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] : " THE PROBLEM
Purpose '

The purpose of this study was‘'to compare the per-
. " formance of ninth-grade slow readers with ninth-grade
good readers and with sixth-grade readers on a test of

syntactic comprehéggion, This purpbsg‘was related to a

o

‘concern for the importance in relation to reading compre-

= ¢ -

hension as a whole, syntactic structure, a concern

.~ . - - 'which:has receivéd a new imqétus in the last two decades.

! . 2
I S . This' appears to be duE, in part, to the advent of trans-

‘formationél-genenatiye grammars. This concern bears

i . . vy ¢ °

directly,on-the,teécﬁing of reading to slow readers. 1In _

% > . . . °

‘ ’ ! r“"‘ " . » ] .

. this- context; the questien arises--js comprehension of

"" _ _-syntactic st@yctﬁxes'a factor in retarding the progress .
’ . \ ¢ . ' -~

- . 3 . . - ’ R . i
rof-readlng comprehensioh for slow readers?
e - ' . .

Ninth-grade readers were chosen for this study

B .

both because they wére an available population for this °

study and because ninth ér@denis theobeéinning of a

period when students, are exposed to a wide variety of
reading materigl with very, little reading guidance from,

e d N\

content téachers, :Muph Qf ﬁhis reading méteria;'ig from

3 N . -
P .
s

Lo < ¥ . N . "
. - o
ERIC A .
v . - . bl BRI AN i . .
JAFuitext provid: c < - ! ’ " .
S

’




publications and books aimed at an adult audience. “Text-

R

books become more difficult. Unlike recreational reading

and some more juvenile texts, the iogic of ‘a péragraph

can be closely workéd, so that each sentepce‘can be impor-

v

tant in the careful copstructioh of éhe author's argument.
This means tha£ students will be exposed to a wide variety
of syngactic struétﬁres which might be vital to total com-
préhensioq.’ | . ) ‘ / a f

Tge two groups, ninth-grade slow %Ad ninth-grade

i M !

/o - ; ‘ N
good rz7ders, were chosen for the purposeé of comparison.™

~

If comprehension of syntax was not a real problem for

;wa rééderg, then there”should be very little difference

bEtwgén the two gfoups*enaamtést where vocabulary is con-
7

- gtolled.. The ninth:grade slow readers were students

reading two or more grades below grade level at the time

- ( ' !
of the study with a bottom Vutoff‘of 5.0 din terms of a

1

"grade equivalent. The reading Trange of the ninth-grade

" good readers :spanned 8.7 to 10,5.in terms of grade equiv-

4
alents.

Thg sixth-grade readers were chosen as subjects

because thei niean reading level of the ninth-grade slow
readers in terms of a gréde egquivalent. was 6.1. One con-

4

cern of this study was to see if érade equivalents’ in

" total réading scores were reflected in the ability to

perform\§uccessfully on a test of syntactic structure.

;oo I
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. Introduction s . .
X Iy e
~ . v, .
s N Studeﬂﬁ%gg;ve been exposed to oral language for

most of theié lives: However, tﬁéy4£é§é been ex sed to

the pfocesg of learning to read for a considerably shorter
‘period of time. Written English uses many forwal can-

structions infrequently used in spoken English. It i

the syntactic strucgtures to which a reader will be -~
, . . + .

exposed that is off/ concern to this study. The scope of ‘

i

of syntactic struct

. ‘ this study, there ore«‘is‘festricted to;the Yelationship oy
#7£Z t redﬁing and, nfore spécifica%ly, .

to reading comprehgnsior. This %elationsﬁip has been ,

-explored from a number /of different angles. ' -

»

In two studies bf oral language development (Chom-
sky, 1971; Loban,’l966),”it was found that the level of ©
oral languade achievement ¢orrelated positively with expo-

gure to reading (Chomsky) or with the amoﬁnt of readiﬁg
e (Loban) . Exposure to reading, as Chomgky defines it,

‘means both reaainé aloud to the subject or readihg by the
’ subject himself. S '

Other studies demogstrate that it is easieg'ﬁor'a
student to %pmpreﬁénd yfitten pas§ages that_use the éame
langgage:pa@terns}as:?h%‘studenf himself uses in oral lan-
guage (Ruddell, 1965%r&atham;"1970$., Related to this
observation is'Smit§gs (l9i0) finding that the ability to
fill in written clq#é-péssééestig relatgq to students'

!
» % . N
v
e % - N
| x ~

0\4
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{ ‘ .
and skilled adults' written syntax as measured by t units.

Those studies that are cross-sectional or longi- .
) N ‘a-

tudinal have shown that comprehension of synéactic~stfﬁc-
’ - .

ture (or the ability to demonstrate this comp:ghéhsion)

increases over age and grades (Carroll,/1979;

1971; Smith, 1970).

Numerous studies have;been con;i:Z:d with stu-

dents' ability to get'meanihg from specifi structures. -

’

Marcus (1971) developed a tesg/;g,the structures of modi-
fication, predication, complementation, and coordination
using the principle of recovering deep structure from -

several sentences with the same/deep structure but dif-

’

' ferent surface structures. (Deep structure is the postu-

«

lated abstract structure underlying sentences with all -
- . v

. L3 . . ¢ . N
the information necessary for semantic interpretation of

that sentence. Surface structure is-the actual structure

. £

of a sentence [Wardhéd@h, 1969]).) Marcus foqu_ hat stu-
dents in the fifth through eighth grades showed an incom-

plete mastery of these structures, but an increasing

<

ability to respond correctly to the test over the grades. .

’»

This again seems to indicate.that exposure to reading may

. be important. . .

. - y
-Marcus' use of the thedry of recovery of deep

L3

structure, as the basis of his test canstruction, meets

Simons' (1970) criteria for an acceptable procedure for

L
[ .
o -
- ~ R . 1 i.

-

R
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» _ studying reading comprehension. 6imons, after reyiewing
- . . a L] LA

other approaches to the study of reading comprehension,
N 3 '

. . ~ ; [ .
concluded that recovery of deep structurevis one of the

- .
. . ‘

most promising approaches because it evolves from-a the-
. \ <

ory of language. 1In his'own‘study, Simons used the prin;'
ciple of recovery of deep sxnhcture. B . -
. i
This study used Marcus' test, A Test of Sentence

Meanlng (ATSM), to, investigate slow nlnth-grade readers'

[y P ES

4 ab111ty to recover meaning from the structures tested and

compife th;s response with the responses of ninth-grade

‘good reaférs and,sixthigrad readers.
) \/‘/\ e .

Statement(éf the Problem « /o .
. \ )

-

Do slow.minth-grade repders comprehend written

.

syntactic structures on approximately the same level as

- r . L4

their peers, or do they comprehena written syntactic “

- .

-\\\ structures on approx1mately the s1xth-grade level’

~
a .

The hypotheses to be accepted or rejected by this®

[ ” -
’ g - .
Jstudy ares: : . . N v

.

® gypothesis R.. There is nd significant difference

be ween the mean scgres- oh the ATSM of the ninth-grade

slo readers and the n1nth~grade good readers. -

“

® ‘ 4ypothes1SfB There is.no s1gn1r1cant.d§fference
oL /'between the,scores‘pp-the/ATSM of the ninth-grade slcw
retders and sixth;graae readers who - are Placed in, end'

- “ﬁrea ihg on, the ﬁean'reaqing‘grade ievEl;cf the slow
- . . e

" hinth-grade readers.

¢ v

-

4
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Impgrtande of the Study .. Ra
{ C?/ Smith and Mason (1972) state that there is appar-

. ehtiy no advantage to simplifying syntactic structure in
reading materials for older students reading below their
grade level; ghey base éhis thesis on Smith's study

g '~(l9707 using réwritten passages by students at various

grade levels and skilled adults. He found that fourth-, '

tenth-, and eleyenth-gradé students dist;néﬁish between
four levels of writing. .Fourth—graderseread fgurth-grade
writing best. Eleveﬁth-graders, Smith reported, read
fohrth-grade writ;ng with least facility, although older
students (gradé; 10,'11, and 12) read all }%yqys of writ-

\\ ing siénificantly better than younger students (grades 4,

5, and 6).  However, Smith did not use slow readers 5?‘;3

. specific group in his study.’

The results of this study should shed fu éher
light on’the question of whether comprehension of syntax

plays a siénificant role in reading comprehen an a;d,\

more specifically, if slow readers have more difficukf§

with syntax than their peers, when vocabuldxy is cqn-

trolled. This study should confirm or deny Smith' con-

¢

clusion. This, in turn, should-have implications for

¢ *

' develoément ‘and selection of reading material for the

" slow reader:
AN ' .
Although correlatjpons do not always indicate
, \ , . N . / -

— ]
- . . N ~

\\\ .
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-gausation, one p0551blé inference to be drawn from find-
ings mentioned previously, which showed that students \
with better langdagg mastery read more or\ were exposed to
more reading, might be that ; planned eleéure to certain
syntactic structureé would be advantageéus for slow read-
ers. As Strickland (1962) pointed out in her'iyudy,
basal readers seem to introduce various syntacgic struc-
B

tures by chance and haVve no apparent plan to reinforce

‘these structures by fepetitiop as they do with vocabulary.
F

.,
Definitions’of Terms

Grade equivalents or grade level of readind.

This was determined by the grade equivalency scores of
I
- The Nelson Reading Test. This test was chosen because

its norms cover grades 3 through 9, so that one form

.

would cover the grades involved in this study.

‘ : J Comprehension. Comprehension in this paper means
: , ‘

two different things: (a) comprehensigh of syntactic

structure re{gps to the ability of the subjects to answer
.correctlyvthe i%ems on Marcus' ﬁiTeét of Sentence Meaning;
and (b) general comprehension refers ta the ability of
the subjécts to answer comprehension questions success-
fully/9ﬁ the comprehension subtest of ,The Ne;son Reading

" Test!

'g!t g Ninth-grade slow readers. This category of ninth-

rade subjects refers to readers who scored two or more

14 o .




I
i

/
grade levels below the ninth-grade,level at the time/of

t

this study. The lower level cutoff point 1s the fifth-

: '
rade reading level due to the vocabulary level ¢f the /,
criterion instrumenﬁ}used in this study. ' The yppef level /'

H /

/is-?.&; The mean grade equivalent for this oup,was 6.1.

vrats

F

Ninth-grade good readers. This Cé;ggory of ninth-
] grade subjects had a range in grade equi&glents\of 8.7 to

10.5. The:mean grade equivalent of this/group was 9.5.

Sixth-grade readers. This category refers to

. ~ )
students placed in the sixth grade, With a range of 5.0

;

. to 7.5 which is the same range as the ninth-grade slow
readers. The mean grade equivalent of this group was @.0.

Structural grammar (Thomas, 1965). Structura

grammar is based on the idea of describing, in as rigor-

ous a manner as posgible, language.as it actually exists/.
Unlike traditional grammar, which Thomas describe§ as
intuitively and classically, based, structural grammar
. descriptaive ratﬁer than prescriptive. Structural gr
separates syntax from semantics. Descriptions of ﬁar s
of speech are given in syntactic terms with no aépeal/to
meaniné.
“ Structural grammér is based on levels of syntax

(Thomzz+.1965). The E}zgz—I;Qel deals with basic sounds

(phonemes); the second level deals witﬁrregular combina-

—

tions of bhonemes (morphemes,~> the smallest element that

e

* —




morphemes calléd 'phrase structure! levei.
. . S
Transformational-genenative grammar. This gram-

mar fis baﬁéd on. the linguistic|thedry of Noam Chomsky who

what is vhiversal and regular ip man's innate ability to

understand and produce new gr

ticilﬂeggéences (Hartman

\\J

tork, 1972).'

| o
Chqmsky, is tripartite,

'

/This grammar, according

i

/ |
nsisﬁing of (1) phrase-structurg, (2) transformational

/

tructﬁré, and (3) morphophonemic (Th&mas, 1965). The

'phrale structure' deals with the emental. forms of lan-
guagQZ incorporating some of the de cfiptioﬁ of morpheémes
found in struétural grammar. Rigof us rules for gombin-
ing morphemes into‘simple (core or 'kernel') phrases age
/ ‘presentea. Thé 'transformational strhctﬁre' presents {

rigorous rules for”éomblning phrases, e.g;7 rules for

adding adjectives to noun phrases, or changing a sentence

N £

assive voice. "Morphophonemics" incorpo-
phop

from active

elopménts by structural graﬁmarians (particuiérly \

‘élopments concerned wi!h phonemics) as well as discov-

4

- - ~\ "
éﬁ%es by historical grammarians. (Histoerical grammarians
i

Eaded.to our knowledge of Efiglish by tracing changes in

//// usage over time.)
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"frequent vs. infre

Overview of the Stud

" The succeeding chapters ‘include a review of th
literature YChapter II) which reviews studies relatedlto
ent language patterns, awareness:
structure and reading comprehension, number and cémp ex-
ity of structures jand reading; oral miecues and compre-
hension, sek and pther possible moderating variﬁbl
improvement of pgrformance over age and grade. ThF chap-

ter on procedur

used, the populgtion 1nvolved, and the study Fes gn, Thej

4chapter on findings (Chapter IV) presents data aAd dis-

cusses it in delation to the literature that has been

reviewed. Thg final chapter (Chapter V) gives a suﬁﬁagy
(] . ;

an% concIusi ns as well as suggestions for further ;
re%earch. . T / ‘
. ‘ . . ;

f

e j L
Limitatigns“of the @tudy

Conclusions from this study’ are, llmlted bylthe

-~

nature of the populatlon involved, whlch is predomlnantly
rural, small town or suburban, and white.

Results will be further limited by the grade lev-

els involved. : ‘ - : .

ﬁ Because of the limited avallable populatlon for

“

this study, randomization was not p0551b1e. The total

available populations falling within the desired raﬁge;

was used. The sixth-grade‘group<yas pap%icularly small

/ o
(Chapter III) discusses the/éns'ruments,




with only 18 subjects. s

Limitatiens of "the seudy iﬁclude those imposed by
the instruments. The ATSM does not cover all the possi-
ble syntactic structures or their combinations with which
a reader come; in contact although Marcus took examples
from each of the categories presented by the structural-
ist Nelson W. Francis. The ATSM was also found to be
long and frustrafing for the slow readers. The degree to
which they mayf?ave slackened their -efforts may llmlt “the
validity of thelr scores,

The need for a test wi;h a wide range of norms
and one which could be given within a single p:§iod neces-

51tated the use of an 1nstrument that placed a number of

the sub]ects at the upper end of the norms.

-t
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CHAPTER II ' \
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .

Syntactic structure, as a subject for research,
encompasses a large field of study. Most of the studies
are concerned with oral language. Although‘ofal languag
anuisition logically and in sequence precedes reading, AN
generalizations about lang&ége acquisition and develop- |

ment cannot automa¥ically be transferr%d to reading. A

i =

point that a number of zeseérchers have made is that oral K
language development differs from reading in rate of
~acquisition, consciousness and deliberateness of instruc;
tion, delay of reinforcement, and modalities involved in
the process (Singer, 1972). This literature survey is
restricted. to studies of the relationship of syntax with
reading comprehension. ’

. The studies reViewe@ in this chapter appear to
fall int9 the following qategories: (a) the relationship
of language development to reading, (b) the use of fre-
quent vs. les) frequent language patterns, (c) awareness
of stfucture and reading comprehensfngyxwhich includesZ

- teaching lﬁnguag%‘and reading), (d) number and qupléxity
of structpfes aﬁdfcpmprehension, (e) oral miscqes and
12’

19
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™

comprehension,. (f) sex and other possible moderating

3

variables, and (g) improvement in comprehension over the

grades.

The Relationship of Language
Development to Reading : //

’Chomsky's (1971) studj was essent}ally a study gf
oral language competence in respect to certain complex
aspects of English syntax. She also investigated expoi
sure to writ?en language as a source of inpuE in language
developmeﬂt. .The degree of eprsure to &ritten Jlanguage
was measured by a complexity scofe for books, Huck's

£ . ——
inventory of children's literdry background, a master

list of 400 books, and a detailed dist of reading and

materials read aloud. These measures were correlated . ',
J N o

with the stage of_2inguistic devglopmenﬁ of thé'chilaren,
as determined in the first part of the study. Chgmsk§{:%

concluded that there was a strong_;orrelatign‘betWéen

s
-
hd .t

these indexes of reading exposnregapd‘laﬁguage develop-

. P

ment. The relationship of reazzgg;ﬁeas@res to linguistic

stages is given in terms of a / ﬁdall rank correlation

due to the number of ties in the data. A1l the measures

- . . < .
on the child questionnaire, master book list, and reading

-

during a tracked week were found to be significant in
relation to linguistic stages at the .05 level or beyond.

Thirty-six children., ages 6-10, were the subject of- this

v
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study. . S \ .

Loban (1966) conducted a muiti-faceted bngitudi-

nal study (klndergarten through ninth grade) of/ children's
language and the relatlon among their abllltl s in spéak-
ing, writing, listening, and readlng. The study began
with 358 subjects and still had 220 of/them at the end of
10 years. /Within the total group, two grgfps were stud-

ied. intensively. One was designated‘the hiigh group, one
the low group. These two groups repres;ntyd extremes on-
the normal curve in‘ianguage proéicie cy'az determined by
'/teacher ratings #n terms of exéht factors o: whlch read-
¢ /

f ing was just one., In grade

A .
4 thr-ugh49;-ﬁﬁe-Stanford"“

‘and California Achi'evement/ tests/in reading were adminis-

tered. The high group's/mediafn was always more than two

years aboVe chronologig¢al age. The low group began by

-~

= reading one and a ha)f years below chronol gical age, and

/

> in following years° ell further behind. he total group,

/to’the expected age no

¥ 5
was not as cleeé as there<was an- overle% by one member in

/
/

each group.

d v

Stflckland (1962), working W1th grades 2 through

was reading clos .. The range

6, alsozfound a deflnlte relatlonshlp between structure
of oral language and readlng ablllty. In second grade,; .
. superior feaders used greater sentence length in orel

language production. This was also true of sixth-grade

P
*
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readers who were good in oral and silent reading. *They -
-were also found to make more use of movable, subordina-

tion, and to use more'linguistic patterns.

.

Frequent Versus Infrequent : ////
Languagé Patterns ///

Strickland (1962) discovered thg;/frequently used

. . S/
oral patterns of elementary school children differed from

s

those patterns,found on the‘sample”bf pages taken from

reading texts. Ruddéll (l965),lusing fourth-grade stu-~

dents,. went a step further. lUsiﬁg the languagg patterns
discovered inﬂStriéklgnd'é stu§y,,he constru¢ted para-

graphs of frequenfly used syntactic paEterns. Froﬁ*these .
he constructed aibloze test. The results showed éﬁat p -

there was a significant difference in comprehension of

A 4 -

the differing passages in favor of the more frequently

" used patterns. As Schneyer (1970).points out, infrequent

5

[ , M »
Rattgrns may complicate the cloze tgsk, since to a large

\ ) ,
degree it is a measure of redundancy.

TNy N - R -2 ‘, . .

":\TaEE§T supported Ruddell's results with two

"

studies. In the first study (1968), Tatham used Rud-
dell'sxfrequency pdtterns‘to make up a high-frequency .
passage and a low-frequency passage. Multiple-choice

questions were used to test comprehension of these pas-

- ey

sages. The questions tested for literal comprehension,
o M L . .
inferential comprehension, evaluation, and appreciation.

. ]
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Fourth-graders ;were used 65 make the study comparabile _

with.Ruddell'é/study., Two different intelligence groups

(I.Q. of 90 to 115 and 120 and ‘above) were also used.
., - ‘ . .

The passage containing frequently used oral language pat1/
Y ¢ N ' 4 /

terns was comprehended better than the other passage. ' o

The difference in comprehension scores between intelli-
gence levels was: significant at the .05 level.

Tatham's 1970 stﬁay also supported Ruddell's

/ /
results. Again Strickland's data were used to deterﬁ&ne
" » s - -

which sentencesrfrequently appear in children's language.

Tatham's test involved one sentence ana*three pictures, . -

-

one of which'correctly depicted the meaning of the sen-
tence. Her'sgbjec;é included fourth-graders andﬁsecond-

graders. Her results showed that'significantly-ﬁore

~second- an§ fourth-graders obtained highe} scores on the

-~ i i
test using the more freéquently used oral patterns than on /\\\
. ' !
the test using less frequent oral patterns. Fourth-
graders significaﬂtly Qut-pefforméd second-graders. on

both' tests. . ' S
Sﬁith (1970) was ﬁqtefested in the relation

-befween wfitten language patterns as produced by students

at various grade levels and the ability of Studénts at

these same éradé levels to understand these patterns.

Smith (1970) used an.instrument developed for a,study

4 «
) )

conducted by Hunt (1970). ’ , o




Hunt (1976); in his study_of sdhool'childreg in
yrades 4, 6, 8, 10, 12 and of.skilled and unskilled adult
- , .writer§; &sed an instrﬁment of 32 short (meah: 4-1/3

words) ,sentences on the process of extracting aluminum

from:-bauxite. He instructed his subjects to combine sén-
tences in any. way they saw fit without adding'or deleting
any-information. His basic measuring unit was the t unitg

- clausal structure attached or embedded in it [p. 4]." He
. R found that t-unit length;steadily increased over the
¢ grades and that this trend continued with an inc;ease of
t-unit length by the skilled adult writers over twelfth-
;grade performance. The nﬁmber of t units per sentence
. .went steadily downward. Within the normal curve of each
gradé,‘the trend already noted was found with high achiev-
ers (on other achievement tests) having a higher'mgan t-
unit lenéth than the middle group whiéh in turn?had a
’ higher mean than the lower group. The di}ference between
| the high:and low groups was significant at the .05 level.
Smith (1970) used Hﬁnt's protocols to repfoduce.
patterns o »writ;eﬁ language produced by éhildren at.
grades 4, 8, and 12 and skilled adults. Smith discovered
¢ that children in gradés 4,'29, and 11 differed signifi-

& .

cantly in comprehension of the four levels of writing.
. , 5 .

- Grades 4, 5, and 6 read fourth-grade writing best. The;

24

. + one main clause plus any subordinate clause or non- _
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eleventh graée had the most difficulty with fourth-grade

Writing‘of all the passages they read. Students in T

grades 8 through 12 found that it was easier tg read

eighth-grade writing than ei£her fourth-grade writing or .-

passagés by twelfth-graders or skilled adults.‘ o _
Carroll (1970), u;ing third-, gixth-, aﬁd ninth- '//”{

graders as subjects, tested them for their knowledge of
t4

the less frequent grammatical usage of words tH;t may |

. : _ /
occur in more than one function. Two instruments were,

w

used. One instrument had words in high, low, or anoma- .

lous usage. The subject had to indicate whether the

-—-——n*—l ~

wgrds were correctly used. The other measure called fior . *

paraphrasing an underlined word. For 90% of the words ‘ —

the subjects had 'significantly more difficulty in compre- .

*

hending‘tzi\less frequently used grammatical meaning. __
Again, the-results seem to indicate that repeated expé-

o

sure strengthens comprehension.

Awﬁéeness of Structure and | _

Reading Comprehension ' .

%

O'Donnell (1962) found 4 modérate correlation -
between comprehension and knowledge of grammar (.46) and
between comprehension and awareness of structure (.44).
But awareness of gtructure (ability to actually pick"fg
out as demonstrated by author's test) is mqré highly e

1]

related to réading than knowledge of trad;pional gramm%r.

25 . -

-7




This conclusion was?arrived at despite the above correla-

tion by application of a partial correlation to "partial

»

.out“'knowledge of vocabulary. Knowledge of.vocabulary

-

LI ‘ ‘ ¥ 5y
“'accounted for most of the relationship between reading N

and knowledge of Jrammar test scores. Léohnell con-
- %
cludes, however, that the relatlonshlp is not hlgh enough

to justlfy teachlng grammatlcal strudkure as a ma&b

means of developlng reading comprehens1on. o' Donneil s
' ’ @

subjects were 101 high school seniors. -«

s
¢
£

- -/ i
Crews (1968) computed change scores on fourth-

-

grade students who had participated in either a tradi-

-

tional grammér program or a linguistically oriented gragﬁ%'

mar program, In the latter program, thewstudents were
taugﬁ% sector analysis which included instruction fﬁ'the_
@ w

recognition of various units within the total sentence:

v T -

$tructure which are shiftable. This can lead to greater
flexibility of stfructures. An analysis of~>riting sam-

ples and the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test &Survey‘D
3 ’ M R
were the 1nstruments used for evaluatioh. Results, slg;

nificant at the .001 level, favotgg the experimental

~

greup in a variety of sentence structures produced, and:

\

N

* favored the control group in reading comprehension/’

P

Number’ and Complexity of

%ctures and Reading ’ .

Nurss (1966) used picture comprehension and oral

"reading scores to measure the difficulty of readlng

!

. .
' . ’ ' ' ’ -
X

¢ . .
v . . o«
.

4”12'; . . ]
H 6 - ‘.

ry
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. '
sentences that diered in structural depth “(numbe

transformations oved from kernel sentences) and struc-

Y
-~

tural organization (complex, compound, or simple). Sub-
jects were second-gfade studente. Oral clues pointed to
' " . * the Fact that sentences with greatef'strqupral depth
were more difficult ég read But this was not supported
\ by the picture comprehen51on test. The hypothesis that
‘i\;. mQre complex sentences would be more difficult to read
ﬁailed to ;eceive eupport ffom either test. -
< Both Mé;cus and Simons base their studies en the
generative-fransformational grammar concept of deep struc-
ture. ﬁeep structure, as defined b§ Wardhaugh (1969), is:
"The abstract structure postﬁlated as underlying a sen-.
tence. It contains all the information ﬁecesééry for .
semang;c interpretation of that senteﬁce [p. 152]." Two .
sentehces that are paraphrases have the same deg; struc- h

/\
ture but dlfferent surface structd%es ¢

Slmons'(l970) investigated two questions: what * '
is the relationehip betwéen tpe.ability to recover deep
structure and reading cpmpneﬁension, ane is'the &ill of
making a lexical analysis Qf tﬂe main verb positively

related to reading comprehensi'.. To answer the first

question, Simons correlated the’scores from his Deep

* ' ~Structure Recovery Test (DSRT) with the scores frdm two

édifferent comprehension’ teits. One was a cloze test endl_




» .
anothet a traditional comprehension test (thé reaﬁing
suﬁtest of the Metropolitan Ach}evement Test). Rekovery
of deep structures (as measured by the DSRT) appears to-
be an important factor in reading comprehension. 1It‘'is
lmore important in cloze than with the MAT reading festv
Word knowlelge is more important on the MAT reading test
than word recog ition, I.Q., or the ability to recover
deep structure. Apparently the two tests are testing for .

P o~
different skills. 1In the cloze test, it is reasonable to

infer that recovéry of deep structure 1s a nﬁgessary min-
imum to recovering meaning since the blanks force the .~”///’\‘
persoh who isrtaking the test to pfeéict meaning, while
" such \EaietiOn may not be involved 1in a traditional
multiple-choicé conprehension test.‘ ~(_~

The second quéstion regarding lexical analysis of
the main verb was investigaged through a sentence comple-
tion test and a suSsecEion of the DSRT. The résults
showed that the sentence completion test has a small but
positive statistically significant relationship to read-
ing comprehension as meas ed.by cloze and_noné by the
MAT reading.test. For botis, lexicai di;iysis of gﬁe main 4
verb was ﬁoderately related to reading comprehension as
tested by cloze and the MAT~read;ng test. ;Z; girls,
ere was no,relationship to-éither measure. ?he same

X —~

skily as measure&’by the DSRT was not relafted to reading

L
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. comprehension as measured by the cloze test. Subjectd

were fifth-grade students., ‘ R
\ N [

Marcus 41951) developed a test for the puréose of
diagnosing specifid‘difficuities’with basi¢c syntactic
structure. Using a test with 102 questions that tested
17 grammatical structures, Marcus found that an interrup-
tion of the subject-verb-object sequence by a relative
clause in complex sentences caused more difficulty than
if the clause/ﬂid not interrupé that sequence? He fur-
ther 9oncluded that some students did not distinguish
beiﬁeen depotated and implied meaning of words. Some
_stﬁdents showed a lack of understanding of semantic and

syntactic meaning of some function words. The subjects'

-

of this study were in grades 4 through 8. The A Test of

-

‘ Sentence Meaning used for this study was simildr to

Simons' Deep Structure Recovery Test. Both used/a’ \ P
multiple-choice format based on paraphrase. Marcus' tgsﬂf
» N . T e e

i i i ’ cture

had more variety in format, designated what §;;u 1 /§

were being tested, and was of greatér length. - _

-7

The degree to which/ﬁnde;standing various. con-

* - y /‘/ -7 . L . P )
junctions ‘'related to regding‘comprehen51qn was investi-
e / - A

gated b f éatrklglﬁ¥., éh gave her ﬁggfgg-grade sub- /)/f;/
. ects two tests for coygreheﬁsion oﬁ/é;njupctigpsff;i;

-—

- multiple-choice and cloze test,- Steopdt found that there
L~ S T .

s . . 4 .
was a significant retationship between understand;;g —_

-~

-

L 4

-

r~ |
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conjunctions and readi comprehension. Stoodt also .

found that there is a significant difference in diffi-

¢
culty of various conjunctions.

.Fagan (1971) was interested in exploring the< ﬂ* T (::::::
question of whether the number and type of transforma- ' ‘
tions in a passage wotld affect reading comprehension. .

. Using a cloze procedure\with these fourth-, fifth-, and
4 sixth-grade subjects, Fagan found that deletions and -
embedding tended to make sentences more difficult.’ He

- concluded tbét sentence dlfflculty, more than paragraph }
.’ b

e

. dlfflcult/i was dependent on the dlfflculty of transfor-
me/IOns, and that tpls was probably due to redundancy.’
”’éte number of transformations within a sentence were not

K found to affect difficulty of comprehension. This dié\

not agree with the results of some prev1ous researchers.
Bormuth, Carr, Manning, “and Pearson (1970), wusing
Kﬁffdﬁrth-grade subjects,'giviged some 55 ekills into three
broad categoriés: eentehce, anaphora, and intersentence.

'Paragféphs.were conetructed and four different types’of

/////;7% L wh-queetions were asked to detetmine.literal coﬁﬁgegen-
sidn.« The test was given to fourth-grade subjeets. The “
mean pércentages oﬁ.correct answers Qere as tpllows:

_sentence 73%, anaphora 77%, and intersentence 588%. Bor-

muth concluded that the three skills tested were homoge-

neous since there was a significantly greater difference

Q »

30 y
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- ' -
in difficulty between skills than between differeg;/ﬁea- ‘ ‘

) N . . o - ;
sures of the same skill. There is also some ewvidence ‘\~\\\\\ kY

that there may be some hierarchies among skills. ’ o
A 1

% & - ‘

\

Oral Miscues and Comprehension

Ordinarily we think of oral miscue$ as giving a '
L] L |
|

clue to a student's word recognition skills, and as such
L J .
. would not be evidence to consider in a chapter surveyipg

syntax and comprehension. Goodman (1972) admits that a '
: 4 _—
gtudent can learn/tgzphonblogically decode without com-
- v . 7 : |
prehension as a bérrmftzvah boy may learn Hebrew script

to recode into chanted oral Hebrew without uhderstanding

. »

i

A what he is chanting. But decoding normally engages the .

.- a . i
reader in semantlc analysis and prediction of meaning and

- syntactic order. -Ggodman states that‘!. the basis of his

research he foun: at proficient readers decode directly

from graphic stimuylus, then encode from the deep struc-

ture.

Their oral output is not directly relatdd to the
graphic stimulus and may involve transformation in
. vocabulary and syntax, even if meaning is retained. .
. If their comprehen51on is 1naccurate, they will . a
encode this changed or 1ncomplete meaning as- oral
output (p. 63] .

» ~ . g 1]
R .

This bécomes clear in a case study cited by Goodman
. ~ (1972). A fourth-grader read the line "Might as well

study wordsteanings first" as "Might as well study what .

'it means [GgodmaQ, 1972, p. 58}]."
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Using the same basic reasoning, Ohaver (1971)

explored the difference in reading tactics between col- -

lege freshmen who scored 12 or more percentile points

higher on either the vocabulary or éomprehensi@ﬁ subtest

of The Nelson-Denny Reading Test than they scdfeduon,the .

v

other subtést. Ohaver used dn expression type instrument‘ )

with sentences, semi-grammatical sentences, and ungram-

matical strings*randomly assembled together. 3e found

that the higher comprehension students used both syntac- ~ -

tic and semantit cues, ﬁhiie'tﬁe h;gher vgzabulary stu-

dents u;;d mainly syntactic cues. He concluded that

higher comprehension students were trying taq recover

. v : a
. Mmeaning. /// , s
A

/ ’

‘.' ” \

‘ Sex and Other Possible . ) )
Moderating Variables :

- any findings on moderati variables. -

-

Ruddell (1965)

ferences'existed/ét the .0l level between comprehension

scores ip/fgii ion to (a) father's occupational level, _

Ve a ;
(b) educatighal background of parents, (c¢) intelligence
- : and ment age, and (d) ch}onological age, of subjects. ,

No significant difference was found in comprehension
- )

scores in relation-to sex although there is an interaction '

L 4 I'd

P — L4 - N

+

14

¥ 2 -
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/ significant at the .0% level, suggesting that boys have
N more difficulty than girls comprehending low-frequency N
patterhs.

Tatham (1970}, wﬁo'was also interested in fre-
quent vs.“infreqﬁent oral language patterns applied to
reading, foundfthat girls did consistently better in
cross-grade sex comparisons; but withjene excepgion it

wae not significant. The te;al group of girls did sig-

nificantly better than thé total group of boys on the

test of frequent oral language pafterns. But, in gen-
eral, Tatham concluded that the reeults of the study
indicated greef QafieéiGggef‘abiiity within each sex,

.rather than pointing/to.treatment of each sex as a
'group.

« Stoodt (l97&;pfeund that there were significant
relations between undefetanding conjunctiens and sex, -
socioeconomic levels and intelligence, all inasthe

'<expected directions. - ‘ -

: Siﬁbns {1970) found that girls were superior to
boys in recovery of deep structure, but that there //g.no

(sex-dlfference in the importance of the.skill as an aspect
of reading comprehension when measured by cloze. For

both séxes, *he ability to recover deep structure is a

more\(mpbrtant aspect of reading ‘comprehension as mea-

sured by cloze than is I.0.,-word knowledge, and word
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<

i%ié&%ékill. For boys, word recognition ;kill and
skill of re%&&efing deep structure are both more impor- /
tant in reading comprehension as measured by the Metro-
bolitan Achievement Test, Reading Subtest, than word
knowledge or I.Q. For girls, word knowledge is much more
important than the other three skills on tﬁé MAT Reading
Tést.

Improvenent of Performance
Over Age and Grade

In those studies where more than one/géade was
involved, it is of interest to see if older'stuQ3nts did
. Yo
better on the task than students had-done in precedingﬁ
grades.
Marcus found that students did better in each

higher gradé\from fourth grade to eighth grade. This was

(-

A

true even though word knowledge wés‘controlled, time

¢

// unlimited, and structures presumably "basic" ones. There

" was ‘a 21l-point difference between the fourth- and the
- ht

eighth-grade mean scores. In Smith's study (1970), the

»

older étudents (tenth-, eleventh-, and- twelfth-graders)

read consistently better than the fourth-, fifth-, and

-

sixth-graders on all levels of writing. Although Fagan's

/(study (1971), had subjects ranging from 9 to 12 years of

13 N

‘-age in grades 4 through 6, theje is no mention of signif- ~

icanﬂ7resplts relating to thesé two factors. Tatham el fiyg“

- . P h
2 s ~
o
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(1970) dealt with two~grade,leveLs in her study. .The N
fourth-graders out-performed the second-graders on both
frequ%gt and infrequent syntactic structunres. Carroll

»

(1970) usefl _students in the third, sixth, and ninth

grades.,. He concluded that acquisition of lexico-
grammatic meaning was a slowibrbcess far from complete
by the ninth grade. Each ;gcceeding,grade”did better

than the ﬁ?ecedlng one,
Q'y,;’" 3 ‘

's" 4

Summar%g&;

” Wadi

S To summarize, the various categories into which
K o

the studies wgre grouped will be re?iewed briefly.

here is apparently a positive relationship

LY

ral language development and exposure to reading .
Y 1971;'ana bet;een oral language develobment and
succegssful reading (Loban; 1966; Strickland, 1962).

~ b. Syntactic patte;ns which appear more frequently
in’ students’ lahguage are easier for studénts to compre-
?end in reading (Carroll, 1970- Ruddell, 1965- Tatham,

1968 1970) There is alSO/év1dence that theg_,&s a

/

‘zrelatlonshlp between patterns frequently used ﬁﬂ'a stu—

~‘i€dent s writing and ability to comprehend sudh patterns

&¥prehension« Q'Donnell (1962) found a higher correlafion

b4
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/i,

/ T e

between the‘ayareness of structure and comprehension than

c between;kncwledge of traditional grammar and comprehen-,

t

sion. But neither correLation Was high Crews (1968)

4————dlseevered that—aﬁisnguistreally orlented“course resulted

in more var1at10n ‘of structure in students wrltlng,.but

that students who took a traditlonalygrammar‘course made

iy ..
b

greater advances in reading., - © .~ . o

A}

d. Nurss (1966) found that there was no support

for the idea .Ehat complex sentences made comg‘énenslon
\M

more dlfflcult. Greater -structural depth made oral read-

’

7 iﬁg more difficult, but.not silent reading according to
the results of the picturetebmprZH%bsion test., Several
studies showed that students had nct ccmpletely mastered

ﬁarious.syntactic patterns. '
e, By use of-orairreading miscﬁes, Ohaver (lb?l)/

was ‘able to infer a difference in reading strategies by

- /

.college freshmen who scored 12 percentile poin{s’higher

on ‘either the vocabulary or comprehension part;of a read-
ing test ‘than they did on the other part,

N

f. Sex differences were found by Ruddell (1965)

A3

\

e in an interaction, suggesting that boYs had a more diffi--

cult time than girls in comprehending lom—frequency lan-
< 'guage patterns. Tatham noted that girls did signifi-
cantly better than boys on the frequent oral patterns.‘

,
RN L .
§ . ‘ ®

3

Stoodt (1970) fcu?g relationships between sex, éES, and

6 &

®
’

/

Al




- intelligence with the ability tOvuﬁaerstapd the relation-
ships signaled By- conjunctions. Simons (19705 also found

S that girls interacted with the two measures in a different

. - '
. . ____wWay than boys. e N -
.« - . g. In~ general there was’ an~1mprovement in compre-

A

ﬁen§1on of the various syntactic patterns as grade and age

,progfésSed (Carroll, 1970 Marcus, 1971; Smith, 1970;

"“Tatham, 1970). .
« { . ’ .
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CHAPTER III .. -’

PROCEDURES ) : &

This chapter will define the population involved
\

in this study, discuss the selection and construction of

- tests used in this study, and describé the design of the

e 3 3

study.

* o

Population

Three categories of subjects weére used for this
study: ninth-grade slow readers, hinth—grade good read-

ers, and Eixth—grade readers. The Nelson Reading Test

was used for the initial screening with 52 sloWw ninth-

-

grade readers, 49 ninth-graders from heterogeneous ninth-

grade English classes, and 40 students placed"in the
sixth grade. As a result of this screening,'BO slow
ninth—qradq’regders (gréde equivalents 5.6'to 7.5), 30
good ninth-grade readers (g;ade equivalents 8.7 to 10.5),
and 18 gixth-grade readers (grade equivalents 5.0 to 7.5)
were available as subjects for the study.

The populatipﬂ of the Hunterdon Central High
School district, from which the subjects of this study
were chosen, is predominantly white,. middle class and

rural, residential (suburban), or* small town. Of a total

A © 31

38 . .
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.. populatioén of 24\856 fl96 persons :are listed as being of

races other than Cauca51an. Of this number, 111 are

black (Hunterdon Couﬁnzgplannlng Boar? 1972).

The median 1ﬂgbme for the area is $114337 (Bureau

of Census, 1972). o -

Of the fopulatlon of the county, 72.3% is clani-

fied the Census Bureau as rural, non-farm population;

epsus, 1972).

There is considerable commuting from this area.

Only 55% of all workers in the county work in the county /.

\
of residence (Bureau of the Census, 1972).

- -, -

Selection of Tests

The Nelson Reading Test, Revised Edition, ‘was the
— -

test chosen to measure tha reading level for this_study.
Because this study involved subjects residing at, and
placed at, different grade levéis, the broad faige~8P
norms covering the elementary and junior hiqh grades
(grades’% to 9) was necessary if one‘test was to be used

2

for all subjects.

The .Nelson Reading Test gives three scores, a
vocabulary score, a paragraph comprehensmon score, and a’

total readlng score. One hundred items measure vocabulary

-

. ' 39
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. . ., ’ F3 ) )
in context. Seventy-five items measure the three skills . '
of reading for main idea, reading for detail, and pre-

dicting outcomes. The 1922 revision-of the test (with
’ .

new gorms) addéd séme more difficult and varied material
c : .

to the test. Item analysis was coﬁputed for items from ' *  #
the three earlier forms to make a more discriminating—

test. o ¢ .
r ]

Alternate form refiabilityﬁbéefficients for grade

,,,,,

6, wﬁich was' one of the grades involved in this studys

/(

“y § N
was 87 for the voggburﬁgﬁksubtest, .85 for the paragraph

subtest, and .91 for the total score. At the ninth-grade

~level, the alternate form reliabilfty coefficient is .86

> r
for the vocabd;ary subtest, .87 for the paragraph subtest,

and .92-for the total score. ! L, o
Congruent validity was estaglished with tﬁe Io&a
Test of Basic Skills and ?pe ﬁélson-Den?y Reading<T€g;.
At the sixth-grade level,‘ggeizgrrelatiéh coefficiént
between vocabulary score§ gn Tﬁe Nélsoaneading'Test and
the subtest of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills is .7%. .The
coefficient between the two paragraph subtests is‘.76.
At the ninth-grade leﬁéi*_:hﬁ cérrelation coefficient n ’
between the tota; reading scores of The Nelson-Dexny ‘
Eéading Test and The ﬁelson Rqadin Test is .54‘(Nelson;
1962) . ’ -

Standardization procedures weré characterized by

o~
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1 ’ -H. A. Robinson to be, "meticulous and compréhensive [in

\f

Buros) 1965, p. 802]3&%A multiple-cluster sampling plan
B i‘x . N
was used with the whole gountry as the original base; -~

8,%44 students were ‘used for Form A which is the form’

4

used in this study (Nelson, 1962).

The standard error of measurement for Form A,
o . '

sixth grade, in terms of grade -.equivalents (in months),ﬂE

~ghls 2-.4; .in raw scores it is 3.38. The standard eiror of

-~

. ' (measurement for Form A, ninth grade, ié 3.0 mopkhs in
terms of grade équivalehts and 3.0‘points in éZ::; of raw
scores (Nelson, 1962). '

Two of Robinson's critiéisq; of the test are that-

the answer sheets may be difficult for the youngest stu-

[} 0

dents to handle and that the norms do not go high enough'

»

for very good readers in the junior high (in Buros, 1965f7

Thé first criticism does not apply to tpe subje;ts of.
this study because these subjects do not include third-,
foﬁrth-, or fifth-graders. The second criticism-'does not
pertain because our gutoff point for purposes of selec-
:tion was, 10.5 so that the norms are adequéﬁe. -

The one telling criticism is that some,of the

alterngfive answers in the comprehension section are too
9 .

-~ easily‘elimiﬂ}téd. ,Nevertneless;:g;;iqupﬂponcludes fhat

-~

The Nelson,Readin?‘Teét.fs ". . . an adequate gross meas

s

sure of readlné achievémgnt [in Buxos, 19653 p. 802]." °

2
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A Test of Senééﬁée‘ﬁgéninq; developed by Aipgrt
D. Marcus, was used as the main instrument oflthis study.

Marcus (1971) selected his syntactic categories
from those described as basic 5y the structural linguist,

ﬁ. Nelson Pranc¢is. According to this version of struc-
. tural grammar,\“all syntactic struétu;es iE sentences are
. manifestatiqns of one or more of thesé tYées EP' 50}."
The foﬁracategories are defined by Marcus in the fo}low-

.

ing manner, . , — .3 .

a. Structures of modification consist of two immedi-
ate constituents, a head and a modifier. '
b. Structures of predication consist of two immediate .
constituents, a subject and a predicate. '
’ c. Structures of complementation consist of two imme-
' ) diate constlyuents, a verbal element and a comple-
ment.
d- Structures of .coordination have ‘two Oof more imme-
diate constituents, which are syntactically equiv-
. alent units joined in a structure whlch functlons
as a 51ngle unit [p. 50].

Marcus (1971) turned to a transfofmational-

v’ . generative theory-'of grammar to develop the test that

could measure a stadent's skill at deriving meaning from
the above structures. According to this theory, sen-
. o “
§ :

tences having different surface structures can be gener-

ated from the same kernel sentence or sentences. Test

items were developed by ". . . factoring sentences into
their underlying kernels and by°comparing transformations
"

‘ with equivalent meaning {[p. 51}.

Lexical content and in%érnal punctuation were/ -
H - ‘f ‘

-~ . -

.
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confrolled. The ﬁost frequently used words from the
lists of Dale, Thorndike and Lorge, and Rinsland were
used. (In addition, when the tests were given, the '
examiners offered to answer questiéps of pronunciation
and meaning if a student made such a request [Marcus,
1971].) '

- From 27 structures which the literature suggest
may cause probiems in reading comprehension, 17 were
selgcted and classified- within the four categofies
aer%dy given. A fifth category was constructed for a
combination of structures. : ‘ .

Using the basic principle that discrimination
between same and dlffefent meanings indicated ability
- to derive meaning from structures, Marcus developed four
different formats for his multiple-choice questions. For-
mat 1 called for identifying another senteice with the
same meaning as the 1e€ad $entence. Format 2.requi;ed the -
- idéntification of the one sentence that did not have thé
same meaninq as all the others. Format 3 required the
test-taker to break down senfences into kernels and
recognize's%atements that said éomethigg true about a
given sentence. Format 4 required the test-taker to
select two sentences which togefher gave the whole mean-

L]

~ing of the lead sentence.

Test items. were submitted to three linguists who
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independently evaIﬁgted the items as to whether they were
actually the designated structures, whether they were nat-

ural sentences, and whether meqnings were equivalent or

4

different as the item required.

The test consists. of 102 items. Six items test

™

each of the grammatical structures.
The ATSM was adminisgered by Marcus to 487 boys

and girls in grades 5, 6, 7 and 8 from disadvantaged area

schbols and from middle-class area schools.

¢

Reliability, using:the Kuder-Richardson Formula

20, was computed for each item for all four grades. Reli-

" i . .
ability coefficients ranged from .95 for grade 5 to .89
o -
for. grade 8. )

As was expected, grade ;verages increased from
" the fifth to'eighth gradé with the eighth grade averéging
21~m;re items coépectly answerpd‘than the fifth grade
(Marcus, 1971). The mean percentag€ increased from the ’ -
fifth to the elghth grade for each of the 17 struétures
also (Marcus, 197%).- ] —

Although the test was given to a relatively smalln
number) the ATSM showed evidence for reliability and con-
tent validity.which made it a good. instrument for this -

[ 4

study.

Study. Design
~

The Nelson Reading Test, Revised Edition, was : K

¢

administered to the available population of sixth-graders, |

-~

“
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ninth-grade slow readers, and a class of ninth-grade
readers from heterogeneously groupéd.English classes.

Due to the limited available population for this study,

the entire population scoring betﬁi?n the desired ranges
was used. | '

~ The Nelson Réading'fest was administered to 52
ninth-grade-students taking a special reading course for .
students readigg one Oor more years belé& grade level.
From this population, 80 étudenég who scored from 5.0 to
7T§‘in grade equivalents were selected as subjects for
this study. The mean reading level (in grade equivalents)
of this group %as computed. The mean level\rounded off -
to 6.1.

~
The Nelson Reading‘Teé% was also administered to

ﬁinth-grade students from heterogeﬁeoﬁsly grouped English
classes. Thirty-two students scored between 8.5 and 10.5.
The lowest two readers within this range weré eliminated
for purposes of widening the gap between the two reading
ranges involved so that there would be a greater chance
of population differences. This brought the range to |
8.7'to 10.5 for the grouﬁ designated as "good ninth-grade
readers."

From 46 sixth-graders, 18 scored between 5.0 and . -

7.5, which was the range of the ninth-grade slow readers. -

These 18 sixth-graders became the "sith-grade readers"
: - ¢

4+

-~ —_— —




for this study. . . ///’

-
—

Since this study was aéﬁinistered about halfway - e
through the school year, the range for each category -
appears to be feasonable, takihg into account ?he no;ggi/
range of students at any grade level. B

. The studen in the three categories meeting the

reading level teria were then given A Test of Sentence -

Meaning (ATS} The standardized instructions deyeioped,
by Marcus Qere ead to each group. This included instruc-
tions to the sthdents to raise their hands and ask for

words to be pronounced or meanings given. This was to
further discéunt the vocabulary factor in this study.

The testing ‘sessions were divided into three parts. Stu- .
den};~mgsxcould not finish within an allotted period were
given extra time..

Results were analyzed using the Kruskal-Wallis

one-way analysis of variance by ranks. This test was

.
-

used to determine if any of the three groups of subjects
came f¥om genuinely different populations'(Siegel, 195%6).

A post ho¢ proc¢edure was used to determine which of the

groups came from genuinely d;fﬁerent populations., The "

- 5

‘Kruskal-Wallis. formula was used because the low number of . N

subjects in the sixth-grade group indicated that the data
P T
should be treated as non-para@htrlc data. . /

A Pearson-Product Mom%nt Correlation was also
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calculated to determine the degree of, relationship between

. % . . . . /
. *  ‘reading scores and scores on the ATSM for each ofd;he

!/ ) %

‘ three groups.
R
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION d

The purbose oflthis study was to explore the
ability of ninth-grade slow readers to comprehend various
é&htactic,structhres in comparison with ninth-grade good
readers and readers‘reading on about the same grade level
as the slow ninéh*grade réaders. The mean reading level
of the slow ninth-grade readers, in terms of a grade
equivélent, was 3.1. A s%xth-grédquroup of readers yith
the same range in terms 6f géade qurV?}énts'was chosen’

as the Eﬁird group&ﬁor purposes of comparison.
b-- ! /" .
The grade levels at which each group read was

determined by administering The Nelson Reading Test.

%

A Test of Sentence Meaning (ATSM), develoﬁed b& \ff

-

AlBert D, Marcus, was administered to all subjects. ’
- ‘ ' .t! :
Presentation of Data s d

For purposes of comparing the ability of niSEh-'
grade slow readers, ninth-grade good readers, and sixth-

grade readers, scores for the three different groups were

A

ranked and the Kruskal-Wallis formula was used because

the sixth-grade group, was composeéed of only 18 subjects.

‘The Kruskal-Wallis formula is for ohe-wéyfanalysig’of

N
LY
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The Kruskal-Wallis ohe-

variance of nonéarametric aatat/
way analysisuof variance is Spﬁputed for the purpose of . - //)

)"

deciding whether a given nuﬁ%er of independént sémple§ :

/ -

- -

are from different popu}ations as opposed to’represegting '

*

- - ' ¥ .
mere chance,yariation/ég expected among seveéral random : T

/.

samples of the samelpopulation. The use of this proce-

4

dure assumes gn underlyinhg continuqus diétribution

. »
Siegel, 1956). . i
The raw sgores from the ATSM Wererrénked and the
KruskalyWallis one-wa§ analysis‘ofnvarigﬁée was computed. ) L
7 Tpe ,esuits were significant at;the .001.1level, A post - P

p
hg¢ procedure was then used to determine between which

B3

;/yaroups there was a significant difference.. Results ;
7" showed that there* was & significant differeqce between . e
) ~ > ' "“ » .aly J v
. the performance on the ATSM by the slow nlnéﬁ-grade read-
. . f

_.+ers-and the good ninth-grade readers. There was no sig- -

"y

N ) J ) U

. nificant difference between_the_sixth-grade readerd and '

1 . e N : 1 l
either of the other two groups. .

.
*

To explore’ the relationship between comprehensién
. l i .
of syntax as measured by the ATSM and\reading ability, a -

<

- \
Pearson Product Moment Correlation wai computed between

; each group's raw scgres~from the ATSM and their raw .

-

scores from The Neélson Reading Test., The'resulting cor-

relation coefficients were .70 for the sixth grade; .23

. »

for the ninth-grade slow readersi«and -.03 for the

1]
»

a
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',~nin£h-grade good readetrs (Table 1).

—_— . . ,
For a ;lightly more detailed picture of the per-
§Ormance of gheyghreé differént groups on the 17 syngac-
ticrstructureé that ;ere'teséed in the ATSM, a préfile of
;he average performance of each group on each of the 17
étrubtures was plotted on a graph (see Figure i).
| Each syntactic structure wds tested by six

multiple-choice items. "The cluster of six items was

graded‘goqd_(o-l'wrong), fair (2 wrong), or poor (3 or

more items wrong), according to Marcus® design. ‘For pur-

poses of comparing the performances of the three groups

on the 17 individual syntactic structurés, the good, fair,
and poor were converted to ranks of 3, 2, i,.respectively.
A mean fank for eachfgroup's performance on each itém was

-

computed. These mean ranks, carried to the hundredth.w 4
place, were plotted on a graph, To further interpret the
graph, a ﬁéan rank score and .a median rank score were
computed for each group (see Table 2). 'The mean rank for
the ninth-grade slow readers was 1.68, ﬁleamedian score,
I,S?. The,mean rank for thé sixth grade was 2.01, the

(4

median score, 2.06. The mean rank for the,nintqrgrade

.good readers was 2.34, the median score, 2.37.

Discussion )
'As a result of this étudy, hypothesis A (p. 5),

there is no significant difference between the mean scores

50 A_ S
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Seventeen syntactic structurgg of ALTést of Sentence o

Meaning in order that they appear in Figure 1. -

-

1. Direct object/indirect object sequence.

2. Relative clause modifies subject.

3. Passive voice in relative clause.

4. Relative clause modifies direct objéct.

}5. Relative clause modifies object of pf%pdsition.

~/5. Complex sentences with two relative clauses.

I 7. Direct object/objéctive'complement sgquehce.

/ 8. Shbjectivg compléﬁent embedded as moaifier.
9.~Prepositioﬁal phrase modifiers. . ' }h .

10. Passive voice in simple sentence. - g

' \
11. 'Included clauses. \

. .1

,;.

K

. s

12, Recognition of transformation of nominalizatiog@i?gﬁgft
active verbs.

13. Coordination of phrasés.

14. Elliptical structures of cgbrdination.

15. Coordihation of Subordinate clauses.

16. Coordination of independent clauses.

‘17. Combination of structure.

. e
-
<
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A=A

Ninth-grade good readers
Sixth-grade readers

Ninth-grade slow readers

" 307

I7

15 16

1213 14

2 3456 7 89 100

N

0

Syntactic Structure
ank scores of three groups of re

enteen syntactic structures.

7fers
/

v

Mea
on

Figure 1.
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‘ o ", TABLE 2
MEAN AND MEDIAN RANK SCORES =~ ¢
. (FOR FIGURE 1) *
o ' o " Mean .~ Median .
- ’ rank score . rank score :
Sixth-gréde yeaders . 2.01 2.06
Ninth-grade slow readers ' -+ 1.68 ﬁ
Ninth-grade gooc’iq readers - 2.34 2.37
, >~ . ¢
o ‘ A
. D ) ‘.‘ x ‘
] /‘ - ’ .. . :;:,.
. ; . RN ) * " N .‘t‘
( , N ) N :u 5‘1 . . . “~‘I .
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r. ) 6qﬁ§he ATSM of the ninth.-gr~ e slow readers and the ninth-

v 'g;aae ébod readers, is rejected.- Hypo;ﬁesis B, there is
o« no significant difference be%yéeg the scé;erén the ATSM |
gﬁiﬁ ..of ‘the ﬁinéh—grade’slow réaders\aﬁd sixthfgféde readers ‘
* who are placed in, anq reading on, the ﬁean reading grade 3
llevel of the s}bw ninth-drade readers, cannot be rejecteqﬁ
\ Good nipth-grade readers evidently comprehend the
-syntactic structures tested by the ATSM at a significantly g§
piéher‘level than slow,ninth—grade readers. This lack,o.
:;;::>';. ‘ éoﬁérehension on the paft of slow ninth-~grade: readers maf\
» . . : contribute to their slow development in reading. This
lack of comprehension may, in turn, be affected b& intel-
ligence which was not méagured in this study. It may
also be affected by affectivé factors found both in their
dttitude toward reading in-sgeneral, and more specifically
found in the testing situation. The ninth-grade slow
readers found the ATSM to be long, répetitivé in the type
’ of task performed, and genefally fé@strating. This was
evidenced through ﬁéﬁp%nts guch as "Do we have to finish
Gl .
this?" and gestures such as rubbing the eyes anduturning
. to ga?e frequentl§ out the window. The ninth-grade slow <
readers took longer to domplete"each sectio?/}han,éither\
of the other two groups.

The sixth-grade.readers' perfgrménce on the ATSM

was not identical with the performance%of.the ninth-érade
“

A ’ _ AN
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z
slow readers as can be seen by the difference in mean"

ATSM siores. The ninth-grade slow readers' meah raw
score was 51.8, the sixth-grade readers' was 65.4. The i

differénce can also be seen in the profiles of the two

groups| performance on the 17 syntactic structures (see

Figure| 1).. The size of the sixth-grade group (n = 18)
may have also affected the outcome.

Another indication that the sixth-grade group :nd
the ninth-grade slow readers did not perform equally wis

the difference in correlation coefficients between the- .

two groups as a result relating raw scores from the

ATSM and The Nelson -Readin Testf’/fhi; Qas true even
though their Wéan reading scores were close (see Table 1).
The sixth-grade readers had a relatively hggh correlation
of .70. .The ninth-grade slow reader; h@dlaﬁ*aimost non-
existfﬁf/sgffglg;ion/of”T§§T_‘XﬁfﬁfEﬁEffco?relaéion was
éqmpﬁ%ed between the ninth-grade slow readers' raw com-
preéhension subtest score of The Nelson Reading Test and
the ATSM. The correlation coeffiecient was .25. This

rule® out the involvement of the GBEBQelary subtest in

-

\. ~ +

[

" the correlation, though it-obviously did not rule out the

vocabulary factor in the comprehensién subtest.
This seems to. indicate that in some ways the two

reading populations differed “in strategies in Treading.

¢ i

<
<L
\
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';s evident that each group found some structures more

’

50

redundancy and overall contextual clues when réading.’

e.

g —

The sixth-grade readers may rely more heavily on compre-

hending each individual sentence, a‘task more comparable
l
to that performed on the ATSM. The Nelson Reading Test,

R,

comprehension subtest; involves reading a paragraph and
answering three multiple-choice questions covering pre-
diction, main idea, and detail. The\test might not have
bé;;igzggzziently diagnostic for thi§>study. A cld;e
test, which involves the ability to place words correctly
according to syntax, may have yielded a higher correla-
tion with the performance.of the n;nth-grade slow readers

on the ATSM.

4t -

Mdhy of the/ﬁazfg;%~9iscussed above also apply to
, .

the ninth-grade good readers. A; additional factor should
be mentioned. The mean raw score for the ninth-grade good
readers on The Nelson Reading Test was 113.3. The stan-
dard deviation was 6.6 (see Table 1). The scores cluster

around the mean in a manner that makes correlations,

.

essentially a ranking procedure, difficult to make. A

~ 3

larger group might have had a higher correlatioﬁ.‘
It is not the purpose of this paber ‘to analyze

the syntactic structures in this test in detail. But it'
/ )

y

§ifficult than others. A brief look at the structures

that gave the.most difficulty will give more meaniﬁg to

e -
-

|

(IO
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the graph presented in Figure 1.

The rank of 2-repre§ents "fair" comprehension of

each.éyntactic strﬁctuf€>knvolved. The ninth-grade slow
" readers scored less than 2 (or fair cemprehension) on 11

X . N < \. .
syntactic structures. The sixth-grade readers scored

less than "fair" on 8wstructures. The ginth-grade good
readers scored less than "fair" on 3 structures. " The

groups themselves come out ranked with the ninth-grade
slow’readers/at tﬁe bottom, the ninth-grade goed readers
et the top, end the sixth-graders in betweee.
S The ninth~grede slow readers was the only group

to rank below 2 on structure.2, relative clause modifies

'

\subject; Example:‘ "The boy to whoﬁ\she gave the rabbit

v

climbgd.throu?h the hole }p/the fence [Marcus, 1971,

p. 58]:" Two 30551ble dlfflcultles in comprehen31on

mlght be the 1nterrupt10n of the subject-verb sequence

.

and the problem of pronoun reference. _ : :
The mean of'the sixth—grade readers fell a llttle

‘,'- 1 =" ».4

below. 2. (1. 94) on structure '3, pa551VQ ‘Vaice 1n relatlve

. "l'

clause, Example "The two men who were attacked by the

police ran‘around the corner [Marcus, 1971, p. 591."

, Since the pdssive voice in the simple sentence did not

M

" give this groub much difficulty, it seems safef;g con-

clude that it was the relative clause that made this con-

AN
-t

struction~difficuit. | ‘ .

3

e Vg
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Structure 5, relatiVe clause modifies [object of

prepositiqg, gave difficulty to both the sixtﬁ-grade read-
ers aﬁd the slow ninth-grade readeré. Both gfoups had a
mean rankgiess than i, A%}hougb the ninth+grade good
readérs ranked above 2, they dipped below ;heir own median
of 2.37. Exambl;: ;“The uncle of the boysi§ho were swim-
miﬁg drowned in a‘boat accident yesterday ([Marcus, 1971,
g%\SQ]."' %gain %he problem appéared to be oﬁe of pronoun
reference. :

l Bdth the sixth- agd the'ninth-grade‘slow'readérs
had considerable trouble with structure 6, witﬁ scores of
1.28 and 1.14, respectively. Although above 2, the ninth-
grade good reade;s fell below their owﬁ median score.

This structure dealt with complex sentences with two rela-
tive clauses. Example: "The woman whom Uncle Robert
admifed handed th gift}to the doctor whom she visited
[Marcus, l97l,fp. 59}." The problems seem to be a repe-
tition\of those mentioned above: ipterrupted subject-
verb sequence and pronoun referéncé.

Only the ninth-grade slow readers fell'below the
rank of 2 for structure number 7, direct object/ohjective
complement sequence. Example: "He brought the woman her
son [Marcus, l97l,~p. 60]." The transposing of éhe

direct object to the gnd of the sentence and the deletion

of 'to' might be a rela%ively unfamiliar pattern for the
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ninth-grade® slow ‘readers.

Structure 8, subjective complement embedded as

- modifier, gave trouble.to both the sixth-grade readers

aﬁd the ‘ninth-grade slow readers with scores of 1.89 and
1.43; respectively. Example: “"The'old man outside owng
a small catb[Marcus, 1971, p. 61]." It is difficult to
see what the problem is Here. There must have been some
difficulty in determihing which-noun was being modifiea.
Structure 9, prepositional phraselmodifiers, was

.

the nadir of performance for both the sixth-grade readers

aﬁa\tQ;:Bintn-grade good readers with scores of 1.22 and
1.47, spectively. The ninth-grade slow readers' score
oﬁ 1:13 Qas thg lswesﬁ écore of this gréu?°shared with
tgs»éameﬂscoreffor structure 6. Tgis apbarently was the
most difficult structure for ali three groups. Example:
"Jane gave the cooky behind the jar to the boy [Marcus,
1971, p. 58]." Again there is'the problem of what does
/7' v

N

_ Structure 11, included clauses, gave difficulty

the mgdifier modify.

to both the sixth-grade readers and the n?ﬁth—grade slow
readers. Both'groups scored below 2. Although the
ninth-grade readers did not fall below the rank of 2, or
'fair' compreﬁenéion, they did fall below their own median
score. Example: "Everyone-tknows that,he is a liar [Marj

cus, 1971, p. 62]." The use of a clause in place of a

«

6V
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_word for part of speech must be a complicating factor

F}
in comprehéysibn.

-The ‘sixth-grade readers and the ninth~grade slow

» - [}
readers fell below 2 on structure 12, recognition of

b

transformatipn of nominalizations into active verbs. The

[
ninth-grade good readers, while ranking above 2, fell {
below their own median score. ) Example: changing "on
Bob's instructiohs . . ." into. "Bob instructed . . . [Mar<

. . /S~
cus, 1971, p. .60}." Twz difficulty of changing from one
part of speech to another is obvious. ‘ ~
For some unknown reason, the ninth-grade good

readers, dipped below the fair comprehension mark on a

&
structure that neither the sixth- nor the ninth-grade ”
poor readéfs had difficulty with. sE?G;;;i:n14/ ellipti- I
cal structures of.coordination, involves deletion of ele-
ments given previously in the sentence. Example: "Anne
askéd Jane’ to come at six and Mary at noon [Marcus, 1971,
p.f62]." Either this construction becomes le§§ frequent
in the reading the good ninth-grade regders are exposed —
to,zor iqis dip was one of the vagaries of testing.
The ninth-grade siow readers had trouble withp ]

structure lS,ncoordinatygn of subordinate clauses. fxam-

ple: "The horse jumped because he saw a snake and beéguse ) x

‘the rider frightened him [Marcus, 1971, p. 61l1." In some

of the items for this structure (but not the above
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example), the subject-verb sequence was interrupted. It
is possible that the mére length of some of thésgbsen; :
tenceé was confusing. The ninth-gradéhgood readers ranked
above 2,’bu; below their median scére.

' Coordination of indeéendent‘clauses, structure 16,
gavé problems to'the ninth-grade slow‘réaders while both 5
the sixth-grade readers and the ninth~grade good reade}s ’
ranked better than their median £ank scores. Example:
"Not oply is she intelligent, but she is also beautiful
[Marcus, 1971, p. 61]." This structure, a; above, may
show a difficulty in comprehending the use of various con--
junction;. }‘ ‘ . ’ .

.All'éroups fell below "fair"‘céﬁprehepsioh on the

last item, structure 17,- combination of structures. Exém—
ple: "Mary complainéd that no one was helping her {clear

- off the tables in the dining room since the group decided

tqat Betty should be=relieGEﬁfbf)hgusekeeping duties ° N

//) because she cooked meals [Marcﬁs, 197l:“p,‘62]." Many of
the possible comprghensidn probléms’mentioned earlier -
/ could apply here; /'
‘ ‘ It is evident that these syntactic structures are " R ¢

/ ]
‘'not completely mastered by any of the three groups as a

whole although there was one ‘student in the ninth-grade ’

\ good readers who received a ranking of "good" on all 17 ~
structures, and 10 students from the ninth-grade good

N i i | |

[ \ ]
- \ . -
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readers receiv%d only "fairs" or "goods" for each of the

_ 17 structures. zBut even/among the ninth-grade good read-
ers group-performance was net sustained at a high level
as is graphically shown in Figure 1. Both the sixth-grade v
reaaers and the ninth:grade slow readers showed laek of .
scomprehension for a considerable number of structures.
Comparing the sixth-grade readers with the ninth-graue
good readers‘shows'improvement over the grades as Marcus o
(I971) found in his study .- Marcus had used subjects in
grades 4 through 8.

» The low cor elations of both ninth-grade groups
with the ATSM may be due to the possibility that a survey
test like The Nelson Readrhg Test is not sensitive to

~ thi's particular factor in.readrng. ?imons (1970) has~ .

4 some research results that lend‘suppdft to this line of
reasohing. Sihons has found that recqvery\of deep struc-
ture was an important factor in reading comprehension.

He also found that this factor was more important on a

Acloze passage than on the subtest gﬁ the Metropolitan
Achieveabnt Test. Word knowiedge was more important on
the MAT than word recognltlon, I. Q s, O ability to

_recover deep structure ; Fagan (1971) made the observa—
tlon as the result of his study that séhtence difficulty

more. than paragraph dlfflculty was dependent on the dif-

flculty of transformatlons, and that this.was probably

+

-~ N Al

o
2
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due to redundancy. nT ;o

A number of researchers have made discoveries as

to specific difficulties %hat'reiate to the difficulties
B . 0 @

/
the subjects of this study seemed to have in comprehend-

-

ing some of these structures. Marcus X197l) discovered ..
that his subjects had difficulty when the subject-verb-
direct object sequence was %Aierrupted. This appeared to
be true in this study in those structures wheré'a clause
or,preposit%ogal phrase came betweeh these elements. He
also noted aﬁ apparent lack of understanding of semantic
and syntactic meaning of som& function words. This Qas
probably true with those sfructures involving conjunctions
which caused COnsiderable difficulty in this study.
Sfoodt’£l970) discovere& a significant relatioﬁship
betwee; understapding conjunctions and reading comprehen-
sion for édurth-graderg. She further noted a signiﬁicant
difference in difficulty of various conjunctions. Fagan
(1971) found that deletions and embedding mage senténqes

more difficult. This would apply to the included clauses

¥ §

which caused-difficulty for sqmé subjects of this study
and the deletion of 'to' and other words in the ellipti-
‘cal structures of coordination and in the direct object/
objeét complément strﬁgtpre. Y o ‘

Chapter IV‘prsseA&ed and d%scussed thg results of
this study. Chapéer v yii} suﬁmarize thé study, present\|

3 3 . '
conclusions, and give suggestions for further research.
’, . \




CHAPTER V

Y
£

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ’

Do slow ninth-grade readers comprehend written

syntactic,struétures on approximately the same level as
their peers; or do they comprehend written syntactic
structures on approximately the éame level as sixth-
graders whg are plaéed,at, and reading on, the mean read-
ing level of fhe disabled ninth-grade readers? " This’is

~

the problem toward which this study was oriented.

L]

ty students from 52 ninth-grade students tak-

ing a spepial reading course for slow rgaders (two years

below grade level) scored between 5.0 and 7.5 in grade
equivalents on The Nelson Reading Test.’ These students

became the subject for fhe ninth-grade slow readers gréup

\

of this study. The mean grade equijpléncy level for this

group was 6.1 (74.7 in raw score, rounded to 75).:
) + . ‘ . ! .
From 40 sixth-graders, 18 scored between 5.0 and

)

7.5 in grade equivalents on The Nelson Reading Test.
These stthidents became the subjects of’the'sixtﬂ—grade
reading group for this study. The mean of this group iﬂ

grade eqﬁivalents was 6.0,

o

T

K The ninth-grade slow readers and thé sixth-grade

\~ \ S ‘ "

.
N .




readers had the same yange and almost identical means (in

’

* raw scores 74:7'and 73.3, respectively) and the same range

in grade eqpivalents of 5.0 to 7.5-as séored on The Nel- i
son Reading-Tesf. C
A third group designated "ninth-grade good read-' '
ers," consisted ‘of 30 students out of 4§ who scored from
8.7 to 10.5 on The Nelson Reading Tést. The mean %oé
this group was 9.5 in terms Jf a gr;ae equivalent.
A Test of Sentence Meaning, developed by Albert
D. Marcus, was éiven’to all subjects. . ,
. The raw scores were analyzed.according to the ‘
Kruskal-wallis one-&ay agalysis of variance. They were
found to be significant at the .001 level. From a post
hoc prokedure, it was learnéd that the significant dif-
ference\ xisted betweén the ninth-gradeéslow readers' and
the nint§-grade good readers' performance on the ATSM. .
No signif:&ént difféfence existed between fHE/sixth-grade
fpaders' pe%formancé and the performance of either ninth-
%qade group.\ On the basis of these results, hypothesis A -

kY

(p. 5), there\is no significant difference between the
| i : N .

mean scores oﬂ\the ATSM of the ninth-grade slow readers '

‘and the nihth-&{ade good readers, is rejected. Hypothe-

' sis B, there is'no significant difference between the




..

b

"mance on the ‘ATSM of" the ninth-grade good readers and the

-

60 . /

-
~ - . — e

A Pearson-Product Moment Correlation was—computed
between the raw scores of each group on the ATSM and The .

Nelson Reading Test. The sixth-grade readers had a cor-

-

relation coefficient of .?0, the ninthﬁgrade poor readers,

.23, and the ninth-grade good readers, .03, l
The 17 syntactic structurés tes edkpy sixlitems

apiece were graded good (Ofl,wrongfy fajr (2 wrong), or

poor (3 or more wrong) based on Marcus'V(1970) design -

L)

which he in turn based on probability. For purposes of
comparison, "good," "fair," and "poor" were converted to.

ranks of 3, 2, and 1, respectively. The average perfor-

mance of each group was computed for each of 17 syntactlc

structures and plotted to the hundredth place on a graph

14
¢

(se% Figure 1).

The mean rank for the ninth-grade slow weaders

was 1.68, fOr the 51xth-grade readers 2.01,. and the ninth-

7rade good readers 2.34. The medlan rank scores for the

ninth~-grade poor:regaders was 1.57, fér the s1xth-grade o

readers 2.06, and for the ninth-grade good readers 2,37,

.

Conclusions . \ : - e

The sigmificant-difference between the perfor--

3

_ninth-grade slow readers clearly_shows that comprehension

of syntactic structure is an element in tdtal'reading com-

prehension.”

v
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i The low, gorreratlon between the total readlng ..
<,

>‘

scores ‘and the- ATSM score would seem to indicate that it

£l

" is not‘anﬂlmportant factor- in reading at this level. How-

5

eVer, there are a number of, other factors that may explaln*

thlS low correlatlon. The n1nth~grade gdodareaders,“w1th

e o ' oy

.a mean raw reading score of ‘113 and a standard deviation

of 6.6, are very clobely.clustered around;the mean. As

correlation is really a ranking procedure, this may be a f

factor in the low correlation. If this .study had had a

'~larger population~to'draw-from} a randomized sample

-

instead of the whole available popuLation would have been

used. This could have made 'a difference; - -

* '

It is equal}y questionable whether The Nelson

Reading Test, a‘'survey reading test involving .paragraph

reading and,subsequent answering questiong of prediction,“

main idea, and detail questions, is sensitive enough an
instrument for these purpbses. Slmons (1970) found ar
significant correlation between the cloze and hls Deep.
Structure Recovery Test (DSRT) and readlng. The DSRT is
s1m11ar in conception: to the’ ATSM. But he:did not flnd a /
slgnlflcant correlatlon between’ the DSRT and the readlng
subtest. of the Metropolltan Achlevement Test. Wdrd knowl-
edge was the 1mportant factor in t&g MAT.. Fagan (1971)

found that . low frequency syntactlc structures caused more

. Py

i

dlfflculty w1th sentence comprehenslon than w1th paragraph
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quite possible that the ATSM would -

\v\ ) ’ . ’ :
correlate more highly with a cloze test which involves

comprehension. 1It is

. ) |
the placing of words in th¢ proper "slots" in \yarious

- - ¢ -

sentences.

The correlation of .70 between reading and tﬁé

.

ATSM indicates that compfehgﬁs;on of syntactic structures

is anaimportént-reading factor for sixth-grade readers,

" even on a survey reading test. -

.

_ The great difference in the correlations between

the sixth-grade readers and the ninth-grade slow readers

¢t

-indicates thq; although these two groups measure on The

Ngison Reading Test to be very similar with the same
range and almost the” same means, they must differ in at
least one importaht respect. The ninth-gfade slow read-
ers ﬁay have developed strategies based’ on use of redun- .
dancy and ovérall contextual glues. The sixth-grade
fgaders‘may rély more on sentence by sentence comprehen-
éfoﬂ. %his points to possible limitations on the use of.
a gurvey tegt for Qlacgment, pre- %pd posttestiﬁg, and
certéinly diagnosis. | :

fhe Nelson Reading Test has nérms’ o; grades o
ths large range may reduce .the sensi¥ivity of the instru-
ment. e ' .
‘ !

.. The difficult®e¥ that the ninth-grade slow read* S

ers éxperienced might be alleviated by planned exposure

- - 7
- &  /

. . B .
[ . . . . )
, . '




63

to, and explanation of, those. syntactic structuges with

ld

which they had the most trouble. This, in turn, might .
help their comprehension, not so much with easy reading
with high redgndancy, but the cloze type of reading nec-
.essary fof certain types of texts with largely unfaﬁilian
material where eacH sentence is impértant to the logic of
the paragraph. This is the kind of material a student
frequently encounters in an §c§demic setting.

. The profile of gfbué performance én each of the .
syhtagtic structures showed that no g%qup as a whole had
completély mastered all structufes. The ninth-grade good
readers did best with only®hree structures comprehended
" at less than the level of fair comprehension.. The sixth-
grade group had considerably more trouble with eight
structqres below the level of fair comprehension. The
ninth-grade slow readers had difficulty with more than |,
half the structures (1l out of 17) at Iess than "fair" ‘
comprehension. ‘

- A look at the structures that gave difficulty
indicated that interruption of the subject—verb sequence,
pronoun reference, deletiohs, embeddiné, and conjupctions
make comprehension difficult for'these readers+* -

One of the factors here could b; memory.

tences may become more difficult for some students when

Sen-

the reader must retain in his memory a subject which is

X}

N\

A\
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not immediately followed by -the verb and object.

Comparing the good ningh-grade readers (mean read-
ing level 9.5) and the sixth-grade readers ,(mean reading
level 6.0), it is evident thatAcompfehensioﬁ of syntactic-
structures increases over the gradeg. This supports the
findings’of previous studies (Carroll, 1970; Marcus, 1971;

:

Smith, 1970; Tatham, 1970).

Research Suggestions

In view of the low correlations for both ninth-
grade grouﬁs on_the ATSM and The Nelson Reading Test and
the previous discussion of the limitations of survey test,

—IE\WQéld be valuable to compare the performance of ninth-
grade good readers and slow readers on tﬂe ATSM and a
cloze passage. -

One of the limitations of\tpis study was the lack
of data on the intélligence of the subjects involved. A
study thatqcorrelates intelligence and’syntactic compre-
hens@ion would be of value. . "

Using the ATSM or a similar instrument to diag-

. . nose difficulties and theiérescriptive teaching t6 correct:
these difficultie;, it would be wérthwhile to see.if com-
prehension improvéd on either or both a survey test and a

£

cloze passage.
oy

Related to this resedrch, a-study involving a

N

variety of types of reading, from feo;;;?ional reading to

¢

71 :
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. \ N
: : . . |
closely reasoned informational reading (vocabular;\ceni\\/

trolled), and a comparison with performance on the ATSM

<

would give importané data for the field of reading.
vaéhere'can be a difference of reading strategy
bétween an 6ldervgroup of readers ;nd a grade‘level éfoug
_having the same range and’similar’means,‘it would be of
interest to studyrother possibletgi;%erences between two
suc¢h groups. This would;enlgrge our knowledge of the

7

limitations of grade equivalents as agﬁfscriptive device

for a student or .a group.
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Y. - &BSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to compare the per-
formance of ninth-gfade slow readers (mean reading‘level
6.1) to ninth-grade good readers and sixth-grade readers

. . t %
on a test of syntactic comprehension. |

The population studied consisted of 30 slow ninth-
. * N har SN

grade readers (reading range 5.0 to 7.5ﬁ{ 30 ninth-grade’
good readers (reading range 8.7 to 10.5, mean grade equiv=

alent 9L5), and 18 sixth-grade readers (reading range the
" : /

1
same as the slow ninth-grade readers, mean grade equiva-

lent 6.0). These populations came from a predominantly
white, rural, and suburban school district.
The instruments used were The Nelson Reading

and Marcus' (19715 A Teét of Sentence.Meaning (ATSM)

latfon scoring within these rangés' was used for this
A Y , T

..

study.

The ATSM, the criterio

-

instrument, congisted of " .

102 multiplé-choiéé tést items on 17 structure

of.
e

3

fication, predication, complementatioq; and cpordinat

elow.

Thevvoqabulary'hs at. the fifth-grade level o

¢ ninth-grade

Results. The ATSM mean scores Wwer

-

. good reade 72.1;‘sixtb-grade readers 65.4; and ninth- . .
/ . ' "

grade,slq readeré 51.8‘.~ A Kruskal-Wallis one-way;

re
B




B

5

-

the .00l level.

. . . \ ‘ , :
analysis of variance and stt hoc procedures were com-

>, f

puted' The dlfference ‘between the ninth-grade slow read-
. { 1
ers and the ninth grade good readers was s;gnlflcant at

¢ . . N
’ ' , R l" £ »
a Pearson product-moment correlatlon between the
7 - ’
raw Nelson Reading Test scoreg and the raw ATSM scores
Ji
revealed the follow1ng correlatlonsi 'slxth-gﬂade readers’

4

.7, n1nth-grade slow readefs .23, and nlnth-grair good

readers -.03. ;0 oo .

e,

Scores on the individual stuctures tested (six

items per structure) were ranked g od, fair, and poor

~according to probabllltyf and conﬁerted to ramnks of 3, 2,

and 1, respectively. The n1nth-grade%;55d readers per-
/ .

formed below "fair" comprehensron (rank of 2) on only 3 o
structures, the slxth-grade readers/scored less than
"fair" on less than 8 structures, "and the nlnth-grade

/ -

stow readers scored less than "fair" on 11 structures.

Conclusions. The s;?nificantfdifference between

the,ninth-grade good and sléw readers indicates that com-

prehension of syntax is a factor in-the retarded compre-

‘hendion of slow readers.

2

. The high correlation of The Nelson Reading Test
and ATSM of the sixth-graders and the low correlation of

the ninth-grade slow readers indicates that the two_

groups with the same range and almost identical means

Vs




ﬁhave different reading strategies. The sixth-grade read-

o , y ~
ers may depend more on Sentence-by-sentefice comprehension ~— —-
. . |

. |
‘while the ninth-grade slaw read€rs depend on overall con-
, ' 4 .

text clues. The nature of the readind‘test'may_also -

account for the low correlation for hiﬁth-érade slow

readers and ninth-grade good readers. The literature

0

indicates that a cloze test might have yielded a_hjgher

—

¢correlation.

No group has entirely mastered the syntactic

i

structures involved. Interruption of the subject-verb
\\fgéquenée, pronoun reference, deletions, ehbedding, and

conjunctions makeAcomprehension difficult.for these read-

ers. Memory and exposure may’ be two .factors involved.

<

- g Compariﬁg'ﬁood ninth-gréde readers'wigﬂ sixth- .

/A R , . .

grade readers shows that comprehension increased over the

grades. ' ) l ' -

I -

C
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COURSE WORK FOR MASTER!S DEGREE IN READING

. . el
s RUTGERS UNIVERSITY , ) '
Eall, 1971 .' ‘ ‘ Instructor - -
15:299:564 R74ed1al Reading A Dr. Fry -
15:290:518 Psychology of Personallty ~+ + Dr. Lépn'\\
Spriag, 1972 ) e o - - .
15:320:561 Foundations of Reading . :
‘ Instruction ' . Dr. Kling -
) 15:320:565, Laboratory in Reyéalal _
« . Reading . .Mrs. Goldsmith ,
17:610:581 Reading.Matérials for Mrs. Long
' Children - ; .
Summer, 1972 ' k ,
15:290:501 Introduction to Educational Dr. Pascal ’ v
Tests and Measurement . , s .

h 15:298:501 Introduction to Counseling Dr. Whitely .
: and Guidance ) T
Fall, 1972 E R ‘ v
15:299:515 Teaching Reading to Second- Dr. Finn

ary, College and Adult
Students

Summer, 1973

15:290:601 Independent Stu&1es, Psycho- Dr. Finn
logical Foundations -

Fall, 1973 ' , . ' .

15:299:566 Seminar in Reading Research’v.Dg. Fry
S and Supervision . ' .




) ; Instructor ~
. R ;
Spring, 1974 _ s
15:299:599 Thesis Research ' © Dr. Zelnick .o
L] \—’ N
_ ¢
Transfer é;edits ' o
A
) éduc.:572 \';‘eaching Reading to Special Mrs. Rudman
. ’ Populations
- !
’ L . ¢ .
&N
- ' ‘ :
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1972-1974
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r

‘Barbara Loveland Takahashi

226 Willow Street
Bound Brook, New Jersey

Brighton High School
Brighton, New York S
Diploma, 1955 )

Oberlin College
Oberlin, OGhio

B.A., "June 1959 \
Major: Political Science ‘

University of Wisconsjn

Madison, Wisconsin .
M.S., August 1961 ;

Major: History/Education

v
”’Eg;edial Reading Teacher
Hunterdon Central High School
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