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INTRODUCT'ION 
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BACKGROUND 'IO THE STUDY 

The purpose of the study was to evaluate the Test 

of Early Reading Ability ( Reid, Hresko and Hammill, Austin 

:Pro Ed, 1981) as a screening and diagnostic tool. This was used to 

attempt to gauge the early reading abilities of 'most able' and 'least 

able' readers in grade one. As a field study, a conscious attempt was 

made to give equal weighting to both the literature review and the 

practical aspects of the administration and feedback from the TERA. 

Hardy (1972) maintains that the last fifty years have seen m::ire 

innovations in beginning reading instruction and methods than the previous 

three hundred. Thus, this century -has seen the emergence of a large and 

confusing variety of theories, approaches and issues. Despite, and 

becaus,; of this, some children fail to read sufficiently well to cope with 

many school and living tasks, and remain in this position, even after ten 

years of schooling (Clark, 1978, pI: Tansley 1973, p3, 60) . 

A Language for Life - The Bullock Report (1975, 12) for example, 

estimates 3.18 percent, or nearly 15,000 fifteen year old children in 

1970 with reading ages of less than 7.0 years, in the United Kingdom. 

The Report to the Australian Education Council, Performance in 

Literacy and Numeracy: 1980 {Bourke, Mills, Stanyon and Holzer, 1981), 

although indicating no fall in standards of Australian students between 

1975 and 1980, does not negate the previo"us assertions of reading failure 

in some students. Although this report has been criticised on 

methodological grounds in the recent report of "A Survey of Special 

Education in Australia", (Andre,,;,s, Elkins, Berry and Burge, 1979), it 

is not denied that despite lack of definitive standards rising or 

falling, there is a substantial proportion of Australian school children 
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functioning below grade level in literacy. 

This process of failure is accommpanied by a painful loss of self 

esteem, motivation and self confidence. As background t o evaluating 

the TERA, this study will atte~t to discuss the literature concerning 

what reading is, some conditions and issues underlying beginning reading, 

theories of learning to read, and tests and other means of evaluating 

beginning readers. The study concludes with a review of the TERA, with 

regard to conclusi ons and implications arising from the literat ure. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

What is reading? 

The literature abounds with a variety of definitions and views as 

to what constitutes reading. Two definitions will serve to illustrate: 

and, 

"Reading means getting meaning from certain combinations of l e tters. 

'Teach a child what each letter stands for, and he can read." 

(Flesch, quoted in Weaver, 1980, p9). 

"He (the reader) must actively bring to bear his knowledge of 

language, his past experience, his conceptual attainment on the 

processing of language information encoded in the form of graphic 

symbols in order to decode t he written language" (Goodman, 1973, plS). 

The two defini tions of reading are total ly opposed. The first takes 

a precise, simplistic , grapho-phonic viewr the second, a more complex 

psycho-linguistic view involving intera ction between the reader and 

print. Other a·efinitions span the differences between the two , and a 

sampling of literature on the topic can easily cause confusion as to what 

reading is. 
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Some Issues Underlying the Process of Learning to Read 

Several key issues frequently arise from a survey of literature . 

A coverage of these at this point is relevant, as they give some 

background and perspective to both the various approaches to reading, 

and discussion of the TERA itself, which follows the issues. 

Reading readiness 

This is especially important for this field study, as the TERA claims 

to be a screening test for early reading abilities. The issue has 

evidently been a contentious one for some time . For example Ollila {1981), 

in an intersting historical perspective of reading in the U.S.A., covers 

the initial introduction of the concept of readiness at about 1925, then 

follows its impact and development up to the 1980 ' s, with the controversy 

centering about the issue of early age reading. When the concept of the 

Intelligence Quotient was developed in the 1920 ' s, a fixed mental age 

(at 6.5) b e came the determinant of readiness to read for the next thirty 

years {Lapp and Flood, 19?8). According to Clay (1977) and Ollila (1981), 

some children in Israel are taught to read at 4.0. In Australia, New 

Zealand and Britain children start school at 5.0, in the U.S.A., Canada, 

W. Germany, Hungary and France, at 6.0, and in Scandinavian countr.ies, 

Poland, and the u.s.s.R., at 7.0, or later. The rationale appears to 

revolve about the concept of readiness based on motivational and 

developmental factors (Goddard, 1971; Clay, 1977; Robinson, et al, 1977). 

No one seems to argue against the concept that children do mature in a 

variety of areas such as cognitive , muscular, perceptual, and social/ 

emotional areas (Robinson, 1977), but rather question what implicat ions 

this has for learning to read. The research of Piaget asserts that a 

child's cognitive growth passes through stages of development -
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Sensorimotor; preoperational, concrete and formal operations, where one 

must pre.cede the other, and· the process is irreversible . ( Lapp and 

Flood,· 1978·; Robinson, et al, 1977). This then raised the contentious 

_concept of the critical p eriod for both language acquisition and 

learning to read, a time in which children are especially sensitive to 

.acquiring language, and learning· to read (Lapp and Flood, 1978). This 

parallels Piaget's·Stag~s of Development, where he advocates that " ... it 

is imp~rtant .that teachers present children with materials and situations 

and occasions that allow t.hem to· ~ve forward." (cited in E.obinsol), et al, 

1977, p21) . Lapp ~d Flood ( 1978) strongly disagree with the critical 

period concept arid. quote Koh lb erg's assertion that reading only consists 

of low level sensorimotor skills and so doesn't fit'into a d~velopment.a~ 

framework. Lapp and Flood also refer to a case study_ wl-iere: a thirteen 

y~ar old girl. had been locked in .a closet for most of he:i;- life, and wpo, 

subsequently acquired large amounts of. language development. Ollila and 

Nurss (1981), cite Gates' and Huey's research, which put~ the readiness 

argument in a hereditary versus. envirc;mment framework, with 

environmen~al influences continuing~ gain more cognizance. 

The confUsion ~as led to several unfortunate pol~cies and results 

in schools: i. the c::o:pcept of a mental age or minimum chronological.· 

age for i:eading has been widespread, so that children are.not taught until 

considered ready, or not sent to school for formal instruction until a 

ce!tain age. Accqrding to Walshe (1977) the mental age concept is rejected 
. ·.·. 

by maintaining that there is a range of more than fo~r years mental age 

in a typical first grade classroom~ ii. in many schools, year programs 

are written to take into account the devel<;>pmental concept, that 

children who do-not acquire the necessary skills. during one year, may be 

forced to move on to new skills in next y~ar's program. Both these 
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points have had the effect 0£ unnecessarily holding back children who are 

keen and able to·develop reading ability; iii.The development of the concept 

of the remedial reading student,. who has failed to pick up reading skills 

at the time they were presented. This leads not only to labelling, but 

usually to_a poor self concept and a discouraged attitude towards reading. 

Other theorists and practitioners have formulated their own re~diness 

concepts. .Whilst these acknowledge maturation, they avoid specific 

concepts such as age s_tages, and enp up with the concept of a continuum 

and flexibility of progress during the early years of reading instruction. 

This appears to be rapidly gaining in popularity~ Clay (1977), f_or example, 

suggests the possibility of :readiness spreading over time. Others 

describe readiness· throu.gh descriptive pointers such as "general confidence" 

-'lnd "child's use of words" (Walshe,1977), or as a series of specific 

l:)eh~vioural checks, such as 'Stage I - emergent reading, child self 

corrects for sense' (Holdaway,. 1979). A strong feature of such concepts 

_is that. of indi:vidualisi~g reading approaches and p~ograms (Clay~ 1977; 

Holdaway, 1979), and thus allowing children to progress at their own rate, 

Two other.issues ar~ closely related to the i~sue of reading readiness, 

those Qf ea.rly ~ge reading, and early intervention. 

Early Age.Reading 

This issue r~fers fo wheth.er children ought to be taught to read before 

the accepted·age for.formal reading-instruction. Perusal of Early Readi11g ... 

an Annotated Biblio'graphy (Te ale ,19:S0) , reveals that Durkin is the writer · 

mo~t associated wi.th this area.· She first developed her research in the 1960's 

when new concepts of readiness were gaining popularity . There are many 

supporters of the early re~di-ng concept (Durkin, 19 77; Beck, 19 7 3 i Ollila and' 

Nurss, 1981). Gome. arguments of those in favour· of the concept may be. summ ... 

a.rised as: i. New concepts. of readiness (Hol_daway, 1979), In these, readiness 

depends on each child's internal time clock, Go that some may be ready to 

read far earlier than others; ii. frustration of parents and others where 
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children express interest and ability at reading. well before school entry, 

and aided by shows like Sesame Street (Beck,1973). These frustrations lead to 

demands for early reading programs; iii. dissatisfaction with a once a year 

school intake, because children may be rea~y to read well before being 

allowed to attend school (Ollila,1981); iv. kindergarten teachers who attempt 

to cope with children who are already advanced in many school related areas 

such as language,.number concepts, and reading; v. studies indicating that 

children who were exposed to reading skills before school, did better at 

language skills at school ((Clark,1978); vii. early readiness programs 

such as Montessori methods oriented schools, and application of the controv

ersial Doman/Delacato method (Beck,1973), support the readiness concept. 

Some arguments against early reading have been: i. teaching reading 

is too complicated·for parents (Beck,1973); ii. reliance on the old read

iness argument, that children can't possibly read until five years old. 

For example, a common fallacy has been that early reading will hurt the child's 

vision (Beck,1973)~ and that children when unable to read when taugjlt early 

witl"'become frustrated and have negative attitudes to reading. Lapp and Flood 

(1978) point out that such claims have not been substantiated; iii. teaching 
,' 

reading skills before school age will interfere with methods used by the 

teacher. For example, if a parent uses a word recognition approach and the 

teacher uses a language experience approach, the child may have to 'unlearn' 

the first approach before the second can become effective. 

It could be argued that there are few valid arguments against early 

reading. The literature indicates that early reading generally results 

in better performance later on, or at worst, no improvement over peers. 

Perhaps a real danger might be excessive pressure on children from parents 

with too high expectations. Also, many parents lack sensitivty in 

gauging when a child may be ready to read. The method of encouraging 

reading at home is important, and Durkin's 1958 study (in Ollila,1977) 
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of children who had learned to read at home, showed there had been few 

deliberate attempts to systematically teach the children. Rather, 

help was as a response to children's questions and requests. 

Early Intervention in Reading 

This is also linked to reading readiness. While Clay (1979) maintains 

reading readiness will operate as a barrier to early identification of 

children with reading difficulties, it is hoped that early intervention 

would help to address these difficulties. Early intervention may be defined 

as a means of identifying and attending to children who are having, or 

likely to have trouble with learning to read. The TERA claims to be a 

screening test to help accorqplish this. After reference to research findings, 

lapp and Flood (1978) suggest the i1t1plementation of early reading programs 

before problem areas become overwhelming, especially for high risk potentially 

handicapped children. 

lfoine Background 

This may refer not only to the role of parents, but to all 

environmental influences outside of school that influence reading behaviour. 

Parents have potentially the most important ~nfluence. As Durkin suggests, 

"parents of early readers also turned out to be people who enjoyed their 

young children, who frequently took them places, and who spent time 

discussing what had been seen, answering ~uestions, and stimulating still 

rore" (1977, p2) • Even after formal readin_g begins, oontinued stimulation ·- . 

by parents would enhance motivation, confidence and ability in the reading 

process at school. The importance of the parents' role £or preschool 

Japanese children is illustrated by Sakamoto (1981), who suggests that 

it is the enorll'Ous interest of mothers which contributes to the large 

numbers of Japanese children who have acquired a substantial knowledge 
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of Hirgana (one of three writing systems in Japan) by about four years 

of age. The document A Language for Life - The Bullock Report 

(1975), placed enormous importance an the task of parents reading 

regularly to the young child ( p97) , and Walshe ( 1977) , suggests all 

sorts of ways parents could enhance purposeful language (pp 180-190). 

The close link between language and learning to read is detailed by Ryan 

(1980) • 

Although Lapp and Flood (1978} point out the relatively little research 

on what factors in the home contribute to the success of early reading, 

Clark (1978) suggests these factors from her 1969 study of thirty two 

early readers: i. small families (17 out of 32 families had only two 

children); ii. high interest in a child's progress; iii. few mothers 

worked in preschool years, and were absorbed in home. life; iv. parents 

welcomed verbal interaction; v. regular use was made of the local 

public library by parents and children; vi. a warm, accepting and non 

pressurised environment based on the interests of the child; 

vii. encouragement for the child to make use of print in the environment; 

viii. few, conscious, systematic attempts by parents to teach reading; 

ix, mothers helped twice as often as fathers in reading related tasks; 

x. the presence of an interested adult with time to spare. 

Language and Reading 

Durkin (1977) made the point that both oral and written language were 

common features of early readers. The positive link between language and 

reading is well accepted in the literature (Smith, 1971; ·Clay, 1979; 

Kemp, 1980; Holdaway, 1980). Accordiny to Joan Tough (1977) the 

process appears to be based on linking language with talking about all 

sorts of experiences, involving creative activities, stimulating curiosity, 
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solving problems, and engaging in imaginative play. This could then be 

developed into writing, and the whole process used to develop skills 

which will enhance reading. According to Holdaway (1979), as children 

learn to use language, adults are important in developing the maturity 

of that language. In contrast, school is not a natural learning environment, 

and is often not tied to the sensory learning experiences necessary for 

language development as described above, For example, the amount of time 

that teachers have to converse with individual children is very limited. 

This then raises the problem of children who have little language 

ability. Ryan {1980) suggest that these children need more explicit 

instruction and more meaning from reading tasks, to overcome rote approaches 

to reading. This may point to the need for an emphasis on language 

e:x:per ience approaches in reading. 

Personal Qualities of the Teacher 

Warren Cutts, a reading specialist in the U.S. Office of Education 

in the mid seventies, once stated: "A poor. teacher will get poor results 

with the very best methods and materials, while a good teacher will get 

good results with comparatively poor ones it is the individual 

teacher that makes the difference" {as cited in Walshe, 1977, p52). To 

this could be added a quote from the Bullock Report: "The major 

difference between teachers lies not in their allegiance to a method, 

bu't in the quality of their relationships with children, their degree 

of expert knowledge, and their sensitivity in matching what they do to 

each child's current learning needs" (as cited in Walshe, 1977, p33). 

Rossiter (in Walshe, 1977), expounds five aspects which would apply 

to a 'good teacher': i. be concerned with the development of the whole 

person; ii. treat students as persons; iii. be aware that people 

only develop through interaction with others; iv. know oneself and bring 

oneself to the classroom as fully as one can; and, v. don't teach by 
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formula. 

However, school environments very often do not encourage these 

aspects. Competitiveness, in all its forms, is a feature of many schools, 

leading to a testing mentali ty and to a pressurized environment. Yet 

Holdaway (1980) points out that reading is not a performance skill, 

Teachers are often committed to set approaches to reading without accounting 

for individual differences. Add to this the assertion that "most teachers 

feel insecure to a s ubstantial degree about the teaching of reading" 

(Ollila, 1980, pI), then the confidence at a chieving the five personal 

aspects above, must be impaired. 

Reading Failure 

According to A Language for Life - The Bullock Report (1975, pl2), 

in 1969 the U.S. Commissioner of Education announced that one in four 

American pupils had "significant reading deficiencies". The Schone ll 

Report for the Schools commission on Special Education in Australia 

(Andrews et a l., 1979) shows that 11-12% of school children in regular 

classrooms have significant learning difficulties. 

This last issue really indicates fai lure to come to grips with all 

the previous issues. Definitions or causes o f reading failure differ 

according to any particular approach to reading. For example, Clay (1979) 

de£ines the problem reader as one who has more difficulty than the average 

child in coping with day to day lessons in reading, and so accumulates 

skill at a slower rate. 
t . 

This fits Clays approach to teaching reading, 

which avoids labelling the failing reader, by structuring differing 

ability groups, individualising programs , and refusing to categorise 

by r eading ages. On the o ther hand, others, such as Tansley (1973) apply 

a deficit model to teaching reading, and so would explain reading failure 

as poor teaching of, or deficits in the skills of visual.and auditory 
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perception, phonics, and so on. It follows that an incorrect model will 

lead to inappropriate approaches, and so reading failure. 

The problem may be compounded by tlie incorrect use of tests to 

identify poor readers. This is dealt with in another part of this review, 

on pages 22 to 27 • Finally, writers such as Clark (1978) would criticise 

.the fact that research concentrates on failing readers, rather than the 

factors contributing to s uccess. By contrast, it is detrimental that 

schools often concentrate on the able readers, and so magnify the 

inferiority of the poor readers (Holdaway, 1980). 

All the above issues are stressed and constantly rei terated , in one 

form or another, in the literature. They relate to success or failure 

by degrees in the reading process, and so are relevant to the contexts 

in which the TERA is used. 

Approaches to the Reading Process 

The many varieties of approaches to learning to read have served to 

cause confusion amongst teachers and par.ents alike. Still worse, it has 

led to a continuing stream of unsuccessful students , who should have been 

the very object of the approaches. Approaches have been products of the 

times in which they were formulated. Lapp and Flood {1978) trace in some 

detail, the historical development of the series of "in vogue" reading 

approaches in the United States, from 1600 to the 1970 1s. For example, 

between 1600 and 1800, the Alphabet Spel~i~g Approach was prevalent, the 

characteristics of which involved oral reading, memorization and recit

ation, based on a knowledge of the letters and sounds of the alphabet. 

A perusal of the literature divides the approaches into two broad 

areas . Clay {1979) makes the division into traditional older views 

(containing exact processes, with emphasis on grapho-phonics), and newer, 
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more recent views (containing inexact processes, stressing a search for 

meaning). Similarly, weaver (1980) makes the . division into word centered 

and nt-eanin•l:J centered (surface structure and deep str1,1cture) approaches. 

Cambourne· (1979) calls these ~o areas the "outside in" and "inside out" 

theories. of readihg. tn Better Reading/Writing - Now! ·cwalshe, 1977) ~ 

the debate is bet":'i~n comp0faent skills versus whole process approaches . 

. In short, the first area for all these classifications - has approaches 

which, involve sequences ot' let't,~r:..:, wo1:d~, sounds and· rules , while the 

second area has approaches with what could be construed as a 

psycholinguistic base, involving searching for and bringing meaning to 

the reading process. The first area covers specific approaches . such as 

sight word, alphi=Jh~t, phonic and subskills based approaches. The 

seco~d .are?t refers to language _experience, eclectic and psy'choiinguistic 

approaches . 

Other .writers- appear :to adopt a mt:!diating stanc~ between the two 

are-as. Fat' example, Holdaway · (.1979) a~voca tes a language experience approach 

couple!~ wi th specific reading skills su.ch as sight vocabu~axy, structural 

analysis, _ phcn-ics and syllabification. The Bullock ~eport (1975). takes 

a mid View betweert wha:t it calls the formal and progressive .views, and 

states· the need f9r some .specific_ instruction (phonics and spelling) 

alqng with a stimulating environment; (language experience activities). 

Speci.fic appro aches _ which nave been formulated, are now revi'ewed in 

more detail. 

The Alphabet App roach 

This wa$ the ea-r lies·t approach to reading, where children are taught 

to nam~_ al.l _l~tt~rs of the alphabet. · Each word i~ spelt out letter by 

let.ter by the child, wh9 then tries tb pronounce them. ~e.P,roblem is 

that the cor:res_pondence be~een the s·ounds of letters and the sound of 
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the word is often different, for example, the word CAT is pronounced 

SEE - AY - TEE by this approach (Crisp, 1980). Harty (Early Reading, 

1980) in his study of kindergarten child ren, found that ioost early 

readers learned the names and sounds of the alphabet before learning to 

read. Smith (1971) however, mai ntains that putting l etters together has 

little to do with the reading process, as reading for meaning gets lost. 

The we ight of opinion in the literature supports this. The reason for 

this is that the brain brings to reading much more information than that 

provided by the eye . 

The Whole Word, or , Look and Say Approach 

In this approach children are taught to recognise and say a number 

of b asic words such as the basic Dolch Word List. The identification of 

words has been synonomous with Burt, Vernon or Schonell (Clark, 1~73) . 

Reading schemes are often based on this approach, in fact, Southgate (1981) 

states that the most common reading scheme in England today is a Look and 

Say approach. Although focus ought to be on extracting meaning, it is 

instead on the recognition of words, and can l ead to decoding without 

meaning, or "barking at words". Furthermore, Weaver (1980) points out 

the inappropriateness of this approach, in that it only focuses on a 

fraction of the visual information avai lable to us, and use of semantic 

and syntactic context reduces the need f or visual information even more. 

The Phonics Approach 

This is coI!mlonly compared with whole word approaches. It emphasises 

teaching sound asso ciations for letters and l etter groups, and usua lly 

the sounds are introduced in a prescribed order such as letters and 

vowels , then initial and end blends (Crisp, 1980). One problem i s that 

the approach usually involves l earning a lot of phonics rules, and many 
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words don't fit any rule. Elconin (in Clay, 1979) maintains that sound 

to letter analysis is not ~equired for very long in the initial reading 

process, as the child soon begins to generalize about letter - sound 

relationships . Weaver (1980) refers to Piaget's developmental theory, 

and questions the ability of children in the preoperational stage to 

' . 

mas ter phonics instruction on developmental grounds. Piaget maintains 

that these children would be unable to understand one to one 

correspondence {matching written words and spoken words), class inclusion 

(where upper and lower case letters belong to the same category), and 

seriation (the ability to think backwards and forwards at the same time, 

as in alphabetizing a list of words). To do these things according to 

Piaget, children need t o reach the concrete operational stage, which 

occurs at about seven years old. 

Subskills, Systems, or Behavioural Approaches 

According to Crisp (1980), this has become prevalent in recent years 

in the United States. It involves the setting of broad objectives, the 

tasks are analysed, and the subskills needed are assessed. The subskills 

might include the decoding skills of visual and auditory discrimination, 

blending, and oral language development, such as vocabulary and language 

structure. For example, Tansley (1973) spends much of his book covering 

topics such as "Training in perceptual abilities", "Sensory channel 

integration", and "Tests of perception". 

Kemp (1980) maintains that reading is a process, while subskills are 

the products, and that we have concentrated on the products for a long 

time , and unsuccessfully for a considerable proportion of learners. 

~re precisely, Clay (1979) suggests that children can have good visual 

perception for forms and shapes, and yet fail to read because they then 
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think that reading is visual memory for forms . Holdaway ( 1979) maintains 

that skills must be integrated for successful reading. What often occurs 

in this approach, is that subskills are taught in isolation f rom each other, 

with the assumption that children will s omehow manage to integrate -.them 

to acquire a reading process that works . 

Langua ge Experience Approaches 

The i mportance of language for reading has already been mentioned 

(see Language and Reading , pp 8,9). These approaches start out with 

childrens' own spoken language and experiences . Typically, the child 

dicta tes his story to the teacher, and the teacher writes it on paper or 

on the board. The approach was a reaction to the previous approaches, 

with their concentration on rules, sounds, letters and s kills. 

According to Holdaway (1979), it was also a reaction to use of book 

language, which was so different from their spoken language. However, 

Clay (1979} maintains that " talking like a book" behaviour is necessary 

for children to acquire when learni ng to read from books . An exclusive 

concentration on either, is probably detrimental to the reading process. 

Walshe (1977, pp41-43) outlines eight features associated with this 

approach, such as, "Even the youngest pupil has had a wide experience", 

and, "From the first, all reading/writing must be meaningful". An 

interesting point made by Weaver (1980} i s that it is an approach which 

is flexible enough to integrate other methods, such as phonics approaches, 

into it. 

Eclectic Approach 

This makes use of all t he approaches mentioned so far, and 

theor etically could make use of any approach, as its name indicates . It 

aims to use the best features of each, as each has its own shortcomings, 
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and attempts to create more balanced programs to meet individual needs. 

According to -Ollila and Nurss (1981), the general approach during the 1970's 

in the United States appE:ars to to have been eclectic, Malmquist's descrip

tion of reading in Sweden, also supports th~s approach: 

Research has shown that no one method of reading is best for all 

children •..• rather, teachers should look for some proper combination 

of methods best fitted -for each child (Malmquist, 1981, p8). 

However, Weaver (1980) coilll!lents that the approach still tends to focus 

on the identification of words, trusting that meaning would then take care 

of itself and that instruction all too often fails to emphasise the 

integration of skills that are taught. Holdaway makes a damning comment: 

The organisational complexities of such programs (in the U.S.A.) 

often led to little better than a hopeful chaos in which children 

and teachers were deeply confused' (Holdaway, 1979, p30). 

Psvcholinguistic Based Approaches 

-~According to Newcomer and Hammill, psycholinguistics is "a science 

which provides for the use of linguistic analysis of grammar to identify the 

mental and behavioural processes which underlie language acquisition and 

development 11 (Newcomer and Hammill, 1976, p7). This definition comes after 

similar definitions by Smith and Goodman, and is not inconsistent with 

those definitions. As such it is a blend of both linguistics and psychology. 

Four general rules from the linguistic contribution (Newcomer and Hammill, 

1976) are: 1. a grammar must generate only sentences; ii. a grammar 

must generate an infinite number of sentences; iii. a grammar must 

generate an infinite possibility of sentences by applying a finite set of rules 

to a finite set of symbols; iv, a grammar must not impose an arbitrary limit on 
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length of sentences. The psychological contribution relates to how 

children acquire, store, retrieve and use information. Thus by putting 

both the linguistic and psychological contributions together, it gives 

a particular view of reading,and according to Smith {1973) : 

TWO kinds of information are involved in reading, 

one that comes f rom in front of the eyeball, from 

the printed page, that I call visual information, and 

one that derives from behind the eyeball, from the 

brain, that I call non-visual information. Non-visual 

information is what we already know about reading, about 

language and about the world in general . (p6) 

The two kinds of information would be joined together by a search 

for meaning in the reading process . 

Newcomer and Hammill (1976) point out that psycholinguistics is not 

an independent discipline, but drawn from two schools of thought, 

ASsociationisrn and Transformational Grammar, The first is represen ted 

by B.F. Skinner and C.E. Osgood, and holds that language is formed as a 

result of stimulus - response associations. For reading , it means that 

the position of each word in a sentence is determined by the word which 

immediately precedes it. Osgood found Skinner's S - R concept too 

simplistic , and unable to account for meaning or semantics. Thus he 

injected a mediating process in between, which represented the brain working 

on the initials or s timulus , so the formula became S - r - s - R, the 

middle part of the process being non observable. 

Chomsky's attack on the Associationist theories is covered by 

Newcomer and Hammill (1976) and may be summarised as: i. s - R theory 

cannot explain the i nfinite variety of sentences which humans use; 

ii . the probability with which one word may follow another has no bearing 
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on whether a sentence is formed, for example, "she delivers opinions hotly"; 

is a sentence in which words haven't a high probability of following each 

other, and, iii. words following each o·ther in a· left to right order 

can't explain embedding •. In the sentence, "the woman who maintained that 

her mother was rejuvenated when she took the pill, is here today", 

.a.ssociationists·would say the word "is" should follow "woman", and the 

embedded words between them breaks this relationship though constituting 

a perfectly grammatical sentence. 

Chomsky developed the terms surface structure and deep structure to 

help explain transformational grammar. According to Weaver (1980), 

surface structure may be regarded as the relationships signalled by word 

endings, function words and word order, while deep structure is the 

underlying relations among the words plus the personal interpretations 

one brings to the sentence. A relevant point about Chomsky's work would 

be that "learning to read means learning to bring meaning to a text in 

order to get meaning from it" (Weaver, 1980, plS) • It is the anti thesis 

of grapho-phonic methods. 

GOodman (1973) applies psycholinguistic theory to the reading 

process. The diagrams in Figure l illustrate his explanation of the 

psycholinguistic nature of the reading process, with increasing levels 

of proficiency (GOodman, 1973, ppl7-19). 

In the first level, detailed graphic input is recoded into phoneme 

values Ce. g., ' 1puh-i-guh11 is pronounced Jor 11pig'1
) then mJ xed with aural . . 

input (the readers knowledge of the language), recoded into oral 

language as if he listened to it, and finally decoded for meaning. By 

the third level, reading becomes much nore proficient, so that graphic 

input becomes larger {as in phrases and sentences), and the intervening 

steps omitted to obtain meaning (speed of processing of graphic input is 
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FIGURE I 
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almost ins tantaneous ). 

According to Kemp (1980), just how fluently and meaningfully print 

is read depends on how effectively three interdependent cue systems 

operate, and these are: i. grapho-phonic, which describe the 

relationships t hat exist between clusters or items of print, and the sounds 

they make; ii. semantic, which is words and their meanings; and, 

iii. syntactic, the predictable patterning of orders that words may take. 

Kemp (1980) also makes the point that the childrens' semantic and syntactic 

linguistic competencies ought to be used to build mastery of grapho

phonic analysis. After these are mastered, children will use strategies 

to process larger units of pri nt (eg sentences and paragraphs) to predict 

what the text is saying (by scanning ahead, regressing and testing out) , 

and finally to confirm and self correct. Smith (1971, 1973) maintains 

that a child can only learn to read by reading. Thus the means by which 

a child's actual reading behaviour may be observed and evaluated, are 

important. One such method is outlined by Kemp (1980) in considerable 

detail, that of Miscue Analysis, which notes observable diagnostic 

responses, such as self corrections, omissions, r epeats and insertions. 

In Better Reading/Writing - Now! (Walshe, 1977), the f eatures of what 

is called the Whole Process (versus component skills) approach could form 

one good approach with a psycholinguistic base: i. main strategy - learn 

to read by readin91 ii. meaning is the essence; iii. proceed from the 

child's spoken language; iv. have faith that the child knows how to 

learn; v. learn by wholes, rather than parts (subskills); vi. see 

phonics as treating only a small part of the whole reading process; 

vii. encourage in ways children find interesting and rewarding - not by 

subjecting them to 'decoding' and 'comprehension' exercises; and, viii. 

reading is learned br r eading rather than by being taught. 
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Although there is no one method by which psycholinguistic theory is 

practised, it is this writer's opinion that the eclectic, language 

experience (as .outlined by Garrick, 1979) and whole process (as described 

above) approaches, could accol1lllPdate the theory. 

In conclusion 

The features of, as well as the str-engths and weaknesses of the 

various approaches have been outlined. Of all the terms used to divide 

the two opposing areas (see pages 11,121, Cambourne 's (1979) "outside-in" 

versus "inside-out" descriptions is most apt. The "outside-in" 

approaches are those emphasising grapho-phonic techniques including letter 

and word identification, phonics skills, acquiring subskills of reading. 

They involve decoding print before any meaning is added by the reader. 

The "inside-out" approaches may be regarded as being broadly 

psycholinguistically based, and may include language experience and 

eclectic approaches. In contrast, they involve the reader in bringing 

meaning to the print, serving as a means for the reader to test out his 

theories, suspicions and predictions as to what reading involves. Thus, 

a sound reading approach ought to have a psycholinguistic (meaning 

centered) base, but .may include skills or elements of any of the approaches 

mentioned. The confusion in the past has been because of where specific 

approaches have been given exclusive or undue emphasis. It has also been 

because of the acceptance of incorrect assumptions underlying various 

approaches, as to the nature of the reading process. Finally, confusion 

has been because approaches have often been mixed, with no clear idea of 

the unifying elements to successfully teach reading. 
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Testing , Tests, and Other Means of Evaluating Beginning Readers 

Over the years, a vast array of tests have been developed, seemingly 

for every conceivable purpose relating to educational assessment. The 

area of reading is no exception. The purpose of this part of the literature 

review , is to attempt some broad categorization of different types of reading 

tests, and within these, to select a few different tests, which represent 

different measures of some aspects of early reading abilities. In 

briefly reviewing each test, it is intended to look at relevant features 

and issues arising, for comparison with and discussion about the TERA. 

The features and issues include: theoretical approach(es) underlying the 

test, test purpose and description, issues such as standardisation and 

appropriateness of materials, and, s trengths and weaknesses. 

For the purposes of this review, tests may be divided into two 

broad areas: I, tests indirectly related to the reading process, and, 

2. tests purportedly measuring actual reading behaviour, 

I. Tests indirectly related to the reading process 

These tend to measure factors, which are either a. tangentially 

related to reading (such as visual and auditory discrimination), or, b. 

related to developmental checks (such as physical, social, mental or 

emotional readiness). It is intended to revi ew one representative 

instrwnent of each type. 

a. The Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA) 

Samuel Kirk was the principal author, and he and his colleagues aeveloped 

the test to assess specific abilities and disabilities, and to enable plans 

for remediation to occur. The diagrammatic model on which the test is 

based, is included in the appendices (see page 62, Appendix A ) • 

Essentially it proposes that auditory and visual stimuli are assessed at 
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both a representational (repr~senting higher thought processes) and an 

automatic level (not involving higher thought processes). This may then 

elicit a vocal, and/or motor response. Thus, is a child scores weakly in say 

the auditory sub tests, then one could remediate on that basis, and this 

would hopefully generalise to improve the phonic aspect of reading. A 

similar weakness in visual processing skills, might indicate the use of 

the II look and say" approach. 

Newcomer and HWllill.ill (1976) spend most of their book in evaluating the 

ITPA, including a review of the vast amount of research the test has 

attracted as a result of the questions as to its validity and usefulness. 

They maintain that the model is simil¥r to Osgood's theory of language, and 

part of the Associationist school in psycholinguistics. Osgood's theory 

is no longer considered plausible by most modern psycholinguists, and 

thi$ .. throws some doubt on the validity of the ITPA. In a review of 

correlational research, Newcomer and Hammill (1976, chapters 3 and 4) 

comment on the educational significance of the ITPA. They maintain that 

tests are worthless to educators unless results can be used to improve 

children's basic capa:::ity to perform activities such as reading, 

spelling and arithmetic. They conclude that existing literature 

research fails to validate that the test has educational value, and that 

none of the visual and few of the auditory subtests relate significantly 

to reading, spelling or arithmetic. Finally$·there was no .support for .gener

alizations which intimate that academic improvements may be gained from 

programming, as a result of identifying particular deficits in 

psycholinguistic processes. One might conclude that this test is of 

little use for evaluating the reading process in children. 
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b. The ACER Checklist for School Beginners 

This is representativ~ of the developmental readiness - type tests, 

and is suitable for preschool to grade one children. It consists of two 

checklists totalling ninety-eight items. Sixty-two items are in a 

Teacher Checklist, which examines social and enotional developnent, 

motor skills, memory and attention span, and language skills. Thirty-six 

items are in a Parent Checklist which attempts to determine the child's 

behaviour at home, and the parenti ·expectations. The items are of an 

observational, informal and descriptive nature, but allow for a structured 

assessment. Responses are marked positively (+) or negatively(-), and 

it would have be~n better to grade them descriptively, such as Always, 

Sometimes, Occasionally, Never (Ban.ks et al,, 1981). Another example of 

this type of -test is the Kindergarten Behavioural Index (1972} . One 

problem of this type of test is that the judgements made on the more 

~upjective items, are relative to .the people making them. A major problem 

for the concept of reading readiness is that there is a lack of research 

comprehensively linking performance on the sort of items measured in 

this checklist, with the reading process. 

2. Tests purportedly measuring actual reading behaviour 

These tests may also be divided into two types: a. :rrore formal, 

usually norm - referenced tests, and, b. less formal assessments. The 

problem with attempting to suggest representative tests for each, is 
·- -

that the range of tests is extremely diverse. However, many individual 

tests relate so closely to a theoretical approach that a few are now 

briefly reviewed. 
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a, Two tests are reviewed representing the first type. 

The St. Lucia Graded Word Reading Test. 

This test consists of 100 words graded in difficulty, with norms 

established to give a reading age. The test fits into a word recognition 

approach. Goodman (1973) maintains that reading is a "psycholinguistic 

guessing game", an idiosyncratic term used to describe how we use the cues 

on the printed page· to predict meaning. It must involve use of contextual 

cues, and recognition of individual words does not constitute reading. Thus, 

children may know a considerable number of sight words, yet be unable to 

read or comprehend passages of print. On the positive side, it is relatively 

quick to administer (15 minutes per child). Also, Lapp and Flood (1978) 

indicate that research ~upports recognition of taught words as a good 

predictor of reading ability. It was on this basis that Dolch words were 

selected as a predictor of performance on the TERA. 

The Neale Analysis of Reading Ability . 

-This involves reading graded short passages (stories) aloud. Each 

passage is associated with a picture, as an aid to comprehension. A 

ceiling passage is reached when a child scores 16 mistakes or more in any 

one passage, set questions are asked to test comprehension of each passage, and 

time spent reading each is noted. From this information, the proforma 

response sheet enables normed scores to be calculated, which are Accuracy Age 

(reading age), Comprehension Age, and speed of reading. Diagnostic 

information is obtained in a word by word analysis of mistakes in the 

child's reading, under the categories of mispronunciations, substitutions, 

refusals, additions, omissions and reversrls. As well as this, other 

reading related information is noted, such as degree of confidence in reading. 

The test is very popular for administration by teachers, school 

counsellors and remedial reading teachers, possibly because it is one of 
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the very few which measures diagnostic and normed information through ob

serving reading behaviour i~ context. 

There are several difficulties with this test. Firstly, the norms 

give very little useful information on children in the early stages of 

reading (say six to seven year olds}, as most tend t-9 complete only one 

or two initial passages, and some don't complete the first passage. This 

highlights a lack of.discrimination within the norms, so that the test 

tends to be more useful for older children. Secondly, the precise 

scoring of errors in reading does not allow for what Goodman {1973), 

Kemp (1980), and Clay (1979), see as meaningful substitutions, corrections 

and additions, They would see the penalising of such "errors", as 

inappropriate and damaging to asses~ing the reading progress of the child. 

Thirdly, the test was constructed in England, and some of the 

vocabulary (such as the word "woodman", Form B, passage 2) arid pictures 

(such as Tom's school uniform, page 4 of Test Booklet), would penalise 

Australian children. Fourthly, many of the pictures and passages are 

dated, and so would reduce the motivation and relevance to read, 

Kemp (1980) points out further deficiencies in this type of test. 

Firstly, having a speed factor may penalise efficient reading, as two 

children of roughly equal reading ability will differ markedly in speed 

of processing the same information. Secondly, the reading task doesn't 

allow for interactions, rereading and clarifications, those things a 

child could normally do when reading. Th-irdly, as children are oft.en 

test trained in using syntax to answer comprehension questions, then in 

reading t.~e Neale, they could answer questions from memory of syntax, 

without real comprehension. For example, this writer has often 

questioned the children on their "correct" answers, and found that they 

could not clarify their answers at all. Fourthly, standardised test 
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instruments can be used to obtain more information than they were designed 

for, but the breaking of strict procedural codes (related to norming) 

is discouraged. 

b. Less formal assessments, one test is reviewed as an example. 

The Diagnostic Survey , by Marie Clay. 

This is intended as a dignostic survey of children who are not 

making good progress on their sixth birthday (Manual, ~age 4). However, 

it can be used during any of the early reading years. The tasks are noted 

through making a running record of reading behaviour as a child reads a 

suitable book. The tasks consist of calculating percentage of errors, 

self corrections, directional movement, letter identification, and oral 

language skills. Concepts about print are tested out by administering the 

SAND test, (Clay 1977), which measures such things as correct 

orientation of books , directional rules for readi ng, word by word pointing, 

line sequence, pW1ctuation and letter concepts. Clay also includes in her 

Survey, suggestions for applying results. 

This test falls within a psycholinguis tic framework, as it is 

characterised by assessing to what degree the reader is searching for 

meaning. It treats print that the child chooses and checks it for 

appropriate difficulty and language style. It gives a lot of diagnostic 

information, from which programs can emphasise those identified weak areas 

such as phonics, directionality or letter identification. Finally, it 

doesn't fall into the trap of relying on a lot of normed data such as 

reading or comprehension ages, but instead provides stanine scores (for 

Concepts About Print) to enable a rough idea of where the child is without 

labelling him. 
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The TERA 

This is reviewed with reference to the comments and points made on 

the issues underlying the process of learning to read, the various 

reading approaches, and the review of some early reading tests. 

The theoretical approach on which the TERA is based, is psycholinguistic. 

In the Test Manual (Reid, Hresko and Hammill, 1981) the authors draw on 

the research of F. Smith, Goodman, Clay and Durkin. They conclude that 

the early reading process is related to children's efforts to 

(I) find meaning in print, (2) learn the alphabet and its uses, and, 

(3) discover the arbitrary conventions employed in reading and 

writing English. 

On the first aspect, the search for meaning is a key element unifying 

all modern psycholinguistic approaches (see page 17 of this study). 

Three types of test items are devised to measure meaning: i. awareness 

of print in environmental contexts, such as Item 7, which measures 

awareness of supermarket signs, ii. knowledge of relations among vocabulary 

items, in which two words must be selected to go with a stimulus word 

(eg., item 30), iii. awareness of print in connected discourse, such as 

comprehension of written language, read orally (eg., item 4), and also, 

Cloze type techniques (eg., item 43). The importance of meaning in the 

environment and through language, has been discussed in the literature by 

Durkin (1977), Holdaway (1979), Clay (1979), Flood and Lapp (1978), and 

Clark (1978), and under the headings in this review, of Early Age Reading 

(pages 5 to 7 ) , Home Background (pages 7, 8 l , and Language and 

Reading {pages 8,9). The variety of ways in which meaning is tested, is 

impressive. However, as in the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability 

(see pp 25-27),the cultural bias in the TERA affects the search for 

meaning by Australian children. Eleven of the fifty items in the TERA 
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were aitered and trialled by this author, in an attempt to account for 

this bias. The many items-reiying on word identification do not involve 

reading in context with continuous print and thus the same comments on 

resultant problems apply·, as to the St. Lucia Graded word Reading Test 

(see p 25 ) , and to the Whole Word Reading Approach (see p 13 ) • 

On the second aspect, knowledge of the alphabet and its functions are 

measured in three ways: i. letter naming and alphabet recitation 

(eg., items 10, 11), ii. oral reading (eg., item 28), and, iii. proof

reading (eg., item 48). Clay (1979) and Lapp and Flood (1978) both indicate 

that learning to identify letters of the alphabet is highly related to 

success in reading. Clay's SAND Test (seep 27) places great emphasis 

on alphabet know-ledge as part of acquiring early concepts about print. 

The arguments against the Alphabet Approach by various writers, such as 

Weaver (1980), would1)e"Ieuade against using this approach in any exclusive 

way (see Pp 12 1 13). 

On the third aspect, conventions of written language, the authors of 

the TERA acknowledge the use of Clay's (1977) SAND Test, as the basis for 

developing their items. Comments on Clay's test can be found on page 27. 

The high emphasis on items measuring meaning in the TERA, is 

indicated by the author~ construction of 30 out of the 50, or 60% of 

the items to measure meaning. 16 of the· 50 items, or 32%, are devoted to 

alphabet knowledge, and the least emphasis is placed on conventions of print, 

with 8 out of SO, or 8% of items devoted to it. The authors claim that 

their own empirical evidence provided the basis for the uneven 

representation of the three different types of items. 

Diagnostic information is provided in several ways. T"ne Item 

Profile pro forma groups items into the three areas of Meaning, Alphabet 
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Knowledge, and Conventions, and a glance at the scoring of items within 

these can indicate the relative strengths and weaknesses of any 

individual performance on this test. In addition, the items are ordered 

according to level of difficulty, so that if a child makes a significant 

number of mistakes early in the test, it would indicate a lack of 

understanding of the simpler reading concepts and skills. The converse 

argument would also apply. 

The strictness of administration, with specific instructions for 

introducing each item, and specific answers for correct acceptance, 

discourages the search for meaning. This applies especially to the use 

of meaningful substitutions by the child, even though technically incorrect 

according to the test. This has ·been commented on in more detail on pages 

26 and 27 , in the review of the NEALE test. 

The last part of this review surveys the normative information in 

the TERA, The authors acknowledge (TERA Manual, page I) that one of the 

reasons for developing the TERA was to develop a well constructed 

standardized test for identifying preschool populations experiencing 

special learning problems who were eligible for special programs. This 

raises doubts as to the usefulness of standardized information obtained 

from the test, for other uses, such as diagnostic ones. Kemp, in his 

article on Standardised Tests and the Clerical Mentality (1980}, criticises 

the use of standardised scores in that they: i. lead to a view of assessment 

in reading as something that is done only on special occasions, and, ii. 

encourage a clerical mentality in accepting that a clerical record is 

enough evidence that progress is being made in learning and reading. 

The process of developing a norm based test, also dictates and 

limits the item structure and the test administration. For example, it 

limits the amount of information that can be obtained from observing and 
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listening to a child reading, as well as the opportunities for the child 

to question and make meaningful substitutions. Also, as the test was 

constructed and normed in the United States, the norms may be quite 

misleading for testing Australian children. 

The TERA was standardised on the test performance of 1,184 children 

who lived in eleven states in the U.S.A., and one Canadian province. Care 

was taken to choose a representative sample geographically, by race, and 

by occupation. Approximately equal nwnbers were used for each of the age 

groups from age three, to age seven in the sample. 

Three normative scores are given: 

l. Reading Ages were calculated by computi_ng the average score of all 

children to each six month age interval between 3.0 and 7.11. The dangers 

of using reading ages have been referred to in the literature (Rowley, 

1980; Kemp, 1980). The authors of the TERA acknowledge the dangers, and 

strongly suggest that examiners avoid using them, and use instead Reading 

Quotients and Percentile Scores. It seems rather curious to both 

construct norms for reading ages, and to reject their use. 

2. Reading Quotients are deviation standard scores based on the 

cumulative frequency distributions of the raw scores, made by the 1,184 

children in the standardised population. They are reported in terms of 

a distribution having a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. In 

this sense, they could almost he interpreted as a reading equivalent of 

the intelligence quotient, which also has a mean of 100 and a standard 

deviation of 15. 

3. Percentile scores were calculated from the raw scores and enable a 

student's performance to be described in terms of being "better than" 

a specific percentage (depending on his raw score) of the students on 

which the test was normed. 
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The test has several good points: i. It is well researched 

from the literature; ii. the reliability and validity are given sound 

consideration (see TERA Manual, pages 12 - 17); iii. the test has been 

carefully normed; iv. it is easy and relatively quick to administer as 

an initial screening test, and, v. the nonnative and diagnostic 

information may be quite useful, especially if used in conjunction with 

information from other measures, such as Clay's (1977) A Diagnostic 

Survey, and the use of Miscue Analysis as used by Kemp (1980). 

Research Questions and Statement of Hypotheses 

The primary aim of this field study was to evaluate the effectiveness 

of the TERA as a screening and diagnostic tool for discriminating and 

predicting good and poor reading ability. A smaller pilot study would 

be conducted to determine the validity of the items for Australian children 

prior to use on a wider scale in the study. 

Second, the concurrent validity of the test would be examined against 

a widely accepted measure of reading performance in Australian schools 

with young children. 

Research Hypotheses: 

1. There is no statistically significant difference between most able 

readers (as defined by classroom teachers), and least able readers 

(as defined by classroom teachers), on the Reading Quotient Scores 

of the TERA Test, at the 0.05 level of confidence. 

2, There is no statistically significant difference between the most 

able readers (as defined by classroom teachers) across schools 

1, 2, 3, and 4, and between least able readers (as defined by 

classroom teachers) across schools 1, 2, 3, and 4, on the Reading 

Quotient Scores of the TERA Test, at the 0.05 level of confidence. 
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3. There is no significant difference between the interactions of 

schools 1, 2, 3, and 4, and most able readers (as defined by teachers), 

and the interaction between schools 1, 2, 3, and 4, and least able 

readers (as defined by teachers), on the TERA Test Reading Quotient 

Scores, at the 0.05 level of confidence. 

4, There is no significant correlation between the Dolch scores and 

TERA Reading Quotient scores, for children designated as most able 

and least able readers (as defined by teachers) . 
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ME'rnOD 

SUBJECI'S: 

For the purpose of this study, sixty grade one children were selected 

from four primary schools in the Belconnen District of the Australian 

Capital Territo~y, to be used as students representing disparate levels 

of reading performance. All children were selected on the basis of 

grade rather than ~ge, so that each child would have had exposure to 

learning to read at grade one level. It was also stipulated that each 

child selected was to have had at least six months exposure to learning 

to read at the grade one level. 

In each school the grade one teachers were asked to select the 10 

most able and the 10 least able readers from the whole of grade one from 

within their· class groups. This was worked out in consultation between 

the appropriate Assistant Principal and individual teachers. From these 

'io· students, 8 most able and 8 least able students were selected for 

testing on the TERA. The additional two in each initially identified group 

of 10 was to allow for sickness or any other reason which would preclude 

them participating on the day(s) for testing; that is, to allow for 

sampl~ng with replacement. 

The teachers were also asked to briefly write down the bases on which 

the two groups were selected. They were also asked to omit from the 

sample: those identified as English as a Second Language (E.S.L.) students; 

any members of a special education class (ie., Junior Assessment class 

children); any children with any visual, audito:r:y or other physical 

problems likely to affect test administration and results. 
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The schools were chosen on the basis of the criteria that: i. they 

contained a lar9e enough grade one population from which the students could 

be selected; ii. collectively had a variety of teaching approaches to 

reading; iii. had a variety of school designs from traditional single 

classrooms to open plan. 

MATERIALS: 

The materials consisted of 30 Dolch words and the TERA test materials. 

The Dolch words (see appendix I ) were selected from the 220 Basic 

Dolch words List. The first 20 were made up with lower case letters and 

were selected from every eleventh word. The remaining 10 words were made 

up with upper case letters and selected at random from 10 of the groups 

of words the first. 20 words were selected. The Dolch words were 

administered to predict performance on the TERA, by using it to check on 

the teachers' accuracy in choosing the most able and least able readers. 

For example, if a student was chosen by the teacher as a least able 

reader, and achieved relatively high scores on the Dolch words, further 

testing on the TERA invariably achieved proportionately high scores. 

Where this occurred, the student was omitted from the study, although the 

results were reported back to the teacher. 

The TERA is a test consisting of 50 cards, which measure aspects of what 

Reid, Hresko and Hammill {1981) consider as early reading skills. These are: 

1. obtaining meaning from print, 30/50 items - awareness of print in 

environmental contexts; knowledge of relations amongst vocabulary items; 

awareness of print in connected discourse. 

2. kna...>ledge of t.~e alphabet and its functions, 16/50 items - letter 

meaning and alphabet recitation; oral reading; proof reading. 
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3. conventions of written language, 4/50 i terns - book handling and 

response to other print conventions. 

The TERA manual,_ gives information on the test rationale, the test 

items, interpretation and statistical tables associated with the test. 

It was necessary to change thirteen of the 50 cards, to allow for 

cultural bias or inappropriateness for presentation to Australian 

children - card items 4, 7, 13, 16, 22, 24, 35, 38, 41, 43, 44, 45 and 

49. The procedure used for testing out, altering and checking out these 

items are included in the "Procedure" section of this study. Copies of 

the original and altered items are included in Appendix B. 

The details of the alterations are as follows; 

Item 4 the word 'tag' was changed to 'tips', referring to a 

children's game. 'Tag' was not familiar to Australian children, as evidenced 

by initial trialling of the item, and subsequent discussion with a class 

of grade 1 children. 

Item 7 three unfamiliar American supermarket logos (names) 

were changed to three well known ACT supermarket chain stores (Coles, 

Woolworths and Young's OWl). 

Item 13 American 'Store Coupons' were replaced by items indicating 

applications or advertisements for various competitions. 

Item 16 three brands of American toothpaste were changed to three 

well known types of Australian breakfast cereals {Corn Flakes, Coco 

Pops and Rice Bubbles). 

Item 22 a picture of a light switch, cormnon in the United States, 

had to be changed. The 'off' position in America, is equivalent to 'on' 

in Australia. Also, it was found that 'toggle' type light switches are 

not familiar to Australian children - for example, one child commented on 

seeing the original picture, 'my grandad's on a farm near Bathurst, q11d 
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he's got one of those". The switch was redrawn as a modern 'Australian' 

rocker-type light switch. 

Item 24 the term 'reptile house' was changed to 'snake house', 

as the term 'reptile' was not familiar to the children in the pretest. 

Altering the item in this way did not affect the purpose of the item, which 

was to measure meaning, using auditory memory. 

Item 35 names of unfamiliar American cars were altered to those 

Australian children should be familiar with. 

Item 38 the game 'tag' was changed to 'tips ' - the nost 

familiar equivalent term to the children pretested. 

Item 41 the stems on the letters 'k', 'q', 'l' and 'b', were 

lengthened, as in the pretest, almost all the children mistook the 'l' 

for an ' i '. 

Item 43 the heading for the story 'Chicago 1 (American city) , 

w,.a~ changed to 'Sydney'. 

Item 44 the word 'stand I was changed to 'shop counter', as it was 

evident that the :word 'stand•, even in the context of the story, had 

little or no meaning to the children tested. 

Item 45 words indicating measurement (inch, mile, yard) were 

changed to metric. However , children found it much more difficult to read 

and recognise the words centimetre and kilometre. Pretest indicated that 

the children were still familiar with the old British measurements. 

Item 49 'General Washington became our first President' 

was changed to 'Captain Cook discovered Australia'. 

Materials for liaison and feedback to schools were: 

A copy of each of the following materials is included in the 

Appendix, as developed by the author of this study. 
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1. An explanatory letter to participating teachers and schools. This 

includes information.on the purpose of the test, details of the test, 

selection of subjects, time £or administ;ration, details on feedback, and 

the issue of confidentiality. (see Appendix C). 

2. A.~ explanation of what each item measures (see Appendix D). 

3. A statisU,cal summacy of what each item measures (see Appendix E). 

4. A diagnostic summary for each child,, with appropriate comments and 

suggestions (see Appendix F). 

5, Proformas for comments and answers to test items for each child. 

(see Appendix G). 

6. Dolch word recognition results for each school (see Appendix H). 

Copies of cards ·with Dolch words used are found in Appendix I. The forms 

in Appendices F and G were specifically devised by this author in place 

of the TERA proforma (see Appendix J) which was considered inadequate for 

feedback to schools, especially because of the paucity of diagnosttc 

information provided by the form, 

PROCEDURE: 

1. Initially, as a pilot study, an attempt was made to check on item 

validity for Australian children, and to become familiar with administration 

of the TERA. A primary school was chosen, separate from the four 

primary schools from which the study population was chosen. Ten children 

had the TERA administered to·= them - five• 'most able' and five 'least able• 

readers,as selected by their teacher. '!be results indicated those items 

in need of change. Tw'elve items·were originally identified as needing 

change, and this was confirmed by a huge error rate on those items, 

answers given by the students, and questioning about the items by the 

examiner. New cards were then constructed, and, as a check on their 
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validity, they were re-administered to the same ten children. A relatively 

high proportion of correct answers, plus questioni_ng, was used to confirm 

the validity of the revised items. 

2. Contact was made wi~ the principal and relevant assistant principal 

of each of the four selected primary schools in the study. Explanatory 

letters for each teacher and school -were given, and dates were set up 

for testing. 

3. In each school, eight 'least able' students were tested first, as they 

could t ire most easily. Total tes t time per school took approximately 

one and a half school days . 

4. The 30 Dolch words were administered first. Any children who 

performed relatively poorly on these , were omitted from the 'most able' 

group, and any who performed relatively well were omitted from the 'least 

able' group. 

5. The TERA was administered to each child immediately following 

administration of-the Dolch words. 

6. The individual proformas for comments and answers were then used to 

make up some of the information to feedback to schools - Dolch word 

results, statistical summaries, and individual diagnostic proformas. 

7. Information .was fe3 hack to all schools and teachers, along with 

discussion of results. 

Test Administration 

The 50 TERA cards are administered using the set statements and questions 

from the manual (pp 21-31 of the manual). The eleven revised cards caused 

very few necessary changes in this set administrative format. 
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The basal item is established when a subject correctly passes five 

items in a row. A ceiling item is established when a subject fails to pass 

five items in a row. The raw score is calculated by adding the number 

of items correctly answered, between th.e basal and ceiling items. From 

the raw score, the appropriate tables are consulted from the appendix of 

the manual (pp 41-43) to obtain a Reading Age, Percentile Score, and 

Reading Quotient. 

Because a major consideration of this field study was to provide the 

greatest amowi.t of practical information to feedback to schools, all the 

'least able' students were administered all items from number 1, rather 

than starting at a theoretical basal, based on age. This had the effect 

of yielding, in many cases, a larger amount of diagnostic information than 

would otherwise have normally occurred, for feedback to teachers. 
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RESULTS 

Statistical summaries of results of the four schools are found in 

Appendix E. Headings for each sulllllary were: Dolch Words Score, Date of 

Birth, Chronological Age. at Test Date, Raw Score, Ceili_ng Item, Reading 

Age, Difference Between Reading Age and Chronological ~ge, Percentile 

Score, and, Reading Quotient. The statistical summaries were used to feed 

back information to teachers, and to test out the hypotheses of this Field 

Study. 

A Two-Way Ana l ysis of Variance was applied to test out the first three 

hypotheses. Reading Quotient Scores were chosen from the TERA results, 

because they are in .discrete variables , and were the most suitable scores 

for statistical analysis. Of the other two standardised scores, 

percentiles are cumulative scores and tend to give spurious statistical 

results because of the nature ·of the percentile distribution. 

The Analysis of Variance was applied from the following Table of 

Reading Quotient Scores: 

Table 1 

Readi_ng Quotient Scores 

Most Able Readers Least .Able Readers 

School 1 X = 105. 38 X = 81. 88 

School 2 X == 109.5 - x = 78.S 

School 3 X = 109.0 X = 69.0 

School 4 X = 119 . 38 X = 79.63 
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The calculations for the Two-Way Analysis of Variance consist of several 

sum of Squares, the four Variance Estimates, the F Values, and the Critical 

Values for F. A sunmary of the statistical data is shown in Appendix K. 

A summary of the outcome of the Two-Way Analysis of Variance is shown in 

Table 2. 

Table 2 

Outcome of the Two-Way Analysis of Variance 

SOURCE af ss s2 CALCULATED CRITICAL 
F F (e< ::: • OS) 

Columns 1 17989 17988, 16 106,65 4.02 

Rows 3 897 298. 79 1. 75 2. 7·8 

Columns by Rows 3 744 150.82 1.00 2.78 

Within Cells 56 6926 150.82 

Total 63 26556 

Interpretation of the three F Scores: 

Columns 

With a critical F value of 4.02, the calculated value of Fat 119,27 

is in the area of rejection, The null hypothesis is rejected, and thus 

there is a statistically s ignificant difference between most able and 

least able reading students. 

Rows 

With a critical F· value of 2.78, the calculated value of Fat 1.98 

is in the area of acceptance. The null hypothesis is accepted, and thus 

there is no s tatistically significant difference between most able readers 

across schools 1, 2 , 3, and 4, and, no s tatistically significant 

difference between least able readers across schools 1, 2, 3, and 4. 
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Rows by Columns - Interaction Effect 

With a critical F value of 2.78, the calculated value of Fat 1 .00 

is in the area of acceptance. The null hypothesis is accepted, and thus 

there is no interaction effect between schools , and level of reading 

ability. This is illustrated in Figure 2. 

It is clear from the above F results, that the most powerful result 

is the main effect between most able readers and l east able readers ' cas 

defined by teachers). 

FIGURE 2 

INTERACTION EFFECT BETWEEN SCHOOLS AND READING QUOTIENTS 
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In addition to the Anal ysis of variance, a T Test of Independent 

Samples was applied to test out Hypothesis 1. 

-
x2 - X 

t = 1 
- (.a - .a ) X y hyp 

(n2 - 1) (S2) 2 + (n - 1) (S1)2 
1 1 1 

(n
1 

- 1) 
x- + 

(n
2 

- 1) + n2 nl 

(110.81 - 77.28) - 0 
= 

(32-1) (11.2) 2 
+ (32-1) (12.5)

2 
1 1 

X 
32 + 32 ( 32-1) + (32-1) 

= + 2. 82 

With a df of 63 , the critical value fort at the .05 level of significance 

is+ 2.0. The null hypothesis is rejected, and thus there is a 

significant difference between most able and least able reading students 

( a s defined by teachers). This result confi:rms the result of applying 

the Two-Way Analysis of Variance to Hypothesis l. 

It is worth noting that the Reading Quotient scores for the least 

..wlu re, .. u.ler:;; we1:e ::;omctimt!::i geueroui:;ly c.1p1,1lie<.i . This re:;.;u lt..ccJ when 

the lowest Reading Quotient basal norm supplied from the TERA manual 

(Reid, Bresko and Hammill, 1981, Table 7, 41) for each six month age 

interval, was expressed in terms of "less than" a specific score. For 

example, the lowest basal Reading Quotient s core for age group 6-6 to 6.11, 

was equivalent to nin·e items passed, and expressed as a score of< 61. This 

may have had the effect of lessening the difference between most able and 

least able Reading Quotient scores, than if more adequate norming had been 

provided. Thus the results of the Two-Way Analysis of Variance and the 

t Test, as applied to Hypothesis 1, may well have been understated. 
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To test out the fourth Hypothesis, an attempt was made to assess the 

predictive value 0£ the Dolch scores on performance on TERA Reading 

Quotient scores. This was·attempted by ~pplying a Rank Order correlation 

to each school, and pooli_ng all schools, ·using Spearman' s formula. This 

was calculated on the basis or least able reading student scores only, 

as almost all ~he most aple reading students obtained perfect or near perfect 

Dolch scores, ar.d so would lead to too many ties in a rank order 

correlation. A summary of Rank Order Correlations calculations is . found in 

Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 
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Table 3 

School l, Rank Order Correlation, Least Able Readers, 

Dolch and Reading Quotient Scores 

-
Rank Rank Difference Difference 
Dolch R. Q. 
Scores Scores 

a 8 0 0 

1 2 1 1 

7 7 0 0 

6 5 1 1 

2 4 2 4 

4 1 3 9 

5 3 2 4 

2 5 3 9 

2 
t. D = 28 

2 
I 

6~D 
r = I - 2 

n (n - I) 

6 (28) 

= I - 8 (64 - I) 

= + 0,67 

2 
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Table 4 

School 2, Rank Order Correlation, Least Able Readers, 

Dolch and Reading Quotient Scores 

Rank Rank Difference Difference 
Dolch R,Q, 
Scores Scores 

6 5 1 1 

3 7 4 16 

l 1 0 0 

8 8 0 0 

2 2 0 0 

4 3 1 1 

6 5 1 1 

5 3 2 4 

~ D2 
= 23 

I 
6~0

2 

r "" I - 2 
n (n - I) 
6 (23) 

= I - 8 (64-I) 

= + 0.73 

2 



Student 
Number 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

- 48 -

Table 5 

School 3, Rank Order Correlation, Least Able Readers, 

Dolch and Reading Quotient Scores 

Rank Rank Difference Differe:ace 
Dolch R.Q. 
Scores Scores 

7 8 l 1 

8 7 l l 

1 l 0 0 

5 5 0 0 

6 6 0 0 

3 4 l l 

3 3 0 0 

l 2 l 1 

~ D2 = 4 

I 
6 E" D

2 

r = I - 2 I ) n (n -
6 ( 4) 

= I - 8 (64 - I ) 

= + 0.95 

2 
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Table 6 

School 4, Rank Order correlation, Least Able Readers, 

Dolch and Reading Quoti ent Scores 

Rank Rank Difference Di fference 
Dolch R.Q. 
Scores Scores 

3 2 l 1 

6 5 1 1 

2 l 1 1 

1 2 1 1 

4 6 2 4 

5 4 1 l 

8 7 1 l 

7 8 1 ' l 

' l 

~ D2 = 11 

I 
I -

6~D
2 

r = 
(n 

2 I) n -
6 (11) 

= I - 8 (64 - I) 

= + o. 87 

2 
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Table 7 

Rank Order correlation, 

All Schools (1, 2, 3 & 4, pooled), Least Able Readers, 

Dolch and Reading Quotient Scores 

Student ' Rank Rank Difference Differ ence 
Number Dolch R.Q. 

Scores Score s 

l 31 30 1 1 

2 5 3 2 4 

3 20 23 3 9 

4 18 18 0 0 

5 8 6 2 4 

6 10 1 9 81 

7 14 5 9 81 

8 8 18 10 100 

9 20 16 4 16 

10 13 26 13 169 

11 6 4 2 4 

12 27 30 3 9 

13 lO 9 l l 

14 16 10 4 16 

15 20 16 4 16 

16 14 10 4 16 

l..7 30 32 2 4 

18 31 29 2 4 

19 20 13 7 49 

20 28 24 4 16 

21 29 28 1 1 

22 25 22 3 9 

23 25 15 10 100 

24 20 14 6 36 

25 3 6 3 9 

26 10 20 10 100 

27 2 2 0 0 

28 1 6 5 25 

29 4 21 17 289 

30 6 12 6 36 

31 18 24 6 36 

32 16 26 10 100 

2 

'• 
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I 
6~D

2 

r = I - 2 
n (n - I) 

6 ( 1341) 
= I - 32 (1024 - I) 

= + 0,75 
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n 

df 

I 
r 

O(s • 05 
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Table 8 

Summa:ty, Rank Order correlations, Least Able Readers , 

Dolch and Reading Quotient Scores 

School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 All Schools 
Pooled 

+ 0.67 + 0.73 + 0.95 + o. f;l7 + o. 75 

8 8 8 8 32 

7 7 7 7 31 

. 666 .666 .666 . 666 . 339 

It can be seen from the above Table, that all calculated Rank 

order correlations (r1 ) at the ,05 level of significance , fall within 

the Region of Rejection, and the nul l hypothesis for Hypothesis 4, is 

' rejected. Thus there is a significant correlation between Dolch scores 

and Reading Quotient scores , for l east able readers (as defined by 

teachers}, for each of the four schools , and for all schools combined . 
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Finally, an analysis of TERA test items was made, usi~g descriptive 

data. Figure 3 and Tables 9 & 10 indicate how individual students ,._ · 

performed on each of the fifty test items, as measured by items answered 

correctly/incorrectly, The fifty items are graded in order of 

difficulty, as shown by the basal/ceiling item concept, and the authors' 

suggestion of item starting points, depending an age of subject, Thus 

it could be expected that because of item grading according to difficulty, 

there should be decreasing accuracy with the increase in number of items 

attempted. A perusal of Figure 3, and Table 9 appears to confirm this, 

with a graded decline in success rate from 93.3% for item r, to 18,7% 

for item 50. There were a fe<t,r exceptions, notably performance on items 

7, 10, 13, 17, 27, 28, and 29, each with a success rate(% students 

correct) which was out of order, A perusal of Table 10 to analyse the 

test sub-areas, also appears to confirm this with only two notable 

exceptions in Alphabet Knowledge (Items 10 and 41), and no exceptions 

in Conventions. Possible reasons for the various exceptions were not 

explored in this study, and may be useful for future research. 
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FIGURE 3 

MATRIX OF STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

ON TERA TEST ITEMS 
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Table 9 

Student Performance on TERA Test Items 

Data Base for Matrix, Figure 2 

Item Number of % of Item Number of % of 
Students Students Students Students 
Correct Correct Correct Correct 
(n = 64) 

l 61 95. 3 26 50 78,0 

2 62 96. 7 27 35 54,6 

3 61 95. 3 28 34 53.0 

4 61 95.3 29 39 60.1 

5 63 98. 3 30 42 62.4 

6 61 95. 3 31 43 67.1 

7 50 78.0 32 50 78.0 

8 53 82.7 33 44 68.6 

9 58 90.5 34 42 62,4 

10 47 73.3 35 37 57.7 

11 60 93.6 36 47 73.3 

12 61 95. 3 37 34 53.0 

13 47 73.3 38 35 54.6 

14 60 93 .6 39 30 46.8 

15 60 93,6 40 37 57.7 

16 55 85.8 41 25 60.8 

17 38 59, 3 42 27 42.1 

18 58 98.5 43 22 34.3 

19 58 98.5 44 34 53.0 

20 56 87.4 45 24 37.4 

21 56 87.4 46 18 28.1 

22 55 85.8 47 19 29.6 

23 58 90.5 48 27 42.1 

24 50 78,0 49 28 43,7 

25 54 84,2 50 12 18.7 
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Table 10 

Student Performance on TERA Test Items, by Sub - Areas 

Item Number of % of Item Number of % of 
Students Students Students Students 
Correct Correct Correct Correct 
(n == 64) (n = 64) 

IMeaninq Items 

l 61 95.3 30 42 62.4 

4 61 95.3 31 43 67.1 

6 61 95. 3 32 so 78.0 

7 50 78.0 33 44 68.6 

8 53 82.7 34 42 62.4 

13 47 73.3 35 37 57.7 

15 60 93.6 38 35 54.6 

16 55 85.8 39 30 46.8 

17 38 59.3 40 37 57.7 

18 58 90.5 42 27 42.1 

21 56 87.4 43 22 34.3 

22 55 85.8 44 34 53.0 

24 50 78.0 45 24 37.4 

25 54 84.2 46 18 28.l 

27 35 54.6 47 19 29.6 

Alohabet Knowledg e 

3 61 95.3 26 50 78.0 

5 63 98.3 28 34 53.0 

9 58 90.5 29 39 60.1 

10 47 73.3 37 34 53.0 

11 60 93 .6 41 25 60,8 

12 61 95.3 48 27 42.1 

20 50 87.4 49 28 43.7 

23 58 90.5 50 12 18.7 

Conventions 

2 62 96.7 19 58 90.5 

14 60 93.6 36 47 29,6 
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DISCUSSION 

The primary aims of this Field Study were to determine to what extent 

the TERA is a good predictor and discriminator of good and poor readers, 

and, as a result o·f administering the TERA, to report back detailed 

diagnostic and normed information to schools and teachers who 

participated in the study. 

The TERA as a predictor of good (most able) and poor (least able) readers. 

The major questions were (a) whether the TERA could adequately 

distinguish between all most able readers and all least able readers 

(as defined by teachers in each case) i (b) whether there was a difference 

in the way the most able readers performed across the four schools, and , 

whether there was a difference in the way the least able readers performed 

across the four schools; (c) whether there is any significant interaction 

effect between the schools and most able readers, and, the schools and 

least able readers. 

The question of the TERA test's ability to distinguish between all 

most able readers and all least able readers, is one of importance, 

because of the need for schools to identify and continue to work with 

least able (poor) readers in the early years of reading acquisition. 

Failure to do this may lead to the danger of perpetuating or consolidating 

reading failure, as alluded to in the Bullock Report (1975, 12). Both the 

'Iwo-Way Analysis of Variance and the t Test, indicated that the TE~ was 

able to distinguish between the most able and least able readers. The 

possibility of even greater distinction between the two sets of scores, 

because of the generous application of Reading Quotient scores to the 

least able readers, has alre~dy been commented on (see page 44 of this 

study). This has further significance from a diagnostic point of view, 
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because of the relevance to the reading process of what the TERA 

measures, as attested to in the literature (see pages 28 to 32 of 

this study). 

The significant relationship between most able readers across the four 

schools and between the least able readers across the four schools, 

provided an ans~er to the second research question. The TERA was able 

to identify similar populations in different schools, even though 

different teachers and different teaching methods were used, This was 

evident from the teachers' written reasons for selection of roost able and 

least able students. 

The third research question indicated no significant interaction 

between most able readers and schools, and least able readers and schools. 

That is, the majority of the variance in performance was accounted for by 

the main effect of reading ability with only residual variance (non 

significant) coming from an interraction of schools and ability. Clearly 

the TERA was consistently discriminatory between good and poor readers even 

across schools, teachers biases, and methods. 

Testing the fourth hypothesis led to a significant positive 

correlation between the Dolch and Reading Quotient scores for least able 

readers. This possibly indicates that the ability to recognise words is 

a rsasonable indicator of reading ability in the first years at school. 

This is important, as many schools and teachers place considerable 

emphasis on word recognition in the process of learning to read. 

The analysis of performance on the fifty TERA test items (see 

Figure 3 p · 54 Tables 9, 10 p 55, 56 ) , reinforces and expands the 

result from Hypothesis l (that there is a significant difference between 

most able and least able readers). An examination of this descriptive data 

indicates that because the items appear well graded, they may have the 

capacity to not only distinguish between most able and least able readers, 
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but to grade those in between as well. 

Feedback of detailed diagnostic and normed information to teachers 

Because of the nature of this study as a Field Study, a 

considerable emphasis was placed on compiling and reporting back to 

schools and teachers, the results from the TERA testing, This was 

accomplished through follow-up meetings with the appropriate Assistant 

Principal and grade 1 teachers from each school, The data sheets are 

listed in the Method section (p 38), and copies are included in 

Appendices B, C, D, E, F, and G (see pages 63 to 85 } . Forms 

E and F were devised because the information in TERA proforma supplied in 

the test kit, was considered inadequate. Teachers and Assistant 

Principals appeared to appreciate the detailed feedback. However, the 

limitations of time and resources has meant the inability to follow up with 

individual teachers on skills, techniques and suggestions, which ought 

to have been the next logical step flowing from the analysis of diagnostic 

information. To this could also have been added discussion and 

individual programming with teachers, arising from the findings of the 

literature review, and especially from that relating to an evaluation of 

different reading approaches. 

The sub areas of the TERA appear to be well supported by the 

literature, as different measures of the process of learning to read, but 

with some reservations. A discussion on these, and other aspects of 

the TERA, are detailed on pages 28 to 32 of this study. The chief 

limitations to the TERA as a measure of reading acquisition, are 

(a) there is limited opportunity to observe a child reading in context, 

such as keeping a running record of reading from a suitably (child) 

chosen book (Clay, 1977); (b) because of the normed nature of the 

TERA, there is limited opportunity for a student to interact, re-read, 
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and seek clarifications (Kemp, 1980), all of which ought to be a normal 

part of the process of learning to read, However, as a relatively 

quick screening tool, the normative and diagnostic results from this study 

would indicate its usefulness, and especially if supported with other 

evaluations and observations of reading. 

Limitations of this study 

A chief limitation is the relatively small size of the sample used 

(n = 64) . It would have been better to assess a much larger random sample, 

involving more schools within the whole of the Australian Capital 

Territory. This was not possible, because of limitations of time 

and resources. If a full randomization had been possible, it would have 

been valuable to apply a factor analysis to results on the TERA test items, 

to validate or otherwise the stated claim that the test indeed measures 

three areas of reading (Meaning, Alphabet Knowledge, and Conventions), 

The small size of the sample (n = 64) provides insufficient data to 

warrant a factor analysis without it giving a possible spurious result, 

Another limitation is the culturally biased nature of the TERA test 

items. Although thirteen items were altered on a pre and post test 

procedure, a more rigorous standardisation to Australian conditions could 

be attempted. 

Conclusions 

This study found that: 

1. There was a significant difference between the scores of all most 

able readers and all least able readers. 

2 . There was no significant difference between the most able read~rs 

across schools 1, 2, 3, and 4, and between least able readers across 

schools 1, 2, 3, and 4, 
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3. There was no significant difference between the interactions of 

schools 1, 2, 3, and 4 and most able readers, and the interactions of 

schools 1, 2, 3, and 4 and least able readers. 

4. The Dolch words were a significant predictor of reading 

performance on the TERA, 

s. The TERA was supported from the literature, as a measure of reading 

ability, and was an effective screening tool. It would appear to be 

a positive contribution to evaluating the reading process, along with 

other observations of reading behaviour. 



l 
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APPENDIX A 

Model of the Illinois Te5t of Psyc:hollnguistlt Abilities 

ORCiANIZING PROCESS 

UCEPTIVE PtOCESS 

REPRESfNTATIONAl lEVEL 

AUTOMATIC UYEl 

AUDITORY STIMUll VOCAL RtSP0NSI 

\IISUAl STIMULI MOTOI RESPONSS 
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APPENDI X B 

ORIGINAL AND ALTERED TEST ITEMS 

BRIDGET'S SECRET 

Bridget was playing tag at Bryan's party. She fell down and cut 
her leg. She did not want to go home, so she jumped up. Bridget 
said, "I'm okay.'' Bryan ran up to Bridget and tagged her. Bridget 
was happy that he didn't see her cut. 

BRIDGET'S SECRET 

Bridget was playing trps at Bryan's party. She fell down.and cut 
her leg. She did not want to go home, so she jumped up. Brldget 
said, "I'm okay." Bryan ran up to Bridget and tipped her. Bridget 
was happy that he didn't see her cut 

IHM4 

© TERA !961 
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(Original) 
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(Original) 
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(Altered) 
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(Original) 
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(Altered) 
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rTEM 22 

(Original) 
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(Original) 

Bill's Joke 
One day when Bill visited the reptile house 

at the zoo, he took a rubber snake with him. He 
took the snake out of his pocket secretly, so 
that no one cou Id see. He thought it wou Id be 
fun to play a joke on the other people. He 
shouted, "Look! A snake got loose!" A lady 
screamed. Two little boys started crying. Bill 
felt ashamed. He wished he had thought of a 
funnier joke. 

rTEM 24 

@ loRA 1981 

(Altered) 

Bill's Joke 

One day when Bi II visited the snake house 
at the zoo, he took a rubber snake with him. He 
took the snake out of his pocket secretly, so 
that no one could see. He thought it would be 
fun to play a joke on the other people. He 
shouted, "Look! A snake got loose!" A lady 
screamed. Two little boys started crying. Bil I 
felt ashamed. He wished he had thought of a 
funnier joke. · 

f1EM 24 

© ll:RA1981 
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CHEVROLET 

BUICK 

OLDSMOBILE 

FORD TOYOTA 

CADILLAC MERCEDES 

(Altered) 

DATSUN 

COMMODORE 

MAZDA 

-FORD 

HONDA 

TOYOTA 

MERCEDES 

ITEM 35 

© TERA 198\ 

ITEM 35 
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Bob's New Game 

Bob can play a new 
game. __ is called Tag. 
He is a good player. He can 
run fast. 

(Altered) 

Bob's New Game 

Bob can play a new 
game. __ is called Tips. 
He is a good player. He can 
run fast. 

His 
Boy 
It 
Game 

1'11:M JS 

© TERAwa: 

His 
Boy 
It 
Game 
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(Or_iginal) ITEM 41 

k q I b 

©TrnA 1Q81 

(Altered) ITEM41 

· k 9 I b 

©TERA 11181 
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· ( Original) 

Chicago 
When you take a ride in the city, 

there is a lot to see. Many tall 
buildings line the streets. Men use 

machines to dig holes. 
Children play while their mothers 
and fathers shop. The city is a very 
busy place. 

(Altered) 

Sydney 

When you take a ride in the city 
there is a lot to see. Many tall 
buildings line the streets. Men use 

machines to dig holes. 
Children play while their mothers 
and fathers shop. The city is a very 
busy place. . 

ITEM 4~ 

big 
gravity 
helpless 
monkey · 

big 
gravity 
helpless 
monkey 
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A HAPPY DAY 

Kellie went to buy a newspaper for her father. She went to the 
stand, but she could not see over the top. Kellie cried. A lady 
stopped to help her. The lady took the money and gave the paper 
to Kellie. She was very happy. 

A HAPPY DAY 

Kellie went to buy a newspaper for her father. She went to the 
.. shop counter, but she could not see over the top. Kellie cried. 

A lady stopped to help her. The lady took the money and gave the paper 
to Kellie. She was ve.ry happy. 

ITEMM 

© TERA 1981 

IIEM44 
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ITEt,145 

(Original) 

inch 

foot 
I 

iron boat yard 

@TmA198: 

(Altered) 

inch 

mile iron boat yard 
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(Original) 

General Washington became 
our first president. 

(Altered) 

Captain Cook discovered 

Aus.tral ia. 

ITTMd9 
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APPENDIX C 

EXPLANATORY NOTE TO TEACHERS AND SCHOOLS 

ADMilHSTRA'I'ION: O.F Tlili TEST OP F.ABLY READING A:!lILI'l'Y (T.:::.R.A.). 

- AN I.XPLANi,TORY ?IOTR TO 'l'EACHERS AITT) SCHOOLS THAT Tl!E TEST INVOLVES. 

P\JRPOSE OF TH!!: TF.;3T: 

'l'b.e ·teat was developed to identify 
thoae cpildxen who are Pignificantly 
bell.ind their peers in the develoP
ment of reading, and to document 
obildrena' progress iti learni ng to 
read. It does thie by examining 
three broad areas of early r eading 
skills:- I. construction of meaning 
f'rom print. 2 . alpha.bet knowledge 
and its functions. 3. conventions 
of wi-itten language. 

It H intended primarily to use the 
test as & diagnostic tool, to see 
if1 how, end in what ways it differ
entiate11 between "good" and ''poor" 
reader$. 

'l'HE TEST: 

It ia an individually administered 
test, consisting of 50 c.-.rda, which 
attempt to examine the above three 
areaa. It i s nol'III baaed, using 
North Americ11.n norma, and ~ives 
reading ages, r eading quotients and 
peroentile ecorea. The examiner 
starts the teat at a apeoific item 
depending on the age· of the child, 
Both ba~al (first 5 correct items) 
and ceiling (first 5 incorrect items) 
poi nts are e6tabliehed, Because of 
cultural bias, I5 items were altered 
or replaced, a.nd theae have been 
pre-tested on grade I Canberra chil
dren to get some idea of their 
validity. As a.n additional measure 
it ia intended to teat eaob child on 
30 Do lc.h word11, juat pr·icr to giving 
the TERA. ' 

S:&LECTIOJI OF SUBJECTS: 

20 grade I children to be oboaen 
from each of four primary aohoola, 
Could the taaohara please identify 
IO childr4n as the poorest readers, 
and IO children a~ the best readers. 
Only 8 in each group are tested, the 
additional· two in ea.oh group identif
ied to Allow for illnee11, etc. 

Could you plea~e omit any E,S~L, 
special claaa, or children with grosa 
visual/auditory problems . 
I'll t eat the 8 'best• first, then the 
8 •worl'lt • • 

Could eaoh teacher who identifies 
children for testing, please:-
!, 1n brief, general terms, write down 
the ba~es on whioh f'he hs.11 oho11en each 
group (not each child) , and, 
2. a liat of the namel'I and birthdays 
of each child ohoRen. 

m.i 
Tile time for t est administration for 
each chi ld, i ncluding admini~tration of 
Doloh words, is between IO and 20 min
utes. Thus te~ting of all IG should be 
completed by lunchtime,• However, it 
ma.y be ·necel'!Rary to continue after lUJ1oh 
i f convenient to teachers El-nil. ,ichool, 

FJ-:1-:n BA OK : 

The Tat! test rel'lulta will be fed back 
to ea.ch l'Chool in a dias;nol'tic and nor
med form for each child. It is hoped 
i t will give much useful infomation, but 
it will not give all information about 
early reading ability (such as phonic 
a.nalyais). 

CONFID~NTI.1<LI'l'Y: 

Ae the teat reaults wil l all'lo be used 
as part of a masters de,;ree• in coumiell
ing, it will be ensured t .t111t identific
at ion of teachers a.nd children will be 
kept confidential and out of the written 
Field Study. 

THANK YOU moRt warmly for you;r effort 
and cooperation. 

Counsellor, 
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APPENDIX D 

WHAT EACH ITEM MEASURES 
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APPENDIX D 

(Second p age) 
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APPENDIX I 

DOLCH WORD CARD No 1 
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DOLCH WORD CARD No. 2 
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TERA 
Test of Early Reading 

D . Kim Reid 
Wayne P . H re.sloo 

Donald D. Hammill 

~ion JU, 

PERFORMANCE RECORD 
Item# Soore Item/ Score 

3>1. - 26, 

2. - Z'l. 

3. - 28. 

4. - 29. 

4>5. - 7>30. 

6, - 31. 

7 . - - 32. 

8. - - 33. 

9. - 34. 

5>10. - - 35. 

ll . - - 36. 

12. - - ~-
13, - 38. 

14. - - 39 

8>15. - 40. 

16. - 41. 

17. - 42. 

18. - 43. 

19, -- •4. 

20. - - 45, 

21. - 46. 

22. - •7. 

23. - 48. 

24 . - 49. 

25, - 50. 

1'nta1 Raw Score 

© TERA 1981 

Section I . 

IOF.NTIFYING L'WORMATION 

Name, 

Female D Male D 

School, 

Teacher's Name: 
Examiner·.s Na.me, 

l::nminer's Title: 

Referred By: 

Scctioo II. CHILD'S AGE 

Yr. Mo. 

Date T<S!«I - -
Date ol Birt!\ - -
Age - -
Section IV. TERA RESULTS 

Total Raw Soore 

R~dl ng Quotient 

Pen,e,>tile Score 

OT 

Reading Ago 

Section V. OTHER TEST RESULTS 

Te,t Date Standard 
Score 

Reoults 

Additional c,;r,im of thh 
form ,rre available from 

PRO-ED, 53-ll lt>dw<m•I Oalu Blvd. 
Austin. T.,... 78735 

I 

Section VI. TESTING CONDITIONS (Check 1s appropriat;o) 

lnterfering Not lnterf•rini: 

Child Motivation 

Distractions 

Llghling 

Noise Le,·el 

Temperature 
@ 

S.C.io,, VII. ITEM PROFILE ~ 
Alphohct 

"" Age Meaning Knowled~e Conventions Ag,, 

f5 >i -11 so >7-11 
7-ll 7-ll -.rj 

0 7.9 •5. 46, 47 48. 49 7.9 

i 7.5 44 7-S 
7-3 7-3 >-
6-11 39, 40. 42, 43 41 6-ll "O 
6-9 34, 35, 38 37 36 6-9 

-.rj "O 

~ tn 6-S 'J:I. 30. 31. 3Z, 33 28. 29 6-S z 
6 -3 25 26 6-3 3-: 0 00 
5-11 22, 24 23 &-II .... I.O 
5-9 21 20 5-9 --i >< 
S,5 18 19 5-S @ 
5-3 15. 16. 17 5-3 l e..... 
4-11 13 12 14 4-11 .-'I 
4-9 9. 10, l I 4-9 m 
4-5 4.5 ~ 4,3 6, 7. 8 4-3 

J.11 s 3-11 
~ J.9 l-9 

3.5 J.5 C/l 
3,3 4 3-3 ,-:i 

Z.ll 3 Z-11 
2-5 ll 2-5 

<2-5 I <2-5 

!i«tion VJII, INTERPRETATIONS & RECOMMENDi\TIO.'lS 
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APPENDIX K 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR CALCULATING THE TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Sum of Squares 

Column Sum of Sq uares 

2 

SSC = (%..XCl) + (X. XC2) 
2 

+ • • • -

all scores 

(~ X) 2 

nCl nc2 

(3546)
2 

+ (2473)
2 

32 32 

= 17, 989 

Row of Sum of Squares 

ss :a:: 
R 

(~ XRl) 2 + (% XR2)2 + 

nRl nR2 

(6019) 
2 

64 

(% XR3)2 + (~ XR4) 

nR3 nR4 

n 

2 

(1498) 
2 

+ 
(1504)

2 
+ 

(1424)
2 

+ 
(1592)

2 
;;:: 

16 16 16 16 

"" 897 

Within Cells Sum of Squares 

all all 
scores cells 

sswc = ,x2 [ ( X) 2 ] l: n 
cell 

= 592624 - [ (849) 2, .. (,376) 
2 

+ (872) 2 
(955) 

2 

8 8 8 8 

] + (655) 
2 

+ (628) 
2 

+ _(552) 
2 

(638) 
2 

8 8 8 8 

;;:: 6926 

all scores 

all scores 

{S:. X) 2 

n 

all scores 

(6019)
2 

64 
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Total Sum of Sq uares 

all 
scores 

2 ss "" z_x -
T 

= 592624 -

= 26S56 

(Z:. X) 2 

n 
all scores 

36228361 
64 

Row by Column Sum of Squares 

; 26556 - {17989 + 897 + 6926) 

= 744 

2. Four Variance Estimates 

Column Estimate 

s 2 
C 

= ex - x, 2 
] 

k - 1 

= (110.81 - 94.05)
2 + (77.28 - 94.05)

2 J 
2 - 1 

17988.16 

Row Estimate 

S 2 [ ~ c x - x> 2 
] 

R = n k - 1 
(93.63-94. 05) 2+(94 . 0-94 .05) 2+(89-94 .05) 2+(99.56-94.05) 2 ] = 16 

4-1 

= 298.79 
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Interaction Estimate 

2 ~ (X_ - XD) 
2 

+ ~ (X_ - ~) 
2 

••• ~ (~ - x ) 2 

8 RXC = --u ~ K 
(n

0
-1) + (nE - 1) ('k - 1) 

((94-110 .81) 2+(115-ll0.81) 2+{104-110 . 81)
2

+(112-ll0. 81) 2 

+ (108-110.81) 2+(94-110.81) 2+(101-110.81) 2+(115-110.81)
2 J 

(8 - 1) 

+ 

[<116-ll0.81) 2+(109- 110.81)
2
+(109-ll0.81) 2+(112-110.81)

2 

+ (98-110.81) 2+(108-ll0,81) 2+(112-110.81)
2
+(112-ll0.81) 2 J 

(8 - 1) 

+ 

(<110-110. 81) 2+(101-110 .81)
2
+(104-110. 81)

2
+(98-110.81)

2 

+ (115-110.81) 2+(134-110.81)
2
+(98-110.81)

2
+(112-110.81) 2 ) 

(8 - 1) 

+ 

~109-ll0. 81)
2
+(93-ll0 . 81)

2
+(121-110.81)

2
+(124-ll0.81)

2 

+ (134-ll0.81)
2

+(124-110.81)
2

+(134- ll0.81)
2
+(116-ll0 .81)

2
] 

(8 - 1) 

+ 

Bs9-11.2s> 2
+<96-11.2si

2
+c10-11.2si

2
+c16-77.2si

2 

+ (88-77.25)
2
+(100-77.25)

2
+{90-77.25)

2
+(76-77.25) 2 ] 

(8 - 1) 

+ 

(<78-77.25)
2
+(65-77 . 25)

2
+(91-77.25)

2
+(59-77.25) 2 

+ (86-77.25) 2+(85-77.25)
2
+(78-77 . 25) 2+(85-77.25) 2 j 

(8 - 1) 

+ 
[<49-77.25) 2+(60-77.25)

2
+(82-77.25)

2
+(67-77,25) 2 

+ (63-77.25) 2+(72-77.25)
2+(79-77.25) 2+(80-77.25) 2 ] 

{8 - 1) 

+ 
~88-77.25) 2

+(75-77,25)
2

+{98-77.25) 2
+{88-77.25) 2 

+ (73-77.25)
2
+(84-77.25)

2
+(67-77.25)

2+(65-77.25) 2
-] 

(8 - 1) 

:a 150. 82 
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Within Cells Estimate 

Analogous to SW 
2 

in one-way anova, and therefore analogous to 

2 
8

RXC 
as on previous p age. 

~ 

3. F Values 

Columns F 

Rows F 

Rows x Columns F 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

2 
SC 

s 
WC 

2 

17988, 16 
1 50 . 82 

119.27 

s 2 
R 

2 
5wc 

298.79 
150.82 

1.98 

2 
5

RXC 
2 

8wc 

150.82 
150. 82 

1.00 



- 94 -

4. Critical Values for F (C( = .OS) 

Columns, numerator= 1, denominator= 56, 

critical value for F = 4.02 

Rows, numerator = 3, denominator = 56, 

critical value for F = 2.78 

Rows by Columns, numerator "" 3, denominator = 56, 

critical value for F = 2.78 
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