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ABSTRACT.

. There are many l1ngu1st1c cues that aid the. reader jn the synthes is

f

of d1scourse~re1at1onsh1ps when 1nv01ved in comprehension of written
1nformat1on. Th1s stydy focussed on “one type of these 1\ngu1st1c cues,
the lggical connect1ves The spec1fvc 1og1ca1 connbctlves 1nvest1gated
‘-.were lhé perceptual connectlves whlch ;nvolve tempora1 and Spat1a1
relationships. A . N . L
The major pnrposes oF-this study ere to compare'good and poor

—

readers on use of perceptua} connect1ves ' recalls'and on the nature of

‘ 1nf3rmat1on recalled frqm~passages that d}d 0 did not conta1n perceptua]
connect1ves. ' | _ ‘

Forty grade four suhject*rom schdols within . e Edmonton Cathoh‘_c

School D1str1ct part1c1pateﬂ 1n the study., They were s“ected on .the

L

basis of comprehens1on scores on the Gates-MacG1n1t1e Read1 Test,,Leve]

.C, Form 2, Canadian Edition (]980) and non-yerba] scores on the\anadian

Lorge-Thorpdike Intelligence Test, Level B, Form 1*(l967)45ubjects
.- g .

twg puua] groups of good dnd poor readers according to their

comprehens1on scores. I Q was held. constants‘_,. - - .f7\5~

Two test passages from the Standard Reading Inventory Test -

(McCracken) (]966) were selected-at 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 for the poor -
-readers and mod1f1ed SO that one vers1on of each conta1ned perceptua]
connect1ves and one version d1d not Each subJect was presented w1th a

passage that had the connectlves present and a passage that d1d not
‘\eontaln connect1ves. Fo]]ow1ng s11ent readang of each passage, the '

3

 subjéct was requested to give a verba] recatt.

v
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- The recalls were tape recorded andﬂlater,transcribed,into protocols

2 : ‘ i - 2 L
for ‘analysis. The recall protocols were divided 1nto clausal units and -

& ' ) (//

. then the' clausal units were categor1zed according to the type -of

'uwinformation recalled (text spec1f1c text enta11ed text erroneous, or.

1

text external) The analys1s of categories was based on the Semantic
-Potential Theory of Language (Fagan, 1978, 1980). The recalls were a]so
examined for perceptual'connectives stated by each subject.

The statistical ana\yS\s of the data 1nc]uded a t- test far , —

“
bwndependent means, correlat1ons, and two-way ana]ys1s of variance with

repeated measures. !

~ o . —

F1nd1ngs 1nd1cated ‘that there ere‘po s1gn1f1cant differences
" between good and poor readers in the inature of 1nﬁormat1on reca]]ed or in.

-

their usé”of perc\ptual oon

with and w1thout conngzsfw
AN N
significant effegpﬁq )

trves 1n recalls after read1ng passages
‘Tﬂg type of passaggb however, did have: a
f*\ﬁumber and the number of different

a

perceptual connect1ves given in the r ca]]s. More perceptual connectives

. were given if they were present in the passage read.

It was conc]ﬁhed that an active rejyer can abstract and reconstruct

LN

' mean1ng if the mater1a] is at an approprlate reading 1eve1 Perceptua]

/

=

. connect1ves whether 1mp11c1t or exp]1c1t (afd in synthesis offtemporal
and spat1a1 re]at1onsh1ps in connected dlscburae./stg of connectlves in
d1scourse fac111tates their increased usg.1n recalls(/ Imp]1cat10ns ' Lo

pertaining-to the flnd1ﬁgs and C clus1ons were 1no1uded for researchers

¢

and fo ci\ssroom teachers, as wéll as sugges 1ons sfor further rssearch

o ,///P/ T e

-
/~ h
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CHAPTER: |

l -
INTRODUCTION

Introduction and Problem .

‘..

In psycholinguistic theories reading 1s a process of communication

i

between author and reader. The essengial strategy 15 selecting cues from
printed langyage an;\Ye\ating these cues to background knowledge in order
to interpret the author's message. A meaningful interaction between
reader and author results in comprenension of the printed language and
comprehension 1is cons1de;ed the goal of reading.

According to Goodman (1970) the reader processes and- coordinates
simultaneously three types of information: graphic, syntactic, and
semantic. Such proceésing entails a number of cognitive and linguistic
processes. A key process is synthesis, for an adequaté word vocabulary
alone does not ensure comprehension of complex sentence structure§ or
connected discourse (Luria, 1966).

Research on comprehension of discourse was begun by Bartlet in
1932. Tierney, Bridge, and’Cerra (1979) state "he concluded that memory
for discourse is an active process of reconstruction in which the present
knowledge system of the individual forms a schema that interacts with the

new information in the text" (p. 542). However, between Bartlet's

pioneering work and the early 1970's, there were few other studies of



© RS

’Tcdnnected.discourse. A number of recent tnvesttgat1ons (Ferry, 1975

Kintsch%and van“Dijk 1978 Drum, 1978; Furn1ss, 1978 Marsha]l and v ,,;]5

Glock 1978 T1erney; Br1dge, and Cerra, 1979 Irw1n 1980 Barn1tz,
1980), though have@exam1ned the effect of structure among the 1deas
presented in a text on what the reader comprehends and retains from the
text. [‘fb | 7 o '

Fagan (1978), who deveToped the Semant1c Potent1a1 Theory of

~Language to ‘analyze the ora] and wr1tten Tanguage of nine, ten, and -

o]d cn1ldren, suggests that "pe haps the most cha]Teng1ng

/.
iver- selects from a’ Tanguage utterance and the reﬂ?t1onsh1p of these

cues t meaning shoqu contr1bute great]y to the’ know]edge of Tanguage |
comprehens1on"}(p, 188) . In order to determtne what kind of 1nformat1on
- readers select from text as weT] as how they organ12e vt Fagan;Z1978)
L suggested that two;areas be examjneg,_ (a) nature of the 1nformat10n ’
recalled“ and (b) recall of Togi”al connecttves.w The.present study is
- concerned w1th th1s area of research | | 5 ) .
| Accordtng tg Fagan (1978) there is ev1dence that 1nformat1on 1n ‘a
. text Targer than a. sentence 1s 1nterre1ated . The T1ngu1st1c cues used to
f itgnal 1nterre1atedness in text: are conJunctons, referent1a1 terms

(pronouns, synonyms, etc Y and stag1ng or the pos1t1on1ng of 1nformatlon

» w1th1n ora] or wr1tten language. Con3unct1ons are referred to by Fagam,-

as Tog1cal connect1ves as they convey the Togtcal reTat1onsh1ps that _r'
. occur between 1nformattona] un1ts. Thus they a1d in synthes1s of meantng

by relat1ng 1nformat1ona1 un1ts. Fagan 1dent1f1ed eleven d1fferent ty

h?ven e to persue is the receptaon han‘of the theory ‘ The cues which the;

bl



o ..
of 1og1ca1 connect1ves whwch Beebe and Ma11cky (1980) subsequently

categorlzed 1nto three groups:
| '1,' descr1pt1ve or “what" connect1ves -
‘2;‘ exp]anatory or "how“ and. "why" COnnect1ves : ‘4,»\
"3. perceptual connéct1ves which emphas1ze tempora] and spatial
“di imens ion ofcevents. A ",» - ;fwﬁl ) \
Beebe and Ma11cky (1980) 1nvest1gated bhe<relat1onsh1p between
read1ng processes used by c11ents at” entry into a remed1a1 reading
progran—and their galns in. s11ent reading comprehens1on wh1]e in this
program Included 1n their f1nd1hgs was that “those stﬂdents with the
]owest competency 1n the understandlng of t1me and space relat10nsh1ps
Awere the least ]1ke1y to ach1eve S1gn1f1cant gains in. read1ng due to

‘1ntens1ve tra1n1ng“ (Beebe and Ma]1cky, 1980, in press)
Other stnd1es 1nvo]v1ng understand1ng of connect1ves have been -
carraed(out using SubJeCtS in high schoo] and co]]ege (Ne1mark and o
: Slotn1ck ]970 Ferry, 1975 Townsend and Bever, 197 Marsha}] and
G]ock 1978) wh11e some have 1nvo]ved subqects from pre-schoo]’to grade
one (Bever 1970' Corr1gan, 1975 Coker, 1978). Some have also exam1ned

Q ) il ; .
. developmental patterns “in the understandwng of 1og1ca] connect1ves '(\

Robert;e/: 1968 Am1don ]976 ‘Neilsen, 1978 Sternberg, 1979) A;tew ,
studles hfve 1nvest1gated the ability of good and poor readers to’ |
- understandzconnectlves‘(Pearson,,1574, Ne1lsenvand_Braun, 1978,1Z1nn,
1979) /’ B AT
- The majority of these stud1es have dealt w1th cond1t10na1 or causa]
?,connect1ves. ‘Most have ]ooked at a var1ety of conne t1ves wythout

focussing on’ anz;gpéé“i:c type ofconnect1ve.$ﬁhhqat‘

- this study
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focusses on perceptual oonnectlves where the log1ca1 text’ relation
N
involved is ‘perception of time and space reT\rTonsh1ps. It attempts to

v \ _
determine the difference between good and-poor readers at'the elementary

\\

‘1evel in the1r use of perce tual connectives and 1n the nature of

1nformatdon recalled from passages w1th and zl}hout these éonnect1ves.
Y R S ;

— - .o »
. ),

——

Purposes of the Study

oo, o

3

There are many ]1hgu1st1c cues whlch aid the comprehens1on ‘of
writtén 1anguage:: Th1s study 1nvest1gates one of these, logical

_ connect1ves, “and 1nvo]ves ‘good and poor readers in grade four. The maJor
purposes of th1s study are to compare thelr perfo nce’‘on: (a) use of
Togical connect1ves in reca]]s, and. (') the nature of 1nformat1on
reca]]ed from passages that contain or do not conta1n connectlves. -The
logical connectives invblved are the perceptug]vconnectlves which ajd jn
synthesis of time and space féTationshiﬁ%. | ' .
One passage character1zed by the absence of perceptua] connect1ves
'-‘and another passage character1zed by the presence of perceptua]

connect1ves were presented to the SUDJECtS wh1ch they were requested to )

read s1lently and tAbQN‘O recall the 1nformat1on‘read. These una1ded—#////

reca]ls were d1v1ded into c]ausa] units and the units categorized
accord1ng to-the type of 1nformat1on recal]ed. The numoer of units in
'each category was compared for good and poor readers. . There was/also~a
s‘compar1son»between groups for the total numbehﬂof connectives and the

—~number of different conniectives recdlled.



Definition of Terms

\Following are the definiijons that are associated with the key
terms'used in this study. N ‘“1 S B * .

Connected Discourse (or D1scourse)

Nr1tten material conta1n1ng more than two sentences character1zed
by t e relat1onsh1ps and connect1ons of syntact1c and semant1c elements.

Percep ual\Connectlves

L1n§%1st1c indicators which signal d1scourse re]at1onsh1ps, ;

spec1f1ca1]y;\the conjunctions which signal temporal ‘or spat1a1 ' .

~

réﬂat1onsh1ps between informational units.

- Il

Synthesis S R o L
The. combining or relating of key elements or idea% in connected
discoufse which results in.a reconstruction of meaning.

Type of Passage

The type of passage that is presenteg to ‘the subJects for s11ent
reading and recall. |
1. “Passage_modified to iqc]dde,perceptual oOnnectives.o
(C+, + perceptua}*connectiveS) |
2. Passage modified to eiéxude perceptua] connectaves.
(C-, - perceptua] connect1ves)

_ Becall Protocol

Verbal reca]] of a passage read which is recorded and transcr1bed

foroanaiysws:u It is a measure- of - Spontaneously prqduced 1nformat1on

\\..

e
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]

’Good Readers

.Jhose. subJetts who achweve between tne 70th and the 90th percentllé

.»énjthejcomprehenSQTn subtest of the Gates MacGinitie Read1ng Test. . .

Poor Reaaers

o

Those subJects who achieve between‘%he 10th -and 30th percenttle on

the comprehens1on subtest of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test.

Hypotheses ‘ : —

‘ - . ~
The fo]Towing'null hypothesis were -formulated and investigated.
prothes1s 1 '\\\ - ¢ \v ‘ /

- For the namber of text spec1f1c units reca]]ed there is no

-

significant:

(a) main effect of reading achievement groups

-

(b) main effect of types of passages ‘

-

-~ (c) interaction between reading'achievement groups and types of

o

passages

Hypothes1s 2 -

Fgrﬁthe’number of text entaiiedluntts recat;ed, there is no
signifjcent: - N v
(3) main»etfect of reading achievement groups
(b) ma1n ffect of types of passages )
(c) 1nteract1on,between reading achleNEment groups and types of
passages. |

 Hypothesis 3

For the number of text erroneous units reca]]ed there 1s no

sign1f1cant:



(a) main effect of readipg.achievement groups
(b) main effect of types of passages
(c) interaction between reading -achievement gfoups and types of

passages.

Hypothesis 4
For the number of text external units recalled, there js no

significant:

o

(d) main effect of read%pg achievement»groups
(b) main'effect of types of passages

(c) interaction between reading achievement groups and types of
- pagsages.

~—

N . . . . : v /

Hypothesis 5
’ For the‘}otal number of perceptual connectives recalled, there is
no sign{ficant: | | .
(a) main effgét of reading achievement groups
(b) main ef%ect of types of passages L »
(c)\integgétion,betwéén reading achievement groups and types of

passages.

prothesié 6

For the number of different perceptual connectives recalled, there

is no significant:

" (a) main effect of reading achjevement groups
(b) main effect of types of pdssages
(c) interaction between-reading acqiegéhént groups and types of

- . B
passages. -




Limitations and Delimitations

ﬂ 1. The subjecfs may not be accustomed to giving an unaided recall
following the reading of a passage. In addition; the bresence_bf a tape
recordek and the indjvidual setting with a one-to-one correSpoddeace
between subject and researcher may create an atypical reading situation.

2. Tne experimental population is grade four;students in the

i poptl

Edmonton Cathol1c*5chool District and f1nd1ngs are app11cab1e to this
group.” - ) 7 : ' _ o
" 3. The language cues, i.e. perceptual connectives, selected for

. : o . :
- this study representhonly a smal] number of language cues which sigpal .

.

re]at1onsh1ps 1n written 1anguage.

4. A]though perceptual re]at1onsh1ps may be reca]]ed it 1s'
poss1b1e that they are not exp11c1tly stated 1n oral reca]]

'>5. Recall as a measure of comprehens1on is controvers1a] in
current research. Cons1derab1e research is st111 needed to assess the
'relat1ve contr1but10ns of comprehensxon versus retrieval processes.

6. This study 1is l1m1ted to an 1nvest1gat10n of congunctwons which
indicate'tempora1 and spatial re]atienshipsi »Rrepositions were not
included. ’This depision was made because of the focus'on}synthesis in
~the study} Major interest was in‘Synthes;s of relationships across

rather than within clausal units since this was a study of. connected

discourse.



Significance of the Study

. o .
The results qf this,study‘aré siénifjcant to the reeégtion half of
the Semantic ﬁotential Thed&?%o?QLanguaée (Fagan,'}918) whiqh addresses )
the quest1on of how text relation cues are utilized as an'a1d to
comprehenswon. The results provide more 1nf0rmat1on about ! the nature and
organization of information selected for recall. In part1cu1ar the
sxgn1f1cance of perceptual connect1ves in syntheSIZlng 1nformat10n in
discoufrse is examined. | | ) ©
The versions of the passages presented have imp]ic%tfand'expiicit

connectives and an attempt is made to determ1ne the effect of this ‘

'varwable on comprehension. Thus themf1nd1ngs of this study may have
implications for improving the readab1]1ty of texts and reading tests.

The results of research such as this should }nfluence the writers of
instructional reading.mater%als,so that the materials are more
comdrenens1ble to children.

\T=“ Contrast1ng good and poor readers a]so has pedagog1ca]
1mp]1cat1ons. Determ1n1ng how they do and do not dlverge in the
comprehens1on process should be useful in desxgn1ng reading comprehens1on
_1nstruct1pn for the beginning reader or for the reader requiring |
remediation. fherefore examining the characteristics~of high and Tow
‘achieving readers as this study does, seems pru&nt both for ) | '

,»understand1ng the nature of the read1ng comprehens1on process and for

4
highlighting 1ssues of concern for future research. -



.
- . L}

Plan of the Investigation

4

Chapter 1 contains the 1ntroduct1on and statement of the problem,

oY

purposes of the study, def1n1t1on of terms, and hypotheses that guide the
investigjations Limitations and delimitations, and the significance %;[//‘

the study were also discussed.

In Chapter 11, a review of related literature and research is
presented.__The design of the study is detailed in Chapter 111. Chapter

~..IV contains the findings of the study. Included also in this Ehapter is

n

a discyssion.of the results. A summary of the<§tudy, the conclusions and
- : 2 .

implicationk,-and suggestions for further research are presented in
. & H . P

Chapter V.

10

7



CHAPTER 11

e

RELATED LITERATURE -

. | “Introductian

In this chapter seiectéd literature is reviewed to provide a
theoretical framework for investigatingQEhe effects of logical
connectives in connected discourse on the nature of information given in
fréé recdll by good and poor readers. Research concerning discourse with
respect to gognitive’processing.and the-]inguist{c indicators which aid
in the comprehension of discourse relationships is drawn mainly from the

fields of reading and pSycho]inguisticsa However, Luria's.theory in

neuropsychology-¥ also cited. Some recent investigatdons which have
compared the comprehension processes of good and Hoof)rgaders are

included in this chapter as well.

Cognitive Processing in Discourse

‘Luria's (1966) "theory of the cerebral organizations of human
psycﬁolggical procgsseg (p. 72) provides a theoretical framework for the
cognitiQé processingninvolved in comprehension of gﬁ%tten 1anguage. He'
concluded that there was "strong ev1dence for distinguishing two basic .
forms of 1ntegrat1ve activity 1n the cerebral’ cortex (Lur1a, 1966 |

-

p. 50). These he identified as "simultaneous synthesis" and "successive



synthesis". In simultaneous synthesis stimuli are perceived
simultaneously in the brain. In ?sading, he proposes that the parts of a

sentence (e.g. noun group, verb grQup) must be synthesized simultaneously

to grasp their fundamental re]at1on%hip. In successive synthesis stimuli

12

are perceived in sequential order. This process is involved when reading

mofe complex written materials such as a passage. a{//f
theory for

Latham (]973) sums up the implicatiﬁns of Luri
comprehension of written language by saying "individual words
represent1ng verba] concepts and signalling syntactic funct1ons,lsemant1c
constraints, and/or situational information are synthesized to form
meaningful word groups. These word groups are interrelated to establish
functional relat1onsh1ps within sentences. Sentences are sjnthesized to
reconstruct.coherent discourse" (p. 124) " More recently, MclLeod (1978)
has also stated tnat "cognitive proce551ng is viewed as prerequ1s1te and
corequisite for readmﬁ‘omprehensmn" (p. 50).

‘Support for cognitive processing is provided by Peakson's‘(1974)
study, designed ib assess linguistjc variables which might affect theiray
in which children comprehend verbal data when they read. -He consideréd
three theoreticél positions in explaining ihe data obtained:. the
reaoabifity hypothesis, which ckﬁi@s that sentence Aengtﬁ and complexity
contribute to comprehension difficuity; thé deep structure model, based
~upon transformatioﬁa]-generative grammars; aﬁd-the chunk model. The
‘chunk mode] c]a1ms that comprehend1ng ‘consists of synthes1z1ng
"propos1t1ons into larger semant1c units ratner than ana1y21ng comp]ex

‘units into single propositions. If the surface form of a statement.1s‘

synthesized, comprehension is facilitated. If the surface form is broken

. . - , | N
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down, comprehension is impeded. The evidence favored the chunk model.as
a model of the processin§ of verbal data, particularly with respect to
the variable of the effects of syntactical complexity on children's
comprehension of causal‘relations. Pearson (1974) states "the main
conclusion to be drawn from the recall study is that, in order to store a
&causal relation, a suoject virtuallj‘c&nnot help but store it in a
unifie®P subordinate chunk" (p. 187).

Based on results of his study, he suggested follow-up studies to
see what happens to‘comprehension when selected statements are placed in
paragraph or passgge context and applied to 6ther classes of semantic
relations such as time. ,These suggestions are incorporated in this study.

Altnough oral reading may be quite proficient, the reader mdy be
unqbie to retell the story. This suggests that éyntactic/semantic
processing of single sentences is necessary but may not be“suff%cient to
ensure that information from one sentence will be integrated with
1nformatiod,from préceding and subsequent sentences to yield meqping~for
a passage. The reader must also be able torfollow a sequence of ideas
when reading and be "able to understand the re]at1onsh1ps among details "’
in passages read" (Malicky, 1980, p. 2). Unless readers are able to
perceive and synthesize the relationships between two or mofe pieces of
information given in a passage; they wi]*’not arrive at an overall
megﬁing. ‘ - -

. According to Henry'(]974), synthesis is thé discovery of the
relation of "Jo1n1ng or a re]at1ng things seemwngly existing separately

(p. 9). Relation enta1ls many acts of joining (br1ng1ng together

comparing, genera]izing, classifying) and synthesis in reading impTlies a
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search for connectedness. This connectedness is faci]ita;ed by logical
connectives. Thus syntnesis‘in reading is a creative act for what comes
out of the joining goes beyond the elements of the material read. "“Only
when we try to communicate the ideas of a passage to ourselves or to
others or to relate to another work or passage do we determine what
meaning is reallx:gﬁrs" (Henry, 1974, p. 17).

That readers remember the gist of what they read in free recall
productions is supported by the findings of researchers such as Gomulicki
(1956), Fillenbaum (1966), Drum (1974),‘and Kintsch (1974). Sincé "gist
is the product of selecting and rearranging elements of the text into a
summary of the content" (Drdm and Lantoff, 1977, p. 1) synthesis 1is
occurring. “The rearrangement and integration of thekselected text
information 1is believed to be based on the reader's prior knowledge; the
: anticipation of what the reader expects to f1nd and the way in which the \S
text is structured as well as the reader's ability to interrelate items
within and afross lsentences and paragréphs" (Beebe and Ma]iéky, 1980,’in

| / |

press). _. ¢
Based on their research to describe the system of mental operations

that underlie the processes .occurring in text comprehension and in the
production of recall and summarization protocols, Kintsch a;d van Dijk
(1978) state that "recall protocols are texts in their own right"
(p. 374). Fo]]owing is a summary of their findings that are reievqnt to
free recall o% text. ' |

2

The subjects will try to produce a new text that satisfies the
pragmatic conditions of a part1cular task in an experiment or
the requ1rement of effective communciation in a more natural
context.

1.

Eed
&
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2. The operations involved in discourse are so complex that the
subject will be unable to retrieve at any one time all the
intormation that is in principle accessible to memory.

3.  Protocols will contain intormation not based only on what the
subject remembers from the original text, but ‘consisting of
reconstructively added details, explanations, and various
features that are the result of output constraints
characterizing production in general.

4. Reproduction (or reconstruction) of text is possible in terms
of ditferent lexical items or larger units of meaning.
(Kintsech and van Dijk, 1978, pp. 374-375). =

Influenced by Bartlet's (1932) experiments which yielded data that

expectations from past experiences influenced the subjects' perception of
;Srvnaterial, and that reca’l was not merely reduplicative but an actiwe

reconstruction, Gomulicki (1956) undertook a series of experiments on the

.

recall of meaningful verbal material. His subjects were adults who had

secondary education or were university students or g?aduates.

Thirty-seven prose passages narrative in nature and incr'ing in length

were used. He found that most subjects would\reproduce nearly all of the

short passages. However, as the passages lengthened, there were more

omissions. Importance of infaormation became a criterion for recall as

evidenced by the close correspondence between 1its contribution to the

total meaning of the passage and the frequency with which it was

represented in production. This showed that omissions reflected an

Y

active proces$. This selection and organization of stimulus material was

termed by Gomulicki (1§56) as an "abstractive process in recall"

(p. 89). “In Fillenbaum's (1966) study, data revealed that even errors in

recall of meanihgful material are more likely to be meaning-breserving

than meaning-changing.

\\\¥._.
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}27 'Bransford and~John50n (1972} mantpu\atedvtheyavailability-Of prior

know]edge in order to assess its 1nfluence on. the subaects abi]zty to
y comprehend and rgmember 11ngd1st1c mater1als. SubJects in’ h1gh school

—

',were presented with. passages and asked to reca]] the 1nformat1on heard
' For the’ exper1menta1 purposes they were d1v1ded 1nto groups of Context ,
f‘Before, Part1a1 Context, No Context, and Context After. Three subsequent -

_experlments were stmt]ar 1n de51gn. The1r ftndtngs 1nd1cate that

tsiicomprehens1on rat1ngs of the groups presented with the topic or context

befoﬁe the passages were heard were h1gher than for the other groups. f
/v [ o
-;HoWever they a]so state that "know]edge of- the toplc of a passage may be
netther necessary nor suff1c1ent for opt1ma1 comprehens1on. In order for~

’vpr1or know]edge to a1d comprehens1on it must become an act1vated semant1c -

e

y”context“ (Bransford and Johnson, 1972, p. 724) The process by wh1ch

v ,prlor knowledge he]ps subJects to create contexts that can be used to
comprehend passages is referred to by Bran;ford and Johnson (1972) ﬁ .
T:reconstructwe process” C - e . E S

| Although Bartlet $ (1932) hypotheses concern1ng~eomprehen51on of
'xprose processtng are: known as constructtve, a procesg 1nvolv1ng an |

vlnteract1on between text and the know]edge of the comprehender and

‘stored traces of past exper1ences, 1t appears that these ter

s

‘ d15t1ngu1shed by some researchers. For examp]e Bransford and Johnson S
"(]972) use of - the term “reconstructtve“ is s1m11ar to- Bart]et S (1932)

Tconstruct1ye" Ihe data’?rom Fredertksen s (1975) study also support

Bart]et's (1932),construct1ve mode]. ,Freder1ksen's (1975)‘study was

2
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,is1m1lar to that of Bransford and Johnson (1972) where he 1nvest1gated the
vheffects of context on comprehens1on. »
~ Tierney, Br1dge and Cera (1979) noted in their study that A
";d1scourse processing operat1ons of ch11dren were both abstract1ve and
construct1ve where’ the’ readers g]ean relevant units from the tert
summarize them, and process the input in associat1on with their
background kowledge for mean1ngful 1nterpretat1on. They: c1a1m ‘that the
v;nature of the readers' organlz1ng procedures can be assEssed by ana]yz1ngb
a passage and compar1ng a subJect s 'verbal recall of text to the
structure of the passage. " s
Before the last decade research 1nto d1scourse comprehens1on d1d T

| not receive much attent1on but it has. been g1ven 1mpetus through

vpsycho]1ngu1st1c research S1nce it is still a develop1ng field of

: research a need ex1sts for more explorat1ons w1th comprehens1on of
d1scourse._ Th1s was - suggested by the members of the National Inst1tute
of Educatlon Conference on Stud1es in Read1ng (M1l]er, ]976) : Therefore

\ -

in th1s study comprehens1on at the\passage 1eve1 rather than at the
N :

A

sentence level is 1nvest1gated.

&

A]though the rgcent research at the di _urse ]evel has resu]ted in:
deve]opment of a number of d11|burse ana]yses techn1ques, the ana]y51s
deve]oped by Fagan (1978 1980) wﬁth1n the Semanghc Pbtent1a1 Theory of
»Eaﬁguage is used in th1s study. Th1s analys1s ha\“been found useful in
'l def1n1ng var1ab]es in oral (Fagan 1978) and written (Forster, 1978; |

Adams, 1979 Zinn, ]979) 1anguage samples.



Linguistic Processing of Good and Poér'Readers A

- ATthough data from Pearson's (1974) study

ejd not support the deep
_ structure model for comprehendlng verbal data, he d1d g1ve creQence to ¢ .
' transformat1onal -generative grammars ‘as dev1ces for represent1ng the
‘grammatical re]ations occurring in language. -According to Goodman (1970)
syntact1c/semant1c pnoce551ng “of the 11ngu1st1c cues in wr1tten material

is necessary for' ‘comprehension. Th1s is suported by studles such as

Cromer's (1970), Weinstein and Rob1nov1tch s (1971),,and Isakson and

Miller's (1976) wh1ch have 1nd1cated that students may fa11 to comprehend
because of 1nab111ty to perce1ve these re1at1onsh1ps between the words 1n
a passage. The subJects in, their studies were good and poor readers. ‘
’Cromer (1970) 1dent1f1ed and compared two groups of poor readers:
the def1c1t group who exper1enced comprehens1on difficulty because of a
def1c1ency in vocabulary and word 1dent1f1cat1on skills; and a d1fference
bgroup‘whose word 1dent1f1cat1on sk11]s were commensurate w1th good
readers but who did not adequatgy comprehend sentences or passage
meaningt In his study the poor readers were subd1v1ded 1nto these groups
_non the bas1s of the1r vocabulary scores. The d1fference group was ‘
'matched w1th a group of good readers. v ' ' "
The: subJects were ma]e college freshmen and sophomore studentSr
1Sets of sentences were presented to them in four d1fferent modes; regu]ar
sentences, s1ng]e words, mean1ngfu] phrases, and fragmented word
| group1ngs.' Data 1nd1cated that the deficit poor gr0up ‘did not respond in

-

:the same manner " to changes in modes of presentat1on as d1d the difference.

poor group, -and a]so did not do as well under the phrases condition. -

Al



“The f{nding that good and poor readers did not differ signiftcantly on
s1ng1e words lends support to the notion that these accomp11shed readers
do not differ in the1r ability to 1dent1fy words but d1ffer rather 1n
'their organization or understand1ng of the words they identify" (Cromer,
1970, p. 179)- ' L

we1nste1n and Rob1nov1tch (1971) used gdod and _poor readers in

grade four 1n their study to determine whether syntact1c structure :

faci]itates recall in good readers and -whether this effect exists in

ch1]dren who are poor readers. Under conditions of ordered recall, the

' ch1ldren were asked to learn four sentences, two of which were structured
- and two,lunstructured. Only the presence of syntactic structure
distinguished the two-k1nds of material. The d1fference between the good
and poor readers on the structured‘]ists was s1gn1f1cant'whereas the
performance on the unstructured lists did not differentiate the good _4'

readers from the poor readers. They conc]uded that "the dlfference

between the two grouBs of readers 1s.the1r ability to make use of the
1nformatien<inherent in the grammatiéallstructure of a sentence"
(Weinstein and Robinovitch, 1971 p. 30). ‘

_S1m11ar1y Isakson and M111er (1976) used fourth grade children
equ1valent on word identification skills but d1ffer1ng in comprehenswon
ab111ty to determine whether sensitivity. to syntactlc and semantic cues
differs between good and poor comprehenders.v Their fJnd1ngS~1ndacate
.-that good readers made more errors when they encountered violations of
language constraints. The reading of poor comprehenders was not affected

by the presence of semantic and syntact1c v1o]at1ons. "Instead of using

semant1c and syntact1c cues to 1ntegrate the mean1ngs of individual

19
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words they treat)each word as an individua] entity“'(ISakson and MilTer,

1976,.p. ]91) That poorgreaders are more concerned with 1nd1v1dd9] word

i
A
Lo

structures is also supported by the f1nd1ng§\of\5tanov1tch and West
(1979). Thus 1nvesttgators have found that good comprehenders are more —
effectiwg';n their use of syntactic elements to synthesize meaning.
Kolers (1975) suggests that the good‘reader~does‘not try to respond
to the structure of words but uses language structure to ant1c1pate |
-meaning. Perfett1 and Go]dman (1976), who worked n1th third and fifth
‘grade goed and poor comprehendere, also state/that reading'COmprehension
is a special case of language comprehension. S . .
Although'resulte from such recent tnvestigations suggest that good
and poor comprehenders may differ in text organ1zat10n processes, there
'are also 1nd1cat1ons that s1m11ar comprehens1on strategwes may be used by
' dqfferent ages and abilities. Ryan and Semmel (1969) noted that\the same’
Da51c strategmes were used by begi 1ng as we]] as mature;readerg; |
' Su111van (]973) analyzed comprenens1on errors of 526 good and poor
readers in grade six and grade e1ght She‘found that they made similar .
_typeS’of errors'in processing factual and concluSire statements. Thus
both types of readers appeared to use the same strateg1es in sifting out,

\\organ1z1ng, and matcn1ng informat1on.' Such f\nd1ngs support Thornd1ke S

(1973) conclusion that different comprehens1on skills over]ap and are

~

part of a larger factor cal]ed‘reasoning in reading.
In M111er and Hostigka's (1978) 1nvestigation twenty test items '
- based on 1og1ca1 structures were read to grade four good apd poor

'comprehenders. Their task was to 1dent1fy from the set of three. cho1ces

.

the one that‘correctly completed‘the thought. The high comprehenders

K



were not more able to’uloerstand 1ogica1 connectives than were their low

comprenend1ng counterpa ts

t .
Due to these differing perspect1ves regard1ng good and poor

Ry

readers' comprehension abilities, there appears to be a need for more

investigations in this area. There?ore,contrasting different achievement

groups, as is done in this study, may>give a more complete understanding
of their functioning relative to the interrelationships of cognitive and

Jinguistic processes necessary for discourse comprehension.

Relationship of Logical'Connectives ﬂxConpreheneion
) &

Recently several studies have investigated the relationship of text
stroctUre and reading comprehension. The structure of text specifies the
1og1ca1 connect1ons among 1deas. MacGln1t1e (1975) pointed.out that
"much of the prob]em of understand4ng a wr1tten passage often depends on
T1ogical re]at1ons among the facts g1ven by a sentence or scattered among
quferen; sentences" (pp. 22-23) and has stressed the need to consmder
yéentencepinterrelationshipsa

In a passage “certa1n words carry more of a mean1ng ]oad than
others" (Marzano, 1978, p. 729) and are the ]1ngu1st1c aids for
synthesizing meaning by relating informational units. They not oniy Tink
';magor ideas together they also def1ne the relatighshlp between those
‘-1deas. Thus understandlng of log1ca1 connectives is eesent1a] to the
- comprehension of written material. There are %wovgeneral categories;

those which are-logical connectives and refer to thought, and those which

S

21
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are referential connectives and refer to specific words. In this study,
it is the ]ogical connectives which are considered. |

. Ferry (1975). who utiiized the Cloze" procedure with students in
grade ten, ana]yzed re]ationships signalled by coherence markers. Many o
of the coherence markers were identical to those identified in the -
ngantic Potential Theofy of Language (Fagan, 1978). Aithough her
findings showed no significant difference in Cloze scores between
students who responded‘to the passages of h<gh, nedium, and low coherence’
marker density, reader abiiity (good, average, and poor readers) ’
51gnificant1y affected the C]oze scores of all students no matter‘what
level of coherence marker den51ty they were responding to.

- Townsend and Bever (1978) inVEstigated_interc]ause relations with

~ emphasis on‘the semantic aspects of conjunctions. ‘The conjunctions in‘
the subordinate c]auses were "if", "since", “when", "while", and
“though". The meaning of these conjunctions and the kind of organizing
strategies they eiicit were tested_in initial and.final positions.
Resuits indicate that the target positionhof the ciause was strongly ™~
influenced by ifs\oarticu]ar conjunction’ slheir findings'confirm
Stoodt's (]972) that there is a 51gn1f1cant re]ationship bet;een reading
_'comprenen51on and comprehen51on.of conqunctions. Her subJects were

randomly se]ected grade four students."The conJunctions “when", "so",

"but"',' nor"@ “where" i'whi]e"., "that"' ,an "if" were found to be the most
difticult.- The easiest conjunctions were “and", "how"; “fok", and "as".

Based on the Semantic Potential Theory oi Language (Fagan; 1978),
Forster (1978) also investigated the re]ationshfp of referential and
' o . o, )

ee

-



logical text clues and the retention of information of average grade four
students. _Three oassages were deyeloped to reflect vanying amounts of
referential -and logical reiations. Inere were two categories for
referential connectives and two for logical connectives.l However, with
the exception of one category of referentia] connectives (pronoun,
‘re]ative pronoun, comp]ementizer, repetition, and synonym), he found
there was no significant difference in.the recalls across the three
- passages (Forster, 1978).

Some studies have focussed on examining the deve]opmenta] patterns
in the understanding of connectives.. Robertson (1968) 1nvestigated
fourtnggfifth, and sixth grade readers' comprehension -of connectives.
Many of these were also identical.to those contained within the logical
relations in the Semantic Potential Theory of Language (Fagan, ]978)_7
Tne study was carried out,in three sections (a) identification of B

various types of connectives, (b) construction of a connectives reading

test; and (c) analysis of the results of the connectives reading test

Resu]ts showed that for edch of the 'seventeen selected connectives, there'

was an increase in understanding from a lower to a;higner grade. Six
_connectives, "however", ﬁthus", "whicn“, "and",A"although", and "yet",
_were below the oomprethsionglevel of the total studentﬂzroup on‘all'test
items. | -

Katz and Brent (1968) who worked with grade one and gradevfour,

children found that developmental trends were notéd in preference for

linking c]auses by means of causal as opposed to temporal connectives.

Neimark and Slotnick (]970) used cnildren in the third through the ninth -

' grade as well as two groups of college sophomBFes in their study. In a

.
[
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- sixteen item test of ldgical conheétives administered, the number of
correct responses increased with age;’ Disjunction was more difficult
~thah conjunction ard théquore their evidence suggested that "this
ability develops throughout thg period of formal operations and is not:'4
Vﬂfgjly attained uhtil late adolescénce“~(Neimark and Slotnick, 1970,
p. 458). | | | S . o

Stefnberg (1979) alsb found that combfehension of different
connectives deve]obs at different ratés. H;sqsubjectsvwere in grades
two, four, six, eight, high school, and coliege. Cohjunctions (énd) were
‘the easiest, disjunctibn (or) was of intermediate difficulty, and |

,\gongixionality (1f?thn; only-if) and b%-conditionality (if and only if)
‘the most difficult. ,‘ _\

’COrfigah.(1975) and Lawton (1977) focusseg only on the development
of thg causal "betéuse".‘ Their findings were cdnsistent with those of
other investigators who found performance tp 1mpro§e with age,
corresponding to‘th change from the pre-operational period to the

_concrete-operational period of“inte]]eétqa] déve]opmeﬁt.‘

The findings of Bever (1970), £lark (1971), and Coker (1978), who
examined fhe acquisition of the tgmﬁoral conneciives “before" and'"after"
_ﬂy ybung children up to the first gfade-]evel; aré contradictﬁr}.
Although Bever's (1970) and C]ark'S'(1971)'fiﬁdings support the~ _
acquisition of “before" prior'to<"5fterﬁ, Cokér's;(1978) fesdlts showed
that understandinQ_of these éonnectjves was acquired at the‘same time.

Amidon (1976) included children ‘aged five, seven, ;nd ningﬁ%n)her .

study to assess understanding of temporal ard conditidna];cdnnectives

N . % . .
"when", "as soon as", "before", "after", ™if", "if-not", "unless", and

AN ‘ | \
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nunless-not".  These were presented in sentences. After each sentence a
“when" or a "what" question was asked to assess understanding of the
particular cgnnective. She found a dramatic increase in untderstanding of

connectives between the ages of five and seven. Sentences containing

“when", "as", "as soon as", and "if" were understood as early as five

years of age. Sentences containing “before”, “after", and "if-not" were

of intermediate difficulty and sentences containing "unless" and

;"unless-not" were extremely difficult even at nine years of ‘age (Amidon,

1976) .
A]though there is grow1ng evidence that inferring connectives is

more difficult than understanding them when they are stated exp11c1t]y,

" the findings are\contradictory. In Pearson's (1974) study, "gh1ldren

seem not only to be abie to hand]evcomp]eaity, but to actually prefer\it"-
(P 190) However, in Irwin's (1980) study both fifth grad;?and college
1eve1 students scored significantly lower on the comprehens1on of causa]
re]at1onsh1ps:wnen they read passages conta1n1ng implicit relationships

as compared 1o groups that read passages with exp11c1t causal |

relat1onsh1ps Also, Jun1or co]lege students “in Marshall and G1ock S

- (1978) study'who read exp11c1t "if-then" relat10nsh1ps reca]]ed more of

the ideas in the passage than those who read 1mp]1c1t "if-then"

relat1onsh1ps.

However Neilsen's (1978) findings indicated that the presence

:(expTicit) or absence (implicit) of linguistic connectives in passages

did not cause comprehens1on to vary significantly. His subjects were 216

,students in grades five and nine who were average or above average in

reading abi]ity They were random]y assigned to-one of three

L

exper1mental tasks, wh- quest1on probes, sentence recognition, and oral
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reca]]. A follow-up study (Neilsen and.Bréun, 1978) comparing good and
poor rgéaérs to determine if understanding of abstréct relational terms
is a factor'ofbreading achievement also revealed no significant effect on
perf?ﬁmance in passages with and without connectives. ' |

Zinn (1979) focussed on the connective "because" in her study with
high and Tow échievement readers in gradé four. i“Results/suggesf that

within high and low achievement groups, no significant differences
occurred when connectives were absent or, present. There were some
" differences between ;chievément groups, however, witﬁ these differences
more appérent when causal conneétives were removed from the pasage, than,
when they were present" (p. 59).

Synthesis of information in comprehension entails the joining of
p@jor knowledge, know]edée‘of sentencé syntax, and knowledge of word
meanings. Some researchers have found that rgaders are.mdré sen§}iive to
the relationships betweeﬁ informational units that are cued by
congeétives; However, others have found that there is no significant
dif?erence inbihe comprehension of pasﬁgges with or without connectives.
Thus,.the 1ogicaJ relationships may be inferred by the réaders even
thoug; the connectives are absent. Presenting passages with and without
]ogiga] connectives to the subjects in this siudy may yield more
substantive data.

~ Achievement in reading is ba;;d on ability to read and comprehend
wfitten materia]. However, as Beebq and Ma]igky'(1980) stated “the role
of connectives as a determinant of success in the remedia] program...was
less clearcut" (in press). This appears to be particplar]y true of

logical perceptual connectives, for they found that "ability to perceive

I
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time and space relationships at entry into the program appeared to be
related to children's ability to profit from the instruction provided" ’
(Beebe and Malicky, 1980, in press). Tnere has been‘little attention
given by researchers to the understanding of this specific type of
connective in éontinuous discourse. Based‘bn their research, Beebe and
Malicky (1980) suggested that until the relationship of connectiVés to
achievement is clarified, §peciai attention to time and space
,re]ationships appears to be merited in remedial reading programs. By
focussing on perceptual connectives in discourse anq using good and poor
readers, this study adds mdré 1nform9tion as to th comprehension of
written material with a specific Tinguistic variable is related to
reading achievement.b |
On the basis of the developmental studies concerning connectiyqs;

it appears that children 1n Piaget's stage of concrete operations (7-11
‘years) become qu1tg\capable of using and understanding connectives.
Therefore drawing subJects from gr;de four at the e]ementary level
appears to be w1se; as they would be in the middie of this stage of

intellectual functioning. | . .

Summary

\ 4 v
Within the last two decades investigations in reading have shifted

from what is comprehended to how it is comprehended. It has been
- demonstrated that cognitive and linguistic proéesses are involved in
_extracting meaning from written mabterial. That connectives aid these

processes both as linguistic cues w'iggfsigna] relationships and as
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synthesizeks of these relationships is aiso recognized. Recall is
emerging as a viable measure of comprehension. |
Comprehension ability appears to be related to facility in
linguistic processes as revealed by inveétigatons comparing the
performance 2: good and poor comprehenders. However the findings are
ﬁﬁ?tflﬂ1niq;y‘én3'there needs to be more fesearch in this area. It mSy
be that both good and poor comprehenders can discern the relationships of
ideas &% gigeelled by linguistic indicators equally well. Contradictién"
also exists as to whether iﬁp]icit or‘explicit connectives in written
material affect comprehension of that material.' This study adds to the
body of available information co;cerniﬁgithese areas of reading b} .
comparing the performance of good and poor readers on passages with
connectives present {(explicit) and with connectives absent (implicit).
Understanding of various types of connectives has also been:
investigated. Much research has focussed on causal and conditional
connectives but few, if any, have focussed exclusively on perceptual

¥

connectives which involve time and space relationships in connected

-

discourse. This study does so. The design of the study is presented in

the next chapter.



CHAPTER 111
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Included in this chapter is a description of the éxperimental
design, the selection of the sampfg} the instruments and procedures used
in gathering data, the coding of the data, the pilot study, and the

statistical analysis.

The Experimental Design

The design of the study was a two-by-two factorial design with
repeated measures on passage types. Since the study investigated the
perfdrmance of good and poor readers on their use of perceptual
connectives and the nature of 1nf0rmation recallea, two different
passages were ad%inistered to each subject fpr silent reading and
recall. One of these passages contained‘pe;ceptual connectives and the
gther passage did not. The reading achievement groups and the type of
passagéslare the factors in fhe design and hence are t?e independent
variables. The dependent variables were text specific units,. text
entailed units, text erroneous units, text external units, total
perceptual connectives, and different perceptual connectives. The

following figure presents a summary of the experimental design.
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 Poor Readers -

o

\t"Good Readers :

The samp]e for th1s study was drawn from the popu]at1on of f1ve

" Figure 1. The Experimental Design

- ’&1;

‘Passages

c+ C-

30

‘1\\":!'-‘ o

Samp]e Selection

ne]ementary schools w1th1n the Edmonton Catho]1c Scﬁ%ol Dlstr1ct Forty

s

’ students were selected accord1ng to t) fol]ow1ng cr1ter1a

“(a)  Grade Level.n-SubJects from grade four were selected because the

N focus in read1ng at -this leve] 1s comprehens1on rather than word e

'1dent1f1cat1on.

Therefdre use of text c]ues such as connect1ves becomes

1mportant. Also,/eh11dren in thlS age group are in the concrete stage of

operat1ons accord1ng to P1aget 3 stages of “intellectual deve]opment and

3become capab]e of 1og1ca1 thought 6H1lgard Atk1nson, aﬁd’Atk1nson,

"159)

‘ i1mmed1ately g1ven data"»

(Inhelder and P1aget 1958 P. 249)

1nc1ude class1f1cat1on ser1a1 order1ng, equal1zat1on and

Vcorrespondence.

"seven to eleven the re]ated aspects of revers1b111ty and c00rd1natlon of

v

L

These

S1nce the COncrete operatlons stage extends from ages ;'

AN

A

R



3
‘-,relat1onsh1ps in time and Qpace should be estab11shed.. The ‘mean
chronoTog1caT ages were 9.8 and: 9 7 for the good -and poor reader groups

i

respect1ve1y. ' "” : : -‘;if : R Tﬁ . ‘ .

(b) Non-VerbaT I Q. Score. The Canad1gm Lorge-Thornd1ke InteTT1gence :

" Test was used to se]ect subJects who were w1th1n the average range of
1nte11ectua1 ab111ty Thetr scores fe]l between one standard devfat1on

‘below the mean and one standard dev1at1on above the—mean (85 - 115) The .
mean 1 Q scores for the good and poor reader groups were 103 and. 98 3 v
respect1ve]y. Only the Non-VerbaT Battery score was used‘ﬁn the
select10n of subaects to ensure that the. I.Q score did not ref]ect .

read1ng ach1evéﬁén2 since the Verba] Battery requires readlng in order to

do the subtests. | N , ' \\ L o

The mean scores of ‘the good and poor groups on the Non- Verbal
' My
Battery of the Canad1an Lorge-Thornd1ke Intelllgence Test were compared
i .
‘to determ1ne s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in intellectual funct1on1ng A

“I-test forolndependent means was used. “Results are presented in Tab]e T

.

e

“Table 1

T-TEST FOR 1.Q. OF READING ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS /-

- d . . K . . . 4

Good Readers Poor Readers - B L -
Mean - SO | Mean -SD -~ DF T-Value P (Two Tail)

-

198.3 9.246ﬂ' 103.0 8.927 38 oo=1.64 0.110

4 o]




'The results of the analysis did not reveal any significant
}differenCes in intellectual fUnctionjng,between the two gr0ubsdof
readers; This ensured that'inte1]ectda1 ability was not a factor in

dlfferences between the read1ng ach1evement groups.

(c) Read1ng.Ach1evement. Tei? results of the Gates- MacG1nit1e Reading
Test were also used. Since the nature of 1nformat1on,gnven in free or
unaided recall was considered indicative of_comprehenSion"nn this study, -

test results from the comprehension section were used to determinevthe

i

Atwo ach1evement groups comprised of good and poor readers. Good readers ~
were: those subJects whose comprehen51on test score placed them between

the 70th and the 90th percentlles. Poor readers weremthose subJects

: N
‘ percentlles. Those SUDJECtS with comprehens1on test scores be]oW‘t

.'whose comprehens1on test score placed them between the 10th and thegi%}ﬁJ’ A
10th percentile were excluded to~e11m1nate the possibility of hav1ng
‘children-in the study whokwere unable‘to readAthe_test instroments.

These boundaries were seiétfed to ensure,therevwas a contrast ; | f
.between reading comprehenSion‘abilitiesu--The”mean comp@ehension'grade
score for the good readers was 6.0. and for the poor readers 2.6. |
(d) Sex. A]thOugh an attempt was made to have an equa] number of boys -
and g1r1\\Nn each ach1evement group, the poor reader group conta1ned more ~
~males’ thayﬁ¥emales There were twelve ma]es and eight females. Th1s waS”
,consudered‘a representat1ve sample from the ava11ab1e populat1on because
- there are more boys who have d1ff1cu1ty in reading.- Accord1ng to.
Bannatyne (1971) the proportion‘of boys to‘g1rls~may range fnsm33:1 to

S10:1. He states "from my own rev1ew of the 11terature and persona] °"

exper1ence in schools, c]1n1cs, and centers, I have;foond that the
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proportion ot boys to girls may range from 3:1 in cases of mild
disabi]itykup to 10:1 in cases of severe disabi}ity“'(p. 376). There

were ten males and ten females in the good reader Qroup.'

"

- (e) End]ish Language Fluency. Subjects With'ndn-English backgrounds who
~had not achieved_fiudnCy and_adequate understanding of thé.Englisn

~ language wéFE‘ext]uded. This information was obtained from Qhe teachers
dnd/or principa]s..‘ T L —

(f)._ Permission. Parental and child permission was required in order er

~—_

a child to be included in the sample. RS
(g)  Other Factors. Chilaren with severe speech, hearing, or emotional

°

disorders were exc]uded from the study

The non-verbal score on the Canadian Lorge -Thorndike Inte]]lgence

}Test the comprehens1on score on the Gates-MacG1n1t1e Read1ng~Test the

sex,. and chronolog1ca1 age of each subject .is g1ven in Table 2;&&; the

poor reader group and in Table 3 for the good reader group,
- . : . ‘ . '

Testing Instrumenf®

—

Results -from the Gates-MacGinitie Readinngést, Léve] C, Form 2,

-Canadién_;dition (1980)vand the Canadian Lorge-Tnofndike'Inte11igence

Test, Level B, Form 1 (1967) were used in this study. These results were
obta1ned from off1c1a1 student records wh1ch are ava1lab1e from the, .

*\kdm1n1strat1on Centre of the Edmonton Catho]1c School District. and are

kept at each schooJ Tné’Gates MacG1n1t1e Read1ng,Test was administered

‘dn June, 1980 and the Canad1an Lorge- ike Test was adm1n1stered 1n

October, 1980 by classrnomztgachers.

gl ‘
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Table 2 .
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON POOR READERS
Co'mpreh'ension, : Non-Verbal T
~ _ __ Grade Score .- 1.Q. Score C.A.
- Subject Sex (Gates-qungnitie)v ‘(_Lorge-Tho_rndi‘ke)‘ (April, 1981)
01 Mo 2.4 108 T~ 04
02 F 2.7 | 102 1.1
~03 F 2.6 f 98 1 b I
04 M 2.4 95 9.7
05 F- 2.9 - 93 8.6 -
06 M 2.4 06 - 9.11.
07 M 2.3 ‘ 15 9.6
08 M - 2.9 , 9] 9.5
09 - F 3.1 112 9.2
10 . M 2.7 - a 87 9.9
1A M 2.4. . .90 9.7
12 F 2.5 93 10.1
13 F - 2.9 . 106 9.3
14 Mo 2.6 © 85 9.9 -
15 M 2.5 9% 9.8
6 — - _F 2.4 93 9.2
17 M ©3.0 109 9.9
. 18 M 2.6 - - 85 9.10
19 F o 2.9 o8 , 9.6
20 M 2.7 94 - 10.0

Mean . 26 C98a3 9.7 4




e ~ © Table 3
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON GOOD READERS

-
]

35

31

33

- 40

Comprehension -~ Non-Verbal "
o Grade Score 1.Q. Score C.A.
Subject sex (Gates-MacGinitie) (Lorge-Thorndike) (April, \]28})
' ' ‘ ‘ —
21 M 5.6 . 94 9.5 @Q
22 F 6.6 113 9.2~
23 F 5.6 Rl 9.5
24 F 6.6 110 9.6
25 F 6. 1105 - 9.6
26 F . 5.6 104 10.]
27 F 6.1 92 9.9
28 M 6.1 109 9.4
29 ¢ M 5.3 .90 ‘108
30 M 6.6 o2 - 10.4
M 53 _ 108 9.10
32 M 5.6 90 S 9.1
Mo 6.6 115 - 10.1
34 F 6.6 92 % 9.3
35 F 6.6 108 10.0
36 M 5.6 97 o . 103
37 M 6.6 112 o 9.6 -
38 F 5.6 " 89 = g;Je//</f
39, M 6.6 108 ”///(////9.11
F 5.3 1m0 ©10.2
- R
Mean 6.0 ‘);;/4/763 9.8
- T .

td
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Reading Achievement - . : .

. y ‘ . M :
To obtain a measure of each subject's reading achievement, results

from the Gates-MacGinitie ReadinngeSt Level“c, Form 2, Canadian Edition

f(198ﬁ) were used. This test consists of two parts, vocabu1ary,and
scohprehension. Only the resufts from the Comprehension Subtest were used.

| Thé\COmprehension Subtest measures ability to read prose passages

with understand1ng Fo]lowing each passage are two qUestions and four
a]ternate answers for each questxon The_oorrect'answerS”are to be
selected. | ‘\ : ' | : - g s

The Canadian Edition of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test is based

on the Second Edition of the Gates MacGinitie Read1ng Test pub]1shed in

1978 in the United States. The 1978- 1979 Canadian norms were developed

from th-m‘esults of. test1ng 46,000 students throughout the ten prov1nce5\'

and tnchi:on. To assure test validity all items were exam1ned by a
group of Canadian edutators for ‘their appropriateness to_ €anadian
educat1on,\vocabu1ary words .were se]ected from words in s1xteen common]y.
used reading series for grades one, two, and three, content of

‘\comprehens1on passages was chosen jor the know]edge and interests of

students according to arp1an that spec1f1ed the proport1on of natural

science, social sc1ence human1t1es, and narrat1ve mater1a1 for each

test and approx1mate]y twice the number of - items needed for literal and
;,\ -

inferential quest1ons were written to test understand1ng of the passages
and after an extensjveftryout,vonlyf1tems of appropr1ate difficulty and
“usefulness were chosen. | ' : B

| Kuder- R1chardson Formu]a 20 reliability coeff1c1ents were computed

P

for'each test level from the Canad1an-standard1zat10n data. The K-R ZQ\\\;\\
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coeff1c1ents ranged from 0.85 to 0 .94 for Vocabulary and from 0.85 to

>

0 92 for Comprehens1on.

Inte]lectual Funct1on1ng

To obtain a measure of each subject's 1nte11ectua1 functioning,

resu]ts from the Canad1an Lorge-Thornd1ke {nte]llgence Test, Level B,

Form 1 (1967) were used. This test consists of a Verba] and Non-Verbal

Battery. Only the results from the Non-Verbal Battery were used in the

. o . , ~.
samp]e se]ect1on

The Non- Verba] Battery ‘contains n1ctor1a1 or numer1ca] 1tene.
‘There are three. subtests 1nvo]v1ng pictorial c]ass1f1cat1on p1ctor1a1
‘analogy, and ‘numerical relations.

The- test was normed on a strat1f1ed rangom samg\e of 31, f§;
students *in grades tnree to nine from across Canada., Validity was

estab1ished by correlating the results of the Canadian Lorge-Thorndike

Test with the results of 1nd1v1dua]1y administered tests such as the

‘Stanford Binet Inte1]1gence Sca]e and weschler Inte111gence Scale for

Children. The odd-even re]1ab111ty for Leve]s A-F of the Verba] Battery
ranges from 0.830 to 0. 945 and from 0 894 to '0.931 for the Non-Verbal
T

Battery. ‘The 1ntercorrelat1ons between Verba] and Non-Verba] Batter1es

for Levels A-F range from 0.558 to 0.681.

The Experimental Test Instruments

\

Construction of the Instrument

.o FREN

Two passages from the Standard Reading Inventory Test (MdCracken)

(1966) were se]etted and-médified. These passages were at a grade three

. . ~
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qevel to ensure that -the poor readers would not be reading at frustration

level. The passages were selected from the Standard Reading Inventory

“Test (McCracken) because they are representatiﬂe of the type of material

_ that children read in school and are designed to assess compgehension by

vunaided'recal1:after both oral and silent reading. : |

’ Content validity was obtained by vocabulary control; sentence
length,fcpncent,,and general style based upon tnfee‘basal reading-series;
and SpacheﬂReadability>Formula and the Da]e—ChaT% Fermula for Predicting
Readab111ty This was corroborated by testing 664 children. .

To obtain re11ab1l1ty Forms A and B of the Standard Reading

Inventory Test. (McCracken) were adm1n1stered to sixty children d1v1ded

egual]y among grades one through six. Pearson product-moment
~ correlations between eight areas of reading achievement ranged from 0.68
"t0°0.99 and between readingileVels from 0.86 to 0.99. .

The ccntent of the passages was narfative in nafure.a Each,passage
was rewr1tten so that in.one version the perceptua] re]at1onsh1ps were
exp]1c1t1y 1nd1cated by perceptual connectives. The connect1nes\"where""
“when", "while", "until", "after",~£hei£r " “then", and "as" were used.”
This selection was based on the temporal disjunction, temporal i
conjunction and location categories in the‘iemantic Potential Theory of
Langnage (Fagan, 1978) which'ane'described in Appendix C. Sincg-the- |

effects of re]at1ona] order of clausal units on reca]] was not a var1ab1e

in th1s study, the connectﬂves were used in 1n1t1a1 pos1t1on clauses as

well as in final pos1¢1on clauses. In the other vers1on ‘of jeach passage,»

the perceptual connectives were removed.

~Each' set of the same modified passage (+ perceptual connectlves, -

perceptual connectives) conta1ned the same 1nformat1on and the same

ST
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number of clausal units. The passage titled "A Gift" contained 19

clausal units, and seven pérceptual connectives. The passage titled "A

Trip" had 26 clausal units, and eight perceptual connectives. (See

Appendix A for complete passages.)

Administration of the Instrument

gach subjecﬁ was aske& to read silen£1y one pé;sage without
connectives and the other -passage with'conﬁéctives. fhere wefé no time
restrictions.’ Fo]]owing the silent reading of ea;h passage, subjects
were requested to give an unaided recall, i.e. to tell all they could
remember about the story.. Each administration wés done on.an individual
‘paéis ig\a quiét setting and the responses were tape recorded for
tr;nscription.' - J _f

In order to control for order effects of passége type, subjects in

each reading achievement group were randomly assigned to four subgroups

for test-administration.

5 . _ ' Table 4

ADMINISTRATIONfOF TEST INSTRUMENTS

39

\

Group | K Order of Presentation
A A Gift (C-) A Trip (C+)
B ) A Trip (C+) A Gift (C-)
C A Gift (C¥) A Trip (C-)
D A Trip (C-) A GIft (CH)

C+ Perceptual Connectives present.
C- Perceptual Connectives absent.
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Coding of Data

After the unaided rocalls were transcribed, the recall protocols

~ were ana]yzed as based on ana]yses by Drum and Lantoff (1977) and Fagan \

| (1978_> 1980). Tne protocols were also analyzed for the total number of
perceptual opnnectives used as well as the number of different perceptual

-‘connectives used by each subJeoz. »

The sentences in the passages were divided on the basis of
syntactic criteria into mazes and clausal units. The clausal unit was
chosen because it is easier to judge if synthesis of information hasl
occurred wgzhin this unif than it:is to do so within a sma]]er units A
c]adg}i\un1t was considered as a group of words containing a subJect (or
implied subject) and a pred1cate term, w1th one or more mod1f1ers if
app]1cab]e, which formed part of a compound or comp]ex sentence; or wh1ch
was a simple sentence. Compound subJects and/or predicates were a]so
divided ond considered as separate 11ngu1st1c units. In addition
incomplete clausal units were included in the analysis. Tnéy general]y
lacked a subject, a verb, or both, and served‘to specify particular
information, elaborate an antécedent, makevaddi;ﬁonal comments, or
establish a referent for an ambiguous item (Fagan, 1980). “These units
were categorized according to their semantic équiva]ents. |

A maze consisted of audible noise (uh, er, etc.), the repetition of
words or parts of Words, or an edit (a jumble of words preceding a change
in di(oction'of what the person was about to say) (Fagan,\1980).”.Méie$

. were not included for analysis.
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Each clausal unit was compared to the input text and assigned
according to its semantic content to one of the fo]lowing fypes of
informational units: text Specific, text entailed, text erroneous, or
text external (Fagan, 1980). In Table 5 each informational Unig is

defined and then further explained by means of examples taken from the

protocols in the study.

Fagan's (1980) text experienffal categbry (C) was Bubsumed into thé
text entailed category as very few clausal units fell into this category
and the naturé of text experiential information (having gxperiences
related to the theme of the text passage, br from the reader's knowledge
of the world) was considered as synthesis of background kﬁowledgeténﬁ‘
textua]rinformation. The remaining categories (te;t specific, text
entailed, text erroneous, and text externa]) were recently subjected to
regression analysis to determine if they are effective in predicping )

silent reading 5EhieVemen£ scores (Malicky, Beebe, and Fagan, 1981). The

" subjects involved were 95 grade four students.

. : K ¢
It was found that the scores on the Canadian Test of Basic Skills.

 were significantly influenced by the number of text entailed units and

- text erroneous units given in recalls. Comprehension scores were higher

if there were more text entailed information units recalled; and
comprehension scores were lower if there were more text erroneous
jnformation units recalled. The data provide some 1nd1cat1on of the

va]1d1ty for u51ng th1s system to ana]yze recall protoco]s as a measure

of the strateg1es which readers use to ga1n meanlng when read1ng

To assure reliability of the coding of the data by the researcher,

)/‘

an independent judge also\ana]yzed ten percent of the-recalls for



Table 5

EXAMPLES OF RﬁCALL INFORMATIONAL UNITS

]
I
f
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Text Specific. Information which is recalled verbatim from the text

or 1s synonymous with text .information.

Al.

A2.

¥

A3.

A4.

Verbatim Recall. Verbatim recall of clausal units in text.

Substitution of Pronouns. Eubstitution of pronouns if the
referent is present in the text.

Text: Eddie's bicyc]é had é flat tire.

Protocol: It had a flat tire. (Subject 19)

Synonymy of Elements. Synonymy of elements in clausal units of
text. ‘

Text: Henry hurried home.
Protocol: Henry rushed down home. (Subject 11)

Text: They discovered that Eddie's bicycle had a flat tire.
Protocol: They noticed that the tire was flat. (Subject 13)

Partial Recall. Partial recall of cjausaljgnitslin text.
Text: They each packed some sandwiches for lunch.
Protocol: They packed a lunch. (Subject 25)

Text Entailed. Information which js put together in new ways and

additions of text related information that is semantically entailed
by the text, or is an inference. This category includes appropriate
synthesis of information. .

B1.

Summary/Synthesis. A statement that relates  information from at

Teast two units in the text in an embedded form where some of
the units of information are deleted, or is a summary of at
least two units of information from the text.

. Text: ...they decided to fix the tire. They pushed Eddie's

bicycle to a gas station and waited until the man fixed it.

'Protbco}i\ So they went to a garage to fix it. (Subject 2)

Text: He rushed downtown and he bought some film at the
drugstore. . ' _

Protocol: First Henry went to the store to get some film.
(Subject 29) 5 : ' :
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Table 5 (Cont inued)
et

EXAMPLES OF RECALL INFORMATIONAL UNITS

a3

"B2. Inference. Inference entailed by text.

Text: Henry hurried home. His parents were waiting for him.
Protocol: Then he went and told his parents and they liked what
he did. (Subject 32) .

Text: He put the film in the camera.
Protocol: He put some film in the camera and shut up the back.
(Subject 31) .

vy S

Text Erronegus. Information which the reader has confused or

combined erroneously. This also includes errors in dates, proper
names, or_other words.

D1. Errors. Errors in dates, names, or other words are given.

Text: Eddie and Frank were happy. They wanted to visit the
airport. - .
Protocol: Henry and Frank were going to the airport. (Subject
25) ’

D2. Erroneous Expansions/Additions. Erroneous expansions or
additions of information.

Text: Then two men darted into the street waving guns.
Protocol: First Henry saw that there was some kidg or people.
(Subject 14) ° e

(

D3. Incorrect §Ummary/$ynthesis. Information which is combined
erroneous]y.g‘\;s an inaccurate summary. '
? Text: He s:$~ ghat Henry would be rewarded.

/ Protocolzzlﬂ;§f§wardeq him. (Subject 26)

w4

¥

Text External. ation which is“so general that it may not have

a specific relationship to the text or is a convention of oral recall.

+**E1. . Vague Generalization. A vague term or statement occuring as a

convention of oral recall which has no specific referent in text.

- Text: They each packed some éandwiches for_Junch.
Protocol: Then they packed some sandwiches and everything.
(Subject 31) . -
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EXAWPLES OF RECALL INFURMATIONAL UNITS
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o

E2.

1j‘CCﬂ'lVEl'I 1ons -

l(SubJect 20)

Stor Te111n Conventions. Statements that relate to the

exper1entia1 51tuat1onsL~Nt,u

‘Text ‘His panénts gave him a camera. He was. very exc1ted."

Protocol: - He was excited because it was I think it was hlS

">b1rthday. (SubJect 4) T

g

* Text: .They. wanted to vvstt the a1rport and watch the planes

land and take. off.. :
Protocol: They wanted to go to see the a1rport zou know.

S

3 -

_‘ ng a story, concerned with narrating rather ‘
“ than content~—er story telling conventrons that re]ate to




. ‘. . N . L ‘ . - ) ‘ N . ) ‘. . 3 . ‘v
a ’ . o C - T o .

s

‘<d1v151on 1nt0°c1ausa1 un1ts and ass1gnment to categories according to

s

type of 1nformat1onal untt. Interrater agreement was calcu]ated by usxng

L

- the Arr1ngton Formu]a eFerfel and Lorge, 1950) which is~ presented below.

2. x Agreements - o
(2 X Agreements) + Disagreements v

The percentage agreement between the researcher and the 1ndependent Judge

“As

was 97 .87 for the c]ausa] un1ts and 92 70 for the ‘recall 1nformatybq.b,
= . wjh\’,

_units. : : [ B

e o o 8 S ‘ . —
| ’ ' - pilot Study ’ ‘
. '/’

'Afpilot study’Was‘conductedvﬁn March, 1980 to ensure that the grade

'.three modified'passages frOm the Standard Reading Inventory'Test

'(McCracken) were at 1nstructlona] 1eve1 for the poor readers. aAt
~jnstructional” level the’reader st111 "has* enough d1ff1cu1ty to requ1re
_1nstruct1on" but doesgnot demonstrate "var1ous behavfors whlch 1mpede ,
e read1ng success '(Guszak 1978, p. 1J9) At this level about 90-95

'bpercent accuracy 1n word recogn1t10n and about 70 75 percent accuracy in

| comprehens1on is accepted.
— Three subJects (two fema]es and one male) in grade four attend1ng -
‘7‘schoo1 1n  the Edmon}on Catho]1c Schop] Dastrtct were selected accord1ng——:

to the cr1ter1a outlined for sample select1on. The schoo] part1c1pat1ng

- ./'
(’/r'_' '

1n the pilot study was not 1nvolved 1n ‘the study.
. 'wi_v

The subJects were presented w1th two d1fferent passages. Tn one;of o

- these passages the perceptua1 connect1ves were 1ncluded, in the other —

;they were}removed.{ EachfsubJect was requested to read each passage o

. -



ora]Ty and’ then ﬁ% give an unaiged reca]l This was done on an
: 1nd1v1dua] basis. The\recalls ere tape recorded and recaTT protoc515°
_ transcrlbed for analysis into ¢ ausa] un1ts “and the number. perceptual
connectives givenT_ This infor at1on determlned the sens1t1v1ty of the
~1nstrument for co%iect1ng data o |

The subae@ts were asked to read the passages orally so that the1r
m1scues cou]d be recorded wh1Te they were oral read1ng in order to -

determine 1nstruct1ona1 Tevel.. The same criteria was used as suggested

‘1n the Standard Read1ng Inventory Test. (McCracken) for the number of
jm1scues permiss1b1e at the grade three Teve] - On the bas1s of the
results obtained, the 1nstructﬂona1 Tevel of: the passages for the poor
‘readers was estah]rshed’as appropr1ate. Analyses of the protoco]s |

frevea]ed that descrlpt1ve sentence! not d1rectly re]ated to characters or

—_—
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‘act1ons in the story narrat1ve were not recalled. Therefore the passages ,

ere modified again to conta1n onTy relevant 1nformat1on.

- Statistical Analysis R

A

4 The D1v1s1on of Educatwonal Research Services at the Un1vers1ty of.

Alberta. ass1sted w1th the stat1st1ca1 anaTys1s of the data., The

CA

| stat1st1cal treatment of the data 1nvof§éﬁ a two-way analys1s of var1ance
'Aw1th repeated measuﬁes across the two passages (ANOV26 Program) *ThTS
"was used to test the hypotheses set for the study '

. To get. the means standard dev1at1ons and correTatlons among the

variaoles the DEST 02_Program was used The t- test program (ANOV 10) for

P
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f e

1ndependent means was used to determine whether there was a 51gn1f1cant '

d\fference between the groups based on the1r I Q scoreﬁ

—

‘In summary, a samp1e of fOrty grade four suojects‘waS‘selected from )
five schoo]s in the Edmonton Cathollc School Dlstrlct Twenty were good
readers and ;wenty were poor readers.‘ They were selected and ass1gned to
the read1ng groups accordlng to resulés of the Comprehens1on Subtest on

the Gates MacG1n1t1e Read1ng Test Level C, Form 2, Canad1an Ed1t1on

-adm1nxstered in June, 1980. The Non-Verba] Battery resu]ts on the .

&

Canad1an Lorge-Thornd1ke Inte111gence Test Leve] B, Form I were a]so

-used. LT ‘ : o t;
g _ S~ S | e

Two different passages at the grade three level from the Standard

a

~\Read1ng Inventory Test (McCracken) were mod1f1ed so that in one vers1on’

of each passage percepﬁua] connect1ves were 1nc1uded and 1n the other

er510n the conpect1ves were excluded. To counterba]ance the order of

) admin1strat”kdf; %B& passages subJects were p]aced into subgroups

~ W ‘rw

random]y. Each subJect ‘Was 1ndtv1dua]1y tested. Responses were tape

| recorded and transcr1bed for analys1s. Each recal] protoco] was divided
into clausa] units and the un1ts were then categor1zed accord1ng to type
of‘1nformat1ona1 un1t (text spec1ftc, text enta1led text erroneous, or
tekt External) Reca]]s were a]so analyzed for the tota] numbe A

\ .
perceptual tonnect1ves as well as the number of d1fferent perceptua]

connectlves §1ven by - each subJect.
- ) T S ;* s

1 . - o @
T - ) ( . . ) N '

\
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A p1lot study conducted in March 1980 was helpfdi in.refining the -

testlng 1nstruments and in determ1n1ng the feas1b111ty of using the~

passages in the st\\y. Stat1st\pa1 analys1s of the data invo]ved

—. correlat1ons? t-test for 1ndependent means, and two-way ana]ys1s of

variance.

48
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- . T

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

This chapter exam1nes the data obta1ned from the sample of grade
four students attend1ng schools w1th1n the Edmonton Cathol1c Schoo]
District. The results of three types of stat1st1ca1 treatments are
: presented (a) the correlat1ons between the variables are given; (b) the
null hypotheses are restated from Chapter 1 followed by tables ~giving a
summary of the analysis of varxance on the basis of which the hypotheses
are or are not reJected and (c) the mean scores for the categor1es of ¢
recal]ed 1nformat1on are 1nc1uded. The leve] of s1gn1f1cance for th1s
study was set at .05. : - e _ _ ‘

Th1s chapter is organ1zed into two sectlons (a) Performance of
' Read1ng Ach1evement Groups for the Nature of Informatton Reca]]ed and

(b) Performance of Reading Ach1evement Groups for the Connect1ves

MR}

Reca]]ed.
e ’
The data for the corre]atlons are presented in Tab]e 6. This table
'ShOwWS corre]at1ons among the fo]]ow1ng twe]ve var1ab1es connectives,
d1fferent connectlves, text spec1f1c un1ts text enta11ed un1ts, text
erroneous units, and,text external un1ts for ‘the passage w1thout .
connectlves, and for the passage w1th connect1ves, respect1ve1y There |
were sixteen. s1gn1f1cant corre]at1ons at the 05 1eve1 or less. Althoug:
‘ ’ N
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the cause of these re]at1onsh1ps cannot be determined from correlat1ona1
analysis, they will be used to raise a number’ of*questions and/or "
speculatxons regarding resu]ts of. data perta1n1ng to the hypotheses

presented in this cnhapter. : »
—~. o

e

Performance of Reading Ach1evement Groups for the Nature of ~
- . Informat1on Recalled.

“Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were formulated to assess significant////
differences in the comprehension of good and poor readers on'passages
w1th perceptual connectlves present and passages thh these connectives

/

rem0ved. Results were analyzed with two ay analysi’s of var1ance w1th

‘repeated measures across passeges to determine d1fferences in the nature

.of information reca]]ed-on'?he two types of passa§esJ

~

Results

The four hypotheses formulated to assess differences between,the
.achievement groups end-typesuof passages for the nature of information'
'reCalled;gre presented‘be}ow, |

Hypothes1s 1

A\

For the number of text spec1f1c units reca]led there:1s no
significant: . ‘

.(a) ‘main effect of reading achievement groups.
(b) main effect of types of passages.
(c) interaction between read1ng ach1evement groups and types of
passages. .

Hypothests 2

For the number of text enta11ed un1ts recalled, there is no
s1gn1f1cant.

(a) ma1n effect of reading ach1evement .groups. T
(b) ,marn 'effect of types of passages. ) o
1 T~ o o



N

(c) interaction between reading achie&ement,groups and types of
passages. . - ~

ngbtnesiég' v
" For the number of text erroneous units recalled, there is no
significant: :

) main‘effect of reading ach1evement groups.

) main effect of types of passages.

) interaction between .reading ach1evement groups and types of
passages. i

i ? ] -

Hypothes1s 4

‘coo

(
(
|

For the number of text entailed units reca]]ed ‘there-is no

significant: .

(a) main effect of reading achievement groups.

main effect of types of passages.
(c) interaction between readlng achievement groups and types of
passages. ‘ _

The fesults of two- way ana]ys1s of var1ance to ‘test these i@
hypotheses are presented ‘in fables 7 to 10. ‘The nature of 1nformat1on
-reca]led by the good:and poor reaoers‘after reading passages with and
without connect1ves was compared to see if there were significant
differences in the1r comprehens1on of the textual 1nformat1on. The data
revealed no significant dlfferences between the groups for 1nformat1on

reca]led in any of the categorwes (text spec1f1c text enta11ed text

.

erroneous, or text externa]) The type of passage read (C-, C+) a]so had
no s1qn1f1cant effect on the comprehension of the two read1ng ‘groups.

The test for the presence of interaction of the independent van1ah1es
(types of. readers and types of, passages) revea]ed no significant
interaction. Therefore Hypotheses 1, 2, 3 and 4 could not be reJected

< The mean scores for the 1nformat1ona1 un1ts given in the recalls

areﬂpresented in Table-11. A study of Table 11 shows that the mean
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Table 7

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT SPECIFIC UNITS RECALLED

N = 40 5 —

Source of . :
Variation . ss' ~DF M. F oo P
Reading Achievement . ' - _ =
Groups : . 18,051 18.051 3.693 0.062
Passage Types 1.250 1 1.250 = 0.245 - 0.623
Interaction | 0.200 _ 1 0.200  0.039  0.844

~ " Table 8

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT ENTAILED UNITS RECALLED

N = 40
Source of - ‘
Variation . . SS DF - MS F R

Reading Ach.ievement

Groups - © 14.448 1 14.448 1.078  0.306
Passage Types S 090 0.791 - .0.168 . 0.684
Interaction 0.811 1 0.811 0.73 0.680




Interaction
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o
Table'9
A ) -
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT ERRONEQUS UNITS RECALLED
N = 40
Source of
Variation SS DF MS F P
Reédihg Achievement o - _
Groups 6.612 1 6.612 3.186 - 0.082
Passage Types . 1.013 1 1.013 0.631 0.432
- Interaction 1.513 1 1.513 0.943 0.338
Table 10
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT EXTERNAL UNITS RECALLED
-
N = 40 ~
* Source of S :
Variation SS DF MS F P
Reading Achievement . a
Groups 0.013 1 0.013 0.025 — . 0.875
Passage Types 1 0.313 1 0.313 1.309 -0.260
0.113 1 0.113° 0.471 © 0.497




Table: 11

MEAN SCORES QOF THE READING ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS

FOR THE

ATURE OF INFORMATION RECALLED

56

Text

: Text Text Text
Achievement Specific Entailed Erroneous External
Group Units UniEs Units . Units

. ‘ i
C- C+ - e+ ®oc- o+ C-\\—/EZQ

” .
. . . : "-'-4/
Poor Readers 4.00  3.65 8.05 7.65 1.70  1.65 © .35 .40

Good Readers ~ 4i85 ' 4.70 ©  8.70. 8.70 85 1.35 .25 .45
L { R ‘

#ﬁ:

C- passage without connectives’
C+ passage with connectives
number of text entailed units given in the retelling was greéter than,
that for any other typerof infprmaﬁiona] unit. This was fo]iowed by text
specific units, text erroneous units, and text.eiterna1qunfts,
resbective]y: i >

" Discussion of the Results

Complete understandinéﬁof text depends on the ability of the reader
£o defect, intefpret,’and‘synfhesige relationships between informational
units. This study was designed to éxamine o di%fereﬁces in the
understanding or combrehensioh of textudl .ntormation of good anqwﬁggr :

could

readers on two types of passages. 'Since Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, an

‘ ‘ : o g
not be rejected, this suggests that the reading achievement groups dia

¢
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not differ in abstract;ng infohgat1on from the text or in text o Co
organization processes. Passage typessalso did not -affect the
comprehension of the information read&hy these achievement groups. It
appears then that both good and poor readers used similar comprehension
strategies regardless of the type of passage read (C- or C+). 1Y

These findings support Ryan and Semmel's (1969) and Sull1van S
(1973) conclusions that all types of readers appear to use the same
strategies 1in organizing and relating information. They state that a
reader uses his know]edge of language:and the context in testing
hypotheses about the information in the text rather ghanfpgacting
passiue]y to each unit. Goodman (1976) similarly called reading a
"psycholinguistic guessing game". 1In this model of reading a reader
uti]izesvknowledge of backgrbund'experiénces, language, and the task at
hand to select cues, associate meaning with them, and synthesize the
information in text with this prior,knonledge. Comprehension is impaired. .
if prior knowledge is inadequgteito enab]elthe-reader to be an active
reader. :

In/;his study, the passages were&selected to be at an instructiona]t
level for the poor readers so that they would have adequate understanding
of the task. A pilot study conf1rmed that the passages were at an
appropriate 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 for tae poor grade four readers, thus
they were abfe to be act1ve readeps and reconstruct the meaning of the
connected discourse. This may account for the f1nd1ng that both types of
readers processed information s1m1]ar1y.

The importance of determ1n1ng every child's readinrg level has been

emphasizEd_by writers such as Barbe (1961) Betts (1969), Bond and T1nker
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(1973), and Harris and Sipay\(1975) However, it apnears that in
differentiating cogn1t1ve abilities of good anq ‘poor readers ‘on \
comprehension tasks. few studies, if any, have controlled for material to
pe at instructional level. In addition, most studies comparing good and
poor readers have assessed level of comprehension, whereas this study
differs in that it assesses the n;ture of comprehension of good and poor
readers. | |

‘Studies such as Cromer's (1970). Weinstein and Robinovitcn's
(1971), and Isakson and‘Miller‘s (1976) contrasted good and poor readers
to compare tneir syntact{c/semantic processing of information. They
concluded that ‘there was a difference between the two grddps in their
ability toﬂmake use of synfactic/semantic cues in the sentence structures
and that poor'comprenenders have difficulty perceiving relations;ips“
between the words in a passage and integrating them into a meaningful
whd&e. However, the“data in this study revealedvthat there was no
difference in the ability of good and poor readers to understand
re]ationsgjps between information units denoted by percedtual
connectives. It is possible that their findings may have been;replica;ed

in this study if the passages selected had not been at instructional

level for the poor reagers. Ko 1:;ﬁ

Specific to assessing tne nature of compr ension processes in this
study was the understanding of logical relationships in discourse. That
good and poor readers understand logical relationships equally wel] o
supports the f1nd1ngs of Miller and Hosticka (1978) and Neilsen and Braun y
4(1978) The1r studies had also compared good. and poor readers in the1r é%
understanding of 1og1ca1 connect1ves. \

@ ';'!\&

4



As was done in this study, Neiysen and'Brauna(l978)fa]so had

"""U

assessed passage eﬁfects (with and without connectives) on the readers‘

'ﬂ comprehension of connectives., Their findings were confirmed in“this -f\l,
stady. SubJects uere able to understand ical relationships 1n ' _
discourse regardless of whether they»were implicit or explicit in passage T

”‘ context. Thus aS°Neilsen (l978) had concluded, "the presence or absence ,

&8

of linguistic cohnectives in the surface structure of text does not '

| microstructure (passage content) of text" (p. 9)1¥YThis suggests that-

logical relationsfare encoded as: part of a schemata embodied in discourse .

-

and can beainferred 1f they/are absent . - GA,'jj_f o i ¥i<,,i..'

o

Pearson s (1974) gata support findings that the COgnitive process

of synthests is integral in comprehensiona He concluded that “at least

4

: with respect to causality, peop%eystore data_ in unified rather than
~ discrete units" (p. 187) As in Pearson s (1974) study where ‘causal
:: relations were syntheSized. so 1n thlS study logical perceptual
eﬁ relationShips were synthesized by the SubJeCtS. | ' |

| | Table ll gives the mean scores for each type of informational

unit}‘“Althoﬁgh differences between mean; were not statistical]y tested

the table indicates that there were more text entailed unitsathan other
e,,types of units given in the recalls. Jhe text entailed unit lS &

lndicative of 1nformation put together in new ways. addition of text }M;;

related 1nformation that is semantically entailed by. the text or ... .

1nferepces. lt included appropriate synthe51s of 1nformation. Therefore.ee
» it appears that the readers comprehension of passage material was both

abstractiveeand constrxctive (Gomulicki, 1956, Bransford and Johnson,

v
A
>

S . o o . i
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- 1972 Frederlcksen. 1975 K1ntsch and’van Dijk 192:@

4

~and Cera, 1979) " This was. true for both. good and poor rea:"

A

Performance of Read1ng*§chievement Groups for .
SRR the Connectwves Recalled T

Hypotheses 5 and 6 were formulated to determlne the s1gn1ficance of
d1ffereh¢es in the totalanumber and the number of different d!hceptual

szconnect1Les generated ‘in the.una1ded recal]s by good and. poor readers Ao
N . ‘ ,m\ :
- after passages w1th and w1thout connect1ves were read. Resu]ts were

: 'analyzed by the stat1st1ca1 measure of two-way ana]ys1s of . var1ance WIth

RN

repeatedfmeasures_across,passage types. ,;//f

percep jal connectxves reca]led are presented beTow.vl' '_-' -
e » O o
;-’Hy\bthes1s 5 - o e ,/°._f? n
; . ! R —— .
.*  For the total number of perceptual conhect1ves reca11ed there :
1s no-s n1f1cant. SR e , =3 S

v - (a) ma1n fect of reading ach1evement grOUps. T 41,_?“
<27 (b) main effect of: types OF passages. . ' '
o fce) interaction between reading achlevement groups.and types of -
- passages.Q\\ > . . 2

3 . . . - -

~ B o |
, For&ihekjumber bf d1fferent perceptual conneet1ves recaIled, .
there is no gn1f1ca\t\ o SRR

e Hyppthes1s 6

(a) main effect of read1ng ach?evement groups..

b) wmain effect of types of passages. ° -

c) interaction between read1ng achievement groups and types of
passages.1 - - ,

g : . ; s
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R CANALYSIS of VARIANCE FOR . ‘ .
TOTAL NUMBER OF PERCEPTUAL CONNECTIVES RECALLED R
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M_Variation_ ' o _;sti‘ e

Read1ng Ach1evement , R R ' o - .
Groups ‘f‘0.450 ’ # 1 - 0. 450 - 10.079 0.780

. Passage Typek\\ 20,000 | -1, .20 .000  8.038 0.007*
Interaction. ¥ 0. 45q@, ©0.450  0.181 ¢ 0.673
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T e THE NUMBER OF DIFFERENT PERCEPTUAL CONNECTlVES RECALLED. o

- . L ‘!~:4 . LG e

]

R B
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'Variationﬂb e 8§ . DF . - M. Foo P

.~ Reading. Achlevement L T L

" Groups © o0s0 . 1. 0.5 O 069 - 0.795
~ Passage Types S eso 1 a2so 24 1527 ©0.000*
»Interactxon . os0° 1 0.080 0.7 ©0.745
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T Tablew TR e
. FREQUENCY OF PERCEPTUAL CONNECTIVES. RECALLED'
e ’ ' "
7+ Confectjve | C- Passage ~ - Connective. C+ Passage . Connective Total
‘f“f{/"*} - - . ‘ -
then .69 = them . 81 . then- 150
* when 9 when ¢ H*w-, L4 when- 23
~_whnile 3.t (gi1) N, until (¢in) iz -
“after 2 after fl" 77 7 after 9
e o . - o L
‘unt11 (t11]) 1T before -4 before = 5
L . K$
where o _ where . 4 where 5
cast - o as 3 . as a4
before 0. while 2 while 4
C-- passage without pérceptuat connect1ves

C+ ~passage with perceptual connectives "' : : .

e

Data perta1n1ng to Hypotheses 5 and 6 are presented in Tab]es 12

and 13.‘ In add1t1on 'fabie 14, 1nd1cates the frequency of perceptua]

-

}connect1ves 1n the passages wwth and wlthout connect1ves

Dwfferences between the read1ng ach1evement groups and between the
R

' types*of passages read were assessed for the. perceptua] connect1ves

: recalled. Hypotheses 5a and 6a were not reJected 1nd1cat1ng that there

- Was no s1gn1f1cant ma1n effect of read1ng ach1evement groups on the total

2

i number or the number of different perceptual connectives recal]ed .

Hypotheses 5b and 6b were rejected. Thergfore the types of

;fﬂbassages had a s1gn1f1cant effect on the total number as: We“ as. the

number of d1fferentaperceptua1 connect1ves reca]led



Hypotheses 5¢ and 6c were not reJected. Thus it can be concluded :

o o

that the 1nteract10n between types of readers and types of passages on

the total number.and the number of differentiperceptual_connect1ves was

not s1gn1f1cant. . o P

1 [} \

It can. be noted “from a study of Table 14 that proport1ona11y to
other connectives g1ven in the reca]ls, "then" was used about four‘ta one° -
'. times more often than other connect1ves after the read1nglof the passage
'w1thout connect1ves. However _use of “"then" was approx1mate1y half the -

'g‘number of other connectlves given in the reca]ls after the read1ng of the""a

passages with connectives. 3 - S - .

~.

D1scuss1on ‘of the Resu]ts G
~ v

Accordlng to the data, there was no s1gn1f1cant difference between

the'achlevement-groups on generat1on of perceptual connectives 1n\the
/reca1]s. Both good and poor readers used these connect1ves in their
recalls after read1ng both types of passages. Katz and Brent (1968) had
found that from ages 6- 7 and 11~ 12 there is a marked increase in ab111ty p
"'to c]early verba11ze causal and temporal relat10nsh1ps. In this study
nlne year o]d ch11dren whether they were good or poor headers, appeared A
" to have the ab1]1ty to verba11ze tempora] and spat1a1 relatlonsh1ps
They were a]so able te\verba11ze relat1onsh1ps denoted by other types of
QVAZQ ect1ves, but s1nce these are not the ‘focus. of th1s study, they are
not reported | B - -
: A]though connectlves were used by both ach1evement gr0ups 1n thefr
reca]ls after read1ng each type of passage the type of passage read had

a s1gn1f1cant effect on the number of perceptua1 connect1ves ‘produced.
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s * ) .

More perceptual connectives were reca]led when the passage w1th

~—

S~

'exp11c1t1y stated connectives was read. Thus the presence of connect1ves .

cued ab111ty-to remember them and fac111tated their use in the product1on'
—~~

™~
of more complex sentences. i

In readab111ty research sentence Tength and comp]ex1ty contr1bute
to comprehens1on d1ff1cu]ty (Rearson, 1974) Use of expT1c1t1y stated
connect1ves in the C+ passage did 1ncrease the compTex1ty of sentence

structure In this study, however comprehenSIOn of the C+ passage was

 not affected for e1ther the good or .the poor readers.

The total number of ‘perceptual connect1ves producéﬁ and the number
of d1fferent perceptua] connecttves‘produced Jn the reca]Ts were h1gh]y
corre]ated across- both types of passages (C passage .678, p. <..01
passage 737 ‘R £ ()T) .Thus the more connect1ves glven in the_

recal], the more ltkely ‘that there were more d1fferent ;nnnect1ves

™
7 glven These/two varlables are not clearly dlst1nct. .

That there is a s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsn1p between understand1ng of
connect1ves and comprehens1on has been postuTated by Stoodt (1972), _
Neilsen (1978) Beebe and MaT1cky-(1n press) In th1s study the '

relat1onsh1p of,perceptual connecﬂ1ves and comprehens1on of connected

discourse was 1nvestTgated The nature of- information ‘as most 1nd1cat1ve

—_—

~of the understand1ng of TOg1ca1 reTat1onsh1ps in d1scourse is the text
entaTTed 1nformat1on unit. wh11e causat1on cannot be . establtshed by the

correlation of connectives gtven 1n the recall and text enta11ed un)ts,

14 N

'1t can be said that a swgnlfscant pos1t1ve relat1onsh1p exists (Tab]e

‘_6)t‘ The correlat1on between the. totaT number of connect1ves and text

enta11edyun1ts ‘and the number of d1fferent connect1ves and text enta1led



(N

units, re]ated to the C- passage is 494 (g & 01) and .344 (p_ < 01),

respect1ve1y. As related gro the C+ passage, the corre]at1on between the
Jtotal number of connectxves and text entailed units is 501 (p.- < .01),
while the correlat1on betgeen the number of different connect1ves and

. <

text entailed units is .555“(21<;.01).
i [}] .

Summar | - 7',1‘ﬁ§ |

. ‘A.. ‘ v — ) B . »
No significant'differences were found between achiiiement groups or

types, of passages for the nature of 1nformat1on recalfed. However, there

was a s1gn1f1cant/d1fference between the types of passages read, w1th or

: without connect1ves, for the total numper ‘of perceptua] connect1ves and

. .

tpeﬁnumber of d1fferent peréeptual connectives reca]]ed

‘hh}’ Slnce 1mp11c1t (C- passage) or exp11c1t (C+ passage) perceptua]

connecttves did not causé performance between the ach1evement groups to

~vary s1gn1f1cant1y, spat1a1 and tempqral re]attonsh1ps were comprehended

"by the good and the poor readers regardless of wh1ch type of passage was

read. Presence of the connect1ves in the passages d1d however,

fac111tate rncreased use of them in the recal]s.
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CHAPTER V

Ea

: _ SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS . AND
. o : SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH e

The-major purposes of this study were to ‘compare good -and poor
readers' comprehension of connected discourse‘with and without penceptual
connectlves and the1r use of these connectlves in verbal recalls

\@

Perceptua] connect1ves aJd in synthe51z1ng tempora] and spatial
R r}elat‘nonsh)ps. | .

©

.. Summary of the Study

The sample cons1sted of forty subJects in grade four attend1ng
schoo]s w1th1n the Edmonton Catho]1c School D1str1ct They were se]ected

5 on the bas1s of comprehens1on scores on the Gates= MacG1n1t1e Read1ng

Test' Level C, ’Form 2, Canad1an Ed1t1on and the non-verba] scores on the

.

Canadlan Lorge-Thornd1ke Inte111g;nce Test Leve] B, Form 1. *1 Q was

he]d constant and the subJects were d1v1ded accordung to the1r
: comprehens1on scores, into: two equal groups of good and poor readers.

Comprehen51on scores of the good readers were between the 70th and the

T~

90th percent11es, whereas the poor readers' scores were between the 10th

and the 30th percent11es. o ', o ' o f -

"

" Each subJect was 1nd1v1dua11y tested using two passages of

/.

,d1fferent content /”Passages were used.because analys1s was concerned

A
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’with relatlonships between and across sentences. One‘passage was
constructed with perceptual connectives present while ‘the other passage
-had*no-perceptual connectives. Each suhject,was asked to read the
passagés silently' nfter each paSsage‘was read, the subject‘was
_requested to give an unaided recall, The'unaided recalls were tape
" recorded and later transcrlbed 1nto protocols for analys1s first into
clausal units and then accord1ng to type of 1nformat1on recalled:
Recalls were also analyzed for the perceptual connect1ves given.
Statist1cal measures used to analyze data 1ncluded at- test for
1ndependent means, correlat1ons, and two- way analys1s of variance w1thl

repeated measures.

-
'
. ?

Major Findings

- -
L

gesults of the analy??s ofwvar1ance revealed the follow1ng f1nd1ngs.
l.. There were’ no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between read1ng

. achieVement groups for the'number of text spec1f1c units recalled ‘the
numpber of text entailed un1ts recalled, the number of text erroneous
cun1ts recalled or the number of text external un1ts recalled. -

2. - Tn were no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between types of

passages for the number of text spec1f1c un1ts recalled the number of

‘ text enta1led unlts recalled the number of text erroneous un1ts

recalled or: the number of text external un1ts recalled.a
e

3. There were no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on effectSKEEtwesn reading
achlevement groups and typey of passages for the number of text specific

units recalled the. number of text’ entalled units. recalled, the-number of .



rd

text erroneous units recalled, or the number of text external units
recalled. | Y

4. There were no sign?ficant differences between-reading

o ach1evement groups for the total number of perceptual connectives

recal]ed or the number of d1fferent perceptua] connecttves recalled.

\

5. There were s1gn1f1cant dtfferences between types of passages

for the‘total number of perceptual connect1ves recalled and the, number of

’ -d1fferent perceptua] connect1ves recat]ed When connectives were present

in the passage, more connect1ves were g1ven in the recall

6. | There were no significant interaction effects between read1ng
achievement groups and types of passages for the total number of
perceptua] connect1ves recalled and the number of d1fferent perceptual
connect1ves recalled. |

Further analysis of the data gathered in this study revealed that
there were more text enta11ed 1nformatton units g1ven 1n the recalls than
other types -of- un1ts (text spec1f1c “text erroneous, or text externa])
"There was also.a positive stgn1f1cantvcorre1at1on between text entatled
un;ts and use of perceptuaT‘connectives. Although the connective_“then"
" was used the most oft&f in the reca]]s;'more'different perceptualv .
‘connectives Were given atter,the C+:passage'uas read.

Ce

Conclusions and Implications

o v
Th1s study prov1ded further evtdence that readlng comprehensnon

\

1nvo1ves abstractton and construct1on processes.. This 1mp11es cognitive

'1and 11ngu1st1c prOCESSIHQ and re]1ance on background know]edge.
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Abstractive process1ng involves selecting relevant information units from -

‘the text and synthesizing the units-into a mean1ngfu1 who]e.
Construct1ve process1ng involves the reader 1n using 1nformation from the
text a]ong with h1s/her background knowledge to construct (or
reconstruct) a meaningfu] interpretation of the text. ‘ e
Some studies (Cromer, 1970; weinstejn and Robinovitch, 1971;
Isakson and Miller, 1976) have found that poor comprehenders possess less
fability tnan good comprehenders to organiie text. However, this finding
was not supported in this study. Since the passages were se]ectedvto be
at the 1nstruct1ona] level for the poor readers, this may account for the

f1nd1ngs that there were no process1ng d1fferences between the good and

-

poor ‘readers. If this is so, then there are cruc1a1 1mp11cat\ons for the

study of process d1fferences, i.e, how readers interact w1th print; and

for classroom 1nstruct1on.’ : ' ‘;

. Researchers must be carefu] that conc1u51ons regard1ng d1fferences
in comprehens;on processes are not caused by having the poor readers at .
‘ frustrat1on Jevel. Teachers shou]d ensure that basic reading instruction
is prov1ded at an appropr1ate ]eve] as th1s appears to ‘be cruc1a1 in
'reconstruct1ng meaning of text successfully. Informal read1ng
Ainventories‘(McCrécken, 1966§ Betts, 1972; Sl]varol1, 1977) wh1ch make
use of materials of increasing d\fflculty wou]d be he]pfu] to teachers to
make structured observations of reading behav1or in an actual situation
A :to determwne an appropr1ate reading ]eve] for each ch1]d ‘
Log1cal connect1Ves are d1ff1cu1t to define because their mean1ng

~comes from their 11nkages with other words and concepts. Therefore they

3

~are 1mportant to 1anguage in terms of their re]at1ona1 meanzng and if not

y 4

understood will hamper comprehens1on. In this- study;\the focus was ‘on
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the comprehenston of perceptuat connectives in written language. Results
Snhowed no difference between the good andjpoor readers' understanding and
use of them. The subjects in this study used them<effect%vely to
_synthesize time and space relationships in the passage. - This may be
because the passages were carefully selected.so they could interact
meaningfully with the 1nformatjon. Grade four stJdents, according to
Piaget's stages of devetopment, can understand log1ca1 relations. 1In
this study;.tney did uhen material was at their instructional level.

Altnough use of exp11c1t1y stated connectives resulted in longer,

more complex sentences, both good and poor readers were able to
comprehend the passages. ‘Therefore this raises implications for \
reexam1n1ng the readability factors in 1nstruct1ona1 materials. Sentence
1ength part1cu]ar19 needs to be reviewed.

The type of.passage read (with and w1th0ut connect1ves) 1nf1uenced

‘the subjects' use of’ connectlves in the recalls. Because connect1ve‘ are

synthesizers between informational units, 1ncreased use of them in
passages should result .in mdore text enta1led 1nformat10na] v its being
g1ven in recalls. A]though ‘causality_ cannot be 1nferred there was a
pos1t1ve corre]at1on between use of perceptua] connect1ves and text
enta1]ed units. It appears, then, that there is va]ue in us1ng

‘ connect1ves 1n wr1tten mater1a1 Ch11dren can use them as atds to

-

synthes1ze the 1nformat10n. In add1t1on when connectives are stated in

\)

passages, ch11dren generate a greater varlety of connectives in reca]]s.
This results in finer mean1ng distinctions between 1nformat1ona1 units.
' By analyz1ng a protocol and. compar1ng it to the input text, 1t 1s

p0551b1e to f1nd out what 1nformat1on a subJect understands and remembers

"
re

. |
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in order to generate the recall. Telling so& ;ﬂabout what‘one reads

elic1ts what 1,..

Rete]]i@g aé an

; !a%mm.

My

the process1ng operat1ons app

70

instructional techanue focusses the ch1]d s a%!ehtﬁnn on U&lg1ng meaning - |

from the text at the same time that cognitive and llngu1st$c ab11§

are operating in processing meaning. Retelling, un11keﬂquest1oniﬁg 7
‘) i

‘technigues, measures what is important to the ch1]d. US1ng rete]lﬁgg as -

a measure of comprehension may also result in 1mprovement of ora] “3%%>;f:5"
- b "1[ oy e

language skills. Th1s may transTate into an 1mproved fac1l1ty for
wr1t1ng skills. S S g

This study was based on the Semantic Potential Theory o; Language
(Fagan,‘1978)-and,'overa1] the results support both the use of recall
and recall categories (Fagan, 1980) as viable techn1ques for exam1n1ng
reading comprehension.' In ad&ition, the subjects in this study did
“produce the connect1ves identified in Fagan's ]og1ca1 connectives |
categorles in their recalls. Also, us;‘of these connectives d1d
d1fferent1ate between performance on passage types Heﬁce support for

the theory was generated in this study. However, it snould also be noted

that the variables identified in the theory did not differentiate between

goad and poor readers.
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[

'comprehension task

il

Suggestions far Further Research .

As the findings %f,this study indicated no apparent differences in
). . A
text processing between good and poor readers, this study has’ raised more

(

questions than it has answered regarding the development of comprehension
proce551ng strategfﬁs for example: Wil) syntactic/semantic factors be a
problem only when content, is unfamiliar or when it is not at
1nstrﬁctiona] level? At what point do readers use linguistic cues such

as}éonneetiwes to comprehend syntactic strh@ﬂbres that are unfamiliar?

It may be warraqted to find out what types of syntactic Structures do in

fact‘freate difftﬁpjty for readegly at specific stages of development.

Information about what causes readers to "break down" and be unab]e 0

synthes1%§ the details of discourse relattonsh\ps would 1ead toward more.

effective ingtruction and development of appropr1ate 1nstructlona1

materials.

. = .

Studfes examining differences in dtscourse processing between good
and poor eaders might include background knowledge and/or stage of.
cognitive development as variables. Miiler and Hosticka (1978) state
that "1f a developmenta] trend is supported read%ng researchers might be

.«

persuaded to more c]ose]y examine the P1aget1an theory‘of cognitive
‘3 .

development 1n relation to readlng comprehens1on ability" (p. 293)." ..

A]so baékground knowledge would appear to be a crucial var1able 1n the
written 1nformat10n. It may be that good and poor readers differ in

extent and/or use of background knowledge when 1nvolved ina .

3

h * . - o .

n
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this st.udy sno/ned that both

understood and used‘;he connectives investigated in tﬁis study. These ;ffﬂ*f;

the sample wasfdraun., Therefore this study shouid be rep1icated to ;‘\

S o ememnt . : o
’ “r// : - L .

for a.comparison of results. : f-*

ti'ee this study is among the first to focus on perceptual

QQCOnnective -in,;ontinuous discourse, the study of tne development of

icomprehension of perceptua1 connectives, particularly in written B

(i,__v. o

“1anguage, across grade }evels is warranted.‘ Further studies focussing on ‘

‘kthe relationship between use of connectives and synthesis of information ‘,]

‘*are also warranted. "w ‘lif %"“L f,f f} '.” -‘155477_

',“ “ /—s
;and oraﬂ reading as an indicator of “a good reader“ is open to

‘ichallenge. In this study the subgects were required to read the passages
Tisvlentiy. A replication of the study requiring subJects to read ora11y
'fmay yield different results. since processing of text may be different in

- /
f}oral reading. More research contr sting 0ra1 and si]ent‘reading

“

Traditlonally childrenAhave been asked to read orally inﬂolassrooms 3

;Vprocesses may benefit classnoom teachers.-.i]7~i”‘g.-" - iﬂif, R

o Finally, the resu]ts of tnis study provide direction for

;researchers to reexamine rebdability formulae.. Perhaps different ;”ﬂe,uv];

Y

f~criteria ore necessary. ;,f.i,.’;i fu };-;»,;“i-h;“,'_luv > ,jgév‘”



"‘"'thelr understanding of perceptyahﬂgpnnec'

Tnis study ms an a “‘t'to 1dentify)compf elten‘sion processing

s o

differences between good and poor grad'A our reade,s and to 1nvestigate

Inere was no d1fference
1n the comprehen51on of passages, whetner eonnectives were 1mplicit or

3n'rexp1icit, betueen tne good and the poor readers.z Therefare. resu1ts

'ffiappear to Justify tne conclusion tnat forzboth good and poor readers. uf?
'-,reading comprenension/requires an’ active, attentive, and selective reader”f“Vbﬁf

= fwhoftnterects witn the textotoiextract and reconstruct meanings An

PR

"'flmportant var1ab1e contributing to being this type of reader appears to

,f’jbe the ad;ustment of mater1a1 to an appropriate reading level This
: B R L
i:¢prov1des d1rect1on for the teacning of comprehenslon strategies, -

:.f".ﬁ'. -
P ~ B .

o ~part1cu1ar1y in re]at1on to remediation efforts.g

N UL P ’ : PR R . e K ""’/‘\"



<

:“S_

REFERENCE

'




-;Q»'Rﬂenauces '

Adams, S. C A descr1ption of the language of grade four, f1ve, and six
basal readers and its comparison with written and oral 1anguage of -

~ nine,.ten, and eleven year old. thildren. Unpub]ished master S . \T:

the51s Un1vers1ty of Afberta, 1979.

Ahidon, A, Ch1ldren S understand1ng of sentences w1th cgnt1n§bnt
relations: why are tegporal and conditional conhectﬁves $0
d1ff1c?1t2 Journal of Expermmental Ch11d Psychol QM }976, 22
-423-43 Lo o ‘ _

'Bannatyne, A. Language, read1ng and 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es Springf1eld, e

A1Tinais: Charles C Thomas, 1971, | » c
'Barbe, W. B. Educator S gu1de to persona41zed readlng 1nstructlon?
/Englewood C11ffs, N J.: Prent1ce-Ha11 Inc., 1961.

”} Barn1tz J. G.j Syntact1c effects on the read1ng comprehens1on of

pronoun-referent structures by childfen in. grades two, four, and
s1x Read1ng Research Quarterlx, 1980 15(2) 268- 289. '

! Bartlet F C. RememberAAg: a study in- exper1mentd’ and soc1al R ;
o Esxcho?ogz.r Cambrldget, UnJvers1ty Press, 193z, - o i

-“fBeebe, M. J.. and. Mal1cky. G. An 1nvest1gat1on into ‘the determ1nants of

~ successful reading remed1at1on Alberta Journa] of Educataenal
Research, 1n press. . .

Betts, E. A. Develop1ng bas1c read1ng sk1lls through effective- .~
; organ1zat1on In Bintar, Alfred Ry D]obaT John J., and K1se,

- Leonard K, (Eds.) Read1ngs on Reading. Scranton, Pennsy]van1a Vol

Internat1ona1 Textbook Company, 1969.

,Befts EyA.. Informa] Tnventor}es. In Harr1s, A.d. and S1pay, E. R.
(Eds ) Read1ngs on Reading Instruct1on - New York N Yoo Dav1d

\',

o

McKay go 1972.;_; e S L nf\;f’

Bever T. C- The comprehens1on and ‘memory of sehtences w1th temporal

_ agden. In. D'arcais, G. B. Flores and Levelt, W: J. M. (Eds.)"”
in Psycho]1n87ast1cs. Amsterdam North Ho]]and ‘
'Company, . T

and T\hker, M. «A Reading d1ff1cu1t1es, thelr d1agnos1s and
. New York N Yo Aoﬁ1etqn-Century-Crofts, 1973.. :

Br%nsfdrd" . D' and Johnson, M. K. Contextual prerequ1s1tes for (/, '
& unde sta,»1ng sonie invest1gat1ons of comprehension and recal
Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behav1orﬂNDecember, 1972 1,

RUELT O S S — e . T



-~

Clark E. V. On the acqu1s1t1on of the meaning of. “before*~and “after“
Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behav1or, 1971, 10, 266- 275.

Coker P. L ‘- Syntactic and semantic factors in the aqu1s1t1on of : "/
"before" and “a{ter" Journal of Ch1ld Language, 1978‘é§ 261- 277.‘-

Corrwgan R, A scalogram antlys1s of . the development of the use and
compre?egs;on of “bﬁkause" in ch1ldren Ch1ld Developmemi 1975,
9 - 0 . - /r/

Cromer, W. - The difference model: a ne xplanat1on for some read1ng
— d1ff1cult1es Journal of Educat1onal Psychology, 1970, 61(6),
L 471-183 . - : : ™~ .

/

Drum, P A. Between sentence factors and the effects upon re d1ng rate
and recall. Unpubl1shed’doctoral dissertation, Stanfor i
Un1vers1ty, 1974 : ] R

Drum, P. A. Effects of semant1c or ‘syntactic s1mpl1f1cat1on oh recall
Paper presented at the-Annual Meeting of the National Reading
Conference St. Petersburg Beach, Florida, November 30 - December
2, 1978 (ERIC Reproduct1on Serv1ce No ED 165 094) 3

Drum P. A. and Lantoff R. E. Scor1ng categorwes “for protocols Paper '
' presented at the Second Annual Language Cohférence Boston
Un1vers1ty, October, 1977 : : , , .
. Fagan W. 7. A compar1$on of the oral language of ch1ldren aged nine,
ten, and eleven. A research report. -Canada Council Grant N
S76-0563. Department of Elementary Educatlon The Un1ver51ty of
°Alberta, Edmonton, 1978. . R

ﬁ[
O

Fagan W. T. Comprehens1on categorles for protocol analys1s I fl,\ ,

0 o Unpubl1sned paper, Un1vers1ty of Alberta, 1980. T : IR

Fe1fel H. and Lorge, 1. Qual1 1ve d1fferences in vocabulary responses
1n ch1ldren Journal of catlonal Psycholqu, 1950« 41, 1- 18

F Ferry, “Discourse coherence and readablllty a study of the effects
,iv of coherence. , Doctoral-Dissertation, Ann Arbor M1ch1gan “Xerox
unlvgggxty Macrofllms, 1975. -

Flllenbaum, B \&y Memory for ngt . some relevant variébles Language ‘
and Sgeeéh“’366 8 217 227, . . R : ' .

4

Forster D. +Ihe relat1onsn1p ofé%eferent1al and log1cal texf‘»lues and
fhe ré ntion-of 1nfotgpt1on@of average fourth grade readers. ° -
Unpubl1shed master s tfiesis UQ1vers1t§5£f Alberta, 1978 - w

v"i, ‘ " S+ o

~
i~

go=



e e — ¢ \

pd processing obE?atioﬁs*qn,
b discourse. Cognitive -

Frederiksen, C. H. Eff&¥s ‘of, sontexpill
~ semantic-induced informition ag

Psychology, 1975, 7, -}33-166.: N
‘recall ‘

Furniss, E. R. Schemas for reading and of story narrative and "
' descriptivé informational texts: _a study of sixth grade proficient
~readers. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,;UﬂiverSit# of Alberta,
978. . U T T e ;
‘ e o I C
Gomulicki, B. R. Recall as an abstractive process. Acta Psychologica,
T~ 1956312, 77-94. ' | T =

.

_Goodman, K. S, Behind the eye: "what happens in reading. in Goodman,
* . Kenneth:S. and Niles, Olive S. Reading: Process and.Program.
" Urban, 11linois: National Counci - nglish, 870,
. 3-38. T~ | o o

Goodman, K. S. Reading: a psycholinguistic guessing game. . In Singer,

" H. and Ruddell, R. (Eds.) Theoretical Models and Processes of
Reading. Newark,.Delaware;F‘anernafional Reading Association,
1976. (Originally published in Journal of Reading Specialist, May,

1967) -

Guszak, F. J.
“w,  (Second Edition)

Harper and Row, publishers, . g

Harris, A. J. and Sipay, Edward R. How to increase reading:ability.
’ (Sixth EdigTen) New York: David-McKay Company, Ihc., 1975. 5.
Hehry, G. H. T&aching reading as 4 cohcept'devélopment: Emphasis on

affective thinkiég,~lNewark;:Delaware: International-Reéading
Association, 1974. . - - ' ' o o

%8 C. ‘Introduction to

, . e T
Hilgard, E. R.,*Atkinson, R. L. and A n
. Pes: Harcourt Brace = = - -

psychology (Seventh Edition) il
~ QPOV§HOVJCh7InC., 1979. = 3

< Innelder, B., an from

arsons and Stan1e§

A

“%hildnood

d Piaget, J.
N : adias o6

nce. {TraWAed by Anne
: Basic Books, Inc., 1958:

e

7 : of ‘explicitness and clause order on the ~ ,Q.
; héng reversible causal-relationships.. Reading Research -

- Quarterty, 15(4), 477-488. L ¥

(ISakson,TRf\and.Mji1er,,J} Sensitivity to syntactic and semantic cues in
..~ good and poor. omprehenders. ~ Journal of Fducational Psychology,
 ‘December, 1976, 68, 787-792. - R

Katz, E. W. and Brent, S.7B. derstinding connectives. Journal of |
. Verbal-Learning and Ve «Beghavior, ]968, 7, 501-509. N o

’ 1 ‘*"“.

e -



e . .
! ' .
' ¢ - : . s e . v o ) 5
hTS T . : . . ) . . 78
¥, « . . . e ~ e
“ . . 8 o
. . .

T T T e e —54_.;*_1
‘M{*.!..A-‘(‘ . v o . ) N

Kintsch, W. ‘The re resentat”“, of - meanin‘. Hillsdaie. N
Earlbaum s5aC.5 , 19 PR ‘ ;

?
RS

o-,"“
,p

s.K1ntsch . and vah, Dijk.MT v ’Iowards 3 ode] of text wrel
' and production P9WChologiQa1 R_g!@ﬂ? 1978 8, 363- 394.

Kolers P A. Pattern-ana]yz1ng d?sab111ty in poor readers.,'
Deve1opmenta1 Psycnol‘gx, May,41975 11(3), 282-290.

Latham, Rs+ Q. M. Cogn1t1ve synthesws and reading comprehens1on
Unpub11she% doctoral dissertation Un1vers1ty‘of A\berta, 1973

. A

Lawton J. T. Effects of adygnce organizer ]essons on ch11dren s use and
understandtng of thercddsal and logical "because*, Journal of
Exper1menta1 Educatidn, 1977, 46, 41-46. A

Lorge, Thornd1ke, Re Ly Hagen E., and Nright £. N. Manual for
< adm1n1strat10n . Ganadian Lorge- Thornd1ke Intelligence Tests.
yanada: Thomas Ne son and ons {! anada, L1m1ted 196/ .

\Lur1a, A. R. Human brain and psycholo ical précesses (Trans]ated by
Bas11 Ha1gh . _New York: Harper and Row,,‘966 ,

MacG1n1t1e, W. -Research suggestlons from the “laterature search"‘
Reading Research Quarterly, 1975 1](1), -3

. MaCG1n1t1e, W. H GatesJMacG1n1t1e Readin Tests Canad1an ed1t1on
: teacher S manua °; Ne son Canada L1m1ted

“Ma11cky, G.. Read1ng sk1lls or processes or both. E]ementsﬁ March“' e
1980, 11, 7: l‘p SR B 'f'jj:j" k 1‘
o . : . ) C *»» t. ,(3@

Ma11cky, G., Beebe M.,,and Fagan,‘w. 01scourse process1ng operatrons in-
eadlng. *Unpub]ished paper, Un1ver51ty of Alberta, June, 1981.,. -

| Marshal] N. and G]ock M. D. Comprehenswon of connected d1scourse -a

. study into the relat1onshtps between structure of text and

v‘,1nformat1on reca]led. 1ng Research Quarterlx, 1978, 14(1),
10-51.. j

REA
A

Marzano, R. J Teach1ng psygﬁﬁﬁ1ngu15t1cal]y based comprehens1on ski]ls
using a visual approach:"~ a pngposal JournaJ of Read1ng, May,
1978, 21 729 734. \\> .

McCracken, R. A. Standard Read1n Inventory, stor1es and manual
: K]amath Fa]]s Oregon)/-K amath Pr1nt1n§ Company, ‘966.

-l
.. McLeod, R W. An exploratory study of infe e, and cognltlve synthes1s
‘ in reading comprehension with selected grade four readers. . -
Unpub11shed doc\ora] d1ssertat1on Un1ver51ty of A]barta, 1978



o

~ silvaroli,N. J. Classroom Readin

Y

 Miller” 6. A. Text_comprehension skills and process-models of text

 Neimark, E. D.-and Slotnick, N. S. 'Devéﬂophent'of the'underétanding of

" comprehension. In Singer, H. and Ruddell, R. B. (Eds.) Theoretical

" Models and Processes of Readin (Second Edition). Newark,

1'De[aware: internationai Reading Associa;ion; ]976,'709f729.
vMiIler;'ﬂi W. and HOsticka;‘A.'A. cOmprehenéiop: the effects of --

 sygtactic ability and logical thifiking. Reading Impraovement, 1978;
« 18215, 289-293. T o
Neilsen, A. R. The role of macrostructures and linguisdic connectives in -

comprehending familiar and unfamiliar written discourse. Doctoral
dissértation, University of Calgary, 1978. (Abstract)

Neilsen, A..R. and Braun, C. Understanding of abstract relational terms
by good-and poor readers. Unpublished paper, University.of
-+, Calgary, 1978, ‘ \ : T .

logical connectives. "Journal -of Educational Psychology, 1970,
§1?6)5_451-9§0. , — = -

Pearson, P. D. The effects of grammatical -complexity on children's
. comprehension, recdll, and conception of certain, semantic
—  relations.  Reading Research Quartérly, 1974, 10(2), 155-192. -
- Sy R N ' o
Perfettiy C. A. and Goldman, S. R. Discourse memory and reading
comprehension-skill. “Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal
‘Behavior, February, 1976, 15, 33-42. = '

.,quertsdn, J.'E.k@fn iﬁvestjgafion'of\pupil understanding Of’connectivé$   

P

in' reading. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Alberta, 1966. - ' : L o .

/Ryan,-E. B. and Semmel, M. L. .Reading‘ésAa»constructive language

.;}gzﬁﬁ;n}g process. Reading Research Quarterly!.Fhll, 1969, 5(1), 59-84.

-

‘ Inventor
Iowd: Wm. C. Brown Company Publishers, 1977.

. St e - e s. o _L; \~’*‘“,‘ ..‘:'. B I
‘Stanovich, K. E. and West, R. F. Th effect of ‘orthographic structure on
‘the word search ‘performance of good and poor readers. Journal of

Experimental Pi¥chology, 1979, 28,-258-267, -

P

+

. ‘Sternberg; R. J. Developmental'patternsﬁin the‘enﬁoding‘and'c0mbihation

of logical connectives.. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology,
1979, 28, 469-498. N b DR c
Stoodt, B. D. The relationship between understanding grammatical

- conjunctions and reading comprehension. ' Elementary English4.1972,
~ 49(1), 502-504. ‘ : . -

i

~

143



&W'

, o e Z‘
Sullivan, J. The relationship between Guilford S 1nte11ectua1 abilities
-and twq levels of reading co rehension. Journal of Educational
Research 1973, 66(8), 374- -37 , -

-~ Thorndike, R. L. Reading as reasoning. Read1ng Research Quarterly,
' ‘ 19¥3 9(2), 135 147« : , B

Tierney, R. J., Br1dge,.c.. and Cera, ‘M. J.  The discourse- processing
operations of cnildren._ Read1ng Research Quarter]x, 1979, 14(4),
539- 573 . .

'Townsend D. J. and Bever, T. G Interc]adse'relations and c1au561 
processing. .Journal of Verbal.Learning and Verbal Behav1or, '
October, 1978, 17(5), 509~ 521

P

—we1nste1n ‘R. and Robinowvitch, M. S.. Sentence structure and retention in,
.good and poor comprehenders. Journal of Educational Psycho]ogx,
1971, 62(1), 25-30. -

-

Zinn, C. S. A comparison ‘of high and low grade four readers on their use ‘

~ of the logical connective "because". Unpub]ished master's thes1s,
University of Alberta, 1979. | : o

>

,

.“\ o



APPENDICES

a1



~ APPENDIX A
INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS AND
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INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS

'Instructions before the passages were read'
1 am going to give you two short stories to read. 1 would 1ike you
to read the stories swlent]y or to yourse]f You have to read the
stories by yourself and you can take as long as you want to read each
story. when you have finished reading a story, I want you "to tell me
about hhat you have readf TeTl me all that you can remember about the \"
'story - . V

Th1s story is ca11ed "A G1ft" (or "A Tr]p")

~N

Instructiohis after each passage was read:

Now tell me about whdt you have read. Tell me all that you can

remember about the stohy. {The only prompt that was g1ven ‘was "Is that

all?" or "Is there anything else?")

-
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PASSAGE 1 (C-)

1 - AGIFT -

Henry 1iked to take pictures. His paq&nts gave him a camera. :Hé'_f

v

was»very excited. He rushed downtown and he bdhght some film at\the "a
drugstore. He put the film 1n the camera. An alarm be1L~50unded. :Two |
men darted 1nt§3&he street waving guns. Henry tagk three pictures. They

' Jumped into a car and disappeared in the traffic. Henry was excited ‘~',4 ‘

_about takwng the pictures. He decided to go to the pol1ce station and

tell Poticeman Wilson. Policeman WiTson was delighted. He: said that

-

Henry would be rewarded. Henry hurried home. His parents were*l.‘blng

" for h1m




PASSAGE 1 (.C+)

A GIFT
Henry erd to take pictures. He was very excited when hts omarents

gave him a camera. He rushed downtown to the drugstore wlpre he bought '

some film., Just after he had finished putting tne fnm in the camera. an
alarm bel\ sounded. Then two men darted “into the sj.nees_w_wing guns. )
Henr_y took three pictures ag, they jumped into a car and disappeared in

the traffic. Hhﬂe Henry was stﬂ\ erted about taking the pictures, ‘he
‘decided to go to the polich’ %tation and tell PoHceman wilson. Policeman
‘Wilson was de\ighted. He said that Henry would be rewarded. Henr,y
hurried home where his parents were waiting for him.

N~
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ABSTRACT -

. There are many l1ngu15ﬁ1c cues that aid the. reader 1n the synthesis

k4

of d1scourse\re1atlonsh1p§ when 1nvo]ved in comprehenSIOn of wr1tten

information. This study focussed on one type of these 11ngu1st1c cues,
-~

the 1ggical conhectives. The spec1f1c log1ca] connect1ves 1nﬂest1gated

O 13

were.thé perceptual connectives wh1ch involve tempora] and Spat1a1

relat1onsh1ps.

- The major purposes of this study\were to compare good and poor

readers on-use of'perceptua1"connectives recalls and on the nature of
% c . _ ' « . :
information recalled frag passages that did oxdid not coptain perceptual

connectives.

Forty grade four subjects from scho,s within Ype Edmonton Catholic

Schoo] D1str1ct part1c1pated in the study . They were s ected on the

" a——

basis of comprehens1on scores on the Gates-MacG1n1t1e Reading Test;_Level

C, Form 2, Canadian Edition (!980) and non-yerba] scores on the anadian

Lorge-Thorpndike Intelligence Test, Level B, Form 1*(l967)‘5ubjects
g ‘ ‘ N . . S “ a -
_two equal groups of good dnd poor readers according to their

comprehension scores. . I Q was he]d'cdhstah14 ' : PR

Two test. passages from the Standard Reading Inventory Test <

(McCracken) (1966) were selected at 1nstruct1ona] Ievel for the poor
-readers and mod1f1ed so that one ver51on of each conta1ned perceptua1

connect1ves and one version d\d not Each subJect was presented w1th a e
- B /
passage . that had the connect1ves present and a passage that\d1d not -

~econtain connect1ves. Follow1ng s1lent reaeJng of each passage, the
’ 7
‘subjéct was requested to give a verba] recatlt.

iy
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The recalls were tape recorded andﬁ1ater,transcribed 1nto‘protocols;
for anglysis.” The recall protocols were divided into clausai units.andf&:' }v
. then thé c]ausa] un1tsvwere categor1zed according to the type -of ’ " V/
;.1nformation recalled (text spec1f1c text enta1led text erroneous or |
_text external) The analysis of categories was based on the Semantic -
-Potential Theory ovaanguage'(Fagan, 1978, 1980) . The recalls were a\so >
vexamined_for perceptua]‘connectives stated by each subject."‘ D
The statistical analysis of'the data 1nc1uded a t-test for ) ;o
,independent means, correfations; and two-way anaiysis of variance with :
repeated measures.. R .
F1nd1ngs 1nd1cated ‘that there ere‘po significant differences
‘ between good and poor readers in the nature of 1nformat1on reca]]ed or in-.

-

their uséfg;>percgptual connectrves~f_

cg]ls after ‘reading passages
,‘wlth and w1thout connectives. ’T i assa e however did have-a
oy ) 94’4 9. #

1{"the number of different
I

s1gn1f1cant effect en- the tg@q qif
perceptual connectives given in the r"cal]s.v More perceptua] connectives

. were given if they were present in the passage read.

1t was conclﬂhed that an active rejﬂer can abstract and reconstruct

.

' mean1ng if the mater1al is at an appropr1ate reading 1eve] Perceptual s
e

-

_connectives, whether implicit:or exp11c1t [afd in synthesis offiemporal
and spat1a1 re]at1onsh1ps in connected d1s¢bur7e./sta of connect1ves in

d1scourse fac111tates their increased usg.1n necallsn/ Imp11cat10ns ' Lo
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CHAPTER: |
/ .

INTRODUCT TON

Introduction and Problem .

*

In psycholinguistic theories reading 1s a process of commnunication

&

between author and reader. The essengial strategy 1s selecting cues from
printed langyage and relating these cues to background knowledge in order
to interpret the author's message. A meaningful interaction between
reader and author results in comprehension of the printed language and
comprehension 1is conside;ed the goal of reading.

Accoratwl to Goodman (1970) the reader processes and- coordinates
simultaneously three types of information: graphic, syntactic, and
semantic. Such proceésing entails a number of cognitive and linguistic
processes. A key process is synthesis, for an adequaté word vocabulary
alone does not ensure comprehension of complex sentence structure§ or
connected discourse (Luria, 1966).

Research on comprehension of discourse was begun by Bartlet in
1932. Tierney, Bridge, and)Cerra (1979) state "he concluded that memory
for discourse is an active procéss of reconstruction in which the present
knowledge system of the individual forms a schema that interacts with the

ne& information in the text" (p. 542). However, between Bartlet's

pioneering work and the early 1970's, there were few other studies of
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' cdnnected disCoUrse. A number ot‘recent'investigations (Ferry;']§75'

- Kintsch and van D\Jk 1978, Drum, 1978, Furn1ss, 1978; Marshal] and ,.fe
-lﬁlock 1978 T1erney, Br1dge and Cerra, 1979 Irwln, 1980 Barn1tz. &
;'1980), though haveﬂeXamlned the effect of: structure among the 1deas.:
'fpresented in a text on what the reader comprehends and retains from the

- text. S . | S
Faoan (T§78', who deve}opedfthe;Semanttc Potentdai Theory of
FLanguage to analyze the onaJ and written 1anguage of n1ne, ten, and -

'xeleven ye old ch1]dren, suggests that‘cgerhaps the most cha]]eng1ng

’1ver selects from a language utterance and the reﬂ!t1onsh1p of these
cues t mean1ng shou]d contribate great]y to the know1edge of language

,comprehens1on" ‘ . 188). In order to determine what k1nd of 1nformat10n

readers select from text as’ wel] as how they organ1ze 1¢ Fagan (1978)
suggested that two areas be examlned,v (a) nature of the 1nformat1on
'recalledﬁ and (b) recall of,]ogifa] conmectives. “The present study is

e

concerned with: th1s area- of research.

: Accord1ng to Fagan (1978) there is ev1dence that 1nformat1on 1n ‘a
f_’text 1arger than a. sentence 1s 1nterrelated The T1ngulst1c cues used to
3’:1gnal 1nterre1atedness in text are conJunctons referentla] terms
lﬂ(pronouns, synonyms, etc.), and stag1ng or the pos1t1on1ng of information
iwithin oral or'written language. ConJunctlons are referred,to by Fagan;
:as 1oglca1 connectives. as they convey the ]og1ca1 re]at1onsh1ps that

occur between 1nformat1ona] un1ts. Thus they a1d in synthes1s of meanlng'

by relat1ng 1nformat1ona1 un1ts. Fagan 1dent1f1ed eleven dlfferent tyAe

B

Navenle to persue is the’ Peceptaon ha]f‘of the theory ' The cues which the ;

R



' ~of logicaljconnectiyes whicn B;eoe:and Malicky (1980) suosequently
categor1zed into three groups: f- :
'13 descr1pt1ve or "what" connect1ves :
2;_ explanatory or "how" and "why" COnnect1ves ‘ -
_3. perceptual connect1ves wh1ch emphas1ze tempora] and spat1a1
d1mens1on of :events. ',} R Fw(: )

_Beebe and Mal1cky (]980) 1nvest1gated the Qe]at1onsh1p between e

read1ng processes used by c]tents at entry into a remed1a1 reading

.program and the1r ga1ns in. s1Ient readtng comprehension wh1le in th1s
program. Inc]uded 1n the1r f1nd1ngs was that “tnose stﬂdents w1th the -

lowest competency 1n the understand1ng of t1me and space re]at1onsh1ps
: ¥

were the least 11ke1y to ach1eve s1gnwf1cant ga1ns in read1ng due to
1ntens1ve tra1n1ng (Beebe and Ma11cky, 1980, -in press) .
Other stnd1es 1nvolv1ng understand1ng of connect1ves nave been -
~carrded out, us1ng subJects in high schoo] and college (Ne1mark and w ot
S]otn1ck 1970 Ferry, 1975' Townsend and Bever, 1972;> Marsha}] and’ _
’;FG]ock 1978) wh1le some have 1nvo]ved subgects from pre-school to grade !
one (Bever, 1970' Corr1gan, 1975 Coker, 1978) . Some have a]so exam1ned

Q O .
.’developmental patterns -in the understandlng of ]ogwcal connect1ves , O

(Robert n, 1968; Am]don, 1976 Ne1]sen, 1978 Sternberg, 1979) A few
studtes nfvel1nvest1gated'tne ao111ty of good and poor readers to u !
"vonderstand:connectives‘(Pearson;,1574;:ﬁe11sen,and\Brann, 1978; Zinn,
1979) ‘- “ ,r» o 4 o - %% |
" The maJor1ty of these stud1es have dealt w1th cond1t10na1 or causa]
n_connect1ves. Most have looked at a. var1ety of conne tives w)thout

“ focussing ‘on anngpeégz1c type of connective. H very this study
. : g L 3 o
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focusses on perteptua1 connectives where the log1ca1 text re]ation
)
1nvo]ved is percept1on of time and space reT\tTUﬂShlpS. Tt attempts to

\
determ1ne the difference between good and poor readers at the e]ementary

\\

]evel in the1r use of perce tua1 connectives and 1n the nature of

1nformatnon recalled from passages w1th and :l}bOUt these éonnect1ves.
) o ‘

— - . *
. 5

—

Purposes of the Study
@, .

1

There are many ]1ngu1st1c cues whwch aid the comprehenswon ‘of
written language.i This study 1nvestlgates one of these, logical
connect1ves, “and 1nvolves good and poor readers 1n grad? four. The major
purposes of th1s study are to compare the1r performanc (a) use of'
Togical COnnect1ves in reca]]s, and (b) the nature of 1nformat1on

reca]]ed from passages that contain or do not conta1n connect1ves. The

» 1ogmca1 connectives lnvolved are the perceptua] connectives which aid in
: : L . :

)

synthesis of time and -space réTationsths.

~—

One passage character1zed by the absence of perceptua] connect1ves

: and another passage character1zed by the presence of perceptual

connect1ves were presented to the subJects wh1ch they were requested to

read s11ent]y and tdbnﬁto recall the 1nformat1on read These una1ded

reca]]s were d1v1ded into clausa] units and the un1ts categorized
according to~the type of 1nformat1on reca]]ed The number of units in

each category was compared for good and poor . readers. . There was a]so'a

, compar1son ‘between . groups for the total number of connectives and the

~number of different conhect1ves recdlled.



Definition of Terms
\following are the defini;jgns that are associated with the key
terms'used in this study. . * = o .

-

Connected Discourse (or Discourse)

Nr1tten material conta1n1ng more than two sentences character1zed
by the . re]at1onsh1ps and connect10ns of syntactlc and semantic e]ements.

Percep 031\Connect1ves

Linguistic indicators which s1gna] d1scourse re]at1onsh1ps,

specifica]]y}\the conjunctions~Which signal tempoﬁal‘or spatmal ’ .

réﬂationships between informational units.

- B ;

Synthesis o R o E,
The.combinjng orvre]éting\éf key elements or ideai in,gonnected‘

discdurse which results in.a reconstrnction'bf meaning.

Type of Passage

.The type of passage that is presenteg to the subJects for s1lent
reading and recall.
1. TPassage.modified to inc]dde perceptual ebnnectives.
(C+, + perceptua%"connect1ves)
2. Passage modified to e ude perceptual connectqves.
(C-,'- perceptua] connect1ves)

. Recall Protocol

Verbal reca]] of a passage read which is recorded and transcr1bed

forvana1ys1s:a It is .a measure: of spontaneous]y produced 1nformat10n.

>,
~



E]

‘Good Reader's

S) e

,VMThose subaetts who ach1eve between the 70th and the 90th percentlle.o

uon the comprehensefn subtest of the Gates-MacG1n1t1e Read1ng Test.

Poor Readers

o

Those suDJects who achieve between‘%he 10th -and 30th percentlle on

the comprehens1onusubtest of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test

Hypotheges : —
‘ .

The fo]]owing'null hypothesis'were-formolated and investigated.

Hypothes1s 1 '\\; v - B \Q , _

- For the number of text spec1f1c units reca]]ed there is no

s1gn1f1cant
(a) ma1n effect of reading ach1evement groups

—

(b) main effect of types of passages '

~(¢) interaction between readipglachievement groups and types of

—
o

passages.

Hypothes1s 2 -

For the number of text entailed units recalled, there is o

X, - ’ o -

significant:

(a) main-effect of reading achievement groups

ffect of types of passages
_ (c)Tnteraction.between reading achievement groups and types of

passages.

'-Hypothes1s 3

For the number of text erroneous units recalled there is no

'sign1ﬁ1cant:
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(a) main’ effect of read1ng achtevement groups

'(b) main effect of types of passages

(c) interactiOn between reading'ach1evement groups and types of
passages. | |

Hypothes1s 4

For the number of text external units recalled, there 1s no
s1gn1f1cant

(a) main effect of readwng ach1evement groups

(b) main effect of types of passages

(c) interaction between reading achievement groups and types of

o

- passages.

Hypothesws 5 - o 7

For the tota] number of perceptua] connectives reca]]ed there is
no sign1f1cant.

(a)vmain effect of reading achievement groups

(b)\main effect of types of passages o o »

(c)\inte;;ction_between reading achievement groups and types of

passages.

Hypothes1s 6

For the number of different perceptual connectives recalled, there
is no s1gn1f1cant
v(a) main effect of read1ng ach evement groups
(b) main effect of types of passages
) (c) iqteraction between- reading ac@ieveﬁent_groups and tzpes of

passages.



Limitations and Delimitations

- 1. The subjects may not be accustomed to giving an unaided-recall
following the reading of a passage. In addition; the bresenceﬁdf a tape
recordek and the 1ndividdal setting with a one-to-one correspoddedce
between subject and researcher may create an atypica] reading situation.

2. Tne experimental population is grade fdun?students in the
, s ;
Edménton Catholic School District and findings are applicable to this
group. : - o . : R
3. The language cues, i.e. perceptual connectives, selected for

. :2(
" this study represent%on1y a sma]] number of language cues which sigpal .

~——

re]at1onsh1ps 1n written 1anguage.
4. A]though perceptua] re]at1onsh1ps may be reca]]ed it isv
poss1b1e that they are not exp11c1t1y stated 1n oral reca]]

'75. Recall as a measure of comprehens1on is controvers1a1 in
current research. Cons1derab]e research is st111 needed to assess the
‘;relat1ve contr1but1ons of comprehens1on versus retrieval processes

6. This study is l1m1ted to an 1nvest1gat1on of con3unct1ons wh1cﬁ
indicate'temporal and spatial re]atipnshipsb erepositions were not
included. 'This depision was made because of the focus‘on synthesis in
~the study; Major interest was in‘Synthes;s of relationships across
rather than within clausal units since this was a study of connected

discourse. R
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Significance of the Study

The resul:; of this study are s1gn1f1cant to the rec’;tion half of -
the Semantic Potent1al Theory oﬁ Lang@age (Fagan, 1978) which addresses )
the quest1on of how text relation cues are ‘utilized as an a1d to
comprehen51on. The results provide more 1nformat1on about the nature and
brganization of 1nformation selected for recall. In particular the
significance of perceptual cdnnectives in synthesiiing'informatidn in
discourse is examined. | i e x.

The versions of the passages presented have imp]ic;t;and'explicit
connectives and an attempt is made to determ1ne the effect of this ‘
varwab]e on comprehension.. Thus themf1nd1ngs of this study may have
implieations for improving the readab1]1ty of texts and reading tests.
The results of research such as this should gnf]uence the writere of
instructional reading_materialsleo that the materials are more
comdrenensib]e to cnildren.

\$\M Contrast1ng good and poor readers a]so has pedagog1ca1
1mp11cat1ons. Determ1n1ng how they do and do not dlverge in the
comprehens1on process should be useful in des1gn1ng reading comprehens1on
1nstruct1on for the beginning reader or for the reader requiring |
remediation. Therefore examining the character1st1cs of high and Tow
-achieving readers as this study does, seems prudent, both for ' '

) understand1ng the nature of the read1ng comprehens1on process and for

&
highlighting 1ssues of concern for future research. : s
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Plan of the Investigation

’

Chapter I contains the 1ntroduct1on and statement of the problem,
purposes of the study, def1n1t1on of terms, and hypotheses that guide the
investigations Limitetions and delimitations, and the significance %j///‘
the study'were also discussed. ' ’ C

In Chapter II, a review pf related 11terature and research is
presented.__The design of the study is detalled in Chapter II11. Chapter
\IV“Eontatns the findings of the study. Included also in this chapter is
a discyssion.of the results.‘ A summary of the@itudy, the conclusions and
1mptjcation ;»and suggestions for further research are presented in |

2

Chapter V.



CHAPTER 11

4

RELATED LITERATURE

— , \ "Introductian

In this chapter seiectéd literature is reviewed to providé a
theoretical framework for investigdting:the effects of logtcal
connectives in connected discourse on the nature of information given in
fhéé recdll by good and poor readers. Research concerning discourse with
respect to cognitive’%rocessing.and the Jinguisttc indicators which aid
in the comprehension of discourse reiationships is drawn mainly from -the
fields of reading and psycholinguistics. However,;Luria's.theory in

neuropsychology‘¥t also cited. Some recent investigat

included in this chapter as well.

Cognitive Processing in Discourse

“Luria's (1966) "theory of the cerebral organizations of human
psycho]ogical processes (p 72) provides a theoretical framework for the
cogn1t1ve processing involved in comprehension of Wiitten language He'
concluded that there was "strong ev1dence for d1st1ngu1sh1ng two basic .
forms of integrative activity in the cerebral cortex” (Lyr1a, 1966 |

-

p. 50). These he identified as "simultaneous synthesis" and "successive

”a-v_'
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synthesis". In simultaneous synthesis stimuli are perceived
simultaneously 1n the brain In Pgading, he proposes that the parts of a

sentence (e.g. noun group, verb gr<up) must be synthesized Simultaneously

12

to grasp their fundamental relationShip. InysucceSSive synthesis stimuli

are perceived in sequential order. This process is involved when reading -

moi"complex written materials such as a passage. a(//"
theory for

~Latham (1973) sums up the imp]ications of Luri

comprehension of written language by saying "individual words
representing verba] concepts and signalling syntactic functions,‘semantic
constraints, and/or situational information are synthesized to form
meaningful word groups. These wond groups are interrelated to establish
functioqgl re]ationships within sentences. Sentences are sjnthesized to
reconstruct.coherent discourse" (p. 124) ' More recently, McLeod (1978)
has also stated that "cognitive proceSSing is viewed as prerequ151te and
corequisite for readinéﬁomprehensmn" (p. 50).

| "Support for cognitive processing is provided by‘Pea?son's_(i974)
study, designediin assess linguistic variables which might affect the{ray
in which children comprenend vefba] data when they read. -He considered
tnree theoreticéi positions in explaining ihe data obtained:cxthe
reaoabifity‘hypothésis,>whicn ckﬁiﬁs that sentence Aengtn and complexity
contribute to comprehension difficuity; the deep strUcture model, based
~upon transformqtiona]-generative grammars; and the chunk model. The :
‘chunk modei claims that comprehending consists of synthesizing
‘propositions into larger semaniic units ratner than andlyzing comﬁ]ex

‘units into single propositions. If the surface form of a statement is-

synthesized, comprehension is facilitated. 1If the surface form is broken

)
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down, comprehension’is impeded. ‘The.evidence féyored the chunk mode!-as
a model of the processiné of verbal data, particularly with respect to
the variable of the effects of syntactical complexity on children's
comprehension of causal‘relations. Pearson (1974) states "the main
conclusion to be drawn from the recall study is tnat, in order to store a
wcauSal relation, a subject virtua]]j‘cannot help but store it in a “
unifie® subordinate chunk" (p. 187).

Based on results of his study; he suggested fo]low-up_studies’to
see what happens to‘comprehension when se]ecfed statements are placed in
paragraph or passgge context and applied to bther classes of ‘sethantic
relations such as time. ,These suggestions are incorporated in this study.

Altnhough oral reading may be quite proficient, the reader mdy be
unqbie to retell the story. This suggests that éyntactic/Semantic
processing of single sentences is necessary but may not be‘sufffcient to
ensure that information from one sentence will be integrated with
1nformatiod,from préceding and subsequent sentences to yield meaning for
a passage. The reader must also be able to'follow a sequence of ideas

F] .

when reading and be "able to understand the relationships among details "’

in passages read" (Malicky, 1980, p. 2). Unless readers are able to

perceive and synthesize the relationships between two or mofe pieces of

information given in a passage, they wi\%fnot arrive at an overall

me@ﬁing. B ' A
According to Henry (1974), synthesis isvthé discovery of the

relation of "joining or a re]éting things seemfhg]y existing separately"

(p. 9). Relation entails mény acts of joining (bringing together,

comparing, genéralizing, classifying) and synthesis in reading implies a

A
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search for connectedness. This connectedness is facilita;ed by logical
connectives. Thus syntnesis'in reading is a creative act for what comes
out of the joining goes beyond the elements of the material read. "“Only
when we try to communicate the ideas of a passage to ourselves or to
others or to relate to another work or passage do we determine what
meaning is reallngﬁrs" (Henry, 1974, p. 17).

That readers remember the gist of what they read in free recall
productions is supported by the findings of researchers such as Gomulicki
(1956), Fillenbaum (1966), Drum (1974), and Kintsch (1974). Since "gist
is the product of selecting and rearrangjng elements of the text into a
summary of the content” (Der and Lantoff, 1977, p. 1) synthesis is
occurring. “The rearrangement and integration of the‘se]ected text
1nfor$ation is Dé]ieved to be based 6n the reader's prior knowledge; the
s anticipation of what theireader expects to.find; and the way in which the ‘52
text is structured as well as the reader's ability to interrelate items
within and 3pr05535entences nd paragrgphs“ (Beebe and Malicky, 1980{ in
press).  S__. K

Based on their research to describe the system of mental operations
that underlie the processes .occurring in text comprehension and in the
production of reca]]land summarization protocols, Kintsch a;d van Dijk
(1978) state that "recall protocols are texts in their own right"

(p. 374). Fo]lowing is a summary of their findings that are reiev§nt to
free recall o% text; 7 |

3

The subjects will try to produce a new text that satisfies the
pragmatic conditions of a particular task in an experiment or
the requirement of effective communciation in a more natural
context.’

1.

P
¢
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2. The operations involved in discourse are so complex that the
subject will be unable to retrieve at any one time all the
intormation that is in principle accessible to memory.

3. Protocols will contain information not based only on what the
subject remembers from the original text, but consisting ot
reconstructively added details, explanations, and various
features that are the result of output constraints
characterizing production in general.

4. Reproduction (or reconstruction) of text is possible in terms
of ditferent lexical items or larger units ot meaning.
(Kintsch and van Dijk, 1978, pp. 374-375). :

Influenced by Bartlet's (1932) experiments which yielded data that
expectations from past experiences influenced the subjects' perception of
material, and that recail was not merely reduplicative but an actiwe
reconstruction, Gomulicki (1956) undertook a series of experiments on the

e
recall of meaningful verbal material. His subjects were adults who had
secondary education or were university students or graduates.
: N :
Thirty-seven prose passages narrative in nature and 1ncr.ing in length
were used. He found that most subjects would\reproduce nearly all of the
short passages.‘ However, as the passages lengthened, there were more
¢
omissions. Importance of infarmation became a criterion for recall as
evidenced by the close correspondence between its contribution to the
total meaning of the passage and the frequency with which it was
represented in production. This showed that omissions reflected an
A Y
active process. This selection and organization of stimulus material was
termed by Gomulicki (1956) as an "abstractive process in recall"”
(p. 89). “In Fillenbaum's (1966) study, data revealed that even errors in
recall of meaningful material are more likely to be meaning-breserving

»

than meaning-changing.
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| »Bransford and Johnson (TQ?Z);mantpulated theiavailaoility.of prior
know]edge 1n order to assess its 1nfluence on the subjects ab111ty to
‘npcomprehend and rgmember 11ngu1st1c mater1als. SubJects in’ h1gh schoo]
were presented w1th passages and asked to reca]l the informatlon heard.\‘“’
; For the exper1menta1 purpOSes they were d1v1ded 1nto groups of Context |

fCBefore, Partla] Context No Context and’ Context After. Three subsequent

experlments were 51m11ar in deSIgn. The1r f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that
;‘fcomprehen51on rat1ngs of ‘the groups presented w1th the tOplC or context
| tbefone the passages were heard were. h1gher than for the other groups.'

{! &

l:Howewpr they a]so state that "know]edge of the top1c of a passage may be'”

'»’ne1ther necessary nor suff1c1ent for opt1ma1 comprehens1on. In order for~

Ve

;7‘pr10r know]edge to a1d comprehen51on it must become an activated semantlc :

e

v_context“ (Bransford and Johnson, 1972 p. 724) ' The process by whlch

’ .pr1or know]edge helps subJects to create contexts that can be used to

comprehend passages is referred to by Bransford and Johnson (1972) as a .
— j o
V"reconstruct1ve process . - ) " : R ",

A\though Bart]et § (1932) hypotneses concernlngﬂeomprenens1on of
"prose process1ng are known as construct1ve, a process 1nvolv1ng an

~1nteract1on between text and the know]edge of the c0mprehender, and

stored traces of past exper1ences, 1t appears that these terl
d1st1ngu1shed by some researchers.‘ For example, Bransford and Johnson 's

‘ (1972) use of - the term "reconstruct1ve" is s1m11ar to- Bart]et s (1932)
_f"constructwve ; Ihe data ?rom Freder1ksen S (1975) study also Support

E L

: Bart]et S. (1932) constructive mode] ,Freder1ksen s (1975)‘study.was'
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'Ts1m11ar to that of Bransford and Johnson (1972) where he 1nvest1gated the
.1effects of context on comprehens1on.
T1erney, Br1dge, and Cera (1979) noted in the1r study that
A‘.d1scourse process1ng operat1ons of ch1ldren were both abstract1ve and
construct1ve where the readers -glean re]evant un1ts from the te;t
summarlze them, "’ and process the 1nput 1n assoc1at1on ‘with their
background kowledge for mean1ngfu1 1nterpretat1on. They c1a1m that the
_;nature of the readers organ1z1ng procedures can be assEssed by analyz1ngv
a passage and compar1ng a subJect s verbal recall of text to the
.structure of the passage. -_ <
Before the last decade research into d1scourse comprehens1on d1d S
not rece1ve nﬁén attent1on but it has. been g1ven 1mpetus through
psycho]1ngu1st1c research. Slnce it is still a deve]oplng field of
research, a need ex1sts for more explorat1ons w1th comprehens1on of
C)d1scourse Tn1s was - suggested by the members of the National Inst1tute
of Educat1on Conference on Stud}es in Read1ng (M111er, 1976) Therefore

in th1s study comprehens1on at thé\passage level rather than at the

sentence 1eve1 is 1nvest1gated.

A]though the rgcent research at, the di \urse level has resulted in-
'development of a number of d1q'ourse analyses techn1ques, the analys1s
kdeveloped by Fagan: (]978 1980) wﬁth1n the Semanghc Pbtent1a1 Theory of 7
'Eﬁguage is used in th1s study ThlS analys1s ha\"been found usefu] in
"‘def1n1ng var1ables in oral (Fagan, 19J8) and wr1tten (Forster 1978

Adams, 1979 Zinn, 1979) 1anguage samples.



Linguistic Processing of Good and Poér'Readers A

\

Although data from Pearson's (1974) study did not suppont the de

N

_ structure model. for comprehend1ng verbal data he did give. creQence to

E transformat1ona1 generat1ve grammars as dev1ces for represent1ng the

grammat1ca1 re]atlons occurring in language. -According to Goodman (19
syntattic/semantic processing of the ]tnguiStic cues in written materi
1s‘necessary for“comprehension.‘ Thts is suported by studies such as
Cromer's‘(1970), weinstein and Robinovitch's (197]), and Isaksoniand
Miller's (1976) wh1ch have 1nd1cated that students may fa11 to compreh
because of 1nab111ty to perce1ve these re]at1onsh1ps between the words

a passage.t The subJects in, their studies were good and poor readers.
' v~

-18.
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_Cr.omer (1970) 1dent1f1ed and compared two groups offpoor readers,

the def1c1t group who exper1enced comprehens1on difficulty because of

a

def1c1ency in vocabulary and word 1dent1f1cat1on sk1]1s, and a d1fference

group‘whose wor'd 1dent1f1cat1on skllls.were commensurate with good

_readers but who did not adequat¢y comprehend sentences or passage

meaning. In his Study the poor readers were subdivided into these groups

“on the basis of their vocabulary scores. The difference group was

matched with'a-group of good;readers,

The subgects were ma]e college freshmen and sophomore studentsf

Sets of sentences were presented to them in four d1fferent modes; regu]ar

sentences, s1ng]e words, mean1ngfu1 phrases, and fragmented word

group1ngs. Data 1nd1cated that the deficit poor group ‘did not respond in

A

the same manner to changes in modes of presentat1on as d1d the difference.

poor group, -and a]so did not do as well under the phrases condition, -

]



“The faninQ that good ahd poor readers did not differ significantly on
single words lends support to the notion that these accomplished readersv
do-not differ in their ability to identify words but differ rather jh»
‘bfheir organization or Onderstanding of the”words they identify" (Cromer,
1970, p. 179)- .

we1ns§e1n and Robinovitch (1971) used Qood and poor readers in
grade four in their study to determine whether syntact1c structure :
facilitates recall in good readers and -whether this effect exists in
children who are poor readers. 'Uhdervcondjtions of ordered recall, the
4 chi]dren were_asked to learn four sentences, two of which were structured
-and two,:uhstructured, Only the presence of syntactic structure
distinguﬁshed the twozk1nds of material. The d1fference between the good
and poor readers on the structured lists was s1gn1f1cant4whereas the

performance on the unstrucsured 1ists-did<not differentiate the good ,4'

readers from the poor readers They conc luded that "the d1fference
.between the two groups of readers is. the1r ability to make use of the
information—ihherent in the grammat1ca1.strucpure of a sentence"
(Weinstein and éob1nov1tch 197] p. 30). A

_Swmllarly Isakson and M111er (1976) used fourth grade children
equ1valent on word identification skills but d1ffer1ng in comprehens1on

ab111ty to determine whether sensitivity to syntact1c and semantic cues

differs between good ahd poor comprehenders._ Their flnd1ngS»1nd1cate

,4=that good readers made more errors when they encountered violations of

language constra1nts. The reading of poor comprehenders was not affected

by the presence of semantic and syntact1c v1o]at1ons. "Instead of using

semant1c and syntactlc cues to 1ntegrate the meanlngs of individual

19
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words they treat each word\)S‘an individual enttty“'(lsakson and Miller,

1976,.p. 191) That poor-readers are more concerned with individual word

o
by

structures is a]so supported by the f1nd1ng§\of Stanov1tch and West R

L.

(1979). Thus 1nvest1gators have found that good comprehenders are more —
effective 13 theirguse of syntactic elements to synthesize meaning.
}Ko}ers (1975) . suggests that the good‘?eader~does'not try to respond
to the structure of words but uses Ianguage structure’to-anticfpate |
meaning. Perfetti and Goldman (1976),_who worked with third and fifth
‘grade goed and poor comprehendero, also state _that reading tomprehension
is a spec1a1 case of language comprehension. Coa : L "
A]though resu]ts from such recent 1nvest1gat1ons suggest that good
and poor comprehenders may d1ffer in text organ1zat1on processes, there
'are also 1nd1cat1ons that s1m11ar comprehens1on strateg1es may be used by
' dqfferent ages and abilities. Ryan and Semmel (1969) noted that the same’
oasic strategies were used by begi 1ng as well as maturevreaders.
’ Su1]1van (]973) analyzed'comprehens1on errons of 526 good and poor
readers in grade six and grade e1ght She found that they made similar
types of errors'in processing factual and eonc1USiye statements. Thus -
both types of readers appeared to use the same strateg1es in sifting out,
\\organ1z1ng, and match1ng 1nformat1on. “Such fﬁnd1ngs support Thornd1ke S

(1973) conclusion that different comprehens1on skills over]ap and are

~——

part of a larger factor ca]]ed reasoning in reading.
In M111er and Hosticka's (1978) 1nvestigation, twenty test items
~ based on ]og1ca] structures were read to grade four good and poor

comprehenders. Their task was to 1dent1fy from the set of three. cho1ces

o

~ the one that correctly comp]eted‘the thought. The high comprehenders

1
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linguistic processes necessary for discourse comprehension;

were not more able tofuIderstand logical connectives than were their low

comprehending counterparts.

!

Due to these differing perspectives regarding good and poor

readers' cdmprehension abilities, there apbehrs to be a need for more

investigations in this area. Therefore contrasting different achievement

“grdups, as is done in this study, may give a mO/L complete understanding

of their functioning relative to the interrelationships of cognitive and

Relationship of Logical Connectives ta Comprehension
) : °
Recently several studies have investigated the relationship of text
structure and reading comprehension. The structure of text specifies the
1og1ca] connecttons among ideas.’ MacGinitie (1975) pointed out that

"much of the prob]em of understand4ng a wr1tten passage often depends on

Togical re]attons among the facts g1ven by a sentence or scattered among

djfferent sentences" (pp. 22-23) and has stressed the need to con51der
sentencefinterrelationships.

In a passage "certaln words carry more of a meanlng load than
others" (Marzano, 1978, p. 729) and are the 11ngu1st1c aids for

s}ﬁthesizing meaning by relating informational units. They not ‘only link

'_maJor ideas together, they also deflne the re]attghsh1p between those

ideas. Thus understand1ng of log1ca1 connectives 1s essent1a1 to the

!

" comprehension of written material. There are two genera] categor1es,

those which are- Togical connectlves and refer to thought, and those which

N
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are referential connectives and refer to specific words. In this study,
it is the logical conneéctives which are considered.

. Ferry: (]975), who utilized the Cloze' procedure with students in

22

.~

grade ten, analyzed re]ationships signalled by coherence markers. Many
‘ of the coherence markers were jdentical to those jdentified in the
g;mantic Potential Theqry of Language (Fagan, 1978). Although her

findings showed no significant difference in Cloze scores between

. students who responded'to the passages of h4igh, medium, and low coherence

"
marker density, reader abi]ity (good, average, and poor readers)

significantly affected the C]oze scores of all students no matter what
level of coherence marker denSity they were responding to.

. - Townsend and Bever (1978) investigated interc]ause relations with
. emphasis on the semantic aspects of conjunctions. vThe conjunctions inv
the subordinate clauses were "if", "since", “"when", "while", and
"though". .The meaning of these conjunctions and the kind'of‘organizing
strategies they eiiCit were tested in initial and final positions. A

Resu]ts indicate that the target position of the clause was strongly

influenced by ifs\particular conJunction. Jheir findings confirm

~..

Stoodt's (1972) that there is a Significant reiationship between reading

»'comprenension and comprehenSion'of conJunctions. Her subJects were
randomly selected grade four students. "The conji ctions “when", “so“,
"but"', "or"fl"where",' i'whi]e"., "that"',vrand "ifh }re found to .be the most

difficult. The easiest conjunctions Wefe wand", "how"; "for", and "as".

Based on the Semantic Potential Theofy of Language (Fagan; 1978),
Forster (1978) also’investigated"the re]ationshfp of reférent;al and

~

~



logical text c]ues and the retention of information of average grade four
students. ,anée passages were deve]oped to reflect varying amounts of
referenptial -and logical reTations. Tnere were two categories for
referential connectives and twb for logical connectives.' However with
the exceptlon of one category of referent1a1 connectives (pronoun,
relative pronoun, - comp]ementlzer repet1t1on, and synonym) he found -

there was no s1gn1f1cant difference in.the recalls across the three

- passages (Forster, 1978).

>

Some stud1es have focussed on exam1n1ng the deve]opmental patterns
in the understand1ng of connect1ves., Robertson (1968)\nnvest1gated
fourth fifth, and sixth grade readers comprehension.of connectives.
Many of these were also 1dent1ca1 to those contalned within the logical
relations in the Semant1c Potent1a1 Theory of Language (Fagan, 1978)

Tne study was carr1ed out.in three sectlons (a) 1dent1f1cat10n of o

various types of connect1ves, (b) construct1on of a connectives read1ng

test; and (c) analysis of the results of the connectives reading test.

: . . \/-" B . - .
Results showed that for edch of the seventeen selected connectives, there

was an increase in understanding from a lower to ayhigher grade. Six
connecttves, “however“, "thus", "which"I "and"""although", and‘"yet"
were below the compreh:ns1on 1eve1 of the total studentfgroup on all test
items. 4 |

7 Katz and‘Brent (1968) who worked with grade one and grade'foor :

children found that developmental trends were notéd in preference for

]1nk1ng c]auses by means of causal as opposed to temporal connectives.
—

Ne1mark and Slotn1ck (1970) used children in the third through the ninth -

‘grade as well as two groups of‘co]]ege sophomores in their study. In a

23
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- sixteen item test of 16gical conheétives administered, the number of
correct responses increased with age:' Disjunction was more difficult ‘fw
.thah conjunction ard théfgfore their evidence suggested that "this
abjlity develops tﬁrougnout tthpgriod of formal operations and is notll'
_;ngJy attained until late ado]escénce"-(Neimafk and Slotnick, 1970,
p. 458). | | - S o 5

Ste}nberg (1979) a]sb found that compfehension of differént
connectives develobs at different ratés. H;smsubjectsvwere in grades
two, four, six, eight, high school, and coliege. Cohjunctions (énd) were
‘the easiést, disjunction (or) was of.intermediate difficulty, and |

\gonqitionality (1f¥thn; only-if) and b%-conditiona]ity (if and only if)
the most dffficu]t. /‘ - :
| COrrigah (1975) and Lawton (1977) focusseg only on the development
of thg causal "betéuse".ﬁ'Their findings were cdnsistent with those of
other investigators who found performance tp Tmprer with age,
corresponding to_th change from the pre-operational period to the
_concrete-operational period of "intellectual dévelopmeﬁt.

The findings of Bever (1970), Llark (1971), and Coker (1978), who
examined fhe acquisition of the tgmﬁoral conneciiVés “before“ and'"after"
_Sy ybung children up to the first gfade 1éve1; aré c@ntradict§ry.
Although Bever's (1970)°and C]ark'S'(1971)’fiﬁdings support the " ?

acquisition of "before” prior'tOA"éfter", Cokér's (1978) résu1ts showed
that underspandinQ.of these Connectjves was acquired at the same time.
Amidon (1976) included children ‘aged five, seven, qnd ningm%njher -

stody to assess understanding of temporal and conditidnal;conhectives

"when", "as soon as", "before", "after", "if", "if-not", "unless", and

~
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"unless-not". These were presented in sentences. After each sentence a

"when" Oor a "what" question was asked to assess understanding of the
parf%cu]ar eqnnective. She found a dramatic increase in unaerstanding of
connectives between the ages of five and seven. Sentences‘containing
"when", "as“; "as soon asf, and "if" were understood as early as five
years of age. Sentences containing "pefore", "after", and "if-not" were
of intermediate difficulty and sentences conteining "unless" and
;"unless-not“ were extremely difficult even at nine years of "age (Amidon,
1976) . - |

A]though there is grow1ng evidence that inferring connectives is
more difficult than understanding them when they are stated exp]1c1t1y,

" the findings arevcontradictory. In Pearson's (1974) study, “§h11dren

25

seem not only to be able to handie complexity, but to actually prefer‘it“-

(p. 190) However, in Irwin's (1980) study poth fifth gradeqanh college
1eve1 students scored significantly lower on the comprehen51on of causa]
re]at10nsh1p5°when they read passages containing implicit re]at1onsh1ps
as compared to groups thatrread passages with expl1c1t causal' |

re]ationships A¥so, junior colTege students 'in Marshall and G]ock‘s

- (1978) study'wno read exp11c1t "if-then" re]at1onsh1ps reca]]ed more of

the jdeas in the passage than those who read 1mp11c1t "jf-then"
relat1onsh1ps

However, Ne1lsen s (1978) findings indicated that the presence
e(exp11c1t) or absence (implicit) of linguistic connectives in passages
did not cause comprehens1on to vary significantly. His subjects were 216
,students in grades five and nine who were average or above average in
reading ability.i They were random]y assigned to-one of three :

experimental tasks; wh-question probes, sentence recognition, and oral

.
!
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recall. <A follow-up studyb(Nei1sen and Braun, 1978) comparing ‘good and

»\,\

poor readers to determjne if understanding of abstract relational terms

is a factor of reading achievement also revealed no significant effect on

perfgrmance in passages with and without connectives. ' |
Zinn (1979) focussed 6n the connéctive "because" in her study with

high and low achievement readers in grade four. "Results suggest that

within high and low achievement groups, no signi?icant differences

occurred when connectives were absent or, present. There were some

“differences between achievement groubs,'however, with these differences

more apparent when causal connectives were removed from the pasage, than,

when they were present" (p. 59).

Synthesis of information in comprehension entails tne joining of
pr1or knowledge, know]edge of sentence syntax, and know]edge of word
meanings. Some researchers have found that readers are more senst11ve to
the relationships between informational units that are cued by
congeétives; Howéver, others havé found that there is no significant
dif;erence in the comprehension of passsges with or without connectives.
Thus,‘the logica] relationships may be inferred by the readers even .
thoug;'the connectives are absent. Presenting paSsages with and without
]ogiga] connectives 'to the subjects in this sfudy may yield more
substantive data. | '

LY

Achievement in reading is based on ability to read and comprehend -
written material. However, as Beebe and Ma]isky'(1980) stated “the role
of cOnnectives as a determinant of success iin the remedia1 program...was
less clearcut" (in press). This appears to be particq]ar]y true of

logical perceptual connectives, for they found that "abi1ity to perceive

s : ~



time and space relationships at entry into the program appeared to be
related to children's ability to profit from the instruction provided”
(Beebe and Malicky, 1980, in press). There has beenllittle attention
given by researchers to the understanding of this specific type of
connective in eontinuous discourse. Based on their research, Beebe and
Malicky (1980) suggested that until the relationship of connectiVes to
achievement is clarified, §peciai attention to time and space
,relationships appears to be merited in remedial reading programs. By
- focussing on. perceptual connectives in discourse anq using good and poor
readers, this study addS more information as to th comprehension of
written material with a specjfic Tinguistic variable is related to
reading achievement. | |

On the basis of the developmental studies concerning connectiyes;
_it appears that chiidren in Piage;'s stage of concrete operations (7-11
'years) become qu1te\capab1e of using and understanding connectives.
Therefore drawing sdeects from gr;de four at the e]ementary level
appears to be w1se3 as they would be in the middle of this stage of

intellectual functioning.

Summar
: \ L
Within the last two decades investigations in reading have shifted
from what is comprehended to how it is comprehenoed. It has been
- demonstrated that cognitive and linguistic processes are involved in

. extracting meaning from written‘mazeria]. That connectives aid these

processes both as linguistic cues which/signal relationships and as
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synthesizers of these relationships is aiso recognized. Recall is
“emerging as a viable measure of comprehension. |
Comprehension ability appears to be related to facility in
linguistic processes as revealed by inveétigatons comparing the

performance'of good ang@poor comprehenders. However the findings are
cont?qd‘@tq&}’iﬁﬂ*ﬁb@f@ néeﬁs to be more résearch in this area. It miy
be that both gooq and poor comprehenders can discern the relationships of
ideas as_signalled py linguistic indicators equally well. Contradiction',
also exists as to whether iﬁplicit or‘exp1icit connectives in written
material affect comprehension of that materia].) This study adds to the
body of available information co;cerniﬁg‘these areas of reading b§ .
comparing the performance of good and poor readers on passages with
connectives present (explicit) and with connectives absent (implicit).

Understanding of various types of connettives has also been:
‘investigated. Much researéh has focussed on causal and conditional
connectives but few, if any, have focussed exclusively on pefceptua]

- ‘ s
connectives which involve timé and space re]ationsnips in connected .

discourse. This study does so. The design of the study is presented in

the next chapter.



CHAPTER 111
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Included in this chapter is a description of the experimental
design, thé selection of the sampf@} the instruments and procedures used
in gathering data, the coding of the data, the pilot study, and the

statistical analysis.

The Experimental Design

The design of the study was a two-by-two factorial design with
repeated measures on passage types. Since the study investigated the
perfdrmance of good and poor readers on their use of perceptual
connectives and the nature of information recalled, two different
passages were ad%inistered to each subject for silent reading and
recall. One of these passages contained'pe;ceptual connectives and the
ather passage did not. The reading achievement groups and the type of
passagés'are the factors in fhe design and hence are the independent
variables. The dependent variables were text specific units,. text
entailed units, text erroneous units, text external units, total
perceptual connectives, and different perceptual connectives. The

following figure presents a summary of the experimental design.
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Figure 1. ,The'Experimental Design

) & - Passages
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) '5 - Sample Selectien

The" sample for th1s study was drawn from the populat1on of five
uelementary schoo]s w1th1n the Edmonton Cathol1c Scﬁ501 D1str1ct. Forty
students were se]ected accord1ng to t) followlng/cr1ter1a
h(a) Grade Leve].ueSubJects from grade four were selected because the
focus in read1ng at this leve] is comprehens1on rather than word ,x°'
E'1dent1f1cat1on. Therefdre use of text clues such as connect1ves becomes
‘1mportant.v Also,/eh11dren in th1s age group are in the concrete stage of-
operat1ons accord1ng to P1aget S stages of “intellectual development and
vbecome capable of logical thought ¢H1lgard Atk1nson aﬁdFAtkwnson,
219f9) “Concrete operat?ons~con51st of a direct organ1zatlon of
*1mmed1ate1y glven data" (Inhelder and anget 1958 p. 249) »These
1nc1ude class1f1cat:on ser1a1 orderlng, equa11zat1on and .‘_' . fk -

correspondence. S1nce the COncrete operat1ons stage extends from ages_

'seven to eleven the re]ated aspects of revers1b111ty and coord1nat1on of

A Y
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relat1onsh1ps in t1me and §pace shou]d be estab11shed.l The mean
chrono]og1ca1 ages were 9.8 and 9 7 for the good and poor reader groups "

f

respect1ve1y. 5 ;f“ . , .";i  S T -

(b) Non-Verba] I .Q. Score.‘ The Canadian‘Lorge4Tuorﬁdike Inte]ligence

Ig§§.was used to se]ect subJects who were w1th1n the average range of
1nte1]ectua1 ability. Their scores fel] between one standard dev1at1on
be]ow the mean and one standard dev1at1on above the-mean (85 - 115) Theo
‘mean I Q. scores for the good and poor reader groups were 103 and. 98 3 \
respect1ve1y Only the Non-Verbhl Battery score was usedfﬁn the
select1on of subjects to ensure that the ] Q score did not reflect ,

1

read1ng ach1evéﬁ§n2 since the Verba] Battery requ1res reading in order to
N S . P : 9
do the subtests. ‘ - X -

The mean scores of ‘the good - and poor groups on the Non—Verbal

™M

Battery of the Canad1an Lorge-Thornd1ke Inte]11gence Test were compared

‘to determlne s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in 1nte11ectua1 funct1on1ng. A

N
b

t test forelndependent means was used. Results are presented in Table ]

“Table 1

T-TEST FOR 1.Q. OF READING ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS

—_— - /

Good Readers " Poor Readers .. . : LA -
- Mean - - SD *-Mean SO '»Df T-Value P (Two Tail)

.-

98.3 9.246  103.0 8.927 38 - -1.64 - 0.110

2
Taset




‘The results of‘the ana]ysis did not reveal any significant
d1fferences in 1nte11ectua1 funct10n1ng between the two gr0ups of
readers. Th1s ensured that 1nte11ectua1 apbility was not a factor in

dtfferences between the read1ng ach1evement groups.

(cf Read1ng.Ach1evement. Tei? results of the Gates MacG1n1t1e Reading
Test were also used. 'Since the nature of 1nformat1on gnven in free or
una1ded recall was considered indicative of comprehen51on 1n th1s study,
test results from the comprehens1on sect1on were used to determ1ne the
two achlevement groups compr1sed of good and poor readers. Good readers .

were those subJects whose comprehen51on test score p]aced them between

12

the 70th and the 90th percentiles. Poor readers werE“those subjects .

whose comprehens1on test score p]aced them between the 10th and theg28}6;7
'percent1les. Those subJects with comprehenswon test scores beloW‘t

10th percentile were exc]uded to-eliminate the possibility of hav1ng
children. in the study who;were unab]e_to read'the,test instruments.

These bdundaries were seiétted to ensure there was a contrast
.between read1ng comprehens1on ab1l1t1es. The mean comp@ehens1on grade.
score for the good readers was 6.0. and for the poor readers 2 6.

(d) Sex. A]though an attempt was made to have an equa] number of boys
and g1rls Nn each ach1evement group, the poor reader group conta1ned more ~
males’ than females. i%here were twe]ve malés and eight females. Th1s was
_cons1dered’a representattve sample from the available popu]at1on because
there are more boys who have d1ff1cu1ty in reading. Accordﬂng to
Bannatyne (1971) the propont1on*of boys to girlswmay range fnam 3:1 to

10:1. He states "from my owWn rev1ew of the 11terature and persona] v

eXper1ence in schools, clinics, and centers, I havegfognd that the
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proportion of boys to girls may range from 3:1 in cases of mild
disability up to 10:1 in cases of severe.disabijity“.(p; 376). There

were ten males and ten females in the good reader group.‘

x(e) Enélish Language Fluency. Subjects with ﬁon-Eng]ishvbackgrounds who

~had not achieved.fiuéHCy and_adequate understanding of thé‘English
1&nguége were excluded. This information was obtained from ;he teachers
énd/or principals. . =~ = S —

(f) Permission. Parental and child permiss#n was required in order for

~—

a child to be included in the sample. -

' < . * .
(g) Other Factors. Cni]aren with severe speech, hearing, or emotional

e

disorders were excluded from the study

The non-verba] score on thé\Canad1an Lorge-Thornd1ke Intelllgence

vTest the comprehens1on score on the Gates- MacGinitie Read1ng~Test the

sex,. and chrono]og1ca1 age of each subject .is g1ven in Table Z;QQ; the

poor reader group and in Table 3 for the good reader group.

-

Testing Instrumengg o

N

—

Results from the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tést, Lével'C, Form 2,

-Canaqiég_ﬁditﬁoﬁ (1980) and the Canadian Lorge-Thofndike'Ihtelligence

Test, Level B, Form 1 §J967) were used in this study. These results were
obta1ned from official sbudent records wh1ch are available from the.
‘\Adm1n1strat1on Centre of the Edmonton Catholic School District. and are

-kept at each schooJ Thé“Gates MacG1n1t1e Readlng Test was administered

 1n June, 1980 and the Canad1an Lorge- Thornd1ke T'as admmstered' in

October, 1980 by classroom teachers. ‘” ’ . =

ey

gy

B
AN
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Table 2 .
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON POOR READERS
o Comprehension. Non-Verbal I

- _ _ __ Grade Score .© 1.Q. Score C.A.
Subject Sex (Gates-MacGinitie) (Lorge-Thqrndjke)_ (April, 1981)
01 Mo 2.4 108" ™~ 0.1
02 F 2.7 102 1.1
03 F 2.6 98 g
0 M 2.4 95 9.7
05 F- 2.9 93 8.6 .
06 M 2.4 106 S9.11.
07. ~ M 2.3 115 9.6
08 M - 2.9 91 9.5
09 F 3.1 +112 9.2
10 M 2.7 87 9.9
1 M 2.4. 90 9.7
12 F 2.5 93 10.1
13 F 2.9 . 106 9.3
“o oM 2.6 "85 9.9 -
15 Mo 2.5 9% 9.8
6 - _F 2.4 93 9.2°
17 - M 3.0 109 9.9
18 M 2.6 85 9.10
19 F 2.9 108 9.6
20 M 2.7 94 10.0
Mean 2.6 98.3 9.7 ¢




o ~ 0 Table 3
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON GOOD READERS

-
L]

Comprehension - Non,-Verb.al ’
o Grade Score 1.Q. Score C.A. =~
Subject Sex (Gates-MacGinitie) (Lorge-Thorndike) (April, E&l
v _ . | L
|
21 M 5.6 . 94 9.5 |
22 F 6.6 113 . 9.2
23 . 5.6 e 9.5
24 F 6.6 110 9.6
25 F- 6.1 105 9.6
26 F. 5.6 104 10.1
27 F , 6.1 92 9.9
28 M ] 6.1 : 109 974
. - \
29 ¢ M 5.3 .90 10.8
30 M - 6.6 02 - 10.4
31 M 5.3 _ 108 9.0
32 M 5.6 | 90 9.1
33 M 6.6 115 10.1
—
34 F 6.6 92 % 9.3
35 F 6.6 108 10.0
36 M 5.6 97 10.3
37 M 6.6 12 9.6 -
38 F 5.6 "~ 89 ' ~\’g}J0//<i
39, M 6.6 108 9.1
40 F 5:3 no -~ 0.2
T .
. _
Mean 6.0 103 9.8




Reading Achievement

. * ‘ M .
To obtain a measure of each subject's reading achievement, results

from the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test Levelnc, Form 2, Canadian Edition

(1980) were used. Th1s test consists of two parts, vocabu]ary and
.omprehens1on Only.the resu]ts from the Comprehens1on Subiest were used
The~C0mpreheh51on Subtest measures ability to read prose passages
Nith understand1ng Fo]low1ng each passage are two questions and four
alternate answers for each questton The_correct‘answerS“are to be
selected. |

The Canadian Edition of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test is based

on the Second Edition of the Gates MacGinitie Readtng Test pub11shed in

1978 in the United States. The 1978- 1979 Canadian norms were deve]oped

ikon. To assure test validity all items wegeﬁexamined by a

group of Canadian educators for their appropriateness to_Canadian

education; vocabulary words .were se]ected from words in sixteen common]y‘
used reading serxes for grades one, two, and three content of
comprehenSIOn passages was chosen jor the know]edge and interests of
students according to a p]an that spec1f1ed the proport1on of natura]

science, %social scienCe human1t1es, and narrat1ve mater1a1 for each

<

test and approx1mate]y twice the number of items needed for literal and
a.\

inferential questlons were written to test understanding of the passages -

and after an extensive tryout, only items of apprOpriate'difficulty and

usefulness were chosen.

Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 reliability coefficients were computed

for 'each test leuelyfrom the Canadian standardization data. The K-R 2

e

36

results of- testing 46,000 students throughout the ten prov1nces~l



re
’coeff1c1ents ranged from 0.85 to 0 .94 for Vocabulary and from 0. 85 to
0 92 for Comprehens1on.

Intellectual Funct10n1ng

To obtain a measure of each subgect S 1nte]lectua] functioning,

resu]ts from the Canadvﬁﬂ Lorge -Thorndike Inte111gence Test, Leve] B,

Form 1 (1967) were used. This test consists of a Verba] and Non-Verbal

Battery. Only the results from the Non-Verbal Battery were used in the
— .

‘sample seIect1on
The Non- Verba] Battery ‘contains pictorial or numer1cal 1tems.
‘There are three subtests 1nvo]v1ng pictorial- cIass1f1cat1on, p1ctor1a1

analogy, and ‘numerical relations.
. . -
The- test was normed on a strat1f1ed r angom samg\e of 31,739
students in -grades three to nine from across Canada., Validity was

‘estabT1shed by correlating the results of the Canad1an Lorge-Thorndike

Test with the results of 1nd1v1dua11y administered tests such as the

‘Stanford Binet InteII1gence Scale and Neschler Inte111gence Scale for

Children. The odd-even re]1ab111ty for Levels A-F of the Verba] Battery
ranges from 0.830 to O. 945 and from 0 894 to '0.931 for the Non-Verbal

Battery. ‘The 1ntercorre1at1ons between VerbaI and Non-VerbaI Batteries

for Levels A-F range from 0.558 to 0.681.

The Experimental Test Instruments

v

Construct1on of 'the Instrument ’

"\

Two passages from the Standard- Readtng Inventory Test (McCracken)

(1966) were selected and-modified. These passages,were at a grade three

I‘ ' . o




f

R

Jevel to ensure that -the poor readers would not be reading‘at frustration

level. The passages were selected from the Standard Reading Inventory

“Test (McCracken) because they are representat1$g of the type of material

_ that children read in school and are designed to assess compgehension by

‘unaided recall after both oral and silent reading.

L

Content validity was obtained by vocabulary control; sentence
1ength,ﬁCpnient,,and general style based upon three basal reading-series;

and Spache Readability Formula and the Dale-Chald Formula for Predicting

Readab1]1ty This was corroborated by testing 664‘chi]dren.

To obtain re]1ab1]1ty Forms A and B of the Standard Reading

lpventory Test.(McCracken) were adm1n1stered to sixty children d1v1ded

equally among grades one through six. Pearson product-moment

correlations between eight areas of reading achievement ranged from 0.68

t0°0.99 and between readingnleVels from 0.86 to 0.99.

K

The cbnteht of the passages was narfative in nature.: Each,passage
was rewr1tten SO that in.one version the perceptua] re]at1onsh1ps were
expl1c1tly 1nd1cated by perceptual connectives. The connect1ves "where";
"when", "while", "until", "after",-ibefér " “then", and “as" were used.”
This selection was based on the temporal disjunction, temporal i -
conjunction'and location categories in the‘lehantic Pote;tial Theory of
Langdage (Fagan, 1978) which'afe'described in Appendix C. Sincg‘the' |
effects of re1at1ona1 order of clausal units on reca]] was not a var1able
in thws study, the connectﬁves were used in 1n1t1a1 pos1t10n c]auses as
well as in final pos1&1on clauses. In the other version of_each passage,

the perceptua] connectives were removed.

Each set of the same modified passage (+ perceptual connect1ves, .

- perceptual connect1ves) conta1ned the same 1nformat1on and tHe same

~
7 a
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number of clausal units. The passage titled "A Gift" contained 19

clausal units, and seven perceptual connectives. The passage titled "A
I ’ ' v .

Trip" had 26 clausal units, and eight pergeptual connectives. (See

Appendix A for complete passages.)

Administration of the Instrument

gach subjecf was aske& to read si]ené]y one pégsage without
connectives and the otherfpassage with connectives. fhere weré no time
restrictions. Following the silent reading of eagh passage, subjects
were requested to give an unaided recall, i.e. to tell ai] they could
remeﬁber ébout‘the story. Each administration wés done on.an individual
“baﬁis ig\a quiét setting and the responses were tape recorded for
tr?nscription.' | ' €

In order to control for order effects of passége type, subjects in

eachAreading achiengent group were randomly assigned to four subgroups

for téSt\gdministrationh

N 4 v Table 4

ADMINISTRATIONiOF TEST INSTRUMENTS

39

Group | . , Order of Presentation
A A Gift (C-) | A Trip (C+)
B ) A Trip (C+) A Gift (C-)
C A Gift (C+) A Trip (C-)
D A Trip (C-) A Gift (C4)

C+ Perceptual Connectives present.
C- Perceptual Connectives absent.



Coding of Data

After the unaided recalls were transcribed, the recall protoco]s

~—

were analyzed as based on ana]yses by Drum and Lantoff (1977) and Fagan

(1978

>

perceptual épnnect1ves used as well as the number of different perceptual
. .,

~‘connectives used by each subject.

1980) . The protocols were also analyzed for the total number of

The sentences in the passages were divided on the basis of
syntactic criteria into mazes and clausal units. The clausal unit was
chosen because it is easier to judge if synthesis of information has 
occurred wgzhin‘this unif than it-is to do so within a smal]er units A
c]aqfaﬁ\fn1t was considered as a group of words containing a SubJeCt (or
implied subject) and a pred1cate term, w1th one or more mod1f1ers if
appllcab]e, which formed part of a compound or/complex sentence; or wh1ch
was a simple sentence. Compound subJects and/or pred1cates were also
divided and cOnsidered as separate linguistic units. In addition
incomplete clausal units were included in the analysis. Théy generally
lacked a subject, a verb, or both, and served.to specify particu1ar
information, elaborate an antécedent, make‘additiana1 comments, or
establish a referent for an ambiguous jtem (Fagan, 1980). 'Thése units
were categorized according to their semantic equivalents. |

A maze consisted of audible noise (uh, er, etc.), the repetition of
words or parts of words, or an edit (a jumble of words preceding a change

in direction -of what the person was about to say) (Fagan,\1980).“:Maze$

. were not included for analysis.

40.



*_ subjects involved were 95 grade four students.

41

Each clausal unit was compared to the input text and assigned
according to its semantic content to one of the fol]owing iypes of
informational units: text specific, text entailed, text erroneous, or
text external (Fagan, 1980). In Table 5 each informational Uniﬁyis

defined and then further explained by means of ‘examples taken from the

protocols in the study.

Fagan's (1980) text exberientfal category (C) was %Subsumed into thé
text entailed category as very few clausal units fell into this category
and the naturé of text experiential information (having gxperiences
related to the theme of the text passage, or from the réader's knowledge
of the world) was considered as synthesis of backdround kﬁow]edge and
textua]rinformation.‘ The remaining categories (te;t specific, text
entailed, text erroneous, and text external) were receﬁtly.subjected to
regression analysis to determine if they are effective in predicqing '

silent reading achievement scores (Malicky, Beebe, and Fagan, 1981). The

g

Ny K \
It was found that the scores on the Canadian Test of Basic Skills

" were significantly influenced by the number of text entailed units and

" teéxt erroneous units given in recalls. Comprehension scores were higher

N\

) - 0] g k3 o~ - . y
if there were more text entailed information units recalled; and
comprehension scores were lower if there were more text erroneous

information units recalled. The data provide some indication of the ~

va1idity for ysing this system to analyze recall protocols as a measure

of the strategies which readers use to gain meaning when reading.

To assure reliability of the coding of the data by the researcher,

an independent judge also analyzed ten percent of the-recalls for - R

=
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Table 5

EXAMPLES OF RECALLaINFORMATIONAL UNITS

{
/
|
!
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i
i

A. Text Specific. Information/ which is recalled verbatim from the text
or i1s synonymous with text iinformation.

| .
Al. Verbatim Recall. Verbatim recall of clausal units in text.

A?2. Substitution of Pronouns. Substitution of pronouns if the
referent is present in the text.
T !
Text: Eddie's bicyclé had a flat tire.
Protocol: It had a f}at tire. (Subject 19)
~ A3. Synonymy of E]eménts.% Synonymy of elements in clausal units of
' text.

Text: Henry hurried home.
Protocol: Henry rushed down home. (Subject 11)

Text: They discovered that Eddie's bicycle had a flat tire.
Protocol: They noticed that the tire was flat. (Subject 13)

A4. Partial Recall. Partial recall of cjausaj units in text.

Text: 'They‘each packed some sandwiches for lunch.

Protocol: Tney packed a lunch. (Subject 25)

" B. Text Entailed. Informat{on which js put together in new ways and

additions of text related information that is semantically entailed
by the text, or is an inference. This category includes appropriate
synthesis of information..

B1. Summary/Synthesis. A statement that relates information from at

- Teast two units in the text in.an embedded form where some of
the units of information are deleted, or is a summary of at
least two units of information from the text.

- Text: ...they decided to fix the tire.‘ They pushed Eddie's
. bicycle to a gas station and waited until the man fixed it.
~ "Protocoli\ So they went to a garage to fix it. (Subject 2)

Text: He rushed downtown and he bought some film at the
drugstore. : 5 , -
Protocol: First Henry went to the store to get some film.
(Subject 29) f : ' :

Yoo,
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Table 5 (Cont inued)
e

EXAMPLES OF RECALL. INFORMATIONAL UNITS

)
oy

43

- B2.

Inference. Inference entailed by text.

Text: Henry ﬁurriéd home. His parents were waiting for him.
Protocol: Then he went and told his parents and they liked what
he did. (Subject 32) .

Text: He put the film in the camera. "
Protocol: He put some film in the camera and shut up the back.

- (Subject 31) .

Ay

Text Erronegus. Information which the reader has confused oOr

combined erroneously. This also includes errors in dates, proper
names, or_other words.

D}. Errors. Errors in dates, names, or other words are given.
Text: Eddie and Frank were happy. They wanted to visit the
airport. ' .
Protocol: Henry and Frank were going to the airport. (Subject
25) -

D2. Erroneous Expansions/Additions. Erroneous expansions or
additions of information.

Text: Then two men darted into the street waving guns.

Protocol: First Henry saw that there was some kids or peog]%,

(Subject 14) ° T
( .

D3. Incorrect Summary/Synthesis. Information which is combined

erroneously or is an yajccurate summary.
Text: Hel said that Hedryywould be rewarded.
Protocol? He rewardg@#f. (Subject 26)
ok S : .
Text External. Informati h is“so general that it may not have

a specific relationship to the text or is a convention of oral recall.

El.

Vague Generalization., A vague term or statement occuring &s a

‘(Subject 31) :

Convention of oral recall which has no specific referent in text.

- Text: They each packed some sandwiches for_Aunch.

Protocol: Then they packed some sandwiches and everything.



Table 5 (Cont1nued) ']fk,‘;- : -ggﬁxh7

£XAMPLES~0F RECALL INFORMATIONAL UNITS

°

i

o

E2.

A

~canventions:

Stor Tel]in Conventions.{ Statements that relate to the
" telling a story; concerned with narrating rather
than -content—or story telling convent1ons that relate to :

“exper1ent1al 51tuat1onslﬁﬂﬁr,,

VText» HIS parénts gave him a camera. He was very éxc1ted.

Prototol ‘He was exc1ted because it was 1 think 1t was h1s

‘tblrthday. (SubJect 4) R —

0

N Text. They wanted to v151t the airport and watch the p]anes

land and take off. -
Protocol; They wanted to go to see the a1rport !ou know.

‘(SubJect 20)

\

Lo IR R ’ ’ : . o . == -
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.<division int0°claUSal units and assignmént’to categories'according to

' type of 1nformat1onal unlt. Interrater agreement was calculated by using’
- the Arr1ngton Formula (Ferfel and Lorge, l950) whlch is presented below

2 x Agreements - ,
(2 X Agreements) + Dlsagreements

3

The percentage agreement between the researcher and the 1ndependent Judge‘

\w

Q

was 97 .87 for the clausal units and 92. 70 “for the ‘recall 1nformatvbnal |
. ints; - o P
EAN /_ . . ) | | » . . v -
“ v - - L . .. % ‘ ‘» . ) - ) RN

“Pilot Study

s

A pilot study-was conducted in March"1980’tovensure'that the,grade

'_three mod1f1ed passages from the Standard Read1ng Inventory Test

‘f(McCracken) were at 1nstructlonal level for the poor readers. }Atv
' 1nstruct1onal level thé?reader st1ll "as- enough d1ff1culty’to requ1re B
_1nstruct1on" but doestnot demonstrate "var1ous behavfors wh1ch 1mpede o -
"read1ng success (Guszak l978, . 119). At this leve) about 90-95 ‘._\~4
'_percent accuracy 1n word recogn1t1on and about 70 75 percent accuracy “in -

comprehens1on 1s accepted.

o Three subJects (two females and one male) in grade four: attend1ng -

E school 1n the Edmonton Catholic Schopl Distrlct were selected accord1ng-”

‘ to the cr1ter1a outllned for sample select1on. The school part1c1pat1ng

L ,/.
1 ’/",'

1n the p\lot study was not 1nvolved 1n ‘the study.
SN ST R
The subJects were presented w1th two d1fferent passages. Tn one of '

these passages the perceptual connectlves were 1ncluded, in the other —

they #ere_removed._ Each/subJect was requested to read each passage .

-
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orally and then éa give an unatded recal]. This was done on an

: 1nd1v1dua1 bas1s. The\recalls here tape recorded and recal] protocd]s °

a

transcr1bed for analys1s into Tausa] units”and the number. perceptuaT

—

‘connect1ves g1ven. This infor atxon determtned the sen51t1v1ty of the . )

1nstrument for coTTect1ng dapa
The subaeﬁts were asked to read the passages ora]ly so that the1r
m1scues could “be recorded wh1Te they were oral readtng 4n order to w

determine - 1nstruct1ona1 level. The same cr1ter1a was used as suggested

1n the Standard Read1ng Inventory Test (McCracken) for the number of

m1scues perm1ss1b1e at the grade three Tevel. On the bas1s of the

results obtained, the instructional leve1 of the passages for the poor

readers was estab11shed as approprtate. AnaTyses of the protoco]s '

reveaTed that descrlpttve sentences not directly re]ated to characters or

—_—

v act1ons in the story narrat1ve were not recaT]ed Therefore the passages

were modified aga1n to conta1n onTy relevant 1nformat10n.

‘ ,StatisticaT'Analysis ST
o The D1v151on of Educat1ona1 Research Serv1ces at the Un1versxty of
Aloerta ass1sted with the stat1st1ca1 anaTys1s of the data.; The

stat1st1ca1 treatment of the data 1nvof?éd a two-way analys1s of var1ance

4
- with. repeated measures across the two passages (ANOV26 Program) Th1s

k was used to test the hypotheses set for the study.

To get. the means, standard dev1at1ons and correlat1ons among the

'variaoles tse DEST.OZ_Program was used. The t-test program (ANOV 10) for

. /".
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1ndependent means was used to determine whether there was a s1gn1f1cant '

d1fference between the groups based on the1r I Q scoreﬁ

e R

—

=
L E
—_

In summary, a sample of fdrty grade four subjects-waS‘se]ected from

five schools in the Edmonton Catho]1c School District. Twenty were good

ke

readers and twenty were poor readers. They were selected and ass1gned to '

the read1ng groups accord1ng .to resu]gs of the Comprehens1on Subtest on

the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test Level c, Form 2, Canadian Ed1t1on

administered 1n June, 1980. The Non-Verba] Battery results on the

A

LY

Canad1an Lorge- Thornd1ke Inte]11gence Test Leve] B, Form I were a]so

~used. Lot . o o
3 : ~ N

. Two different passages at'the grade three level frdm the Standard

~\&ead1ng Inventory Test (McCracken) were mod1f1ed so that in one version’

of each passage perceptua] connect1ves were 1ncThded and 1n the other

———

ver510n the connect1ves E?re excluded ~To counterbalance the order of

) adm1n1strat1on of th@ ;,;S «subaects were p]aced into subgroups

random]y. Each subJect was 1nd1v1dua]1y tested. Responses were tape

1 recorded and transcr1bed for ana]ySIS Each reca]l protoco] was d1v1ded
into c]ausal units and the un1ts were then categorlzed accord1ng to type
“of 1nformat1ona1 un1t (text spec1ftc text entailed, text erroneous or'_

text externJl) Reca]ls were a]so analyzed for the total number of

perceptual‘konnect1ves as well as the number of d1fferent perceptual

' connect1ves §1ven by each subJect.
, ») Y R
o E - 7 ’ . ‘ : I N

! . k g . <
e \( : . - o : EE '
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test1ng 1nstruments and in determ1n1ng the feasib1lity of using the-__
passages in the st\gy. Stat1st\;a1 ana]ys1s of "the data involved

~- corre]at1ons? t-test for 1ndependent means, and two—way ana]ySIS of

*

variance.

A pl]Ot study conducted in March 1980 was helpful in refining the :

48
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FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

This chapter exam1nes the data obta1ned from the sample of grade
four students attend1ng schools w1th1n the Edmonton Cathol1c School
D1str1ct. .The results of three types of stat1stTcal treatments are
: presented (a) the correlat1ons between the variables are given; (b). the
null hypotheses are restated from Chapter l followed by tables g1v1ng a
summary of the analysis of variance on the*bas1s of which the hypotheses
are or are not rejected; and (c)- the mean scores for the categor1es of ¢
recalled 1nformat1on are 1ncluded. The level of significance for thlS>
study was set at .05. : - e _ |

Th1s chapter is organ1zed into two sect1ons (a) Performance of
' Read1ng Ach1evement Groups for the Nature of Informat1on Recalled and
_(b) Performance of Reading Ach1evement Groups “for the Connectives

o3

Recalled.
e '
The data for the correlat1ons are presented in Table 6. This table
‘shows correlations among the follow1ng twelve var1ables connectives,
d1fferent connect1ves, text spec1f1c un1ts, text enta1led un1ts, text
erroneous units, and‘text external un1ts for ‘the passage w1thout\\' °

connectwes, and for the- passage W'lth COHHECthBS, respectwely T\ere

were s1xteen s1gn1f1cant correlat1ons at the 05 level or less. Although

| \
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the cause of these re]at10nsh1ps cannot be determined from corre]at1ona1
analysis, they will be used to raise a number’ of*questlons and/or
speculations regarding resu]ts of data perta1n1ng to the hypotheses
presented in . this chapter. : o

\ o,

Performance of Reading Ach1evement Groups for the Nature of ~
- 7 Informatlon Recalled.

L

“Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were formulated-tovassess significanh////'

differences in‘the comprehension of good and poor readers on'passages
w1th perceptual connect1ves present and passages wwth these connectives
removed. Results were analyzed with two ay ana]ys1s of var1ance w1th
,repeated measures:across pasyages to déterm1ne d1fferences in the nature
. of information reca]]ed-on’?he two types of passages. . |
Results | v

The four hypotheses. formulated to assess d1fferences between the
-achievement groups and types‘of passages for the nature of 1nformat1on
reCalTed;are presented below.

Hypothes1s 1 —

For the number of text spec1f1c units reca]]ed therev1s no

significant: .
‘,(a) main effect of reading achievement groups.
(b) main effect of types of passages. ‘
(c) interaction between reading ach1evement groups and types of

passages.

L

Hypothes{s 2

For the number of text entalled un1ts recalled, there is no
s1gn1f1cant ‘
_ £
(a) main effect of read1ng ach1evement .groups.
(b) main effect ‘of types of passages.

f ™~

—~
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(c) interaction between reading achierement groups and types of
passages. . ' '

prothesi#’ .

For the number of text erroneous units recalled, there is no
significant: :

(a) main‘effect of reading ach1evement groups.
(b) main effect of types of passages.‘
v - (c) interaction between reading ach1evement groups and types of
‘ 7‘, passages. .

Hypothes1s 4

Fy the number of text entailed units recaTTed there- is no
sign1f1cant

’

(a) main effect of reading achievement groups.
main effect of types of passages. o
(c) interaction between read1ng achievement groups and types of
assages. .
) ,

The results of two way ana]ys1s of var1ance to test these Q%
hypotheses are presented “in Tables 7 to 10. The nature of 1nformat1on
‘recalled by the goodiand poor readers after reading passages with and
without connectives was compared to see if there were significant
differences in the1r comprehens1on of the textual information. The data

revealed no significant d1fferences between the groups for information

recaTTed in any of the categories (text spec1f1c text enta1Ted text

-

erroneous, or text external) The type of passage read (C-, C+) a]so had
no s1qn1f1cant effect on the comprehension of the two read1ng broups.

The test for the presence of interaction of the independent van1ah1es
(types of readers and types of. passages) revea]ed no significant ‘
1nteract1on. Therefore Hypotheses 1, 24 3 and 4 could not be rejected.

¢ The mean scores for the 1nformat1ona1 un1ts given in the recalls {

arehpresented in Table-11. A study of Table 11 shows that the mean



ANACYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT SPECIFIC UNITS RECALLED

Table 7

53

N =140

Source of
Variation _ ss' DF MS F P
Reading Achievement ' v . '
Groups . ~ 18.051 1 18.051 3.693 0.062
Passage Types 1.250 1. 1.250 = 0.245 - 0.623
Interaction 4 0.200 __ 1 0.200  0.039 0.844

) . ,

~ Table 8

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT ENTAILED UNITS RECALLED

N = 40
Source of .
Variation . ' . SS DF - MS . F P
Reading Ach.dievement o ' , :
Groups o © 14.448 1 14.448 1.078 - 0.306
Passage Types C 04791 B 0.791 -  .0.168 0.684
Interaction 0.811 1 0.8117  "0.173 0.680
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Table 9
. . -
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT ERRONEQUS UNITS RECALLED
N = 40 ]
Source of : '
Variation . SS DF M | F p
Reédihg Achievement ~ ‘ - ' ‘
Groups : 6.612 1 6.612 3.186 . 0.082
Passage Types .~ 1.013 1 1.013  0.631  0.432
_Interaction 1.513 1 1513 0.943 0.338
( ~
Table 10
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEXT EXTERNAL UNITS RECALLED
| &
N =40 ~
» Source of : , S e ~
Variation ’ SS DF . MS F - P’
Reading Achievement ' : : 4 -
Groups , 0.013 1 : 0.013 0.025 — . 0.875
Passage Types ' 0.313 1 0.313 . 1.309 . " 0.260

Interaction 0113 . 1 C0.M13° 0.471  0.497
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Table 11

MEAN SCORES QF THE READING ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS
FOR THE NATURE OF INFORMATION RECALLED

: Text : Text Text . Text
Achievement Specific Entailed Erroneous External
Group Units Unigs . Units _ Units

I . 3 v ‘
X S
C- C+ - C- c+. - C- C+ C- C+
I 4 ,\\_/M?
. _ . ‘ 4
Poor Readers 4.00 3.65 8.05 7.65 1.70 - 1.65 © .35 .40

Good Readers - 4.85 ° 4.70 ~  8.70. 8.70 85 1.35 .25 .45
l h '

C- passage without connectives’

C+ passage with connectives

number of text entailed units given in the rete11ing_was greéter than
th;t for any other type"of informafional unit. This was foliowed by text
specific units, text erroneous units, and text_éiterna]qunits,
resbective]y; i > | R

" Discussion of the Results

1 Complete understandinjlof text depends on the abiljty of the reader
fo defect, intefpret,‘and'synfhesige'rEIationships between informational
units. This study was designed to éxamine the di%fer. +=5 in the

‘understanding or combrehensioh of textu&l information of good and poor

readers on two types of passages. 'Since Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 could 4;

not be rejected, this suggests that the reading“achieVement\groups did

~

]



not differ 1pﬁ%bstracttng ianh9§t1on from the text or in text ) -
organization processes. Passage types;also did not‘affegt the
comprehension of the information readshy these achievement groups. It
appears then that both good and peor readers used similar comprehension
strategies regardless of the type of passage read (C- or C+).. 1Y

%" These findings support Ryan and Semmel'é (1969) and Su]liven's
(1973) conclusibns that all types of readers appear to use the same
strategies in organizing and relating informatizj;, They state that a
header uses his knowledge of language.and the context in testihg
hypotheses about the information in the text rather %g;nfngﬁcting
passiue]y to each unit. Goodman (1976) similarly called reading a
“psycholinguistic guessing game". In this model of reading a reader
utilizeé‘knowledge of backgrbund;experiénces, language, and the task at
hand to select cues, associate meaning with them, and synthesize the
information in text with this prior knohledge. Comprehension is impaired. -
if prior knowledge is 1nadequate»to eneu}eﬂthe‘reader to be an gctive»
reader. i

Ih/;his stuuy, the passages wereése]ected to be at an instructiona]t
1eve1 for the poor readers so that they would have adequate understanding
of the task. A p1]ot study conf1rmed that the passages were at an
approprlate 1nstruct1ona1 1eve1 for tee poor grade four readers thus
they were abfe to be active readess and reconstruct the meaning of the
connected discourse. This may account for the f1nd1ng that both types of
readers processed information 51m11ar1y.
The importance of'determining'every child's reading level has been

emphasized by writers such as Barbe (1961), Betts (1969), Bond and Tinker




57

(1973), and Harris and Sipay.x1975). However, it apbears that in
agifferentiating cogn1t1ve abilities of good anq\poor readers on \
comprehension tasks. few studies, if any, have controlled for material to
.be at instructional level. In addition, most studies comparing good and
poor readers have assessed level of comprehension, whereas thié study
differs in that it assesses the nature of comprehension of good and poor
readers.

‘Studies such as Cromer's (]970), Weinstein and Robinovitcﬁ's
(1971), and Isakson and‘Miller's (1976) contrasted good and poor readers
to compare their syntact%c/semantic processing of information. They

concluded that ‘there was a difference between the two grdhps in their
ability toﬁmake use of syntactic/semahtic cues in the sentence structures
and that poor comprehenders have difficulty perceiving relationships . .
between the words in a passage and integrating them into a meaningful
wha1e. However, thedata in this study revealedrthat there was no
difference in the ability of good and poor readers to understand
relationigjps betweeh information units. denoted by’percebtua]

connectives. It is poss1b1e that their findings may have been rep]1cated~

in this study if the: passages selected had not been at instructional

level for tnhe poor readers I <:;ﬁ
Specific to assessing the nature of comprefiension processes in this
study was the understanding of logical relatioﬁships in discourse. That
-,

-

good and poor readers understand logical relationships equally we]] a
supports the f1nd1ngs of Miller and Hosticka (1978) and Neilsen and Braun

4(1978) Their studies had also compared good. and poor readers in the1r
understanding of 1og1ca1 connectlves.

@

-,



5723: As was done in th1s study, Neiysen and Braun (1978)'also had

assessed passage effects (w1th and without connectives) on the feaders~ :.» .

comprehension of connectives. The1r findlngs were eonfirmed.in“this e

study._ SubJects uere able to understand Tog:cal relationships”in

'-4 discourse regardless of whether they were imp\tcit or exp11c1t in passa§E“"

&
eﬂ

context. Thus aS°Neilsen (1978) had concluded “the presence or absence :
of l1ngulstic cohnect1ves in the Surface structure of text does not
affect the comprehension of interpropositjona] relat1onsh1ps 1n the :

m1crostructure (passage content) of text" (p. 9) Thls suggests that'~-

_fﬂ Iog1cal re]ations are encoded as part of a schemata embod%ed in dlscourse ‘

-

IS

~and can be 1nferred 1f they/are apsent. ,]° S '7i.f N ‘;4;,
| Pearson s (1974) gata support findlngs that the c09n1t1ve process

of synthe51$ is: Integral 1n comprehensiona He concluded that “at least

”

w1tp respect to causa11ty, peop#e store data in un1f1ed rather than
)’/
v d1scret3‘units“ (p 187) As in Pearson $ (1974) study where causal

relations were synthes1zed so 1n this study loglcal perceptuaJ ‘

S relatlonsh1ps were synthesized by the subJects.

Table 11 gives the mean scores for each type of 1nformationa1
un1t.””iltheﬁgh differences between means were not stattst1ca13y tested
the table indlcates that there were more text enta11ed un1ts than other

,,,,, types of un1ts given 1n the recalls.' Jhe text entatled unit ts

A }'1ndicat1ve of 1nformatlon put together in new ways, add1tion of text “f“h‘.

' related information that 15 semantically enta11ed by the text or :;

S
. -

1nferepces. It inclpded appropriate synthes1s of 1nformat1on.» Therefore__,;

(
1t appears that the readers comprehens10n\d¥ passage mater1a1 was both

abstractxvesand constrxctive (Gomulick1, 1956, Bransford and Johnson,'

T

] I . it R 5 I
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'h‘]972 Frederwcksen, 1975, Kintsch and van Dijk 1978‘tf' e

- ang Cera, 1979) Th1s was. true for both gogd and poor readers. ?f“.1

re

il

Performance of Read1Angch1evement Groups for e
the Connectives Recalled ‘

Joeer
|
|
1

~

Hypotheses 5 and 6 were formulated to determ1ne the 51gn1f1cance of
d1fferentes in. the totalanumber and the number of d1fferent perceptual “h

S connect1ves generated in theuunawded recal]s by good a@d poor, readers e

A e

i after passages w1th and w1thout connect1ves were read. Resu]ts were.
anatyzed by the statlst1ca1 measure of two-way analys1s of variance w1th ‘;

repeated measures across passage types. /'.;//f

‘,\ X
LN /Ihe two hypotheses to assess’ dsze;

" o (a) main: fect of reading ach1evement groups.
Lt (b). main effect of types. of passages. . §
AT {c) interaction. between reading ach1evement groups.and types of o

: “passages. \ -~ : . . _ : A »

‘ 'Hypoth"esis-o \

For\tﬁegjumber of d1fferent perceptua] connect1ves reca11ed, .
there is. no gnif1cant\ o _ ce .

(a) matn effect of reading achfevement groups.,
’ (b;v main effect of types of,passages. ° - '

(c, Interaction between read1ng achievement groups and types of
E passages. . : i

B



| ;f)~'A ’iv,   ;- ; :., .'. }Fi“Tab]évié.‘i;iéggggi. "f}',v‘>i {gﬁj

T _ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR | ‘ |
. TOTAL. NUMBER OF PERCEPTUAL connecrxves RECALLED R

——

N=40
. Source of . A b
“Variation - <88 —

Read1ng'Ach1evement : R . ' e o
Groups - 0. 450 1 0.450 . 0.079 0. 780

 Passage Type\ 2000 120000 80 0007**-

" ‘Interaction 0. 450 e 0450 081 0.673

- \ St T;abTe ]3' - o g

B \ | “ ANALYSLS OF VARIANCE o]’ e
F T e THE NUMBER OF DIFFERENT PERCEPTUAL CONNECTIVES RECALLED

7 B -"-.El \ o ,/ i

Source of - S B P . =
‘Variationvv . 8§ . DF. MS Foo P

Readlng Ach1evement ‘7'f“;;[ T - . 5 R
» Groups ‘ B .. .0.050 . 1 0.050  0.069 - J'«‘0.795~‘

Passage Types . Taes0 1 1250 2052 0.000%*
Interaction  ; 0.050° 4 0050 0.007 045 -
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T
T Table " | ,." L
BT FREQUENCY OF - PERCEPTUAL coﬁNECTlves RECALLED
e | C-'Passage *s»'thnecttve C+ Passage . Connective‘ Total
then 69 - ;,then - 8] ‘then 150
~.when o d g - “when - L14 When . 23
:',whi]e o 3 . untdl (im0 Mo hntij (tilT) 12
after 2 after 7 ‘ after 9
G | N ' o b
‘until (¢i1y) -1 before . -4 before 5
v . . .
where o . _ where . 4 where 5
et o1 as 3 - as 4
pefore -~ 0 while 2 while 4
| C~~ passage without pérceptual connect1ves -
C G+ ~passage with perceptual connect1ves ‘;'“ ’ : o

o

Data perta1n1ng to Hypotheses 5 and 6 are presented in Tables 12
i and 13 <§In add1t1on "Tabie 14. 1nd1cates the frequency of perceptual :
;connect1ves 1n the passaées w1th and w1thout connect1V€s

thferences between the readlng ach1evement groups and between the

O
types*of passages read were assessed for the perceptual connectives

: recalled Hypotheses 5a and 6a were not‘reaected 1nd1cat1ng that there )
was no- s1gn1f1cantfma1n effect of read1ng ach1evement groups on the total
”'~number or the number of different perceptual connectives recalled. s
| E Hypotheses Sh ‘and 6b. were rejected. Therefore the nypes of -
' passages had a s1gn1f1cant effect on the total number as well as the

;numoer of d1fferent perceptual connectlves recalled.
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Hypotheses 5¢ and Gc were not reaected. Thus it can'be‘concluded

et

that the 1nteraction between types of readers and types of passages on

the total number and the number of different .perceptual connect1ves was

not s1gn1f1cant. : - : —

%)

1t can.be noted “from a study of Table 14 that proport1ona11y to
other connectlves g1ven in the reca]]s, “"then" was used about four\te one’
§1mes more often than other connect1ves after the read1nglof the passage
without connectives. However, use of "then" was approx1mately ha]f the
ndhber of other connect1ves given in the recalls after thernead1ng of the ¥
d passages with connect1ves./- v o ' , T~
Discussion 'of the Resu]ts 35 |

! ' <
Accordlng to the data, there was no s1gn1f1cant difference between

the achievement: groups -on generat1on of perceptua] connectives in the
Q . reca]ls. Both good and poor readers: used these connect1ves in their
é\Q reca]ls after read1ng both types of passages. Katz and Brent (1968) had
A found that from ages 6~ 7 and 11- 12 there 1s a marked increase in ab111ty J
\to c]early verbaﬁ1ze causal and temporal re]at1onsh1ps. In this study
n1ne year old children whether they were good or poor readers appeared
T to have the ab1]1ty to verbal1ze temporal and spat1a1 relatlonsh1\s
They were also able to verba]tze re]attonshtps denoted by other types of
(ifconnect1vé;;%but smnce these are not the ‘focus. of thlS study, they are
not reperted \\\ ' _ |
' A]though connectlves were used by both ach1evement grbups in thelr
reca]ls after read1ng each type of passage, the type of passage read had

a 51gn1f1cant effect on the’ number of perceptua] connect1ves produced.
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More perceptua] connect1ves were recal]ed when the passage with

exp]1c1t]y stated connectives was read. Thus the presence of connect1ves .

cued»ab111ty-to remember them and fac1l1tated their use 1n the’ product1on~
\\

of more complex sentences.

In readab111ty research, sentence length and comp]ex1ty contr1bute
to comprehens1on difficulty (Rearson, 1974) Use of exp11c1t1y stated
connect1ves in the C+ passage did 1ncrease the complex1ty of sentence

structure. In this study, however, comprehen51on of the C+ passage was

 not affected for e1ther the good or .the poor readers.

The total number of perceptual connect1ves producéﬁ and the number

of d1fferent perceptual connect1ves produced in the reca]]s 'were highly
correlated across: both types of passages (C passage 678, p. <,.013 C+
passage 737 p £ CH) Thus the more connect1ves given in the

recall, the more llkely that there were more d1fferent ;nnnect1ves
\ -

; giVen These/two var1ab]es are not clearly dlst1nct.

That there is a s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p between understand1ng of
connectwves and comprehens1on has been postulated by Stoodt (1972)
Nellsen~(1978), Beebe and Ma11cky-(1n press) In th1s study the
re]at10nsh1p of perceptualfconnect1ves and CbmprehenSIOn of connected

discourse was 1nvestTgated The nature of - ﬁnformat10n as most indicative

-

. of the understandlng of 1og1ca1 re]at1onsh1ps in d1scourse is the text

°entaTTed 1nformat1on unit. While causatlon cannot be. establ1shed by the

corre1ation of connectives given in the recall and text entailed un]ts,

~— L b

" it can be said that a Signif#cant positive relationship exists (Tab]e

' 6)' The corre]at1on between the tota] number of connect1ves and text

entailed units; and the number of d1fferent connectives and text enta11ed



units, related to the C- passage is 494 (R < .01) and 344 (p_ < 01), |
respect1ve1y. As relate.:ro the C+ passage, the correlatlon between the
total number of connect1ves and text entailed units is .501 (p. < .01),
while the correlat1on between the nqpber of different connecttves and

. = N L)

text entailed untts 1s 555 (g < 01)

- . : . ~ IR o
‘ ~ Summar S 'iﬁﬁ?

— . . -
. K

A

* . ',a. . . - __\ : .
No significantvdifferences were found between achiixement groups or

types. of passages for the nature of 1nformat1on recal However, there

was a s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the types of passages read “with or

. w1thout connect1ves for the total. number ‘of perceptua] connect1ves and

i, — .

the number gtud1fferent peréeptual connectives reca]]ed.
Slnceh£#211c1t (C- passage) or exp11c1t (C+ passage) perceptua]

' ponnect1ves d1d not cause performance between the ach1evement groups to

'

vary s1gn1f1cant]y, spatla] and tempqral re]atlonshlps were, comprehended
by the good and the poor readers regardless of wh1ch type of passage was.

read. Presence of the connectlves in the passages d1d however,

—
—

facwlltate rncreased use of them in the recal]s.



CHAPTER V  —_

: . SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS _AND
Yo : SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH e

Themajor purposes of this studyrwerectorcombare good -and, poor
readers' comprehension of connected discourse with and without perceptuei ‘

\ . - ) .‘ . ’ - ! 3 '
connectives and their use of these connectives in verbal recalls.

N

‘Perceptual connectives-aid in synthesizing tempora]tand spatial‘

“relationships. . ‘ ‘ SR .

m

‘. Summary of the Study

The samgle consisted of forty subjects, in grade four attending
sChog}s_witnin the'Edmonton,Catho]icnSchooI District. They,were‘selected

on thé‘ﬁasis of comprehension scores on the Gates-MacGinitie Réadtng

_;Test ‘Level C ’Form 2 Canad1an Ed\tlon and- the non-verba] scores on the

.

'Canad1an Lorge-Thornd1ke Intel]1gence Test Leve] B, Form 1. M Q was

held constant and the subJects were d1v1ded accord1ng to theJr
comprehens1on scores, anto two equa1 groups of good and poor readers.
»Cngrehension scores of the good readers were between the 70th and the .
90th‘oercent11es,_whereds thevpoor readers scores were between the ]0th
' and the 30th percentiles. E ”: T ‘\\“i S 'f - (

Each subJect was 1nd1v1dua11y tested using two passages of
~different content./”Passages;yere used\because analysis was concerned

e



vw1th relationsh1ps between and across sentences.' OneApassage was
constructed with perceptual connectives present wh1]e ‘the other passage
- had no* percepYbal connect1ves. Each subJect was asked to read the
passages s11ent1y After each passage was read, the subject was
requested to give an unatded recall. . The una1ded recalls were tape
| rec0rded and later transcribed 1nto protocols for ana]y51s first into
,clausal units and then accordtng to type of information recalled:

Recal]s were: a]so ana]yzed for the perceptual connect1ves given.

s

1ndependent means corre]at1ons, and two-way analys1s of var1ance w1th

repeated measures.

RN —- ~

Major Findings,

-
i

L
Results of the ana]y?%s of var1ance revea]ed the fo]]owtng f1nd1ngs.

1. There were no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences between read1ng
t'achieVement groups for the'number of text specific units recalled, the
number of text entailed. unitsyrecalled the‘number of text erroneous
units reca]]ed or the number of text external un1ts recal]ed
. // “ '
2. - Theré were no 51gn1f1cant d1fferences between types of
passages for the number of text spec1f1c un1ts reca]led the number of
- text enta1led un1ts recal]ed the number of text erroneous un1ts
reca]led or:. the number of text externa] un1ts reca]]ed ' -
/ - k
3. Tnere were no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract10n effects between readﬁng\
'achtevement groups and types of passages for the number of text spec1f1c

fun1ts reca]]ed, tne«number of text entailed units. recalled, the number.of .
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e

text erroneous units recalled, or the number of text external units
recalled. Y

4.  There were no significant differences between: reading

o ach1evement groups for the total number of perceptual connectives

recal]ed or the number of d1fferent perceptua] connect1ves recalled.
5. There were s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between types of passages

for theatotal number of perceptual connectives recalled and the, number of

' ~d1fferent perceptua] connectives reca}]ed When connectives were present

1n the passage, more connectives were g1ven in the recal]
6. There ware o significant interaction “effects between read1ng
ach1evement groups and types of passages for the total number of

perceptual connect1ves recalled and the number of d1fferent perceptual

~connect1ves recal]ed

Further ana1ys1s of the data gathered 1n this study revealed that
there were mor e text entatled “information units given 1n the recalls than

other types -of: un1ts (text. spec1f1c “text erroneous, or text externa])

‘There was also .2 pos1t1ve significant correlation between text entailed
units and use of perceptual connectives. Although the connective "then"
“was used the most ofteri in the recalls, more different perceptua]

connectives were given after the C+:passage'was read.

Ct

Conclusions and Implications
: : N . u B : .
This study provtded.further evddence that readingvcomprehension'

A

1nvolves abstract1on and constructlon processes. - This implies cognitive:

| .and 11ngu1st1c process1ng and re]1ance on background know]edge. o _
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Abstractive process1ng involves selecting relevant information units from -
‘the text and synthesizing the units- 1nto a mean1ngful whole.
Construct1ve processing. involves the reader 1n using 1hformat1on from the
text a]ong with hls/her background knowledge to construct (or |
reconstruct) a meaningfu] 1nterpretat10n of the text. : ~

Some studies (Cromer, 1970; we1nste1n and Rob1hov1tch 1971;
Isakson and Miller, 1976) have found that poor comprehenders possess 1ess
tabpility tnan good comprehenders to organ1ze text. However, th1s finding
was not supported in this study. Since the passages were selected to be
at the instructionalllevel for the:poor readers, this may account for the
f1nd1ngs that there were no proce551ng d1fferences between the good and

-

poor readers. If this is so, then there ‘are crucial 1mp]1cat1ons for the

study of process d1fferences, i.e. how readers interact w1th print; and .

for c]assroom instruction. '

[y

Researchers must be careful that conclusions regard1ng dlfferences
" in comprehens1on praocesses are not caused by having the poor readers at
‘ frustrat1on evel. Teachers should ensure that basic reading instruction
is prov1ded at an appropr1ate 1eve] as thIS appears to be cruc1a1 in
“reconstructing meaning of text successfu]ly Informa] read1ng
ﬂ1nventor1es (McCracken, ]966 Betts, 1972; Sw]varo]1, 1977) wh1ch make
:use of mater1als of increasing d1ff1cu]ty wou]d be helpfu] to teachers to
make structured observations of reading behav1or in an actual situation
_'tto determ1ne an approprwate reading leve] for each ch1]d. ‘
Log1ca1 connect1Ves are d1ff1cu1t to define because their mean1ng
-comes from their 11nkages w1th othervwords and concepts. Therefore they
~are 1mportant to ]anguage in terms of their re]at1ona1 mean1ng and if not

understood will hamper comprehenswn. In this: study,\the focus was %n



'

-

the comprehenston of perceptual connectives in written language. Results
Showed no difference between the good andspoor readers' understanding and

use of them. The subjects in this study ysed them effectively to

N synthesize ttme and space re]ationshtps in the passage. - This may be

because the passages were carefully selected so they could interact
meaningfully with the 1nformatjon. Grade four stJdents, according to
Piaget's stages‘of deveTopment, can understand 1ogica1 relations. In
this study,‘they did when material was at their instructional level.

A]though use of exp11c1t1y stated connectives resulted in longer,
more complex sentences, both good and poor readers were able to
comprehend the passages. ’Therefore this raises imp]icatlons for
reexamining the readability factors in instructional materials. Sentence
length partlcular1} needs to be reviewed.

The type of passage read (with and w1thout connect1ves) 1nf}uenced-

“the subJects use. of“connectives in the recalls. Because connective‘ are

synthes1zers between informational units, 1ncreased use of them in

passages should result .in more text enta1led informational ufits being
g1ven in reca]]s. A]though causa]1ty cannot be 1nferred there was a
p051t1ve correlat1on between use of perceptua] connect1ves .and text

entalled units. It appears, then that there is va]ue in us1ng

‘ connectlves 1n wr1tten material. Ch1]dren can use tnem as aids to

synthesize the 1nformat1on. In add1t1on when connectives are stated in

passages, ch1]dren generate a greater var1ety of connectives in reca]]s.

This results in finer mean1ng d1st1nct1ons between 1nformat1ona] units.
By ana]yz1ng a protocol and. c0mpar1ng it to the input text, 1t 1s

poss1b1e to f1nd out what 1nformat1on a subaect understands and ‘remembers

/ .

)
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and can be useg_

the process1ng operations app11ed to the ﬁﬁﬁ% ellxﬁg as’ an !; f'd
P 2o Y
i,

instructional technique focusses the chlld s attention oﬁ”gétﬁing meﬁﬁﬂng
from the text at the s ame time that cognitive and 11ngu1stic ab111t1és‘

are operatlng in processing mean1ng. Retelling, unlike quest10n1ng

techniques, measures what is important to the child. Us1ng rete]l1ng as %
a measure of comprehens1on may also result in 1mprovement of ora]

ES

language skills. Th1s may transTate into an 1mproved fac111ty for

writing skills. L S ‘

This study was based on the Semantic Potential Theory of Laﬁguage
(Fagan,(1978):and,'overa11, the resultg support both the use of recall
and recall categories.(Fagan, 1980) as viab]e’techniques for,exémfning
reading comprenension. In addition _the subjects in this study did
"produce the connect1ves jdentified in Fagan s loglcal connectives
categor1es in their recalls. Also, use: of these connectives did
differentiate between performabce on paesage types. Herice support for
the theory was generated in this study. ﬁbwever,lit should a]so be noted
that the variables 1dentified in}the theory did:hot differentiate between

' goad and poor readers.



“;grobsgﬁ only when content is unfamiliar or when it is not at

Suggestions for Further Research .

As the findings of this st&dy indicated no apparent differences in
BN , : .
text processing between good and poor readers, this study has raised more

questionslthan it has answered regarding the development of comprehension
® :

process1ng strategﬁ%s, for example: Will syntacric/semantic factors be a.

It may be warranted to find out what types of syntactic structures do in

g1

-fact‘freate difficulty for npaders at speci®ic stages of development.

Informatlon about what causes readers to "break down" and be unaole.to

syntheS\ze the detiéls of discourse relationsths would lead toward more‘

effective ingtruction and development of appropr1ate instructional

materials.

=

Studfes examining differences in discourse processing between good

afid poor feaders might include background knowledge and/or stage of.

\J‘cogn1$1ve deve]opment as variables. Miiler and Hosticka (1978) state

that "1f a developmental trend is supported readang researchers might be

e
persuaded to more c]osely exam1ne the Plagetian theory of cognitive
ig . .
development 1n relat1on to reading comprehens1on ability" (p. 293) >

A]so, backgrouna know]edge wou]d appear to be a crucial var1able 1n the

—

written 1nformat1on. It may be that good and poor readers differ in

“extent and/or use of background knowledge when 1nvolved in a -

12

: comprehens1on task. ; .. -) :
. . ° ¢
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o

this study sno;ed tnatrbotn }” ’

understood and used*;he-connectives investigated in this study. These

tne sample uas draun Inerefore this study should be replicated to

1nclude néaders uhose cdnprenension scores are belou tne.lOth percentile N

-
o0

for a.comparison of results. : ff,a<

} ‘w'ff'oe this study is among the first to £ocus on perceptual :
connective ~in,;ontinuous discourse, tne study of the development of
comprenenSion of perceptual connectives. particularly in written o
’language, across grade leyels is warranted.» Further studies focussing on ?7
the relationsnip between use of connectives and synthesis of information }}
“are also warranted._!t . f,l '-i ;";e?;'d".l bﬂzr;4%: ' |

a

Traditionally children—have been asked to read orally in classroome g
) ' LR /" B S
.and oraﬂ reading as an indicator of “a good reader“ is open to

fchallenge. In this study the subgects were required to read the passages';
ISilently. A replication of the study requiring subaects to read orally y
"may yield‘different results. since processing of text may be different in:‘
ioral reading. More researcn/contrasting oral and silent reading ;;~‘;w/-
;processes may benefit classtoom teachers.~.i?jf""< S -'_i.ijl(; :'_' ’
’} Finally, the results of tnis study provide direction for fnr -

rresearchers to reexamine readability fonMulae.' Perhaps different f fce-f

‘critenia are necessary. ,,.,;r }_,”]r':-:;ijpf,;nf;i._ - JT],_Q

" :
~
e .
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e

differences betueen good andi”“” - arat

"’their understanding of perceptual connec'

ol Fihe KL

~jin the comprehenSion of passages;;whether connectives were impiicit or °ﬂﬁ§_f

;kvexplicit between tne good and the poor readers.a There#ere, results

f?:appear to Justify the conclusion that forzboth good and poor readers,
‘;preading comprehension/requires an active, attentive. and selective reader ?”“

:who/interacts uitn the text to extract and reconstruct meanings~ An

" mmmmtini e

'fimportant variable contributing to being this type of reader appears to f-j

"jbe the ad;ustment of material to an appropriate reading level This
L o -
ivgprov1des direction for the teacning of compreNenSion strategies,--

- vparticular]y in re]ation to remediation efforts.;{f*"’
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INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS

‘flnstructions before the passages were read'

| 1 am going to give you two short stories to read. 1 would like you
to read the stories 511ent1y or to yourse]f You have tQ read the
stories by yourself and you can take as long as you. want to read each !
story. when you have finished reading a story, I want you to tell me

about what you have read. TeT] me al\ that you can remember about the

' story.

‘This story is called “A G1ft" (or "A Trip")

‘
s

~ . . . — .
: : 3

Instructions after each passage was read:

" Now tell me about what you have read. Tell me all that you can

-~ remember about the story. (The only prompt that was g1ven ‘was “Is that

all?" or "Is there anything else?")

hd
o -
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“for him

PASSAGE 1 (C-)

i"” AGIFT

. .}“. peb, o N - ’ . -
Henry liked to take pictures. His parents gave QIT a camera. He /-,'““

v

was very excited. He rushed downtown and he bought some iiim at-the
drugstore. He put the £ilm in the camera. An alarm be11~sounded. Two

men darted int‘lkhe street waving guns. Henry took three pjictures. They

’ Jumped into a car and disappeared in the traffic. Henry was excited i,!

“about taking the pictures. He decided to go to the police station and

tell Poticeman Wilson. Policeman Wilson was delighted. He said ‘that

-

Henry would be rewarded Henry hurried home. His parents were waiting %‘.h.




PASSAGE 1 (C+) .

A GIFT

Henry erd to take pictures. He was very excited when‘ hfs parents '
gave him a camera. He ruihed dosmtown to the drugstore wtpre he bought '
some film. Just after he had finished putting the.-film -in the camere. an
alarm be]l sounded. Then two men darted “into. the stnee_t___aying guns.
Henry took three pictures as they jump,gd 1nto a car and qtsappeared in
the traffic. Hhi]e Henry was sti}l erted about taking the pictures. -he
* “decided to go to the police station m tell PoHceman uilson. PoHceman
‘Wilson was de]ighted.,l He said that Henry ‘would be rewarded. Henry
hurried home where his parents were wa‘lting for him.

N~
A



] \. PASSAGE 2 (C )
v \ ‘ - . ‘l | ’, |
. e (" w , P T
~. R ’ \,‘ j" - "!\ ‘ |

T . y , . N
’ \1 e ol U
L t was Saturday=mprn1ng. Eddﬁe and Frank-were happy. They wanted

to visit the alrport and watch the planes land and take of ¥+ It was'
B

““eleven mvtes to the alrport SO they ec1ded to rlde their b1cyc1es. They

each packed sonF sandw1ches for 1unch and they left.‘ They d1d not know

) I

the way but they ]ooked at the s1de of the road and they saw some 51gns.

They rode ?3? about an hour. Sudden]y Eddae h1t ‘a’ bump on the 3dge of ~

T
the road. He tumb]ed to the ground and he hurt h1s leg They d1scovered

(\

; Edd1e s blcycle had a flat t1re.v Eddie and Frank thought about going -

r

. ', home but they dec1de8 to- f1x the t1re. They. pushed Edd1e 3 b1cyc1e to a f'

gas stat1on and wa1ted -'e man f1xed it N ’f S

N
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' Edd1e and Frank were happy when 1t‘was Saturday morn1ng. They

" R | ATRIP N

wanted to v1s1t the a1rport where they could watch the a1rp1anes land an

'-,,take off. It was eleven m1]es to the airport 50 they'ﬁecﬁded to ride

_ thelr b1cyc1es. Before they left they each packed some sandw1ches f
;']unch. Tney d1d not know the way but they 1ooked at the side of the road e
1where they saw some s1gns. Théy rode for about an hour\when sudden]y \\

: Edd1e h1t a bump on the edge\\f the road He hurt.h1s-1egvas hemtumb]edo o
~yto the - ground Then they d1scovered Eddwe s bwcycle had a flat tire. |
' Eddie and Frank thought/éhouh go1ng home but they decided to f1x the ’
't1re They pushed Edd1e s b1cyc1e to a gas stat1on and wa1téd unt1l the :

‘man f1xed\1t._
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PASSAGE 1 (C-)

e A Gift'
-, . T~ ' A - . R ‘B : N " c
-/ Henry (1ike) he 1iked-to take pictures / gnd'h15°(uh) mom/ and
. Do . { . Co 0,»\ B ¢ . ‘ ]
B .

 fV fdddfboﬁght him a camera /rand then he went downtownvfo the drugstore to

] ‘ M

e A . B - .
get some fi1n14&and then he went downtown to take some pictufes / and

\\\ — 5

when hg\wés walking thro

) ‘ B - L .
ugh. the door / (uh) two men came out / and they’

_ B ; : e o A L ' v
had guns in their hands / and (uh) he took three pictures of them / and
BT " B | } e I B e
then they went .into the car / and then he went to th; policeman / and he

i

A e T D S B

told about them / and then he got a seward / and.he‘sta{ted‘home / (cause
. . ) PR ‘ i v .

‘ {f) causeBhe‘thdughf / his parenié'wqglq‘get Wokried;’ or somgthfng”/ /:f o
, Anaixsfsfpf~0afé:»' S LT
_\r_’\GJausal_dn}fi': ‘{T>‘_"v[ e
Reca]l infofaatibﬁa] uﬁ:tsﬁ ,:\ \
A - Text Specific Units A - 2 o L
B"A‘Text'Enpailed Units ‘B - 13 | | . .
D ibTextvErranbus Units D -}
- Text External Units £ -1 ' |
h . Total Connectives: 6»“A~ o T L

Different Conhéc;ives:
“then" - 5
.- ",When" _ ]

v é o e, ﬁ ‘.f o (';
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_ Tempora) and Spatial Connectives

Tempora] Disjunct1on

One event happens e1ther before or after another event. werds such

°as “before", “after", " "then", are used to express this re]ationship.
After he stud1ed French, John did his math probIems.x
John washed the dishes,« then took out the trash.

., Before he tooksout the trash John washed the dishes. o

Jemporal Con3unct1on \ : T

1

An. event haggens .at the same time as another event.a Common]y used
~words for this dre "while" and "when". | o ,

While'I am sweeping the porch, Mary will wash the ca

, 4

Location ‘ ? - P

. . - ' . P C - N ' ’
Events are placed in a spatial framework. The word "where" is used

most frequently in expressing this relationship.

-

" He went where the boat was docked. -,

He hid where the cook kept his things.



