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Abstrect-
This article describes a data-based model of remedial phonics instruc~
tion forflenrning disabled youngsters. "LD eﬁficient" phonics pro-
cedures,incorpqrete important principles such es providing focus:
:teaching for mastery, distributing practice, training for discrimina-
tion and emphesizing strategies for transfer.A Thirty-six learning
disabled, elementary school children, drawn from special educatior
classes or clinics, were taught for nine, do-minute periods over
'three weekse.ePosttest peQESZE;hce indicated ghat thesk children
vere able to learn over 752 of the words taught, to apply the vowel
sounds taught to -over 602 of the novel words presented and to read
692 of the training and transfer words presented within the context

IX
of sentences. Results of the present study confirm the importance

N

—

- ‘:{ ' N
of ‘the application of learning principles to pho7ics instruction for

B

t

2 disabled population.'
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¢ “LD Efficient" Instruction ‘in Phonics: [Applying Sound

Learningifrinéiples t§"§lhedia1 Teaching
. / ,

The faiiure.of-in childrén,in.genqral‘clﬁssioo;.instiuctioq may
be due, iﬁ-pagc, to ;Es;pa;pfe of that instruction. While many non-
handicapped children may bé able pd'achievévevep when inst;ﬁction
is complex, incompl;te,‘o: overvhelming, LD children can\beco@e
easily overlpaded or;ponfused by techniques or qaterials’ﬁhicﬁ are
less than ppggmal. In an.a;gggpt to design instfhctfon which is both
effective and\fime-cfficient, the authors have developed a sample inter-

vention in phonics which incorporates specific learning principles.

While these principles are often cited 1n textbooks and professional

v

articles (see Bryant, 1965°,Haring.& Bateman, 1977" [Otto, NcMenemy,

.& Smith, 1973), they are not always operationalized in current remedial

teaching practices. .

Tive major pfinéiple; are pq;lined in t@is section: providing

focus, giving éqfficient‘p:actice so that a lepe} of mastery is reached,

allowiﬂg time for di;t:ibu:ed practice and repiew; insuring discrimina-

tion of learned material from other mateérial, and training for avoro-
péiatg transfer of skills to new contexts.”

N
N

?rovid;ng Focus

It {s ¢ommon practice to present phonic elements in a "discovery"

format. Manuals for published reading materials often give linguistic
\‘ - . . -

Justifications for activities which require children to infer specific -

sounds embedded in words or to make generalizations from a series of

‘exemplars. While nonfhand;cappza-children may be able té‘géke such




inferences, LD children, because of difficulties attending selectively ) k

to,critical and -central task information«(Ross, 1976), will not

necessarily make exact or accurate associations.

Three important techniques can- potentially facilitate selective

perception .of critical stimuli,

First and foremost teachers “need to ’ :

inform children of ‘what they are expected to learn. A se?ond tech-

nique involves the use of prompts. Prompts are cues which focus

learners and direct them to correct responses.

The effectiveness of

prompting has—been documented (Angell & Lumsdaine, 1961 Cook & Kendler,

A third technique involves providing correct models for responses b
as well as\giving informative-feedback concerning the accuracy of

responses (Travers, Vaﬁ,Wegenen, Haygood, & McCormick, 1964),

‘Giving Sufficient Praétice: An'Emphasis on‘Mastery

95‘.

Bloom (1968) proposed that nearly .all children can reach a criterion .

of mastety cn basic skills if provided with adequate instructionay time

and effective teaching procedures. According to Block (1971), mastery ' o

learning procedures ahare many features: specification of instructionalt
objectives, wellndefined learning tasks, mastery of specific steps in :
a skills hierarchy, criterion-feferenced evaluation of performance; and . ) B
| provisions for repeated instruction for individuals who need:additional
practice to -achieve mastery. |
superior achievement for students trained with mastery learning pro- .
cedures (e.g., Katims, 1977 Kim, 1975), even if‘students had below
average achievement, motivation, or intelligence (Block, 1971; Bloom,

1973, Carroll 1°63 Iawler.Dick, & Riser, 1974; Suppes, 1964)
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Distributed Practice and Review

AY

Experts~in the field of Temedial education agree_that'sufficientM

practice is necessary to reach'the goal of mastery (e g, Bryant,
//1;65 Haring & Batemén 1977; Ottc, McMenemy, -&.-Smith, i973) How=,
.ever, in.grder foripractice to be effective for disabled youngsters,
1t. should be spaced across various practice sessions with breaks
built into the schedule. Children who demonstrate inadequate reading
skills seem to be particularly susceptible to the effects of fatigue
and interference during instruction (Otto & Fredericks, 1963). Dis-
tributed practice ¢an help to circumvent these fatigue and/or inter-
ference problemS' |
Once learned associations between symbols and!sounds or printed'
words and their speech counterparts need to be reviewed. When/learned

associations are stored but not used, retrieval becomes trouplesome. /

Systematic review strengthens ski1Y acquisition and helps to make LD

children more automatic vith necessary basic skills (Bryant, 1965). ‘

CoE
Discrimination Training ’

LD children need to process ‘perceptual-units- in a’precise- fashion.
The literature on reading and learning disabilities indicates that\many
underachieving youngsters..display deficien‘ies in the discrimination

of \ language-related auditory and visual stimuli (e.g., Doehring, 1968

Flynn & Byrne, 1970 Hook & Johnson, 1977).' Because: LD ciitidren evi-‘

{
dence discrimination difficulties, Frostig and Maslow (1973) beiieve

that similarities and. differences must be clarified and emphasized. //“\\\ )

Unique features of specific elements should be stressed in.instruction f - i

(Bryant, 1965; Otto, McMenemy, & Smith;.1973).
. i . -
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Train_;gggor Transfer

v

The goal of phonics instruction is, of necessity, .the application
{
of learned elements to new words and to word reading in context. Poor

readers do not appear to utilize efficient strategies when "asked to ’
Y - :

read novel words. They deronstrate a marked deficiency in their ability
to group or cluster letters into common orthographic pattetns (Calfee,

7

Venezky;\& Chapman, Note 1; Golinkoff, 1974' Vellutino, Steger, & Kandel,

s

1972). It seeas prudent to provide disabled learners: with a strategy Nz

{’n

which helps to make learned information useful in a variety of contexts.

! ' ; Stern and Gould (1965) argued that within monos)llabic words, .

an attack strategy which encourages the child to break»words into -

- - /initial consonant plus vowel/ and /final consonant/ utilizes the .;‘;\

natural parts" of words (e.g., ma-n) Fayne (1979) found that such

‘a strategy taught to LD youngsters yielded better transfer to novel
words than did strategies which used either final phonograms (c-ot) .
or letter-by—letter (1-0-g). This initial unit strategy appears

- to be differentially effective because it both emphasizes léft-to-
right processing and reduces the number of units to be blended. \

In addition to an effective “°r9a£EEf°k strategy, LD
\

childred néed practice in applying skills within the context of

connected prose. The literature on transfer indicates that

skill utilization is a function of the degree of variation in the
, N A

original training (Duncan,ll958° Restle, 1958) Instruction :
should incorporate oppo:tunities for children to utilize skills :

L .
/\
. within a sentence context to ensure positive transfer to text

reading. - ,7 _ N




S~

The.present study evaluates.tbe performance of LD children under

.instruction which incorporates the principles described above. Within

a’'practical time framework can LD youngsters learn, retain, integrate,

-3 L2

and apply specific ‘Phonic elements? "LD efficient' lessons were given
to LD children/deemed to have .inadequate word attack skills; The
inst;;ctional sequence taught: (1) letter-sound associations for two
dipthongs, (2) application of these associations to word reading,

3 utiliaation of a specific word attack strategy for decoding novel
itens containing these diptnongs; and,ﬁzé) maintenance of accurate

word ﬁeading‘ﬁithin sentences. This article descsibes.th ' LD efficient“

instructional approach ih phonics and presents data to support its

.
——

effectiveness.
Method ‘
Subjects ‘ ' \ ) -

f

A totél of 36 children (30 boys and«s girls) ere selected from ;

) ://p;;nlations of elementary school children enrolled in diagnostic-

\
remedial classes in the Ner York City public schodls or in remedial

\\

reading classes conducted at two psychoeducational clinics in New York

City.  All- children had been c1assified as 1earni%é disabled by school

or clinie personnel. The school district and c1inic evaluation teams

used the following criteria to classify voungster% (1)*at‘1east a
two-year discrepancy between acadenic achievement and intellectual

functioning, and (2) no indication of primary sensory, intellectual,

" emotional, or neurological deficits.'

- ~ 1
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;'reachers or clinicians selected children whom they felt could
profit ‘fron phonics instruction. :Onka'vor'd;reading task, admini-
stered prior to instruction, these children demonstrat:ed an inability
to decode words containing the two dipthongs to be taught.

The sample had a mean chronological-;gtc; 220 months (SD = 19;
range = 86-162), 2 mean Full Scale IQ: (Wechsler Intelligence Scale
‘for Children-Revised) of 87.3 (SD = 10)0} range = 70~119), and a
mean word recognitien grade. equivialent‘ score (Wide l’ange Ach‘ievement
Test) ofs‘ 149 (sp = 0.7 range = ‘K.S-B.Q} Children were drawn from -

populations that represented predomindntll'\lower soéio-economic
- X o 1

levels en\d black or hispanic ethnic backgrounds. _ R
. \ :T '
Proceduré. \ ‘\. i )

The instructional procedures used were designed with the intent

of optimizing the learning of decoding elements for the learning

ey

.disabled sample by incorporating the instructional principles

described in the introduction of this paper. Lessons wete construct:ed
‘to p{rovide all children with an- opporturiity to achieve mastery of: '
(#) producing-the sound of tw6 vowel'dig‘raig}u_s '-" ou’'and oo; (b) reading
lists o'f si‘ gle—sjrllable wzrorﬁs and nbnsense‘syllables containing the
digraphS° (c)\applying a blending strategy to new words; \gxd (d) read-

A

ing sentences which included words containing the digraphs.

All children received nine, 30-minute.period\s\ of instruction over
nine days. The children were taught in groups of twd to f:we on three

different days each week for thre%consecutive weeks. The _lessons

1 : . |




'zation with teaching materials, and simulated activities, for each part

were conducted by six experimental teachers who were graduate stu-
dents iﬁispecial education or reading. All teachers received

training which included careful reading of lesson scripts, familiari-

.

of the lessons. In addition,/each teacher was observed during an

e e — —_— —— 3

instructional period to insure. that procedures were carried out .

" taught each week. _The order of presentation for specific elements

according‘to“the'prescribed scripts.

- Summary of lesson format, Instruction for week one and week

; ~ ooy <,
twoiqere identical, except that a different vowel digraph was

a

was counterbalanced(across instructional groups. In the first lesson,

! \ %
children received introductory‘activities which.foCused_on_one—————-‘~——"——”"f"

Bpecific sound-symbol association. Mastery of the symbol-sound

_the specific element (i.e.,\oo or ou) were included for dlscrimina-

) « . CEaW

association was -defined as reecbing criterion (one correct .trial) N :

) . . . ' & N

on each of the following subskills: production of the sound in iso- o
\1

lation; production of the sound when it is presented within words

.».

containing thé element; and rejection of'words which do‘not.contain

the element, ‘zfter‘reacﬁfné critekion on these suo%kills, the chil- |
dren weré'given directed instruction'on'h'Elending'stretegy with an -
exemplar containing theofirst pattern1 to be tauéﬁt‘(é:g., pou=nd).

Children then were given mastery (or criterion-referenced) prac~

ticde on two training words and‘two nonsense syllables following the

?

first pattern. In addition, two nonsense words which did not have

/ .

—_N .
tion practice. The compénents of mastery praqtice were essentially

. I

- \\\\\45§i L > ) ] )

1ﬁ?attern" is defined as the initial consonant plus.vowel digraph. . :
/

13 0




<

>
B
¢

the same aifiss ail dgys of instruction: Chfldrhn‘regd ou or oo

\9prds'fraﬁ ind%flduél practive ;heéts:while the teacher recorded~

" all items qﬁ a separate recording sheet. Whenever e'child‘made &g%

the number ci/trialé quﬂeg.by each child to reach criterion on .

~

an error," the teacher recorded an incbrrect'triel and modeled the

'blending—stratcgy‘for‘the child b5 breaking up the word into the*

" them. -Children were 1nstructed:co rejec;'(i.e., 'say po");the two . //

‘'words that did not contain the training element. Allxﬁhills vere !

two components, the child immediately repeated the parts and blended

¢

>

able ‘to reach critérion ({.e., one correct ‘trial per word) within -

fiVe trials. Only those words on which errors were made were recycled-

.the four patterns and training words (two per pattern). This review

/’prac,iéez/in game format. In lesson three, the week's eight training

7 .
for children until each was mastered./ Once an" item was -correct, it
was droppe&'from that particular child's list. Chllﬁrencin a group

who reached criterion .on all items within a miﬁimum number of trials

remeipedvectively involved in the lesson through choral: responding
(after an individual read a word correctly) and self-recording on

practice 1ists. This same instruction--demonstration of the blending

. . | R
strategy followed by mastery practice--was given in the first lesson

i~
N

forfchree additional patterns (e.g.; sou, boﬁf'fdu)a ..

The second lesson in weeks one and two began with a review of

was followed by maetery practice on two lists containing the training
S

words and nonsense syllables of all four patterns intermixed. lep ‘ .

-

s
Pl

non—patterned nonsense syllables containing the dipthongs were then
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-]

vordslwere,reviewediand children. applied ‘the training words to the

reading of siﬁple scntences.
Instruction during the third week focused on the integration
of ou and 0o words. _During the first lesson children received

mastery practice oﬁ the eight ou words separately and on the oo

S

training words separately.’ Lesson two'began with individual prdc— -
,tice in discriminating ané reading words that were identical except
for the_ medial vowel digraph (e.g., pooch and pggch), Children then
were given mastery practice on two lists of intermixed training ou
and gg.words. rﬁé final lesson dncluded sentehceereaéing,practice

with training words -as well as practice on non-patterned ou and 00

nonsenselsyllablesipresented in game format.

——
e

to meet two criteria: theyncouig be grouped in pairs?bymgatte;gr//”

'~ and they wete-not likely to be in éﬁghildls’sight word repertoire.
. . —— e - L

Three consonant combinations: (th, nd, ch) occurred: at the end of eight .

of the sixtéen training words. Twenty-four patterned :nonsense syllables:

(six for each pattern) were also used during training.. In Addition,
ten non-patterned, nonsense. syllables for each sound were used for

_ game practice. Specific training words as well as nonsense syllables
used during training are sbown in Table 1. . )

i : N

o=

v
LA

_Materials. The eight training ﬁords for each sound were selectef;//:;,/,/,/%
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’ Table 1 , f
Training Words and Examples of Nonsense Syllables Used During Instruction L

o 7 h , ‘

e N

;-, , ) ; -

:5: j . Oil' i 00 — /:;'

ii’}f%‘aipip'g» " Nonsense ~ Non-Patterned Training Nonsense Nonj-Pat:t:ei:’ne'ci

PN ' e T

! Words ‘Syllables Nonsense Words Syllables Nonsense

{L - Syllables /. Syllables.

E:pi‘n‘iéh o poug toup ’ tooth. tood foop-

f;'pbut; pouz Touv t tool toog goot

fazsout:h goub ‘noub booth bool ) loog -

£ / .

; sound " gouyv coute boom boop r00Ss

. fgu'n,d foug ‘joug mooch moov N \mqof

" foul - fouk . gous mood mooz jook

i . ’f .. : - . A". .

- bound .. bouk houd pooch poob zoob o

:j » o« . P / . - s ’ . - '\\'\\\ ;

. ‘bout . boun zoum pool poov loov . ¢

: |
, A ‘
f \ A 16 ‘ _ ;’




Measurement.-.An individually-administered test was given one

-

™

day prior to training as a pretest and one day after training as a
posttést. It-consisted of the 16 training words, 12 non-patterned

words containing ou or 0o, and 16 nonsense syllables. Nine of

these transfér items ended in ch, th, or S&.

-

.Childfen were also‘tested at the end of week oné and two on
their ability to read the eight training words, six real words, and

eight pattérned nonsense Syllables.

In order to assess a child's learning rate on the material
presented in the lessons, the number of trials needed to reach
criterionﬂon items was tabulated. This learning rate measure -

E-x3

(initial learning trials score) was computed by -summing the number

'of attempts needed to make an accurate response on the sixteen -

~

training words across four days of instructibn. A retention measure

(retention trials score) was computed by:summing the number of trials
needed to read all trainiﬁg words correctly on the first day of

4

* " dnstruction during week three..

- .Results

The means and standard deviations for pretest, ,weekly test, and
o .

posttest performance are- presented in Table 2. On the average, children

"7 read 78% of the sikteen training yords correctly on the weekly tests
) /

-~
s

and posttest. The accuracy with'which children read whole transfer
words (real and nonsense) on the weekly tests and posttest ranged
from 45Z to 54X, 1In addition, children, on the average, were able to

produce the ou and oo sounds correctly .n the context of transfer

B 1]
A /
»
. s
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Four separate repeated measures analyses of variance were performed

’ v
v -

for .each score on the pretest, weekl§ tésts and posttest. The

7 -

) aoalyses onrthe number of correct.training words, transfer words,
//,nonsense syllables,[and sounds. in transfer words yielded significant
effects at p 4\001. Post hoc comparisons among. test means, using
SceffE contrasts) revealed that performance in all four areas was
significantly hig er on both the weekly tests,and‘posttest than on
the‘pretest. Differences :between weekly test.aod posttest performance, .
howevgr,,wereLgonrsignificant."Thus, children~made sigpificact o : "
- gaigs after a;wgék_of instruction in one phonic ele;ents In addition,
these gains were maintained by the end of three weeks of instructig:,
during which two phodic elements were taught ‘and ictegrated. .
CompariSOns;were also made, using t tests for dependent groups,'
-~on the average numer of words read correctly in the context of sen~‘f
tences and on the verage number of consonant combinations produced
correctly ip transfer words from pretest to posttest. The results
of these~comparifoﬁs are shown in Table 3. The group resad, od the
“averaée, 692 of/the twelve words‘correctly in sentcnces on-the post;
test. This was significantly higher than pretest performance, t- (35). -
10.50, p £ OOl indicating that, after three weeks, children were able
1
to apply their decodink skills to sente ce'reading.' In addition,
approximately 71% of the consonant combinations occurring,at the . ’ ‘ N
\ ‘ ,

end of transfer words were produced accurately. Again, this was

f
a significant gain from the pretest, t (35) = 10.18, p £ 001.
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Jﬂ:hgggh the children did not receive direct instruction on the ' f
~three final consonant combinations (ch, th, nd), which occcurred
at the end of half of the training words, these results suggest |
that children learned these combinations incidentally and were . \;1
able to apply.them;to other non-training words.

I}

Table 3
Pretest ‘o Posttest Performance on’ Number of Words Read Correctly in
Sentences and Number of- Consonant Combinations Produced Correctly in

- Trensfer Words

4
.. Measures Possible Range Pretest Posttest Gains
. Words 1in 0-12 3.32 8.30 . 4.98*
. Senterces. . (3.15) (2.78)
i .
 Consonant 0-9 2,31 6.38 4.07" _
Combinations ) ' (2.67) (2.44)
in Transfer,
Words:

Noteo ‘:N = 360

*Gains- are significant at the .001 level.
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The average nuﬁber—of initial learning trials (number of attempts

needed to read the sixteen training words correctly summed over two
days of instruction) for the group was 42.9 (SD =g, 4) "Children.
vere divided into three groups (high, average, and low triels group)

on the basis of their initial learning trials 'scores, Fourteen chil-

- —

dren wich trials scores within/% SD above or below the group mean
were included in the ‘average" trials group. Those children with
trials scores greater than 3 SD above the nean were in thé "high"
trials group (n = 10), an', children with scores more than %.SD below
the mein were in the “low trials group (n = 12). The means and
,standard deviations of/posttest performance (total correct sounds

and words) and re;enrionftrials storeé (number of attempts needed‘to

. . / ’ .
read all sixteen t éining words correctly on the first day of instruc-

tion during Week Three) for the high, average, and loo trials

groups are presented in Table 4. '
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Table 4 1 /
Posttest Performsnce and Retention' Trials 8cores for Groups with High;
Average, and Low Initizl Learning. Trials Scores I'-
Range in Measures
Initial Correct Correct — Retention -
: Groupt N Trials ‘Sounds Words Trials -
' High Trials 10 48-73 29.00 19.44 '28.22 :
. 8.72) £ (9.59) (4.62) ;\\ =
Medium Trials 14 38-46 30,92 25.97 19.38 . |
» . N '
, (6.60) (8.04) " (3.75) / )
Low Trials 2. 33237 35.08 30.08 18.33
[ =
(6.95) (6.76) 2.31)
TOTAL 36 33-73 31.88 25.63 21.85 '
) (7.53) (8.87) (4.57)
[ | " A -
o
L . ! !
s '\ —
\\\
. ) ; _
\‘g { '
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~ An anaiys;s of variance for the total number of sounds pro-

duced correctly in the context of the 44 'posttest items (training ' .
words, real, and nonsense words) indicated that the three grdups‘

did not differ significantly in their ability to learn and transfer

“the phonicoelements taught to other words.. However, an analysis

of variance did yield significant differences among .the three

' groupt with respect to the number of whole vords (out of 44) read

‘correctly on the posttest, F (2,33) = 5 02, p £.05, and the retention
trials scores, F (2, 33)'- 7. 92, p £ .01L. Post hoc comparisons, using
Scheffe contrasts, showed significant differences: on”bOth*measures
.between the low group and both the average and high groups, differences
hetween the average and high groups,. hoveVer, vere not significant.
*hus, all children, regardless of thefr initial learning rate, were '

able to-learn and transfer the sound of the phonic e;ements taughtJ

Howeéver, children with poor initihl learning rates experienced less

success in whole word reading on. the posttest and evidenced poorer

retention on the training words at the start of: the third week of

instruction.

\
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Discussion

The present invectigation provides empirical \support for
systematic teaching which incorporates sound learning principleb.
Learning disabled children, who demonstrated limited knowledge

of medial vowel combinations prior to instruction, vere able to-

i .

learn over 75% of the ou and o0 words taught, to apply the two .

- . i o :
vowel combinations to over 60% of the novel,.nonsense, and real

¥

words presented, and to read 69% of,the training and ‘transfer words

tested within the context of centencee after nine sessions of
"LD efficient" instruction. 1In addition, .children were able to
" produce 71% of the consonant~combinations occurring at'thé end of ‘_,//,
transfer words. Althoogh direct instruction was not provided on -
consonant digraphs, chi1dren‘had repeated practice on them in the
‘context of training words. Thus, the lessons were successful in
teaching application of the vowels in a- direct manner and application
of‘consonant combinations in_ an indirect mghner. . .
It was possiblezto characterize low or average achieving

. K “
pupils according to their rate of initia% learﬁing. Those pupils

i . P
who: needed an average of itwo or more trials to read each training

word correctly in initial instructibn'demonstrated'inadequate reten~- :
. < o
‘tion of these words oyer time and /less han '50% accuracy with words Z

on the posttest. On the other hand, children who read training
\ |

‘words accurately in one trial,jéonﬁthe~ verage, retained these

E

o 1 ; "
words overjtime and attained d level of at least 60% accuracy with

\

words on tlie posttest. Therefore, the time needed to reach criterion -
N i /N

-




\rentiate those children who are not able to achieve greater SOZ

lapplication 6f learning pri:ciples to phonics instruction for -

. with 652~or“better accuracy on the posttest. Thus, the primary instruc- -

‘tional objective of teaching the application of two vowel combinations

,clarify the relationship between ind*vidual learner characteristics

on- words in initial instruction may well predict retention and

-

application of learned material. C .

1

‘Further research is needed on the r@lationship between certain

o \
basgic skills or processing eapahilities and the ability to profit

from this phonics instruction. In addition to a measure of initial
. \ > .
learning rate, there are measures that tap other processing deficiencies

in. learning disabled children that may also serve as useful .pre-

1 N '

dictore;of ‘posttest performance. For example, correlatioual research

. A
that eximines _the relationship between inadequate auditory memory,
inability to .blend phonic eleuents'into words,; or inconsistent know-

ledge of consonant sounds to overall achievement way help'to diffe-
N\

AN
xoas

accuracy on the posttest. . -

The ‘results of the present study confirm the importance of?the\ T
: \

learning disabled youngsters\ All children in the sample made gains
X .

as a result of systematic instruction that'provided focus, éuphasized Y

. \,-

mastery. provided distributed practice;and review, included discrini-‘
nation training, and traiued for transfer. It is important to.tiote

that, regardless of initialxlearning time, children in the sample’

- ENEPESE

were able ‘to produce the medial vowel. sounds ‘i the context of words

o - ~

.

was reached for all children. Although further research is needed. to




and achievement in phonics, the importance of\these principles should

not be minimized when designing phonics instruction and learnins

mnterials for learning disabled children.:

~
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_'Sound LearningoPrinciples to Remedial Teaching,"

Field ‘Replication: "LD Efticient" Phonics Procedures

. s g
AJmajorlproductrof the Reading and ‘Spelling Task Foréefduring

Years 1-3 was -a set of procedures designed to teach LD youngsters ‘
letter-sound associations and the application of these associations

to word reading. Procedures were refined through a 'series of studies:
which tested the.effectiveness of specific aspects of the. instructional
\model (e.8., ‘the amount of focus needed to teach a: symbol-sound
association,fthe transfer value of various blending strategies, and .

the rélativepefficacy.of various -integration and review activities),
Techniques“whicn“provéd to be eftective‘ﬁere,incérporated‘into‘at
three - week instructional unit whicn introduced two phonic elements
and provided practice in\the discrimination'and appliCation»of‘these

1

elements within the’ context of words and senténces. Two different

packets were created, one which focused on two "short" vowels (e .and 1),

-and the other which focused on two vowel combinations (ou and oo).
With the exception of the specific elements and words taught, the two
packets ‘'were identical. A complete description,as well as data

supporting the effectiveness of the procedures can be found in the

N

* manuscript entitled, "LD Efficient Instruction in Phonics: Applying

'Findings;from the study described in the manuscript indicated that
children taught by Institute staff members with these lessons made

significant.gains in their'ability to;apply specific phonic elements'




\,
X

-

; when reading:single words.or Sentences. The next step in the Task

g0 " Force research plan was to test out the effectiveness of these lesson ;

‘ packets when teachers in the field used them in their classrooms‘ '
During theé winter of 1980, New York City Learning Disabilities A

Resource Room teachers participated in workshops designed to

introduce "LD E{ficient".principles and procedures. The .

f‘ . vprkshop‘leaders, Drs;AGettihger and Fayne, .covered "LD Efficient" ..

3

; principles using a lecture format. Aftertthis‘large~group session,
.  teachers were divided into smaller groups -and introduced to: the actual
teaching packets. Training with the phoniecs curricula consisted -of

a. videotaped presentation of the lessons as well as- simulated practice

iu‘ . with teaching procedures, recording of "trials. to criterion, and test
: administration, E
éiy . Copies of either the short vowel packet or the—vowel combination i

packet were distributed to approximately 50 teachers.” Teachers were
u\\\\ asked to use'them in the spring with small groups of LD jonngsters

4holneeded remediation in the application'of specific phonic elements

to- word reading. Uhforthnate;§,~on1yfeight teachers were able to .send
i back performance data on the short vowel packet and ten teachers onm :
;’ i . the vowel combination packet. While.the rest of the teachers made
. © positive comments about the curricula;’they were unable to fit;the

three wbek~teaching sequence into their schedules.™ Many indicated . ' L

that ‘they planned to use the lessons during the next academic year,
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Suhjacta. Youngagers were selected by Resource Room teachers _-

to. participate in the sma{i;group instruction. Thirty LD children

(10. fenala, 20 nale) a‘pean age of 8.6 years (gg-z 2) received

inatruction with the short vowel\packet. Forty-one'children (9 female,

.32 nale), ‘with a ‘mean- age of 9.3 years (_gfl 3) received Anstruction
with the vowel combination packetr ~Whi1e actual WIsc Full Scale

IQ scores were available ‘on only 20 children (x#100 8, SD-13 2), all

'children had ‘been classified in either low average, average, or high

"average range hy school psychologists. The sample consisted of

approximately 20% Caucasian and. 802 Black or Hispanic youngsters,

largely drawn fron lower socio-economic school populations.

- m__". -

Procedures; Teachers were asked to: follow the prepared scripts

.

closely and to- record trials ‘to criterion on a daily basis. In addition.
they were asked to return c0pies of a11 test protocols so that Institute
staff could confirm the progress made by each student. Copies oﬂ the
actual~packets have been submitted to ERIC (numberannot yet asaigned).

Reaults. ‘Tables 1 gives means and standard=deviati0ns.for

" pretest, weekly test, .and. posttest performance ‘for the 41 youngsters

\

instructed-with the vowel combination packet and: the 30 youngsters

instructed with the short vowel packet. On, the average, children

‘learned over 93% of the 16 training words taught by the end of the

’

three week unit. In. addition, children.were able to read over 75% of

s

either real or nonsense words which contained learned phonic elements.

o
N

P
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_ the. average number of consonant combinations produced correctly in "

.
ERTy

3 o /

Children exhibited even a higher degree of accuracy on the speci‘ic a v

sounds within the context. of transfer words (accuracy with the sounds -J

ranged from 82-882) '
\ .

I8

Table 2 gives pretest and posttest performance on the average

nunber of  words read correc\ly in the context of sentences and on '?

transfer words. While both groups were able to read approximately

- direct instruction on the three final consonant combinations which

-'occurred at the end of half of the training words, the fact that

: words.suggests that both groups were able to 1earn to‘apply'these

R

472 of the uords in sentences on the pretest, théy were achieving
-over 80% accuracy, on posttests. There was also a marked gain in

accuracy on consonant combinations. while children did not receive

average gains of 37% were made on these endings attached to transfer

combinations with greater: consistency as a result of exposure to the

structure implicit in the choice of training items.

Table 3 presents means and standard deviations on initial learning
and\retention trials. Both groups appeared tc. learn the training items
in;approximhtely‘one triak per-word-and to retain these words over time,

o

Discussion. ResL‘ts f the ‘field. replication corroborate the find-

ings of the earlier investigation carried out by the Institute staff

members. It appears that prattitioners can use lesson packets with a high




3triele; and to retain what they learned. 'More imporiﬁntly; children
. 1

2

taught with eithcr plcket were able to incorporate t?o potentially

coafueeble phonic elenents to be learned in-novel uorde in- isoletion .and

in the coatext of eentencee. It is encoureging thet.

both packets was. coneietently good; and 2) performence under the field
!

conditione paralleled that reported under cloce erinenter supervision,

LA e~

)Reeulte of the field replication underline. the inéortence of the

/
inetructionel principles incorporated ir the packets and serve to con-

firm the usefulness of the "LD Efficient" techriques! 7o

1) performance under

&

s
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° -_ Table 1

~

r Means and Standard Deviations for Pretest, wbekiy Test,
. and Posttest. Performance on Training Words, Transfer
Words and Sounds in Transfer-Words ;

LIS [V T TR

I

|

ro - ou and oo Packet a

e and 1 Packet b

B SEER S P TR I

Variable Possible Pretest Weekly Yest Posttest Pretest Weekly Test Posttest
"Range . Y = ) : .’
Training Words 0-16 5.54 14.90 6.17 13.90 15.03
(2.97) (1.74) S 3.79) (2,32) (1.59)
- Trial Transfer 0-12 4.51 10.44 4.97 9.03 9,17/
Words . - (2.83) (1.99) (2.91) * (2.58) (2.90?'
Nonsense Transfer 0-16 2.27 13.12 3.43 11.10 12,17
Words - (2.26) (2.70) . (3.18) (3.64) (3.86)
Sounds in Transfer 0-28 9.02 25,46 12.77 23,23 - 23.03
- /
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. .
a nw4l
b n=30
X s .- . ' 38 . : -~
37 _ - - :L:,mww
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TabeAZ

Pretest and Poottest Performance’ on Words Read
‘Correctly in Sentences and' Consonant Combinations
Produced COrtectly in Transfer Words

s

L . ~Possiblé ou and oo Packet a e and i Packet b o
Variablq Range’ Pretest Posgtest Rretest Posttest
, Words in 0-12 5.75 10.13 5.73 " 10.07 -
.+ ° - Senténces (3.72) (1.84) (3.50). (1:84):
Consonant 0-9 5.34 -8.68. 4.70 8.03 -
> Combinations (2.49) (.57 (2.63) (1.40)
-In Transfer .
Words
;. i
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard .deviations.
o n=41 .
’ n=30

e Tt Tl e TR N S o A Tt + s = e e -

R ;35?




Table 3
1 ’“' \ -
Means and Standard-Deviations on Trials
. to Criterion

RS B

(7.37) . . Ol 54)

4 Initial Learning Retention
S Trials a . Trials b -
\ .- (Range: 32-160) = T ' (Range: 16-80) X
- 37,07 . - 17.68
A (4.75) . (}.90)
39.91 - ‘ 17 21

?

A

' Initial Yearning trials were calculated on the basis of attempts needfd to read
the 16 training uorda accurately on Days 1 and 2 of Weeks 1 and 2.

b ' : - ,
Retention triala were calculated on the basis of attempts needed to read the 16
training words accurately prior to review at the beginning of week 3.

-~




