CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, NORTHRIDGE

PHONIC ABILITY AS A FUNCTION OF
1
· PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL MEASURES

'

,.

F

A graduate project submitted in partial
satisfaction of the requirements for the
degree of Master of Arts in
Education
by

Dennis R. Spare

August, 1974

--

The graduate project of Dennis R. Spare is approved:

Committee Chairman

California State University, Northridge
June, 1974

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
LIST OF TABLES.

..

..........

iii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS • •

iv

v

ABSTRACT.
Chapter

1

INTRODUCTION •

............

1

Rationale
. • . • • • . • • • • • •
Statement of the Problem. .
• . • •
Definitions and Limitations . • • • • •
Hypothesis • . . . • . . • . . . • .
Review of Related Literature. . • • • •
Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • .
2

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND PROCEDURES
Subjects. . . . . . . .
Instruments for Control
Experimental Variable •
Data Collection . • • •
Summary • .

3

. . . . .
Variables
.
• . • • •
• • • • •

. . .
.
• • •
• • •
•

8

10
11
12
13
14
15

0

•

•

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND SUMMARY • • •

.....
.........
......
....................

Conclusions •
Implications.
Summary • •
REFERENCES

4
4

10

FINDINGS • •
Comparison of Control and
Experimental Variables.
Summary . . . . . . . . . . • . •

4

2
3
3

ii

15
22
25
25
28
28
30

•· ..-)'f.

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page
Example of Organization of Phonics Data
into Deciles for Testing. • • • • •

16

Bar Graph Depicting Distribution of
Scores on Phonics Test. . • . • .

17

3

Analysis of Phonic Ability Groups .

18

4

OAT Subtest degrees of freedom (df),
coefficient of correlation (r), and
level of significance . • . . . • • •

19

Lorge-Thorndike subtest df, coefficients of
correlation and significance levels . • • • •

19

ITBS subtest df, coefficients of correlation
and significance levels • • . • • • • • • • •

20

ITED subtest df, coefficients of correlation
and significance levels . • • • . • • • • • •

21

A comparison of sample phonic ability mean
and mean phonic ability of students with
vision, speech or auditory problems • • • . •

22

1

2

5
6
7

8

iii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
, The writer wishes to express his sincere appreciation
to his graduate advisor, Dr. Phillip Hansen, for suggesting
this research project, for his assistance, and for his
advice on the project.
A word of appreciation is expressed to the writer's
spouse for her patience and understanding.
D.R.S.

iv

ABSTRACT
PHONIC ABILITY AS A FUNCTION OF
PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL MEASURES
by
Dennis R. Spare
Master of Arts in Education
July, 1974
The purpose of this study was to determine if psychoeducational data found in cumulative record folders could
be used to distinguish students that have learned phonics
from students that have not learned phonics.
A null hypothesis was assumed stating that none of the
cumulative record measures would correlate with phonic
ability at a confidence level of 95 percent or higher.
Control variables were subtests of the Differential
Aptitude Test, Large-Thorndike Intelligence Test, Iowa
Test of Basic Skills, and Imva Test of Educational Development.

Other control variables included socioeconomic status

and health problems in vision, speech or hearing.
The experimental variable was a phonics ability rank
derived from specific subtests of the Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test.

v

Psychoeducational data were collected from the cumulative record folders of 116 students enrolled in a reading
center of a Los Angeles County high school.
were also given phonic ability ranks

These students

(10-1) based on

ph~nic

tests given in the reading center.
Correlations between the 36 subtests and phonic ability
were found to be significant at a confidence level of 95
percent or higher, as was a correlation between SES and
phonic ability.

Mean phonic ability of students with

recorded vision problems was found to be identical to that
of students without recorded visual problems.

Students

with a record of speech and hearing problems were found to
have lower phonic abilities than students without either of
these problems.
The null hypothesis was rejected on 33 of the 36 subtests found in the cumulative record folders.

The null

hypothesis was also rejected for socioeconomic covariance.
Health data on vision indicated support of the null hypothesis; but, data on speech and hearing indicated rejection
of the null hypothesis.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
Reading teachers and_educators have considered many
different methods of teaching reading.
have questioned the best method to use.

Sundry investigators
Others have noted

that certain students have more success with one method
than with another.

The debate over which method to use

continues year after year with very little conclusive
evidence to support one teaching method over another.
Nearly all studies have had problems with research design.
There seems to have been no way of controlling for all
critical variables.
The lack of control of certain variables necessitates
a new approach to such investigation.

This study sought to

determine if correlations existed between various individual
characteristics and the learning of phonics in the classroom.

In this investigation phonics scores and various

other personality factors and academic skills scores were
used to identify the type of person with aptitude to learn
phonics.
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Rationale
Out of desperation, educators have attempted to design
universally successful programs of reading instruction.
The trend today is one of individualizing reading
instruction to meet the needs of the student.

Peik (1948)

stated,
The extent of psychological and educational damage to the development of
children, resulting from crude mass
methods in which the needs of individual
children are neglected, apals those who
understand modern methods of reading
instruction (p.v.).
The lack of conclusive evidence in studies concerned
with identifying the best method of reading instruction and
the assumption that certain students learn to read more
readily under one method that another necessitates a study
designed to find those psychoeducational characteristics
found to be present in successful students of a discrete
method.

Specifically, we can test for a correlation between

personality traits and an ability score in phonics to
determine if there are identifiable factors available to
educators that can form a basis for prediction of phonic
learning.
The present study was designed to determine if there
are common characteristics in successful students of phonics.

An understanding of the role personality plays in a specific
method of reading instruction may help future investigators
predict the success of a specific type of instruction
given an individual.

3

Statement of the Problem
It was the_purpose of this study to determine common
psychoeducational characteristics of students that successfully learned phonics.
Definitions and Limitations
Data reflecting each.individual's psychoeducational
characteristics were most readily available in the cumulative record file •. Recorded data found in the files of each
subject were as follows.
Aptitude Test.

The Differential Aptitude Test (OAT)

contained eight subtests that measured aptitudes needed by
guidance counselors in high schools.
Intelligence Test.

The Large-Thorndike Intelligence

Test was a group mental ability test with verbal, nonverbal
and composite scores.
Achievement Tests.

The Iowa Test of Basic Skills

{ITBS) measured fifteen skills and abilities in grades ten
and eleven.

The Iowa Test of Educational Development

(ITED) measured ten educational skills and abilities of
twelfth grade students.
Socioeconomic Status (SES).

The study by North and

Hatt (1947) provided the bulk of information used in the
National Opinion Research Center's. (NORC) socioeconomic
index for all occupations.
study to establish SES.

This index was used in this

The index was based on data

derived from the 1950 United States Census.
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Cumulative Record.

Cumulative records are files

developed by schools on each pupil attending.

In the

cumulative record file( is found data considered to be of
value to educators interested in understanding an
individual's performance in the various schools attended.
Other data commonly found are medical records of different
types, psychoeducational test scores, school transfer forms,
teacher comments on various 9tudent qualities and occupational titles of the student's parents.
Hypothesis
The null hypothesis was assummed due to the lack of
evidence showing a correlation between phonic ability and
subtest scores.

It was hypothesized that none of the test

measures will correlate with ability to do phonics with a
confidence level of 95 percent or higher.
Review of Related Literature
The review of the related literature is divided into
two parts:

interaction between student qualities and

reading ability, and interaction between student qualities
and phonic ability.
Student qualities and reading ability.

Bond (1948)

listed several causes of individual differences in
students:
1.

Intellectual factors:
Intellegence,
backgroundof experience; meaning
vocabulary.

2.

Ability in language; speech defects:
quality of oral English.
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3.

Physiological condition.

4.

Emotional and other personality
disturbances.

5.

Interests and motivation.

6.

Environmental and instructional factors:
Horne conditions; faulty teaching
techniques (p. 26).

Peik (1948) stated the relationship of intelligence
and reading achievement:
Reading is a very complex personal skill
in which achievement is highly correlated
with level of intelligence as well as ·
educational opportunity (p. 26).
Other investigators supported this reported high correlation
between intelligence and. reading ability.

Grimes (1961) in

a study researching cornpulsivity, anxiety, and school
achievement found that different teaching and learning
environments were suited best to specific personality
qualities.

Research by Cleland and Toussant (1962), Gray

(1960) and Bond (1955) supported Piek's report of a positive·
correlation between intelligence level and reading ability.
Scores on arithmetic computation tests were found by
Cleland and Toussant (1962) to have a positive correlation
with reading achievement.

It appeared that the specific

numerical ability measured by the SAT had a positive
correlation with reading ability.
Several investigators suggested that the socioeconomic
status is related to reading ability.

Hayes (1965) found

that SES was the most significant horne factor influencing
reading achievement.

Karlin (1972) found socioeconomic
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factors of high school students to be highly related to
reading problems.

Bond (1965) suggested that the SES and·

rehding ability were positively correlated.

It appeared

that students from higher SES families had more success in
learning to read.

Chall (1967) found that middle high and

high SES students didn't need code emphasis.approaches
(e.g. phonics) as much as.children of low SES.
Robinson and Smith (1968) found vision not to be
notably defective among retarded readers.

However, Bond

'(1955) supported the popular belief that vision plays a
significant factor in learning to read.
findings may be

expl~ined

The disparity in

with the realization that

Robinson and Smith based their research upon clincal studies
of readers rather than upon statistical evaluations of
visual problems of good and poor readers.
Another factor to consider concerning vision was that
proposed by Plessas and

D~son

(1965).

They found a distinct

difference between the visual memory of good readers and
poor readers.

Plessas' visual memory referred to short

term memory words which was found to be insufficient among
Speech has been found to be of great importance in
learning to read.

Yet, the specific relationship between

speech and reading is not well defined.

Bond and Guy (1948)

exemplified the relationship when they stated:
••• no one can say with certainty
that the quality of a child's
oral English is a single cause
of his failure in reading, although lack of facility in speech
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seems to go hand in hand with
difficulty in learning to read. (p. 25}.
Others such as Robinson and Smith (1963) comparing the
I

language arts of reading ability was often accompanied by
speech problems.

Bond (1955) suggested that the technique

used to teach reading should be geared toward the form of
)
I
I

the student's speech problems.

l

Hearing was cited as a problem years ago by both Ewers
(1950) and Bond and Bond (1948, 1955}.

In all three studies

hearing was emphasized for it's significant role in the
readiness for reading.

A basic assumption of the studies

w.as that the formation of words were dependent upon auditory
cues.

Researchers found students unable to·speak well, were

generally unable to read well.

Therefore, it was held that

hearing problems did interfere with reading.

Brennen (1966}

in an attempt to estimate reading achievement at the junior
high school level found the listening subtest of the
Sequential Test of Educational Progress (STEP} to be the
best predictor of expected reading achievement.
Student characteristics and Phonic Ability.

There were

very few studies concerned with the relationship between
specific characteristics of students and phonic abilities.
Concern for the effect of intellectual level of a
student on the instructional method used to teach
was mentioned by Bond (1948} :

reading

8

The method of instruction most often recommended for the child of low intelligence
(I.Q. 80 or lower) is one that leans
rather heavily upon, phonic analysis (p. 27).
Mills {1956) comparing kinesthetic, visual and phonic
approaches of reading instruction found phonics the
effective approach for students of low I.Q.

lea~t

(65-80).

For

students of 105-120 I.Q. kinesthetic, visual and phonic
worked equally well.

Chall (1967) stated that students of

both low SES and low I.Q. needed code emphasis more than
students from high and middle high SES.

Hayes (1966) pro-

posed that students of lowest third in ability can best
gain from programs using whole word approaches; and,
students of the highest third ability test learn from a
phonics or its approach.

Research has generally supported

the notion that code emphasis approaches like phonics are
best for students of higher ability and higher SES.
Summary
The literature generally supported the assumption that
there is a relationship between student psychoeducational
characteristics and reading achievement.

Intelligence,

SAT arithmetic computation scores, SES, visual memory,
speech and hearing all were found to affect the ability of
students to learn to read.

Limited research on the affect

psychoeducational characteristics had on ability to do
phonics indicated that intelligence, SES and hearing modify
ability to do phonics.
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This research study attempted to ascertain the
relationship between phonic ability and psychoeducational
qualities found in student cumulative record files.

Quali-

ties found to be highly correlated with phonic ability
scores could be assumed to be indications of phonic
potential.

>,.;._._,

CHAPTER TWO
Experimental Design and Procedures
The purpose of this study was to determine if there
were common psychoeducational characteristics among students
that have learned phonics that distinguish them from students who have not learned phonics.

The pervasive question

was, what type of students best learn phonics?

The state-

ment of the problem suggested investigation be made to find
if there might be a way of identifying a student's aptitude
for phonics by examining scores and records in the cumulative folder available to a teacher.
Subjects
Subjects were students enrolled in the Wm. S. Hart
Union High School Reading Center.

The Reading Center con-

tained a population of 225 tenth, eleventh and twelfth
graders.
Each student was given a phonics test comprised of
phonic questions taken from the Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test.

Students missing the initial test presentation were

given the ·opportunity to make-up the test up on two other
[presentations.

Those students missing all three were

eliminated from the study.

Students without accessible

cumulative record folders in the counseling office were
also eliminated from the study.
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Students for whom subtest

ll

scores were not available likewise were not included in the
sample.

A total of 116 useable students comprised the

sample population.
Instruments for Control Variables
' Cumulative record folders for each subject provided
data on several psychoeducational characteristics.
Aptitudes.

Aptitudes were measured by subtests of the

Differential Aptitude Test, Verbal Reasoning (VR),
Numerical Ability (NA), Abstract Reasoning (ABS) and
Space Relations (SR) are a few of theDAT subtests.

Other

OAT subtest scores include Mechanical Reasoning (MR),
Spelling (SP) , Sentences (SE) and Verbal
Ability (VRNA).

Re~soning-Numerical

These subtests were used primarily by

guidance counselors in high schools to indicate potentialities of each student.
Intelligence.

Intelligence was measured by a group

mental ability test with two subtests.

The Large-Thorndike

Intelligence Test consisted of Verbal (VERB) and a Nonverbal
(N VERB) sub-sections.

This test of intelligence was

distinguished by many test reviewers to test abilities to
work with ideas and relationships between ideas.

A Total

(TOT) score was composed of both VERB and N VERB parts.
Achievement., Achievement was measured by subtests of
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) or the Iowa Test of
Educational Development (ITED) •

Tenth and eleventh grade

students had data on fifteen ITBS subtests.

Reference

(REFS) , Total Word (TOTW) , Arithmetic Concepts (CONC) ,
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Problem Solving (PROB), Total Arithmetic (TOT A), Comprehension (COMP) and Vocabulary (VOC) are some of the ITBS
sup~ests.

The remaining subtests include Reading (READ),

Spelling (SPELL), Capitalization (CAP), Punctuarion (PUN),
Language Useage (USEF), Total Language Skills (TOT),
Maps (MAPS) and Graphs (GRAPHS).
Twelfth grade students had !TED achievement subtest
scores recorded in their cumulative records and no ITBS
scores.

Among the ten subtests counselors could refer to

are Basic Social Concepts (BSC), Basic Numerical Concepts
(BNC), Correctness and Appropriateness of Expression (CAE),
Ability in Quantitative Thinking (AQT) and

~nterpretation

of Reading Materials in Social Studies (RSS).

The remainder

of the !TED subtest scores are General Background in the
Natural Sciences (RNS), Ability to Interpret Literary
Materials (LIR), Vocabulary (VOC), Subtotal (COM) and Use
of Sources of Information (USI).
Socioeconomic Status was another form o.f control
variable for the study.

An SES rank was computed for each

student, as described later in this chapter.
Experimental Variable
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.

Specific subtests

of the test were used from both levels I and II.

Phonic

ability was defined in terms of the total sum of correct
answers on the subtest.

Subtests used from Level I

were

beginning and Ending Sounds (38 items), Sound Discrimination (36 items).and Blending (36 items).

Level II subtests
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were Syllabication (24 items) and Sound Discrimination
(35 items).

From a possible total score of 169, each

subject was given phonic

rank from one to ten as described

in the next section of this chapter.
Data Collection
>

All data were taken from the individual cumulative
folders held by the counselors.

Students not having

complete scores and students with incomplete cumulative
records were eliminated from the study.

One hundred and

sixteen students were used of the 225 possible sample
students enrolled in the Reading Center.
Specific parts of the Stanford Phonics Survey Test
were given to each class as a group during one period.
Then two make-up tests were provided within a nine day
period.

All students were required to take the tests as

part of their classwork.
The Stanford Phonics Survey items were then scored
by the investigator using the test key and according to
the test manual.

All students were then ranked into ten

groups of eleven or twelve students.

The highest phonic

ability group was rank 10 and the lowest rank

r.

'!neach

phonic group scores were averaged for each subtest of the
aforementioned tests found in the cumulative folder, DAT,
VR, NA, ABS, SES, et cetera.

These mean scores were

correlated with phonic ability rank to determine if
students in the tenth rank in phonic ability also scored
"•1-'..;'t-' -

in the top ten percent of each subtest.

Students were
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tested to see which qualities {subtests) varied with phonic·
-

ability at or above a confidence level of 95 percento
Data for correlations were processed through the
Hewlett Packard 2114A housed at Hart High School.

A Pearson

product moment correlation was used to establish covariance.
Vision, speech, and auditory problems indicated at any
point in a student's cumulative folder were recorded for
each student.

Phonic group rankings were compared with

each group's total number of problems on each problem type:
vision, speech and auditory problems.

For example, the

investigator visually checked for covariance between phonic
rank and number of vision problems.

summarx
One hundred sixteen students enrolled in the Reading
Center of a Los Angeles County high school were selected
to be used in a study 'concerned with investigation of
characteristics common to students that had learned to do
phonics.

Subjects were ranked according to phonic ability

into ten groups.

In each group mean scores for various

psychoeducational data were recorded:

SES and subtests of

the DAT, Large-Thorndike, ITBS and ITED.

Vision, speech

and auditory problems were also considered for correlation
with phonic ability using the product moment correlation
test in the Hewlett Packard 2114A computer housed at

Wm. S. Hart High School.

CHAPTER THREE
Findings
The purpose of this study was to determine if there
were any individual characteristics recorded in a student's
cumulative folder that would correlate significantly with
his knowledge of phonics.
The characteristics found in the cumulative folders
were subtest scores of the Differential Aptitude·Test, the
Large-Thorndike Intelligence Test, the Iowa.Test of Basic
Skills, and the Iowa Test of Educational Development.
Socioeconomic Status (SES) was also tested for possible
correlation with phonic ability.

Other data considered

for covariance with phonic ability were speech, hearing,
and vision problems recorded in the cumulative folder of
each student.
Comparison of Control and Experimental Variables
The sample for the study included 116 students with
cumulative folders containing scores of DAT, Large-Thorndike,
ITBS, and ITED.

The fathers and mother's occupation must

have been recorded on the Hart School District entry form
to qualify the student for inclusion in the sample.
Experimental Variable.

The range of scores on the

phonics ability test was from 50 to 169 correct.
scores were first ranked into ten groups,
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The

(deciles) of
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eleven to fourteen scores each.

Subjects scoring the high-

est on the phonics ability test.were placed into Group 10,
and those scoring lowest were placed into Group 1.

Data

sheets were kept for each of the phonic ability groups.
For example, all students in Group 10 had subtest percentile
scores recorded for each of the following measures:
Large-Thorndike, ITBS, ITED, and SES.

DAT,

Problems with speech,

hearing and vision were also recorded on the data sheet for
each group.

For each group, means were recorded on each of

the subtest columns.

Thus, a mean score was calculated for

the subtest N VERB for all subjects falling into Group 10;
a mean score was calculated for the subtest N VERB for all
subjects falling into Group 9, etc.

Subtest means were

then compared to ·phonic ability to test for degree of correlation.

Organization of the data may best be understood by

examining Table 1.
TABLE 1
Example of Organization of Phonics Data
into Deciles for Testing
All subtest means were compared for correlation with phonic
ability group ranking.
Phonic ability
group no •.
Subtest
means

10

9

VR

.614

.633

NA

.436

.622

7

6

.695

.400

.363

.398

.230

• 345

• 324

.317

.264

.212

8

5 •••• 1
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The distribution of scores on the phonics ability test
indicated that most
students had good knowledge of phonics,
.
.
but the negative skew illustrated in Table 2 indicated that
many students had limited phonic abilities.
TABLE 2
Bar Graph Depicting Distribution
of Scores on Phonics Test
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# correct

Phonic ability rank groups were determined by the
scores attained on the phonic ability test.

Table 3

reports the scores and the number of students in each
group rank .•
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TABLE 3
Analysis of Phonic
Ability Groups ·

Range of Scores
in Group

Phonic Rank
Group No.

Nunilier of
students

169-163
162-159
158-157
156-155
154-150
149-144
143-135
134-125
124-115
114-0

10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1

Control Variables.

11
13
11
14
12
12
12
11
11
11

In this correlational study all

measures considered for covariance with phonic ability
.were considered contrql variables.
The first set of scores found on the cumulative record
folder of an individual were subtests of the Differential
Aptitude Test (DAT).

All subtests of the DAT were found

to be significantly correlated with phonic ability.
Table 4 lists the findings.
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TABLE 4
DAT Subtest degrees of freedom (df),
coefficient of correlation ~r) ,
and level of significance

level of
significance

DAT Subtest

df

r

Verbal Reasoning (VR)
Ability (NA)
Abstract Reasoning (ABS)
Space Relations (SR)
Mechanical Reasoning (MR)
Spelling (SP)
Sentences (SE)
Verbal Reasoning and
Numerical Ability (VRNA)

10
10
10
10
10
10
10

.91
.75
.85
.70
.92
.89
.91

.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005

10

.·88

.005

Nurnerica~

Intelligence as measured by the Large-Thorndike

..

Intelligence Test was found to be significantly correlated
with phonic ability.

All three test measures VERB, N VERB

and TOT were found to be significant at the .005 level.
Table 5 illustrates

t~e

findings in detail
TABLE 5

Large-Thorndike subtest df, coefficients of
correlation and significance levels
Large-Thorndike
subtest
Verbal (VERB)
Nonverbal (N VERB)
Total (TOT)

df

r

level of
significance

10
10
10

.96
.96
.97

.005
.005
.005
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Achievement subtests of both the Iowa Test of. Basic
Skills (ITBS) and the Iowa Test.of Educational Development
(ITED) were found to be highly correlated with phonic
ability.

Table 6 lists the v·arious ITBS subtests.
TABLE 6

ITBS subtest df, coefficients of correlation
and significance levels
ITBS Subtests
References (REFS)
Total Word (TOT W)
Arithmetic.Concepts (CONC)
Problem Solving (PROB)
Total Arithmetic (TOT A)
Comprehension (COMP)
Vocabulary (VOC)
Reading (READ)
Spelling (SPELL)
Capitalization (CAP)
Punctuation (PUN)
Language Usage (USEG)
Total Language Skills · (TOT}
Maps (r-1APS)
Graphs (GRAPHS)

df

r

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

.87
.83
.77
.59
.76

.84
.78
.72
.72
.84
.90
.78
.77
.75
.73

level of
significance

.005
.005
.005
.025
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
.005
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Table 7 reveals the high correlation found between the·
ITED subtests and phonics ability.
TABLE 7
!TED subtest df, coefficients of correlation
and significance levels

!TED Subtests

df

Basic Social Concepts (BSC)
10
Basic Numerical Concepts (BNC)
10
Correctness and Appropriateness 10
of Expression (CAE)
Ability in Quantitative
10
Thinking (AQT)
Interpretations of Reading
10
Materials in Social Studies (RSS)
General Background in the
10
Natural Sciences (RNS)
Ability to Interpret Literary
10
Materials (LIR)
10
Vocabulary (VOC)
10
Use of Sources of Informati9n
(USI)
10
Subtotal (COM)

r

level of
significance

.34
.78

.91

NS
.005
.005

.10

NS

.68

.01

.85

.005

.88

.005

.25
.52

NS
• 05

.87

.05

Socioeconomic status (SES) was also found to be
correlated significantly with phonic ability.

The SES as

computed using the head of household's occupational title
was found to yield a correlation coefficient r of .54 which
was significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Due to the nature of the data coefficients of
correlation were not calculated between phonic ability
and any of the health data on record:
auditory problems.

vision, speech

and

Mean phonic rank was calculated for

students having problems each with vision speech and hearing.
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As Table 8 indicates the relationship between phonic ability
and speech and hearing problems.

St.udents with a speech

and hearing problem do not have as developed an ability in
phonics.

A comparison of the mean phonic rank of students

with vision problems and the sample mean indicated vision
to be unrelated to phonic ability.

Table 8 illustrates

these findings.

TABLE 8
A comparison of sample phonic ability mean
and mean phonic ability of students with
vision, speech or auditory problems.
Health Problem Group

No. of
Students

Mean Phonic
Ability

Vision
Speech
Hearing
Note.

39
5.5
7
3.7
5
3.4
The sample mean phonic ability of 116 students was
5.5.

Summary
Findings in relation to experimental variable.
The instrument used to define phonic ability produced a
range of phonic abilities of 50-169.

The negative skew of

the distribution of scores indicated that the mode was
fairly high, and there was a considerable number of students
with limited phonic ability.

Very few students were

eliminated from the study due to missing the phonic
ability test.
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Findings in relation to control variables.

Incomplete-

test scores found in the cumulative recordp limited the
population sample from a possible 225 to 116.

Subtests of

the DAT, Large-Thorndike Intelligence Test, and ITBS were
all found to be significantly correlated with phonic
ability.

SES and all subtests of the ITED except BCS, AQT,

and VOC were found to be significantly correlated with
phonic ability.
Health records located in the cumulative record folders
were found to be somewhat incomplete.

Students with record-

ed problems with speech and hearing had a considerably
lower phonic ability than the sample mean.

Phonic ability

of students with vision problems was found to match the
sample mean indicating no difference in phonic ability
across students which might be attributed to vision
problems.
Findings in relation to hypothesis.

The lack of

evidence showing a correlation between psychoeducatiohal
data and phonic ability suggested the assumption of the
null hypothesis.

The hypothesis stated that none of the

test measures would be correlated with phonic ability at
the 95 percent level or more.

Thirty~four

of thirty-seven

study correlations failed to support the null hypothesis.
The null hypothesis was supported on three subtests of the
ITED: BSC, AQT, and VOC.

The majority of the thirty-four

significantly correlated measures were found to be
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correlated at the .05 level or higher.

A comprehensive

tabular presentation of findings may be found in
Appendix A.

CHAPTER FOUR
Conclusions, Implications and Summary
The overall task of this investigation was to determine
if data found in the cumulative record folaers of students
could be used to infer ability in phonics.

Several studies

found such psychoeducational data to covary positively·with
reading ability.

However, few research studies attempted

to determine the relationship of phonic ability and various
data found in the cumulative record folders-of students.
This study was designed to determine which of the data
could be used to infer ability in phonics as a basis for
instructional design.
Conclusions
Most of the students included in the sample population
had a considerable amount of phonic knowledge as measured
by the phonic ability test.

There were, however, a large

number of students with weak phonic abilities.

A distribu-

tion of scores on the phonic ability test revealed a negative skew, suggesting that either the testing instrument
was not difficult enough for the sample population or the
sample population was high in phonic

abilit~.

Data that could readily be collected from cumulative
record folders were subtests of the Differential Aptitude
Test (DAT}, the Large-Thorndike Intelligence Test, the
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Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), and the
Educational Development (ITED).

Iowa Test-of

Other data collected in-

cluded head of household occupational title and common
health problems:

vision, speech and hearing.

' Phonic ability was highly correlated with all aptitude
subtests, all intelligence subtests, and all subtests of
the ITBS achievement test.

The ITED achievement test was

found to have three subtests not significantly correlated
to phonic ability:

Basic Social Concepts (BSC), Ability

in Quantitative Thinking (AQT), and Vocabulary (VOC).

All

other subtests of the ITED were significantly correlated
\'lith phonic ability.

Socioeconomic Status

~$ES)

was also

significantly correlated with the experimental variable.·
Findings indicated that most data was significantly
correlated with phonic ability.
Vision problems on record in the cumulative folders
were not found to change phonic ability of high school
students.

Speech problems were found to lower phonic

ability· supporting the research of Bond (1955).

And

hearing problems were found to lower the phonic ability.
The examination of test data found in the cumulative
record folder was found to be of value in inferring a
student's phonic ability.

Occupational title of head of

household (SES) may also infer phonics ability.

Health

problems in speech and hearing were also found to infer
phonic ability.

But visual problems may not. be relyed

upon to infer phonic ability.
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The positive correlations at extremely high confidence
levels for nearly all subtests.of the Differential Aptitude
Test, the Large-Thorndike Intelligence Test, the Iowa Test
of Basic Skills, and the Iowa Test of Educational Develop-

-

ment indicated that ability in phonics may have been correlated positively with the basic ability or intelligence
assumed by the early investigators, Alfred Binet and
Theodore Simon.

This general ability factor (G) appeared

to be expressed in nearly all paper and pencil measures of
various skills and abilities.

Ability to take tests may

have intervened as an uncontrolled extraneous variable,
but this ability may have ·also been the result of the G
factor.
Three subtests of the Iowa -Test of Educational Development, Basic Social Concepts, Ability in Quantitative Thinking, and Vocabulary, 'were such diverse achievement measures
that one must have examined the nature of the subtests to
speculate as to reasons for the lack of correlation.

All

three were part of an achievement test concerned with
measuring levels of specific scholastic skills.
Statistical evaluation appeared to indicate that the
Large-Thorndike Intelligence Test was the most useful
measure for predicting success with phonic-s.

Other measures

were found useful in descending order of utility in predicting expected phonic success: Differential Aptitude Test,
Iowa Test of Educational Development, and socioeconomic
status.

Measures of ability, intelligence and aptitude,
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having higher correlational significance levels than the
others support the G factor explanation of the findings.
Implications
The high correlations between phonic ability and
psychoeducational data raises the possibility of developing
successful indices of predictability for students attempting
to learn how to read.

These prediction devices, compiling

psychoeducational data, could indicate the method of
instruction best suited to the personality of a student.
Other methods of instruction should be investigated
for covariance with psychoeducational data.

Whole word

approach, ita, and language experience approaches should
all be investigated for development of instruments which
could examine the psychoeducational qualities needed for
success in each method.
The popular philosophy of individualized teaching
dictates further research to help instructors best suit
teaching techniques to the individual.
S'l,llllffiary
This study was an attempt to determine what data could
predict success in the learning of phonic skills.
hypothesis was assumed.

A null

The hypothesis stated that none of

the psychoeducational data commonly found in student
cumulative records would correlate with phonic ability at
a confidence level of 95 percent or higher.
Correlations between 33 of 36 subtest scores in the
cumulative folders and phonic ability were found to be
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positive and at a confidence level of 95 percent or higher,
as were correlations between SES and phonic ability.

Mean

phttmic ability of students with recorded vision problems
was found to be identical to that of students without
record of vision problems.

Students with a record of

speech and hearing problems were found to have lower phonic
abilities than students without record of either of these
problems.
The null hypothesis was rejected on 33 of 36
found in the cumulative record folders.

subt~sts

The null hypothesis

was also rejected for socioeconomic covarience with phonic
ability.

Health data on vision indicated

s~pport

of the

null hypothesis; but, data on speech and hearing indicated
rejection of the null hypothesis.
Analysis of data indicated the need for additional
studies to identify factors that could aide educators in
the prescribing of individualized teaching techniques.
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APPENDIX

TABLE A

Summary table of correlations for various
psychoeducational characteristics
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