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o Yy :
u’process1ng strategles of fourth grade studentswwere

. Comprehen' levels for readlng angillstenlng.p~A fﬁ
L ? §

| ;qualltatlve analys1s of recall protoeols evaluated 1ntér—~/7

- 1nstr

W1th1n this study the receptive language c0mprehensl°n“vaﬁ

o8 K "

-,

: t
and 1ntra-group process1ng strategles 1n order to determlne

6

i;h(a) wh?%her unltary thought processes were engaged durlng gg*;. .
4'utasks of s11ent readlng and llstening comprehens1en; and

‘(b) whether s1m11ar cognltlve process1ng strategies were used-.% Lf,_f

-5 “ . N

’&;rby bo]: able and ;ess able readers when processxng

tlonal level passages of wrltten and narrated proseo_

A sample of forty grade four students was seIected and

A B

4

';a851gned to one of two equal groups of able and less ablef

readers on the ba51s of thelr penformance on the comprehen31on ‘

A

Lo
S o e £
O T-0O% 6f

7{5fgraded passages of prose

N
1:

0)

3w U

.
U)

- -(I§%8) and the-non-verbal sectloﬂ e} ﬂ€anad&an—Cogﬁrtfve

i Abllltles Test Level B, Form 1 (1974) ' __f:i

Each Chlld was asked to 311ently read, and llsten to,-

o'lowed by 1mmed1ate recall of

~

‘apassage 1nformatlon. Unalded recalls were tape recorded for
'»gsubsequent transcrlptlon and analys1s.' The transcrlbed recall

'gprotOCOls were d1v1ded 1nto clausal unlts and analyzed

1

vaccordlng to Fagan s Comprehens1on categorles for protocol

L3

-analys1s_(Fagan. in press;. ¢, f. Appendlx C).




‘ﬂ»’@d‘ Statlstlcal treatment of the data con sted of a two—way

~

‘:*V;two-way analysls of variance W1th repeated measures on the l‘
:"7comprehens1on categorles.‘and t—tests to clarify a s1gn1f1céﬂt
';3_1nter—group dlfference obtalned for one of the comprehension

;.”categorles.'

iable feaders were signlqlcantly greater than those 03'less
able readers on the speclflc tasks o:f‘ s1lent readlng and,' Q,'
vllstenang comprehens1on, (b) the proce851ng of 1nstructional SRS

‘flevel 1nput ellclted very s1m11a;

'~fﬂ1ess able readers processed 1nstrfct10nal level 1nput 1n a

. largely 81m11ar manner° A s1gn1flcant dlfference was obtalnedT

,unltary thought processes are embedded 1n tasks of readlng

analys1s of variahce in instructlonal 1eve1 performances,‘afgf

s

£y ~/-/,

The flndlngs 1nd1cated that (a) performance 1evels of P

“

chlldren regardless of mode of 1n“ut, and that (¢) able and

however, in the amount of syntheses and-summarles prov1ded by

'able readers 1n the llstenlng'treatmenta_ ‘;,

- »

It was concluded that, 1rrespect1Ve of the mode of 1nput,»__ﬁl'4

o able and less able readers process 1nstruct10nal leVel

'”should match a chlld's 1ndependent and 1nstruct10nal

_ comprehens1on levels.. Further research on the/apparent

and llstenlng comprehens1on, Furthermore lt'ls apparent that /X/'

'fa0111ty for synthes1zlng and organlzlng audltorlally

,llstenlng and readlng strategles should be 1ntegrated W1th1n'

; N
1nformatlon in relatlvelsg s:Lmllar ma_nners rﬁalthough 1t"18 N :

-

acknowledged that able readers demonstrate an 1ncreased

¢

processed materlals.; These conclu51ons support the v1ew that

nlng materlals

t&e classroom, and that teachlng antf

. -
oxe




1evels. : e

.,‘ /__4-:

developmental trends 1n reading and llstenlng is recommended 'ﬁZif

to hlghllght 1nstructlonal strategles necessary at all grade

g
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'CHAPTER 'T
\ . ;
_INTRODUCTION AND:STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
- ~ . LN BT et o
' - The Rroblem B

AN . e

Nuch of the dally 1nstructlon which takes place 1n
- elementary schools centres on the receptlvé language channel

modalltles of readlng and llstenlng, the former receiving

.+ more. formal emphasis than the latter. Whether children

part1c1pate in readlng or llstenlng activities, the 1ntent10n
is that they comprehend the presented message.' Comprehens;on
is achieved When the child uses‘approprlate cognitivel ‘

‘ process;ng strategles to achieve a match between his )
llngulstlc and ‘world knowledge, and, the llngulstlc and world

'knowledge proffered in the wrltten or Spoken message. When-

',fapproprlate process1ng.strateg;es are actlvated dynamlc

interaction occurs as the Chlld class1f1es, establlshes:
relatlonshlps, 1nfers, synthes1zes,,and 1ncorporates relevant
1nformatlon within sultable cognltlve schema for future ‘ |
';retrleval and recall (Brown, 1975. Fagan,‘i978 Rumelhart, .
;1977) | R o N |
If the proce551ng of wrltten or Spoken languaée is

- 4

' - viewed’ within the 1arger context of the Chlld as anlﬁ

'vlnformatlon processor then the research probiem. focus1ng on.,

~~ the cogndtlve proce831ng strategles employed by fourth grade

vreaders and llsteners, lies w1th1n the domain of cognltlon;

,1ndeed, w1th1n the encompa351ng area of "thlnklng" 1tself.f S



As long ago as 1917. Thorndlke conceptuallzed the reader as

being an actlve thlnker. The same’ conceptuallzatlon may be

'applled to the listener. Both reader-and listener must -

~act1vate reasoning ab111t1es in order to "select°‘repress,

-

soften, eﬁphas1ze. correlate and organlze" incoming

T

o’1nformatlon (Thonndlke, 1917, ‘Pe 329), - Whilst many
.researchers have studled the cognltlve proce851ng strategles

:employed durlng tasks of‘readlng comprehens1on (Beebe, 1981,

Brallsford 19813 Brake. 1981; Clarke, 1981; Kavanagh 1981;

";f'Schlenbeln, 1978), relatlvely mlnlmal research of the same

‘nature has taken place in the fleld of llstenlng

._,. 4

comprehen81on. \Walker (1973), speaklng of’ process1ng,

states;:

There seems to be llttle doubt that up 1o thé
point of deciding what the message is the
readetr or listener has been: 1nvolved in
selective and reconstructlve activity.

o .(Walker. 1973. P 38)

Research 1n llstenlng comprehens1on, however, has tended to
concentrate on potentlal achlevement level COrrelatlons

between performances on tasks of readlng and llstenlng

"comprehenS1on.' Smiley et al: (1977) and Stlcht et al’ §1974)

T RN M 4 e

—

<

found that less able readers tend to be less able llstenersffi

" and that, at the elementary school level,'standardlzed test‘

scores 1ndlcate that performance in llstenlng comprehens1on

generally exceeds performance in readlng comprehens1on across

‘all ability levels,: Correlatlons are. nebulous and, wlth the

exceptlon of Walker (19?3), most researchers have been more’

'concerned w1th achlevement levels than ‘with the processes

ehgaged to attaln those levels. However, when the varlous



v

'.A,researgh studies are v1ewed together from a holistic stand—

e polnt, it would seem that the dlfference between effectlve

Fﬂ*.and less effectlve comprehen81on of reading or llstenlng

_ tasks may lie w1th1n the nature of the cognltlve proce881ng

i strategles employed durlng the processor 8 1nteractlon w1th
‘the author! s message. S o o

Comprehens1on is. achleved by means of 1nteraot1ve

e

'.proce351ng whlch establlshes relatlonshlps between

conceptually understood 1deas,. It is suggested, in the
present study, that the cognltlve proceSSing strategies

-employed by both readers and llsteners share the same nature

W1th1n the encompass1ng framework of 1nformatlon process1ng;\

’ .

within the area of "thlnklng" 1tself (Thorndlke, 1917). 1If
such is the case, when chlldren are presented with reading
and 1lsten1ng tasks Wthh matoh thelr overall reasonlng'
ablllty they should use 31m11ar processmng strategles 1n;

order- o comprehend ‘the wr;tten or spoken.message.

o

Purposes:ofdthe Study

-The research problem has,two dimensions, hence the
study has been designed to elicit findings in respohse to
the following questionS1,

1, Do fourth grade students, in their'fourth year in

‘school employ S1m11ar cognltlve process1ng strategles_

.whenfengaged 1n tasks of reading and llstenlng
comprehen81on. presented at 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruct10nal

levels'7

2, . When engaged'in tasks of readingAand listening



‘comprehen81on presented at 1nd1v1dual instructional
_1evels, do less able readers use simllar cognltlve

‘proseSS1ng strategles to those used by able readers.h
at the grade four placement level'P 7.: T -

If the flndlngs of the study nﬁsult in afflrmatLVe responses'

to both questlons then readlng and llstenlng activ1t1es.=

" often v1ewed as. belng separate and dlstinct, may be llnked

7together more clearly W1th1n the 1nformat10n proces31ng

framework.

., B

K Definition of Terms

Terms, as, used in thls study, are deflned as follows

Comprehen51on The understandlng which evolves durlng the

: ,reader s or: llstener s cognltlve 1nteractlon w1th the
”wrltten or spoken message, as he achleVes a match between

‘hlS llngulstlc and world knowledge and the llngulstlc and‘

world knowledge 1mparted in the text.

Informatlon ?rocess1ng. - The processing of written or‘
| audltorlally presented information in a manner that 1s
meanlngful for ‘the processor° _ .
Reconstructlon of an author's messaée: Tﬁé mental act1v1ty

1ncurred by the reader or list ner, 1nteract1ng w1th
tne_wrltten or spoken message, as he activates : '
processing‘strategies in an attempt to achieve_a:match:_
between his own world'and—li‘gdlStio'knowledge“and;that

of the author.

Narrated Passage: A passage of _rltten prose. narrated by

- a Western Canadlan Engllsh speaker.
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fTransmitted Mess ge:‘ A S1lent1y nead or narrated passagejof
//i' contlnuous dlscourse. o "ggﬂ"

g antlnugus D1scogrs The meaningful. connected language of

a passage read. silently or narrat v \

" Able Readers: Fourth grade students performlng at or above.

the seventy-third percentlle on the coﬁprehen81on sub-'

vtest of the ates MacGinltig Rgﬁglng Tgs . Level D,

Form 2 (1978), and w1th a non-verbal I Q. score of

elghty—flve or above ‘on the Canadlan Cognlt;Ve Ab111t1es
Test ‘level B, Form 1 (197&). ' : u-f,- . Co

Less_Able Readers: Fourth grade students performshg at or.

below the thlrty-fourth percentlle on the comprehens1on

subtest of the Gates MacGinitie- Readlng Test, Level D.

Form 2 (1978), and with a non—verbal I.Q. score*of

: elghty—flve or above on the anadlan Cognltlve Abll;t;e
‘ .;Test Level B. Form 1 (1974) :

: \',.»’ =
g

Coan;tlve Process1ng“Stra egies: The‘reasoning”procedures Ofp

.c“engaged._conso;ously or. subconsciously, by a reader or 'ﬁll
e,listener attempting to'make sense of a written or
narrated.passage of discourse;' in this study the
: - reasoning procedures are reflected in Fagan 8
Comprehens1on categorles for protocol analys1s (Fagan,
in press). The latter are detalled in chapters two and

three and Appendlx C of this study.

'Unaided Recall A standard term used for the verbal recall
of reconstructed passage detalls, prompted only by the
researcher s precedlng 1nstructlons, "This story is -

called (tltle) ’<Read the story silently (or, "Listen



'.to the story --") and- tell me about the story when you"”
”have flnlshed; ' On task completion the chlld is '.: .
: remlnded, Q;}l me about the story (tltle) " |

N.B. Whllst the word "story" 18 not semantlcally
appropriate 1n*terms of describ;nghthe presentedr
paSSages,ﬂif'is‘more.famiiiar'to:the child than the .

 term "passage" and,vas suéh;7isvused“accordingly.

-

Total Recallw The_combination.ofﬂac?uratevinformation
verbalized'by fheichild.duriﬂé‘uhaidedvrecallg and'the
dchild's correct responses to subsequent qdestions}which
“elicit the comprehension.of.additional?paSSage, o

~infoermation not provided in the uhaided recall.,

" Recall .Protocol: After mazes have been removed, the‘verbatim=
:_transcription of the child's unaided‘recall‘of paSSage
‘information. o ¥ - R

Clausal'Unitx A clausal unit contains a finite subjecf,‘a

finite verb;.ahd may be either main or subordinate, &.g.
.’ ’ . v . -
he heard a noise, _ : : _ 7%/‘

Instructional Comprehension Level:. .The final level on Forms

A and B of the‘Standardeeading Inventorv (M¢Cracken,
1966), for which the child's total recall of passagé

information achieves a raw score of 70% or above.

vvaotheses_and-Rationale

In order to achieve the purposes of thls study two types

_‘%NS hypotheses were formulated and tested. Dlreztlonal

S

%ﬁypotheses (Onex A and B) were used where preV1ous research

T

= 4

_had provldgd s;rong 1ndlcat1ohsvthatvthe hypothes;f should. Co
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| | \ ) | _ 1;. o : L ,t;'
be supported by the research flndlngs. Null hypotheses '

(Twoz A B, C, D, and E)- were used where insufficient

e

evidence was avallable to ensure that the hypotheses, as

posed would be supported by the research flndings.

K}

vaothe51s One sz‘For able readers, performances in

o llstenlng and readlng comprehen31on w1ll be 51gn1flcantly

greater than those of less able readers for both. treatments,

-~ as reflected in 1nstructlonal levels. o ' 7;?'4

E -
- el
Hypothesas One B: For able and less able readers. performance

in llstenlng comprehen31on w1ll ‘be slgniflcantly greater than g
performance in readlng comprehens1on, as reflected in
instructional leyels, _(c.f. Table One)

Clearly,hable readers presented‘With at or above grade"

:!
placement level tasks of readlng comprehension process with

| a higher degree of proflclency than do ‘less able readers.

Comparatlve researchers, using standardlzed and equlvalent
+OT. 1dent1cal tests,‘have 1ndlcated that (a) able readers tend
o be able 11steners,'whereas less able readers tend to be
1ess able llsteners (Smiley. et al, .1977; "Sticht, 1974), and
that (v) performance in llstenlng comprehen81on tends to

produce a-higher achlevement level than does performance in

-readlng comprehens1on, across ablllty ranges at the elementaryr

school stage. It seemed reasonable to predlct therefore,
that Parts A 'and B of Hypothes1s One would be supported in
the research flndlngs. '

Prevlous studies researching processing similarities and

\
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',dlfferences durlng readlng and listening COmprehension have -
approached the probiem from varlous vantage p01nts, €. &
Walker (1973) examlned the process1ng of wrltten and spoken

dlalogue; Guthrie and Tyler.v (1976) and Oaken, Wiener and

Cromer-(i971) ensured that each word presented for process1ng '

5jwas w1th1n the sight or hearlng Vocabulary recognltlon of the
chlldren sampled. -‘However, whilst Walker's written dialogue
was transcrlbed-from the 3poken form, some syntactical |
changes were necessary due to the conventlons requlred for
prlnted materlals. - The latter tend to be shorter 1n length
than correspondlng oral vers1ons w1th mazes, audlble pauses
and flllers hav1ng been omltted (Walker, 1973. pp. 106 and’
107); hence, although the prlglnal content had® been preserved,

co the natural style of the wrlter [used] to achleve
coherent, clear sentences ceo (Walker, 1973, :p. 106) may
have neutralized the equlvalence of the presentatlons\%o
some extent_ Moreover, whilst each‘spoken and written wordtl
in‘the above studies was presumed (Walker, 1973) or stated
(Guthrie and Tyler, 1976; Oaken, Wiener and Cromer,‘197l)' to
lie within the s1ght/hear1ng vocabulary recognltlon-of each
'Chlld ‘the ab111ty to recognlze 1solated words does ‘hot
gnsure that effective comprehenslon wlllzensue, when thosé
"~ words are combined.tptproduce the'Concepts and rel%tionShips
described in continuous discourse. .’;** \

The present study examines processing performances on
tasks of readlng and llstenlng comprehen81on at each child's
1nstructlonal level. Instructlonal level performanceS‘

contain the firmly entrenched implication ‘that each child

!

9
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. . v "l\
understands. adequately. the concepts and relationships.

embedded w1th1n both of the dnstructlonal level passages‘
processed. Hence, whilst 1nstructional level passages may
vary in. terms of grade level standlng between children and
between the. tWO tasks, the assumptlon that similar cognitlve
‘processes must be engaged to achieve instructlonal levels )
1mp11es equlvalence for the purposes of analytlcal comparlson.;
Whilst the outcome of. parts A and B of Hypothe81s One mlght

be predlcted with a hlgh degree of certalnty, it is by no
:means certain how exten31ve the dlfferences between reading

: and listening comprehens1on performances will be., The
-:research flndlngs for Hypothes1s One will demonstrate the
extent of process1ng dlfferences, in terms of performance
levels, betWeen (a) able and less able fourth grade readers,

and (b) tasks of reading and listening comprehension, e

HMpothesis .q:l There are no signdficanfjdifferences between
the cognitive process1ng strategies employed by able and’ less
able readers during the proce851ng of instructional level
tasks of,readlng and - llstenlng comprehen31on, as reflected in
Fagan's Comprehen31on categorles for protocol analyS1s
(Fagan, in press) (c?f‘ Table Two)

A There are’ no 31gn1flcant dlfferences in the number of

Text Exact categories recalled by able and.less ‘able

readers on ' tasks of reading and listening'compreﬁension.v

I

'There are no 81gn1flcant dlfferences in- the number of

iText Specific categorles recalled by able and leSS able

'»readers on tasks of readlng and llstenlng comprehen81on.

N .
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’There are no 51gn1flcant dlfferences in. the number of

-~

Iext: Entalled categorles recalled by able and less able

. -

?readers on tasks of readlng and listenlng comprehension.‘

)

There are no s1gn1flcant differences in the number of

Text Exnerlentlal categorles recalled by able and less able

readers on tasks of readlng and llstenlng comprehensrbn.w

©

"There are no S1gn1flcant dlfferences in the number of

Text Erroneous categories recalled by able and less able'

{:v readers on tasks of readlng and llstenlng comprehens1on;

¥

“An examlnatlon of the thought processes in whlch a

child engages®* durlng tasks of readlng and llstening

<

comprehen31on must take into con51deratlon the contents of

vl

the presented message (1nput) and the contents of the Chlld'
unaided - recall of passage 1nformatlon (product) Whilst'the
1nput and product of’ receptlve language comprehen31on are
observable, the méntal processes engaged are:

Cae e nelther overt nor readily available for
analysis. Only through the input and the
product can. the researcher make 1nferences
concernlng the processing strategies [engagedJ
<+ s We cannot directly observe the mental "

. activity 1nVolved. {Brailsford, 1981, p. 16)

The‘mental act1v1ty becomes access1ble, in part, when the
dlnput 1s controlled and the verballzed product 1s analyzed.
When: the wrltten or spoken message is a narrat1Ve passage,
processed at the child's instructional receptlve language

comprehension level, his COvert proce881ng strategles as
reflected in Fagan S Comprehen31on categorlgs for prOtOCOl.
analys1s (Fagah, in press) may be approached and eXamlned

. za*

through ‘the analys1s of his unald“d recall of passage
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Hypothesis Two w1ll be supported*if the cognltive

.”fyprocesslng étrategies employed during instructional level

ftasks of réadlng and 1istening comprehension are found to be -

31m11ar. between tasks*and for. both groups. If such: is the

‘case then 1t would seem reasonable to hypothesize that,
whllst presentatlon modes ﬂiffer between readlng and
vllstenihg. the thought processes engaged stem from the
s1ngle but vastly diverse entity of the chlld's general

“.ab111ty to’ reason.» Fagan 8 comprehension categorles allow

" the researcher Some access to the chlld s reasonlng abllltles

-f

-

| 1n order to test thls central hypothe51s.

Hence. statistlcal analyses of the cognltlve processes .

' engaged by fourth grade ch11dren durlng 1nstructlonal level B

tasks of reading and llstenlng comprehens1on should 1nd1cate
whether the nature of the process1ng 1s S1m11ar for both
:f%,tasks, and>whether both able and’less atle readers process

f”‘the fhput fh a 81m11ar manner.--

J Significance of the Stqu?f

If-both hypotheses are supported by the research

= flndlngs, two maaor 1mp11catlons w1ll emerge. During

+

‘ regular classroom 1nstructlon, 1nd1V1duallzatlon occurs to
a greater or lesser degree. dependlng upon the teacher s
commltment to such an® approach the s1ze of the class. and

- the content of the presented materlal. 1f the current

’,_research flndlngs support the hypothe31s that chlldren

: s]

fprocess with an acceptable degree of prpfiolency when the "

L4

T
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content to be processed.ls presented at their: 1ndiv1dua1.
1nstructlonal receptlve language comprehension levels, then
'efan 1nd1V1dua11zed approach prov1d1ng only 1ndependent and‘
instructional level materlals for each chlld may be o
'recommended (Clarke, 1981)

The second 1mpllcat10n, although appllcable to regular
.classroom 1nstructlon; has more relevance in the resource .
~room settlng._ Resource room remedlatlon programs tend to.
focus dlrectly upon the remedlatlon of performance in
spe01f1b subgect areas, i.e, if a chlld's reading performance
i1s considered to be below average 1t is llkely that he will
‘be required to progress,through the stages of_learnlng'a
hferarchy of‘skllls which,;many teachers believe, are centralv
to achieving proflclency in readlng, if the Chlld'
performance when required to llsten is con81dered below
average,’the‘problem is generally deemed to .be 1nappropr1ate
'atfending behaviour resultlng in lack of comprehension.
’l-Remediation?in thisfinstanCe almost invaridbly requires the
child to a%tend'to rerbal direcfions and to produce>
'appropriate responses on cue, in an attempt to lengthen*his
" attention Span and thus'improﬁe hls comprehension.’ Both
'readlng and llstenlng comprehen81on remedial approaches may

<

be beneflclal for some students. For many students. however,
the apprOaches)are self-defeating since they deal with the
‘aobSeryable surfacefproblem rather than the underlying cause.
If the engagement of s1m11ar cognltlve process1ng
strategles durlng tasks of readlng and llstenlng comprehens1on

- becomes eV1dent from the flndlngs of - thls study, then‘the

,1#‘



‘remedlatlon of recept1Ve language comprehen51on difflcultles
may be more readlly achieved for some chlldren through oo
tralnlng in the’ encompass1ng area of generallzed 1nformatlon
process;ng° There 1s.support for such a notlon in a

récently completed study which ekamined the cognitive.
process1ng strategles used by a sample populatlon of chlldren\\
*attendlng resource room programs for the remedlatlon of
reading dlfflcultles. Brailsford (1981) found that children -.
1nstructed in the task-approprlate utlllzatlon of cognltlve (
_Qprocess1ng strategies on non—prlnt actlvltles, showed gains-

| in readlng comprehens1on performance subsequent to flfteen

hours of strategy tralnlng° The control group, whose

remedial program had focused on readlng COmprehens1on

v activities throughout the same time- allocatlon, also showed

galns in reading comprehen81on performance. However, the p
GXperlmental galn was 51gn1f1cantly hlgher than that obtalned

by the control group. If tralnlng in the approprlate

engagement of cognltlre process1ng strategles w1th1n a
Vgenerallzed, non-prlnt frameWork transfers to enhance ¢
performance in readlng comprehens1on, the researcher may
hypothesize that similar results mlght be obtalned with

regards to performancg” in llstenlng comprehension. A program

of strategy training, embedded’ w1th1n a generallzed R

1nformatlon processing framework;”could“be a viable-

alternatlve to the 'approaches currept;y used for the

P . .
— o PYIREE. & N R
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remedlatlon of receptlve language comprehens1on dlfflculties, '*~«vf
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Limitatibns;of'the Study

Con51deratlon of the flndlngs of thls study should take

1nto account an awareness of the follow1ng llmltatlonSs

' 1.

,Zu

3-

Ll'n

- succrnctly~ﬁfﬁ S s

'g_5;

- Since the sample is drawn from a fourth grade populatlon

of-able and’ less able readers, the flndlngs should be

'llmlted to similar populatlons.

Overuse of the Gates- MacGlnltle °ead1ng Test (1978) in

Some schools may result\;n over-inflated performances in
readlng comprehens1on due to the practice effect, for

some of the sample populatlon° Selection of an alternate.

‘ less widely- used SCreenlng dev1ce may more’ closely ensure

-1 truly representatlve sample prlor to data collection.
Theremls, as yet, no known method of gaining dlrect
access to the cognitive processes engaged during

receptlve language comprehens1on. ‘Passage recall, in

o~ congunctlon with semantlc analys1s, prov1des the

researcher with some~1n81ght regardlng the organlzatlonal
and reasoning abllltles of the processor. _The 1ns1ght —
gained, therefore, lies within the llmltatlons of the:
method of 1nvest1gat10n.',i . .

Verbal fluency is not accounted for. It is posslble

that children. somewhat lacklng in verbal fluency are

1nh1b1ted when asked to orally.recall comprehended ";iéf

passage 1nformatlon, and may not‘eXpress thelr thoughts

The Standard Readlng Inventorv (McCracken, 1966)

Doeee .

‘prov1des passages from the pre-prlmer to grade seven

16
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. level. A competent fourth grader may not reach

frustratlon level on llstenlng to. or reading, the
final passage provzded 1n the test. Hypothetlcally.
therefore, “the Chlld'S final instructional
comprehension level will not have been established.
However, there is evidenoe'fo suggest that unaided
recalls within an.instrucfional range contain

equiValent qualitative data (Kavanagh, 1981)4.
Assumptions

It is assumed that Fagan's Comprehension categories for
protocoi analysis (Fagan, in press) provide adequate'
access to the cognltlve processes engaged durlng tasks

of readlng and llstenlng comprehens:Lon°

It is aSSumed that a chlld's Yotal recall of passage

‘1nformatlon, 1 e. his. unaided recall score- plus that>

for(hls reSponses to addltlonal questlonlng, 1ncludes

‘.

all of the 1nformatlon comprehended. According to_.

Lindfors (1980) "Children express the 'semantlc_

: ‘1ntentlons' or meanlngs of which they are capable,

those which. they upderstand” . (p. 179).

- s . s . . A e
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LHAPTER 11

1Y

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

The present study investigates whether fourth grade . | d

'children use similan-cognitire processing strategies when
engaged in tasks of reading and llstening comprehens1on. and_-
whether able and less able readers process the 1nput from
toth tasks in a similar manner, when the 1nformation being
'processed is presented. at individual 1nstructional levels of
receptive language comprehen51on. In broad terms the
researcher is examining the processing of relatively complex
1nformatidh within a specific and formal framework The
fact that chlldren are able to process such 1nformation
'effectively, w1th1n the conditions establlshed for the
current research treatments, rests upon the accumulative and

diverse information processing accomplished by each child

O e e

throughout his nine or ten years of 11fe to the present time.
'During his lifespan the child has actively. engaged in
cognitive and linguistic processing in order to comprehend

"his enlarging world, The interdependent relationship of

cognition and language is 1mplicit in the recall protocols

'collected as raw data for analy31s of reading and listening
comprehen81on processing in the present study. As such,

3fthis,relationship may be viewed' as a foundation from which

18 T
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and’ through whlch an 1nvest1gatlon of the Chlld as an

1nformatron processor may proceed
o,

Cognition;and Language The Corner-Stones of‘ComDrehension

-

Cognltlon and &anguage form an 1nterdependent relatlon-

flé"

Shlp when con81dered within the framework of the Chlld as an o

1nformatlon processor, glven the ba31c premlse that the
¢hild is phy51ologlcally and psychologlcally healthy.>
Certalnly the child may thlnk W1thout verbalizing his

thog@hts and, conversely, speak w1thout hav1ng thought about

A

what he is saylng buts

The relation between thought and word is a

living process; thought is born through words.,

A word ‘devoid of thought is a dead thing, and

a thought unembodied in words remains a shadow.

(Vygotsky, 1962, p. 153) :
A child is a social being.' He learns to verballze his
thoughts as ‘he attempts to organize 1ncom1ng 1nformatlon in
a manner Wthh sustalns. modlfles, or enlarges his current
’understandlng of himself 1n relation to those d1mens1ons of -

athe world w1th whlch he interacts. 1In Plagetlan terms (1977)

he assimilates and accommodates. 1ncom1ng 1nformatlon in an

"-ong01ng attempt to malntaln equlllbrlum. In the process, his

"theory of the world" (Smlth 1971) expands in ‘breadth and
depth as he transmits and receives 1nformatlon in a hlghly
1nteract1ve manner.' ‘ | | |

| One of the child's central tenets 1s'to make sense of
the world in which he lives and the extent to whlch he is
able to do so depends largely upon n;s ability to comprehend'

spoken and;written»langaage,'in the final analysis.

- a .
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Cognltlon and language become so closely 1nterWOven that. 1n :

-—\Hl.-«

D L

the maturlng 1nformatlon processor. cognltive ablllty is

reflected 1n llngulstlc prowess and v1ce verga. :As thls,

study 1s concerned w1th "mak1ng\€ense"' 1,e' the comprehenelon '

et WEitten and harrated discourse; the. child's .conceptial

aged ohlld addressed ln thls stuqy, f:'”;"‘

development as reflected in the selﬂntlc aspects of ianguage

- will-pe- expanded 1n the follow1ng sectlons. A brlef overv1ew -

“of" language deve10pment W111 1llustrate.the grQWth of

semantlc complex1ty from.early chlldhood to the mld-elementary

Semantic Aspects of Cognitidn'andlEmergent Languake

n -

The young chlld engages in 1ntense cognltlve act1V1ty
and 1s party to numerous receptlve and express1ve language
encounters before the "
to serve intellect, ana thoughts begin to be spoken ...9'
(Vygotsky, 1962, .. h3) Until that instant arrives
cognltlon and language appear as parallel entltles, their
Juxtap051t10n being observed through 1nterpretatlon of %he
chlld's initial experlmentatlon w1th the sounds of language.
‘When both areas merge, however. they form a strong 1nter—
dependent relatlonshlp.. Reportlng Sloban's research on
language acquisition Spannlng more than forty dlfferent ;
languages Llndfors (1980) concludes:

«.s children. (unlversally, it appears) g0 about

the task of language acquisition using similar

mental processing schemes ... Are these operating

principles cognitive strategies or linguistic

strategies? Of course they are both: cognltlve'

strategies employed in the acquisition of a .
. 1anguage,system. (Llndfors 1980, p. 179)1 o

i LS L g «n.v,q ~ o O s
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. The 1nterdependent relatlonshlp betWeen cognltlon.and.
language becomes 1mmutable.» Halliday (19?5) proposés that
~ the child' s early language deve10pment stems from his attempts
L to construct a conceptual frameWOrk enCOmpa881ng all that he
.

feels, hears, sees and does w1th1n his relatively llmlted

sphere of ex1stencex _ ' - S
| The child is learnlng to ‘be and to do, to act
and interact in meaningful ways. He is learning
- asystem of meaningful behaviour ... Part of his -
meaningfuy) action is 11ngu1stic s0oe none of it
takes place in i%olation; it is always within
- some social context. (Halllday. 1975, p,<15) |
~Halliday descrlbes the chlld s 1ncreas1ng1y -meaningful
* ‘behaviour in terms of llngulstlc and socio- functlonal systems,
,1; and . stgtes that cogn;tlve processes lnltlate the inter- |
pretatlon of s001al 1nteractlon Wthh resultS'ln verballzatlon%i'"gfh
. Hence the Chlld engages cognltlve and lmngu1stlc ' vb
:prooesses in order to make ‘sense of hlS world. Hls rapldly -
.‘--eXpandlng and organlzed representatlon of that. world forms .
the foundation from which he W1ll contlnue to interact,
"o.. building hypotheses about language, gatherlng further
data, testlng hypotheses,_and reflnlng them as he goes"
v(Linders,'1980,‘p.'111); Clearlyihis hypotheses areﬂnot"
'ooncerned_solely'withtlanéuage itself.’ He reflects upon the - j
‘unra%elling intricaoies of language, and uses language to |
reflqgt upon and shape his understanding of e?ery animate
and inanimate presence with which he makes contact. The

.
corner-stones of comprehension - cognitiVely based language

\

and 11ngu1stlcally Verba11Zed cognition - are engaged both

cons01ously and subcons01ously as he. progresses from infancy

;.,piifv:

-




| through pre school‘years, learnlng a great deal about his
place in the world with m1n1mal "formal" instructlon.
The Chlld as an information processor progresses far

f'beyond the surface structure of the data w1th whlch he

 1nteracts. In terms of llngulstlc knowledge ". 'heﬂdeduces"
see an underlylng set of organlzatlonal pr1n01ples and sound-

l meanlng relatlonshlps" (Llndfors, 1980, p. 95), demonstratlng

.hls ablllty to generate semantlcally acceptable sentences

“whlch do not repllcate sentences spoken W1th1n h1s hearlng;_."

Coinm other words _he cracks" the hlghly complex llngulstlc,f'>

’7COd1ng system in. a. manner Wthh would ensure 1nternatlonal

e te e ewm A
..... . 6 o alwm ot S .

acclalm = if he was the anthropologlst who flnally "cracked"~

V;¢u-the mystery of the e1u51ve "Mlss1ng Llnk"“f The chlld's feat

v w @ e o T U e

is of s1m11ar magnltude, but of no SpelelC 1mport because

- it is'an expected facet of the normal developmental process.

- 'In terms of his 1nteractlons w1th people the Chlld learns to
"read":the meanings- underlylng dlverse fa01al express1ons -.
. joy, anger, satlsfactlon. surprise - without recourse to
vergal confirmation; he begins to ask'ana respond to
_questlons 1n a ‘manner that extends Well beyond the concrete
reallty of the s1tuatlons in whlch they arise. - He-1$; Ln
summary, enlarging his capacaty to engage.appropriateff*“}
cognitive processes tn“order'to extend his comprehension of
the world that surrounds him; processes which 1ndlcate
clearly the strateglc employment of cognition and language
harnessed in their 1nterdependent relationship as the

corner-stones of comprehension.

]

R e S AP i b v s s Ly e

R

Lh0 R L Bt Ladors e sy -

e g iove Lnt iUty st S ek e S a h

UREA LT e R L e

%
L
3

*

i el el e e
S5 DVRON I AL



" underlylng meanlng.'relatlng new theorles to old as

tee consclousness is relatlonal

relatlng new meanings
[it] is like .a spider!
: splder in the centre,-,

wao it keeps
‘vee 1o 01d meanings ..,..
8 web and you are the .

The centre of the web

v e el vy

.‘is the .present’ moment.
llfe depends: oh ‘thése fl

But the meaning of jour °
ne threads which stretoh

.v,....:._._g.,',--..y..-..'-x«.v..

it et

’1nformatlon.

- which represent: p

away to other times, other places, and-the .- : ;
Vibrations-that come to you along the web, . =~~~ . - SR
(Wllson, 1974, p. 75). ) ST e e

s

The . ch11d forms relatlonal theorles about the nature of -
the world around him long before hlS formal schoollng beglns°

Those theorles are, of necess1ty, tentatlve for the Chlld'

e .

conceptuallzatlons Change és he contlnues to process 1ncom1ng e 'é

He attempts to relate new concepts to those

already 1nternallzed (Pearson'and Johnson, 1978)- If a new

concept has, no referents in his ex1st1ng cognitive schema,
the concept 1s accommodated as potentlally relevant

1nformatlon .and 11es dormant in an approprlate placeholder

(Anderson, 1977) either awaltlng further embellishment or

fading from short-term memory when no additional relatlonal

-data become avallable. The child's understandlng of the'

world hls splder s web of relajlonshlps, gains 1n-breadth

“as- he processes surface’ 1nformat10n and depth As. he - processes

comprehended information v1brates the>web's flne threads. a "Tff
" The child's’ comprehended horlzons thus expand. New | 1
knowledge becomes old knowledge and the Chlld as an

1nformatlon processor develops scripts (Schank, 1§73),




',' such a.visit- hls "taken-for-granted" prlor knowledge'* hlS

e -

" or v1carlous (sharlng with author or narrator) visit be o

which coostatute the eurrent parameters of_ hlS scrlpts. ‘He - 3‘

24
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i...-all the mundane taken—for*granted knowledge -

that an information processor ... brings to a . - - L .

real-life situation (readlng or listening about cee - -
[thﬁt)s1tuatlon]...).' (Pearson.and Johnson, 1978,
P 85 "

@ -

cblld v1S1ts a restaurant or+ reads/llstens to a story about.

e

- . e ol e

restaurant scrlpt - 1s actlvated. Coh801ously or sub—‘ _

consc1ous1y he is aware of certaln "g01ng to a restaurant"' LT

>

expectatlons, 1.e. one enters the restaurant is seated,

9

infused with some phenomena outside the Chlld'S prior

.knoWIedgei e;g."the’wouidﬂbe'diner being asked to leave his .

shoes at the door and to use his flngers and chopstlcks S 'n
1nstead of. the expected knife and fork ~the Ohlld s

restaurant script gains new dlmen51ons. The chlld's dlverse .

array of scrlpts, €., g01ng to the dentlst rece1v1ng a

present cycllng on .ah.errand, gettlng ready for a bedtlme e
story, are the produets of his interaction w1th the world.

He has percelved processed.vand understood the relatlonships

a

has actlvely engaged cognitive processes, and continues to

o -~

do so. to organlze the pleces of hlS warld'S jigsaw into’ £he

' ever-changlng but largely comprehen51ble boundarles of his

1ife. Scripts, having been complled and internalized, free
“the Chlld from the necess1ty of focus1ng total attentlon on

every facet of 1nformatlon being processed, He can focus

“upon the mew and aooept the old as a given (Henry, 1974). - A ‘_._

Approprlat;ng_Anderson s‘(197?) restaurant theme. when the '-;~7<'51

RN

f
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: OrdeTS; eats, pays the pheck and leaves. Should the actual .- ;%«'4 ‘




Q'le hls scrlpts), with- approprlate reasonlng (e g. some Orlental

25

. Tnus,don first entering”school the child's mind is not o
'an empty siate walgdng to be filled with knowledge. The
tabula rasa metaphor (Bronowskinand Mazlish, 1960) belles
the v1ew of, the chlld ,as, the past, - present and future dynamlc -
Ai,_lnformatlon processor addressed throughout the pages of thls
t."study. Certalnly there are tlmes when the ch11d does not

achieve a match between hlS pr%or knowledge and the lncomlng

1nformatlon, but hlS 1nteract1ve cognltlve process1ng

B " IO i
- o n e S
. . ~

) Contlnues regardless. Hence the Chlld enters school brlnglng
‘with him world 1nformatlon he has encountered, processed and
understood to date. He is the sum of all his experlences.

He is at ‘the centre othls splder s web of 1nterrelatlonsh1ps

Wthh represent hlS understanding W1th1n the context of his

OO R TR

_world. He has processed sgformatlon both simple and compler

He has processed automatlcally (e. g. 1nformatlon whlch "flts" e

- i . S PRE,
-y 2 ~n - - b < b4

'.,restaurants promote fingers and chopstlcks as belng effectlve

utens1ls),'and w1th strateglc plannlng (e g..he w111 ask for ,”p .

1

\a fortune cookle,when he reVAS1ts-the Jade Dragon; he Wonders

O

'where h1s fortunes lie). The splder s web expands to

- encompass a: schoel -schema- w1th $ts diverse sub- schemas* The’~‘,‘f‘f

child begins ‘a new ‘phase 1n his™ lLfe in- terms. of the nature
of the 1nformat10n to be. processed and the relatlvely formal _ ‘3

environment which will absord much of his attention durlng

the ensuingrten to twelve years, ) | _ -

1
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Evolv1ng Semantlc Comple ;;x

The grade four child is a complex belng; ’Throughoﬁ%ﬂ
the prev1ous three years he has learned, amongst other

factors, to read and write with a level of proficiency that

may be less than, eQual to; or in advance'of that achieved

by”hie peers. However. qualitative and quantltatlve aspects

aside, the fourth grader s developlng understandlng of the

1nterwoven relatlonshlps within and between concepts is far
more sophlstlcated and, deflned than when he ‘'was for example
two or seven years old., HlS expandeqd "theory of the world"

:e BLOWS and changes as [ he] encounter|(s]

others' experiences, interpretations, and

ideas. This encounter most often happens

through language interaction, whatever the
expressive channel: talking and listening,

reading and writing.- (Llndfors, 1980,.po 246) .

‘Slnce th1§ study -examines’ 1nstructlonal level receptlve
language comprehens1on, hence bypa851ng the necess1ty to“
rattend to factors outs1de that. level (e. g, the why's and

:wherefore ‘s of a fourth grader s grade two 1nstructlonal'

”readlng pomprehens1on level, hence his frustratlon leveljf*"

comprehensmon of'materlals wrltten at the grade four level);
'the researcher may move dlrectly from the generallzed-
"Chlld s world" COmprehen81on to the specific COmprehens1on
of written and narrated dIscourszo The child brings the
wealth of his cognltlve, llngulstlc, and world knowledge to
bear 1n his interactive process1ng of wrltten and narrated
discourse., Assuming that he can decipher "the marks;on-the
paper" (Holdaway, 1979, p.f153) as hevreads,vit ie the

meaning of the message with which he interacts,'and it is

¢ 26
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h1s understandlng of that meanlng - his shared communicatlon

with the author - that is a maJor focus in ‘the present study.
When process1ng wrltten or narrated dlsoourse the child.
" has” certaln expectations regarding the nature of the ﬁncomlng

.‘information.} Within his world knowiedge'lies his knowledge

- of the adeal story schema which 1s\"tested and modlfled cos "

.....

"story: - ' -

‘People ‘construct story schemata from two sources.
.One ‘Source comes from listening to [and reading]
many .stories and consists of knowledge about the
sequencing of events in stories ... The other

. Source comes from expérience and includes
‘knowledge about causal relations and varlous
‘kinds. of action ‘sequences. N ~
(Mandler and Johnsen, 1977, p. 112)

The 1nforMatlon processed from these two sources merges
within the 1nterrelated threads of the. "Splder s wed",
' 'Although the sources and modes of 1nput dlffer the cognltlve
b“processes‘engaged remaln 1ntr1ns1cally the same withln the
superordlnate concept that "whatever 1nf1uences general

>
thinklng or probiem-solv1ng ability also 1nf1uences readlng

LSy,

(and llstenlng) comprehens1on" (Pearson and Johnson, 1978
p,;9).. Thus, as the child reads or llstens.to'the author's
;message cognittve processes are activated by thezlinguistic
input which is, by 1ts very . nature, symbollc |

oo Language is a manifestation of - symbollsm
‘which may be represented in oral or visual
form.® Because, both languages may be based

on a.common symbolism, there necessarily exists
a relationship [whlchl may best be reflected

at a level of meanlng. (Fagan,: 1978, p. 22)

. Linguistic. fa0111ty enables the child to organiZe.his

'thoughtsCaélne reconstructs.the meaning of the message,



.[hﬁ draw1ng £an all of hls knowledge bases to do so (Berger and-. - ;

BECAE S S

' Perfettl. 19775 HOlda.way, 19797 Snu%"n, L9:71, Stn\cht,‘1972; ,A

A - M 3.

Walker, 1973).. Meanlng evolves as he processes each" --”ff°' ]f“;n?w
succes31ve sentence, whilst 1nteract1ng s1multaneously w1th |
the deep structure created by the relatlonally 1nterdependent,~ _
combined sentences of t;e message in 1ts entlrety. He,‘ | R
"comprehends the flow of language only to. the extent that he
is able to process the complex, deep—structural referential
system embedded w1th1n the message- its. framework and 1nter-
'woven relatlonshlps (Fagan, 1978 p. 33). The Chlld'
‘ellclted retrleval and verbal recall of the 1nformatlon :
processed may, W1th1n the parameters of an 1nformatlon
process1ng model, provide access to the covert cognltlve

_-proce351ng strategles that he engages durlng Spe01flc tasks

of readlng and llstenlng comprehens1on. Flgure~1 indicates

L Wit e e Yo T TR casll e

the 1nteractlon commonato both tasks.'f

PERRSAC )

Accessing Cognitive Processes ' _ e /!

To study an internal process it is necessary . s
to externalize it experimentally; ‘by o
COnnectlng it with some outer activity; only

then is objective funct10na1 analysls possible., .
(Vygotsky, 1962, p. 132) . :

One method ofratte?ptlng to externalize internal'
processes consists of eliciting the child's verbal recall .
of passage information following taskvcompletion. The child

1s asked to retell passage detalls in h1s own words, the

request belng‘ased on the assumptlon that the recall
| reflects the nature of the Chlld'S codlng, 1ntegrat10n, and

organization of incoming lnformatlon (Berger anvaerfettl,
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ff1977, D.. 8) j The raw dafg con;alned in a. verbal recall - »
”represents Vygotsky s (1962) "outer act1v1ty" through which |
;.j;;theuchlld‘s internal process1ng‘may be: examlned within the
. -:parameters of an.information proce381ng model..; e o
. Drum and Iantaff (1977) dev1sed and operatlonallzed a |
model con81st1ng of five categorles of comprehension used in
the 1nterpretat10n of recall protocols. Purportlng to be
indicative of the dlfferent types of text 1nformat10n
recalled, tﬁe categorles are labelled text specific, text -

. .entailed, texi.ellglted<«text,evoked;’and:texi-extennal. N
Drum and Lantaff's (1977) model prov1ded the base from Wthh
4Fagan s Comprehen81on categorles for protocol analysis
evolvedt(Fagan,‘ln press), the”latter:being used for the
~interpretation of raw data in the present study.. Fagan's
categoriee were adapted"and'modified as he uhdertook'

theoretical and practical research‘(Fagan 19?8 1980) and

were further refined and clarlfled durlng more recent studles.

'ﬁ%ﬂ(Beebe, Fagan, and Malicky, 1981 Brake, 1981) The
categorles isolate. the varioys types of 1nformatlon recalled

under the headlngs of text exact, text specific, text

entailed, text experiential, and text erroneous; they
provide the vehicle which makes."obgectlve functlonal analy81s
"poss1ble" (Vygotsky, 1962) Fagan® s.eategorles form‘a
framework w1th1n which the researcher may gainvinsight into
- the cognltlve processing strategies engaged by the Chlld
'fdurlng tasks of receptive 1anguage comprehenS1on.

Fagan B Comprehens1on categorles. when a381gned to

1nformat10n unlts w1th1n a recall protocol, reflect both the
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.‘*textual 1nformatlon processed and the ways in which that

1nformatlon is processed:

A, Text Exact: . text information either recalled
_verbatim or with mlnlmal varlatlons. .

.Bev;Text.SoeCifiCx“ *3*71nformatlon ‘that has - specaflc R R
R textual references,, and that has been
transformed from reordered or
L , _ , substituted lexical items.

Co. _Text Entailed: retrleved 1nformatlon which contalns
’ _(1) paraphrased items. synonymous
, e ... ..l  with the 1nput and derived from more. . . .~

than a 81ngle unit of text or (2)
a Subordlnate statement subsumlng
more than one unit of text ‘
-1nformatlon.

Bt Wbl Lt Vst e e

D. Text Experiential: . the processor's additions whlch flll
' "gaps" in the text data,

to

Text Erroneous: inaccurately processed information.
(Fagan”and\Currie, 1981, p. 4)

" Once it. becomes clear what textual 1nformatlon has been

LR A B R R S e R A S e e,

processed the researcher may make 1nferences concernlng how

RS e e

the- 1nformatlon has been processed. Acknowledglng that the
reader and 11stener may use dlscrete strategles, or

combined, dependlng upon the text content and degree of

dlfflculty experlenced the cognitive processing strategies

o SR A

engaged may 1nclude those of (l)fattendlng, (2) analyzing,
, (3) associating, (4) inferring, and (5) synthesizing. The
first three processes noted above are reflected.by each of

Fagan's categories. The textvspecific category may include

synthes1s at the sentence level, whereas the text entailed

category may 1nclude synthes1s W1thin and across ‘sentences.
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The text experlentlal category 1ncludes inferenc1ng which
may be textually cpnstralned or non-Specif1cally related to

the central theme. All of the processes, except perhaps

-;;;“attending, may . be xmpllcated 1n~the'inaccurate proce881ng

;'7;ref1ected by the ass1gnment of the text erroneous category.’
The central tenet of the current study is that when'
readers and listeners. process 1nformatlon whlch matches

thelr individual 1nstructlona1 receptLVe language

R N
...... - ses s e e @ s @ e e ..
mowlﬂou'y'“,e, q\»‘ .v’zf VR .

'exhlbft the engagement of slmllar cognltlve process1ng

strategles. Accordlng to Mallcky (1982), - once categorles(

have been ass1gned to informatlon un;ts, Ty -S% clausal units L

gw1th1n a. recall protocol, the researcher ‘ay "draw.process,

1mpllcat10ns"- 1mp11catlons"jbecause no ne can state
,absolutely_whatjprocesses the child'engag‘s whilst inter-

acting with the input..

» oot .Processes Accessed by Comprehensionic\tegories

In her recently complled cllnlcal handbook. A Readlng

Processes Anproach to Diag n081s and Remedlatlon, Mallcky

P

(1982) describes- the cognltlve processes which a child may )

engage durlng tasks of readlng comprehen51on. Since the
present study hypothes12es that comprehens1on of wrltten or
'narrated dlscourse entalls the engagement of s1m11ar under—.

lylng thought processes, regardless of the receptlve channel
| employed, Mallcky s dlscuSS1on may be applled to both
.readlng and llstening comprehen81on data._

When address1ng the process of attendin ’ Mallcky

O AT TSy A ST S o S ST

et




TR Jevse

proposes “that "the prlmary source ef such data 1nVlees
observation of the [1nformatlon processor] durlng 81lent

freadlng" (p. 74) Examlnatlon of the Chlld s recall protocol

'1!4further conflrms whlch unlts of 1nformatlon hIS attentlon

_focuses upon and, thus,'whether he v1ews readlng as a Word

".1dent1f1catlon task by recalllng isolated words.'and dlscrete'

fragments, or as a’ task of reconstructlng meanlng from prlnt

(p. 75) as ev1denced by appropriate synthe81s of two or more’

e A o c d e e

¢ -

~relatlonsh1ps.’ He is' often unaware of’ the. 1mportance of

B44

'-~un1ts-of~rnformatlon. mMachky observes that.the gnalxzrgg.

or abstractlon of textual information, process is a necessary

prerequ1s1te for subsequent synthes1s and 1nferen01ng. The

"Echild who analyzes’ 1nformatlon for retrleval and recall of

only verbatim or paraphrased 1nformat10n may be viewed a8 a

‘419.""1 Y

.relatlvely pa831ve processor ‘who . processes surface structuremﬁf

IR r ~

<and does not eXplore thelunderlylng, deep-structural

. ,.., :.w-.r-
- b -

',u31ng h1s background knowledge as he reads, and often has.

dlfflculty answerlng 1nferent1a1 questlonS’as WelB" (Maligky,,

D 75) Thls_chlld is at,the,centre of a Splder s.webT

whose frne threads may be 1ntact from the centre to the perl-

4@ ‘l;,, s ‘

meter' threads whlch. as yet, remaln dlsconnected because\

,»

the relatlonal 11nk1ng threads have not been woven.

e oy

However, whenever attendlng and analyzlng processes Are
ev1denced-in a recall protocol it is assumed that the child
has made meaning a33001atlons also. Whilst'recalled
1nformatlon may 1ndlcate that verbatim data has.. been
verbalized in rote fashlon, Mallcky notes that there 1s

reasoh to suppose that the child has 1ndeed been ass001gt1ng

Laahlu e

oy,
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’meanlng S1nce "rpte'memcry for unrelated‘items is very

';l_ The most v1tal process inherent 1n the "sp1der)s web.of

<
o L

"::ffcomprehens1on" 1s that of sxhtheSIZlgg incoming 1nformation :;'t
wfrom separate unlts of text. Only by determlnlng the under-lu o
‘ lylng relatlonshlps WhICh llnk 1deas w1th1n and across
sentenees can the Chlld fully comprehend the author s
- message, or. at least as much of the message as poss1b1e
vw1thout further dlscourse w1th the absent author._ If the

--ehild cah fecall the glsn o .:the message then be has. . L

reconstructed the author's meanlng approprlately. He has
combined background knowledge, knowledge of languageland
"story schema,. and approprlate cognltlve proceSS1ng strategles

. h .‘ 3 i
1n a dynamlcally 1nteract1ve manner- the "whole chlld"'has

”engagedwan an~act of shared communlcation. If approprlate
,1nferenc1ng 1s eV1denced ¥n-the child's recall he has: clearly -
. - understood the author s meanlng and added sallent detalls'
culled ‘from hlS own prlor knowledge; should the 1nferenc1ng
be 1nappropr1ate At is likely. that a mls match has occurred

'elther at the word level or at the level of Inter- and/or

. intra- sententlal relatlonshlps. Accordlng to Mallcky, the
engaglng of approprlate synthe5121ng and 1nferen01ng

‘hcognltlve processes comblnes the-"necessary components of
effectlve comprehen81on" (p 77). Thus, the cognitive

ufprocesses engaged durlng Spe01flC tasks.of reading. and

.llstenlng comprehen81on, when reflected in Fagan 8

Comprehens1on categorles for protocol ahalysis . (Fagan,.inu,_

;press), may be acceSsed for 1nferait1a1_1nterpretatlon and‘

L2%8



‘i” in the follow1ng chapter‘
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subseqdent analys1s.‘ The categorles are‘described‘ihtdetail

"I read you loud and clear. "In Engllsh these'

3

~ .

-

-;wiADﬁdvérviewfof_Reading.and‘ListEningf~ SRR A
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words have come to mean that-a Listener has..

clearly heard and understood a spoken message.
"Reading" in this sense means "understandlng"

and rests on the long-standing assumptlon.that
reading and listening are analogous. forms of S
receptive communication. (Tuman, 1980, p. 698) |

Some researchers have accepted the assumptlon noted

above, others have not - The ' Jury is out" but not behlnd

closed doors. The debate contlnues .unabated as the pros and .

v

P

cons regardlng whether or not "readlng and llstenlng are

’ researched and drscussed.

(1ndeed) analogous forms of receptlve communlcatlon" are

.
e -

that~zhe over~r1d1ng questlon has been approached from many

different perspectaves_and via dlverse treatments'and

Tmethodologies.‘ It is 1ncumbent upon the wrlter, therefore,

to dellneate the paths taken by past researchers and to:

ensure that the threads which emerge for the purpose of this

study focus upon approprlately selected comparlsons, e,g

the ‘underlying thought Processes which are cru01a1 in

-achieving’ effective readlng and llstenlng comprehens1on may

be abstracted for comparatlve observation- Just as the

intrinsic qualltles that depict "dog" may be examined in a

side-by-side observation of a terrier and a retriever, i.e,

readlng and llstenlng comprehenslon resultlng from the super—

ordlnate thought processes; terrier and retrlever stemming

3

from ‘the superordlnate genus "dog".

A rev1ew of the llterature reveals

LI PRNCIL
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and in thelr entlrety ;n Append;x C. ,m:.§_£
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- :Ghanneliﬁ{raadinguaad.liﬁﬁ;hihg;modaiitiéé;_,Thé:graphicv e
. input pfcééééédféufiﬁgifeadihg“offers a-dimehéfon’ﬁéf'” B
available in:the guditbry input p;ocessed‘during listening; 
h the symbolic feéﬁuréé of print, The acf of feading is
spatial in that the reader may regress, répeaf,.iook ahead,
ahd'monitor‘fqr'meahihg gs:he.processes; the;aqtiqf'_

listening is temporal in that_thelliSténer'must react

gimu;ﬁgnepusly to the sequentié1 fl6w'éfblanguage as the '  ' o
' narrative unfolds. Additiqnai,diversifyingwfgatpresgaﬁpanent. L S
when comparing the act df‘rééding"and thé‘act_of listeéning ' - g

‘include the following details:

Spoken languagel has. .. the uge of stress, . . - -~

intonation, and other prosodic features, .’ i
Temporal characteristics of speech. such as , ' -4
pauses and changes in speed often provide 5

clues for the c¢hunking of words into larger ' 3
constituents ... [However] ... Text does have. Ty
some compensatory aspects ... it frequently
indicates illocutionary force (.?¥), pauses ' 5
(i), 1ists (.13), and related statements (3) : ‘ IR
~++. segmentation of the message into words -~ o ;
and sentences is concretely indicated .-
The demarcation of paragraphs-is ... an

. p

organizational aid ... Textual devices such '

as underlining and italicizing may be used

to emphasize or contrast words and phrases,

(Rubin, 1978, pp. 6-8)
In a more generai sense,vdirectly.applicable to school
instruction, the teaching of reading is widespread whilst
such is not the case with listenings however, the fourth . %
grade child has participated in far more listening than T L2
reading activities throughout his lifetime. Modalities and

emphases differ, the chénhél is common to both.




';¥¢43x;f.@here 1Svev1dence to suggest that at least .ene modality

= {

'_ﬁ-dlfference affects achlevement Jeve1~performances 1ndread1ng B

-and, llstenlng comprehen81on durlng the early elementary -

years,. Stlcht et al (1974) present & developmental modei of a
audlng and readlng within whlch the fourth _grade is: viewed as
the p1vota1 year durlng whlch students may or .may not haVe

~ mastered the decodlng varlable in readlng. Surveylng.
comparatlve research studies spanning the years’1917 to 1970,
where 1dentlca1 or matched group fourth graders were presented
w1th 1dentlca1 or: equlvalent readlng and llstenlng passages,
Stlcht et al (19?4) 1dent1f1ed nine out of eleven studles
whlch 1ndlcated hlgher achlevement levels in llstenlng !
comprehen81on than in readlng comprehen81on (pp. 76, 77).

The decoding varlable 1nherent in the processing of print,

which ~has no direct counterpart within the 1lsten1ng frame-

work, seems to be the de01s1ve factor most heav11y implicated.

in discussion of the findings notéd above.

.Circumnavigating.the Differences for Protocol Analvysis

Whllst modallty dlfferences warrant concern when

_Hcomparatlve achlevement levels ar; belng observed they are
'not 1nsurmountable in terms of the ana1y31s of process1ng
strategles. A methodologlcal varlable is evallable whlch
allows “the researcher to 01rcumnav1gate dlfferences, r\e.
the variable of collectlng 1nstructlonal comprehension level
raw data. Slnce an instructional level per se indicates the
level at which a Chlld may process and comprehend written

(Brake, 1981; Clarke. 19811 Schlenbein, 1978) and " thus

St
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vnarrated discourse effectirely, it may be assumed that mode -
~of input- factors have presented minimal or zero interference\d
at that level. Hence, cohtent analy31s of recall protocols
Aresultlng:from 1nstruct1onal Tevel processlng of written'and '
‘narrated discourse should provide reliable . informatlon
regarding the cognltlve process1ng strategles engaged,

1rrespect1ve of modallty. o 9]

Comparative Research: - Reading and Listening Overview

-

Researchers concur that similarities and dlfferences
exist between the receptlve language modalities. However,.
&
- the rumbllngs of a potential "great debate" are becoming

pervas;ve amongst comparatlve theorists, Researchers tend

T o allgn behind one of the two most compelling theories

. expounded at the present time. One school of - thought

‘proposes that the 81m11ar1t1es between reading and llstenlng
far outweigh the dlfferences- that underlying and comblned
'mental and llngulstlc processes. form the common base: from
which reliable comparisons may be addressed (e, g+ Sticht et
al, 1974), Smith's' proposal (1982), that the brain assumes
central control over purposeful sensory process1ng, lends '

_ support to the comman base theory. Alternate school of |
thought proponents argue that modallty dlfferences can not

~ be negated; that the Chlld must actively set aside much that
he has learned about. receptlve language comprehension by
listening before he can assimilate alternate procedures'
necessary for learning to read. Furthermore, they state

that it is overly simplistic ‘to accept the developmental

"js
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' v1ewp01nt that learnlng via the eyes (read;ng) is a natural
_extension of learnlng V1a the ears (llstenlng) ‘ The
..“alternate theorlsts (e. g. Rubln, 1978) do not accept the

- 'developmentallsts' "bulldlng blocks" formula.

' Theoretlcal dlfferences of Oplnlon are not recoo01led
‘ea511y. In fact they are compounded due to lack of agreement
regarding which specific aspects of . readlng and llstenlng
best answer the question as to whether or not correlatlons‘
exist. Sticht et al (197h) find definite cHrrelatlons when
examlnlng comparlsons between the comprehension of written
and sPoken prose. Rubin (1978) accepts thelr flndlngs in
thls regard but cautlons that correlatlons found ‘in relation |
to prose passages ¢an not be viewed as global” answers for
all readlng and llstenlng 31tuatlons, i.e. that llstenlng.to

a conversatlon can not be compared with llstenlng to prose,

hence research flndlngs on th latter may not be appllcable !

i
.
.
3
1
3
|
4
|
5]
.'.l

with: the former. The issue seems to be clouded unnecessarily

81nce Stlcht et al (197#) do not claim findings of global

Urelevance. Indeed, the fact that an "1ssue" has arisen at
all may be due to comparlsons having:

«es mainly been made between the comprehens1on
of spoken and written prose, a fact which may
have served to emphasize the similarities
rather than the differences between reading
and listening. (Walker, 1975/76, p. 149)

A year later, Walker places the "issuye" sSquarely where it
rests most comfortably - as a non-issue - in terms of his
latest studyvcompering_the comprehension\of writing and

spontaneous speech:

)



The findings of the preésent study-do not deny - :
", .the Sticht model (1974); they merely suggest i
: ~one way in which the processes underlying o :

language comprehension may function differently

with respect to.reading when the-comparisen
"-is made with listening to spontaneous speeSh

Qas’opposed to® listening to narrated prose].

Walker, 1977, P-.47) ' ‘

.Leaving the embryonic issue as a:non—iSSue. then, pertinent .
factors remain to be discussed regarding the methodologies ’V
‘and treatments used in research studies gﬁring.the-past S

\

sixfy-fivé years.. o ‘ | ’ B \. , o]

Testing Criteriag Format and Comparison-

In$ent upon ensuring that comparative research studies u 1

madhererto*well—defined controlé Durrell (1969) prbpoées'as
Qital the equivalence of. testing materials and identical
test'fbfmat and directioﬁs, mode of response, and time
‘duration. The létter poses some problems. -Standardization
of the time factor creates an artificia1 atmbsphere in as
much as, :"... the normél'rate of reading ié,commqnly-ZfB
‘times as‘thaﬁ of speech"'(Rubin, 1978, p; 36}. Compfessed
Speech;'whilst ensuring an identiéal‘rafe of iﬁput to &

~

‘controlled reading situation, may.be viewed as non-representua-

tive'within the normally expected listening'framework.
Equally non-representative is the presentation of print
segments on a screen, the one being‘removed before the next

14 .
is visible, to ensure that the reading situ4tion more closely

o e g g

resembles the listening situation where neither regression

nor looking éhead-are possible'(Rubin. 1978), o . W

Danks and Pezdék (1980) share the concerns noted above ’ i



'.'_‘_and, when examln:mg Sticht et al's (1974) survey of readlns
ﬁ?and llstening research, refute the inclu31on of "many

’experlments, each of whlch is. flawed" (p.:24), optlng rather

- +for the examlnatlon of a. 81ng1e, well-executed study whose e

__conclus1ons are grounded in rellable methodology.~ A study

':undertaken by KlntSCh and Kozmlnsky (1977) may serve to

‘lllustrate what - could be termed "flawed" research, dependlngr'

! upon the stance . of the revuewer.;'College students were
requlred to exther 11sten to ‘or . read three stories.‘;ff'
'Subsequent to- attendlngCto the 1nput they were asked to
prov !Fconclse summarles of each story. The students were
: encouraged to edlt and rev1se thelr output untll satlsfled
w1th.&he end products._ -An anomaly arlses 1n that the group

of readers had contlnuous access to the orlglnal stdrles

, throughout the summarlzatlon tasks, access that was not

e

*repllcated for the group of llsteners (p. 494) “Whilst thetpj"

1 readers‘.summarles were textually constralned and concise

fthose of the 1lsten1ng group, although retalnlng ‘the glst of;

'»the orlglnal storles, contalned unlque and 1rre1evant
statements, Undoubtedly the presence or absence of stories'
;ﬂacce551b111ty durlng task completlon contrlbuted to 1nter-_'
,ygroup dlfferences. The researchers prov1de no explanatlon
afor the dlfferlng condltlon. Whilst 1t may be argued that i
»readers have constant access to prlnt durlng normal
l.01rcumstances whereaf-llsteners do. not, the 1nstance c1tedf1
ﬂgabove seems excess1ve W1th1n a comparatlve research study. ‘

Iack of con31stency 1n testlng crlterla and methodoldgy

has resulted 1n relatlvely discrete flndlngS. a factor WhﬂCh'd; L
' .
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‘ffﬂlmpedes the complllng of 2 solid body of celatéﬁ data for

"comparatlve research purposes.a W1th1n°the épider s web '
analogy, many_flne threads are formed“hut the llnklng st;ands
are not yet 1ntact. Oniy - one llnk hds been flrmly establlshed
to date. 1°e°,at the elementary school lével, achlevement in
llstenlng comprehens1on tends to exceed achlevement in |
reading comprehen81on, unt11 the decodlng varlable in

1read1ng has been surmounted. Hence. the-"learnlng potential""

theory arises, I ' . T PR

« : P L

Listening ProwessvKualszeading'Potentiai?7

»

“ow A '

As mlght be eXpected thé deve10pmental theorlsts are.’

-the most av1d proponents of the hypothe51s that a Chlld'

'_ achlevement level on tasks of llstenlng comprehen31on is.

1ndlcat1ve of the level he w111 ‘come to achleve in readlng |
comprehen31on once automatlclty in de01pher1ng prlnt 1s ‘5
assured, The hypothes1s rests on the assumptlon that readlng
and 1lsten1ng share a common thlnﬂing/languaglng base 1n
‘terms of what the Chlld brlngs to ‘a receptlve language task
and the nature of the 1nteract1ve 1nformatlon process1ng
that ensues (Lew1s, 1952,° Lundsteen, 1979; Stlcht et al, |
f'197h). Indeed research flndlngs support' .
Cean an increase in the ra&atlonshlp between
auding @and reading test performances as school”
grade ingreases, and‘.u.‘chlldren acquire '
~reading decoding skills for using print to
'.develop meaning previously. available only by
‘ audlng. (Stlcht et al, 1974, P. 90)

‘ ,On collatlng the results of research studles, some concerned

” ;W1th word level comprehen81on and some w1th the comprehens1on‘;

k2 -



"of prose, Stlcht et al (1974) report that listening abllltY'~

tehds to exceed -reading ablllty durlng the flrst three
'._grades, tends to equalize between grades seven and elght,
and that reading ab111ty may forge ahead durlng early
adulthood (pp. 82~ 84) In studies whose samples include
lable and 1ess able readers at the elementary school level
(Berger and Perfetti, 1977 Many, 1965) the flndlngs suggest
that: | o

v.., less skilled readers recall the same .

information Cfollowing listening and reading-

tasks] that skilled readers doj they simply

‘recall less., (Berger and Perfettl. 1977, p. 14)
In both of the studles cited above the 1ess .able readers
were attemptlngﬂto process prlnt presented at frustratlon
1evel, hence the de00d1ng variable would detract from
ucomprehens1on. However, s1nce Berger and Perfettl (197?)
note that the ‘able readers' performance on both tasks
exceeded that of the less able readers "by equal amounts"-
(p.h7) a'general language comprehenslon factor emerges;
decoding becomes a relatedlbut secdndary.issue;_j: |

The read{ng "potential" theorists do”nct'dispute the
evidence p01nt1ng towards the notlon that general language
'process1ng ablllty underplns a Chlld'S performance 6n tasks

"vof receptlve language comprehens1on. The language factor,

i~w1th1n 1ts 1nterdependent relatlonshlp with cognltlon, lends :yf‘

credence to the potentlal" stance. As the Chlld s fa0111ty
,Wlth eXpress1ve and receptlve 1anguage 1ncreases. .Some

'1mprovement in readlng and llstenlng COmprehens1on

L perfqrmances might be expected. Moreover, once a comfortable
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level of readlng automaticlty is reached h

.o+ -the two receptive processes of reading and

- 1istening should be mutually supportive. The

understandlng of a component in one can enhance

the development in the other.,. (Iundsteen, 1979, p.~3)
,Embedded W1th1n the ramlflcatlons of the "potentlal" theory.
bcognltlon and language re-emerge as the cbrner-stones of

comprehens1on.

~ The General language Comprehension Factor

The general language comprehens1on theorlsts hypothe81ze
that. less able readers, when,proceSSIng tasks of both
llstenlng and reading coMprehens1on, exhlblt a "general
 language’ comprehension deficit" whlch is not reflected in
the proce851ng accompllshed by able readers. It is suggested,
however, that the “deflclt" ex1sts relatlve only to the
nature of the materials. processed, 1.e. if fourth grade able '
readers were asked to read or ‘listen to- materlals wrltten
for grade seven consumptlon, 1t is highly llkely that many |
of the chlldren would exhlblt a "language comprehen51on
def1C1t"' within this hypothet1cal framework the "deficit"
children would warrant the "less able"~cla881flcatlon.>
1Researchers and teachers alike do not expect chlldren to
process input competently when that 1nput exceeds grade 1
placement requlrements. Indeed such a 51tuatlon would be
.4igdicrous.' Hence, the able/less aple descrlptors are used
to dlscrlmlnate a chlld's proce831ng efflclency in terms of
V the grade level 1n which he is placed currently. Researchers-

have attempted to ensure that the processed 1nput elther t\



(a) matches the grade placement level of the chlldren belng
Studied or, (b). matches an 1ntermed1ate level in terms of _
_the whole group. i.e, 1f screenlng tests 1nd1cate that the
mean achlevement 1evel of the able proceSSOrs is 5¢5 and ﬁ_:
~ that of the less able processors is 2,35, then the 1nput , »
presented conforms to the 1ntermed1ate h,0 level of . ;..
complex1ty as measured by a readablllty formula, 1In both

1nstancas 1t is reasonable to assume that many of the less

- able group members are belng required to process at

frustratlon level._ If such is the case, findings 1ndlcat1ng
;a general language comprehens1on deflclt amongst less able
; proceSSOrs create no Surprlse. .
. Berger and Perfettl (1977) examlned the proce351ng of
alntermedlate level descrlptlve passages read or heard by
| :flfth graders° Matched acdordlng to TeQu, chronologlcal
" age, and sex, the mean readlng comprehen81on grade levels
‘from a standardlzed screenlng test were 5, 05 for the able
"group and 2,62 for the less able group. Students were
:requlred to provlde a free recall followed by the answering
~of ten literal comprehensron questlons subsequent to.
processing the. 1nput: | |

Performance of the skllled readers exceeded

that of less-skilled readers- by equal amounts

for reading and listening and by equal- amounts

for paraphrase recall and. literal question

_‘answerlng. (Berger and Perfettl, 1977, p. 7)

rHence, the researchers proposed that the same general
';language process1ng skills were common to both readlng and
llstenlng COmprehens1on task requlrements and that less--

skilled readers "... generally have a reduced ablllty to
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comprehend;language e (p; 13). A seventh grade study '

undertaken by Smlley et al (1977), adherlng tao 31m11ar

1nternal controls, produced the same conclu81ons. Other

'research studles. spannlng varled grade and age ranges and

guS1ng d1verse methodologles, present flndlngs which p01nt

\towards a general language comprehen81on def1c1t in less able
readers when the latter process grade placement or 1nter-<'
medlate levels of 1nput (Berger, 1975; Stlcht 1972; Sticht
et al, 197& Welsberg, 19?9) Juxtaposed with the emerglng
deflclt factdrz the cognltlve processes engaged by able and
1ess able prose processors whllst readlng and llstenlng v
appear to be hlghly 81m11ar (Dev1ne, 1978 Lundsteen, 1979,
Rubln, 1978) N "

Whllst a review of the 11terature has failed to reveal
'comparatlve readlng/llstenlng studles Wthh examlne how able ‘
and less able readers process 1nstructlona1 level lnput |
some recent studies 1n the area of readlng comprehens1on '
have done so (Brake, 1981; Clarke, 1981; Kavanagh 1981;

Schlenbeln, 1978). A1l of the researchers. report similar

- proceSS1ng of 1nstructlonal level materials by both able and

" less able groups° If the cognltlve processes engaged durlng

readlng and 11sten1ng comprehens1on tasks are 81m11ar, it
may be supposed that the readlng research flndlngs w1ll be
reflected W1th1n a listening context when the 1nput 1s'

presented at 1nstruct10nal levelsol
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, Llsteners or readers do not have the meanings

- poured into them - they are - not conducted to
them directly through the souhds in,the air

;or from the marks on the paper; they make them
from what is 11ngulstlca11y given in relation-
ship to all that constitutes their o¥n self-»
awareness, ‘Thus, the interpretation of
language is _a creative rocess,
(Holdaway, 1979. p. 153 B

Informatlon proce331ng is the complex and creative »

b7

procedure 1n which the fourth grade child has pa‘thlpatEG . .

actlvely throughout his nine or ten years of life. He has

~engaged cognltlve and llngulstlc processes, harnessed in .

thelr 1nterdependent relat10nsh1p, in h1s attempts to make

sense of the world and of his own standlng within the WOrld

AP

»COntext Over ‘the years hlS accumulatlng WOrld llngulstlc,

-and self-knowledge reflects hlS understandlng of increasingly

complex relatlonshlps. The Chlld brlngs his dlverse wealth
of understandlng to bear’ as he processes 1nstructlona; level
tasks of readlng and llstenlng comprehens1on in a hlghly
1nteract1ve manner.T”The present study hypothe81zes that

s1m11ar cognitive processes are engaged for both receptlve

‘language comprehen51on tasks, when the 1nput is wrltten or

narrated prose, and that the similar processes are. common to
both able and less able readers durlng the proces51ng of

1nstruct10nal level 1nput.



CHAPTER III

THE EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

Selection of the Sample

The purpose of the study was twofold. Firstly, the

study was designed to ascertain whether grade four students

employed . similar processing strategies when engaged in tasks

of reading’and listening comprehension. Secondly, the

research focused on whether able and less able fourth grade

readers used similar ‘processing strategles when process1ng

tasks presented at each student 's individual 1nstruct;ona1

level., .

)

Fourth grade students attending four SChOOlS‘ln the

.County of Parkland No. 31 constltuted the populatlon from

which the, sample was selected The two . hundred and ten

,_students lived in dormer towns, - or on’ acreages or farms

4

within a thlrty-flve kllometers radius of the‘c1ty of

'Edmonton, Albertaa

The comprehens1on subtest of the Gates MacGlnltle

.Readlng Test,- Level D Form 2 (1978) and the non—verbal

/

/

/

section of thé Canadlan Cognltlve Abllltles Test Level B, o

'iForm 1 (1974). were admlnlstered to the grade four population

i by the researcher. All students w1th readlng performance :

scores at or above the seventy—thlrd percentlle, and w1th a

“non-verbal I.Q.

o

score of elghty-flve or above, were potentlal

4



subjects for the group of able readers._ All students W1th
readlng performance scores at or below the thlrty—fourth
ipercentlle, and w1th a non-verbal I Q. score of elghty-flve

!
or above, a@re po‘tentlal subjects for the group of less able

readens. Four exclu31on factors were then applled Chlldreni

W1th clinically 1dent1f1ed hearlng or v1sual 1mpa1rments, who
?

COuld not functlon without spe01allzed instruction in the cen

regular classroom setting, were ellmlnated from the study.
¥hildren who lacked verbal fluency because English was their
recently acquired second language were excluded as were
,chlldren ‘Whose cllnlcally identified behav1oural problems
were recognized as a- maJor factor 1nh1b1t1ng regular academlc
progress. Flnally, chlldren who had repeated a grade were
excluded on the premlse that their’ addltlonal ‘year of world
knowledge could result, concelvably, in the proceSsing of
wrltten or Spoken discourse in a manner non- representatlve_
of chlldren for whom fourth grade placement Slgnlfled thelr

- fourth year in school. g , % |
From the 1n1t1al populatlon of tWo hundred and ten
-children, one hundred and elght were 1nellg1ble due to the *
crlterla noted above. as detalled in Appendlx ‘A. " QOne hundred
and tWO chlldren remalned ellglble for lnclu81on in the.
sample. From those eligible, ten boys . and- ten glrls were.
mselected to form the .group of able readers by means of a
table of random numbers, Slmilarly.‘a random sample of ten
boys and ten glrls was selected to form the - group of less
_able readers. Hence a total of forty children part1c1pated :

inlthe study. . Table Three indicates sex. percentlle ranks

49
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" Table Three

‘Profile of the Group of Able Readers

| P e .
PPN - Comprehernsion. . Non-Verbal Chronological e
Subject .BeX .. pera btile Ranks «I.Q. Scores Age (Months) o

3

o1
- 02
03
Cob
by
06
07
08 .
09
10

116
w2112
"1 ILP..“:‘?’ o
‘ 1 13.» ‘ b

119
~riil
Has
108 °

.

=

S
12 .
14
15"
76
1%
e
19 .
20

96 - 115 R ET A e
90 . 130 - . 108 |
- B4 '. 111 11
92 117 7 116
8 - 113 119
73 95 118
79 R A - 113 .
73 86 T 112 ‘.
73 121 111
90 100 110

==2=E=z=2=2x

\

a

=
m o=

0 boyéw

. mee

Total'= 20 childrén (10 girls and 10 ‘boys)
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on the comprehension subtest of the GatEBgMchlnltle Readlng

Test level D, Form 2 (1978), the non-verbal I.Q. sCores on
the Canadlan Cognltlve Abllltles Test, Level B, Form 1. (197&),

and chronologlcal ages. for the group of able readers. Table

-Four prov1des the same proflle for the group of less able

readers. T-tests for 1ndependent samples were calculated to

L3

‘obtaln meadhres of the groups' equivalence in percentlle .

ranks on the reading comprehension test, I.Q...and age.,

Means, standard deviations and t-ratios are'presented in

‘Table Five. No significant difference existed between groups

on the variable of age. As expected, there was a SLgnlflcant

. statlstlcal dlfference between the groups' performance on the

test of readlng COmprehen51on. Although there was a
slgnlflcant between groups' dlfference at the 05 level on
the non- verbal I.Q. varlable, groups' means placed w1th1n the
average range of 1ntellectual functlonlng.

%&:: It should be noted that a test of laﬁ%pnlng comprehens1onp

was not 1ncluded in- the screenlng battery, since the 1ntentlon

was- to COntrol one varlable. i.e, readlng, and to view the

”unbound varlable, 1.e.,llsten1ng. in terms of its possible

relatlonshlp with the former. Moreover, the study focused

. on the reader and his proces31ng of . tasks of readlng and

llstenlng comprehension, Hence screenlng procedhres B

reflected the focus expressed o "



” Table Four
Frofile of the Group of less Able Readers
ubitet | Sex  SUEEILONNiE o TIVERL Chromciogion
21 F 27 118 109 .
22 + P 31 113 112
23 F 31 85 124
24 'R 1 92 123
25 F 14 93 - 109 ¢
26 F L3 103 120
27 P s e g
28 R 24 113 120
29 F 3 102 : 111
30 F o3 100 110
N =10 girls
31 M 34 120 117
32 M 8 ® 98 ' 115
33 M 34 ol 112
34 M 31 .95 116
35 M- 27 .. -98 123
36 M #1210 114
37 M - 1 o 87 . 116
38 M y 21 92 v 11
90 M 14 120 109
40 M 21 o4 120
N = .10 boys '
Total =

ZQ°children (10 girls and 10 boys)

i}

ey .
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,Screening Tests Used }or the»Selection of Subaect

The reading. comprehen81on subtest of the Gates—MacGinit;e.

Reading Test Canadian Edltlon, Level D, Fornm. 2 (1978) was

selected to ascertain each child's achlevement in s1lent f“’“'

readlng comprehension. Form 2 was admlnlstered as a
screenlng device to 1solate the group of able readers whose

v

performance was at or above the seventy—thlrd percentile_
(grade ‘equivalent = 5 7), and the group of less able readers
whose performance ‘was at or below the thirty-fourth percentile

'i’(grade equlvalent = 3,8). Students responded- to. llteral and

1nferent1a1 questlons presented in multlple ch01ce format,

following their silent readlng of short passages (example in
Appendix B) whose contents spanned the humanltles, soc1al T

v801ences, and natural sciences (Manual. 1978, p. 35).. Ievel

D questions were posed to access 55 rercent literal responses

and 45 percent inferential reSponses from the readers. Level -

D. was normed on 46,000 urban and rural Canadlan students."

- Form 2 had a rellablllty of’\ﬁz on the readlng comprehen81on
VSubtest (Kuder—Rlchardson Formxla 20),

The non-verbai sectlon of theyCanadlan Cognitive

Abllltles Test, Level B, Eﬁrm 1 (1974) provided an I, Q.

Score for each Chlld aﬁa§1ﬂblated those w1th I. Q,s of elghtyw
five and above as belng*el;glble for 1nclus1on 1n the study.
The test was normed across Canada's ten provinces and the"
North West Terrltorles. u31ng a stratlfled random sample of
schools. For the purposes of thls study "standard age

Scores" having "the same statlstlcal propertles as the

> . ©




‘.\

";,jTeStin

dev1atlon I Q." were used to obtain I, Q. scores (Technlcal

Manual, 1978, p. 3) The non-verbal battery of the C C.A, T.

: requared reSponses demandlng abstrgpt reasoning abllitles

with regards to flgure analogies. flgure classiflcatlon, and

o
1 .
Sy

g .

flgure synthes1s.4 As.. the non—verbal battery did not contain llhdfl‘

"{ a~read1ng component its selectlon was deemed approprlate.,"

{
The screenlng tests were adminlstered on g group ba81s
at each of the four schools bétween the end of February and

the beglnnlng of Aprll 1982

Ihstrumefts\Used;With the-SamelejPh
; Alternate forms of the Standard Readln 4d. ‘
(McCracken, 1966) were selected for the assessment of

performance 1n readlng and llsten;ng comprehens1on, the'".

E equlvalence of Forms A and B hav1ng been establlshed w1th

_"0

-

v

. the presented passagesf”

:c, .

Total Comprehen51on Scores: r = 0.9? (p = 0, 001). Form A

was used to obtaln each student's 1nstructlonal silent readlng

comprehen51on level, and Form B to obtaln each student'
1nstruct10nal llstenlng comprehensmon level (as noted in

Table Slx) The formathof Forms A and B was adentlcal and

(examples 1n Appendlx B) _a’h?form offered a range of

passages graded from the b

,prlmer to grade seVen‘level.4= ff'

Both oral and s1lent readlngvpassages were prov1ded at each NS

grade 1evel and, 81nce the oral readlng passages were more

numerous below the grade~four level. the oral passages werel;.]fﬂ'f

were read 81lf_tlyﬂto assess performance ;n s1lent readlng

:ff,used for “the present study. 1.e. Form A oral readrng passages':°,
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'comprehen51on. Form B oral reading\passages were narrated by
a Western Canadlan Engllsh speaker for the assessment of
performance in llstenlng comprehenslon. 4 o
Quantltatlve and qualitatave evaluatlons were obtalned
for ‘each chlld s performance on the tasks of readlng and
. llstenlng comprehens1on. As the Chlld completed the readlng
'or llstenlng task he was’ asked to verbalize hlS recall of
passage 1nformatlon. w1th no promptlng from the researcher.

'All communlcatlon was tape recorded for subsequent trans-

57

.crlptlon. The Chlld'S unalded recall of passage 1nformatlon :"'

at hlS 1nstructlona1 (a) readlng.‘and (v) llstenlng

‘comprehens1on levels prov1ded the raw data for qualltative

aanalys1s. examples are. located 1n Appendlx C.v Each presented v

‘passage contalned ten unlts of 1nformatlon. When one or more

\
4\of those unlts were omltted in the Chlld'S unalded recall of

LI
é

»passage 1nformatlon. questlons were asked to ellclt hlS
comprehen51on of the om1ss1ons. Hence. the number of ..f}
‘1nformatlon unlts the Chlld verballzed durlng hls unalded ‘‘‘‘
recall plus. the number of accurate ;esponses glVen when
questlons were asked provmded a total performance score. A'

-total score of 70 percent or above obtalned 1nstructlonal

‘level comprehen81on of passage 1nformatlon. and. 69 percent L

. and below reflected performance\at frustratlon level.' The
"Ychlld 5 1nstruct10na1 level comprehens1on performance for

. ’(a) 31lent readlng, an’ (b) llstenlng prov1ded the raw data '

for quantltatlve analy 1s. Data concernlng unalded and total
“recall scores. and 1nd'v1dual 1nstructlonal levels. aré
3-prov1ded in Appendlx D, - | |
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F 'order w1th1n each school and the. admlnlstratlon of Fbrms A

P

Admlnlstration of the Testlng Igstrumegt
Alternate forms of the Standa;d Readlgg Inventggy '

(McCracken, 1966) were admlnlstered 1ndividually to each .

ch;ld during May, 1982 The children were tested in random-

' -

. and B was counterbalanced 1.e. the flrst ch11d was assessed
'first on Form A then on Form B, the second ch11d was assessed
"first on Form B then on Form A. and so.on. . Each Chlld took

"a short break- between the- admlnlstration of alternate forms._*

Form A was admlnlstered to obtaln each chlld's instructlonal

vs11ent readlng comprehens1on level, and Form B to obtain

each child's 1nstructlona1 11sten1ng comprehens1on level.

The passages used for 11sten1ng comprehens1on were tape

ey

recorded by a Western Canadlan Engllsh Speaker, to- ensure

'L‘conS1stent presentatlon., The p01nt of entry 1nto the readlng_

and llstenlng tasks was: determlned accordlng to each chlld'

-performance .on the Gates—MaeG1n1t1e Read;dngest Level D

Form 2 (1978), i.e, a percentlle rank at or above the

.seventy-thlrd percentlle 1nd1cated that the’chlld would

proceSs grade four level passages w1th some degree of

.competence, hence a grade four passage prov1ded the p01nt of

entry; a percentlle rank at or below the thlrty—fourth

percentlle 1nd1cated that a Chlld would process competently
A'rat the second or thlrd grade leve}‘ hence the Chlld'S polnt
of entry was determlned accordlngly. In all cases, subsequent

: passages wereqpresented accordlng to the Chlld'S performance

on the flrst passage prOV1ded, 1.e. if 1nstruct10nal or

-
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1ndependent comprehens1on levels were achleved during
proce531ng of .the first passage. the second passage presented
was -at the next grade Jevel; if frustration level occurred

durlng process1ng of the first passage. the ‘second passage

'presented was at the precedlng grade level.
Task Ins,truet;_g‘-ns., S
Prior to process1ng each of the passages the Chlld was'
told, "ThlS story is called . (tltle) Read the story
silently (or "Llsten to the @tory ~") and tell me about the

story when you have flnlshed." On task completlon the chlld

was remlnded, "Tell me - about the story (tltle)

Scorlng of'the Instruments.'

The child's performance on both tasks was assessed
accordlng to the follow1ng crlterla.‘ Each.passage conta;ned
ten unlts of 1nformatlon., As the child verballzed his -

recall of passage 1nformatlon, the 1tems recalled were noted._

i;ﬁl'

HlS unalded recall score represented the number of 1nformat10n: -

»unlts recalled accurately, 1.e. 1f elght of the units were
‘recalled his unalded reeall score was recorded as /10 or 80
percent. Probe qqestrons were then asked to ellclt hlS
comprehen81on of the remalnlng 1nformatlon unlts.; Corrsct
‘1responses were added to hls unalded recali score to. obtaln a
| total score. If all ten 1nformatlon unlts were recalled
'”accurately the Chlld'S unalded score of 80 percent plus the
_20 percent recelved for responses to the questionlng ylelded

a total recall score of 100 percent._ o R : \\7r’f

4
& ’
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Each child's instructional comprehension level for (a)

' ‘the reading task, and (b) the listening task was established

at the last grade level passage on which he” achieved a total

'”_grecali score of 70 percent or above. Thus. two distinct

"categories for protocol analySis (Faga

categories were aSSigned to each claus

- instructional comprehenSion 1evels were obtained for each

_child. -One proVided his instructional silent reading

comprehenSion level and the other provided his instructional

P

_listening comprehenSion level.' Since the. demonstration of L

an- instructional level may be assumed to mean that similar‘

'cognitive Operations must have contry.uted to that level.»

regardless of the graded 1evel of the passage processed,

~each child's unaided recall of passage information at his

instructional reading and listening comprehenSion levels

constituted the raw data for qualitative analys1s.

o
S

B Interbr§tation.0f I?structional Level:Unaided«ReCalls o

e

In order to access the- quality of the child's proceSSing,

mazes were ‘eliminated from the verbatim- transcripts of his

instructional level unaided recalls for the reading and .

'listening tasks. Transcript contents were then diVided into,_.'

clausal units and analyzed according to Fagan s ComprehenSion‘

fn press) Semantic

,unit to asoertain.,

as closelylas poss1ble. what occurred in the child's mind as

fhe read or listened to the presented paSSage.: Although the:
presearchér'could not know, beyond a shadow of.a doubt, the
7complexityjof interrelated idéﬁs in the child's mind as he

Aprocessed the written or narrated discourse. Fagan & mathad



61
of qualltatlve analysis allowed part1a1 access to’ the :

: process1ng strategles whlch the Chlld engaged Whllst readlng

. and llstenlng.. ’ | |
Inter-rater rellablllty om 10 percent of the obtained
v-recalls, for d1v1s1on of protocols 1nto clausal unlts\and

for ass1gn1ng semantlc categorles to each un1t,~was establlshed
;us1ng the Arrlngton Formula (Felfel and Iorge. 1950), i, €.

‘ (2 x Agreements) , ‘ |
(2 X Agreements) + Dlsagreements o %

Judge One was a readlng spe01allst employed by the Bureau of
Chlld Studles, Edmonton Public. School Board. Judge Two. was
. the: wrlter. _The proportlon of agreement between Judges was
as follows: ‘ A _ | -
i (a) D1v151on 1nto clausal unlts '.. ”'{975'

h:(b) Ass1gnment of semantic categorles .'}922

gThe DiVisionﬁoﬂ“Protocols into Clausal‘Units_

Researchers have tended to use one of three dlfferent
unlts of ana1y51s for d1v1d1ng recall protocols prlor to the
a581gnment of semantlc categorles.- The three most wldely
used. unlts have been . the t—unlt/lncomplete t-unlt the |
t clause, and the syntactlc proposltlon. Fagan and Currle
-4(1981) ra;sed the poss1b111ty that the results of as51gn1ng
semantlc categorles to units could dlffer,}dependlng on: the

unit of analysms chosen. Hence they computed Pearson _
',Product Moment Correlatlon Coefflcients on s1xteen recall ‘:
protocols Whlch had been analyzed accordlng to the three

'.'dlfferent language units and ass1gned to semantlc categories,: .
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in order to shed some light on’the'problem.' Analysis of the

data showed a s1gn1f10ant correlatlon beyond the .001 level
between categorles ass1gned to t-units/incomplete t-units,,

and clausal unlts. Syntactlc propositions provlded a

,somewhet'different,proflle.' The authors proposed, therefore,

] .

that: "' : g U ‘ m”

oo the use of either the t-unit/lncomplete
t-unit or the clause as units of language
analysis will result in similar mean and
standard deviation sizés and a high degree
of consistency in terms of the profile

. obtained when the units are assigned to a
system of comprehension categories.

F (Fagan and Currie, 1981, p. 9) '

- This being the.case, the decision to use clausal units in

the present study allied the interpretation:of recall

"protocols more sPec1flcally with recent studles on fourth

grade readers, where the clausal unlt had been selected as

the unlt of analy51s (Beebe, 1981, Brallsford, 1981

Machura, 1981) owever. due to Fagan and Currie' srflndings,.

the choice of—clausal unltéﬁdid not discount potentisl
comparlsons with fourth grade studies Wthh employed the

t- unlt/lncomplete t- nlt as.. unlts of language analy81s.
The;Assi-nment of Semantic Categoriegy ™ ..

After mazes were‘eliminated.eaCh'recall;protocoldwas

divided into .clausal. units and énalyzed.éccordinguto Fagan‘s

<

,;wComprehens1on categorles fbr protocol analy81s (Fagan, 1n

‘jpress) Each unit was a531gned to one or more of the five

c e

comprehen81on categorlesz

A Text Exagt - verbatlm and partlally reoalled information:

62
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‘gll Verbatlm ﬁ@%all - WOrd by word, or 1nclud1ng a
~subst1tutlon whlch does not change the meanlngx
(a) Text and Protocolr ‘The boys were late for school.

(b)  Texts He chased the animal,
Protocols He chased an- animal, . |

A2 Partlal Recall = a 81gn1f1cant concept is omltteds,

(a) Text:s The chlldren had never seen such a tiny colt.
Protocol:' The children. had never seen such a colt,

B Text Spe01flc - substltutlon of pronouns and synonymy of
elements | |
gl Substltutlon of Pronouns - retains the noun referent;:
(a) Texto People were very kind to the stranger.
: Protocol They were very klnd “to’ the stranger. -
B2 .Synonvmv of Elements |
| (a) Text The house was on fire.
”f* Protocol: The house was kurning.
é Text. Entalled - a synthes1s or summary i

c1 Synthe31 N o ’ S ‘
Qa) Text: While Yisiting her Auht Lizzie at the farm
. ' last weekend, Teri helped harvest some carrots,
‘peas, zucchini and ‘tomatoes, |
Protocol: Last weekend Teri . helped her Aunt
: harvest some . vegetables. ok
(a)»Text:"She jumped - into'the‘icy‘water. She was |
trylng %o save the sw1mmer who was in trouble.
' Protocol: She gumped into the 1cy water to save
. a sSwimmer 1n trouble,

. D Text Egperlentlal - 1nferences,'case-re1ated 1nformatlon,

experlentlal 1ntru81ons, and storyllne addltions:
N : _

thoL
4



DlV'Inference - constralned by the texta

" (a) Text: "The mother bundled the children in thelr'
' . parkas, scarves and mittens., She was sure they
all had a hot lunch as they left for school.
Protocol: It was a cold day. ' 4

| Q&',Case—Related_Informatlon - expansions based on
prior.knowiedgez 4
(a) Text: 'He ground corn.
Protocol: He: ground corn wath a rOCko‘

D3 Exper1ent1al Intrus1ons - prlor knowledge related

to the text:

. - . LI
(a) Iextx- The little boy had disobeyed his'mother.
: - She had told him to wait by the car while she
“went back to the store for the other bag of _
grocerles. Now she could not find him anywhere. '
N Protqcol One time I saw this woman looking '
' ' everywhere for her 11ttle boy. He went up the
escalator when she wash't looXing. o

D4 Storvllne Addltlons - experlentlal base. contextually

approprlate, not constralned %y specific textz

(a) Text: The stranger saw the" man was weak and ‘

' flnally dug a hole through the ice for hlm.
Pr&tocol: ‘Thé man said "I am ‘not able to dig the
hole,", But the stranger sald"!ou got to keep
trylng and trylng."‘ The man sald "I Just can' t

. do 1t." ‘ -

’

E Text Erroneous - errors 1n dates. proper names,

expans1ons, synthes1s. summary; and 1nference,.f, B R

i; Elﬂ Errors 1n Dates and Proner Names:

*

(a) Slr Wilfred Laurler/Slr W1lfred Bennett
) (b) 3864/1872 -



Erroneous Ezpan81gns - conceptual errors:

(a) Text: They ground corn,
Protocol: They ground corn by heatlng it,

- Inaccurate/Incorrect Synthesis - different units of

o textual information'result in (1) an inaccurate

- ES

,superordlnate referent, or (2) generalizatlon not

conveylng the gist of the passage:

(a ) Text: We shouldn't always knock computers when
they seem to make an error on our accounts.,
Granted we might be upset when our balance is <
nil and the computer still 1ns1sts that we send
a check for $40. 00. However, 1f computers were
assigned . to do the many ‘menial tasks of
admlnlstratlve affairs and leave more time for ﬁ
humans to use their 1nte111gence to Solve the-
more 81gn1flcant problems, then computers and
humans would be compatible and would coeiast in
harmony. ) . T

Protocol: Computers are frustrating.

Inaccurate/InCOrrect Summarv - referent1al confu81on

on comblnlng information:
»

( )-Text: The dogs lay down and refused to move.
The man dragged the sled all the way to the
cabln. - -

Protocol The dogs dragged the sled to the cablnf

B %

Faulty Inference

(a) Text  Mrs, Gray knew 1t was two o' clock because
she could hear Henry, her parrot squawklng.
He wanted to watch his favogite T.V, _program.
.But Mrs. Gray thought that K much T.V. was:
bad for Henry 5 eyes 'so -she told him to rest
llnstead.l He squawked even louder so she finally
turned on the T.V. set. After Henry's show was

B R s S TSN e L st Lo e W e v e . e
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over, she stayed to watch a show on cooking.
Protocol: Mrs, Gray came in from the garden to
watch her T, v, show,

(Selected from Fagan, in press)

Fagan establlshed valldlty and rellablllty within and across
the comprehension categorles. A monograph'of the article,
Comprehension categories;for protocol;analysis (Fagan, ln
press) may be examined in Appendix C in 1its entirety. |

Within the present study, althoug& the sub—categorles
proV1ded necessary dlscus31on durlng pre and post inter-
rating perlods (e. g. D1, D2 D3, -D&), the major categorles
of A B, C, D and E constltuted the data to be analyzed.
As the total number of clausal unlts varled between recall
.protocols, percentaged scores were calculated to determine
'the quantlty of 1nformatlon aSS1gned to each category. w1th1n
every recall protocol. For example, if a recall protocol
_contalned ten clausal® ‘inits and comprehens1on categorles had
been as31gned to the units as followsz A=5,B=3,C= 1,
O, and E 1, the percentaged scores. Were recorded as-A“

50%. B = 30% C = 10% D= 0%, and E = 10%.

D

il

L}

A

Analysis of the Data

Two-way analyses of variance (ANG*’Zé' with ngpeated .
measures on Factor B were computed., Factor A 1ndependent

,varlables were the groups of Able and Less Able readers.

i Factor B dependent varlables were the varlous aspects of

the Readlng and Llstenlng Comprehen31on treatméﬁts.

Subsequent to the maJor analyses above. one-way analyses'

e

66
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of varlance (ANOV 10) were used to assess statistlcal
:<dIfferences between groups in terms of Fagan 8 Text" Entalled

($ummary/synthesis) comprehens1on category.

‘Summary-'n
Twenty able readers and twenty less able readens were
selected from the fourth grade population of four schools in
the County of Parkland No . 31, near Edmonton, Alberta._ Form

A (sllent readlng comprehenS1on) and ‘Form B (llstenlng

;comprehen31on) of the Standard Readlng Inventorv (NcCracken,

'1966) were admlnlstered 1nd1v1dually to each'of the forty '
'chlldren in the sample. The chlldren s. responses were tape
_récorded and 1nstruct10nal level verbatlm recall protocols
‘were transcrlbed oh the same day, for subsequent analys1s.
Each recall protocol was divided into clausal units and .
analyzed accordlng to Fagan S Comprehens1on categorles for.
protocol analysis (Fagan, in press) after all of the ] |
assessments were completed. Statistical- treatment of the

data consisted of one and tWO—wayvanalyses of variance,

»

<

g
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- i CHAPTER 1V
_ e :
_FINDINGS;AND DISCUSSION‘

»

The dual purpose of thls study was to ascertaln whether
fourth ‘grade students process 1nstruct10nal level tasks of
readlng and llstenlng comprehenS1on 1n a’ 81m11ar manner |

regardless of mode of 1nput and whether able and less able

d'[readgrs engage similar cognltlve processrng strategles durlngf

tasks of receptlve language comprehens1on. In order to. ' ‘53.':'

address the purpose hypotheses were formulated and tested

on the basis of ‘a .05 level of acceptable 81gn1f1cance'

(Ferguson, 1976 p._162) Instruct10na1 leve} performances‘:'

-on the tasks of readlng and llstenlng comprehens1on were

obtained for quant1tat1Ve analys1s, and to prOV1de a sprlng-

board from Wthh qualltatlve observatlons;plght be . advanced

:regardlng the nature of cognltlve processes engaged during o 4

receptive language comprehenswn° - 4 v . i

_ HVDothes1s One A :Q R |
For able readers, performances 1n llstenlng and
reading COmprehens1on w1ll be signlflcantly greater _3"
than those of less able readers for both treatments,

as reflected in 1nstruct10nal Jevels.

‘ & .~ Hypothesis One. B_%

:For}able'and-less*able'readers, performance in

;



5'3;r§f11sten1ng comprehenslon will be significantly

vihgreater than performance in feadlng comprehen81on. .'115'v"'3-e1e
77ﬁfﬁfas reflected 1n 1nstructlona1 levels.‘ffgfﬂk' o
. e ' '. -

o ‘FInstructlonal readlng and 1isten1ng comprehens1on~levele

fWere obtaineﬁ usmng Forms A and B. respectlvely. of the

"fefStandard Reading Invent ry’ (Mcbracken, 1966) _The levels

L3¢}obta1ned were used to test Hypptheses One A and B.: Baséd
?_hpon the flndlngs of prev1qus research 1t was aqjlclpated
ri;fi;that the able readers' berformahce would exceed that of the

‘1 1ess able readers for ;f$h tasks (Smlley et al, 19?7; Stlcht

get al, 1974) and that performanCe 1n llstenlng comprehensmon

'wquld be 81gn1f1cantly greater than performance 1n readlng

._,omprehens1on %or both able and less ablefreaders (Smlley et

a1, 1977 Stlchtfet al, 1974).

IACPIPS

. -r_w_m i.‘r?_ . -Réiézt.é-id-- tanthesvneA and B

A twe—wa“fanaly81s of varlance (ANOV 26) was computedﬂ'fiffl'
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(o f. Hypothes1s One A) In additlon a 61gn1f1cant ma1n T
' effect for- Factor B Was demonstrated. rndlcatlng that o
h<'performance 1n llstenlng comprehen81on was s1gn1flcantly |
;'{greater than performance 1n readlng comprehen81on for both p
'»{‘groups at the P <. ,001 level of s;gnjficance (c f. Hypothe81s
vf.One B) The Factors A X B 1nteractlon was not s1gn1f1cant R !
: and 1t was assumed that the llnes 1llustrated 1n Flgure 2 ;L':

‘erepresented a parallel effect 1n the fourth grade populatlon.;,,

o

ivel that performance 1n llstenlng comprehen31on would be | R

-.:' : ‘.\ - ‘/'\/_I
' 81gn1f1cant1y greater than performance 1n réﬁdlng ff\*\~*f('f

ercomprehenS1on for the represented fourth grade populatlon.
| Hypotheses One A and B were accepted therefore, as

stated.vp. :T.~~)" ;I}‘"ff;fj;‘s‘.ﬁvt

o Di‘sc-u'ssiion Relateq fo the Fin‘_,di‘-ng' s

’

The flndlngs corroborate those noted prev1ously of -

.h'Smlley et al (1977), and Stlcht et al (19?4), 1.e. that able L

'_readers tend to be able 11steners whereas less able readers

.;tend to be 1ess able llsteners, and that performance in
» .

”Vllstenlng comprehens1on generally exceeds performance in.

i'readlng COmprehens1on at the fourth grade level.: Flgure 2
f{prov1des data for each group w1th respect to performance
‘*ilevels on both tasks.. The means scores were used toth‘“- : |
Jizlllustrate the parallel'llnes' effect w1th DR depictlng then?'.

_reading performancifpicf_

__llstenlng. The dlagram

,denotrng the same comparrsoni.

e 1llustrates clearly that performance levels of able readers~fﬁ
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asks- a- faetor whlch allies W1th the flndlngs of Berger
1975), Berger and Perfett1 (1977), Smlley et’ al (1977).-

tlcht (19?2), Stlcht et al (1974), and Welsberg (1979).

r“Two explanatlons regardlng the "equal amounts" factor have

b

een advanced prev1ously; explanatlons that may be viewed

eneath a\s1ngle umbrella 81nce they are essentially |

ompatlble, i, e. Berger and Perfetti (19??) suggest that the

equal amounts" factor p01nts towards the less able readers'

enerally e..'reduced ablllty to comprehend language" (p. 13),}1

ticht et al (19?#) see the dlfference belng due. to ‘

evelopmental varlance between groups. Td'f,',"*\ fd ? d'f'f':ﬂfvvf
| Any attempt to .Shed more llght on. the 1ssue, and to_l

dvance addltlonal potentlal explanatlons, flrst neces51tates '

bservatlons regardlng the’ nature of the Cognltlve proce831n ‘°1

hlch led to the 1nstructlonal levels achleved., Hence. the
1nd1ngs and dlscuss1on pertlnent to the procesS1ng ﬁz”dt.5\9

trategles engaged w1ll be presented prlor to synthesls.

HVDothe31s Tw' .iﬁéﬁtolp L ':Ef" L

-.Tnere are. no S1gn1frcant dlfferences between the
cognltlve processing strategles employed by able ."‘;p:dﬁ;'
nand less able readers durlng the process;ng of R
?1nstructlonal level tasks of readlng and llstenlng
*‘}comprehenS1on, as reflected 1n Fagan 8 Comprehen51on
'?categorles for protocol analys1s (Fagan, 1n press):_”
mThere are/no 81gn1f19ant dlfferences 1n the number }p

ftof Text_E“ p;categorles recalled by able and less_cf“”

on tasks of readinggand llstening




**.;f“processes engaged by both groups durlng both tasks of

comprehension. E ‘"",h fli“l:\‘ /_‘

There are no s1gnificant differences 1n the number

oo

-,of Text Sgeclf; categorles recalled by able and _
less able readers on tasks of readﬁng and llstening
comprehen81on. | ' : '

There are no s1gniflcant dlfferences 1n the number

- la

of Text Enﬁg_led categorles recalled by'able and

’less able readers on tasks of readlng and llstenlng

comprehen51on.;""

‘

: D~ There are no 81gn1flcant dlfferences in ths‘number

of Text E“ e 1ent1al categorles recalled by able Gl

and less able readers on tasks of readlng and
llstenlng comprehens1on..a | | o d}
E Ther@ are nc 81gn1ff5ant dlfferences 1n the number_ I

of Text*Erroneous categorles recalled by aPle and  if;ﬂ,

less able readers on’ tasks of readlng and llstenlng
) comprehen81on.  "* __lf“ e',,f ”}:fji7¢r":f'tl;:3,_ﬂ'L'

In order@to test parts A to E of Hypothe81s Two an'f" o

fiEach recall,

unalded recall of. 1nstructlonal level process1ng was

4.obta1ned from. each Chlld for the tasks of" (1) readlng

fcomprehens1on. and (2) llstenlng 00mprehen51on.

4protocol was d1v1ded 1nto clausal unlts and comprehens1on

f;caiegdriesfwerewaSSignedvto;tbe'unitsgaccdrdinéffd.Fag;i_ﬂ

.

Comprehen31on%categor1es for protocol analy81s (Fagan. in

'-'press), as descrlbed'ln Appendl& C.- It was ant101pated that -

qualltatlve?obServatlons, regardlng the nature of cognltlve




v T T s , C
4>recept1ve language comprehen81on, would reveal the engagement

~ of s1m11ar processes regardless of readlng ablllty levels
'Tujand specif;c mode of 1nput.‘f |

A 2 (Able and less ‘able readers; Factor A) x 2

'“_(Llstenlng and readlng comprehen81on; Factor B). analys1s of .

j;varlance, W1th repeated measures on the latter factor. was |
pcarrled out for each of the f1ve comprehens1on categorles:'
;(A) Text Exact (B) Text Spe01f;c, (C) Text Entalled, |
‘(D) ext,Experlentlal, and (E) Text Erroneous (Fagan,

z

_press)

’

- 'Finai‘ngs '_-Re"bl'_'atedl to.':ﬁvpomesis.trwo A

R 4

As 1llustrated 1n Table Elght, there were -no 31gn}flcant

maln effects for Fadtors A or B and the Factors A x B 1nter—

‘W

factlon was not s1gn1f1cant,‘ The flndlngs 1ndlcated that

¢jwhether fourth grade able and 1ess able readers were requ;red

.rto read or llsten “to- 1nstruct10na1 level passages of prose,

‘Tthey recalled 51m11an»amounts of verbatlm/almést wﬁrbatlm;’

ul(l.e. Text Exact) textual 1nformatlon,_1 e.;able and less_ o
L Eable readers recalled S1m11ar amounts of Text Exact

'V_Llnformatlon,'and there were no smgnlflcant d1fferences An

N4

'.,3;the amounts recalled for the llstenlng and readlng tasks.f

Hypo hes1s ‘Two:- A was accepted. therefore, as stated L

¥

L.
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.=Dlscu331on Related to the Flnding (Hypoth981s @wo'A)‘

[N

| Durlng the processing of instructional level tasks d{\ //,\
‘receptlve language comprehens1on fourth grade able and less\ YJ
able readers appear o be constralned by textual 1nformation ,/
to a s1m11ar degree. regardless of the mode of 1nput._

'However, although the Factors A x B inte;éctlon was not

\S1gn1flcant - some 1nteractlon did occur as noted in Flgure 3.

. Whereas less able readers' productlon of Text Exact

_1nformatlon was relatlvely constant for both readlng and

s lnstenlng, ‘with mean percentage scores of 30 68 and 31, 63 .
'respectlvely. the able readers demonstrated a trend towards

| 'less productlon of Iext Exac 1nformatlon for the l}stenlng
dtask (mean 2& 14%) than for the readlng task (mean

 trend’ cl@arly. :

;“31 19%) . Flgure 4 111ustrates the downw'

Each box COntalns the scores for Hhalf o ; group to whlch

it pertalns. %The bottom of each box 1lr‘ rates the flfth- - A;’//.zi
_’ranked score (twenty—flfth percentlle), and the top of each t} =" §
“box’ represents the flfteenth—ranked score (seventy-flfth i
‘percentlle) The range of each group is 1ndlcated by the ‘
'{sp051tlons denoted for the flrst and twentleth-rankjd’scores.'°

ance percentaged scores represent a closed-¢ ded

-system of analy81s (i. e, the sum of the dlstrlbutlon of
| \

scores = 100%), the'able readers' 1owered productlon of ) . digj7fﬁ7

'VZText Exactrlnformatlon durlng llstenlng comprehens1on mus;

be reflected elsewhere W1th1n the dlstributlon o




Means Scores for the Able and Less Able Groups ‘ N
(expressed as ‘a percentage of the total information recalled) I ?’f

S

735"{ ‘

N

30T

. 25%

104

*Readlng :,;7,"(r~ ' Llstenlng . - ST

'>;_-lj¥-Ab1e Readers:rjv- 31 19 (Readlng) 24 14 (Llstenlng)
A = Less Able Readers: 30,68 (Readlng) 31 63 (Llstenlng)
(nc-31gn1flcant 1nteractlon) S i

.3Text{Exact’ébm‘Jehéhéiﬁﬁf;,rf'
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80
'engagement of reconstructlve strategies on the part'bf the =
orocessor;‘as opposed to verbatlm recall. 1t 1s reasonable

: ;to,suggest that able readers demonstrate a trend towards'
'being'leSSvconstralned by passage 1nformat10n and more prone'

fto engage reconstructlve cognltlve processes when llstenlng
}than when readlng.‘ Further reference to thls factor w111 be
nade subsequent to the presentation oﬁaiandlngs‘and |

discussion. regardlng Hypothes1s Two - B through E.

Findings Related to Hypothedis Two B

{
There were notsignlficant'main effects'for Factors A or
BL nor was:there a‘significantiﬁactors:A X B-interaction
I (et Table“Niné) The findings suggested that both adle .
o Vand less able readers recalled 51m11ar amounts of Text '
cpeclflc 1nformatlon and that there were no significant -

differences in the amounts recalled,for'the reading and .,7_: ' ,
“~listening tasks. ' ‘

.»I'. Hence{ Hypothes1s TWO B was accepted as stated. . |
A SUK( |
Discussion Related to[the Findin othesis TWO BA

When process1ng 1nstructlonal 1evel tasks of readlng
e and llstenlng comprehens1on both able and less able fourth

N PR
h _«; 3

fé@’ grade readers recalled s1m1§?r amounts of 1nformatlon that. .
L Y.

"ﬁhad Spec1f$c rgferences in- the 1nput (read or heard). with

\“o;e degree of reconstructlve processing belng eV1dent:. d N

gggigcgl (he) fought off, the dogs with his sharp teeth i
, (Standard Re d'n Invevtor ; Form A, Level u)
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. processor engages s1m11ar cognltlve process1ng strategles
S E

for both tasks of receptlve 1anguage comprehens1on.

"Findings Related:to Hvbothesis'TwopC~'

_1ndlcatlng that the productlon of Text‘Entalled comprehen81on

. catggorles by able readers was 51gn1flcantly greater than -

f The Factor B maln effect was not s1gn1f1cant. nor was the
,Factors A x B 1nteractlon. Table Tem prov1des a summary of

T%he salient detalls. S i)d R QK, .

””rﬂcollapsed over both of the tasks, t- tests were computed in,
' order to determlne whether the slgnlflcant dlfference obtalnedv
'.by able readers could be: dellneated more su001nctly. Table o
"‘Eleven states the résults of the t—tests and Flgure 5 |
‘1llustrates where the‘dafference lles. ‘; g.fi;,'"fV d{ 3 V’
_V Hypothe31s Two C Was regected as a S1gn1f1cant able x

1ess dble readers’dlfference was obtalneﬂ .on llstenlng

82

i ’ l\ . ) . N o . a‘
The current flndlngs, to date, ally w1th those of prev1ous

studles in the fleld of readlng research (Brake, 1981;

'Clarke, 1981 Kavanagh. 1981), with regards to the slmllarity

of process1n¢-strateg1es used by able and less able readers

~when process1ng 1nstructional level passages of prlnted oo

prose. It WOuld appear that at least in reSpect of
proces51ng reflected by Text Exact and Text Specifl

comprehens1on categorles, the fourth grade 1nformat10n

B 'y

s

- A S1gn1flcant Factor A maln effect was demonstrated. : P

that of the less- able readers. COllapsed over both readlng

and 1lsten1ng tasks at the P < 01 level of s1gn1flcance. .

-

i v

Slnce a two~way ana1y51s of varlance prov1ded results ﬁh

~ R

r
hd
. o
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l
Means Scores for the Able and.Less Able Groups

(expressed as a percentage of the total information recalled)

Reading Lisfenigg

@ Able Readers: 5,873 - 7.467

4 = Less Able Readers: 2,765 2,751

-

—

N
Il
T

1 : 1 ' -
Reading Listening

. . Figure 5 o

Text Entailed Comprehension

85



comprehen§ion. Able readerg produced a signifilcantly greater

amount of Te&t Entailed information during the listening ‘
comprehension task (F‘— 6 596 P< (05 Co f. Table Eieven)
‘No significantly greater able than less able group dlfferencgn—

was noted durlng readlng comprehen31on. although a trend

r

towards the ‘production of more gxt Entailed 1nformat10n wm

observed in favour of the able readers (¢.f, Figures 6 and
s : ' ) ‘

- Discussion Related to the Findings (Hypothesis‘Two.C)-

The production of Text Entailed information requires
the synthesiziug or summarizing of at least two units of
pabsage details. Syntheses and summaries indicate that the

' processor has adequatelj understood intra- and/or inter-
eeptential relationships:

2.g. Text oOut by the edge of the sea ice a ®ne hunter,

& Anauta, struggled to land a walrus he had just
'harpooned
Protocol = ... and a hunter was out harpoonlng ‘o

(Standard Reading Inventory, Form B, Level 6)
.The superordinate statement noted in the above protocol
.Suggests that the processor has engaged in reconstructive
'processihg prior to retrieval and recall of passage |

information.: The reconstructive factor demonstrated in the

A ]

production of Text Entailed information by able readers
within the listening context, to a significant degree, lends
credence:to the suggestion arising from findings related to
Hypothesis Two A, i.e. that "able readers demonstrate a

trend towards being less constrained by passage information
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Dlstributlon Between Groups and Wlthln Groups |

(expressed as perCentages of total information: 'recalled per
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and more prone to engége reconstructive cognitive‘probeSses
whén listening thah when reading"™ (p. 80). Figures 6 and 7

illustrate the distribution of Text Entailed information

between groups-and for both tasks.

i . ~

Findings Related to Hypothesis Two D -,

Bl

. There were no s1gn1flcant main effects for Factors A or -

: »
B, and “the Factors A X B 1nteract10n was not s1gn1f1cant

“.1

(c.f. Table Twelve) The flndlngs 1nd1cated that able and m,
x,

' ]
less able readers recalled 31mllar amounts of Text *

Experlentlal 1nformat10n,\and did so for both of the ,
\

receptive language comprehension tasks.,

v Y

Thus, Hypotheéis Two D was accepted as sta}edo'
. J v '

id

Discussion Related to the Findings (Hypothesis Two D)

The recall of Text Exnerieﬁtial information-implies that'

J-

prev1ous experlences, actual or vicarious (readlng/hearlng

- about -seeing on movies/T.V.), have been reactivated by the

incoming information.: The processor combines his prior

. knowledge with explicitly.stated informatioﬁ received, and

reconstructs the input tOQEfrive at a conclusion which may
have been implicit in the author's message:

e.g. Text The hooting of the horned owl was well known
to the orphan beaver. .

Protocol There was this owl / ‘that always WOthVhoot .

3 ‘(Standard Read{EE\Tnﬂenﬁory, Fofm A,. Level 4)

: -\
The findings related to Hypothesis Two D suggest that able

and less able fourth grade readers reactivate prior knowledge
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, to a similar degree in order to recomstruct incoming . .
' . . . ' : 1
infermation (read/heard) in.a manner that "fills in the. gaps":
* implicit in the original message (Fagan, Appendix C, p. 151).

P : , . .
Findings Related to‘vathesis Two E -~

Theré,weré no significant;main effects for factors A or
B, and the Factors.A x B’inféracfion was not sigﬁificant
v(c.f, Téble Thiﬁieen);‘ Both ab}ewand lessf able readers k
?reééiled,similar amounts of Teit Erroneous informatign,.and
did so for both reading and lis®ening comprehension fasks,

Hypofhesis Two E was accepted, therefore, as sfatedua

)

' o5

Discussion Related to_ the Findings (Hypothesis Two E)

Régardless of mode'of input, fourfh grade able.ahdlless‘

-

able readers'p?oduced similar)amounfs of Text Erroneous

information either during or 'subsequent to the processing of

a v

instructional level tasks of reading and listening
chprehension:

e.g.‘Téxt' Out of the night came a silent shadow.
Protocol °~ ... he heard this noise ...
(Standard Reading Inventory, Form A, Lewel 4)

However, although the Factors A x B interaction was not
significant some interaction, as noted in Figﬁré 8, did take
place. Whilst the less able readers' production of Text
Erronecus information remained fairly cohstant during both
tasks of receptivé language comprehehsion, with mean
percentage ;cores of 6.06 ahd 6,85 reSpectivel§, the able-

readers showed a trend towards the production of more Text

s st 1312 o I T VT 490 31 43 31 e .



O e e g g et

FESv.

SRR

DAy 18y

92

100°* > A = xx¥
10> d = x%
= *

¢o*> d

sdnoap utysIM s3oalang x g,

: d 91it1h  8E 261585 T
mwmmm.o £oH*0 418791 1 LI8°91 .mOﬂPomumch g XV,
. . . . SV ., (3utuegsTi
mmmam °, Omm Poous mm ! 146 “ /3utpeay) s308JFY UTEN ,d.
| ot 71866591 s30elqhg UTYITM
, €99°48 8t 161°652€ ~ sdnoap utuzIM s3oslang
Sizn8°o0 0f0°0 St T Sih*€ Amﬁﬁ¢ sso]/eTqy) S19953F cﬂmzc.ﬁ.
6¢ 9€9°852€ s308lqng usemyeg
d " OSW . {u SS uoT3eIIBA JO 80ano0g
; _ :

1]

, : /

¥I0F5385 UOTSUSUSIdno) SNOaUsIId K91

wcp 10] pojeodady 103084 au( U} Im osoUBTIIABA JO mﬁm>ﬂmc<.ﬁd3|o;H

<

U883 aTU], oTacl



&

' Means Scores for the Able and Less Able: Groups
(expressed as a percentage of the total 1nformatlon recalled)

P o

vRsadlng 'Llstenigg
: Able‘Réaders S 4,73 .7-3LF
Less Able Readers = 6.06 - 6.85

A =

,8+"‘

}
L

[
|

Reading ‘Listening

"@5 Figure,S

Text Erroneous Comprehension
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v :
ErroneouSvlnformation within the llstenlng task (mean = ‘

7. 34%) than w1th1n the readlng\task (mean =-4,73%), Wlth;n

the parameters of the overall statlstlcal analyses the
.-

productlon of Text Erroneous 1nformat10n was minlmal. .

However, in the case of able readers w1th regards to thelr :
: proces31ng b narrated prose certaln assumptions remaln to
be discussed '1 €. Whereas able readers demonstrated a. trend

towards the productlon of less Text Exact information when

listening than reading (Hypo'thesis _Two A), the flndlngs

related to Hypothesis Two E 1ndlcated an able readers' trend

towards the productlon of more Text Errgneous information

_when llstenlng than when reading. Figure-9 illustrates the )

dlstrlbutlon of Text Erroneous procegsing with claraty.\ It

may be suggested that, w1th1n the listening task, as the able
readers became less constrained by passage 1nformatlon their
reconstructlve processing resulted in the recall of some
erroneous 1nformatlon- a factor which to some extent offers

a counter balanc1ng 81tuat10n, w1th Text Exact and Text

Erroneous 1nformatlon at dlametrlcally opdosite ends of the
Tlnformatlon processing contlnuum. ‘

The follow1ng overv1ew of the findings related to
Hypotheses One and Two examines the 1nterrelatlonsh1ps of
dlscrete findings when V1ewed w1th1n the holistic framework

L}

of the combined analyses.

4
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derview of the. Fi gings Rglatgg to ﬁxpgtheses Oone ang ng

. ‘ The assignment of comprehension categories to recall
'protocols gllows the. researcher to examine how specific input
" is procesSed.” Fagan s Comprehensisn categories fors protocol
analysis (Fagan, in press) grant partial access to what

oceurs in the processor's- mind as the processing tasks o

LI
9 L

»Aunfold.“ Moreover, they reflect the distribution across which
the processor recalls verbatim details (Text Exact ),
information containing Specific textual reference (Text
Specific), synthes1zed orwsummarized information (Text
\Entailed). input enhanced bv/cpmbined With prior knowledge

%, 'v . .
(Text Experiential), and incorrectly proceSSed information

: (Text Erroneous),%@s illustrated in Figure\lo. The latter
offérs F“Visugl framework within which the cognitive

proceSSing strategies of fourth grade able and less able

1 7 . LA

,Feaders epgaged in tasks of receptive language-, compréhenSion .

may be observed indirectly.“ Examination of the parts in

.lv‘l

their relationsgip to. thsvwhole information proceSSing frame-
. '4 ,f*

work, according to the statistical analyses,_allows thes e

a -
i

, 'researcher to form inferences regarding any patterns which

e
'

may have eVOlved from the Juxtaposed findings.
‘ A Visual scan QfaEigure 10 data reveals that both groups
.'of children focus‘proceSSing strategies upon verbatim input .-

(i e. Text Exact)..SpeCific details from the input (1 e. Text-

’.;SpeCifig).'and upon relating prior knowledge with speCific

.units of the author s message (i e. Text Exgerientia 1).

Relatively speaking. neithEr group shows a distinct tendency
2 .
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-
to synthesize«or-summarize inepming details (i.e. Text
Entailed), nor is overall groups' processing exéessively

erroneous (i.e. Text Erroneous); the latter factor possibly"

t®ing due to the processing of instructional level materials.
The less able readers dedgnstrate highly similar preeessing
strategies within eacn:discrete comprehension category. for
both reading and llstenlng comprehens1on tasks. The enly
statlstlcally 81gn1flcant dlfference emerglng ‘lies.within

the syntheses and summaries (i. e Text Entalled recall) of

able and less able readers for the task of llstenlng
comprehension; the able readers produc1ng more than the less
able readers at the P .05 level of significance. Although
it would be of interest to compare how the distribution of
comprenension categories’ for the sample aliéns with that
exanined in other studies, extended research of that nature
exceeds the parameters of the current thesis as predetermined
by the author, and must needs be'held in abeyance for future

. .,"
research endeavours., S //

Summary
Instructional level performances of able and less able
fourth grade readers were establiShed'fqr reading and
listening comprehension, using Forms A and B respectively of

the Standard Reading Inventory (McCracken, 1966) Instrucilonal

level recall protocols for both tasks were analyzed accordlng
to Fagan s Comprehen81on categorles ‘for protocol analy81s
(Fagan. in press).

Flndlngs related to Hypothesis One, parts A and B,
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TR
indicated that the performance levels of able readers were
significantly greater than those of less able readers for
both tasks, and by equal amoUnts; and that performance .in

listéning- comprehens1on was s1gn1f1cantly greater than

vperformance in reading comprehens1on for both groups.

Discussion centred largely upon possible developmental and
general language comprehen31on factors as viable explanatlons

of the research flndlngs.‘

Findings related to Hypothesis Two, parts'A through E,

45suggested that fourth grade students processed instructional

level tasks of reading and listening comprehension in a
largely similar manner regardless of mode of input, and that
able and less able readers engaged very similar. cognltlve' |
Processing strategies durlng fulfllment of task requirements.
A significant dlfference in the amount of summaries and
syntheses produced by able readers during the task of
listening comprehension was demonstrated. Discussion focused -
upon the helghtened engagement of reconstructive process1ng

strategles by able readers durlng the listening task, and

N 3
Tt

particularly upon the organlzatlonal processing strategy
reflected in the production of summarles and syntheses. More
detalled observatlons regarding the flndlngs are discussed

and summarized in the’ followlng chapter.



CHAPTER V

MAJOR FINDINGS, SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS,
AND IMPLICATIONS

Lo

Summary of the Study .

The pufpoées.of this study were to ascertain whether
unitary thought processes were cémmonly engaged during tasks
of reading and listening cbmprehensioh, and to determine
whether fourth grade able and less able readers processed .
instructional level tasks of receptive language'coﬁprehension
in é similar manner.

The sample of forty children was drawn from the fourth
grade population of four elemehtary schoolsfin the -County of
Parkland No. 31 near Edmonton, Alberta. Children were
selected on the basis'of their performances on the non-verbal
section of the Canadian Cognitive Abilities Test, Level B,

i

Form 1, (1974), and the comprehension subtest of the Gates-

MacGinitie Reading Test, Level D, Form 2 (19%8). Performance
scores on the latter determined the assignment of children

to able or less able readefs; groups, Each of the two groups
.consiéted of ten boys and ten girls. |
Children were’assessed individgally to establish

- instructional level performances in (a) silent reading
comprehensibn;.énd (b) listening comprehension. Each child

read and listened to short gfaded passages of prose and was

100
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asked to provide a verbal recall of passage information as
soon as each task*was completed. Questions were asked,
following each passage recali; to eliciflcomprehension of
information not recaliled Spontaneously. The unaidedhverbal
recalls were tape recorded foresubsequent transcription and
angfysis, Every inst\ructional level recall protocol was
-~ divided into clausal units and comprehension categories were
| \5881gned to each unlt° .
.Statlstlcal analyses of the data consisted of a.tyo—wa&
analysis of variance on instructional level performances, a
two-way analysis of variance with:repeated measures on the
comprehension categories, and t-tests to, clarify a significant

difference obtained for one of the five comprehension

categories,

Discussion of, Major Findings

Although preliminary discussion followed each of the
findings in Chapter IV, an analysis of major inter- and
intra-groups' findings would seem productive prior to a

concluding synthesis.
{

Processing Strategies of Ablk Readers

Across the findings related to Hypotheses Two A through

'E a distinct pattern emerged regarding the processing
strategies engaged by able feaders, when comparison was made
. between performances in reading and listening comprehens1on.

When listening to passages of prose presented at

instructionalﬂlevel, able readers tended to become less
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constrained by the exact wording of the inpdt (i.e. less
production of Text Exact information) Ahd to employ more
reconstructlve processing strategies (i.e. ‘Text: Specific,
Entajled, Experiential, and Erroneous) (ymen interactlng
with the author's message. Table Fourteen provides a

comparison of means scores for each comprehengion category

and for both receptive language comprehension tasks:

~ Table Fourteen

Percentaged Means Scores for Able Readers on .Tasks

of Reading and Listening Comprehension A

4

Nl

Variables Reading (Di??:gznce) Listening
. ' | B . >
Text Exact . 31,19 (7.05) 24,14

' Text qpelelC 31.38 (1.14) 32,52 — &
Text Entailed . 5.87 . 11160) T 747 Reconstr&é}ive
Text Experiential 26.83 (1.70) 28.53 processing
Text Erroneous L4.73 | (2.61) 7434 =

The difference between the reading and liétening means for

the Text Exact category (7.05) is inversely equal to the sum

of the means' differences for the remaining categories (1.14
+vi.60 + 1,70 + 2,61 = 7,05 respectively). Observation of
the discrete differencés for the reconstructive strategies
reveals that no single category emerges-definitively to
counterbalance the effect demonstrated for Text Exact recall.

However, the 2,61 difference between reading and listening
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~means for the Text Erroneous catégory signals a possible

trend fowards fhe.increased production of inaccurately
prqcessed inform%f}on as able readers become less constrained
by‘the precise wording of narrated information. Moreover the.
slight increase infbroduction of summaries and syntheses

(Text Entailed category) in the listening condition suggests

| " that able readers éttempt to process for the gist of the

Q

message as the narrative unfolds., Whilst reading, the
processor has constant access to the text, may regress to
check specific details, and‘hénce monitor for éccuracy on an
ongoiné basis if peceéséry. Such is not‘the case whilst
listening, where the nature of the input demands relatively
simultaneous processing of interrelationships between
characters and events., Subsequent monitoring_for Specific'
detail within the oVeralf’gist oé the passage is'highly
dependent upon the accuracy of the listener's ongoing
processing as the ﬁassage is narrated. 1If able readers
indeed attempt to extraé; the gist of a narrated passage,
then textual constraint lessens and the potential for-
erroneous processing is heightened.; Attempts to fill in
information?l gaps may result in fauity inferencing, N

summarizing and synthesizing (Text FErroneous).

The writer acknowledges that the above discussion is
largely speculative and based solely on inferred‘trends.

Had the sample been larger it is possible that the observable

) \ﬁrends Qoqld have been more definitive. In summary, then,

*%4dle readers appear to become léss constrained by narrated
input and to engage in more reconstructive préceséing when

&
oy
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listening to, as opposed to-reading, a passage of prose., ’

Processing Strategies of Less Able Readers
o

Less able readers engaged highly 81m11ar pProcessing
strategles during both tasks of receptive language
comprehension, as evidenced by w1thin—category reading and
listening profiles illustrated in Figure 10, As stated
previously, they compared favourably w1th able readers in

the productlon of Text Exact, Text Specific, and Text

Experiential information and showed no tendency_towards the

v

excessively erroneous processing of instructional level input.,

Although the production of Text Entailed'information following

reading comprehension was 81m11ar in amount for both groups;

the less able readers' productlon of Text Entailed

information following llstenlng comprehension was
significantly less than that of their able peers.
The production of summiries and syntheses, reflected in

the Text Entailed categdry, implies that the processor is

tu81ng organlzatlonal strategies in order to impose a cohesive
structure on 1nterre1ated unlts of the author's message.
Hence it may be suggested that less able readers are less‘
able to cope with the transient nature of narrated prose

than are able readers, where the encapsulating of interwoven
relationships is toncerned. 7Tt is conceivable that their
comprehension of discrete but ultlmately related units of
1ncom1ng information decays before the 1nterrelatlonsh1ps

are flrmly established, If such is the case, then the

significant difference obtained between able and less able
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readers in the amount of Text Entailed informafioh produced‘
following listehing comprehension may indieate_that less
able readers are less likely to use spontaheous
organizational strategies than are able readers; and
particularly so io the listening situation which allows no

~. _regressive monitoring of sadlient details.

Instructional, Level Performancés of Able and Less.Able Readers

RPN ?he current findings indicate that able readers'
performances on tasks of reading and listeping comprehension
. exceed those of less able readers. to a 81gn1flcant degree,
. uamd that performance in listening comprehen81on is
81gn1flcantly greater than performance in reading
comprehension for both groups of children; factors which
support the findingslofﬁirevious research (Smiley et al,
l1977; Sticht et al, 1974), Moreover, performance in
listening comprehehsion exceeds performance in reading
comprehension: by equal amounts, between the two groups and
for each task, as noted in prev1ous research by Berger (1975)
Berger and Perfettl (1977), Smiley et al (1977), Stlcht
(1972), Sticht et al (1974), and Weisberg (1979),' Berger
and Perfetti (1977) explain the equal differences factor in’
terms of less able readers’ reduceﬁ‘ability to comprehend
language. Sticht et al (1974) view the differences in terms
of a developmental continuum, i.e. with able readers being
devVelopmentally ahead of less able readers with'regards to

process1ng ablllty 1n general, and w1th llstenlng performances

exceeding readlng performances for both groups since the



‘decoding variable pertlnent to readlng is not a variable for

the listening situation.

those explanations, and

further'possibilities may be advanced,

/

. &

Figure 11 may help to clarlfy

will provide a frameWOrk from which

.

Grade Means Scores for Able and.Less Able Reaﬁers

> 504
‘ (a)
L,'- -
5 DL \
4,04 '
DR P
3.5+ _ (b)
3.0 4 }
Reading Listening
® = Able Readers: (Readlng 4,200, Llstenlng L4,950)
A - Less Able Readers: (Reading 3.225; Listening 3. 925)
DR = Difference between able/less able means scores for
readlng
DL = Difference between able/less able means scores for
listening

]

(a)

Difference

i1

(b)

leference
for less

between readlng/llstenlng performances
for able readers -

between readidg/listening performances
able readers

Figure 11

Instructional Leve] Performances

in Reading and Listening Comprehension

K]

With the exceptlon
51gn1flcantly greater nu
less able readers,

processed instructional

regardless of mode of input.

-ability, to process more complex information than do less able

of able readers produc1ng a

mber of summaries and syntheses than

in the listening treatment, both'groups

level materials in a similar manner.

However, able readers have the

106
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readers, as evidenced’in instructional rerformance levels,
The researcher must questinn (1) ﬁhat £acter, or combination
of factors, leads the abile readers.tewards more.COmpetent
performance in_feceptive lanéuage comprehension than less
able'readers, and (2) why listening performance tends to

exceed reading performance at the elementary school level,

(1) Competent Receptive Language’ﬁembrehension

The general language comprenension factor raised by
Berger and Perfetti (1977) 1lies Wlthln the Superordinate
framework of what Thorndlke (1917) terms "thinking",

Moreover a central tenet of thls thesis is that cognltlon
_and language are complexly 1ntertw1ned as the corner-stones
of comprehens1on, thus the argument that less able readers
understand 1anguage to a lesser degree than able readers
merits close attention. - The question regarding what.
constitutes cOmpetent language comprehension may be answered
tentatively. In terms of meeting the expected standards set
regarding age and grade placement levels, the competent
language processor understands the meanlng of specific words
in relation to others w1th1n a shared context., He brings
 h1s cembined world and linguistic knowledge to bear as he
interacts with the incoming message, g01ng beyond the v
surface structure of the message to comprehend relationships"
that are implicit but not explicitly ststed. In'so doipg, -
he engsges'appropriate cognitive processing‘strategies to h
achie#e~effective comprehensien. |

In the present study both able and less*abie’readers
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Ause 1arge1y similar processing strategles during tasks of
receptlve 1anguage Comprehension. Age dlfferences are not
slgnlficant and although there ts a P < ,05 dlfference in
non-verbal I.Q. between groups, groups' means place within
the average range of 1nte11ectua1 functloning. Two
differences between groups emerge; both of which may be =~
viewed within Berger and Perfetti s (1977) ‘general language
comprehens1on theory. Those differences lie (1) in the
performanCe levels attained'for both‘tasks, and specifically"
in the equal amounts of difference factor (c.f. Flgure 11, |
DR and DL), and (2) in the 51gn1f1cant1y higher productlon‘
of, summarles and syntheses by able readers durlng the
listening task, with a poss1b1e.trend being noted similarly
during the reading task (c.f. Table Twelve). . Berger and
Perfetti's (1977) research findings indicate: )

—

+-» (a) that reading comprehension and listening
comprehension depend on the same general language
proce831ng skills and that (b) localized:
processing skills, i.e. encoding more immediate”
language units within a single sentence , rather

" than global organizational SklllS, i.e. organlzlng
and 1ntegrat1ng larger language units into
meanlngful relatlonshlps, are a major source of
individual difference in language processing.
(Berger: and Perfetti, 1977, p. 7) :

_ Berger and Perfettl S explanation of the "equal amounts”
factor (1977) reSults in their conclu81on for (a) above. -
However their statement regarding "a magor source of
1nd1v1dua1 difference in language process1ng" is
'dlametrlcally opposite to the suggestlon advanced by the
writer with respect to less able readers' organizational m
strategies when llstenlng, i.e. that less able readers are

able to encode immediate language units during process;ng%

. L . B oL ) . B . . P N .
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"4deflated performance levels. The extent to

but that thelr comprehen31on of those dlscrete units may |
'decay prlor to conflrmatlon of potentlal 1nterre1at10nsh1ps,-" ,:
It should be noted that Berger and Perfettl s (1977) less
able readers, w1th a mean reading comprehen81on performance
level of 2. 62, were required +to - process 1nput presented at
least: one grade level above thelr current ‘instructional
level mean. Hence many of them were processing~at
frustratlon level, Alternatively the able readers, with a’
mean reading comprehen81on prerformance level of 5.05, were -
’process1ng either at 1nstructlonal or 1ndependent levels.‘
?Wlthln thls framework, therefore, it is hardly Surprising
that 1nter-group dlfferences emerged with the pProcessing
'of 'immediate language unlts" Largely frustratlon level
process1ng by less able readers must 81m11ar1y be 1mpllcated
lln the research flndlngs of Smlley et al (1977) which were
1n aCCOrdance with those of Berger and Perfettj (1977)
' hav1ng used s1m11ar technlques for selecting the sample and
the level of materlals to be processedi It is clear, |
however, that some aspect of general language’ comprehen81on
is at least partly responsible for less abl readers’
;hlch such a

suggestlon is v1ab1e remalns tentatlve at the present time.

From the. developmental theorists'. point of view the
general language comprehen51on factor and the ablllty to
decode&graphlc symbols may both be 1mpllcated in receptlve
language comprehen31on competency, although not necessarlly

to the same degree:
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" ... thé person comes into the world with certain ,»
-- basic adaptive processes which he uses”to build
;- a cognitive content and te acquire language
competency.,” The bulk of this competency is
verbal language competency, acquired and
expressed by .auding and speaking, respectively.
In léarning to read, the child uses the same
togrritive content. :and languaging competencies
used earlier in suding, plus the additional
competencies involved:- in decoding.ﬁrint-to—
language. (Sticht et al, 1974, p./114)
The authors hasten.to expiaih‘(pr 116) that excellent decoding
skills, alqne,‘do not ensuré'adequate comprehension since the
adept decoder may be limited in: terms of vocabulary, knowledge,
and thinking prbcesses.. However Sticht (1972) proposes,
"++. one should- be able to comprehend . éequally well by
listening or by reading, if one has been taught”to decode
well and other task wvariables are equalized" “(p. 294). Thus
far, then, the superior performance of able readers may be
explicable in terms of both a‘generally heightened ability
to compre%énd language'whéthef reading or listéning, and
‘effigient decoding skills in the reading situation. There
‘ P ' . .o : ' . )
~are additional explanations which may offer some insight into
the deflated perfdrmanpe'level% of less‘éble readers,
Torgesen's suggestiohs with regards to processing
differences between learning disabled children and children
who appear to learn effectively merit attention. Although:
the less able readers in the present study are not, by .
definition, learning disabled, névertheless their deflated
receptive language comprehension performance levels may be
characteristic of the performance.levels attained within thé

so-calle@llearning disabled,population;;henée Some comparison

is viable. Torgesen (1980) suggests that at least three

w
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“major factors ar1s1ng from research flndlngs may be

implicated for. some chlldren s "fallure to use actlve,_

. organized strategles as con81stently as. children who learn

normally"’(p. 23), thus resultlng in deflated performance.
The key word used by Torgesen is "conS1stently" 's1nce the
findings of the present study 1ndlcate the use of largely

similar strategles at. 1nstruct10nal levels. It may be

assumed that whereas strategies are engaged effectlvely for

instructional Yevel process1ng, a breakdown of strategles

2

occurs with frustratlon level proceSs1ng. One of Torgesen s

factors consists of "basic capacxty llmltatlons or a lack
of 2 Sufflclent knowledge bage for s0ph1stlcated verbal-
language process1ng" (p. 24).  However, the raising of

performance levels in readlng ‘comprehension following

‘1nstructlon in the engagement of task-appropriate strategies

(Brailsford, 1981) negates both ba51c capacity and knowledge

- base limitations for some chlldren class1f1ed as learnlng

<0

*ﬁdlsabled readers. The second factor reported by Torgesen

(1980) suggests that less able processors exhibit a slower

w»

rate of developmental maturlty than able processors, a

factor which allies with the research of Sticht et al (1974),

| However, Torgesen adds the viable dlmen81on that chlldren

who are slow to mature require extended perlods of time in

which to consolidate tentatively acquired skills, thus

enabling the strategic application of thoseé skills to become

firmly established. Certainly chlldren who are requlred to

process grade placement level materlals on a regular ba51srL‘

¢« n oo

when those chlldren are thus process1ng at personal
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frustration 1evels; are anlikely to deyeIOpoor consolidate‘f
5; appropriate processing strategies, ;Toréesen's third factor
.:1s an 1ndlcatlon that some children may be unaware that they
need +to partlclpate actlvely in the teaching*learning process;
‘i.e. that their inherent ability remains untapped to some
extent because of their pass1ve learning stance (ps 24);
lchlldren such as these are hlghly likely to demonstrate the
use of less organlzatlonal strategles than thelr more able
peers who tend to be actlve information processors.
tTorgesen S-, factors may be dlscrete or overlapplng variables
in eXplalnlng the low performance 1evels of Some chlldren.
~Moreover, Torgesen explores a further variable Wthh may
serve to compllcate all of the factor p0581b111t1es noted in
this chapter to date, i.e. that early fallure in academic
tasks may lead to a child's reluctance ‘to participate whole-
%neartedly in subsequent tasks of similar nature, hence
initizl failure rapid%y compounds into continuing failure
.(Torgesen, 1977; 1980). The affective domain is surely
implicated in all facets of theories regarding<the performance
levels attained by the human information processor.
Doubtless, there are infinite possibilities concerning
eXplanations as to wh§1some chiiﬁren are able to achieve . ..
higher receptive language comprehen81on performance levels
than others of comparable 1nte111gence and chronologlcal age.

Those noted in the present study'contern'geneﬁaT 1aﬁga‘g“

ey
conprehension with- specifie reference to.organlzatlonal

- D o il a.,_«.,,‘..,__,__. .--...r-mu,,&\_.,

:iprdces51ng factors, the Chlld'S developmental "readlness"

“in’ terms of grade placement requlrements, current bas1c
L T S . . _- R .,-. " - _(. R T ) .
LT N\
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capacity and knowledge 5a§e limitations, the diverse’fimé-
Spané required by fndividuallchildren for acquiring /
consolidating / and strategically applying learned skills
prior to processing input of -increased complexity, knowledge
‘thdt active participation mayvenhancé learning potential
dramatically, and positive self—conceﬁ;‘related to ongéing
progress. It is highly likely that a large degree of over-
lap exists between factors. Iy is equally possible tha?
some factors are more clearly imp;icated fhan others with
respect to the performance levels attained by individual
children. A review of the findings of the present study
suggests, to the writer, that the multi-variate factors
presénted may be interfelated to such an extent -that all are
impiicatéd, to somevdegreé; in the perfrimance levels attained
by‘the snmpJ; population,  Yowever, the variable of
organizational prpcessing strategies demonstrated to a
significantly greater extent by able readers‘than less aﬁle
readers,'within_the context of the-listening task, may prove
to be the most'decisiye_factor in differentia?ing between.

able and less able information processors,

(2) Listening Performance Exceeding Reading Performance

§ ;‘Thé»findings‘of aniexpandiﬁg'bqu.oﬁfreseanchAindicate S
that performanéé'ih.list;hiﬁgyégépféhégéibniehasffbfe%c%éa o
: performance.ig {é%@iqg;cgmppqhedsioniat.theiéiemgﬁiérYiéphoBJﬂ
‘ievel (Berger'andeerfetmi, lQ??;.émiIey et al, 1977; Sticht,
ni‘f97é¢f8$iéhf éf;al}“i§7¢¢’Wéiébefg;’1979). The findiﬂgs‘bf‘

" the ﬁfééeﬁ£4study ally with those noted above (c.f. Figure 11,
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(a) and (b)). Thus, subsequent relatedastudies may
hypothesize with increasing convietion that listening
‘ﬁerformance will exceed_reading performahce across elementary'
school ability ranges. However the question regarding wh&
‘listening performance, at this level, tends to .be superior
to reading-performance requires further consideration.
Sticht et‘al (1974, speaking frem the developmental
theorists' standpoint, view_learning by reading as a natural
extension of learning‘by‘listening. Up to rhe peint of
school entry the young child's accumulated store of knowledge
has resulted from his assimilation and accommodation of every
experience with which he has interacted. Thus, on enterfng
school he has had considerable practice in learning by
listening., To be sure, many of his meaningful "facts" have
been acquired through combined auditory and visual processing
of external stimuli but, on beginning school, _exposure to

the graphlc symbols which unite to produce mednlngful written

discourse opens new information proce881ng horizons for the
grade one childl "It is reasonable to assume that a child's
comprehensien of incoming infermation will, at this stage,

. be more-efficient when }ieten;ng to rather than attempting

R B

- o’ read the input.” It is also reasonable to assume that once

thé enild‘aenieves agtomaticity,in.phonoidgioal»coding; and

henteé processes pfinf’éffé9féfé'rapia enough . to ensure that'
“'::~00mpreheﬁ51bh oT 1nter—’and 1ntra—sentent1al relatlonshlps

does- not decay (Berger and Perfettl, 1977), performances in

readlng and llstenlng comprehension might be expected to.

"equalize. Sticht et al (1974) report that sSuch tends to bé
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"thé case és "languaging” by listening and reading appear to
become "

N .

el e ually effective soméfime around the seventh or
eighth gradesj (p. 114), Moreover, addifional researéh
indicates thaf the latter occurs when skill in reading

'*... is developed beyond the learning-to-decode stage ..."

and the child's

o...maximal rate of silent reading with accurate

retention corresponds closely to maximal rates ¢

of speaking and auding, with 250-300 words per . \
minute representing a best rough estimate of the

optimal rates for these processes. (p. 115)

It is of some interest to noté'thaf when a,'presumably,
able reader reaches Sticht et al's (1974) noted grade eight
level, his interactive processing of incoming }nformation
spans fourteen years of listening and eight years of reading.
It may be supposed that the formal emphasis on reading
instruction during the elementary grades contributes greatly
to thelteﬁaency toWardé equalization of performance levels
in réceptive language éomprehension.  No mention is made
" with respect to the grade level ét which reading and
listening comprehension pérformanée leVels equalize in the
case of less abie readeré, It may Be assuméd, withiﬁ the
developmental model's framework, that éuch gqualization may
bé expécted to occur, albeit at a rate.much slower than that
required by able readers and given that school attendance
~reméins constant. Sticht et al's review of related research
(19?4) extendé beyond school leaving age to encompass high
“scﬁooi graduates. It was found that, at the college and

adult levels, reading performance tends to exceed listening.

performance for approximately half of the assessed
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population. Sticht et al suggest thaf‘the enhancpment of -—
reading Rerformance at this level

«+es represents improved'skill in extracting

information from the stable visual display of

print, rather than indicating an ability to

Comprehend -some material by print that cannot

be comprehendeﬁ by auding. ' (1974, p. 83)

Thus, the findings of the present studyh>with"féspéct'
to the mean performance levels attained by able and less
able readers on t;;ks of reading and listening compre@;nsion
(c.f. Figure 11), may be observed within the paraméters of
the preceding discussions as follows:

1, Ihter—group différenbes between receptivé language
comprehension performance levels (Fngre 11, DR and DL)
may be explicable in termé of developmental and/or
ggpéral language comprehension factors, with specific
reference in the latter td organizational strategies.

2, Intré—group differences between performances in
:listening and feading comprehension at the elementary
school level (Figure 11, (a) and (b)) hay occur due to
the extensive practice-effect afforded by years spent
in thinking (Thorndike, 1917) about auditorially
processed information, in conjunction with the factor

that lack of the decoding variable permits processing

of more complex materials.

Summary of Major Findings 'and Conclusions

The instructional level performances of able and less
able readers on tasks of reading and listening'comprehension

were compared in order to determine (a) whether able

116
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,readers' performance levels on both tasks Were significantly
greater than those efuless able neaders. and (b) whether the
fourth grade students” performance in 1isten1ng oomprehen51on
was significantly greater than in reading comprehens1on.

. .Analysis revealed that able readers' performance levels on.
both tasks were,s;gnrflcanﬁly greater_than thosevof less
able readers, and that overall performance in listening
_COmprehens1on exceeded performance in readlng comprehens10n-;
to. a. s1gn1flcant degree.. It was COncluded therefore, that
the receptlve language comprehen81on of able readers is
superior to that of less able readers,’and that féarth grade
children can understand more complex prose when llstenlng

b L

than when’readlng, » - th'-zym,-;rfl» SETTR
Ana1y31s of the process1ng strategles used by able.and‘r
less atle readers durlng 1nstructlona1 level tasks of -
receptive language comprehension demonstrated that there-
were no significant differences in the manner in which bofn:
groups processed instructional lével tasks of reading
comprehension. Both groups processed instructional level
tasks of listening comprehension in a'COmparatively similar
manner, although a significant difference was obtained in
the greater amount of summaries and syntheses'produced by
able readers. When processing instructional level tasks of
receptive language comprehension fourth grade children recall
some passage information in verbatim form but, on the'whole,
Athey tend to reconstruct the author's message prior to verbal
recall. Able readers in particular demonstrare a tendency
"towards increased reconstructiveuprocessing when listening

e e . Coeel X

RO -
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e process print but to the knowledge of the wrlter, no.«“.

+"thinking" itself becomes of paramount importance and mode

with 1nstructional level materials, i.e. an ability to reason

118
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rather than reading, becoming less constrained by verbatim

details and hence risking increased poss1b111ty for error,

A'more global conclusion emerges from the current

findings. 1In many classrooms reading and listening

comprehension have tended to be viewed as relatively discrete
academic areas, despite‘recommendations to the contrary in

Alberta s Elementary Language Arts Curriculum Guide (1978).

Comparative research has focused largely on 1nter-moda11ty
performance level differences with. minimal discuss1on
regarding how,those‘levels are achieved. Only in the area .
of reading research nasiattention focused upon the nature of

cognitive activities engaged during tasks of comprehension.

. Hence there is an. expanding awareness regardlng how children

l,;preV1ous research has examined the process1ng strategies

engaged for the comprehenSion of‘narrated prose, within the °

: parameters of an- 1nformation process1ng model. Since the -

present findings indicate that fourth grade children use
?
largely similar processing strategies for both receptive
’ >
language COmprehen81on tasks, it can be concluded that

unitary thought processes are common to both tasks; thus

of input becomes a secondary, albeit substantial, concern.

Classroom Implications Emerging from the Study .

R i L PR P

A major 1mplication concerns the finding that less able

readers demonstrate competent processing ability when working

o .l
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out relatively complex relationships in & manner very like

that of able readers processing'grade placement level

- materials. When less .able readers process frustration level
materials consistently- they face a triple dilemma. Firstly,

. the chances that they will understand the contents are
L ]

- -minimal. Lack of initial comprehen51on can detract

radically from cumulatlve learnlng. hence its effect tends

.to magnlfy throughout the year and intrudes into subsequent ;¢'
- years of SChoollng. Secondly. accordlng to Torgesen (1980),
.less able readers require more tlme than thelr able counter-

‘parts durlng Wthh to consolidate. newly .acquired strategles.

Task, failure Would UndOUbtedly resylt. if .extended perxodS'of TR

practlce time: were not prov1ded to glVeOthe opportunlty for .
" the development of automatlclty. whereln approprlate‘
~cognitive process1ng strategles may be engaged Spontaneously,
fFlnally, +the - -child-who . rarely experlences academlc success.
and thus a sense of personal achlevement ;s in grave danger
.of developlng a lowered self-concept and may withdraw from
active participation in the learning process (TorgeSen,,1977;
- 1980)% The three prongs of the dilemma are interrelated and

s

their combined effect.may result.in retroactlve consequences.{

Hence an implication of oons1derab1e magnltude is that leSs 'Jfff':vf7

able readers must be prov1ded w1th 1ndependent and
1nstruct§§nal level reading materials to ensure the
engagement of appropriate processing strategies and, thus,
satisfactory pfogress.

The reconstructive organizational strategies required

for synthesizing and summarizing incoming information are

3
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used more extensively, as ev1denced by llstenlng proces51ng

S

results in thls study, by able readers than less able '
readers, and to good effect.A A Chlld who is able to comblne.
expli01tly stated and 1mpllc1tly der&ved information 1n

order to understand “the glst of an 1ncom1ng message~ .

demonstrates a relatlvely ﬁlgh degree of proceSS1ng - e

competence. Thus, another 1mp11cat10n arising- from the
study concerns contlnued classroom instruction in™"
extrapolatlng magor themes and relatlonshlps between
characters, places, and events rather than focusing on less

.essential detalls durlng tasks of receptlve language“

.

',comprehens1on.. The: 4mp11catlon'that sound organlzatlonal_'

- processing abllltles.play-an 1mportant role in effective

120

general language comprehens1on merlts cons1derable attentlon\wng

within the classroom learning environment.

A central finding of the study confirmed that fourth
grade chlldren process more complex language approprlately
when llstenlng to, rather than readlng, passages of prose,
Moreover Sticht et al's (1974) review of related research

suggests that thls flndlng tends to be appllcable to

L Qastudents throughout the elementary sohool years._ There 1s.-

t

hence. 1ncrea5ed reason to suppose that 2 substantlal amount'

't'of knowledge is acqulred through the audltory process1ng

channel; that 1nformat;on,currently too complex to be dealt~
with in print may be communicated Within‘a listening frame-
WOrk; and that audltorlally Processed 1nformatlon may serve
as an advance organlzer prior to the processing of related

details in prlnt thus enhanclng subsequent performanceo
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" The ;mpiicationSNfor jacilitating:learningnare'of paramount
importance across all age and ability ranges and speclflcally i
with regards to pre-school chlldren in extendlng knowledge

and llngulstlc bases, grade one chlldren 1n establlshlng a

=]

flrm concept of sxory schema and‘encouraglng aCtlve wd_.,.
B e L
part1c1pat10n in the learning process during initial and -

ﬂ.eng01ng stages of beglnnlng readlng 1nstruct10n. amd less et

,,,,,,

””able readers in fac111tat1ng 1nteract1ve cognltlve ‘processing = | 4
of non- prlnt materials prlor to proces31ng prlnt In both
 informal and formal contexts, the poss1b111t1es for

xaugmentlng'learnlng within a llstenlng framework.-are dlverse

and infinite. o S .
The conclusion that effectlve reading and 1lsten1ng

comprehen51on depend upon underlylng thought processes

common to both tasks has direct appllcatlon in all settings
relevant to the human 1nformatlon processor. Wlthln the
school enV1ronment the 1mpllcatlons are cruc1a1. The.
stamplng on of knowledge"'(Ashton-Warner,‘1963) is a
necessary_butrbyano means sufficient condition»to ensure
yihat'learning'takes place{ Chlldren need time to thlnk
about each of “the - vast: array of learnlng experlences to T

which they- are exposed darly.- They- need ample opportunlty”

to dlSCUSS, reason, and phllOSOphlZe to 1nteract with

I
.
T X i
e N B e o 1 et

incoming 1nformatlon to the point where they understand
their own proce881ng capabilities and are able ‘to engage,

_deliﬁerately,processing'strategies.appropriate to the task

in hand (Brown, 1975), Brailsford's work in_traininggthe
activation of (task-appropriate strategies.on noh;print

3 e -
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"across the elementary school range, beglnnlng at the grade

) two level where cognltlve proces51ng strategles mlght be

concerning (a) selection of a testing instrument with

~alternate and equivalent forms to contaln the sample s

g ‘.,v T Tt P

&
g A P Ao
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tasks (1981)‘1ed'tohenhanced reasoning ability, as reflected
in 1ncreased performance levels on tasks of readlng
comprehen51on, and qualltatlve 1mprovement trends in
. p \
“.l'strateglc process;ng for a group of learning .disabled
&

;chlldren. Verbal medlatlon was a central focus in the

“t ; ..-&
tralnlng program, whereln chlldren were encouraged to

discuss why a specific strategy effected the best results

for them, relative to a‘particular task; what strategies
might be more effectlve- why c:rtaln strategles had not
achleved ant1c1pated reSults. "It may’ be" Suggested that
since unltary and- encompass1ng thought processes are deeply

implicated in the quality of énsuing receptive language

compi‘ehension, early intervention and remedial programs in

strategy training might be beneficial for some‘children.' o ?

Suggestions for Further Research

! e - -
RS R S s R i

- Thise study d1d- not’ efamlne possible. deVelopmental

proce531ng dlfferences between children of varied

T it e
S RO

chronologlcal age., Future research could observe chlldren

o

expected to have reached some. degree . of automat101ty withln-__;v—x;;
the readlng frameWOrk, and’ extend to encompass grade twelve

students. However, obvious methodologlcal problems emerge

range of instructional level performances w1thout exceedlng

the test's floor and ceiling, and hence (b) the obtalnlng of
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suff1c1ent second grade less able: readers (i.e, floor effect),
and sufflclent able. readers at the grade twelve level (1.e.
ceiling effect), to constitute a statlstlcally v1ab1e sample. ?
| Further conS1deratlon of developmental factors could ‘be
effected by updated assessments of the current sample at

yearly 1ntervals. POSS1b1e inter- and intra-group

81m11ar1t1es and differences across time could be mapped and

‘analyzed; an aspect whlch is espe01ally 1nterest1ng in terms

TSP

of the "equal amounts" factor noted between able and less
able readers for both tasks of receptive language . | .: 3
comprehension; Again problems arise due to the ceiling
effect of the measuring instrument, and especially so within
the listening treatment:; a certain amount ofvattrition
regarding sample size‘might be expected as families relocate,

resulting in uneven data bases. . A v1ab1e alternatlve to

a et
-

the potgntlal&y unW1eldy problem mlght con81st of modlfylng o i
the original: de81gn to aCCOmmodate performance levels apd. - -~ -f
proce851ng strategles of 1nd1v1dual students w1th1n a. case
.studles' format | -

In terms of the orlglnal sample it would -be. 1nterest1ng
to analyze frustratlon level recall protocols for both tasks»
'1n order to getermlne (a) whether a breakdown of strateglc
process1ng is SJmllar for both tasks, as*reflected in the

-

comprehenslon categories, (b) wh;%her the reflected breakdown

o

occurs across the five categories or within discrete
categories, and (c) whether the breakdown of strategies is

fsimilar for abltwand less able readers across‘both tasks,

Kavanagh's reading research study of processing differences




" (1981) indicates that similar strategies! profiles'are
obtained for Lndependent and 1nstructlona1 level recall
taskB. with the most extreme 1nter-grQup differences being
‘demonstrated at ‘frustration level. A comparative study of
the breakdown of strategic process1ng during both tasks of
A receptive language comprehen31on would be of 1nterest on two
Counts, 1 e. 1f similar effects are found for both groups it
may be suggested that (a) there is additional’ foundation for
the hypothesis that unitary thought processes are common to
both tasks, and (b) the general language comprehension
processing abilitieslof,coth groups contain more similarities
than differences.~,Moreover..a loéical extension of the
cdrrent suggestion for futore research might include a
‘comparison between the reading treatment findings of the
present study and those prev1ously emerging from the field
of reading. ' o |

W1th1n the general language comprehen81on framework the
able readers productionpof‘syntheses and. summaries, \
significant for listening and demonstrated as a trend for
reading, merits additional research. It may be suggested
'that more definitive findings with respect to tne reading

treatment might be obtained with larger numbers of children

in the sample. Should the significant difference in the

Skt b

listening treatment be. replicated and the trend 1n the
reading treatment obtain S1gniflcant differences, for able e
.readers, then it may be reaSOnable to assume that

organizational ability is a dlscriminating factor with -

respect to 1nter-group differences in performance level.
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W] Y- current Study observed thlgren proces31ng passages‘

of prose. wrltten 1n narratlve format.u,Future research mlght;” o

examine how comparable groups of children process exPOS1toryf;

passages: O0f magor interest would be %he. flndlngs related '

to a research questlon rEgardlng whether 1ncreaSed factual
input results in greater textual constralﬁk and less
reCOnstructlve proce851ng than is demonstrated iﬁ the

narrative mode,: -

Cohcluding Statement

The tools of learnlng ++« are essentially ...

. the skills in using language as a means of
examining the-detail, the relaildnshlps and the
structure of the world around.- us ., They are
the skills of logical argument,. of examlnlng a
range of possible solutions to problems, of:
anticipating and plannlng. and of framing
questions which will ‘bring the kind of information
required. These are the tools of thinking ...
-(Tough, 1973, p. 12 )

The findings of this study suggest that, when fourth

grade able andcless able readers process instructional level T

mtasks of receptlve language comprehen81on+rthe thought
processes engaged by both groups are, by and large, very
similar. The "tools of thinking" are, - therefore, avallable.
in like degree for both groups of chlldren when 1ncom1ng
1nformat;on dovetails with. current, 1nd1v1dual processing
acapabilities in terms of semantic and Syntactic complexity.

‘An overriding.assumption that emerges from the flndlngs is

‘that equal edu‘rtlonal opportunity for all chlldren may

become a reallty when educatlonal programs are modlfled to .

accommodate individual children's needs. Moreover, as

R R T
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51m11ar underlying processes-appear to be accessed on both‘

the reaglng_and llstenlng .comprehension tasks, then the,

;:j Y

" teaching Of 1ntegrated thlnklné Strafégles shoula be embéuyg'

¥,

. ‘%1thlh all language arts programs.

shohld consider both appropr1ate 1nd1v1duallzed instruction

for each child and hollstlc learnlng strategles that may be

generallzed to all areas of the. currlculum,

dded.

Thus._our teachlng focusa

. T R A S
A viakAds fratis as i maT e
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" The _Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test

A sample passage and accompanylng questions are

presented as follows:

-

y but .
most lions live on grassy plains. They usually live in

The lion is often'called "King of ‘the Jungle"

small groups called prides. The female lions do most of - S

the huntlng for the males and cubs in the prlde. : : }

L

1. Where do most lions live?

»
-4
b
bl
]

A. in forests - C.s in Jungles i
B. * in grasslands D. in deserts o g
: | , .
’ ]
2,

’Ju
1.1
%

Which lions do the most hunting?

A. cubs , o ~C.

females
B. kings ! D. youhg.males

(Passage ohe, Level D, Form 2)
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The‘Stand@;d Reading Inventory
A sample readiné éémprehension passage, with probe (aided)
'Questions, reads as follows:
The LittlevBeaver‘(149'woras)

~The hooting of the horned. owl was.well known to the orphan
‘beaver. It meant no danger to him until 6ne night when he was
swimming across an open pool. Out of the night came a silent

shadow. The beaver dived as the owl struck. He escaped except.

for a small cut in his tail. ' _ _ e

) later he met the dogs. He had heard them many times. He
knew their smell, so these signs did not alarm him. One night

he went farther than usual in search of.new greens. Two dogs

running silently along the side of a hill began barking when

they saw the bheaver, He headed for the water, but the dogs cut.

him off. - , ,
3 e 3 o .
The: stillness was_broken'by-a'tugpling howling tangle of
beaver and dogs. His heavy coat protécted himy, and his sharp
teeth fought off the dogs leng enough for him to escape.

o

... 1. What sound was he used to hearing?

2, What was the beaver doing one night? .

What happened that night? (What-did the owl do?)

(Y]

What happened to the beaver?
Why didn't the dogs frighten the beaver?

Why was he out on land one night?
" What did thé dogs do when they saw the beaver?-

‘What did 'the beaver try to do?

What happened?

.0 2 N3 o ow»n &

O. What saved the beaver? . ~

I
Comprehension unaided Total (unaided and aided)

e R T TAT T

(uthvGrade‘passage, Form A)
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The Stggdard Reading Inventory
A sample listening comprehension passage, with probe

(aided) questions, wés‘narréted as follows:
Turtle Eggs (149 words)

Horseshoe Bend is a long shallow pond about a hélf mile
from my home, Two o0ld turtles are among 1ts many inhabitants.
They have lived in the pond for many years. No one knows how
long. ‘

Every year in June the female snapping turtle leaves the
water and gakes a short Journey. She hunts for a good place to
lay her eggs... A turtle likes a sunny 8spot in sandy soil where
there is good drainage. There the eggs will be hatched by the
heat from the sun's rays, _ ) :

When the tuktle finds such a place she digs a hole about
five inches deep.' In it she lays twenty to forty eggs. The
eggs are white and round as marbles. They are about one inch
thick. When the eggs are:all in the hole she covers them
carefully and returns to theé-water without further thought of
the eggs. ' EE

1. What is Horseshoe Bénd§ :
2. Who lived there? (What else?)
3. How long had the turtles lived there?
4. What does the féméle turtle doevery year?
5. Whét.giﬁd of placevdqgs she want? |
6. How are the eggs hatéhed? ”
. Where does a turtle‘lay'her eggs®?

7

8. How many does she lay?
9. Describe the}éggs. .
1

0. What does the turtle do after laying the eggs?

Comprehension unaided . Total (unaided and aided) .

(4th Grade passgge; Form B)

—-<~——-—«_/~
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Sample of an Analyzed Recall Protgcol-(Reading=Comprehensien)

The_Little Beaver

(1) D % D % B
there .was this owl / tha always would hoot / bi 1t would

never alarm h1m /'ang one nlght (he) when he was on land /
(5) E 3 D 3
he heard thlS noise / an he dlved into the water / an then
he escaped except for a (a) scratch on his tall ./ an& then
' B
the next nlght he went out in a little farther to get greens
93 (10) 3
and wood / and’ (um) he knew.<the smell of these dogs / an
B (12) S D .
then they started barking /—and then he started running for
% A
the water / but (they) the dogs cut h1m off and his fur
. B D (15)
protected him enough / «+. fought off the dogs w1th his

L

D
sharp teeth / ang he got away into the water

Clauses: 16

Recall Categories*: A - Text Exact 1 (5.88)
' ‘ B - Text Specific '“ 7(41.18)
C - Text Entailed 0 (0.00)
D - Text-Experiential 7(41,18) 3
E -:Text Erroneous 2(11,76) ;
17 (100%)

* Some clauses may be assigned more than one category.




Sample of an An lyzed Recall Protocol

(Llsténlng Comnrehen51on)

Tuftle'Eggs

R e L e Rt T

- 1) D e (2) A
(well)(t%e man on there knew twolturtles / én& she'd go on a

B
Journey / ang dig . up a hole / an& 1ay twenty 1o forty eg

~

\

gs /

- B B B
ang they" re whlte / an% round as a marble / an% then she d

| go back into the water

. Clauses: 7

R \
Recall Categories:

Text
Text
Texf
Text
Text

Exact
Specificb
Entailed
Experiential

Erroneous

~J _Lo o &N

(28.57)
(57.14)
(O0.00)

(14,29)
(00.00) .

(100%)

14
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COMPREHENSION CATEGORIES FOR PROTOCOL ANALYSIS .

William T. Fagan
The University of Alberta

The categories in this article (that is, from the heading
- on page 2 to the end) may be referenced as:

Fagan, William T. Comprehension categories for protocol
analysis. In Measures for research and evaluation in
the English language arts, Volume 2 (Fagan, W. T.,
Cooper, C., and Jensen, J. eds.). Urbana, Illinois:

The National Council of Teachers of English, in press,

The remainder of the paper may be referenced as:

Fagan, William T. Comprehension categories for protocol
analysis. Unpublished paper, The University of Alberta,
Edmonton, 1981,
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COMPREHENSION CATEGORIES FOR PROTOCOL ANALYSIS

A Most reading educators would agree that the ultimate
goal of reading is to comprehend the author's message. It
is also most likely that comprehension is the most unwieldy
‘vaspect of reading to be taught or assessed. :

Assessing Comprehension

Comprehension has most frequently been assessed through

rquestions and most often of a literal nature (Guzak, 1967). .
Other test forms such as the multiple-choice, true-false, ‘
C€loze, and sentence-verification have also been used to assess”
comprehension.  Another popular way has been through recall -
that is, the reader recalls as much information as possible
from what has been read. Whereas the latter allows the
.reader more leeway in organizing and reorganizing his input
and integrating it with prior knowledge, the recall presents’
problems for analysis of how much comprehension is involved.

A reader's recall as interpreted by a researcher or
educator is usually assessed in terms of the degree to which
it corresponds to the author's meaning as expressed via a
text. The author's meaning is also explicated through the
researcher/educator's interpretation. Perhaps four movements
test summarize how recalls are analyzed for this purpcse. i
Kintsch and colleagues formulated the "proposition", and with g
it as a base unit were able to construct an elaborate :
semantic coherence network of the text and recalls (Kintsch
and Keenan, 1973; Kintsch and VanDijk, 1978). Along similar

. lines, though with different base units and different text
relations were the story grammar advocates (Mandler and
Johnson, 1977; Stein, 1978). The third movement is perhaps
best represented by Fredericksen (1975a, b) who proposed a
framework of relationships that supposedly paralleled the
structure of memory. The final movement consisted of recall
categories which indicated different kinds of text information
that had been remembered (Drum and Lantaff, 1977).

R g o TP £
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-+ Comprehension: Process and Product
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: - One possible reason why comprehension has been so
difficult to assess (and teach) is that it may be viewed as

.a process and a product. Perhaps one should speak of
comprehending and comprehension - the latter designating the
product, ' :

As a product, comprehension occurs each step along the
way in eonjunction with the processes which.contribute o it. -
Thus, readers may be interrupted during their reading to " ¢
ascertain either the processes themselves or the resultant -
comprehension of the author's meaning at that point in time,
It would thus appear that there might be a relationship
between the various processes brought into play and the
comprehension arising as a resfilt of this interaction. '




When comprehension is demonstrated by means of a recall,
two sets of processes are involved: receptive and productive.,
. The relationship between these processes and comprehension is
illustrated in the following diagram,

Knowledge/retention/ ' > . ,| Knowledge/retention/
retrieval . retrieval
Author 'Reader

o, )
Q < :
% ° %
s .\ <
‘0 o? e
2| Text | ,© © | Recall
2\ 2.

Since a recall protocol is the resu%t of two sets of
processing, as Kintsch and VanDijk (1978) say, M or,LL s not
simply a replica of a meémory representation of the original
discourse" (p. 374), This would occur only when information
is stored verbatim in memory and retrieved in rehearsal
. fashion, Processes, which produce a change in the text -
information at the point of inpet are termed macrorules by
Kintsch and VanDijk (1978) and are of three types: deletion
of irrelevant information, generalization of a subset of
‘igformation, or.construction of a more global fact from
sggcific information.

Kintsch and VanDijk (1978) also posit three major
processes that may operate at the time a reader produces a
recall. One of these processes is "reproduction™ which
results in the recall of information that is stored in a
verbatim manner. "Transformations" of data result in
reordering lexical substitutions, explication of coherence
relationships, and perspective changes. Finally, a
"reconstruction" of data brings various world knowledge to
bear on the text data and results in (a) the addition of
plausible details and normal properties, (b) particularization
of events, or (c) specification of normal conditions,
components, or consequences of ewvents..

Comprehension Categories:

The following categories are based largely on the work
of Drum and Lantaff (1977), earlier work by the author
(Fagan, 1978, 1980) and on two research studies that tested
the earlier category system (Brake, 1981; Fagan and Malicky,
1981). Their purpose is to provide a structure to assess the
degree of comprehension as indicated by a recall protocol.
This may be achieved in four stages.

Stage 1; Eliminating Ifrelevant Data

The first step is to isolate that information which will
be analyzed. In order to do this it is necessary to eliminate
two categories of data: mazes and recall conventions.

" PERICTIy
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1, Mazes may be either of four types.

Filled Pause (Audible Noise): This consists of sounds which
may be represented as ah, er, um, etc. ‘.

/
Filled Pause (Interjection): This consists of words or
phrases which seem to mark time for the speaker before going
on to the next thought, Examples are well, I think, yes,
let me see, wait a minute, etc. ‘

Filled Pause (Repeat): This includes the repetition of words
or parts of words.,

-He saw a golf - a golf cart.

The 1little girl was per - perturbed.
The words or word part spoken initially are classed as the
Repetition since it is assumed that once the speaker repeats,
he ends the pause and continues to complete the utterance,

Correction/Edit: This consists of a Jumble of words preceding
a change in direction of what the person was about to say, or
preceding a better choice of words.

He wanted to sell - to buy the golfballs.

The boy collected golfballs in the - around where -

where he - on the golf course near where he was lived.

_ There will be only one instance of a type of hesitation
pause/correction edit within a Sequence. For example, if a
word is repeated six times, it is one instance of a Filled
Pause (Repeat); if several words are used before the child
gets back in the right track, this is one instance of a
Correction/Edit.

2, Recall conventions are concerned more with :the narrating
than with the actual content of the text. They may express

a reader's limitations in not being able to remember or may
include vague generalizations which appear to be a cover-up
for lack of specific knowledge. Following are examples of
recall conventions., : : :

Text: (no specific referents)

Protocol: "Well it says that ..."
"And in the second paragraph the story says ...
"That's all I can remember, "

Protocoli "That was a gdod story." .
"I found it hard’to remember the part where
all the characters were introduced, "

Also included are phrases used'by the' reader to -insert .
an event in proper sequence due to forgetting while recalling,

Protocol: Before that he set out his hooks for fishing.
(The "before that" acts as an addendum to
insert information in its_proper sequence
after subsequent information had been recalled.
A synonymous statement to "before that" would

: be "I forgot that", ' '

%
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Text: (detailing the advantages of heat)
Protocol: Heat helps lots.
Text: (describing the manufacture of various items
of clothing) . .
Qg} Protocol: They make dresses and stuff like that.

’Stage 2: Choosing a Unit for Ahalvsis

Different units may be chosen for analysis - proposition
(Kintsch, 1974), syntactic proposition (Fagan, 1978), clause
or t-umpit (Hunt, 1965)., An assumption made when choesing-a
unit is that this represents a meaningful division of -
information and that the reader may perceive this unit when
comprehending and/or recalling information. Since it cannot
be determined with definitiveness whic¢h unit operates in this
manner (in fact it is likely that different-units may be
processed at different times), the unit chosen for analysis
will have different implications when interpreting the
results obtained. .For example, if the smallest unit is
chosen - the syntactic proposition - then it is easjier to
determine if this fits into a category since verbatimness,
Synonymy, etc, is easSier to analyse within this smaller unit
than 'within a larger unit such as the t-unit. Consequently
the interpretation of results would be weighted in terms of
this category. If, on the other hand, - the t-unit is chosen,
then it'is easier to judge if a summary has taken place
since it is difficult to provide a summary of information
within the brevity of the syntactic proposition. The clause
unit is intermediate in length between the syntactic
proposition and the t-unit/incomplete t-unit, and whereas it
may not'have the full advantages of either of these, it also
does not have their full disadvantages. . '

In order to isolate clauses, it is suggested t the
protgocol first be divided into t-units and incomple®e
t-units- (Fagan, 1978) which are defined as follows:

T-unit: This is a single independent prediction (main
clause) together with any subordinate clauses that may be
grammatically related to it. It may be a single or a
complex sentence, but not a compound sentence.

In dividing a passage into t-units; one approach 'is to
consider you are editing the” transcript and are directed to
rewrite as sentences according to the definition above.
Where there is a compound sentence, divide before the

" connecting conjunction (and, but, etc.) and begin the next

sentence with the conjunction. Do not change any words, but
. bracket these words which do not fit into the regular flow
of language that make up the t-units (i.e., mazes).

Further guidelines for segmenting t-units are:

146
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1, When a quote-consists of more
, only the first one is included
identify the speaker.

e.g. /Christopher said uncle
it's such a long walk/

than one principal clause,
with the words that

when shall we get.there/

. Having a t-unit within a t-unit is possible.
esg. /and he (/now he was scared/) told the captain ...

When the meaning ofsgvpéssage indicates that.a

spbo*&inate cdqﬁ%ﬂgﬁion has been omitted, the clause
ihvolved does n¥t form-a new t-unit,

e.g. /he decided that he.shpuld g0 cause there was
nobody around and (cause) there was stuff ...?

P
O N s AN S R i AR5 .

b, "Yes" is included in th
following statement™i#F
otherwise, it is considewe

e.succeeding t-unit if the

elaboration of th® answer; .
d~P8*be an incomplete.tjggitffa ;
e.g. /yes 1 guess you miSsedwuﬁﬁ/ e e

/yes /what do you want it for/ 4 o &

5. Intonation may'determine the 1ocafion of the boundary
when a phrase, structurally, can be attached .to either
the preceding or subsequent t-unit, .
e.g. "I think" as in: : [y
/he went I think/ he said he planned to anyway/

!
Expressions like "I think", "I believe" are considered
part of the t-unit if they are integral to the
statement as for example:

If the expression appears to be idipéyntactic to the
speaker, the words are considered a "holder" type maze
and are not counted as part of the t-unit.

~ e.g. /Floods cause much damage/ (I tﬁink)

/1 think he went said John/

Incomplete t-unit: This consists of a group of words which
do not form a complete independent clause but which are

necessary to the ongoing flow of language. Since it does
not form a complete independent clause, it is different from
a t-unit. It may be lacking a subject, -a verbd, object, or
complement, or any combination of these. ‘

The incomplete appears to serve either of four functions:
specifying particular information; elaboration of an
antecedent; making additional comments on a topic; or
establishing a referent for an ambiguous item.

He pushed one guy down in the water, pushed him on
the ground, started punching him, :
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So-he got fed up with thisikind of deal, ‘everyone
chasing him.

And so the man is lopking. cguldn'téfind him.

Hé'd sell it to them; the balls.

An analysis of a transcription is given below.

He asks them for four golf balls//or he's gonna put his
boots into the riven//%and, and) (um) (he gave them) //
"the’ boy gave them four (four) (un) golf balls//they drop
his boots anyway/ because they are mean//he goes back
looking/for them//goes home (because after) %um)//he had
a dream//... ' . : . .

T-unlts //

Incomplete t-unit _
Filled Pause (Audible Noise)
Filled Pause (Repeat) '
Correction/Edit:

Ciauses ../ and //

L
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Stage 33 - Comprehension Categories

i Text Exact

This category includes information from the text in its
exact form or with minimal variations. It is assumed that
this information was stored in rote fashion or -is automatically"’
‘constrained by other information and is "reproduced" in a
similar state. '

O*Al. Verbatim Recall ‘
d ' ' _ T : PN

The information is a direct recall of the lexical items
of the text. ‘ .

Text: The boys were late for school.
Protocol: The boys were late for school.

Substitution of a deferminer, a verb form or a function word
which does. not change the meaning of the unit will also be
placed %n this category,

Text: He chased the animal.
~ Protocol: He chased an animal.

Text: People were waiting at the dodfo
Protocol: People were wvaiting by the door.

Text: The student had been absent many times.
Protocol: The student was gbsent many times.
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A2, PartialvReééil
A significant concept(s) (noun, verb, attribute) is/are
omitted in the verbatim recall.

Text: After robbing the store, the convicts raced for
their car, ‘

Protocol: The convicts raced for their car.

Text: The children had never Seen such a tiny colt.
Protocol: The children had néger seen such a colt.

This. category would ‘also “include fragmented units which are

~ not mazes and although not .semantically complete do indicate
that the reader has noted and attempted to retrieve concepts

which continue the story line., - - - .

TexXt: The stranger tqld him to follow his advice and

put his lines at the spot indicated,

Protocel: The stranger told him ... that he would put
++. all his lines .., . .

)

B. Text Specific

In’thngcategdry'is]placed'information'recalled that
has specifigﬂreferences in the text. The reader may have ¢
"transformed™ some of this information by reordering or
substituting lexical items, - : ' ' §
Bl., Substitution of Pronouns

\

A pronoun is used in place of a noun when the noun
referent is present elsewhere within the text. All other
items in the unit are verbatim.

Text: People were very kind ES the stranger.f
Protocol: They were very kind to the stranger.

Text: The truck went off the road about one half mile
from the settlement,

Protocol: It went 'off the road about one half mile .
from the settlement. :

B2. Synonymy of Elements
)

Th= ¢operational definition of synonymy is context
Jependent and may refer to (a) substitution of one word for:
another so that semantic and grammatical features are
preserved, (b) the sequencing of lexical items from a unit
-such as the preposing of prepositional phrases or
‘substituting an active for a -passive, and (c) a paraphrase
of the original urit which in the subjective opinion of the
scorer has the same conceptual referents and has definite
correlates in the text unit. :
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Text: fish o
Protocol:: salmon e e a
Text: The house was on fire, "5 ‘ _ ‘.’< wg
Protocol: - The house was burning., .. e BT

v &
Text: In twos and very sloﬁl? the mourners walked in
procession,
Protocol: The mourners walked in procession very slowly
and in twos,
- Text: He said good night and went to bed.

Protocol: He decided to call it an evening and said
good night, ‘

' C.  Text Entailed

The information retrieved is (a) a paraphrase of or
synonymous with the information input, but the unit of recall
includes information from more than one unit of input, or

- (b) a sipercordinate statement subsuming information from more

ﬁghan one text unit. It may be assumed that at the time of
“comprehending the reader "constructed" information and may
still "transform" it at the point of recall, 4

Cl, Synthesis

A synthesés statement is a compilation of at least two
units of inforfation. It may not contain either of the

specific units summarized but may be expressed in a hierarchical
or superordinate category or by a label generalizing the

events summarized, ‘'such as a main idea, theme, or moral.

%

Text: ‘He quiékly raced to the landing, stripped off
his clothes and jumped into the icy water to
rescue the frightened little boy.

Protocol: He did a very brave deed.

Text: While visiting her’Aunt Lizzie at the farm last
weekend, Teri helped harvest some carrots, peas,
zucchini and tomatoes. '

Protocol: Last weekend, Teri helped her Aunt harvest
-some vegetables. :

C2., Summary

A statement is a summary if it relates .information from
2t least two units in the text in an embedded form, that is
some of the lexical .items or units of information are deleted
during this process.  In summarizing the exact words or their
synonyms may be used, ‘ B . B '
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Text: She jumped into the
' to save the swimmer

Protocol: She jumped into
; swimmer in trouble,

& . Text: The stranger ﬁitied

help but had not been very successful.,
remorse but
would have to settle
\ outside interference,.

. "quietly as the man walked slowly away,

The- stranger pitied the man who walked

‘.. . stranger felt deep

SR
.
< Protocol:
slowly away.

D. Text‘Experiential‘

This information is added by the reader to fill
The reader is

in the text data.

R R e e e e e e
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icy water., She was. trying
who was in trouble,

the icy water to save

the man. He had tried to

knew that the man
his own problems without
The stranger stared

~

in gaps
"reconstructing"

information based on prior knowledge which may be of world

events such as rodeo,
other texts. :

D1, 1Inference

an instantiation, that is,
latter i1s often referred to

statement,

or from having read or listened to

i An inference may include either

Bl

a logical reasoning or N

y the filling-in of informatton @
suggested by the text infdrmation but not specified.
as.a

The
pragmatic inference and may

be stated in a contradictory form and still make a. plausible

Tgxt:
and walked at the s

several blocks fart
than John.

John and Bill left for .school at the same time
ame rate,
her away from the school
John just reached

But Bill lived

the school on time.

He hoped that Bill would still be able to play

ball that evenings

s B _
Protocol: (Iogical)x_ﬁjﬁ%l was late for .school.

Text:

The mother bundled. the children in their parkas,
scarves and mittens,

X

She was sure they. all had

a hat lunch as they left for school.

Protocol:s (Pragmatic):

It was a cold
(Contpadietion):

day. .
It was not g cold .day.

Perhaps ;3.q§ther'was.mentally deranged,

Case Related Inﬁéimgtion

¢ B

text.
of similar content.

This includes the é&pansion of permissible sequences
are assumed extensions of a unit of information in the
This subcategotry describes appropriate prigr knowledge

¥
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Text: Ground corn '

Protocol: Ground corn with a rock
LS : :
Text: The captain climbed the mast of the distressed
' - ship and signalled for help. -

Protocol; The captain climbed the'mast of the -
distressed ship and signalled for help with
his flag. . , . R

 Text: Used for etohing. | L (/‘\>

Protocol: Used for the etching of drawings.

D3. Experiential’intrusigns 3

- . This information is related to the theme of the text
passage but is not specifically suggested by a particular
unit in the .text. It does not convey the text information
but is an addition of information from the reader's
background. -

Text: The little boy had disobeyed his mother. She
" had told him to wait by the car while she went
back to the store for the other bag of groceries,
Now she could not find him anywhere. ‘

Protocol: One time I saw this woman looking everywhere
for her little boy. He went up the escalator
when she wasn't looking. :

D4, Storyline additions

These units include ‘additions to "the information within
the storyline. The origin of ,these additions appears ‘to be
based on the reader's experience with stories and the kinds
of goals or actions which are appropriate in a particular
context and thus are predictable from the story information,
Also included are expressions that indicaté saying, thinking,
etc. which are not specifically stated in the tex<t. ‘These
are not inferences since they are not immediately constrained
by -a specific part of' the text, .

© *Text: (describing a character's actions that led up
to making a decision) : -

Protocol: - He thought. he would catch the next train

: and finally settle. the matter completely.
- Text: The stranger saw that the man was weak and
finally dug a hole through the ice for him.

Protocol: The man said "I am not able to dig the hole,"
But the stranger said "You got to keep trying and
trying." The man said "I just can't do it.,

- o
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E.  Text Erroneous

The protocol units involve the use of text information
which the reader has processed incorrectly either at the time

)

of comprehending or at production of the .recall.

_El.. Errors in dates and proper names
' These errors constitute memory errors or are due to

lack of attention to the text., The appropriate slot is
there but is inaccurately filled. .

- Text: Sir Wilfred laurier ’
. Protocol: Sir Wilfred Bennett

Text: | 1864
Protocoel: 1872

E2, Erroneous expansions/additions -

These units Ki)'separate attribute/argument phrases into

" Units that are conceptually wrong, (ii) expand a unit of

information in an erroneous way (D2), or add information that
is intorrect in terms of world knowledge of the events -
- mentioneéd, or is contradictory with information in the text.
' These may be due to lack of experience with the contént and/
or the ambiguity of the text,
Text: -They ground corn. . . o
- Protocol: They ground gqrn'by'héating it. | «'§~\\‘
Text:: The ldbster{sﬁglaWs. ' A
Protocol: ‘The lobsteér claws.

E3. Inaccurate/incorrect synthesis -
Information from different units of the text is (i)
~designated by an inaccurate superordinate referent, or (ii)
is generalized in a wdy which does not convey the gist of
the passage. o ‘ '

Text: We shouldn't ‘always knock computers when they
' seem to make an error on our accounts. Granted

we might be upset when our balance is nil and
the computer still insists that we send a check
for $40,00. However, if complUters were assigned
to do the many menidl tasks of administrative
affairs and leave more time for humans to use
their intelligence to solve the more significant
problems, then computers and humans would be
compatible and: would coexist in harmony.

Protocol: Computers are frustrating.
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Text: While visiting her Aunt Lizzie at the farm last
weekend, Teri helped harvest some carrots, peas,
zucchini, and tomatoes I :
Protocol:" Last weekend Teri hel
some fruit,

ped her Aﬁnt harvest

El, Inaccurate/incorrect'summarv

In cembining information the reader confuses information :
about a particular referent. o :

“Text: As the man Was‘séréping snow off the ice.he saw

someone standing beside him. The man said to i
the stranger "I \don't think I can finish o i
visiting my lines because I.am So cold and ) oy
hungry." The stranger said he would help. He . : .i%

dug new holes for the man and also showed him
where to get caribou., : S '

Protocol: A stranger came along. He helped the man

dig holes through the ice and then they saw a
caribou herd go by. . '

Text: Mrs, Gray sat down to watch the TV announcer on
"her weekly show about ‘gardening.
Protocol:

Mrs. Gray sat-ddwn-to watch the TV announcer
on his weekly show about gardening.

Text:r The dogs lay down and reéfused to move.. The man
dragged the sled all the way to the cabin.
- Protocol: The dogs dragged the sled 4o the cabin,
E5." Faulty Inference '

The reader draws an incorrect inference from the
information given in the tsxt. .

Text: Mrs, Gray knew it was two o*clock because she

could hear Henry, her parrot squawking; He

wanted to watch his favorite TV program. But
Mrs, Gray thought that too much TV was bad for
Henry's eyes so she told him to rest instead.
He squawked even louder so she finally turned on
the TV.set. After Henry's show was over, she
stayed to watch a show on cooking,

Protocol: Mrs, Gray came in f
ﬁpr TV show, '

rom the garden to watch

Sta-e-@: HNeightin

4

, Théfmatt r of assigning a weight in points to the unit
chésen is an arbitrary decision and should be determined by
the purpose of the analysis. v
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-It is suggested that the weighting be assigned on the
basis of the number of categories evident in the reader's
- recall as opposed to the number of .units recalled. That is, .
one unit may be assigned to two categories.. The '

N An incomplete t-unit is sometimes not a clause (lacks a
finite subject or verb) but is considered equivalent to a
clause unit for scoring purposes., ¢

Validity and Reliability

"The comprehension categories have been based on the :
construct of reading comprehension (as measured by a recall)
as involving the reception and production of information
which is generated from an interaction of the text data and

' the reader's prior knowledge. As indicated in the o

.. . description of the categories, certain assumptions about the
‘underlying processes that may contribute to that category are
-made based on the work of Kintsch and VanDijk (1978),

The categories may be Sequenced in terms of the
-proportion of text data and prior knowledge that may have
contributed to the recall. This sequence may be illustrated
by the following diagram with *the ampunt of text decreasing
from textiexact to text experiential.

0
=

' Q
\ " Text Exact
w
&
Text Spec&flc

o w =
Tex Experiential
7 |

In order to obtain adequate.reliability, the following
- guidelines are suggested: , S

1. 'Each scorer be thoroughly ‘familiar with the categories, & .
their definitions, and»examplesﬁf ) , i
2. A number of protocols be scored as points for discussion
‘before the independent scoring is done., At this point, -
definitions or examples may need to be further clarified.

3. If a unit is not readily assigned to a category, then the /
" scorer should engage 'in the process of category eliminatidn.
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Posing a question on the unit being analysed may help

clarify the category which represents what the reader
was- doing. For example, if the unit supposedly
indicatés Text Verba

tim, then -an appropriate question
for the reader is "Tell me if this was present in what
. You Jjust read.” If the unit is suspected as being Case
- Related Information, then a question might be "Is this
true about grinding corn? Do they pound it with a
stone?" For an inference the question posed might be -
"What information in the story suggests this statement
(the inference)?" For a synthesis, the question "Can
you elaborate on this?" might be considered.
will have to judge whether or not the reader could
respond to such questions. If so,
that this unit belongs within the category indicated.
Using the above guidelines, five recalil protocols ‘ -
comprising 187 clauses were, assigned to categories, The
interrater reliability in X¥erms of percentage agreement were:

Category A - 98.5
B, 97
c 93
D 96
E 95

Concluding Statement

In order to assess comprehension, one must consider both
the process (reception and production) and the product., It
- is difficult to get at the former which must be inferred,
The comprehension categories provided in this article
hopefully will allow both factors\to be taken into account.

The scorer

then it is plausible .
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Instructional Level Performances
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Means 61.50  87.25 4.2 59.50  83.50  4.9s

Standard Reading Inventogx (McCracken, 1966) !

Able Rgaders

No READING COMPREHENSION ~ 'LISTENING COMPREHENSION
* . (Form A) ' (Form B)

% Unaided % Total Instruct. % Unaided % Total Instruct.,
Recall Recall ILevel Recall Rpcall Level

1 50 - 70 ) .70 75 | 5.0

2 25 75, 4.0 70 90 6.0

3 30 95 3.5 30 70 6.0

4 70 85 3.5 45 85 6.0

5 70 80 4.0 50 80 3.5

6 70 95 3.5 45 95 4.0

7 80 90 3.5 35 75 k.o
8 70 90 3.5 55 9% 3.5

9 70 90 ho 50 95 6.0

10 60 80 6.0 70 80 - 6.0

11° 30 85 7.0 70 85 7.0 {
12 B0 50 #6550 75 Y

13 35 70 5.0 70 80 . 7.0

14 4o 100 7.0 75 75 7.0

15 80 90 4.0 60 - 7@ 6.0
16 .70 8 3.5 60 95 3.5
17 80 90 3.5 70 90 3.5
18 70. 100 3.5 65 80 4.0

©19 75 9 3.5 . 65 95 3.5

20 . 75 100 35 -8 90 - 3.3
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Standar& Readlng Invegtg;x (McCracken, 1966)

* Less Able Regder ' _ -

N READING COMPREHENSION LISTENING COMPREHENSION
O (Form A) (Form B) .

% Unalded % Total Instruct. % Unaided % Total Instruct.‘
Recall Recall Level Recall Recall Level

/

21 . 70 770 4.0 60 n0 k.o
22 . g 90 2.5 30 0 3.5
23 85 . 100 2,5 "m0 - 85 iy 3.5

2bh . 75 85 3.5 85 95 3.5

“ ¢ 25 85 95 3.8 70 95 3.5
26 50 . 70 ' 2.5 75 .95 3.5

27 70 .80 © 2.0 | ks | 75 3.5

28 85 85 3.5 b5 g0 4.0

29 70 8o 2,5 30 85 3.5

. 30 85 100 3.5 60 . 90 3.5

31 35 70 5.0 50 80 3.5

32 75, 8 2. 85. 95 3.5

33 50 70 3.5 30 90 4,0 \

34 ~ | 60 . 80 4,0 €5 . 75 7.0

35 75 85 3.5 - 65 75 3.5
36 25 75 4.0, €0 80 4.0
37 85 95 3.5 “f¥?5o.' 85 6.0
38 45 95 4.0 45 85 4.0

\\“;fk 39 70 75 0 2.0 30 70 3.5
4o i 100 2.5 75 100 3.5

Means 65.50 84.00 3.225 56,25 83.25 "3.925 :




