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‘This study involved a comprehensive analysis of the reading and
writing behavior of 12 moderately mentally retarded adolescents.

Data were collegted.on 11 language tasks, These tasks included
drawing, forfiing letters and numbers and their names when applicable,
belnn read to, reacting to print in a book, reading if applicable, and
answefigg_gggstlons about reading and writing. Other tasks ascertained
.the subjects" book handling knowledge as well as reading ability. Inter-
Views and surveys were conducted: to determine subjects' attitudes and
concepts of reading and wrifing, parental attithdes and models of reading,
subjects' developmental and.educational history, and home envirowment.
‘Subjects' miscue analvsis (i.e., deviations from print) of their oral
reading revealed how well they utilized the syntactlc semantlc and .
graphophonemic language systems. .

The results indigated that these- Qdolescents readlng andaarrtlng
behavior could be analyzed, categorized, ‘and measured qualitatively '
within'a particular psycholinguistic varadigm. .

The “irplications focused on the vractical implementation of whole
"language (Goodmam, 1967, 1969, 1973, 1976) instruction and activities

into the school curriculum and home envirorment for mentally retérded
}1nd1v1duals

-
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A Description of Moderately Mentally Retarded

'.Addlescents Responses to Written Language
s
Traditional %esearch‘in headihg*behavior of the nonretarded and
rétarded-has tended to investagate the reading process -in qeantitative
measures such as isolation of sounds, letters, word'pants, and sentences

o

or by corr]eat1ng such var1ab!es as jnnelllgence, visual 02 -audi tory
d1scr1m1n jon w1th the ability to read'(e 9. Anastas1ow & Stayrook, 19?3
E15€ﬂ50n, 1972, Kirk & Kirk, 1972). Since this type of research tends to
measure reading prof1cfency with such e]ements as sounds, letters, word

parts, single words and phrases the natural consequence is an 1nstruct10na].

. intervention thaf willl change those q;rt1cu!ar e!ements of read1ng behaV1or

. {e.g. Forell, 19?6 K1vk K]lebhan & Learner, 19?8,~LaBerge & Samue]s,

1974, Samuels, 19?3) This 1nterventlon refTects esﬂ%bllshﬁd def1n1tlons
or models of read1ng such as phonlcs whole wqﬁd or skllls approaches A
(Harste, 1978). " Vihén quant1tat1ve d1fferences of these 1solated reading _

behaviors are ut111zed in determ;nlng efficient and.noneff1c1ent readers

then reading nécessarily becomes defined in,quantitativé terms.

: -, B
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' In contr’ast to th1s ‘*esearch perspectwe, ﬂlustrated by 1nvest1-
gators such as Carn1ne (1977), Goodman and Goodman {1977) argue that
-this 1nstructlona1 fragmentatlon actua]ly distorts the reading process :
Th1s d1stort1on oECUrs when 1501ated features of reading are presented

* to the learner wlthout a meanlngfuT context. -In an earlier study,
p

Goodmﬁn {1965) prov1ded emp1r1ca1 support that readers recognlzed the
same words wlth greater aecuracy when they appeared withih a passage
(1 g. in context) as conpared to when they appeared on a list €i.e.

in 1solatlon) It should be noted, however, tﬁat this findirig was not

b [

replicated w1th the mentally retarded (Kirkman; Endo, & Crandall, 1979).
Later research by -Goodman and his assoc1ates (Allen & Watson, 1976)
demonstrated that the s1ng}e*d1ffereoce be tween readers at d1f‘erent1a1

/
1EVe1s was the1r ability to comprehend what they read. Through analysis

L]

of oral read1ng miscues, (Gutknecht 1976) was able to 111ustrate that’
1ow prof1cienqy readers were using the same processes as high proficiency
areaders~onlyh1ess well | These findlngs clearly demons trate that quali- /

15 tatlve‘aspects of reading behav1or (e g. the effect ofnm1scues on comprehen-

s1on) coqusbe measured . ,

-

¢ The reséarch 1nvo]v1ng analys1s of oral reading miscues has developed

EEEEHET‘E?*reading which ut1]izes the cle systems of semantics, syntax,

and gnaphoném1cs. These ‘three cue systems are ut1l1zed to arrive at

meanlng.dumrng the reading process. The miscues are eva]u&ted in terms‘of

" their differentTal effect on comprehension. Therefore some miscues may
PR T
"be determdned to be a h1gher quality than others. In this regpe¢t reading

. A

'15 measgped ana qua]1tat1ve manner.' -

' The thept§t1cal framework underlying th1s research focused on the

K ”~
’

read1ng process ‘3s a‘combinatlon of syntax, semantics, and graphophonem1cs ’

_':g in conjunctio{ to produce meaning for the reader

. 1 . -~ L]




(Burke, 1976). In addi'tion, miscue studies (Allen & Watson,°1976) as well- °
as research of 1ingdtsts (Palmer, 1979) and psychologists (Milter, 1965) .
have presented‘read1ng as an integral panrt of the total language processf
fh's perspective suppoﬁts a language arts_model which includes reading and
writing as the written facet of language while listening and speaking are ;
oral components of language Continuing research which explOres the para:'
metersof Goodman s;mode] has deve]oped into a fruitful avenue of psycho=
]1ngu1st1c research as well as providing substant1a1 1nsights intd 1anguage

acquisition of young children. However, due to the relatlve 1nfanc%}of .
'Goodman‘s language model there is a paucity of programﬁatic evaluatibn

which tests the .efficacy of this instructional approach.: |

On tie basis ot a major comprehensive review of the.reading ]iterai'

ture regarding mentally retarded popu]ations, Yoder and‘Miller,.lg?Z
concluded that enough evid;hce existed to, justify the practitioner's W, ”;
selective use of the data available on normal Tangyage acqyisitjon"'(p; ]Op)f
Subsequently, researchers in mental retardatioﬁ‘haie concentraﬁed on the

developmént of sophisticated instructional technologies based.uoon several

global learning theories (e. g. Mercer & Snell, 1977 Sm1th }9?4)‘ }HESe- .

1 -

1nstruct1ona] approaches oveflay any academic endeavor (e g mathematlcs,
f

reading, writlng) Consequently, what is. }aught is secondary to how 1t ls

J ”..JPQ

taught. While research clearly indicates that in the context of demonstrg-"

LN T
ting’ that a SpeleIC technique (e.q. operant conditlon1ng) s eﬁ*icﬁent .
;l ",
(e.q. Dorry & Zeaman, 1976; Rydberg, 1971), the models Of readlng are L
A

merely extrapo]ated from trad!tional reading parad1gms (e g- soundfsymbo]
decoding, vocabulary skills). Furthermore, research 1nto read1hg behavlors

of retarded children are restricted to’ quant1tat1ve data wh!ch necessar11y

_]sads to quant1tat1ve conclusions (i.e. menta%]y retarded.acqgrre wr1tten
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language s]owér and at a lower level than nonretarded bhjldren ).Bunn, 1973;

Cedeika & Cegeika, 19705 Smith, 1974, ‘ .

NEED FOR THE STUDY- .
While prnpﬁ%ents of the whole 3anguagé model insist that the distinct

" need exists to exp]orebqualitative facets of .language béhaviors of children

need 's‘dé}initely present to co]lecﬁ qualitative data'invo]v}ng those child-
" yen fho arg exceptional in their reading gnq/writing deveiopnent.
\Tﬁe réadiné'asa writing attempés_pf mentally retarded children reveal
what.and how they learn about written words. Therefore it is necessary to
scertaid how mentally retarded children concefve these processes, As
researchers attend to fhe}circumstancesﬂwﬁich accompany the reéding and
and writing of these children (é.g. hoi; envivonment, school instructional
environment)‘re]e%ant variah]es that lead to Wanguage {earning of excepl
Fiona] chi]dren,may'be identified. -
In discussing young nonretarded chi]iren, Clark (1976) emphasized
that the strengths and weaknesses of reading must be considered in order
to understapd those aBi]ities crucial to tﬁe reading process. This quanli-
tative approach to reaaing research would lead to qualitative interventions

(i.e. where language is kept intact and meaning centered) in classroom acti-

vities with nonretarded as well as retarded individuals.

w
i

Purpose of tﬁé Study ' ‘ ' )
' The purpose of this study was to conduct a comprehensive investigation
of the reception and production of the written 1!%guage of a selected Qroap*
of moderately mentally retarded children. This study presentgd a detailed
description of fhe’reading and writing betiaviors of a selected group of

' moderately mentally retarded children ysing qualitative measures such as

book hand]iné ability, concepts of reading, and home backgrouﬁ?. These

L] . w i o .8
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data were obta:,ned by parent and st‘udmt interviews, ,the mvestlgatlon of
wrlt:l.ng behaviors, and oral readmg behavior- through miscue analys:.s pro-
cedures (Goodman & Bm:ke 1972)

The following C{lESthI'IS concerning the regdmg and writing behav;Lor of :
the moderately nmtally retarded were generated to gumde thn.s mvestlgatlon
1. Does home enviromment affect the reade and writing behaviors of

‘of moderately nmta;ly retarded children? * -
Do megei‘ately mentally retarded children demonstrate an av:areraess
of the written production of language. by producing writing  _

patterns?

How do moderately mentally retarded children view the purpose

of writing? - \
Do mderately mentally retarded chlldren demonstrate knowledge

of spelling and graphophmamc relationships? ‘

Do moderately nmt;]i; retarded chlldren demonstrate a develOng '
awareness of written receptlve ;.angtmge b)) @{hlblt:mg certain
reading patterns? - . L - - '
Hm{derl_mderately" mentally rétarded children VZI.E:J’ the purposes -

of readﬁ'ig" . ; ' -
How do moderately mentally retarded ch:.ldren descﬁbe the reading

process? !
.- what differences .and sim:.lantles are evidenced in moderately
mentally retarded chlldren s written language behavior? .
In adélltz.on the miscues of the readers in thlS group were systemat:n.cally
analyzed. The questz.ons Whlch werg generated include:
1. 1Is reading cmprehensmn as rneasmed by retelling dependent on

word identification? e, -

»




Does the read{ng of moderately mentally retarded in this study’

}

empha51ze the use of any, one/ﬁf the 1anguage oues systemé\\t
‘syntax, Semantlcs or graphdphonem1cs? ‘ ‘

'Do moderately menta]ly retarded readers in this:study prodﬁce

a high percentage éf semanticelly acceptable miscues?

Do moderately mentally retarded readers in this etudy'produce a
high percentage of semant1ca11y unacceptab]e, but corrected mis-

')
P cues’

Sunjects o _
The children were twelve adolescents (five females, seven males) who
nerelclaesified modenately mentaTTy retardegd (i.e.;trainanle level) by a
., certified scnoo] psychologist on the basis of indlvidualized inte11tPence!
tests and measnres of adaptive benavion. The.children's chrono1bgica1
ages Tanged from 13 years 5 months to 15 years 6 mon%?s (¥=14-6) while
their mental ages ramged from 4-years to 6 years 6 months (¥ = 5-5).
. Their intelligence scores ranged from I.Q.'s of 38 to 54 (Y 45) while
-their adaptive'behgvior‘scores fe]l*within.the moderate deficit range of
;-fqnctioning (Grosswén; 1973). Al nut one of the’children were nesiding
“in home environments in which énglish was the nredominant tanguage. In
Gi]berte's heme, Spanish was the primary Ianguége .

The twe]ve ch1]dren lived in a large metropol1tan area with a popula-

t1on of over one m11110n . A1l the children resided at home and attented

\\;\ public school. They were all enrolled in the same school within two

self- conta1ned c1aSSrooms for the mOderateTy mentally retarded, grades 7- 9

The student compdsit1on of these classes represented the entire junior r;
high school age moderately mentally retarded populat{on within one of six

geograph1ca11y defined sub\ﬁistr1cts of a.major urban public school system. s

:
‘.
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All the ehderen who met the criteria for moderately aEntatly retarded
(Grossman 19?3) were 1nc1uded in “the present study. These children were Y
equ1va1ent to the moderately menta]ly retarded adolescents who wWere en-
rolled 1n the other five 'sub- dlStrICtS of the same ‘school system on the
‘basis of race, socio- economic backgroun?, pr1mary language in the home, ’

chronolog1ca1 aQE, mental age, I Q., adaptive behavior level, degree of>

regular cldssroom 1ntegratyon,rand educat1qna] backgrouond.

PROCEDURE - : -

Since cht]dren's home background is freqﬁeBtTy e;plored in its rela-
‘tionship to reading and writing behavior (Durk1n, 1966; King & Friesen, )
1972; .Read, 1970; Teale, 19?8, H1semaﬁ 1979), adaptation of a parent
interview‘b; Mason (1978) was utjtized in this study. This questionnaire
was designed to e]icit information which would proéide insights info child-

. ren's ear]ytlanguage behavior. Questions about eaeh child's awareness of
print as well as hi;/her reading and writing behaviors in the home were in-

‘;1uded in.the interview. In addition, portions of the Burke Interview of
Reading (1976) were.incorporated ihto the qyestionnaire in order to learn -
about parents’ ideas of tﬁe reading process. This information was critical

. -
in ascertaining the possible etiology of the child's concept of reading &

well as the presence of modeling reading behavior in the home .

‘ The data from each of the twelve children were collected dur1ng 1nd1-
vidual se5510ns by their c]assroom teacher within the dally school aet1v1ty
schedule.‘ While the classroom aide dlrected‘read1ng and wr1t;Pg Progects,
the teacher, in anotﬁer seetiod‘of the room, elicited the data from each '
child as part of the regular instructional program.' Randomization was .

utilized to determine the order of participation as well as the sequence of

inventories and interviews. !

1i




BOok HandTIng Knowledge -

The cthd s knowledge of books Was assessed during the read1ng of

The Monster at tffe End,of the Book (Stone, 1972). The Pre-School Book

¢ . v,

Handllng Knowledge (Goodman 1977} was integrated during the reading of

L3

. this book. This opportunity for behav1ora1£observatlon was 1nc1uded rn
the study to determ1ne the know]edge tHese ch11dren had of wr1tten mate-
rials. Dur1ng the read1ng, the 1nvestlgator recorded each child' "5 responses
1§reTat1ve to the left-to- rtght d1rect1on of print, 1dent1f1cat1on of It
+Jetters and words, fiverted print, differentiation between pictures and

print, word—bijord matching, and the,oeneral knowledge of story format.

Conc_pts of Read1ng ahd Nrit1ng

In the present study each chlld s concepts and att1tudes about reading

and writing were obta1ned from 1nterv1ews des1gned by Goodman and Cox (19?6)

¥

and Burke (TQ?& These interviews provéded data on the Tanguage these’

ch11dren used to communlcate about readlng and writing as weTT as their

t

~ideas on the funct1on and’purpose of print. In add1tfon several attivities
were 1ncTuded that requ1red ch11dren to produce concrete samples of writing

as well.as to differentiage between wr1t1ng and drawing.

-

Miscue Analysis : .

The ‘Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) (Gbodman & Burke, 1972) was developed'
to analyze an 1ndiv1dua1 s Oral reading Hhen a per ‘reads, they deviate .
“+at times from the actual pr1nt represented on th eg. The resuTting orals
deviation from print is called a miscue. The RMT‘prOVTdES a series of
quest1ons wh1ch the researcher uses to detErmlne .the quality of the reader s
m1scues The quest1ons 1nvogye-sUCh factors as dialect var1at1on, intonation h

sh1fts, and grammat1ca] acceptab111ty These questions focus on the effect

’ thateachnhscue ‘has on meanlng as well a% on the readers use:of available
T




;
language cues. Percentages are determihed for each'question by computing

the total number of miscues invo]ving eéch ggestion and the number of

miscues de31gnat1ng either high,- part1a1 or low responses to the nine

questtons' : Db _ .

.O

The RMI has’ Been used in a variety of research studies. The effect

3

"Mexican Amertcan readers (Young, 1973), and miscues generated by older

of‘a satunited book envwronment’on miscues (Hatsoa, 19?3) m1§gues of

" readers (DeSanti, 1976) are some of the various topics exp]ored in relation
to miscue analysis. Research studies ut111zlhg the RMI have cons1stent1y

. deMonstrateg that readers used the three cue systems tp f1ndqmean1ng in
print.. Howevel, only two_stod1es (BVUFY, 19?3; Gutknecht, 1976) have in-

vestigated the miscues of children who were ndt developing reading normally.

" Gutknecht (1976) found that learning disqbleo childrei made "the same tyoes
. . i " L]

of misooes of those children without learning problems: The differences
.Eetweeﬁ;the miscues of the two groups of children appeered in the number
“of miscues and the n;moer of successful correction attempt;T&'Brodyﬂ(19?3)
a]so‘found that retarqed readers maoe\more miscues than the ooﬁparison.group
of proficient readers ’
In the present stydy, those ch1ldren who demonstrated theﬂab1l1ty to |
match the spoken word w1th words-tn print durtng the book handling 1nyentory
" were reqhested to read'sereral se]ectiohs so that miscues'coon be ana]yzeo.
A*wide range. of materials-were avatlab]e oo meet the varied interests and *
ab111t1es of the ch11dren in the study - Each child.read at ]east five
| % selections whtch were taped for further analysis. The st0r1es 1ntluded

The Cat, The Bird, and The Tree (Mackay, Thompson & ;fhua& 19?3)

‘ (Mackay, Thompson & Schuaby 19?3) See Us Plgz_(BOnd DOrsey, ﬁuddy &

Wise, 1958) Max (Raabe, 19?4), Dee and the Bee {Granows ky ' Orfe, 19?3),

15
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- and A eé} At Home {Goodman % Burke, 1972).

- DATA ANALYSIS . .. . o
. The data from the interviews were analyzed to determine each <hild's

concept of reading and writing. These ideas were presented in a descrip-

.o »

. tive.mannen so that the children's actual presentatidn of ideas were
mainteined The moderateiy nenta]ly retarded readers prov1ded data from
a m1n1mum of\f1ve se]ections for analySIS of miscue behavior atcordlng

“ito RML procedures. These oral reading data were transferxed to worksheete
for subsequent coding. Thesé'wqusheets were scored and cdded and retelling
scores were caleulated.
- : ’ “‘
RESULTS

Informatiqp from the Home ' ,

Sixteen parents barticipated‘in the parentai Fnterviews. Ftve of the
children were from single baeent homes. Gilbert's mother spoke only
Spanish and did notlcoe;iete the questionnaire while one Frank's father
began the quastionnaire, but declined to answer all'the questions. Two

of the ch11dren weré 11v1ng w1th adults other than their natura] parents,

X
Thirteen of the parents had not completed high school, two had com-

pleted high school. and one parent had attended i;:/Z years of junior co1leqe.

E1ght parents were emp]oyed as laborers, four w blue coller workers,
thrée Here unemployed and one was self employed - '

All but Five of the parents reported that they Had learned to read at
school. de perents:reca11ed that they had taught themselves to read, ope
acquiring'tpat skill after high school, and two parents remembered that they

had been taught to read‘at home, Two fathers felt that they were poor

L]
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most of the time. The distinguﬁshing.ski]ls of good readers a< dé_fj'n_egi\',i

-

by these parents were practice, understand}ng, speed, memory, sbe]]fn@f*

and Wora tdemtification— To improve their personal reading skills, -

. : N . U
parents mentioned such factors as reading faster, understanding a wi

L]

variety of re?ding'materials andfspelling more words. To ident fy unknown

words, most parents used the dictionary or ask a spouse or friend. Spunq%ng.
. out the.word,'spelling the word or using contextual clues were other unknawn;.
word 1dent1f1cat1on techniques used by the parents.

Eight parents routinely read the newspaper, seven read the Bible, four

read magazines, and three read books. Routine reading was indicated as

frequently as three or four times a weekLto twice a year.'. The Bib]ea

Loretta Lynn, Peyton Place, A Child's Garden of Verses, B]ack Beauty,

and Janegire were Tisted as memorable books read by'the parents.
Parenta] questionnaires 1nd1cated that 3/4 (9) of the children were

i

rarely read ta on a regular basis. One parqgt indicated that ner chlld
“was read to at least one hour a week while the paregiﬁzof two children
indicated that they were read to at least two hours a week

Parents indicated that five of the ch1ldren_watched T.V. for two :.
héurs déi]y, five of the -children watched T.V. for one hour daily, while ’
2 children,y;tched_a'total of no more thhn 30 EGnutes é day.‘ When asked
directly,lfoé'qfnfﬁé parents indicated their childrenrdid not watch :
Sesame Street while eight'indicateh their-children'did not watch Electric =
: Company. Excepf for one, all subjects watched Saturday morning cartoons.

-Only'oné parenf id&iEd%ed“that-cgildren's magazines were available

the cht]dr Sedrick possessed a. subSCrip&}on ;o Sports Illustrated.

Ne]]y 5 mnther Peported that she purchagadaihree booksva month for'her chi]d

- “" o"‘."-' . P :




‘ P Six of these ado?éscett youth had never visited the public library

whlle parents of 51x other "1dren indicated irreqular .visits to the

3

lqbnary Parents of five of khe-chlldren indicated their chi]dreh accompanied

. them ﬁn leSs than 5 0ut1ngs 2 week. Unacceptab]e social behav1Qr was noted
as a promtnent°reason for 1eaV1ng these ch11dren “at home. Six of-the children

accompan1ed thear parents on at least four outlnqs a week while one chiid

ccompan1ed'hls pgrents at 1east six times a week.

-

) Parents nepo?ted their: chtldren s interest in print in a varlety of

. ways N]ne g%rents felt their “chitdren cou]d recogn1ze twenty or more
) 1etters while three credlted the1r children’ for recognition of 10 or less

letters. Eight parents recalled their children wrote Tetters whi]e drawing

- .

at home four parents se]dom _aver noted broduction of 1etterst Eleven

parenrts 1denti$§ed theit children as necognizing less than ten words;-Only
/;, one parent felt: her child cou]ﬂ réad more than twenty words Parents re-
‘ported that four of theiy chlldren seldom asked for assistance in identifying

“ ¥

printed words. ;Eight of the dhi}dren, according to parents, expressed an

:qécasiﬁnal interest ii 1dentifying words. Parents reported six children
. N 5 Toe

- would occasienally ask to be read to,five children seldom a§kedrto be read

. N . - v > . *
~to and one child "asked and was read to regularly. Parents of eight children
respohded that they never observed their children attempting to identify

s . , . . - .
a word by sound?ng.eut'1etteds while four of the children occasionally

. were‘absefved'ih this effort. Al but.Sne parent reported their children
- a o L]
had opportunit?es tolobserve parental reading behavior.

-
! L]

wrtting and, Spel?1ng of Adolescent Moderately Mentally Retzrded Children

The twelve subJects were asked te'comp]ete two writi asks and a

»
AN

writing 1nterv1ew in order to-demonstrate their know]edge of ab111t1e§ in




X

‘ng, wr1t1ng A]] twe]ve children were askéd to write. Gluen the choice of
11ned and un11ned paper on]y one ¢hild, Ne]ly, chose unlloed’paper and

produced a p1cture of a house and trees. Ne11y'then responded to the'

e

,dluect10ns ﬂwrlte your name" by produclng her name, address, date, and

&

subs/gueﬁ/ay produced a 11st “of words to represent wr1t1ng Al other

children chose ]1ned paper and peruced some form of letters 56 represent 'p
wr1t1ng, A1l chlldren were ‘able to spe11 their name correctly and ude

» - [ L] -

‘ v . = e " - .
corrgct directional patterns.” One*child was able to produce her namé in
f r . >

"oursive. All other'writjng was done in manuscript. The most common
representation‘of writing presenked b} these_childrEn was lists of words.
The ABC's, addresses and dgtes were also presented as writing: Only Karl
presented a sequence of words uith punctuation to represent writing (e,g:

"your name?", although he .copied.from the chalkboard). Karl produced random

z-letters to representawr1t1ng and Mark and G11bert filled the ent1re page

*a 4
W

wlth one or iwo 1etters (e.g., a- ‘and a, ¢) when asked to write. oo
A second writing task inyolved the same procedure as the first writing
tash'except that nodJined paper :as.avai[aole. The children were given
unlfned,paper and instructed to "write for me". Karl, who had produced.a
sequence of two words on the,first task,‘spe11ed his last name incorrect]y
~and produced a-seqqence of ]ette?s (e.g. owouoh) which he ‘translated as
"wrjte“‘ James had correct]y written his name and produced letters-on task
one, attempted but ,was unable to produce his name cons1stent1y. However,
' he produced numbers, some of which were reversed, to represent writing,
" Mark produced an entire page of "a"'s-and Yc"'s on the first task drew
a picture for taSk two 0em1 produced the alphabet, a 11st and her name

and address on _ibe first task and drew a picture on the. second task.

Numbers were produced on this second task by Gilbert who had produced an

P
A




entire page of a’s in response to the f1rst task

-

‘Ahe} children prodyced thmr names, addresses-of dates, spelling was
generally correct. Three chﬂdren m1sspe11ed the1r last names . Fur of

the 1ists con;l:amed mJ{speHed words however the majority of* the Words i

_were spelled correctly Only in two cases were groups of: random.hletters

Y
, o

L3

used to represent wr1ting / ' : - ;' e

These children viewed the purpose of wr1t1ng (e. t_; l'jhy do people ‘

£

»

write?) in a vardety of ways’ Only one chﬂd did not respond to }th1s
question. - Qther responses did not indicate a conceptualization of ,the
purpose of writing (e.g. because“the‘y' re left handed, someone taught me).:
Laura saw the péurpose of w'rit'ing as a response to a request, Paul said
to “gef work done" and Kar} and Mark exp]amed that the purpose of wr1t1ng
was"ﬁo wr1te the1r name Acqms:twn of knowledge {e.q. ____)earn) Was
inentwned by Sedrick and Demi as a purpose f‘or"ﬁwmtmg Eleven affirma-
tive answers were produced. Wwhen the ch1’ldren wére as'ked if tlhey wrote at
home* or at sc,nooll .Kar]' responded that he did not wr1:te at home,

When the-children were —r,eques'ted/to exp!a'in what was accomp]isbed
during.the process of wr1t1ng or dramng they all described wr1t1ng as‘
involving words, usually the1r name, address 3tc. Drgwing was des-

"~ ‘oribed by naming_obJects that could be dfawn., K eqncrete writing/
) LY ) coa . .
drawing discri-mipata‘on task was administered to each child. This task

T

was composed "6f the child's own writmg and draw'mg product1ons. Each
. chﬂd was asked "which one is wr1t1ng‘?" and "whickeone is dramng"" Over
f1 ve trials mth the productions presented/‘m ranqom order, all" twelve

"4 children compieted the task successfuﬂy




- The Reading Behéyior of Trainable Mentally Retarded Agoieecents'
A11 subjects were asked Guestions from Goodman and Cox Book Handling
Knowledge Inventory (1977) and Preschool Conceet of Reading (19777, Bexh

1

werefdésigned for children who were not reading. Beheviors and responses
-were recorded ih order to determlne the ch11dref s knowledge of books, ,m"
purpqie for reading and exhibition of their readlng behav1ors
While nine of the children could correctly 1denfify a letter upon
request on}y 3P of thequere able to correctly identify words. 'Av1a
consistently identified words but was unable. to demonstrate an awareness
of the concept of “letter". Only faur of the children were able to
;differentiate upﬁer base'vs.‘lewer case lettere.
Nine children were able to demonstrate an understanding of the con-
. ‘ . Cept of page. ine belief theﬁ a page must containm print Caused, confusion
_‘on the pert of some of the children.
Aiﬁ but Karl and Avie:were able to indicat where:reading in a.text
began. These twe children were, joined by Maek 0 was‘unsuccessful in
attempting to tndicate the direction of printT—S+07F the chifdren pro-

L4

: - -
' duced, close matching (§.e. within the printed line) between vocalized

" reading and the text.” Three children produced exact matching between text

" and vocalized readifg.
Y

. Responses weré varied when these'twélve subjects were asked to read .
| unfamiliar-print Demi did not respond wh11eSedr1ckwas able to read the‘
text. Paul and Sedrick attempted to read by sounding out the words. Four

children oral]y interpreted the story by using pictures as cues to the
| meaning. Nel]y responded nonverba]]y by moving her finger under the Qerds ]
. while Fran.demonstrateq the correct eye movement for reading. Only Mark's

. » . } ) ” .

verbaﬁ production had'nO»relationship to the story.

These mentally: retarded children expressed diverse purposes for read'mg'E

’ ' lJ A




(1 e 4Why do people read?) " Four ch11dren 1ndlcated the'Purpose for —

AR
read1ng was .pleasure {i.e. Because its’ fun.). Four othen children fe]t

fhe purpose for read}ng was the acqu1s1t1on of knowledge (i.e. To learg
" }hings or'to understand books)}. One ch11d mentioned a funct1ona} purpose

'.e. To help buy things.). Three ch1ldren reSponded to this

have -too much work, o xbecause reading... ) .

f

* Nine .children menticned that family members’wou]d help them learn to

»

read more effectively. jhe'other three children Qave this reSpensibilit§
to the teacher. Seven of‘che children felt that learning to read would be
easy as opposed’ to very hard. Six children felt that‘having books read

' .
* .
1 tet

to them or simply looking at books would.help them learn to read. Two

children neﬁﬁionEd memory (e.g. learn the book) as a method for 1earnipg

f

to read. §Be11ing the wdrde‘ehd knowing the ABC's were aleo qffered,‘

reading acquisition strategtes? Heering glasses and getiin; hejp from

sisters or brothere were offered ae reading instrucciona] meyhodoldgies.'-
_Al] chilqreﬁ were inen an Opportun%ty to)provide data according

to-miscue analysis-procedures of the Reading Hiscue Inventory {RMI)

{Goodman ‘& Burke, 1972). The RMI involves a conperjeon og expected re-
_sponses and observed responses* and enf& chree of the ch}ﬁdren were capable
of preseuting reading s;rategies*effectivefenéugh.for miscuye analysis.
drephic similarity, sound {imi]arigy, grammacical function, grammatical
acceutabilitf and meaning chang were studied. .
Miscue Analysis involves having the reader read a comp]ete eelectioﬁ
’ without-iﬁterruption and retelling the se]edtion afterward Beth _the reading

and ‘reteliing are tape recorded for. further ana]ys15¢ Analys1s of miscues

yJelds. information. concerning the degree to wh1ch the readen successful]v




—____constructs, nean1ng and the extent to whlch he“makes efficient use of the

ve ' - - J—a—

'6 '._ - —_————

dvailable cue systems. In addition, the *rnds qf Cues and partlcular strate-
T . - -;5 "‘{
gies the reader relies on most strongﬂy are revealed. Retellings provide

evxdence of the degree and kind of comprehens1on that occurs, ‘and in this
regard serve as a. further indication nf the success of the reader’ 5 strate-
gies for dea11ng with written language

0m1s51on was one of the most commOn behaviors when unfam1l1ar words

were met in the text Se]ect1ons were n?t coded when a mejority of the’
- mgsenes‘1nvolved omission. R
" One reader, Jackae, was)w1111ng to exerc1se conS1derab1e risk in
her read1ng She attgppted each wofd resu1t1ng in a 78% h1gh/§art1a1
graphic. 515ﬁ1ar1ty and 54% of her m1scues demnnstnated no sound similarity

on the predICtable text seiection.q An examp1e produc1ng these percentages

" is shown beiow'

[

A trad’itwnaﬂ basal readﬁr story prcdmcéd miscues wrth a h1gh percentage

e

of partiaT graph;c and paftjﬁlsSOQnd s¥m1iarity

‘;
!..-¢-

Jack1e s gomprehensaon_ggttern—resulfed tn’a 63% ?osi;of comﬁrehenszbn

,r-,.‘-q

-/ LI, 5% T
miscues, JackIEihad no suczessfhjlqprﬁantﬁons &uﬁ 1n factRhad attempted t@

- 3 TR Ll *J ‘ | \“\“ ‘:‘ \\' ﬁ:\‘._
correct mﬂy three{tiﬂi&sm Jhe::eeweve- :fo sas gmf-zta.a‘t daffe e

a— H_J .

1“n~4 'n

hension pattanns aﬁd{ r f' i,an5&1ﬁ patggrnsl1n‘ h

gy

F1fty- two percent of Laura s ms;sﬁe -'ﬁﬁuﬁeﬂ amss*l‘ ogs ;m
2 -‘ "‘1. l_l
om1ss1dn resu%ted 1n a }ossggf‘comprehengioﬂ‘ 'E%ght&”%'

'i‘!
S r‘ w-,<

SUbStltUt‘°" m:ssues ‘R?Q1Ved h*gblpartaal sOEﬁd".lv-;.




one miécye Laura successfully attempted to correct is demonstrdted inithe

~text-below: ——

. TR

the big cat jumps

~%?ﬁ;f%he branch

The one unsuccessful attempt she made at correction is shown below:
L . i ) - -

-

Monvwﬂ?,
[ T2 e 2 lC-#

a .
the catl_runs to'the tree | by
Laura's omissions and Tack of correction 'strategies resulted in a

mattern involving 77% comprehension Joss ﬁnd a 72% weakness in grammatical

L

relationships. Laura produced very similar patterns of grammaticaf”}e]ation-

ships and comprehension across the three stories.

T,

. Sedr1ck S gnammatlcal re]at1onsﬁlps and comprehension patterns seemed

to be pmmarﬂy affec'eed by the readmg 1nv01v1ng 1imited vocabulary from
the traditional basal reader story. His miscues produced .a 44% loss of
comprehension’and 39% weakness in grammatical relationships while reading
the ‘basal se]ection.-ISedrick‘s miscues produced ih reading other texts

resulted in an 80% Yoss of comprehansion and 80% weakness in grammatical,

latlonships : N o . "

’ -

Although Sedr1ck § miscues 1nv01ved many omissions (66%), subst1tut1on

- - Vs e

' mlscues 1nv01ved a great percentage of h1gh/partaa1 sound and grahp1c 51m1-

1ar1ty 1n'a11 texts that he read §edr1ck S only @ttenpt to correct a

24
L e
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The rete1]1ngs,of these storlea were Brief and 1nv01ved much prob1ng

from-the 1nvest1gator _Many times the rete111ngs 1nvo1ved stery—11nes not




with- very direct pro;}ng. Sﬁbry lines appeared to be held intact by

/
plctor1a1 cues. ThIS was apparent as 1nformat10n directly from the

e .
- — L— —— - e —— e _— — — - _——_— -

pictures was offered durlng the rete?]ings {e.g. Sedrick exp]a1ned that
the cat in the story was orange. This information was only availabte
from the picture.) Another indication that pictures were offerinyg many

informational cues was apparent when the three children were asked to

) read*e portion of the story without pictures. Miscues from th%s sEctiqn

. . I .
of the reading demongtrated inefficient reading strategies:

-
r

SOE pan auad
Litt]e robln red breast

and @
sat.upgp a tree.

Loy
up went pussy cat

Discussion

The ﬁarents of these twelve moderately mentally retarded children were -

characterized'gy:lon educationa](jevels with'occupations concentréted in blue
collar and unsKilled labor positions. . hffh few_excepfions parents were con-.

' sistent‘in describing their personai concepts of reading.. Mot parents felt

‘ that competence in reading was-acquired Ehreugh cdmprehension and prectice
and tnat goed readers ma1nta1ned the?r sk1]13 through practice. A]tnough
MOst pareqis ?e]t thqy WEre good readers their expressed unknown word 1den—
tlficatlon sk111s {e.qg. ut11121ng of the d1ct10nary, sound1ng out the word,
asklng for assistance) 1nd1cated analyt1cal skidls wh1ch would characterlze
1neff1c1ent or dependent readlng behaV1ors (Gbodman & Buyke, 1977). Conw,_\QJ
current]y /;out1ne %é§d1;§ 0f«tﬂ1s pﬂrental groug wesrn1n1ma1, therefpre

~ severely nestr1ct1ng thelr chT}d?en s npportun1ties to observe this cruc1a]

. e modei1ﬁg act1y1§y iﬁisemaa, T?Z?f”’ Another 11m1tat10n encountered 1n these .

e "--.




" and adults. Books other than the Bible were the least mentioned vehicle

for readlng actJV1ty The only material read on a daily basis was the

—_— —_ e e oo - B e ——m e - = e

BTb]e. - - .
' . v "_ ' I ’
One other limitation found in the home’ enviropment was the lack of

time spent in oral reading to the child thus restricting their opportuni-

tjes for exposure to print. A]?hough these children are at a chronological

Tevel in which adults do not nonmally-read aloud, they are at a reading ;5

development stabe where dral ?eading woufdlbe beneficial. Aside froﬁ the

*

fact that these are oner children, 1nteru1ews w1th them strongly 1nd1cated

that they enjoyed this activity. ) L

Most parents related that televisioo was & ‘major entertainment vehicle
for their chi]doen; however, educational prbgrannﬁng (e.g. Sesame Street,
Electric Co ) was secondary to commerc1a1 progranmtng (e.q. cartoons)

0pportun1t1es for exposure to-print OUtSlde the home (e.g. library visits,

shopping trips} were severely curtailed since these children were rarely

‘included in these activities.
Without regard to its etiology, the home does not apPéao to be an

instrumental factor in the acquisition.and utilization of reading skills.
) M ~ .

Tt would appear that -under these circumstances, the childrén of these

parents would not recognize'the importarice oft reading through their inter-

»
L]

action with the home environment.

' '

Nriting'and épe]Tingoof Moderately Meﬁtaily Retarded Adolescents

These ch11dren responded with 1ittle var1ance when asked the purpose

~  of writing (i.e. Why do people wr1é§b) Children explained the function of

wriding in a utilitarian fashion (i.e. writing name, get work done) they

never indicated that meaning was conveyed by -their own print production.

L4
.




Some children demonstrated confusion between writing and drawing. Most

confusion was evidenced when they were asked to verbally express differénces

" between writing and drawing. This may well have been @ reésult of thedr———
limited verbal.exoressdon skills. Less confusion‘was demonstrated when the
children were asked to draw or to write. Only three children were confused
" in their attempts to respond to this request. When concrete discrimination

Was required all children were successful at indicating the difference be-

i,

B

tween writing and drawing. . o
The total print product1on Of ese chi1d£EL was'confined to the
following items: 1) first and ]ﬁ%% naﬁbﬁ 2) addresses, 3) c1ty and state;
4) date; 53 alphabet {(upper and 1ower case) 6) :iolated lettérs; and
7) isolated words usually in llst form. With one exceptlon, all of print
production cou]d be traced to their present as well as previous classroom
exposure to print. Other than one of Karl's responses (e.g.,"owouoh"ewrite),
. there apoeared to he no.original print generation. No child wrote any seg:
ment targer than a word. A}l children demonstrated some capacity to repro»'
duce wr1t1ngte>bected of them in a part1cular 1nstruct1onal program {i.e.
sight words, a]phabet, names and addresses) No ch#ld was ab]e‘;o produce
meaningful thoughts through written language. For the most part, the ability
to convey meaning through written language had not been an 1nstruct1onal goa]

in their past educat1onai h1stor1esc

Reading of Moderately Mentally Retarded Adolescents

There appeared to be greater interindividual differences between child-
ren's reading behaviors than what was.note? in their writing behaviors. To
determine book handling knowledge, eleven skills were identified for the
purpose of ana1}ses. While no one skill was“successfuT1y accomplished by
all 12 children,-all e]even.skills were correctly responded to by at least

- o R -
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-one child.” Due to the scatter of correct responses determining skill

L]

accomp11shmeht, no pred1ctab1e pattern or sequence of book hand11ng

sk111s—emerged~¥Fom_analyses_gf_these data. The book hand11ng skill

accomplishment ranged from a high of 9 out of 11 by Sedr1ck and Laura—ﬂheThﬁ

+

to 1 out of 11 by Karl. Parent 1ntervrews in home background failed to '

\

'd1sce,rr{ any cparticula.r d1screpancy that mi ght account, for_-ty wide var1a~
tion .¥n children's book hand11ng ab111ty Therefore, children's : =
e educat1ona] history was investigated to determnne common character1st1cs

wh1ch might ‘account for similarities between Laura S. and Sedr1ck‘s book

b}

hand11ng abilities as weTI as Karl's lack of abil1ty;' The common factors
were agé, previous, educat1ona1 programming, and 1nstruct10na1 cons1stency.
Laura and Sedrick weng among the youngest children -in the group while Karl
'was one df the oldest Also, Laura and Sedrick had the same teacher for

the previous two years in elementary school and thelr teacher emphasized
',the language experience approach. Karl, on the other hand, had two
different teachers for the'last two years and those teachers:FOncentrated.
on sight words, rote Fecitation and writing of the-a1phape{; Laura's .
" and Seorick‘s educationa1 program stressed printed¢1ang;age generation
{(i.e. Yanguage experience stories} while Karl's instrubtional program had
stressed copying from the board or working prepared ditto sheets While °
preV1ous educa£1ona1 goaIs for Laura and Sedrick included a var1ety of-.
exper1ences with books (e.g. library reading) Karl's preV1ous educat1ona1
prodrammtng made no reference to ‘the ut1lazat1on of books

The ch11dren ] expressed purposes for regggng were far mOre rea¢1st1c
’ .

and reasonab]e than those purposes expressed for writing. The purposes i

that were gentioned stressed p1éasure, acquisition of {howledge} and utility.
~f -~ N . .

* These responses soggested more exposure and interaction with the reading
- v T ’ .

Vo
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process (1 e older s1b11hgs domng homework, readlqg/tor p1easﬂre)
)

- 1In d1scus$jng who would teach thém to read, only three ch11dren dele-
gated that respons1b111ty to the teacher Wh1le the remainder of the children

'. felt that some famlly ‘member would asSist them in acqu1s1t1on of reading

w

‘ skJL]s. This’ resu]t is extreme?y ironic as we]? as professlonally dis~.

L -

. appo1nt1ng “in the ﬁﬁce of _ the ch11dren s seven to nine years of forma]
1 —T

education, ‘the advent of Soph1sticated teach1ng technologies$ tremendous

advances in teacher education - and curr1cu1um deve]dpment and over 1500

F

studies 1n the past decade on learning processes and app]1cations retative -

to the mentaily handicapped P°PU1at1on (Robinson & Robinson, 1976; Zeanﬁn e

-}

H
1974). It is rather tlear that theé maJorlty of éhese chTTdren pe ce1ve

their educatlonal managers as 1neffectua1 fac111tator {7 the acquisition
T - - . - -
of reading ab111ty . .

On the other hand "as these ch1ldr perceived their parents as a

' ’gprimary source of instruction, their parents did not appear to possess a

great deal of objective knowledge about their chi]dren's reading and writing

skills. Nhi?é parental data and c]assroom data correspond in assessing

+

children's ab111t1es to recognize 1etters c1assroonkbased data contrasted

with parenta] reports relative td the ch11dren s ability to recognrze words,

n

requests for ass tance in 1dent1f&cat1on of -unknown words, and interest
. - \ -

in word,ideatificat on and meaning. While eleven parents identified their
Tchi]dren as recognizing less than ten wordse the ctassroom-based data, demon-

. strated that most children could rec%;hfze and write at Teast ten words.
. - . Q . ’ . .
* - .

A greater disparity between'parenta]'reports &nd classroom data was noted in

. L
. » . , .
assistancg requested for ident?fication of unknown words as we]] as frequency

of attempts to 1dent1fy unknown words . These behaVIors were noted daily in

the c?assroom thTe parents d1d not reca]] these U%hav1ors oceurring in the

1

»
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home . Thls marked 1ncongruence may be another 1nd1cet1on that read1ng

and writing are not salient features of the home env1ronment

-

Seven of the chllﬂren felt that 1earhtng to read ' would be very easy. °

. ) v, . F; . .
This response was offered by these.children even-after several unsuccessful

. T

pears where reading instruction was attempted. It appears that even with‘

a background of failure these'chi]dren %tﬁfj feel that learning to vead 1s a
possibility.  Several of the chi!dren.offered reasonab1e.readiog acquisition

' techn1ques Six. childreh felt that they would learn to’ read by be1ng exposed

" to books One child mentioned memory as i readlng acqu1s1t1on techn1que It
has been suggestedhthat early readers may emp]oy memery . read1ng when learn%ng
to read (Doake,-}g?g) vr that troubled readers may beneflt from thig techn1- .
*que (Chomsky, 1976). . ) T &f‘

L]

The three children providing oral feading miscue data indicated an -

[ -,

. overgll 1£3k of word identification strategies by the1r repeatéd omissions

-

. of unknoin words _These readers appeared aﬁd depend on the grapheme/phoneme

cue system to the exc]uslon of the other two systens a{ﬂjndlcated be]ow

e B Eliﬁﬁ.

the cat Topks up.

st #lnz
. he sees the bird T
The readers did produce miscues involving use of the syntactic and .semantics

! - -
* cue Systems: ' L.

s, s,

" the cat is near the %hee.

-~

Occasionaiiy’readlng behavior 1nvo]v1ng dialect would prodice meahingfu]

-

miscues.




B111y came to play :,

Zx—mg/

Sk1p lookea at. Bqliy

SRR
Dne explanatlonsfor the high graphic/sound 51nﬁ1ar1ty of miscues may ©

4 be suggegied in an exam1nat1on of these ch11dren s past 1nstruct1ona1 o ,,/?/j;
[ 3 , B
h1sIory‘1n which dr111 1n s1ght words and §ounds was a maJor emphases. ”

This. 1nstnuct19n might exp1a1n miscues” 1q whfth ch11dren suhss?tuted words

beginning w1th the same letter as unknoyn words as demonstrated'be!ow

-
u

S Qe g o
"o, téxt: - datch me:af you can

-~

. .adl.x&/? W -
~* ‘etext: Skip-came to play .

Lack of dorrection strateg1es a]so affected comprehen51on Ipe@'(

* »

" veaders did not attempt to correct m1scues wh1ch d1storted the mean1ng.

ThlS behavior woyld suggest that the children were not cogn1zant of the-

h

fact that read1ng should be meanfngﬁjh o 7T

0m1ss1on of words, high graphic/sound, 51m7}ar1ty of miscues and -
' absence of correct1on strategies typlfled the, reading behavior of the three

. readers, aEach of these responses, 1nd1cat% that the reader is unab]e to

produce oralaread1ng which sounds like language. -

The data reveals that children view parents as an iﬁfiuentia] feature

F

in the reading acquisition procee:;/oot/jnJ act the home appears to offer

1itt1e systematic instruction or exposure to print Concurrently, while

-

teachers fdeally offer insfructional programs and systematlc imstruction’

- as wef] as oppOrtuh1t1es for exposure to'Pr1nt the data reveal that these'
efforts yiéld feﬁ'quahtatwe di fferences'énon%hese twelve MMR chﬂdren"

{i.e. actual reading behaviors, concépts of reading).

'-20




IPLICATIONS. | " -

/.--“'
The data co]iected from the parent interviews as well as/t: ’Tfaren 3/

read1ng andﬁwriting 1nventor1es strongly suggests a need to infuse a prdctical

awareness of read1ng and writing into the hofié environment. Parents need to

f

be informed that thve home'envirogﬁént can be easily and-inexpensivelj adapted

to'provide an énhaniejfg;mﬂ?bhere for print awareness. Writing materials
such as pens, fgl; 1p markers crayons, and paper should be made available

to the ch11df§n. Books and other printed mater1a1 should be readily ava1}-
o7

L]

- 'fgle?%hrough 11brary visits, cooperat1on with_the school (e.g. lemding

4

7 A likrdry), and COmmun1ty sharing of printed mater1a1 between neighpors,

fr1ends, and re1at1ves : - : f T

Fhrther encouragement of a ch11d's interest in print allows deveTop~=

-

ment of funct10na3 uses of written commun1cat1on. Letter wr1t1ng, grocery

_11sts and messages are all activities that would involve children in the .

L)
'

> d funct1ona1 use of pr1nt .
e Nhileapppertunit1es in the home environmént for growth in reading and
wr1t1ng behav1or can readily be accomplished the school environment remains

w»..;

a. v1rtua11y‘ﬁhfapped resource to 1mprove children’s qua11tat1ve language

S

behav1or. kPrev1ous educational goa]s as deternnned by these childfen's instruc-

-~ F

t100a1 h1stor1e§ reflect quant1tat1ve changes (e.g. write letters of the alpha-
“ ob -
bet? 1ncrease\s1ght word vocabuiary). Quéﬁitative ach1evemeﬁts can be acbom-

plished %n'the-educa%ional‘settihg by changing educational goals and objec-
tives as we]l as ut;lizing a language mode] that stresse9’ﬁua11t&t1ve growth

(1.e conﬁrehension based who]e 1anguage model]). Mean1ngfu1 read1ng and
- v
" writing shoula become an 1ntegra1 and systematic part of the child’s daily

LY

’ educat1ona1\exper1ences.

f o




"y i -

J/,-/’(//;t1ng needs to be presented as a natural language.act1v1ty ; :
’ children's sp§111ng shou]d be.accepted in its present stage of deve]opment‘
Th1s approach focusea on the message while deemphasiz1ng‘the 1mportance of
the’ mecnan1cs of traditional spelling in the wr1t1ng efforts of retarded
ﬂnd1y1duals. Perhaps the ch11dren in the present study produced on]y lists

offwards due to the1r pzev1ous lnstrucﬂ1onal expectatfons. Those goa]s
_stressed correctﬂEss over‘meaningfulythought production{ Natyral interest
in writing/spglling should be encouraged through functional “activities
(e.di writing permiss%on slips to go to the lavatory, producing request
slipsafdr checking out classroom materials for home use, and note tak?ng

-

act1v1t1es) .wrﬁt1ng opportunltles can be accomplished in a non—threatening )
atmosphere where cha]dren are free to pract1ce, experiment . and exp1ore

) pr1nt product1on ad<;maﬁapu1atlon These act1vitres would he]p tHem increase
their present afels pf writing and speT11ng behavibrs.

merous opportun1t1e5'should be provided for reading at school. Reading

. a]oud to these children should be emp]oyed for enjoyment and concept develop-
ment . 1n vartous acadednc areas The teacher s ora] reading w111 acquaint
ch11dreh wlth a var1ety of pr1nted mater1a1 and writing styles that would
normally "exceed thelr reading ability as we]] as ﬂFOVlﬂE an approach mode]

_ of rEad1ng behavior (Haskett & Lenfestey, 1974). Teacher sustained oral read1ng
(SOR) (Feldman, 1980) can be implemented as an uninterrupted oral read1ng
perlod (Fe]dwan, 1980 “Haskett & Lenfestey, 1974), At this time reading,
for fuhctiona] purposes (i.e. recipes, te]ev1s1o: gu1des, menus) as well
as enJoyment and 1earn1ng can be accompliished. ) /‘

Although $usta1ned Silent Reading (SSR) is not rout1nely utilized wfth -

the mentally retarded in 1nstructlona] prograunnng, these exceptional children

should have 'the opportunity to spend,uninterrupted time with printed material
' . _4‘ ) . . .

I




ihey enjo;. rTnis shou]d be done inraddition to regularly scheduled
reading activitie/ esigned for recreation, learning and enjoyment, This
acfﬁv{tx wou!d also“a11ow opportuniEy for the—teagher to ‘model reading
beh;§§or. A1l children need to see adu]ts; siblings and friends‘gain ‘
pTeasure‘from'}eading. This proceHUre_nay be impfemented with nenta11§

rétarded children scheduling only 3 to'5 minute intervals where children

L]

and adu]ts exclude all activities but readnng. This time could be in-

Ll

creased as children learn to increase their attention to printed materials.
- - -:"*

Mean1ngfu] read1n§§exper1ences can be provided in the instructional
_ setting.by fncorporating practical reality based ao;1v1t1es into the da11y

reading program. Reading the cafeteria menu, directions for games and

Hobbies, newspaper comics, empty grocery boxes and containers, street signs

and maps i and med1a ‘commercials and announcements a]] have dlrect applica-
t1on to mOre norma11zed community living. '
Tegchers ;Lst be ass1sted in becoming more influential persons in
. these children’s r&ad1ng acqu1s1t1on process A common factor found in all
.the children in the present study was their dependence on significant otners
tolgain.meaning fyoh print. " This high dependency appeared to be a foncfion

of the acquisition process. While these children demonstrated high motjiva-

tion, although historicaﬁlj fa%]ufe-satu:ﬁﬁed gs evidenced by their limited

suceess tn reading, a1l ohildnen demonstrated that they had accomplished
much of the instruotional‘content and sequence of their read%ng program
objectives. A)1 of the readin; programs, except «the ohe emp]oyed with
Laura and Sedrick had stressed iso]ateg reading sgilis (j.e. letters recog-
nized, sight word, +ote expreséion). This prbgression of 1etters-to-words?
word combinations and then to sentences failed to produce even one child

.

who was able to read ef?icientﬁy.




A prohlbltlve factor)11m1t1ng the Implementation of a comprehens10n

based-whole language modeT of reading 1nstruct10n may be the adm:nlstratlve
necesslty required by federa] Taw (i.e. PL 94 142} of utl]lZlng jdstructional -

goa]s and object1ves that require observab]e, measureable qudntitative be-

-

havioral changes. Each chi1d requires an Ind1v1dua11zed Educat1on Program

Y

(IEP) that stresses teacher accountability for the ch11d 5 educationaI pro-
gress., Evaluative instruments that demonstrate 1nstruct1ona1 progress must

)
be Utilized. Few instruments which measure qualitative changes {e.g. RMI) ~

c

are present]y avaiTa{)e or employed on a wide sca1e'basis Teachers need
to be aware that qualitative growth can be adapted to IEP requ1rements by
-stressing goals that can be measured in terms of behaVIOF (i e, 1ncreased
ev1dence of semantlcally acceptable miscues, ablllty.to predlct in readlng)
Even thoughinone of these children were eff1c1entlreaders, many Tere
able.to express rather sophisticated ideas abdut efficient methodo]dgies
that could be uf{l?zed to gaan readind proficiency. Teachers should not
overlook the possfbilit} that sohe'efficient instruction techniques way be
suggested by chdldren (i.e. memory reading, exposure to print). These strate-
gies ma} characterize their indididua] 1earning styles/ All significant people
ihvdlved in the reading acquisition prbcess includi the student may make ,

'impOrtant contributions towards more productive instructicnal techniques in

this critical landuage area.

Research Ih9X1catlons

The present study gave additional support to the be11ef that descrip-

F-

tiveresearch with mentally retarded children can yield valuable information

without the necessity of including nonretarded control groups (Strieb, 1977;

Raumanauskas, .)972). In fact, several reseaychers (Badheister, 1967; Estes;

-

1970; Haywood, 1§?0) contend that comparison of retarded and ronretarded

30 -
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" children display s& many inter-individual differences as to make the results

, of cqﬁﬁarative-studieé extremely difficult to interpret. Therefore, continued’
’ . - - - “t
_y descriptive research without~the necesSity of including ch‘rontjlogical age or

méntal age matched or equivalent control groups appears to be a,justifiable
* L] - ! . » -
research paradigm. This- does not exclude the possibility of utilizing non-

‘ -

. . ) . g . A '
retarded children with retarded individuals in the same study, but such costly,
. A K ‘. ’

time consuming éffbntg should be well justified on the basis of strong theore-

. 3

ticai(ahdlér empirical‘}ationale. . . ) B N -

-

Since %hg classroom a;signment,of menfél]y retarded chi]dren'is_generally
more flexible than the classroom assign&ent of nonfetarded children, 1qngﬁage
m&dél‘tésting may be readily accomplished through programmatic research. The
inét;uctional apprgach towards reédin§ and writiﬁg which encourages meaningful
Tanguage usage (i.e. whotle 1ahgﬂlge approachi may be exa]uated_by comparing
ﬁofg traditional-approachqs.such‘és‘phbn1cs in the natural.instructienal

_setting across var{ous 1evéls and categories of exceptionality‘(i.e. language
1ea£Pin§ disabled, miidly mentally retarded).
_ While a p]ethgra'of research studies havg focused on the quanitative
‘aspects of reading development (i.e. sight words, letter names} of exceptiofial
as well as non excepf;onal pdﬁhlations, minimal attention has<been jiven‘to
orai readinj tesponses in refétioh to use of semantics, syntax, and grapho-~
phonewic re}aéionshipsf Such rgsearc? would lead tq possible differences of
a qualitigive nature as.Opposgd to differences of a quanitative nature.
Quatitative language researcﬁ is in ;mch.demand of investigatory attention
(Mercér & Sneil, 1977). -7 .
Research is needed to determine if qualitative differences be?ween

children Tead ta quantitative differences. Should qualitative aspects of

reading dnd writing be identified and correlated with overall achievement

34




as measured in quanitative terms utilizatien;of the

Fe e
av A

by
L T

&
T

. . 3 LA ‘}?
will'be given much needed empirical support {Bryan
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE .
Child's Name __ - . © * Birthday -

Sex.‘: ’_Number of oﬁder brothers

e ———

Sisters -
——rvpedly

’ Date’ R . R o . < ’ ‘

L5

Directions: <For each' quest1on, please circ]e the response that comes
closest to describing yoyr child's behavior, :

f_Does your chitd poiﬁt*out the name Ietterp of the alohabet when playing?

Seldom ’ . occasiona]?y . very often

-
‘

" How many,dIfferent alphabet Ietters does your chi]d try to print? >, :'

‘ Iess than 5 : * about LO '

Does your ch11d recite the whole,alphabet without any mistakes?
seidom j o occasionally . "« very often

,If your éhild prints, what case does he uSe? .
upper_(capital letters) loqer‘ both

) $id someone teach your child to read? -

no one” . ~ Slder brother vasﬁster S oarent/other

‘!f other, piease explaxn,

— x

If someone is teach1ng your child, what 15 being taugﬁi? C1rc1e any
being taught , . A :

t

'letter names Ietter'sounds
‘printing letters printing words #

reading words'.w . reading stories '
' spelTiog‘onds « Other.

.
‘p

Does your child read books by Kim or H¥r self?

. ' . . -
no B G occasignally ‘ often S

What new words have,you notited ‘your child reading? List as many as you
can think of (but no more than 15)that he.identified, ‘For example, did-~
your child point out ang- read labels on foods, words in books or
magazines? I am 1nferested in wh1ch\pr1nted words your child notices
recent)y. )

more than_ZQ .

N




PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE
‘ How many printed words altogether do -you think yolr child can read?
’

e e . A
— Less than 5 " abaut 10 more than 20

. Does yOUr'Ehild ask ‘for a printed word ta be read to him/her?

.seldom -~ occasionally - very often
Does your child try to identify a printed yord by sounding out Yhe

letters? ,
N .~ ' »

‘4 " seldom occas10naTTy very often

Does your child spell out the letters in printed words?

serom occas1ona13y . very often

——
+

How many alphabet letters do you think your ehild can recognize?

F

less than § about 10 " “over 20
.- : o T ey
"‘How often is your child read to at home per<week?

~Teéss than 1/2 hour about 1 hour e more than 2 hours

A

}/,Hﬁg often does your child visit the publié library? - “ ™

irregularly " monthly once or twice a month .weekly

Does your child have a sﬁbscription’to a children's magazine?.

o

no " yes please identify themagazine

Does your child aei to haue‘favorite-books reread?
.‘f t
very “often - occagionally ) seldom

What is the average time your child watches T. V per day?

-~

Less than 132 hOUr ab | hour . more than 2 hours

Does yOUr child hdar story,records at home?
‘very often " occasiondlly
Does your child watch Seseme Street o T.V.?

seldom . . ‘occasionally | . very often




PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Does your child watch Electric Company on T.V.? -

“seldom occasionally - very often

Does your child watch Saturday-A.M. cartoons on T.V.?

seldom . occasionally . very often

Does your child talk to you about Sesame Street or E]ect;it Company °
'@ateri'al?Q .
K’ L]

seldom - occasionally . very often.

. »

How often does your child go on outings with you (trips to sgecial
places, shopping, visits to friends, etc.} .
Less than twice a week about four times a-week more than s%i‘
- o . times q week

Does your child own any alphabet books?

no one ' several

-




INDIVIDUAL QUESTIOMMAIRE.*

-

If pos%fbié 'both-ﬁarents shodlh fill qut this page.
Please 1dent1fy parenf completing this page as. Mbther or rather
'HOﬂ d'xd you learn to read" . ) '

School horﬁe "'self-taught other
Do you thmk ybu dre a good reader?

-

yes "o someties . no

b

‘What' makes @ good “reader?

5 . .
- . L4
. .

What would yoi Tike te- do better as a-reader? .
/ - '. ™ i :“‘ e . . N * s \

Hhen you come to a i:or‘d you don‘ﬁﬂknow, what do you do?

What do you 'read tputinely? . How often?

L] N -
. :
. * ]
- P '
4 L4 }_ ! .
*, .- - - .

What do, you like totréad? -

Is there anything you 't liké'to‘reid‘?/,
." ': .‘ ‘~ JI'

. ' ' L. .

~Dci you recal’ll a specxa‘] 00k or the-most memorable thinn you have read?

[
' -

Yo

‘Does yoar chi Td see yo#' read"

What s WDT> cupation‘{‘? ' .
How far did $ou go,in-school 7 -

"

¢ - . : '
Did not complete High School’  High.'School  College - Graduake School.

* Kl

. A
How many parents.-ar.e at home with this child?







‘ A

BOOK HANDLING KNOWLEDGE INVENTORY

g

ADMINISTRATION .

/" INSTRUCT IONS

-

" RESPONSE

CHL}D’S RESPONSE

Show book; title covered by
hand, Flip over pages.

Displaying book,

-

-Present wrong way
and back twards S

‘' Give the book to child.

&

"What's this called?"
"What's this thing?" -
If child answers with
the name of the b '
record and ask '"what's
(say name of book gwen
by child? .

"hat do you do with
ic?" -

"What's inside it?""

"Show me the front of
this book" "Take the
book and open it so
that we can read it
together.

Hold on to a page and
say ""Show me a page
in this book," '"Is
this a page?"

Read this to me.

¢

"Book' ''Story Book"
"Story" Name of Book

"Look at it"
Ilc)pa.l it‘lt

"Read it
'Tﬁll j..'t"

"Story" '"Picture

‘ll‘m it tl,Pag 1t
"letters'’ "tﬁngs.”

Any indication of front
or first page,
F

Point to, page 'Yes"

Record all responses
N




If doesn t read the
back of does inappropriate
book reading continue:
give the book to the child,
Read the first page.

g

Turn to the next page.
o~

Show the .page to the child,
i

Continte to show the page
<

Read the page.

‘If there is' print on both
pages display the paged.

S

I'm going to read you
this story. You show
me where-to start
reading."” ’'Vhere do
I begm?lt L]

""Show me the top of
this page." '"'Show fre-

-the bottom this page.

& '
. Show the page to the chilV\ "

have to begm
g_, .

Show me with your
finger exactly where

eading."

"'Show me with your
finger which way I go,
as I read this vage.

"Where then?” (This
may. already have been
done or stated in #9,
if so credit but do
not repeat.Y

"You point’ to the
story while I read

“it." (Read slowly)

"Where do I go now?"

A

Indicates print on first
page

S
o

Indicates top edge or

¢ toward top. Indicates
bottom of page or towards
bottom,

. Points to the fll'St word

on the page.

Left to right, on the page.
- “

'I‘op'line to bottam line.

Exact matching of spoken
word with written word,
Close matching,

, Points to the first
lint of print on the
next page.

»




Read the next two pages.
If possible turn to a page
with print and a picture
on it. Tuxh the book
upside’ down without the
child seeing you

Show how to use masking

card to close the "curtains’’

over the 'window." (Use
two pieces of black
- cavdboard.)

Open "curtains'
Open "'curtains'
Re:nve.card

Read to end of story.
Close book and pass it
to the child.

" rGet at ‘comprehension

Leave the book mt:h the
child,

Title page pointing

Can you or I read this
now? Why or why not?

“Let's put some of the
stoxy in this window.

I want you to close the
curtains like this
until I can see just 4
one letter." '"Now

| just two letters."

"Now close it until we
can ‘$ee just one word."
"Now just’ twe woxds."

"'Shew me the first
letter in a word-

any word."
_ ""Show me a capital,

letfer - any capital
letter," "

"Show me the name of
the book™ .or "Nemme of

story?"

. "Tell me something

about the sfory."

"'Show me the begmnmg
of the story." "Show
me the end of the
story."

"It says here (Read

title of the book" by
..{Read the

author's name). What-

does by...(say author s

name) mean?"’

One letter correct
Two 4letters correct

P

1 word correct
2 words correct

First correct
Last corréct

' ’
Foints clearly to a
capital letter. Points
to any capital’ letter.

Cover, fly—leaf or title
page. r

Opens book to first page
and points to the first ,

line. Turns to last page
line.

"He made _
"He made

"He wrote it."

up the story."
the book."” .




APPENDIX C

CONCEPTS Of READING AND OONCEPTS OF WRITING INVENTORIES




PRE-SCHOOL CONCEPTS OF READTNG |

Name of child: >
~
Age of child (years & months): © ~

" Name of intexviewer:-

- (Please nse a cassette tape recorder for the interview if p‘ossible)

" Bl

1. Do you know how to read? ‘

. How did you leatn how to read?
.a. Did somebody help you learn to read? If yes , who?
Do you 1ike to read? . '
that do you like' to read?
Do you want to be able to read‘?
How will you leaxn to read? _
Does someone have €o help ycu learn how to read?
Who do you think w111 help you learn how to re.ad‘?
Do you think that you could learri'to read by ypurself?
Do you th:'_ruk‘le.i:n:tn?g to read will be easy/hard?

. Why do you think learning to.read will be easy/hard?
D:D the people you live with know how to read?

. Do they ever read to you‘?.'_ Who? ‘
What do they read to you?
Do you like it? Why?

What do you lock at while you are being read to? (Probe with
Vanything else?') de

If,1 said I'm go:mg to read you a story what would I do?

.,

I I said Im gomg to tell you a story, what would I do?
Is it p0331b1e to read with your eyes closed?
'"Yes/No"', ask "Why''?




Do you hgve a T.V.?
Does anyone in your house ever read in‘the kitchen?

a. What? ’
b. Living room _ ' ., Bedromm ) -

(Try to get at books, magazmes and naespapers and labegls without using
those vords.  If 8% ask directly about them.)

Do you ever go to the store m“th your parents?

Why do people read? ,

Do you hspeak;a language?

What do’ you speak?

-




PRE-SCHOOL CONCEPTS OF WRITING .-
’ s LY s - - Y . l

. Y
, Name of-childy -
" Age of child (years & months) :

[

Namé of inter'viewég:':'

, C ‘ - N '
(P}.ease use a cas’sette ,tapt_e recorder for theggnterview if pgssible)’. |
3 - L, - . '

1. Wr:.te fg!lrne (Have avaﬂablz lmed paper, un].med paper‘, pencil, pen, n@
. ma::ker and cray%g.n “front
2. Readmez-mat youwrote T e o - S

3., 'I‘ell me about what yov.rwrote‘? What s thls and thls‘? (Get at terms wé'r.:d, letter, -

£ ch:.].d) " 1f chl‘].d ’says no, say write ycur nane ferr me

_ etc.)
LW

4, Wra.te me a letter‘?

5. Do you write at home or schoo].‘?'

. 6. What do ycu wrlte?
%» Why do pe:)p].e wnte"

B. _Draw me a picture.

I‘“
*







-,\ mé n_ ) i i . ,‘A - - . a -
c.upatwn/-"'. - ' .. Education Level

)

Intemew Settmg

—pr

. ‘khenycﬂare readmg.,md youccmeto something yqudontlmcw whatdoyeudo"
ko 3.5 a good reader that ycu kmw" (Ask abogt teacher)
‘bmat makes her/h:.m a good reader" L. -

Do you think that s/he ever comes to s@etlu.ng s/he doesn t know when s/he's
.read:l_ng," ‘ .
. Yes When s/he does come ta something sfhe doesn't know, what do you thing . .
" . s/he clees about 1.1:‘7 .

No Suppose that s/he does ccme to something that s/he doesn/t pretend to
. know. what do you think s/he does about it? *

1f you know that scmeone was having d:.ff:.culty readmg how{ would you help
that taersan" o '

What would ycftr teacher do to help' that per'sop? ‘
How did yo#flean to-read?.
What &J.d (thm/you) do to help you 1earn" '

What would you like to do better as a reader"

Do you, think that you are a good reader? Yes = Mo

_—
Additional Questions: ', _ .

. - .t A
+ 11, What.do you read routinely? Like eveérday or everyweek"
What do you like’ most of all to read? ‘ A

. Can - remenber any special book or the most memorable thing you have ever read'?




C. - APPENDIX B v

+ .* MISCUE ANALYSIS

L -
RELRE

" 3, Ej:.?.ll.ll'.aatt:i.on'=

¥

- 2i-Reading Miscue Inventory

L4




READING MISCUE INVENTORY: EVALUATION
' by Yeta Goodnan and Carolyn Burke and Margaret Lindberg

‘.\IDRD LEVEL SUBS'I'ITUI'IG‘% IN CONI'EXI’ EVAI.IMTION

Evaluatior of the: follow:mg questwns md:i.cates whether the student is
maeking appropriate use of grammatical fumction ahd of the graphophonic
cueing system, Ouestions 1,2, ahd 3 are answered for only word level
substitutim miscues. U;lder colum headed Text list the word that is
involved in a substitution miscue. "Next to if, under the colum headed -
Reader Yist the word which the reader substituted, Answer the following
questions for edch of these l?alrs -of words. 1If dialect is inwvolved
‘place a d next to the reader's substitution. -

. O1. G:aphlc Smu.lérlty: How much do't:.l’le tiwo words ‘look alil.ce?

WO of then: three Parts are s:m:Llar
Begitming and middle

Begirming and end,

Middle and end,

OME of their three parts is similar,
Begirming or general cenfiguaration.
Middle., > -
End -

-

" ‘none S NONE of their three parts are s:i.mi'lar,’.
“02. " Sound Similarity: - How muchedo the tvo words sound alike?

“high TW) of their three parts are sams.lar
Begirming and middle. - -
Beginning. and end
Middle and end.
.QNE:of their three parts is similar.
Bengmmg or- gmeral cmflguaratlm
Middle, -
Fnd., ) '
. . . ‘_, . ‘ s & .
03 Gramatical E‘mction: .Is the grammatical function of thel reader's
" : & word the sdme as thé gramatical function of the
: . text word?. (T6 help answer this’ question read the
text sentence wz.th the reader ‘s miscye in 1t D

'Ihe reader's miscue is the samé g;amnatn.cal
function as 'the text word -
. 1
questionable : “1t is impossible ‘to tell :whether the grammatical
Y ) C * function of the reader's .miscue of the same.or
. T different from the granmatical -function of
oo c the text,

P

, different ". .o J 'Ihe reade:r s miscue is.a different gramnatlcal
T ' . functlcm than the text word

: ¢
_5J. L | >




L]

LANGUAGE SENSE: EVALUATTON

Evaluation of the following two"questions‘mdica'tes the degree to which
the reader is.concerned with producing acceptable language as he reads.
Questions &4 and 5 are answered for every sentence which contain pne or
more miscues. If the picsues exceed sentence baundaries include as many -
" sentence$ as necessary to maintain the relationship of all the ‘mlscues

- .caused by other miscues. To read for acceptability consider each sentence
as the reader finally produced it. All corrected giscues or attempts &t
correction should be redd as finally resolved by fhe reader! Wheh there
are no atteypts at correction, the miscues should be read as oroduced.
Miscues which are acceptable within the readér's dialect should be
consxdered acceptable .
Nurber each sentence in the text and place the mmbers for sentences
ccntammg miscues under the. colum headed Sentence Mumber, Next to
this, in the colum headed Number of Miscues, mdlcate the ma'rber of
miscues conthined’ m each of the sentences.

-

04, Syntactlc Aceeptability: . Is the sentence involving the miseues
- . syntactical ly (gragpatically) )
acteptable in the story?

“When thel sentence is read as fmall}; .
produced by the reader it is syntactxcally
acceptable in the story,

Mien the sentence 'is read as finally produced
by the reader it is not syntactically
acceptable in the story.
05. Semantic Acceptability: Is the sentence involving the miscues
- : semaritically (meaning) acceptable in
the story?

. When the sentence is read as Einally -
- produced by the reader it is semantically
acceptable in, the story.

4

When the sentence is read as finally
produced by the-reader it is not
semantically acceptable in the story.

CCMPRE[—!ENDI[\?G EVALUATION:

Evaluation of this question indicates the degres to which the reader
changes the intended meaning of the author as he reads. Ouestion 6 is
answered for every sentemce which dontains one or more miscues. To
determine the degree of changé the sentence is read as the reader finally
prodiuced it. All. corrected miscues or attempts gt correction should be
read as 11y resglved by the reader.» When there are\no attempts at
correc the'miscue should be read as produced.

“




Is there a change in meanmg involved -

in the sentence?

. When the sentence is read as finally produced
by the reader there is NO change in the - -
intended meaning of the storv. . :

Vhen the sentehge ds read as finally Droduced
_by the reader there is a change, inconsistency
or loss fo minor.incidents, characters or -
sequences—in the story. -

*a




SUMMARY AND PROFILE SHEET OF READER'S STRENGTHS

!

Reader's Name

1. The percentage of substitution m:.scues which mdlcate hlgh Graphic -
and high Sound similarities.

. . “
ence?™yQL high . X .
mterzOZhlgh - . —_\_‘__-

The percertage of substll:utlon miscues which indicate Graphic and
Sound %mlarltles

enter % QL s

enter % 2 scme.

cambine Q1 high plus some
cambine Q2 high plus same

The percentage of substitution miscues which indicate similar Grazmu—lj:ical
Fmction. ., .

enter % 03 hi'gh )

The percentage of mstances that the reader produced syntactlcally
accteptable sentences and/or corrected syntactlcally maocepta'ble
sentences- )

enter % Q4 yes .

The percentage of :mstances the reader produced semantically acceptable
sentences apd/or corrected samntlcally unacceptable sentences.

enter % Q5 vyes

The percentage of :mstances that the reader retained the author s
meaning.

. -
L

enter % 06 no change
. enter % 06 minimal’ change
- corbine 06 no change plus Q6 minimal change

g
In order- to obtain data about the following two areas of“strength, it is
necessary to return to the work sheet for the information. Read the
sentence in which the miscue asked about occurs as if it were the omnly
miscue in the sentence,

6. Relationship between graphic dissimilarity and meaning change
substitution miscures with Graphic similarity marked "none” but
where the miscues are either }ugh quallty miscues (mdicate minimal
or no change of meaning)-or are ¢orrected. -~

Relationship between grammatical fimction dissimilarity and
syntactically acceptable substitution miscues with no Gramatical 4
Fungtion simjlarity but where the miscues are in structures which are
syntactically acceotable or are corrected.

>

#

a 84"'
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