&4
-~y

Ll Rl A LI S, G Y - 3 " -
A 1, e e oma g - 1 . - .. - ) .
R : o 3 : ‘ - [}

. ® v i Py

DOCUMENT RESUNE

nn 188 114 . CS 005 uu2
e - . ﬂ _
. AUTHOR % Hayes, Christopher G.
TITLE - ». hn Overview of Psycholinguistic Reading Theory.
PUB DATE ’ ‘Max 80 :
. NOTE . (j) 15p.: Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Conference on College Composition and Communication
(313t, Waskington, DC, March 13-15, 1980). . K

~

ECES PRICE nF01/EC01 Elus Postage. " v
. DESCEIEBTORS *Lecodlinhg (Reading): Miscue Anal sis _
f . *Psycholinguistics: *Reading QOmprehension- *Reading
\ Diagnosis: Reading BRrccesses: *Reading Research . ’
 ABSTRACT e -

| .In the most adequate psycholinguistic model of the

reading procesa the pr oficlent silent reader decodes directfy from

graphic surfacesstructure into deep structure, with no decoding into

oral- surface structure. Three cue systems used by all proficient

readers include graphic cues (letters and words), syntactic cues. (the

grammatical arrapgement of wcrds), .and semdntic cues (the meaning of
.. the words and coficepts that thé reader brings tc the reading’

° . process). Reading is = four: step process: (1) sampling words and
phrases, (2) predicting other words and phrases that might fcllcew,
(3) testing the predicticns, and (4) ccnfirming or correcting the
predictions. Bids for anlayzing how wel a reader uses cué systems
include the clcze procedure and miscue analysis: the latter tests the
difference tetween text and the readexr's oral response. (DF.)_i '

- N E ‘

*

—
a€

R

F ‘ i

[ I

-

**4*#*n#t**t**********w******#»*******n*&*****************************#

. % "Reproductiones supplied by EDRS are the best that. can be magde: *
oo M - from the original document. N 2 *
- ﬁ*****#*##**###*****#****#***t##*******#tf*******************#***%*****{

" - 3 - .
- AR . & e .
‘ - ) -



.enough to do.

. Kenneth Goodman,

U DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDOUCATION 8 WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITU TS OF

Rl

"PERMISSION TO HEPRODUCE‘THIS
MATEATAL HAS BEEN QRANTED BY

EOUCATION Christopher G- Hayes

Tny DOCUMIENT BAY DLEN RUPRO:
VDLELD L RACTE Y A% RECTIVED 1T ROA

-~

THE PTRION OR DROANIIATION ORIGIN:
ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OQPINIONS
SYATEO DD NOT NECUSSARILY REPRC-

SENTONFICEAL NATIONAL INSTITUTL Of TO THE CDUGATIONAL RESOURGES

EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) '

Christopher G. Hayes
Cdward E. Lotto
Lnglish Department
Ohio State University

An Overview of Psycholinguistic Reading Theory

Because we all know how to read, defining that act may appear easy

are difficult te describe objectively

a5 an interaction between the reader and.written language,

.

reader attempts to recomstruct a message from the writer.
"reading is not readlng unless there is some degree of comprehension. . .
This emphasis on comprehenslon has led psycholinguistic reading
to contend that readlng instruction should stress students'

decode graphic symbols for meaning, and not@hérel

-

Actually, the cognitive gymnastlc§ we go through when we read

The most useful definitions | have

. . , .
found derive their usefulness from their generality ahd simplicity.

abilities to recode graph'c‘symbols into sounds.

for instance, Insists that '"Reading must . . . be regarded

through which the

{

More succinctly,
n?

theorlists

abilities to

y Insist upon students'

i

. w

Frank Smith has noted in Psychollngulstlcs and Reading that the impetus

for current cognitive eppro

aches toward reading has come from work of Noam

Chomsky and the generétlve transformational school of iinbuisticd.

Speciflcally,'thbt school offers two relevant theorfes.

,suggests a distlnction between the physlcgl aspect of language (the su

The first one

rface

structure) and thé underlying meaning of language (the deep structure)

¢

Brldging these two levels are grammatical rules that g
arrangement of surface structure elements.

fﬂlly developed grammar can we dlstlnguls

“"man bites dog“ and

A

- B e
L ¢
+

hY

""Maltese cross' and‘a "eross Maltese."

33

overn the meaningful

.
Only because _each of us has a
h between thq surface structures of

”dog bites man' or comprehend thefk¥7ference between a

;,{ }r‘? 1



3
A

<

-

Hayes and Lotto, 2.

The second contribution of the Chomsklan school involves the creative

aspects. of language;

generating (and recognizing) an infinite

“"Because prof

that Is, & person's grammar provides "a set.of rules for
: .

number of gramnmatical sentences."

-

icient readers can and do recognize varlous grammatfcal struyctures,

t

they actually b¥ing m%rc-understandlng to thé text than the text's words
. : o - 1 o

provide.

[}

These two theories have led Frank Smith to a statement that lays the

foundation for a psycholinguistic attitude toward reading.’

z

""Reading,' he

" -

writes, "Is not primarily a visual prbcéss.”s' As one might expect, such a

.

segmingly:hé

One imp

visual information he or she will need to identify a letter,

meaning in 3

-

retical assertion suggests a number .of impllcations.

lication is that the more a reader brings to a text, the less
S ] | L2

8 wprd, or the

: ' . +
sentencey Conversely, the more visual Lpformation a reader

’

. \ " .
needs in order to draw meaning from a text, the slsyer and less meaningful
. L

the reading

information

Paul Kolers and M. T. Katzman conducted an experiment with pro

readers In whichlihe experimenters flashed onto a screen

letter sequences,

-

if each letter. remained on the scree

subjects cou!

- ¥

in a sequence,
*

spelled. However

5ixteenth of

<
llkely to Identify correctly individual letters than they fere to reme

thc_words the létters Spelled. From this Kolers lnfers

.

mai‘rcading'

tends to be.6 There 65; lnifact, a strict limit to the amgunt of

the visual sfsted can processvln a given time.  To 11luStrate:

ficient college

a series of six-

Y

some of which were words and some were not. They found that

-

n longer than a quarter of a second, the

1d often remcmber and correctly. Identify the individual letters

\ L y

but COuld not often remember words that the six-letter sequences

when each letter in a sequence was flashed for only one-

a second (ha)f the first time), the subjects were much less

mber

first, that ”If nor- '

7

is preceded by a serial scan on a letter-by-letter basis, its
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maximum rate would be between . . thirty and forty-two words per

e . L

minute.“7 Second, Kolers concludes that "recognition of words has only a
limited dependence on the recognition or 'discriminability' of individual

letters_“B Reading, then, appears to be much more than a visual process

> ’

during which a.reader has to see and idehtify every /letter or word to gain

)

meaning.
L 4 * ¢

Vikh this in mind, we can turn our attention to psychollnguistic models

-

¥

of the reading process. You see in the appendix five models. The first

A

model Jl1lustrates a COnventioﬂil and Incomplete.theory of the reading
he theory of deep structure is the basis of

uﬁgcess. Evidence suppor{Ing

that model's inadequacy, for It omits a crucial step, comprehending the )

syntactic and sepantic messages of thc surface structures of wrltten and

-

spoken language. The second model allows for the deeﬁ structure but it

[

misarranges the steps. As, Smith points out, "it is notkpossible ‘to go from

’

the surface structure of written language to the su#face structure of speech
wl thout meaning, without the deep structure of wrltten fanguage
True, a person may be able to recode the graph!c symbo}s on the page\lnto'

+

speech® sounds. ‘But this person who reads letter by

is probably parroting sounds, not readlng for éeanl

i

reader, however, decodes the deep structure from tpb surface structure of
‘

the written language, ‘then recedes that meaning }:to the surface structure

ji".
eanlng of 'that. Mode | 3

of the spoken language, and finally decodeg thaé

I

illustrates that process,* However, since both deep structures are the same,/

.‘

there Is no need for the second decodlng bn the model for reading aloud,
5 / ,
then, readers scan the/printed surface strgﬁture, decode its deep structure.

I

and then recode that message lnto ‘the sugfbce structure of speech.

See model k. And the proficient silent/#eader decodes directly from graphlc
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surface structure Into deep structure. See model 5. )

-~

Is there evidence that such a process actually takaes place? _Aga!nk
!

Kolers offers persuasive proof, this time In studies Involving billngual

speakers and writers of Englfsh and French.

In one eipcrlmant, Kolers found that 1f he flashed, one at a time, a

-~ »

list of words onto a screen, the subjects could more frequently remember

1}

words that had appearcd twtcc than words ‘that had appeared only once.

More to the point, If, for instance, the word "'desk" appcared twlcc and If

the words "‘snow' and Its French synonym ”neige” appeared only once cach

> the subjec{s could jJjust as frequently remember the word ""desk'' as they could

" "" Readers tend to perceivé and remember words In terms of thél}(

SNOW.,

semantlc meanings, not thelir graphic appearances. ) ’ . ,

Kolers 3150 had bilingual students read aloud a passag€ in which
: )
. English phrases and sentences alternated with French phrases and sentences.

First, he foutd that when the text changed from English to French--or

Wicc—ver§a~hthe readers oftcn_read'the beginnlng word of thc'Frgnch passage

\

with an English accent. Kolers Infc(s,.then, that "rcadlng Is not simply a

: phcmes lnto phonemes . il Moreover, the

\

matter of translating visual 9

subjects rcadlng thcse mixed- 1_ guage tcxts ofteh~translated words In one

‘}l r

¢ Vanguage to corrcsponding words“§$§tho other language. A subject mlght read

”book" whenlths text actually ré@éﬁ“llvre "' The blllngual students would

'-k'

‘also adjust syntax to fit meanlng Tb}y would smoothly continue reading

or trénslat!ng ‘n English, for' lﬁ}tance evcn “after the text had changed to

.(- L . an idiomatic phrase in’ French. TthSUbJeCtS made these changes wi thout any .
- lOSS of comprehension and without even realizing they had done sO. '? t
!

Clearly, they were decoding the deep structure, not the surface structure

* Agaln, skillful readlng involves mOre than recoding graphlc surface struc- ¢ ¢

~ the'into oraJ'surface st(ucture. Jt ‘nvolves reCOQ"‘Z‘DQ the graph signs

K . . 4

. Y
BRSNS -
sl

1L W
ST
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\ ! 1
and thelr arrangement (syntax) and above all involves understanding the under-

-

lying meaning those symbols and patterns represent. ' \
fhis emphasis on graphic symbols, their syntax, and their meani?g implies
three

cue systems that all proficient resders use: graphic cues (letters and
4
words); syntactic cues (the grmwnatlcal arrangement of the words); and semantic

cues (the meaning of the words and concepts that the reader brings to thc
reading process).‘ These cues seem to be derived from the trinity of surface
. {

structure, granmar, and deep structure. While these cue systems might at first

¢

appear to be arranged Id the order rhat a reader uses them,.actually\they are .
not. A reader uses all three simultaneously.

But there Isﬁf’pxoccss at work, which has four s{eps: sampl{dg,»predicthg,
iesting, and conflrming\ Briefly, readers sample the woriﬁ‘and phrases,

usually with the eye moving about four words ahead of utterance. Then, using

-~

their Tntult&ve Syntactic knowledge, they pr’ednct other words or phrases that

grammatically and $emantically might follow what they. have a]ready read. As the

[ v

eye moves on, readers test the predictions they make to dctcrmlne if those

predictions fit into the syntax and meaning of upcomlng-bhrases.- Finally, the

14

readers elther confirm pr correct their predictlons; Whether thcy confirm

\';

or corvect depends on Tf what they, read makes senSe\ For;the third time,

we b y - \
l" ' ‘_ N .

readlng means comprehending.

d§1§e¢hs complex to you,

w"{—

R this theory of what goes on when a reader

you are not éIOne. "1t seems complex to me alsob ﬁnﬁ_ff this model of reading

yuman being Injects his or

seems complex ln theory, the actual practice-“when a
. . . . L'

. Lo
"her own idIOSyncratIc personality into the process-i mjst be. more complex, if

not even chaotic. How can we hope to understand whbt pne of our students Is .
SE

doing right and what wrong, let alone what’ wc ta? ao ak teachers to help the

L}

studeat bécome a ﬁ&ﬁvfefficlent-readqu At lcast two methods have

K

6 - i

M
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dcvelopcd as aids in snalyzing how well a vcader uses all the cue systems avall-
able and how efflciently he or she makes use of,the cyclical nature of reading.
These two are(the clqze/arocedurc and miscue analysis. The next paper in this

section will discuss the cloze procedure in detall.’ Rl%Ft now | wish to turn to

il

miscue analysis.

o

Miscue analysis Is a procedure developed by Kenneth Goodman as an ald in

¢

o ,
understanding what is going on when a reader réads. Goodman himself has called

It a "window- on the reading process.' A miscue Is simply a difference between

a text and a reader's oral re$ponse to that text. A mi<cue analysis attempts

to describe, in a systematic manner, the miscues performed by a reader so that

the teacher can ddvise ways to help that student In overcoming the miscues that

hinder comprehension.
. . - ‘
The procedure of miscue analysis starts out simply enough. A story or other
reading is selected which is somewhat difficult for the student. The.student

then reads the story into a tape recorder. Before the student reads, the

teacher mentions that the reading will not be graded but. the student will be
asked to retell the story after the reading Is over and that no help will be
The student will have to do the best he or she -

can to handle any problems. As  the student reads, the ttacher markg'all the

miscues on a worksheet which Is simply a copy of the story typed sQ . lt pre-

serves the lines exsytly as they are in the book. Goodman has developed a

too much will happen as the

]
b >

3\’/'/‘E}udent reads for the tehcher to be able to mark all the miscues, so the
- marking of the worksheet is \¢completed at a later- time.from the tape recording.

_ ¢
-After the student is finished readlngf he or she simply retells_the stoty with-

After the retelling,

out looking back at the text. This ﬁart s also recorded,
13

P mald

the teacher asks open ended. questiof; to probe areas letted in the retelllng

LY
2
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AN

After the session with the student Is over, the teacher completes the work-

sheet from the tape recording and then codés the miscues. Several taxonamies

!

of coding are available ranging from the highly sophisticated--and time consum-

ing--to the much s{mpler and casier to use. All the taxonomies are designed

N

to highlight the patterh of miscpes. And, ''because miscue analysis gets at

\

it produces informatfon thatfcan

&

the process and goes beyond the superficial,

—

become the basis for specific Instruction."

In order to devise these specific instructions the teacher must analyze

the patterns behind the miscues. As Constance’ Weaver: says, "'"Basically, the

teacher needs to find out three thjngs: 1) Does: the reader use preceding syn-

!

tactic and semantlc context to predict whag is coming next? 2) Does the reader

llowing syntactic and semantic context to confirm or reject these predic-

»

useé?o
tions? and 3) Does the reader correct (or attempt to .correct) those miscues

15 The variou§ taxonomies and forms used to code
. .

miscues attempt to generate this information. If the student is making miscues

which don't go with the surrounding context or which alter the_mean!ng of the

. *
passage then he or she needs help In using context to generate meaning.

4

The tgechgr can, use a numbe; of strategios to give this help.

Y L]

Fof example, Dorothy Watson discusses a student named Tim who relied

‘ N L]
heavily on phonlgz and didn't use semantic or syntactic strategies to take

The analysis of Tim's mlscdes showed
o . : "
that he often substituted words that were simllar graphically to the text but

which did-not fit the context in any. meanlngful way. He 5ubst!tuted "pound"’

for "proud' in the phrase, ""he was so proud of" and ”smlle" for "small' In

\ ?

j"the f;;?T§T§ small farm.'". These miscues contrlbuted to a low comprehenslon

p Tim. overcoMe these difficulties

S A}

would be to have the teacher read aloud to Tim and pause frequently.

R\
then fill in the pauses. After Tim became, adept at this, t

L

Tim would
hc teacher could
AN

-
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block out highly predictable words in Tim's text and let him guess ab the

meanings from the context. As TJim gets better and better at}this exarclse, the

{

words blocked out can be the ones that aﬂe less predictable. This exercise, .

which is really‘a variatlon on the cloze procedure encourages Tim to rely on

semantlc and syntactli rather than graphic cues 1n his readlng
Lo \

A less formal way of helping Tim would be simply to encourage him to ask

\

himself if his readieg made sense to him, 1f it didn.t make sense, the tcacher

. “*

< *
and Tim wopld talk about ways he could gain meaning from the text, Finally, the

miscue analysis would tell the teacher if Tim habitualiy confused two words--for
v . . +

example "thought'' and ""through.' If this weré\the case, the teacher would
- ﬂevlse lessons that hlghlighted the differeﬁ%e Pn meanlng and form of these -
PR 4 ¢

two words. All of these strategies- deal with thi total reading process of each

reader and attempt to help the reader become profjctent in the use of all the

I

-« ) \
reading cues available to him or her. As Goodman warns about miscue analysis,
“~—

~.

it Yis only useful to the extent.Ihat the user gtomes to vlew\readlng as the

wsytholinguistic process it is. Miscue analysis Involves lts\user- Cin examiJlng

- the observed behavior of oral readers as an interadtion between\ language and

( thought, as a procesé of constructlng meaning from a graphic dis lay."l7

E

tVOf'course, by now you may have been able to guess one major drawback in

]
miscue analysis——lt can be very time-consuming. This reason alone%is'enough

to explain why Goodman's work has not had much influence on the great mass of
reading instruction in the United States. As Patrick Groff says of that great

staple of reading instruction, the basel reader, ”Thls most influential guide

\

‘to the teaching of readlng has included more and more phonlcs and a greater
L emphasts on a systematlc ‘approach to the teachlng “of Teadlng during the very

e perlod of time that the number of colleglate devotees to Goodman's denunciation

-

of these two ideas has grown in slze."18 Groff goes on to pojht out other,

stheoretical objections to Goodman's theorjeé,'lncluding "its k of correspondence

.‘
R Lammez =T

¢

SERIC | R - )
e R L L o |
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honics Instruction'' and the

L]

to what research says about the effectiveness of p

questfonable nature of Goodman's Inherent assumption that-what & reader does

aloud mirrors what he does when reading silently.

’

w But to throw out Goodman's ideas about how reading should be taught
odman never says{that

~ because of these questions seems foolish to me.
4

‘ -~ / X
phonics aren't Important. He simply wants to give. them their proper place
!

{"_ within the reading process. And his insights Into the difference between
efficient and l;efflcient readers-—thaf‘"as‘readcrs become ma;e efficient, fh;y
use less and less g(aphic iﬁﬁut"]9~—are impoftant for college teachers of
reading. Phonics hasfits blacc‘at the beginning of reading instruction, perhaps

( . :
¢ even for some college readers | have had as students, but most college students

have mastered phonics and can sound out ‘unknown words. These students need

»

N

+

help in becoming more efficient readers and Goodman of
|

will enable us to help t&fm. \ : N

fers the Insights that




S . | NOTLS
ro ’ ! Kenneth S. ‘ﬁoodman, ”Thc Psycﬁolingufstlc Naturc’of the Reading Process,"
in The Psycholi*gulstlc Nature of. the Reading Proccss (;d. Kenneth S. Goodman

(Detroit: Wayne State Univ. Press, 1973) p. 165. .

| 3
2 Goodman, ''The Psycholinguistic Nature of tﬂk Readlng Process," p. 26.

3, Frank Smith and Kenncth\S Goodman '0p the Psycholinguistic Method of
Teaching Reading,' In Psycholinguistics and Reading, ed. Frank™Smith (New York

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973), p. 179.

i Frank Smi th, ”Psycholinguistncs and Reading,' in Psycholinguistics and

)} ) Reading, p. 10( . ,
»re © ’ i .
. > Smith, p. 6. , . ' '
6 Smith, p. 7. | ’ S

7 Paul A. Kolers, YThree Stagés of Reading," in Psycholinguistics and

Reading, pp. 30-31 - ! J . .
Kolers, "“"Three Stages of Reading,' p. 31. -

3 Frank Smith, '"'Decoding: The Grea£ Fallacy," in Psycholinguiﬁtics and
& - _

Reading, p. 82. )
10 Kolers, "Three Stages of “Reading,' pp- L6-47.

i

"“Pau] A. Kolers, "Reading Is Only Incidentally Visual," in Psycholingulstics
and the Teaching of Reading, eds. Kenneth S. Goodman and James T. kleming

. (Newark:, Del.: lnternatlonal Reading Association, 1969), p. 13.

5

12 Kolers, ''Three Stages of the Reading Process,' pp. U7- 48, and ''Reading
Is Only Incidentally Visual,'" pp. 12-1h4. , o . .

3 This entire description of miscue analysis is taken from an article by

Kenneth Goodman, "Miscues: Windows on the Readlng Process," in Miscue Analysls-

o Applications to Reading Instruction, ed. Kenneth Goodman (Urbana, - lll

, Natlonal Council of Teachers of English, 1976), pp. 7-8.
lh

Goodman, '""Miscues,' p. 8. : :

5 Grammar-For-Teachefs; Perspocfives and Definitions (Urbana, f11.:
) J

National Council of Teachers of English, 1979), p. k5.

N -
-
-

&

u




<=

\ , ' Hayes -and Lotto, 11

A\
16 Do othy Watson, ""Helping the Reader: From Miscue Analysis to Strategy .

Lessons,' {nm Mlécﬁe Analysis: Applications to Reading Instruction, ed. !

kenneth Goodman (Urbana, 111.: National Counci) of Teachers of English, 1976), |
> - . | .

Pp.

2
P-
<
¢
\
-
{
L
.
.
‘
“ - !
- - N
- 4 5.
. * ¢ >
-
.
r‘
f -
5
”~
AY \ Vi
-, ] \ 1 * - :
v PR - g
v A < .
» - .
;
- :
)
. -
. \ .
rd " ]
~
- ’ .
. s L i
. ‘ * L% /)‘
‘." * .
) >
Y-
. - o‘ - >
.
A d A." L ‘
- .
PREREN it » K - ¢
- TR .
i s et -
’ ® - N 4 o v
- v .- ’ \
\ . ~ A
. R
" < » r H ’ 3
P - ~ - i Lea .
¢ . v bon I e ~ s B
. e .
- 3 N
[} 4 - ' <
] ol
L3 . X :-.1 .
T f
. ' \ + ¥ »
. A M !
AN .ot v v
' . > Ky .
L . .
L] -
*a ’ ' T L 4 .
N . v . N
¢ 4 . N N ! ¥ r\,"-‘t
-~ -, . AN 2 X
. . \ -
/ 3 . . )’» - "§ T
s D o ‘"
“ . s
v K 2 . " ._“R_:_\ o - .
o 0 - 4 i
. . .
’ [y i v
- A .
.1 e
¢ Vv - = - \ W +
. 1 d
) R + “-':
he - ‘e - - I}
¢ e N
- - ) N £ v
' g’ .
B A% L. »
N -
12 ’ '
- -t‘ t
. ’
-. ~ Ay
T "‘ ’
I - . - .




. ) . g : , 7 3 i

An Overv1ew of Psychollngulstlc ‘Reading Theory l
CT 3 | A Selected B1b1lography )
L . '.“ v ]

» Allen, Dav1d P., and Dorothy J. Watson, eds. andlngs of Research in :
~ Miscue Analysis: Cldssroom Ihmplications. Urbana, J11.: Natiohal v

T Céuncil of Teachers of Engllsh 1976 . ; .-

T

- G1bson, Eleanox J., and Harry Lev1n The Pétholqu of Reading.
S Cambrld FJ?IT Press, 1975. = o - . -

, Goodman, kenneth $., ed. ‘Mistue Analysis: Applications to ReadlngE
o Instruztion Urbana, {11 N*t1onal Counc11 of Teachers. ot nglishLN“

. 1976.
~--*------, and James T. Fleming, eds. Psychollngulstlcs and the. Teachlng l,
"Readlng. Newark, Del.: International Readlng Association, 1969.\
Qroff Patrlcﬂr "Goodman and His Critics. Readln37W6§1d 18 (1979), E
376-83. _ "

; “Heilman, Arthur W. Pr1nC1p1es and Practices of Teachlng Readlng._ 3rd
ed Columbus “Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 497Z. _

Huey, E. B. The PgXehology and Pedagogy of Readlng,. 1908 rpt. -
. g Cambrldge' MIT Press, 1568.. . . -%%g& e
Kolers P. A.3'and M. T. Katzman. "Namrng Sequentlalﬁg"Presented Letters
and hords.”} Language and Speech, 9 (1966), 84-95. -, .

,Mqlvin Mary~P. "Psychollnguistics and the Teaching of“Readlng."
E EIEmentary School Journal, 79 (1979), 276-83.

Mosenthal, Peter. "Brldge Pr1nc1p1es in an Abridged Reply 'to Goodman.
’ Readlng Research Quarterly, 12 (1976- 77), 58 7603, - : A

. NEwman, Harold. "Psycholinguistics and/Readlng A D1ssent1ng Point of
S View." Reading World 18 (1979), 368-75. - B ,

Sm1th Frank. Comprehen51on and Learning A Conceptual Framework for
New York: Holt Rlnehart and Winston, ID?S

v :

-

-~

. Teachers. | |
f,;i-;4¥ ————— 'ed. Psychol1nguistics and Read1ng. New York: Holt, _inehartn
gf;aj," and Winston, 1973. C o - , . | |
;E%f;f—frw—r-?}f Understanding Readlng, an'ed.v'Neﬁ YorR:=IH01t{.Rinehgrth

and Winston."

.’*'




. * N §r 0 . « ¥y
PO . . . ‘Hayes and Lotto, 13
Wardhaugh, Ronald. Reading: A Linguistic Perspective. New York:
Harcourt, 1969.. .
Weaver, Constance. Grammar for quph¢[§:f\PErspecgives and Definitions.
Urbana, I11.: “National Council of Teachers of English, 1979.
¢ , i
: ?
s ~ .0 =
. Q . '
A ) IS
v L * ’
”
" *
.
oy e
\ -
. L - 8
. . \) P:"‘. . ‘
s - v "~ ‘ -
. -
+ * : ~ ' .
z . ’
v - . »
b . - )
\ ; .
b -
L 4. S ,
) \

o,



APPENDIX .o -
. \

A)

AN \ * N
Theories of Reading Models#
surface structure surface structure
.. ) —>
writing | spoken language

A . A
This "conventional™ model of the geading process fails to take into consideration
the reader's decoding of the gurface structure into meaning (deep structure).

- ~ . .

»

sur{ace structure su£face structure ¢ d@é structure
wrigi — —> | P)
Ling . spoken language spoken language .
"

While this model {ncludes a reader's comprehension of the surface structure (i.e.,
understanding .of the deep structure 6f the spoken 1anguage), that phase of the
pxocess is misplaced. * The work of Smith ynd Kolers strongly suggests that it 1is
not possible for a proficient reader to decode the surface structure of writing
into the surface structure of spoken language withqut-first decoding thke deep

structure of the graphic symbols.

—
7

‘surface structure| | deep gEructure_; surface structure] deep structure
writiog writing . .] spoken launguage spoken l@anguage

of written material 1s first decoded from the wmiéténtgﬁrféce.

The deep structure
There is po

structure and then recoded into the surface structure of speech.’
need ’b_extract meaning twice, however, since both deep structures are the same.

surface structure deep surface structure
writing —> | structure [—> ppoken language
* »

This, ﬁhen; 18'F£ank Smith's;ﬁvdpl of the oral resading ﬁrocess.

s
%

surface structure —y - deep
writing structure .

@
2

‘Proficiént-éilent.reading.requires no decoding of deep sfructpre into oral surface:

structure. In fact, subvocalizing slows ddwn the reading rate and often tends to

decrease comprehension.

meith,”Fraﬁk. Psycholinguistics and Reading. ydh York: Holt, Rinehart and
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