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This study investigated first graders' use of analogy in
word decoding. All students were given three tasks,
Letter Identification, Ohio Word Test, and Dictation,
from Clay's Observation Survey (1993). They were
asked to read three types of words — analogous, non-
analogous, and misanalogous - twice. The first time,
children were asked to read the words and received no
help from the researcher. The second time, they were
shown and told clue words before reading. Students
read more words correctly after exposure to analogous
clue words. In addition, the Dictation task accounted
for a large proportion of variance on the decoding of
analogous words. This study clarified the results of pre-
vious research, specifically, the helpfulness of clue
words in decoding by analogy and the abilities of first
graders that may contribute to this strategy.
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SEVERAL RESEARCHERS RECOMMEND the use of analogy to assist children in
decoding unfamiliar words (Bruck & Treiman, 1992; Cunningham, 1991;
Gaskins, Gaskins, Anderson, & Schommer, 1995; Gaskins, Gaskins, & Gaskins,

1991; Haskell, Foorman, & Swank, 1992; Lovett et al., 1994; Peterson & Haines,
1992; White & Cunningham, 1990). In this approach, children are taught to use
the words they know as clues to help them read unknown words. To decode
words through the use of analogy during independent reading, readers must
have stored words in memory in a fully analyzed manner. When readers encoun-
ter a new word, they recall a word sharing the same spelling pattern with the new
word and pronounce the new word to rhyme with the known word (Ehri, 1991).

Decoding words by analogy may help children identify words (e.g., light)
that cannot be decoded by matching individual letters and corresponding pho-
nemes. The use of analogy reduces memory load through the use of pronounce-
able units comprised of more than a single letter in phonograms such as -eak,
-ight, -ing, -ork and also decreases the difficulty of segmenting or blending indi-
vidual phonemes. For example, when children can identify the word beak, they
can use it as a clue word to read peak, weak, and leak, which share the same rime
(i.e., a vowel and any following consonants of a syllable) and phonogram (i.e.,
the graphical representation of rime).

However, decoding by analogy has limitations, because English is a deep
orthographic writing system in which letters and sounds do not always match
exactly. The same letters sometimes represent different sounds, and vice versa.
For example, nat comes from a Latin root meaning "to be born." The words na-
tion, national, nativity, and so forth are derived from this root, but the first vowel
in each word is pronounced differently. In this case, decoding by analogy may
lead to the mispronunciation and misunderstanding of words and may confuse
children.

Although decoding by analogy is controversial, some researchers (e.g.,
Goswami, 1986,1990; Goswami & Mead, 1992; Marsh, Friedman, Desberg, &
Saterdal, 1981) claim that readers learn to decode words easily by using analogies
if they can link analogous unknown words with clue words. A reader's ability to
decode by analogy seems to be independent from reading ability. For example,
Marsh et al. (1981) compared the use of reading and spelling strategies by average
children with those with reading disabilities. Fourth graders reading 2 years be-
low level were compared to average second and fourth graders on their ability to
read and spell a list of 20 high-frequency words and 20 nonwords. All students
were told that nonwords were real words with one letter or sound changed. The
researchers analyzed the error patterns of students' reading and spelling re-
sponses. If a student decoded the nonwords that were related to the real words
given previously, then the researcher assumed that the reader used analogies in
reading or spelling. Results revealed that a high percentage (78% to 92%) of stu-
dents in all three groups used analogy strategies in reading, but fewer students
used analogy strategies in spelling.

Goswami (1986) compared the ability of kindergartners, first graders, and
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second graders to use analogy in reading real and nonsense words. Children
were first administered a pretest on all words and nonwords being used in the
study. Then, they were shown clue words (e.g., beak) and asked to read three
types of words: rhyming words (e.g., bean, peak, beak tteak), words with com-
mon letters (e.g., bask, bowk), and control words (e.g., rain, tail, real), distin-
guished by their relationships to the clue words. Comparing the scores before
and after presenting clue words, Goswami found that the kindergartners showed
little use of analogies in reading. First and second graders performed better in
decoding rhyming words than common-letter and control words when given
clue words. In addition, the first- and second-grade groups did not differ
significantly in their use of analogy to read new words.

On the other hand, some researchers (e.g., Ehri & Robbins, 1992) claim
that beginning readers must possess phonological recoding skills in order to use
analogy in reading. Ehri and Robbins (1992) divided kindergartners and first
graders into four groups; decoders and non-decoders were randomly assigned
to either analogy training or to a control condition. Children in the analogy
group were trained to read five nonwords that shared the same rimes and
phonograms with test words (e.g., BUUT, SUUT), whereas children in the con-
trol condition were taught to read five nonwords sharing the vowels with test
words (e.g., MUUV, SUUT). After mastering these five nonwords, children were
tested to determine their ability to transfer learning from training to decode
new words. They found that only decoders benefited from the exposure to anal-
ogy training. No statistically significant differences were found for non-decoders
in training and control groups.

Some might claim that there are no conflicts between the findings of
Goswami (1986) and Ehri and Robbins (1992), because in the former study, clue
words were shown throughout research sessions, but in the latter, the clue words
were not visible. The differences in accessibility of clue words may affect
children's responses. This interpretation is reinforced by the findings of Muter,
Snowling, and Taylor (1994), who found that children decoded by analogy more
effectively if they had the opportunity to refer back to the clue word.

In the present study, we included 23 first graders and used research proce-
dures similar to those developed by Goswami (1986) in which the clue words
were present but no instruction about how to use clue words was given. In addi-
tion, three standardized tasks developed by Clay (1993), namely Letter Identifi-
cation, Ohio Word Test, and Dictation, were used to measure children's early lit-
eracy achievement. These three tasks measure letter knowledge, rudimentary
reading vocabulary, and sound-letter relationships. The research questions ad-
dressed in this study were (a) How often do first graders use analogy with appro-
priate words (i.e., analogous words)? (b) How often do children apply the use of
analogies to inappropriate words (i.e., misanalogous words)? (c) What general
strategies do children use to decode words? and (d) To what extent do three stan-
dardized tasks from Clay's (1993) Observation Survey account for the variance
in word decoding? In addition to these questions, we hoped to clarify the results
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of previous research, specifically, the helpfulness of clue words in decoding by
analogy and the abilities of first graders that may contribute to the strategy.

Method

Participants

Participants were 23 first graders, 13 girls and 10 boys. They were selected from
three first-grade classes in a public elementary school located in a suburban area
of the Midwestern United States. To set reliable rating criteria, the first author
held a short meeting with the three classroom teachers and explained the rating
criteria. Teachers were asked to rate children's abilities in terms of the children's
reading performance and participation in class. Using these criteria, 10 children
(5 girls and 5 boys) were identified as poor readers, and the remaining partici-
pants were identified as average or above-average readers. As judged by their
classroom teachers, all participants were free from sensory, emotional, and be-
havioral problems.

Instruments

Instruments included three standardized tasks from Clay's Observation Survey
(i993) - Letter Identification, Ohio Word Test, and Dictation - and two word-
decoding tasks used to assess children's use of analogy in word reading. The di-
rections for administrating the three standardized tasks as developed by Clay
(1993) were followed in this study. A full list of the words used in the analogy
tasks is provided in the Appendix.

Standardized tasks. The Letter Identification task includes 26 uppercase
letters and 28 lowercase letters (with alternative forms of a and g). The assess-
ment is designed to measure a child's knowledge of letters. The Letter Identifica-
tion task has a split-half reliability of .97 and a concurrent criterion-related va-
lidity of .85. Each child is prompted to identify each letter by providing its
name, its sound, or a word that starts with the letter.

The Ohio Word Test is constructed using high-frequency words from the
Dolch word list. This task includes three lists (A, B, and C) and each list has 20
high-frequency words taken from a beginning reader's vocabulary. The reliabil-
ity Cronbach's alpha for the Ohio Word Test is .92. According to the directions
for this task, each child is asked to read one list (A, B, or C) independently.

The Dictation task is designed to measure children's sensitivity to sound-
to-letter links. The observer may select one of five alternative sentences to use in
this task. Alternative forms A and D were used equally in this study. Children are
given one point for every phoneme they represent, even though the spelling of
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the word may not be correct. The scores range from o to 37, and its reliability
Cronbach's alpha is .96. To introduce the task, the researcher told the child: "I am
going to read you a story. When I read it through once, I will read it again very
slowly so that you can write down the words in the story." The researcher read the
test sentence to the child at normal speed and then word by word.

Word decoding tasks. Two tasks were used to investigate the children's per-
formance in word decoding by analogy. The first task, including analogous and
nonanalogous words, was designed to investigate children's use of analogy in
reading words that shared the same rimes and phonograms. Children were
asked to read two types of words that were matched into six pairs. Analogous
words shared the same rimes and phonograms with clue words (e.g., band/sand,
late/gate) so that they could be read by analogy. Nonanalogous words shared
three common letters but not the rimes with clue words (e.g., band/bean, late/
team) and therefore could not be read by analogy.

The second task, including analogous and misanalogous words, was de-
signed to investigate whether children misused analogy by overgeneralizing its
application. Children were asked to read two kinds of words in six pairs. Analo-
gous words (e.g., nose/rose) could be read by analogy, but misanalogous words
(e.g., nose/lose) could not. Both types of words shared similar spelling patterns
with the clue words, but the pronunciation of one of the paired words differed
from the clue word.

The average frequencies of words in both tasks, according to the Word Fre-
quency Book (Carroll, Davies, & Richman, 1971), were matched as close as we
could given the constraints of our criteria for word selection. All of the items
were moderate- to high-frequency words with U values (i.e., frequency-per-
million, adjusted for the index of dispersion) larger than i, indicating member-
ship in the top 20% of words in the whole corpus. To maximize the likelihood
that the clue words would be helpful to participants, the frequencies of clue
words, in most cases, were higher than those of target words. All children were
asked to read the 12 paired words in the fixed order shown in the Appendix. Each
word was printed on an index card.

Procedures

The study was conducted during November and December of 1995. Two sessions
were held one on one at the participants' school. In the first session, children were
given the Letter Identification, Ohio Word Test, and Dictation tasks. In the sec-
ond session, children were asked independently to read analogous, non-
analogous, and misanalogous words in a random sequence. Then, they were
asked to read the three types of words pair by pair after a brief exposure to the
pronunciation of clue words, which were also visible to the children during testing.

To introduce the tasks, the researcher told children: "I will tell you a word
[i.e., clue word]. Then, I will ask you to read it. This word might help you to read
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other words. Some of these words are hard. Just do your best." For example, the
researcher showed and pronounced the due word king and then said to the child,
"You read it." The child repeated the clue word king. Then, the researcher showed
either the analogous word ring or the nonanalogous word gain and said to the
child, "You read the new word." The researcher recorded the child's responses
with phonetic markings.

Data Analysis

Children's responses to the three types of words (analogous, nonanalogous, and
misanalogous) were recorded by a formula - the number of new words read only
with the prompting of clue words was divided by the number of words not
known without the prompting of clue words - in order to control the influences
of preexisting known words on overall word-decoding performances. For ex-
ample, one child read 10 of the 12 analogous words correctly with the prompting
of clue words, but could read 5 out of 10 words without the prompting of clue
words. Applying the formula, his correct rate was 5 out of 7 (71%) instead of 10
out of 12 (83%).

The relations among the word decoding, Letter Identification, Ohio Word
Test, and Dictation tasks were computed in terms of correlations, a series of
multiple regression analyses, and scattergram analyses. The gains on word de-
coding after a brief exposure to clue words were analyzed with t tests.

Children's erroneous responses for the three different word types were
analyzed on the basis of omission, rhyming, and nonrhyming patterns. If a child
did not read a word, then the response was coded as an omission. If a child read a
word that rhymed with its clue word, then the response was coded as a rhyming
pattern. For example, a child read the word steak as "steek," as if it rhymed with
the clue word leak. Two possible responses were under the category of
nonrhyming pattern: partial sound-letter mapping and no sound-letter map-
ping. When a child read the word silk as "sock," then the response was coded as
"partial sound-letter mapping." When a child read the word dull as "ate," then
the response was coded as "no sound-letter mapping."

Results

Measures on Three Standardized Tasks and Decoding of Three Word Types

The means, standard deviations, and correct percentages for the Letter Identifi-
cation, Ohio Word Test, Dictation, and word decoding tasks are shown in Table 1.
The correct rates of decoding three types of words after the prompting of clue
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TABLE i. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correct Percentages of All Measures

M

SD

Correct P

LI

49.39

4.93

91.46%

OWT

7.13

6.20

35.65%

DIC

23.74

7.30

64.16%

ANA

5.96

5.17

48%

NONANA

0.70

1.02

9%

MISANA

0.52

0.79

6%

Note. LI = Letter Identification (maximum score = 54), OWT = Ohio Word Test
(maximum score = 20), DIC = Dictation (maximum score = 37), ANA = analogous
word decoding (maximum score = 12), NONANA = nonanalogous word decoding
(maximum score = 6), MISANA = misanalogous word decoding (maximum score = 6).

words were 48%, 9%, and 6% for analogous, nonanalogous, and misanalogous
words, respectively. Children performed better on decoding analogous words
than nonanalogous and misanalogous words. The differences between decoding
analogous and nonanalogous words, t (22) = 5.25, and the differences between
decoding analogous and misanalogous words, t (22) = 5.27, were statistically
significant at the .01 level. There was no statistically significant difference be-
tween decoding nonanalogous and misanalogous words, t (22) = .82, p > .05.

Gains on Word Decoding After Prompts of Clue Words

The means and standard deviations of children's responses to the three types of
words before and after the prompting of clue words are shown in Table 2.
Children read more analogous words correctly after they had been shown and
told clue words. The improvement in children's performances on decoding
analogous words (M = 5.96, SD = 5.17) after a brief exposure to clue words was

TABLE 2. T Tests of The Three Types
Prompts of Clue Words

Word types

Analogous

Nonanalogous

Misanalogous

Without due words

M

1.65

0.39

0.30

SD

2.74

0.78

0.82

of Word Decoding Before

With due words

M

5.96

0.70

0.52

SD

5.17

1.02

0.79

and After

f

3.56*

1.70

0.92

Note. Maximum score for analogous = 12, maximum score for nonanalogous = 6,
maximum score for misanalogous = 6.
*p < .01.
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statistically significant, t (22) - 3.56, p < .01. Their performances on decoding
nonanalogous words (M = .7, so = 1.02) did not improve from exposure to clue
words, t (22) = i.7O,p - .11. The result was also similar for children's decoding of
misanalogous words (M = .52, so = .79), t (22) = .92,/) = .57. In addition, not all
children benefited from the short-term prompting on clue words. Six of the 23 chil-
dren did not read any types of words.

Relationships Between Three Standardized Tasks and Word Decoding

The correlation matrix for the three standardized tasks and decoding of word
types is presented in Table 3. The results indicated that the Dictation task and the
Ohio Word Test were highly correlated with decoding of all types of words; in
addition, the Letter Identification task was also highly correlated with decoding
of analogous words.

Correlations on their own do not mean very much, as they may reflect the
influence of a third factor that correlates with both variables. In order to control
for this possibility, a series of multiple regression analyses were conducted with
decoding of the three word types as the dependent variable, and the three tasks
(Letter Identification, Ohio Word Test, and Dictation) as predictors. The three
tasks accounted for 75%, 67%, and 52% of the variance in decoding analogous,
nonanalogous, and misanalogous words, respectively. The Dictation task alone
accounted for 65.6% of the variance in decoding analogous words. The Ohio
Word Test alone accounted for 62.4% of the variance in decoding nonanalogous
words and 49% in decoding misanalogous words. The contribution of the Letter
Identification task was not statistically significant.

TABLE 3. Correlations Between Word Decoding Tasks and Three Standardized
Tasks

ANA

NONANA

MISANA

LI

OWT

DIC

ANA

-

NONANA MISANA

.61* .63*

.77*

-

LI

.63*

.37

.39

-

OWT

.81*

.79*

.70*

.54*

-

DIC

.81*

.75*

.68*

.57*

.81*

-

Note. ANA = analogous word decoding, NONANA = nonanalogous word decoding,
MISANA = misanalogous word decoding, LI = Letter Identification, OWT = Ohio
Word Test, DIC = Dictation.
*p < .01.
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Although the contribution of the Letter Identification task was not statis-
tically significant, this does not necessarily imply that it was unimportant. Be-
cause some variables are developmentally limited, the analysis of regression can
be misleading. Thus, we used scattergrams and McNemar's test to examine the
relation between the performance on Letter Identification task and the decoding
of analogous words. As shown in Figure i, five children could identify at least 49
letters (M = 49.39, SD = 4.93), but they failed to decode analogous words above a
75% correct rate. Moreover, no child could decode analogous words above a 75%
correct rate but did not know at least 49 letters, %2 (i, N = 5) = 5, p < .05. This
suggests that the Letter Identification task maybe a necessary but not sufficient
factor for decoding analogous words.

60 r

50

40 -

30 -

20 -

10 -

I

FIGURE 1. Scattergram of letter identification with analogous word decoding.
The two lines represent the means for letter identification measure
and a criterion of 75% for passage on task of analogous word
decoding.
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Analysis of Erroneous Responses in Decoding Three Types of Words

Children's erroneous responses in decoding three types of words were analyzed
on the basis of omission, false rhyming, and nonrhyming. The percentage of
each erroneous type is shown in Table 4. Results indicated that first graders were
inclined to use partial letter-sound mapping strategies in decoding all three
types of words. Their erroneous responses were not arbitrary. Children often
guessed a word on the basis of initial or final consonants of the word. Two of the
23 children read some words prompted by other words in the thematically re-
lated categories. For example, one child read the word ring as "queen" when he
was shown and told the clue word king. Otherwise, children were inclined to
make more rhyming errors when they read misanalogous words (37.19%), com-
pared to their reading of nonanalogous words (7.9%), %2 (i, N = 23) = 52. 74,
p < .01.

Discussion and Conclusions

In this study, we found that, given rhyming prompts with common phono-
grams, most first graders can use such analogous clue words in word identifica-
tion. This result supports previous findings that beginning readers find it easier
to decode analogous words than nonanalogous words (Ehri & Robbins, 1992;
Goswami, 1986; Goswami & Mead, 1992; Muter et al., 1994). It is likely that de-
coding of words by analogy requires minimum effort, because analogous words
share phonograms as well as rimes with clue words. Thus, children need only to
remove the initial consonants from rimes and replace them with other pho-
nemes. Furthermore, the accessibility of clue words might help first graders to
generalize the sounds to other analogous words. The presence of clue words,
however, confuses children when they decode misanalogous words. Over one-

TABLE 4. Number and Percentages of Erroneous Responses in the Decoding
of Analogous, Nonanalogous, and Misanalogous Words

Word types

Analogous

Nonanalogous

Misanalogous

Omission

46 (36.2%)

29 (25.6%)

21 (17.4%)

False rhyming

15 (11.8%)

8 (7.9%)

45 (37.2%)

Nonrhyming pattern

Partial correct

45 (35.4%)

67 (59.3%)

45 (37.2%)

None

21 (16.5%)

9 (7.9%)

10 (8.3%)

Note. Total words for analogous, nonanalogous, and misanalogous words are 12, 6,
and 6, respectively.
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third (37%) of the errors in decoding misanalogous words were related to
overgeneralize the rules of analogy. This suggests that although children have in-
sights into the use of analogy in decoding unfamiliar words, they might not be
able to discriminate appropriate from inappropriate use of analogy. In this
study, we found that the Ohio Word Test accounted for considerable variance in
the children's performances in decoding misanalogous words, suggesting that
children need more lexical knowledge to reduce the misuse of analogy.

Even though we used procedures similar to those used by Goswami
(1986), that is making clue words available for all participants, our results do not
support the finding that children's decoding by analogy is independent from
reading ability. The six children who did not read any types of words before and
after seeing clue words read no more than three words on the Ohio Word Test.
These students also experienced difficulty in transforming spoken words into
writing. Their scores for the Dictation task ranged from 11 to 22 (out of 37).
Among the six children, five had been identified by their teachers as poor readers
and one as average. This average child could identify 52 of the 54 letters, but none
of the words on the Ohio Word Test. The teacher of this child maybe unaware of
the student's problem, as the child could recognize most uppercase and lower-
case letters.

The analysis of erroneous responses suggests that first graders are inclined
to use partial letter-sound mapping strategies in decoding all three types of
words. Children often made responses that were consistent with the initial or fi-
nal consonants of the word. This result corresponds to Ehri's developmental
theory of sight-word reading. Ehri (1992) claimed that children's word identifi-
cation develops in several phases: (a) overuse of visual cues (logographic read-
ing), (b) partial insight of the alphabetic principle (phonetic cue reading), and
(c) application of a more complete alphabetic principle in word decoding (cipher
reading). Children at the phonetic-cue reading phase are likely to use the cues
from initial and final consonants to decode new words. The two participants
who read words prompted by other words in thematically related categories
might still be at the phase of logographic reading; accordingly, they did not use
phonetic cues to read words. However, it should be noted that quite different re-
sults would be found if students were reading words in discourse as opposed to
in isolation.

Previous studies have established that phonological awareness plays an
important role in decoding words by using of analogy (Goswami, 1986,1990;
Goswami & Mead, 1992; Haskell et al., 1992; Muter et al., 1994; Peterson &
Haines, 1992). Researchers (e.g., Goswami, 1990; Goswami & Mead, 1992) found
that there is a special link between rhyming skills and use of analogy. In this
study, we found that the Dictation task accounted for a large proportion of the
variance in children's performances on analogous words decoding. To complete
the Dictation task, children need to encode words at the phoneme level. This re-
sult is inconsistent with previous findings (e.g., Goswami, 1990; Goswami &
Mead, 1992; Muter et al., 1994); those findings suggest that the contribution of
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rhyming skills toward using of analogy is stronger than that of phonemic skills.
At this time, we are unable to explain the reason for the difference in our results
because not all levels of phonological skills were included in this study. More-
over, the relationship between children's dictation abilities and making analo-
gies has not been examined in previous investigations. In the future, researchers
might investigate the relationship between dictation ability and decoding words
by analogy.

The contributions of this study reconfirm most previous findings and
concern the importance of dictation ability in decoding words by analogy. This
study, in addition, calls attention to the limitations of decoding by analogy. For
instance, poor readers do not benefit from the brief exposure to clue words.
Children could misuse analogy by overgeneralizing its rules. If children know
few sight words, the presence of clue words could confuse children while reading
misanalogous words.

We acknowledge that this study has several limitations. First, the term
"analogous word" is limited to words with the same rimes and phonograms.
Second, we did not ask children to read analogous words within a meaningful
context. The results could be dramatically different if the words were embedded
in text. Third, the boundary between children's ability to decode words by anal-
ogy and their lexical knowledge was blurred. We do not know exactly to what ex-
tent the clue words were helpful for children's decoding of words. Fourth, due to
the administration problems of a second school, the number of participants was
reduced to 23. The small sample size affects the statistical power and prevents
further investigation of the impact of groups with various reading levels. To
compensate for the problem, we reported the performances of the six children
who did not read any types of words. Finally, the main drawback in this study is
the artificial analogy tasks, because children are not required to use analogies in the
way they must during independent reading. In our study, clue words were made
available to the children unlike real reading situations in which children would
be left to their own devices. Thus, we might have over- or underestimated first
graders' ability to decode words by analogy.

To better understand whether children use analogy during independent
reading, researchers might teach children clue words for a period of time until
the children master decoding all the clue words. After such training, children
would be tested for their use of analogy in word decoding without access to any
clue words (see Ehri & Robbins, 1992, for a detailed design). However, some
questions remain unanswered. For instance, how many clue words must chil-
dren know in order to use analogy spontaneously in text reading? How best can
teachers help children to store these clue words in memory and retrieve an ap-
propriate key word when children want to decode a new word by analogy? What
if we prompt children to attend to the similarities of analogous words in natural
reading process instead of teaching isolated clue words before reading text?

In the Benchmark Word Identification program, children are taught 92
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keywords, indicating the matches of the spelling and pronunciation, in order to
read unknown words (Gaskins, Ehri, Cress, O'Hara, & Donnelly, 1997). Bench-
mark school teachers find that the most difficult and important aspect of in-
struction is to help students use key words in real reading situations on their
own. Teachers think that learning is more effective if students discover and ver-
balize generalizations about language regularities rather than learn phonic rules.
Students in the Benchmark program are prompted to develop metacognitive
knowledge about the learning process (Gaskins et al., 1997, p. 326). We concur
with Benchmark's emphasis, but wonder if the instruction could be more effi-
cient. Rather than teaching all students a preselected list of key words, perhaps
children could be encouraged to use the process of making analogies based on
the word knowledge of individual students. This kind of teaching requires more
sophisticated teaching decisions than teaching all students the same words in
isolation. In the long run, however, focusing on the process may provide the
most efficient means for learning and the most durable results.

Author Note

The authors would like to thank Richard C. Anderson and Laird Heal for suggestions on
an earlier version of the manuscript. Feedback from the editor, David Reinking, and the
anonymous reviewers also improved the quality of the manuscript.
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ANALOGOUS WORD READING

APPENDIX

A Full List of the Words Used in Tasks 1 and 2

Taskl

Clue words

fool (17.41)

king (96.33)

band (66.11)

peak (14.10)

sick (42.89)

late (123.90)

Task 2

Clue words

dear (66.94)

seat (58.17)

nose (91.43)

full (220.07)

weak (44.05)

love (88.17)

Analogous

tool (16.90)

ring (93.29)

sand (109.77)

beak (6.48)

kick (15.12)

gate (42.57)

Analogous

fear (77.89)

neat (17.81)

rose (78.46)

bull (12.50)

leak (4.16)

glove (6.28)

Nonanalogous

flow (54.86)

gain (31.40)

bean (11.16)

bake (8.72)

silk (32.26)

team (106.04)

Misanalogous

bear (96.00)

sweat (16.96)

lose (48.10)

dull (25.27)

steak (4.20)

stove (29.94)

Note. The value of word frequency is shown in parentheses. The value represents the
number of times a word occurs, on average, in a million running words of text.
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