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ABSTRACT

The present study examined the relationship between explicit
analysis of syntactic relaticnships in sentences and adult
(English as a second language (ES5L) lesarners’™ reading
comprehension. Subjects included 127 immigrants from different
language backgrounds and different English language exposure
times. Subjects were 2nrolled in advanced claéses in the Erglish
Language Training Program at Vancouver Community College,

Yancouver, British Comlumbia. Subjects’™ syntactic analysis

ability was measured by the Sentencez Elements Test(EzZ7), & test
designsd by the present ressarcher afitzr D7'Donnell™s Structural

Test. Reading comprehension was measured by the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Test, a commercial, standardized test. A positive
rzlationship of only .2 between syntactic analysis ability and

reading comprehension was found. Further, & comparison cf ESL”

learners”™ and native speakers® scores on the SET rzvealed no
differsnces. These results Zemcnstirate that ESL learners?
syntactic awareness is at least equal to that of native speskers.
hus, differenées in reading ability must be attributed to

-

factors other than syntactic awarenszss . Mo zvidenze was
to support or rejsct the teaching cf explicit analysis of

z,ntactic relatisnships in sentences to ESL lesiners.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Reading is considered by many to be an extremely important
activity in the language classroom. Rivers (1981) says that
reading is not only "a source of information and a pleasurable
activity" but also "a means of consolidating and extending one’s
knowledge of the language" (p.529). When second language (L2)
learners read, they frequently encounter great difficulty in
comprehending written text. Some researchers have suggested that
to be able to cope with the comprehension barrier, L2 learners
must be able to deal analytically and intelligently with all

aspects of the language.

Many theorists claim that L2 learners cannot understand
written sentences unless they possess considerable L2 syntactic
awareness. According to Rivers (1981), L2 learners

Must be able to recognize structural clues: the

indicators of words classes {(or parts of speech) and of

persons and tenses of the verbi the words that introduce

phrases and clauses and the particular modifications of
meaning these indicate; the adverbs and adverbial
expressions which limit the action in time, place and

manner; and ... the indicators of interrogation and
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negation. (p. 2&6)

The present study was intended to assess River’s claim as it
relates to adult ESL learners. Specifically, this study
represents an attempt to determine if syntactic, or structural,

knowledge facilitates ESL learners’ reading comprehension.

Catford (1971) claims that, when they read, L2 learners must
be able to recognize the differences between L1 and L2 sentence
structures. This claim seems plausible in view of Catford’s
observation that the basic sentence patterns (active declaratives)
may vary across languages, from 3V0O in English to, 50V in Hindi
and Japanese, and to VS0 in Arabic (5 = Subject, V = Verb, 0 =
Object). In addition, English lacks an extensive inflection
system(e.g. case inflection) and, therefore, relies heavily on
word order for understanding. Syntactic awareness therefore may
aid the ESL learners in reading comprehension. As Saville-Troike
{1979) explains, the analysis of simple sentence patterns (e.g.
English SvV0O)

will help,at least to the extent of discovering how a

particular unit is recognized as the subject, how it

relates to the rest of the sentence, and where it occurs

in normal sentence order (p.31).

Similarly, Pierce (1975) believes that sentence pattern

exercises and subject recognition drills help ESL advanced



readers process "textual material prepared for native speakers"
(p. 269). According to Pierce, such an approach should help ESL
learners interpret complicated English sentences. Ischim (1979)
adds that the understanding of syntactic structures is a
prerequisite for "total paragraph or passage comprehension”

(p.187).

Saville-Troike (1979) believes that reading should involve
the recognition of words in groups +rather than the recognition of
words as individual items. Thus,

A good reader is by no means limited to a string of

waords as they pass in front of his nose. His eyes will

jump back and forth, taking in just enough cues to

anticipate what’s coming next.... His eyes will check

back frequently in a complex sentence in which much has

been inserted between the begining of the subject and ’

the verb, what linguists call "left embedding". {(p. 27)

In addition, Eskey (197%), Rivers (1983), and Clarke and
Siberstein (1979) suggest that readers who read word by word will
not develop the ability to read complex sentences. Eskey also
maintains that advanced learners probably favor syntactic
analysis, whereas beginning learners probably favor lexical
analysis. To enhance readers® processing strategies, Rivers
recommends that students practise syntactic analysis because the

operations occurring in the analysis involve decisions that are

2



"intimately connected with the contextual meaning"” (p. S4).

Like Rivers, Wilson (1973) believes that structural analysis
can facilitate L2 learners’® comprehension of written sentences.
According to Wilson, structural clues can help learners understand
a sentence even if they are unfamiliar with the lexical items

comprising the sentence. For example, given the sentence below,

Most people like durians and ramputan which thrive in

Thailand.

and the awareness that relative clauses (e.g. "which thrive in
Thailand"), modify immediately preceeding nouns( "durians" and
"ramputan"), ESL learners may be able to determine that "durians"

and "ramputan" are grown in Thailand——even if the learners do not

know the meanings of "thrive," "durians." and "ramputan®. .
To enhance ESL learners’ conscious awareness of syntactic
structures, Berman {(1975) recommends a technigue called "analvytic
syntax”. This technigque employs "structural paraphrase, where
phrases and whole sentences are reworded and juggled about with a
minimum of change in lexical context and hence in lexical load"
(p. 180). In Berman’s opinion, "analytic syntax" encourages ESL

learners to use their syntactic knowledge as a means of

disambiguating complex English sentences.



The rationale behind Berman’s theory is similar to Pierce’s
(1973) and Rinne’s (19467) notion that one®s ability to recognize
syntactic patterns in complex sentences aids reading
comprehension. Pierce claims that certain English syntactic
patterns (e.g., S5-V-Adv.) and functional relationships (e.qg.,
relation of subject to main verb) occur with great frequency in
English textbooks. Thus, by studying features of these patterns
and relationships, students will come to "expect" normal patterns,
despite the structural complexities within a given sentence. In
this way, "internal complexities are seen as expansions of
expectancy"” (Pierce, 1975, p.2&6%9). However, when Rinne (19&7)
devised a pattern awareness program which wmas used to teach
students who had praoblems recognizing relationships between words
or groups of waords in written sentences, results revealed no

improvement between pre-test and post—-test reading scores.

Despite Rinne’s findings, a number of theoretical {Allen,
19723 and Eskey, 1979) and empirical {(Wisher, 1974, Isakson, 1977,
Mason and kKendall, 1279, 0’Shea, 19832) works in L1 learning
suggest that syntactic awareness plays an integral role in reading
comprehension. Allen (17645 1972) demonstrates how syntactic
relationships signal structural functions, which, in turn,
facilitate reading comprehension. For example, the two sentences
below may seem similar on the surface.

1. I took the book from the table.

2. I took the book on the table.



However, when learners analyse these syntactic structures, they
will find that they convey different underlying meanings. In the
first sentence, "from the table" is a prepositional phrase
functioning as a modifier of the verb "toock". In the second
sentence, "on the table” functions as a relative clause modifying
the noun phrase "thsz bock"” ("relative deletion®" of "that" and

"was" having taken place at the underlying level).

Empirically, the awareness of syntactic relationships batween
sentence elements in reading is supported by L1 study conducted by
37 Connell {(1951) (see Chapter 2Z). Results shcowed that native
English-speakers® awareness of syntactic relationships is related
to their reading ability. This study suggests that similar study

should be done using ESL learners.

The subjects of the present study included adult ESL learners
from Vancouver, B.C.. Their awareness of syntactic relationships
between sentence elements was mzasured by the Sentence Elements
Test: their reading comprehensign ability was measured by the
Gates MacBinitie Reading Test. The relationships among the scores
of these two tests and certain demographic characteristics were

a2

2xamined. Further, the subjects® Sentence Elementis Tzst scores

were compared to those of adult native speakers of English. The
purpese of this comparison was to determine if eithar group

evidenced superior syntactic analysis abilities.



Because the present study was correlational in nature, causs
and effect relationzships between the variables cculd not be
determined. In addition, the study did not take into
consideration the intelligence, attitudes, or cognitive stvles of
the students. Thus, the study attempted to determine only the
axtent of the subjectz” syntactic awareness -— only one aspect of

the knowledge that learners bring to ths task of reading.

For purposes of clarity, those terms which appear most
frequently in the present study are d=fined below.

1. Syntax: "pattern or structure of word order in sentences,
clauses, and phrases" (Harris and Hodges, 1981, p. IZ21).

2. Syntactic/Structural: refering to "the grammatical
relations and functions of sentence camponents" (Harris and
Hodges, 1981, p. 321).

F. Syntactic/Structural knowledge: knowledge o+ farmal y
{e.g., transformational, pedagogical) syntactic rules.

4. DByntactic/Structural awareness: knowledge of syntactic
relationships irrespective of formal rule knowledge.

T (Explicit) syntactic/structural analysis: sxplicit use of

zyntactic/structural awareness in analvysing sentence structures.



The present study was designed to test the fcilawing

hypotheses!:

1. There is a strong relationship between reading
comprehension and syntactic awareness in adult ESL learners in

Vancouver.

Z. There is a strong relationship bestween syntactic

awareness ability and the follaowing demograchic variables! ages

M

sext flrst language: length of time studyins English in ths
learners’ home countriess length of time studving English in
By =

Canadas; and length of time living in Canada.

3. There is a strong relationzhip between reading

coingrehension and the folluwing demographic variables: agei: sexs

€

first language; length of time studying English in the learners’
home cauntries: length of time studying English in Canadas and

length of time living in Canada.

4. The use of explicit syntactic awareness may not be as
crucial to native speakers’ reading comprehehsian as it is to
non—native speakers. According to B.C. Ministry of Education
(1781), native speakers have naturally internalized syntactic
rules during the process of their language development.

Non-native speakers, on the other hand, it is believed, have to

be



Q
formally trained in syntactic awareness of the written text. As a
result, non-native speakers may outperform native speakers in

#plicit syntactic awarsness..



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

feading, Syntax, and L1 Learners

The relationship between reading comprehension and syntax has
long been a focus of researchers in the area of first language
learning. Among the empiricists and theorists who have
investigated this particular subject, Storm (1935, 173&8) and
0 Dornell (1961) provide many useful conceptual and methaocclogical

insights.

Storm’®s (1955, 193546) investigation, the baseline of empirical
research in this area, tested grammatical and syntactic knowledge
relative to the reading ability of grade ten English students
(N=3227) from nine differant states in the U.S5. The test, "How
Well Do You Read 7", included the following three subtests:
reading comprehension, wvocabulary, and grammar/syntax. The
yirammar /syntax section of the test required subjscts to classity
cartain gramnatical and syntactic elements in written prose and
poetry passages. Analysis of the relationship between reading
scores and grammar/syntax scores revealed correlations of .37 for
public schocl subjects and .37 for private school subjects. When

the same data were analyvsed relative to socioeconomic status,



correlations proved higher for students from low socioeconaomic
backgrounds. The study showed that males and females performed
similarly on each of the subtests. However, certain
methodolaogical problems in the grammar/syntax subtest suggest that
Storm®s findings may have been affected by design factors. As can
he seen in the example below, Storm™s test relies hesavily on

grammatical terminology.

1 In the night time he was sharply aware of movement.
2 Ramrod insisted that the river current was faster at

3 night, they had waited for a full moon for the trip and
4 the river was as plain as by dav. Lant liked the

5§ swirling progress in the moon light between the dark

6 banks.

Sample Question 1) plain in line 4 is .
{1 an indirect aobject
2D an cbjective complement
(3) & predicate adjective
{4) a predicate noun

Sample Question 2} the group of words in lines 4

and &, Lant through banks is a

(1) subordinate clause
(2) simple sentence
(3} compound sentence

{4) complex sentence



Learners may not be able to carry out Storm’s test
reguirements if they fail to remember or understand exactly what a
"clause", an "indirect object; and so on, are. That is, there is
a considerable distinction between knowing pedagogical rules and
being able to apply them to specific syntactic items, and not
knowing pedagogical rules but being able to construct, produce, or
conplets specific syntactic items/structures successfully (See pp.
IZ-35 below, for further discussion cf this peint.). Conseguently,
language learners unfamiliar with the terminology and pedagogical
rules 2mploved in Sterm’s task may have been at a consziderable

disadvantage.

To avoid this problem, 0'Donnell (1361) eliminated
terminology from his Structural Test, which he used to study the
rzlationship between English reading comprehension and English
syntactic awareness. 0°Donnell claimed that the ability to
comprehend written materials was related to the ability to
recognize structural relationships. Moreover, he predicted that
there would be a higher correlation between reéding compreahension
and structural awareness than there would be batween reading
comprehension and structural knowledge (One should note that
Storm, in effect, was testing this latter relationship.).
0’Donnell based his premise on the following sets of principles
derived from Whitehall’s "Structural Essentials of English”

(1954), Francis®s "The Structure of American English” (1938), and



Hill's "Introduction to Linguistic Structures”" (1958):

1. Language conveys two types of meaning — lexical and
structural. |

2. Syntactic structure is signalled by word order, function
words, inflections (suffixes), derivations (prefixes and
suffixes), and prosody.

3. Sentencess are composed of three major elements --
subject, predicate, and complement.

4. 8Syntax is composed of four types of structures -—-—
modification, predication, complementation, and co-ordination.

3. Syntax involves cross-reference — the connection to. or

substitution for, preceding or following elements in the text.

The Structural Test consisted of fifty questions. Each
guestion was comprised of a pattern sentence and three alternative
sentences in which specific words were underlinad. Subjects were
required to select the alternative sentence in which the
underlined words were related in the same manner as the underlinsad
words in the pattern sentence. As can be seen in the example
below, nonsense words are used in the three alternatives to
replace nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs. However, function
woirds, inflections, and derivations accompany nonsense words to
facilitate the identification of structural relationships in the

underlined phrases.
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(Pattern sentence) Roosevelt fought in the

Spanish—American war.

1. The three harls ergled in the same fostle.

2. She is the alpest carsil in the skaven.

3. Our lalkoss was mandering his barsties.

(p. 9%

Sentence one should be selected as the corr=ct response
because "berls"” is related to "ergled" (in sentence A) in the same
way that "Roasevelt" is related to "fought" (in the pattern
sentence). Thus, the Structural Test eliminates reference to
specific syntactic elements (e.g. pronoun, passive). Further, by
using nonsense words, the test eliminates semantic clues.
Consequently, the Structural Test relies on the reader’s awareness
of the syntactic relationships inmherent in sentences, rather than
relying on the reader®s ability to define structures or use .

semantic cues to determine syntactic relationships.

0f the fifty items tested, six items measured the reader’s
ability to recognize the relationship between subject and
predicate, ten items measured the reader’s ability to recoagnize
the relationship between verh and complement, four items messured
the reader’s ability to recognize the relationship between
coordinate elements, twenty—four items measured the reader’s
ability to recognize the relationship between various types of

maodifiers and elements modified, and six items measured the
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reader’s ability to recognize the relationship between elements
invalved in cross-reference. Both types and occurrences of the
structural units tested were hased on frequency counts established
by Stormzand and 0’ Shea (19245 for written English. The subjects’
reading ability was measured by Test Cl: Reading Comprehension
{(New Jersey Educational Testing Service, 1933), a standardized
test consisting of vocsbulary and reading comprazhension subtests.
Bacause D’Donﬁell wanted to compare the relative effects that the
use of syntactic awareness and syntactic knowledge have on reading
comprehension, subjects also were required to write the Iowa
Srammar Information Test (Icwa RBur=au of Educational Research and
Barvice Extension Division, 1225}, a standardized test that
measures "retention" of previously taught grammatical information.

Table 1, below, presents correlation coefficients obtained between

the various test scores in 0’Donnell’s study.
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TABLE 1

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF THE TESTS IM O"DONNELL*S STUDY

Reading

l.evel

Reading

Vocab.

Iowa

Gr ammar

Structure

Reading Reading Iowa Structure
Level Vocab. Gr ammar

.75 —_—

.46 .20 -

.44 .46 =73 -

The high correlation (.7357

Iowa Grammar

(p. 3542

between the Structure Test and the

2st scores seems to imply that grammatical knowledge

scores rise and fall coincident with grammatical awareness scores.

As 0’Donnell

(192613

suggests:

While it is possible that teaching of conventional
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grammar contributes to ability to recognize structural
relationships, 1t is also possible that ability to
recognize structural relationships enables the students
to learn grammatical rules and terminologies more

readily. {(p.8&)

In order to determine whather there was a higher correlation
between structural awareness and reading comprehension than there
was between structural knowledge and reading comprehension, a
partial correlation was used to contral for subject’ wvarving
degrees of vocabulary knowledge. After the vocabulary variables
werg controlled, the correlation between the Structural Test score
and reading comprehension was .15, and the correlation between the
Iowa Grammar Test and reading comprehension was —-.7%9. Thus, with
vocabulary knowledge held constant, the correlation bstween the
Stiructural Test and reading 'comprehension score, although small,,
was positive, whereas the correlaticn between the Grammar Test
scoras and reading camprehension, although high, was negative.
That is, according to the latter correlation, reading
camprehension scores declined as syntactic knowledge scores rose,
and vice versa. On one hand these results suggest that synitactic
knowledge does not contribute significantly to improved reading
comprehension performance. On the other hand, the pesitive
relationship between structural awareness of English sentence
patterns and reading comprehension does not appear to be

sufficiently high to recommend the teaching of syntactic awareness



as an aid to reading comprehension

in the first language.

Rinne (1967) also found similarly low correlations between

syntactic awareness and reading comprehension when he administered

his Fattern Awarensss Test to adolescent native speakers of

English. The Pattern Awareness Test (FAT)

was designed to measure

readers® recognition of four basic sentence patterns. The

sentences below represent the four patterns which Rinne believed

would assist learners in their recognition of overall sentence

structures.

1. Noun

(John

2. Noun

(John

Se Noun

(John

4. Noun

{John

Once the pretest was administered,
subjects to recognize function words,

four sentence patterns

Linking Verb

is

Linking verb

is

Transitive Verb

is carrying

Verb

sings.)

autlined by Rinne.

Noun

a student.)

Adjective

sad.) .

Noun

his baooks.)

a teacher trained the
word form classes, and the

After this period of
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training, Rinne administered the post test. A sample question

follows.

The test takers were required to select alternative a., b, c,
or d which contained a similar sentence pattern to that of the
test item.

a. John is a student.

b. John is sad.

c. John is shutting his book.

d. John is leaving.

Sample questions:

Test item no. 1. Mary is a girl.
Test item no. 10. 1 mailed your letter.

Test item no. 28. This test isn™t very easy for me now. .

Results revealed that scores did not vary between pretest and
post test. Rinne speculated that possible causes for the failure
of the training were the learners’ low motivation during the
training program and the teachers’® lack of familiarity with the

type of grammar Rinne introduced.

However, one might also attribute the program’s failure to
the fact that Rinne’s subjects were poor readers wha, although

they understood individual words, had difficulty understanding the
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context in which these words occurred. Moreover, Rinne’s pattern
sentences were not based on frequency counts. Consequently, the
patterns Rinne selected may not have prepared students for the
kind of syntactic patterns tﬁey typically encountered in their
reading material. For example, the following four sentence
structures, which Pierce (1973) found to occur most frequently in
a sampling of fifty English textbooks, differ considerably from

those of Rinne.

1. Subject Main Verb Optional
adverbial
(The sun has set slowly in
the west.)
2. Subject Main Verb Direct Object
(My dog has fleas all over.)
3. Subject Main Verb Indirect Object/

Direct object

(John gave Mary a watch for
her birthday.)

4., Subject Main ("linking") Complement

Verb
{(a. The weather is (adj.)changeable (in Texas.)
{b. Harry is (N.P.) my dog.)

Although 07 Donnell’s and Rinne’s studies seem to suggest that
the relationship between explicit analysis of sentence structures
and reading comprehension is fairly negligible, Mason and Kendall
(1979) found that intrasentence junctures providing obvious

structural clues aid reading comprehension. In this study, ten to
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twel ve year old native speakers of Canadian English (N=98) were
asked to read a passage composed of standard, parsed, or short
sentences. The example, below, illustrate the three types of

sentences used in Mason and Kendall’s study.

Standard

Dick will be in Grade Five and though he
enjoys math he likes art class best.

Parsed

Dick will be in Grade Five

and though he enjoys math

he likes art class best.

Short Sentence

Dick will be in Grade Five. He enjoys math.
He enjoys art. He likes art class best. (p. 71)
After reading a story in one of the three versions, subjects

were required to write a reading comprehension test. A zample

test question follows.

What is Dick’s best subject?
(a) math (b)) reading (c) art (d) science (Mason and

Kendall, 1979, p.71).

Although subjects had sufficient time to read the story and

answer questions, they were not allowed to reread the story during
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the question section. This provision encouraged explicit analysis
of sentence structures at the time of reading, rather than
encouraging copying of information from passage to

question/responses.

The simplified passages did not affect high performance
readers in Mason and Kendall’s study, probably because these
readers already possessed sufficient syntactic awareness to
recognize syntactic relationships in standard passages. Hawever,
the effect of the simplified passages was significantly pronounced
for the low performance readers in Mason and kKendall®s study.
Thus, one might suggest that this type of reader may benefit from

syntactic awareness instruction.

In addition to the above findings, Mason and Kendall reported
that low performance readers took more time to read short and .
parsed sentences than they took to read standard sentences. The
researchers conjectured that, because of the complicated
structuring of standard sentences, low performance readers may
have given such sentences only a cursory reading, moving on to
sentences that were syntactically easier for them to understand.
In other words, low performance readers may tend to pass aver
standard passages because they possess insufficient syntactic
awareness to carry out an explicit analysis of standard sentences’

complicated structures.
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A study conducted by 0’Shea and Sindler (1983) may provide an
explanation for Mason and Kendall’s findings that high performance
readers evidenced no reading comprehension improvement in either
parsed or short sentence passages. 0?Shea and Sindler
administered a test, similar in design to Mason and Kendall’s
test, to first, second, and third grade native speakers of
English. Subjects’ reading ability was identified in terms of
accuracy and fluency. Canonical correlations revealed that
children who read accurately, but slowly, tended to score higher
in the simplified passage than they did in the standard passage.
This seems logical in view of the possibility that slow readers
will concentrate more closely on syntactic forms with which they
are familiar. In addition, there were no differences between

standard and simplified passage scores for highly fluent and

accurate readers.

The studies outlined above suggest that awareness of
syntactic structures can facilitate reading comprehension. They
also demonstrate that L1 individuals are likely to use explicit
analysis when they encounter problems in understanding and when
they possess sufficient knowledge to be used in monitoring reading
comprehension. According to Baker and Brown (198Q), "learners of
any age are more likely to take active control of their own
cognitive endeavors when they are faced with a task of
intermediate difficulty (since if the task is too easy, they need

not bother; if the task is too hard, they give up)" (p.4). Brown
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suggests that the good reader differs from the poor reader in that
the former

Engages in a variety of qeliberate tactics to ensure
efficiency. Note that such efficiency involves
cognitive economy as well as expenditure of effort. The
efficient reader learns to evaluate strategy selection
not only in terms of final outcome but in terms of the
pay off value of the attempt; information is analyzed
only to the depth necessary to meet current needs. This
ability implicates a subtle monitoring of the task
demands, the reader’s own capacities and limitations,

and the interaction between the two. (p.36).

Although it seems likely that some native speakers will
consciously apply syntactic awareness when they encounter
difficulty in comprehension, the extent to which they use such -
awareness to monitor sentence structures is still unknown.
Further, because the native speaker’s awareness of grammar is, in
most cases, implicit (MacMohale, 1964), .s/he might not be able to

use it effectively at the conscious level.
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Reading, Syntax, and L2 Learners

Like many of their L1 counterparts, a considerable number of
L2 researchers also believe that syntactic analysis may aid
reading comprehension. Wardhaugh (1969), for example, believes
that reading requires L2 learners to be more deliberate than they
are when speaking because "written language is more deliberate,
more complex, more heavily edited, and less redundant than spoken
language, and it offers no opportunity to question the writer in
order to seek clarification of his statements" (p. 137). Although
the same kinds of problems face the L1 reader, the problems are
magnified for the L2 reader who lacks much of the semantic and
cultural information to which the L1 reader has recourse. When
such information is lacking, the L2 reader may resort to syntactic

analysis as a means of disambiguating sentences and/or passages.

Nilagupta (1978) conducted two studies in an effort to
address this issue. In the first study, she tried to determine
which English syntactic forms present problems to ESL learners: in
the second study, she tried to determine if syntactic analysis
ability aids the ESL learners overcome such problems. Four
hundred and twenty-six Thai graduate students, who learned English
as a foreign language, participated in the first study.

Structural awareness scores were obtained from an administration
of the Structural Comprehension Subtest of the English Screening

Test (EST). This subtest consisted of twenty—five sentences with
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various types of syntactic structures. Reading comprehension
scores were obtained from an administration of the Reading
Comprehension Subtest (of the'EST). This subtest consisted of
four passages and thirty multiple choice questions. Pearson
product—moment analysis of the two sets of scores produced a
correlation of .546. Subsequently, item analysis revealed that
passage readability was inhibited by negation, passive voice,
embedding, deletion, and nominalization. Modifier load, pronoun
substitution, and modals also inhibited understanding. Although
Nilagupta identified these factors as major structural barriers to
understanding, one cannot conclude that they necessarily represent
sources of English reading comprehension errors for Thai students.
That is, Nilagupta did not determine the frequency with which

these structures are likely to occur in written English.

In Nilagupta’s second study, five hundred and thirty—-five *
Thai undergraduate students were asked to take the Writing and
Reading Subtests of the English Placement Test. The former
subtest, which was used to assess subjects” ability to complete
partial sentences, contained thirty multiple choice guestions. In
2ach guestion, subjects had to select one answer (from among four
alternatives) to complete a sentence. The Writing and Reading
Subtest scores were correlated, yielding a coefficient of .644.
The high correlations for the two sets of scores in Nilagupta’s
studies suggest that the more proficient readers are at

identifying sentence structures, the greater will be their
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comprehension of a given text.

In an attempt to illuminate further the relationship between
reading comprehension and syntactic awareness, Gass (1983)
compared eight advanced and thirteen intermediate ESL university
students by measures of their respective abilities to detect and
correct grammatical errors. The subjects, who came from different
language backgrounds, were asked to write a story. Once the
stories were written, each subject was asked to detect and correct
his/her own grammatical errors and those of a fellow student.
Writing samples assessed by each student consisted of four
ungrammatical sentences from his/her own composition, four
grammatical sentences from his/her own composition, two
ungrammatical sentences from a fellow student’s compasition, and
two grammatical sentences from the same fellow student’s

composition. The results reported by Gass were as follows: -

1. Advanced learners judged fewer of their own
sentences grammatical than did the intermediate
learners.

2. From the point of view of English, the
intermediate group was better able to accurately
recognize their own grammatical sentences than their
ungrammatical sentences. The ability of the advanced
group was about equal in this area.

-

3. When considering only the group of sentences



judged ungrammatical (L) ( L = judgement of the ESL
learners) and the changes made to those sentences, we
found that those sentences which, from an English
standard, were grammatical remained grammatical after
the change while those sentences which, from an English
standard, were ungrammatical remained ungrammatical

after the change (p. 232).

Gass further indicated that advanced learners were more able
to correct grammatical errors. This was evidenced by the fact
that advanced readers were less inclined to alter grammatical
sentences and more inclined to alter ungrammatical sentences than
were intermediate readers. With reference to Bialystok’s (1978)
theory of implicit and explicit knowledge, Gass conjectured that
the advanced learners were more able to correct errors in written
sentences than were the intermediate learners because the former?*s
explicit knowledge was more developed than the latter’s. The use
of explicit knowledge provides a reader with the ability to access
"analyzed dimensions" of language. In addition, that the advanced
learners judged fewer of their own sentences grammatical than did
the intermediate learners suggests that the former may possess

relatively superior metacognitive strategies.

According to Brown (1980), Babbs and Moe (1983), and Straw
and Bewell (1981), the use of metacognitive strategies relates

directly to reading competence. For example, Brown believes that
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knowing what and when one knows or needs to know is the basic
component of metacomprehension. That is,

Mature problem solvers not only have a reasonable

estimate of accessibility of their known facts, they are

also cognizant of which facts cannot be known and which

can be deduced on the basis of what they already know.

{(P.440)
Thus, Bass’s findings might have been due to the fact that
advanced readers are more equipped to deal with syntactic problems
systematically and strategically than are intermediate readers.
If such is the case, advanced L2 readers should outperform
intermediate L2 learners in a test requiring subjects to identify

syntactic relationships.

Although the number of L2 subjects in BGass’s study was small,
Bialystok (1982) carried ocut a similiar experiment with larger *
groups of learners and obtained similar results. In Bialystok’s
study, forty-six intermediate and forty-two advanced adult ESL
learners were asked to complete a solid discrete point test, an
integrative test, and tests containing mixtures of discrete and
integrative tests.’ The results revealed that the
performance of advanced subjects was significantly better than

that of the intermediate subjects on both types of tests.

Some of the earliest studies of L2 learners® explicit

awareness of grammatical forms were carried ocut by the Russian



theorists, Belvyayev (1243) and Yygotsky (19482). These two
researchers claim that explicit forms of language learning are
fundamental for foreign language learners. According to VYygotsky,
this deliberate process develops relatively early in the L2
child’s learning. Thus,

With a foreign language, the higher forms (deliberate

scientific concepts) develop before spontaneous, fluent

speech.... The child’s strong peints in a foreign
language are his weak points in his native language and
vice versa. In his own language, the child conjugates
and declines correctly, but without realizing it. He
cannol tell the gender, the case, or the tense of the
word he is using. In a foreign language, he
distinguishes between masculine and feminine gender and
is conscious of grammatical forms from the beginning.

(P. 109 -
Belyayev believes adult L2 learners evidence a very similar
pattern:

Thus, it is best to consider the end of the period of

learning a language to be the moment when a person

begins to think in the language. This is preceded on

the evidence of many informants, by the ability to

dispense with translating when listening to, reading and

speaking the foreign language. This ability is in its
turn preceded by the ability to understand a foreign

language by means of lexical and grammatical analysis,



and to construct one’s own speech by this same

consciously discursive means. (FP.23)

The following empirical findings revealed that L2 adult
learners are mare skillful than L1 native speakers in explicit
syntactic analysis. Schmidt and McCeary (1977) investigated the
use of standard English syntactic forms (e.g. "there is” and
"there are") by adult native and non—-native English speakers. The
former group consisted ot twenty college ftreshman who were native
gnglish speakers and twenty—-four graduate studentsz in ESL: the
latter group consisted of twenty Egyptian high school teachers of
EFL (English as a Foreign Language). All subjects took a test
divided into three sectians. In the first section, subjects were
required to use clue words to construct sentences which were
similar in meaning to stimulus sentences. For example, given the
zlue phrase, "about five minutes", subjects were asked to .
construct a sentence which conveyed approximately the same meaning
as the sentence, "There’s enough time left" (P.41&). Thus,
subjects were obliged to write either, "There’s about five minutes
laeft.", or, "There are about five minutes left.” In th= second
section, subjects were required to select, from among all the
sentences generated in section one, sentences theyv would he most
likely to use in conversation. Section three required subjects to
identify the correct syntactic variants (e.g. "there is” or "there
are”") for the sentences generated in section one according to

English grammatical rules —- regardless of whether they would use



the forms themselves.

Results revealed that non-native subjects performed as well
or better than native subjects. These findings are consistent
with those of Bialystok (1981, 1982). However, this difference
may have been due to a kind of native inclimnation to using the
syntactic structures of informal speech. For example, rather than
using "Anybody ought to be able to solve his problems.™,
native English—speaking subjects were inclined to use "Anybody
ought to be able to solve their problems."” Although the
latter construction is unacceptable in formal speech, it is quite
common and gquite acceptable in informal speech. Two other
factors, however, may account for the fact that L2 learners
performed as well or better thanm L1 learners in the syntactic
tasks. First, as suggested by Vygotsky (19463) and Belvyayev
(1962), the conscious awareness of LZ linguistic forms appears td
be a fundamental form of L2 learning. That is, L2 learners use
caonscious learning to acquire LTE competence and proficiency.
Second, formal instruction in L2 encourages learners to be
consciously aware of L2 grammatical systems. According to
Yygotsky, interaction between the language teacher and language
learners will accelerate the learners’ capacity to learn and use

the language analytically.

Krashen (1978A, 1978B, 1982), however, argues against the

proponents of conscious learning. He believes that learners



subconsciously internalize syntactic rules in informal language
environments and consciously "learn" them in formal language
environments. Onlv the formervapproach, Krashen claims, will help
adult L2 learners attain L2 competence and proficiency. Explicit
syntactic analysis, which, according to kKrashen is a part aof the
latter approach, is used to a limited degree in reading and
speaking. Krashen believes that conscious learning is only used
with "easy rules” that are "acquired late” in the L2 process.
Hra;hen’s claims, however, are open to debate. His
gcerception of what constitutes conscious learning is rather
narrow. For him, conscious learning is that which learners can
retain from what is actually taught and said in the classroom. In
other words, Krashen believes that conscious rules are the same as
pedagogical rules, and pedagogical rules represent formal and
informal statements forming parts of classroom explanations. One
might suggest, however, that this argument is not necessarily
true. In fact, many studies have shown that learners do not
directly apply conscious pedagogical rules to analyze syntactic

structures, but, instead, use internalized rules.

For example, Selinger (1978) attempted to determine whether
learners who were successful in performing syntactic tasks could
verbalize standard pedagagical rules. The experiment included the
following three groups of subjects: twenty-nine (English?

monolingual children between the ages of three and ten yearss



@leven (English and other languages) hilingual children between
the ages of four and ten years: and fifteen adult ESL learners
from an English university. The adult subjects had different
degrezes of LZ proficiency and exposure. Each subject was asked to
use indefinite articles plus nouns to name objects in several sets

of pictures.

Subjects who differentiated between "a" and "an" in
pre—naminal positions were asked to explain the distinction in
usage. Results showed that all subjects employed bhoth standard
pedagagical rules and personal anomolous rules to express their
understanding of item usage. However, four out of six subjects
who verbalized the carrect pedagogical rules did not perform the
task successfully. Conversely, all three subjects who verbalized
anomolous rules did perform the task successfully. These results
imply that the use of rules in grammatical analysis is not .
directed by what individuals memorize but, rather, by what

individuals codifv.

The L1 and L2 research studies outlined above suggest that
bocth groups of learners approach syntactic analysis in much the
same way. That is, rather than relying selely aon memorized formal
rules, learners tend to rely, to a great extent, on implicit
knowledge -- personally determined and defined rule systems ~— in
the explicit analysis of sentence structures. According to

Selinger (197%),



It should not surprise us that learners cannot really be
using the pedagogical rules they claim to use even if
they can repeat back a memorized form of that rule....
Claiming that learners store and use pedagogical rules
in a holistic and unchanged way is reminiscent of empty
organism psychelogy which saw learners as having little
or no e*{ect on the material presented to them. Those
who present views of language learning do not see the
acquisition process as the passive receptive of
conscious rules but an active process of reconstructing
an internal model and the entire literature aon ervror
analysis supports these views. Some of the new
information which is represented by the pedagogical
rules is recoded and assimilated into the learners’
already existing cognitive systems in accordance with
how that rule is perceived by them but, some of this .
information is quickly forgotten because the learners’

systems are not vyet ready to absorb it (F.3&4).

Like Selinger, Belvayev (19463) believes that, rather than

t

invelving a simple prceccess of "mechanical assimilation." practical
conscious learning must incorporate a "feeling for the language.®

That iz, learners must be able to use implicit knowledge as a

basis of explicit syntactic analysis.



Footnotes

Solid discrete point tests regquire readers to

make explicit syntactic analysis;i: integrative tests emphasize
comnunicative competence. When performing the latter type of
test, L2 learners do not rely on explicit syntactic analysis to
the same extent as they do when performing the former type of

test.

Sample guestion of a discrete point test: the test-taker is
asked to sel=ct the words in sentence Z that "does the same thing”

as the word "very" in sentence 1.

i. He spoke VERY well of them.

2. Suddenly the music became guite

loud. rashen, 1978, pS

Sample question of an integrative test: The test-taker is
asked to discuss an issue appeared in a newspaper without focusing

orn linguistic forms (Bialystok, 1982, p. 187).



CHAPTER 3

METHOLDOLQGY

The present study evaluated the relationship between
zsyntactic awareness and reading comprehencsion. As used in the
present study, syntactic awareness refers to knowledge of

syntactic rélationships irrespective of formal rule knowledge.

Subjects

One hundred and twenty-—-seven non—native English speakars
(64F, 63M) from YVancouver Community College (V.C.C.), Yancouver,
B.C., vaolunteered to participate in the study. All volunteers
came from V.C.C. s English Language Training Program, admission to
which requires a minimum Gates-MacGinities grads 2qivalence (g.e.)
of 4.0 in reading. Graduation from the program’s reading
component reguires a grade equivalent of 8.0. Thus, the
non—native subjects in this study had a reading ability equivalent
to that of grade four to grade eight native English speakers as
measured by the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test. The mean age of
the subjects was 29.2 years (age range: 19.35 to 60 years). All
subjects were landed immigrants who had resided in Canada an
average of three years. Most subjects had some formal training in

English in their native countries (mean English training time in

native countries = 278.35 hours ! range = 26.0 to 13400.0). During



their residsnce in Canada, subjects had acquired an average cf
643.8 hours of formal ESL instruction. Because the majoritv of
them spoke Chinese as their mother tongue, subjects were divided
into Chinese and non-Chinese groups. The purposs of this division
was to be able to examine certain trends that may have resulted
from L1 interference. The Chinese groups consisted of 3& males
and 37 females; the non—-Chinese groups consisted of 27 males and
27 females. Table 2 presents the language backgrounds of the

nen—Chinese group by sex of the participants

LANGUAGE BACKGROUND OF NCN~-CHINESE

GROUPS RELATIVE TO SEX OF SUBJECTS

M (N = 27) F (N = 27)
Italian (1) Burmese (1)
Folish (3) Hindi (1)
Punjabi (1) Japanese ()
Persian (2) Folish (9
Romanian (1) Funjabi (35
Tagalog (1) Spanish (1)
Tigrigne (1) Tagalog {17
Turkish (1) Vietnamese (7)

Vietnamese (13)



V.C.C.’s advanced clazs was comprised of peaple from three
different learning levels. The first group (N = 37), which
consisted of people fram the previcus semester’s upper
intermediate class, were admitted in the basis of their reading
ability scores as measured by the Bates-MacGinities Reading Test,
level D {(g.=. score = 4.0 or better.). Ths second groug (N = I7)
consisted of’people from the previous semester’ s advanced class
who had failed to achieve the g.=2. score 8.0 (cn level E form 2)
rneccessary for graduation fram the advanced reading program. The
third group consisted of the following two subgroups: people who
had snrolled in Y.C.LC. s advanced program and "dropped ocut”s and
pecola who had gqualified for the program by taking the English
FPlacement Test and entered at the advanced level. 6t the end of
their advanced ESL training in lecembher, 1982, all subjects wrote

the BGates MacBGinitie Reading Test (level E, form 2).

In addition to the ESL subjects, eleven native English
speakers (8 F, 3 M) enrolled in the Frofessional Develapment
Program (PDF), Sicon Fraser University, Burnaby. B.C..
participated in the study {(falil semester, 1783). There were three
re2ascns for including this group of subjects. First, data
obtained from this group were used to evaluate the present
researcher™s testing instrument. Second, the data provided
seldom—documented information on native English speakers’
syntactic awareness of their language. Third., the native English

data provided normative infarmation against which the non—native



Ernglish data could be compared.

Testing Instrument

The Sentence Elements Test {(see Appendix A ), designed by the
present researcher (following 0’Donnell”™ s Structural Test, 1761),
employed English words because it was assumed that structures
employihg nansense words would prove too difficult for non-—native

akers. This concern finds support in O0'Donnell’s statistical

il

sp
analysis which revealed that the majority of test-items in the
Structuwral Test had a high level of difficulty (the majority of
supjects answered the majority of the test-items incorrectly}.
This finding suggests that 0’Donnell s subjects may have erred as
a factor of the "nonsense” words rather than as a factor of weak

structural awareness.2

Two criteria were used in the selection of lexical items

ftar the Sentence Elements Test. First, items had toc he
zemantically simple to ensure that meaning did not interferes with
syntactic processing. Second, items had to be words which were
not cognaties in other languages, to avoid biasing the test rssult
in favor of a particular linguistic group. Third, selected words
had to be high coverage words as opposed to werds that had wmore
specific referents (see p. 41). UWord frequency counts based aon
written text compiled by Carroll and Davis {1971} provided a 1iszst

of potential lexical items for the Senternce Elements Test, final



selection being based mainly on the intuitive judgement of the

present researcher., a non-native English speaker.

In additien to the changes described above, certain
modifications to 0 Donnell Structural Test were made to the
"Direction/Examples” section in an attempt to clarify the test
proceduwes. Whereas 07 Donnell provided only twolexamples in his

test, the present researcher provided three examples.

Simiiar to the Structural Test, the Sentence Elements Tast

b
i
fo)

nalyzsd students’™ kreowledge of the syntactic relatiocnships
bziween individual words, phrases., and clauses. Beside=z using
English words instead of nonsense words, the present researcher

also attempted to simplify the language used by 0'Donnell in the

patterned sentences, as can be seen in the following examples.

iTtem no. 7)) Structuwal Test: Frofescor Walton received an
unabridged dictionary from a former student.
Sentence Elements Tecst: Mr. Jcones recaived a

nice present from a former student.

{(Item no. 26) Structural Test: Scuth Carnlirs vigorously
opposed the payment of duties in the tariff of 133Z2.
Sentence Elements Test: The store ahbhsolutely

refused to accept the return of a bad praduct.



The types of syntactic relationships tested in the Sentence
Elements Test were identical to those used in O0°Donnell’™s
Structural Test. As mentioned in Chapter 2, 0’Donnell tested the
five most frequentlyv occurring syntactic relationships in written
English, specifically: relationships between subject and predicate
(& items);: relationships between verb and complement (10 items);
relationships between coordinate elements (4 items); relationships
between various types of modifiers and elements modified (24
items): and relationships between elements involved in

cross~refersnce (6 items).

Although tense was not of major concern in the Ssntence
Elements Test, the test design included the following six basic
tenses of written English: simple past and present: present and
past continuous; and present and past perfect. Because simple
past is the most common tense in written English, it appeared most

frequently in the test items (114 times).

Evaluation of the test

Validity The validity of the Structural Test designed
by O’Donnell (1961) was evaluated by several language specialists.
The specialists agreed that the test appearad to be a valid means
of measuring English native—-speakers’ recognition of structural

relationships in English. As 0’Donnell (1943) said,



It was not feasible to establish validity of the test by
an objective criterion, but every effort was made to
construct the test so that correct responses would
depend on ability to recognize the relationships

involved. (p.314)

According to Dr. J. Kendall (reading specialist) and Dr. G.
Sampson (ESL specialist) of the Faculty of Education, S.F.U., the
validity of 0’Donnell’s test should verify, by extension, the
Sentence Elements Test, a modification of the former. Dr. Sampson
confirmed that the latter appeared to be an appropriate instrument
for effectively measuring non—native English speakers’ ability to

recognize structural relationships of sentence elements.

The test was pilot tested on three foreign students from
Thailand. Each was tested individually. Prior to writing the -
test, each subject was asked to do his/her best to complete the
test, irrespective of the time involved. Thus, the pilot study
provided an appropriate measure of test completion time, a
prerequisite for testing permission from V.C.C.. This pilot study

also served as a means of detecting any immediate design problems.

After writing the test, each individual was asked to offer
his/her opinion as to the difficulty of the test language, the
difficulty of the test, and the kinds of problems s/he

encountered. Feedback was positive. Each subject reported that
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the language was clear and that there was a balance between easy
and difficult items. All three subjects expressed surpise that

their test results were lower than they had anticipated. Table 3

presents results fram the pilot study.

TABLE 3
RESULT OQF THE SECOND FPILOT STUDY
Subject Sex Age Institution Length of time Testing time

attended living in Canada (in minutes)*
{(in years)

Mo. 1 F 24 SFU S 45

No. 2 M 21 Columbia 1/2 SO
College

No. 3 F 18 St. Thomas 2 SO

High School

# including time spent reading test directions

Reliability: The reliability of the Sentence Elements
Test was assessed in a second pilot study conducted at V.C.C..
Eight males and ten females participated in this study. Table 4
provides an overview of the subjects {(range of age was 17 to 6&2)

by sex and first language.
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TABLE 4
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF THE SUBJECTS

IN THIRD PILOT STUDY

M (N = 8) F (N = 10)
Chinese (39) Chinese (7)
Japanese (1) Persian (1)
Laotian (1) French (1)
Spanish (1) Hindi (1>

Spearman—Brown computations produced a reliability coefficient of
.81, a level generally considered satisfactory for testing
instruments. Further, as a result of correlated item—total
correlation and item analysis, those items showing either no
correlation or negative correlation with the total score were
modified. Because the syntactic structures were already

determined, changes were made mainly at the lexical level. For

example, the demonstrative "that", in the distractor, "The person
who had it was that fat old man.", was changed to the

indefinite article "a" so as to be more consistent with the
patterned sentence in 0’Donnell’s test, "It was a nice

day when we came into town last time" (item no. 2). Lexical
items in pattern sentences were also altered to facilitate

comprehension. For example, the prepositional phrase "in
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California" in the patterned sentence, "Duncan’s place in
California has burned down." (item no. 33), was rewritten as,
“"Duncan’s place on the island has burned down.", so as to
carrespond more closely to the prepositional phrases in the
alternative sentences. Unnecessary phrases were alsoc deleted to
make sentences more concise. For example, "After Alfred helped

her" was deleted from the sentence, "After Alfred helped her, she

became a famous singer..", in the final SET (item no.
36). Further, distractors were improved by changing the order of

some words without altering the syntactic structure. For example,
in option 33, the distractor, "She went with her sister

to buy fish.", was rewritten as, "She went t

buy fish with her sister." This change makes the surface form

of the distractor more consistent with the patterned sentence.

Gates—MacGinitie Reading Test .

Results from the VY.C.C. administered GM Reading Test
(Canadian Edition, 1980) provided reading scores for subjects in
the present study. The GM Reading Test is a commercially prepared
standardized test that is widely used in measuring the reading
ability of native English speakers. Over the years, it has been
used at V.C.C. to test reading proficiency of ESL students.
According to Sinclair (1982), it provides an accurate assessment

of the reading ability of ESL students as well as native speakers.
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The Canadian Edition of the test was derived from earlier US
editions after extensive research in Canada. The test includes
the following levels: grade 1.0 - 1.9 (Basic R); grade 1.5 - 1.9
(level A); grade 2 (level B); grade 3 (level C); grade 4 - &
(level D)i grade 7 — 9 (level E); and grade 10 - 12 (level F).
Two test forms are availahle for each level. As mentioned
previously, Levels D and E were administered to subjects in the
present study. As with other levels of the test, Level D and E
provide scores for vocabuary and reading comprehension, in
addition to a total score. Both levels are comprised of 45
multiple choice vocabuary items and 42 multiple choice
‘comprehension items (based on 16 paragraphs in Level D and 14

paragraphs in Level E).

In the vocabuary section, each target word is accompanied by
five alternatives. The test-taker must select the alternative *
which most closely approximates the target word in meaning.
According to MacGinitie (1980), the vocabuary time limit of twenty

minutes is sufficient for most students.

In the reading comprehension section, passages ranging in
length from 30 - 140 words (level D) and 350 - 200 wards (level £)
are followed by content questions. Several major subjects are
covered: narrative-descriptive, social sciences, natural sciences,
and the arts. Level D differs from level E in that the former has

more narrative—descriptive content and noticeably less arts
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content than does the latter. According to the test manual
(MacGinitie, 1980), the gquestions in both levels are divided into
literal (35 % of total) and inferential (43 % of total) types.

This subtest requires student to use "the semantic implication of
syntax" and "the logical relationship of ideas" (p. vi). Students
are allowed thirty—-five minutes to read the passages and answer
the duestions. Again, this time limit is sufficient for maost

students.

The reliability coefficients of the GM Reading Test were
computed using Kuder—-Richardson Formula 20. The K-R coefficients
ranged from 0.85 to 0.90 for Vocabuary and from 0.8546 to 0.89 for
reading comprehension (MacGinitie, 1978, p.54). Thus, the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Test appears to be a valid and reliable

instrument to assess learners’ reading ability.

Procedure

During the first week of October, 1983, consent forms (see
Appendix B) were handed out to 140 non—native speakers in V.C.C..
Of the 140 handed ocut, 127 were returned, for an overall return

rate of 90.7 %“.

Testing took place during the second week of October, 1983,
under the supervision of the researcher. Prior to testing, each

subject completed a demographic questionnaire (see Appendix C).
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All non-native English speakers completed the questionnair and the
test within one hour. Native English speakers, who wrote the
slightly different first draft Sentence Elements Test, completed
the test within forty minutes. In scoring the SET, the researcher

awarded one point for each correct answer.

As mentioned previously, reading comprehension scores were
obtained from V.C.C. (GM Reading Test results) for each subject.
Correlations between reading comprehension, syntactic awareness,
and demographic data were computed using the Pearson

praduct-moment formula.

Syntactic analysis ability of native and non—native

speakers of English

The syntactic analysis ability of the native and non—native:
speakers of English were compared. This comparison assumes an
equality of cognitive ability between the two groups of learners,
and, consequently, that any differences between the two groups as
measured by the SET will be due to syntactic awareness rather than
cognitive ability. A comparison between the two groups® mean
scores had to be statistically tested because the number of

subjects in each group was different.

Twelve SET items were deleted from the comparison because the

native and non—native subjects wrote slightly different forms of
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the test. The twelve deleted items included items number 2, 3,
7, 8, 10, 13, 146, 18, 33, 34, 346, and 39 (see Appendix A).
Deletion decisions were based mainly on the extent of semantic
differences between the preliminary SET form written by native
speakers and the final SET form written by non—-native speakers in

the experimental group.

For example, in guestion two option three, the lexical items
on the final SET form differed considerably from the lexical
items on the preliminary SET form. The researcher changed, "The
T.V. station that reported it was C.B.C. in
Vancouver.", in the initial form, to, "the place that scld
it was a_small store on Robson Street.”, in the final
form. For similar reasons, item 3 was deleted because the
sentence ,"An elephant has big eyes but small eyes."”,
was changed to, "He had a big house and a car." The .
researcher also deleted test items containing different numbers of
lexical items regardless of similarity in meaning. For example,

in item 3Z46, "After Alfred helped her, she became a famous

singer.", contained more elements than, "She became a
famous ginger." Changes in the position of words was also
taken into consideration. For example, "went" and "to find" were

separated in, "She went with her daughter to find the
monkey.", whereas "went" and "to buy" in the final form were
connected in the sentence, "She went to buy fish with

her sister." (item 33). However, the differences between,
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"When he came in, evervbody was watching T.Y.", and,

"#*Everybody was watching T.V. when he came in." (an

asterisk in front of the sentence indicated the switching of
phrases”™ position, item no. 17), was not considered crucial. All
lexical items were identical and an asterisk indicated the same

word order.

Footnote

As a minor test of the hypothesis, the author
asked three non—-native English speakers enrolled in undergraduate
courses at SFU to take the Structural Test. Each of these
subjects complained that the test was confusing and frustrating.
Thus, it would appear that structures using nonsense words as a
means of evaluating syntactic knowledge may prove overly difficult

for native as well as non—-native speakers. .
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CHAFTER 4

RESULTS

The Sentence Elements Test (5ET) scores of svntactic analysis

T

wera correlated with the Gates-MacBinitie (6M) Rszading Teszt scores
by means of the Fearson product-mcoment foraula. The latter test

included cowmpr=hansion, vocabuary, and total test scor

1]

S.
Sczording te Baorg and Gall (197%), the product-moment correlation
is the "most stable technique” for analvsing twe sets of
continuous scores because it is "subject to the smallest standard
eryrocr " (438-493).

As stated previously, GM Test scores obtainmed from V.C.C.
represented scores from different levels and forms which were

administered at different times of the vear (see Table S).

CATEBCRIES OF ESL SUEJECTS AS DEFINMED

BY OGM TEST FORM TAKEN AND DZATE TAKEN

Subjects N GM test level and fora: Data Taksn
Subgroup 1 (5G1) 39 D—-2 June, 1783
Subgroup 2 (552) 37 E-1 (L) June, 178=
Subgroup 3 (5G63) 31 not tested -

Total Group (TG) 127 E-2 (2} Dec., 198



T

The mean GM and SET scaores for each catzgory of subjects appear in

Tabhle 6.
TARLE &
MEASNS AND STANMDARD DEVIATIONS CF SM AND SET
SCORES FOR SURJECTS IN EACH CATEGORY
Subjects GM GM GM SET
Vocab. Comp. Total
{Max=42) (Max=43) (Max1=83) (Max=30)
351 X 20.39 25,17 435.37 . 6015
N=39 s.d. S.44 5.329 3.30 .13
Range 10-34 5-35 17465 20-4%5
=62 X 13.34 21.70 Z5.54 34,37 .
M=Z7 s.d. 3.30 4.16 .69 5.5%
Range 9-22 18~-3Z0 27-47 17-S90
SG63 X - - - 35.52
N=31 s.d. - - - 7.34
Range - - - 2i-48
TG X 18.10 25.346 47.3646 TT. 44
N=127 s.d. &6.02 .69 10.0G7 46£.31

Range &6-32 14-28 2367 17-30

L
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Table 7 presents correlation coefficients between SET and GM

scores. Correlations were quite low: only those between SET and

TABLE 7

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR SET AND GM SCORES

GM GM GM
Vocabul ary Comprehension Total
SG1 SET .12 .10 .14
SG62 SET -.16 .11 -.02
TG SET .05 . 29% .19%

GM Comprehension and SET and Total GM for the total Group®s
December scores proved significant. Thus, hypothesis one is not
supporteds success in syntactic analysis does not appear to be

related to reading comprehension for ESL learners.

SET Scores and Demographic Variables

As previously mentioned , the researcher collected



demographic information for each subject. The demographic

variables are defined in the following manner:

Lang: subjects’® native language ,Chinese = 1,

non—-Chipnese = 2.

T Hour: hours of English language instruction in native

country.

Canadal length of residence in Canada.

T Hour C: hours of English language instruction in

Canada.

Correlation coefficients between SET scores and the
demographic variables revealed moderate and, in most instances,

rnon—-significant relationships {(Table 8).




CORRELATION CCEFFICIENTS FOR ST SCOREE &ND DEMOCGRAFHIC WARIARLES

FOR NOM-MATIVE SURJECTS

Age Se:x Lang T Hour Canada T Hour C
3G1
SET .2 ~-.16 B -, G4 — DL -.13
=62
SET .06 -. 07 —-. 34 22 —~.I7* -. 23
363
SET 21 -.09 .11 -.17 -.22 10
.
G
SET 20 -, 10 .04 01 —.27% —. 15

The majority of the relatiocnships betwesn ths SZT scores ang
demographic variables were not significant. Only the relationship
between length of residence in Canada (Canada) and SET scores was

significant for two of the three subgroups and the Total Group.
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This finding suggests that the longer the subject resided in
Canada, the less proficient s/he becomes in syntactic analysis.
Because of the large number of nonsignificant relationship between
the SET and demographic variables, hypothesis two was not

supported.

GM _Scores and Demographic Variables

As can be seen in Table 9, correlations between GM scores
and demographic variables were moderate, and, again, the majority

were not sigificant.
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TABLE 9

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR GM SCORES AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIAEBLES

Age Sex Lang T Hour Canada T Hour C
SG1
Yocabulary .21 —-.02 .24% . 29% -.16 -.21
Comprehension .13 -.02 .07 -.05 -.07 —. 135
Total - 24% LO03% 20 .15 -.15 —.23%
S62
Vacabulary <35 ~-.26 .09 -.18 .11 —-. 06
Comprehension .03 07 .19 - 36% .07 -.11
Total .23 -.10 .20 .16 12 -.11 *
TG
Vocabulary .11 03 .40% -.12 -. 15 —.42%
Comprehension -.13 -.00 .40% .12 -.16% -.34%
Total .01 -. 0% .43% .13 .18% —. 45
* p < .05

The positive correlations between GM scores and first

language (Lang) suggest that non—-Chinese were the more proficient
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readers. Conversely, the negative relationship between GM scores
and formal instruction time in Canada (T Hour C) suggests that the
longer subjects received formal training in Canada, the lower they
scored in the reading comprehension test. Overall, results were

not sufficiently strong to support the third hypothesis.

Syntactic Analysis Ability: Native and Non—Native Speakers

Compared

The comparison of native to non—native English speakers, relative
to syntactic analysis ability, assumes an egquality of cognitive
ability between the two groups. Thus, any differences between the
twa groups on SET scores will be attributed to syntactic awareness
differences. Thirty-eight SET items were used in the comparison,
twelve items having been deleted because of certain semantic
differences between the preliminary SET form used in testing the
native speakers and the final SET form used in testing the
non—native speakers. Table 10 presents mean SET scores for native

and non—native subjects.



TABLE 10
MEAN SET SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE

ENGLISH-SPEAKERS

Subjects N X s.d. SE
Non—-native English speakers 145 26.73 S5.32 0.44
Ernglish native speakers 11 28.18 2.84 .86

A comparison of the mean scores revealed that the difference
in SET scores was not significant, t(146) = -1.50, p > .05. (This
t-test is based on a separate variance analysis from SPSS-X

(1983)).

In order to determine if one group of subjects (native cr
nocn—native) performed better on any aspect of the SET, the
researcher compared native and non—-native scores in each of the
five syntactic categories (as described in Chapter 2, p. 14} by
percentage of correct answers. Neither group, however, evidenced
syntactic superiaority in any of the categories, as can be seen in

Table 11.



TABLE 11
FPERCENTAGE OF CORRECT ANSWERS OF
THE FIVE SYNTACTIC CATEGORIES

BY NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE ENGLISH-SPEAKERS

1. The relationship between subjects and predicate
Item no. Native speakers Nen—-native speakers

(N=11) n=127)

1 100 26. 1

3 90.9 78.7

4 0.9 ?1.3

11 &63.6 61.6

12 72.7 3z.3

46 70.0 8Z.3

2. The relationship between verb and complement

I 63.6 83.5

14 0.9 F1.3

26 0.9 72.2

28 85.0 85.0

38 0.9 85.7

45 81.8 59.7

49 S54.5 43. 4
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Item no. Native speakers
17 63.6
22 72.7
42 b3.4
a7 i8.2

3. The relation between coordinate

element

Non—native speakers

4., The relationship between various types of modifiers and

elements modified

100

100

81.8

100

81.1

100

F0.9

63.6

?.1

81.8

100

S54.5

?1.3

?1.3

84.9

--r
ed .

44,1

82.7

3.7

77.Q

88.1

81.1



4. The relationship between various types of modifiers and

elements modified

Item no. Native speakers
4= 45.5
44 0.9
48 100
50 81.8

(continued)

Non—native speakers

71.8

?7.6

74.6

5. The rezlationship between elements involved in cross-reference

72.7

-

~
X
~

81.8

100

&4.6

=T
wide

49.46

22.83



CHAPTER S

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, each of the four hypotheses will be
discused. Limitations of the study, implications for further

research and for education will then be described.

In their text on research methodology, Borg and Gall (1978)
make the following statement:

Correlations ranging from .20 to .35 show a very slight

relationship between the variables, although this

relationship may be statistically significant. A

correlation of .20 indicates that only 4 percent of the

variance in the two measures that have been correslated

is common in both....correlations at this level,

however, are of no value in prediction. (p. 513

Their caution should be kept in mind throughout this chapter.

SET - GM scores

Only two significant correlations betwesen SET and GM scores
were found (SET - GM Comprehesion subtest, .29; SET - GM Total,

-19). However, each of these is quite low. In general, rasults

&4



of this study suggest that syntactic awareness may not be
importantly implicated in reading comprehensicn ability. Two

possible explanations for this finding are discussed hbelow.

First, the role of syntactic analvsis in reading
comprehensicn may not be a majaor one. As Goodman (1981) and Rover
and Cunningham (1978) point out, reading involves an interaction

between "the reader’s world knowledge and incaming linguistic

). Iin:

P

messages (Royer and Cunningham , p. ofar as linguistic

1Y

messages are composed of semantic, syntactic, morphological, and
phunclogical cuess, the degree to which syntaciic awareness
contributes to reading comprahensicn may be relatively
insignificant when compared to the contributions of these other

cues.

X

Second, E5L learners in the present study may not have relfed
on syntactic analysis ability while completing the SET. The
justification for this relates to the fact that the SET,
particularly in term of vccabulary, was very easy as evidenced by

the following:

1. There was no significant difference in SET scores betwsen
native and non-native speakers, t{16) = —-1.3¢, g .05,

2. There was no difference in the time required by native
and non—-native speakers to complete the test.

-

3. The correlation bstween SET scores and GM vocabulary



sceres was not significant {(sze Table 7).
4. When designing the test, the resesarcher attemptsd to

select common words as lexical items.

Yorio (1271) reported that ESL learners believed vocabulary

posed the most difficult problem and syntax posad the least

difficult problem in their own reading. Thus, in most cases, EZSL
learners may focus on vocabulary tc facilitate reading

coomprenension.  But when a passage is composed of difficult

vocabulary, ESL learners may shift their focus to syntactic
analysis as a mean of resclving thels reading difficuliiles.
Bezaus=2 EET vocabulary was relatively easy, ESL susjects may not

have used explicit syntactic analysis to determine the
relationship between sentence elements.

Further, the syntactic relaticnships tested in the SET were
thosa which occur most frequently in writtem English, ard thus EBL

learpners shoulgd have b

]

en guite familiar with them. FPsrhaps EBL

learners use explicit syntactic analysis only when the matarial is

£

very difficult for tham, or, s~ and Brown (1982) have arcusd

e

= Ba

']

for native speakers, perhaps ESL lsgarners use explicit zyntacticz
analysis as a metacognitive strategy when they asre aware of thaoir

comprehension difficulties. This i
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future research.

That there was no correlation between SET score

n
i
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GM scores positively correlated with first larnguage {Lang!

suggesting that non-Chineses were the more proficient readers. The

moderately high correlations in the
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otal group may be atiributed

he fact that 44 of the 34 non-Chinese subjscts zpecke language

Onz of the most cbvicus difficulties in uszirg spe
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2% in reading appear when the students native
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language is not alphabetically represented (in the

tenti:. (p. 3573

These high corr=zlations may alsc bz due to the fact that
Yancouvzr, B.C. contains the sscond largezt Chinsse-—-speaking
community in North Amsrica. Conseguently, thers may bz lsss
prezsure on Chinese spesakesrs than thers iz on non-Chinsse speakers
Lo integrate intc the English-speaking community.

he inverse relationship between EM  =cores and the amount of
formal instruction subjects received in Canada (T hour £) suggesits
that the type of reading instruction at V.C.C. may not be rzlated
ta the type of reading reguired by the Gates-MacBinitie Reading

Test.
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Limitatigns

Al though the present study was designed to examine the
relationship between svntactic analysis ability and reading
comprehension ability, data are not awvailable to show whether
subjects actually consciocusly applied syntactic analysis wnile
they were reading. However, in this study, the more fluent
native-English speakers performed nc better than the less fluent
ESL subjects on the Sentence Elements Test. Thus, differences in
r@ading ability must be attributed to factors other than syntactic

awareness as measured here.

Also, of course, because the present study included subjects
from only one educational setting, the results may not be
generalizable to ESL subjects in different environments. However,
subjects in this study do not appear to be an unusual group of éSL
learners, and thus educators in other settings may wish to

consider the results.

Implication for Further Research

The present study revealed a potentially rewarding area for
further research in the reading process as it relates to L2
learners. The fact that Chinese subjects scored lower than
non—Chinese subjects on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test suggests

that a comparison based on larger numbers of subjects from these
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two groups may reveal areas in which English reading instruction
may be improved for ESL students from Chinese backgrounds.

Similar studies involving ESL learners whose native languages are

based on ncnalphabetic (e.g. Chinese) systems may prove fruitful.

Another area that may prove fruitful for future research is
the relation between the conscious application of syntactic
analysis in reading and ESL learners®™ cognitive styles. Cawley,
Miller, and Miligan (1974) have studied learners with "polar
analytic", "polar rationale,"” and "mixed" cognitive styles.
According to these researcheres,

The analytic learner is field-independent.

Field-independence is the ability to select relevant

stimuli that are embedded in a larger context and to

resist the interfering effects of context and to resist
the interfering effects of contextual stimuli. This

style is associated with a longer attention span,

greater reflectivity and deeper concentration. The

analytic learner tends to be more sedentary, prefers

formal learning situations....the (polar) rational

learner has been found to be more hyperkinetic, to

prefer informal learning situations,...,to be less

oriented to achievement and competition, to prefer

simplicity and social integration. (pp. 103-104)

It appears possible that polar analytic ESL learners may tend
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to rely more on explicit analysis (e.g. syntactic analysis) to
resolve problems in reading comprehension whereas polar rational

ESL learners may rely less on metacognitive strategies.

Implication for Education

Teachers and curriculum planners in ESL have suggested that
ESL learners may increase their reading efficiency through the
improvement of their reading speed, vocabulary, or ability to
analyze sentence and paragraph structure. Much has been written
offering practical suggestions as to how such improvements might

be accomplished.

A focus on syntactic structures of written text is one aspect
that has been considered. The present study was carried out to
investigate the relationship between the use of explicit syntacgic
awareness and reading comprehension ability. The low correlation
between the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test and the Sentence
Elements Test scores suggest that syntactic analysis is not
importantly implicated in reading comprehension ability. The
similar SET scores obtained by native and non—native English
speakers also suggest that reading ability may be attributed to
factors other than syntactic analysis. However, there was scme
indication that ESL learners may not have used explicit syntactic
analysis when completing the SET, as previously discussed. Thus,

the results were too inconclusive to make recommendations



regarding the teaching of syntactic analysis to ESL learners.
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Appendi: A

The Sentence Elements Test

Introduction: This is a test of your ability to recognize

the various ways words in a sentence are realated to one another.
In the sentence, "My best friend sent me a letter," best is
related to friend in a spscial way. Also, sent ie

related to me in a special ways it is related to

latter in a different ways and it is related to friend

in still another way.

Directions: In each of the following groups of sentences,

you are to select the alternative {1, or 2, or 3) in which word
& is related to word b most nearly as word a in the

pattern sentence is related to waord b in the

pattern sentence

Example:

Ex 1. (Pattern sentence) He fought in the war.
1. Three men gat in the same car.
2. ©She is the richest waomen in town.

3. All the students were reading their boaok.

Alternative (1) should be selected as the correct response because
men is related to sat in sentence (1) in the way that
He is related to fpought in the pattern sentence.

in some of the alternatives a group of words is underlined.
In these items you are to select the alternative in which the
aroup of words is related to the other underlined waord

or group of words in the way indicated in the pattern
sentence.

Ex. 2. {(Pattern Sentence) My uncle is building a new
house.

1. His voungest son is a very clever boy.

2. Bill turned on the radio when we ate dinner.

3. She is writing a long letter.

Alternative (3) should be selected as the correct response because



is writing is related to a_long letter in the same way
that is building is related to new house in the
patern sentance.

Ex. 3. (Pattern Sentence) When he comes, 1 will do my
homewor k.

*1. He went to the supermaket when it rained.

2. She will go to the movie with her friends.

-

3. He_can play tennis as well as baskethall.

Alternative (1) should be selected as the corrct answer because of
the same reason as in the previous examples. Also, it should be
noted that there is an an asterisk (%) indicates that the
underlined phrases are not in alphabeical order (b, a rather than
a, br. Be sure to be careful when you see this asterisk.

Do not begin until the starting signal is given by the examiner.
Do not mark the test booklet. Indicate all answers on the answer
sheet. If you finish before time is called, wait quietly.
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ident.
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1. Everybocdy was happy

children had gone.

2. The teachsr who had
missed the plane on
wit

. The young woman

4 1

picking the flowers

It was a nice day when

time.

i. When we went thesre,

evening.

Z. The persan who had i

3. The place that =aid

Robecn Street.

t was a fat

rented our bcat had an

after the tiger that killed the

been traveling around

kiednesday.

h the old cloih=s=z, who

» will soon be a doctor

we came into town last

it was an expensive

cld

mAan.

the world
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The first public zschocl was built in Thailand

in 1880.

1. The policeman carrying a gun had stopped

the robber.

2. After coming back from cleaning the church, Mary

was called by her friend.

T A fat man came in while her mother was

cleaning the floor.

Paragraphs seldom run to more than two or

three hundred words.

i. Most people parked their cars on this

steet.

2. The waitress at the restaurant was hitting

the manager with a broom.

3. The lazy farmer slept quietly while his

wife worked in the +fi=2ld.

a7



Mrs. Wong made the hungry boy a bowl of soup,

and

i-d

The

then =she put him to work.

The girl who sent her father mconey

complained angrily that a mailman had taken it.

The weather beging fine, we went cut for a

walka.

He had a big house and a car.

one who laughs last often laughs besst.

The big ship that is coming in slowlv

carries thousands of people.

Tha police will soon know who vou are.

Thoze gangsters attack whoever speaks badly

of them.
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In my opinion, he is either extremely stupid or

conpletely mad.

Most of the cars are either red, black, or

pR— Y

white.

If I touch her or heold her bgautiful hand,

her father will be very angry.

Th2 house either stavs home o visits her

relatives.

Flowers bright and colourful were seen

growing in the forest.

*2

Cown the street came the taxi driver

singing a song.

The handsome prince made a long spesch.

The hunter guickly went to the trap when

he heard the noise.
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Mr. Jones received a nice present from a

former student.

1. Even one of the richsst students in this class

tscok the bus to school.

2. The lady in the white house made the best

cake.

. His girlfriend was one cof the most famous

actresses in Ametrica.

Our boys have had better training than theirs

have.

. Some of the girls have short hair and some

have long hair.

<. You have been watching T.¥. longer than Mary

nas.

S If our friends have brought the scccer ball, we

would have teo plav.



i1,

That she was even there has not besen proved to my

satisfactiaon.

In

of

Intz the theatre came Bob with popcorn in

Nis

hand.

Thz dog that bit the woman ate all our

meat.

Some of vou here must have. studied Sccgial

Studies.

1861, the King appginted Dr. James governor

Bellingham.

In the store we bought many shirts.

After the factory had been built. the road

necame busy.

Tha dog ir the cage jumped very high.

21
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They are the pecple I referred to in my class.

It is well known that coffes grews 10

Brazil.

The animal he stole from ths Zoc was a

rabbit.

The reporter reported to us what the problem

wa

1}

toud noises scared them in the middle of the

night.

Thz soldires were going to shoct when their

ieader gave the =signal.

A rather tall man caught thes fish in the

late.

The colourful bird in the small shop sang

beautifully.

0
(8]



16.

She called it hot tea, but my cup was very

cold.

[

- The man sat under the tree., having gone to

the river.

2. The information posted on the wall was

intaresting.

Z. A gold watch was the only thing hs had.

Tom™s father is the man who was wrongly

arrested.

1. The lady whgse house was rcbbed was a

baltery manager.

2. The man asked his secretary whso he woukd hirs

to deliver his messages.

Z. Crie of the robbhers told his friend who to

watch for.



18.

Lee went to sleep while her tsacher was talking

about the importarnce of getting up early.

1. The clumsy lady searched for her ring but

could not find it.

)

T

. cvervbody was watching 7T.Y. when ns

it
r
fl
|
m

1.

rr
or
it
+
b
a
i
gt

Z. Evaervbody in the stadiam lzft aftsi-

Jame.

Sometimes, the opinion of the majority i his

Spilnion.

i. The leader of that group bacame th= leader of

this companvy.

Z. Uzually, the cne whe is tallest

L

S Some of the children were eating dinner

and watching T.Y..
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=~
ald .

*

The nolses guddenly stoppaed and thsre was an

unusual guietness.

*1.

*2

M~. Jones drove hes big car proudlv.

As the funny parade passed by, the audisnce

iaughed loudlv.

sudy cleanad the house well, but har

The water is pure because it comes from a clean

river.

e

Mr. Ti111 explainsd why the schcol was no

My mother was asleep when the train went into

the tunnel.




In the middle of the table sat a wooden bowl which Sam

had carved with hi=s hands.

1. Having tallted to the Gueen gof England,

Jane was very excitad.

2. At the end of the dirty hall lies a dead

3

Nan .

he driver dirove slowly tgo the airgort.

George saw me, but he pretened not to recognize

mne.

1. fl11 the flowers but ons rose had been

2. Eobart has noi come, o has hs phoned.

. When Mary comes in, a maid will take hsr coat

for her.
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Last summer my father tcok me on & camping
trip.
1. Her uncle nad come to the office earliy
this morning.
2. Marie will cook dinner after bathing her
oaby.
S When I went to Hawali, my family saw me off
the airport.
The car swerved suddenly and headed toward the

tr=ze.

Andrew tried to call very goften, but the

phone never worked.

The old lady sliced the turkey with a long

knife.

Usually the bus arrived to this station

earlier.

fu
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23. The works of Milton cannot be understood unless

mind of the reader cooperates with that of the

writer.

As a tree gets older, it sometime= becomes

more beautiful.

While talking about the accident, The young

closed his evyes.

Suzan whigpered that the vyoung man was a

doctor.

26. The store absolutely refused to accept the

return of a bad product.

1.

As time has _gone by, her brother has

become stronger.

If Jim is hitting the girl, why isn’t she

crying?

He usually smokes cigarttes when nobody is

home.

the

man
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27. My brother John is an English teacher.

1. His good-looking sister is a dentist.
Z. My mother, a nurse, has been working in

the hospital.

3. The man standing in front of the class is

my husband.

~

28. That bad old man sent me only five dollars in

return.

1. The noisy child broke a piece of dishware.

2. When he was a teacher, students liked him.

3. Jojobe is a plant that gives us oil.



Debbie plays tennis as well as Dodson does, if

not better.

1. I cooked dinner but did not make enough.

2. John Cooks better than they do.

5. Bob says Jessica can sing that song as well as

professional singer doess.

If yvou return the money, we will not tell the

police.

i. Mary had promised to cocok for her friends,

but she was too busy.

2. Before the waitress starts to serve the food,

tables should be nicely arranged.

3. Jetff told the story well; he used to be a

story teller.
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4

b

101

I find it easy to live without a _car because 1

like to walk.

*1.

While be was drinking his beer, he was

painting.

Why did the doctor give his money to the pretty

nurse?

Same of these bovs are lonely and upset, but

others _are simply foolish.

The brain controls the thinking process called

cognition.

The people suddenly left that shopping

center.

The lady from the kitchen hrought us

another drink.

That prettvy girl was crying in the

washroom.
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33. Duncan’s place on_the island has burned down.

i. He walked quickly down the hall.

2. All the furniture in the living room was

bought when her father come to visit.

S She went to buy fish with her sister.

I4. The town itself is located on the top of a

very high mountain.

1. The boy sat so quietly in_the room that

nobedy could find him.

2. Halfway up the mountain Marco stopped, falling

slowly on his knees.

*3Z. Those books in the box were given to us by

the teachers.
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new student is a nice and clever person.

Sooner or later Dick will change his mind.

Seeing her father and her mother, Alice

ran to the gate.

Into the room came a large women, smiling

as she came.

head officer called my uncle a hero.

The goverment considered drugs a major

problem. -

Our French teacher made us some French

bread.

She become a famous singer.
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37. There was blood on his shirt after the fight.

1. The standing there was the one with the

highest grade.

2. When he had finished his dinner, there was a

Chinese sance.

#1. The man with a knife was there when she

came in.

38. Her father looked closely to her while she

told him her opinion.

#1. Life in Hong kong was difficult.

2. The man hit his poor dog with a belt

3. When the captain jumped into the water,

his enemy shot him.



39.

40.

His car is the one that was used for car

racing.

*#1. That the man lost his wallet was

unfortunate.

2. It is not certain that the doctor can help

him.
3. LThe same dress that Mary had was sold at
the Mall.

If those girl don"t start studying, they are

going to fail.

1. Dan_and Carol stayed together when they

were in New York.

2. The small boy sitting by the windew is the

one that threw the rock.

3. Cats hate dogs and often attack them.

10
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42-

The group made Jaohn lgader, but he refused to

serve.

1. The pilot flving the big plane laughed.

2. After eating his dinner, he became upset and

ill.

2. The manager of the company sent another

company’s manager a present.

Henry’s grandfather started the business with nothing

a shop and some tools.

1. Joe, Jeff, and James were talking at the

dining table.

2. A stupid fly flew into the fire and died.

3. That graceful lady and her rich husband

spoke German.

106

but



a4,

The rest of the week passed very pleasantly.

1. Qur father went to invite Morris to the

party.

2. Out of the forest there came the hunter with his

two dogs.

3« He lay in the room for twc hours and then

died.

A stranger came to the desk and asked the number

of vour room.

1. Tuff slept guietly on the sofa.

2. The two dollars in his pocket was his only

money.

3. He pointed his gun at her and left.
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46.

The professor recommended an excellent book in

teaching English.

]

The birds flew awav to find a new place.

The best student in the art class sent his

picture to the exhibition.

The teacher came into the class, assigned

homework. and left.

Living there is an experience I will alwavs

remember.

Turn vour car to the right, watching

carefully as vou turn.

fAtter the cat had gone, the man who gave it

food became lonely.

The man who likes to wear read sweaters comes

here sometimes.
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48.

Take time to think about vour story, and pay

attention to vour writing.

Some people are taught to be clever: some

became clever by themselves.

Your house has no heater and no

fireplace.

He said he would be at the shopping center,

but not in the department store.

peaple in the new office smiled and 1laughed

cheerfully.

The boy ran to the big store that socld

candies.

We talk loudlv in our house.

When he wanted lunch, he walked to the

restaurant in the shopping center.
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30.

We must educate the young today, for tomorrow they may

be cour leaders.

Mrs.

A flea marke is a place for buying things at

a very low price.

When Mary becomes older, mavbe she will learn

the truth.

He may be staving home by himself.

Carson’s brother, a doctor, was there

when it rained.

Nerway, Sweden, and Finland are

Scandinavian countries.

The parrot, a colourful, can talk to

people.

When a teacher, a young person with no

110

experinence, had taught a class, he made many mistakes

and failed.



Appendgis B

Dear student:

My name is Ratana Hemniti and I am a graduate student from
Thailand, studying at 5.F.U.. I am doing a master s thesis
focusing on the relationship beween the reading comprshersion and

svntactic awareness of E.S.L. advanced learnes.

In conducting this particular investigation, two tyoss of

] P e e e e b g om - S ]
L. advanced stUdsSnis wWiil

6]

infurmation ar= necessary. First, E.
e given a test which evaluates tnelr syntactlc awaraness. Tine

h

test will take approximately an hour and will b2 given in vour

m

.L.T. advanced class on , 1983. Second, M-. Victor

[mg

Zinclair will provide me with your score con the Gates-MacGinitie

.

feading Test, a test you took at Y.C.C. 1n June.

If you are willing to participate in witing the t=2=t and
11

will allow me to have your Gates-MacBGinitis score, wcoculd you

please sign youwr name below. I would like to assure you that ths

Y
]

zst rz==sults will remain anonymcus and will -

academic record in Y.C.C. in any wavy.

Thank you very much for your help. If you have any

qusstions, please call me at 291-343465 during the dav or 298-314

)

in the evening.
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Appendix C

Demographic Guesticnnaire

Student Ng.--—m—=————- .

Agel—————— Years. ————— monthas.

Sex 1.M 2.F (circle).

witat country ars you from?--————————- -

wiiat language do ycu speak at home?——————————- -

Aow long had you studied English inm your country before coming
How long have you be2en in Canada?-——————-— years. ————=—-= monthss.
How long have you been studying English in

Canada™—————- yEars, —————- monthes.

to

s

Pk
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