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ABSTRACT

The major purpose of this study was to investigate the ability

of High and Low Readéro to {comprehend the basically syntactigféépect éf .
language known as tgé‘aqﬁg dent/anaphora relationship. Specific focus
wos on three poaqible vﬁriables that may'contrib te to the readert's
inability to comprehend this rélationship. These vuriables were: (1) the
- number of antecedents interacting in a discourso} 62) the distance between
the anteced;nt and anaphora; (3) the énaphoric.cotegoryv(categories were
devi@éd on the bésis bf form and function).

| An ancillary purpose of the study was to examine relationship
\between oral language production of anaphora and comprehension of the
antecedent/qnaphora relatiopshlp on written language.

The sample used in the study oonsistéd of onelhunéred children

enrolled in their second year of school in a large western, Canadian
‘ci}y. The use of children enrolled in grade two was important in thdt

prior research had shown some cbildren at this Tevel lacked mastery of

the grammatical phenomenon under study. -
A* selected subsample of forty-eight children was chosen to
*particlpate_in an oral language produotion task. The oral language

.produciion of those children was compared with performance on the written

wr

language measures (TAR). * :
LA :
To examine the children's ability to comprehend the antecedent/

anaphora relationship the investigator constructed the Tests of Anaphoric
Heferénce (TAR). All the dependent variables were built into the passages(
used in the TAR and thus were reflected in the children's scores on these

tests.

The statistical design of the study was basically a 2 X2

iv



- . .

factorial with the above montioned dependentJ%ETisb{zs. Analyses of
covariance, with grouping by recader level und sex; were the principal
statistical pnocedures used in the investigation. Theifoghriatc in
all analyses was the children's word rqcognition scoréﬁi

| The results of the study indicated that the iUfk\foudor”;
scores were significantly superior to thoso of Low Readers Sh\ii}
dependent variables. This superiority was consistent even whenugnb
effects of word identification ability were ;ﬁrtialled out.

It was concluded that the addition of antecedenta to a dis-
course caused difficulty for readers at this level An increase in
distance between_antecedent and anaphora is also an ﬁnterferin factpr
especially for Low Readers. The effects of anaphoric %atégory which
reflected case relstionships,bwere mixed. . However, it:was clear{that
some cases, particularly the genitive, are more difficnlﬁ‘ﬁnén others. i

The relationship between oral language productionlof’anaphora
and the comprehension of the antecedent/anaphora relatlonship was such
that the high producers of anaphora tended to score lower on the spe-
cially designed written language tests of anaphoric reference (TAR)
This finding indicates that the relationship betheen oral language pro—
duction and reading comprehension may not be as’ direct as some researchers
nave suggested | ' - o //>

The investigation indicated that further research is needed in
relation to the factors that ray interfere with comprehension of the
.antecedent/ansphOra rslationship. Also, the relstionship between oral
language production of anaphora and comprehension of antecedent and

anaphora in written language requires further study
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\ CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE FPROBLEM

Iatroduction Y

While it is true tha£ we are interested in the redagogy

of reading, we cannot be sure that it is being taught

until we have found: out what it is. To put it another

way—we have to know how to recognize and identify

reading behavior before we can productively study

methods of producing reading behavior. (Raygor, 1971, p. 97

Raygp;'s comment ,- part of hisrpresideptial address to the
Nineteenth Annual Meeting of the National Redding Conference, elucidates
the need for establishing priori£ies in ;eading-resea:ch. It géuld
appsar that effective pedagog:} should develop from a knowledge of the
reading proéeas._ - | o |

. Ig:aeeking this end, many résearchers have focused their

atten@iqn on thé correlates of the reading ac£:(e,g., perception),
intelligence, etc.). While ghese correlates, and the disciplines under
whose aegis they fall, are c;qgial to the ﬁnderstanding'of.reading
’behavior; one must not -permit them to become 'ends unto themselves?.
-In recent yeérs~the &iscipline of linguiégics héswgipgp_been permitted
to become this*ﬁgné;phto {tself’. Aukerman (iéél) supports tbisféog:;.
ieption by‘poihxiﬁé out that, "...some basal readers now boldly.ci;im
:to be'linguisticélly orienﬁed #ithout so much as a revision in their
text (pp. 1u1-142)." Since all written material is linguistic in
nature it abp;éfs'ihat some publishers are attempting to capitalize
on c§nsumer ignorance. ‘Although soms authors and. publishers have per-

mitted linguistics to become a dominant force in reading materisls,

others have thoughtfully appliéd certain linguistic tenets to increase

.
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‘our knoﬁledgo of the reading process. Needlesa to 0&&, the process of
reading cannot be dirmctly obs~rved. quaj, m&ny roaearchéra who are
engaged in psycholinguistic analysis are concerged about the relative
importance of syntax and semantics in language (éibson, 1972, Hamilton
and Deese, 1970; Mehler and Carey, 1968, 1967; Sachs, 1966:; Miller,
'1962). Schlesinger (1966) has thoughttﬁliy pointe%;ogt that a.complete
separation of syntax and semantics is untenable. This relationship is
of vital impqrtance in understanding the proceés of reading.

The sémantic eleient in the act of reading has been tﬁe_foqus

-

of numerous investigations (Dale, Razik, and. Petty, 1974). Howevexr -

¢

recent research has shown that\ceftain syntactie rélatibnships are not
well understood by some children (Bormuth et al., 1974). Syntactic
relationships are important in the act of reading because they signal
information within and between sentences.

Anaphora; a word that subst;tuteé for, or refers to; another
‘word, group of words, or topic in a passage, would~seemingly belclassed
as-a purely syntactic phenomenon. However, using pergohal pronouns as
aﬁ‘example,-one is able to discern certain semanfic information inherent
in the word. For example, the wgrd_hg, although obviowsly reiying on
some other word, its referent, for interpretatioﬁ, dOes’poseess certain
semantic information. One can identify the referent as a singular male
by the form of the prcnoun alons. : ’ -

In rsading) certain processes are involved 1n the campfehension
of tg; antecedent/anaphora relationship. It appears that -the anaphora,
along with its limjted semantic information . such as gender and number

is identified Next, the word, group of words, or topic which the

anaphora substitutes for, or refers to, must be recalled or located.



This remembering or locating process might be referred to nﬂ\‘ho M"aware-
ress of the antocedent/anaphéra relat ionship”. Although there has been
some speculation, and research, indicating thal. awareness of the gntw~
cedent/anaphora relationship ta not. an equally diffictlt sk Tor ail
readers, the conélusions cannot be. consldered definitive. Indeod, }f
one considefs the two major studies that have examined the readert's
understanding of.tﬁe antecedent/anaphora relationship (Bormuth, Manning,
Carr, and Pearson, 1970; Lesgold, 1974) thére appear to be two distinct,
and contradictory views as to the difficulty of ca;tain aﬁaphoric cate-
gories. This difference is especially evident in the éétégory of }-
personal pronouns, ) |

The studies mentioned invthe preg;oﬁg'paragraph focused upon
the difficulty children have in undérstanding the antecedent/anaphora
when various adaphoric categorieé are considered (Q.é;, personal pro-
nouns, numeric pronominal, proverb, etc. ). Difficulty was calculated
on the basis of the percentage of children whé Eomprehended a grammati-
cal structure which representéd}the anaphoric cafegory being tested.

Nobattempt was made in either investigation to examine the variables

that may affect comprehension ofAtﬁe antecedent/anaphora relationship.
Purpose(of the Study

The purpose of this study.wasvto inveétigate the abilities
of two grours of readers, thos; gigh in general reading ability and
those low in general readingvability, to comprehend the grémma;ical
phencmenon known as the antecedent/énaphora relationahip. Specific
focus was on the investigation of possible intervening factors that may

contribute to the reader?s inability to understand this relationship.
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These factors which appeared Lo interact In a4 discourse wepe: {a) the
numbar of antecedents, (‘n) the di.lance betwesn antecedent, and aywiphora,
and {c) the formal aspects of the cnaphoric form (e.p., nominative.
shlvetive, and venitiva v )

A secondary ;‘u}";u:m ol tha study was to Invasticite the rata
iionahip betweentoral language production of anaphora and reading corpre
henslion of the antncednnt/unapho;u relat fonship. The study of this
relationship was accomplished on a group basis by comparing tha ora’
language production of anaphora with understanding of the antecedent/

anapho:a felationship in written language.

Overv?gw of the Design of the Study

The statistical design of the study was basically a 2X2 fac-
torial with three dependent wvariables. Analyses of covariance, with

grouping by reader level and sex, werse the'principa% statistical proce-

[N

ures u&pd for data evaluation,

The use of children in their second year of forml schoel

instruction was chosen on criteria resulting from a literature search

in language

W

cou

s

sition. JSpecifically, the literature indicated that

séfe second grade children may not have ™ull underst nding ©

ey
(4]
4]
v

it
j54)

[0
5

angphoric forms. The main sample, 100 children, was rardomly Jdrawn

= 3even different grade two classes of the Zdmenten Homaen (Catholis
School System., =

-

The evecific choics of children who Wwers in thelr second year
of formal school instrucstion was relavant irv that one o7 the ainms of

the study wes to axamins the relaticnanip betwean oral language pro-

. » N : ;- . o - ~ -/
duction of anaphora and writtsn' 1s 2 g8 comprehension of the antecedent/
3 Py 2 /



anaphora relatieonah{p. A saloctod anbrample of Torty eipht childeon,

drawn from the matn swmple of WO wan chosen e st tetiate fn on
! . i I

sltefted oral Tanguave production Taok,  The selscbod sobocag e o
R e R R S Lo R N S IR R R S N T
el Lhe oral language production of anaphorn was compared with v

readin, porformince on tho written language tasts sapeciolly donionea

&

for thia study.
Definition of Torms

The following terms, impodrtan= to this study, are defined s

follows:
Anaphora

Anaphora are linguistic structures which refer to, or substi-
tute for, other linguistic structures, commonly called referents or

ntecedents., In this study opronominal reference was the general anatvh-

o

oric cétegory investigated. OSpecifically, the studry dealt with thres

“.anaphoric categories as they relate to antscedenzs. They are:

Category s Forms ‘ Tunction
1 I, we To replace or refer to an animats
you noun or nouns. These forms Sunciioo
na, she, it, the as the sublsct of & sentance,
2 2 M ~
Zxezxple:  John walked into the room, He had an zpple in his hano.
2 ms, us To replace or reler to an onizas
you noun or nouns. Lness forms function
him, her, it, them as direct objects, indirezt chbiecus,
and objects ol prepcsitions.

~

zxazple: John walksd into the room. Susan gave an apple *o him.

7 Iy, our To replace or refer to an anirate
your moun or nocuns. < Thess forms funciion

his, her, its, their Yo indicate poasessiocn.
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what are the relative abilities of High and Low Readers in
understanding the antecedent/ansphora relationship when the
number of antecedents interacting in a discourse are con-

sidered? . | 7
\

What are the relative abilities of High and Lod Readers

understanding the ant:cedent/anaphora relationship when

effects of distance between antecedent and anaphora are con-

sidered? ’

oF La

#Whet- are the relative abilities of High and Low Rezders in
understanding the antecedent/anaphora relationship when the
effeats of amaphoric category are considered?

will thé ability of all readers to comprehend the antecedent/
enarhora relaticnship be affected Zy an increase in the
number of antecedents interacting throughout a discourase?.

will the ability of all readers to corrrehend the antecedent/
anaphora relationshiy be affected By an increazse in the
distance between antecedent and anaphora?

~ill the 2bility of all readers to comprehend the antecedent/
anaphora relationship be affected by the enaphioric category?

what 1s the relationship between oral language production of
anaphora and comprehension of the antecedent/znaphora rela-

tionship in written language?

what is the relationship between intelligence and the

- reader's ability to comprehend the antecedent/anaphora

relatiocnship? ¢ . )

2@
v

What Zs the relationshir between visual memory span and
the reader's ability to comprehend the antecedent/an;phora
relationship? - '

“he following null hyrotheses were forrmulated for each of the gquestiors :

<uestion 1.

1.1,

Cuesticn 2.

2.1,

o

Trere. will be no significant difference “in the rerform
ance of hHigh and Low Readers cn the TAZ-C and on tre
TAR-MC regardless of whether the number of antecedents
18 two rather than four.

Bl

There will be no significant difference in tho rerformance
of .High and Low Readers cn the TAR-C and TAR-MD when the
distence between the zntecedent and anaphora is 0--2
propositions or 3-5 propositions. : '



Question

Question

Suestion

3.
3.1.

\n
.

W
N

a~

6.4.

There will be no significant difference in thL perform—
ance of High and Low Readers on the TAR-C and TAR-~ PL in
relation to Category 1 (Nominative case), Ca tegory
(Objective case), and Category 7 (Genitive case)

There will be no significant difference in the subjects?
scores when the means of TAR-C, Form 1 (Z antecedents)
are compared with TAR-C, Form 2 (4 antecedents).

There will-be no significant difference in the subjects?
scores when thre means of TAR-1T, Form 1 (4 antecedents)

ars compared with TAR-MC, Form 2 e a“ueceuencJ)

There will be no significant difference in the subjects!

gcores when the means of the TAR-C, Form 1 (0-2 Proposi-
tions) are compared with TAR-C, Form 1 (3-5 Propositiocns).

There will be no significant difference in the subjects?
scores when the means of the TAR-C, Form 2 (0-2 Proposi-
tivns) are corpared with TAR—C Forn 2 (3-5 Propositions)

Trhere will be no significant aiffe“ence in the subjects!
scores when the means of the TAR-MC, Form 1 (0-2 Proposi-

Htions}ma:e,ccmpared,dithwiAR ¥C Fcrwﬂlw 3-5 Propositions).. .

”rone 'will be no significant diffeience in the suojects'
sctfes when the means of the TAR- -}C, Form 2 (0-2 Proposi-

tions) are compared with TAR-YC, Form 2 (3-5 Propositions).

There will be no significant difference in the subjects?
scores in relation to Category 1 (Nominative case),
Category 2 (Cbjective case), and Catebory 7 (Genitive
caae% on the TAR-C, Form 1.

nere will be no significant difference in the subldects?
scores in relation to Category 1 (Nominative case),
Category 2 (Cblertive case%, and Category 7 (Genitive
case% on the TAR-C, Form 2. -

There will be nc significant difference in the subjects?
scores in relation to Category 1 (lominative case),
Category 2 (Ubjective case%, and Category 7 (Uenltive
case% on the TAR-MC, Form 1.

There will be no significant difference in the subjects?



scores in relation to Category 1 (Nominative case),
Category 2 ((bjective case%, and Catrgory 7 (Genitive
'case% on the TAR-MC, Form 2.

Question 7.

7.1. There will be no significant difference between High
and Low Headers in their oral language production of
anaphora. | - '

7.2. There will be no significant difference between High
‘ and Low feaders in their oral language production of
Category 1, Category 2, and Category 7.

7.3. There will be no significant difference between High
and Low Zdeaders in’their ratio of asnarhora to total
nurber of words produced on the oral language task.

7.4. There will'bekpo significant difference in the perform
ance of the High and Low Anaphora Producers on the
TAR-C and TAR-MC. ’

Questioﬁ 8.

8.1. There will be no significant relationship betwsen
telligence, as measured by the Lorze-Thorndike

Intelligence Test, Level 2, Form A, anc periormance
on the TAR-C and TAR-MC, '

a

Question 9. . . : } e

9.1. There will be no significant relationship between visual
memory span, as measured by the DJetroit Tests of Learning
Aptitude., Subtest 146, and performance on the TAR-C and

TAR-MC.

Significance of. the Stﬁdy

SyntactiC‘strpctures in language, through which ﬁuch information
is éignélied;‘are not equally understocd -by all readers.~ Many of these
fatructures have been investizated only’in a cursory zanner. In aadition,
a gfeat dgal of recent psycholinzuistic research hsas us;d the "sentenée"
as the stimilus to be read by tﬁe subjects. W“hile the sentence offers

certaiﬁ;advantages, both theoretical and ;racﬁical,fas’the unit of

o

investigation, :anyﬁsyntactié structures are inter-sentential in nature.

Ps
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The reading act, as performed by the c¢hild in the acquisition process,

typically uses connected discourse as the sti&ulus. _

7 This study was intended 'to “provide information concorning the
boginning reader's ability to comprehend one, primnrily syntactic phan-
ocmenon that can occur across sentence boundaries. ‘&he scope of the
study included both theoretical and practical aspecés.(

A significant elenent of this study was the investi:ation of

o

several factors that may interfere with the comprehension of the gram-

matical phenomenon in Guestion, the anmecedent/anaphora relationsbio
These factors were cbosen for investigation because they appear to bear
a unjgue relation to the understanding of antecedent and anapbora.
While it is accepted that oral language and the receptlve act
of.reading‘are related, the exict nature of this relationsnip is still
largels unexp;ored. “This stuay 1s: considered i“rortant in that 1t

atterrts to establish airectly_the’relationship betwee% oral language

—-plioGuetion—of-ogiven SramrEtiaAT element and the understanding 6f that
o

elexment in written language.
Delimitations and Limitatdions of the Study

Thg,?ol%owing d;lizitations Qgie placed on‘the study:

A’. In respect to thé area uno%r investigation which was snb—
stitution, bnly‘perSOn;l pronoiuns which were énaphorioﬂin
nature were selected for ;tudy. |

2. In respect to possible factors that may interfere with

comprehension of ﬁhe antecedent/anaphora relationship,
only the follewing were chdsen for study:

i ) " a. The effects of zultiple antecedents in a discourse.



The

b. The cfrecte of distance between antecedent and

anaphora.
¢. The effects ot & -phoric category.

following limitations are inherent in the study and should

be taken into account when the generalization of the findings is consid-

eraed:

The subjects who composed the sample were from one grade

level (grade two). Also, these children were urban students

drawn from one school system in a large, Western Canadian

city. .
The subjects were screened so that a score of at l;ast-2 C
had to be obtained on a measure of general reading ability.
Poreover; all subjects gad to demonstrate a high degree of
word identification ability on a test composed of all the
words that o;curred on thehTAR. . .

The oral ‘language protocols obtained may not be truly

representative of the total language of the child. Situ-
ational variables are'known to influence elicited oral

language production.

Certain limitations, which became arparent dufing the study, are noted

ir Chapter 8.

-



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE: A THEORY OF READING

This chapter discusses certain theorles and models of reading
v -
in order to provide a iheorctical basis for the study. Particular focus
will be.bn the influence of syntactilc Yactors on thc beginning reader's
comprehensicn of written language and particularly on substitution with
which this study is especially concerned. The focus is on a theory of
begirning reading since the sample consisted of children/in their second
year of school and who may be considered to be in the acquisition stage

of the reading process.

Theories and Models of Reading
k8 . o

Two recent books have contributed to the increase in knowle ge

. S

about the processes of reading Theoretical Models and Processes of

gﬁd‘Thé*ti*éfﬁturé‘cf*“éSégrch*in*Jﬂ*w-“f*

~"Rea g, Singer an

Reading_yith V"phasis on Models, F. B. Davis (ed ), present the theo-

retical positions of a number of researchers Although many of the -
models are incomplete and focus on_selected processec, the reading
‘ rescarchcr is now better‘equipped to place»his;wéck in g given theoret- - - -
ical context. | | |
s, " The use of models is not without its critics. Kingston (1953,
1970, l971>~i$ qu;té critical of the current reading modeis./ He states,
"...few, i'>any, of the current reading models lend themselves to

empi.ical verification or. can be used to predict reading behavior (p. 8- .

61, ;971).”~
Kingston is coerrect in p&?nting out that the models-Prégented

—~

15
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5 , | t

often reflect the specilal interest or| background of the researcher. He
coﬁmcntod, "Language acquiﬁition and utilization models, psycholinguistic
modals, information-theory models, perceptual models, learning models
represent a1sjunct1ve categories (p. 8-62, 1971)." This writer contenus
there i1s a special need for specialists in roading to integrate the
knowledge of related disciplines into a specialized model of reading.
Jenkinson (1972), in addition to describing various necded
‘aspects of a viable model of reading, focuses upon an often neglected
dimension--the ceveloping reader. From her observations conceming the
developing reader and the épeciai characteristics he demonstrates,
Jénkinson feelé thét‘better progress would be made ™...if we da not
attempt to account, at least in the same model, for both the de?eloping
and the maiure reader (p. 105).m
Wiener anc Cromer (1947), in viewing the feading process, rake

an ixportant distinction between the beginning and mature reader. Thise

. The failure to cdistinguish between acguisition and

“accemplished readirg in definitions partially accounts
for the confusion about the relationship between
- identification and ¢omprehension. In the accuisition

e of reading skill, identification my be a necessary
: .antecedent to cocprehiension... But identification,

* which i1s essential in the acguisition phase for cormpre-
hansion, may be irrelevant for the skilled resder who
already has meaning associated with the visual forms
and whé may go.directly from the written forms to the
meaning without identirficstion: . that is, without an .

‘intermediary "verbal-auditory" transformation. (p; 623)

Resoarchers differ in their description of the reading pro»ess.
. Based mainly on the worka of Wiener and Cromcr (1967) Neisser (1947 ),
Goodman (1970, 1948, 1965), and F. Smith (1971), the following phases
of direct interaction with visual input have been selected 88 rep*e—

.~ ssnting major fa»ets of the reading process. Psychological procesges
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such as memory, assoclation, analysls, etc. are assumed to take place

within these phasen.

Discrimination

Although Wiener and Cromer correctly presuppose discrimination
when they speak of identification this is not to imply that 1t is of
small consequence, especially to the beginning reader. It would Appoar
that the beginning reader 15 Guite involved in discriminating the various
letters in g.word. That is, he must be able to immediately distinguish
one letter from another and one sequence of letters f{rom another seguence.

Neisser (1967) has examined two of the existing theories that

‘explain identification, and specifically discrimination. Template match-

ing, a theory that contends a letter would be recognized by comparing
and notirg compatibility with a stored model, is rejected by Nelsser on

both empirical and common sense grounds. The corron sense view holds

that letters are recognizable in a variety of positicns, orientatiors,

gpd stylegl The theory is likewise refuted by a vast array of empirical
evidence, much of it conducted by Né&aaer and his assqcistes (Neisser,
1953(a)(b); Neisser and Weene, l?éO{(Se{Lfgidge and Neisser, 1940).
Feature apalysis is offeredkisfg”viable alternative to the
texplate matching theo;y. é£e basis of this notion is that each letter
is distinguished by & set of distinctive featufes thé£ would'discrim—
inate oée ;articuiaf letter from the other lettefs ar theaalpbabet.
Although Neisser recognized the potentisl of the feature analysis theory
he d{d not aﬁtem;t to specify the distinctive f;atures ol the lette%s.

Gibson znd her associates at Cornell University have focused

a great deal of attenticn on identifying both the existence of dis-
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ncet tve fetures and their niture (f1ibamon, 1044 Gibason, Plek, anud Qasaer,

L9420 Plek, 1999).  while the findines do not {ndicite precionly the
exact compousition. of the istinctive features for each Tetter, Gibaon

and her co-workers have latd a firm resosrch base rfor thaeir existeonee,

e

F. Smith, followine Nelgaar {1"&‘,;,) nrnd Uit sen (T‘)'n'\,), Mg

~

adopted the position that distinctive features play & crucinl role in

letter fcentification. This assumption is carried a step further by

applyinyg zany of the basic tenets of feature analyeis to word 1denti

. . . N TR - i P R 3
I2Cu2ur emdth and Hiolmes, 1971), omdtn notes that the fenture analytic

system uses redunduncy. Hedurdancy exists when information is available

o~ 3 ’s - 5 - : N .
from more than cne source {see Lottt ard Cronnell, 19-2), v oIntroducins

redundancy concept is coxpatibtls with ancther of Smitr'ts notions ocon-
cernins the reidins rrocess——the raduction o uvncertainis., The moi

- A ~ B SN - ~ AR PP o > T 3 -
ty-letter identification, and identificaticn by letter clusters. deceog-



any roal clatm to ba the closest vopresantation of
the trath (p. 1.77).

Ao an alternative to the thres theories ladth forwarded on
extansion of the feature analytic theory in which the word Alatdnge et -
wat assiined to a category and identified or given a nune.  This §ientd
flentlon or recognition could be immediate or mediatad deronding on the

individual s provious familiarity with a word.
Comprehension:  Semintic and Uyntactic Cues

Comprehension is, perhaps, the most elusive part o the read-

ing process since there are very few observable behaviors as to tha

“qv

degree and nature of the comprehension taking place. Today, meny

researchers agree that the reader's knowledge of the lancuice (et

&

~ ) 3 AY N
lariy his use of semantic and syntactic cuss) rlays an impertant rart
in his understanding of what is read (Coodman, 1570; Hochberg, 1970a,b,::

Lavin and Ezaplan, 197C). ) _

Although the basic idea that the reader uses both semantic and
syntaetic cuss is not entirely new (ef. Hﬁay, 1908), recent research
has focused extensively on this area. Results from research tend to”
indicate that both mature and beginning.%eaders make use of such cues,
Many guestions remain toQ§e answered as to how mature and ﬁeginning

resders differ in their use of semantic and syntactic cuss. An squal ¥

S~

impertant guestion is how high and low reading achievers (at any level
by

Those ressarchers.who hold an informaticn processing viewpoint

ol reading ternd to emphasizé the importancde of using semantic and syn-
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tactic cues. For example, Goodmard” (1970) views reading as an active

information processing activity with both semsntic and syntactic cues
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This statement advocates the use of both cemant ie and agyntactic
AS RN Anovarlier comment by Goodman (1965) was more Jdirect in roalating
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Most words have lexical (or dictionars =y) meanine.

However, it is the dovices which sl mal the s ru-turs!

maaning that makes communication intellicible. (g,

Although denlines basically with the mature reader, Nelgser
(1969, 1957) has contrituted to the genoral theory that views the reader

as an active hypot

Levin and Xaplan,

His

hesizer (sme also 1979).

-

arnalysis-btr-synthesis rroposal suggests that the reader is an active
hypothesis tester who uses his linguistic knowledge to build a model
of the print. This is an on-going process and the reader's hyrotheses
are continually being confirmed, denied, or revised.

Much of the work by Hochterg (157Ca,b,c) supports the general
theory of Nelsser. Foth researchers are vitally concerned with the
rocle of rreo-attentive vrocesses. Hochberg cites evidence to the extent
that, since the Zcves, ﬁhe center ¢f the eye, picks up only fine detail,
the peripheral vision, along with the reader's expectations, g&i&ns the
reading over the page (cZ. Neisser, 1959). The fixaticons are zuided jor's
ths reader’s general Zinsuistic knowledge. Tnis is referred 1o as zhe
"cognitive search guicance™ {Hozhberg end Irocks, 1970)

Smith (19710 distincuishes the izporiance of =ymiax o the
beginning and {luen: reader as “ollows:



The more 10100ty 0 rendar boa with
tnforeect fon -

wOre ho reitan an the visunl
statesent applies to Lol the 1]
In ench Came . the coume of thie
Lo muake full e or spvntactiec and

of nonvisuai sources of infornat

fater, Dmith remarks:

redadin, the
thin
t b

R

RT3 B IVITIR LN
bt ity
ndancy

)

nrid
fretoulty
et o e

]

(3\. N

vent,

Yon.

Syntax s g to thnt the fluent reader usnes fo

Fredict wiiit tha wurfies representation shouald Le,

and he needs only o oroiptmum of cues to rrovide g

confirmnition o thrat rrediotion ~proviaed e ey g

to mike use of requntoncy acourately.  {r, Lol

aoany inveastioatton Conterning SO T ey e
Lo Lchiesineerta (1ynd, 16494 froposal that complete separntion of
semantics and syntax is practically imposaible. This conclusion nroaa
Trom his work, mainly with roties readera, concernin s the relation or
the aye-volce-spar (EVY) to tirase units.  His exjeriment reovires the
aubjects Lo report all tha worcs they could remexter once the text was
remdved. cesults Irom the study showed that the Teagers typlcally pro-
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distance the eyes

Geplicating part of the Schlesinger (1949) stuzy, Levin and
V1STY) found sizmilar reaults with sublects Irom seversl age froups
ggrfdef:wo through adults!,  Their findings confirmed that the EVS tendex
Yo extend 1o & phrase bouncary. It was also notes in that particular
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ine symtactic elament in language has come into increasing

importance in the past few ysars. Much of this interest arose with

the emergence of the transformaticnal-generative grarmars. oome of the
aspects Investirated tend tc show that the syntaztic element is of vital
izpertance in comprehension (see Hamilton and Deese., 1970).

In an earlr study cf syntax, Gibbons {1941), though using a
small sample Of M1t oL .~ somined there was a nigh relationship
betweern uncsrs! . iy sentences and children's abi}ity 10 see relation-
ahirs bstween parts of a mar*ance (r = ,89), Also, she noted a corre-

~

lation of .72 between tie atiliiy

[ed

O see relaticnshivs among parts of a

sentence and total reading a®ility,
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07Dernell (19£3), using a sample of high school stucents,
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The precedingaetndies have focused basically on the general”
‘problem of syntax and its relation to reading comprehension Other
lstudies have examined more specific syntactical elements cf language.
Although most readability formulas emphasize word counts, many have
uged soms Iorm or syntactic.msasurement, namsly, sentence length (bpaohe,
1953; Flesch, 1943; Gray and Leary, l§35)- Recently, MacGinitie and
Tretiak (1959) have demonstrated that mean.sentence length is a factor
in readabiiity. ) ‘.

- Robertson (1964) showed that connectives,,considered‘by many
researchens to be merely etructnre words, could cause comprehension
problems-for some children. Using a sample of fourth, fifth, and sixth

,<graders, she obtained significant correlations between understanding of
connectives, as measured by a spscially designed test, and sex, mental )
ege, and abi]ities in listening, reading, and written language. Support
is found in her study -for Ruddell’s (1965) conclusion that high frecuency

' oral language\patterns are easier teo read than orel language patterns
of low freouency Robertson commented "The investigation indicated
that the language features of the printed page which are rare in chii—
dren 8 oral ianguage may be those which often characterize the most \
difficult text - for children to rsad (p. v).m -

Varioue researchers have examined the role ambiguity plays in
oral ianguage comprehension (Carey, Mehler, and Bever, 1970? Mackay and

~ Bever, 1967) buo Little (1972) and Chai (1967) 1nvestigated the problem

C

in a reading context ﬁhile the focus of the Little atudy, conducted

. with a sample of‘elementary school children, was to examine the concept
L

of ambiguity as a whole, certain sentences contained substitute forms -

that contributed’ to this ambiguity Thess sentences were assigned dif-
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ficulty rat ings by Little (as were &1l sentences). The results shOwed
a wide rarnge of\diffiquty attributed to these sentences suggesting
tha?xsubstitute forms alone do not appreciably affect the comprehenq;on
of‘é;senteqce. s

A4 study devised oy Chai [1967) used pronouns with ambiguou

- * @ntecedents. The sample consisted of adults, eighth, seventh, and fifth

grade students. The purpose of the investigation was to discover "...the
parameters that allow the resolution of an ambiguouslpronaminal referent

(p. 3)." Chai found that while the eighth graders (and zbove) could
normally {esolve the ambiguities by choosing the appropriate referent,
the fifth graders were generally unable té accomplish this task.

As stated prévious ,“ sformational-generative gfammar has
coptribuﬁedﬂa new ension to languags studies. FEarly investigations
typically used or. anguage as the coﬁmunication vehicle and focused
on showing that the number of transformations was é factor in speed of
comprehension (Epstein, 1967; Gough, 1965; Miller, 1942). Recent research
has largely contradicted this early contention (Watt? 1970; Wea#ing, 1970;
Grgenouéh end Semzel, 1959). ‘ -

FPagan (1969) was the first researcher to examine extensively
.the role of transformations in reading compfehension at the elementary
school level. By use of the "clozef procedure and specially constructed
passages that had been analyzeé&fg} the various transformations‘used in
mthe Bei."onces, Fagan obtained s&gnificant correlaﬁions between these .
transformations and sex, grade, reading achievement, mental ability,
gnd socio-~economic status. Certain types of transformations, mainly

embedaingn and deletions, were found to correlate more highly with a

; difficust sentence or passage than transformations of other types. In
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" relation to the controversy concerning derivational complexity, Fagan
. offered the following analysis from his study:

Although this study was not designed to test the
validity of the Derivational Theory of Complexity,
o findings ‘showed that the number of transformations
A per sentence did not influence the difficulty of a
sentence cr passage. wnhen the number of steps or
subrules within a transformai.ion was considered,
however, the results were, ai. most controversiai. (p. vi)

Fagan compiled a list of the fifteen easiest ‘and fifteen most

fficult transformations for ths three grades (fourth, fifth, and

sixth) studied. The simple rronoun transformation (he, she, they, etc.) <

was found to be the fourth easiest transformation, however, thé genitive

pronoun transformation (his, her, their, etc.) ranked elghth most d4ffi-

cult among ihg fifteen. ‘This suggests that one cannot make generalized‘
betatemenﬁe about the difficulty of suﬁéfitution forms independently of
their functions, A 9 |

: Three comprehension studies (Lesgoldiol97h; Bormntﬁ, Manning,
Carr, and Pearson, 1970; Jeﬁkinsdh, 1957) specificéll; explored the
reader’s Somprehension of substitute forms; Jenkinson's (1957) stuady,
which dealt with the types of clues high school studenés use in per-
forming cleze teéts, examined substitution in a peripheral manner. Jen-
binson was interested in-all types of ;lues; however, she indicated that

F-4

accurete locatiqp of referents was one of the syntaZtic clues used by

5
[ ’ "

her subjects. : . o ‘
The Bormuth et al. (l??O);in stigation was specific in study-
inngub;titutiOn forﬁs;' A major foéus offthis researcﬁ was to investi-
gate qhildreﬁ'a understanding‘of anaphoric relatioaships; Anarhoric
relationships occur wgen 8 aubsti;ute %orm‘is used in place of, or refers
20 a word, groUp of“words, sentence, or topic. The term 'antecgdent"is

«

o
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usually applied to the word, group of words, sentence, or topic that
the anaphora replaces or refers t3. Fourteen anaphoric structures were
used in this investigation which included 240 fourth giade.atudents.
The structures were ranked according to‘the percentage of subjects cor-
racvly answering Guestions that tested each anaphorfcireléﬁionship.
Personal pronouns ranked as the least comprehended category with only
64.5 ﬁer cent of the students'éorrecfly responding. ¢

The difficulty ordering of the Bormuth et al. (1970) study, °
' eépecially peréonal pronouns, was recently challenged by Lesgold (1974).
Lesgold's main contention focused on the lack of semantic control in
.the. earlier_investigation. Replicating part of the Bormuth et al. work,
with a total aample of eighty children from the third and fourth grades,
uesbold used fourteen anaphoric structures;‘ninelor which were identical;
iosthose used in the Borhmth‘et al. stud§ of interest to this study
wag the finding of 91.7 per cent comprehension for the personal pronoun
category. This high level of’ comprehension is greatly different from
the finding of Bormmth et al.. Lesgold contends that the explanation
fof this'différence lies in uncontrolled semantic factors (in the Bormuth
et al. work). . ‘
\ ‘ In order to arrive at a valid interpretation of the investi-
, gatlons reviewed one.,mst oﬁserve'the unit of coﬁmunication uéed in a
giveﬁ sﬁudy. Many of thémgtudies adopte&-the sentence as Phe unit to
be resad éf orally comprehended by the subjects. In addition to the rise
in popularity of transforméﬁional—géﬁerative,grammars, which oyviously
. has contributed to the use of the sentencs, the sentence appears to

[

offer other advantages. Latham (1973) reasdned that the gentence,‘

", ..80emed to exhibit a kind of closure which’ allowa it to be investi—



28
T | |
gated in rziative, 1f not complete indepsndence (p. 43)."
. Most reading material, however, is not presented in single,
isolated sentences but in a text of at least several sentences struc—

tured around a topic. Thus, ‘research which. relies on the sentende a8,

the main unit of language may be limited in its application to children?’

performance as they read material longer than the sentence——usually
termed "discourse" _ ‘ ‘

Carrollts (1971) insigbtfﬁl critique ef studies of semantics
and Eyntax also has implications for the use of the sentence as the

unit of language for analysis. Carroll's criticisms of ressearch on

. semantics and syntax are: A ‘ e

a. Typically the subjects are normal reasonably - well
: educated native speakers of English

b. Typically, thé sentences presenﬁed to the subjects are
quite ordinary sentences using high- and medium-~ )
frequency words; they are presented as, self-contained,
isolated aenten%ea. if a number- are presented +hey_are
unrelated in content. :

c. ‘Sentences are ordinarily presented in the absence of
any context with which they might otherwise be accom-

panied.

d. Sentences are Dresented for irmediate understanding
or immediate recall, only very rarely for recognition
or recall after a considerable time peried.

o, Motivation of subjects is typically high, at the level
one would expect in an experiment where subjects are

peid volunteers who are alert and eager to-please the
experimenter, (pp. L7-48)7

It is the writer's contention that the child's behavior in
reading a santance may differ from his behavior in reading a paragraph
-~ or longer unit (i.e., discqurse). Transfornationel~generative grammar
has used’the_eegtencevae its unit;of anaiysis. No viable theory of |

discourse has yet been forwarded. However, available information
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concerning discourse is given in the next section.

Characteristicas of Discourse

Many of the skills-focused definitions of reading izxlied
elements of discourse without ever formalizing them. For aexazple, the

ekills of "organizing ideas” (Betts, 1956), ™finding and understanging

théught relationatdips™ (Nilos,,lQéB), and "dfawing conclusions®™ (Moile,
1948) suggest‘elemegts of ‘discourse. The parameters of diécours;,
" however, were‘not defined. ‘ '

Most of the recent work in discourse analysis has coze from
structural linguistics, mainly from the study of tagxemics'(éécker,
1965; Pike, 196L). Additional analysis has been forwarded by Chgisténsen
{1965) and Hasai (1968). Xoen, Becker, and Young (1969) have argued that
the paragraph poséesses a psychological reality. ?ollowing ﬁhe worle of
Beckér“(l955), the 1nvést;ga£or;‘pr0posed that written discourse contains
three operating systems which are composed of lexical, grammatical, and
rheio}ical elements. The lexdical system is characterized by "lexical “

equivalence chains™ which employ such devices as word repetition,

synonomdiy, netaphor, paraphrasing, and relative and personal pronouns.
:he gramratical system is characterized by patterns of formal markers
'.(e.g.,:the cbntinuatio§ of a plurai gubjeét oqﬂp;edicate). Tﬁe rhetor-
ic&l‘systeﬁ n,,.consists of ﬁat#efns or “sequences of functional slots,
each of which may be filledoby one or more sentences (p. 491)." (see

. also, Christensen, 1965)

~ Hasan (1968):dis;§séed tge elements thﬁt c;ntribute to cohesion

in”writtenldiééourse. She - feels thgt cohesive ties méy be grammaticéi,

leiical, or phonological, Lexical cchesion is seen in the use of near-—



' synonyms while phonological cohesion is evidenced ia poetry.r Grammati—
Lal ~ategories of cohesion include rafcrence,iaubstitution, ellipsis,
and oonjﬁnction.

‘l Wardhaugh (1§%9) feels that such elements“as pronominsl
sesuences, tense and aspect change, sequencing words (first, then, how-
ever), deictics (this, that), and determiners (a, ghg)/éli contribute
te the cohesion of verbal discourse.

Topicality, the organization of a passage around a theme, has
been proposed by Mosberg and Shima (1959) as a characteristic of dis-
course. They further define-topicality as how tightly a passage is
structured around the subject matter. Anaphora anal}si; is proposed
by Mosberg and Shima as oﬁe metﬁod of measuring topicality. The authors
speculated that as the distance between the anaphora and original con-
cep. increase, tha strﬁcturing around the concept'word would be more i
diffieculdt. The notioﬁ of distaﬁqe between anaphora and antecedent was
tested iﬁ this study.

| nlthough many schemes for analyzing language have used sentence-
based units (e.g., the T-unit (Hunt, 1955)), a recent stuqy by Hanf (1972)

was based on a scheme for segmenting language into "cognitive units™,
This analytical scheme was devised to examine discourse units in language;

PN

A Theorvbof Reading

The }eading procegs censists of psychological, hhysiological,
and linguistic variab}eﬁ. Although the total reading process must be
described in an interdisciplinary manner, the focus of this study,
awareness of the antecedent/anaphora relationship, relates primarily to

psycholinguistic aspects. Although one attempts toAstudi a cert&iﬁ aspect

5
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of the reading process in some isolatioh, other variaflon are undoubt-
ably interacting. | ' |

Those rhases of the reading process against which it 1is neces-
8ary to understand substitution are those previouslg roviewed that is,
discrimination, iuentifiC1tian, and comprehensgion (1nu¢ucing both seman-
tic and syntactic factors). Goodman's (1970, l?éS)vmodels of reading
nay be used to deqcribe/both the orél and silentvrea&ing performance of
the beginning reader and provide a framework for this study. |

Since the reading of the rresent study was silent in nature -
the focls Qill be on Goodman's model of silént r;adipg.. This model is

reproduced in Figure 2.1.

FIGURE 2.1
AN ADAFTION OF GOODMAN'S 1970 ODEL
TO ILLUSTRATE EARLY SILENT BEADING L
—— — —decodas

e . T
/ . . —

—

— . ) ~ :
J T =
' Graphic | recede [ Aural Inputﬁﬁl decode Meaning

- Input |
i : |

The model deﬁgcted in Figure 2.1 suggests thét the rea;er must first
recode the graphic input to aural ihput, and then decods the meaning

as he would aural language input in listening. Joodman, however, does
not adejuately explain what haopens in the recoding and decoding stages.
The writer believes that in order for reading to result in meaning at
“the end of decoding, the reader rmmust discriminate the gra;hic features,

identify words, and use the semantic and syntactic cues of his languaga.
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Tho-writer iq assuming that the subjecté of this study possessed adeguate
‘discrimination skills and consequently these were nét tested. Word
idéntification_ability was assessed by means §f a spociall&ydesigﬁcd
.test (see Chapter 5). The use of semantic and syntactic cues was the
focus‘of’thé study. More 5pccifically,~tho study investigated how thé
beginning reader understands the éntecedent/énaphora relationship in
writteﬂ discourse. JSince the &ntgpedeﬁt/anaphora relationahip rcp;ésents
; dualism, the investigator prqgoséd ﬁo exarine both faCeté. Thus, in
-qone specially designed instrument, the subjects were required to sﬁpply‘
the gubstitute form thle the éubjecfé had_fol}dentify the aﬁﬁecedgnt
in the second instriment (See:Chapte; 5 for a description or these
"instruments). .

There is a great deal of speculaéicq, supported with Soﬁ;
e%ideﬁge{ that certain aspects of oral langqgge ar§ related to similar
aspects in written language. For example, Ruddell (1963) believes that
oral l&nguage»;etternsrwhich are most commen in the child's language are
the cnes mbst easily comprehended fﬁ written language. The aépect of
the oral/written language debate axamined in this study is the relation-
ship bgﬁﬂgen cral.langusge proauctionldf certa&n apnaphora and theocomprp-
nensicn of the antscedent/aﬁgphora relationship in written languagé.

The next two charters will review the liﬁera?pre on (a) sub-
stitution forms as an aspect of language and as a possible factor
relating to reading comp;ehension, and (b) oral language development

as it relates to reading.



CHAPTER 3

RELATED LITERATUHE: LuGUISTIC SUBSTITUTION AND

PRONOMINAL REFERENCE

The previcus chapter reviewad studies whicq have dndicated a
number of grammatical elements which i;fluence reading comprehension.
tne of‘theqe elemants is p;oﬁominal reference which is a form of sﬁba
stitution, Since it was the rurpose of this study to in?estigate this
facet in more detail as it relates to language and to reading compre-
' hension, a review of the literaturs concerning substitution as an ajpec£
of language is necessary.

Since reading is a language based activity it is reasonable
to determine how linguists have treated the particular facet of language
being investigated, in this instance, substitution. Specifigally, one
would wish to determine how suBstitution has been defined, wﬁgt forms
are ettributed to it, and how it functions in}the genseral schema of
language as a whole.

There is no agreement among linguists as to the m@a$1ng of the
tTerm substi;ution.- Early linguiéts did not normally use ths term.
Instead, they classified most substitute Zorms under the heading or

B
sronouns. later, more refined terminology was used, dut in a3 :Zmnner
that is often confusing to the reader. For axampls, Slocmfield (1933)
treated substitution as a genaral phenomsnon and included azdaphora as 5
& subcategory, while Hasan (1948) felt that substitution was merely one
Type of,constructioﬁ that coniributes to grammatical cohesicn.
Linguists have attempted to describe substitutes by form and

Tunction. This review will consider soms of the msjbr attexpts in this
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endesavor. H. B. Allen (1964) presented four major movements in the sbidy
vf ¥uglish grammar. These nnvemcntﬁ are identified as ™raditional®,
'historical", "descriptive", and "genarative™. (ne mst remember thet
although these movements ars somswhat compurable Lo chronoloxical
periods, there is a great deal of overlapping. Also, certain lingcuists,
who would normally be placed in ono category, tend to espouse ideas that
fit into other calegories. An example of this is . Harris, who would
be classified in the Allen oﬁtline as “deacriptive".’yet, many of his
ideas concerning grammar writ;ng.greatly influenoggh?hé generative
movemant. |

Allen's movemeq? pericds will be used as a framéswork for dis-
cussion. Although the system devised oy Allen does havs limitations,
~ such as those noted above, it does present a method for grouping certain
linguists whose idsas of gramrar tend Lo have certain similarities.
Major figures within each movement will be aiscussea and the focus will
Ye on the irdividual®s method of describing sﬁbstitution with special
amphasis on definiticn, f&%ﬁ,‘and rﬁﬁction. Certain works are more
melevant to this raview than others. and no attempt will be made to

-

treat all movements equally.

frecditional Srarmax

Although this period extended from the earliest Fnglish grammars
"through the esighteenth century, thers waré certain characteristics which
typified the era. Srazmmarians attempted to use the forrulatiois of
latin grammars in Cescribing Engli.:. Also, the grammars tended tc be
Froscriptive in nature and assumed a static or ideal language: Typi-
cally, normal changes that languages tend to undergo were simply ignored.

<
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In spite of the detractions in the methods of thene aarly
scholars, certain of thelr ideas are conaistent with current linsuistic
thought. VFirst, the grammarians did not hesitate to appeal to semantlics
in their formulations. Second, as Thomas (1963) notan, "he tradition-
alists intuitively perceive an organic relationaship between certain
dnds of constructions...(p. 7)."

Priestly, Ward, and Murray. Representative of the gramuarians

‘of the traditional era are Joseph Priestly, Willlam Ward, and Lindley

Mhrray. Joseph Priestly's work, Rudiments of Fnglish Grammar (1761),
waﬁ\one of the early comprehensive grammars. Hartung (1955) considers
this grammar of importance because Priestly took into account general
usage in his descriptions of language. This was in spite of the fact

that prescriptive grarmars were prevalent during this time.

A comprehensive survey of grammar entitled An Essav on Grarmar
(1765) by William Ward was considéred by Nist (1966) to be the first
complete handbook of gremmar in English. ‘Much of the book was devoted
to-the correct use of grammatical forﬁs (e.g., the correct use of lie
ard lay was‘thorgughly discussed);

A third major work of the-traditional period was Lindley -

e

Murray's book English Crarmar (1795). This treatment of SZrammar showed

littls change from the work of previcus scholars tut the Srammac.-whs
the most popular and freguently rrinted duringbthe nineteenth century
30 1t is worth considering.

The traditionalists? definiticn'of‘pronouns was rarrow in that
they typically described their subatituting oﬁly for a noun or cutsian-
tive. Priestly (1741) wrcte, "Pronounz are words that are used as sub-

stitutes for nouns, to prevent the tco frequent and tiresome repetition
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of Um:n...(;u ). The notion of Tavolding repetition?, which might te
consldered (o phileso,hical “why' of proepouns, waa typleal of the 1in-
#utots of this nd enrlier eran (Hl:"},;lml, 1970) . Alithough somewtiat
more elaborate, tha definit tong of ward arnd Murray Jd1d not differ greatly
from that o! Iriestiy,

In c(m;;:*i‘r\ir:y‘ proenouns Murray used six olasases while wWard not ed
fdve arnd iriestly only four.  when fossttle, 4ll the prammarians used
a latin model for declining the pronoung.  The adherence 1o the latin
model, which used case structure, produced some unusual lin&ings of
English proncuns (e.g., Priastly's rersonal proncuns contuins the voca-
tive case with the form Q me). The notion of case structure for perscnal
pronouns, however, is used by modern structural linguists in their des-
cripticns of Znzlish. Also, several recent psycholinguistic experiments
have VYeen conducted where thre depéndent variable wa= the subjects'
ability to cooprehend, imjtate, or rroduce proncuns whose conly distin-
guishing feature was case (e.g., Katch, 1970: Chai, 1957).

Lindley Murray's description of English substitutes contained

Live, interrcgative, cefinite, and distributive. Trhe latter twe clasees
wore ccnsidered bty neither ITiertly nor ward. As with rriestly and ward,

Murray devisel elaborate form classas althcugh he did tend to descrite
the grazmaticel Tunction of 3 form iF i occurred 4n mere than one

ciass. Feor exaziple, the form his was insluded in both rerscnal and
possess_ve rronoun classes. For the form his to cualify as a ?ossessive,

it had %o de rrefixed to a substantive (=.g., his book). If the form

stood alcne it was categorized as a rersonal pronsun--pessessive case

n was typical of

S~
®
[¢]
3
oy
[¢’]
o]
e
4.
wn
bl
[
(o
.
p—
»
1y
‘J.
w
ot
E
o]
ty
(¢}
b 4
[
4]
14,
’ A
Fy
’Jq
a)
H
ct
[N
0




an early effort Lo obtailn Nincticrml diatinctionns of jromouns. Thus,

as was Lypleal of thio era, afmilar formp were distinamiahed Ly fanction,

In summary the definttions thane prammarians formulated for pronoans

ware narros in szope in that they focuasd only on the reglacement of 4

IXOUN O BUTHLADNL S v renarnlly they were concarned «ith el iloralo form

“ o

1

clamsses and devoted soant atiention to the important problan of function,
sotable Insights into the functions o pronoun were ol tan burted ip

PR

footnotes ia.x., the obasrvation that the referent coule ollow Lo
prenoun) . This was probably due to the fact that the phenomsnon could

nct be explained in thae existing framework and the grasmarian 44d not

wish to complicate his classification systen with exceptions,

Histerical drammars

The historical grammarians based their analvaes o larnguare

on the diachronic asepects of tha tarzet language and related foreism

7
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languages. By chronicling the historical changes that l.anguape




analyses show that he was aware of the elusive nature of'ﬁronouna. A
large number\of divieions and sub-divisions were used in an attempt to
refine his c_assiflcat on scheme o suoatituce Jorms.

Sweet poaited thres notions dqncerning the general character—
isfics of pronopns»uhat are important. First he noted that pronouns
carried little or no independent information and relied mainly on their
referent for mnaning " Second, a pronoun could substitute for both A
single nouns or groups of nouns. The notion that pronouns could substi—
tute for more than g single noun was an advancemﬁht over the ideae of
the earlier grammarians. Finally, Sweet noted the grammatical phenomanon
of postcedents and gave examples of how they functioned (cf., Ward, 1765,
who alluded to the existence of postcedents but did not describe them)

Jespersen.. -Otto Jespersen, the Danish linguist, is ﬂonsidered

a deminant figure in the historicax era as described by Al.en His~

major work, £ HModern English Grammar on Historical Prihciples (1914)

aend the more concise, ?sseptiala of English Grammar (1933)7}Ontain‘
valuable treatments of,pronduns. Jespe?sen followed earlier definitiods
of subctitutes by stating they replaced Or referred to another word or
bwords in a sentence. | :

| The standard treatment of pronouns at that time was not com—
pletely Jatlsfying o Jespersen. An alternative classification schems o
wes devised based-on expanded form'classes. Jespersen‘féit.that thc
gramrearian could better close the gap betwesn form and_fﬁhction with
these expanded cldsses. Sweet had noted earlizr there was a great amodnt
of:cross—classificdtion involved in pronouns. Jespersen, with his

axt ended forﬁ‘classes, was bette- able to avoidA%his overlap and to

discuss the functionin terms of its form class members, These classes, éé



and an axAmple of sach, are as follows:

A. Pronouns of definite indications: |

1.

2.

3
oy
5
é

Pronounsg of contextual indication. {Personal pronoun

Pronouns of péinting. (This, that, yonder, thus, so)

The
The
The
The

definite artifcle. (The)
pronoun of identity. (Same)
pronoun of similarity. (Such)

pronouns of complexity. (Relative pronouns)

B, Pronouns ©of indefinite indication:

1.

The

‘The

The

The

The

The

pronoun of indefinite uynity. (One)

indefinite article. (An, a)

pronoun of difference. (Other)

pronoun of discretion. (Certain)

pronoun cf unspecified qusntity. (Some)

pronouns qf indifference. (Any, either)

Indefinite pronouns requesting a solution (Interroga-

tive pronouns)

< : -

>C. Pronouns of totality:

1.

“2,

Positive. (All, both, every, each)

Negative. (No, none, neither)

As previously méntioned, Jespersen extended his observations

.bayond that of the pronoun serving only a referential or substitute

Zunction. He noted that in & construction with do so, a verb that was

previously mentioned was repléced or referred to. Jespersen only mede

39
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paosing comment to ‘this construction and did not devslop the idea, how-

ever, this observation représentgd a step in enlafging the domain of

substitute forms in general.
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o

"The grammeriann of ‘the hietoricalﬁperiod;expanded the defini-

“tion of substitutes that had tﬂenjformnlated by the scholars of the

tradltional era. Thdis erpenslon focused on the fact that a substitute

could refer to or substitute for units of language larger th%n the word

[s3

In addition, the traditional form classes were greatlg expanded. This

4]

 enabled these linguiets to better account)for the functions of the

&

various form classes. In‘the descriptiOne of these gramnnrians greatergo
2 o :

stress was prlaced on a more functional account of lanbUJ‘O uelecially

in te s of substitutes. ’ 0 " R H 0
o \ - :; 2 ) o o . )
DescriptiQE&or Structural Grarmers . k ’ R ’

U . 5 -~ 5

Although this period is dominated by the work of Bloomfield

”

(1933), it is necessary to mention the contr “utions of two other out-

Letanding i’inguists to *the era. These lincg'uiste), Sapir and éoaz, did

2 o

not produce specific grammars of English that could be referred, to for

o

their descriptions of substitutes, although many of their general

o

insights into language preceded the more famous work of Bloomfield. It

_appeers that the general contributions of:Sapir (1921), along with those

of his mentor, Boaz, laid the groundwork for the period described here

@ o

&8s the etructurel era.

Bloomfielc. Leonerd Bloonfield, whose ms jor,work Lan gggge B
(1933) is considered a classic, attempted to introduce more ecientific
rigor into the study of language. Bloomfield denied the mental procesees
as a valid part o} linguistic inquiry and conly attempted to study observ-
able data. fhe goal of the structural linguist:thus became.completely
involved:with descrining the iangudge as it existed.

The general term "substitution™ was used by Bloomfield to
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describe what most linguists had previously defined as pronouns or pro-
neminals. . A substitute was defined as "...a lingﬁistic fcrm or grame
mtical featurse which; under certain conventional circumstances, replaces
any one of ‘a class of linguistic items (p. 247)." Bloomfield felt that
" “each substitute held to_aiﬁrammatically definable domain.
Substitution was delineated by the introduction ?%%g?q term
"anaphora". Anaphora was defined as followa: S
< To a large extent, some substitution-types are -char-

acterized further, by the circumstances that the form

for which substitution is made, has occurred in recent

speech. Thus, when we say "Ask the policeman, and he

will tell you" that.substantive '"he" means, among

other things, that the singular male substantive

expression which is re&laced by "he', has been Tecently

_uttered. A substitute which izplies this, is an

"anaphoric" or "dependent™ substitute, and the recently-

-uttered replaced form is the antecedent. (p. 249)
Bloomfield, as with the earlier linguists Boaz and Sapir, did not
emphasize large form classes. Substitution was considered to be a
grammatical arrangement and thus, defined by function. He did note
some of the usual form attribupes of substitutes, e.g., their inflected
nature, their being short Qords, etc.. Of greater interegtjare soms of
his insights into the naturé of anarhora. For example, Bloomfield noted
the exdistencs of the so—éalled "zero—anaphora"nwhere a noun 1is deleted

(e.g., 1 like fresh mtlk better than sour).

The basic notion of verbal substitutes as first noted by

Jospersen was expanded.- In addition to the now accepted do form Bloom-

field included have, will, shall, can, mugt;_and may &as vegﬁal substi-

futea. : -

Other Structé;al Linguists. Thptwbrk of Hockett (1958),
Fries (1952), Hi1l (1958), and R. Allen (1961) further increased under -

standing of the function of substitute forms. Some notable insights by
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these linguists into the function of substitutes ére:- (a) the notion
that the referént of & substitute may be extraiinguistic (Hoékétt,
1958), and (b) that pronouns may replace nominal constructions not
merely nouns (Allen, 196i).

Harris. In Z. Harris one discovers a figure similar to Boaz
and Sapir. The eimilarity lies not. in their linguistic tenets but in
the fact that all served as trqnscendcrs'of t@o eras, Just‘as the
insights of Béaz and Sapir laid £he groundwork%for the structuralists,
Harris served as the forerunner of the tranéformation&iists. Prideaux
(1971) noted the lack of credit given to Harris by many transformation-
alists, in épite of the fact that'nany of his formulations and observa—‘
"tions served as a foundation for later work (e.g., the idea of trans-
fo;ga;iops and kernel sentences are but two_éf.his conceptions).

Harris attempted to deYise a more formal method of describing
language; The prime’ vehicles used by Harris‘weré "co-occurrence! and
"fransformationé". The formal definition of co-occurrence was positgd
as follows: | |

For élasses K, L in a construction ¢, the K co-occurrence

of a particular member Ly of L is the set of members of K

which occur with Ly in c. (p. 392)

Harris posited the idea of the pro-form in his work, a term
that has been adopted by the‘transfo;nationalists. Included under the

aegls of this term were: pronouns, wh-pro forms (who, which, what,

etc.), pro-V forms (do, can, will, etc.), pro-A (his, that), pro-S
(this, that, it, o), and pro-N-pair. .

| A formal description of co-occurrence relétionéhips was for-

warded by Harris. This formal degcrjption fbcc;ﬁted;for what Harris

calléd fbound' pro-forms and ’indeterminately bound* pro-forms. The

@

<
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f;rmer referred to pro-forms for which an antecedent coﬁld be determined
and the latter to pro-forms for which one could not definitely identify
' fhe antecedeni. Although the f@rmal descriptién offered by Harris was
complex it offered a powerful m;ghod of capturing functional relation-
ahipa‘withoutkresorting to_the more rigid anaxlege‘rewarcing frame
rilling of Fries. |

Crymes and Hasan. Two other linguists are mentioned at this

A}

point. Although both Crymes (1968) and Hasan (1968) have published

recently, they are essent;ally structuralists. Their books are important

in thatfb'oth devoted their entire work to the problem of substitution. |
Crymes! work is set iﬁ a tagﬁémic framework which was irst

proposed by Pike (1954, 1955, 196C). Basically, ?agmemics is a slot-

gnd—filler type of grammar.®* KElson and Pickéft tl962) definé the tagmeme

as .",..the correlation of a grammatical function of slot and a class of

rmutuslly substitutable items occurring in that slot (p. 57)."

In defining a substitute, Crymes offered the following:

a SUBSTITUTE is a closed-list item whiéh designates

not a real-world referent but a member of a positioned

class or subclass of constructions or words which it ‘

‘can, under conventional circumstances, replace... (p. 31)

e .Substituﬁeé were discussed from three aspects‘ predicate slot,
nominals, and médifers. Within each of these areas Crymes attempted to
set up a hierarchy. Cdpious examples of forms that fi11 given slots
were offqred and discussed‘in terms of the hierarchy. Since Crymes‘
has probably done the most thorough review’of literatufe to date in
 this area, she was able to presentra large number of substitute form

classes (with the possible exception of semantic substitution as posited

¥ "It 18 beyond the scope.of this review to pursue the intricacies of
tagmemic analysis.



by, Menzel (1970)). »

Hasan (1§68) also based her research on substitution in a
structural framework which basically followed the proposals of Halliday.
The total effort of the amalysis centered on an attempt to describe the
factors that contribute to graxnmtical cohesion.\ Cohesion was defined
as "...the relation between, not within, sentences...(p. 18).* Hasan 8
‘” work ia especially valuable in the context of this study in that it

~attempted to describe cohesion factors in a textual situation. Hasan
defined text as 7. any pilece of 1anguage, spoken or written, of what-
| ever length that does form an integrated whole (p. 1).m

In her attempt to describe certain cohesive factors Hasan makes
use of the terms 'anaphora! and icataphora'. Anaphora indicates a
referring back in the text and cataphora a referring rorward in the
text. Hasan also makes use of the term 'exophora' meaning to refer
to the situation in order to interpret the referent (cf. Hockett, 19%

Cohesion is discussed under four main headings. reference,‘
eubstitution, ellipsis, and conjunction. Subcategories of reference
include pronomina.ls, demonstrativee, and comparatives. Items are con-
sidered to have the property of reference ir they refer to other words
in the text and depend on them for interpretation. In this category
are many of the words traditionally referred to as personal and pos—
sessive pronouns. However, Hasan used categories only as a convenience.
Hexr main concern’ was to describo the function of words and how they
contribute to cohesiveness in a text -

A eecond’major category, substitution, is differentiated from
reference in the following manner:

-

The distinction between substitution iﬁg‘rcference
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is that substitution is more a purely verbal rela-

tion, a relation between linguistic items such as

words or phrases as guch, whereas reference involves

the semantic interpretaticn. (p. 82)

Substitution was further divided into nomdnal substitution (which con-
tained such members as one, same, so, and pot), and verbal substitution
(which contained only the word do).

The work of Hasan offers a concise sysfem fér analyzing elements
thet contribute té cohesion. W Because of its straightforward nature, it
is readily adaptable to experimental studies (e.g., Hawkins, 1969, used
Hasan's categories in his experiment ). |

Obviously, there che many different Orientaﬁions and approaches
in describing grammar during the structural or descriptive éra. From “
the literature one can observe the ever-expanding realization of the
complexity involved in describing various substitution processes. Notable
insights included the establishment of the so—célled nzero-anaphora®
(Bloomfield, 1933) or ellipsis (Hasan, 1968), the expanded domain of
substitutes (e.g., pro-V and pro-S Iorﬁs (Harris? 1955)), the appeal
to extra—linguistic knowledge in.determining antecedents - (Hockett, 1958;
Hagah;)l9é8), and the formalization of terms to describe the process of

forward and backward pronominalizagion anaphoré and cataphora (Hasan,

1968)).

Generative Grammar

It is appropriate to‘partition generative grammar into several
subdivisions since the field has changed drastically since the initial

publicatibn of Chomsky's Syntactic Structures (1957), Even incorporating

the refinements put forth in Chomsky's later work, namely, »\sgeéts of

the Theory of Syntax (19465), would not expose the diverse thinking in
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the field today. Indeed, for the layman, keeping abreast of changes in
gcnorat;ve theory is quite difficult. However, using Chomsky's Syntactic
Structures as a userul begiﬁnimg poeint, the contributlons of genorative
grammarians in describing language will be examinad. |

7 In Chomsky's early writing, a tripartite grammar was adopted
which contained a "phrase structure", ™a transfdrﬂntional component ',
and "morphophonemics™. All sentencéﬁ‘;f English or any other language
were considered to be eithe; '"kernels™ or developgd from kernels, Thus,
it was proposed by Chomsky, following the_éuggestion of Z. Harris (1950),

that from & single sentence such as The boy is eating an apple, one

could derive such sentences as:

a. Is the boy-eating an apple?

b. An apple is being eaten by the boy.

c; The béy isn't eating an apple.

d. What is the boy eating?

e. Who is eating an apple?

or éogrse, this list of derived éentences could be further expanded.
later refineﬁents in generative grammar by Lees (1960), Katz

and Fodor (1963), and Katz and Postal (1964) were followed by the publi-

cation of Chomsk&“s secdﬁd‘uajor treatise, Aspects of the Theory of
§x§§§§ (1965), in which a rearrangemsnt of relationships in the various
coﬁponents was postulated. ‘The basic concept of kernel séptqpces was
abandoned and the notiéﬁ of deep structursc was introduced. Also,‘trahs—
formations now were asserted, following Kétz and Pbstal'(l96h); to be
meaning preservihé whereas in earlier work§ transformations had the
power to change meaning. Although Chomsky or%ginally proposed ;our

major types of elementary operations, his new proposal contained only
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three—adjunction, substitution, and deletion.

Pronomjralization in a Generative Framework. Lees and Klim.

(1963) presonted one of the early comprehensive discussions ol pronond -
nalization within a generative framework. Their attempt at handling
pronominalization éonccntrated on the transformational component. How—
ever, the transformational rules they devised proved inadequate tq
handle several classes Qr sentences (eo.g., backward pronominali:ation),
Major attempts to revise the pronominalization transformation were con-
ducted by Langacker (1969) and Ross (1967). Postal (1969; 1971: 197.)
noted there was still a vast affay of sentences which could not be’
accounted for by existing formulations imainly transformations).

Postal cecided the answer to‘the problem lay in devising con-
straints on the grammar (Postal?s Cross—over Principle). Although his
Linal attemov at formulating the prlnciple is somswhat vague, one can
basically state that Postal was concerned with stopping the movement
of one NP over another with which it is coreferential during the trans-
formational cycle. Lakoff (1968) also attempted to handle pronominal-
ization through general constraints on the grammar. In addition, he
prﬁposed that‘certéin pronouns (definite pronouns) would have to be
introduced ir the deep s£ructure. Finally, Lakoff rroposed integers,
marxing NF¥s at the deep structure level. This préposal differed from
Ross (1967) in that Lakoff did not assums pronominalizat‘on to be cyclic.

All of the proposals rorwarded failed to describe a class of
sentences forwarded by Bach (1970), the ‘so-called Bach-Peters Paradox.
‘ééch noted a class of sentences (e.g., The man who shows hey deserves

tj will get the prize gei deserves) that under transformational analyaia

of pronominalization would have to have an infinite deep structure. The
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paradox 1s a paradex only if the NPs containing rolative cluunoﬁ (and
not just the head NP) are relativized. Bach hiﬁ£nd that the Qolut;on
o this problem waw 1o wllow pronouns tou be introduced directly into
the base.

The interpretive theory (Jackendoff, 1969;.1972), followin
Chomsky (1965) did allow for the direct insertion of pronouns iﬁto the
base An laxical items. chkendoff félt that co;efgrencm‘was pursly a
semantic concept which could not be accounted for in tr'ansiv‘ornn»tions'.'

This proposal, among others, has led to a stimuilating debate
wifhin linguistic circles.‘ There now appears to be two schools of
thouéht, one generaitive and the other interpretive. VFirst, therse are
“those who Advocate marking coreference in‘the base and stating pronoﬁn—
antecedent relationships in terms of const:..iuts in the phrase marker -
(Postal, 1972, 1969; Harada, 1971; Lakoff, 1968). Next, there are
those who advocate an interpreﬁive‘tﬁedry bf'prondmiﬂaliiationl(Bresan;
1971; Warburton and Prabhum, 1971; JackendoZf, 19569; Dougherty, 1948).

Within.the transformational framework, linguists have forwarded .
proposals and couﬁt@r-proposals to hahdle the‘éroblvm of pronominaliza-
tion. Nonsg of the propoéals have been -able to account for all the '
classes of s@nténces_th;t cpntain_p:onominalized forms. Furtﬁe:, siqce
w“he grammatical phenomanon §f pronominalization is intér;séntential as
woll as intra-sententia;, discourse pronominalization has remained
largely unexplored by the transformagiogalist, siqée tranéfo:mational
grammar is typically viewed as a sentence grammar.

‘Transformationalists typically have not focused their attention
‘on such pronoun features as cass, number, and gender. Instead, thess

linguists have attempted to capture the total phenomenon of pronominaliza-’
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" tion. While this 1s conalstent with the proposala originally set cut
by Chomsky (1965), that is, capturing significant linguintic g reral.
izations, this type of analysis doos not lend itsalf to an - eriment

in written language discourss.

Lummry

The problem of substituticn has been dealt with by lingulsts
.Trom the traditional to the transfo;mational eras, however, there doos
not appear to be a éingle; viable dgscrippiqn of the phencomenon. karly
attempts at describing 5ubstitut16n focused oﬁ elaborate form and
function classes. later, iinéuiste dermonstrated thaz subsiitution was
a c&mplai grammatical phenomenon that could encompass not only proncuns,
buf élab pro—fefb, pro—adjeétive, pro-adverb, and even pro-sentential
forms.;
Soms genaral characteristics of the four major linguistic
“pericds are suzmarized on the following page (see Figure 3.1).. From
the analysis of data on the linguistic treatmeri of substitutio; anc
pronominalization the following decisisns relévant to this study were
2ade. |
1. The writer will adhere to ths rosizicn that substituticn
is the gensral classification of the érammatical phenomencn
under study and other terminology +ill rall within this
.fr&mﬂwork; Thus, subetitution'includsd any construction
: thaf takes ths placs'of,iof refers té, either in speeca
or'priﬁt, another.gram;atical'ﬂonstruction. Subsumed urder
substitution are:A anaphora, catarhora, exophora,'proforms,

otc. The classification scheme for this study was delimited

.

P
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creiivicrnal Zlaborate form classes Little emphasis on The form replaced was a
‘yrizratical rre- Zenerally patterned function. In general noun or substantive.
zzvirticn and cr. & latin declension a pronoun replaced a

zremrhaon that framework, noun.

Lzririzrse was static )

aro irnattive)

=wcrizel A refining of classi- Pronouns were conaiderod Nouns, substantives, sub-
5. focue on iin- fication scheme of as “rark words™. ~ordinate clauses, ertire
g.i3tis shangee; forms. principel clauses.
T, oattermzt to avold
cverlap of forn and ) 5 .
Siretinn, /
Lezcrirztive leos exphasis on forms. a) Focus on mﬁbowwoy In addition to the replace-
vi. oore osclentilfic b) Form was assigned ment forms of the historical
rlror din etudring , by function. / period, replacement forms
DR F gty -f ) , could also be outside the
o.osuketituticon written language situation,
sloiTo exyanded)
Cerarative Little emphasis on Focus on gramratica Houn or substantlve.
vio formulatvion of form, relationghips.
a tnecry of langusge
. waristion of
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to proneminal, anaphioric  moatruct{ons., Hoth Torms suund
funct fon wore used in =s U ing thae Anatdiorte st v tan
(sa0 Appondix ¥ for scheps

Prencoun classens will bLia dfstingulahed by fors and foncslon
{(san Apywsndix F).

The roplicement form will e . noun or e condolnt nouns
{(Sfam and Mary ).

The replacement form will precede the substitution forr
(pronoun). That is, the replacement form wi.l “e .n

antecedent.
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CHAPTER 4
PRONOMINAL SUBSTITUTION IN WRITTEN AND RAL .

LARGUAGE AND ITS RELATIGNSHIP TO READING COMPREHENS ION

While only two stgdiés (Bormuth et al., 1970; Lesgold, 197.)
have looked directly at the problems caused by ceri . uhstitution forms
in reading at the elemsntary schagl level, many r- . 2rc s have included
elements of substitution in their work. Elements of substitution have
been found in readability investigations and comprehension studies (in
both oral and'written language). The following sections will review
‘this work. | | ' |

Readability Studies

_ Re;aabilityzbtudies have some.significaqcé in relation to sub-
stitution and the compiehensfon of substitution forms. Some of the
;eadability studies, and the formlas that'wefe derived from thesc<
investigationa;'contéin an element of sﬁbstitution, namsly, personél
pronouﬁé and personal reférence.

Dale and Tyler (193&) were the first reséarchers to.directly
include a &egsure of Bubstiﬁﬁtion in their formula. The number of per-
sonal'ﬁroﬁouns was one of twénty—five factbrs they correlated with the
criterion meaéhre;v The criterion used was seventy-four select;ons from
Awhicﬁ the zubjects were asked to choose the best andrpgprestrconcluéion
from among five possibilities. This provided an ordering in terms of
difficulty (Klare,vl963)- However, in the final analysis this number
of personal,ﬁronqu§9'ﬁaé no£ considered a sufficiently discriminating

factor.  Therefors, 1% -3 not included in the final formula.
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Gray and Leary (1935) attempted a comprehensive study of the
rfectors involved in making a book difficult or easy to read. From an
analysis of all the various factors initially conside;ed, the following
five were evenﬁually used in devising tﬁe aqtual readability formula:

a. Number of personal pronouns ‘

b. Number of different hard words

¢. Average sentence length, in words

d. Percentage of different words

o. Number of prepositional phrases

The number of personal proéouns was not evaluated as an axtremély
imhortant element although it was one of slgnificant factors chosen from
a list of forty-four. Its weight in the equation of readability was »
-00912, the lowest valuc given of any of the five fact;rs. Later formu-
les (e.g., Kesler, 1941), which wére based on the origiﬁal Gray and Leary
investiéation, tended to disregard the pronoun factor since it appeared
2 have 1ittle influence in tho formla.

The average sentence length in>words,.the numbeffof affixes,

and the number of personal references were considered by Flesch (1943)

to be important factors in determining readability. The weight given <.

Yo the peraon;l reference factor was .0659, the lowest of the three
variables. According tolFlesch, the material could be rated on an easy/
difficult scaie by the number of personal pronouns. It is important to
note that pronouns in this study were equated‘with_easekof readihg.
Nineteen or more personal references per 100 words meant "very easy"
materigl while two or less indicated "wery difficult’. Flesch devised
other categories betwqen these extremes. His criteria for personal
references was as follows:

All first-, second-, and third-person pronouns except

the neuter pronouns it, its, itself, and the pronouns
they,-them, their, theirs, themselves, if referring to

]
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things rather than people. However, count he, him,
his and she, her, hers always, even where these words
refer to animals or inanimate objects. (p. 57)

Flescn did not offer a rationale for his classification scheme. Later,
Flesch (1948) dividad his formula inté two distinct units. His first,
réading ease, only took into account the number of syllal: _s perFIOO
words and average pumber of words per sentence. In the second, tpe
human interest formla, Flesch retained the personal word céunt and
addéa & facior entitled "personal sentences".

The introduction of the *cloze" technique (Taylor, 1953) led
to many new studies in_readabi}ity. Two of these stndies invesﬁigated
the systematic deietion of given‘barts-of speech from the £ext. Nor:
mally, every nth word, usually the i1i.th, is deleted from the passage.
Louthan (1965), using a sample of 236 ;eventh-grade—pupils, investigated

thé effects of systemati. deletion on comprehension. Comprehension was

measured by asking questions immediately after the subject had read the
passage. Louthan defined his classification scheme for pronbuns as

follows:

Type seven was a deletion of substantive uses ol
pronouns, in which syntax indicate that the word is
a complete marker ‘for a nominal unit designated earlier
in the passage.. This class also includes expletive
uses such as ™there was a crooked man..." (p. 297)

0

Hia conclusion as to the effeéts of deleted pronouné‘was stated, "If...

pronoun substantives (Type seven) are deleted, there is.no appreciable

dif'ference between the performances on tests foliéﬁ_‘g the cloze
.materials and those following unmutilated passages (p. 297)."
Coleman (1971) used the cloze procedure to determims which word

classes contributed most significantly to complexity in written language.

Using a modified version of Fries! (1952) ‘grammatical . classification
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eyutem'to test a large number of word claeeou,'Coleman found a correla-
tion coefficient of .58 between comprehensibility ond number of pronouns
(ef., Gray and Leary (1935) ‘who found a corrolation ofh.a76). Coleman
concurreéd with Miller'a (1951) explanation that pronouns refer to people,
& v,..pGOplo are better at reading about other people than about any -

Ing else (p. 35)." Flesch would obviously agre« with this analysis.

* !'Coleman felt Miller's idea might be part of the amswer but added that
yn"it is also bacause pronouns are & rorm of repetition {p. 17.). Cole-
man, therefore, associated pronouns with ease of reading.

In summary, the _vidence from the readability studies indicates
that personal pronouns do not contribute to a lack of comprehension in
wrlt . on language. However, none of the investigations took into account
possible factors that may interfere with understanding of the antecedent/
anapnora relationship (e.g., distance between antecedent and anaphora).
Also, ﬁhese studies typically used a sample of mature readers and the

results may not be generalizable to younger readers.

Studige that Directly Investigated;&he,Ez‘blgm_gf Substitution«dn

Wirdtten language

c. Harris\(}9hé), in investigating the prcblem of literary

S

comprehension, n’ ognized several aepects of subetitution that could
prove troubles me. Amonz them were the problems of ellipsis, metaphor,
idiom, and figurative language. In addition, Harris perceived the
antecedent/anaphora relationship as an area of potential difficulty in
comprehension,

The problem of finding‘antecedents was likened to that of a

foreign language student coping with a new language. He related this



situation as follows:
The foreign-language student, it would appear, is
striving to develop from the unfamiliar context

© another context that he can resad or comprehend; he

is attempting‘to substitute a ¢»t of meaningful .
symbols for a set of meaningless ones. (p. 283)

Harris went on to point out that rea fers of English sometimes fﬁco_thin

same problem. He commented, "They face it when theyfhave fo '"dig ocut™

Just which person is meant by '"he' or what thing 4s meap: by it (p. 283).n
Harris felt that the further a referent was located from its =

-

/;:3 pronoun the more difficult the thought of the passagé'}ould be to follow.
) A apecisl set of ﬁassages was devised to test ﬁis hypothesis. The
sample consisted of 100 men who had been recently discharged from mili-
Qar@zserﬁice. Seven items were used to test the subjects! knOw;edge
of tha antecedent/anéphora (pronoun) relationship. Intercofrelationsv
showed these items to-be.heavily loaded with factors one and two (both
measures of word knowledge). Later, Harrdis, on the basis of his first
experiment and a second replication, decided the variénéé could bé
expiaihed in terms of one faétor-—word knowledge (cf. Davis, 1944).
A major study by Bormuth, Carr, Manning, and Peax'sonv (1970)
directly investigated children®s ability to underqtand.substitute forms.
The basis of this investigation was derived from Bormuthfs book, On the

Theory of Achievement Test Items (1970). Bormuth observed that a great

»

deal of information is *'...signaled by the relationships between sen-
tences (p. 50).™ One of the particular intersentence elements examined

by Borrmuth was anaphora. He defined araphora as follows:

- Ansphora are pro structures called anaghoric axpressions

which refer back to (or substitute for) some structure
called an antecedent or postcedent which appears in-a
different clause. (p. 50)

There are four major types of anaphora as described by Bormuth (see
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Figure 4.1). Although Bormuth realized that a rizA8IAn occurs in

large discourse units, he narrowed his examples t consecufiive sentences.

The Bormuth et al. (1970) experiment was signe that, from
a total sample of 240 fourth grade children,raixty studohia wopld respond
to each question type fﬁ;ya given structure. This was neces ry due to
the iarge number of structures being tested. In addition to fourteen
atrucghféb used in testing anaphora, the a1perimént also investigated
busic sentence comprehensi9n and inter;entence syntax éomprehension.

The category of personal pronouns proved to be the most diffi-
cult for the sample. This is contréry to the finding regardiﬁg personal
pronouns in the readabilitf stﬁdiés. Due to the predominance of personal
pronouns in children's basal readers (a; opposed'ﬁo othef anaphoric

categories), thi. result indicates an area of concern.

The Bormuth et al. study incorporated the sentences or sentence

Fl

-

pairs in a paragraph of four or five sentences. While there was no

S ——

direct ¢ontrol of the distance between the antecedent and anaphora one

can_infer'they were in cloée proximity to each other. It would not be
,surprisipgi;fqurther study; using aﬁaphora that-was.moré widely sepa-
"rated from its antecedqnt, dehonsprated an even greater problem in
-understanding. Even a cursory examination of basal readers sho;s that

a great &eal ofianaphora is widely separated from the antécedents. The
ability of children to understand substitute forms that are widely c
separated is unknown. Howe§err Bormuth et al. (1970) have taken a first
step past the type of test that marel s incorpofates the sentence. This
first step toward discourse analysis\has broken new ground in evaluating
~ childrents undarsténding of granmmfical structures.

A partial replication of the Bormuth et al. (1970) experiment
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FIGURE }.1

"BORMUTH'*S "CLASSIFICATION OF ANAPHORA

-

Pro Words

‘Joo picked up the bat. -(He) 18 au good hitter.
Joe eats jce cream by the gallon. Jim (does) too.

Muscular boys showed up. (This kind) plays well.
Joe sat under a tree. The air was cool (there).
Jog may be able to play. The team hopes. (so).

Deleted Modifiers

The boy with the hat will pitch. (This boy) 1s good.
The boys practiced hard. (This) helped.

Joe was extremely fast. (This fast) a player was needed.

Joe went somewhat reluctantly.* (This) was unusual.

#reaeluctance

- Elldipois
The boys wanted to eat a guart of ice ¢. Jere wasn't
(that nmch...) left, so they had to bo za .2d with what
they got.

Although I dOn't see Bill much thege ‘days, she seems

to (...). _

The stands were green. The fence was (...) too.\g

We all agreed to meet at nine o'clock.. The boys were on time.
The girls were not (...).

S

" Samantic Substitute

Jim gathered the bats and balls. He put (this equipment) away.
The boys played very hard. (Their effort) won the game.

The boys were able and eager. (These qualities) helped.

John sat on ihe roof. (This perch) helped him:see better.

Joe hurt his hand. (This accident) ‘worried the team._

N = nominal V= verbal AJ = adjoctival Av = adverbial
S = sentential ’
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was performed by Lesgold (1974). Lesgold challenged the findings of
the earlio; study in rslation to the order of difficulty assigned to
the various anaphoric utructuréu. Of paramount interest to the present
invoapigation was the finqing of “91.7 per écﬁt<;omprehension.in the
category of personal pronduns. This compared with the Dormuth et al.
finding of 64.5 per cent comprehensi~n. As an oiplanapion for this
difference Lesgold contended thai the Bormuth et al. study may not gavo
controlled for semantic factors. Algo; Laesgold felt that ".T.gn anaphora
cannot be comprehended unless b6£h it and its antecedent are similtane-
ously in operating (short—tcrm}-memoryc(p. 334)."  One can‘ausﬁmé that
"Lesgold would assoc¢late distance betweén;&htecedont and anaphora as an
interfering. factor in understanding this relationship. The writer feels
that Lesgold's contentlon concerning uncontrolled semantic factors is
valid. 'Howévor,-One must challenge the hypothésis of the necessity for
‘both the anpephora and antecédentAOpergfihgrin short-term mer~-y for
compréhens;on to occur. This explanation cannot account for anabhbra
that 1is widely separated from its antecedent. .

Lesgold ’(197&) pointed out th,a; différences existed between
the Bormuth et al. (1970) investigation and his own study ~They were:

(a) the present study used oral constricted’ rcsponses |

while Bormuth et al. used written multiple-choice ,

. responses; (b) the present study explicitly controlled

.the number of semantically plausible potential -answers

in each passage; (c) the location of the target struc- .

ture in tho passage was counterbalanced in the present

study; and (d) Bormuth et al. used L20 fourth-grade ) >

- ~subjects while the présent study used 80 subjects from
the third and fourth grades. (p. 334)

A Two difforences that Lesgold did not mcntidn were (a) the Bormuth ot al.

study used the Dale—Chall formula to control readability while the Lea—

gold did not, and (u) neither study contrﬁ@led for word recognition



60

abllity of the students.

surnry

Substitute forms have been recognized as a factor in compre-
hension although the results of the studles are varlable. The readuability
studles tend to associlate substitute forms (at least pt’()l‘uon.‘ll pl‘onomm)
wiih oase of reading. Comprehension studies, wgich thuﬁ Investigatod
the phenogpenon in a more direct manner, present differing views. The
methodology Qsod in the invoﬂtigatiéns may explain some of the differences

" reported. In additionAto the conflict of wgother substitutes represent
an intérfering fac£or in reading,combréhension, two other aspects of
ﬁubstiﬁution have been hinted ai or directly raised. First, the effecta
of multiple antecedents is not known. WNext, the effocts of the distance
between aﬁtecedenﬁ énd anaphora- has yet to be investigatod. Both -of

“these questiohs are addressed in this.study.-

Language Acquisition and Prohomiﬁhl‘Substitution
brai-langﬁago ability gppears té b@‘ralatéd to success in‘
rgéding_(Athey, 1971; W -daugh, 1971; Ruddell, 1970). The literature
on language gcquisition to bo reviewed will focus on (a) the 5g6(s) at
which various substitution formg-appear; (b) the possibility of a dis— -
cernible dgyelopmental patterm conﬁbqted‘ﬁifh'thess,subétitution‘fofﬁs;
ana (c) eviaence that children produce and comprehend subétituta Torms

by'tye tims they entsr achool. {

-

Cbsgr%aiidn:i Studieg

An early study by Davis (1937) described tho language dovelop- -
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ment of twing compared with "othar' children. The agoo of the children
obrorved wore five and one half, six and one-half, and nine and one half
yoars. A definite developmeantal trend was found in the case of the
socond and third person pr6nounﬂ. The results concerning the rirast
person pronouna were inconclusive. In a Darther analysis of the data
Davis noted tho use of the third porson masculine and feminine pronouns .
A substantial difference in use was noted with mascul ine pronouns bedng
dominant. This imbalance in usage was consistent for both mile and
fo@alé subjacts. An explanation for these results can be found in theo
observational situation since Davis structured the situation .round a
Tcowboys and Indians® format . (See Kennedy (1970) ror other considera-
tions in child language study.)

Goodenough (1938), using a sample or 203 children enrolled in
the nursery achoél and axparimental kindergartoq of the Univorsity of
Minnesota, institute of Child Welfare, attempted to observe seli-
awafenesa development of children through their use of personal»pronouné.
The language sampi@s were obtained from two geparate situations. The
first observation took place with thé child éng&god in free play with
nis or her claaémates while the second involved an adult observer who
nrovided toys‘and:picture’books but &VEided direct wverbal contact. The
children wers obgérQGd ﬁ;thin'a zonth of the'iid—point of thé}r birtﬁday;.
A rocord of at 1east~fifty‘consqcutive.respona@s was recorded.

>ihalysis focgsed on £h§ appearance ol a given pronoun group and
the raiio ofvpronouna in relation to otﬁer pronoun groupé and éomplete
'uttayangeg. Since the 5£udy wag axploring social de§®lopmant many ol
the linguistic groupings appear ¢Jmswﬁat unusual in light of éurrent

linguistic descriptions (e.g., I, me, and myself represent one indepandent



xroup). Thias Lype of grouping was connistent with Goodenough's not.ion
that firat poraon pronouns arsv o styn of socinl activity and awirenasas.
The: parcentagen of pronouns uvsed by the subjects did not seem
Lo be related to sex and apge. Certain individuals and categories did
axhibit change. Many of Goodenouph?s conclusions centered upon the
tochnlquen used In the study rather than on the actual effects of pronouns
on nocial davelonment. T valat ton Lo thoe aftustionnl wari bla he
commented, ... the fmmodiate situation axercises an important sffect
.npon the form and content of speoch...{p. 344)." The iimttutionu of
merely using numerical countu to Judge language devalopment waa anothor
Koy observatfon. She remirked, 'Developmental changos are qualitative
av well as quantitative...(p. 344)." Finally, in a crucial observation
that is ofﬁen crodited to recent scholars, she wrote of the Inadegquacy

of compering the child’s speech with an adwlt medel. Goodenough stated,
7...to0 much atténtion has been paid to the type of grammatical analysis
used by adults and too little to the developmental changes in conceptual
.thinking And social drives that lie in back of verbal expression (p. 344)."

A study of language development by Young (1942) included a

sample of seventy-four preschool children ranging in age from thirty %o

sixty-{ive months. The sample was gsubdivided by seax and socioeconomic
status. OSpeech protocols were obtazined while the children wers engauc.

in normdl activities such as indoor and outdocr play. Few details were

Ziven as to how the linguistic groups were devised other than o astabement

alluding to the use o Jaspersen’is Essentials of bnglish Grammar.
The Investigation revealed that proncuns accounted for approxi-

mately twenty-eight per coni of all comprehensible words spoken. 1In

relation to dewvelcpment, personal pronoun proportions did not change



slpnificantly betwean Lhe agen of thivty amd slx

soesnive pronouns showed a marks=d decreasa with n
|
wore noted for the saxes 'or sociosconomic grouns

did find socloeconomle differenceas in refarance

A dlary study wan rejorted bty Welr (194,

6

Lty five monthas Vo

o, No mto neen

(. Howlets who
to pronoun production).

2) of her non Anthony

who wan twenty alpht to thisiy wemthea old at the thae of the Inveastd
ot oy Tt [EYTR 08 IO i ciovchiys b Phal Y he tecoriiine s e
made while tho child wae alone and eneaged in proe-sleop poneloguns.

Welr found the use of some pronouns mors pronounced than othors.
For axmnple, 1t was the most frequently observed torm, yet thore appeorod
to be reatrictions in tho production of thin Torm, dAlthough an intri
cate analysis ol contoxtual constraints was not undertaken by Welr,
soveral wers generally noted. Of prime importance was %L fact that
the child used "...the correct syntactic slota an con standard
¥nglish, but the category of gender has not yet been 1 DU /0 B

Another observation was the absence ol the refllex
than one instance of hirsel{). Anthony typically used

g

instead of 1 told

<ive pronoun {other

the form 1 toid

An of why the child doss 1. . rvossess a [irm grasy of
proncmdnais was offered by n\i‘. She reascred os roellows:
it is certainly nes surprising A orrerominal
substitution with the child’s class of @ »roonalized
pronouns 30 poorly learned in that it dnvelives
viewing the sposch-event not only Irom the yoint .of
the addresser ana auuressee, but also Irom the poirnt
. of view of the person or tping discussed. (p. 74) .
In order <o determins if a transformational grammar (“"?ed on
- -
‘o Sym was capazle of ".,.describing ildren?
anmar as a sell-contained systex and indicatin:g developmental trends
. . 7~ oy , s o . R ~ _
(p. L08).7, Menyuk (1953) undortook the task of i g




of forty elpht nurmery and forty eicht

was somewhat atypleal An renpect to 1o, (G

the nursery school children amd 14,0 for

ALY children with jhyefcal dteabilitfos an

inated from the study.  The mean ape cqual bod thres yeara, efoht monthes
for the nursery gchoo! chlldren ot oséx Yenrea, e months for those in
Lha THrat erade.

Spesch was elicitar (n Lhreae Separabs b o tona, I it ton,
a classroom languise samyle wan takon Ter crona.va ) foaattop DU O,
I'wo maparata gronmurs were wrilten vy Mernyua . Clrat wia oo prammar
of adult apeech and the aecond oa specialliy constructed ohy g ,.gx*w:rxr*.\f\‘r
which was uned to describe Hha paneags o the ohildren in aer sou ;l«?.;

While all the children wsed the proo tranafermition {e.g.,
:_5 1\} ) f’*ﬁi' L'__“_rl‘i_ﬂf was madj, on sixtesn nurssry and “wenty-six
firgt prade children demonstrated use of the pronominalication trans-
formition (».g., There ien't apy ora) In examining tr;lxm:‘om.;,tion"
thatl were used by significantly less than 10 Jer cent ol the first

de erdldren, Menyuk found only £ifty-Tour cont uging the ;>1;¢)4~
ozminalil ;z;xf ion transformation \“ L0553, Ne differcnces between t,he‘

BOXS walle note

The investi,. tion cc»::p‘-e,ea by tn Harvard group using '(;h‘e
now fomous cuc of Adam and Eve has become the h&{z;ia' oL several ;npe‘;'s‘-
{Prowr 2% al., 1943: Arown ard Jellugi-Kldma, 1955 : Browr and Z*‘x*:asgr_,
1963 to menticr & :"e'n')_‘ Theougn sasicelly a lenzituedinal observation
3tu8y, there were slements of sliz{*t=3 writing, and
sontrolled comprehwnsicn. Th» study w SEGHSIE A% o)
children, Adanm {twenty-zsven —onihs) ard (ci\qhtear, mentha). Y othded

it

thes

6,

srado chil e, The wipl e

neany ool equalied 10,4 for

Tirnt il '“hlldl'ﬁn).

{ apeoch dafects wors ol {m
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A
~.

the referent she/named and was not strictly deictic

in the sense of pointing out the referent directly—
for the sake of pointing it out. In every instanc=

in which she used the construction, the referent &
named was manifest and Kathrym either locked at it ¢
or picked it up, or, in the case of events, carried -
out the particular action she named... (pp. L3-4.)

T

Parhaps LhisAaction could 2o the non-linguistic counterpart or antecedent
to the phenomenon describcd by Brown and Bellugi-Klima (196L)

In relation to the children's early use of proforms, Bloom

oy

.observed the following:

The names for %things?® and tactions' are important,
but he learnms that he can get by without them and
begins to use proforms such as "this™, "this one",
wdo", "it", there! quite early. (p. 168)

This stgtement~may be accurate but one must bear in mind Bloom's
earlier observation in relation to demonstrative pronouns. In analyzing

the‘utterances of her subjects it appears that the appropriate non-

linguistic environment was often affectin: 1se of proforms. For
" example, in t! ;ance It won't fit, tho child was attempting to

place a block o Crain
‘Huxley (1970) reported an oqservational study that specificaﬂly
examined the developmsnt of personal pronouns in two children (hatrlona
and Douglas) from the ages of two vaars, four months to ‘iree years,
nine months.‘ Using a classification system taken from the writlngs oY
Aaevaral linguists (Fillmorap 1968; Postal, 1964; Householder, ‘955,,
Lyons, 1968) Huxley attempted to chart the development of pronouns ip.
éhe two childrenf Major categorigs axplored were as follows:
Egocentric pronouns in"sﬁbject pésition (I, possessives)
Egocentric pronoun in non subject. position (me)

Non egocentric pronoun, participating in discourse (VOu)
Anaphoric5 non dem@nstrative animate pronouns (he, she,

,bﬂ;’_j;t’np .
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Anaphoric inanimate pronoun (it
Flural pronouns (we, you (pi. S—n

~naphoric, non demonstrative plural (ghgx)
Soveral observations are pertinent to this review. First, the develop~
mental pattern of pronouns tends to be som. % erratic. TFor asxample,
a form may appear quité oariy and then not reappear for soms ﬁime.
Also, it was noted that Katriona's grasp of the pronominal system was
-moro sophisticated than that{éemonstrated by Douglas although his gen-
oral linguistic development was generally more advanced. This led,
Hudley to speculate that "...his greater difficulty over pronouns was
due to the fact that his linguistic §tructure as a whole was more complex
than KatrioﬁaVB, whose structures are generally easier, with fewer
variables to manipulate (p. 159)." A rinal observation was that certain
catoegories appear to be more easiiy grasped by the children than others,
thot is, they are acquired early and tend to be used in a manner that
~resembles the addlt model. For example, the egocentric oronoun in non
Bubject position posed no problem for either child yet plural pronouns
(e.g., we/us) tended to cause difficulty. Huxley felt that this may be

due to the more compli cated set of semantic features associated with

the plural pronouns (cf., Waryas, 1973) 1/

Imitation and Comprehension Studies i !

Using & sample of forty children from kindergaicun to fourth
grade, C. Chomsky (1969) investigated the acquisition of four syntactic
congtlructions including pronominalization. She used thres other gram-
matical construcfions in her expefiment and found errors more closely‘

rzc” " to ago (for pfonominalization) than to the constructions being

i/tell, promise, and easy/eager to see). The cut-off ago for
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pronominalization appeared to be five years, six months, that 1s, children
seemad to fail the pronominalination tasks before this age. As an explana-
tion for this regularity in acquisition Chomsky wrote:
,the principles of pronominalization ayppear to be
acquired by the majority of children at about the same
cage. Our conjecture about the reasons underlying this
adifference is that the rules for proncminal reference '
are considerably more basic and more general than the
rules underlying our other constructions. (p. 109)
Although Chomskyts s»udy is valuable one might question the conclusions
since only fhe pronominal form he was used in the test. There is an
implication here that all pronominal forms that apply to this transforma—
tion would bte acquired equally {ef. Berko (1960) who may also habe gcn—
eralized from inadequate data). In spite of the fact that only the
pronominal form he was used, this study does present evidence that
certain grammatical structures are not mastered until the primary
grades (cf. Olds, 1948).

The pronoun case preference of young children was explored by .

Hatch (1970).. The sample consisted of forty pre-kindergarten children

(mean age: , five years, one month) and twenty pre-second grade children

(mean age: seven years). An oral language elicitation format, using

- a reversible S-V-0 pattern into which pronouns (l, gé, she:;, her, he,

pim, we, us, they, them) were randomly insorted, was cmployed to determine
1f pronoun case was a confusing elemen® - . -
Statistically significant results prompted Hatch to make ths

following conclusion: -

e

Pronoun case, then, seems to be an area of soms con-
fusion for the child who is beginning a reading program
as well as for the second-grade child who has already
been exposed to-prreprimers and primefs which contain
only the grammatical pronoun case. (p. 42)
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According to Lesgold (19.72b), children's short term memory
prevents them from prucessing anaphoric structures (pronouns) in the
same manner as adults. From the results of an earlier study (1972a),
using adult subjects 3nd the medium of print, Lesgold argusd that:

.;.pronoun reference, and perhaps anarhoric referen ce

in general, between two propcsitions results in those

propositions being processed intoc a form 4n which

their element is represented only once--jointly--for SN

the two propositions. Further, when a common element (\

of two rropositions is not "flagged'" in the sentencel's i

surface stiuceiire form (e.g., with a pronoun), this

Joint rerrcsercation is less likely. (1972b, p. 2)
.Proceeding from this argument, Lesgold (1972b) attempted to investigate
whether children, who had demonstrated the ability to comprehend pro-
nouns, process sentences (ccntaining these forms) in a manner similar
10 adults. Ueing subjects from grades three and four, he first ascer-
:tained whether the subjects demonstra£ed ability to comprehend the ’
referent/anaphora relationship using the Bormuth et al (1970) technique.
Satisfying this requirement of comprehension, he'then csed the probe
technique to determine whether the sentences were processed in an adult
manner. An examination of the performance of the children indicated
that the processing was QQL the_same, specifically, ", ..the short term
memory of limitations of the children reduced their ability fo com};lgete
- anaphora comprehension processing (1972b, p. 16)." It must be noted
‘that tﬁie study used both the medium of print'end oral language in that
half of the subjects read the passages while the remaiﬂder_both read
and heard a tape recof&ing of each. passage. iesgold (perscnal communi-
cation) reporced no significant difference in the pefformance of the
aubjectsAiﬁ'relat;on to presentation mode. -

A study by Maratsos (1973) lends support to the evidence

N
already compiled that the comprehension of pronouns is developmental



in nature. One hundred and six childreﬁ aged three, four, and five

years old were tested Lo evaluate the effect of stress on undorstuﬁding~
pronominal co-reference. To demonstrate comprehension the children e
were asked to act out the sentence. A sample sentence that demonstraﬁés
the importance of stress in oral language (in given situations) is as
follows:

John hit Harry, and then Sarah hit him,

Tne referent changed depending upon whether or not him is streésed.
Although stress is not an important aspect of the receptive‘act of
silent reading, it is jmportant in oral language. The results of thia
investigation showed a definite developmental trend in terms of aécurf

ately portraying the sentences.

Oral Language and the Beginning Reader

Much of the research on the relationship of oral language and
féading has attempted to show that‘qhilgren use the semantic and syn-
tactic constraints in reading that = “emonstrable in 6ral lahguage
prSductionc ,

In obsgrving the reading efrors of 100 beginning readers,

Clay (1968) foﬁnd that seventy-two pef cent of thei; oral reading errors
OCQ;;fed“lJ equivalent morpheme class or morpheme-seyguence class struc-
ture. This result and examination of the children’s correction patt;rns
led her to conclude that ".,.Lhehyoung child“é guesses at points of.
uncertainty in his feadiﬁgAtend tovbe dominated by his control over tﬁe
gynt: 4s language (p. L37).n »

| ~ver (1970) used a sample of first graders to investigate the

use of grammatical context in oral reading. Two separate samples were

~
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obtained for the study (N = twenty-one for group one; N = twenty-four
yYor ~roup two). From the results of this study Weber concluded the
foliowing:

Those analysesn of oral readinj errors have provided

substantial evidence that berinning readers use their

knowledge of grammar to narrow down the words that

compete for a given sentence slot, Jjust as theoy

surely do in understanding speech. (p. 162)

An Investigation of children's reading strategles by the use
of sentence-matching and sentence-splitting tasks, by Francis (1972),
4ndicated findinzs in agreement with Schlesinger (1968) that children
tend to read for content. She also felt that errors toended to be
corrected on the basis of semantic appropriateness as opbosed to syn-
tactic information (p. 119). The sample consisted of fifty children
ranging in-age from five years, nine months to seven years, three montﬁé
(me&n- ages at the time .ol testing). |

| Wnile the above noted studies tend to show that Ehildren do

make use of syntactic and semantic constraints in both their oral

language and oraIrreading, other studies have looked at the general

relationship between oral'linguage and reading ~“ougere, 197Q;.

1970; Ruddell, 1965). _ 7
Ruddell. (1965) investigated the relationship bet;eén oral én&
written patterns of lahgﬁagc structure and reading comprehehsién, A
significant correlatign was reported Eetween feading achievement and
s performance on an investigator-~onstructed syntax test, Ruddéll showed
that a child had more success in reading when the language of the text
corresponded to his own oral language,batterng. This finding ia;éoge—
what controversial iﬁ that the  patterns the child uses may @erely

reflect the generally simple patterns of the kEnglish language. = As

4
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Nurss (l967) has succinctly stated, Tt i1s not clear whothor those
ha’tornﬁ are esasler to read bocauue the structures are more frequoently
used in children's language, or because they are less complex struc—
tures (p. 5).7

In extending Huddell's research on oral languuée ﬁnd reading
comprehension Tatham (1970) found similar results. She concluded that
children ‘at béth the grade two and grade four level were better able
to comprehend passages that contained frequent oral luanguage patterns
as opposed to infrequent patterns.

Bougerq (1?69), using a sample of sixty first gralle pupils
| examined~£he ﬁredicﬁive value of four different measures.compared‘witﬁi
reading achisvement. She used the T-unit (Hunt, 1965), hean length of
the T-uniis, the ratio of subordinate clauses to T-unit. length, and
the ratio ofisentoncg—combining transformations to T-units as her
measures of oral languagc Oral lénguége samples weore gathered by an

elicitation procedure. Bougere reporte: *hat the various measures of

.oral nguage competency were not highly related to reading achievement.

In addition to the studies previuusly méntioned, several often~.

quoted investigations ﬂendvto show a positive relationship between oral
~ language abllity and reading ability (O'Donnell, R., Griffin, W., and

Norris, R., 1967; Loban, 1963;: Stricklind, 1962).

Summary

The ovidence deémonstrates that the acquisition of substitute
forms is developmental in nature. This conclusion &, of course, sub-
Ject to the caution that children will differ from sach other in their

individual development. Of special interest to this study ia whether

>
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or not chlldren combroﬁond pronominal. forms in oral language by.uchool
«.go- While tho evidence is not.OVﬂywhelming, the indications are that
at least somo agpects of prénomihnljzatlon are noL.undﬁrntood by somo
‘ehildren (}{;Li;arix,ylllﬁ7ﬂ*i) o Gl Chomsley , 19489 ?i;zix:7lllx 1949 Chad |, 19s)
Thhn, a reasonable statement at thiafﬁimo would be- that subspjtutw
fo?@s are acquired over d>pcriod of‘time,‘the exact timatnblc tfor
thiﬂ acquisition is 2till to be detormined,” and the acquidition poriod
_probadbly extends (for some cOnatructiéné) inté-tho,school yeufé. ‘
| Several studies have boen reviewed that indicate. there is a -
relationship between oral language ability and reading comprnhension
ability. There have bcen no studies .that directly examincd tho r‘1a~

'»—tionship between oral language production of pronouns and the comple

menting ability to comprehend such»forms in silent reading.



CHAPTER 5
THE EXPERIMENTAL DESIGH

A

daaipn conslating of a X2 factorial wan nood In this atudy,
tha factors baing reader vaeL; and sax. ‘Thﬁ depanduht varjables wore
ﬁumber of nn@ﬂcadunts in a discourse, distance botweon antscedent and
Ana;hofu, and ;uuaphoric category (catogory indicated tha ¢iso of the
hnarhora—«nominnt;ve, objucti&o, and ganitivw>. — |
This chapter will discuss the classification of thevug@phora,
selection of sémplo, standardized instruments, the &nalysia‘of‘the basal
readera,Aconstruction QE the gest paséages, a description:of the investi-
vgator—deaiéned ihstrﬁments (a. Word Recognition Test; b. The Testé of
Anaphoric Refcrédéefclozc'Format\(TAR—C); c. The Tests of Anaphoric
Réferenée—%ﬁltipig Choico Format (TAR-MC)), oral language production,
.the)proéedures used in the administration and acp:ing of the inst}umonté,

and the treatment of the data.

0

Classification of the Anaphora

A decision was made to limiﬂ ihe stuay of subsiitgtion.to éro—
nouns -and later, - to anaphoric pronouns. In her discusgsion of grammatical
coit on, v‘1>f1958>‘dascribed the anaphora/cataphora/éxmp“Jra dis-
tinction (see Chaptor 3 for a discussion of thé terms) . H;th the exception
of a small exporimént\conduéted by Schlesinger (1966); woing adult sub-
je;ts, cataphori. (orms have ﬁot bezn investigated. Theﬁonly stpdy that
apecifically eXplored children®s use of axbphoric pronouns was that of

Hawkins (1969) and this study was devised to examine SES differences in.

production rather than comprehension. While pronouns that are exophoric

Th



and cataphorlc in nature certainly deserve investigation, pronounn tha’
are anaphoric in nature areo moro predominant.
The review of previous studies indicatad that porsonal pronounn

RS 1*1‘,1(7‘1“."&:x4.~ s Joen o Lae creeant invest oot lone iu'i;i;‘x Liva et Lioe b lng
contradictory (Bormuth ot al., 1970; Laesgold, 1974). The initial cecision
Lo investigate porsconal pronouns that were anaphoric in rthir@wm« dovlived
Jrom the conglicting casults of thono studlos. Although Bormuth et al.
{1970) and Losgold (1974,) eonmidered porsonal ;\1'01‘10.uxm ons 'uxmp‘nox'ic
catagory thoroe 19'@v1d0n¢a thﬁt'cort&in personal pronoun typeé may beo
more difficult to understand (in terms. of the antecedent/anaphoru rela—
tionship) than others. - The work of Fégan'(i969) and Coleman (1971)
Jndicate that the genitive case persocnal pronéuns»may répreseﬁt a confus-
ing factor in understanding the éntecédent/anaphora relationship. Hatch,
(1970) presented evidence that somo children at the grade two lsvel con-
Tused case raldwionshipa in oralNlanguage. As a result of the Iindings
of the above mentioned studies the category of anaphoric personal pro-
nouns was subcategdrized-accqrding to case felationnhips. In addition,
othor anaphoric categogies taken from the investigations of Bormith et al.
(19&0) and Lesgold (1974) were used in vhe anaphoric category classifi-
cation schéﬁc.(séb Aﬁpendix E).

| 30£h Ha-ris {1948) and Mosberg and Shima (1969) felt thot dis-
‘ tance béﬁween antecedont and anaphora would dncrease the difficulty in
uﬁderstanding this rolationship. There have b@@n'ﬁo studies which have
Girectly testod this varigble. - Thus, a decision Qasvmado to examine
“the offects 6f distance between antecedent and gnaphora on the cémpr@—
hension of this relationship. |

Losgold (1970b) has hinted that th: sddition of antecedents
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would incrsase ths difrficulty in understanding the antacodent./anaphora
rolationsnip. While only Lesgold has of forad any Indlcation that this

variable may b important in the (:()mpx‘a‘wh\nnn1.()h of the wntacecent/anphorn

:

cer ol Do e vl @ o ehy iy v L L P -t

LI i o

’1!’11’}’501'%.‘.‘1}'1(‘&7 due Lo the burden placed on memory, both In coding the antao-
codanto oand in'ruualllng thom.

This review of sbtudies and the decleslons that weroe made boned
on thotir rasults lncucnt;:(i direction for the investigation. Howavar, o
doubt could ?amain mé to tha.jmportancobof investigating only constructilons
that it this rather narrow area, basically pronominals that are anaphoric
in nsture. Therofore it was decided to ecxamine basal readers ucod in the
teashing of reading. Two basal readers, which are currently used in’

Canadian schools, were examined in the escreening (see this chapter for

the snalysis). The basal readers Magic and Make-believe (Thomas Nelson

and Sons. and Stories Cid and New (Copp;Cl&rk Publiﬁhing Co.) were ran-—
domly sslecton Irém among those series cuféently being used in Canadian
schools.! The results of this analysis supported the focus indicated by
the r@viéﬁ of previous studien. The exact composiiion of tha anapgoric

categoriea will be wiscussed later in this chaptoer.

Ul

2loctiosn of the Sample

Tho choice of students in thelr sscond year of school as the
sample was determined from resulis of provious studien da&iing directly
or indirectly with anaphora, both in pral-languago and the media of prin{.
Thare ware indigations that certain grdmmatical stuctures in general,

" and anaphoric structures in particuiar, are not nderstood properly by

gsoms school age .children. Therefore, a docision was made to seck a
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grade whore the llteraturs Indlcatad a lacik of oral language facell {ty

in the cuse of the seroctad opal Tonguage catoporieas.

In o wrditton language study, Chad G Y Vound that aentonceas
R R PRSIt AR A PNV R SRR TR S R IL PR AR T ey oo Lidiran Lo groads
slaobl gt shoss whills childrsa in srade (ive wers gonarnlly -mable Lo

identify tl. correct antecedsant in this type of sentenco. Haoturning tao

tho studies of Bormuth =t ol (L‘)'}’L\) and Laosgold (297L), conflicii

evidence ia presented azn o the prade four chilld? s ability 1o compreboend
anaphoric str ures.  The reswits of thagss studies wore paviicularly

conflicting in terms of tho anarhoric category entitled Vpersonal
suns®, Fagan's (1959) investigation. using students drawn from grades
cour, five, and six indicated that the simple pronoun transformation is

easily comprehended while the pronominalization transformation (genitive)

{

>

represents - Zicddt asrect of language.

Tho results of studies ir language acquisition indicate a x
developmental trend in relati..: to amaphora, however, the majority of
studies have only considered the psrsonal pronoun system. The ressarch
does indicate that certain oral language aspeéts of anaphora are not

5

comprenended by some schocl age children (Hatch, 1970: C. Chomsky, 1989;

Hatch (1970) presented the evidence that is most impor-

tznt Lo thils study. She found that pronoun case is an area of conlusion

b

fox gomo wvocond grado children. Silnce thes child at the grade two level
i3 apparently still in the acquisition process, both 1n oral language

and rezding, this grade appeared tokre¥ % a vieble area of focus.
If the child iz indeed still accuiring ty in manipulating anaphorilc

structares in oral language Lhei this is an opportune moment to examine

the relationship between oral language and roading ability. The choice

: ' AN
‘ \
\
‘
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of atudents In thoele ascond yeor of schooling was olsc bamed T IR

that thea study oo conducted Jr Lhe spring ol Cho vear and that o lacger

anga G ronsi g ab il ity would bLe o avident (as Gppcand Lo aeade mm).

thelr rocond yeoor of achool enrol Tad 0 2 he Bdmenton Catholie

Syoeom during the mtha of April end My, 10710 The Inttial uucher
solocted soon 180 oh i Mdren wt ceopanvlomly anlectaos! Urom the Lol b nopw

Iatlon mde avallable.  Thong ontldren weroa anrollad tn seven i 0 forant
chools,  Ueven children woare olimdrated from thae SIOUD Dacansoe & pecond

language wap spoken in the homs. A dacision had been made o 5eioct
children from totally English-speaking environments. Ths chiliren who
were elimir-ted were identified by their homeroom teachers as being
éA}CSed to . L iw.oce other than English., Typically, th' x;o sure  salto
from pares i . seandpareants living in the home, whose first lansuage
was & language other than Inglish.

Two other measures wers &dministar@d in order to olimiyate other

variabled whizh may influence the resulta, It was decided that a child

TR

2.0 or highar on the Gates-

ich wig adrdnistered by the zlassroom teachersa ir

o dic net se

thie Zateg=h This resulted in trhe slimiration o

Lhnirty children from the initial sample.  Those children who scoraed ».0

‘u

or higher on the comprshension secticn of the Jates-MacGinitie He
Test wero alse given a wood recognition test constructed sspecially Tor

A
[

s - . -
~idren wno nad

-

re study and described elsewheore in this chapter,
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TABLE 5.1

MEAN GRADE LEVEL SCORES, AND RANGE OF SCORES FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE ON ‘THE
GATES-MACGINITIE READING TEST (1965), PRIMARY B,
BY READER IEVEL AND SEX (N=100)

Silent Reading ' Mean Grade Level Scores

: Comprehensiqn - Hanga
Gr. Group Boys Girls Total of Scores
2  High Readers 4.1 4.5 Le5 357 - 5.0
\ Léw Readers "2;8 2.9. . 2.9 2.1 - 3.6
Total - 3.6 3.7 a7 2.1 - 5.4

/
/

Rapge of Scores  2.3-5.4  2.1-5.4  2.1-5.4
according to silent reading comprehension scores, a marked ‘difference
is evident between the means of the High and Low Readers. The differ-
ence of 1.6 years is the same for both the boys and girls.
The mean chronologiéal ages of the sample are‘depicted in

Table 5.2.
TABLE 5.2
MEAN CHRONOLOGICAL AGES IN MONTHS, BY READER LEVEL AND SEX (N=100)

o

Silent Reading “Age in Months

Comprehension ) ‘
Gr, ‘ Group Boys Girls . Total
2 High Readers 90.2 : 0.1 90.1
Low Readers 90,4 89.7 .90.1

Total **\& 90.3 - .89.9

As shown in Table 5.2, the High and Low Reader groups are evenly matched

~.
.

A
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|
in mean chronological age. The mean age of the girls is four months

ounger than the.mean age of the boys.
Standardized Instruments

Certainugtandardized tests were used in this study to scréeh

the children and to establish independent varlabWeu, These measures

are discussed in this section.

-

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test

Jhe Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test (1945), Primary B, Form 1
was used as a.screening and classification instrument. Those children

who scored below 2.0 on the comprehension section of this test were

'eliminated from the sample The children who cualified for the final

sample were assigneq to ngh and Low Reader groups (the cut- off ;core
was 3.6). | ' : \.
A reliability of .81 (Technical Manual, 1965) is réported for

the test. Although Spache_(In O K Buros (ed.), The Slyth Innt 2l

Measure*ﬂnt Tearbook (1965)) and nantman (In O. K. Puros (ed.), The

[

' Sixth Mental Measurement kearbook (1965)) have criticized certain

aspects of the test Doth concluded that it is useful for deterrinlnﬁ

. the level of comDetence for groups of pupils in reaaing. B

/ Ta

Lorge-Thorndike Intellisence Test

o

The Lorge-Thorndike Intellizence Test (1957), Level 2 was

~

administered to all subjects including those who were nct included in

the main sample The inclusion of all subjécts was to minimize the

effects of being "left out that might be experienced by children who
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were not in the main sample. Thi test ‘has received favornble reviewa‘

in the various Fental Measurement Yoar>ooks edited by 0. K. Bar~s

(e g-, Tittle, In Buros, 1972; Freeman, In Buros, 1959)

The odd-even reliability for this particular level of the

A

Lorge-Thorndike intelligence Test 13 low 1,586), however, this can be

accounted for since there was a gystematic alternation of geonetric and’

pictorisl items in subtests 2 and 3. Reliability for this test (other

levels) is typically high with correlations ranging from .882 to .940.
Table 5.3 presents the means and range of intelligence quotients

obtained by the main sample on the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test

11957) Level 2, Form 1, by reader level and sex.

TABLE 5.3

¥EANS AND RANGE OF INTELLIGENCE CUCTIENTS,
BY READER LEVEL AND SEX (N=100)

5ilunt Reading Intelligence Quotients
Comprehension : N
. Gr, B Group Bovs Girls . “otal Range
2 - High Readers 113.88 116.12 115.02 -097-132
Low Readers 109.76 107.36 ' c108.56 092-130
Total | 111.860 .76 11.81 092-132
Range ' . 093-130 092-132 092-132 -

While therébis only é slight difference bet%@tnﬂthe means of N
the boys and girls, a difference.of 6.46 exists between the méans of
the High and Low Readers. As ekpected,yﬁhe ?ifference fnvors the High‘

‘ Readér group. It is interesting to note that while High Readers (girls)

score higher than their @ale counterparts, the reverse is true in the

o~
v
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- case of the Low deaders with boys? mean score being about two points~

83.,

. higher than the girls.

The De{roit Tests.of Learning Aptitude

T .The Detroit Teste of learning Aptitude, Subtest 16 (1967) were -

used to tee§ the children75 visual memory span for letters.
It has been reported in varioﬁs studies (e.g., échlesingey,

1966) that thefreader's‘eye“voice spae (Evs) roughly corresponds to a
phraee unit. Because the distance factor in propositions is itselL a’
form of memory measurement for semantic 1nformation, and since the. readers
must use visual cues to aid their prediction of meaning, the Detroit
Test was chosen to investigate how children operate in this regard. In
this test the child_i;‘shown a set of lower case letters on a card. Each’
set of letters is printed on & separate card and one second per 1etter is
ailotéed for viewihg. The child is then recuired to repeat, in exact
order, the letters printed on the card. Scoring of ﬁhe test was con-
sistent with the directions in the hanual (1967), however, ‘the raw scores
were used instead of the mental age eouivalents.

The mean scores and range of scores are given in Table S5.4.

Table 5.4 reveals that High neaders score approximately two points

higher on the visual memory test than the Low Readers. There is a nearly

one point difference favoring the girls over the boys.
Analyeis of the Basal Readers

The basal readers Magic and Make—be‘ieve (Thomas Nelson and

o Sons) and Stories Old and New (Copp—Clark Publishing Co. ) were randomly

aelected from among those used in Canadian schools to determine the ‘

-

B ’)‘
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B " TABLE 5.} ( !
. 1

: | A

MEANS AND RANGE OF SCORES FOR VISUAL MEMORY FOitr LETTERS ON THJ, LUTROIT |
. ) : ‘ . . i
TESTS OF LEARNING APTITUDE, SUBTEST 1€, BY HEADER LEVEL AND SEX (N=100)

é . {
h 1

A

i

i

Silent Reading . Mean Scores
K Comprehension ] |
Gr. Group - Boys* Girls - Total ~ ;ﬁingg
§
2 High Readers 14.72 15.89 15.30 {10-24
. - "‘ A - , |
Low Readers 13.16 13.80 13.48 { 10-20
; T ]
. ) y n
Total " - 13.94 14.84 14.39 | 10-24
Range = . 10-24 10-23 10-24 ;
Ry

~

incidence of the various anaphoric categories (see Appeﬁdix E for o

description of the categories).

Although the classification system was already deliﬁitgd due

to consideraticns arising from the results of previous studies, several

problems were encountered in gﬁalyiing the texts. The major concerns

and the decisions that were made are as fqllowi://///// \>\§<\
o 1l. The analysis was delimited to inelude only anathoric con- b

stfuctions, Certain sentences ccntained constructions
that confused this apparent straightforward situation. An
exarple of this problegﬁig demonstr;tedbby sentences (a)
and (b).

&. VI can't do-it," said Fother Mouse.

b. Mr. Rabbit looked into the pdt. %I wish I had
some carroisl" he said.

In sentence (a), the word I is cataphoric in nature, tha

is, its referent follows rather than precedes. In ‘sentence

(t), ths word I is again theoretically cataphoric in nature,

T

/.
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dcpendfng on tho word he, which in turn dépﬂndn on its
antocedent\hr ._dabbit for dnterpretation. Yet, if the
reader kpew the general rules of writing he would intui—

tively realize the relationship and that I had to be ME;

- Rabbit since a new paragraph would be needed if someone

else were speaking. I1f this aituation was perceived the

o

_word I and its antecedent (Mr. Rabbit) now represcnt an

a

anaphoric relationship. The question is yhether or not.
children in their second year of school would perceive

this rather complex situation. While there is no direct

evidence to indicate a decision, the investigator surmised

- that a greal deal of written. language sophistication would

be needed on the"partfof'fhe readér. Thus, such instances
_were- considered cataphoric and not included in the inci-
dence count. Other situations that were encountered were

treated in a similar manner.

In children's literature in general, and in the basal readers

-in particular,}it is ngt uncommon to note a typically “inari-

mate object becoming anirmte. For example, one often dis—
covers cars that talk etéi. Also, talking animals, although
Animate, are frequently oncountered. In one story that

was analyzed, a roller coaster car assumes the male singu-
lar pronoun (he) and converses with both children and
certain (supposedly) inanimate objects (e.g., the ferris
wheel) in an amusdneht parf{J.Discussions with primary
aohool teaohers’indicated that such adult anomalios pose

few problems for children.. Thus, a decision was made to
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3 ‘ treat such normul.ly';Inanixmte objects as anfmite ir thay

assumed such a role.

/' . 3. Expressions such as ﬁx*:oh my were encountered in the
texts. Since no referent exists for such forms they were
not counted.

To dinsure consistency in the analysis of the basal readers, certain

guldelines were established. . Following Robertson (1%66), the incidence

count was taken from every twentieth sage of the reader being analyzed.

A decision was made to olimidatefpoétry and plays sincg special types

of writing are involved in theose genres. Also, a page haq to containi

at least fifty running words, not including titles, to be conside“ed

o If a page did not comply with the guidelinea the investigator prcceedod

until the necessdry requirements were fulfilled. The analysis was con-

tinued from that page.
The results of the analysis are depicted in Table 5.5. Series

% produced a total of 148 anaphora which fit the descriptive cateéories
This figure represented nine per cent of the total number of words on
the pages analy:zed, Category 1 (éix per cent), Category < (one pef‘cent)}
and Category 7 (cne per cent) accounted for seven per cent while ail
other categorAes pomoined only totaled two per cent.

The thirteen categories analyzed in Series B produced a total
of 217 anaphora. This total accounted for approximatoely eieven per
cent of'the words found on the pages analyzed. As in the cass of Series
A three categories accounted for a largé proportion of this percentage
(Categofy 1 - six per cant; Category 2’— One per cent; Category 7 - two
ﬁer cent).. The forms and functions of the tﬁrea categories of highest

incidence are as follows:
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and Shiima stated, Mis the nuﬁber of words getwaen the enaphoric term
and original concept increases, it would be expected that strv“{uring
aroﬁhd the original concept word Qould be more difficult (pp. 18-19).n

The u$e‘of "number cf words'" as the distance mwasure is attrac-
tive in that computation is quite simple. However, problems arise in
using this measure. Weber (1970b) 'raised the question of how one should
treat sequences such as call‘ug-«one word or‘two? Aiso, all.of the
classic problems encountered in readability research such as d;fining'
or classifying ‘thard', 'easy', and "common? words would be present if
one attempted to use the number of wérds“ as the distance measure Qsee
Klare, 1963; Chall, 1958), .

Some of the difficulties inherentrin using "numbér of yOrds">
might be solved by .substituting the notion of morphemes; howéfer,‘this
appearé cnly to create grpblems of a different nature. for example,
difficulties could arise with irreguler past tense forms. This problem
. can be demonstrated with the past tense of go and walk. While it may
be obvious to couni walked as two morphemes, the dilemma remains as {o
how one should treat went (see also, Cazden, 1972 Dale,.1972; Weber,
1970b; Slobin, 1957). |

Since it waes assumed that children process meaﬁ%pg as they
read, .4 decision was made tc use é semantié rather than é s?ntaﬁtic
measure of distance. Hanf (1972) has recently developed a proﬁising
Llassificaticn sﬁheme for ségmenting discourse into cognitive topics
called propositions. .She explicates this‘éfstem as follows:

Dividing the discourse into cognitive topics 1is se5;

menting the lansuwage into words or groups of words

expfe;sing a rrorosition (authorts underlining),

assertian or thouxnt and cont ‘ng & Iinite verb,
“implicitiy or explicitly stated. %p. 175)
N



e

C. Chomsky (1973), in reviewing this study, felt the classification

ochems was valid for the sample used in Hanf'g ‘stigatioh (anes of the
children ranged frbm five to.ﬁine years), but %j:zionéd agalnst its use
with older subjects. She felt it "...is unreliable whenever the speaker
advances into more sophisticated.transformationg (p. 27).m

It was decided to adapt this classification scﬂéme Tor deter-
minLng‘theydistance.between antecedent ana anaphora. Some modification
was made to the Hanf guideline (ses Appendix D). Basically, these modi-
‘fffications wefe made to eliminate certaln inconsistencies that were
perceiQed. Por ex?mple, in the Hanf scheme, catenation (a string of
verbs) is included as part of the verb phrass. Yét, in reference to
conjunction, a predicéte is implied, thus designating a proposition.
Consider sentences (a) and (p). .

a. The children ran and skipped and played.

b. The childreﬁ saw a clown, and a tiger,/and an acrobgt.
RBeferring to the Hanf guideline, sentéhce (a) would contain only one
proposition while sentence (t) would have th;ee. It is contended that
8 more reasonatle classification would be to imply a subject before the
verbs in sentence (a).

The actual number of propositions‘between antecedent ahd anaphora

(in the pessages) rangecd Irox= zero to five. An arditrary decision was

o

-

ntirg

®
t

made to create a dichotocﬁ with zero to two rropcsiticns repres
one category and three to five_propositions rerresenting the seécnd.

The distance factor was built into the basséges in such a way that equai
numbers of the zearc tP'zwo rroposition category and the three to rive

proposition category coult be encountered in random fashion by the reacers.
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Other Modifications of the Passages .

Since the passages originally were drawn from the appropriate
baeal reader levels for the grade 1wo sample, it was not deemed necessary
to apply other vocabulary controls.

A small modification of the péas&ges was accomplished_in tﬁe
case of cataphora. As preﬁiously stated, this study was delimited to

include only cnaphoric structures. Thus, front shifting was necessary

for some quotations. For examrle, in the sentence, "I think a storm is

coming." said John., the speaker was front—shifted. The sentence then

read, John said, "I think a gtorm is coming.".

Tests of Anarhoric Reference-Multiple Choice Format (TAR-MC)

<

The Tests of.Anaphoric Reference-Multiple Choice Format (TAR-MC)
were constructed using two of the specially designed paBSGges (see Appen-
cix A for the passages in combination with the multiple choice format).
One_of the passages (Hereafter known as Form 1) contained two antecedents
ané the other (Hereafter xnown as Formk2) contained four antecedenbs
AB previouslynmentiqned.two charact;rs were present in ~orm 1 so th/‘
both forms had four plausible answers for the tests. —:J >/

The multiple choice format was constructed so that the éubjects
M wou;d be given the anaphora and their task‘was then to identi-7/the
antecedent for that particular enathora. Each mdtiple choice/qﬁestion
contained four possible r;s;onses. >In the case of Form 1, the four
choices included tre tﬁo *“tera-tir; characte‘s who actuslly served as

[

antecedents and two addit onal characters, These durmy elements rrovided
A Py

]

plausible answers (previously rentioned) for this forcat.
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On Form 2 of the TAR—MC, it wag/néginececsary to dntroduce
any additional story characterc 5ince/€here were already four antecedents.

In formulating the test directions it was decided tg focus the
children's attention directly on the‘anaphora; This decisibﬁ was based
on the age of the children used in the sample. lifso, using this method,
it was possible to eliminate any confpsion on the part of the children
as to which anaphora was focﬂsed hpbn in a given question.

To discourage '"set™ for the task, distractor guestions were
intérspersed throughout the tests. These questions ﬁged the same format

but focused upon some aspect of the discourse other than the antecedeﬁf/

anaphora relationship.

Validity

¥hile it is difficult to offer any type cf statistieal validity
for the“TAR—HC, Form 1 and 2, it is possible to argue.for content valid-
ity. Since the test comprised the-stories and the mmltiple choice
questions, the conﬁent of both rmust be considered. The construction of

the stories has aiready been discussed. The fact that the stcries were

. o - - o ~ : N
taken from the appropriate basal readers, and the precauticns of inzlud- -

/

12N

ing only anaphoric categories, of representing proporticnately the thre
main categories of anaphora found in the basal readers, of oalancing the
Y V‘ 2 -
number and gender of characters involved, of arranging the distance tetweern
anaphora &nd antececdent in objective and systematic fashion, and of elim
. « ’ .
inating possible sources of confusion such zs sex role stereotyping,
would appear to indicate that the-stories were valic for the intended .
Furpose.

Each question constructed on the stcry contained the names o
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characters represented in the”gtory——only one of which was the correct
enower within the test directions. The child's attention was quused -
on the anaphora irn the text (through numbered lines) and directions |
were standard. In order that “the child would not“ddvelop a set for
pronouns, distractor questions on ferms of language other thun anaphora
were included. Furthermore, the choice of the correct answer in all |
questions was randomized. Stories and questions were subjected to

_a )
university faculty members for evaluation and comments and were tested

in a pilot study before being administered to the study samp

Reliability | Y

Split-half rellabilitles were computed for botﬁ Form 1 and
Form 2Vof the TAR—MC. The distractor guestions were not—I;ZZuded in -
the computation.» The reliability coefficient for Form 1 gés .67. Form
<. reliability was calculated to be .63.. When corrggted for length by
ﬁﬁefSpearnan—Brown Prophecy Formula, these coefficiehis*were respec-

tively .80 and .77. These reliabilitles appear satisfactory IO” the

purposes! of this study (Kelly, cited oy Thorndike, 1951).

- Adrdnistration

Aé previously ﬁentione@, the subjects! attention was’ directly
focﬁsed on the anapho;a for a given questiocn. Cn the reco~“eﬁdation of
the sécond grade teachers who advised the investigator in the construc-

. "
tion of the EAR,’all the lines in the stories were numbered. This’
.facilitated the lécatiqn of tﬁé\anaphora. Although this added an.elemen:
of unnaturalness to tﬁe:reading task it was felt that the children wouid

[

have a very difficult time locating the anaphora if this was not done.
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The numbering of the lines enabled the administrator of the test to

direct the children to a parti~ular anaphora on a given line. The
\

entire sequence for testing 1s as follows:

a. The children were directed to read the entire story
' silently to themselves.,

.b. Upon completion of the story the children's attention
was focused upon a particular anaphora in a given line.

¢. The children would then choose the proper antecedent
(from a 14st of four) for that particular anaphora.

-d, This proced%re would be respeated until all questions
were conpletad. :

Tests of Anaphoric Reference-Cloze Format (TAR-C)

While the TAR-MC required the gubjects to identify the antece-
dent when their attention was directed to the anaphora, the Tests of
“Anaphoric Reference-Cloze Format (TAR-C) (see Appendix A) supplied the
antecedént and‘the subject had to furnish the anaphora. In both instances
an assumption is gade that the subjects had to understand the entire
relatiqnship in ord%r\\o Eomplete Epe task successfully.

- The cloze procédire in géner&l has been used primarily in
>readability and cormprezension studies (Bickley, Elliﬁgton, and Bickley,
1970; Hafher, 19%6). Various deletion patterns are’possible when using
the cloze technigue but thg every'gth word zetnhod is most common. The
vaiidity éﬁd relia®idity of this method has geen the subject of a good
deal of research (Bormuth, 1949, 1947, 1966,.1953; Greene, 1954; Ruddel,
195%3; wWeaver gnd Kingston, 1943; and nutercus cthers). The particular
pattern used in this study was that of selectéd deletion. Such a pattern

has been used previously (Sradley, 1971; Coleman, 1971: Louthan 1G55).
2l v 3 i bl b

[}

Gallant (1965) used a sample of 273 rupils in grades one, two,



and three tu determine if the cloze proccduro\wan appropriate in terms
of reliability and validity. Usirg the split—&alf technique, Gallant
obtained‘cqrrelations of bétweenl.90 and .97. The cloze scores were
compared to utan@ardized reading measures and teqﬁed for significance.
The correlations rqngod from .65 to .81 (p == .Ol); The conclusion or
Gallant'@ igvéstigation was that the cloze procéd@fe'is appropriate for
the primary grades. ‘ |

Whiie the standard cloze technique dictates that every nth word
of a discourse be removed thelselected cloze procedure allows one to
remove only selected items (e.g., mass count nouns, adverbs, prepositions,
etc.). Typically, the items to be deleted are predetermihed by the
researcher. In this study the selected cloze procedure was not used as
a general comprehension measure, rather, it was assumed that the sﬁbjects
would have to\undersfand the antecedent/anaphorza relationship in order
to supply the deleted words. The deleted elementsfin\the cloze format
were the anaphoraibuilt into the passages (e.g., hey I,\you, etc.). =

To discourage 'set" for the task, addition wtzgéﬁ%nbt anaphora )

. ’ N

were deleﬂed from the passages. "Set" for the task occurs when the
subjects' responses to a given guestion is unduly influenced by the

answers to previous—suestions. In this instance, if only anathera were

daleted the subjfects might maKe an educated gues§’as to. the ccrrect
answer without actually knowing it.  Thus, the deletion of other words
(efg., nouns, verbs, adjectives, etc.) would tend to hegaté the effects
of "set™ for the task. In addition tﬂ not deleting any otheé anaphorsa .
as distracters, care was taken ﬁot to/eliminate any of the antecedents.

The use >f distractor items in comb tion with the selected anarphoric

deletions provided a tetal of fifty blanks. This 4s consistent with

3



100

Bormuth's (1967) contention that fifty items are needed to insure validity.
The instructions used in the administration were compatible zith those

suggested by Bormath (1964).
Heliability

Although Gallant (1965) has established the suitability ot the
cloze ﬁrocedupe in general, no research has been reported indicating the
appropriateness of the selected deletion ﬁattern with a grade two sample.
>Thus, a decision was made to determine the instrument's reliability prior
to its administration to the entire sample. Table 5.7 reports the test-
retesﬂ-reliébilities.- The interval between the test and retest was a
one week period. The decision to use this interval was mmde in consul-
tation with a statistical advisor from the Deﬁgrtment of Educationsl

Rescarch, University of Alberta.
TABLE 5.7

TAR-C TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY (N=30)

Test - : Reliability
A0 ferm 1) G35
A N e Y -
TAR-C (Ferm &) 841
Tre reliability coafficlents obtained for the TAR-C indicate that the

Cral language Production

A subsanple of foriy-eight children was randomliy selected from

the main s&iple of 100 to ;nrti;ipaté in a langusge production task.
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Twelve atudents wore noléctcd'from ench proup within the maoin anmple,
that 1o, male ligh and Low Reaaer~ and foemale High and lLow Henders.
Ural language production was chosen (over imitation or comprehens ton)
on the basis of findings by Fraser, Bollugl, and ioown (194 10) 0 hanlt
cations of thig classic study have supported the osodn Cinddnes thot
production implios the ubilit& of dmitation, and porhaps more important .,
comprehension (Nurss and Day, 1971; Lovell and Dixon, 1987:; Turner and
Rommetveit, 1997). Reading is a Teceptive language activity, however,
since oral language production implies receptivity it was felt that
more variabllity would be obtained using this type of task.

The children were asked to make up a stdry about four plctures

or sets of pictures. The pictures were chosen to reflect the wriiten

i

language test variable of number of antecedents. This was accomplished

Uy choosing two pictures that contained two antecedents (one male And

cne female). Two different rictures were selected: that contaired four
antecedents (two females and two males). The forrat of the pictures
J .

g
‘Avas constructed sc that *wo of the rictures depicted & sequence oI actiocn
v 43 - + - b [A—— T e / [ 54 S PO S R
“nl.e the other two showez still scenes {(seoe ~prendix C for the plctures
P N K - - P . o et P o P v R U e
and cirectiicns wused in the orzl language task)., The format is Jericied
e = s
-5 L3T4ie DLz,
7 R -~ - - o e — S
fritten languaze "mome tagzs! were tliceZ on encn of <ia NS o
“llers in the pictures and thess names were rrencuncex Ior the subfects,
. oo =

—~. Naming the
the nazes
otherwise would
characters, It
rememter all the
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instances since both answers indicate a Imowledge of the antecedent aAd
/
!
are grammatically correct. ,ﬂ
. ‘ /
i8] i
Analysis of Covariance . /
’ /
A two-way anzlysis of covariance was used to analyié;the iépend—
- 8ut in exan-
re

s

—~ S
.

A

ent variables. Twenty-four separate analyses were carri
Greuping on t

ining the three &8 jor derencent variables under stud
Azthcough

i
-

analysis of covariance was by reader level andé sex.

extensive screening of the children in relatior to word recocnitior
. In tre Tinzl

was possitle to miss ur to ten words ard still be

i

sample. Thus, a decision was made to include word recoznition zs the

covariate.

Analysis ©of Variznce

e Both,aﬂtypzwaywand,onevway.classificationmwereAused"inwanalyzir

the datz generated by the subsamplevwho were drawn frec the rain

First,-a two-way analysis of variance, with grouping by reader level and

Bex, was conducted to analyze five different orzl languzge varizbles.

Also, & one-way analysis of variance was used %o
relationshir between oral language producticn of anathcra and the under-
standing of such cn the written language mezsures, Test saryle grouping
on thils analysis wzs by reader level and sex.

Cozrutaticns of Correlzticns
the total sample =nd the
he entir

i=}
selected subsarple. Cwenty-nine variables

sample.
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Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measures

To determine whether there was a slgnificant difference in
the difficulty of the three ma jJor anaphoric cafegorieu,(Category 1,
Catégory <, and Category 7), an analysis of variance with repeated
measures was carried out . I1r tne analysis indicated a significant |
difference the Scheffe procedure was applied to test tre diL;erence
Letveen the mééns. This test is conservative in respect to Type 1
arrors and the s*gnificance levél was set at .05 (as was the level for
the other analyses in the stuay). .

t~-Tests

A major research gquestion of this investigation was to determine
whether or not the number of antecedenvs interactin6 throughout a dis-

course is a significant varlable in the understanding of the antecedent/

anapnOra relationship. This variable was built into the passagesm;nd
reflected in the TAR-C and TAR-MC. e |
The t tests were carried ou* to determine the effects ol addi-
tional antecedents, that is, whether the entire sample sdéred signifi-
canﬁly lower on the tests that contained four antecedents (as opposed
tO_thébuesps/that contained two antecedents).
Tne effects of ing;eased distance between antec edent and
/anaprora on.tre entire sample were also tested by means of ¢ tests.
f/ The ¢ tests were applied to the data to determine yhether the entire
é&mp;e scored s¢gn*;icantly lower on the TAR-C and TAR-MC when the dis:
tance was 3-5 propositions rather than 0-2 prepositions

Finally, t-tests were used to analyze data produced by the

subsarple on the oral lan e production task. The scores of the E<4j
p guage p



i lw

and low Anaphora Producers were compared to determine whether either

gronn performed significantly higher on the TAR-C and TAR-MC.

Summary

The TAR-C and TAé—MC were used as treatments in this study.
The constructicn of the passages used in the TAR-C and TAR-MC included
all relsvant variables under investigation. These variibles wore the
number of.antecedents interacting in a discourse, the distance between .
antecedent and aha;hora{ énd the three anapﬁoric categories chosen fqu
the study.

In addition to the written language tests, elicited oral lan-
guage protccols were obtained from a selected subsampie of children who
1 were drawn from the main sample to examine the relationship between oral

langusge production of anzphora in performance on the TAR-C and

,“MNMHIthmainmsample“consistedﬂ‘ﬁuLOOustudénzsjuwho#wepewi:-tbeirv
second year .of schooling, froz the Edmonton Catholic School Syste;.

Grouping was by reader level (High and Low Readers) and sex. Equal

el . 3
cells were created with twenty~-five children in each cell. In addition

to the main sazple, a subsarple of forty-eight children was selected

fled random basis. The subsample participated in the oral

(e

1
m

o strat

i

»

language tasks.
A two-way analysis of variance and covariance was used to

determirne if High and Low Readers differed significantly in their per-

formance on the selected de endent variables which were reflected by
F . 3

]

the TAR-C and TAR-MC. Analysis of variance with rereated measures was
the statistical

rocedure usgd to determine whether the anaphoric cate-

ol

.

ories were coxprehended equalv b the groups in the min sample. 7To
. 1 J by & P i
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discover the effects of number of antecedents and distance between
antecedent and anaphora on the total sample, t tests were carried out.
.F%ﬁally, éomputatzons of correlations were used to examine tie rela-
tionship between twenty-nine variables including intellige;ce and visual
memory and performance on the TAR.

Two different methods of data analysis were uged to examine
the relationship between oral language production of anaphorg arm per-
‘formance‘on the TAR-C and TAR-MC. A two-way analysis of variance, with
subsample grouring by rgader le?el and sex, was used to compare the
productioﬁ levels of High and Low Readers. Alsc, t-tests were used to
determine if High and Low Ar *"ap.ora Producers dif;erec signific ﬁt;y in

their oral language pPOdUCthn of anaphora




CHAPTER 6

FINDINGS: COMPREHENSION

OF THE ANTECEDENT/ANAPHORA RELATIONSHIP

The main purpose of this study wa§ to inveatigate the beginning
reader's abiiity to comprehend connected discourse which had been written
to include the antecedent/anaphora relationship. This chaptef will

- exazine the results of the various analyses in relation to the High
and Low Reader's performance on the TAR-C (cloze format) and TAR-MC
(mnltiple choice format). “The three dependent variables analyzed were:
(a) number of ant;cedenta interacting 1n a discourse, (b) the distance
between antecedent and anaphora, and, (c) the case of the anaphora as

represented by the catégoriea‘invpatigated.

Differences Between High and Low. Readecr's Abilitf to

' the Effects of the Number of Antecedents Are Considered

-
The first major cuestion focused on the abilities of High and

Low Headers. to comprehend the antecodent/anaphora relationship when the
number of antecedents'in.a discourse is consideréd. Eypothesis 6.1 was
formulated to examine this questién.

H thesis i

There will be no significant difference in the perform-

ance of High and Low Readers on the TAR-C and on the

TAR-MC regardless of whether the number of antecedents

1is twdo rather than four.

Eypothesis 6.1 was tested using a two-way analysis of covariance with

grouping by reader level and sex. The covariate was word recognition.



The TAR-C, Form 1 contained two interacting antecedents while TAR-C,
Form 2 was written with four antecedents.
TAR-C
Table 6.1 depictes the mean scores and standard deviations for
the sample by reader level and sex.
TABLE 6.1 ///
MEAN SCCRES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE TAR-C, PORM 1
(2 ANTECEDENTS) AKD TAR-C, FORM 2 (4 ANTECEDENTS) BY
~ READER LEVEL AND SEX (N=100)
TAR-C, Form 1 ~ TARC, Form 2
Group Mearn _'S.D, . Mean ~S.D,
'High Readers , 32.56 Lo49 | 31.20 3.89
T Low Reéaders ~ TUTTT25.12 8L ~ 23042 6050
Boys 28.30 .28 26.2 39
Girls - : 29.38 7.42 28.34  6.73

u

The highest possible score on the TAR-C was forty. The total sample was
100 children in their second year of schooling:with fifty mezbers in
each grouping, that is,'fifty High Readers and fifty Low Readers. The

Bex groupings also contained fifty members.

TAR-C, Form 1. The ﬁwo analysi; of covariance indicate tﬁat

High Readers performed significantly higher on the TAR-C, Form 1 than

Low Readers (F. = 22.07, df. = 1/95, p < .001). No significant differ-

-

snce was noted in relation to the mean scores of boys and girls (F. =

45, df. = 1/95, n.s.). teraction between reading level and sex was

/

/

/

/
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significant (F. = 4.46, df. = 1/95, p < .05). Figure 6.1 depicts the

interaction between reader level and sex.
/ PIGURE 6.1

INI'ERACTIC}J BETWEEN READER LEVEL AND SEX
ON TAR-C, PORM 1 {N=100)

40 N /

L35 s | \ ,(

Mean // | 30 5 \J

y
Sgore 25 8
; ) (\-“ G
20 . \“’\‘ e
15 R
/L 1l (\
High Low

Reader Level

| The reading level/sex interaction indicates that girls in the High Reac-
ing group scored higher on the TAR-C, Form 1 than boys who were High
Raad;srs, however, the opposite was true in the case of Low Readers. It
is interesting to note that the covariate affec'ted thes significance of
the interaction. Without the covariate the interaction would not have
reached the .05 level 61‘ ’cﬂonfidence. This perhaps indicates that Low
Readers who are boys have more difficulty with word recognition and this

difficﬁlty interfered with comprehenaion.

-TAR-C, Form 2. Porm 2 differed from Form 1 in that the former
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held four antecedents interacting throughout the discourse while the
" latter only two. Table 6.1 shows the means and standard deviations for
TAR-C, Form 2, by reader level and sex.

The two-way analysis of covariance rovealed only one signifi-
cant main effect. High Readers performed significantly higher than Low
Readers on the TAR-C, Form 2 (F. = 31.51, df. = 1/95, p < .001). Mo
pex difference was indicated by the data (F. = 1.34, df. = 1/95, n.s.),

nor was any interaction present (F. = 1.01, df. = 1/95, n.s.).
TAR-MC

The mltiple choice format of the TAR contained twenty items.
As in the case of the TAR-C, Form 1 of the TAR-MC contained two antece—
dents that interacted throughout the discourse while Form 2 was com-

‘prised of four antecedents. The means and standard deviations for the

> TABLE 6.2

MEAN SCCRES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS CF THE TAR-MC, PGRM 1
(2 ANTECEDENTS) AND TAR-MC, FORM 2 (4 ANTECEDENTS) BY

READER LSVEL AND SEX (N=100)

TAR-MC, Form 1 TAR-MC, Form 2

Group | Mean S.D. 4 Mean s.D.
' High Readers - 17.92 2.27 | ©16.64 - 3.30
Low Readers 13.46 L.50 - - 12,46 3.79
Boys 15.20 L2 14.70 2.7

Girls ‘ | 16.18 3.94 1440 3.36
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of the High Header group was approaximtely four and one-half points
higher than the Low Readers on Form 1 and slightly more than four pointe
higher on Form ... The girls outperformod the boys on Form 1 by about
one point but the scores were.nearly cqu;l on qum 2.

TAR-MC, Form 1. A significant difference was demonstrated by

the analysis in relation to reader level withrthe High Readers surpass-
ing the Low Readers (F. = 19,20, df. = 1/95, p £ .001l). There were no )
significant differences noted for sex (F. = .34, df. = 1/95, n.s.) or
interaction between reader level and sex (F. = .86, df. = 1/95, n.s. ).

TARPPE, Form 2. The results indicate that High Readers again

significantly exceeded the Low Reader's mean score on Form 2 (F., = 16.04,
df. = 1/95, p ¢ .001). Also, sex difference did not prove to be signifi-
cant (F. = 1.87, df. = 1/95, n.s.). The analysis did not indicate any

- signiricant interaction (F. = .00, df. = 1/95, n.e.).

Sure

The findings indicate that High Readers consistently scored
higher than Low Headers on the TAR-C and TAR-MC regardless of whether
the number of antecedents in the discourse is two or four. ‘It:appeérs
thét neither number of antecedents nor'the testing format (élbze and
multiplevchoice) affects this;sﬁperiofity of high achieving readers.

The results showed that sex was not =& significant factor in
relation to performance on the 1AR-C and TAR-MC. Interéction effects
were only notedkin one instance (TAR-C, Form 1). Here,‘Ehe girls from
the High Reader group outperformed the boys from the High Reader group
but the’opposite was true In the case ¢f Low Rsaders.,

Therefore, Hypothesis 6.1 must be rejscted on the basis of the
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stantistical annlymes carried out on the data.

Differences between High and " w Header's Ability to Comprehend
the Antecedent/Anaphora H&Jutionnhip whan the Effecta of

Distance between Antecedent and Anaphora Are Consldored

Following the review of literaturc, the uocénd question focused
on the effects of distance between t@o untachent and anaphora. The
Iiterature indicated that distance nmj‘b@ a factor affecting the compre-
nension of this reiationanhip. iHypothesis o.< wasn used 0 axaouins Uhe
ability of High and Low Readers when the distance factor was considcr;d.

Hypothesis 6,2

There will be no significant difference in the perform-

ance of High and Low Headers on the TAR-C and TAR-}C

whan the distance between the &ntecedent is 0-2 proposi-

tions or 3-5 propositions.
Ag in the cass of nypothaeis 5.1, a two-way analysis of covariance was
uged to test hypothesis £.2. The covariate was word recognition.

Cn the TAR-C, twenty items reflected the 0-2 propositicon dis-
tance and an equal nuzber of iters rerresented the 3-5 proposition

length factor. The TAR-}C contained ten items for each of the distance

categories.

ol

T 'l k"
TAR-C, Form 1

The maan scores and standard deviations for the TAR-C, Form 1

{0-2 Propositiens) and TAR-C, Form 1 (3-5 Propositions) are reported in

Tabls 6.3.

TAR-C, Form 1 (0-2 Fropcsiticns). The mean score of the Kigh

Esaders proved to be significantly higher than that of ths lLow Headers



TABLE 6.3

HEAN DO AND ITTANDARD DEVIAT TOR
CFACTQH TTWEEN ANTECEDENT AND

TAR-C, FOWM 1, DY WSALRRC LEVEL

TAR-C, Forma 1

(0-2 Propositions)

Group o oo Mean 0 LD
High Haodera 1eLTL 18
Low RHeaderas 13.40 RO
Boys 14.94 3.14
Girls 15.2C 3.51
(F. = 1,.52, &f. = 1/95, ¢ £ .0QL). No

the sexes (F. = 1.35, df. = 1/95, n.s.).

woere found between reader level and sex (F.

The interactiocn is shown in Figure 6.2.

difference

e 1

DISTANCE

TH!

{(N-100)

(3

wag

dr.

TAl-C,

Hean

AR

11.72
13.3%5

11; . Q()

nct ed

Slanificant Znterac

= 1/9
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Form

-5 Prapositions)

NIRPH

betwean
tion =ffects

5, . < .05,

Figure €.2 portrays High Zeaders who are girls as superior to

=
U

iigh

Readers who are boys, however, Low Zeaders

who were o0y3

Low Readers who were girls. This pattern of interacticn s s

[ad

was being considered.

hat encountered on the TAR-C, Form 1 when the n

umber

¢l antecedents

TAR-C, Form 1 (3-5 Propositicns). while the scores of all the

groups drorred when the number of propositicns intervening between the
v

antecedent and anaphora increased, the superiority of the High Readers

over the Low Readers continued (F, = 14.21,

= 1/95, p < .001). There

was no significant difference in the performance of boys ard girls (F., =

.07, df. = 1/95, n.s.),. Interaction cid not reach significance (F. =
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msan scores obtained by the reader groups was: ‘significant with the Figh
Beaders continuing to outscore the Low Readern (F. = 18.76, af. = 1/95,
p < .001). The analysis did not indicate any sex difference (F. = 0.71,
4. =1/95, n.e.). Interaction effocts were not in evidence (F. = 0.85,
df. = 1/95, n.s.).

TAR-MC. Form 2

The miltiple choice fo;mat was analyzed for the distance factor
in a manner similar to the other-TAR. The highest possible score on
this measure was ten. Table 6.6 preéents the mean scores and standard
deviations for the TAR-MC, Form 2.

' TAELE 6.6 °
‘ N
MEAN SCOHES AND STANDARD DE\‘}IATIovs F DISTANCE
FACTOR EE’N{EEN ANTECEDENT AND ANAPEQRA FOR THE
TAR-}MC, 'FORM 2, BY READER LEVEL AND SEX (N=100)

TAR—)‘AC Form 2 ) HAR-—;», rorm 2
(0-2 Proposit*Ons) ~  (3-5 Propositlons)
Group : Mean ~_S.D, Mesn S.D.
High Readers | 8.46° - 1.72 | 8.18 1.82
Low Readers B 6.52" 2.08 . 5.92 2.01
Boys 7.62 3.98 7.06 2.22
Girls - 7.36 .06 7.04 2.37

The mean scoré¥ indicated that Low Read%rs scored lower than High Readers

on-the instrument while boys slightly outecored girls. The statistical

. | »
device used to examine the differences in the means was a two-way analysis

of covariance. . The covariate was word recognition.



TAR-MC, Form 2 (0-2 Propositions). Main effects were found for

2es8der level with High Readers.producing higher scores than the Low
Readers (F. = 9.13, df. = 1/95, p < .00L). Although the boys scored
slightly higher than the girls, the ddfference did not Frove to be
aignificant!(?. = 3.48, df. = 1/95, n.s.). . ; o

- TAR;HB; Fornm 2.(3—5 Propositions). The High Readers continued

to scors significantly higher than ths Low Raaders (F. = 18. 30,. df. =
1/95, p < 001) No significant findings were obtained for sex (F. =
C.46, df. = 1/95, n.s.), nor were there any significant interaction
effects present (F. = O 00, - dr. 1/95, n.s.).

Bypothesis 6.2 was rejected or the basis of the analysis. The

sccres ol the High Readers significantly exceeded those of the Low Headers

on both forms of the TAR. This superiority was ma‘intained whether the

anaphora.

The two-way analyses of covariance aid. not disclose any sex
differencea in the maan scores of the boys and glrls nor was.any 51gnlf1—,

cant interacticn noted.

Différences between High and Low Reader’s Ability to Cormprehend
the Antecedent/Anaphora Relationship when the Effects of

oL

Anaphorie Category Are Considered

may be an interfering factor for sams children in comprehending the

antecedent/anaphora relationship. 1In this study the TAR-C and TAR-IT
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centained three anaphoric categories which have been typically referred
to as the’gominatire; objective,cand genitive case. Since the<e cate—
gories were built into the passages used for the TAR, indiviaual scoree
" could be recorded in relationhto each of the categories. Previous work
has indicated that certain cases may be more difficult than others for °
begigning readers‘ | L .

Hypothesis 6.3 was formlated to examine the -abilities of High
and Low Readers when the effects of anaphoric categoryéere considered.

ﬁzpothesis é 3

There will be no significant difference in thﬁgperfor;~‘

ance of High and Low Readers on.the TAR-C and on the

TAR-MC in relation to Cate§ory 1 (Nominative case),

Category 2 (®Jjective case), and Category 7 (Ganitive
case =7 :

G

o

* The cloze form of the TAR contained 3 total of forf:y items.
or this total twen»y-four items reflected Category‘l "eight items Cate-
gory 2 and eight items Category 7. As in the case of the previous
analyses, the two—way analysis of covariance was employed to determine
if the differeﬁce between the means were significant. The mean scores
and standarg deviations for Categories’l, 2, and 7 on TAR-C, Form 1 are
depicted in Table 6.7. Table 6.7 indicates that the High Readers
achieved higher nean scores than uhe Low Readers in all categorkes.; The

acores of the girls are eligrtly h%gher than those of the Doys in the

4

three categories.

v‘ TAR-C, Form 14£ ategorv 1). The difference beeweeq¥ﬂre means
of Lhe High Readers and the Low Readers proved to be significant (F. =

9.64, df. l/9>,ip ‘€ .001). Although‘no slgnificant sex difference was

<
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TABLE 6.7

MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEV‘LA.;IGJS OF ANAPHCRIC CATEGORIES ON

THE TAR-C, FORM 1, BY READER LEVEL AND SEX (A=100)

TAR-C, Form 1 TAR-C, Form 1 ¢ TAR-C, Form 1

(Category 1) (Category 2) (Category 7)
Group  Mean S.D. _ Mean - S.D. Mean s.D.
High Readers 20.06 2.81 6,02 1.;All 6.30 1.39
Low Readers 16.22  4L.40 T 4.32 1.94 . 456 1.78
Boys T18.12 3.89 5.04 1.85 5.16 - 1.75
Girls: 18.16  4.33 }5.30 1.96 5.70 1.8

noted (F. = 3,02; df. = 1/95, n.s.), interaction effects were found to
be present (F. = 4.97, df. = l/95,\p 4_‘.05)'., The interactjon between
reading group and sex is {11ustrated ‘in’ Figure 6.3. This Figure shows

N - -,

FIGURE 4.3

MRACgION BETWEEN READER LEVEL AND SEX

ON TAR-C, FORM 1 (CATEGCRY 1) (3=100)

2L

Mean 18 .

e

Score 15 ¢ : G

Reader Group
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-that High Readers who were girlg scored higher than boys. In the case
of Low Readers, the boys _scored significantly higher than the girls.
The interactién pattern depicted in Figure 6.3 is the same as that found
on the other TAR that demonstrated interaction effecta.

TAR-C, <§arm 1 (Category 2). The findings in relation to this

variable cont Y @how the significantly higher perforrmance of the

High Reader group over the'Low Readers (F = 8.76, df. = 1/95, p '« .01).
As in the case of Category 1, no sex difference was indicated by the
analysis (F. = 0.03, df. = 1/95, n.s.). However, unlike Catego*y 1,
interaction effects were not observed (F. = .84, df. = 1/95, n.s.).

TAR-C, Form 1 (Category 7). The pattern of firdings was not

changed by the genitive case variable. The difference bétween the means
of the High and Low Reader groups was highly significant with the supeQi—
ority favoring the High Resders (F. = 11. 47, 7df. = 1/95, p £ .001).
Evidence of - sex difference was not found (F. .69, df. =1/95, n.s.),

nor was any significant interaction indicated (F. = 0.01, df. = 1/95,

n.s.).

Summary

The cloze form TAR yielded results that were similar to estab-
lished patterns of performanée.. Significant main &ffects were observed
with High Readers consistently scoring higher than Low Readergjon all
anaphoric categories. No sex differences were found arnd only ore instancé
of significant’ interaction. The intéraction indicated that High Headers
who were girls scored hlgher than boys who were High Headers while the
Low Readers who were boys. produced scores that were significantly higher

‘than those of the girls in the Low Reader group,
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TAR-C, Porm 2

\
X

Hypothesis 6.3 was also tosted on the TAR-C, Porm 2 by means
of a tﬁc~way analysis of covariancs. As in Form 1, Form 2 reflected all
of the anaphoric categories under study. The pfoportions of the cate-
gories were‘the same in both forms. The highest score attainable on
Category 1 (Nominative) was twenty-four, while a score of eight was
possidle on Category 2 (Mbjective) and Category 7 (Genitive). Table 6.9
reve&ls the mean scores and standard deviations for the sample in rels-

tion to the anaphoric categories.
TABLE 6.8

}'EAH SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ANAP"{Q’IC CATEGORIES ON
THE TAR-C, FORM 2 2, BY READER LEVEL AND SEX (N=100)

TARC, Form 2.. m®4,:mmz TAR-C, Form 2

(Category 1) (Catego“y 2) (Category 7)

~Groupi’ , Mean S.D. Mean - S.D, Mean _ S.D.
" High Resders  20.00 2,89 6.32 1.22 L.90  1.39
. Low Readers L8 4n 5.6 177 3.8 1.46
Boys C16.76 446 5.5 1.59 £.00 1.3
Girls . 17.92  4.5% 5.96 1.3 448 1.68

The data show that High Readert's scores exceeded those of Low
Readers. 'Slight differences are noted for the means of the sexes with
girls mai@téiﬁingps-Superiofity over the boys.

" TAR-C, Form 2 (uxtego"y,l) As would be expected by the means

shown in Tadble & .8, t*e two WA analssis of covariance *evealed 8 sigrill—L

cant difference inhthe case of the reader group (F. = 30.10, 4f. = 1/9s,
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p €.001). There was no significant difference between the mean acores
of the sexes (F. = .66, df. = 1/95, n.s.). No finding of int._action

was disclosed by the analysis (F. = 0.10, df. = 1/95, n.s.).

" TAR-C, Form 2 (Category 2). The objective case mean scores

did not differ significantly in reépect to reader level (F, = 3.15,

df. = 1/95, n.s.). Although this was the first incidence of High Readers
not performing significantly higher than Low Readers, the findings
approqched the .05 level of confidence. Sex difference was not evident
in the analysis (F. = 0.27, df. = 1/95, n.s.). No interaction between
reader group and sex was noted (F. = 0.17, df. = 1/95, n.s.).

TAR-C, Porm 2 (Category 7). . ieader level scores differed

wh

vsignificantly on‘this measure with High Readers~surpase;ng the Low
Zeaders (F, =(lO.39; df. = 1/95, p € .01). Although no sex difference |
was obsarvéd (F. = 1.42, df. = 1/95, n.s.), signiricant interaction
effect occurred (F. = 5,37, drf. = 1.95, p € .05). The interaction
effects are shown in Figure 6.4. As in the case of the other variablesg
that de:pnstratea interaction effects, the Eigh Readers (girls) scored
higher than the boys who weré'High Readers but Low Readers {boys) were
superior to giris Yho were iow Reaaers. |

Suﬁmarv 4 J/
| Differences between scores on Category 2 (Cbjective fase), as
tested by the cioze fofmatg produced the first incidence orf no‘signifi—
cant main effects for reader level. There is no obvious exylénation i
why this result differec froo p"evious findings. It must be remempered,
however, that the level of significance QlQ sppreoach acceptability. The

analysis did not reveal any change in pattern in reference to the other



FIGURE 6.4

INTERACTION BETWEEN READER LEVEL AND SEX

QN TAR-C, FORM 2 (CATEGORY 7) (N=100)
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categories, that 1s, High Readers scored higher than Low Readers.

‘Main ef fchs for sex were not found in any of the analyses.
One case of significant interaction (Category 7) was noted. The product
of this interzction was the same as earlie= observed in other an;iyses.
The data shOﬂed that girls who are High Readers scored b cher than tors
who are High Readers. In the case of Low Readers the superiority was
reversed.

Thus, Hypothesis 3A. is' accepted in the case of Category 2 but

rejected for Categories 1 and 7.

TAR-MC, Forrm 1

The multiple choice format of the TAR reflected the three
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anaphoric categories in the same proportio;s as the TAR-C. The highest
pouiible score on Category 1 was twelve while a maxd mum u;ore of four
wap attainable on Categories 2 and 7. Table 6.9 reports the mean scores
and standard deviations on TAR-MC, Form 1 for the three aﬂaphoxic cate-

gories under study. Table 6.9 indicates that High Readers scored nearly
TABILE 6.9

MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ANAPHORIC CATEGORIES O
£ TAR-MC, FORM 1, BY REAIIR LEVEL AND SEX (%=100)

TAR-MC, Form 1 TAR-MC, Form 1 TAR-MC, Form 1

s (Category 1): (Category 2) (Category 7)

Group \ . _Mean S.D. Mean S,D. Mean S.D.
High Readers 10.94 1.33 3.60 < 0.70 3.38 0.83
Low Readers 8.26 2.81 2.78 1.28 2.46 1.22
Boys - 9.40 2.73 3.08 - 1.21 2.76 1.15
Girls 9.80 2.40 3.30 1.00 3.GC8 1.10

Q

two points higher than Low Headerﬁ in Category 1 and approximately one .
h
point higher in Categories 2 and 7. The difference in mean scores (con

all three anaphoric categeries) between boys and girls d*4 not a}pear

to be great. A two-way analysis of covariance was conducted to stermine
the significance o7 the differance between the mmans.

o

k , ~ .\ . oA S
IAR-MC, Form 1 (Category 1). Main effects were founc for reader
o ~

level on this measure (F. = 17.71, df. = 1/95, p ¢ .00T). The analysis
did not reveel any sex difference (F. =-0.01, df. = 1/95, n.s.), nor

¥as any sigrificent interaction present (F. = 0.14, df. = 1/95, n.s. ).

TAR-MC, Form 1 (Category 2). Highly significant findings were
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ovident in the analysis for Category 2 with the High Header group once

again maintaining its supericrity in performance (F. = 17.61, dr. = 1/95,

"
[H

p £.001). Sex grodging produced no significant main effects (F.
1.32, df. = 1/95, n.s.). 1In addition, interaction between reader level
and sex was not present (F. « 0.18, df. = 1/95, n.F.).

TAR-MC, rorm 1 (Caterory 7). Establishediynﬁterns of perform-

ance were continued on this measure of the genitive case variable.

Although the level of significance was not as high as that on Categories’
2 and 2, High Reasder's scores exceeded those of the Low Reader group by
a significant margin (F. = 8;12, df. = 1/95, p € .01). The mean scores
©f the boys and girls did not différ in any significant degree (F. =
C.96, &f. = 1/95, n.s.). Interaction effects were not in evidence

(F. =0.89, df. = 1/95, n.s.).

Sumnary

Thé results of the two-way analysis indicated that‘Hypothesis
6.3 must be rejected in the case of reader level. Cn all three cate-
goriss, the High Readers scored sigﬁificantly nigher than the Low Hegders.
Thus, theihon-rejection f Eypothesis 6.3 is proven untenatle.

No significant mmin effects were recorded for the sex groupring

©and interaction effects were absent for all variables tested.

TAR=-MC, Form 2
2z, TOrD <

In Form 2 of the TAR-}C, enaphoric categoriss were represented
in the same ratic as the other TAR. As in the case of Form 1 the highest
possidble scores attainable were twelve (Category 1) and four (Category

s A ‘ N ‘ - v . : : ~ 1 ) I
< and 7). The mean scores and standard deviations of each group on the
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TAR-MC, Form ¢ are given in Table 6.10. The High Reader group scored
higher on all three anaphoric categories. Although the boys outncored
the girls on two of the categories the difference was no, significant,
The level of significance wag determined by the two-way analysis of
covardance. Az with 211 thae other arpilyons . Lhe covardabe wis the

children's word recognit:on scores.

e

TABLE ©.10

MEAN SSORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS CF ANAPHORIC CATECCRIFS CON

THE TAR-MC, FGRM 2, BY READER LEVEL AND SEX (N=100)

TAR-MC, Form 2 TAR-MC, Form 2  TAR=M, Form 2

(Category 1 (Category 2) (Category 7)

Group Mean  S.D, . Mean S.D.  Mean S.D.
High Readers 10.38 2.13 3.16 0.89 3.00 0.97
Low Readasrs 7.84 2.49 2.6 1.08 2.46 1.13
Boys 9.28 2.64 2.56 1.13 2.76 1.02
Girls 8.94 2.65% 2.76 1.08 2.70 1.15

~

IAR-MC, Form 2 (Category 1). The difference between the means

o+

of the neminative case variable was significant at a high level of con-

fidence. The Figh Esader group was cnce again dominant (F, = 12.05,

]

3
J

4

df, = 1/95, p < .00 -n comparing the sexes, the level of sigmiri-
cance aprroached, but did no* resch acceptability (F. = 3.61, df.

$5, n.s.). No interaction effescts were ocbgerved (F. = 0.03, d7. =
J

TAR-MZ, Form 2 (Cat .orv 2), The objective cass category rro-

duced no change from establ: .. -u patterns of performance. The High

T+

Readers outperformed the Low Headers by a considerable margin (F. =
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14.17, df. = 1/9s, p € .001). Sex difference did not approach an

acceptable level of confidence (F. = 0.34, df. = 1/95, n.s.) and inter-

o

action effects were not indicated by the analysis (F. « ©.00, df. «

/95, n.s.).

T?.‘&“ H . HU;

'

. v .oy Al » N v T e . coy .
- ﬁuupvgpr1>,4¢ balagormy VU oproduced Lhe ornily

situation where the difference between the means of the reader KIOUps
was not significant (F. = 2.75, df. = 1/95, n.s.). Neither sex (F.

0.35, df. = 1/95, n.s.), nor interaction effects (F. = 0,07, df. = 1/9%,

n.s.) proved to be significant.

Summary

On two categories (Categories 1 and 2) the High Readers scored
significantly higher than Low Readers. However, on Category 7 there was
no significant difference between the means of the reader levels. It
must be pointed out that the level of significance diqg approach the
acceptab;e .05 level.

A8 with the other multiple choice format TAR, no sex differences
were noted, nor was any significant interaction between reader level and
3ax observed.

According tc the results of the anzlyses, Eyrpothesis 6.3 cannot

s

Jected in the case of the TAR-MC, Form 2 (Category 7), »ut is

(&)
(¢4}
d

(&)

Tsjected for the other %wo anarnhoric categories.,

v bs

The Zffects o Number of Antecedents cn Subjecis

Corprehend the sntecedent/Anaphora Selaticnos. ¥

-In the previocus analysis the focus has been on the Tealer and

s

Bex groups and score differences within these grouyrs over a rumber of



variables. In this, and the following sactions, all subjecta are tukon
as & singlas group and the effects of the dependent variablea. ure exanm-
ined. The distinctions of reader level and sex are used in the ariidl ymen
but not in direct comparison with each other.

The rirst basic question 16 be studled is the increased nombor
of Antocedénts in a discourse and the effects of this increase on e
subjectas? performance in comprehending the antecedent/anayhora relation-
ship.

The review of literature has indicated that =n incresse in the
number of antecédents would cause readers more difficulty in comprehend-
ing the antecedent/anaphora relationship. while the previous analyses
indicated that High Readers typically score higher than Low eaders,
regardless of whether the number of antecedents was two or four, the
question next explored was whether all groups of readers produce lcwer
scoreé on the TAR when the number of antecedents is increased.

Hypotheais 6.5 was formulated to test this questicn.

Hypothesis 6.4

There will be nc significant difference in the subject's
- o - —~ N

scores when the means of TAR-C, Form 1 {2 antecedents)

are compared with TAR-C, Form 2 (4 antecedents).

Te test Hypothesis &.4, which compared the means of taests .rct
reader groups or sexes) t-tests were used. Ths ~eans and standard Jdevi-

= cnn
! can be

9]

ations of the TAR-C, Forms 1 ang

, un
sesults of the t-tests are shown in Table &.11.

The findings of thie tabls indicate that the increase in numbar
ol antecedents does affect the verformancs of the sudbjectas, Te perform

ance ¢f the High Header group wds the most significantl

increase in artecedents (p = .COCL) followed closely by the boys (p =
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TABLE 6.12

t-TEST VALUES FOR TAR-MC, FORM 1 (2 ANTECEDENTS) VERSUS.

FORM 2 (4 ANTECEDENTS) FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE (N=100)

‘ o
TAR-MC, Form 1 with TAE-#C, Form 2

b

Group ) T ar ProbabZlity

High Readers 3.52 " LS ‘ . 0009
Low Readers 2.01 ' 49 .0L95
Boys -~ 1.50 L9 _ L1402

. Girls 355 49 . 0009

o L

of Form 2, made the:test significantly'more'difficult for the High
Headers. The level of significance was nsarly as high as that for the
TAR-C comparison (p .0009). This flnding indicates that High Reader's
scores are depressed by the addition of antecedents. on both the cloze

‘ and mnltiple choice formats. 7 ' | } 7 : -i

While the level of significance was ne£ es great as that found
on the TARTC compafisoﬁ, Low'Readers did score signifiCantly lower on
_the TA&QHC, Form 2 (p = OQ95) ‘ Therefore, the results indicate uheu
nunber of antecedents lowers the mean scores of. the Low Reader group
rcgardless of format,

I%-relation to the sexesz, the differenee between the mean
eeeres of the giris proved to be highly significante(e =",0009). The
confidence levsl was higher thau that noted or thne TAR-C cemparison for
V~Lﬁe readers who were girls, |

- AT » >
In the case of the readers who were boys, the level or confi-

dence_did not reach an adeqﬁate lovel (p = .1L02). ¥No apparent expleneé

R
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tion is available for this finding since the number of antecedents did

prove to affect comprehensicn scores on the TAR-C for the Loys.

Summary

The analysis of the data indicates that Hypothesis 6.5 must
"be rejected in all but ons instance. The scores of the readers who were
boys did- not differ significantly on the Form 1 versus Form 2 comparison
of the TAR-MC and thus, Hypothesie 6.5 cannot be rejected in this'instance.
On the whole, the svidence {ndicates that increasing the number of ante-
cedents 'in a discourse doés interfere‘with the readerts comprehensiop of
the antecedent/anaphora relationship. |
The Effecté of Distance on Subjects? Ability to Comprehend

‘the Antécedeﬁt/ﬁnaphora Relationship

Previoﬁs research has indicated that increasing the distance
. o

petweén antecedenﬁ and anaphora would correspondingly decrease cémpreF
hension of the relationship that exists between the two elements. Because
of the planned construction of the passages and TAR, four separate analy—\
s@s werae possiole——one for each .form of the TAR-C and TAR-MC in which
scores for 0-2 propesitions are COmpared with scores for 3-5 proposi-
tions as the distance factor between antecedent and anapuora

The comparisons made in thess analyses focused on the effects
the vériable in question (distance)’had on the scores of all the subjects.
The hypothesis that waé devised to examine the distance variable was

composed as follows:

Hypothesis 6.6

-

There will be no significant difference in the subjscts?



scores when the means of the TAR-C, Form 1 (0-2
Propositions) are compared with TAR-u Forn 1
(3—5 Propositiona) - n

Analysis was performcd by applying t—tests>to the data to determine

whether or not the difference between the mean scores-was significant

<

Table 6.3 shows the mean scores and standard d@viat;ons for the TAR C

" Form 1 (0-2 Propositions and. 3-5 Propositions) The resulfs of the
3} - .

- teste are~reported in Table 6. 13

“ [ a

TABLE 6.:13" .

° -

"
! u

© " $-TEST VALUES FOR TAR-C, FORM 1 (O-3 FROFOL™[M:) VERSUS

(3-5 PROPOSITIONS) FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE (1=100), | .

3 v

TAR C, Form l
(0-2 PrOpositions versus 3-5 Proposi*ions)

- droup‘ ° _ T © df - < Probability
High éeacle_resaD . 3.80 . L?i;ﬂ : ) L0024 -
Low égaders N 4L.30 ¢ . 49 . | . .O@Ol )

Boys .16 R 7 .o001

- Girls S 3.35 s . .0016

fhe distance increése, in éerms of nugpen of propositions,%
"ﬁrovéd‘tb be a highiy significant variable 4in the understandihg 6f theé
antecedent/anaphora relatlonship for el1l1 groups included in the sample
The approximately one point decreﬂse in the scores af the High Readers
was significant .at the .002, level of confidenca while the lower mean
score on Form é for ;he iow Readers was ;van mofe sfgniftcant (p xtsOOOl).
The. lo&s in comprehension for the readers who were gifls was significant
(; = .Oblé) as was ﬁheAqituation for the boys (pv= .0001). . g
There was ﬁo support found for Hypothesis 6.6 since all groups
. . . -

™~
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scored at a significantly lower level when the distance between antece-—
dent and anapﬂora was increased on the TAR-C,. Fcrm 1. Thus, Hypothesis
6.6 is rejected. | ’

- Hypothesis 6. 7 was formulated to test-the distance factor on
TAR C, Form 2.

Hypothesis 6.7

There will be no significant difference in %f' subjects?
scores when the means of the TAR-C, Form 2 7§ Proposi-
tions) are compared with T4R-C, Form 2 (3-5 “Hupositions)

J"i

As with Hypotheais 6.6, t-tests were uscl o ascertain the level of
' aignificant difference between the means of the two scores for each
group of readers. Means and standard deviations for eadh group 6én be

- found in Table 6.4.- The results of the t-tests ate given in Table 6.14.

TABLE'é.la

t-TEST VALUES FOR TAR-C FORM 2- (0—2 PROPOSITIONS) VERSUS

(3-5 PROPOSITIONS) FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE (N=100)

TAR-C, Forn 2
(0-2 Propositions versus 3~5 Propositions)

Group T . daf Probability
High‘Readgrs ~-0,93 L9 - .3585
Low Readers | 2.18 | L9 ' ’ 0339
Boys - 0.05 : I .9626

Girls 1.8 : 49 L2434

The results on the TAR- C, Forn 2 were quite surprising, espe-
cially in the case of the High Readers. The mean score of this group
was actually higher when the distance between antecedent and anaphora

wa 8 increaséd. However, the difference was not significant. The
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- increased distance did,sign}ficantly affect the performance of Low

<erers in terms of decreased scores (p = .0339).

The difference between the moanu‘for the boy and girl readers
did not approsch the accaptabls leval‘of confidence. This finding is
different from the results noted on the TAR-C, Form 1. -

" The results of the analysis indicate that Hypothesis 6.7
cannot be rejected for High Readers, boys, and girls. The Hypothesis
is rejected in the case of the Low Readers since the difference between
the means reached +he level of .05.

To test the distance fgctor on the TXR—HC, Form 1, Hypothesis
6.8 was used. o

' Eyrotheéis 6.8

There will be no significant difference in the subjects?

scores when the means of the TAR-C, Form 1 (0-2 Pronosi-

tions) are compared with TAR-iC, Form 1 (3-5 Propositions).
Using the multiple choice fo*mat of-the TAR, the dlstance factor was

again tested by means of t-tests. The means for the sample are reported

in Table 6.5 while the results of the t-tests are shown in Table 6.15,

On the TAR-MC, Form 1 the increased distance did not.prove té
be a significant factor in the comprehension of the antecedent/anaphora N\,
relationship, All groups had negative T values since the mean scores
favored the 3-5 proposition Qistance. This finding is unexpected in
light of the speculations of previous wri érs (Mosberg and Shima, 1969;

Har}is, 1948). Possible explarations for&&he findings on the TAR-IMC,

~

Form 1 will be discussed in Chapter 8.
On.the basis of the t-tests , which were used to evaluate the
difrerence between the means in relation to the distance factor, Hypothesis

6.8 cannot be rejected.
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TABLE 6.15

- -TEST VALUES FOR TAR-MC, FXM 1 (0-2 PROPOSITIONS) VERSUS

(3-5‘PROPOSITIONS) FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE (N=100)

‘ _ TAR-MC, Form 1
(0-2 Propositions versus 3-5 Propositions)

- Group B T df . Probability
High Readers o -1.35 _ 49 4 .18z
Low Readers .67 49 - - .5075
Boys - o 0.6 S : .6513

.Girls’ oA, - 49 L1474

' To test Form 2 of the TAR-MC, Hypothesis 6.9 was devised.

Eypothesis 6.9

There will be no significant differerce in the subjectst

scores when the means ©f the TAR-}C, Form 2 (0-2 Proposi-

tions) are compared with TAR-MC, Form 2 (3-5 Propositions).

The final hypothesis testing the distance factor used the
TAR-}MC, Form 2. This form contained four antecedents and used the mml-
tiple choice format. Table 6.6 displais the means and standard dgviationé
for the sample and’the t-test comparisons are shown in Table 6.16.

- TAR-IC, Form 2 produced mixed findings in.relation to the .

effects of the distance factor on comprehension of the antecedent/

anaphora relationship. The comprehension of the Low Reader group was

‘aignificantly affected by the increased distance as was the group of

readgfs who were boys. The actual levels of confidence were .0058 (Low -
Readers) and -0118 (boys) respectively. Although the scores of the
High Readers and. girls were lower when the Intervening number of proposiQ

tions was increased the level of confidence did not reach a sufficient



TABLE 6.16

t-TEST VALUES FOR TAR-MC, FORM 2 (0-2 PROPOSITIONS) VERSUS
(3-5 PROPOSITIONS) FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE (N=100)

TAR-MC, Form 2
(0-2 Propositions versus 3-5 Propositions)

" Group N T df Probability
High Readers Y55 TR .1279
Low Readers - 2.89 - 49 - .0058
Boys .. .. 2.62 | 49  Lous

Girls | 1.83 49 .0733

level to reject Hypothesis 6.9. In both cases the significance level
approached the .OS“lev'el of acceptability. '
Hypothesis 6.9 was rejected for both Low*Readers and boys,

the Hypothesis cannot be rejected for High Readers and girls.

Summary

The effects of distance on’ the comprehension of the sntecedent/
anaphora relationship were examined by means of t—tests on the mean
scores of the subjects. The results ol these anslyses were mixed.
Hypotheses 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, and 6.9 were devised to test the subjects?
ability to compfehend’fhe antecedent/anaphora relationsHip when the
aeffects of distance were considered. The analyses of the data indfcated
that Hypothesis 6.6 was rejected 6 7 was rejected only in the case of
the Low Readers (but could not be rejected for the other readers), 6.8
was not rejected, and Hypothesis 6.9 was rejected for’both’Low Resders-
and boys but could not be rejected for High Readers and girls.

The Low Readers were.the group most sffecte@mpymths!&acfesse
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in distance between antecedent and anaphora. Only on the TAR-MC, Form 1 -

did the difference between the mean scores not significantly decrease

.due to the effects of increased distance between antecedent and anaphora.

The distance factor, typically, did not seem to be an inter—

fering element in comprehending the antecedent/anaphora relationship

for the High Readers. Only on the TAR-C, Form 1 did the decrease in

scores reach significance.’
The performanée of the readers who were boys was decidedly
mixed. A significant deZrease in acores was noted on thc TAR C, Form 1

and the TAR HC Form 2. On the other two TAR, .the difference betwesen

. the means did not reach an acceptable level of confidence.

As in the case of the High Readers, the scores of the girls

were only slightly affected by the increase in distance. The mean scores

of this group conly differed significantly on the TAR-C, Form 1. It is
interesting to note that TAR-C, Form 1 was the only TAR to affect the
scores of all groups.

The tentative conclusionnthat can be reached at this time is

~that Low Readers do indeed appear £6 suffer a decrease in comprehension

because of the increased distance-between anaphora and antecedent. How—
over, the effects of distance on the comprehension of other groups of
readers is not clear. The findings concerning this factor will be dis-

cussed in Chapter 8.

The Effects of Anaphoric Category on Subjects® Ability to

Comprehend the Antecedent/Anaphora Relationship

It was indicated by the review of relevant literature that for

some readers the understanding of the antecedent/anaphora relationship



may Se related to the surface structure cése of the anaphora. This
varigble was reflecteu (in this study) as the anaphoric category.

The effects of anaphoric category on performance of the entire
ﬂ&mpiﬂ was ecamined via a one-way snalysio of ariance with rapoaatad
me&surea;l If the analysis indicated a signirficant difference between
the means of the categories, the Scheffe procedure was used to test the
differenpe. This test is quite conaervativq and minimizes the effect
or Type One errors, J

Hypotheeis 6.10 was formulated to test the subjects? ability
to comprehend the anteéedent/anaphora relationship when the effacts of

anaphoric category are considered.

Hypothesis 6.10‘

There will be no significang difference in the sﬁbjects?

scores in relation to Category 1 (Nominative case),

. Category 2 (biective case%? and Category 7 (Genitive

case§ on the TAR-C, Form 1. '

The means and standard deviations fof the anéphoric categories are shown
in Table 6.7. Since the categories did not occur in equal proportions,
it was necessary to take this into account when analyzing the data.

| © Table 6.17 portrays the significant findings on TAR-C, Form 1
in relation to the anapﬁoric categories. .

For ;ll grougs of readers Category 2 (Objectiye case) proved
more difficult than Category 1 (Nominaﬁive case). In the comparisoﬁ of
Category 1 with 7, the results were not as clear.. Low Readers and boys
scored significantly lower on the camparison, however, High Readers and
girls did not find the genitive case category more difficult. The com-
parison of ‘anaphoric Category 2 with 7 did not produce any significant
findings. '

Hypothesis 6.11 was formulated to test the compariséns on the



TABLE 6.17

RYNA

COMPARISONS OF ANAPHORIC CATFTIRIES THAT DIFFER SIGNIFTCANTLY,

N TAR-C. TCQM 1, ¥CR THL

TOTAL

TAR-C, Form 1

SAMPLEL (N 1co)

Category Category Category
Group . 1 with 2 1 with 7 2 with 7
High Readers R N.8. n.s,
Low Readers 3t ¢ n.s
Boys * i n.8
Girls I n.s. n.s ‘

#* significant at the .05 level

TAR-C, Forw. 2.

Hypothesis 5.11

There will be no simificant difference in the subjects
scores in relation to Category

Category 2 (Cbjective case), and
///F\\\ case) on the TARLC, Form o,
e
/

Taple 6.8 1llustrates the mean scores and standa-d deviations for the

.

anaphdric categories on the TAR-C, Form 2.

Nominative case),
ategory 7 (Genitive

Significant findings that

were obtained in relation to the difference in performance between

\\éAthoric categories are reported in Table 6.18.-

The results of all anaphoric category compar*sond were guite

‘clear. They were not, however, consistent with comparisons on thb

TAR-C, Form 1. There was no significant difference in the mean scores

of the reader groups when Category 1 and 2 were compared. This was

contrary to the findingé on TAR-C, Form 1, where Category 2 proved to

be more difficult for all readers. The genitive case .category (Cate-

gory 7) continued to be more difficult for the Low Readers and boys.

4
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TABLE 6.18

CAMPARISONG OF ANAFHORIC CATLARIES THAT DIFFER SIGNIFTCANTLY,

SN TAR-C, FORM L Lo FOQECTHT TOTAL SAMPII (N 100

TAR-C, Form 2

Category Category Category
Group _ 1 with 2 1 with 7 2 with 7
High Readers | n.a. 3 #
Low Readers ’ n.as. v 3 : 3#*
Boys | n.as. 4 ' | *
'Girls ‘n.s. 5 x

* significant at the .05 level

In addition, High Readers and girls scored siggi:iCanély lower on the
genitivé case anaphoric category. The comparison between Categories
2 and 7 was in contrast to the findings on TAR~C, Form 1. All groups
found tﬁe genitive case more difficult than the objective case category
on the TAR-C, Form 2 while no-significant difference was noted between
the means on TAR-C, Form 1. °

To test the effect of the anaphoric category wvariable on the

TAR-MC, Form 1, Hypothesis 6.12 was constructed.

Evpothesis 6.12

There will be no significant difference in the subjects?
scores in relhtion to Cate ory 1 (Nominative case),
Category 2 (Cxjective se%, and Category 7 (Genitire
' case? on the TAR-Mo5TForm 1.
43 with the data generated from the TAR-C, the multiple choice format
data were analyzed by a one-way analysis of variance with repeated

measurss. The analyses ook into account the wnecusl proportidns of
' . 3 Fy

incidence for the anaphoric categories. If a significant difference
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was indicated, the statistical procedure attributed to Scheffe, which
allows for compuriaonn of means, was applied. The .05 lavel ot con-
fidencs was considared slpnificant Cor thig anclyaie

Means and standard deviastions for the ansnphe Lo categories are
given in Table 6.9. Significant findings, in relation to the difference
between the mean scores of the anaphoric categorios, are shown in Table

6.19.
TABLE 6.19

COMPARISCONS OF ANAPHORIC CATEGCRIES THAT DIFFER SIGNIFICANTLY,

ON TAR-MC, FCRM 1, FOR THE TOTAL L SAMPLE- (Hom
\ _‘ (
TAR-MC, Form 1

Category . Category Category
Group 1 with 2 1 wdth 7 2 with 7
High Readers n.s. #* ' n.s.
Low Rueaders 7 n.s. n.s. 7.8,
Boys n.g, = ‘ n.s.
Girls . n.a, n.s. n.S8.

* significant at the .05 lavel

03]

[*al

Only two significant findings were reportsd on the TAR-MC,
Form 1. For both the High Readers and boys, tbs genitive casge anamnoric‘
vategory proved more difficul* than the nominativa. The comparison of
category 1 with 2 showed no significanu differences:< This firding is
consistent with that on both Form 1 and 2 of the TAR-C, The comparison
of catego*y 2 with 7 corresponded wit% ths TAR-C, Form 1, but was in
opposition to the findings on the TAR-C, Torm 2.

Hypothesis 6.13 was formulated to test the effects of the
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anaphoric category variable on the TAR-MC, Form .

Hypotheals 6.1}

Thore will be no significant difference in the sub ject oy

scores in relation to Category 1 (Nominative casa),

Category 2 (Ubjective cnse), and Category 7 (Genitive

case? on the TAR-MZ, Form 2.
The moean scores and standard deviations for the maphoric cateporieos

can be viewed on Table 6.10. Comparisons of anaphoric categorios that

diifer significantly are reported in Table &.20.
TABLE 6.20

CMPARISONS OF ANAFHGRIC CATEGORIES THAT DIFFER SIGNIFICANTIY,

ON TAR-MC, FORM 2, FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE (N=100)

TAR-MC, Form 2

Catagory

Category Catlegeor;
SIoup 1 with 2 1 with 7 2 with 7
High Readeré 3 % n.s.
Low Readersl 3t n.s. .3,
Boys 3 n.s, n.s.
Girls n.s. n. 8, n.s.
* significant at the .05 lesvel -
Mixed findings were again evidsni con the TAR-MC, Form 2. The

comparisons cf
Zory 1 with 2)

the cemparison

the obJectivs case category with the nomins®ive (Cate-
proved significant for three of the reader groups (only

for the girls did not prove significant) with the objective

case proving more difficuli. Also, the genitive case category signifi-

cantly lowered the scores of the High Readers in comparisor with ths

nominative case. No other significant findings were rnoted in the
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analyels.

Summary

Comparisons bLotween the Anaphioric catoporios were mide to
dotormine 1f some citesories Interferad (more than others) with conipa o~
hansion of tha antecedent,/anaphora relationship.  Tho findings indi.c .Led
that the catégory Tepresenting the genitive case variable wis the .t
dirficult for the readers. Out of a poasible sixteen comparisons with
Category 1, Category 7 proved to be significantly more difficult %
nine instances. Corparins Category 7 with 2, *he indings dindicated

7 scores (for various groups of readera) wers significntly

o~
b
58
(]
)
o+
o
2
A

4
2]

lower four times. vorxparisons between the othar anaphoric catesoring
ware inconclusive.

The Low Readers were the group most alfected br *he naiphord
< By -

F PP > Sy ey T ~ 6 o bk i e
+sects of category 7. These Tindings will



CHAPTER 7

FINDINGS: ORAL LANGUAGE PRODUCTION OF PRONOUNS AND WRITTEN L.  IAG.
CQYPREHENSION CF THE. ANTECEDENT/ ANA PHORA HELATIONSHIP. Tt
RELATIONSHIP OF INTELLIGENCE AND VISUAL MEMORY SPAN TO
COMPREHENSION OF ANTECEDENT AND ANAPHORA

.Thise chapter will digcuss'the findings concerning oral language
production of anaphora and written language ... -chension of the antecedent/
andphora relationship as measured by perfo. -nct n the TAR-C and TAR-MC,
In addition, the results of the computations oI correlations will be
reported for intelligeﬁce and visual memory span in relation to compre-
hensioh'of the antecedent/anaphora relationship.

Two saparate anaiyses were used to examine the” relationghip
between elicited oral language production and romprehension of ante*edent
and ana;hora in written language. Firgt, uaing the subsample of forty—
eight students selected from the total sample of 100, a two—way analysis
of variance was ‘carried out to determine if High and Low Readers differed
in their production of anaphora. Next, t-tests were used t“‘seerif
High anq Low Anaphora Producers differed significantly in their under—

standing of the antecedent/anaphora relationship.

" ‘Reader Level and the Oral Production of Anaphora

-

~ In Chapter 6 it was established that High Readers écored signif-
icantly higher En the TAR-C and TAR-MC when the variables of number of
antcledents, distance between antecedent and anaphora, and anaphoric
cétegory Were-considered. To examine the question of oral language pro-

duction of anaphora and reader level, the following hypothesis was formu-

149
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|
laﬁed:»

Hypothesis 7.1

i There will be no significant difference between High
: and Low Readers in wheir oral language production of
[ anaphora. .

Té_determine'the total anaphora production, or§1 language prodﬁction of
ail three anaphoric categories (Category 1, 2, and 7) was summed. The
statistical procedure used was a two-way analysis of variance with

gfoupingbby reader levelvandvsax. The mean totals and standard devia—

tions of the sample on the oral language elicltation task are presanted

in Tadble 7.1.

TABIE 7.1

MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ANAPHORA PRODUCTION

IN GRAL LANGUAGE, BY READER LEVEL AND SEX (N=48)

Total Anaphora Production

Group . Mean . S.D.,
High Readers C 46.58 17.60
Low Readers 38.58 - 10.09
Boys ‘ ©40.25 1.0, -

Girls Ll .79 15.40

Although high achieving readers produced more anaphora than
.the low resaders, énd the girls?® oral lang;age‘output indicated more
anaphora than the boys, the two-way analysis of‘variance did not‘reveal
any significant main effects for reader level (F. = 3,657, df. = 1/44,,
n.s.) or sex (F. = 1.143, df. = /4L, n.s.). while main offects for

reader level were not indicated, tho level of probability did approach
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" the .05 level of confidence (actual p = ,062).
Hipotheaia 7.1 cannot ba‘roject;d in light of £hc findings by
the two-way -analysis of variance. ’
The next hypothesis was férmulatéd to examine whether these
groups differed in thgir production o{ individual anaphoric categories.
Hypothesis 7.2 was formulated as fcllows:

Hypothesis 7.2

There will be no significant difference between High and
Low Readers in their oral language production of Category
1, Category 2, and Category 7.

Mean production and standard deviations for the three anaproric cate-

\

gories are shown in Table 7.2.
TABLE 7.2

ORAL LANGUAGE PHODUCTION MEAN SCCRES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR

CATEGORIES 1 2, AND 7, BY UEADEH LEVEL AND SEX (N=48)

Y'Uategory 1 Category 2 Category 7
Group | ' Mean S.D, Mean _ S.D, ’Mean S.D.
High Readers $31.29 1é§38 o L.7TL 3.34 9.33 . -5.23
Low Readers ‘ 27.21 C 747 L.29 . 2.82 6.96 3.39.
Boy$ 27.42  10.15 . 4.17  2.93 . 742 3.48
Girls 31.08  10.38 4.83  3.22 . 8.88 5.33

The stetistical treatment of the data indicated neo significant

(Category 1--F. = 1.823,

main effects for any of the anaphoric categories

df. = 1/44, n.s.; Catégory 2—F, 2‘0.521, df.‘;l/bl#,fn.s.; Category 7
F. = 1.243, df. = 1/4L, n.s.). Sex difference did not reach statistical

oignificance in any of tho analyses (Category 1—F. = 1.823, df. = 1/L4,
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n.s.; Category 2—F. = 0,203, df. = 1/44, n.s.; Category 7—F. s 3.298,

df, = l/AL, n.s.). No interaction between resder level and sex was

o

found.
The results of these analyses show that Hypothosia 7 2 cannot
te rojected

. . . N
The final question examined concerned the relative output of

géﬁf High and Low Readers in terms of ratio-of an.phora to the total number
of words. Hypothesis 7.3 was formulated to cxplore this question.

Hypothesis 7.3

" There will be no significant difference between High and

Jow Readers in their ratio of anaphora to total number

of words produced on ‘the oral language task.

Of the three hypotheses formulatea to examine the producgidn of anaphora,
sypothesis 7.3 is probably the most important. This is because the other
analyses'Were dependent on such factors as sentence length which could
affect the total number of words produced. However, in calculating:

the percentage of total anaphora to total words produced, there is‘a
built-in equalizing effect in terms of the ratio of anaphora produced

to total words produced. _

Table 7.3 ccntains the mear percentage and standard deviations’
of anaphora to total number of words produced on the oral language
elicitation tasV

Int~“wsoingly encugh, Low Readsers produced a higher percentage
of anaphv. s than Hizh Readers. The difference between the two groups

. was o#ér one percentage point. The difference between the sexes was
only about .40 per cent with girls producing the higher percentage.

The two-way analysis of variance showed that the difference

between the reader groups was significant (F. = 4.91, daf. = 1/44,
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MEAN PERCENTAGES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ANAPHORA

IN RELATION TO TOTAL NUMBER OF WORDS PRULUCED,

BY READER IEVEL AND SEX (N=48)

e

Percentag:: o Anaphora to Total Number of Words

Group ' " Mean S.D.
High Readers 10.71% 1.58%
Low Readers 11.77% 1.63%
Boys | ‘il.08% 1.57%
Girls 11.47% 1.76%
p £ .05). No main effects were cbserved for the sexes (F. = .945,

af. = /44, n.s.). Significant interaction effects were not presentA

i

(F. .232, df. = 1/44, n.s.)’

Hypothesis 7.3 was rejected on the basls of the analysis which

found a significant difference between the means of the reade: groups.

Summary

A two-way analysis of variance, with grouping by reader level

and sex, was car-iled out to-determine if High Readers differed signifi-

cantly from Low Headers in their .oral lahguage production of anarhora.

The oral language production, obtained from an elicitation task,lwae

calculated in several ways. Only in the analysis which considered the

percentage of anarhora produced to the total number of words was a

signiricart difference between the means of the reader groups notesd.

Hypothesis 7.3 was therefore rejected since the approximately one per-

centage point difference between High and Low Readers was significent
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TABLE 7.4

MEAN SCOGHES AND OTANDARD DEVIATIONS OF HIGH AND LUOW

ANAFPHORA PRODUCERS ON THE TAR-C AND TAR-MC (N=48)

Low Anaphora Producers High Araphora Producers

Test ] Mean B S.D. Mean » 5.0,

TAR-C, Form 1 . 29.83 : 7.35 26.75 6.78

‘TAR—C, Form 2 28.75 6.24 26.33 5.55

TAR-EC, Form 1 16.54 L.21 13.96 5.30

TAR-MC, Form 2 15.08 4.33 13.71 | L.51
TABLE 7.5

£-TEST COMPARISONS FOR THE TAR-C AND TAR-MC®

BY ORAL LANGUAGE PRODUCTION CROUP (N=48) -

High Anaphora Zroo ow Anaphora éroducers
Test B V ) level of Q;gnificanca
TAR-C, Form 1 i : _ n.s.
TAR-C, Form 2 ( A n.e;
TAR-MC, Form 1 ' 7 n.s.

TAH-MC, Form 2 n.s.

The Relationship betwoeh Intelligence and Comprehension

of the Antecedent/Anaphora Relationship

—

Comp:tations of correlations were conducted to qgtefmin the

relationéhip between intelligenée, as measured by the Lorge-Thérndike

Intelligence Test, Level 2, Form A, and performance on the TAR-C and
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TAR-MC. It was noted earlier (see Chapter 5, Table 5.73) that the mean
I.Q. of the High Reader group was nearly osix and onu-half points higher
than the lLow Header group. The difference between the boyn and girls
was .10 points.

| The correlaiions botween tho’cotal scores on the TAU-C and

TAR-MC and the total sample (N:=100) are given in Table 7.6.
TABLS 7.6

CORRELAT IONS EETWEEN INTELLIGENCE AND SCORES

ON THE TAR-C AND TAR-MC (N=100)

Correlation of I.Q. Scores on the lorge-Therndike
Student Scores with Intelligence Test, Level 2, rorm A
on: ’

Test correlation
TAR-C, Form 1 A4 3%
TAR-C,; Yorm 2 CLLTS
TAR-MC, Form 1 - SN IR
TAR-M.., Form 2 : L3963
TAR~C, Form 1 (O-2 Propositions) ' L3913
TAR-C, Form 1 (3~5 Propositions) ) LR
TAR-C, Form 2 (O-2 Propositions) ' L R63%
TAR-C, Form 2 (3-5 Propositions) : LL50%
TAR-MC, Form 1 (0-2 Propositions) .310%
TAR-MC, Form 1 .(3-5 Propositions) SLA5%
TAR-MC, Form 2 (0-2 Propositions) -358%
TAR-MC, Form 2 (3-5 Propositions) . 389
TAR-C, Form 1 (Category 1) ' .339%
TAR-C, Form 1 (Category 2) L 3%
TAR-C, Form 1 (Category 7)- .396%
TAR-C, Form 2 (Category 1) ‘ L4358
TAR-C, Form 2 (Category 2) ' 563
TAR=C,- Form 2 (Category 7) : L3163
TAR-MC, Form 1 {(Category 1) .355%
TAR-MC, Form 1 (Category 2) 3377
TAR-MC, Form 1 (Category 7) S L
TAR-MC, Form 2 (Category 1) .360%
TAR-MC, Form 2 (Category .) T LR 2R
TAR-M}C, Form 2 (Category 7) . L2513

% dndicates significance at the .001 level
¢ indicates sisnificance at the .03, level (;j



All correlations were nignificant at the .01 1 ﬂzrr-l or confy-
denco. Theo range of correlations for the TA-C and TAH-@M was from
-251 to .475. In general, the correlations wero higher o the TAlL-M:

\

than the TAR-C. \

The Helsationship between Visual Memory Spin

and Performince on the TAR-C and TAR-M]

Tho scorer obtained from the Datroit Teots of learnineg Aulitdde

Subtest 16, were correlated with scores on the TAR-C and TAR-MC to
determine the relationship between visual memory span for letters and
comprehension of the antecedent/anaphora dualism. The correlations for
the total sample are shown in Table 7.7.

The CO'relatigns that were éignificant ranged from .243 to
.411. Three of the corréYations were not significant at the .01 love)d
of confidence. Typically, the correlations for visual memery span and

the TAR-C and TAR-C were not as high as those found between intelli-

‘gence and the TAR,

[

DUITEA Y

The relavionship between the two variables (intclligcnce end
Visuai mémory span) and the subjects? pefformance on the TAR-C and
TAR-MC way axamined by means of computations of correlations. All of
the correlations between intelligeﬁce and scores on the TAR-7 and TAR-MC
were significant at the .01 level or better. They ranged Trom .251 to
475, Cnly three of the correlations between visual memory span and
gcorzs on the TAR-C and TAR-MC were not significant at the .01 level

or bstter.
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CTAHLE 7.7

COHRELAT TONS 1 TWEEN VISUAL MEMORY SPAN SCORE:S

ON THE TAH-C AND ‘TAR--MC (N-100)

Correlaticn of

Student Scores with Visual Memory Scoras for Lottera
on:

Tost . e e sorrelation
TAR-C, Form 1 R TEVAE
TAR~C, Form o o 35
TAR-MC, Form ) 3343
TAR-MC, Form 2 . 2983
TAR-C, Form 1 (0-2 Propositions) WRBLS
TAR-C, Form 1 (3-5 Prorositions) L2950
TAR-C, Form » (O-z Propoaitions) -239
TAR-C, Form 2 (5-5 Propositions) <399k
TAR-MC, Form 1 (0-2 Propositions) L3
TAR-MC, Form 1 (3-5 FTopositionsg 3L
TAR-MC, Form 2 (0-2 Propositions N %
TAR-MC, Forwi 2 (3-5 Propositions) .218
TAR-C, Form 1 (Category 1) ' L3601
TAR-C, Form 1 (Category 2 . 23030
TAR-C, Form 1 (Category 7) 3393
TAR-C, Form 2 (Category 1) 298
TAR-C, Form 2 (Category ) 21,3303
TAR-C, Form 2 (Category ) L 3L,0%
TAR-MC, Form 1 (Category 1) L33
TAR-MC, Form 1 (Category .) 25030
TAR-MC, Form 1 (Category 7) L2643
TAR-MC, Form 2 (Category 1) TR
TAR-MC, Form » (Category 2) L2928t
TAQ-MC, Form 2 (Category 7) 2113

.C01 level

inddcates signirficance st +ho
he ,01 level

£
¢ inddicates significance at

+
Y

-
v

D



CHAPTER &
SUMMARTY CONCLUSTONS ) AND ITMPLICAT ION:

Fow wodela of raqdine today Tpnore the reasderts active use of
ayntactic and somntic cues in the reading act.  Therefore, it Ia fripor-
tant to determine how vasious readors comprohend  gramnatde ) e Ome L
found An written matertals. 1L {y aspocially tmportant to detormina
S bl Uie o 0T S hei v e L reriuloioion stoge ol veriad i,

While 4t may be the task of the roading speciallst to detor.
mine how r:?hil,'drtm comprehend gramumtical vhonomena ita 13 the teacher

of readin. who musi apply this knowledge 1in an ci‘iacti,‘ékn_mmnux-, IRV DN

tha teacher, knowledpeable of the characteri stics and capabllitics o
tho learaer, along with an understanding o7 the srammitical plhionomen:
the child will encounter, who will be the foacilitator ol tho childls
acaquigiticn of the reading process. _Children in the primary grades are

#0311 acquiring the ability to comprehend certain grammatical structures

in oral lunguage. with the current emphasis on the relationship between

oral language and readin T, 1t is important to know the oxact extent Of
& £ » ’

this relationship. Teo many current authors have glibly talked ol this
—

relavio in terms that are sweeping inNg Specifically, :ome
seam to imply that iy strusture unde-—- o od o wilil Le
reciprocably wnderstood in written languaze, providsd adequate word

identifizuiion is :;_Va;ilable. Huwever, os E‘aé,;;f nhas ;‘g;xsartas;,
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It wam the purpose of thin study Lo enomins one alement of e
total pgrammatf{cal ctructure of the languape, namely , ans Coorateranco
The focus of tho fnvestigation wan on tho relutive L1 High and
Low Headors in thoir sacond yoar of achool, oo deafinoed Oy e vrormance
on a measure of penaral rowding comprehenston, to understand the antecedont/
anaphora rolatfonship.  The vartables saxamined 1o regacd to thia colation
ship were ag Fof lows:

i Ve oo i : sumoer GO snbe Jedent o Y 0 D coar o

Lhe comprenession of tho antecagent/ansphore rolat fonshiy,

L. The offsctys of distance botwesn antecedent and anaphos
ont tho comprohension of this dualism.

¢. The effects of cortatin anaphortc catogoriag (revreaenting
case) on the comprehension of the antecodeonty anaphor:
relaticenship

A pecondary purpose of the studry was to investigite bhe relat toenaship

betweon oral language production of anaphori and derstanding of

—/ g

< N 7 N ,/ / -
the antecedent/anaiiora dustTsm In written lan:
This chapter will jprosent a Orted summry i fthe nvesiication

end its findings. In addition, the conclusions, edusational implications,

and cartaln limitations of the study will Le put forward.

A

Thie study wazs cc witn €iif sto of o Aarticular rioe

matical phenomenon on the of childr m ~ho were in the ac uisi-

tion stage of tho roading process, anid who wers assumed to be in the
acquisition stage of orazl language development. Thus, throe distinc:.

3
8t otviously interrelaed reviews of the litemature wers cor-=i=d out,

L
R

Thoe initisl review ¢f the literature Zocused on estadliching

& thgorgtical position Zn terms of the resading process.
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uspects of tho roading net wore tdent U0 fed and ewouddned.  Whit e tt
neagntin, the trportare s o the other component n ('llﬂi‘l"”lillzlt‘}*‘“ gt
word ldentiffcation) this Invest. fgation waen bivateally concerned with
comprehennfon, ang Particulacly with the asemantic and syntactie cums
usod Ly the reoder to wariire meaning . It wan established that whiie
Lhe griommtie | rhenomanon In gquast, for CoLphiora ) does, contain coertain
vemant ioe Yoot fon, it ia bant. iy o oaynbtact e anpect Or b o e
The dnporiance or Lhe pyntactic alement o lanewise, o seneral | owas

establicshed by reviaving several pertinent studles, Incluaing: two that

+

dealt directly with ansphora and fta offece on comprehension of weitien
111:’13'_1.‘;1?{(' .

The sacond review of terature {nvolved he df‘:?CI‘iptvi(:x‘.
(’iﬁcludin,{ wodefinftion) o the grams: iecnl vhenormenon being dnveast -
cated, mnoamels ardaphoris reference. A historicai roview wis carries

out to ~hich alements of the lar sutge are considered anaphorio

in nature.  Also, certoin ~Iproaches to the description of lamguie

wore eximdnod for applicability to ohe study.

Fin:lly, studieg Sealing directls with anayhicra, in itren
and oral lancuioo, wore anciycsed Jor relevance to this investisation.

Seve il a5 to the score and direction of ile study resultved

Trom

Toodow. These incluzed the choice of anaphoric categories

that wore investigated, :he'in::lusion of “the distance fai:tor,'van:i the

galection of tre opral loanguage tacsk,

C e g e . TATY T e, T D T P S SR
~nizrhoric deference (TAN). Two basic testing formtas

in 1le sense that Sobth el emants nez2d - to



Tlrat TAI Incorporated n ogajected ~loaim

provided with tho sutecmdant amd waen requiced Lo Auapply 8

anaphora while the aocond format of the

procedare wheta

TAl

reculeed the

1ha

The aubloi b wan

he

e et

anh Yoot Lo

1dnnt,‘f‘y Lhe antacedont whan provided with the nxmﬂmx‘:\.

Twe formn of msch Forwnt of Lhe TAR were devimed. Mot L
cacht Formdt contodnad Lwo intoracting antecadont o, one ma o aiel i

Sl EE T C R RN I RSP Y ORI T TR VR b P

vroaent ing i e eschy A, The Yorms wors oo de st P
the variablos oF distanee and osphorte catesory coull e oo Yo,

Uron evaluad Lo o Lha o Lol the Pt Dhucx, certain
odifloat tons were avide on the P50 and the drections tenl aitlh 10 .o
1 The TR wero adiois atbese to L0 atudent s o the Suonton
satholic Dohool Uysten. Sooadddon, sarious otlier instrument W I
administered ~o the chil iren, o o luded wn o Arntal 24 one s ean
Lart Ior visno memory suan. snd a ospoecially deailomoed word ttion
Teot, A W<l¢:t@‘ cleoof forny-eieht chilirern, drawn Srem b

Sy, oWnn wiven an oral langus production Lasaoand oroto ool
A Loy Lo weors obtaine.,

Thon oo LT owas L il factordinl et bhves
cpendant varlables--aunber o artecodents, distoncs Letwesn antesadent

THe naxl =0Ilon.

T IUCT
BN Y
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Main Findings and General Conclusions

In this section the most significant findings from Ct ~ters 6
and 7 are summarized. The implications of these'findinga‘aré also dis-

cussed.

Main Findines

The majn ... .ings, as pfeéented in Chapter 6 and 7 will be
"diséﬁssed under the rollowing headings: High~Low Readers; boy-girl
readers; fﬁ; erfects of rumber of antecedents in a discoﬁpse; the effects
of distance; the effects of anaphoric category; and, the relationship
betwedn oral language production of anaphora and comprehension of the
antecedent/anaphora relationship. ’

High-Low Readers. In his thesis dealing with cognitive syn-

thesis and reading comprehgnsidn, Latham (1973) reasoned that "...while

a knowledge of verbal concepts is necessary for the comprehension of

’

written language, it is not a éuffici\ \ndition'to ensure that such
comprehen: ‘11 occur (p. 368)."™ . ..cond factor which, though
important mprehension, cartriot eAsure'that it will be achieved was

éhown by the results of this étudy. This second factor is word recogni-
tion. 4_ u
R Theistudents'who were mncluded in the fina sample had to
fdemonatr&te adequafe word recognltion ability, yet there was a variance
an tbe ability of the students to comprehcnd the antecedent/anaphora
rolationship in written language., This study showed a consistent pat-
tern of significgnitly higher scores on thoe TAR by the High Reader groups

when compared with the Low Reader group., This éuperiority was espécihlly,

-
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/

evident when the number of antecedents was considéred or when the dis-
tance between antecedent and anaphora was taken irto account. Only in
analyzing the data concerning the effects of anaphoric‘category was

the evidence less than overwhelming. However, even i. .hese comparisfns,

the totality of the evidence can only lead one to conclude that High

3
\

Headers outperform low Headers. In o¢. .c¢r to appreeiéte these results

one must realize that the High and Low Reader groups were dichotomized
by a tand of scores. The scores were ranked and an'arbitrary cut—off

“foint of 3.6 was chosen so that equal numbers fell above and below the
scora.

In examining the relative performance of High and Low Readers
in more detail, the first analysis focuqed on the numbef of antecedents
intéracting throughout‘a discourse. With all results significant at
the .001 or better,.the‘High'Readers outscored tﬁe Low Readers on boti:
forms of the TAX-C and TAR-MC. Thus, neither format nor number of
antecedents affected the superior performance of the High Readers over
the Léw Headers.’

Highly'significﬁht results, favoring the High Reader group
over the Low Reaqers, was evidenced In examining théyoffects of distance
- between antecedent and anaphora on the TAR. The higher sccres of the

-

High Header group were miintained whether tne distance was O—2Jor 3-5
propositions 1nterveniﬁg; Iﬁladdition, this superiority_was e§1dent

va both forms of the TAR which indicgtes,that neither format nor nurber
,Of characters influenced the findings; N N

| The peérformunce of the two reading groups on the aﬁaphoric

categories bullt into the passages, and reflected on the TAR, basically

Tfollowed the pattern established in the other analyses. While the High

o
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Readers €ygically scored higher than the Low Recaders, there were two
inatancda of no significant difference betweo: .ha two grouys. This
break in established patterns was noted on the TAR-C, Form 2 and the
TAR-MC, Form 1. In both cases the level déj;;gnificance approached the
.05 criterion for rejectiqn of the hypothesis. There was no pattern to
thasgfexcaptiona ag they occurred on a different test format .. . two
different categories.

It is in£er;éting to notethat, generally, test format did not
influence the perforrance of the reader groups. This fact lends gup-
port to the early contention that ths anteredent/anaphora rel&tionship
is indeed a dualism and that comprehension 1is contingent upon/awareneas
of both elements, that is, the antecedent and anapno}a. )

Iﬁ summary, it has been shown that High Readers achieved signifi-
cantly higher scores on the TAR regardless of the variable be*1~ COﬁgid—
ered. This superiority was evidenced in spite of the fact that all
children in the sample had to demonstrate adequate word ‘recognition of
the words contained in the test passages. To further rule out the
effects of word recognition, the statistical procedure of analysis of
covariance, with ﬁhe covariate being word recognition, was used to
analyze the data. This would appear to present strong evidencse %ha£
word récognition ability cannot be uéed to explain the difference imn
scores by the sample.

Why then, do High Readers continually demonstréte such a dis-
tinct superiority in scores on the TAR? Latham (1973) contends that

.the ability to select the appropriéte information processing strategy

appears to be a hecess&ry cordition for thé'éomprehension of languare

(p. 369)." Intuitively, this 135 a satisfying statement and it could be
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that High Readers have adopted superdior information proceassing strate—
gles, however, 1t 1s not known why these readers have adopted better
strategies or more important, how they acéuired superior strategies.

If the antecedent/anaphora relationship is examined it 1is
possible to speculate on two approaches the reader might use to identify
tha antecedent if nhe is given the anaphora. First, it could be identi-
fied by an association process through the use of memory recall. Given
the capacity of short term memory the reader might recall the anteceaent
from this store if the distance factor is sufficiently short (cf. Lesgold,
1972). Howser 4if the distance between antecedent and anaphora 15
1increased it i¢ possible that the informaiion has been passed on and
processed in long te:m.memer. If the reaaer can recall the proper
antecedent from the appropﬁiate ﬁemory store comprehension of the

i

antecedent/anaphora relatidnship,will-téke place.

/rhzsecond strategy;could occur when the reader realizes he
cannot recall the information (the proper anteéedentj and reverts to a

- visual regression process. It is probable;thatlthe reader usesg a viéual
aearch“ecan‘of the print rather than a compleﬁe fereading of the text..
Borrowing Hochberg's (1970b) idea of '"cognitive search guidance", one
might spedulate,thgt High Readers are better able to use this system—-
in reverss. ’

While the dbove speculatiohs focus on the correct ideptifica~
tion of the antecedent it is, of course, p@ssiblu>to identify an improper
antecedent. As an eXplénation to imprOpér identification of tﬁp antece-
dent Lesgold (1;73) possibly would contend tﬂ@t the child did not know

the interpretation rules required to understand~the'antecedent/anaphora

relationship in the semantic context that it was present. Of course,
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to prov; this contentio;, one would need to devise a set of rules that
adequately describe the language the child was reading. As yet, tnis
task has defied all atterpts. :

Anpther way of applying Lesgold?s explanation would be that
the chila actuually knew the rules but failed to apply them properly.
This interpretation would coincide with Chomsky's distinction between
competence and ﬁerformance and would claim a psychological reality for
.such ruies--a concept being questioned by a number of current psycho-

linguists.

Boy-Girl Readers. As Carroll (1971) has observed, "...it is

rather universal finding that on the average girls do better than boys
on’reading tests (p. 182)." While Carroll noted that his observations
applied mainly to studies completed in the United States there is no
reason to believe this observation is invalid for the children of Canada
(see also, Weintraub, 1966). Tet, in this study there were no signifi-
cant differences revealed on any of the analyses that were car*ied out.
This finding was consistent whether one considered the number or ante-
cedents, the distance between'ﬁﬁtecedentgénd anaphora, or the anaphoric
category. In add;;ion, the ngs remained constant on both the
cloze and multiple choice formats of the TAR. '

The absence of any 5ignificant differenées between the mean
aco produced by boys and girls might be explained by the meun silent
reading comprehension scores ~»iained by the two groups. There was
only a difference of .1 between the mean scores of the two groups. This,
of coﬁrse is assuming that reading achievement rather than sex is the
danﬁrm‘ning factor. ’

The équality‘of the mean comprshension scores could not explain

-~ .
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the significant interaction obtained between gex and reader group c¢n
soveral of the analywses. Four instances of significant interaction
were noted and in each case the nature of the interaction was similar.
The High Readers who were giriu outscored the High Readers who were
boys but the raverse pituation was observed in the came of the Low Readers,
that is, boys scored higher than girls.

The interaction can be explained in terms of 1.G. Referring
to Table 5.3 one.can see that the mean I.Q. of High Girl Readers was
116.12 while the mean I.Q. of High .Boy Readers was 113.88. The differ-
ence for the low Readers was reversod vith the boys mean I.Q. being
109.76 and the girls 107.56.

All instances of interaction were recorded on the TAR-C. Three
cases were found on éorm 1 of.the TAR-C and the other was ubservedﬂon
Form 2 of the TAR-C.

Number of Antecedents. The effects of number of antecédents

interacting throughout a dizcourse on the subjects! ability to compre- I’
hend the antecedent/anaphora relétionship was examined by means of
. t-tests. For all reader groups, the mean scores obtained on Forms 1

and 2, on both the TAR-C and TAR-MC, were compared. A total of sixteen

P
comparisons were carried out. -

The findings indicated that an increase in the or of arnte-
cedents, in this case from two to “four, resulted in a aecrease in the
mean scores of all grqubs on the TAR-C comparisons, 41l findings were
significant. In addition, all but one group (boys) demonstrated a
similar pattern of achievement on the TAR-MC. Thus, there are strong
‘indicationa that an increase in the number of antecedenta interacting

throughout discourse precipitates a decrease in comprehension of the
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antecedent/anaphora relationship,

Returning to the explanation of "why"“CQytain groups or indi-
viduals do not comprehend the antecedent/anaphora rolaﬁionship as well
- as others, it is possible to integrate the above conclusion with the
previous discussion. The addition of antecedents to discourase would
add to the memory burden of the reader. This burden would be twofold
in that one would need to contend with both storage and retrieval of
the proper antecedent. If the reader did not use the memory stcres to
recall the proper antecedent then & visual regression search would have
to énsue. The addition of antecedents would increase thq complexity
of the visual search.

It is an interesting finding that all groups found the addition
of antrcedents an interfering factor. From the previous findings, it
would have been logicai to speculate that the Low Reader group only
might be affected by the Analyses indicated that all reader croup
scoreé were Signi:icantlyvioweréd by the additional two antecedents.

Distance between Antecccsnt and Anaptiora. The literature

‘ndicated that an ‘increase in dis“ance between antecedent and anaphora

would correspondin,l; effect a decrease in the reader'®s ability to under- -

stand this gr(mﬁaﬁical relationship. The results of this.-study did not

Tully supporﬁ this contention. As'with the comparisons concerning the
number of characters, t-tests wers carried out to test théAdifference
batween the means. OSixteen separate comparisons were made in this
manner. |

"Out of the sixteen possible comparisons the increased distance,
laa measured by number of intervening propositics, proved to be a signifi-

cant factor in seven instances. Cne addition.l comparison approached,
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but did not reach significance.

While only slightly loss than half were significant, a pattern
was revealed ag predominant in reference to the Low Reador group. In
three cauon; out of a possible total of four, the mean scores of the
Low Header group wore olgnificantly loworad by Sha addis fonal ot e
between antecedent and anaphora. High Readers and girle were least
affected by the increased distance with only one instance of signifi-
cantly lowerod scores. A possible explanation for this Tinding 1is that
the superior visual memories of the High Readers and giris facilitatas
tho recall'of the proper antecedent. The mean visual memory score of
the High Readerg was over two pointé highér than the Low Readers (sece
Table 5.4). While the difference be£ween the girls ‘and boys was not
as great (zlmost one point) it does offer a possible explanation. Since
the resuvlts ror the boy readers were equivocal it 1a difficuit to offor
a iogical explanation as to the effects of increased distance between
antecedent and anaphora.

Harris (1948) and Mosﬁerg and Shima (1969) speculated that
distaﬁce between antecedent and anaphora affects understandin: of this

e

ral&fionship. While thess ﬁuthorsjaid not support their speculations
with any’evidence ii is, nonethéle;;?\an intuitively>satisfying conten-—
tion. Why then, did the results of this studf not fully suppori whig
idea? It is possible thzt the distances used in the investigation wers
not aufficiently large to-be clscriminating. In other words, ir the
investigator had used a distance of 0-2 and 8-10 propositions a aignifi—
cénf decrease in comprehension might have occufrod; Obviéusly, this 18

& non-realistic proposal. Since the typical distance found in the

passages selected for the study was 0-5 propositions, then the use of



a greater distance was not Justified.

It is possible that certain rolationships exist in discourse

that dofy analysis by means of propositions. For example, consider the

following sentencan:

oL John
b. John
¢. John
d. John

a. John

Of course, this list of sentences could bo

turasd Lo Moy oand ool
turned to Mary and said,
smiled at Mary and sald,
smiled at Mary and oaid,

said to Mary, "l...

WY oy
"la ..
"You, ..
L

PEEN

expanded but the busic point

is that the reader must perceive the correct relationship between the

addresser and addrcaaeq/ﬁcffVWeir, 1962). It 1s interesting to note

that the propos§§i6ﬁﬁl distance between antecedent and anaphora would

be in therOié category. Perhaps, as Lesgold (1974) has argued, iragery

factors play a role in comprehension of the antecedent/anaphora rela-

tionship. It might be that the reader who could mentully picture the

0

situation would be better equipped to understand the untecedenpﬁanAphora

relationship.

It would appear that, from the results of this study, a more

detailed investigation of the distance factor, esvoc.~lly by anaphoric

category, -is warranted.

~raphoric Categories. The anaphoric categor 'ss investigated
Q
in this study aprroximstely correspond to case re¢. tionships vypically

referred to as nominative {Category 1), objective (Category 2), and

—

,

£ gonitivd (- Lagory 7). The roview of literature indicated that bLoth

the objective and gehitive'casc categories should prove more difficult

than the nominative.

Comparisons of the three anaphoric categories



woro made for all reador proupa on both the Tal O and TAK-MI.  Thin
rosulted in u total or forty-eight comparisons.

Overall, thore were Lwventy soparate instances where ona anagh -
oric catagory wan round to be rora JifClenlt for o particulor roader
group than pnother o e T T T T st o
from theso anilyses. Tho ¢learost. of the findings rfocused on tho rola-

tive easo of tho nominative case category (Caterory 1). AL no btime id

any ol tha gooans score lowsr on thia category than cither Catogory
o>r 7. Thosa findings support the earlier work of Fagan (1969) and
Soleman (1971). Ir indead, tho relationship between oral and written
language is interwoven as close as somo would have us belisve, there
is also support for the findings of Hatch (1949).

An examination of the findings in relafibn‘to the number of
entecedents, as found in the TAR-C and TAR-MC, indicated that sinifi-
cant differences in the mean scores of the anaphorilc categories were
most likely to occur on the TAR that contained four antecedents. Since
it has been shown that the subjects? scores were lowered by the addi-
tion of antecedents in discourss it iSvaSSiblO that the anaphoric
éategory gcores were affected by this lactor.

Az previously rentioned, the nominative case category {Cate-

.
cne

H

gory 1) dic not prove as difficult ror the subjects as sithe
ooJective case (Category 2) or the genitivas (Category 7). Of %he threeo
categories, the genitive rroved to be the most difficuls for the sub-
Jects. In the instances where significant differencoes were reported,
Category 7 proved to ba more difficuit than Category 1 & total ¢f nine
times, In comparing Category 7 with Category 2, the genitive was more

difficult 4in four instances.



Oral Tavgvape Production of apnphora el Comy vrehenstope ol he
Antecedent, /Ao hos Hebotdonahip in Weitten languge,  To argue thaot
Lhero 1o n relationshilp hetwesn ol languapo and weltton languwise in

Lautological . That the relaticoship exlobs o not the cruct o) eat ton

Sofdvices atudy.,

Cio presont study atlempted Lo doetermine the o cbdenaindy
cotwoen oral Lovuags production of the anaphoric categorian, wiich
contained personal pronouns, and comprehension of Lhe antacecoent waphora
rolationship in written language.

Oral language production and perforiancse on tha TAl was examined
by two methods. First, the oral language output of the anaphoric cate-
gories under study was analyzed to dotermins 11 the reader groups dir-
fored siypnific-ntly. MNext, the sample was dichotomized into Hiph and
e

Low Producers of the anisrhoric categories and ths performance of theose

roups on the ThAu was analyzed.
J

>

Three separate analyses, using a particular tabulation of oral
Sanguage production and the scores of the subjects on the TAll, ware

carried out. The first analysis used the raw tabulations of “ha sub—

Jacte? oral linmuaze production of Zhe anavhoric catagories. It waa

recognited that these scores could have boen initusonced by such factoro

o m3an gentence length, vl is, one group might conzsistently produce

o

~ongar sentences than ancother grour. Nesdlssa te say, a group tha
produced longer sentences might also produce more of the oroncuns in

the anaphoric categorises.

The two-way analysis of varianco carried out on the cata did

not reveal any significant differences in total vroduction for any of
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the 1'#11!1{1(‘ gronpa (Htoh and Low Headesesa} oc sex o (boys and ptrla).

The sacond analysls compared the scores o tha cendar and max
groupn on the TAR and oral Innguage production of the three anaghord.
categoerios deviaed for the wmtudy. Avcoivy, no a*llii.’xﬂr,\ivun!, G arenicas
SO et wend L0y Gl L e U d Dot

Hecognioding the Limftations impoced by asing tho raw fot.ls of

anarhoca production on the oral Laaguase Lan, o mwore oguitablo mothod

ol ealeoulating production o0 the antogorios was deviusoad,  VHia naethod

ook Into conalderatlion tho posaible olfccl. of agenlence length, For

thizs an. yela the total oroduction ol the ancphoric categori oo

divided by tho total numoor of words produced (Tirty sentor ‘Bre

analyzed for ecach subjlect). This produced a percertage of total anarh-
oric category production to totzl number of words. In this analysis

the [intires were significant. High Readers produced a significantly
|

\

smalle: ~eentage of anaphora than Low Headers. FMain effects for thel
|

BeX groups were not noted.
The results of ~he third analysis tend to support the pravious
suspicilon that mean sentence length might  influence the production

-

cotals of the anaphicric category under study. Examining ths mean total

for thea reader grours one finds that the High Headers produced mors

osronouns that fit into one ¢f the three anaphoric cates &3 than Low
Headera, although this difference was no- when

She producticn of the anaphoric catsgorles was tabulatec in the form

ol & percentage (anaphorz to <otal numbsr of words) . Keador
ioup produced a smallar percenta aronouns that it the threo
anapheric categories than the Low . 8.

To further explire the guestion of cral language production



and comprehenaton in wreitten Language, Lhe subrmampl e S omab Yact s i
from the oin e da of 100) wag dlehotomfand Into High and | ow Grecpdie
Producsesn Cnan Chiaptar 7 for nformatton concarning the dichotomt ot fon )
L B L S P S S BT R T S T Crietroass - 0
by ppensirras [ SR RIS ST EORST R PR Comveanyss frnddloat el that shoa i*i,j?‘ Slvaniionrn
Proovbiucern ot oo on Ltho TAR S saad TAN M fone o ihe o SHITRUCS| !
aiuatly reoehad n Povael o contidance. v rec o b [SEGIISTA
it g preichied, Lat ol reach gisni Cicanca.,

The wost important freding from the irowe stication of orl laa-

guago preduction and written language comprohenalon wis that Lhoss aub-

Jocts who best understooad the antecedent/anaphor- relationahiy in written
i) ey - '
language produced & smaller percentage of anaphora (tho three ana horic
SHALe | IS I3 i
CE e wnder study) in oral language. It wouls ippear that the

weh 7 o vdng (1959) offers at least o rartial expianstion for thia

finding. He associated hixh production of ‘anaphora (his cat

Wor'e 10T the same howsver as thoss used in thig astudy) with

. P 7 - .
WhO use a restriciad ~anguage code (in a Berstein sense

“he were Low Anavhora Producers pPoss9s8: A

sor&l oronouns

ins minst

wanda

B

. P PR I I S SR S
tnat the childroen who exhinit

=pg he. Therefore, i ssems to this

rhaps anaphora in

a
&

o)
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O
3
O
5
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~
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o1
{1
ey
&
»
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.‘antocédeﬂt/anarhora_rélatioﬁahip as accu;atcly as High Headefs.

It was also‘demonstratod:that'the beginning reader’s ability
to écmprehend\the antecedent/anaphora relationship is diminished by
the preéenéﬁ of certain 1inguist1c'factor§, espécially(factors thati
directly impinge upon the understanding of the antecedent/angphoru
felationship (efg;, tﬁe number of antecedents in a discoﬁrse, the dis-
tance between ante:edent and anaphora, eté.).

| As Latham (1§73) has poihted out, .. .the ability to effect
both seméntic and syntactic processing is dependentlupon a knowledgé
of language (p. 391)." The fihqings of this:study indicate that mere
ﬁrcductibn of‘a given element in oral,ianguage does not guarantee compre—
hension of that elemgnt in wfitten‘language. ‘Thus, while Latham's state-
- ment Qarrants consideratﬁoﬁ, careful trought will have to Ee gi&en to
the methods of ’eyaluating the child's knowledge -of la;x'.lguagé ‘ard how
this knowledge of language feiafes to written language_comprehénsion.
Reception of_written{language (readiﬁg) appeérs to bg one of possibly
§everal peculiar‘lénguage processes. The féct that-a certain phenomenon"
iq present in oral'language does not necéssarily'mean it is equally

available in written languagé. This conclusion is derived from tre

findirg that high Rezders outscore Low Readers on the TAR but when oral
5 ~yy . Jyy ot A H S N, A R e . ] t - s
language production is consldere&\pibh Anaphorae rroducers do not corres
vondingly outrerform Low AniphoraSFyoducers on the written language ‘

sneasures (TAR).

Coopsycholinguistics .

Although the term "psycholinguistic! is actually redundant

.éin;e it is difficult to imagine a normil language situation where the
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| ” .
mind would not be involved, many reading experiments now adopt this
label. Using a partial replication of J. Mackworﬁh's schelntic model
of the reading process the role of memory (and its interaction with

lenguage) will be ‘explored. ~ Figure 8.2 depicts the model,

FIGURE 8.2

PARTIAL REP%}CATION OF THE J. MACKWORTH SCHKMATIC MODEL,

OF~THE HEADING PROCESS

éye movements —— 5 Stimulus : o
(written words)
Sensory |
" visual trace ;
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g > T - - .
: :% Iconic N )
store | k
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In this study it was assumed that the children possessed ade—
quate discrimination ability, and since word recognltion was accountcd
for, the reco~nit*on stape of the J. Hackworth model will not be dis-

~

cussed. The reading task (TAR). required the subjects to use both short-
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term memory (UTM) and long-term momory;(LTM). Three distinct aspects

of wemory nust be accounted for in both STM and LTM. They are: coding;
storage and reorganizatién, and retrieval. While not diminishihg the
importance of the first two. aspecta it would appear that ret;ieval is
quite important in comprehending the antecedent/andphord relationship.
The gtudy indicated that’ High Readers comprehond this relationship tetter
than Low>ﬁeaders.~ Also, the wvariabiles that tend to increase the compre- ‘
’heneibllity of the antecedent/anaphora nelationship affected the High
" Readers less than the Low Readers Two of the variables number of
antecedents and distance,'relate directly to the three aspects of memory
as fOrwarded by J. Mackwoﬁth While the three aspects of STM and LTM

,are present in the antecedent/anaphora relatlonahip the study did not

indicate any direct indication as to the importance of each.

~ ‘Implications Tfor Instructional Programs

1f indeed, there was & perfect correlation between oral lan-

-
°

Wuage product‘ﬁn of a biven grammatical element and the comprehension
0f that element in written language, there would be little need to
"t each compréhenaion". Téachers of reading would basically have to
ensure the child was equipped with adeQuate word identification skills.
buince this correlation has not been demonstrdted one must cecide the
v,ralative -emphasis to place on various aspects of written l“nguage
ﬁ‘comprehen5¢on. '

The investigator does noi view the grammatical phenomenon that
wasg étﬁdied as occupying a major role in the general schema of teaching
‘qémprehension.‘ The’;ﬁtecedent/angphora felationship is but one of many

such inter- and intra-sentence,phenomena that needs to be understood by
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the reader. However, soma direct teaching of the rolutjonship is
obviously warranted. At the primary level of echooling; the relation-

cﬁip can be introduced in sentences where the antecedent and anaphora

are present in one utterance. As children progress in their general

compreheneion ability more complexity my be added to the antecedent/
anapho;& relationshin. For.eiemple the addition of antecedents to a
discourse has Leen shown to affect corprehension of antecedent and -
enaphora. ¢utorie4 that contain several eharacters would‘be a lOﬁiCdl
step in increasing the complexity or the antecedent/anaphora relation-
ship. Both direct teaching and follow-up practice would~be called for
‘n these situations.

*The eelected cloze procedure used in this study to test the

subjecte? ability to cororehend the antecedent/enaphora relationship

" could be readlly applied as a toecl for developing the child's awareness

of this grarmatical phenomenon. The use of this technioue would elim-

inate the need for specially designed exercises since it is adaptable

to any written xnterial

The more familiar multiple choice format- could be applied to
praotice exerc1ses focusing on the antecedent/anaphora relationship.
A viable alternative to tbe traditional multiple choice format would
be the ™ Wh' type questions proposed by Borrmth (1970). It must be
remerbered thet Loth methods are consicered either ﬁesiing or practice
procedures. Direct teachiné, prior to these prooedures, is a prereq-
uisite. It.is the contention of this writer éhet the classroom teacher
mist do more than merely>pfovide the'opportnnity (or brovide experiences)
for the manipulation of this grammatical'phenomenon. Fornats‘such as

those presented by wWullen (1972) or Otto et al., (197A) can be adapted

S
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for,the teaching of the untccodqpt/nnn}horn relationahip. Regardlens
of which-teuching.fornmt 1s used 1t 18 important that pho child be
awars of the focus of instruction and not merely provided with a gen—
o%al'language minipulation experience.

While it was not the purpose of this otudy to examine children's
writing, at least one instructional implieation seems to apply. As
Hawking (1969) has pbinted ouﬂ, pronouns are difficult to modify in any
effectiv¢‘manner. ‘Thus, it would appear that an ofer—réliance on pfo—
nouns is an undesirable trait in wfiting "

The suggestion concerning children's writing would also seem
to have some application to the ‘use of oral language. So-called language
maturity measures are still in an embryonic state of’ development While‘
it is obvious that the individual language situation would dictate
whether or not the use of a substitute form was more appropriate than
the use of tbe refergnt, it mightnbe\genprally suggested that an o?é}—

reliance on substitutes would lead to a\lapk of precision in oral lan-

>

guage. ¢

.

\

It is perhaps too ambitious tc suggest tha*\publisheLs of
.childran’° written materials, especially basal readers,\zbngider the
use of an&;hora. Although theiwriter is not advocating "dnapgsra\
controi", in the manner that.vgcabulary control has been adorpted, ;S}<\
tain aspects'bf the antecedent/anaphdra relationship should be taked
into account. Forrexample, the~introduc£ion and cobhtinued interdction
of a large number (e.g., four or more) of characters is not justifiable
"in the written materials of beginning readers. This is not to say
several characters cannot enter a story, it is only advocated that

complex interaction of these characters, 4 indicated by pronominal
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reference, not take place.
The findings of this study did not conclusively demcastrate
that distance between antecedent and anaphora is an interfering fuctor

P

in comprehension except. for the Low Reader group. However, until more

~

18 known about this factor common sense wﬁuld mitigate against placing
great dist&nco between these two elementa. In the analysis of baeal
readers for this study one inastance was recorded where the‘diutance
botyeen antecedent and anaphdra wa;‘1@3 words. Disﬁance of thig ma i -
tude would appear to be unwarranted, éépocially for readers who are low

)

in. general comprehension ability. ;
The scores of the Low Readers in this study were those typi-
’ cally most uffected by the various factors that uan influence compre-
hension-of the antecedent/anaphora relationship. Existing research on

‘the‘differenées between achieving and non-achieving readers tends to )

be COrrelgtional in nature. Few studies have focused on the specific

= i

uspects of reading that differentiate the achieving and non- nchievin@
reader. In thls study it wasgfound that the scores of the Low Readers
were significantly lower than those of the liigh leaders in practiCd¢¢y
all of the comparison focusing on the comprehensidn:of the antecedent/”
anaphora relationship. Since many schools in North nméPlCJ group on
some bésis of reading compfehension'achievement these characteristice

of Low Headeré‘.yyear important if one is to adeguately )lén anninstruc~

Lional program in reading.
Implicaticns for Teacher Education

In her succinct, yet ‘encompassing statement regarding a defi-

5

nition of readin. Mackworth (1971) has stated that ", Meeading' can
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only be definetl in tearms of "wh()"‘ 1o rending what. In what atate fop
what .x‘ny.j_l»g;(')n (p. 867).n Teachors of reading need to know about thone
four facetn rof reading (this writer con:\idor‘:x "eho" o facet ) in order
to facilitate the acquisition of the reading procesrs. The writor views
thie stndy ae adding oo dimension o knowledge to tho who and what  com
yonentyg of Maclworth's definition.

Teachers will need to be aware of the linguistic developamant
of -the chila ATl how-this development relates to acouiuoltiosn of the
reading process., To aZéMire this type of kﬁowlbdge a substantial lin-
gulstic component will nged to be 1ncorp9rated into the te.cher train-

“ing program; This roquifoment will neéd to by specially tailored to
meet the requirements of teachers. Thus, the writer is not arguing
for & block of theoretical linguistic courses. A specially designed
course (or courses) dealing witﬁ lahguage acquisition and the dascrip—
‘tion of language (in general) is required. Needless to say, the com-
ponents of this course would be interrelated with the teaching of
reading. [ V
| Comprehension 15 too often thought of in terms of content.
Teachers need to be‘awarg of ﬁhe'syntactic'structures by which infor-
.nation is signalled in language. This study demonstrated the lack of
ability, by_sémo students, to camprehend one syntactic aspect of lan-

]

guage. Cther studies have amply shown that there are many syntactic

m

rhenomena that cre not fully comprehended by siucdents in th primary

and elementary school.

|

While & great dezl of 1ip service is given %o "meeting Jdndi-
vidual needs™ in children, little attention has been paid to the char-

/ .
acterlstics of certain groupc of readers. Yhere is obviously varlabilitzr
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Tho relationshl betweon oral and written anouaeo {n ot

i .
ol apreal doal of recent repsencch. neltustve approachon o thee
ing of reading are boacoed on the ansuspbion thint there vo oo Liieh
Lion betweon oral andg writton ianguage abiitty (e, the soooal
language-xyerrience Anproacn). L wam areued in thig satady tl
¥

oral-written languape relationship may nobl be as steoal bt Corwaed
may appear. towever, complex as the relationship moay be, teache
children who are in tihe acaulsition stage of both oral and weite
Laniuige need to know the characteristics and capabilities of th

> Ky
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Suggestions for Further kesearch

This study investigated one facet of the total gromuatl

>

¢nomencn of substitution. Although a rationale wasg forwarded

5

the study of only this particular aspect ol substituticon, there

snashoera, ~r2 cuzcested by the work of Bormuth et al. (1970) «nd
1974 ). inzeed, the zcometimes conflicting findinzs of these two

iavastigations hava orened up many new avenues oI rasearch

.

Tre effects of distance betwean antecedent anz anavdiora

Jurther dnvestigavion., The findings of this study were o a8
whether or not “his wng = slgnificant slement “in comrrenension.

avenues of ressarch Lie In devising new methcds of measuring ths
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Sbvious need Tor furtner investigation into this grommatical shonomencn

¥any interesting elements of substitution, especinlly
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' Cloze Directions

You are g¢ing to read a story froﬁ which some words l...-e been
taken out. -Whenever you see a blank, you are to try and guess what word
has péen left out.. Write or print this word on the line. Look at your
example shest (hold up correct sheet). Here is an example.

The : began to moo.

<]

What word might it {n the blank? (accept answers)
Lét's try dnother one.

'Red and " are my favorite colors.

What word would you want to write on the line? (Accept answers
from the children). . Now we see sometimes more than one word can be
carrect. ¥ost of the time only one word has been taken out of the story.
But if you want to put a name on the blank line you may need a title stch

a

as Mrs. Smith or Mr. Jones. This is the only time you will use more than

one_word 411 the blanks-are-axas tHe—yaﬁi ‘engthjwb ut—the words that —

£i11 them may be long or short
Try to £ill in every blank. If you cannot think of & word go on

to the next blank. Don't be afraid to guess. Watch for punctuation marks

such as. periods. They tell you where a sentence ends. when you finish go

©
T

back and try to f£111 in any blank you skipped. If you want to change an’

answer cross out the word cn the blank and write the new one above it

(=3 5 . _ i
If you don't know how to spell a word, hold up . your hand. I willk,

come to your desk and spell it for you.
Before we begin the big stcry let’s practice on the small siory.

Look at example 3. I want you to try and £i71 iA the three blanks in the

story. Ready? 3Begin. (Allow time for completion of the task. Ascartain
g . ~ .

5

all crildren understand the task. )



| |
‘ ¥

"he ~ began to moo.

Red and are my favorite coloi™s.

The two'Bearq were ____ for aagothihg to eat. The
mother found som; . Just as they started to eat

another bear came.

" : out of my berries,” said the big bear.

[
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£y
THE STORM (TAR-C Form 1)

One afternoon Jimmy was working in his garden. Mitten, the

cat, was playing near by. Jimmy's father was in bed with a bad cola.

§

Mrg. Green came out of the lighthouse and said to Jimmy, |\

n 1A will not te visiting L TA grandoother E?day.

\

»

A& storm 1s coming. 13 just heard the 942; orx the N1 .
S - . .
"other," Jimmgy asked, ™ay 1A play out in the ;

rain if 15 put on the new raincoat 1B bought
Lor 25 | 7

;Not this time,™ answered 7B mother. ™The man
on the radic said the N4l will be bad.%

¥rs. Green went down to the dock. Mitten went with: 2A
First, - 14 moved the boat into the boathouse and ehut the
windows. Then 135 __ went back into the house.

Jimmy took Mitten into the lighthouse. A small drop of rain

fell. The clouds were getting darker. _ 2A 3 helped ‘ 75
zother shut the N41  4n the house. |
™ "The storm is coming very quickly," sald Mrs. Creen.
\v—\\ As the two of 2B looked out the windo;, Mrs. Creen
Pulled\sown ner hat.ﬁ i ‘k:lA v saw that the iake was not blue
e .
anymore. |\ The waves were splashinghup Ni1 the island. Soon

I

¥rs. Greek went into the lighthoﬁse, toox off _7A
raincoat, and turned o the radio. | ' |
' Hrsf‘Green eaid, " 1A rope ZEEBthe grall boats get
%20 the docks safely. _7A friend Judy Nii ‘sailing

today.™
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Jimmy anowered, ™ 1A hope 8o too. The small boats

can upset very easy. 1B mist go up 1n the lighth-se and

turn on the lamp."

N\

When Jimmy climbed to the top of the lighthcuss, Mrs. Green

wont with 2A . The water looked wild. 1A o
i1o00oKked out over N4l lake with the field glasses. iB

could see the small boats trying to find a safe place to stdy.

Mrs. Green said, " 1A won'\t get mich sleep tonié’nt.
- A boat may gét into trouble and _ 1B will have to keep watch.
Anything can happen in such a _- Nil : storm."™ She looked at
Jipmy ana said, i have to go £6 bed.n

; Jimmy didn't like going to bed put it was best to listen o

78 - mother. It took __ 2B . a long time to fail

s .
£822C3. s

The_next mormning J was up eérly. Mrs. CGreen was hil

the kditchen making breakfast Putting on 78 new jacket,‘

Jimy ran inte the —~oomd Outside it was sunny again.

™o i3 think there will be another étom today?™
j 1B asked. B
.;a\ | Mrs. Green smiled.. 'No, '”'Jm," T said. The
\stox’m hgs bloewn away. Anyway, 4‘ 1B . have a long list of
[ Wil for 23 to do." : -
Jimmy hung 75 head. __ 1A . lixed watch-
ing the stor‘zquvseaa &nd listening to the wind. ‘lE co;:.ld

“stil]l remember the crashing waves. Jimmy wanted to stay. But when

‘mother tells ZA t0 work there is no way of getting our of

it. Jimy's cat ran to A . Then 1A picked




up 4o

Koy:

<11,

rake and Nil for the garden.

1,2,7 + respective categories of anaphora dncluded in the study.
A = gnaphora/sntecedent separated by O-2 propositions

B = anaphora/antecedent separated by 3-5 propositions



THE LITTLE P (TAN G Fors o)

Mr. Painter, Judy and Jim had left the oar to take o wo lk dn
the woodn. bieside a blg tree Mr. Palnter found a taby fox. Lo oyon

were shut.

wlg something wrong with the fox? aaked Jim. It
gquiet.™

"es' 1A father answered, ' 1o Unink

1B needs food. Something must huve happened to the sothor.

Thie fox wontt live if left slone here.”
Judy and Jim petted the fox but the Wi Temllalidles

4did not move,

They asked, '™™ay 13 take it ncmae?  The ol nenlw

help. 1= w111 take care of it until it ceto celtan”

!

Mr. Painter picked up the fox, pul oA tnohIo toat,

]
8¢}

- - .
e <car. L3850

ya
-

Before long the car came TLO & ELOT in o the reinter's sarsaoe,

zox was Zound in the nhcuse. i3 puat e ronc in Toa poX
Lo Take a ped and 73 father carrisi tone Jox Swer LI i

get some food for the fox., It 1looKs hungry o =z T
Judy went to the kitchen to get sozz R formoune

-~ e >k - - - .- =~ - -~ < -

sat down and watiched 2A . The Tox orenel ivs =2res Tan X

not make z sound. N
e - = A RN -y R ~ - - - .
Jim szid, " 1A tnink the fox enoulld T2 Lol ealne.




L

Therr 10 Wb et oot b, )

Jimoaat Jdadty 00 Lhie sarare, buts the next oo nting thiey wore
Lok enrty. M of the food wan comn. Thelr plan bt
worked,  The fox st wocbob ing thea,

Jin s i to the fox, " A nose 4s cold and waud

1A will te Letter coop,

Then Mr. Pointer came Ynto tho parogoe. B miled
;
atl Lone 1ittle fox which wie now mtanadng on ito fect,  Jim ang July weoe

standing ther fox watchling every move,

Fr, vaintere cofd, ™ 1 thdn the Tox is podn o

et owell., That w fdintd thing the two of you dic for 2t.  Just

b

~ ~ . b . g N
The 1ittle fox xept on growin, stronger. Deforc lons it begnn
. - — R o IR od - P I e 4

lixe o pet. Jim anz Judy rlayec with the Tox as 17 e

Compr Ay Moa
ne day #Hr.
&~ )
iaet. i
<
Zight, Jump cver the
(o) - -
i - N P < S e .- U T - - AP ‘
P TROoUZNY Lhelr Llaither was LK RV Se Yol Npy _
FRRS P
vLe LOX oL e garzgfe, o
< .
4 R T — 3 - , - < ~ N N - e
Lne NiY day Judy and Jim were eating brezsl.st in
e e - . -~ 3 T os ~ i - - e —~—e — —
Lne nouEs.when 5 heard a loud noclse. JUIT GEhel T Lo
[P L2 B el -+ the 7CX was ohosims g
N ANG0W. Anen BN L00OKed OuL, Uhie 18X wWald ChHLSIMMS T _
N Y - ~ e - o % < > < ™oy -~ (-
chickens and Mr. Fainter was checing the fox. Taking =
- . ///
3 - + Y - g
snéAas =2ne Tal VO LEeLT. 7
TS — = - . < . +3 { - -~ . L
Jiz rusheZ cutsiie but *his time 1he Tox haz oo S
N
aF
LO0Ked arcuni ani saw Pather., Mr. rfainios 100X 4l



Jim pniol o ayn 0 o nbiake O the 'Iulx'l/
o i piint, oot il of thie o,
antd.

[

Juat then July coame runnine out of bthe howso. WJtae todd
s thiee ol Limwe. The fox must be saeto Teee i the

Mr.o radnter ki the kido were very oo, A Po

atl the fow ant o ootd, w1 know o wila Fox doooint oy e

Jusiy Al Jlm Teln o aasd, tut they knew ot i
, ¥ f
Totne= won it her Bl o the fox oo bis breasfoet. Uhel

1k Corode o7 with thelr father in the car.

wnen the three of them found o good jloce in Uhe wofds Lhoe o

wan et Iree. 1% ran into the woods. The Painters stood oty the 20T
s s o Toacieg 3 ’ (ol ST o ¥ by
WAL INed JULY c4L08ed _oeyer onDowiien L9

‘ozenec Lhie DOFX wWas SOnRe.
Lemy ses -revicuz che=io ’
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Form . )

BTIESRACI TN SPTE IR A Aret L alinwer nlieet s [ A
v - N . IPIFEN ¥ . N . vig Lt P 4 - R
Les shory 0 oaan yoing Looaak o you osenm cuentionn pneloyooas o ST
Slifiee U O L o annWar chieelg.
e - wa N - LT Sy 4 , ey SN h
Firet, prinl your nanme at tho Loy of each anawer sheel (olimek
A
tothey optr o oprdnt thetr rraeen on tha atory sl aeton)
PR Qe EXBaA TUF Y b v DN
Hide AT T Pol TR L CAT 20w Linwe Do
#1.
Tl N : [ oy 53 QR e v e
Sut _’;’CLLI liJA;.():'F oL Ans 2 An Whe SLory Tana WO Ll
T e A b le the word in numrner 1 oon
2 koA W O, Lircle Lhne wOooid A0 Lol L On
3 - S ,.\
LngwWwe shea3l. i 8CH
. o . - Y P i o iy . T
~at Mrger ocn Zine L. Find the word ner. i SnEwe
in mumber o gcircle thne word a3 rer.
T < N — - WA A g -t Y e S
o your finger on o.Line Find the word whnica Wl
NP O et md T o % rim rm ree S e v e I e T Y
NEVECIHOU AR LIS GnG CLTlLle Lne WOl LIn o alter g LIVSw I Dol
How let’s Tegin tne nexXl &nswer sneel.
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box put I donft see the little box for the turtle. ™

The lost Turtle

- Mrs. Coats, Ji11, and Tom were taking the’ train homs
after/a long visit on the farm. Tom and J111 were happy to

be going home zgain. Tom wanted to show h%g friends the new
tmﬁlehqf&mdonthefam. |

Tom said, "I know the Iirst thing I'm going to do wnen

o

re

et back home. I'm going to find something for 1y turtlgh
to live in. I think ¥ will take a look at him now. <111,

where did you put his box?"

nl don't see it," said Jill. *we each have a snowman

Ji11l helped her brother look all over gﬁ@ir car in the
train. But they couldn't £ind-the turtle anywhere.

"On-Tom!™ said Jill. "I'm sorry your ﬁurt}e;is Jost., I
imow how mich you liked it." |

A1l at once Tom cried, My tlurtle isnt lost. I know

«
Cia
Q:vf.
it. ;
W Do~ 3 - T~ - 3 Sy S ~ - T = S e
¥rs. Ceoats said, "lom; mayue OUr Irlencs Wil send you
" a s
- e T THUY e A R R . ORI SRS moam
trhe Turiie. D311 trone the farm when we geu LIRZe. Tl &on
A— N — ——— -~ - .
Lrem Co sena you thse turtle right awar.” .
— " . - N -
Tox Sat GIwWn anc Sezan 100king oul Lad WinAow. LUl La
.
-~ T - - N ‘.Awy\ - -
covleniy nely irinking avouwt nds pet.
: Saed TN . hom Cmn— Ty < TN s =
AT last tne trin was over snd the Loal s lama.l' woo

]

2

18

’_l

2

<

m

O

1

t
)]

3l

home. Mrs. Coats went (o chone the farm to ask for Tis Lurtlio.d

.
Ey the phoné sus & note for the family Trém Mr.-Coats. Ths

o

‘D
pas

<
P

(68
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farily could pick it up at the airport.
Ji1l and'To% yelled happily.

Tom cried, ™y turtle came by plane.”™

note said that the turtle was being shipped by plane and the

Mrs. Coats, Jill, and Tom got into the car and went to

the airpori. <Zoon, Mrs. Coats stopped the car.

“Jill, you wait in the car,” said Mrs. Coats.

end I will go zet the t \\1e. We know where to go so it

wo?:E_ggkefﬁﬁ’izgzz7rf"//

In five minutes Tom and his mother were back.

L]

Tom cried, "I got my turtle. 4 letter cams with it.”

Tom iaughed when the letter was read.

“"Tom

/

,”/ :

/

/

/-

/

/

Our frieinds wrote that I have the fastest turtle in

the world,™ he said.

The next rorning Tom and Jil1 were up early. They

couldn’t wait to show the turtle to their friends.

Ji1l

brought some food for the turtle but it was not in the box.

¥rg. Ccats and Tom came running from the kitchen.

Hrs. Coats said, ™om, you look in this rcom. Jil11

£1
b=t
]
&
'_J
o
O
A
=
J
4]
*
)
lJ.
1
w

Jar. He mnspibeAhere soxzewhere."”

A short time latér Jiil let ouz é well.

'“Here‘it isi™ she said.

<il1 had found the- turile swi::iﬁg arcura
173

~ow.. Jill put her hand into thle bowl and 1

zut. Then HMrs. Coats took the turtle downstalir

-

The turtle coulan?® have gone tcc

ol a e sl

Lo Yo,

219

27
28
29
30

32
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turtle



Answer Sheet Number 2 (T.2-MC Formiz)

Hame :

W

c. rs. Coats

d. the turtle -
2. a&a., Mrs. Coats ‘

b. J3i11 . 2B
c. Tom~

< d. the turtls

Ton

W
D

b.- the turtle N 14

. c. Mrs. Coats

4. a. car 2
b. TIrome
c. Tox u
o d,  farm
~ @ £l
> a. J3i1Z
b. ¥rs. Ccats 1A

jo}

+
=0

H

@

o
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Mres. Coats

the turtle

the turtle

iom

the turtle

hone

Mrs. Coats

P
ion
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s, LoLtz

N7A
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| the turtle

Mrs. Coats

Tom . . 78

Ji11

farm

alrport

- home

Ji11

Mrs. Coats : 1A

Tom
/‘/

the turtle

¥rs. Coats and Jill
Tom and Ji11 © 2B
Tom and the turtle

¥rs. Coats and Teorx

10
the turtle 2A
Jill -

/\i

223
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.

Jiil
Tom
the turtle

Mrs. Coats

Tom and the turtle
Ji;l and the turtle
Mrs; Coats and Tom

Tom and J111

cill

the turtle

224



Jill -
Tom ‘ éL '\
Mrs. Coats

the turtle

3

2,7 = respective categories of anaphora 1lnciuled i the stuay.

= anaphora/antecedent separated by {-< propositions
At

1%

. )
&= anaphora/antcced;ht separated by 3-5 propcocsitions

Ve = @ppropri?bé/;nswer
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Fultiple Cholce Lueutions

The r_Lico

(TAR-MC Form 1)

On your desk ycu nave a story and two answer shests, Aflter

ot read the story I oam o polng Lo oaslt you gome LMestiona and oroun wil

® Pirst, print your name at the top of each answer sheet {creox

o

S Y
174 rrint their names on the story sheet,.

NOW T WANT TOU TO READ THE STCRY. EEGIN. (Allow time Zor

ES

Now leils take answer sheet #1.

Put vour firser cn line 1. Find the word that tells the name
. B A

o7 “he witern and circle the word in nuxber I c¢n your answer sheet.

Tm L e~ = > - ~ TN -
Tyt your finger on iine 3. Find the word that lel.s the nazxs
o7 tne cat and circle ths word in number £ On yOuUU Answer sneel.

e
- ~ ~ - ol < - T i s - =
Zut vour finger orn lime €. Pind the worl L.t Lng on Four
~r -~ B R N - 3 '~ =~ <
shneet in numter 3 circlie the word thal means Tog 3&De &5 Lh.



the word that

2ut your finger

-y,
e

9]
€]

)

&3

Put your finger om line

meanas

cn line 13.

On your answer,

The Mice {(cont.)

a3

. Find the word

sheet in numbeor

Find the word that vells why lrack

to stay in the house and circle the word in nuzber 4 o

Find the word which tells who

rmucdber 3 on your answer sheet.

I

nd Jincd the word

in aumber 14 on

e
,

OVER THE SHrxT

PREAa

T
.

clrern
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you, 19, you

my, U, my

ue,- .21, us

'3, e

she, /. she
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T MICE

Once upon o time thers was o witch whouse name wis Crackla, 1
She 14ved with two doxga, Gingor and Sam, arxd (o Larges cat nadned .

Flufry. They lived inoa house at the edge of the forest.

Urackie?s house wan very ol il I
PLOTTTY AN " ve Wiyl a1 SlaTty
Lounink thebe honoe fa weettdng too ol ror the twi of v '

Haybe we chould live in o new place.™ ;

Fiully would answer, fTes, the Rouse 1o cad sl PRl
.
£ - - b TN ¥ PR : - N h N F A T 5
in & ostomm, et I 2ike this broken—down place. CoXUepL 2)

ig very cuiet.

as shindng, orackie #~ouwid Sy
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Answer Sheet Number 2 (TiR-MC Form 1)

. Crackie

Ginger
Fluffy

Crackle and Cinger-

Sam and Ginger

" Fluffy and Sam

Crackle and Fluffy

Fiuffly
Crackke
Gihger

Loy

oam

old
quiet

NGV

iTooa

iWame :

232

o

1B

[
og}

G



Ginger

2
5

Crackxle
Fiuffy
Sam
iuffy
Ginger

Crackle

Crackle
Fiulfy
<

241N

Ginger



I
O~

Fluffy
Ginger

Sam

Crackle

' Crackle and Fluffy

a

Fluffy and Sam
Fluffy and Ginger
Crackle and~Giﬁger

né;sésl
.mice‘j (
1ight
vtircd,
Sam
Ginger

‘Crackie

CFiuffy

O o
A1
o &
2 @
e o]
@

)

W
)
3]

Fluffy

¢ ©



18. a.
b.
<.

d.

19, Ja.

<Ce

stairs
floor

step

Fluffy

Cracide

Crackle

el
b £
Lluill

G#nger

Ginger and Sam

TA

<35



2.  Ginger 1A

SR R A

Anel d,e, = respective categories of anaphora inciuded 1n the

- = anaghorsa/anteceaent separated bty -2 DTOTOSLLIgN:

; _— o - - -
o < anannora/aniecedent separated by -5 prosozitidns

I
w

Appronrialte ansgweor

b
e
o
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Word Recognition Test
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Word Recognition Test

bir -tions: On your desk you will find some papers with words on
them. (Hold up the Word Recognition Tgst 80 that all
childreﬁ can see it.) Write or print &our name at the
top. (Point to ther place provided for the children's
names and ascertain all have completéd this tagk.) ALY
the lines on the papers are numbered #nd there are four
:vo}de on each line. (Point to the numbered lines.) I
am going tousay a word from each line and I want you to
draw a circle around the word I say. Remember I will
only say one word from each numbered line. Are there
any queétions?_ (pause for questions)
Mumber 1. smiled—smiled '

Administrator will continue calling the words until all

words are pronounced. (See master list)



is3.

where next smiled
listening at would

’brokcn floor seas
ieland knew went
us Jacket frighten
awakened eyes give
hat name morning
pfetty large he
there upstairs dogs

“

:still both ate”
leaks woods outside
she boat ran
list waves back
shu whgn took
rcalled' TLwO splashing
soon biuo Tood
reme@ber with Just
Craékle . small nung

239

petted
‘cheese
1ived
troublo
care
think
walk
bread
found
tired
day
ol

except

darker
happen
them

the



19.

20.

22,

25.

W
[0a)

head
turned
right
his
wind
liked

news

kept

‘watch

into
they
from

way

phone

do

but
picked
find

light

bad
sad
tims

show

Boe
away
safo
breaking
stay
blown
until
suc@
herself
lost
anymore
set
house
thié
fieid
will
visit

ciouds

began
hoe

Yoo
slesp
on
empty
anyway
came

witch

very
kitchen

gvood

Fiufly

anytning
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i:,).

40,

botltor

told

baby

friends

caught

beside

onco

{hree

snine

O
O
453
[eia

over

zhop

pome,

mice

nolsens

aulet

animal

right

chance

big

home

garage

Jump

oo
Fos

Jhungry

miasa

should

went ed
happy

ien®t

Mrs. Paiﬁ er
without

sach

botoon

4310 1

farm
did

Jim
lmnow
their
now
around
Tirst
hurried

nerae

had
‘W’a l«';

dovmstalile

nim

mun



4 [
: .
' \
. .
) >
- . i
¢ .
- £ B
i -
e -



er

T

80.

o5}
port
»

room

afternoon

walt

dowri

radio

somewhara

L F394)

crashing

cat

Mitten

swimming

t.oo

today

rain

upon

|aBy

beod

ISR

world

short

wroto

bad

glasses
ey
Le

alorm

Nnew

you

[ESFR I

garden
cold

.

gtopped

SNOWIAT

laughed

i1ooxad

anywhers

ch

A’I‘ ‘
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Widn

LWl

o

abap

It evat

goldiisn

happily

alout

Sy,
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Tot.ter
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-Oral Language Production Task

Picture #1 o
Directionsz Here is a picture of Jim and his dog Susie.
(Point to Jim and Susie as the words are pronounced.j I
want you to look at ghe picture for a while. After yéu
look at the picture I'm going to dsk you to make up a story
about the picture and teil mé,all‘yfw ‘. about ghe picture.
Renember, &ou are not to Just tell s z. < what you see in
tne picture, Use the picture to give ,wu ideas for your
story. Before you begin let?s meet the.people in the picture

again. (Point to Jim and Susie and pronounce their names.)

(£11low time for viewing.)
Are you.ready to begin your story? .

(Allow cnild to begin story. If probing is necessary, suggest

that tHﬁ child bcgin by say-ag Cnce upon a time. .. )

* I
|

Picture #2 ’ ' p.
Directions: Here are some pictures of Mrs. Brewn .o Tom. .

(Point to lMrs. brown and Tom as the worde are pronounced. )

I want you to look at the pictures for a while. After you

lock at the pictures I'm going to ask you to make up & Story

ebout the picturss and tell me everything you can about the

pictures. /

Remember, you are not to Juﬂt tell me about what yéu ses in
."//\

the pictures. ”se the pictures to give you iGCdB for your

story. HDefore you begin, lut'e meel the ;@ople,in the pilctures

’

. Y 7 : v r P . b 2. ; B :
&gain. (Foint to Mrs., “rown and Tor ana pronounca their numes. )

. o v o
e

e



3] 21;7

(Allow time for‘viewing.)
Are you ready to begin your story?

(Allow child to begin story. If probing is necessary, suggest

that the child begin by saying Once upon a time...)

Picture #3
Directions: Here is a picture of the White family--Mrs. White,

Mr. Wnite, Judy, and their dog Sam. (Point to the members c.f

the family as you say their names.) I want you to look at the

pictﬁre for a while. After you look at the picture. I'm going

to ask you_fo make up avstory about the picture and tell me

everything‘youvcan aboul the picture. .

Remember, you are not to just tell me about what you see in the
. Ppicture. U§e~fhé picture fo give you ideas for your story.

Before yoﬁ begin let's meét the people in the picture again.

(Point to Mrs. White, Mr. White, Judy, and their dog Sam.)

(Allow time for viewing.)
—2 Are ycu ready to begin your stéry?

(Allow child to begin story. If probing is necessary, suuwest

\

that the child begin by saying Once upon & time...)

 Pictwre #4
Directions: Here are some pictures of the Hill family—-—

Mr. H111, Fra. Hill, Fary Ann, and Don. (Point to Mr. Hill, -

Mrs. Hiil, Yary inn, and Don.) I want you to look at the
plictures for z while. After,you'lbbk at the pictures I'm
going to ask you to maske up a story and tell me all you can

atout the pictures.

L



24,8

Remember, you are not to just tell me about what you see in
the pictures. Use the pictures‘to glve youa ideas fcr your
story. Before you begin let's meet the people in the pictures

agiin. (Point to Mrs, Hill, s, Hill, Don, and Mary Ann.)

(Aliow time for viewing.)

Are you ready to begin your story? ‘ ‘

(Allow child to begin story. If probing is neceséary, sugge st

_that the child begin by saying Once vporn a time...)
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Guidelines for LDetermining a Proposition



Guidelinno for Determining a Proponit fon

In additicn to the general requirement that a propouic.on
must contain a finfte verb, either implicitly or explicitly stated,
tho following puidelines are presented for coertailn specific construc-
tions:

Adectdvea: A11l adjectives, eoven thoush théy niy have been
dorived from finito verb LODWoFUCtiOHJ, are included within the general
ax;ression and do not constitute a proposition.

Adverbs:  See adjectivon, treated same.

Appesitivess  aprositives do not conptabn e o ProTand L fon

fuxillavies and Modals: These expressions (e.g., have, do,
¢, nay, etc.) become part of the verb.

Clauses: A1l clauses, indcpendcnt and dependent, contain a
rinite verb and therefore are considered propositions.’ xhis includes
noun, adjective, and adverb clauses.

Catenation: In the case of a strins of verbs each finite
verb will be considered a separate prOposi*iOﬁ

Conplex sentrnce: Each cl ause, depending upon its complexity
of {inite verb, constitutes one or more proposition.

Compound sentence: See complex sentence, treated same.

The copula and linkdng verbs (.., #oem, apiear,

1) and their complements constitute a proposition.

resgions contalning 4 ccordinating or
itute torics. For cxariie, in the
cnd & mirl., three rropositions are
impided.

suodraIrating contun

senvence g

moted,  in this oo

viract addrerss: T’“.e introductory vords in direcct address are

siierea o proyoulition. ror example, Sne caid, "Set out of ny houce,
propositions are noted.
Rili t;“nl cxpressions Partial axpressions will be trested
a5 »f Lhey were complete.

Verbals: Gerunds, infinitives, and yarviciples constivute
rropositions.
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Annphoric Categorias

Catepory Formn Funct {on
1 i, wer To replaca or refer to
you afmate noun of nouns, Tre se
he, shie, 11, ay forms function arn tho subfect
’ ¥ ’ o ~

of 4 vontence.

Fxamplo:  dohn walked into the room. Ho had an apple in fits hand.

. . mna, g To roplace or reler Lo an
you -oandmate noun oor nouviin, Thooo
him, her, {c¢, then Corma function an direnst
RS TEE U ST I NN YRR U 1ot

andd objJecta o propositions,

donn walked into ths room.  Susan pave an apple to his

Motamni o

3 Lo, they Yo replaco or ralor Lo
incgnimato noun or nouns,
These forms function as the
R subJect of a zentence.
nxempro: The book 1s on the table. It haus o green coverp.
A it, them To replace or refer in

inanimate noun or nounws.
These forms {unction ac
direct objests, indirec:
oblects, and objects of

prepositions,

c books are on the tadle. The green covers arse for them.

mine, curs To replace or Teifsr to an
/ vours | anlmate noun or nouns.  These |
// nis, nors, its,; thoiro forms fanction as subjects,
. direct objects, Zadi ect
\\ objects, and objects of
’ rrepositions.
cedd, Ylhe tcoks on tne table ars mine.’
5 itz, theira L an




Cabliepory

Paxamplea:  John

Pt e

<}
A
Lo LIRSS
]
s
RIS PSRN N

B ols
~~ P
e JiT

hi:i,

o d
"Weu, " Jdady roplyed.

sada,

thds,

Formn

,I[)‘ R

that
fthink

remember

7!(

Vi

l»()()k l
thia

;Al)‘/

Funet fon

dicact,

obfecta,

nul: Yoot b facto,
indirect

of jreposttionn.

arnd uh{]('(‘( ti

AW

Ve o .

ny, our =~ To rejpdace or rofer Lo an
your animate noun or nouns.  Thene
hiar, fta, thel: forms function to inlicite
possasaton and Munetfon to
modily a noun o pouns.
by, her hottrien Hev hadt - IERE oy 400 st
{holir Yo orepiacs o refer Lo o
andmitesy noun or nouno, Theoe
formu function Lo iniicote

’H:-S(‘,“.vf,‘

in

t

ooka?H

that . , those

Lhesa

rosseaston and Dunocto
moditfy a nown or

eoUns.

the tasle ars thel, covers, ™

To
nour:

rer.oacae or
ans.

XLy n

dir- OT G,

(SR

viirect

; !
3 . - . ~ N - >
oL Je A ob fecty Of
prepos_tions.
I R ot SLed JOnn . : Lo e ST TN
- o w im gy em T e e -
Heoroe, Lhoero Toor a Sl
VY - - -
costec vnder o e bR eys oato Loel
, Selond, thirmd, ate. VL omaploc.
- "N P S ~ - -
e, Lwo, three, stc, nsun or o1
r. Ioeroor, scome, aic. funetion <
nwmesico
Ly e O ad e “he TOoom s D . i -
AT walkaed Into Lhe moonm. P B ST WL W AT




[INTR Py Forus Fruono! Yoy
1 al’, none, eatoe To veoplaoce o cefar oy
et or ju ey, Thiea o

fredtoate tnclustvenoas e

axclunivencnan,

raaril oo Joto, MUle st Pate raocedt Tato the oo, ALY ai e ‘
sandwich,
| o, bdmae ] Nt oo el IR e e Toe
secdven, atee [ATIRR TS EEERE S ST S R Ui e T,
Turet Yo g e lea e
;
Lo TG e C o et Cth oL e i o b i
ey lerrrend t o olu racoand ced LY soon o r AT PR
e et L O L T A S TERE I S RO S -

Tho above o sai Sdentto actionn goe s b tnetude o] HESEI B
citero=ion of yrororndn ol suoat ctun o, e inclumion of toens
catesorie s weo oo the Dirddne o0 s e reviows G e,
Lale a0 pIte AL G THOLO O Lo A N T ;

Che motion of ceroferentiilit Ly dArhesent o G anbede oy
anapaora relationshipsg,



