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ABSTRACT
This study was an attempt to investigate the effect of syntactic complexity
and syntactic simplicity on readability of text.To this end, a set of standard
reading comprehension passages were syntactically modified in order to
develop three different versions of the same text (Reduced, Original,
Expanded) at different readability levels and with different syntactic
characteristics. The two newly-developed tests were pretested in two phases
with a sample of 139 students. The deficient items were revised. The
reliability of tests, computed through KR-21 formula, turned out to be .73
and .76 for the Reduced and Expanded versions respectively, and the validity
of the tests turned out to be .71 and .74 for the Reduced and Expanded
versions respectively. In the next step, 257 students majoring in Teaching
English as a Foreign Language, English Translation, and English Literature
took the three Syntactically Different Reading Comprehension Tests
(SDRCT).The results of a One-Way ANOVA run on the three groups
revealed that there were significant differences among their performance. The
correlationas between the subjects’ scores on the proficiency test and the
three SDRCT turned out to be .77, .69, and .71 for the Expanded, Original,
and Reduced versions respectively.In order to compare the performance of
the homogeneous subjects on the three SDRCT, the subjects in each group
were divided into three proficiency levels, Advanced, Intermediate, and
Elementary, each taking three SDRCT. To determine which group, Reduced,
Original, Expanded, performed better on each proficiency level, three
separate One-Way ANOVA were conducted. The results revealed that: (a)
For Advanced students, there was no significant differences among their
performance on the three SDRCT. (b) For Intermedisate subjects, there was
significant difference among the three groups. (c) For Elementary students,
the results revealed that the subjects taking three SDRCT performed

significantly differently from one another.The last statistical analysis was a




Two-Way ANOVA run to determine the degree of the interaction between
three proficiency levels and three groups taking three SDRCT and to examine
whether there were significant differences among three proficiency levels and
three groups taking SDRCT. The results revealed that there was no
interaction between these variables. It was concluded that, of the three
SDRCT, the Expanded version was the most difficult version for
Intermediate  and  Elementary students compared to Advanced
students. Therefore, syntactic complexity seems to be a problem for
Intermediate and Elementary students but not for Advanced students.On the
other hand, syntactic simplicity seems to be useful only for Elementary

students.
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’HCImpter One

“Text difficulty or “text accessibility” is an important but much
neglected topic in Applied Linguistics” (Fulcher, 1997, P.497). It has
been an area of great concern for all who need to establish the
appropriacy of a given text for a pedagogic purpose.In the last few
decades, readability research in general has made rapid progress and the
focus from a mechanical application of readability formulés has now
shifted to the analysis of text structure and the processes involved in
reading (Rye,1984, cited in Agnihotri & Khanna, 1992).

A considerable body of research exists which has examined the text
in detail and related its nature to the readability process. Particular
attention has been focused on those features of text which cause
difficulty to the readers (Anderson & Urqghart, 1984).

In addition, studies made from almost every point of view have

examined almost every linguistic peculiarity of the language as




