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" The deVe]opment of Sesidﬁconcépts that enable a. chi]d to learn to '’

read 1s 2 topic ubich has received increasing attentio ‘1n recent ye!Fw

Researchers have soUght by various methods to” gain 1n‘ atfon that will

contribute to our understanding of the processes involved. It has been

. obsgs#ved that children 1n the five to seven age range “do 'rot understand

bexactly what is invo]ved 1n the\task of nqed1ng Clay (19755 sa1d they

¢ ‘.,
sometimes cannot find “their way’around" a page. Vygotsky (1962) con-

cluded that they have on]y a vague idea of the usefu]ness of written

language. * Vernon. (1957) called it ”cogp1tive confusion. " Reid (1966)
\../

and Downing (1969) both concluded, after research with five-year- old

-

school beginners, that these children have great diffiCU1ty in under-

| standing the gok@ose of written language and in understanding the

abstract tefhnical terms used éy teachers in reading 1n$truction.
Speciftca]ly, the meen{ngs of such terms os "word," "sound," and
‘letter” we}e not clear to the students. . | ‘ |
Clay's (1972b) longitudinal research 1nto the early read1ng behavior
of New Zealand children has clarified some aspects of arly reading ' ‘
behavior Clay described several of the sources of cojkgsion faced byk.
young children ‘when' first they encountered the reading ta;k For examo1e,
the children may not realize that it 1s the print, not the pictures,
which 1s read After a]most a year in school some children 8ti11 moved

B Y

from right to left or boatom to top across a page of print They_did

v



Tearning to read that we know the Teast abouf They emphasized that

Attaanment of SeTected - 2

'not necessarily know that the left hand page was read before the right

hand page Some of, Clay s subjects stiTT confused the concept of 2

Tetter with the concept of a. wor& after nearTy a'year of schooling,
. ”~ .

Such misconceptions can seriously interfere with the acquisition of
'beqinning reading ski]ls, ' , -7 \'

Gibson and Lev1n (1975) stated that it is the beginning phase of

" the merg_presence of farge amounts of print in daily surroundings _ | N
faci]itates the perceptual Tearning which is 1nva}uab1e preparatﬁon for

.readdng In Frank Smith's (1975) dascussion of comprehensjon, he states T
that'a’ chtld' makes sense of the woer by re]ating the unfam111ar tb the - .1.
kﬁpwn Therefore, the amounttgfi; is a\ready known and can be brought . |

to bear on any sithation will rmine ta a large’ extent what s Tearneo ‘ .

—Y e

in that situation Somet1mes a child's first encounter with print is

-in school; he comss. to school never having had any experience in ana-
S :

Tyz1ng that two d1nensiona1 space which is a page of pr1nt However,
eve‘ a chf]d who has previously been’ exposed to books and pr1nt may

)

_not be at 2 tremendous advantage ' Heretofore he has been free to
scan pfctures and‘book n-any direction he chose.’and\has not founq
it necessary to‘lfmit his pattern of search 1n any way |
The preregding sKiTTs and concepts that can be heTpfuT to a chi]d
are numerous,_ Shankweiler and Liberman (1922) contend that everything
the beginner reads.mnct he analyzed into worés.. Accordfng to them, the
primery diffidhlty\in\reading acquisitton is in deaTing with words and’
their components. not in dealing with*connected text Dennard and
‘hortpncdn (T977) have 1dent1fied 25 beginning skills, Hhether or/ not -

these gre. hierarchical 1s al yet undeterm?ned, research t8.date has
X .
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to the very‘%arly skﬁ]ls : - ' . ' )

poneqt c0ncepts and ski]ls characteristic .of early reading behavior )

N
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‘hot horne but the notion-that«prereegihg and ear]y'reqd}hg concepts‘ahd
skills muét be a;quired in 1nvar1able sequence, Many unknowns remaYn
in the area of beginn\ng,r ading, and the existing knowledge is fragmenteg
There seems to be’ uni ersal agreemeng that 1earn1no‘:o read is a,
highly comp]ex cognitive process which requires one to master concepts and
skilTs of: ever—increasing comp]exity Virtually all textbooks on the‘
Feaching of reading 1nc1ude statements to the e*fect that progress 1n \~
reading 15 sequentia] or hierarchical ) ., .
~There is a pervesive recurrence in the lwterpture of terms like
“sequentia], development order"‘(Stanchf1e1d 1972) Yet'?though a
h\ererchy, in which centain skills are prerequisite to athers, is exp11c1t1y
or imafic1t1y recognized throuqﬁout the literature, a deta11ed.description a
and va?iﬁgtion of this hierarchy has not been provided particulariy for

the Very early stages of reading : It is not known whether or not a

"hierarchy‘among these skills ‘exists, Attempts have been made to place

some of the higher 1eve1 reading skills in a hierarchy (B!oom 1956
o |
Smith and Barrett 1974), ‘but this type of effort has not been app]ied

v

"THE TRy, TN L
\ ’ . |

This study was an attempt to asoerta\h whether or not certai

L]

tru1y prerequisite to other such conceptshrnd skills. The purpose of

this study wes to. 1nvestigate the order 1n which kindergarten and first

grade chi]dren acﬁhire concepts and demonstrate sk111s related to .

»
~readfng, pr1mar11yuconcepts.and skills invo1v1ng letters and words. In
‘..‘ ...' - ) . v . - . -- . ' . ' LA
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particu]ar, the order of learning in two major strands was investi-
gated: | | |

I. Letters and‘words (Spokeb and Hritten)‘ ) _ C \

I1. 4 Concepts about Books and: Reading
Procedures
Locecures ..

¢his study was yndertaken in a southeastern city with a popu]ation

“of 34 240, Two e]%nentary schools participated in the study. A \
stratifiéd sample of 66 subjects, 44 first graders and 22 kindergarteners

. was drawn from the 11 first grade classes and four kindergarten classes,:

<

of each subject's redbdnses.

_The sample wds 52 bercent white and.38 percent black.

' Each subject qu tested and 1nterviewed three times during the

i

1977 78 school term: _in September, in December, and tn March. The
/

subjects’ responses were sorted and tabulated to determine whether the

researcher shpuld reject or fail to reject each hypothesis on the Bisis

“

“Hypotheses

Y The hypothe;es are not listed fn a proposed hierarchical order.
Some‘arelCOnverse statements of offers. They’do not exhaust the possi-
bilities, but rather they include those thought most likely td reveal
the presence of a hierérehy. .

»

1. There are no ehildreh_who can repognize sight WOrds, but eannot
tell the examiner how many words are on;cards. | .

2. .There are dq children who c;n tell the examiner how many words
are on cards, but cannot recognize the letters of the a]phabet;

3. There are no children who can recognize sight words, but can-

B - 8

not recognize the letters of the alphabet | //,

<«
LY SN
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q. There ate no children :;;\éan recognize sightvwords, but cannot

name letters of the alphabet

5. " Therg: are no ch11dréh who can read sight words, but cannot name
3

letters of the alphabet. bt

L t . . A

6. Theﬁe are no‘children who can recognize. sight yonds, but hold

the Cbncebt that nicture, not.print,-is read,

r [ )
\ \ NN
' ' - 7. There are no ch11dren who ho]d the concept that print, not
Nt ~91e\ure, Js ready but cannot recognize sight words .

8: There are no children who can read sight words, but do not hold

; the éondept that print,-not'picture, is‘read L,
!

9. There are no. ch11dren on can deaw Tines between the words 1n

t

a sentence but cannot recognize. s\\nt words.
10. Tnere are no children who can recognize 51ght words, but cannot

draw lines between the words in. a sentence,

11, There are no children whd can read sight words, ‘byt cannot ¢

draw 1ines between the words in 3 sentence,
_ : TS _

12, There age no children who can'draw lines between the words in
a sentence,*but cannot read sight words. '
lg: There are no ch11dren who can read sight words, but. cannot
demonstrate an unders tanding of the relationship between written and
spoken length of words, ,
14; There are no children who can demonstrate an understanding of
the e]ationship between written and spoken length of words, but cannot
e | rea sight words, | | |
15. There are no children who can read but do not have the concept

of silent reading. | | \
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16. There are no chi]dren who have the conqepn of sileht reading,

4 . ‘
but cannot read:, ‘ » - .
.  J
4 : 17. There are no chw]dren who can match upper and Iower case lettehs,

, . but cannot recognize the letters of the d1phabet. '

18. There are no chi]dren who can match upper and 10wer case 1etters,_
hut cannot name letters of the alphgbet
19, There are no children who can draw lines betwe¥n the words“in a
~ sentence, but cannot tell the examiner how many words are on. cards. p
20, There are.no children who can tell the examiner how many words
. | are on cards, but .cannot draw lines between the words in a sentepce

v

T 21, No kindergarten chi]dren hold the concept of eTient reading.
i !:.‘
'22. No children wr11 write a 1etter or a word angd B¢ unable to

o 1dentify that. letter or word‘

Description of the Instruments B jl

“Murphy Durrell Reading Readiness Analysis (MDRRA)

The Letter Names. Test, Part I - Capital Letters and Part Ig - Lower

Case Letters of the Murphy- Durre]] Readwng Read1ness Analysis (Murphy

and Durre]l 1965) was admin1stered « On each of these subtésts, sub-
jects are required to choose and mark the letter named by the exam1ner.
Each item consists of an array of five letters. The uredictive va]idity
coefficients for the MDRRA with the Stanford AchieVement Test - Primary

‘1 Reading Test are Letter Names and Word Reading .54; and Letter Names

ard Paragraph Reading .57, L

‘Matching Upper and Lower Case Letters ~ .

- For this test Part 11 of the Letter(Names Test of the MDRRA was

| C used. However, 1nstead of naming a letter for the subjects to mark
R S . L 3

..

l._ . .. .. . . . .- P ]
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A Atta1nment of Selected ~ 74
h exam1neﬁ showed a CAp1ta1 1etter on a flashcard and asked the sub-
jects to “Hark the Tower case 1etter that goes with this one." or "Mark

the small ﬁetter that' goes with this one,"

» 1

Qprd‘Recognition Task .

)
This task was des 1gned by the experlmenter to determ1ne whether

.the’ subjects recoqnized words from the ba591 s”“gs being used and/or

words from Durkin's (1966) Test lised to Idehtify Early Readers. Eadh

of the 32 items consisted of an array of four words, NOJQE\iith the -
. N . \ f '
same beginning sounds or letters were not included in the array for
any item, so that étudents\wﬁa used the beginning sound as a clue could "
-~

choose bhé correct an5wer: .The egaminer instructed. the subjects to

- ) ~
- mark the word they heard spoken. ° ¢ :

Letter Naming Task

Subjects were tested 1nd1v1dua11y by being shown cap1ua1 letters ’

and Tower case letters on individual f]ashcards and asked to name the

Tetters they saw, -
y saw. "

Word Reading Task,

Subjects Were'individ0a11y tested by being asked to read sight words

which were shown/zo them*on' fiashcards typed in primary type.
' v . . w

Word Boundaries Task (WBT)

L)

Subjects were shown four sentences, one at a time, from the pre-

primer Sun Up (Eakly, et. al., 1970), and asked to make vertical lines

. _ {
between the words in the sentences. Eighty percent of the words, or

16 words, correctly_ma?ked was designated as sétisfactory performance,
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ft )

Mow Motorcytle Test

-

In this test designed by Rozin et. al. ‘:.1973),-’subjects were shown

b [

a ‘long and short word written on a card (e.q. mow and motorcycle) and
asked which word corresponded to a. spoken word (e.q, mow) The long

& words 311 had four or five sy11ab1es, while the short w0rds had only
. ' | 'one-syllab1e and no moré than four 1gtters_ Eighty percent_correct
o ' . | r°es'p'(‘)ns.es, or seven correct responses out p‘r‘ eight, way¥'designated as ~
A ¢ ; sa;isfaétory performance:

\

\

Word Enumeration Task (WET) .

- N
' SubJects were shown eight caeds one at. a t1me On each card was
J -

. ' p:ljted a two or three word phrase. fSubJects were asked "How many words” ‘
on this card?" To 4chieve 80 percent correct r@sponses, seven cor-
rect responses out of eight were necessary to constitute a satisfactory .

§
‘performance,

Sand Test

| The Sand Test (Clay, 19.7.2a) was used to-ass,?s the subjects' con-

/ | cepts about Drint. The subjects'weke aéked to idéntify (1) the fropt
of the book, (2) that print tells the story, (3) a letter, (4) a wéid,

3 " (5) the first 1etter of a word, (6) big and Tittle 1e£ters,_(7).funct10n

of the white space, (8) uses-of punctuation, and (9) directional rules,

’

Slosson Oral Reading Test (SORT).

| The Slosson Oral Reading Test (SToSson, 1963) was administered to

the figst grade subjects in May as a measure of reading achievement.

~ [

N e I‘ : .
. . : . . .
) . - . 1 ] _ . »
) * - . . )
I . ' . .
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“Interview - - E L

Subjects were indwvxdua]ly asked 12 ouest1ons des\gned to reveal

some of their concepts about books an][readwqu/>

»

Discussion of Hypothesis Testing
,

In order to best discuss the meaning of these findings, the informa-

tion 1s broken into separate topics for discussion.

Printed Words: Recggnizxng, Rea‘dmg,t Enumera‘tmgJ Separating and

(}

Relating to Spoken words | .

Hypothesis 1 was regected because 31 of the 66 sub3ects~cou1d
recogn1ze s1ght words w1thout beinq able to te11 the exam1ner,how mé%y

_ i ®
entities does not appear to-be prerequisite to recognitquﬁp?/;ight words
asusually tested, " .
Failure to reject Hypoth;;es 3’.4’ and S showed that none gf"the ‘
subjéCts was able to read words except those subjects -who Qere ablé to
recognize and name tetters., It has often been said that 1etter name
knowledge is not prerequ1£1te to 1earn1ng to read words (Huev 1908'
Doman 1964 Samuels, 1972). Perhaps the finding that no subjects could
recognize or read-words without demonstrating 1etter name knowledge can
be exp]ained by’the fact that it is common bractice in schools and ahong
p&rents to téaCh,lettér names before teach%ng words. Onh the other hand,
it may be the case that it is nearly fmpossible in our culture to learn
printed words w1thout also acquiring some knowledge of letter names.

Regardll\s of the explanation this research by itself does. not rule

out the poss1b111ty ‘that 1earning some 1etter names 15 prerequisite to

word readfng

words they saw on caﬁds Therefore ability to.perce1ve words as-separate - .

4
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With Hypotheses 6 and 7 1nformation was sought»as to whether the

concept that print, not pictu?e, ‘Is read is basic to ability to recognize
words, Both these hypotheses.were rejected’ It was found that ten

children, or 15 percent of the sample, were able: to recognizorsight words”

~

even though they indicated they thought picture, not print Was read, )

Thirty -one subJects, or approx1mate]y half the sample indicated that bhey,

i knew print, not picture, is read; but could not reeognize sight words.-

¢

Although Clay indicated that point1ng to the picture meant that the
child thought the picture, not the print was read it 19 possible that
some subjectg did not interpret the question_exactly as Clay 1ntended
Perhxps some subJects are sure that‘pnint is read when there are no
ptstures oh the page." However <when print and picture appear on a page
together confusion ar1ses as to Wh1ch t;kes prwority Th1s is consis-
tent with the findings of Byrne and M%son 19(6

Faw]ure to reject Hypothesis 8 1nd1cates that 1n order to read

s

.'word%,rwh1ch is more diff1cult than to recoggf\e_words, a, suhject must

. have the concept that it is the pr1nt that 1s fead, qu qgt theﬁp}cgures

This seems completely self-evident. Howeig* in the yery early stages'

of reading, when students have been taught ten words Or less, must rely

heavily upon picture cues and memory of stOry content. This~hypothesis
was_tested to discover whether students are,ﬁin fact, oware-that it is
the print that té read. - | e Lo i .;

) AS shown.by the resulto related to Hypothesis 9, on1y 16 supjecté,
or 25 percent, were:able to perform'satisfactorily on the-preprimer |
1evel word Boundaries Task without having some word reCOgnition abilitycl

It seems likely that this is because it is difficult to mark the bound-

- aries,of_written words when_one does not know what a word is. To Know

12

,
Bl
*
R Y .
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what a.word 1is, one must probably know a few specific words, at least )
at the recognition.level. That, 1s, the concept of a word is not.easi1y

| attained except by generdlizing from a number ef'KnOWn words té\the more
global concept of a word, "Rejection of Hypothesis 10 showed, hbwever;
that 17 subject&iwere able'toﬁrecognige'sight nords witnout being ablz
to‘perfonm satjsfactorily on‘the Word Boundaries Task. Thus, neither
Tis'prerequfsite to the other, but the two usyally deve1op within a short
time of one another. MeSt subjects were able to do Both tasks, or
neither, |

* ' -Hypotheées 11 and 12 dealt Withrword reading‘and word boundaries, >

as oppeEed to word recognition end werd bbuniaries, which were the focus

of Hypotheses 9 and 10, Rejection of both Hypotheses 11fzyd 12 indftqtes

that some children are able to mark the boundaries of wriften wd?ds

. , befo:e learning to read any words, while others are not able to marg e

wrwtten word boundaries until after 1earn1ng to read some words fIn
this study ten subJects, or 15 percent of the sample, could read five
words although they did not nerform satisfactorily on the WBT, Twenty-
eignt subjects, or 42 percent, could pertorm satisfactorily_on the WBT _:
a?thoUgh they tou]d not read five printed sight words. It therefore
appeers that marking word boundaries may be an easier task than redding
words. Tne WBT used in the preeent study, however, included only sen-
tences with usual spacfng It is possible that a word boundaries task
in which the spaces between worde\We;e omitted,,or one with a space
after‘évery letter might be more difficult than reading words or
- recognnzing words, This was not tested.in the present study.
The rejection of Hypotheses 13 and 14 shows that neither ebility

- to read words nor abi]itf to understand tha re]ationship between spoken

:

S .'u) o . . ) /—‘-——
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“and writtenjlength of words is prefquisite to the other, Twentnyive
subjects, of 38,pgrcent.of ﬁhe sémple, wére able to read five printgd
sight words although they could not perform satisfaétorily on the- Mow
- Motorcycle Test, whiié 13_subjects,'or 20 percent, were able to perform
Sat{sfactor11} on the Mow Mbtorcycie Test although they could not read
five printéd sight words. Either'of these abilities can occur first 1&
a child's development of reading behavior. Aéﬁurate perception of the
relationship bétween spoken and writtén length may be related to the
amount and kind of experience that a child has had with print. That is,
pérhaps chi]dren who have been read to, and Haverspent mﬁch time looking
‘ at books, are more likely to be -aware that words Qﬁth many letters
usua11y sound longer ‘when spoken than words w1th few letters, - One
- certainly wou]d expect that a chg]d who has written many- names . wou]d
develop the concept .that oral word length and printed word length were
related, | |
= One miscongeption that occurred frequenxﬂy was. that of . failing to- ; ( .
recognize one letter words as words The incidence of this misconceptioﬁ\\\\
was sO high that tt seems to be a stage in chi]dren s concept deve]op—

ment with regard to letters and words. A child at this stage gives the .

following: responses when asked, on the,wET,,"How many words are on this

scard?” o R L - L
what I want 2 | |
1*YYOu wish §..\\' ' . ) )
you: are Z. R . |

L - .
I NGS J‘ ‘v‘%t‘ijl; I‘ o
’ ' Y B ’ . “g&r’;/&
to q0 ’ y g s ‘\ ‘
o, |
r if 1 must 2 |
. ! . «
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. for theegiyp] 2 ,
- a a pretty picture 2
_ Apparently, one letter'words are not recoghized as words by children at
L this stage. X -

. Hypothesis 2 was tested to discover whether letter recogﬁition
ability was prerequisite toability to perceive Qordj\agisepqrate .
entities. For all subjects but gne, letter recognition ability was
prerequisite to success on the WET. This was not surprising’ because
in order to m@w&rds, one must be aware of the d1fference between (
1etters and words Apparently "this concept is acquired induct1ve1y by

o ‘assocmtmq names wi‘ specific 1etters and/or words,

Letters: Matchiog, Nam1n94and’Retogn1z1ng

\ -

Some of the findings re]ated to Ietters were discussed above. 'The,
R remaininq ones will be d1scussed in this section,
Hypothesis 17 was investigated to disdover whether the subjects
could match upper and lTower case 1etters without being able to recognize
. 1etters by name. Only two subjects were able to do this. It appears
that matching opper and lower case letters'islextremely difficult until
one is able to recoonize at lTeast some letters by name. Undersfanding
of the abstrect correspondehce betWeen upper and lower case 1etters was
“unlikely to occur in the absence of specific examples for which the‘
subJects had learned to recognize names. . &
"\L_ Hypothesis 18 sought information as to whether the subjects could “
match upper and lower case letters without being. able to name.individual
letters when the lettgrs were presented on flashcards. Seven subjects

¥ . _
were able to do- this. A1though the hypothesis was ‘rejected, the results
. . ‘ ' .
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indicate that 1t is difficult to match upper anfk lower case‘le'tt‘er,s
without being able to name thé letters, ~RecOgnition is usuai]y not
enough; one must be able to recall the name of the letter, not merely
recogniie it when it is spoken by someone else..

‘Hypothesis 22 was tested to discover whether any'child coulo write

letters or words and remain undble to tell thg examiner what letters or

" words he had written. The hypothesis was rejected because 20 subjects

or-30 percent of the sample, did write letters or words they.could not

identify,

Concepts of St1ent Reading

Question 10 of the Interview (Can peopTe read without ta]king ) was

used to discover whether the subjects understood that si]ent reading

was possible. Hypotheses 15 and 16 sought to determine whether the

concept ofdsilent reading was prerequs1te to learning to read, whether

\u - .
learning to read was prerequisite to attaining the concept of s¥lent
reading, or whether. the two were not interdependent., Results indicated
that nefther attainment of the concept of'stlent reading nor mdﬁtery

of the task of reading is prer‘Fuisite to thetother Fifteen subjects,

“or 23 percent of the - samp]e could read but lacked the concept of silent

reading; while 4] subgects, or 68 percent had attained the concept of

silent reading before learning to read However, the responses of

~ some- subjects over)thrEe interviews 1nd1cated they had the concept

of silent reading before learning to read but later, when tHEy learned

to read, believed»si]ent reading was not possible. Perhaps they thought o

/

<
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- {t possible until they triéd it personally. or it may be that they

+

) believe.sjlent reading 1s'possible for others, older people for instance,

.
{

but not for them, : ’ ‘ | | A
Hypothesis 21 was tested in order to discover wheth‘i.any of the f
kindergarten subjects had ‘developed the concept of sijlent reading

‘ReJection of this hypothesis was because eight,kindergarteners, or

1]
3

36 percent, had developed the concept of silent reading.. | ' “
\’ .

Discussion of Correlation and Regression Analyses

. o R
. Tables 1, 2, and 3 show the 1ntercorre4’;10ns between the measures -
. v 4

used at each ofrthreé'points‘in time, Tabge 4 gives theiproduct-moment
corre1atiohs of Seo ber, Decemier, and March measures with the S1dSson
Oral Reading'Test given in May As can be seen in Tab]e 4, the December
Niif Reading score had the highest qorre]etion with the SORT of any of
,,the measures used, a correlation of .77. In the case of Word Recogn1~
tion the December scoJl also correlated more h1thy with the criterion
measure than either the September or the March score, Similarly, the
kMatching score in’ September corre%ated more h1qh1y with the SORT than

| the December or March Match1ng score These findings 1nd1catp that the
time at which students are tested may be of crucial 1mportan to the
predictive value of the tests. L1tt1e is learned "{f the students are -
tested at a time when none have mastered the s£§11 or corftept that {is
-being sought.l Likewise 11tt1e is learned by testing at a time when'
v1rtua11y all have mastered the ski" or conce(t The'teSting 1s"'é‘pf '
most va]ue in predicting futurJ..prformance ift is done at a t1me

when ther& ts a sgread of scores from lou to h1gh ' ,
o . ) ) .

-
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Table 1 s
Correlations Between Scores on Heasures Taken ‘in September W77

. wd . - ]
[ & B o x -

2 " F S I - $ z | | &

WBT, - .18 .31 18- .09 .30 .25 .ﬁ?‘& .25 .32
WET - .01 .50 .42 23 .28 27 ] 29 .25
T 29 [~ 11 07 T .23 0| .22 19

. | . ”\\\ _ \ - e

WOREC .62 .51 61 .56 51 .47

* WDREAD o .23 .30 .30 2 .26
| LR§7: o .57 72| .4 .22
MATCH \‘ ) W 2 BT TR BV
L-v . .. . ' * » .40 032
SR ;?7 ) | .37

s : :
WINB ) .

‘Silent Reading. (SR)

Word Reading Task (NOREAD)
What's in Books (WINB)

Letter Recogniition Task (LR)
Matching (MATCH) N
tetter Naming (LN) -

Word Bounddries Task (HBT)
Word Enumeration Task (MET)
Mow Motorcycle Test (MM) . |
Word Recognitfon Task (Hﬂ[EC)‘ .

9L - PaIIB3S 40 FuduuLRIGY
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' Table 2
Correlations Bet*egn Scores on Measures Taken in December 1971
1 \
3 2 5
- — "g § o -
] y S il =, i
WBT .39 A2 .39 . 37 .39 .57 .40
NET .24 .60 61 19 .39 .23
M .44 46 22 .29 . .22
WOREC .65 46 © .60 .46
" WDREAD » .36 56 .43
LR .
R ; j .86 .93
MATCH ‘ .83
LN

v

Word Boundaries Yask (W8T)
Word Enumeration Task (WET)
Mow Motorcycle Test (MM)

Word Recogriition Task (WDREC)

Word Reading Task (WDREAD)

Letter Recognition Task (LR) .
‘Matching (MATCH)
Letter Naming (LN) -

.
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' Table 3 ‘j
Cdrre]ations Betwee;n Scores on Measures Taken in March 1978
¥ 4 _
2 3 5
_ [
2 g z 2 S % 2 =
WBT .69 6 .60 .59 - 18 .37 .20
WET ‘ ~ | .2 .61 .69 .03 .30 .06
M | .37 .48 W .34 35
WOREC .87 .64 .81 .66
'WOREAD .50 .67 .52
~ ot ) )
LR - S .93 .98
| _ |
MATCH ©,94
LN .
Word Boundaries Task (WAT) Nord Reading Task (WDREAD)
Word Enumeration Task (WET) Letter Recognition Task (LR)
Mow Motorcycle Test (MM) Matching (MATCH) 2
Word Recognition Task (WQRED) p Letter Naming (LN)

/

22

- o | .vf‘
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Table 4 ,
@ | _
\ Product-Moment Correlations of September, thember. and
March Measures with Slosson Oral Reading Test

Scores in May

. - : - September December March
_ - . —— —~ ' _

"Word Boundaries Task .36 ’ .39 R 1 ¢
Word Enumeratioq Task | .36 | .47 :43
Mow-Motorcycle Test «35 .45 .48
Word éecognitidn Task .66 ' .68. .55
Word Reading Task L 77 .73
Letter Recognition Testy .49 “r . .3§ .28
Matching . 57 54 .37
Letter Nahing Test T R {45 .29
Silent Reading .40
What's in Books .o A7 }

, i

»
.
- » §
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The above reported scores {Word Reading, Ward Recognltion, and |
Matching) were the only meagﬁ?es that correlated as highly as .50 with
the SORT. Here the difference between correlates and prerequisltbs
: must be noted Even a measure that correlates very highly with the
criterion measure need not be a prerequislte, and a prerequiJ{te need
not have a h1gh correlatton w1th the criterion measure,
~In Tables 5, 6, and 7 the resolts of ‘the multlple regression

enalyses are summarized. Asterisks appear beside those variables which

added more than .01 to the mult1ple correlation coefflcient

)

‘In Table 5, which reports the September multiple regression analy51s,.

all ten of the variahles entered contrlbuted to the overall significant

correlation of .78, However, a correlation ¢f .74 could be achieved with_ -

only three of these: Word, Recognltion, Word Boundaries, and what s in
books? Only these made a 51gn1ficant contribution, |

In December (see Table 6), of a possible eight variables entered.'
“into the nultiple regresslon.equatlon, only seven made a contribution to
the7overall slgniftcdnt multlple-correlation of .82, A correlatlon of

.81, however could be achleved w1th only the first two variables Word

Reading and Word Recognition. Only these two made a significant oon€r1~
bution. : . - | |

Likewlse, 1n,March (;ee Table '7), seven of the eight variables made
/a contrlbutlon to the oVerall slgnificant multiple correlation of 78 '
but a correlatlon of .73 was achieved with only the first varlable Word

Rgedlng, whlch was the only signiflcant contributor to the multiple

'correlatlon.

v
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_____ | . ~ Table 5. | | |
Multiple Corretation of September Scores With .
- the Slosson Oral Reading Test o
| | : 7
Step Variable Entered  'F to Enter  Multiple R  Overall F
1 Word Recognition Task fLrr T Tles Y 3172w '
2 Word Boundaries Task 5. 06* 70 19.92e
] 3. What's in Books? . 4,95 - 74 16.21*
4 Matching : 3.62 .77 13.86*
5 Mow-Motor‘cyC]e Test - .76 ' 27 1N.17
. 6 Silent R\{dihg . .55 | .78 9.29*
| 7 Letter Naming Test SRS I PR 7.81%
8  Word Enumeration Task a7 18 6.70
9 Word Reading Task -0 .78 5.81%
0 Letter ,Recogpition’ Test .02 7 \ .78 _ 5'08*
*Significant at the .05 leve] | Y | _
| | - . e o
V" g ¢ ) -
. L)
»\.' L ‘.
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Table 6 = I |
Multiple Correlation of December Scores
with the Slosson Oral Rt§d1n9 Test
St Vartable Entered ' F to Enter  Multiple R Overall f
—T ' — '

| ) Word Read\i%’g/; Task T oe2,31 71 e
2 - Word Recognition Task 6.26* .81 38.19*

3 Word Enumeration Task 1.04 | .81 25,83*

4 Word Boundaries Task .92 .82 19:52*

5 Mow-Motorcycle Test o .36 l .82 //\15.4{*

6 Letter Naming Test .. 18- . , 82 12.64*

7 Letter Recognition Test .49 .82 10,75*

*Significani at the .05~1eyé1
v .
K
\_
A - ¢
.fﬁ ?i v
o »
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| Tahle 7 |
’ o Multiple Correlation of March Scores With

the Slosson Oral Reading Test

i

F to Enter

Step erfabie Entered or Remove Multiple R ivaef|11 F
1 Word Reading Task 47.77‘ JI O ar. e
2 Word Recognition Task 2756 75 26.06*
3 Mow-Motorcycle Test 1.71 CL76 18, 24*
4  Matching . | Ja L6 13.78%
. 5 WNord Enumeration Task .88 77 1.17%
6 Word Bodndaries Task 337 77 9.20*
. 7 Letter Naming Test .05 o 7.69%
 # *Significant at the .05 leve)
. LN
: >
~
0
- - o P -
. ,,:,. ”»
e L
7 ¥
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dropped to sixth (and non-significance) in March.,

~ and tp matching upper and lower case letters, -

' B  Attaimment of Selected - 24
~ As can be seen in the Multiple Correlation Summary fables 5, 6

and 7, the contribution made by a particular measure can change con-"

. . siderably over time, For ex'mple, Word Boundaries, which was the

. ’ -4 .
second greatest contributor to the September multiple regression analysis

"™

8,

Conclusions
i . . . S \
Four major cenclusions can be drawn from this study:
1. Know1edge of letter names s present among all children who

1earn to read words. whether the letter names are learned in school or

before schoo entry. While this phenomenon doeg not prove letter name

1earn1ng to be prerequisite to word learning, it does not disprove \uch
a possibility. i *
2. There is a stage in chi]dren's concept development, with regard

to letters and wﬁ‘.n during which a child beljeves that a word must be

more than one letter At this stage he does not think of one:1etter‘words'

as words. | S | -
3. Evep though children who do not hold the concept that pr1nt

not p1cture, fs read may be able to recognize w0{ds, only those who hold

thTs concept can read words,
4, It appears 1ikely that some letter recognition abi]ity may be -

prerequisite to satisfacxorv performance on - the Hord Enumeratfon Task"

e

,Recomendattqns and ImpHcations o

Hhile*th1s study was not sufffcien@ly broad to makg’firm generali-
tﬁ‘ions, it does have 1mp11%at10ns for teaching and for further study.

Tho foHowing recomondations are proposed

[
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’

e , 1. 'Since many children are unsure-of_tne;meanings of terms-like
' "letter'~and "word," it might be usafu; to investigate the effect on
| | begjnn1ng reading achievement or directly teaching the meaning of such
terms very soon after school entry. It also might be useful to investi-
gate the q*:ect teacning bf the concept that print, not picture, is N
‘read, ¢ |
2. In the present study tne Word Enumeratfon Task contained several
‘one-letter words, while the word'Boundaries Task did not, The Word .
Enumeration Task proved more difficult for‘the_subjects, An experiment
N should be conducted in which both tasks contain onef1etter words., One R
COuld test'the hypothesis that this would- make the'tno'tasks equiva1ent |
) 3. The fo]]owing hypotheses, which c0u1d not be rejected in this *
o~ ‘ .study, anqu be tested in other settings

\Hypothesis 3. There are no children who can, recognize 12 -

sight-words, but'recogndze fewer than.eight 1étters. .

Hypothesis 4. There are no children who can recognize 12

sight words, but can name no letters,

Hypothesis 5. There are no children who can read five printed
s1ght words, but can name no 1etters. o
prothesis 8. There are no éhildren who can read f1ve pr1nted

s1ght uprds. but hogd the concept that picture "not print ‘1s read.
"_By $0 doing the genera]izab111ty of the results could be increased. o .
) 4. ‘Further study on young’th11dren $ concepts of print, such as
: thoso tcsted by the Sand test, cou]d be in;tructives Since it is d1ff1:
cult to obtain such 1nformat10n fﬁom younq children accurate1y with a ,",

test, case stud1es and continuous observat1on mqy be necessary.

e
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5, The results of this study can be interpreted as support for
-continuous pbservation and informal testing uf students. On the basis
. ‘ N

of this research, it is recomended that de;i‘-sions reg'ard1ng placement

¢
> and instruction of beginning readers not be nlade on the basis of a

‘ + single set of tests given at some one time,
/
e
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