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ABSTRACT

An Analysis of Four Factors in the l.lritten

Expression of Poor Hriters in the Sixth

Grade at Two Read'ing l-evels

Mary Anne Cahilì

A number of research studies have established a genera'l correlation

between reading ab'iì ity and writ'ing competence. However, the precise

nature of this relationship has not yet been verified. Evidence also

exists that for approximateìy fifteen to twenty percent of the student

populatjon, this para'lìeì growth'in reading and writing sk'ills fails to

occur.

Sentence structure, vocabuìary ìeveì, and the degree of mastery of

the mechanics are signif icant f actors affect'ing the overal ì qual'ity of

written expressìon. Th'is study investigated the possible connection be-

tween each of the above factors and the reading ability of a group of

poor writers in the sixth grade wìth aver"age reading skills and a second

group of poor writers in the same grade w'ith below average read'ing

skììls. The comprehension subtest of the Canadian Tests of Basìc Skills

was the reading measure. Two writ'ing samples in the narrative and argu-

mentative modes respectìveìy were graded independentìy for overall

qualìty by three qual'ified teachers. The same composìtions, revised to

correct the om'ission of requìred cap'italization and end punctuation as

sentence markerse were aìso graded holistically by three other quaìified



teachers. The orig'ina'l compositions were anaìyzed to determ'ine the

level of syntactic maturity as measured by mean length of T-unit and

level of vocabulary as measured by word frequency ratìng as indicated by

the American Heritage Word Frequency Book.

A significant difference at the.01 level was found between the

overalì quality of the compositions of the two groups in the narratìve

mode. A signjficant d'ifference at the .01 level r,¿as found between the

unrevised and revised compositions of each group in the argumentative

mode. No significant differences in syntact'ic maturity or vocabu'ìary

were found in the revised compositions 'in either mode.

The results conf irm a pos'itive correlat jon between read'ing abi I ity
and the overalì qua'l'ity of the narrative compositìons of poor rvrìters at

th'is grade level. Both groups dìsplayed an understanding of story

schema but appeared to have d'ifficu'lty with the organ'izat'ion and devel-

opment of ideas in the argumentative mode. No conclusive ev'idence was

found of a correlat'ion between mechanical correctness and readìng abiìì-
ty. No apparent correlat'ion was establ'ished between read'ing ab'iììty and

the syntact'ic maturity or vocabuìary'level of poor writers at this level

in either mode.

The study concluded that further research with'larger sampìe pop-

ulations and at varied grade levels tvas required to confirm these

findings. More precise measures of reading abiìity and vocabu'lary leveJ

were recommended.
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CHAPTTR 1

The Problem

Background to the Study

Authorities such as Artìey (1950), Britton (1970) and rierney and

Pearson (1983) in the fields of both ìanguage and reading have long re-

garded reading and writing as d'iscrete but interrelated ìanguage pro-

cesses. As such, a connection has been assumed between writ'ing compe-

tence and reading abi'lity with respect to overall ìanguage faciìity, or

more specìficalìy with respect to syntactìc maturìty, vocabulary deveì-

opment, a sense of style, and the graduaì internal'ization of the con-

ventions of written language.

Relevant to an invest'igation of the connection between writing

competence and read'ing abil'ity is a discuss'ion of the major factors af-

fecting the development of ìanguage skjlls as weli as a theoretical

model of the reading and writing processes wh'ich reflects their inter-
dependence.

Because of the inherent unity of the four verba'l-language arts, the

acquisition of'language must be considered not mereìy as the deveìop-

ment of oral ìanguage skilìs, but rather as a s'ingle continuous process

of learning how to mean extending beyond spoken language to include the

development of written ìanguage as well (vygotsky 197g; parker 1993).

It is from this perspective that the topìc of ìanguage development'is

addressed in this study.

Hhile acknowledg'ing this oral/written language continuum, however,
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it ìs important to note the fundamental differences which exist between

oral and written ìanguage forms. speech, unless electronìcaì'ly pre-

served, is transitory and often spontaneous, aided by the shared prior

knowìedge and the interact'ion possible between speaker and audience as

well as non-verbal cues and intonation in c'larifying and eìaboratÍng
'ideas. [.lritten ìanguage, on the other hand, is more abstract and per-

manent with the intended audience being more remote in tìme and space,

and sometimes unknown. tlhile more able to deliberate and revise h.is or

her product, the writer must re'ly upon semantic cues, text organization,

and the rules of syntax, punctuation, and spelìing .in transcribìng ìn-

tended meaning in a cohesive and coherent fash'ion. l.lhile buììdìng upon

their oral ìanguage base, students must also acquire new strategìes to

process written language effectively (sìmons and Murphy i9B6).

Current theory regards the acquisition of language as a functjon of

genera'f cognitive deveìopment (Moskow'itz I978). Various facultjes of the

brain work together to enable the indjvidual to process and categorìze

ììnguistic input to arrive at the principles governing.it, and to apply

these prìncipìes in the product'ion of communication (Slobìn 1966;

Chomsky 1975). The present understanding is that language development

'involves many different competencies and skì1ìs, and that the rate of

development in each of these may vary due to a compìex interaction of

heredìtary, constitutional, and environmental factors (Carroì I 1971 ).

The apparently innate ability to process ìanguage po-ints to the

'inf ìuence of physicaì and intel lectual maturatìon occurring in def ìn'ite

stages over an extended period of time. Pìagetan theory delineates var-

ious overlappìng stages of cognitive growth, the transition from one
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stage to the next beìng marked by well-defined behav'iours of the prevì-

ous stage and the emergìng traìts of the next (Raven and Salzer 1971).

0f particular signìfjcance to th'is investigation is the fact that

grade six students of average abìlity wììì have reached the concrete-

operational stage of mental development and w'ill be approaching the

stage of formal operations begìnning the transition to aduìt-type

thought processes. At this age level, the student becomes 'increasìngly

capabìe of sequencing ideas, and of perceiving component parts both as

d'ist'inct from and ìn relatìon to the whole, thus be'ing capable of con-

siderìng a problem from several dìfferent perspectives (Charìes I974).

The student is therefore able to manipuìate'ìanguage and to thìnk about

it and analyze it'in'increas'ing'ly abstract terms, and to deveìop a more

conscious awareness of the relat'ionship between its form and content.

The student 'is thus potentiaììy capable of recognizing and appreciatìng

the word choìce, conventions, and elements of style encountered in writ-

ten form 'in his or her read'ing.

In the development of ì anguage, stud'ies po'int to the period between

the ages of ten and thirteen as a period of instabì'lity followed by

growth to new and more stable levels of performance. This perìod coin-

cides with the transit'ion point as ìndìcated by P'iaget from concrete-

operat'ionaì thought to the stage of formal operatìons (Paìermo and

Malfese 1972). During this period, ìarge'increases in new grammat'ical

constructions and high error rates in some k'inds of construct'ions are

evident. It is proposed that either cognìt'ive development has not yet

reached the stage where the incorrectìy used ìinguistic forms have mean-

'ing for the indìvidual or that he or she has not yet d'iscovered the ap-
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propriate lingu'istic forms requ'ired to express'intended meanìngs. If
the latter be the case, reading experiences may be one method of in-

creasing the possibiì ìty of exposure to such ì inguistjc features in

their wrìtten forms. One would expect that good readers would be ìikely

to spend more time readìng than students who find th'is process d'iffi-
cult. Thus good readers are potentially more apt to benefit from such

exposure.

The quality of the indivìdual's'language environment is also a sìg-

nificant determiner of language competence. The indjvidual learns lan-

guage through imitation, graduaì'ly forming general izations instinct'ively

through the feedback and re'inforcement received in attempts at interac-

tìon with others in a variety of commun'ication contexts (Rudde'lì i970;

Athey 1971). The child's attempts at'language are thus over tìme shaped

and extended to approximate adult norms of syntax and vocabuìary. It is

possib'le that the indjv'idual's interaction w'ith prìnt may ìn similar

fashion enhance writìng abiììty by providing approprìate models of writ-

ten language used in functional and meaningfuì ways.

The popu'latìon of this study ìncluded a number of students fronr

what might be termed a low socìo-economic env'ironment and /or a non-

Eng'lìsh background. In genera'1, chìldren from a lower socio-economic

environment tend to be lingu'isticalìy at a disadvantage in relation to

the standard English dialect of the school setting. Such chi'ldren,

perhaps lacking adequate language modeìs, tend to experience d'ifficulty

both in expanding and refin'ing vocabulary and in developing a more ex-

tens'ive repertoire of syntactic structures to express intended meaning

(Bernste'in 1960-1; Carroll 1971; Loban 1976).
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Students from a non-tngìish background require from five to seven

years on the average to approach grade level norms in Eng'lish cognìtjve

skil ls (Cummìns 1984). These students may also possess a limited
vocabu'lary and experientiaì background to bring to writ.ing tasks and may

also be deficient in the ability to organ'ize written language in proper

syntactic structures.

Because their oral communication skills appear to functjon ade-

quateìy to meet the'ir dai'ly needs, it is sometimes wrongìy assumed that
students from a lower socio-economic or non-Engìish background will be

able to cope w'ith the demands of written ìanguage as well. For such

students in part'icular" exposure to a varìety of print materìals may

prove a viable means of increasing thejr faciì.ity with'language by

providìng them with accepted modeìs in wrjtten form.

0f particular concern to this study is the relationship between

writing and reading. Current thinking regards both as active processes

of meaning construction (Emig 1977; Tierney and Pearson 1983; 14ittrock

i983). Both the reader and the writer must make use of prior knowìedge

and experiences aìong with an understand'ing of the three cue systems re-
lated to ìanguage in jts written form. These include graphophonìc cues

related to the synboìs used to represent letters and words, semantic

cues related to the individual's famìlìarity w'ith the meanings of words

and associated concepts, and syntactic cues related to the individual's
knowìedge of ìanguage structure. Under'lying both processes are common

cognitive and ì anguage sk.il I s.

Although sharing a common cognit.ive-ìinguistic base, the two pro-

cesses are "c'learìy separate and distinct,, (Bìrnbaum and Emjg 1983). In
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order to encode ideas into appropriate surface structures, the writer

must apply all three of the 'language cue systems noted above. The

reader, on the other hand, dependìng on his or her understand'ing of the

ìanguage structure and extent of prior knowìedge related to the topìc,

as well as the degree of redundancy of cues wìthin the gìven text, may

be able to decode the deep structure or meaning wìthout necessariìy mak-

'ing use of al I the cues avai I able w'ithin the surf ace structure (Goodman

I976). l,Jriting is defined by Emig (1977) as "orìginating and creating

a unique verbal construct that is graphicaììy recorded" wh'ile readìng is

defined as "creating but not origìnating a verbal construct that is

graphicalìy recorded" (p. 123).

Because the read'ing and wrìting processes are ìnterrelated cognì-

tiveìy and linguìstical'ìy, they are potentiaììy mutuaììy support'ive.

The present study attempted to ìnvestigate the spec'ific areas of corre-

lation.

Stotsky (1983) and Beìanger (1987) ìn the'ir rev'iew of studies em-

p'loy'ing a wìde varìety of reading and wrìting measures and focussing

upon diverse age levels have confirmed that a positive correlat'ion does

indeed exist between writing abi'lity and reading ab'il'ity. In generaì,

the student who 'is a good writer is also a good reader, whi'ìe a poor

wrjter w'ill also experience difficulty with the reading process. It is

important to note, however, that as the conclusìons reached in such

studies are generaìizat'ions derived from large sampìe averages, excep-

tions wìll be found w'ithin the sampìe popuìatìons. Studìes by Loban

(1963), Belanger (1978), and Tierney and Leys (1984) which have ranked

students separateìy on writing abi ì'ity and readìng abi'lity have shown
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that for between fifteen and twenty percent of the subjects, the level

of proficiency in either writing or read'ing does not parallel abììity

in the other process. Thus within th'is sub-group wiìl be found students

who have poor writing skills but satisfactory readìng ability. It is

the average range of students in this sub-group that is the concern of

the present study as compared to those students who have difficulty with

both the wrìting and readìng processes.

Significance of the Study

In addition to the thought content the sentence structure, vocab-

ulary, and the degree of mastery of the mechanics of written ìanguage

have been identified as significant factors influencìng the overall

quality of written expression (Dìederich I974). Language arts teachers

are faced with the prob'lem of determìning the most effective methodo'logy

for improving their students'writìng in each of these areas. Hhile a

genera'l correlation between the reading and writing processes has been

established, the exact nature of the connectìon between writing compe-

tency and reading abiìity has not yet been cìear'ly defined. At issue is

whether developing the students'readìng abiìity'is a v'iable means of

affecting an improvement in any or all of the factors listed above, or

whether direct teach'ing of some of these aspects wiìl be requíred.

The present study attempted to provide furtherinsìght as to the

specif icity of the relat'ionship between writing abi'ìity and reading

ability by determining whether divergent traits which might poss'ibìy be

attributed to the difference in readìng ab'il ity could be ident'if jed 'in
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the written expressìon of the two groups of poor writers described

above. As we]ì, any commonalities found to exist in the writing of the

two groups might heìp to determine specific qualities of the writing
process which appear to exjst 'independently of reading abiì.ity. Such

information may ass'ist in the deve'lopment of relevant curricula and the

structuring of teaching procedures and classroom experiences in order to

increase the overall effectiveness of instruction leading to potentìaììy

greater and more rapid growth in writing abiìity. To date, a review of

the literature has uncovered no study corresponding specificalìy to the

present one.

Statement of the Problem

The intent of this study was to discover whether s'ignificant dif-
ferences exjst between the wrjting of those students who have been iden-

t'ified as hav'ing poor writing skills but good reading skills and those

students who have both poor writing skills and poor readìng abi'l.ity.

More specìficaììy, the fol'lowing hypotheses were jnvestigated:

i. There is no d'ifference between the overail quality of the

wrìtìng of poor writers who are good readers and poor

writers who are poor readers jn overalì quaìity.

2. The writing of the two groups w'iì ì not d'iffer once mechan-

'ical errors of capital izatìon and end punctuat'ion as sen-

tence markers have been el'iminated.

3. The writìng of the two groups wiì'r not differ in syntactic

maturity as measured by mean 'length of T-unit.



4. The wrìting of the two groups will not differ in maturity

of vocabuìary as determined by word frequency rating.

Limitations ol the Study

The major I ìmì tations of th'is study were:

i. The s'ize of the potentìa'l sampìe was dependent upon the

number of students ìn the designated classes who met the

established crìteria for selection.

2. The size of the actual sampìe was rimited to the number of
'identified students from whom pärenta'r permission to par-

ticipate in the study was obtained as required by the po'l-

icy of the school division concerned.

3. The teacher variable could not be control led .in this

study. Three teachers were involved.

Del im'itations

The major delimitatjon of this study was:

1. speììing and handwrìtìng were not considered 'in the eval-

uation of the students' compositions in order to focus

the attention of the markers upon the four factors under

investigation.
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Design of the Study

Selected students from three grade six classes in an ìnner-city

school were 'ident'if ied as good readers or poor readers based upon their
scores on the comprehension subtest of a standardized test battery.

Good readers were identìfied as those students scorìng at the fifth and

sixth stan'ines on the comprehension subtest while poor readers were

identified as those students scoring at the third and fourth stanines on

the same subtest. These classifications correspond to those empìoyed by

chall and Jacobs (1983) in their study of the writing and read.ing

achievement of students of low soc'io-economic status. This range of

stanines vÍas selected to exclude either highìy precoc'ious students or

those wìth possible learning disabilities.

The students'wrìting abiìity was assessed by means of two writing

samples in the narrat'ive and argumentative modes respectiveìy which were

written as regular class assignments. Typed copìes of these assignments

with speìì'ing errors corrected were graded holistically by three quali-

fÍed teachers. The composit'ions of those students whose combìned score

on the two writ'ing assignments indicated that they were experiencing

difficulty wìth the writing process were then ana'lyzed by the writer

with respect to syntactic maturity and maturity of vocabuìary. Edjted

vers'ions of the students' compositions with errors of cap'itaì ìzation and

end punctuation as sentence markers corrected were then graded holist'ic-

a]ìy by three other qualìfied teachers in an effort to determine whether

elimination of such errors would affect the score assigned to the com-

positions of each group of students.
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The data thus obtained were anaìyzed by the wrìter to determine

possible d'ifferences in the written expression of the two groups of poor

wr i ters .

Defin'it'ion of Terms

Good Readers

Students scoring at the fjfth and sixth stanìnes on the comprehen-

sion subtest of the Canad'ian Tests of Basic Skills, Mult'ilevel Edition'

Form 3

Holist'ic Scoring

The evaluation of a piece of wrjtìng based upon the total first 'impres-

sion made on the reader

Mechanical Errors

For purposes of th'is study ì'imìted to the omÍssion of requìred capjtal-

ization and end punctuation as sentence markers

Poor Readers

Students scoring at the third and fourth stanines on the comprehen-

sion subtest of the canadian Tests of Bas'ic s!!]Þ, Multijevel Ed'ition,

Form 3

Poor Hriters

Students rece'iving a composite score of 3.3 or less based on the holìs-

tic scoring of two of the'ir wrìting ass'ignments by three teachers exper-

ìenced at the relevant grade level

Syntact'ic Maturity

The level of growth in the abìlity to man'ipuìate increasìngìy comp'ìex
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structures for the purpose of expressing relationships between ideas

fìuentìy, accurateìy and conciseìy, as determined by mean ìength of

T-un i t

Vocahulary Maturity

The level of growth 'in the individual's known words and meaning as

evidenced by the total number of words in the two writÍng assignments

hav'ing a frequency rating at the grade six level of less than fifty as

determined by the American Heritage WorO f.eqren.y

Overv'iew of the Thes i s

Chapter two will discuss the development of syntax and vocabuìary

and common'ly heìd assumptions as to the connection between writing com-

petence and reading experience. Also discussed will be various research

stud'ies wh'ich have investigated th'is relationship. Chapter three will
outline the procedures used in the present study. Chapter four wjll
discuss and 'interpret the findings. Chapter 5 presents the conclusions

and imp'lications for both instruction and further research.
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CHAPTER 2

Literature and Related Research

The i ntent of th i s study ',,/as to determì ne whether there are

significant differences between the written expression of poor writers

who have satisfactory reading skilis and that of poor writers who are

also poor readers. A review of the literature has not revealed any

studies concerned wjth this spec'ific topic. However, relevant to the

present study is a discussjon of the development of syntactic maturity

and vocabulary, as well as commonly held assumptions regard'ing the

positive influence of readìng upon writing competency. Also relevant is

a discussion of exjsting research invest'igating the correlation between

measures of read'ing abìììty and writing skill and those studies

concerned more specificalìy wìth the correlation between read'ing abiìity

and the degree of syntact'ic maturity found in written expression. Thìs

chapter concludes with a review of several stud'ies which have examined

the connect'ion between direct readìng instructìon and/or increased or

special'ized reading exposure upon the qua'lity of writing.

Related Theory

By schooì ôgê, a ch'ild is said to have ga'ined control of the basic

sentence patterns of the 'language (Menyuk 1963; Cazden 1969). However,

the development of syntactìc control contìnues throughout the school

years and even beyond as indiv'iduals acquire a more conscious awareness

of their language knowìedge and masterincreasingìy complex structures

(Carro'll 1971; Pa'lermo and Malfese I972: Loban I976). Considerable
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variation is to be found ìn both'individual performance and rate of

development. This variat'ion may stem from differences ìn maturation or

from nonììnguist'ic variables specjfic to the indivìdual or to his or her

environment (Chomsky 1965).

The degree of compìexity of syntactìc structures'is cons'idered to

be indicative of the level of syntactic maturity, the ability to use a

variety of appropriate syntactic strategìes to express intended meaning.

In his ìongitud'inal study of the oral and written'language of students

from k'indergarten to grade twelve, Loban devised the communication unit

as the basic measure of segmentation in determining the complexìty of

syntact'ic structures. This communication unit consìsted of an

independent clause w'ith its modìfiers. Loban found that the average

number of words per communication un'it was one of the most s'ign'ificant

measures of the development of control over syntax (Loban 1963).

li'ith specific reference to written ìanguage, Hunt ìntroduced a new

objectìve measure, the m'inimal termìnable unìt or T-un'it, in his in-

vestigat'ion of the developmenta'ì trends with respect to the frequency of

various grammat'icaì structures'in the written composìtions of students

in grades four, eìght, and twelve. The T-un'it consists of one indepen-

dent clause and the dependent clauses attached to or embedded in'it.

Hunt found that the most significant'index of syntactic maturity was

mean ìength of T-unit (Hunt 1965). His later study ìnvolv'ing students

in grades four, sìx, e'ight, and twelve supported th'is conclusion (Hunt

1970). At each higher grade level, students wrote longer T-units

contajning more comb'ined or consolidated sentences.

Hunt's stud'ies prov'ided the methodologicaì framework for much

the subsequent research regarding syntact'ic deve'lopment. A study

of

by
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0'Donnel I et al (I976) investìgatìng the development of syntactic

structures in kindergarten and grades one, two, three, five, and seven

confirmed that the ìength of T-units 'increased from grade to grade.

This study aìso indjcated that at grades five and seven, the syntactìc

compìexity of written 'language tvas superior to that of speech. However,

there may be a dìfference between a student's language competence or

understanding of ìanguage and his or her performance or actual use of

language in specific situat'ions (chomsky 196s, pp" 3-4). Moreover, some

students who may appear to have adequate syntact'ic sk i I I s wjth respect

to oral ìanguage may not be able to transfer such f'luency eas'iìy to
written 'language structures (Fagan 1g7I).

Thus the use of the T-un'it as a determÍner of syntactic maturity is

appropriate for use in the present study. Such a measure elimìnates two

probìems often encountered ìn analyzing the work of immature writers--
the omission of cap'italization and end punctuation as sentence markers

or the stringing together of thoughts as simpìe paraì ìeì statements

connected by a series of "ands". The T-unit as a measure of syntactic

maturity is not dependent upon correctness of form.

it has also been shown that the syntactic complexity of writing

varies w'ith the mode of discourse. Writ'ing in the argumentatìve mode

appears to produce more compìex structures than narrative writing. A

study of students at the fourth grade level (San Jose 1972) found that

the syntactic compìexity as measured by T-unit length was greatest in

argument followed by exposition, narration, and description respectìve-

ìy. A later study ìnvo'lvìng s'ixth and tenth graders also found that

argumentative wrìting produced the greatest differences in syntactic
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complex'ity at each grade level while no differences were found between

grades six and ten in the narratìve mode (Crowhurst and Piche I979).

The present study examined students' wrìting 'in both the argumentative

and narrative modes.

Semantic development, l'ike all other aspects of ìanguage, is arso

dependent upon genetic and environmental factors. [.lhile an intricate

relationshjp exists between vocabuìary growth and conceptual knowìedge

(Oe Villiers and de V'illiers 19i8), environmental influences also come

into pìay resuìting'in wide differences in opportunity to practìse and

to learn (Carroll 1971). A distinctìon must be made between the indi-

vidual's receptive vocabulary -- the words whose mean'ing or meanìngs can

be recognized when heard or read, and expressive vocabu'lary -- the words

which are likeìy to be used in speech or in writing. The level of

vocabulary deve'lopment may dìffer in each of these areas.

The rate and extent of vocabuìary development are d'ifficult to

measure. Depending upon the criteria and methodoìogy used by various

researchers, estimates of the vocabuìary aìready acquìred by an average

child upon entering schoo'l may range between 2500 to 26,000 words

(Anderson and Freebody 1979). There is genera'l agreement, however, that

development in this area contìnues beyond the very rapid growth ev'ident

during the pre-school years extend'ing even ìnto adult life (Petty et al

1967; carroll 1971; Anderson and Freebody 1979). This development

includes not onìy the acquisit'ion of new words, but also the progressive

refinement of meaning from the genera'lized or extremely restrictive

connotat'ions attached to a word'in the earìy years to an understand'ing

of the nuances and subtle distìnct'ions assoc'iated with adult convention-
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al mean ì ngs .

Direct instruction has been proposed in the l'iterature as the most

effective means of vocabuìary deve'lopment (Petty et al 796l). However,

the vìabììity of thìs approach is lìmited by time constraints when

matched w'ith the vast number of words to be learned as well as the

prob'lem of encouraging the appì ication of the acqu'ired vocabuìary in

specific instances. Therefore, considerable vocabuìary must be devel-

oped incidental ìy over a period of time (Casile i9B6).

Reading experÍence is frequently recommended as an effective means

for this ìearning to take p'lace (Nagy et al 19g5; casile 19g6). Good

readers are most ìike'ly better able to make use of read'ing contexts as a

means of deveìoping vocabuìary. The present study investigated the pos-

sible correlation between reading ability and the vocabulary level of

the students' written composit.ions.

Frequent and varied read'ing experiences are considered to have a

positive'influence upon writing ab'ility. Reading ìs said to be a vjable

means of extendìng the jndìvidual's 'lìnguistic resources which can then

be tapped during the writìng process. Through readìng, the indjvidual

is able to internalize over time the basic patterns and prìncÍpìes and

the various conventions of wrjtten ìanguage (Britton et al I97s1. Falk

1979; Flynn 1980; Smith 1983). Such conventions have been categorized

as incìuding text organization, ìanguage approprìate to one,s purpose

and audience, the varìous devices to ensure cohesìon, and the surface

features of speììing and punctuation (autter and Turnbull 1984). It is

suggested that the first forms to be'internalized would be those of nar-

rative, being more cìosely connected to one's earìy experiences with
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print. Later, thjs 'internal ization is said to become increasingìy

varjed accordìng to one's part'icular readìng'interests (Britton et al

re75) .

It has been suggested, however, that a specialized manner of read-

ing is required'if thjs internalization is to take p'lace. 0ne must

learn to "read l'ike a writer" respondìng to textual form as well as con-

tent (Smith 1983, p. 562). church and Bere'iter (1983) agree that read-

ing ìn this specjalized manner would aid'in the development of a sense

of sty'le and the ab'iì ity to manìpu'late I anguage to create desired

effects. Such influences tend to occur only as the reader becomes in-

creas'ingìy prof ic'ient and f lexìble (Goodman and Goodman 1983).

The development and refinement of vocabuìary'is also seen as a

positive outcome of reading experience (Schone'lì 1942; Britton I970;

Nagy et al 1985; Castle 1986).

Aìong wjth reading experience, some form of direct instruct'ion w'ith

respect to prose structure (Schonell 1942; Belanger 1987) and vocabulary

(Petty et al 7967) is viewed as essential to'improve writing perform-

ance. The authors of the Bullock Report (1975) conclude:

We believe that extensjve reading and writing are of prime im-

portance for language growth but that they should be supported

by expl'icit instruct'ion. We cannot accept that the develop-

ment of 'language can be left to chance on the princ'ipìe that a

"relevant moment" wiII occur. (p. 772)

Research Studies

Invest'igations of the specific relationships between writing compe-
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tence and reading ski'll have been undertaken at various grade levels and

have empìoyed diverse measures of both wrÍting and reading abiììty.
As part of a ìongitudinal study of the ìanguage development of

selected students from k'indergarten to grade six, Loban (1963) analyzed

sarnp'les of theìr writ'ing beginning at the grade three level. A hìgh

interrelation between writing and reading abiìity became apparent by the

upper elementary grades. Loban reported that "those who read well also

write wel l; those who read poor'ly also write poorly" (p. lS).

However, it is important for purposes of the present study to note

that exceptions to the above statement can be found within his large

sampìe popuìation. As indicated by Stotsky (1993), twenty-six percent

of the highest grade four readers and twenty percent of the superior

readers at the grade six level in Loban's study were found to be

inferior in written express'ion.

Sim'ilar exceptions were noted by Belanger (1978) 'in his study wh.ich

compared the reading scores of four groups of grade nine and grade ten

students w'ith their scores on an expository writing sampìe with respect

to overalì quaì'ity, syntactic measures, and fluency. For fifteen
percent of the comparisons made, the group rank'ing first on one measure

ranked fourth on the other. Tierney and Leys (19g4) found in their
study that approximateìy twenty percent of the grade three students who

were ranked in the first quartiìe for reading or writing were ranked

much lower, usualìy towards the bottom of the second quartile or in the

th'ird quarti le for writing or reading respectively.

A number of other studies have confirmed Loban's findings that, for

a majorìty of students, reading and writìng abilities are related. An

earìy study by Schone'lì (1942) 'invoìving a schoo'l population found that
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poor readers were general ly also experiencing diff icu'lty w'ith w¡itten

composition as well. An examinatìon of a sub-group of 109 poor readers

rangìng in age from eight to thjrteen years revealed that those who made

progress in reading a'lso showed considerable ìmprovement in their writ-
ing skills.

In a study of over 500 grade three students, lJoodfin (1968) con-

cluded that one of the best consistent predictors of writing quaìity was

the students' reading ab'iììty. shanahan (1980-1) found that at the

grade two and grade five levels readìng level d'ifferences distinguished

more cìearly the relat'ionship between writìng and reading than d'id grade

level differences. He found that at the grade five level, th'is rela-

tionsh'ip was based ìarge'ìy on the vocabuìary diversity and organiza-

tional complexìty of the students'wrìting. In a case study of stu-

dents in the fourth and seventh grades, nominated by theìr teachers as

good readers and writers, Birnbaum (1981) found that subjects rated as

more profic'ient in readìng performances rated more highìy'in writìng

abiìity as well with respect to audience response and styìistic and

rhetori cal dev'ices .

Chall and Jacobs (i983) ìnvestigated the connection between wrìting

abiì Íty and the readìng ach'ievement of students of low soc'io-economìc

status. Thirty students ìn each of grades two, four, and six were.iden-

tified as either below or above average readers accord'ing to the stanine

range used ìn the present study. l.lriting sampìes were evaluated on

twelve measures Íncìuding the overall holistic score, an evaluation of

content, and such objectìve measures as average T-unit ìength and word

frequency. The same students were then reassessed one year later.
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Above average readers genera'ììy scored better in writ'ing than the below

average readers on most of the writìng measures after grade three. Sev-

eral results of this study are of special significance to the present

study whjch also contajns in its sampìe students of low socio-economic

status. By grade seven, the content ratìngs of the above average and

below average readers were found to be simjlar. At each grade'leveì,

and for both groups, the qua'lity of the writing content was found to be

considerabìy better than 'its form or structure, defined in the study as

syntax' grammar, and mechanics. However, the below average readers ap-

peared to have greater difficu'lty wìth the structure of writing. The

d'iscrepancy between the writ'ing of good readers and poor readers was

found to widen at success'ive grade levels.

A study by Maìoney (1967 ) was des'igned to determ'ine the qua'ììt'ies

characteristìc of superior writers at the grade nine level with respect

to the expository mode. He found that superior writers were generalìy

ident'ifìed as achievìng a high score on reading comprehension and were

also found to read more frequentìy. These students made fewer mechani-

cal errors in the'ir writing and showed better organizatìon and maturìty

of insight.

Grobe and Grobe (1977) found a s'ign'ificant relationship between the

writing ab'iì ity and read'ing abi I ity of coì lege freshmen. The writing of

superior readers was less ìikeìy to contain ìncomp'lete sentences and

errors'in grammatical usage and was apt to be better organized and dev-

eloped.

Us'ing a somewhat different approach. Lazdowski (I976) assessed

writing samples from students in grades seven to thirteen as a means of
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estìmating the'ir reading achievement. Each writ'ing sample was scored

for readab'iìity using a number of standard formulas such as measures of

vocabu'ìary ìoad, sentence structure, density of ideas, and syntactic

compìexity. A signjficant positive relat'ionshìp was found between read-

jng and writ'ing abi ì ity. It was poss'ible to predict read'ing abi'ì'ity

within one grade leveì. A study by Bippus (1977) to determine the best

ìndices of the written'language performance of grade four and grade six

students found a sign'if icant rel at'ionship between read'ing comprehens'ion

and certain aspects of the students'qualìty of ìanguage such as organì-

zation, idea content, and vocabu'lary.

Several studìes, however, have found little correlation between

reading and writing ab'i'l'ity. Fischo (1977) compared the reading scores

of grade seven students and the qua'lity of theìr creative writing eval-

uated on the bas'is of a creat'ivìty scale he developed. Fischo concluded

that read'ing comprehens'ion did not appear as a significant main effect

for creat'ive writing scores. Thomas (I976) correìated the reading

achjevement wìth the writing achievement and sentence maturity of col-

ìege freshmen. He found that reading abiìity and wrìting competence

b/ere onìy negligìbìy related. In his study of students in grades njne

and ten, Be'langer (1978) found no evidence of signìficant changes in

writ'ing skills including overa'lì quaìity and T-unit length after signif-

icant changes in readìng sk'iì ì had occurred.

A number of stud'ies have focussed more specificalìy upon the corre-

lation between the syntactic comp'lexìty of students' writing and their

reading abiìity. Ivanechko et a] (1974) used an experiment,aì formula

for.indexing the written'language of grade sìx students ìn order to
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ident'ify the specific ìanguage skills under'ly'ing reading performance. A

standardized reading test was the criterion measure. Controì of syntac-

tic comp'lexìty was identified as a key ìanguage competency underlying

reading achievement.

Other stud'ies have confirmed these find'ings. Kuntz (1975) aìso

found a correlation between written syntact'ic attainment and reading

level in a study ìnvo'lving students at the grade seven level. Heller

(1980) found that at least ten elements of written language contributÍng

to syntactic maturity were significantìy related to the reading compre-

hens'ion scores of a group of col'lege freshmen. Stewart (1990) found

some pos'itive relat'ionships between syntactic comp'lexity in the wrìting

of grade four students and their reading comprehension lever.

Several stud'ies have yieìded less positìve results. Siedow (1973)

examined the relat'ionshìp between the syntactìc maturity of their writ-
ten language and the abilìty of students'in grades four, eight, and

twelve respect'iveìy to comprehend reading materìals of varying syntactic

compìexity. Results of the study indicated that this relationshìp was

'incons'istent and not systematical ìy affected by developmentaì change.

Johnson (1980) correìated the scores of students in grades three to six

on a standardized read'ing test battery with the results of an analysis

of their free wrìting sampìes with respect to the number of words per

T-unìt and two other syntactic measures. l.lhile all three measures cor-

related significant'ly with one or more of the readìng measures, more

non-sìgn'ificant than significant correlat'ions were found. None were

sìgnificant for grades four and six. wade (1gBZ) found that the mean

number of T-units'in the writing sampìes of nine to twelve year old
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students correlated with thejr read'ing scores for onìy the nìne year

olds in the group.

Two studies have found a simi'larity between the ìanguage of the

reading texts used by students at the grade two and three levels and

that of the'ir writing sampìes. The students were found to be us'ing the

linguistic structures of their texts and also copied their format (Zeman

1969; Eckhoff 1983). The better students were found to use more compìex

structures in the'ir writ'ing reflecting the ìingu'isticalìy more compìex

ìanguage of theìr reading texts.

Other studies have attempted to effect an'improvement in writ'ing

ski I ls either by dìrect read'ing 'instruction or by providing 'increased or

special'ized reading experiences. Glazer (1974) expìored the effect of

exposure to and study of good literature on grades four and six stu-

dents' abìlity to wrìte stories. 0ne group listened to selected books

read aloud w'ith teacher-led djscussjon of the author's styìe, character

development, pìot structure, and generaì emotional quaìity of the sel-

ect i on . The second group heard the s ame se I ect i on s but w'i th no d'i scu s-

sion fo'lìow'ing. A third group rece'ived no literature program. Two

wrìting samples tvere evaluated both before and after the twenty-week

treatment period. The fìrst group made significantìy greater gaìns in

their writing scores in grade four but not in grade six where no sìgnif-

icant differences were found among the groups.

l.'lolfe (19i5) attempted to ìncrease the wrìting vocabulary of com-

mun'ity col ìege freshmen 'in a remedial read'ing course by teaching the

vocabuìary found in the subjects' readìng assignments. Their scores

ìmmediateìy fol ìow'ing the treatment and after a six-week deìay as
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compared to the scores of a control group led l.lolfe to conclude that the

teaching of a specific read'ing vocabulary can have a posjtive effect on

writing vocabuìary.

Andreach (1975) found that an experimental group of grade ten

students wrote significant'ly better organized compositions after receiv-

ing instruction in the imitat'ion of expository writing mode'ls than did a

control group who had received instruction accordìng to conventjonal

methods of teaching composition. Taylor and Beach (1984) aìso found

that direct instruction in reading focussing on expository text struc-

ture Índirectly improved the qua'lity of the expository compositions of

students at the grade seven level.

As reported in Beìanger (1987), crowhurst (ìn press) found that two

groups of grade six students who had received instruction in the schema

of persuasive writing a'long with either reading or writ'ing practice.im-

proved their writing sign'ificantly as compared to a control group.

Summary

Because they are related aspects of the same ìanguage system, the

reading and writ'ing processes are potentìaììy mutuaìly supportive. A

generaì correlation between reading abi'lity and writing competence has

been established by a number of studies across a wìde range of measures

and subjects. The level of proficiency in reading ìn the case of a

majority of students has been found to be mjrrored by a comparabìe

degree of ski I I w'ith respect to the overal I quaì'ity, syntactic compìex-

ity, and maturity of vocabulary of their written expression and the ab-
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sence of mechan'ical errors. Direct instruction in reading skills and/or

increased or specìalized reading exposure have also been linked to im-

proved writìng abiì ity.

However, for a minorìty group of students, this paraìlel growth in

reading and writing abi'lìty is not apparent. Such students may have

satisfactory reading ski I ls yet demonstrate poor writing abi'l.ity. The

present study compared the written expression of these students with

that of students hav'ing both poor reading skills and poor writing

skills. Sign'ificant differences in the writing of these two groups, if
found, ffiâY provide further information regarding the specific factors of

the writing process which may be correlated wìth reading abÍìity. chap-

ter 3 describes the procedures used'in this.invest.igation.
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CHAPTER 3

Procedures

The present study examined the written expression of a group of

poor wrìters who were good readers and that of a second group of poor

writers who were also poor readers in order to determ'ine whether sig-

nificant d'ifferences existed in their writing wìth respect to overall

quaì'ity, syntact'ic maturity, vocabuìary, and the presence of mechanical

errors.

The Population

The potentìaì sample for this study consìsted of approximateìy

nìnety students of average ab'iìity from three grade six classrooms'in an

'inner-city eìementary school. The students selected 'in the preì imìnary

screen'ing by the examiner were required to have English as their fjrst
'language or alternateìy have been in the schooì system for a m'inimum of

five years. Further screenìng was necessari'ly limited to those students

thus identified from whom parental permission to participate in the

study had been receìved in accordance with the po'licy of the school

div'ision in question. (A sampìe letter request'ing such permission'is

included 'in Appendìx A. ) Two groups of students were thus ident'if ied as

fol lows:

Group A, designated as good readers, was composed of th.irteen

studenis who met the above criteria and had scored at the

fifth or sixth stanine'in the reading comprehensjon subtest of
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the Canad i an Tests of Bas i c Sk ilÞ. Group B, des i gnated as

poor readers, was composed of fourteen students who met the

above criteria and had scored at the third or fourth stanine

on the same subtest.

This range of stan'ines corresponds to that adopted by Chall and Jacobs

(1983) in the'ir study to d'isquaì ify either hìghìy precocious students or

those with possible learning disabi I it'ies.

The canadian Tests of Basic sk'ills (1982) had been selected from

among several test batteries by the school division in question as beÌng

most app'licable to jts needs. Selected subtests were scheduled to be

administered'in May of the school year to alì grade six students in the

school concerned. Therefore, the reading comprehension subtest of th'is

test battery was selected by the writer as the screening 'instrument to

determ'i ne read i ng ab i ì i ty.

Since the edìtion of the test administered is a relatively recent

one, information was I im'ited to that ava'il able in the accompanying man-

ual. The developers of the test battery state that the content of the

tests was selected "to represent the best of curriculum practìces and to

reflect current emphasis upon social utility and relevance for a diverse

population" (p. 7). The test 'is said to emphas'ize the functional value

of the skills included. The standardìzation participants were drawn as

a stratified random sample of Canadian schools ìn which Engl'ish was the

main ìanguage of instruction. Students 'learning Engìish as a Second

Language were excluded. It is stated that the va'lidity of the test

construction is to be determined in relation to local curiicu'lum goaìs

and instructìonal emphasìs, as well as the nature of the local school
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popul at'ion. The rel'iabi l'ity coeff icient for the readìng comprehension

subtest based on the Kuder-Rjchardson Formula 20 (K-R20) procedures 'is

stated as .89.

Collecting the Data

The students in each of the three grade s'ix classes were required

to complete two writing assignments in the narrative and argumentatìve

modes respect'ively. These compositions were written as a total class

assignment adm'inistered by the examìner during the same three week

period'in May during which the read'ing comprehens'ion subtest was adm'in-

istered to all the grade six students. Each of the two writing sessions

was of thirty minutes durat'ion exc'ludìng the brief time required for

standardized instructions gìven at the start of each session. The nar-

rat'ive composition was written in response to a pìcture stimulus wh'ile

the argumentative composit'ion was written in response to a posed ques-

tion to which the students were asked to react. (Sampìe student assign-

ment sheets are included 'in Append'ix B. ) Onìy the compositions of those

students i nvol ved i n the study were cons ì dered 'i n comput'ing the data.

Treatment of the Data

The compositions of the students selected to part'ic'ipate in the

study were first typed with onìy spelling errors corrected. Each

student was randomìy identìfied solely through a number code. The com-

positions were scored holistìcal'ly by three teachers experienced at the

approprìate grade level. The markers were instructed to grade each com-
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position using a score of one to five w'ith five being the best possìble

score. Since the objective was to identify those students who would be

designated as poor writers according to the standards of three independ-

ent markers, no attempt was made to establìsh a common set of criteria
for this evaluation. However, each marker was asked to submit to the

examiner a'listìng of the number codes of those papers in each mode

rated as being in the top quarter in order of merit. The reliabjlity of
the scoring for each mode was computed according to the procedure out-

lined by D'iederich (L974) and was found to be satisfactory within the

requ'ired limìts.

Each compos'ition was assigned a grade based upon the mean of the

scores given by two of the markers. The th'ird marker was designated as

an arbitrator in case of a discrepancy between the first two scores of
more than one fulì grade-point. It Ís'important to note that students

who receìved a combined score on the two wrìting assignments of higher

than 3.3 were disqualìfied from partic"ipat'ion in the study as not being

representat'ive of poor writers. Four students from Group A were dis-
qualified for this reason. Thus the actual group of participants .in-

cluded nine students in Group A identified as poor writers/good readers

and fourteen students in Group B identìfied as poor writers/poor read-

ers. The mean score for each mode was computed for each group of stu-

dents.

The same compositions were then retyped with mechanical errors as

well as speììing errors corrected. The presence of mechanical errors in
students'writing has been identifjed as the second greatest factor.in-
fìuencing teacher judgment in its evaluation (Diederìch lgl4). Such

errors are common'in the written expression of poor wrìters particular'ly
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those who also have poor readìng skil'ls (Maìoney 1967; Chall and Jacobs

1983), and may negat'ively affect the ratìng given. Therefore, mechani-

cal errors present'in the students'writìng were eliminated in an at-

tempt to determìne whether theìr absence would have an effect upon the

assìgned scores.

These revised writing sampìes were evaluated by a second group of

three quaìified teachers fo'lìowing the procedures outlined above. The

reliabiìity of this rat'ing was also found to be satisfactory. The mean

score for each mode was computed for each group of students.

The orig i naì compos i t i ons were then ana'lyzed by the exami ner w j th

respect to syntactic maturÍty using Hunt's criteria for determining T-

unit 'length. The segmentatìon rules used by Crowhurst (1980) in her

study were adopted. (These segmentat'ion rules are included in Append.ix

C.) The mean T-unit ìength was calculated for each group for the nar-

rative and argumentative modes respectiveìy.

The examiner also anaìyzed each composit'ion for maturity of vocab-

uìary by determing in each pìece of writing the number of words having a

frequency ratìng at the grade sìx level of less than fifty as determined

by the American Heritage l,Jord Frequency Book (carro'll et al 1971).

[,lhile not a standard measure, word lists have been used in other re-

search studies 'in determin'ing the ievel of vocabulary used 'in students'

written composit'ions. For exampìe, chall and Jacobs (1993) used the

spache vocabu'lary 'l'ist of 1,000 common words and a I ist of 3,000 words

famìliar to fourth graders (Daìe and Chaì.l, forthcoming) as measures of

vocabulary in their study.

The Amerìcan Heritage Word Frequency Book contajns a cornputer-



32

assembled selection of 5,088,721 words drawn in 500 word samples from

1,045 pub'lìshed materials. These materials were selected through a nat-

ional survey of American schools as representative of the range of re-

quired and recommended read'ing to which students are exposed 'in grades

three to nine. The volume contains 86,74I different words designated as

to frequency at the various grade levels. For each of the two wrìting

ass'ignmentso the word frequency percentage for the individual student

and the mean for each group as a whole were calculated.

The t-Test of Significance formula for a difference between two in-

dependent means was used to determine whether a statisticaììy signifi-
cant difference existed between the written express'ion of the group of

poor writers/good readers and that of the group of poor wrìters/poor

readers w'ith respect to:

. the scores of the unrevised narrative compositions

. the scores of the unrevised argumentat'ive compositìons

. the scores of the revised narrative compositions

" the scores of the revised argumentative compos.itions

. the percentage word frequency count (-50) ìn the narrative com-

pos i ti ons

. the percentage word frequency count (-50) in the argumentative

compos i tì ons

. the mean T-un'it'length'in the narrat'ive composìtions

. the mean T-unit ìength 'in the argumentatìve compositions

The t-Test of Sign'ificance formula for related measures used to

determine whether there ï"/as a statist'icaììy significant difference

between:
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. the unrevi sed narrative scores and the rev'ised narrat'ive scores

of the poor writers/good readers

. the unrevised argumentative scores and the revised argumentatìve

scores of the poor writers/good readers

. the unrevi sed namative scores and the revi sed narrative scores

of the poor writers/poor readers

. the unrevised argumentative scores and the revised argumentat'ive

scores of the poor writers/poor readers

The results of these ana'lyses are presented and discussed in

Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 4

An Anaìysis and Interpretation of the Data

Initial Test Results

Th'is study attempted to determ'ine whether significant differences

were present in the written express'ion of a group of poor writers with

satìsfactory read'ing skjlls as opposed to that of a second group of poor

writers with below average read'ing skills. The areas investigated in-

cluded an examìnation of the overalì qua'lity of the composìtions, syr-

tactic maturìty, level of vocabuì ary, and the mechan'ics of written

expression.

Students of average ability from three grade six classrooms were

sel ected for parti c'ipat'ion i n the study based on thei r scores on the

comprehension subtest of the Canadjan Tests of Bas'ic Skills. Those stu-

dents scoring at the fifth and sixth stanines on the subtest were cate-

gorized as good readers while those scoring at the third and fourth

stanines on the same subtest were categorized as poor readers. Excluded

from the study were students of Englìsh as a Second Language and those

students from whom parentaì permission to partic'ipate'in the study was

not received as required by school d'ivision poìicy. Thirteen students

were thus identified as good readers (Group A) while fourteen students

were identified as poor readers (Group B).

Hriting abììity was assessed by means of two writing sampìes in the

narrative and argumentative modes respective'ly. These composÍtions were

written as regular class assignments during the same time period as the

reading comprehension subtest was administered to the three grade s'ix

classes concerned. Typed copies of these compositions with speìììng
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errors corrected were graded independently for overalì qua'lity by three

quaìified teachers. The compositjons were scored on a scale of one to

five w'ith five being the hìghest possib'le score. The reìiability of

thjs scoring was computed according to the procedure recommended by

Diederich (I974) and was found to be satisfactory within the limits he

established in his study.

Each composition was assigned a grade based on the mean of the rat-
'ings of two of the markers. The third marker served as an arbitrator in
instances where there was more than one full grade-point dìfference be-

tween the two markers' scores. Tabie 1 and Table 2 present the markers'

ratings and assigned grades for the unrevised compositions of the good

readers in the narrative and argumentat'ive modes respective'ly.

TABLE 1

RATINGS AND ASSIGNED GRADE: UNREVISED NARRATIVE COMPOSITION OF GOOD READERS

STUDENT MARKER X MARKER Y MARKER Z* GRADE

05
OB

09
0i1
013
014
015
0i6
017
019
020
021
024

2.5
5

4.5
2
3.5
4
J
3.5
2.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
4

3
5
q

5
4
4
3
5
3
2
J
5
5

2
4
4
3
2
4
2
4
?
3
3
5

5

2
5
4
1

3
4
3
3
2
4
4
2
3

N= 13 * Arbìtrator



36
TABLE 2

RATINGS AND ASSIGNED GRADE: UNRTVISED ARGUMENTATIVE COMPOSITION OF GOOD
READERS

STUDTNÏ MARKER X MARKER Y MARKER Z* GRADE

05
08
09
011
013
014
01s
016
017
019
020
02I
024

1

4
5

1

3
J
2

3
1

1

2
2
?

1

3
5
2
3
2
2
4
2
1

i
4
2

i
4
5

5
4
1

5
3
3
I
4
5

1

4
5
2
3
3.5
1.5
3.5
i.5
1

1.5
3
2.5

N= L3 * Arbitrator

Table 3 and Table 4'indicate the markers' ratings and assigned grade for

the unrev'ised compositjons of the poor readers in each of the two modes.

TABLT 3

RATiNGS AND ASSIGNED GRADE: UNREVISTD NARRATIVE COMPOSITION OF POOR RIADERS

STUDENT MARKER X MARKER Y MARKER Z* GRADE

01
02
03
04
06
07
010
012
018
022
023
025
026
027

1

1

2
2
3

1

2
2
4
2
2
i
2
1

3
I
2
J
4
i
3
?

2
2

1

3

1

2
I
2
2
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
1

3
1

i.5
1

2
2.5
3.5
1

2.5
2
3.5
2
2
1

2.5
i

N= 14 * Arbitrator
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TABLE 4

RATINGS AND ASSIGNID GRADE: UNREVISED ARGUMENTATIVT COMPOSITION OF POOR
READERS

STUDENÏ MARKER X MARKER Y MARKER Z* GRADE

01
02
03
04
06
07
010
072
018
022
023
0?5
026
027

2
1

1

1

2
2
1

2
3
2
I
1

2
1

2
1

3
2
3
3
2
2
1

1

1

I
3
1

1

1

1

1

?
2
1

2
1

1

1

1

3

1

2
1

2
1.5
2.5
2.5
1.5
2
1

1.s
1

1

2.5
1

N= 14 * Arbitrator

A composite score was computed for each student in the two groups.

Table 5 presents the combined scores for the unrevised composìtìons of the

good readers.

TABLE 5

C0MBINED sc0RES 0F UNREVISED cOMPOsITIONS: G00D READERS

STUDENT NARRATIVE ARGUMENT COMBINED GRADE

05
*08
*09

011
013

*014
015

*016
0I7
0i9
020
02r
024

2.5
5
4.5
2
3.5
4
3
3.5
2.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
4

1

4
5
2
3
3.5
1.5
3.5
1.5
1

1.5
3
2.5

1.8
4.5
4.8
2.0
3.3
3.8
2.3
3.5
2.0
2.3
3.3
3.3
3.3

N= 14 * Disquaìjfied
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Four students in th'is group received a composìte score hÍgher than 3.3

and were thus excluded from the study as not being representat.ive of

poor wiliters. Thus the actual group of poor writers/good readers was

reduced from thirteen students to nine students. The second group, com-

posed of poor writers/poor readers, remained constant with fourteen stu=

dents. Table 6 indicates the composite scores of this group of students.

TABLE 6

COMBINED SCORES 0F UNREVISTD COMPOSITIONS: p00R READERS

STUDTNT NARRAT I VI ARGUMENT COMBINED GRADE

01
02
03
04
06
07
010
0I2
018
022
023
025
0?6
027

1.5
1

2
2.5
3.5
1

2.5
2
3.5
2
2
1

2.5
1

2

1

2

1.5
2.5
?.5
1.5
2
1

1.5
1

1

2.5
1

1.8
1

2
2
3
1.8
2
2
2.3
1.8
1.5
i
2.5
1

N= 14

The compositions were then revìsed to correct mechanical errors,

name'ly the omìss'ion of requìred cap'ita'lization and end punctuat'ion as

sentence markers. These revised versìons were scored by a second group

of three qua'lified markers folìowing the procedure described above. The

reliabi'lity of the scoring in thjs instance a'lso proved to be within the
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required limits. The ratings and ass'igned grade for the revised nar-

rative compositjons of the good readers are shown jn Table 7.

TABLE 7

RATINGS AND ASSiGñED GRADÊ: ú¡lnrvlSE0 ñÂnnÂrrùE io¡lÞosrrr0N or eooo READERs

STUDINT MARKER A MARKER B MARKER C* GRADE

05
011
013
015
oI7
019
020
02I
Q24

3
3
1

3
1

4
3
?
5

3
5
2
3
1

5
4
5

2

3
3.5
3
4
3
3.5
3.5
4.5
4

3
3.3
1.5
3
1

4.5
3.5
4.8
4.5

N=9 * Arbitrator

Table 8 presents the ratings and assigned grade for the rev.ised argu-

mentatìve compositions for the same group.
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TABLE 8

REVISTD ARGUMENTATiVE COMPOSITION OF GOOD
READERS

STUDENT MARKTR A MARKER B MARKER C* GRADE

05
011
013
015
017
019
020
02r
024

1

3
4
3
2
3
2
4
3

1

2
3
2
1

5
2
4
3

2
3.5
3
2.5
3
3
2.5
2
3.5

1

2.5
3.5
2.5
1.5
3
2
4
?

N=9 * Arbitrator

Table 9 and Table 10

compositions of the

modes respective'ìy.

RATINGS AND ASSIGNTD GRADE:

list the ratìngs and assigned grade for the revised

poor readers in the narrative and argumentative

TABLE 9

REViSED NARRATIVE COMPOSITION OF POOR READERS

STUDENT MARKER A MARKER B MARKER C* GRADE

01
o2
03
04
06
07
010
012
0i8
022
023
025
026
027

2.5
4
4
2.5
3
3
2.5
3
3
3.5
4
?
3
3

1.5
2
2

2.5
3.5
3.5
1.5
1.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
1

3.5
3.5

2
2
3
?
?
J

4
1

2
3
?

a
J

1

4
4

i
2
3
?
4
2
2
i
2
2
2
I
2
?

N= 14 * Arbitrator
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TABLI 10

RATINGS AND ASSIGNED GRADE: REVISED ARGUMINTATIVE COMPOSITION OF POOR
READERS

STUDENT I4ARKER A MARKER B MARKER C* GRADE

0i
02
03
04
06
07
0i0
0L2
018
022
023
025
026
027

2

i
3
1

2
3
2
?
1

3
3
3
2
2

3
2
4
1

J
4
1

3
2
2
i
2
2
1

3.5
2.5
t
J

2
2.5
3
2
2.5
2.5
1.5
2.5
2

3
2.5

2.5
i.5
3.5
i
2.5
3.5
1.5
2.5
1.5
2.5
2.75
2.5
2
1.5

N= 14 * Arbitrator

The unrevised compositions of both groups of students were anaìyzed by

the examìner for syntactic maturity as measured by mean T-un'it length and

for level of vocabu'lary as measured by word frequency rating.

Differences between paìrs of independent means were calculated using

the t-Test of sign'ificance accord'ing to the following formula:

Mt-Me
t-

It
,L ,2

€,4 t + ld z (i,.i,)lNl+Nz-2
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where M1 =

þ12 =

2
d-=

1

2fl-=
2

the mean

the mean

of

of

scores for the first group

scores for the second group

the sum of squared deviations from the mean for

the first group

the sum of squared deviations from the mean for

the second group

the number of scores in the first group

the number of scores in the second group

D'ifferences between two related means were computed using the t-Test of

Sign'if icance accord'ing to the fol lowing formuìa:

T-T
t-

where

Nl =

Nz=

The data were

investìgated by the

HYPOTHTSIS 1

then examined according

study:

and Y pair

to the foììowing hypotheses

poor writens who are good

in overalì quaìity.

p=

fl =

the dìfference score

the number of pairs

between Ï-

of scores

There is no difference between the writing of

readers and poor writers who are poor readers

áoz - (á,p) 2

N(N-1)
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Table il presents the data for the t-Test of Significance showing

the difference between the holist'ic scores of the unrevised narrative

composit'ions of the two groups of students. An examinat'ion of the data

reveals that the mean score for the group of good readers was 3.1 while

thq mean score for the group of poor readers was only 2.0. The differ-
ence between the two means proved s'ign'if icant at the .01 level " The

results indicate that the narrative compositjons of the good readers

were judged to be significantìy better than those of the poor readers in

overal ì qua'lity. Therefore, Hypothes'is 1 must be rejected with respect

to the narrat'ive writìng of the two groups.

Table 12 presents the data for the t-Test of Significance showing

the d'ifference between the hol ist'ic scores of the unrevised argumenta-

tive composìtions of the two groups. The mean score for the group of

good readers was 1.9 while the mean score for the group of poor readers

was 1.6. The difference between the two means dìd not prove significant

at the .05 level. The results indicate that there was no significant

d'ifference 'in overal I qual'ity between the argumentative compos'itions of

the good readers and those of the below average readers. Therefore,

Hypothesis 1 must be accepted with respect to the argumentative writ'ing

of the two groups of students.
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The above data reveal an apparent positìve correlat'ion between

reading abi ì ity and the overal I quaì'ity of the students' narrat'ive com-

positions but not in the case of the'ir compos'itions ìn the argumentative

mode" This discrepancy in the results may be accounted for by the fact

that at the eìementar¡l leve l, the reading experr'ences of students aì.e

most ìikeìy to be predominantly in the narrative mode with respect to

stories read to them, their own recreational reading, or those selec-

tions encountered in their reading texts. Therefore, this repeated ex-

posure wiìì have fostered the graduaì internalization of story grammar

or schema which the students are then able to apply in their own writ-
ing efforts. Sìnce good readers are apt to read more extensive'ly, they

will have had wider opportunit'ies to benefit from such exposure.

However, at the elementary level, both good readers and below aver-

age readers will have had relativeìy limited exposure to the argumenta-

tive form of written expression. Since the internalizat'ion of ìiterary
forms takes pìace graduaììy over a period of time, both groups are

likely to experience difficuìty with the organizat'ion and development of

ideas in this unfamiìiar sty'le of writìng. This conclusion is supported

by the fact that several studies have reported significant gains in the

quaìity of the expository writing of students who had received dìrect

instruction in the organization of expository text structure (Andreach

1975; Tayìor and Beach 1984; Crowhurst 'in press).
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HYPOTHTSIS 2

The writìng of the two groups wijl not differ once mechanical errors

of capìtalization and end punctuatìon as sentence markers have been

e I imi nated .

An examinat'ion of the data in Table 13 indìcates that the rnean

score of the revised narrative compositions of the good readers was 3.2.

The mean score obtained by the poor readers was 2.5. The difference be-

tween the two means was not significant at the .05 level. The results

indicate that there was no significant difference between the holistic
scores of the narratìve compositions of the two groups once mechan'ical

errors had been corrected. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 must be accepted

w'ith respect to the narrative mode.

Table 14 shows the data for the t-Test of S'ignificance of the dif-
ference in the scores of the revised argumentative compositions of the

good and poor readers. The mean score for the good readers was 2.6

while the mean score for the poor readers was 2.2. The d'ifference be-

tween these two means was not s'ign'if icant at the .05 level. The results

indjcate that there was no significant difference between the revised

argumentative composition scores of the good and poor readers when grad-

ed holist'ical'ly once mechanical errors had been corrected. Therefore,

Hyphothes'is 2 must be accepted with respect to the argumentat'ive mode as

well.
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A comparison was also made between the unrevjsed and revjsed com-

position scores for each of the two groups. The sole revision which had

been made in each case was the elimination of mechanÍcal errors in the

students' work. The good readers showed no significant dìfference be-

tween the scores in their narrative compositions as indicated in Table

15. The mean score for the unrevised compositions was 3.1 while the

mean score for the rev'ised compositions was 3.2. However, the differ-
ence between the unrevìsed and rev'ised versions of the argumentative

composìtions of the good readers tvas statisticaììy significant at the

"01 level. The mean score of the unrev'ised compositions was 1.9 while

the mean score of the revised compositions was 2.6. This data is pre-

sented in Table 16.
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Similar results were found'in a comparison of the scores of the un-

revised and revised composit'ions of the poor readers. Table 17 shows

that no sìgnificant differences was found between the two scores in the

narrative mode- The mean score for the unrevised compositions was 2.0

while the mean score for the rev'ised compositions was 2"5" Table 1g

presents the data regardìng the t-Test of Significance of the difference

between the unrevised scores and the revised scores of the argumentatìve

compos'itions of the poor readers. This difference was significant at

the.01 level. The mean score of the unrevised compositions was 1.6

while the mean score of the revised compositions was z.z.
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Several observations can be made from a consideration of the above

data" It wouJd appear that in the narrative mode, a familiar one to

both groups, the poorer readers made more mechanical errors than did the

good readers sìnce a significant djfference was found in the unrevised

scores of the two groups but not in the their revised scores, The re-

sults also seem to suggest that such elements as thought content, orga-

nization, and styìe 'in the wrìting of the two groups in the narrative

mode was similar. These two findings compare positively with those of

Chall and Jacobs (1983) in theìr study wh'ich found that by grade seven

the content rating of the above and below average readers was similar in

narrative writing. (The students in the present study were nearing the

end of their s'ixth grade year. ) These researchers as wel I as Ma'loney

(1967), also found that the poorer readers experienced greater diffi-
cuìty with the form or structure (including mechanical errors) of their

writing than did the good readers.

Both the good readers and the poor readers had difficuìty with

mechanical errors in the argumentative mode. This statement 'is support-

ed by the fact that the scores for both groups were s'ignificantìy hìgher

once the compos'it'ions were revised. A possible expìanat'ion for this oc-

currence might be that both groups found the development and organiza-

tion of the'ir content more dìff icult in th'is relativeìy unf amì I iar mode

as evidenced by the lack of a significant difference in the'ir unrevised

scores. Thus they were abìe to pay less attention to the mechan'ics of

writìng.

Based on the above resuìts, evidence as to a possible correlation

between read'ing abi ì ity and the presence of mechan'ical errors in the
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students' writìng rema'ins 'inconclusive. However, the results would seem

to support the statement that the presence of mechanjcal errors Ín stu-

dents' writing does indeed negativeìy affect teacher evaluatjon as found

by Dìederich (I974) 
"

HYPOTHESIS 3

The writing of the two groups wi ì ì not differin syntactic maturity as

measured by mean ìength of T-unit.

The data in Table 19 and Table 20'indicate the T-unit length of

the narrat'ive composit'ions of the good readers and the poor readers

respective'ly.

TABLE 19

I{EAN T-UNiT LENGTH OF THE NARRATiVE COMPOSITION OF GOOD READIRS

STUDENT NO. OF T-UNiTS NO. OF HORDS MEAN T-UNIT LENGTH

05
011
0i3
015
017
019
020
02r
024

19
26
26
26
24
27
10
44
39

185
229
229
253
192
237
130
463
353

9.7
8.8
8.8
9.7
8.0
8.8

13.0
i0. 5

9.1

N=9 Mean= 252.3 Mean= 9.6
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TABLE 20

MEAN T-UNIT LENGTH OF ÏHE NARRATiVE COMPOSiTiON OF POOR READERS

STUDENT NO. OF T-UNITS N0. 0F lloRDS MEAN T-UNIT LENGTH

01
02
03
04
06
07
010
0I2
018
022
023
025
026
027

36
25
26
13
25
24
11
25
20
2T
28
16
25
24

316
254
220
r27
232
206
94

301
191
20L
2I3
I49
220
203

8.8
10.2
8"5
9.8
9.3
8.5
8.5

12.0
9.6
9.6
7.6
9.3
8.8
8.5

N= 14 Mean= 209.0 Mean= 9.2

The mean T-unit'length in the narrative compositìons for the group

of good readers was 9.6 while the mean T-unit ìength for the poor read-

ers was 9.2. Th'is dìfference in mean T-un'it ìength was not signif icant

at the .05 level as indicated in Table 2I. The results reveal that the

narrat'ive compositions of the good readers were not sÍgnificantly dif-
ferent ìn syntactic maturity as measured by mean ìength of T-unit.

Therefore, Hypothesis 3 must be accepted with respect to the narrative

mode.
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Tables 22 and

the argumentative

respectiveìy.

23 indicate

compos i t'ions

the data regard'ing mean

of the good readers and

60

T-unit 'length of

the poor readers

MEAN T-UNIT LENGTH OF THE

TABLE 22

ARGUMENTATIVE COMPOSITION OF GOOD READERS

STUDENT NO. OF T-UNITS NO. OF WORDS MEAN T-UNIT LENGTH

05
011
013
0i5
017
019
020
02I
024

9
13
l2

8
T7
22
10
19
74

81
202
197
i18
IB2
191
108
212
218

9.0
15. 5
16.4
14.8
I0.7
8.7

10.8
LT.2
15.6

N=9 Mean= 167 .7 Mean= 12.5

TABLI 23

MEAN T-UNIT LENGTH OF THE ARGUMENTATIVE COMPOSITiON OF POOR READERS

STUDENT NO. OF T-UNITS NO. OF HORDS MTAN T-UNIT LENGTH

01
02
03
04
06
07
010
012
018
022
023
025
026
027

18
I
7

4
i5
i1

I
72
18
14

5

I
T7

263
131

95
104
173
155

78
182
164
164
145

84
i33
i65

14.6
16.4
13.6
26
11 .5
14. 1

26
22.8
13.7
t3.7
10.4
16 .8
16 .6
9.7

N= 14 Mean= 148.1 Mean= 16.0
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Both groups wrote sìgnificantìy longer T-units in the argumentat'ive

mode than in the narratìve mode as ìndìcated in Table 24 and Table Zs

respective'ly. The difference in T-unit length between the narratìve and

argumentative modes for the good readers was signìficant at the.05
level while the dìfference between the modes for the poor readers was

signìficant at the .0i level. These results correspond to those of San

Jose (1972) and Crowhurst and Piche (1979) who also found that students

wrote ìonger T-units in the argumentative mode than in the narrative

mode.

However, an examinatjon of the data in Table 26 reveals that while

the below average readers as a group wrote ìonger T-unìts in the argu-

mentative mode than did the good readers, the difference between the

mean T-unit ìength in the compos'it'ions of the two groups was not sig-

nificant at the .05 level. Thenefore, Hypothesis 3 must be accepted

with respect to the argumentat'ive mode as well.

Thus based on the above data, no significant correlatìon was es-

tabl'ished between the reading abiìity and the syntactic maturity ìn the

writing of the two groups. In the case of the argumentative mode, an

expìanation for this result may lie in the cho.ice of topic assigned

which, viewed in retrospect, was perhaps too c'loseìy linked to the stu-

dents' prjor knowìedge and experiences. Students may, therefore, have

tended to write in somewhat colìoquia'l language resembling the 'language

of speech, thus affecting the ìength of the T-units. The'ir unfamiliar-

ity w'ith the more complex structures of the styìe of wrìt'ing in the ar-

gumentat'ive mode may aìso have been a contribut'ing factor.
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HYPOTHESIS 4

The writing of the two groups of students will not differ in maturity

of vocabuìary as determined by word frequency ratìng.

The data regarding the percentage of words having a word frequency

rating of less than 50 at the grade six level in the narrative composì-

tion of good readers are presented in Table 27. A percentage score was

calculated as the total number of words written by the students varied

both between each group and between students within each of the groups.

Table 28 indicates the percentage word frequency rating for the narra-

tive compositions of the poor readers.

TABLE 27

PERCENTAGE I.JORD TREQUENCY COUNT (-50) IN THE NARRATIVE COMPOSITION 0F
GOOD READERS

STUDENT TOTAL NUMBER 0F HORDS NUMBTR 0F I¡J0RDS -50 PERCENTAGE SCORE

05
011
013
015
017
019
020
02r
024

185
229
229
253
192
237
130
463
353

7

18
l4
13
i8
2I

5
28
25

?.7
7.9
6.1
5.9
9.4
8.9
3.8
6.0
7.r

N= 9 Mean= 252.3 Mean= 16.6 Mean= 6.4
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TABLE 28

cOuNT (-50) rN THE NARRATTVE COMPOSITr0N 0F

STUDENT TOTAL NUMBER OF WORDS NUMBER OF WORDS .50 PERCENTAGE SCORE

01
02
03
04
06
07
010
012
018
022
023
025
026
027

3i6
254
220
I27
23?
206

94
301
19i
20r
213
149
220
203

10
I4

9
3

11
9
5

11
22
26
13

5

i5
T2

3.2
5.5
4.1
2.4
4.7
4.4
5.3
3.7

11 .5
1,2.9
6.1
3.4
6.8
5.9

N= 14 Mean= 209 Mean= 11.8 Mean= 5.7

The mean of the totai number of words written by the good readers

in the narrat'ive mode was 252.3. The mean percentage score of words

havìng a frequency rating of less than s0 at the grade six level was

6.4. The mean of the total number of words written by the poor readers

in the same mode was 209. The mean percentage score of words having a

frequency rat'ing of less than 50 at the grade six level was 5.7. As the

data in Table 29 indjcate, the difference between the means of the two

percentage word frequency counts in the narratìve mode was not s'ignifi-
cant at the .05 level . The results 'ind'icate that there was no sìgnif i-
cant difference'in maturity of vocabuìary in the narrative compos'itions

of the two groups. Therefore, Hypothesìs 4 must be accepted with re-

spect to the narrative mode.
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Table 30 and Table 31 present the data regarding the percentage of

words having a frequency rating of ìess than 50 at the grade six level

in the argumentative compositions of the two groups.

TABLT 30

PERCENTAGE t.lORD FREQUENCY COUNT (-50) IN THE ARGUMTNTATIVE COMPOSrTI0N
OF GOOD READERS

STUDENT TOTAL NUMBER OF WORDS NUMBER OF hIORDS -50 PERCENTAGE SCORE

05
0i1
0i3
015
017
019
020
02I
024

81
20?
197
iiB
I82
191
108
2t2
218

3
I2

6
6
6
I

11
13

9

3.7
5.9
3.0
5.1
3.3
4.2
5.9
6.1
4.3

N=9 Mean= 167 .7 Mean= 8.2 Mean=5. 1

TABLE 31

PERCTNTAGE t,lORD FREQUENCY COUNT (.50) IN THE ARGUMENTATIVE COMPOSITION
OF POOR READTRS

STUDENT TOTAL NUMBER OF I,IORDS NUMBER OF WORDS -50 PERCENTAGE SCORE

01
02
03
04
06
07
oio
012
018
022
023
025
0?6
027

263
131

95
104
173
155

78
182
164
202
145
84

133
165

7
9
7

6
9
I
4
4

15
14
10

4
9

10

2.7
6.9
7.4
5.8
5.2
5.2
5.1
2.2
5.7
6.9
6.9
4.8
6.8
6.1

N= 14 Mean= 148.1 Mean= 8.3 Mean= 5.6
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The mean of the total number of words written by the good readers

in the argumentative mode was 167.7 while the mean total number of words

written by the poor readers was 148.1. The mean percentage score of

words having a frequency ratìng of less than 50 in the compositions of

the good readers was 5.1. The mean score of words having a frequency

ratìng in the compositions of the poor readers rvas 5.6" Table 32 in-
dicates that the difference in the means of the two percentage word fre-
quency counts ìn the argumentative mode was not significant at the .05

level. The results indicate that there was no significant difference

between the percentage of words having a frequency rating of less than

50 at the grade six level in the argumentative composit'ions of the two

groups. Therefore, HypothesÍs 4 must be accepted with respect to the

argumentative mode as well.
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The above data indjcate that there was no s'ignificant correlation

between reading abiììty and the maturity ìevel of vocabulary in the nar-

rative writing of the two groups. In theìr study, chall and Jacobs

(1983) also found that the count of unfam'iliar vocabulary in the narra-

tive mode was low for both the above average and below average readers.

No signìficant correlat'ion lvas found in the present study between read-

ìng abilìty and the maturity of vocabulary in the argumentative mode as

well. A possible explanat'ion for this occurrence may again be related

'in part to the degree of the students' f am j ì'iarity w jth the assigned

topic which may therefore have p'laced reìativeìy l'imited demands on

the'ir vocabuìary particu'lar'ly on that vocabu'lary used in writing rather

than speech.

SUMMARY

Th'is study found a posit'ive correlation between read'ing ab'iìity and

the overall quaìity of the written expression of th'is group of students

in the narrative mode but not in the argumentative mode. No definite

correlat'ion could be establ'ished between the students'reading ab'i'lity

and the presence of mechanical errors 'in thejr writìng. However, the

presence of such errors appears to have a negative effect on its evalu-

ation. No significant correlatjon was found between reading abiììty and

the syntactic maturity or level of vocabuìary jn the students'writing

in e'ither the narrat'ive or argumentative mode. Chapter 5 will include

the conclusions which can be drawn and impìications for instructìon and

research.
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CHAPTER 5

Summary of the Findjngs; Conclusìons; Implications

for Instruction and Research

Summary of the Findings

The intent of this study was to determìne whether significant dif-
ferences could be found between the written expression of a group of

students who, as poor writers/good readers, were exceptions to the nor-

mal pattern of ìanguage development and that of a group of students who

were poor wrìters/poor readers. Two writing sampìes in the narrative

and argumentative modes respectiveìy were graded for overall qua'lìty and

analyzed to determine the level of syntactic maturìty and vocabulary.

These same compositions, revised to correct mechan'ical errors, were aìso

graded holisticaìly. The wrìtìng of the two groups was compared wjth

respect to the above factors.

An examinatìon of the data revealed a significant d'ifference be-

tween the overal'l qua'lity of the narrative compositions of the two

groups as jndicated by the difference in the'ir holistic scores. No sig-

nificant difference was found between the scores of the two groups for

the argumentative composit'ions. A comparison of the scores of the re-

vised compositions ind'icated no significant d'ifference in either mode.

When the scores of the unrevised and revised compositìons were compared

for each group, no sign'ificant difference was found in the scores of the

narrat'ive composit'ions. However, the difference between the unrevjsed

and revised argumentative compositìons was significant for both the good
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and the poor readers. No sign'ificant differences in syntact'ic maturity

or level of vocabuìary were found between the compositions of the two

groups in either mode.

Conclusions

The writer is unaware of any previous research which has compared

the written expression of poor writers/good readers and poor writers/
poor readers. For this reason" and because of the limited number of

students involved in the study, the foììowing conclusions can onìy be

considered as tentative.

There appears to be a positive correlation between read.ing

ability and the overall quality of the narrative writing of

grade six students.

Such elements as thought content, organizat'ion, and styìe

are similar for both good readers and poor readers jn the

narrative mode as indicated by the lack of a significant

difference in the scores of their revised compositìons.

By the sixth grade both groups of students appear to have

developed an understanding of story structure. This may be

accounted for by their famjlìarity wìth the narrative form

of writing gained through their prior reading experiences

which are ì'ikely to have been predominantly in this mode.

At the grade six levele no correlation js evident between

reading abìlity and the overall quaìity of writìng ìn the

1.

?.

3.
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argumentative mode. Both the good readers and the poor

readers appeared to experience difficulty in organizing and

developing the'ir ideas perhaps because of their relative

unfamiìiarìty with the argumentatr've form of wr.iting

through thei r readi ng .

It cannot be stated conclusiveìy that there is a correla-

tion between reading abjlity and the degree of mastery of

the mechanics of writing'in either mode.

The poor readers/poor writers experienced greater difficul-
ty with the mechanics of writing in the narrative mode.

Both good readers/poor writers and poor readers/poor writ-
ers experienced significant difficuìty wìth the mechanics

of written express'ion 'in the argumentat'ive mode as indi-

cated by the significant difference between the unrevised

and revised composition scores of both groups of students.

The presence of such mechanical errors in students, com-

posit'ions has a negative effect on theìr evaluation.

No apparent correlation exists between reading abììity and

the syntactic maturity of the written expression of poor

writers in e'ither mode at this level. Perhaps subsequent

studies consist'ing of ìarger sampìe populations wÍll be

able to find some indication of such a relationship.

No apparent correlat'ion exists between reading ability and

the maturity of vocabulary in the wrjtten expression of

poor writers in either mode at this level. Again, an

E

6.

7.

8.

9.
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investigation of a ìarger sampìe popuration may produce

ev'idence of such a relationsh'ip.

Impl ications for. instructìsn

Based on the results of this study, several recommendations can be

made for the teaching of ìanguage arts in the upper elementary grades.

The level of the holistic scores of the students'narrative compositions

was found to be positive'ly reìated to their readìng abiìity. Since ìt
is ìogicaì to assume that good readers tend to do more recreat.ional

reading than poor readers, improving theìr read'ing level may encourage

students to read more extensìveìy and thereby contribute to the overall

effectiveness of the'ir written express.ion.

Since the bulk of the students' reading at the eìementary level

would ìikely be in the narrative mode, both good readers and poor read-

ers will have had relatively ìittle experìence w'ith the organization and

styìe of other forms of writ'ing. For this reason, teachers should con-

tinue to encourage not onìy increased but varìed reading experiences on

the part of their students.

Students at all read'ing levels may benefit from teacher-directed

discussions and anaìyses of specific features of the ìiterary forms en-

countered'in their read'ing in order to encourage the transfer of such

features to their own writing. Thìs is espec'iaììy Ímportant in the case

of literary forms which may be re'lativeìy unfamiliar to the students
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concerned.

No significant difference was found in the syntact'ic maturity or

vocabuìary level of the two groups of students in this study. Thìs

would seem to ind'icate that reading ab'iììty per se does not ensure that

students wìll be able to read in the spec'ialized manner requ'ired to gain

an intuitive understanding of these styìistic devices 'in the reading

materiaìs they encounter. Besides the dìscussions and anaìyses referred

to above, both good readers and poor readers would benefit from direct

instruction in the manipulation of syntactìc forms to express intended

meanìng. Preferably thìs instruct'ion would take pìace within the con-

text of the students'own writing. Vocabu'lary growth may also be fos-

tered through d'irect 'instruction within the context of the students'

read'ing and writing experiences.

Both good readers and poor readers would benefit from direct in-

struction in the mechan'ics of writìng s'ince both groups of poor writers

appeared to have difficulty ìn th'is area. llhjle thought content should

rightly be stressed in the init'ial writing stages, direct instruction in

a method of self-edit'ing of their written work for mechan'ical errors

would make students more ìndependent in this aspect of the writing

proces s .

In summary, until greater understandìng of the spec'ificity of the

relationship between the read'ing and writìng processes has been ac-

quired, teachers can best meet the wrìting needs of theìr students 'in

the upper elementary grades by improv'ing their readìng level and the'ir

ab'i 'l 'i ty to recogn'ize and apprec'i ate both f orm and content i n the j r

readìng, and by providìng dìrect ìnstructìon in specìfic components of
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the writìng process as student needs dictate.

Imp'l'ications for Research

Since no other empiricaì evidence exists to support the fjnd1ngs of

thìs study, it should be rep'licated with ìarger numbers of students and

at severaì grade levels.

More precise measures of reading abi'lity wouìd be useful. These

may include such measures as individuaììy administered 'informaJ reading

inventories, tests of the students'abiìity to read passages written at

varied syntactic ìevels, and tests specificalìy evaìuatìng the level of

the students' read'ing vocabulary.

Future studies might'investigate the possìb1e correlat'ion between

the amount and/or quaì'ity of the students' reading and their writ.ing

competence.

As an addÍt'ional measure of syntactÍc maturìty, the revision by

students of a common piece of wrjting such as Hunt's aluminjmum passage

(Hunt 1970, pp. 71-12) could be included.

A comparison of the actuaì percentage number of errors of omission

of required capitalization and end punctuation as sentence markers m'ight

provìde furtherinformat'ion as to the difference in mastery of the me-

chanìcs of written expression.

A more accurate measure of vocabulary leveì than exists at present

is required. Perhaps future researchers could experiment to discover

such a measure.

The present study has confirmed a generaì correlatjon between read-
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ing abiììty and the overall quaì'ity of the narrative compositions of

students at the upper elementary ìeve'1. However, while possible trends

have been 'identified, further research is required to verify the

specific factors of the writing process which are related to reading.

Future studìes may investjgate these factors with reference to a wider

popuìatjon and at varied grade levels.
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APPTNDIX A

Request for Parental Perm'ission

June 4, 1985"

Dear Parents,

In order to learn how best to help students improve the'ir skills in
written expression, it is somet'imes necessary to investigate va¡ious as-
pects of their writing- Each investigation ìncreases our understanding
of the effect'iveness of specific teachìng methods and activities.

Just such a study is pìanned by me in the near future in which I
hope to examine the connect'ion between read'ing abi I ity and writingabiìity. I would like your permiss'ion for your son or daughter to parl
ticipate in this study wh'ich has been approved by the wiñnipeg School
Division No. 1. The students will be asked to compìete two-writing
assignments. I al-so require your consent for me to obtain from youi
ch'ild's student f i le the score ach jeved by h'im or her in the reaãing
comprehension subtest of the Canad'ian Tests of Basic Skills. Thesã
tests were administered to all grade sìx students in our school thjs
spr Í ng.

The information gathered in this study w'i'lì be kept conf idential.
Neither individual students nor their school will be identified by name.
Individual student results will not be made available to your ch'ilO's
teachers or to the schoo'1, or to any other persons either wìthin or
outside the Division. If you have any further questions about the
:!udy, p'lease contact me or my superv'isor at the teìephone numbers
I isted below.

Please jndicate whether or not you w'ish your son or daughter to
participate by comp'leting the permission sììp beìow and returniñg it to
the school.

Yours sincereìy,

Mary A. Cahill (774-8085)
Prof. E. Motheral (474-9032)

PERMISSION FORM

Name of student

I do consent to let

I do not consent to

my ch'iìd part'icìpate in the study.

ìet my child partìcipate in the study.

Parent Signature
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APPENÐ I X B

[,Jriting Ass'igntnents

Ass ì gnment 'i

f ,{iÊF
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Assìgnment i

Directions

Take a few minutes to look carefu'lìy at this picture" Think of what

might have happened before this scene and what might happen afterwards.

Make up a good story of your own to go with this picture.

Assignment i i

Directìons

DO YOU THINK HAVING BROTHERS AND SiSTERS IS AN ADVANTAGE OR A

DI SADVANTAGE ?

Take a few minutes to think about th'is question. Then write your answer

and expìain the reasons why you th'ink the way you do.
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APPENDIX C

Segmentation Rules

1. A T-unit consists of one independent clause with all the subordinate

clauses attached to it.
2" Mark the end of a T-unit with a double stroke (//); mark w'ith a sin-

gìe stroke (/) any subord'inate clause which falls within the T-unit.

e"g. As Tom got dressed for the show that afternoon / he felt ner-

vous.// The feeling was not unusual / because there's something

about working with a killer whale / tf¡at makes you nervous.//

2 T-units,5 clauses

3. Ignore mispunctuation in anaìyzing into T-units.

e.g. Just think / how much fun we could have stayìng back here.

Being obnoxious and hav'ing a ba11./ /
4" Eliminate (i.e., strike out):

a. garbìes, i.ê. , unattached sentence fragments and un'intel ì'igìble

word strìngs;

b. interjections (Hey! Hi, Jane! );

c . tag quest'ions (won 't you, i sn 't he ) ;

d. parenthetical expressions (l guess, I thìnk, you see),

e.g. It's a kind of skinny tree, I guess. And there's a bush, I

think, about five of ten feet from the tree.

You seeu I ì ike h'im.

(Consider the context. Semantic intention of "I thìnk")
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5. Retai n:

a. fi I lers ì ike now, weì ì;

b. excìamatory words that introduce a ìonger expression,

e.g. Boy was he surprised.

6. Consider contractions (she's, they're) as two words.

7. Count compound words as one word if normally written as one word

( bedroom, breakfast ) , as two words if hyphenated (fox-catcher).

8. Count as one word dates (0ctober !) and proper names consist'ing of

more than one word (New York, Clear Lake Nat'ional Park); but Tuesday,

0ctober I, 1975 = 3 words; St. Paul, Minnesota = 2 words.

9. Count numbers as one word whether written in digitaì form (171) or in
words (one hundred and seventy-one).

10. Treat so as either a coordinate or a subordinate conjunction accord-

ing to context. If so is equiva'lent to "'in order that", treat it as

a subordinate conjunct'ion; otherwise it w'ill be equivalent to "and

so" or "and therefore" and is to be treated as a coordìnate conjunc-

t'ion .

e.g. They h'id behìnd a rock so he wouldn't see them. (sub. )

The sun was shining, so I assumed it would be getting warmer.

(coord. )

11. Treat for as a coordinate coniunctìon whether it occurs at the begin-

nìng of a sentence or between two clauses w'ithin a sentence.

e.g. Tom took one step at a time go'ing up the pìatform, // for he was

still a bit afraid of heights.//

12. Anaìyze d'irect d'iscourse as follows:

a. Discard syntactica'lìy ìncomp'lete express'ions (e.g., answers to
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questions which lack the repetition of the question elements), and

one- or two-word answers to quest'ions (yes, all right) unless they

occur before/after he sa'id or unless they introduce a ìonger ex-

pression (e.g., All right, ìet's go). Treat as a d.irect object

the first expression before/after he sqid; this is to be done

whether that expressìon is a sentence or some smaller fragment.

b. Anaìyze subsequent words in the d'irect discourse into T-units ac-

cording to regular rules.

e.g. John said, / "I really lìke Minneapoìis. // gut ch'icago is my

hone // and most of my frìends are there "" //
"AlI right," I saìd happi'ly. //

"Well, Sara," George drawìed, / ,,you take the canoe." //
13. Suppìy any sing'le word (or two words contracted) accidentaììy omit-

ted, and count in the total.

14" a. Count the number of words in each T-unit and write the number

above each double stroke

e.g. Tom walked into the store and bought an.ice cream. //
b. At the top of the first page of the composition, record the

fol lowing scores:

# Words: W/TU: # Short TU,s:

# TU's: W/CL: # M.id-length:

# CL's: CLITU: # Long TU's:

Note

If the subject is included after a clause beginning "and", 'it must be

determined as to whether that clause

a. appears independently of the princip'le clause



b. i s assoc'iated

(wìth another

ship).

jn a causal relatìonsh'ip with

subordjnate clause, as part of
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the princìple cl ause

that causal relation-


