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Recent research has demonstrated thalt' type of‘ :.nstructlon ,(e g. £codeﬁ SR

Ry

\ »&,*- Ter

. emphasis vs. whole word) st?ronglw J.nfluences word 1dent1f‘icatlon er‘ror:;: of
. . . /-

» young readers. Thls study compare.d two groups ofusecond graders (one recetv- . ._‘:
1ng code emphasn.s readlng \?nstructlon and the other recelmng eclect;q raﬁdlng
instructlon) on the:.r abllén‘ty‘ to- generate target words deleted f‘rom se::tence :
' s :'c 1nformatlon'... Ta.rget words we/re elther a’ hlgh -
3 frequenCy word or 1ow frequ ncy synonym. whlie sentence fr’amﬁ/s prov:.ded 3 ’ ]

1eve1s of contextua.l 1nforma 1on Resu.lts demonstrated. a sma:l.l advantage
his was pr:.mar:.ly attrlbutable %o responses : S L
‘ K r ‘ . / -/\ ’ N\ ' : » b <I’:i

to low frequency targets, pa.r 1cularly when contextual constralnts we;r:e weak

e v

congruent m.th earller researc were the f:.nd:.ngs that both contextua.l con-

-

: - ‘v-(“-‘. stra:.nts and word frequency we:qe ,s:.gm.flcant factors 1n ease of 1dent1{‘1catlon..
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early readers. , .J’i"'f' _[ﬁﬁf@fa»

‘

';‘:‘ Barr (1975) }bmnd that most chlldren adqpted the classroom instructlonal .

,_;

L method (phonicﬁ ,Mhole word) everi- 1f they prevahsly demonstrated a dlfferent /

I

con31stent strategy. Cbhen (1975) suggested poor readers 1n a code emphasms

approach seemed to reveal a’ lack of awareness of oral to-wrltten word responses.,;;

o

DeLawter (1975) Presented ev1dence that code enpha31s 1nstruct1on produced _-‘_"/'

o

.

IR more nonsense word errors than those recelvmng other 1nstructlonal strategles. :

‘Eiﬁﬂﬁi.:'T‘ , Whlle 1t is: generally agneed that skllled readers make heawy use of ”N'{

s

.lfgﬁsemantic and syntactlc 1nformatlon when—readlng connected text, it is a polntf:

f:[ﬂef of débate as to how thls ablllty develops and whether 1nstructlonal strategles;t

‘ exert any substantlal 1nfluence upon thls seqnence.f Good readers are seen

'-7;${f by some (Goodman 1972§,Sm1th 1978) to make more effectlve use of contextual.

'jlnformat1on whlle poor readers underutlllze theseq}nfbrmatlon source¥ and
: )- A : LT .

ﬂf%_ﬂ“'fj ﬂ attend more to . grapho phonlc 1nformatron~ Thls is sqmewhat*analogous to a

31 . . -

. "levels of;proce331ng model (Cralk and Lockhartg l973) in that the poor ,
9t . / o

while the good reader enters.

l

f?- reader enters the task at the phonemlc Level

Tf i at the semantlc level (Alllngton, Méienthal walmSley’ 1978)
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: *Thls study was funded through a grant from the Research Foundation of The |,
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basls of thls sfudy 1s' -do readers

o N LT T
'_f[}deleted words’ SR (.'::> .d V, /_ ,l; S 'f‘ o

- S Method BN

'Subaects._ Students were drawn from the second grade classes of two school o

S

‘};')fpopulatlons.- The 1nstructlonal staff 1n one school employed a. synthetlc ﬁ
(SN . ,} | -
L -E.phonlcs basal reader serles as the prlmary 1nstructlonal mater1a1 and the

'other staff employed an eclectlc program W1th 3 basal[readlng serles avall- -

/

‘ able (none of whlch were synthetlc phonlc approaches) w1th frequent use of

2. e : - - ,? :

" ;language experlencelact1v1t1es 1n readlngflessons., Addltlonally no classroom .

‘H'hjteacher 1n thls school used supplementary 'honlc materlals on any cons1stent

4 . ‘. .:,-‘\‘-_‘»_ P . e . S

:baSlS.:p« \ ““'_." o : S e "E,: o '>;.f

All suhjects were admlnlstered elther the readlng comprehenslon sdbtest 33‘ |

-

;f of the Peabody Ind1v1dual Achlevement Test or the Metropolltan Readlncr Test

P

;;to screen for readlng ablllty., Only subJects scorlng at or above a 2. h

'{:-grade cqulvalent ‘were selected for partlclpatlon. Suhgects 1n %hérzpde- -

~

‘.emphasls sehool had a mean readlng grade equlvalent of h 03 and 1n the eclectlc

s ) ) o . ) ot i 2 M . v
‘SChool a mean of L. 12, . : "3';'}7' A ‘_'.f.{"
- ':‘ ";\'..',',-Materlals.‘ The. stlmull vere, from Pearson and Studt (1975) and are descrlbed -

A 'gf‘fn detall there. Brlefly though the stimuli cons1sted of 12 sentence sets -

‘\

o each contaanlng sentences at 3 levels of contextual r1chness- rlch moderate, S

’ . (]

, and low. Each sentence contalned a slngle deletlon. Two target words whlch

/
/

‘_;fit the deletlon were selected--a hlgh frequenoy word and a low frequency
' synonym _fr S -ﬁ-_ } } ﬂ\ /;' o _\__. R 7_ }}!.iy,M
) *‘_Deslgn. All subaects recelved 12 test sentences, with h sentences from eaqh
.'-level of contextual r1chness. ngh and low-frequency targetwwords were
. 1- / P : ‘
alternated across trlala W1th each subJect then requlred to respond,to 6
s . , " E “ | ‘,"‘. ‘ -~. ' \._f
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‘deletions with the high frequency w deletions with the low-'

,'___—04_.‘__:‘_.::_"7 -1 -

|
, f
,931’.?.frequency item.. L_~T; . ,' |
i V'Procedure,_ The task was adminiptered\indlvidually and took approxlmately A SR
A / / - : ~
25 minutes to complete.- Each subject was prov1ded an easy example 1n an =

. . '
B A
AN o N L ,\” SN

h attempt to ensure the task was understood.;z‘~f A 7 Lo
e N

. : M )
unf‘, PRI Briefly, the experlmenter placed a sentence strlp in fron of the_.,f- R

e subject and asked that they read it (elther 31lently or orally as'they
i preferred) and try to predlct the word went ‘in the blank SubJects Wére

,‘,. . '
o ;f;‘told thaé any word‘ln thp stlmulus sentence whlch they did not know would

SR _be proaounced ror them 1f they would ask. After the subject had read the -

/ sentence and attempted to supply the word a supportlve comment was, offered.v
. When the response was not the target word the experlmenter dlsplayed the ”ﬁ/t

S

‘1n1t1al grapheme of the target word and asked the subJect to read the sentence

once agaln trylng to respond with. a word that "flt" the sentence and began :
';I

- ‘w1th that letter. The exposure of 31ngle graphemes sequentlally from left

: to rlght cont1nued untll elther a correct response was eliC1ted or the whole

r

word was exposed (agaln thlS procedure is descrlbed in- detall in. PearFon

' and Btudt, 1975)

Results

- | The data were analyzed u31ng a repeated neasures analyslsvof variance
\ , [ fbllowlng an arc 31ne transformatlon of the proportlon of word exposed
TR
R prlor to ‘correct’ 1dent1f1catlon, as ‘the unlt of analysis’ (these proportlons
could range from 0. OO to 1. 00). Cell,means ;ré/dlsplayed 1n Table l as.

S ", percent of word needed for correct 1dent1i‘1cat1qn.

&




.:5 1nd1cated that subJects from the eclectic program were unable to pronounce¢

=
- .. L]
[ —

by I i
.

'code empha51s “nstructlon requlred less‘graphemlc 1nformatlon to. produce
the target word fn all condltlons.J Howevdr ﬂhls dlfference is not statls-
tically 51gn1f1cant (f = 3. 87, df =" 28, D —‘.059) Congruent w1th the
results Qf Pearson and Studt (1975) there were statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant -
effects for contextual rlchness (F = 15, 5, df =2 56 P <.OOl) and, word

frequency (F 60 4, df l 28, p.< OOl) Addltlonal analyses .of the data
é

1
a larger number of words after all graphenes had been exposed (n ~23) than SF

_the code empha51s suchcts (n = 17) They also requlred lOO% of the graphemes A
| exposed 1n more words than the code empha51s readers {n = 69 Vs n = h8) .
Low frequency words accounted fbr the vast magorlty of 1ncorrect responses/
As'can be seen contextual rrchness 1nteracted with- word frequency in Jboth-|
f groups (F’— L, 6 af = 2,)6 p < 05) with word 1dent1f1catlon requlrlng more .
graphlc 1nformatlon as level of contextual rlchness decllned. No.other.""

.

'f'lnteractlons’were statlst;cally;51gn;f;cant.
- | | - biscussion |

4 The differences between the Code empha51s and eclectlc subJects were
not statlstlcally SLgnlflcant though the former d1d have a small but con-.\ _
51stent advantage across all stlmull types.' Srnce both groups of subgects
had mean,readlng achlevement levels qu1te a bltlabove grade placenent the f

results suggest that good readers seem to develop 51milar strategles regard-
less ofllnstructronal tyne Thé consistency of the dlfferences, however,'
:p does seem to suggest that the code empha51s subJects had addltional strategles.
' avallable for deallnb W1th lov frequency words. That the subJects in both :
groups typlcally responded to th!”deletlon w1th a\hlgh frequency word--.

', whether the tarwct was a h+gh frequency word or a low frequency word--affected

=
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fbeen placed in.

5.

't e of differences (see Table l) between subjects with the ngh'l

dﬁi}-

- of graphic 1nformatlon necessary to - 1dent1ﬁy the target word
/ Flnally, these data support the powerful 1nfluence of contextual 1nfor-’
”matlon upon word ldentlflcatlon. The subjects employed thlS 1nfonnatlon

source con31stently regardless of” the type of 1nstructlonal progrmn tpey had
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