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METHOD

Table 3. Results from the models addressing research questions 1 and 2, controlling for PDE

The purpose of this study was to clarify the relationship between word This study employed a short-term cross-sectional approach in children whose word reading was , Model 1 , Model 2
reading accuracy and the quality of children’s phonological representative of a continuum of abilities. Parameter 2109g1t6 Z'Vjélie g (;/(?TZ* 3100g12 Z;];;e (I))(;](ii*
- TR i _ _ Intercept 95 7. <0. .07 : <0.
representations uu.l IS Ra.SCh bas?d Explanatory Item Resp OTI>e Models. Sample: A total of 82 second grade students attending one of seven classrooms across two Title-1 Child-bv-Word Predict
These models are in line with theories and models of word learning that : : Y : 1a-by-Word rredictors
. . . .. . schools in North Florida participated in the study. Two students were excluded from analyses due to
are item-based. That is, learning depends on the unique interaction . - : PAST PA 0.133 0.895 0.371 0.089 0.568 0.558
bet e skills a child brines to the fask and the item/word obtaining a standard score < 70 on the 2-subtest WASI-2. The final sample of consisted of 80 GPCK 0.004 0.641 0501 0 063 0.418 0.676
Eweetn . te.s IT;.a o It rinss (t)' © dash an te : er?l,m?r q " students (mean age = 8.21 years, 48.8% female, 70% White, 17.5% Hispanic, 7.5% African - 0'234 1'171 0'241 0'215 1'051 0'294
f a,racl CHISHES. : ;S res&sg (ﬁm (lln;ceRC ari}glest 013 g ; IN St,woi& Sgectll '“  American). According to teacher report, 60 (75%) had no disability classification, 14 (17.5%) had Ch.ldail —_— ' ' ' ’ ' ‘
CcxIcal Ieprescnialions tviclictidl tmeinart, » NAUON & LASHES, | Eps, 9 (11.3%) were retained 1-year, and 5 (6.2%) spoke English as a second language. 1 Level Fredictors
2017; Rumelhart & Norman, 1978; Seidenberg & McClelland, 1989; 9 0) yeal, ( 0) Sp J Juad Vocabulary 0.085 2.163 0.031%*
Perfetti, 1991). General Procedures: Matrix Reasoning -0.054 -1.223 0.221
« Children were assessed individually across two days, controlling for order effects of tasks using RIN 0.042 1531 0.126
While previous work exploring child and word effect on children’s word the same target words. | o PA (elision) 0.058 1 664 0.096
recognition abilities have incorporated an extensive set of child-level and ¢ Sessions were audio recorded for students with parental permission. PDE 0.146 6478  <0.00]***
word-level predictors of word reading and pseudoword decoding accuracy ¢ Double scoring of student files was completed and disagreements addressed with a third scorer | o , i i ) . | ) i
(e.g., Gilbert et al., 2011; Goodwin et al., 2014; Kearns et al., 2016; Steacy (46 out of 82 files double scored to date) Random Effects vaniance /o Var EX(I)) e variance /o Var EXIZ e
et al., 2022), to date there have been no investigations of phonological « REDCap was utilized for data entry (data will be double entered after double scoring). Seson Ll 267 L2210 ST
Word 1.805 5.15% 1.794 5.73%

awareness at the child, word, and child-by-word level when predicting
word reading accuracy. This study explored the simultaneous contribution
of child-level, word-level, and child-by-word level predictors of word

Analyses: A logistic cross-classified random-effects model was utilized to estimate the probability
of an individual correctly reading a specific word on the PAST. The Ime4 package in the R system
for statistical computing was be used to perform analyses (Bates et al., 2015).

Table 4. Results from the unconditional model, main effects model, and interaction model controlling for PDE

reading accuracy. Figure 1 depicts the cross-classified structure of the \ICComEHIEE] W Eeel MEILBIEER G miergeonoge
data Parameter logit z-value p-value logit z-value p-value logit z-value p-value
PRELIMINARY RESULTS Intercept 3.342 1044  <0.001***  3.063 0330  <0.001***  3.057 0246  <0.001*%**
Figure 1. Child-by-Word Predictors
Unit diagram — Three-way cross-classified random effects model Means, standard deviations and correlations for word-level predictors are presented in Tablel, and PAST PA 0.127 0.841 0.400 0.128 0.844 0.399
; —— ' those for raw scores of all child apd child-by-word level predic.tors are presented 1n Table 2. Results GPCK 0.030 0203 0 839 0.029 0.199 0.847
LCVCI 2 Child Word for models 1 and 2 are presented 1n Table 3. Results for the Main Effects Model and Interaction Fam 0214 1 053 0.297 0214 1052 0.293
k | | Model are presented in Table 4. Child Level Predictors
T><T \ Q1. At the child-by-word level, neither a child’s word specific phonological awareness, GPCK, nor Vocabulary 0.085 2 174 0.030% 0.085 2 174 0.030%
Child by familiarity were significant predictors of word reading accuracy. Matrix Reasoning _0.054 _1.224 0221 _0.054 _1.225 0.220
Level 1 Response |«— “y 4 Q2. At the child-level, PDE and Voc were significant pre.dicFoors of Worq reading accuracy. RLN 0.043 1.549 0.121 0.043 1.548 0.122
) i Q3. At tzne word-level, SPTR, Fr.equ.ency, Nphon, were significant predictors of a word being PA (elision) 0.057 1 653 0.098 0.057 1 653 0.09%
accurately read by an average child in our study. | PDE 0.147 6446  <0.001%**  0.146 6278  <0.001%**
RESEARCH Q UESTIONS & MODELS * The predicted probability of an average child reading an average word in our study was 0.96 .
. : o : . : Word Level Predictors
* Children with stronger definitional vocabulary and pseudoword decoding skills had a higher
, , , - : : Nphon -0.465 -2.271 0.023* -0.465 -2.271 0.023*
Q1. Does child-by-word phonological awareness (PAST PA) predict the probability of correctly reading and average word in our study.

- : : : : - : 1 - PLD 0.542 1.291 0.197 0.541 1.880 0.198
probability of a child reading a given word accurately when controlling * Shorter, more frequently occurring and transparent words had a higher probability of being read . 0913 150 00145 0913 450 0 0145
for child-by-word grapheme phoneme correspondence knowledge accurately. —— ' ' ' ' ' '
(GPCK) and famiharity (Fam)? Q4. After controlling for the effects of child-by-word, child, and word-level predictors, the Concreteness 0.237 1.419 0.156 0.238 1.421 0.155
Model 1 Covariates. Level 1 (child-by-word): PAST PA, GPCK, Fam interaction of PDE and SPTR was not significant (z= 0.531, p = .596). SPTR -1.122 -3.023 0.002**  -1.030 -2.750  0.006%*

Interactions

Qz;i After Cl(lmtm(ihng foil t;e, effect Ofi allll OthTr g,enfral child 1evef]f ) ’\F/ab.le]::) 11 Means, slt\z/llndarc; I(;eviations,land correlaztions for Wogd-level pre(;llictors PDE x SPTR 0.003 0.129 0.897
b reblci;[f)lljf, (;,W Oesta ¢ lf > %le.nega phonological awareness atlect the Farla : 086 213 Random Effects Variance Variance % Var. Explained Variance % Var. Explained
probability of correct word reading” requency . .

. ) P 4.296 1.228 71.42% 1.229 71.39%
Model 2 Covariates. Level 1 (child-by-word): PAST PA, GPCK, Fam; PLD 1.61 0.78 _0.37%* \;rszn 1 003 0,278 5 51(; 0,278 ” 510/0
Level 2 (child): Vocabulary (Voc), Matrix Reasoning (MatR), Rapid Letter Nphon 415 1.63 _0.35% 0.90%** o ' ' 70 ' 270
Naming (RLI\.I)? Pseudoword Decoding Efficiency (PDE), Phonological Concreteness  3.69  1.03 0. 54%% 0.09 0.07 CONCLUSIONS
Awareness Elision (PA) SPTR 226 2.60 031%  0.07 0.07 -0.16

Q3. Are there important word predictors (C. g, frequency, Concreteness, M & SD represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. *p<.05 **p<.01

number of phonemes [NPhon], spelling-to-pronunciation transparency
rating [SPTR] and phonological Levenshtein Distance [PLD]) related to
word reading accuracy?

Main Effects Model Covariates. Level 1 (child-by-word): PAST PA,

At the child-by-word level, results of this study suggest that the students in our sample had sufficiently redundant
orthographic — O, phonological — P, and semantic — S, representations of the words in our study such that these words
were already a part of each child’s functional (if not autonomous) lexicon (Perfetti, 1991, 1992). Furthermore, the
predicted probability of an average child reading an average word In this study was 0.96. As proposed by the Lexical
Quality Hypothesis (Perfetti & Hart, 2002), this redundancy can facilitate word recognition in the absence of

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for child and child-by-word level predictors
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
PDE 22.07 9.83

. SN . . Voc 21.15 495  0.48%**
GPCK, Fam; Level 2 (child): Voc, MatR, RLN, PDE, PA; Level 2 (word): MatR 4 405 001 0943 complete and precise word knowledge (Adlof et al., 2016). For the children and words in this study, the lack of
Nphon, PLD, Frequency, Concreteness, SPTR d - - Y- - ianificant child-b d effects i del h fati fthe fant rol . . d redund
- g significant child-by-word effects in our models may be representative of the important role precision and redundancy
?4. [s there azlslgl;efglsthn between child decoding skill (PDE) and word RLN 2311 641  038%F -020%¢ 014 0.28% played in their word reading accuracy and the potential consequences of lexical quality (Perfetti, 2007).
ransparcncy !
, PASTPA  40.10 847  0.58*%*%  047** 026%  0.71%*% -0.29%*
Interaction Model Covariates. Level 1 (child-by-word): PAST PA, . 1600 427 020 014 00 000 013 003
GPCK, Fam; Level 1 (interaction) PDE*SPTR; Level 2 (child): Voc, o ' ' e s s . o e S
MatR, RLN, PDE, PA; Level 2 (word): Nphon, PLD, Frequency, S1ECIS Rl o0 Ui L2 bl L2l L 45 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS: This research was supported in part by an FSU CEHHD Dissertation Grant awarded to the
Word Read 44.70 929  0.66*%*  0.40%*  -0.5 0.49%*  -0.27*  0.65%* -0.08  0.63**
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Concreteness, SPTR

M & SD represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. *p<.05 **p<.01




	Slide 1

