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Research Note

Julian Lutzak
University of Western Ontario

Grammatical Ability and its Relationship With
Grammatically Appropriate Oral Reading Errors

Oral reading error analysis has been extensively researched and used by clinicians for a
century. Oral reading errors have been classified and systematized by reading experts to
investigate the nature of the reading process and to remediate reading difficulties. The
relationship between various types of grammatical ability and reading comprehension has been
examined for several decades. A relationship has been established by many researchers between
grammatical ability and reading comprehension. Furthermore, Goodman (1967) and other
investigators have found that reading comprehension is impeded by the occurrence of a
disproportionate number of grammatically inappropriate oral reading errors.

Les cliniciens utilisent et étudient, depuis cent ans, l’analyse des erreurs en lecture orale. Les
experts en lecture ont classé et systématisé les erreurs en lecture orale pour mieux comprendre
le processus de lecture et pour corriger les difficultés en lecture. Depuis plusieurs décennies, on
étudie le rapport entre différentes sortes d’habiletés grammaticales et la compréhension de la
lecture. Plusieurs chercheurs ont établi un lien entre l’habileté grammaticale et la compréhen-
sion de la lecture. De plus, Goodman (1967), entre autres, a trouvé qu’un nombre démesuré
d’erreurs de grammaire en lecture orale entrave la compréhension de la lecture.

Introduction
The relationship between various types of grammatical ability and reading
comprehension has been examined for several decades. Among these gram-
matical abilities are the following: morphology (Brittain 1970; Trachtenberg,
2002; Vogel, 1974, 1975, 1977; Wiig & Semel, 1972; Wiig, Semel, & Crouse, 1973),
semantics (Rubin & Johnson, 2002), syntax (Catts, 1993; Fry, Johnson, & Mühl,
1970; Hammill & McNutt, 1980; Pisecco, Baker, Silva, & Brooks, 2001; Shire,
1945; Vogel, 1975), vocabulary (Cirino, Israelian, Morris, & Morris, 2005; Fry et
al., 1970; Gonzalez & Valle, 2000; Miller, Brecht, & Richey, 1978; Yedinack,
1949), and especially in recent years phonology (Cardoso-Martins, 1995; Cirino
et al., 2005; Gonzalez & Valle, 2000; Levi & Musatti, 1978; Morais, Cary, Alegria,
& Bertelson, 1979; Savage et al., 2005; Trachtenberg; van Ijzendoorn & Bus,
1994). The above-mentioned research projects and most other uncited and well
done research projects indicate a relationship between grammatical ability and
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reading comprehension. Additional evidence about this relationship is derived
from studies that examined the efficacy of language-based education interven-
tion strategies (Ayres, 1995; Perez, 1981; Torgesen et al., 2001).

The above research and remediation projects lend support to Goodman’s
(1967) theory of reading. Goodman views the process of reading as a psycholin-
guistic prediction activity. He and other investigators have found that oral
reading comprehension is impeded by the occurrence of a disproportionately
large number of grammatically inappropriate oral reading errors. The purpose
of this research project is to determine whether there is a relationship between
underlying grammatical ability and the proportion of oral reading errors
deemed grammatically appropriate.

Method
Participants
Sixty students ranging in age from 8 years 0 months to 10 years 4 months were
selected randomly from nine schools (6 or 7 per school) in the Lakehead
District School Board system located in Thunder Bay, Ontario. Thirty were
drawn from grade 3 and 30 from grade 4.

The following criteria were met during the selection process. All
participants’ sensory acuity and overall health were normal, their IQ was equal
to or greater than 80, and they had had at least two years of instruction in
English before the year of data collection.

Materials
Receptive grammatical ability was measured by administering the Processing
Word and Sentence Structure subtest of the Clinical Evaluation of Language
Functions test (Semel & Wiig, 1980). This assesses the participant’s ability to
process and interpret certain word and sentence structures and transforma-
tions. It consists of 26 items, each of which consists of a card containing four
pictures and an associated stimulus sentence. One picture portrays the mean-
ing of the sentence whereas the other three represent minimal grammatical
contrasts. The examiner presents the stimulus sentence orally, and the par-
ticipant responds by pointing to a picture.

A sample of approximately 30 oral reading errors was obtained by ad-
ministering the Oral Reading subtest of the Durrell Analysis of Reading Dif-
ficulty test (Durrell, 1955). In the event of an insufficient number of oral reading
errors, the Supplementary subtest was also administered. After transcription,
each error was deemed grammatically appropriate or inappropriate.

Procedure
Each participant was selected randomly, and the two subtests were ad-
ministered individually to each participant. The order of administration of
each subtest was randomized to control for the effects of fatigue and test
sophistication.

Immediately before administration of the Oral Reading subtest of the Dur-
rell Analysis of Reading Difficulty test, each participant was instructed to read
carefully. The oral reading session was tape-recorded, and the errors were
subsequently transcribed and analyzed.
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Results
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was –0.0196, which indi-
cates no relationship between the two variables.

Discussion
This research finding is similar to that obtained by Sturdivant-Odwarka (1977).
In fact, Goodman (1967) believed that oral reading error analysis could not be
used to detect the presence or absence of underlying psychoeducational
abilities or disabilities. However, this research and clinical tool can reveal
important insights regarding the reading process.

References
Ayres, L.R. (1995). The efficacy of three training conditions on phonological awareness of

kindergarten children and the longitudinal effect of each on later reading acquisition. Reading
Research Quarterly, 30, 604-606.

Brittain, M. (1970). Inflectional performance and early reading. Reading Research Quarterly, 6,
34-48.

Cardoso-Martins, C. (1995). Sensitivity to rhymes, syllables and phonemes in literary acquisition
in Portuguese.  Reading Research Quarterly, 30, 808-828.

Catts, H.W. (1993). The relationship between speech-language impairments and reading
disabilities. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 36, 948-958.

Cirino, P.T., Israelian, M.K., Morris, M.K., & Morris R.D. (2005). Evaluation of the double deficit
hypothesis in college students referred for learning difficulties. Journal of Learning Disabilities,
38, 29-44.

Durrell, D.D. (1955). Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty. New York: Harcourt Brace and World.
Fry, M.A., Johnson, C.S., & Mühl, S. (1970). Oral language production in relation to reading

achievement among select second graders. In D.J. Bakker & P. Salz (Eds.), Specific reading
disability. Rotterdam: Rotterdam University Press.

Gonzalez, J.E.J., & Valle, I.H.W. (2000). Word identification and reading disorders in the Spanish
language. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 33(1) 44-60.

Goodman, K.S. (1967). Reading: A psycholinguistic guessing game. Journal of the Reading
Specialist, 4, 126-135.

Hamill, D.D., & McNutt, G. (1980). Language abilities and reading: A review of the literature on
their relationship. Elementary School Journal, 80(5), 269-277.

Levi, G., & Musatti, T. (1978). Phonemic synthesis in poor readers. British Journal of Disorders of
Communication, 13(1), 65-74.

Miller, M., Brecht, R., & Richey, D. (1978). Cognitive deficits in reading comprehension (a call for
research). Journal of Learning Disabilities, 11, 49-52.

Morais, J., Cary, L., Alegria, J., & Bertelson, P. (1979). Does awareness of speech as a sequence of
phones arise spontaneously? Cognition, 7, 323-331.

Perez, E. (1981). Oral language competence improves reading skills of Mexican American third
graders. Reading Teacher, 35(1), 24-27.

Pisecco, S., Baker, D.B., Silva, P.A., & Brooks, M. (2001). Boys with reading disabilities and/or
ADHD: Distinction in early childhood. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 34, 98-106.

Rubin, S.S., & Johnson, C.M. (2002). Lexical access in college students with learning disabilities:
An electrophysiological and performance-based investigation. Journal of Learning Disabilities,
35, 257-267.

Savage, R.S., Frederickson, N., Goodwin, R., Patni, U., Smith, N., & Tuersley, L. (2005).
Relationships among rapid digit naming, phonological processing, motor automaticity and
speech perception in poor, average and good readers and spellers. Journal of Learning
Disabilities, 38, 12-28.

Semel, E.M., & Wiig, E.H. (1980). Clinical evaluation of language functions. Columbus, OH:
Charles E. Merrill.

Shire, M.L. (1945). The relation of certain linguistic factors to reading achievement in first-grade children.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Fordham University.

Sturdivant-Odwarka, A.M. (1977). Relationships between quality of oral reading errors and oral
syntactic development of second-grade children. Dissertation Abstracts International, 38(4),
1947A-1948A.

Grammatical Ability and Oral Reading Errors

381



Torgesen, J.K., Alexander, A.W., Wagner, R.K., Rashotte, C.A., Völler, K.K.S., & Conway, T.
(2001). Intensive remedial instruction for children with severe reading disabilities: Immediate
and long-term outcomes from two instructional approaches. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 34,
33-58.

Trachtenberg, R.E. (2002). Exploring hypotheses about phonological awareness, memory and
reading achievement. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 35, 407-424.

van Ijzendoorn, M.H., & Bus, A.A. (1994). Meta-analytic confirmation of the nonword reading
deficit in developmental dyslexia. Reading Research Quarterly, 29, 267-275.

Vogel, S.A. (1974). Syntactic abilities in normal and dyslexic children. Journal of Learning
Disabilities, 7, 103-109.

Vogel, S.A. (1975). Syntactic abilities in normal and dyslexic children. Baltimore, MD: University Park
Press.

Vogel, S.A. (1977). Morphological ability in normal and dyslexic children. Journal of Learning
Disabilities, 10, 41-49.

Wiig, E.H., & Semel, E.M. (1972). Comparison and analysis of morphological patterns in children with
learning disabilities: Research setting and remediation. Paper presented at the annual convention
of the American Speech and Hearing Association, San Francisco.

Wiig, E.H., Semel, E.M., & Crouse, M.A. (1973). The use of English morphology by high-risk and
learning disabled children. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 6, 457-465.

Yedinack, J.G.A (1949). A study of the linguistic functioning of children with articulation and
reading disabilities. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 74, 23-59.

J. Lutzak

382


