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READING AND WRITING PARAMETERS AND STRATEGIES

USED BY CHILDREN FROM PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Parametros e estratégias de leitura e escrita utilizados
por criancas de escolas publica e privada

Vanessa Lais Pontes("), Natalia Lisce Fioravante Diniz®, Vanessa de Oliveira Martins-Reis®

ABSTRACT

Purposes: to compare the performance of good and bad readers and writers of public and private
schools in reading aloud and writing under dictation regarding the parameters of writing and reading
fluency, besides to verify the reading and writing strategies used by these children. Method: 61
students of the 4th and 5th grade from a public (GPu) and a private (GPr) elementary school were
submitted to a School Performance Test, for classification into good and bad reader and writer; and to
reading aloud and writing words and pseudo words in order to verify their performance regarding the
total number of successes in reading and writing, rate and accuracy in reading and accuracy in writing,
as well as strategies for reading/writing used. Results: in a general overview, the performance of
participants from private school was higher than from public school. There was better performance in
reading than in writing; in words than in pseudo words; in high frequency words than in low-frequency
words; in regular words than in irregular words. The effects found in reading and writing were the same
for public and private schools. Conclusion: social and pedagogical aspects influence the performance
of reading and writing. In the group studied, it was observed the effects of lexicality, regularity and
frequency; it was not showed the preferential use of one or another route of reading and writing. The
type of school does not seem to interfere in the strategy of reading / writing used by these children.
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INTRODUCTION

Reading and writing involve countless mental
processes and neuropsychological functions, and
are thus considered to be highly complex activities.
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In view of this complexity, the learning of the written
language has been studied by a number of different
fields, such as developmental psychology, cognitive
psychology, linguistics, and speech, language and
hearing sciences’. Given the importance of reading
as a means to access new knowledge and writing
as a form of expression and use of the language,
the reading and writing difficulties of children who
are learning these skills are also a matter of multi-
disciplinary interest'2.

Approximately one-seventh of the United States
population shows some degree of learning disability,
which accounts for 15% of that population®. Despite
the lack of data on the prevalence of learning
disabilities in Brazil, over the last twenty years, a
rise in the number of schoolchildren with reading
difficulties has been observed in the Brazilian educa-
tional setting*. It is estimated that around 40% of the
Brazilian students have difficulty learning the written
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language — a reality to be found both in public and
private schools. With regard to the illiteracy rate, 54%
of the Brazilians between 15 and 64 years of age
who attended school up to the 4th grade achieved
a rudimentary level of literacy at best. This means
that more than half of the Brazilian population in
that age range can merely locate a piece of explicit
information in short and familiar texts, read and write
usual numbers and perform simple operations®. In
addition, 10% of these Brazilians can be regarded
as absolute illiterates, despite having completed one
to four years of elementary school®. In view of this
scenario, attention must be given to the difficulties
with the written language by means of scientific
investigations as well as government policies'.

The chief objective of reading is the compre-
hension of written material. This is dependent on
a number of factors, word identification being a
necessary condition®. Reading competence can be
assessed from the routes used for reading’”® and
the fluency of reading®'®. There is no consensus
as yet in the literature regarding reading fluency,
which can be defined as the translation of text into
spoken language at good speed without decoding
errors®. According to the authors reviewed, error
analysis does not seem sufficient to distinguish
between groups of readers, while measures
involving processing speed seem to be more
sensitive. Similarly, the analysis of speed alone is
not satisfactory, since children who read too fast
and make many mistakes show impaired reading
comprehension. In that sense, reading fluency can
be measured as the number of words correctly read
per minute®'. This measure is deemed to be a
hybrid one, as it integrates speed and precision in
decoding the written material'3,

In a nationwide study, the measure of precision
of reading was denominated reading accuracy
and analyzed along with the reading rate, defined
as the number of words read per minute'®. These
measures have been the most widely used to
analyze reading fluency; however, they should be
interpreted as ancillary tools for the understanding
of learning problems and of the functioning of
mechanisms and processes connected to reading
competence, considering that other skills and forms
of knowledge have an impact on reading fluency.
The reading rate is more closely related to the speed
of reading, since it counts the number of words read
per minute, whereas accuracy is related to the flow
of information, as it measures the number of words
read correctly per minute. Therefore, the lower the
accuracy, the higher the number of incorrections
produced in recognizing words.

The analysis of the route used in the processing
of isolated words has relied on measures of reaction
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time and proportions of correct words (matches)
and errors in distinct classes of stimuli, words
and pseudowords varying in frequency of occur-
rence in the language, extension and regularity®'.
Measuring reaction times can provide important
information on the speed of the reading processing,
yet it is more difficult to use in clinical practice. A
simpler alternative to analyze the routes of reading
could be the use of rate and accuracy measures, as
adopted in the present study.

Furthermore, considering that reading and
writing disabilities also comprise social, affective,
cognitive and pedagogical aspects'®, which manifest
themselves diversely in each child, it is necessary to
investigate, from the pedagogical and social stand-
points, the variations between public and private
school students 21617,

Therefore, the objectives of the present study
were to compare the performance of good and poor
readers and writers of public and private schools in
oral reading and writing to dictation in relation to the
parameters of writing and reading fluency, and also,
to assess the reading and writing strategies used by
these children through accuracy analysis.

METHOD

The present cross-sectional, observational
study was developed with a convenience sample.
Sixty-one students participated in the study, all
of them regularly enrolled in either the 4th or 5th
grade of elementary education at a public school
and a private school in the metropolitan region of
Belo Horizonte. All students were at the beginning
of the school year. All the children who signed and
presented the informed consent document signed
by their parents or legal guardians were included.
The present study was approved by the Ethics
Committee of the University under the registry no.
617-10.

The exclusion criteria were: history of any
alteration in the neurological and psychomotor
development; untreated hearing and/or visual
deficits, and children who were not able to complete
the dictation and reading subtests of the Scholastic
Performance Test (TDE, in Portuguese)®. For the
evaluation of the exclusion criteria, parents and
legal guardians were sent a questionnaire inquiring,
among other aspects, on the child’s neurological and
psychomotor development, the development of oral
language, reading and writing skills, and the status
of the child’s hearing and vision. The questionnaire
was devised by the authors for this study.

The participants were allocated into two groups:
GPu (public school students), composed by 15 male
students and 20 female students; and GPr (private



school students), composed by 14 male and 12

female students.

All the students selected went through two
modalities of evaluation:

- Scholastic Performance Test (Teste de
Desempenho Escolar — TDE)'®: This test was
used to rank the participants as good or poor
readers and/or writers. The writing subtest was
performed collectively in the students’ classroom,
while the reading subtest was conducted indivi-
dually in a classroom made available by the
school.

- Oral reading and writing to dictation from the
Balanced List of Words and Pseudowords’:
This test was administered with the aim of
assessing the performance of each student
considering the total of matches in reading and
writing, rate and accuracy of reading, and writing
accuracy, as well as the effects to be found
in reading and writing. The list comprises 96
words and 96 pseudowords. The words vary in
frequency of occurrence, orthographic regularity
and length, while the pseudowords vary in length;
these were constructed using the same ortho-
graphic structure and number of syllables as the
stimuli that were used in the word list. The task
of writing to dictation was applied collectively in a
classrooom and the oral reading task was given
individually in a classroom made available by the
school. In the oral reading task, the child was
instructed to read the items as rapidly as he or
she could. The lists were printed on an A4 white
sheet, in black ink, uppercase, Arial 14 font and
double spacing between the stimuli arranged
vertically in columns. The reading was recorded
with the aid of a digital voice recorder with a
microphone for analysis.

All evaluations were conducted during class time,
as previously established by the school coordination
and faculty.

In order to place the students as good or poor
readers/writers, each child's TDE results were
compared with the standardized test score for the
2nd and 7th grades of elementary school®. The
students who had higher or average TDE scores
were ranked as good readers/writers, and those
having lower scores were ranked as poor readers/
writers.

The analysis of writing was conducted by
computing the total number of matches in words and
pseudowords and the number of matches in high
and low frequency words, and regular, irregular and
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rule words. Writing accuracy was represented by
the percentage of matches for each of the psycho-
linguistic variables considered.

In the analysis of reading, the words and pseudo-
words read were transcribed, thereby enabling
the computation of the total number of matches in
words and pseudowords, as well as the number of
matches in high and low frequency words, regular,
irregular and rule words. In addition, the time spent
on reading each list was measured with the aid of a
stopwatch. The parameters of reading fluency were
obtained by computing the reading rate (number of
words or pseudowords read per minute) and reading
accuracy (number of words or pseudowords read
correctly) for each list (words and pseudowords)
using formulas proposed in a previous study°.

All the data were tabulated and compared
between the groups (good and poor readers, and
public and private school). The correlations between
the variables were analyzed subsequently.

To determine the occurrence of lexicality,
regularity and frequency effects, the accuracy values
were considered. Thus, the presence of a lexicality
effect was considered when the accuracy values for
words were greater than those for pseudowords; a
regularity effect was identified when the accuracy
of regular words was higher than that of irregular
words, and an effect of frequency was considered
when the values of accuracy for high frequency
words were greater than those for low frequency
words.

The statistical analysis of the data was
performed using the following nonparametric tests:
chi-square with the Monte Carlo method, Wilcoxon,
Mann-Whitney and Friedman. The level of signifi-
cance was set at 5%.

RESULTS

The statistical analysis showed that the schools
were not different in relation to the distribution of the
students by grade (X2= 0.035; d.f.= 1; p=0.852) and
gender (X2= 0.722; d.f.= 1; p= 0.395). Likewise, the
series were not different regarding the distribution
of the students by gender (X2= 0.842; d.f.= 1; p=
0.359).

The schools were statistically different with
regard to the distribution of good and poor readers
(X2= 12.752; d.f.= 1; p< 0.001) and distribution of
good and poor writers (X2= 5.570; d.f.= 1; p=0.018),
with higher frequency of poorer TDE performance
for the public school children (Figures 1 and 2).
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Figure 1 — Distribution of good and poor readers
by school
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B good writers
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Figure 2 — Distribution of good and poor writers
by school

Effect of the type of school on the reading and
writing parameters

The results of the comparisons between the
public and private school students for each of the
psycholinguistic variables analyzed for oral reading
are shown in Table 1. A statistically significant
difference was found with regard to word rate and
accuracy, low frequency words and irregular words.
The performance of the private school participants
was superior in all comparisons.

Regarding the influence of the type of school
on writing accuracy, the results shown in Table 2
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demonstrate such influence in all instances with the
exception of regular words and pseudowords. In the
latter case, a trend was noted (p<0.10). Except for
the irregular words, the performance of the private
school students was superior in the psycholinguistic
variables. It is worth noting that the writing of two
private school students was disregarded, since they
gave up writing during the dictation.

Oral reading of good and poor readers

Table 3 portrays the results of the comparison
between good and poor readers in the oral reading
test, in which inferior performance was seen for the
poor readers in all the psycholinguistic variables of
the reading items.

Writing to dictation of good and poor writers

Regarding the performance of good and poor
writers in the task of writing to dictation, the latter
performed statistically worse across the psycholin-
guistic variables of the writing items (Table 4).

Reading and writing strategies and type of
school

For the analysis of the effects in reading and
writing, the following comparisons were carried
out for each type of school: accuracy of words vs.
pseudowords (lexicality effect); accuracy of high
frequency vs. low frequency words (frequency
effect); accuracy of regular words vs. rule words vs.
irregularity (regularity effect).

As shown in Table 5, all the effects (lexicality,
regularity and frequency) were detected in reading
and in writing for both groups of children. These
effects suggest the use of the lexical and phono-
logical routes in reading and writing.

An interesting finding was that, in the group of
public school children, a difference was found in
writing regular words vs. rule words.
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Table 1 — Comparison between schools for each psycholinguistic variable in reading

School Minimum Maximum Mean Star_1d§rd CcvV

Deviation
Rt-wds* Pgblic 25.26 97.63 59.84 15.93 0.26
Private 42.99 97.63 72.07 15.76 0.21
Rt-pseudo Pgblic 19.53 60.0 40.04 8.89 0.22
Private 31.30 55.0 43.67 7.59 0.17
Acc-wds* Pgblic 18.16 94.58 56.43 17.28 0.30
Private 38.89 97.63 69.81 16.63 0.23
Acc-pseudo# Pgblic 7.32 55.0 31.56 10.43 0.33
Private 18.43 47.66 35.81 9.05 0.25
Rt-HF# Pgblic 28.80 115.20 67.35 16.17 0.24
Private 45.0 106.67 75.71 17.11 0.22
RE-LF* Public 22.50 84.71 55.19 16.66 0.30
Private 41.14 102.86 65.70 16.00 0.24
Acc-HF# Pgblic 25.20 115.20 65.32 16.72 0.25
Private 44.06 106.67 74.10 17.37 0.23
Acc-LF* Pgblic 14.46 79.41 50.65 18.58 0.36
Private 25.85 94.29 62.98 16.97 0.26
RtR Public 29.09 112.94 63.32 16.36 0.25
Private 43.64 106.67 70.99 15.61 0.21
RtI* Pgblic 19.01 96.0 56.34 16.18 0.28
Private 42.67 91.43 66.19 14.50 0.21
Rt-Ru# PL_Jinc 29.09 87.27 61.39 16.72 0.27
Private 40.85 106.67 71.46 16.97 0.23
Acc-R* Public 23.61 112.94 60.58 17.73 0.29
Private 42.27 106.67 68.96 15.60 0.22
Acc-l Pgblic 13.66 96.0 54.45 17.44 0.32
Private 36.00 91.43 64.24 15.51 0.24
Acc-Ru# Pl.,lb“C 23.64 87.27 58.17 18.70 0.32
Private 33.33 106.27 68.93 18.67 0.27

Mann-Whitney Test. *p< 0.05; #p<0.10;
Legend: Rt=rate; Acc=accuracy; wds=words; pseudo=pseudowords; HF=high frequency; LF=low frequency; R=regular; |=irregular;
Ru=rule; CV=coefficient of variation.

Table 2 — Comparison between schools for the accuracy of each psycholinguistic variable in writing

School Mean Minimum Maximum SD cv
Public 79.08 27.08 94.79 15.91 0.20

Words* .
Private 88.29 56.25 98.96 7.83 0.08
Pseudomords® Public 69.38 15.63 92.71 18.58 0.26
Private 77.46 38.54 89.58 12.17 0.15
oht . Public 87.80 35.42 100.0 15.02 017
High frequency Private 93.58 64.58 100.0 8.59 0.09
Low frequency* Public 70.36 18.75 89.58 17.85 0.25
Private 82.08 39.58 97.92 11.19 0.13
Regular Public 89.55 37.50 100.0 14.40 0.16
Private 92.88 68.75 100.0 6.28 0.06
reqular Public 84.73 15.63 100.0 18.28 0.21
Private 81.63 40.63 96.88 11.17 0.13
Ruler Public 79.20 28.13 96.88 16.57 0.20
Private 91.13 59.38 100.0 8.82 0.08

Mann-Whitney test. *p< 0.05; #p<0.10; SD= standard deviation; CV=coefficient of variation.
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Table 3 — Comparison between good and poor readers for each psycholinguistic variable in reading

TDE Minimum Maximum Median SD cv

Rt -wds* good reader 45.00 97.63 72.85 14.97 0.20
poor reader 25.26 97.63 60.66 16.44 0.65

Rt- pseudo® good reader 34.08 60.00 46.12 7.09 0.15
poor reader 19.53 54.86 39.03 8.21 0.21

Acc- wds* good reader 44.06 97.63 71.70 15.05 0.20
poor reader 18.16 94.58 56.73 17.64 0.31

Acc- pseudo' good reader 26.98 55.00 40.58 6.51 0.16
poor reader 7.32 44.35 29.30 9.37 0.31

Rt- HF' good reader 48.00 106.67 75.94 16.48 0.21
poor reader 28.80 115.20 68.10 16.78 0.24

Rt- LE* good reader 48.00 106.67 75.28 15.99 0.21
poor reader 25.20 115.20 65.56 17.41 0.26

Acc-HF* good reader 42.35 90.00 67.03 12.73 0.18
poor reader 22.50 102.86 55.52 17.96 0.32

Acc-LF* good reader 40.59 90.00 65.46 13.22 0.20
poor reader 14.46 94.29 50.52 19.49 0.38

Rt-R" good reader 46.83 106.67 71.76 15.35 0.21
poor reader 29.09 112.94 63.68 16.39 0.25

RtI* good reader 46.83 106.67 70.60 15.07 0.21
poor reader 23.61 112.94 60.51 17.48 0.28

Rt-Re’ good reader 40.85 91.43 68.07 12.24 0.17
poor reader 19.01 96.00 56.29 16.64 0.29

Ace- R* good reader 40.85 91.43 67.00 12.63 0.18
poor reader 13.66 96.00 53.88 17.79 0.33

Ace-I* good reader 40.85 106.67 71.92 16.06 0.22
poor reader 29.09 101.05 62.18 17.38 0.27

Acc- Ru* good reader 40.85 106.67 70.77 16.30 0.23
poor reader 23.64 101.05 58.24 19.59 0.33

Mann-Whitney Test: *p< 0.05; #p<0.10;

Legend: Rt=rate; Acc=accuracy; wds=words; pseudo=pseudowords; HF=high frequency; LF=low frequency; R=regular; l=irregular;
Ru=rule; TDE= Scholastic Performance Test; SD= standard deviation; CV=coefficient of variation.

Table 4 — Comparison between good and poor writers for each psycholinguistic variable in writing

TDE Mean Minimum Maximum SD cv
Words* good writer 89.04 81.25 98.95 4.22 0.04
poor writer 71.58 27.08 90.63 17.95 0.19
Pseudowords* good writer 94.17 64.58 100.00 6.18 0.06
poor writer 82.84 35.42 97.92 18.33 0.18
High frequency* good wr.iter 83.33 68.75 97.92 6.59 0.06
poor writer 60.22 18.75 83.33 18.57 0.22
Low frequency* good wr‘iter 94.87 84.37 100.00 3.54 0.03
poor writer 83.63 37.50 100.00 17.26 0.17
good writer 88.14 68.75 100.00 8.24 0.08

Regular* .
poor writer 74.70 15.63 93.75 21.74 0.23
Irregular* good writer 91.19 75.00 100.00 6.24 0.06
poor writer 71.13 28.13 93.75 17.76 0.18
Rule* good writer 79.78 59.38 92.71 8.18 0.08
poor writer 59.67 15.63 89.58 20.23 0.22

Mann-Whitney Test *p< 0.05; *p<0.10; TDE= Scholastic Performance Test; SD= standard deviation; CV=coefficient of variation.
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Table 5 — Comparison between psycholinguistic variables in reading and writing by school

Writin Readin
School Comparison 9 9
V4 p-value V4 p-value
Public words vs. N .
pseudowords -4.207 <0.001 5.159 <0.001
high frequency vs. low } * ) *
frequency 5.167 <0.001 4.727 <0.001
regular vs. rule -4.780 <0.001* -1.572 0.116
regular vs. irregular -4.202 <0.001* -3.717 <0.001*
rule X irregular -3.224 0.001* 2.175 0.030*
words vs. . ) *
pseudowords -4.232 <0.001 4.457 <0.001
high frequency vs. low } * ) .
Private frequency 3.773 <0.001 3.670 <0.001
regular vs. rule -1.160 0.246 -0.057 0.954
regular vs. irregular -4.299 <0.001* -2.629 <0.001*
rule vs. irregular -3.998 <0.001* 2171 0.030*

Wilcoxon Test: *p< 0.05; Z= Z-Score

DISCUSSION

Reading and writing disabilities are known to
be affected by a variety of factors: social, affective,
cognitive and pedagogical, reflected in different
manifestations in each individual child®>. Because
it is necessary to examine, from the pedagogical
and social standpoints, the variations between
students of public and private schools, the present
study compared the performance of good and poor
readers of a public and a private school in tasks of
oral reading and writing to dictation, in addition to
assessing the parameters of writing and reading
fluency of these students so as to relate these
measures to the routes of reading in order to
evaluate reading competence.

In this comparison between schools, a greater
number of students who were poor readers and
poor writers based on their TDE performance was
found in the public school. This result is not in line
with the findings of the TDE validation study, in
which the author found slight differences between
municipal, state and private schools, and concluded
that it was not necessary to establish rules for the
test according to the type of school™. As expected,
the performance of the poor readers and writers
was inferior in all the studied reading and writing
parameters, thus showing an impairment in the use
of reading and writing strategies as reflected in the
number of errors and slowness in decoding and
encoding words.

The schools were different with respect to the
tasks of oral reading and writing to dictation. In the
reading task, the difference occurred in word rate
and accuracy, low frequency words, and irregular
words. In the writing task, the difference between

schools was significant across the variables, except
for regular words and pseudowords. In general,
the performance of the private school participants
was superior to that of the public school students,
with the exception of the writing of irregular words.
These results reinforce what some authors argue
with regard to the influence of the family and school
environment on the development of reading and
writing®'61920_ |n a study conducted with children of
7 to 10 years of age from public and private schools
evaluating the difficulties in learning writing, the
author found a difference between the groups, and
suggested that the better performance of the private
school children was due to the fact that they lived in
more favorable environments, with more adequate
conditions for learning'. Therefore, according to
that author, the acquisition of the written language
was not only influenced by the instruction received
in school?'. It is known that the children who attend
public schools in Brazil come from families with fewer
resources than those attending private schools;
this situation is closely linked to family income.
Additionally, among the determinant factors that
foster the habit of reading, the UNESCO highlights
being born to a family of readers and having spent
the youth in a school system concerned with
promoting the habit of reading®. In Brazil, most
children are only initiated in the world of reading in
school??, which places an even heavier burden on
the teachers, who in most cases do not cultivate the
habit of reading themselves, and ignore the purpose
of reading in the classroom?.

Therefore, the greater number of poor readers
in the public school and the differences in rate and
accuracy of low frequency words between schools,
with public school pupils performing worse, adds
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strength to the “exposure to reading” factor, since
the more frequent the contact with those words
through reading, the more easily their representa-
tions are established and can be retrieved.

It is worth noting that the schools were no
different with regard to the rate of pseudowords,
while they differed as to their accuracy. This may
have occurred due to the fact that the reading rate
only measures speed. On the other hand, accuracy
seems to be a more precise measure of fluency,
as it takes into account correctness and speed of
reading/writing®''®. In addition, this effect may
have occurred solely with pseudowords because,
regardless of the type of school, the children will
employ the same route (phonological) to decode
the item.

In the analysis of the reading and writing param-
eters, the results obtained indicate that, in both
tasks, performance was better with words than it
was with pseudowords as far as rate and accuracy
values are concerned. The findings of the present
study indicate lexicality®”2* and frequency®’2*
2gffects. Because words have pre-stored ortho-
graphic, semantic and phonological representations
in the lexicon, they tend to be read and written more
rapidly and correctly compared with pseudowords,
in which pronunciation and spelling are constructed
by the phonological route, since their representa-
tions cannot be found in the lexicon'. Similarly, the
processing advantage for the high frequency words
occurs because, with schooling, the increased
frequency of contact with the written word and the
learning of orthographic rules allow for the phono-
logical, orthographic, and semantic representations
to be established and start to require less activation,
thereby enabling increasingly faster, automatized
and correct reading of the written word'#2,

According to the literature®?’, these two effects
(lexicality and frequency) point to the use of the
lexical route by the 4th- and 5th-grade students in
the present study; this demonstrates the beginning
of the most advanced stage of reading acquisition,
which ensures speed and precision in this task.

It is worth stressing that it is not possible to
affirm a preferential use of either route by the 4th-
and 5th-graders from the findings of the present
study. The reason for this is that after the analysis
of the psycholinguistic features of the items on the
Balanced List of Words and Pseudowords had been
conducted, a regularity effect was noted for reading,
with worse performance for irregular words. The
same was observed in the values found for writing
accuracy, in which the performance with regular
words was superior. These results indicate the
presence of a regularity effect both in the reading
and writing of the 4th- and 5th-grade students,
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which also suggests the use of the phonological
route in decoding and encoding some items — since
using this route leads to correct regular words along
with regularization errors with irregular words and
does not ensure matches for rule words, as these
depend on learning and memorizing orthographic
rules 7242, Thus, the present study showed that,
for the studied age range, the predominance of
either route will depend on the familiarity of the item
presented for reading and writing, with both routes
being used during these tasks®. An important finding
was that the children are already employing lexical
processes both for reading and writing by the 4th
grade, which contributes to greater reading speed.

Another noteworthy aspect is that, although the
results regarding the regularity effect are consistent
with those reported by another author, who found
that this effect occurred more markedly in writing
low frequency words, and is limited to the early
years (1st and 2nd grade) in the group with reading
and writing competence, while it persists even in
4th-grade children in the group with disabilities.
Thus, the regularity effect cannot be generalized to
the population of items, and should only be attributed
to a few of them”. To that end, a multivariate analysis
including the assessment of the type of errors and
an increase in the study sample size could provide
more detailed results with respect to the regularity
effect as well as the other effects. Error analysis
could provide important information, since the errors
produced by a lexical or a phonological reading/
writing are different®.

The hypothesis advanced to account for the
difference in writing regular words and rule words
in the public school group of children is the teaching
methodology, which seems to be inadequate for
these learning goals in those schools®®. However,
since the teaching methodology was not a variable
of interest in the present study, such claim lacks
support.

When the students’ performance in the TDE and
in the reading and writing tasks of the Balanced
List of Words and Pseudowords was compared, it
was found that the students who were regarded as
poor readers by the TDE placement showed inferior
performance across the psycholinguistic variables of
the reading and writing items. This result suggests
an association between student performance and
matches in words and pseudowords, in the tasks of
oral reading and writing to dictation3'.

CONCLUSION

The design and findings of the present study
warrant the following conclusions:



 Children from public schools show inferior perfor-
mance in reading and writing fluency; in addition,
the frequency of poor readers and writers is
higher in this type of school;

« The poor readers and writers perform worse in
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e The type of school does not seem to influence
the reading/writing strategies used by the older
children;

- The measures of reading and writing accuracy
can be used in determining the strategies used

reading and writing fluency; in reading and writing.

RESUMO

Objetivos: comparar o desempenho de bons e maus leitores e escritores de escola publica e privada
na leitura em voz alta e escrita sob ditado quanto aos parametros de escrita e fluéncia de leitura, além
de verificar as estratégias de leitura e escrita utilizadas por essas criancas. Método: 61escolares, do
42 e 5° ano do Ensino Fundamental de uma escola da rede publica (GPU) e outra de ensino privado
(GPr) foram submetidos ao Teste de Desempenho Escolar, para classificacdo em bom e mau leitor
e escritor; e a leitura em voz alta e escrita de palavras e pseudopalavras, para verificacdo do desem-
penho quanto ao total de acertos em leitura e escrita, taxa e acuracia de leitura e acuracia de escrita,
bem como as estratégias de leitura/escrita utilizadas. Resultados: de maneira geral, 0 desempenho
dos participantes de escola privada foi superior aos de escola publica. Observou-se melhor desem-
penho na leitura que na escrita; em palavras que em pseudopalavras; em palavras de alta frequéncia
que em palavras de baixa frequéncia; e em palavras regulares que em irregulares. Os efeitos encon-
trados na leitura e na escrita foram os mesmos para escola publica e privada. Conclusao: os aspec-
tos sociais e pedagdgicos influenciam no desempenho de leitura e escrita. No grupo estudado foram
observados os efeitos de lexicalidade, regularidade e frequéncia, ndo evidenciando o uso preferencial
de uma ou outra rota de leitura e escrita. O tipo de escola ndo parece interferir na estratégia de leitura/

escrita usada pelas criangas.

DESCRITORES: Fonoaudiologia; Linguagem; Leitura; Aprendizagem; Avaliacao
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