teachers- actually have

poor decoding akills and/or poor language comprehens;.on Skllls

. - as well. .' : ’ ’ : o

What .criteria should.be copsidered in c'lassify‘ing a child be
' 'a word caller? Consider the traditional definition- he/she must
7:' | be able to read aloud reasonably well and rnot understand what was
{:ad Pirst wbat is meant by "reasonably well ? At minimum,
he/she nuat read at close to the typical rate for comprehend:.ng
readers, w:l.th about; the same number of errors, and w:.th nqrmal
intonation. There ‘is» soue question whether word callers can (
' meet these criteria; Por example, poor readers tend to r_x?ead with

. * LN
a list intonation (Clay & Imlach, 1971). Reading with a list

intonhation is a clear’ cl}ao to a lack ‘of comprehension because decod-
\ ] ' . .

. ing puncf;uation and combining that information with the-meaning: ’

. - SR
- R




' hyperlexics who are superficially similar to word callers in = ¢
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of the'peseage leads to intonatioh patterns nore typical of

speech. ’ Seeondly. whet.i'efneant,by 'not‘"hnderstandﬂ? 'rhe 'key

. problem here is whether the child ¢an underetand the passage 1f

it were presented. eurally. If adults have the foreign language
text or the philosophy essay read aloud they would not understand
it any hetter than when, they read it themselves. If the chilad

does not comprehend when listening, the problem may be attribut-

'able to a general language or conceptual deficit rather than to

a deficiency ih reading specific comprehension gskills or in the

» - i .

‘ cobrdination of decoding and comprehenSion processes.

Wbrd callerssmay be related to a class of children labeled

P —

their reading behavior (Hehegan & Dreifuss. "1972; silverberg &

’ Silverberg,l96_7. 1968_-69). 'rhe comon 'distfnguishing fe'ature

5 , s .
is that "they manifested an unusual and prematyre talent in reading

S

-{aloud] against a beckgroundvof generalized failure.of developmen;,

or marked impairment, of other language functions” (Hehegan &
Dreifuss, 1972, p. 1106). Their reading is a voracious compulsion

that trequently develops in the'presChool years. In addition,

a

they ere frequently retarded autistic. or hyperkinetic. "Perhaps

-’

th.jﬂ children represent an extreme instance of word calling mixed'

with an intellectual or enotional dieéurbence, or they may be a

-

qualitatively ditferent type of reader. Given the disagreements

4
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about both word callers ana hyperlexicp. careful investigations . |

. : L
"\ and descriptions of both ‘are needed. p I
;!;ggg speakers. Readere whose oral reading appears to, ‘

”, ) . support the compreheneion hypotheSis are those whose oraL language

y 0

dial is different from the dialect of the prxmere. The most
' salient example in the United States are children speaking a
Black dialect who leéarn to read from primers printed Mn standard
English. When' ask;d,to d aloud, they produce numerous “"errors”
in oral.produetion. i.e:jj:heir speech does not match the speech '
) that one wonld expect based on the print. dowever, their devia-
" tions are not arbitrary with respect to’the meaning'of the text.
‘Many‘ of these "erroi:s" do n'ot‘ghange’ ‘the meaning .of‘th'e text, but.

f
- - ————— o .

are a translation of ‘the message into their own dialect. T
]

Dialectal variation occurs at all linguiltic levels although

phonemic miscuee .are the most freguent in oral reading (Burke. ~

1973) . WhilerBlack chilidren may “mispronounce® a printed word so
> ’ ' §
that it is a homophone of another Bnglishﬁword (e.g., /ro/ for

xoa ), they still comprehend the intended meaning of the printed

%

word (uelmed, 1973). Many other Black Englieh responses in oral -

¢
. reading are morphological variations, such as dropping regular

past tense and third person singular endings on verbs and plural

4 and poeseseive narkers on nouns (Roeen & Amee. 1972a, 1972b

. Weber, 1973). Lexical suhetitutions‘aleo occur, for example,

Y

- -

T | 10
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o -
. *  bucvwet for pail and m shoes for “sneakers (Burke, 1973). How-

. g VAR .

ever, we have tonnd no ’studies that have reportedv casés whereé'
» dialectal variations changed meaning more than oral reading V a
' errors of standard Bnglish speakers changed meaningu
In order to translate the text: into their oral d:.alect with-
out a change in meaning necessitates that ‘Black children first’

. comprehend the printed text A fortior:., they must first decode
. {

- the standard English text correctly before comprehend:;ng 1t. It.
. T~
is z.ncorreot to claim that these children have deficient decoding

. skills. In fact, it is inappropriate to‘label thes.e‘c_hildren with
. v ’ - !

a reading problem. - They know how to read. The variation in oral

‘ . o reading results frotn a variation in speech that' is different from

C '~ the standard primers' dialect.//

’

‘At the very least.*oral reading is an inappropriate assess-

- ment: tool when applied to these chiidren unless the' "errors” are .

. ) o A
interpreted in terms ef the child’s own dialect. Hunt (1974-75)

A4 l

scored Black children s responses on the Gray Oral‘Reading 'Dést '\# X

'both according to the manual and correcting for dialectél responses.

!
She £ound .an increase of only 0.1 grade level between ’the two

scoring systems., al.though that difference was statifstically s:.gni- ~

.

- ﬁ.cant Bowever, the better readers (as’ defined by the standard

4 - b

) lcoring of the test. but who were ;till below grade 1eve1) were

A . o helped more, by the dialectal scoring. 'rhey gained orre-half grade ‘

-

. . . -y
P . ’ - 3 '
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level on the averege with some children gaining more than a whol’

’
P

o P grade level, .. C .o . .

. , 7 v
~ - s 4

Uling oral rcading as an instructional device in the class-
room’ nﬁlt bo tempered by a. teadher who understands tHat a chlld '
. . who tranalate- into his/her own' dlalect is reading correctly T

| (Goodman 1965a- Goodman & Buck,<i973 Labov, 1967) Otherwise, ,;'

the teacher may undereatimate a chila 8 level of readxné achieve=
" ment qnd may put undue pressure on the ch11d~by constantly :t " .
' correctxng hxs/her oral prodhctxons. The Chlld also may be, ' -

confused because he/she may not understand why the teacher is ",

correcting what he/she is readmg correctly (Faso.ld 1969)
. 4 These cha.ldren Who reedéorally by translatmg ‘the primers" . 1

L dialect into t);e:.r own provtﬁ‘e‘"tohvﬁéih@"’e‘xiid’é’ﬁge’ ‘for the_ com- ) ?
prehension hypothesi,e. Acéurate comprehensiox{ (and ﬁherefore .

accurate decodmg) must have occqrred before the Chlld mitxated

- -

h:.s/her oral product:.on. - o e

- - e

L.y . Research on Oral Reading. " .-

: : ¢ " )
‘. . Gl.ven the J.dent:ifica"tion of these two types of readers, one
{ - * ~of whom apparently bupports eacﬁ hypothesxs, what empz.r:.cal

A A
}ndence is avallablq? 'rhree sources of eva.dence w1r1 be revxewed

. v
’ . - - -

. One sourpe i.l the analyli.s of oral reading errors. 'I'he errors or 7

l ..

{ )
s

m:l.ncues-are evaluated with rupect to the read{.ng procegses that.
. . - "ﬁ. 3. b4
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“ lay behind the performance. A ‘second 'source of e#idence comes . -

\ I

from ltudiee ‘of"the eye-voice span. If the eye-voice epan '

2

varies with the eemant.ic, syntactic, and/or lconceptpal difficulty

\]
3

Of the text, then ﬂi—‘e "“rea"‘aer Hay be ding the meaning_ T o

r ’ ' - ‘

"before uttering the oral production ’ e third 'eource of evid'ence .

comes from a talk in which alterations ’are i.ntroduced into the -

- h

material The alterations can vary across a wide range of levels,

-~

e.qg., mieep?lling, wrong part of speech, semantically anomalous

word or a logical incoasiatency ) Whethe: the oral re‘er is

a .

dxsrupted by a particularéevef of alteration in the text indicates

whether he/ehe ia ptoceumg the %txt to that level of analysis.

{

Oral reading ver%ors. Most of the analyses of oral reading '

X ' have emphasi'zed the Geecriptiog\of errors that the reader pro-

- L4
.

-
- .
co. . . ~ 13 . LA 5
. M - = <
. ~ 2

1.4 I3

dnces as indicative of problem aredaz in need of additional xnstruc-
tion or remediation. Any deviation {r’om the pronunciation of the

printed stimulus is seen:as an error in read:.ng, i.e., as an e&:ror .
. s ] -

- in the intake of print infornation, rather than bemg a result '

-’
.

of df.fferenoee in epeech produc;ich. ‘The aesumption ie that a

ekilled, fluent rqader‘ w/oh'ld make few or no .e_rrore'in oral reading.

that errors derive from mltiple eourcee, Goodmn (1969) haa re-
. : [ 4

4

terned then niecuea. Be defined scues as an actual response

¢ -

-
" rs i |
‘ -
N
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‘e ‘¢ in orsl reading which does not match the expected response o ‘
O i (Goodnan, 1973&, pP. 5) The "expected response' is‘vhat is
. norually called “"correct” or a standard diaiect.pronunciatioh of

"'.’ ' " the printed stinulus. k
Another comoh sssumption about oral reading is that it is
represent;tive of silent reading in all‘mejor respects. Errors-

- - - > -

in oral readmg reflect in overt behav.ior the same errors that the

reader is ‘making coyertly in sx.leht reédmg. Oral reading is one
of the féw;wi.ndows that we have on the_reading process. ‘However, -
to -the extent that 6ral reading errors reflect oral production

‘differences, they are not a valié‘measure of silent reading ability:
A related .188\18 is whether pral redding ‘18 a netessary precur-.

sor of silent reading, or whether it .is ‘an additional task that
- .. detracts from silent reading (Weber, 1268) Chall (1967) classi-
fied various reading approaches~on this dimension. Most‘phonics
proponents,ﬁiihguistic.proponents, ahd alohabet reformers claim’
.thst‘oral reading is hecessary at the beginning to establish the
connection to speech comprehension, co;responding to the link
between decoding and conprehension in Pigure 1. Once that coh;
nection has been uell estsblished then ‘oral reading may ‘be phased
out. On the other side, the besal-reader and-a minority of phonics
§rqponents advocate that the child should begin silent reading from'

! X . " ¢ ‘ '
e the very start. They view oral reading as a performance sl'c,n,l .
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- -\

that can be learned'later.“

A major prdblen 'with the literature on oral reading errors

LY

has been the leck of agreewent on a claseification system to p

-~
-

analyze the errors (Weber,_1968) The classification scheme

. -y,

reflects the xnvestigatore underlying assumptions about the nature

of 'the reading p;ocess,fixlénp,as well as oral reading. Those

,viewihg oral reading primarily as a performance would score.hesi-’

tations, poor enunciation, and inappropriate intdnation and phrag-

vy

: - s o :
ing as errors (Weber, 1968). However, most-of the recent studies,

-

have facused ‘on the graphxc-phonetxc slmllarxty and syntactxc-

semant;; acceptabxlitx as two major determxnants of. oral readxng

. \errore.,_‘ > g

<

-

Using spedially constructed word lists, ﬁhankweiler and .
Liberman 11972) found that optical confﬁsability, as exemplified.,.

_ by reversals of letter sequence and orientation, was a much less

‘significant factor’t producing oral reading errors than vere .
'orthogpaphic factors{ such as poeition of’ﬁhe sqund segments and
.‘phe;ehe—graphéne cerrespondences. Initial.segmenta were better..

read than medial :: final ones, and consoneets were reed better -

th;n mlg.”» Errors on vowels were predicted t;y, the number of’
poeiiSIe orthographic representations. "

Usinig word lists as opposed to prose precludes any evaluation

of syntactic and semantic determinants. Shankweiler and Liberman-
=
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(1972} justified their use Qf word lists by the fact that there

ﬁerﬂfsigni!icent corrélations\averaging..70 between oral reading
_".". . ’
of lists of;words and- the Gray\Oral Reading Test in each of four

groups 6£1cq;1d:.n. They concluded,-Tthe problems of the beginning
:eade:’epbi,r tp.hsve more to do with the synthesis of syllables
than with sca;;ing of larger cthks of connected text"” (Shankweller
&’leerman,.1972, ;. 298) However, since the word list dgta

accounted for only about 50% of the variance on the G:ey Oral
‘ , 2 - . - . .

‘Reading Tegt, consideérable variance remains to be ‘explained by

’

syntactic'and semanti& components of connected text. Goodman (1965b)
N ' \ J ‘. '

~ reported tpat‘many words that were imissed when they appeared on a
list of isolated wordd were read correctly when they appeared in
a story context. In fact, first graders read 64%, second graders -

fead 75%5 and third graders read 82% of the missed words correctly
. - . A\
. ’ ’
given -the tyntactic and, semantic constraints of the story.

. ’ o
Semantic constraints usually refer to those that result from .
-® -
the meanlnq of the sentence constraxnlng~what lexlcal items mlght
? - +

mean&ngfully complete the sentence $emant1c information also

Fe

L
csn refer_to ical access to the meanlng of a word in the mental
dictionary. Two réported experlments with isolated words are
partlcnlarly relevant here. One by Perfett1 and Bogaboam (1975)

reported that nore‘eilllcd comprehenders were more rapid at word

]

refognitiongfend ptonnncietion) than were less skilled.comprehenders,
.o o L < R YO ) ~ -
. :Q [ .'. : ) ° 16 —\7’ . -

, - 4 ) . . ‘ +



':’ ) uniforlnly reported that the’ syntactic-sémntic factors dominate the

KLY stitutions. A similar finding has been reported by Weber (1970a,
- _ ‘
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even when 411 words were lmown to both groapi ’l'he difference

—‘betueen the’ groups was larger f.or infrequent than for £requent
" words. Golinkbff and Rpeinski (19269 _used a eonewhat differenacw L
;tuk in whj.ch autonatic eenentic a:cceu wuld 1nter£eare ﬂith the

subject'e perfornence on picture naminq. They f.ouhd that,ilthouqh

-,y
’

Iees skilled comprehendera were weak ‘on decoding, their semantic - R

access skills were not impaired 'I'here is a problem with basing

Rl

_a oonolusion on a ‘fmding of no difference, but the not.ign that
- " . '
- less skilled comgx*ehenders are not deficient in a <ritical component
., in general Iingui ftic processing is useful Both these results

unply that semant}c Jaccess occurred before the naming response was

f

Lnittatedn N L

L]

. . Other invee igatoré have compared the use of graiphic.and .
{
eyntactic-lenentic conetramts in connected text. They have ~

-

.
constraint on errore rather than grapheme-phoneme factors. Out of °
. , *

7'6'72 substitution errons committed by first graders, Clay (1968)
reported .that 7,2%' were syntactically appropriate, but only 41%°
could be attributed to grapheme-phoneme correepondences. Biemil_lér

{1970), found that first graders' graphically similar substitution

-

) 'errore‘we're less frequent than were contextually appropriate sul":-

19701:),: however. good first grade ;A.d.é- were more "influenced’ by

|

17
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graphic I:L-:l.la.rity than were. poor readers\ _',_m. influenco of ‘

visual graphic tor- appears to con;train tho choice of an’ ’ 3

’ ’ ’

WA

by tyntlct‘:l.c and 'u;nntic.comtrainta.

' meaningful for the context up to the pbint; of the error.

. a trade-o

- @rronecus responss fron the set of possible words: prevmusly defined

The grapbic ,form of ,a

word dou not appear to be & primary factor per se. ) .

»
, That the large jority of aubqtztutiona errors :Ln oral read-
. / e

v ‘ -

inq tend to be synta.étidally and aemant:.cally appropriate is well

docmented.. In oﬁe case, o:al readmg errors of col.lege students

” r -~

were not just syntactically apprOpri.ate, but ve'r,e ,pnedxcted by a -

) ~!oml" gra.—nr, an auqmented trmition network (St"evens &

Rumelhart, 1975) Studi.el by Biemiller (1970), Clay (1968). Cohen

(1974-75), Goodman (196%1':), and Weber (1970a, 19701)) reported that.

first graders' pral reading errors tend 1-:01%~ grammatical and -

Frequently,

i tho error is grammatically afxd ﬁeaqingful;y consistent with the

remainder of the sentence as well. If'not, self-correction qsﬁélly

occurs (Clay, 1969; Goodman, 1965b; Weber,21970b) Weber (1970a)"

tepoz'ted that ungrammatical errors were more’ graphically similar

™~
‘to the printed word than nr‘ t.he gramatzcal errors, 111ustrating

¥

botmn thou two determ.nants. Bzem.ller (1970)

studied first graders longitudinally through the first grade. 'He
found an initial phase in-which the ‘crrors were semantically appro-
p:i.;l;! to the prior context, but were miﬁinally'rolateé to the .

: .18
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qrtﬁhic !ntl of the -timulu: word. Then durinq a -Qcond,}hase,

callod thq,non-rclponae phase, the nunber of or:orl dr0pped and

there vas an 1ncrease in graphically sinxlar lubltitutions whzle
the contcxtual aubstitution- remained constant. . Pinally, in the

third phxte tho percentage o£ contcxtual subatitutions 1ncreased

while graphic lubstitutionl remained stable. A comparable

sequence has been reported by Clay (1969) for self-corrections by

first grade children (five years old in New Zealand). Iniéial;yf

‘errors were self-cdrrected only if they'aid'not-make senge in the

cohtext) then visualiy diaainilar errors were corrected, . anid -

A

-‘fipally, both factors were relevant so that only a substitution that ,

made sense as well as was graphzcally aimzlar was lefE/hncorrected

Tﬁhr: xs soua .evidence that certaxn types of oral readlng
5 R &,

errors. nay be a partial tnnctxon of the instructional program.

The children oblerved by'Biemiller, by Weber, .and by Clay- were’
recefving reading instructi:pn in meaning-emphaus programs. Cohen

(1974-75) analyzed the ora} reading errors'of first gradprs being .

" taught with a code-cnphasiu approach. Her results were a bit

» - A . 1
[} ’ t & ~ ‘ ‘ 9
N .

-

-diffettnt from Bicniller s in that s :zlfonnd only a few readers who

unnt through an initial phase of giv g-holistic cof\texgual te-

N

sponlal Instoad’ihcy -tartod out in a brzef non-response phase.

L4

In the paxt.gbg’c.,th.lc childrcn produced a significant number of
» T , ! ’ - .

nensense words. Evidently the emphasis.on sounding out words and

Vrs
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attl-rpti.nq to pronounce them induced children to make up words “‘
o/ s

. based on the graphic stimulus. Following the phnu in which

s

s DONSeNnse errors predou:l.natod the childxm bogan producing mean-

ingful wo:d substitutions as the context gained in importance. .
s k#' . )
'mo pri.ury concﬁaion that one derives from studies of oral

reading errors that ,readeru proceed ;hrough\the comp;ehens ion
stage before initiating oral production.’ How else ‘could syntactic
and semantic constraints"have such a, powerful effect on oral read-

3 mg errors unlcss such were the case? Not only is this true for
- y . ‘,.} ' '

skilled adult readers, but it also holds for begummg readers and

. for, good z‘d’e as well as poor readers.- "“Thus,. the comprehension
hypothesis is sul:ltantially correct and word callers exhibit a clcn’ !
re&dmg d:.sability«,dut is qualitat:.vely dszerent from typzca.l B
reading. W
| _While this logi?é:'i.:"‘appealing, we arque that it is ix';co‘rrec_t.
'Be‘ca\ise a child makes a g:'amtically and smnticall§ ;gbpropriate' -
error one cannot conclude with certainty that he/she has Eﬁrehended
the’ cor:.ct meaning for the text. The child may“have const':.'x.:ucte‘d
an interpretation or hoaning for t){e prior text and fi'llle'd :'?.n
W, missing, or unsampled words on the basis o‘f the constructed
. ma.ni.ng. On so-o .lionl the constructed meaning will be the *
same as the textual meaning, but this does not nccessanly indicate’
that the child correctly processed. the word through to its, semantic‘

*

.20
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8

representation in the’ lentence and then subotituted a synonym at”

production.- If a child accurately comprehended the text prior to

‘making an error (the comprehension hypothesis), then not only -

would the error be eccegtable in the context, but it would be.a

. _ L, . : o
close paraphrase as well.’ Pirthermore, there ‘would be no need to

_correct the error because there would be no inconli-tency with the

t
L]
‘remainder of the.sentence. However,” there is d reasonable proba-

bilfty that a'lubltitution error will be-eelf-corrected because!it
is ungranmaticel or xnconsistent with the remainder of -the sentence

. (Clay, 1969-4§podman 1965b; neber, 1970b). Such a sqlf-correctxon
strategy implies that the child predicts a meaning, produces an

oral relponne.that is appropriate for that meaning, realizes that .

-
13

the eubstttution'il inconsistent with the iater text, ‘and then

*¢

repeatt to correct the error. N

3

Our ergunent is that there are at’ least two possible mecha-

r

. nisms for syntacticétiy and semantically appropriate errors in

.

a'

oral reading. One is what we originally suggested as the compre-
rea . g

hension hypothesis. That is, the error is an output error in

vhich the nessage was correctly conprehended, but then was translated

into tbe reader's idiolect. ‘This 13 the mechanism proposed for.

the dialect readers. The second possible mechenxsm 1e that the
L 4 ’ '

lubctftution is genereted from the preceding context. In this :

case, the word is notoectual}y read but a reepon-e is produceg based -

3 -
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\ . on the eeinantic represertation of the preceding text. This pat- ‘ K

tern -ight occur prinarily under epeed preeeure or .when ‘the word

* ’ is unlmoun but a reeponee ‘is required. 'I'hie latter mechanism
correeponds 4n aany reepecte to Bieuu.ller ] (1970) firet phase

- in whi‘h the fireb graderp rcepond with a contextually appropriate

‘-

responee that may not have a close correspondence to what is
h actuallerinted~ "ne actual graphic diaplay takes second place
to gra-atical acceptability. Reasonable as this ,.pight be as a

tactic’ for the young reader, he must sooner or 'later read what is
) f ) : (" ’ N : 'o .
actually written ratler than what he invents” (Gibsyn & Levin,

- . \\.

1975, p. 281). " - .

\.
- .,

+ /

The difference between the two mechanisms may be ra,flected b‘
’

comparing..the reading errore vith the child'e own idiolect. If the

' ' oral pmduction is an accurate tranelation of the “message of the
/ printed text into pm child'e idiolect, then one would be justi-

i ., fied in concludipg‘ that the ‘error repreeented an output error. If
a Black child de‘leteé mrkere for paat' tense, third pereon singular,
plurality, or possession. (Rosen & Ames, 1970a, 1970b), then one
reasonably could contlfxrde .th.at the errors were output errors. But,
taking an example £rou Weber (1970b):, .1f a reader substituted .

.7 dimes “for money, it "il more likely that he/sbe ignored the ‘graphic

stimulus and generated the}rror from the prior contert.

Perhaps ‘the two mechanisms can be differentiated by the lev'

- 1

ry .

. .
' N .
.. * - ,
. ' .
.
fe
Q ! ' 22
- - . N . L ) .
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-

.' of tho error. Propunciation and morphological errors occurring at

a relativoly low level would result from oral production differences.

(!- -
but more complex syntactic and senantic subatitﬁﬁns would repre-

)

Qent contextually based responaes. . This interprettfion probably
is. not adequate. Consider another example fi’om\Weber (1970b) -

. ! .
- She called "I.will see _what_ is_it"™ an-ungrammatical resgonse to ,

the printed sentenCe:“'I will see what it is.” It is possibi_e ‘that .

. the erroneous .response is gra'maticai‘ in ‘the child's idiolect. ~ |
. .

The failure to invert the subject ud predioate in embedded relative

clauses is one stage in a child 8 acq"uisn:ion of embedded clauses

? -

(llenyuk, 1969). Although the failure of inversion more typically
.‘_ is found in n\.u:sery school cl‘xildren than ‘in first graders, any

one of several factors, e.g...sli‘ght' oral language deI'Ay in. this
particular _chi_ld.' ,could explain its p;resence.‘ Although no iI"iijt-
mation was reported aboutg this chi‘ld"‘s idiclect, the enpple 'doe's_ .
e ' illuserate that we cannot identify any p.articulaf l'evei‘ of oral '

reading error as either an output error or a contextual error with-

E4

out a comparison with the child's oral language.

[ . . . . . »

. ‘ri:e production of a syntactically and semantically appropriate
errors in oral reading does not allow the teacher automatically to

‘infer- that the child is comprehending and therefore reading ede-
+

e

Qquately. . Only after a coupari‘eon with the child's idiolect, rather
. N .

‘ v than a-comparison with an adult's responses to the same graphic

%

- -

4 4 \ | 23
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stimilus, can one determine whether the error represents a .

guess based on the preceding text.. / - A

_tranglation based on a veridical semantic representation or a

Eye-voice span. When moderately skilled readere read alou&,
the eye is fixated on ,the line of print somewhat in'advance of the’

word being vocalized. This ﬁifférepce (typically measured in

words) is called the eye-voice span. - The eye-voice span is
= "

¥

influenced by a number of faet':ors--age and skiil level of the.-

reader (Levin & 'rurner, 1968), diff;culty of perceptual processing

(Resnick, ],970), syntactxc structure (Levm &, Kaplan, 1968, 1970;
P

.sc’nlesinger, 1968; Rode, 1974<75), dxffxculty of the matérial

(Buswe].b}' 1920; Pairbanks,«01937), and task demands for the read-in*
(Leviy & Cohn, 1968). Since where the eye is defines the initia-

tion of the reading process and what the mouth is uttering defines,
N s

E 'the termination of the oral reading process, each factor 'm;ﬁst( have

an effect at some point in t.l};‘h'.nterveninglproc'éss.
‘e h .

For the current discussion, the most important factor, among

-those 1istq§.,;s that syntactic structure’ increésep,the eye-—voice

span and that) the eye-voxce span tends to terminate at phrase and

clause boundaries. 'l'he usual terpretatxon has been that readers

“read in phrase or clause units. Thc 50ade: may be actively con-

structing\i hypothui- about what i.s being read and then testing °

that hypothesi\s against the printed text. Thus, if réading is an .
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. . ; . e./ . .
ective eempling, constructing, end-teSting proceet, then one wouid

,expect hypotheeis genefe;ion to be defined by lyntactic and ,

‘same'objection that we voxced to the usual interpretation of syn-

' preceding material. . Although such may indeed be the cage, the

reader ney have comprehended the preceding material only after
) produclion run in perallel, or perhaps by comprehending ‘the oral

oral prodpction is not required by “our premiee.

-«

eementic units. If eo,*the reeder }a‘comprehending the material

4 1

before oral production, in fect, it- is the semantiggrepreaentation

that pemits correct continuations after the visual dtimulus has

'been removed from view. ,

|

This interpretation Of eye-v01ce span is subject to the v
;actic-semantic’ﬁnfluence on oral reading errors. ;To the extept
that the eye-voice -span is. influenc,pd by the preceding context
and comprehension of the preceding meaning, then one does not
have certAin evidence that the reader has in- fact comprehended the
printed qateriel before vocalizing it. One iay object qhat,our

.- o .- i

argument rests on the premise thet.iﬁe reader has comprehended tlie

he/she' had vocalized it, perhaps by having comprehension and oral

t

output itself. In any case, comprehension prior to initiation of

Bffecte of ege on eye-voice span result from differences in

. readidg ekill. Ae readers gain -x111, they would be more likely

. to_\\hcute ,Ore of the reading- process. before initiating oral
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\Denlu&!'ears- ‘ NI -
. .' L ‘o “ . R - ‘. .
[ ’ production. "rhe most cothon selection criterion tor good and ‘

poor roaders ln eye-vo:.ce span studies is oral reading- rate, e

"(Morton, 1964 Lev:i.n & 'mrnerr 1968-) .Buswell (1920) fourid Q-
) correlation between oral reading rate— and a standerdized readmg
’_ . - Y 1 ’
; test. Howev.err for evi;dence from good and poor retders to have _a
N . ~ -

direct beering' on Giffexentxating the decodmg and comprehens:.on

hypotheses, reaoers woui‘d have to be c};ass:.f:.ed mdependﬁntly on -
,decodinq and on comprehensxoa sk:.lls (Cromer, 1970) ) B s '

'rask demands, either expl:.cit i.n the instrncted purpose for .
\ .
.the reedi.ng (Levm & cdhn, 1968) or mpliczt in the d:.ff:.cu]:ty of“

v !

the mater:l.al (Buswell, 1920, Pa:.rbanks, I93?7).~could easily

Vs

o

; . . influencc the ~p°:|.nt in the rLding process at ’which,eral ptoduc‘ti’ J
ult readers could be induced \to ‘
1

L s initiated Even s‘killed

inj.tiate oral Product:.on imedzately- followmq decodmg, z.f "iey

L
1.

in fact do rot do so usually, by suff«xc.i.ent payoffs for perfectlx‘ ‘;\"'.‘

.
- R Ll . .2

correct-pronunciait_zon, ) - ' L s R /‘

‘I1f readefs in eye-voice' 'span experimex:zts are basing their

.-

responses :I.n part on informed construct:.ons of preceding material,

then there should be orrors embedded in the eye-vo:.ce span. Rode -
‘R‘ LN
(1974-75) rcportod such errors for third, fourth ‘and fifth ‘

4

- gredors. . On 15% of the trials an erroneous word was substituted

for a pri.ntod word botvoon two (or more) correct words. She found
/

. : ttyet: 621 of. thue errors were syntacticully and umsnt:.caliy .
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qppropripto and eveh fewer vxolated the ayntax of the sentence.ﬂ.
. In a rooognition teete foIlowing eyo-vozce span mensurements,-
Levin - and Kaplen (1968) found extremely few false positixe
responsea (0. 1%0, indicating tha? readers were ‘not purely guessing.
But the recognition data and the implied lack Jf a pure, uninformed
guesging;g;rategy'oo not contradict-Rode's resulta. ’

fi.Text alterations. . While the analysz& of sponteneously'occur-.

Ed

B 'ring oral reading errors provides a wealth of information, not
infrequen:iy the type of _error needed to answer a specific question
.his‘ not ?'ou.-itt'eci We then are. faced}::..;h the uncertainty of not
knowing whether the readerfuas ‘not influenced by that particular
&spect of reading or vﬁﬁther the text we chose for reading,did
not give him/her the ogbortunity to commit such an error. &he'

certainty can he elleviated by building inconSistencies into theef‘

text at the level we wish to study. If we are interested in

o, /whether semantic access occurs,’a very infrequent word, one
equent w

unlikely to be known by the reader, or a\oronouncenble nonsense

»

word can be inserted into the ‘text. Or if we are interested in

whether the reader is int rating sentence noening, we can insert

a word that.produces an inconsistency in.meaning. .If oral-raadina'
o .

is disrupted in oither inltance, thon ve cagfrensonably concludo

-that the text_was processed nt least to the level of the textual

4 . 4 .
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T Siler (1973-74) attenfpted to differentiate béwéén syhtactic‘

B and semantic deter;iinaﬁta of oral r’i‘ading errors. He introduced

semantic disruptions (a word that was the correct part of speech

but which was anomalous in context) and syntactic disruptions

(inversioh of onrpai-ff’o[f words) . * Syntactic disrubtion produced . -

a larger effect on both oral reading time and oral reé&ing errors.
’ than did the semantic one. However, it is .difficult to draw a

E 2 definitive conclusi.oh' from thes’e results because there is no

-

common scale on vmich to compare the syntactic and semantic maxupu-

lati.om (Danks, 1969; Dooling & Danks, 1975) - -

.

Lazerson (1974-75) had college students read paxfon's preface

——

|
to the Eneydos. (1490) vhich was printed in Late Middle English |
‘ . . ) ' . . . . 4
with. \tiri.ab,le lpe'llings and an archaic syntactic-semantic system. |

In some conditionsa, La7arson corrected only the lyntaxqsemantxcs

to confom with uodem English, ol/corrected both the spelling and

the syntax-smntics. Archaic syntax-semantics increased oral
- ' 7/ . . |
reading time and the addition of variable spelling increased it -

L

even more, but there were no différences in comprehension. The
. . - r

- variable spelling and tho archaic syntax-semantics prbbably affected

the performance lyltm, but not reading-comprehmion per se.

In both Siler's and Lazoroon 8 gxperiments, the disruptionl

( in’ oral roagi.ng were measured in terms of total time and total’’
- errors in reading a passage. These overall muuru}dcmnstrate .
] Q g. v \ . .
- ERIC : S . 28 | : T ‘
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that érocesliog uao prooeeding to the level of thxtual’elteration;
,Pat :§i& are too  gross to determine whether the processi;g wae :
oocorring before or.after. oral production had.been initiated | If
oral reading disfluencies are measured relative to a specific

alteration in the text, then the point of initiation of oral pro-
&

-,duction'can be gpecified more precisely. Where the oral reading ’

~

;disfluenoy‘occurs relative to-the change in the’text prorides a
means of discrimipating betwéen the.decoding and compreheﬁsion

hypotheses. 1If the disfluency occurs before the reader has uttered

the altered/ﬁert of the text, then the text must have been processed

to that level prior to &nitiating production. However, if the :

disfluency occurs only some distance after the altered section has

_been uttered, then the processing at that level occurred much. later, .

e

perhaps. even in response to the oral odtput itself. ° o

Three experiments hare used a more precise procedure of intro-‘
ducing specific %dterationo and_mehsurirq\oral reading disfloencies'
in;the‘imﬁediately surrounding téxt.. These three experiments have
introduced the alterations at three different levels of processing--
lexioql access, syntactic and semantic integration, and inter--
untonco intogntion.

. In order to deterlino the.effects of disrupting lextcal acce-s,
Hillor (1975) introduced four types of modifications jnto para-

4

qupha-infrequcnt.uordn. pronounceable nonsensé words with and

29
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/

withont syqtactic markers, and phonologically impossi’ble se- ‘ ’
quenéoaa. .He mamd errors in the original text surrounding

eV
the inserted word: hesitations, inoorreot ihtonation, and other .

performance irariablal were not measured. In second graders' oral
’ '(

- . reading there wor’t increased errors on the two words imediately
proceding ‘and following tho insertpd word but there was no offect
. . of the typq of text altoration Since none of the inserted words
| ) " ' ware availablo in the n7f.a1 dictionary of the child (including
e : th, inf:aquent words), the reader was unable to locate the word

. in the meqtal dictionary before pronouhcmg it. Thus,-gemantic

T~

. ’, * IR
access Las occurring prior to oral output.

Miller and Isakson (1976) Assessed intra-sentence integration‘ |
_ : C

- by -ubntitnting verbs in sentences. Semantic integration was dis-
&

ruptad by rcplac:.ng a transitivo verb /vg_:i%h another transitive verb

4
|
1

that wao-lonantic;ally nnacceptable. MIQ, paid z’eplaced

- the verb planted in the, sontence "‘I'he old famer planted the bean

o noqu in the ricH, brovq lOll * Bath synt:ctic and semantic u{te-
¢ ‘ gtation were disrupted ry lubutituting an intransitive verb that -
\as unantically angaloul as well, e.g., went in the abovo ' T
lontonco. Subjoctl wers groupa of fourth graders that. had boen
. dividoo into_ good and poor oonprohendcrs (more than or less than
7 . ou‘t_-l.nalf year abov: or .below grade level placement on the realiing

B ‘ omprofunoion m.;l:j:alt'i of the Iowa Test of Basic Skill'a,} relpcc.tivel,
™ Lo, ! ‘
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all roadors were within' one-half year of grade placemont on the
vocahulary aubtest). The only effect_of the verb subotitntions" .

wao incraaoed oral reading errora at the verb poaitzon itself by

v

good conprehendors. Only the readers that were performing at a.
relatively high level of comprehensxon skill were processing the "

lenantzc and syntactic Lnformatzon. The raanlta suggeat that
/
integratxon was occurring prior to the 1n1tiat10n~of the oral

. response since the production of the altered word itself was
.

disruptod Perhaps with even more skilled readers, the disruptxon

would occur ohe or more words prior to the.utrerance'of the altered

uord."
q- .
.. In a rocently conpletod study, we? assessed the dzsrupttve

l

effect'of an inconaxstency introdnced into the text. Within a
piragraph, a sentence was altered such that it wis rnconsxstent
with a oinglp critical word in ‘the next sentenqe, bnt ,not zncon-
liatent‘with the rest of the paragraph either- precedxng or follow-
‘-ing. Por example, in tho followxng pair of sentences (taken from

Patton s memoirs of World War II). ...I then told him that, in-

ar

;lpito of my most oil igent efforts, there would be somqiraping. I
ahould like to have the details as early as ﬁbsoible 80 that we

~can hang these men. BHe said that thxo was...,' tho first sentaneo
!

roplacod with "I told hinuthoro would uhquootionably be some \
‘ -

ho}ping hy'tho soldiers, * which prOdvced an inconoistoncy with ﬁho

. - 31 . S . T
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uord in the second santenco. as well as the length of time to say
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critical word h_egg_ in the second sentende. Note that the second .
; sentence containing thc crit:.cal word was not altorod in any wvay.

o

There were IO cxporimtal pax:agraphs and t:he location of the

i

text alteration varied in the paragrapha, Two groﬁps of 10 .
. ’\ - L4

' ,col'pge students read these passages aloud. Half of the passages

for each group weréd altered to produce the inconsistency and half

renaineﬂ unchenqed* - Conplene’ntary se'ts of changed and unghanged

passages were presented to the two groups of readers. The intorvals

between each o& the ﬁ.ve words preceding. and following the critical
e 5

the critzul word. if.solf, were neasured by slowing the tape
X

recorder to onc-?.‘ourth opeed . Because the latancy d:.str:.butions ’

-

were ukcnd. _the data were tn‘nsforuod ogr:.t.hm.cally.

»

Suhtracti.ng t.ho oont:ol group means from the cxper:mental ,'-'

?

group myu the curve dep:.cl:mg dif.terences in interword latencies

’

' across poti‘txon m tho sentence showed a disruption begpm.ng about

-

two word Lntomla prior to the critical word and continuing for

t.hxo.e word intervals following the critical word. There was con-

'siderable variability among paragraphs, however, so that while the.

mean differences ovo'r intoz;word éosi:tions was sign'if‘icant across

radora, it was not oigniﬂcant -across paragrapho (The example'

dooc:ibod i.n tho yrocodi.ng paragraph wys significant, however.)

'!'ho tino to say th' cri.tical word i.tulf was longer for the ‘
32 |
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»

experinqgtal group than~for the control group. .a dxfference ‘that

was sxgnificant across both readers and pagsages azmultaneougly.

Thé results suggeot that,the reader had comprehended the

J— . - - . q. ]

magerial not only priogr to initiating:ofil_prédﬁction of the-

¢ritical word, but.g.Iore uttering at least one word before the

‘eritical word. Detect}on of the xnconsxstency requxred a detailed

and integrated comprehension. It depended not Just on access to

. *

the lexical item in semantic memory and not just on comprehension
of the ;entence currently being uttéred} but on integration with .

the semantic representation of the preceding sentence as well.

’

This integration with prior extra-sentential contéxt requires
additional time to accomplish kaoiing, 1972). Even if one

assumes a constructive or top-down comprehensidh process, the match

between the expected meaning of the sécond sent!hce and the aqtual

meaning must Bave occurred at an abstract level of representafzon.

CgThus, conpr ‘on must have ‘occurred well ahead of oral_produc-

tion, and to a'dqeé level of prqtessing.
. ki - 'y

The Two nyégtheses Revisited B

Qur conclusion fron the literature revxew 13 that neither the
decoding nor the comprehensxon hypothesis- holds all the time, but

that the p@rticular processes involved  in oral reading are redder

-~

and task specific. A given roader‘with specific materials and a
[ ] .

definite purpdaolfor re'adiw will process the text to the extent

33

v .
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that he/she is capable and to an extent ,congistent with the . '

&

‘implicit or e.xpiici:: purpose. The reader then will initiate the

. .
- - A

< oral'"production process at that point. Word callers are,unable

to progrese beyond the decoding stage before ‘m:.tz.atmg their
4
oral product:.on, but dulect.al speakers are able to comprehend the

text before lnitjgting production. Reader lim:.tat:.ons, textual . 2N
. variation, and- pgrpose effects apply in somewhat d:.fferent fashions.

The readmg 1eve1 of the reader, whether 1hu.tea by ievel of

acqui_si.t:.on (age or grade 1eve1) or by tkill (good and po?r
f o o *

reade’rs),,. is a limitation of the 'system. It sets an upper limit

L4

on the level of préceesing that the reader is able to attain. The
other two factors, difficulty of the text and the purpose of read- .

"ing, result in variation in the level of processing below the

-

maximum set by the eeader's abili':kj%

. Reading level. The level of reading.skill sets an upper - -

° bound on the proc_e'lsingaghat a reader can accomplish ‘prior to the
i:nitia{:ion of ;:ral production. A limitat;i.on resulting fro;_l\e;}i‘
of acquisition is noet\ often indexed by the age or the grade level

.of . the child. Good uﬁ poor readere typi!:ally are defined by

K | I : I .

*. whether or not they exceed or fall below the grade‘level corre-

h epond:l.nq to t.he.tr chronological age. quere is a more

{ or less orderly progreuion in the acquisition of reading skill, ' .
the level of reading acquisition will dptermine the maximal extent .

" ' ) B 34 . , 7.
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ofiprocessing before oral.production is initiated.
The level of processing is not 'independent of .rate of:pro-
cessing and memory limitations. There is evidence %t children

do not differ from adults in the absolute size of their memory

’

capacity, but that children uee their memory stores less efficiently
(Cﬁi, in preso). This iopovetished ability to control ‘ang to .
select the relevant information to be stored is particularif ‘
critical in reading where the input is under the control of thé$
reader and the integration of information must occur over a span

R . CLy .

of input. ‘The reader must develop strategies for the efficient
intake of printed information. The rate must be sufficiently fast

so that the requiSite'information exists simultaneously in memory

~~

Bowever, if the initial stages of the_tgcding process are not

R

sufficiently fluent, or aré not sufficiently'autoﬁatic to ﬁfoceed'
.- _' . ",
with minimal or no attention, then the rate of input #ill not be

sufficiently rapid to overcome memory limitations. The begznning '

(3

“
phases of rcading acquisition are occupied with the practice of

decoding skills. Hhen they become,suffiCientry automatic, ‘attentior

i

can be diroq;ed to the later cgnpédhension stages (paBérge &

-

Samuels, 1974). - L C s

With incroasing age, tho roadcr becomes better able to control .

the ltrat.gicl involved in p:occsaing 80 that they can be directed

! [}
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toward the par;zcular task set for hun/her, Just as he/she can ‘

v better cqntrol the strateqies involved in the efficient starage

)

and retrieval of maberial, he/she can also control the readmg
. préceu to partim'zlar ends.

Mse or task. The reading task_ .Lnfluences the level of

processing accomplished. Keeping in mmd that the level of read-

&

ing acqﬁj.n’:tipna sets an up'per'limit and that the age of the
reade: maygoffemine his/her ability to control the readin;;
strategies, a.readgr can focus on decoding, on comprehension, or
on oral production.. If the reader expects to be tested on his/‘l-me'r
‘h)moﬁiedge of. the ‘céntér{t of the passage, then the reader will
': process the passagg to a deeper level Of meaning. "Bowever, if the ' |

reader is. being evaluated (either mpl:.cz.tly or explicitly) solely
’ e
on oral production, then he/lhe may focus his/her attention on
' [ 2] R

: decod@ing and pronunciation, thereby ignoring comprehension.

Adu‘]:ts‘ reading to an aﬁdj.ence are likely to focus attention gn

[ 4

decoding’ and oral perfomhce, and not be able to recall much of*

' what was read. : - R

FPor the cchool thild who must read for the teacher with the

class listenmg, he/shc will probably pay partz.cular attention to%

®

decoding and"oral production 80 as not to mike a mistake. Typi- -

-, ~ €

>

*ally the teacher and the other 'children are followi:ng the text, °

f . .
~ }nt they will know immediately if he/she makes a mistake. ‘

. P
3
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'_. This situation produces coh,siderable pr'e'ssure on the childto be

'c0treot in his/her oral productions and to lét comprehension of
the passage pass by. Pehrsson (1974) tested fifth graders under
?uch conditiqna. When the teacher focused attention on‘correct
éiecoding amt‘ 1 producti%h. reading rate’ and comprehension
decreased, as one ‘might expect. . But unexp;;teGIQ;:?ral reading
errors increased. In contrast to. Pehrsaon 8 results, if the
%hild has to retell what he/she has read following oral readingg

.then';e/she is more likely to pay attention to cqmprehénsion.

Text difficulty. Tht tett for the reader can vary in diffi-
culty at several different levels. The type font may make it
difficult to discriminate the letters. the vocabulary may be
difficult. the lyntactic structure may be'complex. and the ideés
and tonceptual-organization may be abstract or obscure. These
levels of difficulty will interact with the level of readi;g that

reader ‘is c;pabis_at. If the reader is concentratxng his/her -
attcntion en decodin%, eitﬁ:f because ogfqbility limitdtxons or -
taak orientation, then the complexity of the syntax and the dlff};
cuity of the concepktial sttucture will nat have an effect on éral
production. This is\simply';.:estatement of thé\:ationalt for-
,\\‘ the text alteration ltudids méntioned previously. If there was an’
inc?nsiat;ncy at a hiéhor level than the readér was capable of

processing, then there would be no disfluency in oral production.-

o 37




‘ ]
8 Danks & Fears - 150

Comprehension processes:in oral reading cannot be evaluated

by using a list of words. Lexical access can be assessed, but

the meahing of isolated words is but a small part of-théaprocesse;

Al

. *involved in tha‘tompfehenaion of_paragraphé. In prose cgmpf%-
) 5 2-
'3 hensionh, words must bgAamalgamated for sentence meaning ahd
sentences integrated for textua]. meam?g P

\ -

In summary, the.decoding hypothesis of oral reading holds in

' -

..cert;in contexts, with partlcu;ar materials, and for certain types
of readers and the comprehension‘hypothesla holds in others. All
“three factors interact to determine the specifib'level of process-
ing to which the reader will process the text. It is impossible
- e '
or the ;dnprehension hypothesis is correct because which one

_holds is éo;éittonod by tﬁgsefotﬁer factors.

R . Postscript .

In his comments on our paper at the(coﬁference, Tom Tfabasso
discussed the lack of clear‘defiAitions of decoding an§,coﬁprehen-
i k/. sion. ”Dicddidb typically refers to the translation of'pfint input

into an appropriate'phonological éodo; Comprehension refers to
- th; process of egtracting meaning fto; the phonological cbde:
Nejther bof thone definitions is prociae enoqu to know what

oporationa one night ‘use 6o investigate each, Trabanso correctly

& .
>

38

to a .single conclusion as to whether the'decodiﬁg hfpothesis
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" asserted the need for procedural definitions of decoding and

P

>

The basic rationale behind bur discussion of the research

~ .
in oral'reading was that oral reading reflects processing at a
variety ef levels. Oral reading;:rrors‘can be'elassified as
heing related to the graphic properties of the'stimulus, or as
related to'syntax.dr semantics. Several levels of processing in

reading can be ideptified in terms of‘prqceduree,used to intro-

‘duce alterations in text, the effect of which are measured by

disflueneiea in eral reading. At‘tﬁellouer pProcessing levels,
perceptual processes can be disrupted by Physically blurring words . -
80 that distinguishingithe critical properties is more difficult.
Graphic familarity can be aitered by switching type faces or bY
changes in handwriting. T;e effect of disrupting some higher pro-
cealing levels was evaluated in the experiments.reviewed Lexical
access was asseosed by inserting very infrequent words or pro- |

(]

nounceable nonwords (Hiller, 1975) Whether‘the reader was inte-

L

grating words within a sentence was determined by whether semanti-

cally and syntactically inappropriate words disrupted oral reading

(Miller & Isakson; 1976). Pinally, we assessed inter-sentence
integration by bnilding‘inconeistenciee betwaep séntences in a

pasaage. i ) :

The processing hier;rchy described in the preceding’ paragraph

H
. ? -

| o 39_ - ,
,' ' < : - ., ; - ) . .
T ‘ ! /X: /:. |

-
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effectiVely has elimineted the need for a distinction between ‘

decoding and comprehension. Whish prdcessing leveis ;:E decoding

and which tap comprehension? The dietinction is no longer formally
[}

necessary because the levels of processing in reading ‘have been - -

-

defined by the partibular Qperationl used to disrupt each protessing

level. - , ' LT -

S

The original questién as to whether oral production is

-

initiated after decoding or after comprehension has been gszided *

One queetion is whether or not a particular level .of processinq

he .

(as defined by a manipulation of the text) is involved in oral

reading. Any disruption in'oral'reading would provide'eviaence of .
>

prdceseing'at that level,. Thgésecond question is whether orai
production is initiated before or’ after processing at a particularr

level has occurred. This question is answered by the poznt af’

»

disfluency in oral reading relative to the point of alteration in

the text.- Disfluencies prior td ‘when the altered text i3 uttered

indicate processing at that level ‘has been completed; disfluences

P
after the altered text has been uttered indicate oral proauction
was initiated prior to processing at that level. “';, N

With the prOposed,ratieqple it is ‘not necessary tq'have a

compiehénsive model of reading. although oné will be implicit in
. ¢ . . :
" the selection of whatvprocessing levels are interesting to =

.:/

>

R
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‘ manipulate. ‘We do not claim that the processing hieraréhy

-,

: - , _
dqgcriqu above is exhaustive or defjinitive, but.it does illustrate
o % ’ N . .

' . N .
o _ . ¥ .
. ifunctional procedure by which oné can study reading processes.
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‘ reedtng Perhaps some of the teaehere in the audience can comment .

June 7--A.M.

. -
Ty . .
.
- - P )
.

QPEN DISCUSSION OF DANKS PRESENTATION -

SUPPES: . I thought of a test that would be interesting along the lines you  are

.

talking about. How well can a treined listener judge- by aehnd' oral

»

vroductien uhether ‘he is cclprehending? And are there any experuents of that

‘ Kind?2 And let me give a prolo&ue,. berore you answer tbet. For rather different

reasons, I have recently gotten guite 1nterest.ed in prosodic features. It is a .
great- suddle from an analytical standpoint, as to exactly how we analyze and we
organize, theoretically, preeodic features. I take it that what you are saying

is that .an oral reader gives away his degree of comprehension by ‘the prosodic

+

. reaturea of his speech. 1 would be interested in how well we can actually Judge

' E - - - ' N
v

that 1n a predictive fashion. Qnd dolyou know of any experiments? *Z

DANKS: I don’'t:imow of any experiments on that point.

- . . .

SUPPES: So you don't know whether you can judge oral production or not? —

DANKS: No.
/"\

o '

"1, 1ike you, feel that we could prgebly Judge level of qalprehension fairly

well  particularly ‘those teachers wbo have had more experience nstening to oral

e

-~

BECK: 'I think skilled people can judge quite well, 1 think I can. Out of
curfosity, I would 1like to be given a test some time to assess how well I can.
But I am aware that when 1 go through the classrools and listen to kids read, 1

seen tq be 4able to n’ Jjudgments then. 1 know that when Helen Popp recently

vuited our clueroou she could judge very \nll too

. 57 . N

= -

~

b




'RESNICK: You bavea't givegshim conditions under which the decoding strategy )
- would pe the adaptive ome. It looks like it is what some people do when they
-, T
can't do anything better. Or have I misunderstood? ° : N
- T - h . ) ‘
DABKB: that's true, although I's not a classroom teacher; but @t
" . 4 may be even adaptive in s classroom. - ' \ —
' - 7 )
. . . - s \
. RESNICK: Sometimes it needs the tdschers, then. .
t 3
[ ., ) : ) . * N :

. 4 ' "
~ . = : "

prosodic features. - R 7 ’ .,

. ‘ P »
say something to a child, if you suspected that the ebiw@ot reading vitb/_

POPP: 'rhqy' can fool you. ‘ 3 S ' ‘ . .
'3 * ) . P ,
BECK: It's true they do fool you once in awhile. -

]

" R / . . .,
DANKS: " It would be superficially easy to set up such an experiment.

[ . }
. - . , !

“

SUPPES: We want more, though, than the judgment. If you can do it, then you -

have to be -able to categorize - vhat features are present and missing in the

. G ‘ \ d
McCONKIE: -What about the tomputer? L ) J

SUPPES: Well, ac't.u'ally the reason I got interested 1r; it is Je are trying to get .

> LN B - ~
our computer to talk right, and it turns out thSt the linguistic analysis

required 1s. in very poor shape. .

DANKS: Yes. How many of the el;uroa- teaghers here would correct a child, or ) ‘

- . ’ s ' *
S8

N
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© June T--A.M. o : ’ — < &
- /\'\ ) . -
. ‘ comaprehension based on‘t,he intonation cues'zjéom'd you let that pass and sﬁy, "
[4 - . A Y
bave enough probleas,” or would you' try to evaluate a specific child's oral -
aproduction? Assume you had evidence that the ohild was not comprehending, & = 7
'perhapa thihough story retelling, and that you are in the usual classroom as
- " i . . »
opposed to when you are giving individualized instruction. -
/RESNICK: * There are‘lots\ot exaqples of teachers that say, "Read with feeling.™ i
P ’ - F
DANKS: But that exhortation may not get the child to actually comprehend.
_ ’s .,?- .
RESNICK: It gets kids to produce a lot of prosodic features. .
H - ) = - - - -
, END SESSION
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