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Durkin, ll970; /F/owler, 197-1). To our knowledge, no Preyious studies have been done that «
. would provide(o comprehensive 'pl'cfure’of exactly what the reading of precocious read 4 s is

like, or of how jt fight differ from average readers' reading. Thus we really have no jdea of

1 first became interested in the study of precocious readers dL}ring the years when |
Was associated with the [gte Ha] Robinson's longiﬂ;dinol_ study of infé”ec?uo“y precocious

’ young childrehs(Rogd'eH, Jackson, & Robinson, 1979). ,A substantial mumber of thé more than

and did not, have in common with one another. Some of these preschool-age chfldren were
fast but sloppy readers, requfvely.’l:me in the developroent of reliable Phonics skil]s and in
the mastery Q prin?i{ng and spell;n,g. At the ofhér ~end o} an oppgren? continuum were
' childreq whose initial interest {at the age of 2 or 3 years) was 7in spe/mng and/or printing as

well as in reading, énd'whgse decoding skills were well developed. Children of the first type

. tended te be very high in Sforfford-Binef IQ and particularly in performance on the verbal

progressive development of particular reading skills. For sé:ne children, learning to read
seemed to invol\{e an exfe}w§ion_o‘fA ?ihe child's mastery qf, and interest in, oral longL‘:oge. Foro .
ro?Her's, reédin_g see}nedf,té r.epresem‘ an essentially psércep?uol-logicol challenge! In other
‘words,' precocious r,ec;dg‘rsg seemed to vary among themselves in the extent to which their

. - 4 ! ! .
reading was dominatede by "top-down" or concep?uolly—dri\{en procgsses as epposed to

"hottom-up" or text-drisen processes. Since the relative importantee of these "two kinds of
n-up ; 2
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Durkin, i970; /F/owler, 197-1). To our knowledge, no Preyious studies have been done that -
_would provid;a(o compre‘hensive 'pl'cfuretof exactly what the reading of precocious r'eodd S is
like, or of how jt fight differ from average readers’ reading. Thus we really have r‘mo jdea of

what this particular group of experts js doing‘os they practice their expertise,

Was associated with the |qgte Ha Robinsgn's longiﬂ;dinol- study of inféllec?uolly precocious

) young children. (Rogd.ell, Jackson, & Robinson, 1979). A substantial mumber of thé more than

500 children in this study sample were precocx’ou& reqfders,. and | was struck by whq? they did, '
‘ . ’
. and did not, have in common with one another. Some of thesd Preschool-age children were

fast but sloppy readers, relqh’vely..lgqfe in the developrpent of reliable phonics skills and in
the mastery Kf prinh',ng and spell;n,g. At the ofhér ~e(nd o-f an apparent continuum were
' childreq whose initial interest {at the age of 2 or 3 years) was in spe/H'mg and/or printing as
well as in reading, and whase c'iecoding skills were well developed. (}hildren of the firs? type
. tended fo be very high in Sforfford-Bine? IQ and particularly in perforr'nonc':e on the verbal
items that dominof’e fh;n"'fesf; children of the second ‘rybé fendea to have more mddest
‘ngnfor’d-Binef 1Qs but fo“cper»form extremely well on meQSL;res.qf sPotiol reasoning obih’?y\;
(the WPPSI and WléC-R :BIQ;:k Design and Mazes subtests), . These observations led me to
' hy;;o?hesize that precocig;us reode;rs mighf‘vory greatly among themselves in the pattern and-

progressive development of particular reading skills, For sgme children, learning to read

seemed to involve an exfension of the child's mastery of, and interest in, oral language. Fore .

: . C a4 ‘ . )
reading was dominated« by "top-down" or concep?uolly-dri\{en proccisses as epposed to

"bottorm-up" or text-drsen processes. Since the relative importantie of these 'two kinds of
[-up > 2
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special popula?jon. lf.?Op—ddwn and bottom-up skills could also be linked to vérbal and

spatial reasoning ability, the data could also serve to extend recent research *with adults
—

.

indicating ?hof psychometric performance in these ability areas prednc?s the s?ra?egf S

- 0

lndIVIdUGIS are likely to use in solving problems that can be. solved by e:?ﬁer a verbal or a
£ 4 \ "
[ -

¢

spo’ual approach (MacLeod Hun?, & Mathews, 1978).

bo??om-up reading skills and 1hetr relations with verbal and spatial ability in a pilot study of

13 precocnous readers. Two top-down measures {reading speed and performance on cloze, or

e L] . ' N
e > . . ~ .
missing word, passages) were s?rongly dssocioted -with one anotheY and with Sfonford-Bine?

Vocabulary score. ln con?ras?, precision in orat readmg was related fo spafjal abnh?y scores

but not to the ?op-down measures. AH of the children in this p;tb? sdmple performed
12
extremely well on a measure of nonsénse word decoding, the second bo??om-up measure,’so

it was impassible to relate a tendency to read precise!'y with the ability 10'__Legd unfamiliar
. ) - : ) / .

: /
words accurately. Nonetheless, these preliminary data were very encourgging. Jhe skill

pattern data were further supported by an analysis of the children's reacﬂng histories as
L]

spelljng, but haq.brogressed rapidly in reading and were teadirig. ro;mg stories 'with few

%
[

- pgcfore/‘ ln con?ras? the slow and prec:se bottom-up readers hod s?ar?ed out with an early

as pnc?ure books, dlchonanes ond other less verbally §ophnshco?ed ma?erlals. |

On ?he basns of ‘these pilot da?a, | developed more ex?,enswe and _explicit hypo?heses
| 3
about separable se?s of ?op—down and bo??om-up reading skills and assembled ?ery of,

4

measures to test these skills. The pred“c?éd skilltpatterns are sumrnanZed in Tdble l and
the meosures | will be talking about Today are listed in Tob!e 2 I hoped 10 be able to.

F
rephca?e and extend the results of ?he pilot sfudy in a Iarger and more represen?nhve

4

reported by ?hei( parerts and preschool teachers. Tho§e whp were fast readers-and good at’

sample of precocious readers. At 1hss point, | had the good fortune to be ab}e to enlist the

| was able to get some prehmmary confirmation of my hypetheses ‘about 1op-down VS,

b4

supplying, missing words had been relatively ‘late to devetop an interest in printing and

interest in spelling and/or printing and had developed preferences for readmg ma?eraal such ’

$
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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A

Tog—bown ) ) Bottom—Ué
. f R ) ¢ . [ ‘ : a >
AcCurgay 1n completing cloze *Precisjion' in ¢ral reading
(miséing,word) passages " . ' e
- ? .
Speed in oral reading with no ' C : -

[ v LS o N ’

Skills Predicted ‘to be Indicators of Top-Down vs, Bottom—Up‘Processing

- . N ’
. v *

- A hd

* . - -~

v
1] ’ ’

specific instruction(or insiruction
to read as fast as possible . . : {

’ ‘.
~ A . * i

Proportion of oral reading errors
. * N v a. 1
contextually constrained

[P,

» - -
. : ' s . [ f;’e‘. . ‘
Accuracy in decoding exgeption Accuracy in decoding pggular and .
- * B - f{,‘ . -
(irregular) words . nonsense words /4
- % -
] £
Vo . * ‘ / /_,'
» v . / , } -
s
£
% i £
. a oo ‘e
a ' .
Data on these measures are not yet available. .
P .
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]
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. _ " . Table 2 . : .
scrlptlon of Readlng Sklll Measurés and Summary of Performance
f .~ Levels (N=34) . . N
escritption of Measure .+ _ Label Mean (SD) and Range of
— LY. . Scores ~
. . h -___L . N i ,‘ L 2 L — .
Raw score on the Peabody PIAT RE 33,7 (6.2) 21-47
IndiVvidual Achievement Test, '
or PIAT (Dunn & Markwardt, . L
1970) - ‘ . * \ N SR
. i I

Number correct on 4 cloze Cloze / 34.7 (18.0) 0-61=«
passages,with 20 blanks each = . : C,
(Stump, 1978) ., - :

* . . L}
Tlme (secs ) to-read a prlmer .. Passage 1 = 40.9 (19.8) 17-105
level passage with no specz— Time
fic instructions .
Time/word (secs.) to read a Text 1 " 153 (.24) ¢.22-1.21
190-word text passage from Time LR e
the Biemilier (1981) Test of .
Reading Processes . : -
. P . Y v ) . . : .
Time/word to read 50 sgcram- Word 1° | . .88 {.25) .54-]1.62
bled words from the ¥ Time .
Biemiller text ‘Passage above . . f ~
Time/letter to read a list ~ °  Letter .86 (219{\.56-1.28
of 50 lower case letters Timg . .
(Biemiller, 1981) N *

i . .

Number of exception words . Exception 26.9 (5.4) 14-35
correct in a list of&3§ .o .
‘(Baren,/19799 . N ) '

- - A . 4 .oor.
Number of'regular words | - Regular 29.6 (4.8) 1é6-36
correct in a list of 36 « - . .
"(Baron, 1979) S" s a -

T oy ’ ; N
Number of nonsense words correct, Nogsense . 25.9 (6.0) 4-34
in a.list of 36- (Baron, 1979? . . :
Numbe: of nonsense. words corrlect'" HJTC ’ 10.8 (4.3) 1-22
on the 26-item Woodcock- Johnson Nonsense S
(1977) Word Attack subtest . + &r
: s . o . _ ;.
a e ) . . {
l/7 = : . ‘:’ N
- ) ; ) \
. 5 L ¥ ! -
4 . %‘y
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*help of my co-author; Lynne Cleland, ‘and of two other very capable, student assistants;

T&rri Thorkildsen and Kather ine Schlick, . - o 4
, !;- S ' A ( ,“
‘o ample | '

. At the end of the 1980-8] school year, kindergorfen,teechers in three subufban public
school distri¢ts were asked to nominate chjldren in their clgsses ,who were reading atwor .’
bove the third- grade- lev‘el. Teachers were given q passage from a third grade text that
they could use, if 'fhey w}\hed, 1o help them imake this Jodgment, Teqcher‘s were also

encourogéd, howe.ver, to-noiminate a child who could not read the passage if they had other
N

I d

" reasons to b?lieve that ﬁme child\was reading at about the fhifd‘grode level,

» ‘ ) Thé school districts contacted fhe‘ parents of the children nominated by their

kindergarten teachers, | Parents were asked 1o contact the investigators ’“'fq.r ’furfher
irfmformoﬁon e;bouf the study. Well over half of the nomih;ited c;mildren- por;icibofed.

) At the time of fesfi'ng the 34 children had a mean age’ of 76.3 months oricjl';or)‘g'ed m

‘ age from 70 to 82 months. The sample was evenly divided betwer boys and girlse ' -

[ Y N . - —— -
Procedures and Measures . " - .
. * ' -
Yo . +All children were tested individually jn g [ % to 2 hour session, During the first pbrt of
/ rthe session, the childrén were administered the Reédir;g Compre‘h'ension subtesf of the
. . 3 -

. _Peabody lr;dividuol Ac'bievemenf Test (Plﬁf\T) and five subtests from the WISC-R (Wechsler,
P 1974). These measures were administered by the second author, " After a brief re'sf, the
. ) . N 1 ' e L ‘
child wolked with q different examiner (the first author or g student assistant) on a battery
$ : i t .

of'r\ebding skill tasks. . This part of the session was fope;recorded. The tasks were

* -

] '

-1t
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Due tq expernmenter error, 1he first 20 chaldren in the sorr)pfle were not administered -

i

the WISC-R Vocabulary 'Jbtest durmg -the regular session. This test was gnven to, 1hese

chfldren at their homes several weeks after their prmc;npbl test sessfon.

.
e s

Results and Discussion

¢ .
~ The measures listed in Table 2 represent only a subset of our boﬂery Performance on
’ £

1he WISC R subtests did not conform to the predicted pattern. l will not be discussing the

/
chlldrens scores on tHe 1hree "verbol" subtests (Vocob,;lory, lnformohon, and Sxmalormes)

/ and the two "spatial” subtests (B"Ck Design and Object Assembly) because thiig scores did

-

not indicate the presence of separable verbal and spatial factors within this sainple, and the

“

have time to discuss the inforination we have collected from parents on the children's

,reodin:g histories and current reading habjts. Aliso; we have not yet finished coding the

base}d'on rudimentary, preliminary analyses.” Qur final analyses will be done after we have
. i - ’ .
.collécted data from another 35-40 precocjous readers 1h)\is coming summer.

Pur first set of data is useful for comparing the perforrﬁo;mce of precocious readers, o{s

a group, with the performance of older children.reading at approximately the same lev~e1.
We administered to our precoc:'ous readers a standardized test of letter, scrombled word,

‘ :dncrtext reading times that has been developed by Andrew Bnem;ller at the University of
Toronto. Bierr;iller and others have found that IeHe.r, vs.:érd, and text reading times tend to
be -substantially 'int.ercorrelgted or{xohg beginning reoder‘s and that both word and text
-~ reading times are strongly associatéd with measures of redding comprehension (Biemiller',

.- 1977-78; 1'98!; Curtis, 1980; Jockson & Myers, 1582 ). Biemiller (I98|) has also found

that, omong representohve somples of primary grode children, leﬂer naming time Jeems to

set a limit on the chllds Word and text reading times: ;}dren are not hkely to read text

more than .25 seconds/unit faster than they redad letters. These findings are consistent with

measures of nurnber»and types of oral reading errors. The results | am réporting today are

. . . )
subtest scores were not related to the reading skill scores in the predicted ways. | Will not
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‘a bottom-up view of reading acquisition in which the.efficiency of Iowér-or,der processes

* would be expected to'set a limit on how well a child can read. \ .

A comparison of the performonce of our precocious readers wi#h that of the, two most

compnroble groups from Bnem:llers stondordnzohon sample (Jockson & ‘Bnem’i’ﬁer, in

<

“preparation) mdlcofes that it, would not be possnble to use norms frOm older average readers

0}

, " to eshmofe precocious reodgrs word and text reading times frOm their letter qomlng times.
As shown in Figurc:. I, precocious réoder.s gain on. the older g}oups as they move from letter

- naming to scrambled word and text ?eodin'g. These .dofo sugges* that, as a group,ﬁ precocious
reode‘\'s oro unusually able to make efficient use of orfhogroph'ic. strucfure. info}m_ofion in°,

reodin‘? individual words ’ond, to a lesser extent, of semantic and/or syntactic patterns in
reoding fe;d. These data are consistent with the rest o'fwfhe data | will be reporting in tHat
they suggest that precocious reoders. can circumvent modeqbocnes in porf_;culor componen”r
reodmg skills and perform well on complex reodmg fosks despite opporem‘ deficits in some
processes. The letter/word 1:me relationship for precocnous as opposed to average readers is
eSpecjo‘lly.inferesfin'g in light of the finding (Lesgold & Resnick, 1981) that word §geﬁ is an
impor tant prediofor of future reading ochieveme;m‘. ~ o
When we look within the group of precocious rooders~o; patterns of relationship among
specific skills (Table 3), the most salient feature of the data is the absence of ‘substantial
and, sto‘fisﬁcolly reliable” correlo s between the general comprehension measure .
(PIAT RC) and any of the spec:f;c skill measures. This pattern connof be attributed to .
restriction of-range on tHe PIAT or the other measures. (See Table 2.) Furthermore, it d‘pes
! not seem reasonable ‘to discount the PIAT score as an unrehoble or invalid meosurs: This -
qu;ck screemng test is certainly not the best possible measure of reodmg comprehen5|on
abitity, but it has been found to be adequately reliable‘and valid both in the norming samples
Vs

and in a sample of mfellecfuolly precocnous young chlldrer! (Shorr, Jackson, & Robmson,

1980). It seems much more reasonable to interpret fhese dofo as indicating that there are

A3




Measure \.

5 6 ' g 8 9 " 10
) s \ ‘ . . E :
1. PIAT R¢ - ‘ .15 14 09 -4 S g
2. Cloze N .25 -- TTRRRS 4% ; .30 22 .71***: .65***4”257*** 48w
[ * o~
. . , B . I
' 3. Passage I timel . TTHRE ~ 39% { .28 09 STORRR | SSERR 40wk 304
\ ' L . . | U .
4. Text 1 time \.28 ALE B N s LN LT .30 18
'1 T,J - _ ! ’ ‘. e~ — - _ _
5.7 Word 1 ‘time ‘ 30 <28 - gowhx _14 B 12t 2 .05
- 6. Letter time JA 22 Lo ANOR* | Sguax  __ 09 %0 17 11
7. Exception T 1wk '.70*’i 45" 30 .09

‘8. Reghl&r”' -

«70% %% .29**;

\ -65%% S5uax g .12 .20 ..87***//f76¥**}

o, X : ; N ) ‘e

9. Nongense . §S5THrk  4gux .3p 2%y - 674+
10. WITC nonsenge 39% 18 05 L1 S6THAE

1Y

\ lected go that
or performanc; on one measyre with s

id lipes weré \e Pected to be high;™y

positive.correlation‘values indig;te ' <
uperior Performance on the other measure.
alues boxed with.dashed lines were expected

Values boxed with sol
to be low.

*p < .05, two-tajiled

< .01, two-tgiled

‘

001, two-taileq"
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_many drfferenf specqfnrc skrlls that a pre‘cocnous riader can draw on in-an unhmed, pncfure- ‘

by

ponn?mg, fesf of con\lprehensron Thus, no one skill is assqciated with success Qr fo;lure on the

*
? . 4 . . !

P,IAT. B , Y . v

e .Y

The remarnrng paﬂernswn Tabfe 3 gre a mixture of the expected ang 1he\ unexpe{:ted 4\‘

All of the decodnng medsures were- strongly corr'elafed with one another, and fhe orrelahon N
of performance on the except\fon word decodlng fosk with the other decodrng measyres was
somewho? hrgner ?h‘c:n we had hoped it would be. Ks predncfedt ?he' three time megsures

from fhe,BnemrHer test were subsmnhally intercorrelated. However, text readlng hme on

~ \

the Bremlller ;esf was only modera?ely ossaclafed with fhe two other fop-down meosure5°\-

~ o

e 4

. cl02e performance and readlng time on fhe passage fha? fhe children were~Afree to read 0?\

1he|r own spéed. We were mnldly encouraged by the fac? ?ho? exception word decodmg was

consistently more strongly correlated wt?h fhe cloze and text time measures than were ?he \ .
. ) . . " ‘\ x\‘.
other.decodihg measures.- Our hope of identifying separable sets of bottom-up and top-down - A

reading.skills was, however, dimmed by the rela?.ively_high correlations between these two

'

_ sets of meaqsures, as indicated by the values within the dashed lines in Table 3. Several of

~

these csrrelaﬁons are higher.than correldﬁoﬂs'wifhin the top-down set. W s

As Wwe conskered ?hese data further, howevefr, we were reminded of. something that

v . - »

had concerned vs snnce we s?arfed collecting data from this sample These children were -

rguch less consistently advanced in their_ decoding skrlls than the I3 children in the pll’)

sompJe.QTt@efore it seemed §ensible to divide the sample at the median on a measure of

decoding skill and‘see whether suppor?'for our hypotheses regarding top-down and bo??orn-ug
sknlls would be sfronger among the better decoders Since the three ‘decoding measures
?aken from T Baron (I979) were strongly rnfercorrela?ed we used an gverage of ihese three
scores ?o define our high and'low de‘codmg groups. . '

Correlations among reading skillo for the poor decoders are presented in Table 4.

Within this ability range, PIAT perfotmance shows substantial assoc‘aﬂons with a few of the

LY

‘specific-skill measurés. -The dec‘odiné measures are, as expgc?ed, strongly interrelated, but

7Y | ~ -

®
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. LT~ i Table 4 - ' . .
., s - . [} - * ’ . ~ .

. ) . . ~
‘Correlations (rho) Amoy Reading Skil] Measures
fer Children with Baron Decoding Scores Below Sampl'e Median (N = 17)

| g 'Me?su:relk . ‘ 1 o2 3 ' 4 hx ’5 6 . -u- 7 8 . ‘ 3 .10 _ . ’
1. PIAT Re . e 40 35 S6% 4y P39 s 200’05 _._{4:.
‘2. Cloze * “do N I T I -.06 ,.81**&!.‘.85{:*” Lsse 36 : b
oL 3. Paz;;age 1 time P35 [T 8Ske T ;.10‘. .00 108 .74***!l i .qd* 47 ,
‘{ [g 4/./ Text 1 time $56% |~ 04 : ‘.Io. ~ "';J .‘,85*'*’*\49* k '-_.04 . '::.26“_ _~-;2'1~ - _-}4 _‘;’ : |
dec Word 1 time - 4 .03 , 00 eseee e o <32, -.19 27,
6. Letter time 39 ~.06 ~.08 49 66k% =16 -1 -'713 -.07 ' ’
\ N'_Zr.s Exc&ption 57* T, Tk gy N L .66*;_* 40 3
- "8:”'Re§ju1§‘r a0 POIK L Twex _ 76 | 3y - 11 ..66**“; —= 68k 77w |
o 'é N'onaense s '.eé 5% on -1, ;.;9_, /AL}13“H .40 + 68 ..-— .60% |
o o 10.YHITC gorigense 14 36{ 47 ~ =27 gy 38 LR gox L i

) L ..y {/ M ‘1

* +05, "two-tailed - - A ’ ' 5
P"i y two-taile ’ . ~ . - . 1")
*an P £ .01, two-taileq . - - . ’

¥k p o 001, t‘mrtailed - \ , ’ v | ‘

14
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‘ . ] ) ¢ 3 h‘ . ) -
only two- of the three top-down measures . are strongly assocjated with “one another.

Correlations across the two seys of meoou;es ‘o'r'e “sub_stoﬁ‘ﬁol echpf. for associations of
decoding with rood;ng time on 'the. B’iem‘ille‘f texf. Meosures of decoding skill are related to
1 all other sp'ecuflc skills except the 1osks on which the ch:ldren were instructed to read as
fast as possible. These meqSur)es from 1he Blemnll;r test appear to form a seporote "factor"

, :

& here to an even greater extenf thonllhey do in the sample as a whole.
As we had hoped, the data for the above-average decoders.were much more consistent

wifh our hypotheses. (See Table 5.) Within thié’group, all of the top-down meastres were
Pl s 3 - } a -
" moderately, though with this sample size not significo&fly; interrelated. Also as predicted,
! . :

- 7 -

within this more‘_'oblo‘group performance on the gxcept.ion word task was more strongly
related to the other top-down measures than to’the otffer decoding measures. Correlations

/ across the sets of 1op—dov3n and bottom<up measures were all quite low. Thus it appears

¢ ¥

y -
¥ 1h01 when we have o larger somple of precocnoﬂs readers with reasonably well developed

bosnc decodmg skills we will see the patterns of\yelohonshnps among specific reading skills

- . . L !
.thof we expected to find.
’J - ) ‘ .

i is possible that, with this 1osl§boﬁery, a minimal level of decoding skill is essential .

#

before other”skills, such as ability to gue'ss migsing words, can "break away." It is also

possnble, hpwever that the dafferences in poﬁe;gn of .performance between the good and poor
7
decoders reflec1 Subgroup dufferences l.n( oblhfy (i.e., rate of progress) rofher 1hofu

-dlfferences in curren1 level of achievement. Smce 1hese 1vfo foctors are wholly confounded

» .

%

in our cross-sectional design, we_cannod d;sentong_le_thq two alternatives. The performance

Ievel explanation is mofe conservative, but othér research suggests that the ability level

A

explonouon may have some merit (Curtis, 1'980 Lesgold & Curhs, 1980).

. ™~
> ~ When our doto are complete, we wnH 'tidy up and reduce the set -of scores reported

.

here, normalizing some of the measyres and computmg estimiated composite time scores for

-

children” who did not complete all of the oral reading passages. We will also be able to

assess the hypothesized differences in number and type of dral reading errors. We will be

[




Correlations (rho).Among Reading Skill Measures ffor Children .

: beasure 1, 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 10
I. PIAT Re =18 =23 ~.33 =e58% 0% 17
‘2. Cloze .40 29 .39 13 08 30
. [ ‘ !
3. Passage 1 tipe \ J48% .01 50% 1 -]9 -.24 =14 ; )
° i
4. Text I time W RALL A | .39 .12 =.28 e
- ; “ | T e e e o Ly
’ © 5. Word 1 time $ ™18 ! - 47 40 . .07 =22 .16,
6. Letter time 47 - .01 .35 a9 o2
. \
7. Exception 7 ; 40 01 - .10 .19 25
) h i . . . Y
8. Regular - =e38% 22 .19 f-': .12 .07 «35 .10 F—- Ao T 2%k .407 B
* 1 () N . N “ - ’
9. Nongense T = 49% 08, -.24 s 728 0 =20 g .19
10- WITC nonsense  —,17 . 3, =14 %8 A6 L B g '
SN s |
LS ’ ' 3
a8, M o~ o
Note, All time meaBures have been reflecte\d so*that positive correlation valyes Indicat gum,
association of Superior performance on One measure with Superior performance on the other measure, .
v Values boxed with 80lid lipgeg were expected to e high; values boxed with dagheg lines were expected
"to_be low.- '
, } . . -
*p <L 05, . two-tailed , ST J '
: ** P £.01, two-tailed . . - v _ ]
. ¥ p < o0t two~tailed <, . : S L)

. v - -
N R . ~
\ . B B L, 7
- . . \
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“working with @ more comprehensive and reliable set of data. At that time, we expect to
’ demans'rro're not only that it is possible to identify separate sets of bottom-up ond top~-down

reading skills that are equally related (or unrelated) to generol comprehension ability, but .

/7 .
olso- that performance on these measures can be used to cluster children into groups

according to dommon'r reading strategy. We akso hope to. be oble to relate reading skill -

patterns to patterns of everydoy reodmg hobns ond to performon¢e on measures of verbol

.

and spatial reosomng ability, but we are Jess certain of what to expec'r from these aspects of

our study. ‘For exomple, relationships bétween reading skill po'r'rerns and cdgnmve abilities

r
may be dlffdren'r for the two sexes (Stillman, 19§2). . .

.

S -

Even if our skill’ pattern data are the only ones to conform to our predictions, we

. }

believé that this_gtudy will have made a s_ubs'ron'riol contribution to understanding the nature

of .precocious reading and to defining general principles of individual differences in reading

\ . . > - N | .
gcquisition, ] ) T .

Our data suggest that precocious readers may be more flexible than_less able readers

\]

in copl'rollzmg on skills that are weH developed in order to compenso're for areas of relative

weokness Fmdmgs from some other research are consistent with this possibility (Lesgold &

Curtis, 1988). Confirmation of this broad claim w:H, however, have to await extension of

our current study to a group of older average readers whose general reoding comprehension

level is about the,same as that of our precocaous group. The resutts of 'rhls comporason will
7

be of 'rheore'uco] m'reres? whe'rher or no'r precocnouS reoders are foupd 'ro be more flexible

“

than average readers. " .-

~

If there is no difference between the groups, then we ‘wﬁl have shown that average

readers are more Flexible than previoUs research and 'rhag;ies had indicdfed./ The notion of
"in:reroc1f$e-compen§ofory" processing in current theories generollly‘ means 'rhgw)oo‘r
readers, or reeders foc_ed v;ith' very difficult mofer}ol, .d'row on :rop-dowin proce-fs‘s'es in an
attempt to cdmpensate for inadequate decoding skills (Stanovich, West, i&V'f-"eem«:m, 1981)?

-

Our findings are expected to show that these theories must be broadened to include the

i3

L]
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N : . . . . '

f . ootk Lo :
" notian of truly cornpensm?r:y procéssing. In other words, we will have shown that the same

- - A

¢+ . overall degree of sucée}ss‘ in reading can \be' oohiqved by more than one st,‘r-af’egy, g finding
that \;voulq be consistent with Other datq describing indl)viduol differences in performarice on

; ‘ ) . # . ‘
complex intellectyal tasks,” -~ - AR .
RS L . - ,

[N

if, om,)'t,he other hand, Precocious readers are found to be uniquely able to use

cﬁmpenso‘foryﬂp'r'ocesses, fhe‘g_gcessérz conditions for success in readipg will still have to be
’ . ’ T ' N

Y

redefined. and we wi} -have the further excitihg challenge of determining what it is that

n v, : . .
- enables precocious redders 'to be successfy] despite q variety of apparent deficits in specific

Skill areas, A lik"elvy candidate would be gn advantage forl this group in executive control

-
v

qu? of, you here today are probably here becayse You are interested in gifted children,
. k]

-  an interest | oerrminly share.. l‘*hope, however, that the s;udy | have 'bfgn describing will
inspire some of You to begin fhinkira:g about the ways in which research with this very spec‘iol
population can be used as a sourcc;. of t;?siq data about individual and devel.opmenfol'
differences ‘in’pérformonce. Any psychologico‘l fhe\ocy, whé'gwer nns a theory of reodin‘g'.

sacquisition, cogr.mi?ive developr;nen?, femperorclier'?‘f', or Whoféver, should be able to acrount
o= AU for the behavior of qll individuals, notmatter how atypical fhc;,y might be, If g fheor’} cannot ‘
do this, it is likely f; be wroné,i‘n gome very fundamentql way. By working'wifh‘cﬁfildrqn :

v/vho are giffef in various ways, we are able to provide valuable "individual differencgs tests" ]

~ (Underwood, 1975) that should ultimately help us learn about ¢hildren'of gl ability levels,

D > . *
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