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This study was undertaken to identify the reading

strategies which facilitated or inhibited the progress of adult
beginning readers (ABRs). An ethnographic approach was used so that

factors influencing the ABRs' acquisition

could be identified. Using an adapted form of the Goodman and Burke
taxonomy of oral reading miscues as initial framework, the
investigators described reading behuaviors of ABRs who were enrolled
in the beginning learning-to-read classes at two -adult basic

education (ABE)

sites in the Richmond, Virginia, metropolitan area.

Although the idiosyncratic reading behaviors of ABRs precluded

generalization,

it was inferred that ABRs who thought of reading as

~

of these reading strategies

discovering m=2aning were aware of when they were not gaining meaning;

and those who had been exposed to syllabication and could manipulate

vowels and syllables tended to make progress. ABRs who thought of
reading as word calling, who did not make successive attempts at
words, and who had trouble reorganizing visual input tended to make

less progress. Implications for instruction include the observations

that (1) ABRs who thought their teachers took into account their
learning styles tended to stay in programs; (2) that the way a
teacher conducts a lesson provides a model for learning; and (3) that
students' beliefs about reading, perhaps guided by prior schooling,
also influenced ABRs' reading strategies. Further research was
suggested in order to establish guidelines for ABR instruction.
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I. Research on Word -ecognition Strategies

of Adult Beginning Readers

The purpose of this study is to describe factors influencing the
acquisition of facilitating and inhibiting reading strategies by adult
beginning readers in order to generate potential guidelines for instruction.

This is the technical report on the project.

Need for the Study

Learning differences between child and adult learners have been
discussed (Zahn, 1967; Knowles, 1977); yet there are limited data
clarifying these differences as they operate in the process of learning
to read. This may be the reason for the lack ot guidelines on how to -
adapt the teaching of reading to the needs of the adult begipning reader
(ABR). Most instruction of ABRs is based on methods developed for the
child beginning reader (CBR), or based on research on CBRs and adult
proficient readers. Instructional pregram adaptations are made for adults,
but these are designed to suit the adults' cultural, economic, or experi-
ential characteristics. Adaptations are not made to match the 1garning—
to-read behavior of ABRs, because little is known about that behavior.
Neither the research on the reading behavior of ABRs nor research on reading

programs fcr ABRs provides this needed information.
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Reading Behavior of AERs ' .. I

The 2 Zre many ways to describe reading behavior. Yet, however it . l
is described, there is evidence that the reading behavior of the ABR
differs from that of the CBR. Reading behavior was .once described in terms
of accuracy of word recognition: how many words were omitted or substi-
tuted, what parts of a word the reader did not know, and so on. Today, ‘

reading behavidrs or strategies are generally described in terms of the

" cues a student uses when dealing with text. The student has essentially

four kinds of cues available: graphic (visual appearance); phonemic
(sound/symbol association); syntactic (grammatical structure); and
semantic (meaning).’
Studies on the reading behavior of ABRs are rare. Some studies
report on ABRs' use df substitutions, omissions, and so on (Monroe, 1932).
However, only two studies providing more specific information on ABRs'
use of cues could be found. These studies are discussed below. : ’ |
When Monroe (3932) studied the reading behavior of children with
reading difficulties and established norms or standards for the children's
reading behavior {using such descriptive categories as omissions and
substitutions), she also studied several adults. One adult described by
Monroe was a college student reading on about a fourth-grade level.
Monroe noted that this adult reader "showed marked variations from the
standards for fourth-grade children" (p. 69). This adult reader did nét
demonstrate the same reading behavior as a child reading at the same level.
Monroe's description of the adult reader would sound familiar to many

adul* education teachers. This adult, despite excessive errors, could



report surprisingly well the éontent of the paragraph read and had_prob]emé
holding a pattern; that is, she wgu]d, when reading.rhyming words, switch
patterns--saying, for example, "miss, bill, boy, till." Raisner (1978).
studied adult nonproficient readers enrolled at a State college. While
-ihe achievement levels of these readerc were not clearly established, the
pattern of reading behavior of these aduits underachieving in reading
studies differed from the pattern of underachiéving children. or example,
Raisner reported that these adu]ts made greater dse‘of graphic and phonemic
cue; and much more limited use of semantic/syntactic cues than children.

Boraks (1978) studied ABRs' use of graphic, phonemic, syntactic, 5
and semantic cues, and concluded that ABRs tended to vary a great deal
iq the use of these cues; specifically, they used semantic cues less than
children and did not have the same pattern of using graphic/phonemic
cues found in children (p. 9). )

Reading behaviors of ABRs and CBRs, then, appear to differ in important
ways. Thys, the information base derived from research on CBRs may be
inappropriate for developing instructional guidelines for ABRs. Moreover,
data derived from research on proficient adult readers would also seem
to offer limited guidance. As Shrankweiler and Liberman (1972) explain,

"Analysis of & well-practiced skill does not automatically reveal the

stages of its acquisition, their order and special difficulty" (p. 296).

Reading Program for ABRs

To gain insight into appropriate instructional strategies for ABRs,

information both on how they learn to read and on the factors inhibiting

"y
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and faci]itgfing ths proéesé is needed. There isnlittle reigarch on
ABRs' reading behavior or on reading Brbgraﬁs for.ABRs. An analysis o+
_successful ABR programs mtght be éxpected to provide information on factors
influencing sucgess.' This is not the case because most writings on ABR
.programs, while fhey tend toﬂprovide descriptions of programs or “compare
the use of different approaches (CJaséﬁ-Hagk, 1977), do not make clear
which elements of thg program may account for success. In fact, ana]yzihg
program learning variables would be difficult because some of these
‘approaches appear to provide only guided practice, not structured learning.
The practice-versus-teaching orientaéion used with ABRs was'a1;o fiund to
exist in actual practice by Mezirow, Darkenwald, and Knox (1975). These ..
researchers had teams of observers collecting data on instruction in
aduTt education, centers in six cities in the United States. They concluded
" that adult edugation teachers tend to use the "present, recite, test,
correct" approach to téaching.

Thus neithér research on ABR programs nor actual programs offer
specific instructional guidelines which account for success in learning
to read. Reading programs for ABRs &re not empirically justified (are
not based on information;on the reading behavior of ABRs). This, suggest
Kavale and Lindsey (1977), may be why these programs so often fail.

There has been little emphasis in ABR research on developing better
methods. Cook's (1977) history of adult literacy shows that the history
of instruction of ABRs is a history of materials, not methods; and that
the materials used with ABRs tend to be material$ tried earlier with

children. Again, the focus. in teaching ABRs is on presenting and practicing
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"skills." Even an ana]ys1s of taught sk’jls wou]d not seem to prov1de
guidelines for instruction. It may be, as Otto states, that the sk1lls
needed to learn to read are the.same fdr both CBRs and ABRs (1972, p. 299).
,QBt there is Tittle agreement'amdng reading researchers as to yhich skills
are important, or in what'seqdence these skills should be taé@ht, for either
.- the child or the adult learner. ‘ & o,

Despite tﬂ{s, the mos. popular, f)rogr&ns for ABRs seem to be those

stiessing decéﬁﬁng (LauBadh Steck-Vaughn) Yet instructors using these

proyrams are honest in; reporting that students started in these programs

seldom progress beyond the initial steps in learning to read. The reasons,
. 4

for this may vary Some students may be satisfied with 1earning Just the
basic skills; othars may become discoureéed by the amount of time it t;kes
to achieve even this initial level. Perhaps the skfll focus isself misleads
the ABRs, who may come to th1nk that they can read if. they have Tearned
speci fic (decod1ng) sk111s ) , ¢ @
Current information on the.reading benavior of ABRs and on reading
programs for ABRs cannot provide an adequate basis for generating jnstruc—

Ay

tional guidelines. It is not known exactly which ABR teacher or learner

behaviors make it easier or harder to learn to read. An empirical basis .
]'u

for instruction, however, can be found only in an understanding of these
behaviers. . . ) ) a
Research cn how children who read well and cnildren vho read poorJy
learn to reac indicates that different word recognition and comprehension
strategies are used by these two groups. It is recommended that readers

‘be taught the strategies of "good" readers (Stauffer, 1975; Goodman and
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Burke, 1972).

Boraks (1978) reported that ABRs at different levels of achievement
used different readiné strategies. However, she also destribgd the reading
. behavior of ABRs as highly idiosyﬁcratic; and she did not attempt to |
establish a relationship betweea an individual'!s evolving strategy and
suSseqhent échievemeht. Information orf such a re]atibﬁship is needed if
ABRs' facilitating and inh3b1ting behavi&rs in learning to, read are to be

identified.

Framework of the Study

134
]

To determine the productive and the nohprodﬁctive strategies of ABRs
in learning to read, observation of the evolution of these behaviors over
time in relation to achievement was planned. Observation framewbrks
were broad, because if was also considered important to Tearn abouf
factors'which promoted the use of certain reading strategies. This
information on reading behavidr and factors influencing this behavior would
provide the empirical basis for developing guidelines for instruction.

The learning-to-read bahaviors of ABRs, as noted adove, were expected
to vary. It was assumed that part of this diversity would be due to
developmental or personological factors. As Bowen and Zintz (1977) point
out, adults are 1e;s 1ikely to try new approaches--because of Tong-standing

habits, concern with failure, and a vendency to involve their self-esteem

in learning. It was assumed also thai#the learning context would affect

reading behaviors. To identify the impact of these factors on reading




behavior, it was necessary to observe learners' behavior in naturalistic

settings.

Objectives

Seven objectives related to the goal of 1earniqg about ABRs' reading
behavior were outlined. These objectives clarify the steps taken to
éathér data needed to speculate on instructional strategies for ABRs.

The objectives were:

1. To determine current reading strategies used by ABRs.

2. To determine the evoiving pattern of spelified reading strategies

used by ABRs.

3. To determine the relationship between evolving patterns of use

of specified adult reading strategies qnd reading achjevement.
4. To ;elate productive and nonproductive patterns of reading
strategies to instructional strategies (teacher behavior and Gt
materials). .y

5. To relate productive and nonproductive patterns of reading
strategies to student characteristics (personological, develop-
mental variables).

6. To derive potential guidelines for instruction of adult beginning

readers from observed variables related to achievement.

7. To indicate where further research on the relationship among

reading strategies, instructional strateyies, and achievement
is needed. / *

As these otjectives indicat%, oral reading behavior would be coded
4 v




during observations. No further guidelines were established initially.

«

Potential Theoretical Bases

A broad theoretical framework for determining variables influencing . __
t o - - = S

ABR achievement would lend credibility and focus to potential research. ‘

|
|

——————
\

—— \
—————

However, two major variables recognized as crucial to understanding the
process of learning to read--the teacher/student and student/student i
interactions--have not been incorporated into theoretical models of reading ;
(Entwisle, 1977). Moreover, the learning context seems especially crucial

for ABRs (in view of the high drop-out and drop-in ratesJ. As noted
earlier, most reading theories are based on observation and research on |
the behavior of CBRs and proficient adult readers. Therefore, use of an

existing theory could have resulted in overlooking variables unique to

the reading process as it operates for the ABR. And several recent and

ambitious attempts to catalogue and assess the status of theoretical

models of reading (Davis, 1972; Singer and Ruddell, 1976) have clarified

the exploratory nature of existing theories and supported the commitment

here to avoid a single theoretical framework. Perhaps, as Givson and Levin

(1975) indicate, "if there is no single reading process, there can be no

single theory of reading" (p.'148). If there is no accurate single theory

or model of reading, adopting a sing]{'theory would prejudice the study

of ABRs' behavior in learning to read. It was therefore decided to use an

open ethnographic framework in observing adult reading behavior. (See

Chapter II.)

[
~a
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Participants
The ABRs who participated in this study included all ABRs who were

enrolled in the beginning ]earning-to-readGE]aSSes at two adult basic

education {ABE) sites in the Richmond, Virginia, metropolitan area.

The sites were Selected because of proximity and the large enrollment

of ABRs. All ABE program directors and teachers contacted agreed to
participate. Three classes were observed: one class used an individual
approach, two an eclectic approach. Various tutoring situations at one
site were also observed. Thesé'settings are described more fully in
Chapters II and IV.

The ABRs presented a diverse group of learners. Their ages ranged

_from 18 to 60; about half were black, half white; about half were male,

‘half female. Most ABRs, as identified by 'job (blue collar) and residential

aréa, were from lower-class, inner-city areas. Some data on all of the 60
ABRs who at some time attended the classes involved in the study have been
included. However, detailed analysis of only 14 adults' reading behavior is
reported. A full description of the ABRs is included in Chapter V.

Both the teaching and the student populations represent nonrandom
samples of convenience, and no attempt to generalize results to other
populations is made. As Boraks (1979) points out, neither the ABR populatinon
nor its learning context lends, itself to the study of a true random
population. The goal of this study was to gather some initial data on ABRs'
reading behavior. These data were to serve as an empirical basis for
initial speculation about useful guidelines for teaching ABRs. A second

phase of this study (1981—82) would involve the validation of these




~include observations and-comments made by these individuals, as well as

16

guidelines.

Terminology

Data reported in this study include field observations by teachers

and researchers with varying backgrounds in reading. Data reported

R

comments by ABRs. The terminé]oé&<h§;d55§"{ndﬁé€duéi'éfﬁaéﬁf§;:ggéégers, ]
and researchers hzs not been changed to fit standard professional guide-
lines, because to have done this would have distorted potential understénd—
ing or the persﬁéctive of the speaker. Thus, terms such as decoding,

phonics, phonetics, and sounding-out appear. Phrases such as saying the

sounds and breaking up words likewise have not been edited. In some

cases, especially in early field notes, a misunderstanding of observed
behavior is indicated by observers' comments. These data also were not
edited because to some extent they revealed not only initial observer

pre- and misconceptions, but also the value of repeated observations.

The only changes made in field notes are to disguise the names of partici-

pants and to clarify phrases so as to increase the readability of the often

cryptic field notes.

The terms reading behavior and reading strategy are used broadly here

to refer to any oral response to the text, including oral reading and
statements indicating comprehension of text. These terms are also used to
refer to the students' use of specific semantic, syntactic, phonemic, or

graphic cues. Learning behavior is used here as an inclusive term to

refer to anything the student is observed to say or do in the learning

17,
'Ry




11

situation.

Audi ence
It is expected that this report will be most useful to adult educators
with backgrounds in reading and to reading researchers who are seeking to

understand more fully the reading behaviors of ABRs. In addition, these

- fdata_wereﬂgqthggeq‘tgiprovide researchers with an information base to guide

future ABR research. - —
Summar

The goal has been to explore, describe, and hypothesize. The need
for caution in drawing conclusions is pointed out repeatedly throughout
this report. Suggested implications for future instruction are considered
possibilities to be explored, not guidelines to be implemented. This
research report represents an initial step in learning about ABRs. Further
research related to implications drawn from this study is in progress.
It is this subsequent research that can be used by adult education teachers.
This report is for those seekipg to gain insight into the right questions
— to ask; it is not for those seeking easy answers. i
This chapter clarified the need for this study and discussed related
background. Chapter II will describe the design of the study and present
a rationale for ethnographic procedures. Chapter III will provide a

description of the readirg strategies of ABRs, relate the use of these

strategies to achievement, and discuss instructional and research implica-
1—~

)
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tions. Chapter IV will analyze factors influencing ABRs' acquisition

of specific strategies, and present research implications. Chapter V
will address the question of the impact of ABRs' ;enera1 development as
adults on their behavior in learning to read. Chapter VI will briefly
summarize the study.

Chapters in this report were written by two different authors
(Boraks, Chapters I, IIT, IV, and VI; and Schumacher, Chapters II, and

—¥)--and-include field notes from five different observers and teachers.

Therefore, differences in style and some Fepetition has been inevitables

However, every effort was made to keep this report consistent and read-

abile.
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1I. Ethnographic Methodology

Ethnography is a research methodology which belongs to a genre of

research called by various names, including educational anthropology,

ethnography, participant-observation, case study, field study, and

naturalistic inquiry. Participant-observation is the traditional methodology

ethaographic studies and methodological writings indicates_recognition of

of anthropoiogists and has been used by the winners of the most prestigious
sociological research awards given by the American Sociological Association

(Becker, 1970). In educational research, the increased publication of

the research contributions made through this mode of inquiry (Schumacher,
1979, and Wilson, 1977). As L. M. Smith (1978) notes,
outside the dominant educational psychological paradigm in
educational research, a larger body of research exists within the
qualitative, ethnographic, participant-observation genre. . . .
A brief overview . . . suggests its applicability to a broad
array of problems within education--schools, classroom, curriculum
development, and evaluation. (P. 329.)
This chapter states the foreshadowed problems and gives the rationaie
for the methodological decisions in the study. The steps in this study

included 1) selecting and training a research team, 2) gaining access and

acceptance in the field, 3) holding weekly staff meetings and seminars,

4) establishing the validity of the data base, and 5) presenting the results.

B
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Foreshadowed Problems

An ethnographic study begins with foreshadowed problems regarding
the setting and the events, in contrast to statistical hypotheses.
Malinowski made the distinction between "foreshadowed problems" and

"preconceived solutions." As he stated half a century ago:

Good training in theory, and acquaintance with its latest
results, is not identical with being burdened with "precon-
ceived ideas." If a man sets out on an expedition, determined

to prove certain hypotheses, if he is incapable of changing his
views constantly and casting them off ungrudgingly under the
pressure of evidence, needless to say his work will be worthless.
But the more problems he brings with him into the field, the

——-- ———more he is_inthe habit-of.molding his theories according to

facts, and of seeing facts in their bearing upon theory;—the better
he is equipped for the work. Preconceived ideas are pernicious

in any scientific work, but foreshadowad problems are the main
endowment of a scientific thinker, and these problems are first
revealed to the observer by his theoretical studies. (Malinowski,
1922’ pp‘ 8“9.)

Malinowski calls attention to the need for an awareness of the theories,

research, issues, and debates in that area of social science in which the

setting and the problem 1ie. Foreshadowed problems are those questions

which represent an initial and partial analysis of the problem, a general

jdea of the concepts in relevant research areas, and tentative modes of
thinking. These questions are partly dependent upon the intellectual
heritage which the ethnographer brings to the field, and which enables the
investigator to recognize a problem.

The statement of foreshadowed problems or research questions also

reflects the possible theoretical stance which may be taken in the actual

oo
£
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study. Whethgr one enters the field with a sociological, a psychological,
an organizational, or a political perspective, it seems important that this
stance be made explicit. In essénce, the ethnographer who enters the field
with several conceptual frameworks or competing theories regarding the
event--such as learning, curriculum development, teaching, and creativity--
is able to recognize more easily what does occur and explore more fully

the conceptual realities of the settings. As events unfold in the natural
setting, the various conceptual frameworks and theories are cast aside or
combined or reworked until concepts or variables which most closely fit
reality have been generated. The open-ended quality of the research process
is necessary for discovery ratﬁer than verification research.

__The foreshadowed problems in this study were specified in the project

e

proposal (1980, p. 4), and are equivalent tothe first five objectives
listed on p. 7 above. The focus of this study. is the learning-to-read
behaviors of ABRs. This focus is schematically presented in Figure 1.

The initial conceptual frameworks relevant to this study were drawn
from 1) reading theories (i.e., psycholinguistics, information processing,
perceptual theories); 2) sociology {i.e., group processes, roles, norms);
3) anthropology (i.e., mufticu]tura] language, dialects, and customs);
and 4) adult learning theories. Some of these conceptual frameworks, such
as fhose from anthropologv, provided insufficient explanatory power. Other

conceptual frameworks (e.g., adult development) were added as the data

began to accumulate.
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Definition and Methodological Rationale ’ «

Definition

Ethnography in this study had three characteristics. The research
design was a case study which focused on the Tearning-to-read process of
adults in beginning reading instructional situations. Although there were
numerous contrasting instructional situations, the design was noncompara-
tive. Case study design differs from experimental design, which compares
statistically equivalent groups of selected subjects. Case study design
is based on a philosophy of science cé]]ed phenomenology (Stake, 1978;
" Bruyn, 1966). . °

Second, data were analvzed through recognized qualitative procedures
(Denzin, 1978; Guba, 1978). Data included the field notes of the observers,
documents and materials used in the settings, and statistics descriptive
of test results. The analysis of the multiple sources of data and the
multiple kinds of data was quali:ative (rather than quantitative, as in the
use of statistical tests of significance). ,

Third, ethnography is fie]d re%earch which focuses on the participants
in their natqra] setting. The data consisted of extensive field notes,
based on noninterfering systematic observations, which described the events

as they occurred. Participaﬁt-observation allows the researchers to observe

more directly the complexity of reality without the reactive effects (Webb
et al., 1981) and threats to internal validity often associated with

experimental control and manipulation of treatments.

E g
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Rationale
Ultimately, the use of ethnographic procedures developed frem the
purpose and context of the study. Boraks (1979) noted that adult education
programs are diverse in adult characteristics, are diverse in program
characteristics, serve a fluid population, and involve a complex learning
si?uation with a multip]icity;of variables. The context for this study
contained elements difficult to match with the requirements for experimental

design; if such an experiment were conducted, the results would be of limited

internal and external validity.

The purpose of this study was exploratory rather than verification
research. As noted in the propo§§l (1980), knowledge of adult learning-to-
read processes is at an embryonic étage. Léarning theories for adults are
now evolving. Theories of reading have been largely derived from research
on proficient adults or on children. There are problems of defin}tion with

the terms adult and literacy.

Ethnographic procedures provide a methodo]oéy which links theo}y to

practice, and ultimately to the revision of practice, through exploratory

and verification studies. Most studies present a descriptive narrative,
1.e., "tell the story" of the participants, settings, and incidents. The
focus is usually on groups and their activities as they evolve over time.
Process analysis is emphasized. The descriptive accounts, in lay 1anguagg,
are a synthesis of the many perspectives obtained from the mu]tipﬁé kinds

of data. This description represents the first level of interpretation,

and, in some studies, is sufficient for the research purpose.

Other studies go beyond the descriptive narrative to add an analytical-
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4 Figure 2

Ethnographic Inquiry and Education Research *

Educational | ;l’ Verification + )
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* Adapted from L. M. Smith and W. Geoffrey, The complexities of an urban classroom: An analysis toward
a_general theory of teaching (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968), p. 249.

oy
4

o
a) . -~ 4
| 4




20

interpretive-theoretical dimension. Because case studies of classrooms or
schools often have a holistic quality, they face the dilemma of the scope
of theory. Various levels have been suggested (Glasser and Strauss, 1967;
Merton, 1957; Zetterberg. 1965), such as miniature theories, middle-range
theories, and substantive theories in contrast to abstract theory, formal

. theory, or general theory. Miniature or middle-range theories seem most
appropriate to ethnographic studies. Concepts or variables are derived
from the data. Examples of concepts developed in ethnographic studies are
“éonceptual clarity" (Smith and Schumacher, 1972) and "realistic opportun-
ism" (Schumacher, 1976). The relationships between two or more concepts
are the basis for hypotheses and theories. Ethnographic studies have
developed miniature theories of ﬁupi] roles (Smith and Geoffrey, 1968), of
individualized instruction (Smith and Keith, 1971), and of involuntary
superintendent turnover (lannaccone and Lutz, 1970), to name a few.
Because the concepts or theories are derived from case studies, these
provide direction for verification research, which can lead to further
revision of the theory. The function of ethnographic studies in the scien-
tific process is presented schematically in Figure 2.

Thus, ethnographic study, as an exploratory mode of inquiry, may
uncover new variables not yet identified in the literature, and may provide
the most valid available means of operationalizing concepts for further
verification studies. Further, because of its field orientation, subsequent

changes in practice are more relevant, feasible, and reality-based.

I




Procedures

'Selecting and Training a Research Team

The research team was selected to provige different experiential,
training, and conceptual orientations. One senior investigator, a professor
of reading, had tutored ABRs in centers and done previous research on adult
reading. The other senior investigator was a professor of educational
research with an interdisciplinary orientation and a specialization in
ethnography. One research assistaqt had a B.S. in sociology and had taught
speciél education. The second.research assistant had a B.A. in political
science and was "new" to the field of education. Thus, one team member
lacked teacﬁing experignce, and two team members had only general knowledge
of the teaching andllearning of reading.

Tﬁe initial training of the research team stressed the mechanics of

takingifie]d notes and writing summary observations. During the first

month, each senior investigator and research assistant observed the same
class and then shared field notes at a staff meeting. Even the varied ways
of taki?g field notes--lengthy paragraphs about a major event, or an abstract
concept\with observations woven into the narrative, or almost verbatim
conversétions and literal observations--seemed to reflect the different
orientations of the team members. The summary observations and interpretive
asides,\especia11y those concerning what each researcher initially noticed
and the 9uestions to pursue upon returning to the site (Geer, 1964; Schatzman
and Strayss, 1973), emphasizéd the complexity of the phenomena.

Procedures were establiched to organize and file the data. A1l field
. .
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notes were dated with the date and place of observation and the occasion
of observation (class instruction, tutoring session, interview, testing).

The summary observations also contained the name of the observer. Summary
observations were typed and duplicated. A folder containing both the summary

observations and the field notes was filed by site and date.

Gaining Access and Acceptance in the Field

The cooperation of the centers was easily obtained. The directors of
the centers recognized the immediate and long-range benefits of study of
adults' learning-to-read processes. These experienced directors were already
aware that working with adults differed from their previous experience in
instruction or administration ¢/ progréms for children aged six to sixteen
years. The directors suggested the appropriate classes, introduced the.
co-directors of the project to the teachers, and presented the project to
the various classes. A co-director was present at each orientation to
answer any questions from the adult class members.

Establishing and maintaining the trust of the ABRs was a continuous
task (Guba, 1980) and a team effort. The researchers dressed very casually
to blend in with the participants. Procedures to minimize the differences
between the educational levels of the students and the researchers were
used--e.g., unobtrusively writing in small notebooks. Student names and
brief personal information were deliberately memorized to facilitate
conversations. Seldom, initially, would an ABR talk to a researcher unless
the observer spoke his or her name first in a friendly manner. Researchers

acknowledged that they could not read everything in print, praised achieve-
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ment by students, and empathized with the teacher. To avoid the appearance
of too many authority figures or learned strangers in an ABR class, only
one researcher was usually scheduled to observe per period.

Different procedures were used to gain acceptance in different classes.
One research assistant, initially seen as the word-list teacher and later
seen as "the lady who_takes nates and who likes to listen to you read,"
realized that the ABRs, regardless of the official explanation of the
project, were unsure of her role. In time, she defined her role as a
reading helper by initiating assistance during class study time. The
second research assistant, who more easily blended in with the ABRs because
of his appearance, never forced his presence on an individual but always
responded in an interested and concerned manner. One senior investigator,
who looked markedly different from the group and who observed less often
than the other researchers, was viewed solely as an observer by ABRs. This
Timited the potential data base, and this investigator shifted to observing
tuto;;ng sessions. In several classes, the observer was often in the role
of teacher's assistant, working with those individuals whom the teacher
designated.

Each researcher had to acquire the ABRs' trust in a manner which was

.2 sincere expression of herself or himself as a person in a role the ABRs

were familiar with. Official approval and rational explanations of the
project and the observers were not sufficient. The ABRs could recognize
and respond to the roles of tutor, teaching assistant, and tester, but not
to that of simple observer. Unlike subjects of previous ethnographic

research in elementary classrooms and other educational agencies (Schumacher,
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1972, 1975), these adults continued to interact with the researchers rather
than ignore or forget their presence. This may have been due to the fluid
student population and the changing classroom atmospheres.

As the research team became more accustomed to the centers, staff,
classes, and adults, acceptance in the field was established. When new
students joined a class, the "regulars" legitimized the presence of the
observer. When a substitute taught one class for a week, some ABRs asked
one research assistant to be their teacher next year because they knew
their regular teacher would be working elsewhere. Conversations were easily
initiated by both the observer and the adults. However, the tobics of
conversation were usually those of the ABRs. Subtle efforts to steer
conversations were often unsuccessful. It was important to note what was

discussed as well as what tended to be ignored.

Weekly Staff Meetings and Seminars: Multiple Research Roles and Evolving

Foci

Weekly staff meetings made it possible to collect data as a team rather
than as four separate investigators. Staff meetings a) identified initial
conceptualizations and emerging foci reflected in the data, and b) continu-
ally adjusted the research roles to obtain a valid data base for the topic
under study.

Multiple research roles were required because the instructional
programs of each center differed in several respects from previously
studied adult learning centers (Mezirow, Darkenwald, and Knox, 1975).

By mapping (Schatzman and Strauss, 1973) each adult learning center, the
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P
team discovered that instruction was not limited to a one-hour class
period but also occurred in various learnina niches (Barker and Gump, 1964)
at various times from 8:45 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. These learning niches were
a) carrels where students practiced with tapes and workbooks, b) individual
tutoring with volunteer paraprofessionals, c) individual tutoring with the
ABR teacher, d) monthly student-teacher conferences to review progress and
set goals, e) conferences to review standardized-test results, f) field
trips, and g) center-wide special programs for all students. Because of
the multiple learning niches within each <ite, researchers were assigned to
observe various niches to see the totality of the instructional process
(Schumacher, 1979). Each learning niche required varioﬁs degrees of
participation, from complete participant to complete observer (Gold,
1958), and specific skills in the research role.

An inside/outside technique similar to Whyte and "Doc" (1955) and to
Smith and Geoffrey (1968) was also used. An evening ABR class with the
reseerch assistant who had no previous teaching experience as the teacher
and a senior investigator as the observer was established. Although the
researcher-teacher could only sporadically summarize a class session, the

senior investigator's notes were extremely rich data. No attempt was made

to direct the researcher's instruction. However, the effect of the teaching
experience on the research assistant was a high level of consciousness,
observation, and concentration on the evolving research topic (Eisner, 1979)
and subseauent seeking of suggestions. This yiclded provocative insights
and questions in areas of instruction, group dynamics, sequential learning,

risk-taking skills of ABRs, cues to frustration levels, and the meaning of
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relevancy to these ABRs.

Another approach used to obtain oral indices of learning to read
was the encouragement of teachers and tutors to try out various instructional
techniques or materials and to analyze the results in terms of the evolving
research questions. This practice contrasted with éanipulation of a single 1
variable to measure the effect on tne dependent variable. Teacher and 1
tutors were encouraged to have more group oral reading and discussion.

This approach worked better with tutors than with teachers, who were con-

cerned with immediate instructional problems. Oral reading was more natural

in a tutoring situation. Insights were gleaned from the tapes of weekly

tutoring sessions and from the discussions of the sessions by tutor and

researcher.

|
1
Weekly staff meetings were held to coordinate and plan the multiple |
research roles. When attempting to gather both records through taping
and more traditional ethnographic noninterfering observation without
research control, the team had to use multiple research techniques.
Flexibility and various skills within each role and across the roles were
essential to obtain the differen£ levels of abstraction in the data and
to invéstigate the emerging foci.
ldentifying the emerging foci of the study was a continuous process
throughout the eight months of observation. Periodic lengthy seminar
staff meetings were held. Each researcher scanned his or her summary

observation notes and presented to the staff initial conceptualizations

and emerging research questions. Records of seminar discussions were kept.

For example, one focus was on the individual adult students. A
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reading profile synthesized'éll observations collected at that point in
‘terms of reading behaviors aﬁd estaB]ished a baseline. The reading
profile contained the name of the adult; identity number; age; backg:ound
information; and perceived behavior in instruction, word recognition,
language, and comprehension. Each entry included the date of observation.
The reading profiles we;e\periodically updated throughout the year. At
the end of the observation period, adult profiles were written on those
students on whom enough daté‘had been collected. The adult profile

included physical appearance,\éttitude and personal relationships, work

habits, family, teacher relationship, peer relationship, academic attitude,
reading behavior, and purpose in\qttending the center. These profiles
and the observation data became the basis for the Adult Snapshots presented
in the chapter on adult development. '
Also, initial conceptualizations were explored in the seminar staff
meetings. For example, an early conceptualization was that of E. T. ,
Hall's "silent language." Silent language was the
elaborate patterning of “behavior which prescribes our handling
of time, our special relationships, our attitudes toward work,
play, and learning. In addition to what we say with our verbal
language, we are constantly ‘communicating our real feelings in
our)si]ent—]anguage--the language of behavior. (Hall, 1959, p.
15. :
After a month in the field, the team identified multiple language foci in
the centers. The three language foci--i.e., learning-to-read language,

language of instruction, and socialization language--appeared together in

the field notes throughout the eight months of observation. Although these
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languages appeared analytically discrete, in reafity they were intertwined.

In‘seminar meetings, the researchers identified variables and research
questions beyond those initially proposed in the foreshadowed problems.
Variables that influenced the m%scues of these ABRs were peer behavior,
textual constraints, teacher, prior ii..struction, perception of how one
learns, previous teacher, text skills, experience with print outside the
center, attitude toward risk-taking, view of reading, and language.
However, a tentative list of variables was merely the first step in the
search for deeper meanings.

‘More questions arose atout the interrelationships of variables that
seem to influence reading behavior. For example, why do some adults
consistently use syntactic cues in oral reading? Why do some adults
retell a story, not according to what they accurately read aloud, but
on ?he basis of their personal experience? Why do most ABRs exhibit onTy
concrete thinking in contrast to abstragt reasoning? Why do ABRs con-
sistently not talk about ideas derived from reading, ask speculative
questions, or puzzle about abstract concepts? How does being overwhelmed
with the problems of survival in a complex technological society affect

the learning-to-read process for an adult?

Validity of the Data Base: Standards of Adequacy

Standards of adequacy for é va]iq data basé in an ethnographic study
include on-site observation, use of "muted cues" and "unobtrusive measures,"
extensive field notes, and t}iangulation. The most €lementary requirement
of the methodology is partiéipant-observations in the sense of "being-in"
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the setting. This distinguishes the methodo]ogy'frcm research based on
survéys, interview schedules, laboratory settings, or test; which tend to
make the subjects cénscious of the research. The ethnographer seeks to
avoid interfering and fq to avoid contaminating the data. Guba (1978)
suggests possible sources of distortions that the ethnograﬁher is
constantly on the alert to préVeny. The research team Se]ieved distortions
were minimized through the use of a team approach. Frbm S2ptember through,
December, two researchers observed the morning classes. and one researcher
observed weekly tutoring sessions. In addition,‘the inside/outside
procedure was used inéan evening class. The observation schedule changed
in December with the addition to the study of a second site. One researcher
observed two mornings a Qeek at one site, a second researcher qbserved two
mornings a week at a second site, and the inside/outside procedure con-
tinued through May. To cross-validate observations, the researchers
switched morning observation sites in April and May. In essence, the
research team observed the toéa]ity of two sites.

Close observation in a setting produces what Andrew Haplin (1966)
has called "muted cues" and what Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, Sechrist, and
Grove (1981) have called "unobtrusive measures." An observer listens and
looks for offhand comments and explanations, raised eyebrows, hints that
anyone is behaving atypically. Reactions of pupils to a teacher, of
teachers to an administrator, or of staff members to one another, are
constantly scanned in unstructured moments and settings such as coffee
breaks, Tunch, and changing of classes. Unobtrusive measures include such

things as student drawings displayed in a hall, the lesson outline on the
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blackboard, the proverbs posted on bulletin boards, the planning charts on’
an édminiﬁtrator's desk, the attendance procedures in a center, the
center's newspaper. These are the mﬁtgd language--unobtrusive traces of
unverbalized meanings %hat deepen the quality and validity of the dgta.
Extens{ve field notes indicate the length of time in the field and
the scope and focus of tﬂe research problem. Field work is a labor-
inggnsive mode of.inquiry. The reseqrch team continually returfed to
the field‘during the eight months, noting the common-sense boundaries of
the semesters. The field notes and summary observations ultimately .
became over 850 single-spaced typed pages that described processes over
time. In addition to the observational typed records, testing data were
collected on a number of ABE students.
Triangulation is a means of ensuring the validity of the data. The
essence lies in obtaining, over a period of time, different kinds of data
from different persons in different organizational positions in different

settings. As Denzin (1978) noted, triangulation is qualitative cross-

validation among multiple data sources, research methods, and theoqiiical

" schemes. Similarly House (1977, p. 21) writes::

Validity is provided by cross-checking different data sources
and by testing perceptions against those of participants. Issues
and questions arise from the people and situations beirg studied
rather than from the investigator's preconceptions. Concepts
and indicators "derive from the subject's worid of meaning and
action." In constructing explanations, the naturalist looks

for convergence of his data sources and develops sequential,
phase-1ike explanations that assume no event has stngle causes.

In tris study, triangulation was achieved through multiple methods,
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31. . .
g§rticipants, situations, and organizations. Below is a summary of the
sources of data used }n,corroboration of the findings.
Methods: observations, casual conversation, focused interviewéﬁ
testing; active engagement in role of tutor, assistapt, teacher; documents:
centers' new;papers and announcements, project proposal, attendance cards,
enrollment forms, state ABE negs]etters |

-~

Participants: centers' directors, ABR teachers, ABR students. .
7
adult education teachers, adult education students
Situations: research team staff meetings; 310 state conference;

centers' administrative offices, classrooms, testing rooms

Organizations: State Department of Education, university, public

school systems

Presenting the Results

The chapters that focus on reading, instruction, and learning to
read presént selected é*amp]es from the field notes and summary observa-
tions to illustrate the major findings. These chapters synthesize what
previous research indicates is the knowledge-base for‘adufgg learning to
" read and add additional findings based on this study.

The chapter on adult development and ABRs' reading behaviors presents
the data in the form of Adult Snapshots, which include observation of
the adult in the learning-to-read process and syntheses of many kinds of
data in the form of sketches. The term snapshot is meant to convey the
tentative nature of a picture of an adult at one moment in the life span.

The findings based on these fourteen adults are also tentative, and the
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jmplications are suggestive rather than programmatic. .
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III. Oral Reading Miscues of the Adult Beginning Rﬁ%der

|

The reading. strategies that a beginning reader uses to éegognize
woras appear to be related to level of reading proficiency (Biemiller, 1970;
Boraks, 1978). One goal of this report is to provide an analysis of thé
ABRs' evolving use of reading strategies. Changes in the ABRs' use of
these strategies will be related to subsequent achievement in order to
gain dinsight into which reading strategies make learning to read easier.

Reading strategies will refer here to the use of available graphic,

phonemic, semantic, and syntactic cues to recognize words. This chapter
will focus upon word-recognition strategies as they appear to be employed
during ABRs' oral reading.

Field observations, interviews with students, and reviews of related
research guided the development of the framework for describing and
analyzing the reading strategies of ABRs. This chapter will (1) explain
the miscue framework, (2) explain the evolving framework for analyzing
ABRs' reading strategies, (3) describe the collection and coding of the ABRs'
use of reading strategies, (4) describe the reading strategies of ABRs,

(5) indicate these strategies' relation to subsequent success or failure,

and (6) suggest implications for instruction and research.

Frameworks for Analyzing Reading Behavior

It has been often pointed out that although reading is a covert

process, students of reading must depend on overt responses--such as

readers' statements about what they are doing and readers' performance
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when given reading tasks. Analysis of the oral reading errors of students
has been used to provide a description of the readers' skill needs (Hil1,
1936) and learning-to-read behavior (Weber, 1970; Au, 1977; Goodman, 1965).
A student's error can be analyzed to determine which cues were used or
misused in rendering a word. Because some cue is used in misreading, the
word miscue has been prefgrred over the term error. The assumption is
that a student uses the same cues when a word is rendered correctly as
when the word is rendered incorrectly. Thus, the analysis of miscues is
assumed to provide a description of the student's reading behavior or
strategies. However, since it was recognized that adults could provide
information on fﬁeir own reading strategies, two sources of information were
used to describe reading behavior in this study: (1) ABRs' statements
about how they figured out words or how they would teach other people
words, and (2) ABRs' oral reading performance (pattern of miscues).
Collecting statements about reading behavior was relatively simple.
During classroom observations of reading lessons, observers recorded
statements students made about reading, directions on reading that students
gave to peers, and questions students asked teachers about reading.
Information was also gainéa during interviews following the periodic
testing, using a series of specially developed word lists and matchad
paragraphs called the Quick Inventory of Progress (QUIP). The following
questions were asked of ABRs: How do you figure out a word you do not
know? How would you teach someone a wordf How would yo% teach someone to

read? What do you have to know to learn to read?

The analysis of these data (observation/interview) was kept open-ended.
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ABRs' statements were recor&ed, and will be reported as completely as
possible. Thus, analysis itself does not Timit the data reported. This
is not the case foi the analysis of oral reading performance. Data on the
ABRs' oral reading performance included oral reading errors, ability to
retel] a passage read, and ability to answer simple questions of fact and
inference on material read. ABRs' class performance and performance on
from two to five forms of the QUIP produced a vast number of raw data, which
are presented in an organized summary. The goal was to analyze these data
so as to provide maximum insight into the reading strategies of the ABRs.
It was recognized that the framework for analyzing the data would at the
same time focus and constrain the description of ABRs' reading behavior.
Frameworks for analyzing oral reading pehavior can be restrictive, as the
history of such analysis indicates. Early studies analyzing students'
reading miscues tended to focus on visual similarity (graphic cues). Thus,

if a student reading the sentence The dog will eat the meat read, The dog

will eat make, the analysis would point out that make and meat had three

common letters, and that the student missed the middle part of the word, -
ea, and might have problems organizing letters (Hill, 1936). Other early

studies analyzed the use of graphic and sound-symbol (phonemic) cues. Thus,

the analysis of the reading behavior of the student above would focus on

the inability to decode the medial vowel ea in meat, and the student's

inability to decode initial and endihg letters (Monroe, 1932). Recently,

Goodman (1965, 1970), Smith (1978), and others have emphasized the role of

language in reading. Goodman (1965) proposed Fhat miscues be evaluated in

light of the use of meaning/language cues. This extended the analysis of

A
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students' miscues. For example, the rendering of meat as make in the

sentence above would be evaluated in terms of the use of syntactic cues
(grammatical relationships) or semantic cues (meaning).

Goodman's (1965) taxonomy of miscues has provided a broad framework
for understanding reading behavior. Goodman and Burke (1971), using
Goodman's taxonomy of reading miscues, suggested that miscues be'classified
under nine categories: dialect, intonation, graphic similarity, sound
similarity, grammatical function, correction, grammatical acceptability,
semantic acceptability, and meaning change. The effect of the miscue on
comprehension was also considered. This taxonomy focuses less on specific
skills (i.e., vowels, consonants known) and less on graphic features (i.e.,
proportion of similar adjacent letters, shared letters) than earlier
studies (Weber, 1968). The earlier studies suggested a view of reading
as a visual or decoding process. The Goodman and Burke (1971) framework
promoted a view of reading as a meaning/language process, but includes an

analysis of graphic and phonemic cues.

Adapting the Miscue Framework

The Goodman and Burke (1971) framework was viewed as more inclusive
and therefore was used initially in analyzing the reading behavior of ABRs.
Several adaptations were made in the Goodman and Burke inventory as the
reading behavior, comments, and instruction of ABRs indicated that a closer

look at the use of certain strategies was needed.
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Classroom Behavior: Related Adaptations

Both classroom observations and research on miscues provided direction
for the adaptation of the analysis of miscues. Classroom behavior led
to adaptations related to graphic cues, dialect, and successive attempts.

Graphic Cues: When ABRs were asked what they needed to know to learn

to read, students frequently responded, "Spelling"--indicating that they
considered visual features of a word important:
Mavis reiterated the importance of spelling when Bill said,

"If 1 could spell half the things I said, I'd be all right."
Mavis: "Me, too." (2/10) )

Also, teachers tend to take note of students' need to spell:

Some students are still concerned over spelling. Mrs. B says
she does not want the students to go on if they can't spell the
words. She feels spelling the words correctly is one way of
showing they know the words. Mrs. B said, if the students can
spell the words they will be able to recognize them again.
(4/15)

However, as field notes indicate, there are some problems in the

apparent use of spelling to decode a word.
Tim spelled out young (from the board)--/w/ /o/ /u/ /n/ /9/
(2/10)
Brad spells out some words as he decodes. He says, "broken
/b.o.k./brol/" (2/10)
Students constantly note that one word looks like another; they have
rarely been heard to say "that sounds 1ike" another word. The focus on

spelling tends to be related to a focus on "saying" the words, as field
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students' answers also revealed a focus on graphic features and a concomitant

notes demonstrate:

L]

I hand out The Desert LEA story based on picture done by Mavis
last week. Mavis reads, I do echoic reading with Al. I asked

Al to explain it, he says his mind was occupied with just trying
to read it. Then I read aloud slowly and Al explains it well.
Mavis, who thought the story up, explains it in a fashion I

don't quite get the gist of. But it has to do with fantasy.

(0BS: Mavis is changing the meaning of the story--this seems
interesting, that meaning can be so fluid. She does not, however,
change the rendering of words.) (4/16)

Commént by one ABR after reading--she knows most of these
words, but just can't get them when she reads. Bill made a very
similar comment!! He said, "I know; I know the word." (2/14)

apparent visual focus was recognized in other ABRs' comments:

Alice continually makes comments 1ike, looking at the word
boy, "If it were t it would be toy." She seems to recognize
visual similarities, but does not use or know the auditory
association. (10/14)

asked how they would teach another student an unknown word,

total inability to use phonemic features:

Rick, when asked how he would teach a word, said, "I would
teach make-~I1'd give the letters and make words for each sound--
like: E--eat

A--apple
K--kitten
M--man.
Then I would write a sentence." (10/14)

ABRs also appeared to use letter names, not letter/sound associations,

to learn a word. When asked how they learned a word, most said “spell it

again and again" or "write it." This was substantiated by their class




"behaviors:

The teacher put a word up on the board and asked the students
to copy it. Then he covered it up. Then said, "take a second
look." Mavis said, "I missed one." She wrote: tr-p. Mr. A.
wrote trip and Mavis said, "Train." Then, after Mr. A. said
the word, she said, "trip, /tr/, trip, things, t.r.i.p." (4/12)
Again, preoccupation with visual features is suggested by an ABR who sa&id
that when she wanted to figure out a word, "I look at it till it comes
to me." -

As this suggests, initial coding revealed a difference between the
ratings of graphic and phonenic cues. Students apparently did not know
enough sound/symbol relationships to substitute a phonologically similar but
graphically dissimilar word (that is, coffee would not result in an ABR's

saying "cough." A student would more likely render coffee as bottle, a

word more visually than phonemically similar). Accordingly, the miscue
inventory was adapted to focus more on graphic cues.

This graphic-cue focus facilitated analysis of taught skills.
Observations of reading behaviors lad to description of the use of skills
teachers were introducing. Instruction stressed decoding and use of
context, but students' reactions and subsequent reading behavior suggest
that this is not what is learned:

The teacher said to Joy, "It's real important to know
beginning sounds" (10/80). -

She worked on the sounds of /m/, /h/, /p/, /t/. Doug is *
really having trouble hearing the sounds. He is trying to match
the sounds and find the exceptions to the sound given. The
teacher asks him to cross out that word that is different.

She says, "mat, boy, mike, may." Doug has trouble not only with
the snew sound, but also with the one sound in the row of sound

-
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that is different and is a review sound. (1/712)

The teacher veviews word families starting with /-ate/.
From words with similar sounds (bake) they generate other
examples. All contribute consistently except Bob and Al.
Frances gives some that have same initial letter or ending
sound. The teacher asks Bob if he sees the groups and Similari-
ties. He says yes (despite looking confused? and also says,
"I just can't think of the words." (3/36)

A listing of the skills taught in one teacher's class also indicates

an emphasis on decoding and use of context:

10-7  oral reading -ound word family, homonyms, /th/,
contractions

10-14  introduction: idea of context (as word recognition
strategy) read two plays, one story, -ed ending,
/th/ words

10-21  -s gnding, -ing ending
10-28  the period (.), review -ed, -ing, write down all things

you see in fﬁis room, one play, one story, silent
reading, /c/-/ch/ beginning sound, /w/, /-ight/,

/-ook/, /-air/, /-able/, vocabulary words

11-4 on periods Yeview -ed, -s, -ing, blends, read parts of
play with feeling .

11-11  vocabulary words: supermarket, read, context--do cards
with missing letter(s), read sileatly, then orally,
review /ear/ /are/ /ad/ /w/ /f/, blending
The teachirg stress on decodihg beginning, medial, and ending parts
of words and word patterns did not result in reported observation of related
use. For the miscue analysis inventory, the category of graphic similarity
was divided into similarity of beginning, medial, and ending parts of words.

Two frequent patterns in ABRs' reading behavior were observed in

staff meetings: the tendency of ABRs to confuse blends (black:back;

‘ ™ 1 [
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back:black) and the use of successive attempts (black:by, b.a.g. /bla/,
black). Because the confusion with blends was frequent, graphically
similar initial parts of words were coded to indicate whether (1) the
jnitial letters (blend) were correct, (2) the initial single letter were
correct. Successive attempts were also recorded, and the number of
successive attempts a student made was noted. Two categories were added
to expand the information on use of graphic cues: similar adjacent letters
(to focus on use of "word.families"), and t;tal numper of similar letters-
(to assess use of graphic constraints).
Dialect: Field nﬁtes on class instruction and comments by staff
required the reassessment of coding of dialect miscues.
‘For example, field notes frequently referred to differences between

text and students' dialect:

Walter made an interesting statement after he read a question and

Mr. A asked, "What are you now thinking?" "I'm thinking about

how that sounds. Now that I read it--it doesn't sound good to

me." (0BS: I think he meant the language of the question he had

just read.) (12/12)

In discussions of dialect, it was noted that ABRs frequently dropped

the final s--e.g., read "two boy"--or had problems with words ending in

/ed/, reading a word like jumped as jumpted. These miscues, however, did

not interfere with students' gaining meaning from the toxt; in fact, the
rendering of some words (as jumpted) seemed to indicate that students
recognized that the language of text would differ from their oral dialect.

(For brevity, instead of preceding each miscue by saying, "The stimulus

word was rendered," we shall present the stimulus word first, followed by a

~
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colon and miscue(s). Letters, when a word is spelled out, are underlined
and followed by dots; phonemes are enclosed in slashes.)
Moreover, dialect per se does not seem to interfere with the reading

process:

In a dissertation, Melmed (1973) sought to investigate the
relationship between Black dialect phonology and reading inter-
ference. ' He found that black students were unable to auditorily
discriminate standard English word pairs as well as white
students. VYet black and white subjects did not differ in silent
or oral reading comprehension. And, contrary to other data,
the non-white subjects spoke standard English 70 percent of
the time. Melmed (1973, p. 81) concluded, "these third graders
have had enough exposure to standard English in their everyday
activity to aid them in recognition of the printed standard
English word."

In order to test the utility of dialect materials, Sims (1972)
constructed passages in standard and non-standard forms. Ten
second grade non-standard English speakers orally read one story
from each form. Results were taped; responses that differed
from the text were analyzed to detect qualitative and quantita-
tive differences. No significant differences in the number and
quality of the miscues were found. Furthermore, the miscues
generated by language differences did not affect the meaning
of the passages. (Amoroso, 1978, p. 5.)

While Goodman has varied the scoring of dialect miscues, Y. Goodman
(1971) pointed out after an intensive analysis of dialect miscues that
"both slow and average readers use similar dialect variations in amount and
kind." Since use of dialect miscues did not discrjminate between good and
poor readers, this was not included in the ABR pro{i]e. That is, dialect

renderings were not evalt.ated as miscues. If a student rendered with as

wif, or He runs as He run, these miscues were coded in terms of the student's

dialect; wif would be coded as positive use of beginning, medial, and

ending cues, and He run would be coded as grammatically correct. In this

rd
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way the category "syntactically acceptable cues" does not reflect relative
use of dialect; it reflects the reader's ability to use known syntax in
reading.

Successive Attempts: Field observations also suggested that students'

successive attempts at a word revealed more about their relative use
of cues, attitude, and cunfidence in a strategy than other data. For
example,
Al looked at the word break. He said, "/br/, b.r., bark,
b.r., broke." He is obviously trying, and successfully, to deal
with blends, and spelling facilitates this. He also may be
using a meaningful association. (11/20)

Successive attempts also revealed students' ability to use known
word parts, and perhaps a lack of a store of known (recognizable)
comparable words or a willingness to prefer graphic similarity over
meaningful approximations:

Al read "independence: undecided, inde, indepen, inderably,"
then "speedway: sleys, sleep, sleep way." (11/20)

A

Because the sheer number of successive{attempts seemed to indica{e facility
with the use of a given cue, successive attempts were noted and the number
of successive attempts was coded.

As a result of field observations. four changes were considered,
and three major changes in the Goodman and Burke inventory were made:
(1) more graphic features were noted (number of similar letters, adjacent
letters); (2) small unifs of graphic features (letter(s) at the beginning,
middle, gnd end of words) were coded; and (3) numbers of successive .
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attempts were coded.

Miscue Research: Related Adaptations .

- Research on m}scues of CBRs was also considered to determine whether it

would suggest clues to other aspects of ABRs' reading behavior.

Studies of

miscues have analyzed sentence length, place of error in the paragraph or

part of speech (Bennett, 1936), nonresponses (Biemiller, 1970), proportion

of similar and adjacent letters rendered (Weber, 1970), reversals, substi-

tutions, omissions, and faulty vowels and consonants (Monroe, 1932),

prior knowledge and place of error in passage (MacLean, 1972), and relative

effectiveness of word recognition in list versus text (Goodman, 1965).

The consideration of these categories is discussed below.

a.

Syntactically Correct Phrase/Sentence Length

Brown (1970) noted that good first-grade readers studied by,
Weber tended to use contextually consistent miscues 68.2 percent
of the time, versus 55.9 for poor readers. Brown was conéérned
that short sentences were used here, and questioned whether in
long sentences this consistency would be maintained only within a
phrase (p. 182). Since the sentences used heré (11-15 words)
tended to be longer than the sentences used in CBR studies, it
seemed appropriate to consider also the syntax within the phrases

versus syntax within the sentence. It also seemed important to

consider this in relation to sentence length.

[agiP2N
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b. Place of Error

MacLean (1979) also stressed that place of error in passage
should be considered. MacLean's point was that readers gained
meaning as they read and that this should result in fewer miscues
at the end of the passage. It seems that coding the section of

the text where miscues occurred would provide a better picture

of the ABRs' use of meaning, so this category was 1ncluded.

c. Part(oF—Speech
ABRs' tendency to use simple sentences in oral language inter-

actions (Chapter IV) also suggested greater facility with nouns

and verbs than with adverbs and adjectives. This conclusion was
reinforced by observations of student behavior durinyg one teacher's
vocabulary lessons. The teacher would give a word, and students
were to give all the words they associated with the word. When
the stimulus word was a noun or verb, students would respond
quickly. WHen it was an adjective or adverb, students had a great
deal of trouble. Because reading is viewed here as a language-
'related process, it seemed appropriate to consider how relative
ability to use parts of speech orally would affect relative

ability to render print. Therefore, parts of speech were included.

d. Similar Letters and Adjacent Letters

Weber (197Q), viewing graphic features of cues, estimated the
proportion of similar and adjacent letters in the stimulus and

response words. It would seem that €stimating proportion of
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adjacent letters would be cumbersome without a computer. Also,
use of proportion could be misleading because the greater use of
adjacent letters in longer words would not be reflected. Thus,
a simple count of number of adjacent Tetters was employed. This
was consistent with an earlier decision based on class observa-

tions (see above).

Omissions, Substitutions, and Reversals

Certain types of miscues--number of omissions and substitutions
--were not considered because analysis of these miscues' effect

on syntax or meaning was already included under other categories.

Consonants, Vowels

Use of consonants and vowels was essentially covered by analyzing
use of beginning (usually consonant), medial (usually vowel), and

ending word parts.

Prior Knowledge

MacLean (1979) emphasized the importance of including an estimate
of prior knowledge of key concepts. Because class texts and
paragraphs developed for the Quick Inventory of Progress drew
heavily upon everyday experiences, this did not emerge as a
concern. In retrospect, it appears that analysis of prior
knawledge of text structure and abstract concepts would have been

appropriate. {See Chapter IV.)
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h. Text Versus List

In an early studv, Goodman (1965) had found that readers
recognized more words in text than in isolation. This, Goodman
suggested, reflected use of context. Thus, the miscue inventory
was expanded to include coding of words recognized in text and

not in list, and vice versa.

i. Nonresponses

. The coding of nonresponses was initially considered, but there
_ were few nonresponses in paragraphs when the student was reading
material of appropriate difficulty, except in the case of one
student whose nonresponses seemed to be a function of attitude.
Most ABRs tended either to "plow on through" the material or

to give up completely.

The final inventory included 15 subcategories. This meant that each
miscue would be analyzed in terms of graphic similarity of beginning blend,
beginning 1etter, medial vowel, and ending letter; syntactic acceptability
within a sentgnce and within a phrase; semantic acceptability; correction;
successive attempts; part of speech; number of similar letters; number of
adjacent letters; place of error in the text; place of error in the sen-

tence; and place of error in a phrase. Dialect miscues were not coded.

Summarizing Data

Goodman (1966) and Goodman and Burke (1971) have used several systems

L . . .
for summarizing data on miscues so that data can be presented in a meaning-
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ful reader profile. Goodman and Burke (1971) tally number of miscues for
each category (cue) and then determine the percentage of cues within this
category, vhich reflects high, partial, or non-use of this cue. Thus, if
seven miscues are coded as graphically similar and five are considered as
"high" in graphic similarity, Goodman and Burke record that 63 percent use
of the graphically similar miscues represents a strength. This is done
for each category. This system would seem to blur differences between
relative use of cues, although it has the advantage of clarifying the
effectiveness of using some cues.

Goodman (1969) had earlier developed a ten-pcint scale to rate each
miscue; a higher rating was given if the miscue approximated the stimulus
word to a greater degree. Unfortunately, the arithmetic means of the
categories did not clarify the levels of error. For example, if the mean
on graphic cues was 3.5, this could have meant a heavy use of a one-point
miscue (zoom/boom) or of an eight-point miscue (batter/bitter). It would
not be clear which type of miscue predominated.

Actually, any system is feasible if figures are considered in relation
to actual miscues. Since the goal was to note the pattern of use of cues
(which kinds of cues were used most often) and the effectiveness of the
kinds of cues, a different approach was used here. The total number of
miscues was tallied and the ratio of the number of times each type of cue
was successfully used to the number of times all cres were successfully
used was computed. Thus, 80 percent on "graphically similar beginning"
means that of all miscues, 80 percent had a graphically similar initial

letter. Overall use of cues, not relating use to misuse of each category

S
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of cues, is thus demonstrated.

Use of the 15 categories listed on p. 47 was further refined as final

data analysis indicated each category's importance to ABRs' actual

reading behaviors.

Comparative Data

This framework for analysis started with a psycholinguistic approach

and was adapted where field observations or related research indicated

that this would be helpful. The adaptation strengthened the graphic

analysis of data and the opportunity to analyze integration of skills

(with the analysis of successive attempts). What would seem to have been

lost was the opportunity to compare these data with other miscue research.

Maintaining a comparable data base was not a matter of concern for four

reasons:

a.

Existing work on oral reading behavior focuses upon children.

The purpose of the study was to focus on the reading behavior of
the ABR, and the standard miscue analysis inventory had not been
developed with the adult in mind.

Miscue analysis is a developing framework for analyzing reader

strategies and skills. Present miscue taxonomies are by no means

completely validated frameworks. Moreover, Wixson (1979) has
concluded that miscues (as currentix\féfined may not be "an
accurate .reflection of the reading pro&ess," suggesting that the
analysis may not identify critical features of a reader's oral

performance (pp. 170-171).
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c. There is still considerable variability in the classification and '

coding of miscues. This is partly because the framework is

evolving. The system of scoring miscues within the psycholin-
guistic framework has changed (Goodman, 1965, 1968, 1969;

Goodman and Burke, 1971, 1973). In terms of rating acceptability
of miscues, changes have also been made from procedures using .
percent of each type of miscue per hundred words, to percent
within a category. Early miscue analysis studies with a focus

on graphic and phonemic cues were criticized for providing a non-
comparable data base, since they used "subjective classification
of errors" and demonstrated little agreement on scoring (Hill,
1936). Current studies have been criticized for similar reasons:
different scoring procedures, different definitions of terms,
widely differing types of texts and tasks, and lack of reporting
on reliability (Hood, 1976).

d. Studies of miscues lack appropriate controls. Factors recognized

as influencing the types of miscues made--type of materials, use
of prior silent-reading instruction and experience--are rarely
controlled in available miscue-analysis research.

Essentially, these reasons point to the two factors influencing our
willingness to adapt the miscue framework, although this would preclude
comparing ABR and (BR learning-to-read behavior. First, there is no
comparable data base; and second, so Tittle is known about the reading
process in ABRs or CBRs that any predetermined constraints upon the
analysis of that process would be inappropriate.

]
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Moreover, there was no compelling reason to collect comparable data
when a statement by Weber in 1968 seemed still valid. Weber, after
analyzing 30 studies of miscues, concluded: "Any attempt to compare the
developmental findings of reading behavior through the early grades,
specifically by types of errors, repo;ted by various investigcators proves
unrewarding" (1968, p. 107).

In conclusion, the categories used in the ana]¥sis qf orizl reading
behavior differ in definition, rating, and kind from those used in any
other study, but are considered approp;iate for the study of ABRs' oral

reading behavior.

Data Collection and Analysis

Data were collected over an eight-month period. Three different
classes were observed, on the average, twice a week. In addition, various
tutoring sessions were observed. Two classes met four times a week.

Reliability. The reliability of reading behavior observed in class,
of the forms of the instrument used (QUIP), of student performance on these
forms, and of observer rating of tested oral reading behavior was analyzed.

A1l oral reading during the last five months of observations was
coded. Only one observer per session was feasible. Moreover, reading
behavior in class and tutoring sessions was not taped; therefore,
reliability of observation of reading behavior in these situations could
only be estimated in terms of the consistenéy across classes of the
reforted ABRs' behavior and of factors influencing behavior. Because one

teacher and one tutor submitted notes on their teaching, it was also




possible to compare the teachers' notes and the observers' notes for
consistency. While teacher notes were more cryptic, there was general
agreement on what happened. Observers agreed that oral reading behavior

obocrved during class was influenced by the amount of background knowledge

provided (i.e., concepts in text), the relationship of pretaught skills

to potential use of these skills in text, the amount of prior reading,

and other context and personological variables. Also, observers agreed

that opportunity to discuss reading behaviors and style of teacher prompting
(i.e., teacher requesting that students "sound out the word," etc.)
influenced the type of reading behaviors employed. The strongest relation-
ship between class instruction and student miscues was the relationship
between the amount of prior discussion and the use of semantic and syntactic
relationships. That is, the ABRs made consistentt-80 to 90 percent--use of
these meaning cues (small/little; lady/women) when there had been prior
discussion. To a lésser extent, prior reading also influenced the use of
semantic and syntactic cues. When word-analysis lessons preceded oral
reading, there was no noticeable increase in the use of these skills during
oral reading unless the teacher prompted it. This may have been because
opportunity to use the taught skill in the text was rare. These factors

are discussed more fully in Chapter IV.

The QUIP was also used periodically to collect data. The Quick Inven-
tory-of‘Progress (QUIP) is an informal reading inventory developed to
facilitate data gathering for this study. It consists of six forms, each
containing five paragraphs and five word 1ist§ graded in ditficulty.

Word-list reliability among the forms was relatively high (.90~.95).
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Reliability between paragraphs was not eétab]ished. Each paragraph is
preceded by a tester-read sentence which provides an overview of the
passage. When the QUIP is administered, the student is asked to read the
word 1lists aloud. The student continues reading until he or she makes
seven successive errors. At this point, she or he is given a paragraph
equal in difficulty to the last list read. Before reading the paragraph,
students are also told that they will be asked to retell the paragraph.
Initially, silent reading was requested, but almost all adults ignored
this request. Adults were then simply asked to read aloud. After
reading, the student retells the paragraph and brief gquestions (two of
fact, two of inference) are asked. (See Appendix B.)
Students were given subsequent forms of the QUIP at intervals of six \\
to eight weeks if their attendance permitted. Al11 ABRs were cooperative
when asked to take the QUIP; but their individual moods, physical conditions,
and anxiety levels influenced behavior. Consider the field notes be]bw:
(0BS: Tom is in a horrible mood. He almost looks depressed.)
I asked him to help me, and I gave the word lists and paragraphs.

Tom was very cooperative. He read each of the lists. (0BS:
He looked almost coldly into the air when he finished the 1ists.)

(12/8)

When I started working with Jake, he said his words were
running together, fading in and out. I noticed he dic¢ not have
his glasses. (0BS: I wonder how much not having his glasses
affected his test scores.) (12/10)

" (0BS: Mavis was concerned about how she had done relative /
to the last testing. She obviously uses this test as a chance
to judge her progress. Frances, after the jast session,
wanted to know if she was to Be "promoted." This anxiety is
hard to overcome, certainly influences behavior.) (3/81

£~
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Adults were, for the most part, unused to long, intense periods of

reading. Gererally, class reading consisted of reading three to four lines.
Thus, while QUIP passages were relatively brief (100-150 words), willingness
to persist influenced results. If adults appeared diséouraged, they were
not asked to go on to a higher level simply to accommodate the researchers';
need for a specific number of miscues. Continuous contact with the learning
site and students meant that observers had to maintain as neutral and non-
threatening a posture as possible. Asking adults to continue when they
appeared tired or discouraged was avoided.

Paragraphs at five d%fferent levels of difficulty were used. Types of
miscues made on different levels of test materials do vary. For example,
Juel (1980) has pointed out that readers may use different strategies for
long and short words.

Personological factors operating in the data-gathering context and
the actual level of materials varied for each student; and these variations
may have influenced observed reading behavior. Thus, comparisons across
individuals or attempts to ébmbine data from different individuals are made
cautiously and with reservations.

The reliability of coding'and of the final analysis of QUIP data was
evaluated. Because audio tapes were available for coding data, there was
almost perfect agreement on wh 1 a miscue occurred. When a disagreement
occurred, it usually concerned whether what was heard was dialect or not.
The judgment of one staff member with background in the Tlocal diéﬁect was
used in these ~asess To determine interrater reliability, the staff members

involved in coding analyzed a sample of three tapes. Almost perfect

™
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agreement was reached on most categories; the greatest discrepancy was

on the rating of syntactically and semantically correct miscues. Because

.this reliability was relatively low, the staff member with prior extensive

experience and training in coding reviewed a&ll semantic and syntactic
ratings. The final rating of this category, then, reflects one rater.

Validity. How valid are the data? That is, to what extent does the
oral reading behavior observed reflect the actual covert processes adults
use in learning to read? The answer to this question cannot be unequivocal.

Research by Juel and Homes (1981) does suggest that readers use the
same cognitive processes when reading silently as when reading aloud.
However, other researchers would certainly question this. The frequent
difference observed between ABRs' overt processing and their final render-
ings (e.g., spelling but b.a.t., then rendering but), and differences
between oral renderings and final retellings of passages (renderiné horse )
as house, but retelling about a horse) suggest that there are some processes )
not captured or revealed by oral rendering. To the extent that data are
interpreted as reflecting oral reading behavior, they are valid. To the
extent that the researchers' reservations pojnted out in this report are
cons%dered, the data are valid, As an inftial analysis of reading behavior
of ABRs within a given framework, the report is meant to be suggestive--not
conclusive. The data are considered valid for this purposs2.

The validity of the QUIP was established by Lsing a corpus of words
rated for meaningfulness (Dale and O'Rourke, 1976) and by correlating
performance on the QUIP with performance on the Slossen Oral Reading Test
(a1l forms correlated ,90). No adult test or corpus of words was considered

{\ o
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more appropriate when validity, reliability, and normative data (i.e.,
norm groups) were considered.

Interestingly enough, the relation between QUIP words ranked for
meaningfulness and those used for the sight-recognition test (Slossen) was
very strong for all subtests except the "Primer." This may have been
because Slossen's source was also a corpus of meaningful words (i.e.,

basals), but his "Primer" 1ist appears to be based on high-frequency words.

Class Oral Reading Behaviors

As noted earlier, oral reading behaviors in class were observed to
shift in relation to the amount of prior reading or discussion of the text.
For most ABRs, prior discussion resulted in more meaning miscues (beautiful/
pretty; dashed/running); prior reading without discussion led to more graphic
(not necessarily meaningful) miscues (cart/crate; while/when).

Field notes indicated that adults were sometimes more likely to
recognize words in isolation than in text:

Car1 reads new words in Spelling 180 in isolation, but mixes
them up when they are used in a sentence.

the words introduced included license. Rick read this
correctly on board and as permit in the text. This has occurred
before--he ténds to use either context or graphic features--not
both. For example, weeks ago, after a lesson in /ound/--Rick

read round, found, sound in a 1list, but in text read found as
find. (3/26)

. ’ This behavior may have been a function of the materials ABRs were using. In
almost all cases, ABRs read in class from materials that were difficult

(i.e., they would miss from ° to 50 percent of the words). The adults

01




never seemed frustrated by this; in fact, as will be discussed later, they

were concerned when materials were "too easy," i.e., where they would
miss only 10 percent of the words. Another reason ABRs may have had more

difficulty with presented words in text isythat they did not gain meaning
]

from the text. ABRs tended to be confused by referent words and flashbacks.

Mavis read the story about the boy who Tived with his aunt.
The uncle had died, but was referred to in the story. Mavis,
continually, as did Al, Horace, and Frances, confused the boy
with the uncle.

The story this week and last used flashbacks. None of the
students, even Al who rarely has a comorehension problem,
understood that the delayed letter had been sent 20 years
earlier. (2/12)

Instruction in specific skills was not often reflected in s*udents'
miscues. Students were interested in rules, but did not pick up on them,

as one tutor's description of a session indicates:
b

I then moved to help Alice. Alice had read a passage and under-
Tined all of the words she did not know. (0BS: I had told

Alice week before last if she was reading a passage and did not
know the words in it to underline the words and come and ask us
about them. Alice has done just this.) Some of the words she
had underlined were p]ann1ng, spend, earn, inflation, such,
cases, goals, emergencies, reached, expenses. We worked on

each of thése words. When we g0t to the word cases, Rick (came
over frog his seat) and became very interested ir, what I was
doing. - { started explaining to her this was the case of a few
days agoN\ I asked her if she remembered the signal "e" we used
before. She did not remember. I said the e signals the a to say
its name. Rick chimed in with the short sound of a. (O0BS: I
think Rick likes the rules in reading. He is really interested
in what I am doing.) (O0BS: A1l of the memory jogging I did with
Alice did not work. She still is having a problem. She just
can't get the word.) (2/23)

Specific teaching of decoding skills did not influence miscues in

o
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class--perhaps because the number of opportunities to use the taught skill

is Timited in the passages used.

The teacher reviewed /ow/ /ee/--there was one word with /ow/ in
the passage, how, and one word where uses of this taught sound/
symbol relationship would have been inappropriate, Owner. Lonnie

?id n?t attempt to decode owner using /ow/. He said 'only."
12/8 -

Field notes also suggest that taught skills simply are not learned.

The teacher was reviewing /eek/ and /ow/. Al tends to
manipulate words; with cheek, he said, “check, treat, chop . .
He didn't use the eek ending; perhaps he didn't "HEAR IT."

Even during.phonics lesson, Al uses context--i.e. when Mr. A
taught /ow/ asked for /ow/ words--for made a funny . Al
said noise vs. sound.

Mavis--when Mr. A tried to clarify the connection between

. the exercises and reading, Mavis made the connection. (0BS:
The students uflderstand these lessons are supposed to help, but
they rely heavily on known cues. (graphic/syntax) to follow the
lesson. (12/8)

Moreover, the stress on initial oral reading means that students do not
always have the opportunity to "apply" the taught skill (see Chapter 1V),
although occasionally a student will try, as Bea does below:
Bea, after the lesson in /&a/, gianced at her new story. Mrs. B.
asked her to read the story. She found on her own one word

relating to the skill lesson. "So that's read," she said. Mrs.

8 said, "Yes," and went on to compliment Bea on sounding out
the word. (11/18)

Types of miscues are influenced by peer behavior. Perhaps this is because

peers are acting as models.

The stuaents were taking turns reading from the story. There was
a chuckle when Max read life for live--he seemed disconcerted and

7
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?sked)if he could read it over and did carefully and correctly.
10/4

4

The teacher gave out new story. He gave some background,
then said "follow along each word while I read--cause after
you'll read, or parts of it."

Mavis again tracked word by word with her pencil. Lonnie
imitated Mavis for a while, then stopped. (2/12)

Frances was reading. She made a few mistakes; but when she

did, she would correct in a phrase. When Mavis started to read,

Frances corrects her in phrases. Others would call out the word

Mavis missed, sometimes in a phrase. When the correction was a

word, Mavis would say the word; if a phrase, the phrase. After

a few lines, Mavis started to correct herself in phrases. (12/8)

Because teachers frequently reviewed material, miscues observed in

class were coded on initial and successive readings of the same text. Often
the same miscues were made on successive readings--especially on names”and

on abstract and graphically similar words. Tiere would be read as them,

this, and that; when as while, where, white, and then. It seems that a_

student would come to such a word, recognize it as a word he or she did '
not know, and give any graphicaliy similar word. For the most part, miscues
observed in class were similar to miscues observed during tes*ing--when
prior class discussion was not involved. However, frequent rereadings of
the same material and the limited amount of material read in class made
summative ana]ysig‘of miscues during class inappropriate. General descfip-
tions of miscues made in class are conéidered here in relation to ABRs'
reading behaviors on tests and to subsequent achievement. A fuller analysis
of class reading behavior is provided in Chapter IV, where factors

influencing learning to read are cons.dered.
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Oral Reading Behavior of ABRs: Overview

The oral reading behavior profiles of ABRs presented below use data

, gathered during periodic testing with the QUIP. This QUIP was used to

provide three indicators of reading achievement: (1) number of words
read correctly on the word list; (2) competence in reading a paragraph of
a given level of difficulty, i.e., miscues; and (3) recall and comprenen-
sion of text. biemiller (1970) used this approach. He ranked children
according to the most difficult passages they could read. He correlated
this ranking with children's reading in a similar set of passages and found
a rank correlation of .95; this ranking had a correlation of .83 with the
Standard Metropolitan Reading Test (p. 84). Thus, each ABR's achievement
level was designated by noting the number of words (out of 100) rendered
correctly and the last paragraph level he or she was able to render
correctly with adequate comprehen;ion. Perhaps it was because the paragraphs
used words on the word 1ist and all paragraphs used similar themés, but
there was a strong re]ation;hip between level of achievement on lists and on
paragr ohs. Therefore, only word-1list data are noted.

Since reiding behavior was considered in relation to increasing
achievement, some measure of adults' progress was needed. The QUIP does

not use the term grade equivalent. Each forin of this inventory does have

five lists, with paragraphs paralleling the difficulty level of the lists.
Fach list is more difficult than the preceding ones. As a term deno.ing
progress, step is used. Step One refers List and Paragraph One, and so on.

It is assumed that by the time ABRs can successfully read at Step Five,

they can wark on pre-GED materials.




As discussed earlier, it is recognized that a variety of factors

influenced the reading behaviors used. However, what reading strétegies
ABRs are using need not be specified solely in cerms of an individual's
idiosyncratic patterns. Certain cues were used or not used by most ABRs.
Behaviors can be summ~rized under the categories of the revisad miscue-
analysis inventory. Yet even some of these adapted categories did not prove
useful . Further revision of these 15 categories was undertaken, and the
final profiles provided here include only eight categories for the word
lists, and 10 for the paragraphs.
We have included only reéding strategies found to vary to some degree

among ABRs as they improved i& general reading ability. Tne reason for
including or excluding certaih categories of cues is briefi: explained below.

Graphic Similarity. Mis#ues on beginning, middle, and ending letters

of a word were coded. A]most\a]] ABRs would give a word with a similar
initial 1et£er (bat/bus; coffeg/carry). The ability of an ABR to use a
blend correctly *(brake/bread) or at least avoid misrendering a blend (e.qg.,
avoid brake/bar) tended to mark a higher level of achievement. Thus,
ability to get the initial part of a word versus the initial letter was
coded. Use of medial and ending g}aphic features varied with general level
of achievement. !

Syntactid Acceptability. Most {80-90 percent) of ABRs' miscues were

acceptable in terms of prior syntax. .Use of syntax varied for ABRs within

all levels of achievement. Thus, syntéctica]]y acceptable scores--here to

}

be more discriminating--represent abi]ny to use prior and subsequent

syntax. Use of syntax did not differ between the phrase and the sentence:
/‘ y\
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a word that was syntactically correct within a phrase was usually syntac-
tically correct within a sentence. Thus, only use of syntax within a
sentence is coded.

Semantic Acceptability. ABRs as a group did not, in testing situ-

ations, make many semantically acceptable miscues. Yet, because use of
this cue indicates the level of the reader's meaning orientation, the
category was retained.

Corrections and Successive Attempts. ABRs' use of corrections or

successive attempts varied widely from session to session in both class
and testing situations. This category was retained to clarify ABRs'
attitudes and focus on graphophonic cues. That is, successive attempts,
rarely reflected integration of meaning cues. Corrections usually
refiected use of syntactic cues.

Adjacent Letters/Number of Similar Letters. As shown in Table I

(p. 63), use of adjacent letters seemed, as coded, to reflect an increasing
tendency to read more difficult words, rather than a use of graphic cues.

ABRs rarely used vowels, so adjacent letters rarely reflected use of taught
phonograms. These data are included in groups, not in individual profiles.

Place of Error in Sentence or Text. Whatever the level of achievement,

there was no pattern of errors increasing or decreasing at either beginning,
middle, or end of text (or seatence or phrase): This may reflect the ABRs'
tendency not to use semantic or meaning cues. ABRs at all levels usually
made as many errors at the end of the text as at any other point. CBRs

tend to make fewer errors at the end of text, which is said (MaclLean, 1979)

to indicate that they both gain and use meaning. Because there were no

I\' .
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TABLE 1
MISCUES OF FOURTEEN ABRS ON FORM I OF THE QUIP

LIST PARAGRAPH
# SYN/
WORDS B1/B M E LET ADJ S/C B1/8 M E LET ADJ S/C SEM
9 70/75 44 47 5.0 3.9 2/0 90/90 44 44 4.0 1.5 0/1 57/37
72 80/80 40 40 4.1 3.0 15/3 90/90 50 40 5.9 4.0 0/1 55/17
64 87/92 42 22 3.5 2.1 8/0 70/70 40 46 3.1 1.6 C/2 71/37
50 8585 56 56 3.4 1.7 0/1 61/61 61 61 3.8 1.7 0/3 50/29
47 100 73 13 4.0 2.5 6/0 73/80 65 38 3.8 2.4 070 59/23
40 79/100 90 26 4.4 2.5 16/6 69/73 51 21 3.2 2.2 2/5 50/45

|
i
33 63/63 30 23 2.7 1.0 0/0 100 13 55 2.7 1.1 0/5 70/39 %
22 71/86 23 36 3.0 1.5 0/0 80/80 30 30 2.1 1.1 0/0 30/12 i
17 40/46 55 65 3.5 1.8 11/3 50/5u 25 41 2.0 1.0 0/0 60/55 1
17 80/90 50 50 2.7 1.1 4/2 50/50 60 37 2.3 1.3 0/3 65/50 ;
*9 * ok %k * *  *56/56 39 177 * * * 23/17

8 50/65 40 15 2.6 1.3 1/4 68/70 20 .05 2.6 .6 0/4 35/20

8 65/90 25 30 2.7 1.1 0/0 73/80 46 14 2.4 1.6 1/3 73/33

8 60/70 30 60 2.6 1.0 4/0 25/30 42 1~ 1.7 .6 3/2 50/0

# WORDS: number of words rendered correctly

B1 : percentage of beginning letters or letter correct
B . percentage of beginning (single) letter correct
M : percentage of medial vowel correct (first syllable)
E : percentage of ending letter correct (first syllable)
LET : number of lTetters common to stimulus and rendered werd
-ADJ : number of adjacent pairs common to stimulus and rendered word
S : number of successive attempts
c : number of corrections
SYN : percentage of syntactically correct miscues
SEM : percentage of semantically correct miscues

(*) Too few miscues to code.




64

differences for ABRs in this pattern, it was not included in the profile,
but it is discussed in connection with a general inhibiting behavior.

Part of Speech. There was no tendency for ABRs to make more miscues

on any given part of speech, if words such as there, when, and which,

or graphically similar/abstract words, are not included in this analysis.

Thus, these data were not included in the final profile.

Text vs. List Miscues. Most ABRs did not recognize more words in
text than in the' lists. List and paragraph miscues for some words were
similar. This again indicates the ABRs' tendency to use graphic or
phonemic cues more than meaning cues. It may also suggest that the ABRs'
short-term.memory was at work; that is, they may have learned their
original miscue. Further exploration of this carry-cver phenomenon seems
important. Adults have excellent short-term memories, and the potential
for learning errorspmay suggest the importance of careful monitoring of
reading during the beginning learning-to-read process. At most, some ABRs
recognized three more words in a text than in a list.

Only 85 percent of the words on the 1ist were in the paragraph, and
there were 20 percent more words in the paragraph than in the 1ist. How-
ever, since differénces between recognition of words in lists and in text
were minimal, this category was not included in the final profile.

Thus, the finai group profile includes eight categories for ana}ysis
of word-1ist miscues and ten categories for analysis of text miscues The
final individual profiles include data on six categories for analysis of
word-1ist behavior and eight categories for analysis of paragraph-reading

behavior.
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f’ 7
Oral Reading Profiles

A

The initial question asked is this: What reading behaviors/strategies
are ABRs using? The question will be answered by presenting various
reading profiles of ABRs and evaluating these profiles in light of the many
factors influencing the behavior observed. - A

In view of the above lengthy cautions, it may also be asked at this
point, "what information would such a profile provide?" The answer: the
purpose of this analysis is to raise questions, not to answer quéstions.

The profiles provide an opportunity to consider factors that ;nhibit or
facilitate progress. Generalizations inevitably emerge, not so much in
terms of profiles of reading behavior, but in the identification of common
factors ;pparently influencing readers' orogress or lack of progress.

The purpose of each profile below is also to provide as accurate as
possi le a picture of the individual's reading behavior. Brief background
on each individual is presented. Because language is considered an important
component of reading, a short evaluation of language behavior will be given.
Also, reference will be made to reading strategies ABRs appear to use as a
result of instruction, and to strategies that they apparently developed on
their own.

These profiles were selected to provide information on ABRs at three
overlapping stages of learning:

Initial Stage. This stage starts when few words are known (and even a

simple passage cannot be echo read; and includes ABRs who can read a
simple parayraph and recognize up to 25 words on the Quick Inventory

of Progress (QUIP)--i.e., who are at Step One on the QUIP.

LI
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Intermediate Stage. At sthis point, ABRs can recognize 26-50 words on

the QUIP and read with 70 percent comprehension passages corresponding

to Lists Two and Three on the QUIP (i.e., Steps Two and Three).

4

Final Stage. At this point, ABRs can deal with mu]tisy]]éb]e words
or render correctly more than 50 words on the QUIP and render with
70 percent accuracy and comprehension paragraphs corresponding to

Lists Four and Five of the QUIP (Steps Four and Five).

These stages are somewhat arbitvary; but since the factors identified
=as inhibiting reading tend to cluster within each stage, the stages will
provide a useful descriptive framework. Because grade designation was to
be avoided, some other means of indicating improved achievement was
desired; the QUIP was used. Each form has a 1list of 100 words. The 100
words were divided into five 1ists (see Appendix A), and each successive
list represents a higher level of word difficulty. Again, it is assumed
that a reader who can read List Five and corresponding paragraphs can deal
with pre-GED materials. Thus, each of the five lists is considered a step

toward the pre-GED level.

Profiles of ABRs: Initial Stage

The reading behavior of three ABRs in the initial stage of reading
will be considered here. These profi]es.were selected nct only because
they provided extensive information, but also because they reflected both
the diversity of ABRs' reading behavior and the similarity of the problems

generating this behavior. The reading behavior of other ABRs at the same

pay
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stage of reading is considered in a final overview of each stage.

Mavis

[}
Mavis is a mature woman who works on a housekeeping staff. The

institution she works for allows her released time to attend adult educa-
tional cldsses. She attended regularly. She concentrated and worked hard
during class. Her initial concern was learning to spell. She stéted in

. December that if she could do this, she could read. Months later she .
spoke of the importance of breaking words into parts, and the importance
of spelling emerged in a new 1ight.' Mavis péinted out that reading is
i%portant "because if you can read you can spell better." Like many ABRs,
Mavis apparently wants to Tearn to read not only to get a better job, but
so that she can send (not just receive) printed messages. In stories she
created during class and testing sessions, her language Qas limited; she
usually used brief sentences. But in her comments during classes on her

own experiences, she often used complex and lengthy sentence patterns.

MAVIS' PROFILE*

LIST PARAGRAPH
# WORDS SYN/
DATE  CORRECT B M E S/C B M E S/C SEM
Juna 12 53/73 20 43 0/1 58/60 26 .09 0/2 58/50

March 10 48/58 36 16 7/4 40/45 40 .09 4.4 45/0
Feb. 11 50/65 40 15 4/1 68/70 20 .05 0/4 -35/20
Dec. 6 50/59 33 59 0/0 33/85 22~.44 0/0 33/0

* See Table I, p. 63, for an explanation of abbreviations.,

yo—
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As this profile indicates, in the December reading of paragraphs,
Mavis made few syntactically cbrrect (33 percent) and no semantically
correct miscueé but was obviously focusing on beginning and final letters.
She tried to retell the story by using exact words from the story, even
when the resulting phrases made 1ittle sense, saying: "Mother son. He
is three. Help him play ball. Jump up and down." Her comprehension of
the story in answers to questions was, however, accurate.

Her view of reading as "words" was also reflected in her early class
reading behavior. When asked to answer a question, Mavis would scan the
story for a word and answer with that word. Instruction from October to
June included story discussions, word families, and some vocabulary-
development activities. Peers in early months tended to correct one another
during reading. By February, some of this practice is reflected in Mavis'
reading behavior. She made several successive tries at words and corrected
four times when reading the paragraph. The greatest difference was in the
retelling. She retold the story in her own words. Her focus was less on
word form than on the initial letter in reading lists (plant/place; barn/
read), and on meaning in reading text. The problem in dealing with blends
was revealed in the discrepancy between getting the beginning part of “he

word (blend Jr not) and getting the first letter. Mavis had trouble with

" blends. She tended to misread words starting with blends. When the initial

part of the word was misread (space/place; flash/faze), it was usually
because she made a single consonant a blend (pick/stick; boss/class) or
vice versa. Mavis appeared to be aware of "word families," a taught skill.

In February, she was trying to deal with blends, reading strong: “s.t.,

h',‘
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s.t.t. . . . ester"; blouse: "b. . .. b. . . . boom, bloom, blooming";

trunk: “til, til, t.t., tar." At this point, Mavis was also making more
successive attempts in lists and paragraphs. Also, she concénfrated less
on word families, although instruction in this area continued. She showed
attempts at more consistently using the vowel--reading, for example. plate:
"p.1., pair, pair"; spill: "s.p.i., s.pi."

r Mavis was tense du}ing the final testing, and this may have accounted
for the fact that she made few successive attempts and fewer corrections.
She did-use syntax (58 percent) more than at any previous time. Mavis'
use of syntactically correct miscues here, as in class, t%nded ‘to occur
at the beginning of paragraphs; as material grew more difficult she made
more non-meaningful miscues. ‘

"Mavis' progress is perhaps better shown by her use of syntax, improved
fluiency in reading the Step 1 passace, aqd successive attempts at words,
than by*the actual increase in the number of words read (from 6 on Form 1
in December to 12 on Form 4 in May). |

In May as in December, Mavis often used known patterns or initial
and final letters as constraints for the beginning and ending of a
rendered word. While this séemed to be a greater problem initially,
her continued use of this cue is clarified by a class comment.
(0BS: When M&vis corrected the rendering (bottle/butter), she
was asked, "How do you know it isn't butter?" She answered,
"Because br is butter.") (3/81) -
These constraints may be used because the first and last letters are

the letters Mavis actually hears. Mavis may not hear medial vowels.

~
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What facilitated progress? Her progress seems to have been facilitated

by the greater emphasis on reading for meaning. Her response in class and
during testing quring May and June indicates that she was dealing nore
successfully with blends and was more visually aware of vowels. Using
wo;d fami lies seemed to help for a while; then Ma;is seemed to need to
analyze smaller units of the word. ,

Her progress also seems due to her willingness and ability to make

successive attempts at words. She did this more during testing, when she

) knew she would not receive help. In class, with help available (frdm peers

and teacher), she often ﬁ%used until help was given.

What inhibited progress? There is Tittle evidence that Mavis
continued to profit from the heavy emphasis on word fgmi]ies in class.
She usually had trouB]eﬂwith these lessons. Dialect differences between
tedacher and student may account for this. For example, the field notes

below indicate that Mavis. did not hear /alt/.

(0BS: Mr. A is doing a lesson on /ait/. ‘As usual, he has
written the pattern on the board and asks for similar words.

Roy: fall

Mark: salt like table salt

Mr. A : That's close

Frances: roll

Walter: saw

Mavis: 1like saw wood - .
Roy: T1ike someone see

Mavis: doll (Mr. A starts new group). all
Walter: -old/all .

Frances: ball, call, mall

Mavis: tall

Mr. A : Now I know you got it.

This is not simply a matter of dialect, for Mavis has trouble with

N




other word families.

(0BS: After an initial lesson on word families, Mavis, when
asked to spell pot, spells pat. Then spelled not "n.a.t.") (3/26)

(0BS: Mavis had earlier, looking at aunt, said it had an h
it would be hunt. But she can't say aunt.

Mavis must write a sentence with aunt in it. She says she

knows this word now, but is still working on "politics" and

"family gatherings." Her sentence, I see at end of class,

turns out: "My hunt it a oud lady.")

It appears that Mavis is only beginning to associate individual
letters/sounds;gshé'does not seem able to segment auditorily or blend
word parts so that she can make greater use of known wordsy
\  Summary: Mavis' progress seems due to her concentrating on the initial
1§ﬁters of a word, to her iéproved understanding of what is involved in
demonst;ating understanding of a passage (i.e., not saying words), and to
her instruction in blends and use of context. It would seem that further
progress may be inhibited by her inability to "breéf up" or segment a
wo?d.\ Comprehension problems still arise when referent words are used. f
For example, when Mavis reads sentences such as "Joe is here. He is
nice," she may raspond that two people are involved: Joe and the "he"
who is nice.
Beatrice
Bea attends the center, if not class, regu]ar}y. She constantly

seeks support and reinforcement, both for attending and during actual
reading: She attends class and is tutored regularly by a volunteer who

stresses reading for pleasure, language experience stories, and a self- )

L R
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analytic approach to word analysis. She is one of the few ABRs who will
skip or refuse to attempt to decode new words. Her stories are brief and
use simple sentences. For example:
Nine boys went on a three-day hiking trip. They walked five
miles. After they had walked one mile they stopped for 10
minutes.. One boy drank four cups of water. He has *hree .
"brothers. They all had wanted to go on the trip, but only two
went. Six boys had sore feet for the next five days.

Her comments also reflect a consistent use of simple sentences,'but the
A

content is often soohisticated.

BEA'S’PROFILE
LIST - PARAGRAPH

# WORDS " ' SYN/
DATE CORRECT B M E S/C B M E S/C SEM
May 16 _ 66/76 .66 66 4/0 .55 55 62 0/1 70/.05
for. L1042 20 42 87 95 68 1/3 30/0
Mar . 10 Syl 17 34 50 30 14 0/0 50/0
Jan. 17 40/46 55 65 50 25 40 4/0 60/.05
Dec. 10 100 10 90 50 1% 14 0/0 20710

Bea, like Mavis, is at the initial stages of reading instruction.
While initially both wére alike in minimal use of syntactic cues and a
focus on beginning and ending letters, there are few ot er similarities.
Bea continued to use final letters, but increasingly used medial letters.
In class, she monitored meaning much more closely than Mavis, but this was

on a phrase or a sentence basis, not a story basis. Unlike Mavis, she
v
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could segment sounds in a word.

Béa's comprehension is spotty. Her reluctance to answer seems to
reflect more her attitude than her understanding. Even when Bea can
answer all questions, she seldom will completely retell a story. This may
be because instead of 1linking story events to one another, she relates
them to herself, and thus her digressions preoccupy her.

In January, she tended to give the initial letter/sound relationships
(park: /p/, /pa/, park). She could also manipulate the vowel (donkey:
downkey; d.o.n. donkey), but did so rarely. Her focus was on consonants.
Consider her attempt to figure this word:

"l ijsten: t.n. ten if you put it together, is ten, how do I
get the 1 in, what kind of sound of I make 1, Tittle."

Bea did best on the word recognition task in January. This may have
been a result of making successive attempts and balancing use of all wor&
parts. However, in January she did nct read even the Step One paragraph
fluently. She missed almost every fifth word. She continually repeated
a phrase and asked, "Is this right?" almost as if the language in the
paragraph did not ring true.

Bea did not gvidence the problem with blends that other ABRs at
initial stages of iastruction have evidenced. She seems to use vowels and
known werd parts, but not consistently. Her tutor had stressed blends
and modeled decoding. To gain information on her instruction, Bea's tutor

was interviewed:

Ay
L4

It appeared that Bea's class reading behavior was consistent
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with one-to-one and testing behavior.

The tutor feels Bea's comprehension is great; for example,
she is doing well in the Specific Skills Series: Drawing
Conclusions. (0BS: The tutor spoke of Bea's failure syndrome--
her feeling that "she can't" interferes with what she will
do/try to achieve on a test.) (3/5)

This is confirmed by observer's notes. Bea received a great
deal of reinforcement: , The tutor points to Bea's success, saying,
"The more you write, it gets easier." Bea counters--"I still
can't spell; I still haven't got noplace--I never will--1'm
a slow learner, that what the teachers at school say."

Bea seems insecure, frequently asking and answering her

own questions. Bea ,asks what do you call movies when they are
spoaky and all--then answers herself--"horror movies."

The early instruction of Bea stressed decoding and context, as

e S

observers' notes on her reading behavior indicate.

(10/23/80) breaking up words
statc can't "sound out"

(10/30/80) Pattern: she asks, "Is this right?" after
skimming and identifying words not known
i Read second time with intonation

B “(11/6/.80) Pattern: "Is this right?" continues; verbhalizes \
the strategy she is using--i.e.,
break-up word
Identifies her own difficulty: "I can't put the .
two words together."
Reads aloud first for decoding and reads with
intoftation the second time
Uses tweo strategies:
a) skip the unknown word
b) sound out (parts of) the word

(11/13/80)

skips the word

breaks it up

blending sounds

skinis sentence, first asks, "Is this right?"

This leads to *wo reactions:

1) frustration and says distracting comments or
says does not want to read;

a0 oo
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2) continues with self-confidence after testing
teacher belief that Bea can read it.
e) transfers immediately from review of word
family to reading word in paragraph
f) reads first time for decoding, second time for
meaning.

(11/20/80) Using 3 main strategies:
a) "Is this right?"
b) sounding out words
c) skipping words-context cues

Bea, howaver, without prompting in the testing situations, uses one

.

main cue: graphic similarity.

What facilitated success? In March, Bea made no successive attempts

and appeared, again, to be concentrating on initial letters. She read
the Step One paragraph fairly fluently--again, miscues were corrected
with preceding, but not with subsequent, text. In April, Bea continued
to refuse many words and did not make any successive attempts. ‘Oﬁ the
paragraph, she did make corrections; but this seemed based more on graphic
than on syntactic cues. Her general comprehension of the story was poor.
In May, Bea was making successive attempts, again using more syntactic
information and very 1ittle semantic information. Her progress is demon-
§;§5ted in her fluent rendering of a Step One paragraph. She also seemed
to be using syllables; rendering (sickness: sickley, sick, ness, sicky;
popcorn: pop, popcorr1;@iiggg!; wind;, window) .

Bea seemed to succeed when she tried; she still refused words in
text which she can éecodel \%he seemed to have a sense of segmenting and

blending words but is unsure of her own skill. When she tried and made a

ba]anced use of Word parts and syntax, she did well. Her instructors

s
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focused on generating confidence. Bea profited from instruction and tried
hard during tutoring, if not during class sessions, as indicated in the

field notes below:

(0BS: Intensity of Bea is demonstrated by her heavy breathing,
even swearing during the reading. There is little doubt that
she is trying hard. Sometimes she cues herself, i.e., when ~
reading: "Would you believe I would not do it again"----:ad
would "wood"--the tutor says "would." Bea tries to rer.id, then
says, "Oh, I missed the point, would he." I believe she was ~
hearing "wood " i.e., visualizing wood, so not able to process
meaning until she goes to context.)

Bea is cryptic, but responds appropr1ate1y with single words
After a play was read, she couldn't get any meaning (as the tutor
explained) because she was focusing upon words.

The tutor asks which is best way to decide on what the word
is. Bea, "see if it fit in the story or something." The tutor
reinforces at end of session.

(BS: Subsequent context is read and she tries to use it,
but can't effectively.)

What inhibited success? What seems to be inhibiting Bea is her

apparent lack of confidence, evidenced by her reiuctance to try to use

the meaning of text (even when her own stories ére reread) and her sus-
picion of the reading process (in looking at a compound word, she asked
whether the two words had been put together "to trick her," 9/80). In

May, she continued to approach new,wofds as if they were problems created
for her. Her tutoring instruc’ion included many dia1ogués on the reading
procéss. This was done, perhaps, to help Bea overcome her suspicion of
this process by helping her to see rules that were involved. One positive
result was Bea's akility-to identify what she needed to know. One‘pegative
result was that Bea's dialogue emphasized word recognition and meaning was

increasingly lost. Bea was satisfied if her rendering sounded syntactically

C
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correct and had some graphically similar features; she rarely monitored
semantic cues. These dialogues on the reading process, since they often
occurred during }eading of text, may not have encouraged Bea to focus on
meaning.

Summary: Bea, an ABR at the initial stages of instruction, has many
of %he abilities Mavis lacks; but she renders passages_no better than Mavis
and often comprehends less. She can segment word parts and blend word
parts, and these skills seem to have been developed by the teacher's
modeling of this behavior and by instruction in syllabication. She can do
what Mavis cannot, use known words. She looked at hid, pointed to did, and
said, "That's did, this is hid." Her reluctance to make successive ’
attempts may inhibit her ability to practice using her known skills. Her
refusal or inability to monitor the meaning of text seems to inhibit
learning most. She does not even use this skill when her own language
experience stories are reread.

¢

Jim is also an ABR at the initial stage of instruction. He reads
slightly better than Mavis and Bea, but he attends erratically. He has
studied auto mechanics and continues to take classes at a trade school
while attending the center. He indicated at one point that he had to \.
attend the center as a condition of parole. His dictated stories consist
of simple sentences. Transition words in speech and stories are rare. It

appears that he tries to incorporate new words into.his speeck, as indicated

in the field notes below:

)
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Unsolicited after Ms. R reads introduction to "Cemetary Path,"
Jim says, "What do I fear about the dark? Somebody coming up
| . behind me and sticking a knife in my back."
Ms. R says, "Close your books. We won't use them for awhile."®
Jim responds, "Good, I'm tired of using my imagination. I
imaginate I'm here everyday." (11/16)

Jim read word by word early on and started correcting phrases when
this was modeled by the teacher; neither the modeling nor the tendency

to correct in phrases continued. The only times Jim made syntactically

and semantically acceptable miscues in class (e.g., I can touch it/I
can feel it) were when the word was introduced prior to reading. He |
apparently associated the meaning of the word during the introduction but

-
does not use text to cue word meaning either in class (as noted below) or
o 4
in new reading situdtions (i.e., tests).

(0BS: Jim seems to be very careless in his reading. He
uhderstands the context of the material he reads, but will not
take the time to figure out the words he needs to know to read
the passage correctly. Jim made the following miscues in his
reading:

bring for brought

1ist for touch

showled for scolded

near for noticed

leading for listen.

need for never

the for this
These miscues represent consistent use neither of syntactic nor ..
of semantic cues.) (3/19) .

Class instruction included an emphasis on decoding (and related rules),
vecabulary, and comprehension of material after material is read. Jim does
try to use syntactic cues when he is reading easy material.

As evidenced by number of words read correctly and level of difficulty
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of paragraph read fluently with comprehension, Jim is progressing slowly.
He went from recognizing 17 words in December and fluently reading a Step
One paragraph to 25 words in June, but this progress seems more related

to the relative effort made during testing than to actual improvement in

ability.
JIM'S PROFILE
LIST PARAGRAPH

# WORDS ) ) ‘ SYN/
DATE  CORRECT B M E S/C 8 M £ S/C SEM
June 25 75/75 40 48 10/2 66/92 16 60 0/0 60/32
May 18 45/ 100 55 45  0/0 78/84 14 33 0/0 42/38
Mar . 17 55/98 22 28 8/0 65/68 15 40 0/0 48/40
Jan. 22 71/86 23 36 7/0 80/90 30 30 0/0 30/12
Dec. 17 | 63/83 26 42 2/1 100 16 66 0/0 100/50

1

Jim seemed to use graphic and syntactic cues and not semantic
(reading dark horse as "duck house," could ride as "couldn't read").
Yet when He retold the story, he told about the dark horse. He may have
_self-corrected sub-vocally or, as with other ABRs (or any adults), there
may not have been the direct relation between what he said and what he
was thinking. Why this occurs is uncertain, but it is not uncommon--perhaps
becdause for ABRs such ‘as Jim reading and thinking are different, or saying
words and thinking about text are still not integrated. » ‘
Like Mavis, Jih seemed to try to use the initial letter of a word

and another consonant as word constraints--rendering Larn: brown eyes,

Q oy
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/car/, careful, camful. Apparently major

/br/, /er/, brown; comfort:

consonants were used to identify words (trail/teller; donkey/duck; space/
special). Mediaa vowels were rarely used in text. While the miscue profile
indiccted Tittle: syntax was use&, actually cim also made fewer miscues

in easier'paragraphs‘where his comprehension was gxce]]ent; therefore,

this may indicate that h; was using syntactic cues more succe§sfu11y when

he felt more confident. In March, his successive attempis showed that he
was trying to deal with, or at least manipulate, thé vowel (softball:
skinball, superbowl; forty: fort, fort, foyer; blouse: boy, but; drape:
/d/, dearp). This ha& been preceded by more teacher instruction in

decoding skilis. In May, seven of Jim's eleven miscues on the Tlist isdica;e

that he was using similak vowels (bingo/begone; wipe/why; serd/seem;

boom/bloom). This wes in a more balanced use of beginning, middle, and

ending parts of the word. This pattern does not exist when Jim is reading

the paragraph; here more emphasis was given to initial letter and syntax. v
By June, it was clear that Jim was sacrificing graphic cues to syntax, he

showed greater willingness to try multisyllable words, and he tried harder.

What facilitated progress? Overall, Jim's modest progress seems %o

l

l be due to greater willingness to make successive attempts to deal with Qk
‘ vowels. His ability to segment and blend word parts was shown in Janyary

‘ when he read comfort: car, careful, caﬁfu1; but at this point the fécus

1 was not on meaning or manipulating vowels, nor was it on word meaning. In

June, he rendered independence: indecided, inde, indepen, induably--showing

| increased use of medial vowels, syllables, and perhaps greater commitment

to using these cues.

3 G
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»

What inhibited progress? Several factors would seem to hinder

further progress. When passages became progressively more difficult, Jim

did not attempt more difficult words. As stories became longer, he tended

to lose, not gain, meaning, and subsequently used syntax less, and especially
fewer semantically acceptable cues.

His comprehension of stories read and discussed in class was often
excellent; at other times the pattern of behavior noted below in excerpts
from field notes emerged:

(11/13) Jim seems to have trouble following a line of thought;

- he leads issues into violence and sex.

:\/ td .
(11/20) He started to explain a story to another student--it
was verbatim what an irstructor had given earlier:
- Jim interacts with material, i.e., personalizes
- Sometimes he'll pick up a point in a story and go off into
his own situation

(2/1) -Still good at details; still goes off in his own direction

(5/5) Still reacts to the material personally as he reads it

Several observers speculated that Jim's fendency to personalize may have
been due to the desira to have someone prompting him or paying attention
to him.

Summaéx: Jim is attempting to use taught decoding skills. He is not
.evaluating meaning as hemreads, perhaps because new words are usually
introduced prier to reading qnd stress is usually on decoding these words,
not on predicting or judging meaning from context. His tendency to
personalize meaning could initia]]y—faci1itate comprehénsion, but this

personalization is for Jim both an initial and a final step.
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All the ABRi discussed here differed in skills and needs to some extent.

A11 read somewhat differently in class, depending on the amount of prior
reading: the more prior reading, the more use of semantic/syntactic cues.
A1l had troubEe with'graphically similar abstract words (e.g., when,
there, this), but had less trouble with these words when they were not in
proximity to each other and when meaning was stressed. (A1l ‘ABRs
personalized meaning. While this persona?izapion is an immediate problem
for Jim, it may'become more of a problem thah it now is for Mavis and Bea
as they try to improve basic word recognition skills by using context.)
Other ABRs at ihitia]\stages of instruction also differ. Ted skips small
words frequently, perhaps to focus on decoding longer words. June often
renders meanipg]ess strings of words but corrects when reminded ‘that this
is meaningless. ABRs at initial stages stress graphic cues, use initial
letters, make some use of syntax, and make very little use of semantic
cues. Most do not integrate skills (i.e., us; both graphic and meaning
cues). Like Jim, they show facility with graphic cues in 1ist§, thén use
only initial letters and syntax in rendering text. |

?o factor noted her2 as either fac11%tating or inhibiting progress
can bé re]ate& to lack of ability. Mavis has a problem segmentiné parts

of words; but Maxine, who is less verbal and s reading at'a lower level,

can do this. This differénce seems to result from instruction. Maxine's

teacher systematically models segmentina and blending for Maxine and requests

»
that she model this for the teacher. Bea, who can segment and blend, does

so rarely--perhaps because, while her instructor takes her through this

step by step, Bea is not asked independently to demonstrate this skill. ATl

-
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ABRs demonstrate the ability to usk syntactic and semantic cues in class

when reading is preceded by discussion of concepts in text.

Profiles of ABRs: Intermediate Stage

Below ¢ e the profiles of the two ABRs who can render and comprehend
Step Two anq Three Tists and passages accuraté]y, or who may be cons%demad
to be at the intermediate stage of learning to }ead. In word recogni tion
stratégies and abilities, they differ from ABRs in the initial stage.

Brad

Brad is i@ his twenties. He is boistetous, outgoing, and very
interested in learning to read. He reports that he did not speak at all
until a few years ago; it is hard for him to stop talking now. His language
and reasoning can appear very sophisticated initja11y,‘but he becomes
anxious when a comment reqﬁires a departure from His practiced d{alogue
(or tirade, as some peers consider it). When a departure is.required,
the reasoning breaks down. He does, however, use 1engthy,and’idiomatic

language in retel:ing text.

BRAD'S PROFILE

LIST PARAGRAPH
4 WORDS ’ . YN/
DATE  CORRECT B M E S/C B M E S/C SEM
May 41 90/97 68 20 14/5 60/63 41 23  0/0 43/22
Jan. 40 79/100 90 26 16/6 69/73 51 21 2/5 50/45

,,
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" Brad, whi}e he rarely uses nonstandard English in speecp, tends. to
use i%lin reading. Specifically, he does not p]ura]s.(e.g., reads "heayd
some foctstep" or "the bird were"). This may be because many of his peers '
speak nonstandard English, and this pattern is the oral rendering he is

exposed to. -,

Brad tends to repeat frequently and in phrases as he makes correc- ks
tions so that hig rendering will be syntactically correct. VYet, he
tolerates major breakdown in ﬁéaning, réndering "a flood ruined it" as
"a floor runniﬁg,“ or "if I feel a little sickness" as "if I feed.a little .
sick." On the T1ist he makes frequentgsuccessive attempts, showing an
ability‘to manipulate vowel sounds (space: /sp/, /sp/, /sp/, sbﬁt, spar,
spa, sﬁaw; checkbook: /c¢h/, chak, /ch(, checkbook). He also ca? use
word parts (syllables), as shown in the fq]]owing successive attempts
(disobey: , dis-o-body, disbody, disbody, d.i. would be disbey-disobey). He
spells out words incorrectly, but this seems to help him recognize patterns
(misprint: m.i.n. would be mis, misprint). ' .

While Bréd can decode a word in Tists when reading text, he tends
to use word patterns (comfort: formation; arithmetic: attention; went:
want; quietly: quickly). This does not interfere with his general compre-
hension. Brad's instruction from January to May focused on cohprehension,
vocabu]ar}, and decoding rules. He himse]f~focused on learning to spell
words. i

In May, when reading words in isolation, he continued to make succes-
sive attempts (14); a third of these attempts resulted in tﬁé correct

rendering of words. Correction was usually possible when a compound word

. 4
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was involved. He was, however, able to read a higher-level paragraph
(Step Three) as well as he had previously read an easier paragraph. The
difference was that on this higher-level paragraph, his miscues reflected

little use of semantic or syntactic cues. However,\he was apparently

gaining meaning; for in the last three 1ines'of the Ragsage, he made only
-~ E%

N

one miscue.
On the word list, he had less trouble with blends but had more trouble
with multisyllable words and common suffixes, rendering upsetting: upset

upsetsion, upsetsion; independency: in ten, pen, indepension, in pension.

-~

Factors Influencing Success/Failure: 4Zis class discussions focused

on general concepts discussed in stories, gnd Brad does well on this.

In a general way, he can retell a storyy. During the May test, his lack
of self-correction in text and appargnt lack of use of semantic and syn-

4
tactic cues, which was shown on pagsages as easy as Steps One and Two,
[,

"
interfered with abi]it§ to recall specif}cl3éf;i]s. Brad's word list a:d
text miscues are often on simple words‘(1emon/]umber; 1id/1imb; kid/k:.ck;
hip/1ip). He is still, despite other sLi]]s, using generaﬁ word patterns.
He.does not monitor meaning when readiné text or words in é jist. Thus,
nonwords occasionally appear {(livestock: Tlivesutter, livestory). Perhaps
this reflects B;ad's own confidencénin his.ability to call words or his
abi]ity to ;econstruct genera]‘meanin@. His decoging skills have not
improved since January;.not even his wond recognition skills. He continu-
ally reads difficult (equivalent to Steps Four®and Five) material in class,
focuses on word form with his spelling, and setf]es for ggnera] meaning.

L3

Right now Brad's self-instructional strategies include spel1ling out words

A s

¢ gl

» \ ~ V4

- 4
e S —

b .["-

Py




he wants to learn. This .has not been productive. His misuse of semantic
cues differs from peers at the sqﬁe stage; vocabulary words are not usually
involved in Brad's miscues, i.e., he will miss simple, familiar words.

June is a tall, thin woman. She is very talkative, and one staff
member stated that she had been referred by a treatment center and was
considered mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed. When asked to
tell a story, she had to be prompted. For example, her story about an
accident:

"My hair caught on fire." (How did your hair catch fire? Can
you tell me more?) "I was smoking a cigarette and my 1%ghter
went up. I had the lighter close to my ear and it caught and
carried to my hair and my whole head was in flames." (Can you

tell me anything mare?) "And they told me I Tooked like a

Christmas tree all Tit up." R
o

Her profile is interesting because, while meahing can be tied very
closely with word recognition ability, in June's case it is not. She'
can render most words accurately, but does 29;,66$ear to understand the
meaning of these words. In class, she retells few parts.of a story, and
only the parts she can relate to herself. When questioned on other parts
of the story, she may give an unrelated answer. She tends to use reading
as a springboard for self-reflection. She said in an interview, “When I
read, I Tike to think," and apparently what she is thinking about is

kerself and her problem.

4 ¢
4




DATE
May
Mar.

Jan.

and answered questions accurately after a fluent rendering.
errors she did make were not semantically correct, but this did not interfere

with her general comprehension.

LIST

# WORDS
CORRECT B M

86 73/93 60
77 70/92 35
50 85/85 56

v
-

JUNE'S PROFILE

- PARAGRAPH
ES/C
49 0/0
56 0/1
61 0/3

E S/C B M
46 .7/3 61/61 61
64 9/4 57/75 14
56 0/l 61 61

SYN/
SEM

30/2.2
57/0
50/29

'
In January, given a simple Step Two story, June retold it completely

The few

By March, June did much better, perhaps

\
because she tried harder, making more successive attempts, again generally

getting the heginning letter and occationally manipulating the vowe!,

rendering beggar:

as with most ABRs, no-evidence that

for vowels, simply that she can try

~

big.ger, beggar; rhubarb:

/ra/, /ra/, reehab.

different patterns.

There is,

she knows the sound/symbol association

In March, she

tried a Step Four paragraph and read this fairly fluently, using two non-

words (calmness/climbness; attachment/apness).

Most other miscues were

on small words (it/he). This same pattern continued in May; and although

the profile suggests she was using syntax less, these were miscues on small

words (in/of).

cues in taxt and in the list.

-

There was little difference in May in June's use of graphic

As the Tow use of semantic/syntactic cues

suggests, she is not using meaning. June consistently demonstrated her

ability to call words effectively in class.

-
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Factors Influencing Success/Failure: It would seem that June does

better when she makes successive attempts and attends to meaning. One
factor detracting from more extensive use of context cues may be lack of
vocabulary. Her miscues indicate problems with common suffixes (;mggg,
-y, =er), yet she gets many words with these suffixes correct. Her gain
in ability to call words seems to relate to her extensive practice in
reading (which is usually preceded with instruction in word recognition,
not in vocabulary).

She operates differently in class and testing situations. She tends
to coTprehend more in the test situation, but she is an effective word
ca]]é; in both situations. Coﬁprehension ang rules for decoding have been
stressed in class, but June does not appear to use the latter. Her suc-
cessive attempts are not related to use of rules but rather to use of
familiar patterns, e.g., her miscues (explosion: explorsion, extorsion;
preventable: preventing table, providing table).

Other ABRs at the intermediafe stage of learning to read seem to have
developed skill in using syllables in decoding. This facility varies.
Some, like Brad, tend to continue to make a range of errors on single- and
multisyllable words. Some, like June, have more trouble with multisyliable
vords. Problems related to vocabulary vary; Brad and June are as likely
to misread in text a simple (lady/locket) word as a difficult word.
Perhaps, to some extent, they feel as does Roger, who feels that reading
is saying words. Roger, another ABR at the intermediate stage, seeks
neither to personalize nur to generalize material. He pointed out that he

S,
"could say the words, and could read." Some ABRs, such as Carl, rarely

~
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make errors on simple words. Carl tries to ffad for meaning, repeating
phrases silently to himself before reading aloud, and monitoring by self-
éorrecting megning. However, to most ABRs at this stage, meaning is made
secondary to rendering graphically similar words. Since decoding is
stressed in initial stages, it would not be unusual for ABRs at the inter-
mediate stage who have some skill in decoding to feel that this is their
task. At the same time, they feel that because they have mastered this
task, they have mastereddreading. Many ABRs stop at this point, dropping
out of the program. Brad is thinking of doing this, stating ‘hat he has

nearly learned-what he needs.

Profiles of ABRs: Final Stage

ABRs in the final stage of learning to read seem to differ from ABRs R
at the intermediate stage in one major way: they are aware that they do or
do not understand the text.

Erances

Frances is an articulate woman with a son in college. She attended
somewhat irregularly until placed with a group working on more difficult
material; now she attends regularly. When asked, she can develop a well-
structured'story, which she ends with a reflection on the theme of the

story.
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FRANCES' PROFILE

LIST PARAGRAPH
. # WORDS SYN/
DATE CORRECT B M E LET ADJ B M E LET ADJ SEM
May 83 80 24 30 3.5 2.7 90/90 16 50 2.0 3.0 50/23
Mar . 72 80 40 40 4.1 3.0 90/90 50 40 5.9 4.0 £5/17

In March, she read 72 of the 100 words correctly on the QUIP; in May,
83. Her miscues in March included nonsense words (chuckle/chucklee;
calmness/shameness). Her successive atfempts indicated her use of word
parts (revenge: re-ven, reven; lecture: Tlec, /ie/, lashun). She tended
to make the same miscues in the 1ist as in the passage, suggesting that
she was not making greater use of meaning. Her comp;eheﬁgion and retelling

ability was generally excellent, and she made use of transition words

(instead of, so, but, because).

Class instruction for Frances was initially not geared to her needs,
since it was on word familjes, initial consonants, and vocabulary words
already familiar to her. When she was moved to a higher group, instruction
was on vocabulary and on rules for decoding and reading for comprehension.
In Ma}, her successive attempts included more attempts at second and third
syllables (furnace: ferm, furnance; satisfactory: satisfication). Her
comprehension and rendering of Step Three passages were excellent; at
Steps Four and Five, while she made few miscues, her comprehension was
low and reflected her reading a great deal of personal meaning into the

passage.

Factors Inf]uenéfngﬁSuccess/Fai]ure: Frances seems to have made
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progress since she was exposed to more difficult material and_a model of
decoding multisyllable words. She has difficu]ty{restating or compre-
hending more difficult passages, iﬁ some cases because she personalizes
material. Her need for vocabu]ar§’is not as evident as her need to see
things from another point of view.
Al
Al is about 40 and neat in appearance. He is serious, poised, and

hard-working in class. He adds depth\to most discussions hut does not

monopolize conversaticns. He Has an interesting habit of prefacing

statements by saying, "I'm just speculating now . . . ." His speculations
C 4

generally demonstrate his insight into people. His language and vocabulary

differ from that used by his peers. He tends to use complex sentences and

multisyllable words.
Al read 64 words correctly on the QUIP list in January, reading the

Step Four paragraph fairly smoothly. He was able to answer questions

concerning the paragraph. In May, he made fewer successive attempts, but

read more words accurately, aiso reading paragraphs whether Step Three,

Four, or Five with about 12 Sgrcent miscues. In May, Al tended consistently

to get the first syilables correct; he had trouble with second syllables

(whistle: whiskey, whisper). Although figures indicate use of syntax

apparently decreased (71 to 66) and use of semantic cues decreased (37 to

33), these declines were due to errors on small words (for/more; silly/

still), and meaning was not lost. Al actually appeared to be making ever-

greater use of meaning cues. The fact that Al got many more words correct

in the passage than in the 1list (more so in May than in January) also

3
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suggests that he made ever-greater use of context.

AL'S PROFILE

LIST PARAGRAPH
# WORDS SYN/
DATE CORRECT B M E §S/C B M E LET S/C SEM
May 72 98/100 72 30 5/0 40 20 13 1.6 2/5 66/33
Jan. 64 87/92 42 22 8/0 70 40 46 3.1 0.2 71/37

Factors Influencing Success/Failure: Al was moved up to another class

because his language, comprehension, and word attack skills were above his
originally assigned group. His teacher was concerned about his repetitions
and hesitations during oral reading, but this may have resulted from oral
reading at sight and Al's need to be accurate. His use of syntactic/
semantic cues,is not accurately reflected in the percentages in his profile
becaus; of uncorrected errors on small words which disrupted syntax of
text but did not disrupt the meaning for Al. Al is receiving instruction
in vocabulary and comprehension and is apparently profiting from this help.
He ;till needs instruction in déa]ing with common syllables, prefixes, and
suffixes.

A1 seems to be making progrgss because of his increasing tendency to
self-correct and monitor meaning ;s he reads. He can use syntactic and
semantic cues effectively. He tends to m{ss medial and final sy]iab]es,
and especially has @ probler with suffixes. This may result from language

(he does not use adverbs extensively) and the lack of instruction/exposure.

Al and Frances, and other ABRs in the final stage of learning to read,

S/
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may be more alixke than peers in other stages. Yet differences exist, and
.these are important. For example, some ABRs using greater syntactic/
semantic cues can, with an apparently lcwer word-recognition level, read
texts more accurately and with more understanding than students with

3
higher word-recognition levels. A focus meaning, whether vocabulary or

general comprehension, is needed. In retelling stories, both Al and Frances

tried to substitute synonyms for words misread in text, showing that they
can gain meaning. Al, in class, frequently used words that the teacher
used in disgussion, carefully enunciating these: "As you said, the man
ielt des.pair." This may suggest that learning for both is inhibited by ‘
“not having varied language models or varied reading experience.
ABRs at the final stage of the beginning fearning-to-read process had
more in common in terms of need for vocabulary development, exposure to

a wider range of concepts, and focus on suffixes.

Summary of Factors Influencing Success/Failure

A11 ABRs, except one, if judged either by increased accuracy in list
or paragraph word recognition or comprehension, made some progress. Most

progress was accompanied by some changes in reading behavior. However, as

. expected, no increase or change in any one behavior/skill was concomitant

to all progress. It appears that as long as adults are changinyg or adding
to their strategies, some improvement occurs. Also, it should be noted
that the progress made, in terms of the QUIiP used, was generally limited
to one step. Only June moved more than one step, and this was only as

measured by the word-recognition check.

1=
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To sorfie ekfent, limited progress was expected because progress was
measured over the second semester (December to June) of the students'
school year. Progress that ABRs usually experience in starting a reading
program often results from the reviving of past learning. Thus, ABRs'
learning, just like school children's learning, tends to appear to be
greater during the first semester. (lass reading strategies used during
the first and second semesters varied greatly, depending upon instruction
and prior introduction of text; therefore, class miscues were not used to
establish reading strategies or progress.

There were some similarities in the reading behavior of all ABRs,
whether they were gt the initial, the middle, or the final stage of learning
to read. Few miscues occurred at the beginnings of sentences. Miscues
were scattered throughout the beginning, middle, and end of passages for .
all. This points up the fact that initial words in passages were frequently
familiar (he, I, yes, the) and that ABRs tended to lose, not gain, meaning
as they read.

One strategy either developed along or by imitatiny peers--correcting
in phrases--seemed to facilitate progress, largely because it reflected and
perhaps encouraged attending to meaning.

Most ABRs also, at least occasionally, used the spelling out o% a
word to orient their word-recognition attempts. Most students did use
repetition of words or phrases, but not frequentiy. ABRs tended, in the
words of one staff member, to "plow on through," calling words. Thus, in
paragraphs during testing, very few omissions occurred. ABRs at all ability

levels tended to come up with substitutions when they expected no help.
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In class, where help was to be expected, there were more pauses as ABRs

waited for the word to be pronounced.

omissions when the focus was on word calling.

In class, also, there were more

For all ABRs, successive

attempts in a passage only occasionally resulted in a search for a syntac-

tically correct alternative.

That is, a syntactically correct alternative

was given either initia]iy or on the correction as the student searched

for graphic or phonemic cues.

Successive attempts rarely, if ever, resulted

in a search for a semantically correct alternative. ABRs did not read for

meaning.

in the phrases below:

TEXT
his plant where he put
had not‘done this
I Tike you would drown
At the party they made
help him play bhall
I hate to let you down
pick up the bat
under some dust
At the party they made
they also had
He used a stick

It had been a good day

In some cases the

a fire

a fire

The tendency to ignore general semantic/syntactic cues is indicated

RESPONSE
his paint with the put
had no home this
like you were down
At the party the making
help his player ball
I have to lay you down
set up in bed
number so but
It was plain with fun
they someone had to
He under a stick

It has better a good time

reconstructed text shows remarkable language facility
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as the ABR, usiﬁg initial consonants of words in the text, manages to

create a graphically similar, syntactically correct phrase:

TEXT RESPONSE

they made a fire they met at five
I am rich and own I am réaching over
My father died when * My father \ }‘waht
. just thankful for . just think more

The same individuals can render either an uncorrected meaningless

string or a meaningful, graphicaily similar phrase.

TEXT RESPONSE
this is what happened ) then I what hoping
I knew I might be . I know I must be
you will not tempt fate ycu would not teep fat

Phr..ses cannot indicate a greatzr problem; that is, miscues show no
attendance to total story meaning. The ABR uses either graphic or syntactic
constraints. .

An examination of individual ABRs' progress and concomitant changes
in reading behavior does suggest some facilitating behaviors. Some of the
changes in reading behavior that occurred with greater achievement included
strategies apparently used to match the known with the unknown. For example,
ABRs making progress wog]d:

1. Identify what they knew (did: that's /id/, like in hid).

2. Make successive attempts. These may actually be successive attempts

10
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at picking out the: known (winters /w/, /wi/, t.e.r., =
N winter). e

, 3. Manipulate the. vowel>(hide: "/ho/, here, /hi/, hide).
4. Segment the word into syllables or known parfs.

5. Monitor meaning, not settle for a meaningless word in
isolation (1ip: 1lipe, 1ip)

6. Focus more on mean‘ng than on graphic features (He had a
big hand: hike, face).. ‘ .

7. Monitor so that the word would meke sense in context (It -
was hot since it was summer: it was seemed, it was, sum,
summer; . :

8. Correct in phrases, avoiding word focus.

12

Two factors emerge from an examination of facilitating factors: 1) a
focus on meaning and 2) repeated attempts.
. - a I
It is g;ear that some ABRs see the main task of learning to read as
decoding or saying words.
(Bi11 had some interesting comments--after class reading was

asked what story was about and answered, "I don't know, I was
trying so hard to read.") (10/4)

b'ﬁ
Such comments were noted repeatedly. The reason why some ABRs focus on

\decoding is obvious: this is what they are taught: this is how new words
are introduced. VYet at times ABRs do press for meaning. At one point, Jim
said, "How can you sound it out if it doesn't make sense?"

The reasons why adults use these facilitating stratggies may vary:
some are the result of teacher or peer modeled behavior; some strategies
simply result from the ABRs' own \iews of reading. In some cases, they are

using taught skills. Yet students' tendency to manipulate the vowel seems
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to be a'seltf%aught strategy. Few ABsé\rea11y know vowel sound/symbol
associations. This idka of trying many U £i1 one rings right seems to be
a vqu helpful stratégy. If there is a.sequence or evo]v1ng set of strate-

gies for ABRs as they gain 1n read1ng sk111s,\1t appears to be %rrat1c

' ABRs tend to retain strategies used in initial’ stages of learning to read

(e.qg., spe111ng) and used these even when tth Were ach1ev1ng at”a higher
' & \

Y

level and apparently had more effective strateg1es, Yet some strategies,
) \

to some extent, cam be associated withincreasingly higher levels or .
achievamz.t. No ABR, not even those who read QUIP Step Five words and o
passages f]dent]y, used one strategy. Certain reading\strategies ténded

to signal success. Ffor example, when an ABR in beginnin \stages of learning ’
to read switched from using general word patterns (bat/butx butter/better)
to using an initial letter, this was concomitant with greatér achjevement

dn the QUIP.. The reasan for the switch is hard to identify. \Perhaps the
ABR has a store of enough words to rea]1ze more 1nformat1on is peedéd to
identify a word than tle general pattern. Because these pattern words

are highly similar {catch/batch), it is strange that moving to more dis-
similar words (catch/cou]d) would be considered progress It is, nowever,

a strategy associated with higher- ach1ev1ng ABRs and associated with progress~}.
of individual ABRs. Just as general perceptual behavior with pictures, for
example, improves as more details are noted, so reading tended to imprqye

A

as ABRs observed smaller (not larger) visual components. \
Another step associdted with progress was a denemphasis on the use df\

major consonants as word boundaries. When cues 1ike care/car or bold/bad \\

disappeared in favor of cues like care/crate or bold/body, progress fo]]owed>\

1;,{5
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Apparently this behavior signals that the ABR is no longer using only first
and last letters of words to cue identificatiog. At this point, some ABRs
start to use vowels (stick: sti, sti), but,not effectively. When ABRS'
start to'pick up on vowel patterrs (bloom/balloon; should/blouse), progress
again is indicated. This tends to appear at the same time the ability to
manipulate voﬁgls occurs. That is, the ABR wil1.;xperiment with different
vowgf sounds , rendering boat: bat, bot, bowl. This is followed by ‘some
systematic use of word parts (fingernail: finarcher, finakument) and
ability to separate parts of words (fat.ten). Unfqrtunate]y, this is often
accompanied by an inability to retain for use prestated parts'(unéxglained:
unplain, exo]ain).. When ABR§ deal with all syllables (explosidn: explor-

*sion, extortion) and overcome problems with suffixes (socia]iét/socia]]y-
1ist) oid problems, as with blends, may reappear. However, for ABRs with '
a strong vocabulary, 'this does not occur. It wouid seem that as ABRs
manigu]ate or make successive attempts at a multisyllable word, word
recognition is succegsfu1]y cued by meaning recognition. These stages of
word feepgnition sprategies seem (with enough exceptions to make us cau-
tious) to evolve as ABRs improve.

The stages .discussed above are outlined in Table II (p. 100) to
clarify strateg}es which facilitated ABRs' progress. Not listed is the
integration of cues because for ABRs studied here it often appears that
what is inhibiting further progress is the successful integration of
meaning and graphic/phonemic cues. An examination of the profiles in

&
Table I suggests that often one cue system is simply subjugated to another.

However, it is clear that ABRs in the final stages of learning to read are,

- -
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10.
11.
12.

READING STRATEGY

initial sound/symbol
association

. ‘word pattern

prominent consonants
seament sqynds
maintain blend
manipulate vowel
vowel pattern

initial syllable

. " multisyllable

manipulate syllables
suffixes

use of context

100

TABLE 2
READING STRATEGIES OF ABRS

RENDERED STIMULUS WORD
/c/-lcl-l¢cl . crane

cane

car

/cra/, /ane/, /cra/, crane

c.r.a., cra., crash  .°

crisk, /cru/, crash

grower flower

cus, cds, cuser, custard customer

cus.tem/cuser

custima-customer JRVIN

democracy/is democratic g

a democratic society a democratic socie
society

interestingly enough, not as bound to using adjacent letters in text as cues

as they are in lists.

This again may reflect uses attending to medial vowels;

or the switch in strateqy may suggest that ABRs are ready to, or are starting

to, become more flexible in use of graphic cues; and while the summary data

in Table I (p. 63) do not indicate it, they may be using meaning cues more.

Thus, when ABRs begin to manipulate syllables, meaning cues play a lesser

role. Moreover, at all levels of achéevement, the ABR apparently retains

*
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heavy use of graphic cues.

This hierarchy in Table II is suggested to facilitate a description
ofythe pattern of-reading behaviors of ABRs. Some organization'of descrip-
tions of ABRs' reading behavior is needed to guide identification of
factors potentially inhibiting or facilitating a structure beyond. This
organization ;és not provided by the miscue profile used. Factors signaling
growth in reading ability for ABRs seem to be functions of factors not
included in a miscue profile, i.e., successive attempts, integrating
skills, manipulating vowel sounds.

A true hierarchy would assume similarity between the reading b;haviors
of ABRs as they progressed.through the Tearning-to-read process. There were

only some general similarities. There are -three other major reasons why the

terms pattern and hierarchy are used with caution. The first and foremost

reason is that students involved in this study constituted & limited and
nonrandom sample. There were great differences in years of prior schooling,
motivatioﬁ, prior ABE instruction, educational goals, and abilities among
ABRs (see Chapter V). The second reason for caution is that initial use of
theoretical constructs was avoided and final use is tentative. One cannot
verify the existence of a pattern by gathering supporting details from an
empirica]]y'based analysis or reading behavior. The é%i;d reason for
avoiding the verification of patterns is that research indicates that this
may not be.possib]e. Reading behavior is highly variable within age and
ability groups. Attempts have been made to explore developmental changes in
the reading behavior of the CBR, and some developmental changes seem to
exist. For example, for CBRs it seems that the use of repetitions, non-
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responses and refusals decreased from grade 2 to grade 12, and that mis-
pronunciations increased. Biemiller (1970) found a similar nonresponse
pattern when ne studied two classes of first-grade CBRs over an eight-month
period. He sugg:sted that there were three phases of development: 1)
predominant use of context, 2) predominant use of nonresponses and graphic
constraints, and 3) a concurrent use of graphic and contextual <ues.
Monroe (1932) found behavior highly variable when analyzing the reading
behavior of underachieving readers at all age levels. This may be because
Monroe analyzed miscues in broad categories, i.e., number of omissions,
substitutions, repetitions. However, Weber (1970), going beyond a graphic/
phonemic analysis of miscues, still found 1ittle difference between good
and poor CBRs' use of context. She did note that good readers tended to
correct only when a miscue distorted contektli

K. Goodman and Burke (1973), in a study of readers from low grade 2 to
inigh grade 10, also found that "less proficient readers" used the same
reading behaviors as highly proficient readers. They suggested that less
proficient readers tried to use more cues than needed, used these cues less
well, and lost more meaning. No hierarchy was found. They concluded in
reli.tion to reading behaviors (use of cues): "There does not appear, on
the. basis of our research, to be anything like a straight-line relationship
on any measurable dimensions zof ﬁiscues) as readers gain proficieﬁcy.“

Yet miscue-analysis inventories on a limited population have provided

productive insights into reading behavior, if one goes beyond examining and

reporting percentage of each type of cue. This is suggested by an early

study by ¥. Goodman (1971), who analyzed the miscues of four children during

,1"/\
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their second and third years of instruction. Goodman suggested that there
were develo .ental trends for many of the strategies, especially for the
slow reader.

However, if for the most part researchers evaluating the learning-
to-read behavior of CBRs are reluctant to suggest a pattern, given the
diversity of ABRs, caution must be used in suggesting that a pattern can be
validated. Yet there is evidence, if there is not a pattern of success for
ABRs; thare may be certain common aspects of success and certain common
aspects of failure.

The diverse backgrounds of the ABRs were expected to, and did, reveal
themselves in the diversity of miscues. (BRs seemed to have less diverse
responses. For example, Bennett (1978) analyzed the miscues of underachieving
CBRs. When reading word lists and sentences, her students were reported to
have made miscues on 237 different words. However, Bennett found that 155 of
these words elicited the same response. Children tended to render similar
misreadings. Bennett was amazed at the uniformity with which "a stimulus
word called forth the same erroneous response on the part of many pupils.”
She suggested that this was because of children's common exposure to words
in basals.

ABRs showed no similar tendency to make such uniform misreadings. This
may have been due to the lack of common reading, instructional background,
or the established individual learning set or response pattern of each adult.
Weber (1970) had found that the source of most errors for CBRs was other words
learned. Adults have potentially a more diverse store of known words,

because of their greater diversity of schooling ard experience. Thus, while
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the majority of Bennett's readers would render s -s yg§,<£he ABRs

showed diversity in rendering saw as was, all, say, said, or sent. Over

75 percent of words misread by more than three ABRs here resulted in diverse
renderings. There was not even a strong pattern of misreading the same
words among ABRs; that is, diversity existed in both which words ABRs
misread and how they were misread.

. These arguments for caution in considering a hierarchy of cues are also
arguments for extending the analysis beyond consideration of the type of cue
used. It appears that many misreadings are conditioned and do not reflect
an active use of any available cues.

Thus, the hierarchy may have heuristic value, but in no way can it
obviate the fact of ABRs' having distinctive individual patterns of
reading behavior. |

Essentially, this chart of evolving use of cues helps to suggest a
basis for understanding how the ABR is learning to read. The ABRs' apparent
heavy use of graphic cues and the facilitating effect of their successive
attempts fits an existing model of the learning-to-read process: Cunningham's
theory of mediated word identification. Considering ABRs' reading behavior
within this model helps in undersggnding what the ABR was having trouble
doing (segmenting phonemes and manipulating word segments, finding semantic
matches) and what the ABRs were succeeding in doing (segmenting syllables,
manipulating syllables). Cunningham (1975-76) synthesized the reading
models of Venezky-Calfee, Gibson, and Smith. She pointed out that each of
these theories suggested that when readers met an unknown word, they would:

1) compare/contrast it with known words; 2) if the whole word was not
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recpgnized, break the unknown word into manageable units; 3) compare/contrast
these units; 4) recombine the units to match existing acoug}ica] or semantic
categories; 5) transfer this information to text; and finally 6) generate
their own compare/contrast rules when meeting a new word aext time, since
there would be a broader base of information. The reading behavior of

ABRs, their own comments, and successive attempts suggest that this is an
appropriate theoretical framework for considering their learning-to-read
behavior.

There are two important differences between the Cunningham model and
the observed behavior of ABRs: 1) the ABRs' compare/contrast strategies
emphasized the use of graphic cues, and 2) ABRs recombined units not so
much to fit semantic categories but to fit graphically acceptable, and
sometimes syntactically acceptable, categories.

Because readers are moving more successfully through the steps in the
compare/contrast model, a hierarchy of potentially better miscues is
hypothesized in Table II. These better miscues tend to be associated with
greater progress as observed in this study, and are thus also a potential
aid to use in seeking guidelines for instruction; that is, perhaps teachers
should explore teaching these facilitating behaviors. Again, most of the
students involved in this study had been involved at some point in decoding *
programs. Also, many students had been exposed to some form of instruction,
using the development of their own stories and a form of round robiﬁ reading

with some prior vocabulary instruction. This would influence use of miscues.




Inhibiting Behavior

An analysis of ABRs' reading behavior-in relation to the Cunningham
model resulted in identifying specific behaviors/ye1ated to- ABRs' ability to
segn.ent and manipulate word parts and use matchiﬁg categories to facilitate
word recognition. Five problem areas in this compare/contrast process
were identified. These are discussed below; as each problem or inhibiting
factor is considered, implications fcr instruction are explored. The five
problem areas can also be identified in terms of typical miscues. These
miscues are used to exemplify problems the ABR is having in moving on to
better miscues, or specifically problems the ABR is having in comparing/
contrasting known and unknown units. For example,

a. ABRs would note that one word "looked 1ike" the stimulus word,
but could not use this knowledge to identify the new word.
(trade: /gra/ . . . if it was a g it would be grade--I don't
know

b. An adult would make a successive, more accurate attempt at a word,
but be seemingly inflexible in switching to the better approxima-
tion (ship: part, park, s.t.i.p., partg.

c. The adult would not persist nor switch strategies to persist
(engineer: eng, eng).

d. Adults would stop at a meaningless word (chickle: choke, chuckley).

e. Adu;ts fail to monitor context (Tim is five, he is a nice boy:
man). .

Each inhibiting factor can be related to a facilitating factor. Thus,
behaviors a.-c. seem to concern lack of persistence, and behaviors d. and e.
indicate lack of attention to meaning. This, in fact, may be the case;’

but an examination of why ABRs use these inhibiting behaviors reveals

17y
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specific problems in learning to read, and thus specific guidelines for
instruction. Thus, for each inhibiting factor listed, an analysis of the
reason for the behavior and potential instructional strategies are
suggested.

Inaﬁi]ity to use known words: Most teachers and tutors stressed a

sound/symbol approach. While the reading profiles discussed here stressed
use of graphic cues, this was because graphic matching seemed to be what
students were actually doing, not what it might have been most helpful to
do. Consider the ABR who knows a word similar to the stimulus word (i.e.,
knows grade but not trade), "knows" /tr/, but cannot use this information.
Perhaps he or she cannot segment the word grade to blend the appropriate
segments info the new word. There are several reasons for believing that
this is the problem.

Despite instruction in word families, it is obvious that many ABRs do
not hear or discriminate vowel sounds or phonograms even when they are
taught. Nor does explaining rules help. This is indicated by excerpts
from lessons on word families.

The sound ace was given. Jim was given a number of sounds to
put with ace. Here are the words Jim made:

face

lace

pace

sace (he said this was not a word when I asked)

brace

place

space
The next sound Jim was given was ame. We talked about the sound

of the a and the e. We talked about the silence of the e and
the sound of the a. The words Jim made:

li\J
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fame
lame
same
tame
shame

When Jim tried to read the word shame, he read the word scram.
I showed him the word scram on the paper. I pointed out the
difference in the two words. When Jim read the word a second
time, he read the word sham.

This suggests that students see, but do not hear--i.e., they do not
auditorily separate or segment phonemes. Lessons frequently have the teacher
modeling segmenting. However, students exposed to this can, but do not,
segment. It is often not clear to the students that they can do this.

Thus, the modeled skill, while helpful in learning, is not apparently
helpful in encouraging use of that skill. Often, too, the teachers are
working so hard that they are doing the work that the student needs to do
and should be doing. For example, consider these field notes on Mrs. P.,

who is giving dictation:

Mrs. P, "Bea, sweep the house."
Bea writes: Bea sea
Mrs. P: sweep (sounds out /w/ and sounds out /ee/)
Bea writes: sw
swee
sweep
Mrs. P said each word, waited for Bea to write it, and then went
to the next word.
Mrs. P said, "Rick needs."
Bea wrote: need
Mrs. P said, "needs."
Bea wrote: needs ~

The teacher is segmenting the word; the student is not.

The above lessons and miscues generated suggest that the student who

b
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can, for example, read bike and not like may well: 1) be unable to
identify the /-ike/ pattern, i.e., be using (bk) as clue to bike; 2)

be unable to segment/hear the /ike/ phonogram; 3) be able to segment
/ike/, but unable to blend /1/ and /ike/; 4) tend to pronounce bike and
like differently, so that when /o/ and /ike from like are blended, the
result does not sound Tike a meaningful word; and 5) be reluctant to
manipulate the sounds until a correct word is achieved. This suggests

that four steps of teaching are needed when teaching a phonenme or a

' <

phonogram:
1. The student spells out the letters of the phoneme/phonogram.

2. The student (not the teacher) segments the word so that the
phoneme/phonogram is isolated.

3. The student blends the phoneme/phonogram with other visually
and auditorially presented symbols/sounds.

4. The student restates the newly blended word until it sounds
right and uses it in a sentence.

Lack of flexibility: Consider the ABR who renders ship: park,

park, s.t.i.p., part. The misspelling in the sample miscue above is not

a concern here. ABRs often orally misspell a word, but apparently are
cueing themselves correctly (listen: 1.i.n., lis; bet: b.o./bet). What
the ABR is saying and what she or he is thinking are not always the same
thing. The point that is gleaned from adults' spelling is that they always
render a consonant for a consonant, a vowel for a vowel; and since they
seem not to know vowel sound/symbol associations, any vowel will do. The
problem is not in the misspelling. The problem is the lack of flexibility
in switching responses in relatvion to the stimulus word. Also, the probiem

1
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is that the ABR is using as a cue prominent letters; for-example, in

rendering ship: park, park, s.t.i.p., bart; here the prominent letter is
p, noted for park, then p t given in part. The graphic cues in the word
are used. The association for p is used and fhe.ABR is having trouble
changing this association. Flexibility may be achieved by using different
strategies, i.e., systematically decoding each word segment as it is un-
covered, or it may be achieved by involving the ABR in exercises requiring
flexibility: generating multiple associations for a word or reorganizing
graphic cues (as in the popular game, “How many words can you make from
Thanksgiving?"). To promote flexibility in relation to the stimulus

word, some type of checking back to the original stimulus to generate new
alternatives would be needed. A variation of games of concentration where
appropriate as§ociation, not similar stimulus, is used as matched pairs
might be possible. Consider word games where the initial and final words
are given, but letter changes are requireq. For example, the adult must
start with meat and end with same, but change one letter (and generate a
real word) in each step toward this goal (e.g., meat, seat, seam, tame,
same). The idea is to have the adults respond with some flexibility to
the same graphic stimulus at the same time as they are reorganizing that

stimulus and dealing with this reorganization. This would be less of a

X{

problem in text if the ABR were reading for meaning. If the problem has
been correctly identified (as lack of flexibility in changing associations
in response to the stimulus), training in flexibility may be the appropriate
solution.

S

Lack of persistence: In the miscue where the students render engineer:
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/eng/ /eng/ but do not persist, there may be not only lack of persistence «
in a task but also lack of flexibility in switching strategies in cé%p]eting
a task. It must be stressed that ABR teachers do an outstanding job of
helping students to persist in the reading task, not in the use of some
étrategies. One teacher, for example, consistently said "uh-huh" after
each word as the student read. This seemed to keep the student going;
moreover, the student pfcked this up and often used it to reinforce herself
as she read. The reason why many ABRs "plow on through" their reéding

seems to be that ABR teachers encourage this; and also, adults tend to

want to get on with the task, as the field notes below indicate.

/ K i
Bea reads: "I look so darn damn made because I don't like to
. be in jail on my birthday. On my birthday, I like
to be at home" (she omits "celebrating").
Mrs. P : "Are you stuck on this word? Skip the word and go on."
Bea says: "A part/y got my/self"
Mrs. P : "Are you going back to that word?" (referring to

celebrating)

Bea ignores the quesfion and continues: "What makes
me so mad is my girifriend knows what day my birthday
is on. I like to be at home-with her on my birthday."

Mrs. P : "let's go back to this word," and reads, "On my
birthday I 1ike to be at home."

Bea: "Celebrating."

Mrs. P : "There are different ways to figure out a word."

Bea: - "I thought about separating it."

-

Bea was using one strategy (decoding); Mrs. P was unable to switch her
to a second (context).. Persistence seems also to be promoted by teachers
' or tutors breaking down or rspeating tasks so that students learn to

persist, as these field notes indicate:

During class this morning, Mrs. K assigned each of the students

113




112

a passage. The students were to read the stories from a book
until they felt they could read them weil. They were to ask
about words they did not know. I took Jim out of the room to
read his story. We did the exercises and read the story. Jim
read the story to me. He made numerous mistakes. I gave him

the words he did not know. We reiad the passage six times. v
I read the passage to him three times. He read it to me three
times. We alternated the reading between us. (1/24)

In these instances, students are very active, working hard repeating
and rereading words. However, when & student comes to a word and partially
or incorrectly decodes the word, almost all teachers become very active.
They may inétinctive]y know that the student cannot see which part of a word
to deal with, or they may be eager to model the proceés the student might
use. For example, the field notes below indicate rhat the teacher is
guiding a student’s decoding:-

(0BS: Next Mrs. B helps the students immensely. She gives them
help in everything they do. During spelling she will give them
every chance. She will repeat words many times. She will give
them the word in a sentence. She will tell them how many letters
are in the word or how many letters they have left out.) (1/13)
In the notes below, the teacher is actively guiding the decoding of "bottle,

dawn, and goose": ‘

[

The teacher said: use dot
use bot, which rhymes wi*% dot
add t
add tie

The teacher said: dawn
use caw
use the initial consonant sound in down

The teacher said: goose
use boo

use goo se
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(0BS: Here the teacher is modeling the strategy of associating
known and unknown. The student can follow the teacher, but may
not be ledrning to lead to herself.) (1/21)

When Al missed the word (for example, appreciate), the teacher
would consistently ‘cover the word and uncover each part, telling
Al to "say" each part as it was uncuvered. (10/12)

Students persist in following the teacher, but do not seem to persist
~ in developing or using a given sirategy in switching strategies. There

may be a need to-promote studen.s' use of an4d [lexibility in using

strategies. As noted below, the teacher's discussion of strategy may not

.o

help.

Mrs. P : "That's right, or skip the word and go on."

Bea: "How can you learn? Memorize all the words?"

Mrs. P : "No, don't memorize the word. You say sounds."

She demonstrates by writing s/igh/t. "Dor't worry
. about rushing through, you just nee! practice."

(0BS: Mrs. P seems to stress the teaching of reading

strategies =znd making the adult conscioys that ¢his is a

strategy to unlsck words and meaning from print.)

While Mrs. P is discussing a strategy and has Bea doing this, Bea is
further from using context clues because of this discussion. Perhaps
students should be asked what they need tc do or know to decode unkgown
words. Discussiohsof strategy and modeling of strategy may help, but
perhaps this should not be attempted during rendering of text {see Chapter
IV). However, teachers might, after modeling one or two steps, as above,
ask the student to do the next step or part of it (e.g., uncover part of
the word). Thé goal would be to encourage the student to persist, not just

on tfie tésk, but in using strategies, and without teacher prompting.
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Failure tu monitor meaning: Another major factor apparently inhibiting

progress is the ABR's tendency to render meaningless words and not correct
them. While the vocabulary in the ABR's text may not be more difficult

than that found in elementary-school texts, the vocabulary does, apparently,

‘differ from that in the ABR's environment. Since many ABRs left school

» 0

early, they have not acquired the broader vocabulary gained from frequent
exposure to print. They may be accustomed to hearing words that they do
not understand, and some ABRs may have devé]oped the habit of not attempting
to deal w;;h these new words. They may expect to encounter nonsense words,
and so accept'a nonsense rendering calm}y. Vocabulary development appeérs
to be needed.

ABR tea;hgrs'gre meeting this need to Attend to meaning by reading
to students, jhtroducing vocabulary, and even expanding the circle of
ABRs' expertences. Care is taken to ekp]ain new wards‘when they are
encountered, and visual or concrete referents ar% u;ed to reinforce
learning. Th1s wqu]d seem the most effect1v; approach. Stress might be
further p]aced on the traditional skill of determ1n1ng word meaning from
context, and more stress might be placed on identifying and then determining

the meaning of and finally using new words heard in the environment.

Failure to monitor context: ABRs' failure to gain meaning from reading

or to demand that reading make sense in the total context of the story seems
to inhibit learning to read from reading. Subs%guent context is rarely used
by ABRs to correct earlier miscues. The Tist Of phrases noted earlier
reflects the facility with which students can stress graphi¢ over meaning

cues. Other responses show a fine sense of language or syntax, but it is

A}
100~
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rare for a miscue to reflect the fact that a given word should make sense
because of the content or concepts in the text; that is, ABRs rarely use
semantic cues.

Sometimes this may he because ABRs see the decoding and meaning
process as being separate steps:

Bill said, "I first try to figure it out (decode?), then I
read it." '

Yet, some ABRs do put meaning first, as in Jim's comment noted
earlier: "How can you sound it out if it doesn't make sense?" However,
even for Jim, the first step is often viewed as visual, perhaps because
initial introduction of words stressed decoding, or perhaps because
hea]ing with the graphic cue is more demanding.

The issue is how to promote reading for meaning. Field notes
- - consistently revealed that when a prediscussion of a story cccurred,
adults made far fewer miscues and more semanfica]]y and syntactica]]x
correct miscues. Because ABRs tend to read for meaning, and thus use
semantic cues more, when initial class discussion does focus upon meaning,
it is clear that one approach to promoting reading for meaning would be to
encourage prediscussion or independent prethinking on the students' part.
Other meaning approaches which might be used by students when regding alone
need to be explored. Certainly the consistent tendency of almost all ABRs
< to personalize rather than generalize about material needs to be addressed.
Boraks (1981) has outlined some strategies for dealing with this.

The four inhibiting factors and instructional implications noted above
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represent an initial analysis of problems and potential solutions.

“»

Research Needs

Tne purpose of the above description of the reading behaviors of ABRs

.and the related analysis of facilitating and inhibiting reading strategies

vis to provide some guidance for the instruction of ABRs. In discussing
related instruction that might help ABRs use facilitating strategies und
overcome inhibiting strategies, the goal was to clarify how analysis of ABRs'"
reading behavior could provide helpful guidelines for instruction.

i While none of the strategies suggested requir:s any radical departure

3 from traditional instructional practices, the suggestions are speculative.

: The intent is to determine the effect of these and other instructional

i strategies on subsequent reading behavior in future studies.

\

The analysis of the reading behaviors of ABRs suggests that research

is needed in other areas.

The Abstract Phoneme

There is little doubt that the phoneme presents discrimination,
segmentation, blending, and even conceptual problems to the ABR. More
research into the difficulties that the phoneme presents when instruction
is based on decoding is needed. Rozin, Pritsky, and Stotsky (1971)
suggest that children have difficulty with the phoneme because of its
abstract nature, and suggest that the syllable be the unit used in teaching

beginning reading. Friere (1970) used the syllable successfully with

ERIC B
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Spanish-speaking ABRs, although the ¢yllable as a unit seems more appropriate
to thq} language. Moreover, this (the syllable) was a minor aspect of
Friere's social-consciousness approabh. Yet, even in this report, tentative
analysis within 1imited teaching settings suggests.that ABRs resolve many
learning-to-read problems (segmenting and blending) when they learn to

deal with syllables. Research into the use of the syllable as the

initial unit in teaching ABRs seems feasible.

Teacher Reinforcement

Teacher reinforcement‘seems to play a powerful role in student
behavior. The writers alsc plan to explore the possibility that teachers
who are tuned into the changing reading strategies of ABRs and who en-
courage specific strategies might be able to facilitate progress more than
if strategies were ignored. Caution should be exercised here, but
judicious pragse for potentially effec%ive attempts at words, especially
if reinforcemént encourages flexibility, may help the student to progress.

Some strategies may be potentially counterproductive for some ABRs, soO

caution is needed.

ABRs' Unique Strategies

ABRs frequently turned to spelling out a word to guide their decoding.
The effect of this strategy on subsequent achievement is not clear.
Initially it appeared to be counterproductive, since ABRs were misspelling
words. However, other ABRs seemed to be using this strategy to organize

visual intake. Because most ABRs adopt this strategy to learn words and
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retain the strategy, more research into the reasons for this and the iﬁbact
of this strategy would be helpful.

Spelling was often used in successive attempts at words.

Great insight into ABRs' reading strategies was provided by other
successive renderings of words. Successive renderings were, for most ABRs,
successive graphic/phonemic attempts, and occasionally attempts at more
syntactically acceptable renderings. However, an in-depth analysis of'
these sucressive attempts has not been attempted here, and much might be
learned about ABRs' organizational compare/contrast strategies from such

an analysis.

Summary

This chapter described the development of a framework for evaluating
the reading strategies of ABRs. Using an adapted form oi the Goodman
and Burke miscue inventory, the investicators described in detail the
réading behaviors of seven ABRs, and related them to other ABRs at
similar stages of learning. These behaviors were further analyzed to
provide insight into productive and counterproductive strategies. Related

implications for instruction and research were presented.
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IV. Factors Influencing the Acquisition of ABRs' Reading Strategies

The description of oral reading strategies of ABRs clarified to some
extent behaviors facilitating or inhibiting the learning-to-read process.
Howevef, designating these behaviors is only the first step in developing
. effective instructional guidelines for ABRs. Factors influencing the

,acquisition of these strategies must also be considered. This chapter will
present a discussion of factors in the learning-to-read situation which
appeared to have impact upon ABRs' acquisition of strategies. Reiated
instructional implications will also be considered.

To identify factors influencing adults' acquisition of successful
learning-to-read strategies, data %rom five sources were considered:

1) field observations and related discussions on adults involved in learning
to read, 2) interviews with ABRs, 3) interviews with ABRs' teachers and
tutors, 4) input of two adult education consultants with 40 years' com-
bined experience directing ABR programs, and 5) related research. Data

here are not limited to the 14 ABRs whose reading profiles were singled out
for analysis. Data on all ABRs who were observed or interviewed (over

60 ABRs) during any phase of the study are included. Because general
observations in the field overlapped the observer training period by one
month, observations reported here cover a nine-month period.

Throughout the study, the staff continually attempted to identify and
verify factors contributing to the ABRs' success or failure in Tedrning to

read. Observations and interviews were therefore used not only to gain

information on the oral reading behavior of ABRs, but also to identify how
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and why ABRs acquired these behaviors. In interview,, teachers and tutors

suggested that ABRs' reading behavior was influenced by general factors such

as attendance and attending behavior in class. It was pointed out that ABRs
who attended erratically would not be able to learn skills or strategies
taught. Observers identified other factors operating in the learning situa-
tion, such as prior learning experience, textual constraints, and language.
Research on related literature was used to clarify these observations. At
each session, using field observations as a point of departure, observers
speculated upon potential variables which may have influenced the ABRs'
reading behavior, discussed variables identified in prior sassions, and
analyzed field notes to determine whether observed behavior verified that
these variables indeed influenced behavior. Future observations and
subsequent interview questions then focused on these behaviors. Variables
jdentitied (see Chapter III) tended to be interrelated.

Variables are not presented in an organized or hierarchical fashion,
since variables were added simply as they were identified during field
observations or as reasons for ABRs' miscues were explored in weekly
observer conferences. No framework has been imposed on the analysis at
this time. The goal here was to identify and explore implications of
variables influencing behavior. The nonsystematic display in Chart 1

reflects this approach. Moreover, no attempt will be made here to do more
than suggest the interaction among these variables. However, the complex-
jty of the learning-to-read process has been emphasized. This process

js not simply the result of the interaction of reader and text or even of

! g
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‘ student, author, and available text cues, as Goodman and Burke (1971,
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p. 95) suggest. For the ABR, the learning-to-read prccess is influenced
by é variety of factors operating in the learning environment, including
teacher, peer, and physical setting. Moreover, the learning environment
for the ABR is broader than the school context. ABRs indicated that their
reading behavior was also influenced by instruction or help provided at
home.

Factors identified by 1) tutors, teachers, and consultants; 2)

observers; and 3) ABRs tended to differ. All factors identified are
discussed below. In discussing each factor perceived as influencing the
acquisition of specific ora! reading strategies, guidelines for instruction

and related research needs are explored.

. Teachers' Perception: Crucial Factors

Consultants, teachers, and tutors tended to agree on what might seem
an obvious point: students were more successful the more they attended
class. ABRs used taught reading behaviors more if they had more opportunity
to learn and practice them. Teachers stated that attendance, in turn,
"related to jobs . . . schedule changes . . . lack of friends in the center,

'family problems,' or ‘transportation problems.

Attendance
Some teachers suggested ABRs came more when the learning situation met

their needs. They also indicated that these needs varied, saying:
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"They stay if they see it is useful, functional, or meets their
need." "They need to be dependent on authority, or they have
social needs to be with people of . . . similar ages, background,
needs, interests." "They need to 'make up' for deficiencies

in education, background--if not in actual work, then just in
being in school. To be able to say, 'I'm going for my G.E.D.'

is important." ‘

Observations (see Chapter V) did confirm this. Other teachers
explained that students became discouraged and left because:

"Sometimes they don't have a realistic view of their abilities
and they think we'll perform miracles, and they project disap-
pointment on to us, saying, 'This place is a rip-off,' and so
they drop out."

Field observations seemed to confirm the relationship between
attendance and the ABRs' feelings that their needs were being met and
between attendance and perception of progress. In addition, field notes
also helped refine an understanding of what the ABR considers as needs
and progress.

While teachers emphasized that students' needs related to what they
wanted to 1ea(n, field notes indicated that needs also concerned how ABRs
wanted to learn. Since variables relating to dropout behavior could
potentially be controlled within an instructional format, further explora-
tion of this behavior was undertaken. Certainly, ABRs have clear ideas
about how they should learn, and these ideas can be accommodated. Consider
the field notes below:

(0BS: Ned was very controlling with Mr. A, saying, "I will

?tudy)these words and you call them off to me.” Mr. A did this.)
2/24

y
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(0BS: The dialogue between John and Mr. A again related to
John's attempts to tell Mr. A how he wanted t¢ isarn. John-:
N ~ "Do you think Tike if we took down words and you try to make
sentences with them." Mr. A: "That would help. We could do
-~ that maybe on Thursday--we could do that." John: "I can make
‘ up my own.") (4/4)
>

(0BS: I arrived about 7:05. Mrs. E stuck her head in to say
hello. John'was working independently on a small typed page.
He spent a great deal of time on each word. When Mr. A pro-
nounced a word for him, relief, John said it three times and
then said to Mr. A:" "Like you just say part of it." Then John
said, "How about if I circle it and just write them in a list
and learn them." Mr. A left the room and John asked what I was
doing. I explained the study and asked him if it was okay.

He said it was okay as long as he got what he wanted. He said
he wanted to learn to read fluently and wanted to know how Tong
it would take.) (4/9)

ABRs are concerned about what they should learn, .but this need is
usually met.
(0BS: Later when Fred was leaving the reading class to go to
math, his comments point to reasons why adults feel they should
be attended to. Fred: "I'm not wanting to go to my math--this
is what I want. I get up at 5 a.m." Mr. A encourages him to
find out if someone can help him with reading. Someone knocks on

the door as another class gets out. Mavis starts to read to
herself. Fred is still rambling about "doing" reading.) (4/27)

Most often students were heard giving the teacher direction on how
¢
they felt they should Tearn. These directions included requests to learn by
spelling words; requests to go over material missed; requests to compare
words; requests to listen to the student reread. When these requests were
met, students tended to stay. When they were not met--when the students
did not control the how of the learning situations--students often left.

When students faced the dual problem of having neither the how nor the what

of their learning follow their wishes, they usually dropped out. One such




case was described in the field observations on Tad:

] (0BS: The most obviously bright and successful student is Tad,
e and he seems to know what his problem is--as when he asked Mr.
' A to clarify "change/chance" visual differences. Tad said to Mr.

A after he had misread chance as change, "Put chan e on the
board; write it." (Mr. A did.) Then Tad said, ay, write
chance under it." (Mr, A.did.) "See," said Tad, "that's it;
they Took alike." (Mr. A underlined the different letters.)
Tad said, "That's why I mix them up; I've got to watch for
that." when Tad missed several other words, Mr. A ‘did not
repeat th1s strategy )

Tad also appeared to be with a group of adults reading material he

himse1f found easy. He seemed more aware of and concggned with this:

(0BS: Tad was again very responsive and volunteering, and
once mouthed an answer to me, perhaps because he did not want
to answer again in a small c]ass of six. It will be interesting
to see what sentences he comes up with.) (10/25)

(0OBS: Mr. A asKed, "Do you know why I did that?" 