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Children's knowledge about reading was exam?nég‘@bqough questions about . 3
. [4 [P oy

their knowledge of print, through apalysis of ?E@Tr,Interaction§ with a
. \ a ya -,.' )
teacher, and from questions to parents. Three- to six-year-old children
. were asked to hame letters and spell words, talk about Sibodk; and print ; ‘s

- . . . -~
Nlettérs and words. Ten prereading lessons were given to the children to

- v

“~"measure immedMate‘and longer-term effects of instruction. Parents were = )
’ S ) ‘! ‘!

asked questions before and after the instruction about their perceptions

L] . -

<~ of their child's knowledge and interest in reading and a@bout 'the supbort‘,

they provided their children(afc?ome for regdipg. The resuits confrrmed

the predictioh that children's knowledge about Eéadiﬁé coyld ‘be construed .

¥n temps of levels of development, enabling the construction of activities

L]

to foster children's interest and khowledge about how to read. ‘"Analyses

of teacher-student inteﬂﬁctions indicatéd that actlvities that matched - l'
. : \ N = .
children's level of reading development was more effective than those that ~
. . -
. i -
did not. . ,
! \ . ‘
7 ‘ . ’ ' Al
’ ' L4 ' - N .
’ r LY .
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v -

’///> There.has been a tendency in educagion to explain reading ability dif-

ferences among first-grade children im terms of maturation. However, this

+

ofté; means rejectind the notion that parents and pres;:§bl teachers play
< . ' 1‘ - T .
a role in preparing children specifically for reading. Further, it is often

‘assumed that ‘if beginning reading instruction is delayed, immature children

Al = ' -

will, eventually learn to read. These views, while based principally on
research |n the 1930 s {the two studles mos t frequent1y cited are Morphett &

Washburne, 1931, and Dolch & Bloomster, 1937) have recegved I:ttle qmpnrlcal

S%Q ort (Clay, 1972 Coltheart 1979, Durkin, 1972).

\ i .
An equally peraS|ve pos;tlon has been to describe beglnnlng Dégdxng
> e

in terms of a-.number of'very.general prerequisites. <Gray (1925), for

. ’

example, listed six prerequisites to reading: facility in use of, ideas,

) \ .
wide experience, sufficient command of English, wide vocabulary, accurate
B ' . .

" enunciation, and a desire to read. While it'is likely to be true that

these cﬁaractef%siZ;s suggeéf ghe idealiy prépared child, they encompass
N .

so many skills and’are so loo.zly stated .that neither parent nor teacher

cédld readily use the information to prepare a child for reading: A

sfmilar stance has be;n taken in the development of reading readines$

tests./ Hurss (l§79),.surveying published tests, found no general agree-

-

ment as to what readiness is or what it should measure. Her survey

4 s [ '\



" and ‘language understanding skills and a teacher assessment of emotional

~"

*

, S

» ’ .
and social maturity.” Here, because so many skills and.knowledge .

. . ,
[ . ' . L

characteristics arg tapped, test results are.most likely té have-no benefit

’1 . - * -
other than rankipg children. : ' . ) R
Ay N < ) ,
v
These -attitudes and practices have, in our opinion, not resulted in
practical educational applicagiéns,-especial1y for children of minority

§

cultures and Iow socioecononic standin lt‘is these children especially A

s . ~ w !

lwho suffer’ hlgh rates of read|ng faxlure (Francus 1977; Klnsbourne 1976

E

Kohn & Rosman 1974; Wallach Wallach, Doznen, & Kaplan 1977). When our

+
4

sense of what\readrng lnvolves and how It is acquired is described in
such general terms, direct application to p eadfng programs and advice

t6 parents can easil& result in vague, possibly gpsound,_prectices.' This

study addresses this problem of establishing more narrowly conceived pro-. °*

~

+grams- and activities fof home and sehool. While oniy one of many that

.

W

. 1} . -
need .to be carried out, it is’ hoped that studies of this sort will *

, . . [
eventually affect*educétional practice., o o

T A . .

Recently acqulred ev?dence suggests that Iearnlng how to read
reaches into the preschool years and hae e Ionge; period of development
than has usually been necogntzed (Bissex 1980 furkan, 1966; Ma!bn,
1980; Mason & McCormlck 1979, Read 1971; & Soderbergh 1977). Further,

there seem to be SpeleIC dBther than general conceptual uhderplnnlngs

| K} P 3 « N
to an understandlng of how to: read (Ehrn, 1979, Graves, 1980 Liberman,. .

— j( s s Y " ’ kel

- . ," !
.9 ' of < -
Lt 4. . : .
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Shankweller, L|berman, Fowler, & Fischer, 1977, MacKinnon, 1959; Anderson,

L
Y - _— = e — — [ - — [

TeaIe, 8 Estrada Note 1)¥ 4n partlcular, prereadlng concepts that emerge

through experiences at home with books and wrltten materials are found to VY,

play an important role in Iater}readlng success (Durkln, 1966). Also), com-
X ‘- som
\ pensatory programs that have been successful rely prlnczpally on intensive

training (e.g., Becker, 1977; tlay, 1972;‘Elk22in, 1963; Rosner, 1974) or on
a strong probiemisoTVing approach tb reading (MacKinnon, 1959). We interpret

“ .. these result’lto’lndncate that delaylng ﬂnstructfon ontll a child-is ready
to learn to read is quite the‘oppoSIte of the best policy. However, what
! .
should be taught is still not apparent and is the subject of widely varying

opinions.
One position taken is that one must first help children 'break the

. code,' that is, receive phonics instruction in order to understand the
. [ )

.

. reIat:onshxp between letters and sounds and be able to ;dentlfy new printed

’ re

words (Becker, !977) ~In contrast is a view that reading must be

jiiﬁ%zé mean4ngful. Instruction cannot be broken fnto phonetic skili'components'
because that would so distort the act of reading that children'wrll' a :f
! be misdiggcted gnd will attend to inappropriate aspects of print- {Goodman &

o - Goodman, 1979). : ' A |

‘Our view is that both positions have their place however, the
. meanlngfulness of pr:nt must be empha5|zed before engaging chaldren in p
~ { . -
\\ \§§ word analys{s. That iIs, there exists a hrerarchy of prereading concepts.
%
\\

Flrst children

st learn that particular and.meaningful words and

messages have prin ed counterparts. When they have understood this »




" sound characterxstlcs of the languagé.,
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" concept (or set of concepts), they will be SBTe’to Iearn the letter-

) .

*

Thls posntton, presented by Mason €I980) and extended 4n M%son (ln

press), Mason and Au (in press), and McCormick and Mason (in press), is s

v . ¢ -

derived from evxdence indicating that chlldren often acquire conSIderable ,

'knowledge of whab and | ow to read as a function prlnclpally of experlences

in recognlznng'and reading words, spellxng, pr|nt|ng, and besng read to.

[ ‘ [

An |mportant aspect to this knowledge is its apparent injtial emphasis

. -
.

on meaningfulness of printed words and messages rather than on'@ettq{;a )
ferarc

rchy

i}
.

. ' ! *
sound characteristics. The following description‘of“the proposed hi
clarifies this point. ) ’ _‘ ‘- {

.
: ‘-

1 Three changes in young children's conceptuallzatlon about reading are

hypothesized. ln,the first level, read|ng is hlghly contextualized; in

a sense, it is similar to Iooking at and'rememoering pictures Consequently,.

.“- . -

as chlldren learn to recognlze words that appeur on trafflc SIgns, packages,

Iabels, billboards, and sugns, attendlng mostly to the meaning, they do

not realize that words rieed not be contexthﬁecific. Hence they may not’

recognize a, familiar wordgin a new context,_knowing,‘?or example,'STOP on

P
<

- a stop sign but not, ePsewhere. Also, even though thef can Iearn-wonds,

v i

they may not report their knowledge as we w0uld expect. For example/,

i several_5~yearfolds in one .of our studies learned the word rabbit,

’
r

but later called it '"bunny." -Finally, although they frequently learn to

13 N .
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- name letters, they do not know how to use them for rememberihg words. For

’ - ‘

v example, when asked to spell short wprds‘ﬁwnth magnetlc Ietters) they o -

typlcallyglay owt in-a random order all the letters we have prgynded

Thus, at this level of development, children's strategaes for recognnznng
e 4 . ~

pr|nt§3 words are so inadequate that Iearnnng is slows relatlvely in-

o
&

~r

effectlve and often t|ed to lnapproprlate c]ues.

As chnldren become better acqoainted w1th prlnﬁed f£o%ms of words aqd

.

\i
letters, Such as through having a]phabet books and sngns read to them and

-
-

- attempt:ng to pr?nt letters, they pay closer attent|on to,prlnt. They . ,

. ’ probably now notice that' the same word caq appear in dsfferent places ' [‘: .1
. and, eventually, that some Iettens have particplar ;ounds that are : ;
N ‘ repeated in words. :;;reéhildren.nbt receiving training.in phohice, this

. > appears to oeeur thrdugh’their own.attempts tn write, spell, and read
1 A ) - - -
T ‘famillar words (Blssex, 1980 Chomsky,, 1977, Paul 1976; Read, 1971)

=
& LAY -

. ‘ We bel;eve that such knowledge fosters a change in V|eWp01nt and is the

. +

inltlgt:on of a Level 2 understandnng of reading. For now, children can

- ’ - -

| : reorganrze thefir conceptua}»representat;on of how*ﬁe—%earn and remember
i . . - \

prmnted words by ut|}|znng,]etter—50und relattonships. With this mor?

'

f

. accurate undhrstihding about print, they aré able to learn a large number
,'of words, thé?'can make quite reasonable guesses about spellingﬂihprt

"

_ words, and’they will try to sound out some’words'they have never seen.
s . p .

o 'However, as, documented by Blemqller (1970) Bussex (1930) and Soderbergh

»

(1977) thelr orientatlon at tﬁls‘level of development to letters and




. . -~
. e
/ » , . . oy

.- ‘ B " Foundations for Literacy

' ‘ ) 7 . ) L, .-
Y .

* Y . . . _ 0 . ’ -‘ . ’ ) " ‘

. sounds may lead them to ignore or pay insufficient attention,to context.-

) :

o Alséjwthey haveghetrlearned that many letters have more than one sound and ‘% )
that c]usters of letters (e g.,Alght, ire, |l ; ai) provide more acc ate T
& ) . ) .

cues than do single letters. For this reasén they may try to map each
/

letter to a unique sound, -use the wrong sounds for some letters of’letter

‘ \. . / . !
. clusters, or become completely confused by words which vnolate the maJor .
[ letter-sound patterns (e.g., said, there, one, was) ' ‘ -

4

A third Ievelyof_qevelopment is needed that.aepeafé.to occur through ’

) . . 2
extensive experiences in reading. Children now begin to notice the

-

. ) repetition of sourlds for letter'clusters’in words fe.g., seed, need, feed), A
' - the possibility of manlpulatlng letter seunds in words (a chlld reported P .
; . that to'wrlte look, re;Iace the” b in book with l: example from Bissex, '
-7 1980}, and‘hnrphophoneh{; characteristics of our ;apguage (noted by i *

. ‘Q p .
Soderbergh, 1977). Also, they probably return'%o attending.more fully.
to contexﬂ to flgure out new words. That s, at Level, 3 ch‘\dren Tearn ) :

+

many or most words they see in prsnt %etause they have now reorganized.
4 I 4 [y

their conceptuallzatlon of pring to feature again the meanlngfulness of

print. Thgs, they ‘hold.a more flexible view toward letter~-sound relation- .-f

y . . \

€ . . .

ships, being better able to recognize words that have ynique patterns. ' -

- While mak{ng good guesseséabodt the pronunciation of new words, they -
j:% to skip unknown words in order to attend to text meaning.

¢

Level 3 readers have acquired a sufficiently precise conceptualization of .

PO }
° are wil)l

)

reading‘ﬂhat they can progress_fapidly in reading and can read and learn

from more complex texts. . : ’ - L
. , L - '
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recitiig*éqd discussing stories, an ;dlsc‘ussmg pictured words in terms’,
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If this model of:reading aevelopment i ndeed reflects-yoong'chleren's

typlcal progress in learnlng~to read |t suggests what sort of prereadlng

-

act|V|fy or |nstruct|on to give to' chlldren. S;oce the central tenet

6
of the mogef ds its. h|erarch:cal character, then |nstruct|on ought to be

-~

more sdEcessful'lf it merges with children's level of understand{ng.
e

fThat-is, an assumption of this model is that instruction myst firgt be

-

.compatisle with the learner's conceptual undergyandfngrofithe topic before

- . - N §

attemptiﬁ§ to provide more complex Tnformation. To test -this notion, Ye

«
.

chose to work with chiLd;en who were at the first level of development,
. ’ N

. . A | N '
§?ving some only Level 1 tasks and the others~both Level 1 and Level 2
‘tasks. Level Iatasks involved readlng words in context, readnng or

-

~

of their‘meéning Lerel 2, tasks’lnvolved thlnklng of and. flndxng words

bégznnnng wi th paFtICUIar letters and const¥uct|ng plctures to go with Y

+
N

partlcular Ietters. Evidence of.the force of the model was to be obﬁa;ned
by measuring prefraining to post;raining score changes, by contra;:ing

parents't perceptions of their children's ineerest and knokﬁedge of readinb
before Qﬁd efter'our‘interve;tion, and bikeomparing the social iQteraq;iqn

pagteras between—teacher and childfen during -Leve? 1 and Level 2 tasks:

a s . < cat
. . . a
¢ . ( N ¥
. B .

¥ . ~ e

- h . . ’ . »

e .
-

SSub!ects. A group of 15 middle-class children attendiog a daycare

-~

center lq a small cupy in Southern I1linois served as subJects in the

study. A1l but one were Level | readers, as lndlcated*by'pretest resul ts
. . . - .

G

-
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gie Level 2 reader, who Was‘a-kindergartener, -
‘ /. .
ut was excluded from most anal{ses of resﬁlts. !

and parent interviews. .The i

'partucupated tn the Iessons

. = e -

' .Jnterviews with parents revea]ed that aIP parénts had completed high school.
. - . . g

y ¢

L 7 . IR
" Three of -the mothers were college students, while the remainder were day- A L
PO . ~ \‘ - « oy
. <t . . . R
care teachers, salesclerks, or secretaries. Six of the 15 fanilies were. _//

« . B L N

single-parent (mother 6nly) households, The childfen rénged in age from 3

years 7 months tof6 years 5 months, an average of 4 years 4 months., Eleven J -

- -

of the 15 chilyren were only chi}drep'(the average number of siblings was
)
0.3),- Taking.ind account the one Chl]d whor attended‘klndergarten, the

]

. average length of attendance at school or preschool was 17 months. Tharteen .

, FEEN R e .
C . | of the chtldren were Anglo, and the,remaining two were Black. - /
S - T . /

;. Materials. ' One parent questionhair%’(Mason, 1980) consisted of 10

! ’ A

questions about childrenfs knowledge apout letters, words, and storfies * -

, "and about how to spell, prlnt and, hame letters, and recognize words. \ ‘
o~ ‘ “ 1
Another set of 12 items measured parent support (whether chiddren watch . .
€ . . . . )
educat;onal TV and discuss TV programs with parents, whether»parents read
. L]

- to chlldren, the. availability of books’ at home and opportunities for <

chlldren\to go on outings or to the Ilbrary) The questionnaire was pre-

sented thce to parents to fill-out at ‘home, -a week before‘trasnlng and

¢

' then“five months after training. The questionnaire was,also given td.a c
.hew group of parents from the daycare center the fol1owing year. A

.

second qdestionnairei which was adnfnistered orally to parents three weeks

“ : -

“‘after training, contained questions about children's interest %n the stories .

L}

» ’ a . - .
. -
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el . that'had been taught to them: Is the ch|1d stild lnterestqd? Does the Noeooe
. child ask for bookslto be reread? Does the chitd read to é]f? ' Are there 4ka4§h,’
‘," "' ,
“other signs “of |nterESt? Also what aspects of pr|nt does the 'child seem =

more |nterested in (namlng Ietter&* pr|nt|ngp readlng words, spelllng,

v'haV|ng stor|es read, or read&ng storles), .and how does the parent, read

L & - ’
.
5

W\u "storles tp the chlld (parent has child listen, parentvposnts to pictures, ‘
parent polnts to words, or parent paraphrases rathér than reads story).: ) , ~

v A Jetter and word recognnt;on test (Mason 4 McCormlck 1979) was glven

\ - -t

L to the chxldren—bééore tra|n|ng, and t/e/f:rst three subtests (pidture- %,
. word matchlng, spelling, and Ietter namlﬁb) were repeated after Jthe s -

-

r . N )y g’
“\\;\ tralnlng. Also before tra|n|ng the children were told a five-sentence l(’

-

story (from Stein,. personal communLcat:on)tand after an |nterVen|ng task -

. were asked to’ recaly tHe story Free and probed neca]l scores were .
[ Vi {{ B .

obtalned by ask1ng chi?dren to retell the story and then to glve further

e sdeta:}s of the story For the lnterven:ng task, called book words, they‘ K

-

.

T . were handed a book upSIde down.and askéd to flnd |t§ beg:nnlng, end top ot

” 1

(
. and" bottom and to ldentlfy a. word, a letter, and the next. page. 'Th;//

chlldren were addltgonally tested after training on their ab:llty to_“¢¢,, -

& .

7 g ’
ability whep *handed a new ‘but* easy~to-:ead §tory upS|de down to right

- Y -~
lt and read the text. ! . - - ,

~ ’ ~
AN

» Pracedure. Children were tested and parents were interviewed at the

2

“
KS;; ’ \ “wrlte somethlng," ”wrlte a letter,' and ”wrlte a word " and on their v .
3

I

. Y ) .
beginning of the §ymmera. Follownng this,.the chlldnen were separated into

~ b;k“ . : /
> 13 ¢ : : *

%
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tv:o appr?‘jma'tely equal g'rc‘zups in 5érms of sex, ége, and ]etter>and wc;rd
; };"‘ ’ knowledgé.' One group received pfiqt~0rignteg training (Levels I\and 2),

'; o W@i?@ t?é other obtained stofy-oriéﬁted’trainigg (geve{ I{%/i?urther - T . S
'Q'ﬁfi;f* subd;x;ded into groups of three or %oﬂn, the éhil?ren received 10 lessons L
)

k3
P

. N . ~ ) i} ’ " 3 ) . ’ A i-#_ -
.whlch\laqted about* 15 minytes each day, for twd weeks. . Xéﬂxﬂkg

-
- . .

For the'print;orignted training, the teacher demonstrated manuscript

v ‘ :
printing 'of ''the letter of the day." (The six letters presented during ,

<« the two weeks of trainihg-were‘E.EEE_E_Q_E.) After-the teacher's naming '

. of the featured Iettér,’the children took t;rns finding the" letter from

a box containing ﬁény upber- and lower-case examples. The children prac- -
F
ticed printing the letter onfunlined paper with an example of the letter

~ .

printed in manuscript form at the top. These are Level 1 tasks because |

. - . ' .
: they only require children to recognize or copy symbols. They were given L

in order to-prepare children to,the next, Level 2, task. They were asked

i

«

to find or sort labeled pictures by their iglgial letters or*thjpk of -

words that bégan with a certain letter and then draw pictures of objects ;;;,//;

. L)

R beginning with the letter. The final activity of the lesson involved
. . ’ “

*

reading a simple 6~7 page story that featured.the letter of the day.f

1
* -

- .

r - * ’ k
- , In each story, most of the content words began with the same letter. ’ -

There were ﬁsually 3-6 words and an illustrative picture on a page.

. t-
nstruction), sometimes o

14

-

The teacher read a story through once (Level 1 i

-
- ’

" emphasizing the sound oq the featured consonant and pointing.to the

£

L
g
3

initial letters (Level 2 instruction). Then each chilé, in turn, was:

. . » . «
¥ .

+ . !
- . \ * .« ~

, ‘. . 14 . \ R
. =

1
£




A A

- was first read by the teacher ‘and then each child, in turn,_reed‘a

"

=

. ., W Lt .
’ / ! ' . .
3 . .\‘ v
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asked to vead a page from the story (Level 1 task) and was sometime:‘?sked '

‘to point to the featured consonant as a word was spoken (Level 2 task).
% . * L

After the first da?aof instruction the children were able to read one new

,,/“"‘“w ) =

B .

€story and reread at least one story during a lesson.

.

L

s

Results | Lot - B
———————

- 1 N
For the story-oriented trawnxng.group, the\same picture cards and ;

stories were used, but instruci%gn in naming, printing, and sounding letters
ot £ ¥ . .
A ) 4 -
was omitted. Instead, childgen were presented with two pictures of labeled
/ . Vo . *
. . Con . . ; Ve '
objefts (pictures from advertisements) and asked which.they would choose -

~ L
for a specific function as described by the teacher. For examplg,  the,
- ) o
teacher might ask, '"Which would you use if you wanted to/?ﬁgan you? sink?"

A chi'ld was to ftndﬁthe approprlate pictured item. At the end of the

~

game the cards’ were handed back ta the teacher wtth a ch;ld namnng or
/» . ,

descrlblng theq For story reading, aS\WIth the other group’, the story

>

- 4

page. However, this gToup hs encoyraged to expamd on or fa)k about the

¢

. .t story rathu&*than to pay attention to letter sounds. The last activity ;;&

involved havnng the children draw a picture and then'téll a story ab0ut ‘

+

the pxcture or, af ter belng shown a label and hearlng an opening state-, .
\

.

ment, continue the story by describing what m:ght happen next.

s = 'E':i »

-

Test effec;s»' Analysis of pre- to posttraining changes showed some
. 4 | ,
direct effects of the training. One was that children from both groups

‘ '.'\ L]

’
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improved in theur ablllty to handle books. ’During’the pretest, only half -

»,

the children righted the book that,had n bended to them upsige down,

i . ) " - Y . -
¢« . dn the pasttest all of thém gighted ‘?lt;x,'Second, when asked-to read a new
: 13-word story, the print-oriented-ggoup u§ed the actual words .appearing )
- L% .
on the page more frequehtly thap dld the story- ‘oriented group (27% versus . \
. , < L] -
) . 15% of the words, sée-Table, I) AISd"%a comparlson of the two groups'
,—-/—\ .
g writing shows that the prlnteoruented group Bettér understood the wrxtlng T t
T - ? ~
task- (also in Table I) However tbehe wérade pre-post dgains in spelling
- LA - . ‘ . 'r)

or in letter namang (Table 21

2 T emesess Bommme !
. - T Insert Tables Ngdn X . ' -
- ':" ........ .‘d—-l‘i.--‘i— L =
2 _,z? * . P ‘. . ~ 12 - a N >
\7 - L]
- Co%relatlons between the’ tests and Qﬁe furst parent questuonna;re
’ V . o I ~:"' -

\

shown in Table 3 repllcate and "extend. effects obtalned by Mason (1980) wa.. « , j\
and Maapn and McCormick (19791 \Uppercése letter namxng, as would He o ;. o,

* expected was closely related to lOWercase letter nam!ng. Lowerca%e ‘ﬁ' .
letter namlng,>however, was.better related to-hr:txng and. spelling: :‘ :w

W esoeciellyréfter training:? Also, wr;tiag, book worag, and spelling were ~

interrelated;ﬂ All of these tasks’were positlvely eorrelated w;th parents‘
' :

"assessment of their chlldren‘qunowlezbe but not ﬂlth parﬁpt slipport.

Story recall, which was qot related to the preread|ng tests, was correlated

. : ; - .t ~
. with parent support. These~resu7t§ reijfforce the assumption that 8 R
' . 3\ lg;ert Table '3 about here:
e N ETmomessses AN uiriaiaivaniatabaieieiaie )
‘ . LI ‘¢ Y .
. : ,'J i
" ¥ . . p
~ .. ! *
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i N ° N\
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dlfferentuatlon and naming of uppercase letters are Level 1 characteristncs*

they are inhtial siQns of acqﬁiaition of reading concepts. Upper- and
lowercase letter naming is followed at close hand by writing, rudimentary

-
-

¥
.. spelling, recognition of*words in context, and use of some of the terms -
. . S

that describe the act of reading. .The high corrfsations wi th the knowledge
. ~
. .
i.tems on the parents questlonﬁaire suggest that parents can assess their
. : k ‘ hd
young chILdren s prereadlng knowledge. However, the low correlations with

support items on the questionnaire indicate that our questions did not
. Also, the

* o‘ . . - ‘o - . i
adequately evaluate parenfs’ role in supporting prereading

’
l .
LI

of relationship between story recall and oﬁher prereading tests
eservea‘&urther study, as Pt suggests that the ablllty to remember and

talk about a story is qunte separate from-a letter- and word-learning

«

ractivity, -7 |,
~ . . . ‘ - .
" Questionnaire results. Chleren'§ posttraining knowledge and
st i The interest i

~interest in prereading was measured. by two questionnaires.

qdestlonnaire, given three weeks afaer training, determined that 13 of
. : T . ~ -

interested in the six little books that had
(Oxe - o

’

N, o . ]
the 15 children were stjll

+

been duplicated and given to’themuon:the last day of the traini
. -~

fami 1y moved away prior to the‘foJ]ow~up“que§tionna|re, and one child

- -

. forgot to.take the books home.) Twalve of the 13 children were reported

. to read the books occasnonal]x or frequently (rather than seldom or never)
to parents, stbllngs, or other friends, and 12 were zfre interested in ei -
' e
readnng words -at this time than prlor to the training. No training. ...

<
i
H
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* parents' estimates of their cn\ldren s knowledge of prereading (t =+3, 9,

/

ashowed inconsistent effects of training, it was possible that instructional

the unttafne;—;nd pretrained children, permitting the concluston that -7

‘ : > ' ‘( a
X ~ ’ - ‘ W
2‘: A v LI
o, - . Foundations for Literacgy R 'f
K 5
differences appeared; instead, all parents,réported theif children to L
- . . —— Ve -
+ . /\-‘ - v '
have greater interest in letters, words, or "books. .

t o

The other follow-up reaggp, a repetition of the knowledge and support

%

@ - ‘e ' *

questignnaire, was handed out to the parents five months after training.
Twelve parents responded. There waé>no significant change3 in parental

support (t = 1.6, E:> .10]. However a significant increase occurred of

. . ¢
" p < .01}, wnth higher galns appearing for the story orlented (X = 5.8)

than for the print-erlented group-(5_= 2.5). §|nce the second questlonnaire ,

was given five months after training, it was conceiyable "that the increase

. -

in knowledge by both grouns was due gg a natural develomentaI increase

rather than to our training To test that possibility, we gave the

questionna ta a “new ng p of parents.from the same daycare center whose

chii;ren were nearly shx_same-a Zlat the follow-up report time ;s those

in the earlierlerope. ™e results\in Table 4 show ne differen;e between

* @.. v P v i & ° o -

the effect was due to the* instructipn theﬁchildren.recejved. A

e o o e e o e m e TP o e e e o 0 m ©

N " insert Table 4 about hgre.

o o - o - L .........Q....-...—._..
- .
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Transcript analysis results. Although test and questionnaire results

.

dlfferences w0uld be apparent from a mlcro-analy5|s of teacher- student c

1 ,‘ 3 é ~

interactions. T% carry aqut the analysns, “a second lesson given to
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.answers given at the same time were ihdividually counted because we

¢ Foundations for Literacy .

Lo : h 16 .
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B R .

.

children who had received Level 1| and\LeveI 2 training was transcribed;
other Jessons served to theck the findings. The teacher's activities as
well as the children's Feactions to task, materials, and procedure were

- ' ' ¢
a:!‘yzed. After repeated viewings of the tapes, we chose. threé measures

. -

of teacher activity that cbuld be reliaBJqLcounted and that we-thoﬁght
. : '

taptured the ‘teacher's intent: (a) nu&b r of directives explicitly given

o i

- 4
to children to carry out ‘a task; (b) numbq{ of implicit directives; and
(c) number of occasions the teacher gave or repeated an answer or helped

a child find a correct answer. Four ty;gs of student responses were .

! - ' s A Y — .
counted: (a) number of correct single or overlapping respopses (multiple

.

t

assumed that each child who answered was responding independently);

! (b) number of response repetjtions, which were occasions of repeating

answers gaven>by the teacher}or another ‘child; (c) number of no responses,

. . ‘ . b
where nothing was said even \hough explicitlysdirected by the teacher; and
[ } . f .

(d) number. of wrong responses, when attempts by children to answer were
. N . =

incorrect., Twof raters separately tabulated these acti

any disagreements in conference.

- F]

:'Thé tasks are presehted in.iabje 5 rearranged according to their
. ~-

.
. .

. .
instructional focus. Level 1 -tasks at Fhe top of};he table are those
s » - v

. k3 t
which direct children to recite or read words in context, copy letters,”
,orjreﬁognize them by name. Level .2 tasks, which'are .below, direct

children to'relaté or mg?eh letters or their sounds to the first letter

-

. o . .. § '
in words. The.four children whose responses are catégorized here are _ -

* =

=

¢

- -

e
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~ almost as frequently, giving a clue or repeating an answer on 56 occasions

. 4 ) . " - p.%_y:"'{"
Foundations for Literacy
.’ i [ o, ' - ’,' I7
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representative of the _sorts of response made by other chl1dren and.in_other

. , V 4
lessons. : . . ’ R
. N - — *
. . R . v .
. . e — ————————— ——————— s :
G iAsert Table 5 about here. . \\\ -
. - F T S P L, .

The two types of tasks had sérikingly diffefent effeets on the -

’ .3

children. First, there were far more responses with Level 1 than Level 2
- . ' s ‘. Y
tasks (78 versus 30), and a greater percent were correct (79% versus 3%).

Second, children remained silént or answered incorrectly faf less often * .

’

when the teacher requested a resppnse tg a Level 1 task than.to a Levéf 2
5 . L 7/

/ - ‘

task (8 times as.against 18). .The poorer peer(mance of the childrén

with Level 2 tasks céu]d.notvbe~ascribed to fewgr reéue%ts to answer. The/
- A B
teacher issued 27 explicit directives (and 8 implicit directives) with

Level 1 tasks but made 47 directives with Level 2 task;f -She gave help <

. e "\,/" '/
with Level 1 tasks and.on 41 occastons with Level 2 tasks. Also, since : ST

the children did respond. to'Level 1 tasks, we could hot éurmise.an un- . /
willingness on tgeﬁs“part to talk. 1t appears instead that they wer;Ng . A
* = . - - ’ /

unwilling to abéupr and unable to profit from the numerous examples because
N I's .

the tasks dealt with d\reprqsgngatié? of reading that they did not yet _ ‘.

- o

understand. Tbé results support the model's predfction that for these

Level 1| children reading waé oriented around meaningfulness. They could ’

. . . i .
learn to read or recxte the‘word§7in the sto?y%iggéying on picture infor-
mation and help from the teacher. ‘Reading did not mean analyzing words

L

. : ‘
. 4 -
. .
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"+Level 1 Task (Finding t in box of’}ettérsl

® d ‘ { .

- Foundations for Literacy : -
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« ¥

. . .
into letter sounds or relating letters to, the initial phonemes of words.

» « . ! 0

They could not ihinkzof‘words that began with a particularAleiﬁer ‘and did

=

not understand why they wer drawing pittures to go with particular letters.

. . . -

The following excerpts from the lesson transcript of Le@ef l.anﬁ

Level 2 tasks exemplify chtldren s ability to accompltsh Leve1 ] xasks

Al .

but not Level 2 tasks. The transcript alsg displays how Level 1 tasks

proceeded more smoothly and had feéwer 1nterrupt:ons by children and how

. -

errors were closer to the right answer with Level 1 than Level 2 tasks.

[ , ) \

=

>

T: Loéok in there*and find me at. -

Teacher leans box of letters.

TO, you want to piék the first qdward Te. \
one? - |
TO: (reaches in and'takes‘a car; ‘ ‘ '
labeled,t.) E . ' .
.= Ti Huh. Dkay. Good boy. Okay "~ ' Teacher holds box in:front
PR ALY AN go and then JE. Get a'£: - of AN, leans toward her. .
o outa there. ’ . oL

AN:. (takes acard with t.)
T: Huh; good girl. J
JE: (reaches in box, takes card)

T: There's some big ones and /- ~JE,,he‘takes a. card..

2 - " ]
some little ones. ' ) -
. 5 _ .. a— .
Good, JE. ‘ R .
Y '
s o
> ] ° ) . re i .
g ,' o s ‘ ™ .
: . v E -

-As teacher moves box toward

»

an
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Level 1 Task (Readcng h@w story)

TO ‘can .you - Eellﬂp/what s thls|

page? A teeny.. tiny turtle
tiny turtl

/@T

T0:

4: And now it's AN's tuqs. Let's -
listen 'n see if AN csh“figure‘
it out., A . “

AN: teeny tihy.. frog

’ . [;;ad,, Cause

N we want Egh.. A teeny tiny toad.

It'§ just like a frog,

HUH. Okay, JE. -

Let!s see. A",

JE:. Teeny tiny cat I,
T: A teeny tiny .
JE: . ., 2,t?gef b L N
T: Tiger, you betcha. ’
T: What're they doin', o~
Taking . . 4 Now it's KR's turh
KR: Tea, )
T: Tea._ Huh: ’

t ‘ .
\/ : - .

-

Level 2 Task (Telllng words that begin

with t)

r(_
- .
Foundations for Literacy _
19 ’
N - . -

Teacher js asklng children

each to. read a page of the

new story. This is their

first reading after the

teacher had read the story i
to them. . T holds book in ) A
front of TO. ..,

T looks up, turns page
. points to page, leans -
-“forward.

<

T lifts head and looks at
T, nods at AN. Turns page.
T Ieans toward JE. '.*)

l
u

R

T turns baqe. .
ST poingié'ﬁﬁlds book ‘
toward BR. . ‘

14

4
T smiles, tJ}ns page.
‘Sits up.

.
. ¢

k4

Teacher-is--asking children

Tz What else starts with tuh? . to th:nk of words begin- ?’ a -
. g nlng with t. T taps T0
TO: (T? resp?nse) \ " on arm, looks at him. <\\ .
T: C'n you think a one?; T teans toward AN. /
AN:' (nb response) : o . o )
T: Tree. -And | bet JE knows. T looks over at JE.
What! s another one?‘ ao- - B IOOE? down. ;
(3 ! % . ’ ’r K ’<
a . ¢ » s
4 - [ /.. - .
» . ot * . , ) R o
‘5‘ 22 % - * Y
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JE: Um . j . ’ . \ oL
\‘ T: What's on.your car? A tire?
o * LI
.~ JE* (nods) . ' , )
Level 2 Task (Making pictures that begin with t)7 . . " .
-T: And a train. Let's put a t T, having dj'rected children
- ther h : ¢ \ to draw pictures and label
ere so we.have a L them with the letter t, is . ~
. for the train, -@sking AN -to label her train.
. KR: |But look! ‘- ' . ' -
The t is going across the(e! T. looks at KR, \
-_— \ . . .
~T: Ohit's a gigantic.t. Let's ) T . '
§ " make--And what are you doing? T leaps toward fO,- taps ! te
. . Are you making a tree? him on the arm.
o . ) Ve
CEA ) 0r a turnip?| . '
- \
AN: |T for--t, t ‘
" X for [Tinaudible) _ . .
T And what is that? . ]
. TO: A ‘number. ' ‘
T: A number‘*? A two? . '
KR:  Hey I'm maudnble)— |
T: s t:hat a two?. L .
AL for two® . - . . '
T0:” (no response) ' . . . )
T: Okay, two. & . i
S~ ’ 1
Discussion -
" Results f‘rom three sources--test d;t:;, paﬁht' report, and l'esson. L /‘/ o
trans,c'ript--provi'de converging evidence about children's first conceptualiza-
tions of reading, ‘ phi?&rén who can name'onlx a few letters but have little
other krmledge at;ogt.reading can learn to recognize printed t:«ords in ’
r " . .. ‘§ -;' -
5 ' .
¢ - 23 v . :
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Jcontext; They.can recognize, name, and print letters and can learn to.
~ . N 0
read (or recite) very simple storiés, But they do not. understand how to

"analyze wérdsw identify letter sounds, or relate phonemes to letter sounds. - |

. . v L

Further, instruction that features pﬁint meaningfylness caﬁ'broceéa

- " ¢ -
. . .

smoothly, involve few errors, and engage children‘%%intérest ahd attention.
» For example, all the children were enthusiastic abo&t Feadfng'the stories
- . ! ) o
and were able to participate after they heard a story. An -fmmediate

-

-

e s . & » , L N .
-+ result of training was that éverngE~knew to turn a book right side up. .

Another, according to parents, was that the children now had a greater
interest in letters, words, and:stories. Fivérmonths after traininé the
- children were reported by.parents to be more knowledgeable about print. =

~

It .is important to note that fac[litative*éffects of training -
surrounded Level 1 rather than Level 2 activity. Parents indicated ghanges ¢

principally in recognition of letters and wérds rather than spelling ‘or
. . v/ . . . . £l
sounding out of words. The micro-anatysis showe correct responses’ .

:

to Level 2 tasks even thouéh the Eeagher had given,manﬁ examples and .

¥ <

- TN 4 % * :
requested many answers. This meant that whi'le the, teacher's instructional ,

. . s
.

efforg was as great for Level 2 as for Level 1 tasks, it providéed less

""pay of "' in terms of positive §tudgnf responses. So despite the .-

.

-

___teacher's concerted, effort to increase children's Level 2 knowledde, they -

~ o -

éelﬁom responded in a meaningful way, showing no evidence during: the

lessons of increasing their understariding of these tasks and little .
: - N " ’ [
evidence at home of at;ending'tg%these tasks. . ’ ’

Al *

-v




instructional effectiveness. If th|s result is conflrmed |n further‘work,
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The notion we are espousing s that it is not the amount of instryction .
< . : ‘ ’ 'Cx.; .
that matters sO. muoh as the degree of congruence between‘iﬁstrhctionél < .
LY

- -

:coﬁtent and chlldren s representattqn of the{;nformatlon. This in frpre-' ' . £
¢

A +

tation is based prxné@ﬁélly on the transcript analys?% and pre-post parent o ;

- *4

response. I'n conJunc;Jon wnth correlathnal analysns, the results suggest

thas there are levels ofvﬁ?ereading deve]opment whlch can “be related to . , v
. I3 0' * ‘ ¢

. N - (' * -

it'will be possible eventually to ccnstruct formal and infonna] instructional

gu;dellnes for parents and teachers in‘order to prepare young chlfdren for

. Co
readung. ' o : o

$op
[y - . [

B - . . . . « .
‘We do not wish, however, to leave readers with the impressLon that P

v

IS -
N

&l changes in children's knowledge about and fnterest in reading were

helped to orient not only children, -but’ their parents and their, day care

due salely to the ten short iessdns éhildren:received. Ve believe,

Ll

instead, that the little books the children were given to take, home . -
. . . Py |

teachers, to“appfopriate pre}eading tasks. 0¥>'evidence comes principally

.
-

from parents' comments.  On the first posttraining questionnaire, parents *

remarked op their children's stroﬁé interest fn'the books they had

¢ -

Iearneditozread; Many parents sald that the chileren re’very pleased

‘. -

to-be able to act like readers. Fof ekamp!e, one mother-stated that,

for the first time her daughter wanted to read to her. Another mother o o

-
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materials that not only belonged to them but that they ceu]d proudly .

as wéll 'as becalse the chlldren coulﬂ‘BEtLpr COnceptuallze wha{ it means

A - . T . N
. - ' - \ (_ LY
’ M 4
2y " ks '
: N . : ¢ 3
D L - [N \ ’ ’ -
- r . v - M 1 g
. - A “Foundations for Literacy
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“Ztated that her child liked the little books S0 much that they. made snmllar

books-of-their own% Mafy of ‘the children were sgid to read dally the
4 . R

little books to *younger siblings, babysitters, paren;s, or evén stuffed .
- . ¥
animals.” It seems likelyr that for the first time the chlldren had readsﬁg

3

S
2

assert that they could read.” - In-all. l%kellhood, when pargnts and teachers -

-

c0uld See tqat the|r cher(gn were reading or reciting simple storles,

‘the adults began td'play a more constructhe role‘Tanurthefing children's
, R
knowledge. The story books may have served as a first stepping stone
s ! . - i - -

to literfacy because"parewts and teachérs saw new ways to foster reading

.OFY
. * L Lr .
. / . X ‘ .

LY - Pl

to read

_ \ N - -

- Two open-ended questions on the last questionnaire also suggest that

7

more and better-focusad parental partlc1pat|on helps to explain chlldren s
[

lncreased readgng activity.

i

‘to the. QOest!on, s anyane teachlng the child about reading? Br:efly

™~
N|ne of the 12 parents responded affirmatively

-
-describe . .

-
.,

words for chlldren (a typlcal comment was, 't p01nt out words when

Only one ﬁarent also Tentloned a Leyel 2
- i

actjvity (she "tries to show her that quWcan sound letters out'). Nine .
L ’ ‘

reading ﬁtorles to hlm").

parerits added comments.about other activities: ''Amy will see words with

Jetters‘A, MorY in\thém and get gxcited because those letters are in

""He wants to know more abput what certain things say, Ilke

-

her name.!

f .Most of the parents mentioned naming and spelling printed 0\\

’

oy -

(% 3
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y . cereal boxes.'" 'Toby asks Fow to spell words and writes the letters as
E'H . they are salq\"‘”She has. a rbymlng game and she can |dent|fy those names
. -—
) on the card ahd those that dotrh /me. She even~makes P her own rhymlng
P N 0 . . -
N ¢ . -
. . words.' While all of these parents were playing a valuable role In
) o, : o . ’
. P helping their children learn and.find meaning in printed words, all-but
- one were giving help that could be characterized as Level 1 rather than*
. ’ Leve] 2 activity., We fhsnk that the chlldren began learning about reading
) - because’ the training that orlented them to prlnt was\\hen, with the
’ aid of appropriate materials, transfecred to'home and daycare settings.
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'Footnoteé ~

. -
DR . .

]Thé story, called ""Signs," contained. these nine pages: Stop {with

= picture of stép sign)/car (with pi¢ture of stop sign and car)/s{pp
= L (wit p?;tufe of stop sign)/bus (with picture of bﬁé&fﬁtop'ﬁﬂith , wo
;’i \* pictuke of stop sign)/fruck (with picture of truck)/stop (with picture

of stop sign and railroad track)/for the train'(picture of train)/hoot

(no picturé). ¢In scoring, we tounted the number of content words on

»  each page that the child said. !

'S i

ZFéf example, the story featuring C contained the following seven+<
%

<«

. page text: Can you carry? A cat/and a éﬁa/and a cap/and a clown/az? a
- .

. “.s ~cakefon a cow? . - . 5
i . . 3 R .
! : Questionnaire scores were computed after translating responses of

seldom, occasionally, af frequently to 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Chanéés
™~

wefe nofed as 0 (no change), +1-(change to the more positive term), -1 .
. '. : v /

(change’to.the more negative term). . . -~

* uTwo errors from quei 1" tasks are ‘in these excerpts. A child

To. said "frog" instead of toad and 'cat' .instead-of tigér. These err

L

§‘; demonstrate the importance for Level I' readers to have unambiguous P
Qg_ ‘ pictures with the éfO(ies. These two pictures wege 'not satisfactory.
;‘ . . ',53rackets i; the ¥r§h§é;}6@ in&icate overlju;§ing speéch. .

- ., { These and simflér stories were originally.constrhqted b;-the*:uthors

because’there were no publishedlﬁbterials that we found that were easy
. # M

-t

o . enough for h-year-old children to learn in one or two readings and
: {

that contained an interesting story line with an amusing or surpnising endlng%
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- Table 1 !
‘Comparisonv of Print- and Story-Oriented ~
Groups Aftér Traini g ,
f . .
- -/ = > .
- x sd St
- =0
Reading New Story*
Print-oriented ‘ 2, - ¥ .50 . .
R =
Story-oriented *o1.28 .95 2.13%
Mrite "Something" .« - %’
Print-oriented 4,28 2.21 .
Story-oriented 2,71 2.56 ° 1.23
- . F - .

Wtite '"Letters" ] ‘ . g
Print-oriented 6.71 1.89. L
Story-oriented 5.14 2.41° 1.36. )

Write '"Words''

Print-orientéed 8.57 1.99
Story-oriented » 5.86 2.73 { 2.12%
'AL ¢

Note. There were seven children in each group. One child who had

attended kindergarten was omitted. . '
¢
*p < .05 . ‘
E ]
B e T - ' *
) - i,
A “' " *
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' . ‘Table 2

. »

( R ) L

on Prereading Knowledge Before an

~

~
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«

. ,gbmparison of Print- and Story-Orjented Groups

er Training

) ' ' : iy Fbyndations fot Literacy

Y

- o S [
‘:, ] ’ h,‘ e Pretralning o ’ ,Pdsttraining
. vt .« .;‘.—. _S..d_\""‘ g. .S_d.
. K e
Uppercase Letters ) " .
PFint-orienteq 8.1k L. 7h 8.00 5.03
. Story-oriented 6.14 5.55 | -~ 6.43 5.50
Lowercase Létters ~ .
. ‘Print-oriented L.71  ° 3.64 5.43 3.73
Story-oriented L. 14 3.72 4. 57 4.27
. s .
»  Spelling . v
) Print-oriented .00 1.16 i .81 1.21
Jtory-oriented ) .76 . 57 .98

5

Note. There were seven children in each group.
attended kindergarten was omitted.

}

One child who had

]
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Table 3

o Conclqsigns Among Pre-Post Test Scores_ and

-

= - k] - )
rent Questionnaire Responses
~ I3 [ 2
. LI - . .

13. Posttest support
" =  assessment

+

2 . 3///)74 5 6 7 §.. 9 10 .1 12 13
1. Uépgrcase letters 87+#%° (38 .27 -.23 o7tx -8gx .35 .44 62 .59%x 13 .28
2, Lowercase letters .50 .55% -.16  87%% 95xx 48 43  ,65% .5hkx 06 .26
3. Spelling - L72%%. 01 .39  .62% 96%% 56x _73%% 52 .09 14
L, Book words .29 29 59% JThEE 42 61 W22 .08 .05
5. Story probed recall:. , -.06 .-.07 -.04 12 09 19 .55% .29 -
Posttest ‘ . T ’
6. Uppercase letters =, ©90%% .32 .46 .60%: .68% .19 .30
. J. Lowercase letters | <. 7 L57% .56% 4, 76%x ,65% 17 =,08
{ 8. Spelling °* : Lol < .52 .73%% 42 -,03 N
. 9. Writing ‘ . - .82xx 5] LS .28
’ - . : S, )
Parert Questieonnaire
10. Pretest knowledge £ -
+ dssessment T, . g CLT1ER 7 .22
- 1. Posttest kpowledge f .
assessment . - 17 .23
12. Pretest support A_J/} T . ‘ . .
assessment . : .66*

#*p < §%Of

**p < ,05 .

1

<K08J51!1'JO; suodiepunog
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o . ’ . Table 4 ’ ;
. . Parent Questionnaire Responses ’
. R B
. ., ] Under Three Instructional Conditions . :
kS . .. ‘:‘ . » " ¢ . - * + -
- 7 — — o *
: ' n L - X
- e ) *  assessment assessment
: . ’ of knowledge of support o
- : - P
: ‘ el
- Untrained children 12 17.5 T oL21.7 R )
. o ‘ : . - ’ »
R « Pretrained children 15 17.4 21.8
. g . .
AY N .
. * A * ®
- . Posttrained children 13 21.5 . 23.3 :
. . - , ; - ;
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t‘ R : . K _ Table 5 IR ‘
‘ L . Mistruction, for Level One and Leével Two Tasks
S ] . - PR . - ) ‘
. . ) N ' : . ~ Teather Activity ' Student Responses ’
, - Task; ‘ ..aid or explicit implicit ‘. Correct  Repetition ‘Ndhe Wrong
. . - St » example directive directive :
* (ir S -Level 1 Tasks .
. ldentifying own - o ) ’ ) _—
o printed ndme i 1 6 0 ° 3 0- 1
- " Printing t : ] . 0., b 0 0
Findifig t in box ‘ ‘ . 4 C ’
-.e... Of letters- - 2 .7 9 - 0 13 ~ 0 0 1
‘Reading of story g , K ‘
‘ by teacher® 19 - 0 0 - ' - - -
‘First reading o g
by children® 12 4 0 10 0 0 2 .
», © °  Second:readin . \ . . . - )
by children . 3 v '3 .3 17 6 .0 0
»Review story : :' o _ d
. first reading 10 -5 1 5 2 0 1
* *  "Review story a o, . o .
second reading 8 . 0o - L 10 0 ' 0 2
-, . Level 2 qués o ) . .
Telding words that v, h ‘ )
R begin with t Lt 9: 10 0 0 3 6 . 0
S Making pictures “that - R ) ’
i ' . begin with t - . 23 2} o-" . 1 C2 : 2. -3
- . Pointing to t in . . : .
- words ©n story . 9 +16 0 0 .6 L .3

g S y i

- i / . .
3Each content word in the story that was TFead or reEéated by the teacher’was counted as an example,
There were only 16 eontent words in the new story any 10, content words in the-réview story. -
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