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ABSTRACT I
: " j

‘ | .
The purpose of this study was to imvestigate the nature of -

silent reading comprehéﬁslon of able and less able readers. In order
to accomplish'thié purpose, unaided, oral recall protocols were
analysed and cn@pared to the original text to.qetermiﬁe whether able

and less abié readers differ. in the quantity and quality of what they

recal.l. ' ‘ ) . . -

k]

A sample of 32 graap six students was sel!@ted and dichotomized

into two equak growps, able and less able readers, on the basis of
~

their perfbrmance on the Edmonton Public Schools Reading Test and

the Canadian Cognitive Abilities Test. «

Each group member was asked to read a narrative selection
silently and to tell the story back iﬁmediately after the reading.
The ubaided_recalls were tape recoraed, transcribed and analysed
into clauses. These cliysal units were then compared to the clausal
units in the original text and assigned to categoriés based on that
comparison. -The category system dsgd was that'dev;loped by Fagan
.(Appendix B).

Statistical treatment ofithg data included a two way analysis
of variance with repeated \peasures on the recall categories'and a
t-test to determfne whether able and less able readers differed
significantly in the quantity of information recalled.

The findings iﬁdicated no significant differences between
able and less able readers. in the perCentage.of'units falling into -
each of the five recall categories. There was no signif{cant

interaction between reading achievement groups and the percentage of



information in the recall categories. However, there were significant
' »

differences in the percentage of recall units in the recall categories.:

There was no significant difference between able and less able readers

in the nu*ber of recall units identlf{ed in the recall protocols,”

. \ ‘.

1t was concluded that, with reading material that presents no
difficulties with word identification or ontepts, able and less able

readers recall similar amounts and'types of\information. .

\

Varfous factors’which should be consfdered in planning future
\ -
research using recall categories are preSented“in the suggestions for

future research.

x

vi-
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oo AT THE PROBLEM
K . . ‘u,‘ ‘q B N

i"erehension is the very heart of the reading act. There
‘is nq use In-readf’ng unless.one pnderstands ‘the mea“r‘ﬂngs. . W

.,(Sml 1977,»>p fB‘B) Various educators and researchers have

Wea ! . ¢

ST attempted t'o JLHneate what comprehension Includes. Many sRills

hwé‘ heen identified as enabling students ‘to comprehend text. Smith
o N o

‘ " and, Barrett (197‘0 haw developed a taxonomy which includes Hteral

. ':‘ (rﬁ &
LA ‘r}ecognltion or recail “inference, evaluation and appreciation as

V - v‘:. *

" 'subskills involved in cbmpréhension However, studies are just

P
l,.é‘.
Ph

b‘egmmpg to del‘lné"ate some of the \fprocesses which are in operation

- LB
’ R t‘l‘

By durmg r;a‘émg com%reﬂqpsmn. .
R iy '
Cte ) RS i
S .. Comprdhfenmbn involves a reconstruction of meaning. Meaning
. . - i :
¥ A,y 3 . . - .
425 ndt m»the texts; but the ﬁegst contains informatno'nal cues which

ihs - the reader uSes \ﬁo r nstrpct meanlng by mterpretmg the cues in
R o 13
"7

the tht QF hns knowledge of language and his knowledge of the

YA

_w0rld (z‘ag 1978) The“ recastructlon of meanlng depends upon'
1 Q,, -

. varlous factors ineludhg the nature of the informational cues in
.. (/‘ hd Lo ’ - R
e the next, the na‘tuli ofbthe mformation possessed by the Feader, and

®
- the wﬁ{sg in. lch theSeifiwo interact.

e

-

'Many ways have been ased to assess reading cbmprehensifon
. » A 3.
— lnéludlng teagher questions of %\artous types, multiple chof‘%e
~

o LY
» . questions and clozqurocedu% Qnother method which investigators

have used frequently ls\unalded oral recall. The comprehension

M T §



bkoduct Is given in the form of a free, or unaided, retelling on the .
part of the subject of what he has read. By analysing the transcript
‘of this oral retelling, inferences can be made about which text cues
tﬁe subject used, what information was added by the reader and how
the two weré combined to reconstruct meaning.

Standardized reading tests confirm what té&%ﬁers~long have
known; some readers comprehend better and/or differently than others.

Perhaps able readers differ from less able readers in the quantity and

quality of the information they recall frop their reading. An under-

standing of the ways in which able and less ablg readers differ when
they comprehend coﬁld lead to better instructional practices.
ComLaring the protocols ef the bra], unaided recalls of able
and less able readers could lead to inferences about the ways in which
| they differ when processing print. These protocols, ak well as the
text, could be analysed into units to determine the quantlty of
information recalled; the recall units, in turn, could be classnfled
into different categories depénding upon\theﬁr relationship to the
" textual unifs. If the information ;ecalled by able readers falls into
theicategoriéé in different proportions than the recall information
of less able réaders, then‘proceﬁsing d&ﬁﬁ.rences can be inferred.
Many studies (Drum and Lanéaff. !977a, ;977b: Furhiss, 1978;
Tierney, Bridge and Cera, 1379; Zinn, fé?gjiifake, 1981) haye
analysed' reading passages and comparethhem‘to the verbal recalls
of subjeéts following thé reading. Most of these studies haYe
.categorized tﬁe units of recall into the categories propdsed‘in the

Drum and Lantaff study or into revisions of these catégories. So
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far, investigators have u&ed propositions, basic t-units and alternate
: [ .

) t-units%as the unit of &nalys!s. Also, muéh work ha§ been done

recent| by Fagan (1978, 1980, in press) at the University of

: / :
Alberta,| to revise and refine Drum's original categories. The
. = : e >, »

|

' present situdy uses clauses as the,un[t of analysis and Fagan's (in

press) reyision of Drum's categorjes. Using these modifications,

it Is impdrtant to investigate whether and/or how able and less able

t

readers differ in their oral recijl of stories they have read.
. . R S

“;‘
Purpose of the Study

/

urpose of the study is to investigate the nature of
AR Y ,

[~

The
silent reading comp;ehension of able and less able readers. |In
order to accomplish this purpose, feading recall protocols will

A\ :
be analysed intto units and these units'categorized to determine

\
i

the nature of qu recall and its relationship to the text.

\

\

\ Definition of Terms

“\
\

ReadingﬁCompreheh jon

o,

A complex bf processes involved in Bringiﬁg meaning to the
printed page and ié;eracting with that written message in order

to communicate with\?he'au;por (McLeod," 1978).

Unaided Recall'

R

The oral recall or retelling of a story after it has been

!

read. . . o



Recall Protocol ‘ ;
. The verbatim transcript of the oral language output

o~

during the unaided recall.

— . - . . 7

Unit of.Anaiysiéw ; -,

T,

The unit of analysis in this study Is the clause. The clause
was chosen as the unit of analysis because it is of intermediate

length between the proposition and the basic or alternate t-unit.

Able Readers

Those subjects in grade six who achieved above the 85th
- i .-
percentile on the comprehension section of the Edmonton Public School
District's reading test, administered at .the end of the previous

school term.

Less Able Readers

Those subjects in grade six who achieved below the 30th
percentile on the comprehension section of the Edmonton Public School”
District’s reading test, administered at the end of the preQious

school year,

Recall Categories

These categories are text exact, text specific, text entailed,

~

text experiential and text erroneous (Fagan, jn press).

Category A: Text Exact e
This category includes information'from the text in its

exact form or with migimal variations (p.. 6).



2N
\
Category B:\ Text Specific

This category includes informationxrecalled that had
¢,sbecif1c reférences in the text. The reader may have ”trans-
formed'" some f this‘information by reordering or substituting.

~lexical items (p. 7).

Category.C: Text Entailed

This category includes information which is retrieved as
(a) a paraphras¥® of or synonymous with the information input,

but the unit of recall includes information from more* than
one unit of input, or (b) a subordinate statement subsuming
information from more than one text unit (p, 7).

Category D: Text Experiential ) ,

This cétegoryyincludes'information added by the reader
' A\

to fill in gaps in the text data gp. 8).

Category E: Text Erroneous

r

This category includes infprmatidn which the reader has
1 L * -
processed incorrectly, either at the time of comprehending
or at producgion of the recall (p. 10).
Hypotheses ' -
In order to achieve the purpose set out in this study the

' follownng null hypotheses were set ‘and |nvest|gated

Hypothesis 1 . : :,;

~» There will be no significant mai? effects or interaction
. o , -

i ] o o ) .
for reading achievement groups or recall categories (text exact,

text specifie, text entailed, text experiential, text erroneous) .

»



on the percentage of recall units,

Hypothesis 2

There will be no significant differences between eble and

less able readers in the number of recall units Tdentified.

Limitations of the Study

vwhen considering the results of thﬁs study, the fol}owfng
limitations should be observed:
1. When subJects were giving oral recalls, verbal facility
may have affected the results of the study. Some subjects might

‘have comprehended the passage when reading but might bave been

|
unab)e to verbdlize their understanding. Others might not have

comprehended as well ‘when reading bdt, because of verbal facility;

médeﬁthe most of the information they did

A :
© Y2, Subjects participating in

e study might not haVe‘been
familfar wjth the oral retelling of 4 story and been unsure of how
moch or what parts they underst d of the story to include in‘the
oral retelling. Some §ubjects Qgre unfamiliar with the unstructured
nature of the oral reteiling'and'seemed initiaIly; to miss toe ‘
structure of the teacher's questtons as a’ gunde to thelr remembering.
Also, the presence of the tape recorder may have affected the

/

performance of some subJects
3. The reading test used to identify able and less able

readers was one developed by the Ekmonton Publlc School Dlstrlct

«and mnght not dlscrimlnate able readers from the less able as well



‘as other standardized tests. Also, the scores used were from the
end of the previous scho%ﬁ year. Some stddents'comprehension scores

might have changed in the ensuing ten months. J

Significance of the Study

!

Since the focus of this study is on how able and less able

readers comprehend, it willl add to our theoretical knowledge about

the cqppreheﬁsion procéss. ‘Also, Pt will indicate whether or not

i

able and less able readers differ in the quantity and quality of what

they recall from their r ding.‘_Thisvinformation would be of value

{

to classroom teachers, resource room teachers and reading ;lﬂnlclans
and has impliéations fof further research. The study should~also

- reveal further evidence abovt the utility of unaided recall as a
N
measure of 'silent reading c&mprehenStOn

+

Plan of Investigation

This investigation is reported according to the following

plan:
Chapter 2 reviews the related litezature and résearch.
Chapter 3 reports the expérimental design of the sgudy.
Chapter k4 provides an-analysis and discussion of the results.
Chapter 5 presents a summary of the study, major findings

and conclusions, implications of the study for the classroom and

suggestions for further research.



A
Chapter 1|

RELATED L ITERATURE

The main purpose of this study is to investigate the natufe "
of silent reading comprehension of able and less able readers.
Specifically, the study compares unaided, oral recall to the original
text to see whether or nof able and less able readers differ in the
quantity and quality of the information they recall after reading.

This chapter will provide a review of the ;iterature related - )\’
to ghis purpose. The chapter is divided into three sections. The
first section deals with studies which have used unaided, oral recall.
as a r;flection of‘silent reading comprehension.  The second section
dedls with reca]l studies which have used Fecall ca;egories as a
method of compé}ing recall protocols to the original text. The
third section deals with recall studies using recall categories to.

investigate quantitative, and qualitative differences in the oral

recalls of able and less able readers.

Recall as a Reflection of~Reading Compréhension

Few people\would\disagree that the main purpose of reading
is to comprehend wdat is readit Howéver, although comprehension is
easy for most readers to accomblish, if‘is adifficult proces; to
investigate becausé/?t is a cqﬁi i Bocess, prfvate to the individual.

Frederi;ksen (1575) déﬂ'ne::the goﬁprehgnsion process well

L

when he states: : : %
. %



N

Understanding may be regarded as a process whereby a
listener or reader attempts to infer the knowledge structure
of a speaker or writer by using the available linguistic
message, contextual information, and his own knowledge

store as ”data structures' from which the inference is

to be made. - (p. 371)

In order to-investigate this-complex process it is necessary
to examine the product of comprehension In order to make inferences
about the mental processes involved. Various comprehension products

hav; been used b9 investigators tglget at the comprehension process

including: recognitign\of content, probing questions, multlplé‘

choice questions, cloze procedure, etc. Another’method which has

been used is unaided, oral recall. ‘ N
Tiérney, Bridge. and Cera (1979) state that by analysing a

passage and comparing it to the verbal recall of a subject, the néturen

of a reader's organizing procedures can be ascertained. They point

out that recall of text involves abstractive and constructive

processes. Abstractive processing involves selecting relevant ideas

or summaries of ideas from text to be handled by the memory systemy

- : » -
Constructive processing involves relating the information from the .

J
text to information already possessed by the reader in order to

1

construct a meaningful interpretation. : A

N

The recall of readers, then, is a response to ‘text which is

interactive with what the text says and what the reader already knows. '

.The recall of a reader does not’ represent everything that a reader
AW .

can remember fiom the text}; what it does represent is the gist of

“ the text. Recall is not only a verbatim response but may also include

.

a reconstruction based upon a selection and rearrangement of items

[ o : .
inte a summary of the text. The rearrangement and integration of

' o

v N

,



the items depends upon the reader's prior knoWiedge, his expectations
ol what he is aboﬁt to read, the wording of the text and the rea&er's
ability to ing;rrelate items within and across sentences and para-
graphs.

This product of reading comprehension, unaided recall, can
be compared to the original te*t to determine the quantity and
quality of the information recalled. Researchers have developed
various ways of anaTySing recall protocols and text in order to make
such comparisons.

Bartlett (1932), studying ;deers' recal{s of stories from
different cultures, discovered thaf readers havg schemas for what
stories are like and that these schemas account: for some of the
tfconstrugtion that takes place in recall. These schemas are uséd,
daring retrievél, a$ cues to reconstruct what might have happened
when a reader cannot recall $pecific info;ﬁation. H;Jever, Bartlett

did not have a system of analysing text or recall protocols in order
o ®:
\_ ~

to make comparf ons. )
Researchers in the 1970's began to dé;ike systems for making
- such comparisons. Mandler and Johnson (1977) further developed the
concgpt'of story schemas which they define as fdealized,interna]
representations of ﬁaris of a typical story and the relationships
betweeﬁ these parts. .They fohnd, by analysing texf and récall
protocols into story schemas, that readers use these schemas to guide
comprehension'during encadfng and aS'refrieval mechanisms for recall.

Kintsch (1978) analysed. text-and recall protocols into

hierarchically organized propositions and éompared the recall

1

10
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propositions to those in the original text. He found that recalt

.involves‘ﬁeproduction, transformation and reconstruction. Repro-

duétlon involves practically vérbatih recall of text propositions.
Transformation involves changing. text propositions by reprdering,
explicating, u;fng 1§xic;l substitutions and changing perspective
and thus can be a source of error. Reconstruction, Kintsch found,

involves making inferences based upon prior knowledge and text

information the reader could retrieve when the specific text informa-

~

tion required was not available for retrieval. He found that recall

included not only information from the text but also comments about

~

\“Uts structure, content and schema, and the opinions and attitudes of

the reader.

Fredericksen (1975) also developed a fremework -for analysing

‘texts and recalls. His system of relationships supposedly paralleled

the structure of memory . Fredericksen's work, as well as the others
mentioned, all appear to be chiefly concerned with an analysis of
text and only secondarijy with the recall of readers. A fourth
system for analysing and comparing text -and recall protocols was
devisé; by Drum and.Lantaf% (}9773, 197?,3 who take into account many
of the flndlngs éf previous research.

Drum and Lantaff's system also |nvolves analysnng both the
text and the recall of the reader, but the focus changes from
analysnng text and using it as a template for evaluatlng recalls
to a focus upon the reader's productlon.‘ Drum and Lantaff state that

production involves an integration of fragments in the text with a

generalized knowle%ge of the world possessed by the reader. Drum and

-



- categories and .to suggest other units for analysing text and recall

12

Lantaff analysed both the text and the recall into propositions.
These analyses are then compared to see where the reader's construg-‘
tion differs from the original text in terms of the quaﬁtity and
quality of informatlon.

-

In order to determine in what manner the recall differs from
the text, tge recall propositions are categorfzed into one of five
categories based upon their relationship to those in the t;xt. ~‘The
five -recall categories used by Drum and Lantaff are: text specific

erecall, text entailed recalF: text elicited recall, text evoked .
recall and text external recall (Drum and:.lantaff, 1977a). These
categories represent a continuum from those-closely'réla;ed to text
(text specific); and therefore representing strong textual influence,
to those which are relatively unrelated to text (text external), and
therefore representing strong experiential influence, These cate-
gories ggpear to bg one way of investigating the nature of unaided

y

recall and of understanding what happens during comprehension during
R
the time of written language input and oral language output.
, _ r
Since the initial work of Drum and Lagntaff, Fagan (1979,
1980, in press) has continued to modify and refine the original
(Fagan, 1978, in press). The most recent list and description

of the recall categories is the one used in this study and it is

included in Appendix B.

Studies Using Catégofies to Analyse Unaided Recall

Some- researchers have used Drum and Lantaff's categories, or

revisions and modifications of those categories, as a method of
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comparing recall to original text in their investigations of reading

comprehension. Categorizing recalls into comprehension c:tegorles
is believed to be one method of analysing how readers differ in both
the quan;lty and.quality of what they rzcgll.l

Using two reading paéﬁages which differed in content and
structure, Furniss (1978) analysed the wnaided recall protocols of
140 proficient grade six readers into pFOposltIOns and assigned those
propositions to four of Drum's categories——texﬁ specific recall, text
entailed recall, text ;voked recall and text ex&ernal recall. Her
findings indicaye that sixth grade readers recall proportionately
more propositions frqm story narrative than from descriptive informa-
tional passages but that text structure did not significantly affﬁFt
the proportions of bropositions recalled in the recall:categories.

Malicky and Beebe (in press) conducted a study with low reading
achievers. They compared reading gains made by good and poor
gainers while receiving remedial instruction St the University of
Alberta Reading and Language Centre. Using Fagan's (1978) procedures
for analysing children's oral language into t-units and alternate
t-units, these researchers anaiysed pretest and postest recall
protocols/for 28 students. These units were then cafégorized into the
four recall categories used by Furniss. Maliﬁky and Beebe found that
students who produced pretest recalls that showed a higﬁ propartion of

inferential information appeared to benefit more from remedial

1. The category systems used in the studies reported here are
not necessarily comparable as some definitions have changed. The
version used in this study was Fagan (in press).
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instruction than did those with a low proport&gn-of\thls type of
recall. They found that low gainers gave more erroneous and
irrelevant informatlon (text evoked) during pretest than did the
high gain group, but there was some shift away fron;this type of
Information following r:;edlatlén. High gainers decrea;ed in the
proportion of text ;peclfic infarmatton and Increased in the
proportion of text entailed Information following remediation. N
The low gainers produced more text specific information following
rémediation as well as increesed the proport;on of text entailed
information. Malicky and Beebe noted that an lncre;se, after
remediation, in text specific informa!"on did not result in an

increase in reading achievement. In fact, those students who

substantially decreased the use of text specific information made

the greatest gains. : ) ~
-~
N

" Beebe, Fagan and Malicky (1981) investigated the nature of
the unaided recall of 74 grade four st&dents. Th; comprehension
level of each student was assessed to ensure that he could compre-~
hend the narrative $electi0n us€§ in the study. Both the iex; and
the recall protocols were analysed Into clausal‘units (Fagan, in press)
and each clause was assigned to a recall category (Fagan, 1979). . |
Subsequent to coding thé gata, these reéearéhers found that students
did not use the text expe;fehtial.catggory and that all of the

clauses in the text external category were storytelling conventions,

Therefore, these‘%ategofies were not used in further analysis. The
. R -

findings fndicéie that the amount of verbatim and integrated

information given during recall is positively correlated with the
\ ,

L o

.‘\\ ;
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‘ltself'éut‘Is important in terms of-what the reader does with 'it.

¥ . A5
N L]

ability 'to comprehehd and that t?g amount of erroneous information .

was negatively related The correlatlon between verbatim information-

"and |ntegrated lnformation is hlgh and positive indicating that
4

S

 students who gave a lot of Verbatnm taformatlon also gave a lot of

w v

, o
.nntegratednnformation.‘ Fur:hermorg“ these researchers state that

B

the aﬁgunt of verbatim information recalled is not important for ° .

. . ‘ .
N , x -
Studies Using Categories to &ompare High

and Low Reading Achievers

The studies quoted above indicate that there are some

quantitative\and/qualitative differences in the oral recalls of

)

students which can be identified using recall categories. Perhaps

these recall categories can indicate differences between high and

~

low reading achkievement groups.¢’lf s0, there would be many useful

implications for classroom instruction. This section will review
] t B o

studies'which have used recall categories to investigate'the differ-

ences in the recalls of hlgh and low readung achneverq.

Realizing that readers differ in thetr abn]nty to recall what

-

they read, Drum and Lantaff (1977b)|nvest|gated whether their

categdrizatioh system would be a method of measuring these differences.

- Therefore, using a sample of 16 g?%de.eight readers, 8 able readegs

and 8 below average readers, they compa¥ed the recall protocbls of
;éach'group with the origfhal, non-narratlive passages. Their findings
indicate that -able readers reﬁember more text specific and text

entailed information, have more text external comments and recall

iess elicited and evoked fhformatipn than do below average readers.



They also found that able readers were more likely to bring together
information from all parts of the story, to make more text derived
inferences and to add case-linked arguments than were below average
readers, ) | » )

Zinn (1978} conducted a study to compare high and low reading
achievement groups on their recall categories and.their use of
causal connectives. Zinn used a sample of 32 grade four students,
eqﬁq}ly divided into low aﬁd high achievement groups. The reading
passages and oral recalls were divided into basic and glternate
t-units (Fagap, 1978) and asﬁigned~to recall éategories using Furniss'
(1978) modif{cation of Drum's categories. Zinn found that, on
passages with connebgiyes present, there were few Aifferences be tween
high and low achjevem;nt groups. However, she did find that the low
- group produced.significantly more information in the text ;xternal |
category which included storytelling conventions, repetitioﬁs and
false starts. A éomparison of the means of each group supports Drum
and Lantaff's study to the extent that the high group'recalled
p?;portionately more information in the text‘specific and text
entailed categories than did the low gréup.

Brake (1981) investigated the nature of comprehension of
high-and low aéhievingAgrade two students when they read silently

and orally. Relying on the work of Fagan (1978), Brake analysed the

recall protocols of 20 high achieving and 20 low achieving grade two

-students into t-units and alternate t-units. Following this analysis,
o X <4 -

v

each unit was -categorized into a modification of Drum's categories

(Fagan, 1979). She found tbap there were no significant differeﬁces
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N
between high and low achievement groups in fhe type of informathn
produced in the recall categories. However, she did find significant
differences between oral and silent reading on the text specific and
'text‘errongous récall catéédfies} While bothlhigh and low achievement
. groups read at a higher ingtruCtional level duriné silent reading, \
both groups t?nded f% recaiP more text specific information following
oral reading and tended to recall more text erroneous. information
following silent reading. Brake conclud;d that modeiéf reading has

a more significant effect upon the information recalled from reading

than does the reading achievement of the reader.

Summary

tomprehension is a complex proces; and difficult to investi-
gate.' Usually the product of comprehension is‘;nalysed in order to
_“make inferences about the process. Unaidéd, oral recgli‘has beeﬁ
used by many researchers as oné type of comprehension product to be .
analysed. It is assumed that by an;ly;ing.the original text and
comparing it‘to‘ip analysis of the réader's uriaided recadl, inferences
can be made ‘about the nature of the reader's 6rganiiin§ procedures in:
order to remember what he has read. The problem of Bow to analyse
text and recall fbr comparison has been approached by various
reséarcﬁers (Kintsch, !978; Mandler and Johnson, 1977; Freaericksen;
1975). ‘These §ystems of analysi; have focussed on an anélysis of'text
;nd the-use of it as a template to judge the recall pro;oco]s of réadefs. -

A system of aba]ysis,.developed by Drum and.Lantaff (]é77a:

1977b), shifts the focus of attention away from the textsand towards



\

" have not found any steListically significant differences except that
* o

18

the reader. Qrum and Lantaff analyse the original \text and the recal)

- protocols into propositions and assign them to one of flve recal)

catego}ies.

Research us:ng these recall categories has resu]ted in
modnfications to the unit of analysis (Fagan, 1978, in press; ann;
1978, Brake, 1981, ;allckl and Beebe, in press) and to the categories
(Furniss, 1978; Fagan, 1979, 1980, in press). The results of these:
investigations have shown that ‘text structure does not affect the
information in the recall categories (Furniss, I;?Q). Mode of

t

reading,- however, does have an effect on the quality of the informa-

tion recalled (Brake, 1981). Furthermore, readerslbave a better

chance of benefitipg from remedial instruction if Fey have a hlgher

proportion of units in the categories which represent 'nferentnal
information (Malicki and Beebe, in press).
Slnce Drum and Lantaff (1977a, 1977b), the results of recall

category studies which have investigated differences between -high and

low achievers on the quantity and quality of the information recalled.

Zinn found that low grade four readers produced significantly more

information in the text externa) category}



‘ Chapter 111

THE EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

This chapter will describe the selection of the sample,
the nature of the testing instruments, the pilot study, and the
categorization, inter-rater reliability and analysis of the

'data.

ol
.

The Selection of the Sample

The test sample was drawn from the grade six studenp
population of 11 elementary schools in the Edmonton Public School
District. Thesé schools serve predominantly upper-middle class,
English-speaking neighbourhoods.

Using the.records of the Equntbn Public SchoolvDistriCt,
an initial test population of 42 students was chosen fro% the
11 schools. These studénts were chosen on the basis.of their
performahée'on intelligence and reading achievement tests. i

Intelligence was meaSured by the verbal battery on the Canadian

Cognffive Abilities Test. Réading achievemgnt?was measured by the -

comprehension section of the Edmonton Public Schools Elementary

Reading]Test given in June of-tha previous school year, when all the

students were in grade five.
The sample was dichotomized into able and less able readers
and, in order to ensure that there would be a difference between

N\

these two groups, cut-off points.were chosen on the reading

19



comprehension scores. Slnce thé scores were given in\percentiles,

the 25th and 85th percentiles were chosen as approximate guidelines

for selecting the'initiaf test sample. That is, the less able readers
were those students whose éémprehension percentile was below or slightly
above the 25th percentile and the able readers were those students

‘: whose comprehension percentile was above or slightly below tﬁe BStH
percentile. In the final sample, the reading comprehension percentile
scores of the able and less able readers ranged from 86 to 99 and 8 to
27 respectively. The means of the respective groups were 92.38-and
18.38 which differed significant]y at the .001 level,

* An éttempg was made to choose a sémple of students who were
of similar inte]lectual ability so that differences befween‘able and
less able readers would not be attributable.to differences in
intelligeh;e. Thus, gﬂl sample students had verbal intelligence
scores between 97 and 124, The‘meéns for the ab]e and less able

were 114,44 and 106.19 respectively which were significantly

different (p < .001). ) ‘ .

The fact that the able and less able reader groups varied ,

0
siénificantly.ch verbal 1Q, in Spite of attempts to control this
vériable, might.indicate a realistic classroom situation.'klt ;s not
alwaysipossible to find a number.bf grade six students who are less
able_rg;ﬂers bﬁt whose lQbis‘comparable to that of the able‘reéders
in the/Same ;Iassroom. It might indiéate, too,.that.reading comprg-
hension difficulties tend fo.lower IQ scores on.group intelligence

tests. -

Al though the sex of the sample population was not considered

20



to be a key factor,‘the.investlgator thought It would be best to
‘control the sex vafiable as much as possible. Therefore, the final
sample consTsted of eight'males dhd eight Fgmales in the group of
able readers and*nine males and seven females in the less able |
~group. Data for the sample are summarized in Tab]é 3.1

A1} of the sample students were receiving "regular" classroom
[ns;rhction with no remedial or ”spécial class'" instruction. ?he
able Eeaders were coﬁsider;d, by their teachers, to bi§60nstiehtious,

hard-working students but not exteptional nor attending "gifted

programs:,''

Testing Instruments

The results from two tests were used in this study: The

’ . -
Edmonton Public Schools Elementary Reading Test and the Canadian

1

Cognitive Abilities Test. . | | o

In order to obtain a measure of each student's reading

;oﬁprehension, The Edmonton Public Schools Elementar9 Reading‘Test
was used. This test was cons&ructed’from materials avai!abje from
the Edmonton Public School District and the Houghton-Miffifn
publishing company. The comﬁ}ehehsion section céntains’BO qgeStions
designed to assesé vocabulary and l}terai; inferential and critical
comprehension. It w$s<administerea,tokall gréde five students and

final norms were developed in June, 1979. ‘The results were tested

aQ

for reliability using the KR20 formula. The reliability of‘the.tota}.

test was found to be 0.949. Content validity was obtained by having

groups of teachers analyse the test items.

0

Y
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Table 3.1,

Backgriound Information on Sample

i
i

Comprehension

i Percentile Score Verbal 1Q Score
' 3 (EPS .Elementary (Canadian Cognitive
Subject Sex | Reading Test) Abilities Test)
i 0) F 99 - 119
. 02 F 91 o 122
03 F 94 124 -
0k F i 94 110
05 Fol, 9] - 116
06 Fo! 91 113
07 F ‘ 86 v 111
Able 08 F 94 _ 116
Readers 09 M 86. ' 108
10 M 99 112
1" M 96 124
12 M 94 105
13 M 89 1My
14 M 9] 108
15 M 94 - 112
16 M 89 * 17
17 F 10 108
18 F 20 ‘ 106
19 . F 11 © 99
20 F " 08 ‘ ) 97
. 21 F 24 ‘ 115
Less 22 F 24 115
Able 23 F 15 104
Readers 24 M 15 100 ~
25 M 26 99
. 26 M 18 108
27 M- 1 101
28 M 19 . .97 -
29 M 18 ' IR R
- 30 M 26 . \ 124
31 Mo 19 105
32 M. 27 110
- : .

TR e T iy -




It was assumed, for purpose§ of . this study, that students
who were administered the test ip the spring of 1979, when they were

\

in grade fﬁve, would maintain their :Ple or less able status in ihe
spring of ]?80, when £hey were in gradé six.” Two studeﬁts Qere
eliminated }rom the less a51e~groub of the initial sample because,
in their teacher's judgement, they had made QubStantﬁal gains during

their gradé‘six'year,

" In order to obtain a measure of each student's intelligence,

the scores of the Canadian Cognitive Abilities Test were dsgd. The

Canadian CognitiVe Abilities Test for.grades 3-9 was normed in 1973,

using a stratified random sample of 139 schools from acro$5 Canada in
which English was the language of instruction. Thé verbal battery of
the téét Consists<ﬂ:£tems in each of the following areas: vocabq]ary,
"sentence completion, vérbal classi%icatiqn and verbal analogies.‘ The
administration Ea;ual does not give information on the reliability
aéd validity 6f this test. N |

Both test; were administered by the classroom teachers in )
group situations, agéording to the instructions fpk administration in

the test manuals,

-

The keading Selection

~

Students in this study were required to read a passage of

-

discourse silently and to give an oral recall of the passage. The
passage was chosen based on a number of criteria. - First; the passage
should be of a type that was familiar to grade six students so that

they would be able to make use of text structure in order to assist

<
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comprehension. For this reason, the investigator decided that a
narrative selection would be most appropriate since most students
would have had experience witﬁ narrative selections from an early
age. Secbnd, the selection should be one th;h, potentially, would
generate sdbstantial unaided oral recall. It should be interestiné
" to-read and of engﬁéh interest that students would feel: it worth
\.retelling. The /details and plot of the story should be ﬁuch that
it would be pégsiblg‘for students to give a unified, Clear retelling.
.Thirdly, thé story should be one which did not present decoding problems
for any/féaders, thus providihg_a possib\e obstacle to comprehension,
| Three sfories which met these criteria were tested in a pilot
study. One had been'used inég previous study (Cronin, 1980). One
was an Indian legend simi]ar“;n structure to Cronin's passage and

the other passage, about a boy who learns that his father %as recently
- N
.

.

ecome unemployed, was taken from a published reading series.

Categories for Protocol Analysis

The categories used for protocol analysis were Fagan's
ess) revision of Drum and Lantaff's (1977a) categories. The

main categories and their descriptions are listed below.

- Category A. Text Exact

1

JThis category includes informatien from the text in its
exact form or with minimal variations. It is assumed that
this|information was stored in rote fashion or is auto-
matically constrained by other ‘information and is 'reproduced‘
in a similar state. :

~ Category B, Text Specific’

In this category is placed |nformat|on recalled that.
has specific references in the text. The reader may have

ta
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~
‘transformed' some of this information by reordering or
substituting lexical items.

Category C. Text Entailed

The information retrived is (a) a paraphrase of or
synonymous with the information input, but the unit-of ——
recall includes information from more than one unit of.
input, or (b) a superordinate statement subsuming
informatjon from more than one text uni®. |t may be
assumed that at the time of comprehending the reader
‘constructed' information and may still 'transform' it
at the point of recall.

Category D. Text Experiential ‘ A

This information -is added by the reader to fill in
gaps in the text data. The reader is 'reconstructing' L
information based on prior knowledge which may be of
world events such as rodeo, or from having read or listened
to other texts.

' Category E. Text Erroneous
The protocol units involve the use of text information
which the reader has processed incorrectly either at the
time of comprehending or at production of the recall.
v (Fagan, in press)
These main categories are summarized in Table 3.2 which
includes the sub-categories for each. Appendix B contains a complete
Aescription.of how clausal units were assigned to»each of the main
categories. Appendix C contains a protocol of a student's unaided
4 N
recall that has been analysed into clausal units and each unit SRy

bl

labelled with the category to which it was assigned.

The Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted in the spring of 1980. The
purposes included the following: choosing a suitable passage to be
" read by the students, devising the directions to be given to the

- ° “l - K)
students, and cheosing the unit of aREJysis for the oral recall protocols.

.
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A"
Table 3.2

Category System for Scoring Recall Protosols

. Text Exact information

Al VerBatim Recall
A2 Partial Recall

Text Specific Information

Bl Substitution of ﬁronouns
B2 Synonymy of Elements

N\ y

Text Entailed Infstmation
AN

Cl1 Synthesis 5

C2 Summary . N

Text Experiential Information

DI Inference

D2 Case Related Information
D3 Experiential Intrusions
D4 Storyline Additions

Text Erroneous Information

E1 Errors in Dates and Proper Names
E2 Erroneous Expansions/Additions
E3 Inaccurate/lIncorrect Synthesis
~Eb4  lnaccurate/Incorrect Summary

E5 Faulty Inference

26



The pilot study was conducted with six (three able readers
and three less able readers) grade six students from an elementary
school in the Edmonton Public §chool Dis#rict who were similar{ in IQ
and comprehension, to the sample students. Each student was a;ked to
read silently the three passages mentioned above and to tell the story
back to the investigator. After analysing and comparing the oral
.recalls for the six students on the three passages, and after
discussing.the pessages with the students, it was decided that the

passage used by ernin, The Stranger and the Man' Who Had No Luck (see

Appendix A), would be most suitable. This.passage generated suitable
oral retellings and the pilot students chose it as the most interesting
story. The pilot students reported no difficulties with word
identification or the concepts contained in the story.
The directions read to the students were those used by
Furniss (1978). These directions, with minor changes to, make themi
more specific, were judged to be suitablenand understandable to the
students. A short practice paragraph was ineerted inlorder that the
studenté would feel ;;re at ease with the reEall task, -since the
task of orally retelling a story was Unfamjliar to them, The
direqtions read to each student are given below.
Directions
| am going to ask yod to read a passage. You cae read
it at your own rate but make sure you understand it well.
Tell me when you have finished reading. When you have
finished reading you will betasked to tell the sq:ry back.
Here is a short, practice pafagraph. When you have
finished reading, ! will ask you to tell the story back.

| will use a tape recorder so that you don't have to speak
slowly or repeat. : N
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Please read this paragraph—
(The student reads a short paragraph.)
Now, can you tell me the story back?

(The student tells the story back and it Is recorded

on tape.) , .

Good. Do you understand what you are to do? Are

there any questions? ' h
“ ‘ . " t“

quiée read this passage and tell it back to me when \ '

-you are finished. " \ j
’{

(Student reads the story, see Appendix A.) ;o \ "

.

Now can you tell me the story back? L

(The student tells the story back and it is recorded
on tape.)

The investigator used the transcribed, oral recall of the
pilot students to make final decisions about the unit of analysis.
After analysing the protocols using syntactic propositions, basic

and alternate t-units, and clauses,lit was decided that clauses -

would be the most appropriate unit of analysis. The proposition

is usually a smaller language structure than the t-unit and clause
and therefore students who were apparen&ly summarizing information
-were not having many propositions assig;ed to that category. On the
other hand, the t-unit is a longer structure, giving the students an
opportunity to include a lot of information and the investigator
found it difficult to as§ign t-units to the text exact and text
specific categories even though a portion of the information in ) o .
these t-units was an exact match with a portion of inférmation in ’ -

- . AN Y
the text. Also, the t-unit length led too easily to assigning a

disproportionate number of units to the text entailed category.
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The clause, being of intermediate length, did not completely

solve these "problems but was determined to be a suitable compromlse.

‘lt“was“decfded}’howevef;'that's*ru'clqusal»units shou!d-be assigned
- T i),

to two different catedories in order to approprietely reflect the -

relationship cf the recall information to text information.

B
’ Procedure for Gathering the Data

The investigator administered the reading passage to each

sample student and gathered all the data. The investngator met with
. each student in a conference ‘room in each school,which ‘was wuthout
distractlons After a perlod of informal conversation, each student
was ‘given an exp]anatlon for why. he was doing thls readlng task.

The students were also told that thlS was not a test and that it would
. not affect theXr school marks but that |t was important that they do
their best. 4 a
- The djrections were read to each student and, after practising
icn the samp]e paragraph, each student was required to tell the story
'beck' inlnedi_atelyYollowing the silent reading. The oral recall of ‘

°

each_student was tape recorded.

Coding the Protocols j ' -

-

The tape recorded protocols were transcribed; each transcrip-
: ) 1 : , .
tion_was analysed‘into clausal units and each clausal unit was then

assngned to one of the five comprehension categories. This was

-

accompllshed follow!ng the procedures described by Fagan (in press)
b

(see Appendix B). Some clausal units were assigned to two different
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categorles in order tb reflect the relationship of the recall
information to the text informatlon adequately. |

In order to ensure the reliability of the coding by the
investigator, his advisor also analysed the protocols of eight
students. Inter-rater reliability was calculated using'the
Artington Formula as expleined in Feifel and Lorge (1950), i.e.,

2 x agreements
{2 x agreements) + disagreements

This formula gave a reliability score of 0.96 for clausaf units and
0.93 for the-recall categQries, both of which are considered

appropriate rates of agreement.

Statistical Analysis vof the Data

The statistical analysis of the data was berformed by usjﬁg
two way analysis of variance with repeated measures on the recall
cateéories‘(ANOV 23). A t-test was ueed to test ;he significant‘
difference between the number of recall units identified by able
and less able readers. /

Since fhejbéef;eeie'eoﬁtained.df?ferént numbers of elaesee,
tﬁg.number of caiegpr?ﬁs assigned could be a function of the amount
of informationf;ecelled Consequently, percentages were used when
scomparing “the numberd;F clauses in the recall categornes These'

_ percentages represent the percentage of the total numS%r of category

designé?ﬁons assigned whﬁﬁﬁ?fall into -each category.

)(
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Summary

A sample of 32 grade six readers was selected from 11

elementary schools in the Edmonton Public School District. The

y

result of the Edmonton Public Schools Eleméntary Readihg Test was

used to group the .sample readers Into two groups, able and less

able readers. The students (1Q range 97-124) were grouped according-

to their achievement in reading comprehension (at or below the 27th

percentile and at or above;the 86th percentile).

Each student was asked to read a narrative selection and;.
askéd to teli the story back. The unaided, qral recalls were tape
recorded and transcribed.” Each transcription was analysed.intp.
clauses and each clause was assigned to a recall category‘dependihg
~upon it$ rela;ionship to the text. Statistical treatment offth;

data was done by a two way analysis of variance with repeated

<

ences in the quantity of recall.

' measures on the recall categories and a t-test for significant differ-
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) Chaptei/yV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSS 10N

This chapter reports/yﬁe findings of the study. Each
hypothesis is restated,froy/thapfer‘l and a statement of rejection
~or non-rejection is giigﬁf This is followed by a table.giving
the basis upon which the hypothesis'was or was not rejected. In
reportfng the results of the statistical analysis, the .05 level
of significance was accepted-(Ferguéon, 1976, p. 162). Next is a
discussion of the findings. The chapter concludes with a Summary

of the findings.

Hypothesis 1

J

‘ There will be no significant main effects or interaction

N for reading achievement groups or recall categories
(text exact, text specific, text entailed, text
experiential, “fext erroneous) on the percentage of
recall units. L

Findings

Thg two way ahaleis of variance with repeated measures on
the recall categories revealed iﬁe following findings:

1. There were no significant differences between achieVement
groups in the percentage of recall units'félling into the recall
caﬁegories as a group (Table 4.1). In this respect, Hypothesis 1
was not rejected, It appears from these'résults that able and less

able readers do not differ signiffcantly in their ability to select,

L2
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Table H.l

Summary of Two Way Analysis of Variance with Repeated
Measures for Reading Achievement Groups
on Recall Categories

.Source of Variation 'ss DF MS " F P
Between Subjects | o h.93b 31

'A' Main Effects 0.172%x '} 0.172 1.082 0.30657
Subjects within Groups | L.,766, 30 0.159

y}lhin Subjects 44895.301 - 128

'B!' Main Effects 34860609 4 8715.152  107.180  0.0%

'A x B' Interaction 227. 141 b 69.285  0.852 0.4950129

'B' x Subjects within ~ 9757.547 120  81.313
Groups

* Significant a{ .01 level (p < .01)
** Not equal to zeto due to ''rounding-off"
Reading achievement'levels
Recall categories .

Factor A
Factor B
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,
\

remember and recall information which fits into each recall category.
2. fhere was no significant interaction between reading
achﬂevement'groups and the pércent;be of. re;all units falligg in;o,-
each of tHe recall categories; In this respect, alsé, Hypothesis 1
was -not rejected (Table 4.1). These‘resﬁltS'iﬁdicate that the
,Broportion of'recail units in each category was independeﬁt f rom
'gghievement_level. Both éb]e and less able readers performed
§}milarly in the broportioh of recall units in each category.
"Figure 4.1 illustrates the mean pe;cenbage score for each group in

1

graphic form.

3. There were significant_differenceé (p < .05) between
categofies for the total group. In this respéct; Hypothesis 1 was
rejected (Table 4.1). These results indiﬁaﬁe that there wére signifi-
cant di%ferences between the percentage of‘recall units falling into
the recall categories. A Néwmaanéuls pqst.hpd comparison was :
pefformed on the recall.cafegory means (Winer, 1971) to ascertain
wﬁich pairs of recall categories were significantly different in the
ﬁercentage éf units assigned to them (Table b;Z). This ﬁrocedure
indicates that>able and less able readérs in this study recall
;ignificantfy more information in fhé text speéifit categdry than
in any‘othér categbry. They“¥ecall significantly more. text entailed
information thén text experiéntial, text‘erro;eous or text exact.
Also, the readers recaT]ed significantly more information in the téxt
experiential category than in the text efroneous or text exact
category. There was no’significant,diffgrence between the pefcentage .

‘of recall units in the text erroneous and text exact categories.

e ——— e —— e e £

—



Percentage Mean $core

—__ Able Readers

a— o — Less Able Readers

50 A
Lo 4
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10 J
\j L] : L ¥ ¥
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Exact Specific Entailed Experiential  ‘Erroneous
P .
N
: Figure L

~

‘Mean Percentage of Recall Units in Each Recall Category

for Able and Less Able Readers
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Since no sighificant differences were found between able and
less able readers in the percentage of recall units in the recall
categories and’ there was no significant interaction—between_reading

A o
a;hievemedt group and the percentage of units in the categories,

| . ‘ !
these two Finaings are combined for the purposes’ of the following 2

discussion.

Discussion 1

These %indings are consistent with those of Brakéﬁ(l98]) who
"also found that there were no significant differenées between low
and high achieving grade two sfudgnts in the proportion of recall
units fallinggin each of the recall categories. The finding; are
also .consistent with those of Berger and Perfetti (1977) who fqund
that skilled.and,unskilled readers recall the same type of information.
The results are not consistent with Zinn's (1979) study.
She found that high and low achiéving grade fo;r readers differed
significantly in the proportion’of recall ynits'falling into the
text ex;ernél-dategéry. However,. it is difficult;£o méké comparisdns
with Zinn's ffndings since the categories used in her study (Furniss,
1978) were-not exactly thé same a§ those used in the present study
(Fagan,'in bress)f. Also, Zinn used t-units and alternate t-uni;;
~as the unit of analysis for the text aﬁd the recall prqtoco]s.
The findiﬁgs-of thié.study are also not totallyjconsistent
" with the findings of Drum and Lantaff (1977b) who fouﬁd differences
in the type o%'ﬁgfprmatidn recalled by‘able and below a@erage

readers. The present study indicates that able and less able

readers were processing information in a similar manner. Comparisons

37
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between this study and that of Drum and Lantaff are also difficult
because the latter study used the proposition as the unit of analysis,

the categories were differently defined and “the number of words per

category became the score far analysis.

~

There are also sample and procedural differences between this
study and that of Drum and Lantaff. While this study used grade six

readers, Drum and Lantaff used grade eight readers. As a reader

[

becomes more mature, background knowledge‘continues to be an
important factor in comprehension but the reader becomes more pro-
ficient at differentiating between informa;ion that is found in the,
téxt and information possessed by the reader which is independent

of the text. Maybe high achievers at the grade eight level can

3

differentiate between these two typeS of information better than
below average achievers. Thus they are able to produce more text

specific. and entailed information'and less text elicited and evoked
b

information. On the other hand, grade six able readers might not
k. “ . . .
have learned to differentiate between te%f/knﬁQ:Tfﬁipn and prior

information possessed by the reader to a sufficient degree to differ
s

from less able readers (Spiro, 1977).
furthermore,_the readers in the Drum and Lantaff study read
: o}
a descriptive informational passagé while the grade six readers in

this study read a narrative passage.- Perhaps the less able readers
in this study were quite familiar ﬁ%%h‘narrative passages that have
a folk tale structure and therefore were able to use their knowledge

of story structures to select, remember and retrieve information in

a similar fashion to able readers. 'ln other.words,_able and le;s able

<




readers might read and recall narrative passages in a similar fashion
and differences between e groups become pronounced only whén
feﬁding\descriptive informational passages whose structure might be
relatively unfamiliar to less able readers and wheré prior knowledge
ig insufficient to aidlcomprehengion. .

"While Furnissv(1978) found that type of passage did hot
affect the nuﬁbe% of recall ugits in the recall categories for
proficient readers, the same migh} not hold true for less proficient
readers. ;Descrfp;ive-informationa1 pas;ages migh{ require reading
strategies that less profitient readers have not fully;deyeloped.

The vocabulary, syntax, concept load, organizational structure and

prior knowledge of the reader might all be factors contributing to

mak}ng this, type of passage difficult for less prpfitient readers.

It might be that significant differences in the proportion 6f recall
units in the recall categories might be found between able &pd fess
ab]e\readérs on descriptive-informational passage; whereas they were
not found on the narrative passage used in this study.

Another reason for the discrepancy between the results of

‘the present and previous studies might be the readability of the

passages'USed.in each study. In the Drum and Lantaff expez}meht,
they report Fry readability scores for their passages ranging from
7.4 to 8.0; thus the agle rgaders.might have been reading at instruc-
tional level and the below average Feaders might have beea experi-
encing frustration. »Noné of the sample students in this ‘study
indicated any difficuity with word identification orhwith under-

standing the concepts presented. The Fry readability. formula rates

&
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this passage as being at tHe mid grade three level. Thus, perhaps
all the readers in this study were reading at iﬁdebendent or instruc-
tional level and were able to perform similarily on the recall task.
Drum and Lantaff {1977b) question whether their findings
would have been similar if the able readers read more diffiqult
material and thé less able easier material (p. 8). Drum aﬁa Lantaff's
results might reflect differences between high reading achievers.
reading at independent level and low reading achievers reading at
frustration level. |f this is so, the results could be a function
of the readgbi1ity level of the passage more than of processing
differences between high and low reading achievers.
There is a small measure of consistency between the findings
of 'this study énd Drum and Lantaff's. Tﬁe means recorded.in Table 4.3
indicate that able readers recalled more units in the text exact,
text specific 'and text entailed categories and less units in the
text expériential and text erroneous categories than did- the less
able readers. The @ifferences in the means %or each group are
small and.not statistically significant. These differences might
become more proﬁounéed if the réadability of the passage were
increased and the less able readers were Iess,able.to cope with the
text. . >
In addition to readability of passages, the criteria for
able and less able readers may‘be discrépant across studies. The
readers in this study were assigned-tb the able or less abie group
on the basis of their scores on the Edmontén Public School Board

- coe M
Reading Survey. The cut-off points for §ssigning to groups (see

e -
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Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for Reading

Table 4.3

Achievement Groups in Each Recall Category

I

L. 950

» ™ Means Standard Deviations
Recall Category Able Less Able Able Less Able
Text Exact 5.025 3.537 4.297 4,209
Text Specific 46.562  43.075 5.980 13.156

_ Text Entailed 27,400  26.119 7.530  8.767
Text Experiential 16.362  18.600 8.888  10.294
Text Erroneous 8. 644 3.593 8.624
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Chapter 111) might not have beén différent enough.or this test might
not discriminate sufficiently amongst readers on the basis of reading
achievement to the same degre; as do the standardized tests used in
other studies, Tﬂerafore. both the gble and less able groups might
have been drawn from the same hypothetical population. ‘bhe piece of
evidé;ce,rhowever, seems to contradict this. Table 4.3 indicates
the‘stand;fd deviat}ons for the two groups in each recall category.
It would appear that the S;;ndard deviations for the less able group
are larger in four of the five categories and much larger ip the

" text specific and text erroneous recall categories. This might

suggest that the less able group is drawn from a different population

than the able group but given text at an appropriate level can recall-

information in a manner which®is consistent with that of able readers.

é&ﬁe standard deviations also indicate that there is more
variance in thellcss able group than in the able group. On this
task, the able g}oup perférmed quife similarly but the low readers
varied in their apprbach to the recall tas:.indicating that this
group cannot be thought of as homogeneous in th1‘ranner in which
it processes print for Fg;ure recall. Perhaps a subgroup of thns
less ableigroup which would diffgr significantly from the able-
readers in.fhe percentage of units falling ingo the recalf ca;egories
v c9u1d possibly be identified. The suggestion that thg less able
group is not homogeneous is supported by Malicky and Beebe (in press)
who found differences in the recsll categories fof low gain and

: .

high gain remedial readers, .

The administration of the recail task mighf have had some

T
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effect uuon'the results. The directions given were clear to the
‘readers but they'might have led to a straight recall task with a
/ ninimal amount of [in-depth processing. For example, the investigator
" noticed that none t‘the'studentiiékpreSSed interest in or commented
“on the questnon of who or what the maln character was in the story
. (see Kbpendix A) This appears to indicate that the students viewed
‘the - task as_mereiy a recall of the literal meaning and as a story
't be.read, held in memory only for the time it took to retell it
and then to be forgotten (Spiro, 1975, p. 11). Perhaps in order
to polntxgut signifi;ant differences between the recalls of able and
less able readers, a ditfereﬁt purpose for the reading is required in
order to involve higher order processing Other ;esearchers (Kintsch.
1978( Mandler and Johnson, 1377) have observed that cgmprehension
" and recall are a function of.the: contextbin whlch the HEading takes
place. A particular purpose might be needed in the directions in"
order to delineate any dnfferences there. might be in the recalls of
these twa groups of readefs._ Without a context in whlch to place
the passage to be read or any perceived use ‘for the »nformation,»
unaided recall might .not be a clear enough reflection: of the compre- p
hension process that classroom teachers expect students to demOnstrate.
S Some studies (Kintsch, ~1978) have used a distractvng task
between the time the subject reads the passage and glves the unatded
recall.. Other studies (Drum and Lantaff 1977b) have used delayed
recall. »These techniques might result in changlng the recall task
, o

sufficiently to delineate dlfferences between able and less able

s

readers since a‘'delay would allow for more |n-depth processnng.

N
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Since Brake (1981) found that mode 'of reading (oral versus
silent) affected the proportion of units in the recall categoriegg
it might be that these categories are best.used to delineate differ-

ences between modes of readung rather than merely between high and low

reading achlevévs ¢ .
1 , o
In Summary, recall differences as’indicated by the compre- : +
hension categories in this study might not be a generalized finding ' f
' , !

between able and leés able readers. In order to detect differences, . :
a number of experimental factors might need to be considered such as |

‘the discrepancy bétween able and less able readers, the readapility

of the‘oaSSages in relation to tne readers, the nature of the 8
passage (descrlptlve vs narrative), the mode of reading, the . .
dlrections, the tihe of recall, and the nanner in\rhich the protocols
are divldedétor assignment to categories. \

3

Discussion 2

'Slgnlficant dlfferences'ﬁere f6und im the percentages of

ﬂecall units i each~rqcall category over the total sample (Table 4.2).

”ﬁotﬁ able and less able readers recalled significantly more informa-
tnon in the- text spécnfnc category than in any other cat:gory The
text speclflc category lncludes |nformat|on that has a specific
ré*erence in the text but has been transformed by a reordering of
‘lnformation or substitution of lexical ltems; Thus, it appears from
’.thesc>results'that, after reading afpasaage at an appropriate level,
'y able and less able readers do not reproduce text through verbatim
recall but rather rEtrieve text infofqation by transformlng information

<

which. has a speciflc reference in the text.

t




Each sub-brodp recaiied significantly more text entailed

information than text -experiential, text erroneous or text exact.

-

Both able and less able readers in this study were able to summar i ze

Y ,
and @es-ize information from more.than one text umit. The text

entailed category is one step further removed from verbatim recall
“than text specific (Figure 4.2). Significantly more units in the
text experiential category were recalled than in the text erroneous

or text exact categories. The text experiential category is another
* i

step removed from verbatim recall. Thus,'lt-appears from the resdlts

~

of thlS study that able and less able readers do not attempt verbatim

recall of text as much as they attempt: to reconstruct text: |nformat|on

by reordernng, substltutlng lexucal items, summarlzung, synthesizing

and adding informatnon based upon prlor knowledge. These flndlngs

sﬂpport the view of Tlerney, Brldge and/gera/(l979), who state that
reca?ﬁ\\\‘B*fﬁ‘*ﬁ aBstractlve and constructive process. Information

in the text specific category is more abstractive on the continuum of

categories and text experiential is ﬁore constructive.; Figure- 4.2
highlights the relationshipaof~the text categories’.to the anonnt df
text involvé’&"i”" '._:" L : .

it appears,-toolrfrom the findings oﬁ this study that both
able and less ane readers‘recall text specific information to the
greatest degree. Perhaps text specific‘lnformation forms the basis
for tne recall of text entaiied and text experiential.information.
'If this is so, tﬁis finding is in agreement with'the findings of

]
'Beebe, Fagan and Malncky (ln press) who state that the |mportance

°

of verbatiﬁ information is whaf the reader does with it such as

using it to synthesize or elaborate text

*w

45

&



L6

Large amount of

Text Exact .
text involved

v
-
o

Text Specific

wi

Text Entailed

Text Experiential

Small amount of
text involved

Figure 4.2 o ' : .

Contlnuum of Text Dependency for Each Recall Category
(Fagan, in press) ‘ .
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Hypothesis 2‘

'fhere will be.nb significant differences between able
and less able readers in the number of recall units
identified. ‘

. Findings
There was nogsignificant difference between able and les§

able readers in the number of recall units identified. Hypothesis 2

wa% not rejected (Table 4.4).

Discussion
The result; indicate that in this study grade six able and
less able readers dia not differ significantly in the amount of
information.they recalled following the reading of a narrative’ -
passage. Both achievement groups were able th‘g}l»ec't, remember- and
retrieve a similar amount of ‘information for recall.
, ‘ . Much of the discussion which épplies to'this result has_been
previously presented. Some studies.(Berger and Perfgtti, 1977) have
hfoundvthat low and.high.reaang achieve;s recall sihilar types of 3
informati9n but that high reading achievers fecall more. This was
not the fihding of thg present study. Various reasons might accé:n;
for fhis. The passage useq was of a tﬁg; (InQian fqlﬁ Egle) quite
familiar to elementary school students ;nd theréfore all readers,
}rrespective of reading ability, might posses; sufficieﬁt background
" - knowledge to cbmpréhend-this story. The fact that it was.a.hérrative
se}ection and not a descriptive-inforﬁational péssage might also have
. . o

contribufed té similar amounts of recall since all readers have been

exposed to stories from an early age and have devgloped a sense of



Table h.h)

Results of t-Test for Independent Means Comparing Able

and Less Able Readers on the Number of
Clausal Units Recalled

(S
- ————
——

— — e .

—— — —— ——

" Means Standard Deviation ) .
_ Probability
Able Less Able Able Less Able DF t (2-tailed)
42,000 31,750 18.794 - 12.710 30 1.81. 0.081
+ ‘ )
e
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story schema and sufficient background knowledge.
Since the story did not give the readers difficulty in word
identification or concept load, all readers might have been reading

at instﬁuctional,or-independent reading level. Pethaps able and
lessfabre readers are able to select, remember and recall similar
\ ’ .
QUantitie$ of information if they are all reading at either of these

levels. The findings of other studies that indicate significant
differences\betwaen achievement. groups in the quantity of recall

might have had the low achievers reading at frustration level which

o~

prevented them from recalling as.much information as high_achievers.
Table 4.4 indicates that the able readers had a larger
standard devsatloh in the number of clausal units. recalled ‘than did

4
the less able grouR. When thns is compared to the standard deviations.

~

“in each recall 'cate\gory (Table 1;.3), it can be noted that wl‘e the
less able group was m?re homogeneous than the able group in amount
recalled, they were le$s homogeneous in the. type of lnformatlon

-~
recalled. The main source of variation within the less ‘able group
‘appears'to be.in the type\of information recalled.
fhe fact that the able and less able readers did not differ

significantly in the amount.reca]led possibly provides more evidence
‘that the echievement groups in this study were not sufficiently
~different in achlevement in readlng comprehenS|on. The testing

ln;trument used to- dlchotomlze ‘the sample into achievement groups

| might not have been able to discrimjnate amongst readers to a

sufficient degree or tle cut-off points ﬂsee Chaptef 111) might not

have been farwanough apart. However, the standard deviations-for the



two groups (see Table L.4) do seem to indicate two different and

separate groups were involved in the study.
Summary

L 4

%were asked to read silently. Unaided recalls were compared for able
and less able readers.
The findings revealed that there were no significant differ-

-ences for able and less able readers in the percentage of recall

units falling into each category. There was no significant interaction

between achievement groups and the percentage of recall units in the

categories. There were significant differences between the percentage

of units recalled in each recall category. Further analysis of the

data revealed that the total group of subjects recalled significantly

a
more information in the text specific category than in-any other

category; theyvrecalled significantly more information in the text
entailed category than in the text experiential, errokeous or exact

. \
categories; they recalled significantly more infgrmatioﬁ\in the text

\

~experiential category than iniefther the text eEroneOué pf\text

: , \
‘ixact category. No significant differences were found between the’
amount of information recalled in the text exact and text erroneous
categories.

The findings a]go revealed that ab]e and less able readers

.did not differ significantly on theAhumber of clausal units in their

recall protocols.

Subjects were presented with a narrative passage which they

50

I o R )

ey

e e 4 e e —

~— e — -




Chapter V

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND
. RECOMHENDATIONS
Ta

3
This chapter will present a summary of the study, major
findings and conclusions, implications for classroom instruction and

suggestions for future research.

Summary of the Study

The main purpése of this studylwas to.investigate‘the nature
of silent reading comprehension.of able and less able readers. In
order to accompllsh this purpose, unaided, oral recall protocols were
analysed and compared to the orlglnal text to determtne whether able
-and less able'readers differ in the quantity and’ quallty ‘of what they
recall.

From the grade-six populations of 11 elementary schools in
the Edmonton Public School District, 32 subjects were chosen as: the

sample for the study. These students were chosen on the basis of

their performance on the Canadian Cognitive Abllltles Test and the

comprehenS|on subtest of the Edmonton Publnc Schools Elementarx ¢

Reading Test. On the basis of the resul®® of these tests, an equal

number of students were assigned to two groups, able readers and less

able readers.

A narratlve readlng selection was administered, individually,

*by the investigator to the 32 students. Each student read the paragraph

51



silently and told the story back to the investigator immediately

following the reading. The unaided recall of each student was recorded
- on tape and transcribed. The originaliiext and each recall protocol -,

were analysed into clauses. The recall clauses were subsequently

catégorized'into five recall categories based upon their relationship

to the original text. a

The statistical treatment of the data included a two way
analysis of variancé with repeated measures on the recall categories

and a t-test to determine whether the amount of information recalled

by the two groups differed significantly.

Major Findings and Conclusions

~

i Able and less able readers Were compared to determine whether
there were significant differences between Fﬁe two grbupslin the |
-quantity and quality 6f ;heir unaided, oral recall after reading a
narrative passage. Analysis revealed no significant differences
between able and }ess abde"ﬁzaders in the quality of the information
Athey recal!ed'as méashred by the rélatjonship of the recall units to
the text. Able and less able readers did not differ significantly

in the percenfzgé of recall units falling into eéch of the five recall
categories.  Based on this analysis, jt can be concfuded that able
and less able stude&ts recall similar types of jnformation after

< - A

Eeading a narrative selection at an appropriate reading level. .Both
achievement grouﬁs are similar in thei} ability to select, rgmember gnd
'recall.infofmatjon. It can be inferred from this that fhe recall
processes used by able and less aBle readers in fhis study.are Qery

*

©

52

i .
— e e m—— - —— - =

Eaa WS B =X

- e




0

similar.

There waetno significant interaction between reading achieve-
ment grqups and the pefcentage of }pformation in each‘recall category.
The mean percentages'for able and less able readers in each category
show a very sigilar profile when illustrated in graphic form (Figure
4.1).

Significant differences were found, however;, between the
percentage of recall units in the recall categories. The subjects'
protocols contained a higher percentage of recall units in the text
specific category than in any ‘other category They had a sngnlflcantly
higher percentage of recall units in the text entailed category than
in the text experientia{, text exact or text erroneous category.

They also had a significantly higher percentage of recall units in the
text experiential cafegory thaﬁ in either the text exaet or text

erroneous categOfy. Thus, it can be concluded that the able and less

able readers in this study reca]l snmnlar types of information from

text -and that both groups tend to transform and reconstruct text
rather than reproduce it verbatim. All three categories thch
contained the'Highest-percentage of recall units reeresent at least
some deperture from verbatiﬁ‘Fecall. Text specific,informafion is tHe
most abstractive of the three categories, a]!owing for trahsformations
by reordering or substitution of lexical items. Text-experientia!

Js the most constructive, a1lowiﬁg-the reﬁder to relate prior know-
Ied;e to .input ihfprmatiOn.v Text entailed is bethen the other two

categories on the abstraetive-constructive continuum. ‘%is category

contalns recall information which is a summary or synthesns of more

~
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than one text unit. Therefore, given a narrative passage at a reading
level where difficulties are not encountered with word identification
and‘concept load, both able and less able readers are able to process
information by transforming, summarizing, synthesizing and relating

text information to prior knowledge.
. ,

There was ng significant difference -between able and less able b

-

readers in the number of recall units identified in the recall o
protocols. In this study the able and less able readers did not
differ significantly with respect to the'quantit§ of information - ' ‘1

recalled.

B

. In summar) th able“ s3bte readerss in .
- g :

-
. B .

recalled similar amdant

_'10n from their reading and simj h
e © .

types of infpygati;ni lt can be-juferred that, given reading material

~

at an instructiﬁhal or independent reading level, able and less able
réaders use similar processes when they recall what théy have read.
If recall is a reflection of‘what;happens in reading comprehension
then it can be inferred that.able and less able readers use similar

processes when comprehending print.
h , N ;

implications of the Study for the Classroom

The f;ndlng that able and less able readers do not differ
-sugniflcantly in the type of unformatlon in the recall ca;egbrles
indicates that both achievement groups use sqmular processes to recall
what the9 read. Thetfindiﬁg further indicates that less able readers

do bring information to the page and are.not trying to be too litecpl

in their recall. Instruction in-classrooms might be encouraging all

~ R
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<\k children to interact with print on the basis of what they know already.
If this is the ca;e, then teachers and students should be encduraged
to continue this practice." Another implicatjon of this finding, is
that it is important to present less.able readers with reading material
at an indepe;dént or instructional levef 56 th#t they have an oppor;
'&unity to use the same processes as able readers when recalling what

they read. ;

The finding that the subjects in this study had significantly
more recall units in the text specific category indicates that al;
readers consider this type of information important for oral recall:
Perhabs this type of‘information is used as a basis for summarizing,,
syn;hesizing and applyfng prior knowledge (Beebe; Fagan and Malicky, .
1981). The implication for classroom teachers is to aid students
in understanding and recalling text specific information and to use it
as a basis for higher level processing.

| Test results and teacher opinton;agreed that the subjeqts in

this stbdy formed two groups, able and less able readers. However,

naided recalls of the subjects in thése two groups were not
significant ffferent in either quality or quantity of informaiion.
Thus this faék\;?;\Rbt\ghscriminate between able and les§ able readers.
One possib{e implication-{g\thgf unaided, oral recall might be a refSec?
g tion of something different thé;\hhat classroom teachers call compre- -
h hension orf what is measured b; a pa;:?zaTa(\igst.' AnotherlPOSsible

»

implication is that ''reqular' classrooms mjgh;\ﬁbt have many really

¢ ‘e

low readers since they are enrolled in 'special’ classe

they have reached grade six. ‘If this is the case, then ''regu
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classroom teachers do not need to differentiate Instruction to the extent

that low achievers as a group receive a separate remedial program.

- -

Suggestions for Further Research.

The Reading Selection

1. This study found no significant differences between able

and less able readers Tn the quantity and quality of information in

their unaided, oral recalls. This result was obtained using a reading

selection which was written in a style of language similar to that of

.orplbstory telling, It was a narrative passage, written at a mid

grade three level and thus relatively easy reading for all subjects. : |

Further re;earch i; neaded to dWmtermine whether adjusting the reading ;

level of the passage wou!@ give d;ffgrent or similar results. Perhaps' |

an increase in the reaﬁig; level woﬁid result in differencés in the

number of recgll units in the five categories forndifferent achievement

groups. Further research needs’to be conducted to inveﬁtigate differ- .,

ences in unaided recalls of able andriess able reader®at independent,

instructional and frustration reading levels. (
2:. The reading selection in this study was written T n;rrative

style. Further resegrch should fnvestigate whether significant differ- . {

ences in the recall categories between able and less able readers l 1

might @e found on descriptive-informational passagés. This research

might indicate whether or not able readers are as equally able to deal

with this type of selection as with narration. Perhaps less able

feaders have more difficulty with descriptive~informational péssages
than do able .readers. Able readers might be flexible enough in their ™

"'
/



-level processing which dufferentiates between able an
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reading strategiés to cope with many difﬁé?ént'types of reading‘

selections whereas lgss able reideus.are not,

- . 'Y o
SRR . : . e/
+
L

- The Unalded Re;all Task - -fls,.ih

R}
l; Subjects !n*!hls study were asked to tell back the story

P
. “% 4 )

they had reads The ano]ysls of this recall task did not result in

significant differences bgtwgeh able and léss able readers ‘in spite »

- of the fact that tests and teache;:judgements identifted two distinct

groups. Also, the-researcher,noticeduthaf the subjects did not
comment on such things as whowthe main character. in the selection

was. These facts indicate thét the szjects'might ha%e viewed the

N \ .
_task as one in whi¢h they had to rememker information only long

’enouéh to retell {t‘aad then they could forget it. Thus higher level

processnng .the'lnbut was né!;réquired. It might be_this higher
ﬁh v
ess able

e

'readers. Further_nesearch should attempt to design recall tasks -
B~
‘which requ]ne higher level processnng in order to see whether differ-

o

. ences between able and less able readers' recalls rema'n non-

E-]
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simple retellmg. Others (Spuro, 1977) have_given the sub_;‘cts

-dlfferent reasons for being asked to read. Any one of these

.. M
approaches would be useful in further research to see whether or
not there are sngmfucant differences betweelﬁble and less able

0
readers in the recall of what they have read

f*dentification of the Sample .
l. Future researchers using recall«categornes should take
care when choosing the sample subJects It woul_d be useful if studies

L]
which compared high and low achievgnent groups ensured that there was a

clear distinction between these groups. Perhaps multiple measures of

achievement could be used or at let%a standardized test whlch has

been shown to discriminate well BEB en achievement groups.

2. Thls study and that of Beebe and Malickv (in press)
indicate that less al?l_e readers are nat a homogeneous'grou‘:. Perha';;s
care needs" to“be taken when cht';csing a less able group so ‘that the - . ":‘
amount of variance in the number 'orfa’units in the recall categories

. éeuld he decreased. If the blow group were defined ‘more homogeneousl»), )
the experlmental results mlght be di.fferent. Sotne less able readers

.vmight differ sugmflcantly from able readers in the qb"lntlty and °

) quallty of |nformation reca) Iéd whereas they mlght hot when combined

with other less able readers. o L R

N 'i'ms study used two. groups of readers, able and. less able, ;g .
. S 2l

v varnanc’e |n the sample 'Mas high. Samples whlch have

LS

,; "e.&*&r'rame o, 'not feéd as much Jlffe"ence in the “tegmy»@""s
_gh ‘»-.f (S ...;" e . . ‘ .
AR

P

i
: gtlstlaﬂp sugnlficant Further resgarch shoul@; wclude a

ave:age readers. "This would result in less varaance wuthln

:"'

- ¢ sof

R U S A 4 R
o ) .. '

o
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the sample and would lead to having a sample which more closely

h 'represents the students In a norma .

3. Able readers seemed to.\; more than‘less able readers

}\ In the amount of recall produced ‘less able readers varied more than

-

K :j,,u T able readers in the percentage of recall units in same of the

' catago‘rles.-_ It would be useful to investigate some of these individuals

. \

t!b study the nature of the recal] in more detail. For example, ao
A0 Co-

b!e readers with shor\tﬁv reca‘ﬂs teed ‘tU summarlze and synthesize

w;‘h )qﬂ'recalls? Or, does ?less able reader

e?of umts in the text ,experlential category

rl'bre than able rea

—

the text erroneous

I

: ‘-
;" r;;entage of units

,..r

g ,l\x.\

» . cat g ry, ﬁh does"'a iass able reader with few units in the:text

&

experlent LQ,] na ory? ’

d ks

: '.',:.‘/ .. la.@ Gsade six students were usedz in thls study. Other studies
M . m;ght be repllcated fat thus grade }evel but also lnvestlgate the
nature of unaided recall for other grade ‘levels.

» w

Analysis of the Data

.

~ .

lbil

r . Thls‘study‘ dnalysed ‘the text and the recall protocols into

clauses and assigned each clausal :unit in t;he protocols to a recall

1

category (Fagan, ‘in press-) Other studies have used proposnttons,

t-units: and alternate t-units.as the- unlt of analyS|s and have q;ed
other category systems. Because of the laa('tif consnstem?/ in the

o b -
studies, comparlsons ame difficult to make. There is a need, i'n'

further res'earch, to be n%e consnstent in the categorles and the

» unit of analysis used. : { : t‘ SR
' v . it . : '



Design of the Study

1. The researcher noted that the length of the recall protocol
varied within_the groups although differences between groubs were not
statistically_sﬁgnificanf. -This study did not treat students who
produced a large amount‘of recall differently than those who produced
’ : h
a little amount. However, these students probaa}y are different.:
FUrfher res ': h should take these diffe - cs into account. Perhaps
each subject could be given a passage to read and recallt' Then each
student could be classified as a high, average or low producer of
recall information. Thus the sample would consist of a.High reading
achievement group made uﬁ of higH,*aQerage and low recall producers
.and a similar low achievement group: .Then it would be p?ssib)e to *
‘discover the percehtage of recall cnfis in each category for high
comprehenders with high‘ora[4§fcall, etc.

2. JIF this fype of sfandarcfzatfon of length of recall were
implemented, then raw scores instead of proportions could be used
to quaﬁtify the-data in each ca:egory. Thi's wou]d avoud -the problem

tQav~percentages and proportlods are not completely approprnate for

analysis of variance procedures since they are not fregﬂ" vary. It

¢

+would a]so avoid the pOSSlbl]lty of scorlng a protocol with only ong*u';

D
w Yo,

clause and another protocol with ten' clauses as both havnhg Ilﬂg of
>

’

the recall. units in a, specnflc category and thus treafing the recalls‘

as though théy.were the same.

»- 7
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“and quality of what they recall from their reading when it is at "an

61

T Concluding Statement

According to some theorists, comprehensfon is a reconstruction
of meaning accomplished by the interaction qf‘the readet's background
knowledge wjth information cues he has processed from print. Some |
readers appear to be more proticlent then others at comprehending
what they‘read. Since comprehension is a covert process,it must be
studiednby examining its broduct. Unaided, oral recall has been‘used_
in this study, and others, as a product ‘of comprehension., By
analysing how the unauded oral recalls of able'ﬂhd less able.readers
differ .in quantity and quallty, lnferences can be ﬁade about dlffer- .
ences in how these two g'toupﬁprocess information.

This study tnvestlgated the differences in the oral recall?“'“‘:

of'able‘and less able students. The findings have Suggested that

able and less able readers do not differ sugnificantly in tib quantity
inde;endent or instructfonal level. From tugs finding it can be
inferred that able and 1éss able readers ‘use similar proces‘ii when
reealling what they have read.' Both groups reconstruct meana y
bringing prior knowledge to the prlnt in order to transform informa-
tional cues in text. If unaideq‘,w oral recall is a reflectfon of the

. .

comprehension process'then.it can be inferred that able and unable

readers use similar processes when comprehending print.

R
T

)



LLT

Cae o

L

REFERENCES




63.

é}“f‘- L i ¥ REFERENCES
. > . L
Bartlett, F. C. Remembering: A study in expg?imgnfél and social ‘

psychology. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press,
1932. .

Beebe, M. J. Fagan, W, TLL_and Malicky, G. V. Discourse processing Ry
str&tions and readlng, Unpublished paper, University of
Alberta, 1981.

~—

Beebe, M. " J. , & Malicky, G V. An exploratory study into the
determinants of successful reading remediation. Alberta
Journal of Educational Research, in press.

Berger, N., & Perfetti, C. Reading skill and memory for spoken
and written discourse. Journal of Reading Behavior, 1977, 9,

7-6.

Brake, M. D. An investigation of oral and silent reading with low
and high achievers.. Unpublished master's thesis, University
of Alberta, 1981. 0 )

~

Cronin, M. The relationship of story grammar f; recall of grade
six Cree students. Unpublished master's thesis, University

of Albe‘a, 1980.

Druur, P. A., & Lantaff, R. E. Scoring catego’eé for protocols.
§§Per presented ,at the Second Annual Language Cunference,
Boston University, October, 1977a.

Drum, PF\Q.,‘& Lantaff, R. E. Differences Gy eading ability and
grade in recall of infogmation. ,Unpubli&d papers, University

. of Catifornia, 1977b. -

‘\!

Fagan, W. T.\ A comparison of the ora! language of children, ages "Jf{'."
- . nine, tepn and eleven. A Research Repert, Canada Counctl Grant, :

.

Unnversnﬁxsff Alberta, 1978. )
Fagan, W. T. Categories for protocol analysns 'Unpub\ishéd paper, |
University 6FrA1berta, 1979. :

Fagan, W. T. ~ Comprehension categoples for protocol analysis.
Unpublished paper, University of Alberta, 1980.

Fadan, W. T. Comprehensaon categories for protocol analysns In
W. T. Fagan, C. Cooper & J. Jensen (Eds.), Measures for
researéh and evaluation in the English language arts; Volume 2.
Urbana, I1linois: National Ceuncil of Teachers of English,

~ _ in‘press.

\y



64
' .

Feifel, H., & Lorge, . Qualitative differences in the vocabulary
responses of children. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1950,

41, 1-18,

Ferguson, G. A. Statistical analysis in psychology and education
(bth ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill, 1976, - » \

‘Fredericksen, C. H. Representing logical and semantic s‘tructure of ,.
knowledge acquired from discourse. Cognitive Psychology, 1975,

_z_s 37]'1458-

Furniss, E. R. Schemas for reading and recall of ‘ttory narrative
and descriptive informational texts: A study of sixth grade
proficient readers. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Alberta, 1978.

Kintsch, W., & van Dijk, T. A. Toward a model of text comprehension
and production. Psychological Review, 1978, 85(5), 363-394.

Mandler, J. M., & Johnson, N. S. Remembrance of things parsed: Story
structure and recall. Cognitive Psychology, 1977, 3(1), 111-151.

McLeod, R. W. An exploratory study of inference, and cognitive
' synthefis in reading comprehension with selecteg grade four
readers. Unpublished doctoral di$sertation, University of
Alberta, 1978. % -

Smith, N. B. The méhy faces of. reading éemprehen5|on Query, 1977,

7(3), 37-hh. , 1

1 o N
.Smith, R. J., & Barrett, T. C. Teaching reading in tHé middle

grades (2nd ed.). Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979.

Spiro, R. J. Remembering information from text: The ''state of
schema'' approach. ‘In R. C. Anderson, R. J. Spiro & W. E.
Montague (Eds.), Schooling and the acquisition of knowledge.
New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1977.

Tierney, R. J., Bridge, C., & Cera, M. J. The discourse processing
operations of children. Readlngikesearch Quarterly, 1979,

14(k), 539-573.

Winer, B. J. Statlsttcal pruncuples in experlmental desTgn (2nd ed ).
New Yorka McGraw-Hill, 1971.,

Zinn, c. S. A comparison of high and low grade four readers in their -
use of the logical connective because. Unpublished master' s et
thesis, University of Alberta, 1979. .

-9

o e s ———— e ——




%
i Y
N
LES
"
>
»
N
r
\ -~
i
;‘ LY
- o .
°
y ®
i
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
[

THE READING SELECTION ANALYSED INTO
" CLAUSAL UNITS

APPENDIX A

65

»

B2 e

0

et



T . ¢ THE READING SELECTION-

The Stranger and the Man Who Had No Luck]

This is a story of a man/ who had no luck at all;/ espeefally‘

in hunting he had hard ]uck;/ He became vefy thin;/ almost sterved./
Still he tried his best to Qet something to survive./ This man had
one child./ They were only living on fish;/ that was about’ all/ he
could get. The only way (he could hunt these fish)/ was through the
ice with hooks./ He had four hooks through the ice./ One day he
told his wife,/ "I don't think/ 1'11 be able to finish visiting the

-
four lines,/ because |'m very weak from hunger;/ it is a very cold
wind.'"/ The woman got the tent straightened up and warm./ \hen the

man started off to the lake to visit his first hookeiine,/ as he was

scraping the snow off the ice,/ all of'he saw somebody -
standing right beside him./ He told the man,/ "} don't think/ 111

-

be able to finish vieiting these four lines/ because | am so hungry
and cold;/ but ényway, 1'11 try to visit them all."/ He went to fhe
next'-"ne,/ and the man fol-lqwed him./ And the man stood beside
him/ while he looked at -the other one./ He didn't get anything

there either./ He sa}

" be able to finish vis?%fng'these four lines/ . . . I'11 show you/

e

how hungry | am."'/ And he pulled his coat at the neck/ ‘and the

_other man saw/ that he was nothing but skin and bones./ And the man

’

said,/ "Give me your chisel,/ 1'11 dig the hole for you."/ So, he

Y - . : .
gave his chisel to the stranger./ Very quick, the man made a hole

>

Mhis passage was used by Cronin (1980) and was presented to
the students without the title.

dnihe same thing again./ "l don't think/ |']|5,

66
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o
right through./ So, the méh went to the other one and dug the;hole,/
so the man could easilylpu)l the line./ So they went to the last
one, and‘started to dig./ But there was notning at that hook either./

‘And the stranger (who was sitting there)/'had'almost no
ciothes/-—just two beaver skins/—while the skinny man had plenty of
caribou skins./ And the man said,/'1'm surprised/ you can go 1n
this cold with so little clothes.'/ The stranger said,/'”Lest year
| had even less./ | just had 6ne eagle skin./ To;orrqw ;ou will
‘visit these lines,/ and at the first one you will get a small one;/
that's for your chil&./ And at the third one you will get a bigger
one;/ that is for your wife./ And at the last one you will get a
big one;/ thaghs for you./ And yo@ill keep doing this everyday,/
until you, are back in shape again./ So when you feel strong,/ then
- you ‘can go around and hunt,/ but | am going to point to you the
place/ whereAyou wi]l go first./ And there you will find fresh\-
caribou tracks.'/ |

He didn't‘really know who tne Stranger wagﬁ/ And when‘the
man blinked,/ the stranger suddenly'disappeared./ o

So he did/ what the stranger said./ He got Ioti‘of fish./
He felt stronger and happser every day./ He was doing exactly what
the stranger said./ The man V‘ﬁ&ted the lane;‘hornung and evening./
He wpuld go ftom the first to the last,/ then start from the last
to the first./ And every time there was lots_ef,fish./ Fin“ly he
was strong,/ and he thought,/ ”MaYbe I'm strong enougn'te walk
around a little bit.'/ He wasn't trying to_hunt[*—juét going efound
for exercise./ So the next morning”Qafter he finished.visiting his
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fish lines),/ he thought,/ 'l mi (¥t the stranger ¢

told me./ 1'11 go and visit this ace/~fhat he,poihted out.'/

So he came to the place,/ and there he saw a herd of caribou/ and

he started to -chase them witﬁ his bow and arrow./ '
He saw the stranger by the caribou;/ then he saw/ that.he had

suddenly disappeared again./ , That's/ how he killed the caribou/—

as many as he was able to catch./ And from that day the man gaine

his 1ife,/ and after .that he had plenty of food./ 'He did what the

.

stranger told him to do,/ and from that day .he started to get normal

Yy
4

again./

&
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DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE DATA WERE CODED

) . .
The following system for analysing recall protocols ahd for & _ .

categorizing the recall units is given below and is quoted from B
. 9
Fagan (in press). . ?

” Comprehension Categories™

The follownng categories are based largely on the work of . . )
. Drum and Lantaff (1977), earlier work by the author (Fagan, 1978, ’
1980) and on two research studies that tested the earlier category
system ‘(Brake, 1981; Beebe, Fagan and Malicky, 1981). Their purpose o » {
is to provide a structure to assess the degree of comprehension as - !
indicated by a recall protocol This may be achieved in four stages.
\
Stage 1: Ellmnnatlng Irrelevant Data ' i
-

The furst step is to nsolate that |nformat| hich wi1l be
analysed. In order to do this it is necessary to etthinate two
categories of data: mazes and recall conventions.

1. Mazes may be either of four types.
[\

Fil Pa se (Audible Noise): Th|5'consnsts of sounds which may be
rep ted as ah, er, um, etc. . : .

A

Filled Pause (Interjection):, .This consists of words or phrases which ‘
seem to mark time for the:speaker before going on to the next thought. ¢
Examples are well, | think, yes, let me see, wait a minute, etc.:

-3 ' . .
Filled Pause (Repeat): This includes the repetition of words or parts
of words. ) : .

He saw a golf - a golf cart.

The little girl was per - perturbed.
The words or word part spoken initially are classed as the Repetttion
since it is assumed that once the speaker repeats, he ends the pause <
and continues to complete the utterance.

Correction/Edit: This consists of a jumble of words preceding a
change in direction of what the person was about to say, or preceding
a better choice of words. .

He wanted to sell - to buy " the golfballs. g

The- boy collected golfballs in the - around EH‘H& - where he -

on the golf course near where‘hefggg Tived.

There will be only one instance of a type of hesitation pause/ @
‘correctaon edit within a sequence. For example, if a word is . . A
ol '
Q ™

< : - T ) P
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,." ‘ .. " YAnd fn the second paragraph the story says|. . .

~ the characters were-introduced.” - #V .| .
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v . Pl
repeated six times, it is one instance of a Filled Pause (Repeat);
if several words are used before the child gets back in the right

.> track, this is l‘mﬁi‘ns.n.r_\c‘e of a C?rrectlon/Edlt. ‘ 4

"2, Recall convent ions are concerned more about the narrating
than with the actypl content of the text. They. may express, 3 reader's
“Hmitltions in wog-deing able to-remember or may include vagu e
generd]izat!cns*’;'ihich appear to be a cover-up for lack of speqific =: -
knowledge. Following are examples of recall conventions. 4
Text: (no specific referents) ;,

Protocol:.“Ma11 it says that . . . | .
u

e “That!s all | can remember."
_ NI
- Protocol: 'That a’'good story." . ﬂ;g :
Y . ") found it hard to remember the b‘art".v!ehere x\all

vl

Also included are *phra‘ses used byth’e reader to insert an
event lp proper sequence duye to forgetting while recani'ng. o

Protocol: Before that he set out his hooks for fishing. .
" TThe "before_that'' acts as an_addendum to inserty.
. ln?orgn_thn ¥n its proper- sequence after subkequent
information had been recailed. A synonymous ,
statement to "‘before that™ would be 'l forgo"t that."

o

E!

-

Text: (detalling the advantages qf heat) ,

< . Protocolt Heat helps lots.

" “Text: (describing N@Mure of various”items of ¢lothing)

Protocol: They make :dresses and stuff like that. ,

, r . ™ . .
‘Stage 2: ;hoo%lﬁé a Unit for Analysis
5 ) ) (

Different\u':i'ts may be chosen for analysis—proposition ‘
{Kintsch, 1974), syntactic vproposi-tion-(Fagan,“1978), clause or t-unit
o (Hunt, 1965). .An assumption made when choosing a unit is that this . =
Y represents a meaningful division of information and that the reader
may perceive this unit.when compreheﬁding and/or recalTing information.
Since it cannot be deterhined with definitiveness which unit ‘operates
in this manner (in fact it is .1ikely that different units may be
processed at different times), the unit chosen for analysis will
" hagee different .implications when interpreting. the results obtained.
For example, if .the smallest unit is chosen—ghe .syntactic proposition—
s easier to determine if this fits into a ‘category since
ss, synonym etc. is &asier.to amalyse within this smaller
. b ° 2 . K . a .
-~ . - Lo o

2
k2

-

< then it

-
<



. ‘ . |
unit théli ithin a targer unit such as the t-unit. Consequently the

- inteqpre tion of résults would,be weighted in terms_of this catqury [0)

1f,.on the other hand, the t-unit is chosen, ‘then it is easier to
Judge if a sunmary has taken pl; e since it\ls difficult to provide
a summary of  informatiom within the brevity of the syntactic
proposition. The, clausewunit is intermediate in length between the

--syntactic proposotion and the t-unlt/incomplete t-unit, and, whereas

'b'

f s

"

%

'3 : .
T-unlt:"Thus is a single lhdeptndent predlctton (main clause) toggiher -~
with any subordinate clauSQ§ that may be grammatically related to, i‘.

it may not have the full advantages of - either of these, it also does

not havk their full disadvantages.. e ‘z.‘.
. In ordev to isolate clauses,. it is suggested that the protocol
fjrst be divided into t-unigs.and |ncomp1ete t-units (Fagan, 1978)

_wWhich are defined as follows* _ o LT,

"4 ~ o e

It may be .a single or a complex sentence, but _not a compound sentente.

. In dividing a passage into t-units, one approach is to
consider you are editing the transcript and are directed to rewrite
as sentences according to the-.definition -above'. .Where there is a
compound sentence, divide before the cdnnecg&ng conjunction (and,
but, etc.) and begin the next sentence w1th the conjunction. Do nat
change any words, but bracket these words which do not fit into ghe
regular flow of language that make up the t un!ts ( e.,Jnazes) -

e

& ;dent\'y the speaker

B S

~e.G. /Chrostopher said uncle qken §hall we,get ghere/
& 'Y iths: such a long walk/ e

) :!1

2. Having a t-unit within a t-u is pbsslﬁle

e.g. /and he (/now he was‘icare /) told“the c%ptaln .

. . o) - o

. %3, When the meaning of ssage indicates that a subogdinate
‘ conjunction has been w#itted, the clause involved not
form a new t-unit. o

'\

e.g. /he decided that he should .go cause’ there was
nobody around and .(cause) there was stuff . . .7 )

L. "Yes" is included in the'succeeding t-unit if the followfng

statement is an elaboration of. the answer; otherwise; it

is considered to be an incomplete t-unit.

e.g. /yes | guess you missed . ../

/yes/ what do you want it for/

s ]

—- - 2.

\.\
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] + ' ‘ : . .
* 5. Intonation may determine the location of the boundary when

" a’phrase,, structurally, can be attached to elther the
Py

preceding or subsequeot t unit.
&
e.g/ "l think" as ‘in:
/he went | think/ he said he planned to any way/

-Le
v

J % Expressions erﬁl thmk " | believe are considered )
parll of. thegt-unit if they are mtegral to the .statement @
‘o G‘, as” for ekie: '

[J ‘ ' ’.~Q "‘, r
%, he went said John/

r?"thé‘ exprpssnon appears to be ndiosyntactlc to the S
u““ speaker, the words are considered a "holder" KYP},S paze '
q\ re not counted'as part of the t- un‘l t. i

N
Q= A

e.g. loods cause much damage/ (? thlnk)

[N

Incomplete t- unit This consists of %group of words whnch'dq riot . ‘
form a complete indép:&fgt Yeuse but which. a v 'es‘Sary to.the:s , -

ongoing ﬁlow,of langu Sihce it dog#iP not fo _ mplet.lf' depenﬁent *,

clausi it is different’ ‘from a”t unit. It"may be 1 in ,ﬁ';;éﬂfqu%, .

*a ver ob{]ec»t, or'tomp]ement Qr any combmation of =¥ ’e‘sﬁ;; . E
v b " '. X ;

sp,ecnfying partfcular informetlvn, elaborat

A X :
- ,The mcqmplete appears tb serve elthe of féur ,-.' ~ % .

&yf an ante nt, - o
malmng additconal comments on ‘a: tOplC or'e 39‘ llshlng a

a.m'ambllgupus item, i . ."n.
g ’ ~ He pushed one guy down in the w:ﬁer,‘pushed hnm on thw
e Started punching ' him. F ‘o ,./? ;oo
A So he got f.ed ~up<w|§h' thls\\kind everyone chas?ng hﬂ'h H ;
= .", * o
& - ‘;A d so: ‘the man J'S Look“ing, him. ..
He'd sel) it to them, the balls. ' : R
L 4\n analysus of a- transcriptuon is, given below ,‘ . ? ]
| €. Hé asks them for four golf balls//or he s gonna put his .
- books into the rivg!/(and, and) (um) (he gave them) 7/the
. boy gave them fou our) (um) goif balls//they op his -
boots anyway/bec they are mean//he goés back Wooking *
for them//goes "~ (because after) (um)//he had a ..
-dream// . . .
- ‘ . . » . ‘\' ‘ " £ _' 2
. T-units {/ . #& 6
- fncomplete t-unit . 1 o
Filled Pause (Audible noise) 3 -
o - Filled Pause (Repeat) a2
. Correction/Edit o 8F 42
Clauses -/ and // . f‘7
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Stage 3 Comprehenslonh{sgones

.,’ o g

e
&~
2

7h

A. . Text Exact “ , B
O EREEE T T,
. ‘This category lr‘hludes"]nformaﬁ‘non from the text §n its, exatt
* “form with minimal variations. |t is assumed phat thls
. Tinformation ‘was stored in“rpte fashion or lsaufomatically ' gj
‘constrained by other mforhtlon and Is “reproduced" in a
sumllar state.: : .
. " . >
] ) 4 ' e . .
Al. Verbatim Recall . ' ’. ‘ - .«
- ” - ' i Y
. - The lnformatlon is a direct recall of the lexical terms of the 'it""-'é
’ text. : N ‘ .o . ‘
Text . The boys were late for scll*l XQ e
X
% #M'?
" Protdcol' The bays wel’oﬁate for schoo
. : Substltutlon of a dete'rml”her, a verl fofgs " . ' eHon word
. which d%s not change the meanigng of t ‘ | SO be.placed
ln thls Category. o w : : vl
M v N : 4 ¢.0
T e "Tex-t; He chased the ammal" : R R . . y:\
<\ . ,_ - ," 2 . ; “ S ) ‘ N
- °. . #Q . o L i" R - . a. « L.
: . b . T R
Yy Protdcbl_' He, ased an anlmal“ SR . s , A .
Y - Text. Pﬁfe 3 walt ‘at the ﬁbor. A & L
BERR PR e s e, @ . i
] ‘ . Protocolc . People we’f‘e thng .by the door - P o
’ Text ’Tﬁ"sfudent hag b@! absent many times. ‘ o 8 :’ .
» : !
o i+ S
) » Protocol“ :I‘he student was qbsent many tames. . Lo a
% A2, Partlal Recall L o Lot ‘%‘ - g
. . B . R T ’ )
' A sngnl.f_;cant co pt (s) (l(otms, verb ax%fte') is/are -
omicted in the gMpatim recall. B )
S : _ » , -
. Text_. After robbmg the. store, the convucts raced for (thelr cas.
. «,Prﬁ.to_col: ,The conyicts raced for their car. - e - v el
Text:. The children had never seef® such a tiny colt. ’
Protocol: The children had never seen such a colt.
,Thig category would also lnclude fragmented units which are not
mazes and although not semantically complete do indicate that
v the reader has noted and attempted to retrleve concepts whlch L '
continue the story lme i A . . i



’

. Protocol:

. & - ' ) 5 R ) “
/\ . ‘Rrotocol: The house was burning. "~

. Protoc‘:o‘l'f They; Weré. very king to the stranger.

. Synonymy “of Elements
L

e _ .
" The operational definition of sy

correlations i‘n the text unit,

Text: !I',he stranger told him to follow hjs advice and put'his “
: lines at the spot indicated. L '
. !1 ‘:..
Protocol: .The stranger told him . . . that he would put . ¢
all his lines . . » ' 0

- .
a8 [ ) . a

-

Text Specific s v L

.

In . this category is placed informatigpofe alléd ‘that hgs specific
referehces in the text. The readergumyy "transformed' spme _°
of this Aformation by reordering’ of ARt tuting lexical i_tems.’

m'.

- -

Substitution gf- Pronouns

A pronoun<is used in place of a noun when the noun referent is e

,Presen{ elsewhere within the text. All other ‘items in the unit
are verba“t’jm., . _ : " ' . A

* Text: People were very kind to the stranger. . o

.
",‘ .- . . R . L ‘4 N K
Text: .The truck went off the rodd about ode half mile from the

';':':'ett]emer'\t. s o e .. o
Protocol: It went off the road about ongf mile from the = - ,
. » o G > H N
¥ settlement. § X AAES R ; R
: . ' SRE R TI ».

o

“

L ] PO - . vy
[y U N

. 9, L .
oo TR T gy $o
iapymy is context dependent, and
refer®to (a) substitution of one word for another so that o
“@y M ' ‘c‘»

_semanti¢ and grdfmatical féatures are preserved, (b) the sequencing

f i ‘(ica‘l ‘items from a unit such as the preposing of prepositional
I&d ageshor substitliting an active for a passive, and (c) a-para-

phrésb,p? 'the original unit which in the sugy'ectﬁe'qpin'ion of
the sgorer has the same conceptual referents and has defi‘nits

&

ish | L4

Texth:

-salmon oo - "
W N ‘ . v . P t
Text: , The house was on fire.

' .- . . * - .
Text: In two and very slowly the mourners walked in progession. s

.~ ’ . ) ) Gt - . - - )
”* ‘-Protocol-: The. mourners walked.'in .procession very slowly and im
‘ ‘ ' twos. . ° '. . A '
:-’\._ . - ,':w ‘, - . 4 - '; » . ° .

_ 3
L b 75
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Text: He said.goxksdiéht and went to bed.

¢

Protocol: He decided to call it an eveﬁing and said goss night.

C. Text Entailed ) \
' : \
The |nformat|on retrieved is (a) a paraphrase of or. synonYmous
with the information input, but the unlt of recall includes
information from more than one unit of input, or (b) a super-
- ordinate statement subsuming. |nformat|on from more than one text
unit. It may be assumed that at the time of comprehendlng the
reader “constructed” information and may still '"transform" it at

.the point of recall.

Cl. anthesns - : : .
v ' * ‘
A synthesis antement is (i) a compllatlon of al least two units
of informa . It may not contain either of the specific units
summarized may be expressed in afﬁterarchlal or superocqinafe
. category or by a label generalizing fhe events summarized, such ‘as

a main idea, theme or moral. w : ‘

and jumped into th& icy water to rescue the frightened

; Text: He quvckly raced t%‘the landlng, stripped off his clothes
~little boy.

pl: He did a very brave deed' !’:n S -

- o Nhlle vnsntnng her Au ﬂ22|e at the farm last weekend
_ ~*i Ierl‘ne]ped,harvest car as, ZUCChInl‘pnd“ , .
i tomatoes.)’» -~”¢‘ Fa Y
o s o v
Prg@pco]: Lagt week)nd Tern helped her Aunt hartest mee
S ‘vegetables. ;,3,
2. Summary . T ' o ¥ T N e -

. : : : he L
A statement is a summary if it relates: infgrmation from at least
wo units ip the text in an embedded fowxm, that is some of the
exjcal i%ﬁgs or ‘'units of information are deleted during this

pro i

Text: .She jumped‘into the icy water. She was‘trying to save the
swimmer who was in troubléi -
- 3 \ >
Protocol: She jumped into the |cy water'to sﬁve swimmer in

L4

troubtle. ‘ . E
T« . )

l.

Text The stranger pitied the man. He\:ad tried to help but had
Qﬁ%w m Very: sucoessfu] The stranger felt deeR remorse
% ‘that t11e man qucbﬁ&wo‘tpﬂbttle his own problems

-

4 \n summarizing phe exact words or their synonyms may v
-, be used. . . s , ‘ o : S

~



e - .

\ . B . '
\ - Wit t outside interference. The stranger stared
\\ qui Wy as the man walked slowly away.
’ \ .. Protocol: The stranger pitied the man whq;ﬁalked slowly away.

Ty ' .

\0.  Fext Experiential B

" ThigAnformation is added by the Teader to.fill in gaps in the
\  texf.data. The reader is ''reconstructing' imformation based on
\ prior knowledge which may be of world events ,such as rodeo, or
from having read o‘r'listegd to other texts. '

[ .
’y . .

ference

An \nference may include either a logical reasoning or an

instantiation, that is, the filling in of information suggested
text information but not specified. The l,atterm&&

to as a prédgmatic inference and may .be statedj T
ory form and still make a plausible statement.
. + g o

o ontradi

4

1 v v ’

. . . 3 .
Fext: John and Bill left for sthool at qthe ‘same. time and walked ’ .
at the same rate. But Bill iyéd several blocks farthet
. away f the' school than JAWh. Johh' Just reached the ) .
- -vchool -of®time. He/hoped~that Bill would6till be able et
o play ball that éVeqﬁnd. e

A

Protocol: (Logical) :- Bi was late for schools n(

. B AN YR : ot e . Y .
S N f'TeXti. Thé\mﬁtheg,bun‘ .the children in thg?r parkas, scarves
SR and mittenda,,, as’' sure they all had aghgt lunch-as e

-8
“y B “ ¢

. they left for schodl. . oy Jl!! R A
. \ N ‘ S __gﬁ,_,&. R
o oo P{ptocol:' Qgragmatidi; 1t was a cold™dayx -
) : (Contraﬂigiion: It was not a cold day. Perhaps the -
" mother was fentally deranged.) o -

Y

D2. Case Related Informat ion

. This includes the expansion of permissible sequences that are
assumed extensions of a unit of information in the text. This -
subcategory -describes appropriate. prior knowledge of similar"

_. content. = e ‘ : .

. _ - "
. . Text: Ground corn.’ M .
t ’ ‘ ) . ¢ ‘ A

‘ Protpcol:- Ground corn with'a-rock. - .

»

Text: The captain‘climbed'thé mast of the distressed shiip and
. = signalled for help. - . . '

Préﬁécél!' The captain climbed the mast of the distressed ship
o kg -and ‘s'ignalled forshelp wit$ his flag. o 4 »

-
~ - v e

‘wra



‘they are not mmeduately cons,tramed«by a-,sEecnfnc par‘i‘ of the ="
S ‘

Text: Used for etching. c .

Protocol: Used for the etchinq of drawings.

EXNiential Intrusions

‘This mformat;on is related to. the theme of. fhe text passage but

is not.specifically suggested by a partlcular unit in the text.
It dOes ‘not convey the text information but is an addition of

mformatlon from the r ader's backgrcwnd
[ -

\;.[ext.. The little boy Had d|sobeyed his mother. She had told him

to wait By the cay while she went-back to therstore for
the other bag of;grocerles. Now she Qould not find him
anywhere. R R S t * 5
o i A o *’a ? L :
Protocqg One time | saw this woman looking everywhere, for her
little boy. He went up the escalator when s e wasn 't

look ing. \ PN Y, o .
N L) . ot ) : . e L
. Yt ’ e . :\ﬁ . v
Storyl me,»fdd?*tuons _ o PSS

units include acﬁiltlons to the mformatlon wrthln fhe "[.,, :
lnne, The orug‘in oft: xtvqsé‘ afditlons® appears to'be Hased on ™ <,
LS experlence with’ s!brnes ahd the kinds of. goals or
which are ap romgla*te“m & part.Tcular'context and thls «
v dlctable frﬁ the Stq‘ywn‘crmat on... Mso included are
ssions that*i icate say] thmkmg, étc. w‘Htch are. not
ecuflcal]y stated in thHe text. ? These are ‘not” mferehce since.

Thesg

text. . S T
. - = i e i '_ -

Text: (‘descrlbmg a character s act'i,pvns that Jed. up to maklng
a decision.) _ o sy e

.')'f), =

v Q y—v:""\ H
Text: The stranger saw that the man was weak and finally dug a v
hole thl“ough the ice for him. : :
°
Protocol: The man said ''l am not able to dig the hole.! But
the stranger said '"You got to keep trying and
trying." The man said- M jyst can't do it."

Protocol: He ‘thought he wou]d catch the next train and fmallyv -
. »w‘wvsettle the matter- cbmpletely. ) ‘ ¥ &’?

P . N
S

Text Erroneous -

These errors constitute memory errors or are due to lack of"

attentlon to the text. The approprnate slot ls there but is
inaccurately filled. ' ‘

\



, v kS
 Text: The lobster's:

Protocol:. The lobst

R 4
. . : T )
. ' . . . - a7
Errors in dates and proper names R » : ,{:?
T, e V,;m.
'ghese crro'rs constitute memory@‘rors or are due tb Ia& of
“aikeﬁtlon Yo the text. The apprqprlgke slot is there but is
inaccurately filled. ] J‘Fr
‘ ) .
Text: Sir Wilfred Hi&rier "
Protocol: Sir Wilfred Bennett = tr
Text: 1864 . *
X .
~ Protocol: 1972 Ry . % L N .

Erroneous expansions/additions

These units (i) separate attribute/argument phrases into units that

are conceptually wrong, (¥i) expand’a unit of information in an
-erroneous way (D2), or add informaﬁ?on that ‘is incorrect in

terms of world knowledger®¥.the events mentionéd, or is contra-

dictory with |nformatton~15*the text. These may be due to lack

of experlence with the content and/or the ambiguity of the .text.

Text: They ground .corn, .

Protocol: They ground corn by heating it; . . ~] T

o

Inaccurate/lncorrect synthg*ﬁsj

lnfoﬁhatlon.ﬁkom different unvts of the text is (l) desugnated
by an inaccurate superordinate referent, or (ii) is generallzed‘
ln a way whtch does not convey the gist of the passage. 1'

“.

' Text: we shouldn t- a]wajb knock computers when they seem to make

an error on our aceounts. Granted we might be upset when
our balance is.nil and the computer still insists that
we send a check for $40.00. lever, if computers were’
assigned to do the mapy menti tasks of administrative
affairs and leave moﬂe#&ume fos bumans to'use their
intelligence to solve the moreegjgpnflcant problems, then
computers and humans would be compatnble and would
t in harmony. .

N . u
POV o oLt

i

Protocol: Computers are frustrating. : 4

Text: Whlle visiting her Aunt Lizzie at the farm last weekend,
Teri. helped harvest some carrots, peas, - zucchunl, and tomatoes.

Protocol: _Last weekend Tern helped her Aunt haryest_some fruit.

- - o - L
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. EL. Inaccurate/nncorrect summary

a&h combining information the reader confuses information about
a particular referent.

Text: As the man was scraping snow off the ice he saw someone
'standlng beside him. ¢ The man said to the stranger 'I
don't think ! can finish visiting my lines because | am
so cold and hungry.'" The stranger s he would help.
He dug new holes for the\han and also showed him where to
get carfbou, ‘
Protocol: A stranger came along. He bel the man dig holes
through the ice and then they aw a. caribou herd go by.
Text: kMrs Gray sat down to watch the* TV announcer on her weekly L
A show about gardennng Co _ . . ¢ ¢$»i
! | &
. . e
Protocol: Mrs. Gray sat down to watch the TV annouﬁcer on his '
weekly show about gardening. v '
-~ : ‘ - -
Text: The dogs lay down and refused to move. The man dragged

-«>

the sled all the way to the cabin. - : '

¥, ~ ‘ |
t Protocol: The dogs dragged the s#fd to the cabin.
c. N . e

o . ES. Fawlty Inference ‘ ) ‘
Y ’ "4
: ‘ E’The reader draws an incorrect |nference from the |nforngm|on g!ven
\.%}*_ - An the text. o
. “ <.,’“" »

Te&t; Mrs. Gray knew it was two o 'clock because she éguld hear
T 'f Henry, her parrot squawking. ‘He wanted''to watch his
S favorite TV program. - But Mrs. Gray thought that too much
TV was bad for Henry's eyes so she told him to rest
% instead. He squawked even louder so she finally turned
. on the TV set. After Henry's show was over, she stayed. to
v _ watch a show on cooking.
Protocol: Mrs. Gray came in from theidi?qeﬁwto,watch her TV show.

Stage 4: Weighting

The matter of assigning a weight in points to the unit chosen is
an arbitrary decision and should be determlned by the purpose of the
~'analysus .

It is suggested that the welghtlng be assrgned on the basis of '
the numbher -of categories evident in the reader's recall as opposed to
the number of units recalled. That is, one unit may be assigned to
‘two categories. The rationalization for this is that the analysis

-

i
'

L4



" this should be noted.

s hOpgfully indicatlve of what the reader was doing when reading.
Consequently if one unit (clause) indicates that the reader uses a

Pronoun Substitution (B1) a@se Related Information (D2), then
o, . SR

v R
hrcomplete t-unit is sometimes not a cj
’har~verb)-but is considered equivalent

g purposes. : '

e (lacks a finite
B clause unit for

’
Vo

Validity and Reliability
X

el The comprehension categories have been based on the consgruct. of
reading comprehension .(as measured by a recall) as involving the
reception and production of information which is generated from an
interaction of the text data and the reader's prior knowledge. As i
indicated in the déscription of the categories, certain assumptions
abut the underlying processes that may contribute to that category
are made besed on the work of Kintsch and Van Dijk (1978). ;

o~

The categories may be sequenced in terms of the proportion &f ' .
test data and p(ior,know}edge that may have contributed te thevreCé 1.
_ This sequence may be illustrated by the following diagram with the
amount of text decreasing from text exact to text experiential.

2 ~

»

. are suggested:’ o
Y : _ . S
1.  Each scorer be thoroughly familiar with th;5cate98kies, their
. definitions, and examples. . o : ‘
2. . A numb&=of tocois be scored as.poﬁnts~for-disqussion
before  the iﬁ§g$éndeht scoring Is done, -At'.this point,
definitions oft.examples -may need to be further g1arifiqﬁ.A-
Bys .

Iﬁ order‘to,Obtéihradéquate reliabifity; the foildWing gqidernes |

81
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‘u‘:~ . "...‘ ) “ ) 0 : N
3. if a unit(Ts not readlly asslgned to a casigory, then the
scérer .-ulg engage in the proaess ‘of ;? gory elimination.

o
[

- question opgthe unit belng analysed may help

"I .the category which represents what the®reader was
IY¢ " For example, if the unit supposedly indicates Text .
Ftim, then an appropriate quéstion-for the-reader is

;gf@{ "Tell me if this was present in what»you just read." |If.
S . - the unit is suspected as beiny Case Related Informatlon,
t oy - then a question might be "'ls this tride about grinding corn?

"- Do they pound it with'a stone?' Eor an ‘inference the question
posed might be ""What information in the story suggests this

'
' - statement (the |nference)?" For a synthesis, the question
'""Can you elaborate on this?" might be considered. The
@ scorer will have to judge whether. or not the reader couid
respond to such questions.  If-so, then it.is plausible that
= ) . this unit belongs wnthln the category |nd|§ated
< Using the above guldellnes, five recall protocols coﬁbrisnng ‘ ~
Y .~ 187 claudes ‘wefe assigned to categories. The |ntertptqr rgl'abﬁluty
' in terms of percentage agreement was: o e R
Category A o 98._5 r ¥ ¥
Category B 97 - o
‘ ~Category C 93 -
- ".Category D ~96.
. Category E - _ 95

»

R e
. . ;o
M . . -~
B . .
’ ! - [ e R
» - N T > T
% . ; T . g %
. - 3 (3 Lo
- - ? o e .
L s
. . 4
. . . .

Concludlng Statement

N ‘ In order to assess. comprehensnon one must consnder -oﬂ ,
i process (receptcon and production) and the product. It is difflcult
~ -+ to get at the«former which must-be inferred. The comprehension
gﬁ categorleS'ﬁrOVideg5;n this article hopefully will allow both factors
c

& to be taken®into actount. - _ : gE qw
N ’ e ' : A',. :-;- g ’ B
B . , ) , - . . : o a, . _.-';"" Je v

: J A @ :
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(Well) it's about a man/ who doesn't have much Juck at all./

A C - 3 - D Sy
He has a wife and one child/ and they're (uh) all really skinny/ T,
N * - . ,“’ . o
: B . 5 6 6,
an'gi'he has four lines in thematg.rﬁ"-ﬂhkh he uses to catch fish/ -~ - ctoe -

B | 7 B 8 .
~and oné day he says to his wife/ that he doesn't think/ he'il be - .

o - c . 9 B 10 . 4
strong enpugh to go and look at all four of them/ but he goes anyway/ .= = -
E - Be " D D2, | ’ v
and he looks at the firstcone/ and- then he' looks up/ and there's a.

c s 13 B 1 R i
stranger stand!ng beside him/ and he‘}s to the stranger/ (1 don' 't . o

,
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ct?rnk.ge'n be able”to look at a1 thete becauso) "I don’t’ think/ s ‘

-
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I‘Ilﬁfablg.ta )ook at a11 these ?ou* cau‘Se‘-L m so tnreH an}’ et ’
) ) ' ‘ K . TR | - T
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hUngry"/ and he goes to the second one/ and, he says the sanSe. tﬁmg/
‘ R T J : et .
ZD . 4 D ) . - 2' R * e o aj"y.
, it/ and the stranger doesn t _say anything reaHy/ LR .
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© . _r‘s

STy ' B 22
qnd shen (he g S "Gwe e your chnsea) the stranger goes/ e

. ‘ ‘.‘l ‘ -‘ “‘ ‘ . o Y : cea o o . ‘ .b,. ' . ., - L.
' AT 3 S R T
“G.ive 'me your chisel "/ And hg goes and looks in the cher two/ ,

~
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'she R .).at\th\e s,econd hole (I forgot to tetl you) The man

. T 28" .

j the stranger/ how sldvylx iﬁe Waé’/ (and therr )then the‘“r
B . 27 PR C v 28 o

stranger told the man/ that there was a way/ xhat he cou‘ld get lots B

SR e T e
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of fish/ on one hole there wou'ld be a small fish for th child / :
The next’ hqle there'd be a lmpr .ﬂsh f,or his wife/ and the third

% .




. 85
c 32 8 .33
hole there's be a large fish for him/ that would keep happening/
L B 34D 35 B 36
until they were back to normal/ and he said/ ''and when that's done/

B 37 B 38 » g&q 39
when you're normal/ and you think/ you're strong endugh to go hunting/

B -bo D o 4
then you'll find cariboy trackg/ and you'll get the caribou'zlso the

c .
stranger showed the man (where the . . .) what order to go to the

b2 B 43

holes/ and where he would find the caribou tracks/ so the man went to,

c L i B 4s D
these holes everyday/ and he was gettingaback to normal/ and one day he

L6 . c | 47
went/ and he decided . to look for the caribou tracks/ where the stranger

c ' | 48 B
told him to ]ook for the caribou tracks./ There he found a herd of

, b T g B 750 B
caribou/ and the stranger was standing by one caribou/ and when he

.

51 B . 52 . ' ’ )
. blinked/ the stranger’'was gohe/ (and that's how he killed them

. .o E 53.
all . . . uh . ..) Then he killed most of the caribou/ and from then

B - : 54 B- 55 B 56
on ‘he kept getting normal/ he kept doing/ what the stranger said./
-~ . (Subject from the able reader group.)
.Cléu;és: 56

Recall Categories*

A - Text Exact 2 o . -

B ~ Text Specific : 31 .
C - Text Entailed. 16 : -
D - Text Experiential 7
E - Text Erroneous "3 59
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y

*Some clauses were assigned to two categories.



