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ABSTRAcm <

_The exi¢+ence of a trarsfer effect between

sinale-word decodinq ki1l and.contextual literal and .inferential

comprehension performance - waAS investxqated usiwq sixth qrade students

classified_as poor and.very pccr readers: Two trainxng atoups and a

cecntrcl. groug, . each .composed of "15 poor and 15 very poor readers,

were used in the étudy. One aroup: (contert-specific training)
received sinq&e word decoding training that led to decoding mastery
cf_ a1l words 'to be read (four passages and coﬂ\ﬁehen51op gquestions,
which were used by all arcups). Arcther qroup (noncontent-specific
trainingy Iearned to decode:wcrds, equal in difficulty and nnmbér of

+hcéé oj +he content speci‘ic group, bﬁt never a part of the

The re=n1t= indicated tha+ only the very poor content,spec1fic :
readers significantlyv. outperformed thelr noncontent-specific and
ccntrol -daroufp counterparts. - The findings suggest that a transfer.
ef fect does exist between 51“g1e word decoding skill and contextual

comprehensiov performance and that this effect is found in very poor

readers who are tasically worad- byrwcrd readers but who possess
adequate auditcry comprehension skills (Author/FLi

*x . Reproductlons supp ied. by EDPS are the bect that can be made
* . from the or1q1na1 document.,,
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sults. Some (6ttérnani 1955
and Brady, 1973; Duncan 1974; D'abre; 1977;

Tuinman Hughes;, 1977; ——
Kowal, 1977; Aiiin’étbﬁ.~ 1978* Fleisher; Jenkins and P’éié’y; 1979) argue

that with. most readers. decoding training does little to guarantee any
7 -

appreciable improvcment in reading comprehension ’
1970; “Sherk and Liebert, 1978; =

Others %L"ang'er', -19GSs Bleyer,

1980) maintain that certain forms of singie word deeoding

- ( Blanchard,
can facilitate reading comprehensi””

' instruction with most readers

.
’ support this point Ehri et al. (1980) suggests that cost- benefit cori-

both for introducing words in Isolation and in con-~-

s1derations exist
Singer et al:

""" finds that the best instructional

(1974) seems .to corroborate and

practice is to provide both words in isoiation and context training to

facilitate conprehénsion‘ The question arises though what about those

disabled readers who have not yet learne

cues and for whom decoding skills are a necessary first step to context-
A ;

. ual awareness? ~ ‘ " <}?/:
‘The present study 1nvestigated the feasibility of enhancing literal

in disabled sixth graders through single-

and inferential comprehension

wbrd decoding.trainiég”before the readers encountered the words in/con—

. ' . L # .

+ text. The ;study was carried out under the folégwing circumStanéesz
(1) atypical sixth grade readers (poor and very poor readeré),

"
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'§ﬁ5iééi§ ) .

-

s S
(3) CompIVtc ldvntificdtinn dnd proiinclation mastery of all

the words the pupils read (both passapes and quest lons) ;

(%) . measurement of. lltoral and infereitial comprebonsion thrnugh

~ miltiple choice; four districtpi questions,

1

(5) feur; one to one (proctor 4iid pupil) expvrlmeht1l sessions:

_The major rosearch questions vere: (l) Will slngic word decod1ng

‘

tralnlnh lcndinp to pronuncintlnn mastery of words about to be reud botli

in a passage wnd the dc(ompdnyinp comprehension quostlons. facilitate
poor and very poor “sixth grade gcaders abilitﬁ to answer literal :nd

?hfcrenttal comprohenqion questions .dbout the pasqabe9 (2) Can a single=

word déédéiﬁg,ﬁfécédure that does not teach word meanings but Jnstead

N -

bkih'gs";ibétj{ the rorvect proniinciation of wa\)f‘ds in isdiétion' be an
éffééii§é i;sirnctihhai_tbbi ih fdtiiitatiﬁé 6; éﬁﬁanéjng literal and
Lnterenéidi readinn comprcﬁéhéidﬁiz The biéﬁiéé ﬁﬁdéfiying the.iéép
qicstion is that oral language can be dhgiﬁéifﬁééiénai link. to print

(3?6&6;.1958;_Durkih, iéss, 1970; Mdékwéftﬁ;»i§7éj* Over 4 decade aga.

v

rPtlLal framework for empirically testing hoth 'research queetlons.
¢ .

Comprehension wh1ch refers to the addltion of some form of

meaning assoc1ated with identification . : : can oi cur and

be examined at any point at which. Identlfication car occur,

once the visual. forms are transformed to auditory forms,

there is a p0551bil1ty of comprehénqipn”given the presence
or appropriate. language skills. (p. 638) . -

of épproximately 120 sixth grade disabled readers: Tho Lead '

s' total
Sl Hievemient: Srads mlasannns f¥cgz D oc.o o oio L Too ot

reading ichievedmient grade placement levels on the Cnl1fornla Ach1cvcment

Tests (CAT) wvere at least 1. g'fé behind clironological grade placement.

-9 4
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The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVE) was aduinistered s a co- .
vitrtate: . ALT readers were ranked by 1Q scores and then rindomly . vided g

inte three sroups bv dILurnatlon. Cbﬁtrﬁi; non-coittent- vac1flc (NCsy,

éaadnr Qroups werey 86 and 4.1 ('c'o'n't'r'o'l), 83 and 4.2 (NCSY, and 84 and

4.2 (CS). For the very poor reader groups the scores and data were:
R IO B ’ PR I
\68 and 2.6 (COhtrbl), 70 éhy 2.9 (NCS) and 71 and 2 6 (Cs).
-

i

For the purposes of this. stady;’sin'ié:wora decoding training in-
purp § 3

volved a broctor prﬂnunc1at10n and Dupl]

asked to 1dont1fy tlash cards (15" x 2%'; primary tyhé§ répresenting
¥yt 3

- i i . ‘

next flaqh cdrd was presented;

'thP pup11 to ‘echo that pronunciQ:ion The word was presented later; bdt’

never w1thbut some #?térVéhﬂhg lee word 1nstruct[01 or rechearsal. ' If
nécégsary; the word was presented several tihés. It should bé éhﬁﬁééiééd

the foﬁ 5f 1 défiﬁitibh or an Edeﬁlé of its usage in sentence or
phrase context-. :
C ; e

HCS bUﬁiIS‘wéré asked :to LdLntlf) Flash ca'd vords from pasqagéé

—~  eaquil to rhOSe of the LS group in readablllty\(flfth orade) (Fry, 1968)

jand strUCtﬁré (tbirdibét36h narrdtive .prosec; approximately 120 words in

3
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Coiprehension Criteria

e
by
It

t '
. \

leigth) bLut never a part of the pissages and quostions they read as the
comprelioiiglon critevia. ‘
Contral pipils received no tisiﬁiﬁgf thev wefv,merviy given the.

passages (one at a time)

best they could.

’

A1l pipils in the éihai read four paseages from the McCall-Crabbs

; %taqdard Test Lessons in Rcadlng, BookletgA, ' For cach of the four pass—~

21

of passages and questions averaged :65 and content validity was deter=
nined by a validation panel of reading specialists and two pilot studids.

Procedure

R o

h3519, a decR of flash cards by a traIned parcnt~voluntegr proctor. The

passages whlch included the appropr:ate questions and flash card deck)
Were randomly assigned to the pupils aéi1§ Each flash card deck repre=

sented all thc words the puplis were about to erd There was a flash

card deck for each passage and its questions. The average number of
' - ¥

flash cards in each deck was 81: Fach card in a deck “as preseited for

3
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘two Seconds. 1F the word was identified and prnnounr»d 40|lcgt)v the

;presenteq% Thu puptls then read the paqsage and answered th

-

A

"next card was presented. If nbf; The pnocfor pyonouncod-fhe'word and

the pupil cechoed tt. Pupils had to corvectly identify .ind pronounce all

e

‘words regardless of, the nﬂﬁﬁer of prescntations. To Lnntrol for unique-

Y .

uess of presentation on the unrecognized words, the minimum number of
4 . ¥

_ & o oo Lo

. e il o e el
flash card words,prescnted in a,deck was ten. For example, if a pupil

was unable to Identifv or pronounce f1ve Qordq on the first prescntation

~

of-a.flnsh cnrd dcck; on the next prCSLntation the five words would be

prEsLnted again but "shuffled" in with fIve knova words and rdndomly

- - -

';com'rehen—

sion qnebtlons (w1thout fhe pabsage ﬁfééénf);

» _ I —

NCo pupils followed the same procedures except thc fldqh card words
A :

perPntOd each day neyer appeared on any of thc four pnsqaoes and ac-

companying questions they read in;éaﬁifion; since CS puptls cOuld

1dentify and pronounce all the words they mxght oncbnnt’f; NCS as well

they had a question abput’ to hopefuity reduce biaqing the results in

. . e« .}

favor of the CS pupils. 7Each ot the flash decks contaxned 81: wordq and

the sources’ of the words in cach deck were other McCaiL—C%abbs Standard
o _ A _

-

readabillty, which included words not prcsent in the passages and que;—
tions the NCS pupiis read for the study: '

4

o ]
‘Three, 2 X 3 (ANCOVA) factorial analyses of covar1ance (PPVT—
covariate) were used: The dependLnt measure in oné ANCOVA Géé the

. )

I

e
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and a third usced thc total number of comprehension Jquestions answered s
’

cuorrectly, Indebéndcnt variables for the designs vere group mombcrship
1

e

7 /tcnntrdi, NCS CQ) and | level of reading achtevem\nt on {hn LAI (ﬁhor nnd
Véri ooor). Computations wercjaccomplished nsing The'Stnti¢tiCél P£:kéée
) . for tné Social Sciences (Nie, 1975) s§stem of computer,programs. Tn§>’N\1\
~ “ .
_f. spec1fic programs were analysis of variance and covnriance,,sub Fprogram . \
- ‘ ANOVA, and default option. S
2

' » RESULTS

literal Comprehension

5 -
- - / R . . ~
kccording to the‘détﬁ; reading achievement level and group member-=
ship did oot have a statistically significant affect on the number of
titera] comprehens1on questions answered correctly, nor wis the inter- ¢

action statistically significant (see Tables 1,2; Eigﬁré 1.,

Inferential Comprehension

The data for inferential comprehension performance was somewhat

diffar t than that of 11tera1 comprehénsion performance. Tné main

cffects of reading achievement level and group menbership, each had a

‘statistlcally significant affect on 1nfé§ent1al conprehension perform-

3
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both 1ndcpendent variables (See Tables 1,23 Figuro 1). The interdétion

was not statlstically significant. Approx1mate1y e1ght percent of the

var1ab111ty im 1nfercntial comprehension performance can be e\plained as

-

attributed to each_of the independeiit variables. .In addition, Duncan's

New Multiple Range Test (Edwards, 1972) was used to détcrmine the means

S & : : L o - - . -

between which significant differences existed on the group membership
-~ . -

ERIC -
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Vii‘iiﬁl;é. It wvas found thit/tho cs group signlhrmrly (]( 0%) out-

""" Thcy (? = 15.72) HLFFbrﬁd Sigh{f]énht—

N

o3
.

1y from the conteol (X = 13.95) 4%d NCS (% = 12.25) readers. The “tost -

fC&thb also revc1led thdt the NCﬁ group dlifv cd slpnif1c1nt1y from tho

v

control readers.

Only thL main crfect ofarcadlng 1chicvcmqnt lnvo] had a statistic-

nllv QignjFLLdnt affect o tutal reﬁaing cbmprchbhéibﬁ ﬁéifdfh&hcé A

roderate to small effect of size was Ffound (see Table 1,2; Figure 1).

! . Y As was the casc with 1nforent1a1 COmp¥CEEDQIOn erfOTmlﬂCQ approxtmatc«

»E
: ‘ ly OLBht perccnt of the variability in total téddiﬁg ébﬁhiéﬁéﬁéiéﬁ

perfornince can be expldlned as due to ach1eveant lcvel of the readurs

5?,' caiiv svghlficaht As can be seen- in Table 3 féhaiﬁg ééﬁiéﬁéﬁéhf ievel
3 e

R

éigﬁi ﬁéEécﬁi of the

;ﬁgaaiﬁg ?omﬁrehehsioh perfbfméﬁCé; Approxinately:
. & { :

. <
vt \_

gyovrls of rcadlng EChiCVLment dif?ered from cach other for the thYEL

" .
groups in the studv ' It was found that the CS and NCS °roups did not

d1ffered 51gn1flcant1y from the other groups Tt is also iﬁpéfténi to

note in Table 3 that thé very poor teaders in " the CS (X = 20.60) and NCS
y _ L= 17;95) groips but—bérfbrméa théir control (X = 16. 10) counnirparts-

kot; such was not the case with the poor raaders. control group poor

a8 . [ .
. . TR
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A / . _ : i
R ! : . - , . -

tfedders (R = 24.25) diiswered iort comprehviision quustbnﬁs,cnrrvétly than ¢

. -
. [

diil both the €S (X = 22.67) and NC5 (¥ =,19.87) groups of poor tveaders.
. -

BISCUSS [ON

®The preseit stiudy sought to deterimine if literdl and Liferential
R \7;.:: . _ R u’, N . N o B N \,'. S
*tdmpﬁthbhﬁ&dh performance 1n &ixth grade disabléd. readers could be

cnhangéa by a proceédure which cnsired singleo~word decoding mastery of
all the wgrdg to be read. As cdn be &cen in Table 2 and Figure 1, it

Aph&été that. literal cowmprchension amﬁhggthoor rcaders cannot be en-

hanced to any preat degree: but just the reverse is £ruce with very poor
veaders.  As o matter of fact, there was an increase,in literal compre-
- - ) ‘ - : : - - ’ ‘
hensioun performance of approximately twelve percent in very poor rcaders.

-

~

ey
This.represents approximately three more comprechension questions answered

correctly by the CS group as opposcd to ‘the control group. Unfortunately;

the inability of the procedggg to change literal comprchension performance
1 ‘ , O .

vhen it came to poor readers probably outweighed the gains made by the
4 . . . 7 .
very poor recaders when total reading comprehension
/, - - o - ‘,\: .- “ . .
™ .- What is uncxpected, about__literal comprehension datia--is why the loss of
kN -4 . :

data was analyzed.

- ool .z TN LT T Y
the main effect for ‘reading achievement? Did the CS very poor readers

“benefit from the procedure to point that their literal comprchension
v e performance basically cqualled that of the poor rcaders--despite the
inherent differences in reading achievement levels? The answver, accord-
B B I
ing to Table ? seems to be ves. Interestingly enough, the NGS very poor

* ° % readers (¥ = 12.07) seem to have profited from decoding training which

e

_ 10.80). ’ , ' J S

was ndt. even content -specific when compared to the control group (X =

. T T e . .
Turning to a discussion-of iaferentigl comprehension:performance;

k] T I : T ' ' : I  “v
Q - .. . E a ‘. . . .
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+he same pattern egtabliglied witli literal compreliensioin, cvists.  Pour
B . S L . o : -.5 - - i
reddérs Jid iint beielity very poor readers did (aee Table 2 and Figire

> 1y. The wmilin offect for reading achiovement leviel returned irom its

aysence on literal (o-npr(-hun“lon pertormance.. Poor readers {x = 7.97)

sk

siit-perfarmed very paor’ redaders (x = 6.01).  While this might signal

that higher order comprehension processes are not quite so amenable to

DA o o . : :
(hihge through a decoding procodukss  This isiptdhably 6ﬁiy true for pao;

“readers since CS very poor readers did cansder ‘torrvectly approxtmateiy

‘sﬁtub1vc#p6rc¢nt'mbra;ihf&regtiai comprchension quéstions than the control

-

grdup. This repreésents approximately two more comprchension questions

answered correctly. “Thus; fnstructionally. {t can bhe anticipated that

Z very poor réaders wil({probably Increase thedr inferential comprehension

v

nore thruuph the study's procedures than poor readers.

t

The Llndlngs concerning total readlng (_omprehvnsxon perforrmnce’ as

- : ] . . -
v
-an dmallgqnatlon of Iiteral and inferential compx ehunsion rndicates that.
e Y . . o

] thL main offect for reading achlevament le\ul is statlstmaliy SIgnifi-
X R A

cant. Despite the earllcr concern over a lack of lltcral comprethsIon

S
win éffbt:t; the inferential ébhiﬁ%éﬁéiiSidﬁ wmadin éiFFgéi wis power’fu'i

cnough to cause a signlficant overall é;omprehcnsion ma1n effect. This

is to be é)itﬁét:téd since 5;’ch’é 'v'aifiab'lé itself (Eéé&iﬁg ééiiiébéhiélif 1éi’)éi)

served as a Qroupinp criterion for the ‘Feadsrs in the study ‘There was

no maip effect for roup membershlp, but; the group membership X rcadxng

¥

u - —

achievement level interaction was ététiétically aIon‘L!’iCAnt. According

to. the ihtétaétibn (see Tables 2,3 aaa ?igﬁéé 1); control ﬁdbf{f?édé?é
; r ]

N bension béffbiméﬁéé in bdbi‘ réaders the proccdure not oniy d-id rfot'
: A . B - - - B "(‘.:

LA S gnha.n(e or facilitate co*xprehensinn pEIfOI‘manCQ\It nuyht cven luﬁder, ity

[
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readers. -

(%

Oon the other hmd for those readers vho have reading achitevement prade

place mont levels at lceast a year aad once-half below the rvddlng difrfi-

the pxocvdurc svems to help ]itc -al and Lnfcantlal LOmplChLHSiOﬂ por-
formance. This secems the case for éCQéFéi reasons (1) lack of a main ¢

effect for reading achievement levels on literal ~comprehension perform-

ance, (2) mean differcnces between control, and €S very poor readers on’

lireral comprehension performance; (3) a significant main” ¢ffect for

8rnup membership on inferential comprehension; (4) mean differ onc €S

between control. and CS very poo’ readers on iﬁfé?éﬁtidl couprehension;

and €5} a éiéﬁifﬁééﬁt iﬁté?éétidﬁ on total roaélnu comprehension showing

) .
- -~

ot O
the CS very poor readers significantly out-performing control very poor
) - = ) 7

=

In conclusion,; it scefs poréiﬁré to C\perrmontall) enhance tmproved

.

N [ Sz Il Ll i L il DL i s ool il /j

‘[terai xnd-inferential comprchonSLon i very poor readers using only

their ‘atal and lis ening lnngunge backgkounds as startlng poxnmé. )

[} :
S o T s o [ - St e

.,qiﬂLU the qtudy 5 q[nglc word decodIng traInIng aVotded a mcaning enpha-

sié it vouid seem that when vcry poor rLadcrs cau rorrc}tly Idvntlfv and

e -

pronounce a word famlllar to ihéif oral and lrstcntng language backgrounds

Lhéy-haﬁe‘ni'ieééi one céi%céi ﬁééhiﬁg tn mind EQE that word: In addition;

<.

"*it would -appear that very poor rcaders have more potential for tmproved

" literal ﬁud‘inferentiai'compreheﬁsion than might he ecxpected. In;altl,

. . - . Y P . - . . N
pfﬂuabllltl thc1r rcad1ng COHprkhenglCﬁ potential is “seriously under-

3 N . [ T - * - . - -

estiﬁated: This wculd ‘seem tho case since a re]atlvnlv simple decoding

PRI

prucedure improved,their-rcadingﬂcamﬁrﬁhension: It sﬁouié be icﬁcmbéréd;;

. r Y Lo
3 . N . o -
.- - . A -

,tﬁéugﬁ;Jtﬁaf this simple procedure had’ two uniquc Chﬂrigtur{QtiCS wh1ch

®

[ s . : .

'm1g*t h1vn ;nntributéd to its succésé (I)LL”ﬁP] ste doépdinﬁ ﬁééief}rof

& ) K . .

.(’\-
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o ' : - - R I oo DT o DT N .
all wvorde to he read in both the passages and questions and (2) fsaur

Q@ividﬁﬁi Pxpen:mentdl sessions Fer ench {rszr

Jntwithetandlng t%e optlqun aurrounding thc proccdure thh very

poor Eéééé?é; it seems to ﬁé& no iﬁ%iEhéEiéﬁﬁi dividends when it comes
. N

to e¢nhancing ééﬁﬁféﬁéﬁéi&ﬁ in poor Eﬁadcrs. Céﬁééduéﬁiiy; it seems’

possible to conclude fﬁii éiﬁéié wnrd decoding training does nof enhance
cow#rehenslon in all catevories of disabled readprs., The R storical

- /

dichotomy between those who support dhd those who do«n&t support tg

S - — P

positive cffects of éiﬁéié—ﬁb?& déébding,ﬁraihing mighf take a step

towards rgsolutlon i uwthodological con51dgratibn< are given to the

differences béi?eéﬁ'ihé teading achievement levels of the students and
the rending difficulty of the materials taihe read, complete decoding

mastery of both passages and questions and wmore thian one Oxpcrlmcntal

session. TR
. e}
- v 7 .
‘ i
3
!
/
:
'
'
o ) .~ .
thv ‘ K10
g -11- L O
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