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Abstract:

This study dealt with an attempt to determine which method of teaching beginning reading to first
grade children was most efficacious: a meaning-emphasis or code-emphasis method? Through a review
of literature and an analysis of data, it was hoped that the following questions would be answered: 1)
What composite factors determine the reading ability of a child? 2) What are the definitions of
code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis programs of teaching reading? 3) What is the current philosophy
in these two methodologies? 4) Will there be a significant difference in final standardized achievement
test scores between groups taught beginning reading by the two methodologies? In order to answer the
preceding questions and complete the study, the following procedures were followed: 1) establishment
of a workable definition of the reading process, 2) development of an experimental design in which the
control of natural processes is attempted and observed, 3) review of literature and related research
dealing with the two methods for teaching beginning reading, and 4) analyzing and interpreting tests
administered to the children in the program.

Based on the results of the procedures outlined, some of the major conclusions reached were: 1) the
mechanics of the reading process are merely a means to an end in the communication process that
occurs between an author and a reader, 2) the abilities that a child brings to beginning reading are
determined by a combination of social, genetic and environmental factors, 3) the code-emphasis
method of teaching beginning reading produced, in this study, statistical evidence of greater
achievement than did the meaning-emphasis method.

Major recommendations, based on this study, are: 1) a predominantly code-emphasis method of
beginning reading instruction could be used in a middle class area school to produce greater
achievement than a meaning-emphasis method, 2) further research should be conducted to determine
which method of teaching beginning reading would be more effective in other socio-economic areas, 3)
all school personnel could profit from more training in the teaching of reading concept as it is a basic
and complicated process, 4) schools should emphasize the importance of early childhood development
to parents, 5) both methods of teaching reading should be included in all basal beginning reading texts,
6) further research should be conducted to gain greater insight into the complexities of teaching
beginning reading.
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ABSTRACT

This study dealt with an attempt to determine which method of
teachlng beginning reading to first grade children was most effica-
cious: a meaning-emphasis or code-emphasis method?

_ Through a review of literature and an analysis of data, it was
hoped that the following questions would be answered: 1) What com-
posite factors determine the reading ability of 'a child? 2) What are
the definitions of code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis programs of
teaching reading? 3) What is the current philosophy in these two
methodologies? 4) Will there be a 51gn1f1cant difference in final
standardized achievement test scores between groups taught beginning
‘reading by the two methodologies?

. In order to answer the preceding questions and complete the
study, the following procedures were followed: 1) éstablishment of a
workable definition of the reading process, 2) development of an
experimental design in which the control of natural processes is
attempted and observed, 3) review of literature and related research
dealing with the two methods for teaching beginning reading, and 4)
analyzing and interpreting tests administered to the children in the
‘program, :

Based on the results of the procedures outlined, some of the
major conclusions treached were: 1) the mechanics of the reading pro-
cess are merely a means to an end in the communication process that
occurs between an author and a reader, 2) the abilities that a child
brings to beginning reading are determined by a combination of social,
genetic and envirommental factors, 3) the code-emphasis method of
teaching beginning reading produced, in this study, statistical evi-
dence of greater achievement than did the meaning-emphasis method.

Major recommendations, based on this study, are: 1) a pre-
dominantly code-emphasis method of beginning reading instruétion could
be used in a middle class area school to produce greater achievement
than a meaning-emphasis method, 2) further research should be conducted
to determine which method of teaching beginning reading would be more
effective in othér socio-economic areas, 3) all school personnel could

"profit from more training in the teaching of readlng concept as it is

a basic' and complicated process, 4) schools should emphasize the impor-
tance of early childhood development to parents, 5) both methods of :
teaching reading should be included in all basal beginning reading texts,
6) further research should be- conducted to- gain greater insight 1nto

the complexities of. teaching beginning readlng .




CHAPTER 1
JINTRODUCTION

One of the most oft—discussed subjects in elementary education
concerns that of arriving at a productive and effective means of
teaching children to read. Strangely enough, in addition to the
éffectiﬁeness controversy, there seems to exist a confusion as to the
definition of the term "reading.!" Spache (64:4) noted:

Although it is often avoided in books about reading, one of

the major problems in reading 1nstruct10n is a definition of"
reading. Without a clear-cut concept of the nature of the

reading act and the reading process it 1s almost 1mp0351b1e to
plan the goals of lnstructlon.

Reading has been defined in various ways. These definitions
range in complexity from simply stating that reading is understanding
ihe intent of the author to the more_comprehensive, sophisticated
statement that to rgad is a mechanical process involviﬁg ﬁany physio-
logical and cognitive skills.

Dr. Vandiver, Professor at Montana State Univefsity, (69)
séys “feading is a deco&ing proéess, in which the reader interprets
and evaluates the author's intended meaning invterms of the reader's
background, experiehce and undetrstanding." | ”

Rosﬁgr (35:3) states that:

learning to read, regardless sf instructional method, neces-

sitates the establishment of visual-vocal equivalences. To
progress beyond a very limited sight vocabulary level, the child

must acquire the disc;ete'equivalences represented by the
' grapheme-phoneme interrelationships. He must discriminate and
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relate a visual symbol to its phonetic counterpart and produce
the latter in organized, connected sequences.

Rosner's expressed viewpoint above, in reference to a defini-
tion of reading sets the focus of this paper. He indicates that a
complicated brocess oecurs at the beginning of the formal, schooling
stage of a child's reading development.

Reading apnearé to be more than a mechanical process and can
only ne measured by determining the level of understanding attained
-by the individual within wnom the procese is occurring.

Tne consummate level of judging'the snccess of reading as a
process is undoubtedly measured by the individual himself in the
manner that he interprets meaning represented by the written symbols
into meaningful thoughts and then puts these thoughts to functional
use. Prior to reaching this degree of proficiency in the reading pro-
cess, the individual must first learn to interpret or decode the
written symbois.

Rosner (55:9) also mentioned that:

.J.aithough reading un&oubtedly is dependent upon the presence
of many skills, the ability to analyze verbal acoustic information
seems critical to competency at the decoding level. '

Accordiné to Tinker ard McCullough (68:67), “6n1y when printed
symbole stand for words used meaningfuily in his own speech is the
ehild ready to read succeesfully." Generally sneakiné, this initial

aspect of the reading proces$ begins formally at the kindergarten or




3 .
first grade levels in ;he traditional school.

George (29:2):poiﬁted out that:

Proponents of beginning reading imstruction approgches often
fail to point out .important variables, other than the mechanics of
the approach, which contribute to success or failure in beginning
reading. Three other major factors, the teacher, the child and

the environment are infinitely variable and must be given due
. consideration.

Development of perception'and the opportunities for sensory-
perceptual training, which involve home environment, socio-economic
status of the parents, motivation of the individual child, physiologi-
cal development and the teacher, all play a role in the development of
a child's reading skill.

Perception involves visual and duditory receptors and the
assimilation of these types of stimuli into the total cognitive and
affective process. Deutch (17:15) states that:

Studies investigating the auditory perceptual skills of dis-
advantaged subjects are fewer in number, but the findings are more
consistent., Results indicate that subjects from impoverished
environments achieve lower auditory modality functioning in com-
parison to visual functioning and reveal inadequate auditory
perceptual skills coexistent with retarded achievement.

Apparently, then, some thought must be given to the socio-
economic status of the parents which might be translated into a home

environment that is deficient in the provision of sensory stimuli and/

or the. inculcation.of perception skills necessary for successful

.reading.

A child from a low socio-economic home or a different
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cultural orientation from so called "middle class American society"

théh, might be subjected to different cultural experiences that could

influence his,reading success.
Hockman (41:581) says that:

Alarming numbers of urban Black children have trouble learning
.to read. Attention has been.focused on the Black child's dialect
since his language development may make it difficult for him to
learn to read with standard materials. '

She (41:583) mentions that "studigs investiéating the speech

of black. headstart and grade school children indicate that they do
. speak a different.dialect."

Motivatibﬁ énd psycholégical readiness for reading must also
bé éonsidéred in tgrms of thg total s&cial milieu that nurtures_thé
children ﬁho are sent to school.

Ré;ognizing these various dimensions of a child's development
ghat have some effect on his success in the act of reading could be
helﬁful ta'peOple'dealing withlthe teaching of béginning reading.
Teachers also must consider a child's physical and emotional well
being. | ' | .

| Bannatyne (1:6) writing in this éreé tells us that: -
feading is a very complex psycﬁdlogical process, fhe varied
ingredients of which may differ in amounts from one individual
to the next. One .child may have slight central nervous system
(CNS) defects; one child may find decoding to be a particular
problem while another may have difficulty in remembering sound

" symbol associations. Still others may lack the necessary. motiva-
tion to speak or to read their native language.
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Generally speaking, the initial aspect of the reading process
begins formally at the kindergarten or first grade levels in school.
However, many'times the sﬁccess of the indiyidual child in learning
to read is determined to a large degree by previoué verbal background
interaction,and'sehsory éxperiences that he had before coming to the
formal school situation. Perhaps the pre-school experiences are more
important than the procedure used for reading instruction during the
first year at school. Tinker and McCullough (68:67) point out that
"Successful reading required that the child come to the reading situa-
tion with a background of relevant information derived from experience."

Heilman (38:26) corroborates this statement when he says:

many black, Chicano, American Indian and impoverished white
children have grown up in ghettos.' The educational significance
of -this is that their contact with the main cultural stream was
systematically curtailed.

To further substantiate that a child's pre-school experiences
shape his reading déstiny, Bannatyne (1:19), speaking of the -cultur-
ally deprived child, says:

&uring the critical phase of 1anguége development and differ-
entiation from birth to four years of age, the mother or mother-
surrogate has not given her child sufficient verbal stimuli for
the child to develop an accurately differentiated appreciation of’
the spoken language and/or clarity of speech.

Obviously, then, reading qualitatively must be. concerned with

-the intimate domestic enyirdnment of the child. The dyadic relation-

ship in which mother and child interact ‘during the formative
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'develoﬁmental yéars shape the 1inguistic‘reéponse patterns of the
individual child. The development of 1anguage has a direct bearing on
sucgessfﬁl reading patterns. Fries (26:113) says that:
- antﬁnderstandipg of the nature and functioning_of language .
must form the foundation upon which to build an understanding of

the derived processes of writing and reading. Language must come
first. ‘ , :

Chomsky (15:25) added that:
.e..to learn a language, the child must have a method for devising
an appropriate grammar, given primary linguistic data. As a pre-
condition for language learning, he must possess, first, a
linguistic theory that specifies the form of the grammar of a
possible human language and, second, a strategy for selecting a

grammar of the appropriate form that is compatible with the
primary -linguistic data.

During this period of 1aﬁguage development, it is also neces-
" sary to provide ﬁotivation and materials for the encouragement of pre-
reading skills. Brzeinski and Howard (9:241) found that pre-primary
children shéuld be."surrounded with reading materials of many tyées,
...it was fopnd that many of the top first-grade pupilé were ?ead to
regularly bgfore they entered first grade."

For the most part, authorities agree that the gxperiences iq
the formal reading program; as provided in- the fir;t year of school,
to a great degree"determine the future success iﬁ tHe attainment of
the highest level of reading aBility that any individual will reach.

Heilman (39:81) indicates that "attitudes and habits acquired by

children during the beginning reading period influence later reading
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béhaviqrﬂ' In anotﬁer referénce Heilman'(38:27) continues by saying
that "tﬁe beginning stagé of ;éading is extremely important,”" and
that ﬁIt is during this period that the chiid develops attitudes
" toward himself, toﬁararreading and toward competition."

The beginning reading process, for.any individual child at'
.the first graae level of development, is also dramétically influenced
by fﬁe child's teacher. .

An editorial (65:415) in The Reading Teacher stated that a

teacher's responsibility "is helping childrén and young people to
deyelbp as whole persons...by leading from a child's interests to a
greater level of personal capability and self-awareness."
From these statements an idea may be gained of the importance’
.of the role the teacher plays in shaping the beginning reader. Hafner
and Jolly (35:1) confirm this by noting that:
it is essential that the classroom teacher know what reading
is, for his idea of what reading is determines how he teaches
it...gsome péople teach as if reading were just calling words
accurately. Others think it is the ability to get a rough idea
of the meaning of a passage.
Another area of influence in the beginning reading success of
the individual child is the sex factor. Béing a boy or a girl,
S e .
according to some authors, -is a significant aspect'of successful be--
ginning reading.

Heilman (38:38) reports that a study carried out at the Uni-

versity of Michigan indicates that girls learn to read at the
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beginning stages more rapidly than boys. Bannatyne (1:15) when
épeﬁking of reading ﬁroblems of children, says tha£ the incidence
“wili be at least two peréeﬁt of the school population and ﬁill be
mainly boyé;" |

The male dgficit in the beginning stages of‘reéding is soon

obliteratéd, however. Good and Brophy (32:257) state that:

.+.girls learn to read faster than boys...In any case, the
educational deficit does not appear to be exceedingly important--
boys for the most part suffer no harm from the initial gap and
eventually catch up.

Heilman (39:38) corrobofates this statement when he says, "Once
childfen achieved a reading age of eighf years, four months on the-
Gates Primary Reading Test, no difference between boy's and girl's
rate was found." |

There is also some evidence to suggest that the superiority

which giris hold over bo;s in learning to rea& at thé beginning stage
" is cultural and may not be true in societies other than the United
States. Bannatyne (1:75) tells us that "Now, it is vefy obvious that
many sex differénces are.at least p;rtially caused by nu;turanée,
social and other environmehtal‘influences." | |
‘Heilman (38:37) says that:
'.Préston's study of reading achievement of German cﬁildren
reports sex differences favoring boys. In addition, he reports

more variability among scores made by girls, which is at variance
with most findings of American studies. '
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There appears to be much concern with the contemporary impli-
cation that the schools are.failing to meet the reading -needs of many
students. Herber (40:499) suggests that:
there is.a segment of our population whose reading needs have
not been met because our methods and materials have been inap-
propriate. It is necessary for us to concentrate on finding and

demonstrating methods and materials appropriate to their needs.

Brzeinski and Howard (9:240) state that:

.«..the writings of Chall, Durkin, Cohen, Robinson, Smith,
among others, and the current United States Office of Education
'Targeted Programs in Reading' are indicants that the basic
quest remains unfulfilled--namely that every child will attain
reading competénce to meet both his individual needs. and those of

. an urban, technical, industrialized culture . . . .%"

The selection of methods and materials has created many.heéted
debates in the field of the teaching of .reading. On the contemporary
scene, much of the debate.is concentrated at the beginning stages of
the decoding process. - Genepally‘speaking;'the debaté concerns mater-
ials and methods stemming from two basic philosophies, which Chall
(14:75) identifies as’that emphasizing a code (synthetic) abproach

and the other emﬁhasizing a meaning (analytic) épprogch, which is in

turn based on a sight word concept of'instructidn.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In the area of the teaching of reading to elementary school
children there is much concern in professional educational circles

regarding what constitutes aﬁ effective method or combination of

Lt




10
methbds to use which enable the children to achieve the best reéding
skills and attitudes,‘

Mucﬁ relevant research has .already been done to find_a cleart
cut answer to the problems involved in determining an effective method
of teaching’childrgn to‘read, yet, the question seems to remain un-
solved and appears to demand further research.

The problem of this s;udy is to investigéte whether there are °
differenéés in the reading achievement of four comparable groups of
first grade children when two groups afé faught by the code-emphasis

method and the others by the meaning-emphasis method.
NEED OR PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

rReadiné is onme of the most important of the educational skills
that a child learns in school. It is also the basis for learning in
our culture and as such has been subjected to much scrutiny by educa-
tors and lay people alike.

According to Chall (14:73), children may learn to read with
the use of both the meaning emphaéis and the code emphasis methods;
but advocates of each claim superiority. The fesults of this study

‘could haﬁe some importénce for future selectioﬁ of reading_series and
‘basic methodoloéy imélemented into individual school. reading programs.
At. least it might serve to answer the questlon of whlch method. proved

most effectlve ‘in teachlng beglnnlng reading in a certain situation
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and geographical area.
GENERAL QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED

This study -attempts to answer‘five quesfions: (1) What fac-
tors, on a composite bésis, déterminé the reading ability of a chiid?
‘(2) What is the definition of a code-emphasis program of teaching '
reading? .(3) What i; the definition of a ﬁeaning.emphasis program of
teaching reading? (4) What is'the current philésophy in the.code-
emphasis and meanihg:empﬁasis methodolégies-of teaching reédiﬁg?-and
(5) Which group of first gradexs, the group taught by the meaning-
emphasis or the group'taught by‘the codé%emphasis method, will achieve

the highest scores on two different standardized achievement tests?
GENERAL PROCEDURES

The général.pfdcedures in conducting this study are as follo&s:
: (1) Establishiﬁg-é workable definition of the reading process.
'(2) Thé development of an exper?mental design in which,
according to Sax (59:340); "those ideas; issues, principleg, an&”
techniques peculiar to these investiga;ions (stﬁdy) in which the con-
‘ trol of ﬁatdraliprocesses is actually.atteﬁpted and-directly observed."
The two first grades in eaqh of two schools in the Billings
' Public Sch&ols were éeiected for the purposes of this study. Some of

the techniques involvéd.in this-experimental design will be discussed
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at this point:

All of the children in the four classrooms sele¢ted partici-
' pa£ed in the study, except those who came to any room later than
November 1, 1971. |

The iﬁdividuals for the two participating.classrooms in each
building were selected on the basis of a sampling procedure that would
relate the samplé to‘the population. Also the sample would insure that
sex, age and socio-econémic categories have been considered..

The children in the four clasérooms had their vision and
hearing’ checked so that these contaminating factors were céntrolled
in terms of the final achievement. All of the children's vision was
checked by the Lazy Eye Clinic and no child had nonfcorréctable pro-
blems ‘as determined by the Clinic. The school nurse administered an
audiology test to each chiid.l None of the children in the étudy had
either vision probleﬁs 6r hearing problems‘that would impede their
leaéning to réaq. According.éd Bannatyne.(1:31), “it is no doubt true
that many normal people do have poor visio-spafio skills, this is not
. e ; a handicap to reading.“ Apparently, even if some defiéiencies
do-exist, this is not necessarily a deterrent to learning to-read.

The teachers to whom the control and experimental groups were
given for instruction were selected oﬁ the basis of the two in each
building who were most similar in education,_technique and ability, as

determined by the building principal and the reading supervisor.
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All the feachers had experie;ce teaching at the first grade
level, and had oriéﬁtation regarding the nature and purposes of the
study.

All four teachers had a minimum of four years of'professiongl
tea;her’s preparation, and all received the baccalaureate degree from
Eastern Montana College in Billings, Montana. None of the teachers
had the Mastér'é degfee. All of the teachers had at least two years
of successful teaching experience in the Billings Schools. Each of
them had taught two yeafs in the building in'which they were teaching
when the study was conducted.

'All four of the teachers were considered by the building prin-
cipais and reading supervisor to be at least average first grade
teachers whd‘taught in a conservative, traditional context of method-
ology. Despite the similarities in back ground, educatioﬁ and orienta-
tioﬁ for the study, teachers do have individual and Sometimes unique

approaches included in tﬁeir teaching methodologies. This is a factor

that could not be cqntrolled.

In selecting the schools used in the study, it was desirable

that a population be utilized .which was, to as great an extent as

possible, representative of the generél population of Billings,

" Montana, where the study was carried out.

The writer chose schools which were located in aréas which

-encompass -the major socio-economic levels to be found in Billings.

i i |
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Thus, the three majér socio-économic di&isions (upper, middle, and
lower) were repfeseﬁted in approximately the same proportion as they
were found in the city of Billings as a whole. The tﬁo schools, Rose
. Park én& Grand Avenﬁe E;ementéry Schools, were 1pcated'ﬁithinvseven
blocks of one another and some of the,paren;s had the option of send-
ing théir'childrep_to one 9r'the other school on the periphefél.borders
‘6f each. A‘majdrity bf the éarents of both schools were average-incoﬁe,
white and blue collar workers. Thése‘couid be considered as belonging
.to the middle class. An even smaller proportion of the parents of |
each school‘werg higher income, profeésional people suchvas docfors
and 1aﬁyers and could be relegated to.the so called upper class. The:
smallest proportion of the parents of the twg schools were composed
of welfare, transient and-casual labor elements. These people could
. ﬁe coﬁsidered to belong to the lower class economic strata.

According to the City-County Planning Bo;rd of Yellowstone
County and Billings, Montépa (75), Table I indicates the préportionf
of socio-economic grbupinés as discussed above. (This téblé is based
on the 19ZO‘U.SL Census and inforﬁation survey by the flaqning'Board
doné in the spring of 1972.) |

Table I bears.out £he.statemént'(categories defined by the
. Yellowstone Planning Board) that these two schéols have populations
that can be categﬁrized as low, middle and upper socio-economic strata

and that the smaller percentages.oﬁ the populétions lie at the extreme
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ends of the spectrum, with the largest number in the middle income
group. The schools, then have proportional samples of each of these

categbries and are fairly representative ofsthe'City'of Billings as

a whole.
TABLE I
'LEVELS-OF-INCOME TABLE (Percentages)
Grand Avenue Rose Park City of
School Area  School Area Billings
Under $4,000 - 18.3 9.2 12.0
(low income) : :
$10,000-$14,999 - 22.5 . 38.0° 29.0
(middle income) . :
Over $25,000 2.3 6.2 5.0

"(high income) C-

The Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test was used to determine
the comparative’feading readiness abilities of the children as-theyl
"entered first grade and the scores dérived ﬁere used as the co-variant

whicﬁ could not be controlled. It includes four scores related to
reading readiness: word meaning, listening, mwatching ana,aiphafetf
recoghition.

TWOrinstruménts‘were used to méésure the reading achievement
at the end pf the school year. One test was The Durrell Analysis of

Réading Difficul;y (an individual test), which includes sub-test
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categories of: oral reading, silent reading, listening, word recogni-
| tion (flashAwordé) and word éﬁalysis. The other tést was the Stanford
Achievement Test (a group test5 and includes sub-test categories of:
"word reading, paragraph meaning, and vocabulary (word meaning) cate~
gofieé. These 1isted sub-test categories were.used to ﬁéashre the
reading:aghieQement at a point seven montﬁs after the‘sfﬁdent had
entered the first grade in schéol°
~The two groups were taught by the coﬁﬁrol method which was the

basal series used in the Billings school distfict-at the present time.
This series was the.Scott-Foresman text and, éccording to Chall
- (14:202), utilizes thé meéning-emphaéis approach to the teaching of
feéding. An exgminationvdf the 1it2rapure; however, indicates that’
neithef éode;emphasis nor meaniﬁg-emphaéis approaches are pure in terms
'af methods of tgaching phonics élements and‘thus éaﬁﬁot strictly insure
thaf‘each of the teachers woul& teach one abproach for the code-emphasis
and another for’the meaning-emphasis methods.

The two groups,tgught'by the expérimental method. used the basal
" series referred to as tﬁe Lippincott Series. Chall (14:233-257) classi-
'fies the Lippincotf Series as a phqniés-first bésal reader. -The series
‘utilizes the code-emphasis approach to degodiné'in the Qse of regularly
introduced words that'arg graphemical1y-phonemically consistent, and it
stresses meaning_from the very beginning lesson{ D;kstra (22:18) also-
' labels the Lipﬁincott-Serieé as ‘a phonics-first basal wﬁich ﬁses the

a2
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_codefemphasis approach.

Many linguistics textbooks use the code-emphasis approach
'also and, as Bloomfield (6:7) mentions, the child is taught to read

at ‘the beginning stage of instrugtidh “"by teaching him to aésociate
1ettefs and soundé in a vast number of differént pétterns.” Howévér,
according to Dr. Vandivgr'(69),."Using the 'linguistics method' utili-
zes the regularly introduced word concept, épmétimes to the point of
ridiculgusness." For‘this reason, a phonics-firét rather than a
1inguis;ic basal was selecfed/for use by the égperimeﬁtal g*oups in
this study.
| Tﬁe basic difference, then, between the Scott-Foresmén basal
text used by the group ﬁéught by thé control method and ghe group
taught by the Lippincottlbasal, egperimental method is that the Scott-"
Foresman series uses the meaning-emphasis method. and the Lippincott
.uses the-code-gmphasis method. The Lippincott basal series also
stresses the introduction of short vowels earligr than does the Scott-
Foresman series.

Literature and related research dealing with current thinking
regarding two basic methods of teacﬂing_beginning feading--gode-
emphagis and meaning-emphasis--will be reviewed and presented in
Chapter 3. |

The tests édministeréd to the children yielded data that will

be analyzed and interpreted in Chapter 4 of this study.
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Tﬁe final procedure will be the writing of the summary, noting
conclusions and recommendations as a direct result of the content of

the Revie& of Literature and the anaiysis of data.
LIMITATIONS

The sﬁudy will be 1imife& in the following ways:

(15 Thié paper is limited to the study of four first grade
classrooms in Billipgs, Montaﬁa, which comprised the population sample,.
In terms of the scope of the study, this sample'waé liﬁitéd in éize.
1t would not be intended to be used for broad, comprehensiVé_recom*
mendations for ﬁhe most effective method of teaching reading but,
would hopefully be useful to the Billings Public. Schools. It included
members qf tﬁe three basic socio-economic gr&ups--lower, middle and
Qpper,4hoWev¢r. ‘

(2) The'writer found it nearly imposéible to control the

* teacher variable. The teachers wére'ﬂot of identical qualifications,
Eut attempts We¥e made to include teachers with a minimum of four years
of college and who had similar philosbphies of teachiﬁg. .The ages of
teachers, their years of experience and their exaét.methods of teaching
phonics coqld not be.cpntfolled. Every teacher has her own individual
style of teaéhing methodology. The concept of teaching by an anglyti—
cal method or a synthetic ﬁéthod of feaching reading with its emphasis

upon phonics-and word analysis, will be interpreted differently by
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" each individugl teacher and must be admitted to. The controls of the
teacher variable will be diséﬁssgd in Procedure number two of Chaptér
2.. .
(3) The two philosophies of teaching reading, code-emphasis
and meaning-emph;sis, are not completely polarized in terms of their
. philosophic approéches to the teaching of phonics in beginning fgadingf
(4) The pre-school experiences that each child had prior to
coming to the first grade varied.
(5) The research done'for the'réview of literature section of
this paper was confined fo the libraries of Montana State University
" and Eastern Montana College and included the ERIC Ddcuﬁents for the
period of time 1970-19%2. The two libraries are accredited and should
have materials diverse enoﬁgh to allow a comprehensiQe feview.
(6) The principals in the two buildings berhaps had varying
: philosophies of guperﬁision,'but the reading supervisof was'the séme
" for both schools.
© (7) The time deyoted to teaching the reading- process could
possibly v;ry iﬁ each of the four classrooms. The time for-téaching
of the réading prqcess:waé fof the main part, from .8:30 in:the morning
to 11:00 in the morning.
(8) ?he ages of the children in the groups varied to some
degree.. An attempt was made to control the.age categories in each of

the classrooms, but this was'impossible to do to the degree that each
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age category was completely represented on an equal basis.

(9) An attempt.was also ma&e.to control the sex category
.. in each élassroom so that an equal proportion of both goys and girls
were in each. Thig tgo was impossiblé, so that in the final analysis,
there was a $lightly uneven distribution.

(10) WNew children Fhat entered the classrooms later than
September could have aﬁ effect upon the group achievement results in
that they would not have equal time in either of the two teaching bro-
érams as did.the‘ofiginal children involved in the study.

Each of the ten'limitations will be digcussed more intensively

in procedure two of Chapter 2.
DEFINITION OF TERMS

This portion of the paper deals with the key terms of the-
investigation.

Auditory discrimination -~ The ability to hear likenesses and
differences in speech sounds. Hafner and Jolly (35:37) ’

Basal reader - This is a textbook, usually part of a graded
series, used for instruction in reading. .Good (30:472)

Code-emphasis -~ This is the teaching of reading which empha-
sizes instruction by the use of an alphabetic code capable of
being arranged in specific categories or combinations. The
emzhasis on letters and letter combinations is used. Chall
(14:75) ,

'Decoding - The process in reading of translating printed
symbols into speech sounds. Savage (58:xv) -
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Encoding -~ intentional selection of meaningful (information)
units, their grammatical integration and expression via motor
pathways [writing] . Banmatyne (1:53)

, Greghemes - A graphic symbol used in writing; a basic unit of
the writing system of a language. Refers to letters of the alpha-
bet, punctuatlon marks, and so forth Savage (58:xvi)

: Llngulstlcs - The scientific study of language. Savage
(58 xvii) .

. Meaning-emphasis - When meaning is emphasized from the start
in reading instruction. This teaching of reading approach places
its emphasis on teaching whole words or groups of words as they
are used to produce a meaningful idea or thought. Chall (14:75)

. Morpheme - A single, basic, meaning-bearing unit of .a language.
Savage (58:xvii) .

Phonemes - A basic, indivisible, minimal unit of sound. The
smallest usable unit of speech sound in a 1anguage.
Savage (58:xviii)

‘Phonics - Phonics is the study of those letters, letter com-
binations and -syllables consistently representing sounds, that are
taught as a means of enabling the reader to recognize and pronounce
words independently. The phonic method is that method of teaching
reading based on the analysis of words into their basic speech
sounds. Good (31 329)

Phonic~-first basal - This is a basal reader that introduces
words in a meaningful reading context only after the words have
- been analyzed through a phonlcs, code- empha31s process., Dykstra
(22 22)

ight Word - The known with which teachers work to help pupils
. learn techniques that will aid them in attacking unknown words
. independently. . Gray (34:3)

_ Visual Discrimination - Seeing likenesses and differences
among visual forms, Hafner and Jolly (35:37)
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'sumqm

Oné of the most oft-discﬁsSed subjécts in eleﬁenfary education
concerns that’ of arriving at -a productive and effective meané.of
" tedching children to read. |

The two of ché most discussed methods manife#t themselves in
tﬁevphilosophies of the code-emphasis ;ﬁd the_meaning-emphasis metho&s;

There ére_many diverse definitions of readiﬁg but generally
it- is defined in terms of understanding what the autﬁof intended to
be undérstooa. ' | |

The background that a child brings to the first grade plays a
great ro%e iq the success that the child experiences iﬁ:reading. The
fofmati@e years of birth to first éradé;'iqcluding the various social:
interactions invplve& in the individual child's.home eﬁviroﬁment, ﬁé&e .
grea£ impact on tﬁe'success.

During the first year of school, the teacher, the child's past
experiences, his éelf—image and the materials uti;ized all play a role
in determining the pubil's readiﬁg succéss. Moti&ation and psychologi-~
cal readiness for reading must be ponsidered.

Another factor usually considered is a child's éex, espeéially
in the first few months of the first grade experience. This factor
does not matter too much and as one authof Cood-(32:257) say§-tﬁat,_

« + . boys for.the ﬁos; pért.suffer no harm frpm the initial gap and
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eventually catch up."

. The estabiishment of a’working definition for the process of
reading was the first procedure in the gtudy. The next proéedure will
be the development of an experimentalidesign by whiéh to conduct the
study. Two schools were'seiected, each of which had a representative

sampling of parents belonging to the three major socio-economic groups.

These representative samples were equal in size in each school and

. were also representative of these three major socio-economic groups

in the city of Biilings.

From these two schools, two classrqoms of first grade children
were selected in each school; one classroom in each school was taught
beginning reading with the Scott-Fdresman basgl réading sériesf-a
meaping-emphasis métbod. Also, one clégsroom of children from each
school was taughé'with the Lippincott basal reading series, a.code—
emphasis method.

The children were tested in May of the following year so that
a statisticallevéluation could be conducted from which to make infer-
ences, as to which groups of youngsters made the greatest achievement
in several areas of reading ability.

The next procedure in this study will be to review literature

and research related to current thinking regarding two methods of

teaching beginning reading--the code-emphasis and the meaning—emphaéis

- approéches; This review‘is found in Chapter 3.
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‘The next procedure in the study will be to p:eseﬁt and aﬂalyze
the da;a gathered as a result of administering the three tests;
Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test, The Durrell Anaiysis of Reading
Difficulty_and the Stanford Achievement Test. This will be dome in.
Cﬁapter 4, |

The final procedure will be to discuss the data that wi11>be
presented in Chapter 4 in the form of a summary and to offer recém—
mendations and conclusions Bésed on the observations of the data. |
These recommenda;ions and conclusions will be p?esented in‘Chapter 5

of the study.




CHAPTER 2
PROCEDURES

" The procedures to be used in this study and the criteria for
their inclusion will be discussed in this chapter. It should be noted

that the procedures discussed below appéar in chronological order and

are as follows:
PROCEDURE ONE

The first procédure of this study was to establish- a working
defipition of the reading process. This procedure was discussed in
Chapter 1 with the presentation of what the writer felt was a workable
definition of the process involved in reading.

This definitioﬁ of reading then set the stage for sefting up
an experimental design that iﬁdicates the paraméters of the study and

.the procedures for carrying it out.
PROCEDURE TWO

Procedure.two will be the development of the experimental
design that will be intensively discussed to indicate thg dep£ﬁ-of_the
study and the statistical methods involved. -

This‘secfion deals with the experimeptal design to be used in
conducting the study. The problem in the study will be to inyestigate

whether there are differences in reading achievement of comparable

¢
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groups of childrén at the first grade level when two classes are
taught by the code-emphasié method of beginning reading and. the other
two classes are taught by the.ﬁeaning—emphasis_method of teaching
beginning‘feading.

Population Description
and Sampling Procedure

The two sémple groups are comprised of all children in the four
classrooms selected to participqte in the study. 'The population is the
toﬁal’number of first grade pupils in the Billings, Montana Public
School System.

To choose the sample groups from the total population, two
schools were selected: - Grand Avenue and Rose Park Schools. Each
ééhool ha& fwo clasgrooms of first grade children. At-each school
one classroom was placed in the sample group taught by the experimental
method and one glassroom was placed in the sample group'taught by the
control n;ethod° Both schools have populations representative of the
typical socio4eéonomic lévels found in the city.

For the.purposes'of the study, children eﬁtering the first
grade in each of the selected schools were matched on the basis of

age and sex as far as.this was possible.
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PROCEDURE THREE

'The third procedure will be to review related literature and
research discussing two methods of teachiﬁg children beginning réad-
ing.

The scope of this review will include research régarding a
code-emphasis method and a meaning-emphaéis method oflteaching be~
ginning reading. | |

This review was. organized to discuss the following areas

pertaining to the two precéding methods of teaching readings

Early Childhood Socialization

This section will deal with the importance of the first yeafs
that a child is involved with the interaction processes as he pro-
ceeds through life's expériences. fhese experiences will be, for the
purposes of‘thg paper, viewed from the symbolic interactioﬁist per-
spective. Thése social ekﬁeriences will be viewed in terms of the
impact that a child's formativg'environment make on the type of read-

ing success that he experiences in school.

The Ability of the Child

This section will deal with the concept that the acquisition
of verbal ability to the degree necessary for the child to learn to

‘read can be thought of in terms of a facet—of intélligence.
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. . One of tﬁe difficulties to be diScuSsgd.is that of selecting
an instrument to méasure a child's ability to read.

Some definitions of intelligence will also be discussed.

The Code-Emphasis Method

The céde-emphasis method of,teachiﬁé reading wiil.be discussed
in respect to learning to read. The child, in the begiﬁning reading
stage, proceeds from parts to wholes aﬁd learns letter-sound relation-
ships that are later combined to form wordéf

The decoding process as an integral portion ofﬂthe code-
emphasis method will be discussed and reviewed iﬁ this éectioﬁ.

. Similarities in methédology'betﬁéén the Code-Emphasis and
Phonics method 6f beginning reading instruétion'will be discussed in’
this sectionlalso.

The.authér will also rely upon documentary research in an
attempt to indicate the similarities amdng Linguistic, Phonics and

. Code-Emphasis methods of teaching reading.

An attempt will be made to disc#ss the reading précess as a
" function 6f portiSns of.the'cerebral afeg énd ééntral,nervous system
in this section. | |

Then, some of the literéture reviewed wili be éresented that

indicates some reservations concerning thetuéeféf thé-coég-emphasis

method of teaching beginning reading.
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The Meaning-Emphasis Method

The-section of.tﬁe review of literature will be used to illus-
trate a working definition of éhe meaning-emphasis method of teaching
beginning :éading.:

In addition, it will be brought out in the review that the
meaning-emphasis method of reading instruction does attempt to pro-
mote the'gaining of meaning as the primary purpose of reading.

The procedures involved in the teaching methodology will be
discussed for.a comparison between the code-emphasis and meaning-
emphasis methods of teaching reading.

Limitations and Eiplanaﬁions
of the Limitations

(1) The small sample, in that the study ﬁas limited to four
classrooms in two schools was necessary becausg of the cost of supply-
ing textbooks and other related materials to the students. The cost
of these materials héd to be completely borne by the writer.

The sample could not be consideréd eithe; a random or strati-
fied random sample, since not every pupil entering the first grade in
the Billings‘Public Schools had the opportunity to be involved in the
stﬁdy on Fhe basis of being placed on a table of random samples.
Also, there was no way to anticipate or have prior knowledge of the
ages and sex of_the beginning first graders involved in the study,

so it could not be a stratified random sample.
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The writer agreed with Furgason (27:135) as he says, "It
(the sample) may not differ from a random sample as far as thgse
characteristics are concérnéd, thé investigator may be prepared to
regard it as represeﬁtative of the larger group." The sample'wag
thought to be represéntaﬁive of thg larger group.

(2) The teachers to wﬁom the control and experimental
. groups were given for instruction were as equal in terms of technique
and ability as possible. However, no teachers were transferred for
the purposes of the study.

The teachers were of comparable training with a minimum of
four years and a maximum of five‘years of college education. The
age and‘experience of the teachers gould‘not be controlled due to the
fact that teachers were not transferred on an inter-building basis for
the purpoée of this study. However, all four teachers had identical
in-service orientation regarding the nature and puréose of the study.
' This orientation could not completely céntrol thg variable of indivi-
dual teacher differénces in methodology, however. Téacher variability
in térms of unique methodology is inevitable in any study of this |
nature, However, the reading supervisor for the school district
stated, that as he knew the teaching styles of all four teachers, he
would evaluate them all as having traditional teaching philosophieg
‘and methodology. S§o from his viewpoint thére was similarity of'

philosophy.
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(3) .Another limitation is the problem that each of the two
teaching methods as implemented by the Scott-Foresman and Lippincott
ﬁtograms have overlapping philosophy and teaching procedurés. Neither
is pure in terms'pf a polarization of teaching procedures. However,
there are some differences thgt are consistent enough to allow for and
justify the rubriq'of analytic and synthetic methodology, as wiil be
discusse& in the exflanation of the two metho&s in the Review of Lit~
erature in Chapter 2 of this paper. |

(4) Yet another limitation that must be admitted to is the
pre-schoél experiepées that each individual chilé underéoes prior to
his férmal:school attendance. The home environment of the child and
all of his learning experiences that oéﬁur before school began (to
be discussed in the Review of'Literature) could not be controlled for
the ﬁurposes of this study. An attempt to make a statistical adjust-
ment for this uncontrolled variable was made in the selection of the
. analysis of covariance‘statisticél technique uséd for the pufposes
of the study. '

(5) The researéh done for this‘paper was not completely
exhaustive. It was done in only two libraries, at Montana Staté
University-and.at Eastern Montana College, and included the ERIC
Documents for the period of time 1970-1972. The two libraries are
accredited and should have materials diverse enoughICO aliow a com-

prehensive review of literature, however.
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(6) The principals in the two buildings perhaps had varying

philosophies of supervision. This is a factor that could not be

" controlled as the two were different peoplé. However, there was com-

munication between the two and the basic goal of attempting to deter-

mine which of the two reading methods would produce the greatest

‘achievement, was agreed upon by the two principals, as was the pro-

cedure invélved in the study.

In additiqﬁ to the agreement Between the two, the reéding
supervisor was the same for bofh schools, which cogld add a dimension
of continuity as far as supervision was concerned,

(7) 1In an attempt to control the time variable, the teaching

schedules with regard to the teaching of reading, were reserved for

‘the period of time from. 8:30 in the morning to li:OO'five days per

week.'.During this é% hour periéd, each child was receiving téacher
to puéil group instruction for approximately'BO minutes per day. The
feﬁainder of this block of time was devoted to indepéndent work such .
as workbook completioﬁ; coloring activities, copying and writing
exercises related to the reading process.

The suppleﬁentary materials wére similar.inlalllfour clasé-
rooms. During the 5fternoons, the children worked in.mgterials'
designed to promote the learning of reading skills. Books from the
Ginn Basal Reading Series, and'other meaning-emphésis materials were

uséd\by all four classrooms. No supplémentary phonetic materials were




used for any of the four groups of ehildren ThiS'ﬁeé an atteﬁpt to -
control the differences in materials that could have been a contamlnat-
ing 'variable in tﬁe study.

(8) The age category took into con31derat10n the aspect of
. different maturational levels of abi;ity for different chfonological
ages, Each classroeﬁ had a mean age distribution of 77.4 as illus-

trated in Table II below.

TABLE 11

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PUPILS IN THE SCOTT-FORESMAN
' PROGRAM AND LIPPINCOTT PROGRAM

Scott Foresman X o . Lippincott X

77.4 months . . _ ‘ - 77.4 months

The pupils were &ivided into age categories'oﬁ a 1inear écaie
of 5-10 to 7-10. The'cetegories were divided into -ages with é four
month differential as follows: 5-10 to 6-2, 6-3 to 6-7, 6-8 to 7-0,
7-1 to 7-5, and 7-6 to:7-lO. One child from each age category was
‘placed in the alternate’qiassroom in each scheol éo.that the éupils:
. in the Scoet-Foresman program had as equal as'fossible'age distribu~
.tion with those pupils in the Lippincott brogram.

The age factor ﬁae then treated by the"etetiséieél ﬁechﬁiQue,

the mean-(i) to relate the samples




34
for both the Scott-Foresman methodhand the Lippincott.method of
instruction.

It may not have been important to have similar age groupings
iﬁ each classroom, however, becéuse as Heilman (39:31) says, "Research
‘data appear to be in agreement that mental age is more Elosely_related
, té success in reading than is chronological age or I.Q." At any rate
this factor was considerled.

&) The sex category took into consideration the feeling of
some that being a male or female makes some difference in attaining
various intellectual ski}ls; Wechsler (71:148) meﬁtions that "our
findings do confirm . . . tﬁat men not only behave but think differ-
ently from woﬁen." Vandiver (69) mentioned, that, "Boys have different
problems, according to variqus‘experts, than do girls, in the learning-
té;read process.“ Because of these ideas, an attempt was madé to. |
place an equal number of boys and girls in each of the f;ur plassrooms.

The pupils were placed in each of the two classrooms at each

"of the schools as follows: a boy in one room, then a'boy in the othéf
room; after this procedure, a girl in oné roﬁm, then a girl in the

other.

3

There were twenty two children in the classroom taught by the
Lippincott method at Rose Park School and twenty three in the class-
room taught by the Scott-Foresman method, for a total of forty five;

" but there were only nineteen children in each of the rooms at Grand
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Avenue School for a total of thirty eight. Thus there was a greater
number of boys than girls when the total group taught by the Scott-’
Foresman method of instrucfioy was compa;ed with tht total group

' taugﬁt by the Lippincott Method. The distribution is shown below:

Boys Girls Total
For Lippincott 20, 21 41
For Scott~Foresman 23 .19 42

Total S 43 40 83

Consideration was given to placing children in each df the
groups taught by the experimental method and the control method of
beginning reading instruction., It wouid'have been desirable to place
childpen in each group on the basis of pétential succesé in beginning
reading. Thi; success might have been predicted by tﬁe results of a
reading readiness test, since Heilman (39:29) points out that "in
" general, the experimental data indicate a positive relationship be- :

tween scores on re;dinesé tests and sucéess in beginning reading . . ."
This placement of chil&ren on an equal paired basis (in terms
of readiness) in the two'grpups was impossiéle, however, because the
' readiness tests could not.be administered p}ior to the first or
second week of schqpl}ﬁat which time the children had already been
placed and settled into their rooms. This factor of inability to

place by readiness test and inability to control pre-school




36
- experiences was the justification'for'the seleption of the analyéis
of covariance as a statistical proégdure.

(10) Chiidren entering either of the two schools at a later
date than the beginning of school, might prove also to be a limiting
féc;or. These children, not having been exposed:to the pfocedures
as defined by the format of the study could possibly affect the re-
sults of the pupil achievement at #he end of the testing éeriod.

1f any child entered any classroom later than the first of
October, they were éimply not considered in the final testing.

The contaminating variables controlied were the vision and
hearing of the children involved in the study; If any child had
severe deficiencies in eithér of'these areas,.  his or her test scores
were to be excluded from the study to eliminate the contamination.
There were no chiidren in this category of'deficiency, as all children
were chécked by a nurse with an audiometer for hearing deficiencies
énd all of the children also were screened for Qision deficiencies by
the Lazy Eye Clinic. Several were also checked by the Keystone Tele-

binocular Eye Test.

Method of Collecting Data

The data néceésary to complete this study was obtained from
the results of formal, standardized tests administered to the sample

groups of children used for the study.
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The tests for reading ability were the Durrell Analysis of
Reading Difficulty, which is an individually administered test, and
“the StanfordlAchievement Test, which is a group adminisfered test.
Wilson (74:94) mentions the Durrell Analysis of Reading Diffi-
culty as one which is "designed for use by the reading specialist for
a rather complete edhcatioﬁal analysis on a given child."

Speaking of the same test, Buros (11:835) says that it:

. consists of a series of tests and situations in which the
examiner may observe in detail various aspects of a child's read-
ing. It covers a range in reading ability from the non-reader
to sixth-grade ability. '

Durrell (21:3-4) himself says of the test that:

the analysis consists of the following parts: oral reading
tests, silent reading tests, listening tests, comprehension
tests, word recognition and word analysis, visual memory of word
forms, auditory analysis.of word elements, spelling and hand-
writing. .

Dykétra (22:21) discussed using the Stanford Achievement Test
in a study similaf to the one to be conducted for this paper. Justi-
fication for the selection of the Stanford Test for use in this study
is on the basis of its considered validity when utilized by an expert
in the reading field, such as Robert Dykstra.

Buros (115466) says the Stanford Achievement Test includes
'"the-primary battery (grades 1,2-2,5). It provides six scores: word
reading, paragraph meaning, vocabulary, spelling, word study skills .
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These two tests, one individual and one group, allowed for a
quite broad and-comprehensive compérison of scores.

The Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test was used to recognize
reading potential that existed in each of the sample groups at the
beginning of the first grade experience and to account fqr the ability
differential as a'vériable that must be admitted to but that could not
be controlled'since-the children had to be placed, before the test
could be.administered. This test is used currently by the Billings,'
Montana,-schbol system and was easily implémented intolthe teésting
program for this study.

Buros (10:195) says that the Metropolitanhﬁeading Readiness:
Test is used at the end of kindergarten and for first grade entraﬁts.
It includes four scores related to reading readiness, in addition to
number readiness and an optional "drawing-a-man' test. Buros (10:195)
says of the test,that'it:indicates "a general high level of excellence
and careful workmanship, both with respect to item constrﬁction and

statistical analysis.' Since it has only four scores- that cduld be

related to'rea&ing, only these four scores were Qsed as a comparison
of_adjusted'means in the analysis of covariance statistical treatment.
These fbur ?egt scores uged for the purposes of the study were; listen-
ing,'matching, wo;& ﬁeaning and alphabet. |

Due té the number of pupils involved in the study to be tésted

with individual tests, a two-week period of time for testing was
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reserved. The final tests were adminiétered in April, which allowed
all of the classfqoms,to have been exp&sed to the teaching methods- in
feé&ing, which are being compare&,'for a minimum of séven months.
To control this variable of the length of time-tkohich.ﬁhe groups
are exposed to the'coptrol of the'expe:%mentai method, the testing

for the various groups was alternated; i.e., on the first day of the

’two-week‘testing period an equal number of cliildten from each class-

room were tested. This procedure was used in like manner for each of
the ten school days in the two-week period. This insured that’each
classroom héd an equal number of'childfen tested on egch of the days
of the testing period, so no ome room bégan testing later than any
other, nor did any room cémplete teétiﬁg prio; to thg tenth day.
Students from Eastern:Montana Cgllege in Eiiiings; Montana,
a&ministered‘both the Durrell Analysis of Readihg Difficqlty and the

Stanford Achievement Tests. They underwent training in the testing

. procedures as ‘a group to insure consistency in training, thus reducing

this potential contamination. . .

Statistical Hypothesis

The first step in the statistical procedures was the statement
of the null hypothesis (H_). and the alternative hypothesis (H,), which
were tested. The null hypothesis is that: There is no significant

difference (HO is that‘M1 = MZ) between the mean scores on the reading
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subtests when comparing thg group taught with the experiﬁental'method
with . .the group taught with the'éontrol method. .
The alternative hypothesis is that: Tﬁere will be ‘a significant
différence (H1 is Ml\;?MZ) between the mean scores of the reading sub-
tests when comparing the group taught with the control method to the

group taught with the experimental method.

Analysis of Data

The preliminary procedures involved in determining the initial
similarity of the two classes taught by the Scott-Foresman method and

the two classes taught by the Lippincott method were described in the

limitation section of this chapter. The groups were matched, as
closely as possible, on the basis of age and sex. The socio-economic

strata of the areas in which the schools were locatéd was another

)

factor to be considered in the matching of pupils included in the
sample groups. This factor was considered and'the.daga présented in
Table I of Chapter 1.~ Table I illustrated that the two areas were

¥ . ’ " v
approximately similar in terms of socio-economic composition with

-

regard to the three major groups of- -high, middle, and low stratifica-

tioms.
A cbmpa;isonsof the mean of the group taught by the experi-

mental method (Lippincott Program) in each subtest of both the Durrell

and Stanford Tests with the mean of the group taught by the control
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method (Scott-Foresman Program) in each subtest of both the Durrell
and Stanford Tests was statistically conducted using a one-way experi-
mental désign. An analysis of covariance technique was used since the
reading ability of the first grade children could not bé controlled
prior to the beginning of the study..

As a result it was deemed necessary to control this variable
statistically. That is, this uncontrolled concomitant variable was
adjusted in the criterion means for the two treatment groups. 1In this
regard Lindquist (45:;317) says that:

) In situations in which experimental control of a concomitant
variable may be either impossible or impracticable, it 1§ some-
times possible to resort to statistical control of that variable.
That is, observations may-be made of the uncontrolled concomitant
variations and appropriate adjustments may be made in the cri-
terion means for the various treatment groups, as well as in the
error term used in the test of significance. This method of

statistical control is that-known as the method of analysis of
covariance. '

Lindquist (45:325) continues:

It should be noted that the method of covariance is worthwhile
(assuming a correlation between X and Y) even though the X means
are identical for all treatment groups, in which case no adjust-
ments would need to be made in the Y means. Nevertheless, in-

groups variance of the adjusted measures would be less than that of

‘the unadjusted measures, so that the precision of the experiment
would be increased.

The choice of. the analysis of covariance-technique hopefully
will enable the writer to compare the means of the two variables:
Ml’ the experimental program and Mé, the control’program, of teaching

beginning reading.
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An‘attempt'was made to cause the sample groups in the study to
be aé similar as possible. An assumption was made that the sample -
‘groups came from a similar population. The size was similar in each
of the groups, the sex means similar for each group; the age meané
similar, and the socio-economic factors were also comparable.

The uncontrolled concomitant variable (pre-school expériences)
was'measured by the ‘use of the Metropolitan Reading Readineés Test
(X) and is feferfed to as the covariate.

The two dependent variables (the achievement results derived
from Method 1 and Method 2 (Y) were measured by thé Durrell Analysis
of Reading and Stanford Achievement Test.

The null hypothesis of no difference with the level of signifi-

cance set at .05 was used to test the theory that no significant

difference would be detected between My and MZ'

PROCEDURE FOUR

THe fourth procedure will be to submit the data gathered in

table form and analyZe this data so that inferences, conclusions and

-

summaries may be made.
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PROCEDURE FIVE

The fifth procedure will be to make use of the.information
gathered in‘the review of literature and from the data gathered to
offer conclusions and summaries pertaiﬁing to the study.

A summary. of the study, based on this review of iiterature

and data, will also be made.

SUMMARY

The procedﬁres used in;the study were discussed in this
chépter. Thelfirst procedure,wa; to establish a working definition
of the reading brocess. |

The second procedure was the development of the eiperimental
de;ign for the study. The design was to‘compare one method of teach-
ing reading to beginning first gra&es (the experimental, or Lippin-
cott, reading program), referred to as Method l, with another method
of teaching beginning reading (the control, or Scott-Foresman, reading
program), referred to as Method 2. -

The sampling procedure was the seleétion of two sample groups;
one from Grand Avenue School, comprisealof tﬁo,classrooms'of first
grade children and oqé from Rose Park School, also compriged of two

- classrooms of first grade pupils. The population was the total number

of'first grade pupils in the Biilings, Montana,.Public School System.
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The third procedure was the Review of Literature. This review
will deal with early childhood socialization; the ability of the child,
the code-emphasis %mthod of teaching régding, and the meaning-emphasis
method of teaching beginning_reéding.

The limitatioﬁs of the study Were‘also discussed and were
determined’ to be: |

(1) a small sample

(2) the unequal ége and experience of the teachers and the
variability of teacher methods of'instruétion

(3) the two teaching methods tested were not completely
polarized; there was overlap |

(4) The inability to control the pré—school experiences of
the children in thé study

(5) The research was conducted at only two libraries

(6) the varying philosophy of the two principals concerning
supervision of instruction-wés not entirély the same

(7) the attempt to control the time that each group had -
reading inst;uction might not have been completely successful

(8) the age categories of the children were not completely "
prbpqrtionate

(9) the sex categories of the groups Qere ﬁot completely
equal |

(10) thg consideration given to the test results of children
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entering school after the first of October and attempts to control
the contaminating variables of vision and hearing might bias the
" tesults of the study.

The fourfh procédurg will be to submit the data gathered in
table form.

The fifth proceduré will be to use the information gathered
from the &ata and the review of literature to offer conclugions and
recommendations, with a subsequent summary of the study.

The review of literature will be presented in Chapter 3.




CHAPTER 3
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Teachers and school administrators spend a great deal of time

' &iscussing éhd thinking about how chiidren learn to read and aﬁtempt-
ing to identify éffective methods to use in their particular classroom,
In this review of literature, which was conducted fér the purpose of
créating a background for the study, the resogrcesvrelated'to the '
teaching of beginning reading by both c@de-emphgsis and meaning-
emphasisAmethods,aré presented.

fhe review was coﬁducted, first, with thé‘desi;e'to describe
some of the factors that'are endemic to a'child?s reading ability; and
secondly to further glarify‘;:definition of both_the.terms code~-
gmphaSis and meaning;emphasis. Thirdly, the review was designed to
investigéte'cufrent philosophy in these two areas of methodology.

“The chapper is afranged according to the folléwing topical
format: (1) literature and research reléted to the early socialization
of the child and thls environmental impact upon readlng, (2) the ability
of the child and the relationshlp of thlS factor to successful readlng,
(3) literature and research concernlng the teaching of reading using
the code-emﬁhaéis appréaéh and (4) literature concerning‘the tea'chi.ngl

AN

of'reading using the meaning-emphasis approach.

?

Later references to these discussions in the Review of Related

Literature and Research are made in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 of this
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paper.
EARLY SOCIALIZATION OF THE CHILD

Chapter .1 of this paper deécribed the act of reading as a very
complex and sophisticatéd process. In fact, reading involves both
physical and cognitive processes. Somewhere along the continuum from
preparing to read to the mature application of the reading process to
the solution of problems encountered in daily living, the human organ-
ism mus-t apply ‘both decoding and comprehension ability. Heilman
k39:10-11) says that, "Learning to read is a long-term developmental
, process.and . . ea?ly in the learning process, the child must acquire

independence in identifying words, whose meanings are known to him."
This continuum itself is a long, continuous and involved pro-
cess. What occurs fof each indi§idua1 child in the learning process
appears to be a matter of empirical, social conjecture. A tangential
form of socio}ogy, represented by the syﬁbolic interactionists,‘does
muéh to explain early childhood socialization. This symbolic inter-
action is explained by Rose. Rose (54:3) quotes Blumer and says that-
"Man lives in a symbblicvenviropment and that he uses symbols before
. he talks."
This concept takes into consideration the total conceptual
énvironment of an individual as an organism from birth to death. Rose

quotes Park and‘refers to this concept of socialization when he
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mentiéns that man is not born human. The intgractiqnists posit that
the socialization of a prélingual child occurs as the baby acts randomly
on a trial and error basis, then<gradua11y, through interaction with
parents and other socializing agénts,‘becomes aware of the relétionship
betweeﬁ acts and symbols. Finally the child uses meanings to designaté
-what is on his mind. |
The symbolic interadéionist contends that man is an object
- to himself--an objécé whose meaning to himself and others can'onlj be
derive& from.the system of social objeéts,iﬁ'which he is enmeshed.
Rose (55:3-19) |
i The individual chil&, then, is in a céntinuous state of deveiopé
ment. As he proceéds pﬁrough life's éxperiences, he acquires, in each
' sfage of development, the characterisfics which he wi}l use in each
successive stage of this development. Lindesmith and'Str?u;s (44:257)
note that: |
A major consequence of children's linguistic soéialization is
that they become implicated in increasingly wider systems of social
relationships. Confined at first to the simplest kinds of social
relationships, they gradually develop the capacity to participate
in complex social structures.
Blocher (7:46) télls us that "development is a lifelong set of
psychological,‘sociai, and physiological processes that encompass the
~entire pattern of human gxisteﬁce. c o | |

Blocher (7:49) continues and suggests that:
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The human infant at birth is in one sense a bundle of
potentialities. . . .In spite of this amorphous and plastic
tendency, however, in the first three years of life, the infant
emerges into'éeparateness and individualization in a way that lays
down the foundation for his-entire subeequent development.

These experiences with which he is confronted, and the other
individuals with whom he interacts, possibly affect the child as he
comes to the reading experience in the first grade situation.

Rogers (53:23) mentions that "for me, the highest authority,
the touchstone of validity is my own experience." Kneller (43:59)
states, from his ekistentialistic, phenomonological persepective, that
knowledge "originates in, and is composed of, what exists in the
individual's consciousness and feelings as a.result of his experiences."

Even though Kneller (43:49) says, "There are no antecedent
principles or purposes which can shape our destiny (Sarte's doctrine
of existentialism)," there appear to be many dramatic and even less
than dramatic factors which are endemic to the. growth processes of the
individual child. In fact, Morris (49:104) says that:

so much of what other animals must laboriously learn for them-

selves, we acquire quickly by following the example of our parents.’
. . .much of what we do as adults is based on this imitative
absorption during our childhood years.

Children learn for themselves, but the social, psychological
and physical environment created for them and in which they are an

interacting entity destine what they become. Blocher (7:91) attempts

to define a child's interaction in the primary groups. He says:
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Primary groups are those groups in which an individual exper-
iences deeply personal, face-to-face contacts and relationships.
These include the family, playgroups, neighborhood groups, class-
room groups or church groups. Many of the early socialization
experiences of the child occur in such primary groups.

An individual child's composite experiences which mold him

are very difficult to measure in retrospect. Barret (3:15) attests
to this nebulous aspect of measurement when he says, '"The inner depth
" of 'the psychic life . . . cannot be measured by the quantitative
methods of the physical sciences."

Skinner (61:4) suggests that he feels the behavioral sciences
have not become as accurate in measuring human behavior as the physical
sciences have. become in'measuring'events and procedures in the techno-
logical domain. He says:

‘Human behavior is a partigulafly difficult field . . . because
we are so inept in dealing with it . . . But modern physics and
biology successfully treat subjects that are no simpler than s
human behavior. . . . The difference is that instruments and
methods ‘they use are of commensurate complexity. '

This brief background gives some small post-explanation, in
behavioral terms, to the discussion in Chapter 1, concerning how a
child's response in the first year of school is to a great degree pre-
determined by his environment.

Evidence in the literature thus far indicates that what occurs
in the child's formative environment does have .a.definite impact on

the type of reading success that he experiences in school. . Other

factors in the determination of the child's ability to read are
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considered next.

MEASURING THE CHILD'S ABILITY

Rude's. (56:572) concern with Brunér's remark that "any subject
~can be tadght.in some intellectually honest form to any child at any
stage of devélopment" could be use& as a focus on this seétion of the
paper. Despite the environmental impact, one would seem to have diffi-
culty in teaching anything to any child if the child does not have
some éositive genetic inheritance, or if brain damage and. birth trauma
have inhibited a child's intellectual &evelopment. Genetic patterns
do, however, develop and are subsumed under the environmental rubric.
Thié concept does have a direct relationship to the reading process.
Before-a child can read, he must develop a vocabulary, iinguistic
patterns and a. learning style based on pre-school cultural experiences
that are different-;as in the case of Hockman's (41:581) reference to
the dialects of Black urban childreﬁ in Chapter 1. .On this basis,
then, reading is the facilitation of 1anguage'and is a linguistic per-
formance, which entails versal ability. .The acduisition~of verbal
,abiiity to fhe degreé neéessitated for learning to read coula demand
a commensurate ievel of whét is callgd intelligence. Bannatyne (1:73).
_stétes that "verbal ability is an inherent and major part of ‘intelli-
gence and as such . : . must have an inherited basis."

Chomsky (15:4) also sajs that "in the technical sense,
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Iinguis£ic theory is mentalistic, since it is concerned with discover-
ing a mentaf.reality underlyihg actual behavior."

One of'the difficulfies, however, with asseséing a child's ab-
ility to read in tefms of any measure of that intelligence, is in
the selection of the ﬁeashring instrument. Generally, speaking, the
intelligence of a child, with a.sense 6f predictive forecasting as
to Whether or not he is ready to read or can read, for that matter,
is manifesfed by the use of the readiness test at the first grade
level.

The problem of attempting to measure a child'é ability to
learn to read is in the actual definition of what factors contribute
to the over-;ll intelligenpe. In othe; words, what facets df intelli-

gence are necessary for the successful reading process? Heilman

(38:116) tells us that:

on the whole, readiness scores alone lack precision in predict-
'ing reading achievement for individual pupils. In general; though,
the experimental data indicate a positive relationship between
scores on readiness tests and success in beginning reading.

In the past, it was concluded that a mental age of six and a

half years was a proper minimum in pupil attaimment on an intelligence

_test to insureAbeginning.;eading sucéess. Heilman (39:31-33) says,

however, "Authorities do not agree as to the minimum mental age which
should be attained before beginning reading." To further complicate

this controversy, Davidson (16:74) mentions that:
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Dolch and Bloomster conducted a study of mental age and phonic
achievement. They found . . . that children of high mental age

might sometimes fail but children of low mental age are certain
to fail,

Intelligénce or cognitive skills would seem to be a criterion
for success in reading. At least, if we assume that to learn to per-

form any functional activity in society presupposes that some form of

intelligent functioning occurs. Jencks (42:53) tells us that cognitive

skills means the "ability to manipulate words and number, assimilate

1nformation, make logical 1nferences, and so forth." Frandsen (25:110)

states that intelligence is

. a trail determining 1nd1v1dua1 differences; in school
achievement we can define it as the general intellectual capa-
.city for learning and problem solving. Garrett says that
"intelligence. . . includes . . . abilities demanded in solution
of problems which require comprehension and use of symbols.'

With the above listed definitions of intelligence, it would

seem that there is some -measurable factor or quality that exists to a

degree in each individual pupil which should determine whether or not
! . .

he can read successfully. The great problem appears to lie in the

developmene of an instrument or test that can validly measure the in-

tangible quotient of intelligence. Jencks (42:55) says that:

Tests are made up by psychologists and teachers so they cover

kinds of information psychologists and teachers think important . .

the tests measure ability to read, understand, and make logical
inferences from written material. The right answer to many of the
reading comprehension questions is contained within the question
itself, but this is not as obvious to some students as to others.
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Environment of Children

Anothef'dimenéion of the intelligence factor could be stated
in terms of the environmental context within which a child is nurtured.
In a ghetto environment, or one in which there is little stress or
value placed on the acquisition of survival skills in the school
milieu, what is termed as "middle class intelligence," may not develop
as it would in a strata of society where these values are positively
reinforced. One of the survival skills is reading and as such involves
the ability to discriminate.ayditorily between sounds. Deutsch (17:15)
says that:
) Studies investigating the auditory perceptual skills of dis-
advantaged subjects are fewer in number, but the findings are
consistent. Results indicate that subjects from impoverished
“‘environments ‘achieve lower auditory discrimination scores than
middle class subjects, exhibit poorer auditory modality function-
ing in comparison to visual functioning and reveal inadequate
auditory perceptual skills,
In fact, Skinner (61:99) mentions that, “"Things are good (positively
reinforcing) or bad (megatively reinforcing) presumably because of the
contingencies of survival under which the species evolved." He (61:99
continues, "as a result it is a part of the genetic endowment called
human nature to be reinforced in particular ways by particular things."
In other words, if skills necessary for positive school response, such
as learning to read, are not stressed and emphasized in the domestic

environment, they may not become part 6f the so-called cultural inheri-

"tance.
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Even if these.skills are stressed, there is some question as
to whether ﬁhat a child brings to school in the form of preparatory
skills are immutable when he reaches the age of maturity. Jencks
(42:59) says that, "The rate at .which a child develops prior to the
age of three tells us almost nothing about the level at which he will
perform as an adult."

With the evidence that what occurs in a child's formative
environment influences how a child learns to read, educators are con-
stantly attempting to assess what type of learning environment is most
conducive to the production of successful readers. Some authorities
advocate the formal aspect of teaching reading to children during the
pre-school years. Rude (56:572-573) mentions that:

Two distinct schools of thought prevail regarding this

issue . . . the first, decrying the dangers of teaching young
children to read is generally espoused by the child development
experts . . . Writing about perception, Hymes states:: 'Those

eyes must have grown enough so they can quickly see, when they
are taught, that ¢ and e and o are different . . .'The second
school of thought insists that reading instruction begin as early
as possible. ' ”

In an earlier reference (1966) than Rude (1973), Durkin (19:39);
in conducting a study-of a comparison between children beginning the
reading process early with those stérfingilater, concluded:

There is no significant difference between thé'average reading

achievement of equally bright early readers and non-early readers

as they move through the elementary school.

Bereiter (4:7), in discussing the disadvantaged child, suggests that
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early learning of any important cognitive skill is not necessarily a
panacea. He says that:

Specialists in child development have emphasized for years
what a slow and continuous process intellectual development is,
what an enormous amount of learning and unlearning, practice, and
trial-and-error goes into the smallest step in intellectual
growth.

It seems evident, then, that educators face a dilemma when

attempting to determine when to teach reading in the formal sense.

THE CODE-EMPHASIS METHOD

In its simplest form most authorities agree that decoding is
one portion of the process of communication, with encoding being the
other portion.

Smith (63:33) noted the importance of interacting sets of

experience as he illustrated an example of the following communication

model:
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Figure 1

Verbal Level Communication
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This process of communication occurs in the context of either
the written or spoken dimension of expressive language. Encoding can
be considered to be the formulation of either the spoken or written
expression. When a speaker presents a talk, whether in the formal
aspect of a speech to an organized audience or in a discussion-conver-
sation with a peer, he can be considered to-be performing the encoging
portion of communication.
Linguists,. according to Heilman (39:238), define language as
being oral in nature. Dr. Vandiver (69) also says that "reading is a
decoding process.'" When an author writes words in a letter or in a
book, or for that mattef; in ény written: form, with the purpose of
expressing thoughts or communicating, he is performing the process of
encoding. Malmberg (46:22-23) presents a linguistically scientific
explanation of this process when he says:
if there is a one-to-one correspondence between written
minimal units (letters) and spoken ones (phonemes) or not, it
_remains-equally ‘evident that the message, in its written form is
‘manifested as a sequence of discreet elements and consequently,
that if the alphabet and the spelling are as they should be, the
message that reaches the sender is a replica of the form in which
extra-linguistic phenomena to be communicated have been encoded
in the sender's brain. The only -decoding the receiver has to under-
take is the discovery of the rules which, according to the language
conventions, determine the relationship between the expression
‘(the letter sequence) and the content, i.e. re-establish the sign
starting from one of its halves. The reverse operation is exe-
cuted when the speaker writes down his words. :

Communications, then, may be either encoding or decoding,

writing or reading, speaking or listening, and demands that some sort
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of_linguistic code be present. Thisnlinguistic code may be manifested
eitﬁer overtly, as the rules for the communication within a cultural
context are brought into play'in the coftex of the brain, or implied
through the subcpnscipus, dréwing'upon experiences recorded in the
brain during the formative stages - of thé human organism's developmént.
Communication is basically, thep, an aspect of ofal language. ‘To
-confirm this conéept, Bannatyne (1:92) menfioqs that, ﬁa point that is
not often appreciated in educational circles during these days of .an
universal emﬁhasié upon reading and writing is that linguistic functions
are eésentially“audifory.a

| ihis code is considered by 1inguisté.to béAan element of
commonality that is contained within a. structure. Malmberg (46:2-3)

states that linguists "

start from a common outlook in that they regard
the structure of language as a system--or a code--of communication,
the description of which is their main concern.'" Chomsky (15:57)
quotes James Beattie, who says:

'Languages, therefore, resemble men in this respect, that,
though each has peculiarities, whereby it is distinguished from
every other, yet all have certain qualities in common. The pecu-
‘liarities of individual tongues are explained in their respective
grammars and dictionaries.’

Words, . in their cultural context, are a part of the code

.referred to by Malmberg and Chomsky. Words are important in the read-

ing activities at any level and cannot be overlooked under the decoding

‘rubric. Skinner (62:7) teIls_us that, "Words are regarded as tools or
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. instruments, analogous to the tokens, counters, or signal flags some-

times employed for verbal purposes.'
'In addition to the terms "code,“ "encoding" and "decoding,"
4
a cognitive procedure referred to as ™conceptualization'" is vastly
important in the reading process. Malmberg (46:25) says that:

The encoding that takes place in the brain of the sender

when the extra-linguistic phenomena are linguistically
structured, as well as the decoding which precedes the inter-
pretation of the message in the brain of the receiver are
particular instances of a more general procedure called' con-
ceptualization, or concept formatiom.

Since reading involves understanding the thoughts of another
person in written form, decoding is an important activity in the
process. As an important portion of the reading process, understanding,
then, is also important in the bgginning;to-read process.

It must be realized, however, that before'actually learning to
read, the child must learn the language of his culture or environment.
This "learning the language process" is very complicated and can be
related'to the envirommental factors that comprise a child's pre-school
development. L;ﬁdesmith and Strauss (44:233) say that,

The learning of language is not merely a matter of mastering

the mechanics of speech. The symbols that make up a language
are concepts, and represent ways of acting and thinking. The
infant must learn to classify objects and to act appropriately
toward them., He must also learn that some words refer to things '

that do not exist as material objects, but only as ideas, abstrac=-
tions, or relationships.
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Chomsky (15: 25) further explains,
To learn a language, then, the child must have a method for
devising an appropriate grammar, given primary linguistic data.
As a precondition for language learning, he must possess, first,
.a linguistic theory; that specifies the form of the grammar of a
possible human language, and, second, 'a strategy for selecting a
grammar -of. the .appropriate form that is compatible with the pri-
mary linguistic data.
These factors involv1ng learning 1anguage are apparently, then, deter-‘
mined by the time the child comes to the first grade. -Much of this
process is inherent in the immediate 1inguist1c environment of the
child and perhaps is- acquired through subconscious as31milation

Some language learning perhaps is completedgthrough deliberate manipu-‘

1ation.of the child's experiential background, according to Lindesmith,

. ,Strauss, and Chomsky in the preceding paragraphs. In either case,

subconscious assimilation or manipulated experiential background the
child becomes aware of language bearing clues.

Returning to the idea that deeoding is important, Harris
" (37:311) supports Chall's,contention, mentioned earlier, that decod-
ing, at the beginning stages of reading, is more important than.gaining _
'meaning as he says, "in the early stages of reading instruction, de-
coding should be stressed and comprehension should be soft-pedaled
This point of viewy is not new, but has received support from some
. linguists,‘. .H; S |
An explanation of the term, "code-emphasis,” is appropriate at

this point to enahle-the reader to understand the following section of
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the paper. Chall (14:75) says that the éode-emphasis proponents
"beliéve.that the initial stage'iﬁ reading instrupﬁién should empba-
gize teachingléﬁildren to master a cbde-fthe alphabetic code.'" She-
.(Chall, 14:346) indiqates that a céde-emphasis‘and syntheticlreading
' approach are synbnomous in that "a synthletic appréach (fro@ parts to
wholes) teaches letter-sound relatio;ships first aﬁd then teaches the
child to combine these to form words." IA'ﬁethod.of decoding is
emphasized rather than blécing an emphasis upon‘obtaiping meaﬁing at
the inifialrstage of teaching a chiid to read,

The code-emphasié process, then, exposes the child in the
readiﬁg readiness stage go a coﬁfrontati&n witﬁ inéividuél 1ette£s-of
the'aiphaﬁet rather than expecting the child to.gain ?eédiness for
reading through visual and kinesthetic expefiehces with‘céncrete ob-
je;ts. éhall (14;159) sayé in regard to these visual, auditory, and
kinesthetic r;adiness experiences that,'"pdinting to and naming a
letter, or writing at an early age is quite diffefént from pointing to
or drawing-a picture of a cat, a truck, or a trqe.U.

| The code-emphasis method of teacﬁing‘reading has been associated
with what has been referred to as phonic instruction._ Heilman (58:245)
says “the'term'code-crécking, as it is used extensiﬁely-today; is |
simply a'éynonym for phonics." | |

The sounds of thé individuai letters aré learned and the

letters are then synthesized into wﬁole words. The whole wdrd§ are then
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syﬁthesized.into ﬁeaningful séntences as the stages of sequential
instruction in the reading process ére developed,‘ The gaining of
meaning is not sacrificed fqr emphasis upon the decoding process, for
the act of reading, in the code-emphasis context. The sequences of
instruction that follow the initial stage of the‘reading process
conéentrate upon obtaining meaning as well as continuing an emphasis
upon the decoding skills.

Heilman (38:245) mentions that:

The purpose of phonics instruction is to help the child

develop the ability to work out the pronunciation of printed
- word-symbols which at the moment he does not know as sight

words. Phonics instruction in early reading does not focus on
teaching the child how to pronounce words, but rather that printed
letter-combinations represent a word he already knows and uses
in his oral language . . . . Learning word analysis skills, in-
cluding phonics, is an absolute necessity for learning to read.
No child will learn to read, at what might be designated as
fluent third grade level, unless he has mastered a number of
insights into cracking the code.

This code-emphasis, phonic approach to the teaching of reading
uses, as we have seen, certain language bearing clues, Davidson
(16:191) tells us that:

. + . the language bearing clues use knowledge of syntax,
the structure of sentences as aids in word recognition . . . There
are a number of examples of language bearing clues. One such- aid
is the noting of phrases which may serve as a clue in the recogni-
tion of modified unknown words. Another such aid is the recog-
nition of unknown words, through referral signal words such as
these and some, which, referring what has been previously stated.

N

Davidson (16:103) also mentions ways that "most modern authori-

ties of reading advocate the teaching of phonics in some form, The
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consensus is that children need visual and auditory clues in word
recognition, Phonics is one of the helps in providing these clues."
After the clues to phonetic recognition of letters and words
are successfully learned, next in the continuum of reading skills is
forming the words into phrases and sentences. Davidson (16:191) also
states that:
another group of clues involve how sentences or paragraphs
are organized. Within this group are such aids as the realization
that an unknown word is part of a series of words and an appre-
" ciation of the relatedness of main ideas to details, of questions

. to-answers, and of course to affect within sentences or para-
graphs.

Jeanne Chall (14:307) has done much recent research in terms
of improving the teaching of beginning reading. As a result of this
research, Chall suggests that a code-emphasis approach has attributes
which would support its use (but only initially) in the beginning
stages of teaching reading. She states, "Nor can I emphasize too’
strongly that I recommend a codeeemphasis only as a beginning reading
method. . . ." She (Chall, 14:307) continues

A code-emphasis method - i.e., one that views beginning

reading as essentially different from mature-reading and empha-
sizes learning of the printed .code for the spoken language produces
better results, at least up to the point where sufficient evidence
seems to be available; the end of the third grade.

When .children are beginning the learning-to-read. process there

seems to be much agreement that some type of co&e-emphasis is neces-

sary, beginning with simple perceptions of differences in letters and

TrT"T
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going on to more sophisticaged discrimination betweeq graphemes apd
phonemes.' Nodine and. Hardt (51:10) stated that the ”abiiity of chil&—
ren to differentiate among letters of the alphabet has been shown to
be an important prerequisite for learning to read." They (Nodine and
Hardt, 51:16) go on to say that |
. . once the beginning reader masters the task of letter
discrimination, he‘must next learn to recognize words by associat-
ing letters and letter combinations with their appropriate speech
sounds. .
'Carl Bishop (5:215) corroﬁorates thé statements of Nodine and
Hardt when he says that "a knowledge of graphic-phonic rélationsﬁips
among units of smaller;tﬁan-whole wérds is necessary for transfer of
réading to new words."‘

An older reference, (1941), but in agreement with the pre-

ceding authors in terms of the necessity of learning letter names is

Durrell (20:6), who states that good auditory perception does not

guarantee good progress in reading. He says that:

o« » Lf the child is weak in visual discrimination of -
letters and words . . , if he cannot tell m from n (he) is likely
to confuse mice and nice, even though he notices differences in
their sounds. : S . '

Therefore a child should be able to tell one letter from the
other. ' -

Rosner (55:3) gives further impetus to teaching beginning
reading by the phoneme-grapheme concept as he says:
Learning to read, regardless of instructional method, necessi-

tates the establishment of visual-vocal equivalences. To progress
beyond a very limited sight vocabulary level, the child must
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acquire the discrete equivalences represented by g?apheme-
phoneme interrelationships. He must discriminate and relate
visual symbol to its phonetic counterpart and produce the latter
in organized, connected sequences. The ability to analyze spoken
, words as a series of joined individual sounds is not ordinarily
_ given consideration in the classroom, although it is implicit in
the production of organized phonemic sequences.

Referring again to Rosner (55:3), he says that, '"'Although
reading undoubtedly is dependent on the presence of many skills, the
ability to analyze verbal acoustic iﬁformation séems.critical to
competency. ‘" .
| Bannatyné (1:311), in a reference to Chall's clinical evi-
dence, that a code-emphasis is the better way to‘start reading and
tha; the code-emphasis and a phonic method are related, says that
“"by. a code~emphasis she (Chall) ﬁeans, of course, the use of phonic
meﬁhods 6f teaching reading."

These statements by other authors in the field of reading
reinforce Chall's findings that teaching of reading by a code-emphasis
yields more discerﬁible results than does teaching beginning reading
by a meaniné-emphasis program,

Chall (14:158) also indicates that the use of a systematic
code-emphasis method of teacliing reading is more important than the
inherent potential and lénguage background of the childrep. 'She.says
that the "importance of letter and 1ettér-sound knowledge . . . appear

to be more essential for success than high intelligence."

Dykstra (22;20) confirms Chall's position in proposing that,
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from the very beginning of the reading program, the pupil taught by
mastery of tﬁe alphabet~-code process achieves superior results in
reading measufed at the end of the second grade. Dykstra (22:20)
tells u; that:

All of the performance measures (Gates-McKillop Reading
Diagnostic Test, Fry Phonetically-Regular Word Test and the
Stanford Achievement Test) at either testing point favored the
code-emphasis, phonic-first program. Code-emphasis pupils were
superior in word recognition and comprehension skills involved
in silent reading after one and two years of instruction.

Bliesmer and Yarborough (6:495), in comparing ten different
beginning reading programs in first grade, stated:

It would appear, therefore, that beginning reading programs
which give attention to sound-symbol relationships prior to
teaching of words, or which involve a synthetic approach ini-
tially (pupils actually building words from sounds), tend to be
significantly more productive in terms of specific reading
achievement in grade one than do analytic reading programs
which involve the more conventional approach of going directly
from readiness procedures (using pictures) -to the reading of
whole words before either letter names or the sound the letters
represent are taught.

Various advocates of the linguistic concept of teaching read-
ing also promoted the use of a code-emphasis approach in their teach-
ing procedures. Bloomfield- and Barnhart (8:6) offered a method of
teaching reading whose central thesis was:

that an inseparable relationship exists between the words as

printed and the sounds for which the letters are conventional
signs and that to convert letters to meaning requires from the

start a concentration upon letter and sound to bring about as
rapldly as possible an automatic association between them.




67

Relatlonshlg_of .- ‘ » o
LlngUISthS, Phonlcs and Code-EmQhaSLS Programs

The 11ngu1st1c concept of teachlng readlng is very deflnltely
relafed to the phonic method and code-emphasis method. of teaching
:reading. Skinner (62:21) says that:-

Standard llngulstlcs units are of various sizes. Below the
level of the word lies roots and affixes or more rigorously the:
small meaningful units ‘called morphemes., - Above the word come
phrases, idioms, clauses, sentences and so on. And one of these
may have funct10na1 unity as a verbal operant

Burns (12 35) tells us that:

In brief, linguists state that a language is made up of basic

. units of sound called phonemes, such as "s" in sing. Phonemes are
the smallest usable units of speech sound.. Phonemes are built

“into morphemes which consist of phonemes used in sequence to form
larger working units, Morphemes are indivisible language elements
and are the basic meaning-bearing units of language. A free
morpheme is a morpheme which can be used by itself. For example,
.sing. A bound-form morpheme, such as er, must always be bound to-
another morpheme. For example, singer. Morphemes, in turn, are
put together into patterns of syntax. Syntax refers to the
patterning of morphemes into larger structural units,

This description of ianguage from the 1inguist'3'pefspective
relates well to the phoneticist's p01nt of view. . In'the vocabulary
of phonlcs, we have’ an emphas1s upon the phoneme grapheme relation=

ship. Burns (12:41) states that:

to learn the symbol-sound correspondences rapldly and effi-.
ciently, ‘linguists recommend that the pupll s first experiences
with written words be with words- which are regular in spelling
(as stop). There should be one ‘letter for one sound until it is
learned. ‘Semi-regularly spelled words (as pay) would come later;
and highly irregular words (as come) would be encountered last. ,
It is proposed that instead of controlling the words . themselves,
there should be control of introduction of sound and the graphlc
.symbols ‘for these sounds.
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Savage (58:215-216) brings the linguistic, phonics, code-
emphasis sense of relatedness into cléarer perspective when he tells
us:

And then came the linguists. They brought with them the
prestige of recognized scholarship and an aura of respect generated
by the very nature of their discipline. The popularity of
linguistics in teaching reading was both rapid and widespread.

The linguistic approach joined the parade of look-say, phonics,
individualized, language experience, l/t/ae . » » One thing that
all linguists agree upon is the primacy of spoken language, that
speech is the first form of language and that the vast majority
of children already use the spoken 1anguage by the time they are
expected to learn to read.

Another area of consensus among 11ngulsts is the alphabetic
nature of our writing system; that is, the individual sounds in
our language are represented in writing by individual letters
(called graphemes) . . . A third area of agreement among linguists
is that the phoneme-grapheme correspondence in English is fairly
regular. In a perfectly regular alphabetic language, there would
be an exact one-to-one correspondence between sounds and symbols;
that is, one symbol would represent only ome sound all the time.
No reading teacher needs to be told that English is not perfectly
regular. We have different sounds represented by the same
symbol (as the a in fat, fate, and father) and the same sound
represented by different symbols (as the ‘iy' or long e sound in
meat, feet, and Pete). Because of these inconsistencies, it
became popular to teach children to read by using whole words.
Although Bloomfield called the sound-symbol relationship extremely
imperfect, later research and language analysis, notably by Paul
Hanna and others, has shown that English orthography is actually
more regular than it is irregular. As many as four-fifths of our
most frequently used words are spelled according to a regular and
consistent relationship between sounds and symbols.

To further reinforce the relationship between the code-
emphasis method of teaching reading and the linguistic, George (29:8-9)
says that:

The linguistic approach or word family approach requires the
child to make discriminations between initial, terminal, and
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other phonemes within words which rhyme or words which compose

a words family. The teacher might begin with a family such as
the et family (et, bet, get, jet, etc.) and graduate to families
such as the etch families (etch, fetch, ketch, retch, stretch,
etc.). Later the child would be given sentences and stories con-
taining words learned in word families.

This emphasis‘upon vowel regularity and consonant substitution
is recognizably a feature of the phonic and linguistics approach to
the teaching of reading. (ﬁarfis (37:312) says that, "Most linguistic -
and phonic series‘empﬁaéize spelling patterns, which used to be called
word families."

With this previously mentioned evidence that there i; a
commality manifested émong the phonic, linéuistic and code=-emphasis
methods, we may rnow proceed with more literature cbncerning the merits
of the teaching of beginning reading with the code-emphasi; méthod.

While_several éuthors{ i.e.,-Hafris, Chall, Bloomfield, Heil-
mén, et al, state their evidence that the code-emphasis is a superior
teaching process, their assumptions are based on gmpirical studies

_comparing one method with the other.

The Cognitive Aspect of
The Reading Process

There is some literature indicating that the means of breaking
the reading procéss into a synthetic means of word attack and decoding
is a function of the central nervous system.

To clarify and énlarge upon this complicated process of the




70
cognitive aspeqt'of the act of reading, Gardner (28:64), in a discus-
sion of "Develépmental Dyslekia," suggests thét children have diffi-
culty.reading "because their brains mgture more slowly'or'are deficient
in the aﬁatomical connections needed to learn reading in the usual
wéYs," By an observation of the coﬁplicated and nebulouslreading_
disabilities subsumed under the rubric of the normal reading process
itself, perhaps allook at thé aBnormal behaviors might provide some
in;ight. Bannatyne (1:4) séyé, "it is ; truism to say that if one
'wants‘to'know a great deal about normal functioning in any aspect of
life, it is extremely rewarding to examine the abnormal."

In relating this to‘the synthetic code breaking qf the code-
émphasis method, Gardner (28:65) continués by emphasizing that children
with difficulty in reading "have trouble breaking a spoken word into
its component phongmeé and reiating them to arbitrary visual configura- .
tions on a bage." | |

Continuing, Gardner (28:65}, sgates that:

Orton believed that these irregularities (feading problems)

held the secret to the riddle of dyslexia. He conjectured that

by the time most children start learning to read, cerebral laterali-
zation has already occurred. The term means that one hemisphere

of the brain, in most cases the left . . . has established dominance
over the other, usually the right.

This ph&siological premise that the left hemisphefe of the

brain controls the language function of the human organism would indi-

cate that the reading process is a neurological one. Ornstein (52:87)
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mentions that:

The left hemisphere is predominantly involved with analytic
thinking, especially language and logic . . . The right hemisphere,
* by contrast, appears to be primarily responsible for our orienta-
tion in space, artistic talents, body awareness, and recognition
of faces.

This concept is an explanation to some degree, of.the reading
process as a definite cognitive activity. The cognitivé process could
possibly be related to both the code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis
methods of teaching reading. In reference to reading difficulties,
Bannatyne (1:298) makes the statement that:

The pfincipal difficulty for learning.disability children is

to remember which graphemes are associated with which phonenes,

particularly as the orthography. of the English language is so
irregular.

Importance of Language .

Development

On the basis of the preceding review of literature, it appears
that reading and language are concomitant products of both environment
and heredity, with each of these influences playing a role in the
development of reading_skills. The significance of this is that early
language acquisition, indeed language acquisitibn itself, is important
' to educators who areAinterested in the teaching of reading.

Wanat (72:43) states that:
The stu&y of language development (also referred to as develop-
mental psycholinguistics or developmental linguistics or the

study of language acquisition) tries to account for how the meaning-
" less cooing, gurgling, and babbling sounds made by the infant turn
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into meaningful language spoken by the adult. This field is
important to reading specialists because some theorists (notably
Eleanor J. Gibson) maintain that competence in the spoken
language is an essential first step in learning how to read.

Several contemporary linguistic theorists have p;opqsed some
theories of early language acquisition which have some importance to
the.teacﬁiqg of rea&ing, if indeed, 'as the literature appears to
indicate that there is a relationship between lénguage development and
iéarﬁing to-readf

Wanat (72:44) again tells us'that:

 Noam Chomsky of M,I,T. claims that language acquisition is a
process in which the child formulates a theory (description) of
the structure of his language. 7Tt is as if the child were a
linguist writing a new grammar, but Chomsky qualifies his claim
by saying that the child's grammar formulation is intuitive, and
that the child is probably not even conscious of the rules he
formulates. Some of the skills which underlie language develop-
ment are: the mental ability to deal with the work, the ability
to remember things, the ability to bredk down the language one
-hears .into units of sound and units of meaning and recombine
these units; and the ability to generalize.

Another concept promulgated in language deveiopment is the
behavioristic Eheo;y. Wamat (72:44) again summarizes this behavioristic
theory, when he‘says:

Following B. F. Skinner's view, the acquisition of language is
based on rewarding the child when he imitates or tries to imitate
.models of adult language. There has been much discussion about
‘the nature of the reward or reinforcement and about the stimulus--
the thing that brings about the response from the learning . .

The imitation of models that the child hears and the frequency
. with which he hears these models are key concepts in behavioristic
©  theory. ' ) _

of course, the implications of the behavioristic theory of
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1anguage development could obv1ously be adjusted to and utilized with

any method of-teaching reading, whether the meaning-emphas1s or code-

emphasis method

In terms of the behavioristic concept, some type of reward
" or punishment is perhaps essential in any tyée of learning proceés,
Seligman and Hager (60:59) say that:

Learning theorists, when they study classical conditioning |
thus tend to believe that what an animal learns about is rela-
tively unimportant. They believe that virtually all stimuli
responses and reinforcement can be paired, equally well, if they
but use correct techniques. Moreover, we have general laws that
describe the acquisition, inhibition or extinction of such pair-
ings. We can teach a pigeon to peck for grain as easily as we
can teach a rat to.run for water and as easily as we can teach
a child to smile for approval. The underlying psychological
laws are 'the same for all three behaviors. This belief--the
equipotentiality premise--is the foundation of all mainstream
learning theory today.

It is rewarding and perhaps important for teachers of reading
to understand something of the conten&ing, cohtemporary learning
theories° It is well to mention these theories of learning, so that
all perspectives may be examined in an attempt to apply them to the
teaching of beginning reading using either the code-emphasis or meaning-
emphasis methods of reading.

Yet another theory is referred to as the Nativistic Theory.
'Referring again to Wanat (72:45), he mentioﬁs that,

Very briefly, the'nativiétic position holds that language

development is related to the growth of the human brain, and that

maturation in language parallels maturation in motor and thinking
skills. While the behaviorists emphasize outside events, nativistic
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theory concentrates on what is inside the child.

Both neurological and psychological cpnstfucts can shed some
light on the learning process involved in the "lea;ning to read pro-

It is through the learning principles based on these constructs

that prompts Bannatyne (1:209) to say that:

Obviously most concepts are multisensory in nature and will
therefore be stored in a number of the secondary areas found in
many parts of the cortex. However, more time-connected and
communicative auditory concepts are likely to be stored in the
intetpretive cortex, whereas visual material of a precept-concept
nature is likely to be stored in the secondary areas of the

occ1p1ta1 lobes.
The process of reading is a behavior and as a behavior must be
considered in the viewpoint of an .active process. This active process

then, does relate to the psysiological and psychological contexts of

congitive function.
In speaking of the word behavior, Skinner (52:20) says:
What is needed for present purposes and what the traditional
words occasionally approximate is a unit of behavior composed of
a response of identifiable form functionally related to one or more
independent variables.
In returning to the more mundane, but functional thinking
related to the teaching of beginning reading, Mrs. McMillion, a
Livingston, Montana, first-grade teacher, provides some subjective
support for tlie c0de-émphésis method of reading instruction. 1In an

observation of her first-grade clasé.at work and in a subsequent inter-

view, Mrs. McMillion (48) stated that the linguistic series she was
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using as a pilot program provided the children with a greater degrge
of word attack skills than was displayed by groubs of childreh‘she
had taughﬁ in'preQious years with the meaning-embhasis methods

]
included in the meaning-emphasis basal reading series.

Effectiveness of
Code-Emphasis Procedures

'Even thougﬁ much evidehce would seem to- support the use of
code-emphasis methods, there'is much criticism of Bloomfield's
linguistic method (based on a code-emphasis process), which uses
regularly spelled words in rhythmic sequence. Sullivan (67:2)
places Bloomfield and Barnhart's prototype linguistic series in a’
ludicrous category, yet he admits that:

However, th¢>subject of linguistically oriented approaches.
to reading did take on a different light as I noted that Jeanne
Chall concluded: 'My analysis of the existing experimental
comparisons of a meaning-emphasis versus a code-emphasis tends to
support Bloomfield's definition that the first step in learning .
to read in one's native tongue is essentially, learning a printed
code ‘for the speech we poSsgss.“

To further substantiate the merits of the code-emphasis method

of teaching of beginning reading over those of the meaning-emphasis

method, Hartlege (36:1) says, in reference to an investigation or

study of three-groups\of'children at the beginning stage of the

reading process, that:

Three approaches to initial reading instruction were
evaluated to determine their relative effectiveness in estab-
lishing Word recognition skills. . Significant differences between
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the three groups of children were found in their post-test scores.
A special alphabet approach produced highest scores, a

phonic approach next hlghest and 1ook-say approach produced

lowest scores.

Vanesky (70:16) says that "In a study of the reading and
readiﬁg-reiated skills of 1,172 first grade children, letter naming
ability in September correlated highly with oral reading ability in
February." |

Since letter naming ability is a pre-requisite, as noted
before in this review, to a code-emphasis method of qéaching.readihg,
it could be inferred that this facet of the code-emphasis method-
Helps sustain the reading achivement level of children who were sub-

jected to this method of teaching.
THE MEANING-EMPHASIS METHOD

The literature is clear with regard to the fact that whatever
the method used in fhe teaching of beginning readiﬁg, there must be
some visual-auditory relationships involved. To repeat a quéte made
earlier in this paper, Rosner (55:3) says that:

Learning to read regardless of instructional method, necessi-
tates the establishment of visual-vocal equivalences. To pro-
gress beyond a very limited sight vocabulary level, the child
must acquire the discrete equivalences represented by grapheme-
phoneme interrelationships. He must discriminate and relate
visual symbol to its phonetic counterpart and produce the latter
in organized, connected sequences. The ability to analyze spoken
words is not ordinarily given consideration in the classroom,

- although it is implicit in the production of organized phonemic
sequences.
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This serves to reinforce the belief that in either method of
teaching reeding, (code-emphasis'cr meaningreméhasiS),'a-cettein
graphemic-pnonemic relatidnsnip is desired. |
Emans (23:477-478) says that

kS

Phonics is actually not a method for teaching beginning .
~reading; it is a goal: to give children the ability to associate
oral and written language. Look-say can also be accurately
described as a goal: to have children recognize words instant-
aneously. Within either phonics or look-say there are many and
varied teaching methods.

The meaning-emphasis method of teaching reading stresses
obtaining‘meaning from the printed page at the onset of the reading"
process. Deriving meaning from the printed symbols takes precedence
over the mechanics of learning a code to unlock the words even at the
initial stages of the beginning-to-read‘ptocess. This emphasis"upon
meaning is stressed at an earlier stage in the learning to read process
in the meaning-emphasis procedure than with the'codeeemphasis prccedure.

The meanlng empha51s method of teaching readlng stresses -
reconstructing meaning from the printed page at the on-set’ of the-
reading process. In discussing the contrast between the code-emphasis
and the meanlng empha51s methods of teachlng beglnnlng reading Chall
(14:75) says

One group (let us call it the code empha31s group) . belleves

that the initial stage in reading instruction should emphasize
teaching children: to master a code--the alphabetic code. The

1T
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other (the meanlng -emphasis group) believes that children should;

and do, 1earn to read best when meaning is emphasized from the
start.

Emphasizing Meaning

In support of the concept of stressing comprehension, Harris
(37:311) tells us that, "A second trend in objectives is increased
attention to critical reading and to the development of creative

thinking through reading;" Chail (14:34), in turn, says that "an

‘ analytlc approach (from wholes to parts) teaches these relatlonshlps

[britlcal reading and comprehen51oﬁ] through analysis of known sight
words," |
It is the writer's interpretation that the meaniog-empﬁésis
method is synonomous with the analytic method for the purposes of this
study, as related to eritical reading and comprehension.
Fay (24:162) says that in a meaning-emphasis program,
e o e emphasis.for the begioning reader is upon meaning. The
child memorizes a basic sight vocabulary and on the basis of these
is directed to the study of phonetic analysis, structural ~analysis,
word form and context clues.
Daﬁdson (16:103) corroborates this statement of Fay, when she
says, '""many words in the primary yéars are iearned by sigﬁt beoause
authorities recognizo thgt maﬁy of the common, basiec words do not

reflect phonic generalizations."

Again, .in this regard, it would seem that in the beginning

‘stages of reading, using the meaning-emphasis method, meaning and an

T TT
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introduction to an initial sight word vocabulary are related. The

'aspect of‘gainiﬁg meaning is stressed first, then from the sight word

(a word memorized by its shape or configuration); the phonic philosophy

"of phonetic analysis and structural analysis attack skills are applied .

in an gpalytic procedure (from wholes to parts). The meaning-emphasis
programs cu;rently stress confronting the children, in the beginning
stages of reading with the letter names and sounds of the alphabet, as
do the code-emphasis programs. The difference in the two approaches
is a quote& from Heilman (39:244) (as he discusses the code-emphasis
process): '"Prior to working with words, the child . . . should learn
to identify (name) the letters of the English alphabet."

In none of the literature that was reviewed, is there a state-
ment that the meaning~emphasis proponants overtly require a systematic
procedure for learping ;he letters of tﬁe alphabet as a prerequisite
to the reading process.

The meaning-emphasis method then, stresses the memorization of

the:configuration of whole words, rather than extreme emphasis upon

the individual letters and the phoneme-grapheme relationship, in terms

of sound,'as‘does the code-emphasis method.-

Procedures Involved

in Meaning-Emphasis

To illustrate this whole word approach, Davidson (16:9) points

out that there are various steps which are integral to the beginning
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reading process in the implementation of the meaning-emphasis, sight
‘word process. She stdtes that, according to this method, the princi-
ples of teaching word recognition are to:
« o « proceed from the familiar to unfamiliar associating a .
name with a picture of an object . . . first tell a student the
, ' whole word, then give hints, and finally let the student figure

~out the word from a variety of techniques he has learned.

Davidson (16:10) tells us that, after a child has been taught

- words with the beginning "r" consonant such as red, run, and raw '"the

phonogram, ight is taught- through such worés as lighf, fight, and
might. By substitqting the initial consonant 'r' he (the child) would
get the word, right."
| As‘was mentioned in the preceding 1iterature,‘the codé-emphasis
'process uses the phqnic concept and also so does the meaning-emphasis
process,
Davidson (16:30) points to the relationship between this use
of phonics t§ the meaning-emphasis method when she says:
| Consider the ways a chiid learns to recognize and identify a
word. - There are four major areas to be considered as far as
instruction in word recognition is concerned: (1) context, (2)
phonetic analysis, (3) structural analysis, and (4) comprehension.
To describe the phoqetic analysis pfocess Davidson (16:36—38)
continues by stating that Phénic analysis is uti%ized in "identifying
1ikeqessés and differences in beginning éounds, . e [?hd] identifying

likenesses and differences [of letters] in the medial position."

Davidson's description of the utilization of phonic analysis
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may be related to the Scott-Foresman implementation of the meaning-

emphasis procedure. Gray (33:11) says that:

In the phonetic-analysis program in "The New Basic Readers,"
children work first with consonant elements in the words because:
Consonants are the more stable element in our language, un-

affected by accent or vowels . . .
Consonants alone provide useful phonetic clues to word wholes

(ph_n 't c cl_s); vowels do not (_ o e i _ ue ).
Vowel elements are taught next--by drawing children's atten-
tion to phonetic elements in words they recognize at sight . . . .

Gray (33:7) also mentions that:

In the New Basic Reading Program children are taught to look
first for meaning units--root words, prefixes and suffixes--in

words as a basis for umlocking them . . . . they apply phonetic
analysis to determine the sounds of the syllables within the whole
word. PN

An example of the code-emphasis procedure, -as implemented in
the Lippincott program is explained by McCraken and Walcutt (47:XII-
XI1I) when they say:

Our task is to help him [the child] hear the phonemes in the
words he hears and says very well. He says fat perfectly. Be-
ginning there, we get him to recognize, to identify its three
sounds. At the same time we show him how the three letters repre-
sent these sounds . . . . ' :

First we begln with the short vowels becauee they appear in

every word (except the occasionally-word . . .) . . . then we go to
consonants because, of course, you have to add them to vowels to make

words . . . .

You will see, as you work with the system, that the éteady
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accumuiation of new words, . first in lists and then in stories (which,
let us emphasize again, use only the letter-sounds thgt have been
taught to any one point), comes as the.child learns to reébgnizé
letter-sounds in words.

The key difference in éhonic analysis application, then
between the Lippincott (code-emphasis) and Scott-Foresman (meaning-
emphasis) is that Lippincott teaches short vowels first and then
coﬁéonants and Scott-Foresman teaches consonants before vowels. The
next point of emphasis is that Lippincott stresses the learning of

letters and their related sounds (grapheme-phoneme relationship) so

" that the word is recognized by virtue of its composite letter makeup.

Scott-Fbresman, on the other hand, stresses phonetic elements
in whole words the children recogﬁizé at'sight.
Bannatyne (1:209) says:

Much of the preliminary analysis would be in terms of distinc-
tive features and phonemes. Next, the phonemes and groups of
phonemes are probably structured into simple part word units of
sound and matched against existing previously experienced part-
word or whole word units in an automatic sequencing decoding pro-
cess which is thus far non-semantic . . . whatever the details
of the neurological mechanisms involved, sounds ‘are assembled
and matched against experience.

George (29:8) refers to the analytic phonic appraach and its
methodology and tells us that:
In this apprbach the teacher begins the instruction by present-
ing a written word whose sound is familiar to the child. The word

is pronounced -aloud by the teacher and perhaps by the child. The
child then, may be asked what is the first sound?
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The letter combinations which represent each phoneme are
identified by the teacher, the child pronounces these letter
combinations as they are identified and later may be asked to
pronounce them isolated from the word in which they originated.
This principle of using visual discrimination lessons built
on letter forms is another fundamental and subtle difference between
the code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis methods of beginning reading
instruction.

Pertaining to the preparatory stages of reading, Wheelock and

Silvaroli (73:115) mention that:

. Readiness or preparatory lessons found in most of the major
reading programs do provide lessons requiring visual discrimina-
tion., - However, these lessons are not likely to be built on the
letter forms used in later reading lessons but have to do with
learning to discriminate pictorial forms and geometric shapes from
one another. .

‘ Chall (14:159) says, in defense of the code-emphasis utiliza-
tion of using letters rather than pictures in the reading readiness
process, that: ’ ' :

The child who can identify or reproduce a letter engages in
symbolic representation; to borrow a phrase from Jerome Bruner,
while the child who is working with a picture of an actual object
engages in icornic representation, . . . When a child engages in
symbolic representation, he-is. already practicing a higher form
of intellectual behavior. :

Heilman (39:51), in discussing one facet of the readiness program for
meaning-emphasis methods of reading instruction tells us that:

"Familiar pictures are found and word names are printed."

Since ‘the principle of using letter .forms for visual
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discfimination exercises is one of the bases of the code-emphasis
method, Samels says some doubt could be cast upon this aspect of

the code-emphasis method and thus negate the total effectiveness of

" this process over the meaning-emphasis method. In the explanation of

this doubt Samels (57:159) says,
It may be that letter name knowledge has no direct effect
on reading acquisition. For example, the child entering first
grade with the ability to name many letters may come from a home
where academic achievement is emphasized. Consequently, the
direct influence on reading achievement may be the home and not
the knowledge of letter names. '

" In fact, Stott (66:375) carries this doubt [that letter naming
is important to the beginning reading proces§] even further when he
says,

Even kindergarten children referred to the remedial center
as slow learners are not found to have an intrinsic difficulty in
distinguishing the letters of the alphabet. Nearly all failure
to match letters is due to inattention. :

These statements could have some ramifications inasmuch as

they would reinforce an emphasis upon obtaining meaning in the reading

process . . . meaning rather than decoding would be paramount in

. importance.

Douglas (18:19) attacks, with vigor, Chall's analysis of

reading data in Learning To Read: The Great Debate, when he says:

Chall's findings are uncléar. Indeed, in recent Norwegian
experimental programs where techniques for individualizing
reading are being explored, there is a definite shift to an
analytic or whole word method. In the experimental classes this

~.whole word method has so far proven to be effective; children

T™TT"
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appear to be learning as well with the new method as with the
traditional method.

This statement by.Douglas is supported by Davidson (16:26),
that Chall's findings are not completely valid when she says:

Although this study supports in general Chall's conclusions
.concerning the superiority of code-emphasis programs in beginning
" reading, a note of caution is in order. There is no clear evi-

dence that early emphasis on code per se is the only or even the
primary reason for the relative effectiveness of the code-emphasis
programs.

Many experts consider that there are weaknesses and incon-
sistencies involved in the code-emphasis procedures and even that most
people, in learning to read, actually learn, (despite the lip-service
to the code-emphasis method) by the meaning-emphasis or whole word
approach;

George t29:10) says:

. The whole word approach or the look-say approach has. received
its share of criticism even though most words which individuals
learn to read initially are learned as whole rather than sounded:
out phoneme by phoneme., In this approach, the child is shown a
word, either in isolation or context. The sound of the word is
presented with the word and the sound after the first few words
are learned in this manner, it is difficult to say whether or not
the child attacks new words as wholes or analyzes the grapheme-

phonetic units within words by using indirectly learned graphemic-
phonemic generalizations. .

In discussing the inconsistencies involved with the utiliza-
tion of the code-emphasis and to point this ﬁp quite dramétically,
Venesky (70:9) says:

Of the 26 letters of English, 11 have at least two common
pronunciations each: the vowels a, e, i, 0, u, and y, which can

™oy T
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either be consonants or parts of .vowels, (e.g., beware: dew, .
beyond, grey); c and g as in city, cage, gym, and game, and s and X

" as in sign, resign, fix, exist. Four others have lower frequency
variants: d (dial, cordial), t (mat, nation), n (thin, think),
and r (run, stir). Of the remaining letters, most have low fre-
quency variant pronunciation or can be silent, e.g. as in hit and
honest, z as in zip and quartz. In addition there are consonant
sequences which represent single consonant phonemes, (ch, dg, gh,
ph, rh, sh, th, tch) and wh which in some dialects represents a
single sound and in others, two phonemes in the reversed order
from the spelling.:

Chall (14:301) says "most children in the United States are
currently learning to read by a meaning-emphasis method." Chall
(14:309) goes on to admit that:

a beginning code-emphasis program will not cure all reading
ills. It cannot guarantee that all children will learn to read
easily. Nor have results of the meaning-emphasis programs been
so disastrous that all academic and emotional failures can be
‘blamed on them, as some proponents and. publishers of new code-
emphasis programs claim.

These remarks by Chall would seem to give some encouragement
to the promoters of the meaning-emphasis programs, inasmuch that
children do learn to.read with historically proved validity, using
this method.

Although the code-emphasis proponents advocate the teaching of
reading to gain meaning, this is not considered a necessary factor in
the beginning stages of the "beginning to read process," even though
' heaning is stressed later 'in the developmental stages of the reading

process. Harris (39:311) mentions that there are several trends in

regard to reading objectives in the early stages of reading instruction,
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and he mentions that the first- is the insistence of some wfiters that
"decoding should'be stressed and comprehension should be soft-pedaled.
This point of vieﬁ is not new, but has received recent support from . .

. . Chall'’s Learning to Read."

Some reading specialists consider the code-emphasis method’
irrelevant and superficial due to this lack of emphasis on meaning at
the first stages of the reading process. Since obtaining meaning is
the objective of the reading process in its total and ultimate form,
the meaning-emphasis sycophants consider the code-emphasis programs
very tenuous indeed.

Pursuing the above premise, Neinsted (50:113) asks, the
question, "What are the meaningless sounds that the child has to
manipulate if he is to learn to read?"

‘She continues,

Meaningless sounds do not include only nonsense syllables,
but words outside the spoken vocabulary of the child, function
words, or isolated sounds. Those meaningless sounds for many
beginning readers are the crux of. the matter! The form of
language to which- the child attaches meaning is sentences in
context, perhaps elliptical sentences, but sentences, nevertheless.

It is said that the code-emphasis method emphasizes a struc-

~ture and a code, and is not necessarily related to reading reality.
Bannatyne (1:476) supports this attitude as he tells us, "When the

sound (phonemic) structure of speech is disordered, the system of word

meaning based on this structure_must also be disordered."
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Another tenet in thé meaning-emphasis polemic, which manifests
the antithesis to the code-emphasis method, is stated by Chall (14:96):

What is essential, however, is that Gray assumed that an early
emphasis on phonics (or decoding, in our terminology) led inevi-
tably to dull content and that it also made for mechanical, '"word-
by-word" reading, which impedes comprehension and enjoyment.

Gray (34:52), historically considered an authority in the

field of teaching reading, felt that, "to give children real powef in

word perception, we must see that they master a sight vocabulary."
SUMMARY

Teachers and school administrators spend a great Aeal of time
discussing and thinking about how children learn to read and also
attemptiﬁg to identify effective methods to use in thei; particular
'clgssroom.

Tﬁe-review of literature was conducted for the purpose of
creating a background for the study and to present thé resources that
describe the teaching of beginning reading by both the code-gmphasis.
and meaning-emphasis méthods.

The review of literature was ‘conducted with ;hese purposes in
mind: (1) 'To review the litérature that would give some indication
of the early socialization of children in'at attempt to relate thi;

. early developmental period in children to the reading process in the

first grade of school, (2) to explore some factors that are considered
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impdrtant‘to the measurement of intelligence, (3) to-define the terms

code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis and (4) to investigate current

philosoﬁhy in the areas of these two reading methods.

The literature indicétedAthat the socialization experiences
a child has, in terms af his cultural envirénment and the domestic
milieu in which he has first social experiences, definitely shape the
_acquisition_pf language. This language life style and the language
building procéss, was indicated by the 1iteratﬁré, to be.inextricably
intertwined with reading success in the first year of school.

The environment to which children'are exposed and in which

. they are nurtured pléy a great role in the development of intelligence
that ié functionally manifested in the reading process, agaiﬁ acco?ding
to the literature. Generally speaking, the intelligence of a child,
with a*éense of predictiﬁe forecasfing as to whether he is readf to
read ig manifested by the use of the readiness test at the first grade
level.

It seems evident that educators face a dilemma when attempting
to determine when to teach reading in the formal sense. A code-
empﬁasis metﬁod of teaching béginning readiné was defined as a synthetic
procgss of reading which ﬁeans teaching a child the alphabet code,
att?ching souﬁds to the letters iﬁ a tight-.graphemic-phonemic rela-
tiqnship, and the application of these skills to a decoding.process

of attacking. the pronunciation of words and the consequent understanding

T™TrT™
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of their meaning as thoughts are expressed by an author.
Siﬁée reading involves understanding the thoughts of another
person iﬁ written forﬁ, decoding is an.important activity in the pro-

cess.

In the early stages of reading instruction, decoding sﬁodld be
stressed_and comprehension should‘be perhaps second in priority.

In the code-emphasis process the sounds éf the individual
lettgrs afe learned and the letters are then synthesized into whole
words;

There is a definite reiationship between code-emphésis and
phonics. Code-emphasis includes the use of contextlclues and compre-
hehsion, whereas phonics -includes only word analysis. The consensus
is that children need visual and auditory clues ;n word recognition.
Phonics is one of the helps iq providing these clues. In addition,
the linguistic coﬁcept of teachiﬁg reading is very definitely reléted‘
"to the phonic metﬁod'and code-emphasis methods of teaching reading;

There is some literature indicating that the means of break-
ing the reading prbcess inté a synthetic means of wbrd attack énd
decoding 1s a function of the central nervous éystem.

.On_the basis of the precedihg review of literature, it appears
that reading and language are concomitaﬁt products of both hérédity

and environment,

Meaning-emphasis was defined as a means of teaching beginning
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reading, emphasizing the analytic process. This was further defined
as fundamentally teaching sight words and then Breéking these woxrds
down into the integral linguistic parts through application of phonic
genérélizations, | |

| The'meaning-emphasis.mefhod of teacbing reading stresses
oﬁtaining meaning from the printed page af fhe onsét of the reading
process,

The principles of teaching word recognition accordiﬁg tonthe
literature, is fp proceed from the familiar to the unfamiliar, associat-
ing a name with an object and then lét the pupil figure oﬁt the word
from a variety of techniques.

As Was'mentioned.in ;he literature, the code-emphasis pfocess
used the phonic concept and also so does the meaning-emphasis process.

Proponents of both methods.Were found tolhave valid évidence
for the efficacy of their favérite method. Bréaking the code and
attacking new words in terms of this codelbreaking-skiil was favored
by mény experts to.be highly efficient and capable of prodgcing
results. - |

The process of teaching familiar words as a sight word process,
with an emphasis upon meaning at the very beginning was noted By many
authors és having gréét positive merit and to be growth producing.

The key.difference in phonic analysis application between the

Lippincott (code-emphasié) and Scott-Foresman (meéning-emphasis).is-that
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Lippincott teaches short vowels first and then consonants and Scott-
Foresman emphasizes consonants first and then short vowels. The next

point of emphasis is that Lippincott stresses the learning of letters

‘and their related sounds and Scott-Foresman stresses phonetic elements.

in whole words that children recognizé at sight.

‘The application of this literature in terms of making infer-
ences and supporting recommendations will be found in Chapter 5 of
this papér.

. The following chapter presents- the analysis of data involved

in the study.




CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

In this chapter the writer will present and describe the re-
sults of the statistical analysis that was used to treat the raw data

collected by administering the three standardized tests described in

_Chapter 2, The first test was .the MEtropoiitan Reading Readiness

fest, which waé administered to both the gfoup of first gra&e chiidren
taught by the control method of beginning reéding instyuction (the
Scott-Foresman Program) and to the group taught by the experiﬁental
method (the Lippincoft Program) .during the secoﬁd week of-school in
Sepfember, 1971,

The other two tests admin?étered to both groups of first grade
children were the Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty (an-indivi-
duaily-administered test) and the Stanford Achievement Test (a group
administered test).

Thesg three tests were administered, scored énd the raw data

were programmed, then processed by the computer in’ the Montana State

" University Computer Center at Bozeman, Montana.

An analysis of covariate s;atistical technique was chosen to
compare the meaps of.the twonependent variables,-Ml, the control pro-
gram and ﬁz; the experimental prog?am of téaching beginning reading.
Thesé means were derived from test results taken from the Durrell

Analysis of Reading Diffigulty and the Stanford Achievement Tests.
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The uncontrolled concomitant variable (pre-reading abilities)
was measured by the use of the Méfropolitan Reading Readiness Test and
is referred to as the covariate.

Each of tﬂé five sub-test means on the Durre}l Analysis of
Reading Difficulty tesﬁ (oral reading, éilent reading, listening,
flashwords and word analysis) was adjusted By each of the four sub-
test meéns on the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Iest (word meaning,
listening, matching and alphabet), These four sub-tests may be used
as a p;edictioﬁ of reading readiness.

Then each of the three sub-test means on the Stanford Achieve-
ment.Test (word reading, paragraph meaning and vocabulary) was adjusted
by each of the four sub-test means on the Metropolitén Reading Readi-
ness Test. The thfee sub-tests of the Stanford Achiévemeﬁ£ Test were
deemed most relevant to a determination of reading achievement. The
other sub-tests were spelling and word study skills and the total .
score of.tﬁe test. The writer felt that spelling, word study skillé
and the total score were not so‘important in determining reading
ability as the first three (word reading, paragraph meaning and vocabu~
lary), wﬁich are directly involved in thé mechanics of the reading
érocess. |

Since the reading ability of ﬁhe two groups (the group taught
by the- experimental method and the group taught by the control method)

could not be experimentally controlled prior to the beginning of the
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study, an analysis of covariance design was ﬁsed to test for a compari-
son of reading achievement by congrolling this variable statistically.
That 1is, the*uncontrolled‘concomitant variable was adjusted in fhe
criterion'meang for the t&o treatment groups. The null hypothesis of
no difference with the level-of significance set ét .05, was used to
test the theory that no significant difference would Be'detected'
between the reading achievement 6f the gr&pb taﬁght by the experimentai
‘metﬁod (Ml) and the.groué taught with the contrél method (sz.

" The collected data will be presented in table form with a
subseéuent narrative description. The following tables present: the
results of the analysis of_covariance of a one-way experimental design
coﬁparing Method 1 with Method 2, using as dependent variables the

' Durrell Analysis of Reéding Difficulty in one section of thg analysis
procedur¢~and then the Stanford Achievgment,Teét in anéther‘section of
the analysis procedure. |
The.results of the experimental design are.presented in eight
tab;es that follow, wiéh the results of the Durrell Analysis of‘Reading
Difficulty, adjusted by the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test, pre-
sented in the first five tables and the results of theAStanford
Achievement Test, adjusted by the Metropoiitan Reading Readiness Test,
presented in the reméining thrée tables. sax (59:422) mentions that,
"If'the F ratio‘is significant, it is an indication thét two or more

of these means differ significantly among themselves." This remark
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will be used as a basis of determining whether to accept or reject the
~ null hypothesis on all of the following tables.

‘Durrell Analysis
of Reading Difficulty

The first'fivé tables (beginning with Téble TII) present the
mean achievement of the group taught by the control method and the mean
. achievement of the group taught by the expe?imentai méthod,"as measured
by the Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty Test. These results are
analyzed by comparing the‘ﬁeans of the two groups and are indicatéd by
Y oﬁ the tablés in the control and experimental columns. The Metro-
politan Reading Readiness Subfests are noted in the covariate‘column
and the results are‘indicated by X in that column.

The ﬁean of the Durrell -Analysis of Reading Difficulty, as
adjusted by the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test, is presented on
the following five tables and is indicated in the ¥ column.

The value of F upon which basis the null hypothesis is accepted

or rejected is indicated in the F' (adjusted F value) column,
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TABLE III

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL -AND EXPERIMENTAL
. GROUPS ON THE DURRELL ORAL READING SUB-TEST USING THE '
FOUR SUB-TESTS OF THE METROPOLITAN
(INDIVIDUALLY) AS COVARIATES

Durrell Oral Reading
Control Method ‘ Expérimental Method
N = 42 - N=4]1
Covariate X Y Y’ X Y Y. F'
. Metropolitan Word ' ' -
Meaning 1 11.74| 21.69{ 21,56 10.34{27.10127.23 |} 10.07*
Metropolitan . ' ' :
Listening = 12.29] 21.69)21.71 12.22127.10127.08 || 11,05*
. Metropolitan :
Matching#®* 9.0721.95|22.13 9.39(27.1026.92 || 8.78%*
Metropolitan
Alphabet¥¥* 11.50121.69]22.56 -1]12.83]27.53|26.61 7.91%

(Critical value of F, df = 1, 80; alpha = .05 is 3.96)
. (*Significant at the .05 level of significance.)

*#*N = 41, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in control group.

#%%N = 40, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in experimental group.
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Durrell Oral Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Word Meaning covariate. Table III, pége ninety-séven, illustrates that

the mean of the grbup taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman
. Program) on.the Durreil Oral Reading sub-test was 21.69. When this
mean was adjusted by the covariate (Metropolitan Word Meaning sub- |
test), an adjusted mean of 21.56 was deri&ed.
| On this same Durrell sub-test, a mean of 27;16 was obtained
for the group taught with the experimental method (Lippincott Progfam).
Adjusted by the Mefropolitan Word Meaning sub-test coQariate; the
experiméﬁtal group obtained an:adjusted mean of 27.23.

On this oral readiﬁg sub-test the adjusted F value was com-
puted to be 10.07. fSince this exceeded the critical value of F,'fhe
mean of the group taught with the experimental method was significantly
.higher than that of ;he group taught with the control method. The nﬁll.
-hypothesis (that there is no significant difference between the adjuste& :

means of the two sample groups) was rejected.

Durrell Oral Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Listening covariate. Table III, page ninety-seven, illustrates that

the mean of the group taught with the control method (ScottFForesman
Program) on the Durrell Oral Reading sub-test was 21.19. When this
mean was adjusted by the cbvariate (Metropolitan Listening sub-test),

an adjusted mean of 21.71 was derived. -
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" On thié{same Durrell sub-test a mean‘of 27.10 was obtained
for the group taught with the e#perimental method (Lippincott Prdgram).
Adjuste@ by the Metropolitan Listening sub-test covarigte, theﬁadjusted
mean of 27708 wés ébtained for this.group.
On this oral reading gub-test, adjusted by the listening mean
on the. Metropolitan, the adjuéted F value was computed to be 11,05,

Since ‘this F value exceeded the critical value of F, the mean of the

group taught with the experimental method was significantly higher

than that of the group taught with the control method.
The null hypothesis (that there . is not significant difference

between means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

Durrell Oral Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Matching covariate. Table III, page ninety-seven, illustrates that
when the Metropolitan Matching sub-;esé was used as the covariate, the
oral reading mean obtained for the group taught with the control
method (Scoﬁt-FoFesman ?rogram) was'21.95, with an adjusted mean -of
22,13.

On this Durrell Oral Reading suﬁ-test, Taﬁle III-als§ shows
fhat a mean of 27.10 was obtained for the group taugﬁt with the experi-
mental method (Lippincott Program). Adjusted by the Metropolitan
Matching sub-test covariate, an.adjusted mean of 26.92 was obtained

for this group.

MLt
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When this Durrell Oral Reading sﬁb-test was adjusted by the

Matching sub-test on the Metropolitan, the adjusted F value was com-
;

,pﬁted to be 8.78. Since this F value exceeded the critical vélue, the
mean of-the group taught with the expérimental method was significantly
higher.éhan the group taught with the controi:method.

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference
betﬁeén means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

‘ The computer failed ;o'célculate a zero‘score on the Metro-~
politan Matching sub-test as a member of N for the control_g;oup, thus
cﬁanging the N for this sub-test from 42 to 41. This resulted in the
loss of oné degree of freedom which would, in turn, alter the mean
scoré on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of Testing
.énd Counseling, Mongana State University, who programmed the data for
" the computef, felt that the changg in the mean score would not be

significant enough to justify a rerum of 'the entire program.

Durrell Oral Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Alphabet covariate. Using the Alphabet sub-test (on the Metropolitan)

as the covafiape for the group taught with the control method, Table
iII, page ninety-seven, illustrateé that the mean wés 11.50. In adjust-~
ing the Durrell Oral Reading sub-test of 21.69 b& this alpﬁabet
covariate, the adjusted mean was 22.56.

Table III also shows that a mean of 27.53 was obtained for the




101

“ group taught with tﬁe experimental method (Lippincott Progrgm).

Adjusted by the Metropolitan Alphabet sub-test coﬁariate, an. ad justed
mean of 26.61 was obtained for tﬁis gréup.,

On this Oral Reading sub-test of the Durrell, when adjusted
by the Alphabet sub-test of the Metropolitan, the adjusted F Qalue
was computed . to bé 7.91. Since this F value exceeded the critical.
value of F, the mean of thé group taught with the éxperimental metﬁod
.was significantiy higher';han,that of the group taught with the
control mefhod.

The ﬁull hypothesis (thét there is no significant difference
between tﬁe‘means‘of the two sample groups) is rejected.

| " The computer failed to calculate a zero score on the Metro-

politan Aiphabet sub~test as a mgmbeerf N for the experimental group,
thus changing the N for thié.sub-test from 41 to 40. This resulted
in the loss of one degree of freedom which would, in turn, alter the
mean score on this sub-test. However, br..Al Suvak, Director of Test-
ing and Counseling, Montana State University, who programmed the data
for thé computer, felt that the change in the mean score would not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Durrell Silent Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Word Meaning covariate. Table IV, page 102, illustrates that the
mean of the group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman

Program) on the Durrell Silent Reading sub-test was 20.19. When this
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TABLE IV

ANALYSTIS OF COVARIANCE RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL
GROUPS ON THE DURRELL SILENT READING SUB-TEST USING THE
FOUR SUB-TESTS OF THE METROPOLITAN
(INDIVIDUALLY) AS COVARIATES

Durrell Silent Reading
Control Method Experimental Method
N = 42 N = 41
Covariate | X Y Y’ X Y | &

Metfopolitan Wor : _

Meaning " 11.74120.19{20.09 || 10.34}24.98}25.07 8.93%
Metropolitan : »

Listening 12.19(20.19(20.21 12.22(24,98 {24, 96 | 9.777
Metropolitan . _ s

Matching®#* . 9.07120.44{20.60 9.39(24.98 |24,82 7.85%
Metropolitan ‘ :

Alphabet#®#%¥ 11.50}20.19120.88 12.83(25.35 [24.64 6.79%

(Critical value of F, df = 1, 80; aiphé'; ;05 15'31965
(*significant at the .05 level of significance)

#%N = 41, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in control group. :

*%%N = 40, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a mémber of N in experimental group. -
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mean was aﬂjusted by the covariate (Met?opolitan Word Meaning sub-
test), an adjusted mean of 20.09 was derived.
On thig same sub-test, a mean of 24,98 was obtained for the

group taught with the experimental method (Lippincott Program). Ad-

justed by the Metropolitan Word Meaning subtest. covariate, the experi-

.mental group obtained an adjusted mean of 25.07.
| On this silent reading sﬁb-test, the adjusted F value was
computed to be 8.98. Since this”exceeded the critical value of F,
the mean of the group taught with the experimental method was signifi-
cantly hiéher than that of'the group taught with the control method.
The null hypothesis (that there‘is no significant differeﬁce

between means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

Durrell Silent Reading sub-test ad justed by the Metropolitan

1istening covariate. ‘Table 1V, page 102, illustrates that the mean of’

" the group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on

the Durrell Silent Reading Sub-tgst was 20.19. When this mean was.
adjusted b; the céyériate (Mgtropélitan Listening sub-test), an ad-
justed mean of‘20;2} was derived.

On this same Dﬁrrell sub-tgst, a mean of 24.98 was obtained
for the group taught w;th the experimental method (Lippincott Program).
Adjusted'by the Métropolifan Listening sub-test covariate, the adjusted

mean of 24.96 was obtained for this group.
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On this silent reading sub-test, adjusted by the listening of
the Metropolitan, éhé adjusted F vélue was computéd to be 9.77. Since
this F value exceeded the critical véiue of F, the mean éf the group

taught with the experimental method was significantiy higher than that

~of the group taught -with the control method.

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference

between means of the two sample groups) is rejected,

Durrell Silent Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Matching covariate. Referring to the Durrell Silent Reading sub-test,

lTable IV, page 102, illustrates that when the Metropolitan Matching

sub-test was used as the covariate, the oral reading mean obtained for
the group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) was
20.44 and the adjusted mean was 20.60.

On this silent reading sub-test, Table IV, page 102, also shows

that a mean of 24.98 was obtained for the group taught with_éhe experi-

mgntal method (Lippincott Program). An adjusted mean of 24.82 was
obtained fornthié group.

When the silent reading sub-test was adjusted by the'Matching
cova;iafe on the Metropolitan, the adjusted F value was computed to be
7.85. Since'this F value exceeded the critical value of F, the mean
of the group taught with4the e#perimental method was significantly

higher than that of the group taught with the control method.

v
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The nuil hypothesis (that there is no significant difference
between means‘of the two éample groups) is rejected. A

The computer.failed to calculate a zero score on the Metro-
politan Matching sub-test as a member of N for the control group, thus
phéngiﬁé the N for this sub-test froﬁ 42 to 41. This resulfed in the
loss of one degree of fxeedom which would, iﬁ turn, alter the mean
score on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of'Tesﬁing
and Counseling, Montana State University, who programmed thé'data for
the computer, felt that the change in the mean score would not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program,

Durrell Silent Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Alphabet covariate. Using the Alphabet sub-test of the Metropolitan

as the covariate, Table 1V, page 102, illustrates that the mean for
the group taught with the contral method was 11.50., 1In adjusting the
Durrell Silent Reading sub-tés; of 20;19’by the Alphabet covariate,
the adjusted wean was 20,88, | .

Table IV, page 102, also shows that a mean of 25.35 was ob—.
tained for the group téught with -the experimen£a1 method (Lippincott
Program)? Adjusted by the Metropolifan,Alphabet sub-fest éovariate,
the adjusted mean of 24.64 ﬁas obtained for this group.

On this Silent Reading sub-tesﬁ of the Durrell, when adjusted

by the Alphabet gub-test of the Metropolitan, the adjusted F value

T 11
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was computed to bé 6.79. Since this F value exceeded the critical value
of F, the mean of the group taughf witb the experimeﬁtal method'was
significantly higher fhan that of the group taught wifh the control
method. |

The null hypothesis (tﬁat there is no significant difference
between means of the two sample groups) is rejected. -

The computer failed to calculaté a zero score on The Metro-
politan Alphabet sub-~test as a membef of N for the ekperimencal group,
thus changing the N for tﬁis:sub-test from 41 io 40. This resulted
in the loss of one degree'of freedom which would,_in.tufn, alter the
mean score on, this sub-test." However, Dr. Al Suvak; Director of
Testing and Counseling, Montana State Univérsity, wh§ programmed the
data for thé cﬁmphter, féit thét the change in the mean score would

not be significant‘enouéh to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Durrell Listening sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan Word

Meaning covariate. Table V, page 107, illustrates that the mean of

fhé‘group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on
the Durrell Lisfen;ng sub-test was 22.83., When this mean was adjusted
by the~covariate (Metropolitan wOrd Me;ning sub-tésts, an adjusted mean
of 22.57 was derived.

On this same sub-test, a mean of 27.15 was obtained for the

group taught with the experimentél method (Lippincott Program),

T 1T

TTT7 —T s
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TABLE V

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE RESULST COMPARING CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL

GROUPS ON THE DURRELL LISTENING SUB-TEST USING THE
FOUR SUB-TESTS OF THE METROPOLITAN
(INDIVIDUALLY) AS COVARIATES

k*Significant at the. .05 level of significance)

*%¥N = 41, as the computer failed to calculate

as a member of N in control group.

**%%N = 40, as the computer failed to calculate

as a member of N in experimental group.

one

one

Durrell Listening
Control Method ‘Experiméﬁtal Method |
N = 42 N = 41
Covariate X Y Y’ X Y Y ff
‘Metropolitan Word - .
- Meaning 11.74( 22.83]22.57 10.34(27.15(27.41 7.35%
Metropolitan
Listening 12.19|22.83(22.85 12.22127.15127.12 6.35%
Metropolitan ‘
Matching®* 9.07123.02123.19 .9.39(27.15]26.98 4, 80%
Metropolitan ]
Alphabet#¥* 11.50122.83]23.58 12.83127.53]26.74 3.70
(Critical value of F, df = 1, 80; alpha = .05 is 3.96)

Zero score

Zero score




108
Adjusted by‘the Métropolitan Word Meaning sub-test coyariate, the
experimental group obtaiﬁed aﬁ adjusted mean of 27.41,

On this listening sub-test, the a@justed F value was‘computed
to be 7.35. Since this excgeded the critical value of F, the mean
of the group taught with the éXperimenta} method was signifiéantly
higher than that qf‘the group téught with ﬁhe control method.

The nuil hypothesis (that there is no significanf différence.

between means of the two sample groups).is rejectéd.

Durrell Listening sub~test adjusted by the Metrdpolitah

Listening covariate. Table V, page 107, illustrates that the mean

of thé group taught with the control meth;d ($cott-Forgsman Program)
on the Durell Listening sub-test was 22.83. When thié ﬁean was
adjusted by ;he.covariate (ﬁetropolitan Listening 'sub-test), an adjusted
mean of 22.85 was derived. | |

On thiéféamg burrell sub~test, a‘mean,of-27.15 was obtgined
for the group taught with the experimental method (Lippincott Program).
Adjusted by the Metropolitan Listening sub-test covariate, the experi-

méntal group obtained an adjusted mean of 27.12.

On this listening sub-test, the adjusted F value was computed
to be 6.35. Since this value exceeded the critical value of F, the
mean of the group taught with the experimental method was significantly

higher than that of the group taught with the control method.
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The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference

‘between means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

Durrell Liétening sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Matching covariate. Table V, page 107, illustrates that the mean of

the group taught with the contfol method . (Scott-Foresman ?fogram) on
thé purrell Listening sub-test was 23.62. When this mean was adjusted.
by tbe.cbvariate (Metropolitan ﬂatghing sub-test), an adjusted mean of
23.19 was derived. | ‘

. On this same Durrell sub-test, a mean of 27.1l5 was 6btained
for the group taught with the experimental'method (Lippinéott Program).
Adjusted by the Metropolitan Matching sub-test éovariaté, the experi-
mental grsup 6btained an adjusted mean of 26.98.

Réferring.égain to this Durrell Listening sub-test, the adjﬁsted
F value Was_computed to be 4.80. Since this value exceeded the criti-
cal value of F,'the mean of';he group faught with the exﬁerimental
method was Signifiéantly'higher'than that of the group taught with the
control method. |

The null ﬁypothesis (that there is no significant difference
befween the means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

The éomputer failed to calculate a zero score on the Metro-
politaq Matching sub-test as a member of N for the control group, thus

changing the N for this sub-tést from 42 to 41. This resulted in the
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loss of one degfee,of freedom which would, in turn, alter the mean
* score on this éub-test. Hoﬁever, Dr. Al Suvak, Direstog of Testing
and Counseling, Montana State University, who programmed the data for
.the computer, felt that the change in the mean scorelwould not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Durrell Listening sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Alphabet covariate. Table V, page 107, shows that, when the Metrq-
ﬁolitan Alpﬁabet sub-te;t was used as the covariate with the Durrell
Listening sub-test, the listening mean obtained for the group taught
'with the control méthod {(Scott~-Foresman Program) was 22.83 and the
adjustéd mean was 23.58. |

On this same Durrell listening sub-test, Tab}e V, page 107,
also shows that a mean of 27.53 was'pbtained for the group taught with
the experimental method (Lippincott ?rogram). Adjusted by the Mbtrée
politan Alpﬁébet sub-test.covariate, én adjusted mean of 26.74 waé
obtained for this group.

When this burrell Listening sub-test was adjugted by the
Alphabet sub-test on the Metropolitan, the adjusted F value was com-
'puted to be 3,76. - This P value did not exceed the critical value of
F. The mean of the group taught with.the exberimental method, then,
.dia not differ significéntly ffom that of fhe group taught with the

éontrol-method._'
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In this-case the null hypothesis (that there is no significant
“difference between_ﬁeans of the two sample groﬁps) is. accepted..

The computer féiled to dalculafe a zero score on The Metropoli-
tan Alphabet sub-test as a member of N for the experimental group, thus
changing the N for this sub-test fwom 41 to 40. Thié resulted in the
loss of one degree of freedom which would, - in turn{ngltér the mean
score on this sub-test.' However, Df.‘Al Suvak;'ﬁiréctor of Ieéting_
and Counseiing, Montana State University, who proéfamméd the‘dafa‘for
the computer, felt that the change in the mean score woul& not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire ﬁrogram.

Durrell Flash Word sub-tesf adjﬁsted by the Metropolitan Word

Meaning covariate. Table VI, page 112, illustrates that the mean of

the group taught with tﬁe control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on
the Durrell flash Word sub-test was 24.07. When thié mean was adjusted
b§ ghe covafiéte (Metrqpolitan Word Meaﬁing éub;test), an adjustéd
mean of 24.02 was derived.

On tﬁis same Durrell sub~test, a mean of 36,05 was obtained
-‘fpr‘the group taught with the'exéerimentai method (Lippincott Program).
Adjusted by thg Metropolitgﬂ Word Meaning sub-test covariate, the ad-
justed mean of 36.10 was obtained for this group.

. When the word meaning sub-test on the Metropolitan was used

to adjust the burrell Flash Wp:d Sub-teét, the adjustele'value was
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© TABLE VI

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL
GROUPS .ON THE DURRELL FLASH WORD SUB-TEST USING THE
' FOUR SUB-TESTS OF .THE METROPOLITAN
"(INDIVIDUALLY) AS COVARIATES

Durrell Flash Word
Contol Method - |{Experimental Method
N = 42  N=41
Covariate x| ¥ | ¥ X ?4 Y F'

Metropolitan Woxd '

Meaning _ 11.74{24.07(24.02 10.34{36.05|36.10 21.42%
Metropolitan ' ‘

Listening 12.19124.07{24.10 12.22136.05(36.01 27.41%
Metropolitan . 4

Matching¥#* _ 9.07124.29(24.53 9.39(36.05(35.81 22.46%
Metropolitan E . . '

Alphabet*¥#* 11.50124.07 |25.15 12.83136.58|35.44 20.94%

(Critical value of F, df = 1, 80; alpha = .05 is 3.96)
(*significant at the .05 level of significance)

*%N =41, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in control group.

*#%%N = 40, as. the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in experimental group. .
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.computed to be 21.42, Since this F value e#ceeded the critical value
of F, the mean of the group taught with the éxperimental method'was
éignificanfly higher than th?t of the group taught with the control
method., | |
The null hypothesis (that theré is no significant difference

between means of the two'sample groups) is rejected.

Durrell Flash iord sub-test adjusted'by the Metropolitan

Listening covariate. When the Listening sub-test of the Metropolitan

is used as the cévariate, for the group taught with the‘éontrél metﬁod,
. Table VI, page.ll2, illustrates,that the mean on the Durrell Flash
Word subffeét was 24.07., The adjusted-mean was.24,10.

Table VI, page 112, also éhows that a mean of 36.05 was
obtained fof the group taught with the experimenfal method (Lippincott
Program). Adjusted b& the Metropolitan Listening sub-tesf covariate,
the adjuéte& mean of 36.01 was obtained for this group.

When the Flash Word sub-test of the Durrell was adjﬁstéd by
the Listeniné sub-test of the-Metropolitan, fhe adjhsped F value was
computed to be 27.41. Since this F value exceeded the criticai value
of F, ;ha-mean of the group taught with the éxperimeﬁtal method was
sigﬁificantly higher than.that of the group taught with'the control
method, ‘

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant dffference
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‘between means -of the two sample groups) is rejected.

Durrell Flash Word sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Maéch{ng covariate. Table VI, page 112, illustrates that the mean of
the group taught with the Eontrol method kScott-Foresmén Program) on
the Durrell Matching sub-test‘was.24.29. When this mean,ﬁas ad justed
by the cova?iaté-(Metropolitan Word Meaning sub-test), an adjusted
mean of 24.53 was derived. | .

On this same Durrell sub-test, a mean of 36.05 was obtained.
for the groué taught with the experimental method (Lippincott Program).
'IAdjusted by the Metropolitan Word'Meaning subffest covariate, the
adjustéd mean of 35.81 was obtained for this group.

" When thelmatching sub-test on éhe,Metropolitan was used to
adjust the Durrell matching sub-test, the adjusted F value was com-
puted to be 22.46, Since this F value exceeded the critical value of
F, the mean of the group taught with the experimental ﬁethod was
" significantly highér than thaé of the group ;éugﬁt with the control
method. |

The null hypothesis (that there is né significant difference
between means of the twa sample groups) is rejected.

The computer failed to calculate a zero score on the Metro-
pélitan Matching subitést-as a member of N for the control group, thus

changing the N for this sub-test from 42 to.41. This resulted in the




115
loss of one degree 6% freedom which.would, in turn, alter the mean
scﬁre on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of Testing
and QOunseling, Montana Sta;e University, who programmed the data for
the computer, felt that the change in the mean score would not be

‘significant enough to justify.a rerun of the entire program.

Durrell Flash Word sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Alphabet covariate. Table VI, page 112, shows that the mean of the

group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on the
Durrell Flash Word sub-test was 24.07. When this mean was adjusted
by the covariate (Metropoli;an Alphabet sub-test), an.adjusted mean
‘of 25.15 was derived. |

On this same Durrell sub-tesF, a mean of 36.58 was obﬁained
f&r the grdup taught witﬁ the experimental method (Lippincott Program).
Adjusted by the Metropolitan Alphabet éub-test éqvariate, the adjusted
mean of 35.44 was obtaine@ for this group,

| When‘the alphabet sub-test on the Metropolitan was uge& to

adjust the Durrell Flash Wor& sub~-test, the adjusted F value was
‘ computed.to be 20.94. Since this F value exceedéd the critical value
of F, tﬂe mean of the group taught with the expe;imental method was
significantly higher than that of the group taught with the control
method. ‘

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference

Al
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between means of the-two sample groups) is rgjected.
| The coﬁpﬁter failed to calculate a zero score on The Metro-
politan Alphabet sub~test as a member of N for the experimental group,
thus chaﬁging the N for this sub-test from 41 to 40. This resulted

in the loss of one degree of freedom which would, in turn, alter the

mean score on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of

" Testing and Counseling, Montana State-University, who programmed the

data for the computer; felt that the change in the mean score would

not be significant enoﬁgh to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Durrell Word Analysis sub-test ad justed by the Metropolitan

Word Meaning covariate. Table VII, page 117,.illustrate§ that the

mean of the group taught with the control method.(Scott-Foresman Pro-
gram) on the Durrell Word Analysis sub~test was 23.26. When this mean
was adjusted by the covariate (Metropolitan Word Meaning sub-test),. an
adjusted mean of 23.22 was derived.

On this same Durrell sub-test, a mean of 38.27 was obtained
for thg group taught with the experimental method (Lippincott Program).
Adjuste& by the Metropolitan Word Meaning sub-test co;ariate, the
adjusted mean of 38;31 was obtained for this group.

‘When the word meaniqg sub-test on the Metfop61itan was used to
adjust the Durrell Word Analysis sub-~test, the adjuéted F value was

computed to be 28.44. Since this F value exceeded the critical value
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ANALYSIS OF COVARiANCE RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL

GROUPS ON THE DURRELL WORD ANALYSIS SUB-TEST USING THE

FOUR SUB-TESTS OF. THE METROPOLITAN
(INDIVIDUALLY) AS COVARIATES

(*Sighificant at the .05 level of significance)

#%N = 41, as the computer failed to calculate

. as a member of N in control group.

%N = 40, as the. computer failed to calculate

~as a member of N in experimental group.

Durrell Word Analysis
Control Method Experimentai Method
N = 42 N = 41 |
Covariate Xl ¥ | ¥ X Y Y F'
Metropolitan Word ‘ - -
Meaning 11.74)28.26|23.22 10.34]38.27[38.31 28.44%
Metropolitan _
Listening 12.19123.26(23.29 12.22138.27(38.24 34,00%
Metropolitan
Matching#* 9.07}23.59{23.86 9.39138.27(38.00 30.83%*
Metyropolitan )
Alphabet##* 11.50(23.26|24.51 12.83{38.78(37.46 29.37%
(Critical value of ¥, df =1, 80; alpha = .05 is 3.96)

one zZero score

one zero score

TTT
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of F, the mean of ﬁhe‘group taught with the experimental method was

significantly higher than that of the group taught with the control

method.

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference

between means of the two sample'groups) is rejected.

Durrell Word Analysis sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Listening covariate. Table VII, page 117, illustrates that the mean

of the group taught with the contr61 method (Scott~Foresman Program)
on the Durrell Word Analysis sub-test was 23.26. When this mean was
adjusted by the covariate (Metropolitan Listenipg sub-test), an
adjusted’mean of 23.29 waé derived.

On this same Durrell sub-teét; a mean of 38.27 was obtained for

the group taught with the experimental method (Lippincott Program).

- Adjusted by the.Metropoiitan Listening sub-test covariate, the adjusted

mean of 38.24 was obtained for this group.
When the Word Analysis sub-test of the:Durrell was adjusted by

the Metropolitan Listening covariate, an adjusted F value of 34.00

"was derived. Since this F value exceeded the critical value of F, the

mean of the group taught with the experimental method was significantiy
higher than that of ﬁhe group taught with the control method.
The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference

between the means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

T
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Durrell wbrd Analygis sub-test adjusted by the Metroﬁolitan

Matching covariate. Table VII,'page 117, illustrates that the mean of

the group taught with the-control method (Scotﬁ-Fore§man Program) on
the Durrell Word_Analyéis sub-test was 23,59, When this mean was |
adjusted by the covariate (Metfépolitan Matching SuBftest), an adjusted
mean of 23.86 was derived.

On this same Durrell sub-teét, a mean of 38;27 was obtaiﬁed
for the group taught-with'the experimental method (Lippincoft Programj.
Adjusted by thé Metropolifan‘Matching sub-test covariate, the ;djusted
mean of 38.00 was computed for this group.

When the matching sub-test:.on the Metropolitan was used to
adjust the Durrell Word Analysis sub-tesﬁ, the adjusted F value was
computed to be 30.83. Since this F value exceeded the critical value
of F, the mean of éhe groﬁp taught with the experimental method was
significantly'higﬁer than that of the-group taught with the control
mefhod,

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant. difference
between means of the tﬁo sample g£gups) is rejected.-

. The computer failed to cglculate.a zero score on the Metro-
politan Mafching sub-test as a member of N for the controllgroup, thus
changing thelN for this éub-teé; %rom'QZ to 41. This resulted in the
ldsé of oné'degree of freedom which wduld; in tdrn, alter the méan

scpfe on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of Testing
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and Counseling, Montana State University, who programmed the data for

the computer, felt that the change in ‘the mean score would not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Durrell Word Analysis sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Alphabet covariate. Table VII, page 117, illustrates that the mean of

the group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on
the Durrell Word Analysis sub-test was 23.26. When this mean was

ad justed by the covariate'(Metrdpolitan Alphabet sub-tést), an adjusted
mean of 24,51 was derived.

On this same Durrell sub-test, a mean of 38.78 was obtained
'for'the group taught with the experimental method kLippincott Prog;am),
Ad justed by'the Metropolitan Alphabef'sub-test covariate, the adjusted
mean of 37.46 was'computed for this group.

When.the alphabet sub-test on the Metropolitan was USed‘to
adjuét:the Durrell Word‘Analysis sub-test, ghe'adjusted F value was
computed to be 29.37. Since this F value exceedéd the criéical value
of F} the mean of thé group taught with fhe experimental method was
significantly higher than thgtyof éhe group taqght with the control
meﬁhéd. | |

The null hyé&theéis (that there is 1o significant difference
betWeén means of the two sample groups) is rejectéd.

The computer failed to calculate ahzero.score on:The
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Metropolitan Alphabet sub~-test as a member'of'N for tﬁe experimental
group, thus éhanging the N for this sub-test from 41 to 40. This
resulted in the loss of one deg?ee of freedom which would, in turn,
alter the mean score on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak,.Director
bf'Testing and Counseling;:Montana State University, who programmed
the data for the computer, feLt that the change in the mean score woﬁld

.

not be significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Stanford Achievement
Test

The foliowiqg ghree tables (beginning with Tablé VIII) show the
mean achievement éf the éroup taught by the qohtrbl method and the mean
achievement of the group taught by the experimental method as measured
by the Stanford Achievement Test. These results are analyzed by com-
lparing the mean of ;he two groups and are indicated by Y on the table
‘in the control and experimental columns. The Metropolitan Reading
Readinéss subifésts are noted in the‘covariate column and the results
are indicated by X in that respectivé column.

‘The mean of thé Stanford Achievement Test, as a&justed by the
Covariate Metrbpolitan Reading Readiness'fest is ﬁresented on the
following three tables and is indicated in the Y' column.

Thé value of F upon which basis the null ﬁypéﬁhesis is accepted

or rejected is indicated in the F' (adjusted F value) column.
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TABLE VIII

ANALYSTS OF COVARIANCE RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL
'~ GROUPS ON THE STANFORD WORD READING SUB-TEST USING THE
FOUR SUB-TESTS OF THE METROPOLITAN
({yDIVIDUALEY) AS COVARTIATES

Stanford Word Reading
Control Method. Experimental Method
N = 42 N = 41
Covariate X Y Y X Y Y’ - F'

‘Metropolitan Word

Meaning . 11.74121.24(21.16 10.34)25.78125.86 14.65%
Metropolitan , ' : " S

Listening 12.19{21.24}21.25 12.22125.78(25.76 17.04%
Metropolitan : .

Matching#¥® 9.07{21.37|21.49 9.39125.78125.65 14, 34%
Metropolitan ' : - 7

Alphabet#¥% 11.50]21.24(21.84 _.12,83 25.95:25,32 ' 11.81*

(Critical value of F, df = 1, 80; alpha = .05 is 3.96)
(*#Significant at the .05 level of significance)

**N = 41, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in control group.

*%%N = 40, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in experimental group.
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Stanford Word Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Word NEaning covariate. Table VIIL, page 122, illustrates that the -

. mean of the group taught with tﬁe control method‘(Scott-Foresman Pro-
gram) on the Stanford W;rd Réading sub-tést was 21.24, When éhis mean
was adjusted by the covariate (Metropolitan Word Meaning sub-test),
an adjusted mean of 21.16 waé'derived. |

On this séme Stanford sub-test, a mean of 25.78 was obtaineq

~ for thé gfoup taught With the experimental method (Lippincott Program).
'Adjusted By tﬁe Metropolitan Word Meaﬁing sub-test covariate, the

' adjusted mean of 25.86 was obtained for this group. ;

..When the word meﬁning sub-tegt on tﬁe Metropolitan was uéed to
adjust the Stanford Word Réading éﬁs-test, the adjusted F value was

. cbmputed to be 14.65. Since this F value‘egceeded the critical value

of F, the mean of the group taught with the experimental method waé

significaﬁtl& higher than that of éhe group taﬁght ﬁith the control
method. '
| The null hypothesis-(that there is no significant difference

between means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

Stanford Word Reading sub-test a&justed by the Metropolitan

Listening covariate. Table VIII, page 122, illustrates that the mean

of the group taﬁght with the control method (Scott-Forsman-Program) on

the g;anford Word Reading sub-test was 21.24, When this mean was

I
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-adjusted by the covariate (Metropolitan Listening sub-test), an adjusted
mean of 2i.25 was derivéd.

" On this same Sténford sub-test, a mean of 25.78 was obtained
for the group taught with thé experimenta; method'(Lippincott Pfggram).
Adjusted by the‘Métropolitan Listening sub-test, én adjuséed mean of
25,76 was obtained for this group. When the Listening sub-test on the
Metfopolitan wé; used to adjust the Stanford Word Reading sub-test,
the adjustéd F value was computed to be.17.04., Since this F value.
.exceeded the critical value of F, the mean of the group taught with the
experimental method‘was Significantly‘higﬁer thanlthht of the group |
taught with the control method.

"The null hypofhesis (that there is no significant difference

between means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

Stanford Word Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

ﬂatching Covariate. Table'iiII, page 122, illustrates that the ﬁean
of the group taught wiEhAthe control method (Scott-Foresman Program)
on the Stanford Word Reading sus-test was 21.37. When this mean was
adjusted by the covariate (Métropolitan Matching suﬁ-éeét), an adjusted
mean of 21,49 was derived. |

On this same'Stanférd sub-test, a meaﬁ of 25.78 was obtained
for the group taught with the experimeﬁ§§1 metﬁod (Lippiqcott Program).

Adjusted by the Metropolitan Matching sub~test covariate, an adjusted
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mean of 25.65‘wag obtained for this groﬁp°

When the matching éub-teét on the Metropolitan was used to
adjust the Stanfqrd Word Reéding sub-test, the adjustgd F value was
computed to be 14.34. Since this F valﬁe exceeded the critical value
of F, the mean of the group éaught'with the‘experimental method wa§
significéntly higher than that of the groﬁp taught with the control
method.

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference
between means of the two sample groups) is rejected.

The computer failed to calculate a zero score on the Metro-

politan Matching sub-test as a member of N for the conttol group,

thus chénging'the N for this sub-test from 42 to 41. This resulted

in the loss of one degree of freedom which would, in turn, alter the
mean score on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of -

Testing and Counseling, Montana State University, who programmed the

data for the computer, felt that the change in the mean score would

not be significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Stanford Word Reading sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Alphabet covariate. Table VIII, page 122, illustrates that the mean

of the group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program)
on the Stanford Word Reading sub-test was 21.24, When:this mean was

adjusted by the covariate (Metropolitan Alphabet sub-test), an
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adjusted mean of 21.84 was derived.’

On this same Stanford'sub—tgst, a mean of 25.95 was obtained
for the group taught with the experimental methéd (Lippincott Program),
Adjﬁsted by the Metropoligqﬁ‘Alphébét sub-;est covariate, an adjusted
mean of 25.32 was ﬁbtained fér this-groupo.

.When the @lphabet sub-test on the Metropolitan was used to
adjust the &gagf#&diMQEi Reading sub-test, the adjusted F value was
computed to be Lkg&l, .ﬁing@ this F yalue exceeded the critical value
of B, :hefmgaﬂ‘qf‘thg~group taught with the experimental method was
aignifioangif highexr than tﬁat of‘the group taught'with the control
method. |

The null hyﬁotheéié (that there is no significant differeﬁce
between meané of the two‘sample groups) is rejected.

The computer féiied tb calculate a zefo scorelan the Metro-
politan Matching sub-test as 4 member of N for the control group, thus
éhanging the N for this sub-test fromA42 to 41, @his:resulted in the
loss of one. degree of freedom which wouid,'in turn; alter the mean
score on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of Testing
and Coungeling, Montana State University, who programmed the daga for
the coméufer, felt that the éhange in the mean score would not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire Rrogram.
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Stanford Paragraph Meaning sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Word Meaning covariate. Table IX, page 128, illustrates that the mean

of the group taught with the control method (Scott;Foresman Program)
on'the Stanford Paragraph Meaning sﬁb-test was 21.38. "When this mean
was adjusted by the covariate (Metropolitan Woxd Meaning.sub-test),
an adjusted mean of 21.24 was derived.

On this same Stanford sub-test, a mean of 24,24 was obtained
for the group taught wifh the experimental method (Lippincott Program).
Adjusted by the Metropolitan Word Méaning gsub-test covariate, an
adjusted mean of 24.39 was obtained for this group.

When the word méaning sub-test on thé‘Metropolitan was used to
adjdst‘the Ssanford Paragraph Meaning sub-test, the adjustéd F value.
‘was computed to be 4,48. Since this F value exceeded t@e:critical
valué of F, the mean of the group taught with the experimental method
was_significantly,higher than that of the group taught with the conéroi
method.

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference

between means of the two sample groups) is tejeéted.

Stanford Paragfaph Meaning sub-test adjusted by the Metropoli-

tan Listening covariate. ‘Table IX, page 128, illustrates that the mean
\

of the group taught with the_controi method (Scott~Foresman Program) on

the Stanford Paragraph Meaning sub-test, was 21.38. When this mean was

3
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TABLE IX

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL
GROUPS ON THE STANFORD PARAGRAPH MEANING SUB-TEST USING THE
" FOUR SUB-TESTS OF THE METROPOLITAN
(INDIVIDUALLY) AS COVARIATES

Stanford Paragraph Meaning
Controi Method |[|Experimental Method
N =42 N = 41
Covariate . X Y Y’ X Y | ¥ | B
Metropolitan Word . ,
Meaning _ 11.74121.38(21.24 10.34124.24(24.39 4,48%
Metropolitan ) :
Listening - 12.1921.38121.40 12.22124.24.124.22 8.82%
Metropolitan ‘ . ' '
Matchingh® 9.07]21.5421.71 . 9.391(24.24 (24,07 3.27
Metropolitan _ i .
Alphabet#%% 11.50121.38 22.10 12.83 24.45 23.69 1.58

{Critical value of F, df = 1, 80; alpha = .05 is 3.96)
(*Significant "at the .05 level of significance)

*%N = 41, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in control group.

*%%N = 40, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score
as a member of N in experimental group.
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ad justed by the covariate (Metropolitan Listening sub-test), an
adjusted mean of 21.40 was obtained.

A mean of 24.24 was derived for the group taugﬁt with the
expgrimental'method (Lippincott Program), in this Stanford Paragraph
Meaning sub-test. Adjusted By the Metropolitan Listening sub-test
covariate, an .adjusted mean of 24.22 was obtained for this group.

When the listening sub-test on the Metropolitan was used to
adjust the Stanford Paragfaph'Meaning sub-teét, the adjusted f value
‘waé computed to be.4;82. Since this F value exceeded the critical
value éf F, the mean éf.the group taught with the experimental method
waé significanfly higher than that of the gfoup‘taught with the control

“method,

The null hypothesis (that there is no éignificant difference

between means for the two sample groups) is rejected.

/ .
Stanford Paragraph Meaning sub-test adjusted by the Metropoli-

tan Matching covariate. Table IX, page 128, shows that the mean of

fhe group taught with the control metﬁod {Scott-Foresman Progrém) on
the Stanford Paragraph Meaning sub-test was 21,54, When this mean
was ad justed by the covariate (Metropdliﬁan Matchinb sub-test), an
adjusted mean of 21.71 was derived.

A mean of 24.24 was derived for the group taught with the

. egperimental method (Lippincott Program), on this Stanford Paragraph
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" Meaning.sub-test. Adjusted by the Metropolitan Matching.sub-fést
‘covariate, an adjusted mean of 24,07 was obtained for this group.

When the matching éub;test on.the Metropolitan was used to
adjﬁst the Stanford Paragraph Meaning sub-tesﬁ, the adjusted F value
was computed to be 3.27. - Sinée this F value did not exceed the criti-
dal'vélpe of F, the‘mean-of the group taught'with the experimental
method Qid not differ significantly from that éf the group taught with
the controi method.‘

The adjusted F value (3.27) is less than the table value of
F (3.96). fhe null hypothesis (that éhere is no'significant diﬁference
between the means for the tﬁo sample groups), is accepted.

The computer failed fo calculate a zero score on the Metropoli-
\tan Matching sub-test as a member of N for the comtrol group, ;hué
" changing the N for this sub-test from 42 to 41. This resulted in the
loss of one degree of freedom which would, in turn, alter the mean
score on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Sﬁvak,'Director of Testing
and Counseling, Montana State University, who programmed the data
for the computer, felt that the change in the mean score would not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Stanford Paragraph Meaning sub-test adjusted by the Metropoli-

tan Alphabet covariate. Table IX, page 128, shows that the mean of the

group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on the
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Stanford Paragraph Meaning sub-test, was 21.38, When this mean was

adjusted by the covariate (Metrobolitan Alphabet sub-test), an adjusted

 mean of 22,10 was obtained.

A mean of 24.45 was derived for the group taught with the
experimental method (Lippincott Program), on this Stanford Paragraph
Meaning sub-test. Adjusted by the Metropolitaﬁ Alphabet sub-test
covariate,. an adjusted meaﬁ of 23.69 was obtained for this group.

When the alphabet sub-test on the Metropblitan was used to

" adjust the Stanford Paragraph Meaning~sub-test, the édjusted F value

was computed to be 1.358. Since this F value does not exceed the criti-
- _ (

cal value ole, the mean of the group taught with tbe experimental
method did not differ significantly from thgt‘of the groué‘taught with
the control me;hod, ‘

Thé_null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference'
between means for the two sample groups), is accepted.

The computer failed to calculate a zero score on the Metropoli-
tan Alphabet sub-test as a member of N for the éxperimental group, thus
changiné the N for this sub-test from 41 to 40. This resulted in the
loss of one degree of freedom which would, in turn, alter the mean
score on‘tﬁis Sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of Testing

and COunseling, Montana State University, who programmed the data for

the computer, felt that the change in the mean score would not be

'significaﬁt enough to justify a rerun of the entire program,

TTT
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Stanford Vocabulary sub-tést adjusted by the Metropolitan Woxd

Meaning covariate. Table X, page 133, illustrates that the mean of the
'grqup taught wiéh the control method (Scott-Foresman Progrém) on the
Stanford Vocabular& sub~test was 25,52. When this mean was adjusted

by the covariate -(Metropolitan Mafching sub~test), an adjusted mean

of 25.32 was derived. o : _ ;

A mean of 25.24 was derived for the group taughé with the
expérimental.method (Lippincott Porgraﬁ), on this Stanford Vocabulary
sub-test. Adjusted by the Metropolitan Word Meaning sub-test co-
variate, an adjuéted mean of 25.45 was obtained for this gfoqp.

When the Word Meaning sub-tesf on the Metropolitan was used
to adjust the Stanford Vocabulary sub-test, the adjhste? F value was
computed to bé_.OO. Since this F value does not exceed the critical
value of F, the mean of the group taught with the experimental method
did not differ significantly from that of the group taught with the |
control method.

ihe null hypothesis (thaf there is no significant difference

between the means of the sample groups), is accepted.

Stanford Vocabulary sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Listening covariate. Table X, page 133, shows that the mean of the

group taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on the

Stanford Vocabulary sub-test was 25.52. When this mean was adjusted

. /0
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TABLE X

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL AND EXPERIMENTAL
GROUPS ON THE STANFORD VOCABULARY SUB-TEST USING THE
FOUR SUB-TESTS OF THE METROPOLITAN

(INDIVIDUALLY) AS COVARIATES

Stanford Vocabulary.

Control Method Experimental Method
N =42 N = 41
Covariate X Y Y X Y Y’ Ff
Metropolitan Word .
Meaning - 11.74125.52)25.32 10.34125.24125.45 .00
Metropolitan 1. o
Listening 12.19125.52(25.55 12,22125,24125.22 .04
Metropolitan . . 1 - ‘ ,
Matching##* , 9,07{25.63125.84 9.39{25.24125.04 .23
Metropolitan . '
Alphabet##®* L 11.50025.52 126.24 12.83125.33 }24.57 «92

(Critical value of F, df = 1, 80; alpha =

.05 is 3.96)

(*Significant at the .05 level of significance)

%**N = 41, as the computer failed to calculate one zero score .
as a member of N in control group.

*%%N = 40, as the computer failed to calculate ome zero score
as a member of N in experimental group.
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by.the covariate (Metropolitan Listening sub-test), an gdjusted mean
of 25,55 was de;ived.

A ﬁean éf 25.24 was derived for the group taught with the
experimental method (Lippincott Porgram), on this Sténford Vocabulary
sub-test. Adjuste& by the Metropolitaﬁ Listening sub-test covariate,
an-adjusééd mean éf 25.22 was obtained fo¥-this group.

When the 1isFening sub-test on thé Metropolitan was used to
ad just the'Stanford Vocabulary sub-test, the adjusted F value was
computed to be .04, Since this F valué did not exceed the critical
value of F, the mean of the group téught with the experimenta; method'
did'not differ significantly from that of the group taught ﬁith the
control method. |

The null hypothesis (that tHere is no significant difference

between the means of the two sample groups), is accepted.

»

Stanford Vocabulary sub-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Matching covariate. Table X, page 133, shows that the mean of the

group taﬁght with the control metﬁod‘(Scott-Foresman'Program) on the
Stanford Vocabulary sub-test was 25.63. When this mean was adjusted
by the covariate (Metropolitan Matching sub-test), an adjusted mean
of 25.84 was obtained for this group.

A mean of 25,24 was derived for the group taught Qith the

experimental method (Lippincoﬁt Program), on this Stanford Vocabulary
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sub-test. Adjusted by the Metrop&litan Matching sub-test covariate, an
ad justed mean of 25.04 was obtained for this_experimental'groqp,

When the matéhing suﬁ-test on éhe Metropolitan was used>£o
adjust the StanfordAVocabuiary suB-test, the adjusted F valuefwas
cémputed to be .23. Since this F value did not exceed tﬁe Crifical
value of F,'the mean of the group:tauéht with the experimental method
did not differ significantly.from that of the group taught with the
. control method. “

The null hypothesis (that—ghere is no significant.&ifference
 between the means of.the'sahple groups), is accepted.

The computer,faile& to calculate_q zerovscore on the Metro-

_ politan Matéhing sub-test as a member of N for the control group,

thus changing the N for this sub-test from 42 to 4l. This resulted

'in the loss of one degree of freedom which would, in turn, alter the
hean scére,on this sub-test. However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of -
Tesfing and Counseiing, Montana State University, Who.progfammed the
data‘for the computer, felt that the change‘in.the mean. score would not

be significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.

Stanford Vocabﬁlary sub~-test adjusted by the Metropolitan

Alphabet covariate. :Table X, page 133, shows that the mean of the group
 taught with the control method (Scott-Foresman Program) on the Stanford

Vocabulary'sub-test was 25,52, When this mean was adjusted by the
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covafiaté (Metrppolitan Alphabet sub-test), an adjusted mean of 26.24
&as'derived.
- A mean of 25.33 was deri%ed fbr the grouﬁ taught with the
" experimental method (Lippincott Program) on this Stanford Vocabulary
sub-test. Adjusted by the Métropoiitan Alphabet sub-test covariate,
- an adjusted mean of 24.57 was obtained for this group.

When the Alphabet sub—fest on the Metropolitan was uéed to
.adjust the Stanford Vocabulary sub-test, the adjusted.F value was
computed to be .92, Since this F value did not exceed the c?itical
value of F, the mean of tﬁe group taught with the experimental method
did not differ ;ignificantly from that of the.group taught with the
control method.

The null hypothesis (that there is no significant difference
between the means of-the two sample groups), is accepted.

The computer failed to calcﬁlate a zero score on The Metro-
politan Alphabet sub-test aé a member of N for the experimental group,.
thus changing the‘N for this sub-test frqm 41 to 40. This resulted
‘in’ the loss of éne degree of freedom which would, iﬁ thrﬁ, alter the
meén score on this sdb—test.' However, Dr. Al Suvak, Director of Test-
ing and Counseling, Montana State University, who programmed the‘déta
fpr'the computer, felt that the change in the mean score would not be

significant enough to justify a rerun of the entire program.
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SUMMARY

The writer attenpted in the preceding chapter to present and
describe ‘the results of the statistical analysis that was used to treat
-the raw data collected by administering the three standardized tests |
described in Chapter 2. The first test was the Metropolitan Reading
Readiness Test, which was administered to both the group:of first grade
children taught by the control method of-beginning reading instruction
(Scott-Foresman Program) and to the group taught by the experimental
method (Lippincott Program) during the second week of school in
September, 1971.

All tests were administered, scored and the raw data were
‘ brogrammed, then run through the computers in the Montana State Uni-
versi;y Computer Center at Bozeman, Montann. .

An analysis of covariate statistical technique was chosen to
compare the meané of the two depgndgnt variables, the control program
and the eiperimental program of teaching beginning reading. fhese
means were derived from test results taken from the Durrell Analysis
of Reading Difficulty and the Stanford Achievement Tests.

The nncontrolle&'concomitant variable (pre-reading abilities)
was measured by the use of the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test and
was referred to as the covafiate.

Each of the five sub-test means of the Durrell Analysis of
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Reading Difficulty Test (oral reading, silent reading, listening,
flashwords and word analysis) was adjusted by eéch of the four sub-test
~means on the Metropolitan Beading Readiness Test (word meaniné, listen-
ing, matching and alphabet).

Then each of the three sub-test means on the Stanford Achieve-
ment Tést (word reading, paragraph meaning and vocabulary) was adjusted
"by each of the four'sub-tesf means on the Metropolitan Reading Readi- '’
ness Test.'

Since fhe reading ability of the two groups (the gfoup taught‘
by the experiméntal method and the group taught by the control method)
could not be experiment;lly controlled prior to the beginning of the
study, an analysis of coﬁariance design was used to teét for a compari-
son of reading achievement.by congfolling this variable statistically.

The ﬁull hypothesis of no difference with the level of signifi-
cance sét at .05; was used to test the theory that no significant -
difference would be detectéd between the’reading acﬁievement.of the -
group taught by Fhe experimental method and the group taught with the
control method.

The collectéa data were'presgnted in table form with a‘sub-
sequené narrative style discussion.

The results of the experimental design for the Durrell Analysis
of Reading Difficulty were presented in the first five taﬁles begihning

with Table III. The results of the Stanford Achievement Test were
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presented in the second set of three tables, beginning with Table VIII.

The null Hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of signifi-l
canceh(with the critical value at 3.96) for all the adjustéd T values
(when the Durrell and Stanford sub-tests were adjusted by the Metro-
politan Word Meaning, ﬁistening, Matchiné and Alphabet covariates) on
the following sub-tests: |

(1) Durrell Oral Reading

(2) Durrell éileﬁt Reading

3) Dﬁrrell Listening

(4) Durrell Fléshwdrds

(5) Durrell Word Analysis

(6) Stanfpfd_Word Reading 3

Each sub-test of the Stanford Achievement Test, in this study,
was adjusted by all four of'the sub-tests of the Metropolitan Reading
Readiness Test. On one 'sub-test, the Stanford Paragraph Meaning, using
two covariates, the Metropolitan Word Meaning and Metropolitan Lisﬁen-
ing, the null hypothesis was rejected: On the same Stanford Paragraph
Meaning sub-test, using the Metropolitan Matching and ﬁetropolitan
Alphabet covariates, the adjusted F values indicated that the null
hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of significance (wﬁere the
values of F were less than the critical value of 3.96),

On the Stanford Vocabulary sub-test (when this sub-test was
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adjﬁsted by the Metropolitan Word Meaning, Listening, Matching and
Alphabet covariates), all of the adjusted F values indicated that the
‘null hyfothesis Qas accepte& at the .05 level of significance (where
the values of F were less than the cfitical value of 3.96).
The next chapter deals with the summary, recommendations, and

conclusions reached by the writer in conducting this study.




CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. In this chapter the writer will present a general thesis:
summary, delineate various conclusions reached, and'present recom~’

mendations made ‘as a result. of this study.
SUMMARY

This disseréation dealt with‘the problem of attempfing to
determine which method of téachiﬁg beginning reading to first grade
children, was the most efficacious, a méaning-emphasis or a code-
emphasis method.

k In conductiﬁg the study which attempted to determine which of
the -two methods was the most effective, the first stép was to define
the term reading. -Tﬁrough the use of several sources, reading was .
defined as a decoding process, in which the rea&er interprets and
evaluates the author's intended meaning in terms of the reader's baék-
ground, experience and understanding.

Through the review of 1itgrature and- an analysis of data, the
wriﬁer hoped to answer the following questions:

1. What factors, on a composite ba31;, determlne the reading

ability of a ch11d7

2. What is the definition of a code-emphasis program of
teaching reading?
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What is the definition of a meaning-emphasis program of
teaching reading’

. What is the current philosophy in the code-emphasis and

meaning-emphasis methodologies of teaching reading?

Which group of first graders, the group taught by the
meaning-emphasis or the group taught by the code-emphasis
method, will achieve the highest scores on two different
standardized achievement tests?

In order to answer the preceding questions and complete the

study, the following procedures were followed:

1.

2.

<Establishing a workable definition of the reading process.

Developing an experimental design in which the control of:
natural processes is attempted and observed. The two first
grades in each of two schools in the Billings Public
Schools were selected for the purposes of this study.
Some of the techniques involved in the design which were
utilized were: : '

5

a. All of the children in the four classrooms-selected,
participated in the study.

‘b, The individuals for the two participating classrooms
in each building were selected on the basis of a
sampling procedure that would- relate the’ sample to
the general population,- A

c. The children in- the four classrooms had their vision

and hearing checked so that these contaminating fac-
tors were controlled before the study began.

d. The teachers to whom the control and experimental
groups were given for instruction were selected on the
basis of the two in each building who were most simi-
lar in education, technique and ability. -

e. The writer chose schools to.participate in the study
which were located in areas which encompass the major
socio=-economic d1v131ons of upper, dedle, and lower
stratlflcatlons.
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f. The Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test was used to
determine the comparative reading readiness abilities
of the children as they entered first grade and the
scores derived were used as the co-variant which could
not be controlled. '

g. Two instruments were used to measure the reading
achievement at the end of the school year. One test
was the Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty and the
other was the Stanford Achievement' Test.

h. The control method of teaching beginning reading was
from the Scott-Foresman Basal Reader Program and is
referred to as the meaning-emphasis method.

i. The two groups taught by the experimental method used
- the Lippincott Basal Reader Program and this method
is referred to as the code-emphasis method.

Literature and related research dealing with current

"thinking regarding two basic methods of teaching beginning

reading~--code~emphasis and meaning-emphasis--were examined
in the review of related literature.

)

The tests administered to the children yielded data that
were analyzed and interpreted.

The final procedure was the writing of the summary, noting

" conclusions and making recommendations as a result of the

review of literature and analysis of data.

This study was limited in the following ways:

‘1.

The study was limited to the study of four first grade
classrooms in Billings, Montana, which comprised the popu-
lation sample. It was the hope that this study would not
be intended for the purpose of making broad, comprehensive
recommendations for the most effective method of teaching

" reading, but would hopefully be useful to the Billings

Public Schools.
The teachers were not of identical qualifications.

The two philosophies of "teaching reading,.code-emphasis
and meaning-emphasis are not completely polarized in terms
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of their pﬁilosophic approaches to the teaching of phonics
in beginning reading.

4, Tﬁe pre-school experiences that each child had prior to
coming to the first grade varied.

5. The research done for the review of literature section of
this paper was confined to the libraries of Montana State
University and Eastern Montana College and .included the
ERIC Documents for the period of time 1970-1972,

6. The principals in the two bu11d1ngsperhaps had- varylng
philosophies of supervision,

7. The time devoted to teaching the reading process could
possibly vary in each of the four classrooms.

8. The ages of the chlldren in the groups varied to some
degree.

9. The sex category in each classroom varied to some degree. .
10. New children that entered the classrooms later than
September could have. an effect upon' the group achievement
results in that they would not have equal time in either -
of the two teaching programs as did the original chlldren
involved .in the study. :
The review of literature and the analysis of data attempted to
answer the questions that were posed for the study.
. In answer to -question one, the‘following factors were found to
determine the reading ability of a child. A child’s reading ability is
determined through experiences with which he is cenfronted and the
other individuals with whom he interacts. Everything that affects a
child, from his birth until he reaches the flrst grade readlng exper-

1ence develops the 11ngulstic ablllty and the social conceptuallzation

that are necessary and endemic to the decoding process.
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The socialization of a pre-lingﬁal child occurs as the baby
acts randomly on a trial and error basis, then gradually, through
interaction with parenés'and other socializing agents, becomes aware
of the relationship between acts and symbols. Finally £he child uses
meanings to designate what is Qn his mind.

Children learn.for themselves, but the social, psychological
and physical environment created for them and in which they.are an
interacting‘entity, determine what they become, and thus determines
what is bréught to the béginning reading expérience.

Evidence in the literature indicates thatAQhat occurs in the
child's formafive environment dﬁes have a definite impact on the type
of reading success that he experiences in school.

Despite the eﬁvironmental impact, one would seem to have
difficulty in teaching anything to any child if the child does not
have some positive genetic inheritance, or if brain damage and birth
trauma have inhibited a child's intellectual development.

Genetic pétterns do, however, develdﬁ apd are subsumed under
the environment rubric. This cbncept does have a direct relationship
to the reading process. Before a child can read, he ﬁust deﬁelop a
vocgbulary, linguistic patterns and a learning style based on pre-
school cultural experiences.

On this basis, then, reading is the facilitation of language

and is a linguistic performance, which entails verbal ability.
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Intelligence or cognitive skills would seem to be one criterion
* for success in reading, also. Af least, if we assume that to learn
to -perform any'functionai activity in society presupposes that some
form of intelligent functioning occurs.

In answer to question two, the definition of a code-emphasis
program of teaching reéding is, first of all, very compiicated.
Linguists define language as being oral in nature and basically a
means of communication. The process of'éommunication occurs in the
. context of either the written or spoken dimension of expressive lan-
guage. Communications may be' either encoding or decoding, writing or
reading, speaking or listening, and demand that some sort of 1inguis;ic
code be present.

This linguistic dode may be manifested either overtly, as the
rules for‘commdnication within a cultural context are brought into
play in the cortex of the brain, or implied through the subconscious,
drawing upon experiences recorded in the brain during thé‘formative
stages of the‘human organism's development.'

The coae-emphasis proponents believe that decoding is important
at_the beginning stages of reading and believe that dgcoding should be
stressed and comprehension should be perhaps second in priority. Thése
proponents beliéve that the initial étage in reading instruction should
emphaéize teaching childrgn to master a code--the alphabetic code.

The code-emphaéis process, then, exposes the child in the
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reading readiness stage to a confrontation with individual letters of
the aléﬁabet rather than expecting the child to gain readiness for
reading through visual and esthetic experiences with concrete objects.
The sounds of the individual letters are learned and the
lefters are then synthesized into whole words. The whole words a?e‘
then synthesized into meaningful sentences as the stages of sequential
instruction in the reading process are developed.
| The gaining of meaning is not sacrificed completely however,
despite emphasis upon the decoding process in tbe'code-emphasis con-
téxt. The 'sequences of instruction that follow the igitial stage of
thé reading process.concentrate upont obtaining meaning as well as
continuing an emphasis upon the decoding skills.
: In énswer to question three,vliterature was reviewed to detgr-
mine a definition of a meaning-emphasis program of teaching reading.
" The meaning-emphasis method of teaching reading stresses obtaining
.meaning from the printed page at the onset of the reading proéess.
Deriving meaning from the printed symbols takes precedence over the
mechanics of learniné a code to unlock the words even at the initial
stages of the beginning-to-read process.‘ This emphasis upon meaning
is stressed at an eariier stage in the learning-to-read process in the
meaning—emphasis proceduré than with the code-emphasis proceduré.
The meaning-emphésis method is synonomous with the analftic

method for the purposes of this study. In this analytic method,
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‘ émpﬁasis for the begiﬁning reader is upon meaning. The child memo-
rizes a basic sight vocabulary and.on the basis of this is directed
to the Study of phonetic analysis, structural analysis, word form and
context clues. |

Some advocates of the meaning-emphasis method say that many
words in the priﬁa;y years are learned by sight because authorities
recognize that many of the common, bésic words-‘do not reflect phonic
geheralizations.

The meaning-emphasis method then, stresses the memorization
of the configuration of whole wbrds, rather than extreme emphasis upon
the individual letters and fhe phoneme ~-grapheme relationship; in terms
of sound, as does the code-emphasis method.

In attempting to.answer queétion four, the. literature was
reviewed to get some indication éf the current philpsophj in the
code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis methodologies of teaching reading,

The code-emphasis proponents advocate the teachiﬁg‘ofiphonics
in somé form. The consensus is that childfen need visual and auditory
clues in word recognition. In the code-emphasis orienfétion, children
1earﬁ phonetic reéognition of letters and words,xthen these words are
formed into phraées and sentences.

One of the contemporary advocates in the research pertaining
to the code-eéphasis method suggests that a codg-emphasis approach has

attributes which would support its use (but only initially) in the ‘
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beginning stages of tgaching reading, so the major Fhrust of this study
is based upon the beginning sfages of the learning to fead process.

The linguistic concept of teaching réadiﬁg.is_very definitely
related to.the phonic method and code*émphasis‘methods of teaching,
.also. Just as the code-emphasis method of teaching reading places
emphasis upon building words, senteﬁces and phrases synthetically in;o
reading concepts, the linguistic approach or word family approach
requires"the-chiiq to make discriminations between initial, terminal,
and other phonemes within wordé which rhyme or words which compose a
word's family. |

The emphasis upon vowel regularity and consonant substitution
is also recognizably a feature of the phonic and linguistics approa;h
to the teaching of reading.

Tﬁe;e is some literature indicating that the means of breaking
the reading process into a synthetic means of word attack and decoding
is a function of the central nervous system.

lThe physiological premise that the left hemisphere of the
brain controls the language function of the human organism should indi-
cate that the reading process is'a neurological one.

This donéept is an explanation to some degree, of the reading
pfocess as a definite cognitive activity. The cogniti§e proceés could
possibly be related to the code-emphasis of teaching reading.

An examplé of the code-emphasis proceduré, indicated by the
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literature (as implemented in thé Lippincott program), is that of help-
ing a child hear thé phonemes in the words he hears and says very well;
The child says “fét“ perfectly. Beginning there, the program aftempts
tb get the child to recognize and to identify the three phonemes in
"fat.," At the same time he is shown hqw the three letters represent
these same phoﬁemes.

First the program begins with the short vowels because.they
dppear in nearly every word presented, then it goes to the use of
cdnsonants. As the child works with a steady accumulation of new words,
first in lists and ;hen in storiés (yhich uée only the lettgr sounds
thaf have been taught up to any one point), the child learns to recog-
nize letter soun&s in words.

| With regard to the meaning-emphasis methodology, there are
various steps which are integral to the beginning reading process in
fhg implementation of the meaning-emphasis, gight word process.

Ihe principles of teaching word recognition are to proceéd
frqm the familiar to the unfamiliar associating a name with a picture
of an objeét. First tell a stﬁdent the whole ﬁqrd, then givé hints,
and finally let the student figure out the word from a variety bf-
techniques he hés learned. | |

As mentioned in the literature reviewed, the code-emphasis
'process ﬁsés the phonic concept as does fhe meaning-émphasis_process.‘

ansiderithe,ways a.child learns to recogniéé'éﬁd identify a word.




151
There areAfour majﬁffgreas éo be considered as far as instruction in
word recognition is comncerned: (1) context, (2) phonetic analysis,
(3) structural analysis, and (4) comprehension. These major areas
are of importance in bth the meaning-emphasis and code-emphasis
methédsv’ ‘ |

'Some of the literature reviewed illustratéd the Scott-quesman
(méaning-emphasis‘method) implementation of the meaning-emphasié pro-
cedure; .For example, in the phonetic-analyéis program in the "New
Basic Readers,'" children work first with consonant eleﬁents in the
words because consonants are the more sféble element in our languaée,
| unaffected by .accent or vowels. |

Vowel elements are taught next--by dréwing children's attention
to phonetic elements in words they recognize at sight.

' The key difference in phonic analysis application between the
Lippincott and Scott-Foresman is that Lippincott (code-emphasis method)
teaches short voﬁels first and then consonants and‘Scétt-Foresman
etmphasizes consonants before vowels. |

The next pbiﬁt of emﬁhasis is ihat Lippincott stresses the
learning of letters an@ their related sounds (grapheme-phoneme rela-
tionship) .so that the word is recognized by virtue of its composite
letter makeup.

Scott-Foresman, on the other hand, stresses phonetic elements

in whole words the children recognize at sight.
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In attempting to answer question five, the data were reviewed
and apal&zed. In order to determine which method of teaching beginning-
reading was moré.effective (the code-emphasis or the meaning-emphasis),
the writer collected raw daéa by administering three standardized
testé. The three tests were the Métropolitan Reading Readiness Test;
The Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty and the Stanford Achievement
Test.

An analysis of covariate statistical technique was chosen to
compare the means of the two dependent variables, which were the
control program (Scott-Foresman Program) and the experimental program
(Lippincott Progfam) of teaching beginning reading.

The uncontrolled concomitant variable (pre-reading abilities)
was measured by the use of the Metropolitan Reéding Readiness test aﬁd
was referred.to as the covariate.

The null hypothesis of no difference with the level of signifi-
cance set at .05 was used to test the eheéry that no significant dif-

' + ference would be detected between the reading achievement of the group
taught by the experimental method and the group taught with the control
method.

The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of signifi-
cance, with the critical value of 3.96 exceeding all the adjusted
F values (when the Dur?ell and Stanford sub-tests were adjusted by'the

Metropolitan Word meaning, Listening, Matching and Alphabet covariates)
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“on 'tiie Follpwing sub-tésts:

(1) Durrell Oral Reading

) . Durrell”Sileﬁtheading

(3) burrell Listening |

(4) Durrell Flashwords

(5) 'Durréll Word Analysis

(6) Stanford Word Reading

Each sub-test of the Stanford Achievement-Test,.in this study,
was adjusted by all four of the sub-tests of the Metropolitan Reading
Readiness Test. -On one sub-fest, (the'Stanfbrd Paragraph Meaning),
using two covariates--the Metropélitan Word Megning and fhe Metro-
politan Listening--the null hypothesis.was rejected. On thé same
Stanford Parégraph Meaning sub-test, using the Metropolitan Matching
and Metropolitan Alphabet c?varigtes, the adjusted F values indicated
that the null hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of sigﬁificance
(where tﬁe Valﬁes of F were less than the critical value of 3.96).

The sub-tests that were used for the study on the Durrell
Analysis of Reading Difficulty showed an F value that allowed the null
hypothesié to be rejected. In other words, the mean scores of the
chil&ren whé were taugh£ with the Lippincott Program (the Experimental
‘program) were gréatér than'thosé mean scores of the children taught
with the Scott-Foresman Program (the control program) on’all of the

Durrell sub-tests. Their achievement after a period of seven months
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was, then, greater than the achievement of those children taught with

.. the Scott-Foresman materials.

On the Stanford Vocébulary sub-teét‘(wheﬁ this sub-test was
adjusted by thelMetropolitan Word Meaning, Listening, Matching and
Alphabet covériates); all of tﬁe adjusted F values indicated that the
null hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence'(where
the levels of significance were less than the crit;cal.value of 3.96).

In other words, on the word meaning sub-test of the Stanford,‘
the mean scores of the childreg Who were taught with the Lippincott
Program were greater than those mean scores of the chiidren taught with
the Scott-Foresman ffdgram. |

On another sub-test of the Stanford (the_Pafag;aph Meaning),
‘the mean scores of the children who were taught with the Lippincott
Program were greater than those mean scores of*fhe children taught with
the Scott-Foresman Program, on the basis of the adjustment made by
" the Metropolitan Word Meaning and Listgniﬁg covafiates. On'fhg basis
of thé adjustment made by the Metropolitan Matching and Alphabet co-
variates there was no significant difference in ;he mean écores of the

children taught with the Lippincott and the Scott-Foresman Programs.
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CONCLUSIONS

Based on this study the following were concluded:

1. Reading is a tefm that applies to decoding written symbols
so that communication and understanding takes place be-
tween the author of the written symbols and the decoder.

2. The mechanics of the reading process, as included in the
code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis, are merely a means to
an end in.the communication process that occurs between an
author and a reader.’

3. The abilities that a child brings to the beginning reading
process in the first grade are determined by a combination
of factors. These factors include: parent and peer social
interaction processes, genetically determined intellectual
ability and the linguistic patterns developed as a result
of environment..

4., The success that a child achieves in the first grade read-
ing process is probably more affected by past social
experiences and intellectual potential than whatever
beginning reading method is utilized in the first grade
experience.

5. Despite an early beginning-to-read deficit, boys soon
catch up with g1rls, so that the sex factor is negllglble,
as far as reading success is ‘concérned.-

6. No one has completely identified what intangible or tangible
factors are involved in determining what allows some
children to achieve success and other children to fail in
the beginning to read process.

7. Reading is a neurological and psychological process.

8. Children learn to read with both the use of the meaning-
empha31s and the code- -emphasis methods of teaching reading.

9. Both the code-emphasis and meaning~ emphasis methods of
teaching beginning reading use phllosophles of phonics and
linguistlc orlentatlon.
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12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
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The code ~emphasis method of teachlng beglnnlng reading
relles mainly on letter names and letter sounds for
readiness procedures.

The meaning-emphasis method .0of teaching beginning reading
relies on concrete experiences to a greater degree than
does the code emphasis method in the readiness procedures.

The meaning—emphasis method of teaching beginning reading'
uses the concept of teaching consonants first, then short
vowels in the teaching procedure.

The code-emphasis method of teaching beginning reading
uses the concept of teaching short vowels first, then most
consonants in the teaching procedure.

The Lippincott basal series stresses the learning of
letters and their related sounds so that the word is
recognized by virtue of its composite letter make-up.

The Scott-Foresman basal series (pre- 1970) stresses

" phonetic elements in whole words that the children recog-

nlze at sight.

The-code-emphasis method of teaching beginning reading
produced, in this study, significant statistical evidence
of greater achievement than did the meaning-emphasis
method at the .05 level of significance.

The Durrell Analysis of Reading Achievement, an indivi-
dually administered test, produced greater significant
statistical evidence of achievement in beginning reading
in the code-emphasis sample group over the meaning-
emphasis sample group, than did the Stanford: Achievement
Test, a group-administered test.

RECOMMENDATTONS

Based on this study the following.were concluded:

1.

A predominantly code- emphasis method of beginnlhg reading-
instruction could be used in a predominantly middle- class
area school to produce greater achlevement than a
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meaning-emphasis method.

2. TFurther research should be conducted in an attempt to dgter—
mine which methods of teaching beginning reading would be
more effective in predominantly poverty school areas.

3. All school personnel could profit from more intensive
training in the teaching of reading concepts since it is

such a basic and complicated process.

4. School personnel should emphasize the importance of early
childhood development to parents.

5. Both éode-emphasis and meaning-emphasis methods of teaching
reading should be included in all basal texts used to teach
beginning reading.

6. Further research should be conducted to gain greater
insight into the complexities of teaching beginning
reading. . : :

The writer noted at the beginning of this paper that a contro-
versy existed as to the most effective method to teach beginning
reading. After doing the research for this study and analyzing the
data, the writer joins the ranks of those who are not committed to
‘any .one method. The search continues and for the sake of the preserva-
tion of human society, the seeking is justified, for every effort is a
vital link in the consummation of the human desire for freedom. This
freedom can only be achieved through an effective process of gaining

.o . ~
meaning from the written page and an intelligent interpretation of -an
author's - message. In regard to the relationship between reading books

and gaining freedom, Knellef (43:128) Quotes Sartre's succinct state-

ment:
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. . each book, is a recovery of the totality of being.
Each of them presents this totality to the freedom of the specta-
tor. For this is the requisite goal . . . to recover this world

not by giving it to be seen as it is, but as if it had its source
in human freedom.
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APPENDIX A

RESULTS OF COMPUTATIONS, SUMMARIZED

DURRELL ORAL READING SUB-TEST

Sources .df ss sp §s ss* df ms' .
x y ¥
Metropolitan A1 40.4648 -156.6797 606.5703 660.3984 1
Word Meaning W Sl 4203.3437 788.2344 "5392.5898  S5244.7734 80 65.5597
Total 82  4243.8086 631.5547 5999.1602 5905.1719 81 660.3954
' F=10.0732 ‘
Metropolitan A 1 .0156 3.2539 . 606.5703 596.9643 1
Listening w8l 489.5039 723.6016 5392.5898 4322.9336 80 54.0367
Total 82  498.5195 © 726.8555 5999.1602 4919.8984 81 596.9648
F=11.0474
Metropolitan
Matching A 1 2.0586 33.4492 542.9336 470.9453 1
w80 862.5391 945.5898 5275.5195 4233.8789 79 53,6567
Total 81  864.5977 979.0391 5818.4531 4709.8242 80 470.9453
. F=8.7770
Metropolitan ,
Alphabet A 1 35.9687 158.3867 697.4375 324.5928 1
: W 80  1020.2773 1374.1758 5092, 9531 3242.1260 79 41.0395
Total 81  1056.2461 1532.5625 5790.3906 3566.7168 80 324.5923

F=7.9093

(91




APPENDIX B

RESULTS ' OF COMPUTATIONS, SUMMARIZED

DURRELL SILENT READING SUB-TEST

SS

Sources  df ss sp ss ' daf ws'
: x y y
Metropolitan ~ A 1 40,4648 -138.6562 475.0547 509.5281 1
word Meaning o g1 4203.3437 589.4414 4625.4331 4542.7930 80 56.7549
Total - 82  4243.8086- 450.7852 5100.5078 5052.6211 8l 509.8281
F=8.9782
Metropolitan ‘A1 .0156 2.8828 475.0547 467.7146 1
Listening W 8l  489.5039 -623.6992 4625.4531 3830.7698 80 47.8846
Total 82  489.5195 " 626.5820 5100.5078 4298.4844 81 467.7146
F=9.7675
Metropolitan A 1 2.0586 29.4883 421,9023 364.4609 1
Matching W 80  862.5391 857.0742 4519.0742 3667.4306 79 46.4232
Total 81  864.5977 886.5625 49409766 4031.8914 80 364.4609
F=7.8508
Matropolitan A1 35.9687 140.0625 545.3984 281.3708 1
Alphabet W 80  1020.2773 1069.4531 4395.5781 3274.5801 79 41.4504
Total = 81  1056.2461 1209.5156 4940.9766 3555.9509 80 281.3708.

F=6.7881

89T




APPEN

RESULTS OF COvRUTATIONS, SUMMARIZED
DURRELL LISTENING SUB-TEST

Sources df ss sp ss ss' df ms'
x y y By
Metropolitan A 1 40,4648 ~124.9724 385.9336 480.6486 1
Word Meaning .
W 81 4203.3437 1575.1211 5818. 9609 5228.7148 80 65.3589
Total 82  4243.8086 1450.1484 62048945 5709.3633 81 480, 6484
F=7..3540
Metropolitan A 1 .0156 2.5977 385.9336 378.3320 1
is .. .
Listening w 81 489.5039 718.0195 5818. 9609 4765.7461 80 59.5713
Total 82 489.5195 720.6172 6204.8945 5144.0781 81 378.3320.
F=6.3509
Metropolitan - :
Matching A 1 2.0586 26.7891 348.3047 294, 9883 1
w80 862.5391 881.5898 5756.1016 4855.0391 79 61.4562
Total 81 864.5977 908.3789 6104.4062 5150.0273 80 294.9833
F=4,800
Metropolitan A 1 35,9687 127.3633 450.9687 197.3242 1
Alphabet W 80  1020.2733 1181.1758 5583.8125 4216.3533 /9 53.3717
Total 81  1056.2461 1303.5391 6034.7014 4413.6875 80 197.3242

F=3,6972
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APPENDIX D

RESULTS OF COMPUTATIONS, SURMMARIZED

DURRELL FLASH WORD SUB-TEST

Sources

df

: ss, sp ssy ss v .df ms y
Metropolitan A 1 40,4643 -309.0506 29762500 2996.8281 1
Word Meaning W 81 4203.3437 2981094 11214.7500 . 11193.6055 80 139.9201
Total 82  4243.8086 " 48,9492 - 14191.000 14190.4336 81 2996.8281
F-21.4181
Metropolitan A1 L0156 7.2148 2976.2500 29425008 1
Listening w81 489,5039 1133,9922 11214.7500  ° 8587.7266 80 107.3466
Total 82 489.5195 "*1141.2070 14191.0000-  11530.5273 ~81 2942.8008
i " F=27,4140
Metropolitan A 1 2.0586 76.4102 2833.1875 2599, 9062 1 ‘
Matching w80 862.5391 1308.3477 11130.4375 9145.859 79 115.7704
Total 81 864.5977 " 1384,7578 13963.6250 11745.7656 80 2599, 9052
F=22.4574
Metropolitan
Alphabet A 1 35.9687 339.4258 3203.0000 2092.7500 1
W 80  1020.2733 1709.5273 10760.6250 7896.2227 79 99.9522
Tatal 81  1056.2461 2048.9531 13963.6250 9988.9727 80 2092.7500

F=20.9375
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APPENDIX E

RESULTS OF COMPUTATIONS, SUMMARIZED
DURRELL WORD ANALYSIS SUB-TEST

Sources

df

ss sp ss ss df ms
x y y
Metropolitan A 1 40,4648 4348242 4672.0625 4677.8789 , 1
Word Meaning W 8l 4203.3437 245.1289 13174.1875 13159.8906 ° 80 164.4986
Total 82 42438086 -189.6953 17846.2500 17837.7695 81 4677.8789
¥=28.4372
Metropolitan A 1 L0156 9,0391 4672.0625 4633.,0273 1
Listening W 8l 489.5039 1054.,4922 13174.1875 - 10902.5937 80 136.2824
Total 82 489.5195 1063.5312 17846.2500 15535.6211 81 4633.0273
F=33.9958
Metropolitan A 1 2.0586 95.4336 4419,5000 4089.7852 1
Matching W 80 862.5391 1472.9570 . 12994.0625 10478.6953 79 132.6417
Total 81 864.5977 1568.3906 17413.5625 14568.4805 80 4089.7852
: F=30.8333
Metropolitan A 1 35.9687 421,1250 4930,5000 3316.6445 1
Alphabet W 80  1020.2773 1976.9258 12753.1250 8922.5625 70 112,9438
Total 81  1056.2461 2398.0508 17683.6250 80

=29.3654

12239.2070

3316.6445
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APPENDIX F

RESULTS OF COMPUTATIONS, SUMMARIZED
STANFORD WORD READING

Sources df ss sp ss ss' df ns '’
x "y y y
Metropolitan A 1 40,4643 -131.6211 428.0781 453.8879 1
Word Meading W 81  4203.3437 473.6953 2532, 6484 2479.2654  §0 30.9908
Total 82  4243.8086 342.0742 2960.7266 2933.1533 81 453.8879
F=14.6459
Metropolitan A 1 .0156 2.7344 428.0781 422.2815 1
Listening W 81  489,5039 519.0742 2532.6484  .2404.4993 80 24,7777
Total 82  489.5195 T 521.8086 2960.7266 2404.4993 81 422.2815
F=17.0428
Metropolitan- A 1 2.0586 28.6914 399.5195 353.9960 1.
Matching W 80 862.5391 691.4219 2504.5430 1950.2508 79 24,6872
Total 81 864.5977 720.1133 2904.0625 | 2304.2888 80 353.9980
F=14.3393 "
Metropolitan A 1 35.9687. 127.9102 454.8672 239.6538° 1
Alphabet W 80  1020.2773 948.6523 2485.5234 1603.4680 79 20.2971
Total - 81  1056.2461 1076.5625 2940.3906 80 239.6538

F=11.8073

1343,1218

(42}




APPENDIX G

RESULTS OF COMPUTATIONS, SUMMARIZED
STANFORD PAKAGRAPH MEANING

Sources df ss . sp Ss

A}

- ss y df ms y
Metropolitan A 1 40,4648 -82.9570 170.0508 2045803 1
Hord Meaning W 81 4203.3437  879.7773 3837.4687 3653.3276 80 45.6666
Total 82  4243.3086 796.8203 4007.5195 3857.9080 8l 204.5503
F-4.4799
Metropolitan
Listening. A 1 .0156 1.7227 170.0508 1649084 1
W 8l 489.5039 734.7617 3637.4687 2734.5671 80 34,1321
Total 82 489.5195 736.4844 4007.5195 2899.4756 81 164, 9084
F=4.8244
Metropolitan A 1 2.0586 17.5977 150.2578 113.5601 1
Matching w80 862.5391 954.4583 3795.7578 2739.5183 79 34,6774
Total 81  864.5577 972.0859 3946.0156 2853.0784 80 113.5601
' . F=3.2748
Metropolitan
Alphabet A 1 35.9687 83.3125 192.9727 . 49,9277 1
W 80  1020.2773 1140.1523 3767.8086 2493.6973 79 . 31.5658
Total 81  1056.2461 1223.4648 3960.7812 2543.6250 80 49.9277

" F=1.5817
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APPENDIX H

RESULTS OF COMPUTATIONS, SUMMARIZED
* STANFORD VOCABULARY

Sources df ss_ ,s? ss ss y df ns v
Metropolitan A1 40.4648 8.109% 1.6250 .3516 1
Word Heaning W 8l 4203.3437 1236.3516 6068.0391 5704.3828 80 71,3048
Total 82  4243.8086 1244.,4609 6069.6641 5704.7344 81 :3516
F=.0049
Metropolitan A1 .0156 - 719 1.6250 2.1875 1
» Listening W 8l  489,5039 745.6211 6068,0391 4932,2930 80 61.6537
0 Total 82  489.5195 " 745.4692 6069.6641 4934.4805 81 2.1875
F=.0355 )
f; “eigggzii;ﬂ" A1 2.0586 - 2.5352 3.1172 13.3262 1
- W 80  862.5391 1135.1953 6047.0781 4553.0352 79 57.6333
=~ Total 81  864.5977 1132.6602 6050.1953 4566.3594 80 13.3242
F=.2312
‘- Metropolitan A 1 35.9687 - 5.3984 .8086 55.7461 1
o . Alphabet W 80  1026.2773 1139.2773 6057.2539 4785,0577 79 60.5708
Total 81  1056.2461 1133.8789 60580625 55.7461

F=.9203

4840.8437

80

9Lt
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