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= The major purpose of thls study was éb determlne 1f a relation~ g

etween oral language competence and reading comprehenslon

+ ron
a

r - o :
»ability. Prof1c1ency01n oral language abil ty was assessed through

pup11 perigrmance 1n two deserlptlve tasks.' Readlng abillty was

- measured through the achlevementescores 1n a readlng test.

S The Ewelve sub]ects who partLCLpated }n thlS study were.

Engllsh speaklng seventh-grade boys attendlng two public schools of

" Aiff rent socxo—economlc areas in the c1ty of Edmonton.ﬂ The subjects

were/selected on, the ba51s of thelr travelllng background and mental iy

ablllty. FOllOWlng 1s a brlef descrlptlon of the four sub—groups ST

y .J, )
1nto whlch the twelve sub)ects were div1ded - C
. e v _ i -
: - o e SN
S“bfgm‘.JPS Ty L°Tl o HRTy . Hoty
3 - T3 3 3. .

L and”ﬂ represent 1ower and haaher soc1o economlc status respectlvely,"
i o
21 and or 1nd1cate tﬁat the subjects have travelled little or - often
v\ L . s

LR

1respect1ve1y. Thé\numbers 1, 2, 3. 1nd1cate three 1nte111gehce ranges,

’ _.low (1), mia: (2) and hlg‘h [E I " e LT 'JL

The Canad:.an Census Report 19:71, prov1ded data concernlng the

" - 8 -

'socio—eCOnomlc status of the areas. Travelllng, %eadlng and language

= ot

:background of the subjects w&s obtalned throuqh questlonnalres"‘

[

(Appendlces B and C).n School records supplled results of performance .

n]the follovung, ey S e ;4“"‘:' 3

;‘a;[ Lorge Thorndxke Intelllgence Tests for hental ablllty, ‘hg-

b. nGates MacGanltle Readlng Test for grade one readlng

;'ffﬁt’ :ach;evement," df‘

e Ll
Oy M °



of comparl,oﬁ and contrast and story-telllng were admlnx tered to each,’

o N c 8 AN N "
; subject and“analyzed by the 1nvest1gator.‘ Permlsslon for use“of7these .
T ‘if"' . R ‘

descrlgtlve tasks was glven by Edna 51emens who developed them to pro- ' .
: . . L e s : A“ »
”q_v1de a much needed measure in elementary educatlon .for as; essing ST
. ’<A'7 . : .-. *
lndlvldual chlldreh s’ 1nstructlonal needs in language.» i "

;: To measure readlng gomprehen51on abillty the voc bulary and

the reaﬂlng subtests of the Dvorak—Van Wagenen Dlagnostlc,Examlnatlon

~

',of leent Readlng Abllltles, Junlor BlVlSlon, Form M, were used

: Py ) o o X
e The 1nvestlgato; hypothe51zed that 1f oral language competence

. s

and readlng comprehen51on4ab111ty are related then the SubJeCtS more

L

tcompetent 1n oral language would also achleve hlgher scores in readlng

comprehe’glon tests or vice versa. Analyszs of the 3ata 1nd1cated that\
€. ’
the subjects from the hlgher soc10-econom1c area were more prgflclent '

e °

“in oral language and readlng comprehen51on than the subjects from the

low, r soc1o-economlc area., The often travelled sub—groups, partlcularly o
. . : . b . .
from the’hlgher soc1o—econom1c area,-had ‘the advantage over the llttle

travel sub—groups 1n both oral language and readlng ablllty.. Mental _—

e
a,

» ablllty seemed to be least 1nf1uent1a1 on performance in- oral language

and readlng in. the often travel §§b~group of the hlgher soc1o—economic

. o
‘area.i However, 1t ‘was noted of the, lower socxo—economlc group that

S
.

‘as the subjects' 1ntelllgence scores 1ncreased the better the per¥
. 3 )

T

formance 1n areas of language measured and 1n readlng ablllty.’
From the results of thls study the postulatlon can be made that

a relatxonshlp ex1sts between oral language competence and readlng




- e

¢ 0 o . . -
a : v . . .“ V . .
o e 0 e v . '
comprehension in: thes e seventh grade males. . The findings~squest that
I ‘ ’,

Lhere is a need for greater empha31s on oral language fac1lity in
"9,
' i S e

d1agnosxs éhd remepxatlon of reading dlsabxlltxos. Eor an assessmenc

._of oraL language faclllty, descriptive tasks uscd in thls sLudy could

'

be.utlllzed. the flndlngs suqqcst that modlflcatlons in

Furthprmbre,

.1nstruct10n, conslstlng of a varlety of .oral languagc taskq should bé‘

AL

.lqnguage'and»reading witHin\the classroomvsgtting.

e
v
°a :

made, for puplls who are observed to exper1ence-d1fflcultxeq ‘in oral
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school life of children hasrbeen‘reaiized wi%hinsthis century‘

: Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

. .

'THF PROBLEM

]
/

i

' > : o ' NN R
The need for a reading program that Font;nues throughout' the

as

children progress through school,"reading material becomes more,%

dlfflcult whlch would seem to" nece551tate a readlng program to

s

N
N

-

materlal at succe551ve levels of dlfflculty (Jenklnson, 1973? '

emphaslze skills which. ensure the understandlng of all types of

Not'
. AJM

dhly is 1t necessary to be abfe to make correct sound/symbolﬂlSSOCLa—,

o’

s—.u\l'

v_tlons but - 1t seems 1mportant that the reader, ln order to coﬂprehend,»f'

. Wilkinson

- communication.

1972

must be,able to“understand the meaning represented.by thersymbols,

Increa51ng research knowledge concernlng relatlonshlp of,

oral language agd readlng achlevement seems 'to have 1nfluenced the'

(A

processes ofulanguage,
(normally acqniredgin'that order).~

these processes are 1nterre1ated and Interdependent.

<

points out thatrlanguage acts as a mediating device fqr thought and"

De Hirsch (1966),

¥

‘hears oral language-used.,

-]

i.e.

L -
. L3 :
]

.

rexamlnatlon of.the 5cope and functlon of language:used by-chl;dren.
(1971) and Rnddell'(L974),claim:that there are four

1istening, speaking, reading and writing

Vygotsky (1962)/

/

3

o

seem to concur that language is first learned when.a child

w -

Meanings‘aréAle%rnea and attached to

Thorn (1974) aarees and adds that ’

‘zZalma (1971), Wardhaugh (1971) and Samuels

o



2~

-y

{certaxn\sounds which make words. As the ch1 da. develops he also learns
to say the words and the patterns these words can take\ to transmlt
'.Meaning; Soon he learns the structure of the language)(sentences) and
by the tlme most. normal chlldren begln school they have acqu1red lang;
;fage abllxty in llstenlna (receptlve language) and spe?klng (expres51ve
language) and are able to control many of thelr 1nconsxstenc1es and
complexltles of thelr language (Rakes, 1974) . |
The next language processaa Chlld 1s expected to learn 1sl' )
L

,,readlng (receptlve language) ' Bateman (1968 69) and Garglulo (1971)

descrlbe readlng as- a sound-symbql assoc1at10n process where the

.

[

prlnted word (graphlc symbol) rs“connected to mean1ngful sound. ‘in - :

f

language (Durrell(>l953, Morency, 1968~69) Tk v' is the

B

receptlon of v1sual stlmull, assoc1at1ng thlS v1sual stlmull tp'

a -t

'specific sounds'previously‘learned and 51multaneouslyrrecalllng the

RY
o

meanlngﬂthe sounds represent. T
. I B ﬂ

°

i Te 0k )
ertlng, llke speaklng,vls express;ve language.‘ Invthis S

process the part1c1pant wrltes graphic symbols that represent words\-
‘ Whlch in turn represent what he is attemptlng to say. T
\‘\Altho;gh there are four language processes, two exoresslve .
3 -
and two >ECept1ve,bthls study 1s°look1ng at: only tWO,vl e. one

. asxpressxve (speaklng) and one\;Eceptlve (readlng) to determlne 1f a

- .

relatlonsh1p exlsts. ,

@
Qs

The oral Language-user according to Slemens (1973), Ruddell

L. . B [ - 0,
oL o T o L : S e . . o
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“freadlng. 1t would appear that the reader 5 success ‘in comprehen51on

gwith meaning'and t0'express relatlonshlps.» However,ylt-may be a. .

: descrlbe objects accordlng to' functlon, tlme, space,‘smze, p051tlon,

kS

'(1974) and Thorn (1974) needs to be aware of words (1abels for concepts)

Ja

and must understand language structure in order) to select words and

o

'structure that organlze meanlng ‘ Furtheirore, they conceded that the

read;ng-language—user who is attemptlng to constructeamessage expressed

B & -

’1n symb ls also needs to beraware of words and understand langdgge

,...,A FEY
- . AAS

structure to organlze mean1ng.;§81nce oral language is learned before

l\depends on his knowledge of the oral form of language - I.er, the

quallty and quantlty of vocabulary and the varlety and guallty of sén-

influence h1s ablllty to reconstruct the meanlng of a wr::.ter.~

Slnce ‘one aspect of thls study attempted to observe oral

°-

language behavxor, an 1nstrument needed to be selected to e11c1t oral

expre551on. Watts (1944) and Grant (1972) agree that a descrlptlve

'task (whether oral or wrltten) reflects a chlld's ablllty to operate‘

'

°factual enumeratlon of an ob]ect, materlal ‘or. person. 'Siemens'
Loy,

4found that the descrlptlve task of" comparlng and - contrastlgg was

useful for e11c1t1ng and ana1y21ng oral 1anguage~J£§n thlS task,
. : % I o

objects, plctures and events are examlned for notlng s1m11ar1t1es and

“_dlfferences._ The subject is. requlred to: examlne, dlfferentlate and

emotlon, number and sequence. o

. Language competency may be defined as.achlld's repertoxre of

a

words for nam:Lng and qual].fylng meanlng, as well as fluency w1th words in

sentences and control ofspeech (Slemens 1973) . It would‘appear that

LA 4

Ne-2

b
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S
3 SR R

comparxng and»contrastlng could indlcate quantlty a

N
'-’ L

Taiye
ey

conxrol by éhe maﬂagr ln whlch the namlng, dlfferentiatlng and

1

(.l"
de5cr1ptlon ls,hahdled

Researchers (Gray, 1957-:Hendersbn} 1969;'Go* dn, - 1970;

.

Rystrom, 1970; Jenklnson, 1973, -and Latham, 1973) who have studled

~

.0
. Lo

‘and discussed‘reaaing comprehens;on“seem tovconcug tbat a_readexwls_v“

“engaged 1n a hlghly skllled thlnklng process 1f meanlng ls acqulred g

'

'from the prlnted page.~ Thls acqulsltlon of understandlng has been
: descrlbed as a grasp of relatlonshlps where syntax and semantlcs ‘work - -

'"‘together to make approxlmatlons of meanlng p0551b1e.> Readlng rs a

N .

V:creatlon of semantlc or meanlngful content by predlctlng meanlng. .

‘fi; ampllng, conflrmlng, rejectlng or modlfylng the predlctlon.-

-vThls arriv1ng at meanlng 1s a recognltlon ‘of relatlonshlps between

.‘r,” ) ¥

f'and among worgs_ing/&é also ‘a hlghly skllled thlnklng process whlch )

rearranges underlylng sentence meanlng.
Both readlng and speaklng appear to be thought processes

where readlng is the receptlon of thought and speaklng is the

.4~ s e

expre551on’of thought. Furthermore, At seems that for the readerv ;A

K

Tto comprehend arid the speaker to communlcate, vocabulary, phonology

'and syntax of a language are. utillzed and need to be’ understood

o

Consequently lt would appear that ablllty in oral language would

S

_1nf1uence or affect achlevement,ln‘the recept;ve language process

of’ readlng

‘a

In desxgnxng studles of language competence and readxng it

is essent1a1 that factors that may affect elther or both are taken S

v _}s

~ . . s Lo 1

(]
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wlnto account. Flsher (1965) claxms that chlldren do not come to

et

school equally prepared.. Deutsch (1963) and Bernstein (1967) found

'
°

¢ that soclo-economlc status affected language facrllty and achlevement
‘at school.‘ Dechant (1970) clalmed that a Chlld 'S ablllty in the’
1anguage processes may be partly predicted by the number, type and

] yarlous experlences he has haﬁ.‘ The level of°a Chlld s lntelllgence.
'also influences his progress'attschool and his competency in
language (Yules, Rutter, Berger and Thompson, . 1974) “In order to'

) accommodate for these varlables, thls study takse; 1nt6maccount socio-.
. B ; W
. economic background, travelllng experlences and 1ntelliqence.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY i

o

o

The major purpose of*thisJStudy is to determine?if a.relation?
sh;p exlsts between oral language competence and achlevement in

l
.readlng comprehen81on in seventhlgrade males.' o B .

| ; Speclflcally, thxs studx is de51gned to dlSClOse whether

I

competence in oral language and ablllty ln readlng of. male stu— ,°.

dents fron1a higher soc1o—econom1c background dlffers from that of

\

'fthe male student from a 1ower soc1o—econom1c background at the saime

»grade placement. level in school. It further seeks to establlsh
'whether there is a dlfference in language and- readlng performance

between boys who  have. more travelllng experlences than. those who

have less w1th1n the two soclo—economlc groups. Flnally, the study

1s also de51gned to determlne whether there 1s a dlfference in
' *

‘language and readlng performance among male students Wlth dlfferent

'1ntelllgence scores. - T



..used in this study.

I3

DEFINITION OF TERMS \_

. ) N . r
Following is a discussion to clarify the mqaning of terms

N E

) ‘Reading comprehensiOn is a thinkfng process whereby a reader pro-
0 . . N A

cesses graphic symbols to arrive at meaning.
i : . . = A
. . ' f .. .
Language competence is the speaker's repertmlrg of. words for naming
. o . . - i -

.
- <

purposes and qualifying meaning, fluency Qith words in sentences

;, and control of speech in'the>des¢riptive tasks of comparison and

'contrast and story telllng

_ Language fac111ty lS used 1nterchangeably with Iangqage competence.

ngher soc1o—econom1c is a phrase whldh pertalns to status of

groups and 1nd1v1duals from the area descrlbed as the higher

<
Se

soc1o-eponom1c area in Table 3 1.

) Lowexr 50c10-e$onom1c is a phrase whlch pertalns to status of groups

1v1duals from the .area descrlbed as the lower socio-

'economlc area in Table 3.1. .

Language nger "is the 1ntegratlon of two major areas of ‘a ch11d s

development; hxsvth;nklng power and h;s,language.competence

(Slemens, 1973,‘9..9) - .

Communlcatlon unlt "15 the grammat1ca1 lndependent clause w1th any

b
of 1ts modlflers" (Loban, 1963, p. 7) Y

N often travel group is a phrase used to descrlbe the subjects who

I

@; lndlcated on’ the questlonnalre (Appendlx B) that they travelled-

: often (nearly every year).

;e .

thtle travel groq2>1s ‘a phrase used to descrlbe the’ subjects who

'lndlcated on the questlonnalre (Appendlx B) that they travelled-

° . . . /L

wr



never, or some (about’ three times) .

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

»
. e
. '

A brief description of the sample and testing procedures is

included in this section.

Saggle

Four groups of male pupils from two schools participated in

v

this study. All the puplls were 1n the seventh grade in the Junior .

©

ngh D1v1510n of the Edmonton Publlc School System.

°

he two schools used represented a hlgher and. a lower socio-

<~
K

economlc area., ‘A group: of 51x sub]ects was selected from each®

school, where three were accounted for by much travelllng experlence

e “1‘rv =

and three by little travelllng experlence.' *SFarthermore, each sub-

ject was also chosen accordlng to his intelllgenée score SO that

three 1ntelllgence ranges could be ettabll .Ed in'each of the

travelllng experlence sub-groups for both schools.‘

t

pata Coliection 7 . . ‘-
To obtain oral 1anguage samples of all the subjects in.the
study, the comparlson and’ contrast and story—telllng tasks of

DeSCIlEtlcn‘ A Measure of Chlldren 'S Language Power (devxsed by

‘ Slemens (1973) for her master s the51s) were admlnlstered ind1v1dually
to each subject. Respoﬁ%es were recorded on tape and transcribed by ’

the researcher. In order to procure ablllty scores in readlng compre~

hen31on the Dvorak-Van Wagenen Dlagnostlc Examinatlon of’ Sllent

. Readlng Abllltles Junlor DlViSlon Form M was adminlstered to groups




]

of pupil?é(ith results scored .and *carded by the investigator.

\ .
Testlng and collectzon of data were completed in Apr11 and May, 1975.
2 “ .
The ahalysrs of the oral lanquage was done. by the researcher
\

and was corrob§rated by having two independent judges score the

P

N \ - . ’ i . o
pupils' responses and by subsequently;resolvlng‘disagreements.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The study a;tempﬁedvto ascertain answers to the following

\

questions:

1. 1s there.a relationship between socio-economic background

and either oral language competence or reading comprehension or both?

27 Is ;here a relationshi§ berween erperleaﬁlal baékground
(travelling and readiné'eiperiences) and’aithaz-oral language cgﬁpgtehce .
or performance in readlng comprehen51on or both? ' '

3. Is there a relatxonshlp betﬁeen 1ntelllgence and either oral
language compétencé or performance‘in reading comprehensldn'or both?

4. Is there‘a relatibﬁéhip betweenorallanguage competence and

1
performance in reading comprehension?

DATA ANALYSIS : s “
The oral language samples from thq\comparxson and cqptrast

ard

task were analyzed according to criteria establlshed by Slemens in
B \ -

her 1nstrumenb Descr;ptlon. A Measure of Ch;ldren s Language Power.

The language ellclted by the story—telllng task was measured by
enumeratlng certain language feat&res, i e. total number of words,- S

communication units, and number of \words in the communxcation unit.

\

Y

<



.lack of language competence, as 1nd1cated by analyzlng descrlptxon

a'a\

For a dedbription of reading ability, percentile scores were
obtained for finding the main idea of a paragraph. noting details
stated in the paragraph,precognizing related ideas, makinq.inferences
and interpretations, the total reading comprehansion acore,,vocabulary
in context and vocabulary in ieolation. |

When the analysis of the oral language samples and the

description of reading achievement was completed, examinations were

madel to discover differences in performance between subjects of higher

. . . " - .“

-and lowé? socio-economic backgrounds, mucb and llttle travelling

experience, and_different intelligence scpres.
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY o -

“This study mlght be pertinent to current procedures ln

s

~teaching readlng to junior hlgh ‘school boys., 1f it is found that

A

tasks, ngnders readlng comprehensxon. then such knowledge can_ serve
-

. as an 1mpetus to the constructlon and util1zat10n Ain a readlng pro—a
’ %ram of methods of teachlng and act1v1t1es for male students

specxflcally desxgned to.develop better 1anguage competence in. order‘.’ - ;'

‘a
to fa0111tate better reading ab111ty.

¢ . - . . B

LIMITATIONS: OF THE STUDY , : t

. This restrlcted sample w111 demand cautlon in any generall-

1

zatlon or extrapolatlon of the results since the study was. llmited

to a group of only twelve male subjects-

2. No attempt was made to. take account of 1ndividual

' . - o

5 7
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differences in motivation er attitude and personality bfﬂthe suhjects,
: » ‘ .

«

yet these factors may have influenccd performance. '

«

ORGAN{ZATION OF THE STUDY

- o,

¢ The remainder of the study is organized as follows:-

I3

Chapter II—-Related therature. This chapter_includes a
’ i.. -

vrev1ew of 1iterature relevant to a definiti?n of language and readxng

in order to'illustrate dependence of reading achievemeht on oral
: . o B L [ IS
language ability, develop a definition-of readingécouprehension.

and tQ drscuss "descrlptlon" as a means of ellcitlng language.- The

o

factors of soc1o—econom1c background, experlential background and

-

rintelligence as%they‘pertaln to this study are also discussed

éhapter I1I—Design of the Stuﬁy.}'This chapter descrlbes
. o .; 4
the populatlon,’sample, research 1nstruments, pilot studies, testing

procedures, ana1y51s of'the data and the rellability of the instru-

ments and ‘of the analysis.

e

Chapter IV——The Analysxs and Flndlngs of the Study.- Thig

-

chapter presents the analySLS of the oral language samples, the

descrlptlén of the readinq~performance, and the fxndlng? of the study

/

thh respeef/to the researgh questlons. L . ﬁf ,/ _'4
Chapter V—TSummary,,Conclus1ons, Implxcatlons and SUggestlons

for Further Resé&rch.» A summary of the study is prov1ded in thls

9

chapter, the maln findings and the conclusxons based on these-“

- -

fxndlngs.v The mellcatlons of the - findings fof eduqatlonal purposes :

*
are dlscussed and suggestions for further research £re prov1ded

e s e
PR

-
.
~

. FIs

a
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: . ‘ . INTRODUCTION = . ..~ "
, ) o E 4 © o , .
. . ¢ . o

. c

Power" was used “to elicit and analyze oraI language dn the present‘ ¢

.The reviewiof literature relevant to the’ present study attenpts'”
:: develop'a definition'of language, indicate the relationship"ﬂ
LI . <. N [

betwéen language and reading in order to illusttate dependence of

e a0

readxng&E‘Pxevement on language competenceJ develop a definxtlon of

. .o o . . -

readlnq comprehension an@ xndicate methods of anaLyzinq language.

» ;

Since‘siemens (1973)<rDescr1ption~. A Measure of Childrents Languaqef T

study the need’for the use of such’ aft evaluat;on of Lgnguage is Qis=~ --

. ]

°cussed and 1nformat10n spec1£1ca11y relat1ng to her study Ls provxded..

- . e 0,

anally the rev1ew ‘of literature dlscusses varxables used by -the .,

< pacy
1nvest;gator as»they ;elate to the p{fsent study. These varlable% A
are soc10—econom1c background, experlental background and- 1ntelllgence.
o L& . . = I A . N . el .-_ P . ‘.% ° - op“
L v 9. - ‘

" LANGUAGE. e v . 7

oL@ - . T . .
- . - : B ’

Language is. a.highly organlzed, systematlc means of

@ representlng ekperlence, and as such it assists-us to organlze

-_all other" w%ys of representlng. »(Brltton, 197% p. 21)
. '?\-‘-” ‘o

° . Language 1s a series of sngnals to whlch meanings are arbl—-¢',

-~ ° - oA

trarlly attache&; but xn order that these lntegpretatlons ‘add up to

.understandxng the slqna15~(words) must be arranged in onder, they o

vﬂmst be gatterned Some meanlngesand some patterns axe more lxkely

. c >

-

‘than othe;s. Awareness of p0351b1e mean1ngs and patterhs is lmportant

s vt .. N .

.;; R o : e . 11 -

sy



' ‘(Wllklnson, 971)

',that 1a .

Tin receptlon and productlon of 1angua

select words, mean&ngs of- words -and s
] :

Dechant (1970), Geyer (1972),

e .

vand Lefevre,(lB?O) would support the

'_.’»

ris a 6YStematlzed struc

x..'~<3~

'patterns ) These patterng are represe

e e

dfor the speaker, phon}c for the 1lste

I,grapho phonlc for the reader.. Furthe

f»

‘,meanlng results. Thus 1anquage ;s a

bl . P

- _patterns, where the patterns represen
::/?:.;,.. SN .
»organLZatLon;of;the-words in a spoken

" to meaning.
Ce .

.According to‘Chpmskﬁ.(léG?).

5 .
S

ge so that the language user wlll
» .

tructure gpat organlze mean}ng -

Gleason (1965), Goodman (1968)
above s1nce they seem to- agree
ture made up GE" patterns of
ntedoby symbols which' are ‘ora
ner graphlc for the wrlter but

rmore, symbols represent words

.and when these words are patterned correctly, language, and flnally

system whlch 1s made up of " I
t the system or 1ts syntax.‘ The

or wrltten system prov1des clues

-

Strlckland (196§),'Le%eyre (1970),'

oy for concepts

Smlth (%971), Vygotsky {1962) and W1l

‘t"pattern of, patterns acts as a media

@

.Vcommunicatlon.f In humans, words fulf

4
i

pgtterns?of'WOrds refér:ed to-form}co

-0

Carroll (1967), Vygotsky (196

o

5 : R

sinto cla551f;cat10ns, abstractxons, g

Q e
groups. Dechant. (1970) clalms that t
. . - . )

*abstract way-is called conceptuallzat

klnson (1971) thls"*‘*sfem“—or——————~
3 a
tlng device for thought and

111 a symbollc functlon and the

ncepts. Thus words are symbols'

-

‘r

2), Gagné (1967), Dechanﬁ,(1976);

’Land Smlth (1971) concur that a concept is a way of organ1z1ng thought

oot
enerallzatlons, categorles or

'

’ relatlonships whxch may be represented by words ind1v1dually or in

he process of thxnklng in-an ,
.

ion and the end result 1s a concept

-
.
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and adds that a word LS the verbal expre551on of a concept _ Carroll

(1967) takes the v1ew that dlfferences in: 1nte11ectual and educatlonal
levels and experlences w111 account for dlfferences 1n the sheer

numbex of concepts attalned by the - 1nd1vadua1 , Gagné (1967) reports

* that the test for the presence of concepts is a matter of demonstratlng

that qenerallzrng can- occur.; Accordxng to Vygotsky (1962) the process'.’“

. of concept formatlon is a gradual evolutlon and the 1nd1V1dual may not

» :
accompllsh thlS ablllty before he 1s‘twelve years of age 'Thevclaim

’ -2,
is made by Vygotsky (1962) that concept fbrmatlon takes place 1n three
? .. . »
bas}c stages,‘each subd1v1ded 1nto several stages the syncretlc heap,

complex thlnklng and flnally true conceots. As long as thlnklng in

"

v ! ’ ’ . ) -
complexeS"domlnates, the abstracted feature wh1ch 1s unstable ylelds
. , ,,,E,J.

pe

-eaSLly to other features.' Not untll abstractlons become stablllzed C e

-"and are synthe51zed does a true concept emerge.‘oAnalyzrng and syn— -
’ . N - ~ l., \ "
theslzing are the main. 1nstruments of thought and the facxli&ator o

is: the word Gagne (1967)r Carroll (1967), Dechant (1970) and Smlthftji

(1971) concede that the quantlty and quallty of concepts acqulred
DA :

depends on the lndLV1dual s age,flntellectual capac1ty, educat10na1 '

: and experlentlal background In relation to language then there w111 N

‘be . 1nd§v1duals with fewer concepts of llttle varlety Whlch may be.

1dent1fled by a meager vocabulary lacklng 1n quallty or ﬁhere may be

5 those w1th many concepts of a qreat varlety who may QL 1dent1f1ed by

= o
I

a vast vocabulary rlch -in quallty._ Or there may also be those w1th a

L3N «

vast vocabulary but lackxng 1n‘qua11ty.i This varlatlon Osgood

(Carroll, 1966) refers to as experlentlal dlfferentlal" and Msemantic

<

'differential.“" o _ ‘
. EY L oL - - -



Langhage,'therefore;-is'an organiied structure. of pattetns of
‘words. Y of thls\structure lagguagevusers seem to be 1ntu1t1ve1y aware; - ;
- The: words, symbols for organlzed thought (concepts) or patterns of '?
yords communlcate meanlng, where understandlng is acqulred throug;,thef
concepts ‘the ﬁzrds tepresent.; éonsequently Ianguage‘is-sald to‘act'

-

as_a medlatlng dev1ce for thoughtvand communlcatlon. If the number

.of concepts aﬁa quallty of vocabulary depends- on ‘age, 1ntellectual

capac1ty and éducatlonal and’ exper1ent1a1 backgrOund then it wauld

o

vappear that the language requred w111 also depend on the above factorsy
o ' PR
v LANGUAGE AND READING -
Theré is much evidence in research that a C1osé'relationship'}”
‘exists among ‘the language arts, namely speaking,'listening,‘reading

and weiting.. One can reason that since the purpose of language is

'ffcommunlcation and that each of these aspectS(aflanguage is used S .

A_exther<1n the'expre551ve or receptlve act of commun;catlon,-simllar_
‘ thought processesboccur./.fbi L E S :' : ST ,f- 2 : ;vw@
:'.;., - Lefevre's (1970) model of “"know-how" of the Engllsh
~;anguage is comogsed of the four communlca§1on arts and skills

Y

of speaking, llstenlng, reading”ahd writing Smlth Goodman and
Meredlth (1974) clalm that- the entlre process of readlng ‘can be
hest understood when conSLderatlon is glven to the dev;ces w1th1n

language that‘convey meaning and the ways readers ihterpret;and react3§

. to these dev1ces. : - ‘"_A o § . e : _ : .
. Shuy (1974) suggests that dn effectlve readdng 1nstructlon '
' 5 . ® °

‘ program will tecognlze that chlldren begin w1th a well developed

-

= . . . . w
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@

language system. . Hopkins (1970) 1nvest1gated relatlonshlos between o

[ - . “.e

'levels of llngulbtlc competenee and readlng achlevement with grade one

. o

.students and found that the Chlld s ablllty in morphology and syntax

was cl ? related to. hlS achlevement 1n readlng., Dechant (1970),.
RO (1955) and Smlth (1971) agree that a chlld s ablllty in

speaking and llstenlng is the best 1nd1:ator of hls readlness to” read

Ruddell (1963) was concerned w1th the relatlonshlp between .
written, oral language structure (tatk: put 1gto wrltlng) ;nd readlnq
comprehension; ;56 observed,that readrng comprehen51on scores-on"7
‘materialS»that-utllize hlgh freguency'patterns of,oral langpage struc- -

ture are signlflcantly greater than readlng comprehen51on scores on

L]

materials that utlllze low frequency patterns of oral language struc—_‘

'ture.f Srnce only one example of each sentence 1s glven, W1lklnson

Ey

(197lJ concl@des that all the research seems to say is°that chlldren‘

flnd mater1al wrltten in 51mple patterns ea51er ‘to understand than that

7 —— o

"wrltten 1n more complex patterns~~

Y.
a"

. \ :
Loban 8 (1963 1966a, 1967) research deals w1th a thfrteen—

year 1ong1tud1nal study of the language used with a* sample of 338

subjects durlng the entlre-course of thelr schoollng. Loban s concern

‘was spec1f1cally with the use aﬂd cont;ol of 1anguage, the rates of

".growth exhlblted.by the subjects durlng the course of the lnvestlga—' N
. & N . o - ] .
'tlon, the effeotlveness of thelr communlcatlon and the relatlonshlps

~

among thelr abllitles in speaqug, readlng, wrltlng and llstenlng.v ’,_ v

In'this exten51ve study; abllitles Ln readlng, wrltlng, llstenlng an&
dw g
: speaklng 1nd1cated a p051tive relatlon to one. another.‘ Furthermore,j;

<

it was found that at all ‘grade 1evels, those who h%d the highest oral
6 .



'—"languagevratlngshalso performed best on readlng tests.b,'

'oIt was stated above that language acts as a ned:affhg dev1c€ ‘

-t

for‘bommunlcatlng thought and meanang. If Speaklng is expressxng
@

E language and readlng is rece1VLng language both utlllze the ‘'same ,"

'

: dev1ce, namely language.. The functgon of" both speaklng and reading

‘lS to communlcate thought and meanlng and consequently would seem

“to be related.

-

°

: . DR o a4 ; ' T
=+ .. , READING COMPREHENSION - ' =

a

? Since tpls study is concerned with readlng somethlng needs"

to be Qald about readlng comprehen51on or the acqu151tlon of meanlng
.‘Whlle readang. ‘ kS . : - . '_i ;ﬁ_-

o : " LR

a

Gray (1957), Henderson (1969),_Dechant (1970), Smlth (1971)

o

»’and Harrls (1972) agree - that readlng comprehens1on ls a thlnklng

{Eprocess whereby the reader acqulres meanlng from the prlnted page.

- »

Spache (1969) cIaims thn e ar ‘.. = v - “_""‘* R1nn;
. ; . . . -
o
act~' the comprehensxon of words, ldentlfylng relatlonshlps among 'ﬁ

°

ivldeas the words represent and reasonlng and percezving 1deas. He
‘also adds that it is a kind of fluent almost 1nstantaneous comblnlng b

" of. words ‘into complete th ghts: Smlth (1971) states that‘reading
. . N

N
Brtern, ., o

enta1ls maklng use. of lnformatlon sxmultaneoust at both surface

o

(word recognitlon) and deep (concept) structure of langu%ge using

»,elenents of both visual and semantic informatioh to arr;ve at
‘ ‘ :
_nmaning.

.
© <

Gray (1957)7 Henderpon (1969), Dechant (1970). Harris (1972)

and Goodman (1973) suggest that there are levels of compre nsaon.

3 - P



'The claim Ls made that the reader is- worklng from concrete to abstract
. ’ N

_meanlng,afrom fact to interpretatlon or from llteral to lmpliclt -

.meanlng. Jenklnson (1973) 1ends support to the 1dea of revels 51nce

[

'she stated that readlng comprehension requlres dlfferent levels of'
1

_ understandlqg, namely the'COntructionr;interpretation‘and‘evaluationh__

of-meanlng. Ruddell (1974) also refers to 1evels where ‘he- dlscusses

appllcative Wthh seem to compare to Jenklnson s constructive,‘inter-
pretrve and evaluatlve levels respectlvely., Ruddell (1974) clalms

that the comprehen51on skllls should not be v1ewed as. formlng a rxgld

.~h1erarchy of 1ndependent SklllS but. lnstead, as comprehen51on compe—

.

r:tencies, that- are related and 1dent1fied ‘for . 1nstruct10nai purposes. S

'5For example, identlfylng the main 1dea at the Lnterpretlve level is -

<notjafrequiq';e for predlctlng outcomes at the ‘same comprehen51on'

”;flevei. On the ‘other hand 1dentify1ng detalls at the factual level

1

/

~and. ldentlfles three comprehen51on levels. factual 1nterpret1ve-andm‘

17

L

-

'-,appears to be essentlal in, order to ldentlfy the maln 1dea and predfct

'“p0551ble outcomes at the Lnterpretlve level Thus Ruddell (1974), in-
hls dlscu381on ldentlfles each skxll competency at each of the factual

filnterpretlve and appllcative comprehen51on levels. f’
R . ;
Llsts of comprehen51on components or skills have been dev1sed
o AR
fby Gray (1957), Spache (1969), Geyer (1972), Harris (1972), Wallen
[ <«

i(1972) and others.\ The skllls most frequently mentioned are know

"I

word meanxngs, identlfy, organize, infer, find main idea, relate,

-

:j‘lnterpret, integrate, 3udge, analyze. synthesize, qualify, apply °v'3

and evaluate. The comprehension skill most\conslstently referred

' to on l1sts of comprehension components is know word meanings.. he



o . . CO - ' : . : n‘, &

other skllls,bldentlfylng, organlzlnq nlnferrlng, judglng, ete. 'seem“

to be skllls that recognxze 1nterre1étlonsh1ps of words or 1nter-

relationshlps of meanlng. One may conclude,then, 1f readlng compre- . u:v“"

\
<

hEHSLOH lS acqu1r1ng meanlng and words are symbols for meanlng (con—

t
i

cepts) then in  order to comprehend the reader must know the meanlng

\of words. In conjunctlon w1th knowxng the meanlngs he must also

IR .

_ recognlze the 1nterrelationsh1ps of meanlngs to form concepts.h

' Dechant (1970) p01nted out that meanlng depends to a great degree

‘ upon the reader s ablllty to recreate those experlences for Whlch : ' (_

" the 'symbol stands. He added that frequently the»“crltlcal element in -
readlng 1s not what is on the page but, rather, what the graphlc

symbol 51gn1f1es to the reader“ (p. 19). .Consequently;~1t'wou1d*

/ .
appeaz'that:the 1nd1v1dua1 s ablllty 1n readlng,comprehen51on as 1n

L -

language faclllty must also be contlngent wlth hzs 1ntellectua1 and

ﬁﬂ¢@fﬁﬂﬂ%ahtmuw;omm.

 ANALYZING LANGUAGE - .

' \\ Counting,Language Features'ﬁ, L R

Language has been measured objectlvely by cla551fy1ng and

count:mg certaln language features Some of ﬂleco‘mmoh measurements were .

number of words, mean sentence length, varlety of words and partf of

_speech use of unusual words, use of varled sentence types, com#%ex1ty

e o

.of structure, coherence and ablllty to use constralnts. Such studles

CET
"L
'j&

proved useful. Loban (1963) did a most comprehensive 1ongltudxnal

A

-study of langpaae of 338 elementary school chlldren from klndergarten

L:

to grade Tlx. The chxldren were. 1nterv1ewed 1nd1v1dua11y for samples*v

\ 3 ; !

T TP S I
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!\of oralepeech over.a year. They*Were‘inen a series of six pictures,

L

a ked to dlscuss what they ‘saw in each plcture and what they thought ’

abouth;tul The oral language sample qas recorded, transcrlbed and .

analyzed.z At Loban s flrst level of analy51s the lanquage was analyzed '

e ' v

1nto structures of ba51c sentence patterns." He found that in general

a ..

the dlfference in structural patterns used by hlgh—scorlng and low- .

'13 scorlng groups is negllglble (except that the hlgh group utlllzes hore .

of the llnklng verb pattern ani the low fewer complete sentences)

Loban also recorded the number of words, the number of communlcatlon

. unlts (an-xndependent clause'w1th 1ts modlflers) and the-average

i

length of a communlcatlon unlt.. Hls flndlng substantlated McCarthy s,

(1954) that w1th each succeedlng year, thlldren speak more 1anguage

WLth moré and longer communlcaéhon unlts. Hunt (1965) studled wrltten

_'language of students 1n grades four. elght and twelve. (He used the

a

[

o

. 19,

5§§mw$-un1t deflned as "a maln clause plus all the subordlnate clauses o

m,attached‘br embedded w1th1n 1t" Pa. 141 ) HlS T—unlt is 51m11ar to

<«
< B

loban' s,copmunitat;on unlt.; As . a, result of hlS study Hunt reported
ﬂ_that of "the four indexes:7 sentence length, subordlnatlgnwratxo,g
. e /1 D ! .

clause length and: T—unlt length, the beét'index,for indicatingja

Etstudent 8 grade level is T—unlt 1ength

. Description

Feor ﬁeasurlng language can be useful. ‘However,

)



Followxng thlS paragraph is a dlscu551on conCernlng the need for an

\
-

evaluatlon of language other than Loban s (1963 1966a, 1967) or
Hunt!s (1965). Since this study used Slemens‘ (1973) lnstrument to

_~e11c1t and analyze samples of oral language her ratlonale for the .

.use of "descrlptlon" is presented An’ outllne of Slemens 1nstrument;

-_"Descrlptlon- ‘A Measure of Chlldren s Languace Power" follows the .

. .
:presentatlon of her ratlonale and the sectlon concludes w1th detailed

_reSults'of'the‘partsjof.Siemens flndlngs most useful to the present

.study.4;. h

. - . 3

Even as chlldren complete elementary school there 1s need for

3

contlnuous teachlng of readlng (Jenklnson, 1973) In many cases the

poor reader is also the poor language user (Loban 1963 l966a, 1967)
The ach1evement,of-a poor reader especially 1f»from a.lower socio-
‘economic background‘tends to detériorate .as HeAcontinues in school

(Deutsch, 1965).~ Consequently, to overcome the.lack of language

.competence in a student there seems to be a need ln educatlon ‘for a

- .

comprehenslVe method.of aSse551ng individual children's ;nstructlonali”

needs in language.‘_ o E— e T ot

P

Studles of chlldren s language 1n the. past as reported and

ﬂresearched by Hunt (1965) and Loban - (%ﬁ63, 1966a, 1967) seemed to

be’ looklng for developmental trends.A Observatlons .were made con-

o .

' cernlng the amount of language used, the number of words In’sentences,

in’ communlcat;on-unlts or T—unltS'or the frequenoy of:varrpus_grame'
maticql strUctures were noted. ‘Such research aptly,revealéd develop-

dment or lack of development in 1anguage of students, however, there

'seems to be a 1ack of a mbans for appraisingrthe Chlld s needs in

B .o : . LA

W

Y
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language development. o oo
- siemen's (1973) instrument based on description revealed that ({

~ - .

her subjects indicated developmentéi trends in &Fal language perfor—

maﬁcev(summary,:pp:'30—31). Her stuay a}soLd%sbloseduinstfuqtiéhal3

needs ,of individual children in order that éppropriate curriculum } L
experiences may be proyideduto enhancéjianguage power. . In this study

'the'comparison and contrast and story;telling*taSks‘oﬁ Siemens'

LA I W R At

instrument, Wescription: A Measure of Children's Laﬁguaée'Power,.were

AT .- - . - .

used to determine. language competence.

wWhat is besoriptioﬁ?. : . , ' S ‘ S -

| égééiipfion~$§pears to .be a strglegy designhted'to'dgpict bré-.
cisely objeéfs; materials, persons, évents;»p:oéedpréE‘anﬁ;xhiﬁésgnead:'
and heafdias.noted by &he obser?erf(ﬂenhings é Grant, 1973)? Fournier

(1969) includes in his view of description classification of attributésl

and comparison of. sets of attributes, sequencing of ideas to establish >
- Y Y - ) . B - . . g . .. .

desired emphasis and meaning, and description of relation;hips.

Furthermore, Fournier (1969) and Hennings and Grant (1973) seem to’

agree thét déscr;ption is. based on spatial clues, and WétﬁS‘(1944) -

.suggests—that descfiption takes the form of narration. since it deals.

- o

with‘objects or events remote in time and spade as well as those

khing§;difect1y,bbservahle. It seems possible that the strategy of -
deSCriptionlconsists of perceiving the who;é_of'objects and events,

A ) : . .
abstracting the criterial properties of objects and events, selecting’
theimost'essential_e;emepts,_compa;ingsand dontrasting'specifié
ptbperties, sequentiai and inferential thinking and organization of _ ’

4 -
<

the ideas (Fournief, 1969; Jackson & McFetridge, 1972), ..The

=



feffeétiveness-or"vividness of the,description would agem.toldepend on

.

‘the 1nd1vidua1 s ability in the use of " words (languaén\competence). ‘ ‘
'With.reference to words (Chapter 11, p. 12) 1t was sald that "wordsl )
are symbols for concepts," and "cancepts are ways . of organlzing thought
_ into cla551f1cat10ns, abstractlons, generallzatlons,.categorles or
relatig;ships," The number of concepts acquired affects thlnklng

ablllty (Dechant, 1970) .- Thus it would, appear that language e11c1ted
by descrlptlon mlght 1nd1cate the 1nd1vidual s cognltlve growth in .~

the.repertoireFOf words,'quallty of words and organrzatlon of words

into sentences and at the same time be useful to determine if a'rela-
¢ . - e

tlonshlpbetweenorallanguagecompetenceandreadlngﬁomprehen51onexlsts.

o . 'g

5

Studies“Utilizing description' : T .

-

Hawklns (1969) obtalned chlldren s descrlptlve language in °

order to explore‘soc1al class dlfferences in exp11c1tness of speech

22

'behavior. Heider (1968) attempted to discover social cIass dlrt”f‘nces’

.

din.tneaduantitf'of crlterial propertles chlldren mentloned in the des-=
cription oth?ictures of'animals.f Siemens (1973) adds that two explora—

- tory studles (Jackson & McFetrldge, 1972; leon, 1973) utilizing des—‘

criptlon, done at the Unlver51ty of Alberta, showed that;descrxptlon

could be a useful measure for asse581ng chlldren s language power.

-

Criteria used by Jackson and McFetrldge (1972) for evaluatxng chlldren 's

,7description “of objects were- ab111ty to focus, to_organlzevldeas, to

0
. - e

prov1de descrlption. to use relatlonal terms, and the ability to'use

%,
L

V"vocabulary. Nixon s (1973) “Open ended oral responses" 1ndicated sig-.

m.fn.cant trends in thé languaqe hehav.lor among various groups and between

<



aqe 1evels in relatignAto lanquage power vhen considering quantity

of categories. qualitative changes within categories. dogmatic versus

. -

vtentative statements, irrelevant responses and egocentric versus

,cooperative productlon. After noting the pOSSlbllltleS of description

]
1

Sin acquiring and evaluating language, Siemens (1973) designed a des-,

criptive 1nstrument of her own, whereby she attempted to: indicate

;that description is a neans that can prov1de a better understanding

~of chlldren s languade power.. - ' . ) bz;
Immediately follow1ng is an.outline of the‘instrument dev1sed

-

by Siemens. o

~

7 SIEMENS' INSTRUMENT AND FINDINGS

Siemens' (1973) 1nstrument, Description~‘ <A Measure of Chil-

dren's,Language Power'based on her model of description (Figure 1)
g ' - . L/
_consisted of seven descriptive tasks. The descriptlve tasks- admin-

4

/ . s
1stered in order of dlfflculty'were~ (1) criterial properties, (2)\\

}'selection of essential elements, (3) comparison and contrast, (4)'

¢

.sequenc1ng, (5) 1nference, (6) description and (7} story-telling.
vThese descriptive tasks were to elicit oral language samples from the
individual child. Stheen boys and girls, in two age groups-—ages
eight years ‘six’ months to nine years five months and eleven years six

months to twelve years f1ve months were Siemens' s Jects for admin-
vistering the tasks.' In each age _group there was an. equal number of

'

average language users and high language users. There were fonr groups

in all. -

5 ;Theaanalysisbof lanésage samplesApaid specxal-attention to

Y
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Ky

trendd’nnd patterna ln frequency distributlon. qpalitative 1eve1q. an¢ ‘ L
M g R
the nature of the speech behavior with regar& t? the !oup qroups, tho . L

e SR

two age groups and the average language users and the high 1unquaqe ; ;‘

-users wlthin an ‘age group. The flndings indicated that the trends and

patterns in the’ frequency dxstributxon peiﬁted to growth in the B -

-

7O 0
concrete—abstract dimensioh. the qualltative 1evels related to’ either

"the. concrete-abstract dimen51on or the 1mp11c1t exp11c1t d}mensgon or

~ o .7

‘both, and when the speech behavlor was exapxned growth pattegns were

‘ qQ

’1dent1f1e& lnrthe imp11c1t—exp11c1t d1mensxon.;° :’

& v - . 9 o

_ Further’ analy519 as done 1n the form of case: studies of two

chlldren s language sampleSnin "descrrptrdn“ and “story telling,

' .

;comparxng thelr performance in the flrst f1ve descrlptxve tasks rela-

.

tive tb the scope of their language powér. 'Thxs analy51s;p59v1ded a

‘c - . L

relatlve compxehen31ve plcture of their oral lanQUage.. ' R '_\
. b T R o

At thé conclusxon of the entire analysxs; Slemens found that

- & . -

0.’
.“.om arison and Con;rast“ produced theqmost B 1gf~

o . ——" L |

1nformatlon of all the tasks about the chxldren -5 oral lgnguage grouth

There was evldence of chlldren 8 . developngnt in - the rdentlfrcatlon of
l

-

the quhntlty and qnalrty of crlterral propertles and categor;es of ‘. .

_meanlng ln ob;ects and event£ the sequence of the subjects used in. .

)

”‘the older and hlgher language users tended»to use mbre 91m11arities

_speclfylng dlfferences and srm;larltxes when cémparlng st1mu11 and R ;;’

the repertorre of words and the use o£ word§ in sentencesuv In her

» ¢

comparlson and contrast_task (p. 69, 76 and Appendlx A), whioh the'o”

present study uSeQ,OSiemens findlngs 1ndlcated the follow:.ng-~ o N -
} .0 - ¢ = :

Organlzatxon of the Task A1l sub)ects WEre able to use

tles fxrst sequence although there was 1ndicatlon that

g . P

- . p . .
N TP . .,.o, 8 e
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o e
a

?Wflrst or?® bnterspers;on sequegces than the younger .and average language

C

users. Church (1961) clalms that as chlldren develop, the ablllty to-

o

spe01fy dlfferences develops before the abllpty to spec1fy s;Lmllar--‘z"&3

3

ities. As the questlons anreased in cogpiex;ty fewer 51m11ar1t1es

- B

flrst or 1nterspersxon sequences occurred unt11 by questlons seven

a

‘and ELth the responses were predominantly differences only: When'
e 0 i

:relatlonal proposxtlons ‘are complex, assoc1at10ns are made by contrast

’rather tban by 51mllar1ey (Vygotsky, 1962) whlch may explaln the few

'A_51m11ar1ty flrst sequences 1n the last two . questlons.

. <

g ,
L. D e

RO b. ,Quantlty of Commmn %bstracted Peatures. There aid not ;

. seem to be a dlfference in number of features abstracted between

S

-:f,the young and average language user and the older and hlgher language

A 0t 5

ljuser Questlon three produced the highest number of " common abstracted

.features; questrons one,,two four-and flve had relatlvely 51m11ar

i

P

lnumbers.; Quest;ons 51x, . seven and elght yleided the lowest numbir of

;rdentlfled Categorles of meanlng were llmlted malnly to color, function}

. common abstracted features w1tb the older and. hlgh language user pro—v»

~ . -
[y

ﬁvldlng more than,the younger average language user.»
R :

o

e Quallty of Common Abstracted Features-' The most:frequently

.\ P A

L]

use, and part—whole relatlons, 1nd¢cat1ng that functlonallsm lS Stlll ‘)

bt LA

<

_prevalent at ages eleven ‘and twelve (Olver & Hornsby, 1966). As the,

ca dlfferent approach by eleven and twelve year ords from elght and nlnezu

complexlty the number of categorles of meanlng

e

questlons 1ncrea
.;\’ N )

rated as conceptual responses —1ncreased cons1stently w1th the excep—

e .

r‘ E RN had

o

Vtion-of‘questlon seven,f Slemens suggested that DOSSlbly thls reflects .

e

»l.year olds to questlons 1nvolv1ng the drVelopmentfactorlofobject1v1ty

. K
{ .
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P

e

e , : : . v
Ain thlnklng She based her reasonlng ‘on Plaget and Inhelder (1969)

who clalm that approx1mately age twelve is ‘the perlod when ghc transx—

txon from subjectlve to objectlve behavxor in thought and speech is

o

fully reallzed Slemens alsoreferred u:Ausubel (1963) who argues

that ob]ect1v1ty represents proare551on toward greater dlfferentlatlon
manlfested 1n partloular in the grbw1ng ablllty to adapt to the point -
of vxew of. ers | Some subjects ln all the groups. communlcated con—‘
ceptual responses but the older hlgher language;uses'lndlcated a

o £

T

greater number of conceptual responses than the other grouos. For '’

questlon flve the older groups lncluded a consxderably hlgher number

~

of conceptual responses than dld those of the younger chlldren

d.» Expre551ons of Relatlonshlps-' The subjects in. general

llsted few 1solated features and few reduced comparlsons. The older g
hlgh language user employed fewer llsted abstracted features but more-

reduced comparlsons than the other groups In the use of relatlonal

terms and comparative wbrds maturlty and 1anguage fac111ty was lndl—

“cated by the" frequency of statements of comparlson, use of relat10nal

A T

“ ..-‘

terms and comparatlve words, The older hlgh language users: used mong

s,

relatlonal terms in maklng comparlsons than did the younger and average

language users. A oL : Q-

After examlnlng the language samples where relatlonal terms

and compaqative words were utlllzed, Slemens found that relatlonal

terms- were used most often to: refer to slmxlarltles among common

features, whfke—éomparatlve words were used more frequently to refer

' to dlfferences. o e o ) 'Jff':. . R

In 51emens ‘study two patterns were apparent in the use of =~

o
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p .

relational terms:

, . P - S S

a;‘ The varlatlon in klnds‘bf rela%lonalxterms-whlch were used
v : N . l“ . ;
and the lncrease in. the number and nature of more complex sentences in
comparlng stlmull 1n the four groups appeared to be determlned, to ‘a;

great extent by the complex1ty of the- questlon.. Relatlvely sxmple

.sentences appear in. questlons one, two, three and flve. “The sentences

=

-in questlons four‘ sxx,‘seven and elght s emed to 1ncre£se 1n complex~.f

1ty due to spec1f1c requlrements of the m tlple comparlsons, the

, and the comnarlson frong.
Q B Q.

"<definition of a blrthday and an anniversa.

o
t .

the poxnt of view of others., R
i . / . . - ' P
3‘1 b. Not only dld the older groups use a greater number of
relatlonal terms than the younger groups but they also 1nd1cated

s - .« -

arngherconceptuallzatlon of thought, a greater repert01re of words .
. \‘/ B 0

1and provxded more 1nformation. Slemens clalmed this. trend to be most

[ o .
le ~ v

'apparent in the older high 1anguage user. 5 e °
B ) =’

_% “Both" was consxdered.to be a relat10na1 term.i_It,wés theff

.~ . a
‘;. N

' most frequently used relatlonal word ln ehowlnq sxmllarlty among ; °

Voo o

commOn features in the comparatlve ob]ects partlcu}arly in questions

. . J-

'”one, two, three and flve. when other relatlonal words were employed,,
< s ' 9 . r v

' they usually referred to differenees among the common features of the

@

‘comparatlve objects . Other high frequency relatiOnal terms used were

4.“bigger than" and more than. » The older and hlgher language user 1

O

.:ftended to lncrease the kinds of relétlonal‘terms usad. Language o,

,"‘ %

samples were ciosely examined foragreater number of relat10na1 terms,-

2 B

N . z
@ e a .

flonger and more complex sentences and quality ofcvocabulary.“Siemens.

,L-postulates thatr _tf'.l i" f; e '“v .

°

* o

o



The oldér groups particularly the hlgh language users. operated’
s . at hlgher levels of conceptualization of, thought, used ' a greater
“repertoire ‘of words, showed more. depth in word meaning and :
.included greater amounts of information in their sentences than
-did the younger groups. (p 189) o e

The mu}tlple comparlson of the shoe, the boot and %he sllpper

of questlon four was reported by Siemens - (1973):%? cause some dlfflcul-

ties. A few of her younger and average . language\users were. unable’ to

N <o

relate the common features ‘of three objects in: one comparatlve state-

; \ .
“ment; Attrlbutes in" the 51ncle object were observed and communlcated,

a

. “*
Tt EN - TN

‘with eaCh object'attended to in turn.p Only one subject made compara—'

stive”statementstabout two objects anQ'omitted the-third, hoWever,
'mostgof”her-subjects, particularly theé older high languageeuser,‘
- C. . ] K . L 3 - C . ‘o
“were able to make multiple comparisons. ° o, LS e
" : D‘ ‘.V " o ' -0 - : ! j » . . <

In question-slx;Which-involved a definition. of the abstract”

concepts‘of'a'birthday and anvanniversary,otwo subjects of Siemehs‘-

. younger average language users, one of her younger hlgh language
,users and three of the older average language users dld ﬁot attempt

6

any klnd of a deflnitlon.' Thelr comparisons con515ted of eoncrete

aspects of the two occasaons.. Of the older high language users all

Q.

o -

-~ - T - -l -J

1the sub)eéts attempted a. defxnitlon.

- oL

Questlon seven required the subject to compare the boot,and

sllpper from the point of v1ew of an ant." All of the subjects ln,

’ vsiemens _study suggested an- attempt to compare the hoot and the

e o -
= e

slipper from the point of view of “an. ant however, all snbjects were
'ﬂnot succesaful in maintaining that poxnt of v1ew. Those that were
able to uphold ~the. ant 'S point of view were>only one ofOthe yOunger

;laverage language usersf three of the younger high language users,

: c
a v a



~;‘,ﬁ*‘s~.\
Y . X

PR

'three'offthe.oldgr avera%e ianguagefusers,'yEt all_of the plder high . .~
: g o RN . ’ b C e o N
'language users. ' RET T

In question eight ten of the sixteen of Siemens subjects
attempted to make a comparison, although the 1nstruct10ns daig, not

expliCLtly state that a comparison ‘was required.- The task was to(

-express from father's pOint of View, how -he would feel Ieading the w; . S
newspaper wearing the boots or’ the slippers : Only five subjects used

o

relational terms. IERERE _['< e T 'l : ”l-‘ ﬂ;

Comparative words were used mainly to pOint to differences

in the abstracted common features when qpmparing stimuli. Simple

Py

s o
sentences and simple compound sentences were employed by all the

groups. " The- trends and patterns in -use of comparative words by the .

subaects seemed to be Similar to those resulting from the use of
.

N relabional terms.‘ Moreoinformation was commusicated w1th deeper con4

ceptualization of thought, a greater variety of words and more complex

QL

'sentences -were used by the older and -in partzcular the high language L

'users.‘ All groups tended to use more - comolex sentences in questions’

‘four through to eight, where sublects were to make multiple compariSons,-

compare\more abstract concepts and comment on pOint of v1ew ahd
‘ eeling o gff ’h;‘ o
e 3 ',In Summarx, according to. Siemens (1973Y assessment“df the“

: comparison and contrast task, the following may be said about the

° . Ya. Co

7,performance of ‘tHhe older and higher language user when compared to the

c. o’ I

'younger and average 1anguage user--_'_b «f‘ . _u.:uw o ?“,. o
-

: l. A tendency to ‘use more similarities first sequences rather'

c

than differences first ékcept°in questions seven and eight.'.ﬂ -". ‘,'d- <

-



Zan A greater quantlty of common abstracted features for .

questions sik, seven and elght

More conceptual categorles

fq."Fewer llsted abstracted features

G e
B

5.’-More reduced«comparisons.
6. More statements of comparlsons

- o . ©

7. A greater use of relatlonal terms.

8. A gréater varlety of relatlonal terms

P

The lnvestlgator took partlcular note of the subjects' performance lnf

.vthe above aspects in order to evaluate language competence. "‘f; S

s "':,,.VARIABL‘.’E'S RELATED' TO T};E'smby

In the present study groups were Csfabllshed accordlng to

"soc10—econom1c and experlentlal baekgrounds and 1nte111gence.- Thls

v

*chapter concludes w1th rev1ew1ng the 11terature pertalnlng to how

‘the above factors relate to language competence and'readlng ablllty.

- -

S L 1;1 Studies of Soc1o Economlc Background

Most laymen are aware that soc1a1 stratlflcatron exlsts 1n

our soc1ety. Thls 15 ev1denced by references to people who "llve on

Y .

ffthe wrong side of the tracks,“ the "slum dwellers,ﬁthe“common

wman" or tﬁe peoplé‘who belong to country clubs as: dlstinct from those

"’who are in labor~unions. These are terms commonly used to divxde

'.;p ople into,various so%io-economlc groups (Kaplan, 1959)

Numerous lahels have arisen through attempts to arrive at an

31

'3‘a11~embracing definition of the lower classes-f culturally deprived,; i

'i«;underprlvileged, low socio—economic group, economically restrlcted,



T e

. et

°

w

‘ ;disadvantaged, etc.. Fisher (1965) disagrees Wlth the use

and claims them to be 1nappropriate and gross oversimplific

*v.ﬂHe argues that no one can be deprived of a culture and hast

L.,~

‘=~that'eduCators are probably deprived in their understanding

»

‘minority gtoups which leads to the failure of the school t

) adequately to the ind1v1dua1 needs of this group In addit
:(1965) reasons that probably the most accurate and least of

h term to’ use on behalf of these minority groups 1s "poverty,

jhe also admits that thxs says 11tt1e by way of description.

:_the children and home COndlthnS differ greatly from each o

'i Fisher also states that one tends to overlook the available

of 1abels

ations.

ens to add -

of certain
o adjust

ion, Fisher

9,

fenSive : -

" a-term .

:._which probably pinpoints the one thing they all have in common.:_Yet :

in that'

ther.y

sourCe

- of love and encouragement that may he supplied in. these homes by

Nfamilies and friends.w He Supports the stand taken by Congreve (1966)

‘ high-and Tow. .

e

fhthat underpriVileged children are to be found in both socia

-

-

l settings——

B § seems fairly evident that children do. not come to school

_equally prepared for - the learning tasks that confront them.

o

I_n

'order to accommodate at 1east partly to this difference therev1ew_

- tions. ' ". e -

a

'of 1iterature in this study cites research that speaks to relation—

7:fships between socio-economic status and-' language maturity

5 g R

‘-:achievement, intelligence. attitudes, and aspirations and expecta—

& A
E. L4

}3 i Q, Research reveals (Bernstein, 1957; Deutsch, 1965:

ée

,‘reading

ban, 1963,

1966a, 1967; Labensohn, 1967; Fast, 1968; Milner, 1951) that aspects‘

‘

&
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'of the home environment play -an . important roie in rate of development'"""



- . . .o .

" and acqu151tion of learnlng tasks of the 1nd1v1dual student. There‘

is® ample research evidence‘that children of low soc1o—economic’homes

"generally have poorer language auillty than do children from middle .

._class homes and that children who are not profic1ent in oral language

‘are also[those who are poor in reading achievement.

o K Bernstein (1967) postulates that lower and working class-
3
children w111 experience difficulty in learning to read, inextending

a e [N . -’

) their vocabulary and 1n learning to use a w1de range of p0551b111t1es

- for the organization of verbal meaning; their reading and writing

C e

HWill be slow’ and w1ll tend to. be associated w1th concrete content
He 1nd1cates that lower socio—economic children perform more poorly

-on IQ tests than. do children from other socio~economic grdups.

Hill and Giammateo (1963) found grade three children of high ,‘

-

soc1o—economic status performing well above low soc1o—econom1c chil-
dren in”reading, vocabulary and comprehenSLOn.

' Accordinq to Labercane s (1968) research, children from lower

‘ e,
e

-soc1o-economic levels have poorer recognition and recall vocabularles-

! rd

33.

than children from upper SOCio-economic levels Moreover, the relation-

o ]

ship between recognition anq‘recall is different for each.group
Generally the findings point to- the nece351ty of 1ncreased experiences
-‘for children of low socio—economic(tkvels in order to develop vocabu— A

“lary skills.

° E . A\.

Labov (1964) cites evrdence that language development is

) further impaired by lack of opportﬁnity to learn through feedback.

Oral communication among members of this 1evel of society tends to be'
f-brief and is frequently restricted to situations demanding direction



*acqulsltlon by lower class students. One may 1nfer further that

'verbal lnteractlon may\be lnstrumental 1n acquiring better Yanguage

-0.

'or correctlon. The child learns to speak the language he hears and

"adopts the dxalect as well as the speech pattern bf hls env1ronment.

John and Goldsteln (1964) lend support té Labov (1964) sxnce they

‘e

postulate that 1t is’ 1nadequate verbal 1nteractlons rather than

‘. '

“poverty of experxence that accounts for the slower rate of language

fac111ty. Tl o L e R - -

Wlth reference to Loban s (1967)\Q\vg1tud1nal study, the.

:flndings on socxo—economlc status lndlcate that on every aspect of
language studles thosa of hlgh socxo—economlc status 1nvar1ably

1used more language and galned power over lanquage earller and to-a

{

L I
: greater degree than dld subjects of 1ow soclo—econdmlc status. His

study also dxsclosed that the hlgh language users were the better
readers. Furthermore, his researchi reported a wldenlng readlng gap

from‘yggr to year between those rated.hlgh and thOSe rated low in

? language ability.' Rodgers, Slade, d Conry (1974) xnvestlgated the

- : /

i dlfferences in oral 1anguage competence exxstlng ‘in’ the “average

.

Canadlan urban classroom. Areas examlned were fluency,lvocabulary

-and connectlves 1n oral language ln three grade one classes. 51gnif1—'

a Y

cant differences 1n oral 1anguage competence exlsted ahong the grade

one English speaking children. . These dxfferences correlated 81gn1f1-f

.
B

cantly WIth the socio—economic area i which children resided.v'

'Children from low soclo—econemlc areas were more 1ike1y to have low

achievement in the oral language ‘measure. than middle or'high achleve—

mgnt., Chlldren of ‘high socxo—economlc areas or backgrounds'were more

- .
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»11kely “to have hlghersachlevement than those of. mlddle class areas,

[~

: ,none ‘had low achlevement.. Furthermore, wﬁen readlng achlevement waS"

measured at the end of second grade.the oral language groups dlffered
ssigniflcantlyifrom'one another ‘on. all thelr reading meqsures.
Igtg;égtmg'infqmgion; c‘amé. £rom’ two. studies by Deutsch (1965)
and Keller_(léeB) attempting to‘relate intelLigence with_levelsiofy
socio—economlclstatus; ﬁothlinvolvedmstudents in“first and fifth

grades from the poor'sections of-Nev York dity——except Deutsch's

.1pcluded mlddle class children.; At-both grade levels Deutsch found . :-
lower soc1al status to be assoclated w1th poor performance on all
L intelligence scores and that this close association became‘more marked- o

asathe,child progressed through school. A'general deterioration of

achievement occurred by the-flfth grade'in both Keller's and Deutsch's

studies. -Deutsch postulates that these particular. lower class young-

»sters are subjeCt to a "cumulative deficit~phenomenon." That is,
when four years of 1neffectual schoollng are added to a’ poor home

;envxronment the end result is a group of children who are even ‘less

,capable of handllng standard 1nte11ectual tasks. Keller'reasons that

the poverty of splrlt engendered by -the constrlctlon of experlences ln

¢

the lower SQCio—economic_area may.be partlaIly'responSLble for the 1ow
£ o . e . . R S e

1ntelllgence scores._ P L T

Bloom (1964) suggests that intelllgence differences tend to.

1ncrea5e with age. " As a consequence, there are larger mean dlfferenceS"

'—rln IQ between low and h1gh socxo—economic chlldren 1n adolescence than E

1n early years.

-

Curry (1962) used 360 Sthh graders selected at random from



a

.o

.. thirty-three elementary schools; He cOmpared the achievenent<scoresj

of students haV1ng hlgh, medlum and low lntelligence quotlents with
'an indéx of thelr soc1o—econom1c status level He found that social’

‘conditlons seem to have no effect on the achlevement of students o

‘wlthln the hlgh ablllty range. Language was affected adversely by
low 3001a1 class status for the medlum group wh;le both language and
) readlng achlevement were so 1nfluenced in the low ablllty group. In

‘.general, Curry discloséd that as 1ntellectual ablllty decreases from
' high to-lpw, the adverse effect of poor socio—economlc conditions.

increases greatly. ngh 1ntelllgence seems to offset any env1ron— N

_mental ‘and ‘economic def1c1ts——at least at thlS level

Y & o

Hansen (1973) observed that the home llterary environment

'was the only factor whlch he lnvestLaated that showed a 51gn1f1cant

.v,relatlonshlp to the readlng attltudes of fourth grade subjects., The.;l

5o
.- v

.1nvolvament of the parents. w1th readlng act1v1t1es was tﬁe major

Ll

"factor. The conclu51on seemed to be. that lt 1s not hecessary for
S o ' .
parents to be avxd readers to rear chlldren who are. To substantlate

3 <

;Hansen s observatlons, Gordon (1965) claims that there: 1s con51derab1e
ev1dence that many lower class parents are concerned about educatlon-.
'lfor thelr chlldren. ‘Many’ of these P fents, he adds, can s ill prov1de
-stlmulatinq env1ronments tor thelr chlldren even’ though res rlcted ;.

in educatzonal attalnment» Congreve (1966) takes the v1ew that dls-

~

advantages can and'do arlse from condltlons more profound than

o

economic ones. He empha51zes the role of one' s self concept, whlch
. . —

>

he’ clalms emerges from one's pecullar environment and experlence. In

thhls experience. excellent self—concepts are formed xn children of some C



-

of the poorest families while' some unfortunate self images are cast
in children of some of the richest famjilies. .

o In 1973'Porter;~Porter and Blishen‘tackled the guestion ofv

whether flnanC1al barrlers prevent high school students from con-
,tlnulng thelr education at unlver31ty. The results of thlS study
can be used to substantlate views of Vernon (1960), Hansen (1973),

Congreve. (1966) and Sheldoa and Carrlllo (1952). fQuestlon-

P

"naires were used to get at the- asplratlons, expectatlons and self

oconcepts of the students in grades elght, ten and twelye and their

- .

parents. Wlth respect to. aspiratlons thepercentage at each.

’
8 e

soc10-econom1c status level of grade ten and twelve students

choosxng to leave school early rose from 24% in class I (hlgh soc1oL

economlc status) to 57% 1n class VI (lou soc10—ecqnom1c status) JERRI

‘Those hoplng to complete grade thirteen decreased from 76% 1n class I

37

" to 43% in class VI. The parents of low sqc1o—economic stgtus chlldren .

-

also 1nd1cated lower asplratlons for thelr chlldren than did.those of

hlgher social- status. The parents of low soclal status may value an

el P N

educatlon but do not press chlldren as much about gettlng 1t Further-::_

S E

more, 73% of the students w1th low mental abllxty from hlgher soc1al

'background planned to flnlsh grade thlrteen whlle only. 59% o£ the

high mental ablllty.students of the lower soc1a1 background expected

to go that far. From thls study one may conclude that soc1a1 class~;;f

background has a greater impact than intelllgence in determlnlng when

ca child leaves schoql Self concept of ablllty was also noted .and -

¢

'also appeared to be related to SOClal class. For both grades ten
- and twelgp students the proportions having a high self concept of

»

v T S ) P -"h~“ R
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-

1
abillty decreased from over one—half of the high soclo-econonmic chil-

dren to less than one-third Of the low socxo-economic students.
- In summary, it -may be said that it is difficult or even

[~}

unfair to put a label on any group of people. Yet most studies

mentioned above seem to indicate that children from low’ soc1o—economic

Q

homes generally have developed a poorer language and do more poorly in

reading ‘than children from middle class homes. Furthermore, there are
indications that a general deterioration‘of achievement occurs as the

°

.weaker students from a lower soc1o~econonu.c background continue at school .

Studies revealed that the aspirations and expectations of bhoth parents

and children of low soc1o—econom1c status are lower than those of hid}

P

soq1o-economic status. Research points to ev1dence to 1nd1cate that =

attltudes are created in the home; I1f parentshavelow aspirations and

-

- expectations the attitudes of the children toward education may be.
_‘ e
N 3

conclu51on, then, studies reveal that SOCio—economic status has been.

observed to affect language maturity and achievement in reading. f,

. .
A - Pl

¢ - - .Studies of Egperiential.aaekground C 5

-

L

It appears that not only soc10—economic background would

> . ..

influence a child but also the number and varied experiences he.may

have regardless of socio-ecqnomic status. Cpnsequently, review of h

literature relating to experiential background is also included y»:ﬂ

As a baSis for further 1earn1ng, the value of experience is‘hardly ,l

.-

disputable, and evidence is mounting to indicate that ltS valoe is

1ncreased when obtained in the early years.

.- o e R, . »

““adversely affected by the attitude of low soc1o—economic parents. In..

38
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“A great amount of d‘evelopment and 1earning occurg durang these eariy

3

, the preschool years ar8 the most damportant years of the child's life. a,

Jensen (1963) and WOrth (1965) agree that a,ceordi-ng to our

)

present knowledge of the development: of a chxld‘s learxung abiLitles,, )

.

0" . . sl e

7

? - -

years. As early as the 1930 s Deﬂey maa.ntalngd that whdlly :mdependent . ' !

O

of desire or :mtent every experxence lees on .in further experience.

Dechant (1970) claxms that experlepce 15 the foundatn:m of all educa-

o . o

tlona-l development. -and- that a- rlch background of exper1ence prepares

’ . f-/“

the chlld to attack the prlnted page, that is, it eqﬂlps h1m to react

o~

B with meanlng to what ‘he reads '.He adds that calldren - qlven ae. variety

) of qpportunltles for experlence, Q‘lave far greater potent:.al fof ‘ RS

. ment by companng ident:.cal tw:.ns reared in the same and different

env:.ronments. Bloom (1964) sxgmuxr).zes sesveraL st\gdn.es on the 3cholas~ ‘

' ach:.evement of ,chlldren. : H:.s conclusion was that children of suular

] » 4 Lot

developlng concepts, word knowledge and ge,neral backgrognd o~f meanxng .
Q- > L -

to. ena.ble them to understand what they :;ead,s s’xnce wythout e; V’rlenc,e,n ~' " i 1

, oL

the Chlld has nothlng on WhiCho to tge learhlng. o“ (1965)°

that Ianguaqe does grow out of expe encd. Brunnef (1965) s-uggegt%, P ' ool s
e, » e » T
that children are alded 1n namlng accurated.y the ob]ects, feellngs br N P
sa L . EH . 0 ,,0 I .: .»",.‘.. -
actlons a—ssociated w1th their experz.ences and learn to desori.be them., ) ;} .

olsen 8- assumptions would appear to support Brunner. R o

°

. Research has been done on the effect of experlence on achleve-

0“.'_ .,

ea o ’A.. . @, . - r:J ’

’

_tic. achJ.eVemen; of twins, siblln,gs and warelated children reared o : L _’ ST
together and apart HJ.s fmdxngSasupport the contérrtion t.hat experience
provided by the envxronment has a. powerful effect on the educatxox?al ‘4 o "_3'_'

'

heredxtary make-up perform similarly given the same experiences and



e

’ dxfferent%y;g}ven dlfferent experlences.

hfthe mbst powerfuIOSLngle Lnflueﬁée onlachiev%pent level, there 1s

' ev1dence that extreme deprlvatlon ‘of éx?éﬁlence leads to progre551ve

’ of the reader.'

‘trﬁﬁs Wlth their parents to varrons;p aces.r‘

B

Douglas (1964) clalms that although(iﬂnate capac1ty may be

; \q\

f=]

_deterloratlon ln academlc abllrty.

Accordlng to Wllﬁpn (1948) many textbooks aré’ dlfflcult for

“ Q"

_students wlth llmlted experlentlai background because not enough detall

@

°

is prov1ded to - properly expand general and abstract statements 1nc1uded '

. ,-x- °
L T gy .

in the books. In her study w1th grade six and %even students she- con—:
‘# B < ¢ - "'/

cluded that ampllfxcatlon of readlng materlals 15 advantageous to

comprehensxon Welner and Cromer (1967) poxnt'out that many readers

vare able to’ say a word yet have no comprehen51on because they have no .

exprrlence to whlch they can relate the word Therefore, thelr con—.‘;'

s

already has language skllls 51m11ar i

'compleréty to what he reads.

W1th thls Delghton (1959) would Lakely agree 51nce

—

he copcedes that

T
the extent to whlch Eontpxt reveals mean1ng varmesf
Tt b R

R S :

v,

-

. NS ) :‘. - .
. ) InaM1lner ] 31951) study it was found that the high scorerswf

in readlng had travelled more frequently than the low" scorers.,

4»’ i

,‘ Yokley (1958) notes tall gobd readers 1nvolve& 3.n her study toolé%

a study of a: flrst

g tentlon LS that comprehensxon can take place provlded ‘that the reader . j’

‘grade class, Smlth §1961) reports,that al total of “two hundred and four».':

fconcepts resulted?¥rom n}ne excurSLOns undertaken at the begxnnlng of -

e AR

‘the year. There was found tq be a positive correlation between “the

g o

concept supply resultlng from excursions and the vocabulary demands

e . A B ‘3 "
- 3 - - oatE
R A .

o - £ N

a



11. establlshlng readlness for readlng.~ . , e S ' <

' maga21nes were. subscrlbed to by parents of the more successful readers

‘readers diminished.y Nearly the same results are revealed earlle

Milner s (1951) study

o S 4

- : . 1
Ny AT

of~ prlmary readlng. ©

yan , o e L
‘Inglls (1974) ip his study.relating.experiential knowledge

-
~ Y

and readlng achlevement found that hlgh readlng achlevers were exposed

to more readlng related experlences than low readlng achlevers. -

.

McCarthy (1950) clalms that 1ncreases ln chlldren s vocabularles "

. o
- v

. are almost always assoc1ated w1th travel and other broadenlng envrron—

B e

;mental experiences. The purpose of Lowry s (1968) stgdy was to dlsr'

] ) : .
cover influences of certaln'home centered preschool experlences on

the reading achiévement ofjgrade.tﬁo‘pupils.‘ Statistically signifi— } «
| o . R R T ,
‘cant correlations with’reading were found with-the'experfénce ques— e

tlonnalre and the book questlonnalre suggestlng that ‘a varlety of
: S \J' .-. E &
experlences 1nclud1ng readlng experlences do make a dlfference ln

e e . L

Keshiaﬂ“s (1963) sﬂﬁdy supports Dechant S. (1970) stand oon-
L4 O .

cernlng reading erxal His sucoessful readers characterxstlcally
have access to a great,varlety of reading. materlals in the home More

-~

.

than by parents of the poor readers. SheldonenuiCarrlllo (1952) emerged

o N LN

wrth a SLmilar result. 51nce they found a consrstent trend in thelr- R o
sample. As' the number of books in the hOme 1ncreased so did thepphyfg o
- RN v

percentage of good reader974while the percentage of average and poor S

L)

a
The good reade;s had acces% to dbre bpoks and-magazinesxgt home than

d1d the poor féaders.\ Forty percent of good readers had more- than -

. : 5



B

o -

finnate capac1ty lS alsc 1nf1uent1a1 1noschool°achievement.- Therefore,

et 0 i o . s o

" i'the revmew of diterature concludes w1th the factor oﬁ }ntelligence

«

:‘ a ) - ‘. , - a o R o o < ‘ E
o ¢ IS . e ° “ © 3
o “ " _C. S
e T g 242
. . o cLe . - R
° " . @
wb 3 3 o
s : . c n [ E
LI S S T L » o o .
had fiVe“books or less. “0 N . ,‘. L o
o ',’ ° t,. . S, o . “ . ) . 2 = i )
R From the above studies one. may conclq&e that a ricH‘experiantlal

5 Fan 2 Iy

-,background,SpeCLfically tnavelling and reading experiences, aid a Chlldo
. . ‘o

‘{; . v o

o o

in the learnrng 51tuation. The knowledge acquired and ghe language

“op

‘ ' .
‘gained in. the many. and varied travelli%g and reading activitig& seemed e

o
. omoe W

“to help the child in bringlng meanlngoto the printed page.%

v ,-U‘A : . .

>

IndicatlonS’of students perform&nbe seen\ to indicate that

e " T e Jg

z.
c.

{J < -

o

in reIation to 1anguage and’reading. R o ‘°' o DV .
] G F . S A . ‘G . “o i. ) B ., oo . )
. . B S - - ’ o . o & ’ ) ° °
}\EU - studies of Mental® Ability in. Relation "to P,
A LT e Oral. Language ‘Coémpetence and. . e L
o ° . Readini Abilit ' T .o,
B > o <%

) note of Bond and Tinker s (1957) tesultg which found correlations

< O ‘A ©

>~ o,’ K4 °

ng‘stages: “Vernon (1960)

uccess in later grades than in the\

howeverp seems tc disagree with Dechant (1970) on that point since .p

Vernon s reasoning is that as a child grows " older: and usually more -«
o {-

o

o skilled in reading, the IQ becomes 1ess importent. When one takes

g

©

between reading and intelligence were 35 in grade one and 65 in |

»grade five, Dechant B view seegsimoxe credible. It would gppear that

the: more advanced the - reading skills invelved, the hxgher the mental

‘o

competence required to cope with reading. S S : £

o

Shire (1945) studied ‘three hundred first graders in parochial

o

schoole. The results of the multiple cdrrelation indicated that

g .

'go

-]

K
a




o

o °

intelligence was the highest Variable in predicting reading. achieve- L

9 e
° i a

ment- while certain’ language factors were next.» Loban (1966a) dis-

[ ° i
Lot m

covered that in his study the highest correlation was between ' -

o

a_vocabulary (symbols that represent meaning in 1anguaq§) and 1ntel- -

'-obtained. From his review of research, Carroll (1960) concludes

o5

[ ' !
llgence. An oral vocabulary test was, administered in kindergarten
a N (.

“and’ the Kuhlmann—hnderson group test of- intelligence was- administered

< ™
in the secohd grade. A product—moment correlation of 844 was

Ve . o

. Y

‘ that the relation between language maturity and intelligence appears

to be loﬁ but positive.".-._. : =N‘ 7 1} ‘ a :

.

¢

Th re appears “to be consensus among reading authorities that
T 9 R )

‘reading ac ement and intglligence are closely related., One must'-d"

- ~ . -

note,ahowever,'according to Vernon (1965) that it is imgortant to know

T e

'the type of test used to test inteiligence when speaking of cérrela— - 7'; %

o s

vtions between intelligence scpresignd reading performance. The non—

‘verbal items Qn'intelligence tes&s have ° lower coefficients of correla-;‘~

tion with performance in’ reading,than do verbal items on . intelligence

M Ty - N

tests since. performance on. the laﬁter generally depends on the ability
to read. i . . . iy »’4 S i T

Monroe (1939) claimed that *here is a tendency for the children

2

whose reading achievement scores are above expectation to have somewhat

NS T .

' higher intelligence than those whose reading achievement is below

expectations.L Bond and Tinker (1951)studied379fifuugraders and noted

s

_whi_le'the_rewas a’.posiztive’relationship‘between reading and intelligenc‘e .

thexelﬁas«also‘considerable range”in achievement'to be found among

{) . . L . b : R . A‘_“';;

A
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-
. a. "
Ki

flfth grade students at any intelligence level. He haetens.to-add that

'children with IQ's of 125 or higher are not to be found among poor'

. -
~ -

‘ _readers Likewise there are few with IQ S below 95 among the very able R

readers “Bond and ’I‘inker '(1957)' take the view that'lo'w 'IQ‘ is not itself
a direct cause but it may 1ead indirectly to reading disability. Smith

(1963) lends support to. the idea that the 1ntelligence quotient is a
~ q' N
' good predictor of‘reading success..pThe interrelationship‘of I0 and*‘

- “
w 1

'd50cio—economic stetus maY, howevever,_be a mbrefvelid predictor.for-

succesg in reading than intelligence alone..a ~‘t--ft‘..f l;f~};;:
Yules, Rutter, Berger and Thompson (1574) investigated the

‘relationship between intelligence and reading.ability in 7,175_nine'..’

'a,through fourteen year old British school children. ﬂ shori form of., .

:the Wechsler.Intelligence Test for Children and Neale’s Analysis ofﬁ__

fReading Ability‘wefé‘used.' Four groups of 1ntelligence were estab-

a - -

lished._ The mean- reading scores in each group were calculated Onllw

in the mean group did mean IQ and reading scores correspond In the

'higﬁer IQ groups the mean reading score was lower, in the lower IQ

group the mean readxng score was’ higher., Furthermore, the etudy

'repqrted that the percent “of pupils greatly below that expected for

their age and intelligence was’ greater in the normal dietribution

che London ten year olds the observed percent of reading accyracy
v = T
‘;nd comprehension was 6 32 compared to the predicted 2. 28 This e D

-

ffinding led to. the conclusimnthatthere is a group of children with.-

severe and specific reeding retardation which is not 1ust the lower -

-

o 4 . a -

end of the continuum : S IR o

: Keller (1963) exanuned the correlates of dominanee, 10, “sex,

pA



‘twelve,-in an effort to deal with’ interaction of all five variables

e . .o - . Lo .« P -
CLoel ’ * . . - . . . \\ :

-

- reading. achievement'and grade level in 277 children, grades threefto

Significant correlations were fouqd between IQ and reading achievement

©

-~ A

= in all groups (and grades) cla551f1ed according -to sex. and handedness. S

/

/ )
However,ysignificant differences were found in the coefficients of

H

-correlatibn only An gnades three to seven in boys 1ower than girls,

A left—handed boys lower than left- handed girls,,left—handed boys lower

'than right—handed<boys, 1eft—handed boys lower than right handed girls,

- by intelligencefthan readrng achievement.

while in grades eight to twelve no significant differences were found
. - c.' N ). .-
between groups in the correlations of IQ and reading achievement&

-

As reVealed hy the above mentioned research one may infer that Do

intelligence influences language facility and reading achievement. f_‘

However,'it would appear that language