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A iﬁ The purpose of thlS study was to examlne the"

g . tf
§

/‘*
‘ telatlonshlp between syntactlc competence and readlng

comprehen51on in Grade Two chlldren. The strlctly
. . , .
llngulstlc deflnltlon of syntactlc competence, whlch 15

represented in this study by oral syntactlc maturlty,

-\

has been broadened - to encompass the psychollngulstlc :

l

’notlon of syntactlc competence whﬂch refers to ‘the reader s

vl

© o abrilty to uncover the meanlng of prlnt through strateglc
1attentlon to the cue‘systems of 1anguage.' In partlcular,~
thlS study 1nvest1gated overattentlon to grapho-phonlc e
5" S and orthographlc cues, which was referred to .as the ‘
utlllzatlon of an 1d¥*t1f1cat10n strategy“ and.the .
flexlble use of a11 cue systems to derlve and monltor
.meanlng, Whlch was referred to asg the use: of a "compre-.

y ' henslon strategy." . SRR A v

7 " . oo S A -

The Comprehen51on“subtest of the Gates_Ma“Glnltle

Readlng Test . (Canadlan edltlon) Level B, Form 1 was

admlnlstered to 109 students of four Grade Two classrooms'

3

from'two schools, one from the Avalon Consol dated School

Board and the other from the Roman Cathollc School Board b

for St. John's} Using the medlan .score to d1v1de the i_

~group into High and Low.achievement_groups,'students were

~

e

-
e




L ~randomly selected,-from both 31des of %:I{‘e medlan to insure .

R S . /

. ‘*ﬁ-"'
Ce "equal representation from both schools o{f all abillt'y

[ - o

R 'groups by matchlng the number o‘f the smallest—achlevement

- ,excéss:.ve anx1ety on the other.

. -A:lndl\’ldually and their resPOnses tape—recorded for late\ .‘L'~,

L

- were - later coded and eva_l:uated to determine whether the

o use of an

A‘group which was 16

_selected for further study._

.‘1n-depth ana1y51s .

" was adm:.nistered the Sentence Inﬁi\tatlon /subtest of the

"aloud f'rom a story selected\f‘rom the Readln‘g Mlscue

'Inventorz. . The . substltutlon errors made on this :Lnstrument

. the use. of a;

:'

In this manner, 64 students were

Two students were dropped

- frorn th.e study due to rllness on the part of | one and)

Al v . -

s

v 'I‘he 62 students whb completed the study wer"e tested

o .
]

Ind:.v:.dual te‘stlng occurred during

L

the three-week period followxng group testing.

*

Each student

Test of Language Development to oBtaJ.n a measure of oral

‘

syntactlc matur Y. The student was. then asked to read

~

L ‘as ev,:.denced by h:.gh

J.denti fication strategy,

substitutions which were not subsequently corrected o)
comprehensu)n strategyp as ev1denced by | ‘
combined h:.gh proportlons of corrections and syntactlcally— . _'
semantlcally acceptable substitutions wh:.ch were not« |

subsequently corrected, had a s:.gnif:.cant effect on reading

' ‘comprehension. o . ”

o BT ’ | o

ng
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'.to-determrne-the~effect of the

shfbs between these variablesﬁ
ﬂreadlng strateqles lnferred from qualltatlve evaluatlon
.of su‘stltutlon mlscues was valldated ,and thelr effect on -

jreadlng

» ‘f }
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The results obtalned wire submltted to stepw1se S

. multlple regre551on, cross—break;and correlatlonal ana1y51s -

TS
varlables selected for

investigation‘on reading comprehension’and ‘the relation-
. - Y . . ’ " toe 1 . .
The Ppresence of two oral o

ey . ~

. ‘ ’ ‘ '
hen51on determlned using. stepw1se multlple .
| . : f

.regression aAaly51s supported by correlatlonal technlques._

£m//s—break analysiswaS“used to spec1fy the relatlonghip
between oral syntactic maturlty and reading compneheASLQn.

and to‘ellmlnate the place of school attendance as ‘an

-] L v

~

. lmportant variabii)for any of the results obtalned\\* :
. 1\\' At the . -level of confidence, statistical: ar

analysigirevealed that the use of an "identification‘; '
\\ ’ -
strategy" a\versely affected readlng comprehen51on,‘wherea5«

o 4

the use of ‘a "comprehen51on strategy“ enhanced readlng

[

comprehen51on. ral syntactlc maturlty was found to relate

-

Y -

'kl N
————— e

:_be 51gn1f1cant in explalnlng %he var;ance in any of’ the

'(results obtalned

rgn1f1cant1 Q) readlng comprehen51on and was sxgnlflcant

as an lndep'nd nt 51mu1taneous predlctor along W1th.e1ther-

° 4

th "identlfzcatlon Strategy" or the “comprehen51on SRR . ' :

strategy " Place .of school attendance ‘was. not found to -
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The de’velopment of transformatlonal—generatlve
“llngulstlc theory by Chomsky (1957 1965) ‘had led to ¥
,,dramatlc 'shifts of emphas:.s in both educatlonal psychology'

and llngulstlcs Psychollngulstlcs, whlch has evolved ‘

from an 1ntersect1c>n of ;Lnte_rests in both these flelds,
“has profoundly affected recent research and praétlces in .
"readihg.,' By utiliz:.ng advances made 1.n cogn:.tlve psychology‘
> and 1inguist1.cs., 'psychoh;ngulstlcs has made important con- ’

o t":ri‘butions to educators' views of both .the reader and the.

-readmg process. S - L LY

' Iéfthe past, the reading process has ‘been- J_dentlfied
. Ewa_th s:.ngle component bas::.c skllls, such as word recogn:.tlon,
phonics or. vxsual perceptlon. Such a’ unldlmensmnal orien= |
'."'tatlon has been largely dlscredlted by psychollngua.stlc‘
".:'-rresearch whlch suggest}s a broader mult1d1mensmnal perspectrve
in- whlch basic skllls play a subs:.d:.ary ‘-role to comprehens:.on
, (Smlth, 1978) . The emphas1s on mean:.ng in psychollngulstlc
'models sl‘?ows a recogm.t:.on of tHe deep 1nterre1at1.onsh1p;s
u_?between 1anguage and thought. Developmentally there may -

- be some debate as to wh:.ch comes flI‘St, but there is little '

eni,
S
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dispute about their mutpal 1nterdepe’ndence once language -‘ i

is acquired {Piaget, 1959, Vygotsky, 1962)

One 1mportant :Lntersectlon of language and thought
d - ]
is reading comprehenslon. Some researchers have gone so far

»

'; as to suggest that reading is comprehensn.on in order to, ."
!

i -
!
i

. emphas:.ze the 1nadequacy of basm skxll models (Thorndlke, -

l974° Perfetti, 5{6).‘ Furth (1978) suggests that,

<

"decoding by 1tse1f is a thinking activn.ty even though .‘Lt

e -

-
‘a

may not be read:l.ng By v1ew1ng reading in the w1der ] " o

: context of 1anguage and thought rather than as a successn)n

3

- of accurate perceptions or word 1dent1f1cations,k‘concepts o

such as reading comprehens:.on and J_istenlng comprehens:Lon

a

may be more:- properly considered to be "subcla,sses of a
larger class \of humanl behav1our—1anguage processing" !
(Walker, 1976). 2 Indeed, Athey (1971) suggests that,
"‘reading cannot be viewed apart from total language -
development." Thou‘gh the prec1se hat,ure of the relatlon- -

Shlp between 1anguage competence and reading succ 88 )

‘~not- well known (Wingf:l.eld 1979), research suggests that

a significant relationship exlsts (Strickland, ,1952' Loban, - '

1963- Ruddell, 1965. o Donnell Griffin & Norris, 1967)

Thouzh written -and spoken language share many

- xlmportant fe tures, they are not typically the same (Smith,
1978) . Wr:.tten ianguage has more formal con\tramts, .‘.‘

grammatically and semantically, and is dependent upon vigual.
perception. Spontaneous speech, on &e other hand,_relaes

.
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"" the end of hlgh school S ". SRR

' wrltten 1anguage through hearlng it read aloud before.

[ SOV P R

P
e, . e
: .

dpon many extralinguistic cues and shared context refer- "

K - § . . ’ - .‘ - N ' 1 . .
‘ences -as well as auditory perceptlon_ln“order for com- -

‘prehension to.occur.= Such® dlfferencgs 1mply that chlldren

I
need to become famlllar w1th the spe01al conventlons of

belng faced thh the task af readlng. Wllklnson (1969)
feels that such preparatlon allows the chlld to use the

predlctlon and recognltlon strategles already well,deveLoped

‘Ln hlS dral language competence. " In addltlon, control of

readlng materlals to compensate for 1mmatur1ty ln lang age

,

proce551ng ls lmplled ln the reCOgnltlon of the dlfferences

3,

between oral and wrltten represantatlons of meanlng.

X

”

The attentlon focused on language skllls developed

prlor to readlng acqulsltlon 'in the pSYchOlIngUlStlc

\r. -

approach has renewed 1nterest 1n the procdss of language e
acqulsltlon and Aits relatlonshlp to readlng Language 4 A

development is characterlzed as a llfelong,'contlmuous

-~ . 1.

process, whlch-ls,‘howeverg most rapld in the preschool.‘

years. Recent research (Choms&y 1969)° suggests that“

'.although the most ba51c syntactlc structures may have been

acquired by the tlme a Chlld reaches school age, the

3; frequency of. usage, degree of mastery and comprehen51on of

\ .
the more comp%ex structures are by no means secure untll

t

much ldteﬂj perhaps, as_ Carroll (1977) argues, not even by

Lt e 1 SN S



,:process vary 1n the amount of empha51s placed on. the- "

. language competence underlles, but may dlffer from, language

. language unxversals whlch are represented by at least some

C the surface structure is, dev01d of meanlng.

.'syntactlc ;;lef/ghrch
systematlg ly taught.

and- the uge of a cognltlve framework (Wllllams, l97l) "": ‘: RS

;composed of two layers, a deep structure,

uof the categorles postulated by transformatlonal grammar"

N A . o . ‘ . . AR

$

Although psychollngulstlc models of the readlng ' '7'»

llngulstlc and cognltlvéwﬁoundatrons of! thelr models, there

-y

are subzi/ntlal areas of agreement among them, ‘such as.thej

recognr on that read1ng~1s a language process, the

lmportance accorded to the ch11d‘s developmental status.;f'

a

’Wllllams (l97l) has 1dent1f1ed three 1mportant contrlbutlons
/ . a

to the theory and practice of readlng 1nstructlon £ om ' IR
llngulstlcs. She c1tes the notlon that language is

specrfled by a .
K T

'z.-syntactlc component and a surface structure, whrch deter- .

-/

e mlnes 1ts phonolog1cal 1nterprétatlon, and the notlon that

£

perfOrmance.' Thlrdly, she suggests that the concept of

-

and are the ba51s of language development has been a’
srgnlflcant contrlbutlon to readlng theory.
“As- Smith - (1973) - p01nted out,\the cru01a1 1mp11cat10n ‘ -

of the notlon that language con51sts of two layers is that

.chlldren do not learn language through 1m1tatlon, slnce L

Rather;.
chlldren understand language through ‘the appllcatlon of
] /x.

they have never been/formally or

‘ The abJ.lJ.ty of children to deduce' R




[y

. . o , /
rules from the vast resevolr.of

' measures of the surface structures of the1r speech.

. Smlth (1971) suggests that readlng for meanlng enta;ls

utlllzatlon of 1nformatlon 51multaneously from both the

: use of language 1n concrete 51tuatlons.

- it is, as Carroll (1971) explalns, "the inferred capac1ty

. - . o - ! :
. ' cote L ) . . | .
T, ) e o C X o0 . .
‘

language around them lS

one of the pilmary tasks of the pre—school years as they :
2 .
become 1ncrea51ng1y sophlstlcated in approx1mat1ng adult U

t . w

1anguage through contlnual testing and appllc tion of

<
these rules. The impllcatlons-{cr the 1nvest1 atlon of

chlldren s language is that researchers must uncoyver the
chlld's rule generatlng strategles to determlne the. level
of 11ngu1stic develOpment rather than obtalnlng 51mple

4 .
Athey (1971) noted that in’ﬁ}cent studles of readlng,-"the }
concept of deep structure has glven rlse to. an 1ncreased

and welcome empha51s on the process ‘of readlng for meanlng" -

0 p

AN

surface and.deep structure levels and that prof1c1ent , A o

readers transform surfacelstructure representatlons 1nto

\ i

thelr own deep structure, retalnlng the meanlng an\ not
the actual words and forms in 1ong—term memory. .

Chomsky (1965) stresses that there is a fundamental

dlstlnctlon between competence, the speaker/hearer s

knowledge of hls language and "performance, - the actual

Llnguistic

‘competence is extremely dlfflcult to measure dlrectly slnce

. . -

of language users, developed in 1anguage acqu1s1tlon, to
~
generate ang, understand novel but grammatlcal sentences "

¢ Ly ey e




Competence. however, is the proper focus for 1nvest1gatlon,

i

as. performance is affected by nonllngulstlc varlables such

ce T .as "fatlgue (sometlmes leadlng to the productlon of un-
. i . o E‘ * - R ;-' ]
st grammatréal sentenéés) or mental 1ndec151on (sometlmes/’/ C e

leadlng to he51tat10n, rephra51ng and other phenomena)"

(Carnpll 1971) - Grlffln (1968) lncludes 1n the llst of

: N
11m1tatlons of performance measures memory span, dis- . .

v

-» "

. ﬁ V- : tractlons, notlons of what 1s expected judgement of what
C e is acceptable,.and the -individual's physical and’ emotlonal -u:J’;r T
J/ . B ] . * . - o R .- . . S o
o O T, ] Ny ‘ Lo e
" . 'State-f' -~ . o DR IR \..
)/ , - . .. < R N - . ) . '

One dlagnostlc 1mstrument whlch aftemptsrta assess - . Ch

‘ A - ,
‘llHQUlSth competence through carefuliy desrgned measures AR SN

- of performancé‘is the Test of Language Development (TO//) o ,"\f
S (ﬂ,ycomer & Hamlll, 1977). What ;he Chlld produces is not<t3

‘necessarlly what he ‘can- produce and since not all truc ures. -

Al ,
) may appear 1n spontaneous language samples (althougﬁ\so

f mav appear whlch are only at the edge of competence) lt

Vo o
L} .

-, l, -
' T, lS necessary to find methods of * problng beyond surface ¥ s
L . . [ - e ) e, -
» fﬁ*Q;‘d \//structure appearances (Bloom, 1974 Bohannon. 1975).‘ o .

Slmllarly,'ln readlng dlagn051s, “the need to examlne the :

procesSes or. strategles behind readlng rather than its L e }/ o
/ - .

progncts has prompted the de51gn of lnstruments such as

'~ the Read#ﬁg Mlscue Inventog (RMI) (Goodman & Burke, 1972) AR
. - Ry I

-
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ﬁ.'l" Smith (1973) contends that' . /

'+ human behaV1our‘must reflect

Thdt all -the 1anguages:of the world fhare common

théoretlcal
i

‘e 11ngulsts

features called lingulstic unlversals 1s

.;p051tlon taken by transformatlonal-generat
Its 51gn1flcance 1s two~f61d- flrstly, the emphasls 1s'

shlfted from product td’process, and secondly, a develop- .

J

.:l ,mental 1ingulstic basis for instructlon is provided.

! \ ) {'

I v £
.

.

.3 7There is’ more than theoretlcal 1nterest attached ' )

.. to the matter of universals because it would. se@ﬁ

* .  ‘a'reasonable. assumption that?any universal in-
‘sométhing fundamental -

hich the human organism, and '

rain 'is constructed (p. 21).

about 'the way in
partlcularly the

Support for the notlon of a. Blologlcal ba51s for
) language learnlng and development comes from the work of
Lenneburg (1967), whose 1nvest1gatlons of braln morphology

/ 1

' and.language development found a close and’ 1nva£&able_

3 relatlonshlp between the sequenc1ng of both. ST

Ny

. Knowledge -that there are spec1f1c developmental

sequences in language acqulsltlon places a dlfferent per—
1

spectlvelqn the utterances: of chlldren than the formerly

' held bellef that chlldren were s1mply 1nferlor mlnlature
) 4 ; -4

:adults. Slnce ‘the. language of readlng materlals i w1th1n

the power of 1nstructors to manlpulate, partlculag y if .
. . )
“they are u51ng the language experlence approach, knowledge

‘'of such sequences is/e entlal

The study .of chlldren s '

language J.S the study \of she formal and SubSt&nthe

‘ / .
whlch has been 1ncorporated into psycholl gulstlc models. ,

»




-f

Chlld."

P -

~a

"1t attrlbutes ‘tacit- knowledge of these unlversals to the'

N

-

whlch to approach the language of hlS communlty.

Bl

Furthermore he suggests that language learnlng
[would be an 1nsurmountable task for a chrld 1f there were

. not innate schema or-a ready—made 1nterna1 grammar w1th

-

Although it may be argued that llngulstlc theory

A)

is essentlal for descrlblng What +s belng learned in

cogn1t1ve theory 1s necessary to descrlbe how 1t is belng

‘learned (Sachs, 1971 Wardaugh, 1971)

In partlcular,

‘ language vau151t10n and readlng, it is ev1dent that

ki

P
,\'\
H

o
!

' cognltlve theory has’ 1ntroduced 1nto readlng models BN

lmportant emphases on the role of memory, perceptlbn,

meanlng.

&

H 0

L

H

) organlzatlonal processes and an owerarchlng attentlon to

Psychollngulstlb models have been suCC1nctly

,fStanov1ch,

procgssed.

~ As the term 1mp11es, top-down processing assume

synthe51s model, in Wthh the reader is sald to gener te

1980)

descrrbed, using computer termlnology in recent/theoretlcal
Aartlcles as. belng top—down, bottom—up, or 1nteract1ve,

IWhlch comblne aSpects of the Tther two (Danks/ 1978'

These capsule descrlptlo S refer to the

-

‘

"

‘that 1nformat10n flows fron;and through hlgher level pro-
- cesses’ and lnteracts w1th lower level processes.,

 of thlS type of model is Goodman s (1967) analySLS by

dlrectlon in whlch lnformatlon is hypothetlcally belngv'

An e'ample

e vl
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-~

predlctlons about thg>text from hls expectatlons and hls
i cooL knowledge of 1anguage and - the world. These hypotheses o;
‘ ". o :""psychLllngulstlc guesses“ are: tested agalnst the reader [}
c nf%f | :";sA' developcng urhnlng for. conflrmatlon ok dlsconflrmatlon.'tf

LY i v
p Disconiifnatlon actlvates the nece551ty.to regress and -

e

N

form ne hypotheses,‘
: upport for the notion of top—downveffects and the
: 1nteractlon of. fomponents of the comprehen51’n process can
be found ih Plllsbury s (1897) work of nearly a century '
ago. HlS experlments demonstrated that proflc1ent readersl;'
m}ss errors of substltutlon, transp051tlon, om1551on, and- L.
addltlon as. well ras the repetltlon or omission of functlonf

%mlf“ co : WOrds in reading-long dlSCOurSESu‘ More recently, Kolers~

(1970) has shown that r dlng 1s slowed down' ‘to. one- tenth

the normal rate xf a'ﬂ‘ader 1s forged to adopt a-letter by

'letter s;r y - Context, therefore, a551sts the reader .

l{ f . - ’ to guesg a sentence 5 meanlng and allows hlm, at“tlmes, to =
| | by—pass indiv1dual word 1dent1f1catlon from its dlstlnctlvej
features completely (Lurla,M1970) . Top-down models :re,;
' however, unable to deal adequately w1th the beglnnlng of
dlscourses, or unfamlliar materlal (Lesgold & Perfettl,.

1978) or 1nd1v1dual dlfferences (StanOV1ch, 1980)

iy »3', .' o _ Botton—up readlng models are Serlally ordered,.

beglnnlng with decodlng of prlnt 1nto the audltory code,,,
) followed by lexlcal 1dent1flcat10n,ithen semantlc and
o

vsyntactlc 1nterpretat10nwand-1nte%jiplon, followed by .

. T . ! N A . PR ' * : [
: . . . N f I
{

. . , . , . L. s . A - .
A ’ . . - A ‘ STl .




-suggests that

i
!

, \_ o

'models 1nclude most 1nformatlon—proce551ng’models

b .

'1ntegratlon of the sentence - w1th prlor text and the.
‘reader s knowledge of the world. Examples of bottom—up

{Geyer, "

ottom-up models seem natural 51nce they ‘

”correspond to. "the perlpheral to central dlrectlon of

Y

1970; Gough&\iz72 LaBerge & SaQPels,.1974J - Danks (l978)v

neural proce551ng HOWever, such models are serlously .

def1c1ent 1n falllng to prov1de some’mechanlsm whlch would

\ '

) 1980) Marsh (1978) cr1t1c1zes the 1nformat10n—proce551ng

modeLS\as appearlng "to be a- restrlcted formallsm whlch' :

although heurlstlc 1n produc1ng a narrow research

\

- llterature, is, 1n no'lmmedlate danger of account;ng for'

e

normal readlng even 1n proflclent readers.

Stevens and Rumelhart (1975) argue persua51vely .

¥
',

that a model Wthh accounts for the readlng process must

”contaln a dynamlc component whlch reflects the- fact that

readlng context 15 contlnually chgﬂglng. They suggest

‘.summarlze as follows. o

*

Yoa-

Informatlon flow goes in all dlrectlons. Whlle'

the visual and perceptual system is passing up’

the results of their analyses to higher-level-
processes, semantic and syntactic systems are
" passing their information down to bias‘the*
perceptual systems. The. eventual process of-

textual reading requires- the 1ntegratlon of the .
bottom-up analyses {(working up from the physical - ...

- features) and the top—down ‘analyses (working .
down from the semantic and syntactlc con- .
sidefatlons)(p. 136)

:allow hlgher processes to’ affect lower processes (Stanov1ch,

Athat the lnteractlve model lS just such a model, whlch they’

<



-

when the 1nput is 1ncon513

;'that top—down analyses are be

'.cognitlve processes, what actually happens must inuolve

‘some comblnatlon of a551m11at1ve and constructlve procésses

’ .t "':-, . W ]
'

- Danks (1978) notes that bottom—up analyses predomlnate

4
t w1th prior 1nformatlon and

able to functlop when the.’

» comprehender has prror knowledge that 1s related to the

‘,\‘

'mlnggt, ‘As Lesgold and Perfettl (1978) suggest,ﬂ“lﬁké}all

i

K

'

The 1nteract1ve model has been lmportant 1n focus—l

1ng attentlon on readers' strategles ln comprehendlngu

e

(Sulllvan, l978~ Schwartz, 1977)' Stanovxch (1980) uses

"the- 1nteract1ve model to refute the ‘use of context to

’-fac111tate on901ng word recognltlon 1n good readers but

does malntaln W. th other researchers that the comprehen51on
strategles of good readers are superlor to those"of the
poor and the novice reader (Cromer, 1970; Oaken et al.,:

1971, Schwartz, 1977,‘ i Vesta et al., 1979)

.“In particular, 1nvest1gatlons of strateglc pro-
¢

_ce551ng have cons1stently found that ngd co prehenders

”are able to use -syntax in a ‘more flex1ble manner to extract

meanlng (Kolers, 1975 GleOD & Lev1n, 1976- Gollnkoff,

1975—76).- .The ablllty to utlllze syntax has been shown to

I' .

~account.for,more than half the varlance in comprehen51on

"(Vogel, 1975; Beebe, 1980) and- has been found to account

for two of the three comprehen51on factors descrlbed by

Spache (1962) in research by Mlller and Hostlcka (1978)

"Athey (1977) concludes that the relatlonshlp between

1.

’




N

' yntactlc competence and reading, - S

- : S . .-

N ) . “ . X )
. .

AN !
e e e may have somethln to do with the fact as -
: Thorndike (1917) pointed out many. years -‘ago,.. -
‘reading 'is largely a process of the correct
selection and synthesis of. key elements in the
sentence. . . . The syntax of the sentence may
be the best single cue for the student as to.
what these key elements are and how‘the author‘{
intended them to be relatéd (p. 84) L

. n : e
Introduction>fo'the Proble : o

i

= i

The relationship between syhtactic competence and

'reading has, . received increased attentlon w1th the . further;'

“

development of psycholinguistic models of reading. In,

strlctly 1ingulst1c terms, syntabtic competence 1s the

~ inferred ability of the speaker/hearer to rec0gnize and -

generate grammatical utterances (Chgmsky,;1965). However,‘

., »

as 1t is commonly used in psycholinguistic literature,'f

'the term refers both to the readeﬂfs oral - syntactic maturity

£

‘and hlS ablllty-tO'recover deep structures'ﬁrom surface

,structure representatlons (slmons, 1971; Wardaugh, 1972)

The relationship of reading comprehen51on to
children s understanding of syntax in ‘written text,and to
the level of syntactic complex1ty exhibited in their oral
and wrltten productions,is accepted according to. Athey

/ e

(1977).5 However, some researchers:streSS'the need.tOx"

4

. R . 0 Lo T \ 3 . . . . . . . .
-:examine_the-dependency upon oral language of reading
*behaviour'end the interaction between syntactic competence

L L CE 0
‘and reading acquisiéion,psince the components of language

.\. o ‘ ‘ ' I . o, )
) . . - . ~

i
S

y
. !...'.pr_.,- . .
Y B .
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‘.maturity which are related to re&dlng success have not

e

. been 1ntensively studied (Weaver & Kingston, 1271,

'E T

~Entw1stle, 1971) o o T o : '.T,f

Investigators of language development, u31ng the ’

R technique of e11c1ted imitation have found s;gnlflcant

1 -

-deve10pmental gains in children s abillty to ut1112e

- '_“.i."'ﬂi—f usyntax with 1ncreasing age (McNeill 1970 Weener, 1971.-
.Frasure-& EntWLstle, 1973 Bohannon, 1975) Through f,j-Kg

"examinatlon of- the errors made in repetition of increa51m y

~1ngly complex model sentences, this technlque has been:Lf;

-

. 1nstrumental in- reveallng children s theory of syntax,l“
".51nce chlldren tend to reduce sentences in lmltathn to

~.

the level of thelr ability (Smlth, 1970), regularize
ungrammatlcal utterances (Menyuk, 1963- Smlth 1970)
- and make numerous substitutions which display comprehenSLOn

of forms which exceed their competence to produce (Slobin

' ,‘& Welsh, 1968).

Implled in the successful 1m1tat10ns of complex
.Z'séntences is. the abllity to chunk. inf rmatlon, thus reduclng
nf‘g{ d ' .'f‘p . ‘the burden on the: short—term memory ‘that might be_im osed

if the sentences were perceived as an’ unrelated serles ‘of

‘jl' i"ﬁ3 '~ words (Fodor &, Bever, 1965' Miller, 1967 Frasure & EntWistle,

N e :1973 Vogel,//;75r ' Though successful 1m1tat10n does not
A . ' guarant/e mastery of. syntactlc forms, the 1nab111ty to-'

. ;;//;/xmitate, "strongly 1nd1cates an abeence of syntactic

. ability and'the existence of a siéhificant-deficit in the




T4

_‘area". (Newcomer & Hamlll, 1907). P1ke (1976) also found o f o '{‘ f
'that whlle the ablllty ‘to 1m1tate successfully was not a ;"”g/
: guarantee of readlng profic1ency, the absence of such

g ablllty is a performance—llmltlng factor in readlng.

The degree of syntactlc competence attalned has - ,Aﬁ

Cl ‘f_51gn1ficant consequences for readlng achlevement. The'
emphasis of. recent work 1n comprehensron suggests that pre-'
readlng oracy; partlcularly the extent to wh1ch a ch11d ’
, can predlct and recognlze sounds,vstructures, collocatlons

o I 'of words and’ context, determlnes,/ln large measure,_the' "E'

{0 ,-'T meanlng whlch he. can later brlng to prlnt (Smlth: 1975;

. ,___,\~

1978 Wllkinson, 1969) Itﬁﬁs suggested that fluent readers

are able to minimize thelr attentlon to v1sual symbols

"
i

.‘through.effectlve sampllng strategles in whlch the readem_
contrlbutes hls knowledge of syntax and semantlcs to. ‘the

;,;.‘ lreadlng task (Goodman, 1970 Smlth, 1973) Stark-(1975) | ;‘:.f.;-' .
‘ ' states that children with readlng fallure "need to develop : .f;«/";f%?f

' strategles'for-proceSSLng-mprphophonemlc and syntact;c‘

'unlts “and- learn the loglc of the language system "

- " Lo
S 1 R}
. .

- The 1nab111ty to structure wrltten materlal has

A o ';been suggested by many researchers to be. the baS1s' ':certain‘

4

" Welnsteln & Rab1nov1tch, 1971-'Stark,11975.

| Wiig s Semel, 1977 Di . Vesta et al., 1979)

T = ' ' l_ . e ‘e - / ,AP;" . p s
A A 1 2 R



-1ndividual word meanings, at the expense of mon1tor1ng

1
2

K(Schwartz, 1977 D1 Vesta® 93 al., 1979) Novlce and poor
Zreaders, overburdened w1th the task of unlocklng the ‘
graphic code and the absence of extrallnqulstlc markers
'to segment language syntactlcally may not be able to utlllze
their 1ntuit1ve knowledge of syntax (Goodman & Greene, 1977)

/ance utlllzatlon of syntax reduces the number ofvldeas

j‘the reader needs to process,.speed and comprehen51on are

._1976) T

A number of studles have revealed a 51gn1f1cant

-‘_».a

relat;onshlp between the frequency of syntactlc structuresf'

s

in oral languaqe and those present in wrltten/materlals to .

oL readlng comprehen51on (Ruddell 1965 Tatham, 1970 Sauer,f

WA

“1970, Re1d5‘1972). The 1mportance of the notlon that

'-:fare related to readlng comprehen51on is echoed 1n soc1o—

o

</

V'“i1974,,Dawk1ns, 1975), Chrlst;e (1978), u51ng an oral
;reading task, found that there were more meanl g-dlsruptlve

~Jlf'~ ““’mlscues made in’ wrltten material which contaln ?-unfamlllar

4

/-'

syntax. xt may be-that syntactic congruence ac ‘ts as a

"fac111tat factor for fluent readers who are able to -

¢

0

- comprehension and deriv1ng meanlng from the sentence context

llngUlSth research (Bernsteln, 1971 Frasure & Entw15tle,*'

‘;f 1973) as well as readablllty research (Botel & Granowsky, T

R subordlnate grapho—phonic cues to a hlgher organlzatlonhl .

“f enhanced by eff1c1ent recovery ‘of - deep structures (Wlsher,)if'T:"
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~strategy of monltorlngllnformatlon for any dlsparltyvof C
‘;nmeaning or structure. ‘ . T | . T':
. Di Vesta et al (1979)‘fdunaIthat:anlimportantf 1:1 xjf,
'{tran51tlona1 developmental trend to monltorlng compre- .ﬁf
-"‘4hen51on was accompanled by an overall increase in readlng .g

fablllty.”vThey

o 2 o .
. reader becomes . aware that he or she "need nbt rely e

.’ exclusively on the preCLSe order of. words prlnted to, o ;7.{{ o
text, and that -on- occas;on the reader may

:flnd 1t necessary to sample other portlons .of the text

-

as’ dlctated by hls or, her needs" and have gained the 1dea .

"of the purpose of readlng w1th thls dlscovery

, e CeT L . o
. . ; Statement of: the Problem - =~ . - . . ;? .
j. o T s - R A ‘-

1
"This’ studynls an- attempt to explore the relatlon--

;L‘~Jl ShlpS between syntactlc competence and readlng comprehen81on

v, in Grade Two chlldren. o DT
. \,'_‘ . - R b

Thé need for this study is suggested by the

'.,..v " . .. | V.-‘ : p

: recognlzed 1mportance of . the relationship between syntactlc

competenCe ang~rea91ng comprehens%on (Cunnlngham, 1976;

. \ . .. . [ A . ) b ‘ Co ': . . " ) ')
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, Franke & Rankin,‘197s- vogel, 1977; ﬁall'& Ramié; 1978) -

Lt and by" our: relatlve lgnorance of it (Vogel, 1974 Goodman

° & Greene, 1977). In partlcular,_Wardaugh (P97i) suggests N

P

that llttle 1s known of . the extent of the overlap between

\ B ’

‘ language acqulsltion'anq learnlng to read. Klnsbourne

(1976) malntains that the literdtﬁre does#hot contaln anhuil

1

,experlmentally valldated model of beglnnlng readlng. VS
.( /\,’

. /.
. 1s known about the steps involved in the acquxsrtlon of

T , B
fluency or what actually happens 1n‘the *mind of q:aglc ent

., ;readers as they réad. .

Cromer (1970) - specifically calls for the ?pé;nt in

<

e

/. the sequence of learni /o read at which’ the meanlngful -

grouplng of . words b c0mes 1mportant“ to be spec1f1ed.

learn to read is eeded. Indeed, a number of researlhers ‘,

"ihﬁdzﬁidentified‘

‘nov1ce and fluent readers ut;{:pe the cuelng systems of

bl

damental drfferences 1n the way that

/language descrlbed by Goodman (1970) .as belng grapho-phonld,

/Isyntactlc and semantlc (Glbson, 1965, Welner & Cromer, 1967,

a

'fGoodnan, 1970, Athey, 1977, Schwartz, 1977:In.Vesta et al.,.

¥979) .. Guthrle (1978) points out, however, that no single

’“varlable ‘has’ been found to dlffer
varylng ability but rather that:

Lo ' Tee

tlate.among'readers—of

e interaction or- simul-

'Furthermore, Goodman and Greene (1977) note that llttle v f

"/./
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' ‘ '/ AN
: Languége orgam.zatlon abJ.lJ.ty has been c:Lted as ‘,am//// / //,(

. i /1’/ o
: .1mportant multlple factor 1n the llterature on/ i‘é,aé/lng

W RaE

. dlsablllty (Cromer, 1970 Stelner et al., 197'1';'Zy€/§ge1‘,_ ,

¢ - o
N 'da ) 00/ v li . "’1'
1974; . stark, 1975; Wallach & Goldsmlth,fl977 //d(adhouse // b
. . e '19;7‘8)‘. Partlcularly in developmental ferms ,///%f(e,
BERY ' : L . ... ' '7/ // / '
- T : -processmg of syntax appears to be an 1mpor/f ’t area for '
D

) }has called '

/-
. s

s
’ o

— (
trategx('c .{’ Lo

C ] ! 74
further study (K:Lnsbourne, 1976) ‘Siler 'O,/
for research onJ the dlfferent ablllty to, ’

S R . ‘ systems at all grade,levels. -\\ '

N N . L. e .,.,a * C-

»

v The reéent llterature on the 1nt s

of readlng has focused attentlon on the 1 ;

-4 - the stratiEgles of readers (Danks, 1978, “\a\lharty 1977; - ! . .
o / _ 1R ' -

,‘Schwartz, 1977 Stanov1ch, 1980)

:Lg (1978)
.éy- equ1res

, S 4 exam1nat10n of the' relatlve eff‘ectlvenes({
‘!' . »‘.‘..'l 5 : . ,}

f\ the reader s, e
g o

i

\'s..‘h‘f\‘

use of readlng strateg:l.es to obtaln meamln‘g&{"‘“‘\ In partlc-A
. s

, Vo s
4 ooy !" \\t Pyo- .
. ular, Dl Vesta et al. (1979) . have/sugges edgf ﬁha the use

| A Ly

\

)

- S of mon:.tor:.ng strategles, which: develpp on|e\‘ hlldren have
. ' . \ I\\' \\ ° ’ o
o St reached the developmental stage in whlch th‘éy‘ .become aware'
L - ) o /1/‘\ RN ’

of the purpose of read:.ng, demgnstrates the mlportance of

h.,_' ST 1dent1fy1ng spec:.flcally for each student what stage he

. . is at, for 1nstruct10nal as wellias remedlal purposes.

' aBottom—up, word by word approaches have been 1dent1f:.ed
"as be:l.ng character:.stlc -of poor'readers (Weber, 1970;
—.Fla%ell 1970 .Franham—-DJ.ggory & Gregg, 1975, Goodman &

Greene, 1977) 80 that 1t becomes espec:.ally 1mportant,to - S *}5

STl e LD T




3&\ o v-deficiencies in chlldren S use of,these strategles. This

et e T L L,

:.‘hav1ng been unable to make the tran51tlon to a "compre—

- @

-

‘;identify students who are persisting with an ""’idehtffi-.- L P 8

e catlon strategy"'w1th 1ts emphaSLS on; word recognltlon. :

* hension or mon:.torlng strategy ,(Cromer', 14970;. S_chlva}rtz, L

"1977) A_\;.tg-'. R S

_theory and psychollngulstlc research to determlne the

"strategles used by ch:.ldren to recover deep structures, '

| study. :'Ls' based on ~l'i‘ng.uis'ticl thédry in_ the assessmer{t"of \

syntactlc competenct/e and psychollngulstlc research 1.n a -

" of syntactlc competence, oral syntaet:.c matur:n.ty and' the e

: ' . - [ - . . I R . .
- . . . e o i 19 .
"'1 . N : N * Y . . ‘>. . . ) N - . . -
i . . , S I . ! .o o [ '
i R . : . . . - O . . - . .

B ]

p:3

~.
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°
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"

v .
©

C Research in comprehens:.on has ‘been. cr131c1zed for A

S - K

'1ts lack of consensus and failure to speCLfy the ab111t1es S
1. PR
1nvolved (Slmons,_197l,. Chester, 1976) SJ.mons (1971) Do '

suggests that by bas:.ng comprehens:.on research on llngulstlc

o

f’ .

a beglnnlng may be made 1n the 1nvest1gat:.on of the . \' - ' . o

relatlng the ef‘fect of oral read:Lng strateg:.es on readmg e

comprehensuaﬂ S0

| S’ignificancevof the Study - . - .

'~“ . . , . . N .I' ’

Detalled studles of the relatlonshlp of syntact:.c o -" .

-

competence and read:.ng comprehens:n.on are needed to speclfy

, the relatlonshlp between oracy and llteracy which, underl:.es

-~

xthe psychollngulstlc approach to readlng.‘ Both aspects

s

abi—llty to 1&111ze.syntax_ to recover deep- structures,




on
~

| ,‘ .1:".. ‘.‘ . | "““
f] N \ N o 5N .

AP - to readlng comprehensmn. Such an analys:.s Edn prev:.de o

B J.nsn.ght for_.lnstructlonal and remedlal technlquies_ g\nd
R .' > i . . K . ' N . , N . o ) ) . . . o N . - _‘. o - . N
I emphases. K T . T = S

PO . B ~on D ! . o )

. L o Im order to determme the needs of an 1nd1v1dual ot
. 1nstruments whlch measure competence rather than peﬁﬁforma;ncek
D
must be developed t_o revea.l llngulstlc and cognltn.ve pro-

7. ) K
. cesses underlylng ach:.evement or lack of it. Most readlng , /, . O’/

i L

T . -_dlaqnostlc tools are measures of perfor:mance prov:.d:.ng a '

VA ""one-tlme assessment of achlevemz_(t, i an operatlonallzed . T

- . LN

reading ‘task', 'whlc_h _may ,not-provllde Lns:.ght '1nto the .
. fan S ." " . . ’ . ' ..~ . ) ., . .. N .
RV wstudent's' prdcessing abi;lity or .stage of development. A .
. ., . o ’
-_w:.delyfused J.nstrument wh:.ch attempts to address this, = |

ncy .'LS the Read:.ng Mlscue"InventorJy (RMI) (Goodma.n

Fra ' PRV

.'." ‘ o '.& Burke, 1972) whlch!examlnes a’ student's oral/freadlng

defi

Te "errors“ as . "w1ndows to hJ.s competence" rather than as oo ¢

. L J.ndJ.catJ.ons of inaccurate perceptlons to. be corrected

v

-‘through 1nstructlon. The recent empha51s of psycholingulstlc

7/

w ‘ 'models on: rea.der s strategles to recover deep structures . v
. \- D
-:.requlre the \development of dlagnostlc tools to translate )

_theoretlcal concerns~1nto pract:.ce. ' As Hall and Ramlg ..
. . " S (1978) suggest "from a language process:.ng perspectlve,
Coe e ‘reading assessment ‘can only occur when one exam1nes what

'readmg strateg:.es éreader uses and how he makes use of il

the cue systerns‘of,'written -l,anguage;"

! e ' . ' ) : . L . . !




e b PATeA 1t arer e Cbendp

. f- ' "The processing’of Eyntax is‘the focis. of thls

study 51nce semantlc acce tablllty 15 thereby revealed .
- . L . . : o
: &

Jbecause, as Sller (1974) has shown,“sentences v;olated

. syntactlcally\were also v101a e
L, 7 ‘reverse .was not always £r

L)
-

semantlcally though the

: U51ng the Readlng Mlscue

S o ‘_fif,:Invehtoryilahbreviated 0
A Tl (Beebe}'1978- 1980) to determlne strateglc proce551ng leveld

he ba51s of emplrlcal research

Dy .: in students, this study explored an eff1c1ent and rellable/

e ﬁ," :technique\whlch may provide an 1mportant dlagnostlc ald -f

A’l :

~'for the classroom teacher and for™ cllnlclans who are S o

il

c= Asurveylngllarge groups.

L. - ) -l\
e ﬁ\: . .

E11c1ted 1m1tatlon was used in thlS study ‘to

‘,measure oral syntactlc maturlty and may prove especially

useéful as a dlagnostlc tool for the flrst years of school:

when the potentlal for remedlatlon is greatest. Slnce 1t'

has been’ fbund (Wilkinson, 1969 Cromer, 1970) that language:

- _ﬂr; o :Iq defxciencmes may underlle some types ‘of readlng problems

:’ngs . ‘it 1S<necessary to knclude measures of language development;

“ in screenlng programs. In partlcular, such 1nformatlon

A :'l"'”i would allow teachers to dete;mlne the 1nstructlonal method

| | " most sulted to each pupll, suggestlng the use of language

,;experlence methods for‘children‘w1th low syntactlc competenee.m.
'and high‘exposureTto literature being read aloud and perhaps

o more - flex1ble approaches u51ng 1nd1v1duallzed readlng schemes

for Those with hlgh syntactrb-competence.'
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study. R ,_" B ‘ ‘- L

‘t1ons of UNACCEPTABLE miscues. B /'-. |

. General Hypotheses : - . "»‘ o |
S ) -/" )
'I'he follow:.ng l'ﬁ/potheses were exaw‘:.ned by thlS .

v

l.. There w:Lll be no s:.gniflcant effect on read:.ng"‘

K comprehens:.on, as measured by raw scores obta:.ned on the )

. ',-Comprehensmh subtest of the Gates—MacGJ.nltle Readlnq Test ‘

‘ (Canadian edltlon), Level B,. Form 1 (GATES) of the use. of

~an “J.dent:LflcatJ.on strategy" as evmenced by hlgh propor-'

2. There w111 be no s:.gn:.f:.cant effect .on readlng

‘coniprehensmn, as measured by raw score achlevement on the -

r

'-"GATES Comprehensmn subtest of the usé of a‘" comprehensrve o

. strategy -as ev:.denced by hlgh proportlons of MEANING

P .
s .

' PRESERVING mlscues. f , L T ::.h

L .

’ 3 There w:.ll be no SLgnif:.cant relationshlp between ',

'\

oral syntactlc maturn., y as measured by scﬂed scores o alned

on the" Sentence ImltatJ.on s btest of TOLD and”’ read:l.ng com=
‘prehens:Lon, as measured by raw score ach:.evement on the .

' :"ﬁATES Comprehensmn subtest. " o N

v
& .

1, There w:.ll be no s;Lgnlflcant srmultaneous lndependent

' ef ts on readlng comprehensmn as measured by raw’ scores

obtamed on the Comprehens:l.on subtest of GATES Oa: oral:

" syntactlc maturlty as measured by scalefi score acl'u.evement
" on the’ Sentence Imltatlon subtest of TOLD and oral readlng

‘_'strategles, as evrdenced bar hlgh proportlons of elther

™ - * . !

c—— e



attendance -

WL

' There w:.ll be no signxf:.cant d:.fferences

_ Definition of Terms -

,J.n ‘any’ .

t | Certaln terms used in thlS study are operat:.onally

defJ.ned for the purposes of thlS study and are llsted below.

Substltutlon MfQues—-—An error.made m oral readlng was

»

Judged to be a subst:.tutlon mlscue J.f;.l.t was an J.ncorrect

word, partlal word or - non—word offered 1n'z_p1ace of’ the '

correct word in  the text.

-

A\

In the event that a reader made

~more than one‘ atte’mpt to decode the word' in the text, the

S:‘ - first complete 'w_o,rd. was counted ds the substitution and“if'__/-

»

correction.

4

: stitution miscues?

-, this was 'subsequen'tly--corrected' it was then'coded as d

?

Dialect differences were not counted ds .sub-.

Repeated miscues on the same word-

unless a change in functlon was made, were counted only -

once .

1972)

L
T

Categorlzatlon of substitut:.on m:.s,cues were made on.’

the ba51s of crlterla descrlbed J.n the RMI (Goodman & Burke '

‘

' ults obtalned attr:.butable to place of school -

:Proportions of Corrected Subst:.tutlon Mlscues (CORRECTIONS)—-

‘ Corrected substltutlon mlscues were those subst:.tutlon mls- E

cues whlch ‘caused the reader to regress and reread the text

o

to prov1de the word which appeared on . the page as 1t was

2" o
A}

-
&

RN

L/
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Grittenv- Unsuccessful attempts to correct were coded as "

,substitution mlscues and, as. such ‘were coded .as- belng

elther syntactlcally]semantlca11y acceptable or unaccept—

;able -for the follow1ng and precedlng ‘textu

K ) ) . T

: Prog;rtlons of Syntactlcally-Semantlcally Acceptable

Substltutlon Miscues (ACCEPTABLE)—-Substltutlon mlscues

whlch were not corrected but- whlch were, both syntactlcally'
‘ V.
and semantlcally parallel w1th the expected response were -

referred to as ACCEPTABLE mlscues. Such responses were .

mean1ngfu1 and therefore caused no ‘sense of 1ncongruence
/ .
w1th1n the reader whlch would have nece551tated regre551on

uto correct. The lnterrelatlonshlps of semantlcs and ’

syntactlcs are too compllcated to examine one w1thout

.

-hncludlng the other, 51nce, as Siler (1974): determlned,
’sentences v101ated syntactlcally were also v101ated seman—

§3 tlcally but the reverse was not true, and sentences whlch

i 1
\

were semantlcally meanlngful were syntactlcally correct.

A

Categorlzatlon of uncorrected miscues were. ‘determined’ . .

through reference to Beebe s (1978) method of ana1y51s.

t

Proportlons of Syntactlcally-Semantlcally Unacceptable o

Substltutlon Mlscues (UNACCEPTABLE)--Substltutlon mlscues

whlch were not corrected but were left as unacceptable

miscues whlch were syntactlcally and semantlcally 1ncongruent
'.Wlth precedlng and follow1ng text were referred to as

UNACCEPTABLE mlscues. It may be that a reader has corrected

such errors 31lently‘and;proceeded to read subsequent parts

R

‘5
o

.
e

By 4




o

70f the sentence with understandrng Howeyer, when pr94
portlons of unacceptable substltutlons are. hlgh and
funcorrected, égmprehens1on suffers Ssince large numbers

of such errors lnterfere w1th the developlng meanlng. K{..'

Meanlng—Preserving Substltutlons (MEANING PRESERVING)——_

The proportions of CORRECTIONS plus ACCEPTABLE mlscues

o

. made on a selected story from the Readlng Mlscue Inventory

. mlscues, ‘high pr0portlons of Wthh represented the utlllza—

: tlon of a "comprehen51on strategy“ in this study. Slnce .,"‘

were commn/ed as a sin/gle measure, MEANING PRESEﬁVING -

1
Y

A'both measures‘#eflect the reader s understandlng that what

has been read must make sense, nece551tat1ng-at tlmes

‘regre551ons to, correct or the prOV151on of parallel or

COngruent substltutlon -0 sustaln the meanlng of the

-passage, there is a. strong case for presentlng them as’ one

§ Varlable for the purposes o; thls study

fIdentlflcatlon Strategy--For the purposes of this’ study,

an “identlflcatloh strategy“ was Sald to- predomlnate in.

Jreaders w1th hlgh uncorrected syntactlcally-semantlcally

<

'unacceptable substltutlon rates and correspondlngly low -

['meanlng-preserV1ng substltutlons in the oral readlng of a

,,selected story from the Readlng M;scue Inventory. Thls

'5analy51s lS based upon the 1nteract1ve model of read:.ngK

RS e

3 whlch suggests that novice readers, llke luent readers,
‘ process 1nformat10n-from all cueing systems. Howéver, lack

of automaticity ' in word recognition forces novice readers

»

25

~
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a to attend to 1ower 1evel bottom-—up analyses w1th suhsequent
loss of context and comprehens:.on due to the excess:.ve
burden on the short-—term memory (Rumelhart, 1.977, Danks,.
1978' Stanov:Lch, 1980) |

Comprehens:.on Strategy—-A "comprehension strategy"™ was '
\ < S

determlned to b,e operatlve, in th:.s study, when’ high pro-
portlons of meanlng—pres,ervmg substltutlons and corres-

- - o pondingly low rates of syntactlcally semantloally uncorrected

,

unacceptable substltutlon m:.scue/s were made in the oral

P

'

' readlng of selected storles from the Readlng Mlscue
Inventorx. Thl$ analysrs was .based upon w1despread

N - ) ) . f:x.ndings :,n lJ.terature on read:.ng dlsablll-ty (Welnste‘in &‘

\ . Rablnov:l.tch 1971- Su>a\rk, 19753 Kmsbourne & Caplan, 1979), .
o . m:.scue ‘research (Goodman & Greene, 1977 Beebe, 1976, 1980)

and theoretlcal art:.cles (Cromer, 1970; Schwartz, 1978- ‘
= “ - Danks, 1978 Stanov1ch,-1980).,l that good readers have
o super:.or strategles for readlng which 1nclude mon:x.tor:.ng v

7

’ comprehensmn (D:.Vesta et al., 1979) and more flexn.ble use

o

: of top—down and bottom—up analyses as requlred by the
changlng context (Stevens & Rumelhart 1975).

v o Oral Sjntactlc Maturlty—-Llngu:Lstlc competence is the

ablllty to recognlze and generate grammat:.cal utteranc s
,!" ' o | (Chomsky, 1965) and though the most rapld growth in the
: ~ development of oral syntactlc competence occurs in' the
1 .‘ o v preschool years, 1t 15 by no means complete unt:l.l much

later (Carroll 1971‘ Palermo & Molfese, 1972) The _Sentence




i

Imltatlon subtest of: the Test of Language DeveloLent

)

(TOLD) whlch was des:Lgned‘ as a test of syntactlc maturlty

provldes scaled scores\hased on six-month lelsions of\
the range of four years zero mdnths to elght years eleven =

months._ The test has a scaled mean of ten w1th plus or

mlnus three representmg the standard deV1at:Lon.

are more properly c0nce1ved of as tests of word meanlng. o

Limitations of the Study

| The’ f°11°Wlng 11m1t1ng Factors. ‘of thls study K

. suggest that ‘the results may - not be generallzed to’ the

, totafl student population.

. © o 2
1. Suhjec_ts were selected £roim schools Wthh were
chosen to'represent a cross—sectlon of soc1oeconomn.c status,

»
i f

'relligiousvaffil_iation and urban and suburban populatlons. o T

‘“Since ra.ndom sampling techn:.ques could not be appl:l.eﬁ,

‘the results may be valid only for students of smllar L
backgrounds and experlences. ‘ __' ’
-2.“ Comprehel}sz.on was tested by\the admlnlstratlon ‘of

the Comprehens:.on subtest of the Gates-MacG:LnJ.tle Readlng.

Test (Canadlan edltlon) Level B, Form 1, whose def;l.nlt:Lon
.at thJ.s level lS determmed byy’ the ratJ.o of 80% 11teral o
and 20% 1nf\rent1al comprehens:Lon questions. -Burke (1975)
has sugges;ted that this test only measures the products of

Y
comprehension rather than the process and that _some items

e
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B
3 ,'Tne“hrei’r'i'ty. of --th“e" test i“tems.; partlcularly the J.rmtlal
' ' ‘ ones, -may " have adversely affected the performance of some'
| 'students who were unable to exploxt the semantlc and |
' ) syntactlc redundancy mherent J.n extended connected
N T S )

-discourse.\ _' R :

. 3.' The scorlng technlque for the Sentence Imltatlon

e subtest- of the’ Test of Language Development whlch 1is used

"1n thl.S study as a measure for oral syntactic maturlty does

since the range of scaled scores is so narrow. Researchers g
- . 7 ‘.
detemlne whether -an J.mltatlon preserves the meanlng of
“the orlgfnal (Bale 19763 Flsher, 1976 Plke, 1976)
. .l p ‘ o :' - 4. Read:.ng strategles are belng determlned by a
technlque of substltutlon miscue analyJ51s developed by
Beebe (1978 1980) based /bn the Good.man and Burke (1972)

. Read:.ng Mlscue Inventory whlch has: not been w:.dely used or

opgrationall ed in the manner adopted in the present study L
wh:.ch ’may -l:x.mit the generallzablllty of 1ts results. xf

: 5.  Since only Grade Two children were testedl a w1der
;'I-A.: : generallzablllty to other age groups can not. be assumed
L e o _ 6. Though classroOm teachers were* pr,esent for group — .j‘}- ot
| ,-test:.ng, the ch:l.ldren were only br:.efly acquamted w:.th |
:the J.nvestigator prlor to ind1v1dua1 testlng wh:.ch may have .
‘ affected the performance of some chlldren. A | ' :

- o K . v

" 7. A tape recorder ‘was used to prov:.de a means of .

L3N

b g

O not provrde for qual:.tat:we analyses wh:.ch may be s:LgnJ_fJ.cant

do not agfee as yet on the best method of scorlng g - ST
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1ater a.n-depth analyals of the data “which may have affected T
o e the performance of some children. T ‘.z'_' ‘ "
: ‘_~8l.v The storles selected for oral readlng were chosen } e
R . .on the bas:.s of performance on the Gates-MacGan.t:Le Readlng -
" - . ‘o o - R
Test (Canadlan ed:z.tion) Level B Form d, Comprehensmn L e,
, ) " subtest to approximate an, J.nstructlonal level of dlfflculty -
hut for the poorest students, ' 1t seems that the flrst X S ]
A Readlng Mlscue Inventoxy story may have prov1ded a ‘ ‘ ‘
A
S v frustrat:.on level experlence.- Although thls study was T e e o
concerned w.tth“readers' react:.ons to thelr oral readlng g
/ : 5 errors ahd ndt the quantlty of such&errors 1t seems l:Lkely ; ' b
RS that the strategles evidenced may have been 1nfluenced by S ,'5
. the relatlve d:.ff:x.culty of the materlals be:.ng read. °
Lt B 9. ‘The reéults obta:.ned may have been affected by L EATO
o . emot:l.onal and physmal factors relatlng to each lndlv.l.dual o L
‘ tested and to the testlng 51tuatlon 1tself A .
,’ ’f,‘ , ' S - - ‘: ’ 7 'v' 0 E : A'~ 4 -’ .,:- ,I
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., ¢+ CHAPTER IL, * ' S S
" . REVIEWOF THE LITERATURE

’1 s . « .," ) ) ~ " . . "-k}, :\‘ ”ﬂ_‘,'\“ “
Introduction - . oo Con

, . L. . . : Lo
. . . [ R Y .
. . - - E
D s

' . 'I’hlS chapter will- deal wn_th the research llterature
,"j'representing pertinent areas of concern for thls study. - '
'The f.lrst sectlon w.1ll exam:.ne the relatlonshlp of syn*— :
'tactJ.cal competence to readlng comprehen51on.‘ The second'-‘

_sectlon is concerned wrth syntactlcal developmént 1n ‘
‘school age chn.ldren. Sectaon three w:L ll explo‘re the
technlques of elJ.c:Lted imltation wh1ch 1s used to measure"

syntact:.cal development. . Sectlon-cf_oursz.ll_ ‘d.i-scus‘s t_h'e.p .
o technlque ‘of mlscue analysi-suhi(ch._ is. ueed to 'deterlhine" L
.fe';aér' s.proces".sing .lstrategi,esl'.‘ - A . |

‘. Syntactical Competence and '_Readi'ng Cbmp::ehension

-

Entw:.stle and Frasure (1974) suggest that maturatlon '
..1n the’ processmg of syntactlc :Lnformatmn facllltates
‘ 'lvocabulary expans:.on and readlng. ' Syntax fac111tates
fl"comprehenmon by Helping the reader to ‘narrow dom;t B the
_'alternatlves of subsequent parts of the text through pre—'
. Id:Lct:Lon and recognJ.tJ.on strateg:.es already developed .

"through oral 1angua.ge (Wllklnson, 1969 1971 Athey.r 1977) “\\
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e - Much of the support é:r the use of pred1ct10n in ;

o - -

R {geadlng has come from studies of eyeﬁflxatlons and eye—

voice spans (anat, 1968, 1971- Levett, 1970) The eye—'."_ ,:

‘: : o . - voice spaﬁ7/6;AEvs, the number of words whlch 1ntervene -

; -
betwedn ‘the word spghgn and the word f1xated and has been

{
i
l used to measure age varlabillty in readlng behav1our and
- i l »

the relat1ve complexlﬁy of textual materlal and grammatlcal

R ' _ structures whlch affect the organlzlng behav1our of readers;

The EVS is speculated to be three\words long, typlcally,

——,

one word belng acquired“ by the ‘eyes, one belng h%ld in

S o - f
R ' a,store,for proce551ng and’ one being spoken (Geyer, 1966)

N

Research using EVS (Lev1n & Kaplan, 1971) has found '

‘

that subjects utlllze phrase structure and that thls ablllty -

. to cluster informatlon 1ncreases w1th age. Wanat and Lev1n

. . 'Y . -y - - :
DT A P 8 kg e 3o b P gy ey g e e e

7 » d.

_'g»-, : (1968 1970) 1n two related studles have SEBWQ\EEEF when .

3

v,

. length.' Morton (1964) found that use of contextual con-“.
L X . .
L . stralnts was ‘more eff1c1ent amqng good readers as ev1denced

%
i
v

AR by lncreased eye—v01ce span. T T S s

Although some psychollngulstlc models (Goodman,

..l,- .

1967, Shlth,,1971» suggest that context is generally better_

utlllzed by good readers for text comprehen51on and on901ng

fg :
i
4 i' g .

.. T wbrd recognrtion, recent research suggests that the dlffer-I

. t
= . .

Sl
2z
'}

lf RIS 'ence between good and poor readers does not 11e 1n attehtlon_uﬂ'

eV

o . N
L :“ﬁ. to context, but rathez,;n the purpose for whldh it is used.

s

- X . P . i B
- | . E— . 5 .
Al w » e i w

i e

reader expectatlons .are conflrmed the EVS lncreases in | ‘;

(Blemlller, 1970, Webbr, '1970; Golinkoff & Rosinski 1975, Lo




' .Stanov1ch. 1980) Good'readers,.it‘has-been found utillze;ﬁ'
';con&extuaI'lnformatlon, lncludlng syntact1ca1 constralnts |
to monltor comprehens;on and develop overall textual
. jf ":'understanding (D1 Vesta et al.} 1979, StanOV1ch, 1980)

" Novice, and poor readers, ‘on the other hand tend to- rely

"~ on context to fac111tate word recognltlon (Oaken, Welner,

. , P . & Cromer, 1971, Perfettl & Hogabaum, 1975, Schwartz, 1977; o
P : i . o7 .
Lo . : Stanov1ch 1980) .

" Di Vesta et al. (l979) have identified three stages

of readlng behav1our in. whlch students develop from almost ‘

i e excluslve attentlon to word recognltlon, to a’ tran51tlon

"-stage in whlch 1ncreased attentlon to context is ev1dent,
- N ‘T ,\' followad by the fuli understandlng of the purppse of :
1,0 ‘-‘hT' - reading in whrch readers sample flexlbly u51ng all

. ;»1 | “'1'sources of informatlon from the text to galn 1ts meanlng.
N . f- o However, Cromer (1970) suggests that some readers fall to - -

: j;" .make the tran51tlon to- fluency ‘and strateglc use‘of context

R ;‘w' desplte adequate word recognltlon skllls and 1ntelllgence.-

-

Several researchers have suggested that the dlfflculty forr'f

"‘*'sucﬁ readers lles in the lnablllty to exploit llngulstlc
cues (Welnsteln~& Rab1nov1tchh 1971- Vogel 1974; Stark,
o
(1976) states- T

1975 Pike, 1R76 Klnsbourne & Caplan, 1979) _As Wlsher'

P . The ability ti ant1c1pate structure and meanlng v
- .+ is vital to reading especially to the young reader o

e - burdened with the rules:of identification. ' For

F T readlng to be efflclent the reader must profit . I
~ e ‘ .. " . from all the cues the language offers (p. 601). ) "\D

&
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~(_Guthrle, 1973) has been made. Glbson and Lev1n (1975)

1 N + g

/ ' “ N
Syntax, as a cuelng system, has recelved attentlon,;

“recently in. comprehen51on research (Cromer, 1970 Isakson
‘& Mlller, 1976, Plke, 1976 Hall & Ramlg, 1978) and the

_suggestlon that syntactlcal development and the ablllty

R i

f to explolt syntactlcal 1nformatlon 1s more 1mportant than

:word recognit1on (Mlller & Hostlcka, 976) or. vocabulary‘,

suggest that good readers afe’more adept at ut11151ng

: syntax to s1mp11fy the t sk of readlng and that tth

ablllty 1mproves wi h ge.‘ o A Lo ‘{

Readablllty research has also focused attentlon

" on syntax as an 1mportant determinant of complex1ty for

readers (Ruddell, 1965, Sauer, 1970,Q§atham, 1970, Reld,

7{_1972- Chrlstle, 1973) -Bormuth et‘al. (1970) contends -

J

‘that reading success . depends upon the ablllty to comprehend

the partlcular structures found in lnstructlonal materlals-i

-jand suggests that syntactlcally complex questlon types are

\

' a’ source of partlcular dlfflculty for novice’ readers.

o Thls research, as well’as‘that whlch has focusedl

“on the acquisition of particular"syntactical structures,

‘'such as embeddlng of one deep structure 1nto another (Gaer,

. 1969, Malmstrom & Weaver, 1973, Botel‘& Granowsky, 1974)

{and sentence comblnlng transformatlons (Strlckland, 1962,

. O'Donnell Grlffln & Norrls, 1967 Fagan, 1971, Tremalne,f

N
1972), demonstrate the 1mportance of syntactical development

‘for readlng comprehen31on., Slnce the results of ILHQUlSth

1 J
.

. . ) . . “k*‘_" .
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' 1977 Wlngfleld et al., 1979)

« C D

research have shown that syntactlcal competence contlnues.A

’

to mature long after school entry, 1t is’ clear that these

'3 .
’

processes must 1nteract (Clarke, 1975, Goodman & Greene,

= Syntadtiéal Development"infSchooliAée Children -

\

- ‘Research, in 'the areas of language acquisition and

. linguistics have produced some‘detailed“and well documented™

sequences ‘of . syntactical development in children- under the.
on the school age child since it‘was assumed that syntac-

tical development was complete at thlS tlme. sHowever;aas .

t ’Palermo and Molfese (1972) po;nt out.a ~ 'i‘ 'Ltft L

o

A review of the Iiterature 1nd1cates that the 5. o é7fi

year old is far. irgm hav1ng the ﬁgulvalent of an.
adult native speaker's facility
. Scatteréd throughout the llterature is evidence
- that at the phonologloal, syntactic and semantic
. levels a good deal more facility needs to be .
acguired’ bbfore the adult level is reached o
(- 409). I T

4

: Wood gl976) contends that school age chlldren have

'acqulred most of. the syntactlc rules of thelr language, f
‘3;and she suggests that they lea}n the more complex structures v

":an ‘more compllcated syntactlcal rules durlng the’ elementary.

School years in a step—by—step fasz;ow;f Carrqll (1971)"
h

f‘feels that complete competence in grammatical rules ;i
) S
'of language ls not reached untll adolesf\nc and -

i .« . even this statement must ba qualffled to
apply only to the competence assumed as'a ba51s_“,/

;age of, five. Untilurecently( little.attention was focueedjﬂ;.j'

th the 1anguage. ';t




for ‘spoken performance since 3 substantial number

of adolescents. do not ‘seem to -be able to manifest’
'_'adequate grammatlcal compétence 'in written per-

formance (p. 148) : v

f,'. Results of research by Carol Chomsky (1969) suggest _,'f

that though the rate of development may vary for 1nd1v1duals
4
the order of acqulsltlon of syntactlc structures may be Ca

: 1nvar1ab1e. There 1s general agreement among researchers <

'that there is some overlap between stages (Major, 1974

\

'Butler, 1976;‘Woodr 1976). They contend ‘that -the processl'.'”
flows from, . . . : ’.f'gf - o Co “ff

e
. } . £ o ' -, - b

L , 1) no usagefqi a particular syntactic form, to o
' - 2) " occasional productlons with no errors or S -
. C overgeneralizations, to o
P 3) increased production with errors and

- . .. overgeneralizations, to flnally ")

T T . 4) correct _usage. " < wl
' S k (Butler, 1976, p. 1123) ‘

_Such a. general sequence of development is supported

e

/‘-'A ": '; by more detalled longltudlnal research by Loban (1963 .
1967) and O'Donnell Grrffln, and Norrls (1967) who found

‘ i d RVAREN gradual consolldatlons of 1anguage structures from klnder-

. -garten to grade seven. HoweVer, abrupt shlfts in per—'

- §
[E oy : . .

B

formance'eccurred ‘at two dlfferent stages, when it has been

. DR
Vo, . BTN AP .
Y

o hypothesized (Palermo & Molfese, 1972) that acqulsltlon

k-.,' ‘of new structures cause dlsruptlon in those-preVLously

1 F

handled with competence; These two perlods of 1nstab111ty .

occur between the ages of f1ve and elght and between ten{

' ”and thlrteen, Wthh Palermo and Molfese (1972) note; Ig*'

; . . may not be corncldental [in] that these
are pre01se1y the perlods in cognltlve development e

.- . . ' . . o 4
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‘fmarked by Plaget (1970) as tranSLtlon 901nts e
. from preopérational thought to concr operatlons
. _in the first case and from concrete gggratlons to.
o formal operations in the’ second case (p. 422).'{

The Derlvatlonal Theory of Complex1ty (DTC) whlch o .
p051ts a. dlrect relatlonshlp bebween psychologlcal and.. .- s
§ grammatlcal complexlty 1s,1mpllc1t 1n most studles of Chlld

"language. Although Fodor, Garett, and Bever (1968) rejectu

-

thls theory, DTC 1s supported by‘the studles of Mehler
(1963), Gough (1965), Sav1n and Perchonok (1965), Coleman
~(1964, 1965) , Bormuth Mannnng, Carr, and Pearson (1970),

Menyuk (1963, 1971) and Bell (1976). Brown.and‘Hanlon."“

w, . . .
(1970) state: " - T L . R
The fact ‘that there is a sequence, among well. = .~
formed constructions, from those ‘that are ERE
derlvatlonally simple, in terms of adult grammar,

. toward those that are derlvatlonally complex, S T s
4;suggests that” the adult grammar does, at. least - . . ; R
~roughly represent what 1t is" that the Chlld is @ L e - :
.learnlng (p. 50). S

. RN
However, the complexlty of language mltlgates- n

agalnst any easy translatlon from t nsformatlonal to psycho— ’

'loglcal reality (Fodor & Bever, 1965). Some researchers argue :

that 1t ‘is the'type of transformatlonﬁrgtherbthan the number;/.
lof rules needed to generate them whlch accounts for thls
complex1 (Fagan, 1971). Others 9051t a cumulatlve derlva- ; C

jtlonal complexlty rather than s;mply the number of rules used

(Brewn & Hanlon, 1970) . Gaer (1969) . suggests that the relatlon—" L

'~sh1p is more obv1ous in tests. of productlon of sentences rather -

t

.than tests of sentence comprehenSLOn. A empts . to reduce
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‘ 'resemble actual productlon.,: o "*5'

'_spontaneous language or . sampl%s taken under experlmental

:1s that dlfferences between the child's grammar and that

"of adults xscnot obv10us from spontaneous language samples.

s

. oo . 3 . . . .
'language to a small set of psychologically significant B

rules have been stymled by/the sheer welght of language

M
to be analysed Whlch may. acqount for 1nab111ty of pro—

.'grammers to generate a computer program,whlch can adequately

R
5 4 , .

. a;' ' Elicited Imitation

Studles of Chlld langhage employ elther of two.

J7ba31c methods of data gatherlng, samples taken from‘

.condltlons. The former method ‘was favoured in the last ;,/”

T

-

_decade and prov1ded much lmportant data about- the: language

r

-of very young chlldren ‘as well as developmental trendsﬁ
‘{jacross age groups.‘ However, such studles have been.

’ cr1t1c1sed as belng 1ncomplete 1n only examlnlng certain

aspects of performance 51nce not all structures w1th1n the )

'chlld's competence would be present 1n spontaneous samples
'(Menyuk, 1963) Flsher (1975) notes that such.methods
o are tlme—conggmangr\extremely dlfflcult to obtain from

»large groups, and require\very‘large;samplés-from each "

subject'to find certain less common struotures. of

'partlcular 1mportance to the examlnatlon of syntactlcal

development 1n chlldren over flve, Dale (1976) asserts,

T A s

™



have 1dent1f1ed.key elements which mUSt be repeated

ety e r—— s DA e e et e e

-

One exper1menta1 method whlch has been w1dely

'used to examlne syntactlcal development in chlldren 1s
"‘that of elicited 1m;tatlon.' Slobin and Welsh (1968)

- definé it as follows: e _ "} S

By -elicited imitations .we refer. . to the child's..
repetition ¢f model sentences presented in a
context calling for- imitation as. opposed to a
child's: spontaneous 1m1tat10n of adult. utter—

R ances (p. 486) .

{

The advantages of this method are ‘the degree of,

'4,_control over the stlmull avallable . to the researcher and

the generallzabllrty to diverse populatlons. A'major o

-@ifficulty posed By this method is the problem of d\ete.r-'-‘

,mlnlng whether or not a partrcular 1m1tdt10n preserbes the

meaning of the orlglnal (Dale, 1976) - Some researchers ;
/ .

, /
correctly 1n scorlng thelr 1nstruments (Flsher, 1976
_.whereas others have used the percent of words—ln the— 1ght— 'd

1'order correct. However, Plke (1976) descrlbes the st ndard

technique for recall experlments as being-the scorlnglof»

[

all correct when 1n/the correct ordlnal p051t10n or if

fpresent after -a substltutlon but all 1tems 1ncorrect 1f

they-follow an_omlssron or-;ntruslon. Unfortunately, there ,

does not séen to be_a standard sdoring procedure developed
.for e11c1ted 1m1tat10n experlments and this does represent

'a drawback 1n using the. method.

-

One of the key issues surroundlng this technlque

1s whether imltation works through comprehensxon or _occurs

e o .l.: PP VISPV )
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~as a{purely.physical effect 65 short;;ern memorfrflfraser,v
Beilugi and:ﬁrOWnd(;QCB) contend tnat'imitation can occur
" without comprehension‘but their:instrnment has been | ‘
‘criticised as being too difricuLt_(Ferguson & Slobin, -
1973).
-most of a sentence,"they ‘can 1mmtate the part beyond their
-comprehensxon but if the entlre sentence was beyond thelr

comprehen51on, it would be 1gnored The 1dea that compre—

hensxon is. essentlal for 1m1tatlon has been supn/éted by

the work of Menyuk (1963) whose subjects regularlsed

i:
ungrammatical sentences and deviated in thelr 1mitat10ns

when the model was beyond thelr llngulstlc competence.
: and by Slobln and Welsh (1968) whOSe subject's numerous
',:recodlngs demonstrated comprehen51on beyond her productlve

'*co petence., Furthermore, Menyuk (1963) found a SLgnlflcant'

s correlatlon between the number of syntactic structures
each chlld used in hlS samples of spontaneous speech?and

the number of structures~he could accurately repeat.l

)

E;;hClS (1975) states- .

' v/

o It seems that provlded sentences are long enough

: or difficult enough to test subjects beyond the .,
'echoic! 1eve1 .recalled forms provide a basis

- for a description of linguistic-abilities- (p. 134)

D}

_The length cof model sentences would .appear- to be cruc1al o

a since. short—term memory plays an 1mportant role 1n 1m1tat10n.

However, the - ablllty to use structure is perhaps as 1mportant

*_,as Menyuk (1963) contends. ﬁh ‘ Y ’ D

Smith (1973)‘found that if children comprehend Y

]
H

a7

\




.performance if. ompete

40

TThe differences in the ablllty of children to,

repeat varlous sentences seems. to’ be dependent
on. the particular rules used. to generate these
sentences rather than sentence 1ength (p. 436)

To ensure that model sentences are beyond the subject s

ech01c' level, memory span and time allowed for repetltlon

0.

must be taken int account Since- the subject's ab111ty

e
to structure materlal facilitates recall (Neisser, 1967-*‘

¥

' Mlller & Selfridge, 1950) model sentences should be’ chosen,'ﬁ

,thCh straln the immediate memory capac1ty of the Chlld

elther through length or dlfficulty S0 that accurate~

,1m1tat10n w1ll nece551tate reformulatlon and comprehen51on..'

Ca
The main problem, however, in the use of e11c1ted

imitation to assess syntactical development lies in the

-deflnitlon of the task.‘ It may be as Brown (1973) suspects,

“that there are multlple 'levels' of knowledge of structure,

as revealed by varlous kinds, of performance and that ‘

‘accurate repetltlon may not demonstrate the same competence

as spontaneous em1351on of the same structures., It may

I

_be mlsleadlng to draw 1 fine line between competence and

ce is. under%tood to be a comp051te

~of various type of performances.
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.‘Prior to the Goodman—Burke~Goodman reading miscue analysrs

s ’

R ;research few studies ‘had taken linguistic compétence 1nto

4“accouqt and fe were based upon a conceptual framework

e

-

ffromlwhich results could be generalized Such research

-
.

was. based on quantitative analysis and perpetuated the

'm ‘ S
' beliEf that errors'were evi‘ence of‘weakness in various .

Y

ba51c skllls..

Once Goodman and others began to publish their,'

findings (Goodman, 1965‘ 1967, 1969 1970, Burke & Goodman,-
1970 Burke, 1972) rany articles which followed on oral
' reading errorssused the miscue model by either adopting .
.or adapting the\psycholinguastically—basid taxonomy of °

f~4error:/tﬁ'uncover oral reading strategies-and analyze thel'

‘proce ses of comprehen51on, in . an attempt Shafer (1976)

suggests to’ relate reading comprehenSiOn to the use of the Ny

'rules of language (Clay, 1968 Weber, 1963, 1970, Biemiller,

1970; Beebe, 1975,-1980: Beebe'& Eulcock, 1978; Christie,'
1978) " . o | «
;/</(/i iThe miscue model suggests that readers do not make'

random errors nor are their errors to be. counted equally y
I - .

(Burke &, Goodman, 1970) Rather, ‘such errors prov1de

»valuable 1nformation .on the strategies employed by the

reader and the extent to which he is. utilizing the grapho—

_ phonic,'syntactic, and - semantic cues available. ,

i1

The most frequent category of miscues found in’

.children s oral reading 1s the substitution miscue which 1\




-

,accounts for roughly half the total mlscues made (Goodman
‘1:& Burke, 1968 Weber, 1970, Stevens & Rumelhart: 1975-64‘ ’
':diBeebe, 1976, Clay. 1977) Good readers tend to do a bet e S ;J'T
Abjob of substltutlng approprlate structures (Weber, 1968, |

~Goodman, 1970) and tend to spontaneously correct dlsparlty~ o .

..Beebe, 1973).., S : ,

readiness scores.f Self-correCtlons ‘are especrally lndl—

"that self—correctlon involves the courage to exrr, the
"to detect the error and the patlence to search out alternate

' sources of conflrmatlonvwhlch are. all characterlstlc of ~ <

'Blemlller (1970) exammned the miscues. of Grade One readers‘

-occurs w1th the reallzatlon that a. speclflc word 1s :_ggg

P

of meanlng oxr structure (Clay, 1969, BuLke & Goodman, 1970,

‘ Clay (1977) suggests that self—correctlon rate 1s A " . ﬂ
C e B A
a better 1nd1cator of reading progress ln the flrst three R \oe

years of lnstructlon than elther 1nte111gence or-readlng e

catlve of* good readlng performance when a semantlcally and/

or sYntactically unacceptable error occurs in relatlon to ‘
/ :

,the follow1ng text (Burke & Goodman, 1970; Clay, 1977,

.lBeebe, 1978,.1980) It may be as Clay (1977) suggests,‘

‘ll ear"

- Y

.

‘readers who‘are making good progress.~.' - B

The miscue ana1y51s technlque has been used to

.

characterlze the stages of development in readlng fluency.

'and found that 1n the 1n1t1a1 phase, chlldren tend to-

.overuse context cues by relying on 1nformation acqulred'

aurally as well as other non—graphic cues. The next stage R \$j

v am—riaa o n - CRETNET SRNNPRTEPYEY,
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7.thepr1es -and practices which recent research as determined

assoc1ated with each graphic stimulus and is Jharacteriied
by overattention to. grapho-phonic and orthograLhic con-

g !
s straints. In the third phase, which applies only to

o zeaders who" are progre551ng well the reader ays attentlon~

o all sodrces of informatlon u81ng graphemi' analyses to ‘

"supplement attention to content and comprehe Sion. "Poor

ﬁfreaders, Clay (1977) suggests have develope inéff1c1ent

strategies, such as rigid attention to v1su 11 cu s and

._exaggerated emphasxs on word recognitlon, r main ng 1n the

E second 'word identlfication phase at the exp nse f,monitoringl
Lcomprehen51on. . o

This chapter has attempted to revie the literature ?
Jrelated to areas of research pertinent to the present study.- : T~' ;I

i-Based an the’ psycholinguistic and linguistic models and

.'research, this study has been de51gned to in orporate the'

to be productive 1n the search for understandlng the pro—

;cesses involved. 1n reading comprehen51on., e " .' e
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a0 - .. Introduction
L L'f ",‘.I“, s f‘._' . -: _.'.’ ° ) ' . .-".v B '.x' ° " ' . o ’ ’ ' -t ° ""“ ""4‘ ‘»I.)'-' -. :"-‘j’
ST s The purpose of this study was .to investlgate the';f' S
"‘relatlonship of syntactical competence to readlng compre— a,:' R

henslon in Grade Two children. This chapter Wlll present )

Sl the de31gn otJthe study and the: procedures employed’ln L;-“:;:A?“y ;
! the implementatlonvof its research.‘.It w111 be d1v1ded .f‘.f L :
g . ”into the folloW1ng sub-headings.A': Lu‘ S . . ‘
E .\*‘l’ De51gn and HypotheseS» "ii;:; !'}! :,ﬂjtﬁii‘;: ,_ij.;hfifﬁ;_'
7;2.; The Sample;. "_‘['”‘ ]f7f""f;‘fff";l_‘}‘.:f'“* ! A
¥ ‘le3Lf Instrumentatlon‘flﬁ.i.; i.h .fji";SL: '
R ' fg: Methodshand,Procednres, | S

'\nﬁl%flf1:‘.5;‘,Stetisticel~Procéduree:f¥;;;3'];-f7

_beeign and Hypotheses ' . T e 1 1f2f

. \ . Y . . . Lo . . .‘_._ . P4 . : R
SN T T e T e
s N U This-study"attemPEEd tb‘determine the relationship“; A
i' : between syntactlc competence and readlng comprehension 1n-7";”

j{'Grade Two students., Four 1ntact Grade Two classes from two"

schools were admlnlstered the Comprehens;on subtestmof the e '.:llfif:

4

ﬂGates-Macclnltle Reading Test (Canadlan edltlon) Level B, ] - fi ';f)f

./ Form'1 (MacGinitie 95.5;., 1978) in the second week of .. .. i
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.:i,; ,.October,-l980.' Slxty-four students were selected for
further study, using random sampllng technlques,'of which
.gf‘ » - 51xty-two completed the. second phase of the study, which
s a 1nvolved 1nd1v1dual testlng SESBanS, held: 1n the follow1ng
_} S “,. three w eks 1n both schools.' Ind1v1dual testlng SESSlonS R

.
. . - s

con51sted of the admlnlstration and tape—recordlng of the

*

Sentence Imltation subtest of the Test of Language Develqp-

., o ‘ ment CTOLD) (Newcomer & Hamlll, 1977) apd oral readlng of

‘:f:??. < ~:“h-j,a story selected £rom the’ Readlng'Mlscue Inventory (RMI)
(Goodman & Burke, 1972) selected to roughly approxlmate

‘52.{£ LT the student's instructlonal level., Data obtained were

N . i s o ’

‘:'f oo submltted to varlous stat15t1ca1 analyses to'prov1de'

;;1' _ lnformatlon on the 1nteraction and dependence of each of. .

the varlables. y _~-§J

‘e

: _ s - ﬂ%:ﬁ ‘The dependent variable in thls study was the raw -

'f].score achlevement on the Comprehen31on~subtest of the Gates—
, . _—

MacGlnitle Readrng Ipst‘(Canadian edltlon) Level B, Form 1.

- . !

'f

R .,vf_r,' o varlable in correlatlon and’ cross—break analy51s. The -

fjs-i : : "1 lndependent varlables, whlch were entered as predlctor

3w Tl
. S~

.‘€  '¢. L varlables in" correlation and cross—break analysls, were
o . N |
T T, the followrng-d. Ll v - ; S

'l.' Scaled scores obtalned on the Sentence Imitatlon

regre331on analysrs, as well as belng related as a cont1nuous~

: varlables in regression ana1y31s as well as be1ng contlnuous :

(GATES), whlch was used as the crlterlon varlable in - ,f. PEE

]

, subtest of TOLD.. - o i: &“ . 4 '.'l" T .

§~
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Eroportlon -of Corredted subst1tut1on miscues made

in the oral reading of a selected story from the Reading

'Miscue Inventorz (RMI) (Goodman & Burke, 1972) (CORRECTIONS)’

" 3. Proportions of uncorrected syntactically-semantically

-,unacceptable substitution miscues (UNACCEPTABLE)

‘acceptable substitution miscues (ACCEPTABLE).

s

- which were CORRECTIONS and ACCEPTABLE (MEANING PRESERVING)

i ~

;,4. Proportions of uncorrected syntact1cally—semantically

a

5. Combined total proportion of substitution miscues

6.f Place of school attendance (SCHOOL) <

Q 'All variables. were entered into the STAT II (Digital

;Equipment Corporation, 1974) computer program which calculated

' and‘stepw1se multiple regre5510n analyses (Tables 3 and 4).

A N

i
ba51c statistics (Table 1), a correlation matrix (Table 2)

t

Cross break analy51s (Tables 5. and G) was performed by

entry of selected variables 1nto “the Hewlett—Packard (1976)

computer program, STAT PAC I g\ }f

- h ) ’ngotheses_ S '_- >

- L

. IR . L
The following.hypotheses were examined by this. bkj

pe ‘ 2 ' R

1.’ There Wlll be no significant effect on’ readlng

comprehension, as measured by raw scores obtalned on the
e \\\
COmprehension subtest of GATES of the use of an 1dent1—f“

ﬁacation strategy 'as evidenced by high proportions of o

5 . . .

<3



GUNACCEPTABLE miscues. - - S e

2. There w:.ll be* no s:.gn:.f1cant effect on, readlng

.

comprehens:.cn, as measured by raw score ach:.evement on the

: GATES Comprehens:.on subtest of the use of a "comprehensrve

BEE ‘strategy" as ev1denced by high proportions of MEANING ,

-

' PRESERVING mi scues.

‘3. There will . be no signlflcant relatlonshlp between'

oral syntact:.c maturity as measured by scaled scores

obta:.ned on-the Sentence Iml‘tatlon subtest of TOLD and

read:.ng comprehensxon, as measured by raw score achlevement

4

" on the GATES COmprehen51on subtest. : L ’ e ks

4. There w1ll be no . s:.gnificant 51multaneous :Lndependent .

3 -~ T

L ) effects on read:.ng comprehensmn, -as measured by raw scores’

<’ obtamed on. the Ccmprehen51on Subtest of. (iATES of oral .
N 'syntactlc maturlty, as measured by scaled score achlevement

on the Sentence ImJ.tation subtest of TOLD and oral readlng

$

: strateg:.es, as- ev1den/ed by hJ.gh proportlons of eJ.ther -

UNACCEPTABLE or MEANING PRESERVING miscues. - R -. '

.5. There’ w111 be no s:.gnlflcant dlfferences in any of

l

} the results obtained attributable to place of school S
attendarnce. ' . - S ST /

\ ‘The. S'gx_ngle ,

L .

¥

The sample selected for thls study was drawn from‘

e the total population of Grade Two students enrolled in four

Ml

. .
7 ——— PR - LM ]
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St. John ] School Boards- the Roman Cathollc Scho.
':for St. John's and the Avalon Consolidated School Board
‘ -A'The schools were selected by the :anestl.gator J.n consul— '~.
b 'ta,tlon wrth sugervisors from each School Board to represent
urban and suburban school populatrons, coeducatronal student-v_.
: enrollments, and a cross-section of soca.oeconomic status o
and rellglous aff:.liatlon. o . | " ' EE
The number in the sample was determlned after all
’ the students (109) “in thevpopula.tlon were admrnlstered the"

' / GATES. Comprehensron subtest. To enSure equal representatron S . ‘?; .
Lo , from each school of all abilrty levels,/ the lnvestigator ‘ o
' determlned ‘the medlan score for the populatlon and randomly

selected students from each school who scored above and -

_vbelow this halfway pornt to equal the smallest ach:.evement

group whrch was 16. A total of 64 chlldren were thereby T

selected for further study in ‘ndrvrdual ~testrng sessions

to represent a hlg’h group (abo e the median)- and a low
i

"'group (below the medran) for. anllytlcal urposes. Two
P . .

.,

,students dJ.d not complete the J.ndlv:Ldual testrng sessions,
~due to 1llness on the part- of- one and- excess:we anxrety
on ‘the’ part of the other and were therefore dropped from’ o (‘f

! ' ': . o

the study. '
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Instrumentation

-~

Th.e 1nstruments used in this study 1nc1uded the :

.

Comprehension subtest of the Gates—MacGin:.tle Readlng Test .

(Canadlan edltlon) Level B, Form 1 (MacG:Ln:Ltle, 1978) v the

I

‘,Sentence ImJ.tat:Lon subtest of the Test of Language Develqp—

ment (TOLD—) (Newcomer & Ham:.ll, 1977) and an Oral Reading -

'_Strategles Assessment which was based on.Beéebe's (1978

7

1980) abbrev1at on of the Readinimiscue Inventory (RMI)

(Goodman & Burke, 1972) (Appendlx a).

Vs

“n

-Gates—MacGlnltS.e Read:.ng Test (GATES)

T
The COmprehension subtest of the Gates—MacGlnltle

. Readlng Test (Canadlan ed:l.tlon) Level B, Form l, ‘was

adm:Lnistered to all students enrolled 1n the four classrooms

.from wh:.ch the fJ.nal sample was drawn. This test was -

’ chosen because of itS\extensn.ve standardlzatlon which Van

.Roeckel (1975) suggests h:jeen rat r carefully done, as.

well as its w1desprea,d ‘use”as. an 1 J.cator of development

_:Ln readlng. In addl 1on, Level B does, not requlre any

wrltten responses as |the student 1s asked merely to mark

-

the approprlate one of four pictures pn‘esented above each

of the forty paragraphs the student vfas asked to read

-s:.lently, whlch removed the 1nterference of wr:LtJ.ng a.blllty

as a source of variance among students. A practlce sess:.on

to ensure that all students understood the mstructlons '

1

AN

e




was held w1th the classroom teacher and the 1nvest1.gator :

prior to the test admmistration. Directions from the

Teacher"s Manual (Canadian edition, Macc.lm.t:.e et al.,' 1978)

E were adhered to rigidly so that a llmlt ¢f 35 minutes was
allowed to complete the test. Those students who flnished
early were asked to check ‘over their answers and were, then
prov:.ded with quiet activ::.ties until the allowed time had
elapsed. T 'y. | ‘

: - The Comprehension subtest has been critica.zed by
Burke (1975) for some of 1ts J.tems, which she suggests areﬂ
' more appropr:l.ate myures of vocabulary rather than com—" ,
'prehensioln.' "Though adm:.ttedly some questions depend |
entirely on the knowledge of one word . J.t is. J.n reality
a fine lJ.ne between comprehens:l.on of a word 1n context and
_vocabulary knowledge espec1ally in items used’ for the lower
’ 1evels wh:.ch cons:Lst of only one sentence..,. The Comprehensmn

L4

subtest at this level mainly -meaixres literal comprehensloh
PT sented 1n 80% of the

'\whichthe ~aumors suggest is re
- items‘. In a timed s:.tuation, literal comprehens:.on
questions seem the most appropriate for nov:Lce readers

who are still struggling with the decoding aspect of

A

read:.ng. : The ATES J.S concerned w1th measuring performance

!
against a normed population and- as such may be vn.ewed as

asure of the products of comprehen51on rather . than the o
processes which were evaluated in the secon‘d phase of. th:.s

stidy. ’ DT i ) i¢

e ] T
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The test items were screened by mlnorlty consul—

f'.‘tants as well as Canadian educators to check/ content

' approprlateness., The uthors (MacGlnltle et/a&., ; 1918)

-report that the Kuder-RJ.chardson Formula 20 rellab:x.ln.ty

coeffic1ent for the Level B, Comprehen51on subtest is 92

Results obta:Lned on the subtest may be reported

as. 'rawvscore's', or derlved scores such as, percentlle ranks,

_T—scores, stanlnes, g,rade equlvalents and extended scale ] / :

, scores. - The raw score achlevement was chosen -as’ the most

a.ppropr:.ate measure for the statlstical Jnalyses used in

thls study, though grade equwalent scores were prov:.ded
' by the 1nvestagator for the benef:.t of the teachers
J.nvolved -

The. credentlals of the GATES'f appear to be substantlal

Hand well researched. The Teacher s Manual (Canadlan edltz.on),

(MacGin:.tie, et al., 1978) prov1des informat:.on on test : "
' admin:_l.stratlon, standard:.zatlon, val:Ld:Lty, rellablllty and o

test—sc6ring.' The normlng group ‘of 46, 000 students, .

'between 3, 000 and 4 500 students per grade 1evel, was chosen '

' as a proport:.onal representation of Engllsh-speaklng

students 11v1ng in different parts of Canada, in urban % -

9 /’

. and non-urban settings, from both publ:Lc and separate B

school systems. 'l‘he test items were chosen to ma:.ntam )
chlldren ] 1nterest and prov1de a range of dlfflculty su:.ted ‘

h to each grade 1eve1. . _. o S

A
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Sentence Imitation Subtest of the - . e

o Test of Language Development (TOLD) .. - - L _Q

A - : This subtest was admlnlséjred durlng the 1nd1v1dual

[ testlng sessions and tape-record d for later analysrs. The~

Sentence Imitatlon subtest requ1res that the’ student repeat

; 1ncrea51ngly complex sentences Wthh are presented 51ngly
/. . !

- to him by the examiner. A total of 30 sentences may be:

presented to'the student but-the examlnatlon is to be E'
termlnated after five consecutive fallures. Each.sentence
. is scored correct (l) or incorrect (0) dependlng upon

@

-exact repetltlon w1th words 1n the same order,zpreserving

the same endlngs as the orlglnal wlth no substltutlons\\\;; :

‘} addltlons, or om1551ons. Misartlculatlons are not counte
‘as ‘errors. The raw scores: obtarned are converted into .-
scaled scores which are tabulated for each of 10 age groups
-lnto whlch the test range of 4 years 0 months to-:8 years
11 months 1s dlvided. The scaled scores have a»mean_set

. l at, lO w1th the standard deV1atlon fixed at 3 ‘
. The authors, Newcomer and Hamlll (1977) report _
that the Sentence Imltatlon subtest correlates hlghly ( 92)

w1th the{Audltory Attention pan for Related Syllables

subtest of the Detroit Tests of Learn g Apptltude (Baker -
.

s Leland, 1935L/5nd that TOLD has a moderately hlgh

o ; correlatlon e 62, -72, .73 for ages 4, 6, and 8, respece'

tlvely) thh the Test . for Audltory Comgrehen51on of Language .

/

(Carrow, 1973) The re7ths of two separate factor analyses

P _'.,...,...7,.....'-..‘,1:..,.:» - . Mee et St . o . . R "
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(Newcomer & Hamlll 1977) demonstrate 'that the test-

4

. i
' measures are highly related but nevertheless measure

‘.dlscrete ab111t1es.
.or speech dlsabled chlldren.'
.levels.

P Ry
. \ \
four ezght was found to be .98

excellent rellablllty of thlS test

‘ ablllty than the other six subtests of TOLD (Roadhouse,,-

" of words 1n

Spearman—Brown correctlon fornmlanwerefound to be«above o

TOLD ‘has been . found to -have dlagnostlc" L)
valldlty by the authors (Ham111 & Newcomer, - 1977) and by
Roadhouse (1978) 1n studles whlch compare the. 1anguage

abllltles of normal (control) groups and dlagnosed language

Spllt-half rellabllity coefflcxents uSLng the :

.90 for the Sentence Imltatlon subtest across f1ve age

The test-retest rellability coeff1c1ent for ages
The.authors (Newcomer
Ham 111, 1977) report low standard error measurements for\

both raw and scaled scores as further evxdenCe of the

The TOLD Sentence Imltatlon subtest was chosen as
d
.a measure of oral syntactlc maturlty because of its ab111ty‘~
to dlscn;mlnate amongst readers of varylng abilities and

because 1t was found: to be a better predlctor of readlng

1978) Vogjl (1975) notes that the ablllty to hold a strlng

proper Sequence wh1ch is tested by the Sentence

Imltatlon Subtest is prerequ181te to comprehen51on of

spoken 1anguage and baslc to the mastery of syntax in oral - ,
! N

productlon. Uslng a 51m11ar test, the Sentence Repetition

Test (Vogel 1975) the use of elicited imltatlon to measure

.
' ’




o )
- syntactlc competence was given .further support as it was
found to d:.scrimlnate J.n favour of normal chlldren amongst

oo - . s

the sample groups. :

v, . N ': ! . C e . .-

, Oral Read:.ng Strateg:.es Assessment ' _
. Beebe (19'78 1980) has developed an abbrev1ated \
technlque of mJ.scue analy51s (Goodman & Burke, 1972) wh:Lch ‘
focuses attentlon on the. substitution miscue to gain Fi\
- 1nf rmatiOn about the. effect of such errors on readmg |
E com rehenslon. ' Slnce her technlque 1nvolves It:he examlnatlon
of substitut:.on mlscues in terms of what the reader does .

y- o’nce he has made the miscue (i e., has he corrected it,.

or left it as e:@her a’ syntactlcally-semantlcally acceptable

mlsclue or as a s ntact1cally~semantically unacceptable
mlscue) ;Lt "erefore allows general:.zat:.ons to be J.nferre
about the strategy belng employed by the reader.
Good readers have _been characterlzed as having
N
‘ and- the means to assess it have not yet eyplved (Cromer, 1970,
Oaken et al., 1971 Schwartz, 1977; Di Vesta et al., 1979)
Recent research‘ suggests tha.t at least two strategles can
be clearly. 1nferred from oral read:.ng behaV1our whlch
dlsch.mJ.nate between nov:.ce or poor readers and good readers

(Goodman & Greene, 1977, Schwartz,.1977). «These two

strategzes have been labelled for the purpose of thls .

R o ' study as the_ 1dentificatipn stratelgy and the "comprehens:.on

3 L
- .

7.
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'-’;'Istrate—gy" to emphas%the focus of the reader s attentlon. - b
§ o An "identlficatlon strategy" may be lnferred if-
’,a reader has very low pr0port:.ons of CORRECTIONS \\and very: :
SR high proportlons of UNACCEPTABLE mlscues since meanmg-—

disrupt:.ng errors would cause regresSaon to correct 1f

’ -

B ) . ' the reader were conflrmlng hypotheses and. mom.tor::.ng com—
prehens:.on. A reader with an 1deni:1f1cat:|_on strategy .

would be expected to have a h:.gh propc\:rt:.on of syntactlcally-‘
.Se?antlcally unacceptable substatut:.o" mlscues, belng
-

"burdened by the lack of automatrmt of word recogmtlon .

; (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) and ove attehtlon to. graphlc
'i'__and orthographlc cues (Clay, i 1977) |

A reader who e'hdences a "comprehensmn strategy ‘git
I\on the other hand would be J{J.kely to have low proportlons , ‘
;g . \ qf UNACCEPTABLE mlscues and hJ.gh prqportlons of MEANING
’ S PRESERVING mlscues since h:Ls attentlon to the developlng

mean:l.ng would cause re essmn to

correct or the substltutlon

‘ "-'of parallel forms 1f a d:.sparlty in meam.ng or structure .

W

resulted from hlS substltutlons. , Good readers demonstrate

' ‘thelr use of hlgher organlzat::.onal skllls J.n mak:n.ng a hlgh
b : L L proportion of theJ_r substitutn.ons as MEAN‘ING PRESERVING
‘ V. R miscues. reflectlng well developed recognltlon and predlctlon

‘strategles (WJ.Ik:Lnson, 1971) It has been suggested by

LT c17y (1977) and Beebe (1980) that CORRECTION and ACCEPTABLE -

L ‘ o ,mlscues do ‘not 1mpa1r comprehensmn and in fact are

] characteristlc of good progress in reading.

-~




LR An example of a n0n—dlsruptive ACCEPT;-\BLE mlscue

’ reflects similar semantic content to the origlnal ‘and. is &

"ThlS substitutlonfls of the sa

tJ.cally acceptable (Goodman & Burke,.]:972)

p- 74) B

—

. )

would ‘be - the substltution of the word "Andrew" for “Andre" L

-

in the follow:Lng example taken from“”the RMI (p. 63) :

‘= Andre didn t'say“a> word,. but it seemed. ‘that
‘ everyone else was t lking. 4_/?\/

grammat ical class and

'therefore classified as being both’ syntactlcally and seman-

'

An example of a meanlng dlsruptive, UNACCEPTABLE

miscue would be the substitution of the word suddenly S

for 'sln.ding as in the foKLlowing example from ‘the RMI

Suddenly his fingers along the gate, he

felt the lock. = S "\' '

: In thlS ‘case, t-he substitution does not fit grammatJ.cally

‘a

‘Wlth the follow1ng text and therefore the semantlc content

’ I,1s» also unacceptable. Siler (1974) has found that sentenCes,

K violated - syntactically were alwa.ys v1olated semant:.cally

‘well as that of. recent research (Beebe, 1978 1980) whlch

though the reverse was not alv(zays true. ThlS findlng as ;

has used ‘a. comblned syntact:rc-semantic test of acceptability

underl:.es 1ts use’ in this study.

Each student rwas g.rven a selected story to read
&
aloud from the RMI to roughly approximate hJ.s 1nstructiona1 .

-level, which is to say that the materlal would be nelther

-too diff.rcult to frustrate ‘his efforts to read completely

".
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~‘comprehen51on .in most cas?.% ) All students :were informed - Lo

' nor too easy to reveal whi.c'h strategy would be used to
.sel'ection of each story wasjmade with reference .to the
‘scores obtained on: the-G)‘F'J_.‘ES Comprehension subtest but ' ",
PR ‘ ' B . ' " - [ . . .
these sco’res‘were used only as a rough guideline since

.those ach:.eved through a timed- test of s:Llent read:.ng /’\

‘that no help would be glve,n and that they were "to’ do the

' best job they could of read:.ng the selectlon aloud.

"
cope . in +the presence of unknown materialk. The ”exam_iner's

'. oral readJ.nq levels would be expected to be hJ_gher than : .

3
Y]

Durlng lndlv.Ldual testlng se5510ns, the oral read.mg

L LA
Miscues . were coded by the examiner as they occurred on a-
. . S

' separate copy of the selectlon. In a few cases, thJ.s

"codlng was dlsc0ntxnued as the students ev1denced some ST

anx:.ety that\they were belng graded The substltutz_on

e

mlscues of each stud.ent were determlned usmg the cr:.ter:.a

' _’descrlbed in the RMI (Goodman & Burke, 1972, pp AQ'—4B).

o .pronunc.lation were not counted as mlscues.

‘the text Repetltlons of the same niscue <and reported

2

A subst:.tutlon mlscue refers to any Jl\correct word, part:.al

.

word or. non-word offered in place of the correct word 1n

/—‘ N

<

'm:.sc’ues on. the -sane word were only counted once unless, the

-
’

’ »fu.nct:.on of the word was changed. Dlalect dlfferences in -

wa

Only the last 10 subst:.tution miscues’ .were chosen

for statlstecal analysm, as be:.ng the most representatlve'

A f
e . .o . ) < ' e N !
. ‘s . . E A R i ' .

':',of each student was tape-recorded for later rn—depth analys:Ls. l

ot
o,
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1

of the'étudent's -us'uai 'ﬁerfomance'as-'many students B N

» relaxed by the end of the gession.’ The dec191on to select.

& Burke, 972) Furthermore, ~1n chd“os:.

A encourage the adoptlon of thJ.s method of - anale:.s by

. teachers wxshlng to screen large groups. Cole T U

appeared anxious at the onset -of the task but were v151}1y .

2

10 such errors was based on. the llterature find:.ng that

.r;?

subst:.tutlon errors usually account for roughly half the

G

total mJ.scues made - (Goodman, 1969; Stevens & Rumelhart, RS ,\

1975- Beebe, 1980) and that at least 25 total m:.scues are-

1 Coe

'analys.‘l.s (Goodman

needed from each student for accure}\

the number 1 0,

the categor:.es of substitutlon mlscues \used could be
¢ t R

read:.ly converted to percentages wh:.ch lt was felt would Con

/

-
.

4 . L

' Each substltutlon miscue was categorized as be:l.ng
a correctlon or.a non—correctlon wh:Lch was determmed to

be elther syntactlcally—seman_tlcally acceptable or unaccep—

i

table on’a form designed by Beebe (1978) (Appendlx A)\.,

The folfow:l.ng informatlon was thereby obtalned\for eaé:h -

student and tabulated for the entlre sample as varlables )
used in the study-‘ i, " 3 ".' '

1. The proportlon of substltutlon miscues whlch

were successfully corrected (CORRECTIONS) .,. .. /\ A R

2 s The proportlon of substitutioh mscues whlch - < .
were not corrected and 1eft as syntactically-semantxcally : "T ."
acceptable substltutn.ons (ACCEPTABLE) ’ S ' |
3. The proportion of subst:ntutlon m}scues Which

¢

. . . . . . . e .
S . : L . I
. . P4 TP
o, . . .GBi LT,
. ' e I - -
e e . .
. Ly

R . < W o

FCE S TN

Sat
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~ . ' ‘ ) ,. .
. ' « N
o Lt were not corrected and 1eft as syntactical y-semanti ally
L . unacceptable substitutions (UNACCEPTABLE)» )
Y ﬁ. The combined proportion of- corrected miscues nd -
‘e

.r“"j l.ethose left as ACCEPTABLE ( ING PRESERVING)

'; : | o \ .
vThe combined totals of CORRECTIONS, ACCEPTABLE and UNACCEP :

. 4l.' . \' ‘5
' e TABLE result in. 100% of all the miscues as. does the combined

e

totals: of UNACCEPTABLE and MEANING PRESERVING high rates

"of which, for the purposes of this study, reflect the

- “identification" and comprehension strategies, respec— L

S 3tlvqu.'~h o j‘,‘l. L ‘a,_qt .
. N n '\?nl\ . . ‘ . s . . M
. e o co ) o .
‘ o - JMefhdds and Procedures - . . o L7
0 " ““‘ o B ‘. “' . [ LT - .'.e . : . .“ ‘ i - — w
- b, ' ' f" Ce I o . f
S *Testing rocedures . ’ - : : . B

o : ¥ Co
'A7~l'- The methods and procedures described 1n the '

teacher s manuais for both - the GATES Comprehenﬁion suhtest

-‘Q}“'.; f.and the Sentence Imitation subtest of: TOLD were strictly

N

‘adhered to, 1ncluding the date'of testing whlch was. chosen o

, »

'vffto conform to Fall norms developed for the GA?ES., Testing

o ipwas carried out from,Othber 14, 1980‘to November 5. 19Q0 -
é:and consisted of‘group testing of‘the GATES Comprehension
' ﬂ Xdu_ L subtest of intact4c1assr oms with the aid of the classroom"
. 'g_#teacher to insure proper test administration and ind;v;dual
—ﬁiCtesting sessions by thejinvestigator for students selected
'::for iurther study. fpud.~;'“ '-f_.ﬂdﬁ“t'ift?‘ﬁji“‘_;":“ Rt
- - i : h%ﬁﬂg. e _
cE T %




"j(<r A qulet room in each school was prov1ded in whlch

to admlnister and. tape-record the responses to the Sentence." - LU

.»letatlon subtest of TOLD ‘and the oral readlnq of a selected L ".ﬂ

4 v
story from the RMI.. To 1nsure that each student was famrllan

Y

.with the notfon of belng tape-recorded each student was‘

u asked to state their name and was given the opportunlty to

llsten.to lt played back.' The. - story selected from the RMl/{— o

- -

. was chosen to approximate e s?udentygéanstructlonal level o '."

: ;;,',; baSed on his performance On the |GATES Comprehension subtest

‘ and conflrmatlon of~ th/srscore by hlS teacher. The 1nves— ‘
'7'? p 1_ tlgator followed the’{ext being read by thelséfhent-on a C 'v,_:'f
. \J/" protocol marking mlscues as they occurrqgo to aid’ later - ;; h
analy31s, except in a few cases when students demohstrated

'gLy/ f:janszty that such marking represented poor performance.

L.

‘-}xj’;“v In analyz;ng each: substrtutlon mlscue, obv1ous

SR dlalect drfferences 1n pronunclation were not counted.

1 v

h‘Repeated miscues on the same word were only counted once .

:unless B change in function occurred.' If a student made

;Exveral attempts to decode a word, lt was coded by reference

the student's f1nal attempt as:’ an unsuccessful correctron,
_whlch was e1ther syntactlcally and semantlcally acceptable"'
" or unacceptable,or as a successful,correctron.xmfu‘

\

f,f5 2 Each sentence of the Sentence Imitiatron subtest

"Jwas scored as being completely correct (1) or lncorrect (0)

SRS S S .

s

VIS

'-41f any substitution'g om\ssié/s,‘gdditions or . changes in
"words or word order, ere mad

in the student‘s repetition.'

g 1"‘ -




. R
.

e h - . 61 R
. .

,No attempt was made to exclude dialect diffe nces from .
\

the scoring since no procedure presently exists for such®
v o : .}adaptations. Since the e;aminer could not score and

administer the. test at the‘pame time, responses were ‘~‘_ , ’
. P

v,

'tape—recorded and as a result most students had more than

g /-" o the five consecutive failures suggested as-a termlnation

.- i_“» .p01nt before testing was completed. Each raw score
co o o 'obtained was converted to a scaled score based on the h_ S

student's chronological age, by uSing conver81on tables
. iy g
‘prov1ded ln the Test Manual (Newcomer & Hamill 1977).

e .t

cae et " . - Statistical Procedures .

The primary objective of thls study was to examine
. A . the relationship between reading comprehension and syntac—\
B ; tlcal competence. All students involved 1n “the completed
study were treated wiék the same standardized test :
B ‘ “materlals, namely, the ComprehenSion subtest of GATES
S e,and the Sentence Imitation subtest of TOLD as well’ as. the
o

_f::'_' oral reading of a. story selected from the RMI to approximate ;‘

each student s 1nstructiona1 level such that suff1c1ent :‘.'&

. . P

. e 1 A TSN | e e e S ey e e e g+ oAy ot
e Ity A .
B - P . L

A -'_miscues ‘were made to demonstrate strategic processes but

2" ) ) T Lo

not ‘80" many that the student became frustrated w1th the

©, task.~ . L . ‘ RS

2~" Seven variables based on - the re ultant scores were:

’ tabulated for statistical purposes as f"
. LN M Q -




' lui GATES+—Raw'scoxe achievement on. the Comprehen51on
subtest ‘of the Gates-MacGlnltie _Reading Test (Canadlan

v -

‘ edition) LeVel B, Form 1

2. TOLD-- Scaled scores obtained on the Sentence

Qﬂiitation subtest of the Test of Language Development.
. : |

3.A CORRECTIONS--Percentage of substitutlon miscues

P . 0 whlch were subsequently corrected successfully by the .
o ~reader.7 . )

i o - - R i . L :
S 4., ACCEPTABLE--Percentage of substitution miscues

.which were both semantically and syntactically congruent
1. - w1th'the follow1ng text. ' o ‘
R ?, 5. UNACCEPTABLE-—Percentage of substitution miscuesf

' whlch were either syntactically and/or semantically

'-1ncongruent w1th the fOIIOW1ng text. o
\' R 6.' MEANING PRESERVING—-The combined proportlons of
A 'CORREC'I‘IONS and ACCEPTABLE miscues‘ made by a reader.
E | 37.7 SCHOOL—-Place of attendance at ‘school was entered
"ﬁf ;;’ L }as .an independent variable 1n orderlto properly exclude

it as a source of variance in any of the results obtained.
“\"' ‘,'k"- DR . . - . . . ' ."'-
The GATES scores were entered as the outcomeA

varlable in two separate stepw1se multiple regression

€,ana1yses (Tables 3 and 4) with the other six variables 4
S
entered on both occa51ons as predictor variables using

ly{jA< W the STAT II (Digltal Equipment Corp., 1974) computer |

program to aid computations.' Stepwise multiple‘regression

5ana1ysis.§as chosen forluse in this.studj toﬁdeterminel

7.

I o . HE

<\r

'-'_En-.-;..i....—-.u . P T
N R L. . R . . .

e o R S R R A T i TR, [P AL A



S e o — s ——— s . e e e

- the problem under investigation. It was . used as a descriptiVe

-:15) contributed significantly to any of the” results obtained

'-fand to specify the relationship between GATES and TOLD

4

)

dne effeétmof'the independenttVariables on:reading com—"'

'prehension"in recognition of the multivariate nature of

tool by which the linear dependence of reading comprehenSion

' could be specified for each oral reading strategy and for

-

‘:both oral syntactic competence and oral reading strategies

3 LY

as. simultaneous and independent predictors. In addition,
_this mode of‘analysis prOVlded confirmation of the choice a
‘ of high proportions of UNACCEPTABLE ‘and’ MEANING PRESERVING
'miscues being representative of the "identification
' strategye:and FcopprehenSion strategy . re;pe;tively;',

-

Cross—break AnalySis

f\" ' Cross-break analysis allows the researcher to

'determine the nature of'the relationships between variables

pthrough tabular presentation of frequenCies. The results

: obtained are tested for Significance by the chi-square I
statistic.- Cross-hreak partitions were determined from
examination of the distributions of each variable and from
:the literature search. Cross-break analySis was used in .

fthis study to determine whether the SCHOOL variable (Table

‘(Table 6)., The .Ol level of significance was chosen to
2

.“reject or- accept the hypotheses ‘for which this analYSis

. was used




~

I S COrrelational AnalySis ) l:; ,J.~”. ,;,1' . :f;

The Pearson Product: Moment correlation coeff1c1ent§
lprov1des a 51ngle number which summarizes the relationship
. ‘;“betweEn two variables. ,This ‘number, which may be pOSLtlve“ , s
| . or. negative, ranges from -1 to +1 and 1ndicates the degree ' Ai ,’ o
,to which,the variation in one variable may ' be related to_. o 1;

' the variation in another. ALl variablee used in this
study were submitted to correlational analySis to prov1de
further information on the relationships being studied
The STAT II (Digital Equipment Corp., 1974) computer"

fd‘ o -'i;- program was used to compute a correlation matrix which

presents the correlations of all variables used An the

study (Table 2) ‘with each other.i ’ ) ':' R

Ll

v veniaret A wrn = S

R
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- CHAPTER IV B
| . RESULTS OF THE STUDY . - ‘
. ) ‘ . . !
o ""-'U‘p Introduction .

o The purpose of ‘this: chapter is to report the

- results of the procedures used to. test the hypotheses posed '

by’ this study and- to dlscuss these results in- terms of .

these hypotheses.. Two main. statistlcal procedures, step—

wise multlple regresslon and cross—break analyses,'were

'employed to analyze ‘the data usinq ‘two | dlfferent computer

[}

Z'programs to compute the results. The Stat II computer

program (Digital Equlpment Corp., 1974) was used to compute ;

basic statlstlcs (Table l), a correlatlon matrlx (Table 2)
“‘and stepwise multiple regresslon analyses (Tables 3 and 4).
.;The STAT PAC I (Hewlett-Packard, 1973) computer program

Awas used to compute cross-break analyses (Tables -5 and 6)

t

,which were tested by the ch1-square test statlstlc., The 01

'level of confldence was’ selected ‘as the 901nt at whlch the

-~

._"‘for all statlstical procedures used

, . The hypotheses examined by thlS study were the )
‘{'folloying-' o ;

i

There w111 be no™ 51gn1flcant effect On readlng

» . -
a . o . . SN

’ comprehen51on, as measured by raw scores obtalned on the

. ~ \
TN

0y g;-e‘ i‘,; f,‘n;\ ‘3‘
“nQE SR

v

_hypotheses of the study would be- e1ther accepted or rejectedj .

vt
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TABLE 1

for ‘the Study Sample . (N = 62)

LN

- Mean, Standard Dev1at10n, Minimum, Maxlmum, Range, Standard Error

‘Mean

'Stendardfzj
Deviation

" Standard
"~ Error =

Maximum“.

‘Minimum . ' -Range

o~

. - GATES
JToLD-_
-"Acczpm

‘1;conix'

. MEAN PRES
3“-scnoon o

r

" 26.45".

UNACCEPT_ .

18.29

.9.59 -

49.68°
23.87°
- 50.32.°

: 5.671

1.099
.27

© 2,06

3.24

-f;Sﬁj
-3.21

38

16 .

L7000

100
80 .

100 .

0 ,
0 ‘ ‘ii lobi~

B °J’

a0 2

70

o - 100

_ Note: -GATES =

. . of ACCEPT' plus conn, SCHOOL

, readlng comprehensxon s ores, "TOLD ‘=
'percentage of acceptable miscuesy UNACCEPT

~

oral language scores, ACCEPT
percentage of unacceptable

pla e of school attendance.

0 80

. 99‘
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. ‘.fzr’ ~ .~ - TABLE 2 .. . ‘
' Zero-Order Correla,tlons of Var:.ahles in the Psychollngulstlc Study ’
B . - of Readlng Comprehension (N 62) o :
© : . ) . . . : : T
. .Variable ' - GATES - ' TOLD - ACCEPT  UNACCEPT ~ CORR - MEAN PRES ~ SCHOOL
CeaTES . 1.00,
SLTomD . w467 '1.00
ViéCEPT _'..~ '.433 - ".456"5,1.bo‘ Y ,Q- ' I . B S
,UNACCEPT . <.657 . =/412 S =.621° ' .1.00 )
'EORR' . } “, 431 .- .152 - =.023 = ' =.766 -  .1.00 ’ ‘
o MEAN PRES - -647 ' .406 - 0 ..621 -=.997 - © .769 - 1.00 .
scnoor. . =.214 . -.308 =-,181 . .115 . .016 -.103. . "1.00
. ‘.Note. GATES = readlng comprehension scores, TOLD = oraLJ.anguage scores; ACCEPT
. percentage 0f acceptable miscues; UNACCEPT = percentage of unacceptable
‘ miscues; - CORR = percentage of corrections; MEAN PRES = comb:.ned proportlon
- of ACCEPT and CORR: SCHOOL = place of school attendance.
- . N _ - . . -
. . - ;
; - ' ~
: _ ' ) ¥ ..‘.f":*- AR
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' Step '1.. UNACCEPTABLE

. ..
Lo . ¢ Lot .
— R S “ . - _ - ———
. : / [ .
. v /
. o Ry .
5 /4

"TABLE 3

Stepwise Multiple Regre551on Ana1y51s U51ng GATES as
.Criterion Variable to Determine Best Predictor
,and Proportion of Variance Reduced by the -
- - Independent Variables of the ‘Study (N=62)

Step 3. The remaining 1ndependent varlables

e " _contributed insignificantly to -the ~
,regression.~ ’

' r .

v,

1

Note.'

*Significant at: .00l 1evel

**Significant at «.05: 1evel

rd

’ Proportion of the variance in GATES : 4310
.reduced by this step I
, . Partial F (df = 1,60) .' . - 45.4515%
Regression coefficient ’ Cl - <l223
" ’.;Standard_error_nfacoefficient 4330
© Step 2. TOLD © - ’
! A oo .
Proportion of ‘the variance in GATES .0466' ) .
- reduced "by this step ‘ R )
. B - ) ) . . l‘.
" - Partial F. (df =1, 60) . 5.2615%%
"5 0 . . :
% ‘-Cumulative proportion reduced - 4176
by Steps 1 and 2 - - NI
“;- ; nalysis of variance . f_' . ‘, ' Py
: Taf =’£ 2,59 L 26.9706% '

Lt . :
T R A I I W IR PRI AT
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. 'Step. 3.

TABLE 4

'Stepwise Multiﬁle Regression Analysxs Omxttzng
‘UNACCEPTABLE Miscues to Determine Second Best
‘ ?redictor and Proportion of the Variance in

GATES Reduced by Independent Varlables

in the Study (N= 62)

-«

- 69

~ Step 1.

-_"Tdf =2, 59)

. 'TOLD

.
guh / .
.

MEANING PRESERVIN?\

Proportion of the varlance in GATES

" reduced in this step

3

: Partial F (df = 1,60)
I'Regression coefflcient.

"”Standard error of coefflcient

!

7

'Proportion of the variance in GATES

reduced by thls step o

Partial F {df = l 60)

Cumulative proportron of varlance

' ‘reduced by Steps 1 and 2

F for ana1y51s of variance L

,‘Remalnlng variables contributed

insigniflcantly\to the regresslon'
. , _ RN

14181

- 43.1052%

.221 .

10336 |

.051

| 5.55g%

LI

s

L4682

" 25.97*

"Notef.

*significant at .001.level . . e

~ **significant at .05 level

N

g b e )
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.-—_—




| | TABLE 5. - ‘
. Cross-break Analyses for SCHOOL varlable W = 62) -
-~ . . High 14|11 . . 'migh |18 107}
.GATES™ Ef K = TOLD L — 1
7 T Low {171 20 | : ' Low |13} 21
0.1 - o o0 T . .
S ' SCEOOL - e .~ SCHOOL - < _
x2 = .60 S %% =416 - . -
Ldf =1 | . ag = 1 : / :
. . -‘ : o \; . .
. High| 1| 1 ) " High| 9| .8 : -

ACCEPT Med.

. Low

10 |

5 |

20

25

0 B

. SCHOOL

" UNaccEpr

o e
SRR

In3

Med

"Low

12

16

10

7

0

_1‘
 SCHOOL

.. arf =

.I 15\»

19

12|

d,

. .SCHOOL

1

MEAN PRES ..

[ .
- it -
A
i i 3
~

o

10

112

16 |

. 9 )

V:O-

1

 SCHOOL

!

'Notef

AAll chl-square statlstics fe11 below the .01 level

. of confidence. chosen as- a criterlon,for rejection .

__//f ‘or acceptance of study hypotheses. o

'GATES = reading comprehension scores; TOLD = oral CL 0

syntactic maturity scaled-scores; ACCEPT = percentage ‘

of\acceptahle miscues; ‘UNACCEPT = percentage of. T

" unacceptable.miscues; . CORR! -percentage of substl— o

; tutions ‘corrected; ' MEAN PRES = proportion of - T TR
jsubstitutlons ‘which were  CORRECTIONS and ACCEPTABLE, Lo
].'SCHOOL = place of school/attendance.=;,;- < R

[N O
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Comprehenszon subtest 6f GATES, of the use of “an “identi- o

Ay

fication strategy as evidenced by hagh proportiq\d/ﬁg
| UNACCEPTABLE miscues.r : o o s ;ﬂ°:;
_‘2. There will be no significant effect on reading 'L '{
comprehension, as measured by raw score achievement “on }_ |
the GATES Comprehension subtest. of the use of a' compre-‘ "

hension strategy" as ev1denced by high proportlons of

’ 1 LRI

MEANING PRESERVING miscues.- s

« ‘3. There will be no Significant relationship between
. o o .

oral syntactic maturity as measured by scaled scores
' obtained on the Sentence Imitation subtest of TOLD and S E '}Q%

raw score achievement on the Comprehensrpn subtest of . : _'i«f

GATES. R e . ‘-’L,~, AT e

t -

.-.”. ‘4. There will’ be no significant simultaneous effects

| on reading comprehension as measured by the raw scores .
:gi SR obtained on therGAEES Comprehen31on subtest, of oral \Yﬂl'_ L :tif
| | syntactic maturity, as measured by scaled scores A.._-";}uwt o
achieved on the Sentence Imitation subtest of TOLD and ’
oral reading strategies, as evidenced by either high

proportions of UNACCEPTABLE or MEANING PRESERVING mascues.

é

v 5.. There will be no signlficant differences in any f B
of the. results obtained attributable to place of school N c
. attendance.;" oo 7f.;fa: L 'd C _!“_;‘, S
S SN TR RTINS
IR . .%, s . - o
. B / '.‘y e : . R
o ) a SR oL
A . DRRNS S -ﬂlﬁl'
. -‘;) - t T "Oﬂl .' .' ~. I
r N . : et /
o ) ' : : ‘:WK %L ’ . :
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\ of freedom, which :Ls significaht at the oL level A. P I.
correlat:.on coefficient of -:-.657 significant at the .01 o -
e level was found using PearSOn Prod‘u.ct‘ 'Dzatonent correlatio;al |
RR analysis ptheen GATES Comprehension subtest achievement )
; ’ ‘ end UNACCEETABLE miscues suggesting that the two variables
are highly negativel.y related. i These f:.ndings suggest -
,t that\ the null hypothesxs must be r/ejec/ted s:.nce a signa.ficant

of a11 t‘he independent variables entered into the analysis. :

‘ 'I'he proportion of UNACCEPTABLE m:.scues was found to account

. 7 Can relationship \exists betWeen them and there 1s a significant S

___,!" , ; "_,;;._ . . TN « . /w\ -
e e ' . LT R
", . v “’; -' ’ 4:‘ a. - ' , ; ’k ‘ ) .
4 . . N - - A e
. R l i . ‘ . . EPR ; . " ,'_. . “ R Y .'y\" e \\
-+ .. I'Analysis of the Data - . - AN : '
’ ' "‘I ’ ' : -- . :‘ .' N .‘ I - ’ ' ) .. ’ ‘ ’ 3 1 . AY '. . . . - i L
JHmpothex-::Ls.u One‘ ' 'I‘here will be no sigm.ficant effect on . o S
=¥ .
reading comprehension .as measured by the raw scores Lo ,
obtained on the Comprehension subtest of GATES of the . )
T &5 -
use of ‘an "identification strategy as ev:.denced by high - -
proportions of UNACCEPTABLE miscues. " B Lo
’ ".'. . “‘ . N . ' ) ,/' .“'" .~ & ‘« ’ 'A. ' . ’ N ,_A‘ .',. < “ ' ' o . ° t ’

Findings*’~ The proportion of UNACCEPTABLE miscues was R

Selected in stepwise multiple regressiop analysis to be ¢ S
the most significant predictor of the outcome variable, - R

-' “raw score achievement on the GATES Comprehension subtest'

for 4310 of the varianoe in reading comprehension scores. A S

An F ratio was ca,lculated to be 45. 45 for ]., 60 degrees RN

' ':effect of the\

proportion of UNACCEPTABLE miscues on raw

on the Comprehension subtest of GATES. I
S R h
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Hypothesis Two: There w111 be no sagnificant effect on

2
reading comprehension as measured by raw score achievement
:on the GATES Comprehension subtest of the ‘use of a "com—

prehension strategy as evidenced by high Qroportions of

T ' 4 .

'nmmmc; PRESERVING miscues. IR

. . . . . . . e

e Findings By Qmitting the mqst sxgnificant predictor,
UNAFCEPTABLE miscu&e from stepwise multiple regression
A 7'; L;‘analysis,Athe next most significant predictor of readlng
o | ’;comprehension scores was found to be the proportlon of
.ﬂ -‘,:.. ':,_ i‘MEANING PRESERVING miscues whlch acCOUnted for .4181 of

"

.a‘the variance when UNACCEPTABLE miscues were partialled out.

o e T 'L' }‘Was found to be significant at thqﬁ}Ol level A correla— -

@J ':'5.3‘ ;; tion coefficient of 647 was found between GATES Com-

ﬂThe ohtained F ratio of 43 io w1th l 60 degrees of freedom'

?é“”' f o ‘_ prehension subtest scores and the proportion of MEANING i;anﬂf

".\PRESERVING miscues suggesting that the two variables are

3 -

. highly posithelj reiated

A . RN
N oo 1

~*ﬂ}frjit' : ‘”i ‘w, The compoeite variable, MEANINGJPRESERVING, was

[ . . -

han either of 1ts parts, CORRECTIONS»(r é 431) and
‘”\ACCEPTABLE (r = .4833 wh1ch are v1rtually uncorrelated

fxr = -.023) su%gesting that ltS use as a measure oﬁgthe

‘ . 1fﬁ“comprehension strategy ie supported.- The null hypothesié°

o A . . >

"T

wir,

S

PL:
.
%

Jlfi}‘;ﬁ,f;?tjﬁattributable to the proportions of MEANING PRESEBVING

iz

T

"
7%

' ‘found to be more highly related to reading comprehenslon: .

V.must~be rejected since tﬁere are signlficant erfects‘?_yfd”f
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Ty miscues, on reading comprehension, scores.
i BEEEE AL I a0 S
Lo v . , . 7
i i . 'HypothesisVThree. There will be no Significant relation- o
i Tl ...; Ship'hetween oral syntactic maturity as measured by scaled -
b U oo
. - scores obtained on the Sentence Imitation subtest of TOLD
{
K and raw score achievement on . the7Comprehen51on subtest of
4 TS AR Do
. GATES. .
. . R
. Findings. 051ng Pearsqn Product Moment correlational S -
7_ analySLS a correlation coefficient of 467 was obtained L
.gﬁ'f~l' , I between oral language development and reading comprehens;on B
i - whlch\was significant at the .01 1evel of confidence "\\Sq - -
o SR ,,‘.c._.,u . . .

f suggesting that the null hypothesis nay be rejected A f Lo -;.if‘”

' This relationship was also examined usrng cross—break

-

analysis\ “Both GATES Comprehensxon raw scores and TOLD o

n

;~ffA o B SentencelIm ation subtest scaled scores ‘were d1v1ded BRRTR

e into HIGH and Low groups ‘at the sample mean for each

e - o ‘; variable. A chi-square statistic of 8, 82 w1th 1 degree "d.f f“_ S
x=w”-“ o S of freedom was found to be SLgnificant at the .Ol level ’ .

‘igi‘f A . suggesting that frequencies obtained were not the result

of chance.» It was~fohnd through this ana1y51s tha; 68% e

T

of those with HIGH GATES also had HIGH TOLD scores and

that’ 70% of LOW GATES achievers had LOW TOLD scores.:'hfr,_;'}-—‘ﬁi

e e o b

~.'

°”\summary of these.results is listed in. Table 6.

" 'L " ‘. A
i

" There will be“no Sigmificant simultaneous j.}'”

effects on reading comprehensiOn as measured by raw scores )
Vo o B e
. 1 t.

s ' L e . . ’ ‘ ‘ . . | ,A\ BT N _' ’ yo b o B v "_ -'-.'- e
! ‘.. g . ‘ e ¢ ": ‘:" L-""n ' "‘- - ' .u"‘.u “"-‘ ;‘, A ..-‘ : " B "‘ ‘ g Tég
N : N Lo o N A‘-.';. K ‘t;.{’
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" ‘UNACCEPTABLE or MEANING PRESERVING miscues.

the cqmulatwe proportion of the variance 1n reading

| ‘-5comprehension achievement.

”’.obtained -on the GATES Comprehension subtest of oral

I3

syntactic maturity as measured by scaled scores achieved

~on the Sentence ‘Imitation subtest of 'DOLD and oral reading

’

,strategies, ev.idenced by either high proportions of

;o

‘F'ndi' g's- The cumulative proportion of the variance

i

.‘reduced in reading comprehension scores by oral syntactic

[

' ‘maturity and UNACCEPTABLE miscues was determined through .

the use of stepw:.se multiple regress:.on analys:.s to be '

"7'.4776.-1 An F ratio of 26 97 with 2 59 degrees of" freedom

"-was found to be significant at the 001 level Sim:.larly, '

- comprehension scores: by oral syntactic maturity and "

¥ MEANING PRESERVING miscues was found to be .4682 which

._1 'lwas also significant at the 001 level Since an F fatio'

of 25 97 with 2, 59 degrees of freedom was calculated. ‘

- These finding% suggest th&t the null hypothes.is is not )
f‘accepted since there are significant effects of oral-. _' Lo R

: ‘syntactic matlirity and oral reading strategies -on readingf

. -
)
¢ o

'I-Iypothes:l.s Five- " There’ ‘Will be no significant differences

. in any of the results obtaine;f attributable to place of

; . / . . (N . " . .
g school attendances T e : T
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T 'for each variable to- ensure that they were normally

34

;-

!

Findings. In order to- determine whether place of school
' attendance contributed s1gnificant1y to any of the results‘
obtained, both cross-break and correlational techniques
of analysis were performed with _,each varlable being
, measured against t\I'Txe SCHOOL variable./ The results of

both these analyses are summarized in Tables 2 and 3, s

"which demonstrates at the .01 level of Significance that---. e

'none of the results obtained were s:Lgnificantly related

to place of school attendance. Therefore, the null

4

hypothesis may be accepted.{

Summary‘”', ST

- nt .

. The data were mainly analyzed through the use nf»

'-stepw1se multiple regress:.on and cross—break analys:.s

techniques with the aid of two different computer programs.

-A level of 01 was des:.gnated as the criterion level at
} which to accept /Ior reject the hypotheses. Pearson Product PR

| _*Moment correlation coefficients were calculated‘= between .

'each variable to illustrate the measure of assoc:Lation -

-~

- 'between them. : Frequency tables (Table '7) were plotted

Fy - e 1'

' d{\&ributed as this assumption underlies the use o‘f non-'»

'parametric statistics. . Bas:.c stat:.stics, :l.ncluding nleans,",.'-

,' ’ standard deviations, standard errors, and ranges for each

S

% -

i

£
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| . From"the results of the statistical analys:.s of" the D,
_ : accumulated data, the follow:.ng findings may- be reported.ll
B 1. There lS a signa.ficant negative effect on ; .
. ‘ ‘reading comprehen51on of. the use of an "identification '
} .)" , strategy as evidenced by high proportions of UNACCEPTABLE ‘ ~
‘ ‘), SRR ‘,miscues..lu A SR .‘ T ‘
- - — . g ..1;2_. “There is a significant pOS.‘Lthe effect on. reading ‘ L
] S ‘,.,_"comprehénsion of the use of a "comprehens:.on strategy" . ‘
. \ ‘ as. ev:.denced by /high proportions of MEANING PRESERVING , f . o
o :miscues. B \"“"‘ S | ' A '
B '3. There is: a. 51gn.ificant relationship between oral " | ' )
g syntactic maturity and reaaing comprehens:Lon. I -
DR - 4.. ‘There: are significant s:.multaneous in‘dependent ‘ @ o0
:\ o . effects of oral syntactic maturityLang oral reading } . S
A ‘ strategies on reading comprehensmn., ' S |
S : 5. 'l‘here are no significant differences found in any . o
l of the results attributable to place of ‘school attendance.‘ ) . ' "
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GATES. = read:.ng comp,rehensmn scores. : 'I'OLD =- Scaled o
- Bscores on. test of - syntactic maturity; .ACCEPTABLE "= - ',;',
percentage of - substitutions which were syntactically-.,"

cally- acceptable} UNACCEPTABLE = percentage ;.
.of substitutions, which were syntactically-semanta.cally

percentage

'which were corrected; MEANING PRESERVING =
' of ACCEPTABLE plus conms:c-rxous, E R

unacceptable, CORRECTIONS = percentage of. substitutlo 8.
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This chapter summarizes ‘the purposes of thlS

- study, draws concluSions based)on the analyses of the

- ff'accumulated data,,states implications related to these

findings and makes recommendations regarding potential

f

areas of future research which‘arise from the. study.
' N . M

“.g The main: objective of this study was to examine

' [ad
[N

the effects of syntactic competence, represented by oral
reading strategies and oral.. syntactic maturity, on »
reading comprehension. Stemming from the main objective

R

. Were the follow;ng two supplemental purposes. 1) ther

J verification of the- notion of two distinct oral reading

"strategies through the use. of an experimental nmthod of

coding substitution miscues (Beebe, 1978, 1980) .and the-‘ 3

specification of these strategies for high and low compre—‘

hension achievers, and 2) an investigation of the role of .

.

=
- J-&' :‘ Caeet R T Ty e . LN \‘
men TR R e S : IR
o ; . . \ “ - . . ) L. . . o .
P 4
L CY

‘}Q f' The Comprehension subtest of the Gates-MacGinitiefni'ﬁ

1/‘ .

Reading Test (Canadian édition) Level B, Form 1 Wthh was .

oral language maturity in reading comprehension achieve—e;

S

e
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chosen to measure oomprehens:.on achievement was administered

i
|
*i; to 109 students of four intact classrooms from two schools ‘ ‘
: f in the greater St. John's area, ‘under the J“rlsal‘:tl°n °f | o . -' -
; the Roman» Catholic School Board for St.. J’ohn's‘ ahfl th? . Q/ a
_‘% Avalon Consolidated School Board. Results were, tabulated | | /,
‘/i.’\'_«,;-:} and used to draw a representative sample of 64 stud nts : |
| from all ability groups.- Since two students were dr: ped
i Y
| ' students who were i dJ.Vidually tested and taI-"e"1-'9‘:C"'-'d"-‘d n )
: , _on the two other ‘measures used in - the study, namelY. the ‘
3 Sentence‘ 'Imitation subtest of the Test of LanguaL o
‘ Development (TOLD) and the oral readmg of a selected
f . story from the Reading Miscue Inventor1 (RMI) durmg the o
;t_ .' N tm:ee-week period followmg group testing (October 14 and ' | ,t
% r ' 15. 1980) TeStinq Sessions were scheduled to avoid B ‘.'
< 5 ; conflict with individual teacher s and scho\gokprograms , |
o 5 3 and to insure random order wrthin schools..' . o . K ‘{')l‘
o ‘ The Sentence Imitation subtest of . TOLD was adrrun-‘
SRE istered first in each session in order to bu:rld confidence -
] by providing a simple non-threatenmg task. -f It was scored :
.. B ". ; follow:mg the instructions provided in the Test Manual
R B (Newcomer & Hamill, 1977) Wuﬂs'ing the tape-recorded responses
f'_- {' 1 of the student. These results were then converted to :
2 °\ ‘ Bcaled scores which were determined through the use of q‘i
tables supplied in the '.l‘est Manual to account for \ ) , _‘-"7'-:-"‘;:5: o ,,,
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o C chrog.ological age differences amongst the J.ndiv1duals B A

N p A ’ Lot
‘/. . . L

.. taking- the test.

t ’ b

- .'; ‘ The oral reading salhples were scored as the student I

'7’,:1 “ L read, ‘using a protocol of the passage and tape-recorded for '
,’ ': ‘h ter in—depthanalysis. ‘*The samples were c’oded for’ s'ub—“'- ' -

el | stitution érrors using the cr:iteria suggested by Goodman : s
o " and Burke (1972) ‘dn the. manner descrlbed By Beebe (1978, . - .

. / ‘ ,‘?’ ;r 19301 Onily' the last ten substitutlon milcues were used‘ e
g for statistical an‘alysis, as being the. most representative

of the student ) usuai performance and being readlly o , L

-

S > converted to percentages when examined according to 'type. C

The following hypotheses were formulated for testing

< _'Ln thlS BtUdY o .j‘ . ‘..‘. L . ‘”in' .L'. :’1...
‘ 1. There will be no- significantreffect on reading '

4 ,7 .
comprehension, as measured by raw' scojres obtained on the ,

-
ma !

Comprehension subtest of GATES of the use of an :.dent:l.—‘ s .
"..1 '-.A‘ ‘ IN I[ "'l'; - {' ’.n " ,.f .
e fication strategy“ ‘as ev:.denced by l)uqh proportions of o

UNACCEPTABLE miscues._l ! _ . : R L , / N \
./ : : i

'i, GM‘ES Comprehension subtest of the use ‘of a "comprehension T

S strategy as evidenced by high proportions of MEANING

2. There will be no- signn.f effect on reading R

mprehension, as measured by raw score achievement on the S

- P yG miscues. o o ) . R
o here will he no significant relat:ronship between : e

oral syntactic maturity as measured by scaled Bcores .'1 f. E L

D

' obtained cn the Sentence Imitation subtest of TOLD and o




ST ‘u .= :
1 | " reading compz:ehensz.’on,‘ as’ measured by raw score ‘achieve- . p ’
'.: | L ment on the GATES Comprehens:Lon sub,,test . ’.,. S : /’
- " i o 4. There will. be no s:LgnJ.ficant smultaneous EE . //“"
F\ : : J", J.ndependent effects on reading comprehenslon, as - measured/ -
5 ’ ”*“ o N 'by raw scores ohtairied on the Comprehension subtest of ' '/- -'
* GATES of oral syntacti inaturltyf as measured by scaled ‘_J__
9 A * .&core’ achievement on the vSentence Im’itation subtest of TOLD :
) ﬂ.";and oral reading «strategles, as evidenced by,, hlgh propor- ;'éi’ ol
' | """tions of ‘either UNACCEPTABLE or MEANING PRESERVING mrscules.. v
4 : B ,' q 5 There will ‘be'no sign:.f:.cant differences in ‘any BN
*I v' K .,fj:-of the results obta:.ned attributable to plaﬂce of school Co p ":\«\.‘ o

R O T attendance.\ R r‘ . , IR S e, N

L '-‘“_; T L "-‘:“ Three tﬁes of stat:.st:.cal analyses were'used to ' N
1 teSﬁ the hYPOtheBes iri "the manner wh:n.ch was most appropnate . ‘. '
L ' ‘ 'Multipls regression analysm was selected to deternune the/ ’
°r | .v .‘ : .effect of the "identificatlon" and comprehensa.on strateg:.es c}l,“ . ,I
) ‘ ‘.-on reading comprehension ‘and 'to determine the simultaneous ;

¢ -

i - "independent effects of readlng strategies and oral syntact:.c R i
H b ‘l.l' ’,, R -"‘.

e , _maturlty on comprehenslon achlevement. The statlstical

o T T test method used 'fOr ‘this analysa.s was the F test wh:.ch Cee
"f,';.i '.;‘-’;/ f{f" -';was considered significant for this study at the .01 level P woal

'f'}- ‘i.’;of confidence. Cross—break analys:.s was used to speclfy
Lo :Ln tabular for , the relationships between oral synta.ctic

- matur:.ty and "X ading c‘or;{preffension at two levels and to

"-'.speclfy the relat,ionship of place of school attendance to




' statistic at the 01 level of significance was us‘ed for ""'.'.‘ ‘e ) -
o 'this analysis. The Pearson Product: Moment correlation 4‘ ‘ ‘r 2
. coefficlent Was used to test the strength of certain TR S
.' relationships ~between the’ Selected varl ables used ini th:Ls ' ‘z‘iﬁ ‘- E

L o study, ‘with Ol designated as, the level of confidence at;\J SN
) ;;WhiCh rejection or acceptance of the hypotheses would be o

".'ma.de. ST B _"B-

.

Lo o e 0o V. Summary of Fimdings. - el T il

K L Ky . PR s N ' ol I ‘( o . e [ LV N ‘ o . . P . .‘ . ° . et
. e B~ ! o ‘, Lo , L. . ) & ' ! -

P

v 1 ny y -H&*pothesis One " L. {"' .- S '. L S w "'

The results of correlational analys:.s, s:.gnificant S e

' Tl at the 01 levelr revealed a strong negative relationship f RS o

(r = —.657) between the proportion of UNACCEPTABLE miscues " ~

» - and reading' comprehension achievement’ Stepw:.se multiple o

~ n

‘ regression analysis demonstrated that the usé of an

‘_"identification strategy evidenced by high pJ:oportions

E oﬁ UNACCEPTABLE miscues was the most s:x.gnificant predictor .«) S

“a

of read:.ng comprehens,ion achievement of all the i’ dependent
R S B “

L

h of the variatnc

e

in reading domprehens:.on scores.-

,of the F test revealed that th:.s result Was s:.gnif,:.cant at

a

the .001 leVel/., The null ypothesis must therefore be

.'«, rejected since use of an’ "ident:.‘fication strategy
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. The-use of a “comprehen51on strategy“ as eV1denced
" . - - ~ . » + - e = % o -

'fby high proportions of MEANING PRESERVING miscues waé»found

.\to be highlz\pOSLtively related to reading comprehén51on

achievementlw1th a correlation coeff1c1ent of .6466 whicH
.:, was SLgnificant at the .01 level. Stepw1se multiple
fregression analy31s in which UNACCEPTABLE miscues k‘ere BN

omitted revealed that MEANING\PRESERVING miscues wer3 the/

J
- for which it accounted for .4181 of: the variance. An F-}

\{ ‘test demonstrated that this result was - significant at the

i

\

001 1eve1. Therefore, the null hypotheSis is not. supported

ﬁ\\\\~ ; sinée students with’ high proportions of . MEANING PRESERVING '

miscues; which 1s charaeteristic of a “comprehen51on

strategy," have higher comprehen51on scores.
L . .

-

Hybdthesis Threel‘“ S S

) : A moderate relationship (r ~—'467f was'round‘f
between reading comprehen51on and oral syntactic competence.
= : ;: 1: which was 81gnificant at the,.Ol level. Cross-break

| o analysis, using the Chl squa;e test statistic at the .01:

, - ; j - level of significance demonstrated more clearly that)high

e —

;A~:-'i ) performance on the readind comprehenSion test was highly

~'related\to high performance\on the syntactic development -
L test. as was low achievement on TOLD and low achievement on.

GATES.' On the ba51s of these results the null hypothesrs

¢

N "il-,next most 51gnificant predictor of\reading comprehen51on e

~
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t SCHOOL was. related to. GATES (r

-

must be rejects? 31nce a 51gn1ficant relationship does -\$' —

) exist between reading comprehenSion and oral syntactic

"‘:Iuaturi:ty .-q'-, ) B ! ) \\ - . .7; .u - . "L . A . T V!

- : ' 9

. HypotheSLS Four .

‘- B . ‘ .\ - .
T~\\\ ' Application of the F-test, 31gn1f1cant at the 001

.
\~.

level -on two separate stepw15e multiple regre551on analyses,""

revealed that there were simultaneous 1ndependent effects =

.hon reading comprehension of oral-reading strategies4and_

.oral syntactic maturity u51ng either the 'identification o

strategy" (cumulative.proportion 4776) or - the”“compre-f:fi

AN N

hension strategy“ (cumulative proportlon 4682) as the .

first predictor, gince an F of 27.97 (af 2, 59) and ‘an

"

F of- 25 97 (df = 2 59)were found, respectively The;EEbrey\\

' the null hypothesis may be rejected since oral reading

A 4

"Wm\strategieSgand oral}syntactic maturity,exert s1mu1taneous

'indebendent effects'on réading'cpm rehension'HCCounting
for nearly half the variance in the scores made on the

. “ . -

GATES.I

Hypothesis Five'- o ‘5\\

" On’ the ba31s of correlational ana1y51s in which

:- 214){\TOLD (r .308),

ACCEPTABLE (r\=>-.181), UNACCEPTABLE (r = 115),\CORRECTIONS

(r = .016)," and MEANING PRESERVING (r .103) none of. the

results ‘were found to be - 31gnif1cant at the .0l level. Al‘b
t . o : . - ‘ ‘;\'l,‘




L ' ' ' |
- Using -the ‘chi-square statistic -to test the 51gn1f1cance

-of thﬁ results of crOSS—bJeak analyses Wlth the othera o o

variables, none were found to be s:.gnificant at the .01 -

level though the syntactic maturlty varlable (TOLD) was

~

‘ \ﬁou{i\to approach this- 1evel at .05. However, the null .
‘. hypothesis is rejected at thece 01 level that place of .- oo
school attendance is a Sigpificant source” of vartance for .

any - of the results obtained suggestlng that these schools o
,. represent basically 51m11ar populations.

. . . R . . . . . R
. . ' ' . o .
c e . ‘ . . - . < A
S ., . B . R

w oL . . Conclusions

‘.} . ‘ i . \ . ‘." ' '/ . .‘l_: . ,-
‘ \’ ‘ The data of this study prov:.ded J.nformatlon upon : - ®

«

which the follow1ng conclus:.ons are based-

.. " 1...0ral reading strategies and ora-l 1anguage develop=

ment ‘exert smultaneous independent ef}ects on - reading . ‘ C

.z comprehens:.on, accounting for nearly half the varlance. '

" Re‘sults of stepw:.se multiple«regressn.on analysxs {summar ized
. in Tables 3.and. 4) us:.ng the F-test showed that these ST ' \S

o ' o predictor variables were s:.gm.ficant at the 001 level

.- to . . o7 )

It may be concluded therefore that these variables ar;e both

r

N B N " important in determining reading comprehensmn achievement ' L

2.7 'I‘he notion that there are two distinct reading
strategies, namely the “identification strategy and the"‘
comprehension strategy . as measured by the technique of ' _: L. v

analyzing substitution miscues developed by Beebe (1978, i .




o

) proportlon of’ semantlcally—syntact:.cally acceptabLe B o,

1980) ‘was verifled through two types of statlstlcal tests

applied to the data. The "J.dentif:n.catlon strategy was

represented in the analy.tus by pro&ortlons of semantlcally— o
N

syﬁtact‘lcally unaéceptable substltutlon mlscues wh:Lch were . '

not subsequently corx cted (UNACCEPTABLE) The "compre- .
o~ e 7 .

—

hension strategy" was represented by the proportlon of

‘MEANING PRESERVING mlscues wh1c® combmatlon of the"<

3

substltutn.on mlsc‘ues (ACCEPTABLE) th.ch were not corrected q o
and the proportlon'of{ corrected‘substltutlons (CORRECTIONS) .
Us:.ng two separate‘ stepw1se multlple regres:-uon analyses, ‘
both strategles were found to be almost equally good ¥
predictors ‘of reading comprehen31on accountmg for 4310 f-
("J.dentlficatn.on strategy") and 4181 ("comprehens:.on :
ﬂstrategy") of the var:.ance. H:.gh correlat:.ons for both '

. strategles were found wfth readlng comprehens:.on w:.th a

. .,,,_;r

correlation coefficient of -..657 for UNACCEPTABLE miscues -

-

a;;d" .647 for MEANING PRESERVING m:.sctes, both results
being s:.gnlflcant at the .01 level.: The component varlables

of MEANING JRESERVING var:.able (ACCEPTABLE and CORRECTIONS)

were found to .be v1rtually,;1.1ncorre1ated -(r\-= -.028) whlch
suggests that there ‘is no problem of cfllinearlty between |
them suppOrt’l'r:i_i_:he combmation of these two dJ.stJ.nct ‘ ,t
measures for statist1cal and descr:.ptlve purposes. The

data appear, therefore, .to confirm the not:.on that there .:

_are two sep_arate ‘oral’ readlng strategi€s which ,can ‘be St )




A

-~

s

b
{

"
i
!.

‘ deduced from oral readlng samples usn'ng Beebe s (1978)

- strategy types can b_e_ approprlately used to spec1fy general ,

read:.ng comprehens:.on achlevement levels.

¢ -

g method of coding substltutlon mlscues and t‘kﬁﬂ: these

’ 3 Oral syntactic Amdturlty 19 still an im'portant 3

-

Two level as ev1denced by multlple regresélon alnalys:.s

91

factor in determlnlng read:.ng comprehen51on at the Grade .

. whlch found that 1t accounted for .05 of the variance after

oral read:Lng strategles had been entered ‘.Ln the regressn.on.

found to, be s,lgnlflcant at \the .01 1evel

Cross-break

analysas, using the chl—square stat:.stlc to test the o

, signiflcance of the relatlonshlmnonstrated that hJ.gh ‘

N TOLD"performance"was ‘strongly related to high GATES

»

performance and that on the other hand low results on” TOLD

was highly related to low. results on GATES

%

The se flnd.mgs

by Grade Two and. that’ 1t must be taken :Lnto account in-

" assessn.ng comprehens:.on performance.

-

LA
TS

ﬂ,-l

4.

‘The cii,_se of the abbrev'iated method’of analyeis L

. suggest that oral syntactlc development is far‘from complete

. . /:"l
A moderate correlatlon of 467 between GATES and TOLD was /Z\/; .

-

.

Is-ugg'este‘d by Beebe ‘(.1978) 'té“ould‘simjglify the pres'ently

4cumbersome methodology entalled by the complete appllcatmn

[y

'samples.

:

Results obta:.ned from thJ.S study suggest that

the exam:.nat:.on of lO substltutlon m:l.scues to determlne

]

é

s

"of the Reading Mlscue Inventory technlques to oral readlng

) $ _
the proportlons of co:_r:rectlons and of _non—-oorrectlfons&which
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-. with an i\n f:t.c:.ent"'ldentlflcatlon strategy‘ and wh:Lch
[} :
are progressing well w1th a "comprehens:.on strategy

. % Such :Lnformatlon would proVe valuable for clmlclans and

~ ,teachers in plannJ._ng programs of preventlon, 1nstruct10n
. /
i

and remedlat:Lon. o _

¥ . N . .

Iy

v st

-General Conclusions' and Implications
/7 o e ’
[

The emergence of the \psychollngulstlc v1ewpomt\

of the reading process places language acqulsltlon and
3 N H_. N '
utlllzatlon ‘in’ a positlon of J.mportance. Recept,lve and

3, -

productlve aspects of language may be understood through
. the appllcatlon of psycholingulstic theory to be 1nter- &

‘ ( ‘L ‘3" related faces of a multldlmens:ronal construct rather than
) ot o€ .

as separate steps in- a hlerarchlcal llnear process.

' Transformational-generatlve llngulstlcs has contrlbuted b

- ‘ ', to this understandlng through .'LtS focus on syntact1ca1

- o, ) - : ;:\

oy VA T - Lo

campej;enne_as_an_mportan:t—aspeet—ef—Laﬂguage—deve-lopmeu t

Such competence 1s reflected 1n the ab:xlrty—to—-recognrze

p

.. and generate grammatlcal utterances and the ablllty to uncover '

L deep stfuctures from surface structure representatlons.

[y

Slnce literacy 1s based upon oran; well. developed oral

-t

language competence has 1mportant J,mpllcatlons for progress
{ : . .

. '
' .
- . L
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.

'1n readlng prof101Ency (Loban, 1§63\Swilk1nson, 1969)

[T

~ W

Though wrltten i nguage dlffers from oral language,'
. /
the Syntactlc structures of language are ba51c to both
v 1] K
the receptlve and productxve aspects of language that 1s

spoken or writtsn. Slnce the apc1111a5y cues of pitch, .

3

‘ stress, 1ntonatlon and non-l1ngulst1c cues ajz’absent 1n

wrltten materlal, phrase boundarles must be 1
' N

by the reader who, in the case- of a*nov1ca, 1s nct cqh-

: versant w1th punctuatlon conventlons of wrltten text

\

;For the beglnnlng reader who is instructed u51ng the

/ K

]

1anguage experlence approach, the connectlon between oral .

t : -

- and written language 15 intimate and the barrleraof written

slanguage dlfferences,ls reducedt The language_g%perlenoe ;

method is partlcularly supported by the Iiterature on

g syntax andJreadablllty which found tha readlng compre- ’

;.

hen51on was facllltated by the use oﬁ,wrltten materlals
w1th syntax whlch was parallel to that of the reader s

syntactlc competence (Ruddell 1965, Sauer, 1970' Tatham,f

| 1970; Chr;stie, 1973-~Re1d 1973) US1ng.a=language,

N v
Ay < ’
' . .
ey .
v ! e \ T
Y .

B L/O\ '

. .
: +

"
experlence approach, the 1nstructor ‘has, thelpower to

]

i

manlpulate the syntax in readlng materlals through the
]
use of the child' § own 1anguage and the gradual 1ntroduct10n

of more complyx language patterns.

¢

*f The attentlon to meanlng whlch ig- stressed in. the

. l
"

gely prleded -

psychollngulstlc model of readlng is- also most fully - f_,[‘n

satlsfled by the\use of’ language experlence technlques.lm.f.
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’

T One’ "df‘ ‘the most important. purposes o'f ‘reading is for c

T °

commun:.catlon and an understandlng of ‘the correspondence

"
Pe

between thought and wr:.tten symbols occurs when J.t J.s
the chlld's own. need to communlcate wh:Lch forms the ba§:.s

of hlS reading materlal in th:Ls approach The use of the -

language experlence approach would be expected to enable

~"

a larger nunber of children to grasp the purpose of

readlng s:ane the realization that wr:.tten mater:Lal ought A

to make gsense.is 1nherent‘}n the methodology (Dl Vesta

a

) et al., 1979) L .‘ R - 3 e.

The attentlon to the language process:.ng aspect

of readlng nece551tates a means of evaluatlon and dlagnos:Ls

& . .
which also emphasrzes the /student's processes of extractlng 4

meanlng rather tl@n the products of th:Ls extractlon. The

development of the’ Read:._g Mlscue Inventory (Goodman &

: Burke, 1972) has prov1ded an approach to the problem of’

-

. me\g‘Sur:.ng strateglc proce881ng rt:hrough the assessment of

' comprehend wrltten materlal

‘the strengths and weaknesses oﬁ the reader's attempts.to

‘miscues need to be treated equally. . Irh:artlcular, it

s
D
b

* The results of thlS study conflrm earller research

(Goodman, 1969; Clay, 1977- Beebe, 1980) that not all

-

.‘. '

LA

appears that only uncorrected miscues th.ch are syntact‘lcally— :

4
3

semantlcally unacceptable requlre a teacher “s attentlon.
Students with ev1dence of a "comprehens:.on strategy" may o

have hlgh proportlons of syntactlcally—Semantlcally
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IR R acceptable substltutlons and correétlons bf substltutlons-

4

v;fl‘ but these do not detract from the meanlng oé the passage'ﬁ

i /‘_ . \and requlre no’ remedlation. Students per51st1ng w:.th’I L S
1

\ - -
. . A3

an "1dent1f1cat10n strategy may ‘not requlre intens1vei

~
.?

/ : " grapho-phonic drlll as much as lessons in strateglc
" ;I " V'\ -
. \
! R pIOCESSlng Wthh would emphaSLZe the: 1mportance of detectfhg
) . - .

,!‘ ‘. Co semantic and/or syntactlc anomalles. '

4,

¥ ‘ ‘J . \‘ Bav1nq determlned through statlstlcal ana1y51s

\
\

S e oL
_f._ o that two d{ffinent strategles could be lnferred from the o .
- . o

¢ .. \ e 4

\ .
readlng miscues. of" Grade Two chlldren and approprlately N e
. . X .« r\\

fent comprehen51on levels oi ablllty, :

[ “. ) a551gned to, dif

‘into’ the real nature of the errors made’

>

T_ & | -‘the results of th s %fudy may provxde teachers w1th
5‘ ‘.

‘ - - 'by_their students.u In particular, the tendency toiquantify
“readlné»err rs rather than to‘assesSMthem qualitatively“fﬂ

.would be red&ced if. the tools to dlagnose strateglc -h | o :5';

ﬂ.,‘... \ : .
A proce551ng 1n\a rellable and 51mple fashlon were avallable. ¢

By examlnlng at least lO substltutlon mi'scues for accep-
«tablllty and rate of correctlon, a teacher may develop
in51ght 1nto an 1ndlv1dua1's 1nstruct10nal and remedlal . .
Voo . . . o S
needs. ' o o7 A s o k - o
L . I \Recommendatlons C T
SRR S Thé follgaing recommendatlons are prOposed on the o o
! : '
i . : . :
O SR basis of the results of thls study. x -
| B "“'_'.' ) . . ‘\l . . . R |
: / N : R = ‘
» o L AN e : - : o
© ¥ . oo . -
A . ‘ i X _ o ; - ‘ o
C * 5 P
\1. , \\ ) “ 1 .f“ .
J J
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‘ 1 Syntactlcal development in. school aﬁ chlldren
N
1s ‘an 1mportant area of further study partlcularly J.n 1ts

°

‘ relatlonshlp to reading comprehens:.on performance

The resulte of thlS study suggest that oraJ?
- o
syntactlc maturlty is an J.mportant varlable in determ:.m.ng ‘
: , .
"readlng comprehens:.on achlevement even when measured by .

"a scoring techm.que whlch was, in thlS :anestlgator s o)

oplqlon,' 1nsens:|.t1ve t.o dlalect a{nd other tyPes of meam.ng

’presernng recod:.ngs. Desp:Lte the grossness of the -
N

.meaS}EEment, oral syntactlc maturlty related moderately
o ‘

]

.,467) to’ readlng comprehensuon and was shown through

Ltoss break analy51s to be espec1ally§_slgn1flcant in

” i
o
.

I R
.characterlzing achlevement in the'hlghest and lowest groups.

ThlS flndlng suggests that further 1nvest1gat10n is -~
, a
warranted Usmg reflned scorlng technlques Wthh m:l.ght

adogt the qualltatlve. categorlzatlon of the RMI- ‘or a551gn
8

some- welght to recodlngs which nevertheless retalned the ..

meanlng of’ the orlglnal the technlque of e11c1ted lmltatlon

~ * Al Er
) could prov:.de a}i" efflclent and s:.mple means ‘of screen:.ng

4 chlldren for language-based read:.ng problems and prov:.de

a means of determ:LnJ.ng growth in syntact:.c competence.

&
2. The notlon of two distinct oral reading strateg:.es,

referred to in thls study as the "1dent1f:|.cat10n strateg{
. y - . .
and the “comprehens:.on strategy should be examlned more

i

Qs .




4

e ‘ o It may prove espec1ally valuable to determlne

break analys:.s were: ne;ther clearly ev1denc1ng an.

... J.dentlficatlon strategy" or a‘ "comprehens:.on strategy

: Such students mlght -be’ e:l.ther at. the h1gh end of the

early phase and not actually progress:Lng 1nto the compre— ,"

s hens:.On phase /\t\mlght be at the low end of 'the comprehensmn

phase, at the. polnt of. entenng 1t more fully - This

>

Assessment through testing on other: populat:.ons and age
groups would prov1de more detalled analyses of the oral

reading strategles already character:.zed and demofr‘ trate’

wh,lch students " J.dentlfied 1n the study through cross-

-

m:.ddle or trans:Ltlon stage is partlcularly d:LffJ.cult to )

97

spec:.fy. The further development of the Oral Strategles -

3 more’ clearly whether a thlrd trans:.tlonal stage 1£ necessary

"for’ prov1ding icomplﬁte analy51s o,f .the,strategl_es. of

lﬁ’lOVlCe readers B

3. A study to - spec:l.fy the .reading levels-iof the
storles developed 1n the Readlng Mlscue Inventory is.

needed

v,

NOne of the dlfflculties encountered in th:|.s
/

.- - /

*~a.t the frustratlon level of the poorest readers in the

| Y kgroup being tested

‘e
- . ]

y as a warm-up for readers who were so -anxious at the

, I s onset of test:.ng that they would s1t s:.len‘tly and ‘be

B

Such a passage would also be useful

'research was the lack of a heglnm_ng passage whlch was not

’

. . . ’ V.
'E"‘""—M o
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"for its use as a diagnostic tool which is presently

‘ -mlssihg. S Ty

98

nable to proceed when a wor\_Jappeared which they could

not unlock.' Much time was spent w:.th some studentsr:fto

: determine the appropriate story smce the stories prov:Ldedl

7

.study which couid accurately identify the levels repre-

- L

i

P

4. - The development of strategic process:.ng lesson

plans for teachers to encourage the emphasis\ on meam.ng

-

.. in reading 1s ‘needed.

The results of th:.s study indicate that the ,

‘V.

'transition to - 'fluemcy ie marked by the utilization of

rﬁsyntact:.c competence gained in the development, of oracy

' and directed to written matenal For those students who

strategic process:.ng of text. 'I‘hough there is c]lea,rly a

'what is ‘read. must make sense. W:Lthout a sample o’f the

'remain stuck at the level of grapho—-phonic and ortho-"

°

graphic cues lt is ne/gessary to. prov1de lessons 1n ‘the

°,

/

‘ /,neeq\or autognatic:.ty in word recognltlo% sk:.lls, of

‘greater importance to the student is ‘the realizatlon that .
I .

- /
types of lessons wh:x.ch might be used.to help students to .

thls realization most teachers would find it difflcult to

‘ develop such plans on the:.r own. through the constraints of,

t:Lrne.an.d inexperience- in ‘this area. The dev_elopment- ‘of a

o
: o @ o @ e

. uneven and. sometimes over lapping levels of challenge. A N

" sented by theseqstorles would prov:.de useful guidelines N '

’ v.\\ . -

¢

- .o
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- ' STUDENT'S KAME:

"' 'PASSAGE READ:

' [ NON-CORRECTED . | e T

SUBSTITUTION | CORRECTED ACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE : .

o

~ f . ) -

\
.
.

R I T

. v . . Lo . - o7 "o

Percentage of correctlons

' ::. ) “.Percentage of - syntact:.cally—-semanta.cally
unacceptable substitutions wh:.ch were ..
non—corrections o .

_ Percentage of correct:Lons plus syntact:.cally—
°- ' semantically acceptable substltutlons whlch .
‘. were: non—corrections REE .

Ses . . ‘ 17

;'No'te:. Th.‘.LS Assessment Form ‘was adapted wrth perm:.ss:Lon
' from Beebe (1978) : - P o v
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‘ 12, In the afternoon,_there 1s no one homelfrom school.

'l3;: There are no children allowed, are - there? o L

3 1.4I .

15.

. 16. -
\izf
1a.

ig,i

20
21
22, "

23,

24,
.-,~.25.'

. My new kitten is spotted ‘1-‘0

"After the party, ‘the- boys flxed the car.,

Have the people been helped by the king?

VIf you nega money you must earn 1t at your jOb.

Her frlends walk'

Q;jschool Coe e S

-
L3

Yesterday my aunt forgot/her lunch.. A o

LIRS

Because.he was tired, h% had to leave the party.. . {“,f'

'Weren £ the boys chased by ‘the policeman?

Those ladles aren' t baklng cakes. ) o o . oY

She didn't believe he liked her
Before bed we drink from our' special cups.,. - :

3

Here lS a picture that you should see, 'f i__ o St

Our dog chased a cat a mile, didn't he?

'Monkeyf don't eat bananas by the dozen,ndo they°

Those children sold two friends a bicycle. “' S R

, Because he misbehaved his father gave him a beating

Although we are happy, we are not 901ng to stay

1

-Weren t the chlldren taken to the Z0o by their teacher?

,Last week I sold Mrs. Thomas my best bicycle.

‘Although'she won't play w1th him, he llkes her.

}Although you don't believe me, there 8 a good program .
‘on telev151on . ,

Are.those cats}beingﬂgiveafa bath‘by.their owner?

The car whidh}waS’in}the accident was wrecked.

L1 (cont'd.)
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ST 2T Yesterday, we’ were saved from the clutches of an A S A
T ".".' angry. teacher. .', SRR LI T e

: . - ‘,."2.§': I would have been happy, lf It d have won. -, :_"; . ) ,
.a . . S v “:."'.“ 4, Tl * . e .." .- _.‘ \J . “
".‘29 The fun—lov:.ng chlldren played a Sllly Joke a day. T I S
IR ,30c They gave the llon who had become Very dangerous to U E
3 ‘ .;. Cr the ZDO. . . R W . ; \ L v 4
3 - B A g . o ‘ .- ‘ \ ) 4o
R A Ea h J_tem 1,s scored l or 0 To obtaln a score of l, the SN
2 S '..:«';:student must 1m1tate the exact order and end:Lngs used‘f : P
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