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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the differences

between oral and. written recall in terms of the nature of the

>

~

information retrieved.

A sample of 40 grade four average readers was selected randomly
fron five Edmonton Public Schools. These were further randomly

dichotomized into two groups of speakers and writers. Average readers

were sglected on the basis of their performance on the.Edmonton Public

Schoals Reading Test while speaking and writing abilities were rated by

the teachers. | ' o

Each subject was required to read an informational passage
silently. The "speaker" g%oup was asked to tell thelihformation back
while the "writers" in groups ranging from 2-5, were required to write
down ‘all they could remember .

Statistical treatment of the data‘inc]uded a one-way analysis of
variance with repeated méasures on the mode of recall to determine
whether there were any significant differences between oral and written
recalls. '

The findings revealed no significant differences between oral and
written recalls in terms of the nature of information retrieved with
the exception of one category in which recé]]s were minimal.

It was‘concluded that, the written mode is as valid as the oral

mode for assessing information retrieved by grade four average readers.

&
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND THE PROBLEM

‘The Problem

, Data f;Oﬂl a recall is a ‘measure of what the reader has
understood and remembered. (Fagan, 1984) .
Pédangicé]ly speaking, often teachers and clinicians measure

studentsf cohprehension by asking fhem either to»te11.or write what
"fthey have understoéd and remembered from a passage reéd.

A§‘Istudents move into. grade four and throughout the upber
e]emeﬁf?ry school, they are required to learn and gcquire new knowledge
Via many - rodtes;. Students.légg usually required to téke notes
(summaries) after theyfveA read or Iisfened to lengthy passégés, and
Tistenea te classroom 1ectur¢s, discussions, -spéeches -and
"‘pré§entations; Thesel reca]is in the form of essays, summaries or .
genera] notevtaking, all convey to the teacher how much the student
understands from ‘whét he/she remembers*'about the text. | Also, of
course, teachers have students réport orally. on whét they have read and
learned. Thé quéstion that arises, is whether.the information conveyed
ora]]y and in writfen form is comparabTe for'the purposes of evaluation.

ReSearch'has‘shown that there exist many differences in these two
modes of expreSsibn - speech and writing. For example, speakgfsﬂoften
tend to repeat themselves or quote information that is verbétim to the

text after they've read. Pgrhaps the Russian psycho]ogist, Vygotsky,

(1967) best describes the differences in speech and writing. In a



passage cited from Doestoevi sy, he writes:

In conversation, every senience is prompted by a motive . .
the changing motives of the interlocutors determine at

every moment the turn oral speech will take . . . The
motives for writing are more abstract, more

intellectualized, fuither removed from immediate needs . .
This démands detachfient from the actual situation (p. 99).

-

Sulzby (1981) would agree with Vygofsky that oral language is
more’, contextually bound and written language ﬁs rather
‘decontgxtualized. On the other hand Fish (1980) disagrees with_thé.

notion of ,writtén‘ 1anguage. being context free. Writtzn 1aﬁbuag§; is
merely “assigned a néw context in terms of ]ingyistip &onventions.
Although using different terminology to ‘describe the wrdtten ianguage
_content, Sm{th (1982) would concur with Fish. ’ C _

Regardless of the rhétoric used, there 'do seem to exist

differences in gontext betweén oral and written ]anguage. Granted that
this argument holds, then \rea1istiCa11y,_ differences would seem to
exist in the language of oral and written recall. Therefore, in order
to assess comprehension more accurately, the teacher/glinician ;hould
be aware of ‘the strategies chifdren use in either or both modes of
expression. Unfortunately, there exists a paucity of rglevant research
bin this aréa. As a result, the educafBF/aoes not know how, or to what
degree, a child 1is constrained by text jnformat{on énd'prior knowledge
in either mode of expression. 5

Meaning is derived from an integration of many factors. The cues

in the incoming linguistic message (print) serve to ‘tf§g§er off

.information possessed (world knoQ]edge poésessed by the reader) and a



newer meaning (from the two) is formed or reconstructed. Tierney,
Bridge and Cera (1978) in speaking of Bartlett's Remembering point out

that:

[ he] cdnc]uded that memory for diScourse is an active
process of reconstructibn in which the present knowledge
system of the indiviaual forms a schema that interacts with

the new information in the text (p. 542).

According to Fagan (in preparation, 1984) the interaction between
reader and text may result in three tybes of processing which will
inf luence the natUre of © the information retrieved. Theée are
reproduction, repro-construction, and‘reconstruction.

In reproducing text, a reader.stores information rather verbatim
and retrieves this in almost exact form. Instead of storing
information in a spgcific or verbatim manner, a reader may construct
new information which is then stored and retrieved or reproduced in a
similar manner, that is, the reader engagé?‘ﬁn reprofconstruction. A
reader reconstructs data at recall when .he cannot retrieve the
information in the form stored at the time of input, and generates a
new'framework of data from the bits of info;mation available from inpgt
and from prior ' ~wledge.

The question that remains unanswered, is whether the mode of

output - oral revsus written - affects the nature c¢® t-e recall process

and results in d. ‘crent information being -retrieved.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to compare the oral and writtqn
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recalls of average readers in grade four in terms of the nature of the

information retrieved.

Definition of Terms

Recall

Verbal or written responses of information retrieved from a

passage read silently. This is assumed to be the subject's measure of

meaning for the passage.

Oral Recall

Spontaneous verbal expression of information, retrieved

reading a passage.

Written Recall

after

Spontaneous written expression of information retrieved after

reading a passage.

Recall Categories

The following recall categories devised by Fagan (1984) will be

used to categorize the information retrieved.

TN
7 !
- }

Text Exact > )
This category includes information from the text in f{ts
exact form or with minimal variations, such as substituting

"a" for “"the'.

Text Specific
In this category is placed information that has specific

references within a single text unit. The information -

»

within the unit may have been reordered or transformed with
different lexical items. '

Text Embedded .
The information in this category is also specific to the



text but the unit of recall includes information from more
than one unit of the text, that is, data from one unit are
embedded in another in a fairly specific manner.

D. Text Entailed
The retrieved information consists of -a superordinate
ctatement that subsumes information from more. than one unit

of the text.

E. Text Inferential
The information assigned to this category has been added by
the reader to fill in gaps in the text data and is derived
from knowledge schemas or world events.

F. Text Experiential T
Like inferential data the information assigned to this
category, while related to the text, is generated from the
reader's schema. Unlike inferential data, experiential data
are not constrained by the text and may be idiosyncratic to
the reader's experiences.

G. Text Erroneous '
This category contains information that is erroneous in the
sense that it contradicts or is inconsistent with text data
or is inaccurate in terms of world knowledge.

Informational Passage

vwritten material that contains facts, opinions and explanations
as opposed to the elements of a nariative (characters, plot, resolution
etc.). For this study, the informational passage described and

explained the role of the totem pole in the lives of native people.

Average Readers

Those subjects in grade four who achieved between the 55.9 (mean)
and 69th (upper limits of one standard deviation) percentiles on the

comprehension section of the Edmonton Public Schools Elementary Reading

Test given in May, 1983.



Research Question-

Will the oral and written recalls of grade four average readers

differ_in terms of the nature of the information retrieved as‘described

by the following categories:

A - Text Exact

B - Text Specific

C - Text Embedded

D - Text Entailed i
E - Text Infefential

F - Text Experient{al

G - Text Erroneous

Hypotheses

While oral and written Tlanguage theories. indicate differences
between the two modes of expression, research does not provide any
direction as to the differénces.in a recall situation. Consequently,
no . research hypothesis was indicated. Instead, the following null

hypotheses will be tested. N

Ll There wi]]- be no signi%icant difference between the length of

oral and written recalls in terms of number of t]auses/incomp]ete-
t-units.

2. There will be 'no significant differences between the oral and ///
written recall of grade four average readers in terms of the nature of//
the information retrieved as described by each of the fo]]owind

categories.



A - Text Exact

B - Text Specific —\\\_/;:>
-

C - Text Embedded |

D - Text Entailed

£ - Text Inferential

F - Text Experiential
G - Text Erroneous |
De14Mitations
Sk
1. The sample for.this study consisted of grade four students who

were_average readers (as measured by a standardized achievement test)
andA of average ability in speaking and writing (as rated by - the
c]assroomvteacher).‘ Consequently, generalizations can only be ma@e to
the population from which the'samp1e was drawn.

Z. Likewise, generalizations from the data‘are restricted to reading

and recalling,information from an information type passage.

Significance of the Study

Since the focus of the studj is on the cogﬁitive strategies
chi]drén employ when telling and/or‘writing what they ﬁHVe read, it
will add to our tgzoretica1 and practical knowledge of the strg£991e$
used when expressing informafion dra]ly, or in written form. Thé study

should indicate the similarities and the differences in the nature of -

what has been recalled in these two modes of communication. ~Since

A

teachers andzc]iniciang frequently assess a child's understanding of

information read via both modes, the results of this study will



hopefully provide gréater inéight into the similarities and differences
of the information retrieved in both modes. The study will also
constitute a further test of the vaTidity of the Category System for

Recall Analyses as a method of evaluation.

Plan of the Investigation

Chapter I contains. the introduction -and statement of the problem,
the purpose of the study, definition of terms, research question and
hypotheses that guided the investigation. Ihc]uded also, are »the
delimitations and the significance of the study. Chapter II presents a
review of thé related 11te;ature and research. Chapter IIl details the
design of the study. In Chapter IV the findings are‘presented with a
discussion of the resultg. Chapter V ébnc]udes with a summary of the
study, findings and conc]ﬁSfons, and imp]icatioqs of the stﬁdy with

suggestions for further research. .
¢



CHAPTER 11
RELATED LITERATURE

Introddgtion |
|

§
\

Research pertaining to oral and written\reca]] in terms of the

nature of the information retrieved has been égrived mainly from the
fields of reading and psycho]égy. Recent invéstigations which have
ﬁompared. the cognitive strategies used by speakers and writers when
recalling informgtion will be included in this cha;te}. The chapter is
divided into three parts. The first part deals wfth written recall as
a h@asure of what people remember. The second part deals with oral
recall as a measure of what peopie remember, while the third segtion

describes- studies which compare the oral and written recalls of various

input.

Written Recall as a Measure
of What Subjects Remember

Written recall of information read has been frequent1y used- as a
measure of the Qegree and the nature of information retained. Perhaps
one of the eariiest studies that has been significant in helping
educators understand the retrieval of informatién read, was conducted

by Bar.lett in 1932. When studying readers' recalls of stories of

different ures, be pointed out that readers' recalls were
influe. ~2c ieir schemas for what stories were like. It was not
until the 1. however, that many systems for making comparisons of

text input & - 17 prococols were developed.

=
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Kintsch (1974) developed an elaborate system based on the
"broposition" which he defined as an idea unit containing a "predicate"
and one or more "arguments". In ehe enit "the dog barks", ;dog“ would
ind{cate ‘the aegument and "barks", the predicate. It was Kintsch's
belief that as readers read, they would organize the many individual
propositions (micro-propositions) into larger idea units
(macropropositiehs). Research by Kintech and his colleagues attempted
to describe the propositional nature of the recalls, and/or factors
effecting these recalls.

In~ an experiment by Kintsch and Keenan, (1973)- to determine
whether the number of propositiens in the semantic base.of a sentence
affects the< time required by the subjects to read the sentence and
store it in memory, they selected 29 undergraduates from the University
of Colorado. Slides were made for all sentences and shown on a “odak
Carousel projector. As soon as the subjects were finished, a button
was punched,‘ the sentence was- removed and after ppnching a second
timer, signalling the beginning of the recall, subjects wrote. .The
instructions emphasized that a verbatim account was unfﬁportant. They
were also to work as fast as possible. The recall protocols ‘were
scored for propositional recall;

Not only did the researchers from ehis evidence conclude that the
number ef propositions in the text input did influence memory, but
also, that §uperordinate propositions or propositions at the
maeroleve1, were recalled better tﬁan were subordinates or microlevel
‘propositions.

A second study by Kintsch, Kozminsky, Streby, McKoon and Keenan
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(1975) wa§ conducted to determine whether the number- ot different
arguments in a text base affected readiog and'recall. This time, the
subjects could take as much time as possible for the reta]1;ﬂand the
recall could include verbatim responses. It was discoveﬁ;d that
overall, text bases in which only a few different arguments were used
required less time than- propositions from text bases in which the
arguments varied considerably.

kintsch and van Dijk (1978) etaborated on Kintsch's propositional
structure and described the strategies readers use to store 1nformat{on
at input and recall it later. They believed that during recall,
readers may reproduce, transform, or’reconstruct 1nformatioo.

Reproduction includes thé actual word for word (verbatim) account
of tho text, propositions. Transformation involves altering
propositions by either reordering, exp]icating,‘, substituting or
changing perspectives. Reconstructioo involves infegrating text and
would also include making inferenoeo bosed upon prior know1edge.

In order to test this theory‘Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) asked a
number of subjects to recall a passage, “"Bumperstickers and Cops".: Thg
subjects reca]]ed the information immediately, one month 1ater, ’and
again three 'oonthé ]afer. The subjects typed their protocols on a‘
computer controlled screen and also edited these protocols. Subjects
were then asked to write a summary of the report. ,

Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) found that while the output in
quantity of words changed little, there was quite a difference in the
qua)ity of the compositions. They discovered that subjects reduced the

amount of erroductive information over time while on the other hand
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temcnts, or comments on their

reconstruction almost doub]edl
recalls auadrUpled. A similar trend was found in the summaries,
although it was not as pronounced. These resu]ts‘]ed-the author to
conclude that recall involved reproduction, ﬁransformation, and
reconstruction of text information and this confirmed their theory of
~ production.

A second type of analysis’used to study written recalls was$ the
story grammar. Story grammars consisted ofvsets of rules to describe
tﬁe make-up or organization of a story. Thus, ‘rules were deve]opéd to
account for relationships between story components such as setting
(place, time, characters), goals, plot or action, reaction, outcome,
and end. Recalls were analysed to determine the relationship of
cdmponents in the recall as compared to the relationship of such
components in the input. Kinfsch's "proposition" was used as the unit
of information in allocating data to various story parts.

Thor;dyke (1977) conducted an experiment to determine whether the
nature of the story structure used for input influences the nature of
the recall. Subjects were 64 undergraduate students from Stan"ord
University. Two pasééges‘ were  presented eithér visually or
auditorially. In the passage presented orally, there was'contro] of
" inflections and intonations which might bias the presenée of temporal
or causal connections. Subjects were asked to give a written recall of
the passages. Unlimited rgca]] time” was provided and §ubjects were *
asked to recall as verbatim as they wished, but they cou]d parapﬁrase,
rather than ex ie any re]evanl pié&e‘ of information because they

could not recall the exact terminology. After the recall of both
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passages were cdmp]eted, subjects were asked to write from'memory shori.
summaries of each passage. The passages were segmented into
propoSitions for scoring. In general, these results were similan‘to
fihdings of the study by Kintsch et al (1975); that is, the recall wés
inf luencea by propositions located high %n the text hierarchy. ﬁ

A third type of work such as that by Frederiksen (1977) focussed
on the extent to which the reader's recall strategies were influenced
either by text information or-by prior knowledge.

In a study by Frederikéen (1975a), unjversity students were asked
to listen to a descriptive passage, "Cir¢1e4island", and to recall what
they heard in 1angﬁage that was not verbatim. There were four oral

presentations of the text and subjects recalled in writing, immediately

after presentation..

Analysis of these recéﬁ]s focussed on the seéég{ic contgnf of the
text as a set oficonceptual classes representing objects, states or
events. These concepts were defined 1h terms of fe]at{onships between
. concepts as opposed. to représenting spécific lexical wunits. The
overwhelming result was that overgeneralization (information‘reductioh)
and inferentia]_ processing {hcreased as the productioﬁ of specific
lexical or sémahtié units decreased. Frederiksen stressed that
inferred relations appeared - to be independent of lexical -meaning.
Consequently, he maintajned that inferencing was mére than Jjust a
retrieval sfrategy.

Meyer's work (1981) has focussed on de]ineatiné the
organizational structure of information type passages. A" study by

=

Meyer, Brandt and Bluth (1980) analysed the recall protocols of high
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and low reading compfene.ders at the ninth grade level, in order
determine the relationship of strategies used to the organization of
the text struature. The results showed that those students high in
-reading'combrehension skills recalled information consistent with the
organization used by the authors (problem - solution and comparison).
Students who used the strategy of focussing on the text's top level
sfructure, 'also ‘retrieved more informatio; and were better able té
distinguish between information central . to the overall structure as
opposed to information more peripherally related to the' text's top
level strucfgre. |

Bﬁown (1983), one of the few researche}s to use children as
subjects, investigated the deve]dpment of strateg{es used in feca]] and
summary writing when the material had been learned. Her subjects were -
‘average readers at four levels - grade five, grade seven,'grade eleven
and first year college Students. The stories used in the expefiméht
were simple and well formed according to story érammar ru]es.’ Each
subject took two stories home in order to learn them very well. One
week Tlater, subjects wroté a recail'and wereithen asked to write a
summary of what they reca]]éd. " They were.given an extra sheet -0
'_"scratch" on. While writing the summary, a ébpy of fhe story was also

available.

The results from Brbwn's investigation revealed that the common
strategy used by. fifth graders = was whatv‘ she  termed the
"copy-and-delete" strategy. The written recalls were more verbatim_
from both fifth and seventh graders. The older students on“the other

hand provided more paraphrase. The same tendency was discovered in the
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summaries. The ‘younger students tended fo summarize using more
verbatim .trans1ations, while the older students tended to condense
th]e paraphrasing. Shé concluded that younger students did not plan
ahead to the Same extent as adults, but if they did, their performances
were on par with' the aduits. THese findings of Brown concur with those
of Hayes and Flower (1978) that in providing a recall, writers tend to

emp]oy such substrateg1es as . generat1ng and organizing.
Summar y

An overvigw of‘the yritten recall of selected input indicates
that subjects employ variéus strategies and|are influenced in their
recall by the nature of the 1nput Specifica ly, two findings seem to
emanate from the research: (1) subjects: use a var1ety of strategies, -
such as organizing data in various ways to recall information, and (2)
the recall is ipf]uenced by fhé nature 6f the text and the relationship
of informatioa in the text. |

Oral Recall as a Measure
of What Subjects Remember

1

j
Oral recall of information has also been frequently used as a

measure of the information retazir:d. Assessment of comprehension as

measured by oral recalls gained impetus in the 1970's when many systems

‘for making comparisons of input and'reca11 protocoTs were developed.

Many of these systems have been described under/the research on written

e

language and often, the same researchers conducted studies in which

oral recallior written recall was used.



A s£udy by Tierney, Bridge and éera (1978) was conducted to
define the discourse processing operations of children when reading a
non-narrative text. Specifically, they looked at the naturev of
explicit and inferred information retrieved under free recall and probe
conditions. \

Their subjects were third graders who were-dichotomized into good
and poor readers. The informationa] passage was about dinosaurs. An
attempt was mage to control for recency and primacy effectg iq memory
by giving another passage to read before the subjects were asked to
recall. The rationale for this procedure was that in school students
were often involved with other subjects before recalling what fhey had
learned. Probed rega]]s were added when the free recall was
exhausted. The system of text analysis used was that devised by
Frederiksen (1975b). Tierney, Bridge and Cera found that for many of
the students in the free recall, - more ”exg]icitA than inferred
information was rendered, but wheﬁ they were probed,' the rat;f of
exp]1c1t to inferred information changed. However, good readers always
gave more 1nferent1a] information than did poor readers.

They concluded that d1scourse process1ng involved two basic
underlying processes; that s, readers abstract and construct
information in a recall. In abstracting, readeré "(1) giean what might
be cons1dered relevant units from the text and (2) summarize the ideas
into a manageable form in accordance with what cou]d be handled by the
memory system" (p. 552). In constructing information, readers "process
the input data, using informafion from the text in association with

their background knowledge K to construct a meaningful interpretatibn"



‘(p. 554).

Mandler and Johnson (1977) focussed on recall of stories and
refined the concept of.story grammar. To test their hypothesis that a
particular fofm of story structure would influence encoding and
retrieval, 21 subjects from each of the first and fourth grades were
selected. A similar ndmber of adults - students - were also tested.
Each sub%ggt recalled orally, two stories ?4 hours apart. Instructions
were that verbatim recall was preferable. . Mandler and Johnson found
that the recall protocb]s of both the immediate and delayed responses
were. similar. They fobnd -that generally speaking adults recalled
more. fhey recalled settings, beginnings, reactions, attempts and
endings. Jonly the node, outcomes, did not show a significant age
'tﬁEhd. The main differencés in the story schemata of the younger
children was the emphasis placed on outcomes rather than on other story
parts. N

Mandler and Johnson concluded that recall does not primarily
reflect a lack of comprehension, but the schemata which yoyng children
‘use to organize their recaTl. Children's recalls emphasize the
outcomes .of action sequences rather than the actions themselves. In
general, younger:gubjects were aware of the structure of stories and
possessed a sche&a similar to the adults with which to retrieve
-information. - ’

Other research using story recalls (Rumelhart, 1977; Stein and
Glenn, 1979) revealed that readers use their story schemas as a guide

to comprehension  during the processing of incoming-tnformation and as a

guide to determining strategies during recall.
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A category system for éna]ysing recalls was devejoped by Drum and
Lantaff (1977a). There were five categories: text specific, text
. entailed, text elicited, text evoked, and text external which
represeﬁted a range of information from being highly constrained by -the
text to information that was idiosyncratic to the reader.

In order to test the feasibility of their category system, Drum
and Lantaff (1977b) analysed the recall protocols of sixteen grade
eight readers (eight able readers and eight below average readers) who
were‘asked to read a non-narrative passage. The results of this study
1ndicated}that the -able readers remembered more specific information
from the text than did the below average readers. The were to
integrate this information into larger units (text entailed) and
supplement it with information outside the text buf related to their
experiences (text experiential). —

Furniss (1978) used Drum's categories to investigate whether
differences occurred in the recalls of 140 grade six readers who read
narrative and ~ information type passages. Readers recalled
significantly more information from the narrative as opposed to the
1nformafion type passage. )

| The category system of Drum and Lantaff (1977a) has been modified
and revised bylFagan (1984) on a number of occasions. During the éast
several years a number of studies have_been'conducted ( e.e, 1981;
Brailsford, 1981; Brake, 1981; Clarke, 1981; Kavanagh, 1981; Machura,
1981; Coles, 1982; Cronin, 1982) on one or another variation c’ this

o

system of categories.

Brake (1981), Machura (1981) and Clarke (1981) investigated
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differences between high and low ‘reader groups - Brake at a grade two
level, Machura at a grade four level and Clarke at a grade six level.
In all‘studies, no differences across categbries between reader groups
was found. However, Brake, who also had her subjects read the input
passage silently or orally, found that more verbatim recall occurred
after the oral reading input, and more erroneous information resulted
after the subjects had read silently. She hypothesized that the
necessity for precision in oral reading caused the ;ubjects to focus
mére on specific information units and retain them for later recall.

The reason'¥or the lack of signi%icant difference; between reader
groups coulid be that in all three experiments, the subjects were asked
to read passages at their instructional level. A study by Kavanagh
(1981) 'with a Qroup of readers who made gains of two years 1in a
remedial program and a group who showed no gains, confirmed that when
passages were on the instructional level 6f the subjects, no
diffgrences occurréd across categories at the time of entering the
progran. However a differgnt pattern emerged for passages at the
frustrafion level. At that level, the readers who did not make gains
initially produced more erroneous data énd more information related to
‘their experiences: By the end of the program, the gain group readers
were recalling more specific inférﬁation and more information based on
1nferencé;:

A study by Fagan (1983) on the latest revision of the category
system (the one used in this study) showed that differences occurred
between high and low readers at a grade six level, with the high group

recalling significantly more inferential type information.
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érai]sford (1981) carried out a teaching study to determine the:
effects of training in cognitive synthesis on reading achievement.
Sub jects were 24, ]Z—year old learning disabled chi]dfen. An
experimental group was gfven instruction on 1nfqrmation process ing
strategies. The results showed that there were no significant
differences between the groups on information recalled within the
various categories, but the experimental group obtained significantly
higher instructional reading levels on the Standard‘Reading Inventory
than did the control group. However, the means for the experimental
grbup on text entailed information were higher.

In an investigation to examine the effect of miscues énd recall
strategies on comprehension, Beebe (1981) found that (a) ability , to
recall text entailed information did have a'positive_effett on reading
‘comprehension, (b} the extent to which the reader uses_his appropriate
background information affects cunprehensidn positively and (c) text
external information was déemed as non-effective in comprehension. Her
conclusion wés that the most crucial category of - information was’
text-entailed which helps in inferencing and synthesizing.

Cronin (1982) also explored the relationship between miécues,
recall strategies and comprehension. Unlike Beebe (1981) who found
that recall of synthesized units generally accompanied the recall of
specific assocition units, Cronin (1982)¥found that recall of specific
associations was inversely related to the number of Tlarge synthesized
units in the recall." Crbnin speculated that this dicrepancy of
findings may have been due to the différent Tength of passages used in

the two studies. Cronin also found that the production of inferences

~
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also accompanied the production of elaborations or information relevant

to the reader's experience.

Coles (1982) . emp loyed thé category system to investigate whether .

fourth gradé studenfs emp]oyed‘simi1ar cognitive broceésing strategies
when recé]]ing information presented through reading and listening, and
whether these strategies were similarly used by good as well as by poor
readers. She found that performance Tlevels of able readers were
significantly higher than those of.]ess.ab1e readers. Regardless ofi

input, simi}ar thought processes were emp]oyéd. However, a significant

difference was noticed in the amount of synthesis and summaries of able

readers in the listening input.

s Summary

'

Like the use of written recalls, oral recalls have also been
emp loyed to determine the nature of the information retrieved and the
strategies engaged in 'while doing so. The Category System for Recall
Ané]ysis has been used in a number éf studies and appears to be

fruitful in assessing output of different subjects under varjous

conditions.

A Comparison of Oral and Written Recalls
as Measures of Remembering

//‘
Very few studies have been found in which information retrieved
in an oral mode has been compared with information ‘retrieved in a

written mode.

One such study was conducted by McConaughy (1982) who

>
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investiéated the oral and written recalls of 42 good and poor sixth
grade readers to see whether poor readers were able to- attend to
important information to the same extent as good readers, and if s0,
whether differences ocurred under the différent receptive modalities of
reading and listening. Secondly, éhe also wanted to find out whether
poor readers differed from good readers in terms of fluency or "surface
features" with which a person tells a story orally as compared to
mg;hanics used in conveying a story in written form.. Finally, shé
wahted to see whether poor réaderé employed a different story schema
when retrieving story-information.

Four short stories with a common theﬁe were used in tﬁe study and
the réadabi]ity ]eye] was that gf grade four. A different story was
presented in each of.the four conditions - listening - ofa]'reca]];
reading - oral recall; listening - written recall; rea?ing - written
recall. In the listening input mode, students heard a tape recorded
version of the story read by the experimenter, while for the reading
input, stories were presented in avsing1e‘paragraphﬁ

After listening to, or reading a story, students were instructed
to summarizé the story, telling only what they considerea to be the
most important parts for the meaning of the story. Students were told
that they did not have to retell the story exactly as it was written,
or, as they had heard it, but it was necessary that they include
everything they considered important. |

The results revealed that there was no main effectvfor reader
level; that is, regardless of the input and output mode, good andlpéor

readers were able to pick out the mosf important propositions for their

~
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summaries and leave out irrelevant details. This was contrary to the
expectations of the author who believed high and low readers would
differ in the nature of the information retrieved. There was a

sig@ificant main effect for modality. 'Significantly, more inferences

were produced in the listening input - oral output situation.

A second study which compared the written and oral recalls of
subjects was done by Cameron (1979). He investigated fhe nature of the
ipformation which children ages nine, ten, and eleven retrieved after
viewing and listening to a short film. Cameron's (1979) study focussed
on the written recalls of the ‘subject and he compared the results to
the_ora] recalls of the same subjects in a‘companion study by Fagan
(1978) .

Cameron found, thaf fn_ comparing written to oral recalls, the
length of the t-unit in written language was greater than the t-unit
length in oral language. Mazes occurred more frequently 1in the
children's oral language than in their written language.

Caheron also found that the nature of information within t-units
also differed acros§ oral and written 1anguage{ There wére generally
more denotational information (nouns, verbs, adjectives, etc.), more
relational information (referential connectives), and a greafer variety
of syntactic structures Qithin t-units of written language than in oral
language. The one exception was. for logical information where more
such information occurred within t-units in oral language. Cameron
pointed out that this was due to the overuse of "and" (a logical
connective) in. the children's oral language. The tendency for oral

language to differ from written language was more pronounced across age
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levels.

A third study by Fea (1953) had children in yrades five and six
write and tell what they could remember after reading vassages from the
Gray Oral Reading Test. In this case there were a number of
sihi]arities between both modes of- recall; verbal memories evoked
(facts recalled), number of words used, number of different words

employed, number of hard words, number of -bhrases, and degree of

subordination.

Summary

Oral ‘and written recalls have been used independently in studies
to assess the nature of information rétrieved and/or the strategies
subjects engage in while retrieving information. Few studies exist
which compared the oral and written recalls of subjects. The three
studies reported in this category suggest that the mode of output may

result in differences in the nature of the information retrieved.



CHAPTER 111
THE EXPER IMENTAL DESIGN

Included in this chapter is a description of the selection of the
/ ' .
sample, the nature of the testing instrument, procedure for gathering

the data, recall categories for coding the data, and the statistical

analysis of the da‘%.

The Selection of the Sample

The sample for this study was drawn from thp grade four student
population in five elementary schools in the Edmonton Public School
District. | |

Grade four- was chosen‘ because at this level children are

beginning to focus on "reading to learn" as opposed to "learning to

read.” In her book Stages of Reading Development, Chall (1983)

considers grade four to be at the beginning of the third stage of

1

reading. She has this to say:

In a sense, entering Stage 3 fits the traditional concep}ion
of the difference between primary and later schooling:’ in
the primary grades, children learn to read; .in the higher
grades; they read to learn. During Stages 1 and 2 what is .
‘learned concerps more the relating of print to speech . .
Very 1little information about the world is learned from
reading before stage 3; more is learned from listening and
watching. It is with the beginning of Stage 3 that reading
begins to compete with these other means of knowing. (p

20-21)

There were a total of 193 grade four students in the five
/
schools. The first criterion for selecting theasamp1e was that the

students would be average readers defined as scoring between the mean

25
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and the upper ‘1imits of one standard deviation. The source of the
reading scores (percentiles) was the Edmonton Public Schools Elementary
Reading Test. These scores were obtained from the school records.
Because the test had not yet been administered during the grade four
year, the grade three results were used. The number of sthdents
falling between the mean percentile (55.9) and the upper limit of one
standard deviation (69.3) was 82. All students within this group were
native English speakers, which constituted the second criterion for the
sample choice. From this group of 82, forty students wefe chosen
~randomly. Teachers were then asked to rate these students as being
average or above 1in terms of their speaking and writing abilities
(third criterion). A1l students fell within this rating.

The forty students were then randomly divided into two groups of
20, one group which would te]]fébout what they had read, and one group
which would write about what they had read. The reading percenti]e
scores and the number of boys and girls in the sample are given in
Table 1. The mean percentile score for the Speak Group was 64.6
compared to 63.5 for. the Write Group. Tﬁere were 10 boys and 10 girls
qn the Speak group and 13 boys and 7 gir]s in the Write group.v All

schools were located in a middle class area.

A

Validity and Reliability of the Edmonton Public Schools Elementary
Reading Test .

The comprehension section of the Reading Test was used in
selecting the sample. This section contained 77 questions which were

designed to assess vocabulary and literal, inferential and critical

comprehension.
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Table 1

Reading Scores of Sample

R

Comprehension Mean Percentile Score Boys/ Speaker
Subject . (E.P.S. Reading Elementary Test) Girls _ Writer
01 Y G Speaker
02 66 S~ ;. Speaker
03 _ 59 g Speaker
04 T 69 G Speaker
05 63 B Speaker
06 68 : G Speaker
07 64 B Speaker
08 63 G Speaker

09 69 B~ Speaker
10 68 B Speaker
| 11 , 67 B Speaker
~ 12 : 64 G Speaker
13 56 G . Speaker
14 64 G Speaker
15 ' 65 B Speaker
16 58 B Speaker -
7o 69 G Speaker
18 " 63 B Speaker
19 - 68 G Speaker
20 _ 64 B Speaker
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Table 1 (continued)

‘ Comprehension Mean Percentile Score  Boys/ ' Speaker
Subject - (E.P.S. Reading Elementary Test)  Girls Writer
.
21 , 63 ¢ /‘-B\/writer
22 | 64 o - B Writer
23 62 . B Writer
24 | - 64 G Writer
25 68 G . Mriter
26 58 5 B Writer
27 | 60 B Writer
28 ' - 60 B Writer
29 59 B Writer
30 64 G Writer
31 67 G Writer
32 64 B Writer
33 59 .6 Writer
34 66 B Writer
35 ' 62 B Writer
36 : 68 G Writer
37 61 B Writer.
38 62 B - Writer
39 68 B Writer
40 68 G Writer
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Content validity may be c]a1med for the test in that the items
‘were chosen from instruction mater1a1s used in the School System and
from a corpus ~of items made available through Houghton-Mifflin
Publishing Company. The test items were rated by committees of

“teachers and reading consultants ‘as being appropriate. - -y

!
Reliability was calculated by using the Kuder-Richardson Formula

20. The coefficient of reliability obtained was 0.932.

Testing Instrument .

An informationa]l passage "Totem Poles" (See Appendix A) was
selected. The topic deals with the documentation of the 'history -
lives and beliefs .- of the natiVehpeop1e of Canada's North West Coast.

‘The description jncludes the basic re11g1ous tenets of these people
which is portrayed by the totem pole. Furthermore, a descr1pt1on of
"_the preparation of the pole and the accompanying celebrations of the
hoisting of the pole is p?eéented. The passage length in words is 333
words. There are 33 c]auses The readability level is that of grade
four. The passage was selected from the Language Deve1opment Reading
Networks, a Nelson Canada Pubtication (1983). The present edition ofl

this series is recommended for use in the classrooms of Edmonton Public

Schools. ‘ l.

—_—

The rationa]e underlying the selection of an informational
passage was that students from grade four have bedun to be inundated
with informatioﬁa] material -across the curriculum. ‘Students at this

level are usually required to tell or write'about content type material.
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Procedure for Gathering the Data

~ Before proceeding to collect thé data, the investigator received
parental aﬁd child permission for each subject to be ihc]uded in the
sample. A Jletter requesting permission is given in Appendix B.

Prior'to the administration of the passage the investigator met
with each student who spoke, and with groups of two to five students
th wrote, in a quiet place where they were no distractions. After
informal - introductions, the invéstigatof explained to each and all
students why she was eng;ged in this kind of activity. She emphasized
that this was not a ‘test, and that their performances would in no way
affect their class marks. However, it was indeed jmportant for them to
respond as best they could. Any questions were answered and
c]arified. The directions were then read to each student speaking, and

to each group of students writing.

Directions

Speak Group

This is not a test. I am going to.give you.a passage to read
silently. Right after you have finished readfng the passage, I
want“you to tell me as much as you can reﬁember about what yod‘
have read. I will be tape recording you, soO I can remember what
you have said. We will first do a practice passage,'50 you can
get the idea of what I want you to do.

Here is the practice paséage\ (See Appendix C).~

(Give out practice passagé).

XA

Now I wank "you to read it silently, and then tell me as much as

-
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you can remenber . \

(AMllow time for child to read).
.Alright, now tell mé all you can remember.

(Tape)

(If child hesitates for a long while, say, "Is there anything
else you can remember?")

(When everyone is finished)

boes everyone understand what you have to dd? Are there any
questions? Now here's the passage, Remember, read the passage
and tell me.a11 that ;Bu can remember.

wrjte«Groug

This 1is not a tesf. I am going to givé you a passage to read
silently. Right after you have finished reading the passage, I
want you to write down as much as you can remember ..out what you
have read. If you do not know haw to spell a word, raise‘your
hand, and 1 will write it for you. You must work'on your own.
We will first do a practice passage, so that you can get the idea
of what I want you to do.

Here ijs the practice passage.

Now I want you to read it silently, and then write as much as you
Can, remember. |

(Allow time for children to read and write. Check while students
are writing.,, If a studéhirgéems to have finished say quietly,
"is there anything else ydh can remember?")

(When everyope is finished). !

Does everyone understand what you have to do? Are there any
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questions? Now here's the passage. Remember, - read the passage

and write all that you can remember.

Coding the Data

Each tape recorded protoco] was transcribed. A1l protocols and
the test péssage were divided into c]éuse%. In the protocols some
incomplete t-units were identified which according to Fagan's (1984)
scoring criteria are equivalent to clausal units.. The units were then
assigned to one of the seven categories indicated in Chapter 1.
Percentages of clausal units used per category were then derived.

Interrater reliability was calculated by having two independent
raters code-ten percent of the protocols using‘ghe Arrington Formula

(Feifel and Lorge, 1950),

2 X Agreements .
{2 x Agreements) + Disagreements

The level of agreement between both raters for clausal/incomplete

t-unit division and assignment to recall categories was 1.00 and .923,

respectively.

. Statistical Analysis of the Data

3

The statistical treatment of the data involved a one-way analysis

o
of variance with repeated measures on the mode of recall.

Summary

Forty grade four subjects were randomly selected from five
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- elementary schools in the Edmonton Public School ‘District. Twenty of
these were then randomly selected to be sbeakers. The other twenty
were writers. A1l students” we;e required to read an informational
passage and then tell or write what the passage was about.

| Each recall protocol was then divided into clausal units and
these were then assigned to one of seven recall categories. In order
to determine if differences existed between groups, a one-way analysis

of variance with repeated measures was used.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

This study was designed to analyse the oral and written recalls
of grade four average readers. Thé stétistica1‘design was a one way
analysis 6f variance with repeated measures.with mode of output being
the }epeated factor.

The null hypotheses from Chapter one are restated below.

Null Hypothesis 1

There wi]i be no significant difference between the length of
oral and written recalls in terms of the number of clauses/incomplete
units. ”

The data from the analysis of variance are reported in Table 2. .

On the basis of these data, the hypothesis cannot be rejected.
Discussion 

The means of 19.9 for oral language recalls and 18.5 for written
language recalls indicate the similarity of the length of oral and
written recalls. In Cameron's (1979) étudy the grade four chi]dfén
differed in the length of oral and written recalls in terms of number
of words per t-unit, with more words per t-unit being used in the
written productions. When Cameron analysed for number of c]auses by
mode he found that this group differed significantly on the number of
adjective clauses but not on the number of adverb clauses. More

adjective clauses occurred ih the written recalls.

- 34
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Length of Recall

Source of Variation SS, DF MS F P
Between People 726.47 19 38.23
Within People 568.50 20 28.42
Rept. Measures 21.02 1 21.02 ’
Residual © 547.47 19 28.81 .73 .40
Total , 1294.97 39
Means Standard Deviation
Oral 19.95 5.19
Written 18.50 6.32
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When analysing the data of this study, the writer noted that the
oral recalls resembled the written recalls in terms of structures
used.” There were very few mazes 'in the oral recalls and aimost no
incomplete t-units. This finding is a]so.unljke.Cameron who found that
at the gradé four level, the children used significantly more mazes and
more incomplete t-units in their oral language than in their written
language. The difference in findings could bé due to the nature of the
experiméﬁt. While Cameron had his students tell or Write about a film
(the telling was done by phone), in the bresent study the oral ;Hd
written recalls were obtained under similar conditions. It may also be
that an informational 1type passage is fﬁore Eonstraining than a

narrative in determining the nature of the structures used at recall

time.

Null Hypothesis 2

There will be no sign{ficant differences between the oral and
written recall of grade four average readers in terms of the nature of
the information retrieved as described by - each of the following

categories.

A - Té*f Exact

B - Text Specific

C - Text Embedded

D - Text Entailed

E - Text Inférentia]
F - Text Experiential

G - Text Erroneous



37
¥ ‘

The data from the analyses of variance are given in Tables 3-9.
The hypotheses may be considered a single hypothesis  with seven
sub-hypotheses since each category of recall was tested separaté]y.

The probability level accepted for significant differences wés .05.
An - analyses of the data 1in Tables 3-9 indicate that the
hypothesis can only be.(rejected for Category F. There were no
significant differences between the oral and written output for each of

the other six categories.

Discussion

A null hypothesis was stated for this étudy since research did
not provide éufficient direction on which to predict the outcome.
However, lahguage theory  does ;uggest oral-written A Tanguage
differences. The findings "in this study.on a comparison of oral.and
written language with the exception of category F, are not consistent
with the- theoretical aspects of the re1at16nship of oral-written
language which would lead one to expect differehces. ATthough_categdry
F met the acceptable level for statistical significance, the amount of
information used in this category was minimal as indicated by the means
in Table 8. Thus for all practical intents and.purposes the findihg§
in this category may be ignored. The discussion following will be
concerned with addressing suggested theoretiéa] 'differe6ces between
oral and written lanquage and the lack of such findings in this study.

Vygotsky's (1967) argument for oral-written language differences

is based on his theory of their development. According to Vygotsky,
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Table 3

Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Category A

Source of Variation SS DF MS F p
Between People 12.14 19 .63

thhip‘Peop1e 15.13 20 .75

Rept. Measures .12 1 .12

Residual 15.01 19' .79 .15 .69
Total _ 27.28 39

“
+ Means Standard Deviation ‘
Oral | 7.7 7.3
¢

Written 6.6 9.4




Table 4

Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Cat&gory B

39

Source of Variation SS DF MS Fo P
Between People 53.63 19 2.82

Within People 24,05 20 1.20

Rept. Measures 2.65 1 2.65

Residual 21.40 19 1.12 2.35 .14
Total . 77 .68 39

1
Means _ Standard Deviation
Oral 33.5 _ 13.3

Written 28.3 14.6




Table 5

Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Category C

T

40

Source of Variation SS DF MS F P
Between People 58.69 19 3.08
Within People 34.55 20 1.72
Rept. Measures 1.33 1 1.33
Residual . 33.22 19 1.74 .76 .39
Total 93.25 39
Means Standard Deviation
Oral 25.2 12.8
Written 21.5 17.8




Table 6 -

Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Medsures for Category D

Source of Variation . SS DF MS F p
Between People 51.34 19 2.70

Within People 18.79 20 .93

Rept. Measures 1.02 1 1.02

Residual 17.77 19 .93 1.09 .30
Total 70.14 39

Means Standard DeViation
Oral 16.3 12,5

Written 13.1 ’ 14.4
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q o Table 7

Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Category E

Source of Variation SS DF MS F P
Between People 36.08 19 1.89
Within People 19.11 20 .95
Rept. Measures 1.52 1 . 1.52 _
Residual - 17.58 19 .92 1.64 .21
Total 55.19 39
_ Means Standard Deviation
Oral 14.2 10.7

Written 18] 12.9




. Table 8

- - v
ﬂﬁgiysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Category F

Source of Variation SS DF MS F P
Between People 21.48 19 1.13
Within People © 1511 20 .75
Rept. Measures 4.22 1 4,22
Residual ~10.89 19 57 7.37 01
Total - 36.60 39 |
Means "~ Standard Deviation'
: y
Oral 1.0 3.0 7

Written 7.5 , 12.6
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Table 9

Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Category G

Source of Variation SS DF MS N
Between People 217 .87 19 11.46

Within People . 293.50 20 14,67

Rept. Measures 50.62 1 50.62

Residual 242.87 19 12.87  3.96 .06
Total : 511.37 39 *

Means , Standard Deviation
Oral . 2. .1,

Written 4.9 47.9
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.

speech preceeds writing and first emerges as a social phenomenon. As
the child grows, this social thoJéht goes through a transition stage.
Through this transitional continuum from social to psychological 1is
manifested the phenomenon of vocalized inner speech. Vygotsky (1967)
says: . . . The data obtained strongly suggests the hypothesis that
egocentric speech is a transitional stage in the evolution from vocal
to -fnner speech {(p.,17). According 1o Vygotsky, a child's schema ofw
) )1§ngua§9~gevé1opment starté'first with socié] speech (vocal or oral),
\Qiihpgén with egpcentric speech and finally it develops into inner spéech.
Social sﬁeech fnc]udes yoca1 or oral speech. As the decrease of vocal,
external or oral speech becomes pronounced, simuitaneously the child
begins to abstract. Here the child "images" words. rather than the
pronounciation. n

Written language, according to Vygotsky (1967) differs from oral
speech in both struptu}e and mode of functioning. Vygotsky explains:

Written speech is a separate linguistic function . . . Even

its minimal development requires a high level of

abstraction. It is speech in thought and image only,

lacking the musical expressive, intonational qualities -of
. oral speech. In learning to write the child must disengage

himse1f. from the sensory aspect of speech and replace words °

with images of words. (p. 98) "

Sincé Vygotsky's theory deals with the origin and development of
oral and written language, it could be argued that theseldﬁfferences do
not manifest themselves at a later point in language development, at
the fourth grade Tlevel. Thus while Vygotsky's theory may sugges.

differences at the beginning of school, it may not be applicable to

higher grade levels. The findings of this study would suggest this to

‘be tﬁe case. ~
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One aspect of Vygotsky's theory that could apply. to all levels of
oral language development and distinguish it from written language, is
the intonational qualities of the oral mode. Rubin (1978) also
stresses this as a significant difference between oral and written
1qhguage. Intonation, for example, may help clarify ambigqous
references as in the sentence, "John hit Mike and then Joey hit him."
However, in this study, no ﬁuch ambiguities were encountered and thus
this difference between the oral and written mode would not be realized.

A third point of diffe;entiation suggested by Vygotsky's theory
is that the factor of motivation is not present to the same degree in
written language as in oral Tlanguage since an audience is usually
absent. While 1in conversation, every séntence is influenced by \an
immediate motive and as these motives are monitored via feedback, it is
assumed that responses may also change. Vygotsky claims that the
motives for writing are more abstract and further removed fﬁom the
immediate dynamic situation as in speaking. A -

In the present study, the students who wrote were given a
definite motivé which was to be fulfilled immediately. A]sb, for those
vi%tudents giving an oral recall, there was minimal feedback.
Cohsequent]y, both oral and written situations were Simi]ar with
respect to the degree of motivation and feedback involved.

The use of deictic terms is a factor specified by Rubin (1978) as
diétinguishing oral and written language. Deictic terms refer to those
words which are used to indicate space and time (here, now etc.). It
seéms that this féctor_migﬁf be more significant in interpreting oral

~written language than in the expression of these language modes. In
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this study, the students were required to tell or write out a
spécific text. Since the referents were specific  to this text and
since the researcher knew the text, the use of deictic terms would not
" be a distinguishing factor between oral and written language.

A final factor discussed by Vygotsky (1967) and Schallert and
others (1977) that may distinguish oral. from written language 1s-the’
“form" of the 1language and its' suitability for particular content.
Schallert and others (1977) point out that:

Oral language is said to be the 1angu$ge of common sense

knowledge while written language is suited to representing

scientific and philosophical knowledge . . . Common sense
knowledge is tied to actions . . . and to concrete events.

?g;entific knowledge is abstfact, general and logical. (p.
Schallart and others (1977) arghe that while there i§ a strong tendency
for speech to be used in informal social communication, writing is used
for forma] informational purposes.

In addition, according\ to Vygotsky (1967) writing requires
deliberate, analytical action; that 1is the writer %s usually more
~conscious of each sequence of ideas and their relationships, while in
speech the speaker attends minimally to -the surface features andl
specific organizational structure of the idea produced. .
The first point regarding form and content may be true 5ﬁk%he
larger and more general use of language. However, as Rubin (1978)
points out writing and speech can be used equally well for similar

functions, as was the case in this study. ol

The second point regarding the degree of control over the actual



48

formation of the language product, while again a factor in the larger
sense was not a distingu{;hing factor of oral and written language in
this study. This is due to the nature of the categories which‘focus on
the cognitive rather than on the specifié syntactic arrangement of
words. The incomplete t-unit, for examp]é, is a permissible syntactic
unit and is considered equivalent to the"c1ause for the purpose of
assigning information to categories. The incomplete t-unit refers to a

cognitive idea that Tacks formal organization, as the following item

illustrates "The boy was running for the ship, hiding from a policeman,

anxious to reach the dock." (Fagan, 1978, p. 106).

The few research studies ]ocateﬁ which assessed the oral and
written production of children in the same experiment gave Tlittle
direct{on regarding oral-written language differences. Cameron's
(1979) study in?icated a numbér of differences between fhe oral and
written production of children ages. nine, teﬁ, and eleven. However,
Cameron's input was a fiJm which did not provide as much structure as
the passage ‘in this study. Furthefmore; the film lent itself to
narration rather than description, and lastly, the analysis was mainly
on the basis of syntactic issues, whereas the focus of this study is
.content. .

In the Fea (1953) and McConaughy (1582) studies, the input was
narrative. Both studies investigated syntac:ic asp=cts of the recalls
although Fea did include some analysis of serantic factors.

In Tight of possible differences between oral and written
1an§uage pfoduction, it may be Eonc]uded from this study that when

. specific informational input is given and when the results are analysed
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according to the Category System for Recall Analysis, grade. four
average readers retrieve similar %nformation in both modes. Thus. the
written mode is as valid as the oral mode in assessing the information
usea and strategiés employed in a recall.

One point that may be of interest in the findings regarding the
similarity of information retrieved in oral dnd written modes 1is the
quthjty or degree of information type; retrieved. As the means in
Taﬁies 3-9 indicate, the children most often (about 50 per cent of the
time) retrieved 1qformation that Qas specific in terms of the text.
This -information was either specific in terms’of individual clauses or
as a result of 6me1ning two or more clauses. This finding is similar
to Fagaﬁ's (1983) findings on the oral recalls of high and low readers
at the grade six level. Information necessitating integrating clauses
“into larger units and the making of 1nferehces ranked second in terms
of their frequency of occu;rence in tﬁe, recalls. The kinds of

J
~experiential information, and erroneous data.

information least recalled included exact information. from the text,

Summary
‘\

The findings revealed that there were no significant differen#es
for oral and written recalls in the percentage of recall units falling
into each category except that of category F (Exberientia]). Only
minimal - amount of informatioh was }éca11¢d in this category ‘as
indicated by the low mean scores. Gehéra]]y speaking, the findings of
the study revéa]ed that oral and written recalls do not differentiate

in terms of the nature of the information retrieved. Consequently, the
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Y

oral and writfgn recalls are equally valid in assessing information

retrieval.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter will present a summary of the study, findings and

concTusions, and imp]ications for further research and for the

classroom/clinic.

Summary of the Study

The main purpose of this study was to compare the cdgnitive

strategies used in oral and written recalls in terms of the information

-

retrieved.

?orty average grade four readers. from five schools within the
Edmonton Public School District participated in the study. The sample
was randbm]y‘divided between speakers and writers. The subjects were

selected on the basis of their comprehension scores on the Edmonton

Public Schools Reading Test administered in May, 1983.

Each subject was presented with an informational passage to read
silently. Immediately after the reading, twenty of the subjects
designated as the "speakers" were required to tell all they could
fémember about the informational passage. Each of the twenty oral
responses was tape recorded and later transcribed. ‘In small groups
between two to five,_each of the other twenty subjects was asked to
write all he/she could remémber about the bassage.

‘ The recall pfotoco]s were divided 'into c]au;a] and incomplete
t-units. These were compared to the clausal unitslof~the text and were

then assigned to one of seven categories according to the information

e
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recalled (text exact, text specific, text embedded, "text entailed, text
A inferential, text experiential and text erroné;us). These categories
comprise the Category System for Recall Ana]ysis devised by Fagan
(1984) . | |

The statistical analysis of the data involved a one-way analysis

of variance with repeated measures.

Findings and Conclusions

Oral and written recalls were examined to determine whether
writers recall 1nfofmation' differently from speakers after they
silently read an informational passage. Analysis of the data revealed

that there were no significant differences’ betheen oral and written
reca]]g in terms of the nature of the information retrieved. With the
exception of one category - text experiential - in which very little
information was recalled, it can_be concluded that speakers and writers,

enploy similar strategies in retrieving information after having read

an informational passage.

Implications for Further Research

1. This study found no }significant differences between oraii and
< written recalls in terms of the néture of the information retrieved
with the exception of categc F - text experiential. Further research
needs to be conducted to investigate differences in Or&]land written
recalls. in- terms of the nature of the information retrieved at other

grade levels.

2. The resufts of this research can only be generalized to "average"
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readers ;t the fourth grade_.]evel. Further research needs to be
conduézéd to investigate jf there are differences between oral and
written recalls for other reader levels. . Perhaps, research done with
above average and below average readers might yield different results.
3.  The passage in this sfudy was informative in nature. Future
research should be conducted using other kinds of péssages such as
expository and narrative.
4.  It is possible that the manner in which students retrieve
information s influenced by the nature -of the instruction they have
received. A study might be" conducted to investigate if ény
relationship exists betweenlthe type‘of instruction the students have
received and the cognitive strategies employed in an dnaI versus a
written recall. -
5. The subjects of this study were rated at least average in
speaking and writing abilities. Research could be conducted with
sdbjects of varying speaking and writing abifities to determine if
results similar to this study wéu]d ensue;
6. It is the general belief that_gir]s are often considered more
verbally facile and fluent in speaking than boys. Pefhaps research
could be conducted between the. sexes to determine if -there are
sigﬁificant differences between the two concerning oral and written

recalls 16 ferms of the nature of the information retrieved.

Implications for Classroom/Clinic

The implication arisihg from this study is that the categories

may be used to assess strategies for retrieving information in oral or



written mode.

Learning theory.incorporates assessment of children's know]igge
of what has been taught. 1In order to assess students' comprehension of
information ~learned, one way 1is to examine the nature of the
information retrieved. The category sys@gnl has been used to assess
such informétion on the basis of oral recalls (see Chapter II){ Since
the results of the study indicated no significant differences between
oré] and written recalls in terms of the nature of the information
retrieved, one could only imply that the category system is a viable
method in determining the strategies children employ when writing as
well ‘as speaking. Consequently, ?eachérs/c]inicians could conceivably
spend less time in taping and transcribing oral recalls, and hence
become more f]exib]e in the use_of this category system for assessing

the nature of information retrieved.

Summary

This study investigated the.ora] and written recalls of grade

four average readers who had been askeqﬁio read an information type
. Ty .

passage. The recalls were analysed accordifng to a system of categories

i : .
based on the nature of the information retrieved.

While it was not possible to predict the outcome on the basis of = g

the research available, theoretical aspects of oral and written
language would lead one to be]feve that there would be differences in
the oral and written modes. With the exception df one categqry in
which the amount of information retrieved was minimal, there were no

significant differences between the oral and written recalls in terms
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of the nat.: e of the information retrieved.

It may be concluded that the oral and written modes are equally
valid in assessing information retrieved and that the category system
fort recall analysis 1is viable as a method for- assessing such

information retrieved by average readers at the grade four level.
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APPENDIX A
The Reading Selection Analysed

into Clausal Units
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1
/Totem poles are documents carved in wood./ Most totem poles
) 2

were made long ago by native peoples of Canada's Northwest_Coast./

Totem poles tell about the lives and beliefs of these coastal people./
‘The native people believ:d that once upon a time,/(when tae world
began) animals and people could talk to each other./ They gave eacg
other gifts./ Animals could turn anio people by taking off their
skins,/ and people could furn into animals./ |
The carvings on the totem p21es document these beliefs./ The
totem pole f1gures are ca(ESH to }gok ]1§e humans, animals, and

birds./ The an1ma]s are frequently carved with human faces and
12

- hands./ They often sit or .stand up straight 1ike human beings./

The native people of the Pacific Northiest reéOgnized each totem
po]e f1gure / qhey knew that a bag ugly molih represented the shark / \
A b1rd with a hook 1A51ts beak was the eagle./ -An animal with cutting
teeth, a scaly ta11, and a stick b;iween its front paws was the beaver. /
A Totem poles belonged to7the ngt1ve families/ who put]fhem up./

The carved figures on a family totem pole documented the names, rights,

and riches of the family./ The figures also helped the family to

20

remember important stor1es in 1ts h1story / - Like the poles themselves,
21 22

these stories belonged to the family./ Nobody else could t tell them./
23

Totem poles were made from tall cedar trees. / First a tree was
24 25

cut down and taken 1nto the village./ Then a skilled artist would
26

carve and pa1nt jt./ The artist used pa1nts made from nature]

-*Q;nateria]é“]jke charcoal, berry roots, clam shells, and fish oil./-

.
Pe e .

IJKV—' .
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27 28

When the totem pole was ready,/ it was raised and set upright in
29
the village./ A1l the villagers celebrated the raising of the totem
30 ‘ 31

pole./ People feasted and danced./ A storyteller ‘told the storiés

about the figures on the pole./ Everyone listened carefully to be sure
32
the storyteller was telling the tales correctly./ In this way, the
33 ' .
history of the family was passed on./
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April 6th, 1984 i

Dear Parent,

As part of the requirements for my Master's degree, I am doing research
on how children recall information on what they have read. This study

has been approved by the Edmonton Public School Board.

It would be most helpful to me if could take
part in the study.  The study will take place in April. It will take
about forty-five minutes. ‘

Should you require further information about the project, please .

~ contact the school. If for any reason you do not wish your child-to

- take part in the project, please sign below and-return by Monday, April-
9th, 1984. ) .

Yours sincerely,

I do not wish to be included in this'project.

A
L
T

Parent'SVSignature

SR,
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Cats

There are many kinds of cats.
Some cats have long fur.

Some cats have éhort fur.

_ Some cats Have no tails.

Cats make good pets.

But caté also keep away mice.
That is why cats are near1y

always found on farms.






