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John W. Miller and Richard L. Isakson

Wichita St?té University
~ The ?rimary purpose of this study is to exahine cogni-
tive brocessihg strategies utilized by foﬁrth graaé students'
infcomp#eﬂsnding written language. ‘More specifically the
paper encbmpassés the question: v |
Do chllé}en of vafyiﬁé reading comprehernision
abilities also vary in the degree to which-they

percelve syntactic and semantic relationships?
+ . . [} ’ .

Readlng comprehenslon has always been cons1dered a

1ttle

complicated and multlfaclted process. There can be
' doubt that the ability to decode and associate meaning with
single words is an important and primary component pf the

those

;process. Numerous factor analytic studies, such a
Y ' ; .
"revieﬁed-by Spache (1962), confirm the notion that facility
\ g
© - with single.words is an integral factor of compr ension.

- Studies such as that reported by Perfetti and Hogaboam(1975)
2 S . R .

account for the difference between good and pdor’é réaders

-

. largely ron the basis of decoding ébility.

B 3 . . ST T
! . o , A
‘ .
—

[
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lThls paper was presented at the 1976 meeting of the ) /7

American Educatlonal Research Association, San Francisco.
"~ Additional copies can be obtained by writing to John W. o
Miller, College of Education, Box 28, Wichita State '
' University, Wichita, ‘Kansas »67203 . . .
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two groups of poor readers. the deficit group and the

‘Cromer, 1971; Steiner, Wiener, and Cromer, 1971) have be#n

'supported the position, that. there is-a group of readers wpd‘\\ /'

- | page 2
\ - |

+
o

+Other recent research has shown that good readinékcom-

. prehension is not a direct function of good word identifica-

* tion skills. - Cromer (1968) has provided a useful conceptuali-

zation of the reading comprehension, problem. He identifies

difference group. .The defic1t poor. reallers experience com- f
prehension difficulties presumably'because of a deficiency
in‘vocahulary and word identification'skills.- Thus, the -

deficit group fails to comprehend because of a failure to

extract the meanings of indiVidual words. The difference o . -

© poor readers, on the other hand, have word identification ﬁi

uskiIls commensurat with those of good readers:- However, ‘%',

they differ from gon‘EEaders in that they do not adequately
comprehend se ‘tence or passage meaning. ,m

4

A series of studies (Cromer, 1970; Oakan, Wieneéer, apd

. ! . M . !
conducted following Cromer’s conceptualization of compre-
. 4

hension difficulties. The results of'this research have

fail to comprehend not becadse‘of a lack of wordfﬁdehtifi-

catiga skill but because these individuals do th ;ntegrate © .

the meanings of separate words to anrive at’ the meaning ‘of aW

I'
entire sentence. " . S L '
v _ ,

Differing abilities of, readers to use context clues |
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- has been a critical yet confused area in reading research..

Lwere at least partlally defined on the

one word at a time and thus do not integrate word meanings.

-i as thdse c1ted above have attempted to refute th;

-héld polnt of v1ew, they have a crltlcal\;law whl[

~Goodman (1965) 1nd1cates that words in meaningful context

‘are more easily read than are words in 1solatlon. “While

Goodman examined thls phenomena dcross the three prlmary _k‘”

. W

grade levels, he did not d1st1ng 1sh between the readlng

Aabllltles w1th1n ‘his sample. .Two other studies (Welnste;n

an Rab1n0v1tch 1971 Clay and Imlach, 1971) prov1de

support’ for the view that pogr readers do not make use of

~

syntactlc context cues, nor/do they process groups of ' //

I

words as deflned by the syntactlc and semantlc structure o@/

4
e

the sentencea Instead, poor readers‘seem to process. only

Unfortunately, many teachers of reading hoLd to the

notlon that comprehenslon is merely a functlon bf
\

n' ’

ab;llty to decode 1nd1v1dual words. Although st- ies such
{ .
long

h prevents-

'the necessary generallzablllty. ‘The high and low‘ eading .

groups have been deflned on the basis of "general .ead1ng

ability". It may be argued that general ‘reading ability is

. \

a- function of\Word recognltlon ablllty and therefore the

reason that the authors of the above studies found differ-
7 ]
ences #n the abllltles of high and Qow readers to use syn-

A

tapt1¢ and semantlc constraints was slmp/y that the groups

as1s of ability to
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The\present tudy differs

rom those citEd in'that
difference.poor readers are co pared with gpoa readers.
That is, whil the two gnaup’ differ in comprehen51on

ability they/are equivalent/in the ablllty to recognlze

individual words. Thus, aéy differences found between‘the

ords at or near the 901nt of v1olat10n. The same dis-

tactic cues and treat words‘Fs unrelated ‘items.’ o

\I\_ . . ' | . . / L
L ' Method /
Sample - - g | /

Forty-eight fourth.grad

students participated in the -

experiment. They were selected from eight.schoois in an

urban, midwestern.school dis

[

rict. Each student was seleéted

.

to conform to the following

.
I

pecifications:
1. word recognltlon ab'lity as measured by the vocabu-

“lary section of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills was

‘within + .5 years qof grade placeméﬁ%<ét the time

:\
\

of testihg. . . <
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r _ .
' PR 2. reading comprehension abilliity has measured by
" , ' the IoW¥ Test of Basic Skills was either .5 years
- .. ) % - 4 - - '
or more above grade level| placement at the time of
7} testlng (hlgh comprehende s), or .5 years or more
. below grade level placem‘nt at the time of testrng
e (low ‘comprehenders) . ;
.On these selectlon bases the total sample of forty-elght
students was drawn to 1nclude 24 . 1gh comprehenders and 24 \
low comprehenders having equlval nt word recognltlon
abilities. | /v' . '
! . - )
Materialsg .
‘ Twelve sentence trios of which the following is an
example w&re used. ! !
In. The old farmer lanted the bean seehs in the rich,
: .brown soil. . o >
‘ B. The old farmer 'the bean seeds in the. rich,
brown soil.
_ C. The old farmer went the bean seeds 1n the rich,
. . ~ brown 5011. ’

¥

All sentences were 13 words in length._ The type A member of

- trlo was a normal sentence w1th a trans1t1Ve verb. A

LI

semantlc,vlolatlon occurred in the type B sentence in that
another transitive verb was substltuted for. the orlglnal
verb whlch had the effect of maklng the sentence meanlng

'anomalous. In the type (o] sentence an 1ntrans1t1ve ‘verb was

t

'substltuted whlch v1olated both semantlc and syntactlc con-

- .

straints in the sentence frame. The verbs used were of

!
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1,

co 'terbalanced aérgss subject' and the readings were tape

‘The twelve sentences from

.

‘;orpus to be analyzed for

oral 'readiny errors. Insert1 ns om1ss1ons, substatutlons
»ors. Each error was coded

in the sentence.

N 5

‘ated as a repeated measure on - three levels: sentence types'
A, B and C. Data were collected on "Our dependent measures

as 1nd1ces of the hypotheslzedtdlsru tive effect due to

syntactlc and semantic v1olatlpns. T.ese were:.

1. oral reading errors.oT the. word before and the word

after the verb. - AR
2. ‘errors on the verb.
- 1. . . "‘l ) . . )
3. errors on the two word§ before ‘and the two words
, —~ "
after .the verb. 3

. . ’ o o




4. total errors in the sentence .
Each student s. mean number of errors on each of the three

sentence’ types over each of the four dependent variables”

ALY

comprised the data to be analyzed.
_ | . _
. .+ Results and Conclusions ' o E

i
¥
!

A muitivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)iwasecom-
| putedponythe.data from the'four dependent measures;' Sig-
| nificant main erfects resﬁited from comprehension ability

(F (4,89) = 19.30, pc. 01) and sentence type (F (8, 178) = ;/f‘ -

\g} 25 p<: 05) . More importantly With regard to the hypoth

eses, ‘a significant interaction between comprehension ability
and sentence type resulted (F (8 178) = 2. 23, p‘< 05)
. In order to further examine-the significant interaction

found in the MANOVA, separate ANOVAS were computed on each

$ of the four dependent measures. The data from’dependent

-

measure two, errors on the verb, . resulted in a significant o o

‘interaction between comprehension ability and sentence type

(F (2,92) = 4.70,'p<:.05).‘ B | X o

- A Neuman-Keuls test was;performed on the six cell means

resulting from the"Umacomprehension levels and the three
_ T e v . , . )

. sentence types. ‘There'werefno.significantydifferences_in

. v l‘ . ‘ . Vi

\ ] y

’
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- .
- L »

the mean nurber of errors on the verb position across
" sentence types forpthe‘low comprehende¥rs. The high com- - |

- . ) : ' % o ] . ) . . i M !
prehenders showed a slgnlflcant increase in errors from

Gt e e e el T

™ 'séntence type A and B to type C.. Additionallyh the high

comprehenders made s1gn1f1cantly fewér errors on sentence

types A and B than did the’low comprehenders (all dlffer-‘ ) “';&

ences s1g < 05) « ‘-; o --: - . 4?.;‘-'ﬁ
These results support the hypothesls. ngh compre-
henders showed greater sens1t1v1ty to semantlc ‘and syntac—

t1c violations than did low tomprehenders._ Four 1mp11ca-
tlons from the present study should be noted by researcKErs

7 : and teachers in the area of readlngx‘ First, re_d1ng com—

prehenslon 1s,not merely a functlon of word ry ognltlon

ablllty while it is apparent that decodlng is ‘a prerequisife

to comprehenslon, it also appears that adequate»word 1den7
tlflcatlon does not insure adequate comprehen51on. Second,
good and poor Comprehendersngﬁ equal word recognltnon

- ablllty!dlffer in the use they make oq syntactlc and seman~
tic cues.\ At least some portlon of - the dlfference betw en

'i

's

. . good and poor comprehenslon is attr;butable to the reade
faolllty in using syntactic-and semantlo cues. Thlrdﬁ r‘ad-
ing comprehension should be viewed as.axprocess 1nvolv1ng
the 1ntegratlon of 1nd1v1dual word meanln?s through the

'approprlate use of tﬂe avallable syntactlc\and semantlc cue
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in sentences. . Finally, difference poor readers need in- T -
' struction:emphasizing the use .0of language cues, to com- N
prehension. The findings of this study dp not minimize .
- . - ‘ . - T e . : V v.~. V ' ‘ / " -
,}- the necessity lof developing adequate word Tecogﬁition' : : AR
skills, but rather indicate the additional: necessity tq
" |- . “ T - .
y develop other avenues to reading comprehension. o -
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