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E;; For many decades, a lot of hard work has been devoted to research
N in primary reading. The study of methods, basic programg, and reading .
f;r3 failures..., has been highly emphasized while more fundamental protlems
;':r have been neglected.

—i

[ aun] .

it In this context, the -evaluation of primary reading achievement has

been rather poorly approached. ’ )
-

J. Chall notes (1) that the comparison of methods (look-say,
systematic phonics or intrinsic phonics]} is very difficult and biased by
the large diversity of thes means uscé by the investigators when evaluating
reading achievemént. She compares, therefore, any available studieé accord-

ing tc eight measures -of reading ability.

1. Word pronuncietion ,
2. tonnected oral rzading

3. Phonics

4, Spelling-

5. Vocabulary -
/6. silent reading comprehension

7. Rate of reading

8. Interest, fluency, exprcssion.

(1) J. CHALL, 1967. At




However, it must be emphasized that -labels such as "silent reading
comprehension” are very imprecise, J. Chall again defines "silent reading
comprehension as "the abi‘ity to understand material read. Somectimes called
paragraph réading, this is usually part of a standardized silent reading
test. The child reads selections and answers guestions to show that he
understands tham. Like the vocabuléry subtast, the comprehension subtest
measures an indeterminate combination of skills and is affacted by‘rate of

reading”. It wculd bte impossible to confess ‘more explicitly the inability

.of the reading researcher to define clearly what he plans to measure.

We are convinced that nc substantial progrésé can -be expected in
tha domain of reading evaluation without 2 largs amount of research devoted

to ttzoretical problems.

Befecre propesing a tentative way for the evaluation in'primary
reading (1st and 2nd grades), let us list what seems to us the most impor-
tant handicaps to any progress in the knowledge of primery rcading:

a) In a selectivé system, the explicit (or implicit) objective of
reading tests is to ascertein ®which children wo have te retain
in the low g;ades”. In 2 more dgmocratic systsm, the reading
tests help answering the question: "Which child neods remedizl
instructicn in primary reéding ?", Though the tests yzalh
accurate and reliatlz composite scores, they do not provide,
sxcepted in a fow cases, any further deta about specific apti-
tudes or deficits of the child.

&) People interested in reading instruction arz mostly teachers,
principals, administrators, basic readers publishers, test
publisﬁers.. . Faw cf them are trained in linguistics or are
highly interested in thecfetiqal problems relatec to reading

gvaluation.

.
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c) No test sxplores the whcle range of rseding bshavicrs.

d) No critericn-refarenced procedure is used for selecting or
writing items; as 2 consequenca, & tos large amount of freedom

is 1eft teo the tast-writer.

c N

In this paper, ws suggest @ new way for gengrating sets of repli-
cable items for testing e wide range of reading behaviors. This procedurs
could be of considerable helo for the researcher with following objectives:

\l\"

a) Identifying a child's profile in rcading achievement.

b) Informihg a teacher, a principal, & ¢istrict or board adminis-

A

v Lo tratcr of tha actual level of achiesvement in reading instruction.
S To Segin with, we have focusacd our attenticon on twe aspects of
.-
v ] -reading evaluation only: coding an” decoding skills, and raauing comnrehensicn.

Let us first consi“er the pratlems concsrning ths code¢ we shall next describe

’

a msdel C°nv=nient for resading ccmprahensicn evalua%io .,',3
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CODING AND DEC(\JD'\ING SKILLS.

\
\,

N

The model designed for evaluating the code aspcets will be useful

1f most items (ideally all of them) used in standardizea tests can be 3

generated through a ﬁearly automatized procedure and classified according

to the dimensions cf the model.

F
* ]
.

The first dimension refers to the media used by the test adminis-
trator for asking a qussticn and by the student for answering it. Thres
categories (written question and written rasponss, written question and 7 .
oral response, oral question and written response) are included in the

model. - - -

o
2

) The second dimensién refers to the kind of oqgraticn oerformed by

a studant for completing the itam. Two 1eQéls. gecngn}tion and production.'
' may be required. In the cas; of "reccgnitign" the subject has to select

one or more correct fssponéea emong n decoys for matching & stimulus.,

In tae casa of "preducticn” the subjéct has tec construct ons or more

o, < ceorrect respenses matching a stimulus. . .

i - (=71

e 1 N
\t . The third dimensicn rafers tc the linguistic material used in any -
A i)

P .
a0t . specific item. Five catsgories are related to this dimensicn: letters »
el e - B N ’
[ c SRRT. AN
&gubﬁx“l and sounds, syllables, wofds, sentences, paragraphs.
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The whole model comprises 3 x 2 x 5 = 30 cglls.

)

. , Letters | , '
° ’ . i oand Syllables | Words | Sentences | Paragraphs
’ > t sounds | l !
- i - |
: t - P ' :_ - ; l %
15 W O ! Recognition 1 7 .2 3 4 5 !
c _ i }
- § . L3 l
o W R | Production 6 7 8 i 8 10
\ =
, WQ |Recognition j 1 12 13 14 15
: e L - :
‘ ] 9 | or |Production 16 i 17 18 V49 © 20
o : 1 i N ;
i J} i :
- ] - H
© {700 Recogniticn Lo L o2 o 25
° I - - : i : .
H H ; !
WR !Production | 26 2 27 | 28 R 29 30
' : ¥ ’ :
¥ .
Frem this mcdel, it provss very easy to derive the items connected
” to any cell. We must, however, bear in mind that such a model is useful if,
the items may be derived through a standardized criterion ;rocedure. It must,
- . moreover, be emphasized that the derivation procedures may vaery accerding to
the goals pursusd by the tes%-writer. A review of the goals attainable
o . through the madel and of the mcans which cculd be usecd for that purpose will
' ba found at ths enc of this papcr.
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Let us now consider which items correspond tc gach cell of the table

v

and which construction prcbiems we encounter.
. 1

-

1. A possible item derived from ths cell number 1 would be: . -

"Cheosa from among four lstters the sams as the letter in front”

a0 o0

3

Two remarks about this item: .
a) No genuine reaZing takss place. Without ‘any exposure to reading

teaching, a child could complete this item which could, howgver,
he found in reading readiness tests.

5) A criterion procedurs can be used fer deriving these items by
sslecting a randmm sample cf letters as stimuli. The decoysg are
also randomly selected from the 26 letters of our alphahet dr
from any sub-population of letters which offer some yraphic

t characteristics. Visual discrimination studies cbuld possibly

indicate the host sub-population of letters us%ble as r'gcnys.

»

<

2. Items ccrresponjing to calls 2-3-4-5 caen he derived the same way.
The populaticn of letters, scunds and syllables is howaver finite.
The populati~n of woris, sentences or paragraphs is infinito, but it
is quite possitle to define finito suﬁipopulations {Examples: words
selonging to a basic vocehulary 1istiwmeaningless words createc by

acding given syllablas cr sounds, santences drawn from a basic-reader,...J.

As previously stated,” such sub-.opulations have to te defined according

te the otjectives of the test-writer.
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3. Items derivec from cells numzer 5 lO cim at testing the ability to
copy differant materials.

‘4, In a more general way, items Zerived from cells number 1-5 and 6-10

do not call for genuine reading céding or deceding skills, No trans-

lation is made indeed from a written material to an oral ong Or conver-

3

sely, Itams cerived from cells'1-5, morenver, .dc not require any
1earning of reading. Itams derived from cells number 6-7 ant in some
cases from cell numbar 8 require only visual discrimination’ skills
plus psychcmotor skills, but no systematic learning of reading.

We have includec these jtoms in the model as sre-coding items for

at least two reascns:

al Thougﬂugenuine reading takes place, these items are, however,
prersquisites fer reacing 1eerning The ability to cope with such an.
ahstract meterial could possitly Le a gooc pred dictor of reading’

achisvement in the first grade.

n)} In fact, we call "reading skills” all the skills related in eany way
“to printed linguistic material. Thus, we have not included in the
model ifems combining oral quesfions and oral respdnses (Example:
i“entify a spcken worc amang an oral choicel). We are, however, aware
that such items are very important as prerequisites for reading
learning. They will he discussed hereafter, when we will consider
more thoroughly items derived from cells 1-6-11-16-21-26.

5. Items corresncnding to cells 11-15 may te derived by a8 similé;‘EFﬂce-
dure. A letter "p", for instance, is given as a written stimulus. .
The test administrator or a tane recorder utters sound$ such as /p/,

‘al/, /5/, /u/. The stufent has to identify the correct sound.

O\
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Items corresponding to.ceils 16-20 meoéuré the atility to read orally

letters, syllales, peragrephs,...

. s \
-
%

Items doriver from cells 21-25 ere constructed according to the same
procedure: Those items are road by the test administrator. The studant

has to seclect the correct answer amoné writton decoys.

Ttems derived from cells 25-30 measure the ahility to transcrite
latters, sylla“les..... par granhs spokan by~the test administrator

{(dictationl. ., ‘ )
%‘ o % - -
+ \"

-

Cells 5-14-15-20 have bsen incluzed in the mode{ for comprghansiveness;

we arc awars that items derivod from these cells are not vory imper-

tant and areg even unrealistic.

c

¢

4

So fPr. our anproach to itcem derivation has teen rathor theore-
tical. Now, lgt us look 2t the problem of item ccnstruction an¢ sampling
;frnm 2 more practical point of view. For instance, what are the problems
to e solved for dosigning items correspon-ing to cells 1-6-11-16-21-26,

i.e. 211 items relate? tc lstters encd sounds (1).

.

(1) This part nf the study hes been conceived for the Franch Language. -
Discrepancies exist in this respect hetwoen French and English.




a) Items derived from celle 1 and 6 require mainly visual récognition of

a graphic feature accordfng to several clues (1).

H

- left or right-oriented ex. v/
. R - single or doutle : ex. / T . ' .
- up or down-oriented ex. v /'? ‘
‘ ; / =

- curled or not 8X.

-
see

: b) Any stimulus or decoy relative to an item from célls 11-16-21-26 is “
characterized by phonological and graphic features. Phonological
..—-Features of sounds have not been descrited heretofore for the model .

) doos not ‘includs items made up.of oral gquestions arc oral rosﬁonses.

. Before examining items derived from the cells 14-16-2{-25. we have

lto cdoel with phonological features of sounds such as: .- .
A - voiced - non vdiced " ex. /t/ vs /d/
] ~ stop - nan stop ex. /p/ vs /f/
+ tilabial - dental ex. /p/ vs /t/
- oral - nasal ex. /a/ vs /87

-
LI

-
¢

j If we simultaneously take into account graphic properties of

Co ) letters and phonclogical featuras of sounds, we understanc easily that

stifuli anc ~zcoys mey te derived ty & criterion procedure.

(1) The relative importance of these clues might *e 2552556 by msans
. of experimental stucies. Sec, for instance, E.B. COLEMAN, 1970,
5 and H.M, POPP, 1964.

t .
-
.
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T For instance, sur-samples of items may rendomly be derived from

fn2llowing sut-populations of~1ettcrs and scun”s ang ars representative

’ 5
.

P

samgles.

Y

1. Univocal corrasnondignece

~

-

1.1. One sound corresponds to ono letter. The correspondgnce is

\l

tiunivocal. .
v - EX-: r, B, V, C
From- thase sounds, we masy select wall-identified stimuli end

dacoys. y

*

oo 1¢1.1. The stimulus anc the decoy(s) ~iffer "y ono phopological cluo

whilo thsir graphic features differ bty two clues at laast.

. ~ N v\

Ex.e: .
\ <

%, b v

" "+ consonant + consgnant

{
1+ stop + stop
i .
; Phcnological Fluas < 4 1ahial + labial -
. non -voiced + voicod

' S “lown up
! non curled curled
- . ) —_ =
.uraph‘b\featurss L ri!ht-oriented right-criented

' single single




s

v

. ~ot
. . . 1.
't:" , .
o . . ‘\ v {‘ . .
’ S 4 ':1 . ’ - .
1.1.2.: The stimulus an® thz “ecav(s) differ "y one graphic clus while
their phonclopical features differ ty two clues at least. .
Ex.: ) i '
~veieed : + non voiced
' ncn step step
Phonolsgicel clues ', conscnant conéoﬁant
latgral dental
¢ ~ N
. up up
.. ]
£ ) ’ . ' pight-orienter right-criented
Graphic features ~: singla single
g f curlec ncn curled )
1.1.3. The stimulus =n" the cccoylis) cdiffer by one graphic en” cne
‘ . phonclegical clue.
Ex.: \ .
. . consonant consonant
® ‘ nasal nesal
© . Phcnological clues voicert ] voicad
cental - . wilabial
" up up
Graphic features ' sinFle double
(” %
O 1. 2
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1.2. A sound is written with & set of letters.

s ] The correspondance can te:

- Biunivocal: in French the sound /u/ 'is =lwAys written ou,

and cu is elways spoken /u/

- Univocal [graehic]: the graphic set cf latters au is always
spcken Yo/ (but /o/ can S8 written as _

©, au or eauls

. - Univocal (phcnemic): the sound /t/ is always written ch

bl Fas
(~ut ch:can be spoken /f/ or /k/} .-

2. Multiple correspondence

.

- ~—
All linguistic deta to bte tested in this comain mzy he descrited
At
at bHest according to two cimensions: =
) . . N
- - The cdirectien of the decoding schems

2} W to O0: ~ given 15ttor or set of letters cen e orelly trans-
codec into different souncs.
“) 0 to W: a given phonamc can te transcribed with different

lutters or ssts of letters.

- The distrirution cf the allomorphs is.either governed Dy contextual
constraints cr is conventional. In the latter case no rule does -
exist: the granhic or the shonolcgical foatures c+ words havo to 2

momorizod.

R «
,




It is, thersfars, quite impossible to test multiple enrrespon-
doncss from sount's isolates from words. Multiple correspondences have

to -c teste” within werds. Items will thus aim at testing:

a) The =tility of tha student to icentify ths Jifferent Zecoding

schamas.

£) The knowla“me of the contextual constreints allowing to select

one jecsding scheme from among other possible schomes.

c) The wemerizing of conventicnal graphic of nhonolcgical features.

Lot us have a lock tn some possi~le linguistic date to re
tasted:

. L3
. Allemirshs erz distributec _ Allomorphs ars distributed ! ‘
according contextual constreints conventionally
1 ol ] .
; . f
a a, o, u >/g/ . ch » // ex (chat] [
1,8 /4 : > /k/ ex. (chrétien) |
i H - -
i . ; ]
i s “etween vowels - /z/ « x * /ks/ (axe) i
1 W0 § ~¢fare conscnents > /s/ E > /z/ (dixiéme)
:, : ‘ L > /sl (2ix)
! T C 2, ~,u > /k/
. P ‘
: H e, i - /S/ ’
; ° T - [y H ->
Ry / / ‘efare tilatiels /p/ /~/ en

—— — —

i

]

] . ¢ l

i eor/%/ > om } + an ex. pendant |
1

1

)




READING COMPREHENSION -

Let us refer agein to the J. Chall's definitiom of "silent

re;dina comprahension” quotec atcve {o. 2). It is con%eséed that "silent
. rea‘ing ta3sts measura an ;ndeterminate combinatian of skills*. The entire

responsibility fgr the situatipn cannot rely of testwriters only since

no exhaustiyé theoly of reacing comprehension has teen develoned so far.

When such a theoryiis availatle, 'the construct validity of reading tests

will increase accordingly. In tha mezantime reading test-constructors can

sut ~epenc upcn existing theories.

If, sfor instance, we want tc test the a2bility of a student to

un~arstan® the ecnntent of a first or second grads nassage, wa ccnstruct

four sub-sémples of items.

1. Items neésuring knowledge of the vocatulary use? in the passage.

— ‘ .
2. Items measuring mastary of the syntactical structures. ’

3. Items measuring atility tc rely upon anaphoric relations.

4, Itoms measuring atility to use compensatary devices which supply

the Zeficiencies »f informaetiens. .

’

1. Vceatulery

-

First of all, we list the wercs which are ahsentocs frem a
rasic vecatulary list. For the French laneuace, we use the CREDIF
liet (1). According o our purpose, ws take into account, either .the

whols papuletion of these worcs, or a randomized sub-sample of a

ziven size.

(1) GOUGENHEIM, 1864,




o

In e seccn® step, we recad in the dictionary (1) tha ¢afinitioh
of every word selacted {accorcing to the specific uss of the word in

the passagel. .

Ex. Cimg: "Hirhest pert of & tres or a mountain"?
From this “ofinition, wa ~rew the semic scheme of the wors.

Ex. Cimo: '+ axtremity', + ‘up’, + ‘'tree’
'‘mountain’ ) :

~

In e thhird step, we lock in a dictionary (2) providing synonyms
and antonyms for words that complete thz scmentit spacc of the word

undar consideration. . < ®

»

B

o

(1) J. DUBOIS, 1867. ’
(2) R. BAILLY, 1371%-

¥

‘gﬂ 3
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\\\\\\ The following semic schema is then built.
\\Ssmic kernel Contextual semas
.‘ AT\\\\\{ 8 C ) € F
. (Extremity) \QE] ) (Tree) (Mcuntain) [Builqing] (Man)
; < "
b ocme ' e () \;\\\+ . o o |
SOMMET . + > + + o
FAITE L + + 1 o N o + o .
oy (tolt 2) - ﬂ ) 5 ‘
- "1 crete : + + 1 o + o o
IR TETE (2) . + + o N +
- | LE HAUT (2) e £ s + N e
e S
POINTE (2) : + o/v [ * e o/+ \o\
y 80UT (2) . + o/+ - c 9 o) o
" BORD (2) ' + g o 0 2 .. o
SR (1) - o o 2 o 0
! . B )
e RIS PR PR R R R LR RS
FOND (2) . . - o o 5 o
. WIS () = + - + T + )
E BASE + - + A + "o )
: LE BAS (2) + | - + ,./+ + o] {
(1) + : the wor~ is positivaly marked for a riven seme ex. cime: + up.
» . R 2 : the wors is negatively marked fer a givenQZeme ex. fonZ: - up.
- ) ‘ o % the wor? is neither positively naither neratively markec for a '
' riven scme, i:e., the ‘seme “oes not helons to the semlic scheme of
the worcy
o/+ : neutralized semes. The scme is unspecified for the neutral
' meaning of the worﬁ.\but for the marked meaninzs it can beq‘
specifisd as +.,
(2) Words telenging to the hasic vécabulary.
17




" iow

T~ . : le Fout

. 17, "
From this tabtle, ons can sasily'der{ve items testing: .
. \
a) The gemic ksrnel (semz B) .
by sslecting as decbys: ,Eﬁ_ ‘
- all the words having a + for the semedp : ‘ ’
, la cime | la téte? g . ‘
‘ 1s haut ? ﬁ

la pointe ? . - ‘
4 1le bout ? f

le bord ?

le fond ? .
. 1la pied ? .

le bas ?

- or a sut-sample:
la cime | 1le haut ?.
" le borz ?

.lekas 77 - .

- v

’ Lo en?
~) .The contextual seme "tres” (seme C)

o sy selecting as decoys all tﬁe words having a2 + for ssmes A and B:
12 gi;e = o le loit W _ . ‘
la téte . .

le haut t 'un arfre

la pointe

-

. ci\The\contextual semes D-E-F

ny simply.manipulating the semos:
™~ r
Does "cime" mean ths hishest part of a mountain ?

S~ ‘ a house ?

: ) a men ? -

>

or selecting as -ecoys the worrs having +A, +B, +C and +D, or E or F:

Select the right pairs © cime . « house
' téte . . mountain
toit . « man




-
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2. Syntacticzl structures

Understant’ine a sentance requires complex onerations.
No thaoratical mocel existe so far, which helps exﬁlaining the
performance o{ a student during the reccgnitior process. How Co
we describe the srocess allowing to track the deep structure of
the sentence from ths narsing of the surface structure, andrto \
asscciate a semantic meaning to the Zeen structure ? It certainly

.includes:

a) A "syntactical competeonce” (knowle*go of .the syntaymatical

-

anz transfqrm=tinnal rulas).

-

n) A "scmantical competence” (knowledge nof the semantical rules

allowine to associatoc a meaning to tha deep structures).

c) The knowlecge nf the lexicon (phcnolcgicél an? graphical infor-
metisn, syntactical and semantical selecticn rulas associated

to e=ch item).

x>

‘) Analysis strategics which test (From a, “'and c) the mest
orebatle hyo*th551e anc discarﬂ them as sonn ps something
imnreper hannens. Thi® would imply the memorization of the

snstituonts which have alresady been analysed. Such prcesses

hav

w

“cen cescrits’ in a 50"histicateﬂ way by C.S. Osgzod (1),

c) Comnmansatory Hevices which sup rly the “eficiencies of the
" missing infarmetion anc z2llcw to essess & sentence its mast
protetl2 meaning even if the sentehce is not well-forms? or

if the messacz is not comolctuly receives.

-~

{1) C.S. 05SG0O0OD, 1883,

.
y
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The ideal procedure would be to analyse and test each of these
skills separately. Such e procedure is hcwever unmanageable, so far,
recause any reacing psrformance invclves them all at the same time.

Hcwever, each of these varisbles cen te appruachgg in some way: .

. - N

= Vocabulary tests may te concoived for evaluating as accurately as
possible the lexicel variatle. The semantic properfties of the
wrrgs have hsen 4eseribed in the previous section. Items have to

he written for tosting the syhtacticai propertiss qf the words.,

v

<~ Morphological tests might be conceived for evaiuating the "know-,
ladde -of the morphe-~hrnological transformatiods {(for instancs,

. ~ A
ty the use of meaningless words Or sentences) ¢ . ¢

Ex.t Which is the incerrect sentence ?
a) des elops paturent, ' . j
x b) ces gfogg patqu_; '
Ex.: . Which are thé plurél phrases ?
a) un patur
) un gromp
x c) des flops
x ¢) Zes paturs
32} un glop

x f} des gromps
\ g ..
- Once the researcher has assessad these two ¢imensiong of the

student's performance (Iexical and mérpholpéical skills), he can
measure other achicvements. By asking ‘ghestions about kernel o
‘sentences (NP-VP), cone tests the ability to associate a meaning

to e deep structure.

¥ ) -

x. ! target responsa.
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It seems, ngverthelcss, much more difficult to isolate the
other veria»les (kmowledge of transformational rules, except morpho-
logical cnes). when @ child assigns @ corrsct meaning to the sentence:
"Marie loves Paul” tut an incorrect one to "Paul is loved by Marie”
(this sentence teing up4ér§téod as "Paul loves Marie"), we can explain

this fect:

a) Either “ecausz of an imperfect knowledge of tha passive

transformationa: rules.

-~

£) Or tecause ths passive transformational rules hsve not been
applied, i.0. the first nominal phrase has heen ccnsidered as
a suhject MNP ani this incorrect hypofhesis hes not %“cen

subsequently discarded.

It shoulr -z nossintle te creaté tests which would measure
saparately toth of thesec aspebt%;'hut each trarsformation or set of
+ ransformations woulr reauire a spocific instrumsnt. We ars not likely
tc sot up a convenient procscure for generating itoms “evisad ggr
testing any trensformationel rule.

] Therefcrs,'iq will probetly t2 impnssi-le to test the under-
stan~ing of transformst sentunces by using the ceed structurc in the
quast :n.”Items 2erivad this wey (1) would measure mixa¢ operative
Jrccssses. A more exhaustive stucy applidd to we}l-definad linguistic

Jdata wouls 2llow tn dafine:

- items measuring the knowleZge ~f the rules.

- items testing the recogniticn strategies.

i

{1) This procedure has been suggested by J. Bormuth (186 ~nd 1970},
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3f Anaphorical relations

In the two latter section., we have suggested convenient
procedures for testing the knowledge of the vocabulary and of the
syntactical structures. It seems much more difficult ar gven
impossiblé. so far, to test the domain of semantics. Semantical
selection rules are not well-known and thus very difficult to test.
No criterion tests éan here be designeds; the construction of tests
related to the arsa of semantics is iéft this way to thc decision
of the item-writer. ' -

’ P

As medtionned by J. Bormuth , anaphorical relations can
however be tosted. Bormuth defincs an anaphora _asae "pronoun-
like structure in that it includas both a pro clement and an ante-
cedent”. In fact, pronouns are one type of anachora. Anaphora
. E : generaliy éerve thz function of allowing authors to state a
ccmploxly modificd concent, set it equal to somz shortor form, and
thereafter refer to tho complex con.apt using just that shortensd
form. In order for a reader to understand e discourss, it ssems
necccssary for him tc hava acquired some set of vrocszsses which
snabls him to identify anapheric exprossions of’various typss end

correctly associata thescz anaphoric gxpressions with their prop:r

.

antecedents.

L .2y
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»
\In this prospact, Mgnzel's classific.tion of anaphoras (1)

can be used:

JENSSe gy

1. anaigaphera
2. deerential Renatition Anaphora :

3. Fo*mal Repatition Anaphcre o ’ . /,
Vg
4 Cléas Inclusiva Anaphora . ;

54 SynEnymcus Ananhor2 .
6. ﬁriéhmetic Anaphanra

7 Incﬂusive Anaphora - . -

£

4
8. Derivational Anaphora

Q. Majo* Anaphcr»

10, Minof fncohora

\\ ‘ _

Annphoras do nct covar the whele domain of scmantics:

howaver, thay can supnly some evidence about whst haopens in this

| ' -

Some srﬂéndurcs of dcrivaticn of items from anashoricsl relations
have been destribad vsry oracisely by J. Bormuth (np. cit. pp. 50- 53].
it must be emphes&zud that wc,went to anlarge the nopulation af items
derived from & nassage ny using the semic schama of words described
above (p. 17). This way, we arproach »t the sa2me time both lexical

semantics ond inter-santencas relations. We are convinced that such

s orocedurs takes .intn account some of the highest hierarchicsl skills

~f the reacding prncess mastcred by the students in the lower grades.

(1) P, MENZEL, 1970. 7 .

~
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‘By using this methcd, Qa have derived 1t0m§ upon ancphoribal
falati~ng from first grade passeges. According to the cbjectives of
the taest-writer whn wants to test this specific skill, it ctuld,

havever, roveal ngcessary ts-write passages conteining diffesrent

kinde cf enasharas and to control cther variables.

4. Cloge-tests

R

<

We have sbserved in the previcus sectisns that scme crmpen-

satory davices must be 2vailable which supply ths deficicncice ~f
thz missing information.

Let us have a 1look at scme procedures convenient for testing
this skill. D=leting »r stumping letters and svllables within werds
could bo uscd for tasting the deccding skills and the word ettack
processes. Criterion procadures can casily be designed fcr achieving
this goal by selecting dorivaticn rulas of items.

Let us n~w doscribu four nrocedurss intended tc measure

reading comorehensicn which h=ve, been successfully used wifh first
nd s2cond grade studants.

.

-]
a) Frem sontences isrlatced from ths cantext, a werd is rendemly
%
sclacted. An‘item is then written by choosing decoys from 2 basic
vecabulary list. By tz2king'sr n~t syntactical constraints intc

accnunt, different skills may be =nprnachad.

Ex. The item

.+ x Paul
"L~ pipe d= vilc

brit

[

fume

measurgs thc kn~wledgz of & syntactical constraint.

249
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Ex. Tha item .
crangaade

*Monioue lave son x genou sale”
) rhume '
maasuros the kn-wladpe of & scmanticsl constreint.

Such items have baen devised and administered by E. Boxus and

M. Detheux {1) =t the Leberatnirs do Pédagopia oxpérimentale of

tha University cf Liggo. . '

b) Ff#m sentences isolated from the context, a word is rendcmly
selected and deleted. Such cleze items have bean- administered by
P. DYCKES (2) at the Institut Pédagogique Natirnal nf Luxomburg.
In the same study, he administered nther roading sub-tpst§s by
prccessing tho corrolatica métr;x he proved that thig skill fes

at the top ~f the hisravchy when cther sub-tests wire considered.

c) Fram » passage, it proves very sasy t- build items, as those ) .

described in 2). ' D

d) Claze tests may be cwnstructad frem a'first grads passagg.
A pre-tast administercd by J.P. Rapaille [3) at the baginninp of
the schnolyeer (2nd grade) proved toc be very interesting for it
allowed t2 ascartain th»t somg students arc able tn usc their
lexicel, syntacticel and semantical competence for completing the
rest. The very skewad distributicn ~f the resukts reveals,
hewaver, thot such complex procgssses are not yet mastored by 2

mei~rity ~f students belenging t9 the age group.

’

{1) Rescarch prnject in f~rogress. §§
(2} I.P.N., Luxamburg, 1970. -

(3) J.P. RAPAILLE, Resaarch prcject in progress, Lab~retaireé de
Pédar~gic exdérimentale, University cf Liego.

3
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CONCLUSIONS

1)

Aé a coﬁélusion. let us new 8xplain thch woals could be best
achisvec throuph the use ¢f the model suggestpd. ' ’

First of all, the class room teacher who has to measura day
_ by day the rﬁading achicvomant whils learning is going on. He cannot be
satisfied with usual standardized tests ranking students according to e
gagssian refersnce distributicn: a teacher wh? 1s aware of'th real goals
cf his teaching, cannct bz highly cancerned by the traditional summative
Bvalueticn. What he wants is to kncw ‘accuratoly which read;hg skills heve
bean mostered by a student. Such an’ accurate evaluation i's needed before
reserting to remedial procedures. The teecher urgchfly‘ﬁéads-fhfls to
tast any reading skill ho wants tc. It would therefore be nf a consi-
dorable help if we could provide him with a comolete list of prssibls -

items. The mnoel suggested can serve that purpose. .

In this persnsctive, we d- nst have tc bothor about the’
difficulty 1gvel cr the discriminatisn power of items. All wc need to
know is thet thay heiva basn genorated by using thz model and are repre-
‘scntetive of thz whrla nazulestion cf'itoms”me%suring the skill. Of caurip.

the teacher is, in mrst casos, not able te master such 2 snnhisticetud

tachn-1ogy. Snycializnd rasearch decartmsnts must helo.

1

- . . o

Educatinn»l reading rescarchers are concerned, tce, by this
modzl. It mipht, for instance, pr:ve very impertant te refer to velid
sritarion maa2surss for 2sses sin;, ths predictive pﬂwer af reading readiness

tasts ~r f-r studying the'ﬂrcrequisites nf roading learning. The same

K

\




”

. . critaricn measures might alsc prcve important for identifying 1earning
effects of different reading metheds ("1"ﬂk-say ’ shonics ,...), for

v

calibrating basic readsrs, etce
At any level cf rssponsibility, educational authnrities are

anxicus to provide the bast educaticn according to ths availabla

resources. The bstter nrimery reading achicvoment, the batter would be any

furthef schonl achisvemant. A reading evaluation model is indispensable

for achieving any lecsel ar nzational surveys an reading, for it provides

Y e large pcpulaticn of renresentative items belenging to well-definéd

H sub-clesses and allnws by ‘the sameg tnkcn tc utilizs very reliabls

item-sampling techniques.

2
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