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The purpose of this study was to investigate the reading and listening comprehension of

good- and poor f lfth~grade readers, together with their ‘interrelationshipswith word recognition

s

]

speed and memory span. In order to achieve this goal the naming; time of 1l-syllable,
"-syllable/a& 3- syllable words together with vtsual and audrtory word span tasks were glven to
each student Tnr addltton they were asked to recall stones whrc‘t they had read and heard
The recall u&towls:t/:re analyzed to. examine whether poor readers ¢ouls rstand' and reeall

‘the same quantity and quality of_..tnfo;matton as good readers dtd under both 'readrng and

.

ltSte‘r‘ﬁﬁgcondmons ‘ R 3 o .;

°

_ Thirty- erght fifth- grade readers were selected as subJeCts ‘accordmg to therr verbal I Q

r

scores on'the Canadran Cognttrve Abthttes Test and their performance on the Edrnonton Publtc

Schools Readmg Test. . ,
The l'mdmgs of the two- way analysrs of vanance showed that there were signifi icant

chfferences between good eaders in the amount ol‘ tnforrnatron recalled under both

lrstemng and reading conditio s Overall good readers recalled more than poor readers drd

r'l'he three wa_y analysis of varlance table usmg Mandler and Johnson's system of -

‘ analysns showed that there was._ .no stgmf icant drff erence between good and poor readers in the

proportton of recall urtder each syntacttc group. but there was a srgmftcant main efiact for syn-

tactic category 'l'here was a hrgher probabrhty of recall of . the begrnning event and the

: outcome of the story. whrle the reactron and the goal were very much 1gnored in the recall

L

More tmportant in the{mdmg were the srgmf icant dt!ferences in ghe prop(iruon of sentences in
the various syntactic categories as a f unction of the rnode of presentatton After hstemhg, thg
recall of the setttng. the begmntng event the atternpt the outcome’ and the endrng was srgnrft~
cﬁﬁﬂy hlgher than the recall of the reaction and the goal; whtle only the recall of the begrnnrng

event and the outcome was srgmf teantly higher than the recall of the goal af ter readtng

So the generhl conclusion reached is that poor readers are able to recall stories in‘a sim-

ilar way as good readers do, whether reading or listening. Yet the amount of information they

. v “‘2.“
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recall is siénificamly differenr. Gpod réaders are able ro recall more \mformauon including

" the deails, while poor re'éders are able to recall Jre most 1mportant parts of the story, with the

+ 4 1)

elaborauons bemg omrtred o .

A ‘ M L4
In addition of the'above'results, it was found that there were significant differences be-
, : . .

“tween good and podr ?'eéders on word naming tasks and word span tasks. Good readers were_
Co , v

+ better than poor readers on each task. “Kurther support of the workmg memory model was '
provided by the srgnifxcant negative relanonshrps between word nammg speed of "-svuable
3- syllable words and memory span performance belweerr ~word nammg ‘speed and
comprehensron scores, and by the ‘significant positive relationship berween word span

pe.rformam:ei and compreherrsion Thus' it is concluded that ’l.he slow ‘speed of ward

»

idenufrcatron is common to performance on both word spa.mand comprehensron tasks The

faster one processes mcommg mformauon the more <clpacrtv one has -for storing and

mam,tammg* that mformauon in workmg memory Because of the inefficient processes of the

',poor readers they have less. capacrty to mamnam amd store the processed materrals S0 the

chance of mtcgratmg mforma[ on in a logical, coherent way 1s )eopardrzed and esults in poor :

P

comprehension performance,

o ‘
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" ‘L1 Views on Reading and Listening Comprehension

Of\thel! studies vary.

L]

M ' ®
w o .
. . B ) ) . / . .
: . .
— - . ' 1 ww“m’ . : [
. . L B e L
. ) .

The Wa ans are sald to consist of the expressive skilis of speaking and
! . &

writng and the reeptive skils of listening and reading (Walker,1973). Aithougn both

ofthereoepuveskﬂhcanbecondderedumembenofasinﬂechu thereise
controversy on whether there Jo e single languue oomprehenﬁon process, or whether '
reodlna comprehenlion involvee procesm that are inherently differem rrom lirtenmc -
comprehension. Hence & mﬁervor studies have" been carried out to fnvestigate the
correlation between theee two proousee the rélative efficacy of ree.ding and listemng as
amansofluming andthesuhekm:thetareinvolvedineach ofthem (e.g. -
McComushy 1983 Johnson 1982 P‘leet 1980; Elgart,1978; Kintsch,1977 etc.), yet results

8

| Many “ prominent ruenrchers and theorists in the area reading see
oomprehension as the pnme god of the ruding process ( arg1972; Smith,1977).

P

Goodman (1972) oonsrders ‘meaning to be the xmmedxate as_well as the ultirﬁ;te oal -

" in reeding Smith (1977) also advocates Jhat comprehensron is the very hem of the

‘réding act. There is no use in reading unless one understands t.he meamngs (p.38)

: ,Althouzh rudins has umque characteristics, it shares 'many fenturee vnth the other ‘

_hnguage promses sucb as{ Imqrm's One of the commonalmes is- -the processmg of .

symbols t0 obtain meaning ! “"leese of the qodality of mput (Jackson 1970)c

Similarly Massuo (1979) views: reading andr lmenmg as mdependent but -

‘ .'analogous prooasu the goal of ‘which is to derive the meamng of a mmse He

.defines reading as the. abetracnon of meamng from printed text, and listening as. .the .

' ,ebetnction of menmng from speech. -

. v

l% Deepne the commomliﬁes'between reading and lrstemng. r.here are in fact some
differencee between them. Perﬁaps the ‘most. sahem dxfference is that spwch contains

;~V“’1
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prosodic futum (smu ln:omu loudneu ‘and tempo) that are m smmﬁwly

Y
*

' tepresented in written m:u!rm These prosclic features indicate tha speaker’s attitude .

and affect; focus Attention on pmicuhr aspects of thc mmne and mark the

" structural boundaries of sentence and intmenénce unm (Coots & Snow 1984) Thev
“last function is directly related to the basic ptooems of comprfhenﬂcn pmodic :
fumres cue the boundarlu of pereepmlly ,mncuoml‘,gunit, (e.; phmu) Lq ‘spoken

edidie segmentation of “verbal. informuion

Appnmn-tly. ‘the listener depends on these temporal .cues for the chunking of words
. into larger consu:uenls When thcy are distguai\comprehension falls precipitously

(Huuins 1978) Wrimm discourse provides fo-such cues. So reading demands more .

syntactic, .sophistimon than does listenms.

Yet written “text does have some compensatory aspects. A partial analogu_e of

,mant prosodic featum is punctuauon Thus segmemauon of“ the message into words
and sentences xs correctly 1ndxcated in the written text, and is not a task that must be
performed, by the reader. In addmoq. " ceftain devices such as ‘the demarcation of

paragraphs can help specify the larger structure of the message. Textual devices such

as upderlying and italicizing may be used to emphasize or contrast words and phrases

" (Rubin, 1980).

“Another characteristic of text that can be an asset in its comprehension is its
pemmenoe Ruders can look ‘back over passages thcy have prevnously read, 5hnce
ahead at the next few sentences or skim chapter and section headings. They can. also
reread sentences that are not _clear or that are \m}parsed the first time around. So
V ‘ listening may make  considerable demands .on " shon-tcrin memory which reading does

. . : ’ v .
not. - . : ; o A .

As comprehension is the essence of both readmg and listening, attempts have

been made by &M:ltors psycholomsts and mwchers to ‘delineate what comprehension
is. Le. Ny and Ym?ﬁgel (1975) have suggested several meral categories of processes



e that ‘také "nl'ace‘ 'in":"éo:rnpréhenﬁon."' They "i'nelude” active grasping of b‘ercebtual .i‘“info*ri:ﬁ’a'* E

N

tron rdenttftcatron of words or morphernes and ol‘ surface relatronshrps present in the o

L4

passage. parsrng sentences, retneval of relevant meanmgs from long term memory. con- -

structron of ‘the currently processed chunk § meanmgs. and rntegrauon of thrs lcal'

: meanmg to larger meamngful structures of texts or drscourses

tion-: from drffererrt sentences. orgamzmg and supplementrng it through mferences from'

’ .
but _rather .an active reconstruction of meaning. C - ca

o

ldnmch (1975) put forgard the opmlon th\at comprehensron is ‘not merely

mterpretrng what is drrectly expressed by a sentence Tt mvolVes vmtegratmg mforma-

te

whrch one already knows ’I'hus- comprehensron is not a pasere searching for rneanrr{g.

~oIn this‘ réeonstructive view of comp‘rehension information expressed in the |-

‘ -

sentence plus the pnor pertment rnl‘ormauon available in- thé compehender $ fognmve‘

structures are both used o consu'uct representatrons of subjects and events e

1sber ;

é

knowledge of language and hrs knowledge of- the world 'I'he result of ‘construction’

can therefore comarn more 1nf ormation than the mdrvrdual sentence expressed 'l‘he

‘ abstracuon of mformauon and the generatron of rnferences are reqursrte facters in

'passage do not contam the meamng but merely serve as tnggenng devrces o

comprehensxon and seem. to be dependent on one s pnor knowledge of - the specrfrc»

content as well as on one 's general knowledge of the world Thus ~the words of the”

recé‘nstruct the approprrate meamngs Wrthm the: recerver 's cogmtrve structures Yet the

-by the wrrter (Walker 1976)

',theret;ore likely involves recognizing ‘and understanding these relations that tie together:

»

recerver rs always constramed tn hrs rneanmg reconstrucuons by the language cues ‘used

4

As stones essays and other types of written drscourse consrst of mformatron e

-

that is related to other mformatron in the text comprehendmg and remembenng a text

4 PO

) Thrs is’ srmrlar to Fagan s (1978) vrew .that the reader uses the:~~

rnformatronal cues contamed in the Text- and mterprets the cues in - the light of. his -



[

- lifbrhratiOn 'i‘n‘ ‘the text’ (Vamhagen 1985) kt‘\}ar’*i‘ou's theorrsts “e. g Man‘dler"‘ &
YO Johnson 1977 Kmtsch & van, Der 1977 Trabasso & Sperrv 1985) have developed thelr .'
model of text: comprehensron with regard 10 these 1ssues ol” text relatlons ’

- Johnson and Mandler (19/7) developed the concept of story schema. whrch

they ‘defined as rdealrzed tntemal representauons of" parts ol‘ a typrcal story and ‘the
relattonshrps between these parts By analyzmg the text and recall protocols into- stor

schemas research mdrcates that readers use these sthemas o process to recall and/to

/

comprehend storres as they read .or listen to" them (Rumelhart 1977 Mandler &
Johnsorr 1977 Thorndyke 19/7) These story Sch'emas appear 0 parallel the/ readers

schemas whrch are’ composrtes of real- lrfe expenenc‘e and experrence wrth prose

L

N "~ Mandler and Johnson (1977) used the term Story schema -to /refer to a set
\ o . /
‘ of expectauons about the “internal structure of stories that serves /{o l‘acrlrtate both

encodrng and retneval The 'story grammar is desrgned to repres/ t the ‘structure of

srrnple »Storre5° It can be represented as -a- tree with nodes d connections' bet‘ween .

' nodes All termmal nodes represent a state or an event whn;

o /."

"typically vvcorrespond,' di-
rectly to some surface expressron - ya |
ually

~The first basic node in a Story is a Settmg, us con.si.s'tin'g 'of'Stative ”infor-”

‘ matron about one or more characters ‘and oftén mcludmg mformatrop about the tlme

- and locale of the story. The Semng is followed by one or. more eprsodes The l' lrst

basrc nodc in the eprsode 1s a Begmnmg. whrch rnay be of any sort of event Then

, comes the next node the Development, - Which mdrcates a shift to'a. Reaction ol‘ a -
l character. Thrs shrft is _from an extemal 0 an mternal- event. Typrcally the Rea\ctron'.
. “node . consrsts of two parts the first one is a Srmple Reaction, whrch specrftes the"‘
) emouonal reSponse ‘or what the protagomst thrnks about the Begrnmrig Event the '

" _second one lS ‘a Goal in whrch the protagomst formulates a plan to deal wrth any' '

Alproblem the Begmmng may have - created " Then ‘the Goal Path is: brought to complete'

'Development s, A Goal Path consrsts of an Attempt to roach the Goal and the - .

o
[N

M e . y ) “ . ) . ‘o
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prtcomef of. that Att'empt The Attempt node mvolves the protagomst m an efl'ort to

X

aclueve the explrcrtly stated oﬁm—p—lfed goal and consists of a senes of acttons by the\
’ grotagonist. The Outcome' node ‘is ‘some statement about the Attempt's succes_s‘ or -
‘failur'efl;. Finally the ‘Endi_ng'indicates the ,resolutlon to -a series' of-events. It often
-refers back to one vor rnore previous nodes in the episodest.., and may also include, a

,

‘treaction on the party' of "another character;. ‘I‘hus the Endmg of one eprsode mav in

_l‘act “bring— abdut” new. episode "(Mandler & fohnson,lﬂﬁ)?._. Concermng the'

"connectrons between these nodes Mandler and Johnson' (1977) put forward three types -

on’ "nnects two nodes——
vd' Two nodes -

- wtuch are temporally ordered ‘are connected by 'I'HE

Alf the ftrst node provrdes \

reason l’or 'the  occurrence of the second thay are conneCted -‘ by' the CAUSE‘ relauon

5 Dunng encodrng the cogmuve schema reﬂected by the grammar serves several .
functrons thev provrde a framework wrthm which - mcommg mformauon wrll be struc- .
v tured they “help the reader/hstener o kn}w which aspects of the materral are apt to .
be rmportant or relevant they tell the reader/ltstener ;when some pal the story is

complete and can be staored or is mcomplete and thereforev must be held unul more:.'

v

mformatron has been encoded |

At the ttme of retneval the schema -Serves: as a code wluch operates in three
' way's. _Frrst it tells the subject what general sort of mforrnatron is to be retneved
Second, it provrdes a temporal sequence ‘to ,fmd _specific conten_t". Frnally, if * the er,tact'
v ‘conte‘nt of a category in th_e"sequence cannot be -:ret'ri'e'ved, the schema alloWs the
| subjectto'-generate an approximation based on the 'structure of the .schema itself

ln Mandler and Johnson's (1977) study, sub;ects heard two stones and later
were asked to tell them agam as exac‘tly as’ they could It was found that the recall
: protocels ftorn the rmmedrate and delayed recall condrttons were hrghly sxmtlar f‘or all '

flxst -graders, fourth- -graders and adults Overall the recall of first- graders formed two



_.cross culturally (Madler Scnbner Cole & DeForest, 1980) T .

| structure of stories, although some differences were found

1l
. 2
N s :

* clusters: settmgs begmmngs and outcomes were “well recalled and attempts. endmgs’f .

! .

and reacuons were poorly recalled The l'ourth graders showed a stmllat pattern ol‘L o

. "~

.

"recall whtle the adults recalled attempts almost as well as settmgs. begmmngs and

“outcomes sThus. tt was concluded: that - b0th chtldrqn and adults *were sensrttve to the{,f ‘

Desptte the 1mportance of thetr fmdmgs. no attempt was made 0. cdmpare the E

performance 4& good“ahd poor readers.- The extent to whtch each group could make

use of the story schema to atd their recall was strll uncertam Thus thts study was o

carned out to mvesugate whether poor readers could comprehend stones the same as

good readers drd Mandler and Johnson s (1977) system was used ln the present‘

-

-

:study The advantage of studying comprehensron for stories: is that they are a wrdely '
'ﬁ tested form of connécted drscourse for which structural charactenstrcs are well specr
: fted The ‘results of thrs study- would mdrcate whether poor readers story. schema

-would be- sumlar to. good readers and whether they would use the story schema to

facrhtate the orgaruzauon of matenals dunng retneval to the same ‘extent -as good'

¥

readers Adtd . The Mandler and Johnson grammar was chosen because it has been

validated ‘in a variety of settmgs wrth adults and children. (Mandler 1978) and /

-/

Y

Many skrlls have been tdentrfred as cnablmg students to comprehend wntten/oral -

. discourse. Smith and Burrett (1974) have developed a taxonomy whrch mcludes lrteral: :

/

recogmuon or recall rnference evaluatron and apprectauon as subskxlls in’ readmg T

t;om‘prehension whereas Glynn (1983) suggests that - the component comprehensron ,.
_processes that readers must perform mclude recogmzmg worgs ‘and retnevrng meantngs.
.parsmg sentences; 1denufymg and orgamzmg tmportant text rdeas. and mtegratmg those
ideas with prior l_rnowledge Sumlarly lrstemng is a complex mulu drrnenstonal set of ‘
- skills (Backlundu,,l983) Goss (1982) defines llstemng comprehensron as the process ol‘

taking what .one hears and ° orgamzmg it “into verbal umts to which _one_.can apply .

. a
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. ' Pearson and erldmg (1983) “hoid the opinion that hstemng comprehenslon

. mvolves the sunultaneons orchestrauon of slnlls in phonology. syntax semanttcs and "
knoblledge of _text- structure, and seems to be controlled by ‘t.h_s’ same set of cogmtwe

proceeses as readmg cornprehenston

Desptte the 1mportance of lrstemng in the clastoom, the abtltty to ltsten has

—

been taken for granted ‘and’ given lttﬁe attentron -in language arts programf

(Frtedman 1978) As menttoned above, the mterrelatlonsmﬁi between readmg and T
hstemng have long been a toplc 6f lnterest While . been eonstderable |
reeearch that has attempted to dehneate sumlantxes\ and dil‘fenenées ‘the results have.
been umfo;ly equxvocal (Simpson & Thomas 1984) One\thegretrcal posmon marntams
}hat the receptive processes of readmg and hstemng are more ahke\than drfferent
(e.g. Kmtsch 1977) ‘l'he proeess of comprehendrng language whether by eye or{ ear
is the same. In contrast some researchers” (e. 8. Mattrngly 1972) maintain t.he posmon
) that the processes of ’eom_p_rehendmg oral language and wntten text are dlfferent from
and)or unique from . one | anotherl Unfortunately. lthe. lss'ue olf. whether the
.; comprehenston processes mvolved in lxstenmg and readmg are more ahke than. drl'ferent
v bas not yet been resolved’ {Dans, 1980).- | N
A Mandler and Johnson s ( 1977) study has mdrcated the recall protocols of

fxrst graders fourth graders and adults were htghly srmrlar after reading: Yet no con-

B . srderatron has been made to examme hether the same pattern of recall will - be ob-

tamed 1f the subjects h§e asked to read’ storres mstead of lrstenmg to them. So -
attempts were also made‘ here tt@compare the reeall of bot:h good and poor readers
under both condmons of hstemng and reading s :

-




. . : ° - vi
" S BN D D SV T T U e L e R

| :1 2 Reeall as a Measure of Comprehension '

, Drfferent measures haﬂ been used 10 assess reading - and Vllsteni’ng
comprehension such as multrple chorce questtons cloze procedures and askmg the -
subJects to wfrte summanes of what they have read/hstened In the present study.'

‘the concem was the comprehensron processes of good and poor readers under both '3\

. readmg and hstemng condrtrons - to see whether poor readers are able to attend

select, -uriderstand and recall srmrlar information under the different : modalltres- 'of reac.l-‘
- ing~and lis’tening‘as good readers do. The oral recall‘ of the subject was lta‘ken as the
rneasure: of 'eomprehensionv here The: rationale for using recall 1o assess comprehensron
is that. reeall ret‘lects a person 's representatron of . the tex”t m memory that m turn is a
~ result of a reader S partrcular understandmg of the text (Krntsch & V{rt Duk 1978)
Of the oral retelling of what the - subJect has read/hstened. rnferences can be madez “?’ “
-about ‘how the subject processes and organizes wntten/spoken matertals » ‘
One of the earhest and ‘best known preces of: research in the recall ol‘ narratwel'
stones was earrred out by Fredenck Bartlett (El932) and thrs rllustrated some “of . thc
distortions whrch occur in memory recall He read to hrs s'ubjeets a North Arnerrcan ) "
Indian folk story. and then had them reeall it at varrous later pomts in time.
vBartlett noted first thuecall was extremely maccurate of ten only the outlrhe ol’ a

story ‘was remembered ‘the detarls bemg forgottcn Second ) vanous systemattc :
distortions crept in: thmgs that frtted the Story. but were not. actually present m rt ‘c
—appeared m the protocols Fmally. when therr memory of a story was- 'S0 bad _that
: only rsolated fragments cbuld be remembered subjects someumes rriyented plausrble '
"'stones around these detarls Furthermore rnany of these errors showed an adherence.
- to stereotyped srtuatrons with whrch the subjects were famrhar
Bartletx s observanons rllustrate some of the complexrtres of recall protocols and_.. .
therr rnterpretatron Smce the accurate part of remll is not random but relates to the -

- gist of a story, comprehensron processes are 1mphcated in: the way the story rs stored;

l.

L]
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Furthennore. although the sysmnatrc nature ol‘ the errbrs reml‘orces thts view,
some - ol' the protocblirrors clearly resulted from processes "at_the time ol‘ recall .
rather than l‘rom operattpns at the “time of listentng to the story Intruston -erTors
resulting from- lnferences seem to be ‘more related o’ what was nedessary for

_ comprehenslon than to unnecessary elaborauons
The re- examtnauon of Bartlett s work on memory initiated interest in prose .
passages as the unrt ol‘ analysts and contnbuted to @ theoretical” ortentatron ot‘

memory and compreliension as a conStructlve» -process One of the most nonceable fea-

&

tures of many recall. protocols is the way . in whtch they are not sunply random

‘ samples of the ortgmal dtscourse but somehow seem to capture the gxst of the

N

passage.
Tterney. Bridge an% Cera ( 1979) suggested that by analyzmg a passage into

units and comparmg lt to,the oral recall of a subject the mental processes that are'ﬂ-

'mvolved m the reader s orsamztng procedures can be ascertamed Accordmg 10 their . .,

view, -ret_n‘lll of * text’ mvolves both abstractrve and constructtve processes The B

c. .

- abstracuve process mvolves sele&mg relevant 1deas from text. to - be handled by the |
memory system ‘whereas the' constructrve process tnvolves relatmg the mformatron from :

- the text to mformauon possessed by the reader in order to construct a meamngful o

’ mterpretatton

o N Recall is. therefore a product of what one knows and what is satd in the text |
: When asked to recall a. sentence ‘oI a passage. subjects frequently reconstruct the
’ ‘sentence or. the passage on the basrs of partral information that they have selected and

tnterpreted The subjects rememher some main tdeas and make up the rest of the

5.

' sentcnce or passage to fit these ideas. ;= - - - TN

Thc reconstructrve -character of recall is especrally pronounced when subJects are

~ “not .'gtven unrelated sentences to recall but stories or - pxctures (Kintsch, 1977)
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' prParently what happens ln recalling stories is that the subject remembers an overall
therne andr then reconstructs the rest Detarls afe easrly forgotten but the theme ot‘ 2
‘vstory is. much less suscepttble to forgetting. ® . “ S ‘b |
A By companng the protocols of the oral recall of good and poor readers,
,_mferences ol‘ how they differ in mformatron processmg ‘can be made. ‘l‘hese prorocols'
’ can be analyzed into idea units to determme the quantlty of rnl‘ormauon recalled T
addmon the idea units can be categorized tnto different syntactic groups. l( the in- )
formatron recalled by good readers falls mto the categones in dtfferent proportrons ,
.,‘than the recall mformatron of' poor readers ther | pmcessmg differences may be .

e

" mferred

1.3. Word Naming Tlme, Memory: and Comprehension ~

131 Workmg Memory and Comprehensron _ " ' | - Al
" With regard 0. the comprehensron process, there “are several -conceptualizations
| or theoretrcal views of readmg (Rupley & Blajr,1981), some of whrch are extrapolated
to hstemng Wlthrn the information processrng model the .issue of. whether or not
drfferences in workmg memory capacrty can account for drfferences in readmg
, achrevement has been mtensely mvestrgated (Daneman & Carpenter 1980) Accordrng to
Baddeley and Hitch (1974) workmg memory has both processxng and storage functnons ”
that compete for a hmrted capacrty. Info.rmatron is processed i the central executive
whfre it is transformed. mto a. speech -like code. It is then storedu in a sﬁech-like
form in the buffer unttl recall Durrng recall the central executive retrieves informa-
tion from- the phonetic buffer~ If processing is executed raprdly, then more capacity -is
left. for storage and maintenance of the products of processmg ‘I'hrs trade off be-

tween processing - and storage actmuee has been used to explain drft'erences in reading

. achievement. ,Poor. readers devote more capacrty to executing the reading processes and
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--:consequently may have less capacrty l‘Or storlng and rnalntatning lnformation in working

v

mémory "“These lneff'tclent processes of the poor reader will be funcuonally equwalent
to a smaller storage “ capacity because they must. allocate more of the available shared

capacrty to the processing functions (Carpenter 1980)/ A functronally slnaller storage

' ‘capactty could- interfere with the quality of contextual integration because integratmg

new information with ,prior context presupposes that the. individual has access .to that

prior tnformatxon (Daneman & Green, 1986) On the other hand, the good rdader may

. spend less time than. the poor reader in the various stages of reggmg suqh as
‘“J

deoodtng. lexical access, parsing,: ,tn?er%ng and integrating, and therefore more
mpactty is available for storing the - mterrnedtate and fmal’ products of reading. Thus
the ‘good reader may have. more capacity left over for the integration of matemls ‘and
perform better dunng recall on ‘the cofprehension task <N ‘
B Very often memory span tagks are used to indicate this mernory ‘c‘apacity.‘ At

least two processes are /involved, in this span:’ the identification of the - items and the

,retentton of ordered mformanon (Das,1984). Many ‘studies have been carried ou~t to

\
relate performance on tnemory span tasks 'to reading achievement as measured by

psychometnc tests (e.g. “Saunders, 1931 Torgesen,1979; Torgesen & Houck,1980). The
general' conclusion reached is that mdmdual_ drfferences in working memory capacity
account -for indiulglual dlfferertces in reading achievement. Given this model, the speed

of . prooessing information is. hypothesized to be a determinant of span performance and

’ readmg achievement. .

- Compatible wrth the vmrkmg memory model is the -limited capacity model

'-proposed by LaBerge and Samuels ( 1974) Within thrs model comprehenston is guided

prtmartly by a series of recogmtton processes in wlnch mformatton about mdrvrdual., ;

words is encoded in a sequence of stages, begmmng thh lower - level feature and

phonologrcal analyses'-and promdxng to the retrxeva_l of _apprOpnate semanttc mformaf

tion. The semantic cues obtained through this process are then made aifﬁil’able for
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higher level mtegrative operations If the lower levcl coding , ‘ocessés gié .nop" arried
B out autul%atically. -the processing capacnty W for . highe ‘vel‘ opgradons will be
imited. o \ Tl |

!
)

1.3.2 Word Niming Time and Comprehension

R
““
N2

- - With regard t tion between word 'aﬂ;ing skill and “¥& iﬁg ability, -it is

found that there is.. relationship betweer word naming speed and reading
.abxlity. pamculatly in early grades Chxldren defmed as skxlled readers on the basis of
- comprehension measures are markedly superior 1o below average comprehenders m ;wxr
abthty 10 riame words rapidly and accurately (Stanovxch 1982)

- McCormlck and Samuels (1979) found correfatmns of approximately -0.55
.betwen word recogmuon latency” and comprehension ability, and approximately 0.60 be-_.
tween word-” recogmuon accuracy and comprehension ability. - Gr?ff (1978) reported
correlations av?faging ‘tve: 0.80 between word reading and several standardized measures
of paragraph tgading. Biemillei' (1977-78) tested children in the second lhfough Lhe
- siith grades and obserw}ed .tha't on the average, 68% “of the va-riance in text reading
time was accounted for by lettéf an word naming time. Mason (1978) found that
' ‘,good readers ‘named words 57 msec faster than poor readers. |

Further evidence in support of the importance of rapxd word recognmon is )
browd& by Perfem and Hogaboam (197\5) who found that Iless- skxlled thxrd- and
fifth-grade readers named gven “high-frequency words approximately 150msec slower |
than skilled ;eaderé. '
| As Smith and Holmes "(I971) have. argued. “unless the reader reads fast
enough, he is not going to comprehend what l;e is reading siniply b@use his memory
system  wiil ric;t be able té) retain, organize and store the fragmentary information in

any efficient way. This is the situation of any reader who does not read fast enough,

who relies too niuch on visual information: he will have very little comprehensidn of

——
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what he reads’ (p a1 t ‘ - \ i‘ff??
In summary the relstlonship between word recognition speed and read\ng ability

is very well established. This rehtionship is very suong in the early grades. but
" declines somewhat as the reade: develops fluency. .probably because when ‘a c\ertain
threshold of reading speed is pused increases in fluency are more dependent on the
development (e/ more sophisticated comprehension strategies that operate. relatively

lndependent of speed (Jackson & McClelland, 1979)

. 13.3 Word Naming Time and Mernory Spnn |
As mentimed above. word span performance involv the identification of\ items
and the retention of order informanon The ftrst reﬁects speed of accessing f\rom.~
long-term memory the name for the word whereas the second reqmres a successive
-prowsstng- of words (Das,1984). Thus it is expected that individuals who are slow in .
| word naming (as measured by word rdentifreatron time or naming latency) will process ’
information so slowly that they wrll have less capacrty left over for storing items that
haye been processed and thus wrll have a shorter memory span (Dempster,1981). J
. In fact, Nicolson (1979) has investigated the. relauonshrp between memory spa;{
and processing speed. The_ results, of his study : provide strong support for the
| hypothests that both within subjects ‘and between ‘age groups. changes in rnemory span
| are dtrectly attributable to changes in reedrng rate. ’
Many studies have been done on the relattonshtp between word naming swd.
‘;arnd memory span (Dempster 1981; Huttenloe#r ‘& Burke,1976); between memory span
nnd reading achievement (Raymond 1952; 'I'orgesen 1978); and between word naming
tme and reading achievement (rﬁ’e i & Hogaboam, 1975; Wolf 1982, Katz &
Shankweiler,1983). Yet there are only a few studies done on the\r;rterrelatronshrps be-
tween ﬁword narnmg time, memory span and story comprehension (Mason et al\..197.5').

So in addition to examining the recall of good and poor readers after reading and
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'A Ustening. the interrehuodsbips b!t'ween word nsmins tirne. lhemory spm snd story
. 'comprehension would be inVesUnted in this study hs well “ '

Recent interest in’ psychology of reading has spswned 'Y number of studies thst
have attempwd to determine the critical stimulus variables afrecung word recognltlon

Various studies heve identified three- variables:. number of sylhb. (S ot &
’Smith 1873). number of * letters (Frederickson 9 Kroll 1976) and word frequency
(Forster & Chamber 1973). Further study by Pert'etti Honboam and I-‘mger (1978) .
indiested that differenees between ‘skilled and less skilled reedere were ebeent
namins colors, digits and pictures Yet vocaliz.ation latencies of skmed and less sk ed
" young readers were found for words and’ mcreesed with the number of syllables. lt ii"
" therefor hypothesized by Perfetti and Hogaboam (1975), Perfeusi and Lesgold. (1976)|
.T that dtfferenoes m reeding comprehensron are in large pan due o differences in the
knowledge and use . of verbal codes Hence in this study, words were used as the
stimuli for narmng time tasks. The relatronshrp between the naming time for

.. l-syUable 2-syllable and 3-syllable words visual and uudrtory word span ":together with
listenlng and readmg comprehension performance of 8ood, and poor readers ‘was

_‘ mvesugated o L
- 1.4 Purpose of the Study . - S
« . The purpose of this study was twofolds First of all the mdmg

comprehensxon and hstemng comprehensron of ° good and poor readers as tndtcated by
their recall protocols would ‘be analyzed to see whether poor readers were able to ‘
make use of the story schema to understand and recall the same quanury and’ quahty
of mformatron as good readers dxd and whether the same amount and type of infor-
mation would be reeelled after readmg. as compared to the hstening condition. -
Related to this was the controversral quesuon of the relative effi leacy of the mode of

presentation on the comprehensron performance of both good and poor readers. The
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ucond mtjor pm' this study was to lnveetlme the lmerreleuomhips among
* word reeoqddon speed, nf ‘ -span, readlni and lletenirrs comprehension of |ood
and poor’ ! ﬂf!h:mde .readers. / In order to echieve qhis oal, the' naming ume of
l-sylhble Z-Iylleb!e and 3-s
' dent. As word reeosnitlon is a componem of the reading

proceu it is therefore exphcted that . the’ ability 10 reoognize words rapxdly is rehted fo
'indlvidﬁll dtfferenoee in reedinx ﬂuency In addition there is also the pouibﬂity t.lm

' ble wards, tegethet wlth visual and auditory span mks

~ poor mdm fail to acquko Momphic knowledae ~.one that tequiree the detecdon ;

or | remembering of ordeted lnformation as meuured by the memory spen usk

1,5 Definition of terms S | =

. Ruding Comprehedsion' A complex of proce;ses' (together ‘with the result gen-
-erdted) mvolved in bringmg meaning ‘to the pnmed page - ang interacdng with that
" 'written meeuge m order to commumcate with the author (McLLod 1978) |

e

\

Listemng Comprehensxon A complex mulu dxmensnonal / set of skills (together _

with the mult senemed) mvolved in taking what one hears and orgamzing it into

verbal units to- whi*:h one can apply meemns (Goss 1982). ‘
Memory Spep_Forward. The recall o ~'h_sts:of words- in the order in which they
Word Naming Time: The gpwd the subjects are able to orally name words

. Good Readers Those subJects in- Grade 5 who achieve at "of above the 75th

pereenule on the comprehensxon secuon of the Edmonton Public Schools District ~; |

.- Reading Test, adxmmstered at the end of the previous schoo] term

Poor ‘Readers: Thoee subjects who achieve at or below the 30th - percentile on

the eomprehenfon secnon of xhe Edmgpton Pubhc Schools _ District - Reedmg Test,
admm!stered at the end of the previous school year. '




| 1.6 Lliuludon: of the'!tuly , ™ | B
" Many ways bave been used to assess reading/listening compreheoeton including
1ekcher questions of various types (literal and inferential), muiltiple 'choice questions,
cloze procedure and rummery of the story. Some are required ia. written form wlﬁle
- others are in oral form ?n this study, the comprehension performﬁnee ‘or the: suuecte
is measused. in the form of a free recalllng "‘er whiat ‘they - have read/listéned. VBy
~ andlysing the tnmcript of thrs oral retelling; together with the word naming latencies )
. and the aeoreeoothememoryspentuh infereaeeeeenbemdeebm&rbe“ ’
relationship between - naming time, memory span and reading/lisigning eomprehemion

. 5
. Yet the use of a free, oral mll has the followmg lmuutions |

r!

N _
1. » Wheo subjects are grven oral recalls, verbal fluency may have affected the re- .

-- sults of the study. Some subjects may have comprehend‘ed the passage when
o reading/listening - but may have been unable o verbalize thetr understanding.
~ Others may not have comprehended as well when reading/listening byt, because -
of verbal ﬂuency._ make the best of the -information they poeeetﬁ So. the
\ A subJects selected in thts study have srmrlar verbal IQ in order to avoid the N
) above factor operattng as a vanable affecnng therr performance o
Subjects particxpatmg in the study may not have beeo famxha; with the oral
retelhng of a story Beeeuse of the lack of expenence or grammg. iIﬂ:y may

be unsure of how much or what ‘parts of the information they understand -
should be included irt the oral retelling. ,IrL order to control thrs one practice
short passa_ge was given to the subject m the wntten orm and another-in oral”
‘ form to get the subject familiar with wifat'he/she was supposed to do. "
3. The subjects.selected to pamctpaterm the: study may have- b_een in an unfamxl-
iar, atypical ;adh@mhg situation. The presence of '“a stranger as- ;‘the
. invectiga’_tor'»‘ and the tape recorder may affect the performance of the subjects,. -

~ especially the shy and nervous ones during the testing sessions. “In order w0

.-
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avord thts an atmosphere of fnendhness and cooperatron needs to be estabr

"shed *nA brtef mtroductron 5f what the tasks are about and an’ assurance that

A err‘ performance would not be consrdered as part of therr examrnauon ‘marks

| are necessary Yet they are strongly encouraged to try therr best

| 4 , There s only one readmg test the Edmonton Publrc School Drstrtct s readrng.

test to tdentrfy good and poor readers Thrs may not be able to dtscnrmnate

Moreover the percentrles set 1o drfferentrate good and poor readers from the- S

normal ones »are -arbrtrary and htghly subJectrve There may not be marked
dr,fferences between these two groups of subjects ‘In order to check this, the
Schonell s Graded Word Readmg Test was grven to each subject. This test

A represents a- screntrfrcally selected sample of words of mcreasmg dtgrculty that

from whtch Readmg Age can. be calculated Finally the scores used are from
- R 4

good readeﬁs from poor readers so well as . other standardrzed readmg tests.

wrll grvc an accurate esumate ol’ a puptl s power “of word recogmtron ~and

. . . N . . +
i . : Ca N 17
I . . ’ .
\2 i . ‘ e - .

’ the end of the prevrous school year Some students comprehensron scores may

: have undergone mark_ed t\;_hanges durmgv the. next few months.

i I S L S

17 Slgmficance of the study

The workmg memory model proposed by Baddeley and Hrtch (1974) says that :

slow processmg of mformatron results in httle ume left for storage of products, Thus‘

poor readers nwd to snend more- trme m the vanous stages of readmg such as
decodrng. lexrcal access parSmg, mferencmg and mtegratmg. therefore less. capac1ty is

avatlable to them for stonng the mtermedrate and frnal products of readmg Thus -tlus

study rs mtended to venfy the above assumptron by frndmg out the correlatr;on be- .

~ tween - memory span "and. readmg comprehensron " In addttton untrl now there . have, .

been only a- few studres on the relauonshrp between memory span and hstemng o

bl

comprehenston of good and poor readers except the one done by Daneman and

] - ) yoo



S S I

)

{ﬁnmg span with readmg and lxstenmg

‘. - Carpenter . (1980) who' correlated reading span‘
comprehensron performance Theﬂ subJects u@d Jln theu‘ study were college studems_
So . ig was worthwhrle o - conduct an eXperlmem ‘o see whether memory span also
correlated ‘wrth lrsterung comprehensron of& good and poor readers in elementary schools
‘.Furthermore the study wxll mdrcate whether or not poor readers can yderstand and
recall important mformauon to the same extent under different condrtrons of

presentation of materials. This . will - add to our theoret m@; knowledge about the

' comprehension -'process. This wrll also have 1mplxcatrorer % ﬁassroom teachers

“fesource teachers and reading clrmcrans for u wrll help e fo know more about = -

r

‘ow -poor rteaders process and orgamze the recerved mformauon and decrde whrch'

condition is more optrmal for ‘poor readers to leam the commumcated message.

e

v



as they relate to theu prtor knowledge

2. l l Top—down Model

i Literature’ Review |
‘I'he main purpose of thts study is to mvesttgate the relauonslup between word
namng ttme memo,ry span, readtng ;comprehensmnf and . ltstenmgu comprehensron Wl
good and poor readers ' This ‘chapter will prov'ide a review of literature related to this

purpose " This chapter is- dtthed into etght secttons Jhe first. three secttons deal thh '

a Teview of ltterature on readmg comprehenston and the dlfl'erences between good and
. poor readers. The . fourth one . dtscusses the relauonshtp between memory span and

- "j readlng aéhievement : The “flf‘th sectxon s mamly concerned with: ltstenmg :

R

comprehensron whtle the s1xth one dtscusses the relattonshtp between readmg and

ltstenmg comprehensxon Ftnally the last two secttons revrew°those Studtes whtch ‘have

- -compared the dxfl'erences in comprehensxo,n performance under dtfferent modes of

_presentauon of‘ good and poor readers

1
A

. . . .
o LY ' . . e

21 Models of Readutg

There are four general Vtews of readmg The ftrst one. lS the. top- down view,

than the text bnngs to the reader (Strange 1980) Essenttally, readers are mvolved m"

hypothesrs testmg as. they proceed through a prmted page Pnor knowledge of the

“world and language enables readers to make mt‘ormed predtcuons about what they are

4

R readmg - As readers contmue readtng, they etther confirm or modtfy thetr predrcuons

Goodman s, model was developed on the basrs of the author's experience of'

oral readmg in youngsters It 1s assumed ‘that the processmg sequence starts with ‘the

:"eye movement and a ftxatton on new matertal After thrs the reader selects graphtc

'cues from the fteld of vtston to help ‘in - the formatmn of a "perceptual image” otf :

LY

-
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“of the text.- ’I'he selection - of vlsual rnformatron is gurded by the reader ]

- —

ground cognitive style strategres. ‘and' - the - context constramts 'l‘he resultmg "
\perceptual rmage is made up partly of what the reader sees and partly what he
‘expects to see” In the next stage the reader searchesf hrs memory for related syntac- .
tic, | semantic. and . phonologrcal_ cues to ennch tlre ,perceptnal rmag_e,_ At this -pornt the
reader makes a guess or tentatiye/ choice consistent t_vif.h the g‘raphic ‘cues.v If he is
‘successful he holds the resulting"choice 'in "Medium-term memory". If not he tries :
again or looks ‘back at the e@er text. Once this choice has been made rt is tested B
* against the pnor context for grammatrcal and’ syntactrc acceptabrhty lf it frts in’ wrth
earlier materrals; its ‘meanrng is assum_lated W_lth prior meaning” and the r'.esnlts are
“stoted  in . long-tenn . rnemory. At this - point predictions' are made about the
forthconring text and the cycle is repeated.- M

- This model has several shortcon‘rings.fﬂ‘ The main nroblem ‘iis that it'does not )
specify much about the~reading process (Mitchell 1982). It does not rndrcateﬁ how the \'
vanous non- vrsual sources of information are d‘rawn upon to modulate the formatron
_ of the perceptual 1mage “Nor does it~ saty anythrng about the relative rmportance of
the contnbutrons from the dtfferent sources. In addrtron it fails to acknowledge the

xmportance of lower level processes sa& as word recognrtron whrch the text requrres of

the reader., _

- 212 Bottorn;up Model
Another vrew the bottom -up , Or text- dnven conceptuahzatton is bascd on the .

'-'rdea that the page brings more rnformanon to the reader, 1.e.-- re_aders begrn reading

&
- 3

.,wrthout much mformatron about"the content Then word parts and words are
processed sequennally. and meaning . rs got drrectly from them (Gough 1972) In the
first stage of the readmg process visual. rnformatron on the page is, registered in iconic

memory where it “Temains available until the reader makes another fixation. This
- . ° - . . - a ’ Tl

L0
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lnformation is used‘ as raw material for the purpose -of ldentrfytng the sequence of’ let

, _ters -in, the display Thrs recogmtron process is assumed to operate senally from . left '
.f--.,i':to rtght the devrce responsrble for the tdentrftcauon process (the Scanner) 8. assumed
o’ consult pattern recognitron routtnea held tn long term memory.. The string o& letters

" read fronb the dtsplay is plawd in.a Character Regrster and rmmedtateLy opemmed on

o : ,by 2 mechamsm (the Decoder) whrch maps the characters onto a stnng of systematu: ~

plaeed in another more Stable stofage named 'I'PWSG‘

phonemes ‘ The Decoder is assumed to make use of a Code Book of

,graphemeto phonemg correspondence Tules. The end products are stored temporanly in-

<

“a form analogous toa. tape recordmg The phonemrc representatron. Supplemented by

'refer.ence to the Lextcon is used to 1denttfy the sequence of words in the sentence ,

T

i and these words are held in anary Memory until the sequence can be parsed and

the place where _:

\ sentences go when they are understood) \The comprehens‘ n devrce draws upon syn--' .

tactic and sFmannc mles tn the course of analyztng ‘th sentenoe t ’ g o -

Thus under this model, processrng in readtng is constdered as data dnven in

_ .that all. decisions about vrsual inputs, such as words or letters must be made before.

the - data are transformed tnto the lund of meantng code necessary 20 allow :

mstanttatron into long-term semantrc memory The memonal structures never ‘serve to S

' dtrect the hypotheses -about what a partrcular word or letter rmght be When readrng

is analyzed in this wa’y, the component levels of processing appear to be orgamzed
hrerachreally and the attarnment of any grven level presumes the executron of all .
subordrnate levels. N )

e

" . Like top-down ) models the fundamental problem with bottom- up models is

T their very one-sidedness. v(A'dams 1982) These “bottom-up or hrerarchrcal slqlls models

~ RN

have failed "to recognize the role of htgher order knowledge that even yt)ung readers .

:are able to bring to the text. ’I‘hey pay no partrcular attenuon to the process. ol'

mtegratrng sentenees and propositions, which obvrously plays an rmportant role in the .

)
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comprehenston .process In ‘addition, these moders are vague about the way in whrch’ 1
© the readrng process is influenced by prior context. (Mitchell 1982). They also lack‘,
flexrbrltty because) they assume that readers have no chorce of strategies to deploy in

¢

.different r__eadmg, tasks.

2 1 3 Interactrve Model »
- The mteracnve vrew assumes that what readers brmg to the page and what is .

written on the pase are both 1mportant in gettmg meanmg Readers . are therefore
| using - both text and mformatton about theu' world to get at the meamng of pnnt V
j Many theorrsts belreve that meamng is not mherent in the pnnt.’ | -
' The schema theory is an attempt to explain comprehensron as | an tnteractrve .
process in whrch readers tise their knowledge structures to arrive at a consistent under-
standing ot‘ text. The schema theory has beerr descrtbed by Rumelhart (1975) as a
E ﬂreory about how knowledge is represented and about how that represcntatron

»facrlttates the use of knowledge r; partrcular ways Accordmg to sthema theory, -all

knowledge is packed into unrts These umts are schemata -Embedded in these packets

of knowledge is, in addrtron t0 knowledge rtself information about how thxs knowledge

is to be used. | _

In the ftrst stage. of the readmg process the mformauon is- packed up by the '
eye and regtstered in a Vrsual Information Store (VIS) or 1con . Vtsual features are
extracted from thrs store and made. avarlable to the pattern synthesrzer The devrce '
draws upon a wide” ‘variety of drfferent gources of mforrnatton to’ work out" the most
'probable mterpretatton of the text. SourcLs of tnformauon that may be ‘used include
mformatron about letter shapes and the orthographrc structure of English, tnformauon
in the mental lexrcon mformanon about what °1s syntacueally and semantrcally

acceptable in the language and mformatron about the contextuaJ situation. lnformatton

. from all the different sources {is brought together in a store called . the message ‘centre.

-
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’research in reading (Blachowrcz 1984).

Each knowledge source contrrbutes a set “of altemate hypotheses The plausrbility of

'each hypothesis ls then evaluated by éhecking it agamst rnformatron in other parts of
the system. After repeated checkrng carned out srmultaneously at au levels. the "

'selectlve strengthemng of compatrble hypotheses defmes a set of hypotheses that are

hypotheses is accepted as-. the fmal mterpretatron of the text ‘at each of the drfferent

levels of analysrs

= J
The role ol' rnference m the readmg comprehensron prooess is a major feature

reader to hypotheslze about story structure. words. language features and meamng

!

consrstent both wlth one another and with the featural information. This set of P

. of the schema theory Literal rnformatron serves ‘to actrvate schema that lead the :

Schema may be changed elaborated upon or dlsmrded as one procwds through the '

text Changes in schema can be consrdcred new learmng that may result from

L ——

~modrfymg an exrstmg ‘schema or from creating a new one.

Accordrng to this theory. t_hen«,;. readers -may fail to ‘comprehend : ‘hecause of
three reasons: v?t‘_heu reader may not have the appropriate s_chemata; v'the reader may have
the appropriate schemata, ‘b'ut ’the- clues provided by the author may Lnot be suf'f‘ﬁent
to ;nggest them; or the reader may find" a consrstent rnterpretatron of the text “but
may not find the one mtended by the author (Rumelhart 1980) |

'I'hus the rnteractrve modcl describes reading as a constantly shrftrng interactive
process depending on farmhanty wrth the ‘topic, the syntax, the lexicon’ "and the

purpose for reading. This model is particularly attracti_ye to reading educators bécause

it better explains collected data on readin'g performance It is Rumelhart's type of .in-

' teracqve model which -is .now a dommant one shaprng pedagogrcal practrces and -

r

‘At the core of mteractrve approaches to readmg is the constructivist: assumptron

that berceptron consxsts in reprwentmg or orgamz.mg mformatron in terré.))f one's

., own prevrously acquired knowledge. Through the mteractrons between top-down and
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bottom-up . processes. the flow of information “will be considerably constrained. In

viev) of this interactive models have adopted the notion of a central, limited capacity

~_processor from theenes of mformatton processmg It is the allocation of attention 10

higher-order dtmenstdns that deterrmnes whether or how the text will be understood
v TS . :

2.1, 4 Limited-capncity Model

\ T
The hmrted capactty model of rwdmg. “put t‘orward by LaBer%e and Samuels
(1974), suggests a relatronshtp between attentxon and the subprocesses of reading. It

views reading as a process of activating internal codes corresponding to features, det-

ters,  spelling patterns, visual and phonblogical representation of words, and is -

’ concerned ananly wrth the condmons under which . successnve codes can be actwated

. wrth or wrthout the reader s attentton

: If the reading task requires less attention than the reader has avatlable there is |
no problem since the energy cost is less than hrs capacity to perforrn the task. But7 -

if the energy cost for i task exceeds attention capacrty. he has to resort to a strategy

. to overcome this. One useful strategy is to dmde the task into smaller. units, where

the energy demands are less than our capacity hnutattons Although the unskjlled
person can now perform complex tasks by domg one subunit at a time, the rwnredure
is slow ‘and difficult. As the unskilled person continues to practtse the Shypet W
attentton demands for the subumts decrease, enablxng the student to . grou the subuni
into larger and larger chunks until the enttre lask. can be handled as 2 sugle l;it.

As reading is a complex activity, the attentronal demands for the ynsibe:
'reader to “decode the words, extract the meamng of individual words combine the
meanings of all the words to comprehend the sentence as a whole, and to ‘relate the
meunmg of the sentence to the rest. of the text exceeds the student ] capacrty
Co__n‘sequently. the student must ‘gmde the. task into suhumts- of dfcomng and
comprehension. .One strategy the u_nskrlled reader -can use is to put hatténtio:n first on

.



t.he decoding tnsk and, when it is done switch attention to comprehensron Not only
must the poor reader subdivrde the task into decoding and comprehensron very of ten.
he. must break the words imo smaller units. The' size of .the /visual unit' used for
decoding depends c:n the energy derunds Generally the less skilled the reader and the ,

less falnihar the words the smaller the unit of vrsual processxng because of . the greater

-energy cost. With pracuce the attention demands for decodmg decrease Then the

student can decode larger “units and finally decode and comprehend .simultaneously.

AWhen the decodmg task reqmres 80 llttle attentron that the _student can''decode andf

comprehend srmultaneously, decodmg has become automatic.

Once the visual information is decoded. it moves on to ph,dnollogical memory

‘where the units are processed into their corresponding sound representations. When the

visual units are smaller than a word, their, component sounds blend - together in’

phonological memory' _,to' form a word and, when the visual input" is an entire word,

- its phonological representalion is found. -;;_'How'ever. » when. the skilled reader recognizes

highly familiar words, the phonological recodmg stage may be'bypassed and the pro-

_cessing route may g0 dlrectly from vrsual memory to seinantrc memory, i.e. from prmt

to. meaning. Once phonological processing is completed; the phonologrcal rnformauon is.
sent to seman_nc memory where 1t is processed for meamng. |

In this model, the manner in. which attention is deployed is “one" of the most

' important’ chtors‘ in understanding processing differences between the skilled and the

unskilled readers. The unskilled reader must frrst use '.considerable amounts of

attention "to word recognition and then switch attention to the comprehension task.

This switching of attention back and forth from word recognition to comprehension

‘plnce's considerable strain on the memory system.

Despite differences among these models, they all agree ‘that words must be
‘rapidly' processed for fluent reading to occur (Stinovich,l982).‘ Smith (1978) has re-
peatedly emphasized that reading must be rapid so that several words can be integrated

~
4
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\A5 2 meaningful sequence in long-term mem'ory. Slow reading strains short-term

~memory _and leads fo words being read as isolated units. Bottom-up models also-stress

' i) |
the need for rapid reading of words. Laberge and® Samuels (1974) have argued that ,

word-meaning codes : T"can be organized to make sense only .ff he can manage to
shift his attention activation quickly among these meaning codes to keep them simulta-
neously active, “We are assuming that the process of organizing is promoted . by ﬁast ‘

soanning at the semantic level in much the same way ‘that fast scanning of feature

detectors promotes uuhzing of features into new letter pmems (p 313).

So the general idea from tlus review df readmg models is that skilled reading

. involves both sanalytic and synthetic, or bottom-up and top-down activities. 'l'he

-

top-down processes ensure. that lower order mformauon that is' consistent with the

readef $ expectanons will be easily assimilated, while the bottom-up processes ensure

. that the reader will be. alerted to any information that is novel or that' does not fit

her or his ongoing hy_potheses about the content of the text (Adams.l980). Fors the

skilled - reader, top-down and bottorﬁ-up"f processing are occurring at ill levels of

* analysi sxmultaneously as he or she proceeds through the text. He/She is therefore

alfle to make optunal use of the mformanon on thc page, Lhe redundancy of the lan-
guagd, and the context environment with~ minimal effort.

e

2.2 The Reading Process .

"Reading involves coordinating perceptual processes - that analyze letter shapes
and letter combinations; phonological processes that- bring to mind. how the letters and
the‘ words they form sound; lexical protesses that oﬁng to mind the meanings of the
words; and syntactic and semantic processes that analyze the meamngs of the clauses
and sentences that the words form (Omanson, 1984 p d).

_Analysis of the regomg‘ pxj?oess has taken many forms (Glbsoo.1969) including
language, psychological, mywoh@ﬁc and physiological - approaches. In general,
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reading seema to involve a number of component skills. ‘

Anderson (1972) has proposed a ,theory of reading comprehension, which
focuses on three buic perceptual features: orthogxaptuc encoding. which is the
’identification of letters *nd groups of letters that form words; phonologieal encoding.
which is-the process of rendexiu words into implicit or exphcit speech and semantic
encoding, which refers ) M* Mngful interpretation of the words that readers seg
.or hear themselves pronouncmg Ct‘ these three semantic encoding is thought to be
At‘he point at which comprehmﬂ decun : " S

“Miller and several . cqllegues (1975) have also proposed a theory of .
comprehension that has 3 basic featum identifying imporiant .elememts of the text,
constructing represcntauoXs of . unportant text mformauon and matching representauons
to existing concepts. )

It is suggested that un;ortant clements of a text 'provide cues about “the focus
of the reader's atiention. After the importast el;menu are identified, they are then

The proeess of internal representatxon may be visual, _verbal,

First .of all, information is retrieved from' LTM to form repre-

L

ea réad. -Second, the text information is elaborated or abstracted

10 remove unnecessary details. Third, the important information is integrated. This
o involve making inferences about a representation and its relationship to new text
mformatton or identifying or adjusung mconswtencm between reprmntanons Finally
the reader ass:gm names to thwc representations, which are then used to constru®
meanings that make sense to them. | . -

As for Golinkoff (1976), certain subskills need ‘to have been acquired in order
for_the readde to efficieptly extract information from text. They are the subskills of
decodtng. assessing the meaning of single printed words and text organization or

obtaining meaning ‘from larger stretches of text. According to her view, problems in
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decodir‘r'g may affect the reading comprehension\ process in one of two ways: they ‘may
discrupt the resder's search for the meaning of individual words, or they may hamper

the extraction of the relations specif fed between‘ words b'y a more indirect process e.g.
the overioading of STM. - ' '
S )

Finally Glynn~ (1983) suggested that the comprehension of instructionsl text can
be a. cognitively demanding task beestise cornponent comprehension processes compete

~ for limited space in the reader’s working %'ones The component comprehension

-processes that reeders must perform include recognizing vords and tetrieving their
. / meanings; parsing sentences; identifying and organmng important text ideas; and
integrating those ideas .with prior knowledge. Readers cope ‘with the limited -capacities
of their working memories by attending selectively, by orgamung information hternrchi-
cally and by automatizrng» to some degree their component comprehension processes
through practroe When these processes are mrned out successfully. they produce the -
cogmtrve structures that are -the desired®end products of text comprehension On the
other hand, if .ane- or. more “of these prooesses is not carried out successfully.
comprehensron can break down.: The reader will farl to understand certain- text or will
‘nusunderstand them. B " o \ \
In sum readng is an active prooess tn whrch readers e the sr.rategies of
) sarnphng. predrctmg, conftrmrmg or reJectrng, and tntegraung inf rmauon in order to
derive rnenmng fronr the graphic, syntactrc and semanuc cues provrded by the author
(Goodman & Watson 1977) The overvrew ot‘ readmg process above suggests that
",phonologml encodmg. semannc encodtng. orgamzauon and mtegrauon of tnl-'ormation .

are important sk.tlls that a,re requrred in. suceessful r&tdmg o o
i . i /
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2.3 Individual Dmmncn in Reading S+ .

There m many WlYl M which people can Be said to have dlfferent reading
abilities. Readen can differ in the speed of their te{t reedina. their comprehension.
* their ebility to ,read aloud, and even thelr ebllity to read unfamﬂhr wom
. Awording to Perfett and Lesgold (1977), the tmdedoff )etween proeeuing ‘and
storage seems like a potential source of individual differences in reading commehension
“The 'better reader 'mlsht have more efficient proce_eses so that he/she effeetively v(ould
have more- capaéity for storing and malntaining lnformatibn' More efficx;'ent browu“iiigr" |
could have several interpretauons (Daneman & Carpenter 1980) One hypothesis is that
the processes of good and poor readers differ only in some quantitattve way. eg. a
good reader may require fewer processes than a poor reader to perform exgctly the
same -computation, or the lntertnedia'te steps tttight ‘be elimihated in some or all ef the}
stages such as decoding, lexical accessing, parsing, in}emcing and integratigg in good
reeden Such efficiency would intply that " the good reader .would have v' fewer

computational demands on workiné memory; hence he/she would have more eepacity

- for storing the neeessary uhtermediate and f'nul Gproducts of the reading ‘process. More

efficient promes would also mean that better readers., are faster at reading-related
tuks A speed advantage could mte:act with- the decay of mformat.ion from working
_ memory sgtce less of the preceding .information would deeay simply becaude of the
passage of time. Henee the more efficient _processes of the good " reader could be
functtonally equivalent to a large: storage eapadty Smee poor readers are less efft-
_cient at the reading proeesses they devote more capacity to executmg the reading -
processes and consequently have less eapacxty left for storing anq maintaining u;forma-
tion in working memory to use during comprehension (Daneman & Carpenter 1932)

~ Both the initial encoding “of facts and their subsequent retrieval mvolve ~working
. mem‘ry and could differentiate good and poor readers, Working mexnory enpad'ty .

eould mﬂuenee both the duration that a fact remams in working memory and the

oA - ~
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probnblllty that it js ~consolldeted in long-term- memory. In both cuel. tbo"' better

' reader would 'have an adyrnuge over the poor readers. A fact might- penm' longer in
’worklng memory for the better mdem because hls processlns d—\'no( consume all ol‘
the available eupaclty The fact will not “be dlsplemd so qulckly beuuee the geod
reader might have an advnntage ln consolldatlng the fact in lon;-rerm memory. A

larger proo&sing eapdcity might allow more opportunities “for lntegmlns a pertieuhr.

" fact into the general represenubon The fact would ‘be available durln; more of the

subsequent prooessrng so that later information could be ~related to lt In l‘act rendlng
s a matter of assembling’ and integhtiw proposinons for: lollg-term memory :

Consequently. the lntegratlon process also would provrde more retriewsl routes for \luerr

-pceessmg the fact F y a reader ‘wnh more ‘efficient processes might have additlonnl
" capacity to devote tq/rehearsal and consolidation, while the poorer reader 'would requlre

“ull his processing capacity to perform the minimal conrputauons (Daneman &

Carpenter,1980). In summary, l'act rerneval is, one aspect of reading comprehensron

that could ret'lect differences in prooessmg_.capacity. : E

2. 31 Differences in Procosging Efficiency
, .

In studrec where the' poor readers were 15 years or more below grade level on
srandagdrzed mdmg tests ~drl'ferenees berween the good and poor readers on latency .
measures ‘have been found for objects colors, numbers and letters (Denckla &

Rudel.1976). objects, colors and numbers ' (Spring, 976" Sprmg & Capps 1974); éolor,

numbers and letters (Wolf, 1982) A more recent study by l(atz ‘and Shankweiler

(1983) investigated the’ abrlny of good. 2nd grade reo.ders and less skilled 2nd-grade ‘
<readers t0 name raprdly obJects animals, colors letters and words Tbey -found- srg-i
mﬁmnt drfferenws “between groups- only for letters and words Two addmonal studres'
support the above findings. Perfem et al. (1918) found 10 dxfferenee between skllled'

‘and less -skrlled 3rd graders on ripid haming of - prctures, colors  and vnumbers_;

¥



" on tlus letter narmng task. ‘J B B

A

' 1s that verbal codxng speed is* a general factor in comprehensron It apphes to both

Cof word recogmtron has focused on spwd of " access. In rnuluple studxes-,. usm_g

conducted -a srmtlar study wrth lst graders and . obtamed sunilar results In addition

he added a letter gtanung mtegory and found no drfferences in his wo reader groups

v

codrng eff rcrency in’ accountmg fgr mdrvxdual and developmental drfferencee in readmg

“. 1o be faster word decoders and have been SllQWn to be more efflcrent at encodutg

o

phonologrml and semanttc mformatrbn . SO R

s Perfettr a&d Lesgold (1977) have -argued thatt verbal codautge speed the acceqs“?7

»

' and retneval of a ward name and 1ts context constramed semauttc propertles- 1s a

: l N}
maJor determmer of mdrvrdual differences m dlscourse comprehensron We must access

i

mformatxon xn memory before we can comprehend what we are readmg The posmon

hstemng and‘readmg and is relatxvely msensmve to strategy drfferences So from these
studtes ‘we know that people who read poorly are also generally slower at recogmzmg
words The emphasrs here is on speed but not on - accuracy of word recogmtton

Many mdrvtduals apparently have large recogmtton vocabulanes and qmte adequate

31

However sig"nlfica'nt drfferences were found on words only Stanovich' '(1?81) o

e

As a result much recent research and theory has emphaSrzed the role of verbal ‘

comprehensron skrll (Per?étn & Lesgold 1977) Good comprehenders ‘have ‘been found X

’ v

word attack skrlls as long as they are pernutted mdefrmte amount of mme to process

eachf word but they seem ‘to proceed so slowly that they cannot @ff&hvely understand )

what theyaretrymg to 'Tead. s T - o ’
. 1 ) .‘* ¢ ;\., .
In fact the observatlon' an assocratron between slow Vvord processmg and

readmg comprehensror’ skill is ‘a- relatwely reeent one In théir mrtral study, LaBerge

and Samuels (1974) sho‘wed that poor readers were less automanc tn\ processmg

mdrvrdual words in the sense - that they needed to devote more attentional capacrty to

o

A

; word recogmuon than dxd the less slnllful readers Subsequent research on- automatron O

)
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'popu'lations of both ‘children and‘:"‘adUlts’ and Yoth normal and-. handicapped rcaders “ it

has now been shown - that those who score low on vartous readtng acluevement

measures that stress’ comprehensron are almost always slow. in accessmg tndmdual-

words Memory capacrty is also crucral for processes that take up too much worktng

,w

memory' or too much drrect _attention may dnve out the other processes that ar‘cd-

ed to provrde all of the necessary srmultaneous mformatron to the workrng system,

~ Thus those clnld,ren who can recogntze or sound out most ol' the words theyf

¢

encounter but who do so very slowly, can be expected to have substantial dtfl'tculty in

" reading and understandtng connected drscoWbsence of fast and accurate

wor‘d recogmtxon skﬂls developed early in the course of learning to read will almost
surely result in deftctent readtng comprehensron abtlrty later, |

o/ Perfettr and Hogaboam (1975) dlsplayed pnnted words of various kmds to third

' <

and fifth grade subjects cwho were erther hrgh or low in readmg comprehension.
Decoding latency was measured by the ‘time between word presentauon and the onset

of the subject's vocalization. Decodlng latency was shorter for skilled.- subjects. .The

words. Perfetti ‘and Hogaboam also gave the subjects a 'vocabulary test following the"

decoding J,phase of the experimer They then considered thef question of whether there
was‘ a relationship between knowing the meaning of a word, as measured by ‘the

vOcabulary test, and speed of decoding. -‘Among low-ability readers decoding was
i -

difference between groups was smaller” for highly l‘anul}gar words ‘tlian for less cdmmonb

2

LS

faster for words whose meanings were known to' the - subjedt Foé high- abtlrty readers’

this relatronshrp did not hold 'I'hus for low-ability readers but not htgh abnhty

readk)decodmg seems 1o be dependent on meaning,

A

A more recent study on the relanonshrp between decodmg spwd and readrng e

-achrevement was carried out by Stanovich, Cunmngham and Freeman ( 1984) It was .

found that measures of general tntelhgence decoding speed, phonologtcal awareness and -

listening comprehensron were moderately related to the chrld s/ end-of - -year rwdrng, a
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comprehension,  with decoding speed accounting for the largest amount - of = unique

’v‘ariance ’ .' ", D T 4

K ¥

These decodmg speed drfferences between mgh~ ‘ and low- abxh’cy~ readers are qurte~>

- wide “rangi' . The magnrtude of the drfference depends on word frequency and word

length odrng latency drfferences ~are. less for "hrgh frequency words than
N low\-frequen S (Perfettr & Hogaboam 1975) and greater for 2- syllable words and
i (especially for ‘tn-syllables even ~when frequency s controlled (Hogaboam &

.

.Perfetu 1978 Perfettr. Ftnger & Hogaboam 1978). The general result from these

. frndmgs rs that drfferences between abrhty gfbups m decoding latency increase as ‘2
funcnon of word diffrculty As a letter‘ stnng gets more drffrcult abrlrty differences
in speed of decodmg that word increase. | ‘

McConuck and. Samuels (1979) exarmned the relauonshrps among accuracy and

”» \(}

late‘ﬁ\:y of word recogmuon and comprehension ber non-fluent readers. Results of this
study indicated that accuracy and late.ncy_; were each “'significantly related . 1o

confprehension of both 1st and 2nd-grade w’or.d:s' In addrtron ‘the more accurate .
L readers were recogmzrng both 1st and 2nd -grade words more qmckly and wrth much _
‘smaller differences among word-length latencres than the less accurate readers

Perfettr (1977) divided comprehensxon ; into 3 components (1) a surface or;
' phonologrcal corﬁponent (2&3 syntactrc semantic component and (3) "an
rnterpretrve mtegratrve component He ?ound that the syntactrc semantrc and/ the
1nterpretrve mtegranve components of comprehensron involve ‘memory, and argued that
- skilled readers can hold sgtfmgs of words in memory verbatim, in both single and
multi- clause sentences whrre aon- s‘frlled readers have the ability to remember only sin-
gle clause sentenoes.‘- Ltkew%{, skrlled readers can remember up to°6 words while
_ readrng a passage whereas the non- skrlled readers can remember up to 3 words.
*noe Perfettr concluded that cornprehensron may @be, slowed - down by etther poor

' decodrng or poor memory. If the poor reader cannot remember just read sentences, it o

1 .



makes it unpossxble for hlm/her to use the mterpreuve mtegrauve processes whith

would allow him/her to relate lncomrng mformatton to mformauon already received.
2. 3 2 'l'he Effects of Slow Coding on Comprehension
The speed of verbal codmg is a crrtical distmgurshmg feature of skilled reading
(Perfettr & Lesgold 1976) Verbal coding differenccs have 2 components: the rapid'
access and retrieval of a word name and the retrieval of its contextually constramed
~ semantic propertres Based on this - assumptton. there are. 2 basic classes of short-term
. memory problems. ~The first one is called h,)"_steresis: an inability q* short-term-
“.memory" 'lcoding mechanisms' to keep up with the demands placed on them. This
means either ‘that STM availabtlxty wrll be temporally out of phase with S'I'M input or‘
' that. some tnput and output demands on STM .will get processed Expenments
'by Springs (Spnngs & Capps, 1974 gpr:mgs 1976) support this hysteresis hypothesrs by
showrng that poor readers are slowerq‘at" nammg digtts colors and pictures of common
objects. Anp alternative but related view of the STM problem . qf less-skrlled :
comprehenders is‘ the "speci;icity/ordering hy'pothesis.N _It argues that the Sm codes of
“less-skilled cornprehenders Aa\re less specific and less complete than those of good |
cornprelienders making them less retrievable and less accurately ordered.'
Regarding the effects of slow coding on comprehensron it. .is suggested by
Perfetti and Lesgold (1976) that the act of retnevmg the conceptual mformauon
'assocrated with a name ts a basic, recurrent part of cornprehensron., Idéas are rcpre-'
sented as structured relationships among names for other ideas. Afty time that
comprehension or tZlu.nkmg rc,qnire any | .‘elaboration. extension, or qualil'ication of a
. concept, those narr'wsb_ must be - decoded - or replaced” by the concepts for which ‘they
sta.nd‘ If less;skilled conrprehenders are slower at retrieving the conceptual’ information

,assocrated with a name then they should be slower ‘not only in word identificauon but

_ % also in deeper levels of comprehensron processing, since it is hypothesued ‘that these
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good at reuunmg exact word information of sentences they hear during

levels' lnvolve decoding too.. In addl_tion. lsuch codlng speed diffe'rences are involyed in

»-....—

'appr:hension of the individual words oné reads or hears. - Poor. readersl-ﬂ/ue not as

per‘iod of

tlme m Wthh comprehensron depends upon havmg word mformauon avarlable (Perfetu

- & Goldman 1976)

As evrdenced by the above studres children defined as skilled readers are

‘ markedly supenor to below-average cornprebenders in their abxlrty 10 nhame words

" accurately and raprdly The relauonshrp between word recoggtilon skills and reading

v

abrlrty is well estabhshed
erewrse Mann beerman and Shankweiler (1980) suggested that poor - readers .

" defective performance is a problem extending beyond Lhe act of recording from prmt

to speech and mvolvmg a more general deficit in Lhe usc of phonet1c coding in work-
ing memory In their expenment they examxned the drfferences m susceptibility in
phonetrc mterference by testing recall of phoneucally cont.rolled sentences and word

stnngs Although good readers made fewer errors than poor readers when sentences or

“word strings contamed 10 rhyrmng words, Ath_ey did not excel when the ‘matenals

contained .many rhyming words. In contrast to rnanipulan'ons of phonetic content,

systematic manipulations of ‘meaningfnlness and variations in syntactic structure- did not

Ydrfferenually ,affect the 2 reading - groups Thus the conclusron reached is that the

'poor readers mfenor recall of phonetrcally nonconfusable sentences, word st.nngs and

letter strings reflects failure to make full use of phonene _codmg’ in workrng memory.
| Thus a hypogesis has been proposed that failure to make effective use of
phonetic coding "in short-ternr memory may account for sonre of the .defi'ciencies poor
readers typically show in language processing (Liberman ’Shanvkw'reiler Liberman Fowler
& 'Fischer 1977) Chrldren who are good readers tend to be strongly affected by

- '.rhyme. poor. readers are, srgmﬁeantly less affected For them phonetrc srmrlanty has

little effect on reeall Subsequent experiment$ have confrrmed and exteuded this result. '

<
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under a variety‘ of conditions when memory is tested by recognltton as well ag it is -
© tested by recall (Mark Shankweller Liberman & Fowler ,1977); when sentences or word
strings are the: sumuh as well as when letter strrngs are presented (Mann. beerman &

- Shankweiler,1980); when tlle items are  presented auditorily instead  of vnsually
(Shankweiler, Liberman. Mark, Fowler & Fischer,1979). .

| In each of these .condltions, it was found that poor ‘ reader_s are relatively

' insensitlve to the lphonetic' characterisucs of the iteins. "It would seem therefore; that
one eason for poor readers’ deficient perfonnance in, ;hortQtenn"memory tasks is 'theitr
lfailure to fully exploit th‘onetic coding. Whereas both good and Roor readers were
phonetically- codmg the sumult the pooy readers were more/ adept to exchange segments

across word boundaries and they experienced greater difficulty in retammg words within

tach word string.

- .
v

Stanovrch (1981) examined the speed with whrch skilled and. less skilled readers .
named,colo%s _pictures, numbers letters and words and found that words were the
only stxmulus type that the skilled readers named more rapldly . The equalrty of
nammg ttmes for colors, prctures and numbers suggest that a general name retneval
defieit does not appear to be ,charactenstrc of less-skilled nondyslexic children. Instead.
~ the marlted word decoding speed difference, in conjunction‘ with the lack of .a letter
nammg dxfference between the 2 groups, supports the idea that phonolog:cal codmg
skills may be tmponant determmants of early reading acquxsmon
Accordmg to J orm (1982). it rs likely that a phonologxcal deficit would
adversely 'affect the reading process at a number of levels. First of all. such a del‘ncrt'
would probably affect reading at.a single'-word level. There is- sorne -‘e.v.idence that
| readers can accesss the lexical entnes for single words by either of two mechanrsms
either directly from a graphemic analysrs of the word or by recodmg the word xnto a |
‘phonologrcal representatron (Barron,1978. Colthmrt,l978).. Coltheart's view is that
skilled adult readers car& access the lexical entries for familiar words using the

e



graphemic, J mechanism' alone. However, the phonologica’l recoding mechanism s neces-
| sary for the identification of unfamxliar wordé For %egmmng readers many prrnted
words are unfamrhar so the phonologrcal recodmg mechanism will be partrcularly
'important in achievrng lexical access. A second area vyhere such a memory deficit
might affect the reading process is.in .the _extraction of meaning from text. It is pos-
sible" that phonological codes retrieved from entries in the lexicon could be important
‘in reading compreherrsion cg. ' Kleirner' (1975) has suégested | that in order to erttraCt
the rneaning of a phrase a reader must’ have stored mformatron about words )
' ‘prewously tdentrfied in order to. relate them to the words current]y. bemg 1dent1fxed
While the 1mportance of' codmg effrcrency is not questtoned Kintsch and van |
‘Dijk . (1978) have suggested that dtfferences m relatrvely srmple workmg memory
| operatrons whrch occur after the - tmttal codmg stage . could a’lso“ be unportarrt in
accounttng for comprehensron skrll drfferences 4 '
Ktntsch and van Duk's (1978) model of text processing is based on the effr-

&ient integration of the different text parts so that a coherent, subjective text base can
be formed which will be easily retrieved from long-term memory Integration between
text parts occurs when newly processed semantrc proposmons share .arguments with

prevrously read proposttrons maintained in.working memory. If a large number of old

text proposmons can be marntamed durmg further processmg, the probabrhty that a
| working memory proposrtron Mu share arguments with a new proposition- is increased.
Thts will - facrhtate comprehensxon not onJy through thé mtegratron of text but also by
eliminating the necessrty to perform resouroe-consurmng inferential and search
operations in order to estabhsh semanuc links between proposxtrons Thus vm.hrg this
model the functronal capacity of workrng memory - in terms of the number of old
text propositions which can. be maintained - is an important .determinant of
comprehension. ° Any‘ processes ﬁwhigh mflgence the capacity and which vary among
inditriduals will account for differences in comprehension *skill. .®oviously coding

i
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effiéiency will affect functional wpacity. especially if lowér-level coding operations ate
nat automatic and thereby use attentional resources that might have been used for

maintaining propositions. -

2.3.3 Othsr Differences
Another process ‘that ‘may produce. individual differences is »t!'n;‘ encdding .of
word meanings i.e. sex.nantic encoding. There ?fé at lcast two -components to this
encoding: (1) thé availabil 6f a semantic entry in memory and (2) the encoding of
a word meamng appro}mate r the cogtext (Perfetu 1985). The f!rSI is panly the -
question of the snze of vocabulary As many would expect, low abxhty readers have
smaller vocabularies than hxgh abxhty ones. They are less hkely to have a semantic
" entry for any giveu word in a text. 4It’ is quite plausible that part of the difference
in performanse between - good and poqr readers is due to the fact vth.at the poor
: readers are able to identify fewer words than good readers and know less about the .
words thef do succeed in identifying.- - Incompl te knowledge of ;rbrd meanings could
in fact reduce reading speed and lower the gedder's level of cdmpreheqsion. In-addi--
tion, they are also poorer at inferfing the ’/rneamngs of unfa.miliar' words - in context.
In McFarland a/nd Rhodes' *(1978) exper,ime’x‘,“nt it was found that skilled readers tended
to cluster semaﬂtically associated’ words {ogethcr during recall tore readily than
unshlled readers ‘The results were mterpreted as providing evidence for reading-skill |
7 dxfferences in the scmanuc encodmg of individual words‘ )

Jackson and Myers (1982) found that individual di_fferences in time to access
name codes for visual stimuli predif:t individual differences in reading ‘achievemnemt.
Both short-term memory span and efficiency of ‘rctrie_Yal of sémanfic information Afrom
long-term memory are relatgd to reading ,a_.bility.' (g'hus’ it is concluded that !etter
identificgtion effficiency measures seem to be tapping ‘some | pfo@:css or set of processes-
that develop dﬁring «childhood and that influence pe;forniance on ;i broad ran®’ of

N

1
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cognitive tasks, including reading. ’ | .

} Chabot, Zehr, Prinzo and Petros’ (1984) study provides further evidence of the

wr

“'7elaﬂonship9’ between the speeds of word encoding, lexical access, semantic memory

] ] N
access processes and reading achievement. It was found that the speed og word recog-

nition’ subprocesses accounted for significant proportions of the variance in reading
achievement. ‘Howeve'r. reading achievement was most strongly related to the speed of

’scmantic niéinory access for both words and piciures. Thus these resulty suggest that

" reading deficiencies may occur as a result of either ‘slow semantic 'memory access

speeds or a lack of orgamization of information in scméntic memory.
- Besides the above diffe*r"ences,‘ Steiner, Wiener ‘and Cromer (1971) argued that

poor readers may have a probleﬁi in the use of contextual cues, which can free a

reader from word-by-word reading. In their study, it is found that poor readers ‘were

-

‘concerned with decoding each word and failed V‘i‘;o use the interword relationships that

B , / .
could speed up the decoding process and permit more efficient text sampling. On the

* other hand, good readers appeared to scan for meaning, organ{ipc text into at least

phrase-size units and sample from other areas at the same time. This is similar to
‘what. Gibsonl and Levin ’(1975) have argued of skilled reading:. the‘ability to process
textual material in the most economic way possible g}iien the tagk at hand. According |
to é}ibson and Levin, skilled readers pay- most attention 1o information relevant to
their purpose.v‘ ignore informatioﬁ that ‘has ‘no utility for the task, read in the largest
unit gppropriate for the task, and process ‘the least amount of information compatible
with the task. . | s

‘ Siinilarly Willows and Ryan's (1981 study reported that skilled readers made
greater use of grammatical and contextual information. In this. study, matched pa.iré
of skilled and less sjkilled‘ readers from the 4th, 5th and 6th grades ‘i'ead aloud a
variety of material in cloze ‘proédure ‘format and printed in geometric transformations.

The extent to which syntactic and semantic constraints of. the text guided their
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performance was assessed. In both conditions skilled readers made better use .of _

grammatical and contextual information. There was no significant intprovement across
grade levels in the proportions of syntactically and semantha]ly appropriate responses
Hence the stability of differences suggests the possrbrhty that differential utilization of
synta‘ctic and semantic cues might contribute to differences in the deyelopment of read-
ing skill‘ o . o | | : )

'I'he assemblmg and integrating of words and propositions is -another processrng
factor that differentiates good and poor readers (Perfetti,1985). lf _poor readers differ
in the ability to retain mformauon in short- -term or working: memory. Aqt may lead tol
"more general differences in the processing of sentences. More specifically. if poor
readers are relatively -inefficient at retaining unintegrated strings of words, then it is
| concervable that there may ‘be occasions on wluch the storage capacity falls short of
 that required for effrcrent sentence _processmg

In one study by Cromer (1970), subJects were required (o read texts p.esented
in four dtfferent ways (1) normal presentation in the form of a page of prose; (2)
presented one word at a time; (3) presentation of words in -"meaningful groups”; and
4. pamuoned mto relauvely meaningless segments of text. The comprehensron
perfqrmance for a dtfference group .of poor readers was) compared with that for a
control group of normal readers. As expected, thHe . poor readers perforrned worse in
the 3 conditions where the material was’not explicitly organized into meaningful units.
However, in the meanjngful phrase conditions their comprehension scores were as high
as those for normal readers - |
) ; A subsequent study by Oakan, Wemer and Cromer (1971) has shown that these
orgamzatronal\proﬁlems are not confmed to readmg tasks. A group of poor readers
and a control group of normal readers were required to listen to a passage that was
read erther normally or read in a drsorgamzed way (by a poor reader). The results

showed that in the later condition, when the material was not preorganized.
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comprehe\-ion performance was worse for the difference group, while in ‘the former
condition there was no differenoe ’ | |

Similarly Pike (1977) ‘examined the relationship between .s;_fategies for . recz‘ul of
verbal material and reading abitity of 10- to 13-year old children. Data f&r all
children showed W‘that random strings were haidcst and meaningful strings were easiest
to reéall. While all children made some use of linguistic structure in vai'ying degrees
good readers’' performances on struciufed ‘strings surpassed that of poor readers. Only
for good readers did rafndom lists sho!w the classic serial p@sition pattern wish receﬁcy
and Rrimacy effects. Poot fnders "show less differentiation in their handling of
random and syntactically ordered strings and tend to approach both 'as serial lisis._
Thus the conclusion reached is that good readers remember because they organize
verbal materials more efficiently. ﬂ k

‘ kaewxse Daneman (1982) proposes that readers cannot process every sentence

on a page comemporaneously. they must process in cycles, working with at most sev-
‘eral sentences or propositions at a time. Since propositions in one cycle are frequently
reiated to ‘pmpositions in previous cycles, the reader must integrate. or establish the
' ;oreferencc of these propositions in ordexi to establish a coherent repr&s;mtation of the -
text. If reatiers have small memory span, they can maintain fewer of the propositions
from previous dclw in wor_king memory. Thus they ar§ expected to have
comprehension deficits relative to <r‘eadets who can maintain more of the propositions.

Daneman and Carpenter's (1983) study provided further evidence that working
memory  capacity rhay play an important role in text processing, >p_anicularl,y in
processes that integrate new infofmation with the prior text. Presumabiy, less efficient
reade: devote so much capacity to prd::@sin_g the incoming v)ords that they would be
less }ikc!y‘ to have the precedingl relevant information still- in working memory or be
less able to retﬁeve it from loné-term memory. Less efficient réaders may also devote

% much capacity to lower level prdwssw that t.h-ey do less high-level coding and this
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would be functionally equivalent to a smaller oapacity in workins ‘memory. Successful
retrieval depends’ on initially coding rnatenal in a forrn that can-' be meaningfully
associated with knowledge structures in lons-term memory and mainuining some
retrieval cue in workiné meinory that would serve _to‘ reinstate the* coding operations
(Chase, Lyon ‘& Ericsson;1979). In their stud’y,‘ it was found that working memory _
span was correlated withqinconsistency detection and recovering from an inconsistency. .
Finally it has also been’ suggested that poor readers do not use prior knowiédse

*effectively during reading ‘or listening. Holmes (1983) selected 5th-grade students, with

- equivalent 1.Q.'s, but varying in reading ability and e}tent of general ‘pri‘or lknowl‘edge(
for the” passage topics as subjects in this study. ‘ﬁey read an exp’osgudrxy passage
written on their approximate instructional readiné lev'/el The results. ‘indicated that poor
readers did not use prior knowledge to the same.extent as did good readers Thts was‘
especially true when students were learning new mformatron The results - also sugge;t
that poor readers have difficulty answering text implicit quesuons 'even if they possess
adequate prior knowledge for passage topics. . . ,
Taylor (1979) reported that poor readers’ use- of prior kn.owledl‘ge. aft'ecis tlteir
cornprebension performance. In her study, which investigated good end ‘poor readers’
recall of famrhar and unfamiliar text, she found ' that Srh-.grede good readers,
Sth-grade poor readers, 'and 3rd-grade readers all ‘recalled more on the familiar than“
unfamiliar passage.' However the poor readers' mean difference score between - the two
passages was greater than the other two groups’ mean difference scores. These '
fmdmgs suggest that poor readers' comprehension suffers when their use of prior
knowledge is restricted, as when reading unfamtlmr material. Consequently stories were

{
chosen for the readmg and hstemng comprehensron tasks in this study Grade frve

students have good knowledge of and experience with narratives. They would therefore

"l
A

be able to make use of the text structure to eid their recall.
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phrne body of research relap to the orﬁmlution of memory and how prior :
knowledge relates to m%n: recall has been conducted, The ﬂnding ls th;t
the orpnintion and accessing of knowledge mnuenoee the manner in wluch the reader :
. organizes the infornmion provided by the author and the reader s orsnniution which
in turn, affects the quelity of tbat knowledse in recall, Comprehending a text ,
Tequires the reader to relate the clements in the text to knowledge charactenzations in-
his own. memory structure, Information retrieval and the rwell of tm aré affected by
the manner in whtch prior knowledte has . been organmd in memory Thus the noor
reader’s lack of knowledge, or inefficient use of_ relevant k_nowledge. may baye reeulted

. 'S
_in_their poor comprehension performance.

2.4 Memory Span and Reading Achievement

‘2.4.1 The Working Memory Model
During the was a dramatic increase in the amount of both
exoerimental and theoretical work devoted to the- topic of short-t.ermq memory _

(Baddeley,1984). Whtle short-term memory has been tradmonally vrewed as a passwe

~ storage buffer (Atkmson & Shiffnn,1968) working memory here is concept Y, T
an active part “of the human information - pntmg system (Newell, 1973). It is a
limited capacity system with both processing and storage funcnons In addition, the
dominant view of memory between the late 1950's nnd the early, 1970's changed from
- -that of 2 relatively undifferentiated unitary system to that of a vsystem‘ based on 2
distinct stores: an acoustically based, limited eaf:aéity short-term , store, and a more
- durable sermntreally\ \b'e;sed long-term - store of enormously greater -eepacity
 (Baddeley,1976). The tendency in the 1970's regarded memory as an integral part of
other informauon-prommg tasks, such as peroeptton pattern recogm‘tion

* comprehension and reasoning, as reflected both in a growmg interest m workmg



_memory, and in a growing awnrenefyo'f-.v the . importance ‘of coding. -

Baddeley (1981) divides working memory into thsee seper’nte "puis “The fist -

one is a central execuuve compenent which 1s responslble for processing actlvltles. (s

is assumied 0" be responsible for runmng “the whole system. and to be limited ln
atte&lonal capat:xty. but able to offload some of it demends ‘omto 2 series of
’ ley.l9§4). Acnvitles of the centsal executive component

L
rate rehcarsal routines Such 2s “the loading up of the

phonetic buffer and the of tnformauon from the buffer lf needed Baddeley

- .expects the centraly executiVougee  be heqvxly involved in tasks that measure “fluid ‘i

”intelligence" since worhng memory ts “assumed to. be tnvolved in v:rbnl reasoning,
‘ learning and comprehension ‘ ’ o

One of the =slave systems that help ’Zhe central execuuve is 1he articulary loop
It is a system based on ‘inner speech that is regarded as responsrble for the many

speeclf like charactenstres of short -term. memory It is ooncerned vnth marntammg

speech mformauon through subvocahzauon The articulatory loop is - reletlvely pass:ve' ‘

and makes few dema.nds on thea “central executtve as long, as its capacxty is _not

-exceeded, When the capacity is excwded the central executtve component may b§ome.

”~ .
involved in storage activities such as the recodtng of information held in the buffer S0

that proper mamtenance can take place. If tlns 1s not done, then the lnfo!mnuon in

the buffer is subject to loss due to decay over. ume or. drsplnoement by new tnforma ‘

-
uye (Colhns & Loftus, 1975 "Hitch ,1978). Dtsplacement occurs if addltxonal structures

“tion. Demy occurs if the activation' of tnformatron subs\des to a.threshold level with

are encoded, activated or constructed yhul the capactty is exmded

-~

Support of the xmportant role of the amculatory loop comes from a cluster of

studies which suggest a strong association between verbal‘ codmg and short term

memory (Baddeley 1984).

-
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Conrad and Hull (1964) found that 1f a subJect is required to repeat"back a
sequenc8 of consonants or words then the more" sumlar m sound or aruculatron the ‘
1tems compnsmg the sequence are the greater the probabthty of error -This is

~referred to. as the phonologtcal effect e

Baddeley, Thornsoh and Buchanan (1975) reported that wﬁremory span for words
virrable is
spoken duranon rather than the number of syllables. Thus drsyllablc words with long

L. : AN Y . L . . . .
vqwel sounds such as "Friday” are less well recalled in a.memory span situation than

is a srmple funcuon of thetr spoken duration. It proves that the ¢

s

‘ words that have jshort ggptdly spoken vowels such as "topic”. In addition, they also .

found out: the aruculatory suppressxon eﬂ'ect ie. if - ,subjects are prevented frbrn‘

o

subvocally rehearsmg matertal by requmng them to utter some" melevant speech sound
such as the word "the", then thexr u'nmedrate memory span 1s mpatred - . :

Further evrdence comes - from the unattended spwch effect If a subJect is re- .

B . . T

quired to remember a. sequencé of vrsually -presented items, then his performance will

- be. markedly unpaxred 4 trrelevant matenal is spoken at the same time (Colle &

<

Welsh 1976) The lmportam feature of the melevant paterial is its speech like , char
. .acter. Irrelevant whxte noise does not produce the effect but provnded the smaterxal 1s
’ -4

spoken, its meamng is’ untmportant wrth nonsensex syllagles being Just as- dtsruptrve of

performance as words ’(_Salame_ & B;gdeley 1982) , _‘ . \I

.
.6

aln the Xase- of visually vpr' nted items; - regrstrauon in this® system wrll occur :

only if the subJect subvocally artrculates the matenal In the case of audrtory_\ : '
preeentanon, . however regrsuatron m the store is obhgatory ylence lrrelevant spoken '
. :

o matenal ‘will tlxsrupt performance even though the subg is- attemptmg to 1gnore it. l
» The prooees of subvocal rehearsal allows the sub]ect to take ,advantage of thig store in B .-‘?{

4

WO ways Fust by subvocal rehearsal he s able to revxve fadmg memory traces
vnthtn the. store Second by artxculattng vrsually presented ‘items, he can supplement

-»the vrsual store thh a more durable phonologrcal rnemory trase _ /”

Y



The other slave $ystem is the visuo-$patial scratch pad. The scratch padgis
" regarded as a tempgrary spatial memory system, and is. shown to be’ involved in
manipulating 'v'isuo'-’spatial imagery (Baddeley & Liberman 1980).

Since both ‘processing and storage functrons share the. ~same limited capac:ty. \ |

faster processing activities result -m more capacrty for’ storage Likewxse a slow speed b

S

. of processmg means that ltttle resources would be left over for the storage ando

mamtenance of the processed information. Thus, 1f a reader reQurres consrderable pro-

‘

_cessmg capacrty to decode a single word, his processmg capacrty is less avarlable for

: lugher order mtegrated processes e.8. memory for the just prevrously coded word may

r )
i

suffer memory for the grecedtng _phase may decrease and the sub]ect 'S abtltty to pre-

B drct what he is yet to encounter on the printed page may drmmrsh However, the -
. < f

| drvrsrpn of resources is not. enttrely flexrble In this model 1t is assumed that a frxed. l

] 'nds on how fast processmg can be carried out.

.~,,

In sum, Baddeley and Hrtch (1974) suggested from their studres “that there lS a

_smgle.,. v}orkmg mernory system operauEm verba.lj reasoning, prose comprehenston and

e

free recall leammg, and this workrng memory capacrty has a span llke component.‘
Accordmg to therr view, mformatton presented on- the memory span task 1s processed
in the central executrve where 1t is transformed mto a speech ltke code which is then

:_ stored in the buffer until recall Dunng recall the central execuuve, retrre_ves tnferma.-

- tron from the phonetrc,« buffer If processrng is camed out - raprdly. ‘then ‘ mdré'.,:‘;?/"
capacrty is left for storage and mamtenance of the processed products Thts wrll re-

\v

‘o ‘sult in more accurate recall. Thus 1t is predtcted from tlus model Llé‘t .4 fast speed

N

T ,of processmg is - nwded for better recall L - T _‘-‘ / o
' Very often memory span has been used .as a measure of workrng memory

Capacrty ‘It is in.fact a complex psychologrcal pheno.menon tnfluenced by at 1east two
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Lseparate compone’ntst ;'th'e avbility‘ to ldenrlfy the item’s"/and the ability to | remerr’rher the
order in whichv iterns’) occur rn "a Tlist. . The frrst reflects speed of . accessmg from
:long term memory the name or label for the presented sumulus Whereas the second,‘l
requtres a successrve processmg of the sumulus 1tems (Das 1984) Dempster (1981) .
. exammed 10 possible- sources of mdw:dual and developmental drfferences in memory.
.'Mpan Consrderable evrdence sngests that the speed with - whtch presented rtems can be ‘
ldentifted is a. major source of both mdrvrdual‘D and developmental dtfferences in span
: performance (Baddeley,‘ Thomson & Buchanan 1975 Torgesen & Houel; 1980) It has
] 2'laeen emprricaleemonstrated that thls vanable accounts for, 25% of vanauon in
perforrnance on the span task among college students (Baddeley et al., 1975) dyslexrc-
subjects (Sprrng & Capps 1974) and learmng disabled subjects (Torgesen &
B Houck?980) Nevertheless. performance on the span task requrres not only the recall-
; of the rtems bl&t also the order in whrch these items -are presented Once again. it has

been empmcally demonstrated that this v ble is ;elated to readtng aclnevement

(Mason Katz & Wrclrlund ,1975), and that poor readers may be msensmve to order'

o

' (Singer, 1932) SO :
2 4. 2 Empmjal Endence - '.;,r‘

W;th regard to successrwprocessmg. 3 typml task indicating  this processing is - -

!

' nletncf”‘ ‘s&pﬁn Baddeley ( 1981) descrrbed the relauon between workmg memory and ,' .
| readmgé‘as follows *r'Irg leammg to read a chrld must decode a series of - vrsually’
Opreitented letters store ‘the - outcome of hrs decodmg m some temporary system and l
subsequently blend the content of hrs store to produce a word (p 416)
. As early as 1931 Saunders reported chm@observauons whrch assocrated poor
performance on span wrth dxffrculues in readrng |

Raymond (19523 concluded from her study that the supenor readers scored

lugher on all the audrtory rnemory span tasks than drd the reta.rded readers Her
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research rmplres that supenor readers ha've longer memory span and are better able 10
organrze the strmulus mput than the retarded readers L ' : o F

Poolrng (1953) found a hrgh correlation . between the scores on- the audrtory

4 le .‘ [y

v - «.i\‘l_\ 'l
» ,%e);ﬁaword recogmtron ability. Poolrng mcrdentally concluded
A,

-that chrldren who scored l’éw ‘on the auditory memory span test of the Stanford Bmet

memory 'span sub«t

- will alrnost always have reading problems

©
™ i

Huelsman (1970) and Rugel (1974) reported that out of the' 26 studres consrd-

ered 15 found srgmfrcant drfferences in performance between good and poor readerS" '

on the Drgrt Span Test There were ‘no mstances in which the performance of reahm
"‘drsbled cluldren was better than -good- readers. In addrtron a. large study by ﬁ

Adams. Forrest Stolz & Frsher (1971) found that the Digit Span Test was one ol‘ the
three subtasks -which rehjol‘),l:/(idrfferenuated good and poor readers in elementary and

Jumor hrgh school The two are arrthhreuc and mformatron

J ackson (1980) and Jackson & McClelland (1979) uwestrgated the relatronshrp

,between readmg skrll and accessmg letter codes frorr\r‘ memory. Memory access was
rmeasured by the, tune tak_en to :__decrde famrlrar. and unfamiliar obJecth,‘ letters and char-
‘,"acters"belonged : to the same category or not. It is assumed that memory codes exist
for famrlrar objects and ~letter5’ Gobdd readers were found to perform better. only m
the mtegonzatron of famrlrar objects and letters. Thrs suggested that better readers |

. were faster at accessmg memory codes and that slow processmg of memory codes may
,: account for mdmdua.l "anatron n readmg performance ‘
Further support of the workrng memory model comes from Wagner & Allans |

(1983) study. In therr expenment 30 grade four students were mdmdually tested on

a drgrt span test of working - memory capacrty (Case & Kurland) and the - Reading

Span 'l'est (Daneman & Carpenter) The Reading Span Test was administered using

sente@:w at a grade 2, grade 4 and grade 6 reading level It was Vfound that as the, ,
ST, LA
g demands of the stimulus sentences in the Readmg Span Test ‘were rncreased

PR - -
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“ theworking memory capacityv-available::for otheer reading' tasks such : as comprEHension_
decreased relative to a s'ubject's working*'memory span ‘as measured on ‘th'e digit span
test. Thus the workmg memory capacrty of an individual is a functron of the
‘ mteraction between . the amount of central capacity requrred for processmg operatxons

1

and the amount of workmg memory capacxty left over for storage.

\15

Besides item tdenttfrcauon ttem order has - been proposed as 3, source - of .
vanauon in span performartce (Dempster,1981; Huttenlocher & Burke,1976; Torgesen &
Houck 1980) A more1 recent study on . the relanpitshrp between nammg ttme and drgrt-'
'span was carned :dt by Das (1985) In. thts study, nammg trme was found to
correlate  with memory Span for Educable Mentally Retarded subjects ‘AFor'

non-retarded subjects,, 1»'relatronshrp between the two  was observed. Yet order\ k

,/. .
memory and digit span had srgmfrcant correlatrons for both groups ’l'lns rmpltes ?hat\

\
the abrhty to retain ordered mformatron may h&‘i a source of performance drfference |

between normal and dtsabled readers on span, L : :g, o -\.

“There are several studies which support the notion that there is a close

relatxonshtp ‘between the ability to order and readtng performance (e. g Mason _et

. al,1975;. Katz Shankwerler & leerman 1981) Mason (1975) and Mason & Kauz

W
‘(1976) have reported results suggestrng that poor readers farl to explort orthographrc

- mformatron In letter detectton tasks ‘good and poor readers perform comparably ‘_
'when the letters are embedded in nonsense letter strmgs These nonsense strmgs are
composed of letters that occur in tmprobable posrttons These same groups of good
“-and poor readers however perform drsparately when the target letters are ehsbedded in
’ probable letter stnngs - onw that conform to orthographrc rules So good readers are
better at detectrng target letters only when the target is- embedded in -a letter stnng
that conforms to normal spellmg pattems - which reflect ordered mformatron -

In Guttentag s (1978) study, good and poor readers dtffered‘ﬁy in a

letter- -recognition task when pseudowords conformed to normal spelhng - patterns. On

\
\
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nonsense strings and highlyv, ‘farnillar words, good and poor readers performed “

comparably. All these findings areﬂ"comparable with Schwartz. and Dochring's report.

‘ (1977) that poor “readers lag behind good readers in their knowledge of sp::lling :

patterns. An inability to detect, remember or compare ordered information would' ex-
plain, in some ways the poor readers’ lack of orthosraphrc ‘knowledge. Because -

brthograpluc knowledge mcludes sequenual dependencres between letters as well as

prct'onal frequency tnformatron. order-related skills would be essenual in abstractmg

that mformatron

.
L] n‘-

In Mason et al, (1975) it wasg found that slnlled sikth grade readers were

very much better at reconstructmg the order of 6 and 8 letter consonant stnngs and 8 '

‘ drgrt strings tha&therr drsabled peers " The skilled: readers were also better at

‘ rdenufyrng the 1tems presented. lt was also found that only item order related sagmf i-

" and poor readers on an order recogmt’ou task usmg ltngursuc (pictures of familiar ob-? |

cantly to readmg acluevement. Katz et al. (1981) contrasted the performance of good

Jects) ‘and’ non- hngursuc (doodle drawrngs) drawmgs as strmulr From the results, it

.was shown that poor readers performed poorly on the recognrtron of the order of the -

lmgurstrc strmuh

In, addition Brady, Shankweiler & Main (1983) reported that poor “readers

were found to perform less well on recall of random- word strmgs and produce more

" errors of transposmons (in' the non-rhyming strings . of WOrds) than did- good readers,

a further mdrcauon of ‘poor readers problems 'wrth rnemory for order

Stmrlarly Massaro (1984) ‘has proposed that orthographrc structure (spellrng

constramts) contnbutes to the perceptual processrng of letter strm_gs In her_ study

- fourth- graders of varying readmg abrhty were grven pairs of legter strings and asked o

k

pick “ the‘.' string ‘th'at most reeembled English spelling. The letter strings were varied

; systematrcally m 'terms of lexical status frequency of sublexical patterns .and rule- based

* regularity. The results revealed a srgmfrcant posruve relationship between readmg



ability and appropriate decisions about English spelling
' On' the whole, spelling patterns, or the orthograpmc information that poor

readers fail to exploit certainly reflect ordered information An - inability to detect,
rémember or compare ordered tnformation would “explain, m some ways the poor
~ reader’s lack of orthographic knowledge. - Because orthographic knowledge includes

| sequential dependencies between letters as “well as positional frequency infor'i}xation.

ordered skills would be essential in abstracting that ipformation. . .,

Daneman and Carpente; (1980) examined individ differences inl'@)orking

memory and readmg The results showed that subjects thh large spans were better at

abstractmg a theme f_rorn a written .or spoken narrative passage. In both hstemng and

.reading comprehension tasks, subjects with large spans scored much higher than

subjects with small ‘spans. In addmon the abihty to abstract a theme from written

'narratives correlated significantly wrth silent -readifig span. (r'—O 71). Similarly the
: aﬁihty to abstract a theme. from- spoken narratives correlated sigmficantly with listening

- span (r= 082)

. In Masson and Mrller s (1983) study, the. ability to store and process informa-
tion is kshown to be. .posmvely r‘ela'ted to scores on a standardized; reading
comprehension . test, long-term memo?y encoding' and . retrieval of - explicitly stated -text

information, and. integration of text information for the purpose of drawing inferences.

. Thus it is concluded that in the tssk of reading, not only does the reader have to

encode new mi‘orrnation in workmc Wry. but he/she must. also activate recently

processed information. or related mnon held in long term  memory. . 'I'hxs

.prowdure is ¢ritical - for maxntaimng coherence of consecutive proposmons in a text.

(Kintsch & van Dijk,1978)" and for integrating new information with previously ‘known
info,rmation retrieved from long-term memory (Carpenter & Just, 197‘l). " Both of

these operation are important for comprehension and memory of text.
. ‘ f N . - R )
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Other empirical evidence for the role of working memory in integration and

. comprehension comes from studies of how individuals comprehend extended discourse.

L]

Correlation srud‘iee of Baddeley, Logie, Nimmo-Smith & Brereton (1985); Daneman &

Blennerhassett (1984); .Daneman‘& Carpenter (1983) nave shown that individuals with

smaller working memory spans perform mofe poorly on general 'tests of verbal
COmprehension ‘and on specific tests of integration tequiring them to compute a
pronoun's reference, monitor for semontic ‘inconsistencies within nnd between sentences,
and abstract the main theme. ' - -

From the above research, item identification and item order are found to be

" -the 2 variables which are most probably common to performance on both span and

reading.

l

e t;.:i P
a'w T
2.5 Listening and the "Process of Comprehension
Listening is a complex multi-dimensional set of skills - (Backlund,1983). Despite
the xmportance of listening 1n the classroom, the ability to listen often has been takqn
for granted and gwen lm.le attention in language arts program (Fnedman 1978)

However listening ability .is. worthy of 'edumtors~ attention for several reasons. - First,’

2 Chlld s level of hstemhg comprehensxon is telated to subsequent development of read-

ing skﬂls Listening and reading comprehension scores are usually correlated. Also,

"studies show that wh{le listening ability improves normally with age, students exposed

AU structured training experiences have performanée sc‘$ ‘higher than those of their .

peers who receive no training or’ who receive only daily reminders to listen carefully.

" Educators .become interested in listening as a result of their interest in speaking or in

hearing a language in general (Gilman & Moody,1984).
Accordmg to Fnedman ( 1978) listening is a process that actually subsumes a
whole series ‘of subprocesses These components of hstemng may be thought to fall

along a bipolar continuum. At one end is a mental state Characterized by attentweness
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e maintaining an external focus only on the speaker and on the message being

!
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transmitted. In the middle is a state in which the listener is more actively selecting
and organizing tt;e material being received. Tﬁe focus is on 4under‘standing the
message. At the far end, the listener _is weighing the message and evaluating what is
being said.- These three staef can be viewed a8 occurring sequentially, cumulatively
and almost concurrently in the ongoing process §f communication. |

II; fact, the skifl. of listéning has always been. underestimated. ~ It was once
labelled 'a passive skill, but it is passive to the extent that it does not 'involvc the
physical activity of wri;ing and speaking. The mental activity ihvol;/ed can be intense,
particularly ét the early stages of hngﬁage ‘lcaming (Daﬁes.1980).

Goss' (i982) model of" listeﬁing consists of fwo stages: in the first stage called
éudiiory perception, | it involves 'segmenting 4the:w speech signal into units that .are
‘potentially ' mpaninéful. In the second stagé called comprehension, it involves two
substages in literal/ processing, the 'listener\ assigns meaning to the meésagc parts;

whereas in reflective processing, the listener ‘thinks about the message, makes more ex-

- treme inferences, evaluates and judges the speaker and the message. The latter

_substage-is a deeper level of comprehension.

, Pcarson‘ and Fielding (1983) identified the processes inV()lved in listening
cor;lprehensiOn and ﬁu; forward the idéa that one cannot understand auditory mess;ages
‘in a 1anguage unless one Has some command over key coihponents' of that language,
namely phonology, syntax, semantics and text structure. At the phonological level, the -
listener has to be able to distinguish the significant phonemes of ‘that knowledge.
He/She has to be sénsitive' to intonation patterns, variations in stress, pattefns across
-words. and“m‘é' subtle cues that allow them to determine where one: word stops and
momer'Ms. " At the syntactic lavel, listeners must be able to recognize paral;hras&é.
disambiéﬁ/a;e and recognize cues regarding form class.” At the semaﬁu'c le\?el, listem;fs

need to know what words mean and how words relate to one another. Finally at the
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text structure level, listeners have to know how thtngs like stories are organized in
their culture .

Coots' and_'; Snow | (198‘4) suggested the information processing model of speech
perception, "which assumes that sentences are initially segrnénteci in working mernory in
gronps ol: "lexical items forming clauses 'or‘ phrases. This surfaco structure string is in_-'
terpreted_;“through a series of phonological. lexical. surface syntactic and deep syntactic
analyses m short -term storage eventually resulting in an abstract semantic representa-
tion. 'I'he semanttc representation is transferred to long-term storage for- retentton
According to’ thrs model, prosodw cues, then, serve several functions: they indicate the

speaker's attituide and affect; focus attention on- particular aspects of the message and

mark the struct boundaries of sentence and - mtersentence untts In fact prosodic
cues give the hst@r cues to the perceptual segmentation of sentences, and reﬂect
major syntactic-semantic relatiOnships that underlie the content of sentences In addi-
tion- to hrghhghttng meanrngl'ul relationshtps. prosody also serves to package'sentences
in a way that perrmts efficient allocation of memory resq\_;fces in sentence processing.

Ion sum, the pro'cess of listening comprehension requires the same subskills as
¥

- reading: phonological encoding, semantic encoding, and integration of materials as read-

ing goes

2.6 Relationship between Reading and Listening “ . .

Reading and listening comprehension make  up the receptlvc side. of language.
Broadly speaking. there are two cxtreme views concerning their relationship. Advocatesv
of the umtary comprehensron process hold the posmon that a unttary comprehensron
process is activated regardless of the mode of input. They see reading as the
translatron of graphic symbols to speech and” reading comprehensron therefGre, as the

same process of comprehensron as listening.
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Fries (1963) put forward the argument that: "Learning to read... is not a

)

process of learning new "or other language signals than those the child has already

" learned. The language signals are all the'same. The difference lies in the medium
through which the phﬁical stimuli make contact with his nervous system. In talk...by
means of sbimd waves recqived by the ear. In reading, the physical stimuli of (h‘ |
same language signals consist' of graphic shapes that make their contact with | his
nervous system through light waves received by the eye. The procesé of learning tb'
reid' is the transfer from the auditory signals which the child has already learned, .tq‘
; rthe ‘new visual signs for the same signals. " '

' Carmoll (1970) also cosidered listening- and reading to be involving similar
processes: "The child must learn that words \_are‘ signals fd; sﬁol;c‘n words and that
they have n:eanjngs analogous to those of spoken - words. While decoding a printed
‘message into its spokgn equivalent, the child must be al:_.lp tvo‘ app;'éhén'd the n;eaning\
of the comprehending spéke_n message.” | | ' :‘

'Similarly. Wanat (1971) claimed - that the task Qf the reader is to translate
gra;;t;;xes into phonemes. 'This_ is the- task particular to reading _ Afterbreading 1o
spwch has been accomplished,f comprehqpsioh progesses  associated  with sp‘eech» ,
comprehension are brought into play. - |

Sticﬁt and his associates ;(1974) have 'considered explicitly’ the ;ques}ion .of the
relationship between auding a;fd rca.ding and have 'prbﬁbjs\ed a dcvelopxﬁental model - of
all Mg@y processes. They offer four; lines of evidence which -support predictions
‘fro'm\ their model. First, the abilit} of children to ‘comprehend spof:ep mmsaées should
exceed their . ability to compre‘hend written messages during the early school years, pre-
sumably because beginding readers la_ck coni‘petency in decoding printed language. It is
predicted that aixding is init}ally sugerior to reading and ihat the two processes become
equally effxﬁvé’ mmeﬁme ‘around 7th or 8th grade. Secondly, audinge *ﬁity “will pi'é-

e A

. dict reading ‘comprehcns'ion, once decoding shll§ develop. Data relating to this
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prediction shows that the correlations between these abilities increase from @ 10

grades and remain ‘stable (afoynd +.60). Moreover, upper elementary and junior hig
aged students who are poor r&ers also perform badly on llstening tasks, suggesting a
general comprehension. Thirdly. tf similar language and cognltlve competencies are
‘responslble for both auding and reading. then sumlar rates of mfomution input,
- whether by printed or by spoken langua_ge. slrould yield similar l_e’rels of
’ ' mpreh'ensidn. Finally thls' model predict‘s that training" which improves audlng nblllt)}
ill be rerlected in tmproved readlng abrlity at least foe thee mdtvrduels who can' i
decode psint. Of the 12 studtes revrewed by Sucht et. el (1974), in which speclfrc:.
audmg achttes were tmproved through trarnmg. 10 reported rmproved readmg a
~ which paralleled the rmprovement in audmg abllit)t
Goodsrruth (1975) . also thought that reading, lrke lrstemng. is a language based
sltill. It shares with. listening - ‘the possibility of use of syntacuc and semantic
redundancxes of - language~ as well as the phonemic and. artrculatory recodmgs that tend
to. activate under condrtrons of dtffrculty -

Goodman (1976) suggested that children learn to read and write in the same

way and for the same. reasén they learn to speat and lrsten. The way is to discover
: S \

language as a vehicle of communicating meani g Language learning, whether oral or

' written is motivated by the need to communi' e/ to; understand and be understood.

His vrew is that reading is the acuve process of reconstructmg meamng from hnguage

presented by graphic symbols (mmﬁ just as ‘the  active process of reconstructrng

""meamng from the sound symbols (phonemes)\eLJ&l language.

- Jackson - ‘and McClelland (1979) examined the nature “of the processing :ﬂ

R ~(lrt'ferences that - separate better readers from less effrcrent ‘readers.. The -major. source

of individual differences in readrng lmhty lres in general modahty independent hnguage
"8 .

comprehension skills. Better readers tend 1o achieve better comprehension than @prer,

readers whether tHey’ are reading tekt or listening to ‘spoken discourse. .In fact |



peroformenoe ‘on a vtest of . listening comprebension accounted for ‘51% of the variance in
reading e’bﬂlty for the semple of subjeﬂs A
Peereon and Fieldins (1983) hold the same opinion that listening comprehensnon
involves the same orcheetretion of ski_lle in phonology. syntax, semantics and knowledge
of text structure, and seem to be controlled by the same set of cognitive processes as’
read!ng comprehension. . L
| Guthrie and Tyler (,1976) studied 4 related phenomena ' comprehension
: dlfficultlee in lieteninx for poor feaders;.the rehtionchip between semantdc and syntactic s
processing for both good and poor readers in both wntten and oral forms. the impdct .
of the lack of automatic:ty in decoding and the importance of mcomplete decodmg as

-explanation of poor reading !omgrebension They made up &-.word stnngs of 3.

catrgories: meamngful syntactically cbrrect and random word hsts .w,mdngerent

types of sentences were preeented to the ‘good and: poor .readers m 'V;ﬁl _;At%t‘tenﬁ 8
form. In both listening and reading, both kinds of . studen q? _%
in the meamngful sentences than in ‘the syntactmllv Mect sentences
~m “the syntacntr sentences than in the random ongwwv it'“is ; e e
processmg of semantic ands syntactxc mt’ormauon in ‘the -two .modﬂaittiep» appcars td;ng zj
similar. Furt.hermore- it is also found in this’ study that $he & : o
in reedmg than in. hstemng. suggeetmg that decodtng
performance. - .
Support for the umtaty comprehensxon process. ~' w’
(1968), who claimed that: :*

1.~ both readidg and listening are  concerned
':o'mmunmiion' process *(¢.g. Walker,1973).

g 4‘

2. each seems to be a complex of related sk

C Komnnky 1977):

3. | thekgame hx' 3

o

tal processes  seem to
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. between them (e.gJohason 1974) - .

’

' X the teeching of one seems to affect the other (e.g.Lemons & Moore, 1982)

.‘ < ‘ " On the"other hand others see reading comprehenston as a parallel but dlfferent
o -

> rorm from’ listenins comprebension Borth (1972) proposed that: "Although reading
and - listening abilities shre _some elements in common. they exhibit- substantial

diffexences. and...we can no!longer use listening abilities 10 estimate reading aptltude in :

the simple fas we heretofore thought pogstble

Adams ( 80) pointed out. the - processing ‘differences between readlilﬁ end |
listening by saying that reading‘ demands more syntacnc sophtsticatiog, than does
listening. Whereas the syntacnc struct:re of a spoken sentence is largely ngen to the\
listener through prosodxc cues, _the syntactic structure of a writtén Jentence must be
discovered by the reader.’ The mtpnauo patterns. vaﬁauons xn stress pattgqs across i
words- and the subtle cues allow thdm o determxne where Pone word stops and the .
"other begins. They give much 1nformatxon about the underlytng structure of sentences )
For the ‘written - language, it conveys. this prosodtc mformauon ‘only parually and onlyv
clumsxl through punctuauons (Crowder 1982) demarcatxon of paragrgphs and textual g

3}
devices sych (as underlym  and 1tahctzmg (Rubm 1980) Temporal charactensucs of

speech such pauses and cﬁanges in speed often provnde clues fof the ehunkmg of

words imto larger consntuents e
Qt ,

In addition, one of the greategt advantages whxch may accrue from the ability
to -Vread\ and 4comprehend .is the resultmg alkevtauon of the stram on memory
J ackson 1970; Crowder 1982) The permanence of prmted matenal allov}s the ‘reader
to return to the pnnted message, whenever he’ feels required to do $0, thus freemg
 him from the strain of memonzmg large masses of matenal for“later retrieval,
| - Another argument is "that speech and pnnt ‘are suffxcxently dtfferent so as to
command different prooessmg strategles As ‘early as 1923 _Aristotle said that “the.

style of V{ntten prose is' not that of spo;en oratory .o There are large differences in .
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" f.""“' Furthermore Mlllﬂ' (1972) noted a htstortcal development that tangentr y bears

| on the point that comprehensron 1s not umtary Wntmg dtd not ongmate as a
<

' Vpermanent form of speech ‘Rather wrttmg, .as ptctographs evolved mdependently of

" speech - as an alternate form of commumcatxon Thrs development of‘ wntmg was:

consnderably htegtn man 's evoluu n than Speech Only recentlv ~in mankmd s hxstory,

,say 3000 years ago was wntmg

socrated more dtrectly wrth Speech when ar%lphabet

. Vo

v ln sum,, the relattonshxp between readmg and hstemng is ?st summanzed by

‘ :

_Strcht and his assomates (1974) "The recepttve language components (hstenmg and

K

'readmg) se)rve o, transform ' verbal and pnnted drsplays ‘into non- language
v conceptuahzattons whxch constltute the meamng of the message to the recewer The

Cy L 1
"conceptuahzrng process contmually merges tnput from the language process wrth, rnfor

matxon from the cogmtxve contentt store to butld the subjectxvely expenenced

) meamngfu} message.. .Listening and readmg are consrdered to "be . srmrlar processes

: because both requtre the use of language and languagmg, and because. wrth tdentrcal
a -

. messages, botﬁ‘ result i the formatron of a. smgle ” mutual mternal

]

mdmdual receives the stunulus words they are srmrlar in the sense that the)’ are both

receptlve‘co catton acts tha} requrre a central language and copceptuahzrng base.”

L4 :
\

/

27 Studios wlm;h compared Ltstemng and Reﬂdmg Comprehensron G

&

| ._chnceptuahzatrons Lrstemng and r;admg drffer pnmanly tn the manner in whrch the

v Studres comparmg hStemng and silent readtng have amved at 2 generalrzatxonls '

¢
{

(Dtane 1914), . v : m/‘
= l_.v an audttory presentatron (1 e. lrstemng) b g better comprehensron at early

N ages (¢. g age 6) but a v1sual presentatton (i. €. readmg) is morc effecttve for

. \
—..s

('comprehensxon for older chrldren (age 16) L e T

R L
5w
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-2 '.cOmprehension\ of easy material ‘"'ore effecti've tvith an audlt_ory .
pr'e's‘entat'ion.t. Whlle di.fficult ‘material ‘was better understopd when  presented
viswly, % o o T |
- -~ Durell (1969) found in presentmg the same matenal in both oral and wntten :
-..form to .fn'st- through etghth graders that sentence- paragraph comprehensron in -

k lrstemng surpasses that in readmg in first- graders However, in elghth graders readmg

15‘5;:- " .comprehensmn was 12% ,supertor to hstenmg comprehensron

/ Smce the surveys of the literature show. that llstenmg is generally better for '

_ learmng purposes in the pnmary grades and that readtng is . more effectlv,e 4for learnmg

in the upper grades Swalm (1974) carned out a study m a large elementary dlstrlCl i

contarmng a representatxve cross-section of /students The sample was compos’ed of 216 |
students 72 in 2nd, 3rd and 4th grades The amount of c0mprehens1on /gamed af ter -

one exposure was measured by the cloz techmque foilowrng a 10% random deletlon

_ pattern admrttmg only lexrcal words ' ’,,e ftndmg“ was that when all subjects ‘were .

:,consrdered“ together no srgmfrcant dl? erences. emerged. at any grade g';lt:\Vel. Both

Le

' methods of learmng (readmg Vs, hstenr l we‘re the same at each grade-

Sncht et al. (1974) revrewed 31 studies that compared readmg\vs llstenmg

o ~

'comprehensron “at various grade- levels What they found was that m the elementary

-

_,grades (1 6) almost all of” the compansons favor the hstemng comprehensron mode -,

) '."»As one moves M\grade 7 through 12 the proportxon “of studtes showmg an:
.advantage to teadmg comprehensron mcreases as does the propomon of studres show-

'mg no - drfference between the 2 modes They suggested that the extra advantage-
{ N Idemonstrated beyond grade 8/ for reaﬁmg over lrstemng stems from the fact that the
. 0 . c .

" data drsplay for readmg 1s stable and eah be re' exammed whereas the data d:splay o

v\' R A
*

‘8

for hstemng 1s transxtory and not suﬁ;ect to re exarmnauon ‘
Elgart (1978) exammed the re,latrve effectlveness of each of the 3 modes of'

reception: oral readtng. sﬂent ,readmg and hstemng Results showed- tllht there was' a,

‘s' ) »;..
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E srgmf'tcant drfference between the 3 modes of receptton with ' oral readmg srgmfrcantly‘

. more- effectxve than silent readmg in cdmprehendmg materral

In contrast, Saleem and’ Heerman ( 1981) found no srgmfrcant drfference among'

different . modes of presentatron In tthr study. 3~ segments of the Gates- Macthrte

.Readmg Comprehensron Test ‘Level ‘~C,, ‘Form 2 (1978)- were administered to third

) grade puprls as lrstenmg task's" 'oral reading tasks and silent reading tasks :

»Compansons of answers to the hteral inferential qufstrons within each mode revealed\

- . . »‘

*

that the third grade sample possessed approxrmately equal achrevement m both levels o

of comprehensron wrthrn ‘each mode of receptron

In Krntsch & Kozmrnsky s study (1977) subjects “either - listened to or .read 3 °

« . tape: reeorded stones each about 200 words . in length Immediately  after processing o

-each study, the subjects wrote a summary in 60 80 words A com‘parison of -the

SRR

.- »
i

summanes wntten ‘after readmg wrth those wrrtten after lrstemng revealed only mrnor

drfferences Subjects tended to mclude a. lrttle more 1drosyncratrc detarl in therr A

summaries after lrstemng than after readmg%t the shared content of the summanes )

e

temainéd rerrﬁl’kably unchanged: S e 3-'”

. ~was found that the older '/chrldren made. fewer substrtuuons than the younger chtldren
S and also - hesrtated less often. Not only were  the older chrldren more . competent oral ‘
. readers than the younger ’chrldren they were also able to assrmrlate and recall ~more of o

. the mformatron presented to them o : i T : | o

@ - . -

J ohnson (1982) teSted 96 randomly selected chrldren aged 7’ to 9 for therr

recall after hearmg, ~orally readmg and srlently readmg comparable 200 word stones It

Duker (1965) c med that the vanabrlrty of results was due to the drfference

'between the learmng ma enals used the drversrty of charactenstrcs among sub;ects .and

the dtfferent testmg procedures used in- the rnvestrgauons Swalm (‘1974) on the other

hand specrfrcally attnhuted ‘the - drsagreement in. results to the mteraetron between the '

".\puptls’ readrng abthty 4nd the level of drﬁrculty of the readrng material presented He

* / .
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reported that when 2nd 3rd and 4th grade subjects were analyzed accordmg to their,
readmg abdrty, lrstemng was srgmrrcantly more effectwe than srlent reading fer
below average readers. leent reading, 'however appeared staust\rcally more - effecuve for
»average and above average readers -at the an and 4th grades SWalm claimed that
when: the matenal presented is above ‘the student s reading level comprehensron is

‘ facrlrtated through lrstenmg o : ’ , , . ’ o

ol .
» : . - . '

2 8. Studies Comparing Comprehensron of Good and Poor Readers

Srgmfrcant differences in cotnprehensron can: be found between good and poor

‘a /

-readers. Thrs ean be accounted for by severa] tnews . Co .
In conmdermg the nature of readmg comprehensron and the source of reading
_drffreultres. there are two predommant conceptuahzauons They are dnstmguished by"_‘ ‘
‘; ' therr assumptrons regardmg the relatronshrps among readmg commehenmon decodmg .
and language comprehensron (Berger & Perfetti 1977) The frrst conceptualizauon of
B reading comprehensron assumes the mterdependence =of" language comprehenston and -~
decodrng skills in successful readrng compr,ehensron Successful readmg comprehenslon":'
.m this model requrres mtegrauon and mterfacrhtatron of decodmg and ”language,'j', .,
comprehensron subskills. Poot readrng can be attnbuted to exther a \;pecrfrc defrcit i =
a partrcular subskrll whrch would prevent normal development of. other subshlls or -a

E

lack of _positive. transfer and . mterfacrlrfauo& among subskrlls

'enc?e of decodmg and readrng comprehensron has A

' o A
been supported in the research of Gohnkoff and* Rosmskr (1976) who found thatv )

‘poor comprehenders possessed - weak decodmi skills. - Thrrd and frfth’r grade “siibject
’read through two word hsts One conﬁned nonsense words (20 trrgrams thh )

consonant-vowel -consonant- CVC structure) and one contamed common first grade “level

- b

'words When the txme requrred by fhe good and poor comprehenders to. read each of ..

these hsts ‘was compared it was found that good and poor compreher!ders drd not' 1 .
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differ on the time to decode common fu'st grade level words How'ever ‘the poor

L

CVC ,trigrams. ...Bo the conclusron reached in tlus study |s that good cdmprehenders are

‘ 'eapable ol' raprd and accurate WOrd recognition. - o ‘ S

“

leewrse Perfetu and Lesgold (19792 have related the processmg requuements of |

\

‘decoding and comprehensron 10 well documented hmrtatxons in- human rnformatron pro--

: eees pactty Thus the remedy for poor comprehensron abxlxty is development of .

l-

>
: cessrng eapacrty wrll be frwd 80 tlrat the reader can begm to focus attentron on the

task of comprehendurg the text. —
wobservatton of oral readmg behav:or Most pobr comprehenders are also poor,.oral
i‘q"“readers as well. They read slowly word by word They have consrderable gm‘tculty
decodmg unfanuhar words and they make numerous decodrng errors (Golmkoﬁ‘ 1

“ Based 'on her vrew of more than 70 studies, the following conclusrons was
s ¥ : ‘ A

‘ suggested R

‘;f‘/ : o

1 : good and poor comprebenders can often bé drt‘ferentrated by decodmg abthty, B

i * but’ not always e
ot ’ . )

’ poor compreh’enders do not possess all developed text orgamzatron skrlls -
poor comprehenders do not exhtbtt_ -difficulty in- accessing the meamngs of

T o

' kBesrdes readmg text in a word- -by- word manner poor readers seem to have
'Adifftculty in orgamzmg story information according to some overall structure

(Weaver, 1978). | | o . o
In the mofe extreme case, Flersher J enkms and Pany (1979) forward & 1dea

that decodxng abthtyms necessary even suffrcrent for the development of compreheﬁron

cornprehenders took almost tw:ce as long as the . good comprehenders to decode. the ‘

: fdec slnlls to’ the pomt where they Operate automatically Tt «xs argued that pro-' '}

H -Further thdence of the . decodtng suffxcxency hypothesrs is supported b“y»

individusl text words from memory so long a5 those words are short and “fa-

3
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Jﬂn& It-l-is -assurned '”that once the written code is iearned. text comprehension will | be
equxvalent, to’ comprehensnon of ‘oral language. |

Qr the cher hand Wemer and Cromer (1967) did not consider the relauonshnp
between decodrng and comprehending to be a srmple and suanght forward one. They
argued that there exist several possiple _ relationships betw'cen» decoding’ and reading
comprehension. | They - identified 4. categorie’s ."of poor readers, each referenced by sbme
ufuncnonal relatronshrp between decodmg skxlls. comprehension skxlls and the leammg
| ability of the’ reader the defect group. the defxcrengg group. the drsrupuon and the
drfference groups In the case of both disription. and difference poor readers. the
lack of comprehensron abdxty is not attnbutable to poorly developed decodmg skills.

:O_a_lr,e:_n. Weiner & Cromer (1971) compared good and poor comprehenders under
good .auditory'linput, good - visual input.“ poor ~ auditory input» and -poor visual input
conditions- The authors reported that under good auditoryv input. good and. poor
‘comprehenders performed equally well - but good comprehenders performed ‘better under
Mgood visual mput than ungfr good audrtory input. Good comprehenders may have de-
veloped more~efficient and more effectwe st.rategres for processmg visual than audltory
ﬁformauon S : (’_—‘} . '
“Smiley; ‘Cakley, Worthen, Campione & Brown (1977) i uesdgated the 1m>h\
tance of - decoding skills as an explanation of - poor reading ‘performance. They opted
,for recall of passages of relatwe unportance as the . best measure of comprehensxpn and |
put forward the followrng ‘ratinale for using it: "The abrhty to. concentratm main

events. to the exclusion of -nonessennal matenal is a basic cognltwe process essenual

" for all comprehensron actrvmes wﬁether in the . context of lrstemng or of reading”

3.

the studem s general

,'Each pausal unit in the

. ‘.
two stones (54 and 59 respecnvely) was raseg ‘on one of four levels accordrng to us
: e

umportance For good readers.\ there was . a srgmfrcant sdxfference m the arnount of

» ) # s >
) ] ‘ PO T
- by
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material qecalled from Level 1 material (the least” important) to Level 4 (the most
hnpoﬂant) For the poor readers, however, only Level 4 material produced a signifi- i
cant change  in the % of material recalled. Poor readers had about as. difficult a time
after listening aso'th'ey. did after reading. Thus the conclusjon is that good reader_s.
show better comprehension than -poor Teaders wand they are sensitive to morelgradations :
of unportan':e In addition ‘the fact that both of these effects are obtained when the
material to be comprehended is erther read or heard suggests thatﬁthe same processes
are involved in the two tasks, - o P! | |
o Mmsky (1975) suggested that good comprehenders ‘may. have an actrve and .effi-
cient retneval system for locating exactly the appropnate frame 10 apply to a. new
srtuatto‘n. Perhaps they make good hypotheses so that they know what might be ex- /
pected. 'Th'ey use their prior knowledge efficiently _When they search for mefaning ‘int
new situations. ' T |
) Guthne (1976) found a significant group by modahty mteracuon. in that poor
readers did srgmfrcantly better on hstemng thai they d1d on readmg. whrle good :
_"‘ readers did equally * well in both modahues Guthrre attributed these to incomplete -
decodmg by poor readers, not to a general memory . deficit, smee differences between‘
, the groups were nOt srgmfxcant in’ the aural mode. "

-

Berger & Perfetti - (1977) mvestrgated the re!atronshrp between readrng

[

compre{ensrggl and language comprehenston through ‘the companson of/hs'temng and

reading for- two memory % Frfth grade c.hxldren matched on 1 Q but* rep'esenung “

two ievels pf readmg ach!tVement heard and reed passages and were,tested

less: skxlledv r&ders by equu amounts for

@ - '.-e wg,é"
: for paraphrase meall and - hteral, quesuon vansiwenng

T,he_result suggesgs

orgamzauonal skrlls are a maJor source of mchvrdual drfferences o s
. 8. . . N ) : “:. "

% . .
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Christopher and Schultz ( 19‘[7) studjed _the processing of prose by good and'

L

!@% readers. In -their study, a sarnple of 174 1th- -grade students dtvrded 2 passages
v tnto’ idea’ units and rated- &‘edetermmed idea umts accordmg to three attributes that
have been shown to correla e with recall. - For .cach passage, there was no ‘significant
dtfference between good and ‘poor readers in the mean or standard devration of the ,
number of umts ldentrfred There were " also no differences between good and poor
: readers in the pereeht' agreement wrth the Judge s decision of eaCh passage into tdea
.readers.,though there were no significant differences. in good and poor readers' "hreans

- and " distributions of ratings for interest, for importance and for concreteness.

-— Eamon (197_9) had better and poorer‘ readers among college students judged the
importance ol‘ certain staternents about ,the topic or theme of a paragraph as well as
‘statements 'that were not Aabout topical -concepts of the paragraph. Differences in‘ how
the betier readers rated the importance of statements about the topic over statements

’ about non- topreal concepts were srgmfrcantly greater than differences in tife ratings of
»poorer readers When they were tested- on recall of topical and non-topical mforma-
- tion, better readers showed recall of information about the ‘topic that. was superror to‘ '
their recall,"of non-topieal information, while no such differences ~were found for
: poorer readers‘ It is therefore argued that good readers evaluate information presented '
in the paragraph with Tespect to its relevan@e to the topic, and tend to process this
- information at the expenmse of rnformatron about non-topical concepts. For poorer |
‘ -readers thesg drsttnctrons are’ less apparent | ,
- McGee (1982) exammed Whether good and poor readers in elementary school
' are aware . of text structure and whether .an awareness: of text structure mﬂuences
recall All subJects read and orally recalled two exposrtory passages 'I'he results indi:
) cated that Sth- grade good readers are - more aware of text. structure and recall

propomonately .-more total and superordmate idea units than Sth-grade poor and
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3rd-grade good readers, Further Sth-grade poor readers displayed some awareness of
text structure and recalled proportronately more superordinate 1deas than 3rd- grade good

readers. These results suggest that St.ltﬁﬂj?good readers were more sensitive to text
d

is awareness correlated with their recall of

L}

‘structure than Sth-grade poor readers
' 'important textuall information. '
| Other studies reported that‘ after listening' _to stories, young good readers recalled
more superordinate ideas . than subordinate ideas (Brown & Smilcy.l977.l978;
Meyer,1977) whereas after reading text, young -students_ artd poor readers in trarticular.
recalled subordinate ide‘as as well as superordinate 'id'eas ('faylo‘r,l9805 Tiern‘ey.‘ Bridge &

-

Cera 1978 -79). i '

In Mxller and Smith's study (1984), it was found that‘ poor readers were more
adept at understanding whcn reading :)rally than they were when 'reading silently.
‘Moreover, they ylere more successful at answering irferential 'than literal questions;
kYet their perforruance levels were relatively low for both literal band inferential
. questiorts and across both test l'ormats reading and listening. On the other ha;td

good readers read well in both test formats .and they a.nswered lltcral and m@%ual

-

quesuons thh fatrly hlgh accuracy Also they were more successful at answering

literal as contrasted with mferentral questrons
Oakhill (1984) mvestxgated 7-8 year-olds use of irnpliclt‘& inferences in urtder-
-standing  stories. Two groups of children, differentiated b?;?eu ablllt)' at text

%

comprehension, read 4 short stones and were asked a series vquestrons The results

'showed that skilled readers were bettcr than less skrlle@ r ders at answermg from
memory shortly after reading a story, both” when the qﬁ&suons could be answered di-

rectly from the text, and when they requtred an - mference However when the text

g N
was made avaﬁable the less skilled group remained poorer at answermg quesaons that =

requtred an tnference. aithough thetr performance on hteral questions rmproved to the

same level as that of the shlled group. Thus thrs experiment supported the idea that
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a major drstmgurshmg characteristtc of skilled readers is that they are good at making
inferences. whrch enable them to. GLrelate the ideas ‘in a text one to another and to
general lrnowledge From this rt\‘ is suggested that skilled comprehenders are more
lrkely to use relevant general knowledge to make sense of mformauon rmplted in a
ext and th%t such inferential and constructrve processing helps not only thetr under- , -
standmg but also their hteral memory for the text. The me{nory representatron formed
when inferences are made ol may be more complete and logical, and may facilitate later

McKen (1984) investigated the oral | and written recal‘ls of 42 good and poor
6th grade readers to sce whether poor readers were able to attend to impertant infor-
mation to the same extent as good readers and lf so, whether . differences occurred
under the different receptive modalmes .Of readmg and hstemng. ‘The study was also
intended to see whether poor readers employed a difl‘erent story - schema when
retrieving story information. 4 short stories with a common theme were used in the
study .and the readibility level was that  of grade four.. A different story_ was

presented in each of the 4 conditions: listening-oral recall; reading-oral recall;

Hstening-wﬁtten recallgjand reading-written recall. In the listening input mode, students -
heard a tape recorded version of the story read, while for the readmg mput stories _
were presented in a single paragraph After readtng*or listening to a story. students
were instructed to sumrr'rarize‘ the story telling only .what they consldered to be the
most 1mportant parts of the meamng of the story. The Tesults showed that there was
'no main effeet for reader level i.e. regardless of thg_‘mput and ontput mode, good_
and poor readers were able to pick out the most irttportant propositions for their
sumimaries and leave out irrelevant details. 'There was a significant main effect -for
modali’ty; Significantly more inferences were produced in the listening iinput-oral out-

o

put situation.
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McConaughy (1985) exammed story comp\}ension ‘patterns of good and poor
6th grade readers across 4 modahty combmations for input and output: lrstening -oral
recall; reading-oral recall; hsremng-wrrtten recall and. readmg-wrmen recall, 21 good
readers and 21 poor readers were asked to summarize important informatio;{ )n a
different short : story” presented for each. condition. The results shor}ed' that good
readers recalled more story propositions. but that the organization of rhe story schema
represented in the summaries was similar for the 2 groups. This mdluded the pattern
?of story grammar eetegories for explicit proposmons remlled the number and types of
additions and the levels of xmportanee of summary proposrtrons in the hierarchical
‘ srructures of the stories. There _were no srgmﬁcant drfferences between the groups
related to input or output modahues though oral recall condmons produced longer
summanes overal. . -

_ Wexsberg (1979) compared good and poor reader s abrhty to comprehend explrcrt

and rmplrcrt rnformauon in short stories based on two modes of presenrauon hstemng ‘
and srlent reading. Results indicated that good readers recalled srgmfrcantly more
propositxons t.han did poor readers. There was no significant drfference between the
two modes of presentation and there was no srgmfrcant mteracuon between the type ot‘
reader 'e.nd the mode of presentation. The interaction indicated that there was a large
difference between the amount " of 'explieit information recalled by each group of
readers, but the difference berween the tv)o reader groups in the amount of irnplicit
information recalled was small. Since significantly less explicit and implicit in.forma'tionv
was freely recalled by poor readers, this would suggest that there are drfferencee be-
tween the 2 groups_—of- renders in processiﬁg language at ‘the macro-level of analysrs
That srgnifroantly fewer comprehensron questions measuring factual recall and inferential
thrnkmg were answered by the poor readers would seem to support the conclusion that
there are also drfferenoes at the xnrcro,-level of analysis. The author further suggested

that if Tetention of meaningful material is a fesult of the depth of its processing,

a



then perhaps poor readers do not attend sufficiently to relevant' cues indicating
rmportant semanuc relations in passages Because gqod readers” recalled slgnlflcantly
more explicit mformauon than dxd poor readers, the structure of the slones seemed to

be used by good readers to aid their, free recall. }/ '"\,,\

!

e

2.9 Summary LA s» r

The review of. hterarure provrdes evxdence for the complexxty of the reading i

process, whrch mvolves the coordination ol‘ perceptual processes. phonologleal processes
lexical processes, and syntacue and semantic processes Advocates. of the _bottom-up
‘mode] suggest that Lhe component levels of the" prbcessmg m rea;mg appear t0 be
orgamzed lnerarcmcally and - the attainment of any ngen presumes the execution of all

subordmate\levels Thus the reading of the text depends on the reading ol‘ mdlvndual

letters, words and sentences. Accordmg to this view, then the measurement of read-l

ing . will put rnore ernphasxs on word recogmtron speed word recognition accuracy. and
the knowledge of the meamng of words \ ‘

On the other hand, theorists supportmg the top-down model argue Lhat pnor~
knowledge of the world and language enables readers to rnake predrcuons of what they
- are readrng Thus the reader’ s background cognitive styles strategies and the context

constrarnts will gmde the selection of vrsual i formauon during readmg Consequemly

the measure of reading comprehensron will be. on\how the reader makes use of his/her

baclrground to amive at an understandmg of the %t.‘ Recall 'is very often the

measure chosen. : SR

Bemuse of the onesxdedness of the above two models, the mteractwe model has"

been put forward It says that readers are. using both text and mformauon about the

world to get at the meamng of prmt Literal information seems to activate schema

L

that lead the reader‘ to hypothesize about story structure, words. language feat,ures:""and

meaning. From this view, then, reading is aﬂconst'ant.l_.' shifting interactive,process;
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ﬁe present etudy ‘was desi to loak at the dlffetent sldes of the same
coin: the dll‘ferenee in - the compreh elon perfonnanee of both good and qoor readers.
Beeldes eiamlnins mxcro processes’ sfch as word recogmtton speed and memory span
the way they ornnized story reeall was lnvestlga l‘ af well. As different processes‘ ‘
mlght be involved in reedlng and lietemns. the rej protocols after both. reading .anld '
listening were analyzed for more understanding ol' theee (WO processes. In. addltion. )
the correlattons bezween theee vanables were calculated for a better understandmg of
the reletloneltlpe between them | _
Thoush aome perta of the  present study were repllcatlons of past research,
there were, several thn&s new in lt '
1. Many studies have been done 10 'c'ompare the teading_ 'comorehension
performance of good and poor readers, vet‘not many have -been- done on their'

listening comprehension perforlnanoe i

2" Mandler and Johnson s (1977) study was done ‘with dxfferent age groups (of
average or good readers). An attempt was made here to use both good and
poor readers as subjects. . c \

3 ~ Many studies on comprehensxon lmve found sxmxlantxes\ and/or dtfferences be-

' - tween good and poor readers. However no effort has been made to explain
theee reeults in the light of reading modelsk In this" study, the workmg”
memory model was used as the l‘ramework to explam dtl'ferences in word rec-'

ognition speed, memory span and comprehenston of. both good and poor\



3 Problem and Hypothesed -

& '__31 Statemant of the/ problem

1

The general purpose of: thrs study was to mvesttgate the - quantlty and quallty
‘ol‘ mformauon recalled by both \ood and poor readers under both readlng and

lrstemng condltrons to see whether there would be: signrl‘tcant differences -betwéen them

ln additi‘:on, atternpts were made to. exarmne the mterrelattonshlm between word recog~
. u . o

) Sy '
Y ultlon speed rlﬂrmory span, readlng and llstening comprehension o sood and poor
.'eflfthsmde readers
e, t Several 3] 1c retrearchl questrons were s udted They were:
o F

. W
‘ “ :

" '-,‘f‘,‘ What i8 the - relanve effrcacy of the mode of presentation on the .

'v'w.

Y 41 comprehensrort perfqrmance of béth good and poor readers"

g ; 1 T 12 D% 3ood and poor ders - or therr recall of stones in srrmlar wgays

ar e oo )
9 {mder «both ltstemng aml rea ing conditions? - . ..
L '.. , e A l ! ' .

VI T“ Vo W30 s there anyt sl icant. difference between good and poor readers in word

Y R A ,g _' . L ;i . . .

‘l'nﬁ.!mﬁztaiksaxldwordspw/tasks" _ o ' . \\\

4 Wh%t rs the relationship between word recogmuon memory span, lrstemng

| bs -"f.and reading comprepension of good and poor readers"

&2 Statement ol‘ Hypothesas | - B ‘ . ‘

g lf. Wlthln the workmg memory model the mefftcrent processes of poor readers
: "a.re assurned to result ih more capacity devoted to’ executrng the oomprehenston process N

| Consequently poor readers have less capacity left for stonpg and maintaining informa-.

~_tion rn workmg mernory " Thus it " was expected that poor readers, would perforrn

worse than good readers under™ bot.h readmg and ltstemng condmons In addruon. '

)

lrterature Teview ' has tndreated that poor readers in general are slower 'in

tSince the vocabulary of the stones used was at Grade 2 level it was expécted that - |

a »T N
. o R
L s
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thexr performance would "be , poor under ‘i - o N
2 The developmental studyv by Mandler and Johnson (1977) has shown that

both chrldren and adults are sensrtrve 1o the sﬁructure of srones and are able o, make
\_ use of the story schenia to guxde encodmg and recall. Thus it was hypOthesued that »
e ’ o
e poor-readets. hke young chrldren were able to organiz'!’ theu recall of stones m more

or less the same way as good‘freaders drd Yet there uas also an eXpectatiorr that the

amount’ “of mformauon recalled rmght be less Furthermore 1t was' hypothesued that
: K o .
the recall patterns after readﬁrg and listemng rmght be dxfferent owmg to the .fact that S

5 O

different prOeesm tmght 5? mvolved EE R FUN RE

l

L 3 As Perfetu and Lesgold (1976) have argued there 1s a veéal codmg

Xt

eﬁf\ "cy dxfferenc between good and poor rea'ders TE?refore 1t was predxcted that

! Id- perform faster rgr,uammg all three types’ of words 1. syllable

i ble and 3- syllable words than poor readens In addttron they were expected to N
seore lugher on both audrtory and vrsual word {pa& tasks owmg to the possrbrlrty that e
poor readers faﬂ to. acquxre Orthograp“hxc knowledge because of an msensmvxty to |
ordered rnforrnatton A g R % ' ‘

e

- . -——4 Fmally it was hypogresrzed that for both good and poor readErs the ume

e taken for wo.rd recogmnon would relate negauvely tO/xemory span performance and to_

(

' re,admg and lrstenmg performance 1e the, faster\\the spwd to. 1denufy ‘the worde, .the

gfrgher the score on memory span and on- readmg and hsremng compreh nsipn beca.use '
x » \
v : of mgre eapacny le{t °”°‘*§§ the /{ntegranon of matenals amd the: stonng _of the final

.sproductsr E ( . o S
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_'hools in the: Edmonton Pubhc School District. - | ‘*

T

.lJtA‘

41 The Selectron ~of Sample - - . .

The research sample was drawn from grade frve students of the elementary
T o ol J

LA

219
good and 19 por readers were chosen accordmg to’ therr 'I Q scores and readmg )
performance Intelhgence was measured by the Canadtan Cogmttve Apxlmes Test(

». K
whereas readtng achrevement was measured by the eomprehensron secuon of the y

.u».

Y vrous school year te when the subJects were in grade 4 ‘ SRR ; o N

-
Smce the Scor \35 ,were grven in per’ntrles 'éood

readers were defmed as those students wbose cornprehepsron percennle was at or above ,
kS

7 \

the 75t ppert

rcenttle whde poor readers were those students whose comprehpens;on
was at or below the 30th percentrle The comprehenmon‘percenttle scores of Z

, the good readers ranged from 13 to 99 wrth a mean of 85. 58 For the poor readers
' ~’_f1758 ERCREE _;\»\,;_\;

! LQ' \.‘. .- e “ . R
subJects wrth normal mtelhgence so that

th‘e scores ranged from l to 30 wrth a.

- Attempts were made to ch’ :

: dtfferent:es between good and poor readers would oot be attnbutable‘ to ;hfferences m“ , ",

n : o

e rntelhgence 4,,Overall the subJects had a verb‘al I Q range frontv 95._; :-115 The means S

r ’ of the good and poor readers were yll3”and 1012 respecuvely,, .’

cantly drfferent at the 01 level In sprte Qf the attempt Qs contrel a

o < o o w o

mtelhgence, ,,1t is"in fact very dtffrcult ‘to match good and poor read on s”' ‘ QJ“"‘-’

AT, N Lo

scores Readtng dtffm@tres may have affected the IQ scores . of ﬂv subject omx e

gror‘) mteﬁgence test. CAll of them reeerved regular— classroom mstructton Nnne were _.".. '.;L

s “ g D e ; . i R ‘ . '#

L ‘_in remedral or specral class il o ey S £ :t R
\\ \ L 4 [.af //vk T A
‘MJ ;5\. : v- R R ‘_; o RN P y‘:' ) .;
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: therr teachers in. June, 1985 \,

(4.2lNaming Time Task ’ S L ’- p

ee .
"i*. s »

z!" S . : ‘» —' . " . "“Lu,. .

4.2 Testing Instruments and Procedures

ar

Mt ”fe results of two tests: The Edmonton Publnc Schools Elementary Readtng

Test',g;nd the Canadmn Cogmtrve Abthtres «Test were used in thts study

In order to obtam a measure of each student s mtellectual abthty, results from .

the Canadran Cogmtwe Abtlmes Test (1970) were admtmstered The anary Ba ery

of the test rs an rntegrated senes desrgned to: assess the cogmnve developm nt of L

chaldren from kindergarten to grade 9. The est for grades 3 to 9 was norrned in.

1973 using%a stratifred random sample of 139 schools across Canada in whrch Englrsh

' was the medrum of m‘structron The admmrgrauon manual does. not prowde mforma -

uon on the rehabrhty and vahdrty of this test Thts test has 3 scores a verbal 1 Q.

score a quantttatrve IQ. score and a nonverbal IQ score 'l'lqumean scores for -

subtest in. the Jorm group are 108. 1 104 0 and’ 104 1 respecuvely

For the measure of each student 'S mdmg performance the Edmonton Pubth

Schools Elementary Readmg Test was used The comprehensron secnon of thrs test& '

contams 84 questrons destgned to assess the student' s vocabulary lrteral mferentral and

o crrtrcal comprehensron It was a STOUP test, 'adm‘ms‘e’e‘j to all grade ¢ students by

[ -

\prh the Canadran Cognittve Abthttes 'Iest and the Edmonton Pubhc Schools o

-

Elementary ﬁeadrng Test were admrmstered by the 'classroom teacher? in group sxtua

ttons. accordmg to the mstructrons for admrmstrauon in the test manuals B

S

— A o - . PR . A

A RN
In_this task~~ 60.. words 20 lsyllable 20 2 syllable anl'l zo,@able wordp
%re arrangedk in a random order rn 12 rows 5 words to a Tow. The words us&

werg a.ll srmple common nouns Words wrth the same number oﬁl syllgrles W*‘

g N ‘ : B . Al K B ?
g . . . . . . IS
. . - ~ N Loowd
o ; . A R s
o A IR . : . R Y
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stopprng. and to do it as qurckly as possrble The followrng mstructton .was gwen

L4 ) t . !

"1 have 60 words 20 on- each card that I'd like you to read.” Please read

. the rows of words from left to nght aloud wuhout stgpping, and do s0 as qurckly as >

r

)

" ‘possible. . If. you frnd that you don't know a word, try to pronounce it or sktp it

.and then go. on’to the next until you have fimshed readtng a}l, of them." ,‘ i

w -

" Here is a practrce tnal Please read the followmg S words,,,“from left td

‘nght as qmckly as possible~

'
- ' ’:r/

(The examiney; ed the srudent the sample The student read thern 01'8 and
cor r me tak_en”')“ | "". e St

) ! »

.' All testrng was: done in the school m a quret room. The naming

- \ "
time was used as a measure Ot‘ word - rdenufrcatxon It was predrcted th§ there would
" - A

be a lmear r.elauonshrp between nammg time for words (readmg rate) and word span o
| K oy ' R o o

4,2 2 Word Span Task. o

For ‘the Word Span Test the Word Recall T‘est desrgned by Dal? and Nagherr

(1985) was used.. 'I*;;ne words book key, bird, car, sun dog, bat, shoe, and man :

are Chmn according, ‘0' the f°“°W1n8 gurdehnes they are all one syllable, nouns 100% .
1n word lrst for farmhanty, easy to say. do *not rﬂ?ﬁre vary in sound and begm wrth : n ;
h:fd‘SO“nd The)’ ate. doxmzed and ‘grouped in 3,sets . each of 2 to 9 words""' '

"In thrs expenment they are rnodxfred and presented to each subject in both vrsual and o

L e
T audrtory condmons each of whrch contams 2 ‘sets of words from to 2 to 9 rtems

~

In the vrstyu condmon hsts of words ot' mcreasmg Afzngth frorn 2 to 9 items

« -"

were grven to the subJects to read on a card booklet 'I'here was only one word on

5each card At the begmmng each subJect was grven a hst of two words on 2
y \ p . .

g»'consecutr ve mds The followmg mstructton Was. *ven

. L vd
» \' . L . P
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"1 am- gorng to ask you to read .out the words on, these cards You are

»ft‘asked to read them out at. a. rate ol‘ one word per second When - you sec a blank

3

eard stop readtng and 'recall . verbally the words you have just -read - in the correct .

order. After dorng this, . please go on ‘%o other sets ol' words."” .

-

R ﬂ\% pt-'acUce trial of Dog-Bird was g If the subJect did not understand“’

rep‘ted h.{pr other Sets of words All respdnses were recorded in. the boxes tunder ‘the
;.mwwe. ! LA
In the audrtory’hondmon subjects were. , also requued to

lndundual words The words"were grouped .&2 sets ", each of 2109 words The
dtrecuons grven were tﬁe same as those W by"Das and N glre (1985) Ea

LI am~gomg to say some words When 1. am thr I mt yon t6‘ ‘*say_

| ‘thém just as I drd You are as| lted to regall all of the words m the exact order of W

y

"presentatron Lxsten say "Book Car" L . ) s S

¢ ) S

- the chrld responded correctly, then the examrner promded to item 1 If not, the

o P
H‘ wer exp A (
8 pp@o."d‘ & g

word per second Subjects were‘ asked to recall all of the words of a set in the exact
| order of pmentatron Sets of mcreasmg length were adrmmstered ' trl the subJect

'.'had frmshed all ams All responses were recorded ﬁ: the boxes under the 1tem to-.

-,

, o In both eondrtrons. pracuce tqals w\ere gwen to the subjects to famﬂranze them

: (w:th the ‘;ask There Were 3 Ways of sconng free reean serral reeall and span stze,
.“"In f&e recall each serres of words was scor%for the total nnmber of words eorrect- I

R R 4

what’ he/she was asked to do, further .-explanation was given. The same proédure was .

ghe task further unul the cluld fully understood what he/she was ’

ly reealled For instanee if 1tem 1 was Car Shoe Sun Boolr and the subJect reealled 'Q

' A ) . e s ‘0_, v

»
d&
e

[ 4
v

(’I'he exammer ‘then paused, gave.,a slgnal and allowed the cluld to respbnd If d.'f’. %

‘ ®
AT

’ar S AT
[ Tl e
. el RN




3 words \/she ‘Was grven a $ il "of ‘identi%,al lén

| recall correctly ‘both senes g

A 3

.VZJ‘ N ’ o ' ‘ foit
Car-Sun-Book-Shoe, the score. way 4, ‘The maxunum score was 88

each series of - words was ed in the correct serial posmon. For instnnce )\

word span otxthe subfect If the Sllb]ect was unail )

L

. of words correctly recall mum of 9 pomts

In order to assess -
¥ ' Y
used one fQ; hstemng and the other for reading ~Followmg Mandler ands J ohnson

(1977) 2 nar*ratwes constructed by Bisanz, Das Henderson and - Varnhagen (1935)

were used They have central and elabor"“ tences confomung to the followmg

formula settmg + settmg + elaboratronuwz (begmmng event elabdraron reaguoﬁ

L

» N
goal attempt, elaboraur outcomwelaboranon endmg) These 2 stones were chosen

b_ecause of several reasons Ftrst of all narratrves are famrhar to grade ‘5 'students SO

'?

x?m! ﬂnh@eg would be able tozuse.. the. text structure of the ‘stories to‘ aid their recall.

o

v .

»-i’

Second the vocabulary of these two passages is at grade 2 level

posstbrhty that decodmg p%lerns may be the obstacle

oM

The presence ;f ‘ cbre proposmons is.. the cnterron for ‘senteirceo recall So the quantxty

tl'le score was: equwalent to thé hrghest series ,

emng and readmg col'nprehensron. two passages were.

'thu ruhng out the ”

df mforrnatxon recalled can be calculated e&sily by addmg up all’ the‘ sentences that the '

subJect recalled. - f:>‘.’-

1

'\ . Y

The\lnode of ptesenranon of the 2 passages was counterbalagced across sub;ects

7«4

 within each abrhty group ie. half_ of the. subJects wrthm eadh group m,e assngnea to
. . x;.v 'v..‘: T?A ‘J’q{.:b. n i

9 et
AN

recerve the oral mode ot‘ presentandn ﬁrs; .
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' During the - lndivldual sessron of reading coﬁl‘ﬁrehension. the followihq‘dlrections
,.‘\,,, o "'it
R T a*!t

were given to’ the subjects

A

A hke you to read You can’ read it at yopr own rate *; /j

s

. T » :
: Y ‘d it well. . You are asked to read lt once apd are %
‘ not ,allowed to- re read it Tell me when you have finished reading lt When you
the story back Please try o recall as

N
” T

. h@ye finished rbadmg I will ask you to te
“‘ﬂi wrll use: a’ tape recorder 10 record

n&uch as you can - renrember about the - st‘
\"'» what you %gomg to say Here s a pgtctrce paragraph When you have.
. frmshed 1 wrll ask you to tell- the paragraph back "
. "Please read this paragrﬁ'ph- e,
¢ .",;.:(Zl'ﬁepudent read the short paragraph) e *’“:-é ‘~. : ,.
g ‘Now. wrlL.you please tell me the paragraph back"" | ‘ ‘

_?_" r (The student told" the paragraph back and it was recorded on tape)
S "Good Do you understand what you are asked to do” I »
l..':tron please feel freé to ask" o ’ .
L "Now please r;ad this story and till it back: to me when you have finished
) ‘ (’I‘he Student read story 2) l . ;»’; SR o “
) R I "Can you tell’ me the story back?" ‘ﬁ‘ ‘ ‘
' (The student told the story back and rt was recorded on tape) L A ;“
'l'he saﬂre« rnstructlons were grven nt the hstemng mode The examinef - then * ‘,

R Py
.,

- P g .

*'43 neuu Amlysis T R e
.. ' The system used for protocol analysrs rs ba.sed 0n thg story grammar f

used the- transcrlbed oral recall o£ the students for analysrs@ Y \ Py

,,Mandler ‘and Johnson (1977) J,‘he story is categonzed mto ‘7 syntacuc groups the
o settmg. the begmmng event. the reacno&. 'the goal tbe attempt the outcome “and the R

PR RS A - - .'.-<.m__. ; . . . . .
. - : -t . - # [ . ~ - -ﬁ
B g - - - " N ° . o . . ay
P . .l . e - L o R



o - 80

i . L e
ending Fui‘ther. escnpuons of these story are found in the lntroduction secuon
, Since there are‘ uuequal nuitber ‘of sentenees ing each category. the proporuon
0

2 4 .,,‘::of recall of the amount of lﬂOrmatton ln each category El‘ each subject is. taﬁen.

’I‘he mean proporuon ol‘ recall in each category of » each group ls calculated to ‘see

II’

?f @Weﬁ-tﬁbre are sngnifxcant main cffects or mteracuon effecti'**‘for readmg groups. ’

P syntacttc categones or condtuons of presentauott

E AR -

| B ? e . . s
. : L IR . T SR S T

i

- A sample of 38 grade 5 students ere chosen from the "elementary‘ schools ‘in

toai‘bhc School District.

" They were. categonzed into good, and poor- -

‘ g to thetr comprehen on percenttle SCOrés on the Edmonton Public
. School Eleme.ntary Readmg Test (at or above the 75th percenule dn or below the |
'30th percenule.rcseecttvely). R . _ . e

v | Dunng the exp‘eﬁmen_t. ‘each snbject was tested individually ’in a quiet ’room;

g

He/She was  asked to namc, 3 sets of words: 20 1-syllable, 20 ,2-syuabl; and®20 |

3:syllable. words as. fadt as possible The time taken 10 vocalize ‘these words "rva(i -

taken. Afterwards he/she was tested on 2 Word ‘span task one 'Vtsual and the other

~

) audttory 'I'he total number of words recalled correctly\ui recotded Ftnally each

Ca®

&9 -

/'\,
was g:ven one story to read and another to listen. "The order  of presentatron of‘ each
s

B mode ‘was counterbalanced among subjects After readmg/lrstemng. each subjec‘t was
&

asked to tell the story back The results were tape recorded and transcnbed _for-

analysxs | | R
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5. ‘Results and Discussions

3

Lt

"

)
AN

“taj ':"s used to seé Whether there were sismfxeant maur or interaction effects for
| groupm hrecail category and mode of‘ presentauon . o e va

t-,s:f , ;L‘ T h In part 3, two-way analyses of variance thh nbpeated measures on one factor

:'r&z:*ﬂ' used to test whether there wefe significant differences’ tbetween good and poor

’%f &a!‘ ; hgmng trme. visual memory span and auditory’ memory span. -

-r.,.g?* pert.d' P'enson produét- moment correlatlons between naming time, memory -

.« span. ‘mdms ;md hstemns comprehensron performanees were mlculated separately. for
-ﬁ gdld readers poor readers and jall ﬂ'bJeCts R : \ e
- l . * e \- . . .. .

* ‘ '.. o - . . ’ . -

5,2 Redding and Listening Comprehension . - B
‘ Results of the 2(Type of Reader) X 2(Mode of' Presentatron) analysrs, of
’varmnce were shown m T able 1 They mdrczrted that good readers recalled srgrﬁncantly

LI

more mformxtron than poor readers drd F(l 36) 9. 58 p<0.01. There was no signifi-" \.
cant drfferenee between the two modes "of présentation (reedmg vs. listening) and there V.__
was no srgnifrcant mteractxon between type of reader and mode of pmeﬂtatidn These' |
results mdreate thnt comprehensron and memory for stones reflected ‘in an oral regall

‘task is stgmfreantly better for good readers than for poor feaders, rega.rdlesh of the

mode of preseatation.

"~ ‘ N . E -
.




‘Tablel ' : , -
*  Summary of Two-Way Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measures' for ,
Reading Group of @pyprehension

Source of 'var'i?tion' S ar . s, /YAF o
Between Subjects . 37 ' gt e '
‘A" Main Effect ! 113.80 , - 9.58 - .-‘004*
Subjects within &oup 3% 1188 C
: W:Lthln Subjects ] i ', 38 o - , - .

'B' Maid Effect S '1 - w18.01- 3.48 " ,070
-~ 'AXB" Interaction , 1 . 8230 1.59 215 \

.'B' X S’ubjects within group 36 5, 17‘ ' - \‘ T N
p — - T‘
‘Factor A : Read:mg Achlevexrent Level B o
. Factor B : b'bde of Presentatlon of Mater:.als for Recall
.t . .
* Significant at .01 Wp<.0l} - = .
- =38, ‘ (
G -
z}\ B o
- . . v
.‘ . *’ ‘ *
. B 4 .
4 o ~ -
-~ . .
. N



The pw findings are consistent 'szith those of Weisberé *(1979), ‘Wwho found
that*altho’tt%e'good ‘readers recled tnore propositlons than did poor readers, there was
no significant difference between the two modes of presentation and there :was' no' sig-

; nificsnt mtenction between the type of reader and the mode of presentation These

“ results’ indiested that memory for prose passages remcted ina free reenll task was

., signiftcmtl'y better fw good readers than.\for poor readers, regardiess of the mode of

"' preseptation. *{t is. therefore suggested that there is.a general prooessinu deficit in, poor

reagers.
v

The results also indicated no stgmfmnt difid ween the two ‘modes of

L e o~ )
presentauon -reading and listening. T%s is sumlir the y by Saleem fand Heermah

[

(1981). who found no sigmficant dtfference among dif’ rent tnodt\.s of presentatfon.
Yet 8 closer look at "E@ tésults showed that bOth good and poor reacTe‘!*s';’ per?oar"r‘;e’dm
slightly better under listening rconditxon (X=13. 26 & 11 47 for good and poor readers |
rejmvely) than reed’ing condmon (R=1295 & 9.84 for good ancf poor readers re-

tively) '

| Sttslt s (1974) study provided some support to the preeent fmdmgse- He'
reviewed 31 studies and found that in the elementary grades (1 6). almost all of . the ;
comparisons favor the listgging comprehe’nston mode. Smee ‘the sub;ects in the present

study wer! from _elementa:y school (grade 5-- students), -they W‘." also.» expected to

perform better Ak ﬁemmmg *co'mprehenstdn : task  Furthermore *'the 'students he‘

d gphe. story onoe and they weré not allowed to" go back t0 re-read and
m&g matenal ‘So there was no adv tage of reedmg because of the
2 | :

relieffommemoryload Lo "\- ERE

vv

cotsistent | with Chippen's (1968) study.  He .found that above-average readeﬂ‘
" better in silent reading  while below-averige ‘readers were better in  Jistening
comprehension at 'the‘ .Sth-snde level. However, 'stsmﬁcenoe ‘was not ’reached m his

v , ‘



- T i i | V“""'d
comparison. Once agem this lack of interaction might be explnned by the reedibﬂlty
of the story chosen. Since the readibtlity of .the stories had been controlled to be
mnnageable at the poor readers' lefel of d‘odmg skills, perhaps all the readers were'
nt level.. | Consequently. their petformance on reading

reading at the ind % ,'
comprehension task wu as good that on hstenm comprehension task. Thus the'
reeults indicated neither good nor. floor readers dlffered signifioantly in- the amount of
informatxon they recalled following the reading or hstenmg of a_ narrative <pqsnge
Both groups were able 10 sehct Ie eml:er and- retrieve a simuu amount of informe
tion t‘or recall | , *‘{ |
5.3 Oral Recall of Stories | ,4“-);‘*'& Y
The present analysis examined ‘the {yroportion scores for statements which: repre-‘
‘sent text propositxons in the 7 syntactm eategones defined by Mandler and Johnsdn 'S
(1977) story graxnmar An inter-ra liabxhty on a W% sample for the scdring
: came up with- 91% repabthty for both stonee : ) - " , ' I ‘
A 2(Reader Type) X 2(Mode of Presentatxon) X 7(Syntact1e Category). |
/th.ree -way analysns of vanance was. performed ont reczll séores (with- mean proportloﬁs :
transformed uffo ARCSIN data). The mean preportions of.. recall were transformed
into armm data before analyzed These transfm&nmnons had, the prunary purpoee 9f

"“attarmng the homogenexty ot' error vanance nornia{hzmg the mthip-oell

bétween - sublect n;easure whﬂe qu‘e of Presentatron and Syntacuc‘ Ca ory | were
treated as repeated measures The résults of Table 2 ‘'showed that good readers rmnéd
" more information undér both readxng and listening conditions X X=1. 839 & 1.509 for
| good and poor readers i'especuvely) F(l 36)=8. 26 p<q( 01. There were also stgmfioant
 differences between ‘the proportion of recall units falling ?%u‘ch' of the recall
categorxes. ,F(7.252)__6.83. p<0.01. A Newman-Keuls pos perieon wu )
A T o , 1 A
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. Table 2 . ‘ ) . v,A . .‘ ’ )} ‘: '
A Sunmaxy of 'I‘hree Way Analysis qf Variaye with Bepeated Measures .
- on ’,_qgipregenta}:ion and Recall Category o o
. 3 T . = — - e ey e ‘ ‘
Source of Variation d.£, ° M.S. - F P o » -
oA ) ) 1 14.48 / 8.26 ' .007*
“ - Y :"‘1 ‘ . ,f“ ‘ o . “gl' . . . : N ) 1
 sSithad oo 3% . ou T @
. N » ‘A . \ N - mé N - \‘V_.’ ¢ “ ‘ :
B o ‘ 1 ( .76 86" .36 .-
» ’ ’v z . 13
B . . 1 2.29 .14
 BS-within 36 s - "
A 4:48°  6.83 TSe01* R
AC 6 95 lde "w195 N
‘ ’ . )
0’66‘ .. 4 ° A
| 2297 Tt4.20 ool
}1].‘ » g
2 el 89 w.soz .
5 DR S 7
: Pa?tor A Readix\g Aa;hlevenent Level
. - #
] Fac\tor B : Mode of Presentatmn of Materials for Recall '
Fact\:or C: Syntact:.c Category - L a
- o '
* Significant at 01 ( p<. 01) et T = _ S
N—38 ' N . ‘;5““@ .
o ¥ hg*f:g ' .
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performed on the m category. tneans (transformod) to t‘ind out which pairs of |

reean eategoﬂes were' signﬂ'icantl% different in the proDonion of units reeeued under

¥

s . them. Tabfe 3 indieeted that the subjects tn this etudy moalled signtricantly more in- ‘

formation about the beginnina e'vent and the outcome of the stories than the reaction’

nd the goal p<0 05 A ei;niﬁeant 1nteractron erfect was round between the mode of
presentation and the proportion orw inforxnation recalled under each - eetegory.
(7 252)=4.%, p<por e Newman ‘Keuls posﬂhoc comparisons, as shown by Table

S 4 ndid that arwmmg _sgslicanty more Information aéjn the. setting, " the

besinning event tlte attempt‘ the orrtcome nnd\ the’. endtng wa

reaction and the goal However. Table 5 showed - that only the recLll of the bezmning

event and the outcome was stgnificantly hisher than the recall of the goal at‘ter read/ ,

recalled than the -

ing Table 2 also indrcaied that there ‘'was no signtficant tnatn effect for the Mode ot",

- Preeentatron and no signtftcant Readmg GrOup X Mode ot‘ Preectmuon and Rea g
GTO\IP X Syntacttc Category mteracnon effects. =

Like the recults obtained above." "it was foqu that good readers reeall more K

.‘ N

mformation than poor readers djd.yF(l 367':8 26, p<001 Yet there was no :a}bu.ﬂmm,f

 the modality effeets were the same for both good and podr readers S ,

.....

&.r §12he lack of' srgnifielnt differenee between .readmg and listerung could be
,;

differenoes between the two modee of presentanon and there was no '.stgnificant."

mteracnon between ttie type of‘ reader and the mode of presentanon ind _'caung that\ '

-accounted t‘or by several reaso‘ns First of all,’ me stoneé used !tn theae studies wereﬂ

two Indran folk tales. whrch were qmte famthar to elementary school students As a

result both groups ot' readers rmght have* possessed suft‘rctent background knowledge to ,é.

. ', comprehend As Drckmson & Weever (1919) reported poor readers were equrvatent to
. good readers in therr general knowledge of stof? structure. In additron'. the typee of
readtng/listenma matenals uaed were namttves. which_ readers have been elpohed to
frorn an en.rly age sa both groups of readers should be tamrlm with tbem ’beeaule

- / ,Lo - .
. 4 s o . ' - i
o ‘ . S T ,v\// ‘ . ’ D

71
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they tshould"have developed a “sere. of story from therr youth (Applebee ms) e

o o the underlylng organlzatlon of stories to aid thetr encoding and retrieval of lnforma-
R tion. L P Ll i ‘n ;
. ‘ B . e ', o ° i i A

‘- Frorn this study. it was féund that there were no, srgnlficant dtfferences be

.‘:,. . tween good and poor readers m the proportron of recall umts under each syntactre

'

- goup. Thefmdiﬂssm
’skilled and unskilled readers reéalled the same type of- tnformatton but \that skrlled

u'echernata repreeented tn the summanes waerrmrlar to the two' groups

stones can. bJ descnbed as a -structure or tdeahzed story scfrema Thts

~represents people 5 conceptions of how a

"to end and operates as a general framework for orgaruzmg drfferent categorxes of m- '.
- formation in memory. It ts argued that people rely on” the schcrna to understand

‘ “stones as they rehd or hsten to them and when they attempt to recall mformatronf

POOr readers seemed ‘10 have the same general knowledg

":'ture asgood readers did. The present results i

'to poor readers in therr mternal cognmve hemata for stones T o

¥ —

sisrent wrth Berger and”ferfem (1977). whti found tha.t |

-formed story rs organtzed from begrnning:

Ta

.
‘As Mandler and Johnsbn (1971) have mentroned the underlytng orgamzatmn of

from the story (Rumelhart 1977) The results of the present stud'y drd mdrcate thatﬁ, ‘

A srgmflcanr marn effect was"f/ und for Syntactrc"Category, _mdtcatmg that *both" )

good and poor . readers drd emphasrze certarn types@of mformatron over others m the .

"' stones Newman Keuls compansons were perﬁormed among syntactrc eategones across

vgroups and modalrtiee | 'l'he reeults showed that) there were - srgmfrcantly hrgher-"-
".'ptopomons of statements representthg the beginmng sevent and ther outcome as

: -compared to the reactton and the goal Thus 1t appears from the reeults that after

) readrng or listemng a story at a reader §+ rndependent levcl both good and poor*"



L3

, S R
_ ; they retneve mformatxon according to a certain pattern L .A

AT,

readers do not reproduoe Jtext 'through verbatim recall or recall at random lnstead -

1

Vay L
The present results are qutte slmrlar to Mandler and Johnson s ( 1977) study ’

A

Overall _the schemata which both good and poor readers use to organlze thelr recall- .

emphasize the outcomes of actlon sequences rather then the attempts themselves or. the
mernal events motrvating them‘ a R T 'f 3 ,»N'
' The sumlar ordenng among nodes between good and poor -readers ‘suggests that

even poot: readers are sensrtrve to the struetme of stones and have schemata which

‘‘‘‘

mamze retrieval »rn 4 fashron"’simrlar to good readerss Thrs is conslstent with
Dtcltmson and Weaver s (1979) frndtng that poor readers were equrvalent .10 good‘ :

- readers in. their general knowledge of tory structure

Thus the basxc orgamzatron of mformatron appears qurte sumlar in- good and -

poor readers When chrldren are grven prose structure - whrch..«; meamngful to them,

and wrth which they have had extensive expenence they make use of it to organtze

: therrrecallofmformatlon 3 T T "

' N\
Another tmportgt fmdmg of thrs study was the srgmhcant dtfferenee in the

proporttOn of statements m the vanous syntactrc categones as a- funcuon of \the rnode»;
of presentatron Newman\l(eufs Tests show that the structure of the recall of the R
\subJects after readmg or hstemng to a story was not exactly the sarﬂe’ Not the same
type ot‘ mformatron was sahent after readmg and hstemng After hstemng, the recall .
f:-\'.of the settmg. the begmmng event the attempt the outcome and the endmg ot' the
story was srgmﬁeantly hxgher than the récall of the goal ol‘ the story (p<0 05), whrle v,: |

, u-,‘the reeall of the begmmng event and the outcome was srgmfrcantly hrg"her than - the';'

reactton and the goal after readmg (p<0 05) _ . - ‘
| Table 6 shows . that sxgmfreantly more sentences of the settmg were"recalled, :
after hstenmg than readtng, F(l 36) = 10 70 p<0 0l. Thrs could be explamed by the

fact that the subJects pard speeral attenuon to the begmmng of a story when ihey'

.S“




o

X

“\' wm_ listening.‘~ As the sentences ot‘ the story w‘

_to read “both . sentence 1 and 2 4

: have,.pr&_essed the mformatlon ‘

: "mlght have been depressed in" such way.

Wi Co o o . . ! . .
. . ' - . ' : : i 4 . v
. \ B ' PRI K
W ' W .,
Al S : ' o
} R T :
A L atn s Ty i R o -Hl

S
read out one at‘ter the other.

students tnight have ’oeen htrongly attentiye10 sentence 1 an then sentence 2, 'whlch'

Wereo about the settlng of the - story On. the other hand, the bjects had the chance
the same tlme under readlng ansequently they
mlght have integrated the- lnf rmatton in. a coherent way As a result, they tmght
ether in thetr memory and could not recall ence

1 and 2 separately when they Were‘ test ; So thetr scores on_ ‘the | ofﬂsetting. -

Overall the subjects reeelled 1 Kg event and the outcome of the story

better ttnder both sltuattons. whtlc the recall of ‘the’ goal the reaction was poor. Thus o

L

tt _was found that srade 5 suhjects patd more attention to the extemal events of the

story. whrle—* internal feehngs, mottvatton of the characters were_very much 1gnored

. 'Table 7 ) Shows that there was 1o stgnlf’cant Readtng Group dtfference in t.he_ .

= recall of th attempt of the story.

\n&n As cxpected the endtng of the story was not very well recalled after both

RN

‘made up thetr own endtng when thcy came to the last part of the story they read o

g ‘and’ lmtcmng. Ta‘ble. 8 shows that there was no srgmftcant dlfference between '

thé' readrng and listening conditions  This mtght be due 0 the reason that subjects

- Grade 5 students are- famthar with- and have ‘a good ltnowledge and certain
'_expectations ol' how story structures- ate hke \So m thetr recall they ‘made up. the
| ending of the story tnstead of telhng what - they had exactly read. As a reSult, thetr'
| recall of the endtng was | logtcal ‘but maccurate when compared wrth the ongtnal text

When they were hstemng, they tmght not be able to detect when ‘the en\tmg .of the

story would - exactly come about. Consequently thetr recall of the endmg of the story -

would be low. AR N
Jth’om “the a‘htWe reaults. /it was found ‘tha‘t ‘the poor readl -in the _pregent

“study were able  to recall ‘sto'ries in a similar way as good readers did. Yet 'there were

B W

]
-
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" Table 6 ) ' |
Summary of 'mo Way Analy51s of Variance with Repeated Measures for {
B Readmg Group on. the Recall of the Setting : R '
‘Source of,'.Veriation - d.f.  ° MS. O F — p
Between 'Subje_cts'; : 37 | | :
A" Main Effect 1 s 6.24  .017*
Subjects within group 36 .84
Within Sibjects '.:?\f 38 o s
'B' MainDffect . ' 1 637 1070 .002%
'A'X B I'nt;eract“ion' ‘ o1 - ;"{21‘ $.35, .56
JRt-L X'éubjec'ts within group 36 B ;60 : “
Factor A :. Reading Achievement Level ﬁ
‘ Factor B : Mode of Presen Elmof/bﬁaterlals
o x -s;,gm.f:.cant at .05 ( p<. 05) \,\ SR
e slgi%.flcant at 01 (p; Ol) , Q‘ : //7;\,\/ ,



heading Group on the Recall of the Attempt
Sour¢e of Variation - d.f. M.S. F. p .

B;tween Subjects | 37
A" Matn Effect, - 1 .84 106 31
Subjects within group =~ 36 - .79
~ Within Subjects _ 38

'B' Main Effect ..y 1 1032 15.17  .00%
'A X.B' Interaction 1 J& 2 31 .58

'8 X Subjects within group 36 " .68 | S

.Factdr A € Reading )Acl}ievenént Level

Factor : Mode of Presenfation o; Mater:.als
o éignificfan}: a{: .f01"( p<.0l) o

N=38 P |



Table 8 N o
Sunmary of Two Way Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measures for
Reading Group on the Recall of the Ending

Source of Variation d.f. M.S. F P

Between Subjects 3T ‘

A" Main Effect ) g . 380 7.07 o2+ |
' Subjects within group | 36 o .54

Within Subjects - 38

'B' Main Effect 1 . 0 .3 8
A X B' Main Interaction 1..  1.07 2.66 .11

'B' X Subjects within group - 36 .40

|
Factor A : Reading Achievement Levéi -

AFacto‘r B : Mode of Presentation of Materials
* Significant at .05 ( p<.05)
N=38 '

s,
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 sigaificant  differences hemén these two groups, in the” recall . of the setting,

" OR(Q, 36)-&624 p<005 and the ending. , F(1, 36):707 p<00$ o(the story. Further

| analysis of . the recall of the elaboration by the two-way amalysis of variance . as indi-

cated by Table 9, shows that there were Wguificant main effects of Reading Group
v and Mode of Presentation. Overlll good readers recal!ed slsniﬂunuy more sentences
. about the elaboration, F(1 36):462 'P<0.05. The m( T of the daboration was signi-
icanty higher after listening, than resding, F(1, 36)=8. 19, p<0.01, This may be due to
 the fact tt reddiag. is’a peocas mn;roued by ‘the subject, while lisening is examiner
paced.’ Dﬂncrudinz thembjectanlookahudormakeuseof:heeom ual

cues to arrive at an undentnndins of the nasage Important pms are

comprehension. As a ruult. the subjett is fomd to pay attention to evegy of
+ the passage. In this way even elaborntions are procmed and remembered 1o a grea

LY v

: extent nfterlistcninathnnaftermding s

! “

5.4 Naming Time Task . | \ -

Theperformanee ofgoodand r readers on natmng nme‘tasksxs shown m

- Table 10 and 'l'able 11. Two -way analysis of variarice vnth mpeated measures indicated
stgnifieant main effect of reading skill, F(l 36)= 10.7, p<0.01, mam effect of number
of syllabls F(2 7) 11.92 p<0.01. - The Scheffe Compansons .of unweighted main

 effects indicated that sxgnifiant differenm were found between the mumng time ot' 1-

while elaborations are ignored.  These admugu are absent’ for ligtening

——

‘and 3-sylhble words F('l 36) 4805 p<001 2- and 3 -gyllable words, F(1,36)= 4489

p<0.01 but not between 1 and 2-syllable words .

o Part of the results are consxstent vnth the studies by anEm et al. (1978L

" - Stanovich (1981) and Kan and Shankweiler (1983) who found that there were signifi-
cant differences between good and poorﬁm on rapid nammg of words. » @
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Table - - . -

-

Summxy of 'No Way Analysis of Variance with Papeated Measures for
‘tbadi.rlgcrwpmthemcallofthemaboration

d

' Between Subjects 37 . L

' FactorB :.:Mode of Presentation of Materials’

. N=38

‘Source of Varmein . af, M.Q?‘ F

'A' Main Effect ., 1 - 17.05  4.62

Subjects within group -- 36 3.69
Within Subjects 38 L

'B' Main Effect | 1 ' 8.90 8.19

‘A X'B' Interaction 1 .00 .00 -

'B' X Subjects within group 36  "1.09

3

004*

L007%*
1.00

Factor A : Reading Achievement Level =

RN R,

* Significant at .05 ( p<.05)

#* Significant at .0l ( P<.01)



'I‘able 11

, of 'l'm Way Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measures for Ve
Reac Group on Words with different number of Syllables

' source of‘vériatiom d.‘f.' . M.S. F .p

‘Between Subjects’ - 33/ — |

A" Maln Effect (1 600.%0 10.70 .002*

Subjects within growp X6 56.15 -«

Within Subjects T8 S
“'B' Main Effect 2 -7 737.44 © 62.00 ©.000%
- 'A X B' Interaction: 2 141.7 "11.92  .000*
'B' X Subjects within growp 72 11.89 AR

Factor A : Reading 'Adlie\amt Level ‘

‘Factor B : No. of Syllabl¢s .

* Significast at .01 level- (rzé o1y -

Na38

I . o -
[ 5 \ A . g
wm‘gfam ............ i o SR W ',.m:.,,gw:,
.'. ¥ . . . Y \\
| -rabu\;o
'-Mntui:\t\a)mtonamzbmrdn(’mseconds) N~3a - f
e Good Rudars, Poor Readers
1-sy11£bla | 9.20 | CT1LM '
2-ayllsble "‘ I & 2% I
. . s o =1.31 * §.D.=2,97
3-syllable 13.70 22,75
o _8.D.=2.40 : §.D.=10.65
“T — ‘



2-symuem43~sy1hua ‘words (Y-e&.. 9ahummmnty)mm‘,:'
. raden (R=1174, nxzwammmm) anummﬂ&hd{mbg
eonmm memmmmrmmumdmmmmmm~

. more syllables. qomﬂ‘mmmxmwarsmmmmmu l.lm
memgnmuorsynmadrmv/mmrr t betwen groups. Goodmdmahowd
Jow of an increase for syllables compared 5 poor rdam. |
A A cuminton of the pewlt rovels’ e good eedem 10k ahc{m e oan |
poor readers to name all three typen ofv words.. However -significant dlffmnca wm '
found for 3syluble words only. This might be due ‘to the fact that readers’ used
' different m@ out diffefent gloups of words. When subjects wer asked
to read out 1-syllable and 2-syllable " word: tbey trested uch word as a unit of pro-
'mtng since they werefamﬂm ‘\dththem i.e. they used a wholeword approach to
1demify words. As a result the entire word wu prrowued into théir corrdponding

soundrepruenudonmdmdout Chtheothuhand whentheywereukedtomd

4

out the 3-sylhble words they did not prom the whole word as a unit because it
was long. Instud they might have broken up t.he words into smaller m\ul units,
med:omdnommmnmmmblmdedmemwmmrormmewm
'Forthegbodmders theomauonofthmprommightbemwmuc whereas
for the poor readers, it might be clumsy and slow - In addition,there is also theh
possibility that good readers might be famﬂm with the 3-syllable words and were suc-
cessfnlmidennfymgt.hembyvisuahzanon wheruspoorradmmxghtbeumwm

/
with this . method “and relomd ta'\the use of other approaches which involved

jsymbol sonnd eorrespondence or phonologm] codxng (Gajraj,1983).

ks

o

s
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The performance of good and poor readers on’ word span tasks is shown in.
‘fi“‘Table 12, 13, 14, and 15. Sl T s
. ' Fiom Table 13, lt was found that there was a srgmfrcant drfference between
,gooq and poor readers in t.he number of words Freely recalled F(ll 36) 651 p<0 05 .
B 'I'he effect of different m%de of presentation on the number of words recalled also ]
reached srgmfrcanoe CF(1, 36) 497 p<0 0s; audrtory was, superror visual N
| -presentanon Yet there wa: no; srgnrfrcant interaction effect of«»Readmg Skrll X Mode}._ -
"of Presentatwn 3 : o ; ) | - v
From Table 14 1t was also found that there. were 51gmfrcant drfferences be- -
':'tween good and poor readers m the number of _words senally recalled F(l 36) 5 55, :
.vp<0 05. In addmon there was a srgmfrcant drfference between rhe vrsual and the
‘ audrtory mode of presenranon on the- number of words serrally recalled F(l 36) 8. 92 :
‘;‘b<0 01 Once again audrtory was supenor to visual presenranon However, the
',mteracuon was also msrgmfrcant | S | '_ ‘ 3 ,
Fmiry Table 15 also shows srmrlar results. ’I'here were srgmfrcant main effects‘ A
' ‘I:of Readmg Skrll F(l 36)-454 p<0 05 and Mode of presentauon F(1, 36) 13 14, p<
; 0.01 on span srze and mteractmn effecr was. not observed
| From the fmdmgs of S 4 1t was observed that good and poor reader drd not -
drffer too much in. word ldCﬂtlflC&thﬂ“Sp&Od of 1-and 2 syllable words " However the

‘ifmdmgs of 5 5 lndrcated r.har there  weré srgmfrca.nt differences between .good an poor

o ", «readers m the vrsual and audrtory word span tasks Smce the words used in the word |

span rasks were all lnsyllable words both. groups of readers could rclenufy the uems

| "with »relauve ease Yet rhe results of 5 5 mrght mdrcate that beSrdes wordr
'rdentrfieauon spwd nem order was .a source of varxauon rn span performance -
‘(Dempster 1981 Huttenlocher & Burke.l976 Torgesen & Houck 1980 GaJraJ 1983)

logreal analysrs of the performance requrrements of the span task would indicate that

[ S . . o



o ERER e

S~

Table 1P N | | 2/'
Mean number of words recalled on the word span task (1\1[#/3‘8)" o |

Good Reagiérs , Poor Rea?érs

Visual Free , 68,21 o | ‘6:4'..05 //
. S.D.=5.21  sD.A.e8

Auditory Free ™ - 70:16. . . . + 65£39

'S.D.=4.97 . 8.D.=7.30

|

. Visual Serial,  39.05 /T s

5.0.=10.48 /= $.0.8.55
 Auditory Serial  42.58 . ///" . 3706

"s.D,=7.16/// . 8.D.=9.01 .,

/

Visual Span $.3¢ /) 3,95
5.0.40.87 5.D.=0.69

-/

Auditory Span | 479 447

5.D.=0.51 ~ 8.0.=0.51
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Table 13 _

'.Sunmary of -Two Way Analys:.s of Varlance mth Repmted Measures for R
Reading Group on Free Word Recall (N=38) ' .
- , RN |

.'Source of Va.riation , »\gf' a.f. . M.S. F ‘ p
' Between Subjects 37 _ | ‘

A" Main Efféct. s 138074 651 0ls
',Subjects w:.thin gﬁ.’ “ ,' ,h _' 58.52 ﬁ .
‘Wlthm Subjects :

-1k Maln Effect 2“3: 51.14  4.97 o3
axe Int?ractlon I S LA & R I

"B' Xwé;lbjeCtS w:Lthm‘group 36 | '_"»10.29> : : \;
.lFactor A Readmg Achievement Iex{el “ ‘,o
| ‘Factor ‘B >Mode of Presentatlon of the Word Span Task -

o Slgnlflcant at .05 level ( p<'§‘} 4 |
SR /
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Table 14

R Summa.ry of Two Way Analysms of Varlance w:.th Repeated Measures for

103

‘ Readmg Group on 'Serial Word Recall N=38) -
 Source of ‘Vafi'ét.;ion‘ a5 MS. . . F o
Between supﬁéc;s DR v A ‘ |
'A' Main Effect 1 67799 5.5 onr
Sub-jec‘:tsjlvwith‘in'.’grdup ’ | 36 ©122.15 |
, within AS\ubjects AR o
'B" MaJ_n Effect 1 316.10 = 8.92 005+ %

'a X B' mteractloﬁ | 1 o539 .16 688

.'B', X Subjects within group 36 35.43

Factor A : Reading Achievemeht ;

Factoi: B : Mode.of Pres'entation Of theonrd_Span Task

-k Slgnlflcant at .05 ( P<. 05)

*k Slgnlflcant at Ol ( p< Ol) n
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. \ "
o ¢ \' B
. J o
'I‘able 15 | | ' = R
. o '
Sumnary of Two Way Analysis g; Variance with Repeated Measures for
Reading Group an- Spa.n Size (N=38) L ' '
) ‘<;ource of Variatlon S Al 0 MSyT F | p."
. Bet:Ween Subjects " | _ o ‘ L .
L 'A'dain, Effect. 2440 T 4.54  .040*
~Sub3ects w:.thm group , 537 ‘ —_
Within Subjects R | S
t - R L ™ N
gt Mam Effect . : 1, 4.50 13.14 ,.GQ]:*
~'A )(B' Interaction "l ‘ .03 .09 771 \--\ \
-‘B' X Subjects withm group 36 . 34 R
‘Factor A Reading Ach:g.evement g
‘fFactor B Mode of Presentation of the Word Span Task
_* Sigm.flcant at .05 level ( p<.05) o
** Significant at® ._Ol_le\?el (p <.01) AR
N ' ) . 0



an mdrvidual must identify the items presented and retaln the order m which they are

v.preeented 50 a5.t0 succeed.on- this task e r D R
Y-y ’ - (: : :
-8, 6 Relationship befween Word NT, Word Span. RC and LC

It was predicted that. there would be a negative correlation between naming .
trme and memory span, as well as between naming txme time and comprehension

score; whereas there would be . ca posmve relationshrp between memory span and.

e
\

comprehensron scores as measured by the oral recall Pearson product - moment .
\ correlatron coefficrents computed for all vanables .of both groups and all subjects are' d

lpresentedm’l‘able 16. R ;‘ E T

It ‘can be seen from 'l‘able 16 that the nammg time for 2 syllable and -

* 3-gyllable words were srgmfrcantly negatrvely related to all measures of word span

The negative correlatrons obtamed give further support to. the working memory model ‘
whrch says that the faster one processes . mcommg mformatton the more capacity left ;
for storm& and mamtammg that mformatron ‘in workrng memory Thus rneffrcrent ,

processes of the poor reader as measured by the nammg time taslg wlll be

-
ae %

P w “‘ua ‘_,’n._
task. : S , . SRR 54 R

..,.»\ SE
K [ 4

\\’fu{chuwmvalent to a smaller storage - capacity, as measured hy,?lre word ,sm

- 'I'he relatronshrp between narmng *trme of 3- syllable words and word ;span ‘size lti ¥
K i shown in Table 17 The vrsual/audrtory span size 'is. negat)ively related to the namrng
'trme of 3- syllable words 'I'hus an- mcrease in span ‘size will result m a deerease ‘m\’
o nammg  time.’ So the conclusron reached is- that item 1dentrfrcatron is a‘*source oU
T mdrvrdual drfferences in. word span performance These results offer a strong evrdence .
for the relauonslnp between nammg trme and span for both good and poor readers as
_mdrcated by Das'(1985) similar fmdmgs on mentally retarded sample ) ‘ ‘ . .‘ _
| The slow spwd of word rdentrfrcatron of poor readers could have aff'ected word
span performance at erther accuracy or speed level However. the -effect on the Alevel

i
" e o,
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Table 17
Relationship between Span Slze and Word Nam.ing Time of 3—syllable

/

- words (N—38)

Visnall Span Size : Naming Time :Ln seconds
3 . Ty, |
4 © 24.44 . o
.fq—éz ‘ji e ‘ g o ; 18.98 | o SR, :
 " 5-6 : | _' . 1573 | o - ' "’Q{“*‘@%,ﬂ
&1 o o |
Auditory SpénfSi;eﬁﬁ-_in ’f  - Naming Time in seconds -
3 . ';‘ o \fl 42.63 “ | o !
4-5 B L tnéi.hs |
5-6 g ) Tcu7~ 15.19
an§;7 Ce T 14.06
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‘of accurscy wss highly unlikely . because all ubjects wete able to, pronounee all words

© “accurately. So the possibility left s that word identification- speed could have. affected

'spsn performsnce at the proficiency level. Even though poor readers were accurate in
) identii'ying all words they could not do it fast enough So the presentation of
stimulus words at one item per second might not have “allowed sufficient time for
them to identify words as weii as retain word order on the spanr task. |
‘ _ Table 16 aiso showed a significant negative relationship between word recogni-
| . ton speed and reading comprehension. Except the naming of * 1 -syllable words, the
muning time oi‘ 2- syllable and 3syiiable words correlated srgmfxcantly with the -
subjects W eomprehensron (r=- 392 t=2.55, p<0.005; r=-.471, t=3.2, p<0. .003
' respecuvely) }ve’n though the correlatron of 1-syllable word with reading
comprehension was not significant, n stxli showed a negatrve relauonshrp with RC

| 'i'he present results are consistent with the limited- capacrty ‘models (e.g.
[aBerge & Samuels,1974; Lesgold & }’erfettr ,1978) and the working memory model of
: readrng (Baddeley & Hitch,1974). It is gencrally agreed among these theorists that:
| fiuent reading reqmres the execntron of many subprooesses within . a limited amount of
: attentronai resource. If less attentron is necessary for the execution of i(ower-\level

processes such as word recognmon "more, can be directed to hrgh -level omes such as
\

o the mtegration of words into ineaningful sentences - The slow word identification speed

L of poor readers in the present study may resuit in- thetr poor performance on reading

mo comprehensron Interesting enough.— there was - no srgmfxeent relanonshrp between

'ns,rning time and hstemng comprehensron. though the correlations showed a negatrve
. sign The theoreneai explanation for this is as yet uncertam There was a significant
: correiatxon between readrng comprehensron and hstemng comprehensron (r— .471), but it
s not strong Thus research mdxcaung whrch sxmxlar processes rmght be m'volved in
both types of comprehension tasks and which processes are. umque to each mode will .

provide an explanation.



-

Finally it "was ajso fou i thxt there was’a  positive relationship- between
- mettiory Spqnand ‘- _c':blﬂ‘]s_‘r‘eﬁ nsion B4 ‘ormancs. Although only some of ;thé-f'coi‘fela‘dém‘v ST

v;ére signifiéant; _.they,-
’ ;orrelatéd_

listening compréﬁe‘nsidn has' the-

;ti'oﬁ that gdod, readers process infomution
’(' T 4 ' . - ‘.‘ . ‘
Or e integration of materials. Con&uenuy they

Dot

rm better during recall on the comprehension task.



6.1 General Dhctmlon C

0, 6. and Implications ,

The recall of subjecu revealed thot poor\ readen did make ase of the story
tchema to aid their ornniution of recau They v)ere able to recall stories in a timi
lar way as good reu;érs did, whether listening .or r&ding Yet the amount of infor
rmtion recalled was signlﬂuntly different. Good readers were able to recall ‘more in-

,,,,,, T P \ 5 - ( R

formation,” espechlly the details while poor readers were able to recall the lmportant‘ :

| parts of the story. with the elaborations being ommitted. .

Sinoe all snde 5 ttndents have 3 good bncksround knowledae of md experience',

with Stones they are able to use the story schema & a framework to guide the "

'encoding and tetrieving m Even though the processing of poor readers is
inefficient when compared with. -good readers', they k.now whrch part of the story they

need to pay nttention to. Thus the result 13 that they can remember the grst of the o

stories, - while the ‘details are forgotten in thetr recall

Another important ftndmg in this study was that not the same type of. state-
ment was sahent after reading and lrstemng After hstegtn;, the recall of . the setting,
the begmﬁmg event, the attempt the outcome and the M of the story was stgmfr

~ cantly higher than the recall of the goal of the story, while the’ recall of the begin

ning event and outcome was significantly hrgher than the reoo.ll of the react@:" and

the goal after reading.. This suggests that different processes may be mvolved in read-

i

ing and listening oomprehensron : -

* The ~of the present study also’m{mgﬂ that there \were stgmﬁcant
.differenoesbetweengoodmdpoor readersmwor%\x@mgtasksandwrd spantasks ;

This lsﬁ)'ne with the worhng memory model whxch argues that a major: dtfferenoe‘
between good and poor readers is the efficiency of their processing rathex than their
) \ ) E

-— \

.~ static memory capacity. "

10 ' /



'

 amount of attesitional resource. If less attention is di

) promses. . ' o °

.. 2

' The muits of the wning time tuks showed that cood readens were futer

\x.n'.

 than. poor readers st ot : the mnie of a word, and the hrcut dimreuoe Rl

found for 3. syllable words Thus it is. suuostod that when nkcd to rqud out 1 snd
‘2~syllabie words "poor readers might have uged a whole-word spprooch but wheu they
were ssked to name 3-sylhbie words -they might iuve uud other spproeches which

. involved symbol- sound eorreopondence Thex migh have broken up the words intg

smaller visuai units, ﬁ‘d/fo pronounce  each psrt blended the parts together -to

~form the word.' Thus the inefficient processing of ‘
poor pert‘ormanoe on namins 3-syilsbie vvords

ution oﬁ some

iower-l'eviei componeu't processes such as word recognition,

& atteunoual resources to. hrgher level processes such as the mﬂegrauon of words mto

meamngful umts in order to extract meaning. Such a fast srate of word ;rdeutii'icatiou

may be crucial to suooessful performanoe on readrng -

Y Fmally the positive correlauons between word span tasks and comprehensjon ‘
tasks mdieuted that word span reflects worhnaw memory oupacity aud that thxs cspacity «
: 1s a crumal souroe of mdmdual drfferenoes in. comprehension In fact, deficits in

L

: agr@d tha t:luent -reading requires the exeeuti’ouﬁ of Yy processes within 8 fixed

‘one can’ allocate more

comprehension can bS onused by mvestmg more time to encode and retrieve a word

meamng * 'I'hrs mefficreut processmg reduoes the effectrve storage capacrty of working

mernory in addmon the trme devoted 0 retneval cannot be used for other higher

level processes such as mtegratxon of mformauon. thus hmitmg com?ehensrou

P

‘._.. 7 EEEE

PR

poor readers Tesulted in their < ‘

7
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onmuthemdln;/lletenlnrmterlelsmdmnlne‘mﬂuny Theyareableto
M"ulect ‘remembet and reun ‘the. most lmporunt lements in the
Elo,:';" o _""‘ _ _’ o ‘ | |

Slnce the readlng/llstenlng materitls ued ,are . narrative possagee, rth ‘
. well-omnlzed stmcturee and slxhple voeahularlee sevenl unpllennons are. drawn

First of all, it might \;e eneot;raslng for teachers to ‘present materials which 3
the chlldm have a hcckground knowledge of Reeurches on story oommehensxon )
have arrived . at a ueneullutlon tht the - undetlying orgamutxon of stories can be
duzrlbed by a macrostrucmre or . 1denlwed story schema (Mandler & Johnson 1977%

" Rumelhart, 197%; Thorndyke 1977) Thls story schema refers to a seg of expectations ..
about the internal ‘structure ‘of stories which serves 10 faciliate both enooding and
retrieval (Mmdler & Johljxon 1977) People construct slory egema from two poesible

" sources. Oue source cOmee from llstemng to nnny stories, and consists of knowledge

‘ about the sequenelng ‘of - events in stonee including how they typ:cally begin and end. <
The other source comes from experience and mcludee knowledge a/bout causal relatxons
and action sequences. || . LA

Dnnnz eneodlng the story schema aets as .a genenl framework thlnn wlilch
g dettiled eomprehension promee take- place. Bes;des duecong attention to " certain

,,,,,

aspects ol‘ the incoming matenal it enablee the teeder/hstener to keep track of what

has gone befors, and tells the mder ener ‘when some' sort of - the Story is complete

-

T v - i . B . N N N . . .
| S - P \ : . .
i . . . - - - _
i . L . P N o . &
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jamt thmforo ho sored,. ox uslnmplm LAQ tlmfmwmmf be jbeld., until. mﬂ,
" maverial has boen encoded. ,' | i

From lhilllmdy. itmfonndmat botheoodmdpoormdmwm b‘to
attend, uleet omniumdrememhuumiuxelemmuofastorydm
mding/lhtenin;. provided that the ttudants luve knowled.e of what ttory ‘structures
are like and these ltructurel ‘are mu &ranued lf. “the ability ‘to concentrate’ on m~
events to the exclusiou of ‘nonessential mlerhl is 'y buic cosnitive process essential
fdr all oomprohension activities, whether in {he oontext of listening or of reading”
"(Smiley, Oukley & Woithen, 1977 e 382), then the. pmont results lndime that |ood
reeders are equivalent to the poor readers in their\interml co'nitive :chemm for
stories” Thus it would be benefichl fof ’teechers to provide reading and listening

) materials to students in a well- structured form >
L S

"

6.2.2 The readibility of the materials presented
The present finding that' there was no significanct difference between reading

and listening was quite unexpected ‘but undereundable since ' bility of the v
| ‘stories had been controlled at grade 2, level. Thus it is coom _poor é5eeders
are eapable of hxgh quality story comprehension when they are pxeeented with text ._
-materials which’ they are familia.r with and whtch has a predictable underlying struc-
turé, such as the Stmple narrative stories m the preeent study (McConmughy 1985).
~ Another major implication for pracuee which bas msen fsom the present study
i§ the neoeesjty of tmmng children .to be: both accurate and fast at reoognizing words
ifﬂuentreudinglstobemained Poormdersmthxsstudywereaocuntem
identifying words, but did it very slowly So raptd word identiﬁcation is neweury

——

and a suitable traxmng programme should promote oomprehenston /
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6 3 Implications for Further Research IR
7 | .

o Grade 5 students are farmhar wrth So the results cannot be genefalized to other
'»types of passages As Freedman (1980) has. pomted out, certaln ty-:gs' of exposrtory ,
' texts are more difftcult for poor- reader’s to .comprehend. Maybe poor readers have

\ RRERY 2o
‘;more dlmculty wrth exposrtory texts owing to thetr lack of or mﬂexrbthty wrth appro-

AY

,pnate strategres to deal thh them. L

o ' Also unportant in the selectron lS the length of - the readmg/hstenmg matenals .

- In thrs study. only short stones were used Accordmg 'to Kmtsdh & Kozmmsky

:(1977) different psychologlcal processes are mvolved when reading or hstemng to

) matenals of different length - The recall of' short paragraphs’ tells us pnmanly about ‘

R

”"reproducuve processes the recall of long texts reveals somethxng about reconstructive

’

,’ 'prooesses whereas summanzatton of long texts reveals orgamzauonal processes Thus
'testtng the chrldren W1th matenals of drfferenp lengths may yreld dif’ ferent results
because of the. demands placed on recall. '

The 1ength of the recall psptocols toéether with the numbers \j/addmons
' deletrons and substrtuuons are not consrdered for protocol analysxs in this study. such
“an analysis m:y be helpful for a better understa.ndrng of how readers process mforma
tion and retneve it when needed. So furgler mvestrgatron ‘can. make use -of these in-

' o P T ‘ >
‘formatron as vlell , o S T

As“‘”mentloned above the readmg/‘lstenlnga materials are stortes whose structure -
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land
jar
niqon

hen

sugar
L
msic

water

“animal

It

Appendix ‘A: Word Naming Task

eye wall cow bee
food doll kite = fork ‘
boy tree  kipg  hill L

salt us . houée lamp

table ~  river color  lion
people window - woman ruler .
city _ - qpple paper ‘pencil

mother driver farmer kitchen

 furniture ‘handkerchief pineépple

~ photograph avenue  gardener elephant

butterfly - piano  gentleman = hospital

g

L.

seventy _.

aeroplane

carper 1ter

capital _theatre . grandfather customer

N
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Visual Word Span Task

1. key
2 car .
3. shoe
4. dog

. car

o

6. man

7. m
8. bat
9..shoe

10. man

11. man

12. book
13\ car

14, sun’

16 .bat

sun
man .
bat key
bird ook
shoe sun , book
| ;oat key dog
bird  car  book
ca.rh bird rran
key . book bat
s book car
dog sun bat
bat | key shoe
man . car bird
15. book . - dog - man car
shoe 'k’e"y: * book
-

+  Appendix B:' Visual and Auditory Word Span Task

shoe
’key ’
| sun bat
sun - _dog
bird  shoe . key
| ‘key  man bird
bird . dog | man
key | book shoe
sun  shoe  bird  key
car bird .= sun dog
-133 - ;



Auditory Word Span Task

-t

1. bat key
2, dog . sﬁn.
3. man - car

71 bird car

- 8;-sun- ©  bird

9. sun - bat -

o .
"dog
boak
.batf" ~5ird
dog;‘_ man -
. book man shoe
key =~ bat ' dog
‘dog - key shoe " book
bird boock  shoe camf
bat bird- " car shoe book
sun man car dog' shoe
book shoe -«.b%rd, sun man
dog - bird  bock  bat shoe
" bat dog man book  shoe  bird
' bird

key
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Story 1: The Cakes and The Tiger

~Appendix C: Story Recall
J

Once 4 brother and sister lived in a house near the woods.

. Each day they baked a cake for dmner and left it on

the window to cool.

The cakes smelled very sweet and good.

One day a tiger came by the house and smelled their cake. -
The sweet smell came to him on the morning air.

- The tiger really liked the smell.

He warited to have the cake himself.
SO ¢ walked up.to the widdow and knocked the cake down

‘with his paw."

The cake crashed to the ground and broke into pieces.
Then the tiger sat below the window eating the cake.
‘He smacked his lips and hummed as he ate. .
When the cake was gone, the tiger felt very good mdeed
The next day the tiger came back for. a second cake.

- He sat near the house waiting for the ca);e to appear.

This made the children very mad.

They wanted. to get. even with this tiger.

So they filled the centre of the cake with ants.
Then they placed it upon the window hke they did

- the day before.
When the tiger ate the mke he gave axcry of surprise.
- He began to roll on the ground and howl in anger.,

From that day on the. tiger never came back to eat cakes.

Story 2: The Bear And The Bees

1.
2.
3.

~ Once: there were some bees and a bear
. .The bees lived in a tree near the bear's- home.’

The tree was very tall and the bee's home was very
high up in it.

One day the bees went away leavmg r.hexr honey behmd
They flew away from the tree in one great swarm.

The bear was very surprised to see the, bees leave.

He knew that now was a good time to eat their honey.
So he walked over to the tree and climbed it.

Very soon he was at the bees' home.

He ate all of the honey very quickly.

Then he cleaned himself up. '

Feeling very full the bear walked happxly home.

. ‘_ Not much later the bees came back and saw t.hat

their honey was gone.

.. They looked and looked but could not find- a single drop.

The bees knew that the bear had stolen their honey. |
They wanted to punish the bear.

So they flew all around looking for the thief.

They looked in the fields and in the tops of treesy

"When they found him they. bit the bear all over.

A black cloud of angry bees covered the bear.
Never agam did the bear take anything from his httle fnends.

0.

135 PRSI



