


ABSTRACT

DOCOBENT RESGHE

ED 199 659 - C5 005 950
AOTHOR Mason, Jana H.
TITLE Prereading: A Developmental Perspective. Technical
Eeport No. 198. .
INSTITUTION Bolt, Beranek and Newmsn, Inc., Cambriuge, HMass.:
: Illineois Univ., Urbana. Center for the Study of
. : Reading. ,
‘SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Zfducation (DHEW), Washington,
D.C.
PUB DATE Feb 31 : : - E
CONTRACT -~ 400-76-0116
. NOTE S56p.
EDRS PRICE MFO1/PCO4 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS . *Beginning Reading’ *Cognitive Processes; ¥Prere: .ng
: Experience:; Preschool Educaticn; keading Instructiop:

ins
*Reading Readi ne;s* *Reading Researcchn; Youkg
Children v _ R

After considering the advent of hDGHLEdgE about
pzereadigg .frecm: a longitudinal PEESPEthVE, this report then revieds
the research ¢n prés;haal children's attempts to_read and offers a
discussion of cross-sectional reseazﬂh on both pIEIEad;ﬁg and
beglnnlﬁg Ieading- The discussion' is organized in terms of three
hypctbes;zed strands of prereading: :EfEEEﬁce, phonoiogical
avwaremess, and knauledge of terms and rules. When possible, the
discussion is oriented towacd the child's view of reading znd;its
sociral and communicative value. The child?'s competencies aad lea:n;ﬁg
envircnment are featured in order to demonstrate that the proposed
three-strand construct is Supg@?ted by developmental ard reading
research- and can be used to organize instructional gquestions.’

(Agthcr!EL) o . . .

=

**####t*$$*#**$$$$##¢***$*$$**$$$$$**$$*$$$$#*$t$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$¢$$*#$$

. # ﬁepraductlaﬂs suppiied by EDRS are the best tkat can be nmade

x . , . from the ordiginal document.

*
*

#$$*$$$¢$*$*¢$*$$s$$**$$**$¢$**$*$#*$¢¢**$**$$**g$$*$****$¢*$$¢$$$$*$$*

¥



U5 DEPARTMENT OF SDUCATION

o CEHMTER FOR THE STUDY OF READING (ATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDuCATION
m ONAL RESDUHCES INFORMATION
z 3 CEMTEH N
gﬁ ) [T NOTER TR
@ SIS e L anpigve
H ]
(| oo X
W) .
" Yechnical Report No. 198
PREREADING: A DEVELOPMENTAL PERSPECTIVE
. KJ
Jana M. Mason
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
B February 1981
University of |1linois ]
at Urbana-Champaign ' ! Boit Beranek and Newman Inc.
51 Gerty Drive o 50 Moulton Street )
Champaign, lilinois 61820 - Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

‘The research reported herein was supported in part by the National Insti-
tute of Education under Contract No. HEW-NIE-C- 400-76-0116 and was prepared
principally during a sabbhatical leave from the University of Illincis in
1979 at Stanford University. To appear in P. D. Pearson (Ed ), Handbook
of Research in Reading, New York: Longman.

S 808 PO

=



EDITORIAL BOARD

o ! Peter Johrnston, Chairperson
Roberta Ferrars Jiﬁ_ﬂasaﬁtha1
Scott.Fertig - : Ann Myers

\ Nicholas Hastings ) . © Andee Rubin
Asghar !ran-Nejad William Tirre
Jill LaZansky - Paulrwiisgn

;Peter Winograd
Michael Nivens, Editorial Assistant

Co




Prereading

1

Abstract
The advent of knowledge about reading {(prereading) is considered first
: Frgh ailangiihd?né] perspective, with a review of research on prescheel
children's attempts to read. This is filled in with cross-sectional
research on prereading éha beginning. The discussion gn both sections is
. Qfganizeé in terms of three hypothesized strands of prerégéi;gj reference,

%

phonologizal awareness, and knowledge of terms and rules. Where possible,

it is oriented toward the child's view of reading and its social and com-
municative value., The éhiid's competencies and learning environment are

featured in order to demonstrate that the proposed three-strand construct

is supported by developmental and reading research and can be used to

organize instructional questions.
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Prereading: A Davelopmental Perspective

Pip: "I struggled through the alphabet as if it had been a bramble

bush; getting considerably worried and scratched by every letter. .

After that, | fell among those thieves, the nine figures, who scemed

every evening to do something new to disguise themselves and baffle

recognition. But, at last | began, in a parblind groping way, to

read, write, and cipher, on the very smallest scale.'" (Dickens, frc

‘Great Expectations, p. 33)

What does a child know about reading before beginning to read in school?
The answer depEﬁds not only upon the opportunities a child has to learn about
letters and to have words identified and stories read but also upon the
relationship between language and prereading.  Yet the nature of this
relationship is unclear partly because of differences in methodelogy or

because different questions have been addressed.. While language research

: B
has relied on diary studies, reading has more often been studied cross-

sectionally in terms of its correlations with social, educational, cognitiva,

or ]?ﬁggistfc factors. While language competency is assumed to derive from

the child's understanding of its pripciples, reading acquisition is usually
assumed to be a function of explicit imstruction. While parents are seen

to play a crucial role in children's language development, there is no:
@ . . .

more than a token acceptance that reading could be learned through inter-
action with parents. Thus, even though it is generally agreed that reading

and language are related, there is little accounting for this tie in

¥

research on reading acquisition. .
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We will assume here that there is a c! guage and
beginning reading. “Tc understand what rez ;ﬁerycuﬁg child
mus t raa}i;a that language is ﬁcmérised o aces that
correspond with similar units of pﬁiﬁt; @ child must )
FecagnizeksauAdS in words that are mappec ti sounds. Thus, the

stream of Speaiﬁ}must be broken at'juﬁ:tuf rrespond to discrete
written units, words must be broken into p , and phonemes related
to single letters, letter clusters, and syllables.

WHen‘a child begins to caﬁside% grinted words, a likely first step
is to recognize that printed forms of familiar names of objects, actions,
and frequently spcken phrases are discrete units, bound by spaces,
repiizagle by a more or léss uéif@ﬁm squencé_af lettersg'regégnized
in.a left to riéht direction, etc. Thréuéh tasks of attempting to
recognize, priﬁt,vaﬁd spell warés, the ﬁh;id will socn realize that words
can be bfakéﬁ into smaller units which in many cases correspond to names
or sounds of letters. These phgnal@gfcal considerations utilize an
eritirely new ingfght about prfnt! At this polnt, tﬁen, a ﬂhiid-is bound

3 %D a@nstruzt*hyp@§h§§25 about print ié order to solve thg deeper problem

" of how meaningful utterances, speech sounds, and printed symbols are

related. In addition, the child will learn to talk about reading and to
abide by rules governing the act of reading. Thus, there appear to be
three aspects of language which precede and accompany bég?nning reading:

(a) determining junctures in common between speech and print, (b) breaking

b
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épee;h sounds into the abstract phonemic units that correspond to letters
and letter groups, and {c) acquiring labels, rules, and procedures reeded
to descripe and;zarry Dué.reading tasks.

I'f we assume that these characteristics are initiated (though not
fully understood) before alghiid reads independently, pferegdiﬁg can bg

defined in terms of a three-strand comstruct. The first strapd will be .

called reference; it is simflar to the term scgmentation used by Menyuk -
(1976) aﬂé is included in Ehri's (1979) notion of 'amalgamation.' When
the child begiﬁsvég try tDlréad, discrete units from print must be
v:FEFEFEﬁiEd to épeecﬁ and @bjects;l wWhile the éhild probably starts by

recognizing labeled objects, familiar phrases and sentences and then novel

sentences wi]i;avéntuaily be read. The sezgné is ﬁaliéd/gﬁgﬁplggj§31 
aw;fgﬂeés.] The concept, but not necessarily the term, has been described
by Calfee (1977), meﬁing!(1973), Liberman (1976), Mattingly (1972),
Rgzgnband Gleitman (1977), Barron (Note 1), Downing (Naég 2), Gleitman
(Note 3), ﬁatting]y (Note 4), Samuels (Note 5), Véltiﬁ (Note 6). For
prereaders ii is an explicit awareness that there is an interrelatedness
between letter symbols and words. It appears to be initiated by matching
c@ﬁsengnf sounds with t%e initial phoneme in words anﬂ ibntinugs to an
eventual recogriition of many phonological p%tcerng and related orthographic

structures. The third is termed i???]?iéﬁd rules (Clay, 1972; Downing, 1972;

Hardy, Stennett, & Smythe, 1974; Hillerich, 1978; Johns, 1972; Reid, -1966),

an underﬁtaﬁding of terms that are used tu talk about reading (e.g., ''find
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a‘w3rd . . ., "Mook at the top of the page," or 'read the first sentence')
as well as the arbitrary rules that govérn the act of reading (e.g., know-
ing that one reéads from left to right, that punctuation is important, and
what spaces between iettefs mean).

While a?] three straqu have been separately described and related
te reading, they have not bsen considered Sémuitaneausly in terms of a
single developmental constiruct. |If they are considered together, it
beccmes possible to define prereading in tarmS»af:the acq;isitian of
the early ér-iﬁit}atiﬁg concepts related to ;éih strand. First, it is
conjectured that some of the concepts surrounding all three strands are
acquired before a thi]é can read independently. Second, it is assumed
thét some concepts related to refefencing are realized before thasa-
related to the other two strands, for without distinguishing print in
terms of meaningful obj3§£5 aﬁd units of sﬁaéghjureéding cannot make
éﬁ§;5§n3§id To considerethis model visually, imagine three interwoven
ribbons that are hung vertically. The iap is labeled ''prereader," the
middle, ''beginning reader," while at the batgam is "mature reader.'" At
the top the ribbon labeled 'reference' is very thick; the others are
barely visible. Later; one or another strand predominates, béca&ing.
th%sker, wa]é the reference ribbon diminishes in width (and importance

for ]earning)i

- G
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We can now, in the light of the foregoing, consider afresh the

question that was raised initially. What- does a2 child know about reading
before learning Fgrmaliy to read? The F?rst point to be made is that
talk about reading will not appear before reference, but some knowl edge
of éii thfé? strands will appear before a child reads well. Ev: when
it seems that the first thing children are taughgris to analyze words
_ into jezter sounds, thevmaéel predicts that success at this effort will
~only occur inthe chiidreh have already acquired some preliminary infor-
- mation about how speech is related to print. Since children see many
words on printed SfénS—:]ébé1S, and billboards and try to read, spell,
and write them, they have usually acquired a sufficient con:eptua] frame
about FEfEFEﬂCIﬁg DFE] to written: werds so that they :aﬁ pFGFIt frem
instruction focused on the other strands.
fha sezgﬁd}pcini to be‘made is that: to understand what children
know éb@ut readiﬁglbéfaré being formally instructed, the methodology
favored to i%Ves;igatg language ought to be apprapria;a for the study
E; prer:-a. ing. One aspect éf thiSEméthﬂdG]Dgy wa; described Ey Bruner
(]é?g)i*wha p@inted out that the study of iang;agé should investigate
not merely the syntax, se 'EﬁtIES and ﬁhancﬁagy of language, but also
pragmatics--the study of the use of language in its social and ﬁDTmUﬁiEétiVE
context. |

One must devise ways of investigating the constituent skills
involved in ianguagg.ﬂ And typically one begins well before

“language begins, following the communicative behavior of
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particular children until a pa}tiﬁg]ar Jevel of linguistic

mastery is achieved, testing as well for other, concomitant

indices of growth. ({(p. 65)

This recommendation will be followed here by considering prereading
first from a longitudinal perspective, béginning well before skilled
reading is a:hiéved and following the attempts of éhi]dﬁéﬁ-to read. This _
will be filled in with cross-sectional research on prereading. The dis-
cussion will be organized in terms of the three hypothesized strands that
are iﬁit?ét%é before a child reads and that carry the neceséary conceptual
Ffame§ for understanding how to read. Where possible, it will be oriented
ééwaiz the child's view of reading and its social and communicative value.
The child's competencies and learning environment are featured because it
is hoped thereby that the instructional controversies which permeate this
field (@artizgiér]y regarding initiating and sequencing beginning reading
lessons) will be avoided. My aim here is to demonstrate that thé three-
strand_cahstru;c pr@pésed above is supported by developmental and reading

research and can be utilized in order to consider instructional questions.

Throughout this chapter, the term 'reading' will be used to mean an ability

to recognize and verbalize some novel printed words as well as to comprehend
some texts. ''Prereading' will refer to knowledge and skill which precede

7 A
reading.

Longitudinal Studies of Prereading

v

Unlike research into the inception of speech, there are few reported

¥

studies of children's acquisition of reading. Only three offer more
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" the fact that parents probably help their children learn about reading in
dissimilar ways, the reports are remarkably alike. The first examples
are taken from authors' sum%éries of parent interviews.

A 5-year-old black child from a lower-middie social class home. who
could read and write béfore beginning kindergarten wasstudied by Torrey
(1969). The mother reported that no one had taught him or even encouraged
him to learn. However, parents noticed that before he began reading he had
learned to recite all the TV zémmerciais, Subsequently he began reading
labels from food packages, boxes, and cans. Torrey determined that his
language development was typical for the age and histvarbal IQ was 96

<; with a performance 1Q of 111.

burkin (1966) Found only 49 children out of 5,103 in Oakland,

~
california (in 1958) and 180 children out of 4,465 in New York (in 1961) who
could read a list of primary-level words at the beginning of first grade.

=]

The following excerpts were obtained by Durkin from the parents of these
readers in response to the questions, ''How did your child first show an

interest in reading?'' and ""Can you remember what might have encouraged
S
the interest?' -

. . it was a combination of. people, who had helped Paul.to read
early, chiefly by answering his many persistent questions about words
that interested him.” In time, the mother said, she herself grew
tired of "running to Paul to see what word he was asking about," so
she encouraged him to spell out the word, and she would tell him
what it was. According to his mother, Paul knew the names of most

of the letters by the'time he was four. (p. 62)

" b
4 i
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in the beginning, she would copy words from the papers John
(older brother) brought home from school, and then she would ask,
"What do ;hzselsay?”! (p. 6L4)
it was the [televiziaﬁ] weather reports and, later, the té]EViSiDﬁ
fccmmer;iéls that seemed to create his excitement about letters,
spen]xng, writing, and then reading. She said %hé herself was un-=
aware EF “Jack's ability to identify wrltten wards unt;l he began
reading al@gd some of the advertisements on television. She said
his re;@gnftiaﬂ of the same words on food products in the grocery

store was a source of great delight to him., (p. 120)
 soderbergh, (1977) reports in detail the responses to reading materials
made by,hér daughter, beginning at age 2 years 4 months and continuing

for a\{ear, During the first six weeks the child was presented word cards

~

deroting familiar things and actions. After six weeks, the words of a

short b@gk were put on cards so that after léarning words on cards, the

child read them in a book. During this perlad the author observed that
|

the child treated word cards as if they had been persons or things and that
' cee 2
Funét@fs were difflég?t to learn out of context. Then, at the chuld 5

iﬁStiQéti@n sfmﬁlariy spelled words were éamﬂénteigéﬁﬁand compared; it seems

that vuSual lmaqés of wDrds Weré formed as they were learned. The child
]earned about 150 wgrds during the first three months. During the next

nine months, and aFter learning the words, she read books that contained

| o . . , L ,
only the learned words, rereading them many times and relating characters

and events to héfié]Fg’ She was able to learn five to ten new words a

day and began to decode new wards by herself by analysis into letters or

jetter élusters, noting to her mother the similarity to previously

j -
&0
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learned words. By the éjghtﬁ month' she was learning 130 to 140 wards a

month. After one. year of reading and practicing new words on cards she

=5

was able to read almost any new word that was put on a card. ThEﬁ she -

was given new Books. directly wféhcut the preliminary iéfﬁ reading and

learning. The author noted that it was in rereading the stories aloud

to herself that the child learned‘phrasing and inﬁonatfdn,'ﬁraztic?ng
. different intonations and stress ‘patterns. In spite of learning words

“on ﬁards,-thé chi]d from the beginning conngcted reédiﬁg and reaiity.
e

©os i New viords on cards were put intd. c@nfaxt throggh the child's comments

| *

(e.g., “Mcther,'l get so fr:ghténed when it says 'Frlghtful‘ on a read|ng

s card''). Lmﬁtents of a story were Fraquently cr|tic|zed IF they LGﬂfllEtEd

with her kngwledgé of the war}d'(eig@; "That is not what gives people-

4 : v : s -

grey hair. 1t is only when they'geg old,' ‘was her retort whéﬁ‘she read-

that waitiﬁgftérned hair grey)i’ The ﬁantents of some stcr?es also served

as inspi ratlan for her play_ and enhaﬁéed some later ExPEFIEnCE% (e g., she .

WEdeE]lghted ta be able-to- Iabel new éxperlences using words she had only

- read, such as her first view GF a pasture) wrltlﬁg, Wthh had not bégn

fostered, was‘lnltlated by the th§ld after her flrst year éF reading.

I
P

She began to write to |nvented pe?ple, flrst using capital ]ettars then

-

]QWéfiéSEir She seldom made spelling errors.
“ -

" The: ;as& study demonstrates haw and under wha; clrﬁumstanﬂes the

writteh word might be asquﬂrad ~ The auther had pradncted that if a ch|1d~

]éarﬁsita talk wi thout Farmé]‘iﬁstrugtian, sale]y by being gxpﬂsed to
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ianguage then, if exposed- ta wrltten languaqe, a Ethd Qﬂéht to be’ able .

- -to ]earn to read at gbout the same tImE by Farmlng hypotheses, buuldlng

2 made]s, and thgsﬁdiszave%ing written languagéas mefphgmicﬂ syntacgtic, -« -7
and semantic systemsa Here, exposing the child-ta written ]éﬁguagg was
”t apha;ard but was Eandugtéd by g|V|ng the child wards on EaFdS ta ]earn'

J
4

with the Flrst wards'bEIng thgse that WEEa gxtremely famlllar to, the child.

4 -

* Later WDrds_cama Fr@m books that ghe child would’ rea§ next. The author
noted that the. chiid’herséFF aanstructeﬁ notions about visual ‘features

=

of wards, haw they could be ﬁroncunaed -how "they were related to objects

and, events and how they were used -Fn starrﬁs. She read aﬁd_reread words

. o= =

and stories many times, JUSt as chlldren reclte wmrds and phrases when learn-

ing to talk—

Ed

While the report demcnstrates that a very young ;hn]d can léarn tD

= .
4 [

read, the hypcthesls remalns unprcven that the prozesses Qf iearnlng,taéread

£

o éﬂd 5peak are the same; thle in language learning what is ]earﬁéd is }

lselecgéd byithe child, in thlS study tha wards were not ﬁhasen by the

-Ehild;‘-N@ﬁéthg]ess, Eha study does suppcrt;the imp@rtant notion that

s e i, f #

children can learn to read witHout being taught ruIESEEEEat they can discéver

L the'm@ﬁéhgmiﬁ, syntactic, and semantic syst ms as they ]earn wards and read
S T e * ' ) ) a
stariesg éﬁd that it can take.p]aca as the child-is learning t@ talk.

Anathaa tralﬁlng study conducted by HacKunnan (1959) dﬁcuments first-

- ’ o -
grade ‘chiidren 's pragress_in léarﬁlng;to read. The study contrasts three
:types of instruction: (é) Groups of children met with an experimenter to-

F . %, ' N o - . ’ ° - ;

’ .
= ‘155‘

' " oE 2 -
ﬂ - 16’ 4;t
' al.,i‘_lf:/f . .
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‘read simple, re@etitivelsentangéSB aloud.” Sentences were partly cued with

.pictures and that gradgaliwsiﬁsludéd new words and a ]arger variety éF

&

!  ccnsgﬁaﬁtsg' If they could ﬁat read something, they, as a qrtup, trled to

figure Dut the’ ‘print.. The experimenter-teacher ha}ped only when asked by

the -children. " .(b) Individual children met with an experjﬁénter to read
the sentences described above aloud.” Since instruction was one=-to-one,

each child had to read all the sentences and had no opportunity to work
togetheér with others to figure out words. (c) Groups of children read
! aloud with an experimenter.using Etandérd reaéing materialsh and a-standérd

instructional %Drmatg Unlika thgiaigfaups,jgéesa'chiidrEﬁ.did not learn

to appraach readlnq as a prablem salvnng venture.

&
e

The rasults wére qulte EGHE]USIVE, ShDWInQ tbat theﬁ(é) instruction,

h%]dféﬁ, obtained the

[ o T

o 5|ng Ietter-restrlcted matarlals wnth groups QF

best resu]ts the : (b) lnstructlmn, with a sihgle ﬁhild/expérimentér setting,

i
£

was--next -best. SummarizingnFram HacKinnaﬁ s data of the secgnd, fifth,

5eventh "and last sessions DF ‘the average number of -errors made and not

E

: ;arrected (Table l), lt is evident that the advantage of letter- FEStFIGtEd

materlals was greater at the end of the 10 sessions than. before them and

appeared only~for Funﬁtianawgrds,; Also, only thgse :h!]dren réadlng Fram
Insert Tahle i about hEFE.~5 ‘ , .
' b
L ;; v -
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-_(! the létter¥r%striEtedimateElélsragntinued to offer suggestions to other,
children (see Table 2). Finally, ‘there was 2 si*nifieant'advéﬁtage to tﬁe-

graupéé, Ietter*restricted Instructed §hlldren on the Gates Readlng Reag|=
;ﬁ =

‘ness Test and Diagnostic jgstsijE”Rgadlng; While these children also took

) longer to ecﬁp]etegthé tests, tﬁey atteémpted to do more of the test items.
Even tRough they had been exposed to hal f as many letters and fewer words,

they appeared to focus on the letters they knew, using them as cues to - *
discriminate whole words. They a]s%iseemed to Took more carefully at’ghe
order of the Jétters, using word parts that neédéﬂ;igége diseriminated, to

aéhievé‘a more analytic approach to reaaihg and test rEfpénding!

o e

thiFd trainimg study fol lowed graups of riursery school Ehi}dFEﬁ!

far nine manths,during thEh they reEE|ved lnfcrmal prereadlng instruction

o
o

+(Mason, 1977{ 1980). At the beglnning and end DF a school year, iha chi I
dren's parents Fiiléd out a questicnﬂaire in whlgh they describad_theur
chlld's |nterest in Igarnlng about ]etters and words and any roles they

played in chtersng ‘their child's reading.  Word’ and letter identifica-

‘tion'and word learning tasks were devnged ta measure when and under

o :what clrcumstanﬁas the chlldren begaﬂ to read and were able to remember

)
lsprinted wards, Tha resuits lnd|Gatéd that al] the chlldren made pragress

i
]

in preread!ng and that Fnur were’ reading on thetr own Qy the end of the.s haal

37 : year. The changes made in knnwledge of reading, and skill in recognizing

i

letters and wurds 'and skill in Spélllﬂg and writing were bestvdescrlbed in

|

Dok
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‘terms of three levels of déve1@pment55 The first level is denoted by an
déblllty to read at least ‘one prlnted word. At that tlme Chl]dréﬁ bagtn

to recognize printed scgnsrand labels., They u5ually can recite the alpha=
bet and are attempting to print.letters and ﬁecagﬁize letters in words.

At the SECGﬁd lével, they bégiﬁ't@,read-a.Féw Qards from books, to print

-

and spe1] “short wards, aﬁd sametxmes to try réading new wardﬁ'by Iaaking

at the first canscnant. At the thlrd level :hi]dren notice and begln tas

"use the more camplex letter saund to words saund ccngruenges and letter
pattern ﬂcﬁflguratiéﬁs_ Thus tthd levaI ghildren start usrng a saundlng—
out strategy to ldentlfy wards and realize the more ‘common vowel scund and

Ietter=zPuster to sound. ragu]arltles " They arg readers.

Here are descrlptlans of the pragress QF four of the nursery schaai

chn]dren . Their knawledge of réédlng,whlch représents progress at dlffer-

% y
F

ent Iévels of devalapmeﬁt PFDVIdES evidence that ghlldren 5 prereadlng

knaw]edge can be diFFerentlated;

: A . .
] ~Child E. Acccrdrng to parents at the béglnnlﬂg QF the school |
“o year E could not read any wards and seldom named lgtﬁers or FEEItEd )
the alphabet. “This was barné out on.the Flrst alphahet test that we
_;gave her in Septembér: for she named iny 2 of 10 letters. inan’'
?intervfew two maﬁths iater; she knew 9 of 10 letters aﬁd, when given
:magnetlg létters to use, was able to spell her flrst name and the WDQQk
cat. When asked to wr:te sgmgthung for the. experimenter, she made
four letter=]|ké shapes GIVEﬁ five plttures and five word cards and
- asked to put the Iabels with the pj;tures, she was able, after four

_trials and with correction after ea;h to plage three printed warés

¥ -

Fu
I
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(baby, shoe, flower but not dog or chair) néxt to their pigctures.

She waélais;,able to read two of the six words that. she had been
taught iﬁ;OStGEEF by her teaéher. Five months later, though, she
- did nat,r?cagnize;any of the six words.
~In April,. we gave her a task of learning 12 wcrds :Some words
were in uéper case, some in lower case, some mixed. This was called
acasé shift case. After.four trials, with correction after each,
she knew three words (T0Y, RAT, RABBIT). On the fifth trial, héweveri

we switched word cards so-that every word had-at least one chaﬁgé in

letter case (for example, TGY be:ame toy, RAirwés rat, and RABBIT

was rébbit) Naw she éauid not recognize éﬁy GF the words. Durlng

. the 5pr|ng we alsa gave her I!sts of three-letter words to try reading:

She was uﬂWIlllng even.to guess any of the W@rds

,x\

e : Althaugh in Septamber she had showed ]ltt]e lnterest in PFEFEadIﬁg
(parents said that she seldom asked about words or drew letters),
Hay ;hey repgrtad that - she very often made letters in hér drawtngs
) . very often asked FQF urlnLad ward% to be read, »andﬁ§ery often spe!]ed
o out Iétters in words. In Septamber rna Qﬁe at home was: teachlng her,
_ but in Hay she was reported to be ]earnlng letter names and’ printing

at heme and she was read to more Fréquently tRan befara (fram Tess® than .
I/Z"haur per week to about 1 hgur per WEek)— - L _‘ v

‘Ehi]d E. E mﬂved Frnm a' non- prereader to a Levgi ] preraader in

: n|ne mnnths By May she had learned most QF the letters Eauld remember

A

prlﬁtéd wards, and ac:ardlng to her parents, ;Duld read cerea] names
and names“of her, schacl friends. Her method QF ]earnlng wnrds hawever,.

was stlll =neFFect|ve as indicated by the Ietter*case shift test glven

-in Aprll L o ;, A o A
: Cblld D. D waé a non-prereader in SEpfembﬁE but was a Level J
prereader ln ‘May when parents reparted that he TEEQQHIZEd one wcrd

L]

! ‘the, word ;tgpf_ In the September gbrvey, he could nat order the letters

mﬁw;

Co
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to spelf hxs pame and he tried to call Iettérs by number names (C
::I! 0 were cailed 2, 6 12). ‘When asked to place five words next to
Pthéir pictures, by the fourth trial he was ab]e to match two of five
_ words wnth their pictures: An IﬂtEFVIEw two months later indicated
Asama Ietter learning (he named D and s and tried names for the ather
letters) an interest in reading ~(given a choice of toys, letters, or
books, he sand he would prefer a book both for himself and far a
friend); bgt=§n |nabullty to spell his name or the word tat. When

asked to write something, he scribbled wavy lines.

In Maﬁéh when asked to read any of BE,EhﬁEE§]E$tEF words from

a list, he startéd to give number names . A month later, shown a 16- ﬂj

word test, he trled Ycow'! for bud and said nathing for the rest of the
wards On the case shift test, however, he learned three words by

the Faurth trial (Tap, truck, an) but on the fifth trial, when the

letter cases were shifted, he cau]d ﬁDt reaognlze ‘any words. .

1]
&

Pragress in prareadnng was evident Fr@m D's errars At the bégiﬁnfﬁg
cf the 5chaa1 year he “eonfused. Ietter aﬁd number names ; 1ater, he trued
rnumber names Far words. !ﬁ Aprll he had begun to. attend to the inltlal
5i consonant of. wafd% (three of the four wardSﬂhe tried to pFDﬁGUnCE on’
" Trlal 5 QF the case sh!Ft task matched the initial Iettér) Acecording
to parents, he changed in his use of letters (prgnting Iess-than 5
]%Eters in September to abaut 10, ln May aﬁd recognizing 1355 than 5~
]atterﬁ in September but more ‘than 20 in Hay) Parents also reported

'3 that no ane was teachnng him at home..

Ehlld J'l In September, J put the letters far her name in the
sﬂrrect ardé? she “named aarre;t]y all 1D letters thét we§5howgd hér
. and by the faurth trial on the word- picture task ‘she had matched all
f:ve words to the. plgtures (her score on eagh trnaI was.@j 1, 3, 5)
Iﬁ the interview two months- later, she prlnted her name correctly

in upper gase, spgljsd c§;rccrr3§tly, named 9 of -10 letters, and
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gau1d read 1 of thF 6 aar]ner learned words-- j hant. She tried,

unsuccessfully, to sound aut some Dther wards When asked to write

‘ something she printed i Ci CtL 5 0. .o

Cn the mid-March 32-ward test, _she recggnlzed dgg and traed ”fqn“

for far and "buttérfly“ Far bur ln April when we gave her a 16- ward

“test, she read dog and cow and made use of the First letter on most !_“

others (g.g.; bud was “b:rd " cup ''cap,' sue "slip," igﬂi”ilp " Iz
“yellaw " and use ' unlversg“) " On the 30-word, test (these were lcnger'
words, some of 2 or 3 sylﬁables), 'she read 2 words zarrezt]y,

. Dave and ran, but did not recognize. any DF the 6 wgrds learned earlier.

Impartantly, she gave wards that mat;hed some of the consonants in tﬁF
pFlntéd words and.on 14 of - the 20 words, she a]sc used the short’a !
sguﬁd This is notable because nearly a]l Df the wards EDﬂtalﬁEd an
a (althaugh nat necessarlly a short: ‘a). On the case shift test she
knew 11 of 12 wsrds by Trlal L, but mns;?d 3 DF those 11 on the

last trial (read "tricycie" for. TRUCK, "bite" for §§§§§_ *and ''rab"

for rabbit) o + , :

There were no changes ﬁat!ced by Jd's parents in. lPtter and word .

kﬁawladge At both time periods, she’ QiGaSIDna]‘Y spelled or sounded .

‘aut words and occasionally discussed TV with parents, she very ‘often

named Ietters -and recited the alphabet ‘without error, and she knew

~more than 20 letters. “Thg paFEﬁES'Séid they were helping hgr leaFn

.about letters and words. - Parents reparted her reading stap, exit,

no smékingfpléaée; ﬁéfr kitten in Septemberr and yes, no, ‘daddy, mcm,

Y

dog, .and pegple 5 names in Hay, thus mDVIng Tram Level I to Level 2

O . nl

in the school year.
R : ,
Ah interesting aspect of J's report is the frequency aF'thé shart

%

é sound in the 30- WQrd list (e. g.,. EEEEE!WES "sat,'' placed "panned "

igigg '"land," ate “at " LEEEL "lat,'" went 'wat," and was “wast”)

This suggésts that she was attending not onlyﬁta the:nlt!alcgnsanant‘

but also to the first vgwe]. Perhaps she was try:ng Qut“a short vowel
* 7 : : . ] -

3

rule.
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Child P. P was the only child at Level 3 (reader) in September;

his parents reported him reading words such as mother, father, brothés,

sister, .country, television, book, and telephone. Since the questijon-

naire was not intended to measure accurately such advanced. reading
“behavior, the May report did not indicate much change.. Parents did
note that he read words that were quite abiitract (such as remarks,

%

i R . , . . . .
< unity, operations,. continued). They alsc noted an increase from

occasionally to very often in sounding out words and asking far a word
but:% decrease in d|s¢u55|ng educational television. . Throughaut the
year,'he was read to more than two hours a week and was taught reading

at home by parents . : -

The -November !nterVIéw alsa did not tap this chlld 5 kncw?edge
. except that he was the only child then who on request to write Sémethlﬂg
prnnted a real wgrd He also harre¢t]y read the six words learned
Ei ' earlier ‘and namad all 10 letters. The March and Aprll word tests

showed his gire advaﬁaed lavel DF wﬂrd reading develapmaﬁt. Dn'thé'
32-wcrd tESt,_hE m;de only one error ("dig" for aid) and on the 16-word
test he misread car (saylng‘”ear“) and nor ("non'). On the Bwaaré'
test, he missed one ward--igEEE_was read "adder.'" anal1y,‘he was
not misled by the ]étter case ‘change; by the second tﬁlal he cgrrectly

read all the words and mads no errors later.

. Thrge p:gces cf evndence suggest fhat P. had ;:quireé the?;equisite
skills for re¢agnlz|ng most. one syllable wards.é First, éérEﬁts reported
that he cau]d read multlsyllablc wnrds even those thatﬁréferenée
abstract concepts. ~Secand test data Ehaw that he could decode: unfa-
miliar wards WIthaut céﬁtextuaT SuppﬂFt. Flnally, althaagh_he;madé; a
-Faur err@rs in readnﬁg wards, such as mlstaklng an ;!Faf a g; an aba

for a d and anr for an h, and reading aid from right to left, he

‘madé no consistent errors anﬂ hlS PEFiEﬂt correct sgﬂre was Bh%
* /
*‘JA subsequent ;tudy was Earrled out ta detgrmlne whether the three 1evels

BF deveiapment wou]d be apparent thraugh testing children's prereadlng

u . ) - - _ : ] . L

o
~.

#m
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knowl edge aﬁd,éif so, whether that test would pred}ct reading after. a year

- of iﬁsﬁrup£icn (Mason & Mctnrmizk; 1979). ?hree cigssr@@ﬁs‘éf klﬁdEFgéFtéﬁ

childrén were tested En‘late spring, retested duriﬁg!the first week of first"

grade, andégfvgn a EatéSEHachnitié Primary Reading Test at the end of

Firét gradé. The Ehiidren were saparatgd %ntc three%grégpsfbasgdron thef;

end-gf First-grade achievement test scores. THe 6 children who at tﬁe

end"af ksndergarten had obtained deviantly, low scores were stlll Level |

. prereaders in first grade. The remaining L children were atrLevel 2

‘(38 chilﬁren) or. Level 3 (6 children). C
Prgreading test scores at the end éfikindérgarééﬁrand'prggéass over

the'sum@é& suggest th;f Egilé}éﬁ weré,wéi%‘cgteggrized by the threesléveiad-

model' (see Table 3). Children in Level z‘gﬁa*did very poorly in spelling,

' _Insert Table 3. abaut here §

i

‘letter sounding,and word ‘reading also_had not yet learned their letters. -

queverg they made gréat,prggress over the summer in letter naming and even

~in spélli gi-they were beglnnlng to separate WBFdS into phﬂn es. Level

2 chuIdren, knawnﬁg the alphabat at the end of the school year and ab]ea
;ta read a FEW‘WGFdS, @aéelthe.gréatést pFDngSSaDﬁ!EDnSDnaﬁt identification
and the reading af two- ahd three-letter words. LEV§1 3 children,

having ' mastered the_alphabet and consonant- -sound ;eréspcndences showed
pra§r355 on vowel sounds and’ rezagniticﬁ of words. Thus, all the children
ﬁhanged over the summer, all learning more abaut_hah to read, ,but, in

keeping with a developmental notion, léarning about diFFer%nt‘agpects of

.

reading. - ; -



Prereading

20

= A =4\
\

‘ Stepwise fégrESSiDQ-SHEIYSES confirmed the overall strong predicta-

bility of the prereading test. Subtest items predicted the combined Gates-

HécGinitie;yacgbulary and comprehension scores with a multiple caorrelation |

value of iﬂéSiAprédiéting'@§er 75% of the variance. Two subtests predicted
i * ‘_‘d

" the variance, word reading, and consonant-sound identification. Other tasks

contributed less FQrAthis sample ‘of children because most of the children

were Level 2 prereaders. .
A follow-up study sought to determine whether training prereaders to

recognize letters anhd words can SEEE]EFEtEVdEVEIOﬁmEHE and whether letter
: .. i _ A
training is a critical instructi nai component. To this end, 10 lessons

were arranged which were thnught to foster Levei | or Level 2 development.

Eight children, in gr@ﬁps of -three or Fbur, were taught 6 consonants and

—,given sﬁaft} very simple stories which they Tearned to read (or, more

£

aiturately, to Feclte) They also practlied prlntlng Ietters, ﬁamlng and

=

'draWIng objects that begaﬁ with the letter, and flndlng partlfu]ar 1Etter5
in words. Anather graup QF 7 alsa ]earneg‘to recnte the stories but talked

’abcut the StOFléS instead cF re;env;ng |n5tru¢t|an in IEtter ldenLnFnca—

tian and priﬁtingg They also tgak turns extendung stories and gategcrlzlng

pictured objetts. ’

H . . 1

. While all ‘the tasks were tnﬁpigtéﬁ with gér withaug) bélp,:thefa wéén
a'ciea%lhierarchy'af difficulty: Most eh?fééen did not seem to:understand
“what it meant to point, far example, to’ the t s in wa%ds Frcm a;stéry
" While wlillng to cemp]y, théy dld nat understand why they were drawnng

u

pittuFES’Ef objects that; for example, began with t. They ﬁant;ﬁual]y

f R ¢ ’ E ' &
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forgot t% "draw a t to go with' their picturéi Also, only two children

could name words beginning with a particular consonant; the others mimicked
S g

the teacrer's choices. -0On the other hand, the six to sevenipagé stories,
. which contained a handful of words on each illustrated page, did not require

childrén to understand or remember sounds of "letters. After listening, to

i * N P . 2 = =

] .‘ .
the,tééghgr read a story, %hey were able in one or two readings to recite

f 7 - ) ) N L o .
most/of the text. They were eager for their turn to read aloud. Even easier
were the tasks of selecting letters and naming pictures. Thus, a hierarchy .

of instructional difficulty was: letter recognition = picturé categoriza- -

U}

letter copying < letter-sound tasks. According
o ' ) * . S - .
" to parental report, all the children subsequently displayed much greater

tion < stery recitation

interest in reading; printing, spelling, and having words identified.
Five months later, the parsnts repcrted greater interest in prareadnng

Since the :amp]e sizes were very, small and the training very short, thes

resu]ts need to- be |ﬂterpreted wuth caution. Nevertheless, the resu1t§‘

‘suggest that pres¢haal teaﬁhars and parents mlght Substantlally advance

& i

Aryaung ch1ﬂdren prereading knawledge by help:ng them to” label pl;tures,

-

to name -and spell WGFdS, ta.pr{nt letters and wards, and, parhaps most

“ ** important to Level One children, to read or recite simple stories:
¢ < . One cEBer iangiﬁudiﬁal study, a diary study in beginning raéding,

‘was reparted by Calfee and Plantkowsk|(Nate 7). Fifty first graders who

~had not yet. iearned ta read but whom their teazher thaught wguld probab]y

E]

soon learn to read were observed and tested thraughaut their fnrst year

of reading iéstrgetign_ Whi]é details about individual students were not
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.available, the growth of da;adlng ski]ls was dESEFIbEd in terms of mastery

=)

of partfcu]ar skills during first grade. (The test was, ;DFF%]atEd .65
with reading achievement at the end of second ‘grade.)

, During September and October students ﬂemansggéted functional
prereading skills--they knew thE|r letter ﬂames could idéntify
rhyming words, and could match the approprlate letter forms ta

Y - the initial cansanant in words. HQwever, in the November test on
. rhyming words, differential patterns began to emerge The dszerﬁ
. ences increased durlng Winter and Spring, and by the end of the
“Sﬁhoo] year there were flve dISEEFnIb]E leveis of sklll mastery
among the 50 students Eleven students waﬁe able to perFDrm
5u¢ﬁessfully every decoding task in the entire system. Six
- students succeeded on vowel contrasts but had not yet learned
- to haﬁdla palysy]labn: words. Eight étudents had some SUECESSFiﬁ
pranauncsng canscnant blands and digraphs, but could not handle
vowel icntrasts. Sixteen students were able to identify words that-
contained ﬁ@nscnant bhlends and dlgraphs in spoken wards but were »
unable to.read thgm lené students were stlll haV|ng trouble decoding
Ve words . (p '17) ‘

The nine. 1ast mentioned students, mcst of whom ﬁontlﬁued to obtain

= -

: e
7 low readlng scores in second grade were described further. ., In December

when the stgdents were asked to. read three 1etter words, typlcal respgnsez

. weré to glve no respcnse, to give a response unre]ated to the word, or

= =

- to say a word that EQﬂtalﬂEd one letter. oF the word to be read, usually

-

the*Flrst Ietter. In. May, ini al and- flnaJ censgﬂants were almgst aiways

éarregt1y matchgd ' Voweis were still generally insﬂrrect1y rendered

1

This, dESS iption  of the nine zh|1dren matghes very :lcseiy the grawth

abserved in the earl|er repﬂrted study af prgszhgal ch!]drén (Ha son, 1980).

£

-
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Deéamb;rvféspanses Qére like Level 1 word readiﬁg'behaviar, being either

a no-response -or ?n Qnrg]ated wgrd; .May responses were like Level 2
ﬁlbehg?iér%‘that Gf-matching the,iﬁitialior inf%ja} plus final consonant.
Aﬁbaiﬁjéve]s,’aawéls were usually wrong. Thus, the children.in the Calfee
hand‘PiéntKPy§ki\;tudy who knew the least about the!phcnélggy seemed to be
‘most ikEﬂE}éréadersg it is‘aisu iﬁpsrtant that thESE_;hfld%Eﬁ, although
Faiiing io make significant Qreﬁress'invdéﬁading; did ésquire some skill

_in réading stories arajly, Possibly, these chiléréﬁ héd baéun.iaarﬁiﬁgA N
N ‘_tbvreferenie speech to print but, lacking an adequaté undgrstaééing of"

phaﬁolagi; had not beéQﬁ to figure out, how to decode vowel sounds.

Resul ts %%Qm EheSE fcngitud}ﬁal stqd{ési wh{ch by ‘themselves are
insuff?éiént és they neéd to be both répiicaﬁed and extended in scope agd
gﬁpﬁiétign type; help t@'explaiﬁ some indi&idua] differences in reéding
azhiéVeméﬁ; that appéar at the be q. ning of first grade or before a year

' affaadiﬁginsgru;ti@n has been c@mpléted.: These diFFErEﬁEES, the FOFEgélﬁg
analyéis suggééts,!arg éot due principally t§ the teacégr or the method -

~ of regdiﬁg instruction but to the1EiFFéFenga§ in childred's already acquired |
knowledge of #réread%ﬁg;! Since it tpék Soderbergh's child a full year=-
given concerted parental help--to pass:thraugh the!ﬁrereadfﬁé levels and

- since anly half the 4= yéar-alds Hascn (ISBD) tested moved: through 635

]evel of prereading durlng the nine months they were GbSEFVEd it seems

) ¥
uﬁlikely to recognize printed words or Jetters and stnll less - 1ettar sounds,
é . M [

&,
peers when they start school.

VA 20
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While a cona to three year deve]opmehtal lag sounds disastrous, iﬁ
must be kept in mind that more longitudinal studies are needed to dégermiﬁe
(a) whether recognition of wgrdsg prfnting,and speliing,ére suFficféﬁt
precursers; (b) whether Farmél prereading instruction can gFFéat%chi]dFeﬂ's
later reading success; aﬁd (c) Qhathér parenﬁs'can be taught to pr@vi@e
relevant informal préreading iﬁStFuﬁtiDﬁ. EJF‘SD; then we éaﬁ‘begiﬁ to

cansider how to improve the prereading milieu of preschool and kindergarten

“ehildren.

erss=§ec;iaﬁaj;R85$§r§ﬁ

T B
: i=

' The division of prereading into concepts related to reference, phono-

viagiza] awareness, andilabéls and rules réFiezts b%iﬁgipa]iy a Speégiati@ﬁ
. that there are three lnterrélé*ed strands of prereadlng caméetency Qné

s |ﬁ|t|ated by learning how :gngext cues help to ldentlfy DbJEEf names
as pfihted;wards} a sgicnd is begun By rezggnnz:ngzthat sounds in words

- are related to ieﬁtérs and that i%ttgrs have particular graphic forms and
T_ sgunds and a. third is based on the assumption that,- as EGH:Ep!S abcut‘readlng
are agqulreﬁ 50 aré dasarlptars and prccedures Far,cérrylng them out.

=

These digtinztions are ﬁart!cu]ériy FE]EVaﬁt to this SEEtIQﬂa Resear;h

on prereading praaassing will be classified acﬁardlngly, Fagusnng on the

afiglﬂé] questlan,*”What does a chlld know about reading before becamlng L.
‘a skillful-reader?" Other research on prereading will be discussed.

“after that and interpreted in light of the andings and éxplaﬁatians.

=
LI
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- Reference
" A child was oveérheard asking a teacher; "How do-you spell 'Mom'?"
As it was spelled, the child wrote it 6ut, studied the word, and
said, '"M-0-M, mommy." (Observed by Mason at a nursery school)
Bruner (1979) contends thét;the'termirgfgfgﬁggj which means the

ability (with respect to 1éhguage learning) to relate speech to objects,

. should be studied according to the set of procedures that .enable a child

to label familiar objects, not mareiy the act itself of iﬁdicating or.

labeling . In 1ikeness to Speech print/speegh reference in preread|ng

invalvas knawiédge of how to separate spee:h iﬁté jUﬁEtuFES that correspond
to printed wgrds with the purpose bexng to realize the relatxnnshlp batween
one and the Gthéri Referenﬁlng reQUIres a child tc learn about the relat|an—

ships amgng'speach;:objects or events, and the printed word or phrase.

It fs prébab?y acquired in-a Fumb]ing*ma;ner,vfcr a£ Fir;t the child
dée% not realizeg-F@r éxamplg; that, the printed word rabbit cannot be calleg“
“"bunny'" (Masgni 1980) or, as n@te&gby Harste, Burke,and wcadward (Note 11)

CREST is not read “tgathpaste” or''"brush your teeth. " -

A number of- researchers have studiéd some aspects of children's knowl~-
edgé of pr}h t/sp ezh reFerenae, using the terms "word cansgiausness“.ér
‘Jsagmaﬁtatjan_”’ Stuﬁying children's abilities ta&segﬁaﬁt spegéhl?nta words,
;Kaﬁpava in 1955 (abstrécted by'Slobin in 1966) described three stages of |
dé?élapmentg« Three and four-year-old children regarded the sentence as
'vcamzagéd of éemantiﬁ uﬁitS? words were not digtinguishgdg;.Far example, the
senten ce "Galya ‘and.Vova went waiklng” was said to contain two werds

Y"Galya went wa]klng? and Vova, went wa]klng.J At the next Stage children
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were able to identify object nouns or to separate saﬂtengeé inﬁa subject

and predi:atai‘ In the th?ﬁd stagé, ﬁhild}Eﬁ understood the ﬁétioﬁ of wordness
_except that cowpagnn or multlsyllab]e words QEFE sometimes mlsmarked arid

functors were often not distinguished. Huftenl@gher (1964) gave chlldﬁéﬂ

two-word squeﬁéas and asked children to reverse the order DFlthe units.

Sha Fédﬁdethat 35% of thé four. and five yeérzaid children could not do the

ta%ki fhaﬁe whg could had the most trouble reversing .common phrases (e.qg.,
when asked toc say, Yruns man,' after PFESEﬁtééiGﬁ of “man:ruﬁs“). Holden
*2rid MacGinitie (1972) simplified Karpavs's task of sequénz{ng senéEﬁies.by
asking children to palnt to-a poker Ehlp as they repgated each séparate

word in sentences that they had just heard Testing AIED'B year olds,’
' they found that mcgt of the children wére. in Karpova's %ecand or third stagéi

_Ehri (1975) axtended th;‘Hoiden and MacGinitie study by testlng whether

sentence segmeggatloﬁ performange would be |mproved if sentences were read

fn a monotone with'a dehanstratian of the correct division into words.
Preschool children iméraved little, Eh;nging FFDS 17% when performing under
“‘normal conditions to' 22% with the monotonic demonstration. Kindergarten
iﬁildren who §§§1§ not read béﬂeFited considerably, Dbtaiﬂiﬁé Firg; an

average score of 20%, then a score of h3%; however, kindercurteners and
i ’ )
first graders who could read made little improvement; changing from 58%

‘to 59%. Dﬂeggassiple explanation for the low scores is that children
N { R N ’ . 7 7 .
may hsve been confused by an accompanying syllable-sequencing task.

-

-
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Another possibility is-that the task qiii te éccurate1y reflects children's
understanding of the relationship between print and séeech (after all,
readers @érfarmed better than did prereaders) but that mimicry is not
SQFFiﬁient to affect conceptual knowledge. Furthé%, while childrén who
could read ébtainedgthe Pigher scbresj their overall scores of less than

' SD% suggest that‘even beginning readers do not have a complete under-
standing of print/speech reFeren;iﬁgg This interpretation is in agree-
ment with work camé]etgd bnyaidéﬁ and Mscﬁinitié (Ié?l),Meitzer and Herse
(1969), and Mickish (1974).

DﬁE-pQSSibié effect of a lack éf understanding of print/speech
re%eraﬁﬁe could be used to _explain resﬁits obtained by=Franci5 (1977)¢>
Fi_\!e.aye:iar-@]ic:hii]dren'v;hp had begun to read, all-of whom could
read EDE}E—: or all the words in a bcjé)k, were asked to read' (a) the
vexaztisenteﬁcés!fr@m=thé book, 1b)‘unfami]iar but meaningfui sentences
comprised of words from the.original sentences, and (c) a listing of
the words from the sentences. Combining children's scores from two sn;iaﬁ
classes and three ability lgvels reveals that the Qumber of word errors
was higher for unfamiliar sentences (30%) and words in lists (32%) than
for Famiiiar*sénEEﬁEes (20%); DifFergnéés were particularly marked for

. lgw ability ‘children. The resgits suggest that first gfadé}s iéarngwards
5ﬁ;é particular context; they do not necessarily transfer WQFd/pr;ﬁt
inFa;maticn to other EQﬁtEXtS; Perhaps they are still treating sentences

as an unbroken stream rather than in terms of individual words. That is,

£

Co
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‘it is possible that at'thisAlcwer level of develégment,%words are not
the*éhild's unit. of analysis:but afektregted in terms GF;thE meaning or
messége.g Children's errors support this interpretation as they often
réﬁééred unfamiliar sentences as theisen?aﬁges'origiﬁal]y iearﬁedi A
similar result was obtained by MacKinnon (1959).

‘it is plausible that when :h}ldFEﬂ wba_]aék sufficient understanding
DF:FEFEfEﬂcg try to fead stories, theyuﬁeiéte print to speech-in terms

of units that are larger than the word; if so, they will not initially
gain, from textbaaké that contain a large nﬁmber of the same wardsgg
If they do not have>a’suffi;iemt'grssp-cf reference t@‘natiga that word
unigg are repeétediiﬁ sentences, they may attempt to read by reéagnizing
uni ts that are maré élear§§ juﬁztureé in speecp and print=-meaning-bound .

phrases and senten;a;sizad units. ‘Having learned.to reéagﬁizé aﬁé recite

‘those, they could miss the repetitign of printed words. 'If so, telling some

children to use context glues ta figure out a new or a forgotten wcrd may

\ 5 -

ke pointless or even mis]aadiﬁgg A child may as well be reading words in

a list as reading an unfamiliar sentence--a result whiih'is nicely docu-

mented in the Francis study.

i ,
- ~ The FESEEFEh that was just presented is concerned prlﬁilpa]]y wnth

deve lopmental Ehaﬁge and individual difFéFEﬁEES. .Tc return to Bruner's

rec@mmEﬁdatlan that reference be studied from the standpalnt of sets of prés
cedures, we need to ask what cculd be guiding ahange that is, what cauid
be the pracedures that the child uses to learn about reference? The questlan

"

_35:specu!at!ve, there being no concerted research on the - tGpIE- Hawever

. E,i‘.:’ e
F
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;esu1ts F?cm;the earlier presented l@ﬁgitud§nal research suggest whatzthe
child does to acquire this kﬁgwlédgé,

AWE obsarve firstly that parents frequently report thatﬁtheir child
began reading by watching tejeviSiDn advertiséméﬁts“ilgsgiy, noticing ;érds
on food product cénﬁafnefs, or attending to traffic signs. <Consider that
'gach of these. provides occasions of nearly direct matching Eeﬁween spgech

and print. For example, a television announcer describes a product,

emphasizing- its name, and Ehe name or a p{ctgra of the labeled praduétyis

pr@m{ﬁEﬁti;>displayed. hYaung children grocery shopping with aiparént

hear products named and see ;hat is selected, often EVEn_hélpiﬁgrté choose

fa pértiégia;{productl In these informal ways, children begin to notice |

that print is used to express or label objects named. falévisionfgcmf

mer:{alé, food and household preducts, store and EFEFFEEXSEQAS; and bill=-

boards are aimed to attract. attention to print as:é ref;rencé to @bjects

or (in the case of traffic signs) aetians.’ fheée:cbvicuélyiﬁr@vidg some

of the necessary knowledge aﬁéut speech jUﬁEtuféS-(éhd suggest that the

éiVént of te{efis}aﬁ helps £a expléiﬁ children's highéf first grade

}eading SEDFES;fGQﬁd by Barth aﬁd“SWiSS, 1976 and by Scott, 1975).
Even’while children mayﬁnat be coached by their parents to begin

‘reading, many are heipéﬂ ta;récégnize labels on food products or signs. -

Thus, théyiérériikEIthG acquire some notions about h;w‘speecﬁ zén be

coded. Note, however, that in these instances print is highly contextualized,

€

words often appear embedded jn a picture or design, and the meaning ref-

erencing the printed word may not. be voiced in the same way each time.

i
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While STOP occurs néxt-ta a ¢ assroad on an octagonally shaped boafdiand

has no accompanying pietures,-Féﬁd labels are 1iké!y to be more difficult

to discern and could be“}efergnFEd in variuus_yay%vby parents (e.g., brand
namés, é&ﬁerié ﬁamés; subtopic labels). Also, Eéme twci‘ar three-word
ph%asés are always together: (e.g., Corn Flakes, Captain Crunch, Coca
CGié);xSQ children may not- realize the importance of spaces "to identi fy
Séﬁér§te wardéi As é result, while the child can begin to learn how objects

and speech are related, incorrect deductions about Feading-iéﬁ also easily

El

. be made.
The segmentation regearch is suggestive about what young children know
about print/speech reference and how they change in their understanding.

The longitudinal data indicate that reference is an early. step takén by
the child to begin acquiring knowledge about reading. Yet we know
little about how parents help children to acquire an uﬁﬂefstaﬁding

of how speech is junctured to form print. The segmentation research

shows that a great change in understanding occurs in first grade. It
~appears that even after répeéted experiences of.being read to and coached

¢

on wéfd recogni tion by parents, children Qil] usually enteraschqc1 with
an iﬁadequata undérstanding of reieréﬁge, Nat only are word j?ﬁztures

poorly understood, hut object noun words méy‘bé inaccurately rgﬂated to
speech (or freely translated, as noted above) and Functién words may be

entirely unrealized. Differences found ‘between preschool children's’ .-
o / - . %}{_
(e

(abilitQ to Jearn to read words that vary in"meaningfulness, such asAqauns
) 2 A ' < :

= L =
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versus Fﬁncffan words (eigf, Macﬁinhgn; 1959; %asaﬁ, 1977; 011ila &
Ehamber}ain; ]S?S;_Stéiﬁbeﬁg & Yamada, 7378), support this interpretation.
An iﬁst?uctfanai Empiicatién-is thaﬁ beginning Feadin§ iﬁééructérs
ought to be well aware of thé‘caﬁséptual problem young children face ;hen
confronted by whole sentences, many of which are written in a style éhat
poorly match chiidréﬁ's SPEEGHKUttéFaﬁEESaiD It may be veryrdiFFicuI% for
many children to figufe out how printed phrases and:sentenges argbreiated

to meaningful speech. This is perhaps the point of ”readiﬁg for ﬁéaniﬁgk“

stressed by Goodman (1972a, 1972b), and Smith (1973).

Phonological Awéreng;g E

It was my very own child who first embroiled me in the nettlesome
- issue of '"metalinguistic knowledge.' At about 3} she asked me:

"Mom, is it an a-dult or a nuh-dult?" (Gleitman, Note 3, p. 1)

Eccardlng to Halliday (1975), there are two Functléns of speezh

H

‘Eragmatlc (lnteragtsVE and man;pu]atlve aspezts) and ma;bgtlg (declarative

]aﬁguage.utself);'j ‘It is the latter whiih has been tied to Yphonological
awareness'' and when ipdicating reading, describes knowledge of the phono-

logical and orthographic structures éf a language. while phonological
awareness extends beyond the prereading period into later development QF
reading knowlédge (as does reference), we shall necessarily center.on

its inception. As such, whether or not the rules for ieﬁtar’tG*SDQnd
’gre]atianships can be verbalized is not the issue here; instead, it is what

the child apééars to understand and utilize when confronted with printed

*




Prereading

32

words and how thét understanding leads to changes about how print is
natlcéd Féﬂégnizéd and nemeﬁbered and how it is lﬁterpreted Two
aspects of the lmtla1 deveImegﬁt GF phonological awareness wull be é@n-
sidered here: (a) différentjatjaﬂ of the graphic forms of ‘letters and
(b);phanemiilanalysis of words. These will be discussed in turn.

LEttgf,idéntﬁfiggtigg, When a child is able to pame or print letters,

Ezcﬂgiderable knowledge has been acquired. of the critical attributes for
dlStIHQUIEhIﬂQ TEtters A chiid then knows that part%cu]gr strokes and
arléntétlcns of Stralght andrcurved llnes; not thickness or color of
lines, are tD be ﬁnt|;ed ‘that ietters can appear infvaﬁiaus type fonts,
and that some Tétters have more than one form (e.q., Aa, Ee, Rr). What
may be more remarkable is that this information is sa]dém taught directly,
yet i£ must ?F known--letters must be Faéﬁgﬁizad accGirately--in order to
learn to read. 'Hhaéfthen is k@ﬂyn about chi]dren's'aéquisit?aé of TettEFg?

Letter knowledge has bgeﬁ tested pﬁiﬁ;iﬁa?iy with three types of
tasks: ‘letter arlgfmbai discrimiﬁatiani letter ;eccgnitian, and letter

. naming. A discrimiﬁétian task measures the :hild‘é ability to match
pairs of symbois.  Gibson, Gibson, Pick, and Osser (lSSi)itested children

-ageé i to 8 on discrimination of novel ]EttEF like farms (e. g:s

=j;_ E:# ) by comparing each with 12 transfarmatlanS. The child
‘was asked to select exact capi,s of the taﬁdard form. Fgur types of

transformations were compared a ross age: (a) break'and close (e.g.

;i:-te ;i: ariﬁtz), (b) line to curve (e.g., ’ to ;f: or jt_ ),
(c) rotation or rgversa] (e. g-,[:4 c#::]gr igjsgnd (d) perspectiveé

(I to _t)‘

b
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3
!

‘Break and close tranéf@rﬁaticns were least Frequént{y §hgseh; errors
dea%gasedlcver the age span from 15% to 5%. ”Liﬁé to curves were reduced
from 3827t§ 7%, rotations and reversals went from 46% to 4%, and pérSpéCE
tives iHéﬁg%d fr@m‘73% to 60%. The;différences in the four types of
trénsfarmaéicﬁg demonstrate what young chilfdren Qbserve about print be-
fore learning to read aﬁdﬁasﬁ they:a!ter'ihe?r perceptions, presumably in
resﬁan%e to }Earning-to,;aad. Eréak and close transfarmat{ons are in-=
frequently chosen as céaies, even by l-year-olds, while rgta;ignsi
reversals, and line to curve transformations are not f?itfa]iy’}eccgnized12
but by age.eight are réjé;ted as often as are break and close transforma-
tions. However, perspective éhanéés ﬁ@ﬁtih;é t§ bé accepted as exact
copies more thaﬁ_half'the time. ﬁGFEShBFtEﬁ%ﬁQ‘Q? tflting of a 1EEZ§F, .
‘unless excessive, are usually tolerated, asvthéy would be by skilled
readers. The study indicates, then, that over the }ima period that young
children are learning to read, they gradually learn which features of
symbols are criEizai in réeagnitica of letters. They learn to diszriminéta
features that distinguish différent letters and ignore features that do
not. 7 |

Hillerich (1966) cites aﬁ unpublished study by Nicholson in whi;h;
2,188 first graders were tested ;Ftér three weeks of school. Results of
a letter discrimination’ test, wi th ﬁeaﬁ*scoras of 25.34 in matching capital

, L.
letters -and 24.48 in matching lower case letters, suggesting to her that
gross discrimination reading readiness activities are a waste of ﬁhildrén‘s

& time. This conclusion is not generally disputed. The value of letter




JPFEFESdiﬁg

34 -

naming, by contrast, has not been settled. Olson (1958), who followed 1,172
of the children Nichélson had tested through the middle of second grade,
determined that the mean for lower -case letter naming was much lower at

the beginning of first grade (9.0} and that letter naming correlated

i

.55 with second-grade reédiﬁg; Simijaﬁiy, de Hirsch, Jansky, and LéngFDrd

(1966) found that 5F 19 tests given iﬁ kindergarten, letter naming was the
bes% predictor of second gradé reading (iSS), ‘This hiéh correlation has
:EiED been can?jrmed Ey many others (see reviews by ngrett, 1965.0r Chall,

=

]967l, However’, aEEGFd}ﬁg to VYenezky (JB?S), a Signiﬁf&gnt advaﬂtageéiﬁ
letter‘ﬁamertraiﬁing over other forms of. initial trainihé for benefiting
first grééé achievement [hasznat-bgeﬂ realized]" (p. 12), Gibson and Levin
(1975) éuggestéd that"“untaﬁght kﬁawlédgas(@r reasonably Spantangcu%
!eafﬁing) of the names of letters is éimply a symptom of & child's awa%é*
ness of linguistic concepts or of his interest in language and reading,

and not in itselF‘sﬁméthing to build on' (p. 25])i! Venezky (Note 9) thcughf
that "letter-name knowledge. at the beginning of first grade reflects the

of factors which themselves'are impcrtant'Fcr learning

-

-presence of a variety

oy

to read; e.g., level of ;@ghitive development, emotional stability, atten-
itiDﬁ span, and proper interaction with adults outside of school' (p. 10).
‘A third alternative is that letter names orient the child to analysis of
words, and séfve as partial labels for identifying phéﬁéme§liﬁ words and

for relating Jetter symbol$ to their sounds.
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The longitudinal studies des;ribedvearﬁier provide evidence that
letter naming is closely tied with the initial develcpmené of phono-
1@93&%1 awérenessf ‘Upper-middle class cEi]dren (Mason, 1980) learned
to recite the alphabet, thaﬁ.begaﬁ,]earning letter ﬁémes,:and to print
words in context. Kindergarten children's letter namiﬁg scores (Mason &

. HcCéémiék, 1979) were correlated .56 with end of first gféde féédiﬁg
aghieQ;mént, =Fufther5 as Table 3 shows, while most of these EhiidFEhikﬁEw
their iéttgrs, those who did not knew little else abqut reading. Yet,
because even the ]awepg;Farmers improved during the summer in their knowl-
edge of lattgr‘namEE, a reasonable canclusianiis that théy were ﬁDQibegiﬁ‘
niné to acquire some prerequisites to reading, later than most of the other
children bdt’mékiﬂg progress nonetheless.

if letter naming is important to reading,-why have training experi-
& - B

3

ments not. been able to demonstrate its value? Two possible explanations,

which overlap, are indicated.’ First, to return to tHe point made at the

beginning of this section, letter naming is a task which measures more than

knowledge of one form of each letter; it approximates underlying ﬁanceﬁtqai
knowlédge of letters. -So, children cquid have been taught to -label differ-

ent]§ C, 0, G,and Qor b, d, p, g,and a but it might have been carried out

without communicating to the child the distinctive visual features of the

alaphabet. Samuels (]973) showed that letter name learning was facilitated

by visual discrimination training on distinctive features of letters. Thus,

\JJ
L
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some éxperiméntérs may ‘have used a single type font or letter case in
their training and testing, and then falsely concluded that the trained
chl]dreﬁ had agqulred the ;ancept of how to dlfferentlate letters.
When eventuai]y tested in another setting or WIth slightly dlfferent
materials, the children might have failed: to see the connection. Thus,
there are ainumégr of pitfalis to attéining a conceptual knowledge of
letters. The letter name éxperimé%ts ér@habiy Faileé because tféiﬂiﬁg was
too narrowly defined.

'The second explanation is that letter naming may provide an impor-
tant function as a verbal label, both to help children diFfereﬁtiate letter

forms visually and to aid them in identifying or rameﬁbériﬁg séunds of .

* letters. Verbal labeling was Fcund in paired associate wmrk to aid pre-

school chi]dréﬁ's learning (Spiker, 1963). With respect to its value in
affixing éaunds, the principal Dppasiné argument comes from Venezky -
(lS?S,VNDtE'S): He states that letter name training cannot.be justified

on grounds of mediation for sounds: "U40% of the letter names are not

_usable as sound mediators (letters such as h or w do. not name the sound ,

also vowels, c and g;naée the less frequently appearing sound) and the
remaining 60% must be differentiated according to where the mediated °

sounds occurs' (i.e., at the beginning or gnd of the name). However, an

alternative analysis of letter names allows the opposite conclusion. .

. . B v%
Children's attempts to read and spell words (Chomsky, 1971, 1977; Masony
1980; Mason & McCormick, i973; Paul, 1976; Read, 1971) show that children
23 :
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learn letter names amewhat before they began to Félaté the sound of
consonants to words. This Sugg§sts that when unnﬁstzu;ted_chi!drEh begin to’
recognize and analyze words iﬁig letters, consonant names may serve a
sagnd‘mediatian role, |If Qe consider the usefulness of consonant ﬁéﬁes;

a different conclusioh I's warranted: While two consonants (E;aﬁdyg) do

not describe a sound that the letter makes and three D§hars (i; Ejaﬁdig)a

are misieadingJS describing less frequently used sounds, there are still
16, or 76% of thé caﬁsanaﬁts Wh{ch contain in their names the principal .

sound. The fact .that the sound is either displayed at the beginning

(é,gg,%gg d) or the end (e.q., f, _) of the Ietter name is nat necessarily

a serious impediment. The research to date has not found differences in
effects of initial-name and Finai=nam§Jccnsgﬁaﬁts.
Lettér naming, then, could be described as a mask for a more enveloping

concept about print. 'IFfsq, cursory Tefter—hamé training will not by

itself make a difference in reading. , In learning letters at home children VX
learn-to différentiata Iétéers; recognize ﬁheir various upper-and ]Dw§r=
‘casg-Farmsaand iabéikthase forms.” Since they generally iéarn iettEFZéamés
because parents present the names rgtheé than sounds, names beccﬁe §hiidren'§

,F:rst means of differentiating and labe ﬁg letter forms; Tater these

Iabels may help to mediate between the graphame and the phaneme. The

r ‘."f

latter point, while attested to by Durrell and Hurphy (1978) and sug g sted
by childrén's word reading errors (Masaﬁ, 1980), needs to be researched-in

- more depth.

>y
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Another aspect of letter identﬁfiza;ianais seen in 'letter writing.

Aicarding to .Gibson and Levin (1975), previous studies %f)writing indi=

-~

cate that children's early productions can be classified*into levels.of P

dévelapmenf (Hitdreth, 1936). Children between the ages of 3 and 6

. Were~askgd‘EEAwrit§~theirfnamgs or any ietterél@% numbers they CDu]dvaRE@ -
Five levels were observed: (a) unorganized aimless scribbling: (b) up and.

" down zig-zags; (¢) ‘contrasts of straight lines and curves; (d) close approxi-

=

mations to real letters and words; and (e) construction of real letters or
words. Since none of the children had bgan'enzéﬁraged by parents to writéi

it was concluded that writing*skill develops without direct inétryction;
wheeler (1971) analyzed kindéréértenxthldren'é'dfawiﬁgs and writings,
dividing the school year into 15 ten-day periods in order to study more

closely the development of writing. A change over time from designs and . *j§f
pictures.to letters and words’ in isolation to words in phrases and sentences

voccurred. Construction of letters improved, apparently. by self-correction,
) ¥ ) 3 = - . . "
‘since the teachers did not intérvene to correct errors or to teach children
V ' ) 3 - . R
how to write. ;

Some -research has found a positive relationship between parents’

i

ifﬁeréeétiﬁns 6Fﬁpreschac] children's prereading knowledge and$f$5ts of

R f

the ghildreg'é letter and word printfﬁg ability. Mason (ISBD)\Faund

: . oo ) . ‘! ' B . ) . . N .
that preschoolefs began to write at-about the same time that they began

to reacgnize;printed words . Thus, wr%tiﬁgi(gctualiy printing letters and

Y
.
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words, usyally in ﬁppe? éase) seems Fféquently to_atﬁ@mpany éreschca]aré'

1ncreasnng lﬁtEFESt in naming !etters ‘and readlng words . ;li appears

.
fréqueﬁt!y to be a?seif—mativated activity, requnrpqg little or no - .

=

correction by adults. WEilé it is not an easy task for sgmé“?éuréyeaf-

aids, it is often hlghly valued by chiidreﬁ'thémseivesi QWhat we do not

knaw yet is what role parents play |n eniauraglng thE|r Ehl]dFEﬂ to write,

Durkln (1966) reported lmp@rtant d;fferénﬁes in hame interviews between

&

parents of ear1y readers and:nanear]y regdérsn For example, between 47 -

" and 83% of parents of early readers:séid'that'papérb penc?li blackboards
“and readling MateFiglsgwere available while an]y'béthéniik and 23% of parents
. _of nonearly readers provided these supports. Thus, since many preschool

chi]drEﬁ'begin'ta writg as theysacquiré prereading knowledge about ]etters

-

be more lmpartant than we yet realize (see work by Calkins, 1930; Fraves

@
4.

_Héte 12) ’ ‘ - N

thnem:c analy5|5 of WErdS- In order to utilize an alphabetic language

-]

. properly==by which it is meant'takingéaévantagé of the structu;é implicit
in an ajpﬁébeti§;E§§E and the%éby learning to read yards néyer before seen
= S
in'print-eﬁhat must a prereader understand? In some waylihknawﬁ to us.as
, yetr the éhi]ﬂ mést work analytically to dfstinguish sounds in wards and
relate those ta letters .; However, phones, whlch are therseparate speéch
2SBUﬂdS, are n@t necessar;]y reprasented ﬁ the crthagraphy lnstead

col: ectians of phones which are Fegarded as’ the same by speakers of the

languaga are dnstingunshed These are called phonemes. Phonemes, then,

» .
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,are more or lass well represented byf%he graphemas{ our alphabet. In

=

the case of English the representatié' is complex since we dustlngu:sh

2

more phonemes (about 40) than letters (26). To further confuse the child,

samé»phanemes (é_g., /k/ as in.kill and'galj) are represented by two

graShemes while some letters (afga,,gias in candy and :indy):héve very
différagt Saundsi‘g Fiﬂally,.in SEémiﬁg!E}éFégéFd of tﬁe!child’s ﬁeed for
Tabels that might g%lp match letters to sgﬁnds, alphabet ﬁames, as "
ﬁcted eérlier, dafﬁgt always.des:ribé a ]etter's é lnzlpal phoneme . ‘

v Elven tha lmpDFtaﬁEE of -understanding the phaﬁologlcal 5tru¢ture,
ho? do chlldren learn ta attach SDUﬁdS to letters and match those to .
scunds in words? Gibsagland Levin (1375) offer three possibiiities:
(a) by lndu;tlan, (b) by being told a verballzatlan of a rule, or (c) by '
practlce with znntrastlng patterns. -The question, hcwaver, is ;ompli=
cated by the fact that: the phonological and Drthcgraphla rule systems

have not been completely deflned by llngulsts_ It is even difficult

"to estimate how many rules, theré are |n Engllsh for descr b, ng corres-

pandencas (see Venezky, 1370 for one ;lassuflzatlan) There is

_ controversy over whether Engllsh orthography is re]ated primarily to

phanemes or to larger ]exlca] unlts (marphemgs and wards) 'iﬁally

Ll

there is very llttle evidence, in the :a53\~herezh|ldren learﬁ prlmarily

\ .
by |ﬁduct|on, about whlﬁh struztures they undefstand first or hgw, or,

in the case whereahildren learn brlmarlly by being glven FU]ES or cani

Hi

trasting patterns;,haw much dél:bgrate nnstructnan is required; and how
- | : . . : ‘
it should be ordered.
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Although there is no doubt that ﬁhén@lagica] awareness is aided by

formal Feaﬂing iﬁstructfanj the orientation of this paper is toward

2 ¥

léarning that occurs during the préschagl pErIDd Since Féw children

are giVEﬁ dehbérata lnstrustian at that time, we will consider evidence

! that 2Fdicates Induztive learning R S o Sy
Earller, twu levels of prergadlng develapment were proposed and

1

re]ated to the three prerequisites, reference phcﬁalag:ca! awargnessj

and rules and labels. Pa551b]y,>as chrldren bégln to SegmeﬂtgﬂbJact
" names from speech and recognize them in print (Level l)j they become
intéfestquinvleﬁtgrs[ Th&s paves the way for further ana]yse%i-segmenting
words igté ﬁhanemés by making use qF their kng&!é@ge of ie;tars (LEVEi 2).
If children have learned.letter names but not sounds (which amﬁng -
'preséhdﬁiers ié;typiéé]); they arellikely ?a make use of names

to seg@Eﬁt words into ]Eft%f!ﬁﬁFFESpﬂﬁaThg.phﬂhemes- This may be

the way that n:nstruntgd children begfn tg acquire kn vledge cf the

phanalagy; Evndence comes from: phanetic segmentatnaﬁ research, invgnteé

The segmentatuan research seems to indicate that chn]dren under-
stand phDﬁEtlE segmentatlan (separatlan af wurds into saunds that can ..
be represanted by ]etters) as a result of rgadlng IﬂStFUEtIQﬁ. Bruce

(]SSQ) gave Ehl]dréﬁ age 5 to 7% common words to segment. They were té

I
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report whatzwaré remained when an initial; medial, or final sound’ was
deleted (e.g., h from hill, s from nest, or gﬁf}gm card). ~Children below

T

age 7:had‘greatwdifficulty wfthgthe*taék, particularly segmentation of

- the mediai“SGUﬁd; Similarly, Rosner and Simon (1971) asked ghildren age
5 to ]1-;3 del?te one, sound (syifgbie’ar canScﬁaﬁ% in initial, mediéi,'éf
final position) from g‘prancunced word, The greatest grade-to-grade dif-

7 Feréﬁiélaesﬁrred betwééﬁ’kindéréartEﬁ and first grade. §in%§ the test waé ‘
o given at the end of the sthfdl year, thé résﬁi£g §ﬁgge5t-f;angirst grade
! readimyg %nstr&ctian facilitated pechﬁﬁancéf However, a simpler version
of éh@ﬁetié awareness was devised by Calfee (1977). ﬁigdéfgartaﬁ children’

1

trained to recognize an ending sound as a picture (e.g., pictures of 'eyes,"

'eat,’ and "“ache') were able to select the picture that contained the-
| : ; | | o s _ | - |
respective ending sound, such as choosing "'eyes'' if given the word spies.

Even when new !'picto=sounds'' were introduced, the children were able to
I ) ¥

carry out ‘the task (though ‘the average correct response was then reduced.

from 90 to 70%).’ L : R
Phonetic segmentaéian was also invest}gagéd by LibermanL;Shankwéi]er,
H - 0 - 1

[

Fischer, and Carter (1974), who asked-preschool children to tap on a '
:abié the number of segments they heard in a word. - They were asked, .

after practicing the task, to segmert 42 words into syllables or into

£
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phonemes.” No word 'was longer than three syllables for the one condition
_or three phonemes for the other. The results showed that:syllable

segmentation was_éasigr than phonetic, segmentation. None of the nursery

i 3 S 3 . 3 : 5 % M .
school children could correctly segment as few as six consecutive words:

*b§>phaﬁéme;.whéreas ﬁearly?ha]f-cguTﬂ segmth ;hét numgér b& Syilabiei
! Only 17% of the kiﬁdérgargen children but 70% of the first graderg
succeeded in phonerie %égmentatian while in syiiab}e segméntatiqn'tﬁe
.percentages were b8 and SDg-Fespeétiveiy; ' ) o \
The iast twoimeﬁtianed st;diés‘indieéte that while preschool-
chiiéren as a whole do ﬁcf bé?Farm'ﬁésl on pﬁanetit segmentation tasks, ;
N , : . /

3

some can segment by phonemes and many more can separate words into
syllables or can distinguish ending sounds, implying that preschool

children acquire some knowledge of the phonology by induction. The:

leap in performance ‘after receiving Eeadiﬁg instruﬁtiéﬁ prchBiy a

: ] ’ [ e T
‘indicates that there is a fairly substantial connection between phonetic
segmentation ability and\inst?uztiaﬁ in reading. Neverthelass,asince : A .

‘the relative success of a preschool or kindergarten child in a phonetic

SEQmentétian task strongly predicts later achievement in ?ééding (é!ggi
Calfee, Chapman, & Venezky,_igjéi Calfee, -Lindamood, & Lindamood, 1973;

Fox & Routh, 1976; Liberman; Shankwei]er, Liberman; fﬂwlef; & Fischer,

1977), it .is clear that preschoolers' understanding of the phonology
P - und

‘alds them in their later ré%dingi‘
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An explanation DF!thE role played by phcnai@gica] awareness can be.

=

extrapaiated from a camﬁarrsan of good and poor readers' use of phénéﬁig

\ recoding. In a study repgrted by Liberman, Shankweiler, Liberman,

Fowler, é@d Fis;her (1977), 46 second grade children with similar IQ
scores but'diséimilaﬁ reading g%ade equivalent scores were presented
five-letter unpraﬁcunceablé strings; in one ﬁDﬁdigiaﬁ they were asked to

ré:all them lmmedlaté]y aﬁd in another condition to recall them after a

15 secaﬁd delay. The letter strings were e;ther zanfusable {d.e.,
'rhymlﬁg, drawn from the set BCDG P TV Z) or ngnccﬁfusable (i e.,

ncnrhymlng, drawn from. tha set H KL Q RS W Y) Whi]E the Supéricr

readers (SECDnd graders WIEQ‘Eﬁ average grade equnvalent score af L. S)
- made fé;er errors gitagether, the mgre interesting result is that con-
fusab]e ]ettér strings ﬁﬁre severely hampered the EupEFIQF readers than
it dnd thie marglﬁal readers (W|th E) grade equlvalent sgore of 2.5) or
the paar readers (grade equrVaiént score of 2. D) partlcular1y in the
de]ayed reca11 EDﬁdltlQn, The resu]t suggésts that SUPEFIGF readers |
'make more eanguent use af phanetls FEEDdIﬂg than do marglnal aﬁ;paor 1:£
readersg This warks to t eir advantage ordinarily but nat in a, task a
o Qhéfg'théy mustbr3§éll lgiter5=that rhyme.’ By contrast, marglnal and

poor readers may beﬁﬁsing*ncnﬁhanetic»memgry strategies and so are not

e

‘ EPPFECIEBIY hampered by the rhyming set of Ietters.

P
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This interprstaticn is*iarﬁcbaﬁafed iﬁ‘the Calfee and Piantk@wski

(Note 7) study where children were tested near the begl ‘§“EF thelr— -

 first year of readnng instruction and Feilewed'|nta the SEcand grade

The correlation between averal] perfgrmancé on the furst,grade decoding

tests and readnng campre%ensnen at - the end of second grade was .65, and \

=batween a second gra ade decadnqg test and caﬁpréhensnan the carreIat|an

1

.86. Children who had diffigulty SEQmentung the most bas:g syllable

(cansanant vowe]=- annsanant) for the m@st part cantinued to be pacr’

- sl .

reaaers at the end of second grader Furthérmgre, there were six. childrén,

. ¥
carrespcnden:es. In second grade thay stall gguld not decode, and most

whﬂ wafe not instructed in phonetic segmentatlcn or letter-zﬁynd

- Hafrthem obtained ]quiémpféhéﬁsiﬁﬁ sc@rgsj? Also, "in the second grade

£

t 5 five of these six Ehildren, the authors ﬁeﬁért, seemed to rely:

~primarily on meanlng tﬂ read paragraphs orally. Lacking suFF?cient!

khowledge aF the phcnolagy, thése Chlldféﬁ had apparently substltuted
16

« other sorts of word rezagnltian stratég

More direct EVIdEnCE that llngulstlt awareness i5s éften initiated

-

by presghaa] zhnldren comes from stud|es of invented spelllng WHéﬁ

é

‘Read (1571) shawed that some preschool chl]dren were able tg SPEII words

'(iiéi, they inVEntEd spellings that cau]d bg interpreted on the basis of

G
2

_iinguistiﬁ-anaiysis), the r&spanse inutia]ly was that this_pghgvlcr is
/ vio

atyplcai, e.g., "'It seems to the wrlters that this: ls a rather unusual

u
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4 Levin, l§75; p. 253)7 ‘It has since beén found to be/nat so. unusual

(see Chomsky, 1977; Mason & HéCarmlgk 1975, Paul, 1976 Soderbergh, 1977;

: ? A

Lamb, NQtE 10) and prDVIdES Furthér EVIdEﬂEE thatfyaung children acquire™
% ' /;

some ﬁhaﬁalﬁgnﬁal prlﬂcnples by IndUEtIDn e

'!’

Read (1971) anaiyzed 20 cﬁi1dren s attempts to spell :amman and un-

common, . short and Igng words He Faund that the children seemed.to rely

f

on letter nEﬁES:fDF they aften encoded tha unltial consonant and Fr@nt
/

/

-(mng) vmgis-ccrreatly (e g., daz was/ ‘DA, lady LADE feel FEL and ?y_m)i '

They InventEd Snsll|ngs far saunds that were not easi]y identified by

=

letter names (e.g., Chlsken and tréck were begun with h-=HCIGN and HCRAK--

perhaps be;ausé the sound of thé ]etter name h can be heard in the initial

]

. o'/ : . o _
~part of those words). These attempts to spell, when parents had given no

iﬂStEUctiun'in letter scunds or hgw to SFE]] suggest that the cnnldren

';Sﬁapplied thelr kngwlgdge pf letter names They probabiy knew that prlnted

.bwards ccntaln letters and 50 ‘then flgured out how sgunds in wgrds mlght
be segménted based on’ lnfarmatlan cohtanned in letter names. |
Paul (1976), wha taught kindergarten chlldren and gave them many
Qﬁpértuﬁitie; taxwrite; noted four stages of SPEIILng dévelopmant which
L @if with Read}sf%ﬁtafpretatians ‘(é) recagﬁitian of wcr?s by their initia}

" sound and léftér (e g., TB for to'fbax) (b)'reségnitiﬂn of initial and

i
final- saunds (canscnants and some Frcnt VDWE]S, e.gw; WZ fcr was or BDT

*faf Pgat) (c) uslng VQwe]s to mark a place fcr vowels (e.g., DDRRDY WOTAR

for dif;igyater), (d) ackﬁaw]adgement of the correct spelling of 5ight
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words. By this classification, most of Read's subjects were at the second

.stage of development.
In the Mésén and-MECarmick study, midd]é zléssi7vkindéfgartén children
_were given 10 magnetic upper case letters and asked to spell ;g},lggp,

at, and- pot. Forty-one chiJdren spelled the four words correctly while

“only-two children gave iatter—ﬁnréiétéd respcnsesg;’The remaining

children used the correct initial phoneme (although 5 used k for ¢

i “in cat and L sometimes inverted the consonants); half also chose the

correct finaj phgﬁeﬁe of the word, but vgéy Fawrtgiiéren whé made'gfrarsiused
thé :éérect médiailvaweli Cﬁrrelatigns with qthafrreadiﬁé task variables were
all sig;if;;aht: .60 with letterinaming, .58 with word fec@gniti@ﬁ, .77
 Qith can%&nantﬁsauné“matﬁhfng, ahd .Si‘with vawelfsauﬁg matﬁhiﬁg{'iThé
;ﬁrrelatian with reading aéhievemEﬁt éivén‘thé F@]Taﬁiﬁg'yéarlwas .67 -
FafiQQEabu]ary éné EED‘Far éémpreheﬁsian.!_fhése results indicat&ﬁfhat
spglling.éf.fWéiaéd three-ie;tgf wards-is very c]aéé]y'ti§ditg letter

- recognition skills and.hence to beginning reading échievgment;

‘Labels and Riles #

i]an»Faiiéd’EQDSGFE Qut,hisfcanfﬁg?;ﬁs.ébaut_pr%nt_thraugh the o
whole of his*First‘year at school. ,He claimed that his teacher

who wrote his name as"lang'caulé'ﬁat.épé]] it; it should be
wfitteﬁ"JAN_' 'Buté%n a bookshop he pcinﬁed.ta the title of a
‘scrapbook, ''GIANT," and.safgg 'There's my .name,' unconcerned by

-~ ‘the presence of extré»iettersg, (Clay, 1972§'p; 59). -

! o \
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It is patently ebvieue“that ehildreﬂ begin learning about neading(

¢ wnth very fuzzy dannltlene about reedlng terme, how words are read end\

what to,say ebeut print. Since it:is eltegether too easy for teeehere 'xkﬂhm,
to uee Ianguege that might be misinterpreted by beginning reedene and

to uee tasks and procedures that are unglear-to children, researchers

£

heve‘etudied eh?ldren‘e knowledge of readi'ng terms and their ability to .
carry eut dlneetnvee | »

An extensnve study wee conducted by Herdy, Stennett and Smythe‘
(]97#) Slxty ehlldren frem three eeeleeennemue levele were tested in
Qetnber, Februery, and June of their kindergarten year. They werejesked

T

about thenr knew]edge of reedlng termlne]egy and some skills, The deteﬁa

= K R

are reported in terms of the pereent of ehlldren who aehleVed a. mastery

.‘E

score eF SD% or better on a subtest or term. w:th regard to. ski!ls,v
they found that whiie. elphabet reentatnen edveneed from RQ% to 75%

’mastery between Dcteben and -June, letter naming changed Frum 33% te 56%,
end an ebilLty to rhyme went from ) 3% to 62%. All of the ehn]dren were
inetructeﬂ on - these eeneeet5~euring the school yeEr, w:th regerd to .

reading terms, ehlldren were asked' ta show the examiner parts of a book

or items in a book (e. g 5 frent cover, beek Jletter, word) . The children ‘

were very eempetent et the beginnlng nf the yeer on most of these items,
above ‘80% on book parts, end 77% on identification eF a letter, but L46%
on identlficetien of a werd By June, and after all had reeelved in-
Estruetlen on the terme;athey were at 76% meetery on wnrds and 93% on the

‘others. Dineé%ienel terms were also asked. Only about BD% ef the children
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in Qstcse; knew the right and left side of a page, but about 65% ﬁguidl-
{gégtify top, bottom, and across. By the egg.af the year, another 15%
knew these tefmﬁ. Action terms were, for ‘the é@st part,AinderstDad by ¥
@ the children .in Octcgef They were asked to put samethnng on top of

over, bESidé, abQVE, below, bétween, under, or to make & circle around

or thraug_E 'make_a box araund, or tc Uﬁder||ne. Except for under (56%)

.

and underline (51%), mastery in Octaber was at 70% to 95%. In June, per-
centages were generally in the 90's, except for through (72%), box afgund

t

(71%), and underline (83%). These terms, however, were not taught to

.

all children. They were absa_aéked ta_Find the middle, last, first, end,

and beginning of words. Mastery in October ranged from 61% to 87% for

K all but be,:nnlﬁ, (55%). in June, the range was 8% to 36% hlgher (88%

to 95%). Lastly, in October ﬁhlldFEﬁ scared in the mlddle range
when asked to leﬁt out a __g wnrd (74%), a long word (69%), a ]Itt]é
ward (57%),. and a shart word (57%) In June, mastery was at or above -
90%. for-all the length terms except short (62%).. All of these terms
had been taught to the §hiid;eﬁ;
- Eiéy (1972) reports égméwhatiiawer_éhanges égéfﬁthe'Fffst year of
-iqstﬁﬁgti@n: -Iazatingiane lette; advanced from 3&%rt§_53§, ‘locating one
; wﬁ%d went fram 2&% to Q?%; and locating the first letter thaﬁgéd from

5

28% to ﬁl%
Dewﬁlng and 01fver (1973) askgd children aged 5, 6, and 7

‘to say ''yes'' when they heard s Slﬁglé word. They,were presanted with

]
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. abstract sounds, reaj-life sounds, isolated phonemes and syllables, phrases,
seﬁtences, and long a;d short words. None-of the children ﬁqrfectiy said
that syliables.were not words; only one 7- -year-old identified phanémes
133 not being wcrdél_ Huwever, abaut half of the 5~ year G]dS correctly
reé[izgd that short and long Wchs were wgrds and phrases, and real-life _
sounds wereénct. They made more errors én Séntéﬁ2§5 and abstract sounds.
Most éf'the older ahiidran knew that‘shart'ward; wére wardsr but in-
and phrases, Tha made féwer érrars, however, on abstract and real Infe
sounds and syllables.

‘Meltzer. and Herse (1969) had leSt grader count, cut, and E{FC]E
words in SEntgncss_ Errors were made by 26 af the 39 children.
The number of errors was reiatedéta the reading level of, the Ehi]dg The
gﬁi]ﬁren in the lewést reading level (28% of the ghfidrén)'maée f}% of
‘the erfors.

=

This research, then, shows that we should not necessarily expect

young children to know the terminology or the procedures we use to teach

raaging. While much of it is learned easily'thraugh instruction, some

important terms (e.g., word, syllable, right, left, beginﬁiﬁgl, %Fe.ﬁgti

‘understood by many childrén even after a year of instructi?ﬁ,

A related EEpéEt of the research on reading:terminology concerns

;EhlldFEn Judgments about .when a ward is a wurd In én*:a%Iier study,

¥
=

=
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are chlldren able to say that letter strings su:h as ﬁEEr dink, or blasps,

are more llke words than ave nda, xogl, or iklskr More recéétly, Pick,

Unze, Brownell, Drgzda],-and Zmeann&(1978) *showed ‘young ;hildéen from

© ., > 3 to 8 years of age; legker_étrings'and asked them whether eacﬁ was
a word. Since tﬁa xounges# children more often answered "‘gs“ than
Qné” to words or nonwords, only their Faisely recoggized ngnwardsgare
interpretable (see Table 4). Th%se indicate that Fa]se.recﬁgniﬁicg=@F
nanwc%ds‘as words extends even i%ta first éradei Preschool children do
not yet realize very basic orthographic ru]és (such as, tﬁat a wafd mﬁst

o séntaié =t least one vowel), Igég are, hcwevér, very suspicious of one-

) letter ﬁﬁits, while muéh,mﬂre accepting of lenger ﬁﬁﬂﬁbuﬁtéébiergtrTngs
@F‘iettessg |

Another aspect of this researzh.éescribes;what preschoolers éttené .
.to when asked to look at or learn words. In a study ccéduﬁieﬂ in {925
::by Gates and Eaekef; no syStématic method of learning words was dféeernéd:
f=.Kind§rgaftén‘;hiidren were given 48 nouns to learn, 6 each from lengths
of 3 through 10 letters. Siﬁce the words were not gimi]aréeg;ept |
in thknr iength they found gFéétEF variation in word ]earningZWithiQ
length than across it, and no systematic type of error. Whéﬁ thé’authérs
asked the ﬁhlldren later how théy had learned the words, only IdlDSyﬁEFatlE

cues were noted. Of the 60 children, for example, 6 remeémbered p :g

by the dot ﬁ%éf the i, h remembered box by the ''funny cross." 3

4 _ ’ i |
. |
-
. . _—
Q-
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remembered window because the beginning was like the end; and 2 noticed
Marchbanks and‘Levin (1555) inquired how cues about words are noticed
by nonreaders and beginning readers. Children were shown a word. on a
éafa, then, after the card was withdrawn, they picked out a word that
was most like the one seen. Alternatives included a word that began or
ended with the same letters or had the samé_pattern of ascenders and
descenders (thus, being similar in shape). :The chi];ren were @9§§Wjikeiy
to choose first or last letters; the least used cue was ﬁofé-shape. In
a follow=up study,iwiliiams, Blumberg, and WEiiiamS (1970) quastiaﬁed
’whégha};ihe Marchbanks and Levin task would produce similar_résu1t5 with
socioeconomically disgavaﬁtéged urban éhiléren. They found that while
kingergartén Ehiidééﬁ used ﬁé single gua; first grade children matched
mést @thnﬁanithe first letter and next most often on the last letter.
With a different type of task (Pick, Uﬁég, Brownell, Drozdal, & H@pﬁann 1978),
tésﬁing first, third, and fifth g%aaers, children were asked to judge
éhe pair that was Fmgst-a}ike”rfrcm‘twé pairs of three letter words.

_In every case, one pair had the same initfai consonant and medial vowel
(a;g., bum, EE&) while the Gthéf had the same medial vowel and final
consonant (e.g., hop, pop). The procedure was carried out first by
having ¢hildren choose one pair after reading ﬁhe word pairs Ff@m cards,
and latér"bj_having tﬁém listen to the words. ?irst—gradérs based mg?e

“of their judgments on the beginnings of words. that they read than did

2
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older children. Also, first graders gave more judgments of word ending
rsim}lafity when they heard them than when they read them. -
In a second experiment, Pick and associates taught kindergarten
chirldren (who were not yet reading, but knew Saﬁe iéfters and sounds) 12 CVC
\ ,

words (e.g., bum. bug). Then the children were asked to try reading 18

new CVC words, six of which had the same initial CV;VEix having the same
ending VC, and six haviﬁg no letter clusters tﬁat matched. 'A]léicntained,

- letters that haé appeared in tha»Frained wérdsi Children read more CV-

matched words (27 on the first try) than VC words (14 on the, first try),

or cluster-unmatched words (9 on the first try). Also, errors were more

iikeiy to appear at the end than at the beginning of the word. The
s »
results suggest that when words taught together contain disgernéble
iettef=cluste§ to sound patterns, the'initial clusters might be observed
by (Level 2) prereaders and utilized to try ta.ﬁaad newbwords..
These stgdias\suggest tﬁat yaun§ children may not recognize words
by noticing an overall gestéit, i.e., word shape. HDWEVEF,‘FEIdG not know
whetherftheSé children were Level 2 or Level | prereaders. Also, as
SEdé}bgrgh (1977) noted in her diary report, a child's first attempt at
wa%d learning can be to relate words to the object or event they describe,
- then to relate=th§m to other Iéérnéd words. Words that are the ﬁast
difficult to learn at first are those which contain no meaningful
mﬁemaéic. They either have no intrinsic meaning or are so different
from other words being learned at the same time that they cannot be

related by letter pattern configuration or phonemic pattern. Which

- ¢t

¢
oy
i
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interpretation is correct is important and needs to be studied for there
are overwhelming imp}icatiaﬁé here for beginhing reading iﬁstruztighi

-

Ftéﬁgadiﬁg¥}ﬁ§tFUEti§Q

Portion of prereading lesson (Mason & Au, Note 13)

Teacher: Let's all make an m, just like at the top of your paper.

JE: 1'm goin' to make both M's.

Teacher: Both M's. Very nice. Very good.

TO: | can't make M's. !

JE: | made a M, a small m.

Teacher: Very nice.

_KR: | can't make one.

‘JE: 1'm goin' to make a picture of mud.

The lack of a strong theoretical model of prereading has meant not
only that concepts describing notions about the Fiefd have been buffetted
b} sﬁiftiﬁg‘deFiniticns but also that the question of instruction is not
. resolved. First we must address the question of whether any instruction
is justified and, i f so, to consider whether the three strands of pre=
réadingr(reference, phonological awareness, and rules and terms) provide

a sufficient construct for instructional planning and decision-making.

Questigning?prgzgadiﬁg instruction. There are two prinzipaihafguments

agalhst pTESﬂhDD] IﬁStFUEtIDn One ié that young.children need to ‘learn

by playing, rather. than thrcugh guaded IﬂStFUEtIQn and the other is that

a Ehl]d must mature befnre being instructed. The first w;l] be evaded

here by asserting that children can be given prgreadlng experience. in

a biay—llke atmosphere. The second argumenta hawever, needs ta ba discussed.
Cialms that a certain level EF "mental FEEdIﬁESE“ or maturation is

.necessary for successfui reading wére first EspﬂuSEd by Patrick.

,L‘é “-j
_
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it is a well-known fact that a child's powers, whether physical
or mental, ripen in a certain rather definite order. There is,
for instance, a certain time in the life of the infant when the
motor mechanism of the legs ripens, before which the child can-
not be taught to walk, while after that time he cannot be kept
from walking. Again, at the age of seven, there is a mental

readiness for some things and an unreadiness for others.

(Patrick, 1889, cited by Coltheart, 1979,p. 3).
White lacking empirical justifizatigﬁ; this view has continued to be
azéepted by é@me. For example, 'We %ave a mountain of evidence i@ prove
tﬁat ahpEéFE§t]V 'normal' child=~1Q 100--cannot learn to raad'gntil;ha
is about six years six months old." (Hefferman, lgéﬁg_éiﬁed by Coltheart,
1979, p. 9). Argumenté,Fgr the notion of maturational readiness, aziérding
to C@itheaft;"%éguft'fram two studies: Morphett and wgghburhe (1931);,
. and'Dolch and Bloomster (1937). Morphett and Washburne found that -
children Qith a mental age of 6.5 or above obtained reading scores at
or above a certain value. Disregardiné the arbitrariness of the value
‘théy chose, they .concluded that ;hilﬁreﬁ with lower ﬁénta] ages EDQI? have

. :

obtained higher reading 5ca£§§%jf their instruction had been delayed until
_ ) _

[

the critical mental age had been reagpedg Dolch aﬁé Bloc ﬁe}, @btaini%g -
écrreiatians of .4l to .Ei between mental age and performance on a phopics
test, and noting that children with mental ages below 7.0 made only chance
scores, éént{uded too haéti]yithat "ﬁimental aég ansavgﬁryears seems to

be the lgw33t at yhich a cﬁiid can be expected to use phonics.' (cited

by Coltheart, p. 11). While research that explained the errors of these

o
Co
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conclusions has since been publlsh%d (e.g., Bliesmer, 1954; Chall, Roswell,

i E]gmgntha]i_1363; Davidson, 1931) -and the notion of phys:cal readi-

ness upﬁﬁ which. the original notion depended was discarded,. reading u

readiness is still widely acceéfed. What is the attraction to the idea’
of mgturaticn? One is'that‘it provides an easy explanation for instruc-
tiénai failure. Hawevefi Hallé Salvi, Segger, and Caldwell'(]??@) éffer
a counter for that argﬁmant: "When a task proves too difficult for a
group of subjects [a more plausible solution] is to g@nfinue geaf;hiﬁg
for other pqssible training conditions rather than using labels (such
as maturati@n) as explanations' (p. 427).

It would seem fram camparlﬁg the predictors GF second grade Feadlng

from tests given by de Hirsch, Jansky, & Langford (1566) that ematlgﬁal

maturity plays an imp@ftaﬁt role in beginning reading because correlations

of .43 to .46 were obtained using measures of hyperact{ﬁity, distraétibi]it?,
egclstren;th (a clinical evaluétian of “gfif“léﬁd energy, and a gagl— ‘
directed attituda)5 The emotional maturity mééﬁure has'dubiaué value,
though, when we learn that the scores were based on judgmentséﬁada b

the exper:meaters while conducting the other 16 test: Since all the tests
curre]ated pa5|t|vely with raadlng, children's interest in the task

willingness té keep trying and remain attentive would naturally be related

to sucaessjgﬂ the task.
Clay (1972), hd studied one group of children for a year and another
for six manths, argued that “ta relax and walt for 'maturation' when there

are many concepts and skills to be ﬂeVElgped would appear to be deliberately

i
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' re;ériiﬁg tﬁéxchiid in relation to what is usuél iﬁ his culture' (p. 6).
Thfsmpanciusi;ﬁ was based in part on a followsup s tudy of 100 children
two and three yéérs after_séhéﬂl entry. “Wheréra child stgaé in relation
to his age-mates at\thE»Eﬁd of his first year at school was roughly where
one could axpeét tnxfind him at 7.0 or Sgd” (p? 7).

Thus, the ﬁéticnvthaf'thildren will. eventually read if they are
allowed a longer time to mature may actualiy be harmful. Children who
azqu:re appreclable knawledge about the act of reading at home thraugh
axperlenﬁe in learning léfters, writing, reading iabels and memorizing
stories may be more axpéflenced in prereadlng, not more mature Thus,
chilldren wh@ are not so advantaged ;hauld not be leFt to drift into non-
Feadnng activities whéﬁ their c]assmate% are extend:ﬁg their kﬁgwladge
of reading. S?nsa ﬁhlidren who are behind at the béglnnlng of Flrst
grade often Eaﬁtiﬁue to be pagr readers latér, “catchung up'' may be a

v : .

myth. Hence, a more effective course QF action may be to provide more

prereading experiences to children in preschool programs and in kinder-

i

gartens, especially to those children who demonstrate little or no knowl-"

edge about prereading and related concepts and skills.

=

“ }ﬁg};pificnai components. As recently as the 1960's, visual dis-

e, . 3 ’ . . . e P
crimination was assumed to play a major rale in reading instruction and

Wh

t

achievement, as evidenced by the fact that, accardsng to Barrett (
all availlable reading readiness tests devoted attention to itp ﬁérrett‘s
review of over 30 years of research helped to show that word or -letter

T

. _ 7 ' 7 A . . o
identification tasks generally resulted %; higher predictions of first-or
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¢econd grade reading achievément than did;ﬁoﬁverbal tésks, such és copying
- shapes or |dent|fy|ng fIQUFES This ﬁDﬁC]ggiDﬁ was aisa aFFirmed b§
de lesch Jansky, and Langford (1966), who found letter and word: tasks
to be bétt%ﬁ pFEdIEEDFS than visual or auditory dnsgr!mnnatlon,;;;pr255|ve
language, or fine motor coordination tasks. Barrettralsa showed that
_knowledge of letter ﬁémes (cérrélati@ns usually around .55 to géS) was
a’béttér predictor {han an ability to match letters directly or from
memory (with correlations around .25). However, there was no
_besg measure of word knawiedgé (see Gates, 1939, 1940).

Researchers have repeatedly found that audnt@ry discrimination tasks
correlate with readlng ab:llty or dIFFEFEﬂEIEtE‘éGGd from poor readers
(efg ,'EaiFae, Lindamﬁadf & Lindamood, 1973; Chall, Roswe]li E,B]umenthal,
| 1963; Duira]l & Murphy, 1953, Dykstra, 1966 Gates, Bond, & Russell 1939;
Harriﬁgtgn EiDurrgll, 1955; Mcnrce, 1932; Schonell, 1948; Thompsaﬂ 1963;
whéaiérvs Wha§lér, 1954) . Carrela;iéﬁs obtained are general ly EQD or
betteri'VWith resg§ct to differentiation of good and poor readers, for
exaﬁplei out of the best 29 second grade readers tested by Th::nﬁn;::‘t;;.f;ar‘nri 16
- eould perform adequately on an. auditory. dis@fiminétiaﬁ task;at the begin-
ning Qf'éifst gradggi?Ey contrast, out of the poorest reade?s,:@ﬁly one °
dgmonstratéd adequate skili. -i% general, weakness in auditory discrimina=
tion of speech or word sounds has recurred.as ; major factor in reading
disability. Since this deficié is often cvident before or during iﬁitial

reading instruction, auditory discrimination differences may not be caused
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by faulty reading instruction, but by individual éiFFef@nzes in prereading,
presumably in the phonological awareness strand of préread{ng. |

RegéﬁF resééréh has been directed to analyses of more 5§é§iFiﬁ
a;pégts of auditory discrimirnation, as-wail as to its devel@pmeﬁtFamg%g
young children. Some aspects ;ere described éériiér in the section on
phana)egicéi awareness. Other possible sources of individual differences
“in auditory discrimination aépea% to be related to social class.

Kinsbourne (19?6); who was intgréstéd in differentiating good from
poor readers, found ﬁhaﬁ low=SES entering first graders

“cfteﬁ lack competence in some basic prereading skills, notably

" recognition of Seéuantg and word-phoneme matching. The diffi-.

culty seems not to reside in inadequate power of information

processing, but rather in thévway children deploy their atten-

fion when looking or listening." ’(p. 154) -
He concluded that these.children should be encouraged to Fécus their
. attention properly by 5im§1ifying the learning maﬁgriéls'ta the utmost
and avoiding distractions until the particuldr concept is acquired.

Ha]iacﬁ, Qé[iaﬁh,-D@zféri ané Kaplan (1977) compared middle-class
“and 1@w=in§ame éhi]dréﬂ éttgndiﬁgékindérgartEﬁ or day care. On an audi-
tory discrimination task the children had to listen to a word and select
the correct pic£gré from a pair of pictures. All the pictures referenced
rhy%iﬁg objects (e.g., ﬂﬁélggviéil). Only one of tﬁé children made a |
difficult for the Jow- i ncome childfani: The results, which are summarized -

in Table 5, indicate the axtreme differences between the two groups. Few
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of the middle-class children obtained low scores on any of the thrée tasks,

while comparably few of the low-income children had a perfect score.

Elkonin (ISES), whé assumed that children must be able to hear and
distinguish sounds in words on the basis of their graphic representations ,
in order to Iéarn to read, devised a successful training procedure to
test this assumption. He relied on a thearet|¢a1 praposrtlan of
Galperin that “the FQFmatlﬂﬂ of a mental ait:on |nvalves (él establishment
of a preliminary idea of the task, (b) mastery of the action wfth‘ébjects,
(c) mastery of the action by speaking aloud, (d) transfer to ‘a Si!ent-
operation, and (e) final eatabllshmant DF the mental action (mastery on’
an "intellectual plane'). To learn the ietter—saund FéﬁFESEﬁtatiaﬁ of
words, chl]dran were presented with a pIGtUFE depicting an object, under
which there were boxes for the number of phaﬁemes in ;%éxﬁﬁrd 19 Children
were asked to fill each box with counters designating separate .;;.c:n,iu;*nég_i

naming each sound. Gradually, the boxes, then the counters, are with-

drawn so that the child réaéhes the third stage, in which he or she is.

aurally presented with a word and has to name all its sounds in turn.
‘Rosner (1974) tested a related procedure for training preschoolers
to analyze language for purposes of learning to r?adg The proa: -, one

component of the Rosner's Perceptual Skills Curriculum, consists of 33

- objectives, organized into eight levels. Briefly, the training, which

, . 7 o _
stresses phonological awareness, begins by teaching children procedures

[

{2
o N
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for separating sounds: into 'distinctive units, then teaches them to segment
into words, then to segmept}@ards into syllables, and finally to segment
syllables inteo phonemes. B Two groups of kiﬁdéfgértéﬁgéhi]dFEﬁ (one group

was middle-class; the other was from an inner-city neighborhood) were

tested, and a group of 26 inner-city nursery school children was trained
. 4

according to the mcdeii At the end of the school year;-the nursery
schaal:ehi]dren gained from a SEDFE:GF 2.7 to a score of ]i.Bik (in terms
of Rosner's je?els,!this meant that the children cgu]d:ﬁ§w>$égm3ﬁﬁ words
/ zintc_s?ilablési) This scéfe was éignificantly highe} than the beginning
éF the year scdggs of efthér kindergéftén control gréﬁp.“ The trainiﬁg
~demonstrates that audiféry analysis skills can bévtaught to preschool

ildren and seem promising for facilitating later reading achievement.

Thus, the question 'What should be the nature of prereading instruc-

tion?" is a'ccmﬁiequueétign that extends beyond the purview of this

paper. While it is @pparentkfrem the large differences in prereading

among kindergarten children éhat more ‘efficient means to help children
might have '‘a pesitive e%%e¢t, it is notiappar3ﬁt what or how they ougﬁt

to be taught. My %ec@mm&ﬂd%éian at thié time is ﬁ@ utilizeﬁ;he three-
strand construct, devising @ﬁpartunitiesvfgr chi]dren_in pres;héai programs
rég acquire knowledge abaut-readiﬁg:by reading and writing. Evidence from
both lgngituﬁina] and cross-sectional research suggests that children will
Eﬁéﬁrﬁegiﬂ to figure out hcﬁ to break.spee;h into word uniis. With informal
or even haphazard help from parents or teachers, an gppre¢iablgﬂnumbér of

hchiidrep may then begin to reallize that letters pravidaaiués for spelling

o

W,
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- aﬂéﬁjegggﬂiziﬁg words and will learn some terms and rules that accompany
reading. While many of tﬁé Ehi]dFEA'S-PFEFESd?ﬂQ iaﬁzepii@ns could be partly
w}ang, they nonetheiess will provide a meaningful structure for learning and

remembering grinted werdé and for coping with first grade reading tasks.

Children who are not so prepared at heme may be less likely to flounder in

first grade if helped by teachers. Although more instructional research is

ﬁeéded to test the necessity and sufficiency of the three strands, the mode |
pFDVIdES a Faating from which to study chz]dren s developing knowledge and

to consider nﬂtarventnan prmcedures for preséhcc! ‘children.

Conclusion )
The controversy about how bggiﬁﬁfng reading instruction ought to be
approached is not unlike the age-old story of the blind men tauzhiﬁgia
,  different part of an elephant, with each descrfbing a very different sart;f

- of whole creature. So it is with the prereader. We seeé to have ignored
what the éhild knows. The child does not enter school without some ff
knowledge about what print is and-hnw it-is recognized. 'Hést,'if riot
all, children who live in our Iiteraée culturs which has spawﬁéd printed
labels and directions as a formal means of communicating naﬁicéipriﬁt.
\Haﬂy, in addition, éng%ge in prereading aztivit?esqat home ér in a pre-
‘school. Surprisingly, though, we have seldom cﬁnsndered that their per-
ception éF print can be charaﬁterlzed devglapmentaily aﬁd is related to
success in leafﬁing to read. J[n a sense, to return to the analogy of the
blind men trying ﬁé Qﬁdersténd éhe elephant, we have attended to extremi-

ties of the creature and dismigsedgjts bulk. Some-have noticed an extremity
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that shows the’impartan:e of reading words in context, whereas others have
still others hav; stressed understanding verbal concepts of readiﬁgigiwhst
| have tried to demonstrate hére, first by analyzing the development of
young children's awareness of how to read and then by relating the exper-
’iménta!rstudies to plausible characteristics of prereading, is that each
of these positions is partly‘fighg, but lacking a broader perspective,
each has been misieadiﬁg.’ Each has ignored the interrelatedness of a
child's entering knowledge.

At ﬁhis point, we need mg}é extensive studies aFizaung children's
prereading QEvelapmenti My interpretation of the re;e;rgh is that there
are two-or three levels of prereading development which mesh with threer
prereading strands. This needs further vajfdatién, In addition, |

‘need to understand how parents begin preparing their children

believe we

for reading. To ihat,end we must. study inéividua] differences in pre- )
reaﬁing de?e]apmént thchiidféﬂ aFlmiddie; and lawer;¢1355 Fami]ias,i
oF.majcrify and minority cultures, and from rural and urban areas. Only
¥hen wii?iwe understand how té‘imprave'beginning reading iﬁstru@ticn,

and only fhen will it be possible to achieve maja} progress in reducing
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Footnotes

"Some authors have used the term “'segmentation' while others have

chosen ''decoding' or ''phonological coding.'" ''Phonological awareness''
was selacted because of its. implied sense of conceptual rather than skill-/
' i

. |

tent to emphasize letter-to-

based knowledge and because of the directed in

|

n of thi%

sound relationship.
!fzﬁlsa dislikéd.'=5bd;rbérgh noted her daughter's explanatio
fact for the WGFd*,?EEEﬁ “Whép WEgread 'tongle' wg‘dé like this''--she ths
out her tongue-==''but ;ggggf?” ' : A . ;
V 36 - ﬁcuﬁs,
/

BHétariéls ééntainéd 36 nouns anﬂ 20 pictures wiéh token count of
being 278. There were 29 different function words, qualities, and operations,
f

a gbkén count of 876. Twelve di fferent letters were used to make the ycfds,
j o
."

/

GS;in“uppar and lower .case. Stories were from Richard-Gibson Reading
. /-
/

Materials. _— »
'Materials contained 19 nouns and 5 picfurés with token count @7 nouns

being 103. Fifty-nine different function words, qualities, and operations

appeared, with a f@ken count’ of 713i’ Twenty-three different letters were .

| used to make the words, ¥7 in upéér and lower case. -Stéries were from
Nisbet Reading Materials. | | 5
SNDn—prereading (5 children in September but‘%c one- in May); :Level 1,
é] recog-

i

context depeﬁdahcy (18 ?n“Séptémber‘and 12 in May); Level 2, visu

. s : ! . . : : /
nition of letters. and words (14 in September -and 22 in May); and Level 3,

letter sound analysis, reading (1 in September and 4 in May)

“HJ
)]
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One story, called Stop sign, was: Stap, car (picture of stop sign

and Ear)i 1Stop, bus‘(gigtqre of stop sign and bus). Stop, truck (picture
laF'stap sign and ;ruck). Stop (pictu;é @g train crossing and track). For
the traip-(pfttﬁre of traiﬁ)f Tooot (no picture),
7Accarding to p;rEﬁts,EIS QF»tEE 14 children were still interested

in the books that we had.givgn them at the end of the training and were

%5

reading them to parents, stuffed animals, iﬁagiﬁary Frfénds; and baby
sitters, all but two reading them '"occasionally'' or '"frequently.' Seven

, 8 in

_ of the 14 parents repérted hejghtened interest in naming letters
printing. letters, 6 in spelling words, 11 !in reading or recognizi

and 8 in reading st@rfesi'

8 A - N . ‘ . . .
“When we were teaching three- and four-year-olds to read s¥ories aﬁd*gg

asked them to point to each word as they read, they either ignéréd the

@

| ;7fainFiﬁg instruction or made a sweeping gesture under the whole line DF.
/ ‘ pfint; They seémeé to view each page, appargntlyi as. a separate unit of
print, “
\ _ s
SEventQaily,k?F course, the reader must consider the longer, sentence-
leﬁgﬁh segment siﬁée phrases or sentences tFEﬁEEEﬂd the meaning of
individual words. Libé}man, Shaﬁkweiiér, Liberman, Fowler, & Fischer
(1977) suggest that skilled readers hold the Shartér segments in short-
term sﬁcr§ un%il the meaning of ithe longer segment has been constructed.
It is not knéwn when, haw;vpr even whether beginning readers learn this,

0n example from Menyuk (1976), where a child recoded, 'He didn't go

to school,' as 'He no do go school," indicates how verbs and functors in

(e
(=
"
i
,
‘!
,
,
,
4
,
,
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11 N o L
''see Mattingly (1972, Note 4, Note 8), also Downing (Note 2) for

further discussicn of linguistic awareness,
Ea]FE& (1977) shawed that if ¢h|1dreﬁ are told exﬁllcltly that

-8 r§versal is not an exact copy they seldom select it. Thus, they 552;
make the discrimination but before schooling are probably unaccustomed tD.
considering rotations as different things.

ISWE hava found that preschaa]rihi]dreﬁ’aften believe that E:has an
/s/ Séund.' One child asked, "Stop has a E.iﬁ it, right?"' Another laughed
at us for asserting that c said /k/. Sevéral Dthgrs named words bégfnning
with 5 when we dis;gssed the letter c. Thus it appéars that letter names
are used as clues for their sounds since there is no other expianation fér
the substitutianse This interpretation is also suppaftEd by work on pre-
school children's invented spellinéslgf words (Read, 1971).

Mrnis point is more fully digcusséd in Gleitman & Rozin (1977). Two

of th3|r examples suggest the complexity: The t SDuﬁdS in grate and grater

.are not the same but are represented by the single grapheme, t. Also,

there are differences in dialect (e.g., these spoken by a New Yorker is"
different from the same word spoken by a Midwgsterngr)i
1SSExty percent of the lowest-ranked children were from one classroom.

Observation of teaching :ndlcated that the teacher followed G]DSE’Y the

[ 4

instructlanal ‘manual that‘stressed reading far meaning. Dther teachers,

according to the authors, enther supp]sméﬁted thlS manual with phonics

instruction of using a different series, began with phonics instruction.
. : / i

iéA similar zanc%dgian was made by Frederiksen (1978) in a comparison

__of gééé>éﬁé‘ﬁg@r high school readers.

i T Lo
. L
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7

Social class is'ﬁgﬁéd béeaus€>ﬁeadrs subjects és well as a group

we tested (Mason, i98D§ were upper-middle class. . It is iﬁ@értzﬁt to show

that the%eilinguistic ?nsighi% have occurred among more typical children. .
]BPreschgmi children we tested best réﬁembered the '"biggest'' word (eig;,

giephaégj_ Also, in tésting remedial }eaders, we found £hat the two poorest

readers knew-QnIQ ané word on cjr list, look, perhéps because it appears

to have twgreyésg |

K ESS@me changes would be necessary to use this technique with éng?ish

words. The Russian alphabét is largely phonetic, with only one symbol for

each sound. In English, training might begin with words that. are so con-
Structé§; but training weuld be ﬁgédeé to exemplify digraphs (e.g., EﬂﬁiEE)’

#

P

e
{ W
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Table 1
Mean Number of Word-Reading Errors
Made During Instruction

Meeting 7 Meeting 10

Meeting 2
Nouns Functors Nouns Functors

Meeting 5

Instruction Type —
Nouns Functors Nouns Functors

Letter-restricted

materials, T :
group setting, 9 18 7 13 5 8 3 5
N = 8 groups - , ' : .

=

letter restricted .

materials, . ’ -

individual setting, 9 15 9 20 8 15 5 9
N o= Lz .

Traditignal m =rials,
group setting,
N = B aroups

28 3 35 6 36 3 28

b

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 2
Percentages of Children in Grouped Instruction
Who Offered Suggestions During Reading

Instru:ti@n‘Type Meeting 2 Meeting 5 Meeting 7 Meeting 10

Letter=restricted

materials 55 ’ 41 64 85

TF?diEiéﬁa1 ;
materials . 65 ‘ 30 25 12
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Table 3
Average Percent Prereading Test Change Between

the End of Kindergarten and Beginning of First Grade

Leve]il . Level 11 . Level 1]
Performers Performers Performers

(n=6) (n = 38) (n = 6)

Percent Time 2 Percent Time 2 Percent Time 2
Change Percént  Change Percent - Change Percent

Level 1 Tests

Uppercase letter naming 25 77 ] 100 0 100

Lowercase -letter naming 12 67 b 94 . 2. 100

Level 2. Tests

Spelling 2- or 3-letter 28 55 i 91 6 100

© words .

Consonant-sound 8 12 6 . 78 10 98
identificatior : '

Level. 3 Tests
Word reading (isolated ] b 15 39 33 93
words) - '
Vowe 1 =sound ] 2 L - 22 22 68
identification
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Taﬁla 4

f

Mean Percent Error Responses that Letter Strings were Words

Five~= Four = Four = Eleven -
Letter - Letter Letter - Letter Letter

,  Nonwords Nonwords ~ Consonant  Vowel Nonwords

’ Clusters Clusters ‘

Three to Four 54 - 83 - 80 80 8
Years ' 5 )

\.‘I\;

Five Years 6 80 83 71 75
Kiﬁderggrtenafs 29 : 62 .59 51 o 53
Grade -1 16 30 a3 17 34
Grades 2 and 3 23 18 5 y o 8

Note. Taken from Pick, Unze, Brownell, Drozdal, and Hopmann (1978).
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Tabhle 5‘

' ; s 0
Percent Performance of Children from Two Social Classes

in Phoneme Recognition Tasks

' ' ' Score of
Perfect Score R
- Seven or Less

Middle
Class

& — -
Middle Low
Cla

Task -
Low
Class Class

25

|

| :
% / 1

| |

[

Phoneme
dise=imination

LN
Badt

Phoneme v , .

identification . 5 » 73 ‘

Picture-sound . 0 24 ’ 4

discrimination 7 o ) o ) )

s : . — — - — },, _

Taken from Wallach, Wallach, Dozier, and Kaplan
1

(1977) . .
1] o
/

—_y
(s

Ngtéi

|
|
|

/
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