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Theoretical models of reading can have specific implications for reading instruc-
tion (Beck & McKeown, 1986; Singer, 1985). A useful distinction between a theory,
which explains a phenomenon and a model, which specifies the interrelationships
between a particular theory’s variables, mechanisms and constructs, is provided by
Singer and Ruddell (1985). Through determining which factors are central to the
reading process, models can guide teachers in making instructional decisions.

The purpose of the current study was to assess the generality and predictive
validity of **The Simple View of Reading,”* a model proposed by Gough and Tunmer
(1986), with support provided by Hoover and Gough (1990). In short, The Simple
View holds that reading comprehension ability can be predicted by two components:
decoding, defined as efficient word recognition, and linguistic comprehension, that
is, using lexical, or word level informatien to achieve sentence and discourse interpre-
tations (Hoover & Gough, 1990). Decoding and linguistic comprehension are both
considered necessary for success in reading but neither of the two components is
individually sufficient. The relationships, then, between reading comprehension (R),
decoding (D) and linguistic or listening comprehension (L) were hypothesized in The
Simple View model to be the following: R =D x L rather than R=D +L such that
there could be no reading comprehension where ¢ither decoding or listening compre-
hension equals zero. Reading comprchension in this model is proposed to be the
mathematical product of a child’s decoding ability and listening comprehension.

We intended to examine how well the The Simple View model predicts reading
comprehension for a student population that was substantially different from the Span-
ish-English bilingual population studied by Hoover and Gough. In contrast to Hoover
and Gough (1990), our subjects were monolingual English-speaking third graders who
were receiving a uniform instructional program in reading. Should the product model
provide a good explanation of reading comprehension at third-grade level we also
intended to assess the ability of the model to account for reading comprehension 2
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years later, when the students were in the fifth grade. If the product model has
predictive as well as concurrent validity this would be a strong test of the model’s

adequacy.

METHOD

There were 166 third-grade students in four elementary schools in a largely homo-
geneous middle-class suburban school district. The reading curriculum was uniform
across the school district and reflected a strong code emphasis in the early grades. In
October of their third-grade year, 137 of the students who had been in the school
district for at least one full school year and who were monolingual (English-speaking)
received an individually administered decoding test developed for use in a study of
memory factors in decoding ability (Dreyer, 1989; Dreyer & Bryant, submitted). This
was a 60-item test of decoding low frequency phonetically regular single syllable real
words varying in length and orthographic complexity. None of the items were likely
to be known as sight words. Following the Hoover and Gough (1990) study, the
current investigation was a secondary analysis on an existing data set.

One week after the decoding test was given, the school district administered its
annual achievement battery, the Educational Records Burean Comprehensive Testing
Program II, Level 2, Form C {(Educational Testing Service, 1987). Scores on the
third-grade reading comprehension and listening comprehension subtests of the battery
were obtained from school records. Two years later reading comprehension scores at
fifth-grade level were also obtained from school records. These were available for 121

of the original 137 subjects.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Pearson product moment correlations for all measures are shown in Table 1. It
will be noted that in this student population decoding and listening comprehension are
highly related to reading comprehension at both third- and fifth-grade levels. As
Hoover and Gough observed in their study, the relation of listening comprehension
to reading comprehension increased from third- to fifth-grade level. However, unlike
Hoover and Gough, in our population the relation of decoding to reading comprehen-
sion did not decrease, but rather remained stable. _

Hoover and Gough (1990) assess the Simple View model (R=D X L) by making
and evaluating three predictions. Prediction One is that the product of decoding (D)
and listening comprehension (L) will account for significant variance in reading com-
prehension (R) over and above the contribution of the linear combination or sum of
D and L. The linear formula is R=a+b; D+b, L, a standard regression formula.
The model that includes both the linear and the product is R=a+& D +b,
L+by{DXL). Table 2 presents the squared multiple correlation coefficient, R?, t0-
gether with significance tests for the contribution of the product over the linear.

Hierarchical multiple regressions were performed, following the analyses of Hoo-
ver and Gough. With reading comprehension for third graders as the dependent vari-
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Table 1
Intercorrelations Among Measures
Measure
2 3 4 5

1. Comp3 N1 38 G2rx 62w
g. Comp5 A4Grkx H244x ‘63***

- LstComp J24%* ..843*;
4. Decoding .
5. Product o

Note. Comp3=Reading comprehension at third i

3=Re grade, Comp5=Reading co i
LstCom;{=Llstemng comprehension at third grade, Decoding = Decoding it r.hxr:f m:&:s'g?o:[ ﬁfih S
of decoding and listening comprehension indices. g et = Product
= p< 01 #5001,

Table 2

Summary of Regression Analyses

Measure R Square R-Square Change F df
y Grade 3
inear 439
52.4%%= 2,1
Product 453 014 3.4 n.s. l,lgg
Product .379
; 82 Jux 1,13
Linear 453 074 18.Ow#» 2 l3§
g Grade 5
inear 469
52.2%%* 2,11
Product 488 019 4,1% 1 llg
Product 401
r TG 5% 1,1
Linear 488 .081 18.5%%* 2'l:g

Note. Linear= Linear combination of the decodin, isteni ion indi

; g and listening comprehension indi Product = Prods
of the decoding and listening comprehension indices. F ! o ‘ ot
*p<.05. ***p<.001.

*

able, decoding and listening comprehension scores were e i ion;
together they accounted for 43.9% of reading compmhen:if:sa;?;ﬁc?exfdrif:m;::
product_ vector (D XL) to the two independent variables (D) and L) i'ncrcaseﬁ the
proportion of variance accounted for by 1.4%. This increment was about the same
size as that found by Hoover and Gough; however, it was not statistically significant
in this sample. Also following Hoover and Gough, as a second test of the importance
qf the product of decoding and listening comprehension (D x L), reading comprehen-
sion was regrf:ssed first on the product alone: R square was in this case equal to 37.9%

Adding the linear combination of decoding and listening comprehension (D +1‘.) t(;
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this regression raised the proportion of variance accounted for by 7.4%, a significant
increase. Thus, with these analyses, there is better evidence for a model based on the
sum of decoding and listening comprehension (R =D + L) than a model based primar-
ily on the product of these two variables.

An additional set of regressions was performed using third grade decoding and
listening comprehension as predictors, as before, but with fifth-grade reading compre-
hension as the outcome variable. The use of fifth-grade reading comprehension as a
criterion provides a particularly strong test of the product model because any spurious
contributions to correlations among variables that are measured simultaneously (like
decoding, listening comprehension and reading comprehension) are weakened when
a variable (i.e., reading comprehension) is measured 2 years later. Here, the product
gives a significant increment of 1.9% over the linear. However, the reverse order
showed that the linear accounted for more, over and above the product (8.1%). Thus,
the test of Prediction One did not provide very strong evidence for the superiority of
the product of decoding and listening comprehension over the linear combination of
these two factors as a mode} of the reading process.

Prediction Two. If reading comprehension is the mathematical product of D and
L, then the correlation between decoding and listening comprehension should change
as reading comprehension changes (sc¢ Figure 1 and Table 3 in Hoover & Gough,
1990). Specifically, the correlation should be high and positive when reading compre-
hension is strong and should decline to zero when reading comprehension is zero.
This is tested by taking successive subsamples of the data such that all subjects are
inciuded in the first sample, the best readers (as measured by comprehension) are
excluded from the next sample, additional good readers are removed for the third
sample, and so on, until onty the poorest readers are left. We again used as criteria
both third grade and fifth-grade reading comprehension. As can be seen in Tables 3
and 4 the correlations for the four overlapping samples do, in fact, decrease for
third-grade reading comprehension, from a high of .241 to a low of —.019. The first
value is significantly different from zero, whereas the second value is not. Although
these results are in line with the prediction of The Simple View, they appear to be
artifactual. When the sampling procedure was reversed, beginning with a subsample
of the 42 readers with the highest third-grade comprehension scores and successively
adding more and more poorer readers, we found that the pattern of correlation re-
versed, instead of remaining similar to the first series of correlations. For fifth-grade
comprehension the picture is even less clear, with the correlation pattern varying
unsystematically. Thus the results of our analysis again provided mixed evidence for

The Simple View.

Prediction Three. If the product model holds, then the regression of reading
comprehension on listening comprehension should maintain the same intercept as
decoding ability decreases but the slope of the function should decrease (again see
Figure 1 in Hoover & Gough, 1990.) For this analysis the data were divided into three
groups on the basis of decoding score. The results are presented in Table 5.

When third-grade reading comprehension was regressed on listening comprehen-
sion (L) for each of these three groups, we found that as Hoover and Gough predicted,
the intercept remained fairly constant and the slope decreased (from .5342 to .2925)
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Table 3
Descriptive .%'tatistics and Correlations Between Decoding and Listenin
Com;?rehensmn Jor Successive Sample Reductions Based on Decreasi .
Reading Comprehension Skill at Grade 3 "
Descriptive Statistics
Quartile n Correlation r D (Hesn alj.ld Seandard ?Viaii‘)ﬂ) R
Series |
1-4 137 24]%* 28.82 12.36 363.74 25.78
7.32 4,22 164.10 7.07
1-3 116 .198%* 28.01 il.79 336.33 24.23
. 7.60 7.60 155.07 6.52
- 65 094, n.s, 25.38 10.85 278.43 19.77
8.39 3.99 140.36 5.31
1 33 ~.019, n.s, 22,12 10.18 224.61 15.67
8.59 3.91 117.08 4.26
Series 2
4 42 —.153, n.s. 33.05 14.95 492.36 33.00
3.44 3.48 i19.90 1.9
34 72 138, n.s. 31.92 13.74 440.75 31.24
4,33 3.97 145.42 2.68
2-4 164 176, n.s. 30.94 13.06 407.88 29.01
5.38 4.10 152.08 4.13
1-4 137 241%#* 28.82 12.36 363.74 25.78
7.32 4.22 164,10 7.07

Note. D =Decoding index, L=Listenin L

+ g comprehension inde; = Produc : . .
comprehension, R =Reading comprehension. " X, P t of decoding and listening
*p<.05. **p<.01.

:1; dec‘c:di_ng abﬂi:ity decreased. However, when fifth-grade reading comprehension was
€ Critenion, there was no such monotonic change j
: ) ge in slope and even the i
varied nonmonotonically. Again, we feel these r i S ostmen
_ . . esults i
for The Simple View of Reading. 15 e mixed with regard to support
(;& lmmnon in this study should be acknowledged. There was a ceiling effect on
::u; ecielci:ggu;g mlcasl-lllrz st:lch glat approximately 8% of the subject population performed
vel. Had the decoding measure included nonword i i
words, the results might have i i e raisyllabic
ey gh more closely replicated the findings of Hoover and
It is intriguing that such a compiex activi i
' : ty as reading could be strongl i
by just two of its central components. Whether configured as sum gf ;rgijcf;ftc:
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Table 4

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Decoding and Listening
Comprehension for Successive Sample Reductions Based on Decreasing
Reading Comprehension Skill at Grade 5

Descriptive Statistics

(Mean and Standard Deviation)
Quartile n Correlation r D L P R
Series 1
1-4 izl 298+ 29.55 12.37 373.17 26.36
5.84 4.36 159.29 6.50
1-3 92 174, n.s. 28.23 11.52 329.80 2482
6.04 4.39 146.82 6.52
-2 63 199, n.s. 25.38 10.78 297.65 22.51
§.39 4.34 143.29 6.03
1 30 .239, n.s. 23.77 10.17 247.87 19.90
5.96 4,53 126.42 5.79
Series 2
4 29 .365% 33.76 15.07 510.76 31.28
1.94 3.00 113.53 314
34 58 .038, n.s. 32.19 14.10 45521 30.55
4.03 3.70 133.50 3.87
2-4 91 134, n.s. 31.46 13.10 414.48 28.50
4.38 4,08 147.38 5.19
1-4 121 .208%* 29.55 12.37 373.17 26.36
5.84 4.36 159.29 6.50

Note. D=Decoding index, L=Listening comprehension index, P=Product of decoding and listening
comprehension, R = Reading comprehension.
*p<.05. **p<.0l.

is clear that decoding and linguistic comprehension are essential factors in reading
comprehension, as Hoover and Gough suggest. The general theory underlying The
Simple View of Reading is therefore clearly supported by our results. In testing the
specifics of the model itself, however, we found, as others have (c.g., Stanovich,
Cupningham, & Feeman, 1984; P. B. Gough, personal communication, May 29,
1991) that the sum of decoding and listening comprehension accounts for so much
variance in reading comprehension that there may be little room left for improvement
by the product.

What are the implications for reading instruction? We believe that our findings
confirm the importance of word recognition skills in reading. For those children who
do not develop decoding skills for themselves through exposure to print, explicit
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Table 5
Regressions of Reading Comprehensi. ] }
prenension at Third and Fifth Grade on Listeni
Comprehension by Decoding Ability " Listening
Decoding Level (%) n Iniercept R Squ.
are
Grade 3
75-100
o g? 23.526 211%
o 23.333 123w
53 17.718 {034, n.s.
Grade 5
75—
53—71'20 37 11.052 508**
o ;g 18.513 .083, n.s,
8.573 .088, n.s.

*p<05. *+p<.0l.

systematic instruction and opportunities for practice in meaningful contexts would

seem to be essential to readin g progress and should be . :
. an integral
classroom reading and language program. gral part of a rich

REFERENCES

Beck,( l:‘dI;inct :\rfthePwn, M_. G. (1986). Applica?tion of theories of reading to instruction. In N. L. Stein

& éh,icago a;tc: s;n American schools: Learning 1o read and write (pp. 63-~83). Chicago: University
Dmy%n; ;'ljl .s t(l izsgicti"ohr:l r;{:i:ﬂniﬁi ’0_2 Z’Itf:;;’; :J ;;?:::Et:f'cal memory 1o decoding and reading ability.
Dmyial‘;m(; » & Bryant, N. D. (submitted). Phonological memory as a component of decoding ability in
Educasrii:lfci I.Eecord.s Bureau Comprehensive Testing Program I (1987). Princeton, NJ: Educarional Testing

Gough, P. B., & Tunmer, W. E. (1986). Decodin: readin, : I N i
Education, 7, 6-10. g 8. and reading disability. Remedial and Special

Hoover, W. A., & Gough, P. B. (1990). The simple vi f readin, i j2i) j
iy o g P B ( ple view of g. Reading and Writing: An Interdisci.
Smger,.H. (1985). Modeis of reading have direct implications for instruction: The affirmative position. In
Nlles_, 1. A. (Ed.), Issues in literacy: A research perspective, Thirty-fourth yearbook of the Naliv;na.l
) Reading Conference (pp. 402-413). Rochester, NY: National Reading Confererce.
Smge:édl:.; 8;"'Ruddell, R. B. (1985). Introduction to models of reading. In H. Singer & R. B. Ruddelt
-} Theoretical models and processes of reading (3rd ed. 620-62 DE: erma
tional Reading Association. P ?)- Newark, DE: Inieroa-
Stapovich, K. E, Cunningham, A. E., & Feeman, D. J (1984). Intejki i
) , am, A. E., , D. ). . Intelligence, cognitive skill
reading progress. Reading Research Quarerly, 19, 278-303. - * and early



