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ABSTRACT

A research eview indicated that, while the typAca/compiunity

college deve opmental reading course does not pay special attention to
4

students with phonic disabilities, many students enrolledin such

Ok
O

courses are phonically disabled Therefore,'a study was executed to

learn'whether this typical developmental treatment efieCtively dimin-

ishes students' phohic.disabilities.

The California Phonics Survey, Forms 1 and 20 was the primary

measuring instrument used in this study. Students enrolled in and

. completing.a,developmental reading course and whose pre-test spores

indicated phonic-disablement (Experimental Group: 4-106) were post-

tedted to learn that their mean gains were significant at the .05 level..

Students completing a developmental writing course (Control Group:

N=113) were measured similarly to, learn that their mean gains were ailiTo

significant at the .05 levL. When the mean gains of these groups were'' I

compared, the superior-gain enjoyed 1 the Experimental Group was not 1',

significant. Additional data were analyzed-to learn that (1) sex,.

instructional time of day/and duration of.cOurse are nOt factors that

influence students" decreasb in phonic disabilitiei; (2) students'

degret of phonic disablement is not predictive of success .(grade) in a

developmental reading -eourseiand (3) students' entry -level (pre-test)

scores on the California PhOnics Survey are highly predictive'Of dropout

8

it
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(.01 level of confidence).

Principal conclusions were that. students completing a developmental

reading course do not receive treatment that significantly reduces-their

phonic disabilities and .that students who are grossly disabled are not

leo

likely to survive the course.
. ,

Recommendations based upon this study's findings included (if the

establishment of intensive short-term courses to effectively train

developmental' reading instructors to teach aural decoding skills;

(2) the institution and study of experimental courses designed to
4

specifically treat students' phonic disabilities; (3) the initiation

and study of experimental mihi7courses'and/or ind4vidualized, self-

i;Istructional formats designed to teach students phonic skills while .

studente are concurrently_ enrolled in a developmentalfreading course;

and (4) the initiation of a pilot program designed to learn whether-

students enrolled in reading development classes can receive. effective

tfaining in phonic analysis within the context of the course itself.

%.\
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CHAPTER 1
s.,

L . 1
-

6,

TWTRODaCTION
. lit

...

. .

Purpose of ills-. Study
* A

4

il t
V .3-

Although instruction impOnics on the elementaiy level is e

1

currently employee with great frequency in.many school systems and

while research at this level is patently veluminous, there is every

. .
. .

indication that most community college reading classes are designed

with an emphasis on the development of comprehension, vocabulary;

study skills, and 'reading rate and in areal sense ignore Rbonies

instrdction.

The act of reading necessarily depends on word recognition.

Since the apprehension of written language is usually linked to the

reader's ability to aArally decode words,4this decoding process is

facilitated by knowledge and/or employment of phonictechniques: How-

ever, many students engaging in the college experience are measured

as phonically disabled. Therefore, it is Incumbent upon those respell-

sib.* for community college reading programs to learn whether the.tr

clients are receiving treatment that effectively improves students'

reading abilities.

',Therefore, a study was executed to detdrmine whether typically'

ava1lable developmental reading treatment benefits community'college
.

I

I
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students who have"Phqpic disabilities. Would the phonic dikabilities

;
"

. 1"
.

.

of students enrolled in such classes deareaSe? 4. -,

. .

. .

- significance and 'Background of the Study
"4. -r

The significance,of this stud is contingent upon four circumr

stances and conditians.that proceed from a review of research on

phonics as it relates to college dellopmental reading ptograms.

Firsthat thb typicar.ind traditApna/ college-level reading program -

has generally ignored phonics instruction is'apparept. Second, a

review of the history of phonics instruction in theUnited States

indicates that, at all levels, unb41 recently' phonics instruction has

not been characteristicAlly. or necessgrily emphasized and that

\teachers are poorly prepared to'deliver 'such treatment. Third, the

importance of word.recognition; especially in its aural aspect and as

a conditioriprereguisite to reading comp pension, is emphasized 'in

the research on the subject--or issue.. Finally, that many coMmuiity

college students exhibit various degrees of phonic disablement that is

related to their inability to comprehend the Auricular related read-

ing material presented them is borne outy the research specifically

addressed to this condition.

The T'pical Community College Reading Course

'A review of regional and national surveys, appraisals, and

research reviews reinforceS the position thatifturing a forty-six year

period college-level developmental reading programs have not changed

their objectives, emphases, or strategies in matter's or areas that can

/
9 ook
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be regarded as essential. In support. of thes observations,. Schreiner

and Tanner (1976) have concluded that the terminology, materials, and

Assessment techniques associated with reading programs'-have appeared to

-change more rapidly than methodologies. 'In fact, /an early, extensive

and well controlles (Eurich 1931) of a program designed to.iM-
.

prove college students proficiency' in vocabulary/knowledge, paragraph.",

reading, reading efficiency, reading raterand study skills describes

strategies together with measuring instruments that are interestingly

similar to thase through.the years.

Nine regional surveys of four-year college and community college

reading-programe- (Zergalle, Miklas1954, AndreWs 1955, olvin,1961
. - 4 e

and 1963, Geerlofs 1966, Colvin 1967, Geerlofs and Kling 1968,and

4
Charles 1970) indicate that such treatments employ instructional methods

calculated to improve vocabulary, comprehension,. study skills, and

reading rate. However, these studies do not mention phonics treatment

as parOf any program or as an alternative to a program.
4,

Investigating the Status-of college refding programs on a national
.

scope, five surveys (Leedy 1958, Dare 1971, Sweiger 1972, Muslin 1975,

and,Smith, Enright and Devirian 1975) report findings that are similar

to those reported in regional suiveys These national sqrveySralso

fail to report the specific implementation of phonics'instruction as

part of any program.

Six research revieJfidealing respectively with the skills, innova-
.

:tive techniqus, strategies, typical, Practices, approaches, and the

. developmental history of college'reading/study,skills programs

4 .111

..

4
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440Int/eman1971, Kerstiens 1971a and1971b, Croy 1973, Andersom.197,5,.

44Kight 175) confirp, the results of the surveys preViously

r
4 It Final y y three appraisals

,

1.4

4'.0Odel or exe.rilplary prOgrams

'(Witty'1966, Spache" and Others 1959; Darnes 1971) fail to mention
. 4

A
7

phonics tAeatmenp as integral or as'adjanct to-these programs Nit do

include directions 'fir enliOtened emilation of the typical treatments

reported in previously cited'surveys and research reviews.

The literature does reveai two papers (Brown 191.0, Oakman 1970)
. .. ,

. 'N '

. % describing reading progra ms dealing'specifidally and entirely with the
. f ,

. . .
.

tIllitnie;t of phonically digabled studenti
.
add incorporating a phonic

4

,

.

itt

*
. .

. .

methodology in Ole treatment of reading disabilities.. These courses,
.

however, are,not represented'as,following'the typical deVeldbmental

pattern; rather, authori have tted--and championed - -thel egreg

:less of their approaches.

Therefore, the review of
; .

college.developmental reading

literature indicates At the topical

program or course has eaphasized'en&

.

co tinues to utilize dartaiii strategies and methods calc4ated to

ipprove vocabulary, reading comprehension, reading rate, and study
- .

4
skills that send toiharacterize these 'programs, whichapparently

are inclined to exclude or at least minimice instruCtion,lh phonics.

-.. ,
IP.

,.
Phonics Instruction and Preparation Of Reading Instructors

.. *
.

A review,of the.literature and reaearoh indicates that histor- -

, 4 .: .

.
. -.. .

..

lcallyithere has been much.dontroVersy centered around the teachIgg of
."1- ---.

phonics, especially in the-primary grades.* Therefore, there has been

-

vt
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a' tendency to discard phonic instruction and then reintroduce it, often

in some other form pr with other 'emphases,. at" another t.tme(EMans 1968

Gans 1964, Groff 1974, Miller 1573, Rupley 1974, Smith and Dechant

1961, Spache,1976). Additionally, the research-indicates that reading

instructors are ,cu unpr d to teach phonics effecelvely-

(Clelarid 1966; E 968, 1549, 2970, 1971, 1973;

Mazurkiewltz 1975a, 10.5g, 1976; Schnell 1974;24ith and Deohaht 1961).

Groff'- '(1s76) traces the teaching of letter; sound correspondence

,
.

as the primary means,"of introductory reading instruction back to 1614,
ti

16.
and there is generalragreementthat such condition was prevalent until

the end of the 19th Century (E mans 196e, Gans 1964,Groff 1976, Ripley

1974°,,Schrei r and Tanner 1976). However, by
110
the end of the oentuAlk

the vogue Of Gestalt' psychblogy, the studies of Cattell, and the
.

i. .

.

loo-sehounbements of Horace Mann had cast doubt, upon the emphasis o
.

.

. . -
.

,
.

teaching aural and bralditoding. And during he period of 1900 -1940
.

the Work oi Dewey, rilvatrick,,Watson and-other champions of-Peogres-
: .

sive Education was pertuasiie,enough to severely limit if-no k\ almost

eliminate 'phonics in public school education and to replace it with

the whole-word, look-say, and/or gl

9 /964, Groif'1976, Mazurkiewicz,°19?

beginning dramatically with Flesch's (1955) opularized work,,phonics

airal metpod(s) (kmans-1968, Gans

.

er.Schreiner'and Tanner 1976). But

'instruction in the United States staged a comeback fo that, by the

time of Chall's (1967) well documented and widelyaccepted pronounce-
,

ment in" favor of the inclusion*ofYhonics instruction in the primary

reading curriculum, educators were quIckly reintrodillg phonics Into

Parli

11,
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the typical instructional pattern as one of the strategies employed

/1
(Groff 1976, Miller 1973, Schreiner and Tanner 1976, Spache 1976).

Miller (1973), having reviewed the current status of reading instruc-

tion, concluded that most reading experts and the preponderence of-

research indiCate that "some attention must be given to lettirs,

sounds and syllables, but the question'is how much." (p. 41) And

ti

.finally Smith (1973) summarized )gF state-of-the-art pattern in read-

ing instruction in this way: "Fortunately in recent years teachers

have recognized that no sihgleclue or decodinilstrategy is sufficient

by itself and therefoIA re teachers have tried to *vide childrio with

a choice of clue." (p. 148

For the purposes of this study, the,most important Ponclusion,to,

a

kbe drawn from the brief review of the history of reading instruction .

in theUnited`States does not involve the controversy over or ehe

currents of opinion or popularity surrounding phonics. Rather, the

significant finding,to be emphasized is the fact that today's.commu-'

nity college student is ndt likely to hive been exposed to adequate or

effective instruction in decoding techniques in the lower grades and

that this educational conditAln may (1) be responsible for his meas-

ured phonic disablement and may -(2) be afficient reason for consider-

ing, at the college devel, incorporating phonics as an instructional

strategy calculated to improve his Iteading performance.

Related to the research concerning the relative paucity of

phonics instruction in elementary education until recent years are the

observations' and research of writers who halie studied the matter of

teacher competency in the area of phonics instruction.

14
a
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fn an early 'pronouncement, Smith and Dedhant (1961) stated that

teachers' singularly employing,the look-say/or whoje word.metpod were

"dull," inexp erienced, and generajly unprepared (p. 196). Cleland

(1966) likewise mentions surveys showing that teachers are poorly

pre red to'teach by the phonic method.* Emans (1968) also cites

current: studies indicat14 that' teachers, toad- to be severely deficient
,

I I

in their ability to infuse phonics skills and that they themselves have

little understanding of phonic principles (pp. 606-607). The contin-

uing--and seemingly unrelenting -- research conducted by ilika corrobot-

;rates earlier studids. Ilika,(1968) studies 198 teacher education
)

students to lear1 that they did not generally cpmprelend phonic
_ \

principles and that the phonic geiieralizationsLthey did understand '

5°Lwere thos that ard.11 ast aseful to students. He noted that "learning

,

phonics and word attack skills involves more time and 'reality7related
, .

methods courses than those provided on the teacher education level."
t

(p. 49) Comparing elementary teacher majors with other undergraduate

students and Ss measured on the California Phonics Survey, MO-

found that dlinentary majors, although superior to other undergradu-

atqs, were wanting in phonics skills (Ilika 1069). Agatn, comparing
4

elementary teachers (N=78) with other college poPUlations (N=293),

Ilika (Jr0) fpund no significant difference btween the phimic
t

knowledge of these groups. However, two later studies did indicate

that teachers could experience gr wth in word analysis skills in

IIP ,

specially designed methods courses (Ilika 071) and that

programMed*isstructign modules can be used to improve teadher compe-
4

tencies in word attack skills (Ilika 1973). Rayborpes (1975) resear ch

15
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7 complemented Ilika's (1971) st4,,conc1uding that teacher train ng

courses can help teachers acquire, needed'vocabulary,and word attach

skills: Again, Mazurkiewici's (1975a) research leadto his finding*

8

thaenteachers have an inadequate knowledge of terms used in reading;

and alow level of 'ability to apply them with words typically found

in,reading materials." (p. 176) Later Mazurkiewicz (1975b) at least

partially attribUteOjeacher unpreparedness to research indicating

that college professors who teach teachers of reading..do not agree on

. terminologo, definitions, and the generalizations teat Shouid:be used

'

in phonic analysis and that such condition (Mazurkiewidz 1976) has'

k

occasioned long-term errors, in instruction. In a survey of 300 commu-
N

.nity college reading instructors, SChnell (1975) revealed that eighty

.?P'ercent-of them felt they should'receive traibing in those clinical

and diagnostic procedures that prepare instructors to'dealwith reld-
\

ing disabilities that wouldinclude:phonic disa1Uement. Finally,

\

administering the Cooperative English Reading test to 348 teachers of

reading andtoznparing their scares with college foreshman_normsi

Gentile and McMillan (1977) learned the following: ,

96-teachers (28 percent scored lower it vocabd,lary than
did one-half af,t freshman pOpulation who served as

a basis for establishing the.Ost's norms.
171 teachers (49 percent) did lee well in comprehension

khan did half of the first -year, students.

195-teachers (56 percent) read slower and with less under-.
standing. (p. 146)

/C77
GiVen, then,,the,findings of researchers investigating the history

of reading American ethication the preparation and

competency of teachers engaged in that activit there is adequate
"

reason to assume that community college) students who are deficient in
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word recognition and aural decoding skills may experience this deft-

ciency because of their early exposure to ineffeotiva instruction:

-Phonics at the College/Adult Level

I
A review of the research involving college /adult iopulatio'ns with

respect to aural reading skills and pbonich instruction reveals only,

two studies that do not support the position that aural decoding
-

skills are related to reading proficiency. Wells (1950), studying
.

eighty-four college freshmen in thiN14Ter adad .c

g
uartef of their

,

eil,t.

class, found no significanicorrelation between_shbjects' oral,reading '

errors and their silent reading and vocabulary. In a; modest study

(N=4) , Lahey, Weller, and Brown (1973) found that phonics instruction

provided functionally illiterate male adults was not an effective

strategy.

Yet, there is more evidence that a college student's ability to

phonically ,(or aurally) decode writing is related to b- ia ability to

comprehend written' material and that the improVement of,his reading

skills (and perhaps success in colleye.courses) will be hamperAll if

not precluded until or unless his phoniC disablement is diminished or '

'eradicale4.

For instance, as early as 1937, Rogers Concluded that mispkonun-

.

ciation of words and latk of comprehension are highly 'correlated and'

that "at the college level phonics training is an effective' technique

for the improvement of pronunciation,. oral reading, and reAing vo6ab-
.

4,

ulary." (Roglrs.1937,,p. 19) Xn her extensive study involving 400

college students and comparing phonetic competency with students'

1-

0 .
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measurement, on six reading instrument scales,Cottrell concluded' that

,.
"students' ability in'phonetic analysis. is necessary but not sufficient

for reading in theEnglisA Language."' Rottrell 1950, p. 32) And this

conclusion was further given credence by 0r6wn and Cottrell (1963) in

which they compared'junior college students' scores on the California

Phonics Survey with selected measures on various tests including read-

ing comprehension scales. In 1966, one of CourtneyN4-findings was that

increase in college students' oral reading 4ficiency parallels al-
, ,

r
.. . .

,though' it-may not be directly attributable to their increase in silent

reading comprehension (*Courtney 1966, pp. 50-51). SoMewhat,inCiden- ,

. . . .It

,tally,'but nonetheless interestingly, Young (1967) learned that low

/.
/

ability males who scores higher on the ftlifornia Phonics Survey enjoy.-
4 4,

greater success.in an- introductorj psychology class than their even

rower storoing peers. In an expe

- .

ah adult population (ages eight
t

that' subjects averaged one years

ment employing phonic techniques on

to sixty-five), Beam (1972) found

t3r".1-

grade :level gGiln for, every forty`

hours of.ins9ruction and concluded that "the phonic technique tn teach,-

ing reading to illiterate adults is more effectiVe than any,other

present method.", 1p. 334) La.ter, Farrell provided evidence that untilf
41.

,r2e,
the page he is attacking (Farrell 19741 'p. 249). The!rpriweviousi

Studies cited were based upon data that were treatedobjectively.-

the "non traditional" JUnior college stent'is able to "interiori,ze

\

. . .

Iwhat he,reads in terms 42.Ayra/ images the,student will'not comprehend
. t -

.

' 1 x %
.

V irrocrever;_four other appraisalp of phonic ability at the ,college level, ,

tif
: ...,-:r

these not ';research o iented, suggest that the'phonic disabilitieli of. Y. -, . 1 1

V ti-

students enrolled in dtyelopmental reading classes dray decrease



. 1agee 1969; Brown729707,Qakman1.970; and Mounger 1972).
.. . ..

1

IV's review of research, then,'gives rise to a'qaestion: if

-..-

r communitysollege deve4o6meptal reading course repair' students'
, *'.

,

phonic disabilities'to A Significant degree?
, -

:-', fLittreiq
,
(1970' atiapkeirthii problem direbtl,. Studying an

,- ,, - . ,
All,

..," :expyil itental sraup (students with measured phopac disablement who had
,.

- , -com letedta eNvelopPental reading course (l &43)) a control group- ,

, , with meagvertphaniC sablement who. had completed a develop-,

- .

ability in decoding skills i5 related or prereqUisite-to effective'

reading or atraidemid:Success at. the does.thq tYpical

r _

-) s

11

.1
-.

,

Irental-writingmotItse (N -15)), he compared their pre aid post test
.

,.. . ... -. , I.

SpOresi,on the,,CalifoinisPhanick,Survh,.-Emialoying the analysis of
, . analysis. f .4f *

't ,
. .

covailamm stati$ticai techr4que;,he learhed that phonic disabilities
., , .- * .I,

- ,

were decreabed'sagnificant&(.05 level) in toe eXperiqpntal:group.
.

.. . .
. ,

.
.

. . . -

However, ,Li'ttrel1 Arles Were (1) pomparatively small and (2)
A

*

..timited'to4,Midwesterticommuhity college population. Tie question
.

'. til
, , _

'naturally Arises kl.' to Whether his results and conclusions are genera-

of

lizahlo and.Ohether.replication,of his study with larger sampleb
.. .

:involvingclasses'teught:by a variety of ,inStructors would provide
- .

similaror-conflactingresults.
,

. - I

.

, ,

_- ..rr':; ,,

%9rince the visual-perceptive'process of goading relies upon the
.r.:-4

°

.
.

.,reader's paseive*Vocabulary andsince4t is apparently accepted that
ef'

is

the readerIS capacity to decade language dttertpines.his apprehension

. and comprehension of Obrd meaning (Brown and Cottrell.1963; Magee_1969;

Mounger1972), and since'the measured phonic abilities of many commu-

. 4
_ , nity college students are .deficient (Brown and Cottrell 1963)/

7
- .

,

IN
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'

, , .

community college reeding practitioners: need to reassess their p4ograMis

with constructive dissatisfaction and with the'knowledge'thaf is xepli-

cative s'Wdy may provide.
.

',Definitions of Terms

.

Aurality--;-inner speech.

Auainr-pertains to 1Thtening or listening skills; "the proesS of

hearing, listening to, Abcognizing andinterpreting spoken

,1

language:" (carver 1973, p. 77)

Grapheme- phoneme Correspondencesthe degree to which the pronunciation
A

of a word can\be effeoted through the application of phonic
. /

generalities tO its spelling.

e"

Orapty--speech that is articulated.A

Pho etics - -a term convertible with the term phonics.

Phonic Abilitythe ability to decode linear commulication to render

an oral o rraural image that represents-word meaning.

Phonically pisabled Student - -a student who scores below 70 (seventy)

1 .. 41 a' '

on Form L of the California, Phonics Survey.

16

Phonicsphonic analysis; synthetic method; method of teaching readin
-

and pronynciati2n based'upon.the phonetic interpretation of,

ordin,;ryspelling.

,Reeding Disability--"A specific learning disorder occurring despite

normal or better intelligence and regular schooling." (Klasen

1972, p. 173).

.Typical CollegeDevetopmental English Course - -a course designed 't.co-'

treat students' writing problems

20

through study of and drill in -
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grammar and usage and by writing short essays (usually paragraph

length), revising essays that are corrected or edited by (an

instructor or reader.

Typical College Developmental Reading Course--a course designed with

emphasis7Op the development of comprehension, vocabulary, study

skills, and reading rate and to the exclusion-46f any specific

, instruction in phonics.

,

Lim4ations o f the Study

'The population of the present study 'was delimited-to a single'

campus: a large, Western,,communiEy college. Subjects were selected

(from's total of fourteen classes conducted'by nine'different instructofs

during one regular semester and one six-week summer:sessione, Addition- . 4,14t.

ally, classes comprising both the experimental a nd control groups were .15"

,

those conducted by instructors who (2) were willing to have .their classes

Zt.h.rrri
studied,) (2) were teaching during periods that would afford ins truc-

tional time variables that could te.compared, and (3) were employing

instructional strategies such that their courses conformed to the

definition of "typical college developmental' reading coarse! or

."tykipai-college deyelopmental English,coprSe.°

na

AT4
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CHAPTER 2 fl

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

'Word Recognition: Concurrence and ,Disputation

That writtec-Engl' alphabetic language and that words

and letters symbolize speech sounds that represent meaning is, of

course, undisputed. Nor are there differences of opinion concerning

1
- the position that English is phonologically a relatively imperfect

language inasmuch as it presents many irregularities. There are

4

differences in opinion concerning the degree of irregularity, these
1 -

being attributable to writers' interpretaeions of the term phonic

reguIa.rity (phonic generalizations) and the differencei-in word
.

samples studied (Cottrell 1958; Moore 1951; Spache 1976). But the

position that our language would present no major probled relating

to reading if there were a one-to-one correspondence between its

written'and spoken Dorms - -if phonetic ambiguities were eliminated--

is a generally if not universally accepted axiom.

Therefore, there is general concurrence th#t word recognition is

'he basis for r g and that ". . .reading does involve translatingelliF

printed symbols nto auditory memories of spoken wordsu" ( Spache 1976, .

p. 218) There 44e'admitted exceptions, such as in the case of the

(

deaf and perisons suffering from acute ailaitory!Agnosia (labk of audi-

tory discrimination), who can learn to read but through un4ival

14



1 'riling modalities and typically with considerable difficulty. Mow.

..
f fiver, the impoitance of aural imagery in the reading process is'

15

emphasized in the literature and is perhaps best sumimarized as follows:

- The phOnetic relat4onship is the special vne that exists
only,4n alphabetic writing between the auditory and visual'
skills -- namely, the fact that the combinations of letters
seen-represent sounds, wh4ch, initurn, symbolize meaning. 6
tcottrell 1958, P. 2Q)

But, while reading specialists and researchers apparently reach

agreement concerning the primacy off' decoding'the visual displAv:Into an,

auditory display in the act of reading, they do not reach concurrence

-At
concerning the relatid effectiveness-of the various strategiga,

techniques, and'Mpthodologies employed to facilitate word recognition

or word attack skills. 'In the piOossional literature on they subject,

two principal and generic methods of teaching word attack skills have

been identified; defended, and attacked; nalbely, the analytic method

and the synthetic method.

Analytic Method
%.

The analyt4 method emphasizes teaching the student to observe the

whole word rathei than its phonically identifiable parts. In its

earliest form, the analytic method identified as the "whole word,"

"106k-say," and/or "global" method. Students are encouraged-to look

at the letter configuration of an unfamiliar word, to pronounce it,to

recognize it as a familiar word in their aural vocabulary, and then to

memorize the visual symbol together with its aural image. The anal-
%

ytic method also makes use of contextual clues so that the student

might anticipate the meaning if not 4he pronunciation of an unfamiliar
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word. Thug, Stratton and Nacke (1974) note, "Utilization of immediate .

verbal context allows the reader to predict the meanings of unfamiliar

words." ,(p. 190J Again, the student is taught commomprefiXes, rdots,
V

and suffixes to help him identify these word parts and thus obtain

clues to the meaning of unfamiliar words, such techniques being called
4

"structural analysis." Thus,'the analytic method does not emphasize
0

letter - sound' correspondence in.its methOdologyand is'seen as an

alternative to the synthetic method. (Spa6he 1976, pp. 221 -228). And

many reading- specialist. consider the analytic method as optimal, so
c.

that only when a student's'global reaction to a word fails is he 4'

directed to a synthetic method. (Smith and Dechant 1961; Stratton and

_Nacke 1974).

'Synthetic Method

The synthetic mrethod'draws the attention to the letters,.

sounds, and syllables of words, and the term synthetic method is con-
(.;

vertible with the term phonic analysis. 'he student is taught to
ti

identify certain letters and letter combinations that (1) occur

frequently enough and (2) are pronounced consistently enough to con-
.

stitUte a phonic generalization that can be applied with reasonable

assurance to unfamiliar words. Thus, the student'is taught to ,fsound -

out" an unfamiliar word, the pronunciation,,or aural recognition of

which can be matched with the word stored in his aural lexicon. One

writer, and an early one, has gummarized,the position of many writers

favoring the inclusion of phonic training as an important aspect of

word recognition methodology:

A,

24
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The value of phonics in pronunciation in contrast to more
sight training liens in the fact that.;bestudent is given
a tool-which will enable him to attacrnew and Unfamiliar
words while sight training would improve.only the particu-
lar words studied. (Rogers 1837, p.18) (Also see Barr

. 1974-75; Glass and Burton 1973; Groff 1976; Hislop and
King 1973; Rubenstein, Spafford, and Rubenstein 1971)

Wilcutt 1974)
0

:Word Recognition Skills Methodology: The State of the Art

As indiCated in Ahe previous chapter of this study, the syntheW

method ofteaChing word recognition skills did not enjoy much pOpularity

or become effectually implemented until the late 1960's, and then it

was applied principally in elementary reading programs However, during

the last ten years both the synthetic 401d analytic approaches have beeh

employed in the primary grades, and this eclecticism has been supported

and fostered by the preponderance of research on the subject. Conclud='

.

ing his review of research, Emans (1968) stated that all contemporary

research-oriented writers agree that the combined approach to word
CI

recognition skills is advisable (p. 606). Lamb (1975) underscores

Emans' concluSion: "Learning word recognition skills, including phonics,

is an absolute necessity for learning to read. ...The optimum amount

4

of phonicS'instruction for every child is the'minimum he needs to

'become an independent reader." (p. 16)
4 - ,

It should be noted that writers do not view the teaching of phonic

techniques as the teaching of reading per se. Rather, phonic analysis

ti
is construed ag a specific but fundamental tool allowing students to

continue to experience growth in reading because they are not con-

t strained by a set of heading words and are allowed to draw more readily

. e ..

upon their natural language (Barr 1974-75; %Groff 2974; HislOp and King

7..)

25'
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1973; Miller 1973; Smith 1973; Smith ind.Dechant 1962; Stott1969r

-4
alcutt 1974),

101Readirig and the Nontraditional College Student

That more and more students who:can be-clasgified as disabled

readerg arlotently attemptinglkengage in the community 011ege
,

experiendeand,that these students,lack necessary reading and study

skips is a condition that so proliferates the literature as to be

considered`cdmmon-knowledge. Even the popular press has paid consid-

erable attention to these:students F. attrition rates, low grades,' and

.over -all lack of competency in those basic reading skills required by

. the curriculum. These reports, surveys, research projects,.and

"disclosure$" often--and perhaps conveniently and"deservedly - -focus

on students' reading performance as measured by standardizeittesting

instruments. For the purposes of this study, howeyer, the reported

research on the topic will be limited to thai observations and

studies that relate directly to students' word reoognitipn and aural

decoding skills deficiencies that affect th4r, learningand more

specifically their reading.

Aural/Oral Aspects of Inst;Uftioti

Because 'Competency in listening and Speaking skills utually pre-
.

cedes skills in reading, it has L'een noticed that many community

college and other adult students,'althOugh highly competent in oral/

aural skills, haVe not been able to develcipthe more demanding skills,

required by reading (Farrell 1974 and 1977; Feldman'1967;.EChan'1968;

Stott 19691% Loban (1968) has suggested-.the underlying nature of the
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problem: "The most crucial of all linguistic comicepte is simply stated:

the living language is the\poken,language." (p. 1) Observing highly

oral students, Farrell (1974) noticed that

in reading they vocalize swords, becuse for, them wordsare
. essentially sounds, notareely visualsymbos. Frequently

they reV on graphgphonic cues to derive meaning to the
*extent that they are not utilizing,sehantic and syntactic

4. cues as well as good readers do in order to get meaning
-fromqihe printed page. (pl 249)

And other writers (Edfelde1960f Feldman 1976, McGuigan, Keller, and

Stanton 1964; Stott 196944 agree that-a,di
:

disabled reader will fall back .

. .

upon his speaking knowledge of languagee,especially when the reading is'

.
challenging. Therefore, "As the reader iecomes more skilled, he relies

less and less on the sotlid- symbol code." (Stott 1969, p. 8g3)

Finding many of these college/adult students apparently lodged at

%the aural/oral developmental stage, five researchers have studied the

effects of oral, reading and auding with a -view to increasing word

4

recognition skills and reading comprehensiCo. Wells (2950 studied ibb.

r,
.

eighty-four freshmen in the lower academic quarter of their class to -.'1%

1
learn that' there was hosignificant correlation betw n oral reading

errors and silgpt'reading comprehensiofi-and vocabula y. Cheris and

Aus (1963) noted that a coarse in silent reeling had a positive

"effeC (.05 level) on the,speed and ecduracy of oral reading of college -
.-

i .
.

'

.
.

.

stu4nts. Later, -Courtney (1966) learned that.increase in college
.., .

..
.

'11P-

students' oral reading efficiency parallels although'it may not be.
,

. Sy
-directly hipributable to their increase in silent-reading comprehension.

A A le
''*four -year "tall' ( 1 =167) of college freshmen whose reading instrUc-

',
,

,. .

tion was complemented by infttlictionin auding croaks 19444 rirealA

..

Awe
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that the treatment did riot significantly affect students' reading or

listening abilities. Finally, Rao (1972) employed auding strategies on

disadvantaged freshman students using a simultaneous aural/visual tech-

. -nigue,'concluding that this treatment is 'more effective in improving

reading comprehension and vocabulary than.the visual method..

Therefore, scanty research involving oral",reading and,auding

.strategies as these affect the college-student appgars to be. incon-

clusive and to provide no clear direction for practitioners who 'would

employ these methodologies.

Spelling 4

To the extent that spelling involves the encoding of Speech sounds

into a graphemic display, spelling skills are related to reading.

skills, which involve the reverse process. A review of research re-
,

vealed two studies dealing directly with spelling at the college level-

Marksheffel (195143 measured 444 college freshmen on three variables to
,

A . , 0
jearn that intelligence is related to spelling -and auditory discrind-

.10- Ar
,

.4ation skills but that auditory discrimination is not a variable that.
,.

.

,k0
affects Spelling. However, Magee (1969) employed four ability measures

on fifty=six college students,-finding that phonics knowledge (as

measured onthe C4lifotnia.Fbonics Survey) is related to reading com-

prehdnsion, knowledge of wo ;d meaning, and.also spelling. insomuch as

these two studies (1) utilized different and sOmewhat dissimilar mess=
a

uring instiuMents,'(2) measured somewhat different abilities, and (3) C

arrived at resultn that, when compared, are at best inconclusive if

-

not insupportive, they contribute only tangentiallyy the study at

hand.
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21

During the last forty years, however, there have been ten disser-

tations and articles reporting studies that deal directly with.phonic

analysis at the college/adult level.

In her atrly and intensive study of seventy-two college readers
Al

scoring at the twentieth.percentile or below on the 1:sLjadinzgag'ler

Test, Rogers (1937) employed phonics training on an experimental group

and otherwise studied a control group to arrive at findings that have

found considerable and consistent corroboration in the research that

followed. Among her findings that focus on the topic of the preserit

study is that a student's "mispronunciation of a word and lack of

comprehension olgolta meaning go together 78% of the time." (p. 18)

,

She also found that phonics training significantly affected the

experimental group by improving subject's scores on pronunciation,
I

oral reading, and vocabulary measuring instruments. Rogers concluded
_ .

4 that the deficient readers she studied suffered re.ldiag disabilities

a4 least partiall# because of their inability to aurally decode writing,

stating that "dpoor,,readers in college have remained at an elementary

stage of reading in which many more words are mores easily recognized

.

when presented auditorily'than when presented visually." (11. 2)

0
. '.111.

....

Three ars ,/ateriand while studying various age groups including

-4 ,,

A,aIC011eqd fres, men sub-group; Tiffin and AOKinnis (1940) used the

Stanrced_Bading Test to measure outcemes*eftheir diperiment in phonic

h .

I. . anasIviis andthen offered the' advice that ":a prig ram of reading instruc-

.

1, I
,

,

0 2J
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tion which does not, by director indiredt instruction, yield a mastery,

of the'principles of phonics is not accomplishing itsrfA purpose."

(p. 192)

The-findings of Clarke (1953) showed that, for a group of 100
%

freshmen, phonetic ability correlates significantly with gross scores

on the American Council on Education Psychological Examination and

found indications of a positive relationship between phonetic comps-

tepce and silent reading comprehension.

Part ofCottrell's (1958) study involved 670 community college

students whose scores on a phonics test were found to correlate

significantly with the spelling and also vo0bul2ary sections of the

Cooperative English (C2) Test and the linguistic section of the American

% Council on Education Psychological Examination. She concluded'that

"ability in phonetic analysis is necessary butnot sufficient for good

.

4, A -1.

reading in the-English language." (p. 32)

In an extensive,study,firom and Cottrell (1963) administered the

California Phonics Survey to,%Community college freshmen (11670) to

learn that seventy.i.one percent of them exhibited slight to severe

degrees of phonic disablement. They also compared scores (Nag600) on

the California Phonics Survey with scores on the Cooperative English

(C2) Reading Test to find that phOnic ability correlates highly with
,,, ,

vocabulary and reading comprehenSion skills. Finally, they studied 183

freshmen and learned that their phonic competence correlated (.01 level)
4

with the g de -..int averages of students compiled two years later.

Henney (1964) provided twenty hours of phonic instruction to

I 30
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.

..fUnfLonally illiterate adults who increased their perfdrmance signifi7

alktry::th oral and silent reading and as measured,on two reading scales:

Using four separate,and discrete measuring instruments and prolfid-b

my intensive instrdctiam in phonics for undergraduate students (N 56),

Magee '(1969) concluded that phonic ability is related to better snarl*/

reading, spelling, and knowledge -of wbrd meibing.and,that intensive

instruction in phonics, at the college level can produge gain in phonic
"

knowledge. r #

Comparing the word,,attack strategies of children, 611-.032) and admits,

4 .
(M=32),,Williams (1970) found indications that both groups used phroniC

-

`''analysis in their processing. '

Lowenthal (1971) studied the vocabulary knowledge of &population
,

*

. .

of proficient adult readers and learned that, if .a word is part of

,their familiar acquired vocalllary, a-visual display of the 'word elicits
.

, .
.

a phonological response, thus corkoboratIng one of Rogers' '(l9q7, p. 18)-

.

findings.

Finally, Littre// (1976) compared a ntrol'group (,1,...,15) and an

experimental grow (N$43) to learn that. students completing a typical

community college developmental reading course enjoyed significant

gains (.051evel) in phonic knowledge evenIthoullyno specific phonic

instruction was provided them.

These ten studies / most of which executeexPerimental research

designs, then appear to support the position that phonic competency

among college and adult' populations is (1) related and perhaps even

prerequisite to reading, spelling, word recognition. skills, (2) pie-

. dictive of grade-point average.and therefore success in collegeicourses,

tr4C%
. 31 -1
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and is1 (31.4a hdt cap belacquired through specific instruction.

honics and College Reading Programs . f

oitAs indicate in the pretrioue chapter'of this tudy,,thetYpical

' college developmental reading,course does not inc

as one of the

phonics trainint

iategies employ& in the instructionalproCess. How-

ever, a_review of the literature' does reveal seven cuticles and reports

indicating thatIcertain community colleges do provide for some measure

of'phonic instruction, and, these atypical instances are'worthy-of'

mention. " .

. Brown (1970) and gakman (1970) both describe courses that doncen
'.., ."-k--

,,,, ,..

trate on phonicsdhstruction and drill, these courses being specifi-

cally addressed to and designed for students who evidence phonic
-

diSCblement. Three program descriptions (Nelson 1962; Resmondo 1973;
4'

Sowande 1977) indicate that instruction in phonics is available as a

service to students and as an abljunctitheir programs'. Finally, two

reports (Bloesser 141 Young 1967) Mtke.mention of in truction in

. )

phonic analysis izapassing but dá not make clear how much is provided

or how it is facilitated. Each 11; these reports is expOsitory in

nature, and Abne includes any discussion of objective evaluation -or

measures that are,indic.ative of .94.;:Vement of students' phonic

abilities.

Summary
"SW

"'With the exception of'the reported research concerning auding and

spelling ig relationship to phonics and word recognition skills, the

review of research concerning phonics as it pertains to college-level
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population leads to the following pointS of agreemenrt:

-- that the relationship between auditor andvisual skills in the

act of reading is a fundamental skill,

-- that both analytical .and synthetic methods of teaching word

recognition skills are viable and effeftive and that one should

not be employed to the exClUsion of the'other,
7

that developmentally and, typically aural/oral skills precede

reading skills in a Piagatian hierarchy,

-- that many community college students, although adequate or

highly proficient in aural/dral skills, are deficient in reading

and word recognition skills,

- - that phonic competency is related to word recognition skills and

success in college courses,

- - that phonic skills can be acquired and applied by college\

students,

- - that phonics instruction is not typically offered as a constitu-

. ent of or adjunct to the typical_ community' college reading

program,

4

9
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CHAPTER 3 "

DESIGN OF. THE StUDY

Summary, of the PUrpose

.1
It is apparent that many community collegestUden4g are deficient

in reading skills and that this disability can Often be attributed to

.
students' inability to aurally decode the language they are attacking.

Also, 'there is sufficient indication that, while '!'he typical communality

college does not give special attention to students with phonic die-

abilities, many students,enrolled 4n such programs'or courses are

phOnically disabled. Thereforir,' this, study was executed *to learn

whether this typical developmental treatment effectively dielnishes

college students' phonic disabilities

The Semple

The samplei were selected from the student constituency of El

Camino College, California, a large

sive, urban community college. The

r

'129,000 single-campus,,comprehen-

total population being studied

consisted of fourteen developmental reading and- developmental writing

classes taught during the sixteen-week spring'semester and alsO the six-

week summer session of the 1977 school year. These classes were con7

ducted by nine different instructors. Eleven of the classes were

conducted during day hours, and three Were held during night hours, .

1
, .

. .

reflecting approximately the day-night rjio irilg, these classes, are,

2f
34

woo
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pgpically offered. Nine of the classes were conducted during spring

1977 semester, and five, were conducted during the 2977 summer session,

''ratio which'is not closely reflective4of the typical ratio_of these.

offerings. However., this accOmmodation and selection was elected to

secure a sufficient number of summer session (shOrt-term) measures to

,
provide adequate data"for meaningful statistical comParison. It also

e4lrshould be noted that all classes were conducted by full-time t ed

f-
faculty whose teaching eiperience in such classes ranged from six to

fifteen year.

Students in the experimental group were'those taking six Englisp

2R (developmenta reading) classes (total N=.212). Course selection

being facilitated by a"c,4mputer -Managed course selection process,

students are assigned to Or counseled into these.classes on the basis

of, their total percentile scores and their perceiltile reading sub-test

scores as measured on the New Purdue Test in English. LA detailed

description and evaluation of this compdter-managed course assignment

.

process is reported in Elmgren, Kerstiens and KcCoard (1967) and

Kerstiens (1970).) Additiohilly, these students were taught by_instruc-

tors who confdrthed that theii instructional strategies were such that

their courses conformed to the'deflnition of a typical college develop-
, .

Aental reading course. Therefore, the experimental group can be

assumed to be reasonably generalizable fince both the students involved

and the treatment employed are typical of those that flourish at other

community colleges. Thus, this condition contribUtes to the study's

external va/idityli
- .

The contrOl group consisted of eight English A (developmental

11

c

35
.
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writing)c.Lasse's (tOta/ N=257). Students were assigned ,to these classes

based upon their, total percentile scores as measured on the New 'Purdue

Test in Englisli, these students scoring between the seventeenth (17th)

and fifty-seventh (57th) percentiles, local norms (Elmgren, Kerstiens,',
isorfr

and Mctoard (1967j.and Kerstiens (1970)). These student4 were taught

by instructdrs who confirmed that their instructional strategies were

such that -their courses conformed to the definition of a typical college

developmental writing course.

r,
1,..

Further, since students'in'the control groUpv440 taking the course _

as typical expectation during their early exposure to college (seventy-

five percent of students are exposed to the course), certain assymp-
,4

tiOns can be made about the groupls serving as a reliable 'and Valid

control. First, these students were participating in the college

,
experience and were maturing. or undergoing "academic aging" at the same .

time intervals as the experimental group. Second,-control group stu-

dents arid experimental group students were thosekwh61-e total percentile

scores'ranged from the seventeenth to the lifty-seve46 percentile.

Therefore, the control group can be considered as copparable to the

experimental grout since it is representative of developmentally.' iden-

tified students engaging -in the total college experience while not

.

engaging in the experience derived in a deimlopmental reading course.

4

The. Design #

The thrust,of the present study can be considered as both evalua-

tive and experimental. Inasmuch as both the.cantrol and experimental,

int
groups that participated consisted of intact classes; and because

1.

36
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neither students nor treatments were manipulated in order ,to g- ather I

data-or arrive at the study is evaluative in nature. Thez4--

fore, the basic design of the study was a quasi-experimental research

design of the "ex post factb'mode described by Camp 11 and-Stanl

(1963). 'The intent"of this model is to equate experimental and co

groups after the fact by matching them on characteristics found

trot

Ore

the treatment and then comparing these groups on variables that may

obtain after specific treatment and non-treatment. But to the extent

that certain'instructional and ability variables are measured and

compared to arrive at new, Corroborative, or dissenting findings with

respect to students' phonic disabilities, the study can also be con-

sidered experidental in nature. However, the fact that, with the

exception of the pre-post testing process, no "new" manipUlative or

interventional measures were implemented may contribute to the internal

validity of the study by minimizing experiment errprs associated with

student - instructor over enthusiasm or other Hawthorne effect biases.

Also,,it should be noted that studentg were informed and assured that

test scores would not affect thel'r grades and that individual scores,

would not be divulged to their instructors.

. Therefore, no single c1assicil experimental design could be/c.

lected to perform this study. Rather, four quasi-experimental designs

were sequenced and integrated in four stages in order to effect the

purDo4e of the study.
T

Stage One

The One-Group Pre-Post Design was used for the first stage of the

4
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study. During the first, week of the semester, and hummer session, all

control apd experimental gro6p siudents were administered Form 1,
. . .fe

. -.

California Phonics Survey, heinafter retOrred to as CPS. During, the

lase week of the semester and summer session, all control and expexi-r
mental group student; were administered Form 2 of the CPS. Data derived

froettte measuxementswere treated separately for each group using the

t-test,statistical technique, to learn whether either, neither, or both

groups enjoyed significant (.05 level) phonic growth during the time

interval.

Stag? Two

To Learn whether the experimental group's mean e4erience signifi-

4°

cantly exceeded the control group's mean experience, Two-Group Pre-

Post Design was used inasmuch, as group experiences were compared. The

Walker -Lev t-test of two differences statistical technique (NalArr and

Lev 1853, p. 153) was employed for thig purpose' aspeCially because this

technique takes into account any differences in pre -test mean scores

experienced, by the groups cympared.
. ,

at the .05 level of.acceptance.*'

Stage Three

Criteria for significance' as set

To implement the third stage of this study, a Randomized Block

Design was employed. This stage was implemented in order to learn.

(1) the effect the experime al treatment (direlopmenta2 reading) would

0
have on different types or classifications of students, (2) the effect

A short-term course would have as compared witha full - semester. course,

and (j) whether a student's degree of phonic disablement is related to
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or predictive of his success (grade) in a developmental reading course._

First, subjects in ths'experimental group were divided into cate-

gories to learn whether sex is a factor that affects-phohic abilOvoond

the degree to which sex 'may affect increase in phonic abirkties. Mean

pre-post test scores for male and female students were compared using

the WalkerLev t-test of two differences teAtnique and the .05 leVel of

confidence 'as elected as the criterion of acceptance:

Second, previous,reseaneh involving gain comparisons between short -

question whether such instructional, time vaelebles will similarly'

affect increase in the phonic abilities of students. For instance,

raschow (1968) compared gains of students completing twb otherwise

identical fifty-four hour coUrses,designed to increase vocable&com-

prehension, rate, and study skills. One course met five days a week

for ten weeks, the other course met two days a week for twenty weeks.

Pre- and podft-testing on the Nelson Denny Reading Test/ Forms A and B,

revealed that the. short -term course was as effective as the long.:term

course.. Again, ilika and LOngnion (1977) compared t adult develop-

mental reading groups, each receiving thirty-three heirs of ingtruceion

but one group completing its ,instructiop, during a five and a half week

periodand the other during an eleven week period. Pre- and post-testing

on the Nelson Denng Reading Test ariTthe McGraw-Hill Basic Skill Systems
S14 1

Test indicated no significant difference between tire gains in reading

rate-and comprehension- of the two groups. Therefore, in the present

study, students completigg-short-term developmental reading classes were

compared with those taking semester-length clitses to lee= whether

30
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these idagiuctional time variable's affect the Plot& abilities Ofstu-

dents similarly or dissimilarly.- The Walker-Lev t-test ofttwddiffer-f
1

ences statistical technique was employed in this sub,-study, and the
r

.05 level of confidence was selected as, the criterion of acceptance..

Third, to learn whether thare'are differences in day developmental

reading inatruction and night instruction, data concerning students

were divided accordingly and statistically compared in the same manner

and according to the same criteria as followed in the short-term vs.

u.
semester-leng4h sub-study..

Fourth, previous research4 indicating thatphowic ability is

related to and predicticle of success in rollege.courses (see Brown and

Cottrell 1963), gives rise to the question whothielra edent'AMree

of phonic disablement is related to hits success in a develbpmental

, readiig course. The1vfore students were dhmidddaCcordang to their ,

pre-test scorers into three categdries: somewhat disabled,.serioqsly
. , ,-

F.' ,
,

,
disabled, and grossly disabled (Brown -and Cott;e1111963). Then stu-

.

dents so Oentillited ,
and clasaifie

r

comparedcomparedwith their earned
A

1 , _ .

. grades in he developmental reading classes, vaing the chi-square statis-

tical

...-

tec ique and using the .05 llvel as the criterion of aceptithce.
..,.

71
f.'ai ,

. 1 St. four ..

. ,
t.

,

To learn whether developmental reading students' dropout experience
. N

is related to their experience on the phonics- pre-test, a simple Pre-,
. 0.

1.

Mb

Teat Two-Group Design was utilifed. Students who"had dropped .f5

the developmental reading course (N.271) wererassigned to the Dropou
i 40

Group. Their preiftest mean scores were compared with thoi,mean scores
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,..

.. . .

of those students completing the developmental reading course (experi-
1. - A

mental group "(N :106)), using the t -test statistical technique and

electing awl:05 level of significanceas the criterion'of acceptanceA,
Pt

.
Hypotheses

(,
.

- $ ,

.

Threeomajor and five minor hypothe4es were tested.
. --- ,

Major Hypotheses : )14:
, .

A

, , .

(1) Thera is no significant difference between- the,oilsan perforM--

ances o the developmentaNtadingclass students reiperi:#)'
-,.. , ,

.

mental group) on 49w pre* and post -teats of phonic ability.
4 4

(2) There is_no si nificant difference between tl, mean perform-

ancessof'developmental writing class *dents (control group), ,
1 ,

i 9

. 0-tS4th I-e tie: and post-tests of Phonic ability.

. I
.

.

(3). There are no significant
\
differences between the.,menn,perform-

4, I or
.

.
. ,

. .

- ances of students with.phonic disabilities enrolled i ng

classes (mperimental group)'and these enrolled in a wr

class (control group) an a post-test,of phonic abiliiy when

, .
f Ire g ,

the two. groups are statispically equated Itkrespect to a

phonics pre - tests'

op
. .

14
.

Minor Hypotheses
.

.

...:. ,

,
to -There is no significant difference between the mean perfaS0- .

. . N a
-.4.

. .. ances male and femalet.developmental readipg class SaentS
.

. is.

' 41
.-........"Qn the pre- a4nd poft-tests-of phonic libility. to -

ap
16,

(5) There is no significant. difference between the mean perform-'

ances ohostudents completing a thoct-term developmintal

-I.

,

4 -
/'

-.

4L

r



reading class and a full-kemeiter,developmental reading glass

on the pre- and postLtests of phonic ability.

(6) There is no ifacant difference between the mean perform-
:,

ances of students taking a night and-daidevelopMental read:-

4,
.
.ang course on the pre- and'post-test Of phonic ability.,

(7) There is no significant difeetence between the grades earned

by students completing a developmental reading course and the

degree Of phonic disablement indicated ,by their pre-test

41t.'
'ono, est-of'phonic

,(8) ThW is .no significant differenli between4 the mean perform-
, 4

ances of the Dropout Group and the experimental group on the

!

pre-test of honic ability-

. ,0 -..--,,

5-1
instrument 1 ) .0. . i

, .

The California PhOniCs Surve (1963), Fbrmei ..1 and 2, was used as

,.
.

.
A / :. T -

thk primary instrument in this.stu4y: This test contains six'
,i

WV_ _: . # P 4

sections, a1 3 but the laSt of shich is a,dministered orally as students.

.6 . .
respond to writtendlternatives.of ther.rempanse form:. .A comprehensive

-.
.

, *:-. ? .

4

test, it measures phonic ability on seventy-five test items and in
, , 1 ,

.

eigiitsategories:
, "

. .

SectiOn I VowelIg
''' ,

A. Long -slio t i confusibn,
: ,

. . 4

B. Kkluat va
,.

confUsiOn
... S . 4

SeCtIQA II Consonants
.

, 's.., '.

,

A. Confudion with B lendi and Diagraphs
6.

Jr. .Coftsohant-Vowel Reversals
v;

. II,
v

, 42
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- ."
.0

a

Section III Configuration

section'IV Endings (Suffixes)

Section V Negatives and Opposites

-'S

-.1

Section VI Rigidity

This test was elected as the instrument to measure phonic ability

for a number of e perimentally efficient as well 'as praglatic reasons.

35

First of all, th test was field - tested and normed on college-adult

populations at well as populations in the lower, middle grades, and high

school.. Consequently it is more valid for older populations than most

a other tests of p onic ability which are geared to and normed on &leo-

tary population Second, most of the related research relevant to

"phonics at the col e level involves CPS measurement; therefore, the

relationship between thiS study and others is facilitated. Third, CPS

is an efficient testing instrument inasmuch as it is designed for group

as well ashindividual testing, while many of the other phonic surveys

are individually administered. Fourth, the format of the response

forts_is such-that students' responses can be computer scored. Finally,

arr the'teit is untimed and therefore does not occasion test errors or

C
incomplete iesponses that attend instruments.in which speed of perCep-

''tion is a factor.

114 43,
-
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Data Collection Procedures

The total population being studied consisted of students enrolled

in Visit 2R (developmental reading) and English A (developmental'

writing) courses during the sixteen-week spring semester and. the

six-week summer session'of the 1977 school year.oirOurteen Classeg-
. $ ,

. . .

were studied: six English 2E, 'elasses and eight English A clesses.

4 .
The testing and dropout experience of these,grabps together with the

,

A

--data relating to their experience when,, purposeful sorting. was imposed;
,

appears Iii. T01? 4..

AS-the data in Table 1 show, 212 English 2R and 257 glIsh A
it

. ,

student5 were prev.teAtd on FOrm 2, CPS. This measurement look Place'
-,.,:, ,,

.thin the first week and the second meeting of every class. The
, 111"'

4. V

seoohd meeting wes eledted as the pre- testing' session to allow. for

',student schedihi changes and therefore to provide & metastable testing
'40P

...
,ap

population.'

("During the Coursetef each semester and summit& session, seventy,one
4

Sttillents with.drewfrom-En;ligh 2R classeS1 twenty-six students were
t

&eliminated from tbeNtudy' when it was learned that they were co oiled

4110

in an English A class; and nine students were eliminated because their

scores on the CPI indkated that they exhibited no indication of phonic

4

3e.

44
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TABLE 1

Testing, Dropout, and Sorting Experience

oil' Measured Population (1459)

0

Initially
Enr011ed and

Class .- Pre-Tested Dropout

Coenrolld Not Phonikly Completed,

and Eliminated-, Disabled and Course-and

From Study Eliminated From Study Post-Tested

4

N %. N s % 'N % N %

English 2P 212 (100.0) 71 (33.5) 26 (12.3) ,9 (4.2) 106 (50.0)

English A 257 (100.0) 103 (40.0) 26, (10.1) 15. (5.8) I13 (44.0)

45
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disablement Thus, 106 of these students completed the'course and were.

'post-tested on Form 2, CPS, during the last week of toe Semester or,

summer session. This group, after experiencing attrition and allraithe

sorting process designed to optimize,the study's internal validity, .

A

comprised the experimental group (N=106).

Data collecting procedures for students enrolled in English A

classes were executed in like manner. The number initia2ly enrolledr.

and being pre- tested was 257; 103 students withdrew; twenty-six were

coenrolled and therefore eliminated; fifteen students were measured as

phonically adequate and eliminated; and 113 students completed the

course and were post-tested. This group, then,-comprised the control i

a
group (N=113).

Ali student CPS answer forms were submitted for computer scoring.

Scores were assigned and matched to students' identification numbers

on collating sheets which also appropriately reflected the students'

(1) class category (English 2R or English A); (2) term-of course (short

term or full semesters); (3) time of course ?day br.night); (4) degree

of phonic (some, serious,' or ' gross,); (5) sex (*able or

female); and (6) grade received in coarse (A, B, C, or D).- "F"

grades were assigned),. Then the pre-test scores for students Origi-

nally enrolled 4n English 2R classes but who had dropped the course

07

(Dropout Group) were gathered Ind matched-with student identification'

numbers. NeXt the data were keypunched, verified, and submitted for

4 computer analysis. Data derived fr these analyses provided the .

numbers, percentages, means, s and deviations and cell distrAlrons

47



.or

a

that appear in _appropriate, tables that are listed in the findings.

39

Findings .

The data and the tables that appear in this section'are organized

so that they correspond to the sequential order of the sight hypotheses

incorporated in the study's deign.

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between the

mean performances of the developmental,reading class stal-
e

odents (Experimental,Group) on the pre- and post-tests of

phonic ability.

%, In ordet to accept ortreject this hypothesis, the t-tekt of

silnificance ,statistical technique was implemented and as evidenCed

in Table 2.

TABLE ,2

Comparisoh of Pre- and Post-Test Scores
For Experimental Group

i N Mean SD

Pre-Test 106 54.83 - 40.53

Posts -Test 106 57.96 9.80

a

t= Significant at the..05 level

These data indicate that the Experimental Group experienced a mean

3.13 point geitn "ring the term of the develdpabntal reading course

2-7121k

cl
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and that,147;7'd erence is statistically significant ht the .05 level

of'coniidence. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was rejected.

Hypothesis 2: There is no signific edifference between

the mean performances of developmental writing class stu-
,

---Ndents (Control Group) on the-pre- and post-testi of phonic

/ The t-test, statistical technique was also employed to test this

/hypothesii and as shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3

Comparison of Pre-: and Post-Test Scores .

4

For ControlGroup

""

N Mean SD

Pre-Test 113 54.06 10.38

Post-Test 113 56.92, 9.18

. P,
1
'2.18

...

Significant at the .05 level,/ -
p..-- .\

c-, -..;

AS

----471'eseLdita indicate that the Coqtrol Group xperienced a mean 2.86

point gain dUring the term of the developme iting course and that .

this difference is also statistically significant at the .05 level of

),
confidence, Therefore, Hypothesis ,2 was rejected.

Hypothe9073: There are no Significant differences between

-' the mean performances of Os:to:lents with phonic disabilities

114

0



enrolled in reading classes (Experimental Group) and those
.

enrolled in- a writing class (Control Group) on a post -test

of phonic ability when the two groups are statistically
M

,equated with respect to a pre-test.

41

To test this hypothesis, the Walker -Lev t-test of two differences

statistical technique was implemented and as displayed in Table 4.

TABLE 4

Pre7 and Post-Test Score Comparison
Of Experimental and Control Groups

41.

N 'Mean SD

Pre-Test, Exp. Gp. 106 54.83 10.53

Post-Test, Exp. Gp. 106, 57.96 9.80

Pre-Test, Cont. Gp. 113 54.06 10.38

Post-Test, Cont. Gp. 113 56.92 4 9.18

t- 0.025- Not Significant

The,data reveal a mean pre-test score difference of .77 of a point
11%.,

1,

between the experience of the Experimental and Control groups. When

the groups' mean point gaina are compared, there is only-.27 of a

-point difference in favor of the Control Group. And application of the

formula that takes into account these differences together with some-

what aberrant variaOces in standard deviatimi yields a t value

indicating non - 'significance. Therefore, hypothesis 3 was accepted.

I 5
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Conseque this'comparlson !reveals that the .27 CPS mean point gain

enjoyed by the Experimental Group over that of the Control Group is

essentially negligible and statistically not significant

42

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the

mean performances of Shale and female developmental reading

class students on the pre- and post-tests of phonic abilitge.

The data in Table 5 were subjected to the Walker -Lev t-test of two

differences statistical technique.

TABLE 5.1

Pre- and Post-Test Comparison of Male
And Female Scores, Experimental Group

N Mean SD

Pre-Tist, Males 50 52.96 9.95

Post-Test, Males 50 55.10 8.88

Pre-Test, Females 56 56.42 %10.56

Post-Test, Females 56 60.57 9.78

t=.84 Not Significant

The data-show that the mean CPS point gain for males Was 2.14-and for

females 4.15, indicating' a difference of a 2.01 mean poiAt gain in

favor of the female students. However, thehstatistical comparison

yielded a t value of .84, w ch isnot statistically significant, and

=Hypothesis 4 was accepted.

RP
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Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between the

mean performances of students completing a short -term devel-

opmental reading class and a full-semester developmental

reading class on the pre- and post -tests of phonic ability.

To test this,hypothesis, the data in Table 6 were'subjected to the

Walker-Lev t-test of two differences formula.

TABLE 6
fr.

Pre- and Post-Test Score Comparison of Short-Term
and Full-Semester Students, Experimental Group

N Mean SV

Pre-Test, Short-Term 32 . 54.19 9,,00

Post -Test, Short-Term 32 56.46 9.59

Pre-Test, Full-Semester 74 54.97 10.95

Post-Test, Full Semester 74 58.50 9.75

t=1.22 Not Significant

The data revealed 'that students comp A eting a short-term (six-week summer

- session)-developmental reading classeXperience amean CPS point gain
Jr,

On,

.of 2.36. Students taking the full-semester course gain 3.53 points,

such differeAce indicatjp,..v1.17 'mean ppirkgain in favor of the

-

students attending an entire semester. This diffeKenoe did not prove

to be statistically significant, however, and Hypothesis 5 was

accepted.

52



Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between'

the mean performances of students completing a night and

day developmental reading course on the pre- and post
o.

test of phonic ability.

. '

' The t-test difference formula was again employed to test tic
.

hypothesis and
4.nd as displayed in Table 7. .

TABLE 7 -

Pie- Post-Test, Day Student - Night Student
Apie tomparison, Experimental Group

N Mean SD

4,
-.Fite -Test, Day 78 54.91. 10.68

Post-Test, Day 78 58.15 ,. 9.89

I
.

Pte -Test, Night 28 5i.A

to

10.16

Post-Test, Night 28 55.43 7.90

t=.34 , Not- Significant

ti

44

This comparison reveals that the mean CPS gain pf the day students' was

3.24 points while'students-taking night classes showed a mean gain of 3.57

points, indicating a net g4.6,of .33 points in. favor of n4ght students,
o

but. not enough to -yield statistically significant difference. There-
-.

:foie, Hypothesis 6 was accepted.

Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference between the

grades eariddrby'students completing a dei,eloimental reading

53 It
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course and the degree
,

oit/PhoniC dilableMent indicated by

their pre-test scores on a test of phonic ability.
.

-. Data relIting to this sub-study are found in Table 8.

1 TABLE 8

Comparison of 'Students' Degree of Phonic Disablement and
.Grades Earned in a Developmental Reading Class (14&101), ,

t

A .

r

B

SoMe Disablement 17
.

13 14

Serious DisablereAt

.

9 . fet.-. '.. 18. ..
. _

Gross Dishblement
41-

3 7 ", 10 '

Chi-Square5.015 Not Significant;

It, can be noticed th Table 81splaysthe grade distribl4n for
- ,

1

students ho, at the onset of the course, evidenced different degrees

of phonic disablement. Students classified,as having "someibisablIa-

mane...scored between'58,and 69 on, the CNigre-test, thode classified .

as,"Serious" scored between 46 and,57; and those clpsSified as "Gross".
' .

-
.

'scored 4'43 or belqw- JThese classifications are identified*, and
. .

,

Verified in Brown and-Cotttell (1963, p. 17).) Also, it,ip ndted'- 4
that fiVk student's who earned "D" gradts-were pibaluded fronithis,

'distribution: Such was necessary since including the graded.occa

stoned vacant cells and therefore was not compat ibleitithe chi-

Square statistical modelamploye4'in 44 subTstudy. Although it can

be noticed that those students evidencing the )east degree of phonic

54.
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disablement weje thrfte that eailled theftigher proport ion of "A" and

,

46'

%B" grades,,neVertheless, application of the chi-square formula,
1

.
11

yielded a Chisltiare value ,of 5.02, whichis not significant. There- -

....---

fore Hypothesis 7 was accepted,. because the 'degree of students''' impair-

. 4 ,

t ' , ment does not correlate with theirgrades in the reading development
. f

14,

. ,

Class at ,the level of ac ceptance assigned to Hypothesis 7.
.

1
iiP ..

Hypothesis I: Th- is no significant differencebetween'the'
( A A

peantperformances of the DrOpout Group and $he Experimental

,

4%10.

Group On. the pre-test of phonic ability.
.

>

In Able 9 the'pte-test experiedo4k those stu SC completing

the deVelopmental aeading Class'is compared with the pr est.exper-

ience of students who dropped the class. The t-test ogsignificance

statistical technique was applied to these data.

s,

-

o
TABLet9 s

Comparison of Pre-Test Mean Scores
Of' Experimental and ipropout Groyps

3.

4

Mead SD

4

- -

ExperimentalGroup'.

'Dropout Group ,

106 54.83 20.53

i;

71 .49.4Q;

- \Sipa fican he .01 level,

k

a

I

41111

As r aled in Ta 9,1the'pre-test mean score-of the Experimenta

Coup (4=14.exceeds ihalitof the Dropout GroqprIrs711 4 5.43 points.
.

.

0

A

4

55
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;OW*,
This gaincopstitutes:a greafer peint spread betylmmcmcparable variable!,

thah.warexper4enCed by other jroups compared in_fa0 other Sub-Studies.

This difference is significant

level of significance than'was

..

at:the:'.01 level of conflderice, a higher
_ of

assigned as the criterlon` for accept-
,e. S

\Therefore, Hypothesis 8 was rejected.'',

(

. .
...

. # ,' .0 _.. ,
. Summary of Findings ' .

44. t
Is

, .

.1." ' % ,

. .

Since the objective findlbgs yielded by this 'stuffy' are directly.

.

Q re/qted to the eight null hypotheses tested, ajummary of the essential#0

. ,I. i
.

)

findings are listed in 'the following Order., , i ir'
. ,

Major Hypotheses .
.44.,

Hypotftsis 1: rejected 1 ik. 4 /
* . .

Hypothesis 2: 'rePicted

4,

''s

Hypothesis 3: accepted

Minor Hypotheses

' Hypothesis 4: accepted

Hypothesis 5: accepted.
4

Hypothesis'' 6: accepted'

Hypotheils 7: Accepted

Hypothesis_6: rejected

,

'ir

s.,

0

-;
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

AilirReview of.lfckground, Significance, and
Design of the Study

The review of the professional literature distussed in the first
t

two chapters of this study revealed practices, attitudes, and conditions

concerningyarioudaspects of word recognition and phonic skills. Also,

. this review focused on \dral/aural aspects of college/adult Students'

reading disabilities as well as the treatment a student receives in a

typical community college developmental reading course or program.,

'First of all, it was noticed thatthe_objectives as, well as the

methodologies applied in most developmental reading programs have not

changed essentially during the last forty-six years. Second, it was

established that the typica liege-level developmental reading prograt

is designed with an-emphasis on the development of comprehension,

vpcabulary, study
. .

phonics as one of

-'C

skills, and reading rate and continues-to ignore

.

the instructional strategies
41k

employed to treat disabled

readers. Additidnally, there is ever indication that the training

1
.
and competency-of reading instructors not sufficient for them to -

'provide instruction in phonics, even if such treatmeUt%were deemed dealt.-

able. Again, it was shown that a significant proport of community

college students can be identified as phonically disablsk and that this

I
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impairMent-iS so fundamental as to adversely affect their ,2) efforts

.

to, improve their reading skills and,(2) success in the college curricu-
,

lum. 2t established that, while the typical community .

likoollege does not give special attention to students with phonic disa7

bil ml students 'enrolled in developmental reading programs or

courses can identified as pholically disabled. -

Therefore, this study was designed and executed with the primary

purpose of learning whether this typical developmental treatment signif-

2students'cantly diminishes college phonic disabilities. Its secondary

and related objectives were to learn whether (1) sex, (2). duration of

course, (3) time' of day, or (4) students', degree of phonic ;disablement,
,./1

:, .
.

..

o
were variables related to any decrease in their phonic disabilities or

,

their success in a developmental reading course as measuredby grade

achieved. A final ,and related objective was to learn wh drppout

in the developmental mogihy' course eAs reldted to or cont pon

T.

the degree of students'jphonlc disablement.

To proviA focus for the study design ,
1
eight null hypotheses were4

formulated and then testedowith results as indicated in Chapter 4 of

this study. Conclusions based upon these results follow.

a 4

4,

Conclusiips

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between the

mean performances of the developmental reading class stu-

dents (,Experimental Group) on.the\T; and post -tests of '

'phallic ability. 41,

Hypothesis 1 was rejected. ,71,-her 106 students who were identified as

4. 56
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.4,
phonically disabled On thsOPS and whb had completed a course in

developmental .,reading perienced a mean point gain of 3,13, which is

significant at the level. Therefore, even thou tpese students

had not received specific instruction in aural decoding s

. ,
.

,
4i.

nevertheless experienced statistically measurable improvement in their
,

phonic analysis skills. Thus, it cah be concluded that to the extent -

that intervening variables did not obtrude,.students completing a
9.

)1
typical community college developmental loading coursewdo receive treat-

ment that diminishes tir phonic disabilities...

However, this conclusion should be qualified. The professional

_ ,

4 literature abounds with. studies-showing significant one-group pre -post=

test gains of students measured on vari?us reading scales. Inasmuch

as such a design does'not adcount. for academic aging or'any residUal

ir
gain factor occasioned by the'pre-test.experience, such studies and

a
results need to be interpreted with consideration to these limitations.

N....Therefore, it should be noted that the sub-study relating to Hypothesis4

shares these limdtationg and should,be interpreted with due caution.

dr,

Hypothesis 2: Thereas no significant difference between

ithemean performances of developmental writing class stu-,
. e

dents (Control Group) on the pre- and post -tests of phonic

akiiity0

Hypothesis 2 was rejected. Wh'e 113 students wh8 were identified as

phonically disabled on the, CPS and who had completed 'il course in devel-

4/'

opmental writing experienced a mean point gain of 2.86, which is also

significant at the .05 level. Students in thia.Control Group,-of oourse,

111
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also ced not receive any Instruction or drill ip phonics during their

'HA.
exposure to the developpental writing course. Therefore, to the extent

w

that invervening variables did not`obtrde, students completing a devel-

51

opmentahewriti*g Course received instruction that reduced their phonic

disabilities. ,
That a control group experiences significant mean gain is not very

common in the rep orted 1.iteratOre. Perhaps - this condition is partly

attributable to the f t reporting such gains. sometimes mitigates

-

against.ap intervention that a writer is favoring or championing;

thereforili such findings May remain unreported: 'At any r te, this tone-

group sub -study suffers from- -and enjoys--.the same Limit tions as abide

er'one-group pre-post-test aesigns., . . 1

esis : 'There are no'significant diaerenCes between

the mean performances of Students with phonic disabilities

enrolled in reading classes (Experimental Group) and those

enrolled in a writing class (Control Group) onn post-test

of phonic .ability-when.the two groups are statistically

equated with r spect,to a pre-test.

-41)0thesis 3 .was aCcebted..-,The,difference in net pootlignt.gain
.0---4

,

of the Expe4imental Group beyond that Of the Contr ol Group was .27 of ,

w .

g' ^r1N

''..... a point, which is not statistically'significant. Xt.-110r even though

N
.

,

,

'41_
.

'V'

,i both groups experienced significalit gains as measured on Forms 1 and 2

-,.. of CPS, the slightly superior gain enjoyed by the Experimental Group
*

can be considered essentially negligible. Further, it can be Concluded

lh 1 :

Unlit phonically disabled students completing either course can expect

GO
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nealy the game degree of%remediation of phonic disablement.
,

It should be noted that theft' findings and conclusions are in

contrastto those of Littrell's (1976) study. Comparing 'similar groups,

Littrell,found that'the Amen CPS gain of his experimental group (N=43)

excelled that of the control group (N=25) by 2.0,5 points and that this

difference was statistically significant at the J05 level or confiden

. .

However, it should*be noted that mean pre-test CPS scores for students

in Litt ell'sl's study were 62.98 for_the experimental grow and 58.46or

the control group. Littrell's mean scores are markedly different from

.

those encountered ,in this study: 54.83 for the Experimental Group and

54.06 for the Control Group (sepTable 4). Such disparity indices4

that the groups compared by Littrell are appreciably more adept at'

.

phonic analysis than the populations measured likthislstudy and strongly

suggests that the populations measured in the studieSkre not con-
,

A

gruent and therefore results may not be equitable or reasonably

compazable.

Hypothesis 4: mere is ho significant difference between the
g(

'mean performances of male and female developmgptal reading

class students on the pre- and post-tests of phonic ability

Hypothesis 4 was'accepted. Acceptance of this hypothesis leads to

the conclusion that sex is not a factor thatNinfluencesa college stu-

dent's repair of phonic disabilities as the student receives treatment

ia typical developmental reading course. It also can be noticed,

(see Table 5) that female students' mean pre-test and postteseScores

110
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1111.

are higher than those,of males, which constitutes ectorroboration of

other research !Cottrell 1958) which *sported a similar variation and t,

indicated female superiority ift the area of oral demod17 skills as

measured by the CPS.
)11.

Hypothesis 5: There is Leo significant difference between the

mead performances of students completing a short-yrm devel-

opmental reading clasi and a full-Temester developmental

reading class on the pre- and.post-6ste of;ohoLc

Hypothesis 5 was accepted. Acceptance of this hypothesis leads

to the conclusion that, whether thedevelopmental reading class is of

.

short duration (six weeks) or'thaE'of the longer. term (seventeen weeks) , It

- I

the effect on the phonic abilities,of studepts'yill be essentially fhe

same. Using the Nelson Denny Reading Test as a measuring instrument,

Taschow (2965) arrived at findings that parallel the findings in'this,

4 _

sub-study. HiVearned that the short-term course was as effective as
.

the long-term coarse In'producing measured gains in reading rate, vocab-

ulary, and reading comprehension. AgainAllika and Longnion (1977)
-.4.

compared short-term and longer -term developmental reading groups. Pre-

and post-testing on'the Nelson Denny Reading Test and the McGraw-Milli

Basic Skill Systems Test, they:found no significant difference between.

the gains in reading rate and comprehension between the two groups.

Therefore, both the Taschow and the'Iliaand Lohgnion studies give

--positive if tangential support to this utilized the CPS

as the measuring instrument. Thus,, three different studies implbying

three diffefent reading measurement instruments strongly suggest that

62
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efloYt-term reading courses are as effective as 1o:200r-term or regular

semester courses.

Hypothesis 6: There is no44Eicanb difference between

the mean performances of students completing a night and

day developmental reading course on the pre+ and post-

test of phonic ability.

Hypothesis 6 was accepted. Although the pre-test mean score of
11,

students taking day classes was higher'than Shat of night class students

(54.91 vs. 51.86: D"3,05), thedr,mean CPS gain experience was not statist

tically significant. Such would strongly suggest that day students,have

strongeAntry-leirel ,phonic skills; however, night studentS'are able to

prOve their phonic skills with essentially-the same degree of - success

414.- at day students..

.41
Interestingly the review of the literature did not yield any'

comparable study, even though there seems to be general agreement among

practitioners that the attitudes, goals, and life styles of day and

9
night students are dissimilar. Apparently, however, Suc# real or fan-

cied condit3;on does riot significantly affect students' ability to

perform or achieve in a' developmental reading ass.

4

hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference betWeen the

grades earned by students completing .a- developmental reading

cotifse and the degree of phonic disa t cated by

their pre-test scores on a test at 1.!cability.

This sub-study (see Table B) wasHypothesis 7 N6s accept41.-

63
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designed to liiarn-whether sfudents' degree of phonic disablement (Some,.

Serious, or Gross) was related,to the grades they earned in a develop-

mental reading class; Although the Table reveals thatrthe greater
t

proportion of highervrades are earned by:tAbse students evidencing the'

'least degree of ,phonrc disablement, this ratio is not statistically

signifisant. Therefore, the.sub-study strongly- supports, the position -'

_ that there is no relationship between a students' entry ,level CPS

score and his grade in'. a developmental reading course.

This conclusion IS sovewhat at 'variance with a sub-study performed

by Brown and Cottrell (1963). They compared students' college fresh!

man,entry-leVel CPS scores (N=186) with their grade.pointiveragei that -*

-

had accrued two.years later. Usihg a chi-square statisticallipode/ /mit

with4cbt-off scores4higher than those assigned in'the present study,
, .

,

they found that studentgscoring aeor below sixty-Over; points on the

CPS earnedearned GPA's that are significantly (.01 level) lower than students

scoring above sixty-seven points. Obviously theBrown and Cottrell

studyinvolved a.poSulltion possessing higher degrees'orphonic ability

than students measured in the present study. Furthel-, they, compared

'students' phonic ability'with GPA's, not a gr40,4 in a single course.

Therefore the variables are sufficiently dissimilar so as to obtain

different resultsa Nevertheless, these two. studies' lack of congruence

is interesting if unexplainable.

Hy$othesis 8: There is no significant difference between the

'mean.perforAlliwes of the Dropout Group and iheEiperimentai

Group on the, pre -test GIL.konic

64
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Hypothesis 8 was. rejected. A comparison of the mean entry-levet'

CPS score of students (N=106) completing the developmental reading *.

'course was compared with the mean score experienced by the students

(N=71) who haddropped the class As is seen in Table 9. This comparison

indicates that the differences in ie mean scores of the.two groups was

significant at the .01 level of confidence. Therefore, students' CPS

scores are highly predictive of their dropout PoteAtial ia develop-

mental reading course. And since the seventy-one students whb had

dropped their developmental reading courses constituted 93.5 per cent of

the population initiallwenrolled, it is apparent that the degree, of a

student's phonic disablement polts decided implications involving reten-

Lion, preparation, and curriculum.

Implications
c

The findin0 yielded by this study have implications for those

responsible for the content as well as the choice of clientele for
,

.1

developmental reading courses or ograms on community collage campuse.O.

f\e
,.,

First of all, the study ,guite c arly supports the idbeition that

cal comity college,reading program does not, in
and of itself,

effectively reduce the phonic disablement of students who complete the

course, In fact; the findings strongly suggest that completing a course

in developmental writing 'will repair a students' phonic disablement to

nearly the same degree as'a developmental reading course. Of course, it

is impassible to'rulw,out the notion that other-course-contamination

presented an intervening variable in 6;(s study, for most 'students ih

both the Experimental and Control groups were taking other courses during

65
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the time they were receiving instructionrin reading and Writing. Pur-

suing this 'potion further, 'it. is then 'possible that thS, total curricu-

lar /academic environment or academic aging will.reduce students' phonic

disabilities as effedtively as a course de,igned'to improve reading` *,

rate, vod4bulary, comprehension, and study skills. However, if reduc-

0 1

'ing students' phonic disabilities,is considered as an essential objec-

tive, then it would appear that presctibing a,developmental reading

class in ordee to reduce this d4sability is not wise or prudent.

' /
While it must be admitted thata deVelopmental reading course can

-produce statistically significant gains for,those students (66.5%) who

manage to complete their mean gain t3.13 pointsion the CPS very

meaningful in terms 'of overcoming difficulties in phonic analysis?-

Other research together'with this study's findings provides an answer to

this question. According to Brown and Cottrell (1963),. studepts scoring

between 46 and 57 on the CPSare-classified as having "serious" phonic

disabilities; those scoring between 58 ,and 69 ax'e1lassifiecl as having'

"some" disablemeht. Again, the mean CPS pre-test score for students in

the Experimental Group was 54.83, and their mea t-test score was

57.96. This means that the average student upon enrolling in the devel-

opmental reading class exhibited "serious" phonic disablement; and upon

.

completing the class,' the average student did not escape this classifica-.

,tion, although he came,within .04 of a point of doing so. Such gain,

then, considered front the perspective of. apractiga1 achievement and.
-

improvement, cannot bey considered,* a very meaningful event - -or cause

for celebration.

Next, this study supports the positian that phonic analysis is a

4
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fundamental and prerequisite skint that is related to his overall

,

'improvement in reading. The fact that students who dropped the devel-

opmental

.,

.

reading course (71 students or 33.5%) exhibited significantly
..

lowerponic abilities than 4-pdents who_softgOleted the .course (106

0

stupnts. or 50%) implies that plIbilic#dequacy is' related to the other

aspects of reading emphasised in a: typical developmental reading pro-

gram; namely, vocabulary,- reading rate, and comprehensik skills.

,Therefore, it follows that if a student's phonic disabilities are not

specifically and/or effeceTVely treated;7theil theprogiess he may exper-

ience in a developmental readiRg course may be sePerely limited - -if

indeed he survives the course.

There are some minor implications for reading iioctitioners and

researchers that may be worthy of brief mention. Per those who are -

'concerned whether (1) sex, (2) duration .of course,\or (3) instructionaI%'

time of day are Actors or variables-affecting the improvement of phonic

skills, the results of this study may-help diminish such concern. And,

although the level of students' phonic Skills is highly predictive of

dropout, it'is apparent that theSe skills are not predictive of the
1

grades students receive iil a developmental reading course.

rlyingiafpliy/cation posed by Study May be simply stated:

pradtitioners whoa are employing developmental reading courses'in an

. .

., .

effort to improve the reading skills of seriously.oi grossly phonically
,

disabled students should view their courses with conStruag ,dissatis-

faction. The results of this'Study strongly suggest that the student

Orith serious difficulties in phonic analysis-is likely to drop out of a

f
developmental reading course. Should he remain in the course, he is not-

'

likely 4o iffectively improVe h4s aural decoding skilli.

67
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Recommendations
6

The following recommendations are made with consideration to the

10.,, notion that college-level developmental reading programs or courses that

11

:1

evidence a forty-six year history of methodological intransigence are ,

% '

not likely to chars: quickly or &emetically. However, if observed

need is thgforerunner of function (orQbnovation), certain measures
f

that are applicable to the local and Rational level are. presented in

the light of this study's findinga.411416;

(1) A sufficient number of teacher training institutions should

develoh,prectical and intensive short-term goitrugdesigned

to adequately prepare seasoned as well as novice reading

instructors to teach phonics to college -level populations.

4*(2) Pilot programs should be Titiated and studied to lean&

.whether students with phonic disabilities can be effectively

treated wAthin the context, of eetaelished detrelopo6ntal
k

reading courses taught by instructors adequately prepared to

affectthe aural decoding skills'of students.

(3) pilotprograms should be initiated and studied to learn-

,:

whether concurrent instruction.in phonic analysis offered to

phonically, disabled students in either (a) individualised,

self-instructional} or (b) mini-course formats effectively'

4
reduces students' phonic disabiliNs to ate extent that they t

can Wither successfully engage in a developmental reading

pouree escape the need for the Course.

1.

(4) Experimental courses for students identified as being seriously "

or grossly phonically disabled shouldbe'initlated to learn

4
'
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