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ABSTRACT

THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ARABIC READING INVENTORY

FOR JORDANIAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS FIRST THROUGH

FOURTH GRADE LEVELS

BY

Zaidan Ahmad Qasem

The purpose of this study was to develop an Arabic

Reading Inventory useful to teachers in testing their

students' instructional levels in reading. The study iden-

tified the types of reading, oral or silent, which might be

more influential in the determination of reading level,

determined the accuracy of teachers' judgment with regard

to estimating student reading level, and identified error

frequency in reading among elmentary grade students.

The subjects of this study were 120 students from

Jordanian elementary schools, 30 from each grade from

first through fourth. The materials for the test were

selected from Jordanian readers. The test formats com-

prised a word list of 20 items and two reading passages:

one for oral reading, and one for silent reading for

each grade level. A retelling approach was used to check

the students' degree of comprehension. Teachers then

evaluated their students' reading level.



Zaidan Ahmad Qasem

Four null hypotheses were formulated for the study.

On the basis of the data analysis (Pearson and Nonpara-

metric correlation coefficient, T-test, and Chi-square),

it was found that (1) there was a significant positive

correlation between reading words in isolation and reading

words in context for all students; (2) there was a sig-

nificant positive correlation between the teachers' judg-

ment and students' reading scores on the test; (3) it was

found that there were significant differences between

oral and silent reading comprehension at all levels;

(4) there were significant differences among students'

scores in omission of letters, grammatical structures,

insertions, teachers' aid, mispronunciations, repetitions,

and self-correction. It was also found that there were

no significant differences in the following types of

errors: substitutions, omissions of words, and the order

of words and letters.
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INTRODUCTION

This section presents the problem, the purpose of the

study, and research questions of this study. They are

followed by a description of the informal reading inven-  tory, the definitions of terms used in this study, and the

limitations of it. Also included is a summary and a

brief outline of the organization of the remaining sections.

Statement of the Problem

Appraisals of each pupil's achievement, according to

McKee (1948), should be made from time to time during the

school year by means of standardized tests, informal tests,

and the teacher's observation of the pupil's performance

in regular school work. These appraisals can indicate

the growth which the pupil has made during a given period

of time. They can point out teaching or reteaching which

needs to be done, and they can give the teacher some idea

of the effectiveness of the teaching which he/she has

accomplished.

Farr (1969) stressed the usefulness of appraisal

resources in the following statement:

Information with regard to the learner's reading

ability may be obtained from informal and



standardized measures, both of which should be

employed to obtain the best possible estimate

of reading ability.

According to Alkuhun (1980), the field of reading in

Jordan lacks studies in the different educational stages.

In this regard he states:

Despite the fact that reading has a great role

and a big impact on the field of education, we

don't find any field study which attempts to

study the comprehension level in reading for

students in any educational stage in Jordan.

The field of reading in Jordan has no published

instrument to help classroom teachers estimate the child-

ren's level of achievement and to determine their strengths

and weaknesses. The lack of reading instruments makes.

teachers unable to meet each child at his level of func-

tioning, and it is difficult to provide instruction unless

teachers can determine with a fair degree of accuracy what

that level is. Furthermore, the shortage of reading tools

makes school children in Jordan spend more time when

necessary trying to gain information beyond their grasp

because a book may be too difficult.

The Ministry of Education controls the entire educa-

tional system. It applies the same curricula through all

schools in the country. Students in the same grade level



have the same textbooks to read, an arrangement which

could hurt both the poor readers and the good readers.

Students in these situations should be examined and eval-

uated, yet they are treated alike. Due to the shortage in

reading tests, students transfer from grade to grade

based only on their teachers' evaluation.

Evaluation of a child's reading ability, especially

in the elementary grades, is accomplished by oral reading.

Assessment of these procedures provide the basis for the

child's transfer to the next grade or retention in the

same grade if he does not get 50% in reading and math.

Because of these conditions, there is a need to

deve10p an adequate reading assessment tool. Austin and

Huebner (1962), Botel (1961), Cooper (1952), Durrel (1956),

Mckee (1948), Smith (1963), and Sipay (1963) have stressed

the usefulness and the efficacy of the informal reading

inventory for evaluating the performance of pupils to

insure their proper placement in reading material for

instructional purposes. The emphasis placed by the

previously mentioned writers on the advantages of the

informal reading inventory suggests that it is advisable

to develop an Arabic reading inventory.

The informal reading inventory will provide classroom

teachers in Jordan in schools with fundamental information

which will enable them to determine their students'

 



achievement level as well as their reading strengths and

weaknesses.

The results of this research endeavor will eventually

help first to fourth grade teachers in Jordanian elementary

schools to place their students at their pr0per instruc-

tional level, provide them with apprOpriate material, and

prevent them from reading at the frustration level.

This study will help to alleviate the shortage of

reading tools and be a first step toward the future

development of an evaluation and placement instrument for

Jordanian students from the first grade to high school.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to develop an Arabic

reading inventory with two forms based on the Jordanian

reading curriculum for elementary school children from

the first to fourth grade level in order to assist the

classroom teacher in determining a child's instructional

reading level.

The test is called the Arabic Reading Inventory and

employs testing procedures similar to those used in

informal reading inventories.

The inventory includes the following criteria:

1. Graded word lists were developed as an entry

for graded reading passages.

 

 



2. Four graded reading passages were developed

for each level.

3. Oral and silent reading was assessed.

4. Comprehension testing was a part of the oral

and silent reading testing.

5. The test had two forms. Both forms I and

II were used in testing oral and silent

reading.

6. The scoring criteria for achievement levels

were based on word recognition and compre-

hension for oral reading, and on comprehen-

sion for silent reading.

Description of the Informal Reading Inventory

The informal reading inventory is an individual test

in which the child reads, both orally and silently,

increasingly difficult material until reaching the frus-

tration level of not knowing the words, not being able to

pronounce them, or not understanding the ideas presented.

It is a diagnostic test which reveals many specific areas

of difficulty in reaching to the observer.

Zintz (1980) considers the I.R.I. as a tool for

measuring the independent, instructional, and frustration

levels for children by the use of graded material.

The informal reading test or informal reading inven-

tory (Betts, 1946), as it is commonly called, has been

 



discussed by reading experts for more than 60 years

(Beldin, 1970). Betts (1946), Harris and Sipay (1975),

and others have acknowledged the usefulness of the informal

reading inventory and explained how it is to be con-

structed, administered, and scored.

Basically, the informal reading inventory should be

constructed from graded instructional material. It is

composed of two main parts: (1) graded word lists, and

(2) graded reading passages.

The first part of the inventory is comprised of word

lists of 10 to 20 words for each grade level. This part

is usually administered first to give the teacher an

indication of the prOper entry level for the graded

passages in the second part.

Bader (1980) indicates the graded word lists helps

the teacher to obtain an estimate of the student's:

(1) level, (2) sound symbol association, (3) structural

analysis skills, (4) sight words, (5) automaticity, and

(6) word recognition approaches.

The methods usually used in administering the informal

reading inventory for both oral and silent reading are

as follows.

Qral Reading

The child reads aloud a passage estimated to be at

his instructional level, based on the graded word list.

 



The teacher records on a copy of the passage any deviations

from the printed words, i.e., all errors or miscues

(Goodman, 1969).

The child first reads silently from his independent

level based on the graded word list, and then the child

reads the passage orally. While the child reads aloud,

the teacher records his/her errors. In this case, the

child may or may not have prior preparation for the oral

reading, depending on the test directions.

During oral reading the teacher notes hesitations,

speed, word pronunciation errors, and indication of tension

movement. The oral reading is guided by sequential ques-

tions that the child has to answer with brief accounts or

phrases that he/she should recall.

Silent Reading

The child reads the passage silently. The silent

reading is guided by sequential questions that the child

has to answer with a few words or phrases that he/she can

recall. During silent reading, the teacher notes speed,

lip movement, tension movement, head movement, and other

evidence of confusion or frustration.

In oral reading, the child's reading achievement level

is determined by word recognition and comprehension.

Silent reading achievement is determined by comprehension

alone.



.Achievement Levels

The major purpose of the informal reading inventory

is to determine the child's independent level, instruc-

tional level, and frustration level (Zintz, 1980). V

The following standards are suggested for judging the

instructional reading level.

Betts (1946) defined the instructional reading level

as the highest level at which the child can read satis-

factorialy with some assistance and supervision from the

teacher. His criteria for achieving this level are pro-

nunciation accuracy of 95% or more of the running words,

and 75% for comprehension accuracy.

William Powell (1969) indicated that there is no valid

research data to support the Killgallon (1942) assertion and

that these criteria are unrealistically high. Powell

points out that there is no universal acceptance or agree-

ment with what he calls the Betts-Killgallon criteria, and

cautions that agreement with them should be guarded

because the reports are based on a study of thirty-nine

fourth grade children, which Powell considers too small a

sample. He summarizes the situation in the following way.

Since its origin, the informal reading inven-

tory has undergone several modifications, both in

terms of administrative procedure and of the per-

centages used to designate reading levels.



Reading authorities have varied in Opinion

regarding the exact percentage at the instruc-

tional reading level. For instructional reading

level, percentages suggested for the lower limits

of needed accuracy in word recognition and in

comprehension, for example, are as follows, with

word recognition first and comprehension second

in each instance: E. A. Betts (and P. A. Kill-

gallon), 95 and 75; A. J. Harris, 95 and 75;

M. Botel, 95 and 75; R. A. Kress and M. S.

Johnson, 95 and 75; M. C. Austin and M. H.

Huebner, 95 and 75; L. R. Wheeler and E. H.

Smith, 95 and 70; R. Karlin, 90 and 70: N. B.

Smith, 80 and 70; and L.-Cooper, 98 and 70

(primary), and 96 and 60 (intermediate). With

few exceptions, even in those instances where

the criteria have been modified, the Betts-

Killgallon paradigm has been generally retained.

Powell provided an excellent review of several studies

and indicated that he would show if he played with the

raw data from some of them. He then presented his own

study which tested the hypothesis that the word-recognition

criterion was lower than the 95% level. He gathered data

from 178 protocols of children already studied by examin-

ers other than himself. Powell then analyzed his data as

follows:
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The data suggest that the mean scores of

grades one and two tend to cluster together

percentage-wise, and the mean percentage of

grades three, four, five, and six form a

relatively similar percentage zone. The data

clearly indicate that pupils in grade one and

two could tolerate on the average an 85 percent

word recognition score and still maintain 70  percent comprehension. To say I found this

astounding is an understatement. The finding

that pupils in grades three through six could

tolerate on the average a 91 to 94 percent word

recognition score while maintaining 70 percent

comprehension is commensurate with the data of

Killgallon and Schummer. This finding was

expected.

The Advantages of the I.R.I.

Betts (1946) has pointed out the advantages of the

informal reading inventory as a teacher's primary tool in

teaching reading skills:

1. The teacher uses the material at hand, thus

reducing the cost.

2. With direct and rapid administration, the

teacher gets some needed answers quickly.
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3. The informal reading inventory can be used

for groups or individuals to achieve spe-

cific purposes.

4. The student should be made aware of how

well he/she reads it.

5. The student can be made aware of progress

as he/she achieves it.

6. Interesting materials can be selected to

use in the inventory.

7. The testing situation should create an

instructional situation.

8. As achievement is appraised, specific

needs are revealed.

9. Readability of materials can be checked

in a series of texts.

Research Questions

The following research questions were formulated to

guide the study:

Research Question 1: Is silent reading compre-

hension superior to oral reading compre-

hension among students in first through

fourth grade levels?

Researchguestion 2: Which types of reading

error that occur in oral reading are most

frequent among students in elementary schools?
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Researchguestion 3: Does accuracy of reading

words in isolation have an association with

accuracy ofreading words in context among

students in first through fourth grade

levels?

Researchguestion 4: Are the teachers' estimates

of their students' reading achievement levels

based on his/her observation and experience

related to students' reading performance on

reading tests?

These preceding questions were expanded and restated

in null hypothesis form for statistical testing. They are

presented in Section III.

Definitions of Terms

In order that the reader may understand this study,

an explanation of relevant terms is provided.

Independent level: The highest level at which the

reader misses no more than 5% of the words, reads fluently,

and retells at least 80% of what he/she reads.

Instructional level: The teaching level at which the

child can read successfully at leat 85% of the words, and

can retell at least 50% using new materials. For reading

materials with which the child is already familiar, he/

she has to read at a 90% level and above and to recall

60% or more.
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Frustration level: The point at which the child

becomes unable to handle the reading material because of

errors. A child is considered at the frustration level

if he/she scored less than 90% in reading, and less than

85% for Form I and Form II, respectively. A comprehension

score of less than 60% for Form I and 50% for Form II is

also indicative of the frustration level.

Arabic Reading Inventory: The Arabic Reading Inven-

tory is an individual test for Jordanian elementary class-

rooms in which the child reads both orally and silently

from a series of increasingly difficult passages in two

forms constructed from Jordanian reading curricula. Each

passage has a set of pausal units to check comprehension.

Both word recognition and comprehension are evaluated to

determine the child's instructional level.

Jordanian reading curricula: The series of textbooks

which are prepared by the Ministry of Education in Jordan

for all schools in the country from first through twelve

grades. This means that students in the same grade level

all over the country read the same textbook which is

supposed to fit the average students in that grade level.

Miscue/Error: The actual response in oral reading

which deviated from the exact word that the reader is to

read in the graded reading passages.

Ministry of Education: The Ministry of Education

refers to the central organization responsible for
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providing, controlling, and supervising nationwide educa-

tion for all students at the elementary, preparatory, and

secondary levels in Jordan.

District: A district is the geographical division of

territory within Jordan. The country is divided into five

districts for educational purposes; one of these is Amman.

Limitations of the Study

The primary limitations of this study are the

following:

First, the test presents only a limited sample of the

child's total language skills; consequently, it is possi-

bel that there are facets of reading not adequately

assessed.

Second, the study is limited to the use of grade

level classification curricula used in the Jordanian

schools by the Ministry of Education.

Third, the relatively small sample used in the study

limits the generalizability of the results.

Fourth, the criteria used to judge the instructional

reading level may not be the most appropriate one to

evaluate students' instructional reading level.

Organization of Subsequent Sections

The content of Section I includes an introduction,

the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study,



15

research questions to be explored, limitations of the

study, and definitions of terms.

In Section II, pertinent research and literature

relating to the content of this study will be reviewed.

In Section III, the design and methodology used in

the study will be discussed.

In Section IV, presentation of the data collected and

analyzed will be reported and discussed.

In Section V, a summary of the study results, appro-

priate conclusions, and recommendations for using the

test will be presented. Recommendations for further

study and research will also be presented.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A substantial amount of literature is pertinent to

this study. In this section, the basic issues related to

the tOpic under investigation are reviewed.

This section is divided into three parts. The first

part deals with oral and silent reading, i.e., the nature

of oral and silent reading, oral and silent reading com-

prehension, and oral and silent reading roles in teaching

reading. The second part deals with word recognition

errors that occur during oral reading. The third part of

this section deals with teachers' judgment.

Oral and Silent Reading

There has been considerable controversy as to whether

oral and silent reading are the same process. Conflict-

ing results and interpretations have stemmed from research

in three principal areas: eye movement, reading rate,

and comprehension. Two researchers (Buswell, 1937;

Cole, 1938) suggest that oral and silent reading are dis-

tinct processes because of differences in eye movement

and rate between the two modes.

Gray and Reese (1957, p. 247) have pointed out that

the silent reading rate moves ahead of the oral rate.

16
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Other investigators have been convinced that the oral and

silent modes are basically distinct. Loroy-Boussion (1964),

on the other hand, presented evidence suggesting that the

task of silent reading is more complex for the beginning

reader than is that of oral reading. He found that the

children's oral reading was even faster than their silent

reading through the first several months of instruction.

Weber (1968) reviewed the research on similarities

and differences between oral and silent reading. She

found no conclusive evidence indicating that the central

processes were identical.

One of the apparent differences between oral and

silent reading has to do with vocalization. In oral

reading attention to matters, such as the correct pronun-

ciation and the careful enunciation of each and every

word, is essential. In contrast with this, however, the

very best of silent reading is really translation of

written words into some type of communication without

pronuniciation of the words.

Another important difference between oral and silent

reading is the area of eye movement. For oral reading it

is very important to pronounce and enunciate carefully

each and every word on a page. Such care and attention

takes time--far more than it would take the eye to span

the same material. The difference in the rates of voice

and eye causes something of a conflict in real reading.
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The mouth moves when one reads orally and should not move

when one reads silently. In the first case, one is read-

ing primarily for an audience, and in the other, for one-

self.

On the other hand, researchers analyzing the reading

process have assumed that the process of oral reading

approximates the process of silent reading so closely that

the two can be considered one and the same. Fairbanks

(1937) emphasized that the description of oral reading

provides a convenient and objective technique for study-

ing the central processes occurring during reading, if it

is assumed that oral reading errors are representative of

central errors. Swanson (1937) and Anderson and Dearborn

(1952) suggest that differences between oral and silent

reading are relatively superficial and do not represent

a fundamental difference in assessing meaning. Also, the

inaccuracies in oral reading reflect those that are made

when a person reads silently.

In seeking further evidence of the basic similarity

between the two reading modes, Swanson (1937) correlated

adults' total number of oral reading errors with perform-

ance on a silent reading test, as well as with comprehen—

sion of oral reading. He interpreted his data as evi-

dence for considering both oral and silent reading

identical ways to extract information from print. Gilmore

(1947) attempted to substantiate the value of oral reading
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test as a measure of basic reading ability. He analyzed

in detail the types of oral reading errors made by more

than 400 students in grades one through eight and corre-

lated them with over-all oral reading scores in both

silent and oral reading comprehension. Although the types

of errors varied in their relationship to over-all per-

formance, especially with grade advancement, he found that

there was a positive correlation between oral reading

scores and comprehension scores at all grade levels.

With particular attention to types of errors, Swanson and

Gilmore used basically the same method and concluded by

relating oral inaccuracy to comprehension.

Oral and Silent Reading as Methods of

Teaching and Testing

Reading instruction orally and silently in schools

reveals three different trends in the last two centuries.

First, in the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century,

the emphasis on teaching children to read was largely on

good oral reading: correct enunciation and pronunciation.

Reading aloud, if properly directed, serves a double

purpose: it tends to correct errors in articulation,

pronunciation, and certain careless habits of speech; it

also enables the teacher to see whether the pupil compre-

hends what he/she is reading. It is the business of the

teacher to insure exactness in articulation and
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pronunciation of the given oral reader and to provide the

class with a good model to imitate.

Huey (1908) indicated that reading as a school exer-

cise has almost always been thought of as reading aloud,

in spite of the obvious fact that, in practice, reading is

primarily silent reading. The emphasis on oral reading

was to give pleasure not only to the children, but also to

those who listen to them (Baldwin & Bender, 1911).

In the early 1920's a widespread shift of emphasis

from oral to silent reading introduced a second trend.

Ada V. Huatt (1943) and numerous research reports stressed

the need for instruction in silent reading. Rowell (1976)

indicated that in the last half-century there has been a

gradual increase in the amount of silent reading and a

decline in the amount of oral reading. He explained that

the shift was brought about by changing social conditions

that emphasized a need for efficient reading and by new

methods of silent reading. The arguments in favor of

silent reading over oral reading were based chiefly on

two considerations: (1) most reading outside of school

is silent reading, and (2) silent reading emphasizes mean-

ing rather than sound (Debore & Dallmann, 1960).

The third and latest trend now demands a balance

between oral and silent reading to give the student the

Opportunity to practice the two modes. Oral reading is
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used to give pleasure and to convey information to others.

Silent reading allows the reader to develop fluency and

to focus on meaning. Both silent and oral reading skills

are used in two different types of situations: recrea-

tional and informational. Rowell (1976) stressed the

acceptance of a balanced emphasis on both oral and silent

reading. "Now," he stated, "the most popular pedagogical

position is that a balance should be maintained between

silent and oral reading."

The benefits of oral and silent reading instruction

have been a focal point of controversy for professionals

in the field of reading for several years (Heilman, Blair,

& Rupley, 1981; Tinker & McCullough, 1978). However, it

now appears that the dichotomous nature of the oral versus

silent reading controversy may be somewhat oversimplified

in light of the recommendation of Heilman et a1. (1981).

These investigators point out that the focus should not be

solely on silent reading instruction, but teachers should

identify other ways to increase the efficacy of oral read-

ing instruction for the learner. Emphasis,they contend,

should be placed on the middle ground or on_a balance in

the treatment of oral and silent reading instruction.

Good oral reading should be one of the major goals

for reading instruction. If teachers use oral reading

in an appropriate and effective way, they actually help
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the students to improve their silent reading and to become

good readers. Heinrich (1976) stated: "Good oral reading

is important in the development of a good silent reader.

A child who reads orally right from the beginning is likely

to sense the oral language base of written language."

Heilman et al., (1981), indicates that many profes-

sionals still tend to accept the superiority of oral read-

ing over silent reading in teaching reading.

A possible explanation for the superiority of oral

reading over silent reading is that by reading orally, a

student is forced to pay closer attention to the word. The

reader not only sees the word, but hears it when it is

read aloud (Swalm, 1973). Therefore, oral reading involves

two senses, while silent reading and listening involve only

one at a time.

Many researchers have seen that the analysis of oral

reading is a useful way to study children's processing of

written information (Beebe, 1980; K. Goodman, 1965: Weber,

1970a, 1970b; Mackinnon, 1959).

Oral reading has been advocated as a method

for teachers to determine if the students are able to apply

various word perception techniques, and as a method to

communicate or interpret information to an audience

(Stoodt, 1980).

Since there is evidence that oral responses reflect

basic reading ability, oral reading tests have been
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developed to measure growth in reading and to diagnose

disability (Durrel, 1955; Gilmore, 1952; Robinson, 1963).

Since a child's oral reading gives some clues to his abil-

ity in silent reading, oral reading at sight is recom-

mended by Gray (1963) for testing. The purpose is to find

the difficulties the child faces and to evaluate progress.

Other authorities agree that oral reading provides many

clues to a child's reading strengths and weaknesses

(Heilman et al., 1981).

According to Gray (1963), various studies in the

teaching of reading show that oral reading in school:

1. Helps to show whether or not a child can

recognize words and phrases quickly and

accurately.

2. Gives practice in correct pronunciation of

words.

3. Gives practice in using correct grammar.

4. Stimulates interest in vocabulary enrichment

(If a child reads a word aloud, he is more

apt to use it in speech than if he/she had

only read it silently.).

5. Permits sharing of literary enthusiasms.

6. Sometimes helps to overcome speech defects.

One of the chief values of oral reading is the prac-

tice it affords in using oral language. Since it is an
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easy transition from talking aloud to reading aloud,

children, according to Gray (1963), in the first year

should do a great deal of oral reading. He advises that

the student even at this level should read a sentence

through first silently. He considers silent reading in.

the beginning stages to be a "junior partner" of oral

reading. Later, the junior partner assumes full partner-

ship status, and in the second and third grades, the amount

of silent reading increases. Because oral reading reflects

the child's ability in silent reading, the teacher should

not encourage children to do much independent silent

reading until he/she knows the children can read orally

materials of apprOpriate difficulty with reasonable ease.

If children hesitate or fail in oral reading, then silent

reading will be equally faulty. Hilderth (1958) indicates

that half or more of the pupils' reading time in the first

two years should be spent on oral reading. Toward the

end of the primary period, 30% of the total time may be

devoted to oral reading for all purposes. The tendency to

neglect oral reading past second grade means that children

miss receiving oral reading advantages, such as the

improvement in enunciation, pronunciation, vocabulary,

grammar, and sentence structure, as well as social advan-

tages, such as development, sharing, and interpreting.

Generally speaking, one cannot safely generalize that

for all individuals either oral or silent reading is easier
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or more productive. Silent reading may be more conducive

to understanding difficult concepts than oral reading

because it allows a person more time to think about what

has been read. Silent reading comprehension is regarded

by many experts as the better way of investigating compre-

hension skills (Harris & Sipay, 1975).

Using silent reading gives the student wide Opportu-

nities to understand the material quickly. It helps him/

her to be more active in problem solving. Silent reading

provides basic progress in all other subjects. It is the

skill that the student will use after graduation, and it

becomes a permanent approach to knowledge and communication

(Samak, 1975).

Both oral and silent reading have their special values

for teaching reading. An integrated approach suggests

that teachers in early years should encourage the student

to read aloud and to read silently. Later, silent reading

should be used widely for classroom reading.

Comprehension

Comprehension is now considered to be the major objec-

tive in reading rather than the ability to pronounce

written words with ease and fluency. Goodman (1970)

points out that the main purpose of reading is not simply

emitting sounds and naming words, but rather, the compre-

hension or acquisition of meaning.
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Comprehension is achieved through different modes of

reception: oral reading, silent reading, and listening

(Ashloch et al., 1969). Elgart (1978) found that there

was significant difference among the three modes of

reception, with oral reading significantly more effective

than silent reading in comprehension. Comparative research

between silent and oral reading comprehension has produced

conflicting results. Some studies reported the superiority

of oral reading comprehension over silent reading compre-

hension (Collins, 1961; Rowell, 1976; Duffy & Durrel,

1935; Cooper, 1952; Glenn, 1971). Others found silent

reading comprehension to be superior (Mead, 1916; Buswell,

1937). Spache's (1971) concludes, following a review of

the literature comparing oral reading comprehension with

silent reading, that "many authorities agree that oral

reading, unlike silent, is not conductive to comprehen-

sion."

Many studies, however, have found no consistent dif-

ferences between oral and silent reading comprehension

(Swanson, 1937; Poulton & Brown, 1967).

Burge (1983) finds that the advantages of oral read-

ing comprehension over silent reading comprehension depends

on age and proficiency. He astutely points out that: "One

possibility which may account for the significant dif-

ferences between oral and silent reading comprehension is
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that students have more experiences with oral language as

described by Stoodt (1980)."

Another possible causal factor which may explain the

significant differences between oral comprehension and

silent comprehension is more a matter of accountability.

When students read materials aloud, they know that the

teacher is able to determine whether or not they have

read.

Still another factor, and one supported by learning

theorists (Adams, 1976), which may account for the dif-

ferences between oral reading comprehension and silent

reading comprehension, is that during oral reading the

students are engaged both visually and aurally. Perhaps,

hearing their own voices read the materials orally

enabled the students to concentrate more on the task at

hand which resulted in improved comprehension.

The assessment of reading comprehension has been an

area of ongoing concern. Traditionally, comprehension has

been assessed using questions after oral or silent reading.

Regarding the type of questions used in the I.R.I.,

Tuinman (1971) has made a strong plea for using only those

questions that can be answered only on the basis of refer-

ence to information contained in the selections read.

Johnson and Kress (1965),on the other hand, suggest the

use of four types of questions: factual recall, infer-

ential, vocabulary, and background of experience.
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A new trend considers comprehension as much more than

the ability to answer questions. It also involves the

ability to reconstruct or remember, to interpret, and to

evaluate the information contained in a selection.

Researchers in the area of prose comprehension recog-

nized the deficiency of the traditional questioning tech-

niques many years ago and turned to free recall as more

informative. Instead of being asked questions, a reader

is simply asked to recall everything that can be remembered

from the selection. The Durrel Analysis of Reading Diffi-

culty (1980) does include elicitation and evaluation of

free recall. Several other instruments, most notably the

Analytical Reading Inventory (1981), the Basic Reading

Inventory (1981), and the Bader Reading and Language

Inventory (1983) suggest using free recall as an alterna-

tive method of comprehension assessment. It is important

to remember when using this technique that there is a

normal developmental tendency: older students recall more

information in a better sequence (Taylor, 1980). Gambrell

and Wilson (1985) say that retelling (free recall) has

been frequently used as an assessment task in reading

research.

According to Johnson (1983), "retelling is the most

straightforward assessment . . . of the result of text-

reader interaction."
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An overwhelming number of studies investigating read-

ing comprehension have used free recall as a dependent

variable (Johnson, 1983). The basic assumption among

researchers is that retelling indicates something about the

reader's assimilation and reconstruction of text informa-

tion, and therefore, reflects comprehension.

Some reading experts, such as Goodman and Goodman

(1978) and others (Goodman & Burke, 1973), have argued

that questioning provides cues for the reader. In an

effort to rule out the possibility of questions facili-

tating the reader's comprehension, Goodman suggests that

after reading, the student should orally retell a selec-

tion; thereafter, the examiner should probe using infor-

mation already given by the reader. Similarly, Bahrick

(1979) advocates the use of both retell and probe ques-

tions as comprehension measures.

While informal reading methods of appraising reading

ability have long been valued as diagnostic tools for the

classroom teacher, there has been considerable disagreement

among reading experts regarding the criteria for estimat-

ing instructional level. Betts (1946) and Austin and

Heubner (1962) recommend a comprehension score of 75%,

with 95% accuracy in word pronunciation. Spache and

Spache (1969) have criticized Betts' criteria as being

arbitrarily high and have suggested a comprehension norm
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of 60% as more useful. Wheeler and Smith (1957) advo-

cated a comprehension score ranging from 75 to 90%, with

95 to 98% accuracy in word recognition. Smith (1959)

suggests standards of 80 to 95% accuracy in word recog-

nition and 80 to 90% in literal comprehension. Other

criteria are presented earlier in the definition of informal

reading inventory.

The general guidelines for establishing reading levels

in Bader Reading and Language Inventory are as follows. The

instructional level is one where students can comprehend

at least 75% of what they read and can recall at least

60%, and read with accuracy 90% or more of the words.

Students may be considered to be at a frustration level

when they exhibit behavioral indications of stress, miss

more than 10% of the words, and understand less than 60%

of what they read. Students may be considered at an

independent reading level when they miss no more than

5% of the words, read fluently, and comprehend at least

80% of what they read (Bader, 1983).

Regarding the relationship between word recognition

and comprehension, some reading experts have assumed that

word recognition and comprehension are highly related;

others have argued that the relationship is less substan-

tial. In two recent studies, implicit support has been

offered for the latter position. Both Cromer (1970) and
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¢3uthrie (1973) have concluded that there may be two types

of disabled readers, one primarily deficient in word recog-

nition skills and the other primarily deficient in compre-

prehension skills.

Word Recognition Errors

The analysis of oral reading errors has been used to

increase our understanding of the reading process (Goodman

& Goodman, 1977; Smith, 1971). Oral reading error analy-

sis has also been used as a basis for making decisions

about classroom instruction (Allen & Watson, 1976;

Goodman, 1973; Goodman, 1970; Goodman & Burke, 1972).

Kenneth Goodman (1969) believes that by studying an

individual's oral reading miscues, the researcher or

teacher can learn much about a reader's predicting, samp-

ling, self-correction, and reorganizing strategies.

Goodman (1977) makes it clear that: "oral output reflects

the underlying competence and the psycholinguistic proc-

esses that have generated it."

Oral and silent reading are sufficiently similar in

Goodman's (1977) view to warrant the conclusion that how

one reads orally essentially mirrors how one reads to

oneself. Furthermore, the relationship is not necessarily

stable throughout the readers' development. Data from

Gilmores' (1968) study indicate that the strong correla-

tion between oral reading error rate and silent reading
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comprehension in grades one and two rapidly declines from

‘the third through the eighth grades. Verifiable differ-

ences between oral and silent reading indicate that, by the

end of second grade, the silent reading rate becomes

faster than the oral reading rate (Durrel, 1956) and that

by the end of grade six, the silent reading rate is double

that of oral reading (McCracken, 1967).

What is an Error and How It Should be Scored

Unfortunately, it is typical for most reading error

studies to ignore questions related to the definition and

categorization of oral reading errors. The failure to

reach even a broad consensus about what should be included

as error behavior and how error behavior should be cate-

gorized has resulted in widely divergent scoring systems.

Weber (1968) and later Hood (1975-76) have bemoaned the

different ways in which oral reading error researchers

counted errors prior to 1968. After 1968 there continues

to be a variation among studies as to what should be

included as error behavior, and how it should be

analyzed.

There is disagreement, for example, over whether or

not to include certain types of errors, such as repetitions,

when calculating percentages of accuracy in oral reading

errors .
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There is disagreement over whether all oral reading

errors should be counted or whether only significant

errors, that is, those that alter the meaning of the

sentence or passage, should be counted. Some studies

(Goodman, 1969; Hood, 1976-76) choose to include punctua-

tion errors, while others (Biemiller, 1970, 1979; Clay,

1968; Cohen, 1974-75; Weber, 1970a, 1970b) do not.

Other studies fail to define exactly what they consider

to be an error (Burke, 1976). For instance, Cohen

(1974-75) used the following types of errors to analyze

oral reading errors made by 50 children during the last

eight months of first grade:

1. Substitutions: The child says something

other than the word on the page. This

includes real and nonsense words. u

2. No response: If the child stops reading

just before a word, it is assumed he does

not know it.

3. Omission: The child skips a word in a

sentence.

4. Insertion: The child adds a word while

reading a sentence.

5. Self-Corrections: The child corrects

error without any prompting.
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6. Sounding Out: The child attempts sounds by

lip movements, voiced or unvoiced, but utters

no actual words.

7. Don't Know. The child says, "I don't know

that word."

Weber (1970) analyzed oral reading errors observed

in a first grade classroom. The following classification

accounted for all the errors collected: (1) Substitutes

word, (2) Omits words, (3) Inserts word, and (4) Reverses

or scrambles words.

Gray (1963) used the following type of errors in

scoring his test: Gray Oral Reading Tests,

1. Mispronunciation of a word: Such an error

was marked by drawing a line under the

entire word and writing the pupil's

pronunciation.

2. Aid: When the pupil hestitates for five

seconds without making any audible effort

to pronounce the word. The error was

marked by an underlined bracket.

3. Omission of a word, one or more elements:

Circle the omitted word or elements.

4. Insertion of a word or elements: An insert

mark was placed and the word or the elements

were written above the point at which they

were added.
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5. Substitution: The number of errors depends

on the number of words replaced by the

substitution.

6. Repetition of one or more words: Underline

with a wavy line.

Not all errors can be considered negative; some--for

example, self-correction--may actually indicate an

understanding of what is being read. Nurss (1969) indi-

cates that such self-corrections are not necessarily errors

in comprehension. The child has realized that what has

been read does not make sense, and that a correction must

be made.

Any attempt to compare the developmental findings of

reading behavior through the early grades, specifically by

types of errors, reported by various investigators, proves

unrewarding. The lists of pertinent categories differ

and the items that fall into identically labeled categor-

ies vary. Research, however, does agree on one thing:

substituting a different word from the stimulus consistently

outnumbers other types of errors at all stages. There is

little evidence for a shift in proportion of substitution

errors with maturity.

To obtain information about students' reading behav-

ior, D'angelo and Wilson (1979) conducted an analysis of

insertions and omissions produced at the instructional
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level in oral reading. One hundred cases were randomly

chosen and each reader's instructional level on the

Diagnostic Reading Scale was identified. Six were dis-

carded as being grossly miscoded, leaving an N of 95.

Oral reading substitution, insertion, and omission miscues

made at instructional grade levels of one through eight

were examined. Of the total miscue, substitutions

accounted for 87%, insertion for 6%, and omission for 7%.

The findings of the study would indicate the time spent

coding and interpreting insertion and omission miscues.

This is of little use in clinical practice, and might well

be suspended. Thus, coding and interpretations can be

simplified and attention can be focused on other reading

behaviors (substitutions) which may indicate causes for

difficulties with the reading process.

Ilg and Ames (1950) reported that substitutions that

closely approximated the visual form of the stimulus pre-

dominated through age seven, but that by age nine meaning

substitution outnumbered them. Gilmore (1947) found that

omissions and insertions composed such a small proportion

of errors that they were negligible. On the other hand,

Ilg and Ames (1950) and Monroe (1932), as well as Madden

and Pratt (1941), reported increases with maturity in the

proportion of omissions relative to the prOportion of

insertions made by the age groups.
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To determine the diagnostic usefulness of analyzing

insertion and omission miscues, D'Angelo and Mahlios

(1983) examined those miscues produced at the frustration

and instructional levels by both good and poor readers on

the Informal Reading Assessment (Burns & Roe, 1980). In

their study, error categories included substitution,

insertion, and omission.

No significant differences were found in the percent-

ages of the various miscue types made by good and poor

readers. The results of the study showed substitutions

were most frequent, omissions were next, and insertions

showed the lowest percentages.

These findings confirm Goodman's (1976) assertion

that substitutions are the most common misue type, with

omissions next, and insertions last.

In the most intensive developmental study, Schale

(1966) traced the pattern of errors made by a total of

180 subjects, 40 in every other grade from grades two

through nine. The material used was the Gray Oral Read-

ing Test (Robinson, 1963). Schale found a decrease in the

overall occurrence of errors from grade to grade. Sub-

stitution errors and repetition were found most frequently.

Increasing with grade level were errors of partial mis-

pronunciations and gross mispronunciations, both of which

can be considered substitutions. The occurrence of no
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response errors and repetition declined with maturity,

while substitutions, omission, and insertions remained

proportionately the same.

Schlieper's (1977) study was concerned with oral

reading errors made by children in the first three years

of school, and the relationship of these errors to grade

and to level of performance. The first four paragraphs

of the Oral Reading test were used in the analysis of

errors. All errors made on these paragraphs were cate-

gorized as real words, nonsense words, omission, or

repetitions. Real words included all substitutions or

additions of meaningful words. The error patterns changed

sharply from grade one to grade three with most changes

occurring between grades two and three. The grade three

children produced more real words and fewer nonsense words,

repeated more often, and attempted more words. They

showed a large increase in grammatically acceptable errors.

It seems that between grades one and three, children

are likely to increase their use of context and to sub-

stitute, rather than leave out, words of which they are

not sure. In an early study, Ilg and Ames (1950) found

increasing responsiveness to context between the ages

of seven and nine. Goodman (1965) studied the ability of

first, second, and third grade children to read para-

graphs and word lists. The children were increasingly
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able to read words in context correctly, even though they

might make errors on the same words in isolation. He

also reported that substitutions and repetitions increased

and omissions decreased over the three years.

In another investigatory study, Christie (1981)

studied the miscue patterns of high and low ability

readers in second, fourth, and sixth graders. The quali-

tative analysis systems was utilized, and the percentages

were yielded for the variables of graphic similarity,

acceptability in context, and contextually unacceptable

miscues. It was revealed that the percentage of miscues

acceptable in context increased as a function of both

grade level and reading ability. It was, therefore, con-

cluded that grade level and reading ability affects

children's miscue patterns.

Elder's (1971) data do not show many differences

between second grade and third grade pupils. The only

change of any magnitude was a decrease in the proportion

of words "aided," that is, words that were told to the

children after they hesitated and did not attempt them.

Schlieper (1980) studied letter reversals, word

reversals, and letter sequence errors made by Grade 1, 2,

and 3 children while reading a meaningful text. The

errors occurred infrequently in all grades, decreased

steadily from Grade 1 to Grade 3, and did not seem of
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special significance in signalling reading problems, as

the poorest readers at each grade remained close to the

total sample both in mean number and in proportion of

errors. A qualitative analysis showed that the three

types of errors clustered at different points in the

text and that the clustering seemed related to the con-

text in which the error occurred, as well as to the

wrongly-read word itself.

Repetition

There is a considerable disagreement as to whether

repetitions should be counted as errors when administering

informal reading inventories. Silvaroli (1969) suggests

that repetition should be counted as reading inventory

errors in administering his Classroom Reading Inventory.

In an attempt to answer the question of whether repeti-

tions should be counted as errors in administering IRIs,

Ekwall (1974) used the polygraph to measure the frustra-

tion reading level of students while they read informal

reading inventory passages. These IRIs were then scored

counting repetitions as errors, and then not counting

repetions as errors, to determine which procedure more

closely approximates the commonly accepted criteria (10%

errors) for the frustration reading level. The result

showed that there was a significant difference (.05 level)

between the two when repetitions were not counted as
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«errors. As a result of his research, Ekwall indicates

that all repetitions should be scored when estimating

reading level. Harris and Sipay (1975) recommended that

repetitions should be counted as a total of one miscue,

regardless of the number of times the behavior occurs.

Others suggest counting repetitions only when a student

repeats two or more consecutive words. This latter pro-

cedure is suggested by Gates and Mckillop (1962) for

administering the oral reading section of Gates-Mckillop

Reading Diagnostic Tests.

On the other hand, in a rather well-known publication

on how to administer informal reading inventory, Johnson

and Kress (1965) do not consider repetition as I.R.I.

errors. The latter procedure is suggested for this study.

Repetition has been included in several taxonomies

(Madden & Pratt, 1941; Monroe, 1928; Gilmore, 1947;

McCullough et al., 1946), although it is clear that a

repetition of a response does not indicate inexact proces-

sing of the written word as effectively as would the sub-

stitution of a different response word for the

representation on the page. None of these works consider

the possibility that a repetition may be a form of hesita-

tion or an act of confirmation, rather than an error.

Searching for an explanation behind a specific error type,

Goodman (1965) studied repetitions in grades one through
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three. He discovered that almost all repetitions were

made in order to correct an error, such as substitution.

Therefore, he suggested that repetitiOn could be an

important technique for deriving meaning from the text,

and, as such, should not be demanded by teachers.

Correction Behavior

According to Goodman (1969), correction behavior may

be, "the most significant factor in analyzing any miscue."

The reader who makes a miscue in oral reading and corrects

it without being prompted, exhibits an important reading

behavior. The ability to self-correct miscues made in oral

reading may show classroom teachers and reading specialists

a number of things about the reader. First, correction

behavior indicates meaningful interaction between the

reader and the printed word. The reader who corrects

miscues is actively involved in reconstructing meaning

from printed materials (Goodman, 1973). Second, correc-

tion behavior indicates an awareness of distorted language.

The reader who makes corrections recognizes a mismatch

between the miscue and the syntax, or semantics of lan-

guage (Weber, 1970).

Recent studies investigating correction behavior

point out differences between good and poor readers. They

consistently indicate that good readers correct higher

percentages of miscues than do poor readers. A study of
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oral reading errors made by 15 second graders reported a

significant difference in self-correction between good and

poor readers (Au, 1977), with good readers correcting

higher percentages of miscues. The relationship between

correction behavior and comprehension was clearly estab-

lishing in a study of substitution miscues made by 46

fifth-grade boys (Beebe, 1980). The best readers cor-

rected nearly twice as many miscues as weaker readers,

and significant positive correlations were found between

the number of corrected miscues and both retelling and

comprehension. As the number of corrections increased,

comprehension and retelling scores also increased.

Teacher Judgment

The accuracy or validity of teacher judgment of pupil

achievement levels is a particularly important issue

because so many decisions about pupils are based on

teachers' perceptions of the pupils' performance levels

(Borko & Cadwell, 1982).

Elijah and Legenza (1979) reported correlations on

the Metropolitan Readiness Test, Teacher Rankings of Read-

ing Readiness, and socio-economic status of 536 beginning

first grade pupils. Each teacher was asked to rank the

students in his/her classroom as to level of reading

readiness. The Metropolitan Readiness Tests (Form B)
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were administered one week after the teacher rankings

were completed. The results of the study indicated that

teacher rankings of reading readiness correlated signifi-

cantly with the test.

It appeared that the teachers' rankings of reading

readiness status were as useful an indicator of the stu-

dents' readiness status as the Metropolitan (Form B).

In short, teachers were able to evaluate reading readi-

ness status at least as well as commercial readiness

tests. Kermoian (1962) and Smith (1968) found that

teachers were able to predict reading readiness status

as accurately as do commercial instruments.

In determining the relationship between reading

readiness tests and teacher ranking, socio-economic status

must be considered. Hanson and Robinson (1967), and

Hirst (1969) found socio-economic status is a factor in

predicting reading achievement. In another study by Crook

et al. (1982), 81 boys and girls from the second and

sixth grades in elementary school were included in the

study and served as subjects. The students in each grade

has been assigned the same level of basal reading mate-

rials. Four teachers were asked to rate their students

as good or poor readers. All four teachers were able to

classify individual students according to these differ-

ences, and the present level of reading performance.
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By second grade, most teachers can reliably detect differ-

ences in reading performance, and children who are more

fluent readers can be readily identified (Crook et al.,

1982). Research (Henig, 1949; Smith, 1968; Merrill, 1968)

supports the conclusion that teacher judgment of pupils'

reading readiness status are as reliable an indicator of

readiness as are standardized reading readiness test

results.

Hutton (1972) reported significant correlations were

obtained between three screening tests, teacher judgment

ratings, and first grade academic performance measures

for disadvantaged children attending a Head Start Project.

The results suggested that more attention be given to

teacher judgment measures as means for screening Head

Start children who are most likely to encounter difficulty

in meeting first grade expectations. It is interesting

to note that the correlation coefficients obtained between

teacher prediction and academic performance criteria are

very similar to those relating academic performance

criteria and screening tests. The results indicate that

the rating made by Head Start teachers is of importance in

predicting first grade academic performance.

Bray and Estes (1975), Daniels (1962), Katelis (1975),

and Wilson and Burke (1937) reported that teachers are

only moderately able to predict how well their students
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twill do. On reading test-correlations between teacher

predictions and actual student scores on various measures

of reading fall into the low-moderate range, usually in

the 303 and 40s.

Hoge and Butcher (1984) analyzed the accuracy of

teacher judgment of pupil achievement levels. A sample of

12 teachers were asked to provide for each of their pupils

an estimate of achievement test performance, a rating of

basic intellectual ability, and a rating of motivation to

do school work. Standardized reading achievement and IQ

tests were administered to the pupils. Analysis revealed

a high level of accuracy for achievement judgment where

they were assessed against test scores, and a very close

association existed between the judgment and the stand-

g.._

ardized achievement test scores.

Summary

In this section, a review of the literature perti-

nent to the study has been made and is seen to cover four

basic areas.

The first part of the review covered oral and silent

reading. Under this heading there are other subheadings

which have been covered: the nature of oral and silent

reading, the role of oral and silent reading in teacher

reading, and oral and silent reading comprehension.
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The second part dealt with word recognition errors

which occur during oral reading. Different types of

reading errors were discussed; conflicting ideas regarding

errors scoring, and some behaviors which are under great

debate were presented.

The third part of this section dealt with related

studies on teachers' judgment. Many studies examining

this area were presented.



RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to develop an Arabic

reading inventory which might be a useful instrument in

helping teachers test their students' instructional level,

and to reveal their strengths and weaknesses in reading.

A consideration was the type of reading, oral or silent,

which might be more influential in the determination of

reading level. Another concern was the accuracy of

teachers' judgment based on their observation, and their

experiences with regard to estimating reading level. Error

frequency in reading among elementary grade students was

also examined.

This section describes the methodology used in con-

ducting the study. The population and the sample are

herein identified and defined, procedures are outlined,

and the development of the inventory is described. The

following research questions and hypotheses are investi-

gated and tested. Finally, the statistical treatment of

the data is explained.

48
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Research Questions

Is silent reading comprehension superior to oral

reading comprehension among students from first through

fourth grade?

Which types of reading error that occur in oral read-

ing are found more frequently among this sample of students

in one through four grade levels?

Does accuracy of reading words in isolation have an

association with accuracy of reading words in context

among students in the one through fourth grade levels?

Are the teachers' estimates of their students' read-

ing achievement level based on his/her observation and

experience related to students' reading performance on

reading tests?

Null Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference

between students' comprehension performance in

oral and silent reading conditions in the first,

second, third, and fourth grade levels in

Jordanian elementary schools.

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference

between grade levels of Jordanian students

regarding the type of errors during oral

reading in the first four grade levels in

Jordanian elementary schools.
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Hypothesis 3: There is no correlation between
 

accuracy of reading words in isolation and

accuracy of reading words in context in the

first, second, third, and fourth grade levels

in Jordanian elementary schools.

Hypothesis 4: There is no statistically signifi—
 

cant difference between teachers' estimates

of their students' instructional reading

level and that of the Arabic Reading Inventory

for the first, second, third, and fourth

grade levels in Jordanian elementary schools.

The Target Population Identification

The population under investigation consists of the

first, second, third, and fourth grade children in

Jordanian elementary schools located throughout the

country's five educational districts.

Sample of the Study

Jordanian public schools and schools in the Palestin-

.ian Camps supported by the United Nations in the District

<3f Amman, the capital of Jordan, were the population for

'this study. The schools involved in this study are dis-

'tributed in a variety of locations throughout the dis-

-trict. All of the schools apply the same reading curricula

iMhiCh is developed by the Ministry of Education in Jordan.
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The subjects of the study were a sample of first,

second, third, and fourth grade level students in the

elementray regular public schools and Palestinian elemen-

tary schools representative of the Amman district. Thirty

students, both girls and boys, were randomly selected

representatives of schools at each grade level, based on

the class lists. Teachers in these schools were asked

to estimate theirstudents' instructional reading level

as excellent, good, or poor after the testing process.

Table 1

Students by Gender and Type of School Involved in the Study

 

 
 

 

 

Government UNRWA

Grade Male Female Male Female Total

1 5 4 ll 10 30

2 9 7 9 5 30

3 5 10 9 6 30

4 6 11 7 6 30

Procedures

The researcher went to Jordan in November, 1985, to

get permission from the Ministry of Education to allow him

to use Jordanian reading curricula to build a reading
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inventory for first, second, third, and fourth grade

levels and to administer it and collect additional data

relating to this study. The researcher received a hand-

delivered letter written in Arabic allowing him to admin-

ister the test. He then submitted it to two offices of

Education in the district of Amman. The letter requested

officers and offices to give the researcher every assist-

ance in order for him to complete his task in an expedi-

tious manner. The Offices of Education are Jable

.Al-Hussain and Qasser Shabeeb. Each education office

then provided a letter of introduction to be submitted

to each of the principals of the schools which had been

chosen randomly in its area. Similar procedures

were used to get permission from the Educational Depart-

ment of Palestinian schools. The researcher delivered by

hand the letters to all of the school principals he

visited where the test was to be administered.

Development of the Inventory

The major purpose of the study was to deve10p an

Arabic reading inventory for Jordanian elementary students

in the first through fourth grade levels. The test con-

sisted of word lists and passages that students could

read either orally :9 silently.

The Jordanian reading curricula have been prepared

by the Ministry of Education for Jordanian schools. It
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is intended to fit the average at each given level. The

two forms (Form I and Form II) were selected from the

reading books for children from the first through fourth

grade levels.

The graded word list and the graded reading passages

were selected and developed based on a careful review of

Jordanian reading curricula of first through fourth grade

children. The researcher and faculty members at the

University of Jordan, who are specialists in reading and

language, worked together in reviewing and selecting the

material for the two-part test.

Part One

The first part of the Arabic Reading Inventory is

Form I. Form I is selected from material covered in the

first semester of the reading curricula which the students

had already covered. It consisted of four passages for

oral reading, four passages for silent reading, and four

word lists to measure word pronunciation in isolation.

The procedures and steps listed below were applied to

select the material for the graded word lists, and the

graded reading passages of Form I.

Twenty words from the list of new words located at the

end of each reading curricula were chosen for each grade

level. Two passages which fit the instructional level and

appeared to be appropriate, given the mandated curriculum
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for each grade level, were chosen to be the material of

the test. The passages were long enough so that several

ideas were included, and there was sufficient content to

measure comprehension. The passages were equated for

‘ difficulty in word meaning and pronunciation, syntax, and

concepts. Passages were selected that seemed to be equally

appealing to children. They were then assigned randomly,

one for oral reading and the other for silent reading.

Sentence length, content, and general style were based

on the Jordanian reading curricula.

Part Two

The second part of the Arabic Reading Inventory is

From II. Form II is selected from material in the second

semester reading curricula which students had not yet

covered. Like Form I, it had four passages for oral read-

ing, four passages for silent reading, and four word lists

to measure word pronunciation in isolation.

The same procedures and steps that were used in

Form I were applied to select the material for the graded

word lists, and the graded reading passages of Form II.

Twenty words from the list of new words were located at

the end of each reading curricula and two passages were

also selected from the beginning, middle, or end of the

second semester Jordanian readers. These two passages

were randomly assigned, one for oral reading and the other
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for silent reading. The passages were long enough so that

several ideas were included, and there was sufficient con-

tent to measure comprehension.

In sum, all the materials in Form II were new so that

students had no idea what it was about prior to the admin-

istration of the test. By contrast, all the materials in

Form I had been taught to them during the semester. Each

form had two passages for each grade level, one used orally

while the second was used silently. The passages varied

in length, and each passage had a set of facts and ideas

which formed the passages and were used to check compre-

hension. Each of the word lists consisted of 20 words.

Validity

A content validity study was conducted in Jordan where

the test was reviewed by two professors. One was a faculty

member of the College of Education at the University of

Jordan who is a specialist in teaching Arabic language

methods and curriculum courses. The second person works

in the Development and Training Center of UNRWA in Amman

and is a specialist in Arabic language and the training

of Arabic language teachers for elementary and preparatory

schools. They were each asked to judge the materials of

the test in terms of their relevancy and to suggest changes

they felt were necessary.
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There was a high level of agreement between them

regarding the acceptability of the test, as well as agree-

ment of their own ideas with the second part of the test

for first grade students in Form II.

Table 2

Number of Words in Oral and Silent ReadingyPassages, for

Each Grade Level by Form I and Form II

 

 

 

 

Form I Form II

Grade OR St OR St

1 22 27 n.a. n.a.
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2 93 106 105 74

3 104 85 81 126

4 172 160 244 183

 

Pilot Study

After the word lists and the graded reading passages

were selected and the two professors approved of the con-

tent, the researcher administered the test to twelve

students (three students from each grade level) in one

of the elementary schools in Amman. The school used as

a pilot study was selected randomly from the population.
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The pilot study was carried out in order to insure that the

materials were appropriate; and instructions of the test

were clear. The initial selections of the graded word

lists and the graded reading passages were administered

orally, even though some of the passages were used for

silent reading in the subsequent study. The number of

oral errors each pupil made as he read each passage was

used as the criterion of passage difficulty. This criter-

ion seemed adequately to reflect the difficulty a child

was having in reading a passage.

After reviewing data received from the pilot study,

it seemed clear that the word lists, the paragraphs, and

comprehension of the ideas of the passages adequately dif-

ferentiated among students. Only Form II for the first

grade level was so difficult that students could not read

it. Form II was dropped from the study for the first grade

level only.

The reason that first grade students were excluded

from.Form II is that the reading curriculum of the first

semester covered only half of the Arabic letters. All the

lessons and skills covered in that semester concentrated

only on those letters, leaving the others for the second

half of the year. This division made students in the first

grade level unable to read the word list and the passages

prepared for them.
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Administering the Test

The following procedures applied in administering

the test.

The two forms of the Arabic Reading Inventory were

administered in a sample of elementary schools, which were

located in different areas of Amman. From the first four

grades, 120 students were randomly selected as a sample

for the study, and 30 students from each grade level were

tested. Both boys and girls were tested at each grade

level. Two examiners (the primary researcher and an

expert teacher) administered the test after extensive prac-

tice and communication regarding the criteria.

The researcher decided at the inception of this pro-

posal to use a randomly based sample from the student

name lists. Numbers (1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30) were

selected from each class list. In each school that the

researcher visited to administer the test, teachers were

asked to provide him with the students whose name corre-

ponded with these numbers on the class lists. Then

teachers sent the students in one by one. Principals in

all the schools where the test was administered provided

the researcher with a room--principal's office, library,

or teacher's room--to use.

The researcher used a cassette recorder and audio

takes to record each student's oral reading and retelling

of the passages which they read. When a student came



59

into the room, the researcher asked him/her to sit on a

chair on the opposite side of the table. The researcher

‘then asked the student some questions about his/her name,

school, grade level, and reading class. The researcher

explained the idea of the test to the student: he/she

was going to read some words and passages and would be

asked to talk about what he/she had read. If one of the

subjects initially selected was absent, the next boy or

girl on the list was substituted.

Each passage and word list were produced in two

copies; one c0py for the student, and the other for the

examiner. The student's copy had the passage he/she was

to read, while the examiner's c0py had the passage and the

pausal units that a student had to retell. The researcher

first administered Form I and then Form II. For Form I,

the student was asked to read the word list, and then the

first passage in Form I orally.

For the oral reading the researcher said to the stu-

dent, "Here is a passage I would like you to read. Please

read this one aloud. If you come to a word you don't

know, just do your best, and continue reading. Try to

remember what you read so that you might be able to tell

me about it."

While the student read from the copy, the researcher

recorded on his own copy the deviations of the oral
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reading from the printed word. Two types of errors were

marked while the student read orally:

1. The type of error that interferes with meaning:

substitutions, mispronunciations, insertions,

omissions, words pronounced by the examiner,

grammatical structures, and word and letter

order.

2. The type of error that does not interfere with

meaning: self-corrections, repetitions,

and phrasing.

The examiners used symbols to indicate the kinds of

errors a student made (see Table 3).

When the student had finished, the examiner took

the passage from him/her and asked the student to tell what

was in the passage. To make this approach work well,

each passage was broken into pausal units to be used for

free recall. Then these units were listed sequentially

down the right side of the paper and a short line was

drawn to the right of each one.

The examiners checked the facts or ideas accurately

recalled by the subject as they occurred, i.e., 1, 2, 3,

etc. Sequences were assessed subjectively. If a response

was not clear, the examiner said: "Tell me more." The

amount recalled was computed by dividing the units

recalled by the total number and multiplying by 100.
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Table 3

The Code and Scoring Guidelines for Errors Used in

Administering the Test
 

 

 

Behavior Coding Scoring

1. Substitutions Write the response

above the word. 1

2. Mispronunciations Write the response

above the word. 1

3. Insertions Write the word

with a caret. l

4. Omissions and Circle the omitted

partial omission word, words, or word

part omitted. 1

5. WOrds pronounced Wait at least five

by the examiner seconds; the error

is marked by an

underlined bracket. 1

6. Grammatical Write the wrong

structures structure above the

word 1

7. Order Draw a curve to show

the way that a student

read. 1

 

Behaviors Observed and Recorded by the Examiners but Not

Scored

 

 

Behavior Coding Scoring

1. Self-corrections , Write C above

corrections 0

2. Repetitions to

make corrections As above 0

3, Phonics Put a wavy line

under the words

phrased 0
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For silent reading, the examiner said to the student,

"Now, I will ask you to read a passage silently and then

ask you to tell me what you have read." The student

read from the c0py silently.

As with the oral reading, when the student finished

reading, the examiner took back the passage from the

student and asked the student to tell what was in it.

To make this approach work well, each passage was broken

into pausal units to be used for free recall. Then

these units were sequentially listed down the right side

of the paper and a short line was drawn to the right

of each one.

In Form II the examiner did exactly what was done

in Form I. The student was asked: (1) to read the word

list, (2) to read the oral reading passage and to talk

about it, (3) to read the silent reading passage and to

talk about it. The examiners checked the facts or ideas

accurately recalled by the subject as they occurred, i.e.,“

1-2-3, etc. If a response were not clear, the examiner

said: "Tell me more," and encouraged the student to tell

him everything he/she remembered.

The percentage of word recognition errors was com-

puted by dividing the number of word recognition errors by

the total number of words read in each passage and multi-

plying by 100. Comprehension was checked with each passage
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that the student had read. The comprehension score was

computed by dividing the number of correct facts and ideas

the students recalled by the total number of the ideas

contained in the passage.

Teachers were asked to assess and estimate their

students' ability as "excellent," "good," or "poor" by

giving 1 for a poor reader, 2 for an average reader, and

3 for an excellent reader. "Excellent" and "good” meant

that the student was in an instructional or reading level

and that the student could read satisfactorily under

teacher supervision. A poor rating, however, meant that

the student was at the frustration level and that the

curriculum might be too difficult for him/her. Teacher

judgment was actually based on the knowledge and observa-

tion of student performance. Teachers gave their estimate

of ability without knowing the results of the word list

and passage tests.

Statistical Treatment of

the Data

Basically four statistical techniques were used to

test the hypotheses.

1. The Pearson correlation coefficient (r) was used

in measuring the relationship between reading words in

isolation and reading words in context. In Form I and

Form II, 20 new words were selected from the word list

along with an oral reading passage that students should
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have read during the first semester. They were then read

orally to see if reading words in isolation reflected a

correlation with reading words in context.

2. The nonparametric correlation coefficient was

used to examine the relationship between teachers' judg—

ment of their students' reading level within the instruc-

tional material of their grade levels, and their reading

performance on the test. The scale that teachers used to

judge their students reading level was: "1" for poor

readers, "2" for average readers, and "3" for excellent

ones. Students' scores on the test were recoded into

three categories to correspond with the teachers' scale:

scores from 0 to 89% = 1, from 90% to 94% = 2, and from

95% to 100% = 3.

3. The T-test was used as a measure of the mean

scores of oral and silent reading comprehension and to

examine which was superior to the other for students in

the first through fourth grade levels. Each form had two

passages for each grade: one for oral and the other for

silent reading. Each passage was guided by pausal units

that students were asked to recall and talk about when

they were finished reading. The comprehension score was

calculated by dividing the number of phrasing units, or

ideas recalled, by the total number of ideas and multiply-

ing by 100.
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4. The Chi-square test was used in the case of oral

reading errors to see if students from grade levels one

through four predicted the same or different numbers of

errors. Because of the large number of errors made by

some students, the numbers of each type of error was

divided into six categories: zero to one error in the

first category; two and three errors in the second cate-

gory; four, five, and six errors in the third category;

seven, eight, and nine errors were in the fourth category;

ten, eleven, and twelve errors were classified in the fifth

category; more than twelve errors were classified in the

sixth category. Further analyses were used to discover

the mean differences among students in different grade

levels.

The data were submitted from the students' responses,

recorded in the examiner sheets and the tapes, and trans-

ferred to computer punch cards. The analysis of data was

performed using the Statistical Package for Social Science

(SPSS) at the Computer Center of Michigan State University.

The .05 level of significance was used. The data were

presented and reported in the form of correlation coeffi-

cients, mean differences, and Chi-square results.

Summary

This section offers a description of the methodology

involved in conducting the study.
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The subjects in the study were 120 students from

Jordanian elementary schools from the first through fourth

grade levels. Thirty students were selected randomly for

each grade level. The materials for the test were selected

from Jordanian reading books after a careful review of the

content. Two forms were developed.» Each form had a word

list of 20 words to be read in isolation, and two passages.

One passage was for oral reading and a second for silent

reading was selected for each grade level. Students'

errors were marked, and a retelling approach was used to

check students' comprehension. Teachers were asked to

estimate their students' reading level, after the test,

by giving 1 for poor readers, 2 for average students, and

3 for excellent ones.

Four kinds of statistical techniques were used to

test the null hypotheses of the study.

The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to

explain the correlation between reading words in isolation

and reading words in context.

The nonparametric correlation coefficient was used

to see the relationship between teachers' estimates of

their students and students' reading performance on the

test.

The T-test was computed to examine the mean differ-

ences between oral reading comprehension and silent

reading comprehension.
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Chi-square was used to see whether or not there were

significant differences in the type of reading errors

among grade levels first through fourth. Means and

standard deviations were compared for each type of error

between the first through fourth grade levels.



 

DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to develop an Arabic

Reading Inventory for Jordanian students in the first

through fourth grades in Jordanian elementary schools.

Two forms were chosen from Jordanian reading curricu-

lar. Form I was selected from the first part of the

curricula that students had already covered, while Form II

was selected from the second part, using reading books

which the students had not yet read.

Each form had a word list of 20 isolated words and

two passages that students read. One passage was for oral

reading and the other was for silent reading for each

grade level from first to fourth grade. A total of 120

students were tested on both forms, with 30 students drawn

from each grade level.

Analysis of students' performance in oral and silent

reading comprehension, and their errors frequency are

reported. The relationship between reading words in iso-

lation and reading words in context, and the correlation

between teachers' estimation and students' scores in oral

reading are presented in this section. Appropriate tables
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and statistics for each research question and hypothesis

are presented.

Reading Words in Isolation and Context

The first null hupothesis for this study is:

Hypothesis 1: There is no correlation between
 

accuracy of reading words in isolation and

accuracy of reading words in context in the

first, second, third, and fourth grade

levels in Jordanian elementary schools.

The data were analyzed by computing the Pearson corre-

lation coefficient (£1 between reading words in isolation

and reading words in context for the grade levels first

through fourth in Form I and Form II on the Arabic Reading

Inventory.

Table 4 shows the correlation coefficient (5) values

and the p values for reading words in isolation and read-

ing words in context in Form I and Form II of the inven-

tory.

The results of the correlation analysis, between

reading words in isolation and reading words in context

in Form I of the inventory, yielded correlation signifi-

cant beyond the .05 level for all grade levels. Reading

‘words in isolation for the first and second grade levels

correlated positively with reading words in context with

an r value of .73 and a p value of .001 for first grade,
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Table 4

Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Reading Words
 

in Isolation (W1, W2) and Reading Words in Context
 

(R1, R2) on the Arabic Reading Inventory; Form I and
 

 

 

 

 

 

Form II

Form I (W1,R1) Form II (W2,R2)

Grade E p value E. p value

Grade 1 .73 .001*** n.a. n.a.

Grade 2 .30 .053* .42 .001***

Grade 3 .61 .001*** -.02 .461

Grade 4 .86 .001*** .74 .001***

Form I:

* = .05

** = .01

*** = .001
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and an.£ value .50 and a p value of .05. Also, reading

‘words in isolation correlated positively with reading

words in context for the third and fourth grade levels with

anpg value of .61 and a p value of .001 for third grade,

and with an r .86, and a p value of .001 for the fourth

grade.

Therefore, the null hupothesis stating that there is

no significant relationship between reading words in iso-

lation and reading words in context is rejected for all

grade levels among the study on Form I.

ReadingyWords in Isolation

and Context

For Form II, the results of correlation between read-

ing words in isolation and in context revealed a positive

correlation significant beyond the .05 level for second

and fourth grades with an E value of .42 and a p value of

.001 for second grade and an 5 value of .74 and a p value

of .001 for fourth grade. On the other hand, the findings

for the third grade for reading words in isolation and

reading words in context were not significant.

Based on the findings displayed in Table 4, the null

hypothesis was not rejected for third grade only, but was

rejected for second and fourth grade levels.

Table 5 shows that all grade levels, either in Form I

or in Form II, students' mean scores were higher in

r
.

ImL

'L.

.L

L.

:h



Table 5

Students' Mean Scores for the Word Lists (Reading Words in

Isolation) and Oral Readinngassages (Reading Words in

Content) on the Test

 

 

 

 

Form I Form II

Grade W. L. Oral Passage W.L. Oral Passage

1 76 88 n.a. n.a.

2 86 95 74 85

3 81 96 70 87

4 88 92 82 88

 

reading words in context, rather than reading words in

isolation. The result indicated that the difference

between reading words in isolation and reading words in

context is less for students in fourth grade level.

Students' Performance and Teachers' Judgment

The second null hypothesis in this study was:

Hypothesis 2: There is no statistically signifi-
 

cant relationship between teachers' estimate

of their students' reading level and the

latter's reading performance on the Arabic

Reading Inventory in first, second, third,

and fourth grade levels in Jordanian elemen-

tary schools.

1‘. // 9h
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The data were analyzed by computing the nonparametric

correlation coefficient (r) between teachers' estimate of

their students' reading level and their reading perform—

ance measured on the Arabic Reading Inventory: Form I and

Form II for students (first through fourth grades).

Table 6 shows the correlation coefficient (5) and p

values for the teacher estimated reading levels and actual

student reading performance on both forms: Form I and

Form II.

A nonparametric correlation was calculated to examine

the correlation between teachers' judgment and students'

reading performance on the inventory. The results indi-

cated that there was significant positive correlation for

all grade levels in Form I. In Form II the results

revealed a significant positive correlation for the fourth

grade only. Teachers' judgment and students' reading

performance correlated positively for fourth grade stu-

dents with an E value of .51 and a p value of .005 for

Form I, and an r value of .57 and a p value of .002 for

Form II.

The significant positive correlation for each of the

first, second, and third grades yielded an 3 value of .35

and a p value of .050 for the first grade, an E value of

.43 and a p value of .017 for the second grade, and an r

value of .61 and a p value of .001 for the third grade on
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Table 6

Nonparametric Correlation Between Teachers' Estimate of

Their Students' Reading Level and Students' Oral Reading

Scores on the Arabic Reading Inventory: Form I and

 

  

 

 

Form II

Form I Form II

Grade E p-value r p—value

1 .35 .050* n.a. n.a.

2 .43 .017* .31 .096

3 .61 .001*** .04 .827

4 .51 .005** .57 .002**

General .47 .001*** .10 .275

* = .05

** = .01

*** _ .001



75

Form I. For the second and third grades in Form II, the

results indicated that there was no significant correla-

tion between the two variables.

The null hypothesis stated that there was no signifi-

cant correlation between teachers' judgment and students'

reading performance on the Arabic Reading Inventory. The

null hypothesis is rejected at alpha - .05 level for each

grade level and as a whole in Form I. Also, it was

rejected for the fourth grade in Form II.

There is a positive relationship between teachers'

estimate of their students and students' reading performance

in all instances on Form I, and it was significant in only

instance in Form II.

Oral and Silent Reading Comprehension

The third null hypothesis was:

Hypothesis 3: There are no significant differences

between students' comprehension performance in

oral and silent reading conditions in the

first, second, third, and fourth grade levels

in Jordanian elementary schools.

Table 7 reports for oral and silent reading compre-

hension on Form I.

Oral and Silent Reading

Comprehension-~Form I

 

The data on Form I were analyzed by using E-test to

determine if there were significant differences in the
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mean of percentage scores of oral and silent reading com-

prehension for students across the grade levels first to

fourth in Form I on the Arabic Reading Inventory.

No significant difference between the means of oral

and silent reading comprehension scores was found for

third grade students in Form I.

The t—test for oral and silent reading comprehension

indicated significant differences beyond the alpha

level = .05 for three grades. For students in the first

grade, p equals .001; for the second grade, 2 equals .000;

and for the fourth grade, B equals .002.

Therefore, the null hypothesis stating that there

are no significant differences between students' compre-

hension in oral and silent conditions across the grade

levels first to fourth is rejected for all of the grade

levels in the study with the exception of the third grade.

There were differences in oral and silent reading compre-

hension in that students in the first and second grades

scored higher in oral reading comprehension than in the

silent reading comprehension, while comprehension scores

were higher in silent than oral reading for students in

the fourth grade.
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Oral and Silent Reading

Comprehension--Form II

 

Table 8 reports the mean scores, standard deviations,

.E values, and p values for oral and silent reading com-

prehension in Form II.

The data for Form II were analyzed by using E-test

to determine if there were significant differences in the

mean percentage scores of oral and silent reading compre-

hension for students in Form II on the Arabic Reading

Inventory.

No significant differences between oral and silent

reading comprehension were found for the second, third,

and fourth grade students.

Therefore, the null hypothesis stating that there

was no significant difference between student's compre-

hension performance in oral and silent conditions across

the grade levels second to fourth grade children was not

rejected.

Word Recognition Errors

The fourth null hypothesis was:

Hypothesis 4: There are no significant differ-

ences regarding the type of errors that

occur in oral reading for the first, second,

third, and fourth grade levels in Jordanian

elementary schools.
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Eleven types of errors were observed and coded while

students read the oral reading passages. These errors

were classified into two categories:

1. Errors that interfere with the meaning of the

sentences which were observed, recorded, and scores. These

errors are: (a) substitutions, (b) omission of words,

(c) omission of letters, (d) grammatical structures,

(e) insertion, (f) teacher aid, (9) mispronunciations,

and (h) order.

2. Behaviors observed, recorded but not scored, that

did not interfere with meaning. These behaviors are:

(a) repetitions, (b) self-corrections, and (c) phonics.

The data were analyzed by computing Chi-square to see

if there were significant differences among students in the

different grade levels in the type of errors that occur

in oral reading.

For errors that interfere with meaning, the results

displayed in Table 9 indicate significant differences

between students across the grade levels first through

fourth on each of the following: omission letters, gram-

matical structures, insertions, teachers' aid, and mis-

pronunciations in Forms I and II beyond .05 level. The

findings yielded no significant differences among them on

each substitution, omission word, and order in the two

forms. Based on the results presented, the null hypothe-

sis was rejected for omission letters, grammatical
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structures, insertions, teachers' aid, and mispronuncia-

tions on the two forms.

There were differences in these types of errors

between students in the first through fourth grade levels.

Further analysis was applied to calculate the mean

and standard deviation for each of the significant dif-

ferences for omission letters, grammatical structures,

insertions, mispronunciations, and teacher's aid in both

forms. The results are displayed in the following tables

(10, 11, 12, 13, 14).

Table 10

Means and Standard Deviations of Omission Letters in Oral

Reading for Students in the First through Fourth Grade

Levels in Form I and Form II

 

 
 

 

Form I Form II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .17 .38 n.a. n.a.

2 .67 1.03 1.07 1.32

3 .27 .64 1.77 2.23

4 1.97 2.31 2.93 2.60
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When the means and standard deviations of omission

letters for the grade levels were examined, it was found

that both were higher for the students in the fourth grade

than for the first, second, and third grade levels. The

second, and third grade means and standard deviations were

found to be higher than those of the first grade students.

The findings of this study showed that the first

grade had fewer omitted letters than students in other

grade levels. Students in the different grades made more

errors in Form II (see Table 10).

Table 11

Means and Standard Deviations of Grammatical Structure

Errors in Oral Reading for Students in the First Through

Fourth Grade Levels in Form I and Form II

 

 
 

 

Form I Form II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .07 25 n.a. n.a.

2 1.00 1.46 4.46 2.70

3 .83 1.05 3.38 2.65

4 2.63 2.13 5.41 2.75
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A closer examination of Table 10 shows that the mean

and standard deviation of grammatical structure errors

for students in the fourth grade level were higher than

those of the first, second, and third grade levels,

whereas, second and third grade students made more gram-

matical errors than first grade students.

The findings of this study showed that students in

the upper classes made more grammatical errors than

students in the lower classes. The means and standard

deviations for grammatical error was one of the highest

among the various types of errors (see Table 11).

Table 12

Means and Standard Deviations of Insertions for Students

in First through Fourth Grade Levels on Form I and Form II

 

  

 

Form I Form II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .27 .52 n.a. n.a.

2 .30 .65 1.77 1.86

3 .30 .47 1.65 1.78
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A close examination of Table 12 shows that the means

and standard deviations for insertion were almost the same

among students in the first, second, and third grade

levels in Form I; and in Form II, for the second and third

grades only. On the other hand, the mean and the standard

deviation for the fourth grade was higher than those of the

other grades.

The findings of this study showed that students in

the fourth grade had more insertion words than the other

grades. The means and standard deviations were found

higher in Form II for all the grade levels (see Table 12).

When the means and standard deviations for mispro-

nunciation were examined for students, it was found that

students in the fourth grade had higher means in both forms

than students in the other grade levels. First grade

students made fewer errors than second and third grade

students.

The finding of this study showed that students in the

upper classes made more errors than students in the lower

classes (see Table 13).

A close examination of Table 14 shows that the means

and standard deviations of teachers' aid for the fourth

grade students were higher in Form I than other grade

levels. In Form II the means of teachers' aid were lower

for the fourth grade students than for the second and

third grade students (see Table 14).
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Table 13

Means and Standard Deviations of Students' Mispronunciations

in Oral Reading in First Through Fourth Grade Levels in

Form I and Form II

 

 
 

 

Form I Form II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .03 .18 n.a. n.a.

2 1.03 5.47 2.27 2.94

3 1.03 1.09 3.15 4.18

4 5.00 6.04 5.55 6.73

 

Table 14

Means and Standard Deviations of Teachers' Aid in Oral

Reading for Students in the First Through Fourth Grade

Levels in Form I and Form II
 

 

 
 

 

Form I From II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .67 1.49 n.a. n.a.

2 .43 .72 3.19 2.74

3 .13 .34 1.84 2.25

4 1.00 2.41 1.65 2.16
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The findings of this study show that students in the

lower grade levels were more dependent on their teachers

for aid when they read the new material not in Form I.

For repetition, self-correction and phonics, the

data were analyzed by computing Chi-square to see if

there were significant differences among students in the

type of behavior that occurs in oral reading. The results

displayed in Table 15 indicate significant differences

among students on each of repetitions, and self-corrections

in both Forms I and Form II beyond .05 level. The find-

ings yield no significant difference in phonics in Form I,

while it was significant in Form II.

The null hypothesis was rejected for repetition and

self-correction in both Forms I and II, while it was

rejected for phonics in Form II. There are clearly

differences among students across grade levels for these

types of errors.

For self-correction the means and standard deviations

were found higher for fourth level in Forms I and II.

First, second, and third grade students made almost the

same self-corrections in Form I as did the second and

third grades in Form II (see Table 16).

The findings of this study show that students in the

upper classes tend to correct themselves more. Students

corrected themselves more when the material was new to

them as indicated in Form II.
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Table 16

Means and Standard Deviations of Self-Correction for

Students in Oral Reading; First Through Fourth Grade
 

Levels on Form I and Form II
 

 

 
 

 

Form I Form II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .27 .52 n.a. n.a.

2 .20 .48 1.12 1.66

3 .36 .85 1.04 1.11

4 1.57 1.30 1.68 1.74

 

The means and standard deviations for phonics behav-

ior were found close for all the grade levels in Form I.

Form II shows that student means for the second and

third grade levels were higher than for the fourth grade

(see Table 17). The findings of this study show that

students in upper grade classes made fewer phonics errors

than those in lower grades.

When the means and standard deviations for repetition

were examined, it was found that the fourth grade students

made more repetitions than other grades either in Form I

or in Form II. While the results show that there are

significant differences for repetition among students,
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Table 17

Mean and Standard Deviation of Phonics for Students in

the First through Fourth Grade Levels in Form I and

 

 
 

 

Form II

Form I Form II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .10 .30 n.a. n.a.

2 .30 .70 2.88 3.05

3 .40 .77 2.37 5.60

4 .77 1.14 1.78 3.17

 

Table 18 shows that student in the different grades have

close means in Form II.

For the criteria used to judge the instructional

reading level for administering the Arabic Reading Inven-

tory Table 19 shows the students' mean scores for reading

and comprehension in oral and silent reading.

Table 19 shows students' mean scores for oral read-

ing, and oral and silent reading comprehension for each

of Forms I and II.

In Form I where students have read the passages

before, the results are as follows. Students in the

first grade level have a mean score for oral reading of
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Table 18

Means and Standard Deviations of Repetition for Students

in the First Through Fourth Grade Levels in Form I and

 

 

 

 

Form II

Form I Form II

Grade Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 .23 .50 n.a. n.a.

2 .53 .77 1.38 1.89

3 .40 .67 1.35 1.80

4 1.23 1.54 1.72 2.20

 

88%, while students in the second, third, and fourth grade

levels have mean scores above 90%. The mean scores of

oral and silent reading comprehension are between 60% and

80% for all grade levels.

In Form II the mean scores of oral reading, oral and

silent reading comprehension, are different from Form I.

For oral reading, the mean scores for the second, third,

and fourth grade levels are above 85%, while the mean of

oral and silent reading comprehension is between 50% and

60%.

The general guidelines for administering the Arabic

Reading Inventory for reading are given on page 90.
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Reading with Prior Experience for the First through
 

Fourth Grade Levels
 

 

 

 

Oral Reading Recall passage with

85% for first grade 60% comprehension for all

90% for other grades grades

 

Reading Without Prior Experience for the Second Through

Fourth Grade Levels

 

Oral Reading Recall passage with

85% and above 50% comprehension and above

 

Tables 20, 21, and 22 show the number of students

who scored equal to, or above, the criteria stated. The

criteria stated above are derived based on the mean scores

of oral reading and oral and silent reading comprehension

on the Arabic Reading Inventory (Form I, Form II).

Summary

Section four deals with data analysis. Four null

hypotheses were explained. The data were analyzed by

using four types of statistical methods: Pearson
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Table 20

Number of Students Who Got 90% and Above Word Accuracy In

Reading and 60% and Above in Comprehension in Form I

 

 

 

Grade N Oral R. Oral R. Com. Silent R. Com.

2 30 21 27 25

3 30 29 23 25

4 30 23 21 29

Table 21

Number of Students Who Got 85% and Above Word Accuracy

in Reading and 50% and Above in Comprehension in Form II

 

 

Grade N Oral R. Oral R. Com. Silent R. Com.

2 30 20 22 21

3 30 20 22 22

4 30 25 20 18
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Table 22

Number of Students Who Got 85% Word Accuracy in Reading

and Above 60% in Comprehension and Above from First Grade

Level in Form I
 

 

Grade N Oral R. Oral R. Com. Silent R. Com.

 

1 30 30 27 23

 

correlation coefficient, nonparametric correlation coef-

ficient, T-test, and Chi-square test.

The Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to

see if accuracy of reading words in isolation was asso-

ciated with reading word in context. The results revealed

significant correlation between reading words in isolation

and reading words in context for all grade levels in

Form I. In Form II there was significant correlation in

the case of the second and fourth grade students, while

there was no significant correlation for third grade.

Nonparametric correlation coefficients were used to

see the relationship between teachers' judgment of their

students' reading level and students' performance on the

Arabic Reading Inventory. For Form I the results indi-

cated that there was a significant positive relationship

between teachers' judgment and students' reading perform-

ance on the test for all grade levels. For Form II, there
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was a significant positive relationship between the

teachers' judgment and student performance for students

in the fourth grade only. This means either that teach-

ers can estimate for students in upper grades while it

was difficult for them to estimate for students in the

first, second, and third grade levels, or that Form II

does not measure reading ability as well as Form I.

For oral and silent reading comprehension, the E-test

was used to examine the differences between means for

oral and silent reading comprehension among students in

the first grade through fourth grade in Jordanian elemen-

tary schools. For Form I, the findings revealed signifi-

cant differences between oral and silent reading compre-

hension. It was found that oral reading was superior to

silent reading comprehension for the first and second

grade levels, while silent reading was found superior to

oral reading comprehension for the fourth grade level. The

result showed that there was no significant difference

between oral and silent reading comprehension for the third

grade level.

The findings of Form II did not show significant

differences for oral and silent reading comprehension

among students in the first through fourth grade levels.

While the results did not indicate significant differences

in Form II between oral and silent reading comprehension,

it was found that oral comprehension scores were still
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higher than silent reading scores for the second and

third grades, and silent comprehension was higher for the

fourth grade level.

To examine if there were differences in the type of

oral reading errors among students in different grade

levels, Chi-square was computed to see if there were

significant differences in each type of error among the

grade levels.

The results showed that there were significant dif-

ferences among grade levels in omission letters, grammati-

cal structures, insertions, teachers' aid, mispronuncia—

tions, repetitions, and self-corrections in both forms,

and phonics on Form II only..

The means and standard deviations were calculated

for each one of the significant errors mentioned above

to see which grade level predicted more or fewer errors.

Students in the fourth grade level predicted more errors

in omission letters, insertions, mispronunciations,

grammatical structures, and self-corrections while fourth

grade predicted fewer in phonics and did not wait for

teachers' aid.



SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

This section presents a summary of the purpose of

the study and the research design, including the popula-

tion and instrumentation. The research findings, conclu-

sions, and recommendations are also presented.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to deve10p an Arabic

reading inventory which might be a useful instrument in

helping teachers to test their students' instructional

level and to reveal their strengths and weaknesses. A

consideration was the type of reading, oral or silent,

which might be more influential in the determination of

reading level. Another concern was the accuracy of

teachers' judgment, based on their observation and expe-

rience of students' reading level. Error frequency in

reading among elementary grade students was also examined.

The subjects in the study were 120 students from

Jordanian elementary schools for the first through fourth

grade levels. Thirty students were selected randomly for

each grade level. The materials for the test were selected

98
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from Jordanian reading books after a careful review of

the content. Two test forms were developed. Each form

had a word list of 20 words to be read in isolation, and

two passages. For each grade level, one passage was

selected for oral reading, while a second was picked for

silent reading. Students' errors were marked, and a

retelling approach was used to check students' comprehen-

sion. Teachers were asked to estimate their students'

reading level after the test by giving 1 for poor readers,

2 for average students, and 3 for excellent ones.

Four null hypotheses were formulated for this study

and four kinds of statistical techniques were used to

test them.

The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to

explain the correlation between reading words in isolation

and reading words in context.

The Nonparametric correlation coefficient was used

to see the relationship between teachers' estimates of

their students and students' reading performance on the

test.

The Ertest was computed to examine the mean differ-

ences between oral reading comprehension and silent read-

ing comprehension.

Chi-square was used to see whether or not there were

significant differences in the type of reading errors among
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grade levels first to fourth. Means and standard devia-

tions were compared for each type of error between the

first through fourth grade levels.

Findings and Conclusions

The first question raised in the study asked whether

accuracy of reading words in isolation has an association

with accuray of reading words in context among students

in first through fourth grade levels.

On the basis of the data analysis, it was found that

there was a significant positive correlation between

reading words in isolation and reading words in context

for all students from the first through fourth grade

levels, either in Form I or Form II. This is expressed

in Table 4 which shows a highly positive correlation of

between 70% and 90% for each of the first and fourth grade

levels on the text. However, while the data indicate a

significant positive correlation between accuracy of

reading words in isolation and accuracy of reading words

in context, students' scores were found to be higher in

reading oral passages than in reading word lists for almost

all of the grade levels.

A second question asked whether teachers' estimates

of their students' reading achievement level based on

her/his observation and expeience related to students'

reading performance on reading tests.
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As shown in Table 6, the data analyzed indicated

that there was a significant positive correlation between

the two estimates for all the grade levels in the first

through fourth grade levels in Form I. Form II shows that

there was a significant positive correlation of .57 for

the fourth grade and a moderate one of .31 for the second

grade level. Also, there was a slight positive correla-

tion for the third grade students.

The third question for this study asked if silent

reading comprehension is superior to oral reading compre-

hension among students in first through fourth grade levels.

Tables 7’and. 8, present the correlation and mean

scores for oral and silent reading comprehension. On the

basis of the data analysis, it was found that there were

significant differences between oral and silent reading

comprehension in first through fourth grade levels.

For Form I, the findings revealed that the mean

scores of oral reading comprehension were higher than

silent reading comprehension for students in the first and

second grade levels. On the other hand, silent reading

comprehension scores were higher for fourth grade levels.

In the case of the third grade students, the findings did

not yield significant differences between oral and silent

reading comprehension.

Table 8 shows the correlation and the mean scores of

oral and silent reading comprehension in Form II for the
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second, third, and fourth grade levels. The findings of

Form II did not show significant differences. However,

oral reading comprehension mean scores yielded almost

the same result as in Form I. The means for oral reading

comprehension scores were higher than silent reading com-

prehension scores for second and third grade levels, while

the means for silent reading comprehension were higher than

oral reading comprehension for the fourth grade level.

The fourth question addressed in this study asked

which types of reading error that occur in oral reading

are found more frequently among this sample of Students

in first through fourth grade levels.

As shown in Tables 9 and 15, the findings of the

Chi-square analysis of the type of error in oral reading

on the test (Form I and Form II) show that there were

significant differences between students' scores in the

first through fourth grade levels in omission letters,

grammatical structures, insertions, teachers' aid, mis-‘

pronunciations, repetitions, and self-correction. It

was found that there were no significant differences in

the following type of errors: substitutions, omission

words, word and letter order in the two forms, while there

was no difference for phrasing in Form I.
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The findings of this study indicate that students

are able to read words in context more accurately than

reading words in isolation. This seems consistent with

Goodman's (1965) findings which determined that children

were increasingly able to read words in context correctly,

though they might make errors on the same words in isola-

tion.

The findings also indicated that teachers were able

to estimate accurately students' reading instructional

level in the first through fourth grade levels. This

seems consistent with Smith's (1968) and Kermoian's (1962)

findings which show that teachers are able to predict

reading readiness status as accurately as commercial

instruments do. It is also supported by Elijah Legenza's

(1979) findings which indicate that the teachers' ranking

of the reading readiness of their students correlates

significantly with the Metropolitan Readiness Test

(Form B) .

In Jordan teachers concentrated more on oral reading

for first and second grade levels, increased the amount

of silent reading in third grade, and put more emphasis

on silent reading for students in the fourth grade level.

This is in line with Hilderth's (1958) suggestion that

half or more of the pupils' reading time in the first

two years should be spent on oral reading. Toward the
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end of the primary period, 30% of the total time, he

believes, should be devoted to oral reading for all

purposes. According to Gray (1963), children in the first

year should do a great deal of oral reading since it is an

easy transition from talking aloud to reading aloud.

On the basis of the analysis of the data regarding

the type of oral reading errors among the first four grade

levels, the following findings were obtained:

1. Mispronunciation and grammatical structure errors

were found to be most frequent among students in the first

through fourth grade levels. This finding was consistent

with studies of D'Angela and Mahlios (1983), D'Angelo and

Wilson (1979), and Goodman (1976) in which substitution

errors of mispronunciation are the most frequent among

students in the first, second, and third grade students.

In a previous study done by Schale (1966), substitu-

tion errors of partial and gross mispronunciation was also

examined and found to be more frequent among students from

grades two through nine.

2. The results also indicate that the portion of word

omissions and insertion were found to be small among

students in the first through fourth grade levels. This

observation is in agreement with the findings of D'Angelo

and Wilson (1979), D'Angelo and Mahlios (1983), and

Goodman (1976) which indicate that substitutions were most
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frequent, while omissions and insertions showed the low-

est percentages. They recommended that the time spent

coding and interpreting insertion and omission is of little

use in classroom and clinical practice. Previous inves-

tigation has shown that omission comprised a small portion

of students' errors (Gilmore, 1947).

3. Second and third grade levels did not show many

differences for most of the oral reading errors, especially

omission of words and letters, mispronunciations, inser-

tions, self-correction, phonics, and repetitions. On the

other hand, the results show that there is a decrease in

the proportion of grammatical structures and teachers'

aid. This finding was consistent with Elder's (1971) find-

ing which did not reveal many differences between the

second and third grade pupils. The only change of magni-

tude was a decrease in the pr0portion of words "aided,"

that is, words that were told to the children after they

hesitated and did not attempt to try them.

Recommendations for Educational Implementation

and Future Research in Jordanian Schools

1. Since Jordanian teachers use personal judgment

from their experience to provide an evaluation and to

place students in their reading levels, it is recommended

that teachers use other reading tests in addition to

their personal judgment.
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2. The present study aimed to determine the appro-

priate materials for instructional reading level by

choosing a sample of 30 students from each grade level and

having them read the selected passages and word lists

which are supposed to fit the average students in that

grade level. As a second step, it is recommended that

another sample of Jordanian elementary school students

be selected and that they read the graded word lists and

the graded reading passages, starting with easy selections

and increasing the difficulty until the student reaches

his instructional level. The results, then, can be

compared with expert teachers' estimates of the students'

reading ability.

3. Since reading and writing are an integral process,

it is important for Arabic reading students not only to

promote their reading performance, but also it is impor-

tant for them to enhance their writing competence. It

is, therefore, recommended that the development of future

Arabic reading inventories should take into account the

measurement and evaluation of the writing ability in the

Arabic language.

4. Readability or comprehensibility of reading

materials is an area that future researchers should deal

with. The development of readability guidelines assists

teachers in selecting material both for instruction and

developing their own inventories.
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