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v The purpose of this study was to examine the similari-
" - ties and differences of'proficient and¢ less proficient _W '

Rd

<

fourth—grade readers in therr utllizatlon of the grapho—

phoénic, syntactlc, and semanﬁic cuelng systems of language.

Sy .
Ten stugents from two - grade four classes whose com- |

s

prehen510n scores on. the Gates-MacGlnltle Readlng Tests

(1965] fell between 4.2 and 4. 7Jand between 4. 9 and 5. 4 were

selected for the study. The less proflcxent group was

oompriSed of the flve students wlth scores between 4, 2 and
: - > P

~4.7,-andrthe prof1c1ent group was the flve students between \7>

-~
»

49and54' _ L e -

: The students read orally the)story "Space Pet;"

selected ‘from thegReading Mlscue Inventory (Y. ‘Goodman &,

1 A\l

C. Burke, l972) Each Chlld was ‘asked to retell as ‘much of

-

.8

-

. Pt
- b
SR B

.t i

-~
‘the stdry as p0551b1e. The readlng and retelllng of the

‘story were audlotaped The writer listened to the tape for

each chlld 1n order. to accurately record all mlscues, and

l to wr1te down the story verbatlm for each Chlld.

' tactlcally and semantlcally acceptable miscue

'd

-y

The mlscues for each group- were examined in terms ‘of

the amount of graphophonlc 51milarity, the per ent of syn-
5: the percent

of miscues corrected, and the extent to whlch each ‘group's

~

miscues dlstorted meaning. Group means were tabulated ang
L : )
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v readers utlllzed the cueing systems, but they dld not use . . B
f"‘ ™ : them equally. Both-the proficient and lesa proficient S et
. _ ‘groups’re;led more"heavily on the graphophonic system than. on -
o v .-eitherithe syntactic or the semantic. , The lese.proficient I ¢
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. readers,'however, used the graphophonic syStem more exten-
hY
. 51vely than did the prof101ent readers. The proflcment .
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! ' 2% .
’,. . readers produced more syntactically and semantlcally accept- B
j;i R e le-mlscues "than dld the less proflclent readers. - The '
: profic1ent readeraﬁcorrected a hlgher pereenﬁage of miscues. 5
- f and produced fewer mlscues resultlag JAn meanlng change than ' . -_?
! [ . .
/_ did the less profLC1ent readers. .
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CHAPTER I I ’

s
*. THE PROBLEM
i, o7 o : ﬂ ,
Background of the - Study . . ) e

According to recent models of. reaqhng (K. Goodman,_..' ;ﬂ' ‘ é

1967 Hochberg & Brooks, 1970; Venesky & ‘Calfee, 1970)

proficment reading does not resukt from a’ predise perception‘

k4 .

- @f'letters and’ words.‘ Rather, the prof1c1ent reader is an .VJ .

.

a=

& 4 . v

P RN

t

active part1c1pant in the reading process in which he/she L=

!
}
4
: uses°his/her cognitive and linguistic knowledge, tilizes e T i

" the ‘sources of information available to him/her, and thus,

u51ng the minimal cues necessary, predicts, confirms, and

~

regressesfif necessary in- order to bring meaning to the T )

.
B ]

text.

=

. which 1nvolved being able to identify letters,nwords, and . s

’ Iarger units’ of language (Beebe, 1976b) The emphas13 was -on
phonics amd word recogn;tion skills rather than on reading for
meaning on various comprehension levels. Spache (1964), in '
offering definitions of- reading, presented as ‘one. definition
‘that reading "1s'a perceptual act.~ Thus in its simplest form,

jreading may be con51dered a Series of word perceptions"
(p 12Y. © In cross comparing the Yiews of linguists who
asserted that they were applying linguistics to reading,

Bartow1ak (1967) suggested that Bloomfield reduced readinq

In the past, reading was. v1ewed as a precise process

4

' . .
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' f\ : . to 31mp1y sound/letter rezationships and that for‘Fries i
- . -w. . ”ﬁ "the most important ;tep/in iearning ,to read 1nvolves a
. ' cleai cut . understanding of the relatlonshap of spelllng
. :ﬁ-'. . - patterns to word patterns of the language" (p 3871 Accord—w
. Ly

ing to Jensen (1972), various "linguistic" approaches to

- reading emerged from the work of Bioomfleld (1925), and

later from Frf%s (1953) Although E,FSE "llngulstlc"-h

i 4, . o f'basrcally they were phon1CS programs.
o R R\
! :
|

> . . L e
- . C

*1n print.- :

. e o K S ..:‘. .

.1 ' A
" the 1nterrelétiod%h1p of thought and language;’#ﬂ‘psycho—'
linguistyc view of readlng 1s one that maintains that

1ng 1s/more than graphophonic proce551ng Rather, 1t L

4 concenns itself w1th the function of all the lanquaqe

’ '-tems ¢i. e., phonology, syntax, and semant1ds) Thus 1n

°

reading 1nstrﬁct10n we have seen the emphasxs on meaning
. ,Venesky and Calfee (1970), rn théir model of the reading
T , » kS :
: process, hypothe51zed‘that the reader searches for the “»

o - 'largest %%ﬁt that he ‘can 1dentify and 1ntegrate,, He makes
o S N
predictlons based bn his experienoes,-on,h$p knowiedge of

:language, and on the” context of the materlal he 1s reading

.
ro i

Whe these sources of information are inSufficient he-then

e utilizes hlS information from the graphophonenic system of
L . L ' . . i g’l ,» S L - .
N e ' 1anguage. ] ,:”' R S T ?ﬁl 1';.3\_ ‘
. K - . . -y N “. ‘.. - . .
t A ' ’ L . ) ' . K L , ) .. .
o. . t .'| .':'I o )
o o ‘ N \ , :
~ k ' ’ [y '-I.. )
. .

The prof1c1ent reader

. : - During the 1960's, theories of reading began tb beEw

readﬂ‘Q

sys- o

,approaches were based on sc1ent1f1c phonological pr1ncrp1es..

RN f.'.- was v1ewed a8 one who produced w1th accuracy that which was p fﬁ

constructed on the ba51s.of psychollnguistics; the stqdy of.:~'

T
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S athie a

RN

s

e T

N

k\'d‘ " \ ' ' Lo . o ] ‘ ",

-~

) .' HocﬁB/rg and Brooks (1970) contended that "the.

_skllled reader 'samples‘ the text 1n order to develop - g .f f:'

- ;
hypothg&ss about what the next string of symbols consist of

: . T
and to test those expectations at appropriate pfaces further

)

*along in the text"'(p. 305). Attemptung to read 4. few

}1qtters at a time, or’ word by word neadlng, frequently ";

';fresults in loss of meaning and 1nterferesAw1th«the*reader s'“i.:'

|'[jcomprehen91on.~ The aim in réﬁding should be to take in as

-

7-much texx as possible w1th each fixatien and still have ,.I:.l

".. . - f

»

_..-.'. _‘- , w o

. ’ One of tﬁe bas:Lc skills of reading identified by.

‘ ‘7’53§hith i1978) s the elimination of alternatives'through the L
'f use of redundancy Generally, text 1s highly redundant in 3

; many ways and therefore the reader does not have to see':;:-'

every letter or.every word 1n order to kno& what the text
s sayingf

. In. short~the subject w1ll - and shourd = tend to . .
o '.“guess“ at what’ is vaguely}seen in: peripheral
‘,;Uv1sion -,and -the more he ‘knows about the’ redundan-..
i".cies®af spelling, grammaf, and-idiom’ employed by - Sy

-}i.'i\". i\the text. ‘or “the ‘more the text approaches the - T R

-~ patterns of - sﬁéech t she is normally prepared to -
: . ~ﬂgenerate. ; the more h&fan correotly ‘anticipate’ the_-ﬂw .
Yot ! message, .the .more likely that' his guesses will.be o,
. right, and’ the fewer 'the fixations that he .” "+ - _
'_factually needs to make: -(p. 309) e .f'$

The model of reading formulated‘by Ruddell (1970)

Sy

fiq,spec1f¢ed three levels-of linguistic‘itructure- (BQ the L
: I{/surface levelp,which 1nc1udes monhemic and: syntactic ele-g';_.
/ o . - . e

ments, (2)'the 1nterpretation.1eVe1, which includes !

--structural and semantiﬁbelements, and 13) the deep structure v f

,'level which Lhcludes integration and storage.il 3 fffng

Hochberg and Brooks\(1970) staled that- ’ : i',{i o

r:meanrng maintained (Smath,‘1§78) Ij;E:_J;'_,f_ﬂ“jjﬁ;'ff-.- ;1_}

3 .

o=

Rt i e s e '1>-t.‘,..,\_,_,;;}‘1 et e
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"After fiGe’years of research and theoretical work -

on read%ng, K. Goodman in,1967 presented an exten51vely v .

\\‘ ddvéloped psychollngulst1c=model of the reading prO&Q“E;.

N
Lo

157
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e
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‘ He posited" that readlng is a selectlve,process. Tt involves-

"partial use of\available minimal language cues on-the'part

" of ;he reader;, As ‘the reader processes this 1nformatlon,‘

predictions are made ‘to be. conflrmed, rejected, or reflned

'8 L 'as readlng contlnues (K Goodman, 1267).

14 o ., ‘ : ~
. ' « .
‘e

The reader is a’ user of language. According to K.f‘
Goodman (1969) readlng 1s-an lnformation prOCe551ng act1v1ty

- R ~

“~'-1n wh1ch the neader attempts to reconstruct\@ message .

ﬂ_encoded 1n graphlc dlsplay by the ‘writer.

his total prlor experlence and learnlng on the task, draw;ng

on hlS experlences and the cdncepts he has attalned as well {

'

as the language competence he has atheved" (p 65) :_Read— e

= 1ng,1s a receptlve process of language. By the time,chil-

dren enter school they have ac?urred a competence in spoken"

language and they are able to construct and verlfy a set of

®

"rules that summarlze-the relatlonshlps.and regularlties .

y
underlylng language (Smlth, 1978) The chief . contrlbutlon

that one has to brlng to the act of reading 1s one s knowl—

il

edge of the language (Melvin, 1979)

n

Prlor ta, 1968, researchers lacked a clearly deflned

framework to- gulde their efforts in oral readlng error ‘:~; -

N
N

. analysis, and thelr research was. based on-a’ set of assump—- SN
trons. Some of. these“assumptions as put forth by Leu (1982) s
- K . ) te ) . . v R ,.l. .
€ : - I SR

Introductlon to the, Problem S L .

"He: concentrates o

et el i v e bt o vs
» .

. PRES

B S PV, i A -
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are as follows: . S ..

9
'prov1d1ng no 1n51ght 1nto the cognltlve ‘and 11ngu15t1c

. on the errors an 1ndiv1dual makes when he/she 1s readlng

| erxors as 51gns of 1mperfect learnlng, thus identlfylng a %,

fess proflclent reader‘h I

gests that proficrent readers produce errors that they ‘. AR

RSN e Py SRS Y F S s Y S

e‘\- 4
.
,
°
e d R

> ' °

]
\
"

i T minpleeg -

1. Proficient reading equals exact reading..

2. Each - error rnterferes equally with reading
comprehen51on ,
3. The number of oral reading errors that a perdon . :
~makes i's-inversely related to their reading
comprehensr_pu (p. 422) T y . ' ~

Durlng thlS perxod, oral readlng errors were descrlbed in

e et

terms of the quantlty of substltutlons, OmlSSlonS, 1nser-

A

tlons, petltlons, mlspronunc1atlons, and reversals, thus

processes 1nvolved in the reading process.
\

amohnt of research (Monroe, 1928- Ilg&Ames, 1950-

o ¢ e ' L8

A con51derable - S

McCullough, Strang, & Traxler, 1967)4was conducted focu51ng

[ 1
'

Lwe ’{

orally. qbber (1§68) cdntended that “the ana1y51s of oral . h
. i . s .
reading errors comprlsés a substantlal portlon of research . S

in readlng which has focused on one spec1f1c aSpect of the

readlng process, rather than overall readlng achlevement"'_'

({p. 98). Ba51cally, these researchers Q?ncelved readlng .

2

¥
- o -"‘

These emphases Stlll exlst ‘in readlng today but to ;,‘
'(- .

a, much lesser degree.
Q

there 1s llttle relation@hip betwee the number of - word

More recent research suggests‘that

recognltlon errord’“hd*comprehension ablllty. It also sug- IR fa.
Sy b \ Vvt . \ s ]
correct only 1f~such errorjli terfere w1th meanlhg (C Burke~ LA

) . . . . XN . " '.-" c '




P reaa,

e e

L
1977).

) parallels sllent‘readlng, reSe&rchers have Chpsen:to;qualir

.\‘ . //‘\

-~ \ ; 6

& K. Ggodman, 1970; Beebé?’lg;%;'x. Goodman & Y. Gooddman,
Some researchers (Clay, l968;l§. Burke, 1969; Weber,

1969; Biemiller, 1970; Y. Goodman, 1971; Menosky, 1971;

K. Goodman & C. Burke, 1973) have been concerned with study-

ing reading errors qualltatlvely rather than quantitatively.

»

.They belleve reading to be a complex and 1ntegrated process

rather than a s1mp1e, prec1se process. A v1ew offered by
K. Goodman (1970) is that “reading is a.psychollngulstlc

process by Wthh the reader a language user, reconstructs

', as best he can, a message which hQ§ been encoded by a wrlter

as a graphlc dlsplay (p. 103). 2 ﬁ.r o : _“ o

Based on- the premlse that oral readlng closely

'
1

C e

tatively analyze the'orai reading. errorS'of readers in order

1

,to'gain insights lnto the readlng pfocess. Weber (1968)°

stated that "researchers have assumed, not always

\eprLC1tly, that-the-process of oral readlng approximates

'the'process of'silent-readlng so,closely‘that the“two'can be

con51dered one and the same“:(p 99) Assumlng that the

~

processes of the two modes (1 e., 51lent and oral)|of read-

i_lng are'51m11ar and that-oral-readlng errors are r presenta—

' S

tlve of s11ent read;ng errors,,Falrbanks (1937) con51dered
'lthe analysis of. cral readlng errors to be a suitable

_.technlque for s\pdylng the central processes in readlng. ln:

o a study’ of- college Ereshmen, readlng words presented on a -

H

_tachlstoscope and reading a paragraph, Swanson (1937) found

. By v
. R . . " . K] .
PRI ' : . : . R . f
BN v . . . . - N
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that a significant relationship exists between the oral\and

silent reading proecesses.

.

The ferm "errors" has been used in previous reading

-error enelysis research (ilg & Ames, 1950; Schale, 1964;

McCullough et al., 1967). However, é.\Bu;ke & K. Goodman : j
.(1970) preferred to use the term "miscues" because they had

come to believeithet the miscues "are produced in résponse

to the same cues which pfoduce expected responses and that

'éhe same'mental processes are inVolved in generating both. \

expected and unexpected responses" (p. 121). K.‘Goodman \ f

(1969) used the term miscue to av01d the negative connota— _\

Lo f‘ : tlon of-"errors" anduto ‘avoid the 1mp11cat10n that good

RN readlng does not 1nc1ude mlscues.

N

o . o R - .

¥>.' Accordlng to K Goodman (1969) indiwiduals, when'.
~'\, . ‘

%eadiﬁg, have.ab*their disposal three sources of informs-

. 'tion.wﬁich fh:y rely upon to .bring meaning to the printed

. , . word. These sources ofiinforﬁation are sometimes referred.
to as "cueing systems" and consist of (a) graphophonlc . v
1nformat10n, which is the 1nformatlon from the graphlc and

#

phonologlcal_system,of lqnguage, (b) syntactic or grammati-
oal‘informafion, which fs'the infofmation implicit in the 3

grammat1ca1 .structures of the language, and (c) semantic

informatlon, whlch is meaning, derlved from.the reader's
L

‘experiences and conceptual background -Thropgh a prooess

of selectlng as much’ 1nformation as he/she needs fo\\each

[

) system, the reader "quesses" or predicts what is written.

K. Goodman (1967) has outlined the steps through which a

S
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reader proceeds in processing the graphophonic, syntactic,

— . »

and semantic information. The steps which follow are not

necessarily sequential and may occur simultaneously:

1.

2.

-

The reader scans along a line of print from left
to right and down a page, line by linej'

He fixes on a point to permit eye focus. Some
print will be central and in focus, some will

be peripheral; perhaps his perceptual field is
a flattened circle. :

Now the selectlon process begins. He picks up
graphic cues, guided by constraints set up
through prior choices, his language knowledge,
his cognitive styles, and strategies he has
learned.

.He forms a perceptual ih\a_ge using these cues .
and his anticipated cues: .The image then is

partly what he sees and partly what he expected
to see.

Now /searches his memory for related syntactic,
1 mgmnd phonoclogical cues. This may lead

to selection of more graphic cues and to reform-
ing the perceptual image. "

At this ‘b01nt, he makes a guess or tentative .~
choice consistent with graphic cues. Semantic
analysis leads to partlal decoding as far as
podsible. - This meaning is stored in short term
memory as he proceeds.

If no guess is p0551b1e, he checks the recalled
perceptual input and tries ‘again. If a gquess
is still not possible, he takes another look

at the text to gather more graphic cues.

If he can make a decodable choice, he tests it
for semantic and grammatical acceptability in
the context developed by prior choices and '

decoding. o

If the tentat:we ch01ce is not acceptable
semantically or syntactically then he regresses,
scanning from left to right along the line and
up the page to locate. a point of semantic and
syntactic inconsistency. When such a point-is
found, he gtarts over at that point. If no

— ae e =z
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inconsistency can be identified, He reads on
seeking some cue which will make it possible N
to reconcile the anomalous situatipn.

10. If the choice is acceptable, decoding is : ~
exténded, meaning is assimilated with prior '
meaning, and prior meaning is accommodated if
necessary. Expectations are formed about input

"] and meaning that lies ahead.

11. Then the cycle continues. {pp. 134-135)

Statement of the Problem
This study is concerned with a psycholinguistic
analysis of the'Pral reading miscues of - two groups of fourth-

grade readers, who are representative of proficient and less

proficient readers. Some readers produce miscﬁes and com-

e , ‘ prehend fully what they ‘read, while others produce an equal
‘number of miscues but comprehend lltﬁle.. To explain this)
f. | ) observation, it is necessary to determine how each group
. (i.e., the proficient and the less profiCient readers)
utilizes the three cueing SYStﬁmS.(ire-,~the'graph°ph§nicn

the syntactic, and the semantic),whi&e.reading, and .to - e

examine the relationships between thefcueing systems and

the level of comprehension as evidenced by the

scores. o . Y

L AN
,

Rationale for the Study

R T et

Research indicates that by analyzing 0 al reading
miscues researchers can get an in51ght into the reader 5 use
of the three cueing systems of language and identify the

strategies the reader uses. (Clay, 1968;-Biem'ller,'l970,

1979; C. Burke & K..Goodman, 1970; Y. Goodman, 1974;

'3
;
|
j
1
i
1
i
!
t
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" areas of the curriculum-that need strengthening. . She con-

‘ : . | : .
sidered this method an advantage over standardized tests in (\

; ; ' o 10

K. Goodman & Y. Goodman,_1978). K. Goodman (1952) pointed
out that "ye can infer from the behavior of readers,
utilizing linguistic data about the use of language, what
competence underlies the ;eadinq behavibr and hew the read-
ing Process works" (p. 22).

Miscue analy51s 1nvolves the obsérvatlon of a reader
as.he is interacting with language and thought in an attempt

to construct meaning from a graéhic display. The miscue,

acéording to K. GSodman (19f3), is "like a window on the

‘reading process" (p. 5). Miscue analysis nOt”onl; reveals

the strengths and'weaknesses‘of a reader, but the user of

miscue an#lysis can determine the extent to which a reader

" is efficient and effective. Aecdrding to Y. Goodﬁan'(lQ?%),

by‘examining_the quality of a reader's miscues researchers
are able to infer something about a reader's ability in
handling print. Miscue anaiysis'"helps to examine. the read-

ing process almost as a scientist might look thfough'a

mi:roscope"'(§; 66). * ' v

It is suggested by Hu-Pei Au’(1977) that oral read-

bl 20 1.

ing error analysis is a worthwhile technique in identifying

{
that the child is dealing with connected text and, rather .i;}

o« Lt Yl

than choosing from multlple cho;ce answers, has to produce
his/her own'responses. In examining the readlng miscues of _
fourth-grade children, Beebe'(1976h) suggested that analyzing
miscues‘gualitatively‘will help researchers understand whé

l : ‘ . )
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readers use the information fhey have available to them when’

e e o e - . - P

11

some ch;l,ren gain more meaning from the printed text than .

‘

others, Stanovich (1980) pointed out that studjes of oral °

' reading errors éive,the»researcher insights in;ofh%y the

,graphic‘@nd'contektual information contributes to the_

reader's abilify'to_recognize;words. Robinson (cited by J

K. Goodman & C. Burke,- 1973) .suggested that "a wealth of
, _ - . .

*.information about processes could be secured from.carefully

'planned . . . examination -of children's reading behavior"

Spe. 7). o ‘ 2 S

Stpé?ihg readers’" miscués‘reveals £héii strengths
and weaknesses. C. Burke (1976) idengifiéd thé'tipeé'oﬁ
information ‘a'miscue reveals. Such informatién mightfﬁe the
degree to which the reader's miscues disrupf comprehens}on(

the degreé to which qhe’miscues are graphophoﬁically, syn-
. . - \ .

:tagticaily, and semantically similar to the'original—%ext,.

~

and the relgtionship‘between each miscue, the text, and

other miscues produced. . : : B

.
v

-Most of tﬁelgesearch on miscue analfsis'ﬁés-been
carrfed‘out in.the United States. The literaturelrebiew
suggésts Fhat analyzid§ orél reading Ehrough miscue.analysis
in Newfoundland is limited to only. a few s£ﬁdies (Walker,

1975; Beebe, 1976a} 1976b; Hasinoff, 1981).

Significance of the Study’

! : _Studies'qf the oral responses of readers are needed
to give researchers and educatbfs-an~insi§ht into how

ot
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- among readers.

Jd2

L]

they are engaged in the reading act. Researche;s'are able

to gain insight into the use and misuse of available cues
]

and the proées§es used by readers as they read (K. Goodman

& C. Burke,. 1973). The miscues, which are produced from the:

same cues, as expecéed responses .(K. Goodman, 1967), can be

used to compare the observed responses to the expected

!

-responsés, thus revealing information about the psycho-.

1inguiétic processes at work within. the rquer,,a user of

]

_ language. R ' o l :

4

"' In ahalyzingfthé'onaluféading responses of proflcient

"and less proficiéntfreaderép;we.&re able to ident¥fy the

S
B S

Similarities and differences in the way they ﬁtilize the

jcueing sYstems of language. Theé extent to which they rely

upon the graphophonic, syntactic,” and semantic sources of
information cah be identified. As wellé we can identify how

well each reader uses the strategies of %ﬁ:g}ing, predictj,

“ing, testing, and confirming or disconfirming. Smarr (1978)

‘concluded that the reading process is common to all readers.

There areé, however, differences in how individuals process

print, and thus there are various levels of .proficiency

°
-

Following a 3—ye§; study of the oral reading mis-
cues of readers, ranging from low prdficiency sécond graders
to high broficiency tqnth graders; K. éoodman-and C; Burke
(f973) concludeé thag-lbw and high proficiency readers use .
the same process ﬁhen reading. The low proficiency readexs,

however, are using it less well. Low proficiency readers

¥

't o

¥
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tend to use more information 'vailable'from the langaage,
cueing systems than the high proficiency readers. The high
proficiency readers are moxe e.ficient readers. There were
no differences in the way in wach the moderate to high

proflclencyxnaders\hasgled syntgctlc structures Differ-

»

ences in their. aplllty to compréhend what they read appeared
| 3

to be,the only consistent dlffegence between groups of vary—
'1ng,levels of proficiency.. K. Gtodman and C. Burke sug-

gested that the percent of‘semantically acceptable miscues

a reader produCeswbefqre ébnrectﬂrn'is,the best measuré.of
A )

of
readlng prof1c1ency « é::::i‘ b

s

In studylng the subgrouplngs of . more eff1c1ent and
less eff1c1ent readers, Marsden (1979) found that the less
efflclent readers relled more heaélly on graphlc informa-
tion while fhe more eff1c1ent readFrs conceﬁtrated on o ) %
meaning. According to Weber (1969), Menosky (1971), K.

.Goodman and 'C. Burke (1973), and Shearer (1982), readers

show -a control of the syntactic structure of language

Analyzing the, miscues of - readers of dlfferent proficiency
levels enableslthe researcher to 18ent1fy the reading
’strategles in use by both. groups. \gtrengths and weaknesses'
of the readers can be 1dentif1ed.‘aﬁaseé‘upon the results of

the analysis, lessons can be deviseé to use strengths to -«

L
e S el e 5T el A1 e

overcome weaknessesi

Limitations of.the_Sﬂﬂg;wTHgf\

1. The data obtained'in,the study were from 10 fourth-grade

students of one school, and . therefore the fiﬁdings
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cannot be generalized to a wider population,

The sample size was smal,l._' However, since the pro-
| ’ . '

cedures described in the Reading Miscue Inventory (1972)

were used ,| the writer was able to _obtain an in depth
analysis’ 0[6 the readers’ mlscues.

The subjet,ts read only one passage, wh:.ch they were

asked to -retellv following the readlng. Thus, the ‘scores

e

obtdined fgr' 'eac_h,,child. were based on just one reading.

-

The o"rarl"/r ading and retelling v&ere tape recorded. This

*

'mlght have inhlblted some chlldren, both in the readlng

and in'the llater retelllng of the story. > - e

——T

Some chlvldren might have been reluctant to retell all
that they knew about the story—w If so, the retelling
score did not accurately measure thelr understandlng of

the story.

ey ~

There was a l-year range in reading abi.lity between the

least prof1c1ent and the most prof1c1ent readegs.:

‘Therefore, the smllarltles and differences ln the

utilization of the cuelng systens mig_ht have ‘been greater

. . '
if the miscues of readers with a 'widef range in reading

ability had béen analyzed.

Definition of Terms

Definitions of particular terms used in this study

| are given below. .

Miscue: A miscue is."an actual observed response in oral’

reading which does not match the expected response" -

K. Goodman, 1982, p. 94).

- . . ' .8

rf

g .
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Graphophonic System: “"The graphophonic system refers to
the relationships between the sounds of languagé.and
the written form of language" (Y. Goodman & C. Burke,

1980, p. 10),

gyntactic' Sys‘tém: "The syntactic system refer§ to' the

t

1nterrelatlonsh1ps of words, sentences, and paragraphs. -

«
»~ e

T e 1nc1udes "t’}i{gj_lnterrelatlonshlps of word order, tense,

v

number, and ge"y(er" (Y Goodman & C. Burke, 19-80,'b. ll).

-

Semantic (System: "It includes ‘the relationships within a
langdage that establish meaning for theuser" (Y. Good-

man ‘& C. Burke, 1980, p. 12).

‘gyntactically Acceptable Miscue: "The miscueé dccurs in a

sentence whlqh is grammatically acceptable and is accept-~

Y

able in relation to prior and subsequent sentences in

'S

the -text" (Y. Goodman & C. .Burke, 1972, p. 63). '

Semantically Acceptable Mlscue? "The miscue occurs in.'a
sentence\which is semantically acceptalble and is accept-.
‘able 'in relation to prior and sutsequent sentences in
the text'; (Y. Goodman & C. Burke, 1972, p. 63).

Correction: "When a reader becomes aware he has made a
miscue, he may' attempt to correct either s;lently or
orally, or he may choose to continue -reading without
correcting" (Y. Goodman & C. Burke, 1972, p. 58).

Comprehension Pattern: “Thls prov1des 1nformation about the

degree to which the students' ' ::eadlng gtrategies either.
fac1litate meaning acqulsitlon ‘or permit the meaning of
a selection to be disrupted" (Y. Goodman & c. »Bu'fke,

1972, p.’113).

o it e 7
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i Retelling Score: ."The retelling score is a measure of the i
~ 4 ' ’ H
reader's ability. to deal verbally with J_'.nformation, ’
‘facts,: and felationsh-i’ps from the material he hasg read" )
1 e ¢, - . \ ' » R L
v . ) . - >
(Y. Goodman & C.“Burke, 1972, p.' 114). o
Prbficient Reader: The proficient readér is one who is °
. ] . . ~. - . . B .' . ' ] ’f
reading‘.not more. than 6 ‘months above. grade level., as '
. . o . ‘ - , :'_ ‘“' . X - . S :
P indicated by the Gates-MacGinitie Reading ‘Tésts,. =
Survey D, Fbrfn . | ., . S ‘ R
_Less Prof1c1ent Reader». "I‘he less proflclent reader 19 one ' o '
/who is- read:.ng not more than 6 months below grade level, .
as 1ndlcated by the Gates MacGlnltle Readlng Tests, ,
Survey D, Forml S, S 0@' A :
~ ! ) R ¢ T Q,'.»—*
. .
o U4 ) H_ . ‘
E’. [} '
; a»_ o .
? * o \
1 »
' . :
. ) ° [
. - ﬁ .
- |




)

e e > w ———— o

e o ———CTY— ——rm

»

Faan

-

. e A e -

e

‘This chapter will rev1ew the llterature regardlng
mlscue analy51s and the contr1but1pnsv it has made to readlng
based on a psychoilngxmstic th’eory - '

’I‘he analy51s of oral readJ.ng responses yas moved
»throu‘gh two separate. periods. Leu (1982) poir;;ed out that
each of these periods caf be "clearly dlstlngulshed by the
nature of the theoret:.cal franeworks, -the categorles used

to deslcrlbe 'behav1or and the major research issues of the L
\ -

¥ime " (p. "422). . The ‘f£irst perlod ended durlng the late o

1960 . The second perlod extends from the late .L960_'s )to

-

the present. ’I‘he- material for thlS review is preseﬁted under
0

three@headings- -background theory, stud:.es of oral r.eading

LY

responses Yo 1965, ‘and StudlES of oral readlng .r;esponSes

( '
(mlscues') 8ince 1965. . y

e .. N

"Background Theory :'\ AN

S . —
N " Much of .the ‘early research of oral readlng behaviour
‘consxdered the quantlty of errors and was concerx{ed basi- “

L

cally with evaluat:.glg reading Sklll dlagnosing weaknesses,

[

“and planning for remedial instruction.. l‘gyestxgators faileq. 2

we

: to take xhto account linguist:.c Btructure,, or to study the

' ~errdrs of- the;or.alh Ireader to ,adetermine' what. might 'ha\v‘e

- . . N PN
U ,,._.o;‘,..‘i..,,.,,._;-....e;.,n,.,.,_..s..w,_,..M“.-ﬁ-.‘,..w,w.._..-,_-._. .. 6 ~
‘,’\} . J
. ' / . - N
q o / 7 ~
r Y/ ‘ |
, I -
- o CHAPTER II -
o _ o - -
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .- - - U
s 5 - R . ‘ T s '
Introduction - e
- ¢

>

.~

PORE- R VRN Y

-




[

ema

”f_;ﬂ, f The early applications of llnguistlc knowledge to

% readlng, however, were narrow.f

I e . v
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caused the unexpected response.(Weber, 1968).

As early as 1908, Huey (1968) raised deep questions .~
"about the raeding process and what it means ‘to oompréhend»
language. Huey viewed reading. as an information processing
q

activity. While most people were content with trial and.

error devices of teaching children to read, Huey said, "We '
have surely come to the place where we need to know just

what the child'normally does’«hen he rehds, in ofder to plan

a natural ‘and economical method of Jlearning to read" (p 9).

'Readlng was, v1ewed as’ well by Thorndlke (1917) as something
other than a - 51mple, preclse procesS& ' o ' o oo i'
- -\ ! 4 " ' i
“r &horndike (1917) defined reading as follows~ _ _ S

3
»

.. A veny - élaborate procedure, 1nvolv1ng a weighing of ’ C g
. each of the many ‘eléements in a sentence,.their ' : :
organ1zat10n$ in the proper relations one to another,
. the 'selection of certain.of their connotations and.
the- injection-of others and the co- operatlon of
many forces to determifie final responses. In fact .
e . the act of answerlng simple’ questlons about
a simple paragraph ‘. . . includes: ail the features: :
characteristic of typlcal reasonlng (p 323) I

" The 1nterrelated and complex cqncepts of reading '

generated by Huey and Thorndike have formed the baSLS for

5]

much of the research -and theorlzing that have occurred in

é
i

‘the last decade and a half (Beebe, 1976b) . f.-,,‘ - O

Bloomfield (19ﬁ1), an, . e
. - \ o . Ve R B
Amerlcan linguist, dlsagreed W1th the sentence/meaning : L '

approach to reading and befieved that the chrld should be ‘
famlliar/alth all the printed alphabet before readlng beglns. IRt

. sl
- He, dev1sed a lingulstrc system of reading, one in which P R -
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“letters and sounds were_associated in a vast number of dif-
f ' ' -\

the Chlld wnuld get mean;ng, ornice he solved the mechanical

ferent patterns. The f;\st read{ng material of the lessons'
con51sted of two and three letter words whlch would be’ pre- .-

7'_ » [

sentad w1thout regard to meanlng. Bloomfleld belleved that,

' 3

(I 4

¢ « - : 2

- problem of reading.- : .

\ ‘a

.“methods and materials dninot relate to ‘the ratlonale of o
’structural liquiSthSw- He emphaS1zed that readlng "is a

5language related process and that readlng reseaxch ought té

) e:zther llngulst, Frles (1962), concerned w1th the
teachlng.of readlng and applylng llngulstros to readlng, '
acknowledqed that the readlng process -ig not a 51mple pre-
qlse onel- However, accqrdlng td Frles;‘rt\can be summed up
qulte 51mply . He etatedi";) :

. 0 [N . . f
4 ! K
{

v s . )
T . . .. N

.+ one can 'read' 1psofar as he Can.raspond to “*the N . ' N
. 1anguage151gnals represented by patterns 6f graphlc Loy

- shapes as’ fully as he has learned to .respond to the, . -
sSame’ language 51gnals ‘of his code represented by o

LY
, Fries' method 1nvolved a spelllng—pattern approach,..

whereby the beglnnlng reader had to learn to respond to the .

contrast1Ve features that separate and xdentlfy whole word-

¢
_patterns. The beglnnlng reader used read;ng materlals whlch

would 1nclude words 11ke at, cat batp rat.

‘
A . [

LeFevre (1964) p01nted out that current readlng “;

3 -

[y

'futlllze the knowledge that llngulstlcs has to offer. LeFevre' .

moved away from'the empha515 being placed on Lsolated letters-'

. ‘and letter/sound relatlonsﬁips. e‘belleved that 1f the - L

. 1
-t .

lempha51s were placed on 1argen patterns than words, the

| B . . . s . . rr b . . N

patterns‘of audltory shapes:- (p..llQ) BN . L o
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beéinning reader would then develop-his own generalizatiggs
of spelling—Sound-relationships. For LeFevre, the essence
of reading readlness was‘the child's understanding that the
language he/she heard‘and spoke could he represented graphi-
-cally in wrltlng and prlnt and that the graphlc symbols said
- o somethlng. 'In contrast to.the views of- Bloomfleld‘(l96lg
‘ ahd Fries (1963), LeFevre stated thatfto comprehend printed
. matter the reader musquerceive“entirejlanguage.structurei
as wholes,’ as’ unitary meanlng bearlng patterns. It .1s this
a0 ' o level of perceptlon which 1s capable of meanlng and anythlng
iess than thlS leaves the reader perce1v1ng words as 1f they
.“‘ S ;.z yere eapable of belng meanlng bearlng unlts in-and of them-

l

selves. It seems that these lingulsts were more concerned

. R R
N 0 . . y

f’ - '~‘,' W1th readlng 1nstructlon and dev1srng'readlng programs than
S | W1th understandlng thé prOcess of readlng
. T Kolers (1972) suggested that early readlng instruc-
. tlon emphasrzed the visual aspect of, print and neglected to
H-Stress suﬁf101ently_the syntact&c and semantlc concerns of
- ‘the readin§ processt He ﬂ""htalned that réadlng lnstruc—
. .; tion needed to move away from the visual domaln and the
empha51s ought to be one" -of readlng to obtaln 1nformat10n
;'~, L l and meanlng In analy21ng the oral readlng ;errors of col—
(b lege students, K@lers (1970) found that Gl%uof’the studentsf
. o -uncorrected errors were grammatlcally a0ceptable. Generally,
the error was left uncorrected, 1ndicating ‘a greater concern
.o _ .for syntactic than for graéhophohic relatidnships.u

~ L et PN
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When listearng, we sampie redundant trains of
sound. So, too, does this sampling occur in\reading. We
need not see every letter off every word to know what is
being said. Skilled reading involves sampling.larger units
of languagé; ig is not infprmation prpcessing letter by

letter (Hochberg & Brooks, 1.970).

Venesky and Calfee (1970) suggested that we resort

to letter/soﬁﬂd relationships only when the syntactic and

-semantic sources of information are inadequate f?r word

identification. Adult readers regress if. the meaning is’

not'clear, or if there is a need'to correct. Young readers
should be encouraged to regress. in order to clarlfy meanrng
or readlng strategies. (Allen; 1976)

Holdaway (1979), in presenting a psycholinguistic
view of feading, seated;

4 ° Reading is not a matter of perceiving or recognizing
words first and then getting to the meaning but .
rather meaning quides and facilitates perception.

The influence of meaning in reducing uncertainty
greatly limits the amount of visual detail which
*must be processed anqun so.doing makes perception
more rapid and efficient, while at the same time

allowing the greater part of attention to be
directed towards comprehending. (p. B87)

, + The psycholinguistic view of reading is maintained

,by Smith (1973 1978) He contended that very little mean-

ing is derlved by the reader who 1dent1f1es every word in

the pasgage, and only if meaning is uppermost in the reader's

mind is it likely that he will read the words correctly.

Smith (1973) stated:

. . ’ 1]
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Reading is not primarily a visual process. Two
kinds of information are involved in reading, one
that comes from the front of the eyeball, from the
printed page, that ‘I call visual information, and
one that derives from behind the eyeball, from the
brain, that I call non-visual information. Non-
visual information is what we already know about

+ reading, about language and about the world'in
general. (p. 6)

Following an analysis of children's miscues, K. Good-

man (1965) concluded that reading could be considered a

psycholinéuistic guessing game. The reader makes minimal

use of graphic, syntactic, and semantic cues, engages in
tentative information processing, predicts, samples, confirms
or disconfirms, and reprocesses or corrects when cecessary.

The reader is actively seeking' to makexsense of written

language. Young (1978) referred to the simultaneous use of

the three cueing systems during the readiﬁg_process. The
readin@iact is one of sampling, predicting, testing, con-

firming,or disconfirming. He suggested: .

The meaning-seeking learner develops strategies

which depend heavily on contextual information pro-

cessed previously, as well as his language-
experience background, as he predicts the author's
upcoming idea. He ,validates or rejects the pre-

P dictions in L;ght of subsequent contextual
information. f the predlctlons are judged valid,
he continues to. read. On the other hand, if
predictions are found inconsistent, the reader

attempts to self-correct by further sampllng the
available’cues. (p. 18)

\

. L 4
To understand the .reading process, researchers have

chosen to study oral reading behaviour. They assume that

the processeé of oral and silent reading are so similar that ..

the process revealed through oral reading would approximate °

the process underlying silent reading (Weber, 1968).
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‘Fairbanks (1937) was fonvinced that a-de;qription of
oral reading was a convénient method |for studying the
central process of silent reading, assuming that oral read-
ing errors aré representative of_the silent reading process.
Swanson (1937), attempting to validate Fairbanks' theory,
made- a comparison of the oral égé silent™\reading of college
freshmen and demonstfated that a rather close correspondence
exists between certain processes in silent énq oral .reading.
Swanson had the'subﬁects read orally a passage and read_
silentiy phrases presented on a tachistoscope. A comparison

was‘made of errors from both sources. Although'no single

type of error correlated highly on both tasks, there was a

B '

- high correlation between the number of errors tabulated for

each task. Attempting to find more evidence to suppoFt the
theory.tﬁat tﬂe two modes of reading are similar, Swansén
correlated the total number of errors of adults with their’
performance on a silent reading test. The errors were also
coréelated With oral reading comprehension. Swanson's '’
findings supported his hypothesis.’

In an attempt to study the relationships between

“"oral and silent reading processes, Gilmore (cited in Weber,

1968)’analyzed‘the.types of oral'refding errors of 400 |
students in gradé; one to eight and:correlated them.with
overall reading scores and both oral and silent ¥eading
comprehension. The oral reading scores and comprehension

scores correlated positively with one another Q’pm grades

one to eight. However, as Weber "(-1968) poiﬁted_out, it is

{
|
I
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still debatable whether or not such evidence supports the
hypothesis that the’ central processes of oral-and silent
reading are repres;ntative of each other.
Summar

Much of the early resea;ch in oral reading was con-
cerned pfimarily with the quantity of errors when diagnosing
reading weaknesses and planning for remedial instruction.
When a child's observed fesponse differed from the expected
response, it was regarded as an errory and littLe'attempt
was made to dete?mine the undeylying causeé_of the unexpected

responses. Over the past two décades the emphasis in reading

.haS\shlfted from concern with the quantlty of errors to the

qualltatlve and quantltatlve study of unexpected responses.‘
T Readlng 15 no longer v1ewed as a 51mple' pre01se

process of 1dent1fy1ng words, but rather, it is v1ewed .as a
process of obtaining meaning from a graphic display. Read-
ing is more than- a visuai process. The reader brings toL@pe
reading process his/her knﬁwledge'of ;etter/sound relation-
shibs, knowledge of language structﬁre, and prior experienceé.
The reader ;elles on information from th//graphophonlc, syn-

tactic, and semantic cueing systems of language to bring

meaning to print.

Studies of ‘Oral Reading Egors Prior to 1965

" Barly researchers (Monroe, .1928; Payne, 1930;
Fairbanks, 1937; Swanson, 1937; Daw, 1938) tended to view

unexpected responses as errors and therefore considered them
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quantitatively. The qdantity éf efroré was then used to
determine the reader's’groficieﬁcy. Weber (1968) concluded,
on the‘basis of a survey, that the attitude in much of the
literature seemed 'to be Eaat every variance from a text
indicated a deficienéy in’skill which required reéedial
attention.

‘ Some of the early studies were conéerned with the
quality of oral communication as well és with the number of
errors a reader made. Daw (1938), in an attempt to deter-

mine to what extent the reading difficultiés of the primary:

. } . o : )
grades persisted in grades four and five, assessed readers'

enunciation, -phrasing, expression, and volume. Remedies to

corfect %he.moét commén errors wefe suggested;

Ilg anl Ames (1850) studied chiihren from 15 months
through 9 years of age. They observed the children as they
progréssed through'the various stages of reading. These
stages which they believed all children must pass thrépgh,
were referred to as the Jreading gradient."” Reading errors
of the children were noted.’ They assumed:

Many so called errors might well be relatively
benign and characteristic response of certain age
levels, and might indeed have definite developmental

impact, as giving real clues to the rate of the )
child’s progress through ‘the reading gradient. (p. 106)

) —

~—~—

; In a study of 380 crlldren, ranging in placement %

from first to sevent\ grade} Monroe (1928) tabulated the

errors of retarded readers“agh compared them with the errors

of normal readers. She stated that the outstandlng number

of reversals and repetitions and the, total number of ergoré

el iab—n b e et €




differentiated the normal from the retarded readers.
Remediation methods were then directed specifically towards
.OQercoming the types of errors in which a decrease in

errors paralleled an increase in reading gradés.

L

Schale {X966), in an attempt,to identify the kinds

T
' "
of reading errors that occur at different elementary and

secondary grade levels a8 the changes ih types of errors,
from grade to grade, found that six of the~eight major errors
: éxamined'in her study were still evident in students' oral
readihg at twelfth grade. She suggested, therefore, that
this implies that mhre time should be\given to oral reading
in the- senior high school.

In an. attempt to study.readg;s of different profi-

-

ciency levels, Malmquist (cited in Coomber, 1972) had all
~

subjects read the same passaée, and he recorded and later
analyzed their errors. He considered only the, quantity of
errors. Malmquist concluded that the dlfference between
prof1c1ency levels was in the quantity rather than the
pattern of errors and that there are not certain'weaknessgs
in reading that constitute the Poor reader. Fairbanks (1937),
in a étudy hf college freshmen who were referred to as good
and poor readers, found that the poor readers made more
reading errors than the good group, ith substitutions belng
more fregquent than oth;r types of errors for both group5//
Repetitions werq studied in considerable.detall. They were .
subdivided into rePetitions éf words, parts of words, and

} , ; i
groups of words. In the poor group, repetitions were evenly

W
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distributed amongst the three types, while the most common
repetition of the good readers was of éroups of words.
Fairbanks stated that "worthy of note is the fact that while
fifty-one percent of the poor readers' substitutions pervert
meaning, no substitutions by the superior group were of that
type" (p. 94).° _

Basically, most of the early studies of oral reading
responses concentrated on quantity of errors, and their
analysis did not extend to the syntactic and semantic
features iﬁvolved in the erfor. However, as Coomber (1972)«
has pointed out, early researchers have contributed signifi-
cantly to what is known about the reading process téday,
despite the seemingly coarse methods employed compared to
abproaches currently used. Bennett (i942); inlan analysis
of 34,272 errors made by retarded reéhers in word recogni-
tion, studied the relationshié of graphic similaritylko the
stimulus. The data indicated that the beginning and ending
sounds of words are most freguently used as cues in word
retognition, but the beginniﬁg of the word predominately
serves as a more salient cée iff word recognition. Bennett
fefther noted that although the dominant letters and word

"pérts éla§ a part in word recognitidn, the responses are
alsaggoverned by the structure of the context that the
stimulus is in. Even'thgugh a response may be wrong, the

~game part of speech is frequently substituted; for example,

a noun stimulus would elicit a noun substitution. Bennett's

study indicated that 41% of the erroneous responses were

R?
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clearly associaped\iﬁ\thouqht with the stiﬁuli. They mainf
tained that "errors do not occur in a haphazard way but are
Qoverned by the-conteﬁt in which the stimulus is incorpo-
rated and by unfortunate reading habits'whiéh the pupil has
developed in the reading process" (p. 38).

As_early as 1930, Payhe (1930), in a study of the
oral reading responses of 400 urban children in grades two

— : \

to fi;gT“noted that if the child is somewhat mature in his

reading habits and encounters an unknown word .in context, he

tends to substitute a word which will make the meaning

"clear. ,Payne found that not only the readers who were belbw

©

average in oral or silent reading or both, made the errors
reported. Onh the contrary, even the superior readers made
the errors pointed out by the.diagnosticians as peculiar to

nonreaders. ‘

Summary

Basically, the early,studiés in ofal readiﬁé research
concent;ated on the quantity of errors and diq not inélude
study of the syntactic and semantic features involved in the
error. Types of errors and how they persisfed or chahged
through the grade levels were studied. Regetitionsaof words
and groups of words were studied in consideréble detail.
Reaging proficiéncy Qas aetéfﬁinéd by the quantity of errors
and any type of deviance froh the teéxt was ‘generally thought‘

to indicptgia need for remediation.

.
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Studies of 'Oral Reading Errors Since 1965

1

The analeis of miscyes in readinngf a gqualitative

nature began in 1963 as a technique fe}_ptudy ng closely
what children do when they read (K. Goodman, 1065; K. °
Goodman &-q/ Burke; 1268, 1969, f973; f. Goodmahm\l9?l).
From this time onwerd, studles have attempted to a alyze, <
within a psychollngulstlc framework, ‘oral reading . m*scues.
At the .time that the Goodman—Goodman-Butke stud}es Jere _‘".2;5:::\
being conductedf studies in miscue.analeis were being.

-

under the dlrectlon of K. Goodman. ‘' The early analys;s,of_

LN
miscues by K. Goodman and cY Burke resulted in the -develop-

ment of the Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Miscues (1969).

Based upon the-takon9$y, Y. Goodman and C. Burke c¢onstructed

a Reading Miscue Inventory (1972) which is designed to aid

the educator in apéiyinglmiscue research information.in'the
classroom. It is .an attempt to narrow the‘tremendohs_gep.
between reseatch and application. ‘It provides tgechets with .

an effective procedure that allows them toﬁgain insight into '

¥
2,

the reading process and at the same time assistscithem’ in ~.

({

evaluating the reading of their students.

a

— e ot e T ol

The reader has at his/her disposel three cueing

systems. Fhese systems are referred to as the graphophonic,

°

the syntactlc, and the semantlc sources of information. /

’

K. Goodman (1965) contended that readlng 1nvolves the inter-

relationships of the three language gystems. He stated:

. : - . G

o .
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. . . .
The child learning to read his native language has
already internalized these cue systems to the point

where he is responding to them without being con- B

sciously aware of the process. {(p. 639)

K. Goodman (1965) conducted a study with 100 children
in grades one, two, and three to determine their ability to |
rgcogh{ze words in and out of context.. Reasoning that in
lists childreh'have only graphophonemic cues whereas in

-

stories the& have additional cdes, Goodﬁah found'that the

. children weré‘able to read many words in context that they

were not able to read from the word. llStS.‘ The average‘..
flrst graders were able to read two thlrds more words in the
story than in. the llSt‘ The average second graders mlssed :
in a story only one in four of the words that they mlssed on
% list, whlle the third graders were able to 1dent1fy in!
storles 82% of the words that they mlssed on. the list."Ther;
was no occasion when a chlld got_a wordfcorrect on a list
but missed ft repeatedfy in the story.. It was noted from

the study that when- the children regressed whi eadihg the

" .story, it was for the purpose of correcting thelr mlscues.

gowever, if a mlssed word on the list did not get corrected

1mmed1atei\\‘the child very rarely regressed to make the‘

- correctlon. K- Goodman concluded that 51nce it 1s ea51er

to réad words in context than in isolation, it appears to

be unnecesgary to introduce vOcabulary to'children prior to

their reading ainew story. Psychollnguistxc research sug-

gests that readers depend more upon syntactic than Upon

graphic and semantic cues’ (Melvln,'lQIQ). . The focus in
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teaching reaging ought tod be the'contekt'of whole ° .

language, rather than analyzing and identifying wbrds from

2

lists. ’ ‘ .

e

An extension of the Ki Goodp@alr Etudy (19659 was

he substitutions‘of words -

cond graderg were.

carried out by MaoMullin. (1980).
a

\ ;
~in isolation and in context of 100

’
*

analyzed. These cﬁildren were of rural, low, and miédle

) _ L . : . . » T
socioeconomic -backgrounds. The subjects were -presented
words on a list, and the sqme’target words ‘were presented

in context." The student E;raéib.for éorréléted~samp1es was -

L2 N . o

used to compare the number df'substitutiéhs on each task.
The relationship between substifﬁtion'miécu¢§ apd;readiﬁg

comprehension waS»alndrg;;minedw”The'subjects recognized .
, ) s : :

N .

t , - . . .

significantly (p < .005) more words in context than they did

in*isolation. Context appeared to be.a significant aid to
. ’ 1 ’ -\ 4

word recognitién. This finding supponmte K. Goodman's |

findings.

MéMpllin compared the total gquhié similarity of

."//—d__~ =
v subsg;ﬁutions made in isolation with those migé in context..

_i The comp rison producedfsignifidant'resulﬁs. The graphic

similarity score for substitutions occurring in isolation

, was grs9£ér'than for substitutions occulring in context.
_ e Z N :
The.qféphic display of the word' appeared to be a'more.

. salient cuexfor ‘word recogniﬁion in isqlatibn than in ¢on-
text. This collaboratesoGoodman's (1965) reasoning that in

word lists the ofily cues that children have are those

inherent in the words. N - S
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‘is best accomplished wheh chlldren are presented wmth read—

verlfled the srmultaneous use by readers of ¢he graphophonlc,

)

32w

McMullin further suggdsted that because .two~thirds

of the childgen's substitutions in thé study conforméd to

v

- thé rules*®f .their language, there s evidence that the’

-

child's Ifanguage is a ‘very important base for reading. She

maintained that'the most, appropriaté materials for beginning

readers would be those in which the syntactic’ structures are

1

similar to those of the child's oral language . While more

3

than 66% of the chlldren's mlscues “in McMullln s study were '

'syntactlcally acceptablef a. large proportlon of those pro— .

3

. duced- a, change in- meanlng ThlS 1nd1cates ‘a need for

mﬁteachers to empha51§e to chlldren the rmpOrtance of strrvrng

a N

v 3

to obtain meanlng when readlng.; McMullln suggested that thls

1ng materlals that are not tod dlfflcult. e
' The extent to whlch syntactlc 1nformat10n is, . used by

J . v

Jreaders is demonstrated through studles of readers' mlscues.r

{K Goodman anﬁrc. 7:rke (1968) analyzed the readrng mlscues

of fourth- and fifth-grade proflcient readers.. Th1s study .

>,

~ _; 2

ﬂsyntactlc, and semantlc cuelng systems. It especially
. poxnted out the degree to which the reader uses syntactlc

L lnformatlon. They reported that all of the chlldren seemed

v

.to have strong contnol of language, and correctlon of the

' mlscue tended to depend upon the syntactlc and semantlc

\ N LI,

:.Qacceptabllity of the language structure. Very small percent-

. \

, ages of thelr mlscues resulted 1n grammatlcal patterns which

- Were totally unacceptable,and a: very hlgh percentage of

their miscues produced\fully acd@ptable grammatrcal patterns.f

,,!."
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Clay (l968)lexamined the role of the syntactical
LI . ' . <
: ' rargé of ‘grammar in the readers' selection of.a response.

o : S . N
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» descrlbed as- representatlve of the Auckland urban area in
Lo N vy R o y

1ntelllgence and parent occupatlon . The children were ‘from

schoor 1n a pabr area of the C1ty The. teachlng method used

&> . -

- _ ' , tlon. Readlng for meahlng was stressed rathef‘than Sklll in’
. letter/sound relatlonships and word analy515z The chlldren

iy Were observed weekly for a perlod of one. year. fDurrng this

perlod 10, 525 errbrs were tabulated and one- fourth of these
R . e v
. -; . | ..."were self—corrected Of the 7 674 substltutlons all but 28%
1' . . n ' ' \ .
occurred 1n equlvalent morpheme class structure Qr morpheme—
.} M 4

sequence class‘structure (1.e., more than one llngulstlc -

\unlt). Tbe strong'control that th; syntax of a-chlldfs
AR ' language has in‘his'readino'is:euident from Clay'slstudy.
. . ; 'In another'study,'Weber (1970) analyzed-the oral'

»

) readlng reso/pses of strong and\weak flrSt —grade readers to

AP '_- - determ1ne the dlfferent strategles they used in handllng

\ The erfors were analyzed in terms‘pf thelr appr01

negs to precediné grammatical context. Bofb strong

and weak rladers made responses that .were grammatlcally

W L aoceptable to\prQEEding text about 90% of the time, 1nd1-

v,

3‘, i” f"o cating'thelr sensrtlvity to grammatlcal constraints. Weber

r K stated that thls.evidence lends support to the: idea that.

beginnlng readers use thelr knowledge of the language rather

Y 3 . . ‘ . - ' -2

The subjects were 100 Sﬁyear—olds in Néw Zealand; Theyrwere i

two mlddle‘;lass suburbs, two worklngrclass suburbs, and one
\...__/

-

[

\ .

o w1th the1ch11dren dlscouraged the teachlng.of words in 1sola- .

o
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than reading word by word. Menosky (1971), in a study of
miscues generated by children ¥rom grades two to eight,

ieported that as readers progressed through text t&ii:iijed\\//

toward an increased consideration of syntactic and semantic
»

-"concerns and away from graphic and phonemic concerns., She
fdund that-all of the gfoupb had a strong control of
syntactic structure, and miscues were nearly always at least
partially acceptable with some pdrtion of the sentence.

| Inlg stgdy-of six highly pfoficiént sixgh—grade
readers; C. Bdrké (1969) found supporf fof thewutilization
of syn£agtic‘éues. The miscues.of_these readers retained a®¢
high éQntactic:pquimity to the stimuli.d The étudy indi;
cated ‘that 81% dffthe miscues wefe syntactically acceptable.
According to Allen (1969), readers of sdcond—,'fourth—, and

sixth-d¥rade levels revealed a Stronger awareness of the

syntactie system than of the graphophonic or the semantic

" systems.

o

Stu@ies have focused on the effects of dialect on

readiﬁg pgrforménce. Slms (1972) examined the doral reading
mlscues of 10 second graders. The chlldren read two stories,

*one wrltten rh black dialect and one wrltten in standard

\

' ,Englﬂsh.- Slms-analyggd the miscues, using th% Goodman
Th . . K i . e - ———————

3

'-7Takonogy,df Reading. Miscues, The erbose of the study was

. 3} N
. to ‘determine :the value of using dialect maﬁerials with the

beginning reader and to determine if theré are any qualita-
i o B Co D B S
tive and quantitative differences between the miscues‘
. i o f 1 [

‘,generated oﬁ,ihé“two types of materials, Two groups of

v

o
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- into two groups. One group of 30 students read a passage in

the miscues generated by the students were analyzed. A two- N\ ;

.in a study by Liu (1976 ) disagrees with the supposition that

35

readers emerged from the study,“ons\group being more profi-
cient than the other. The proficient group tended to have
more acceptable miscues and to be more efficient in their
correction'strategies. Acgording to Sims, the differences
related t?ftheir reading proficiency and use of strategies
rather than to any differenées due to reading standard
English or dialect related text.

In order te investigate the interference effects of
a divergent dialect upon reading ability, Walker (1975) N
analyzed the oral reading miscues of a group of third-grade

Newfoundland dialect speakers. Sixty students were divided i

standard English, while a second group of 30 read a dialect ™

version of the passage’. Using the Reading Miscue Inventory,

way analysis of variance was conducted to establish levels

of significance betwéen' the miscues-produced by each group.

—ras

The~ata indicated that the group xeading the standard y

English passage made significgntly fewer total miscues and

significantly fewer dialect miscues than the group who read
the dialect version of the passage. The evidence revealed
failure in reading of black children is due to structural
differences between dialect and standard English. Here

findings indicated that providing dialect text to speakers

& T T AR e Lt b i AR gt el

of a black dialect would not _prove beneficial over materials

written in standard English. The findings of Rigg (1974)
/
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supported other studies that have examined the. effects of
northern rural black English speakers and urban black English
speakers along with:- one white southern English speaker.- Fol-
lowing their reading of the stbry, the subjects were intér-
viewad about it. The results Qémonstratéd that there was no
relationship between a reader!g dialect and his proficiency
in reading.‘ Rigg maintained that, since ghe black English

speakers produced an average of 20% black English features
’ ' / ’ .

1
‘and 80% standard English features in théir oral.reading and

inférview, any time.speqi on instrdction in standard English -

features for these students,would be a waste of time.
Rather, helping theéQ‘fgyJé:ts develop more effqptive read-
ing strategies would be more beneficial. ‘

" Studies have been conducted to examine the strategies
of beginning readers. Clay (1969) found that at the early
stage of reading progress, children noticed their errors and
made effo;té to correct them. Baséd'on.the evidence from )
this study, it is considered that beginning readers who make
good progress sin learning to read develop strategies which
result ié the'efficient brocessing of information. A study
by E. Burke (15976) ind;éated that the quéliby of miscues
improves as the child gets older.— Burke analyzed the mis-
9~
4

proximity and.syntag

cues of .7-, 8-, and year-olds according to their gfaphic

d semantic acceptability. .She
P - ~
found that for the graphic category there was a minimal
difference in the mean score between the 7- and 8¥year—oLds.

The 8-year-olds had the lowest mean‘écore in. the graphic

»
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category. In the syntactic category there w;s a consider-
able increase in scores from the 7- to 8-year-olds, with the
9-year-olds' mean score being slightly lower than that for
the B—year—olds.' The only continuous increase in mean scores
f{pr the three age groups was found in the semantic category.
E. Burke suggested that it appears that children initially
have a greatef reliance on graphic cues, but as reading
skills éevelop they rely more heavily on syntactic and
semantic cues. i , ‘
Séhlieper (1977) studied the oral reading errors
made by children in the first three years of schoqi and the
relationship of these errors to grade_and tQ,level of per-
formance. The errors were categorized as real wdrds, non-
sense words, omissions, ;hd repetitions. The qél word
errors of the first-, second~, and third-grade children were
?kamined according to the effect they had on the grammatical ‘
structure of the sentence. The analysis of errors showed a
sharp chaﬂge in error paéterns from fifst grade to third

grade. Sixty-nine percent of the third éraders' but Ggly

47.4% of the first graders' miscues were real words. gpe

‘third graders' miscues showed.a higher percentage of gram-

matical aéceptability than those of the children in the

preceding grades. Like E. Burke (1976), Schlieper suggested

that as the children progressed they dependea'mbre heaviiy ///f

-

upen the cdntext and. structure of'the‘matex;al. ///>/'
. An investigation of the nature of grapﬁid’cues used
for word.identificatioh'by beginning grade-one readers was

conducted by Eagan (1976). He compared the amount of graphic

e
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information used by high-, average-, and loQ-beginning
readers as well as the amount of graphi¢ infornfation used

in isolation aﬁd in context. When tﬁe children were reading’
in context they utilized thé other available cueing systems
as well as the graphophonic system. The results of Eagan's
étudy are consistent with thogg reported by Weber (1970) in
that the most proficient or the high readers used more
g;aphic information than the average or low-readers. Eagan
toncluded that at least beginning readers do notllessen Eheif
use of graphic cues for fhe othet pue systems but, insteqp,
rely mére heavily dgon graphophonic cues. A study bf |

Biemiller (1970) produced results similar to those of Eagan

(1976) and Weber (1970). Biemilfer was concerned with

changes in the way contextual and graphic information is uti-

lized by young readers. He found that children who were. in
the top and middle groups of his study produced'%uch larger
percentages‘of graphic substitutions than the low group.

‘A study to develop insight into the reading strategies

- of eérly readers was undertaken by Marsden (1979). Feeling (

that "a better understanding of reading strategies in early
'naturéy reade;s‘ could help provide instructional_guidelines
for classroom teachers"” (p. 96A), Marsden selected for the
study 14 kinde;g;rten ghildfen with a reading vocabulary of
at least 50 words and a grade score of at least 1.5 on the

Gates MacGinitie Reading Tests. Each child read aloud, and

the miscues were analyzed according to the Reading Miscue
X . =

Inventory Manual. The data were analyzed for the overall

sample as well as for the more effective and less'effective\

b LAt i £ S A D 3
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readers, The data revealed that these early readers uti-
lized all three of the -cueing systems efficiently, but there
seemed to be no connection between reading comprehension and
these reading skills.
Y. Goodman (1971) identified two major differences
in average and slow readers. She stated:
The difference in average and/giow readers is not in
the use of+the reading strategies but in the ability
to use them effectively so 'that they make a differ-.
ence to the acceptability of the language produced by
miscue. A second difference was the average
readers' ‘ability to emphasize one strategy to a
greater extent than the others but at the same time .

' keep all ‘the strategies operating together. (pp. 76-77)

' K. Goodman and C. Burke (1973) completed a 3-year
study of oral reading miscues produced by readers ranging
from low proficiency second graders to high proficiency tenth
graders. This study was a continuation of almost 10 years
of research in which they sought to bu11d a theoretical '
understandlng of the reading pgocess through analyzing i
readers' miscues. The groups used in this study were rela-
tively small, with five or six subjects at each proficiehcy

level. The data from their'study showed that readers;of

different proficiency levels used the same process, but the

high proficiency readers used it more effectively. Because
the less proficient readers used more graphic, syntactic,

. -
and 'semantic information than necessary, they experienced a

B VPR Y SR

greater meaning.loss.' All groups were equally successful at '’

producing miscues of hlgh graphlc and phonemlc proximity.

K. a!odman and C. Burke noted that nelther of the groups

differed in their ability to use phonics,,despite their

’ i _ . |
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varying levels of proficiency.
Using the Taxonomy of Reading Miscues, Page (1970)

\‘ .
observed and analyzed the miscues of a proficient reader in

second'grade, an average reader in fourth grade, and an
average reader 1in sixth grade, reading 10 basal reader selec-
tions ranging from pre-primer t® sixth grade. Qe found that
the reading process varied with the different 1e§els of
material for each individual reader. In a study of the oral
readinglbehaviour of remedial and proficient readers, Brody

(1973) found that the remedial readers made more miscues an;\\1

showed less efficient use of graphic ang'bhohic cues than the

proficient readers. Furthermore, in successive segments of
the text, the remedial group's use of the syntactic and
sem®tic cueing systems declined considerably, whereas tﬂ;
proficient readers' use ¢f these systems was relgtively
constant throughout the reading. The remedial group er;-
corrected 11.1% of their miscues as compared to 6.5% for the
proficient group. |

In a study of 1l3-year-olds and;B-year-olds reading ét
the same instructional level, Sollenne (1976) reported no
diffefences in the use of graphophonic and syntactic cues. A
difference did exist in their u#se of the semantic cueiné
system; The older less proficient-readers produced more .
miséues which were semantically acceptable than did the
younéer thir&—gradeﬁreadergn Sollenne suggested.éhé~older
readers mié%t have encountered failuré_using graphpphogic
information but have expgrienced_success iﬁ refying on

<

syntactic and semantic cues.
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Lauren's (1976) resul£s were similar to Brody's in
terms oﬁ th;~¥6tél number of miscues and the use of the
correction strategy. Lauren;s seventh-grade readers, read-
ing at the same level as average fourth—grade readers, made
a higher total of miscues and more uncorrected ﬁiscues which
resulted in meaning loss than did the average fourth graders.
However, there was no significant difference in comprehen-
sion between the two groups. Her analysis indicated that
the H%sablgd readers ﬁendgd to maké more miscueé on hiéh
frequency words, whereés the average readers did so on low
frequency woras. ‘Lauren made comparisons of the oral read-
ing of theldisabled seventh grﬁde&s with that of average
seventh graders. The miscues of these groups Qere similar,
but their strategies differed when the miscues resulted in
a loss of meaning.

In An attempt to determine the differences in thF
amount of information used from the three cueing systems by
good and poor readers, King (1978) compared .the oral reading
behaviour of good (average fourth grade) readers and poor .
(low sixth grade) read?rs. As well, he investigated their
ability to integrate information ffom two or more cueing
s&stems simultaneously. Reé;lts indicated that both good
and ‘poor ‘readers were able to utilize and integrate informa-
tion frém the available cueing- systems. However, within the

poor group of readers there was more variance in~the mean
L4

scores than in the mean scores of the good group of readers.

This indicates that the good readers were more efficient

e,
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tﬁan the poor readers in integrating the information at
their disposal. Although there was no significant differ-
ence in the nugber of‘exrors made by the good and the poor
readers, there was a significant Aifference between the

groups in the number of errors corrected and the'ﬁroportion
of semantically unacceptable errors ;orrect;a. &his sug-
gests that good readers are more sensitive to disrupted
meaning, King's analysis revealea a significant negative( ‘
relationship between the correction of syntactically'un~
acceptable errors‘ahd reading cémpréﬁé@sion‘fot'the poor‘
reade;s. He suggested that good and-poor readers not only
differ in their correctionlstrategies, but the good réadeys
have patferns of reading behaviour which would appear to
enhance their ability to construct meaning. M
Miscues succéssfully corrected by second, third, ¢ - o
fourth, and sixth gradéfg&were analyzed by Recht (1976).
Compariséns were‘made between successful correction and
comprehension, grade levgl, ability, and tota; miscues hade.,
She reported that as_the reader became morelproficient and
érade levelmingreased, a higher percentage of miscues was
corrected.'AMiscu;s which tended to distort meaning and

interrupt comprehension were those generally corrected.

“The corréction, then, should not be regarded as an error,

,but rather as -evidenge of the reader's successful interaction

with the text" (p. 633). Hu-Pei Au’s (1977) findings support
those of Recht. She reported that good readers corrected

significantly more miscues than did poor readers. The poor
' L ]
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. R _/:)
readers tended to rely more heavily on graphophonic c¢

than on syntactic cues, whereas the op?osite_was true for
the good readers.

Guzzet.ti (1982) analyzerd the miscues of students of
differing abilities. These miscues were obtained as the

students read passages of social studies and litera%ure

texts. Miscues were coded according to the Reading Miscue

Inventory. Conclusions from the study indicated that all
readers aere able to use information from the syntactic and

semantic cueing systems consistently, and the reading con-

tent did not alter the application of the reading strate— v

gies. Guzzetti found that it was the reader's background
experiences and intere€st in the content of the material,

rather than the content itself that affected the reader's

being able to bring r-neaning to print and thus influence
u

comprehension., ! : . '

>

The miscues of low, average, and high readers, read-

ing varying portions of text, were examined by Menosky (1971).

Y

" The miscuesfwere analyzed according to the Goodman Taxonomy

- of Reading Miscues. She examined Ehe manner in which the
miscues changed as the reader progressed thrb\xgh the text.
The length of the text had'’ the most s&.‘gnlflcan}:e for the low
group. As they progressed through the text thvel\r ‘miscues
became more totally accept.:able. "r{‘f shorter passages pro-
duced more unacceptable miscues for all groups. Tl;e per—
formancé of all groups indigated a firmer cont;rol of

syntactic struci-;ure than ' of meaning. The high readers were

\
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more able té’produce miscues that were more;semantically
acceptable. Menosky's study“~demonstrated tLat as readers

2 : .
gather 4information, they make guesses and 4hen their guesses

are not confirmed they regress in order to correct.
|

In a study of good and poor readers, Misanchuck

(1978) concluded that both groups of readers utilized all

thre}e cuelng systems. But’ that they differed in their use of

v

them. Multlvarlate analysus of group means was used to

. determine differences between poor and good readers in

AN . ¢ . ca
graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic proce;gsxng while read-

ing. While there was no significant difference in the two

groups' use of the graphophonic and §emahtid cueing systems,

“

a significant dif ference did exist in the usé of the syn--
tactic cueing system. The good gr\oup produced a signifi-
cantly higher percentage of grammatically acceptable miscues
than the.poor group 'This finéing is consistent. wirh that
of Shear}er -8 (19‘32) study of good and poor foui;th-grade
readers. Misanchuck's study showed that male A\nd female
readers did not dlffer sighificantly in their uFe of the
“thrée cueing systems, - ' i ;

‘.
Jensen (1972) compared the oral reading behav:Lour of

proficient second .graders, weak sixth graders, nd) highly

proficient sixth gradérs. She reported that visual informa-

v

tion was used effecﬁively;’_by all groups. The proficient
readexrs produced more mis . which were syntactically and
semant}.caliy acceptable than did the we'aker readers. 'All
groups used the correétion\strategy,. bu;t th;a‘pro'ficient

o . -
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readers used this strategy more frequently than the less o
proficient rgaders. Jensen suggested that the o

correction strategy is an extremely important 3
factor separating proficient from weak readers - l
. . . it reveals a deeper underlying competence,
the ability to deal with reading as language. ‘
Proficient readers process language with the . i
knowledge that reading must sound like language i '
artd must have meaning. When a miscue disrupts
either grammar or meaning, it is likely to be . )
corrected by t’pe good 'reader. (p. -138) t _ o
3 . a

‘ Studies conducted amongst réaders of varying profi-
ciencg']:gvels present cor;flicting findihgs. While the \‘
studies indicated fhat all readers use the gra'apl;;phonic,' siyn-'
ta;ctic, and semantic éueing syst‘ems'ther'e are 'conf:radictory
results regarding the extent to whichhe systems are uti- |
lized by’ readers of different ability. Studies 'cbnducted by
K. Goodman and C. Burke (1973), Sollenne (1976), and
Misanchuck (1978) indicated no difference by readers in the '
utilization of the graphophonic system. 'Contraz;y to this
finding, Hu-Pei Au (1977) reported that poar . readers relied
- more heavily on graphophonic information than good- readers,
According to Jensen (1972), Hu-Pedl Au (1977),. and
Misanchuck (1978) goéd readers, gsed the syn'tactiAc. cueihg sys'—
tem more~e‘ff’i‘cient1y fhan‘poor readers. Sollenne (19’76)
- found no differences in the ut‘ilizati"on of this system ,amonc_‘; J

older less proficient 'and younger proficient readers. ' In

-

" studies conducted by Jensen, (1972) and Sollenne (1976) pro-

= . . . N ) . 13 .l
ficient readérs used the semantic cueing system more effi-. - ;".\
ciently than did less proficient readers. However, Misanchuck _ BN

. (1978) found no significant différe\nceg in the use of this
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. group's miscues were semantrcariy acceptable, while thersr
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system byigood and poor ‘readers. f

Otﬁer'miscue research has examined the differences
in the oral reading behaviourlof chilgfen who have been
taudht to'read by phonic% and meaning emphasis approaches.M
horton and Hubert {1977) examined the diﬁferences in goral
reading behaviour of children taught bf a phonics program

and chlldren who recelved instruction through an eclectlc

.basal approach The subjects were ' h1gh, average, and low

A)
ablllty flrst graders. In the phonics prdgram, 1ntens1ve_

attentlon was.given to th decoding skills, and VOcabuiary o
, {

was controtled-accordlng to the regularlty of the spelllng”

patterns. The empha31s was placed on soundlng out rather\

*'than on meanlng. The eclectlc program, however, stressed

.meanlng, W1th a more gradual approach to phd%lcs analy51s.

-

‘The findings’ 1ndicated that “the students who recelvéa the

L]
eclectlc approach to readlng’lnstructlon produced more mis-

cues that were’ syntactlcally and semantlcally acceptable.-.

- » ’

The mean percentages showed that less than 40% of the eclectic*

LT

* N
g 2

percentage of semantlcally acceptable mls ues for the‘phonlsb

groups ranged from 29.6 to 35 6%. The mean percentage of

._.\’ N

_correctlons for the high ablllty eclectlc groups was 46%,

while it was 15 6%’ for the. high ablllty phonlcs group

The data from ﬁdrton and’ Huhert's study demonstrated

»

that phonics programs'resqlted in - students having low compre-.

.hension scores and high word recognltion scores, whereas

N I

”programs emphasizing af’eclectic approach resulted in

u

e




o : o " students scoring higher on comprehension tests than on word

&

recognition tests.

e 4

Bryce (1978) examined the oral reading behaviour of
two groups of grade one students, one of which received
instruction through a phonlcs approach and th,dbther through

L a language experience approach. He found that the langUage

experience group was able tQ use syntactic and semantic )

constraints more effectively than the phonics group. ' The
children'who received instruction through'the language
experlence approach obtained hlgher comprehen51on scores
than those instructed through the phonlcs approach. ‘His
\study indicated, as dld_that of Norton and Huberth that the
‘.' dphonics group'produced~more nondords. ﬁryce'also found”that
] "for‘graphic similarity of the misoue;to thelteut stimulus
there was.no éignificant diffefénce between children taught
by a phohics approaoh and - those taught by-the language experi- .

-

’ence approach. Thls result confllcts w1th Norton and
. \ N L N 4
: o Hubert's (1971), rﬂhthat they reported a high graphic
prox1m1ty in the group s miscues,

Data from a study by L. Carnine, D. Carnine,and R:

.

'Ge;sten (1984) offer confllctlng results. These researchers
analyzed the miscues of flrst— and,thlrd grade. students
who were-economiéally disadvantaged; These students had

. ‘o h . - L )

' N ‘ béen'inStructed with tHe same code emphasis‘program. As'

. . -

o B would be expected the flrst-graders ‘mi'scues tended to have .
: hlgh graphlc simllarlty to the expecteq response (70%)

- whether the,substltutlon was: a real word a nonsense word.
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A very low percentage of their miscues was'byntactically

or semantically constrained (20%). The third-grade students,

\
although taught by the same code emphasis program, were a

great deal more sensitive to contextual cues than were the
first graders. All éht 10% of the third-graders' miscues
were semantically constrained. Seventy-nine percent of

their miscues indicaged syntactic constraints and 76% of

their miscues were graphically'similar. It appears that

the third .graders have been successful in integrating phonics

and contextual cues.

Since 1965 studies have ;i§empted to analyze, within

a psycholinguistic framework, oral reading miscues: Research

using -the Goodman .Taxonomy of Reading (1969), the Readﬂnﬁ ’

Miscue Inventor& (1972), or modified vérsions of this
procedure has: enabled readiﬁg researphers'to gain insight
inté the rezaing process. 'During this period researchers
have‘attempted to determine the causes underlying the
unexpected respon;es Sr miécues. Studies have concentrated
on how readers utilizejthe cﬁeing systems of language. and
how readers of different proficiency levels differ in thei:’
use of the systems. | Research has shown that readers rely
in varyind degree;fupqn information from the.graphophonic,

syntactic, and semantic systems to bring meaning to print.

\
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CHAPTER ITI .
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to compare the read-
ing behaviour‘of proficient and less proficient fourth-
grade readers to detefmine differences in their reading
strategies. This chapter” will present the design of the

study, a description of the sample used, the instrumentation

'used in the study, methods\and.procedureq!hdlized, and P }
o . : - - |
questions examined in the study. ~ !
,Design .
Forty-one students in two grade four classes were .

selected in May, 1980, to read orally £he'story "Space Pet,"

selected from the Reading Miscue Inventory (1972). The Fry

Readability Formula (M. Cheek & E. Cheek, 1980) indicated
'the readability.of this story to be of an early f%fth-grade
level. This‘story was chdsen because it was felt that it
Wéald be difficult enoughéta‘generate a sufficient number

of miscues. The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tesﬁs,Survey D,

Form 1 (1968) was administered in mid-May, 1980, to all

I
students in order to obtain individual grade equivalent

scores for comprehension. L / "

The reading comprehension grade scores ranged froﬁ

'2.3;t6 11.9. Studénts whose comprehension scores fell

49 B .
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between 472 and 4.7 and between 4.9 and 5.4 were selected’/
for the study. This indicated a reading level of not more

than 6 months above grade .level and not more than 6 months

"below grade level. At the time of the testing the stud%nts'

grade level was 4.8. The classroom teachers' rating of the
students' reading abilities supported the grade level com-

prehension scores on the Gates—MacGinitie Reading Tests.

The writer was }'ﬁerested in examining the similari—
ties and differences in the use of the ¢tueing systems by
proficient and less proficient readers within a l-year
difference in reading level and tﬁerefdre excluded the 31
remaining students from the study. |

: §
. The following questions were examined in this study:

v

1. Do all readers, whatever their stage or level of pro—
ficiency, utilize 'all three cueing systems to the ™
extent that not less than 20% of Z?eﬁrkmiscues show
graphophonic similarity, syntacti¢ acceptability, and
6emént1c acceptab111ty° ;

2. ~Do all readers utlllze the cueing systems equally?

3. DO the miscues of less- proficient readers gave a higher
graphophonemic proximity to tﬁe expecteé response than
th miscues of prof1c1ent readers?

4. Do prof1c1ent readers produce a hlgher percentage of
syntactically acceptable miscues than less prof1c1en2~ﬁ
readgrs? ) |

5. Do proficieht readers produce a'higher percentage of.

semantically acceptable miscues thah less proficient

reade}s? (
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6. Do less proficient‘readers produce a higher percentage
of miscues resulting in meaning change than proficient
readers?‘ : N
7. Do proficient readers correct a higher percentage of
miscues than less prdficient readers?
8. Do less proficient readers correcf a higher pércizfage

of semantically acceptable miscues than proficient

readers?

The Sanple
The initial test populatioﬁ consisted qf 4l hetero-
geneously grouped fourth-grade students from an elementary
school«in Pbrtuéal Covev—Newfbundland. This school, which;1
is under the jurisdiction of the Avélon Consolidated School
ﬁoard, was selected for the study because the writer was
employed at the school at £he time of the siudy. The 10

students in the study were selected after all of the fourth-

grade students were administered the Gates-MacGinitie

Reading Tests, Survey D, Form 1 (1968). Students who were
) ' { .
reading 6 months or more above grade level or more than

6 months ‘below. grade level were excluded from the study. The

students selected for study were being instructed from the

gsame basal reader, Hockey Cards and .Hopscotch, Level 4, of

the Nelson Language Developmen; Readihg Prdgram (1971).
B P . « - ) . 3

Instrumentation

The instruments used in this study 4ncluded the

\}

comprehension subtest of the'Gates*MacGinitie.Reading Tests,

)
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NG veﬁy carefully done.

\ .

Survey D, Form 1 (1968), and the Reading Miscue Inventory

-

(Y, Goodman & C. Burke, 1972).

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests, Survey D,

Form 1, was administered by the classroom teachers to all
students in the two grade four classrooms from which the

sample was selected for this study. Survey D is intended
for use in grades four through six. The test consists of

three subtests--spéed and accuracy, vocabulary, and compre-—

" hension. The speed.and accuracy subtest was not adminis-

tered. Although the vocabulary subt&st was administered,

the students were selected for the study on the basis of

" the comprehension subtest score rather than on vocabulary -

and comprehension scores or on a composite score. The
authors of the test suggest that the comprehension score'be
used if a single index of reading ability is desire@.

J The comprehension subtest consists.of 21 passages
contaiﬁing a total of 52 blahk spaces. The studént has a
choice of five completions for each blank épace and must

consider the meaning of the whole passage when choosing an

answer. Initially, the passages. are éasy but becoche more

.difficult as the, reader progresses. Norms for the‘test

were developed by administéring the test to approximatgly-

40,000 pupils in 38 tommunities across the United States

(Gates & MacGinitie, 1965). The comprehenéive standardiza-

tion methdds, according to Van Roekel (Buros, 1972), were

L]
\
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The directions for the test were read carefully to
the children and sample exercises worked through with them.
The time‘limits assigned to each test, 15 minutes for the
vocabulary subtest and 25 minutes for the comprehension sub-

test, were adhered to rigidly.

The Reading Miscue Inventory

&
The Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) (Y. Goodman & C. _

Burke, 1972) is a diagnostic'and evaluative instrument that

has evolved from the Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Miscues.

This instrument érovides'a qualitative as well as :§§u§nti-
tative analysis of reading proficiency. The RMI consists

of a manual, 'a practice analysis hanual, selected readings

for taping, coding-sﬁée?s, and profile éheeté for each -
individual reader. Six taped readings are included for use
with the practice anélysis manual to familiarize.the user
of the RMI with proper diagnostic and evaluation procedures.
The reading selections vary in difficulty and length and

represent a wide range of interests.

i

Testing Procedures

A letter was seny to the parents (see Appendix)
of each child in the initiél population asking permigéion ’
for their child ‘to participate in a study to be undertaken
by the writer. The writer briefly outlined the purpose of
the study. Once the parents returned the letters of consent
.

a time was scheduled with each child to begin testing. The

samples of oral reading were obtained during the lunch

5\,
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periods and after school hours’ of the children's.s.chool -
day. This arrangement met with the approval of the teachers
and the principal of the school. ‘

Each child read individually in a‘room which was
fairly quiet with just the writer present. The writer AN
explained to each child the nature and purpose of the task.
The chiid was asked to read a story in order that the writer
might find out some thing¥about the'waﬁ?he/she read. The
reader was told that he/she might encounter some difficult
words but that the writer would:not be qble to provide the
pronunciation ot definifion'of the word. If the child was
not successful in identifying a word he/she should continue |

.éo read on.

The child was informed, that during £he reading the

. writer would be following along a copy of the samé story
and making notes from time to time. . The child was also told
that following the reading he/she would be asked to retell
as much of the story as possible. The writer informed the
child that-a tape recorder would bé used to tape the read-
ing since the writer wbuld'want to listen to.the.readipg at
a later time. The chiid was asked to state his/her name

' prior to beginning tolrééa.‘ The writer .sat to the side and

'bac# a litt;qbf?oﬁ'the child in orde;tnot to distract him/
her while ;eading.' l .“

Each'ch{i?-&as given the origigal cagziof the story

"Space Pet" selected from the Reading Migcé¢ue Inventory

(Y. Goodman & C. Burke, 1972). The readability level of

-
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this passage, as determined by the Fry\Readability'Formula,
indjcated that it ought to be difficult enoﬁgh to generate
a sufficient number of miscues. The writer noted'miscues,
including substitutions, reversals, omissions, and inser-
tions. This was recorded bn a copy of the text which the
child read. No assistance was given to the child during
the testing period. X 1

Following the reading of the story each child was
asked to retell as much of t@e story as he/she could
remember. The reéélling was auéiotaped for later listening

at which time the retelling was writtéen verbatim. In order

to determine as closely as possible the child's comprehen-

~sion of character,; plot, events, and theme, the writer

asked questions based on the child's'retelling& rather than
questions which contained information that the child had
not included in his/héi\gétélling. A retelliné score was
assigned to each child. The retelling of the story produces
a possible retelling”score of 100'points. Each of the four
cateéories is_assignéd points as follows: character
analysis, which is subdivided intc character recall and
deveidpment, 30 points; theme, 20 pointg; plot, LQ points; an
and events, 30 points. The child's retelling was compared
with a fetellﬂng format and points assigned. The retelling
format prepared by Y. Goodman and, C..Burke (1 ) coﬁsists

?

of the categories listed previously, and"the assigned points

are divided among the number of items in each category.

. o - B
! e
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The audio tapeg were monitored and additional mis-.
cues were noted for each child. These miscues were added
to thosgse already on the prepared copy of the text as a part
of the miscue analysis procedure. The miscues were then

coded according to the Reading Miscue Inventory (1972).

Miscues were identified as:

‘Substitution: A word which differs from the word in the

text. . The incorrect word is written over the correct
word (Y. Goodman & C. Burke, 1972).
Insertion: Any word ‘or punctuation fhat is inserté&}intq
- _the text. _An insertion is indicated by an insertion
sign /\(Y.(Goo&man & C. Burke, i972). . .
Omission: Any word,.wdrd part, or punctuation that is
omitted from the text. .This is indicated by circling
the omitted portion (Y. Goodman & C. Burke, 1972).
Reversal: Any letters, words, phrases, or clauses which are
interchanged.‘ Reversals are indicated by using the
editors' transpositional symbol, i.e. Sn (Y. Goodman.&
C. Burke, 1972). ' ' '
FoliB&ing are exampdes of eat¢h type of miscue taken
from the reading of children who participated in the study.

1

L)
Substitution

Reader: Sven removed the mask and she hoped onto his
finger, ' ' _ -
Text: Sven removed the mask and she hopped onto hik

]

finger.

e e e = 84
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Omissiw ‘

Reader: None of figured-out why he chose the pet he did.
Text: None of us figured out why He chose the pet he did.
In;ertion '
Reader: -This was not as hard as it sounds since you need
P a littlg sleep in space, i
Text: This was not as hard as it sounds since you need
little sleep ;n space..
Reversal .
,Reader: She usually wakes up him.
Text: She usyally wakes him ué.
Each miscue was viewed iﬁ'terms of intoﬂ;Eion;
graphic and sound gimilarity; grammafical funétion, ;orrec-
tion of miscue, gfammatical acceptability, Semantic accept-

ability, and meaning change. The Reading Miscue Inventory

(1972) procedures include asking quéstions about each of
the reader's miscues. Y. Goodman and C. Burke'(I§72) said
that "these questions are asked about each miécué so that
the effect of all the laﬁguagé systéms,operaﬁing within the
reading process can be ﬁeasured“ (p. 49).

The ques;ions asked about each miscue follow::'

1. Doéé the miscue involve a shift in intonation? Intdna-
tion is cgded as a m}5cue only &hen a change in gram-
matical structure occﬁrs or when there is a change in
meaning.

2. How much graphic similarity is there betWeen'the observed
response and the expected response? ?If twd or mofe

Y

4
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parts of the miscue are similar to the text word the

miscue is coded as having high graphic similarity and
marked "Y". If only one part of the miscue is sihilar,

/

the miscue is coded as having some simi£;}ity and is
marked "P". If no similarity exists the miscue is

marked "N".

- Does the miscue sound like the text word? Again, if.

two or mére parts of the miscue sound like the text

word, it is considered to hatﬁ’gigh sound similarity

and is marked -"Y"; if one part of the miscue sounds
d ) - ~

similar to one part .of the text word, it has some
{

similarity énd-is marked "P"; and if no part of the
miscue is similar in sodnd to tpé text word, it is
marked "N",

Does the miscue have the same grammatical function as.
the word in the texﬁ? If the miscue has the same gram-
matical function as -the text word, it is marked "Y";

if it'is<differentr-it-is marked "N"., Occasionally the
language unit resulting from a miscue may be so short W
or disruptgd that thé grammatical function cannot be
determined. -In such cases, 5 '"P" mark is assigned. If
the miscue is an omigsion or insertion, or involves

o

more than one word, this category is not marked.

-
[+]

Poes the reader coggect the, miscue? If.the miscue is
corrected, it is marked "Y"; if the reader attempts a
correcticn but is unsuécessful,‘or if a correct response

is abandoned, the miscue is marked "P"; and if no

-
.
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N
correction is attempted, the miscue is marked "NW".
Is the sentence in which the miscue occurs a grammati-
cally acéQEZ;;I; structufe? If the miscue occurs in a

sentence which is grammatically acceptable and is,

acceptable in relation to prior and subsequent sentences

‘ Coa
in the text, the miscue is marked "Y"; if the mich?
occurs in a sentence which is érammaticéliy acceptable

but is not: acceptable in relation to prior or subsequent

sentences in. the text, or if the miscue is grammaéically
acceptable only with the 'sentence portion pfior'tb ot

following the miscue, the miscue*is marked "P". If the
_ , e

miscue occurs in a sentence which is not grammatically

7t
accep&able, then the miscue is marked "N". .

a

Is the sentence in which the miscue occurs semantically

acceptable? If the miscue occurs in a sentence which .

-~ h

is semantieally acceptable in relation to prior ‘and

4
~ -

subsequent sentences within the text, the miscue is
marked "Y"; if the miscge'occurs.in a senfencg which is
gemantically acceptable, but not acceptablé'in relation

to prior ahd subsequent sentences, 6: is semantically

_accépfable only with the sentence prior to or followjing

the miscue, it is marked "P"; if the miscue ocpufs'in -
a sentence that ig-not sépgntically écceptablé, it 'is

marked NS | - ;
boes the‘miscué result in a change in meaning? If éhe_

miscue causes an extensive ghange in medning, it is

marked "Y"; if a minimal change in meaning is-?ngg;Ved,

-
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the~miscue is marked "puz‘aﬁd iﬂ no change in meaning
occurs because-of the miscue,. 1t is marked "N".
Many -of the chlldrén s mlscueé,ln this study were
probaﬁly influenced by dialect. -Studies have cogcluded,
" - " however, that dialect does not 1nterfere w1th readlng com-
‘%ﬁ . prehen51on (Liu, 1976; ngg, 1974- Sims, 1972- Walker,
'19~75). Therefore thlS study did not 1nclude codlng the \

miscues. in terms of dialect. e

1

The questions asked about each miscue prouide one ‘

wath a qualltat1Ve ]s well as a quant1tat1ve analysis of

an indlvldual's readlng mrscues. The*éualitatlve dlffer—

v . .
ences can be recognlzed in the;mlscueS'of“these twq'readers_
] . “ - ' .‘ P " . .

..~ who part1c1pated ;n this 3§hdy L SR . .

n o . .'went ' ' ' '
N First Reader: I was still only half awake when I folned

-\" !

‘the others atﬁbreakfast. - :3"'f° =

. . " k
§econd Reader' ’She s never .done this'before.

. .

Both readers each made dne miscue. - The miscue of the first
' : {.

reader, however, resulted in a(éyntactlcally/semantlcally
\
unacceptable sentence. The mlscue of the second reader 1s

.. [}

. not disruptive Qf" grammatlcal structure ‘and 1t causes a

~. -

mlnlmal change .’ul"mea 1ng. L , '. ‘. S -

‘ Slmllaritles and dlfferences in mlsisg types and
the use of cueing sYstems that exlsts among readers within
each group were examined. The miscues of each group were
examined in terms oﬁ ;ge amount of graphic/sound simllarity,

the percent of syntactipally ‘and semantically-acceptable<

E 4 . : \
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miscues; the percent of ?}scues correct
to which each group's miscues disrupted

passage.
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1. Do all readers, whatever their stage or level of pro-

CHAPTER IV

~

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this.q?apter is to present the find-

ings of the study as they relate to the questions posed by

the writer. The gdestions examined in the study follow:

-e
ficiency, utilize all three cueing systems to the

extent that not less than 20% of their miscues show .

'graphophdnic similarity, syntactic acceptability, and

semantic acceptability?

2. Do all readers utilize the three cueing systems.eQually?

"3. Do the miscues of -less proff?}en% readers have a higher °

1y
’

Qraphogggpemic proximity to the expééted response than
the miscues of the.profixient“readef?

4. Do proficient readers produce a higher percentage of
* ’ - N ) - v ' : . .
syntactically acceptable miscues than less proficient ~—
- .

readers?

5. Do proficient readers produce a higher percentage of ..
semantically'acceptab;e miscues than less proficient

»readers? oo T o !
7 »

6. Do less proficient reQders produce a hiéher percentage

.of miscues ‘that result in meaning/change than proficient
' toT L - e
readers?

-

7. Ppo proficient readers correct a hjgher percentage of
Ly :

miséués than less proficient read rs?
L T - ' L
_ . B2 .

N

— e e iay ar e eee e -
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8. Do less proficient readers correct a higRer percentage
| ]

of semantically acceptable miscues than proficient

readers? .~

The writer examined the similarities and dif fer-
~,
ences in the ways in which proficient and less proficient

readers utilize the three cueing systems of lamguage which
. 2

they have availahble (i.e., the graphophonic, the syntactic,
and the semantic cueing systems). Mean percentages were
tabulated for the proficient and less proflment groups of

readers for each of the followmg variables: graphlc/sound

simllarlty, syntactic acceptability, semantic acceptability,

corrected -miscues, miscues resulting in meaning. change, and

the total numbej'r of miscues generated by readers in each
group. The‘va',ﬁ{'ia-bles-examined and'refe_rred to in the

t;aBles' are defined by Y. Goodman and C. Burke (1992), as

fol lows;\

High Qai)hic simi'la\rity — If two of three parts of
the miscue are similar to the text item a 'high
degree of similarity is said to exist. (p. 53)

High sound simﬂarity ~ If two of three parts of

the miscue are similar to the text item a high

degree of similarity-is said to exist. (p. 53)°
A ; : .

’

Syntactical acceptability ~ The miscue occurs in

a sentence which 1s grammatically acceptable and—
is acceptable in relation to prior and subsequent
senten!ces in the text, (p. 63) Y

Semantic acceptab1 'I‘he ‘miscue occurs in a
sentence which is s ntically acceptable and is
. acceptable in relation to prior and subsequent .
- sentences within the text. (p. 63) . A
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Corrected miscue - When a reader becomes aware
that he has made a miscue, he may attempt to
correct either silently or orally, or he may
choose to continue without correcting. (p. 58)

Meaning change - An extensive change in meaning
is involved. (p. 63)

Analysis of the Data

Question 1. Do all readers, whatever their 'stage or level
of proficiency, utilize ali three cueing systems to the
extent that ngt less than 20% of their miscues show grapho-
phonic similéri@y, syntactic acceptability, gnd semantic
acceptability? ¢

Findings. Téble 1 presents the percentage of proficient'
?éaders' miscues habing high graphic similarity, high

sbund similarity, grammatical ;bbeptability, and semantic’
accep?ability: The findings indicate that.re&ders in both

groups utilize all three cueing systems to varying degrees.

Table 1

v
L]

" Percentage of Proficient Readers' Miséues,ﬂaving High
Graphic Similarity, High Sound Similarity, Syntactic

¥ Acceptability, and Semggtic Acceptability
~——High High ——— —
Student Graphic Sound ‘ntactic Semantic
Similarity Similarity Accepta?;lity_ Acceptability
A 65 590 40 o 28
B - 35 35 43 37
c .75 75 50 38
D 47 47 63 52
E .50 46 T s 37

et e W i i b AT
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For the proficient group of readers,.the miscues
haQing a highs graphic similarity to the expected response
ranged from 35 to 75%, with a mean of 54%. The miscues
having a high sodgd similarity to the text ranged from 35
to 75%, with a mean of 52%. This group of readers produced
migcues having syntactical acceptability, with a range of
40 fo 63%, and a mean of 51%. There was a range of 28 to
52% for miscues having semantic acceptability, with a mean
of 38%. 3

While this group of readers used all three cueing
systems, they relied more heavily on graghophonié cues thaﬁ
on syntactic or seman%ic,cuesf.fTable.2 presents the, per-
'centage sf less proficiént readers'UmiSCues;having'high
grapplc similarlty, grammatlcal accepﬁ?blllty, and semantic

w
acceptahlllty.

g

Percentage of Less Proflcient Readers Mlscues Having
) Hiqh Graphlc Similarity, High Sound Slmllarlty,
Syntactic Acceptability, and
' Semantic Acceptablllty R

High . - ngh }
Student Graphic . Sound ' tactlc ' Semantic
Similarity Similarity Acce tability Acceptgblllty
F, 55 49 25 .20
G . 66 . 68 6l 43
H 75 .73 48 34
. - A ’
1 59 . 54 a0 26
J 53 . - 44 37 . 22

g
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The miscues of the less proficient group of readers

having a high graphic similarity to the text indicated a

.range of 53 to 75%, with a mean score of 62%. There was a

range of 44 to 73% of miscues having a high sound similarity
to the expected response, with a mean of 58%.
There was a range of 25 to 61% of’the less profi-

cient readers' miscues which were syntactically acceptable,

with a'mean of 42%. Twenty to 43% of this group's miscues *

wexe semantically.acceptable, with a mean of 29%. Although
a mean of 60% d®f the less proficient readers' miscues
showed a high graphic/sound relationship, the findings

indicate that they utilize all ‘three cueing systems.
Question 2., Do-all redders utilize'the,cueing.s&stems

equally?

1

Findings. Table 3 presents the mean percentagés for the

: prof1c1ent and 1€&ss prof1c1ent groups in the four varlables——

high graphlc 51milarlty, hlgh gpund similarity, syntactlc

-acceptablllty, and semantic acceptablllty

Table 3.
[ 4
Proficient and Less Proficient Readers' Mean Percentages
For ngh Graphic Similarity, High Sound Slmilarlty,
Syntactic Acceptability, and

. Semantic Acceptability . ,
. - M (_l
High . High ~ S, .
Graphic Sound ' Syntactic Semantic
Slmllarity Slmilarity Acceptabillty AcCeptablllty
. T _ ‘ |
b Prof1c1ent ° 54 52 51" ¢ 38
\ . ,
Less - T ’ ‘ :
Proficient 62 58 42 . 29
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The data indicate that the readers in this study do
not utilize the cueing systems equally, nor do the two
groups of readers use them equally. The miscues of the
less proficient readers show a mean of 62% of their mis-
cues having a high graphic similarity and a Teaﬁ‘qs 58%
with a high.sound similarity to the expected response, as
compared to the proficient readers who had‘a mean of 54% of
their miscues with a high graphic similarity and.a,mean of
52% with a high sound similarityu. The less proficient
readers relied'ﬁore heavily on the éraphophoﬁic cueing
system than did the proficient readers. The proficient
group.pgoduced a higher numberqu syntactica%;y acceptable :
m@sédes than the. less profici;nt'réaders{ with a méap/bf
51§{' The_ﬁindings for the lesé profiéient group indicate .
a mean of 42% of syntactically adceptable misEués;i Tﬁe
greatest différenée in éhe mean percentages fdr'bth groups
was in semantic acceptability. The mean percentage of
semantically acceptable miscues fdr the proficient readers

was 38, and for the less proficient readers, 29.
- : .

Question 3. fbo the miscues of the less proficient readers.
have a ﬁigher graphophonemic proximity to thé expected |
résponsenthan thefmiscuég.of the profi%?entl}eaqers?
Findings. 1In this study the readers in the less proficient
groub producéd ﬁore miﬁcu;s with a high graphic éimilarity
to the text thén did_the.reaéers in the proficiéhﬁigroup

(see .Table 3). .The mean percentage of miscues with a high™.

y ¢

.
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graphic similarity to tbe expected response was 62 for the
less proficient reaﬁers and 54 for the ﬁroficient group.
This indicaﬁes a ﬁifferénce,of 8 percentage points in the
two groups. The readers in the less proficient group pro-
duced a higher number of miscues with a high sound similarity
to the expected response than did the readers in the profi-
cient group. éhe mean of the less proficient readers' mis-
cues wiﬂhia h%gh sound similarity to the expected response
was ¥8%, while the mean of the proficient readers{ miscues
with a high similarityléo the expected response was 52%. .
3Pe results indicate that in this study the miscues of thé
less proficient réadérs have a higher,gfaphic/sound similar-

ity to the expected-response,than the miscues of the

proficient readers.

» ’ . . . . - .
Question 4. Do proficient readers produce a hlgher,percent-
age of syntactically acceptable miscues than less proficient

readers?

able'mi5cue5'prodﬁced by the proficient group of readers was
51, while the mgaﬁ perééntaée of those misc@es p;oduced by

the less proficient readers was 42. This indicates that

the proficient readérs in this study produced more syntacti-
cally acceptable miscues than did the less proficient C
readers (see Table 3).

r —
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Question 5. Do proficient readers produce a higher per-

centage of semantically acceptable miscues than less

proficient readers? bt

Findings. The proficient readers produced more miscues

f

that were semantically acceptable than did the less pro-
ficient readers. The mean of the semantically acceptable

miscues produced by the proficient group was 38%, while the

mean of those miscues produced by the less proficient readers

was 29%. This iﬂdicates“a_S% difference in the two groups .

(see Table 3).I

Question 6. Do proficient readers *torrect a higher percent-
7age‘of miscues than less proficient readers?

Findings. Table 4 presents the total miscues, the percent-

-~

abe of ‘corrected miscues, and the miscues resulting in mean-
& - .

. ing change for each reader in the proficient group.
[

Table 4.
. . . :
The Proficient Readers' Total Miscues, the Percentage of
Corrected Miscues, and.the Percentage of Miscues
Resulting in Meaning Change

P— i
' - Percentage .
Percentage ’ of Miscues
Total of Resulting in
Student ' Miscues Corrected Miscues Meaning Change
A, 43 28 . 35
B 49 39 ' 37~
C 340 18 9
D 27 63 30

B 59 C2d . 26 ,,f” 3
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The pro‘ficient readers corrected a higher percent- I
age of miscues than did the less proficient readers. The
number of miscues corrected by the proficient readers
ranged from 18 to 63'%, with a mean of 34%. Table 5 presents
the total miscues, the percentage of corr‘ected miscues, and
the miscues resulting in meaning\cbange for the less pro-
f.icient group. The miscues corrected hy the l'ess_. profi-
cient readers ranged fr)om 16 to 49%, with a mean of 29%.

A

Table 5

The Less Proficient Readers' Total Miscues, the Percentage,
of Corrected Miscues, and the Percentage of Miscues ’

Resulting in Meaning Change L
o ’
B Percentage L :
' . Percentage of Miscues ' ‘
\ - Total of o Resulting in
Student - Miscues Corrected Miscues- Meaning Change
F 60 : 33 43
G 69 : 16 : 33
H ' 61 18 ' 41 R
I 47~ 49 | ‘45 '
J 57 27 39

Question 7. Do less proficient readers produce.a higher !
percentaije of miscu€$s thét. result in meaning change than

more proficient readers?

A

Eindirigs. Table 6 indicatew the means for toi:.al miscues, '

corrected miscués,_ and miscues resulting in meaning change

for the proficient and less proficient readers. " l, s

\

N | /
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A Table 6
Proficient and Less Proficient Readers' Mean Percentages
For Total Miscues, Corrected Miscues, and Miscues

Resulting in Meaning Change

Miscues
Total Corrected . Resulting in
Miscues Miscues Meaning Change

Proficient 42 34 33

Less  Proficient 57 29 ‘ : 40

,
The results indicate that less proficient readers

produce a higher, number of misc_ues that result in meaning
-

charige than do’ the proficient readers. A range of 26 to

resulted in a meaning change, with a mN\IL%.. The find- -.

37% of the miscues produced by the proficient readérs "

.ings indicate that a range of 3} to 453 of the lesgy prOfl—

cient readers mg.scues resulted in a change in meaning, with

a mean of 40%.

Question 8. Do less proficient readers correct a highe_r
percentage og sema{nticgzlly atceptable miscues than profi-
cient readers? ~ ' |
Findings.' The readers in the profj.cient group corrected

a slightly 'higher percentage of semanti&a_lly acceptable mis~

cues than did the readers in the less pr'oficien\t group,

-This was not expected. The proficient readers corrected

23% of their miscues wh_ich were semantically acceptablé'

while the less prof.icieh"t' ;gaderé cprrected 22%. .
A further. éxéﬁli‘ngtidn_ ,of. ‘tl"xe,, miécue t}'{pe; fér both |

groupsnindicated th‘ét_thé readers in the  less proficient

AL
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group produced slightlyhmore n_onsénse ‘Miscues than did the

proficient readgﬁ.J Five percenﬁ:' of the less proficient .

readers' miscues were honsense wdrdsf,/gwhile the percentage
- -~ u '

of nonsense miscues for the proficient group of readers was

3%. Another ‘siight dif ference between the two -groups of

readers is in the numbexr of omission miscues. The percent-
! S

¥

age of omissions for the proficient readers was 11%,. and

. ' o A\
-for- less proficient readers, 12%., | The readers@n the pro-

f‘icient' group producefl an average of 42.4 niiscues, wf,xile'

those in the less praficient_ group produced an average of ’

14

..‘ & i
rd

bgestipns 6;.7, and 8 ot'{ﬁ; Reading. Mi stue
In'x'ien'ltor'z',f(l.907,2)- "'a'p_e :i';-nte"rrélé‘t'ed','to'produce patterns . LT
vhich givé 'iqéight int;o ho'v\;‘ coﬁégrﬁéd;;:he"_'reader isL that
his oral z:eading' ;quﬁds like 1anguag.e.'“- .(p'. 71) . The -pat-’
térns ‘ind'it.:‘alte .the feaaer's strength in using the sg’ntaqt’ic
a.nd' semantic’ cueirﬁj syste;n‘s. in the "weaknésses in gram?
maticai relationsHips" column the less proficient -;ei.xde;s
had ‘a mean of 38%', while the Q:roficientlreadérs had a mean:‘»\‘,'
of' 29.4%, The lesls.proficient‘readex;s wex_"e.less con;::erned
that oral. reading .;'shou],d s'oun".;',_l l:iké 1§néua4e". ’

Similarly, ‘quégi;ibhs. 6, ;i, ' and “? 'are'zint'errelsa.ted
to pro'd'uce-_all ’:patt-:érn which ind:i,c'a;t,es the ‘extent" of meaning
loss. -The .p-atter-ﬁ .ihdicatéé whgﬁher £here;‘£s no loss’in'* .

meaniné), part‘ia_i "logs, ,,pqr ,toj-:él lqés.'of mean'élng ‘caused.;by

LA T

thesmiscues. . v - <. : o .

h . .
A} . . N ~ -
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Table 7 presents the percentage of miscues- caus:\.ng

<y

no loss, part1a1 loss, and total loss in comprehenflon for

readers within the proficiept group.’ The pﬁéflcz.ent readers «
A ) .

. . »
/.‘produced a mean of 59% miscues which resulted in no loss in

-

¢

comprehension, with a range of 47 to 81%.

- r¢ )
Table 7 - ' .
Percentage-of Proficient Readers' Miscues Resulting in ,"
No Loss, Partial Loss, and Total Loss in Comprehen51on
J ° - : .
No Loss Partlal Loss, Total Loss -
: . in . in . in L
Student Comprehension - Comprehension . Comprehen51oh
«n . ® 49 ; 16 S R
- B 65 N X N " 16 .
[ . . ° s . ' . R .
C.. . 47 % 24 o, 29
’ ' M @ ’ . - ‘ ’ »
p®. . 81 .15 . AR RS
g - . : : . @ \ L
B - 53 . : 23 .24 .

~8

\
‘
Y

Table B presents the percentage of mlscues causlng

no loss, partial loss, and total loss in comprehension for
_ R ‘ Va
readers ‘within .the less prof‘ic1ent group Thé\less profi—

cient feaders produced a méan of 52% mrscues whlch resulted

in no loss oin comprehens;.on, thh a range of 45 to 66% T

'I'able 9 1nd1cates\ the means of mlscues causung no*
loss, partlal losS and total loss in comprehension by both',’

groups. . More o?the less proficient readers miscues

0 ‘.
resulted in some loss -of meaning.- The comprehen51on pat-
terns 1nd,kcated that the proflcient :)eaders had as meax) of

22% tot_a\l loss in comprehensmn,: wlt a range of 4 to 35%,

~
.

o
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*” while the,lessfproficient readérs“had a mean of 27% in total
. o *® : ! _'I" ' - ’ :
) - loss oq comprehension, and a‘range of 15 to 35%.
v ' ) [ .8 . : o G
w « . , [ § . -
e R , Table 8 - . o
T—-—-i__ Percentage of Less Proficient Readers' Miscues Resulting in
| - . No Loss, Partial Ubss’ and Total " Loss in ComprehenSLQn
7 -‘
> No Loss ~Partial Loss . Total‘Loss
i ' " in o - in * in
) ‘ 7 - . -.:8tudent . . Comprehension .. Comprehension Comprehefision
. N o . . ) [ .. . .
I Lo o F e : - 50 . 'y 15 ' 35,
T“ A l. ) R -‘ . L ) ' .v. A . ‘. . ‘ . N . “ . . - i
}r,J SRR - T - SR 23 T 26°
Lo B C. s . 19 S e 533
L RIS S 66 . 19 . SRR -3
T I T - U | N N U
‘ . ) ot N . ' :‘ . l ’ ’ N ! "( . : - a N ) . s " - ~. .L- .
- S e oL ' - - ' ) et '] .
G TR : ~ Table 9 C Cm
i 5,f . Vo Proficxent and Less Proficient Readers' gean Percentages For,
Y "',- ‘. No Loss, Partlal Loss, and *fotal Loss in Comprehen31on
¥ o — _No Loss  Partial Loss —Total Loss
. v s " in <. =+ in , " sin _
L - L ‘ " - J . Comprehension Comprehension Comprehension
, Profic1ent ’ 58 & 19 . :' e 22
oo | C Less Proficient 52 o - 23\;~ _ -7 27
; o LY - . l . g ‘. ' ‘u._ ’,v. . . ' N _ﬁ . ’ .,
’ "t - Based on the child:ﬁ retelling of the story he/she
b t, L read, and hié/her'answersoto qhéstiohs ﬁosed-by the writer,
%r'-y - "'a retelling score .was assigﬂ!d to-each child. The retelling
f"j TR . scores. for both the’ proficient and the ésss p‘eficient group
: » & - .
- L -varied considerably~-from 20 to 45, 5 for the" proficient o
‘l‘ PR KS » oA / ., -
X ‘Lb : group, and froh 14 to 37 for the less,proficient group.
T ‘~.“’-" ' ' . " T 'l *
r <. . ‘ v .o
: By " .‘: ' ‘H “ '.h -,
r . : 3 . " ) l'~ \ . 2 . o
..\.‘ ;‘ \ AN
e - l “ ’ “ % .
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The pr'ofici_ent'readérs"-mean_rete'lling score.was é?%., The:"
less proficient readers produced a mean‘rételling:sCOreh
' 'of 22%. ];t‘is intex;estin’.g to note that the two readers in
the proficient group of readers who pbtained the *highest
o retelllng scofes used the syntactlc and semantic cuelng
systems to a somewhat greater degree than the graphophonic

cuelng system. The readers in the less proflcient group

G
_ elther relled more heav:.ly on graphophonlc cues or appeared
- to use'the three Systems equally., R
- . . B ‘ N : ._ : ¢ . ‘ .n ©
. . . . Summary - L )/
The fin 1nd1cate that all readers in this

A\

study use the three cuelng systems which are at,their dis- .
posal but they vary m the extent— to which each. system-is
g utilized.’ Less proficient readers tend.to rely more heavi ¥y l

on the gr'aphoph.om.c system"'than do proficient ‘readers.

-

Xy

Profic‘ient'readers' produce'morc syntactically and semantl-.
cally acceptable miscues. Profi.cient readers correct a
g*reate!- proportiﬁ of their miscues, and they produce fewer
miscues whlch cause a. change in meaning than do less profi- '
cient readers. The greatest differences LJ.n the" two g;roups 0
in tpis study are in the' percentage%‘semantically and o

syntactically acceptable miscues that they produced. S -

“\)
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Fstory each child was asked to retell as fluch of the'etory

taped so that the writer could later complete an in-depth

. e——

" CHAPTER V

- K » R
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

2

The purpose of thié-chapter is to summarize the

study; to present the conclusions based on the flndlngs of

)

the study, and to dlscuss the lmpllcatlons for the teaching i‘

L

of reading as they rel;te to these findings.- Flnally, it

. will offer recommendatidns for future research, I o

v R . : : R C : h
 The intention.of this study wae to examine the. | |
sinilafitles and dlfferences:in the ways in which proficient

- o , A .
and lesL proficient reade®s utilize the three _cueing sys-

tems of language (i. e.,-thengraphophonic, the syntactlc,

, A4
and the semantlc) ‘at _are available to them. Forty-one L ' }
students in twohgrade four cYasses uete selected to read :‘ |
|

§

orally the story’ "Space.Pet” selected from th Readlng -

Miscue Inventory (1972) Following the rea 1ng of the o " |

as possihle. The writer foflowed along with a protocol of

t

the story, noting miscuea as preecribed in the manual of

i L

R S . .y ; A
The reading and ratelllhg ofwthe'stofy wete'aud&o?‘! ‘

Reading Miscue Inventogx., g

.

analysis of each reader's misoues. - During the 3§4eek Y
perlod in whioh the yriter obtgined the ‘samples of'oialg L

[ AP \ S S §
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. proflci

to ignore'it, at.least orallyf and continued to read on,.

77

reading from the students, the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
) :

. JTegts, Survey D, Form 1 (1968) was.administered to, the
=28

students by the classroom teachers. The stud/nrsﬁwhose
comprehensron scores fell between 4.2 and 4.7 and between
4.9 and 5.4 were J!Eected for the study. The flve students
with, re dlng sc¢ores between,4 9 and 5 4 were consrdered the
zn\.readers, and the five w1th scores between 1.2 |

and 4,7, the less proficient readers. . \’

The findlngs 1ndicated that both proficient and

-less proflcient readers utlllzediﬂmacuelng §ystems, -but

they drd not~ utlllze them éaually. The 1ess prof1c1ent
group of readers indicated a heavxer rellance on the‘
graphophonlc system than dld the prof1c1ent readers. .The
mean percentages, however, 1nd1cated that both groups of’
readers'used the graphophozec cuelng system more exten51vely

than elther the syntactic .ot the semantic system. Both

groups appeared to have good control of- the syntaotlc struc--
f

thre of . the language. The’ proficxent readbrs produced more

' mlsq'es whlch wereg semantically acceptable and less disrup—

tive of meaning. The less: proficeent readers tended to '
ignore a greater number of. miscues which disrupted meanlng,

and rather than regress - and correct a miscue, they ‘tended

Co’nclusions and Discussion )

1. Proficient nd -less proﬁioient readers utilize the

..

three'cueing ,uys e when readin . Tables 1 and 2 .

' #present the extent f-the two groupp' reliance on the .

’

o eaamne g
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grédphophonic, syntactic, and semantic cueing systems. K.
Goodman (1965) and McMullin (1980) found evidence to sﬁpport

the contention that children yse cues other than graphic

' ones when reading. Both these studies found that chrildren

N

were able to read more wdrds in context than in isolation,
because whenureading in context they had additional cues.

. - N 3 . N
A study by, oodman' and C, Burke. (1968) which analyzed C.

"the miscues of fourth- ‘and fifth-grade proficient readers

. . >

.verified the simultaneous use by~readers of the three sys—‘
tems, Marsden 8 (1979) study of kindergarten children '; "
revealed that thgge early readers utilized.all three culing'
'systems efficie::;;\‘ The re?ults of'studiei‘by h}ng .978) .
and Guzzetti (1982) of veaders of differing'&bilities indi-
-cated;that botn these groups of readers were able to utilize

and integrate information from the available cueing systems. =

2. All readers do not use the systems equally. In a

study of average and slow readers, Y. Goodman (1971) identi-

fied'two major differences existing between average and .

slow readers. One of these differencee was the "average
+

readers"ability t6 emphasize one strategy to. a greater S

extgnt than the otherS‘but at the ~same time keep all the

astrategies operating together" (p. 77)

N ' L

K. Goodman and C. Burke (1973) concluded frh
study that readers of different profioiency 1evela used
the same prodeas, but the less proficient readers used

AN

mora, graphic, syntactic, and semantic information than

necesaarya-causing a loas in' meaning.ﬂm

L
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-
The proficient readers in this study appeared to

use the three cueing systems more consistently than the less

'proficiént’?Eaders. The mean of the proficientlreaders' mis-

cues with a'high graphic sinilarity to the expected response -

. . { . )
was,55%, and the mean'of - their miscues indicating that they
w :

were influenced, by the syntactic constraints of the language ¢

was 51%./ More than one- third (mean score of 38) of the pro—i

!

. f1c1ent readers' mlscues were semantically appropriate The

less proficaent‘readers utilized the, graphophonic cues more
than the proﬁicient readers.' The mean of the less proficient
readersf miscués.displaying a high_graphic similarity‘was 62%.
In this group the mean of , miscues violating the syntactic
structure of langua;e was 50%, and the mean of semantically
appropriate miscues .was, 29%. The less prof1c1ent readers

appeared to have placed twice as much reliance on graphic

cues as.on semantic cues. It would appear that ‘they were .far

'more\goncerned with ‘word 1dent1f1cation, using mainly graphic

cues, than ipey were with reading for meaning. Sollenne
’ &

p'(1976) found that the two groups used in her study utilized

" the cueing systems differently while reading'*.She examined

\

older ress proficient readers and younger proficientfreaders._~

The older -less proﬁucien§¢xeaders relied'more heavily on the

[ [

semantic cueing system, while the\younger readers seemed to
A

.rely on the graphophonic cueing ‘system. .The fact that older

red&ders had had more experi nce and a wider conceptual backﬁ

ground might have contributed to their reliance on ‘semantic

". . . * ..

it gy e penysn e e PR e
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3.» Less p oficient readers prodfice miscues having a
nigher graphophonemic proximity to the expected response
than do proficient readers. The data revealed that the

less proficiént readers in this study produced more miscues
: —e

with a high graphic sinilarity to the teft stimulus than

did the proficient readers. A tabulation of the miscues . .,

*

with.no graphic similarity indicated that the' proficient

group-had‘almean of*i?%, and'the less proficiént group a -

’

mean of 14%, The less- profic1ent readers produced-more

miscues with. a hlgh.sound 91m11arity score than did the
Lo

‘profiCient readers. The mean score for a high sound

similarity was lower than the high graphic similarity score

»

for both groups. According to Young (l97§), miscues which

consistently reflect a higher graphic. than sound similarity

-~

score

spelled wo ~which{do. not follow the common /
generaliz#tions of gound to symbol correspondence.

'For example, the substitution of "through" (Oroo) 9
for "though" (o) would have a high graphic
“similarity 'but no sound similarity. " (p. 15) -

: may‘be parti ; Y- aciounted for by the ixregularly— ‘

For both groups of readers in this study the graphic

'proximity was higher than the sound proximity.score for all

but one reader 1h the less proficient group The groups in . _

’ f’,‘ X Yy
Jensen s ( 976) study a}so produced miacues with higher(A

graphic similarity tHan sound similarity. .She suggested:

_When operating on graphic and phonemic cuea only,

the reader must move through .the graphic symbols

. to reach the phonemic realization. For this \
. reagon, the miscues are more likely to look like - :
the expected response than to gound like them. _(p. 13)

i
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‘, Poor readers in Hu-Pei Au's (1977) study produced
more miscues that indicated reliance on the graphophonic sys-
tem than did good readers. In a 4—¥ear study by K. Goodman “
and C. Burke (1968) the data indicated that thg less pro-
ficient readers tended to produce more graphically similar '
miscues. than the @roficient readers,.whose miscues tended”
more to 1ntegrate the syntqptic and. semdntic systems w1th
‘the graphic 1nput, resulting in more complex miscues.’ Other -
studies have found conklicting results. Weber (1969), in an

' ana1y51s of oral reading errors of first graders, found that
_the better readers-produced miscues which were graphically
similar-to'the.text. Top andlmiddle'ability readers'in a
study conducted by’ Biemiller (1970) showed a larger percentage

| -of graphic substitutions than the lower ability group.

i d iBrody s (1973) study of prof1c1ent and remedial readers
ranging from third to sixth graders found that the proficient
group showed greater strength than the remedial group in the

' use of graphic and phonemic cues. Similar results were
reported ‘by Eagan (1976); who found:that the high readegé in
first grade used the most graphic.information, the'average

]

readers used less, and the low. readers used the least graphic
e *

N Ta . \,

information from whole words. G o

4. Proficient readers produce a higher number of syn-

. tactically acceptable miscues than less proficient readers.

In this study, the mean of the'proficient readers miscues
resulting-in totaiiy grammatically acceptable structures'was

[

»

' &
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" and 58% of the less proficient group's'miscues'were of the .

'readers, Mlsanchuck (1978) found that the good readers

O O s it L L R O B e L T SV e

o s mlareer 5K

82

a

51% cbmpared to a mean of 42% for the less proficient group.

Each miscue was coded in terms of its grammatical

FR Sy e

function and that of the expected response. A tabulation .

‘. t :
of the miscues- indicated that 72% of the proficient group's

R L RO v R

. 1
same grammatical function as the. expected reSponses.‘

By the tlme a Chlld beglns to read he has con—
51derable competency in the syntax of hlS spoken language.

Va

Jensen (1972) suggested that 51nce the beglnnlng reader has
aéquired this competency in the” grammat1ca1 rules oé)the.~
spoken languagg¢, whlch are the same ln the wrltten language,
the, teacher ought to utilize thls'compgtency in the teachlng
of reading. Shearer (1982), in a studyﬁof good and poor . i'
readers, revealed that the goéod readers produced a higher

mean scqre'of syntactically appropriéte errors than tht

poor ‘grovp. In an analysis of good and poor'fourEh-grade.
produced'ahgt/mter‘mean of miscues that were syntactlcally '
acceptable than did the poor readers.z Other studies which
suppdrtuthe gindings of this study were those ccnducted by d
Jensen (1972) .and Brody (1973). In the above studies, - 1 '
the- flnding that proflcient readers produced mdre syntacti- o
cadlly acceptable miscues than less proflcient readers ;'~t -

[

indicates that proflcient readers are better able to predict : %

and anticipate the grammatical structure of the text. Clay “' d
(1968, 1969), Sollenne (1976), and Weber (19707, however

’ , . .
C . ! r . ' ) .
1 . 2 , . L . N
. . . s o ‘

« ' N ’ ’ . - . B 3
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found that good and poor readers did not differ in utilizing

syntactic information. .

Proficient readers produce a higher number of

semantically acceptable miscues than less proficient

readers. Miscues are coded separately for syntactic’ and
sementic acceptability. A miscue can be syntectically
acceptable but not'semantica;l§_5cceptable. For example, if
a reader produces the miscue grég'fors"ﬁe gave the-horse
grgig " he/she has produced a miscue which results in a
grammatlcally acceptable structure, bu%mce_the miscue is

a nonsense word the. reader has not produced a ‘sentence which

is semantically acceptabiew In thlS study, the mean of the

proficient readers' semantically acceptable miscues was 38%,
- w = ° . . ) .

while the less proficient group's mean for semanticaily

acceptable miscyes was 29%. While the total uumber of
miscues whlch were semautlcdlly acceptableIW1th1n the
passage was con51derably less than those graphlcally/
phonemlcally similar, the number of miscues whlch were
totally and/or partlally semantlcally acceptable ranged ‘from
70 to 80% for both groups. This indicates that 20 to 30% of

the group's miscues were totally semanticaily unacceptable;’
= ‘ ‘Readers produce a greater percentage'of totally
semantically unacceptable ‘miscues than syntactically '
unacgeptable miscues (R, Goodman & C. Burke, 1973).
this'utudy. 19% of the proﬁéﬁfg;t readers uiscuea were
totally semantically unacceptable. and 12% were syntacti-l

calf& inappropriate. Twenty-nine _percent of the less

)
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proficient readers' miscues were semantically unacceptable,

and

18% syntactically unacceptable. There is a wide range

between the two cateqgories for the less proficient readers

(18

The

had

]

[

not

to 29%) than for the proficient readers (12 to 19%).

reader in the proficient group with the highest per-

. : ..
_ centage of to€ally semantically unacceptable miscubks also

the .lowest retelling score. '
- Other studies which found that better;teaders teﬁQed

to violate semantic constraints as much as poorer

" fFedders ark those conducted by Jensen (1972), Yﬁ,Goodman

(1971), ;pd Hu-Pei Au (1977). Other studies, however,

contradict claims that good readers utilize contextual

infofmaéion better thah poor readers (Weber, 1969; Biemiller,

1970). Y. Goodman (1971) stated:

When miscues are semantically‘reiated they _
suggest good reading strategy since the reader

is obviously reading orally something which he .
has already processed in a meaningful way and he

-is not producing miscues randomly. Synonyms,

substitutions and other semantically related
substitutions in reading should be an indication ¢
that the reader is reading for meaning at least

at that point in the text. (p. 48)

-

6. Less proficient réadergiproduce a higher precentage
» £ - ' . ‘

of miscues which result in ‘meaning change. The meén of the

[

proficient readers' miscues which:diéqupted.the meaning of

._the

p$ssage.was 1hs compared to a mean of 40% for the less

proficient readers. :Jensen (1972) found that théaproficient

’ readérs_in her study were more succeséful‘at prodhcing,mis—;J

cuas which getaihed ﬁhanihg than were the weak readers. In

|
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'is award that he has made an error, he feels the need to

‘preficient,readers in this study corrected a higher pe:cent— ‘

rage of miseues than the less, proficient readers. The per-

=\

.
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a study of readers og varying proficiency levels K. Goodman
and C.IBerke (1973) tabulated the percentages of semanti-
cally acceptable miscues which altered meaning. They found
that both the low and high groups’among the higher gredee
tended'to‘produ;e miscues which caused less semantic change.

Proficiency as wel% as g ade level related'tg'the'percentage

of mlscues ‘causing meanlng change,'with the proficient

‘ readers hav1ng lower percentages. _Ih a study of fourth- and

fifth-grade proficient readers, K. Goodman and C. Burke
{1968) found that 59% of these ders' miscues resulted in

changed meaning,

7. Proficient readers correct a higher percsptagewqi

miscues than less proficient readers. Self-correction \'

occurs when the reader realizes he has made a'response which !

. . a . -
differs from the text. Correctiomgis an important element

of the reading process. It is an indication that the reader.

correct 1t, and he is able to reprocess the lnformation and

make the correction (K. Goodman & ‘C. Burke, 1973). The

centage of corrections ;qhgéa‘from'ls to 63%. "‘With the,

exceptioncf one student, generally the miscueSfcorreeEEg_Egrg.

those which disrupted megning._ Student D, howevef,.corrected" e
63% of her miscues of which only 33% resulted in a change In * . ’

meanihg. The scone in the over-correctiSh 001ump for this .

3
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reader was 30%. It appears that even though thlS reader
relied less heav11y on graphoph&nic cues than on- syntactic
and- semantio cues, she obv1ously equates reading with pro-
ducrng ‘the exact responses that are 1n‘thb text. In this
study, the mean score for the miscues corrected was 34% for

the prof1c1ent group, and 29% for the less‘prof1c1ent group.

[
°

\ . . t . . R ‘ }
o -The writer of this study tabulated. for each group
b t
~ the miscues whlch whether totally or partlally syntactx-
- ‘ lq\
'cally unacceptable were corrected _ The prof1c1ent readers

%"  corrected more miscues which violated the syntactic con-,

_straints of the whole senténce than did the lese proficlent

[ N - ' .
readersm The groups cerrected 40 and §3%; respectiveiy, of

totally/partially unacceptahle miscues. The miscues semanti-

cally 9nacceptable but corrected weré tabulated for each _
group. The proficient readers were more aware of disrupted
meaning. They corrected 39% of their miscues which ‘were
totally/partiallp_unacceptable, whiie the  lass proficient'
readers corrected 32% of the miscues in this categoryi |
Both groups showed a slightly greater awareness of violation
. of the syntactic constraints than. of the semantic. Jensen -

(1972) found similar results among proficlent and less |

o

>

proficient readers. ' . i ‘
- Recht (1976), 12 a research studJ invoiying children

from grades two to six, aﬁhlyzed their successFully cdr-
rected miscues and compared them with compréhension, grade
N

- Wi !
v‘level, ability, and’ khq,total number of miscues. 'ShP found

-
»
-
- _:’ - . -
! -
. .
v >
-
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that as the children became morevprofdcient at reading. :'.

. . : . 1
they exhibited well developed correction strategies. They . - ;
corrected a large percentage‘of their'miscues{ and'thcse‘,.' {

readers who comprehended the text utailzed the correctlon Do
strategy’ con51stently :Accordlng to Recht, ‘thls auggested

v ' ‘ -

.theq{ awareness of mlsgues whlch distorted structuregpr A

A Y

meanlng"‘(p 634) «She,suggested that ‘children should be 3.': Lo 3

a .
. [ {

encouraged to regress and attempt to correct when what they. {’ .

are readlng.does not make sense._ Self- correctlon is not . N a
N S *
only a learnlng experlence ‘for the reader but 1t aleo pro-, N :
4 ‘. X
vides 1nformat10n to the teacher about how the'chlld is e T

. [
o N L
.o 1

lnteractlng w1th print, and it prov1des 1n51ght in the W . e

readlng process; Jensen (1972) emphas;zed the need for - ' .o'

. : '. .4

¢hildren to develop the Sklll of cqrreptlon“ She stated~ -

Cdrrectlon strategy is an! extremely 1mportant factOr ?;fbf__ T
vseparating prof1c1ent from weaker readers. But, .. ... o
correction reveals .a deeperbunderlying compete ce, U
. the ability .to deal, with . readxng as: language. Pro= "l .
" ficient readers procéss written language with the T
knowledge that reading .must sound. like language and D
"must have méaning. ‘When a miscue disrupts;either’ L
grammar .oxr eanlng,xlt is 11ke1y to be corrected T T

by’ the good reader. (p. l38)f B e o an'l“
» . . P i I3 :‘ ‘\'-“ . .’l'- . o ".: - .5

. 8. Léss proficgentlreaders do not correct a hlgher per— = .
’centage'oﬁ semantlcalky acseptable misquee thah profic1ent ;”HI:'- o
readers. ?he miscues in this study ware exam;ned to deter:'.ﬂi y; - Y
mine which group c?J:eaders corrected a higher percentage of |

tsemantically acceptable miecuee. It wae expected'that the 'ﬁ',
" R s
less proficieht would}correct more of\thie type of miecue. ’ 3t..;.

“ oo -

‘The data revealed the Oppoaite. The proficienb group cor- ,:;‘Ll.

[ ) »
\ . . ’« R . . .‘..;“..-‘,. . ‘ e' i . . . 3
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S semantlcaily acceptable.r\Stgdent D's over-correctlng 30% ~
of her acceptah;e miscues most llkely contrlbuted to thls

finding. ' .

’ L
. / /' ,’ . \ ..—-A—-—-';""“;"r‘-"'m .
« : .
: «

ﬁ.. ’ ) ' ) s
K . _ : - While thﬁ»reading range of the two groups of readers :
. : ’ . . . . ~‘\\ ) ) . N '
. .examined im this study was reldtively small (i.e, from 6 |
T H
months above grade 1evél to ) months below grade level),. o - -
Sy

S o
o v simllarltles and differences exigt in thelr ‘use of the cue- N
. . ) - 1) \ ;
SR . “i'lng sYstems and the strategles whlch they use. The profi- IR
S, S

{

' c;ent readers use less graphophonlc cues and‘hore sy taCth et
.- : _ Ny -
and semantlc .cues- than the less prof1c1ent readers. Prof1~ N

L , % | SN
T ‘ clent readers’ are more concerned that readlng should_gonnd B

.

llke language, and they gﬁgd .to be more aware of semantlc_
chagge._ Prof1c1ent readers produce more miscues resuitlng ‘
" in no'loss in comprehen51on. They regress more frequently

|‘ to correct where there is a loss of or a change in meaning. :&\
‘Both groups are more sen51t1ve to the eiRtactlc than the )

_ sémantic constraints of.language. )
RN : ¢ s e -t
D N .

r

N - . Impllcatlons ;\f\the Teachlng -of Reading ' , s

o . A psychollngulstlcﬁ¥1ew 6f reading is one that con-
+ N - ' N . ’ i . \\ -
- - . : - Cee S \\ . . ‘-
e o .siders reading to be an 1nteq€ct10n of thought and language.

. The enphasis in readlng is placed on meanlng rather than on'

i

- graphd;honlc process;ng. Psychollnguists focus more on the £

: -

J_,.ﬁ__. .

process of readlng than on spec1flc procedures and methods

\\\\\\\ © of 1nstructlon.. They are Eoncerned about,what the child is

.\ N
d01ng when he 1s.read1ng and what’ 1nfd!hatlon he utillzes

-

durlng ‘the. reading act (Melvin, 1979l By the time a Chlld

enters school_and ;s-placed in a beqlnning reading program,

[
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he/she has already mastered much of the Basics needed to.
become a- fluent regder. The child brings Ho the readlng

act a firm knowledge of the syntax of the language. He/she

T

intuitively knogs that words take on a certaln order if an

»

idea is to be communicated. Most children use correct

tenses in thelr oral language and can apply correct word

\\hqlngs They have a feel for language and can recognizée p

when it deviates from the.normal langua§§>patterns. Chil-'

I

\\
- dren'. enter school w1th.vary1ng experiential backgrounds.

‘The experiences which some chlldren bring are ,more rqdatlve -

a

to the concepts and story ideas presented in basal readers L \**\N

~ \ .

than are. “those of other chlldren. These chlldren have an }.

added_k advantage over -ch:.ldren who have not had the same, klnd

of experlences. Other chlldren, whlle/th/y may not have had

the type of experlences which are related to basal reader,

stories, do, however, -have .an experlentlal background whlch
~
-
they, too, bring to the reading process and which teachers
must utilize. Children who are fortunate enough to have had

books read to them already may know that féad}ng is a_left

to right process. Indeed, some children‘are_alréady'reading-~

' B .
without having received any formal reading instruction.-.

Children will only become fluent readers by readlng.

¥

Teachers, perhaps, ought to keep this uppermost in thelr

minds. ' Children need to be provrded with'a varlety of
7/ b
adequate, interesting, and appqallng readlng materlals

'which match.thelr readlng abilities. But more impoxtantly

they need to be provided ‘enough tlme in 'busy classrocm
SN \

~

2

) _." . f. !

/
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schedules to read for sheer enjoyment. Children who ﬁo not

\\\\iixe to read need to be encouraged to do so, and a p@althy
. '

attitude Eowards'reading néeds to be developed. Sﬁath

: - T - o
(1978) considered it the primary function of reading
f
teachers "to ensure that children have adequate opportunlty

to read" (p 187). : 3 v

Al el .
Teachers need to ensure that children Have an
{ -

ﬁnderstdhding of what reading is. From-the wfitér's

A .
4

experlence, all too often a Chlld s concept of readlng lS‘

. rtd be able td successfully adentlfy or say all of the words.

> JThey Seem" to fall to realize thaﬁ underlylng the pr;nt ﬂ

.there is an 1ntended message, and that the\purpose -of read—
ing usnto brlng meanlng to\the:prlntu K. Goodmen (1982)
confirmed this when he 'stated, ?;he reader starts with a
graphic displayL printed or handwritten, and if he is‘
successful, he'ende with meeniné, a redqnstructioe of the-
writer's message"” (p. 205. Instructional matefigis need
to be matched to the chi;d's reading ability in &rder to' ’
avoid frustration. Both the instructional and independene

readind’ material should contain written language structures

similar to the child's own language in order that what the

°

*

child reads, sounds like language. . )
| . K. Goedmaniand C. Burke (1973) suggested\that the
ﬁiscue-“provides a window on the reading process" (p. 319);
By examining a child'e miscues the teacher can gain insight
_into the reading process and determine ‘*how .the reader

utilizes the three'cqeing,systems and the reading

L S

e e i e s -
3 »
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strategies he/she has acquired. All three cueing systems

are important and children need'to become skilled.in using

them simultaneously ratHer than ‘to rely too heavily upon
one of them. ' o &
Alllreadefs do not use the cueing systems equaily.

A reader whose miscues lndlcate that he/she 1s already

dependlng prlmarlly on graphophonld"cugs\ andinot maklng

semantlcally and/or Byntactlcally constralned\mlscues does‘\_' .
not need J.nstruct:Lon ln utlllzlng the grapl;o.;&lc system, -
For.thls child, instruction needs to.focus on enabling :
him/her'to.bécome more aware of_the;é&ntéétic\and semantic
constf?ipts of languggg structure. .Empﬁasis-mpst be.blaged

“ - o
® '

The -teacher can heip the child understaﬁd that'.
proficient readers gake miséﬁes és’well, and that Pot all

of one's miscues need to be cérrébted. Children need. to .
realize~tha€19nly miscdes which disrupt_meaning.ﬁsed_pori-
rection. Teachers can enéourageréhildren to use %he self- '

correction strategy to sample, predict, test, andlconfirm..

‘3

Théysmgst avoid the urge to interject in’opder to provide
the child with the needed word.‘ Self-correction is an
importan# reading strategy which readers need to develop
and use, |

Based on research findings, AIleﬁ Tl§76) offered

A\l

these recommendations to reading teachers: ‘
A~ .. 3 N o

1. Children bring strengths to the reading task. The

tedcher needs to emphasize these. Children are able

N

&
.
’
¢
+
3
~
i
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learnnng strategies, suggested.
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to use oral language skills competently and'"reading

—

(and writing) should be regarded as a further extension

a . . .
of thid development, not as a complete new set of com-

. . L
munication skills" (p. 111). . >

2. Provide children with ample opportunities for reading..
‘ ° L xe .

. .. , , '
It is possible for children to have very 1itt1e time

, for actual readlng if a great deal of tlme is spent on

word llsts and teaching Sklll$ ‘in 1solatlon.- Help i

chlldren deyelop strategies to deal w1th readlngi ;

.,
) R

problems

!

3. 'Emphasize Strat69163 rather than Skllls Help bhildren-_

{' develoP meanlng seeking strategles whereby they do- not

lose meanlﬂg when they meet difficult: words. "Two |
overrldlng strategles that all readers néed to employ t
.are the constant asking of two quesflons~ Does what I

-read sound right?’ And does it make sense?" (p.4112)

Young (1978), in suggestlng ways to foster effectlve

) &y

b i ATl O e

< —

Helping’ learners 1mprove their readlng strategles,
““then, should be’ meaning-oriented. Instruction may
provide either greater;attention to use of context
or emphasis on graphic cues within a contextual
setting, depending on the learner's pattern of mis-
cues. ' The teacher must select materials which are
meaningful to the readers and, therefore, predictable
and provide instruction which promdétes confidence

and a willingness to make predictions®™ ' (p. 23)

.Children will learn to read by reading. They .ought
to be exposed to a w1de variety of children's 1iterature
-
‘and encouraged to become involved in 1H§en;!ent reading.

Reading material .that is releVant and medhingful must be

S

NI
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i : . -provided for them. Most schools today have a central

]

‘ : libréry where children may obtain books . In‘addition.to

this source of .reading materials, the’ cYassrodm needs to ,

>
N

.- ,;be'eéuipped'with a supply of book3 to which the children

. ) .. have easy Jccess. Generally, children, especlally 1f they
\ N * 3 .

‘ " ,backSN A ready supply of these qould ‘be placed on ‘the.

. . ?P‘\ N
-classroom bookshelves. Thls 1s not Eo suggest that ‘the

'.'chlldren .-not use the school library.. Workshops can be

) .

;7..‘ orgenlﬂed,to have%g team con51§t1ng of parents,  teachers,
é

“‘and thé

. o

/. in getting children "turned on" to'ieading '}Parent.groupsm

“w ‘v

school librarian--if there is one--become involved,

. can be encouraged to allocate any avallable funds towards

_llbrary materlals. . .. . S

~ : . Children have at their_disposal'three'sources of'/

~ - '

1nformatlon-—graphophon1c, syntactlc, and semantlc. %Fofl-

ae v

-
.
[RRSETC NP (9] ;,_—: PSS

_are reluctantlreader§, ten& to. be attracted more to papexr- "

N

£

S e e alim

clentlreaders_u5e_onl¥—as—maeh~1ﬁformatron—as—ts—n€cessary

P
__'_/_4—————

to obtain meaning. - Teachers ‘need to help>ch11dren develop
' " to usesthe cueing sxgﬂmie efficiéntly and effectively.*
Teachers ‘also need .fo enéourage readers to take risks when
they encounter difficulties, and to convey to them that the
'emphasie in reading is on meaning rather than on exact word

L * - ' ¢ . A
. identification. ' ' '

/ ' :qnd'%mprove:&heir reading strategieé,,so that they are able

- S m T emmema—— . R XV S i LD
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~ of the cuéing systems.

94,

Recommendatidns-for Further Research

<

A similar study shpuld be carried out w1th ‘a larger

sample than that used in this study. '; L

£l

This study used groups of readérs with a narrow range

’

in reading abilitiés (i.e., 6 months .below grade-level

“and 6 months above grade levél), ltfis reeommended

»
= N

/ that a study involving gronps with a wider range in

readlng ablllty be carrled out The w1der ranq;'in

'ablllty would 1dent1fy greater 51m11 rltles and dlffer-'

ences 1n the use of the" three -cueing. ‘ystems.

The mascues of fourth-grade readers were . analyzed
\ c\,‘ 2

' Readers of a dlfferent grade level mlgzzg?e analyzed '

LU,

to determlne.SLmllarltles and-drfferen

in thedir use
The sample used in'this study was from a-rural area'in ’

]

Newfoundland A, %1m11ar sample of fourth graders from

a larqer urban area_could be studled

N

A longitudinal study of proflclent and less prof1c1ent

readers at fourth-grade level and agaln at 51xth— or,

'seventh-grade level might ldentlfy whether or not .

changes occur - 1n the use of the cueing systemS‘as

[ 4
students mature, . o
/

“

.
9
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Portugal Cove
Newfoundland
April 14, 1980

Dear

I am presently*involved in completing the require-
ments for the Master of Education degree from Memorial
University. The project on which I am working involves a
study of children's oral reading and the strategies which
they use in this process,

gather data by tape recording a samﬁle reading from each .

of the students in the Grade Four Classes at St. Lawrence
School, Portugal Cove. The data gathered will not bé used
on an individual basis but ‘rather will be compiled on.a
group basis. Names of studenrnts will not be used in the
study. However, information collected may be of benefit
to future classroom instruction for the.students. This
matter has been discussed with the school principal, Mr..

"Over the next eight or nine_, weeks I would like to

" Hobbs, and he has granted me permission to obtain the

data provided that you are-iQ agreement.

Some of the parents are aware that I am on the staff
at St.;Lawrence School as a remedial reading teacher., T

.would greatly appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

If you have no objections to my-using a sample of
reading, would you please place your signature at the
bottom of this letter and return it to me,

Yours sincerely,

(Sgd.) Kathryn Billard

. (Mrg.) Kathryn Billard

(Parent's Signature)
\
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