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ABSTRACT 

The original a:un of the study was to trial an assessment procedure, 

HOWZAT, designed to sample the oral language, reading, and cognitive 

style competencies of seven year old children. The evaluation of 

the pilot study indicated that the procedure was limited in the 

extent to which the original aims could be attained. 

A follow up study with amended aims, items, and procedure was 

conducted and evaluated. The second study was a descriptive, 

empirical study of the responses of a sample of seven year old 

children to eighteen items - most of which contained distortions of 

written language forms. The procedure required the children to make 

decisions about the acceptability of the items and to discuss and 

justify their decisions. The sample consisted of thirty children, 

ten from each of three reading ability groups. The allocation of 

children to groups and ranking within each of the groups according 

to reading ability was done by their respective teachers, 

The children's responses to the items and some of their response 

behaviours were analysed in two major ways. 
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In the item analysis it was found that the children had similar 

response patterns to the items that were distorted semantically, 

syntactically and in conventions of print but responded differently 

to the graphophonically distorted items. 

The patterns of response to the different kinds of distortions were 

interpreted in terms of the . ' in trusive effect of the distortions on 

the children's expectations about written language. 

Different response patterns were also found between and within the 

three ability groups. Children perceived by their teachers as being 

better readers demonstrated competence in finding and using 

strategies for dealing with the task and items. Individual profiles 

were presented to illustrate these differences. 

The conclusion reached in the evaluation was that the use of 

distorted materials had produced interesting results but was not 

justified on ideological grounds. However, the procedure was judged 

to have some potential as an action research methodology to explore 

children's reasoning with print and strategy learning abilities, and 

to probe their linguistic development and performance. 
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1. 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND TO STUDY 

This field study began as a class assignment. The assigned 

task was to devise a reading test or procedure to be used by 

school counsellors. 

The many available tests and procedures were surveyed as 

possible models for the assignment. The majority of the 

standardized attainment and diagnostic procedures and 

checklists were based on assumptions and theories about 

reading acquisition, described by Cambourne (1979) as 

outside-in theories. There were far fewer assessment 

procedures based on psycholinguistic (inside-out) theories of 

reading acquisition. The most prominent procedure available 

was miscue analysis CY.Goodman and Burke, 1972). 

The decision not to use any of these tests and procedures as 

models for the assignment was not based on judgments about 

their theoretical acceptability or unacceptability, The 

decision was made because none of them satisfied all the 

requirements perceived as being important, 



2. 

The student's experience as a remedial reading teacher was 

that cognitive style variables such as 

reflectivity/impulsivity, and field dependence/independence 

played an important role in the progress that children made in 

their remedial reading programmes. 

For example, the children who on formal reading tests baulked 

at unknown words and sat tensely, refusing to give responses, 

challenged the student to find out why. Discussion after the 

testswith such children revealed that many of them were 

fearful of giving incorrect responses. They reported that 

they thought they might have known what particular words 

"were" but were not sure enough to commit themselves, in case 

they were wrong. 

With coaching and support (on non-test materials) most of 

these children modified this behaviour and began taking 

risks. Some of them however were very reluctant or unable to 

change what appeared to be an overlearned behaviour and made 

little progress in the remedial programme. Their "refusal 11 

behaviour was interpreted as being over-reflective, a 

behaviour that they had learned in order to deal with the 

anxiety associated with making errors. 



3. 

Other children who made rapid, apparently wild, guesses at 

unknown words were also perceived as being anxious about 

reading tasks and reading tests. The behaviours noted in 

these children were interpreted as being impulsive. 

Discussion afterwards with the children revealed that some of 

them believed that good readers read quickly. The children 

also talked about their guessing strategies and acknowledged 

that while their guesses were usually wrong, sometimes they 

were right (a powerful intermittent reinforcer). 

With coaching many of these children also learned to modify 

their impulsive behaviours and they learned ways of generating 

more productive hypotheses about unknown words than wild 

guessing from initial graphemes. 

The field dependence/independence variable seemed important in 

relation to the children who regularly waited (apparently 

without anxiety) for the teacher to provide the unknown 

words. Such children seemed to be unable or disinclined to 

devise or use their own strategies for dealing with the 

difficulties they were having, and impressed as possibly being 

field dependent. 
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As well as discussion of the children's more general reading 

task strategies and personal or cognitive style variables, the 

student was interested in the children's specific responses 

during comprehension tests. Their responses on tests such the 

Neale Analysis of Reading (Neale, 1958) and Gap (McLeod, 1967) 

frequently invited speculation about the strategies being used 

and reasons brought to bear while finding the right answer. 

So as not to infringe the hallowed sanctions required for the 

administration of standarized tests, similar tasks were 

devised. Any responses that the children gave that were 

"incorrect" or, more accurately, unexpected, were discussed 

with the children. Their explanations of how they generated 

those responses were always informative, frequently ingenious, 

and always made sense within the frame of reference the 

children were using and the personal and world knowledge they 

drew on in their explanations. 

This approach of using test and teaching materials and 

situations as stimuli for discussions and diagnostic 

investigations provided much more relevant and useful 

information than the test results per se. 
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The children's positive reactions to having opportunities to 

discuss their responses and response behaviours was reflected 

in increased enthusiasm to come to class, greater willingness 

to "work" and read, and a general classrqorn atmosphere of much 

talking, reasoning, justifying and exclamations about various 

things "making sense". 

From such experiences it was considered that progress in 

reading programmes had as much to do with attitudes about the 

reading process and cognitive and personal styles in 

approaching reading tasks, as it did with the ability to 

decode words and sentences. 

This interest in the role of cognitive and personal style 

dimensions was increased by reading about the characteristics 

of proficient readers as perceived and discussed within the 

psycholinguistic theoretical framework. A recurring theme 

throughout the psycholinguistically oriented literature was 

that proficient readers have well developed, flexible problem 

solving strategies that they bring to the reading task. These 

attributes need to be put into the wider context of what 

proficient readers "know" and "do" within the psycholinguistic 

perspective. 
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From his research into the characteristics of proficient 

readers, K.S. Goodman (1967) claimed that they "decode 

directly from the graphic stimulus in a process similar to 

Chomsky's sampling model then encode from the deep structure, 

as illustrated in Chomsky's model of sentence production". 

In a similar sampling process, proficient readers are able t o 

select those cues from the the graphophonic, semantic, and 

syntactic cueing systems that enable them t? make the most 

useful predictions about the meaning of what they are reading. 

In Clay's view 0979), proficient readers "operate on print as 

Piaget's children operate on problems, searching for 

relationships which order the complexity of print and 

therefore s_implify it. 11 Skilled readers according to Clay, 

respond automatically to conventions about print unaware of 

the direction, space formats, and punctuation cues they are 

using. 

Smith (1978) extends this principle of automaticity to the 

whole range of visual information available: The 'decoding' 

that the skilled reader performs is not to transform v i sua l 

symbols into sound ••••• "but to transform the visual 

representation of language into meaning." He presents 

evidence based principally on the work of Neisser and Osgood 

that demonstrates the physiological and perceptual constraints 

and limitations that render "outside-in" theories of visual 

and auditory decoding processes untenable. 
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The research into the behaviours of proficient readers has 

also focussed on the error patterns or miscues of proficient 

readers compared with those of less proficient readers. 

Cambourne and Rousch (1980) found that proficient and less 

proficient readers made errors at almost the same rate as each 

other and that both groups failed to correct approximately the 

same proportion of errors. The notable differences between 

the groups' behaviours were that a very high proportion of the 

errors left uncorrected by proficient readers were those that 

did not detract from the overall meaning of the story, and 

that proficient readers were more than half as successful 

again at getting "back on course" after an error than the less 

proficient readers. 

The Goodmans (1977) found that proficient readers "can usually 

tell a great deal of story and produce miscues that do 

not interfere with gaining meaning." 

As well as being mor·e proficient at recognising and amending 

errors that interfered with comprehension, Cambourne and 

Rousch (1980) found that able readers were "less capable of or 

less inclined to focus on the graphophonic aspects of print." 

Furthermore, the substitutions that fluent readers made were 

typically semantically and syntactically appropriate. 
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To summarise, when proficient readers make errors, their 

errors are more 1 ikely to be "appropriate" errors that do not 

subvert the reader's attempts to get at meaning. The errors 

made by less efficient readers are more lik~ly to be visually 

similar to the words that should have been read and 

consequently are more disruptive to comprehension. 

The knowledge and use of flexible, efficient strategies while 

reading has also been highlighted as a characteristic of 

proficient readers. 

According to Clay (1979) proficient readers reduce the 

uncertainty in the reading task by asking themselves "the most 

effective questions", whereas less proficient readers waste 

their opportunities to reduce uncertainty because they "bumble 

around with the trivial questions." They do not put the 

information seeking process into effective sequences. 

In Holdaway's view (1980), able readers demonstrate the 

following characteristics: 

1. An aggressive demand for meaning - an absolute 

intolerance of nonsense. 

2. A spirit of independence willingness to 'have a go'. 

3. A confident use of helpful references. 

4. General procedures for problem solving which are 

linguistically and psychologically sound. 
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The willingness to take risks, to make informed guesses, 

predict and scan, to use flexible problem solving strategies 

in reading tasks, are generally accepted by "inside-out" 

theorists as being significant characteristics of the 

proficient reader. 

However as Goodman (1970) points out: 

"Capable readers and writers demonstrate the use and 

integration of strategies not included in the structured 

literacy curriculum." 

It could be added that these important strategy skills are not 9enel"'Qt~ 

included in the assessment of reading ability either. 

"Outside-in" theorists generally accept that able, fluent 

readers operate much as has been described in the preceding 

section. They would argue however that beginning readers 

behave differently from able readers; that decoding, 

analysing, and synthesising skills are necessary 

pre-requisites for learning to comprehend print and to 

becoming fluent readers; that somewhere in the learning to 

read process children move from an "outside-in11 mode of 

dealing with print to an "inside-out11 mode. 
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"Inside-out" theorists dispute this notion and maintain that 

beginning readers (as can be shown by the "meaningfulness" of 

their errors, if indeed they be permitted to make any) attempt 

to bring the same skills and strategies to the reading task as 

able readers do. Cambourne (1979) suggests that the majority 

of children when learning to read intuitively realise that it 

is an "inside-out" task and use their language skills and past 

experience actively when dealing with print. The remaining 

children (he suggests fifteen percent) doggedly attempt to do 

as they are told, use "outside-in" strategies as they are 

taught to do~ and fail to become able readers as a result. He 

postulates that such children are not risk takers. 

Clark (1973) asserts, "If, to quote Merritt 0970) 'the 

ability to anticipate sequences is the basis of fluent 

reading' then a willingness to make mistakes is likely to be 

part of the process of learning to read. 'Guessing' is only 

bad for a child if it is based on wrong cues". 

Davey (1976) has summarized the literature that specifically 

related to studies of cognitive style and reading performanc e 

to 1976. The main thrust of the studies surveyed was to 

correlate performance on various reading tasks with scores on 

cognitive style tests that purport to measure dimensions such 

as field dependence/independence and conceptual tempo 

(impulsivity/reflectivity). 
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Field independence was found to be positively related to 

success on certain comprehension tasks by Gluck (1972), Watson 

(1969), Cohn (1968), and Stuart (1967), and on various word 

recognition and word meaning tasks by Gluck (1972), Schwartz 

(1972), and Gardner and Long (1961). (*) 

The studies into the relationships between conceptual tempo 

and rea~ing behaviour generally indicated that children 

described as having reflective conceptual tempos made fewer 

word recognition errors (Johnson (1968), Kagan (1965), Hood, 

Kendall and Roettger (1973), Hood and Kendall (1974)), and 

were found by Smith (1973) to be better at tasks of 

identification of main ideas, recall of events, and reading 

for details than so called impulsive children. ("l() 

None of the studies surveyed discussed "over-reflectivity" as 

being a maladaptive aspec t of the conceptual tempo dimension 

in relation to children's reading behaviour. Evaluation of 

the studies surveyed lead t o the conclusion that most o f the 

researchers were operating within an "outside-in" perspective 

in that they were assessing the children on reading subskill 

tasks not in terms of learning to read as a processing) 

strategy learning activity. 
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The study by Jenkins et al (1980) addressed some issues of 

strategy/process learning. In this study, cognitive style 

dimensions were not assessed as such but the researchers 

looked at the hypothesis testing abilities of third grade 

children using nonsense words. The results of the study were 

that the good readers were significantly more flexible in 

their strategy use than poor readers. That is, the good 

readers were better hypothesis testers, generating more 

feasible alternatives to the pronunciation of the given 

nonsense words. 

Three recommendations were made on the basis of the study. 

The spirit of the Jenkins' second and third recommendations 

accord well with the psycholinguistic problem solving approach. 

(ii) To generate a classroom atmosphere tolerant of risk 

taking. 

(ill) To help children develop a mental set for diversity. 

Their first recommendation a·nd the specific content of the 

second and third recommendations, however, conflict with the 

more holistic, search for meaning approach of psycholinguistic 

theories. These recommendations suggest that: 

(i) The results of the study can be used to justify the daily 

teaching and application of phonic skills. 
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•• (ii) There needs to be a tolerance of risk taking, thus 

(iii) 

O\i►.l"' turing the capacity of youngsters to decode unknown 

words successfufly~l 

" One of the teacher's tasks is to develop a mental set for 

diversity, as fluent readers show disciplined expansion 
1 

of logical deductions in word attack. Young readers who 

do not consider alternative pronunciations may be trained 

to do more "guessing". 

The Jenkins study has encapsulated some of the essence of the 

psycholinguistic emphasis on the active problem solving 

participation of readers in the reading process, but the study 

has used too narrow a focus. 

Smith (1975) also recommends that teachers nurture risk taking 

strategy learning in the children they teach. "Readiness to 

take chances by eliminating unlikely alternatives in advance 

is critical for beginning readers." Smith asserts that if the 

penalty for making errors is too high, children may be forced 

into what he calls "tunnel v i sion" and become disinclined or 

unable to bring all the necessary non visual information to 

reading tasks that Smith contends are so necessary in learning. 

1. Underlining mine 
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1.2 CRITERIA FOR PROPOSED ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE 

The design criteria for the assessment procedure used 

in this study were determined as follows: 

(i) It should sample the specific language and reading 

related competencies that are postulated as 11basics" 

within the psycholingustic theoretical framework. 

(ii) It should be presented in a problem solving framework 

that would enable the counsellor to observe the 

strategies the children used. 

(iii) The target population would be second grade children. 

(i) Competency sampling 

The psycholinguistic framework was selected because it 

appeared to offer the most cogent explanation of 

reading behaviour in young children. The notion of 

children being actively involved in the reading task, 

bringing their own cognitive, language and affective 

experiences to the task was congruent with the 

author's experiences and beliefs. 
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( ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 
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The competen~ies selected to be sampled were 

influenced by the work of Goodman (1971) and Kemp 

(1980). In his model for examining reading processes 

and products, Kemp nominates three bases of competence 

in the reading process (language competence, 

attentional competence and cognitive competence); 

three cueing systems (graphophonic, semantic and 

syntactic); memory components; strategies; and lastly 

the processing levels of his model culminate in the 

" ... products component (comprehension). Of these 

components, comprehension and the cueing systems were 

chosen to be directly incorporated into the items. It 

was considered that other components would become 

available for consideration as a result of the 

children's responses to the items. For example it was 

anticipated that the strategies of scanning/regressing 

and self correcting the children were using would 

become obvious when they were reading the items. It 

was also anticipated that the competencies represented 

in the bases component would become available for 

speculative assessment during the procedure. 

The specific components selected to be sampled in the 

items were: 

comprehension 

linguistic knowledge 

graphophonic knowledge 

knowledge of conventions of print 
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The knowledge of conventions of print component, while 

not being specifically stated in Kemp's model was 

included for sampling. This was done because within 

the psycholinguistic model, knowledge of the 

conventions or concepts of print is considered to be 

important. The work of Marie Clay (1972 and 1979) 

demonstrates the importance of these concepts. 

The comprehension items were included to assess the 

children's ability to get meaning from print and to 

make decisions about the sense of what they had read. 

By including items with distorted informational 

content it was anticipated that children would 

recognise the distorti9ns and respond accordingly. 

The linguistic and graphophonic knowledge items were 

included to assess the children's knowledge of the 

semantic and syntactic, and graphophonic conventions 

and regularities of the language. 

Goodman (1971) sets out the three essential 

characteristics of the printed display of written 

language. 

(i) The symbols of written English are arranged in 

permissible spelling sequences with which users are 

familiar. 
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(ii) The printed display is patterned according to the 

English language. The system of a language is its 

grammar with which users of the language arefamiliar. 

(iii) Qr\ • ~ 
The display represents encoding of meaningful message 

that is understandable to readers when they 

reconstruct the message. 

Goodman maintains that all three characteristics are 

essential to making reading possible, and that each 

characteristic supports and supplements the others {n 

ways that enable readers to sample from the cues 
\ 

available, rather than using all the possible items of 

information. That is, the redundant nature of the 

language is contributed by syntactic, semantic and 

graphophonic factors. 

The familiarity that Goodman attributes to readers of 

the language is not uniformly and holistically 

available to children when they are learning to read. 

The syntactic elements of the language, for example, 

are acquired in regular developmental sequences 

(Slobin, 1968, Ervin-Tripp, 1973). The developmental 

process of syntactic acquisition continues on into the 

school years to the extent that some syntactic 

features are still being acquired by children in the 

target population for this study (C.Chomsky, 1969). 
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Thus by including syntactic features that might not 

yet be fully acquired by the children in the target 

population it was anticipated that some indication of 

their level of syntactic development might become 

available. The syntactic distortions included in some 

of the items were designed to sample knowledge of 

irregular past tenses and plural forms, word order, 

case of pronouns, and congruence of number between 

subject and verb. It was anticipated that if the 

children's performance on these items indicated some 

unfamiliarity with these syntactic features, further 

assessment would be justified, 

The items designed to sample syntactic and semantic 

knowledge were included together as linguistic 

knowledge items. 

The graphophonic knowledge items were designed to 

sample the children's awareness of and knowledge about 

the graphophonic conventions of the language. Items 

which conformed with the graphophonic conventions of 

the language (Goodman's "permissible spelling 

sequences") were included, as were items which did not 

conform with the conventions. The words that 

conformed, were checked against the entries in the 

Concise Oxford Dictionary. Their absence from the 

dictionary was accepted as sufficient confirmation of 

their not being words. 
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(ii) Problem solving framework 

Two aspects were considered in the design of the 

procedure. The first was that the procedure should 

present the children with problematic material that 

the children had to make decisions about, and the 

second was to provide a framework for decision making 

and discus~ion of the decisions made. 

It was decided that the problematic material should be 

problems of print. Such material, it was postulated, 

would require the children to demonstrate both their 

competencies with regard to the print itself and their 

problem solving strategies. The problems of print to 

be presented took the form of distortions of the 

conventions of print, semantics, syntax, graphophonic 

conventions and general comprehension of written 

English. Readers bring certain expectations to the 

reading task. The distortions to be included would 

presumably interrupt these expectations and enable the 

author to observe the resultant behaviours. From the 

resultant behaviours inferences could possibly be 

drawn about the children's expectations of printed 

material. Non-distorted items were also to be 

presented as a means of evaluating the children's 

behaviour for comparison with their behaviour to the 

distorted items . 
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A decision making procedure was devised that would 

give the children an open ended opportunity to bring 

their own interpretations to the task. 

The procedure also needed to include an opportunity to 

discuss, wherever possible, the children's decisions 

and problem solving strategies. The decision making 

procedure decided on involved requiring the child to 

read an item, make a choice about whether the item was 
i¾eM 

"OK" or "Not OK" and to place the' card in a box 

labelled with the appropriate option choice. It was 

decided not to give the child any specific criteria by 

which tojudge the OKness/Not OKness of the item. It 

was hoped that the children would bring their own 

criteria to the~e particular aspects of the problem 

that 1s, they would have their own perceptions of the 

task and items, and their own interpretation of "OK". 

It was decided also to include a third option and an 

appropriately labelled sorting box - Not Sure. This 

option was made available on the premise that children 

who could be described as "over reflective" might opt 

to use it while they came to terms with the nature of 

the task and items. 
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In order not to have t oo l ong a time lapse between the 

sorting of the items and discussion of the choices 

made and reasons for them, it was decided that the 

children sort several cards and then discuss their 

choices before sorting the next batch. 

(iii) Target population 

It was decided that the target population for the 

procedure should be second grade children who had been 

in a formal reading programme for at least five terms. 

This target population was of particular interest to 

the writer from two points of view. The first was 

administrative. In this phase of children's 

schooling, teachers, counsellors, and school 

administrators are frequently involved in assessing 

the overall progress of children in reading 

programmes, particularly if it is considered likely 

that Q. child might be a candidate for a remedial 

reading programme which generally becomes available in 

Grade 3. It seemed an important stage to use an 

assessment procedure that might offer more relevant 

information about the children's competencies, problem 

solving strategies, and attitudes than current 

assessment procedures for remediation. 
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The second point was methodological. The average age 

of the children in the target population placed them 

roughly in the Piagetian transition phase from the 

pre-operational thought period to the concrete 

operations period of cognitive development and, again 

roughly, in the transition from Vygotsky's egocentric 

speech stage to his 11 " ingrowth speech stage. 

Studying this age group was considered advantageous as 

it was considered likely that at least some of the 

children would use egocentric speech in their problem 

solving, perhaps giving access to the strategies they 

were using. 

In terms of the Piagetian stages of development, some 

of the children in the sample could be expected to be 

able to hypothesize, generating competencies that were 

typical of the concrete operations periods. Some 

children operating at the pre-operational level might 

be expected to handle the task quite differently. 

Others might be expected to be exhibiting behaviours 

of a transitional nature, perhaps varying with 

different items or phases of the task. 

The final form of the task and items is presented in 

Chapter Two. 
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A major assumption underlying the procedure was that 

the children in the target population would be able to 

discuss their reasons for making the choices they 
(1'173) 

did. As Margaret Clark cautions, "One must, however, 

distinguish a child's ability to solve a problem from 

his ability to verbalise his solution." On the other 

hand Clark adds "Too little consideration may be given · 

in schools to the justification which a child could, 

if asked, advance for his particular solution to a 

problem." It does seem relevant at least to give test 

respondents such an opportunity. Many assessment 

procedures do not. 



CHAPTER TWO 

DESCRIPTION OF HOWZAT 

2.1 OBJECTIVES 

The original HOWZAT project was developed with two main 

objectives. 

1. To provide a screening procedure to be used with children 

who had been in a formal reading program for five to six 

terms. The procedure was designed to probe four aspects 

of reading behaviour, t'\01'\o'\el~ : 

(a) comprehension 

(b) knowledge of concepts of print 

(c) linguistic knowledge 

( d) gr a phophonic . f<nowledg e 

These probes were not intended to provide a quantitative 

or qualitative statement of a child's competence in these 

areas. They were intended to provide opportunities for 

teachers to observe and explore various aspects of the 

child's performances in tasks which had been specially 

designed to assess such cognate functions. 
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2. To provide a format or procedure for observing some 

problem solving strategies and some cognitive style 

dimensions such as risk taking, hypothesis testing, 

reflectivity, and impulsivity which seemed in the 

investigator's experience to be important factors in 

children's learning to read and becoming independent 

readers. 

2.2 MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE 

The HOWZAT procedure consisted of thirty four items designed 

to probe the various aspects of knowledge specified in 

Objective 1, and the task, designed to provide opportunities 

to observe the problem solving strategies and cognitive style 

dimensions specified in Objective 2. 

2.2.1 HOWZAT ITEMS 

The HOWZAT materials comprised: 

4 Comprehension items (C) 

6 Concepts of print items (CoP) 

12 Linguistic knowledge items (LK) 

12 Graphophonic knowledge items (GPK) 

Further details of these items are given below. 
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Half of the items in each set contained distortions 

included to enable the investigator to observe whether 

or not the children would recognise the distortions 

and respond to them. 

Each of the items appeared separately on a card and 

was given to the child to read and respond to. 

Comprehension items 

Two of the comprehension items contained informational 

distortions. The other two did not. 

Cl No distortion 

The men had finished mending the road. They 
packed up all their tools and loaded them 
onto the truck. Then they drove back to 
town. 

C2 Informational distortion 

Three children went shopping. 
They bought meat from the barber shop, milk 
at the post office and bread from the 
newsagent. 

C3 No distortion 

Animals come in different colours, shapes 
and sizes. Elephants are bigger than 
rabbits. Giraffes have long necks, tigers 
have stripes and horses have manes. 
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C4 Informational distortion 

Peter started to get ready for school. He 
combed his teeth and put his shirt on his 
feet, Then he tucked his hanky in his 
pocket and ran out the door. 

Concepts of Print Items 

Three of the concepts of print items contained 

distortions. The other three items did not. 

CoP1 Distortion. Print upside down 
relative to the picture 

CoP2 

CoP3 

CoP4 

No distortion 

I think I've eaten too 
much. 

Punctuation distortions 

some animals Live in the sea 

No distortion 

Some people eat no rne0t. 



CoPS No spaces between words. 

Thedogcaughttherabbit. 

CoP6 No distortion 

The cat chased the mice. 

Linguistic Knowledge Items 

Six of the linguistic knowledge items contained 

distortions and six items did not. 

LKl Distortion - Incorrect Word Order 

House green the painted was. 

LK2 No distortion 

The truck drove over the bridge. 

LK3 Distortion - Plural subject, singular 
verb. 

The boys is doing their homework. 

LK4 - No distortion 

[ The dogs are eating all the meat. 

LK5 Distortion - Case of pronouns incorrect 

The girl asked shes mother if her could 
go out. 



LK6 - No distortion 

I found the marbles that were lost. 

LK7 Distortion - Incorrect past tense form 
irregular past tense required 

Our little dog runned away. 

LK8 No distortion 

The children sang their new song. 

LK9 Distortion - Incorrect plural fot1Il, 
Irregular plural required. 

Some mouses have long tails. 

LKlO - No distortion 

LKll 

The girls picked the leaves off the 
ground. 

Distortion - Semantic inappropriateness. 
(Syntactically correct.) 

The car ate fourteen leaves of feathers. 

LK12 - No distortion. 

The children rode their bikes to school. 
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Graphophonic Knowledge Items 

Six of these items contained distortions. 

The distortions were of two kinds. 

1. Nonsense words that conformed to graphophonic 

conventions of English. 

2. Nonsense words that did not conform to the 

graphophonic conventions of English. 

GPKl 

GPK2 

GPK3 

GPK4 

No distortion 

bent 

Nonsense word,, - conventional 
graphophonic form. 

purtify I 
Nonsense word - unconventional 
graphophonic form 

tfd 

Nonsense word - unconventional 
graphophonic form 

iaaqm 
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Sentence of nonsense words -
conventional graphopno11ic "tol"ms, 

Ku gant op freem cherks rimply. 

GPK6 - No distortion 

worry 

GPK7 No distortion 

start 

GPK8 Nonse~e word. 
Conventional graphophonic form. 

sont ] 
GPK9 - No distortion 

GPKlO 

green 

Nonsense word - Conventional 
graphophonic form. 

cloar 

GPKll - Nonsense word - unconventional 
graphophonic form. 

mngzu 

GPK12 - No distortion 

realm 



2.2.2 

32.. 

THE HOWZAT TASK 

The task involved the children reading the item cards 

one at a time and sorting them into one of three 

boxes, each box representing a choice made by the 

children about the card. The three box choice options 

were Not OK, OK and Not Sure. 

The criterion for sorting the items into the boxes was 

expressed in non-specific terms with the intention 

that the children would bring their own frame of 

reference to the task, interpreting the items in 

whatever way they perceived as being appropriate. 

They were not given any specific instructions about 

what was meant by 110K" or "Not OK". 

The sorting of the cards was followed by discussion of 

the children's justification for their box choices. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

The HOWZAT task began with the following instruction: 

"I'm interested 1n finding out how children work 

things out when they're reading. I have some cards 

here with words and sentences printed ori them. I'll 
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give them to you one at a time. I want you to read 

each card and then decide if it's OK or Not OK. If 

it's OK you put it in this box. If you're not sure 

if it's OK or Not OK you put it in this box. It i+s 
N~t CIC. plA+ ,+ in +t,e Not Ot< 'box. 

After we've sorted a few we'll talk about what helped 

you to decide which box to put them in. 11 

PROCEDURE 

The four comprehension items were handed to the child 

one at a time. The child sorted the items into one of 

the three boxes. When the four items had been sorted 

the child was asked which box she/he would like to 

talk about first. 

The cards were then taken from the box the child 

selected and handed back to the child one at a time. 

After each card was handed back the child was asked 

"What helped you decide to put that card in the OK/Not 

OK/Not Sure box?" 

Follow up clarifying questions were then asked as 

necessary for the child's intentions to be clear to 

the interviewer. The cards from the other boxes were 

then discussed in the order chosen by the child. 
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After the comprehension items had been sorted the 

other sets of items were given to the child in the 

order listed in the item, three or four at a time. 

All the discussions were tape recorded and tha 

recordings transcribed. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

PILOT STUDY 

The procedure was trialled initially with children from a second 

grade class in a Catholic Primary School in a mixed socio-economic 

suburb in Toowoomba, Queensland. 

Twelve children were selected by the class teachers. Two boys and 

two girls from each of three reading ability groups were assessed 

individually on the HOWZAT task. Their responses to the items and 

the discussion that followed were tape-recorded and transcribed 

verbatim. 

The transcripts were analysed and the whole procedure was evaluated 

to determine whether the objectives as stated could be met. 

The evaluation was based on the following observations: 

3.1 OBSERVATIONS 

3. 1.1 

3.1.2 

3.1.3 

3.1.4 

Diversity of response behaviour 

Differences between ability groups 

Variations in interviewer behaviour 

Problems with the procedure 
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DIVERSITY OF RESPONSE BEHAVIOUR 

There was considerable diversity among the children in 

terms of: 

(i) The Box choices they made and the justifications they 

gave for their box choices. 

(ii) The behaviours they displayed during the procedure 

including the strategies they developed for handling 

the task. 

(iii) The amount and type of data collected on which to make 

judgments about the children• s skills in the areas 

specified in Objective 1, 

(i) Box Choice and Justification 

Most of the children justified their choices Ln terms 

of the content of the items and many of them 

apparently ignored the syntactic and concept of print 

distortions. 

Example: LK9 Some mouses have long tails. 

"I put that one in the NOT OK box because 
it's not right. All mice have long tails", 
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This child had apparently ignored, or had 

spontaneously corrected, the syntactic distortion 

'mouses' and had responded to the content in terms of 

a logical operation. 

Other children who responded to the content of the 

items did so in aesthetic or ethical, terms. 

Example: LK5 The girl asked shes mother if her could 
go out:. 

OK. nBecause the girl's mother told her 
that's what she had t:o do and she was a good 
girl for doing it". 

Some children responded to the items by pointing out 

the distortions and suggesting ways they could be 

"corrected". 

Example: LK3 The boys is doing their homework. 

"That's not OK. It should be 'are' doing 
their homework". 

Some children responded in terms of whether they could 

read the items or not; others in terms of whether or 

not the items made sense. 

Children who responded to distorted items in terms of 

the content sometimes noted the distortion 

spontaneously or when asked if there was anything 

unusual about the item. 
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The Not Sure box was chosen regularly by some children 

and not at all by others. 

Some children changed their box choice after the 

original sorting or during the discussion in response 

to questions from the interviewer. 

(ii) Behaviours and Strategies 

Some children spoke throughout the task giving readily 

available evidence of the strategies and cueing 

systems they were using. Others spoke little or gave 

minimal responses. 

Some children paused often before giving responses or 

answering clarifying questions. Others responded 

quickly, some appearing to be anxious and impulsive. 

Several gave "Don't know11 responses regularly to 

questions and some did not answer some questions. 

Some children gave comprehensive responses in response 

to one or two questions and no further questions were 

required for the interviewer to be clear about the 

children's justifications • 
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There was evidence that some children developed a 

response set to the distortions very early in the 

procedure and maintained this set throughout the 

task. Others seemed to respond to some items in terms 

of the distortions and to others (including distorted 

items) in terms of meaning or whether they could read 

them or-not. That is, they appeared to have flexible 

response sets. 

Some children appeared to have great difficulty 

finding strategies for handling the task generally and 

individual items in particular. Rather than having a 

flexible set of strategies, these children seemed to 

be casting round randomly, frequently using a strategy 

appropriate to a previous item but not appropriate to 

the item under discussion. 

(iii) Amount and Type of Data Collected 

The children who spoke readily about what they were 

doing and why they were doing it and who read the 

items spontaneously, gave considerable material on 

which to make assessments of their skills. 

The children who responded to the distortions likewise 

provided ready evidence of their knowledge and skills 

as related to the particular skill being probed. 
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Those children who consistently ignored the 

distortions, did not note them on query and those who 

gave minimal responses provided less data for probing 

their skill development. However, it was still 

possible to infer many of the skills from the 

responses they gave. 

Several items appeared to discriminate between 

children who were/were not familiar with particular 

syntactic forms. 

Examples:CcP4 Some people eat no meat. 

and 

LK6 I found the marbles that were lost. 

Some children had difficulty handling the negative 

form of Cof'4 and the passive form of LK6. Their 

difficulties were manifest in different ways. For 

example, some paused before or after reading the "no" 

and/or "were" and then miscued or self corrected or 

encoded the sentence using the syntactic forms they 

were more familiar with. 

Example: CoP4 n Some people eat • • • • • • no ••.••• 
eat •••••• don't •••••• don't eat •••••• 
no meat". 
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ABILITY GROUPS 

There were apparent differences between the children 

from the different ability groups in terms of: 

(i) Response patterns 

(ii) Decoding skills 

(iii) Strategy patterns 

(i) Response Patterns 

Children in the top ability group seemed to be more 

likely to respond to the distortions. 

Children in the second and bottom ability groups 

seemed to be more likely to respond in 

aesthetic/ethical terms. 

Example: "It's not OK 'cause dogs shouldn't run away11
• 

(ii) Decoding Skills 

Most of the children were able to decode most of the 

items. 

However, some children in the bottom ability group had 

considerable difficulty decoding some of the items. 
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(iii) Strategy Patterns 

Children in the top ability group seemed to develop 

strategies for dealing with the task relatively 

quickly and demonstrated flexibility in the 

application of their strategies. 

Children in the bottom group seemed more likely to 

have difficulty finding strategies for dealing with 

the task and items. 

3.1.3. VARIATIONS IN INTERVIEWER'S BEHAVIOUR 

( i) 

( ii) 

(iii) 

( iv) 

Analysis of the questions asked to clarify the 

children's responses revealed that there were 

variations in relation to: 

The distorted items 

Not OK responses 

Not Sure responses 

Reading the items 

(i) In Relation to the Distorted Items 

Some children who responded to distorted items in 

terms of the content alone were asked whether there 

was anything unusual about the sentence. Others were 

not. 
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When the scripts were analysed for response trends and 

evidence of skills, it was apparent that when the 

question about the distortion had been asked, more 

evidence was frequently forthcoming. 

(ii) In Relation to the Not OK Responses 

Several children who gave Not OK responses were unable 

to verbalize their justifications. On some occasions 

these children were asked "How could we make that one 

OK for you? The responses frequently enabled them to 

demonstrate the basis for their choices. 

Example: C.~P4- Some people eat no meat 

c. "There's something wrong with it but I'm 
not sure what it is. 

I. How could we make that one OK for you? 

C, Umm •••••· You could say 'Some•••··· 
people •••••• don't eat meat'"• 

This Not OK ~ OK request by the tester was not made 

on all the occasions on which it may have proven to be 

useful. 
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(iii) In Relation to the Not Sure Responses 

Some children who sorted items into the Not Sure Box 

· were also unable to verbalize their uncertainty. On a 

few occasions they were asked which box they would 

have sorted the item into if the Not Sure box had not 

been available. Again this request was useful in that 

the discussion that followed demonstrated the basis of 

their choices. 

(iv) In Relation to Reading the Items 

3.1.4 

Many children read the items aloud during the sorting 

or discussion phase. Others who didn't gave responses 

that indicated that they had read the item accurately. 

Some children who did not read aloud or whose 

responses did not indicate accurate reading were asked 

to read aloud. Others were not. 

PROBLEMS WITH THE PROCEDURE 

Several factors emerged as being problematic: 

(i) The task was too long 

(ii) There was redundancy in the type and amount of data 

being collected 

(iii) Limitations occurred in the collection of non-verbal 

data 
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( i) Task Length 

Some children stayed on task and took one hour to 

complete the items and discussion. While none of the 

children appeared to be stressed or bored, the 

procedure was too long. 

(ii) Redundancy of Data 

There was considerable redundancy in the items in 

terms of the skills being sampled. 

The comprehension items did not reveal any information 

about the children's skills in this area that could 

not be gained from other items. 

Most of the non distorted items did not reveal any 

information that could not be gained from other items. 

(iii) Limitations in the Collection of Non Verbal Data 

Transcription of the verbal responses did not convey 

adequately the response repertoire of the children. 

Information conveyed by intonation patterns, body 

language and such could not be adequately recorded. 
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While it was possible to anotate pauses, and to 

specify sub vocal behaviours such as 'sounding out', 

it was not possible to determine or record whether the 

pauses reflected time taken processing the items, 

the respondent's waiting for the next question, or 

anxiety induced passivity. 

3 .2 EVALUATION OF THE PILOT STUDY IN TERMS OF THE OBJECTIVES 

3.2.1 

3.2.2 

The procedure was too long to be used as a screening 

procedure. 

However in view of the redundancy noted in 3.1.4 (ii), 

it was decided that a short version of the procedure 

was justified. A short version was considered 

justified if it contained those items that had 

produced the greatest diversity of responses and those 

that gave the most information about the children's 

skills and knowledge. 

The procedure enabled the investigator to probe the 

comprehension skills, knowledge of concepts of print, 

linguisitic knowledge, and graphophonic knowledge of 

many of the children in the pilot study. 

It also afforded opportunities to observe the decoding 

strategies used by some individual children. 
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The variations in the interviewer's behaviour noted in 

observation 3.1.3, however, placed limitations on the 

amount of information that could be obtained about 

those children who were less able or willing to 

verbalize during the procedure. 

For these reasons, Objective 1 was considered to be 

unattainable in the terms stated. 

The limitations noted in Observation 3.1..1(ii) 

combined to mitigate against the collection of 

measurable data on specific cognitive style dimensions 

even though some children impressed as being more 

impulsive or reflective than others and in some 

instances children's hypothesis testing and problem 

solving strategies were observed. 

Thus it was decided that Objective 2 was not 

attainable in the tenns stated. 

However, it was possible to observe and document some 

specific behaviours related to the HOWZAT task such as 

Box choice, change of Box, pauses, Don't know 

responses, and unanswered questions • 
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3.2.5 

It was also possible to observe and infer the 

development of response sets, strategies and 

flexibility in the use of strategies for dealing with 

the task and items. 

The apparent differences noted in Observations 

3.l.2(i), 3.l.2(ii), and 3.l.2(iii) suggested that 

there might be some relationship between the general 

HOWZAT response patterns strategies/skills and the 

allocation of the children into different reading 

ability groups. 

The limitations due to the variation of the 

interviewer's behaviour together with the size of the 

sample did not permit any more definite evaluation of 

these observations. 

The strongest impression gained when the pilot study 

was evaluated was the trend for most children to 

attempt to get meaning from what they read in spite of 

distorting features in the print. 

The diversity of response patterns produced, and the 

wide range of experience and knowledge drawn on in the 

justifications, also impressed as being worthy of 

further study. 
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3.3 CONCLUSIONS DRAWN ABOUT THE PILOT STUDY 

The HOWZAT procedure in its present form was not adequate as a 

screening tool to attain the objectives stated. 

The procedure, however, still had merit as a means for 

exploring the reading behaviour of young children. 

It was decided to design a second pilot study incorporating 

the amendments suggested in the evaluation • 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SECOND STUDY - OBJECTIVES, ITEMS AND METHODOLOGY 

Based on the evaluation and conclusions of the pilot study, a 

shorter, amended version of the procedure was devised. The second 

study was carried out in a primary school in Canberra. 

The broad objective of the second study was to determine whether an 

amended version of the procedure, carried out using tighter 

methodology and more detailed data analysis, would support or refute 

the observations (3.1.1 and 3.1.2) made in the pilot study. 

Specific objectives of the second study were as follows: 

4.1 OBJECTIVES 

4.1.1 RESPONSES TO THE ITEM SETS 

To determine whether the children in the sample gave 

different modes of response to three different item 

sets: Concepts of Print, Linguistic Knowledge, and 

Graphophonic Knowledge • 



4.1.2 

4.1.3 

s1. 

To determine whether the children in the sample 

responded differently to individual items in the item 

sets and to determine whether any such differences 

reflected differential awareness of and responses to 

the various distortions in the items. 

GROUP ANALYSIS 

To determine whether there were any differences 

between and within the ability groups in respect of 

the children's response mode patterns and response 

behaviour patterns. 

INDIVIDUAL ANALYSIS 

To determine whether profiles for individual children 

could be drawn in respect of their reading, language, 

and strategy learning behaviours. 
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HOWZAT PROCEDURE ANALYSIS 

To determine whether the data obtained in the study 

provided a useful and relevant contribution to the 

body of knowledge about children's reading, language, 

and strategy learning behaviours when they are 

presented with problems of print. 

4.2 MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE 

4.2.1 ITEMS 

Eighteen items were selected from the original thirty 

four items in the pilot study. The selection was 

based on the criteria summarized in 3.l.4(ii). 

The items selected were those that had generated the 

most diversity of box choice, reasons for response, 

and response related behaviours (such as change of box Q~~ 

responses to distortions). The items were those that 

contained distortions and/or syntactic patterns that 

some of the children had found difficult. The 

comprehension items were not included as 

they did not produce information that could not be 

gained from the other items to be included in the 

second study. 
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The selected items were relabelled to facilitate 

coding. 

Concepts of Print Items 

CoPl Distortion: Print upside down relative 
to the picture 

CoP2 Distortion: Punctuation features that 
contravene the conventions of print 

some animals Live in the sea 

CoP3 Distortion: No spaces between words 

Thedogcaughttherabbit. 

Linguistic Knowledge Items 

LKl Distortion: Word order 

House green the painted was. 

LK2 Distortion: Plural subject, singular 
verb. 

( The boys is doing their homework. 

LK3 Distortion: Incorrect case of pronouns. 

The girl asked shes mother if her could 
go out. 
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LK4 Distortion: None. Passive form 11were11 

difficult for some children. 

I found the marbles that were lost. 

LKS Distortion: Incorrect verb form. 

Our little dog runned away. 

LK6 Distortion: Incorrect plural form. 

Some mouses have long tails. 

LK7 Distortion: Semantic inappropriateness. 

The car ate fourteen leaves of feathers. 

LK8 Distortion: None. Negative form 110011 

difficult for some children. 
This item was a non-distorted 
item in the Concepts of Print 
set in the pilot study. 

Some people eat no meat. 

Graphophonic Knowledge Items 

GPKl Distortion: Nonsense word. 

purtify 

Conventional grapho-phonic 
form 
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GPK2 Distortion: Nonsense word. 

tfd 

Unconventional graphophonic 
form 

GPK3 Distortion: Nonsense word. 

iaaqm 

Unconventional graphophonic 
form 

GPK4 Distortion: Sentence of nonsense words. 
Conventional graphophonic 
forms 

Ku gant op freem cherks rimply. 

GPK5 Distortion: Nonsense word. Conventional 
graphophonic form 

sont r L--------

GPK6 Distortion: Nonsense word. 

mngzu 

GPK7 Distortion: 

realm 

Unconventional graphophonic 
form 

None. Most of the children 
in the pilot study responded 
to the item in ways similar 
to their responses to the 
nonsense words 
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4.3 TASK AND INSTRUCTIONS 

The task remained the same as in the Pilot study with the 

children being required to read the items one at a time and to 

sort them into the three boxes representing the three option 

choices: 

The same instructions were given for the reading and sorting 

phase of the task as in the pilot study. 

4.4 PROCEDURE 

The procedure for the second study was amended in the light of 

the evaluation of the pilot study. 

The same question was asked about each item at the beginning 

of the discussion. "What helped you decided to put that card 

in the OK/Not OK/Not Sure box? 11 

The following amended interview fonnat was then used depending 

on the child's box choice and response modes and behaviours. 

4.4.1 AMENDED INTERVIEW FORMAT 

(i) If the child sorted the card into the Not Sure box 

s/he was asked what helped her/him to put it in that 

box or "What was it about that one that you were 

unsure about?" 



57. 

If the answer was a general one 

Example: "I didn't know what box to put it in~ 

the child was then asked 

"If we didn't have the Not Sure box which box 

would you put it in?" 

The procedure wqs 1hen 

general format. 

continued according to the 

If the answer related to not being able to read the 

item, the child was to be given whatever help seemed 

to be needed to read it. Then, if the child hadn't 

spontaneously sorted the item after having read it, 

the child was again asked which box woulds/he have 

put it in if the Not Sure box had not been available. 

(ii) If the child responded to a distorted item Ln terms of 

meaning, elimination, or ability/inability to read the 

item and had apparently overlooked the distortion the 

child was asked "Is there anything unusual about that 

word/sentence at all"? 



This question was to be asked as a supplementary 

question after the child's justification was given and 

clarified if necessary. Care was to be taken that the 

query about the distortion did not sound like a 

negation of the child's response. 

(iii) If the child sorted the item in the Not OK box (either 

initially or secondary to placing it in the Not Sure. 

Box) s/he was given the opportunity to demonstrate the 

basis of the choice by being asked "How could we make 

that one OK for you?" 

(iv) If the child did not read the item aloud 

spontaneously, or did not give evidence thats/he had 

decoded it accurately, s/he was to be asked to read it 

at a point in the discussion that seemed most relevant. 

(v) If a child refused to read an item or was having 

obvious difficulty with it, s/he was to be assisted 

using whatever help seemed necessary or relevant. 

Questions such as the following were to be asked. 

"Some of these words you're finding a bit 

difficult. Which ones do you know and we'll try 

to work the rest out? 11 



The assistance to be given was to be contextually 

based using whatever words the child had identified as 

being known, thus giving the child the opportunity to 

demonstrate his/her cueing strategies and knowledge, 

(vi) Children who seemed unable to generate or to verbalize 

strategies for dealing with the task or items were to 

be given assistance, 

For example children who consistently paused for long 

periods and then said "I don''t know" were to be 

offered partial strategies, usually in the form of 

language clues. 

e.g. "Is there anything about that sentence that 

doesn't make sense to you?" 

(vii) Children who had extreme difficulty reading the early 

items and/or generating and verbalizing strategies and 

who did not seem to have been assisted by the 

strategies above, (v) and (vi), were to have the items 

read to them. The child was then to sort the items 

based on his/her interpretation of the item. 
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AMENDED ITEM PRESENTATION ORDER 

The other procedural alteration was not to give the 

cards to the children in item sets in a fixed order. 

Apart from item CoPl which was given to each child 

first, the item cards were given in random order 1n 

two or three batches of six to nine items each. The 

decision to give item CoPl first was based on its 

being a picture item, designed to add interest to the 

task, as well as containing a distortion that might 

aler~ the children to one aspect of the task. This 

card was always handed to the children with the print 

upside down. 

The card order presentation was randomized by 

shuffling the remaining cards before each assignment 

and allowing the children to choose each card from the 

fanned cards (print side down) befo~e reading and 

sorting it. 

After the cards in each batch had been sorted the 

children were invited to select which box they would 

like to discuss first, 
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The random presentation of the cards was decided on in 

order to minimize the chances of the child's response 

set to later sets of items being determined by the 

characteristics of earlier sets of items. The final 

order of discussion of items as recorded in the 

transcripts was determined by the order in which the 

children chose to discuss the boxes and the fall of 

the cards into the boxes following the sorting. 

4.5 METHODOLOGY 

4.5.1 SAMPLE 

The school chosen for the study was a primary school 

in a relatively new suburb of Canberra with a mixed 

socio-economic population. 

A sample of thirty children was sought from the school 

using the following criteria of selection: 

(i) That they be in second class. 

(ii) That there be ten children from each of three 

reading ability groups, 
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(iii) That there be five girls and five boys from each 

of the reading ability groups. 

(iv) That none of the thirty children be currently 

enrolled in or be currently considered for 

enrolment in an ESL class. 

READING ABILITY GROUPS 

The reading ability groups that the children were 

selected from had been formed at the beginning of the 

school year in which the data collection was done. 

The criteria for placement in the ability groups were: 

{i) The reading level achieved by each child at the 

end of First grade, as determined by the book 

level in the Endeavour Reading series that the 

child had attained. 

(ii) The subjective judgment by the three teachers 

about each child's reading skills and level of 

independence in reading. This judgl'Ylent was made 

in consultation with the teachers who had taught 

the children in the previous year. 
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The second criterion was given more weighting 

than the first when the teachers were forming the 

reading ability groups. Each ability group had 

had the same teacher for reading instruction 

throughout the year of the data collection period. 

RANKING WITHIN ABILITY GROUPS 

Since the HOWZAT data collection was done two terms 

after the reading ability groups had been formed, it 

was considered likely that changes in the children's 

perceived reading abilities may have occurred. The 

result of such changes may have lessened the impact of 

between group differences in the data. 

It was decided therefore to obtain data from each of 

the three teachers about their perceptions of the 

relative reading abilities of each child within their 

respective groups. Each teacher was asked to rank the 

children within her group from one to ten. The 

criterion given was non specific except that the 

ranking was to be done in terms of who was the best 

reader, next best and so on. 
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The information about which reading ability group the 

children belonged to and their respective within group 

rankings was not given to the author until the data 

collection was complete. This information was not 

referred to until all the scripts had been transcribed 

and the coding of response modes and response 

behaviours was completed. 

DATA COLLECTION 

The thirty children in the sample were assessed over a 

two week period. Sessions were conducted in the time 

between the start of school and the midday break. The 

sessions generally took 20-40 minutes depending on the 

time taken to read items, sort and discuss them. 

The children were invited to participate in the study 

and the general procedure was explained. Parental 

permission had previously been obtained, including the 

information that the assessments would be tape 

recorded. 

A verbatim transcript of all utterances and notated 

pauses was completed for each child. Two of the tape 

recordings were indecipherable. 



65. 

The remaining transcripts were read and a list made of 

the different types of justifications given and the 

relevant behaviours observed during the sorting and 

discussion phases. 

The various types of explanations were grouped and 

labelled as response modes and were coded. The 

response behaviours were also coded. The scripts were 

then analysed and all instances of a coded response 

mode or behaviour were recorded. 

4.6 DESCRIPTORS FOR CODING 

4.6.1 RESPONSE MODES 

The major modes of response to individual items that 

emerged from the initial analysis were described in 

the following terms: 

(i) Meaning: Any response that focussedon the 

content of the item in either a specific or 

general way. Subcategories, or modes, that dealt 

with specific content were described as follows: 
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(a) cognitive or logical assertion with or 

without personal or world knowledge. 

Examples: 1. Mice do have long tails. 

2, That's OK because all the mice I've seen 
have long tails. There was this 
programme on T. V. A.11 the mice on that 
had long tails. 

(b) cognitive/value 

Example: That one's OK because boys should do their 
homework, Our teacher gets angry if we 
don't do our homework. 

(ii) Form: Any response that focussed on the 

syntactic, concepts of print, or graphophonic 

form of the item. 

Examples: 1. That's not a word. It hasn't got any 
vowels. 

2. It should be, nour little dog ran away. 
You don't say "runned awayn. 

3. That's not a right sentence. 

(iii) Makes Sense: Several children used the phrase 

11makes sense11 in their responses to various items. 

Closer analysis of these scripts indicated that 

the "makes sense1
' responses were frequently 

accompanied by discussion that demonstrated that 

when the phrase was used, the child was 

responding to the content. 
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Example: That one makes sense. People do eat meat. 
We do and we're people. 

(iv) Doesn't Make Sense 

This phrase was frequently used by children in 

their responses. 

Analysis of some of the responses indicated that 

they were meaning responses to tpe content of the 

item. 

Example: The car ate fourteen leaves of feathers. 
That's silly. It doesn't make sense. cars 
don't eat anythingl 

Example: 

Many of the children, however, used the phrase in 

response to syntactically distorted items and the 

subsequent discussion suggested that they were 

using it as a form response. 

It doesn't make sense •••••• the boys is 
•••••• doesn't make sense. 

(iv) Readability: Any response that contained 

comments about the child's ability/inability to 

read the sentence as a whole or particular words 

in it. 
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Example: 

Subcategories in this mode were: 

Positive readability 

I put that in the OK box because I can read 
it and I can spell all the words. 

Negative readability 

Cause I couldn't read it. 

Unknown words 

Example: Not sure cause I didn't know what the word 

was. 

(vi) Imaging: Any response that involved perceptual 

Example: 

referents and which could not be c l early 

categorised into either the meaning or form 

categories. 

It looks and sounds all funny. 

(vii) Other Linguistic Realities: Any response that 

Examples: 

indicated awareness of other languages or codes. 

It could be a word in a different language. 

It might be a word in a code. 
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(viii) Elimination: Responses justifying box choice 

in terms of elimination of distorting features. 

Example: It's OK because there's nothing wrong with 
it. I can read it, all the words are spelled 
right, it has a capital letter and a full 
stop and all the words are in the right order. 

(ix) Other: Some responses did not fit the above 

categories. 

Some of these responses seemed to be related to 

the HOWZAT task and items, some to the behaviour 

of the tester and a few to variables apparently 

only marginally related to the task or situation. 

Examples; (a) It's got a blue edge like the last one. 

(b) 'Cause last time you said nuh-huhn too 
and I thought it might be the same box. 

(c) 'Cause do you know what happened at our 
place last night ·•·•···•••· 

RESPONSE BEHAVIOURS 

The response behaviours, although coded individually, 

were put into groups of related behaviours to 

facilitate interpretation and analysis. 
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(i) Box choice 

The original box choice made was noted as were any 

instances of changes of box choice during the sorting 

phase or the discussion phase. 

When children changed their box choice spontaneously 

both the -0riginal choice and the subsequent choice(s) 

was noted. 

Example: A child who initially placed an item in the 
OK box and then said during the sort or 
discussion thats/he had changed their mind, 
it should go in the Not OK box, would be 
credited with both choices. 

The box choice made following a Not Sure choice 

was also noted and counted. 

Occasions when children were asked which box they 

would choose if the Not Sure option were not available 

were not counted as box choice changes. 

(ii) General Response Behaviours 

This group related to behaviours that seemed to vary 

among individual children. 
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(a) Numbers of Clarifying Questions asked 

A count of the number of clarifying questions 

asked by the interviewer during the discussion 

phase. 

(b) Numbers of Questions Unanswered 

A count of the questions asked that were 

unanswered by the child. The interviewer 

subjectively judged that this behaviour had 

occurred whenever, after waiting approximately 10 

seconds, the child had not responded to a 

question verbally and whose non verbal behaviour 

suggested that the child was unable/unwilling to 

respond. 

(c) Long Pauses 

A count of the occasions on which a child paused 

for more than approximately 3 seconds before or 

during a response. 

(d) Don't Know Responses 

Whenever a child responded 111 don't know11 to a 

clarifying question. 
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(e) Verbal Behaviour during sort 

Whenever a child read an item aloud or discussed 

an item during the sorting phase. 

(f) Multiple Responses 

Whenever a child gave a justification that 

contained one or more modes of response described 

above. 

Examples: (i) Because it makes sense. Some houses are 
painted green but the words are in th;-;rong 
order. 

(ii) There's something wrong with it but I don't 
know what it is. It looks and sounds a bit 
funny but I can read it and some of it makes 
sense. 

This behaviour was coded and counted for each 

item on which more than one response mode was 

offered by the child. On some occasions the 

children gave multiple responses spontaneously as 

in the examples above. On other occasions the 

child gave a single response then added other 

modes in answers following clarifying questions. 
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(iii) Responses to distortions (Linguistic Knowledge and 

Concepts of Print Items) 

Four main behaviours were coded in this group: 

(a) Decoded syntactic distortions as 'correct forms' 

This behaviour was inferred from the responses 

the children gave. 

Example: LK2. I. What helped you decided to put that one in 
the OK box? 

A. It says "the boys are doing their 
homework". And that's true boys can do 
their homework. 

(b) Noted distortions spontaneously 

Example: 

This behaviour was noted whenever children 

indicated after they had sorted the items that 

they were aware of the distortion. 

I thought it was OK at first but I've just 
noticed its got "mouses" instead of "mice". 
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(c) Noted distortions on query 

Children who had responded to distorted items on 

the basis of meaning were asked if there was 

anything unusual about the item. This behaviour 

was noted whenever they gave a positive response 

to this question. 

c. It makes sense. I've seen dogs run away. 

r. Is there anything unusual about that 
sentence at all? 

c. Yes it's got 'runned' instead of 'ran'. 

(d) Did not note the distortion on query 

This behaviour was noted whenever children gave a 

negative response to the question about t\.ie. 

distortion. 

(iv) Reading Behaviours 

Four main behaviours in the group were coded: 

(a) Read items aloud spontaneously 

Whenever a child read an item aloud spontaneously 

during the sorting or discussion phases of the 

task. 
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(b) Items miscued 

Whenever a child miscued one or more words on an 

item. A miscue was defined as any misreading of 

a word that was not self corrected. 

(c) Paused around distortions 

Whenever a child paused round the syntactic 

distortions in the linguistic knowledge items 

when reading them aloud. 

(d) Read Graphophonic Nonsense words as meaningful 

words 

For example, several children read "purtify" as 

"perfectly" and one child encoded it as "purple 

fly". 

(v) Not OK ~ OK Conversions 

Three main behaviours in this group were noted: 

(a) Needed the Not OK --> OK Conversion Request 

This behaviour was noted whenever children 

appeared to be unable to verbalize their 

justification of a Not OK choice and when asked 
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how the item could be made OK for them, gave a 

response that demonstrated the reasonsto~ their 

choice. 

(b) Spontaneous Not OK ~ OK Conversion 

Some children who chose the Not OK box 

demonstrated how the item could be changed to 

make it OK spontaneously. That is, they did not 

need to be asked how the item could be make OK. 

B. That one's not OK because it says "The boys 
is11

• It should be "the boys are11
• 

(c) Refused to give Not OK ~ OK Conversion 

Some children identified what was Not OK about an 

item in their view but when asked how it could be 

make OK for them appeared unwilling or unable to 

do so. 

(vi) Language of Literacy 

Note was taken of the terms used in their responses, 

particularly to the GPK items. This included 

incorrect use of terms such as word, letter, sounds. 
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(vii) Language Difficulty Behaviours 

Four behaviours were identified and coded in this 

group: 

(a) Difficulty with Syntax 

This behaviour was noted p~rticularly on items 

LK4 and LK8, whenever children's answers 

indicated that they were having difficulty with 

the syntax of the items. 

(b) Breakdown of Syntax During Discussion 

Some children seemed to lose their syntactic 

fluency when having difficulty with explaining 

their box choices. That is, they exhibited 

immature syntactic forms that were not evident 

during conversational discussion. 

(c) Nonfluency 

Ths behaviour was noted whenever a child 

exhibited repetitive or blocking nonfluency 

accompanied by facial and or bodily tension. 



(d) Articulation Difficulties 

This behaviour was noted whenever a child 

displayed a deviant or developmentally immature 

articulation pattern. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

SECOND STUDY - ANALYSIS OF DATA 

5.1 PREFACE 

Thirty children completed the HOWZAT procedure. The tape 

recordings of two children were indecipherable and were not 

transcribed. 1 When the coded scripts were sorted into 

ability group batches, it was found that the two 

undecipherable scripts had come one each from Groups 2 and 3. 

In order to maintain equal numbers of children in each of the 

three groups the incomplete script of one child from Group 1 

. d f h d 1 · 2 was omLtte rom t e ata ana ysis. 

The coded response modes and response behaviours for each item 

for each child were then entered on tables drawn up with the 

children's names from each group ranked in the order that the 

teacher had nominated. (See Figure 1) 

FOOTNOTES 

1. Copies of the transcripts of six children, one from each 
subgroup are in Appendix 1. The transcripts are annotated 
with response mode and response behaviour features. 

2. The child whose script was omitted was extremely shy. He 
demonstrated some agitation at not being able to decode some 
of the items. In order not to increase his agitation the 
procedures were substantially altered to the extent that 
inclusion of his results was not considered valid. While his 
quantitative responses have not been included in the study, 
the qualitativ~ nature of his overall response to the task has 
been included in the evaluation. 
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From this tabulated display frequency counts for the sample 

were made of the response modes and response behaviours for 

each item. 

5.1.1 

5.1.2 

RESPONSE MODES 

·Initial perusal of these frequency counts indicated 

that the children in the sample had responded to the 

Concepts of Print Items and Linguistic Knowledge Items 

in similar ways. That is the incidence of meaning 

* responses per LK/CoP item seemed to be roughly the 

same, as did the incidence of form responses. The 

incidence of meaning responses to the Graphophonic 

Knowledge items however, was considerably lower, with 

form and readability responses being the major modes 

of response to these items. 

As well as notable differences between the item sets, 

it was apparent that there were interesting 

differences in the incidence of various modal 

responses between and within the three ability groups. 

RESPONSE BEHAVIOURS 

Inspection of the incidence rates of the various 

response behaviours did not indicate such obvious 

patterns when the item sets were compared. 
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Interesting patterns of difference did emerge however 

when the incidences of behaviours were compared 

between and within the three ability groups. 

5.1.3 ORDER OF DATA ANALYSIS 

On the basis ·of these observations it was decided to: 

(i) Analyse the response modes of all the children in the 

sample to the three sets of items. 

(ii) Analyse the response mode differences noted between 

and within groups. 

(iii) Analyse the response behaviour differences noted 

between and within groups. 

5.2 RESPONSE MODE ANALYSIS 

s.2.1 PREFACE 

The frequencies of the response modes to each item 

were totalled. 
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Many of the children gave multiple responses to 

various items. The total number of responses to each 

item varied as did the total number of responses to 

the three sets of items (Concepts of Print, Linguistic 

Knowledge, and Graphophonic Knowledge). 

In order to compare the response mode patterns across 

the item sets (each set containing different numbers 

of items), the frequency of each mode of response was 

expressed as a percentage of the total number of 

responses to that set of items. The results are set 

out in Table 1. 

As indicated in Table 1, the predominant response to 

the Concepts of Print items was in terms of meaning, 

with 38% of all the responses being meaning 

responses. Form and readability were the next largest 

response categories accounting for 22% and 21% of 

responses respectively. "Doesn't make sense" ( 1%), 

"makes sense" (5%), elimination (5%) and "other" (7%) 

accounted for the rest. 

Forty two percent of the Linguistic Knowledge 

responses were meaning responses. Form responses 

accounted for 23% of responses, readability (12%), 

"doesn't make sense" (11%), "makes sense" (3%), 

elimination (5%), and "other" (1%). 
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The maJor mode of response to the Graphophonic 

Knowledge items was form, with 44% response rate. 

Fifteen percent of responses were "doesn't make sense11 

responses, 24% were readability responses, 6% imaging 

responses, 4% meaning responses, 3% 11other linguistic 

realities11 responses, and 3% 11other11 responses. 

Perusal of these results confirms that, as a sample, 

the students responded to the Concepts of Print items 

and Linguistic Knowledge items in very similar ways. 

That is; for both sets of items the basic pattern of 

38% and 42% meaning responses and 22% and 23% form 

responses was much the same, and quite different from 

the response pattern for the Graphophonic Knowledge 

items in which 44% of the responses were form 

responses and 4% meaning responses. 

There were some apparent differences between the 

Concepts of Print and Linguisitic Knowledge items in 

the relative percentages of 11doesn't make sense" and 

readability responses. The higher readability 

response rate to the Concepts of Print items seems to 

be related to features of two items in particular. 

Several of the children in Group 3 had difficulty 

decoding "delicious" in CoPl and there were 11 

readability responses to item CoP3 in which there were 

no spaces between words, making decoding difficult. 
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Keeping these considerations in mind, it was decided 

to analyse the responses to the Concepts of Print 

items and Linguistic Knowledge items together. 

5.2.2 CONCEPTS OF PRINT AND LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE ITEMS 

(i) Preface 

The total number of responses to each item was 

calculated and the frequencies of particular response 

modes were expressed as percentages of the total 

number of responses to that particular item. 

The items were arranged vertically in Table 2 

according to the percentage frequency of meaning 

responses in descending order. 

When arranged thus it appeared that there was an 

inverse gradient of percentage form responses down the 

table. That is, in general, the items with the 

highest percentage meaning responses had the lowest 

percentage form responses. It was also noted that 

those items with higher percentage meaning responses 

also had slightly more "makes sense11 responses and 

conversely those items with higher form responses had 

more 11doesn't make sense" responses. 
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This observation implies support for the earlier 

contention that 11makes sense11 responses were 

frequently meaning responses and "doesn't make sense11 

responses were frequently form responses. (Excepting 

item LK7 - The car ate fourteen leaves of feathers -

in which it was fairly obvious that the "didn't make 

sense" responses were to the semantic 

inappropriateness in the item). 

On the basis of this contention, the ''makes sense" 

responses were summed with the meaning responses and 

the "doesn't make sense" responses were summed with 

the form responses. When these response frequencies 

were expressed as percentages of the total number of 

responses to each item, the inve¼se gradient of 

meaning and form percentage responses was replicated. 

The items, and the children's responses to them, were 

then analysed for information to clarify the inverse 

meaning/form response pattern noted. 

(ii) Item analysis 

Pages ( tq - 131) 

Each of the CoP and LK items will now be dealt with in 

turn. The analysis includes the percentage response 

mode rates and observations of apparent between and 

within group differences. 



LK7. The car ate fourteen leaves of feathers 

This item registered the highest percentage frequency 

of meaning responses (68%) and the lowest percentage 

frequency of form responses (0%), of all the 

Linguisitic Knowledge and Concepts of Print items. 

One imaging response was recorded, and one "makes 

sense" response was given by a child in Group 3 who 

miscued several of the words in the item and made 

sense of his miscues. 

Geoffrey 

Box choice "OK" 

G. The cat ate••••••••• lots of leaves. 
That makes sense. A cat could eat leaves. 
But it'd make him a bit sick. 

There were no elimination and one "other" responses. 

Five "doesn't make sense" responses were recorded. 

Examination of each of these responses revealed that 

the children were using the phrase as a response to 

the nonsensical content of the item. Brad's response 

is given as an example. 

Brad 

Box choice "Not OK" 

B. The car ate fourteen leaves of feathers. 
That part doesn't make sense. 
A car wouldn't eat leaves of feathers. 
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Most of the meaning responses were cognitive 
assertions pointing out the nonsensical aspects of the 
item. 

Timothy 

Box choice "Not OK" 

T. I don't think a car could eat fourteen 
leaves ••••• I don't see how_ you could 
put 'Fourteen leaves of feathers'. You 
could put 'or feathers•. It's spelled 'of' 
there ••••• I just don't think a car would 
eat leaves of feathers. 

There was one cognitive/value response, again from a 

child who miscued the item. 

The relatively high "unknown word" count (11%) was 

associated with several children, mainly from Group 3, 

having difficulty decoding the word "feathers". 

Between and Within Group Differences 

The response patterns of the children in each of the 

three groups were very similar, except for Q. higher 

number of readability responses from Group 3. 



LK8 Some people eat no meat 

The percentage meaning response to this item was 63%, 

71% when the makes senses responses are added to the 

meaning responses. Three percent of the responses 

were form responses. 

Twenty percent of the children who read the item 

aloud, paused either before and/or after the "no", 

suggesting that it was not a familiar syntactic 

structure to them. This behaviour was more frequent 

in Group 3. 

In spite of this comparative unfamiliarity, the 

majority of children had little difficulty making 

sense of the item and responded on meaning grounds. 

Brad 

Box choice noKn 

B. Some people eat •••• no ••• meat. 
I don't like it and probably lots 
of people don't like it. It says 
'Some people eat ••• no meat' and 
it makes sense to me. 

Yasmin 

Box choice "OK" 

Y, Because some people don't eat meat, 
they just eat·••••••••• plants. 

I. Do you know· what they' re called? 
Y. . ••••• Herbiverous? 
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Carla 

Box choice "OK" 

c. Some people eat ••••• no meat 
because they might be capricorns. 

I. Oh. Don't Capricorns eat meat? 
c. Some of them don't. 

Several children demonstrated difficulty with the 

negative form of the item. 

Angela 

Box choice "Not sure" 

I. You really took a long time to decide 
about this one. 

A. I know there's something wrong with it, 
but I'm not sure what. 

(further discussion) 
I. How could we change it so it'd be OK 

for you? 
A. Some people don't eat meat. 

This interchange with Angela demonstrated the value of 

asking the children how could the item be made OK for 

them as a means for them to express their 

uncertainty. During the discussion Angela had been 

unable to verbalize her uncertainty. 

Nine percent of the responses were elimination 

responses, in which the children demonstrated the 

strategies that they were using to deal with the task 

and items, and their grounds for determining whether 

the item was OK or not. 
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Stephen 

Box choice "OK" 

s. That's OK because some people don't 
eat meat. Some people eat no meat 
and it makes sense, it's not upside 
down, it's not back to front and it's 
quite easy to read. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

There were no apparent between and within group 

differences for the major response modes. 

The elimination responses were all recorded by 

children from Groups 1 and%, Furthermore, they were 

recorded by children who were ranked in the top four 

in their respective groups by their teachers. 
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LK6 S~me mouses have long tails 

This item was ranked third on Table 2 with a 

percentage meaning response rate of fifty-five 

percent. The relatively low form response rate (27%) 

and absence of "doesn't make sense" responses suggests 

that the incorrect plural "mouses" did not interefere 

with the children's getting at the meaning 

sufficiently for them to comment on, or notice the 

distortion. Some children, for example Jeremy, who 

consistently gave form responses or "doesn't make 

sense" responses to other items, gave .a meaning 

response to this item. 

Jeremy 

Box choice nNot OKn 

J. Well see, mouses don't have long 
tails. Mouses have short tails. 

It could be assumed that 11mouses" did not register as 

an incorrect syntactic form to Jeremy. 

Quite a few children apparently encoded "mouses" as 

"mice" without noting the distortion. 

Cada 

Box choice "Not OK" 

C. All mice have long tails. 
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Brad's discussion gives some insight into his approach 

to this item. 

Brad 

Box choice "OK" 

B. Some mouses have long tails. 
Oops. That should be "mice". 

(discussion about Box change) 

I haven't ever seen "mouses" •••• 
that word before and I just thought 
'Oh, it's mouse'----
'Some mouses have long tails' and 
that's true. But it should be "mice". 

Brad and Ca:r·la. 's responses were typical of the 

responses of many of the children who apparently 

approached the items with a response set based on 

OKness/Not OKness in terms of logical content. Items 

such as this one, in which the distortion did not 

prevent them from processing the content, were thus 

responded to in meaning terms. 

Yasmin, being one of the few children who apparently 

adopted a consistent response set to the form of the 

items responded as follows. 

Yasmin 

Box choice "Not OK" 

Y. It says •some mouses have long tails' 
and that should .have been 'mice'. 



Between and Within Group Differences 

No major between group differences were noted although 

there was a slight tendency for Group 3 children to 

give more meaning responses and fewer form responses 

than Group 1 children. 

The most notable within group difference noted was 

that all but two of the form responses were from 

children in the top 4 rankings in the three groups, 

suggesting that the response set to form was more 

likely to be a characteristic of children ranked 

within groups as the better readers. 



100. 

CoP2 some animals Live in the sea 

The predominant mode of response to this item was 

meaning (52%) with relatively few form responses to 

the distortion. Several children noted the distortion 

spontaneously or on request. Many did not note it 

when queried. Kieran's response was typical. 

Kieran 

Box choice "OK" 

K. Because animals live in the sea. 
Sharks, fishes, turtles, prawns_, 
crabs. They' re animals. They all 
live in the sea. 

I. They sure do. Is there anything 
unusual about that sentence at all? 

K. Anything unusual •••••••••• No. 
Nothing unusual at all. 

Brad noted the distortion after sorting, perhaps after 

he had caught onto the notion that some items 

contained distortions. 

Brad 

Box choice "OK ~ No-t OK" 

I. You've changed boxes on this one. 
B. First I thought it was OK because 

some animals do live in the sea. 
I thought that was right because 
it's a right sentence. And it's 
spelled correctly. But 'live' has 
a capital and it shouldn't and 
the 'some' doesn't have one and 
Lt should. 
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102.. 

Timothy provided one of the few form responses, 

demonstrating his perception of the HOWZAT task as 

consisting of predominantly distorted items that he 

was cued to find. 

Timothy 

Box choice "Not OKn 

T. It hasn't got a full stop and t:hat 
shouldn't have a capital letter. 
You never have a capital letter in 
t:he middle of a sentence. 

There were few instances of miscues, or children 

reporting that they were unable to read the sentence 

or particular words in it. 

There were three elimination responses, three "makes 
' 

sense11 responses and three 11able to read" responses. 

Between and Within group differences 

Group 1 children provided four of the seven form 

responses and only five of the twenty-two meaning 

responses, suggesting that they were more cued in to 

looking for distortions. The other response modes 

were evenly distributed between groups except for 

readability in which Group 3 children provided three 

of the five responses. 



103. 

LK4 I found the marbles that were lost 

This item was ranked fifth on Table 2 with 46% meaning 

responses, 19% readability responses, 14% elimination 

responses, 8% "makes sense" responses, 5% "doesn't 

make sense'1 responses, and 3% form responses. 

Several children had difficulty with the syntax of the 

sentence, the passive form "were" being the source of 

difficulty. 

Roger 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

R. (during the sort) 

R. Not sure. I found the . ........ . 
somethink •••• that we ••••• were 
. . . . . . . . . . lost. 
(discussion) 

R. I found the something that ••••• 
were••••• we •..•.• You could put 
"we" in there. I founds •••• the •••. 
I found ••••• I found the ••••• some ••••. 
that we •.••. lost. Take out them two 
words { ~ "marbles" and "were") • 
I found the ••••• toy that we lost. 

Roger's attempts to encode the sentence indicated the 

difficulty he was having with the word "marbles" and 

with the passive form "were". In his spontaneous Not 

OK -. OK conversion he dealt with these difficulties 

by substituting the singular, semantically similar 

"toy" for "marbles" and "we" for "were". 
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lOS. 

Kieran sorted the item into the Not OK box because of 

his apparent dissatisfaction with the logical content 

of the item. 

Kieran 

Box choice "No-t OK" 

K. I found -the marbles tha-t were los-t. 
Now. You don'-t find marbles t;ha-t 
are lost. If they're lost, they're 
lost. 

Jeremy responded on cognitive/value grounds. 

Jeremy 

Box choice "OK" 

J. (pause) If you, if you lost some 
marbles and you found them, you'd 
be real happy. 

Brad's response, primarily an elimination response, 

demonstrates his response set to the items after he 

apparently became cued to look for distortions. 

Brad 

Box choice "OK" 

B. I found the marbles that were lost 
is perfect because there's no spelling 
mistakes, there's a fullstop at the 
end and it s-tarted with a capital 
letter and it's spread out so you can 
read it properly. 



106. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

The major differences in response performance for this 

item were that the elimination responses were given by 

Group 1 children ranked 1-4. 

The readability responses were mainly given by 

children ranked 6-9, particularly from ~roup 3. 



107. 

CoPl This apple is delicious 

~01,\i'" 

Forty-percent of the responses to this item were 
~i)(. 

meaning responses, twenty-percent were readability 
0~ 

responses, and twenty-percent form responses. There 

were two "makes sense" responses and two "other'' 

responses. 

The card was handed to each child with the picture the 

right way up and the print upside down. All the 

children except one turned it over s·traight away. The 

high proportion of children who responded to the 

content of the item and did not note spontaneously or 

on query either the fact that the print or the picture 

was upside down, suggests that the distortion had 

relatively low intrusive value. 

Gavin 

Box choice noKn 

G. Mmmm. I said does it mean is it OK 
to eat. 

I. So you put it in the OK box because 
you thought it was OK to eat? 

G. (nodded) 
I. Is there anything unusual about that 

card at all? 
G. (Pause) There's a worm in it. 
I. Yes, Anything else? 

G. (Long pause) It's got a hole through 
it. 
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The relatively high percentage of cognitive/value 

responses (33%) were contributed by children who 

justified their Not OK choices on the grounds that 

apples with worms in them are not good. 

Brad 

Box choice "Not OK" 

B. The apple's OK but it's got a 
worm in it and that makes it 
rotten. 

Jodie responded on readability and cognitive value 

grounds. 

Jodie 

Box choice "Not OK" 

J. Because I didn't know that word 
(delicious) and I saw a worm 
coming out the apple and I just 
said that it's not OK. 

Stephen and Timothy both noted the distortion, Stephen 

sorting on the basis of readability and Timothy on the 

basis of the distortion. 

Stephen 

Box choice "OK" 

s. That's an easy one to read. Just 
that it's upside down. 

Timothy 

Box choice "Not OK" 

T. The writing's upside down. If you 
turn it that way the picture's upside 
down. 



llO. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

There were few differences between the groups in the 

basic modes of response. Group 3 children gave most 

of the readability responses, most of these being due 

to difficulties decoding 11delicious11
, 

Children ranked 1-4 within groups were more likely to 

give meaning responses than children ranked 6-9. This 

pattern was also noted for the cognitive/value 

responses, eight of the thirteen responses being given 

by children ranked 1-4. 



111. 

LK5 Our little dog runned away. 

This item was ranked seventh on Table 2 with a 

percentage meaning response rate of forty-one 

percent. Form responses accounted for 34%, "doesn't 

makes sense" 9%, "makes sense" 3%, readability 6% and 

elimination 6%. Of the 41% meaning responses, 22% 

were cognitive/value responses. 

The "doesn't make sense11 responses to this item 

appeared to be form responses. 

James 

Box choice "OK" 

J. Our dog •••••• our little dog ••••• 
mmmm. 

I. What's happening? 
J. (Pause) There's a word that doesn't make 

sense. It is a word I think (pause). 
I. What word is that? 
J. Umm. That word ( ~ runned.) 

Julie 

Box choice "Not OK" 

J. I think it doesn't make sense ~ause 
that says 'runned.' 

I. What should it be? 
J.. 'rannned '. . . . . 'ran' ••... 

Yes. 'Ran'. 

Half the meaning responses to this item were coded as 

cognitive/value responses. This response pattern, 

predominantly from Group 3 children, is exemplified by: 
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LK 5 Our liHle do_,g ru.nned owa.j . 
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11'3. 

Jodie 

Box choice nNot OK" 

J. Because the person might have 
loved his dog? 

I. And that wouldn't have been OK? 
J. No. 
I. Can you read that card for me? 
J. Our little dog ran away. 

In her reading of the card Jodie has encoded the 

expected verb form "ran" with no pauses round it or 

connnent on the distortion, suggesting that she was 

unaware of the distortion. 

Matthew responded in terms of meaning (cognitive 

assertion), paused round the distortion as he read, 

and notedthe distortion on query. 

Matthew 

Box choice "OK" 

M. Our little dog ••••• runned away. 
It's true. And a dog could run 
away. 

(discussion about dogs running away) 

I. Is there anything unusual about 
that sentence at all? 

M. Yes. The 'runned' should be 'ran'. 

Between and Within group differences 

Group 1 and Group 2 children contributed more form and 

fewer meaning responses than Group 3 children. 

The children ranked 1-4 across groups contributed more 

form responses and fewer me aning responses than 

children ranked 6-9 within groups. 



LK2 The boys is doing their homework. 

Thirty three percent of the responses to this item 

were meaning responses, 33% were form responses, and 
M 

11% "doesn't make sense" responses. There were "makes 

sense" responses, 2 imaging responses, 1 elimination 

response, one positive readability response, and four 

"unknown word" responses. 

Of the twelve form responses to this item, the 

following was a rare and elegant response that 

demonstrated Yasmin's knowledge of syntactic rules. 

Yasmin 

Box choice "Not OK" 

Y. The boys is doing their homework. 
I. What's not OK about that? 
Y. It should be ••••. there's ••••• 

there's two ways you could do it. 
If there's only one boy you should 
say 'The boy is doing his homework' 
And if there's lots of boys he ••••• 
they should have said, 'Those boys are 
doing their homework. ' 

Yasmin's use of "those" in her second solution 

suggests that when she changed the verb to the plural 

form, she also changed the article to what she mo..'/ h~ve 

believed was its plural form, "those". 
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Roger's "doesn't make sense" response was clearly a 

response to the form. 

Roger 

Box choice "Not OK" 

R. Boys ••••• the boys is 
d • • • d • • • I don't know what; tha-t 
word is and it doesn't make sense 
. . . . . . . . the boys is ••.••.•• 
doesn't make sense. 

Kieran responded to the distortion in a novel way. 

Kieran 

Box choice "Not OK" 

K. "The boy is doing their homework." 
You don't do·other people's home
work. You do your own. Miss X 
says "I don't want Jim's homework 
on Vanessa's book. I w:ant Jim's 
homework to stay on Jim's book." 

Kieran's interpretation of the meaning of this item 

suggests that he overlooked the plural "boys". His 

encoding of the item and his justification for his box 

choice demonstrates well the way that readers bring 

their own meaning to print, Kieran in this instance 

apparently overlooking the plural morpheme in "boys" 

and interpreting the sense of the item in an 

unexpected way. This response and justification also 

suggests that Kieran was not expecting distortions and 

thus did not "see" any. 



117. 

Carolyn reported that she did not "see" the 

distortion. Her initial response was an imaging 

response. 

Carolyn 

Box choice "OK" 

C. Because it sounded like a right sentence. 
I. Did it? Can you tell me what the 

sentence is? 
c. The boys•·•••••• um •••••••• (giggle) 

•••••••• I put it in the wrong box. 
I. Which box should you have put it in? 
c. The Not OK. 
I. Why? 
c. Because I didn't see the "is". 

Her comment "I didn't see the 'is 111
, supports the view 

that competent readers attend to meaning in their 

encoding of print rather than processing individual 

words. 

More than half the meaning responses were 

cognitive/value resporl'Se'i in which the children's 

response set or criterion of OKness/Not OKness seemed 

to be cued to value judgm~ms. Kieran's response 

above is a good example of such a response. 



118. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

Group 1 children seemed more likely to record form 

responses than children in the other two groups, and 

Group 3 children more likely to record "unknown word" 

responses. 

More meaning responses and fewer form responses were 

recorded for children ranked 6-9 in the three groups. 



CoP3 Thedogcaughttherabbit. 

With only twenty percent of the responses being 

meaning responses, this item was ranked ninth of the 

Linguisitic Knowledge and Concepts of Print items. 

Twenty nine and twenty four percent respectively of 

the responses were form and "readability" responses. 

Eighteen percent were negative and "unknown word" 

readability responses, seven percent were "able to 

read" responses. Three (7%) responses were 

elimination responses, and 2 (4%) were "doesn't make 

sense" responses. 

The major modes of response to this item, form and 

"readability sense" are typified by the following 

examples. 

Caitlin 

Box choice "Not OK" 

c. Cause it's all squashed up. 

Adam 

The sentence. It goes like 
'The dog caught the rabbit'. 
It's all squashed up. 

Box choice "Not OK" 

A.. Because all the words are put together. 
Not in separate words. ilnd it was hard 
to read out. 

I. How could we make it OK? 
A. Separate the words to make Lt be sense 

•••• to make it sense. 
I. Could you read it for me? 
A. The dog catcher • • . . • they 

abbit •.••. The last word doesn't 
make sense. 
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121. 

Adam responded to most of the Linguisitic Knowledge 

and Concepts of Print items in terms of meaning and 

the fact that he could read the items, On this item 

his difficulty decoding the sentence has apparently 

drawn his attention to the distortion which has become 

the basis for his response. 

Timothy responded on the grounds that he could read 

the sentence and he noted the distortion on query. 

Timothy 

Box choice "OK" 

T. I put that: in there because I 
can read it. It's got 'The 
dog caught the rabbit', 

I. Anything unusual about that 
sentence at all? 

T. Yeah, It's all joined together. 

In spite of what appeared to be a major distorting 

feature in that many children miscued the sentence, 

some children responded in terms of meaning, 

elimination, ability to read it, and did not note the 

distortion even when queried, 

Stephen 

Box choice "OK" 

s. The dog caught the rabbit. It's 
not back to front, it's not upside 

·down and it's quite easy to read, 
Heh. It's not OK, I think it's 
meant to be spelled • •••• yeah, 
it's supposed to be spelled 
THE I R, 

I, Is there anything else unusual about 
that sentence at all? 

S. • .......... No. 



122. 

Rebecca 

Box choice "OK" 

R. The dog •••• catched •••• their 
rabbit. 

I. What helped you decide that that 
one was OK? 

R. Because I've seen dogs in movies 
catch rabbits. 

I. Is there anything unusual about 
that sentence at all? 

R. That part there ( -.. caught) cause 
I've seen other 'catches' like 
that. 
(discussion about the word) 

I. Anything else unusual about it at 
all? 

R. No •.•....... no. 

It is apparent that both these children were able to 

get the meaning of the item in spite of the print 

distortion. 

Stephen's response on the grounds of being able to 

read the item, and elimination of other possible 

distorting features demonstrates a response set to 

distortions and evidence of the strategies he used in 

approaching the items. It seems surprising that a 

student apparently cued to seeking distortions had 

apparently overlooked the print distortion in this 

case. 

In her response Rebecca used an immature past tense 

form "catched". The discussion stimulated by her 

comment "I've seen other catches like that" afforded 

an opportunity to discuss regular and irregul ar past 

tense forms with her. 
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Between and Within Group Differences 

Most of the meaning responses were contributed by 

children in Groups 2 and 3. Only one of thirteen form 

responses were contributed by Group 3 children. 

The elimination responses were recorded for children 

ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 2. 
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LK.3 The girl asked shes mother if her could go out. 

This item received the highest percentage rate of form 

responses (43%) of all the Linguistic Knowledge and 

Concepts of Print items and one of the lowest 

percentage rate of meaning responses (19%). The 

percentage "doesn't make sense" response rate was 14%, 

elimination 7%, positive readability 5%, 11unknown 

word11 7% each, and "makes sense", imaging, and 

negative readability 2% each. 

The relatively high percentage of form and "doesn't 

make sense'1 responses has been interpreted as 

indicating that the syntactic distortion of the two 

pronouns was very intrusive. Perhaps there being two 

such distortions contributed to the degree of 

intrusion. 

Nicky 

(During the sorting of the car ds into boxes) 

N. Doesn't make sense. "The girl asked 
shes mother if her, her could go out. 
(giggles). -

( .DisciAssiol\ ) 
Not OK 
N. Because: that ••••• the girl ••••• 

it doesn't make sense. 
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Matthew 

Box choice nNot OK" 

M. The girl asked shes ••••••• mother 
if ••••••• her could go out. 
It's a wrong sort of sentence and 
it should be "The girl asked •••••• 
her mother if •••••.•• should be a 
nshe" in there, if she could go out". 

Jodie noted the distortion spontaneously after 

responding to the content. 

Jodie 

Box choice "OK" 

J. Because .••••• the girl asked 
if •••••• her mother if she could 
go outside and probably she said 
yes. 

I. Uh huh, 
J. But that word I don't understand 

•••• "shes" ••••••. it should be "her". 

Adam's response demonstrates his attempts to decode 

the item. 

Adam 

(During sorting) 

A. The girls asked some •••• mothers 
if •••• her could •••• go out. 

(Discussion) 

Box choice "OK" 

I. What helped you to decide to put that 
card in the OK box? 

A. The girls asked their mother if they 
could go out to the •••••• dancing, 
the movies •••.• the pool. 

I. Is there anything unusual about that 
one at all? 

A, No. 
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During Adam's initial encoding of this item during the 

sorting he read "girl" as "girls" and "shes" as 

"some". He apparently persisted with the initial 

miscue in the discussion and dealt with the distorted 

pronouns by using plurals. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

Group 1 children appeared less likely to respond in 

terms of meaning and more likely to respond in terms 

of form than children from the other two groups. 

The other response modes were more evenly shared 

between groups. Response behaviour within groups was 

generally even except that more meaning responses and 

all the elimination responses were recorded by 

children ranked 1-4 in the three groups. 
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LKl House green the painted was. 

~ver. 
Sixty-percent of responses to this item were either 

form or "doesn't make sense" responses. Seventeen 

percent of responses were meaning responses, 14% 

" " 11unknown word" responses. There was one other 

response. 

Typical form and "doesn't make sense" responses were: 

Kieran 

Box choice "Not OK" 

K. It's not in the right order. 

Brad 

Box choice "Not OK" 

B. It isn't a sentence. 

James 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

J. This says 'House green the painted was'. 
I thought 'House green the painted was'. 
doesn't make any sense. 

Most of the children who responded in terms of meaning 

noted the distortion. A few, including Leigh, did not. 
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Leigh 

Box choice "OK" 

L. Um. The house ••••• that they painted 
um S!E. be painted green. 

I. Is there anything unusual about that 
sentence at all? 

L. (Paused and shook head). 

John's response demonstrates several interesting 

aspects. 

John 

( During sorting) 

J, house••••••••· home ••••• green ••.•• 
the •••• pars ••• w ••• were ••••• house••• 
what does that word say? ( ~ house) 

I. That's right. House. 
J. House •••••• /g//r/ /ii In/ •••• green the 

p ••••• what does that word say? 
I. Painted. 
J. House green the painted was. Paint house 

green? Not OK! 

(Discussion) 

Box choice "Not OK" 

J. Ah. Because you can't ••••••••• if you 
paint a house green it looks silly. 
I. You think green houses look silly? 
J. Yes. 
I. John, is there anything unusual about 

that sentence at all? 
J. No. (very quick reply) 
I. Nothing at all? 
J. Nothing at all. 
I. How could we make that one OK for you? 
J. The house ••••• is not painted green. 

John's behaviour during the sorting phase demonstrates 

the strategies he was using to decode and encode the 

sentence. 
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.His justification on cognitive/value grounds and his 

Not OK to OK solution reflect aspects of his world 

knowledge. Most houses in Canberra are unpainted as 

most are brick or brick veneer. Another child 

adamantly denied that houses can be painted green. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

Most of the meaning responses and the "doesn't make 

sense" responses were recorded by Group 3 children. 

Likewise the "unknown word" responses. Group 1 

children contributed half of the form responses. 

There were no within group differences noted for this 

item. 
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(iii) Discussion 

The apparently different rates of response to the 

items as displayed in Table 2 and supported by the 

.,Qa.litative evidence. from the children's discussions 

and justifications were tested using Chi-square 

analysis. All values of Chi-square marked with an 

asterisk(*) indi~ate significant differences at the 

0.05 level of probability. 

The frequency of responses in the various response 

categories were summed for the first five items and 

the last five items listed in Table 2. The 

frequencies for these two groups of items are 

presented in Table 3. Item 6 on the Table was omitted 

from analysis to allow equal numbers of items in each 

group. The item groups will be referred to as LK/CoP 

1-5 and LK/CoP 7-11. 

The values of Chi-square obtained in the comparison of 

the summed frequencies of LK/CoP 1-5 and LK/CoP 7-11 

for Meaning, Form, "Doesn't Make Sense", Meaning+ 

"Makes Sense", and Form+ "Doesn't Make Sense" 

responses were each significant at the 0.05 level of 

probability. This has been interpreted as 

demonstrating that the children responded differently 

to these two groups of items in terms of meaning and 
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form. There was no significant difference between the 

two groups of items for elimination, imaging and 

readability responses. Neither were there any 

significant differences between the two groups in the 

total number of responses or multiple responses to the 

items. 

From this evidence, it has been inferred that the 

distortions in the second group of items were such 

that, to varying degrees, they interfered with the 

children's attempts to obtain meaning from the items. 

In comparison, the distortions in the first group of 

items did not. The convention of print distortion in 

item CoP2 and the syntactic distortion in item LK6 

were inferred to be not as "distorting" as the 

syntactic distortions in the second group of items. 

This inference was further tested by comparing the 

frequency of response modes to 2 items from each item 

group - CoP2 and LK6 with LKS and LK2 - as shown in 

Table 4. There were no significant differences when the 

meaning and form modes were compared. However the 
wwe. ~•3"*GC)11.t 

differences between the two groups of itemslwhen the 
Cl',~ 

meaning + "makes sense" 1the form + "doesn't make 

sense" modes were compared. These differences are 

significant at the 0.05 level of probability and 

support the hypothesis that the distortions in CoP2 

and LK6 were less intrusive than those in LKS and LK2. 
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5,2,3 GRAPHOPHONIC KNOWLEDGE ITEMS 

( i) Preface 

As noted in the introduction to the analysis of 
o.s 

response modes and 1summarised in Table 1 the major 
~ 

mode of response to the set of Graphophonic Knowledge 

Items was form (44%). Twenty four percent of the 

responses were readability responses, 

In order to determine whether there were any 

differential response patterns to the individual GPK 

items quantitative and qualitative item analysis was 

carried out similar to the LK/CoP analysis in the 

previous section. 

The frequency of responses in the various categories 

for each item were summed and expressed as percentages 

of the total number of responses for that item. The 

frequency and percentage response rates were tabulated 

in Table 5, where the items are arranged vertically in 

descending rank order of the percentage rate of form 

responses. 

When ranked thus it is interesting to note that two of 

the words that did not conform to the graphophonic 

conventions of English were ranked first and second, 

the third was ranked fourth. 
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The item analysis that follows illustrates the various 

responses that the children gave, and their 

explanations of why particular words were not "real". 

Between and within group trends were also noted. 

( ii) Item Analysis (Pages l3~ - lb3) 

Each of the GPk. items will now be dealt with in 

turn. The analysis includes the percentage response 

mode rates and observations of apparent between and 

within group differences. 
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This item received the highest percentage of form 

responses of all the GPK items (60%). Sixteen percent 

of the responses were readability responses, 14% 

"doesn't make sense", 7% imaging, and 2% "other 

linguisitic realities" responses. 

The form responses were generally similar to John's. 

Several children expressed why they believed the word 

wasn 1 t a "real" word. 

John 

Box choice "No-t Sure" 

J. I think it's not. a real word. 
I. Is there any clue there that tells you it's not a 

real word? 
J, Umm •••••• Oh yeah •••••• umm •••••• There's the 

"z", Most words have •••• •• • because "z" umm 
•••••• most words have "z" at the end •••••• but 
not near the end or in the middle and at the 
beginning. 

Although John's explanation is somewhat difficult to 

follow, he seems to be expressing his ideas about the 

graphophonic conventions of English. 

Kylie, likewise, expressed her ideas about 

graphophonic conventions. 
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Box choice nNot Sure" 

K. It doesn't make sense. 
I. What is it about it that doesn't make sense? 
K. (Long pause) You can't have an •m• in front of an 

"n" • 

Ben's response included an 11other linguistic reality11 

response. 

Ben 

Box choice nNot Sure" 

B. It doesn't make sense to me••••••·••• If I did 
it in code it might work out as something. 

Yasmin attributed her difficulty in encoding the word 

to the fact that in her opinion it wasn't a real word. 

Yasmin 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

Y. It's not ••••••• I can't pronounce it cause I 
don't think it's a real word. 

Gavin demonstrated that context is important to him in 

the decoding process. 

Gavin 

(during sort} 

G. I can't understand it because it's only one word. 

(discussion) 

Box choice "Not OK" 

G. I didn't know what the word was. 
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Nicky initially gave a readability response and her 

justification included an interesting form response. 

Nicky 

Box choice nNot OK" 

N. I couldn't read it. 
I. I wonder why that was. 
N. It's got them. It's no word just got letters in 

it.. 
I. What would it have to have to be a word? 
N. Umm. Like it'd have to have them in a special 

order and that. 

Rebecca read the word,decoding it as a meaningful word. 

Rebecca 

Box choice "No"t Sure" 

R. (pause) This spells, this spells •mug' ••••••• 
it's not really much of a word though. 

I. If we didn •t have the Not Sure box, which one 
would you put it in? 

R. The Not OK. 
I. Why's that? 
R. Because it doesn't sound right. It's not a word 

anyway. 
I. Is there a clue there that tells you Lt's not a 

word? 
R. (pause) No. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

There were no notable differential trends in the 

response patterns of the children in the different 

groups. 
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GPK2 tfd 

This item was ranked second on Table 5 with a form 

response rate of fifty seven percent, readability 

sixteen percent, "doesn't make sense" twelve percent, 

imaging six percent, meaning four percent and "other 

linguistic realities1
' and "other" two percent each. 

Kieran gave a concise form response. 

Kieran 

Box choice "Not OK" 

K. This one's not a word because it hasn't got a 
vowel in it. 

Matthew 

Box choice "Not OK" 

M. Can't sound it out or anytlling,Just sounds and it 
isn't a true word. 

Adam also gave a concise form and "doesn't make sense" 

response using different language. 

Adam 

Box choice "Not OK" 

A. Cause it's not a proper word. 
I. I'm wondering if there's some clue there that 

tells you it's not a proper word? 
A. 'Cause the letters don •t make sense when you 

sound them out. 
I.. How could we make that one OK for you? 
A. (pause) Try making the letters in a different 

order? 
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Brad 

Box choice "Not OK" 

B. Just a couple of letters written on a card. 

John drew on his personal experience and the bible to 

support his contention that "tfd" wasn't a real word. 

Rebecca, likewise, appealed to a good book as her 

authority. 

John 

Box choice "Not OK" 

J. Cause I think it 's not.ireal word. 
I. Is there a clue there that helps you think that? 
J. 
I. 
J. 

Yes. 
What's that? 
If it'd been a real word·•••••·• I've never seen 
a real word like that. I've never seen a real 
word in a book (like that), or anything in the 
Bible. 

Re.bee.ea.. 

Box choice "Not sure ➔Not OK" 

R. 'Cause sometimes I look in the dictionary 
and I don't see it there. I've never seen 
it in the dictionary so it's not a real word. 

Kylie responded that it didn't make sense, then gave a 

form response. 

Kylie 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

K. It doesn't make sense. 
I. What is it about that one that doesn't make sense? 
K. (Long pause) Cause it's spelled T P' D and you 

can't •••••••••• and that's not a word. 
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Gavin sorted the card into the Not Sure box because he 

didn't know the word. 

Gavin 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

G. I don't um•••••••••• I don't know -the word. 
I. If we didn't have the Not Sure box which one 

would you put it in? 
G. The Not OK box because •••••••• because you can't 

say /tfd/ like that and make it a word. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

There was a trend for children ranked 1-4 in the 

sample to give more form and readability responses 

than children ranked 6-9. Three children gave 

the imaging and meaning responses. 
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GPK 7 realm 

This item was ranked third on Table 5 with 40% of the 

responses being form responses, 31% readability 

responses, 6% "doesn't make sense", 9% imaging, 9% 

11other11 responses, and 3% each of "other linguistic 

realities11 and meaning responses. 

None of the children identified the word as an English 

word and of the few children who decoded it 

'correctly' none ;knew it as a meaningful word. 

James 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

J. I didn't know what the word was 

(after discussion and putting it in the Not OK 
box) 

•••••••• /relm/ /relm/ It's not a real word 
•••••• I've never heardof it. 

Brad's response was a mixed form/imagi~ and 

readability response. 

Brad 

Box choice "Not OK" 

B. Because it's got •••• um ••.• the 'm' on the end 
and it just doesn't sound right. The 'm' could 
be silent • •••••• I dunno •••••• I've never 
heard of the word. 
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In John's response he attempted to decode the word by 

guessing from the initial letter. 

John 

(during sort) 

J. r ••••••••• an ( very quia.tly) 
I. What was that? 
J. run 

(during discussion) 

Box choice "OK" 

J. Cause that. says 'run' and you can just.. run around. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

Children in Groups 1 and 2, appeared to be more likely 

to give form responses to this item than children in 

Group 3. 

Children ranked 6-9 in all groups gave more 

readability responses than those ranked 1-4. 
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GPK 3 iaaqm 

Thirty nine percent of the responses to this item were 

form responses, thirty one percent readability 

responses, nineteen percent 11 doesn't make sense" 

responses, six percent "other linguistic realities" 

and three percent each, imaging and meaning responses. 

Rolinda's response featured a readability and a form 

response. 

Rolinda 

Box choice "Not OK" 

R. I didn't know the word. It's all muddled up. 
That's why. 

John gave evidence for the basis of his form response. 

John 

Box choice "Not OK" 

J. Because it's not a real word. The two •a•s, you 
can't get words with two •a•s in. 

Kylie 

Box choice "Not Suren 

K. • ••••••••• It doesn't make sense because you 
can't sound it out properly. 
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Jodie 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

J. Because the word isn't true. 
I. What do you mean by true? 
J. Because the word isn't a real word. 
I. Is there any clue there . ..... 
J. No. I don't; understand it . ..... and I haven't 

heard of it before. 

Whereas Jodie drew on her own general word knowledge 

to justify her assertion that the word wasn't a real 

one, Adam and Amanda appeared to be more specific. 

Adam 

Box choice "Not OK" 

A. It •s not a proper word because it can't make 
sense. 

Amanda 

Box choice "Not OK" 

A. It's not a word 'cause I can't pronounce it;. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

There was a slight tendency for morefartAresponses to 

be given by children ranked 1-4 in the groups. The 

two "other linguistic realities" responses were both 

given by Group 1 children. 
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GPKS sont 

Thirty eight percent of the responses to this item 

were form responses, twenty eight percent readability 

respones, nineteen percent "doesn't make sense" 

responses, nine percent were meaning responses, and 

three percent each were imaging and "other" responses. 

Several of the children read the item as a meaningful 

word and responded on the grounds of meaning. 

Brad 

Box choice "Not OK" 

B. Well ••••• •cause it's a dirty thing. 
I. Uh huh. Could you read that one for me? 
B. snot ••••.• oh. It's "sont" 
I. It's OK now or still not OK? 
B. Not OK. 
I. Why 's that? 
B. I've never heard of that word. It's spelled 

wrong I think. 

Roger's response demonstrated that he was having 

difficulty finding language to deal with the item. 

Roger 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

R. I didn't know what the word understanded •••••• 
what the word is. 
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His use of the word "understanded" where he apparently 

needed "meant", and his subsequent use of II is" 

suggests that his syntax pattern broke down while 

dealing with a difficult task. 

Rolinda and John both sorted the item into the OK 

box. In neither case was it clear what their grounds 

were for their initial sorting . During her discussion 

Rolinda changed her mind about the box choice and gave 

a form response. 

Rolinda 

(during sort) 

R. That one there says sont ••••••• sont •••••••• 
sont •••·•••· sont. 

(during discussion) 

Box choice "OK" 

R. Sont. 
I. That one seemed OK to you? 
R. No. It's Not OK••••••• its muddled up. I could 

tell ••• .• •• (with) that one. 
I. What helped you change your mind that that: one 

was Not OK? 
R. • ••••••••• Because there's no word in the world 

like that or in the olden days. 
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John 

Box choice "OK" 

J. s.o.n.t. um. I don't know 

(long pause) 

I. What: helped you decide to put it in the OK box? 
J. Oh. Because I ••••••• no....... don't: ••••••• 

oh·••••••• because a 'sont' is a nothing really. 

(discussion during which John put the item into 
the Not Sure box) 

I. What helped you decide to put it in the Not Sure 
box? 

J. I'm not sure if it's 'sock' or 'soap•. 

This response has been interpreted as demonstrating 

that John was able to decode the item 'correctly', but 

because it did not 'match' a word he knew, he then 

sought to 'match' it, with the visually similar words 

'sock' and 'soap'. 

Gavin again demonstrated his need for context. 

Gavin 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

G. It 's only got one word and I can't think what it 
means. With both of these. (The other GPK item 
in the Not Sure box). 

I. If we didn't have the Not Sure box which one 
would you put it in? 

G. Not OK. 
I. What helped you decide to put it in the Not OK 

box. 
G. (pause) Umm. Sont isn't very good ••••••• it 

makes you sick and all that sort of stuff. 
I. So you th ink it 's a real_ word do you? 
G. Yes. 
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It was not clear what Gavin's referent was for his 

explanation of the word's meaning, perhaps 'snot'. 

Timothy's response was interpreted as a readability 

response. His spontaneous Not OK~K conversion 

demonstrated his grapho-phonic skills. 

Timothy 

Box choice "Not OK" 

T. You wouldn't know what it says. If you 
unscrambled the letters you could spell a word, 
"tons". 

Between and Within Group Differences 

No major trends were noted. 
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GPK4 Ku gant op freem cherks rimply 

This item had relatively low percentage of form 

respons~s (35%) and was ranked sixth on Table 5. There 

was a twenty five percent readability response, twenty 

two percent "doesn't make sense11 response, eight 

percent "other linguistic realities11 response, five 

percent "other", and three percent meaning response. 

Timothy combined a readability and form response. 

Timothy 

Box choice "Not OK• 

T. You can't read that••••·••··• the letters are 
all mixed up. 

Cailtin did not appear to be able to explain her 

response in any detail. 

Cail tin 

Box choice "Not OK• 

c. It's no•••·•··•·• word. It's not a sentence. 
I. Is there a clue there that tells you it's not a 

sentence? 
C. (long pause) •cause there's no sentence like this 

••••• /ka gant op freem cherks rumply./ 

Gavin gave an 'other linguistic realities' response. 

Gavin 

Box choice "Not Sure" 

G. I couldn't understand • • • • • • • stand the words 

(discussion) 

G. They could be real words in another language. 
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GPK 4 ku 9ar1f op treem cherks rimplj. 
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Stephen demonstrated the strategies he used to deal 

with the item. 

Stephen 

Box choice wNot OK-

s. /ku: (giggle) op freem ••••• cherk 
••••••• / can't do that upside down cause then the 
words are upside down ••••••• Doesn't make sense • 

Between and Within Group Differences 

No major trends were noted. 
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GPKl purtify 

This item was ranked seventh with thirty five percent 

form responses. Twenty five percent of the responses 

were readability responses, eighteen percent "doesn't 

make sense" responses, fifteen percent were imaging 

responses, and five and three percent were meaning and 

"other" responses respectively. 

Nine children decoded the word as a meaningful word. 

Kieran 

Box choice nNot OK" 

K. Funny words in the Not OK box. I didn't know 
them (giggle). Purple fly. You don't have 
purple fly do you? No: Cause you don't. Purple 
fly! Don't eve1\ believe purple fly. 

I. You don't believe npurple fly"? 
K. No. But it sounds like it. Very fUMy, 

Jodie also decoded the word as a meaningful word. Her 

response indicated that she was aware that her decoded 

word didn't match the word printed on the card. 

Jodie 

Box choice "OK" 

J. Because it means perfect or something like that 
and the word might be true •••• could mean 
perfect ••••• But it isn't wroten right. 
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Many children gave responses that indicated that they 

had decoded the word 11correctly11 and had decided the 

word was Not OK because it wasn't a word they "knew11
• 

Cai+! in 

Box choice "Not OK" 

C. It isn't a word because •••••••••• it ••••• it 
••••• can't be a word ••••• there's no word 
that's /perfit •••••••••. pertifee/. 

Timothy 

Box choice "Not OK" 

T. It doesn't spell a word. I had a look at it for 
a while and couldn't make a word out of it. 

Gavin 

(during sort) 

G. M:iat does /pertifee I mean? 

(discussion) 

Box choice "Not OK" 

G. Because I don't think /peditu/ really makes 
sense. 

Between and Within Group Differences 

No maJor trends noted. 
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(iii) Discussion of Graphophonic Item Analysis 

As noted before the GPK item analysis the first two 

"words" on Table 5 ( 11mngzu" and 11 tfd") were two of the 

words that did not conform to the graphophonic 

conventions of English. These items received 60% and 

57% form response rate·s respectively. The next five 

items on the table received between 35% and 40% form 

response rates. 

In addition, GPK6 (mngzu) and GPK2 (tfd) received 

lower readability response rates than items ranked 

lower on the table. A similar pattern was noted for 

the "doesn't make sense" responses (expect for GPK7 

(realm) which received the lowest response rate in 

this mode). 

It is interesting to note that GPK7 (realm) shared a 

similar form/readability response rate pattern with 

the last four items suggesting that the children 

perceived it no differently from the nonsense words. 

This quantitative similarity is illustrated in the 

examples given in the item analysis in which the 

responses given by the children to different items 

were frequently very similar in the language used and 

the justifications given, to the extent that many of 

them were virtually interchangeable. 
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The higher percentage form and readability response 

rates to items GPK6 and 2 suggests that the children 

responded differently to these items than to the other 

GPK items. In order to assess the significance of 

these differences the summed frequencies of responses 

to these two items were compared with the summed 

response frequencies to items GPK5 and GPKl ranked 

fifth and seventh on Table S. GPK4 was not included 

because it was not a single "word". 

The response frequencies for the two groups of items 

are shown in Table 6. Chi-square analysis was carried 

out. As before, (5.2.2 iii), all values of Chi-square 

marked with an asterisk(*) indicate significant 

differences at the a.as level of probability. 

Analysis Table 6 

Although there were more "total responses" to items 

GPK6 and GPK2 the difference was not significant at 

the .OS level of probability. 

The difference between the frequencies of form 

responses was significant as was the difference 

between the number of mulitple responses to the two 

groups of items. 
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The differences between the two groups in the analyses 

of the readability, 11doesn 1 t make sense", and imaging 

modes were not significant. 

Interpretation 

Tnis result supports the postulate that the children 

perceived the two items (GPK6 and GPK2) as·being 

different· from the other items. It is not claimed 

that the children were able to differentiate between 

the words that conformed to the graphophonic 

conventions of English and those that did not. It is 

suggested however that the graphophonic form of these 

two items was sufficiently unconventional that the 

children behaved differently when dealing with them. 

To clarify the aspects of behaviour that differed when 

the children were dealing with these items, further 

analysis of the responses to and response behaviours 

associated with the two groups of items was carried 

out. 
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The language patterns used in the form and readability 

responses were examined further for discriminating 

trends. Two patterns for each mode were selected. 

Those for the form response were: 

( i) "You can't sound it out" 

(ii) Any response that referred to "just 

letters", or gave specific information about 

which letters "cannot go together" in words. 

The readability patterns selected were: 

(iii) Unknown words "I didn't know what the word 

WClS
11 

• 

( iv) Negative readability. "I can't read it". 

The response behaviours selected for analysis were: 

(v) Read the word aloud spontaneously. 

(vi) Read a nonsense word as a meaningful word. 

The language patterns and response behaviours were 

analysed in Table 7. 
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Analysis Table 7 

The frequency of 'you can't sound it out' responses to 

GPK5 and GPKl WQS too low for statistical analysis of 

this language pattern. Likewise the frequency of 

reading items GPK6 and GPK2 as meaningful words was 

too low for statistical analysis. 

The difference between the frequencies of 'just 

letters' responses was significant (x2 = 7.25) as 

was the difference between the frequencies of reading 

the words aloud spontaneously (x2 = 4.5). 

Interpretation 

The significant differences noted and the strong 

trends indicated in the 'can't sound it out' and 

reading nonsense words as meaningful words behaviours; 

supports the postulate that the children responded to 

the groups of items in different ways. 
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5.3 RESPONSE MODE ANALYSIS 

BETWEEN GROUPS, WITHIN SAMPLE, WITHIN GROUP COMPARISONS 

5.3.1 PREFACE 

As noted in the introduction to the response mode 

analysis there appeared to be interesting between and 

within group differences in the response mode patterns 

of the children in the sample. 

In order to record and analyse these differences the 

results of the child ranked fifth in each of the three 

groups were omitted from the sample. Thus, each group 

now consisted of two subgroups of four children ranked 

1-4 and 6-9 respectively, and the frequencies listed 

in Table 8 onwards were for a sample of 24 children. 

Because of the apparent differential response patterns 

to the Linguistic Knowledge and Concepts of Print 

(LK/CoP) and the Graphophonic Knowledge items (GPK) 

noted in Section 5 . 2 it was decided to maintain their 

separate analysis. 
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The response frequencies for the between and within 

group analyses are given in Tables 8 and 9. The 

frequency response rates were expressed as percentages 

of the total number of responses given by the children 

in each group and subgroup. 

Inspection of Table 8 suggests differences in LK/CoP 

response patterns between the three groups. In 

particular, Group 1 children had a relatively lower 

meaning response rate but higher form response rate 

than either the Group 2 or Group 3 children. The 

readability response rate for Group 3 children, 

particularly those ranked 6-9, also appeared to be 

higher than that recorded for Group 1 and 2 children. 

Differences within the groups can also be inferred. 

In Groups 1 and 2 children ranked 1-4 appear to have 

different response patterns from those ranked 6-9. In 

Group 3 marked within group differences were noted, 

particularly in relation to the percentage meaning and 

readability response rates. 

In contrast, the b.etween and within group response 

patterns to the GPK items were not so diverse. 

(Table 9) 
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In order to explore these apparent patterns and 

differences further, a specific analysis for each 

response mode was perfonned. The between group, 

within sample and within group analyses were carried 

out using 3 x 2 cell tables where the horizontal and 

vertical cells represented the three groups and the 

1-4, 6-9 subgroups respectively. Using this format 

and chi-square analysis it was possible to determine 

whether any significant differences existed: 

(i) between groups when the total frequencies for the 

modal responses of the eight children in each group 

were compared; 

(ii) within groups when the totalled modal responses for 

the four children ranked 1-4 were compared with those 

for the four children ranked 6-9 in each group; 

(iii) within the sample when the totalled modal responses of 

the twelve children ranked 1-4 in the sample were 

compared with those for the twelve children ranked 6-9; 

(iv) between groups (1-4 subgroup comparison) when the 

totalled modal responses of the four children ranked 

1-4 in each of the three groups were compared; 
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(v) between groups (6-9 subgroup comparison) when the 

totalled modal responses of the four children ranked 

6-9 in each of the three groups were compared: 

5.3.2 

Before analysis of the between and within group 

response mode patterns was undertaken, the sex and age 

characteristics of the children in the subgroups were 

determined. 

DISTRIBUTION BY SEX 

The teacher-ranking of the children within each of the 

groups together with the omission of the fifth child's 

results produced the following pattern of sex 

distribution in the subgroups. 

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 TOTAL 

~ 6' i d' ~ d" ~ c! 
1-4 2 2 2 2 3 1 7 5 

Subgroup 

6-9 2 2 3 1 1 3 6 6 
Subgroup 

TOTAL 4 4 5 3 4 4 13 11 

Table 10: Distribution of numbers of boys and girls in 

the groups and subgroups. 
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DISTRIBUTION BY AGE 

The ages of the children were calculated in months as 

at the time of data collection. The ages of the four 

children in each of the subgroups were totalled 

(Table 11). 

A chi-square analysis was performed in order to 

determine whether any significant age differences 

existed between and within groups. 

GROUP TOTAL Ce, ott x,,,t.. 
1 2 3 

384 351 366 1101 367.0 2 

369 370 368 1107 369.0 2 

753 721 734 2208 736 . 0 2 

376.5 360.5 367.0 1104 

1 1 1 1 

0.3 o.s 0.01 0.02 

Table 11: Distribution of ages (months) of the 

children in the sample. 

As can be seen from Table 11, no significant 

differences in age distribution existed. 

1.48 

0.01 

0.71 
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INTERPRETATION OF THE DISTRIBUTION BY SEX AND AGE 

The distribution by sex in Group 2 (Table 10) was not 

ideal in that there were five girls and three boys in 

the group and three girls and one boy in the subgroup 

of children ranked 6-9. Similarly, in Group 3 there 

were three girls and one boy in the subgroup ranked 

1-4 whereas there were three boys and one girl in the 

subgroup ranked 6-9. 

These differences may have been important factors in 

any significant differences noted in the between 

group, within sample, and within group analyses of 

response modes and response behaviours. 

It was decided to proceed with the analysis in spite 

of the sex distribution pattern within the groups and 

subgroups but to note these differences in the overall 

interpretation of results as being a possible 

contributing factor to any group differences. 

The lack of significant differences in the age 

distribution of groups (Table 11) discounts age 

differences as a possible cause of significant group 

differences found in any subsequent analysis of 

response modes and response behaviours. 



S.3.5 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

et_ 

c1_g 

xJ' 

TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES 

This analysis was undertaken to establish whether 

there were significant differences between the total 

number of responses given by children in the groups, 

subgroups and within the sample. 

GROUP TOTAL if; "e ~ 1 2 3 

52 63 52 167 55.7 2 1.45 

57 50 79 186 62 2 7.39* 

109 113 131 353 117. 7 2 2.33 

54.5 56.5 65.5 176. 5 

1 1 1 1 

.23 1.5 5.56* 1.02 

Table 12: Total number of responses to LK/CoP items 

(* significant at the 0.05 level) 

Analysis LK/CoP 

Inspection of Table 12 indicates that the children 

ranked 6-9 in Group 3 gave significantly more 

responses to the LK/CoP items when compared with the 

children in the other subgroups. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

180. 

GROUP TOTAL (e- tJ{ xz.. 
1 2 3 

42 41 38 121 40.3 2 0 . 22 

43 41 42 126 42 2 0.05 

85 82 80 247 · 82 .3 2 0, 15 

Table 13: Total number of responses to GPK items. 

Analysis GPK 

No significant differences in response rate were noted 

in the GPK analysis. 

Interpretation 

The results given in Table 12 are ascribed to the 

increased likelihood of children in subgroup 3 

(6-9)to give more LK/CoP readability responses than 

children in the other subgroups. 
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5.3.6 MEANING RESPONSE MODE 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

t'-
c).6 

X,,"' 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP T §- a6 X: GROUP T 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

11 22 37 70 232 2 14.62* 1 1 5 7 

28 28 21 77 25.7 2 1.27 1 1 3 5 

39 50 58 147 49 2 3. 71 2 2 8 12 

19.5 25 29 73.5 

1 1 1 1 

7 .41* • 72 4.41* .33 
I n 

Table 14: Distribution of meaning responses to LK/CoP °"'" 
to GPK items. 

Analysis LK/CoP Items 

Children ranked 1-4 in Group 1 were significantly less 

likely to give meaning responses, in contrast to the 

those ranked 1-4 in Group 3 who gave significantly 

more meaning responses than children in other 

subgroups. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

e~ 
r:J.t 

1': 

182., 

Analysis GPK Items 

The frequency of these responses was too low for 

statistical analysis. However, there appears to be a 

trend for children in Group 3 to give more meaning 

responses to these items than other children. 

Cognitive Assertion/Cognitive Value Responses LK/CoP 

Items 

It was noted during the item analysis that children in 

Group 3 seemed to give more cognitive value responses 

than children in the other two groups. A breakdown of 

cognitive assertion and cognitive/value responses 

within the meaning mode was undertaken. 

GROuP TOTAL ge- r).t 1 2 3 

8 16 25 49 16.3 2 

20 23 11 54 18 2 

28 39 36 103 34.3 2 

14 19.S 18 51.5 

1 1 1 1 

5.14* 1.26 5.4* 0.24 

Table 15: Distribution of Cognitive Assertion 

responses to LK/CoP Items. 

X; 

8.88-i. 

4.33 

1.89 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

183. 

GROUP TOTAL t~ °'6' X/ 1 2 3 

3 6 12 21 10.5 

8 5 10 23 7.7 

11 11 22 44 14.7 2 5.28 

Table 16: Distribution of Cognitive/Value responses to 

LK/ CoP It ems. 

Analysis 

There was no significant difference when the 

frequencies of the cognitive/value responses were 

compared for the three groups. However, when the 

total for Group 3 is compared separately with the 

totals for Groups 1 and 2 the differences are 

significant ( J,f- = 1). 

The interpretation of the reiative cognitive 

assertion: cognitive/value response rates was 

achieved by expressing the relative frequencies as 

ratios. 



181;.. 

GROuP l GROUP 2 GROuP 3 TOTAL 

Subgroup 
1-4 8 : 3 16 : 6 25 : 12 49 : 21 

Subgroup 
6-9 20 : 8 23 : 5 11 : 10 54 : 23 

!TOTAL 28 : 11 39 : 11 36 : 22 103 : 44 

Table 17: Ratio of cognitive assertion to cognitive/ 

value response frequencies to LK/CoP Items. 

When the meaning responses are broken down, thus, it 

is notable that in most subgroups the ratio of 

cognitive assertion to cognitive/value responses is 

approximately 2:1. However, for the children ranked 

6-9 in Group 3 the ratio is 1:1 and that of the 

children ranked 6-9 in Group 2 approximately 4:1. 

Interpretation of the Analysis of Meaning Responses 

Few children gave meaning responses, as defined, to 

the GPK items. Of those who did, Group 3 children 

appeared to give more such responses than children in 

Groups 1 and 2. 

Although Group 3 children appeared to give more 

cognitive/value response.s to the LK/CoP items than the 

children in the other two groups, the difference was 

not significant. 



5.3.7 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

{e 

cit 
fvz. 

185. 

The significant differences noted in both the LK/CoP 

meaning responses in general, and the cognitive 

assertion responses in particular, demonstrate that 

the children ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 3 behaved 

differently from their counterparts ranked 6-9 in 

their respective groups. 

FORM RESPONSE MODE 

GROuP TOTAL 6" d6 1./ l 2 3 

21 15 5 41 137 2 9.54* 

15 12 12 39 13 2 0.46 

36 27 17 80 26.7 2 6.77* 

18 13.5 8.5 40 

1 1 1 1 

1.0 0.33 2.88 0.05 

Table 18: Distribution of form responses to LK/CoP 

items. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

t~ 
d6. 
x; 
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Analysis 

The significant difference in the between group 

response rate to the LK/CoP items was predominantly 

due to the relatively high form response rate from the 

children ranked 1-4 in Group 1 and the relatively low 

response rate from children ranked 1-4 in Group 3. 

GROUP TOTAL te- cl6 ~i-1 2 3 

21 23 15 59 19. 7 2 1.76 

15 21 19 55 18.3 2 1.02 

36 44 34 114 38 2 1.47 

18 22 17 57 

1 1 1 1 

1 0.09 0.47 0.14 

Table 19: Distribution of form responses to GPK items. 

Analy sis 

There were no significant differences observed in the 

GPK analysis. 
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Interpretation 

The response patterns to the GPK items were very 

similar across the subgroups. 

Againt the response patterns to the LK/CoP items 

vary. Children ranked 6-9 in Groups 1 and 3 together 

with those in both subgroups of Group 2 behaved 

similarly. Howevert those children ranked 1-4 in 

Groups 1 and 3 behaved differently both from each 

other and the other subgroups. The former gave more 

form responses whereas the latter gave fewer. 

This across group response pattern matches that for 

the meaning responses (Table 15) where children ranked 

1-4 in Groups 1 and 3 behaved differently from those 

in the other subgroups. The relationship between the 

meaning and form response rates of all children is 

displayed in Table 20. 
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GROUP l GROUP 2 GROUP 3 TOTAL 

Subgroup 
1-4 11 : 21 22 : 15 37 : 5 70 : 41 

Subgroup 
6-9 28 : 15 28 : 15 21 : 12 77 : 42 

rroTAL 39 : 36 50 : 30 58 : 17 147 : 83 

Table 20: Distribution of meaning form response 

ratios to LK/CoP items 

Analysis 

The meaning form response ratios for the LK/CoP 

items for the sample overall was approximately 2:1. 

The children ranked 6-9 in Groups 1 and 3 and in both 

subgroups of Group 2 all had approximately 2:1 meaning 

form response ratios. By contrast, the children 

ranked 1-4 in Group 1 and 3 had meaning: form 

response ratios of 1:2 and 8:1 respectively. 



5.3.8 
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DIFFERENTIAL RESPONSES TO DISTORTED ITEMS 

Preface 

It was demonstrated in Tables 3 and 4 that overall, 

the children in the sample had significantly different 

meaning/form response patterns to the first five 

LK/CoP items in comparison with the last five LK/CoP 

items in Table 2. 

In view of the differing between and within group 

patterns of response to the LK/CoP items as outlined 

in Sections 5.3.6, 5.3.7 it was decided to 

analyse the group and subgroup response rates to the 

groups of items analysed in Table 3 and 4 to ascertain 

whether all groups and subgroups displayed similar 

differential patterns. 



LK/CoP 
items 
1-5 

ILK/CoP 
items 
7-11 

!TOTAL 

€Q_ 

rl..{ 

x; 

190. 

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 SAMPLE 

Subgroup T Subgroup T Subgroup T Subgroup T 
1-4 

9 

0 

9 

6-9 1-4 6-9 1-4 6-9 1-4 6-9 

16 25 17 17 34 20 13 33 46 46 92 

10 10 5 8 13 15 7 22 20 25 45 

26 35 22 25 47 35 20 55 66 71 137 

13 17.5 11 12.5 23.5 17. 5 10 27 . 5 33 35.5 68.5 

l 1 1 l 1 l l 1 

* * * * * * 1.38 6.43 6.55 3.24 9.38 0.71 1.8 2.2 10.24 6.2 18.12 

Table 21: Differential meaning response analysis for 

items LK/CoP 1-5 and LK/CoP 7-11. (As 

ranked on Table 2) 



LK/CoP 
items 
1-5 

LK/CoP 
items 
7-11 

TOTAL 

{~ 

d~ 

~ 
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GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 SAMPLE 

Subgroup T Subgroup T Subgroup T Subgroup T 
1-4 

6 

17 

23 

11.5 

1 

* 5.26 

6-9 1-4 6-9 1-4 6-9 1-4 6-9 

2 8 4 1 5 1 5 6 11 8 19 

11 28 14 8 22 4 8 12 35 27 62 

13 36 18 9 27 5 13 18 46 35 81 

18 13.5 6.5 9 23 17. 5 40.5 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

* * * * * 11.1 10.7 0.69 2.0 12.52 10.31 22.83 

Table 22: Differential form response analysis to items 

LK/CoP 1-5 and LK/CoP 7-11. (As ranked on 

Table 2) 

Analysis 

The children in Groups 1 and 2 gave significantly more 

meaning responses and significantly fewer form 

responses to the LK/CoP items 1-5 than to LK/CoP items 

7-11. These differential patterns were not noted for 

Group 3 children. 
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The children ranked 1-4 in the sample gave 

significantly more meaning and significantly fewer 

form responses to the LK/CoP items 1-5 than for LK/CoP 

items 7-11. This pattern was also noted for the 

children ranked 6-9 in the sample. 

The low frequencies of form and meaning responses 1n 

some of the subgroups mitigated against full 

statistical analysis. However, there appears to be a 

pattern in the meaning responses (Table 21) for 

children ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 2 to give 

significantly different numbers of meaning responses 

to the two item sets. The differences recorded were 

not significant for the children ranked 6-9. 



GPK 
items 
6+2 

GPK 
items 
S+l 

TOTAL 

t~ 
dD 
X: 
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GROUP l GROUP 2 GROUP 3 SAMPLE 

Subgroup T Subgroup T Subgroup T Subgroup T 
1-4 

9 

3 

12 

6-9 1-4 6-9 1-4 6-9 1-4 6-9 

7 16 11 7 18 5 7 12 25 21 46 

4 7 5 4 9 3 4 7 11 12 23 

11 23 16 11 27 8 11 19 36 33 69 

11.5 8 13 .5 9.5 18 16.5 34.5 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

* * 3.52 2.25 3 1.32 5.44 2.45 7.67 

Table 23: Differential form response analysis to GPK 

items 6 and 2 and GPK items 5 and 1. 

Interpretation 

The sample analysis indicates that there were 

significantly more form responses to GPK items 6 and 

2, the "words" with unconventional graphophonic forms 

compared with the GPK items 5 and 1 which have more 

conventional graphophonic forms. This pattern was 

noted in all the groups but the differences were not 

significant. The tendency appeared to be stronger in 

Groups 1 and 2. 



5.3.9 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

6t 
d6 
'{.}' 

READABILITY RESPONSE MODE 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP T (f d(; X: GROUP T 
1 2 3 l 2 3 

3 4 4 11 10 10 9 29 

9 5 25 39 13 2 25.85* 13 10 9 32 

12 9 29 50 16.7 2 68.3* 23 20 18 61 

25 11.5 10 9 30.5 

1 

* 
15.68 

Table 24: Distribution of readability responses to 

LK/CoP and to GPK items. 

Analysis 

The significant differences noted in the LK/CoP items 

were predominantly due to the relatively high 

frequency of readability responses from the children 

ranked 6-9 in Group 3. 



LK/CoP 

1 

Subgroup 
1-4 2 

Subgroup 
6-9 6 

rTOTAL 8 

195. 

No pattern of differences was evident in the response 

rate to the GPK items. 

The responses were broken down into subcategories for 

both sets of items: 

"I can read it" "I can't read it: Unknown words 

GROUP GROUP GROUP 
2 3 T 1 2 3 T 1 2 3 T 

4 0 6 1 0 0 1 0 0 4 4 

3 0 9 0 1 3 4 3 l 22 26 

7 0 15 1 1 3 5 3 1 26 30 

Table 25: Distribution of readability subcategory 

responses to LK/CoP items. 



GPK 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

1%. 

"I can't read i t 11 Unknown words 

GROUP T GROUP T 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

0 0 1 l 10 10 8 28 

6 2 0 8 7 8 9 24 

6 2 1 9 17 18 17 52 

Table 26: Distribution of readability subcategory 

responses to GPK items. 

Interpretation 

The relatively high LK/CoP readability response rate 

from children ranked 6-9 in Group 3 was due to the 

number of "unknown word" responses from this subgroup. 

In the GPK readability analysis, most of the responses 

were "unknown word" responses, a behaviour that was 

noted evenly across the subgroups. 

The fifteen 111 can read it" responses to the LK/CoP 

items were given by children in Groups 1 and 2. While 

many of the children in Group 3, particularly those 

ranked 1-4 were able to read these items, their 

response set to the task presumably did not include "I 

can read it" as a criterion of "OKness"/"Not OKness". 
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5 .3 .10 11DOESN 'T MAKE SENSE" RESPONSE MODE 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

~OTAL 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP T & d6 11' GROUP T 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

3 4 5 12 7 3 7 17 

2 4 9 15 7 8 5 20 

5 8 14 27 9 2 4.67 14 11 12 37 

Table 27: Distribution of "Doesn't Make Sense" 

responses to LK/CoP and GPK items. 

Analysis LK/CoP 

The frequencies of the response rateswere generally 

too low for statistical comparison. The difference 

between the three group totals was not significant. 

However, a comparison of the difference between the 

totals for Groups 1 and 3 is significant ( )l t = 4. 26 

with a4j, = 1). 

Analysis GPK 

No differences were noted between the groups. 
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Interpretation 

Children in Group 3 were more likely to give "doesn't 

make sense" responses to the LK/CoP items than the 

children in Group 1. One hypothesis to account for 

this is that both groups responded to the same 

distortions but the latter did so in different 

language. 

5.3.11 MAKES SENSE, ELIMINATION AND OTHER LINGUISTIC 

1 

Subgroup 
1-4 4 

Subgroup 
6-9 0 

~OTAL 4 

REALITIES RESPONSE MODES 

The "makes sense" and elimination responses were only 

given to the LK/CoP items. The 11other linguistic 

realities" responses were only given to the GPK items. 

"Makes Sense" Elimination Other L.Realities 
LK/CoP LK/CoP GPK 

GROuP GROuP GROuP 
2 3 T 1 2 3 T 1 2 3 

5 0 9 8 7 1 16 1 2 0 

l 0 1 0 0 2 2 3 l 0 

6 0 10 8 7 3 18 4 3 0 

Table 28: Distribution of "makes sense" and 

elimination responses to LK/CoP items and 
~ . 

T 

3 

4 

7 

other linguistic realities responses to GPK 

items. 



Analysis 

No statistical analysis was undertaken. It is 

interesting to note, however, that the "makes sense" 

responses were all given by the children in Groups 1 

and 2 - predominantly by those ranked 1-4. While some 

of the elimination responses came from Group 3 

children, the bulk of responses were from children 

ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 2. 

The "other linguistic realities" responses were all 

given by Group 1 and 2 children. 

5.3.12 IMAGING RESPONSE MODE 

LK/CoP GPK 

Group Group 
1 2 3 T 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 0 3 0 3 1 1 1 3 

Subgroup 
6-9 0 0 5 5 4 0 3 7 

rr'OTAL 0 3 5 8 5 1 4 10 

Table 29: Distribution of imaging responses to LK/CoP 

and GPK items. 
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Analysis 

No instances of this response were recorded from Group 

1 children for.the LK/CoP items. The responses were 

spread evenly across the three groups for the GPK 

items. 

5. 3. 13 "OTHER" RESPONSE MODE 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP GROUP 
1 2 3 T 1 2 3 T 

2 3 0 5 1 1 1 3 

3 0 5 8 0 0 3 3 

5 3 5 13 1 1 4 6 

Table 30: Distribution of "other" responses to LK/CoP 

and GPK items. 

Analysis 

The frequencies of "other" responses were too few for 

trends to be discerned. 
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RESPONSE BEHAVIOUR ANALYSIS BETWEEN GROUPS, WITHIN SAMPLE, 

WITHIN GROUP 

5.4.1 PREFACE 

These analyses were also performed using 3 x 2 cell 

tables to display the frequency response behaviour 

rates of the children in the sample. Chi-square tests 

were used to determine significant between group, 

within sample and within group differences. 

As for the response mode analysis (Section 5,3), 

response behaviours were analysed separately for the 

LK/CoP and GPK item sets. 
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5.4.2 BOX CHOICE 

Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

&, 
do 
yJ 

(i) OK Box Choice 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP T t~ d6 y_J GROUP T 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

17 23 27 67 22.3 2 2.27 1 1 4 6 

25 16 23 64 21.3 2 2.1 2 3 9 14 

42 39 50 131 43.7 2 1.48 3 4 13 20 

21 19.5 25 65.S 10 

1 1 1 1 1 

1.52 1.26 0 .32 0.07 3.2 

Table 31: Distribution of OK box choice for LK/CoP and 

GPK items. 

Analysis 

No significant differences for the LK/CoP items were 

noted. The frequencies for the GPK items were too low 

for detailed statistical analysis. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

!TOTAL 

£e-

dt 
X; 
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However, it appeared that children in Group 3, 

particularly those ranked 6-9, chose the OK box for 

the GPK items more frequently. This behaviour is 

associated with the tendency of this group to give 

meaning responses to the GPK items. 

(ii) Not OK Box Choice 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP T e~ r1c X1 GROUP 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

T 

30 23 25 78 26 2 1.0 28 28 25 81 

21 27 37 85 28.3 2 4. 62 27 25 21 73 

51 50 62 163 54.3 2 1.63 55 53 46 154 

25.5 25 31 81.5 

1 1 1 1 

1.58 0.32 2.82 0.3 

Table 32: Distribution of Not OK box choices for 

LK/CoP and GPK items. 

Analysis 

No significant differences were noted. 



(iii) Not Sure Box Choice 

LK/CoP 

GROUP et, 1 2 3 T rlt '/: 

Subgroup 
1-4 6 6 7 19 6.3 2 0.11 

Subgroup 
6-9 4 11 17 32 10. 7 

TOTAL 10 17 24 51 17 2 5.76 

c~ 8.5 12 25.5 

dt 1 1 1 

XJ 1.47 4.17* 3.31 

Table 33: Distribution of the Not Sure box choices for 

LK/CoP items. 

Analysis 

Children ranked 6-9 in Group 3 appeared to choose the 

Not Sure box more frequently than the children in the 

other subgroups for the LK/CoP items (Table 33). 

While the difference between the three groups was _not 

significant, when the totals for Group 1 and 3 were 

compared the difference was significant 
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GPK 

GROuP 
1 2 3 T te, db %t, 

Subgroup 
1-4 15 12 20 47 15. 7 2 2.08 

Subgroup 
6-9 22 14 10 46 15 .3 2 4.88 

TOTAL 37 26 30 93 31 2 2.0 

f 16.5 13 15 146.S 

d6 1 1 1 1 

~ 1.97 1.5 3.33 0.01 

Table 34: Distribution of the Not Sure box choices for 

GPK Items. 

Analysis 

t. 
There was also a significant difference ( Jl = 4,.·88 

wi+h dJ = 1) noted when the totals for the children 

ranked 6-9 in Groups 1 and 3 were compared for the GPK 

items (Table 34). The children in Group 3 chose the 

Not Sure box on significantly fewer occasions. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

tq_ 

d( 

x:-

20b. 

(iv) Change of Box Choice 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROuP GROuP 
1 2 3 T 1 2 3 

4 2 6 12 1 1 1 

2 0 17 19 1 0 5 

6 2 23 31 2 1 6 

11.5 15.5 

1 1 

5.26* 1.58 

Table 35: Distribution of the change of box choice 

behaviour for LK/CoP and GPK items. 

Analysis 

T 

3 

6 

9 

Generally, the instances of this behaviour were too 

few for full statistical analysis. However, 

inspection of Table 35 suggests that children ranked 

6-9 in Group 3 were more likely to change their box 

choices, particularly for the LK/CoP items. 



207. 

5.4.3 GENERAL RESPONSE BEHAVIOURS 

(i) Number of Clarifying Questions Asked 

LK/CoP 

GROUP 

&-1 2 3 T d(; "j.J"I, 

Subgroup 
1-4 132 141 241 514 171 2 42. 7* 

Subgroup 
6-9 158 148 387 693 231 2 158.2* 

rrOTAL 390 289 628 1207 402 2 189.9* 

~L 145 144 319 603 

1 l 1 1 1 

X! 2.33 0.17 33.6* 26.6* 

Table 36: Distribution of the number of clarifying 

questions asked for LK/CoP items. 
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GPK 

GROUP 

fJ-1 2 3 T °'6 ~ 
Subgroup 
1-4 147 142 212 501 167 2 18.3* 

Subgroup 
6-9 146 106 214 466 155 2 

TOTAL 293 248 426 967 322 2 

6~ 146 124 213 483 

olv l l l l 

y_; 0.80 5.23* 0.01 1.27 

Table 37: Distribution of the number of clarifying 

questions asked for GPK items. 

Analysis 

38.4* 

53.1* 

Group 3 children were asked significantly more 

questions than the children in the other groups to 

both sets of items. For the LK/CoP items, children 

ranked 6-9 in Group 3 were asked significantly more 

questions than those ranked 1-4 in the same group. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

tTOTAL 

ff' 
r1g 

~ 
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It is interesting to note that children ranked 6-9 in 

Group 2 were asked significantly fewer questions £or 

the GPK items than children ranked 1-4 in the same 

group and those in both subgroups in Group 1. 

(ii) Number of Questions Unanswered 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP T GROUP T te_ at :JJ 1 2 3 1 2 3 

7 2 5 14 8 7 18 33 11 2 

7 0 10 17 11 6 6 23 7.7 2 

14 2 15 31 19 13 24 56 18.7 2 

9.5 6.5 12 28 

l l 

6.0* 1.79 

Table 38: Distribution of the number of questions 

unanswered for LK/CoP and GPK items. 

Analysis LK/CoP 

The notable feature in this analysis was the 

relatively low rate of unanswered questions from 

children in Group 2. 

6.73* 

2.16 

3.24 
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Analysis GPK 

In this analysis, children ranked 1-4 in Group 3 left 

significantly more questions unanswered than children 

in the other subgroups. When this result was 

investigated it transpired that two children in this 

subgroup were responsible for all eighteen unanswered 

questions. 

(iii) Long Pauses 

LK/CoP 

GROUP 
{e. 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 35 22 54 111 37 

Subgroup 
6-9 35 20 62 117 39 

rroTAL 70 42 116 228 76 

t~ 35 21 58 114 

ctg 1 1 1 1 

x; 

Table 39: Distribution of long pauses during 

discussion of LK/CoP responses. 

d£ Xt7,, 

2 14.0* 

2 23.2* 

2 36. 7* 
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Analysis LK/CoP 

Group 3 children had significantly more long pauses 

than those in Group 1 and 2 respectively. This 

pattern was manifest in both the 1-4 and 6-9 within 

sample analysis. 

GPK 

GROUP 
1 2 3 T (e d(; 

Subgroup 
1-4 54 36 52 142 47.3 

Subgroup 
6-9 39 10 48 97 32.3 

TOTAL 93 46 100 239 79.7 

tt 46.5 23 50 119 

o/6 1 1 1 1 

~ 2.42 14.7* 2.0 8.47-J. 

Table 40: Distribution of long pauses during 

discussion of GPK Items. 

2 

2 

2 

XJ 

4.16 

24.4* 

21.6* 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

il'OTAL 

212. 

Analysis GPK 

For these items, children in Groups 1 and 3 behaved 

similarly while those in Group 2, again, had the 

fewest long pauses. Within Group 2 the children 

ranked 6-9 had significantly fewer long pauses than 

those ranked 1-4. 

(iv) "Don't Know" Respones 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP GROUP 
1 2 3 T 1 2 3 T 

2 1 3 6 4 9 4 17 

7 3 17 27 8 3 15 26 

9 4 20 33 12 12 19 43 

Table 41: Distribution of "don't know" responses 

during discussion of LK/CoP and GPK items. 

Analysis 

Children ranked 6-9 in Group 3 seemed more likely to 

give "don't know" responses than children in other 

subgroups. 
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(v) Verbal Behaviour During Sort 

ALL ITEMS 

GROUP 
l 2 3 Total 

Subgroup 
1-4 0 8 8 16 

Subgroup 
6-9 0 21 22 43 

TOTAL 0 29 30 59 

t~ 0 14.5 15.0 29 . 5 

dt l · l l 

'j._;i,. 5.83* 6.5* 12 .4* 

Table 42: Distribution of verbal behaviour during 

sorting of all items. 

Analysis 

This behaviour was not observed for Group l children. 

In Groups 2 and 3 more children ranked 6-9 spoke aloud 

during the sorting phase than did children ranked 1-4. 

There was no differential behaviour noted between GPK 

and LK/ CoP items . 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

iv_ 

df 

1J 
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(vi) Multiple Responses 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP T t~ a~ X: GROUP T 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

12 15 11 38 12.7 2 68 14 8 11 33 

14 3 28 45 15 2 12 11 10 33 

26 18 39 83 27.7 2 8.1* 26 19 21 66 

19 .5 41.5 

l l 

7.4* .59 

Table 43: Distribution of multiple responses to LK/CoP 

and GPK items. 

Analysis 

The pattern of multiple responses was uniform across 

all subgroups for the GPK items. 

However, significant differences were noted in the 

behaviour of children ranked 6-9 in Groups 2 and 3 to 

the LK/CoP items. The former gave significantly fewer 

multiple responses. 
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5.4.4 READING BEHAVIOURS 

(i) Read Items Aloud Spontaneously 

LK/CoP 

GROUP 
~t, c/6 yJ 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 25 22 10 57 19 2 6.6* 

Subgroup 
6-9 17 23 34 74 24.7 2 6.0* 

TOTAL 42 45 44 131 43.7 2 0.1 

~(.. 21 22 65.5 

dt 1 1 1 

y.:; 1.5 13. l* 2.2 

Table 44: Distribution of frequency of reading LK/CoP 

items aloud spontaneously. 

Analvsis: LK/CoP 

Overall, Group 3 children read similar numbers of 
items aloud spontaneously to the children in Groups 1 
and 2. However, the children ranked 1-4 in this group 
read significantly fewer items aloud than their 
counterparts in analagous subgroups- and those children 
ranked 6-9 in Group 3. 

Of the children ranked 6-9 in the sample those from 
Group 3 read significantly more items aloud. 
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GPK 

GROUP e~ ag 1 2 3 T V 

Subgroup 
1-4 0 12 4 16 

Subgroup 
6-9 6 14 15 35 

TOTAL 6 26 19 51 17 2 12.1* 

6'- 25.5 

dt 1 

XJ 7.1* 

Table 45: Distribution of frequency of reading GPK 

items aloud spontaneously. 

Analysis GPK 

This particular behaviour was not noted for children 

ranked 1-4 in Group 1 and significantly less 

frequently for children ranked 6-9 in Group 1 than for 

the rest of the sample. Children ranked 1-4 in Group 

3 also appeared to behave in this way less frequently 

than children ranked 6-9 in Group 3. 
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(ii) Total Number of Items Read 

As noted in section 4.5, children who did not read the 

items aloud spontaneously and who responded in ways 

that suggested they had read the items inaccurately, 

were asked to read those items. 

The following tables of the Total Number of Items Read 

were constructed in order to calculate the incidence 

'" of miscues items read aloud. 
" 

LK/CoP 

GROUP 6e rJC ~'L, 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 28 26 24 78 

. 
26 2 0.3 

Subgroup 
6-9 27 21 42 90 30 2 7.8* 

TOTAL 55 47 66 168 56 2 3.2 

fe. 33 84 

rAC 1 1 

X: 4.9* 0.9 

Table 46: Distribution of the number of LK/CoP items 

read aloud. 
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Analysis 

Significantly more children ranked 6-9 in Group 3 read 

the LK/CoP items aloud than children in any other 

subgroup. They were asked to read more items because 

their responses suggested that they had frequently not 

read the items accurately. 

GPK 

GROUP {e d.6 ~ 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 11 15 9 35 11.7 2 1.6 

Subgroup 
6-9 15 12 17 44 14. 7 2 0.9 

TOTAL 26 27 26 79 26.3 2 

~,_ 13 13 .s 13 39.5 

d6 1 1 

~..., 0.6 2.5 

Table 47: Distribution of the number of GPK items read 

aloud. 
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Analysis 

There were no significant differences between the 

numbers of GPK items read aloud by any group or 

subgroup. 
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(iii) Miscued Items 

The table below indicates the number of miscued items. 

LK/CoP 

GROUP ti, d.~ y_}" 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 4 7 16 27 

Subgroup 
6-9 · 6 11 34 51 17 2 26.2* 

TOTAL 10 17 50 78 26 2 35.1* 

ee 25 39 

~6 1 1 

~ 6.5* 7.4* 

Table 48: Distribution of the frequencies of miscued 

LK/ CoP items. 

Analysis 

The children in Group 3 miscued significantly more 

items than children in Groups land 2. Children 

ranked 6-9 in Group 3 miscued significantly more items 

than children ranked 1-4 in Group 3. 
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GPK 

GROUP {L ol{ x,,.,,, 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 2 3 9 14 

Subgroup 
6-9 10 10 14 34 

rI'OTAL 12 13 23 48 16 1 4.6 

t~ ·• 
11.5 24 

ol6 1 1 

x; 1.1 8.3* 

Table 49: Distribution of the frequencies of miscued 

GPK items. 

Analysis . : GPK 

The analysis of the differences between the three 

groups did not produce a significant result. However, 

when the data for Group 3 were compared separately 

with the results for each of Group 1 and 2, the values 

of Chi-square are significant for 1 degree of freedom. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

222. 

The within sample analysis indicated that 

significantly more items were miscued by children 

ranked 6-9 in the sample in comparison with children 

ranked 1-4. This trend was apparent across all groups. 

Interpretation 

Although significantly more LK/CoP items were read 

aloud by children ranked 6-9 in Group 3, this factor 

alone was not sufficient to account for the 

differences observed for the numbers of items miscued 

both across and within t~e three groups. 

When the ratio of items read to items miscued is 

investigated, the following interesting pattern 

emerges. 

LK/CoP GPK 

GROUP GROUP 
1 2 3 T 1 2 3 T 

7:1 4:1 2:1 3:1 6:1 5:1 1:1 3:1 

5:1 2:1 1:1 2 :1 2:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 

6:1 3:1 1:1 2:1 2:1 2:1 1:1 2 : 1 

Table 50: Ratio of the number of items read to the 

number of items miscued . 
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This representation of the ratio of items read aloud 

to items miscued suggests a gradient of performance 

for the children in the subgroups. 

For the LK/CoP items there is a gradient both across 

the three groups and within each of them. 

For the GPK items, children ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 

2 had similar ratios, as did the other subgroups. 

(iv) Read GPK Nonsense Items as Meaningful Words 

GPK 

GROUP 
1 2 3 Total 

Subgroup 
1-4 2 1 5 8 

Subgroup 
6-9 2 3 6 11 

TOTAL 4 4 11 19 

Table 51: Distribution of the number of GPK nonsense 

words read as meaningful words. 
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Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

224-. 

Analysis 

The frequencies of this behaviour were too low for any 

statistical analysis. However, there appears to be a 

trend for Group 3 children to read the GPK items as 

meaningful words more frequently than children in 

Groups 1 and 2. 

RESPONSE BEHAVIOUR RELATED TO DISTORTIONS IN 

LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE AND CONCEPTS OF PRINT ITEMS 

Read LK distortion Spontaneously noted 
as correct form or CoP distortion 

GROUP T GROUP 
1 2• 3 l 2 3 

2 2 6 10 5 4 1 

4 2 5 11 1 0 0 

6 4 11 21 6 4 1 

Table 52: Distribution of behaviours related to 

distortions for LK/CoP items. 

LK 

T 

10 

1 

11 
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Interpretation 

The incidence of reading syntactically distorted items 

as the correct forms was too low for any notable 

trends to be discerned, although the Group 3 frequency 

is slightly higher than Group l's and apparently 

higher than Group 2 1 s (Table 52). It is postulated 

that the children who did this were approaching the 

items with a response set for meaning, did not expect 

distortions and therefore did not "see" any. 

Children ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 2 seemed to be 

more likely to note the distortions spontaneously than 

children in the other subgroups (Table 52). This 

suggests that while some of the children in this group 

were approaching the items with a response set for 

meaning, they had sufficiently flexible response sets 

to change their response mode when they became aware 

of the distortions. Most of the instances of this 

behaviour occurred when the children read the items 

aloud, having originally read them silently. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

226, 

Noted CoP distortions Noted LK distortions 
on Q on Q 

GROUP T GROUP T 
1 2 3 1 2 3 

4:5 2:7 4:12 10:24 0:2 2:7 1:13 3:22 

2:8 5:9 3:8 10: 27 1:13 0 :11 0:12 1:36 

6:13 7:16 7:20 20:51 1:15 2:18 0:25 4: 58 

Tables53q.-54 : 

Ratio of noted CoP<t LK distortionson Q: 

distorted items* responded to on grounds 

other than form, 

Interpretation 

The children in the sample were apparently more likely 

to note the CoP distortions on query than the LK 

distortions. 

* Items CoPl, CoP2, CoP3, LK6, LKS, LK2, LK3 and LKl. 
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Children ranked 1-4 in Group 1 and those ranked 6-9 in 

Group 2 seemed to be slightly more likely to note the 

CoP distortions when queried than children in other 

subgroups. Children in all subgroups seemed uniformly 

much less likely to note the LK distortions on query. 

RESPONSE BEHAVIOUR IN RELATION TO NOT OK ~OK 

CONVERSIONS 

SPONTANEOUS NOT OK ~ OK. 

GROUP 6q_ "'t 1 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1-4 26 24 11 61 20.3 2 

Subgroup 
6-9 10 13 4 27 

TOTAL 36 37 15 88 29.3 2 

tr. 18 18.5 44 

dt 1 1 l 

X: 7.1* 3.3 13.1* 

Table 55: Distribution of spontaneous Not OK ~OK 

conversion behaviour for all items. 

' 

! 

i~ 

6.5* 

10.5* 



Analysis 

Children ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 2 gave spontaneous 

Not OK-+- OK conversions more frequently than children 

ranked 6-9 in these groups and Group 3 children. 

There was a tendency for Group 3 (1-4) children to 

give more such responses than Group 3 (6-9) children 

(Table 55). 

REFUSAL TD GIVE NOT OK ➔ OK 

GROUP 6e, rJ.t XJ l 2 3 T 

Subgroup 
1:..4 1 6 16 23 

Subgroup 
6-9 6 2 10 18 

TOTAL 7 8 26 41 13.7 2 16.7* 

~ 13 21.5 

dC 1 1 

~,, 1.4 0.67 

Table 56: Distribution of refusal to give Not OK➔OK 

conversions for all items. 



Analysis 

Group 3 children were significantly more likely to 

refuse to give Not OK..,. OK conversions than children 

in other groups (Table 56). 

Interpretation 

The children ranked 1-4 in all groups, particularly in 

Groups 1 and 2, learned more quickly that the task 

involved being asked "How could we make that one OK 

for you" and gave spontaneous Not OK -.oK conversions 

as part of their response repertoire. Another factor 

that contributed to this result was the tendency of 

children giving form responses to the distorted LK 

items to include a Not OK ~OK conversion in their 

responses. 

Example: That's not OK because you say "ran" not 

"runned". 

The relatively higher frequency of refusal to give Not 

OK-...OK conversions from Group 3 children suggests 

that these children had fewer strategies and skills 

for making the conversions. 
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LANGUAGE OF LITERACY USED IN GPK ITEMS 

It had been noted during the perusal of transcripts 

that the children in the different groups tended to 

use different language patterns in their responses. 

Language patterns such as "doesn't make sense11
, "other 

linguistic realities" have already been analysed, as 

they were allocated specific response mode status. 

As well as the between and within group differences 

noted in these response mode patterns it was apparent 

that there were differences in the use of particular 

words. To investigate these differences, Table 57 was 

constructed. 

The frequencies recorded in each cell represent the 

number of responses (LK, CoP, and GPK) containing the 

language of literacy feature (spell, word, etc.) given 

by the children in that subgroup . For example, 

subgroup 1 (1-4) used the word "spell" at least once 

in each of ten responses. The subscript (3) indicates 

that three of the four children in the subgroup used 

the particular language feature in at least one 

response. The type/token total of language of 

literacy features was calculated for each subgroup and 

the frequency of each feature was expressed as a 

percentage of this total. 
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The percentage differences noted in Table 57 indicate 

that Group 1 and Group 2 children used a wider range 

of language features in their responses to the GPK 

items. The features "word", "letter", "sound it out", 

(:fc) 
"spell" and "doesn't make sense" were common to all 

three groups. Two children in each of Groups 1 and 2 

used the feature "vowel" and two children and one 

child in Groups 1 and 2 respectively used the feature 

"language". One child in Group 1 used "pronounce". 

No children in Group 3 used the features "make a word" 

or "the word says". 

Interpretation 

These results do not indicate differences in knowledge 

of the fanguage of literacy in that the children's 

responses can only be interpreted as indicating their 

perceptions of the task. 

LANGUAGE OF LITERACY INCORRECTLY USED 

This analysis was undertaken to investigate whether 

the tendency to use terms like "word", "letter" and 

"sentence" incorrectly was more common in any 

particular group. The frequencies in each cell of 

Table 58 represent the numbers of children who on at 

least one occasion used one of the terms incorrectly. 
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Example : That's not a real word 'cause the words are 

muddled up. 

The most common pattern noted was to substitute "word" 

for "letter". Less frequently "word" was used instead 

of "sentence" or vice versa. 

GROUP 
1 2 3 Tota l 

Subgroup 
1-4 1 1 2 4 

Subgroup 
6-9 1 2 l 4 

TOTAL 2 3 3 8 

Table 58: Distribution of the numbers of children who 

used incorrect language of literacy features. 

Discussion 

Inspection of Table 58 indicates that the behaviour 

was not specific to any one Group or subgroup* 
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*None of the children demonstrated consistent 

substitutions of the terms. One child used 

words/letters on three occasions but used the correct 

terms on four occasions. 

Two possible explanations of the behaviour seem 

relevant. 

(i) the children's development of the appropriate language 

forms is still i n a transition stage; 

(ii) the children's skills in this respect are quite well 

developed but they made errors when confronted with an 

unfamiliar task. 



Subgroup 
1-4 

Subgroup 
6-9 

TOTAL 

235". 

DIFFICULTIES WITH SYNTAX, ARTICULATION AND FLUENCY 

Difficulty with Innnature Syntax Articulation 
Items LK.4 and Patterns Fluency, Voice 

l 

1 

0 

1 

LK.8 

GROUP GROUP GROUP 
2 3 T 1 2 3 T 1 2 3 

1 1 3 1 1 3 5 0 1 0 

0 1 l 1 l 2 4 0 0 2 

1 2 4 2 2 5 9 0 1 2 

Table 59: Distribution of numbers of children 

displaying language, fluency, and voice 

difficulties, 

T 

1 

2 

3 

(i) Difficulty with items LK4 and LK8 

Four children demonstrated difficulty handling the 

syntactic form of these items, The child in subgroup 

3 (6-9) had difficulty with both items. The other 

three children had difficulty with one each, one child 

with LK8 and two children with LK4. 
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Examples of the responses that suggested difficulty 

with the items are given in the item analysis (p·. 92, 
G\nQ 103). 

There are no trends of between or within group 

differences for this behaviour. 

(ii) Immature syntax patterns 

The frequencies noted in the subgroup cells represent 

the number of children demonstrating developmental 

syntax "errors". None of the children demonstrated 

more than two instances of such "errors". Examples 

included "drawed" for "drew", 11wroten11 for "written" 

and 11writ" for "wrote", predominantly irregular past 

tenses. The immature syntactic behaviour of the 

children in relation to the distorted syntactic 

features in the LK items was not included in this 

analysis. 

Inspection of Table 59 indicates a slight tendency for 

children in Group 3 to display this behaviour more 

frequently than children from other groups. 

The incidence of the use of immature syntactic forms 

noted in Table 59 is quite consistent with the 

developmental norms for syntactic competence in this 

age group. (Lee, 1974) 
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(iii) Articulation, fluency and voice difficulties 

As noted in Table 59 the incidence of these behaviours 

was low. Gavin in Group 2 (1-4) substituted /v/ for 

/th/ medially in some words. Roger in Group 3 (6-9) 

displayed a consistent level of non fluency in his 

speech, characterised by repetition of initial 

phonemes and hesitancies accompanied by facial and 

bodily tension. John in Group 3 (6-9) displayed 

immature pronunciation patterns ('lminoJ.s /a.r11m.als) . 

More notable, and of more concern to the interviewer 

was the vocal tension that was evident when he was 

decoding some of the items. This behaviour is 

discussed more thoroughly in the summary of his 

response analyses and behaviours. (Section 6.4.4) . 
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CHAPTER SIX 

SECOND STUDY - GROUP, SUBGROUP AND 

INDIVIDUAL PROFILES OF RESPONSE MODES AND BEHAVIOURS 

PREFACE 

In this chapter the findings detailed in Chapter 5 (Section 

5.3 and 5.4) have been summarized to provide comparative group 

and subgroup profiles of the response modes and response 

behaviours of the children in the study. 

Six subgroup profiles are presented, each one followed by a 

summary of the response modes and behaviours of one child from 

that subgroup. These individual profiles were selected to 

illustrate some of the response features of the subgroup. 

The individual profiles include comments on the competencies 

demonstrated by the children in relation to reading and 

language skills. 

6.2 GROUP 1 PROFILE 

The distinguishing features of this group's response modes and 

response behaviours were: 

(i) A relatively low meaning response rate and relatively 

high form response rate to LK/CoP items (Table 8). 



( ii) 

( iii) 

No imaging responses to LK/CoP items (Table 29). 

No discussion of items or of strategies for dealing with 

items, and no reading aloud of items spontaneously during 

the sorting phase (Table 42). 

(iv) A tendency to be less likely to read GPK items aloud 

spontaneously during the discussion phase (Table 45). 

(v) A relatively low miscue rate to LK/CoP items (Table 50). 

The group shared the following features with children in 

Group 2. 

(vi) They tended to be more likely than Group 3 children to 

give elimination, "makes sense'·' responses to LK/CoP items 

and other linguistic realities responses to the GPK items 

(Table 28). 

(vii) 

(viii) 

They tended to be less likely than Group 3 children to 

give "doesn't make sense" responses to LK/CoP items 

(Table 27). 

They responded differentially to the LK/CoP items ranked 

1-5 and those ranked 7-11 on Table 2 irt that they gave 

significantly fewer form and more meaning responses to 

items 1-5 (Tables 21 and 22). 
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(ix) They tended to be less likely to read GPK nonsense words 

as meaningful words (Table 51). 

(x) They gave more spontaneous Not OK->OK conversion 

responses and fewer Not OK.-..OK refusals (Table 55 and 

56). 

(xi) They used a wider range of language of literacy features 

(Table 57). 

6.2.1 GROUP l SUBGROUP 1-4 PROFILE 

This subgroup behaved differently when compared with 

the other five subgroups in relation to several 

features. 

(i) They had a significantly high form response rate and 

significantly low meaning response rate to LK/CoP 

items (Tables 14 and 18). 

(ii) They noted the CoP distortions when queried at a 

slightly higher rate (Table 53). 

(iii) They read no GPK items aloud spontaneously (Table 45). 
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The subgroup shared the following features with 

children ranked 1-4 in Group 2. These features 

distinguished the performance of the children in these 

subgroups from that of the children in the other 

subgroups, including the children ranked 6-9 in Group 

1. 

It will be suggested in Chapter Seven that the 

competencies reflected in these behaviours may be 

instrumental in the teachers' perceiving these 

children as the better readers in the groups. 

(iv) They gave fewer meaning responses to the LK/CoP items 

ranked 7-11 on Table 2 than those ranked 1-5 (Tables 

24. 

(v) They gave relatively more "makes sense" and 

elimination responses to LK/CoP items (Table 28). 

(vi) They had a relatively low miscue rate to the GPK items 

(Table 49). 

(vii) They spontaneously noted relatively more distortions 

in LK/CoP items (Table 52). 

(viii) They spontaneously offered relatively more Not OK-a.OK 

conversions (Table 55). 
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This profile of Group 1 (1-4) children has been 

interpreted as demonstrating: 

(a) That they approached the HOWZAT task and items 

with a response set to form. Those who started 

off responding to content seemed to learn quickly 

that some of the items were distorted and 

subsequently responded to the distortions by then 

giving form responses. 

(b) That they had well developed skills for reading 

the items and had relatively low miscue rates. 

(c) That they did not need to read the GPK items 

aloud prior to determining and justifying their 

responses to them. 

(d) That when they read the GPK items aloud on 

request they were able to decode them relatively 

accurately and rarely encoded them as meaningful 

words. 

Many of these features are illustrated in Timothy's 

transcript and response mode/response behaviour 

summary. 



243. 

6.2.2 INDIVIDUAL GROUP l (1-4) PROFILE - TIMOTHY 

( i) Preface 

Timothy was ranked first in his group by his teacher. 

The summaries of his response modes and response 

behaviours (Tables 60 and 61) and the transcript of 

his responses (Appendix 1) illustrate most of the 

features in the Group 1 and subgroup 1 (1-4) profiles. 

Table 60 g1.ves a summary of his respon·ses 1.n the order 

in which the items were discussed. Table 61 gives a 

summary of his differential responses to LK/CoP items 

1-5 and 7-11 as ranked on Table 2, and to GPK items 

6/2 and 1/5. 

From these summaries and his transcript the following 

judgm~nts have been made about his performance. 

(ii) Response Set 

Timothy's major mode of response to both the LK/CoP 

and GPK items was in terms of form. His initial 

responses to the first two LK/CoP items (LK.4 and CoP3) 

and the first two GPK items (5 and 4) that he 

discussed were readability responses. He gave 

elimination and form responses to both LK4 and LK8 
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which contained no distortions. He noted the 

distortion in CoP3 on query and from that item onwards 

responded specifically to the distortions in all the 

relevant LK/CoP items. 

This behaviour has been interpreted as demonstrating 

that Timothy initially perceived OK/Not OKness in 

terms of "it's OK if I can read it11
• Then, in 

response to the nature of the questions being asked 

changed his criterion for OK/Not OKness to it's Not OK 

if therew0s a syntactic, semantic, GPK, or CoP 

distortion. He gave evidence of thi':. criterion in his 

responses. 

LK4 I found the marbles that were lost, 

OK 

T. You can read it. It's .••.•••••• 
There's nothing wrong with the words. 
It's just a normal sentence. 

GPK2 tfd 

Not OK 

T. It doesn't make····•··••• You couldn't 
make a word out of those letters. 
It doesn't spell a word. 

The only GPK item that he didn't give a form response 

to was GPKS, the first GPK item he discussed. 
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(iii) Task Strategies 

As noted in (i) above he was quick to learn a response 

set for dealing with the task and items. Further 

support for this observation comes from the relatively 

few clarifying questions asked (particularly for 

LK/CoP items), the absence of unanswered questions, 

low incidence of long pauses, and the absence of 

'don't know' responses. 

The relatively low incidence of Not Sure box choices 

and the absence of box choice changes has been 

interpreted as illustrating further that he had little 

difficulty finding strategies for the task and items. 

His relatively high rate of giving spontaneous Not 

OK -;GK conversions and his relatively low rate of Not 

OK~ OK refusals also demonstrate his task learning 

skills. 

Following his initial Not OK responses during which he 

was asked how the item could be made OK, he frequently 

anticipated the question and incorporated the Not OK-;. 

OK conversion in his responses. The Not OK➔ OK 

conversions were implicit in his form responses to 

most of the syntactically distorted items, and thus 

may not be valid evidence by itself. However his 

spontaneous Not OK.,. OK conversions on five of the 



seven GPK items does suggest anticipation of the 

request and strategy learning behaviour. His one Not 

OK +OK refusal (GPK3) seemed to be a response to the 

particular form of that item. 

The multiple responses he gave were mainly to the non 

distorted items LK4 and LK8, and to GPK4 the second 

GPK item he discussed. 

During the sorting phase of the task he did not read 

any of the items aloud nor did he discuss any of the 

items or his strategies for dealing with them. 

(iv) Reading and Language Competencies 

Concepts of Print 

His responses to each of the CoP items demonstrate his 

knowledge of the features probed in these items. 

(Although he did not mention the absence of the 

initial capital letter in CoP2, he demonstrated his 

knowledge of this feature in his response to item LKl). 

He stated rules about conventions of print in his 

response to CoP2. ( 11You never have a capital in the 

middle of a sentence.") and to LKl. 



Linguistic Knowledge 

In the form responses he gave to all the syntactically 

distorted items he demonstrated competence with the 

particular syntactic features being probed. 

He had no difficulty with the syntactic features 

probed in items LK4 and LK8. Nowhere in his 

discussion did he demonstrate any immature syntactic 

forms or articulation, fluency and voice 

difficulties. He used a range of language of literacy 

forms competently. 

Graphophonic Knowledge 

He demonstrated competence in decoding the one GPK 

item he read aloud (on request) and in his Not OK➔ OK 

conversions in the GPK item discussions. He stated 

graphophonic convention rules on two occasions (GPK2 

and 3) and expressed knowledge of GPK conventions in 

his response to GPK6. These three items are those 

that do not conform to the GPK conventions of 

English. His language of literacy appears to be quite 

well developed for this task, particularly 1n relation 

to his use of "vowels11 and his awareness of the 

convention that English words have vowels. 
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General Reading Skil 1 s 

He read al 1 items silent·\_); and from the responses he , 

gave, read them sufficiently accurately to comprehend 

the meaning fully. When he read two items aloud (CoP3 

and LKl) to illustrate the response he was making, and 

when asked to read GPK4, he did so accurately with no 

miscues. 

(v) Summary 

6.2.3 

Timothy impressed as being very competent in all the 

skills and knowledge areas being probed. His ability 

to reflect on and talk about the language forms 

represented in the items suggests a level of skill 

development and knowledge demonstrated by few of the 

children in the sample. 

GROUP 1 SUBGROUP (6-9) PROFILE 

This subgroup shared some features with Group 1 (l-4) 

children. 

(i) They did not read many GPK items aloud spontaneously 

(Table 45). 
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(ii) They did not discuss any items or strategies and did 

not read any items aloud during the sorting phase 

(Table 42). 

They differed from Group 1 (1-4) children 1.n that they: 

(iii) Were more likely to give meaning than form responses 

to the LK/CoP items (Tables 8 and 20) and did not 

respond differentially to the items ranked 1-5 and 

those ranked 7-11 on Table 2 (Tables 21 and 22). 

(iv) Had a relatively low rate of noting distortions 

spontaneously (Table 52) and a relatively low rate of 

noting CoP distortions when queried (Table 53). 

(v) Gave no "makes sense11 and no elimination responses to 

LK/CoP items (Table 28). 

(vi) Had a tendency to give more readability responses, 

including more "can't read it" responses to GPK items 

(Table 26). 

(vii) Had a relatively high miscue rate for GPK items 

(Table 50). 
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(viii) Were less likely to give Not OK .,;.OK conversion 

responses spontaneously (Table 55) and more likely to 

refuse to give Not OK-+ OK conversion responses when 

requested (Table 56). 

The general impression gained was that while this 

subgroup shared some behaviours with Group 1 (1-4) 

children that distinguished them from the other 

groups, on the whole their response sets and strategy 

learning behaviours were more like those of the 

children in Group 2, particularly those in the 

subgroup 2 (1-4). This is particularly notable in 

their meaning response set to LK/CoP items. 

While they were generally more competent at decoding 

the LK/CoP items than children ranked 6-9 in Group 2 

and both subgroups in Group 3, they miscued the GPK 

items at approximately the same rate as children in 

these subgroups. 

Mathew's transcript (Appendix 1) and suunnary are 

included to illustrate some of the features of his 

subgroup's performance. 
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6.2,4 INDIVIDUAL GROUP 1 (6-9) PROFILE - MATTHEW 

( i) Preface 

Matthew was ranked sixth in his Group with the proviso 

from his teacher that there was not much difference in 

reading ability between Matthew and the child ranked 

seventh. Matthew's response profile matches that of 

the rest of the subgroup in most respects. He 

responded to or noted the distortion in four of the 

five LK/CoP items ranked 7 to 11 on Table 2, a 

slightly higher rate than the others in his subgroup. 

He also tended to read items aloud spontaneously at a 

slightly higher rate than his subgroup peers. 

Table 62 and 63 summarize Matthew's response modes and 

behaviours. From these summaries and his transcripts 

the following judgements have been made. 

(ii) Response Set 

His predominant response mode to the LK/CoP items was 

in terms of meaning, mainly cognitive assertion. As 

noted in (i) above he responded differentially to 

LK/CoP items 7-11 on Table 2, giving straight form 

responses to LK3, LKl, and CoP3 and noting the 

distortion in LK5 on query. He paused after the 
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distortion when reading LK2 aloud but did not note the 

distortion when queried nor did he note the 

distortions in LK6 and CoP2. LK2 was the third item 

discussed and he might not have had sufficient 

opportunity to anticipate that some items contained 

distortions although he did note the distortion in the 

first item discussed (LKS). 

He gave two cognitive/value responses, to CoPl and 

LK4. He supported most of his meaning responses with 

evidence from his personal experience or examples from 

his general knowledge. 

He began responding to the GPK items in terms of 

readability but changed to form and imaging responses 

for the next three GPK items discussed. He gave 

straight form responses to the last GPK items 

discussed. His imaging responses were in terms of the 

items looking or sounding strange. His form responses 

were predominantly "you can't sound it out" 

responses. In his response to GPK5 he said "put a 

••••••• um proper word that you can sound out". 

(iii) Task Strategies 

Matthew learned strategies for dealing with the task 

relatively quickly even though he basically maintained 

his meaning response set for most of the LK/CoP items. 
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Assessment of his strategy learning behaviour was 

based on the following observations. He sorted all 

the GPK items in the first sort into the Not Sure 

box. In the second sort only one GPK item was sorted 

into this box. He did not use the Not Sure box for 

any of the LK/CoP items. After the discussion of the 

first Not Sure box choice (GPK7) his justifications 

for later Not Sure choices were essentially Not OK 

responses. 

Example: GPK6 : mngzu 

I. What about this one? You put it in the 
not sure box too? 

M. That's not a word either. 

The interviewer's language may well have influenced 

this behaviour. 

Apart from the Not Sure to Not OK decisions, there 

were no box choice changes. 

His relatively low frequency of questions asked and 

long pauses together with an absence of unanswered 

questions and "don't know11 responses, also suggest 

strategy learning efficiency. 



2SS. 

Of the thirteen Not OK responses he gave spontaneous 

Not OK➔OK conversions on six occasions and refused 

to do so on two occasions, (GPK2 and GPK4). 

He gave four multiple responses, all combinations of 

form/imaging responses to GPK items in the first 

sort. He discussed none of the items nor did he read 

any aloud during the sorting phases. 

(iv) Reading and Language Competencies 

Concepts of Print 

Ot the three CoP items, he noted the distortion on 

only one, CoP3. No assessment of his knowledge of the 

punctuation conventions probed in CoP2 was possible on 

the data obtained . His turning over of the CoPl card 

implies knowledge of the convention. 

Linguistic Knowledge 

He demonstrated syntactic competence in relation to 

most of the features being probed. Although he did 

not note the distortion in LK2, his pausing after the 

distortion has been interpreted as suggesting that the 

distortion "registered" as being incongruent with his 

knowledge of syntactic forms. By comparison, his 



failure to note the mouses/mice distortion in LK6 was 

accompanied by no pauses around the distortion when he 

was reading the item aloud nor when he was using the 

word "mouses11 in his discussion. This has been 

interpreted as indicating that "mouses" is not 

incon3r4ent with his syntactic knowledge in that he 

has not yet learned that "mice" is the only plural 

form of mouse. 

He had no difficulties with the syntax of items LK4 

and 8 and used no immature language patterns in his 

discussions. The two instances of incorrect use of 

the language of literacy were in his responses to GPK 

items 6 and 4. In the former he used words/letters 

and in the latter said"•••• it's not spelled with 

sentences and •••••• you can1 t really make a sentence 

out of it properly". This apparent misuse might have 

been a "slip of the tongue" having more to do with the 

sentence he was processing than with an error as such. 

Graphophonic Knowledge 

There were no indications throughout his performance 

of the task that he was not competent in the skills of 

decoding unfamilar words using graphophonic analysis 

and synthesis. He was not as explicit as Timothy in 



260. 

his explanations of graphophonic conventions, tending 

to give more imaging and 'can't sound it out' 

explanations. On one occasion however (GPK2) his form 

response included" cause you can't sound it out or 

anything (it's) just sounds. And it isn't a true 

word". This was the closest Matthew came to 

explaining the conventions of graphophonic forms in 

English. 

General Reading Skills 

During the sorting phase he read all the items 

silently. In his responses to the LK/CoP items he 

generally began his justification by reading the items 

aloud. He did not do so for items CoPl and CoP3 but 

did read the latter aloud during the later part of his 

response. From his oral reading and justifications it 

was determined that his reading skills were quite 

adequate for dealing with the task. 

Summary 

Matthew impressed as being generally quite competent 

in the reading and associated language skills being 

probed in the items and in his learning of strategies 

to handle the task and items. Unlike Timothy, Matthew 

was assessed as approaching the items with a response 

set to meaning as opposed to form. 
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6.3 GROUP 2 PROFILE 

The features of this group's response modes and response 

behaviours were: 

( i) Moderately high form response rate to LK/CoP items (Table 

8) and significantly differential responses to LK/CoP 

items 1-5 and 7-11 (Table 2) in that they gave more form 

and fewer meaning responses to the 7-11 items (Tables21 

and 22). 

( ii) 

( iii) 

Moderate miscue rate to LK/CoP items (Table 50). 

Left fewer questions unanswered to LK/CoP items (Table 

38). 

(iv) Gave fewer long pauses to all items (Tablea39 and 40). 

(v) Tended to give fewer "don't know11 responses to LK/CoP 

items (Table 41). 

The features that this group shared with Group 1 children are 

documented in Section 6.2 (vi) to (xi). The group shared the 

tendency to give imaging responses to LK/CoP with children in 

Group 3 (Table 29). 



6.3.1 
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GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 1-4 PROFILE 

In general there were no features that were specific 

to this subgroup. 

They shared features with other subgroups as follows: 

(i) Similar ratio of meaning to form responses as the 

children in subgroup 1 (6-9), and 2 (6-9) (Table 20). 

(ii) Group 3 (6-9) children, in their tendency to give 

imaging responses to LK/CoP items (Table 29). 

(iii) Group l (1-4) children as documented in section 6.2.1 

(iv) and (viii). 

The profile of Group 2 (1-4) children has been 

interpreted as demonstrating that generally they 

approached the task and items with a response set for 

meaning but were sufficiently flexible to respond 

differentially to LK/CoP items 7-11 (Table 2) that 

were characterised by intrusive distortions. They, 

like the children ranked 1-4 in Group 1, were 

relatively quick to learn strategies to handle the 

task and items and also demonstrated relatively low 

miscue rates to both the LK/CoP and GPK items. 



263. 

Caitlin's transcript and summary have been included as 

a sample of this subgroup's performance. 

6.3.2 INDIVIDUAL GROUP 2 (1-4) PROFILE - CAITLIN 

(i) Preface 

Cailtin was ranked second in her group by her 

teacher. Caitlin's performance matches that of her 

subgroup in most respects, although unlike the others 

she did not discuss the items or read any aloud during 

the sorting phase. 

Tables 64 and 65 provide summaries of her response 

modes and behaviours. From these summaries the 

following judgrY1en+s have been made about her 

performance. 

( ii) Response Set 

Her predominant mode of response to the LK/CoP items 

was in terms of meaning. It was not always clear 

whether some of her meaning responses were 

cognitive/value or cognitive assertion responses. The 

two items in doubt were LK.3 and LK.4 both of which she 

placed in the OK box. Thus the Not OK ➔ OK conversion 

request was not available to confirm whether the 
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response, we.r:a predominantly cognitive/value or 

cognitive assertion responses. Further questioning 

may have clarified the situation. 

On the first two distorted LK/CoP items she discussed 

she did not note the distortion.son query. Her first 

response to CoPl was a meaning response and she noted 

the distortion when asked about it. In the second 

sort she placed all the distorted LK/CoP items in the 

Not OK box and responded to them on the basis of form, 

frequently giving spontaneous Not OK➔ OK conversions 

·as part of her form responses. 

Her general response mode for the GPK items was form, 

giving one imaging and one readability response in 

follow up answers. 

(iii) Task Strategies 

She quickly learned strategies for dealing with the 

items and task, demonstrating flexibility in changing 

over to form responses to the LK/CoP items in the 

second sort. 

She used the Not Sure box on two occasions in Sort 1 

and not at all in Sort 2. Her relatively low number 

of clarifying answers, unanswered questions, long 



267. 

pauses, and absence of 'don't know' responses support 

the contention that strategy learning was relatively 

easy for her. This contention is also supported by 

her relatively high rate of spontaneous Not oK-.-.oK 

conversions. 

(iv) Reading and Language Competencies 

Concepts of Print 

She demonstrated competence in the knowledge being 

probed in CoPl and CoP3. No evidence was available to 

assess her knowledge of the punctuation features of 

CoP2. 

Linguisitc Knowledge 

She demonstrated competence on all the probes in the 

LK items except LK.3 to which she gave a 

cognitive/value response. As she did not read this 

item aloud there was no opportunity to observe whether 

she was aware of the distortions or not. There was no 

evidence in her oral language during her response to 

this item and others that she had any difficulty with 

pronoun forms. 
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Her response to LK8 indicated she was familiar with 

the negative form of the item. There was a possible 

suggestion in her response to LK4 that the passive 

form 11were11 was slightly unfamiliar in that she paused 

after reading it, then re-read the sentence 

accurately. In this item she also used a singular 

pronoun "it" twice when referring to 11marbles". It 

was not clear whether the basis for this i111c.on~ruence 

was a slip of the tongue or comprehension of the item, 

specifically in relation to "marbles". One possible 

explanation is that her unfamiliarity with the passive 

form "were" triggered consideration of "was" as an 

alternative, thus triggering the use of singular 

pronouns. She did not use any language of literacy 

features incorrectly. 

Graphophonic Knowledge 

Her behaviour on the GPK items generally indicated 

competence in these skills. Her performance on GPK4 

in which she decoded two 11words11 (/ka/for/ku/and 

/rumplee/for/rimply/) using different phonemic 

equivalents for the grapheme presented suggests that 

her learning of sound/symbol equivalence has not been 

as thorough as some of the children particularly in 

Group 1. 



General Reading Skills 

The point made in the discussion of her GPK competence 

above was not manifest in any of her reading of the 

meaningful items, none of which she miscued. This 

suggests that she has well developed skills for 

getting meaning from print in that she used semantic 

and syntactic cue systems and scanning and regressing 

strategies for decoding unfamiliar items. This was 

evident in items LK4 and LK6. She read all the items 

siltently in the sorting phase. On most of the 

occasions that she read the LK/CoP items aloud 

spontaneously during the discussion phase she was 

doing so to illustrate her justification of her box 

choice. She read none of the GPK words that did not 

conform to GPK conventions aloud spontaneously. 

Summary 

Caitlin's performance has been interpreted as 

demonstrating that she has developed very adequate 

skills in the language and reading skills being 

probed. She also appears to have flexible and 

adequate strategy learning skills for dealing with an 

unfamiliar task. 
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GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 PROFILE 

This subgroup's response mode pattern to the LK/CoP 

items was similar to that of the Group l (6-9) 

subgroup in terms of the percentage meaning, form, and 

readability response rates (Table 8). Their miscue 

rates were relatively higher than that of Group 2 

(1~4) and Group 1 (6-9) children but similar to that 

of Group 3 (1-4) children (Table 50). 

Some of the subgroup's response behaviours were 

interesting when compared with those of other 

subgroups. 

(i) They gave fewer multiple responses to the LK/CoP items 

(Table 43). 

(ii) Fewer clarifying questions were asked of them for the 

GPK items and they had fewer long pauses during the 

discussion of the GPK items (Tables 37 and 40). 

· (iii) They gave relatively fewer cognitive/value responses 

to the LK/CoP items compared with the cognitive 

assertion rate (Table 17). 
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(iv) Like Group 1 (1-4) children they tended to refuse to 

give Not OK~OK conversions on fewer occasions (Table 

56). 

(v) They gave no imaging responses to the LK/CoP items 

(Table 29). 

In summary the response set for this subgroup was to 

meaning (cognitive assertion), with a relatively low 

rate of noting distortions, even to the LK/CoP items 

7-11 on Table 2. The tendency for them to give fewer 

multiple responses to the LK/CoP items, to require 

fewer clarifying questions (GPK) and to give fewer 

long pauses (GPK items), together with the response 

behaviours they shared with Group 2 (l-4) children 

(Section 6.3 (i) to (v)) suggests that their 

perceptions of how to approach the HOWZAT task were 

relatively clear to them and the discussion necessary 

for clarifying their box choices and response modes 

was minimal. 

This interpretation includes the suggestion that they 

were somewhat less flexible in their strategy use than 

children in Group 1 and subgroups 2 (1-4). 

Carla's transcript and summary are included to 

illustrate some aspects of this subgroup's features. 
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6.3.4 INDIVIDUAL GROUP 2 (6-9) PROFILE - CARLA 

(i) Preface 

Carla's performance generally matched that of her 

subgroup. Tables 66 and 67 display the summaries on 

which, with the evidence from the transcript the 

following judgment.5 have been made. 

(ii) Response Set 

Carla's predominant response set to the LK/CoP items 

was in terms of meaning, mainly cognitive assertion, 

particularly to the LK/CoP items ranked 1-5 on Table 

2, noting none of the distortions in these items when 

queried (for LK6 this may have been due to its being 

the first item she discussed). Of the items ranked 

7-11 on Table S she gave form responses to LK5 and LKl 

and a "doesn't make sense" response to LK3. 

Interestingly, she gave meaning responses to CoP3 and 

LK2 and did not note the distortion on query. It does 

not seem likely that the order of discussion was a 

predisposing factor in these responses as she had 

given form responses to distorted LK/CoP items before 

these items were discussed. The only distortion she 

noted on query was in CoPl where she noted that the 

writing was upside down after she had given a 
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cognitive/value response. She also gave a 

cognitive/value response to CoP3 but did not note the 

distortion, which is somewhat surprising as for most 

of the children the distortion in this item appeared 

to be far more intrusive. One possible explanation is 

that her response set for meaning was so strong that 

only if that was semantically or syntactically 

hindered did she become aware of the distortion. She 

apparently had no difficulty decoding CoP1 to her 

satisfaction. During the sorting phase, however, she 

paused before reading 11delicious11 and in her 

discussion later misread the word then decoded it 

accurately. Perhaps this delay in successfully 

decoding the item and using picture cues to help 

increased the liklihood of her noting that the print 

was upside down relative to the picture. 

She gave readability (unknown word) responses to the 

first two GPK items discussed, then form and "doesn't 

make sense11 responses to later items. Interesting 

differential patterns of her responses to the 

conventional and unconventional GPK items were noted. 

The only form responses she gave were to the 

unconventional GPK items. This does not appear to be 

just a factor of learning response strategies as she 

moved through the items. She gave "doesn!t make 

sense" responses and an "other linguistic realities" 
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response, not accompanied by form responses, directly 

after discussing GPK2 and 3 in terms of form and 

"doesn't make sense". Another interesting.feature of 

her responses to these unconventional items was that 

she read none of them aloud spontaneously whereas she 

read GPKl (during sort), GPKS and GPK4 aloud. She did 

not read GPK7 aloud - perhaps to Carla it too is an 

unconventional GPK form. 

(iii) Task Strategies 

Carla appeared to have some difficulties initially 

finding strategies for dealing with the task. This is 

reflected in the relatively high number of questions 

asked, questions unanswered, long pauses and "don't 

know11 responses for the first four items discussed. 

This was also apparent in her response to questions 

about not having the Not Sure box and making the item 

OK. In her response to LK6 she answered "Because you 

don1t have the Not Sure11 after being asked why she 

decided to put the card in the Not OK box. 

Her Not OK➔OK conversion responses to the next three 

items involved crossing out the sentence or word and 

writing a (not specified) sentence/word in their 

place. She maintained this mode for several more 

items interspersed with more specific conversion ideas. 
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Some of her behaviours were quite different in the 

second sorting and discussion phase, particularly in 

relation to verbal behaviour during the sort. In the 

first sort she read most of the items aloud with 

minimal discussion. In the second sort she read only 

one of the items aloud (LK3) commenting that it 

"doesn't make sense" and giggling. The next item she 

commented on (GPK3) saying "That's not even a word". 

She said "That one" as she sorted four other items 

into the boxes. Thus although on Table 66 there seems 

to be little quantitative difference in her verbal 

behaviour during the sorting phase, qualitiatively it 

was quite different in the second sort. 

In the .first sort she used the Not Sure box for all 

but two items (CoPl and CoP2). The other items 

included GPK and LK items and CoP3. In the second 

sort she used the Not Sure box for three of the four 

GPK items discussed in that sort. In the first sort 

she explained her choice of the Not Sure box in terms 

of not having the OK box (once), readability (twice) 

and not specified (once). The other four reasons were 

more specifically form responses, identifiable as Not 

OK responses. 



Example: GPK6 mngzu 

Box choice Not Sure+ Not OK 

C. It I s all mixed up words. 
I. So it'd go in the Not OK box? 
C. Yes. 

On the three occasions she used the Not Sure box in 

the second sort she gave "doesn't make sense11 

responses when asked what she wasn't sure about. Two 

of these were directly followed by form responses, 

identifiable as Not OK responses. 

She gave only one spontaneous Not OK~OK response 

which was implicit in her form response to LKS. One 

of her Not OK + OK refusals was to LK6, the first item 

discussed and on which she had considerable difficulty 

finding strategies to deal with the task. The second 

was to GPK4 which posed difficulties for many of the 

children. It was interesting that on this item she 

did not go back to her earlier strategy of "cross it 

out and write another sentence". 
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(iv) General Reading and Language Competencies 

Concepts of Print 

In that she gave meaning responses to both CoP2 and 

CoP3 and did not note the distortions when queried, no 

assessment of her knowledge of the features being 

probed in these items can be made. The other CoP 

feature, that print is usually aligned the same way as 

the picture, was commented on. 

Linguistic Competence 

She gave specific evidence of the syntactic knowledge 

being probed in all but two of the items - LK6 and 

LK2. In her response to LK6 she paused before 

"mouses" when reading it aloud during the sorting 

phase. When reading LK2 aloud on request she 

spontaneously used the correct verb form "are" and 

paused after "are doing11
• There was some evidence in 

her response to LKl that she was not quite as facile 

as some of the other children in the group at 

re-ordering the sentence to be a more conventional one. 
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It is likely that for LK6t the first item discussed, 

she had not yet become aware of the nature of the task 

and thus she was not likely to be cued to looking for 

and responding to distortions. It is suggested that 

in her response to LK2 she was not aware of the 

distortion until after she read it aloud, having 

"read" the expected syntactic form "are". 

She had no apparent difficulty with the syntactic 

forms of LK4 and LK8, although when reading the :atter 

aloud she paused before reading "no meat" suggesting 

that it was not the syntactic form she expected. 

Her range of language of literacy terms was not as 

wide as some of the other children in Group 2 but was 

generally quite adequate to make her responses clear. 

On one occasion she used "words" for "letters" but 

demonstrated on other items that she was quite aware 

of the difference. In her response to GPK4 when asked 

if the words were real words she responded "No ••••• 

They could be French words". This response indicates 

her awareness of another language and perhaps even 

that some languages share similar graphophonic 

features and conventions. 
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Graphophonic Competence 

While she did not give much data in her GPK Not OK-=? 

OK conversions on which to assess her competence in 

this area there was sufficient evidence from other 

sources (e.g. GPK4) that her GPK analytic and 

synthesising skills were sufficiently well developed 

for dealing with the task. 

General Reading Skills 

She was able to read all the LK/CoP items sufficiently 

well to get meaning from them - even CoP3 in which the 

CoP distortions made decoding very difficult for many 

of the children. While her miscue rate on Table 66 

looks relatively high, examination of her transcript 

indicates minor miscues such as a/the which did not 

interfere with her comprehending the items 

sufficiently to require self correction. 

Summary 

Carla's reading competencies appeared to be just as 

well developed as most of the children in her Group 

and in Group 1. Her relatively slow start at finding 

strategies for dealing with the task may be a 

reflection of her strategy learning skills in other 
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problem situations. It will be proposed in Chapter 7 

that this relative slowness in strategy learning may 

play some part in her teacher's perception of her 

overall reading ability. Likewise it will be 

contended that children who give more general 

responses such as "doesn't make sense" to the GPK 

items perhaps are not perceived to be as competent as 

children who give more specific responses. 

6.4 GROUP 3 RESPONSE PROFILE 

The distinguishing features of this group's response modes and 

behaviours were: 

(i) Relatively low percentage form response rate and 

relatively high readability response rate to LK/CoP items 

(Table 8). 

(ii) Tendency to give more "doesn't make sense" responses to 

LK/CoP items (Table 27). 

( iii) Tendency to give more meaning responses to GPK items 

(Table 14) associated with the tendency to be more likely 

to read nonsense words as meaningful words (Table 51). 

(iv) With subgroup 2 (1-4) children, tended to be more likely 

to give imaging responses to LK/CoP items (Table 29). 
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(v) Few elimination responses and no "I can read it" or 

"makes sense" responses to LK/CoP items (Table 28 and 25). 

(vi) No 11other linguistic realities!' responses to GPK items 

(Table 28). 

(vii) 

( viii) 

(ix) 

Relatively low incidence of noting LK/CoP distortions 

spontaneously, and of CoP distortions on query (Table 52 

and 53). 

Relatively high miscue rate on LK/CoP items (Table 50). 

More questions asked to all items (Tables 36 and 37) and 

more long pauses in responses to LK/CoP items (Table 39). 

(x) Less likely to give spontaneous Not OK ..,OK conversions 

and more likely to refuse to give Not OK ~OK conversions 

(Tables 55 and 56). 

6.4.1 GROuP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 PROFILE 

This subgroup behaved differently from the other five 

subgroups in several respects. 

(i) They had a significantly lower form response rate to 

the LK/CoP items (Tables 8 and 20). 



(ii) They were significantly less likely to read LK/CoP 

items aloud spontaneously (Table 44). 

(iii) They left more questions unanswered to the GPK items 

(Table 38), 

The profile for Group 3 (1-4) children has been 

interpreted as demonstrating that they approached the 

items with a strong response set to meaning and were 

even less flexible than the Group 2 (6-9) children in 

their use of strategies for dealing with the task in 

general and the distorted items in particular. 

Along with the Group 3 (6-9) children they appeared to 

use "doesn't make sense" as a form response to the 

distorted LK/CoP items more frequently than Group 1 

and Group 2 children suggesting that they have a less 

well developed repertoire of language about language. 

An alternative explanation is that their response set 

for meaning was so strong that consideration of 

alternative response modes such as form and 

elimination was not evoked by the items or the 

interviewer 1 s questions. 
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While most of the children in this subgroup were able 

to read the items sufficiently well to respond to the 

meaning, their miscue rate was higher than that of the 

Group 1 and Group 2· children although not as high as 

that of the Group 3 (6-9) children. 

Rebecca's transcript and sunnnary are included to 

illustrate some of these features. 

6.4.2 INDIVIDUAL PROFILE GROUP 3 (1-4) - REBECCA 

( i) Preface 

Rebecca was ranked second in her group by her 

teacher. Her performance was typical of her subgroup 

in many respects, particularly her response mode 

pattern and behaviour in relation to distortions in 

the LK/CoP items. Tables 68 and 69 present summaries 

of her response modes and response patterns. Her 

transcript is in Appendix 1. 

From the material in these sources the following 

judgme""+s have been made. 





L~7 NOT 
~1JIT1Ve ~SE"l'2TION 3 I ✓ ✓ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Ol< 

GPl(S 
HOT Fo~l'1 s- ✓ ✓ ✓ 06' - - - - - - - - - - - - - -\N,\~1r-lG-

'SEC:OND SoR.T 

Ll<S oic:. C..OC:,u1i1v1: AS~~T10N S' - .- - - - - ✓ ✓ - - - - ✓ - - - -
LK3 OK 

COG.~l'TIIIE ASS~T,ON, 
S" - - - - ✓ - ✓ - - ✓ ✓ - - - - - -::Doe:$N'T MAKE S£NSE FOR!"'\ , 

LK4 OK COG1J1T1v~ ASS.ER,1O1-.J 3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
LKb 01( C.OGNl'Tl\JE -¥-.~EleTION 4- - - - - - - ✓ - - ✓ - - ✓ - - - -
LKl 0~ 

COG-tJ l"f\\l e ASSER."t'\-01-.J 
3 - ✓ ✓ - - -i=o~M - ✓ - - ✓ - - ✓ - - -

GPKI 
~o, eeAI>'\611.IT'( - l,W"ll)OIA>N WO~DS {, l - - ✓ ✓ ✓ - - - - - - - - - - -01( IMAG-11\.)G, 

GfK1 
NOT 

FoRM ~ - ✓ ✓ ✓ - - - - - - - - - - - - -01< 

~P"i 
MS"-U! 

!='ORM s ✓ -> - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -N,OIC:. 

&f'K4 
,-.l ,S1.1lh? NEGAT1'1£ Rel\OA61~--r'/ 

✓ ✓ ➔ 12 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -N , 01(. FORM 

t O "T A \. 5 85" I 3 3 8 7 ~ s- 4- 2 2 3 C 5 2 (, I I 

!ABLE b%: RE~ECC.A 3 (,-Lt) R~SPoNSE MODE AND R~sPoNSE BE»Av1oue $t.t.MMA-R'r . 



287. 
RESPONSE' RESPONSE: 1'0 

ITE'M • • Mooe: :t)tS"To1cT10N 

i/ /1 ihe. c.o.r o.+e. tou.1"+e..e..V\ C.c:>Gi.J 1~\ v e 
✓ / ~1/ \ eo.1,1~~ o~ ~e.o.4-~e.rs . AS'Sl::~'t'tON 

/ ' / 
So't'Y'E. pe.op\e. eG\+ rio Meo.t. 

C..O<!IN l"'\"l\l e 
L}(g1 A!:.SEl:ZTION -

I// -/ 
V/f 

SoW't'\e. Y\'\ou.-se.s ha.\/~ \o~ 4ai \s. 
COGIJITI\J"e ~E"Ai> AS a:>~~:~T 

Lt(~ A~SS~1"10N i=°O~M J P~1,-JO, 

I/ / 
~01.1.F\)t) ,.,. 

lt:p;, SoMe. o.ni~als L,ve. i"' -th~ COG,i,.irr,ve 'J)1t) N0j WO"Te 

/ // Se.a. . A$&ER.'T10N ON Gh,.lf=.~1'10"-i 

V// l tou.nd -+~ W\~r-ble.S C.OGl\l rTI \J IS 
LK4-1 

-+\...a.+ wue. \ost. AS.~e;R,-,o,-J -
/ / /" 

Co?, SJ '3~ 5!'1_L 
FORM, NOTE::O G""'--r 

. SY'IOr.>~\~f' c.O<!>,.,,,.,.""e: I Drt> NOT 4'E!IF'o"4D 

\/AL.\,Ui IN FORM TE'~MS 

'\~t Our \i-\He. des r-u.Y\;"\ed C.06"-Jl'Ttll€ :I)1t> I\JOT NO'T~ t~s, C\WC2..tj, A~E.R"TION o,-., G.1AE.Si10l'J 

~\~ ~e. bo!:is , s cl oi ~ ~~, C0<1t'-J1T11Je ~ 10 l'oJO'T ~o,e 
hoY\,\e.wor-\c. ASSE~10N ON Q.u.a!!1110l'J 

~ \ ~ 
1'-'e.cl Oj ~ ~~~-ra.lob ;+. 

C.O(:illJl"TI\IE :1>1,r., tJoi- 11,10-re 

~o~, 
.¥..SeRT10N, ~p J)IST0RT10N 

(_s::'0~1""1) ON Q'-(ESTION 

t\~ 1he. 9,rl °'5ke.ol she.s COO,~l"l'lvlS A!.SaTlo~ 

✓ w.~e.r i.r \.car ~ld .C\o o""+. 1)0ES,,4T MA« 
'Sl!NSI!:, F01t'4 

~K~' l-lou.~e. 9retU\ 4~e. f'i1""1e.cl was. 
coe iv1-T1v E 

✓ AS~~"TIQN
1 

\ \ Fo~,_, 
:•t:,: •·.: '. \ MAGru.J(S. ,,. ·"'·""· 
GPK(:, 'Mt\s~I.A FORM ·•· ~ ···: ~:,:.: . 
.. :. : .. ::•:· 

1+d GPl(2 ~O"?""'\ 
:·: \:!•.:.;.·:~\· 

GPl(7 Y'"~IWV\ Fo.qM 

Gl'K3 
. NE&A'T1\JE \ Q.~CJ-~ RE'A.E)AB 11 .. IT'f 

,_ - -
- - -

So"'+ 
F'O~M 

GPKS IMAE,ING, 
'- - --
GP~4- \(~ 9a~+ op ~M c~erk.s NEG-A"T\IIIE 

~~AC>.<31~1~'1" > 
r,Mply . FoRt1 

,_ - - ~~.DA1!1t..1~ - pu.,.4i~~ G~l U Nl<.N OW "'1 I.JO R. i) 
,_ - - IHAo,lt.JG--
1°'o.ble.. ~ft: Re.spor\se.s +o a,}\ i-te.MS - ~e.be.c.CC\ . 



28&. 

(ii) Response Set 

Rebecca's major response set to the LK/CoP items was 

meaning, mainly cognitive assertion. This was 

apparent from her discussion of the items during the 

first sort when she verbalised some of her processing 

and indicated other aspects by accenting some words as 

she put the cards into the boxes. 

Example: LK8 

R. (whispering) Some people eat••··••••·• 
no meat. Some people don't eat meat. 
That's OK, 

She maintained this response set throughout both sorts, 

noting the syntactic distortions on few occasions and 

then only after reading the items aloud. Her first 

comment on being handed the CoPl card was that it was 

upside down. She had difficulty decoding 'delicious' 

and talked about how it was hard to work out whichever 

way she turned the card. She was credited with noting 

the distortion spontaneously but the distortion was 

not included in her responses during the discussion 

phase as being relevant to her interpretation of the 

task and the item. The form response credited in CoP3 

was not related to the lack of spaces between the 

words, it was credited for her response about the form 

of the word "caught". 



She was also credited for noting the syntactic 

distortions spontaneously in her responses to LK3 and 

LKl, after she had given cognitive assertion responses 

to these items. The impression was gained that 

throughout her discussion of the LK/CoP items she did 

not perceive the distortions as being relevant to the 

task. That is she generally answered "no" to 

questions about anything unusual in the items. When 

she was asked to read these items aloud following the 

questions she either paused around the distortion or 

used a corrected form of the distortion ( 11 ranned" 1.n 

LK5). There was some indication in her discussion of 

LKl that she was taking the form of the items into 

consideration in her response to this item. It was 

not really clear from the data whether her form 

responses to LK3 and LKl were due to the intrusive 

nature of the distortions in these items or whether 

she was learning towards the end of the task that 

awareness of the distortions was being noted by the 

interviewer. 

Her response set to the GPK items was predominantly in 

terms of fora and readability with imaging responses 

as follow up responses to questions about clues she 

had u·sed in deciding whether the words were real or 

not. She appeared to learn response strategies for 

dealing with these items faster than she did for the 

LK/CoP items. 
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(iii) Task Strategies 

Rebecca's strong response set to meaning for the 

LK/CoP items and her apparent awareness of but general 

lack of response to the distortions could be 

interpreted as demonstrating lack of flexibility in 

strategy learning and use. However her relatively 

faster rate of learning strategies for dealing with 

the GPK items does not support this interpretation. 

She also demonstrated strategy learning in relation to 

' 
the change of verbal response behaviour during the 

sorting phase, the relatively low incidence of 

unanswered questions, long pauses, and "don't know" 

responses. In these respects her behaviour was 

similar to that of the Group 2 (6-9) children. 

(iv) General Reading and Language Competencies 

Concepts of Print 

The only CoP feature that she commented on was in CoPl 

when she noted that it was upside down. No data was 

available for assessing her knowledge of the other 

concepts of print features being probed. 



291. 

Linguistic Competence 

She commented on the distortions in two of the 

syntactically distorted items (LK3 and LKl), used the 

correct syntactic form for one other (LK6) and made a 

fair attempt at the correct form of another in her 

reading of LK5. She read "ranned" for "runned" when 

asked to read aloud, pausing before and after the 

word. She demonstrated earlier in her response that 

she knew the correct form when she said "Our friend's 

puppy dog ••••• she ran away •••••• ". 

Although she did not correct the distortion in LK2 

when reading it aloud, her reading of the sentence 

suggested that she was aware of the distortion. "The 

boys ••••• boys is ••••• doing their homework". 

She had no difficulty comprehending the content of 

items LK4 and LK8 although perhaps the negative form 

of LK8 was unfamiliar to her in that she paused before 

"no11 when reading it aloud. 

The discussion following her response to CoP3 

indicated that her syntactic knowledge of irregular 

past tense forms may not yet be fully developed, as 

demonstrated by her spontaneous substitution of the 

innnature form "catched" for "caught". 
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Her response to LKl in which she persisted with her 

miscue paint/painted and attempted to reorder the 

sentence accordingly suggests that while she 

successfully comprehended the sense of the item her 

ordering of the sentence was not as satisfactory as 

that of some of the other children. 

She substituted "sentence" for "word" on one occasi on 

but otherwise her use of language of literacy terms 

was accurate. 

Graphophonic Competence 

Rebecca read two GPK nonsense words as meaningful 

words but acknowledged her uncertainty about her 

reading in her subsequent comments. 

Example: GPK6 mngzu 

Not Sure ~Not OK 

R. (pause) This spells, this spells 11mug" 
it's not really much of a word though. 
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Most of her explanations about why she thought most of 

the GPK items weren't real words were given in imaging 

terms. Her response to GPK2 however was different in 

that she used the dictionary as a referent in whether 

a word was real or not. In her response to GPK4 she 

though that "freem", "cherks11 and "rimply" might be 

real words. Perhaps the conventional GPK form of 

these words and visual similarity to other words in 

her sight vocabulary contributed to her perception of 

them as real words. 

Her response "Not with those letters. We'd need more 

to make one (word)" to GPK2 (tfd) suggests she might 

have been acknowledging the unconventional 

graphophonic form of this item. 

General Reading Skills 

Her responses to most of the LK/CoP items indicated 

that she was able to comprehend the content of the 

items quite satisfactorily . She generally used 

syntactic and semantic cueing and scanning and 

regression strategies for reading the items as 

demonstrated in her reading of items LKl and · LK2. 

Her inability to decode "delicious" and her miscue 

paint/painted were relatively more disruptive miscues 

for her compared with the miscues of children in the 

previous subgroups discussed. 
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Sunnnary 

Rebecca appears to be developing quite well in her 

reading skills and strategies. She initially was 

relatively tentative and slow in finding strategies to 

deal with the HOWZAT tasks and items compared with 

children in previous subgroups. 

She approached the task with a strong set for meaning. 

GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 PROFILE 

The features that distinguished this subgroup's 

performance were; 

(i) A relatively high readability response rate to the 

LK/CoP items (Tables 8 and 24). 

(ii) A relatively low rate of noting distortions 

spontaneously (Table 52). 

(iii) A relatively high rate of cognitive/value responses to 

LK/CoP items (Table 17), 

(iv) More clarifying questions asked (Table 36), more 

multiple responses (Table 43), more not sure box 

choices (Table 34) and more responses generally to 

LK/CoP items (Table 12). 
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(v) Tendency to choose the OK box for GPK items (Table 30). 

(vi) Changed box choices more frequently (Table 35). 

( vii) More "don't know" responses to all items (Table 41). 

(viii) More LK/CoP items read aloud spontaneously (Table 46). 

(ix) Along with children ranked 6-9 in Group 2 they gave 

relatively more readability responses to the LK/CoP 

items (Table 24) and displayed more verbal behaviour 

during the sorting phase (Table 42). 

The features the subgroup shared with Group 3 (1-4) 

children are summarized in section 6.4. 

This pattern has been interpreted as demonstrating 

that this subgroup had considerable difficulty finding 

strategies for dealing with the task and items and 

more difficulty reading the LK/CoP items than the 

other subgroups. Further, the difficulty they had 

reading the items was an important factor in the 

relatively high form response rate when compared with 

that of the Group 3 (1-4) children. There was 

evidence from the scripts that when the children were 

able to read the items readily, they responded on the 

basis of meaning. Although the percentage response 

rates varied, the ratio of the frequencies of 
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meaning/form responses of this subgroup were similar 

to those of the children in subgroups 1 (1-4), 2 (1-4) 

and 2 (6-9) (Tables 20 and 8). The actual percentages 

differed because of the relatively high readability 

response rate of children in this subgroup. 

John1 s transcript and sunnnary illustrate many of the 

features noted in the Group 3 (6-9) profile. 

6.4.4 INDIVIDUAL PROFILE GROUP 3 (6-9) - JOHN 

(i) Preface 

John was ranked seventh in his group by his teacher. 

His response modes artd behaviours are summarised in 

Tables 70 and 71. 

The following judgments about his performance are 

based on the information in Tables 70 and 71 and his 

transcript (Appendix 1). 

(ii) Response Set 

John's LK/CoP response pattern was basically similar 

to that of other members in his subgroup although he 

gave relatively fewer readability responses. He 
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tended to give 'didn't make sense' responses on some 

items when he didn't know the words (LK2, LK4). This 

occurred mainly in the second sort. 

He indicated during his sorting of CoPl the initial 

criterion of OK/Not OKness he used. "Because if it's 

got a worm in it it's Not OK". Like others in his 

subgroup a high proportion of his meaning responses 

were cognitive/value responses. 

Several of his early responses Ln the first sort were 

meaning responses based on his miscued reading of the 

items (CoP3, GPK7). Later in the task as his 

behaviour became less impulsive he acknowledged the 

difficulty he was having reading the items and 

responded accordingly. 

When he was able to read the items sufficiently well 

to get meaning from the items he gave meaning 

responses. 

His initial responses to the GPK items involved 

guesssing the word from the initial letter, offering a 

word and giving a meaning response (GPK7). He had 

great difficulty finding a strategy to deal with 

GPKS. After being g'iven some help to find strategies 

he began giving form, "doesn't make sense" and 

readability responses to the GPK items. 
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(iii) Task Strategies 

The over-riding impression gained was that John was 

quite impulsive in his handling of the task and 

items. He sorted the items quickly, frequently gave 

quick answers, and was quite definite in his answers 

when asked about distortions. He also had relatively 

low rates of unanswered questions, long pauses and 

don't know responses compared with his subgroup 

peers. He used the Not Sure box only once in the 

first sort. 

He appeared to become somewhat more reflective as the 

assessment went on, acknowledging on two occasions 

that he had "probably guessed that one11 (GPK4 and 

LK7). He also used the Not Sure box for four of the 

nine items in the second sort. He used the "doesn't 

make sense" response more frequently in the second 

sort and seemed less likely to guess at words from the 

initial letter. 

He learned strategies for handling the GPK items 

relatively quickly but continued to have difficulties 

finding strategies for handling the LK/CoP items 

throughout the second sort. This was demonstrated Ln 

his discussion of CoP2 when he seemed to be using 

strategies from previous items. He initially gave a 
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form response - "The sentence is mixed up" - then 

followed with another form response which he had used 

successfully for GPK items - "Some of the words are 

not real". 

This searching around for strategies, together with 

his apparent inability to read some of the items 

adequately contributed to the change of box choice 

noted for items CoP2, and LK7. His response to LK4 

was more like that of the other children in the 3 

(6-9) subgroup, giving readability or "doesn't make 

sense" responses initially then responding on meaning 

grounds once they had help decoding the words. 

(iv) General Reading and Language Competencies 

Concepts of Print 

As he did not respond to the distortions in CoP2 or 

CoP3 it was not possible to assess his knowledge of 

the features being probed in these items. His form 

response to CoPl demonstrated his knowledge of the 

feature contained therein. 
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Linguistic Competencies 

John responded to none of the LK items in terms of the 

syntactic distortions in his initial responses and 

noted none of them on request. In his response to LKl 

he noted the distortion in terms of 11missing words11 

after being asked to read the item aloud. When the 

interviewer read LK3 aloud he again noted the 

distortion in terms of "missing words". He read the 

distortion in LK5 as the correct form during the 

sorting phase (ran/runned). The first time he read 

LK6 he paused while reading "mous ••••• es" then used 

the word "mouses" in subsequent discussion. There was 

no evidence that he knew "mouses" was an incorrect 

plural form although the pause while he was reading it 

initially suggests that "mouses" may have been 

unfamiliar to him. 

There also was no evidence of his noting the 

distortion in LK2. During his decoding of the item 

while sorting and then while giving his box choice 

justification he had difficulty decoding "doing". 

Whether he would have been more successful decoding 

the word if the distorted auxillary 11 is" preceding 

"doing" had been the correct fonn is open to 

speculation. 
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As noted earlier he acknowledged the distortions in 

LKl and LK3 in terms of "missing words", His Not OK-;1» 

OK conversion in LKl demonstrated that he was able to 

reconstruct the order of the sentence. He added a 

"not" apparently to accommodate his original Not OK 

response that green houses look silly. In his 

response to LK3 after he had acknowledged the 

distortion,his correction of the distortion only 

referred to the she/her correction. 

Three explanations are possible. The first is that he 

has not yet fully consolidated 11her11 in his syntactic 

knowledge as the correct form and thus continues to 

accept the immature form 11shes11
• Second, that he was 

not really attuned to seeking and finding any 

syntactic distortions in the items so that looking for 

and finding two distorted pronouns become an unlikely 

probability. Third, that lack of confidence rather 

than lack of competence prevailed in that he believed 

what was in print rather than trusted what he knew. 

He had no difficulty with the passive form "were11 in 

LK8. In his initial reading of LK4 during the sort he 

miscued, reading 11on11 for "no". He then attempted to 

make sense of "on meat11 in his discussion. His Not 

OK ...,OK conversion, omitting the troublesome on/no 

apparently satisfied his objections to the sense of 



the item that arose from his miscue. It is 

interesting to speculate whether his miscue on/no 

arose from the visual similarity of the words or 

whether his unfamiliarity with the negative form of 

the item inclined him to reject "no" as an alternative 

in his reading the item for meaning. There is 

evidence in his attempts to decode several items (LKl 

and LK8) that he was generating alternatives. In LK8 

he read 11houses" then offered "home" then returned to 

"house". In the sorting phase of LK8 he had one 

attempt at "people", offering /pa/ then /pers ••• /, 

presumably then rejecting "person" as an alternative. 

In LK4 he read 'were', tried 'where' then 'were' again. 

He used an immature past tense form "drived" for 

"drove11 in LK7. This instance suggests that the 

relatively low awareness of syntactic distortions in 

the other LK items may have been associated with a 

general tendency in his syntactic development to be 

still in a stage of transition between inunature and 

adult forms. His mispronunciation 'aminals'/ animals 

on two occasions lends support to the maturation 

argument. 
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Whatever the explanation, there was little opportunity 

to do anything more than speculate about his 

linguistic competence from the data available. 

Suffice to say that there was some doubt about some 

aspects of his knowledge in this area and that further 

testing (formal or informal) may be advisable (TEMS 

testing for example). 

His language of literacy use was much in line with 

that of his subgroup peers. He used words/letters on 

one occasion (GPK6) and there was a suggestion in CoPl 

that he may have been using sentences/words. There 

was little evidence of his correct use of these terms 

in the rest of the assessment. 

A very notable feature of his general oral language 

performance throughout the assessment but more 

particularly in the second half was his voice tension 

when he was attempting to decode the items. His voice 

became quite strained and his general body tension 

increased as well. When this occurred the interviewer 

intervened by placing her hand on his arm which seemed 

to help him to relax and he continued the task. 

It was noted in (iii) above that John appeared to 

become a little more reflective in the second part of 

the assessment after being very impulsive initially. 
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The voice and body tension which was noted 

particularly in the second part may well have been 

manifestations of anxiety with the task, situation, or 

reading in general which in the first part of the 

assessment was dealt with by very impulsive decision 

making. 

Graphophonic Competence 

His miscued many items to the extent that he sometimes 

was unable to comprehend the sense of the items. His 

actual analytic and synthesizing GPK skills were 

sometimes quite accurate. He 'sounded' out several of 

the items, letter by letter and then attempted to 

blend them to some meaningful word. 

This process was frequently a combination of giving 

sound equivalents and letter names. He often gave 

individual sound equivalents for vowel diagraphs, for 

example, /th/e/i/r/, demonstrating a lack in 

efficiency of this decoding method. 

He demonstrated knowledge of some GPK conventions in 

his responses to items GPK6 and GPK3. 
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General Reading Skills 

John was not very successful at reading some of the 

items. Several factors are relevant. 

(a) His initial decoding of individual words involved 

guessing from initial letters, with some 

contextual support in that his encoded offerings 

were frequently semantically and syntactically 

acceptable (CoP3). 

(b) There appeared to be some parseverative behaviour 

in that words be used in previous items were 

sometimes offered.as alternatives in subsequent 

items. This was apparent in the first sort - he 

read "ran" in LKS, in the next item (CoP3) he 

offered "The dog····••••·· can run" after 

apparently unsuccessfully dealing with "caught 

the rabbit", and in the next item GPK7 read 

"realm" as "ran" then changed it to 11run" on 

query. 

In the second sort when reading 11 animals" he 

substituted "apples" then responded to the item 

in terms of the sentence being mixed up. 
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This pattern of using words with similar 

graphophonic configurations from previous items 

may have been an outcome of his hypothesing that 

there was som.e thematic connection between the 

items. 

(c) When he began demonstrating his decoding 

strategies he appeared to be attempting to be 

using a mixture of sounding and blending and 

contextual prediction (LKl, LK4 during sort). He 

was successful at both to varying extents, but in 

items where he had little success he reverted to 

guessing from initial letters. 

(d) He demonstrated some willingness and ability to 

generate alternative graphophonic options (GPK5 

and 1). 

(e) He demonstrated some ability to recognise when 

his encoded efforts were not acceptable in terms 

of sense. This was particularly noted in the 

later GPK items that he discussed in terms of 

their not making sense or being "real" words. 

His reference to GPK2 1 s not being a real word 

because he's never seen such a word in a book or 

the Bible 11like that" supports this observation. 

Further support comes from his reading none of 



the GPK words as meaningful words after he 

changed from his initial impulsive guessing at 

words from initial letters. 

(f) The anxiety noted in connection with the guessing 

behaviour iri'tially and the voice and body tension 

latterly was interpreted as being an important 

causal and resultant factor in the difficulty 

John was having in reading the items. 

( v) Summary 

While the procedure and items enabled the interviewer 

to speculate about some of the factors in John's being 

perceived as being not very competent as a reader, 

there were too many compounding factors to pennit more 

specific assessment. This will be discussed further 

in Chapter Seven. 

Suffice it to say that he gave evidence of being able 

to modify his impulsive behaviour and that his 

guessing and risk taking together with this ability 

(if somewhat unconfident ability) to use contextual 

clues could be encouraged by a programme of guided 

risk taking. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

DISCUSSION 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

As stated at the opening, this field study had its origins in 

a class assignment. The assessment procedure that had been 

desig?ed to meet the requirements of the assignment became the 

focus of the field study, the original objective of which was 

to trial the procedure and to evaluate its usefulnes~ as a 

screening procedure for teachers and school counsellors. 

The evaluation of the pilot study indicated that various 

methodological constraints severely limited the potential of 

the procedure to attain the objectives outlined in Section 

2.1. Another conclusion of the evaluation, however, was that 

th~ pilot study had produced an interesting range of 

behaviours and variables that warranted further exploration. 

The amended procedure, items, and objectives that became the 

focus of the second study were detailed in Chapter Four. In 

Chapters Five and Six the results of the data collection were 

analysed. Patterns of difference were found in the responses 

to the item sets and groups of items within the item sets. 
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Patterns of difference in the response modes and behaviours of 

children in the ability groups and subgroups were also found 

and individual profiles to illustrate some of the differences 

were presented. 

In this chapter the second study will be evaluated and 

discussed. The objectives, Section 4.1, will be discussed 

within the framework of a model of the HOWZAT procedure 

(Figure 20) and an explanation of the procedure as a strategy 

learning/ problem so 1 ving task wi U be. -ade. 

THE HOWZAT PROCEDURE AS A STRATEGY LEARNING/PROBLEM SOLVING 

TASK 

Learning to read is a problem for children to solve. 

Frank Smith (1973) 

In Chapter One the HOWZAT procedure was described as a 

procedure in which children were presented with problems 

of print. In this section the procedure is discussed in 

more detail within a strategy learning/ problem solving 

framework. 

The initial information the children were given consisted 

of the box choice options and approximately half the 

items presented one at a time. Throughout the first sort 

the children did not receive any feedback from the 
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interviewer although some children who were struggling to 

read the items and/or who were asking for information 

about the task, were given minimal information to help 

them get started. 

During this initial phase it is postulated that the 

children generated hypotheses about the task, that is, 

began to develop a response set, with only their own Not 

OK/OK criterion and the information from the items to 

guide them. Once the discussion phase began and the 

interviewer started asking questions about ~he chil dren's 

responses, box choices, and possible distortions, the 

children had opportunities to test their hypotheses 

against the feedback they recieved. 

If the feedback was congruent with the hypotheses being 

tested then the response set was confirmed and reinforced 

and the children continued with the same response set. 

Conversely if the feedback was incongruent with the 

original response set then the hypothesis would 

presumably be rejected and new or modified ones 

(incorporating aspects of the feedback) would be 

generated to be tested against the feedback given to. 

subsequent items. 
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The opportunity to test the hypotheses against the 

feedback arose for each item discussed in the first 

sort. The second sorting phase and discussion offered 

further opportunities to generate and test response sets 

and hypotheses about the task and items. 

It is also possible within the model for the children to 

have generated alternative hypotheses or to modify 

earlier ones during·the first sort before receiving any 

feedback from the interviewer. The delivery of the items 

one at a time and consideration of the information 

available to the children when they read them silently 

or aloud could have inclined the children to change 

response sets or to maintain several tentative response 

sets during the first sorting phase. 

The components of the HOWZAT procedure considered to be 

important in the generation of response sets and in the 

explanation of the response modes and behaviours are set 

out in Figure 20. 

EXPLANATION OF THE HOWZAT MODEL AND COMPONENTS 

The level A components in Figure 20 represent the 

initial information or stimulus aspects of the 

procedure, that is, the hypotheses generating and 
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feedback components of the model. The response modes 

and response behaviours demonstrated by the children 

are represented in the central component on level B. 

The response sets and criteria for the box choices 

inferred from the responses of the children are 

represented in the hatched frame around the response 

mode/behaviour component. The two lateral components 

in level B (reading of the items and HOWZAT strategy 

use) are proposed as important variables in the 

development of response sets for dealing with the task. 

The two way arrows linking the level A and level B 

components represent the two way hypothesis generating 

and feedback traffic between the components. The use 

of bidirectional arrows in the model has been 

maintained in full awareness of Wildman and Kling's 

(1978-79) criticism of the practice. The HOWZAT 

model, being a highly speculative one at this stage, 

cannot be considered worthy of the theoretical 

precision implicit in the use of unidirectional arrows. 

The response mode/response behaviour component 

represents the observed responses of the children. 

The lateral components in level B were not directly 

observed for all the children in the sample. However, 
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the behaviours represented in these components were 

available for observation and recording sufficiently 

often for them to be included as overt behaviours at 

level B. 

The components grouped together on level C represent 

the general cognitive, language, reading, and strategy 

learning/problem solving competencies that the 

children brought to the task. The arrows between the 

level Band level C components represent the 

contention that the elicited behaviours represented on 
',J 

level Bare samples of the level C competencies. In 

view of the lack of external validation of the 

elicited behaviours against any established, accepted 

measures of the level C competencies, broken arrows 

have been used, 

The large matched frame surrounding the level B 

components has been included to represent other 

factors considered to be important influences on the 

children's performances on the HOWZAT task. It is 

proposed that the children's expectations about 

printed material played an important role in their 

response set learning and response performance, as did 

situational variables; cognitive style variables; self 

concept; and classroom conventions. These factors 
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have been represented in a continuous hatched 

component because they, like the response sets and 

criteria for box choices, are inferential constructs: 

not discrete behaviours that can be observed and 

recorded. 

In sunnnary, within the model the observable behaviours 

represented at level Bare interpreted as being 

samples of competencies represented at level C in 

response to the stimuli presented which are 

represented at level A. The variability in response 

modes and behaviours noted among individual children 

has been attributed to differences in perceptions of 

the task (response sets and criteria for box choices) 

which in turn have been contributed to by the factors 

in the large hatched frame, and differences in the 

level C competencies. 

As in all models of learning behaviours the 

"competencies" represented at level C must remain as 

theoretical constructs, inaccessible to direct 

description and measurement (testing) and only 

speculatively available for modification (teaching). 

The same reasoning applies to the factors in the large 

hatched frame. 
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In spite of the epistomological and methodological 

difficulties inherent in (and, some might argue, the 

consequent philosophical undesirability and/or 

worthlessness of) using constructs such as self 

concept and cognitive style, the hatched frame factors 

will now be discussed in more detail. 

(i) Expectations about printed material 

Much of the response behaviour of the children has 

been attributed to the fact that they brought an 

expectation to the procedure that what was written on 

the items would conform with the surface features of 

the written language and that, once read, would make 

sense. This theme will be taken up and discussed in 

more detail in the discussion of Objective 1. 

(ii) Self Concept 

This factor is a difficult one to isolate 

theoretically from factors such as cognitive style and 

personality. It is likewise difficult to select any 

specific behaviours that could be attributed to this 

factor. It has been included, however , as a possible 

explanation of some aspects of the response modes and 

behaviours. 



In the discussion of the responses to the GPK items it 

will be noted in Section 7.S.5 that in some of the 

responses the children "located" the source of their 

uncertainty about the item in themselves, for _example, 

in the response, "I didn't know what it meant". In 

other responses the source of uncertainty was 

"located" in the stimulus, for example, 11It's not a 

real word, it's just muddled up letters". Many of the 

children used a mixture of self/stimulus attributions 

in their responses, but some consistently attributed 

the uncertainty to themselves in all the items and 

others attrib~ited it to the items consistently. Such 

analysis is, at best, highly speculative and a 

methodological minefield: at worst, confusing and 

very questionable. However, the self/stimulus 

attribution pattern was persistently obvious to the 

investigator and as such has been included so as not 

be overlooked as a possible source of further 

investigation. 

(iii) Cognitive Style Variables 

The difficulties associated with these variables have 

been discussed in Chapter Three. They have been 

included in the hatched frame of speculative factors 

to highlight their potential for explaining some of 
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the different responses noted. The impulsivity/ 

reflect conceptual tempo dimension was used in the 

interpretation of John's behaviour and responses 

(Section 6.4.4). 

It could also have been used to explain the behaviour 

of many of the children who paused before and during 

their responses. It was, however, frequently 

difficult to know what these pauses represented. The 

children who moved their lips during the pauses were 

apparently processing the information given or 

rehearsing their responses. Eye movements which would 

have been interesting to theorists of the 

neurolinguistic processing "school11 (Bandler and 

Gri.l:"\de.r., 1979, for example) were often obvious during 

the pauses as were other body language signs of more 

general interest to ethologists perhaps. 

The field dependence/independence dimension has 

possible use in explaining the self/stimulus 

attribution behaviours noted in (ii) above. 

Again, while the cognitive style variables could 

provide very useful interpretations of the behaviours 

noted, they must remain speculations, at least for the 

procedure in its present form. 
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(iv) Situational Variables 

These too were impossible to isolate both in terms of 

their behavioural manifestations and their influence 

on the development of the children's response sets. 

The·child in Group 1 whose transcript was omitted 

because of his apparent inability to cope with the 

task, may well have been displaying behaviours quite 

congruent with his usual behaviour when placed in a 

novel situation. Alternatively, his behaviour may 

well have been quite unrepresentative and due to the 

interaction of personal and situational variables. 

The assessment procedure for different children over 

the two week period may well have varied in terms of 

time of day; temperature of the room; perfume being 

worn by the interviewer; state of the interviewer's 

health, and alertness, for example. 

(v) Classroom conventions 

This factor has been included although the terminology 

used was as difficult to determine as the factor was 

to isolate and describe. During the data collection 

and response analysis phases the investigator got the 
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impression that some of the children were attempting 

to assimilate the demands of the procedure with their 

previously learned~more general responses to classroom 

procedures and demands. 

Many of the children apparently perceived the 

investigator as a teacher although -she introduced 

herself as someone doing a College project who needed 

help from the children in finding out how children 

"work things out". 

The assessments took place in the school counsellor's 

room in the school and the materials and procedure 

usedJ although quite novel, bore some resemblance to 

classroom materials and procedures. These factors 

apparently combined to predispose some of the children 

to approach the task and items in terms of previous 

school and classroom experiences. In this perspective 

it was considered likely that such children would say 

and do things that they had previously learned to be 

appropriate in the classroom. 

The responses and behaviours that seemed to be 

possible indicators of such learning included the 

responses to those items for which some of the 

children gave "outside-in" justifications for their 
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reading behaviours when they had demonstrably been 

using "inside-out11 strategies for decoding the items, 

For example, the child who when reading an item, 

paused before a word, repeated the sentence 

substituting 11 something11 for the word, then reread the 

sentence including a correct use of the word 

previously omitted, This child was clearly using 

contextual, "inside-out11 strategies, but when asked 

how she worked it out, confidently claimed that she 

11 just sounded it out". As there was no evidence that 

she had not used graphophonic analysis and synthesis 

in her decoding she may well have been right. In 

spite of this possibility, however, the impression 

remained that in this, as in several other respects, 

the children consciously or unconsciously were 

frequently giving responses that "the teacher11 · would 

like to hear. 

The three level A components and the two lateral level 

B components will now be discussed in terms of their 

influence on the children's development of response 

sets to deal with the items. 

(vi) The nature of the items 

The distinguishing features of the LK/CoP items ranged 

from distorted presentation and punctuation (CoPl and 

CoP2), through syntactically difficult sentence 
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structures (LK4 and LK8) and syntactically "disturbed" 

structures (LK2, LK3, LK5 and LK7) to grossly 

distorted print presentation (CoP3), semantic content 

(LK7), and syntactic structure (LKl). In Section 

5.2.2 (iii) it was proposed that the degree of 

distorting influence of these features was reflected 

in the relative percentages of meaning and form 

responses to the items as featured on Table 2. 

This data has been interpreted as demonstrating that 

the distorting features of the items were 

differentially intrusive in their potential to 

influence the children1 s response sets. This 

interepretation has been made in relation to the 

assumption that had there been no distortions in the 

LK/CoP items and had the items been graded in 

difficulty to match the reading abilities of the 

children so that all the items could be read, then the 

children would have given meaning responses to the 

items. 

The GPK items were distorted in terms of the 

graphophonic conventions of the language. Four of the 

items conformed to the graphophonic conventions, three 

did not. 
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The discussion in Section 5.2.3 (iii) of the 

differential response modes to these items suggests 

that the nature of these items, more specifically the 

degree to which GPK6 and GPK2 contravened the 

graphophonic conventions of the language, had a 

significant effect on the children's responses. 

(vii) Box choice options 

The language used by the investigator in the box 

choice options, OK, Not OK, and Not Sure is postulated 

as having had an effect on the children's responses 

that may well have been different had other terms been 

used, for example, "correct, not correct, and 

uncertain" or "good, bad and don't know". The 

children's referents for the words used may well have 

had considerable effect on their perceptions of the 

task and content of the items. The use of "correct 

not correct" might have served to alert the children 

to the distortions and influenced them to give more 

form responses. Choices such as "good and bad" might 

have resulted in many more cognitive value responses. 

By not offering a trichotomous choice at all but 

perhaps just giving the distorted items to the 

children and asking "What do you think about this 

card?", yet another range of response modes and 

behaviours might have resulted. 
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The role and influence of the box choice options and • 
the language used need to be investigated much more 

thoroughly to determine first of all whether they 

represent a useful and valid means of investigating 

problem solving strategies, and secondly the influence 

of the language used on the response modes and 

behaviours of the children. 

(viii) Questioning procedure including the order of 

discussion of items 

There was some evidence that the order of discussion 

of the items might have had some effect on the 

children's learning of response sets to deal with the 

items. The data suggests that one or two of the 

children who discussed some of the GPK items first 

might have been marginally slower in their response 

set learning and modification than children who 

discussed LK/CoP items first. This data was not 

analysed in any way because of the complexity of the 

many variables in the interpretation of the data. 

The questioning procedure that required the children 

to justify their box choices and to identify any 

unusual features of the distorted items had an 

important influence on the response mode patterns of 
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the children. This point is discussed in more detail 

in relation to methodological influences on responses 

in Section 7.3.2. 

The questioning procedure variables relate directly to 

the next factor. 

(ix) HOWZAT strategy use 

Some of the children apparently learned quickly from 

the questioning procedure that the investigator was 

asking about the distortions in the items. These 

children then seemed to change their response sets and 

criteria for box choices and responded to subsequent 

items by giving responses which took the distortions, 

or absence of distortions into account. Such strategy 

learning was reflected in the elimination responses. 

These children appeared to learn a general strategy 

for dealing with the items using criteria for 

OKness/Not OKness such as "It's OK if it makes sense 

and there are no conventions of print, syntactic, 

semantic or graphophonic distortions 11
• Timothy 

appeared to do this. 

Other children appeared to deal with the items on an 

individual item basis. That is, they may have 

responded to an item that contained a very distorting 



feature (e.g. LKl) on form grounds early in the 

procedure but then gave meaning responses to 

subsequent distorted items. If the distortion on a 

later item was sufficiently intrusive, then the 

response set might be modified for that particular 

item. These children did not appear to develop a 

general response set to deal with the task and items 

as a whole but dealt with each item as it came, 

generally with a meaning response set but modifying it 

as necessary for the particular features of that 

specific item as perceived by the child. Matthew, 

Carla, Caitlin and Rebecca were interpreted as 

demonstrating this response set pattern. 

(x) Reading of the items 

Two main aspects of this component were notable in 

their effects on the responses given. Children who 

were unable to read the items frequently gave negative 

readability and/or unknown word responses. A few 

children who were able to read the items to their own 

satisfaction gave positive readability responses. 

This pattern was less common than the negative 

readability or unknown word responses. 
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When the child's ability to read an item was affected 

by his/her general reading ability or by the distorted 

nature of the item, s/he seemed to be more likely to 

attend to the surface features of the item and thus 

more likely to give form/imaging responses. 

The second aspect of reading behaviour seemed to 

revolve round whether or not the children read the 

LK/CoP items aloud or silently. The children who 

apparently approached the items with a strong meaning 

response set and who read the items silently 

frequently did not note the distortions spontaneously 

or on query, When some of these children were asked 

to read the syntactically distorted items aloud they 

then sometimes noted the distortions as they were 

reading. On occasions this was only apparent when 

they paused before or after the distortion. On other 
-

occasions they noted the distortion and commented on 

it, for example, "it's not OK ••••• I didn't see the 

, is'u. 

These components of the model and their interactive 

influences on determining the response patterns of the 

children will be used in the discussion of the 

objectives of the second study. The bulk of the 

discussion of the objectives will focus on the 

differences found in Chapter Five. Before this is 
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done however, two unifying themes will be presented 

that stress important similarities rather than 

differences in the children's overall response to the 

procedure. The first theme is based on an assertion 

by Kopp (1976) about the source and reality of 

meaning. The second theme relates to Goodman's (1967) 

application of Chomsky's deep structure/surface 

structure theory to the psycholoinguistic theory of 

reading behaviour. 

7.3 KOPP'S ASSERTION 

••••••••• no meaning that comes from outside ourselves is 

real. Sheldon Kopp (1976). 

The essence of Kopp's assertion has relevance to both the 

psycholinguistic explanation of reading and language 

behaviours in general and the children's responses to the 

HOWZAT procedure in particular. 

Psycholinguistic theories of reading behaviour posit the 

active application of the reader's linguistic and problem 

solving abilities as the central elements in the reading 

process. Within these theories the printed text provides 

the stimulus for the active search for meaning. 
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The stimulus is used to trigger but not supply the 

meaning or sense that the reader makes of the text. 

The meaning components are basically supplied by the 

reader through the language, cognitive, and strategy 

knowledge and skills thats/he brings to the task. 

That is, meaning is brought to the task and sense made 

of the task or text by the reader. 

In a similar sense, in the HOWZAT procedure the task 

and items provided the stimuli for the children 

participating in the study. Each child brought 

his/her own meaning to the task and items and each 

made sense of them within his/her own frame of 

reference, worldview, or perception of reality. Each 

child learned his/her own strategies expressed in 

idiosyncratic ways to deal with the changing nature of 

the task and items as more information became 

available throughout the procedure. 

It is also relevant to note that the design and 

rationale of the HOWZAT procedure reflect Kopp's 

assertion. The decision to devise the procedure in 

the first place, the selection of the items, the 

methodology, the sense made of the data, and the 

overall interpretation of the study all reflect the 

HOWZAT investigator's beliefs about and meaning 

brought to the study of children's reading behaviours. 
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7.4 DEEP STRUCTURE : SURFACE STRUCTURE THEORY 

Goodman's application of Chomsky's deep structure/ 

surface structure theory to the study of reading 

behaviour has relevance to the children's responses to 

the HOWZAT task and items. 

Goodman (1976) contends that proficient readers sample 

the surface structure of printed text to gain access to 

the deep structure, that is, the meaning of the text. 

The work of Frank Smith (1975) and others support the 

psycholinguistic view that readers do not analyse text 

word by word with absolute graphophonic accuracy but 

bring a repertoire of linguistic, cognitive, and 

graphophonic skills to the task. By scanning and 

sampling the surface structure of printed text proficient 

readers can predict and confirm the meaning of the text. 

Such readers attend to the surface structure features of 

print minimally and efficiently. Only when their 

expectations about the meaning are not met, that is, when 

what they are reading fails to make sense do they then 

attend to the surface structure more closely. 

Psycholinguistic theorists claim that this is what 

proficient readers do when they are reading and what 

beginning readers try to do when they are learning to 

read. 
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Many of the response patterns of the children in the 

sample can be explained in terms of the deep 

structure/surface structure theory. It is contended that 

when the children were giving meaning responses, they 

were responding to the deep structure of the items. When 

they were giving form responses they were attending to 

and responding to the surface str~cture features. 

The range of response modes can also be interpreted in 

terms of deep structure and surface structure. The 

meaning of particular items was conveyed in the 

children's responses and couched in individual surface 

structure language patterns. Examples from the item 

analysis illustrate this. 

LKS 

Matthew Our little dog ...... r unned away. 
It's true. And a dog could run away. 

Kzlie Dogs do do that. Run away. 

These responses were both coded as meaning (cognitive 

assertion) responses. It was inferred from the surface 

structure of these responses that the deep structure was 

similar for both. 
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Rebecca's "catched" for "caught" in her response to CoP3 

is another example of idiosyncratic surface structure to 

convey the deep structure of her response. 

Children on the other hand who gave cognitive value 

responses were perceived as having different deep 

structure interpretations of the items. 

Whereas Matthew and Kylie were responding to the logical 

content of LKS (above), Gavin's response indicates that 

his deep structure interpretation of the item involved 

affective, value judgements. 

LK.5 

Gavin: Our dog ••••• our little dog runned away 
because ••••• It's not OK because ••••• you 
have the dog and then he runs away and then 
you haven't got him (more discussion 
including Not OK~ OK conversion 
request:) ••••• 

We would say that our ••••. our little 
dog came back. 

The surface structure of Gavin's Not OK-=- OK conversion 

confirms t:he cognitive value basis for his original 

response. 

In like manner, it is proposed that many of the responses 

coded separately as form, imaging, and •doesn't make 

sense• responses were different surface structure 

patterns conveying similar deep structure responses to 

the form of the items. 
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7.5 DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS OF THE ANALYSES IN RELATION TO THE 

OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the second study will now be discussed 

against the background of the HOWZAT model, Kopp's assertion, 

and Goodman's use of the deep structure/surface structure 

concept. Methodological aspects will also be discussed where 

applicable. 

7.5.1 OBJECTIVE 1 

(i) To determine whether the children in the sample gave 

different modes of response to the three sets of 

items: Concepts of Print, Linguistic Knowledge, and 

Graphophonic Knowledge. 

The data presented in Tableland Section 5.2.1 

confirms that the major response mode pattern to the 

Concepts of Print item set was similar to that of the 

Linguistic Knowledge item set, and that both were 

different from the response mode pattern for the 

Graphophonic Knowledge item set. 

(ii) To determine whether the children in the sample 

responded differently to individual items in the item 

sets and to determine whether any such differences 

reflected differential awareness of and responses to 

the various distortions in the items. 
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The data presented in Tables 2, 3 and 4 and Section 5.2.2 

(i) and (iii) demonstrate that the response mode patterns 

to individual items varied in the LK/CoP item set and 

that significant differences were found between subgroups 

of items in the set. 

The data presented in Tables 5, 6 and 7 and Section 5.2.3 

(i) and (iii) demonstrate that the response mode patterns 

to the individual items in the GPK item set varied and 

that significant differences were found between subgroups 

of items in the set. These results are now discussed in 

terms of the sources of the differences noted. 

Two major sources of difference are proposed to account 

for the results presented. The first source is 

methodological, whereas the sec:ond lies in the nature of 

the task and items and the children's perceptions of and 

responses to them. 

7 .s.2 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ITEM SETS - METHODOLOGICAL 

The methodological source stems from the determination of 

the response mode categories as defined in Section 

4.6.1. The basic determinant was the language used in 

the justifications of the box choices supported by the 

evidence offered in the justifications and the behaviours 

noted subsequent to the procedural questions outlined in 

Section 4.4. 
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For example, had the 11doesn't make sense" responses not 

been categorised in a separate response mode but been 

included as form responses the percentage form response 

rate to the LK items would have been 34% instead of 23% 

and for the GPK items 60% instead of 44%. The difference 

for the CoP items would have been minimal. Had the 

"doesn't make sense" responses been omitted, the meaning 

response rate to the LK items would have been 49% instead 

of 42% and the form response rate would have been 26% 

instead of 23%. Again there would have been little 

change to the CoP response set. 

If the query about possible distoring features had not 

been asked when the children gave other than form 

responses to the LK/CoP items, the form response rate 

would conceivably have been lower. Had the interviewer 

not asked questions about whether GPK items were "real" 

or not the incidence of form responses to these items 

would have been lower. Such questions frequently seemed 

to cue the children to look for and find distortions in 

the LK/CoP items and to give "not real word" responses to 

GPK items. Questions asked about the clues the children 

used in the determinations of the "realness" of some of 

these items boosted the number of form responses given,in 

that "can't sound it out" responses were counted as 

separate form responses after the "not a real word" 

responses had already been counted as form responses. 



The possible variations noted above, while altering the 

relative percentage mode patterns to some extent do not 

substantially alter the basic differences between the LK 

and GPK response mode patterns or the CoP and GPK 

response mode patterns. While an argument could be 

mounted on statistical grounds for dealing with the LK 

and CoP items separately, the qualitative evidence from 

the item analysis, Section 5.2.2 (ii), supports the 

contention that the children approached the individual 

CoP and LK items with basically the same response sets. 

The sources of difference could also be important in the 

outcomes of the comparative analyses of item subgroups as 

presented in Tables 3 and 4, 6 and 7. 

In the comparison of meaning, form, and "doesn't make 

sense" response rates to LK/CoP items 1-5 and 7-11 (Tab+e 

3) it was important that there were no sig~ificant 

differences in the comparative analyses of the total 

number of responses and multiple responses to the two 

groups of items. If there had been significantly more 

total and multiple responses to either of these item 

subgroups, then any significant differences found in the 

response mode frequencies could not have been attributed 

to differential responses to the item groups. There were 

significantly more clarifying questions asked for LK/CoP 

items 7-11 as shown in Table i Appendix 2. This 

difference was due to the increased number of questions 
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asked of Group 3 (1-4) children to the LK/CoP 7-11 

items. (This subgroup had an extremely high percentage 

meaning response rate as noted in Table 8. The 

relatively high number of questions asked of this 

subgroup about the LK/CoP items 7-11 were mostly 

questions about the distortions in these items. However, 

in spite of the extra questions asked the number of form 

responses from this subgroup was the lowest in the 

sample.) 

The significant difference between the frequency of form 

respo-cses to GPK 6/2 and GPK 5/1 was not as easily 

attributable to differential responses to the 

graphophonic fonns of the items. While the total number 

of responses to the item sets were not significantly 

different, the frequencies of the multiple responses were 

significantly different (Table 6). As multiple responses 

were frequently the outcome of follow up questions being 

asked it is possible that 

s l' C...Ov'\+t , I(: ,1 I ' V t' \ e. , -
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the interviewer's behaviour was an important factor. To 

test this an analysis of the number of questions asked to 

these item groups was carried out (Appendix 2, Table i). 

The difference for the sample was not significant. It is 

possible that some qualitative difference existed in the 

nature of the questions being asked although procedural 

steps were taken to minimize this source of differential 

interviewer behaviour. 

Another possible source of methodological variation in 

the frequency of multiple responses to these GPK items 

groups was the separate coding and counting of the GPK 

form sub-categories. To assess this possiblity the 

multiple responses to these item groups were analysed 

further (Appendix 2 Table ii), Of the 32 multiple 

respones to GPK 6/2, 9 were made up of two form 

subcategories, 9 were made up of readability and form 

responses, and 8 were "doesn't make sense"/form 

responses. Thus the separate subcategories alone do not 

seem to account for the difference in multiple responses. 

The conclusion drawn is that the unconventional 

graphophonic form of these two items was such that the 

children were more likely to give multiple responses t o 

them. More precisely, the children were likely to use 

language forms that were categorized as separate response 

modes. These were thus deemed multiple responses. 
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AND WITHIN ITEM SETS NATURE OF 

THE TASK AND ITEMS 

As noted above the procedure's methodology might have 

contributed some of the differences noted ·between and 

within i+em sets (Sections 5.2.1 - 5.2.3). However 

the main source of the differences has been attributed 

to the nature of the task and items and the children's 

expectations of and responses to them. 

It is proposed that the basic difference in the 

response mode patterns to the LK/CoP items when 

compared with those to the GPK items was primarily due 

to the children's expectations about printed 

material. It is proposed that the basic expectation 

they brought to the task was that printed material is 

or should be meaningful. Similarly it is contended 

that the differential response mode patterns to 

individual items and groups of items within item sets 

were mainly due to expectations about written language. 

In terms of the deep structure/surface structure 

theory, the children were generally trying to "get a t" 

the meaning or the deep structure of the items. When 

their attempts to do so were frustrated by their 

inability to read the items and/or the form of the 
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items, they then attended to the surface structure of 

the items and gave form respones. Children (mainly 

from group 1 (1-4)) who were sensitized early in the 

procedure to the distorted nature of many of the items 

were more likely to attend to the surface structure 

features of the items and to give form respones. 

The relatively high meaning response rate to the 

LK/CoP items is attributed to the children's 

expectations that print is or should be meaningful. 

The basic nature of these items, which were sentences 

of meaningful words in meaningful syntactic 

arrangments, predisposed the children who were 

expecting the items to be meaningful to give meaning 

responses. 

The low meaning response rate and relatively high form 

and readability response rates to the GPK items is, 

paradoxically, also attributed to this expectation. 

It is proposed that the children learned quickly (some 

faster than others) that the GPK "words" were indeed 

very strange words and basically nonsensical, at least 

to them. 
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The differential response patterns to groups of items 

within the LK/CoP item set have also been attributed 

to the tendency of the children to expect, seek for, 

and generally find meaning in the items, but to modify 

and/or add to their initial response set when the 

surface structure distortions in the items became 

intrusive to an extent that the deep structure was no 
f"R.O.G(, ~ 

longer 1 accessible. 

The explanation of the differential responses to GPK 

items 6/2 and 5/1 is more complex but still possible 

within the expectation of meaning framework. While 

the children's response modes indicated that they 

rejected most of the items as nonsensical, their 

comparative behaviour in relation to these item groups 

suggests that they were less certain about rejecting 

GPKl and GPKS, both of which have conventional 

graphophonic forms. 

RESPONSE MODE PATTERNS TO THE LK/CoP ITEMS 

The discussion of the LK/CoP items in previous 

sections has been predominantly in tenns of the 

children's responses to the items based on their 

expectations about printed material being meaningful. 
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This Section will be concerned with the nature of the 

distortions and their influence on the different 

response mode patterns. This will be done by 

considering the nature of, and some of the responses 

to, items 1-5 and items 7-11 on Table 2. 

U/CoP items 1-5. The features in these items include 

the profound semantic distortion in LK7, the 

punctuation distortions in CoP2, the syntactic 

distortion mouses/mice in LK6, and the syntactically 

difficult structures in items LK8 and LK.4. 

The high meaning response rate to LK7 is hardly 

surprising. Few children had difficulty determining 

that the item did not make sense. The one child who 

gave a "makes sense" response was a Group 3 (6-9) 

child who miscued the item cat/car and made sense of 

his miscue. His miscue may well have been precipitated 

by his strong expectation that print is meaningful. 

The syntactically difficult features of LK4 and LK8 

did not prevent most of the children from reading the 

items and making sense of them. However, the surface 

structure of these items was sufficiently unfamiliar 

to some children to interfere with their gaining 

access to the deep structure of the items. It is 

proposed that the syntactically unfamiliar nature of 
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these items precipitated miscues and uncertainty about 

whether the item made sense or not. While several of 

the children were not able to verbalise the 

difficulties they were having, the request about how 

the items could be made OK for them sometimes produced 

a response that confirmed the syntactic d-ifficulties 

they were having with the items. 

Roger's response to LK4 (page 103 ) and Angela's 

response to LK8 (page q4 ) are examples of this 

behaviour. 

The surface structure of the Not OK -.OK conversion 

given was interpreted as indicating the children's 

understanding, that is, deep structure response to the 

item. 

The print distorted CoP2 and syntactically distorted 

LK6 had higher percentage form response rates than the 

other three items in this group but similar meaning 

response rates. The fonn responses were contributed 

by those children who had been cued during the 

questioning procedure to look for surface structure 

distortions. The relatively high meaning response 

rates to these items as compared with the 

syntactically and print distorted items 7-11 1s 

attributed to the nature of the distortions in LK6 and 
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CoP2 which did not interfere with the basic sense of 

the item. When the children read the items aloud, 

particularly CoP2, their expectations about the 

syntactic form of the language were not challenged. 

It is proposed that some children did not even think 

of "mouses" as being small grey animals with whiskers, 

particularly the child who pronounced the word as 

/mouzes/. This child's meaning response was 

apparently based on the syl~ogistic logical form of 

the item and the syntax which was not distorted. His 

referent 11mouze" could be expected to be pronol-1.~Ced 

"mouzes" within the structural rules of English. 

Several of the children read and said "mouses" with no 

hesitation or indication that they were more 

accustomed to saying "mice". From these children's 

responses it was clear that they were using the word 

with the conventional referent, small grey animals 

with whiskers. From this behaviour it was determined 

that these children's syntactic frameworks quite 

easily accommodated "mouses" as they have apparently 

not yet learned the irregular "correct" plural form 

mice. This congruence between their syntactic 

knowledge and the distortion contributed to their not 

noting the distortion on query. 
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Even for those children whose behaviour indicated they 

were aware at some level that "mouses11 was not the 

expected form, the distortion was apparently not a 

sufficient barrier to their getting at and responding 

to the content of the item. 

The relatively high meaning response rate to CoP2 is 

to be expected given that the punctuation distortions 

have no bearing on the oral form of the item when read 

aloud. (Had there been two sentences on the item the 

lack of the full stop and capital letter at the 

beginning of a second sentence may well have 

interfered.) This lack of interference with the sense 

and form of the item underwrote the high meaning 

response rate to the item. 

Another feature of the LK/CoP (1-5) items might have 

contributed to the high meaning response rate to these 

items. Three of the five were written in syllogistic 

form "Some•···•••·••"• It is postulated that this 

form of the items might have predisposed the children 

to evaluate the logical content of the items and to 

give meaning responses as a consequence. The 

discussion following their initial responses indicated 

that this factor was sometimes operating - in some 

responses there was considerable discussion about the 
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length of mice's tails, whether or not all or only 

some people eat meat, and which animals do or do not 

live in the sea. 

LK/CoP 7-11 

Four of these. items were syntactically distorted, LKS, 

LK2, LK3 and LKl. CoP3 was profoundly print distorted 

to the extent that several of the children had 

difficulty reading it as indicated in the high 

readability response rate to the item. 

It is important to note that many of the children who 

gave form responses to the items did so only after 

they had read the items aloud. That is, the distorted 

syntax, particularly in items LK5, LK2 and LK3 was not 

apparent to the children until their syntactic 

expectations were not met by the forms presented in 

the items. 

It is hardly surprising that LKl received the lowest 

meaning response rate of all the LK/CoP items. The 

distorted word order of the item would have been 

apparent to the children with the strongest response 

sets to meaning. What is surprising is that LK3 

received a higher form response rate than CoP3. 

Apparently the distorted pronoun forms were more 
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intrusive than the lack of spaces between the words. 

The high readability response rate to CoP3 may have 

made some difference to the actual percentages 

computed but it remains that 18 of the 27 children 

commented on the form of LK3, whereas 13 children, 

less than half the sample, commented on the form of 

CoP3. The second pronoun distortion in LK3, her/she
1 

was commented on more regularly than the shes/her 

distortion. This is not unexpected in that "shes" 

bears an auditory resemblance to the masculine 

possessive pronoun form "his11 both of which end in 

"s", a common possessive morpheme in the language. 

Most of the children in the sample demonstrated their 

knowledge of the nominative pronoun 11 she" as being the 

expected form in their responses. 

A notable feature of the response mode patterns to the 

7-11 items was the relatively high "doesn't make 

sense11 response rate to the syntactically distorted 

items. As pointed out in Section 5.2.2 these 

responses were interpreted as being basically form 

responses. In the deep structure/surface structure 

framework these responses were interpreted as being 

alternative surface structure patterns to the more 

specific form responses, both resulting from similar 

deep structure responses about the syntactic structure 

of the items. 
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Comparison of response mode patterns to LK/CoP items 

1-5 and 7-11 

The analyses of Tables 3 and 4 demonstrated that the 

children in the sample responded differentially to 

these item groups. 

As noted earlier, the questioning procedure helped to 

bring the children's attention to the distortions in 

the items as did requests to read the items aloud. 

Whether the response pattern differences would have 

been as great without these precipitating or focussing 

questions needs to be investigated further. One 

feature of the analysis that could be relevant for 

further investigation is the result recorded in Table 

53. In this analysis the frequencies of noting the 

distortions on query to the frequencies of responses 

on grounds other than form were compared. The CoP and 

LK analysis were done separately. The results suggest 

that when asked about the unusual features of the CoP 

items the children seemed to be more likely to note 

those than they were to note the syntactic distortions 

in the LK items. The ratio for the CoP items was 

appra~imately 1:2 but for the LK items approximately 

1:12. An interpretation of this result is not easy 

but it is possible that the syntactic distortions were 

harder for the children to identify and to explain 
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than were the print distortions. Another possible 

explanation is that the surface structure/deep 

structure dichotomy of form/meaning responses is too 

simplistic and facile. In linguistic terms the 

meaning of utterances does not rest in the semantic 

content of the words alone but in the syntactic 

arrangements and relationships within utterances. To 

claim then that form responses were responses to the 

surface structure may be relevant for the CoP items 

but not for the LK items. 

Thus, while it was apparent that the children 

approached the LK and CoP items with similar response 

sets inferred from the similar response mode patterns 

to these items, more detailed analysis along the lines 

suggested above could well support an hypothesis that 

dealing with the CoP items was a different task from 

dealing with the LK items. 

RESPONSE MODE PATTERNS TO THE GPK ITEMS 

The different response mode pattern to the GPK words 

has been attributed to the nonsense nature of the 

words and the children's responses to the nonsense. 

While some of the children persisted with a meaning 

response set and read some of the words as meaningful 

words, the majority quickly learned a different 

response set to these words. The meaningful words 
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read usually had graphophonic similarities with the 

stimulus word beyond the first letter e.g. perfectly/ 

purtify, reply/rimply. The most common "miscue" of a 

nonsense word was snot/sont. Although there were few 

instances to generalise from, there was sufficient 

data available to speculate that these children were 

preconsciously perceiving this item as 'snot' because 

of their expectation that the printed material makes 

sense, that is, contains meaningful words. Once the 

children learned from the interviewer's questions 

(particularly, "Do you think it's a real word") that 

the items might not be "real", they began giving form 

responses. This behaviour has been interpreted in 

terms of their being cued to deal with the surface 

structure of the items and not attempting to read the 

words. 

It is proposed, however, that had the interviewer not 

asked whether the words were real or not, the children 

would have given more responses in the readability 

mode, for example, 111 don't know what it is", 111 don't 

understand the word". 

The methodological decisions concerning the 

categorization of responses into various response 

modes, particular the form and readability modes, were 

less clear cut for the GPK items than they were for 

the LK/CoP items. 
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Responses coded as form responses included a wide 

range of utterances. They were grouped into the 

following subcategoJes, based on the similarity of the 

underlying ideas. 

1. 11not a real word", "not a proper word", "not much 

of a word", "funny word". 

2. "muddled up letters/word/sentence", "not 1n an 

order". 

3. "doesn I t spel 1 anything", "can I t sound it out", 

"can't make anything with those letters", 

"doesn't say anything". 

4. "just a bunch of letters", 11no vowels", "just 

sounds", "can't have two a's together". 

These form subcategories shared the characteristic 

that the source of the 'problem' was located in the 

stimulus. 

Responses were coded as readability responses whenever 

reference was made to: 

1. "I couldn't read it", "I didn't know what the 

word was", "I don't know what it says". 
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2. "I've never heard of it before11
, "I've never seen 

it in the dictionary". 

3. "I couldn't understand the word", "I didn't know 

what it meant". 

These readability subcategories share the 

characteristic that the source of the "problem" was 

located in the child. 

This grouping of utterances into the form and 

readability response modes based on the location of 

the "problem" might reflect individual and 

idiosyncratic differences in the knowledge and use of 

language, and language about language. When giving 

readability responses the children might have been 

responding to the same cues as when they were using 

the language of graphophonic and classroom 

conventions, but doing so in different language 

patterns. 

There are two other aspects of the readability 

responses to the GPK items that merit consideration. 

The location of the "problem" could be related to the 

field dependence/independence cognitive style 

dimension, with so-called field dependent children 

being more likely to attribute the difficulty they 
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were having with the item to their own lack of 

knowledge and skill rather than to features of the 

item. This highly speculative observation would need 

to be studied more thoroughly. 

The second aspect of the readability responses that 

merits attention is the epistomological aspect of what 

is and is not a "real" word. The claim that a 

particular item was not a real word because the 

children had never heard of it, didn1 t know what it 

meant, or had never seen it in the Bible or the 

dictionary could be interpreted as being very valid 

interpretations of the reality of words. Such an 

explanation has relevance to the evolutionary, dynamic 

aspects of language. New words, whatever their 

graphophonic form, become incorporated into the 

language whenever a significantly large portion of the 

users of the language attach meaning to the words. 

Thus words from other cultures, from spheres of 

knowledge (most recently, for example, computer 

technology), and from common slang usage become 

meaningful and validated as words in the language. 

The children who attributed the source of the reality 

or 'unreality' to the form of the words themselves 

were operating on the assumption that words have an 

existence and meaning of their own, independent of the 
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users of the language. The form responses to these 

items frequently consisted of classroom conventions 

such as "it's not a word because you can't sound it 

out". This type of response reflects outside-in 

methods of teaching reading and the language inherent 

in such methods. 

In the next section the responses and behaviours of 

children will be discussed in terms of the 

characteristics of the children rated as better 

readers by their teachers. The tentative conclusions 

from the analysis and discussion above suggests 

that children who are able to respond efficiently to 

the surface structure features of the items are ranked 

as better readers by their teachers. 

7.6 OBJECTIVE 2 

To determine whether there were any differences between and 
within the ability groups in respect of their response modes 
and response behaviours. 

The data analysed in Section 4 indicated that differences were 

found between and within the three ability groups. In this 

section the results will not be discussed in exhaustive detail 

because of the necessity to explore the assumptive and 

methodological bases for the differences found. The 

discussion will focus on several trends and issues that 

highlight the importance and implications of the assumptive 

and methodological bases. 
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The first issue that needs to be dealt with is the apparent 

correlational match between the groups' response modes and 

behaviours and the teachers' allocation of children into 

ability groups and ranking of children within the ability 

groups. In order to clarify this issue the apparent between 

group correlational match will be· discussed using the data 

from Groups 1 and 3. The apparent within group correlational 

match will be discussed using the data from children ranked 

1-4 and those ranked 6-9 in Groups 1 and 2. 

7.6.1 BETWEEN AND WITHIN GROuP CORRELATIONAL DIFFERENCES 

The term "correlational" is not used in its strict 

statistical sense in this discussion. It is used to 

describe the apparent relationship between the 

distinctive response features that characterised the 

performances of the children in a particular ability 

group or subgroup and their "membership" of that group 

or subgroup. 

In these terms the top reading ability group (Group 1) 

children displayed certain response modes and 

behaviours that were qualitatively and quantitatively 

different from those of the bottom reading ability 

group (Group 3). Likewise the children ranked 1-4 in 

Groups 1 and 2 displayed behaviours that were 

qualitatively and quantitatively different from those 

of children ranked 6-9 in those groups by their 

teachers. 
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These differences are summarised in Figures 21 and 

22. They have been grouped in relation to the level B 

components of the HOWZAT Model (Figure 20). Several 

hypotheses have been generated to account for the 

differences noted. 

(i) Hypothesis 1 

The between.and within group differences set out in 

Figures 21 and 22 reflect differences in the 

children's level C competencies and the hatched frame 

factors in the HOWZAT Model. 

Hypothesis 2 

The between and within group differences noted in 

Figures 21 and 22 reflect the teachers' beliefs about 

the children's differential abilities. 

Hypothesis 3 

The between and within group differences noted in 

Figures 21 and 22 reflect methodological factors 

associated with the interviewer's perceptions of the 

children and consequent selective interpretation of 

the data based on her expectations of and 
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preconceptions about children and the i r reading 

abilities. 

These hypotheses will now be discussed in more detail. 

HYPOTHESIS 1 

Acceptance of this hypothesis would give the HOWZAT 

procedure some measure of external validity as 

teachers' assessments of children's reading abilities 

are usually in accord with standardized measures of 

reading ability, 

Support for the hypothesis could be inferred from the 

degree to which the comparative behaviours (Figure 21) 

of the top ability Group 1 children and the bottom 

ability Group 3 children accord with "commonsense" 

notions about the relative skills of top ability and 

low ability readers. Likewise the behaviours of the 

children ranked 1-4 in Groups 1 and 2 listed in Figure 

22 conform with the same notions. These notions are 

about better readers making fewer reading errors, 

having a wider and more mature range of language 

abilities and being better problem solvers. 
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The behaviours relating to these commonsense notions 

are: 

(i) Relative miscue rates (items 5 and 3 on Figures 21 and 

22 respectively) and the tendency of Group 3 children 

to be more likely to read the GPK words as meaningful 

words (item 7 Figure 21). 

(ii) The tendency of Group 3 children to read more GPK 

items aloud and to discuss the items and strategies 

during the sorting phase (items, and 10 Figure 21). 

These features could be argued to reflect a tendency 

for the Group 3 children to be operating at Vygotsky's 

egocentric speech stage, needing to "think out aloud" 

as part of their problem solving behaviour. 

(iii) The different response mode patterns (Figure 21, items 

1, 2, 3, 4 and 11, Figure 22, items 1 and 2) together 

with the Not OK~OK conversion behaviours (Figure 21, 

item 8 and Figure 22, item 4) and the relative number 

of questions asked (Figure 21, item 9) could be argued 

to reflect different levels of conceptual maturity, 

the Group 1 children's responses demonstrating more 

mature reasoning and associated language use. 
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In the Piagetian framework of conceptual developme_nt 

it could be argued that the Group 1 children's 

response patterns demonstrated an ability to 

conceptualise the HOWZAT task as a "hunt the 

distortions" task and to adopt a response set based on 

criteria for OKness/Not OKness accordingly. That is, 

they were able to find and respond to the "meaning11 of 

the task as a whole, demonstrating an ability to 

"think about things", an ability attributed to 

children functioning in the concrete operations stage 

of the Piagetian framework. 

Point (i) above needs to be interpreted with care 

within the context of the methodology of the study. 

No attempt was made to discriminate between the 

miscues made and recorded in terms of whether they 

interfered with meaning or not, and no attempt was 

made to evaluate the relative self correction of 

miscue rates. Thus the simple frequency miscue counts 

and ratios of miscues to words/items read aloud need 

to be interpreted with caution. 

Caution also needs to be exercised in terms of the 

interviewer's role in the procedure. In the 

discussion of Hypothesis Three it will be suggested 

that the interviewer may have been more likely to note 



and record miscues for those children whose body 

language and early response behaviours suggested that 

they were less than comfortable with the items and 

task. That is, even though at that stage she did not 

know which groups the children belonged to she may 

have made preconscious assumptions about the 

children's abilities which predisposed her to note 

more miscues. It will also be proposed in Section 

7.6.3 that the HOWZAT procedure has very limited 

generalizability due to a variety of factors, not the 

least of which is the use of distorted materials which 

do not usually occur in normal class conditions. 

Point (ii) also needs to be interpreted with care. 

The suggestion that the behaviour noted relates to 

stages of language and cognitive development warrants 

consideration. Other factors also warrant 

consideration. Each of the groups was taught by 

different teachers for reading classes. Factors 

relevant to the teaching behaviours of the different 

teachers could be important. For example, the fact 

that none of the Group 1 children spoke during the 

sorting phase could have been associated with a 

classroom convention that reading is done silently 

except for "performance" purposes. The teachers of 

Group 2 and S children on the other hand could well 
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encourage the children to verbalise during reading 

classes. 

Variables such as these would need to be considered 

before the comparative developmental factors .are 

contemplated as being causally related to the 

behaviours noted. 

The behaviours noted in point (iii) also need to be 

treated with caution. The suggestion that the data 

supports the proposition (Chapter 1) that proficient 

readers use more efficient problem solving strategies 

is an attractive one. It accords well with the 

behaviour of the "advantaged" children in Tough's 

(1977) longitudinal study who 11brought into play 

strategies which, as it were, injected meaning into 

the situation". For example, they spontaneously 

looked for possible justifications for their 

judgme,,-+s •••••• "the children (advantaged and 

disadvantaged) were oriented to examine the situations 

differently and this was reflected in the more 

frequent use of different strategies of language". 

The children in the Tough study were using different 

materials and tasks from the HOWZAT task and items 

although the overall aims of the studies were similar 
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1.n that the tasks were designed to investigate the 

reasoning and language patterns used by children. 

Tough's advantaged children who used efficient 

reasoning including spontaneous justifications of 

their judgrner"l+s, behaved similarly to the children 

ranked 1-4 in Groups land 2 who gave more spontaneous 

Not OK~OK conversions on the HOWZAT task. 

There were also parallels between the performances of 

the "disadvantaged" children and the Group 3 

children. Tough in an example noted that one of the 

disadvantaged children had the resources to make an 

interpretation of the materials used "but either he 1.s 

not aware of his own knowledge and needs help to bring 

it into a structure that is acknowledged and 

expressed, or the meaning is at hand but he does not 

see the necessity for expressing it. 11 This child gave 

the information being sought in eighteen answers to 

exploratory questions. A similar behaviour pattern 

was noted for some of the Group 3 children in respect 

of the higher frequency of questions needed to clarify 

their intentions. 

It needs to be noted that Tough's groups were selected 

on the grounds of the occupational status of the 

children's parents, whereas the children in the HOWZAT 
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study were grouped by reading ability as determined by 

their teachers. The similarities between the 

reasoning behaviours and efficiency in justifying 

their judgments of the children in the two studies 

raises questions about the grounds for the teachers' 

allocations of the children into the reading groups. 

Before doing so, however, it is relevant to consider 

the conclusions of MacLure and French (1981). They 

refute claims that social class related differences in 

academic achievement can be reduced to language use 

and associated competencies. They claim there is 

"much continuity in the nature of the interaction in 

each (school and home) setting, despite differences in 

situation, purpose, participant groups, etc". That 

is, from whatever social background the children come, 

"there is little in the interactional demands which 

will be made of them in school that they have not C.<lrea.d~ 

become familiar with at home", when levels of 

conversational structure are considered. 

The differences in use of different types of 

conversational structures between school and home have 

been attributed by MacLure and French to various 

factors including "asymmetry of the participants11
, 

"contributions to the interactions" and "the 
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interactional significance which certain structures 

'carry' in the school as opposed to the home". The 

asymmetry of contributions refers to the tendency of 

teachers in school to ask most of the questions. The 

interactional significance relates to the 

organisational difficulties "running" large group 

conversations in classrooms. In such situations 

teachers frequently ask a series of single questions 

with children waiting to take turns to give their 

answers, frequently "single idea" answers. 

These factors have relevance for examining the 

utterance patterns in the HOWZAT transcripts. Some of 

the children gave single answers to questions, waited 

for the next question, gave a single answer, and so 

on. These children may have been drawing on the 

classroom patterns or conventions of discussion and in 

this framework such children did not offer available 

knowledge unless a specific question was asked 

including a 11stem11 that tapped the knowledge available 

to the child. 

Factors such as these need to be considered both in 

the planning of procedures for generating utterances 

for discourse analysis and before assumptions or 

inferences are made about the competence of children 

based on the analysis of discourse. 
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If the children in the HOWZAT sample differed in their 

interpretations of the relevance of their knowledge to 

the task rather than in terms of absolute differences 

in their competencies, then hypothesis 1 would need to 

be rejected pending further investigations of the 

variables noted. Likewise if the children differed in 

their interac+{on patterns as outlined in the MacLure 

and French study then hypothesis 1 is untenable until 

such factors are understood more fully. 

HYPOTHESIS 2 

The basic assumption underlying this hypothesis is 

that the children's performances on the HOWZAT task 

were shaped as much by factors associated with their 

membership of and ranking within the particular groups 

as with differences in their basic competencies. 

Bandura's (1977) model of reciprocal determinism has 

relevance in this assumption. Within this model 

A. 
Bandura postulates a cumultive cause-effect 

relationship between the behaviour of individuals and 

that of others in regular contact with them. In the 

context of learning/teaching to read it could be 

argued that various behaviours, including actual 
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reading behaviours, shape the teachers' perceptions 

and respondent teaching behaviours which in turn shape 

the children's reading and other behaviours and so 

on. This model relates closely to the labelling/self 

fulfilling prophecy model and the socio-political 

consequences put forward by writers such as Mercer 

( 1973). 

In the specific context of this study it is 

interesting to speculate about the attributional 

factors that were relevant to the allocation of 

children into ability groups and their ranking within 

the groups. 

Were the teachers' perceptions of the childrens' 

relative abilities shaped by behaviours such as more. 

efficient reasoning and problem solving performances? 

To what extent are the consequences of such 

perceptions instrumental in determining classroom 

activities? For example, are "better" readers 

allocated to activities which include more opportunity 

to read and thus become more efficient readers as 

Smith (1978) suggests? 
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Are the "not so good" readers required to do more 

workbook/phonic activities and become even more 

grapho-phonically oriented and less attuned to reading 

for meaning as Cambourne and Rousch (1980) suggest? 

To what extent do the consequences of being perceived 

as "good" or "bad" readers and the attendant 

implications for self concept shape the problem 

solving and risk taking strategies of the children? 

The answers to these and associated questions and the 

implications for acceptance/rejection/modification of 

Hypothesis 2 go beyond the aims and objectives of this 

study. The questions are nonetheless very relevant 

and will remain so for as long as researchers and 

teachers fail to ask their own questions about the 

interactional importance of the skills and beliefs of 

teachers as well as the skills and beliefs of children 

in the total context of teaching and learning in 

schools. 

HYPOTHESIS 3 

The assumptions underlying this hypothesis relate 

closely to those outlined in the discussion of 

Hypothesis 2. The main difference is one of more 
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limited time and sphere of influence of the HOWZAT 

procedure rather than a qualitative one in terms of 

the factors involved. 

As noted in the discussion of Hypothesis 1 the 

interviewer could well have been influenced in her 

observations by preconscious assessments of the 

children's relative abilities. Beyond the usual 

limits to objectivity associated with the inability of 

a participant observer to remove him/herself from 

influencing outcomes, the very active role of the 

HOWZAT interviewer made it very likely that 

preconscious assessment and resultant expectations 

would have a great deal of influence on the collection 

and interpretation of data. 

The usual methodological practice of having data 

assessors working independently would have reduced the 

problem in relation to the recording, coding, and 

interpretation of the data. However the open ended 

nature of the semi-structured HOWZAT procedure, 

designed to encourage variability in response modes 

and behaviours, severely limits the extent to which 

interviewer bias can be controlled in terms of the 

questions asked. 



7.7 OBJECTIVE 3 

To determine whether profiles for individual children could be 
drawn up in respect of their reading, language, and strategy 
learning behaviours. 

The individual profiles presented in Chapter Six were based on 

subjective interpretations of the children's responses and 

behaviours during the assessment. The profiles also contain 

subjective inferences about the various competencies that the 

items were originally designed to probe. 

The factors discussed in relation to Objective 2 are very 

relevant to the degree of importance that can'be placed on 

these profiles. In the discussion of Objective 4 it will be 

maintained that the validity, reliability and generalizability 

of the data and results are severely limited by a number of 

factors. 

Thus the conclusions reached irt the individual profiles must 

remain as speculations and as such be evaluated with the 

cautious scepticism that any speculative enterprise deserves. 

7.8 OBJECTIVE 4 

To determine whether the data obtained in the study provided a 
useful and relevant contribution to the body of knowledge 
about children's reading, language, and strategy learning 
behaviours when presented with problems of print. 



In the preceding discussion in this Chapter it was determined 

that Objectives 1, 2 and 3 were realized. Attempts were made 

to explain some of the methodological and theoretical 

underpinnings of the results obtained. In this section an 

overall evaluation of the procedure and study will be made and 

suggestions made for future uses of the procedure. 

Conclusion 1 

The field study has been of considerable value to the 

investigator in terms of her understanding of various aspects 

of studying children's behaviour, particularly their reading, 

language, and problem solving behaviours when presented with 

problems of print. 

Conclusion 2 

The procedure in its present form has limited use as an 

assessment and research methodology because of the ideological 

problem of presenting children with distorted material which 

might interfere with their expectations about printed material. 

Conclusion 3 

The procedure has limited use as an assessment and research 

methodology because of problems of validity, reliability and 

generalizability of the data obtained and the consequent 

problems of the validity of the analyses and conclusions 

reached, however tentative, based on such data. 



Conclusion 4 

A modified HOWZAT procedure could have potential for use that 

would accommodate the objections raised in conclusion three. 

Alternatives would include: 

(i) An action research/naturalistic methodology to be used 1n 

the classroom for exploring children's reading and 

language competencies. 

(ii) Wider use as a means of generating discussion about 

children's reasoning skills and generating material for 

analysis of discourse of such discussions. 

7.9 CONCLUSIONS 

7.9.1 CONCLUSION 1 VALUE OF THE STUDY TO THE INVESTIGATOR 

The impression that became most prominent during the 

data collecti on and analysis was the degree of 

variability of responses and behaviours displayed by 

thirty children when given the same eighteen items. 

In the study the children brought a richness and 

variety of meaning to and interpretations of the task 

and items that are not usually available for comment 

or analysis in normal classroom discourse or 

assessment procedures. 



These impressions amplified the concerns expressed in 

Chapter One about the limited information that is 

available to teachers and counsellors when they fail 

to enquire beyond the responses given by children, 

especially "incorrect" responses. 

A second strong impression was the extent to which the 

children, as readers, attempted to make sense of what 

they were reading and/or what they were being asked to 

do in the task. The impression was gained of the 

children operating from some sort of imperative to 

make sens~ of what was going on. This even applied to 

the children who had considerable difficulty reading 

the items and finding strategies for handling the 

task. When the scripts of such children were 

analysed, patterns of "sense" emerged from the 

responses they were making and the strategies they 

were using. Sometimes these patterns did not emerge 

until the third or fourth playing of the tapes or 

reading of the transcripts. Unfortunately this 

delayed awareness did not permit follow up of the 

hypotheses generated by the interviewer about what the 

children were attempting to do . 
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Analysis of the tapes and transcripts also revealed 

behavioural and assumptive idiosyncrancies of the 

interviewer that were obvious in some of her responses 

to the children. In some transcripts it was clear 

that the interviewer had made sense of a child's 

response that in hindsight appeared to be quite 

inaccurate. 

This has lead to an appreciation of the importance of 

the subtle linguistic behaviours including intonation 

and stress, and general behavioural "clues" that are 

available to sensitized observers and recorders of 

children's behaviour. Another outcome was the 

realisation of the degree to which care needs to be 

taken in the interpretation and analysis of data when 

the full contextual aspects of the situation, 

including the interviewer's behaviour, are not 

analysed as rigorously as those of the subjects. 

CONCLUSION 2: LIMITED USE AS AN ASSESSMENT AND 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY FOR IDEOLOGICAL REASONS 

The point has been made at various times throughout 

the study that the children demonstrated a strong 

expectation that the print on the item cards would 

conform to their expectations and knowledge about 

written material. 



Nothing in the initial instructions specifically 

alerted the children to expect distorted material, 

thus it is only to be expected that they would 

approach the items in the same way that they approach 

printed material generally. The relatively few 

children (mainly those ranked 1-4 in Group 1) who 

conceptualised the task relatively early in terms of 

"hunt the distortions" were apparently able to suspend 

their usual expectations about printed material and 

temporarily to assume a new set of expectations. 

The children who did not conceptualise the task thus 

continued to attempt to deal with the items within 

their more general set of expectations about printed 

material, and gave predominantly meaning responses. 

The children ranked 6-9 in Group 3 who gave a 

relatively high percentage of form responses might 

have been predisposed to attend to the surface 

structure features of the items because in their 

general reading behaviours they are used to attending 

to the surface structures. That is, in their 

struggles to read, their attention to surface 

structure features is maintained by reminders such as 

"sound it out", and "look at the word closely". 
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It seems undesirable to use a procedure, the hidden 

agenda of which requires children to suspend, however 

temporarily, their expectations about print. Print 

has a certain authority. Teachers have a certain 

authority. It is not known from the study if the 

distorted items and the hidden agenda upset, or had 

the potential to upset the children's learning and 

beliefs about print. Further research would need to 

be carried out on this aspect. In the meantime the 

potential risk is not seen as being worth the insights 

gained. 

It needs to be said that at the end of the assessments 

the interviewer discussed the procedure with each 

child in terms of "silly11 items and sentence and word 

patterns that didn't make much sense. 

CONCLUSION 3 : PROBLEMS OF VALIDITY, RELIABILITY AND 

GENERALIZABILITY 

The conclusions rea~hed about the between and within 

group differences and the profiles drawn up must 

remain very tentative. These conclusions are based on 

an assumption that the children's response modes and 

behaviours are valid samples of the competencies and 

behavioural repertoire of the children in the study. 

That is, that generalisations can be made about the 
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children's reading, language, and problem solving 

strategies based on the observations of their 

performances on the HOWZAT task and items. 

The assumption begs many questions, not the least of 

which is the extent to which any test or assessment 

procedure samples and represents the competencies and 

behaviours claimed to be being tested. Be that as it 

may, the concepts of validity and reliability are 

worthwhile and necessary ones within the general 

assessment paradigm. 

According to Hill (1974) "a good reading test is 

highly valid and reliable". Hill qscribes validity 

in the following way, "if the reading tests elicits 

responses (behaviour samples) which are quite typical 

of an examinee 1 s non-test performance on those reading 

behaviours the test intends to measure", and o.sc.ribes 

reliabil.i:f "if the reading test elicits results which 

are consistent with itself ••••• A reading test must 

be reliable in order to be considered valid". 

The importance of validity and reliability as grounds 

for generalising from any assessment procedure has led 

to the psychometrically determined indexes of the 

validity and reliability concepts that have become the 

hallmarks, if not the "ends", of standardized testing 
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procedures. But, as implied in Chapter One, it was 

the constraints of standardized tests that led the 

investigator to design the HOWZAT procedure in the 

first place. 

The avoidance of an assessment structure that would 

have made validity and reliability easier to attain 

has resulted in problems of being able to make 

anything but very tentative hypotheses about the 

interpretation and implications of the results. 

The apparent connection between some of the responses 

of the children and the teachers' rankings of the 

reading ability of the children suggests some external 

validation of the HOWZAT results. However, as 

discussed in Section 7.6.3, the teachers' rankings may 

have been influenced as much by expectation factors as 

by the children's reading ability. Until more 

investigation of this aspect is made, the possibility 

of external validation must be speculative. 

And if the problems of the validity of the procedure 

are not enough, the problems of obtaining reliability 

measures are enormous. The major problem in this 

respect is the nature of the task itself in terms of 

the learning the children exhibited in developing 

strategies for handling the task. Such learning is 
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demonstrated in the tables accompanying the individual 

profiles in which the responses to the items were 

presented in the order in which the items were 

discussed. From this point of view the reliability of 

the data obtained could not be determined in 

sequential repetitions of the task as, presumably, the 

children would continue to develop their task strategy 

skills. 

For these reasons, the HOWZAT procedure in its present 

form· is a "one-off" assessment procedure and has 

limited usefulness within the traditional assessment 

paradigm. 

CONCLUSION 4 POTENTIAL USES OF A MODIFIED HOWZAT 

PROCEDURE 

In spite of the ideological and methodological 

limitations associated with the procedure in its 

present form, it is not intended to abandon the 

procedure completely. It is contended that the 

procedure, modified in form and intent, still may have 

potential in exploring children's behaviour. 
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The problems of the procedure specified in Conclusion 

3 relate in some respects to the more general 

considerations that have become the focus of calls for 

"naturalistic" research methodologies in educational 

settings. 

Naturalistic and descriptive methodologies are being 

increasingly advocated as valid alternatives to the 

more traditional or classical experimental 

methodologies. The traditional experimental 

approaches are being questioned and challenged on 

several grounds, including the degree to which the 

methodological stringencies and constraints distort 

and fracture the reading process into observable and 

measurable "bits". In many respects the methodology 

aids and abe .ts· the reductionist "outside--in11 view 

that learning to read simply involves learning 

subskills in a linear and hierarchical manner. 

Carey (1980) puts the case that naturalistic research 

is not anti-empirical, and not anti-statistical, and 

decidedly not "second-rate11 research. "Its 

(naturalistic inquiry's) theoretical underpinnings are 

structurally sound, and its techniques as rigorous as 

any 'formal' classicial design", according to Carey. 



The papers by Harste, Y,Goodman, Cambo~rne, Wells, and 

Teale in the Australian Journal of Reading (Vo. S, No. 

3, 1982) address various aspects of naturalistic 

research or "kid watching" in the classroom. These 

contributions highlight the need for and uses of 

careful observation of children's reading and language 

behaviours in classrooms. 

A modified HOWZAT Procedure which did not include the 

use of distorted items and which related more directly 

to the reading/language materials and activities being 

used in the classroom could still have a place within 

the naturalistic framework put forward by Carey. The 

procedure could be used as part of an action research 

model of testing and teaching in the classroom. 

One of the specific areas of potential use of the 

procedure that does not involve the use of distorted 

items and which produced interesting information in 

the second study is the investigation of children's 

abilities to understand syntactically difficult 

structures. Items LK.4 and LK8 which contained such 

patterns were difficult for some children. Those 

children were apparently unfamiliar with the 

particular passive and negative forms presented and 

some were unable to verbalize their reasons for 

claiming that the items "didn't make sense". However 
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when asked how the items could be made OK for them the 

children gave responses that demonstrated the sense 

that they had made of the items. The substitutions of 

"don't eat meat" for "eat no meat" and the active form 

"that we lost'' for "that were lost" were interpreted as 

being evidence of children's lack of familiarity with 

the syntactic forms of the items. 

This potential of the Not OK-->OK conversion requests 

to help clarify the children's uncertainties when they 

are unable to verbalize such unce't"tainties is seen as 

being one of the most important aspects of the HOWZAT 

procedure. The conversion request gives the children 

the opportunity to make a response using their own 

surface structures. The surface structure they use 

not only demonstrates their deep st.ructure responses 

to the material but also provides evidence of their 

linguistic performance levels. 

The other potentially valuable aspects that at least 

warrant further investigation, are the generation of 

discussion of children's reasoning abilities and for 

producing utterances for discourse analysis. As 

suggested in Section 7.e,.2 "normal" classroom practice 

frequently does not permit many opportunities for 

lengthy or detailed discussion of children's reasoning 

processes. The format of the procedure may offer 

opportunities for teachers to explore with children 
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the sense they make of various written materials, As 

such it could be an additional method of assessing 

comprehension and reasoning about print, being a more 

open ended procedure than present methods such as 

multiple choice answers or cloze activities. In this 

sense the procedure could be used much like a 

semi-structured interview. The box choice categories 

need not be specifically OK or Not OK. "Makes sense, 

doesn't make sense11 for example, or other categories 

which seem relevant to the task in hand could be used. 

The potential for using the procedure to generate 

material for discourse analysis may well be limited 

and might not be superior to other interview or "kid 

watching" techniques. However the HOWZAT box choice 

procedure and consequent discussion appears to have 

value in helping children to focus their attention and 

discussion and might be more productive than straight 

interviewing or conversation methods in helping 

teachers to penetrate the processes and strategies 

children use when dealing with print. 

One of the many challenges presented by 

psycholinguistic theorists and practitioners has been 

to 11get inside the heads" of children to find out what 

they 11do11 when they are reading. This field study has 
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been an attempt to meet such a challenge. In spite of 

the ideological and methodological constraints 

previously discussed, the procedure itself and the 

large amount of data produced warrant further 

investigation and research • 
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APPENDIX 1 

SIX TRANSCRIPTS 

TIMOTHY: GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 1-4 

Discussion Response Modes and 
Response Behaviours 

SORT 1 No reading aloud of items or discussion during sort. 

LK4 OK 

I. What helped you decide to put 
that one in the OK box? 

T. You can 
There's 
words. 
sentence 

CoP3 OK 

read it. It's •••••• 
nothing wrong with the 
It's just a normal 

I. What helped you decided to put 
that card in the OK box? 

T. I put that in there because I 
can read it. It's got "The dog 
caught the rabbit". 

I. Is there anything unusual about 
that one at all? 

T. It's all joined together. 

CoPl Not. OK ,_ 

I. What helped you decide to put 
this one in the Not OK box? 

T. The writing's upside down. If 
you turn it that way the 
picture's upside down. 

I, How could we make it OK? 

T. (pause) We could cross that out 
and do it again or cut the picture 
off and turn it up the other way 
and stick it on. 

Readability+ ve 
Elimination 
Form 

Readability+ ve 
Read item aloud accurately. 

Noted distortion on query. 

Form 
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TIMOTHY GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

GPK5 Not OK 

I. What helped you decide with this 
one? 

T. You wouldn't know what it says. 
If you unscrambled the letters 
you could spell a word 'tons'. 

LK6 Not OK 

I. What helped you decide to put 
this one in the Not OK box? 

T. I put that in there because ••••• 
it's a sentence but••••• when you 
put some words like ••••• like two 
mouses or more you put "mice". 

GPK4 Not OK 

I. What helped you decide with this 
one? 

T. You can't read that. 

I. What is it about that one that 
makes it difficult to read? 

T. Words like that 
are mixed up. 

the letters 

I. Do you think they are real words? 

T. (Pause) I'm not sure about the 
"k", "u", and the "o" 11p". 
I don't know any words that just 
have those letters by themselves. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

T. You could put all the letters 
together and work out a sentence. 
Put those two ( ~ku) together 
with (.,.op). (pause) 

I. Could you give me an example? 

~- (long pause) No, 

Readability unknown word. 

Spontaneous Not OK~ OK 

Form 

Spontaneous Not OK "">"OK 
conversion 

Readability - ve 

Form 

Long pause. 
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TIMOTHY GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 1- 4 (cont'd.) 

I. Is that difficult to do? 

T. Yes. 

I. Can you read that one for me? 

T. /ku gant op freem cherks 
rimplee./ 

GPK2 Not Sure 

I. What helped you decide to put 
that one in the Not Sure box? 

T. It doesn't make ••••• You couldn't 
make a word out of those letters. 
It doesn't spell a word. 

I. Could it be a real word? 

T. (Pause) It might. There might 
be a sound you could put in a 
word but I don't think that's a 
word. 

I, So if we didn't have the Not 
Sure box you'd put it in the 
Not OK box? 

T. (nodded). 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

Asked to read aloud. 

Form 

Spontaneous Not OK~ OK 

T. Add some letters to it (long pause) Long pause 

I, Tell me some more about that? 

T. Well. You'd have to add a vowel 
because then they're really 
sounds. 

Expressed a rule about GPK 
conventions 



TIMOTHY GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

SORT 2 No reading aloud of items 
or discussion of strategies or 
items. 

GPK3 Not Sure~Not OK 

I, That doesn't spell a word. You 
might be able to make one out 
of it. 

I. So this one would go in the 
Not OK box too. 

T. Yes. 

I. How could we make it OK? 

T. There's three vowels. (pause) 
There's supposed to be a "u" 
after the "q". And there 1 s no 
"u" there. 
I don't think you could fix that 
one. 

LK2 Not OK 

T. "The boys" ••••• instead of "is11 

it should be "are" ••••• 1 cause 
you can't put "is11 in there. 
It's not 11The boys is doing their 
homework" it's "The boys are 
doing their homework. 

GPKl Not OK 

T. It doesn't spell a word. I had 
a look at it for a while and 
couldn't make a word out of it. 

I. Do you think it's a real word? 

T, No it's not. 

I. Is there a clue there that helps 
you decide that? 

T. I couldn1 t make a word out of it. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

T. Oh ..... you'd have to take away 
some letters. 

Form 
Not Sure ..... Not OK 
implicitly 

Rule about GPK conventions 

Not OK to OK refusal. 

Form 
Read aloud spout. 
Spontaneous Not OK ~K 
conversion 

Form 
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TIMOTHY GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

GPK6 Not OK 

T. That doesn't spell a word either. 
(pause) 

I. Do you think that one could be a 
real word? 

T. Not like that I don't think it 
would be. 

I. Why' s that? 

T. 'Cause it's got a vowel in it 
but I don't think you could 
sound all that out. 

I. c·an you think of a way we could 
make it OK? 

T. Add or take away some letters. 
Take away the "z" (pause) 
or add some letters I suppose. 

GPK7 Not OK 

T. I put that in there 'cause that's 
not a word and I couldn't spell 
a word with them. 

I. Do you think it could be a word? 

T. If you took away the "m" it'd be 
a word ••••• "real". 

LK3 Not OK 

T. 'Cause you wouldn't say "The girl 
asked shes mother" 
You'd say "her". 

I. Is there anything else unusual 
about that one? 

T. It's all OK except for that. 

LKS Not OK 

T. You, wouldn't say 'runned away' 
you'd say 'ran away'. 

Form 

Expressed knowledge of GPK 
conventions 
Form 

Form 

Spontaneous Not OK-..OK 
conversion 

Form 
Spontaneous Not OK ♦-..OK 

conversion· 

Missed the 'her' distortion. 

Form 
Spontaneous Not OK ~OK 
conversion 



TIMOTHY GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

CoP2 Not OK 

T. 

I. 

It hasn't got a full stop and that 
( ~ L) shouldn't have a capital 
letter. You never have a capital 
letter in the middle of a sentence. 

Is it OK apart from that? 

T. Yes. 

LK7 Not OK 

T. I don1 t think a car could eat 
fourteen leaves ••••• I don't 
see how you could put "fourteen 
leaves of feathers". You could 
put "or feathers". It's spelled 
11of11 there. I don't think a car 
would eat leaves or feathers. 

LK8 OK 

T. Well. If some people eat no meat 
they must be vegetarians ••••• 
That's quite a normal ••••• 
normal sentence. Nothing wrong 
with it. 

LKl Not Sure-..Not OK 

I. What helped you decide to put 
that one in the Not Sure box? 

T. That it's all mixed up. That 
was wrong because if you put 
that there ( ..;.-"the") it'd 
have to be a capital ••••• 
the house ••••• was painted green. 

Form 

Spontaneous Not OK? OK 
conversion 
Statement of CoP rule. 

Missed the omission of the 
initial capital. 

Cognitive assertion 

Spontaneous Not OK-?'OK 
conversion 

Cognitive assertion 

Form 
Elimination 

Form 
Not Sure -;..Not OK inferred. 
Statement of CoP rule. 
Spontaneous Not OK -..oK 
conversion 
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MATTHEW GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 6-9 

Discussion Response Modes and 
Response Behaviours 

SORT 1 No reading aloud of items or discussion during sort. 

LK5 OK 

I. What helped you decided to put this 
one in the OK box? 

M. Our little dog ••••• runned away. 
It 1 s true. 

I. Mmm. 

M. And a dog could run away 'cause 
you could leave the gate open 
or something. 

I, You could indeed. Is there anything 
unusual about that sentence at all? 

M. ( pause) Yes. 

I. What's that? 

M. The 1 runned' should be 'ran'. 

I. OK. 

CoP2 OK 

I. What was it about this one that 
helped you decide it was OK? 

M. Some animals live in the sea. 
Yes some do. Fishes and that. 

I. Mmm 

M. And umm •••• • they eat seafood 
and that. And they like living 
under the water ••••• if they 
umm ••••• lived on sand or 
something they could die. 'Cause 
they're used to the water. 

I. That's right. Matthew is there 
anything unusual about that 
sentence at all? 

M, (Pause) No. 

I. OK. 

Read aloud spont. 
Paused before distortion. 

Cognitive assertion and 
evidence 

Noted distortion on query. 

Read aloud spontaneously, 

Cognitive assertion and 
evidence 

Did not note distortion on 
query. 
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MATTHEW GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd.) 

LK2 OK 

I, What was it about this one? 

M, The boys is·•••• doing their 
homework. It should be right 
because um ••••• when boys go 
home, and girls they usually ••• 
um • • • •. • soon as they get home 
they usually do their homework 
and so they can watch TV at night 
or something. 

I, So it's pretty OK for you? 

M. Yes. 

I. Is ~here anything unusual about 
that sentence? 

M. (pause) No. 

GPK7 Not Sure Not OK 

I, What helped you decide to put this 
one in the Not Sure box Matthew? 

M. I didn't know what the wor ••• 
wor ••• word meant. 

I. Right. If we didn't have the 
Not Sure box which one would you 
put it in, the OK or the Not OK 
box? 

M, (Pause) Not OK. 

I. Not OK. Why's that? 

M. Oh because you can't understand 
the word. Um. If you took the 
11m11 off it'd be "real" but 
• • • • • . . . • . but um .......... . 
it says /reelm/ and it sounds 
a bit strange and you can't 
really make up a word when you 
sound it out. 

Read aloud spont. 

Paused after distortion 

Cognitive assertion and 
evidence 

Did not note distortion 
on query. 

Readability 
Unknown words. 

Spontaneous Not OK..,. OK 

Read aloud spont. 
Imaging 

Form. 



399. 

MATTHEW GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd.) 

GPK6 Not Sure~Not OK 

I. What about this one? You put it 
in the Not Sure box too. 

M. That's not a word either. 

I. So if we didn't have the Not Sure 
box which one would you put it in? 

M. Not OK. 

I. What is it about that one that 
is Not OK? 

M. (Long pause) Oh nothing really 
but ••••• um ••••• it doesn't 
look ••••• the word just looks 
strange~ 

I. Matthew you said before that this 
one isn't a word. Is there any 
clue that helps you decide it's 
not a word? 

M. Uh Yeah ••••• Because it isn't 
a word because ••••• you can't 
really make up a word ••••• 
oh ••••• um·•••• you can't 
really say the word or anything. 

I. Oh right. How could you make 
that one OK for you? 

M. (Pause) Oh you could probably 
make it up if you took a few 
words out of that. 

I. Mmm. What would you get then. 
Can you give me an example. 

M. Yes. You could get "mug" out 
of it. 

GPK2 Not Sure ~ Not OK 

I, And what helped you decide 
with this one? 

M. Just can't sound out the 
word. 

I, Mm. 

Form. 

Long pause. 

Imaging. 

Form. 

Language use words/letters. 

Form. 
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MATTHEW GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd.) 

M. Cause it's•··•• sounds a bit 
strange. 

I. So it'd go in the Not OK box too? 

M. Yes. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

M. (Pause) I don't really know 'cause 
you can't sound it out or 
anything. Just sounds. 
And it isn't a true word. 

I. So you can't think of any way 
to make that one OK? 

M. No. 

GPKl Not Sure ,+Not OK 

I, This one? 

M. /pertifty/ sounds a bit strange 
and you can't sound it out. 

I, So it's probably Not OK? 

M. (Pause) No. Not really. 

I. Can you think of a way to make 
that one OK? 

M. (Pause) um (pause) Like. 
There's "fit" there. 

I. OK. 

M, And you can't really sound it 
out or anything. 

CoPl Not OK 

I. You put this one in the Not OK box 
Matthew. What helped you decide 
that? 

M. There's a um beetle or whatever 
in there ••••• going through 
there ••••• um ••••• if you ate 
it you could die or something ••••• 
from the thing. 

Imaging. 

Form. 

Not OK to OK refusal. 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscue 
Imaging 
Form. 

Cognitive/value 



401. 

MATTHEW GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont 1 d.) 

I. Uh huh. Is there anything else 
Not OK about that one? 

M. Mmm. No ••••• The apple's ripe 
and that. 

I. Nothing else. 

M. No. It's OK ••••• 'cept for the 
•••·•• beetle. 

LK7 Not OK 

I. This one? 

M. A car ••••• ate fourteen leaves 
of feathers. The car couldn't 
eat um ••••• any feathers or 
anything ••••• car ••••. it 1 d 
be impossible because the cars 
can't ••••• don't have a mouth 
and they can't eat. Unless 
petrolmen put feathers in the 
um pipes or something. 

I. Yes. How could we make this one 
OK for you? 

M. (Pause) Say "The cars ate••••• 
no .•••• uh•·• • · um .••.. can't 
fix it. 

LKl Not OK 

I. This one? 

M. (Giggle) House green the painted 
was. 

I. What's not OK about that? 

M. Uh. The sentence is wrong. 
Should be 11The ••••• h ••••• 
house was ••••• painted green. 

Did not note the distortion 
on query. 

Read aloud spont. 
miscue a/the 

Cognitive assertion 

Attempted Not OK -=-OK 
conversion but did not 
complete. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Form. 
Spontaneous Not OK to OK 
conversion 
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MATTHEW GROUP 1 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd.) 

SORT 2 No reading aloud or discussion of items during sort. 

LK4 OK 

I. What helped you decide that this 
one was OK? 

M. I found the marbles that 
were lost. Ah ••••• they could 
lose some marbles that have been 
lying on the ground and their mum 
or dad could pick them up and throw 
them in the bin or ••••• they 
could pick them up because um ••••• 
··••• they could be scared that 
someone could slip ••••• slip 
over them or something and ••••• 
um hurt themselves. 

I. So that one's OK for you? 

M. Yes. 

LK8 OK 

r. What about this one? 

M. Some people eat no meat. Oh 
poor people don't eat any meat 
so they probably don't have any. 
And ••••• well they can't really 
have any to eat. 'Cause they 
don't have any shops or anything 
around their homes. 'Cause if 
they did the shops wouldn't have 
any food in them, say they were 
poor. 

I, So that one made sense for you? 

M. Yes. 

Read aloud spont. 

Cognitive/value 
ere •,1..• t . o,n11tve. q.ssar 101"\ 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Cognitive assertion 
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MATTHEW GROUP l SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd.) 

GPK3 Not Sure _.Not OK 

I. And this one? 

M. Can't sound it out. 

I. So it'd be a Not OK if we didn't 
have the Not Sure box? 

M. Yes. It's not a real word but 
you could make a word out of it 
like • • • • • like II jam". 
(Pause) Is that a "j"? No 
••••• /akgum/ ••••• um couldn't 
make a word out ••••• no •••••• 
couldn't do it. 

GPKS Not OK 

I. This one? 

M. Sont It hasn't got a 
proper •••••• it isn't a proper 
word ••••• but you can ••••• 
put a ••••• um. proper word that 
you can sound out and that 
••••• you could put "no". 

GPK4 Not OK 

M. /ku gant op •• freem ••••• cherks 
rimplee/ (Giggles). 

I. What is it about that one that's 
Not OK? 

M. It's ••••• it's not spelled ••••• 
spelled with sentences and ••••• 
you can't really make a sentence 
out of it properly um ••••• no 
·•••· there's no way you can do 
it really. 

Form. 

Spontaneous Not OK to OK 
conversion •. 
Read aloud spont. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Form. 
Spontaneous Not OK • ol( 
conversion. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Language use 
? sentences. 

Attempted to make a Not OK 
to OK conversion. 
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MATTHEW GROUP l SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd.) 

~ Not OK 

M, There should be finger spaces in 
the middle of them ••••• it's 
just a long word. It says "The 
dog••••• the dog caught••••• 
rabbit" ..... but it's all 
joined up and you couldn't really 
understand it. 

LK3 Not OK 

M. The girl asked shes ••••• mother 
if ••••• her could go out. It's 
a wrong sort of sentence and it 
should be "The girl asked·•••• 
her mother if11 

••••• should be a 
11 she11 in there ••• , • "if she 
could go out. 

I, Well done. 

LK6 Not OK 

M. Some mouses have long tails ••••• 
No they wouldn't really have long 
tails 'cause you know how the 

r. 

M. 

I. 

M. 

tails are only very short ••••• 
'cause if they had long tails,. 
uh·•••• they'd look a bit strange. 
And people could probably drop the 
tails off or something when they 
go into the ••••• um houses ••••• 
in the mouse holes and that. 

So how could we make that one OK 
for you? 

(Pause) Some mouses have ..... 
short tails it could be. 

OK. Is there anything else 
unusual about that sentence at 
all? 

(Pause) Nup. 

Form. 

Spontaneous Not OK to OK 
conversion. 

Readability 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Paused round distortions. 

Spontaneous Not OK to OK 
conversion, 

Read aloud spontaneously, 
No pauses round distortion. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Did not note distortion. 
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CAITLIN GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 1- 4 

Response and Discussion Response Modes and 
Behaviours 

SORT 1 No ~qd1~ aloud of items or discussion during sort. 

LK3 OK 

I. What helped you decide to put 
this one in the OK box? 

C. She could go out ••••• 'cause 
she wanted to go outside to play. 
Or go and ask··••• go and see 
if her friend could come and play 
in her backyard. 

r. So that one seemed OK to you? 

c. Yes. 

I, Is there anything unusual about 
that one at all? 

c. No . 

CoP2 OK 

I. And what helped you decide this 
one was OK? 

C. Some animals have to live in the 
sea because they ••••• they can't 
live um ••••• breathe out of 
the sea. 

I. They can't can they. Caitlin is 
there anything unusual about that 
one? 

C. (Pause) No. 

GPK3 Not Sure ~Not OK 

I. What helped you decide to put this 
one in the Not Sure box? 

C. (Pause) Because the word isn't 
spelled ••••• spelled right. 

? Cognitive/value 
? Cognitive assertion. 

Did not note distortion on 
query. 

Cognitive assertion 

Form. 
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CAITLIN GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

I, If we didn't have the Not Sure 
box, which one would you put 
it in? 

C. The Not OK. 

I. And why 1 s that? 

C. Because it isn't spelled right 
••••• and it doesn't look right. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

C. Make a word with it. 

I. Make a word with it. Could you 
think of a word we could make 
with it? 

C. No! 

LK7 Not Sure •Not OK 

I. What·helped you decide with this 
one? What weren't you sure 
about? 

c. I don't really know if a car could 
eat that ••••• it couldn't really 
••••• eat fourteen leaves of 
feathers~ 

I. So if we didn't have the Not Sure 
box which one would you put it 
in? 

C. Not OK! 

I. Not OK. How could we make that 
one OK for you? 

C. You'd have to ••••• you'd have 
to write a whole new sentence. 

CoPl Not OK 

I. You put this one in the Not OK box. 
What helped you decide that? 

C. Because it might have been in 
someone's house and they wanted 
to eat it. 

Imaging 

Cognitive assertion 

Cognitive/value 
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CAITLIN GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 1~4 (cont'd.) 

I. So that didn't seem OK to you? 
Is there anything else unusual 
about that card at all? 

C. No (long pause) There is. 

I. There is? What's that? 

C. The writing's upside down. 
The picture's upside down as 
well. 

I. How could we make that one OK? 

C. We could put the picture up the 
right way and the words up the 
right way. 

LKl Not OK 

I. What about this one? 

C. The sentence isn't ••••• isn't 
right and the sentence was 
supposed to be 11The house was 
painted green. 

I, Well done. That was a very 
muddled sentence wasn't it? 

LK8 Not OK 

I. And this one? 

C. Some people have ••••• if they 
don't eat meat they wouldn't 
grow ••••• grow ••••• and some 
people don't eat meat and··••• 
if they don't have anything else 
to eat they die. 

I. How could we make that one OK? 

c. (Pause) Writing "Some people eat 
some meat". 

Long pause. 

Noted distortion on Q. 

Form 
Spontaneous Not OK~ OK 

Cognitive/value 
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CAITLIN GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

GPK6 Not OK 

I. This one? 

c. That one wan't ••••• properly 
it was ..••• not a word. 

. .... 
I. Uh huh. Are there any clues there 

that helped you decide it wasn't 
a word? 

C. Yes. The .•••• um ••••• "n" and 
the "z". 

I. So if they weren't there it'd be 
better? 

C. Yes. You could get "mug" and 
that'd be OK. 

I. Row could we get "mug"? 

C. Taking away the "n" and the 11 z" 
and putting the "u" in front of 
the 11g". 

~ Not OK 

C. You couldn't make a word with 
the "m" there. You could make 
it "real'' without the "m" there. 

I. It would wouldn't it? 

Form. 

Spontaneous Not OK .-;>oK 

Form 

Spontaneous Not OK ~OK 

SORT 2 No reading aloud of items or discussion during sort, 

LK4 OK 

I . What helped you decide to put this 
one in the OK box Caitlin? 

C, I found the marbles that were 
•••·· I found the marbles that 
were lost you could take it 
around your neighbourhood and 
asked them if they owned 
it? 

I. If they owned the marbles? 

C. Yes. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

?Passive form unfamiliar. 

Cognitive/value? 
Cognitive assertion? 

Used singular pronoun to 
refer to marbles. 



4 O'f, 

CAITLIN GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

GPKl Not OK 

I. What helped you decide that this 
one wasn I t OK? 

C. It isn1 t a word because ••••. 
it ••••• it can't be a wor 
••••• there's no word that's 
/perfit/ ••••• /pertifee/ 

I, Is there any clue there that 
helps you know it's not a 
real word? 

C. I haven't heard of that word 
before. --

I. How could we make that one OK? 

C, Take away the /tifee/ and you'd 
get "purr". 

LK3 Not OK 

r. This one? 

C. It's ••••• The boys uh ••••• 
is doing their homework ••••• 
It's not 11The boys is doing 
their homework". It's "The 
boys ~ doing their homework". 

GPK4 Not OK 
i-----

C. It's no ••••• word. It's not a 
sentence. 

I. ~at 1s it about it that makes 
it not a sentence? 

C. ( long pause) 

I. What helped you decide it's not 
a sentence? 

~ - 'Cause there's not sentence like 
this /ka gant op freem cherks 
rumplee/ 

I. Is there anyway you could make 
that one OK? 

Form. 

Read GPK items aloud 
spontaneously. 

Readability 
Unknown word. 

Form 
Read aloud spontaneously. 
Spontaneous Not OK ~OK 

Form 

Difficulty with this form 
of question. 

Unanswered question . 

Read GPK items aloud 
spontaneously. 
Miscue. 



410. 

CAITLIN GROuP 2 SUBGROuP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

C. Take away ••••• take away ••.•• 
we don1 t ••••• takeaway that 
( ku) •••• take away the 11 t 11 

there ( gant) • • • • • put ••••• 
and ••••• down her take away the 
"m" ( freem) but I don't know 
what we could do to the other 
ones. 

I. It'd be very hard to make it 
OK wouldn't it? 

C. Yes. 

CoP3 Not OK 

c. Cause it's squashed up. 

I. What's squashed up? 

c. The sentence. It goes like 
"The dog caught the rabbit". 
It's all squashed up. 

I. How could we make it OK? 

C. Put finger spaces in ••••• 
finger spaces ••••• between 
each word. 

GPKS Not OK 

c. If you take away••••· It's 
not a word but if you take 
away the "s11 and put the 11 n11 

in front and then ••••• move 
the 11

0" and the 11n11 and the 
II t" • 

I. What would you get? 

C. "Not". 

I. OK 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Form. 

Spontaneous Not OK ~OK 
conversion 



411. 

CAITLIN GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont 1 d.) 

LK6 Not OK 

C. It's not "some··••• some mouses 
have long tails"••••· it's some 
mou ••••• mice have long tails 

I. That'd be OK for you? 

C. Yes. 

GPK2 Not OK 

C. It isn1 t a word and you couldn't 
make anything with it? 

I. Why do you think you couldn't 
fix that one up? 

C. Cause it••••• you can't put 
/ tfd/ • • • • • put "d" 11 f" "t" 
or "£" 11t 11 "d" or 11 t 11 "f" "d" 
together cause it sounds like 
this /tfd/. And you can't 
make a word. 

I. OK. 

LKS Not OK 

C. It's not "Our little dog 
runned away". It's "our little 
dog ran away". 

I. Well done. 

Form. 
Spontaneous Not OK ~ OK 
conversion. 
Read aloud spontaneously. 

Form 

Form. 
Spontaneous Not OK ~OK 
conversion 
Read aloud spontaneously. 



412.. 

CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 

Sort and Discussion 
Reading and discussion 
of items during sort 

SORT 1 

CoPl 

C. This apple is ••••• delicious. 

LK6 

C. Some ••••• mouses have long tails. 

CoP8 

C. No dog ••••• caught ••.•• their 
rabbit . 

LKl 

c. house green painted was Not OK. 

CoP2 

C. Some animals live in the sea. 

GPKl 

C. pertiful 

LK7 

C. The car ••••• ate ••••• fourteen 
leaves••••• of feathers. 

LKS 

C. A little dog ••••• runned away. 
Mmm. 

Response Modes and Response 
Behaviours 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 
Paused before distortion. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 
Miscue. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 
Omitted 'the'. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 
Miscue. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 

Read aloud spontaneously. 
Miscue. 
Paused before distortion. 



413. 

CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 

Discussion 

LK6 Not Sure -==--Not OK 

r. What helped you decide to put that 
one in the Not Sure box? 

C. Some mouses ••••• have long tails 
(pause) I dunno. 

I. What weren't you sure about? 

c .• (Pause) I'm not sure if they were 
some mouses have long tails. 

I. If we didn't have the Not Sure 
box, which one would you put 
it in, the OK or the Not OK? 

C. ( ~ Not OK) 

I. The Not OK box. What helped 
you decide to put it in there? 

c. Because you don't have the 
Not Sure. 

1. How could we make it OK for 
you? 

c. (Long pause) I don't know. 

I. Is there anything unusual about 
that card at all? 

C. No. 

I. It seems OK to you but you're 
not really sure? 

C. Mmm. 

I. Can you keep talking about what 
you're not sure about? 

C. (v. long pause) 1 Cause all 
the mouses that I 1ve ever seen 
didn't have long tails. 

Response Modes and Behaviour 

Read aloud spontaneously. 
Paused after distortion. 
Don't know. 

Long pause. 
Read aloud spontaneously. 

Use of Not Sure box? 
Searching for strategies to 
deal with the task? 

Long pause. 
Don't know. 
Not OK ~OK refusal. 

Did not note distortion on 
query. 

Cognitive assertion and 
evidence. 
Long Pause. 



CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd) 

LKl Not Sure ~Not OK 

I. What helped you decide to put 
this one in the Not Sure box? 

C. (Pause) Because it was a bit 
muddled up. 

I. So if we didn't have the Not 
Sure box, which one would you 
put it in, the OK or the Not OK? 

C. That one. 

I. The Not OK. How could we change 
that one so you'd be happy with 
it? 

C. (Long pause) Make it into a 
sentence. 

I. How could you do that? 

C. (Pause) Cross all that out and 
write it at the top. 

I. What would you put? 

C. The••··• house ••••• was ••••• 
green ••••• painted. 

I. Would you be happy with that? 

C. Yes ••••• green painted•••·· 
no •••••• I mean (pause) The 
house was••••· painted green. 

I. Well done. 

GPKl Not Sure + Not OK 

I. What weren't you sure about 
this one? 

C. I didn't know what it was. 

I, Carla, if we didn't have the 
Not Sure box which one would 
you put it in? 

C. ( -.Not OK) 

Form. 

Long pause. 

Readability - unknown word, 
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CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd) 

I. What helped you decide to put 
it in that one? 

C. (pause) Because ••••• I don't 
know what it means. 

I. You don't know what it means. 
Do you think it's a real word? 

C. ( v. long pause) 

I. Bit tricky isn't it. How could 
we make that one OK for you? 

c. Cross it out and write another 
word. 

I. OK 

LK7 Not Sure ,...Not OK 

I. What helped you decide with 
this one? 

c. It's not true. A car can't 
eat fourteen leaves of feathers. 

I. So if we didn't have the Not Sure 
box you'd put it in the Not OK 
box? 

c. Yes. 

I. Anyway we could fix that one 
so you'd be happy with it? 

C. Yes. Cross it out and put 
another sentence. 

LK5 Not Sure -.Not OK 

I. What about this one? 

C. Because 'our little dog runned 
away' not '~ away'. 

I. So if we didn't have the Not 
Sure box you'd put it in the 
Not OK? 

C. Yes. 

Unanswered question. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Form. 
Spontaneous Not OK ~OK. 



4H, . 

CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd) 

Q!!Z. Not Sure ~Not OK 

I. What about this one? 

C, I don't know what it says. 

I. If we didn't have the Not 
Sure box, which one would 
you put it in? 

C. That one. 

I. The Not OK because you don't 
know what it says? 

C. Yes. 

I. How could we make that one 
OK? 

C. (long pause) I don't know. 
(long pause) We could make it 
"read", 11 r 11 11e11 "a" "d". 

I. OK, 

GPK6 Not Sure .. Not OK 

C. It's all mixed up words. 

I. So it'd go in the Not OK? 

C. Yes. 

I. Any way we could make that 
one OK for you? 

C. Put another word up the top. 

CoP3 Not Sure_. Not OK 

c. (long pause) The dog caught 
. . . . . . . their rabbit 
The dog chased the rabbit. 

I. If we didn't have the Not Sure 
box, which one would that go 
in? 

c. The Not OK. 

I. And why was that? 

Readability 
Unknown words. 

Long pause x 2 
Don't know. 

Form 
words/letters 

long pause 
Read aloud spont • 
miscue. 

changed 'caught' to 'chase'? 



417. 

CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd) 

c. Because the dog shouldn't chase 
the rabbit. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

C. Cross it out and put 'The dog 
didn't chase their rabbit.' 

I. Because you don't think dogs 
should chase rabbits. 

c. (Nodded). 

r. Carla is there anything unusual 
about that card at all? 

c. (Pause) No. 

CoPl OK 

c. (Giggle) The apple is /jeelishus/ 
•• delicious because the worm is 
enjoying eating it. 

I. Is there anything unusual 
about that one at all? 

C. Yes. It's upside down. 

CoP2 OK 

C. Because fish live in the sea 
and dolphins and they are 
animals. 

I. OK. Is there anything 
unusual about that card at all? 

c. (Pause) NO 

I. Quite sure? 

c. Yes 

Cognitive value. 

Did not note distortion on 
question. 

Cognitive/value 
Miscue 
Read aloud spont. 

Noted distortion on question 

Cognitive assertion 
and evidence. 

Did not note distortion on 
question. 



413. 

CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont 1 d) 

SORT 2 Reading and discussion of items during sort. 

LK3 

C. Doesn't make sense. The girl 
asked she's mother if her her 
could go out. (Much giggling). 

GPK3 

C. That's not even a word. 

GPK4 

That one 

GPK.4 --
That one 

LK8 --
That one 

GPK2 --
That one 

DISCUSSION 

LK2 OK -

Read aloud spont. 

C. Because boys~ do their homework. Cognitive assertion. 

I. They sure can. Is there anything 
unusual about that one at all? 

C. No. 

I. Can you read that one out to me? 

c. The boys are doing 
their homework. 

I. OK. 

Did not note distortion. 

Read aloud on Q. 
Read distortion as correct 
form. 
Paused after doing so? 



CARLA GROuP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont 1 d) 

LK4 OK 

C. Because someone's complaining and 
saying l found the marbles that 
were lost. They could say that. 
It's OK. 

LK8 OK 

C. Some people eat •••••• no .meat 
because they might be Capricorn~ 

I. Oh. Don't Capricorns eat meat? 

C. Some of them don't. 

GPK2 Not Sure ~Not OK 

c. It doesn1 t make any sense. 
Just a 11 t 11 and an 11 f" and a 
"d" just letters. 

I. So if we didn't have the Not 
Sure box which one would you 
put it in? 

C. Not OK. 

I. Tell me a bit more about why 
it didn1 t make sense. 

C. Because it's just "t", "£", 
"d", not a word. 

I. Anyway we could make that one 
OK for you? 

C. Cross out the "f", put in an "e" 
and get "ted11

• 

I. Right. 

GPK.3 Not Sure ~ot OK 

C. It's •••••• "i", "a", "a", "q" 
"m". It doesn't make any sense. 
Not a word. 

I. So which box will you put it in? 

C. The Not OK. 

Cognitive assertion 

Read aloud spont. 
Paused before negative. 

Cognitive assertion 
(astrological~) 

D.M. sense 

Form 

D.M. sense 
Form 



420 . 

CARLA GRbUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd) 

I. How could we change that to 
make it OK? 

C. You could make it 11 jam". 

GPK4 Not Sure ~Not OK 

C. /k •••• kijew ••••• g ••••• 
gant ••••• op •• • ••• freem cherks 
rimply/ . That doesn't make 
any sense. 

I. So if we didn't have this box? 

C. It'd go in the Not OK. 

r. Because it doesn't really make 
sense? 

c. Yes. 

I. Do you think they're real words? 

c. No 
words~ 

They could be French 

I. I suppose they could be. 
Any way we could make that one 
OK for you? 

C. (Unintelligible attempt to make 
a sentence using initial sounds 
of stimulus words). 

No. 1 don't think so. 

GPKS Not OK 

C. (V. long pause) Looks like 11 sont". 
It doesn1 t make sense. 

r. Do you think it's a real word. 

c. No way! 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

c. Put it um ..... take off the 
"s" move the II t" • It could be 
"ton". 

I. OK 

Spont. read GPK nonsense 
aloud. 

D .M. sense. 

Other linguistic realities. 

Not OK~OK refusal. 

Long pause 
Read nonsense word aloud 
spont. 
D.M. sense. 



421. 

CARLA GROUP 2 SUBGROUP 6-9 (cont'd) 

LK3 Not OK 

C. The girl asked she's mother if 
her could go out~ 

I. What wasn't OK about that? 

c. Because that ••••• the girl 
it doesn't make sense. 
It says the girl asked she's 
mother if her could. go out. 

. .... 

I. How could we change it so it'd 
be OK for you? 

C. Put "The girl asked her mother 
could she go out". 

Read aloud spont. 

D.M. sense. 

Changed the surface 
structure? to match her 
idiom? 



422. 

REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 

Reading and Discussion 
of items during sort 

CoPl Sort 

R. It's upside down. 

I. What are you going to do about 
that? 

R. This apple is ••••••• 
I think I'll have to turn it 
back over again. It's hard. 

I. Does it make it easier turning 
it over again? 

R. No. Both ways are hard. 

I. Don't forget we've got a Not 
Sure box. 

R. Mm:m. 

CoP2 Sort --
R. Animals do live in the sea. -
GPKS Sort --
R. Strange word. 

I. which box are you going to put 
it in? 

R. Just have to have a better look. 
/s/o/n/t/. Sounds like "sont" 
to me. Mmm. 

LK7 Sort 

R. (long pause) It's hard because 
um • • • • • it • • • • • it I s OK and 
it's some ••••• and part of 
it's Not OK. 

I. Which part of it is OK? 

R. Mmm. Most of it down here 
( ~ of feathers). 

Response Modes 
Response Behaviours 

Fonn. 

Read aloud spout. i 
Difficulty with 'delicious' . 

Verbalising strategies. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Read GPK word aloud spont. 



423. 

REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

I. And which bit is Not OK? 

R. This part here. 'Cause cars 
can't eat fourteen leaves! 

I . So which box are you going to 
put it in? 

R. Not OK! 

GPK3 Sort 

R. (Whispering - inaudible) 

LK8 Sort 

R. (Whispering) Some people eat ••••• 
no meat. 

Some people don't eat meat. 
That's OK. 

GPK6 Sort -
R. (Whispering) 

LK2 Sort 

R. (Whispering) 

DISCUSSION 

CoP2 OK 

I. What helped you decide to put 
this one in the OK box? 

R. Because I've seen animals live 
in the sea. Fish, octopus, 
sharks ••••• and also 
(unintelligible). 

I. They do don't they. Rebecca, 
is there anything unusual about 
that sentence a t all? 

Cognitive assertion. 

Paused before negative. 

Response Modes and 
Response Behaviours 

Cognitive assertion. 
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REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 ( cont'd.) 

R. (Pause) No. 

I. Quite happy with it as it 
is? 

R. Yes 

LK2 OK -
I. What helped you decide with this 

one? 

R. Well, boys do do their homework. 

I. Yes they do. Is there anything 
unusual about that one? 

R. (Pause) No. Not to me. 

I. Could you read that one out to 
me? 

R, The boys ••••• boys is 
doing their homework. 

I. That alright? 

R. Yes. 

CoP3 OK 

I. And this one? 

R. The dog ••••• catched ••••• 
their rabbit. 

I. And how did you know that that 
was OK. 

R. Because I've seen dogs in movies 
catch rabbits. 

I. Yes they do. Anything about 
that sentence that isn't OK 
to you? 

R. That part there (-+caught) 
'cause I've seen different 
'catches' like that. 

I. So you're not sure that that 
says 'catched'? 

Did not note distortion. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Asked to read. 
Paused round distortion. 

Read aloud spont. 
Substituted her own past 
tense, form of 'catch' 

Cognitive assertion. 

Form. 
Immature syntactic form. 



REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

R. No. Not really. 

I. Actually it says 'caught'. 
That's another way of saying 
'catched'. 

Rebecca is there anything else 
about that card that seems 
unusual to you? 

R. No. 

LK8 OK 

I. What about this one Rebecca what 
helped you decide to put this 
one in the OK box? 

R. Well um. See I've got this 
cousin, she doesn't eat meat. 
She only eats vegetables and 
stuff. 

I. So that one seemed OK to you? 

R. Yes. 

I. Right. 

GPK3 Not Sure ➔Not OK 

I . This one? What were you not 
sure about? 

R. Couldn't read it anyway. 
So I just put it in there. 

I. That was a good idea . If we 
didn't have the Not Sure box 
which one do you think it'd 
go in, the OK or the Not OK? 

R. Not OK. 

I. Not OK. I wonder why? 

R. (long pause) Don't know. 

I. Do you thi nk i t' s a real word? 

R. (Pause ) No ••• • • in between. 

Did not note CoP 
distortion. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Readability - ve. 

Long pause. 
Don't know. 



REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

I. Tell me some more. 

R. (v. long pause) Don't know. 

I. ls there any clue there that tells 
you it's not a real word? 

R. (pause) No. 

I. Mmm. Is there any way we could 
make that one OK for you? 
Change some letters or something? 

R. We could. 

I. How could we do that? 

R. (long pause) Don't know how 
you could make a word out of 
it. It's too hard. 

L OK. 

GPK6 Not Sure ~Not OK 

I, What about this one? What 
weren't you sure about? 

R. (pause) This spells, this spells 
'mug' ••••• it's not really much 
of a word though. 

I. So if we didn't have the Not Sure 
box you'd put it in the Not OK 
box? 

R. Yes. 

I. Why' s that? 

R. Because it doesn't sound right. 
It's not a word though. 

I. How would we make that one OK 
for you? 

R. (pause) I don't think we can. 

Long pause. 
Don't know. 

Long pause. 
Not OK~ OK refusa 1. 

Read GPK word spont. 
as meaningful word. 

Imaging. 
Form. 
Using strategy from cues 
given in the previous item. 

Not OK ~OK refusal. 



427. 

REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

CoPl Not OK-.. OK 

I. What was not OK about this 
one? 

R. Which one, the apple? 
This apple is ••••• don't 
know that one. 

I. That's 'delicious'. 

R. This apple is delicious~ How 
would I know! It's on paper~ 
The worm would know. 

I. The worm would know. 
Rebecca, now that you know 
the word, which box would it 
go in now. Still the Not OK? 

R. ( -.oK). 

I. The OK. And what helped you 
decide that? 

R. (Pause) Well I didn't know what 
the worm was smiling about 
before. 

I. So now that you know, it 
seems OK now? 

R. Yes. 

I, Is there anything else unusual 
about that one at all? 

R. No. 

LK7 Not OK 

I. This one? 

R. Cause cars don't eat fourteen 
leaves. 

I. Sure don't. How could we make 
that one OK for you? 

R. (Pause) I really don't know. 

I• . Any ideas at all? 

R. No. 

Read aloud spont. 
Unknown word. 

Interesting insight to her 
perception of the task. 

Cognitive/value 

Did not note distortion 
on Q. 

Cognitive assertion 

Don't know. 

Not OK~ OK refusal. 



REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

GPKS Not OK 

R. It doesn't make a word. 

I. You don't think that's a real 
word? 

R. No. 

I. Any clue there that tells you 
it's not a real word? 

R. Just th~t it doesn't sound right. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

R. Only if we move the "s" and the 
11 tll • 

I. Mm. 

R. It'd be 11on11
• 

I. OK. 

Form. 

Imaging. 

SORT 2 No discussion of individual items. 

R. Most of these are OK. They all make sense. 

DISCUSSION 

LKS OK 

R. 'Cause little dogs run away 
sometimes. Our friend's puppy 
dog ••••• she ran away and 
she got run over in her leg. 

I. It's OK then. 

R. Yes. 

I. Is there anything unusual 
about that one at all? 

R. (Pause) No. 

I. You're quite happy with it. 
Could you read it out to me? 

Cognitive assertion. 

Did not note distortion 
on Q. 



REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

R. Our little dog ••••• ranned ••••• 
away. 

I. That's another tricky one 
isn't it. Do you usually say 
'ran away'? 

R. Yes. 

I. I do too. 

LK.3 OK 

R. !, ask ,!!!l_ mummy if I can go out 
sometimes. If I've got the 
mumps or the chicken pox she 
usually doesn't let me. 

I. Right. ls there anything unusual 
about that sentence at all? 

R. (Pause) No. 

I. Would you like to read that one 
out to me? 

R. The girl ••••• asked ••••• shes 
mother if she could go out. 
But that ••••• that doesn't 
really make sense. 

I. What should it be? 

R. 'she' 

I. What would it be then? 

R. The girl asked ••••• it should 
be 'her' rather •••••• if she 
could go out. 

LK4 OK 

,-
R. I ••..•• my bother loses 

" . marbles. When he finds them 
he doesn't know if they're 
his or not. 

I. So it's OK. 

R. Yes. He finds his marbles. 

I. Anything unusual about that one? 

R. No. 

Asked to read. 
Paused round distortion. 
Supplied her own past tense 
of verb, possibly influenced 
by distortion. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Asked to read. 

Paused before •·shes' 
Read distortion 'her' as 
correct form 'she". 
D.M. Sense. 
Noted distortion spout. 

Form 

Cognitive assertion. 



430. 

REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

LK6 OK 

R. I have a pet mouse and he has a ..,..... 
long tail. In the morning 
he's in my bedroom he wags his 
tail and he wakes me up. 

I. Does be? That's an interesing 
way to wake up. 

Rebecca is there anything unusual 
about that one at all? 

R. No. 

I. Could you read that one for me? 

R. Some ••••• mice ••••• have long 
tails. 

I. Happy with that? 

R. Yep. 

I. OK 

LKl OK 

R. Houses•• • •• hoses ••••• houses 
green ••••• the paint was. 

I. What helped you decide that one 
was OK? 

R. 

I, 

'Cause •••• • there's houses 
that are green. It should be 
'houses green the paint was green". 

And you'd be happy with that 
then? 

R. Yes. It should be "green". Yes. 

I. Any other way we could change 
that one? 

R. No. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Asked to read. 

Paused round distortion and 
read correct form. 

Read aloud spont. 
paint/painted 

Cognitive assertion 
Persisted with miscue 
'paint'. 
Form. 

Spontaneous Not OK -..oK 
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REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROuP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

GPKl Not OK 

R. Well. I didn't know the word 

I. Any ideas what it mi~ht be? 

R. Sounds like 'power tough' 
but ••••• I don't know about 
that. 

I. Do you think it's a real word? 

R. No. 

I. I don't either. Is there any 
clue there that helps you 
decide that? 

R. It just doesn't sound like 
a real word. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

R, (Pause) mm. 

I, Can't think of a way? 

R, No. 

GPK7 Not OK 

R. Well. I could make that into a 
sentence without the "m". 

I, And what would it be then? 

R. "real". Something like that. 
And if the 11111 was in between 
the 11a11 and the "m" it'd make 
/rialm/- it's not even real 
anyway. 

GPK2 Not Sure ~Not OK 

Readability. 
Unknown words. 

Read GPK words as a meaning
ful word - with reservations 

Unanswered question. 

Not OK ~OK refusal. 

Form. 
Sentence/word. 
Spont. Not OK~OK 
conversion. 

Read GPK word aloud spont. 

R. Doesn1 t make a word. Form. 

I. Doesn't make a word so if we 
didn't have the Not Sure box 
you'd put it in the Not OK box? 

R. Yes. 'Cause it's not a real word. 
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REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

I. How do you know it's not a real 
word? 

R. 'Cause sometimes I look 
in the dic.tionary and I don't 
see it there. I've never seen 
it in the dictionary so it's not 
a real word. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

R. Not with those letters. We'd 
need more to make one. 

I. Any ideas? 

R. No. Not for that one. 

GPK4 Not Sure ~Not OK --
R. Couldn't read it all properly. 

I. So if we didn't have this box 
which one would it go in? 

R. Not OK. 

I. Why' s that? 

R. See. There's two letters words. 

I. Yes. 

R. Wouldn' t know what they were. 

I. Do you think they're real 
words? 

R. Don't know them! 

I. Are there any words there that 
you know? 

R. (Pause) um. No. 

I. Do you think any of them 
are real words? 

R. Yeah. That is (~freem) 

I. But you're not sure wha t it 
is? 

Interesting justification. 
Dictionary as reference. 

Readability - ve. 

? like 'free'. 
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. REBECCA GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 1-4 (cont'd.) 

I. Any others? 

R, Yeah that one ( ~cherks) and 
that one ( _.rimply). 

I, But you're not sure what they 
are either? 

R, Yeah. 

I. How could we make that one 
Ok for you? 

R. We could rearrange it somehow. 

I. Any ideas how? 

R •. Well some of them don't really 
make a word so. Don't know how. 

I. No that's difficult i sn't it. 
They're not real words. 
You're quite right. 

? Responding to GPK 
simularity to "real" words. 

Form. · 
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JOHN GROuP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 

Reading and Discussion 
of items during sort 

CoPl Sort 

J. (Whispered) The apple is ••••• 
(aloud) The apple is ••••• 
Because it's got a worm in it 
it's not OK. 

LK5 Sort 

J. The little dog ••••• away 
(whispered) I dunno. It's not 
OK. 

CoP3 Sort 

J. The dog ••••• can run. 

GPK7 Sort 

J. r • • • • • • an 

I. What was that? 

J. run 

GPK4 Sort 

J. /k/ ••••• what does that word say? 

I. You're not sure about that one? 
That's a good reason to use the 
Not Sure box. (put it in the Not 
OK box). 

GPKS Sort 

J. (Whispered) / s/ /o/ /n/ /t/ 
(Aloud) /s/ /o/ /nt/ 
Sont. 

Response Modes and 
Response Behaviour 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscue the/this. 
Cognitive/value. 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscue. 11The"/"our11 

Read distortion as correct 
form. 
Paused after distorted word. 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscue. Encoded words with 
initial letter of unknown 
words. 

Read aloud spont. 
Encoded word with same 
initial letter. 
? changed to 'run' after 
my query. 

Attempted to read nonsense 
sentence aloud. 

Read nonsense word aloud 
spont. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

LKl Sort 

J. House ••••• home ••••• green ••••• 
the ••••• pars •••••• w ••••• were 
house ••••• what does that word 
say? 

I, That's right, 

J. House ••••• /g/ /r/ee/n/ ••••• 
green the /p/ •••.• what does that 
word say? 

I. Painted. 

J. "House green the painted was". 
Paint houses green? Not OK. 
Paint houses green looks funny! 

LK6 Sort 

J, Some ••••• mouse •• es ••••• have 
long tails. OK. 'Cause I can't 
see the matter with long tails. 

GPK2 Sort 

J. It doesn't . .. "' . what's this word? 

I. Not sure about that one either. 

J • NO• / t / • • • • • / t/ ., • / t if/ • • • • 
/fid/ ••• ,. /tif/ ••••• /taf/, 

DISCUSSION 

CoP3 OK 

I. What helped you decide that this 
one is OK? 

J. Um. Oh. Because a dog~ just 
run around. 

I, Uh huh, Is there anything unusual 
about that card at all John? 

J. No. 

I. Nothing at all? 

J. Nothing at all. 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscues. 
Attempts to get meaning -
"house"• then "home" 
"were"/ "was". 

Read aloud spont. 
Paused round distortion, 
Cognitive value. 

Read aloud GPK word spont. 
Interesting GPK processing, 

Cognitive assertion. 

Miscued and justified on 
basis of miscue. 

Did not note distortion 
on Q, 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

GPK7 OK 

I. What helped you decide to put this 
one in the OK box? 

J. 'Cause that one says 'run' 
and you can just run away. 

I. So it seemed OK to you? 

J. Yes. 

GPK5 OK 

I. You put this one in the OK 
box too. What helped you 
dee ide that? 

J. /s/o/n/t/ um. I don't know. 
mm. It goes "s", "on", "n", "t" ... 
"so"? 

I. So. That seems OK to you? 

J. Yes. 

I. When you were sorting it into 
the boxes you read '' sone'. Which 
one do you think it is, "sent" 
or "so". 

J. "sont". 

I. Do you think it's still OK? 

J. I ••••• no I don't ••••.• 
because a "sont" 1.s a ••••• 
nothing really. 

I. Do you think it's a real word? 

J. (Pause) Not sure. 
(v. quietly) Put it in the Not 
Sure box. 

LK6 OK -
I. What about this one? 

J. Oh ••••• because it's not ••••• 
mouses can have long tails if 
they want to ••••• 'cause there's 
nothing the matter with long tails. 

Read GPK word as meaning
ful. 

Cognitive assertion. 

Tried blending. 
Then encoded it as meaning
ful word "so". 

I don't know. 

Used distorted "mouses". 

Cognitive/value. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

I. John is there anything unusual 
about that one at all? 

J. (Quickly) No nothing. 

CoPl Not OK 

I. What helped you decide with this 
one? 

J. It's upside down and there's a 
worm in it. 

I. Ah. So how could we make that one 
OK for you? 

J. (Pause) We just need to turn the 
apple around. 

I. And that'd be OK? 

J. Yes. But not turn the sentences 
around. 

I. That sounds like a good idea. 
John, could you read that out 
for me? 

J. The apple is . .... bad 

r. Why is it bad? 

J. Because it's got a worm in it 
and it's eating it. 

I. Ah. Yes. 

LK5 Not OK 

I. What about this one. Why's 
it Not OK? 

J. Because dogs shouldn't run 
away. 

I. Uh huh. So how could we make 
that one OK for you? 

J. The dog stayed at home . 

I. Right. Is there anything 
unusual about that one at all? 

J. NO. 

Did not note distortion 
on Q. 

Form. 
Cognitive/value. 

? sentences/words 

Asked to read. 
Substituted 'bad' for 
unknown word. 

Used picture to cue 'bad'. 
? b/d confusion. 

Cognitive/value 

Did not note distortion 
on Q. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROuP 6-9 (con't.d) 

LKl Not OK 

J. Ah. Because you can't ••••• 
••••• if you paint a house green 
it looks silly. 

I. They look silly? 

J. Yes. 

I. OK. John is there anything 
about that sentence at all? 

J. No (v. quick reply). 

I. Nothing at all? 

J. Nothing at all. 

I. Could you read it out for me? 

J. house ••••• es ••••• green·•••• 
the••••• oh •••••• it's missing 
a few words. 

I. We're missing a few words are 
we? 

J. House green the paint was. 
That wouldn't make sense. 

I. It doesn't make sense. How 
could we make that one OK for 
you? 

J. The house 
green. 

I. OK. 

GPK4 Not OK -

is not painted 

J. Umm. Don't know. That one was 
probably a guess. 

I. You had a guess on that one. 

J. Yes. 

I. You found that one pretty difficult 
I think, didn't you? 

Cognitive/value • 

Did not note distortion 
on query. 

Asked to read. 

Noted distortion. 
Form on oral reading. 

D.M. sense. 

Interesting discussion of 
his strategies. 



JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

J. Yes. And I had a guess and it 
didn't make sense. I think 
it doesn't make sense. 

I. You think it doesn't make 
sense. That sounds interesting. 
What helped you think that 
perhaps it doesn't make sense? 

J. Ah. Because ••••• that (~ op) 
••••• that word there. 

I. What do you think about that 
word? 

J. I think it should be other 
round. I don't . ......... 
I think it's no real word. 

I. You think it's not a real 
word. What about the other 
words? 

J. They're all real words 
but that one ( ~ ku). 

way 

I. Now this first one's not a 
real word. But you think the 
others are? 

J. Yes. But the "0
11 11p11

• 

I. Except for that one ( ~ku) 
and that one (-=--op)? 

J . Yes. 

I. What do you think the other 
words might be? 

J. Ah (sigh) chimps, champ, 
run, and ••••• /g/a/n/t/ •••• 
gant. 

I. That's "gant11 and this one 
"chimps11? 

J. Chimps. 

I. This one ( _,. rimply)? 

D.M. Sense. 

Form. 

Asked to read aloud. 

Read GPK as meaningful 
words using initial sound. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROuP 6-9 (con't.d) 

J. run. 

r. And this one? 

J. (Pause) /for/r/ee/m/ •• 
freem. 

I. They really don't make sense 
do they? 

J. No way~ 

I. How can we make that one OK 
for you? 

J. I don1 t know. 

I. Got any ideas at all? 

J. No. 

GPK2 Not Sure Not OK 

J. 'Cause I think it's no real word. 

I. You don't think it's a real word. 

J. No. Not sure, so I put it in 
there. 

I. That was a good way to use the 
Not Sure box, which one would 
you put it in, the OK or the 
Not OK? 

J. Not OK. 

I. Is that because you didn't think 
it was a real word? 

J. Yes. 

I. Is there any clue there that 
helps you know it's not a real 
word? 

J. If it'd been a real word ••••• 
I've never seen a real word 
in a book, or anything in 
the Bible like that. 

Don't know. 

Not OK->QK refusal. 

Form. 

Outside reference. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

I. Right. John is there anyway 
we could make that one OK 
for you? 

J. No. I don't know. 

I. Have a try. Perhaps you could 
leave some letters out, or put 
some in. 

J. I'd put a few more in. 

I. Have a go. 

J. (Pause) Umm. Put an 11 i" 
and two "e's and a "d". 

I. What would you have then? 

J. (Pause) /r/eel/ ••••• 
freed. 

I. Freed. That sounds really 
good. 

GPK5 Not Sure 

I. Here's one we looked at before. 
Remember you put it in the 
OK box and then you decided 
you weren't sure about it. 
Because you read it out but 
you weren't sure if it was a 
real word or not? 

J. Yeah. I'm not sure if it's 
'sock' or 'soap'. 

I. That's a tricky one John 
isn't it. I tell you what 
it's not a word that is in 
the dictionary. 
Can you change it round to 
make it a word that's OK for 
you? 

J . No. Not that one. 

Don't know. 

Read GPK word as a meaning
ful word. Used initial 
letters. 

Not OK ...... OK refusal. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't,d) 

SORT 2 Reading and discussion of items during sort. 

LK4 Sort 

J. ~/o/u/n/d/ ••••• farm •••• 
/m/a:/r/dl/e/s ••••• 
mast ••••• the /th/oct/t/ that 
• • • • • /w/ e/ r/"e" ••• , where 
/1/o/s/t/ ••••• were lost. 

LK7 Sort 

J. The car at ..... for 
long . . . . . the ..... it's OK. 

LK2 Sort 

J. The boys is . . . . . d . .... down ..... /d/ /w/ . .... 
/h/o/m/e/w/o/r/k/ 
work - not sure. 

LK3 Sort 

J. The girl asked she ••••• sher 
/sh/ee/z/ mother if her could 
go out. 

LK8 Sort 

J. Some /pa/ ••••• /pe~s/ 
eat on the meat. 

GPK6 Sort 

J. /m/n/ ••••• That goes there. 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscues. 
Sounded01.1t individual sounds. 
Read aloud spont. 
Guessing from initial 
letter. 
d/b 
Considerable voice tension. 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscues. 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscues. 
Guessing from initial 
letter. 

Read aloud spout. 
Difficulty with "shes" -
attempted to use correct 
form 'her'. 

Reod aloud spont. 
Miscues. 
Attempted person/people 
on/no. 

Voice tension. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't . d) 

CoP2 Sort 

J. some apples·•••• live in 
the sea. 

GPKl Sort 

J • /p/e/r/t/i/f/y/ /trafyif/ 
••••• Not sure ••••• 

GPK3 Sort 

J. /y/ "a", "a", /y/ "q" "m" 
Doesn't make sense ••••• so 

DISCUSSION 

LK2 Not Sure♦OK 

J. The boys is••••• /d/. I'm not 
sure because I ..... I think it 
doesn't make sense. 

I. You think it doesn't make sense. 

J. 

What -part of it doesn't make 
sense? 

Um. That 
that part. 

that part and 

I. You had trouble with those words 
and it didn't make sense to 

J. 

you. Let's see if we can work 
them out so it makes sense. 

The boys is 

I. doing. 

J. The boys is doing ••••• 
the ••••• /th/e/i/r/ ••••• 
the 

I. That's "their". 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscue apples/animals -
guessed from initial letter. 
Pause after miscue. 

Read GPK word aloud spont. 

Combination sound 
equivalents and letter 
names. 

D.M. sense. 

Readability. 
Unknown words. 

Pausing round distortion. 



JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

J. "Their". The boys is doing 
their h •••••• work •• 
homework. It can can go in the 
OK. 

I. What helped you decide to put 
it in the OK box? 

J. Um. Because um ..... The .boys 
should do their homework. 

I. Uh huh. John is there anything 
unusual about that one? 

J. (Pause) No. 

GPKl Not Sure ~ Not OK 

J. Oh, because I don't know what it 
is and I think it doesn't make 
sense. 

I. So if we didn1 t have the Not 
Sure box you'd put it in the 
Not OK? 

J. Yes. 

I. Do you think it's a real word? 

J. Nope. 

I. Any clue there that helps you 
know it's not a real word? 

J. Nope. 

I, John, can you think of a way 
we could make that one OK for 
you? Change the letters or 
something? 

J, No ••••• Oh. You could 
take away all ••••• all of 
them and put the /i/ in these 
for "sky". 

I. Make sky? 

J. Oh, It might I think. 

Evidence of scanning ahead. 

Cognitive/value. 

Did not note distortion. 

Readability. 
Unknown words. 
D.M. sense. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

GPK6 Not Sure "':lt Not OK 

J. I think it's not a real word. 

I. So if we didn't have this box 
you'd put it in the Not OK 
box? 

J. Yes. 

I. You're quite right. It isn't 
a real word. Is there any clue 
there that helps you know 
that? 

J. Um. Oh yeah·. Um. There's 
the "z" most words have ••••• 
because "z" um ••••• most words 
have "z" at the end. 

I. Mm. 

J. But not near the end. Or 1.n 
the middle, and at the beginning. 

I. John is there anyway we can 
make that OK for you? 

J. Um. Take away all the other 
words and leave the "z" and 
put two "o"s. 

I. And you'd get? 

J. Zoo. 

I. Well done. 

CoP2 Not Sure --:> Not OK 

J. The sentence is mixed up. 

I. It's mixed up is it? 

J. Yes. I think. And some of the 
words are not real. 

I. So if we didn't have the Not 
Sure box you'd put it in the 
Not OK box? 

J. Not OK. Yeah. 

Form. 

Attempted 
explanation of GPK 
convention 

words/letters 

Form) using strategies 
) from previous items. 

Form 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

I. Can you read that for me John? 

J. Some ••••• live in the sea. 
••••• ap ••••• um I don't know 
that word. 

I. That's "animals11
• 

J. Oh, Some aminals live in the 
sea. Yes. So we should put 
it rn the OK. 

I. Uh huh. And what helped you 
decide that? 

J. Oh because some aminals do -live in the sea. Whales 
and seals and walruses and fish. 

I. What a good answer. John, 
is there anything about that 
sentence that is unusual at 
all? 

J. No. 

I. Nothing at all? 

J. Nothing at all? 

LK4 Not OK~OK box --
J. Oh because some of the words 

don't make sense. 

I. Which ones don't make sense? 

J. That one. 

I. That's "marbles". 

J. Oh "marbles". I • • • • • found 
the marbles that were lost. 
That's OK. It should go in 
the OK box. 

I. So we'll put it in the OK box, 
And how do you know that that's 
OK? 

Asked to read. 
Omitted unknow~word. 
? decided not to guess • 
"Pe.1-'10.r S ma.k ,'nq SU\S e, 
Oy ~, Miscue, . 

aminals/animals 

aminals/animals 
Cognitive assertion. 

Did not note distortion. 

D.M. sense. 

Read aloud spont. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

J. Oh. Because if you lose 
something then you find 
that means you're good. 
should be in the OK. 

it 
So it 

I. It's good when you find things. 

J. Yes. 

GPK.3 Not OK 

J. Because it's not a real word. 

I, It's not a real word. Is there 
any clue there that tells you 
it 1 s not a real word? 

J. (Long pause) No. The two "a" s. 
You can't get words with two 
"a"s in. 

I. That's quite right, They don't 
usually do they? Anyway we can 
make that one OK for you? 

J, Oh ••••• no. No way. 

I. Can't change that one round or 

J. Oh, You could put ••••• 
"men' /m/e/n/. 

I. You could indeed. 

LK8 Not OK 

J. S ••••• some ••••• /peeps/ •.••• 
um pairs ••••• eat ••••• 
'Cause it doesn't make sense. 

I, Doesn't make sense. Why not? 

J. Mm. Because ••••• because of 
that word (~people). Some 
.. .. . I pee.kl • • .. • I peeJ.<./ ..... 
/pe1 ..... /pal/ ••••• people eat 
on meat. That doesn't make sense. 

I . Tell me more. 

Cognitive/value. 

Form. 

Long pause. ,. 
Stated GPK convention, 

Read aloud spont. 
Miscues 
D,M. sense. 

on/no 
D.M. sense. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

J. Oh because you don't eat people 
••••• cause people don't stand 
on meat and eat it. 

I. How could we make that one OK 
for you? 

J. I don't know ••••• People eat 
meat. 

I. You'd be happy with that? 

J. Yes. 

I. Yes I would too. 

LK7 OK ~Not OK 

J. The car ••••• is ••••• cause 
..••• I just had a good guess. 

I, Was that because some of the 
words were difficult? 

J. Yes. 

I. Let's see which ones you know 
and which ones we need to work 
out? 

J. Yes. The car ••••• at 
t don' t know that one 
( -=>fourteen) • 

I. Hang on. That one (~ate) 1.s 
"ate" and that's "fourteen". 

J. Fourteen leaves on the ••••• 

I. Of 

J. Of /fut/ 

I. Of feathers. The car ate 
fourteen leaves of feathers. 

J. It doesn't make sense. Should 
go in the Not OK. 

I. Tell me more about that. 

Cognitive assertion • 
Confused attempt to deal 
with sense following miscue 
of on/no. 

? negative form unfamiliar. 

Other • 

Readability, 
Unknown words. 

D.M. sense. 
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JOHN GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 6-9 (con't.d) 

J. Oh because the car can't eat 
leaves or feathers. 

I. It certainly can't. Is there 
anyway we could make that one 
Ok for you? 

J. No. 

I. No? 

J. (v. quickly) The car drived 
along the road. 

I. The car drove along the road. 
That'd be OK for you? It 
would be for me too. 

LK3 OK 

J. The girl asked she's mother if 
she could go out. Because that's 
good. Because if you don't ask 
your mother you might um get 
lost. 

I. Right. 

I. John, is there anything unusual 
about that sentence at all? 

J. No nothing at all. 

I. The girl asked shes mother if 
her could go out. 

lJ • Oh. You're missing a word. 

I. Missing a word. How could we 
fix it up? 

J. The girl asked shes mother if 
she could go out. 

I. It's better that way? 

J . Yes . 

Cognitive assertion. 

Immature verb form. 

Read aloud spont. 
Read 'her' as 'she' -
spont. corrected distortion. 
Co9ni·¼-ive / \Jalue. 

Form. 

Noted one distortion when 
orally presented. 
Possessive form 'shes' 
apparently not inconsistent 
with his syntactic knowledge 
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SECOND STUDY. 
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