' » m‘ ,‘ 17720 S 1";-'. " : - Co. .. -" ) . R
| N E3"3LJ()111EKQLJE:IQI\T1()FLALJE
OTTAWA : )

.

:
RN
‘\

o NATIE)NAL [4BRARY
L\ OTTAWA - D

1

Penm1551on is hereby granted tg THE NATIONAL ‘LIBRARY

Lo OF CANADA to mlcrofllm this. the51s andL:i/ijnd or sell coples

) )

of the f11m 7 BTN

The author reserves other publication rights, and

ne1ther the thesis nor exten51ve extracts from it may be

%g au\Lor 's

prlnted or otherW1se reproduced w1thout t

v : wrltten permlsélon

...................
...........................

..............

............................

NL-o1 (10-68) I S



a
. v
— | I
e R
' THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
B
A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF. SELECTED READING
AND LISTENING PRONSSES
. ’ ' ‘ . ) ? . B v
. ) ) ‘ . by . |
T I | : o
1 . * LAURENCE WALMER
S \ v N R
o . A THESIS ’

«

SUBMITTED TO THE FAGULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND R]SSEARCH
- IN PARTIA‘L FULF],L]..I‘TEET or T‘HE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE“ DLGREE ;

' OF DOCIOR OF PHILOSOPHY

DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

..

%o

EDMONTON, ALBERTA- ™~ - . = = o
' o o {4

FALL, 1973

p



THE UNTVERSTTY OF ALBERTA

FACULTY-OFlCRADUATE éTUDIES AND RESEARCH.

~

The underslyned certlfv that thev have .read, and
fecommend to the FaCultv of Graduate'Studios and Research
for acceptance, a thesis entltled A Coﬁpardtlve Studv. of
; o
Selected Reading and Llstening Processes submitted by

Lzurence'Walker in partial fulfilment of the reduiremeﬁts

for'the'degree of Doctor cf Philosophv.: - f o

) ) ) ) - ) . «.0 s e PRI S se v e au e . \
/ _ e T External Examiner . g
l‘}L,’ /.) . '/7

Date ...w:......-.-./..----

R



e . F . .
-linguistic messages’ in written form is exclusively .the domain of

respect to those processes whlch lle beyond the decodlng stages of

ABSTRACT o

. Y
‘Definitions of the reading»process fail to indicate what its

unique attributes are. While the reception and interpretation of

s . . . \
N

,reading, the latter is not clearly'distinguishable from listeninngith ?

oL
’

readlng. Thls study set out to compare the processes of readlng with

those of listening to spontaneous speech in an attefi$t to illuminate
-some of reading's unidue Characteristics.

A prellmlnary pllot study was earrled out comparlng spontaneous

speech and forma] wrlting Analys1s of ‘the samples collected from

R

artlculate grade elcven students showed that the:r spontaneous speech -

was characterlzed by the presence of extraneous mater1al a hlgher
. ° .

proportlon of sentences Junged by a panel to be 11ngu1st1cally dev1ant’

and poorer rhetorlcal structure. These'flndlngsyled'to a refinement

.listening. . - ; S ;;5,“

A
w

of'the research'question. It then-asked whether con51der1ng the

dlfferences between the two language 1nputs to the ‘processes, readlng
1nvolved»greater prec1s1on of reconstructlve_rnterpretatlon than'
L ) . " N !
- . .- ) : e e T s ] .
The ‘answer ;to this questionvwaszsought by means of a'written

[

recall'task fOllouing reading'or listening’ Three separate samples"

of glade eleven students, each of appror;mately forty erght subJects,

were randomly d1v1ded 1nto llstenlng and readlng treatment. groups.

Follow1ng expasure to an‘oral or wrltten version of one of_three



bl

stimulus-passages, goth'groups attempted‘to reproduce in writing the

ideas presented.  These recallrtexts were.analyzed using a set.of post

¢ . “

hoc categories relating to - spects of the recall of expllcit original

'lfideas and the phonorcnon of 1mport 2tion. .. . .
; w“

cr N ".Two-way analysisfof variance revealed differenCQS'betwcen.the
- *’ i 'S v . oL L ’ X ) ; - L .
P treatment‘group%. Thefreading;groups produced'significantly»mOre of -
! g . ;7 . - B .
'the explicitforiginal ideas. ThlS superlor performancc was also

. ] ~

observed for the recall of exp11c1t origlnal ideas expressed in a way -

if-‘ whlch 1n01cated the relat:onshlp of the idea to the overall dlscusszzﬁr\\\\

TR and in'a form .which dld not dlstort t?p origlnal meanlng 'Also the
) e o o , - ’ ,

,recalls of the. readlng groups contalned a 51gn1f1cantly sma]ler

~'“proport10n of 1nportat10n - T

.-

U31ng a ratlonalcahﬁscd LDOH Ausubel s Subsumptlon Theory, the

dlfferences were accounted for by the argumcnt that thc interpretatlons

wh1ch°the readers haa achleved were more precise, belng tlghtly

.

dlscipllned by the clearer constralnts of formal wrltlng Those

~ 5ach1eved by the llsteners glven the looser constralnts of spontaneous

N

fspeech dlsplayed more varlablllty and less fldellty to: the exp11c1tly
-stated 1dcas presented by the s peaRers.:V

,'Because-ot the:perspective and design of the study, the ' _ -

-

differences revealed\yere relative rather than absolute and so they
' o o PR T
could not indicate characteristics that were unique to-reading.

However| it was' claimed that- these

‘.

tentatiyeifindings suggested one

arearin-which differences of'degre etwecn readlng formal writlng

and lrstenlng to spontaneous speech mlght lle. o N

-’
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\ “ . . CHAPTER I
\ " INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

. R Intrbduction
L . _ S

: &he essays we have reviewed fogus on problems thi

at are not
tcific to reading but ccmmon to°the processing of both
:geech and - text

and so readlng research is nc longer
an\ isolated field;

“indeed its bounds have become a little
di gicult to define (Brown, 1971, p. 183).

~

JBrown s reactlon to a collectlon of recent research reports

on the feading process points to a problem which besets readlné as an
area of Scientific enquiry.

itifrom

{
o

. . / :
The lines of demarcation which separate

o / e
ther subjects of investigation are unclear Klngston (1971)”)
. 1(
_referred to the problem when he wrote. s - R . - .Gﬁ’\\
/ i o ' ’ ‘:',vr;"v -
. in therlast two or three decades reading behaviour S

seems to have. expanded to include many human functions.

It .2
would be interesting to see models bullt on more restrlctlve
parameters (p. 8-63).

‘The exact domaln of readlng is not a problem to mhl

ugg%hemselves
Al |

for- example has- been the . san,

Firriters

and research workers: w1th1n the fle]d haVe ‘often ad eas

Readlng comprehen51on,

body of llteratuLe which has sought to 1dent1fy and evaﬁ% te the

skill components 1nvolved Ain the understandlng of written 1anguage.

..The resultlng llsts and taxonomles of readlng skllls are. frequently

- iy

4 &

51mflar to llsts and taxonomles that are the outcomes’ of resea%ch

into listening comprehen51on. Th1s apparent 51m11ar1ty of 1dent1ty

raises the question of how fa; readlng and llstenlng are unlquely

separate act1v1t1es other than in terms of thelr obvious, overt

R
/.
o a



‘ﬂifferences. If ‘they are not uniquely separate, then there would seem
" to be some justification for treating them as a single activity,
" language processing. JenkinSdn (1970) listed as a major research topic

"the nature of verbal upderstanding with particular reference to the

-

differences between spoken and written discourse (p. 182)." This she

| S
" The language arts are said to consist of the expreésive skills:

Q

. called an information gap. .

of speaking and writing and the recep@ivé skills of listening and

reading. Both of the receptive skills could, therefore, be considered
as members of a single class,'the receptionvof'informatibn through "

‘ ‘ _ | | o | ~, A .
-language, or the processing of language. In certain obvious respects

the two are readily distinguishable: " one is the pfocessiﬁg of spoK@n

léﬂéuage received tempgrally through the auditgry channel, while the
*other is the processing of spétially displayed written language through
’ : . . . LY .

- the visual channel. In these respects reading is a unique type. of
language processing; this part of its domain is clearly defined. How-

ever, the question of other unique attributes, other di'stinguishing

characteristics that set it off from listening, is harder to answer.
Much of the research under the rubric of reading tomprehension seems

to be predicated on the assumption that the higher level interpretive

[

processes ofvréading are also unique. In other words, it assumes that

[ SR

reéding comprehension is different from other kinds of comprehension
ahd, therefore;.wortﬁy ot sfﬁﬂ?‘as a behaviour in its own right. -
- This assumption, as it applies to the teaching of'ieading, has

been challeﬁged; Moffett (1968) wrote:



\ . -
A child who fails to.understand a text either cannot decode
letters or else_panndi understand the text for reasons having
nothing to do with printed words; he could not understand
even if the text were read aloud to him.” In other words f:
reading comprehensioﬁ~;s merely comB;ehéﬁgion (p. 16).

B ~

Moffett's position was a more extreme version of the linguistic View
ST A. ¢ . N ‘. ‘ v . ) .

.of reading as a two-stage process: the first being the "construction

. / : o C
or reconstruction of a spoken meigpge or/ o ome internal representation

of it" and the second "the comprehension of messages so reconstructed

4 »

(Carroll. 1964, p. 338)." o o . -
. In the 1ingui$tic view, the domain oﬁ}ieading would seem to be — ®
_gconfined to the deéoding aspects of processing written laﬁgﬁage, the

recohstructioh of the oral counterpart to the written message. At the

other extreme is the broad 'nception of reading advocated by, for .
exampie, Gates'(1949)vwhen’be wrote: "It (reéding) can and shouid

embrace ail3types of thinking, evaluating, judging, imagining, réésoning,

and problem solving (p. 3)."

Between these tWo,pole positions, innumerable’definitions off

féhdihgtéan be found. This diversity of defimition leaves the domain

-

of reading something of a*questioﬁ of choice and this is 6ftenu-A
reflected in reading research. ‘As Otto (1970) wrote: "Up to the,

present, ﬁhen; £he study'of reading behaviour is confounded by the lack

PR -

of agreement as to whap7feading is (p. 228)."
Sometimes, if the-attriﬁutés of an object or activity are
‘obscure, it can be understood in'terms of how it differs from other

similar entities. Perhaps this might be one approach to a better
understéhding of fhe'reading process. By taking reading and listening

¥

as the two chief, if not sole,»membe:s'of the class . of language -

7



processing behaviuufs, they ¢ould be gompared‘and contrasted to see

/ v ' :
in what ways they differ. In this way the nature of reading could be

’illumlnated in terms of how it is different’ from one kind of listening.

~

The present study set out to achieve such a comparisonn

Wt - . B -~
s - . e

o
i

:Purpose of the Study'

The purpose of this study was to compare and contrast reading

and 1isten1ng as: language proceSSing behav10urs in order -to clarify

some of the unique characteristics of reading. The, targets of the

\
study were the processes of reading and listenlng,as manlfested in’

S . .
.the performance of relatively mature subjccts. Moreover, reading was

compared with listening to.spontaneous.spoken language,.not with

listening to the oral reading of written language.

N

Overview of the Design of the Study

The'study consisted of a comparison'between the processes

'involved in listening to spontaneous speech and those 1nvolved in

b}

- ) } ’ : .
‘formal writing ‘The comparison was made from a per?pective

‘q&}

. The processing of ‘both spoken and written language was
seen as%ﬁnvoiv1ng two human 1nformation processing principles, cue
X ,

' selection and message reconstructionv L Ty

The operation of these two pr1nc1ples in listeners and readers

was observed-indirectly uSing a written recall.technique. The

differences observed between the written recalls, of groups of listeners

R
: ~.

and those of groups of readers were used as the basis for inferential
N\

. . v
PR . . ot P
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arguments Eddressing the research question relating to differences
" between the covert processes of listening and reading. _&J

The writteﬁ recall data were cbtained from three independent
\ ! ' N . ‘ . . . ‘ : ~ .
samples of approximately forty—eight grade, eleven students. They were
. , ( '

.

randomly assigned to two treatment groups and, on the basis of test

scores, allocated to three reading levels ‘and three listenlng levels. .

of threé dlscu831on gessages 4Following reading or listeni ‘they

wrote down all. they could recall from the dlscu551on. Thes writteh_

A reCalls were used as the source of data for;the compariso /between
listening and reading. A set of eategories was de;eloped by which'to}
ahal§ze'the recall~tektsuaocording to meaningfuldeharact ristics. The

,data'derived from this ahalySis'were stdtistically testeA to reQeell

'Qhether‘the treatmehts.hed resulted in any'signifleant ffectshupoh_
the.recall\terts. These statistical‘procedores were sqéplemented by ..

L . { .
an informal"eﬁalySis ofhthe differentlel'recall of cerlaih iﬁdividual'
ideas‘from the original discussions.l | \

| The hypotheses whlch motivated the °tatlst1eal tests d1d not

'direetly*address the research‘questlon. They referred ‘he dlfferences

° }between the.recell.texts. On the basis of these_findings'it was
necéssary to build an inferential arghmeht to accdunt for any differences
‘revealed between the two sets of recalls. It was this argument which

‘addressed itself to, the research question, and to the differences between
. ) ks R — .. : . .

" the processes of ligtening and'readiﬁg].
. & S5E LELE L peadt



Definition of Terms

The study required the use of seve.al technical terms and the
coining of others-with whieh to label certain phenomena in the

\

different analyses.; Those terms which were specific t0"thevanalysis

of the"Written.reeéll texts were not. included in this list of

[ . : «

definitions. They arejdiscussed and summarized in Chapter IV.

Dlscourse was meanlngful connected language text, either
B K ) {\) . .

Al . . N
written or spoken. : e v -

- Assertive Discourse was text predominantiy composed of

sentences or propositions -t at were either true or false. Assertive
' R . . } . N . T'\

.

.

discourse was classified as eithef exposition or argument.
~ Argument was‘assertive discourse that consisted predominantly
V-of'essertions that were intended as reasons fOr’believing the truth

S N . \ o . .
or -falsity of other assertioms. A'oiscourse'classified/aq argument
. : » A ~ . B B

consisted of a network of iqterrelated'asseftions supporting one or

.
[

morefgeneral‘assertions.

Spoken Language referred to thought eneoded into the acou th
‘manifestatlon of language. It 1ncluded oral readlng, rec1tat10n,

monologue, conversatlon -arid dlscuss1on.
. (\'
Written Languag_rreferred to thought encoded 1nto the graphlc

N
N

‘ménifestatlon of-language. ‘It included handwriting and prind?&

Spontaneous'Spoken Language referred to a. subcategary of .
spoken lenguege.'-Spoken language that,was spontaneous oecurred when ‘a
Speaker encoded'his thoughts into speech without readingfaloudvor having -

‘memorized his text. "Thus, spontaneous spoken language included the



language of conversation, discussion and extemporanejis talks, either

delivered with little or no-advance preparation,,or prepared with

regard to content but not read or memorlzed word for word.

Formal WrLtten Language was wrltlng that was edlted and rev1sed‘

- before its final presentation}

Language Reglqter was a term adopted from Halliday, McIntosh

and Strevens (1964). It referred to a partlcular variety of spoken or

written

»Language;dietinguished accotding'to use. A register was
defined by its sounee‘{speaker or writer), user-medium telatdooship,
‘mode and medium. | : - C A _ﬁJ-
.':User—Medium Relationsh227Was a term adopted from Cregory
“ (1967). It referred'to the relationship between a writer or’speaker
.and the format used in hlS language productlon.i Spontaoeous speechA v

involved one klnd of user—medlum relatlonshlp, oral readlng another

:

and so on,

Mode was the classification of a body of discourse according

to exposition, argument, narration or description.

P

Language Processing was the reception and interpretation of

‘linguistic material. o o , R

/

Stimulus Materials were.the three diScussion passages presented

"

- as llstenlng and readlng materials ‘to the samples-'

' passage

. oral.or

that an’

base in

Discu551on Passage was not a concrete entlty ~ A discussion

was merely'an abstractionguntil it was manifested as either an

a written version. . The term . was used in order to indicate
S . L -

oral version and its written equivalent had a‘common conceptual

the sense that .they ‘were intended tO'convey'essentially the



same informatiomn.

Oral Version of a Discussion Passage was the extemporaneous

discussion between two articulate grade eleven students recorded on
. . - Y .

' .C"\,\

Written Version of a Discussion Passage was'the formal written

o
videotape. :

Version preparedvby the investigator from the oral discussion. It was
presented in a questlon and answer format.

Llngulstnc Devnance was a -erm adopted from Butters (1967)

It referred to abnormality.in a sentence. There were three suby -

)

.categories of deviance: syntactic, semantic and operative.

?

" Syntactic Deviance was the abnormality. which resulted from the

grammatical structure of a sentence failing to conform to that of

conventlonal acceptable usage.
) ?

Semantlc Dev1ance was the abnormallty wh1ch resulted from the

- use within a sentence of inappropriate or anomalOus words.

‘Operative Deviance was the abnormality which reSulted when a;\'

sentence was exce551vely long or complex, making it dlfflcult to

L
o understand ‘ S , .

" Written Recall Text was a'subject's attempt to write down what
‘he remembered of the version of the discussion passage he was exposed“

. “
to. .

Ihe Development of the Research'Question S .

A major theme of this research report'was,the'progressive
refinement of the question which directed it. At the outset, it was
stated in very general terms which reflected, in a sense, the absence

N
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of an empirical basevfrom previous research. It asked:

Are there any differences between the processes of "listening
to spontaneous speech and readiggﬁformal writing7

Following the review of the ‘literature of language processing,

i

including reading and listening, and the development of a theoretical
perspective from wliich to view process, the question was refined to

ask:
Con31dered as procégses 1nvolv1ng cue- selection and message
reconstruction, are there any differences between listenirg
to spontaneous speech and reading formal writing?

The comparison between the'language of spontaneous'speech and
that\of'formal writing in‘thevnajor pilot_study led to a clearer‘
underStanding of how the two linguistic inputsito'the proceﬁses'were
different. “ From this developed a further refinement of the question.

It then asked “V L ' 'Vv o I ", . -~

Considered as'a process involving cue selection and message
reconstruction, does reading formal writing differ from
listening to spontaneéous speech in that it demands a greater
- precision and exactness of reconstruction?

This was -the final form of the question, considered within

I3

the design defimitatibns_of'the'study. The:logiCal argument

1

<

attempting to account for the differences hetween“the two sets of

written recall texts was addressed to the question in'this form.
‘Significance of the Study

The study was intended to illuminate the'question of whether
listening and reading vary in ways other than their overt, physieal

~

actithy.b If differences ‘co d be detected between the)wag relatively

.\dr

mature 1istener3'and readcrs prpcess spokenvand wrigten language}




- - ' : - 10
. T B ‘ \& 4
respectively, this would indiuate distinctive sharacteristics ?f the .,
reading brbcess; - In other words, it would help to define.the domaiu
_of feadingg‘ |

The signlficance of the study -was theorettcal rather than
practical. It was de51gned to add, in a very small measure; to what
is known about the reading’ process as 1t operates in reiatlvely mature
subjects. Howeyer, an 1mproved knowlédge,of a theoretical process

‘would be expected, ultiﬁately at;least; to acctué'benefits to the‘
practical world of reading programs. The‘better the_pro&ess‘uf reading-
is‘uuderstobd; the better can ue tHé teaching and matetials thatiate
designed‘tu - velop it. |

¥
Limitations  of -the Study

The following limitations were‘inhgrent_in the'study:

l.v The subjects Who comuused the»samples were drawvn from une‘grsuss
level only; grade eleven. vMofeo?er; they wsfe all urbau students from"
schools serving loWet and middle class socio—econOmic.areas‘of one .

"WeStsrn Canadian city} | | -
2. From the great dlver31ty of input that tonstitutes a person'’ s

‘ languags env1ronment a very narruw selection was made to achieve some
homogengity of materials.v One mode of dispburse, argumeut; uas used,"
ihs'suutce was articulate»grade eleveulstudéuts for the ‘oral and the -
 ;nvéstigath himself‘for the‘written_uersions of‘thé materials. OnljS
Jspsutaneous disgussion uas‘iuvolved-as the.format~ofithg spokgn
vérsious. Genetaii;ation of thé-findingS‘éould;bnly be made within

the confines of these register paramcters.



11

' -
s N\

3. A_fdrther limitation was inheremt~in the study. Students

‘typically receive considerable direCt instruction in reading in the

¢ourse of their school careers. Listening as a get of skills is _
given relatively 1es§ emphasis. This difference, beyond'the control

of the study, might have affected the degree of rigour in the subjects’
v : S ) > €C

processing of the messages in the oral and written stimulus‘materials.
oo .
o ’ Assumptions of the Study.
;! ‘5- 3

The logic of the study»rested.upon certain assumptions:

1&3 It was assumed that spontaneous peer group diSCu551on formed

; v
a signlf%gant part ofithe language'enVIrOnment'of adolescentsaand that,

I . ».. o \ ] ) -
as.such, its processing was a legitimate target of study.

2. " The concept of'language registers, serving to emphasiae’the ‘
%@kgmentatlon of. language into a multltude of varieties, 1mp11ed the
o> .

assumption that any particular samples of language studr@d did possess

generalizable features,that influenced their processing. It was

assumed that these generalizable features were not outweighed by

idiosyncratiC'elements peculiar”only tovthe pattiqulat'speakersvor
writers involved. “Ultimately eachiperson in each'language producing
situation could be responsiblevfor'a unique tegister. lhis studymdii
not attempt to control for this_by.tandom selection of language

samples. Only three paits of grade;eleven‘stuéents nere involped‘in
the:productionlof the oral samples, while the investigator himself was -
responsible fot-the written-ones.. |
. &« } : L
3. Spontaneous oral discussion is»encountered,relatiyely frequently.
. . ' :. A o
2

~While certain magazines. use a written question and answer format to

)

G
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presehf‘inéerviews; wfitten’discussion'as such is felatively rare.

It was assuﬁed that this particular‘fofmet of}writing did nof impose
:fa:aiffeienfﬂproceésingkstrategy~uponvthemreéders;thanfﬁhgwpne“theiﬂeﬂwwm;wa-
eommonly utilized in‘the'réception ana iﬁtetpretation:of written

language. ’
’ ™ . ) : ',\__'“

*Plan of the Investigation

% The chapter which»follows attempts to develop a_eheoreﬁieal

eﬁerspective from which to compare listeﬁing and‘reading processes.

It also ineludes a,discuesioq~of the retionale forvthejveiidi;y of-a
written‘recall tecdhique to produce data that cogld'befﬁSed as the »
source of the cqﬁparisen. Ché?ter 111 gives an}aceoﬁnt of a preliminary
majorvpilot study whose purpose was to comﬁare‘certainicharaeteristics
of sponteneous,speech and formalvﬁriting in langﬁage registere that .
wefe.closelyvequivalent £O thosevemploied-in tﬁe'spudy,itself.v
'Foliewing this, the design of the study ie‘deseribed“agépe#plained in -
’Chapter 1v. iﬁ thebfollowing cﬁapter,'Chapter V,_ﬁhe_siéﬁifieant andk
_nen—signifieant differences between pheireceli.texts_of thecgioups of
1isteﬁefé andereaders are ﬁresented. The differences described iﬁ 
Chapter V de nef;direetly address the research'eﬁestien_eince they
;refeéitoﬁfhe written recall texts'net to the processes of listening
ehd reading wﬁich>produced them. Chapter VI ;fesents the tentative
findings from an informai analysis of the differential recaii of
’ seleeted origiﬁal ideas from.fhe-discussion pessageé. fhie informal
anainis was undertaken in an attempt to dbeefve_the effepts.on recall

" and broeessing by listeners of- the variables identified b&.fhe'majér

P ) : e
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'pilot study as'distinguishing spontaneohs speech from formal writing,

The\final chapter, Chapter VII, drams conclu31ons from the findings

“of'th““”““‘prev1ous chapters~by~relat1ng thea’tgithe research questlon

by means of an inferential argument accountlng for the observed

T

differences in. the light of the theoretical perspectlve of the study



CHAPTER IT ...-- " . #70 "
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

" Introduction

The purpose of thié‘rgview of thevliteratyfe is first to
e, ’
provide a setting for the study in the light of other research into

the ‘differences between readinglénd listening. A seqond'aim is to

'deﬁelop'a theoretical perspective within whick to consider the

' processes‘involved in the two-activities. Within this perspective

the similarities and differences'between the two will be considered -

and an attempt will be made to refine the general research quecstion

- motivating the study. ' Finalgy, the review will'prpsent a rationale

for the assessmént of the processes underlying reading and listening

through the usé of a reproductive technique.
Comparative Studies of Listening and Reading = |

Comparative studies of reading and listening ha?e‘béen

: reViewed by'Duker'(l968); Spéarritt (1962) and Jester (1966). Duker

(1971) stated that his bibliography on the subject of liétening had

included approximately»200 entries on its intefrelationshipS»wiﬁh

-reading. One‘thgyé/of this large body of tesearch has been to assess

the extent.of the -relationship betwéen the,twoJreceptive language arts.

»Coefficients'of.correlation'between scores on standardized tests have

revealed correlations,uSUally'ranging'between_.25,and .80,(Je%§§g;,1966,

14
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p.f6). Spearritt s (1962) surVey off the 11terature revealed a typical

range of .5 to .6 for upper elementary school subJects, a somewhat

higher range for high school subJe ts, dnd more variabilipy in college
ot ]

~

level studies (p. 12). ‘ < h . \

i

. " A second theme of this comparative research has beén the

relatlve effectiveness of listening and reading as receptive channels -

. rA ;
communication Research has shown that several factors have to be

taken into account in. this comparison
_Age appears to.be an important factor. " Up to about'grade six

. : ) o .
or severd listening appears to be the more effective channel; beyond -
that the re;ults are more variable (Spearritt l96é, p.'133;,'Another
‘ variable seemswto be academic achievement readlng being a better
1 channel forhigh abillty students/and listening for low ability ones.
A thlrd factor is the difficulty of the ma%é/ial‘involved. In an
.early study Carver (1935) found thatireading~was superior to listeninéf_
on1y~in-cases*hhere the material was difficult. vOtherwise, for;easv
material; comprehensidn was better after listening:

. '_Some'reSEarch has been carrfed out to determine whether
A':performance in one mediUm as measured bv a comprehension test is'f
, .amenablepto improvementlthrough instruction in the other. Duker (1971)
.listed eleven such studies which produced variable results, in some

i

cases . instruction in 1isten1ng resulting in improved reading ‘rformance,

- in others no improvement belng revealed (p 72).
“Finally, another theme, within_the area of listening whiéh

pertains to its,relationship with reading is the'question ofy whether

e

~:listenin'g‘ékistshasaisepi:::z’skill,orpluster of skills, from other 63

LN
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verbal skills. Spearritt (1962) carried out a factor analysis study

" in which a battery of thirty-four tests was administered to a final

sample of 300 grade six students in Australia. He found that a

- definite listening comprehension factor was identified, described

more exactly es "comprehension of verbal material presented 15 spoken

form (p. 92)." This factor'yas "clearly Both coﬁfined Eg%and common
: W .

to the experimental tests of listening compreheﬁsion (p:QQQ).”‘JA

Asimilar finding was reported‘fromfthe results of smaller’fattor

enalysisgstudies using high school studeﬁté binaffreyf(l955) and -

7 .
Duker (1964) used the,evidence‘from these factor»analytic

'studies as the basis for the assertion that>there was no doubt that a £

. qualit;\;ggezted tb as listening comprehensiog;cduld be identified

'.’and isolated (p. 246). In rebuttal, Pettie (1964) claimed that "we—

do not know how.to isolate and measure llstenlng ab111ty valldly and
reliably (p. 249)." Kelly (1967) was sceptlcal about the confldence U
&hich ceuld be‘piaced in Spearrltt s.(1962)_find1ng. He p01nted out
that all the 1istenihg teets‘used ip the @tudvaere modified for thel

experiment, and that'the cbmmoh factor identiéied could have been
5 &

'caused by the commory method of admlnlsterlng these tests, namely by

-means of tape:reco ding (p 462)

The main pody 6f comparative research into_the.relationships
between}listeniné and readihg has'concentrated upon one type of
listening mater%?l, written language ‘that is read aloud. - Linquist

(1959),,1ﬁ a review'of the Brown-Carlsen Listening\CbmprehenSion Test

_ ; ) p . ; N .
and the Sequential®Tests of EYucatlional Progress Listening Test,

v

]
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3

commented that there.was no evidence.that these tests measured.anything
different from a silent reading test (p. 577). ‘These two tests are the
most widely used measures of’listening in' this type of comparativel
research :
The work of Halliday, McIntosh and Strévens (1964), Gregory
(1967) and Wilkinson (1969 l970a, l970b 1971) has drawn attention to
the fact tiat language, other than in its abstract form as a system of
rules, is not a single phenomenon.; Language varies with the situation;'
v subject and people involved in the‘production of any particular
utterance. The term "languageyregister" has come to be used to refer
to a particular Vargéty of languaée.defined by parameters Such as
medium, Situation, subject, and'relationships among the participants.
Thus, limiting the-testing of listeningﬁahility to lanédage'that is” -
read aloud samples only a small_part of the total language registers
which people are nort mally exposed to ;s listeners. ’Moreover, languageh
‘that is read aloud is, in many cases, quite similar to normal written
~1anguage so that a relativelyvhigh correlation between»the two -
receptive.activities, listening and readingi\could be attributed‘to
this common type of input. |
b In the study by Spearritt (1962), referred to above,.one of
the listening‘tests used‘conSistediof children's spontaneous.conver—
'sationr Wilkinson'(l969,[l970, 1971) has been a strong advocate of
the need tobextend'the study,of listening to registers other than
materialiread aloud. He reported (l969) that attempts were being'

made at the Univer31ty of Birmingham to produce a listening test

hi%g conSIsting of - spohtaneous spoken material (p. 51). This was an attempt




" term, "process', is meant the. mental activity in which a person

to introduce'intb the field oﬂ,listening testing what Wilkinson (1970b)

’called "living 1nformatlon (p. 77) | . ' S X

T ~

" Apart from WilklnSOn s work, littie research has been located’
A s
5]
by the present 1nvestigator which compared llstening to spontaneous

"a

speech and readlng. It would seem’ that one could expect to.find a

different relatlonshlp when 1lsten1ng involves this type of matergal
thanrwhen readlng and llstenlng 1nvolve materlal that is 51milar in
) o

vstructure, style and organization.

K

A second character1st1c of ‘the comparatlve\kesearch into,
liSteninéiandfreading ‘has been the empha51s upon “the skill?composition

of each as measured usually, by standardlzed tests. 'Thisvis;truelof

the correlatlonal studles, the transfer studles, the relatlve ’

U]
effectiveness studles, and the factor analytlcal studles. eadlng and
y

listenlng have been compared as-. skills, or clusters of skills.

)

Within readlng as an area of study there has been an increa31ng
e@phasis upon the processes 1nvolved in readlng Brown (l970) wrote.
. . . there has been. a gIOW1ng reallzatlon by most readlngv:
" investigators that a better theoretical understanding of
the reading process itself is a virtual nece351ty before
there’ can be .any major advance in this area (p 51).

This empha91s is espec1ally dlscernible in the prqllfer tion of ;

theoretlcal models of the readlng process based upon ‘nguistic,

»psychollngulstlc and 1nformation process1ng concepts (Geyer, 1971).

&

Q
There would ‘seem to bevsome value, as. well as novelty, in extendlng

-

this emphasis upon process to a comparative,study of listening and

-

reading in an attempt to 1nvest1gate the processes of eachl"By?the
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engages while receivingvand interpreting spoken language in the case -
/ X - . . .

of'listening_and written language in the case of reading; The question‘
underlying process—oriented research would be, hoﬁﬁ%bes a person listen -

and how does a perSon read? . Specificaliy in the case of this present

\

study the‘QueStion ﬁould be, do people process-spontaneous spoken

language in a different way than they process written langnage?

o .
Y : 4

The Processes of Listening and Reading

" The processes of reading and listening, like any other mental
. ~ - ' Co o e
activity, are covert and not -amenable to direct observation and

PN ST e

measurement. .Ultimately.these—processésﬁreside in the'donain of

neurology and biochemistry and refer to‘the'firdng of neural‘mechanisms

. and the'transfer of eneréy nithin the néQQaﬁs s§stem; Cognitine‘ | _— Qﬁy
;psychology attemptslto portray thisrlevel:of:process on'the ps}cho— | B
,logical plane by bulldlng models made up of constructs and relatlonshlps
thatfare art1f1c1a1 rather than real. To talk of listenlné processes

‘and reading processes 1skto speak of the psychologlcal correlates of: N
neurologlcal-mechanisns.v Listening” andereadlngnprocesses are“those __()
correlates which describeithé'apparent'operations engaged in by the. -

R 4
organism seeklng to obta1n 1nformat10n from speech and from: writlng.

-

Within the. fleld of readlné research there have been several
~Aatt:er‘npts to study process. 'huey (1908) reported a_study rn which hev
compared the introspective meaningiasSOCiations of’readers faced‘with
Aisolated words and readers.faced with'the same words inhcontinuoos‘
-text;‘vihorndike;(1917)binferred some o f the“reasoning procesSeslof

-reading from a study of the errors made b children'in answering



open—ended questions after reading a paragraph of text. Harris (l§48)
studied comprehension of literary material in terms of the processes

3

involved by means of factor. analysis.
. s
A series of,doctorai studies at the University of Chicago

) studied various aspects of,the'processes of reading using;introspective
and'retrospective techniques. Piekarz (1954)_studied the interpretive
responses of grade'six students obtained retrospectiveiy after the
silent reading of a passage. She used an a priori set of_categories
based on éray's model of reading to analyze thebresponses. Jenkinson
(1957) studied selected processes related to:reading usingfthe cloze
;procedurevand the introspectiye?yerhalizations of hiéh'school students
‘recorded while they werescékrydng out the cloZevtest. ‘Other studies
.rn‘this series included those of Swaln (1953), Letton- (1958), Rogers
‘(1960) and several years later Fareed's (1971) study.

Simons (1971), in a cr1t1ca1 review of research into reading
comprehension, stated‘that knowledge or:the proceSses ;nvolved in it
has.advanced‘little since the puhlicatiOn'of Thorndike's study in 1917.

"He attributed this failure to the absence of a theory'within which to
%tudy them (p. 340).' Perhaps his.first point was overstated; butnthe

truth remains that research in reading has failed to achieva a

# n"«: ))‘
‘coherent, concerted attack ‘upon the problem of the under1y1 g processes_
: . 0. ) S

.of the activity._ Perhaps the absence of a theoretlcal position ‘has

’been the reason, resulting 1n a- fallure to develop a coqmon ground from

. e «"‘“
which to hypothesize, test and conflrm or disconfirm.( %

-

«

fIt’was imperative, therefore,-that a study& ﬂiﬁh claimed as its

‘target the.processes of reading and listening shoi ‘pattedpt to develop
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a theoretical framework which would explicate the processes as théy
relaged to the burpose of thé.study. Thgs theoreticél ffémework would
&lso be a source of hypotﬁesés about the differences, 1if any, between
" the two processes and wéuld‘also be cap;ble of accounting fér any
- differences which were empirically revealed. ,
If wasfunlikéiy that such a theofy could.haﬁe been derived
from'reading and listeﬁing ;eéearch per se. The process—oriénted
feseérch in réading has been somewhat frégmentary and in iisteﬁing
reéearch process appéared tovhave receiVed little emphasis.  Thus,
the theory. had to‘be defivéd from élsewhere.“ Qnevsoufcefﬁas.;haé

s

branch of cbgnitive psychology which attempts to account for the.

. . P i
mechanisms.and processes by which the human organism receives, ,
o o S ; . _ {
processes and stores sensory information from his enviromment, h._man

.infofmation processing.
.Many aspects of this field are extremely detailed and sﬁecific
in their‘éttémpfs.tO'iéolatefcomponenfs of the proéeésing system and .
its operation, and highly compiex models have beeﬁ evolved (Spefling,
1970; Norman and‘Rumeiﬁart, l970§.Biggs, l§69; aﬁq Mackwo:th, 1971).

These models are‘partly‘attempts to'apcddnE for the findings’of
'labofatori;type.research studies and‘partly sources\gf hypoﬁé;ses.'
'_ THe attemﬁts"to be specific hé;e'been aftended by‘cpng¥6ver§ies, and,

, ' , T bl ‘
fot~this reasoh, human-informatibn prbcessing.did'nogiseem capable, at
this timé; of,providing a‘comprehénsive,-fieldjtested théory’whith
could be applied confidéﬁtly'to listeﬁiné and fé;ding. Howeﬁer, there

did appear-to be certain more general concepts of -information proéeSSing

that enjoyed a consensus of support and which could be applied to the
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area of the present study - Two such concepts or. principles that
111uminate aspects of the processes. of listening and reading were
derived. 'While it was not claimed that these provided anything like

a compléte theoretical framework,gthey did provide a basis’from whichn
to study certain aspects f reading and listening, aspeCts which would

. ‘.. :
. be revealed to some extent by the design of this study.

“‘?i,lﬁ '" " The Prlnc1nles ongue Selectvon "
and Message Reconstruction
Implicit. or explic1t in models of human- 1nformat10n processing
u (Sperling, 1970; Norman and Rumelhart 1970; Biggs, 1969) is the
.princlple‘tha; theforganism‘does not receive and process all the
sensory information that assails.him. Even within a‘single setfof
sensory input being attended to the total information contalned in it
i is not utilized 1n\its proce351ng. -This principle can be called cue
‘vselectivity, or cue Sampling. SRS |
| CloselyAassociated with- cue sampling, is the second principle,
that information processing is construCtive, or reconstruceive, a |
matter of recreating, from the partial 1nformat10n received’and
processed the whole event concerned It is not 51mp1y the pass1ve
reception of informatio; to be filed away Neisser (1967), writing of
cognition generally, saw it as‘ referringtto all the processes by which
sensory input - is transformed, reduced elaborated, stored, recovered

and used (p. 4)." ’He compared the reconstructive nature of cognition.

to the activity of'the~paleontologist who, through thevuse of a few

bone chips, is able to reconstruct a model of a prehistoric dinosaur
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(p. 94). Bruner (1957) was referring to the same principle when he
'»wrote about ‘the ability of the perceiver to go ”beyond thé information
‘glven. " He used as an example the ability of a person to identlfy a
distant ship at sea on the basis of a speck on the horizon surmounted
by a plume of smoke (p 42)." “
Both of these princ1ples ‘have been applied to the proce551ng
; of spoken and written language Indeed language in one of these forms
has frequently been the source of stlmuli for use in experiments which
have sought to. study aspects of these cognitive processing principles.

The Application of the Princrples of Selection and
Reconstruction to- the Proce351ng of Spoken Language

"

' Both of these. pr1nc1ples form an antegral part of the theory
iof analysls—by—synthes1s proposed by Halle and Stevens (l959)'as a
model of speech perception _ The . theory 1s an ana1y51s othhe pPrc¢ csses
by which the stream of acoustic signals is decoded and reoognized‘asi

« .
S

speech.

_‘.F

The model p@stulated a two -step process (Halle and Stevens,
1964). The first step con51sts of\a preliminary analy31s of the signal
. and the identificatlon of parts of the input perhaps phonemes ‘On the'

basis of the 1n1tia1 1dentification of these elements an hypothesis S

is made about the abstract representatlon of the utterance,'that s’

“xtrthe underlying base form which Chomsky and ‘Halle (1968) referred to as,’

consisting of a set of distinctive features (p 12) This abstract

representation is then operated on by the phonological rules to yield

a pattern or sequence of - phonemes corresponding to the surface structure'

of an utterance. Tn speech produ. tion this would lead to a seﬁ of motor -

- .
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commands to produce articulatofycactivity and speech; but in speech
perception this motor activity is blocked and an. auditory pattern is
produced Thls auditory pattern is compared w1th the pattern under

" analysis from the acoustic 1npu2 by the selection of other cues from
! B . / \\.. .
the signal. If a match occurs, “the pattern is read out for processing

at,higher levels. If a mismatch.occurs ,another~pattern would be
generated. ‘The llkelihood of a guess, or hypothesis, being correct
is enhanced by the c0ntext of.prev1ous proce351ng and any factor {
"which predisposes.the'listener to synthesize o;e utterance_rather'
than’another.(Neisser,‘l967, p. 196)." \ |
v 'This analysis—hyfsynethesis theory of speech perception
asserted that whatlis»heard:is.what the listener believes or thinks -
.was'said.‘fspeech is not the sdund_Which reaches our ears;fspeech is
: what has been encoded‘into-a strean of acoustic signals‘b§tarticulétory
activity on. the part of the speaker, and speech perception is a'matter_
of decoding from'this acoustic stream.‘ Analys1s by synthes is states
that fragments of: speech distinctive features, or phonemes——are,
Cidentified -and then, on. the ba51s of the llstener s knowledge of - the
phonological structure of the;language, these fragmentS'areﬂused as «
the basis for constructing an hypothe51zed speech pattern ‘which is
checked agalnst further fragments: sampled from the input for ‘
;compatiblllt;ih'ln-this way what is,heard is what the listener
reconstructs under thevprimedcontrol of the input information.but also
strongly idfluenced by,his expectations based onlpreviouS'contextrand’

o : : o : .
whateverfﬁotivational'and other facters are operating.

,Analysis—by—synethesis as a theoretical account of speech

-
v



perception‘has been supported by Hochberg (1970) and by Neisser (1967).
Hochberg ki@?p) claimed thatuthe theory couldlaccommodate the findings
fof s@%dies of dichoticvliSteniné'in which avristener is able to select
,one ofitwoéspeech inputs for attention and'processing,‘filtering'out
‘the_secodh?"?br Hochberg”(l970) attention nasvbuiit:intoﬁthe perceptual
- process and. defined bywthe steps Of analysis—hy;synthesis. He wrote:

= When the listener receives a phoneme in a v01ce to which he
' selects a plan to produce some well~pract1ced fragment of
speech that starts with ‘the phqneme jusy recelved e .
He listens for the later occurrenc¢®& of one or two distinctive
phonemes in the speech fragments "If he actually receives
. what he anticipates, he gocs on to anticipate the next speech
fragment. Thus, it is the ehpectatlons that are being. tested
rather than the-entire sequence of phonemes that were -
presented (p 220) . . ‘ ! ' !
The need for such a selective theory of speechbperception is demonstrated
by the rate at which spoken 1anguage can be understood Liberman, -
Cooper, Shankweller and Studdert Kennedy (1967) stated that speech can
. be understood up to a rate of approx1mately 400 words per minute. At
this rate they estimated that the ear receives thirty phonemes per
second, well beyond its temporal resolving power: :ﬁDiscrete acoustic
events: at this-rate would sound like a buzz (pf 4£32)." Analy51s-by—

synthe51s could account for the p0331b111ty of speech processing at

this speed on the basis of selective sampling of the acOustic input

<

i .../
and ‘the synthecis, or reconstructlon of ‘the speech pattcrn by hypothes1s

and the appllcatlon of phonolOgloal rules.

The theory can also account for the fact that people can often
.manage to hear words that were not in the 1nput at all (Neisser, 1967
vp; 196). It is also compatible with studies of speech perception under

adverse condition. Neisser (1967) referred to an experiment by Miller,
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Heise and Lichten (1951) in which it was found that the perception of
sentences was possible under'conditions of noise:that rendered nonsense
syllables impossible to perceive and 1ndividual words: difficult
Experlments like this suggest that context plays a v1ta1 role in the
formation of hypotheses based on sampling of cues. The individual
units in a meaningful sentence context require feuer cues for their
identification than units'in isolation. ‘

Halle and Stevens (1959, 1_964)vd‘eveloped_'their model for
_application to speech perception atvthe‘level of phonemes and
distinctive features of phonemes which constitute words, It seems
that the same principles of constructionland selection can be applied
‘to highersle;els of auditory language reception. The synthesis of_a
1péE£é£n of phonemes from received fragments proceeds on the basis oi
the listener 5 knowledge of the phonological rules of the language
. At the phrase and sentence level another’ system of language rules, the
syntactic, offers the p0551b111ty that a 51m11ar process of selection
and constructive synthe31s could be working in the processing of these
’largeralanguage units.. There may‘be a grammatical synthesis as well
. as a phonological synthesis; -

Neisser (1967) proposed that the analy31s—by synthe51s model
‘could be extended to the proce851ng of sentences According to
Neisser's (1967) exten51on, the listener perceives cues to the surface e
structurevofbthe sentence, "perhaps.the‘most obvious ones being the
so—called_function_ﬁords‘(pr 259)," and-onlthe basis‘of these‘cues:
formulates aiseries of structures which'are integraﬁgéginto the

P
S,

overall sentence., ' The rulesvof grammar gaoverning sequences of words .-



; 27
|
and phrases serve to make predlctions, or hypotheses, fea51b1e
Fqg;her qampling of cues confirms or disconfirms the hypfthe51s.
Evidence in support of the theory s validity at this level of
prdce551ng is -6btained from the results of experiments requlring
'suhjecte‘to recellivarious hinds of linguistic strings. Nonsense
. vords are easier‘tq recall when theykare presented 4 an order which
- aﬁproximates English'syhtax (Epstein, 1961, 1962). HigherAOrder;-“r'

word-by-word approXimations are also easier to recall than lower;

order ‘ones which have less syntactic simllarlty to everyday English

n

- (quoted in Neisser, 1967, p. 263).

- ., Chomsky and,Halle (1968?, in‘their theoretical work en English
phenology,'accepted the analysis-by—synthesis theory of speech per—

ception. They wrote. ) |

i3

The. hearer makes use of certaln ‘cues. and expectanc1es to _
determine the syntactic structure and semantic content of
an utterance. Given a hypothesis as to its syntactic
_ structure-éin particular its surface structure-~he uses the'
"~ pho ical principles he controls to determine a phonetic
\\\s\\u_//ﬁhggg%ﬂ€The hypothesis will be accpeted if it is not too.
. radically at variance with the acoustic, materlal where the
’ ‘range of’ dlscrepancy may vary widely w1th conditions and
many individual factors. Given acceptance of such a

hypothesis,. what the hearer hears is what is internally
generated by the rules(p. 24) .

It seems_that-the prrqc;ples_of'cue selection‘aﬂd message .
reeehstreetionhere’satisfaetory explanationsvof aetectshof-fhe
receptive phases of thevlistenihg ?roceSs.;'LiStenihg in'épeeCh can
Vbe charaéterized eé.a process:of attentienito and Seleetienref pértial
euditory input and,_on'the.basis of this,'reeoﬁétructing'the meseage
ueing knowiedge ofhthe phonologytand syntax bf'the language‘together

with knowledge of the context and the topic as essential sources of

information.’
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The Application of the.Principles of Selection and
Reconstruction to the Processing of Written Language

A considerable body of recent literature on reading has
emphasized the processing principles of selection and construction
(poodman, 1970; Smith,'l97l; Kolers, l970; Ryan and Semmel, l969;

Brown, 1970). ‘The role of language has been given a central position
]) o ) - - .
and the reader[s_kngwledge of the language system has been seen as
/ u
one of the mosﬁ 1mportant components of the process.

( .
‘ Goodman (1970) set out to refute what he called the "common
: 0 , : . -
sense notion" that: ' T : RS :
! ’ . : ) .
Reading isja precise process. It invollyes exact, detailed,
sequentiall perception and identification of letters, words,
spelling patterns and large language units (p. 259).

In place of tHis&%fgconception.he offered an explanation of the process

~ that was summed up in the title of his article, Reading: A Psycho-
‘ . N ®

P o
linguistic Guessing Game. This explanat1 n, fully stated, was that:

Readlng is a selectﬂve process.. It 1nvol\us purtlal use. of
available/mipimal language cues seldcted from perceptual™
input on thz?hasis}of the reader's ‘expeczation. As this
‘partial information is processed, tentatve decisions are
made to bélconfirmed rejected or .refined yu reading
progtesses (p. 260). : '

"Goodman's view of reading was,derived from the results of his research
into the oral readingverrors of young chfldren. These errors he'called

- "miscues." He obseIVedvthat children would substitute words when they

\ 9

were reading aloud but that often these substitutions were either

3

. syntactlcallyror semantically acceptable in the sense that they d1d not

t

destroy the grammar or}the meaning of the text. Goodman argued that-

these miscues did nbt:represent perceptual errors. Rather, the



/
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information that/was being used in reading was not solely graphic;
the reader washusing syntactic and semantic information to predict’
what was written.

| This view of_readingﬂfits in perfectiy well with the |
analysis—by—synthesis theory.of Neisser (1967) and Héchberg (i970).
It accounts rorvthe data from‘studies of oral reading miscues and it
also offers an"explanation of the speed reading phenomenon. Reading;
speeds in excess of 600 words per minute: can be explained on the
basis of a cue—sampling theory as a high speed predition process,

. using a bare minimum of graphic cues and a hlgh degree of semantic
redundancy.

‘SmithV(l971) has‘developed a view of the reading process
drawing on~the'concepts of information theory rather than information
processing. As,an account oirthe active, constructive and selectiveu

processes invoived in.reading,’this view is compatible inumany ways
‘with‘that of Goodman discussedbahove. ;
k According to Smlth (1971)., the acqu151tion of information
from written materlal is a matter of uncertainty reductlon, or a’
Vifunction of the number of alternatives that are eliminated by the
content of"the message. Thisluncertainty reduction operates at -
::_different 1evels in the receptionlof written nessages; "Smith (1§71)
ideﬁiified‘three leveis: letter identification,_dord identification”
C )

and reading for comprehension (p. 18Yﬂ‘ Visual information iS“received
that reduces'the‘uncertainty as to-which letters are’involved,.which .

words are used and which meanings are 1ntended

The argumcnt is then developed by a discussion of another
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information theory concept, redundancy{ This can be defined as the

eliminationwof the same alternatives in more than one

can be fbund at several’levels in the English language; Smith &1971)

o 1
discussed-two types: distributional and sequential redundancy. The

first is assoc1ated w1th the 'relative_number of times each ‘of the
alternatives that constitute the uncertainty of a particular situation

can occur (p. 21)." With respect to the alphabet,'leté%rs like "e"
' ' ‘ &

et Mal Mol MiM " Mg oecur far more frequently than others. With

‘respect to the lexicon of English there are many words which recur

over and over again in any sample of writing A person who possesses

. 4

.

this intuitive knowledge of the‘distributional redundancy»of language

.and who brings it to the reading situation contributes information to

‘ » '\

Redundancy

.the task. The uncertainty which has to be reduced in orderﬂfor'him to

e

.receive the message is 1ess than it would be if the language system

'was composed of . 1etters and words each of which had the same probabillty

of occurrence.
Sequential redundancv refers to the collocational restraints

built into English orthography and syntax. For example when one

encounters the letter "h" in a word it is almost certaln to be followed

by a vowel and never by letters like "g" "z", "y, "k" The same

princ1ple applies “to the sequence of words in English "some patterns
are not allowable and are therefore not alternatives that the receiver

: of a linghistic message has to congb T, These collocational rules
| .

are part/of the internalized llnguistic competence of the mature reader,

and again represent 1nformation, in the uncertainty reduction sense,
. ’ ‘.

which he brings to the reading act.

a .
)



Smith'(l97l)'applied'the same two information theory concepts,
reduction of nnoerteinty and redundancy, to the acquisitibn.gf.meéning

(ch. 13). He‘wrote that;
= ¢
.« . e comprehension is the reduction of uncertalnty through
the elimination of  alternatives by the allocation of a

" statement to’ akpartlcular cognitive strueture (p.. 192).
" The reader is a,person who brings a highly structured knowledge of the

~world to the reading situation. He has an 1nterna112ed model of

reality. Thus,ithe meanings that[he.expects to derive from the

reading situation are not random; he éxpects them to be logical.and

R o R . vuf
capable of being assimilated to his mogel”with some accommodations on

his part depending on the difficulty ot'unpredictebility of the content

of the reading. The logical‘arrangement of the material gives it ‘

predictability. .Ithaéxbeen defived'from a model of‘reality ﬁossessed
by the writer which pi@bébly would have a high degreé of congruence
with that of the fégﬁéfigglbeit perhaps mofe“refined in the area of

the topic of the writing. This constitutes a kind of semantic ¢

"
o

fedundancy; Not all meaning'alternatives are'equaliy probable. The
context ‘as .well as the loglc of the tOplC restrlcts these alternatlves,b

'fac111tat1ng the reductlon of uncertalnty or the receptlon of 1nformation

eabout the meaning ;ntended.

Although developed‘within'a different framework, Smith's view

e : . - e T

of mature reading is very similar to Goodman's concept of the

1 T

"Psycholinguistic Guessing Game." Like Goodman, Smith was' concerneg

}f"with rebutting'the.notion"that reading is a matter offprecise
S - ) s Ny T .

.

“'péroeptions and identifications of visual information from the graphic

array. Instead, reading is highly selective as far as the utilization
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VW . ..
of visual information is concerned. Reading involves other information—f
the read;rls/hackground infOrmation, his.hnowledge of the orthographic
and syntactic restraints of the'language—;which he brings to bear on
the task%of reducing his uncertainty about ﬁhé message, or of receiving

rg(

informa§lon from it. Whereas Goodman stressed ﬂhe hypothesiSf—testing
: L—f
aspect of this visual sampling, Smith saw the process as one of

ch0051ng ‘among alternatives. However, these different emphases would

’ .appear/to be_perfectly compatible. The hypothesis; or‘the guess;
C S

-4

represents a tentative reductlon of uncertainty by the prov151onal
ch01ce of an alternative to be‘confirmed or d1sconf1rmed by addltional
visual cues. e
| Reduction of uncertainty'was.also'the explanation for the.
constructigg and selective nature of the reading process glven by
Anisfeld (1966) He considered .reading as a "hierarchlcal process of
eliminating uncertalnty (p. 50)." The reader utilized only enough
graphic 1nformat10n in the 1dent1f1cat10n of a-unit to reduce the
alternatlves to which his knowledge of the structure and topic of the'
‘, drscourSe restricted,him. |
Ryan and Semmel (1969) were closer to the Goodman p051t10n

when they wrote: | |

Reading 1svan active process in which the reader forms and

“lists hypotheses about the information in the text rather - :

than Ppassively reacting to written forms unit by unit (p. 61). -
They also stressed the constructive aspects and theruse ‘of eff1c1ent
sampling strategies "based on the reader s knowledge of the language'

]

' ‘and of the readlng situation (p.’ 61),

S

The application of .the two principles, selection and
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reconstruction, was supported. by the research findings>of Projectd\\’
. ) . ) t - .
Literacf”(Wanat, 1971, p. 8-163). 'This research effort studied the

reading process within the framework of an analysis-by-synthesis

+

model. Earky studies using the cloze proéedure'establighed the

.. Telative predictability of certain grammatical patterns such as active
“and passiye structures, left right embeddedness, agent-included

passives and agent-deleted passives. The'analysis—byfsynthesis

‘o . i A - . , . . .

argument was that the more predictable a structure, the less visual
) / ’ -

) . . v . .

“information would be required to process it;-that an hypothesis could

be established more quickly for a predictable structure than for an
-‘unpredictablevone.ri
These structures were then used as stimulus materials in

further experiments designed ‘to test the effects of predictability on

a2 71 ..t._ . N .
processing Measurement of the eye—VOice span, the distance the eye
is ahead of thehb;'_‘ oral reading, revealed that it was larger
ézwas more predictable (Wanat, 1971,

P 8—165). The presentation of the structuaes in varying degrees of

. visual clarlty revealedrthat a 1ower level of clarity for phrase units

could be.tolerated by the reader when thegconteXt rendered theé'more

? \

predictable (in Wanat, l97l;=p. 8;165). A her technique consisted:
of presenting’subjects with pairs of sent.. s and asklng them to™
indlcate whether they vere the same or dlfferent Again success was

related to predictability of structure. Finally<eye—movement studies S

showed that sentences with a 1ow structural predictabllity required
. b

~more visual attentlon tﬁéu those whose predlctability was higher (in

" Wanat, 1971, p.-8—166).



properties of language in processing written matecrial. When he can

.confirm it: : : . ";

Studies-by Kolers‘(;970) providedradditional‘evidence'that
reading was a process1involvingJSe1ection and:construction.. He found
that the minimum exposure time required to identify each individual

let'ter in. a six-letter display presented tachistoscopically was: one

‘quarter of a second. Since English words have an average length of

~five or six letters, reading in which every letter was identified

coulg proceed at a maximum rate .of between thirty and forty words per

" minute. Given normal reading rates.well in’'excess of this and rates

of over 300 words per minute‘relativelyrcommon, everyiindividual
lettet cannot be'processédmiﬁ“norﬁal“reading;Mﬁwords must?be processed

by a letter sampllng prpcedure L - » . ’ 5 L

. . N
¥ : /.

Us1ng geometrlcal%y transformed text 1n oral readlng 51tuat10ns,

P

. Kolers (1970) showed that grammatlcal 1nformation was used by readers.
A high. proportlon of word substltutlons were syntactlcally(accgptable
and syntactlcally acceptable substltutlons were less llkely to be’
- corrected. Substltutions whlch were syntacticaily ect with respect -

to precedlng context and Wthh were then found t Jiate the structure’
~ . ll
of the sentence as revealed by subsequent words cOnstltuted elghty—elght

T

ﬁ\r\eent of corrected substltutions.' Thls showed that ‘an hypoLhCSrs

about the identity of words could %? set up on the basis of grammatlcal

-



35

information_and could then be rejected on the basis of further similar :}.
. y v .
information. ‘
Finally, in a series of experiments with bilingualpreaders,

Kolers,(l970) showed that‘meanings‘could be perceived directly in

reading w1thout the necessary medlatlon of word recognitlon. Meanlngful

text made~up of French and Engllsh phrases was presented and compre—

hension measured. It was found that performance .was as good as when

p—_ . YR

unillngual text wds, presented.' When asked*to read aloud qulckly,,
{_subJects would often translate from one language to another 1ndicat1ng

that meaning, not 1nd1v1dual words, was belng processed
i

These studles show that at three levels readlng is a con~

structlve, cue sampllng process: at the level of word identification: N
: - R L

f

letterAinformation is selectively processed; at &he’phrase and sentence

level grammatical 1nformat10n can overrlde visual; and meanlng can be

~

"processed w1thout prlor identlflcatlon of individual words. o 4

Wanat (1971), referring to reading-as a process.which utllizes
less‘than _the total visual information avallable, p01nted to the‘results
of a study by Plllsbury (1897) which found that readcrs did not always
detect errors in the material they were readlng, such as letter sub—
stltutlons,btransp031t10ns: additions and omissions (Wanat 1971,
p._8—158) Tne problem of proofreadlng is caused by the same
characterlstlc of the normal reading process. It is dlfflcult to
iconcentrate on the total graphic display, suspendlng attention to - ’

[ -

meaning ‘and syntact1c~1nformat10n.

Therprlnciples of;selectivityuand reconstruction are compatible
withngeveral proposed models'of the reading process (Roberts and Lunzer,f'

w0
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1968 Venezky a d Ea&fee, 1970; Mackworth, 1971' Brown, 1970). These
rB i

L bis

models show a strong human 1nformat10n proce531ng influence.
The Roberts and Lunzer (1968) theoretlcal model started with

the assumption that readlng is a "skllled behav1our in which. one

. .engages to obtaln 1nformat10n (p 202) " L1ke Smlth (1971), they saw

reading as a process of uncertalnty reductlon operating at several

levels' paragraph sentence, phrase, word, letter and feature of-

P
7

letterl These levels were hlerarchlcally organlzed so that as
alternatlves at one 1evel were reduced to one, thlS 1nformat10n was

cleared to the’next'and so on. Each level was connected in the model

to those mechanlsms whlch controlled the scanning and cue 'sampling so

vthat the number of V1sual cues sampled from the graphic array depended

’

' upon the need for such - 1nformat10n at the several levels of uncertalnty

)

- reduction or deols1on mak1ng4-

.
In the Venezky and Calfee (1970) model of the reading process

‘)"
a7 o
vas manlfested in the 1deallzed competent reader, a scannlng process, -

I"- .

or cue—sampllng procedure, was postulated that wag. dlrected by the
»reader s general knowledge of the nature of wrltten materlals propertles

.of the real or 1mag1nary world language hablts and sentence types and
; - b
by immedlate knowledge gained from. the materlal belng read.
Mackworth (1971) presented:a@detalled data—based model of the
e

.7ﬁread1ng process whlch Geyer (l97l) characterlzed ‘as a model whlch

» ﬂfundoubtedly represents the current consensus of expert oplnlon
.jjffrom a number of fields concerning 'the identification and-
- ‘operational characteristics of the 1nformat10n—proce551ng
'Usystems involved in readlng (p. 5+ 8)

H,nHer detailed model of the Stages of‘memory and coding processes

“/
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was more gPClelC than the purp%ses of thls present review requlre.
- However, the more general pr1nc1ples of select1v1ty and reconstruction

~underli (he precise constructs'and'processestwhich she postulated and

supported, She wrotet L o g

?here is constant- interchange and feedback:'at all stages
between long-term memory and the input. Ihe stimulys that
reaches the conscious levél of attentioén is often s0 altered
from the original’ stimulus that . a completely wrong word may:
be "read". Sometimes the feedback will bring this to ‘the
_attention of the reader, but at other times it may g0
'unnotlced (p 8- 92) L Co

o . N \
She also wrote, referrlng to the hierarchical probabllitles of

P L

.
'

- the relationships between words and phrases which readers'have learned:
The result of developing these expectancies4is'that so long *

as the written material corresponds to the expectation; the

reader can simply sample. the text, leaping from one word to-

another further along the ‘text to conflrm his guess (. §-86) .

i '

[
A

Brown (1970) drew up a theoretical model of the readlng process

'

‘derlved from a generatlve-transformat1onal theory of language w1th
ol . u\ \
certain analys1s—by—synthes1s modlfications. Thls model 1ncorporated

‘the principles of selection and reconstruction and.had.much>in common .

with the Halle and Stevens (1959)‘model 6f speech:perception. yThe.
model.shoned’ﬁhe reader scanning the text with ConsiderablenSyntactic:
~and semantic eXpectancy. This produced a stringiof'words,or'phrases
kwhich was stored in"shOrtfterm memory.: A searchﬂwasfmade of this
string for cues to its deep strUCture;jthe nnderlying,‘abstract base

form. A deep structure was then hypothesized which was used‘to'generate'

'

a surface structurei,fIf'a well-formed surface String was generated,

analysis continued; otherwise the-cycle was repeated. . =~ . -
Thus, in the literature of reading research' there 1is considerable

¥



‘support for the validity of the principles of cue selection and message
. . ,. 8! . ’ N . .. )
,reconstruction as important components of ‘the reading process. Both

o - . . v -
empirical research and current theoretical models attest’'to their role.

) 1
3 .

in. the progessing of written as well as spoken language.

1}

511f The Principles of Selection and Reconstruction and the
e Higher Level Interpretive Aspects of Processing

o~

- It has been established that a considerablé amount of recent
4 : : :
;Ehcdrj and research_in both fgadihg and listening has'acceptéd the
pfiﬁpiplés of séléction'and:réponsﬁruction as integrél parts of thé
STy . . . .
%eégptive phases of language proceséing. There seems Fo be little
dgubt‘that«up to the_@oimt.of deciding whaf the message is'thg‘readéri
érﬂliétener hasAbeen'iﬁvolved in seléétive‘and reconstructive activity.
'VIhe question of the relationship’betwéeﬁ>the‘two princiﬁles';.'
'apd the-ﬂ;gher level processes then arises.. By'higher levelvpfocesses‘
’.ié meaﬁt.thoée aspécts of language pracessing which can be considered |
as thg‘compfehehsion_br interprététion components; bﬁuman information
procéésing,teﬁds to be much less specific éboﬁt these cqmpoﬁéﬁts tﬁan
abd&t-the reéeptive phaSés. ’Modeis of humén'inf9fmation"ﬁfbéeééing
1speak-of pfocessed info;mation being stored in long-term, or secondary
meﬁory (Biggé; 1969; Mackwérth,,l97l; Norman and Rumelhart,‘l970).
iNorman (1969)‘a8mittéd that,i}n épite of yéafs‘of research,'litﬁl;'was

known about the mechanisms un&érlyiﬁg secondaxry memory (p. 9§Zi;wihg;wﬁ -

term "cognitive structure" is frequently used to'déscribé the orggﬁization
o o o - . . S ,

of long~term memo;y (Ausubel,-1963; Neisser, 1967), and understandiﬁg

a 1inguistic utteraﬁcé.is said tomBe'the assignﬁént of.its informatioﬁ

to‘é conceptua; cqteger within this éognitiye structure (Bféwn, 1970,
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‘ : )
p. 69). ' ‘ # é&
& 4
Some theoridts have postulated that these higher level processes
operate as a separate set of cognltfgé mechanlsms beyond the receptive

phases of readlng and listening. Deese (1969) wrote: of comprehension

in reading as a set of optional processes beyond recognition. He saw
o - T . :

the reader monitoring the text at a level of awareness of its potential

L

" for interpretation, but without necessarily achieving the interpretation

all the time. ‘In‘rapid reading the burden of total comprehension would be
+ ! . -

too‘onerous. Brown (1970) seemed to be making the same podint when he

wrote:
The. final opt10na1 step (in readlng) is the process of
understandlng which*is in itself a complete. system on the

order- of complex1ty of the readlng process (p. 68).

On the other hand, it has been-argued that the receptive

‘components of readlng and llstenlng are not 1ndependent of higher 1eve1

components. Goodman. (1970) ac&nowledged that semantic 1nformat10n is
P

m»w'

' contrlbuted by the reader to the éue551ng process of readlno - Models

. e
of human 1nformatnon processing include. feedback loops linking the

-

receptlve to the hlgher level proce551ng‘stages. ‘Instead of being

sequentiall?ioﬁdered with interpretation following identification, the

two'could:perhaps proceed'simultaneously:.‘A‘magor argument proposed

by Smith:(1971) was that the identification of'meaning dah proceed

»

independently of the identification of words and even "'that comprehen51on

of meaning normally precedes word 1dentif1cation (p. 195)."

" The resolution of these apparently opposing views is not crucial
to the present study. Whether the‘lnterpretatlon of meaning is a

sequentially separate compOnent of processing or whether it is intimately
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bound up>with the receptive component, the preg@gtyggg&pent_is not

affected. The achievement of meaning, interpretation or comprehension

1s inescapably affected by the principles of selection and recon-

. } .
struction. If iﬁterpretation(follOWS»récognition of the linguistic
unit, the fact that~the'perceivedimessage has been derived from-a

process of reconstruction based upon selected cues means that what is

understood, or assigned to a conceptual category, is what was re-
constructed. The meaning cannot be independent of this. If, on the-
other hand, meaning is bound up with the process of reconstruction,

then the two principles have a direct, rather than an_indirect,

A]

IS

. . B A '3’7
bearing upon what is understood. Cues to ‘meaning are part of what is

!

selected and,interpretation is the result of the process of ‘recon-

struction. ~ N : . . ‘

. The Differences Bétween Listening and Reading as
_Selective, Reconstructive Language Processes
It has been shown that the two.informétion priﬁcigles of
selection and reconstruction can explicate equally weli the processes
of listening’and reading. -The principles -are based on the way larguage

functions. in communication and are principles of language processing

as a whole. . Considered within these principles, the two processes
would seem to have much in common.

. z . ’ o .
However, the question is whether there is any difference T
between the operation of cue‘sélection and reconstruction as'they.apply

~‘t6fthe_processing of spoken language and written language. Since the :

ébncern of the stddy"is Spontaneous’spééch,cOmpared with formal writing_,,/—z

A . . . : v
' . . .
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in terms of their processing, one area of difference would be the

20
1inguist1c nature of the two inputs from which selections are made

’%:‘

“Another, appiying to listeniné generally as contrasted with reading,

would be/fﬁe nature of the perceptual mechanisms.involﬁed.
. . : The Differences Between Spontaneous ' '
Speech 'and Formal Writing

¥

i

"Although the discussion of'the two information ‘processing

principles attempted to show the role‘ofninformation other than that

contained in[the input itself in reading and listening,'the nature of

that inputwmust be considered as a crucial variable;‘ As=Neisser

i

(1967) wrote: '"The stimulus input is usually a primary determinant of

v

the course of construction (p. 197) " The differencescbetween the two
kinds of linguistic 1nput have been studied empirically and by sub— B
jective analysis. i o o _ 7

,Empirical.Studies of the Differences Between ' : ¢
i ntaneous.Speech and Formal Writing

Several studies have been cairied out comparing speech and

k writing using a method of language comparison which can be called
"descriptive word statistics (Driemann, 1962, p; 36)," involv1ng the
counting of words or symbols. Horowitz and Newman (1964), in a studyﬁ G
of ‘the content and form differences between speech and wrlting samples

N

collected from college students under strictly timed conditions,

- o . o
calculated the Lype—token rati) for the speech and writing.

This,ls,the ratio beCWeen ‘the number of different words used and the

total number of words in aysample, The ratio for.written language was



=
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greater . than that for fpoken which can Ee iggerprengﬁaas evidence
P ;‘"\, 2 .
writing draws upon a’ wider range of vocabthry thgh oe -ﬁ-"g,.

and Breyton (l959¥’and that of a study in Dutch by Driemann (1962)
In each case the TTR favoured the written samples.

TheIDriemann3(l962) study revealed some inteﬁeﬁting_differences .

between speech and .writing produced under'identicallconditions. The

. . ‘ : : : ¥
-study was concerned with Dutch not English although it was reported in

English. 1Ip,presenting these findings no claim 1s made that they apply-
“edually to English' they are included partly»because of a dearth of
such research in English and partly because of the similarity of the

findings with those of studies in other languages The subJects were

eight graduate students each of whom produced a .spoken 'text and a

written text at diggerentfsittings as reactions to impressionistic

2
o

landscape paintings: No time restrictions_were imposed. It was tound‘
that the auerage numher'of words per spoken text was 216 while for the
‘written texts it was 115. ‘\When tHe average number of syllables per et
word was palculated ‘the figure for the spoken texts as a whole was
1.34 and forithe written texts 1.63. This difference was.interpreted
as indicating that in writing subjects tended_to-use longer; more

- complex words. ‘The nunber of_attributive adjectiwes (predicate

‘“adjectives were not included) and verb forms were counted. It was
'tound that the spoken texts, totalling 1733 words, contained_almost
vthe same number of attributive_adjectiwes as-the'writtenvtexts;

: totalling 9222words; This'indicates that writing contains proporf -

tionately more of this type of adjective than speech which ‘could be

~



43

v
"

evidence that in writing meanings are more qualified and precise;* The
‘use of longer words in writing may be related to.the same tendency

The number of verb forms was not found ‘to distinéuish between speech
‘and writing Driemannﬁgummarized his findings about'wrlttenelanguage

as compared to spoken language as showing that it contained:

shorter texts, longer words, fewer words of one syllable,
more attributive qualities and a more varied vocabulary
Lp. 54).

Homever, he'pointed out that the small number of subjects and the
brevity of the textstlimited the generalizability of his‘findings.

| The Horowitz and Newman (1964)'stud% mentioned.above found,
in their content analysis of texts, that- spoken language was -more
elaborated than written’in terms of SUbordination; Written'language
tended to consist chiefly of‘mainvideas.‘ ﬁowever, this could well‘
have been an artifact of the design of the study since the:writing
was done under tlmed conditions without the opportunity to edit and
revise that usually charactexizes the writlng situation.

- Moscovici (1967), writing from the v1ewp01nt of a social
Apsychologist 1nterested in the charactifistics of speech and wrlting
as modes of soc1al communication, concluded from a review of studles
1n Engllsh and French, that written’ language is generally more .
felaborate, less repetltlous, and syntactlcalfy better structured than
speech (p. 256) “ |
W De Vlto (1965) studled the ease of comprehen51on of samples
of speech .and” publlshed writlngs produced by "skilled communicators,

members of a univer51ty department of speech and theatre .The samples -

‘were 9,000 wnrds in each medlum Randomly selected passages'from
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within these samples were prepared as cloze tests ard administered to

.

eighty-five undergraduate students. The samples~were‘also'analyzed
. Q v

for vocabulary load, sentence structure, density of ideas as’indicated
: .
by the number of'diffcrent content words, and human interest as'
revealed by‘the“number of personal wotdsland sentences..‘ .
One significant difference”discoueredhwas that the writteg
samples contained more difficult words than the oral. ones;‘difficulty
being)measured by word length and the number of wotds not- appearing

on the Lorge—Thorndike list of 30 000 words. The TTR of the written

samples was 51gn1f1cantly higher than that of the spoken. The written
‘ . o : aw L —
contained more simple sentences than the spoken, and there wasa
larger number of content words in the written samples, indicating'a.
gxeater density of ideas. There was no difference between the two as N

measured by the ‘cloze test indicating a comparable level of comprehens1on
ar - 1cﬁ&ty There was.no difference in sentence length,
longitudinal‘research‘of Loban‘(l967) into the oral and
writien lany ge’ development of children}prOVided information relevant
. \ O
to the liffere zes between speech and writing. In his analysis of,oral.
language he idtltified a phenomenon which he calledba‘“maze." 'This
referred to a anguage tangle when a speaker would'use a word otisequence
of words.wh 1 dld not constitute a meaningful communication and which
could be - ominated from the text of ‘the speech w1thout loss of meaning
s aded false starts and unattached fragmentsA' He found that for a
~group of graae twelve students, identified as high in 1anguage ability,-

mazekwords>constituted 7.49 per cent of the’total“number of words in the

. speech samples. Loban also found, from analysis,of_the,number'of'wdrds
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ﬁ:,, L N ‘ i i . ’ '
in comhunication un1ts (defined as independent grammatlcal predicatlons '

.

'in ahtext), that in the early grades oral communication units contained

Y

‘more than written ones. Then in grades five, six and sevkn the

differ- .e became much less clear cut, and in the high school grades

written units were consistently longer than oral onesx Loban intexr—

. LY
preted this as showing that high school students no longer write the

way they talk, that theirkwriting has become a more elaborated form of

\communlcatlon than their spoken 1anguage.

ks

o' Donnell Gr1ff1n and Norris (1967) studled the oral and -
written language productlon of students in klndergarten, and grades
three, five and seven. They found that oral comp051t10ns were longer
than wrltten ones for a11 grade 1evels studled " While thé word Aengthﬂ

‘of T—units was greater 1n theqoral compos1t10ns at the grade three

1evel in gradeiéflve ahd seven it. was the written T—unlts that were

v ’ R

longer.‘ The same tendency was. q@teﬁfw1th the. number of sentence-
: o 5 _
comblnlng grammatlcal transformatlons. in grade three the,oral T-units

» “ '

» o > A
contained more;” in grad%s five and seven there wer"more in the written

,‘-'
i e

T—units. This wag 1nterpreted as show1ng ﬁhat advances in the control

of syntax 1%ﬁgrades flve and seven. were more accelerated in the case

a‘..

&
of wrltlng than in speaklng (p. 95)

2
SubJe rﬁve Studies of the Differences Between
.SEO%F eéous Speech and Formal ertlng

; Q& ‘While the empirical research reviewed above has been consistent','
in its findings that written language makes use of a more varied
vocabulary and results in shorter texts than equivalent speech, a

subjective_analysis of the two reveals other differences.vWSpontaneous'

5 v
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_ spoken language is frequently incomplete, fragmentary, fumblingg"full

of mazes and false starts, and 1ntersperse§>w1th repetitions,‘yrwﬂ N -

, -

hesitations ‘and stammerings Abercrombie (1965) obJected that such

1 descrlptions imply that speech is a subsﬁandard form of language

compared w1th the norm of rehearsed writing. He pointed out that

def1c1encies like these tend only to become apparent when the speech

- of conversat.ion is recorded and examined in a form that dlsembodies

——

it fr the setting in which it was produced. In a conversational'

setting part_of\the meaning of an utterance resides in- the shared

situation Or context of - the conversation.. Part is also transmittedt

;

by the extra-lingu1stic331gnals of gesture and fac1al express1on.

The differences between spontaneo §peech and formal wrlting are,
therefore,,differences_of kind rather than degree. - Speech is not

structurally inferior to writing, 1ts structure is much less sclf—

contained and more 1nte§%%nnected with the non—linguistic 51tuat10n )

.n;_v Sr

in which 1t occurs. E

"jiégng, being separated 1n time and space’ from

- Wr& '
the. 31tuation wh1ch pro%pce

“1t has to have a much more cons1stent

K BN v 3

internal structure 51nce it alone carries almOSt the total meaning to
ERS . # ?

be" conveyed Vygotsky (1962) descrlbed the essentnal characteristics

K

woof writing when he said: . = . " R TJ g p

It is addressed to an absent person who rarely has in mind
© . the same subJect as the writer. Therefore~it | 't be fully
' deployed syntactic differentiation is at a max1mum and -
expre551ons are used that would seem unnatural in

conversatlon (p. 142) : 5 AT

L ey
PV
&

,Driemann (1962) stressed that writing fS»almuch-more Selective'

‘ R . \ . ‘ . (

' S L |
process than spontaneous speech. After the experiment reported above,

he prcpared a comprehensive questionnaire about the differences
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between the two media of verbal communication and used it in interviews
with’ the subJects of the experiment and with a number of other subjects
of a ”high educational level”. One of his conclu51ons from the data

collected was that:

In writing the subject selects on economical grounds with a

. view to conciseness and is forced to cut short certain lines &
of thought. In fact, even if he tried, he could not write
as“fast as these crop up. . . . The text has to be "correct"

_care is taken that the sentences flow well and that phrases
liable to give rise to misunderstanding are removed. More- .
over, a certain dlffidence to commit oneself in black and ' ~
white plays a. part e (p -94) . o EE g

Wardhaugh (1969), discussing the task of learning to read,
pointed out“that'the‘language of readipgeg material is differént from
: . . Ay L . ] . .
the language of speech to which the child.is accustomed. He wrote:

By its very nature much of the content of writing is different
from that of speech, because writing allows for (and on’
occasion demands) a more deliberate kind .of language than
does speech (p.:56).

r

The_speed of production of spontaneous speech precludes_
"planning. Writing, being more laborious, allow1ng time for thought,~
and being generally freed from a sense of urgency, can be more

reflective, deliberate add edited. _Vygotsky (1962) wrote:

- ) )
‘Planning has” an 1mportant part in written speech, even: when
we do not actually write out a draft. Usually we say to

- ourselves what we are going to write, this 1s also a draft
though in thought only (p: 144)

A Planning, editlng and often rewriting are necessary in print because -
written expre551on is frequently Judged not ‘only for what”it says-—

the quality of 1ts content——but for how it 1s said——its form. It

\\\Ebproaches almost the status of an. artifact in\its own right rather

than as 51mply a vehicle for the communication f 1deas. Thus style

)

is an important aspect of literary criticism. " Spgntaneous speech,
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‘on the otherhhand; does not lehd itsélf to formal aﬁalYSis, being a

much more elusive and unobtrusive medium of communication.
In spontaneous speaking the language producer concentrates

more upoh’thg'thoughts and ideas of his discourse than upon the form

of the lahguage to convéy_them. He begins to speakowith an idea in "

-

. . - B . , X ‘ ) P
"mind without initially rehearsing the expression for choice of words
“or sentence structure. In writing;thWévér, he must be conscious
bbthqu the thoﬁéht and its expression. He is concerned with the

logic of the_subsfaﬁée'of the diéc&urse; with‘thé'éelectibn of words
'to.ponvey‘fine#&istimctions of meéning and with the construction of
éeeﬁences wb&th are grdmmatically'complete énd correctland which
pro;ide proéer emphasis andbclgfity, In other Qords, the writer,musi
Bg conéefned;withithe éub)tancé, thexgrammar and.the'fhétoriq of his
idiScourse; the spéntanéous speaker muét concentfate on substance,

"~ having greater lic e with grammaf'ahd rhetoric. "

»
-

Per eptuaL,Differences Bgtdeen . ﬂ
Listening and Reading ' '

!

. : : L
. | i

-. Theré are obvious perceptual differences betweeguthe processing -
of spegbh and the'prqceséing of‘hiiﬁing. Since liétening utilizes the:

' audit?ryaéhannel and réading éhé visuél;vit_is/bbgious that the
'.gerception of‘speec%;invo}vés:ﬁ#e temporél{dimensionvwﬂize the
,‘Peyceptioﬁ of‘priﬁted symb;ié.i;volves tﬁe qutial one. These.thm
differéntfdiménS£dns impésé differentllimits on the ﬁéylin which. _‘-

“Yanguage can be processed-in‘thé two media. For listening the rate

. b

of ptodéssing‘is determinedrbyfthe speaker; the listener cannot vary

3
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his rate of attention and comprchen31on independently w1thout inter-’

1

fering w1th thé communlcatlon. L1ngu1st1c units follow one another
embedded in the acoustic stream of speech and theytare available only
as 1ong as the memory can retain them. To some ektentjthedﬂdstener

can anticipate what will be said next, but he cannot with confidence
get very far ahead of the speaker.v In readlng, on. the other hand the
dlsplay is not“a serlal system of sounds but a- spétlal array “of v1sual

' symbols. G1ven thls condltron the.reader is 1n’command ofrhis
'v perceptual—cognitive strategies,” He may vary h1s rate of process1ng
to slow down, reread Or pause to reflect' or to speed up to scan, sklm.i'
or omits These dlfferences are reflected in the fact that wheregg
normal speech is uttered at a rate of between 150 and 200 words per

. minute, readlng rates 02‘800 to.1 OOO words per mlnute are not‘uncommon
: and claims for much hlgher rates are frequently made. Readlng in this
K sense is a much more- flex1ble means of 1anguage pfoceSsxng than
llstenlng:

Hochberg (1970) po1nted out another dlfference between reading

and llstenlng arlslng out of the spatJal and temporal nature of the

~

two processes. Not only is the réader gumded .in hls v1sual scanning

S

~and in his fixation points by the 1nformatlon he brlngs to the task

"

from his knowledge of languagexand of the content but heAis_also

%
\

aided by perlpheral v151on (p. 222) -He wrote: ’ . - ‘
s
His (the reader' s) wide area of~ perlpheral vision gives him v
..an’ intimation of: the future, of what will meet.his next -
'glance. #And ‘because eye movements are fully programmed in _ -
_advance of their' execution, any efficient sampling of the
- -peripheral vision also tells him roughly where his present
fixacion %ﬂt§ in the overall pattern (p. 221)

~

®
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There is no equ1valent to perlpheral vision in heé@ﬁ%
~only part of thg:gessage that is available is that whlch is
uttered at a partlcular moment. Unlike reading, listening hasrno

physical clues to what preceded and what will follow. This fact _may -

give additional flexibllity to reading that l1sten1ng does not possess.

If both readlng and llstening are processes relying on

prediction and the confirmation of predictions, the temporal nature

of speech would‘see@ to make an important. difference to its prOCessing}
If a prediction is untenable based on subsequent input a reader may'

regress and - recheck for more cues; a listener however, ‘cannot do thisr
except, in certain c1rcumstances. by ashlng a questlon or, in others,

by replaying an audlotape Foulke (1968), speaklng of this’ dlscon-

firmation qf a predlctlon, sald s - *

og
o

"In the case of.. reading, if you disconfirm, then you can look.
‘back. ¥The dlspkay is: st111 dlrectly available to you. But
in the case of hearing, you can 't llsten back (1n Kavanaugh
1968, p. 149). : o 4

Although readlng permlts greater perceptual f&ex1h111ty than
listenlng, the perceptlon of speech is fac111tated by certaln featuresv
and characteristics which wr1t1ng lacks. "Spoken language employs not
_only the segmental phonemes, the vowel. and consonant segments, but

' / » : . _ . o o
also a system of suprasegmental phonemes? stress, pitch and juncture

_(StagebErg, 1965, p. 45). These produce the distinctive rhythms and:
f;gﬁpatterns of intonation that characterize<§poken language. In a sense

they can be con51dered as a type of redundancy in spoken language.
5

Intonatlon is not absolutely necessary to produce 1ntellig1ble speech
and is therefore redundant. It is an example of both "w1th1n channel.

redundancy'(Garner, 1962)", 1in the sensetthat the.superfluous_signal ;:
. ) ) ® . ;!‘ . ) . .



foccurs‘within the same chaﬁnel; the auditojg% as the spoken.words, and

’ A
of "synchronic redundanCy {0sgood and Sebeok, 1954)", in the sense that

it is superimposed upon the units of the message. However given the
imperfections of the medium, the role of intonation in speech per-
ception“is vital.. By this means the speaker'signals to the listener
‘the meaningful segments of his discourse..,

IJ In written language punctuation is a much more parsimonious‘
system of cues to Thythm and segmentation. A question mark at the end
' ﬁ .

of ‘a sentence signals’ only that the sentence is a question whereas a .o

' rising terminal pitch pattern in its spoken counterpart would 1dent1fy

it as a yes/no question.‘ There is no con31stent punctuation to. 1dentify

LR

such 'segments as prep081tional phrase groups, . dominals or certaln types

“of subordinate clause groupings. The - reader must perform Ehis essential
’ perceptual cognitive operation himself That 1t(1s éssential.to r;‘%qf :j:
reading comprehen31on and not- automaticAin readers who have advanoed
VY - - e ,

beyond the word 1dent1f1cation stage was spown by Cromer((l970) , He.y
found that when written material ‘was presented in, the form of naturalfth .
unit segments a group of poor readers was ablefto comprehend at a 'f;f )
'51gnif1cantly higher level than when material{was presehted in a | a
- ‘sentence format.' For good readers, however,‘ther:vwas no 51gnificant

. N 1()

improvement. When the material was presented in 51ngle word format
-the poor reade;s comprehension was‘not‘impaired relatiwe to their

. -
)

- performance. on the sentence format, while the good readers' performance

was significantly,impaired. These findings suggest that one component
'of reading success is the abllity to segment wrltten language into_

natural units larger than single words.' Therefore, it is one of the

s
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perceptual-cognitive strategiesfunique'to reading since in listening
to speech the redundant suprasegmental phonemes signal the essential
chunking.

Impllcatlons of the Llngulstlc and Perceptual Differences

Inyolved in Lig enl g fto Spontaneous
Speech and | in§ rmal ertlng

The different nature of the 1nputs in 1lstening to spontaneous

T -

'speech and readlng formal wrltlng would seem to have strengths and
weaknesses for both. Speech tends ‘to use fewer difficult words or-a

Iess varied vocabulary. It provides a richer system of cues through

the presence of intonation and the operation of the visual channel in

face to face communication 51tuat10ns. On the other hand, it may tend
" .to be characterlzed by a less well—controlled syntax and the presence

of ‘extraneous materdal»caqsed by m@zes;ﬁfalse starts and repetitions.

PR

It may also tendyto be 1$ss'ﬁé" }rganized ideationally because

=

kof the absence of preparatlon, rehearsal and the opportunlty for

editlng N

ertlng has - the dlsadvantage of being a- 81ngle—channel system
 of communlcatlon, w1th all she information from the message having to
lwbe carried by the orthography " To compensate for this def1c1ency
' perhaps, writlng is planned and edlted and 1t presents.lts 1deas in a
v more.structured, loglcal way. The formalization of its grammar results
lnfless‘inconsistendy in its sentence'structure.

Perceptually, Writinggis a more parsimonious medium of

-

communication tham speech.. However,fonce reading has been learned and

"

mastered itjpermitS'the reader‘more perceptual flexibility than does

3 ~
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speech. * This qu“stion of flexibility,'witn‘the reader in command of
his perceptual s?rategies and~the listener dependent upon the,speaker's
rate of delivery, has implications for the processing‘?ﬁawriting and
the proce551ng of speech in general. When the spéech is spontaneous,
the difference between the llngu1st1c 1nputs together w1th the
perceptual differences in their reception suggest that’as onerall
processes listening and reading ch have characteristics whichvare
distinctive andfpnggue. ‘ | K . .
S It could‘oe'expected that this distinctiveness and uniqneness
might.be apparent in terms of those aspects of’ the processes that are
covered by the\princ1p1es of selection and reconstruction. The question
then beconmes, in view of‘the input and perceptual differences between
the reception ;& spontaneous speech and formal writing, areqthe |
processing prinéiples of selection and construction different as they
apply toreach medium’ This leads to the problem of how to secure data
whlch will reveal any such dlfferences.

The Assessment of"Listening and Reading Processes
Through the Use of Reproduction, or Recall

B 5

As covert,mental proceSSes, listening andlreading.are°not-
aﬁenable to direct observationtllln order?%o compare‘the twovprocesses,'
‘ it was necessary to deyise/a}listening and reading task tnatwwonld
result in observableidataf :From'these data inferences abont the
. proceSSes wnicn,were involyed'in their production wouldvbe‘made.

- Bloom and Broder’(1930), discussing the problems associated

~with research into,mental processes, reported\tﬁat'a survey of the

el
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literature revealed two main avenues of approach (p. S) The first

involved inferring the processes of mental act1v1ty from observation i e

i . PPN
>

W

of its products through such tasks asaproblem solving and answers to

-questions. The second, direct ex loration of the mental processes
'themselves, made use of intrOSp tion and retrospection.f'~ : _J’f PR

The vast maJority of research studies in readlng and listening

have utilized the products of structured question and ansWer tasks.-

.

Another type of product is recall of material read or listened to.

Although laboratory-type studles of verbal behaviour have made ',":.f A

extensive use of recall ‘:tightly controlled stimulus materials

have been employed reprdﬁhd%ion of the stimulus material has not been'

widely used in reading and listenlng research The products of recall l

tend to be unw1eldy and difficult to analyze objectively However,

when questions abput material read or‘listened to’are~designed to

measure the two behaviours, the question_itself dntrudes upon the
process and the observed response to the queStibn’may be influenced as
,much by the question as by the reading or listening.that preceded it,

The technique of reproduction;is free“from this type of intrusion apd
~ i . ‘\‘ ) s

X

the suhject is free from any extrinsic,prompting that might.influence

‘his performance. o " L | ."‘ | : » R
vSome earlynreading studies used free‘reproduction ot material-

read as & measure of’comprehension. ?intner (1913) compared the'oral

and silent reading,comprehension offgrade'four,studentsfby having them o
write down as‘muchtas they could’rememher from the reading passages.’

- .

~ Eath pasﬁpge was analyzed Min thé customary manner' into the number of

points, or’ thoughts, contained gnﬁit and the recall ‘texts were then

) o o o o
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;1 quality of reproduction has tended to be overlooked;in the development

55

graded as_ to the number of pOints reproduced (p 335). Brown (1914),
relied heaVily upon recall in his three criteria for reading measure—

ment: rate of reading, quantity of reproduction, and quality of

”n'reproduetionﬁ Farr (1971) ‘stated that of these three criteria the

l

]

of reading measurement. The‘early use of recall tended to concentrate
on - the quantitative aspects including number of words and number of

ideas recalled 8 A recent test, The Durrell Analysis of Readigg

Difficulty (1955), employed reproduction as a method of asseSSing »

: comprehension. The Silent Reading subtest required the subject to

:7 T e
reproduce orally what he had remembered from the passage.
PR .
1 These studies and tests used recall as a means of asseSSing
; : coe g
reading skills, not as a source of data about the processes underlying
;

reading. Research which makes inferences about processes from products

~

depends upon a high relationship between the products and the processes
of thought (Bloom and Broder, 1950 p. 4) and upon that relationship
being as direct as pOSSible. The difficulty abOut using recall as a

soﬁrce of ‘data about the processes that went into the reception and

< -,s-? ‘ -v

interpretation of the material that is the obJect of recall is that

"the relationship is’ not direct Other processes intervene between

the initial aSSimilation of the material and its §§pres510n as recall.

oy

o These include memory processes and propesses of expression..

v

ConSideration of the operation of memory involves both the .
. |

processes y which 1nformation is stored and the processes by which

it is retrieved from storage. Human information procéssing considers

at least three types of memory, or- storage systems, through which :

2
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incoming information is'goded and held (Neisser,.1967;‘ﬁorman,~l969).
) . e\‘y,\,,"‘ . . . ' ¢ :

At this point in the discussion the first two of,these, the iconié
store and the short—term memory, Or primary memory,'are not cons1dered

since the concern is w1th the recall of continuous discourse whose
i

length and compleXity make its recall - a question of long term memory

3 - Long-term memory is con51dered to be a vast store of great ,-‘

‘ capacity. Its actual functioning is more the subject of theoretical

argument than_direct empirical ev1dence. Norman (1969) characterized
. C
itras a complex store which/information entered from the:primary
. /’ s ’ i
memory system as the result of a rehearsal process  (p. 90) Bartlett

i,(l932), while not at that/ date using the label long—term memory, saw

this kind of storage as a matter of interrelated schemata, active

organizations of part reactions, or of part: experiences (1n Norman,

—

1969, p 137)". 7 New information was, not stored verbatim' 1nstead it
was integrated 1nto the ex1sting schemata.: Ausubel s (1963 1968)

p031t10n, as made explicit in his Subsuptlon Theory, was - very similar
-3

to Bartlett S. He stressed the h1erarch1cal organization of cogni%%ve

!
)y

structures into whiCh\new_information‘was'a551m11ated.

3

fo' The processes involved in'retrieval or remembering, such as

those required by a recall task were dlscussed by Bartlett (1932),

“e ,

"following his studies of memsty through the technique of repeated
) reproduction of short stories. He, found that after his subjects read

a short story accuracy of wrgtten report was the exception rather than

\

the rule.A The written recalls were characterized by attempts at
"rationalization"; or efforts/"to render material acceptahle, under-
standable, comfortable,Jstraightforward;'tokrob it -of all-puzzling

‘v . ) ’] . . . N o . . .

-
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elements (Bartlett 1932, P. 897&”’

g& Ehanges which his subjects

S

introduced into their written recalls, Bartlett (1932) proposed that
¥

In order to account for t

. since information is integrated into existing schemata, any dis-
.crepancies between thevnew material and the existing structure can
nresult'in things‘being remembered as they’were expected to be rather
..than as they really were. In this way remembering was seen as a
process of reconstructing past events rather than simply retrieving
them. An event was remembered through the\activation,of a schema
whose principles, 1ogic and rules:were”uséd to reconstruct the event.

Thisxconstructive rememhering'seems 'P.make use of one of the
principles whose role in the initial reception'and processing of
information was strongly emphasized earller 1n this chapter. Just as
a message 1is received ;gd 1nterpreted by a process of reconstruction,
so_the retrieval of this message from_memory is influenced by the same
”principle.

vSincehthese kindsjof memory processes intervene between the
processing of'the stimulus material and its recall when‘reproduction
_'is used as a research technique, it is‘necessary that a rationale'he
established that would allow 1nferences from the products of the |
'recall to be made about the proce351ng of the stimulus material This
.rationale drew heavily upon the Subsumptlon Theory of Ausubel (1963,
1968) Although this was a theory of meaningful verbal learning, the.-
princ1ples of the theory seemed applicable to the processing of

linguistic input as well as its learning. 'Ausubel_(l963) proposed a

model of the cognitlve organization of a learmer which assumes the

4 . . : . "
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existence of a cognitive structure that is hierarchically organized in

terms of high inclusive concethal traces (p. 24). Under these

-

inclusive traces or generic concepts are subsumed less inclusive
subconcepts as well as specific information. In Ausubel's words:

'+ The major organizational ‘principle is that of progressive
differentiations of trace systems of a given sphere of
‘knowledge from regions-.of greater to lesser inclusiveness,
each linked to the nex% higher step in the hierarchy through
a process of subsumption (p..25). _ /

/
Ve
' Learning takes place when there is an encounter between.this

and psych} ogically relatable to the learner's cognitive structure.

'SQends upon the attachment of the new concepts or information
to appropri@%h existing’concepts, called anchoringvsubsumers.f The
~:strength of new learning partly dependsiupon the stability»of theSe '
anchoring subsumers and upon the discriminability between them and the
concepts in the material to be learned.

‘Another»important.concept in this theoryfis that of obliterative '
subsumption Newly learned material does not retain an independent
’status in cognition, called dissoc1ability streng;h/by Ausubel (1968
p. 104), but is assimilated into the . existing cognitive structure,
_modifying or supplementing it. -

2

Ausubel (1968) 1dentified three temporal phases in the .
'meaningful.reception learning and. retention of verbal material: a
learning phase, a retention phase and a reproduction phase. - The

1earning phase refers to the time, during which the new material w1th

" its potential meanings and information is available to the receiver to
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be related to ideational systems in his cogﬁitive scructure{ Tﬁis
-could be called .the presentation phase in terms of this present study.
The retention phase refers to'the time between learning and fepro—
'duétion when the hewly acquired meanings are gradﬁally.losing“fhéifwﬂM

4

disséciability strength»and being assimilated into the larger cbgnitive

structure. The re%roduction phase includes any task that requires the

Lo

recall of the original material.

< Ausﬁbelh(l968) dispussed, within,this fraﬁéWork,‘squrceslof"

‘disc%epagciés between matérial‘aé originally presented and reproducéd

“memofies of this material‘kp;'lOé). ‘These may Eé liétéd as a set of

' %actors aliocated to the three bhases discussed above:

A. Learning Phase - _ ' o ' o

1. Unavailability df‘anchoring subsumers.-

2. Instabilipy of angboring subsumers.

3. Lack of discfiminaﬁility betwéén anchoring subsumers and né@
materials. ‘ f : C : ///

4, Seleétive emphasis, omissio; and distqQrtion that tékes plége '
as.a resulf of_ihitiai interpretation of thé& preseﬁted matefial.

B. <Reteﬁﬁioﬁ Phase .' : » { | O e
1. The‘feductibnist processes of assimilétionﬁ

©

C. Reproductidn~

1. The adjustment of the threshold of availability caused mainly

by affective factors and task variables.

2. Problems of verbalizafion, or the problems of putting into

words the material remembered.
. . -

‘This set of factors represented the basis for the rationale’

o
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for the use of the reeail task. The products of a written recall teskv
are tﬁe resultent of all three phasee: lpresentetion, re;eptioﬁ”and
?ecéll. When two inpute are being compared through the performance ef
two groups and when.the writingfof tﬁe_recall‘takes place.immedie;eiy_
upon Fﬁe completion:of the.presentaﬁion phase, ali’factorsbother than
the presentation are‘commbn fb‘beth gfoepsﬂ And, 1f the two é?e;ée_a;e’

randomly drawn from the same populétidﬁ; all factors other than the

presentatioh of the etimulus are experimentally controlled. Memory
’ ' ' - \ . .

“
N

‘processes involved in the fetrievallaﬁd.expressive processes - in the
. wfifing can be said to haﬁe been conﬁrolied byvrandomizafion, as can
such variables as ebgnitive sfyle, abiiiéy énd ether§ whichvimpinge
lupon.the performance of eueh a taskf Thus; althoeghbthe data for the
~q,eomparisoﬁ of’processing-variables are\derived from memorial and
expres%iye processes, any differences getween the two eets:ofAdate'e
obtained can b@‘atﬁtihnted~sole1§ff6ftﬁOse péoeessiné variab;ee.f %ﬁis:
can only be claimed for the differences between the two sets of data&
the.indepenaent qu;lities‘of,each set"cannot_Se‘attr{buted to particeler
"causes, so that thevtechﬁique'of reproduction ean be used'to compare

P

reading and listening-while it cannot be used to study&one or the other

iﬁdepeﬁdently;

There is ene possible flew in'the,ergumeqt.just advantedg. Thé£
arisee ffom ehe‘fact that tﬁere ie no neutral form of expressiﬁé ;he
~ recall. Sﬁeech or writingthas to Be used. The use:of one form ﬁightn
- bias Fhé'?xge;imentaleresult in"faveqr ef‘the mediue of presepﬁation
" that used the same one. Horowitz gpd_ﬁefkowitzf(l967), in’?_SFUdY of

the effects of medium of piesentation‘and medium of repreduction upon
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the recall of connectedudiscourse did not report a significant 1nt r-
-action effect when writing was used :as the medium of recall That is
_there was apparently no difference between the recall of writers who

listened and that of writers who read However, they did find such
\, , : . )

an interaction effect when the recall was spoken. Speakers Who read
. - - v v .' J » . . ) 1
the material produced more omissions, more additions and fewer ideas -

o

than speakers who listened. The authors 1nterpreted thlS as -

>

.

indicating that~Written presentation i

subJect o an. 1nterference arising fro;‘4 ¢ of medium.” In a

similar study by King (1968) in which ?,4“‘e"stinnlus passages

was the same as one. used by Horow1tz and Berkow1tz’(l967)

siggﬁficant 1nteracﬂions were found for either medium of ‘recall. .‘The
results of ‘these two studies would seem to add support to the
assumption that~is inherent in the use of a written medium recall task.

to.compare two mediums of presentation namely that the use of- wrltlng
. .

in the recall does not differentially facilitate the reproduction of

those who read as opposed to those who listened.

Summary
. | | >
a Two principles from human information processing, cue'selection
andlmessage reconstruction,pprovided a theoretical perspective'through
whichﬁthe broad research question motivatingithis stndy could be
'Zsharpened'and'given aiclearer‘focus. Both listening anddreading as;
»'language—based processes involVing cne selection;and»messagevrecon—

struction have\puch in common. However, the poSSibility of divergence

"between reading and listening processes, as defined by the operation
. Cp



of the two.principies; is,permitted when,spontaneous speech is the

v C e

ohject of-listening;_ The different nature of the~two linguistic
T+ .

N1nputs to the processes, spontaneoUs speech and formal writing, suggest

.

L]

‘that the selection of cues and the reconstruction of the message might

0 ’

be different-fdr the listener andvthe reader. Espec1ally would this*®
. e , X B N
be so when the different pérceptual mechanisms prevailing in each case

a . .o

are included in thevcon31deration. Lo

. T - . g o ~ T
PRI Thus, the research questiofj originally asked merely whether
there were differences between the processes of listening to spon-

taneéus speech and’ reading formal. writing. Now the sharpened focus
. W ‘ T . d:;,!' . L . » . )
provided by the theoretical perspective rephrased it to ask'whether

o : : e S , ’ ' L ’
there were differentes between.the two;processesfas‘defined‘by the

operatlon of the principles of cue selectlon and message reconstruction

P 3
“that\were caused by the different languﬁﬁ%;lnputs and perceptual

d - ERRT ) . . ~
v , : . . . s

mechanlsms ved rn each. - T _L -

[N

E ]

even’thisﬁrephiased;questién was, at affairly. ieh

hiewe‘greaterfgpeCificity. 5
. o - o . : . . h ? ° a : - _
.Therefore,rbefore proceeding directly to collect‘data which would'-'

- ’
. . . > -

«level of generality'and it was désirable to

prov1deu§n answer to the question,.a prelimlnary step attempting to L

. £
. p I

further reddce the»generallty in the questlon was taken.' The rev1ew E

. X . L
M < N ! ‘.u’

IR
! of the. llterature in thls chapter had revealed that one maJor dlfference

("Q-"' St - "k .'r -0 .’
between listening to spdntanéous speech and‘teading formal wr1t1ng was

'--,the nature of the twovlinguistic inputs. The prelimlnary step invol&ﬁd

a closer examination of this difference u51ng_emp1rical data. The

) s
b

obJective was to achieve a better understanding of the difference in

[ . Lo
5

the expectation'that this inkturn would Iead‘toaa]further refinement

i

N o



! 4
. ra -
of the reseafbh queStion. \ ) : : SRR
oo
I This" prellminary comparison ﬁétween spontaneous speeéh and
— N N

formal writlng in reglsters closely equ%valent to those used in the

63

: 3
major comparlson of the study is referred to as the major pilot study

[y

s
The descriptionIOf this pilot,study forms the subject matker of,the
~

J
,following chapter together w1th the dlséu551on of. the flndlngs which

&

1ed to a further reflnement of the research question.. L
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_ CHAPTER III L
g , _ . :

> .. )

THE MAJOR PILOT,  STUDY: A COMPARISON.BETWEEN ,
SPONTANEOUS SPEFCH AND FORMAL WRITIKNG®

Introduction
»

As indicated in the previous chapter‘ the perspective-from 3
which the comparison between_reading-and listening Vas'nade,was~one
provided by two Hﬁmaﬁ.informatron processingfprinciples,'cue Selection
and nessage reconstruction, These tho principles, constituting‘in

effect a definition of language processing, emphasized the similarities

between the two‘proceSSes; ‘However, .1t was argued in‘Chapter II; using
s .

‘empirlcal ev1dence and subjectlve analy31s obtalned from a'rev1ew of

-

Ry
.

* the llﬁerature, ‘that a majot source of dlfferences mlght be the

) . . ~ ‘ [

5: ._-‘ .

o dlfferent natutes of the two llngu1st1c 1nputs 1dvolved : The fact thatg

o . . \ ¥
’
»

L .. i . . . ) {

act1V1t1es f llsteners and readers.
KB‘&

P

I Tder to indlcate more prec1sely what these dlfferences were
) R B v‘ . -- .

: 7

the 1anguage of spontaneous\speech was sa1d to .be 'so dlffereng from /

that of fdf?al wr1t1ng could be a source of dﬁ ference 1n the process1ngﬁ

’ e . ™~

in the language registers anvolved - magor pllOt study/was cond ted

in’ whlch samples of spontaneous speech and formal wrltlng were ana yzéd ;e

Y

dﬁd compared wTthfesults of th1s maJor pllot study enabled the

research question to be restated maklng it more spec1f1%j Thls present

.

chapter sets out to descrlbe ‘the major pllot~study., It descrlbes the

source of the language samples studied, the analysisﬁprocedures\andﬁthe
. . v - . = ?} " ' “ \ . )
'findings revealedi ' . o . o »

" . . ' (
: . i
. , i !

64 . S

o~

-y

. ,i'

™~

C

ar



B R . C& ..,-'\

Noel n ... Language Registers . . .
In the study,itself the comparison between listening and
(o N :

reading was effected through the use of stimulus materials that were

N

classified as belonging to specific language registers. The 'selection

4and definition.of theselregisters is ‘described fully in the following

chapter. -As_far as possih&e the comparison between spontaneous speéech
and formal uriting'used in\the major pilot study idvolved corresponding
language reglsters so that the flndlngs from the pllOt study would have’

max1mum relevance for thebstudy as'a whole. ' : ‘ . -

The oral lang»%

3

,:used as stimulus materials in the

study 1tself were cla

'f'ed" 68 gument in the form of spontaneous h
fed gum

discussion produced by artlculate grade eleven student; and recorded on

videotape; The oral language samples employed in the maJor pllot study

- A

' were e%}ttly equlvalent to the oral strmulus materlals. In*the casé of.
ﬁ . s " - B

» . e

the wrltten samples there was not the ‘same degree of Equlvalence. In'

~h

L3
3 ¢,

the§study 1tself thevwritten stlmuluS passages were prepared by the -

vy cae e
1nve ti ator hamself in order to«achleve e ulvalence Qf ntent-with" R
grie q QQ\§\N‘, =
. . =

$.
v

theforal materials. .En the major pllgt studysghe wrltten gamples.wer@

\producedﬁby articu&ate grade eleven students too. However; in- both )
A.

' o

- . ) v ey PR
. cases the;wrltrex materialsuusea were»sampies of formal writlng
o e e , L S : o
°-in L ; S, k . B - S ) . . L
,,;v : \ - ot N - - . . "
s The Source of the Language Samples y
’ - o ' ' . ’ . , ~
§ e ¢

A group'of:fourteenygrade:elevenustudEntsfformed the subjects:

- o

.pilot“study; 'They were drawn frém an accelerated“second year ‘ ‘l
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[

(BN

‘fourteenqstudents were a select group, chosen by the Héad of the
“English Department and theéir English“teacher because they were. felt to

be articulate and highly verbal students. At the time of the

v

collection of the speech and wrltlng sampl “thirteen of the students

were aged sixteen and one was fiftecen. Ther' were seven girls and ~ '

<

seven boys: ' i

]

. The &ollection of ‘the Speech and Writing Samples ' . .

' The‘§amples of‘hgth'speech and writing‘were‘collected in one

twd?hour'session with the group as'a whole present. This" had been .

i

preceded ohe week earller by a forty-five<minute 1ntroductory,
explanatory session. - ;: L ' . K
d A 1arge, comfortable study room.was made available by the

P

school. In thls room a Sdny Half—Inch New Férmat Videocamena and 3600 el

Vldeocorder -were set up together with a sound tape recorder.

. - -

P

a7 The students were d1v1ded into pairs and asked 'to" prepare a -

simulated 1nterv1ew dlscuss10n, one of the pa1r belpg the 1nterv1ewer

B

D 5 v
>

'_and the other the 1ntetv1ewee. They were asked to choose a toplc >

> ’ e - LS

about which the 1nterv1ewee felt confldent a d about whlch he G1d
u \ n ‘9aﬁ’—‘

& 1 . Ead n - B N

iy )

,. present reqsoned arguments to Suppert a p01nt of v1ew. They were not.“ » .

[} 3 . Lo ’; N - \.’_. .

-
b ) . 3 E T ~

allowéd to use nAtes fa& the spoken presentatlons, except for brlef o,
A E * e X - R N . . e e
notes of questlons &or the interviewer.lf‘» EE R -

o Four tea@s then went.through ‘the v1deotaped 1nterview situation
9 L u T - ' 2T T
<-unrehearscd Each .pair of sty ents was seaﬁed Btfore a low table i ¢

) facing the,video camera._ No, 1i ting other than the.regular“room = 9,

‘ R
lights was used. -

R

oL



L

B 4 -~ i

. partner and

1. e
v

N a3

o
R & ' 2\
o While these four teams were producing the oral Yiscussions,

" the remaining three teams were instructed to carry out - the. interview

o

in written form ‘with each student acting’ as both interviewer and

1nterviewee"%ﬁ h student wrote dovn -the .first question for his

R

.

they felt the topic had been exhausted..'“' ' )

e

topic asqin their spoken 1nterview.‘

Rt R

’produced ‘the vri tten 1nterv1ews were then v1deotaped presenting an’ .
oral ver51onmof the same tOplC. In this way an attempt was made to

reduce the p0351b111ty of systematic order gffects which might have

inﬁluenced the two types of language producéﬁ* : . J
s &

@

As a “résult of these procedures, seven SUbJCCtS acted as

1nterv1ewees in the oral discu551ons and fhe same seven performed the

- 30 4

,same‘roléfinvthe writ%%ﬁ”di%cussibns. Each of thesd;seven had

&3

\. .J STZ N .

therefore, produced a sample of his wribten,language and a sample of °

his spontaneous spoken language in 51tuat10ns that were comparable in

~all respects except the med1um~of production.\ The total texts of

. 4t

. W
3 RN : . : . e

these seven oral diScussions and the seven corresponding writtén s 7 T

<.
dlscu551ons Were the data for analv51s.' These texts -wWere: Branscribed

-

, . . C e . =
.for‘analysis exactly as spoken and writtenl~1

Analysisgof'the Speech andlwriting-Sample33:

N . ; ,. : . . B " . ‘ i
The purpose of this- ana1y31s was to descrlbe as’ precisely as’' . &

p0551ble some.’ of the relevant differences between the two language

- . N



\

- registers. ,In~many‘cases the language phenomena involved in this
analysis tequired detailed definitions. Full details of these
deflnitioﬁs and of the analysis procedures have been included in
Appendix A.h : ,’V‘j o ; 'i -

The analyses carried out in’this'pifbtfstudy were non_
st;tisticél in view of the small, nontepresentative_samp}e/énvolved.

The results of these analyses were reported in terms of frequencies

. and means and no generalizability was claimed.

"Length of Discussion Texﬂg
T .

ySeveral studies;lve found that the 1ength.of spoken texts is . .

greater than that of wrltten texts produced ‘tmder equivalent conditions

(Drlemann, 1962 Fralsse and Breyton 1959 ‘Horowitz and " Newman, 1964)

- _The_number of words in each text was counted after audlble
pauéee and ‘maze words had been marked and excluded. The mean numbers
of words in ‘the seven oral and seven written texts wé¥e ‘calculated.

o i . ‘o'
oL )

Extraneous Material or "Noise"

A-feature of spontaneoué,speeehgthat,is not normally present
in writing is the incidence of‘non—meaningful,fextraneous méterial
. . ~ o " . Al O T - - .
‘ L = . , . '
; that is ndt eséentiarato the Speakef&snintehded meaning Three t
; S Yo s : . : 55

¢ ~‘of such extraneous materlal were 1dent1f1ed audlble pauses, maZes,

[

w‘“;and "filler _words. R - o " f‘l ‘ o ‘

N X ‘«' e

. A . ' . : ' . .
An audible uase is an "em" or !'er" .sound that many people
P , _ o oeonnae - B ;

include in their spontaneousmsoeech. Mazes are those false starts,

~word tang.les, and adjece repetitions which are _freouentl-y present
in"spontaneous'speeeh; "Filler" words refer to a small class of Words

i

IR IR . - . .o
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;

-
“

and expre551ons that speakers often seem to use’ 1p much the same way :

. i . f-] . 7.
as they use audlble pauses, namely ‘to covET a 511ence while words. or

ideas are belng retrleved V"Well", "you know'", "1like" are examples
_.of” "filler words. T ’ , -
‘;The]lncidence of;these "noise" phenomena in the seven oral

discussion texts.was recorded.and frequencies and means were calculated.

e e Ul Y

\ T—Unit Analyses :'}v3j_'q~5;v | . - “

Whlle there are often obv1ous differences between the syntax

of spontaneous speech and formal wrltlng in the sense that a typescrlpt

A

of spoken 1anguage would rarely be mlstaken for a wrltten text this

.difference is difflcult'to measure quantitatively.

-

. . . . ’a 2 ; o
Some research has been carried out 1nt%lthe development of

o

-control over syntax u51ng as a unit of measurement‘the C—unlt or the.

.T—unlt (Loban, 1967; Hunt,. 1965; 0'Donnell et al., 1967) A T-unit is:

what Hunt'(l965)‘called aA mlnlmal termlnable unlt" T—unlts are the‘»
shortest grammatlcally allowable sentences into whlch [texts] cou&d

be segmented (Hunt 1965 P. 21) Each unit contains onlyvone main.

.

clause’ toget\Er with‘any subordinate clauses grammatically attached'to'

i e S S A
& . - . . o

The argument Q.r the T—unlt as a measure of syntactlc control
¥ests upon the assumptlon that -the use of subord;nate structures in
speech or mritlng:i?dicates greate; ¢ontr%1 over eipression’than the
use of coordinated main‘clauses; This greater use of suhordination is
reflected in?Iarger‘T—units:u'This unlt was used'to'see if lt wpuld )

reveal differences between the spoken and written discussion samples.’

§
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s . “
: .

(Detailedndefinitions and segmentation procedures are given in
v s . o Fa s . . ) *
e ) / '4.:‘.

Appendik,Af.

P A The mean length of T—units was calculated by diVlding the

v

+

total number of words in all seven spoken texts by the total number ’jv

& %
of oral T-units, and the total number of words in the. Written texts
s 7
by the total number of written T-units. 3 Qz;
. : B

]

Follow1ng the procedure of Hunt (1965), four categories of .

.T-unit length were established: shortheunlts of-less than nine

- . . . . < "
- words, medium-short T-units of nine to twenty words, medium-long

‘ﬁT—umits of twenty-one to thirty words, and long T-units of over thi,

. N ' . . N . - K
‘words. The distribution of these four types of T-units throughout;
i - _ ~
- the spoken and written texts was calculateds U
. ; s . . <

Llngulstlc Deviance ' a e e

The spoken and wrltten dlscu<sﬂon texts were analyzed in terms-

.-

of the acceptability of their component sentenCes.as'well.formed
o / - * - . ) r

Englishs ntences. o _
.. ) D s
Recent llngulstlc theory (Chomsky, 1957; 1965) has postulated

that language behaviour con51sts of two aspects.» competence, or the‘

. B - . 7 P
- - S \

| underlylng abstract llngulstlc ablllty possessed by all native speakers
Tn g

i G0 -

r
PR

interfering variables like memory and articulation. . _
. ' ' v " ‘ “". 4

Butters_(l967)‘argued that the dichotony between competence
and performance is an inadequate model of human language processing{ o
. ; > f o

Faced with natural discourse, the ability to interpret the utterances
o e o ﬂ - _ ]
of which it is composed depends upon more than the possession of an

"8
.
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abstract body of language rules onto which the utterances. can be

ﬂ. “u

mapped. The problem is that human beings are able to understand a

. . vwf;..
wide range of utterances that.deviate in one way or‘another-from

forms that can be accounted for by a competenge model of grammar.

Different kinds of ‘deviation are peculiar, to different language- -

-

,using situations, or registers. Butters argued.that it is uneco-

"nomical to assume that the human»organism internalizes a different.g3

¢ Ty

,set of grammatlcal rules to enable h1m to cope ‘with each unlque;

register he encounters. Instead he proposed a set of "exten31on
rules" by means of which the receiver of a 1anguage message could

relate a deviant utterance to a grammatical form in his;competence

: ) <
model (1967, p. 18). He wrote: '

. . . these rules allow the mapping of a glven core grammar
Anto, dlfferent but closely “related grammars of dlfferent
- reglsters'l .. (ps18)ys

Butters identified three types of deviance that such extension‘rules‘
-could be applled to: syntactic deu)ance, semantlc dev1ance, and

dev1ance in. performance, wh1ch he labelled operatlve dev1ance (p. 9.

-

The flrst syntactlc dev1ance, refers to those utterances
J A _ .

.

which are not well-formed grammatlcal sentences, sentences that would

.,
“ .

not be generated by a comﬁlete grammar of: the language. The second

"“semanticrdeviance, refers to utterances whose meaning. is odd because

. e
- R

;operative -

The Ehi£d¢

“
v .
’

ofdfhe use of anomalous or 1nappropr1ate words .

de iance, refers to utterances wh ch whlle syntact1calIy and semantically

acceptable, are excessively difflcult to 1nnerpret through length or

"grammatical complevity; That is they are dev1ant in the sense that

N

»théy.arc unusually long and complex not because of the inhcrent
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difficulty of the c&néepts involved.

These concepts were used in  the present study ‘to examine the

-

spoken and written samples. _Ah attempt was made to see if the two

types of language varied in terms of the types and degree of deviance k)
‘ \ ~ ‘
which each manifested. The problem was how could the texts be analyzed .

when there is no complete grammar of English available to use as a
yardstick to assess the deviance of sentences they contained?
"Linguists have frequentlv relied upon the intuitions of native

speakers of a lahguége as a means &f assessing the acceptability of

-

sentences (Butters, 1967, P. 30). This involves the rating of sé;%ences

as either grammatically acceptable or unacceptable by subjects whose

only qﬁalification is that,they-arevnative speakers of the languége.b

This technique wa; used as a means of gauging thé linguisti¢=

v h : .

deviance of thg“speech and writing s;mples. \ , |
Each ofﬁthe.sgven‘Sboken aiscﬁssions‘and eachaof‘the seven

& written dischssiéﬁsvwaé segmehted into its component sentences- after

- )

ﬁhe elimination of all extraneous material.kfin the-written versions

v

-.x" +the original writer's punctuation was used to identify ‘the sentence -
41 segments,. The spoken versions presented 'some problems since the
P : . L [ . ST oy .. o

) Yo . - R ) L Ty : :
sentence unit was not, always clearly indicated. . In casges like,this%§ .

, L , ~N 9
or was used to decgide where »

' A 0 T > ’ . . ] ) . . : .-.
' the arbitrary judgement of thé investigat

N

T éém{?nge boundaries occurred. Single word utterances like "Yes" and A/////
LS S '
o . W

T UENob. were Faunted as separate sentences, as were utterances that were
. PO . B2 A . i v ) . . .

VT,
A

@ o~

5

P

szyqtaéficalkfﬂigﬁOmplote if tﬁéy.occurre& in isolation as a response

y
-

to a question.*"The sentences from each text were numbered consecutively:
. T Y ’ N : ’ ‘ : . : N . -~
o

and typed up in list’ form-and duplicated. ‘The context for éach <
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i

‘sentence was thus preserved.

S

Nine judges then rated each-sentence from each of the fourteen

3

texts as acceptable or unacceptable in. the three dimensions, syntactic,

semantic or operative. .Each judge worked through one text at a time

'using a set of definitions and a specially prepared answer sheet. The

texts were distributed to t& Jjudges in a random ordet and they

»
- . Ree

o L e . .
performed the rdtings at different times over a period of several weeks.

+

The nine judges each had é'miéimum~of four years of university

e : . .
education,~and eight of them were doctoral students. All were native
speakers of English. i

Following the example'of/thfk (1968),‘ﬁhe jﬁggagwwere

- .

o

instructed to rate each sentence on the basis of a snap judgement for
each dimension. ' ~)

The number of unacceptable ratings each sentence received in .

.

each of the three dimensions was tabulated. These were:summarized

. . y

‘for each text in terms of the number of sentences that received no

) unacceptable ratings in a:particular dimensien,; the number that

~in this chapter.- ' ‘ C . : o

| ’ : . ’ A
received one such. rating, two, three and so on. The results of this

. ’

tabulation expressed as frequencies and proportions are‘givegrlater

~

!
‘Subjective AnalLéis, , F ST \

_ \
In many cases the content of a spoken discussion-and of its

s . . '

written equivalent were very similar. The questions were the same and

the answers qué?o closely equivalent. A subjective, non-qualitatise

‘

examinaticn was made of the way the expression and organization of



certain common points and arguments differed across the two- media.

Results &f the Analysis of the
-Speech and Writing Samples
. —

Length of Texts

1Y . ' .
The results of the word count for the two sets of text are

;-

shown in Table III-1.

TABLE ITI-1 TN

r ~

* MEAN NUMBERUOF“WORDS IN THE SPOKEN AND WRITTEN TEXTS

i PRral Samples”
L n=7 | | 711
- - Writtén_Samples
\> o ‘n=7 - | 400

’\ » 9 . | . . 3 . ) : 2

~
i

Table QII-l shows that the mean length of the oral téxts'was

1.78 times as long'as‘t at of the written texts. This result was.

“quite close to that reported by Driema..n (1962) who found that the

spoken languagé texts produced by higfadult~sub§ects was 1.88 times’

-

-as long as their written texts (p. 41). B

Thus;‘a(spoken discussion tended to produce more words 'than
{ts written equivalent. That is not to say that this 1s a difference
& , .

between speech and writing since no attempt wagjmade to control the
, ] ‘ be L *—\‘\‘ SR . // . . E .
number. of ideas produced in each gituation. The difference was not

~.
1

simply a matter of speech using more words: to ¢xXpress the same ideas

. » R - S » .
. . . N - . iy
than writing. It ceemed likely-that the greater volumd of spoken,
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4,
W

. -
language could be attributed both to a parsimony of written expression

and a greater flow of ideas in a speaking situation.

’

Extraneous Material or "Noise"

v

4 A strikir‘@.I difference between the spontaneous spoken digcussions

and the written discussions was the presence of extraneous, non-

. %
. meaningful material in the spoken texts.. The elimination. of this

material;‘made‘up,of audible'ﬁauaés, mazes, and "filler" words, did I

. . - LR . B } . b ) '
. not detract from the meaning of the text. Data relating to the °

se phenomena in the 3pokén samples are shown in Table

ter 'writing, 'the students were asked to proofread

ﬁdinguthgm in.” Presumably as a result of this

© TABLE ‘III-2
MEAN KUMBER OF OCCURRENCES OF "NOISE" PHENOMENA »+ = -
IN THE SEVEN ORAL DISCUSSION TEXTS

e

—— — - s |
) . 1 Mean npmber of occurrences
v . per text (n :ﬂg)
ho o ’ \\\\

Audible pauses il 23.3°
Mazes "~ . . 11.9 - N
Maze Words = - R . 21.3
"Filler" Words = S 15.7 St
'y ‘ /
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W3
ey

.;"*s In the seven spoken texts a total of 83 mazes were identified, .
5 ed

. .\-} : \v f
Jproduc1ng the mean. per text of ll 9 shown in Table III 2. These maze j

.3

-~

cpntained a, total of 149 words or initial parts of wprds. It was .

. -’ n - &
: noticeable that mazes were rarely of considerable length, seeming to

be caused less by the speaker becoming lost im his sentence .constructions
3 ¥ Ny “

than by false starts choice of an’, inapprop/;ate ‘word which was
\’J : '-B' "\ o

immediately corrected, and repetition of woids, perhaps as an a1€§_

R R . M
native to an audible pause. Twowdiscussions_adcounted for over half

of the mazes'and thé#maée“words indicating that'the(occurrehce of
mazes varied w1dely from 1ndividual to 1nd4v1dua

The proportion of maze words to total number of words in the

seveh oral ‘texts was 3.0 per cent,~considerably-less than ‘the 7.9 per

o . . — - v ‘
cent reported by Loban (1947) for a yroup of high ability grade twelve

students; This difference could be a% utable to the particular ‘

’ 3, .
reglster of language 1nvolved in this present study and ts the small

-

size .of the sample 1nvolved Also the fourteen students who formed
the sample in this study were selected becadse they were articulate;
' and infrequancy of maze words could be §~feature of articulate speech
/

T A 51milar variation was ev1dent in the o%currence of audible

pauses. At one extreme, one text contained fifty-three, while another

two texts recordedathirteen,each. . g -3 N

Closely assoc1ated with the phenomenon of audible _pauses is &

y)

>that of "filler" words and expressions such as 'you know " gpll "

"1ike," and "I mean." These were expre551ons that seemed to occur

; when the speaker was. searching for a word or a phrase. Their use
' : e
seemed to be somewhat 1diosyncrat1c in the form of an established oral.

o

. . . L - . . . . P .
o e 8 . N
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-

: e, . : L S
language habit. For example, in one text of 257 words the'expression
" » )

- "like" occurred as a filler seven ‘times in such contexts as;_ "That causes
. - . .

a transportatlon problem because like they have &b commute to the city

every day.' Another text of 729 worgs produced‘the flller expre531on,

"you know", nine times.- One example was;' . . . and then you know

Y

things w1ll develop from there.lx

”

Thus, audlble pauses, mazes and flller words were components of

the spokern dlscu551ons which had no equivalents in the written versions.

X .
- They did not seem to- convey 1nformat10n dlrectly relevant to the

" message 1ntended by the speakerﬁg They seemed to represent performance
defects of speaklng which presumably the llstener has to filter out in

order to leave: the 1ntended message clear. of un1ntent10nal n01se

© T-Unit Analyses = . | ; \fz,'

-

'The mean length of T-unlts The mean length of T—unlts in both

types of discussion was analyzed -and the results are shown in Table

II1-3.
TABLE 1T1-3 - i
‘"MEAN LENGTH OF T—UNITS IN THE ORAL“
AND WRITTEN. DISCUSSION TEXTS AR
! N Total ‘number Total number ‘: Meén number
of words of T—units {7 of words
‘ per T-unit
_ Oral texts S Xy & A 323 | 16.4
(n =7) L L Lo ' I
Written texts S . ‘ . ' {Q .
(n=7) . . 2800 1 197 _ . 15.2
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-

‘Table III-3 shows that the’.mean length of the/oral T-units was
slightly 1oqger than that of the written ones. This finding was

. } N " ‘ ) B )
different from the results of similar analyses obtained by Loban 367)

" and by O'Dennell, Griffin and Norris (1967).:’qu%ﬁvreported‘that in

the’ early grddq; children's oral T-units were on the aVerage lohgér

than their'written ones. This difference was'reverSed_in the caSe of

the high school students in'hisﬂsample whoseﬁwrit;en T-units were on

N

.the'averageEionger than their spoken ones. O'Donnell, Nogfis and
Griffin (1967) repb{ted that evel by grades five and seven the mean
o leﬁgthlof written T-units waa,longer.than that ofvogal units. ‘In both

cases these results -were interpreted as showing the development of .
e A , . ‘
. + . ’ . ..
greater ‘syntactic control over writing than over gpeech as children
_ ' _ : , AR

moved ‘through the gradeé. - | '

As in thelcase of the propdrtion of maze words this~discrepancy
witht the findings of earlier researéhumightvbe trapéabie to the

' restriéted\safure of the Phase One sample. Perhaps the fact that tﬁé
: ‘ ) , «

students were chosen on the basis of‘their articulateness biased the
sample in favour of spoken discussion, thus accounting for thellongers-

DR e

spoken‘T—ﬁnits.r Also the'particular_register of language invol#éd'ﬁaﬁf
ey R S :

——
- .

have contributed to the‘differenti£é501t;_

I

: ‘ . 4

.Iroportidn“of Tfuhits of differént length;. iable f%$—4 shows
the'results of an'anélysié{oﬁ‘the orai and writteﬁ discussioﬁ texts,
iﬁ;termg’of the diét?ibution of xyﬁesfof T4qnits.

.
~

*
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o ¢ e TABLE ITI-4
THE PERCENTAGE OF OCCURRENCE OF T-UNITS OF DIFFERENT
LENGTH IN THE ORAL AND WRITTEN TEXTS o ,
——‘ B -,_‘__,w_ | . . ;_ . . ‘\\.::&g,.a? .
- T—unit ',. "Oral texts (n = 7)' Writtcn texts (n.= 7) é '
length ‘ - ' ‘ .
in words " Number Percentage Number - Percentage
‘Short: 1-8 S99t N 3007, 52 26.4 . )
Medium , _' . .
short: ~ 9-20 149 46.1 110 '55.8
Medium \ | : L |
long: 21-30 .| 45 - 13.9 1. 26 - 13.2 ,
Long: over, 30| 30 9.3 9 4.6 )

’

P

Tablé 311—4lshoWs some small differences bétween-thejdis;ributiéns o

of the four‘types of T-ﬁhit. ‘The written texts contained a‘siightly

. K ;o . ) R ’ -
_smallg;‘proportion 6f\boéh short and long T—-units than’ the oral_oﬁes.
These differences, together with the larger proportion of medium short:

~units 'in the written texts, suggested that the students tended.to write
/y“ o . . ) : : ) . ’ C ’ o ;D" . . ’
‘I#units that displayed less Variety,in‘length than the ones they ‘spoke.:
' fThe writing'waﬁ more uniform in respect to T-unit length..’

. 7 . ,

Linguistic Deviance o ‘ !

i
[N

R e . R _ s
.Table ITII-5 shows the number and proportion of sentences from
. all seven oral and all seven written discussion texts which were rated >

as~UnacceptaEle by at‘least_oné of the nine judges. Each deviance

" dimension is shown séparatelygf L .
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TABLE 11I-5 | Lt
THE NUMBFR Ahb PROPORTION OF ORAL AND WRITTEN SENTENCES
RATED AS SYNTACTICALLY SEMANTICALLY OR OPERATIVELY
UNALCEPTABLE BY AT.LEAST ONE. JUDGE
Deviance . Oral Sentences | . Written ‘Sentences
Dimension ‘ ©oon =260 , o n = 173
.TotaL ‘ . Percentage ‘| - Total, "Percentage
. Sentences Sentences ‘
Syntactic | 158 .| - 60 | . 74 w3
Semantic - | 8 | - 34 41 . 24
- Operative | 98 b« 38 45 ' 25

¥ )
L

Table I1I-5 shows that a large percentage of sentences in each

' medlum failed to escape an unfavourable ratrng by at least one Judge

4

However, the dev1ancegof some of the sentences whish had beenvrated_as
unacceptableby-oﬁlfoaeoghdge was noe readily apparent, saggesting‘
that the_intuitf%ﬁ‘of an indiviaual natire speaker was net neceséarily
- a reliablegmeashre of deviance.erorierample the folieeing eentences'
weréfrared as s&neactically uhacceptaBleOb; oniyvohe'judge out of the
’nine: | | | |

»

: ;,' Secondly I feel that there are toobmany legal drugs on the
| market already. - | o

‘.2, I think extra—curricalarvactiﬁiries:are beneficialvtoveach
,student gut jusr up to.a certain ﬁoint.

v3.-"Ah§ I thlnk that eventually this will be the Canadian

identity, a biculturallstlc 1dentity, which, if you thlnk
' about it, actuig;zthas a great potent1al ’ ’ -
Table III—S»represents" is probably an excessively rigorous

|
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"analysis of the deviance of the two sets of sentences.

81 -

Table 111~ 6

presents the results of a 51milar analysis with those sentences rated

~as unacceptable by a majority of the Judges——at least five out of the

nine-—shown as totals and proportlons

o~

TABLE ITI-6

THE NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF SENTENCES IN BOTH SETS OF
TEXTS WHICH A MAJORITY OF JUDGES -RATED AS UNACCEPTABLE
. IN ONE OF THE CATEGORIES OF DEVIANCE |

-Deviance Oral Sentences Written Sentences
~  Category (n = 260) (n = 173)
. #*Total Proportion ‘Total‘ Pronortion
‘Syntaetic 29 11.2 9 5.2
Semantic = | ~ 8. 31 S0 T 000 )
_ eperative 22 8.5 5" 2.9
Tab:’

I1I~-6 shows that in all three dimensions a larger number and

proportion-of oral sentences were Judged to be unacceptable by a

majority of the Judglng panel

sentences whlch at least flve judges rate

Syntactlcally Unacceptable

05

04

b = arente:

‘1.

N

-

" The follow1ng are examples of

2

38 tnacceptable.

What -about students who - get suddenly deeply 1nvolved in

' something, be it a club or a. sport, and flnd that because of

N

~.thedir involvement their averages beginnlng to drop, their

vgrades,are going down?

'(7‘judges)

For example a fringe player in the NHL comes over to the WHA

team sueh'as Edmonton and 'your Edmonton finds that they

¢annot af ford and ‘they fold.

(6 judges)



"‘%

good players to show the actual game, well not the game but

?z
L <'»~<
£ opyie
54

~“the calibre of the game 1tself . (6 Judgesyg%\

2 -

+

2

initely unique Canadian aspects wh§ch ‘point towards a: ‘H. oy

définite unique Canadian identity. 'g _ ) (5 Judges)

3 “

06 But}the peivtions and such there s so many of them being sent I .
,\ ;‘, : ’ . ;‘i ‘
tdbgovexpment fo1c1als that I :hink they'me 1031ng their = - @?/ 1
L : =

\effect but they re good to do, something you can do.

ol

(8 judges) T ¢ o

1 g%?suapri51ng from this analy81s was that such a large proportion e
"'.wf . .

'y ‘1 T LN
pfﬂbbé writtenwsentences should be rated as unacceptable, even by a_ .
: Ao . N e
- majority of'the judges. 'It was expected that“selected grade_eleven o

students.woula haue~prodﬁged\yriting that was‘relatively free of thesed
kinds of shortcomings.<§However,\it should be’ remembered that these

were selected on thz)ba31§hof their articulateness, not their writing . -
ability. Had these studedis been seJected because of the quality of -

N

PR

‘th%ir,written expression the results could probably have Cast,the -

written sentences in.a more favourable light.

However, ‘the results of this analysis of the'linguistic.

‘deviance demonstrated by the two sets of sentences show that a greater



percentage of the orally produced sentenceés were rated as unacceptabl

_by the nine judges than written sentences. This was true of all three

types ofﬂdeviance as indicated by‘the unacceptable ratings made by'the
) . J ‘;'. ':" ’ a ’
judges. With deviance defined in this way, the oral texts could be.

said to have had a larger deviance component than the written texts.

Subjective Analysis } ' . :
A L Although the written discussions and the spoken discussions

S :
fitook place w1thout close reference ‘to each other, the part1c1pants
hﬁr?%ylng on memory, there were questions and answ~rs which were closely
Fequivalent between some written discu831ons and thelr corresponding

»-ﬂ Oral one. In cases 11ke this a subjective examination was made of the
N . )

o ways in which the expression of similar ideas and arguments differed

“

across the two media.

‘ From this examination it seemed possible to extract certain

P
L tentative generalizations ‘about the nature of written and- spoken
- express1on of similar 1deas
First, writingﬁoftenvseemed to possess a greater precision of

expression than speech. This was shown by the following extracts from

thefspoken and written answers of one of the subjects discussingfthe

differencesvbetween the effects of’alcohol and marijuana:

Pye

ORAL ' .+ - WRITTEN N

~ ‘ , "
.I think we have to go to o I feel these types of &
clinical testing and this . statements must only be
sort of thingvby.noted ¢ made hy\clinical testers
‘scientists and people who - - who are qualified and -
.know what they're doing to approach the subject in a

o obtain results like that. scientific manner.

(30'words). _ . : - (24 words)

5

o
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As well as being mOﬁipconcise,‘the written sentence is characterized

by an exactness of expression which the oral sentence  lacks.

v
-

The

latter employs phtases like,/"I.think we have to go to," "and this

_ysort of thlng,' and "who know what they're doing."

to be more colioqu1al and pex haps dependent more upon the context. of

‘the subgect of discussion fcr exact interpretatlon

.

a\pre351on, on the other hand

precise.

is much more self-contained,

‘The written

f‘i

This same dlfference in precision is shown by two other

examples. These equivai/ﬁt extractS“were taken from a discussion

about the World Hockey Assoc1at10n at the p01nt where the speaker (a

girl) was dlscus31ng the disadvantages of the new 1eague

o~ " ORAL.

The‘maln one [disadvantage]

is the lack of hockey players
and executives like.good one
‘The

calibre hockey players
NHL has had enough trouble
" itself trying to stock its
expansion teams, particu-
larly ones like L. A. and -

California with good players,

ones that can meet up with
such teams as Boston and
Montreal and New York.

See cos the ones that are
good right now, I meaggthe
NHL, unless they're ag%
lure them away,
to have quite.a bit of
\‘dlfficulty. :

1

in th% provision of structural markers,(Becker_l965, 1966).

B . [

-—

And
I feel that the WHA is going
- to have even more difficulty.

e to
they're going.

WRITTEN

- The main one,is lack of good

players and executives for-
the teams. The NHL itself
has had trouble getting
players to get the teams
such as Los Angeles and

California up to the par of

such established. teams as
Boston and Toronto. There-
fore I feel the WHA will >
also have Ytrouble findlng
high-calibre players to
stock their teams. Also
there is much comment on the
fact that there is a dack of
good- hockey ex‘cutives-—-
coaches, managers, etc. . Many
of the ones that are’good are

<«

.already employed by the NHL.

herefore where will the WHA

" be able to obtain good

executives unless they can
lure them away-from the NﬂL?

A second difference between the two types of discussion, was

o

These

84

These phrases'seem

i

closed.and R

<8
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refer to -the signals whichla-writer 3r speaker can use to indicate the

~

progress or structure ofbhis_discourse. WOrds and expressions like
"first of all," "secondl&," "finally," and’"in conclusion," are like

S

fnposts'to,the reader or listener‘helping him to see the Shape oflthe

3

’iagIn argumentative discourse these would seemvto be widelyfused

Both the spoken and the written texts contained these markers,
but in the. case of the spoken they weré often less systematic apg-

cbmplete The speaker would frequently begin an’answer to a ques ion
and include a word or expression which suggested that a series of
pointS‘or argumehts.would_follow. Then after the first point was
presented and elahorated,'the'eeries was not continued. 'Forgekample,
" the girlldiseussing the WHA began‘an orallgnswer.withﬁ

There-are several reasons why l'm'against~the W.H.A. First

of all. e .
She thenbgawe one reason and,terminated:the'anewer. ‘Her written
answer,von”the othen hand began with: e

/\

Personally I am against many of the aspects of the W.H. A
: First. e . .

It.contiwé%d after'this point-was’exhausted with:

5

Another reason I am against '~ W.H.A._. ..
and it concluded with a summary sentence that began: -

'These ahd'other reasons'are.
'\;It seemed as though in the- writing that ‘once the author had- committed

herself to a system of structural markers it was more likely to be’
‘

followed through to its predictable conclu51on 1In ‘the spokenlsamples,

on the other hand, it was ‘more likely to be abandoped incomplete, thus

AN
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*perhaps acting less as an aid to the listener than as a d tradtion 1n

&~ -~
the sense that ant1c1pat10ns were aroused which were not subsiggently

. %1
satisfied. , : : o ' ' e e e

\

-
~

Implications of the Results of the Analysis of the
Speech and Writing Samples for  the Processing
of Spontaneous Speech and Formal Weiting

The analysis of the sev%n spokén discussions’ and the deven

written discussions revealed differences between the}éwo forms of
T .

,1anguage productlon whlch relate to the questlon of differences between'

s
e v

listening and reading processes.

First there is a Substantial "noise" comﬁdhent in spontaneous

speech in the form of audlble pauses,,mazes and’ flller words whxch is

3

entirely absent from writing. One can speculate on the way this

- . ’ LI
.phenomenon might influence comprehension inylistening. It may be /
- argued, as Butters (1967) did that this(performance defeet imposes an
. » !
2 ¢

addltlonal task upon the llstener, that of - flltering out the extraneousd

material. leen the fact that a person's 1anguage env1ronment proba 1y

Y

consists of a 1arge prmportionfof'Spontaneous speech ‘input, especiall

in infancy, the development'of such a filter devi seems an entirely .
- ; . » o ) _ . : ~ )

reasonable postulate. ‘Perhaps the effect of .this extraneous linguistic
material is a matter of .degree. Up to a certain point its presence 1s

perhaps unobtrusive and it may even aid‘the listener by slowing down -
e o

the‘flow of meaningful 1nformat10n. However heyond that point;-the

s K

%%géﬁce of a great many audible pauses, considerable jmaze material and
S BRRST

i 3§§ﬁuent filler words may - dlstract and even irritate the 1istener to.
R g/ v .
the extent that proces31ng is shalply reduced. : It also probably -

?.ﬂ,

s
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interacts thh other factors such as motivation aﬁihinterest

The  T=unit analYSis ‘revealed only'small differences betWeen<

the two samplcs.' %ral T-units were s}ightly 1onger on the average and 4
D
they displt,cd more Valldblllty Such~small differences yould ot
_/ ’ \cll‘ -

seem to -have very critical implications for processing in, each medipm
It may be that the longer,jmore variable T-units of speech do include
~ .

a larger proportion of complex.and difficult ones which impose an L. ;M'

interprétation_difficulty upon the listener.v However, such a con-
wclusion is very speculative.

bPerhaps the most significant finding was'therfact:that the: - E
spoken_samples contained higher proportions of sentences that werea

‘judged to be syntactically, semantically and operatively deviant. The

interpretation of deviant sentences must be a dlfferent task than the

interpretation of sentences that conform to the rules'of grammar and .

usage which constitute a particular language. It would seem that'such

'sentences would be less prédictable.’

, It was argued in Chapter II that listening and reading are -
procéSSes that are dependent upon the principles of cue selection and..

. message reconstructioniising information other'than that Jn the - fh’ »
'acoustic or graphic‘displayw An dimportant sourte of, othér 1nformation
® o
was’ said to’ be the receiver's knowledge of language, 1nclpd1ng know—.
/ s,
1edge of syntax-and semantics. It would. seem that a deylant sentence

¢

by definition”could be less predictable than a well—formed one in the., -

sense %hat it departs from established usage and language rules. It

'wis shown[in studies by the PIOJect Literary Group (Wanat 1971, P l?6)

R .
thag 1inguistic structures that were less predictable were sampled‘more

a



e
densely for cues "and took longer to process. If this were also true

K

, 'of deviant spoken sentences, ‘the processing of ~such speech could ¥é:

AY

expected to be slower with,more cues having to be sampled froh the
1 3 ) . " o . T ) ) A} . X
text. : . R . Eoao Ce .

. v T o ]
Arother effect of ‘deviant sentences*gould be-that their

3

meaning'is less clea;,:precise,uend certain., A listener was said to -
reconstruct'messages b; lhe'bésis-of nypotheses abouf &heir‘structute
and meaning . Tﬁis process operateskunde; the Loﬁstraints of preced1n§

and succeeding processin%;and sampling An hypothesisuic strongly
influenced by prev1ons context and its efnfirmation depends upon '

following sampling being consistent with’ antic1pations.  of,

The ru

well—formed sentences form a tlght system of“constraints mhlch 51gna1

3 \ : W‘”
-an incon51stent hypothe51s and require 1ts being changed to an accepts
i &

51e>élternat1ve. IT tﬁese constraintsfsre locséned;“fOrtexamplé, by~

. P . ) . ) ' ) . N . 3 i ,'
the intru51on of -deviant structures, incorrect hypotheses might not be

'so easily detected. .- In other words, the listener to. spontaneous speec

<«

might be ‘allowed greater'latitude of interpretstion.through the -

:1oosening of the.linguistic constraints which partly control it.
When operatively'deviant-sentenees are encountered in speech’
’ o .. o I G o .

‘they mA} impose a heavy'burden upon the .processing system. ‘A reader

t

encountering such a sentence might reread it; however, a listener has

‘no such recourse unless he can ask for clarification. : He must Aet it
. e ° (. . - R . ° 9 . -
. ) ) i . 4 : RNTI .
pass without full interpretation or impose an interpretatjon upon it
. . " N . .

which may or may not be correct. ‘ - : Cog

If the tentative corclusions from the findings of” the analysis

of the differences between spontaneous spoken 1aqguage and written .
: ; - L
° . . N . <. '. . . . * .
o S -

<
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%anguage could be condensed into a“single predictive statement about
: . N | & : - c

the nature of. the two types of'processing, it might be that processing

of, spontaneous speech probably demands a certain arbitrariness of

. to communicate with a precision and definiteneSslthat spontaneous

interpretatiOn. The lingu1st1c and rhetorical restralnts ‘upon written

‘ language ‘are more apparent and 1nv101able, enabling written language

:
'

speech-lacks. In informationvtheory’terms, writing serves to reduce

E . . . N

- uncertainty more than‘spontaneous_speech.A In orderto achieve an

¥ \

interpretation the,listener must impose a meaning reconstruction'upon

the material s1nce\1t lacks: prec1s1on. If processing is‘an“interaction

between ex1st1ng cognitive structure and new mater1a1 the influencefbf
. . '\.

_cognitive structure might be relatively greater in the ‘case ‘of N

G

-x.\ - i

1istening. The listener may be permltted to hear what he thinks he~

hears or what he wants to hear. The meaning for the 1istener, there-

fore, might be moreldxmyncratic, more variable around any consensus

~

'point than it is for'the reader. The reader must accommodate more to

. the meaning of the material; while.the ‘listener, because of the greater

ambiguity of the spoken material is permitted more latitude in the

a831milation of the new meanlngs to his ex1st1ng cognitive structure.

—~

~ -
(/.

Such an'interpretation is-speculative and haS'proceeded far

. a s

beyond ‘the data from ‘the major’ pilot study. Houever,-it is speculation

> . .
that arose from certain observations about “he d-Zferen es between-

Q

spontaneous speech and formal writing. It can also be,related‘to the..

theoretical framework which was discussed in ChapterﬂII

A Y



. B 'Summary

.

N . o,
) S,
|

. The study started out with a very general question about the
Y

vdifferences between two types of language processing Some refinement
was achieved byxthe adoption_of a theoretical perspective. Further

specif1c1ty was possible as the result of the comparison between

spontaneous speech and formal writing as 1nputs into the processes of
\

listening and readlng. gThe question could not be rephrased to ask:

Considering reading as a process involving cue selection
. N L

and message reconstruction, doesJit differ from listening

to spontaneousvspeech in that itldemands a greater .
preCision and exactnesslogfreconstruction? } - : /y
The‘major purpose of the study, however, was to attempt to answer this
unestion»hy means of the analysis of data obtained from a'written
recall task and the buildlng of a logical argument to account for any

»dlfferences ‘revealed. Chapter v presents the de31gn for the prov1sion

and analysis of these data.



CHAPTER IV
'THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Introduction ‘ 

Having compared spontaneous spoken language and formal’
written language as the two inputs?into‘the‘prqcesses of listéning

and reading in the major pilbt‘éfudy,‘the~main:purpqse of the study

o

~was to addréss the question of differences between reading and

‘listening as language processiléjactivities.: The research design.
created to‘provide an.answer to this question is the_subjecp matter
of ‘this chapter. Included will be a detailed account of the decisions .

which were taken to select and define precisely the regﬁsters”of
language which were to be included in; the comparison. This will be

~

fdllowed by a description of- the population and gxperimental samples,
of éhree_ﬁihor,pilqt_studies related to tﬁe Qse'of ﬁﬁé_writteﬁkrecall'
téSk, and,of-Fhe'colleétion'of the written récallvdata. .fhe:aﬁalysiSj
;of these data will béldiscﬁsseA'together withia description of the

statistical procedures which were used to test them.

'
. ~
-

' The Choice of Language Regiétérs
.. Catford (1965) wrote that "the concept of a whole language

is so vast ‘and heterogeneous that it is not operaticnally “useful
. | - » .

. for many lingﬁistic purposes, descriptive, comparative and

"

pedagogical (in Gregory,'l967,‘p. 177)." Since language'is produced
91
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.vand have urged that reading not be conSidered as one skill appllcable

92 .
under a multitude of circumstances by different people ‘for a wide
variety of purposes, it ‘was essential to define the particular

registers of language which were being compared in thlS study F . ar

dimensions of language variation were used to achieve this .definition:

moge of discourse recording medium, source of oral language and

user—medium relationship. Some of the choiges that were made within
these dimensions were based on subjective judgement; others were the

result of attempts to produce and Prepare actual materials.

Mode of Distourse

v

Discourse has traditlonally been separated into four modes:

|
exposition, argument, n arration and description (Daniel 1967).,
' b
Beardsley (1966) offered an alternztive classification. He kY

distinguished assertive discourse which is made up of propositional

statements that are either true or false from non-assertive discourse.
Assertlve discourse was then broken down . 1nto argument con31st1ng
predominantly of statements which are reasons for other statements

and exposition. Description and narration were céfss1fiéﬁ as types

‘of - exposition. In actual practice 1t is rare that a pure mode of

discourse will occur, usually a text: w1ll contain several kinds =

together. In this case, for a text to be 1abelled aéaa particular

‘mode such as - argument the type of discourse that predominates deter—

mines the category &
¥

Authorities in the field of reading have long been aware

of ‘the different reading demands of the various subJect disc1plines

/T ’
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to all areas, -but as a composite of many skills, acknowledging the
- content-cognitive demanJS»of the different subject‘areas. In the

same way it seems reasonable to suppose that the reading of an

-

‘argumentativé passage requires different strategies than the reading
of a deScriptive, narr?tive,'or'e#pésitpry passage, irrespective of
éubjeét area., For these réasonq it‘waé corsiderec impor;ant‘that
thé speech and writing’inyolvéd in this study should be confined
tgﬁg:e mod. of discourse.} . |

L N

The mode chosen was argument. This mode is .perhaps the

' ‘most clear-cuty and consequently a pattern of argument could be - -

reduplieated in the alternate version, either orai or written,

\

helping to ach%eve equivalence of content acress versions of

* . . A '

stimulus materials.

Recording Medium for the Oral Versions
There are two usual means of recofding spoken language,

sound tapevrecdrdingfand videotapé recording. Videotapé recording

P N ~

‘was. chosen in order to preserve the visual channel. The presence

Iy

of non-verbal elements of a communication in wNjch the speaker is

visible to the listenef‘isldﬁg of‘the'imboftant ‘iffereﬁcespbetween

)
\

the twe types of communicd&}od situation being *gpmpared in this
. B 7 . . .
-study. The spontaneous oral discussions were récorded on videotape,

and the stimulus materials were presented by means of videotape

e

playback equipment.

Source of the Oral Versions

A third dimension of difference in language production is
. - o
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.the person who speaks or writes. ObViously children's speechvdiffers
from that of adults, and it seems reasonable td"suppdse that adults
who are practised speakers, such as radio and television announcers,
produce spoken language that is more fluent and polisheéd than people

who do not have the same training and experience.

- Very early inuthe planning of the,study,'the use of pro-

-

fe331onally produced mater1al from extant telev151on programs was

" considered. However, the choice of suitable materlals in the’
atgument mode was very limited,_'In the first place itvis considerédd
poor use of the medium to have a static cameta focused on a speaker,
or on several.participants/in a discussion. Since it was'planned’
to produce a wtitten version of each oral text-used,‘any information

_other than that conveyed by speecthOuld be very difficult to‘include..

- - ¢

-in the written versions. Hence some otherwise suitable television v
materlal was disquallfieq from p0831ble use by the 1nclu31on of

. addltlonal visual 1nformat10n to supplement the’ spoken content.

Secondly it is-pften unclear what kind of preparation and rehearsal
has gone into;a finishe telEvision{productidn, and,itheretore,
how\spontanecus the language is. - Flnally, if mater1a1 from a
gegular television-ptc ram were used, there would always be the rlsk
thatAscme of the subj cts'ln the study might have seen the program,

» : , .

'thuS‘contaminating the data. For these reasons - the use of pro-

oo e :
fessionally produced material was rejedted.

R The altetn tive to usihg extant materials_was to produce

them spec1fically for the purposes of the study 'It’had been,
\\

decided that’ the experlmental samples would consist of grade eleven

- - . 8
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students. Since peer group speech could be assumed to constitute a
significant proportion of the language environment of any student

group, the.speech of other grade eleven students was an appropfiate

. E A ) ) Q ’ .
target of comparative study. Consequently grade eleven students were
chosen as the source of:the oral materials. To ensure good quality

speech and'argd%ent;‘oéiy students identified aé articulate were-
.eﬁployésjin thié prodﬂétiqm. Thus, this dimension of the dgfinition
of the oral 1anguag¢ involvéd iJ tbe study 'was achieved by the use of
.articulagé grade eleven students as the source of the spoken language

register. . ‘ . - e

, ) BN

User—-Medium Relationship R {

This terﬁ was used by Gregory (1967) to describe the&cétééory
_of variétion which results from the choice which a language user has
of different forms of léﬁgdage expression. Figure IV-1, adapted f;qm

PR

Grégory (1967, p. 189), shows these choices.

Spéakiﬁg‘ ‘ Writing

| 1 ' I
spoq&pneopsly " non-spontaneously script. oural silent
T H 1 : ' -reading ~reading.
dialoguingw;ﬂmonologuing text ~  tekt
SN - .
o ‘ S e
.conversing d13qJSSing _ reciting oral =
' ' S ' ‘reading \
‘. Fig. IV—1,4Varietiés of forms of 1anguagé”expression’g < s

(Adapted from Gregory, 1967, p. 189). : Con .
Figufe IV-1 shows that if a person wished to preéeht an

' argument, he would have the choiée of either speech or wriﬁing.

Within speech he would have the choice of-speaking sﬁontanedusly

or non-spontaneously, and, if he chose the former, he would be faced
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“ . . \

. ’ ' ' Y
with the alti?native forms of conversation, discussion, or monologue.
If he chose a non-spontaneous form of speech, he would use cither
: 5 :

~ . —

recitation or a written text mhich he would readialoud. Writing,
on the other hand, would offer‘three alternative forms: a script
(to‘be spoken.as-if-not’Written); a text to be reéd aloud, and a
text-to be'reéd‘silently | dach different alternetive would‘ if
_properly deployed produce a different’ type of language .

Since the: purpose of this study wds to carry out a comparison
between the proce531ng of- spontaneous ‘oral language and formal .
written language, a choice of one spoken form and one wrltten form

g&d to be made. The purpose of the study dlctated the choice of

the ' wrltten to be read. 511ently" alternatlve as the written form

since silent reading was one target of study. There were three
forms of spontaneous speech‘to choose from. All'three, conversetion,
discussion,‘and monologue' nould‘seem to represent freduently_ |
.occurring types in the Ianguage env1ronment of - adolescents, and
‘would, therefore be legitlmate registers to«examine. Conversation
was excluded because it would have beenidifficultvto prepare a‘formel
written version. that,gfs equivalent in content to. the-spoken original..
The choice between monologue and discu351on was made follow1ng a.
pilot,std%é'in which monologues were videotaped. l&ul
mThree students, identified hy-one of their téachers as
verbal and articulate, were'invited‘to participate‘in‘a video-
-taping‘session:hﬁéech‘studentvuas‘asked'to preSent.aitive—minute
.argument on a topic of his own choice. With minimum preparation,.

B B i - . .
several 'such monologues were recorded. However, it seemed that,
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dn spite of:the{sbeaking ability of the étudents, the results were

, _
rather flat and not very compelling. It seemed’as though more
vivaéity’and poise were needed to doﬁinate'the televisibn screéﬁ.
Mondlogue was, therefore, considefed to bé unsuitable when tbe source

of the oral materials was to be grade eleven students. The remaining

alternative was discussion and this was the one chosen as the format

2

for the oral lénguag?/{hat was the other tafgét\of the st;dy

' 5?“8’ ﬁhe Séokgn regis#er of ianguagclgnvolved coulgsﬁ?ﬁ
’defined;és argument in the -form of épontaneou% dia1'discuésioﬁ
prdduced by articulate"érade eleven é;udents %nd pécofded on

videqtape. The written register imvolved in the cbmparison was
N . ¢ P "
' |
, :

formal writing produced by the investigator using the same topic: and

i . Ly ' SRR : o ;. o
information as the oral versions. i . R q@E?,
!

The Population

The aim of the étudy'was to compare #istening and reading
.In their relatively mature forms rather than 'in the early stages of

their‘deVelbpment. Grade twelve students might have represented
the best sdufée‘of.subjectS'in this respect,fbﬁt the final year
i A o _

qf high scﬁool involves a.hégvier ldad of éx?minafions and other
pressures.‘ In view of this, it was dééidéd:fhat it. was more
.précticabié'tovuée“a‘graAg’éleven population.

The saﬁple population Qas.dfawn frbm,three urban.high

schools made available by the Edmonfqn'Catholic.Schodl’BoafdQ In
each school the Head of the EnglishiDépartment selected three
.English 20 classes to participate ih the study and ‘it was from these

- N
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grade eleven classes, nine in all, thap/ihe experimental samples were

draWn. Table IV-1 suhmarizes the releVant informaqggn\about the three

participating schools. B : L 'jgk

Table. IV-1

CharacterlstfcsFof:the~ThreevParticipating Schools

‘School Total enrolment Total.English ‘Demographic ,'
. : March,\l972 20 students - area served
A ‘ 1500 / ' . 391 " Lower and Lower

Middle class

B ' © 2100 | 147 _"' o Inner City

c 900 | 201 | Middle Class

Engllsh 20 is an 1ntegrated Language and Literature course

for grade eleven students. It is not a compulsory course and#is
W

: 4
7

open to. both Matriculatlon and Dlploma students. Matrrculab&on
&

refers to the program taken by students who plan to go on. %o

v R e RN

e . : B

univer51ty, while the Diploma program is de51gned for stﬂﬂents Who

will not be contlnuing their formal educatlon beyond g%gh school

~

Apart from- Vocatlonal students who would not take : ”llsh 20 the

populatlon represented the full .range of a 1%g¢y% EESent in the
[2 g )

~ ¢ &,
A3
‘ Matriculatlon and Dlploma programs of the thrgjﬁxJ gools. . :
‘ School B followed a two-semester year,: ‘e first semester
) "endlng on January ‘31. Thus for that school the number of stndents

enrolled in English 20 shown in Table IV—l 147, was the flguq@ for

the second semester durlng whlch the data collection took place 2
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I3
In the other two‘schools, English 20 was a full—year course and thé‘
figures shown represent the enrolmgnt in that ¢oﬁrse as of Septembér,
1971. |

In each.SCHool there was a number Qf bi]'ngualvstudents
whose native,langgage was not English. It was felt thét the presence
of‘thesé students, whose command of English:variéd, might have exgrted |
some ‘unknown infiuénceAupoﬁ.fhe results‘of a coﬁparative study of
listening:add reading; In the course of data collection theée_

2

. students'were identified and,excluded from the final-experijégtal‘
t_samples.‘ The method of identification was to ask the s&ude

nts in
(%) N

each class to answer three-qﬁestions related to their language,
backgrounds. These questions were: o v ‘ .

1. In whiCh_country were you born?

A

2. What do you consider to be:your native 1énguage?
- 3. In which language would'fémily, supper timé convérsations
normally bé®conducted? - - . .

Any. student whose answer to Question One was a non-English-speaking
iy U _ . ; ‘

country or whose answer to either of the other two questions was a
language other than English was excluded from the experimental

samples. -

N

The Administration of .Standardized Tests of |
Reading and Listening Ability

)

” The identification and grouping of the expétimental samples
in this phase'déﬁéﬁded upon' scores from a standardized reading test
and a standaraizadesistenihg test. Prior ﬁo.tﬁeﬁexecution of the -

l
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v
\

‘recall task, two tests were administered to each of the nine grade

J

eleven classes involved. ‘The test selected were the Cooperative Test
. . t X 2 ) -

of Reading}Comprehension, Form 2B, and the Sequential Tests éﬁ

~ ’ . &

Educational Progress Listenlgngest Form 2A.

“The Cooperative Test of Readigg>Comprehen51on consists of a
T .

X

word'hnowlédgehand a comprehension subtest, The material in the
comprehension subtest covers a wide range of written material,
including‘factual; anecdotal, and humorous selections. Similarlyw
a wide range of literal;and inge . etive comprehension“skills is
* measured by the " multlple ch01ce questions..AThesscores from’the
two sixty 1tem subtests were combined to give a total reading raw:
k\ score which was used as. the measure of reading comprehen51on abllgty.
. In the area of 1istening measurement there are only two

standardized tests of verbal listening ability available, the .. .

Brown—Carlsen Llsteni_EETest and the STEP Listenlnngest The first

of these measures & variety of different facets of listening abillty
including, for example,-auditory memory for digits.} Onlyvone of the’
five subtests measures the ability to comprehend lecture—type material.
This test was not really suitable for the purposes of this study,;

." where the empha31s was solely upon ‘the proce551ng of verbal’ material.

" The STEP Listenlnngest which takes ninety minutes to

\

administer has two equivalent parts. Each contains short selections
: of varied prose and verse material These selections are read aloud
< by the examiner and each\selection lS followed by a set of multiple‘
f hoice questions also reéd aloud The student selects the

appropriate response to each question from a list of distractors
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- which he reads while the examiner reads them aloud. The questions Q/
- - {
require recall of details and main ideas and the making of inferences

about the content and structure of the'Selectibns. S¢nce all the

sele 'tions wete written material that was read aloud, the registers N
, ‘ 4 S .
of language involyed in this test were not -the same as that which was

) W

the target of study, spontaneous'Spoken language.
This test was administered at one éittiﬁg to the .classes in

’ ) ) \ X .,'
- Schoel A and C with a break between the two parts. In .School B the

e

administration of each part took'ﬁlace on two separate days within

the same week. The subject’sbtotal raw score was  used’ as the measure

of 1istening.ability.

The Experimental Samples . ) A

! . Ve / - ; ) . .

.The design of;Phage.qu éélled/foraforty-eiéht éubjects froﬁ
'each Schoollto be di?ided int§>two grouﬁs, one grbup being exposéa to -
a wriégen vérsiﬁn ofvéhé stimﬁius:paésagéband~fhe o?her to‘;he
correéponding oral ;ersion;' | h .

| .’Ihdse students who were native speakers of English were
ranked dn the basié of their standardized réa&ihg test écofes and

, R f : .
- again on the basis of the standardized }istening test scores.

" Each ranked list was tth divided into approximately equal»thirds..

: For éggh'school this produced three reading  levels: high, middle ‘
AR ?’;,Q,J . . . . . .

:gﬁdﬁibw;'gnd khreellisteﬁiné 1evels:ﬁ high; middle and iqw. Thus,
;aéh s§uagnE in the sémplexbelonggd to twp le;els, a reading4level
;;a a iisfepihé‘levél.' .\
The next Step Qas ﬁo.assign.thé.éﬁbjects to éither é l;s;ening‘
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i N .

- Nl

i i . - . ; )
. ‘ .

A .
.treatmenthgroup’ér e‘rendingvtreatment group. The aim oilthis
grouping nrocedurefwas to produce two grou ﬁstratified according f;
to readirg and listening leuels. Ideally tg: same twenty-four |
subjects in each treatment groun would bencross;classifighle.to .
produce eight per cell for‘both'reading and listening levels.d
The group of twenty four would contain eight of. each readlng level
es well as. eight of each listening level, even though for -example,

»

the eight High Readers would not have to be.the same subjects as
(

the eight High Listeners._ .-
.To achieve this grouping, each student from one school':ﬁ'
5 : ' 2 . . e :
&.i‘dentified as a High Reader was randomly assigned to one of the -

>

" two treatment groups. Then those identified as Midle Readers

were Similarly assigned to the same groups,,foll wed by the Low
Readers} In this way two groups were formed which were. tretified
.into three reading levels. Since the.same subjects had also been
-assigned to listenlng levels, rhe two groups were stratlfied
accordlng to three levels of listening abillty too, From these'
‘groups, subJects were. randomly selected to produce the final
treatment groups.. Upon completion of the Jrltten recall tnsk
randomfselectidn_was msde from the available‘reading group texts
to produce a minimum of eight subjects classified: as High Readers,
‘eight as’ Middle Readers and eight as Low Readers. The same
; procedureiprcduced-a similar composition.for the;Listening?grdhp.l
A check’wés then made dn the compositinn hfleéLh group w1th regard

to numbers of subJects representlng the three listening levels

vAdditional available texts were randomly selected in cases where
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. passage was used with e-ch one:

)
>
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there was not a minimum of eight subjects per level. ' .

L _In the case ofvS§hoo1 A the elimination of non-native English

speakgrs sevéfe1y reduced the siée of thg*samplé and fhere were ﬁot

énoﬁgb Spbject;\of éachlfeading and iistehing 1e§el ﬁo provide éight

ﬁer cell. .fof this school fhe ﬁumber was reduced tokse§en per cell.
Fdf Séhool A groub=sizé$ §f fwénty—four and-£wenty—£hree

wgfe:réqu%fed;t;fﬁféduée séven subjects at each levgl of feading and

seven agééaéhxﬁéyél'of 1istening; qu Schobl B the same twent&—f;ur

SUbjecfg in éaéh éroup were chSS—cléssi%iable‘iﬁto-éight at each

R . "

For School C one additional subject -

P

v

had télbé'adde‘ to the listening group to produce the requisite cell .

’sizefof eight in both classifications. = s

The samples from the thrée'schools_yé;éjindépendent'of each .

othé;.-'Nozpboling.of data was'pbssibie‘because a.differentvstimulusi
- ) - v . .

< N ) - .
A f N o

“The Production and‘Pfeﬁaratioﬁ_of
. the Stimulus Materials

1

. The objective was to obtain twb.versions’ofkﬂisCUSsiOQS; N

:a;sPontaﬁeous Spoken version and ‘a written versioh}*,The strategy

followed was(to produce the oral discussioh‘fifst and;gworking'ffom
this, to prepare the written version, .keeping ég{éibsg as possible

to :the saﬁe informational conten§.  An eafliér ;tgemptito pioduce_,
éimulatéévsﬁonéaneoué épokén_matérial using_a fofma; QritténTyéf§ion
as thé'Bé$é'did nbt.re§ﬁlﬁ iniapp:oPEiate dfal'langdage. ‘ié was tﬁé
obiniqn éf the investigator aﬁd df a group.of graduate SFQdént

t

5
H
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" The Production of the Oral Discussions

104

N

colleagues that the oral“yersion producfd in this way was artificial

. and unrepresentative of spontaneous speech. Sipce writing is a,more

deliberate, reflective form of expression than‘speaking, there would
v o .
seem to be less,danger of the written expression‘being influenced

by the spoken forms if the written wére based on the spoken rather

than vice versa.

o
kR

Five students were invited to participate in a recording'
session. Three. were the students who had earlier taken'part in the

production of monologuesé and tWo uere students from the group which

had participated in the productlon of” speech and wrlting samples =~ .o~

for Phase One. They were inv1ted because they had demonstrated the

abilityfto present an argument in_a mature-fashion. Thlsqgroup of

five grade eleven students con51sted of four boys and one g1rl |
A Sony Half- Inch New ‘Format. Vldeocamera and Sony 3600

recording equ1pment were set up in a classroom~at the unlver51ty.

y

 The students were told the purpose of the ‘session and asked to

~

choose a topic about which they felt confident to speak inma

: simulated interview 81tuation. The students were instructed to work

in'pairs,,one'partner‘acting as a speaker with a particular point‘

of view about the topic chosen and the other taking on the role of

" interviewer. It was Suggested that the topic be cast in’ the form

of a questlon and that the purpose of the discus51on would be to

L

: allow the speaker to present his answer to the question together

with supporting facts and arguments. They were to imagine an
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.

audience of other gnyﬁ!eleven students. The role of the interviewer

l.

"was to be that of an unobtrusive faciljtator of the discussion. It

was suggested‘thqt'the disquésioh'start with the interviewer intro-

ducing the speaker and the topic. ‘Ohly.a small card was allowed for
,— . /— X \‘ LN . .
brief notes and in ail‘caseS'the interviewer was the only one who

used it. - : . I

J

" few minutes were- allowed for each/spéaker to consult with

the student who was to act as his interviewer and then they were

. seated before the camera and -their discussion was videotaped. Four

of the students each acted as speaker once and the fifth stUd?nt

took on the role twicevwith,differént topics. :In tﬁis way one

three-hour session produced a total of six vidéotapéd discussions of

from five to ten minutes in length.

Tﬁéwﬁ;eparation.of'the'Orai Versions

The six discussions were then studied fépéatedf§ in both

vidéotape and ‘transcribed form. Some discussions_were longer . °

than the desired five or six minutes of running time. These were

reduced to an éppropriate length by selecting a cut-off point at .
the end of an answer to a.question which exhausted gpét aspect of

the topic. 1In this form .all six discussions were/aubbed onto a

. separate videotape of the same format.“ A one-minute interval'of:

4

blank ruﬁning tape was interposedvbetWeen each discussion.

- It was decided that three discuésiqns'would be used.

N 5

Consequently a selection was made of those three discussions which

best met criteria of visual and auditory

<

technical quality, interest
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¢

of content, and quality of argument. The three selected were:

”

o

1. 1Is the Standard of Professional Hockey Declining?

2. Should Taiwan have been Expelled*from the United Nations?

.

3. Are Facilities %35 the Treatment of Mental Iilness Adequate?

From this point these discussions will be referred to as thé "Hockey
Passage", the "United Nations Passagd”‘and-the "Meptal Illness

Passage" respectively (Appendix C).

///"' In their final v1deotape form each disc ssion was preceded

7
by several/ieconds of blank screen with an abrupt start to the

.discussion itself. Each disgqussion also ended raxher abruptly\\

No titles or other information was added to the videotapes.

<

The Preparation of the Written Versions

A written version of eachr discussion wad prepared'using'the
‘transcripts of the‘oral‘versions as a base.! In the written versions

the question and answer format was retained and a title was added.

1

The writing was done very carefully. First of all the transcripts
were ekamined arnd ahy extraneous material like mazes, audible pauses,

and flllers, was marked Each questlon and answer .was separately

A broken ‘dawn into points and any ambigultles were resolved as far as

o

p0551ble by reference to the orlglnal v1deotape. By this ‘time the
content of each dlscusSlon was very familiar to the writer. Each
question and each answer was then cast into written form, as far. as
possible using the natural style of the writer to achieve coherent

clear sentences.. Several revisions and checks were made to ensure

O

that, in the opinion of .the writer; the informational contcnt of
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the written and spoken versions was essentially the same. The written

Y\ B . . - - .
vergiohs ‘are contained in Appendix D.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Oral and
Written Versions of the Three Stimulus

Passages

In their final form the}two Qersions of each‘passage'were'e
analyzed‘in_order to;derive some.deseriptive data.about'them for
eomparison purposes. These data.relared to:length, and syntactic‘
srructure as revealed by T—nnit analysis.. Thelamount of‘extraneous
material in the three oral versions was also tallied as were cerrain
aspects of readabillty as measured hy the Dale—Chall Readability
h Formula (Dale and Chall, 1948). Finally, the rate of delivery of .

za h oral version was)SLtermined. -The results of.this,analysis are
presented in Table IV-2. These data were relevant to a consideration
of how the written versions differed from the oral ones, and'could

be compared in this respect to ‘the findlngs of the pilotustndy. They
}were.alsobrelevant to the qnestion of how one passage differed
_fron_another. iIn this sense'any differences could'be related to

the findings of the data analysis. | |

| Table lV—2 shows that all rhree writren verslons were
shorter 1n terms of ‘words and response unlts than the correspondlng

oral. versions ~ In the case of the Mental Illness Passage the

ones; while the oral T-units were on the average longer in the

case of the other two passages There appeared to be a wider

:.range in the length of oral T-units, w1th ‘more short and more

14



TABLE IV-2

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ORAL AND WRITTEN

VERSIONS OF THE THREE STIMULUS PASSAGES

15§Q§

©. Delivery raté (wpm)

Passage _

) Hockey United Nations"Meﬁtal Illness
—Chéraciggistic Oral Written Oral - Wfitteﬁ -Oral Written
Number of words s 712 787 . 688 764 689
Number of T-units | 48 48 47 44 57 45
Mean lehgth of T-unit  16. 14.8  16.8 15.6 13.4 15.3
T-unit range J ‘ h
Short 10 8 13 17 7

Medium short 27 33 18 24 31 27
‘Medium long 8 6 1 13 8 10 -
Long 3 1 5 0. 1 1.
Response units 80 70 67 57 93 76
Extraneous material

" Audible pauses, 12 30 30

Mazes \ 10 ' 13 22 -

- #uze words 20 38 - 48
Filler wofds 11 4{. .8
Readability level _

Unfamiliar words 111 160 117 138 122 163
Dale score 14. 22.5 14.9 20 16,0 23.7
Mean séhténce length - 17 - '18.1 17.2
Readébility séore ) 8.0 7.7 8.2
Crade level 11-12 9-10 11-12
Speékingufate : :
Runninghtime“(miqs). . '4; V¥‘\6.37' 6.22

el 167 1300 132

-
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long ones than in the written versions.

The Hockey Passage contained less extraneOus“material than
the other two and it was delivered ‘at a faster rate. This could be
an, indication that the speaker in this discussion was more fluent
in his delivery than’the other speakers 2

Full readability data‘were presented only for the'written
versidnshsince the Dale—Chall ReadabilitygFormula, like any other,

. N -

\\\Siz not be applied to spoken. language because of the difficulty of

es ablishing sentence boundaries " The readability scores for the

~
{

three written.versions were quite consistent although that of the
WUnited Nations Passage fell just below the line betWeen ‘the two

grade level designations This put this version at a grade nine
" to ten level of difficulty, whereas the other two were at the

~

grade eleven to twelve 1evel The Dale Scores,'on the proportlons

of unfamiliar words, defined as those words not appearing on the

Dale List of 30 000 Words, .showed that the written verSLOns contained
a higher proportion of anfamiliar words than the oral versions..
This was consistent with the findings of Horowitz and Newman (1964),

Fraisse and Breyton (1959), and Driemann: (1962) that the type—token

ratio of,written,material was.higher than that,of spoken.
Pilot Studies Related to the Written Recall Task

At different points in the development'of the written recallﬂ
task, three.pilot studies were carried out to test the feasibility
of usingdsuch a technique in a regular classroom setting with both

‘written and videotape materials. Another purposeﬁwasito.develop
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sets of instructions to precede the viewing or reading and the

writing of the recalls. , ' ) .

Pilot Study One: - The General Feasibility . I
of Written Recall ' S

" One gfade elevenléléss iqﬂé school not inoived;in_Lhewmainw;Aw—gﬂw
parts ofvﬁhe:study wés.giveﬁ a short passage to read and‘then asked
to.write down the ideas.they couid recall. This'aétiyity was -
sﬁpervised by theirvregulér sociél'stUdies teacher in the course
of a c1asstperiod. The_outcomgé of this pilot study wefe the -
fesulting written recalls and reports 6f the students' reactions
to tﬁe‘task. The recall texts were substantial and demonstféted'
distortion énd.idpért;tion pbgnég:ﬁon as ‘well, as accurately recalled

'ideas; It was obviousvthatbéhé iﬁstructions follé&iﬁé the reéding
.wére‘not explicit enough since, in some caseé; there were some
divérgent'intérpretations of the requiréments of the ﬁésk. fSome
students wrote giiing,their reactions and impressions of the passage
rather than atteﬁpting to récall.ité‘ideas.‘ It wés feporfed‘that

" the students_were,qui%e interésfed:in thétfésk and that they applied
themselveé diligently to the_gxercise. .

On the basis.éf.thiSjpilot study it waé_decided that the

technique. of written recalls was feasible with grade eleven students,

but that very explicit instructions were necessary.

>

Pilot Study Two: Developing Procedures for Carrying
out the Written Recall Task . ‘

After the videotape recording of the oral discuséipﬁs,vthe

"selection of the three for use in the study, and the preparation of |

3 R
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the writtenhversions of'eaoh’bf;tﬁese three;”
out to check 4n the proceduree for carrylng out'
graduaté classes were used'in‘this”pilot‘gtudy: one. GI4=3 "jﬁa't k

. v SRR + S
-the V1deotape version of the Mental Illnessaﬁfscu551on and ghe%dtﬁer

A,v. »..

) e

read the equivalent wriﬁ_en/ver51on; Each cl@sé wrote recalls.
& .

The exerzise was dlscussed w1th ea@h c&@ss§¥ The .consensus
. "f%v‘ = : .
'\l: 1)"'. .

tape class felt that the quallty of. the dlscusi»\

-

and the visual. and audltory technical aspects of the v1deotape
Y

satisfactory. The nature of the instructions was dlscussed. In

n ﬁ?@ adequate ",

each case the students were not told what the task would be after
reading or lietening except that it would-be an:attempt tovevaluate'
their comprehenaion of the material. The queétion was raiaed‘
whether they thought itjwould he advisable to reveal the nature

of the recall task prior to the*reading'or listenlng. Many
students felt tha%ﬁthia would change the nature;ofwtheilistehing
-and reading that would be.dOne and that such readlng or 1istenlng,
was not typical .Finally; the‘written recalls_of the two groups
were subJectively studled to see if there were any dlsoernlble

_ differenqes. It was noticeable that those of the readlng,group ' B
werevconsiderably longer on'thevaverage than thoée of the.other.

group. | |

Pilot Study Three:"ﬁbaluatiOn of-the.

Written Recall Task Procedures and
Instructions with a Grade Eleven Class

V4

“The clasévinvolvediin this pilot study'ineluded the -
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fourteen students who had participated in the production oflthe oral
aod writteh disoussions’used in the major pilot study. This pilot
study was part of a longer session with the cless in which.eome of
the findings. of the Phase Cne analysis were presentedvand discussed.

. The class carried out a written recall exercise in its pianned
4fina1‘form; The videotaoe versioo of the Mental,Illnese discussion
" was used siope the speahere‘in the other tuo discussions were
members of‘this class.

The instructions were read out to the class and the students
then wetthed the Videotape.dieplayed on e television‘monitor. " The
tesk dnstructiohs~were thenddistributed and read out and the recalls
were uritten.‘ Following the writing of the recalls, the‘students‘
were aeked,to write’couments ahout the clarity and explicitrdess of
fthe tuo’setslof instructions. All etudents uhofreSponded to\this
wrote that they ﬁound them to he‘clear ehd‘understaudable; Theée
dnétructioms were uﬁchauged.for the final data collection and are
'fncluded in Appendix E.

The uritten.recalls of these students were-exéuineﬁvto‘see
'if the highly structured nature of the task caused byqthe
llnstructions had p0531bly resulted in an unde51rable homogeneity
’Fof'response It was found that although the students had all

N ~
‘carrled out the demands of -the task quite closely there was -
eonsiderable varlablllty ;n thelr recall texts in respect tov
1ehgth? number.of accurateiy,recalled_ideeelend-types.of,
distortgonS‘aud importetione. ‘Oﬁ_this.basis and on the basis

‘of the students' positive comments, ‘these inst ucq‘ong were felt &«
€ ; | - ins ‘ f i
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to be sultable for use in the collection of the data.

~

The Collection of the Written Recalls

The wfitten ;ecalls wete colIecped from eech\glassﬁseparately
in the course of one English.ZO period, or block. The videotape:
‘playbacg_equipment, consisting of a Seny 3600 Videoeorder ann,a
Sonly eleven inch televisionnmonitor,‘was set up in a clasereom
made available by.the'School. Seeté were arranged so that each.

subject would have an'unimpeded'view of the monitor and be near

. . . |
enough to see and hear clearly. N v

A deteiied,set of etep—by—step ins;;uqtions had been
prepared fof each class teacheerho assisted in fhe supervision of
the grpupeiv_These.were eXpla;ned,to-each teacher dUring.the few

i ninutee at the beginning of the block concerned while' the students
were assembling;-'The general procedures were then outlined to the

.\v—fliss as a whole and then each student was told which of the two
~_groups he belonged to. In all cases the teacher supervised the

reading group and fhe investigator was in charge of the listening
group. The materials for the reading group, written version copies,

copies of instructions and answer papers, were left with the super-

L

vising teacher while the listening group was taken to the room

. where the‘Videotape”blayback equiprient had been .set up. ‘There

they»w%re¢seated around'the’nonﬁtorf Theisieefgf thisvgronﬁ varied
.from class to class,and.range& between five and tweive._

iA'set pf!instructionsfwge‘reedpéﬂond while each student
followed his own copy . ihese instruc¢&ons‘told them the purpose
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of the exereise and the format of what they WOuld'see., They were
told to concentrate on the,speaker's'vieus and the way in which he

-supported them with facts, 1nformat1\\;and arguments .They were
informed that after the viewing ‘they would be given a task designed
to’ reveal their understanding of the views and arguments presented
One purpose of the instructions’ was to give the subjects a deflnite
clear—cut obJectlve for listening. A parallel set of instructions
was used with the-reading group so that theilr orlentatlon and
purpose was as 51m11ar as p0551ble

For the 1isten1ng group the videotaped dlscuss10n was then
played through once without further comment. At the end ot'the
discussion the machine vas switched 0ff_and a second set of
instructions was dlstrlbuted and read aloud “These-instructions;
exactly the same as those used by the reading group after they
had reag through the written ver51on asked the students to writel
down everything they could remember of what the speaker had said.

A blank sheet of paper was given to each student as an answervsheet..
No time llmit on’' the writing was 1mposed Almost all students were
finished within twenty mlnutes both in the 1isten1ng and the
readingﬂgroups.

The'two groups from each ciass‘carried out;the task at theb
same time in different rooms. Conditions were kept as equivalentn
as p0351b1e through thelinstructlons given and the time made
‘available. However, no‘controls wete placed on the time for reading

the written version The reading group was asked to read it through

once only at their normal reading speed and then to turn the paper
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over. Sdme students finished the reading in as little asitwo and ‘a

N

- half to three minutes; others took longer. No attempts were made to

keep thé time for listening andkreading the same, since. this is one"
of the natural differences between the. two act1v1ties. In all cases

the supervising teaeher reported that the administrition ofgthe

reading and recall task had been carried out smoothly and
uneventfully. R ' o s

. From the subJects of each reading and listening level who
had carried out ‘the ‘task a random’ selection was made t fill ~each

Y . s, .°
of the-cellSkin-the-two groups. " Where’ cells did not reach the

p . . Ty

*, required number, return visits were made to the schools in question

to. administer the task to those students who had been absent from
3 .

school for the first administration.‘ The investigator: administered
both tasks separately to the students involved who were drawn from

their regular classes.
, The written recalls of those subJects in the final sample

were typed up on&SoeCially prepared outline sheets each with an

identifying number g&d*the reading and listening levels and raw ‘
scores shown on it. The recalls were typed verbatim except that -

5pelling was’ conventionalized Sentences were'numbered and spaced

to facilitate later analysis. . » . o
4 ' W L : o

coh

The AnalySis*ofvthe Written Recall Texts

. The purpose of the‘analysis was to-devélop post hoc"ways
\ .
of identifying and quantifying phenomena in the recall texts that

x

reflected the processing of the spoken and written stimulus maierials

»
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and that related to the research question. The two treatments could

then be cdmpared objectivel?'to see if they differed in respect to

the variation of interprétation. - o R

\

The first step in the analysis was to take a small number aof

recall texts from'each group’ and to make several ptelimihary analyses

comparing them with the contents of the- dlscu551on texts on Wthh

A\

theyxwere based.v This preliminary.ana1y51s revealed that the recall
texts generally contained §eyen different types of'statements or
ideas:

1. Attempts to express, with varylng degrees of accuracy, - \
4O " N ’

v exp11c1tly stated 1deas from the or1g1na1 discussion text

2, Attemptsﬂto expréss what were infereﬁ!.s, implications,
. . - ' g . . “

assumptions or unstated conclusions in the 6riginal text.
. ¢ S
3. Impbrted ideas that were congruent, or consistent, with the

content of the original discussion:

4, Impprted.ideas‘that were incongruent, or, incons1stent w1th

the content_of the original discussion. %Q. ST
5. Repeated ideas which were restatements of ideas alrefady

~included in the recall text.

6. Descriptive comments about the interviewvsgtuation'andqh' -

a,

about the topic of the discussion. .

7. Evaldative comments about thg interview situatioq/hnd about
the ideas of the speakef‘and interviewer. - ) A - o)

e

= In terms of the purposes pf the study and in terms of the
SR »

I
_instructlons given the students precedlng the wrlting of the
: <

\

‘recalls, material of Types ‘Six and,Seven,,descriptive and_evaluative
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comments, was considered irrelewant. ‘These types of;material-in the
recall texts,constituting a very small proportion of the written'
recalls, were encluded from any_furtherlanalyses. Similarly material
of Type Fiwe, repeated ideas, was not considered particularlyl
significant. The remaining fourvtypes'of material formed.thevbasis
for the categoritation which was‘developed.j

. "The qnestion'guiding the study at this point was whether
the processing of spontaneous speech by'listeners exhibited greater
dvariability Sf interpretation-than the.processing_of formal writing
by feaders.- The objective of the analysis was to develop a set of ‘
;categories‘which would permit: the examination of the recall of )
exp11c1tly stated ideas and of the three types of 1mported material
in a way. ﬁhat would address this questlon. :
- Two aspects of the variablllty “of 1nterpretat10n could be
derived from ‘the analy51s of the recall of explic1tly stated 1deas:
.. the deviation in‘meanlng‘between the ideas recalled and the equiv-
i»alentuideas in the original‘discussion; and secondly the ways_inn
which reCalled‘ideas were related to other infornation. In’other

\

words, perfect 1nterpretat10n would be shown by rmgall of all the

\ . . P,
origlnal 1deas without change of meaning and w1thout changes in

the relatlonships among them. Variable inte pfgtatlon would be
shown elther by changes of meaning or change 1n9the relationshlps

between the recalled 1deas and other 1nformation In recall of

-_,argumentative discourse this latter aspett would be particularly

' supporting facts-and arguments in t

3

erall meaning of. the text.
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Analvsis of the‘imported material could also be related to
the-research questionr Variabllitv'of interpretation would be
revealed by the amount of new information brought in from outside:

rthe.diSCUslen, especially newcinformation thet was not‘consistent
with/thedcontentvof the discussion.‘ The morelnew information that
was imported into the 'written recall the greater would have been
the varlabillty in the processing of the dISCUSSIOH text. \

A complex set of categorles was developed that would allow
these phenomena related to varlablllty of 1nLerpretat101 to be
quantified forleéch treatment'serecall texts: ‘This‘would then
permit cOmparisons to be mede between the twoltreatments. ?These
comparISOns were gulded by more, spec1f1c hypotheses whlch were
subsumed under the general research questlon.. However before the

) testing of these hypotheses'can be reported it ls necessary to -
give an account of the development of the categorles for the

analysis of,the—Written recall texts. (A more complete descrlptlon

" of the analysis procedures is contained in Appendix G.)

Categories Describing”Attempts to Express
Explicitly Stated -Original Ideas

vThe significent steps in the.speeker?s érgument, or thev'ﬁ
significant p01nts that he made “in the course of his answers to
 the intervieWer s questions were 1isted for each of the three
orlginel discussion_passages. Because the written versioms had
been derived»from:the‘oral ones, the same list of original ideas

“applied equally well to both versions of.acperticuler discussion.
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- Any information contributedAby the interdiewer.was not included,
“except in cases ﬁhere_the speaker's ansﬁer detended on this
infdrmation if it was to be understood. In cases likedthis.the
informatioh was incorporated iﬁto the first point made in the

speaker's answer to that particular question. . (These lists are

shown in Appendix F.%

Recalled ideas. Each’written recall text was then

' examined and whenever one of the original ideas on the‘prepared
list was encountered‘it was marked on a spec1ally prepared analy31s
aheet, one for each recall text. These:identified original ‘ideas
were called recalled'ideas. |

A recalled idea was defined as a dlscernlble attempt to
_express an idea listed as an exp11c1tly stated orlginal 1dea
For purposes df adalysis “this definition was made more operational
and a fdll descriptiod of this operational definition is éiven in

ford

Appendix‘G;v

Relatlonshlps demonstrated by recalled 1deas The second

s

step in the analysis was‘to examlne ‘the way the wrlttea fecalls

_ expressed relationshlps between the recalled ideas and the rest

of the Qritten text. The texts revealed thlee general ways in
which a recalled idea could be .related to other ideas. It could'

be expressed in a‘way that shoeed it was related to the dlSCuSSlOﬂ
in‘ﬁ&eh the same way as in the priginal text;vit could be expressed'

in such as way that it had a dlfferent relatlonshlp, or it could

- be. expressed as an isolated idea with no attempt to relate it to.
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=

other ideas.

Three operatidnally defined categories were set up in an
_ - |
attempt to capture these three types of- relationships. Each recalled

“idea was allocated to one of these categorles. They were labelled:
Appropriate Relationship, nappropriate Relationship, and Absence
of Relatlonship

»

These three relationships were difficult to define

objectively. ln order to achieve some . measure of obJectiVity, the
1ists of original exp11c1tly stated 1deas were divided 1nto
"discussion componentsm | A discu551on component was that part of
the” discu531on which dealt with one aspect of the tOplC. In most
cases this was defined by the answer the speaker gave. to ‘one. of the
interviewer s questions.A That is a discu551on component con51sted

of all the original ideas. which constituted the answer to one

_ question. However, in cases whereftwo questions w- e closely

.-

' related their answers were combined to- form a 81ngle discussion-

1

vcomponent. : ' S ' '; :

2 In order to be c1a551fied as appropriately related a

A -

recalled idea had. to be expressed in a Way whicn- showed it to be
_related to material derived from the same discus51on component
‘eitherwanother recalled.idea or imported material related to 1t.d
~’An inappropriate.relationship was indicated by a necalled idea

'being;related to material from another discussron;component,
Lo ¢ . = } ey ‘ .

s
. ’

Distorted recalled 1deas. ‘Most reéalled ideas were. o

expressed in paraphrase_form. Consequent]y, not only was’ the

3 : R
T e Lo N
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éxﬁféssion different in many cases, but the meaning was also changed.
The original idea was still discernible but the meaning had undérgone

some transformation. This step in the analysis attempted to

- differentiate severalvdiﬁfétéﬁt*wayé in which the meahing-of an

original idga had been tré@éﬁégmedbin its expression in the written
o ) - v . ] ‘ 51‘):5_/{--,:. . -fﬂ"‘ -\\:’._ Ny ' )
récall. Examination, of ‘the written recalls revealed three definable

types of meaning traﬁéformatiQns and a-residual-tyﬁe to which no

definitipn could be given. Thus four categories_bf distorted

a AN

recalled ideas were establisbed.

~ The first involved a significant change of meaning due to

‘the substitution of .a key word, that is when a key wérd from the

6riginal idealﬁas replaced iﬂ-the<fecalled Veféion by a different
word. For example, in one teﬁtﬂthe original idea: (U;N.Blsj
"ThiSIWOuld>b§ve upset the‘balénce of EQEEEP_Y?S expressed as:
Thié would haQe upéet.thé balaﬁce of ideologies.a
The sécond categoryvof‘distortions.qesulted_from :;;T,
widening or narrowing of tﬁeidoﬁain of application of an idea.
For-éﬁampie'fﬁe'épeéker‘in ghé Hockey Discussion stated that:
(H.A1) "The standard‘of:hockéy in the NHL has deéclined." ‘In this

case the domaiﬁ of appligatioﬁ,of the idea that there had been a

 _dec1ine i the standard of hockey was that parg'of_gthgame,

“ written recalls this idea was expressed more generally as:

hockey, gncompassed:by the NationalIHockéyRLéagﬁé;z‘Ih:many‘
The standard of hockey has declined.
The domain of applicdtion'of-the'idea had been widened to include

the whole sport. The same phenomenon was demonstrated when an
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originaljidea sucli.as: (M.I.A6) "There are not enough,gsychiatrists

'~ for the ﬁumber.of patients"was recalled as:
There are not enough doctors.

or as:

These institutions are understaffed. - & T
élf "The recalled ideas extended the domain of application beyond the

"subset of«doctorﬁ,or inétﬁtﬁtiénal staff, namely those doctors‘or
staff who,werg psycbiagfisfé,_to ipéludé doctors éenerally in one
case, and‘stéff genefally in the‘otﬁer. '

«Thié Eateggfi éggk‘précédéncé.bver‘Category'One inAthe
sense that if éﬁkey'word éubétifut%on prédﬁcéa a change of domain
oq abplicétioﬁ,rit waé couhteqﬂgé;bategory;Two aﬁd not éategory

f~“;;0ne. -
| Diétortion Catégbry Tiree‘inyolved cﬁanges'in precision: 
Itlincluded examples where the recalled ideés was more Or'léSS
 vague than the original, more or less definite, or less complete. 
It alsp’included‘in;ccufate recalls iﬁ the sehsequ a ﬁrecise
- “term or Quanfi;y in &he'original beingrrecélled as é'pfecise bﬁt
différeﬁt term or quantity.'.fép examp;é‘thé oriéinal idea
(U.N.A4L) CémmﬁniSt Chiné!has a populaﬁion of about 750 million
:was recaileq as: | o |
" China's PObﬁlatioﬁ ié 570 million. | : ; :f

_ This was a Category Three distortion bécause it was an inaccurately
R N \ . s ;_:.__a ; .

recalled idea.
Distortion Category Four, a residual category, consisted

of,thbée recalled ideas that were distorted”but'which did nof
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belong to one of the three definable categories. This was é somewhat
heterogenous class of distortions to whlch no con51stent label could
‘be attached. For example the original idea: :(U.N,A7) Communist
China did ﬂot_want to join the United'ﬁations‘as 1org aé Taiwan was
é member Qas, in. one text, recailed a ;‘
| China would not join the U.N. if z%iwén'joinéd tbo;

The writer seemed te have falled to apprec1ate the true state of
affairs to which the original idea referred. Consequently the
_recalied idéa was distorted but nét in ‘a way which~would have
allocated it to one of rhe_defined categories of distortionm.
Cases_like this were placéd in the résidual éaregbry.

All of the recalled 1deas were 1dent1f1ea either as distorted °

or non—dlstorted and the former were further allocated to one. of'

the four categorles of d1stortion

Categories Describing Imported Material

<

‘In the analysis_of recalled ideas the uniré‘of anaiysig
were identiried in rﬁe originél discussion_rext.' These were‘the 
expliqitiy stated original ideas.. It wés not‘hecessary to

'identify a recalled idea aé,a unit in the recall text: .it could ..
be a phrase or a ;entence or ‘a group ‘of phrases or sentences..
However, in the case of imported materlal by deflnltlon new.
material‘and therefore‘not present in the original discussions,

units of analysis had to be identified in theArecall texts so

that the incidence of imported ideas could- be measured;

Response units. ' The unit_ch"ép'was called a "response
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unit" following the terminology of Squire (1964) Essentially this

was the smallest number of words that expreSSed ‘a thought or idea.

A detailed set of definitive'characteristlcs of response unlts was

~drawn up bearing in mind the faet that the mode of discourse 1nvolved

/:
‘was argument. A ‘response unit was an attempt to identify the

,tbmponents of argumentative discourse, the propositional statements;

n
t

which‘compose-the,network‘of'argument statements, reasons and
conclusions. For example,‘the folloming'passage contains four
response units as shown by the slashed‘lines:

The hospitals are archaic/ with too few psychiatrists;

for the number of patients./ Because of their large
size,/ they_are toopimperSonal./

i

In order to segment the written texts. into response units
a much fuller definition had to be. developed to cope w1th the
‘complexities of expression found in natural language text. The

o

complete set of'operational descriptions is given-inrAppendix G.

r

. Imported respdnse'nnits. Having segmented each written

¢

reoallbtext into responsetnnits, those units whiéhvwere importations,
were identified and marked. These were response units that were’
f'statements or parts'of statements that. the writer of the recall
apparently intended to represent ideas from.the original
~discussion.' However, these response units ‘could not be matched
with ideas or information in -the discussion'text, and: they were
vcalled "importations" after Bartlett (1932); . | -

_ This’class'of response units consisted of three-of the -

v typesﬂof'material identified in the preliminary analysis:
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atfempts to express what were inferences, implications,

. - 5.
assumptions or unstated conclusions in the original discussion
\ : g ] :

text,
imported_ideas that‘were congruent, or consistent, with
the content of the original discussion,
and imported ideas thatiwere incongruent, or inconsistent,
- with the'content‘of the-original discussion.
v‘lhese formed-three categories of imported response units.‘
J 5 Category One,ilogical inferences, cbuldibe considered as

part of the 'meaning" of the discussion obtained, one could
f
yerhaps say, from reading or listening between the lines. There

would be no doubt that the original speaker would have agreed with

«

1 . -
‘the imported idea constitute in whole or in part by the response
//' o ‘ : "n‘ .
7 yunit.
}‘ T v
- Examples®
. e s ‘
L But the United States attempt to repel Communist China failed
. -
; In the. discuss10n the speaker referred to the opPOSition to

_/

N

Communist China s membership of the United Nations, but did not

J explicitly state that the oppJSition Failed .However, the
) ! :
‘example above was a valid inference ~ased on the information given

'

earlier that Communist'China had taken the place of ‘Taiwan in

»

Y the United Nations. ‘ ) S "ih, R

1

He also said that there is a great demand for hockey players.

In this discu5810n the speaker attributed the decline in quality

*- .of NHL'hockey to the increased»number of teams and said that there
- were not enough top-quality playeISrto go around.. He did not

*
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expliéitly state that'the_demand‘for players had incfeased, but.it
-waé oEvious that this is Qhat hg meant. |

Thé second type ofvimported response unit contained new
information that was not logically or neges;arily grhe bésed on ghe
actual discussion text, buf'which was ‘quite compatible or 66néisteﬁt‘
with it.. This‘was new information that was derived from sources
of information other than the'discussion text. It coﬁld be sai&
to héve repreéented information that was part of the 1istener'dr)
‘ readé;'s background.knowledge that he brought to fhé listenigg.gr
reading situationvinvolﬁed in this phase of phe s;udy. Beiﬁg
compatible with the ideas presented in the—discus;i?ﬁ, it was
. Information whiﬁh theboriginal_speaker might have agreed with-
but thére‘wés no evidendé fro% thé-discussion itself to suggest
that he undoubtedly would.

- Examples:. .

And the morale is starting to sink on the team.
Theﬁspeakér discussed the decliﬁeAin sténdard.but at no time
referred to playér morale. However, if the qua1ity of play was.
declining, a dfop in ﬁorale would be quite consistené with that,

He also said that in other cases when a person just once acts
rather abnormal he becomes a patient in a mental institution.

This was not referred to at all in the discussions. The information

was derived from a completely different source: Yet, there is
" nothing in the original.discuss%on:which'it_contradicts, so it’is_

L

classified as a consistent importéd response unit by default, in

" a sense, since it is not apparently inconsistent.
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The third type of dimported response unit contained new
information that was incompatible or inconsistent with the original
discussion content. It was contradictory or illogical'givéhfwhat

the speaker said. It was information that the speaker would most

. certainly have disagreed with.

~

Examples:
. , -
He mentioned that there is a lot of progress going on
‘regarding the mental institutions. .~ s

_ The general argument of the discussion was that facilitiés for the

treatment of mental illness were inadequate. The speaker‘admitted
: : ‘ Q '
that in certain areas progress had been made but that it was : low

2

progress. The response unit above appeared to be contradictory%
and inconsistent.
He also felt that China was already a great world power.

The ‘speaker had said that China wasvp0tentially a world power and

that jolning the U.N. would he one way to.derlop this potential. s
T . ) a4

) . wigy b . .

The above response unit appeared to be incompatible with these

: ‘L . ) : o : ¥ :

statements.

These three categories of imﬁortation could be said to

have varied along a continuum of correctness as far éé“being‘
. attempts to present'ideas recalled from the listening and reading

task. Category One importations was undoubtedly correct as

<

representations of - the speaker's ideas; Those of Category Two e

—

¢

were reasonable ideas. Category Three contained material that

v

was definitely incorrect as far as the task was concerned.

[T
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Summary of Definitions Related the Analysis

- of the Written Recalls

. . N 7 ) .

1.1 Discussion Component was that part of an original discussion

text which constituted the speaker”s‘answer to one question or to
more than one closely related question. They have a letter

designation on the lists of original ideas shown in Appendix F.

2.1 Recalled Idea was an explicit original idea that was disoernible;-
in the written recall, either retaining essentially the same(gganing

. ' . L |
or distorted.

3.0 Relationships Demonstrated by Recalled Ideas

3.1 éppropriate Relationship a recalled idea demonstrated an

approptiate relationship if.it was_presented-with evidence of

' awareness of.its'piaoéfin the diaonssion.’ Thig ovidence waa:fua

1. association wftﬁ (adjacent to with links) another.recalled .
idea from the'oame discnssion_oomponent

2, <association with an appropriate importation'(oneAthat was.
leither a'valid inférence? asaumntion or conclnsion).’

3. explicit statement of its role.

'3.2 Absence -of Relationship a recalled idea demonstrated absence

of relationship if it was présented‘with no evidence of';elation-
shipwwith.any other idea whate?erg nor with any explicit indication
of its roletin the discussion.

3.3 Inapptopriate Relationship a recalled idea demonstrated an

inappfopriate relationship 1if it was presented with‘evidence that
it had been assigned a_role-in the discussion that was not

appropriate. This évidence was: E =
- : : &



1. association with a recalled idea from another discussion
component

2. .association with an inappropriate importatlon'

3. exnlicit statement of an inappropriate role

b any other indication,of an inappropriate role.

—

4.0 Distorted Recalled Idea was a recalled idea whose meaning was

significantly changed from the meaning of the original'idea from

which it had been derlved

4.1 Category One Distorted Recalled Idea was a recalled idea whose

meaning was s1gn1f1cantly changed from that of its source through
the Substltutlon of a key word.

4.2 Category Two Dlstorted Recalled Idea was a recalled idea whose

meanlng was 51gnif1cantly changed from that of its source through
an extension or narrowing of 1ts domaln of appllcatlon

4.3 Category Three Distorted Recalled Idea was. a recalled;idea whose

meaning was significantly changed from that of its source throngh

the use of a different level of precision. h A R

4.4 Category Four Distorted Recalled Idea was a recalled idea whose

vmeaning'was signlficantly changed“from that of its source but which

did not clearly belong to any of the other three defined categories
of distortion.

5.1 Response Unit was. the smallest number of words that const1tuted

- a complete thought. It was either expressed as a- complete statement

or it was 11ngu1st1cally abbreviated as part of another stagement.

6.0 Imported Response Unit was an idea apparently intended as a

, recalled 1dea by the writer of the recall which was not directly

'\

129
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derived from an explicitly 'stated original idea.

6.1 Category One Importation was an imported response’unit that was a
valid inference, assumption, or conclusion from the original discussion.

Its meaning followed logically4from;the information given in the
discussioh.
. .y“> ’ . \ o .
6.2 Category Two Importation.was an imported response unit that was
7 - - )
‘ I

new .information not derived from the discussion text but which was

’

_consistent with it. o o , (
- . Sty . .

H

6.3 Category Three.Importation was an imported response unit that was

(Y

“not derived:frot the”originalrdiscussion text and which was not
consisteﬁt with. it.
. ‘./ . |
" The Reliability of the Analysis of
‘ the Written Recall Texts

The analysis of the’written recall texts involved a high

degree'of subjettiyity. ‘The definitions of phehomepa such as

reca#led 1deas appropriate relationship among recalled ideas,

2 L P
}d importations could not be operationalized to the
‘y:‘
o

distortLons é
5. gnr application was 31mply a” mechanlcal process gf

RS
. identiflgf%g

9-4 Fa

rc, -7
amégnd allocatlon In view of thlS the rellabillty¥ef

'the several analytlcal procedures was crucial to the study.

| Two Judges both university graduates,lpart1c1pated in
‘txainlng se331ons to learn the categorles. _They then analyzedka>
sample of the recalled texts oordingito the defioitions

provided...The formalized?t. ug procedure to teach the

’categories and the methods of analys s is shown in modlfled form
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g ‘
[in‘Appendix G. Each judge was involved for approximately twelve
hours in the learnlng and appllcatlon of the procedures

of the total 144 written Mcall texts, thirty were used as
JSOurces of materlal to be analyzed by the’ Judges. Every fifth text
was taken from the llstenlng and the readlng group from each school.
ThlS yielded flve representatlve written recalls from each group,
© a total of ten from each school.b In cases where there were less
'than twenty—five subjectsoin a group the last suhject in the group
rwas'taken as the fifthjsample;

The check on the segmentation of‘the written recalls das; .é?
an'ekception to this general procedure. It was;carried out much
earller in the development of the analyses than the other checks
vand~it involyed only,one of the gudges.v However- in this.case
bthe entlre thirty:recall texts in the sanple nere segmented by
the Judge, wh1ch 1nvolved a total of 633 response units.:

Table IV 3 shows the results of the: rellab111ty checks.

The results are expressed as the percentage of agreement between .

each'judge\an e investlgator%on the several analyses carrled

\\

- o “-. e I e ‘, R
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' TABLE Ivﬁé'

PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE INVESTIGATOR AND
EACH OF TWO JUDGES IN THE ANALYSIS OF SAMPLES
OF. THE WRITTEN RECALL TEXTS

+
Lo

Analysis |'Number of items .|Percentage of Percentage’of Mean
Analyzed . Agreement  |Agreement
,\\i'. . o ~ |with Judge A |with Judge B
Recalled Ideas |30 sentences 1 767 80 78.3-
Relationships arong - N : , ‘
Recalled Ideas - 30 recalled ideas 83.3 . 86.7 85
Dlstorted Recalled' S B ' “ .
Ideas 30 recalled ideas| 80 - 16.5 78.3 -
’ Categories of .Dis- e ‘
.torted Recalled B
Ideas’ Lo - 126 distorted K AT
S - recalled ideas| 88.5 .| .. ,8BB.S5. 88.5
Response Units‘f. 30 recall tests - S 90.3 - . =
. 4 1 o ST
Imported Response . R STy L _
- Units _ 30 response units| - 76.6 , 83.3 . |80
Categories of o et o
Imported: : : AR .
ReSponse'UQits 30 1mported s U B o
‘ : response “units|. 70 . 66:.6 68.3

. e Ny

A0
. -
[}

'ETable 1v¥3‘éhgwé thé:number of items which each judge analyzed
'in'eaeh‘case;\ These items were randomly selected from the thlrty |
sample texts except in the case of the response unlt segmentatlonawh.
where the entire thirty texts werge. segmented by the one Judge | |

1nvoIved For the first analysis, the 1dent1ficatlon of ,':lgg}ed

oo

Bl
ideas, one sentence: from each of the thirty sample texts was randomly

selected and the.judges,were asked,to identify any recalled_ldeas
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it contained The analyses involving relationships among recalled
\ s . .

~ o £

.ideas ‘and . dlstorted recalled ideas were carried out using one

randomly selected recalled, idea from each sample text. Only twenty—
six recalled ideas were involved in the categorization of distorted
recalled 1deas because four of the sample texts’ did not contain any

recalled ideas that were distorted The two analyses. of 1mportat10ns

<

employed randomly-selected response units, one from each ‘text. In
the first 4the Judges were asked to identify those response un1ts
which were 1mportat10ns, and in the othervto allocate each 1mported
“responge unit to one of the'three categories,‘” |
While‘the percentages of agreementishown in Table IV—3'
.were.not high they were deemed to be satlsfactory in view of the
dlfflculty 1nvolved in hav1ng the Judges becomé familiar enough w1th

the contents of;the three discuss1ons. _This lack of familiarity ‘

7

made the allocatioqsof each item an arduous process of checking™

'through the dlscu831on texts, whereas the investigator had been
Aable by this stage to know the texts well. The mean percentages

~of: agreement ranged between 6'53 and 88.5. This‘indicates that

: A,')n

the category definltlons retained a considerable element of

subjectivify. It mightJhave been p0551b1e to remove some th's

subJective element b.(maklng the definitions more rigorous and
a3 a0 v, .
more mechanical j;However, this would have meant imposing a
; . : : ‘r J
g

v»f hem which might have resulted in considerable

" loss of meaning; It wasdnecessary to strike a balance between
.undiscipldned subjectivity and an objectivity that would have

djstorted the data. : o -




o The Stiatistical Analysis 0f t@evDaté from
‘ the Written Recall Texts ' '»

¥

\'Thé_pategprizétion of the written recall texts produced

t
L
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3

several, scores for each subject in the two treatment groups:

«

1.”  Number

2. - Nmeer
relétionship

3. ‘Number

4. -Number,

5. ’ &meegj

6. Number

7. Numtér

8. Number

9. Number

105 Numﬁer

11. Numtet

’ AlZ:‘vNumber
ST

13" Number

14, Number

‘ 15. Number

16. Number

nggtheées

)

of recalled ideas

of

of

of

of

of

of
of
of
of

of

of

of

of

of

of

recalled.

recalled

recalled
recaliéd
Categéfy
Catégofy
CategofyA
C#tegdtf
résponse'
CategOry
Categof&
Categofg
words

response

It
[

ideas that were not distorted

-

idea@;presented in an appropriate

Py £X

ideas presented in isolation

‘ideas présented,in an inappropriate relationship

: S\
. ‘ 4

ideas that were distorted.

One .distorted recalled ide§57‘

Two‘distorted’recalled-ideaé,

Thtee-distbttedgteéalléd ideas

Four .distorted recéliéd:ideas

units thatﬁwére'importatipns
One imported response units

Two imported response units

‘Three imported response -units

N

units. -

' {/ . The following hypotheses guided the stétiétiéal‘aﬁélysis

of these scoress

1.0. There was nofsignificant'effects d@e'to treatment, réading"

~

.



;levels or listening levels on the

;variables:
"1.1. Number of
1.2, NumberAqf

‘ 1,3. Number of

1.4. Number of
relationship
1.5. Number of

l,6;' Percentage

1.7. Percentage
-relationship
1.8. Percentage
(=}
2.0

. There were

words ,
response units

recalled ideas

Y

recalled ideas

recalled ideas

recall text

scores on the
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‘following

v

presented in an appropriate

that were not

distorted

bf recalled ideasipresented in isolation

of recalled ideasipresented in ah inappropriate

of

no

- following variables:

«2.1. Percentage
-Oné di§tortidns |
Two diétortions~

2.3. Percentage

Three distortions

‘2;4; Pércentage
- Four distortioné

'2.5;' Peréentage
importatiphs

, 2.6, -Percentage

' 'impbrtétions '

P 2.2, Percentége‘

of distofted

qf distorted
of distorted
of distorted

of

of

rec;lied

recalled

fecalled

recalled

ideas
ideas

ideas

ideas

response units that were

response units that were

‘that

response units that were importations

significant effects dué. to treatment on the

that" were Categorylv

that were Categbry‘

s

that were CategaQry

wérevCategory
Category One
Category Two

-
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.

2.7. Percentage of'response units that-were Category Three

3
importagaonéﬁ

2.8. ﬁgrcentage of imported response units that were Category One
importations .- ) —§§‘ | |
20,9, Percentage.of imported response units that were.Cetegory Two
importations
2.10. Percentage of imported response units that were Category

Three importations.

Statistical Procedures

Hypotheses 1.1 through 1.8 were tested by two/twoeway
analyses of variance. The first employed the factors, treatment'x
reading levels, and the second treatment x listening levels.

The results.of’the’firSt'twoeway analysislof variance were

used in testlng the hypotheses related to treatment effects and

readlng 1eve1 effects. Those of the second were used in- testlng

the hypotheses relgtcd to listenlng level: effects only.

“ Hypotheses 2.1 through 2.10 were tested by a z-test of the

.Lsignificance of differénces between proportions (Ferguson, 1971,

p}').» 160—163). o L I ‘,ﬁcc,,‘,_,.,.._».,,,.,, e

v

- Correlations were computed»among the elght scores used as

¢

dependent varlables in the ana1y51s of variance tests and the

_reading and,listening standardized test scores. A ‘separate inter-

" correlation matrix was computed for each school separately, pooling"

the data from the listening and reading groups in each case.
. - B . L

All computer programs used in these analyses were made

v

&
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o,
of Educatlon, Unlver51ty of Albérta‘

-;tomputer'facilities were

G
prov1ded by the Comput1qg’Serv1ces of%?he University of" Alberta
Summary

Mackworth (1971) qute that‘"the word 'reading'Acah‘only be
defihed in terms of who is reading what in what state for what
reason (pp. 8- 67 Y' The same could be saad about listening. The
two parts of this chapter glving details of the selectlon of the
language: reglstets and experlmental subJects‘for the study were
concerned with the deflnltlon of the what' and the‘ who' of the
‘two types of 1anguage performance under‘investigattoﬁg Thieawas
followed by an account df the prepatation’of the stimhlhs materials,
hlboth‘oral and written, to be presehted to the expetimental spbjects.\
Then the detaiis,of three'minor pilot studies related to the'uae of‘
written recall as axresearch technique were given; ‘Ah accbunt'was‘.

‘also given of the collection and analysis of the written recall

texts and of the'statisticallproeedures used to test the resulting

o data.

Chapter V will present the findings trom the gtakistical

analysis of these data. These findings referredAto the}cohparison )
 between the‘tﬁo.sets'of>recall texts, thosevof the 1isteﬁing'greu?s
and those of the reading groups. fhe intetptetation'of theee . |
findih;s and ‘a discu551on of how they related to the research
question‘and:tq‘the processes of listening and reading w1ll hev

- deferred until Chapter VII when cOnclusions'drawn from the.study'

will be discussed.’



d CHAPTER V

THE FINDINGS FROM THE ANALYSIS OF ‘THE WRITTEN ,
RECALL TEXTS IN PHASE TWO . . /

.o Introduction

. ' . ' B - "".,A,-‘ L
'The findings reported. in this chapter dﬁre the results-of

3

. the statiStical‘analpses of the data obtaiﬁed fgom the,ciassifi—
~ cation of the material in the written recall texts. The statistical.
testsvwerevcarried out to determine whether‘therefwas.a‘significanti
_difference betWeen the iistening and the readingfgroups, and among _
~ % the reading and listening levels,‘withvéaggect to the several dependenti

variables deriﬁed.from the recail tekts. ‘ |

These findingsvdo not directly”address the research question~'

" which was concerned with differences between the processes of

listening and readlng. The data presented 1n this chapter merely

refer to the differences between the recall texts of groups of

1isteners and readers. -Because of this the findings are presented

without a discussion of thelr implicatlons for the research question

and for the theoretical iSsues raised in Chapter II. This vital task
”of interpretation is deferred until the final chapter when the con-
: clusions are discussed in the form of an inferential argument
G

attempting to account for the differences described in the present

chapter.

»

The results of the analyses 4re presented separately for
. : )

S“each school since no pooling of data across schools was possible.

138
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s
r

School A used the Mental Illness Discussion; School B the United

Nations Discussion, and S dlbl C the Hockey Discussion.

13

. AN
a !The hypotheses referrgﬁato tHE?study as a wﬁ@%?,so that if

3

a significant difference wasﬁbbserved_g2‘~
i?&"

If a significant difference was found for only two of“thé‘ll

schools, the hypothe51s was "tentatively rejected. If only one of

o

the three schools revealed a 51gnificap£/d1fference, this was,not
bconsidered sufficient grounds for the reJection of an hypothe51s. 'In
~ view of the replicative nature of the des1gn, the level of significance

v

adopted was .05.

Two—WaybAnalysis,of Variance,

Treatment x Reading Levels
The.results of the two-way. analysis of variance for treatment
- X readlng levelf\gn eight dependent variables are shown in Tables V-1
through V-8. These ‘tables show the cell means and variances, treat-
ment and level means,.and the F ratios. for effects due to treatment
‘End reading levels.‘ The findings'for each'school are presented
‘individually within.each table. Full analysis of uariance tables
are 1ncluded in Appendix H. | |

For each analysis the size of the n's was the same, and;in 5@

all cases the comparisons were between equal n' s. In the case of
‘School "A the treatment n's were twenty—one and the reading 1eve1 n's
- fourteen with a cell size of seven. The other two schools had

treatment and reading level n's of. twenty—four and sixteen

[
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respectively with a cell size of eight.
2 : ’

There was no significant interaction effect on any of the
eight analyses. Consequently no further reference will be madelto

interaction.

¢

Dependent Variable One: Number g£‘Words

Tégle V-1 shows that only in the case of School C was there
a significant effect'due_to treatment’. The mean , number of words
produced by the reading.group-in this school was significantly
greater than that by the listening group. For School A a similar
difference did not reach the level of significance while in the
case of School B the listening group produced more words than the
reading group, but not 81gn1f§cantly more.

With only one school revealing a 51gn1ficant effect due to
treatment, the hypothesis that there was no difference due to treat—
ment in the word length .of the recall texts was not rejected

For effects due to reading levels, Table V-1 shows that
there was a significant difference in the .case of School A and a
'highly significant difference in that of School B. However, the
School C result showed there was no significant difference due to

N

reading levels. .
The results of Scheffe Tests to locate the differences that

. were significant revealed that for School A the difference between

the High Reading Group and the Middle Reading Group was 51gnificant
(F = 3'86' p= 03), while the difference between the High and the

. Low Groups approached but did not reach 51gn1ficance (F = 3 06;.

\
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TABLE v -1
[ 4 “w%‘ ,
CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE ONE, NUMBER OF

WORDS, FOR ' THE TREATMENT X READING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE

M

School A -
) : -
Reading l.evels-
High M;ddle _— Low Treatment

Treatment. Mean Varilanee Mean Variance Mean Variance ~Mean
Listening 212.6 7245.6 147.9 " 3356.5 - 150 1453 ! 170.1
Reading _ 216 4451.3 158.3 2017.9 . 169.7 1837.3 181.3
Level Mean 214.3 » 153.1 159.9

threatment = .39; p =\.537. Frea’ding levels ="4.56; p = .016

School B

- : Reading Levels
< _ - High - Mlele. Low ‘Treatment -
Treatment =~ Mean Variance Mean Variance- Mean . Variance Mean ’
_ lm " .«
 Listening 219.8 3345.9 208.4 11731.1 146.4 2236.3 191.5
Reading 226.8 1210.5 186.8 3675.1 . 115.5 .2163.7 176.3

Level Mean 223.3: 197.6 . 130.9

v - i i
Ft_reatment = .68;'p = .414. Freading levels = 8.34; p = .001

. S

School C

4 Reading Levels
4 High M;ddle ' ';ngv , ,Treaﬁﬁent
Treatment - Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
Listening  178.6 1366.6  170.4 5951.9  153.4 4458.8 167.5
Reading . 207.3 3689.1 - 218.8 647.6 201.6  6782.8 - 209.2

Level Mean  192.9 E - 194.6 . 177.5

Etréatment = 5.48; p.- .024. ’Fteading levels .= .37; p = .692
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p = .06). Between»the Middle and Low groups.the.difference was not
significant (F = .47;:p = .95). ~ For School B significant differences
were revealed between the ngh and Low groups (F = 4,.37; p MOQ).‘
The difference between the High and the Middle groups was not signi—‘

- .

ficant (F = 65, P = :53). .

EXamlnation of the level means‘in Table V-1 shows that where
:significant differences between levels did exist the higher levels
vproduced a- larger number of words than the lower ones. On the basis'
vof these results, differences reachingia level of. significance for
two out of the three schools, the hypothesis that the number of words‘

in the written recall texts was not related to reading levels was .

tentatively rejected. » s

Dependent Variable‘Two: Number of,Response Units

The number of words in a text.and the number: of response
units were qu1te highly related as would be expected Correlations'
between these two variables ranged from .87 to .88 for the three

2?0015 fn the study. The pattern of results from this analy51s&

”was, therefore,,wggw slmilar to that of the previous one for number
RS

of words.’y: ‘ '
> ’J a" " h t. "l’
K significant difference,due to treatment is shown only for

n\

School C in Table V-2, and’the means show thdt this difference

f@favoured the reading“group. The hypothe51s that,there was no
A ) : >

v 3 /

difference between:the listening and the'reading groups in“the

number of response units per written recall text ‘was' not reJected.

The similarity of pattern was maintained in the case of
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< TABLE ‘v-2 |
CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DFPENDENT VARIABLE

TWO, NUMBER OF RESPONSE UNITS, FOR THE TREATMENT .
X READING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

School A
Reading Levels
» ' High Middle: . Low Treatment
Treatment ~ Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
Listening 25 82.7 ,18.1 56.5 189  30.1 20.7
- 'Reading 126.1  45.8 . 18.1 42.1 22. 3 31.2 0 22.2

. Level Mean 25.6 . 18.1 . 20.6

Ftreatment = ;51;\p = .481. Freading'levels = 4.18 p #.023

School B ’ Lo * o4

Reading'Levels

High Mlddle ) . Low

S ) N Treatment
Treatment . Variance Mean Varlance, Mean Variance ‘Mean =~
Listening 18.6° 82.6  12.6  15.4 17
Reading . 17.6  54.3 . 11.9 .38.7 . 15.9

Level Meanv 18.1 L ‘ 12.3

-.ggggatment.= 37; p = .545. ;Freé&ing levels = 5.71; p = .006
g , . - ‘
m- e o
: {§» gv ER
Schoo@fé e § )
_ ?ﬁ NN "
s ; »R@ading Levels: .
MR _ 7
) . i
:_? o High ‘ﬁlddle. ‘ _ Low Treatment
Treatment . Mean Variance Mean VWariance Mean Variance Mean
“Listening® 18.9 11.8-  16.8 16.5 75.7  17.4
" Reading .= 20.1 572 28.1 22.9 105.5 23.7
Level Mean (19.5 " ' 22;%‘uv 19.7 :
\

FtreaE5%7t = 9.34;'p-=-a004. »Freadipg levels = .84; p'= .439
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differences due to reading levels. Scheffe Tests revealed a signi-

_ficant difference in School A only betweef ‘High and Middle levels .

(F =-3.86;.p. = .03). The difference’between.High and Low ‘Readers
approached signdficance (F=3,06; p= .06) . That between Middle

and Low Readers was not significant (F = w475 p =..95) ‘For School

. B the differences between High and Low Readers (F= 4.83; p = .02)

»

and betweén Middle and Low keaders (F = 3.66§ p = .04)vwere signi-

ficant, while that betweeanigh and Middle Readers was not (F = .08;

p = ,92), As in the case of‘number of words, the differences that
were significant favoured the higher reading group.‘
Thus, the hypdthesis of no effects due to reading 1evels

upon the number of response units in the written recall texts was

tentatively rejected. .
: : . B Lo
Dependent Variable Three:  Number of Recalled Ideas

The results of thi analysislare shown in Table V—3.' A
significant effett due to treatment occurred in Schools A and C.
In. both cases the difference favoured the reading groups, as’ did

the non—signiflcant difference in the case of School B..

- On the bas1s of a significant difference being revealed by

two out of the- three . schools, the hypothe51s of’ no significant '

T8
effects due to treatment on the number of ideas recalled was tentar-

Q.

t vely rejected

A
<]

\\\gnly in the case of School A was there a significant effect

v

. due to reading levels. In the .other two schools the differences

}only approached significance. - Scheffe tests revealed that. no single

tr
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TABEE‘V:—3
CELL MEANS' AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARTABLE
. . . THREE, NUMBER OF RECALLED IDEAS,FOR THE TREATMENT X
' : READINQWLEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
‘School A |
- _ Reéding Levels
-High Mlid;ef : Low . Treatment
Treatment Mean Variance Mean Variance. Mean Variance Mean
. ‘ =0 ; ‘ ! .
Listening 10.6  40.0 2.1 8.1 5.3 . 5.6 1.7
Reading 11.7 4.2 9.1 17.8 9.9 9.4 v 10.2
Level Mean 111.1 - 8.1 7.6 ‘
treatment = 4.89; p = .033. reading levels = 3.63; p = .O§7,
S~
. School B '_.
o ‘ Reading Leveléx
PR ) " g}ghiﬁ, v Mldd;e -i Low ' Tfegtment
Treatment = Mean -JVariance Mean ~Variance Mean Variaﬁgéi Mean
Listening = 5.1 1.8 . 4.8 7.8 3.9 5.3 4.6
Reading - * 7.3 .. 9.7 x. . 6.5 - 8.9 4.3 5.9 6.07°
Level Mean 6.3 'z\\\5L7 I ,4:1l

Ftrgétmeﬂt =73.06;; = .062;‘.Freadfng levels ="3.14; p = .054

2 K -
School C / R . - .
s '.Kéading'Levels
' . N High ' , Middle . qu s - Treatment
Treatment- Mean - Vaniangé’/ﬁean : Variance “Mean - Variance  Mean
Listening f6.6 6.6 6.5 6.3 5.4 8.0 6.2
 Reading 9.0 6.0 10.3 7.6 6.6 .12.5 . 8.6,
- “ - Level Mean .'7.8 ' ' 8.4 ’ © 6.0

. ‘ Ftreatment,= 9.25; p. = .004:: Freading_levels\=’3.15;_p =..053 . -

o



-

@

?éﬁ : B - ",
The hypothesis that there was ‘no difference betw%en the

s i ’!1 o ‘ . :,,._.;.

reading levels in the number of ideas recalled was not reJecﬁﬁﬁ"" L0

o

School A'contraSt'reached the level of significancejv

Dependenthariable Four: Number ofﬁ. » o) - 4 B ,»’g“'

Recalled Ideas Presented in an

Appropriate, Re]atlonshlp

group[

'was tentatively reJected.

- was consistent in that the mean of the reading grohp was the higher

.in'all three cases.

Schools B and C revealed signlflcant effects due to treatment
S _ ' :
on this varlable as shown in Table V-4, School A showed a difference

i

that failed to reach a level of significance, but the dlfference

‘was consistent with the pattem of the other two schools in that the

mean of the reading group was higher than that of the l;stenlng

3.

.

The hypothe51s that treatment had no effect upon the number

of recalled ideas that were presented in an approprlate relationshlp

’

‘Since Table V-4 shows that on this Variableothere were no .-

1

'significant differences due to reading levels; the‘hypothesisvof no

relationship_bet&een the number of recalled ideas presented in an

appropriaée relationship and'reading levels ‘was not rejected.

Dependent VariableZElVe;~¢Number of -~ - o e T o
Non-Distorted Recalled.Ideas ‘ '

A“significant difference due to treatment was"revealed'for

all three schools as'shdwn by Table V-5. ' The direction of difference .

S

‘The_hypothesis éhat the,nunber‘of non-distorted recalled

<
)
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; NUMBER OF RECALLED IDEAS PRESENTH;S7AN APPROPRIATE
4~ RELATIONSHIP, FOR THE TREATMENT ¥/RAADING LEVELS
E s ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE %" o
School A
- 8
‘ Reading Leﬁels (1
o ngh. | M;ddle ‘ Low  Treatment |
- Treatment Mean Variance Mean  Variance Mean Variance Mean
Listening 8.3  40.9 6.1 5.1 3.3 7.9 - 5.9
Reading 9.7 6.6 6.9 26.1 7.6 7.6 8.0
Level Mean 9.0 6.5 : 5.4
treatment = 3.07; p = .088. reading levels = 2.99; p = .0%3
School B .
—
Reading Levels .
) High Middle o Loy Treatment
- Treatment Mean VarianteQ Mean Variance Mean Variancd . Mean
Listening 3.3 2.8 - 3.6. 1.4 2.9 5.6 3.3
Reading 6.9 12.7 5.1 . 8.1 3.3 8.8. 5.1
Level Mean 5.1 4.4 4 3.1
treatment = 5.34; p = .026. reading levels = 2.19; p = .125
School € .
7 . .
| , , .iReading'Lévels
| | High Middle * . Lowv Treatment
- Treatment Mean . Variance Mean .- Variance Mean - Variance .Mean '
Listening 4.1 3.8 ¢ 3.1 5.8 3.3 8.5 3.5
Reading . 5.9 ‘7.0 8.1 9.0 4.6 17.4 6.2
- Level Mean .5.0 5.6 ' 3.9
F. D F . s
treatment = 10.24; p = .003. reading levels = 1.36; p = .269

CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENE

TABLE V -4

147

ﬁ?¢§7VARIABLE FOUR,

T
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A N TABLE V-5
CELL MLANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPTNDENT
- VARIABLE F%y@w_VUVBFR OF '"NON-DISTORTED
 ? 'RTCALLTD IDER@ FOR THFE TRFATMENT X .
‘READ}&E LEVELS ANALYSIS QF VARIANCE
School A .« . - ‘ ~
Rea&ing Levels-

‘ Higb : Middle Low Treatment
Treatment Mean . Variance Mean Variance Mean Varianée Meaﬁ
Listening 8.0 18.0 5.6 3.3 4.0 6.0 5.9
Reading ©10.0° 6.3 7.1 . 12.5 8.4. 10.0 8.5
Level Mean 9.0 6.4 6.2

'Ftreatment =7.99; p = .008. _Freaﬁing:lévels = 3.69; p‘¥ .035

=

'School B

L

Readiﬁg Levels ST
£

‘ High R nidqle;‘,-~'f‘ ﬂ?Léwc‘”.v " Treatment
Treatment  Mean Variance Mean_ Variancey Mean ’ Vdrlance [ Mean’
Listening 3.6 . 2.0 3.4 gy 28 T2 303
Reading 6.3 6.8 « . 5.5« 7.1 W 3“lj_{ ‘3.8 ;“":}.5.0
Level Mean 4.9, L 4.4 2 .
. PR : - Ay e LI e

e

. o PR R
Fireatment = 6.705 b= .013. % Freadimg levels = 3.31; p = .046

wr :’»—, R ";J o - v‘:' .

School C - Co L, L te il e e o

7 Readlng Levels Sy

| .ngh ' - giddle y . Low - N Treatment

Treatment Mean Variance Mean, Varlance Mean Variapce Mean
Listening 4.0 - 6.9 3.4 8.4 2.9 . 4.1 3 3.4
Reading = ~ 5.5 ‘8.9 » 504 6.0 3.6 6.6 4.8 ,
Level Mean 4.6 4.4 o 3.3,

- o

?treatment = 4.35; p = .043.\'?readingulevels = 1.76; p = .184'
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ideas in the recall texts was not signifieantly affected by treatment
-
wasustrongly rejected. |
The difference due ro reading levels reachedbthe level of
‘signlficance‘in\the case of School A ane of School B. For School C
the_differenee was not significant. Scheffe tests revealed no‘single
contrast between readlng levels in either School A or School B that
reached signlrfﬁancﬁfa Examlhatlon of the reading level means reveals

. g"‘?, D e A
that the dlfferences were con51stent in dlrectlon. -In all cases

~
7

higher means were recorded for. higher reading_levelé; Thhs, although
!

no indlvidual contrasts reached a level of signiflcant dlfference,
the hypothesig/that reading levels did not: 51gn1ficantly a§$%ct the
‘number of non-distorted recalled ideas in the writteh recalls was
tentatlvely rejeeted eﬁ the basfs of two sehoela eut of three showing

differences'that were, significant.

Dependent‘Varlable Six: aPercentagg
of Recalled Ideas Preqented in

Isolatlog . bfqe~1n

) The F ratlos shown in Table V—6 for thlS variable all failed

to reach a’ level of signlflcance. Consequently the hypothesis that

the percentage of recalled ideas presented in isolation in the

o .

written_retall texts was not significanrly af fected by treatment

was not rejected.

' Only %n thefcase of School B was there a"signifitant')
' o ' . . » .
difference due to reading levels. Scheffe tests revealed né single

»

%

conxrastfwithin this school that was éigniﬁlhant. The hypdthesis

" that there was no significant effect due to reading levels upon the

o
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TABLE V -6

CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE SIX,
PERCENTAGE OF RECALLED IDEAS PRESENTED IN ISOLATION,

- FOR THE TREATMENT X READING LLEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE -
S?hool A
A ) Reading Lé%%%s ’
| High Mlddleiv v Low Treatment
Treatment Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean Variance = Mean
Listening = -16.0 -~ 367.5 9.6 . 149.5 39.9 l966.8' 271.8
Reading 13.2 210.4 12.4 . 234.6 13.3 69.3 13.0
o 11.0 : 26.6

Level Mean 14.6

‘i

."

Ftreatment = 1.64; p = .209. Freading levels = 1.87; p = .169

'School B

_ Reading Levels
| L High . ) Middle , Low - | ‘ Treatment
'Treatment' Mean ~ Variance Mean Variance Meap‘ Variahce_‘ Mean
Listeﬁing 7.7 118.2 4.2 138.9 - 17.7 1199.2 - 9.9
Reading 4.2 138.9 4.6 102.2 28.1 .1328.1 “12.3
. Level Mean 5.9 ' 4.4

22.9

o

Fireatment = .14; p = .708. ‘Ffegaiﬁg levels = 3.35; p = .045

. School-C
Reading Levéls : _ .
. . ngh B M;ddle‘ - " ng ' Treatment
Treatment Mean . Varlancg} Mean Variance . Mean -~ Variance - Mean
Listening 10.0  98.3 . 25.2  886.9  24.2 1450.0 = 19.8
-Reading - 7.1 162.7 - 8.2 . 302.9 | 12.3 -~ 195.5 . 9.2°
8. 6 o

Level Mean 16.7° X , 18.2

theatment = 2.85; P =h.098._ Fréading levels = .92; p = .406
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percentage of recalled ideas preserited in isolation was not rejected}

Dependent Variable Seven: Percentag;
of Recalled Ideas Presented in an

‘Inappropriate Relationship ; T :“}h R *f‘°iff‘,ﬁl-'

el N~

No sign1f1can¢ effects due to treatment arc shown in Table

® \ . & )

v-7. The hypothe51s of no difference between treatments in‘¢he~pEUr *7:

“centage of recalled ideas presented in an 1nappropr1ate relatlonship

Gy - 0‘»‘4

S A
was not reJected. _ ce o S e

“T

Similarly-no effects'werevaserved'forﬂreading levels‘so\” 0

the _hypothesis that the percentage of recalled 1deas presented in an’

1nappropr1ate relatlonship was not significantly affected gy reading

;qgt reJected

of Response Units: that were

- Importations

Two of the F ratios for treatment effects shown in Table"f’

~

:i»v@_ U h;. . S “f:'f g“e}y ,l:;;it{.

; Dependent Variable Eight: Percentage: ' . - =~ " ffp

[

V-8 reached significance. That for. the other school School C ~was jp"

not significant. . The signxficant differences in the caseoof Schoolj’

A and ofchhool B arose from‘the means of'the listening groups being_;.

higher than those for the reading groups.
. On_ the basis of two schools reaching significant 1evels of

difference, the hypothesis that there was no difference due to

.

treatment in the percentage‘of response units thatﬂwerefimportations B

was tentatively reJected. . .

/

Table V—8 shows that none of the F ratios for effects due
to reading 1evels was. significant.' ‘The hypothe51s of no significant'

differences between reading 1evels in the percentage of response

S

A
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TABLE V'=7 _
CELL MEANS AND VARTANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE
SEVEN, PERCENTAGE OF RECALLED IDEAS PRESENTED IN AN
INAPPROPRIAIE RELATIONSHIP, FOR THE TREATMENT X
READING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
School A
_ Reading,Levels _
| High | Middle Low Treatment
_ ‘Treatment = Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
‘Listening 11.0 = 114.7 2.6 19.7 10.7  187.0 8.0
Reading . 4.4  36.8 23.4  584.7 11.0  265.1 12.9
. Level Mean 7.7 3.0 = . . 10.9 ’

- [

- treatment = 1.05; p = .312. “reading levelské;.43; p. = .657
- . ) R .
Schosl B

. ._TQ : ‘ Reading Levels:

”;/52’  _. S . Righ - Middle Low Treatment \
‘Treatment ‘Mean - Variance Mean . Varilance Mean Variance Mean
Listening 30 . 807.1 .23 613.57  22.6 . 1269.8 25.2
Rgadingx”v 7.2 109.7 - . 19.3 229.5 . 10.8 331.7 12.4-
Lével Mean :18.6 -~ - - 2L.2. 16.7 o

.p:ea;mengv=~3f5;;wp = .068. reading levels = .14; p = .867
1Séhboleix
R ‘ \;fReéaing Levels"
SR AP ‘High ~° . ' /Middle - Low ‘ Treatment

: TréatmentvﬂﬁMéan Varlance Mean Va/;ance Mean .Variance Mean
Listgnlng/“’33 6 862.7 »;32:2?%?346;6"“ 27 . 4165 .. 31

. Reading «* ~ 368/7() . 14,7 T 226.6, . 33.3 8841 . 24.7
Lével‘Méah 29 8 . fi3.5 0 27 30.2 o :

¥

) v Ftreatmehﬁ % 392§fb;¥.ﬁ342av ‘reading'1evelé_=l.44;.P'= 647 .
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TABLE V -8 ./

CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARTABLE

‘ EIGHT PERCENTACE OF RESPOVSE UVITS THAT WERE N
IMPOREATIONS,FOR THE TREATWENT % 'READING LEVELS ) '/a-
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE L v' Co
e S 0o | ”
School & s« - i ¢
\ ReadingbLevels_ ': ‘
High . Mlddle _ Low | Treatment
‘Treatment ~Mean - Variance vMean ’Varlance Mean ‘Variance Medn
Listening 43.2 158;3 - 48.4 374.1 ° , 56.1 515.6 - , 49.2
Reading = 26.6 152.9  44.8 . 456.5 40 232.4 - 37.1
Level Mean 34.9 ' 46.6 S 48,1 ¢ ’ :

Ftreatment = 4.89; p =..033. Tteading levels =#2.32; p = .113

3
il

, o
. ) '
School B K
’ Reading Levels
'f/ B High o Middle;L f; l’}Low . Treatment

Treatment »Mean_ Variance - Mean _’Vgriance .. Mean -kVariance Mean
Listening © 51 149.6  © 38.4 440.7 0 39.4 111.3 . 42.9
Reading 31.9 . 351.9 - 28.8, 304.9 33.3 413.4 0 31.3
Level Mean 41.5 ' 33.6 %A' - 36.3

Ftréatmeﬁt = 5.49; p = .024. Freading levels = ;87; p. = .425

,

School C '
\ ‘ .. Reading Levels . i“ e k
. gigh o . Middle : Low Treatmeht
Tréatment'J'Meanf 'Variénce_ Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
“Listening - 54.6  272.6  41.3 281.5 - 48.3° 359.2 48
Reading . -45.2 172.6 54.3 ' 201.7  55.9 306.6 - 51.8
Level Mean 49.9 47.8 oL 52.1 : ; ‘

Ftréap@ént.?’.64;_p = .427. Ffeaging levels = .27;p = .763

BEPTER

-
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s

;Two—Way_Analysis of Variance,
,lreatment x Listening Levels

the composition otnkff“f
 two-way analyses, thege results were almost ideritical to these
presented from the treatment x reading levels analyses.

Table V-9 shows the F ratios for the main effects due to
listening levels derived from the.two—way analyses‘of variance,
treatment x listening levels. A comparison‘between'these ratios ’:
and those shown for main effects due to reading 1evels shows that,
except for two variables, the pattern of significant differences was
the same. Dependent variable four, number of recalled ideas presented
in an appropriate)relationShi ,'produced significant differences due
to listening in'the case of School A and School B. Scheffe tests
revealed that for School A the difference between‘High Listeners
and Middle Listeners was the only significant contrast. For School
B no contrast was individually significantl Variable‘six; percentage
.‘of recalled ideas presented in isolation; failed to produce a signi—:
ficant difference due to 1isten1ng levels whereas such a difference
was found for reading»levels._ Full tabnlar details of”the findings
from the~two—way analysis of variance, treatment'x listening levels,

are inlAppendices 1 and J.
. _ <
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TABLE V'~9

F RATIOS FOR THE MAIN EEFECTS DUE TO LISTENING LEVELS FROM TIHE
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, TREATMENT X LISTENING LEVELS
' : &

~

Dépendent Variable F Ratio
Number ~ Variable - School A School B School C
L : : df=2,36 df=2,42 af=2,42
1 Number of Words. 8. 14%% 9. 39k%% .62
2 4 Numbef'of Response Units 6. b4xk 4.88% ©.13
3 Numbef of Recalled Ideas L.46%% . 3.13 1.55
4 Number of Recalled Ideas =~ 6.29%% 3.55% - 1.08

Pr@sented in an _
Appropriate Rela;ionship

.5 Number of Non-Distorted. - 5.05% L L, 42% , 1.82
Recalled Ideas :

6 " Percentage of Recalled 1.53 .99 .57
- Ideas Presented in _ . , O
Isolation

7. Percentage of .Recalled .+ 1.83- . 1.40 S B
' ‘Ideas -Presented in an . ‘ ‘
' Inappropriéte:_ ‘
 Relationship

8 Percentage of Responéé" .48 . .16 .03
Units that were :
Importations

Tk L &% - KKK '
. p < .05 - p< 015 p.< .0OL.

<3

5
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Z Tests of the Significance of the Differences
Between Proportions of Distortion
Categories and Between Proportions
of. Importation Categories

The results of these analyses are shown in Tables v-10,.

V=11 and y-12. Table V-10 contains the results pertaining to the
categories of distorted recalled ideas. z Table.V—ll contains the

results of the comparison between the proportlons of.the different
categories of imported response units expressed as percentages of
the total number of all response_units. Table V—l2 deals with‘
~ those of each category of,i;borted response unit expressed as a
percentage of the total nohber of imoorted response units.
.Differences Between the Proportions.

'of the Different Categories of
Distorted Recalled Ideas

Table V—lO shows that there were only very . sllght and non;
vsignlficant differences between the two treatment groups in the pro-
_ portion of/distorted recalled ideas 1in Category One, Changes in Key
Words.‘ This was true.of all three schools. The hypothes1s that
there was no significant difference due to\treatment in the pro—
'portion of distorted recalled ideas attributable to ch ges in key
words was not rejected

| In the casg of Category Two distortions, thene was a signif,
ficant dlfference between the proportions in the case of one school,
School A. A significantly higher proportion of ‘this category was

observed in the reading group in this school The same directi.n of

difference was observed in the other two schools but in School B's
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case it was hegligiblo and in Scﬁool C's not sigﬁifitant. fhe
hypothesis/of'ho significant effect'due to treatment in- the .pro-
portion of~disto£ted recalled ideés that ﬁas attrioutable,to\changes
in domainfof'apo}ication was not‘rejectéd. i ‘ ; 3
In the casé'of Categofy Three distortions, changoé io level

. p i

of preécision, a consistent direction of difference was observed as

shown in Table V-10. In all cases thexproportion for the listening
group was highor.tha@ for_the_reading group, but only, in the case‘
of School A was this difference significant. The bypothésisjghat

there was no significant difference due to ‘treatment in the pro-

portion of distorted reca}%éd ideas that wef%-attributable to changes

in level ofqpfecision"

‘Table V-10 sho
recalled ideas belonge

-égorx Four,. the residual category.

No significant differenoés on this variable were observed between

the two treatment groups in any school. Tﬁe-hypothesis that there
was no significant'difference due to treatment in the proportion of

“distorted recélled ideas in Category Four was notrrejected.‘(,,

\

Differences Between the P£opor£ions
of the Different Categories of
Imported Response Units . o o T A

[

" Two 'sets of z tests were Cérfiéd.out to test for significant
differences betweeh the proportions of the three categories of

importéd/response units in thé recall}texﬁs of the reading and

.1istening gfoups; "For one set of tests.the~proportionslinvolved

. - : - ‘ -
were the proportions of total response units-that belonged to each
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a0

" category. - For the other set the propo‘;ons were the proportions

- of imported response units that belonged to ebch:category.
C Co . "'g» L i .
. e ' . .

iy Category one 1mpdrted response units: Logical inferences,

¢

assumptions and conclusions. Table V-11 shows that when the number

of response unitsvin this: category was expressed as a proportlon of
the total number of response unlts im the recall texts, a 31gnif1—

cent‘difference was revealegjfor”School B. The proportion for the

fw

" listening group wad, significantly greater;h Hﬁwever,‘the two remaining'
sohools did not reveal a difference that was significant: The‘hypo—
‘thésis that ‘there was no significént drfferencehhue to treatment in 7 .-

iy

the proportion of response units that were importatibns,of-tﬁe'
B 23 . - : ' . ‘

. catégory of logical inferences, assumptions’ and corclusions was ‘not

,rejected

-

When this categ"ﬁkof importations was éxpressed as a

. '- ] . -
4 _ -, s : S - . bd [

S L : o L
proportion of imported response ‘units (Fable V-12), the difference- .

bétwean the proportions of the tw
\ . -

L . *

it the case of Scﬁools A and ., However, the directiOn of oifference

treatmentvgq§pps was significant

B

‘.

. ~was inconsistent.» School A showen/’;kigher prOportion for the.

?

rtading group, in the case of School B it was higher for-ghe

listcninm b?oup The hypothesis that there was no 51gniflcant

-

ﬂgi:fsrcnce &UL to trcatmcnc in the proportion of imported reSponSe'l
» ; \ 0 ~ i’ - ‘{ ~ .'.»‘—5

ts thgt wilre logica] Lnferences, assumptions and conc1u51ons was,

\u.,.

< of Jthe, faet that %he oirection gt dlfference

nort rcggrtud'becn.
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.(‘
: Gategory two imported response unitig i Consistent new

information . Table V—ll shows that only in the case of School A
€

. was there a significant difference between the proportions of total
. : Pl : .
| - . 4
,response units that belonged to Category Two. Only very slight
\\differencés Were noted for the other two'schools; The Listening
Y ,

Group in’ School A had a higher proportion of response units in this

:category than the reading group. The hypothesis that there was no

, ,
significant effect due to treatment on the proportion of response
. " . . I3 .

units that were consistent new information was not rejected.
When the imported response units in this category were..
expressed as prdportions of all imported response units, Table

V—ll shows that one school, School A Arevealed'a significant differ-

fence"while the others-did not. The differ/nce favoured the

) Listening Group. -The hypothesis that th fe was no Significant

difference due to treatment in the: prdportion of imported response
. o
'units thatJWere'consistent,new inférmation was not rejected.

¢ - s

-4

Category three imported response unifs Inconsistent new -

information. Table V*ll shows that in the case of Schogl c there . ;
was a significant differen e.bétween the two groups When the = . ..~
response units in ethis category were expressed as proportions oflu;
. i'all respOnse units,_the difference favhuringhtﬁggfeading groupf‘_fpfj
4:*However, the mebers involved were small and the‘differehces in% e

w0
" B T

~\§Pe cases of the two remaining schools were small and non—Significant.

The. hypotheSis that there was no signi(icant difference due to

2

treatment. in the proportion of response units that wer®e inconsistent

- @

-3
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C - /
new information-was not rejected. N

e

Table V-12 shdws that there were no significant differences
N

" between the proportions of imported response units that»belonged to
< 2

Category Three.’ The numbers of response units in this category

jwere small and the resultingjproportions were quite similar. The

,hypothe51s that there was no significant difference due to treatment

¢

in the proportions of 1mported response units that we‘F 1nconc51stent

' new infor?fiion was not rejected.’

4

Correlations Among<Selected Variables . -

A

The intercorrelations:among the eight vayiables that were

A -
-

L - :

S of variance and rgading and listening scores'are

shown'~n§Eabl&A§%—l3 V-14 and V-15 for .each school 1ndependently
Although no hypotheses were set up toshe addressed by these corre-

lational findings, they indicate relationshlps among the several

- .
.

variables involved, and reference w1ll be’ made to fhese relation—'

ships in the dlsc&SS1on of conclusrons drawn from the findings.v

5 PR
P ~

L : ‘ -

,\correlated corfelagions ranging from .GQ‘£2~;Z?. The overall ,
- : ¢ ' .

’correlation hetween uhe two variables whep the three\samples were .

f;’ pboled (n 144) was .725. This finding was. w1thin the range
hreportedrby’Spearritt (192?) and Jesterﬂkl§86)‘ig their survéxs of
research findings irnto the relationships hetween reading and H_*
listening., ) . - v 'v R

High intercorrelations are also shown among three;scores i

‘ nrelated to recalled ideas:- Number of recalled ideas, number of

‘ The tables show that reading and listening scores were- hlghly v,
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recalled ddeas demonstrating an approprlate relationship and number

l

tvof non—distorted recalled 1deas.. Thpse ranged from .79 to .92.
"This 1ndicated that these three scores were not’ 1ndependent of each
. other. Their high relationshlp probably arose from the fact that \?

the definition of distortion and of ‘the two types of deviant

"

»relatlonshlpawere somewhat lenient. -

"

Low but s1gnif1cant correlatnﬁns were observed for all three

schools between reading scores and rqugled ideas (.33\to .41), and
ubetween reading scores and non—distorted?recalled idea ‘(.36 to .41).
The correlations between listening scores and these tWo\rariables
’ﬁwere nni ornly significant only in the case of recalledfideas;

These corlrelations indicated that a positive relat, shigvexisted

Pn the case of School A there was a 51gnif1cant negative

-

correlation between, reading and percentage of response units that .

were importations. 0£herw1se thlS latter varlable was not signifi—
cantly,related to either reading or listening;

The. perc nta%e of response units thatlwere im%irtations

 was Significantly

elated to certain recalled idea scores. - Low to .6%

moderate negativ' correlations ex1sted between thlS variable ‘and’

- R

frecalled 1deas ( 36 tO,T 57) and non~distorted recalled ideas
i s ~ - ' e

;(— 31 to - 61) These correlatipns indlcatednthat recall texts

n

lower prgportion of'imported:response units.

’

- ® \‘\ i U
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Summary of the Findings -from the
Statistical Analyses

Table V- 16 presents a summary of the findings from these

statistlcal analyses in the form of the ,status of the hypotheses
:3 @

ThlS table shows that 51gnificant differenCes were found to @xist
L . 4.“‘\ \a . .

-between the two treatment groups, listening‘and reading, w;th

respect to the followingavégiables:

&
&

1. Number of recalled ideas (Reading > Listenihg)‘

¢

2. Number of recalled ideas presented in'an'appropriate

v

relationship (Reading > Listening).

w5y

3. Number of non-distorted recalled ideas

(Reading >lListening).

4., 'Percentage of response units that were importations .

LY

(Listenlng > Reading) :
‘.
While 51gnif1cant dlfferences were found to- exist between

the percentages of imported response “units that were loglcal
inferences;'assumptions and conclu81ons, no reJection of the null

hypothesis was possible’because of the inconsistent direction of

difference. e ‘ _
No 81gnif1cant dlfferences were found between the two

-treatment groups w1th respect to the. percentage of recalled 1deas

presented either 1nrrsolation or in an inapproprlate relatlonshlp.?

e A R . “ \

RS
Also no.significant differences between the-two treatment groups
v . ; - . “ . ) o . aN

.

were reuealed for the‘ proportions of any’of‘the‘Categories of”‘.

' - J

. . -
dlstorted recalled ideas. Similarly the tWo'groups were notv

distlnguished by dlfferences between the proportlons of an) of the.J

B

A
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“‘:Jt, léQ/“ B
TABLE ~V-16 3
» v E"'EL.‘. .
SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS OF PHASE TWO EYPRFSSED AS NON- REJFCTION "k_
TENTATIVE REJECTION AND STRONG REJECTION or THE NULL HYPOTHESES .”h_m
oy,
. Effects
Null q N Reading Listening.
Hypotheses Dependent Variable . Treatment  Levels Levels
1.1 Number of words " NR TR TR.
1.2 Number of response units NR TR TR
1.3 Number of recalled ideas TR NR NR
lfé Number of recalled ideas TR NR TR
presented in an
appropriate relationship-
1.5 Number of non—dlg?prted . SR TR TR
, - recalled ideas ' ’
1.6 Percentage of recalled NR NR NR
o ideas presented in
isolation : .
1.7 T -centage of recalled NR NR NR"
ideas presented in an
' “inappropriate : .
relationship - .
1.8 Percentage of response TR NR NR*
units that were
: importations
2.1 Percentage of distorted NR
" recalled ideas in ’
- Category One_ . . 7" v
2.2 . “ Pércentage of distorted NR .
recalled ideas in I
. ..Category Two
2.3 Percéntage of dlstorted NR
recalled ideas in
. Category Thrée
2.4 Percentage of distorted NR
recalled ideas in ’
Category Four T
2. Percentage of response~

units in importation
Category Onc . Vv

,'Percentage of respanse .

units “in 1mportat10n'

.Category Two

Percentage of response
units ‘in importation
Category Three
Percentage of imported
response units in
Categdry One

A

“NR
NR -
NR

NR -
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TABLE V. -16 (continued)

-
.
Effects
Null _ Reading - Listening
Hypotheses - Dependent Variable Treatment Levels Levels
2.9 Percentage of .imported NR ,
' response units. in' .
o Category Two ,
2.10 Percentage of imported NR

response units in
Category Three

r
” -
N%b= Not Rejected; TR = Tentatively Rejected;
Coak i ) . .
SEi,= Strongly Rejected.
LY
. wrof
. . .
'_:"i\’; .
824
. , ,
~)
T
i3
- ! 2
ad
. / ,

A
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importation categories expressedleither as percentages of total’
. .

: P
response units or as\percentages of total 1mported response units ?#

Significant differences among the recall textsrof the three

~
reading levels were revealed for two out of the three schools for

number of words, number of response units, and number of non-~

Rl

distorted recalled ideas. §
&

Significant differences among the recall texts of the three

listening levels wege revealed for two out of the three schools

i

for number of words, number of response units, u?ber of recalled

, ideas presented in an appropriate relationship, and\number of non-

»

‘the recall performances ofmthe'treatment groups. The conclusions

\\ the stimulus passages.

5

distorted recalled ideas.

These findings referred to the differences existing between

]

h@.

about processing differences which can be inferred logically from

3]

. these -recall differences will be presented in Chapter VII. Preceding

that discussion will be the presentation of findings from 'an informal

analysis of the recall of‘selected individual original ideas from

- . . .
v . [
- . :
f . . - . ) E . W
- ) L
7 ) . .



CHAPTER VI

, AN INFORMAL ANALYSTS OF THE RECALL
OF SELECTED ORIGINAL IDEAS

Introduction
(i e ’ R -
The findings described in Chapter-sthowed that, considering
oﬁ}rall group performance, expllcitly stated origlnal ideas were
less well recalled by listeners than by -readers. This would seem
_— 8 ! C -,
“to indicate that the variables'wﬁ§ch attended’spontaneous speech,

extraneous materlal more frequent llnguisticudeviance and poorer

rhetorical. structure, together w1th channel dlfferences, combined

. to inhibit recall by listeners relative to that of readers.
. Lo : K .
An attempt was made by an 1nformal analysis to observe the

ects ofyindividual variables upon- recall. Since natural\discourse
sed_as stimulus material, these effects could not be observed
. Cou b

eny systemat1c, controlled way However, in some cases individual
g .

ginal 1deas which had been attended in the oral versiom of a
passage by such factors as mazes, linguistic dev1ance and poor .

rhetorical structure were available free of these characteristics

in the equivalent written version In such cases the recall pattern

of the orlglnal 1deas by the ‘two groups could be compared to see what

G
v,)t.,

effect the factor had had upon recall e

\
-

One procedure used in the analysis was to tally for each

treatment _group ;he fiumber of times each explicitly stated idea

was recalled either in a dlstorted or a non-d+ storted foﬁm Cases

* o

Y . o o 172
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Bets:
4
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o

where there was a hoticeable difference between the two groups were

v examined in their written and oral forms to see how’ their expregsieﬁ\‘

T
T -

, ‘had varied and 'to see 1f any of the variables identifled in the maJor
-,\

; pilot study as characteristics of- spontaneous speech distinguishing

it from formal wrlting had p0531bly affected recall :

,o. '\S -

“A second procedune was tp 1d§:ti/y dn the oral versioqsv

examples of the occurrence of thesé riables. 'The recall péyl
o f“ " - N E

» /
. mance, of” the\listeners on 1deas contiguous with these characterlstlcs

was then compared w1th that of, the readers. Thl% second“procedure

complemented the first in the sense ththit revealed those cases

N -
‘ where no difference in the recall pattern existed as well as those‘
" where one_did. o S | o B ;

- The results of this informal analysis are'preSented as very
e ;- : -

'Lts and relationships rather
‘than evidence of them. Since natural discourse was used as the.

tentatiVe findings, suggestive of\e;

N e

- . . . | 4

stimulus materials, no attempt had heen madedto:build in the factors

Eimunder~COnsideration.- Consequently.clearﬁput examples were relatively

'iﬁfew. .5%> ’ |

l fhlsogpbecause large‘units'of text were used, the effects'
‘Qf each-indiuidual ;ariable could not be obsgrved independently

of“all other factors. The recall agﬁ processing of one idea would

be affected by its feiationship to other 1deas as well as by‘the form_

of its own expression. For example, if an idea containe@ba maze in

itsforal form, One;c0u1d not befcertain that the_presence of the maze'ﬂ

was the'most‘significant-ggature.hffecting its recall. The factithat

.

o
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contiguous ideas in the written version were also expressed
» _ —

‘ dlfferently than in the oral version was another source of
- ‘k‘
variation possibly,affecting the recalls. Consequently the effects

of particular variables Yere glouded in this way.

CIn a similar way the variables were not 1ndependent of each

<

other. Some original ideag\were attended by. several variables in .

»

“their oral eypression. For example, the- idea United Natlons A2
was expressed orally as:

" Em the- United Nations: is orlginally was 1ntended

tobe a peace-keeping body and em it's you ‘know .
performed this function to er a certain extent ..
a even limited extbntﬁ uring the past ever since

it was formed o« e s e B

S

Variables .present here were audlble pauses, filler words .and

syntactic.deviance. In ‘a case like thls——anf‘the maJorlty of ideas

‘;

involved in this 1nformal analysis demonstrated the presence of more
than one varlable .in the oral version——the effects of 51ngle

variables could not be obseryedn ;f“

g -3
R '\'v

_ The Effects of- Vi ual lnformation on the
R : Recall of thé Listeninﬁ’Grdup T

-

> This 1nformal examination of the recall patterns of indi;

/

vidual ideas revealed ‘no ev1dence that any v1sual aspect of the
"videotaped presentation to ‘the listening group had affected recall

In cases where there were noticeable discrepanc1es between the

<

number of times an‘idea wasl

other group, the videotape was carefully examined to see if factorsfﬁ

Y
_such as facial expression gesture or postural changes were irnvolved

recalled by one-group as opposed to‘the7‘

i
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at the point when that idea was uttered - In no case was anything

untoward or at all remarkable evident from simply watching ’ two

participants 1n the discuss1on. Apparently any differences were

’

‘attributable to linguistic and rhetorical factors.',\

‘The Effects of Extraneous Material on' the
Recall of the Listening Group'

Some original ideas were atteﬁﬁed by mazes, filler words
and audible pauses in their oral expression’ and of course this

-,

extraneous material had been entirely eliminated from the written

versions. The group recalls of .such origlnal 1deas were tabulated.

It was found that some "noise" -affected 1deas were better

recalled by the reading'group. For example; ‘the orlglnal idea,

Hockey B6 was expressed in the oral version as:

- However, (the new clubs) the 1gnorant Amerlcan
‘vans enjoy this type of hockey.

The written version was{
However, the fans who support the new clubs,
especially the inexperienced Amerfican fans,
-do enJoy the hockey they see today.
The 1lsten1ng group as a whole achieved only one recall of this 1dea
.while the. reading group recorded twelve.' However, ten oé:gathese**‘ii
' w/re distorted mainly because of Category Two distortion, changes
“tin the domain of application. This distortion was probably caused
by the rather complex restrlctive clause in the written version.
The maze in the ‘oral version does interrupt-the syntax and perhaps

,this interruption made the processing of the idea difficult for

" the listeners. ' The word 1gnorant in the oral version being -

‘ﬁ LN
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T

vt \-

'_:strong and obtru31ve, mlght have been expected to render this 1dea R

memorable if it had been: processed completely i T~f ‘gi;‘i
I . Sy & .

. AR p.qa

Another original idea that contained a. maze in its oral q

expreJSJHn was Mental Illness Bl. The»speaker safﬁ: - S

Er yes, The Blair, Report. brought out by the - - :;J
last (Conservative) er Social Credit government - ’ :
did a lot to recognize this problem.

(Y

The listening group recalled thlS idea four tlmes with- two distor—
'tions as- against seven with-three\dlstortions by the reading group..

The orlginal 1dea, Mental Illness Fl was attended by two

S

mazes in the oral vers1on. The speaker said
Well (the people that) nobody 1s really S e
incurable (as far as er) e e e i L

hY a

In Ehe written version this was expressed as‘

""No one 1s’really incurable._

~

The reading group recorded elghteen recalls of this idea,’one belng

dlstorted.i The figure for the. llstening group was twelve, two T
distorted., ' . S SR
 On the .other hand dlfferéhces sometimescfavoured the_.

listening group. For example, the orlginal 1dea, United Nations A9

<

wds expressed by the Speaker as: '

L and so the choice b01led down to, do we -

either take Taiwan into the picture (or do we

“take Nationalist China, er excuse me) or do

we take Communist Chlna’- >
This produced seven undistorted recalls by the listening group as.
opposed to only one by the other group whlch read:

‘ -1 choice had to b”made between them. ‘ = o A
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The. same’direction of difference wasiobserved'in the case

~of United Nations;Al;. Its oral erpression,contained a maze'andpan
. audible pause,.yet:thehliSteners achieved'nine'recalls as against
only four‘by_the'readersjwf" é | |
| f'ThereLWere‘other“original;ide;s narked hvimazes and othér

types of extraneous material in the oral version. . However, their

recall was not notably different in elther version S0 thaL no - effects

‘due-to ‘noise" could be detected
. : . )
One could conclude that the presence of extraneous material

. sometimes appeared to‘make an'idea difficultlto process and recall.~3'

‘But the presence of’such«material‘vas not'a reliable predictor of.

"1difficulty ‘ There are’ undoubtedly differences of degree in the,

o 1nterference effects that extranecus material can have and this may

" ‘have been the reason for some of ‘the, inconsistency in f‘he relation— -

P

ship between this phencnenon and recall

The Effects of Linguistic Deviance on the
“Recall of the Listening\Group

No consistent effect upon recall was "’ discernible for syn—~~

' tactic and semantic deviance. In some cases where these were present

’1ﬁ the oral_version the listening group s recall performance was f‘
‘};inferiogsto that of. the reading group For example, the idea,
d'fMEntal Illness A4 - was expressed by an«oral structure that vas not

syntactically_acceptable:

_ .They're facilitie aare more like:prisons'
_ than the actual tfeatment centres.
5 . . .
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<

This contrasted with\the written form: ‘
- u \ ’
They are more llke prisons.than centres for

the treatment of mental 111ness.

" . Five Subjects'in the'listening group recalled this idea and one of:

the recalls was dlstorted.‘:ﬁight recalls, none distorted'were

recorded by the readlng group.v Howeve; 'no difference was recdrded

_ by the two group recalls of another idea, United Fations A10 which

llwas also syntactically unacceptable in. the oral Ver51on.. Both groups
recorded eleven undistorted recalls. : o s : :

E:lhe oriéinal idea, United ﬁations Cc4, was expressed orally-

in what could be considered:a semanticallyfd ant form:

1 mean the communist nations mighf have
. -(been’ form you know, might have”s . . .) had

somebody come promote the idea-that they - - — - —v = o s

should try to suppress th United States \ E
_ideas er and phllosophle . : o : R

phllosophies' are somewhat 1nappropr1ate.

tttttt

The words. suppress an

No recalls were recorded for the listEning,group for this’ tdea,

while there were two for the readlng grou 'A-similar.small

difference was recorded for the origlvalﬁldea, United Natlons BS
”which w;; also expressed orally as & semantlcally dev1ant form In
' thelcase of these two ideas, United Nations C4 and B5 the small
number of recalls by the reading group would seem to indicate
.that‘the use of inappropriate words was, in itself not the sole
cause of poor recall. With the problem’remdved from the written
version,‘recallaremained very sparse.lv

'; '.As.in"thepoaserof extraneous material, some'structuresithat

were either syntaotically Qr‘semantically deviant in the oral °
L . he J; - - N



omplexity og\structure and poor recall performance seemed to b%ﬁ;Qy‘ B

”
[T N

'opewhat stronger, . though not wholly consistent. For example thef

s ;ust go 1n there for short-term er cures (or) ]
:‘ to alleviate their. problems .over a short ) S A
Lo 'ﬁeriod of time do not really become very . e . Sl
%ﬁﬁ# - institutlonallzed. ' .

i?‘ e ‘&»\.L.Llf,.f;
8 EERRER 2
‘Aj%hé pointsgwere unclear and dlfflcult to follow. These eight ideas e
""(’ ,Yi ) ,._M,‘- f?}J . i ‘ L :
“hroduced a total of only seven recalls by the listening group.A The -

P @G

PN

«corresponding flgure for the reading group, which was exposed to 'v{f%i)_

<

jthese 1deas in a clearer, form, was eighteen
< .
Thesaztwo extended examples suggest that operatively deviant

structures werefdifgigplt to process, resulting in poor.recall.

[

‘ﬁowever, one complex‘sequence:in.@he oral'version‘of the Hockey -
discussion did not'follow.the same pattern. 'The ideas:D2 througyﬁz

Dé,lexbressed’orall§ in'this~complex-Sequence,_werevrecalled'

‘slightly better by the 1istening group than by the reading group. A

The 'reason for this might ‘have been that ‘the speaker in this

N 7
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discussion was'vefy fluent.and spoke with good‘intonation and ) fk

o™ i

emphasis Table V-2 in Chapter V showed that the speaker in the

Hockey Dlscu551on produced 1ess extraneous mater1a1 ‘than the others.,'.
His expressive ability might have-helped steer the 1istener through
the complexity of this particular sequence 6f‘ideas; allowing pro-, -
céssing to continue unimpeded.

lIh tﬁe,United Nations passage three original ideas, A3, AlO

. . T :
and B10, which were epxressed orally in operatively deviant

“structures,.were recalled equally well by both listeners.and
g ,readers. This was a further indication that operative devianee

"glﬁaéehdt a consistent predictor of processing difficﬁlty.
Fe T S SO .

The Effects of Vague Anaphorlc
7 Reference on Recall .

* The earlier comparativé analysis did not reveal that
L . . [\ ) : l. . .
spontaneous speech and formal writing differed with respect to the

- use of anaphora. Anaphora refers to the use of words such as =’
pronouns and demonstratives which depend for their interpretation

upon ¥ords -occurring earlier in the text. Examination of original

ideas which showed marked discrepancies of recall performance by ~
o L o e T |l ‘ p 5, -
the two groups revealed that this characteristic of language migﬁ;
have played:a Significant'part%.especially when the referencelfor.‘

the anaphoric word was unclear. -All cases occurred in the spoken

versions. . ’ - ‘/}i

. The oriéinal-idea, United Nations'BB, as  expressed orally

N n
Ly
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«++ and they tried to develop as much
opposition to this as possible.

@
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The anaphoric word, "thiS"'ﬁsferred'to,"decision" occurring in the

¢

preﬁiousﬂ@entence waion in turn referredvto the decision to admit
Communist China to tiae United Nations. This last idea was part of
the answer to the prev1ous questlon. Therefore, in order to process
" B3, the llstener had to be able to dec1de which idea was 1ntended

as the reference for "this" as well as be able to recall 1t.' B3 ‘
recorded no iistenlng’group recalls; In the wrgtten version the

< word "dec151on was repeated in the statement of idea B3, replac1ng
thls., and the rdea to whlch dec1sion referreddwas 1tse1f repeated

in the interv1ewer s questlon. In this way the&ﬁeaning of. B3 was -

" made clearer. Four recalls, none distorted were recorded by the

.readingagrdup. ' A I - : . ’ ﬁjfh%“'

The same feature'Was'characteristic‘of;the orai‘expression
~of Mental IilneSs G5: | |

| ;.; now theY‘ve,got drngs‘to controlhthat.
"That" referred ta epdlepsy which occurred forty words earlier in'the
text in the_form "epileptics". In ‘the intervening dlscourse
epileptics ‘was the ?gference for the word "they" four times and
- for the word."he" once. This informatlon had to be carrled by the ®
: listener through - the different anaphoric transformations in order
to process G5. ~Five listeners'did,‘one of whom’produced a distorted
recail. Fifteen was. the correspondlng number for the reading groupr

In the written ver510n the word ' epileptics occurred sixteen words

before the expression pf G5 and the anaphorlc word "they carried
L : - - r : /
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the idea tﬁicé Then in the expne351on of GS itself "this condition

was substituted for "this

-

k]

Similarly Hockey AB .and A9 involved the vague use of anaphora’ :

’1tin the oral ver31on. Tog ther these two ideas recorded six recalls,

@ four of them distorted for the listening group, as against thirteen,"

. four distorted for the reading gﬁ?up. ' ’ _ =
. The use of vague. anaphora is con51dered a stylistld\fault

' in writing - The Publication Manual of the American PsychologiCal

re

®

Assoc1ation (1967) spec1f1cally warned agalnst the use of the

"indefinite "this" (p. 16).™ It seems reasonable to- assume, there-

fore, that its occurrence will be more;common indspontaneous speech’
than in formal_writlng. The consistent evidence from this 1nformal

‘analysis suggested that it was related to 1nfrequency of recall and,

by implication, to unsuccessful processing Speech is trans1ent and

the listener has no chance to check back over prev1ous text to find
the 1ntended reference. In thlS way -the use of vague anaphora in

4,

-~

Al

speejg'would be a predictable cause of interpretatlon difficulty.

" Sumr of Findings _

-n
N

.,The tentative infornal analysis revealed that the effects of

- extraneou: material and of the two types of lingu1stic dev1ance,

syntactic and semantic ~were mnot consistent enough to 1nd1cate that

they exerted inhibitory effects on the recall of spontaneous ‘speech.

. Slightly more consisténcy was revealed in the effects of operative '
N 1]

deviance in two discussion passages. In the\third»passage the.mqre
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)

Zfluent expression of the speaker might have offset its effects.

0
'

Another factor, not identlfled in the major pilot study as a
ch?racteristic of spontaneous speech, emerged as appearing to have K

an effect upon the recall performance of listeners.- Vag e anaphorlc - .

.
3

reference,woccurrlng’in the oral discussions and not in the written

ones, appeared'to have a marked inhibitory'effect upon recall.

St
s

A discu381on o% these flndings %ilIAbe included in the

s

chapter whlch follows as part of the interp‘ .qion of the flndings ‘ g

_;of the study in terms of the’ dlfferences between reading and
, P .

-

llstening processes.

LA

. N B . L L -
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SUMgﬁFY, CONCLUSIONS'AND IMPLICATIONS

'Introduction _ . o :

L

Readlng and listening form the receptive aspects of the o

» language arts. As such they. constitute ‘a class of communicative
act1v1ty which can be called language processing, the reception

-~ “and 1nterpretat10n of llngUIStlc messages.‘ There’are some obvious
4

dlfferences between’ the processing of written language and the

o

___—ﬁp;eeessing*of SpoKern language arlslng from Ehe different channels

of communicatlon utilized ‘To some extent these differences

. dast1ngu1sh the domain of reading from Lthe domain\of listening.

\“Beyond_this, the differences and similarities between the two types_
) - ® PR R o, ’ '
-of language processing are ill—defined. The purpose of this~étudy
. & .
was to compare readlng and - listening to see 1f any dlfferences existed

between the way relatlvely mature subJects processed spontaneous
speech and formal writlng. This comparlson ‘was between the proce551ng
. of .one register of sp&htaneous 1mpromptu speech and the processing

.

of one~register of formal writing It was expected that thls
%omparative strategy w0uld help 111um1nate some-of ‘the unique -

.o

’ atdri utes of reading as. a. proce531ng act1v1ty.

2

e o This chapter presents a brief summary of the study ‘and..

then prov1des a dlscu551on of the conclusions derived: from the

V!
1

findings as theyvrelated to the. research question. 'ThngWill be

184
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lfollowed by a discussion of the limftatlons of thc study, suggestions

N " «
T 4 b <

for further research‘ and ‘the implications atlsing from the study.

"
&

eV . . . '
Summary‘of the Study - RUEEEE . ‘ .
,V - . e R . - . - :.' s . :{\‘,‘,.P.l
- Car MU . R [
K 4 . 2
The study was an attemptfto ﬁompa/e the processing of T “7//
» W v“
g
spontaneous speech and formal wrlting by relatJvely mature SubJects. ;fﬂ
o ) ) b"‘{;
. This' comparisoggwas ‘effected from a theoretical perspectlve Wthh 53: i
v ! . \,

claimed that language proces51ng consisted of the operatlon of two .

'prlnc1ples, cue selectlon ‘and message recodstructlon. lhe focus

. ey
-of the study was, therefore Upon the differential operatloh of these o

. . e . “ ((‘

‘

two princ1ples in the two receptive language processes given the

. &i,.ii.__._

““’M— - - e - T P ' ‘-

‘two different kinds of llnguistic 1nputs and the different perceptual

. G o . . L -
'mechanlsms 1nvolved« o ,c~1» o . /J/,r

One problem which ﬁaced the study was to achleVe speclflénty

~

LY

3

1n the research questlon 1t was attemptlngfto answer . In view of
. . o . . - L

the absence of any slmllar research.comparing reading with-listening
. . " \ 'v B . .

to<spontaneous speech 1t was dlfflcult to establish a definite

predlctlve hypothe51s based on prev1ous research ev1dence.T Con—
'sequently the study embarked with a research questlon whlch was |

s . 1 ' . ,

very general and, somewhat vague asking whether there‘were -any h/

,

}dlfferences betweengthe two- types of 1anguage process1ng, listenlng

/,-to spontaneous speech and‘readlng ﬁormalvwriting. Ao Tl

-~

The generallty of this questlon was flrst reduced by the
(e . )

attempt to define ‘Process "in readlng and llstening ‘as the operation

"

of the two human information proce581ng prlnc1p1es of cue selection~ e

and message reconstruction. vAVreview of recent literature relating N
. R 2N . : o ) - N ’

& . 3



‘ groups were exposed to Videotape recordinc of spontaneous spoken

186 .

!. : ' /,
to both reading and llstening establlshed the validity of these two

N

principles. The research question could then focus upon the operation

of these two pr1nciples in each of the two proce551ng activ1t1es.
")
Further concreteness was achieved by the resu1t°  of a major

[

.pllot study comparing spontaneous Speech and formal writing as.the
two inputs into the processes whlch were the pf&mary focus of the‘
study. The differences ‘betireen’ the‘two types of language suggested-
predictive element which: could be 1ntroduced into the research “
question. It now asked whether the prOCeSSing of formal writing

was different from the processing of spontaneous speech in that'

the reader's - reconstructions were subJect to a more rigorous s

discipline and to demands of greater precis1on and exactness arising
g

from the tighter system of'liﬁguistic"and ideational cbnstraints of

PN -

;,f !

formal writing. S
[

t

The study was designed to prov1de data that could be used

. ~
J:to.answer this question, Spoken and written versions of three

‘2. "discussions were prepared as stimulus materials‘for three.independent

samples of\grade'eleyen students. 'Each sample wasastratified into

three readlng and 11stening levels and then randomly a551gned to
D~ : .

either a 1istening or a reading treatment group.. The 1isten1ng

3

discussions_and;the other grdups read the _0.mal wr_ tten versions.’
immediatelyhfollowing this exposureg both groups. of subjectsggrote .

; A ] A TR
down-what they could recall‘of the discussion. The'resulting recall
texts were analyzed u31ng a system of- post hoc categories to

- cla331fy certain phenomena they demonstrated which were 1ogically
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related to listening and reading processes.

P

- Hypotheses relating to differences between the two sets of

recall texts guided the statistical analysis of the data obtained -

s

from the classification of the recall fexts. The findingé from this

analysis, théréfore;“wefe the significant and non-significant -
differences that existed betweeh the recalls of the treatment groups’

and bc;weéq_gpe &everal levels of‘lispening and reading. The task
renaining was :s\draw conclusions from theséﬁfindings about the nature

of reading‘and listening and to show how'the'reca;l differenéésv

related to the question of differences between the two processes.
'This.diécﬁssion is contained in the following section.
. 4 . j"
‘Conclusions Related to the Differencés
. Between Reading and Listening

Théifindings reported in Chapt¢r Y and the rééults of | 7
the informalfanalysis‘contaihed in Chaptéf:VI reVgaied'some dif-
fe;encés‘between the recall.textsrof the twé treatmént_groups.
;HowéVgr;ithe dbjéctvpfjthe,study was to indestigéte, not the

procésses-bfkrec: i, thjaspects of the processes of reading and

1isteﬁing.v_Ihefe fihdingg,.thgrefdre, did not themselves'answer

: theiresearch'qbestion. An answer. to the question of whether the o
b - - E o
o ' S

meaning reconstructions of readers weré more preFise and exact -

.than those of listeéners to spdnﬁanebus speech depended uﬁon”éﬁéj‘(f !

bdildihdi;f*inférentiar connections betdeen‘the‘rgcall differentes -
‘and the processes of reconétruction and interpretation that were oy

“inVolved iﬁ'thg listening and readihgvgbtivity phatvprecédéd the

—



I . B Yy )_‘ 188
‘a\ : : : : : .
recall tésk.

The theqreticalibasis for these inferencés was laid in

Chapter II when the[rationalé for the use'of a‘recail task tolreveal

aspect$ of reading and listening processes was presented. Essentially

S e

thévargument was that'sincé tﬁe4ré6all task waé identicai Eér éach
treatmeﬁt group, any differences that existed between'lhc two sets
of recall texts had to be attributabhb tpvvariabies iﬁ-khe
present;tfon phase{ namely phg 1istenipg and reading activities.

- In this way the diffeggﬁcgs coﬁld‘be_interﬁreted asvindicationsuofr\\
differential operatiiﬁ_of.@ue se}ection‘anq messagg reéonstruc;ion

as processes of listening‘aﬁd reading;
. The inferential connections betweenvthg figdings and the

theoretical perSpectige from which processes inreading and o~

listening were viewed form the subject matter of this section.

They will be. organized around the topics, lehgtﬁ_of»recall?téxts, ,

r N . .

‘recalled(ideas, impbrtations, and findings from the informal

- ’ i

analysis. ) ' ' S ’ e

Length of,Reéall'Texts

The fact that no overall quantitative differente between.

»

‘the two treatments wds revéaled for text length as meaéu:ed by

o : . - ' . L :
number of words or number of response units did not directly
contribute ‘towards an.answer to the research question. Precision

of feconstruction'would»not be revealed either by longer or
‘shorter recall‘texts;‘it depended uponAdualitative assessment of \' -
the'texts. Howeﬁer, the findihg was~importént because. it indicated

3
£
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.thaé the qualitétive_gifferences'revealed by the -other findings - ould
not be diemissed as mere fuﬁctions of length. That is, it mighi
have been argued‘that, if the reading groups' texts had been
significantlytlonger than those of the listeniﬁg groups, the
differences in the number of recalled ideas, and,types of tecalled

] 1deaslcould have been caused simply bf>the greater volumc of
tecall " The flndlng that in. two out of the three schoq}s, length
was not a distinguishing factor added,credeﬂce to the assertion
that‘the qualitati;e'differences revealed by ether“analyses.were 
ettributable to inherent chatecteristics of the t&b sets of recatl.

The'same reaé@ning;'howf#er,“meaﬁt that the added credence

was not available in the case of . School C where a 51g?1f1cant

2"
‘dlfference favourlng the reading group was recvealed. In view of \

' Y
this, some element of cautii?~should be. 1ntroduced into the .
’interpretation'of the findings. On the'other.hand the fact 'that
" no. hypothe51s was regected or accepted on the ba51s of a School c

flndlng -alone prov1ded some safeguard agamst &roneous

interpretatlons.
. BTN 4

N . " : ? ( .

»eAnother, eomewhet’tenuous_ccnclusion-migE&bbe drawn from
the‘overall absence.ofeSignif}cant'iength differences. In Chapter
 II‘it wés steted:that one»éssuﬁﬁti?n enderlyihg'the use of a
,writtenVrecellutaSk ﬁes éhat reptoduction in.qﬁe medium did not -
biés'the_fesults of the_study in fevout of_t?e same medium-of
,fpresentatioﬁ; Perhaps it the recall ef the';eaaing éreups had
jbeehtfecilitateev;ivthe %eét thet they Wete‘reqtired to write S

"something they had already seen written, this would have been



190

manifested in longer recall texts in their cases. The absénce of
. overall significant differences might have added some support to

this assumption.

Recalled Ideas” =~ - ‘ T

';_;_TmTheAfindings>in':ﬁis séctioh reiferred :o.three aspects of
* the recall of explicitly stated ideas from the original discussion
© . passage: These were the number of recalled ideas, the relatiomnships
betvween recalled ideas and other ideas and the meaning changes, or °

distortions, demonstrated;by recalled ideas.

The overall findings in these three areas were that the
reading graups' recall texts contained significantly more recalled

ideas, recalled ideas which were presented in an appropriate

H

félagéonshiPm?nd'QQn:Qi§£9££§Q;zggallgd_ideas.than tﬁe‘corresponding
listening groups' ‘recall texfs; It was claimed that these findings
-~ about tﬁe‘te@éll texts could be relafed to the pfdcessés of

N

listening and reading.
A recalled idea was an explicitly stated original idea that

- was di;cernible, with or without'mean'ng_distOrticn,‘in‘a_regall
téxf. Ifs fécali wgs ééfpain evidence hagvits»origiﬁal expression
as an idea or sﬁatemeﬁf ﬁas‘remembered. Thét it‘wés remembered

, o S :
iﬁeént that the 1isteqéf o;,readep had bfen able; from the auditory

or visual cues‘avéilable-in its utterance, to select suf ficient
informatioﬁ to enable him to reconstruct that idea or statement in

a form that wa- comparable to a degree with the origiﬁal.."Thus,,

, to achieve a recalled idea indicated that a listener or reader had

i
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reconstructed a vers1on of an orlginal idea which was recognizable

as belng an attempt to express that orlglnal The absence of a’

el

partlcular orlglnal idea from a recall text dld not: 1ndicate failure

to process it 1t mlght have been forgotten after being reconstructed
{
However, the presence of a recalled 1dea was nearly certain proof

‘that-'a partlcular original idea had been succevsfully processed
Since there seemed to be no reason why listeners‘should be more

" prone to forgettlng successfully processed 1deas than readers, the

.

fxndlng that the readlng groups produced in two cases.out of three,

[
L

\significantly more recalled ideas than listeners indicated successful
processing of morevoriginal ideas. -

Presumably the 1lsteners trled to recall the same original

ideas as the readers and the questlon was why dld they fa)l to
P , N .
achieve as’many? Perhaps they failed to upderstand as many. However,

¥

the1r recall texts, overall were Jus as long as those of the readersi

-so apparently they wrote just as many 1ntended recalled 1deas. A

smaller propbrtﬁon of their recalled texts must have contalned actual

recalled ideas And a correspondlngly larger proportion must have
contalned material that falled to quallfy as recalled ideas.

P R
”ﬂ';ﬂ, There was no abrupt, consplcuous division between recalled

1

ideas and non-recalled ideas .- Recall text material varied along a

contituum from nearly identiCal-expression of original jdeas through

i;ldlcallty ‘to absolute contradlctlon. 'The definition

of recall d ideas attempted to locate a cutﬂoff p01nt that was’

>

degrees of

reliable and meanlngful On one side were dlscernlble orlglnal
-1deas; on the other material that was too dlvergent to be recognlzable?v

V]
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In these terms, .the recall texts of the reading groups contained

more material towards the positive end of the continuum than the

listening groups "The listeners' attempts to express original

~ideas tended to be distributed further from.the positiye end and

more frequently passed beyond the cut-off point, If this recall

pattern tnuly reflected the proces51ng of the ideas in the

presentatlon-stage as was argued in Chapter II, then the reconstructed

versions of 1deas produced by the proce531ng systems of the -~
listeners exhibited the same distributional tendency. They were

distributed further along the continuum away from the congruent end.

The'reconstructions of the readers,‘on the other hand, possessed
greater veridicalityj or a closer degree of correspondence with the
original ideas. Lo ‘ ot

: C 5,
The.finding, therefore, that the reading groups' texts -

~groups' could be 1nterpreted as ev1dence supporting an.affirmative

answer to the research question. The reconstructed ideas of readers
appeared to be more con51stent with and more reeognizable as the

\or:ginal ideas as expressed in the written material than those

A

Yy

achieved by listeners to. spontaneous speech

~

In Chapter II it was argued that both réading and listening
were’ processes whereby input from the written ‘or spoken texts was
\

only one sdurce of the 1nformat10n which a reader or listener

used to reconstruct,the,message, In both cases his syntactic and

semantic expectations as well as his knowledge of the subject,

"matter,of the discourse enabled him to predict the message,at

[y
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- input, and information from expectations and anticipations was -
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i

several levels with only a sampliﬁg of the visual or auvditory cues.

Thevfindihg that readers recalled more explicitly stated

original ideas than the listeners can be interpreted as suggesting

that the processes of cue selection and message reconstruction varied

between the two receptive activities." Thefcues'inbthe formal writing,
beingvmore'consistent, coherent and %ess obscured’by extraneous

. {L«
material than those in spontaneous speech, exercised a tighter

. . e ' - .‘ X ﬁ N
discipline over the meaning reconstructions of the readers. The :

intended méanings of the writer vere revealed more clearly allowing
14 . . . 7

the reader less freedom in his reconstructions. The listeners, on

.the>other‘hand,'wefe relatively freer from the‘cués‘in the spoken

»

5

-relatively more significant.

Pursuing the ‘concept of the continuum between perfect recall

" and recdnstruction on the one hand and outright contradicqion"on the -

L\‘ .
other, the adoption of ‘a more conservative cut-off point further .

towards the positive end preserved and even strengthened fhe-

distinction bétwéeh,the;two.processes. The cut-off point this

timeZZ?s the definition of non—distortea recalled ideés. Thiﬁlwas

a more rigorous criterion for the crediting’of a text with a

. . _ |
recalled‘idea, “Only restaﬁements which did not resy%t in
siénificantameaniﬁg changessﬁualified as'recélled ideas in this
comparison between the tWo“tgxts. The fiﬁding thégwforballvthreé \;J
schéols the reading groups.produced moré’nén—distorted reéailed |
ideas fﬁan the listéqing gfoups éould, by thelsame reasoning that"‘ 

was used in the'caée of general_fecalled ideas, be interpreted as
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Showing that the'reconstructions of the readers were'more(diSCiplined
hy'the text than those of the‘listeneriiy

The processing of continuous discourse is not simply a matter
pf reconstructing individual statements.‘ It also involves recon—
struction of /darger patterns of meaning, relating individual ideae
. to'eag? other?.~f€15‘is especially true of_argumentativgxgigcourse.
The. Qnalysis of the ‘relationships displayed by recalled ideas was an
attenpt to compare readlng ‘and listenlng at this level of proce551ng.
The two groupsv recall_texts were .compared in terms of the number of-‘

recalled ideas that demonstrated an approprlate relatlonshlp That

is’ this comparlapn 1ncluded only those recalled ideas that were 57
presenfed in the recall texts with evidence that their relationship#
with other ideas in the discussion had been understood. By this
o I T o ‘ '

means, elements of overall processing of the discussion contents

were introduced’into the comparison.

Agaln the fact that the groups whlch read the materlal
produced signlflcantly ‘more of thls class of recalled ideas than
did those which llstened was further support for an affirmative

r ‘

answer to the research question. The 1arger meaning reconstructions
of the readers more frequently resembled the structure of thé original
discussion content than those of the listemers. The readers' recon-

structions were more Sensitive to the constraints of the larger

- ‘text than were the listeners'.

The findings, howevér;ishowed that these three“recalled‘idea

o -

measures were far from independent of each other.“ Once it had been

N -

'establlshed that the reading grOups‘broduCed'more recalled 1deas, oAt
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it would have been surprising if the other tWo'ana' s had not
followed the same pattern. The finding related to non-distorted
recalled ideas showed a more decisive difference between the. two

treatments when the more rigorous criterion for recalled ideas was
o : . A - _ :
applied. - This, and the possibility of a similar trend for the
. : ;
'relatioﬁship analysis, -although it was not borne out, justified the

‘two additional comparisons.
" Two deviant relationships displayed by recalled ideas were
élso‘investigated,lthose presented in isolation without being

apparently related to other ideational units, and those felated to
inappropriate material. 4

-In this case the comparisons made were between proportions
: . ) B :
of recalled ideas that demonstrated each kind- of deviantﬂfelationship.
) ] . . r r'{z,) ) .

" Since the number.of each kind in a text was partly a fuﬁétioh of the
. . . - - ‘g Y - . . )

, . ‘ : . : A o
lqutp of text, simply testing the difference.betweegﬁthe group
T K & \'.‘Y.’., .

-scores would have been misleading; The proportions bf neither
‘recalled ideas presented in isolation,~ndr thoseﬁ':spléying an

vigifferent between the
.&h"gﬁﬁfé_difﬁé;fnce between
ST : . ,

ideas was a function of the number of'fé¢$” _a,ideas in éagh, not of

the ﬁroportions of each kind. That is, the prbportion‘of recalled
ideas that were either présented in isolation’or in,an‘iqupropriate
relationship was the same for the reading groups as for”the)listgning

groups. This suggested that the crucig} difference between the two.

groups was thatr the readers had been able to recall more original
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‘ideas, not that their recalled ideas wete qualitatively qifferent
o . . : oF
with respect to the relationship demonstrated. = '
IOf course it should oe acknowiedged too that the definitions
- of the'relationship cetegories were‘very weak. In order to_echieve
. B! ) : .
»operetional definitions, the criteria for classifying a recalled idea
as a member of the appropri;te relationsh;p'ceteéory was extremelys
lenient. Thus, the abi¥ity of the analysis at tois poigﬁ to reflect
the true relationships among recalled ideas was very limited, resuitipg.
in a rather superficiei comparisoo'betweenpthe;two sets of»recali
‘textst CForvthis reasoo the fiodings related to.the two types of
deviant relationsoip categories make confident@énterpretations about
the processes of reading'endvlistening impossible; At the level of
telat%goships aoong-recalled ideas investigated, tﬁere;eppeared'to
be no difference between reading and listeningiin'terms of: thé .
proce531dg of the 1nterrelat10nsh1ps among 1deas.
When the recall texts were compared on the basls of types
"of distortions demonstrated_by recalledvldeas, none of the four
cetegotiee of distottion revealed a sigoificantndiffereoce. This
was an attempt to discover whether processing in one medium was
oifferent.from the other in the type of meaﬁiug deyiations manifested.
Hoﬁever, all thteerdefinedttypes;of distortion, key word changes,
domain of Epplication chenges,tand changes in the level"of precision,
as well as tQ@yre51dual type were equally dlstrlbuted over the two
~groups. Apparently, therefore, these types of dlstortion falled to

distinguish between the processes of 1istening and reading; When__

either a reader or a listener reconstructed an. idea; and in the
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o

process distorted it, the medium involved did not apparéntly influence
Y . .

the type of distortion that resuitéd:

Importations : o ‘ S
An importationVWas‘a response ‘unit that cohgtituted; or was

part of, an unsuccessful attempt to express an original idea. Large

;ﬁ

percentages of the total €§SQpnse units in the récall_texts of both -
.readers and listeners fell™

into this overall category. There was’ an o

inverse relationship between fecalled ideg scores and percentage of
response units that were importations. Recall texts that rgyealed
.higher scores for recalled ideas were more likely.to praduce lower

percentages‘of imported response units. It was as though importatibns

z

were the other side .of the coin from recalled, ideas.

In two out of the three schools, the'percentagé of response

units that were importations was significantly higﬁef'fbr the
'.ligt%ning group’than’for the readingog;oup.i This Waé tentétivély
acéeptéd as a difference characterizing éhe tﬁo.sets:of.;ecal} téifs.‘
B | What cénclusions about the711§teners' and réggefs' processing
of'the reSpec;}ve matérialé”cduld be dréwn fromithié finding? ~ihe. ;
‘concept of the cﬁﬁfinuhm of correépondence betweén'recallédvgaterial_

;ﬂarqriginal ideas reférred.tb in:fhe discussion of the findings
.related to recalled ;de;s c§u1d alsp-be applied in téié ;asQ;
ImpoftationsvrepfesQnted unsqccé;sful_at;emptg.to express.what the
speaker or inter had'presénted. The'attgmpfs werevnot reCpgniZable
aévreéélled ideas; théy'laffbeyond;thé cut;off point fpr récalled B

ideas. As a cles they consisted of valid iﬁfereﬁces, éssuﬁptions
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ard conclusions and consistent and inconsistent new information. Thev

.

17" steners produced proportionately more_of these in their recall
s texts than the readers.

As drscussed in Chapter II the processes of" rememberlng are |

-
o EE

themselves reconstructive. A Subject does not remember the’ totallty

3

of an event' rather, features or de@alls of it are remembered and

~gthese can be used to reconstruct the event accordlng to rules of logic or
experlence. Undoubtedly some of the 1mportat10ns produced by both treat—
‘ment groups arose from these memory processes. If one statement by the
speaker was - remembered. it could actlvate assoclatlons that - could have‘

beén unstated ‘inferences or con51stent new 1nformation contrlbuted by -

\past experiences on the part of the llstener or reader. In the wrltlng ~\

. ' <

of the wrltten recalls, thé llsteners or readers could have believed - !

qulte reasonably, that such 1nferences ‘and assoc1at10ns were actual

no

statements by the speaker. hl;. -

But agaln there would seem to be no reason “why any systematlc

dlfference should have - existed between the memory reconstructlons of

the llsteners and the readers other than those arlslng from the,
RN

L a,presentatlon‘varlable. Therefore the fact that- llsteners produced

",
0' \-\' . ‘. '

. dproportionately more importatlons than the readers had to be accounted

for within the presentatlon phase. The dlfference, in other words,
., .
lay 1n the processes of  cue selectlon ‘and message reconstructlon )

involved in the receptlon and interpretatlon of the spoken and

written material

The explanation could be that the readers were. more clearly

aware of what the expllcit points made by the author were. .The

et

v A . N L - -
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listeners, on the other hand, given the more imprecise and diffuse

linguistic input of spontaneous speech, could not as-clearly

" distinguish ‘the speaker's explicit points from-a wider, general area

of meaning which the spoken discourse ‘aroused.’ This gefieral area’ -

' . ~ . s L 5 . .
consisted perhaps of inferential meaning, or what the speaker implied-

»

* but did not state; associative meaning, related ideas from the

™

e

‘deviant, inconsistent meaning reconstructions.

information other than that directly derived'fro

'communlcatlon when they wrote of wrltlng and readlng as belng "less

natural more artificial, more dlfficult more stlmulus bound"'

. . ) - v )
listener's own experimental background; and idiosyncratic meaning,

Another.way to express this would be'\to saf that theuinpadt‘ef.
o ;nput}cueelwas_.
relatively more influentialbin listening than in read né.. Thev
listenerfs expectation;, derived from‘context‘and‘eXperimental baek?

~ e

ground; played a relatively greater part in their.selectionfof cues

. . . I R A .
.agd(;n their meaning reconstructions causing them to include in their

recalls a greater amount of material that did not correspond'to

original explicitlj stated ideas. The readers' meaning-recon—

structions were more tightly under the control of the euesﬁcdntaiped

in *the written text. !

- ~
’

To put the argument in yet another way, it could be said

that the reader appeared to be more stimulus bound in hls recon—

o

structionsg than the listener. Horowitz and Berkowitz (1967) made

this pointJabout theidifferenceS'between Spoken and written‘

—_

k4

than speaking and 1lsten1ng (p 214) ‘The meanlng which the writer

’intended was more clearly indlcated by the cues he built 1nto the
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text.‘ These.cues demonstrated a greater.consistency thanfthosébhuilt
vinto the spoken-discour:; b the.speaker.,'ln other words, the. con- =
‘ Straints upon the reaoer's reconstructions uere relatiuely'tighter‘
and more restrlctlve, those Imposed upon the listener were refatlv(%y
looser permlttlng greater dlvergence of meanlng reconstructlon.

g - Thatdis not to say that spontaneous Speech isian inferior

i ‘medium of communication than writing. However, in cases where.
preeision.of meaning communication .is involved writing would appear

to have the greater potentlal for. exact 1nterpretatrfn. Spontaneous
' speech, 1n cases where the listener cannot exert an 1nfluence upon

 the speaker 0y acting as an interlocutor, woula"seem to be liable °

¢

to_wider and, therefore, less'precise interpretation.f‘

Thls interpretatlon of the 1mportat10n flndlng would suggest

' further affirmative evidence w1th wh1ch to ‘answer the research
Y : 7 . ' .
. question. It suggests that.fhe“processing,of written language is-

more exact and more precise in the reconstructions that the reader

' aChieves. Those of the llstener to spontaneous speech are more F
‘diffuse, and drawn from a w1der domaln of meaning.. The listener

may know what the speaker meant; but_the reader better knows what

the author wrote.

o

There were no 51gn1ficant dlfferences between the two

groups in any of the proportlons of either reéﬂznse units or

imported response units that fell into each ‘of the three

.

\importation categories. Thus, the overall importation dif fererncé

- . - - . '\\‘ . : ) . .
could not be -traced to any one of the three' types of importation, -

I%'Was again a question of total imported response units, not’

~

T S o T . iy

.o
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individual types, distinguishing betweﬁf'the two sets of recall. - -
Readers' and listeners' importations were distributed in similar

proportions over logical inferences, .assumptions -and conclusions,
S - - ' _ . )
consistent '‘new information and inconsistent new information. With
J : ‘ ’ ’ ) )
respect to these types of importation, listening and reading were,
: / _ e ) ’ . .
therefore, not significantly different. R B

Informal Analysis

, v . X

fPrObihg behind the main_findings of the study, this anélysié
set out to evaluate the factors thch wefe idcﬁtified earliéf |
as differenccs between ;Pe language of formél_Wriping.“It.was an
evaluation of thé impgct”9n proéeséing of those fgctofsii As reéqued
in,Chéptef VI the findings wéi@’inconplu§ive with régard'féﬂthé
effects of ext%ageéué;maferié},ﬁéyntaptic’deviancé and semantic
deviance. in some éaéés_individual'griginal.iaeas that were poorly
’récalled.byvfhe lisgening group gompared télthe reading group wé?e

attended by such factors as mazes, poor.syntax or the use of
inappropriate words in the oral version. - However, in other cases

'théf§5meifagtors did ‘not" result in anrinferior performan@é by

fhe listening gfoup{ 0f course each of]these factors prohably

.Variés inkthé degree of interference it caﬁsés in tﬁe'structure

_ér meaﬁing of a séquehte.}'fhé inconsistency might be attr;butabie

to ﬁhis variation. 'Oﬁ thefotber hand, the effects of tﬁesé>%act9rs.

may- not - be limited or confined tb tﬁe im@ediately.contiguoUs | ?
v o , o, i o

sequence.  The effects may be cumulative:or may cause interference

at other related pdints‘of the discourse., ThiS'analyéis did not

L v ..
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attempt to documént gﬁése possiBilities. The only?conclusiPn that
could be drawn was that the effect of these thré@“factors,‘extrancous
material and‘syntagﬁié.and;semaﬁgjc‘deviance, did not appear'to_be
simple and indépendéntAof other ﬁaétors.' Théy were_not;mindividually,

reliable predictors of poor recall."Thercfbré,vit was concluded that,
'cbhsidvrod‘sihgly4and broadly they did not constitute a consistent
inhibitory effect upon processing.

In the case of operative deviance, the use of excessively

long or complex stiuctures, the finding appeared to be more

4 .
R ]

cdnsistgnt over ﬁworof tﬁe discussion»topiés.;:Iﬁpthéée tﬁo ca§es
such structures wefe ﬁhiformly pborﬂy récalled'by_the listening -
grdups. Withlﬁhe length aéd complexityvmod;fied in.the written .
vgrsions, thg_quiyalent recall perfo?ménce of the réading group-
- was improved. The excep;ion to thiskdemonstrgtéd by Sﬁé tgépcctive
groupsvwhich wete exposed to the Hockey diseussion Qaé perhaps
, attributéble to the relétively greaterifluency of_the_spéékef in
.fHatstopic, o . |

I; was a.findiné in theipilbt:étudy thatvspontdneous sﬁéech‘
contained a lafger.prpppffion of suéh operdﬁiveiy:deviant‘stiuctures
,tﬁan formal writing. 1This't¢ntapive finding from the informal
analysis suggested that'operatiye deviance is a facto® which is’
invqlvéd in the processing differencés bétween lisfching and
reading. Its ocCurrénce iﬁvspoﬁpaﬁeous'épgechTappears fb inhibit'
) processiﬁg of.the iﬁéas.involvédf' it appears 1eés'frequentiy in
writing, anaiin>prqfessional W;iting.it should perhaps not oécur'

at all, If a reader were to enpodnter a long or complex sentence
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he could ‘reread it. However, a listener has no recourse to this
/

alternative. He must either impose'ﬁ% interpretation upon.it or fail -

to process it fully. )

'é 'The‘iuforﬁal analysis revealcd another specific source of
recail difficukgf; thé use—~pafticu1arly or even éXClpsively by
'spontancbu; speéch——of vague, indéfinite anaphé'ic expfessions such
as -the pronoun,'"fhis"."Cénsiétent and often S'riking:differeﬁcesv

between recall performances on individual ideas\were found in cases

where this factor occurred in an oral version and had been eliminated

in the-wriften. Lt ‘'was concluded that the use in-spo;%aneous speech

of these vague-anaphoric words whose reference was.unclear or whose
_antecedents occurred much ear}ier in the text did make the ideas.
involved difficult to process with precision according to the

speaker's intentions,

Conclusions Related .to the Differences Between
" Reading Levels and Between
Listening Levels

Reading{and'listening levels exerted a significant effect

with respect to length of réﬁali%pexts, number of~n6nedistorted
recalled ideas, and .§n the case of listening levels only, number
of recalled ideas presented in an appropriate relationship. No

consistent significant effects were observed for number gf recalled

ideas, percentages of recalledvideasndisplaying deviant relation-

&

“shups and pefcentage of response units that were importations. .

It ...1d be concluded thatwtheﬁgplume‘df
R CR S b

o

written recéll
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“Was to some extent a function of readiﬁg and listcning ability. ’This‘
conclusion was supported by the significant cofrelations revealed
-among these variables. Such q.relétionsbip was cntirely predictable
since ;eading, writing and listeﬁing abilities are interrelated as
‘langu;ge fuﬁctiéns;“ The fiuding~thét the ﬁariablc, number of recallgd

~ideas, was not sigﬁificéntly influenced by rcadi;g or listguing |
 leve1s, together with the correlational findiné‘of significant But
low relationships, indicated.that-the ability to recall and write
down expiicit ideas from é’tht listened to 6r read is ﬁot highly
related to,listening and.reading ability as meésured by stanﬂardiéed
tésts. As a measufevof what is comménly referred to as-reading and
listéning coﬁp chension, the recéll of explicit ideas’wopld.have

~low concurrefit validity. * The SféndardiﬂAd_tcsts.uscd in -this stud&j
'empioygd a multiple chioige format and in the’éaée of phe reading"
‘test the téxt could be Ye-examined in order to answer the question
on tﬁe cémprehension subtest. In a written récall task the subject
has.nd'éxtrinsic cués to éééist‘his‘rééonstruéinns and it is
pﬁrely'avtask of recall néF recognition as in thefcasé'of selecting
answers from among muitiplé choi§e diétractors. ;The diffgrent

~ natures of the tasks?'theréfOré,‘couid accbunt foF aﬁsean»of
effects of reading'and lisiéning levelé on this,variable¢

€l‘

LI

Suppary of 'Conclusions

The differences between the recall texts of the listeners

and readers were discussed in relation to the theoretical view of
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reéding and listening processes deueloped ' Chapﬁer IT1. Considering
lthe fwo’receptive language ppoéeéscs us subéiaéseS'pf 1anguagev ¥,
processing, differences betwecén thevrecail texts Qf_the listeners and
readers sugchtcd-des‘in uhich listehingvaud_reading ‘as language
‘procéguing behaviours differed from each other. As processes

Jnvolv1ng cue selchlon and message reconotluctlon, ﬁhe.two varied

5

w1th :eqpect ‘to the prcc131on and exactness of meaning reconstructlons

T

. achieved. Those of the readers were relatnvely ‘more congruent w1th

" PN
o

fﬁhe explic1tly stated ideas of .the writer Lhan the reponstructions;

of the listener were with those of the speaker, The listeners'

reconstructions displayed relatively greater divergencé from the

" apparent meanings of the text. This interpretation of the findings

suggested that reading formal writing is different in degree from
o o ' L o o

listening to spontanecous speech in the operation of the proces&

é’principles“of cue‘selection and message réconsﬁruction. Readlng is

# A
rFlatlvely more under the control of the cues contained  in- the text

- while listcning is more susceptible‘td‘influence'by'information which
the listener brings to the task-information from context-and from
expectancy;derived from his syntactic and semantic predictions.and

froﬁ his knowledge of ‘the subject matter.

T . Limltations of the Study

o

Chaptér IV contained: a diécussionbof the-deliberate
limitations'imposed upon the study by‘the selection of the language

ﬁegistérs:to be inveétigated'and of the subjects who served as

\.

s L . Y
B
=Y
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¢ |
experimental samples. Both served to narrow the range of application

. .
}of the results. The processes of llstenlng and reading referred to
. - . '

in the study vere those of gradc eltven students confronted w1th

argumentatlye discourse in‘the form of spohtaneous sﬁehen discussion
and formal written discussion. \ - h
From the oerrpectlve of the completcd study, other limitations:
should be emphasized. Nu?flrst arose from the method of analysis
\\V used in Phase Two. ' The post hoc cptegories wvere developed without
any emplrlcai ev1dence of their valldlty as vehlcles for the analy51s
of meaningful characterlstlcs of the written recall tasks. Their‘ 
,val;dlty.rested upon'logical eyidenee onl&.
Secondlys.the relationship'betﬁéed the question under
investigation and the data obtainedvfrombthe analysis of the written

texts also dependéd upon logical argument rather than empirical

evidence. The process..of reading and listening were not observed

directly. ' Their differences were inferred from observations about '

one type of product of'such"oroeesses." ‘--;:., | ' "f'--gv)
| VFinally,_individdal‘subjects were not sbudied. fhe{design
of the study depended heavily upon randomization to control for
ind1v1dual dtfferences in proce531ng and recall In so doing
ind1v1dual characterlstlcs such as. cognltlve style, intelllgence

socio-economic status, as well as a range of affective factors,

were not observed.
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' This exploratory study has tentatively identified a difference

J @

———between theé processes of reading_fo?ﬁﬁifwriting'and listening to”~

-I

) spontaneous‘speech. It has suggcstcd that one dlstlnguishing

t .
characteristic of readnng lies in the prec151on and exactness that

formal written language imposes upon the reader s mean:ng recon-
structions. As far as the de51gn and peropective of the study are
concerned houevcr; this difference vas relative rather than
absolutet The claim could not be made that readino was avmatter of
prec1se meanlng reconstructions and that llstenlng to spontaneous
speech was a matter of imprecise ones. The evidence proﬁided by
this study’mereiy suggested that reading involved a relatively more

precise operation of two language processing principles-~cue

" selection and message reconstruction--than listening to spontaneous

speech. .

" In spite of this limitatiop upon the tentatlve flndlng, the

. dlfference between the two types of language proces51ng suggested

by this study" would seem to-have some 51gn1f1cance and be worthy

of contlnued research effort 0bv1ously_a-basic need is for

o confirmation or'disconfirmation of the finding. “Two types of ?

'verification would seem to be called for'before the finding could

be gccepted as-a distinguishing feature of reading. “The first
need is for a straightforward confirmation within the same

registers of speech and writing that were used in the present

1nvest1gation. This could be achieved by the use of different
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language texts and subjects w1th1n a sﬂmllar de51§n ﬁ{;

L0 h

vdescriptive text semples. Equqlly relevant would he ‘an answer to‘
. . k] . g

the question of whether the relatively greater precision of reading
' reconstruetions.was,sustained in comparisbne between formal'writing
‘and other registers of speech; both epontaneoné like monologue and.
eenversat?bn, or non—spontaneoué like otél reading or recitation.
Such a progran of coﬁﬁaratine research would perhapc indicate whether
the flndlng from the present study was attrlbutable mainly to the’
different nature of the'two linguistic,inputs involved or to channel -
variables as a whqle. o

Studies Such.as‘those in&icated'could empley the technique
of written recall and the analysis categorles developcd in thls
':present study. However it should be acknpwledged that the tech-
nique‘ot written reeall as a means of reveeling 1ietcning and = .
‘reading prbcesses is CUmbetsone, prdne‘te'the deficiencies_of
reiiability and its finéings.petmissive bf‘tentatiﬁerinteret'
pretationkonly. Iagelly, confirmation and extens1on‘of the
prese;} f1nd1ngs requlre the use of more authorltatlve and

objective techniques. But in reality such techniqueé are not

‘Yeadily available.
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'productive.

speech and writing by listeners and readers.
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Those that have proved valid and reliable in rcading research
such as the cloze procedure and eye movement'and eye-voice span
measurement cannot be used to study listening responses This rules
out their use in this type of comparative research Remaining
poss1b111t1es include 1htrospect1on‘and retrospection vh:ch appear
to be equally applicab]e to reading and llstcnlng . The problem w1th
these techniques would seem to be the difficulty of ensuring that
the subJect " responses. were directed to the’ proce551ng of the
respectlve materials and not 31mply their reactions to the content
In other words these techniques might not be fine enough 1nstruments

to distinguish between listening and reading at-the level of thelr

reconstructive processes. Perhaps a;case study approadh, investigating

-

- in depth the processes of a'small‘number of subjects, would be

/-

A second general direction which further researrh could

explore w1th1n this question of differences between reading and
'llstenlng is that of the effects upon proce551ng of the spec1f1c

-factors which were found to dJstinguish between fbrmal writlng and

sprtaneous speech. This study dld not attempt to~control these .

‘_factors such as the presence in spontaneous speech of extraneous

material syntactic, semantic or operative dev1ance and

relatiyely weaker 1deational Structure. Laboratory-type studies

could be de51gned to measure their impact up n he/process1ng of
PN

‘One approach mlght -

o :
be to use short texts in both media where the spoken. ver31on
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¢ .
9

demonstrated one single’ characteristic of spontaneocus speech, such

as operative deviance, with the equivalent version having been

e
- '

rewritten .to eliminéte it;‘«The reader and listener could be then
rquirea to identify the point made by .the speaker‘or:writef.from a
1ist of carefully dévélopEd-alternatives demonstrating a range of
integpretatioﬁs; On the basis of the tentative conclusions oft

this preggnt study, the hypotheé’s would b%ﬁ?ﬁa; the listeners in
this situation would make a wider “nge of selections than would
the’readetst The effects of exfranégbs @atépiél,.infaifferiﬁg,

. o >
degrees, of gach type oﬁlliggﬁfgfiz/deViance and of vague anaphorié
expféssioﬂs‘could be studied in‘fhis more ébjectivelmanner.

It should be emphasized’tha; fhe strategy used by thg

present studyAhad only limited ability to reveal the unique

Kl

from the fact that it was comparative research in which one activity,

‘

o e . - s . ,
. reading, was studied in relation to another, listening. The outcomes

of such study éan'only be relative findings and conclusions which'

state hhg,the target activity is the same as or different from the

 other. NQ absolute qualities can be discovered through this

appfbach. Secondly,-réading and listening wq@g'observéd'as sub-.

classes of language’processing within a narrow definition provided

"by two human informétion prpcessingvprinciples. Since both .

-
.

reading and listéning were therefore regarded within one generic

definition,[thé'discovery of generic differences between .them 'was

’ not possible. The sﬁggestion must be made, therefore, that resea. -

n
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which attempts to reveal the unique characteristics ®f the reading
process should adopt a differeht strategy and pfocedure from the ones
used in the present study. These can reveal relative differences

between the two activities; but the zbsolute qualities of cach--
’ : ¥ .
3

.differencesin kind--are beyond their power. g

: Iﬁplications of the Study -
¥

The findings and conclusions from this study.hayé implications

, -

for -reading and listening research rather than for practitionéfssf%
the field. As an exploratory study, itsvfindings wvere tentative and
its conclusions dependent upon logical argument as"ﬁell as upon

O’fl‘ v X : S '
empirical evidence. Rather than suggesting strategie$ for developing
reading programs, the'study should be seen as having indicated a
potential source of differences between reading and listening as

1

language.behaviours. ?Any préétical.outCOmes wouid Ee heavily
'dependentfupon fdrthe; researcﬁ. : .v" _ ' -

It should be emphgsized that it was béyond’fhé power of
the present study to draw-a;iiné.bétwéen,liéténing to spontaneoué
speech and.reading formal writiﬁg and claim that the line.contributegA
-to.a definition of the démain ofvreading. fhé differeﬁce betdeen
tﬁe'two was not a geﬁéric one.becaqse the two-prqtesses were
'éémﬁaréd and qontrasgédbwiﬁhin a generic definifioﬁ of 1ahguage
,procésSing and within tﬁe'single perspective of-éwo principlés
ofviﬁfbfmafion proéeséing. The most that couid'be achieved Qasb

that the two could be disfinguished from-one another in the
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operations of the tvo principles. Any différences'had to be

;-differenees of degree ratherrthan_kind. The diffifences actually

. revealed were differenees in the degree of prec151on exactness
2 o

~—

andttextual diseipline demonstrated;by the ,respective reconstructive

. processes. In any absolute sensc listening {o spontanecous speech

_and decoding levels; a_single model of language processing could

- : ‘e - . f . . ]
is not an ‘imprecise, -inexact or undisciplined process, nor is reading .
.EQ”“;; ?T. o ‘ R '} _ o
a precise;:exact or disciplined: onej;. one is simply more so than
gl - ' -
the other.

y The.implic%tions of the findings, therefore were not

°

signifieént'foria definition of reading. The fact that reading

‘appeared to involve greater precision and fidelity of reconstruction

\/

than listening could not be incorporated into a self—contained
definition of the reading“proeess; Nor dld the results 1mply new °© *
A

components foréa model of reading that would distinguish 1t from

‘e'deel of listenﬁgg. Apart from differences atwthe perceptual o

4

S

accommodate the present conclusions. oo o
\ . . . .
. While the study has not estahlished that reading and ”Q}
listening) beyond theirfobvious differehees;‘are different

act1v1t1es, it has suggested one way in which reading may make

different demandS’than listening. Verificatlon of this by further

J,

research would refute the argument referred ‘o in Chapner I that

reading and listening eomprehenSion are essentially tﬁe same

+ \

thlng.
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_Concluding  Statement g : Y

Langudge is produced in many different circumstances to '

v
v

Satisfy a vsriety of purposes. TthANleW of language 1mp11es ‘that

the receiver of linguistic nessages must possess receptlve language

skllls that are flex1b1e and adaptable to the dlffelent s1tuatlons

LIRS
-

in whlch he is exposed. to language. This stUdy has suggested_one

aspect of the flexlblllty requlred of a redﬁlver who moves between

llstening to spontaneous speech and reading rmal writing.

é" -

o
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COUNTING THE NUMBER OF WORDS

3

The number of words in,a‘fgxt included both those spoken by the

speaker and those spoken by the interviewer. Audible pauses and maze~™

“ o

words were excluded from the texts before word codnts were made. Filler

‘words were included, not being considered "syntactically extraneocus,"

following the procedure of 0'Donnell, Griffin and Norris (1967, p. 39).
" Contractions such as "he'd" were counted as two words as were hyphenatéd~

words like ”so—céllcd;"”.Spoken numbers were counted aqﬁthe nuuber of
words uttered, '21", for example, being counted as two words. However,

written numbers counted as one graphic symbol bounded by white spaces.

If the number was written out in words, then the number of words was its

count. . For example, 'twenty-one' counted as two words..

‘ o : RN .
EXTRANEOUS MATERIAL, OR "N@ESE"-

U

Audible Pauses

There were the "er" and "em" and other non-linguistic sounds that

'many speakers make in the course of,theirldiscoﬁfse. The\distinction

between these and the unstressed indefinite article, "a" was not always
» ats >

_easy to maintain when one had to decide whether the speaket was repeating

the article, producing a maze word, or making an audible pause like Ter." .

In both cases the cause appeared to be similar - a search for the next .-

v

@

word or idea. Other non-verbal sounds like coughs and \laughs were not. .

recorded on the transcripts.

'Mazes
EsSéntially these were false sfarts, word tangles, and adjacent .

’

“ repetitions. dIn Hunt's study (1965) he used the.term'"extraneoné métter"-
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i

.
(p. 6) to describe»his garbles or mézcs. Loban (1967) referred to them

as "a series of words or initial parts of words which do not add up to a

meaningful C-unit. Removal of the maze leaves an acceptable unit of
’ . ' - o . -

language (p. 17)." 1In this present study words or initial parts of words
o ‘ )

were counted as mazes if:

1. tﬁey'constituted an adjacent repetition. s

éxamplés: "I think that‘(that) the éeoplé will come to
to their sé;ses\“f:.-
N R | .
" "Students should take part in (extracurric)
‘extragurricular.acfivities." g
\ i . e
| fThevfé§chérs (the teachérs) agé paid to come
tO‘Cl;éSéS;"
2. they constitutéd an incomplete construgtiqﬁwébanaoned-by the

'speaker_or:ﬁriter in favour of an alternative syntactic pattern.

examples: "... because actually’ (we are) we do play an

independent role."
"I meén (it.théré thefe) our TV shows are.
American."
3. they cqnstitutéd a word or phrase replaced by another.
examples: “They do it ﬁﬁgg; (false) the faisé.ﬁrefénse
: tﬁét they éreiﬁeiping the studenté"
1

"(The teacheré)»thé'échooi'board haé a policy..."

4, they consisted of an incomplete conStruction that was\abandQned or

IS

that‘just tailed éway R o . & n
exéﬁpl¢: w"Should_thelteachers be made to come to classes

$

v, .

B ' no matter how many students there are (or can the
teachers ...)"



Redundant subjects, which 0'Donnell e@ al. (1967) included agh°
mazes, were not treated as maze words in this study since it séemed to

be a fairly common phenomenon to state a subject and -then say something

P B .

about»it in a comélete séntehce; Thié may Hgve been ahstyliétic feature
rather than a feature caused by poor éontrol over laﬁguhgé.
example: '.. but the petitions and such there's .
" so many of them péing'seﬁﬁ,toigovernmené
offiéials " . P >“;f
Apposifives, where both édjapent units werelintendéd, were ndt

included as maie_Words. Only .in case$ where the subsequent unit was
\ ; . . . .

ly intended as a replacemént for the briginal did the original

..coffstitute a maze word. _ .

Filler Words
:This class consisted of a small number of wqrdsfor phrases
- "well", Vyod‘know" and '"like." The use of any one particular member -

‘of this set appeared to be idiosyncratic to individual épeakefs,_some_-

making exclusive use of '

'well," others of "you know'" and yet others of
"like." Other words and expressions, like "I mean"”, "say", or "now",

4

appeared to have an emphasis function; and were not ihcludedras fillers.

. The following iliustrqté the use of fillers: _ ﬁc e —

"Well, I think they'should miss class when they wine to."
"... it should be, you know, sort of an experimental,

T

iou know, term...'
"That caused a transportation problem because like.they
have to commute to the city every day.™

-

5
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PROCEDURES FOLLOWED IN THE T-UNIT ANALYSIS

]:FhAudible pauses were identified and marked. ‘ . Ny
é. 'following the procedure described by Lobanhkl967, p- 12),‘phonologlca14
units were idenlified and markedr The:end of a phonologiealvunit

was characterized\by a pause together with.falling pitch if it
o wmaala statement or rising pitch ié it:mas a'question. A
phonological unit’ therefore, corresnonded closely to a sentence
and'wae'used only to help identlfy-the boundaries of Tjunits.
3. . Working'within the'boundaries of the phonological units,,the.
- T-units were identified and . thelr boundarles marked
Some.dlfflculties were encountered in thlS phase of the analy51s

1. In the case of-some’segments of text containing noun

fclauses as objects of verbS'such as "say" and "feel,
J .Y.

e 1t was not always clear from ‘the 1nLonat10n, the

_;ly a subordinate noun clause or whether it was a .
wrho T :

mainhelause. The follow1ng 1llustrates thls problem
. and I'm not saY1ng that alcohol is . N —
good but I am saylnghfhat we already have
a dangero 12, alcohol, on the market

N _ “_and‘we,cannc_ arford at this t1me to put

'another one on oULh as marijuana.

The dlffldhlty is with the clause beglnnlng, "and me'cannot

O

afford ...T An arbltary dec1sion was- taken to treat quh cases a%

eoordinated'eubordinate clauses. This may have‘contrlbuted to the ..

4



1

unwarraﬁted 1ength¢ning gﬁ oral Tjunité in a few cases, -

' 2. In the dialbgue?situation there were -instances of
vf;agmehté and incomplet :segﬁenées which were either

. énsq!fs’to qgcstioﬁs,orstasés Qgefe the, interlocutor

\

was interrupted before he could finish a sentence.
In both cases the resultant units were counted as
T-units, since they did seem td’rcpreséntaéomplete

units of communication given the preceding or

succeeding context.

3. When a question was answered by either "yg§";or

' : "no", the problem arose as.to whéthér this word was

o3

part of the T-unit which followed‘or a T-unit in
itself. 'This question was decided on the basis of
'phonological eVidence] If there was a’pausg;and a

drop in pitch after the word, it was counted as a

co separate T-unit, corresponding to "yes" or "no"

followed by a pe:io&'in wﬁitten‘discoufse. 1if,
however, there was no pause and the pitch was

3 C

sustained, the negative or affirmative was included’
B [ "
- . -

as‘part'of'the succeeding T-unit.  In this case the

228

situation was assumed. to correspond® o the separation’

. of the word by a.comma from the succeeding text in
. written discourse. - - o [

-

[

AT
‘z‘il:,
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SENTENCE ACCEPTABILITY

1 . s
N e v ' N R !

P fAttached is a list of sentences. You are asked to make a snap
N £ * N . . b “’b

jﬁdgemqnt about cach sentence as to ‘its acceptability in three dimensions:
syntactic, semtantic, and operative. To do this place a Vfin the

appropriate space .in.each column of the answer sheet. The terms syntactic,

semantic and‘Qpéfative acceptability are defined below and examples are

prven.

Syntactic'ACC¢btabilipzrrefers‘to grammatigélly well-formed English
‘;Sentences,‘irrespéqtive of meéﬁing. Fof éxéﬁplé, fhe foliowing.aré
‘ syn§ac£icai1yIaccepfable; RE | |

1. Metal fingefs tﬁink carefully. ; o ' -
2. ffTWas-brillié and the slitﬁy toves
~ Did gyre and gimble in ghe wabe." -
‘Howevér, thé foLloying are é#aﬁpleé of syntactically uﬁéccepéablef
séhﬁénées: R . T ) ':-' ;: . o B A -
,_3.‘ The,bqék'are’due dvefJﬁhgliiBréry at.
. _"4. 'Him_aﬁd her isvigté;;i i‘ I ,(  R - ‘::é
,‘1:$emanFic écceptability- Ex%mg}.s 1 and 2 aboVeﬁare;semantically ugaécept—
able in the gense:that thé¥fé%:not caney ﬁ‘clear'ﬁe;ning. ‘ﬁowever,
’ exa%plcs B;Qnd 4‘§ould!§é?§éménfically aécepgéble sihce a méauingiéduld

be Qerivéd from eac%ﬁégithem.” Semantic unaccéptabiiity is caused by_the
,'us;;éf inabpféprié&g.wqrds}or‘by phe use 6f‘anomalou3‘wdfds.as in:

o ”5.u‘?ﬁ§%§pinééer is'married.

Operative Aéceptability An_&pératively una¢éeptab1e genténce is one which,*v
v alfhoUgﬁ'ffﬂcpuiﬁ\be.s§ntaétigallyjaﬁd éemantically acgeptablg{ is. 5//

_ excegs;vely difficult to_intérpret either through‘length or grammatical /

= s n . - e ' i
Sl v . . '

g . . . . f v /
4 v . . . . 3 \ . /



complexity., The foZlowing is an extreme_exgmple:
S . LR IR o
6. - Anion% who. feels that if so manyimp§e students whom

]

we haVenfﬁ actually admitted are sitting in on the

‘ course than onés we have that the room had to be. -

<
2

. i e . v )
.chaiiged, then ‘probably auditors will have to be.
"”exclﬁded;jiS'likelyﬁﬁdi%gfee that the curriculum

= o

needs revision.{ R

A sentence could be unacceptable in all three ways, in’ two ways, in

one way, or in‘'none of the ways. .In the last case it would be a good
3 [ ., - L P . ) . N R A !
English sentence. - TS o
e : Eal - ‘ A ( '
S
FEEN e
Le "\
s .
e
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- ) MENTAL ILLNESS

-

Interviewef?? today wethave witﬁ us Ken Duﬁkley, a gradé eleven étudent,
who'll put forth higAdﬁﬁws on phe facilities for mental illng;s. ‘Em do
you feel that the pgesent facilities er for mental illness are

sufficient? i
.

' ﬁfﬁf- Er no, i don't er because the facilities that we ﬁave are really
archaic{ A lot of them were built in the early nineteen er well
ninetéen-sixty, ﬁineteen;fifty, nineteen-forty and they're Outdated;%
Ihey're facilities aré mére)like“prisonsfthan the actual treatment
cenfres; They're‘too'iarge. .Therefs not enough psychiatriéts for:tﬁe

patients. " It's too large, too mass-production scale where we cannot

achieve a cure in this type of atﬁosphere.

'Ihterviewer:'IWell_do yQu feel that er ény progress is being-made as

" to remedy this? .4

. Ken: Er yeé, the Blair Réport, bfought out by the last Conservative er
Social Credit government did" a lot to recognize this problem, but the
government didn't_really didn't do anythiﬁg to alleviate iIt. it brought

ﬂfgut‘points that I feel are rather important, em one of which is the fact

i .ghat.émall‘institutions are a lot better for treatment than the large'

insﬁitutioﬁs.- We can get er tighter family units they called it and much

smore progressive and intensive care. You can rehabilitate the mehtally

2. . -
LR

ilixper?on a lot faster, a lot better with a lot better results;

&
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‘ 5 W vl
Interviewer: Do you feel that er there are very er many arg-there
. . S, . : = ’
' AT
enough as well as them being sufffdieqt?
' e ¥ @
Ken: Em there aren't. There are a few rehabilitation homes, but those

are only for ex-patients which really em are very very small. Thére's
only three or four in Edmonton‘and that is not very 1arge'énbugh for the

number of patients that could be put into them. - : : . R

Interviever: Well these the préSentﬂfécilities, those that are have
sort of a little bit outdated, are.they em are they doing any good?

Aré they benefitting the patients?

Ken: Well sort of because they:the patients who are pQ@_reall§4

institutionalized yet who just go in there for short-term em cures or

P
> .

or to alleviate their problem over a short period of time do not really

Bécope.Qery ingtituﬁionalized,;and institutionalizatidn is one of the
major7pfob1ems that you gét; You getrpeoplé in'tﬁere‘twentyvthirty years .
em in.hospitals in these.hoépitals-and this is thié develops a‘very |
,strict»form of iﬁspitutionalization and_the batient might be cufed but‘

you cannot see it because the development of institutionalization in

those places is to such a great extent that i: iusks all f&rms of recovery.

Interviewer: Er do these facilities er help place peopie’that are
perhaps partially eﬁ"aide& or cured by theée/g; treatment? DO‘they

help place them when oncé'they'get*out? Y
K ‘ . ‘ : .

S : g : e

Ken: Em Well'Canadian'Mentél Health Association is er an assotiation

WHich‘Waé”formed to help the patient once he was out of hoépital'apd

the patients 'in hospital and ‘they do follow u? with aftef-ééfe.' But'fhe,
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’hospital_docsn‘t really do all that much. ’They try to do as much as they
, Fossibly can, but it's a %erribly neglected area as far as doctors and

=l
staff as well.

I'nterviewer: Do they have the facilities that take care of say permamnent
residents;-people that'll perhaps em .... | /“ | % h o
. ) v s , . 2
. : SR - 3 .
Ken: Never be cured? : o . o '.,"
L REn : S , 5

[

Interviewer: Yes, well perhaps have to ‘remain there?

KEQQ _Well.the pébple tﬁét nobédy is réaily incurable as far as er it{s
v;justjthe time that i;;tékes to.cu;e thé@%@bey mighf die befofe it comes
bébout; It;s an emotioﬁal unstab inst incapacity éf stability and em a
person with the lack of 'stability wili be mofe likely ﬁo become mehtally
ill. Thereforé the institution does keep.péoplé in thefe for é long
lengthrofvfime, sometimes:too long, usdally‘too iong; Bﬁt fheré's’no
real requi?ementvor‘areé fér'people,who afe in gherg for 1et;é say
‘senile pebble Qho wf&l be ‘in there till they die. Thefefs’axtheyiré

sort of brushed aside because medicine can't do all that much for them.

Interviewer{ Well as well as development in the facilities thémseives,
‘dq you feel that there's any been any progress in er well_just general

treatment? - o o ' ' O

Ken: Em general treatment has gone up just in within the past few years

b '

- with the recent_diécovery of new drugs that alleviate problems. We used-
to consider people such as epileptics.being mentally ill because they

o threw these fits at uncontroIled times and they seemed like they could

' bé_brought about by tqo;muchVaCtion‘acfivities and things like that.
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And they'd throw a fit andumhey'd think, "aha, this person's mentally

: ill;" whichfhe?wasn't. /LQFy ve %%g drugs to db %ol that.
Ny T
) - W ‘?‘.Z{ j ° N

Interviever: So that in genera] you fcel

ﬁ)

cure?
4

8

“Ken: Yes, I do. It's er vefy advanciggirathér slowly but progressing'
L . : ’ < T e

)
very strongly.

- ' : @
~Interviewer: Thank you. 4
H *
o
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THE. UNITED NATIONS
' v

Interviewer: Just recently'Nationalist China was expelled from the
Unltcd Natlons in favour of acceptlng the People s Republlc of Chlna

We - have here today Mauro Clmelli“who is very knowlcdgcable on this

3

51tuat1Q%)and wve'd 11ke to know some of your views Mauro. Was it

Justlfled to expel Ta1wan7

\
N . - - . ! v’

 Mauro: T think it was justified if we look at it from the view of what
the United'Nations is there for and em. what it's setting out to do. FEm

\

the United Natlons is -originally was intended to be a peace keeplng body
-and em 1ts you know performeﬁ thls functlon to er a certain extent a
. . ' .

even 11m1ted extent during the past ever since 1t was formed and one of
the reasons why it can't be totally effective in the past ‘was because 1t
< . 4 . _—
did not havelreally the whole world em population or the er complete

. e > .

representation of the world powers within its sort of em you know its
format or 1ts em assembly to deal with with “the world problems. Now er

Communlst Ch1na ‘has a populati‘h\efeabout 750 million and it makes very
< i

little sense em to leéve this this such a large size of people out of

such an 1mportant eace-keeping organlzation as the United Natlons.<

Interviewer: - weil Iiwould.agree with this. I think they should have
(
been allawed to come “in but what I'm trying to get across, or trylng to

’ask, is is it Justifled to throw_Talwan out? Like why recognize

Conmunist China and pot Nationalist £hina?
L - !

C Maurd: Yes. Well the problem has been there for quite a while and the
< v ‘\
problem really stems from em Communist China Em Communist China does

N .
RESE
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N that the United States rigidly backed Taiwan. ..

| l | . 238
not want to be in.the United Nations with Taiwan and that's where the
problcm.starts. If Taiwan and Communist,qhina could be in the United
Nations together,and you know be at least :amiable in some respects I
mean not at . each other‘sklhroats this would Sé finefbut Conmunist China

‘ : » . M ..-‘ ‘
has made it definitely clear that it will not e in'the United Nations

with Taiwan and so the choiée boiled down to do we either take Taiwan

.’ . . .

. . . . @
into the picture»or do we take Nationalist China and er excuse me' or

do we take Communist China in view of such a large. proportlon of the
world's populatnon it holds in. comparison to what Talwan holds which is

you know really very small whenlyou look.at the whole picture.

Interviewer: Well I;d have to agree with this, but I also’want to know
do you think when United Natlons made thls decision they were thinking
of what you just explained? - Or do you think .as many people do, -that

this vote was dactually a protest to the United States? EVefyhody knew

.y N

Mauro: Well, em on your first comment' the United Gtates did not make o

the decision. Em you know that they opposed it orig 1nally and they
.ried to develop as much opposition to. this as p0831ble Now the reasons

>r this are many, and I'suppose we‘can't really get into er get -into

A

-hem and say this is exactly what happened hecause we er are not em

totally allgned w1th the political and economlc aspects and everything

else that becomes 1nvolved But em United Nates er the Unlted tates

e

excuse me, as a world power em definitely would try to maintain thls‘this

world superiority as long as it could . Now we have to recogni7e th1§ I
feel, that China is a definite potential as a world‘power and that this

- potential has not developed yet and one of the ways that_this.potential

»
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would be developed would be to get United er em Communist China ingo

" such organizations as the United{ﬁgtions. Em I don't think that this

id v

was a deliberate maliced attempt by the United States to keep em
Communist China out em in terms of you know a .. ‘along the idéa that .
they just did not want to recognize Communist China at all, but they

wanted to-suppress it completely, but T don't think they were quite
yet ready to accept another communist power into the United States as

this would re .. em upset the balance, I feel.

4

"

_ Interviewer: Right, sir. Well let me phrasé my question a little bit

2

differently. Do you feel that there was malice againstbthe United

, . , v _ .
States by the other nations in protest to what you've just described?

Mauro: Em nqi'it{s hard to say; ft's‘a very/pypotheficai‘question,
I would say geihap§ in some cases the;ebwaé em a,fbtm.qf m;licé towards
the United Stétess I‘meaﬁ the communist‘hatioﬁs'm£g££ have been em
.form'ypu know;mgﬁhﬁiﬁéve S... had somebody come promote the idea that
A yEey "

'Ttheymshould tg?*tdfguppress the United States' ideas er and philosophiesl

" Em I°dgn't think we can talk aboéﬁﬂéﬁis malice, er this this idea of
- B . ' . v o e S I

maliéé between the two p9y§r§7}n<sdch a body as the United Nations though.

o

 -‘,§'
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HOCKEY

Interviewer: hany'people cofirerned with the standard of competitive
sport id today's world, are of the opinion:that there is-a‘definite
breakdown 1n the standard Qf ‘ice hockey in both the natlonal and
international leagues. Wlthaus here today is Dan Ryan, a grade elevcn'
studeht, vho has some rather strong»views on this subject.‘ gg Dan,

what do you mean.by saying  that .the quality of ice hockey is breaking

down? Could we;er‘start with the‘national’league, please?

.

e

“Dan: Well when I say  the quallty of ice hockey of the nat10nal hockey

‘leaguefls breaklng down, I simply mean it's not as good as it used to be.

" Interviewer: 4R, what respects is it not as good?

Ddhf - Well, the calibre of play isfﬁot as good as it was'four years ago.

The type of hockey, the ‘er fast skatlng, the accurate passing, the-

v
FLIN

sharp%gho%§dng game, as 1ong as as well as really competltlve game

‘seem§ to be gone 1n today S, 1eague.

SNy : o
Inteﬁﬁtgger: Well, how do ydbfaccount_for this? ..
- e S , :

RN : :

S

Dan: Well, the main factor uh that.’we ‘can-attribute this to'is er the

vbisﬁthe wateringﬁdown of the‘ieaéue;uuSay for example four years ago there

’.was expanslon which brought 1n six,new teams ' Noﬁ’the 01d~division teams

"7 like Montreal, Chicago, Boston etc._had their choice of top drafts every

year so they malntalned a tonstant superstar 1eague so to speak But

-

'wheh they brought in thcse other six teams they not only drafted from

the o0ld teams but they got the»top~choices{,“Sonw1th more teams 1nvolved,

- . vy B
- S
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the calibre of hockey went down although the participation in the sport

sort of increased

3 . . 2 :
. 4 e e J

Intervicver: I understand. But do you feelfthat'the breakdown as you've

outlined it here is a necessary evil or I mean you know does it have to _ ©

- be an a detrimental factor?

Dan: Well I consider it detrimenfal as a,fan’becausegl do not see the -
calibre of hockey I used -to see. I do not enjoy the games as much as I.

used to. Now speaking for the old clubs the fans recognize’this and are

~disappointed. However the new/clubs, the ignorant fans enjoyithis'type

of hSéhey.because'they7ve never%known'any other type. Er I'think what
you're trying to say'isgthat the'quantity ofihockey’played'like the more
people 1nvolved determines the callbre and 1 say that’ that s not right.

I will not sell quality %or quantity. .

Y X
Interviewver: In general; do you feel that sports should be competitive
S EEE e > ! il |
that people should participate in in this 'sense or do you feel that‘the,

sport is there er ﬁainly as ervfor peoplewto.observe.v'
) S . A | . : o
“ . N ) . ’

Dan: Well I feel that the sport is. for sport er in general for people

‘to partic1pate. -However enithe natlonal hockey 1eague is a JOb for =
v - k ‘ '

these players and their payrso to. speak or their take homewrevenue.is_
determined indirectly by the number of fans they get in the different.

stadiums. Now at,present'they're maintaining a number‘of;fans. L Ty
.. However er last year they‘brought.in two mofeiteams. This year they're

hringing in an additional'two. Now I shalf predict and this is my

own personal opinion, that in the old clubs the fans w1ll start to v'gz

Q

diminish. There won't be as many fans coming. And once that happens —ji
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‘theyAmay take the franchises from the old clubs and redistribute them

among the newdclubs,

Interviewer: Well, do you®feel that er now'theref§'more clubs don't

your feel that in a few years the standard will raise itself?

e

Dan:',Er no, I I dgn't feel that at* all. T feel that there are not
.enough good tep—notch'hoekey playeré that 'will go around for sixteen
Ttéams “and nX? that the World Hockey League 1s belng introduced next year,

'vAmaklng the number of teams thirty—two, I cannot feel that there 'will be
Ty

anywhere near enouOh players for good competltlve sport for thlrty—two

. teams.._

Interviewer: So in other words you dbnft feel that the past er standard
- ] . . N . ‘ . »‘ s - ) ‘ :\
of hocke% with actioqiwe've_had'in the past will likely come back as

. ' TN v T | O .

2

long as we.have this enlargement league.
: \

St 7

Dan: ﬁo'} don't feel that and I feel also that the enlargement league

" would not last tha it will break up into'diviaions and eventually the

six old clubs willfbe reinStated.. But by that time the calibre of
. hodkey maf'be S| low that tney_may not be able to get back on-éheir feet.

N\

-

Interviewer: 1 guess we can see that ~in the formation of a new league

out in.the West now I supposé that's just more people trying to divide .-
v . . > Wt . .
g . . ) B < . -

up the league and try to bring back a smaller numberOf_teams in the

: ’ - y ’ : e Lo
-'l‘,.“'.e ' . v o N x.' . . .

league. ! ' C ' ;

-
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FACILIITES FOR THE TREATMENT OF MF&% |

ILLNESS

’)\ . B I B
Ingg;biewer: Ken Dunkley, a grade eleven studé®¥i~ is concerned about the
Bl LS - °

facilities that are available for the treatment of mental illaess. Ken,
do you feel that the existing facilities for the treatment of.méntal,(‘

illness are sufficient?

-

r

Ken: I really don t thlnk they are. The facilities that we have are -

archaic, many of them hav1ng bcen bu1]t in the 1940 s, the 1950"s and

the 1960's. They are more'like prisons thap centres for the trcatment ©
, _ S 1

bof mental illness; Ihey are too‘iarge_and there are not. enough
fpéyéhiatrists for the number of patfents. With'thesé kinds of large-scale

‘facilltles and thlc mess— productlon atmosphere, it is very dlfflcult to

achleve a cure.
] s
Interviewer: Do you feel that any progress is being made to remedy this

_ & _ : : _
state of affairs? ' o L a
’ A

" Ken: ThéABlair Réport‘ brought out by the last Social Credlt government

~-. . .kv

helped people to recognlzb the problem, but the. Government did not follow
. ,/ . .

up with any actlon to aliev1ate the pnob]em The report brought_ouc_some

points,whlch_1>th1nk'are very Jmportant.-'One'wasbthe fact that small

‘N

Y S ' L o : N o
institutions are able to offer better treatmerit than large ones sinceé they

: : . \
and intensivejcaré. In smail institutions, you éan rehabilitate the

»mentéliy—ill person miuch more quickly and_effeétiveiy.

Interviewer: Do yon feel that there are enough~of these institutions?

fencOurage what is oalled a tighter fémily unit'and provide more progressive

R I
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X

wl

Ken: There are not enough. %gherc are a few rehab1]1tat10n homes which

b

look after ex;patienis i&There are only three or four of these places in
4 ST

Edmonton which is' not enough to serve the number of people that could

s
g

benefit from them, - ' A

Interviewer: Do the existing, outdated facilities benefit their patients

at all?

©

‘Ken: They can benefit the short-term patient, the,persdn who spends a ™
s - . . . .

v : . - oo - ‘ ‘ .

" brief period of time in the institution. These short~term patients do

not become institutionalized. ' This institetionaliZation.isaone Qf‘the
. . . . . N . RN o .

major“problems when you.have people invthesevhoépitalgazgr,tﬁentyvbr‘

thirty years. Although such a peifon might}he‘tﬁred; you, cannot see the
‘cure because the-recovery is masked by the dévelopment ‘of -institutional-
’ ) S o R o L R A

ization in the patiei:-. . .« -

y ; . -. \9“:- I L - e

o
.

w

R

Interviewer: Do these fac111t1es help place patlents who leave mhen they

3 v o
4?-: ) . R L Lk

are partlally cured by the treatment7

Ken:  The Canadlan Mental Heglth A550c1at10nhls an Orgaﬂi7ati0n hich was
. N \ / o, . v

3
-

formed to help patlents both while they are 1n hospital and wheh they

k! N . 2

leave. This assoc1at10n does follow up wath after care, but the hospitals

themselves do not'do very much. Althq&gh they try'to‘dO'as much as they
can, this is a very negIeCted,area.withltdo few doctors and staff involved

~ '

in it, | e e . S

- Interviever: Are there facilities for the care of permatient- patients,
‘those people who perhaps will never be cured and who have to remain in
'the institution?

ES
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Ken: No one is really incurable. JTt's just a question of the time it
Xen y i j qu

takes to achieve a cure. 1In some cases the patienm® will die before he can

\

be cured. Mental illhess is a question of emotional instability or
incapacity and a person who lacks this stability'is_more likely to

become mentally 1llu ‘Therefore the 1nst1tut10n does keep sofie people’

'

for a long timeiﬁgmd‘gggglly this perlod of time is too 1ong There is

ok v

4!
no spec1al treatmoﬁt pt spec1al -area for patients such as, for example,
' { : D
senile people, who will be in hospital until they die. They,tend ‘to be
. B . , N .

brushed aside because medicine cannot do very much for them.

Interviewer: Apart from development of the facilities themselves, do
yon feel that there has been any’grOgress in the general treatment of
mental illness? R

'Ken: Ceneraljtreatment has improVed with the recent’discovéry of new ~

drngs w1th whlch to treat sSome’ forms of mental illness. For example,

jt;csias belng mentally i1l because they threw

we used toﬁ'on51de§ eplI

v
K

flts when it seemed they were ‘over- stlmulated Now there are'drugs

P A

. ‘ -
"which can'control this condition. - : .

Iﬁterﬁicmer: In general then, you feel that there has been progress K v

made both in the treatment of mental illness and in the fac111t1es in
which this treatment 5 provided. 3 '

o \\

: \
Ken:‘aYee,’I do. I think that although progress is slow, *it -is strong

" progress. » : S
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— o QHINA AND THE UNITED NATIONS.

‘ Interviewer: Just recently Natronallst China, or, Tajwan, was expelled
Inverviewer ,

from. the United_Nations, and her place waﬁgfaken by the People s
Rephblic ofLChina. With me 1s a grade eloven student, Mauro Clmelli,

iwho is well 1nformed about thls Loplc ) We would like to know what your
l .

views are, dauro Was the eypulslon of Talwan from the United Nations

justified?
R : . . . : ' .
" Méuro: - 1f we look at it from the point of view'of the purposes and aims
of ‘the United Nations, I ithink the expulsion was justified. The United
Nations was originally intended to be a peace-keeping body, and it has
carried out this function to a certain, limited extent since its formation.
One of the reasons why it has not been completely effective in its role

in the past is that it has not represented all the nat:ons of the. world.

All the world powers have not been included in its Assembly where world"

problems are dlscussed._ Communlst China has a populatlon of 750 mllllon -

people, and it makes very 1itt1e'sense‘to have such a large nation

'excluded from an 1mportant peace-keeplng organlzatlon llke the Unlted :

g

C -

a

Interuﬁéwer;' I agree that Communist Chlna should he ejbeen allowed .to

, B
. join the organization, but my question is really ‘hether the expulsion of

Taiwan was justified. Why should Communist China be recoghized at thea\

cost of excluding Nationalist China?

- Mauro: This problembhas existed for some time. It stems from the fact
that Communist China did not wish to join the United Nations as long as’

EEEA
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Taiwan was a member. If both Communist China andvTaiwaﬁmCQuld have been

members at the same time, with some agreement between tliem .and. without
hositlity, then there would not have been e problcmﬁ:-HoweverQTWhenf AR
b R BRI ° fo L I

Communist Chlna made it perfectly clcar that she would not 31t in - the f‘jh‘

(S

pi -'t{t‘

s

Unlted Natlons while Talwan was a mcmber, .a choice had_fo be made‘betw

%

e )

»3.

them. I thlnk LhaL the ch01ce of Communlst China was Justlflediln v1emw
. LR . - ,'5‘ X,
of the large population that it repreSents, ’In compar}son to thlsvg-ﬂ R

Paiwan's population is very small. = "\ TR L

A

Interviewer: I have to agree w1th you. However, do you rea&&y thlnk

‘that the 4& Nations, in maklng thls de01510n, ‘was 1nfluen¢ed by “;f o
h“‘%g@ “ s A e T
what_ygg_hgze_lgst explalned7 Or do you thlnk ‘as many people do,/that C

[T .t
e . . ~

the United Nations' vote to admlt Communlst China was 1nten

éd. more as a

protest against the United Stetes? vaeryone knows thet the United.Stetesh‘
firmly suppdrted Taiwvan. ‘ L v T fA TS P

Mduro: Wlth regard to, yout flrst p01nt, the dec151on was not made by thef
United States. . The United States opposed Communlst Chlna s adm1381on at
first, ahd'it tried.to promete as much;oppositien to'it‘as poss1ble._ We)
cannot‘sa} for tertein Qhat'the United Stetes' reesons-for_this‘Were,since.f
_we do not have all the details of the polltlcal ahd economic aspects of -

the pollcy Howevet, the United States as a world.power woe]d certalnly
fattempt to maintain its positlon.as a world leader as 1ong as, 1t.c0u1d

We must recognizg»th;s motive. ‘Chine is potentially a world_power, and
joiningfshch orgenizatiohs as the'Uhited‘Nations~wouid be bne maylte
. develop thls potentlal. I don't think that the United States oppositioiiv'
‘to Communlst Chlna .S membership was a deliberate,. malic1ous attempt to‘

1

~
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' keep China out. Tt did not mean.that they did not want to recoguize

Communist China or that they wanted to hold it back completely. 'I think
they were not ready to accept another communist state into the United

Nations as this would have upset the balance of power.

.

:Interviewcr: Let me ‘put my questioh another way. Do yvou feel that the
'othér nations frere being malicious towards the United States? Were they

feacting against thelpolicy you have just described?

R SRR = ‘ : '
M&;;a:: Thét question is;very difficult to énswer:”'ifcgi>a hypothetical““
'qdestlon. Perhaps.%n some caées nations wereAbeihg malicious tqwards the
'Unlted States. The Communist nétions'mightlhave tried to promdte
: opp031t10n to the Ameflcan policies. However,_I_thihk that "malicé”»is

not‘an approprlate term to use in dlscu331ng the relatlon hlps between

two‘ﬁajor powers'fnva_body such-as the Unlted‘Natlons.

4
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THE STANDARD OF HOCKEY - "
. ”’.) [ty

.Q';;‘O‘.

- Interviewer: ‘Many people, conccrned W1th the standard of competltlve
sport, bellcve that the quallty~o£—nat10nal and 1nternat10na1 hockcy

has‘declined. Dan” Ryan is a grade eleven student who has strong views ’
- T F
on this subjCct; Dan, what do you mean whcn you say that the standard

i o N . ?
. . Nl

of hockey in the'Natjonal League'is dcclining?’l - o -

ot
.t

Dan: When I say that the standard-of hoekév in the Nationalfieague is
declining, I simply mean that it is'not'as good as it used to be.
;o - .

. Interviewer: .. In what respects is it not asfgood? -

| J . e . ERE » :
Dan: The calibre. of play is not as good as it_was four years ago. The
older type of hockey w1th its fast skatlng, accurate pass1ng,jsharp
shootlng, “and competltlveness seems to have dlsappearcd from the present

N N o .4
league. -

Intérviewerf How do you account‘for this?

&
'_Daﬁ: The main reason for thlS decllne in standard is the dllutloﬁ’/} the

.League. Four years ago expan51on brought in six new teams. Before thlS,

the original*teams likelMontreal,'Chicago and Boston had‘their choice»of'

" league. With the
: . _19 . v L .

introductlon of . six mavgeams, the ‘original clubs lost some oﬁ their

‘top drafts every year. 3This resulted in a ''superstar

)

players, and some of ‘the top draft; ch01ces went to the new clubs. Thus,

w1th a larger number of teams involved . the overall callbre of ‘hockey

i

has_gone down. However, part1c1pat10n in the sport has been increased by

o

the addition'oﬁunew ‘teams.
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»
Intervicwer:,ﬁﬁu'yf-t el that this decline in standard is necessarily a
detrimental thing £
Dan: As a hockey fan Y con51de1 5t detrimental because 1 no longer

see the calibre of hockey that I used to, and, consequently, I do not
enjoy the‘game aa much as I used to. The fans who support the orlglnal
‘Natlonal Heckey League teams recognlgggthis deeline in standard too, and
they are disappointed. However, the fans who suppoTt the new teams,
especially the‘inexpericnced American fans, do enjoy the hockey thcy‘SEe,
" today because they have never known’the’other kind. I.donft agree with
you if you are saylngvthat the callbre of hockey 1s determined by the
quantity of hockey played er the number of people involved in it. I
believe that the quality of the pame; not the'quantity, is the most

important thing.

'Interviewerf‘ In general do you think that sports,shbuld encourage
competition and participation, OF do you thlnk they exist for people to

observe as spectators?

Dan:' IQ‘general sport is for people to participate_in. on the other
hand, for the players in the Nat10nal Hockey League the game is a job.
Their pay is determlned 1nd1rectly by the number of fans attracted to

the stadiums to watch the games. At present the number of fans is

‘holding up. However, last year‘two new teams were- added to the Leagye,

¢

and. this year two more will be admitted. . T predict that the old,

original clubs will experience a QECline in fan support. This might'lead

-

© to these older clubs_losing»their franchises.
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/
i

\
Intérviewer: With expansion of thé number of teams in the leagie, there
‘'is now a gfeater demand for hockey players. Do you feel that :ithin a
few years this increased demand will lead to impro%ement in t! » standard

of hockey?'

Qgﬁ;v I doﬁ't believe it will. T feel that there are ﬁot enough
tqﬁ—quélity hockey playefs avéilabié to stock the sixteenbte&mé in the
League. Tﬁe ﬁhtrodﬁctién oﬁ‘the World Hockey League ﬁext‘year‘will B
raise the.numbéf of teams t éhirty—twop This makes it even less likeiy
. that thére could be enough : ayers available tdéproduce-good, cqmpct;tive

sport.’
@]

Inferviewer: In other words you feel that the old standard of action

ﬁ;hockey:is‘unlikely to return as long as we‘have'fhis enlarged Leagué.

Dan: I do not feel that it will. I also feel that the enlarged League
will not last,'bﬁt that it wiil bréak"pp‘into divisions. Thén eVentually

the six original clubs will be teinstdted; However, by that time the

_Sténdard of hockey might be so low that they might have great difficulty:

getting established again. —

Interviewer: Perhaps the formétion,ef}a new leagde in the West

‘demonstrates this process. There we have h ey,beiﬁg'divided up into

smaller leagues, each with a-smaller number of teams.
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INSTRUCTIONS TO TEACHERS

It is important that testing situations should be as equivalent

. as possible for each class. . Thus, it would be appreciated if you would

help to achieve this by following theSé steps and procedures exactly as

9.

stated;
1. 'Distribute thé iNSfRﬁCTIONS TO STUDENTS.Sheet. (SET A) -
2. Distribute the three.page'article. Inséruct the étu@epts td'ieav?
rit face down on tﬁghﬂésk until told to begin. reading.
3. Read the instruéfioﬁs,to students‘aloud to-the"gféuﬁ'éiowly with
the students reading'theif copies silently. |
4. Ensure that each stgdenE has a pen or Eencil in‘wé?iizg ordér.f
5. »After reading the ihstructions.aioud; instfuct‘ghe students to
turg over their paﬁers énd:begin readiﬁg; 'Remind‘tﬁem to read °
carefully at theif ndgmal speea and to réad the”matefiél.ONCE oniy.
é; -As»the étudehts-fﬁnish, remind fhem individqally;to_tu;ﬁ their‘.
'i' péperé over, ahd distr;bute the ansﬁer sheets - ohe_shéet to each_
ﬁf student - and a copy of"the second set of inst%uctibps. (SET B)“
:7f When everyone is finishédvreading, read aioud the sécond set of
' instfuctiops'andftell tﬁe stuéentsbtoiﬁégiﬁ.v Théy‘may ﬁ%ite én.‘:
~ both Sides,if'hecessaryt h '
8.

» Béfore'collecting up the. completed answer’sheets,;énéure‘thét each

étudent has put his naﬁg on- his answer sheet. DO NOT COLLECT-ANY

ANSWER‘SHEETSvUNTIL ALL7EAVE FINISHED.-

Collect also all copies of instructions and reading materials.

-

‘Thank you very much
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INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS IN THE READING GROUP~(SET A)

The purposc of tlis exercise is to find out how well students
can understand a pointbOf view presented as a written.dialque or

" discussion. You will read a short discussion between two students, like
) : S

- - . i ’ . . . . ' \
you in grade eleven. One student acts as interviewer, questionihg the ™.

other on his views on a particular issue or question. While you are -,
reading try to understand what the student's views are and. how he-

.supports them with facts, igﬁprmation-and arguments.

After you have

*reading,oyoh will be. given a- task .

designed to reveal your Ag-of the views and arguments

,prééented in ‘the discussi ‘fember this is not a test situation

that will affect your grades dr‘mérks in any way.. Try to do your best,"

«

L4 i . . . '
but approach the exercise in a relaxed way. ¢

’

Read the,diséﬂssion.cafefully as you would any other réading

assignment. Read at your mormal rate. Read through the discussion

-

ONCE oniy. Read it through once and turn the paper over when you have
finished reading. You will be'gi?en instructions‘after the reading

Y
!

is completed.

INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS IN THE LISTENING GROUP (SET A)

- - o ) "

. * The purpose of this exercise is to find out how well students can

understand a point of view presented as a wvideotape discussion. You-
will see a short discussion between two stude

5

hfs, like you in grade

-eleven. One student acts as.interviewer, questioning the other on his

views on,aipafticulai issue or'quest;dn.‘ While you arejwatching: try to
-~ / - o S . K A
understand what the student's views are and how he supports them with



recalling as manyxideas and detaii‘ : ”possible,

‘réveal your understauding of the'uieW&rand.arguments-presented on the

Q

L : o , 256
1|i ' o TR

facts, information and arguments,

After'the-video i% finished you’will'be given a task designed to

videm.*{.A ‘

'jRememberﬁ'this is not a test situation that will affect ‘your
grades or marks in awty way. Try to-do your best, but approach the™
- o . 5 - . » B
exercise in awrelaxed way.” o2 5 - . - ‘

. ’ ‘ . BT 3

WRITTEN RFCALL INSTRUCI‘IO\ZS TO STL'DI:\TS ) .
o + IN BOTH GRODPS (SET B) ™ _

To show how well you understood the speaker 'S v1ews, write down
all that you can remember of what he said. Write in normal, connected
sentences and paraé?aphs,

t . ‘

A

Don t worry about rememberlng the exact words spoken. It is

perfectly all rlght to use»g@ur owri wOrds to reproduce the speaker's

¢t Sf,‘ “ R . ~

. _ . o
v1ews and arguments; Youfare noF expected to remember everythlng that

-

& s

S

i

- was sald - probably no- one could. Slmply do the ggjt you can bx

. - .
S . .

£ ol o T
R4
WRITE LEGIBLY You have as much tlme as you need - Write

-

Remember, write 1n norma&{ connected Engllsh T S

.

your name at the top of the answer paper. S rf: o
z'»" o . . . s LS . P . " . Y . .
AL . , . "1“ . ; - ‘.
- & » ) ' .'B_" “\\_ L]
""‘\ I. e ! ! - ot 3° " - S § ! 24
Vo 1 { > ’ )
v o . . 4} » : » .
Al N ' .
- . o
_ .A Q s w
) /7‘ .
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s

2.
3.

4.

’

‘There are not- enough of these institutions.

MENTAL ILLNESS: - . s
a .
A 1. Existing factlities for the treatment of mental illness
o a . . ‘
are insufficient.
i” . . . ) ) . o
o The.facilities that we have are archaic. ‘
4. They are more like prisons than treatment centres. i
5. They are too ‘large. ! I
. ’ 4
6. There are not enough psychiatrists for the numbég of patients.
7. ’Thé large-scale facilities and the mass—producﬁion atmogphéfe
makes it very difficult to achieve a cure. - - o 3
B 1. The Blair Report brought out by the last Social Credit
éévérnmeqt helped pedplé to.pecogﬁize'thé~problém;
2. But thq‘government'did not Tbllbw up with any action to’
alléviate‘the'broblcm. » . ,
: .0 . ‘ ot oot b t
. L o s o C ,
SR U 3. The report brought out sohel important pgints. .
‘ - .rep oug . por’ Pa ‘ ,
- v B . LS N o . ., . . Al
4. One“was that shall institutions offer petter treatment than
large omes. . B {v. L . S o .
o R o ot ) . L
< B S Because they encoura ,a/tigbter famjly unit, ' e .
~ . ‘ : o
- 6. Betause they prov1de ore progre551ve and 1nten51ve care. e e
.,’\\_ ) . . ) 'S .
, ‘\;h7f7p In small 1nsﬁltutlons you can réhabllltgz the mcntally 111: o ovam
N . ) > - - v
if,\\\\\//a lot faster and a 1ot better,” : e A
a . . . ) . T Lo - -
° i . v - " " . ‘

There are a few rehabilitation hfmes which look after ex-patients.

. 1
There are only .three or four in Edmonton. } S b
. . g - . . \

-

This is not enough for the number of people who'need>them;.;'

r
.



‘They do not become very institutionalized. .

. patients and ex~patients.‘. g . ¢ e

| They will be in hospital 'un'ti‘l.they die.

Because mcdlolne cannot do very much for them.

‘EX&S{iﬁg facilities can benefit short—term patients.
.

»
- " .
'

Institutionalizatioen is pne of 'the maior’probiems when you have

patients. in.these hospitals for gwenty or thirty years.-
You cannot see when such patients are cured.
Because recovery is masked by the development of

. . .
institutionaliza;ion. .

-

After care is a neglected area.

‘The Canadian Mental Health Association was formed.ro-help

There are too few doctors and sta?f involved in thrz area.

oy - . -
1. —

No.patient is incurablé.

Ay

,‘va L.

Tt's Juet a questlon of thc tlme 1t takes to cure them
# S, . -5

: They mlght dle before the cure .comes’ about.

Ly
1npapac1ty. o
l L x ’ & ‘{ . '). ' s ‘\"

A person who lacks thls stablllty is more - llkely to become 111

- ‘ o -

L

iThls perlod 1s usually too long : ,fp _ 'ﬁ

[

‘There is nO'special treatment'or_area for people such.ag

the senile.. ot
- ' e
S

They tend to be brushed a31de.
“‘,?W .

N

(2

@
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P .
L‘]Therefore the 1nst1tug}on daes keep pedﬁle fdr a long tlme."'

1> 4



General treatméﬁT\Qf mental illness has improved recently.
s V- \ <

+ : . -
Because of the discpvery of new drugs wlth which to treat

mental‘illnesé.‘ _ _ -

For example, epileptiaﬁ\used to be considered as being

mehtally ill. . ) ‘ .

v . g

. Y . ) ) o L
Lecause they: threw fits when they were overstimulated.

Now there aré@drugs.which can control epilepsy.

Progress in treatment and facilities is strong.

Althéugh this pprogress is slow.



261

\ ”
THE UNITED NATIONS:: ' : ‘
» \
A 1. The UnitediNations ﬁasporiginal}y intended to be é peace-—

keepieg,bedy. L

‘Its success has been less ihan3CQmplete,
‘Beeaueednef\ailinationé were repreeeﬁeeé;

bdmmuniEtvChﬁnaahas a ﬁo?ulation:of,about‘750 ﬁiliion people.
Such a large country should He‘le a peace keeplng organization

v

'llke the Unlted Naq&pns

'The probleﬁgkes been there,

‘ %
7. Communlst Chlna did’ not want t0.301n the Uhlted Natlons as long

o o “_. B ’

as Taivan was a,member.

-

8. If they eould.have‘ggth_been in the United”Nationsftogether

=4 @

there would have beeghno'problem.‘

Ql_ So the United Nationsvhad'to choose. . R -

". + = B N
- 10, Chlna has a much’ larger populatlon than Talwan. B o
2 . " .
lLowﬁﬁo the cholce of Communlst Gﬂlna was' JuStlfled : . B
- Y M
"=712. The expu151on ofﬁ?alwan was Just1f1ed |
' oo - ‘ ' oL 4
. B 1.  The decision to admit Communist China was not taken by the
: o , -~ N S '
United Sbates. . ) A o
- L se s e e et s b e o oy o S
2. They epposed hef adm1531on orlgln%}ly
¥ LN . . s
,1__3v And they trleJ to develop as much oppooltmon to it as p0551b1e.
4, eWekcannot'be‘sure whatkghe United States reasons for‘ﬁhis were.:
5. We:dq not have all the political and ecomomic details of her
: Cpolicy. .

. 6. However thevUniQed States would,wish,tofmaintain her position as

- 4 ¢

s

a world power as, long as she could



&

10.

‘11.

12.

13.

. China.

262
v
)

Communist China is potentially a world power.

To get into the\Unitéd Nations would be one way to dewelop this
' . 3 . .
potential,

The United States opposition was not. a deliberatc, malicious

attempt to exclude Communist China. ‘
- - L'}

It-did not mean that they did not want to recognize Communist

'
i

Or that they wanted to suppress it completely.
. ' ‘ - /"/
They were not ready to accept another Communist power into the

United ‘Nations. ©

Because this wQuld have uﬁset the balanée of power.

The question of'whether there was malice against the United
. N : o , 5

States by othér}nations is hard to answer.

N

- It-is a. hypothetical question. -

'Perhaps :in some cases nations were bting malicious.

The Communist Nhtions,might:haVQ@tried to promote opposition to
N ) : ‘0," oL
United States policies. : . R

éowever.malice‘iS'not an appropriate term to use .in discussing

the reldtionships between two -powers ‘in such-a body as the

f A Lt : e
United Nations. ... .. - .
’ - : " e & ) . - T e I B
- < . L
- - - hd ~ » ¢
o ’

v PR T



'HOCKEY ;

’ A 1'
2,

10.
11.

12.

5.
6.
7.

8.

‘today”s League.

-;Foun,years ago expansion brought .in six neﬁ teams1

1263

-, ,
iy

The standard of hockey 1n(the Natlonel Lcaguc is’ g01ng down.

The callbre of play is not as good ‘as it was four ycars ago._.

ey =

The older typc of hockey with its fast skatlng,-accurate passing,’

sharp shooting and competitiveness sccms to have gone from
P ) _ D

. The' main reason for this is the dilution of “the League.

E

The 011g1nal teams had their choice of the top drafts every year,

‘ Thls,malntalned a klnd of superstar' league.

When~the.six new teams came in, the original clubs lost -

some,pf their players;'

Some of the.top draft d%dle S;hent to the new teams.
The overall calibreiof play has*declined.

Because there arelmere Teams inuolued..‘

Although parti._ipation in'the(spert.has increased;' o L

As a fan I,Consider the decline in standard to be‘detrimencal.

Because T ‘don' t see the callbre of hockey I used to*see. '1

I don t enJoy ‘the games as much as I used to.

EEN . ¥

Fans of the old clubs recognlze *this decllnen R f.

And they are dlsappolnted . ’ T : o

However2'the,fansﬂof the neﬁ_clubs; especially the Americans,
enjoy this'type of hockey.
Becauge they've neVer k-own the other kind.

.

I don't agree with you if you are saying that the-calibre’
of hockeyvis determined by the quantity played.

.o o -
Voo .



- 9.

3 have thls e larged 1eague

"This year two more will be adﬁitted;

. . The fans of the old clubs will decrease.

.sixteen teamﬁﬁg}“ 

' \
Produce goo

o P
=

;o »

B N ' \‘ Pl ’ N . " . . . B
I beljeve that quality not quantity is the important thing.

Sporﬁ;inggenefaléis fo;‘people to participate in.

But for Nationdlﬁﬁbckey League piayets the game is a job.

‘Their pay is"indifcctly determined by\fhe number of fans who

come, to tlie games.

At present they are maintaininéggheir fan support.

' ’ ' » ’ g "i"";'.
Last year they brought in two m@ﬁ% teams.

away.

I don' t belleve that the 1ncr€ased demand fqggﬁgkyers w111

lead to an 1mprovement in thc standardx

ﬂ .
There hre.not enough top—quality<players to go around for

LR - . .
o

eThe iﬁtﬁoddction'of the World Hockey League next year will -

A
- \

A

. r \ - Co - o ‘
raise the nunber .of tedms to thirty—two. .

This,meanS\
T \

\

éke will not be anythlng llke enoiéh players to

competltlve sport

-7 B

I don t f el that the Qld gtandard w1ll’eyer return whlle we

I feel'phat t eupnlérged,leagﬁeJQillwndt last.

It will break dpﬁinto divisions.

Eventually the six original clubs wiil be-reigstated;

However by then the standard .might be séfiow thg; they might

" have great difficulty esEabiishing themselves again.

-
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Perhaps the formation of a new league in the West

demonstrates this process. .
) . Q'A a;} *

L

’ L 9 g8 . .
Each with a smaller number of teams. - '
o '
- »
Ly

1]

o v
LY

tu
o
v
’
- o
'
|-
i
T
- } . !,
9. g l - o
- - e S .
o .
) 3 .
- .
B . - . N .
[ Tet 2 ) .
. :‘;v} . R LAY '
s c
\
i
~
o
- u
.
"
e
) -
4
oy
| , ° .
{
3 !
\

We have hockey being divided gﬁﬁintbﬁﬁmalICr leagues.

v
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e . APPENDIX G

-+ DEFINITIONS AND PROCEDURES FOR THE ANALYSIS . e
: OF THE WRITTEN RECALL TEXTS - :
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INTRODUCTION

These detailed procedures and definitions for the afalysis

of the written recall texts were those. used in the training of the
judges who participated in the reliability analyses. They have beepn

modified to better accommodate a written presentation and several

model analﬁ@es of recall texts are included. This appendix has

x4
B2

- 2 . . . i . )
- been desigréd to help any reader to train himself in the application
of the categgries. *

)

Discussion components and recalled ideas are presented first,

-,
e

followed by relatibp;bips among recalled idgés and then by distorted

recalled ideas. Neéxt comes a detailed description of the response
. ) . PRy iy . .

v . W 23

unit segmentation, a necessary preliminary step in the importation

o Ly
a Fa

énalysis with.wHich the appendix cdncludes.

N .
DISCUSSIQN COMPONENTS . _ e

v

As é starﬁiné‘point tHe-ideas from the origina£-fe%ts have
been listed in ordér and g{ouped according to'”diégﬁésion components'.
These ére»pafts of'the.oTiginal discussio;s'dgalihg‘with'ohe aspect of
the -topic. A diséu;sioﬁ component represents ;hbse ideas ﬁfesenfédx ’
~by‘the'speaker‘as”an ;nswer to one ‘of the sinterviewer's quéstiqns,

N ! . ' . ) .
.eicept théé in”soﬁe céses\twg closely related questioné’éﬁd the
‘material given as answers were treatgd as one discgssiqn.;qmppnénﬁ/ s

ihese componepts ;}e mérked oﬁ.fhé lists of original'idgas b§ a

. . ‘ .

b;? letter designation (Appendix F).




RECALLED IDEAS
| _ — ..
The first analysis procedure is to locate original ideas

in the written recall texts and then to categorize-eéch recalled
ldea according to the list of categorigs and definitions that follow.

In this way, all the 1deas in the recall £xts that can be traced }‘
. o :
dlrectly to an expllcltly7stated 1dea in the orlgl?al will be 1dent1f1ed

For. the moment other pargs of the wrltten recall tdits will be

disregarded.

‘v‘jj L . . \

s . . ) N

Description of a Recalled Idea
) . s - ]

If an;idea from the”listuof significaht ideas’ is discernghle
'1n the recalled text it is called a reCalled 1dea A recall text ‘ A

~er . [ /

is credited w1th a recalled 1dea if it 1s felt that some 1nformatlon ' R

lp the recalled teyt is an attempt to express an expllc1tly stated ‘

© e
5 . e . .
‘ ~,

original idea.
Information in the written recalls is of several different

. ,. - | : (;,f/ :/Z

types:

JI. ‘recalled Zyplicit %d;as - C ‘ - /’7 T
v . . N X .
. . . J
2. récalled nf~rences; valid but not explicitly stated !
. e T | L
in the original : ‘ ' . o
o .g/ e “ N : b
.. . e \":3 . ' )
3. ‘imported ideas, new information not derived from.
original text

4. contradlctory statements
" -5.. vague ‘references to t{plCS
6. descriptive'comments about interviewv
g, egéluative comments about interview and_sbeaher's
IS

ideas ' ‘ : T B
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8. repeated ideas

d, “ .
et .

The task is to decide which information is Type One, recalled explicit

ideas. The unit in the recalled text does not have to'specified——it

< could be a sentence, a-clause or a phrase. It coujld even be more than

‘one sentence. If. it is felt that the writer was attempting to express
~>f S : . L
information that he recalled from an explicitly stated idea, that

3 fie

original idea is a recalled idea adedited to that recall text. ,
While the explicit statement of inferences from' the original
text ‘is called importation and not counted at this point, in some

cases a writer may make a statement which shows that he recalled the

\

figidai idea although this may be'expresséd by inference rather than
v dire

ct-restatement. For example:

T='"%.  .ORIGINAL IDEA S : - RECALLED IDEA

A EN . e ! . .
# §;3§5{)Aqd they <(the fans) atre Because of their disappointmen-,

R te : ’ o o
_,abpoﬁntéd (about this decline. - the fans ﬁg§_stop going.

. [ R
- in calibre)

s
N b

-

In cases like these_where»the writer shows that he must have understood.

: N o T a : - SRR i
. the original idea, the recalled text is credited with that-.recalled

Y
-

idea. . o ' Lt

: ~In some cases two or more original ideas.may’ be similar in ’

}meading!i;?whichfgase aSSignmeﬁt tovthe specifiC‘original idea_may‘

:be diffiéulf. 'In cases like this use ke§ words and surrouﬁding context )
o o ‘ . ‘ ¢ : :
to“help decide the Qne.f Informatiqn-shogld‘not be assigned to more

y than bnetéfiginal-idea.
Inumany.casesiﬁhc preseﬁce of aﬁ éfiging% idea will bé qpite

clear. There will, however, be difficult cases because when ideas
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. .
A
v

e . . ] Y - - 3 . L .

are expressed in paraphrase they are liable to distortion. In cases

: ; . b .
X * ’

of difficulty the félloWing procedure might be helpful:

-

. 1. Ask yourseclf, "Did the information tbat\the>wri§cr has

‘;::;{l‘a . ’ , ‘
expressed come from i particular, explicitly-stated idea
. o
o * ~on the list of original ideas?" If "no" because the i
L S . ' ; N
LT ‘In . . . ’ . . . . . y
a7 ‘¢'” - information was implied by the original text or becad%ERJ/\*
B S . o e . - .
a4 . it s completely new, it is not a recalled idea. -
. . "V:- . i M R S : [T . . i ,
N e 2. Ask yourselfy "What clues -are there to help -matchj the
Sy ’ R . . . <
_ .. recalled information with.an original idea?" These might -
) N <, n‘."’ - " ) \ . . . - M N . .
‘ ‘be: ~* T : Cu
S A G R ' - -
£ t8pic ) )
R '< key words - TN -
. K “s;afement'about‘the topic ¢ - ¢
e - .. o . : H
context-—-ideas 3uqfoundihg the information
, , 3 -
in question
fqrm N ' -

3. Ask yourself, "Is the\statement which the writer has

b“made abOutrthe.tbpic T cbmx£zabie as thé‘original idea
:orpis the.statéﬁenf'médé byfthevoriginal idea»impliéd;ﬁy
. ér.,"/the stateﬁeél made b§'the Writef.
© 1f the answer~;o Question 3 isj"ye§",[in Spitguofjincpﬁpletef

<

original- feaning, additions of meaning, loss or gain 6f pragision, -
. «v.“;’ o . B v . v - .

‘widef’o;'nar;ower meaning,,of ;naccu:acy,ﬂthen the writteh recall is
credited;witﬁxphat'recalled idea. h
- ‘At thisfpgiﬁﬁ.bewafe.of certgin problem areas: -

‘1. New ideas, that is ideas not‘derived‘directly.ftoﬁ an

: eXpliéitlywétated original idea, are not recé%éed”ideas.

e



-

x Ko

This also fncludes ideas tﬁﬁﬁfare statements of ideas

implied by the original discussion, ideas that were not

explibitly stated even though they are consistent with

v

what was said and even part of what was meant.
. ’ ; r

.
e

2. Vague references to the topics of,original ideas without .
%ot counted as

F3

.

making a definite statement about them are
recalled ‘ideas. Tor ekample; if the writer said, "The
, this .

-

-speaker mentiqhed the population of Communist China"

v

would not be counted as a recalled idea.
n 'the original text

3. Statements which contradict an idea i

~ ~ -

or give an opposite meaning are not counted as recalled
. .

ideas. ' ~
‘In cases where a vecalled idea,is discérnible in two or.

]

4.
more parts of the recall text, the most accuréte version
- should be analyzed and the others dgnored. .
Examples of Recalled Ideas: : '
 RECALLED IDEAS

© . ORIGINAL IDEA |
(U. N. A4) China. has a pgpulation 1. China has a QZry large population.
S v N ‘
2. Chind has over 700 million =~ -

|

*bpeople. .

Considering her large populafion

of about 750 million‘péople.
s

3.

L | 4. Becausglbf.ﬁhe many peoplevﬂn

o o ST China. ”a;
5. China's popilition of 570 /

million...



ORIGINAL IDEA
(U. N. Al) The United Nations was

originally intended to be a peace-

keeping body.
(U. N. A2) Its success-has been
less than comolete,(U. N. A3)

because not all mations were
-
Trepresented.

v

»

Recalled Ideas}' Model AnalySes

272

RECALL}D IDEAS

r

The United NathHS 1s\a peace~
keepigg body.

'But‘hod*can it do this if not all

nations are members?

: The analyses of six recall texts 'is now presented show1ng alkl

(3

the recalled 1deas which were 1dent1f1ed

The'recall text itself is_

shown first. followed by the llSt of recalled ideas it contalns together

v w1th comments
in Appendix C

and D. - . T : )

Reference should be made to the lists of orlglnal 1deas‘

and to the oral and written texts in Appendlces C.

KJA

e



This is mainly because of expansion of the League. ,

“-.::"’”‘4.'- 4...“ . E . ‘ 273
 WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: HOCKEY W1
g

The speaker feels that thc‘calibre’of hockey playing .in.the National

League has deteriorated.

~

il

> : : - ’ . '
- There are no longer "superstar™ tedms.such ds Montreal, Chicago .

and Boston. ° ' ‘ . :

Since. the League has expanded the "superstar' draft ch01ces hﬁve
R
betn snared out among the 16 teams* and the other players on the

teams are Just mediocre. L ‘ o g : a

o

‘Therefore we have quantlty instead of quallty
. The sport is Stlll popular espec1ally among ‘the Amerlcans who,

'because they have never seen superstar hockey, Stlll enjoy 1t

>

. The speaker fovever does not enJoy the ”dlluted" hockey because he

DL

1s used to- watchlng the supersta& hockey _ . o L

.,

The‘Speaker feels that although most sports are malnly for .
S . .

- participation, hockey has now become more Of?a‘spectator sport.

10.
11,
12.

13.

14.

‘these crowds pay the players‘ salaries.

toAbe.inevitable hy the-speaker.

Hockey games must.attract large crowds because in a roundabout way, .

.

.The speaker feels that the quallty of hockey will get worse
- He feels tH%t the Natlonal League cannot last. L,

.New leagues will have less'ﬁiv;sions and fewer teams.

The speaker thinks that 1f such small leagues are formed, only then
Lo a

\w1ll the standard of hockey return to or perhaps surpass the old

"superstar" level. _
hd ]

This aforementioned. breaking down of'oversized'leagues is considered

»
.



.15:

- 1s.

/ . oh . Yy - y‘%&\

]
In effecf, thére are&now simpiy not -eénough goéd,players to go

around.

Py

Therefore it is impossible to expect the League as it now is

~available té us good, competitive sport. ’

/
.
I -

274

to make
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‘Recal;eé ;deas}' Médél Analysis
Hockey W1. - Ly -\
—Sentencé  v“ Recalled iﬁeé o . : ~. :C§mﬁeﬁ£j  o '~;;
1 : . Al | discerﬁible}in sﬁ%té:of‘paréﬁhrasg“
_2,‘4 ) - ﬁoné‘\_ ' importatibn of-iﬁpli¢i£ idéas
3 ; ”‘ ione T ximpogtatiOn o} imglicit idea {
4o ' A9 B consistent-new idea addéd | .
.S * " none ' impo}tétion ofian inference
6 \ . B6,B7 cleaddy discernible
% . B3 : the recalled‘idea has added to it aﬁ
| impqrted ihﬁerence '
8 . - CL | clearly discernible
9' : . -C3 . the recalléd idea is giyen’as_a reason
. _fbr a. new idea \‘_‘, ., v' -
i0 none - ’ importation of an infereﬁce
11 E2 . 'ﬂfbe idea is diécefnible evenjthdugh the
ferm, "enlapged'leégﬁé"‘hasubeen
» changed to the "National League“ ;6};’
Viiﬁ_w—#mwff‘ none . - iﬁﬁofté;ion of a Aew'ideé agd‘aﬁ‘ =~
: [ a0 . _ . _
A';infé%éhp
13 o * none L iﬁp&%ingiéﬁ of incoﬁéiétent ﬁey ideas
14 . ' .noné . . 'impo;ﬁapibhvofbnew idéél 3
15  -' D2’ | much lééévbrecise tﬁah the orié{hal idea
éug discérnibie neyérfheless k
16 - ; o ndne.' | ,f; ‘iﬁfgrences_ |

=



3 . '

WRITTEN RECALL TEXT:"HOCKEY VI

,

‘g The Canadlan Hockey LeagUe is lowering its s%andard by addln%\new

«

AR N ) PO

_teams,to the league. - e

QXTheémpre'teams there are the less professional the players.beécom®:-

g

”The hacke;\players pay is determlned by the number of fans Qhﬁ%f?ﬁow

&

"){D'éw” '

fi . fh.
Lo p ,
‘ “By;foublln the teams from\ii to 32 for the World Hockey Team, w1ll
i3 T ’
again low Dl the quallty e - e . . : S N
gt ) 9 Tt ' ' -}«S\' '
‘Sbon the professional league will be broken down into minor le%gues
: r ' ~~ » ' v @
nd only the best will remain;to form the good hockey teams. & . -
‘ &Byugddlng these new teams hockey won' t be as competltlve.,. R &ggi

agaf : .
o /;,,\*(35; - . ' s o

%5&% He feeis‘that the sport will soon slowly fall in popularlty and ”33;}.

put lnto a higger category at the top.

a

{t_;

e



Recalled Ideas: Model Analeis

'

Hotkey vl .
Sentence Recalled Tdea
i ‘A1, A5

j2 | _ C none’
.3  -" none
4 . B9
5 c3
"6 . _none
B e
'8 . , a " none ’
g D3
b
10 ) E3
11" ‘ none
12 : inone
13 .. none

K

277

’ _ Comment . Y

Al is distorted by the use of the name

"Canadian Hockey League'"

.

" A5 'is much more vague than the original

idea //[‘ &

importation of a new idea
importation of an inference -

‘a clear example -of .a recalled idea *
\ 1 .

a recalled idea in spite of the

-~

inclusion of all hockey. players and the:

omission of "indirectly" -
-

imporfation of a new idea

the original idea is made much wider in -

its application
' N

~

importation of an inference

~ the original idea is implied by the -

recall statement .
'discernible in spite of paraphrase
importation of ‘new ideas-

, )

importation of new ideas

importation of new ideas
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\
e .
: . WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: UNITED NATIONS W1 e
1. In this discussionpthe speaker statés- that the-expulsion of W

Taiwan fromf the United Nations was justified. ,

'2. "It was not justified:in terms of kicking out a world power, but it

allowed the People 7 Republic of China to join the United Nations

in its placeh

3. The sﬁeaker says rhet the People s Republlc of China should have the
\\\J’,right toujoin‘the U.N. con51dex1ng its large populatlon

4. TCompared to the Republic, Taiwan has a-small population.
‘ IS

5. He says that you can't leave out an important world power from a

. - ‘peace-minded otgépization.
) ._/‘ . ' . " . . . M [ . - 7
6. The speaker also says howev:sr that had Taiwan and China .come to a
“ : )

; L ‘
peaceful agreement with each other, tHey could have both been in
. the U.N:

7. The speaker‘also said'that the People's~RepuBlic of China was.pot

-

allowed in fortéO‘long, not because of the United States. singly, but

because of many nations. = ' , »>T{b§ .
. o ] - -

.8. " They had done this SO»that’there wouldn't be another communist “ ‘
power in the U. N. o T .

. > . , .

9. They were afrald that if there was, it would dlsrupt the balance of -

‘ .
power and China would stop many of the United States suggestlons.

"10. The speaker sa1d that the Unlted States did~'t suppnrt Taiwan and K o
not China with mtllcious thoughts . _ f
I,ll. He also said that he didn t think that China was malicious towafﬂ%

thekUnited Statesw

.%f#‘ | - | . p» | vi ‘ . - p ’



‘%ecalled Ideas:-

"Uhited Natioﬁs W1

_mSestence

10

11

Model Analysis

o .

Recalied Idea
Al2
A nene

A4, A5

A10

none .

A8
none
B12
B13

. B10

none

A5 is discernible in the first idea

A5 'is dlsoernlble again, but has already~

+)

omment

cleafly'discernible

~importation of new idea and an inference

VA is expressed less precisely

' Although in éfsense an inference,’it

<

is regarded as an alternate way of
)

=

exp%eSSLng the orlglnal 1dea(

¥ -

,bee& credited to Sentence 3

< . x

»clearly discernlble

-

importatipn of a new idea

discernible ir spite of paraphrase

N

clearly«dfscernlble

‘awkward expression bu? appearlng to be

an attempt to.state an-original idea.
( L) A . , . . A

CEEN

'Néw idea added ~ - ..

a

importation of a new idea -, -

‘o
Nal



‘10.

11.

WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: UNITED NATIONS VI S

" ‘ oo
J—‘ /

A7

. > ’? " . Y» ) N ‘(
Recently, Communlst China was accepted by thefmajorlty of world

. o s = +
. o d/f Tt
A
. .

powers as a neW\mcmber of the Unlted Nations\ A

W
~- ., ?4_ . .
As a result, Talwan s membershlp was dlseolved the eason being,“
Co R
that Communlst Ch1na refused th JOln hands’ w1th 1Ts enémy, Talwan,

in. matters of.WOrld importance.

But why was: the U. N. 's decision made? "
¢

To begln W1th Communlst Chlna has\an overwhelmxng pppulatlon of

750 mllllon, maklng it many times la}ger th?h that of Nationalist
. , . o
China. '» .- ‘ _

kay to becoming. 6ne- of the

3

he'U._S. andfthe uU. S S R.

It is also evident that Chlna.is on?i%s:
great world powers, on ‘the same line
It only'Seems feasonable‘that such a great count}y be given equal

« - .’r‘ r . . )
status w1th the rest of the natlons.’ ' : . "

There was however a small number of na01ons in dlsagreement w1th the -

decision.
B}

O

' : s ’ ’ {
0 o . . . :
~ A

e
The United Stateszﬁas one of them.

L}

" Why d1d ‘the U. S. try'to veto‘ther.'N.'s.decision? ‘;'

One p0531blt reason may be the 1dea that America reallzes ts preseént
situation, belng the gfbatest Democratlgabower.

fhrough the years, the. U S. has lashed?out strongly against
i b

4Communlsm and w1th the advent of another communlstic power belng

allowed entrance 1nto the U. N., the balance of 1deolog1es may be

upset. *
The.U; S. may feel there has been great lean towatdé:Communiém in

4

the U. N. .

CF e



(13,

14.

15,

~, 16

h_ ¢ > B -« o
\ -~ 2
% - ~ N 281 '
. ? ity H\\{ . s -
« i B R
l.‘ v . . . . . ’
.But the Unitéd States' attempt tio repel Communlst Chlna faileda e Yf‘
It is p0531ble that this was Natlonallst China's attempp at
suppre551ng the 1deolog1es of the U S ‘L§~hav1ng the majorlty of .
“ . - ...‘
powers lékn towards their 1deas. f . . o
5 H +
CIs it thefl p0531ble that Cﬁrna woulq like thejﬂ S. to forfeit ,
it superiority in féxgr qf a Communistlc Natlon! ' A <
v o . . |
It ig;a'difficultpthing to-answer. ‘. - P v
H
! [}
, 'v;' ! -
. ' ¢ ’
N ? ‘ R
' e .
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Recalled Ideas. Model Analysis : -
_ o : . : - - o
_United Nations V1 ’ )
S ' ‘ Loy
R l\) ' s Yo ! . oo f
," ‘Sentence ~ Recalled Idea ’ Comment:
A 1 - " none - importation of an'inference R
{, o & . . ‘ S i
S 2 - A7 1ess predlse but llscernlble The .+ - -
.o . - “ . s
“ T 1nformat&on An - the first part of the- : :
L sentence orlglnated w1th the 1nterv1ewer
T | =
3 none rhetorlcal Qgestloh % ﬂ%
- - 8 N ‘*/t N <r‘ 7
4 »  A4,A10 clearly drs/ernible .
" r :
v NS i
5. B paraphrase but dlscernible. New . A
. ’ / i A ' “ﬂ | ’
{ - infgrmatlon 1s'adde§. S SN
-6 none /q importatlon f a new'ideg '
, 7 , none. importat on of a new idea '5\h~t ,
- . S gt .
3 . hg}.lg - .
8 B2 original idea expressed 1nd1rectLy -as an
. e - - 3 ’ . o “_ .
> g - inference 7 b ' B
| i : SN LY
. N . i » ~ Al
9 . none rhetorical question‘ :
10 { 7-_'B6 imprec1se but dlscernlble ) a ~,f/f'
. L \ © S
11 ‘B13 dﬁscern1bl¢’w1th key word chenge ’ il
12 ” none importation_of a new idea
13 none impbrtat%on of an inference '
14 . ‘none ».impor;ation of }neonsisﬁent information -
- . . . R 4 . ) . .
15 “none rhetorical questlon' .
16 N Cl. - Vague in its referent but discernlble by
: E . » /:'. \11 K : ‘ . ) B J,
" its expressibn‘{.,v., : ‘ - /i-
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WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: MENTAL ILLNESS W1 ~

-

1. 1In general the speaker thinks that although progress is slow, it

T N

is'strotg( '
2. He thinks thet the facilities used'for'mental illness are outdated.
"~3. They were probabiy made in 1940'5; 1950's, 1960's. : \\\\
4, .Smallettinstitutions teee to.be more euccessful because they . \\\\
. concentrate_and give mere.heiPiénd treatment to tﬁe inditiduelf ,l K

S. Larger institutioﬁe, on the otﬁer hend %ave.more\facilities‘but
: people on long-range terms (seniie perle tﬁat.stathhere until_l
. tﬁeyvdie) are_sort of put aside and arefgiveg)less care.

. 6.. fhete are teotmany petients ana facilities and not enough

). psychiatrlsts

[

7. The Health Organization tried to help with thls situatlon but wasn 't
i
'completely §ﬁc¢essful.
. . . < ) .f‘
8. Facilities have greatly improved on the whole but there is still

%y, room for more improvement. ’
ey : ’

9. Notfall meﬁtal illdesses atelsevere. , . ' \;‘v:>

10. With the new“drug;’predqced:one can bevﬁcureaﬁ (not completely)

ill For eXample, epilepsvahiéh is one mental illness (gg,thoeght to be)
can be treated ‘with these drugs. o

120 There are many mental 1llnesses that are curaBle but w1thout the
help of the patlent 1tse1f this is 1mpossib1e. ¢

{3. The speakerﬁstresses that we need better and more 1mproved

" facilities. ° o R ‘ T
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Recalled Ideas: Model Analysis

‘Mental Illness W1

Sentence

1

10
11
12

.13

.
-

'

Recalled Idea /f o Commént
Lo
Hi,HZ o clearly discernible
A2 . -vsynonym used but diécernible e
A3 ‘ élearly discernible
B4 paraphrase/but.giscernible
( F9,F10 . Althéugh congeaied in imported
v ' 'information, these two or}ginai
. 'idéas are‘&iscernible.
A6 .a recalled idea~adjoinéd to importations

perhaps an attempt to expreSSfo:iginal
idea E2, but not discernible as a

cir

similar statement

none - importation
o FRr .
none . .~ importation
G2 more inclusive statement but discernible
G3,G5 ~ ¢learly discernible .
: , | 7
none © importation
none _ dmportation. v .
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11.

12,

13.
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WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: MENTAL ILLNE

SS V1.
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The facilities that they had- for the mentally ill were not very

good..

¥

The facilities were too old..

e

Théy were built like prisons in the 1940'5 to kéep.the mentally 311

fromssociety.

- The speaker said that these facilities were also understaffed.

TheAbuiidings were too large and each patient didn't get enough

individual attention.

He said mentally ill patients were not inéurable but it took a

longer time to cure some pétients than it did others and that some

of these patients ran out of time.

.- They died béfore they were cured.

staff.

'

'The speaker said that there should be smaller centres and more

He said%they had a few small centres in Edmonton but that these

we}e‘for patients who would be there for a.short time, like

c . .
epileptics.

L

These were for patients who were not seriousl

He said the conditions for treating the mentélly“ill were impr

but improving very slowly.

He did not bélieve in ihsfitutionalization;
masses. " ) ’
He believed that they heed‘comfortable surrou

individual care.

y il.

ndings and more

i

oving

‘He did not Believg that mentally ill people could not be cured in



', Recalled Ideas: Model Analysis

Mental Illness V1

Sentence
"1

2

10

11

12
13

14

>

Recalled Idea
none 1

A2

A3,A4

A6

A5

F1,F2,F3
none
none o
Cc2

none

H1,H2

none
.none

nomne

286

Comment
‘importation of an inference’
use of synonym but discernible
-

discernible in spite of omission c:

information in A3 and a differen
;mphaéis in A4
moreuinclusivé statement
clearly discernible with addition of
importation
clea;iy diécernible  | A
'repetifion of F3 alréédy credited to
Sentence: 6 _ b, o ¢
i;;ortatidn oflinferehcés
vaguer but diséérniblevg.
imﬁortatioh
fdiécgrniblefin spite of different
eméﬁaéis

‘

importation of a infet&nce
importation of an, inference

'importation'of a new idea and ah;a

e 1inferenc ' A

3 ,

.
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ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIPS DISPLAYED BY RECALLED IDEAS

J

£a I

7
s
-

The pdrpoeé of this anaiysis is to'identify the Qays in which&
recalled ideas are related t» other ideas. There are three types or
relationships which can be displayed by a recalled idea: it can have an
appropriate relationship with another ddea;‘it‘can have an iﬁappropriate
reIatidnshih; or it can be‘presented without being related at all to
‘another idea. B d.i o 7

/

Appropriate‘Relatioﬁship Category
The purpose pf'this category is to 1dentify those recalled ideas

hat are ~pressed in a way which seems to demonstrate that the writer

}

'not only unierstood the idea but was aware of the way the idea was .being

used in the discussion. In other words he was aware of the role of the

idea or of itsfrelatipnship with other‘ideas. i}

Essentially an approprlate relationship is demonstrated 1f a
¢
recalled ddea is ‘presented together w1th either another recalled 1dea

[y

from the sdme discussion compOnent or with avnon—recalled'ldea that 1is

an approprlate importation derlved from the same dlscu551on‘component.
V,The term presented together w1th" means adJacent to and tdgether w1th

logical, sequence or top1ca1 llnés that indicate that the writer 1ntended

the two to be relal ed. (Apart from this the only way rn which an

«

appropriate relationship can exist is if the writer madé explicit

reference to the role of the idea, for example by,statihgvthe question
. ( R . : .
N . . o s : ) 5 ’
to which the recalled idea was part of the answer.

g The following sequence of sentences contains recalled ideas which
demqnstrate this appropriate relationship:
.1. It makes little sense’to leave China out.offthe U.N.'when.

2
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her population is over 750 million.

2.. The U.S. opposed China's admission. ‘.

-

3. The' question of whether there was malice against the U.S,

is hard to answer. It is a very hypothetical questlon ﬂiﬂﬂﬂ,i_;

S

———
The two ideas in Sentence One are from the same- discuscion
component -and they are linked toéether showing: they are related : They
are, therefore, good examples of this category. The idea in Sentence
Two is isolated. It is from a discussion-componentwdiéierent}from the

idea preceding it -and the one following it. Thus it demonstrates®no

-
e

relationship. 'The two ideas in Sentence Three are from the same

discussion component. .~ Although they ‘are not linked grammatically, as,

o0 /

) ” o 3

‘\\\for example, by cause and effect, they a;e‘related because theyl(deal
b - 4 ' : . :
1

with the same topic and it seems very likely that the writer was\ -

attempting to show that they were related ‘Ihey too are examples_of
Approprlate Relationship recalled ideas. )
Example:
(I Since.China's population is so much larger theanaiwan's
| | ‘and since China‘is‘potentially a world power;ﬁthe choice of
,China‘was:justified:
2. Thedu.N; was set_ﬁp as a peace—heeping body.
China was not'ahmembert N |

Because all nations were not members; the U.N. has;only

" had limited success in its peace-keeping role. _
In Sentence One the ideag "since China is potentially a world power,"
is from a different discussion component and it. is clearly playing a

«

different role than in the origlnal However, although 1t_separates§

the other two ideas, it does not affect their relationship which is an )

appropriate onea’ Therefore these_ideashare olaced in the Appropriate
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Relationship catégory.

In Example gdghe intervening idea is an appropriate imported
LS , . '
~idea. Without it th¢'remaining .three ideas are related and are all from

thé same discussién component and they are therefore all placed‘in the

Appropriate Relationship category.

By

Sometimes two,é ideas from the same discussion component will be

adjacent_ to each other in the recall text without any apparent links

.

between‘theﬁ, either of logical relationship or sequential order. In

this‘caseﬂ;hey are not counted as being related and are not placed in
: - ' : g ' E o
this category. “ :

Example: ?

fad

1. The U. N. is a peacekeeping body.
2. China,has a population of 750 million.
3. ‘The dééision.tQ.exPel:Taiwan was justified&

There is no evidence that these three ideas are seen by the writer as
- r

being related and they don't foliow one from the other in a clear

»

sequence. Therefore they are not counted as being in an appropriate

relationship. .
Sometimes a recalled idea may not have any other recalled idea

‘adjacent to it, yet it is clear that the writer understood the rble of .

!

the ideaﬁinv he discussion. One way he could demonstrate the under-

.
i

?§tanding could be to state the question to which ‘the ideas was an answer.

Example:

~
N

’ When the interviewer asked if malice‘against thg U. S. was .

. intended when the U. N. voted to admit C

- »

hina, the speaker replied

ghé; this was a difficult question to answer. °

’  Invthis case thé.tecalled\idea°wdhld be placed in the Appfbpriate

r .

In



_ accompanied by explicit indications of their discussion role.
v
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Relationship Category even tho- sh it is not adjacent to another recalled

idea If this expllc1t 1nd1cat10n of the role of an idea 1s inappropé}ate,

for example if the wrong questlon precedes the 1dea then 1t would not

| Uit )

be placedgan this Category but in‘the Inappropriate\Relationship :

" Category. An appropriate relationshiﬁ could also be shown by the recalled

idea belng presented follow1ng a sequence of non—rdcalled 1deas which

¢

were nevertheless approprlate points ‘in the sequence to which the recalled

¢

. idea belongedi In thlS case the recalled idea is assumed to be appropri-

ately located an placed»in this category. .

if a,recalled.idea displays two relﬁ%ionships, one

. 4 g L R
appropriate and the other not, it is €till categorized as having an

appropriate relatlonshiP. , o —

Absence of Relationship Category ‘ ' ' . .

This is a straightforward class of those recalled ideas that.

¢ ,

demonstrate no relationship to any other idea or which are not
- . . S -,

Inappropriate Relationship'Category

- This category consists of those recalled ideas wh1ch do not

manifest an, approprlate relatlonshlp nor an absence of relatlonshlp

This isdindicated by: _ : o -. ; L

1.° Beiné attached to a sequence of recalled ideas or non-recalled
3[;/ » ideas from a different-discusslon comnonent. .

2. fBeing‘attached.to a single recakled idea from ano:%er
.discussion sequence. Where this is thé only.relaglonship
demonstrated by each recalled idea theyewould botn be placed

" in this category.



291

| <
3.  Being attached to an inappropriate non-tecalled idea.

4, Inappropriaté expliéit réference being made to the.role of

‘the idea by the writer, e:g. introducing the idea ty referring .

to the wrong question for that discussion component.

\

If a recalled idea is ﬁresented as part of asequencgof ideas

from a different discussion ¢omponent together with evidence that it is
" N
related to that sequenge, it would be placed in this’category.
. E . o
Example: e . Y

“«

i China-has a large populatiod and,is potentially a world
‘power. THerefore it is justified that she should ﬁav% been

.d? chosen by the'U. N.

—~ . . . . f ) ] ’ \\ . .
The statement 'that China’is potentially a world poié;/is associated -and’

1linked with(zad ideas from a diffefent discussion -component. It would

-therefore be placed in this cétégory. The ophér'two ideas are corfectly

- y
»

relatéd. o | IR o ; ;‘ ! A
_If ;ﬁ ideabfrom-one discpssion'component‘is'ligked with aﬁ%igga'
from anther,‘both‘are'said to bé_inapproptia;eiy related and placed inj
% this categdry. “ | “
:bExampleﬁ;
The U. S. originally opﬁosed China's admissiénvbecause

China refused to join the U. N. while Taiwan was a member.

?‘Hoﬁever, this ié only thé case if neiéher idea‘is otherwise appropriately
related. |
If a recalled idea is attached to an idea that is not a recalled
idea énd whiéﬁ‘islnét'aqﬁappropriaté importatiéﬁ ffom the Same discussion

component;, it is placed in’this»gategofy.’ To be called appropriate the

importation should be an inference from information given in the same

»
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&
.discussion ¢omponent.  If it seems to arise from information outside that
dlscu851on component or from 1nformation out51de the discus310n :

altogether, it is 1nappropr1ate.'»The ollow1ng are examples of this kind

o - ' ‘ -
of inappropriate relationship. : 1 (ﬁ\\ ‘ .

ORIGINAL IDEA - ' RECALLED ID%D'CONTEXT

(U. N. .A2) The U. N. has had less ~ Although the U. N. was originally to

than cogplete success. ) benefit everyone, it did not tuwn

out that way.

-~
D3

'L(U.'N. B2) The U. S. .opposed - * The reason the U. S. was against:

‘ China's admission at first. Communist China was because the
U. S. are deathly afraid of
communism. _ |

If the writer indicates an inappropriate role for the recalled
1dea in question by presenting it as the answer for a questionidther
‘than the one preceding~that discussion component,,thelrecalledvidea‘isﬁ

placed in this category.

B
- o
~ Rt

Example ’ . _ ' . Y v

X

When the interv1ewer asked if the U. N. votqﬁ China in -
: @R

' because of the U. S. %olicy, the speaker said‘é@at China had

a very large population.

stated so far, it should be labelled as In ¢

Foy example if an idea from the originali\zgwrongly expressed as a

v
Y

P

conclusion, it would illustrate this type of inappropriate,relationship.
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ORIGINAL IDEAY A ° RECALLED IDEA

’

e~

(U.N. B2) The U.S. opposed China's Therefore the U.S. was right in

a

admission. _ opposing the Chinese attempt to

gair admission to the U.N. -

LS
MODEL ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIPS PISPYAYED'BY'RECALLED IDEAS

' The following 1s a model analysis of the relationships

‘displayéd By the recalled ideas in recall texts Wl and V1 from all
three discpssion‘passages. Refer to Appendiceé C, Dand F for the

texts and lists of ideas and to the model analysis of recalled ideas

in this appendix for tH six recall texts. o ‘f}
/
\ B Id
& . , ' :

o

Y

o



Relationships Displayed by Recalled ldeas: Model Analysis

Hockey W1

Recalled Idea

Al

A9
B3 .
B6
B7
C3

D2

E2

~ Sentence

1

15

11

|

Relaéionship o Comment

appropriate'
AN

294,

topically related to idea

“

‘iQ Sentence 2, an imported
. ©

.inference derived from

same discussign component:

appropriate - ‘topically related to
.inference‘in Sentence 3
apprdpriate,' topically related to

(;S\P‘< - appropriate imported

inférénce’
apﬁropriate logically related
appr&priate niggically relatég
inappfoériate logically ieléted
| imporfed new i&éa
Jappfopriéte - légically’reiated

to. B7

to B6

to

to

e

imported inference’in

,Senteﬁ;e‘lG.

absence of
a

‘relationship ideas

not related to adjoining
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s,
£,
i

’

Relationships Displayed by.Recalldd idéasf Model Ana%xsis

- Hockey V1 ‘
Recalled Idea Sentence ° Relationship Cpmment \
Al. ‘ ‘ 1 appropriate .. both recalled ideas
) ASv_;' 1 | appropriatg are interrelated
3 - - . : : .
' B9 44 absence "of unrelated to either .
: Py _/ relationship . adjacent idea
c3 s appropriate -y logically related to /
. imported idea in Sentence 6
\ c7 - 1 .. appropriate = logically related to
- ! ' _imported_inferencé from
. , same discussion component
D3 - ;@ 9. inappropriate 'rélated‘to'an imported
. : . .  R ~ inference derived from
. : :
S o - a different discussion
- T o - . component
- E3 . _ 10 ,O inapﬁropriate tdpically“related’to new
. - Yf\~ : _ ‘ M;//,
" idea : ' 1o
. . . i
|
. . . |
[N . B .
j L
‘ 'to‘, '
y .
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-Relationships Displayed by Recalled ldeas: Model Analysis ' e
" United Nations Wl . -
: : : \ - 4~
Recailed Ided "'Sentence 'RelaLiohshfﬁé’ 'Commént*
AL 4 3 appropriateé related to A5 o
A5 : "3 appropriate ° ‘related td A4 E
, ‘ v Rt RN ‘
A8 6 - appropriate topically related to ..

repeated recalled idea-in

?' Sentence\S ) ‘
~AiO. » f . 4 \.v~ appfopfigﬁev l related to A4 A
‘ Alé : 1 2 approbriate ' related to géneral
. sequenée of réé%llé&-/
. f ideés in Sentences 1-6
B1O . o "10 |  inappropf§a§$ topt lly‘relgted‘tg
_ | o mportédﬁnew‘ide; fn
v Sehgenc il' _
B12 . 8 apbropriété : '-feiated to Bi3 | (:T~f‘
v:Bl3' o R 9 - appropfiafe 7‘fel£ted'to B12 ~
' e | .
. o
<7 . ”
v
. "/
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’ Relationéhips Displayed by Recalled Ideas: Model Analysis
. (N . . . N . +

United Nations V1 '
H

’ Retalled Idea. L‘Senten;::e Reld%ibnshipj - . Comment
AL T ) )i 4 appropfiate related to AlQ, é recalled
) 'j.‘ l.'_  o " ' ", idea er;/thé saméGAié—v
. cussion compbnent
AT ; . _ 2 appropriatel : _logicaliy reléfed tovan
) | | imported inference derived .
. L ) ~ ’ _-n " from the same Hiscéésiqn.
‘component o
Al0 - . | 4 ~ appropriate . ' rélated tovA4. .
Bév o u., 8 | apbropfiate_, ~ related, in spige of‘interf
‘ X | veniﬂg.gfntéhce 9;fto
- "*‘»' reéalled.idea in Sentence
.‘55 10 from same discﬁssion E
_‘/,43' , . ) . . . . . - ' ’
! ’ somp?nenzﬂ
v B6 L. lQ_v ‘j ;appro?riate;_e : rélafedito,ﬁz
| 38‘ ; : | . 5 | iﬁapprogriapé;‘ related to AlQ and,to 
. e A". - B i , ’ imported new idgé
Bi3 e .11 'éppropriate,“ ,félated to impd%teQ 
) inferénce in same‘sénténee
c1 . H:l6 o inappropriate réiaféd‘to iﬁpé;téd néd,
- idea in Sen£egce 15 |
(. ;
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Relationships Displayed by

Mental Illness W1

RecalledvIdea

A2
A3

A6

B4

F9

F10
G2
G3.
G5
H1

H2

N
. .

T

Sentence

2

3

10

11

11

/

Recalled ideas:

%

RelafTUﬂsHip

“appropri}te

jpprop,r“iat?

-Jnappropriate

inappropriate-

- appropriate

appropriate
appropriéte

appropriéte

appropriaté

appropriate

298

Model Analysis

Comment
. Y
related to A3
related to A2
. related to imported new
idea
‘related tao imported new
ideé‘in same sentence

related to F10

relatedfto F9
n? : ;

G2, ©3, and G5 are relateéd
to each other in an |
appropriate sequence

‘related to 'H2

related to Hl1 |
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Relationships Display~d by Recalled Ideaé: Model Analysis
Mental Illness V1

4

\»"-

Recalled Idea ’ Sentence Relationshipv‘ . Comment
| A2 2 appropriate related to A3
A3 v '3A . appropriate reiated'to A2
VA4 ’ 3 ' appf&ﬁriate related to A3
A5 ,; "5 app;opriate . 'reiated to A6
A6 . (A ' ap;ropriate related‘éé AS
Cc2 | : 9 inappro;riate relatéd to importéd new

DR K " idea in the same sentence .
> .

-

F1 6 appropriate - "Fl, F2 and F3 are

appropriately interrelatgd‘

fé ' 6 | appropriate

F3 . '6 : apéropriate /? ‘
HL - 11 < ap'pfgpriate * related to H2
HZ ' 1‘f. 11 ” épprop%iate _ reléted‘go H1

4
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DISTORTEDiRECALLED IDEAS

.-Another way in which recalled ideas cah be desctibed is in terms
of their meaning relationship to the originai ideas»from which they
were derived. Thus, a second analysis sets out to classify recalle§
idees along this dimension.

The fifst task of this anelxeis is to‘iﬁentify those recalled A,
~ideas whose meaning'is distorted; or significantly different trom that
. of therrigihal idea. Then the eecend task isfto ciassiff the distortedj
recalled- 1deas into categorles of types of dlstortlon
A distorted 1dea is present in the written recall if an.

driginal idea on the answer‘sheetwis didgcernible in a form thatvmakesvitse
~reca11ed meaning significantly different from the originel meaning. By
“"significantly different meaning; is meaht where the essential meehing
of the orlglnal is not preserved in the recall. Thatiis to‘say that

. S
. exact equlvalence is‘not insisted upon -since most recalled ideas are in
the form of patephrase. If the wrltten’reeall seems to have changed the
original meaning significantly, count the idea as a dlstortlon. '
'Significahtly changed'meens thet if the peripheralvdetails of the idea
are'chénéed'it dpes.not eouﬁt as a‘distdrtiqh. Chenges thgt‘aﬁﬁly to
the main hart ofvthe idea arevcoheidered significant. The QQetall

phenomenon.is'partly defined'byithe character of its four categories. -
Categbrvaneél Significantvchange of meaning through the use of different

'lkey'wqrdsﬁl N
'demetimes an'i&ea'will be‘Very similar to the original except
that a key word in the_expression has been changed thereby altering the

‘meaning- .
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Examples:-

ORIGINAL IDEA - v RECALLED IDEA
(U. N. Al) The U. N. was orlglnally 1..The U. N. is a peacekeeping core.

intended to be a peacekeeplng body.. 2. The U. N. is a peacekeeping

S nation.

S ~y .

(U. N. C3) Perhaps in some cases . . 1. Some. nations maybe did vote for
nations were being malicious. u revenge against the U. S.

Category Two: - Significant change'of meaning through changes in the
domain of.application of the idea.

Often;ideas apply'to particular_entities or‘members of classee

of eEtdtiee. for example "Boys are rough" tells us that all members

of the class of entities, "boys' are roogh. However, the sentence,

"Big boys are rough", tells us that only‘part of the class is rough,
namely those‘boys‘who are big. fhis is what is meant by the "domain.

~f anolicatioé'. Sometdmes‘an idea in‘the written recall Qill have a
/ider or narrower»domain-of application than‘the original This category.
takes precedence over Category One in the event that a keyword change
results in a change of domain'of-appliCation. This category of
distortion‘can‘often be recognized by:

1. ‘The‘addrtdon, om}ssion, or substituion'of modifying words
v»or‘phrases that limit the application-of the idea.‘ For
lexample, adjectivea of ‘adjective clauseelor phrases that are

reétrictive. o o |

2. The use of more generaleords instead of ones having a more

reatricted'réference and vice;versa. For enample, the use of‘

"doctors" instead of "psychiatrists" andi"nursesf instead



w» of “staff"

. Examples:.

ORIGINAL IDEA

(M. I. A6) There are not enough

) psychiaﬁrists for the number of

R H

Qs

}§§f

”pétienté.

(H; Al) The standardﬂof hockey

in the national léagge is goingr
down; df._

(H} c7}‘The fans of the!oid cl;bé

will depreése

N

level of precision.
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RECALLED IDEA

The institutes are understaffed.

" He felt that thefe‘was a breakdown

. in the game of ice hockey.

‘Hockey fans will stop coming to see

‘the games. " - ' \

_Céﬁegqry Three: Significant changes in meaning through changes in' the

The expression of recalled ideas can vary in their precision or

exactness, in their definiteness and completeness, and in their accuracy.

A recalled idea that demonstrates one of these kinds of distortion is

‘allocated tq Category Three. This category can be signalled by: , -

Y

* 1. The use of indefinite terms to expressvdefinite'quantities

» or humbers, or vice versa. .

2. The omissiénuof part of the main idea of a statement. -

)

3. Inaccuracies in the use of quantities or numbers.

SN : g : o ;
4. The use of vaguer terms than in the original idea or wvice

versae.

-

<



Examples: .

ORIGINAL IDEA
(H. D2) There are not enough top-.
‘quality players to go éround forA
16 teams.
(H. E4&4) Evenﬁually the six old
,clubS‘will be.reinstated;
}(U. N. A7) éommun'st Ch;na did
né;rwant go,j&in :>e U. N. as long
as Taiwan was é member. /
:(U. N. A4) Communist China has

a population of "about 750

~ million people-

1

M. I. B7) In.;mall institutions
yéﬁ can rehabilitate tﬁé mentally
iil a lot faster and 3/;9£”beitgr.t.
(M. I. B1) The'Blaitfkeport brougﬁt‘
out.by‘the last §§Zial Credit

government helped people to

recognize the‘prdblem.

--conditions.
- R 'J_ .

1303

'RECALLED IDEA

There are not enough good players to

~fill the positions.

. He stéted:something aBout.hockeyNin

the future reinstafing itself back
to fewer teams.
Communist-China refused to have

anything to do with Taiwan.

1. ...because of its large
population.
2. China has a population of 570

million.

(In small institutions) treatment

is often not as long.-

4

"o

The government was'let‘known about

Category Four: Residual’ Distortions -

I .

Some recalled'ideals are obviously distorted yet doAﬁot fit any

of the three subcategories defined aboveé and have no common characteristics

that allow them to be labelled more precisely. Any recalled ideas which =
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A
1

seem to be expressing an essentially'different meaning than the original
idea from wh1ch they are derlved and which do not clearly belong to one

of the defined categorles should be placed in this re31dual category.

-
.The following«are examples of this subcategory:

\

- ©

ORIGINAL IDEA . .RECALLED IDFA
‘(ﬁ.Ns A7) China refused to jcin : C#ina doesn't want to Join themﬁ N.
the_U.N. as long as_Talwan wasJ if Taiwan was gqing to join.
a member. -
(M;I. ¢3) Forfeiemcle, e?ilepticé ...because of patlents who weére not
used to bé considered asrbelng ) ,'mentally ‘but physically 1ll‘(e.g:
mentellyi;ll. v~_ . epileptics)...-

%

j ' MODEL ANAL"YSISQOF DISTOPTEDR RECALLED IDEAS

-~

. ..\rvl

- ,\\\ . g "

S \ga//ihe follow1ng is -an apaly31s of the six sample recall texts
show1ng "the recalled 1deas that’ were classified as distortions and the
categorles of dlstortlon into whlch they were placed The ‘texts are
the same as the ones used in the first model analy31s ‘in this Appendix

. and reference should be made to them.

< ‘ ' 2.,



)
Distorted"Recalleq Ideas: Model Anaiysesi
. . . t , . ! . T [ ‘;_\R’ . .

Hockey W1- ~ o o ; ST

Distorted Recalled ‘DistOYtioﬁNCategéfy-gué”‘ 

Idea’ C 5 i o i"
© B3 : D S
S . &iJ the precisionjofpthe
., .‘“0‘ The Orlginal%ldea stated. :
J. *‘E , .
dl% not say that he d1d
& Cn:r “‘tg);g‘ "’ .
not derive any enjoyment now. i
.'u' ‘
Hockey VI
Al - . ‘ 1 | name of league changed by “
substitution of key word a "j

, - “"Capadian" for "national“.

\\\\\\\ﬁf\;\\\\\\\\ 3 loss of precision. S
c3 8 | ’ o

—— 2 - v application of idea is
‘exténdéd to ali hockey
o players, not jusf.thefones
| in.the'National League.
c7 c Ty . 2 | 'épplication of the idea is
‘extended to all fans, not
——— ljust tﬁpse of the.six
original clubé

D3 ' 1 substitution of key word

. U » "Team. for "League_.



Distorted Recalled ; Diétortion Catecgory P Comment ] )
Idea | ' >
" United Nations W1,
Al - o 3 indef;ﬁite expression

. . ;!
replacing precise ohe.

B10 v , 3 Vague_exPre551on of
‘ the -idea
United Nations V1 ' - o - :
A7 . . « 3  vague, more general statement
Bl4 L 1 o key word "power" replaced’by

. "ideologies"

o C1 : 3 © vague referent
v_ﬁental Illness W1 | '
- G2 ' | . 3 less precise than Qriginal;
as to whom ﬁhe new drugs
_ : " benefit
Mental Illqess vl ’
Y o f 1 + - "too old" is not a synonym
for "archaic'"
A3 - ‘ .,. ’ ‘ >3 ‘ _ ' omission of part of.the
ST . R R ‘central'ideé’
| ‘Kg, V*ilb | | . 4 ) ; : vkhe jdea does not.seem to
bpregérveuthevériginal
intenﬁioﬁl
! A6 »» 20 ybv.appiiéation of id;a-to eiass

of staff generally rather



’.wDiétorted Recalled

idea,“

c2

Hl ’

307
)
- 4
Distortion Category Comment
than of psychiatrists
3 loss of precision ..
3 loss of precision in
N referent
5N k\—
. . A
7% . ‘e
.,-./-//
LIRS
A
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. { . -
,4[ ' IMPORTED IDEAS

" The analyses that involved recalled ideas, their relationships

and distortions, worked from the original ideas to their expression in

o
'the'written recall texts. It was, therefore, unnecessary to identify

ideatlonal units, ;n the wrltten recalls. However, cdnsideration of

.
A\

—

1mported,1nformation and_attempts to quantify it necessitate the

definition and identification of such units in the recall texts.

Consequently before the analysis of imported ideas .can proceed it is
necessary to segment the written recall texts into idea units. The unit

chosen and defined has been called a "resoonse unit"

.

The Response Unit o v " o . B
\'i ) » . g . - ‘ . -
A response unit is-the smallest number of words that constitutes

a complete thought. !Essentially it is an asSertion, or.a statement of

fact or oplnlon. It asserts that something is so. It may be stated

full%(as a complete proposition as in the example: )

Facilities for the treatment of mental illness are inadequate./

4 " .o

Alternatlvely, it may be llnguistlcally abbrev1ated 1n the sense that it

is contalned as,part of another assertion. For example the follow1ng

Ty

sentence consists of two responses:
Mental hospitaIS‘are archaic/and too lerge./
‘”In full Spe two assertlons maklng up the two response unlts would be:
Mental hospltals are archalc. “
' Mental hospltals are too 1arge.
The problem lies malnly w1th units that are llngu1stlcally abbre»1ated

- . - -
Generally two elements that are coordlnated are coded as two. -



\ | ' :
. Eey 3 :

response units if they constitute-two aSSertlons. 6/
. -

"/ E T
) Eramles:
Nouns The doctors/and nurslng staff/are inadequate./

~ N

Adjectives The hospitals are archaic/and too large./

(L~ ™
Adverbs Progress is being made slowly/butnsurely./
R ~ Verbs  Players don't- skate/and pass/like they used-to./
o ey : - ‘ ' &

N."B. A response unit is'identified by .a "/" at its end. When a

~. response unit is interrupted by another unit, the interruption
o - ' : :

is markgd by . a' /’ which’ 1nd1cates that the response unlt

i at that p01nt is 1ncgaplete.

SRS

As a general rule, to be counted as a separ&te résponse unlt, a group of

!

P .
“ words. should be seen serving the purpose .of addlng an assertlon, not

1

limitingﬁthe application of another assertion. "For example the phrases

: . L . , Lo f . '
: underlined in the. following sentences are not separate units because
they serve to limit another assertion.

There are not enough mental hoépitals'ln Edmonton. /"
, The man who ‘lives next door is 51ck / ' I ‘v %
. > \ . , . f

. Large meggal hospltals dom't really help 51ck people to

p

Y

overcomeifheir problem /
.Whengyou areia short term patient, the instltution mayfhelp you:/

v

If you are senile, they can do nothing-for you/
. ' ' - ) '
In other»words, these“underlined phrases serye Jto_restritt the scope of

o

the assertlon in which they are embedded They do not add assertiéhs.

Al

Therefore they are not separate response units.

The folIowing,Sentences illustrate phrases that do add‘assertionsh

e ' - , ’ . : .
and that do, therefore, constitute response units:’ :

T . -
.

@ o | “ | -
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‘He said the hospitals were -outdated,/beM™yg built in the 1960's,/

'y 1950's,/ and 1940's./ | (4 units)

ca

They thought epilepsy was a_mental illness/because they)took these

fits./ , e o ‘ ‘ (2'units)

-
—

Progress iS'slow,/although-it is sure//'” S (2 units)s

The principle of additivity allows adverbial tlauses‘end\phrases

of reason, manner, purpose, degree, concession, and result to be included

as separate response units.

. AL |
‘However, clauses and phrases of condition, time‘andgplace usually

serve to restrict the scope of the main clause, and so they do not

constitute separate units. : SRR R
. : EY

’ ) oo Lt N\ .

By the same principle nonfrestrictiwe.adjective ,clauses

constitute separate response unlts since their function is to add

\ B

information. ’”i

Example:v IR , o o,
The standard of hockey is declining/which is a bad thing./

(2'unitsf

iHowever, restrictive adJective clauses, whose purpose is to limit the

vappllcatlon of the main clause, -are not separate response u "is

Example:v

. Patients who are in hospital for a/long perlod of time often
develop a form. of 1nst1tutionalization !/ ﬂ N . 1' qb(l unit)
Cases of doubt'due to punctuatibn inaecuracy etc.‘shoulo.be godEd as
' non4testrietiﬁe; O
The same’ principle should be used to: éonsider elements Iike . . :

prepositional phrases and partic1pial phrases.
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Eﬁamrles:

They wefé b&ilt like prisons/in the 1940's./ : ‘(2 units)
BUT: 'Tﬂeremérg ot enough psychiatrists per patient in the big

institutions./ , ‘ . (lkﬁnit)

BUT: There are.noc enough hospitéls, relating ‘to Edmonton.

| ‘(1 unit) . «
With_ghe'hew'drugs nowadays,/this can be cured./ | (2 units)
/§UT;' Theré are too many hospitals with inadequate facilities./
(1 unit)
Special probleﬁs:
1. Coordina%ed‘subiects-+ coordinafed.predicates. ﬁé%

Example:
He says progress made in.ﬁental hospitalgyénd research/is
_sloW/but strong./ ' : . . €4 units)
In this géntencé eéch pfedicate‘adjectivé:apélies toigéch
‘;coofdinapéd objéc;”bf‘the-prepbsition so ﬁhat there would be
,ﬁsfour'ﬁﬁits he:é;ﬁ |
2. _ﬁtc. "Etc." is countéd‘as a'éeparate_response._

'Example:- |

.. He ééid“thg skaﬁing/étc./;;$ better./ : _ (2 units)

' Sometimes other expressions are used which-are rather like
o M . ) -
etc. in function, such as “or whatever", and "and such like'".
. . v : N = ‘. - ) ‘ »
These are also counted as separate responsé units.
Co A S
_ ‘ AR v v
3. Exzamples.given to illustrate an assertion count as separate

responses.

Exampleﬁ »
The blﬁ teams /like Montre;l/and;ﬁqstqnfwill start to lose
o N o :

R N .
JONA
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their fans. / o (3 units)
Expressions like "in conclusion", "to start with", and, which
refer to the discussion context itself, are not unted as

separate units unless they constitute "full assertions-

.as in, "He opened the disc&ssion/by.stating that..."

Pafenthetical statements

Sometimes.additiVe assertidns.are placed within parentheses.
These may be to give examples of a previous assertion.
Example: . |

but some people on long range terms/?senile people that stay
there until they die)/are sorthdf put aside./ (2 units)
Here thevrntention;rs clearly to add information.  The

' . . ¢ :
parenthetical statement does not modify or limit the meaning

' of the previous-assertion. Therefore it is counted as a

-~

separate response unit.
) P s . L _ . :

However, parenthes€s may be uged- to enclosefstatéments which

do limit or modify.

Examples. Co ‘ : R

For example epllepsyf%hlch is one form of mental 1llness (or

‘thought to be)/can be»treated with.these drugs./_ (2 units)

wgth'the new‘drugs'produced/one can be cured (not completely) /

(2 units)
r .

Here the intentlon seems to be to correct a wrong emphasis in

N

the preceding assertlon. Thus, the parenthetical statement
serves a 11m1t1ng rather than an addltlve functlon and

hence is not counted as a separate response unit. .
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When it is dif ficult to decide whether a phrase or group
qf words is res:!rictive or noﬁ—restrictive.
In cases where it is not clear whether the group of words

.

in question is restrictive or non-restrictive in function,

.assume that it is non-restrictive and count it as a separate

requnée unit.

Examplee;
Affepo;t/Bresentea by the Social Credit government/outline&
the_problems;/' : | (2 units)
Where patlents can be treated properly/by a capable staff/

| -(2 units)

When two restrictive clauses or phrases are

either following or preceding a mdin clause assertion,

- count the total clauselgroup (sentence) a4s two response units.
: v

il
. i
N\

[ N ¢

Also the patient does not benefit from this unless he is a
v , : o j '
short term patient/and does not need complete attention/

(2 unlts)

The assumption is that two . ‘assertions are contalned here,

_ namely. s ' o e

'\(l) Also the patlent does not beneflt from thid unless,he

2

is a short term patient.

(2). Also ‘the patient does not benefit from thislunless he

does not need complete attention.
DescriptiVe references to the interview‘situation.’

Ugless the group of words .in question is a complete -

assertion.in itself, do not count it as afseparate response.
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yrExaﬁples: : a .

E As a wrap up he goes on saying even though the problem is
going at a slow rate/éit is a strong rate;/ (2 units)
‘When the interviewer asked him what his views were he replied

that he felt they were inadequate./ , BT (1 unit)
Here is a sample sentence divideg,into‘response units:
He concludes that/thanks to modern medicine/and humanitarians/

(those who seek the best for'the unnoticed sick)/conditions

in institutions/and mental: illness cures/are 1mproved /
PN

B ~No

,»:'ﬂ o i »[/ .“‘> o ' (S-units},

- © -Segmentation ofvterts into résponse units is denonstrated
by the'Wlland~Vl recall te;ts for:the three discussionv
passaées in the model analysesiof}i;ported responseiunits

‘;atAtheJend of this appendix. g

K

Imported Response_Units .
. : cw ,»,‘ . v ‘ ) ) . ‘ AE . .
. Almost all the recall texts contain rébporse units that are

- ideas or_part of 'ideas not expliéitl& stated in the original'discus\ ns.

Y

These are called imported response unitSu’.DeSCriptf e or evalnative

comments are not importations-even thOugh_théy are not, part of the

'original discussion, so response units- that constitute thesé“are not

:

inEludeH In’ this analy51s.. ‘This analysis applied oﬁly t8. those response
[ .'; F ) ‘ ~ N

units that seem to represent the writer s bellei that he was expressing .

“t

an original idea. . ' o
As 1n the ana1y51s ‘of the distorted recalled 1deas,‘the flrst

'step is to identify the imported response. units and the second to

‘allocate these to categories,‘in this case threea_" : _ o
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Category One: Logical Inferences, AesdhptiOns and Conclueions ot

An imported response onit is piaced in this oategor? if it is
consistent with the ihfotmation_in the orkginal discussion text in the
sense that it is a valid inferehce, conclueion ot summary:basedvopoq the
explicit information in the diacussion text. That is providedvit | »
follows logically ffoﬁ the informatiogﬁio the original text without
_,ﬁ.being dependernt upon information from any other source. 'Perhaps one
- tway to characterize this klndtof imported 1dea would be to say that the
‘writer hihself or’interv;eyepgyopld;undoubtedly have agreed with the

_ S . 333- T e o

idea." - T cY

Examples:

1. ThevU.N. would be able to function better if China was a

member. _ . o v
2. ‘Thus,faiwan had to be disposed of_to admit China.
3. China was voted in b{ the U.N.

N 4. 'Some nations voted for Chlna s adm1551on

5. Thefadmission of China was -a threat to the U.S.

Category Two: New Consistent Information

A §

‘An imported response.ls placed in this category if it seems to
~be derived from informatlon not contalned in the origlnal discusston,
) yet yhich is “however not inconsistent_with-the ideas in the text. These
‘are not points made.by the speaker or interviewer‘nor neeessarily
implied, bot-whieh he hight havelagreed with. _Whiie there is no.
v evidence‘that he wQuld have,‘neiﬂhet is_there:any that he would not have.

Examples:

LR ‘ .' 1; China is a more powerful nation than Talwan
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2. Many small nations disliked the‘U.S.
_ 3.“ The U.ﬁ.ﬁwas:designed to benefit the whole wor%d.
4, Aﬁgther‘communist power in the.U;N. would stop the U.S.
o propdsals. |
x

Category Three: New Inconsistent Information A

These are imported responses that are explicitly or implicitly
inconsistent_with'the ideas in the original tiﬁ£>,,They may be invalid.

/" s N
inferences, conclu51ons or summarles, or they may be new informatlon

3 qf which confllcts with 1nformat10n in the original text The category
also includes assertlons that questlons were asked which were not part
of the discus%}dh. There'is evidence thatpthe speaker would not have

'5égreed with the*meaningwof these-respOnses,

3.
ye L3 ) ¢ ) Ea

¥Examples: :
1. Heh%aid there was‘no maiice rntended.
\ ﬂw;Z; ihe U.S..and dhinadcame to an agreement.
3.‘ Cnly for a brief timeudid the “U.N. perform_its function.
4. 1In order to decide'nho should be dn the U.N. you have to

‘takepinto consideration the’social_COnditions in the country.
“Model Analysis of.Imported.Response Units
~ A model analysis of six‘recall texts follows. Each text is
segmented into respodse units. and the ones underllned are importatlons

The number at .the beglnnlng of each imported response unit is the number-

of the category into which it was placed



10.
11.
12.

13.

(1)

Ned

(2)

-

(3)

(3)

surpass/ thenold‘"superstar" level./ : ))
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WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: HOCKEY Wl

The speaker feels that the calibre of hockey playing in the

National League has deteriorated./

. . 3 .
There are no ‘longer "superstar' teams/ (1) such as Montreal,/ .

(1) Chicago/ (1) and Boston./ : .

This is mainly because of expansion of ‘the League./
[}

Since the League has expanded the ”superstar’ draft choices have

been shared out among the 16 teams/ (2) and the other players

oq}the teams are just mediocres/

@

Therefore we have quantity instead offqdality./
/

The sport is still popular/especlally among the Americans/

who, /hecause they have never seen: "superstar" hockey /Stlll
4
enjov it./ - 4

The speaker however does not enjoy the "dlluted" hockey/

ey

- (1) because he is used to watchlng the superstar" hockey./ *

The speaker feelsrthat,/althOugh most sports are'maihly-for

~

participation,/ (2) hockey has now become more of .a spectator

sEort./

Hockey games must attract large c¢rowds/because in a roundabout
way, these crowds pay the players' salaries./

The speaker feels that the quality of hockey will get worse./

He feels that the National Leagde cannot last./

’ .

New leagues will have less divisions/v(l)‘and'fewer teams. /

[y

The speaker thlnks that if such small leagues are formed, only

then will the standard of hockey return to/’3) or perhaps

X4
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15.

16.

(2)

(1)
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.

This aforementioned breaking down of oversized leagues is

: around./ ‘ , '

considered to be inevitable by the-speaker./

In effeétf there are now simply not eprgh gobd players to go

N

Therefore it is impossible to expect ;the League as it now is’
i B

to make .available to us good, /(1) coﬁpetitive/sport./ '

i
!

|



(2)

(1)

@
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WRRTTEN RECALL TEXT: HOCKEY V1

R

- The Canadian Hockey League 1is lowering its standard/by addlng

new teams to the league. / . , : N

Vi -
o

The more teams there are the less profesclonal the players

,become / -

That isy if more teams are added to the NHL there wor't be as

good quality when therewere only'six'teams./-

"The speaker feels there should be more quality than’ quantity./
- The hockey players pay is determlnea by the number of fans
<ithat show - up “at the games./

(2) The speaker feels this will change./

-Noet as many people will come to the games} (15 because of the

' ."added new teams./

(1)

(2)
G

Therefore, the standard of hockey will go down./ {f

s

'By doubllng the teams 'ﬁgom 16 to 32 for the World Hockey Teamn,/

(1) will again 1ower the quallty ) DT f<~mmi-lf

,Soon the professional league will be broken down into mlnor

leagues/ (2) and only the best w111 remaln to form the good

hockey .tedhs. /

/ ‘ '
By addlng these new teams/ (2) hockey won't be as competitlve /

He feels that the sport will scon slowly fall ‘in pqpularity/

_(2) and people will begln moving away from it. /

It w1ll only\be re—establlshed when the basic professional team§

: are put 1nto a higher category at the top A
, | ‘

Yo



D - \ a0
WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: UNITED NATIONS Wl

-1, In this discussion the speaker states that the expulsion ¢

1

Taiwan from the United Nations was justified./

2. (2) 1t was not justified in tet%s;of kicking out a world power, /

(1) but it allowed the People's Republic of China to join the

vUnited Nations Ln its.place;/ _v‘~ . , _ ‘
3. The speaker says that the People's Republic of China should .
: - have the right to join the U.N./coneidering its largeApopulation./
C 4, ‘Compated to the ﬁepublic; Taiwan has avsmall population./ ‘ : 4
5. o He says that yeu.can}t‘leave eut an‘inbeftant-world power‘trom\ |
- a peaceéminded'ofganization./ |

Q.' The speaker aléo/says howevet that:had_Taiwaniand-China come to

a peatefuldagreement yith each"nther,'they’ceuld have both beer .

in the U N./ o o ‘ ' -

7. (2)  The speaker also said- that//he People's Republlc of China was not

)

“allowed in“for so 1ong,/ (2)—nat\hecause of the United States

singly / (2) but because of many nat1¢// / h

8. They had done thls/so that there woul&n t be another communist -
power in\the U.N. /

‘9, ‘d They were afraid thatllf there was, it would dlsrupt the balance

of pqwer/,(Z) and China would stop many of the United States
. i ~ —

snggestions./ - ‘ ’ ' \
l1o. The speaker'said that the United States dddn't supperthaiwan/"

and not China/with malicious thoughts./,

w‘
]

11.-(2) He also said that he didn't.thlnk that China was malicious

towards the United States elther /
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WRITTEN»RECALL TEXT: UNITED NATIONS V1
. gl -
1. (1) Recently, Communist China was accepted by the majority of

_world poﬁers as a new member of the United Nations./

2. . As a result, Tajwan's membershihvwas dissclved./ the reason

being that Communist China refused to join hands with its

enemy, Taiwan, in matters of world imporéance./- -
3. - But why was the U.N.'s decisioh made?/
4, Tblbeginvwith, Communist China has an ovey-whelming population

of 7501milliona/ making it many times larger than that of
Nationalist China./ \

5. It is also evident that China is on its way to becoming one of
Al o v
the great world powers, /(2) on the same line as the U.”./(2) and
]

the U.S.S.R./ . o ' IR

6. (2) It only seems reasonable that such a great country be given equal

"status with the rest of the natigns./

rd

7.- (2) There was however,é small number of nations in disagreement

with the decision./N\ |

\ c LT .

3 . . . . ” k . ) e -
8. “The Unlted States was one of them / o . :
9. hWhy did the U,S. try to veto the U.N.'s decision?/

10.- T(\ One possible reason may'be the idea that.Ameriea realizes its

' present situation, belng the greatest Democratlc power /-

N

11. (2) Throﬁgh the years, the U S. has 1ashed out strongly agalnst B

Commynism, /(1) and with the advent of another communistic

power] heing allowed entrance into the U.N.,/the balance of °.

ideologies may be upset./
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12. (2) The U.S. may feel there has been great lean towards Communism
in the U.N./ o | o

13. (1) But the United States' attempt to repel Communist China. failed./

¢

14, (3) It is possible that this was Nationalist China's attempt at

suppressing the ideologies of the U.S./ (3) by having the ~£

i =

majority of powers lean towards their ideas./ v

13. (2) 1Is it then possiblé that China would,,Iike the U.S. to'forfeit

e its superiority 'in favor of a Communistic Nation?/

16. . It is a difficult'thihg Eo answer./ k// .
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- WRITTEN RECALL TEXT: MENTAL ILLNESS Wl
1.. - In general the speaker4thinks that/although progress is slaw,/
it is strong. / X
" B J L
.24 He thinks that the facilities used for mental illness are B,
outdated./
3. They were probably made in 1940's,/1950's,/1960's./L
4.  Smaller institutions tend to be more successful/ (2). because they °

S

concentrate/ (1) and give more helpfe(l) and tréatment/to the N

i indiv1dual /

’

5. (2) Larger 1nst1tutions, on the other hand have more fac111ties/

but people on long range terms/(senlle people that stay there

until they dle)/are sort of put aside/ (1) an\\are given less

o

care./ o T

6.'(2) There are too many patients/A(3) and facilities/and not enough ‘

£ psychiatrists./ ' ,

7. (1) The Health'Organizatibﬁ tried’ to help with this situation/ (2)

but wasn't completely successful /

8. (3) Fac111t1es have greatly 1mprOVed on the whole/ (l) but there is

still room for more 1mprovement./

9. (2) Not all mental illnesses are severe./

\
10. ‘With the new drugs proquced/ohe can be "cured" (not completely)/ {ﬁ
11, ', For exsmple epileps&/@hichxis one mental illness (of thought to

»vbe)/can be treated«with these drugs. /

12., (2) There are many mental illnesses that are curable/ (2) but .

without the help of’the patient itself this is 1mpossib1e./;
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4

13. (1) The spgaker stresses that we neéd bétter/’(l) and more improved/

facilities./
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'WRITTEN REGALL TEXT: MENTAL TLLNESS V1:-

1. (1) The fécilities that they had for ;he mentally ill were not
‘ ver ood, / o
2. " The facilitiesvw;%e too old./
3. ,They were built like ppisons/in the;1940's/ (2) to keep the .

mentally i1l from society./ .

4. ‘ The speakef said.that these facilities were also understaffed./

5. . - The buildings were too large/ (2) and each patient didn't pet

enough individual attention./ . . .

6. He said mentally ill patients were not'incurable/but it took
a longer time to cure some patients than it did others/and " that
some of these patients ran out of time./

7. - " They died before they were cured./ y

S
4G
24

.-8. (1) = The speaker said that there should be smaller éentreé/ (1) and
more staff./
. 9. ©  He said they had a few small centres in:Edmoﬁton,/,(2)'butAthat

these were for patients who would be there for a short time/ o

(3) like epileptics./

'10, (2)" These were for patients who were not seriously'ill./

ilh . He said the conditions for treating‘thefmentaliy ill were

- improving/but improving very sléwly./

12. (1) He did not believe in institutionalization./ .

13. (1) He Wid not believe that meﬁfally ill peopie could be cured ;\\\‘_
 in masses./ ‘ | R ‘

14. (2) "He believed that they need comfortable surrdunding§/ (1) and

more individuél care./

¢
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APPENDIIX H

TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES,
'TREATMENT X READING LEVELS
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.-

TWO—WAY ANALYSIS 'OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X READING ‘\\

LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, NUMBER OF WORDS . kY
School ‘A
oo Degrees of Sum of Meaﬁ ‘ . '
» Source Freedom a_Squares ~Square F Ratio P
A T :
Tredtment 1 11316 1316 .39 .537
' Readlng Levels o2 31527 15763.5  4.56 - 016
Intéraction . 2 466 233~ .07 ©.934
Error- 36 122171 - 3393.6
Schoollﬁf
L 13 ,Degfees'of Sum of ‘Méah . ‘
Source - Freedom Squares  .“Square F Ratio P
| Treatment = 1 2763 2763 .68 414
Reading Levels -2 72642 36321 8.95 -.000
Interaction 20 - 3118 . 1559 .38 2684
Error © 42 170539 '.4060.5
v\ * :
‘ : ‘) ) .
School C o .
< l'—w - - — -
‘ Pegrees of  Sum’ of . Mean :
Source Freedom *Squarés Square F Ration P
Treatment - 1. 70918 20918  5.48 .024
" Reading Levels 2 2838 1419 . .37 .692
Interaction - .2 =+ 71033 516.5 - W14 .874
" Efror ' 42 © 160279 3816.2
J : " 4

t
1

N
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» - : o I
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X READING

“School A

, LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, NUMBER OF RESPONSE UNITS - -

Degfées of . Sum of  Mean L ‘
Source - Frieedom . Squares Shua;e F:Ratio P
Treatment., & 1 26,4 2ha4% .51 481
Reading Levels . 2 « 401.7 200.9° - 4.18 3023
Interaction K .. 2. S 21.3 10.7 .22 .802
Error ' 36 . 1730.9 48.1 '
Schoole ' i ]
v Degrees of © Sum of . ‘ Mé@ni 7 I : L

Source - Freedom ‘ Squares SqQare_ F‘Ratio P
‘Treatment: & 1 14.09  14.09 37 545
Reading Levels ; 2 431.2 - 215.6 5.71 - .006
Interaction ‘ L2 1.16 = .58 © .02 .985
Error 42 1585.5 -  37.8 e
School C

o _ chFQES*Of - Sum df“ -Meaﬁ S .
Source Freedom . . Squares:. Square F Ratio P
Treatment 1 1481.3 481.3 9.34 - .004.
Reading Levels 2 86.5" 43.3 w84 - - 439
Interaction 2 . 205.0 & .102.5 1.99 © .149
Error 42 7 2165.0-  ° 51.5 ' '




- TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR_TREATMENT X READING

'TABLE H~3
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LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, NUMBER OF RECALLED IDEAS

329.12

7.85

School A - o~
» Degrees of . ‘Sum of Mean ;
Source Freedom Squares Square F Ratio P
© Treatment 1 69.43  69.43 4.89 .033°
. " Redding Levels 21 103.0 51.52 3.63 - .037
- Interaction 2 22.29 11.14 .78 . 464
Error 36 511.14 = 14.20
' +
"~ School B
» Degrees of Sum of Mean
. SourcE: ‘ Freedom Squares ‘Square F Ratio P
A% i ' \
Treatment 1 24.08 24.08 3.66 . .062
Reading Levels 2 41.29 20.65 3.14 .054
Interaction . 2 72.92 3.65 «55 .578
Error 42 276.0: 6.57
. ‘\\ ‘
o - ;
School C
DegfeES'oft © Sum of . Meaﬁ'
Source Freedom Squares’ Square F Ratio P
Treatment 1 72.52 72.52 9.25 .004
Reading Levels 2 49,29 . 24.65 3.15 | *.053
Interaction 2 12.54 6.27 .80 - <456
Error ' 42 ' S

v



TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X‘READING
LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, NUMBER OF RECALLED IDEAS

TABLE H-4

- PRESENTED IN AN APPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIP

330

360.9

School A

- -2
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source é& » Freedon Squares Square F Ratio P
o ? . .

Treatment %<, 1’ 48.22  48.22 3.07 088
Reading Levels’ 2 94.05 . 47.02 2.99 .063 .
Interaction B 25.0 - 12.50 .80 459
Error 36 565.71.  15.71 :

School:B

: §

. Degrees of  Sum of ' Mean -

Source Freedom Squares Square. F Ratio P
Treatment 1 40.33 40.33 5.34 . .026 ~
Reading Levels 2 33.04 16.52 2.19 .125
Interaction 2 21.79 - 10.90 1.44 .248
Error - 42 317.5 - 7.56 '

School C

. : Sum of Mean .

" Source Squares  Square F Ratio P
Treatment 1. 88.02  88.02 10.24 .003
~Reading Levels 2 23.29 - 11.65 1.36 .269.

Interaction 2 31.79 15.90. . 1.85 .170
Error 42 8.59 ‘
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TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OFJVARIANCE Tah
ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE NUMBET

S FOR TREATMENT X READING LEVELS
OF: NON-DISTORTED RECALLED IDEAS

k2

.School A
, Degrees: of Sum of Mean @;v :
.- Source ~Freedom - ngares ‘Square F Ratio P
Treatment , 1 74 67 74.67 7.99 .007
Reading Levels 2 . 1969 gf %b 34.45  3.69 .035
Interaction _ 2 9o 16.62 8.31 89 .310
Error’ 36 336.29 9.34
3
School B :
- Degrees of Sum:of Mean o
Source Freedom - Squares Square *F Ratio P
‘Treatment 1 35.02 . 35.02 - 6.70 | . .013
Reading Levels 2 - 34.67 17.33 3.31 .046
Interaction 2. 11.17~ ©5.58 1.07 .353
Error 42 - 219.62 5.23 '
'{ o . L
X,
School C
) ﬂDegrées of Sum of  Mean v L -
Source Freedom Squares = Square F Ratio - P
Treatment 1 24.08 ' 24.08 . 4.35 .043
Reading Levels - 2 19.50 9.75. - .1.76 .184"
Interaction 2 3.17 ©1.58 - .29 .753
2 5.54

Error ' 4 ) 232.50
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" . TABLE H-6
TWO-WAY MMYSIS_ OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X
READING LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT. VARIABLE, PERCENTAGE
. OF RECALLED IDEAS PRESENTED IN ISOLATION
School A 4J§§£7
, Degrees jof Sum of Mean
Source. Freedom Squares Square . F Ratio P
Treatment g 1 817.5 817.5 1.64 .209
Reading Levels 2 1869.3 934.7 1.87 .169
Interaction 2 1702 851 1.70 .196
-Erroxr ' v+ 36 17988.6 499.7
9
I3 " . .
* School B %
Degrees of Sum 6f Mean :
Source Fxeedom Squares Square E Ratio P
Treatment | 71.47 71.47 .14 .708
Reading Levels 2 3381 1690.5 3.35 - .045
‘Interaction 2 : 413.5‘[}§g206.8 C W41 ~.666
Error 42 21178.4 % 504.2
' SchobliC
‘Degrées ofv Sum of © Mean ;
Source Freedom Squares Square = F Ratio- P
Treatment - 1 1342.8  1342.8 2.85 .099
Reading Levels 2 865.8 432.9 .92 . .406
Interaction 2. 416.3 -208.2 . .645
Error - - 42 470.6 : :

@
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- TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE "TABLES FOR TREATMENT X READING
~ LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, PERCENTAGE OF .RECALLED

Y B
I3 v

IDEAS PRESENTED IN AN INAPPROPRIATE -REBATIONSHIP

21735.7

517.5 "

School ‘A
: e begrees f  Sum of Mean -

Source’ i Freedog§® ~ Squares Square, P

-&fl-' . G e . ) - : - 92

Treatmeht B TN b ‘_:‘Zlgﬂ, . .312

Reading' Levels = .2 B 9.3 . 657

Interaction g 2 1413 .O8Zy
- Error - " 36, 8447.4 .

R o '~'&t 3“( '%
‘Séhool B B ) °

. i "

_  'Degrees of Sum of Meq& =
Source Freedom Squares Sq?@re. F Ratio P
Treatment 1 1965.9 19@5:9 3.51 .068
Reading Levels 2 1690.2 480,1 .14 . .867
Interaction 2 733.6  -366.8 - .655 .525

- Error 42 23529.3 560.2 ~

| ScﬁboluC

‘ ) Dégrees of Sum of _ Mean
Source Freedom Squares  Square F Ratio P
~Treatment . _ 1 S 478 478. .92 341
Reading Levels - 2 454.9 - 227.5 .44 647
Interaction 2 1131.8 - 565.9 . 1.09 .344
Error 42 S ‘

P
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TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE &ABLES FOR TREATMENT X
READING LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, PERCENTAGE

TABLE H-8

OF RESPONSE UNITS THAT WERE IMPORTATIONS

334

Error -

11159.2

- 256.7

- School A
. Degrees of  ‘Sum of Mean o
Source Freedom - ~ Squares Square F Ratio P
Treatment 1 1540.2 1540.2 - 4.89 .033"
Qﬁeading'Leveys 2 1458.3 729.2 2.32 113 ¢
Interaction 2 386.1 193 .61 . .547
.Error 36 $11337.9  314.9 .
. - /
£ I/F . J
I
- ' \
" School B
Degrees of Sum of Mean : _
Source . Freedom Squares Square  F Ratio’ -P’
Treatment 1 | 1621 1621 5749 .024
Reading Levels 2 - & 515.1 257.6 .87 L4257
'Intetaction 2 " 357.9 179 .61 .550
Error 42 ’ 12402.9 295.3 A
School C -
‘ .Degrees of Sum of Mean »
Source ;Freedom Squares Square . F Ratio P
Treatment 1 170.8 170.8 .64 427
- Reading Levels 2 144.5 72.3 L .27 .763
Interaction 2 1086.9 543.4- . 2.05 <142

v
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APPENDIX I

MEANS AND VARIANCE TABLES FOR .THE TWO-WAY. ANALYSIS
OF VARTANCE, TREATMENT X LISTENING LEVELS -
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TABLE 1-1

e

‘CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE ONE, NUMBER OF
- WORDS, FOR THE TREATMENT X LISTENING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

!

School A .
Levels
H}gh ' ﬁiddle v - Low - " Treatment |
Treatment  Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean Variance  Mean
- . (‘\_,) Bl [N
Listening . 213.9 6839.8 148.4° 2225.6 159.4  4291.6 173.9 -
Reading . 248.7. 4156.9 °  143.1 1024.5 166.1° 2591.2 186.0
Level Mean 231.3" . 145.8 - 162.8
S ‘ B |
School B z
_ Levels _
s ‘ ngh , Middle . Low | Ireatmeht .
Treatment Mgan Variance Mean Variance Mean Variance . Mean
- Listening ~ 253.0 7356.3 ,154.1 3056.1 167.4 3881.4 . 191.5
Reading 226.8 1210.5 148.5 3832.6 153.8 4891.4 176.3
‘Levél Mean 239.9 151.3 . . 160.6
‘ L ‘« o -
r '
L e
' iéhoq}ec
S ) h ari‘ : Levels S 0 .
Gl SR
o L - Hig ‘ Mlddle _‘?ﬁ ~L9V - Treatment
Treatmgﬁt. Mean = Variance Mean '¥ariance: Mean Variance = Mean
o i e _ 5 L X ,TEen
N g . . R B o ! T N
Listening ~ 172.8 2080.5 157 5 2521.7 . 168.5 '579.7 ' +166.3
Rgading’ '217.8 2965.6~ ' 229.5 2763.1  ~ 180.4 4060.8 © . 209.2
Level Mean 195 3 Efﬁﬁ‘ 193.5 - ©174.4 / o
AT - ]

~ 1
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TABLE I-2

CELL MEANS AND. VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE.
TWO, NUMBER OF RESPONSE UNITS, FOR THE TREATMENT
X LISTENING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

#

School A
! = ""L: ]
Levels . . Y
. ‘ High: ' Midd1le ) .~ Low - Treatment
Treatment Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
- ) L : s
Listening 24.7 - 90.6 18.6 41.3- - 18.7 45.9- 20.7 . __
Reading - 28.4 39.0 16.6 - 7.0 - 12,9 54.1 ;23.3“ <
Level Mean .26.6 =~ 17.6° . . 20.3 : ~ ..
School B. ' \\ o - , o ‘ ’
Levels AU
. : o ' ’ : 4
. . J?igp ' » Midgle. N Low Treatment -
“Tteatment Mean Variancev/Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
Listenig 22.5 \36.0 7 14.6 -30.3 ~713.9 33.8 | 17.0
Reading " ~.18.3 14.8 14.3 33.1 . 15.3 78.2 .15.9
‘Level Mean 20. 4% : 14.4 .- 14.6
7 Schoolwﬂfvﬁﬁ
__.._'i;,;."_ ‘f e . Levels . ot
H‘h,& . i , . , : = : S
o k! TR High . -Middle S Low - Treatment -
‘»Treatment; Mean Variance Mean .»*Variance ' Mean Variance Mean -
Listesidt  18.3 1976 0 16.5 ©33.1 . 17.4 84.8 . 17.4
Reading 22.8  51.6 26.0 - 50.3 22.4 . 100.6 23.7
Level Mean 20.5 B ) “421.33 - . 19.9°

e
»



. TABLE 1I-3.

CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE -
THREE, NUMBER OF RECALLED IDEAS FOR THE TREATMENT X

338

. LISTENING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
School A <\ ..
¥ _ >
N *. Levels .
- : glgh . Middle ‘ : ng : - Treatment ~-
Treatment Mean Variance ﬁeani,vVariance Mean.  Variance Mean -
Liszenihg 9.9 41.1 5.9 b ///78.1 7.1 -~ 8.0
Reading 12.7  4.9° 8.1 7.8 10.0 17 0 10.3
- Level Mean 11.3 - ' 7.0 : . 9.1
: 1
School B
‘ : Levels :
. ‘ - High ‘>M1ddl§;. Low‘ . Treatment
- Treatment Mean Variance Mean - Vatiance‘ Mean - " Variance- Mean
Listening = 5.8 3.4 g 4.1 4ok 4.0 6.0 4.6
Reading - 7.4 9. "t 6.1 11.8 4.6 4.6 6.0
Level Mean 6.6 5.1 4.3 S !
“\— . o . . ~%\.\ \ T . . 4 . .
S s K - . o PR s
School C o ' ) L
n N N
- - \ | . N
Levels ¢
N - High Middle ‘Low ~ UIréatmant
Treatment  Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean“! Vdriance ‘Mean
Listening 6.6 5.4 6.3 7.1 5.6 8.8 6.2
Reading 10.3 5.6 7.5 7.4 8.1 16.1 8.6
Level Mean 8.4 6:9 - : 6.9




/. o 339

TABLE I-4
CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE FOUR,
NUMBER OF RECALLED IDEAS PRESENTED IN AN APPROPRIATE
RELATTONSHIP, FOR THE TREATMENT X LISTENING LEVELS {
. ANALYSIS OF VA&IANCE ‘

o

School A = ' g

; - Levels :" ' .
B . High Middle " Low’
oo . : - S Treatment
" Treatment Mean -Variance -Mean Variance Mean  Variance A Mean
Listening 8.6 37.3 - 4.0 11.7 6.0 - 2.0 6.0 -
Reading 10.9 3.1 5.6 + - 7.6 7.9 - 19.8 8.1
Level Mean 9.7 - 4.8 . 6.9 ' -
' . yd
— £
] ! . . /
. : {
]
School B - . L T ' . , T
. , Levels . ,
‘ A High - Middlé Low =+ Treatment
Treatment -, Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean .HVariance_ ~ Mean
Listening - 4.4 2.8 2.6 4.0 2.8 7.1 3.3 .
Reading 6.9 12.7 4.8 12.5 3.6 5.7. 5.1 °
Level Mfﬁnr_ 5.6 . 3.7 3.2 '
. . P '\Q' o _ . ,
ff.,. ' i,*y - ' I
School C _
} - Levels _
- _ H{gh o ‘Middle o Low o - Treatment
Treatment Mean Vgriande Mean Variance Mean Variance - Mean
_Listening 4.3 . 4.2 - 2.6 5.4 3.8 7.9 .. 3.5
Reading 7.3 12.5 5.8 10.8 5.6 15.4 6.2
LeveI'Mean Aﬁ5.8 L 4.2 w 4.7 ' :
. ,4£ ) _
" ~ \‘uv ot ’
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TZBLE 1-5 A
. . - ) g f,,,;;;"’"
CELL MEANS AN. VAT TANCES FOR DEPENDENT i
VARIABLE FIVE, NUM2ER OF NON-DISTORTED ,
B - RECALLED IDEAS, FOF. THE TREATMENT X * ‘:’&f , y
* LISTEWING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE &~ ‘
School A - B
o - Levels
High - Middle - Low
 Treatment Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
. " o :
Listening 7.1 12,5 . 4.6 3.0 7.0
Reading . 11.1 7.5 .'6.60//~6.O 8.7
Level MTn_ 9.1 : 5.6 ; 7.9
glﬁﬂ‘ '.. ' . . . ' 1 » Lo ( ) !', '
School B R )
: Levels . '

. o High Middle o Low . Treatment
Treatment: . Mean Variance Mean  Variance Meanrn = -Variance Mean
- . L&

‘Listening * 4.6 3.1 2.6 3.4 . . 2.5 4.3 3.3
" Reading 6.3 6.8 4.9 8.1 " 3.8 5.4 ‘5.0
Level Mean 5.4 3.8 3.1
‘ | '
School C -
Levels
High “,i . ) Middle f o Low Treatment
- Treatment Mean Variance. Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
Listening . 3.6 2.9 . 3.0 4.0 3.4
'Reading 6.4 5.9 | 4.4 7.1 4.8
-Level Mean . 5.0 : b 3.7
. (l J i
d e .
, ] i

y
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+ TABLE' I+6
- ' : . r‘ T TN )
CELL MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARTABLE SIX,
PERCENTAGE OF RECALLED IDEAS PRESENTED ;N ISOLATION, o
FOR THE TREATMENT X LISTENING LEVELS ANALYSIS.OF VARTANCE
School A '
" o Levels
| - ‘High Middle ; ; | Treatment
Treatment - Mean Variance Mean Variance “ .Variance Mean
i g vertance
Listéning 11.1 . 220.5 26.7 1260.3 14.5. ®261.0 17.4
Reading 8.6 235.8 17.1 - -377.0° - 10.4 64.4 12.0
 Level Mean ° 9.9 21,9 . 12.4 . - - : (
School B~ . : - . C T
‘ Levels _
“High -~ Middle " Low - o
L . Treatment
Treatment = Mean Variance Mean Variance :Mean = Variance = Mean -

" Listening . 5.6 110.3 - . 4.2 59.5  19.8 1228.9 9.9
Reading =~ 4.2  138.9 19.8 1347.9 - d2.9  371.5 12.3
Level Mean = 4.9 12,00 v o 16.4 - :

B - s . . L ' . .

. A T 7

v A ' - . - ’
Levels ' ~ (

High M;d@le. _ _Low v o | Treatmépt

‘Treatment . -Mean. Variance' Mean = Variance Mean Variance  Mean
Listening 1 99.1 2 §05.2 22.1 - 1520.4 - 18.7

Level Mean

10.3 3.9 .
Reading . 8.1 154.4 8.0  131.7  11.4  110.5 - 9.2
9.2 15.9 16.8 S
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TABLE. -7
CELL,MEANS‘AND-VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE
" SEVEN, PERCENTAGE OF RECALLED IDEAS PRESENTED IN :
AN INAPPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIP: FOR THE TREATMEN{' N
X LISTENING LEVELS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE o
School 4 ¢ i
K : 45  Levels &
* High “Hiddle " Low S
: : hic) , : - Treatment
Treatment Mean VarMance Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean
“ Listening 5.0 75.0 16.1 368.4 7.3 ,102.9 9.4
" Reading 5.3 33.2 . 16.9 294.8 17.5 ' 643.4 . 13.2
' Level Mean 5.2 , 16.5 12.4
- School B
_ Levels - P
v High Middle " - ‘ Low ' Treaiment’
Treatment Mean Variance Mean Variance  ‘Mean Varlance L. Mean
Listening  10.2  362.3  36.2 1481.2° - 20.2 680.2 < 25.2
‘Reading - 7.2 109.7 16.8 ~ 359.9% 13.2  285.4 . 124
Level Mean 13.2 ‘ 26.8 - 16 7 . ' e
‘ 3 : @ _ N ?f e
- -~ ’ @ A '4'5 )
) . {8 a .
School C R "_? i '_:'3, ) ‘ .
. ‘ ’ ¢ :Levelq SR }K
Voon Lt S B
‘ ,:H}gh . Middle ._;_oéj:_ Loy._ ., e Treatment
Treatment Meap : Variance Mean, Variance};Meaq:; Variance Mean
Listening . 32.8 881.0 3823 4507 6 234 193.0 7. 3L.5
Reading ~ 22.4 - 376.2°  22.1 - 72{2 .29.5 - 590.6 24.7
Level Mean 27.6°: . 30.2 ”4 © 26.5 R '

IS
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"~ 51.7 .

N

N

\ |}
TABLE I-8
’ CELL -MEANS AND VARIANCES FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE
EIGHT, PERCENTAGE. OF RESPONSE UNITS THAT WERE

'IM.PORTATIONS FOR THE TREATMENT ‘X LISTENING LEVELS

: ) ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE
School A

‘ ! Levels, -
| High Midé}e‘fﬁ ' Low Treatment -
Treatment - Mean _ Variance Mean  Variance Mean Variance MZan
Listening 53.7  158.7 k6.4 407.6 37.6  161.7- 45.9
Reading 26.5 - 151.0 “44.9 . 343.8 44.0 0 347.2 -38.5
" Level Mean 40.1 v 45.6 40.8 '
School B 7
} .
Levels
{/H;gh Middle - . Low "ﬁreatmeﬁt'
Treatment Mean Varfance Mean Variance Mean Variance = Mean™
Listening 43.2 178.6 42.7  358.2 43.0 277.2 4.9 N\
Reading 31.9  351.9 27.7°. 407.2 34.3  297.3 31.3 \
Level Mean 37.5 ©35.2 38.7 -
o

.Scﬁool c & ; ) -

Sy : Levels ,

y ‘ High M%ddle- ~Low - Treatment
: T:éatment .Mean Variance Mean Variance Mean -Yariance " Mean

Listening 49.7 . 272.6 C46.0 ¢ 372.2 49.0 366.6 - 48.2°
Reading 46.8  121.7 57.5. 358.6 5L.2  209.9 . 51.8
Level Mean 48.2 ' 50.1 . :
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TABLE J-1

TWO-WAY. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X LISTENING
LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, NUMBER OF WORDS ‘
| e | - . , R

School A

Degrees of  Sum of Mean. S o
Source . Freedom Squares  Square,  F'Ratio = P

1537. 1537 -~ 7;4£if,‘;,;4513l o
57360. 28680.- - 8.I4 .+ 1001 <
2971 . 0 1485.5 % . L4200 L. NB59%

Treatment
Listening Levels
Interaction ’

AN+

Error - 36, 126778 © . 3521.6 L sty o
- i % ; . ',,_!:. ‘,;-) )
‘ . el : e N
\ B ‘ L L e : l;if i
School B R T R
- — — i P
Degrees. of Sum of - ‘Mean T\i‘

Soﬁr¢g ’ " Freedom . : Squarés'-,-Squaré :FfRétiQi  '?_P‘; -

..2763 2763 6B L ak13L T
L. 75836 37918 . - '9:39 ¥ -0 .000 - .
864 .- - 432 . L1100 LB98 i

Treatment-
Listening ‘Levels
Interacti

NN

Error f‘l' 4 ‘.169599: . 4038.1 B
‘,_' %& 5" . i o . - . . - -. .‘ S, - v B \, -4‘i ‘ ”
N . ‘ .
', (
School C - .
PRSP

Degrees of Sum of  Mean e L
" Source Freedom - - 8quares - . Square F Ratic - P .

Treatment -
Listening Levels
‘Interaction
Error . 4

T 22147 22147 - 6.40. .015%
4265 2132.5 . .616 . . ..545 .
7255 3627.5 . 1.05 -~ .360
145401 . 3461.9 TN

RN
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TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X L=STZNING
LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, NUMBER OF RESPONSE UNITS )

Séhool A

N

. ﬂDegreeé of Sum of Mean :
Source. ; Freedom Squares Square F Ratio P
‘Treatment 1 2705 27.5 .59 ;446
Listening Levels 2 596.8 298.4 6.4% .004 .
Interaction 2 69.3 34.7 .75 .480
“Error 36 1666.9 46.3 ‘
. )
,;School'B g < :
R Dégreés of 'Suﬁ of .. Mean. ,

" Soluirce Freedom S ' S " EMRati . P
- Sogree quares quare vf/f&a o]
Y \ ‘ e .
Treatment 1 14.1 14.1 .37 544
Listening Levels = 2 ., 368.3 184.1" 4.88 .012
Interaction . 2 . -66.3 33.1 .88 423

C Erroxr . 42 1583.3 37.7 '

M \
wScﬂ;ol éwi'f ' :
S Dégfees-of  Sum of Mean ‘

* Source Freedom.. .- Squares .  Square 'F Ratio - P
Treatment © % 1 481.3 481.3 8.49 . .006
Listéning Levels = ~ 2 ' . 15.2. 7.6 .13 .875
Interaction 2 S 60.6 . 30.3 .54 .590
Error -~ = -~ 42 . 2380.8 ©  56.7 ~

Y
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TABLE j_53

(TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT .X LISTENING
LEVELS ON.THE DEPENDENT VARTABLE, NUMBER OF RECALLED IDEAS

School A : )l : . , P
. Degrees of,  Sum'of _ Mean ' B 7
Source . . Freedom .Sgdé:gsv Square F Ratio P’
Treatment . . 1 57,24 Y s7.2 3.?;7 ' .054"
Listenipg Levels 2 128.6 . 64.3 4.%6 - .018
Interaction 2 . 1.8 A W9 C<06 T .940
Error ' : 36 518.9 L1404 S : :
School B ’
.7 ﬁegfees'bf ' ‘Sum of - Meand EL ‘
Source .. Freedom- . Squares” . Square F Ratio P
— — — -
Treatment o1 24.1 24,1 - 3.63 .064
- Listening Levels 7 2. .. 4.5 20,8 2 3.1% ©.054
Interacti v 2 ; 4.1 2.0 .30 .739
Error 3 42 - 1279.0 .. §.6 R .
.
Schéol C ‘
[ . ) - Ct ,YA e i. » — . v
2 Degrees of . ‘Sum'of " Mean LT
Source Freedom . Squares * - Square _'F Ratio P
' Treatment 1 V72,5 72.5. . . 8.61 - .005
Listening Levels 2 - 26.0 113.0 g 1.5 .225
" Interaction 2 f 11.3 5.6 - .67 .517
Error b2y 353.6 8.4 ' : :
VA o TR o o

N
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TABLE J-4

b
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TWO*W%X ANALY¥SIS OF VARTANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X LISTENING

7LE9%RS ON THE DEPENDENT VARTABLE, .NUMBER OF, RECALLED IDEAS
Sk PRESENTED IN AN APPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIP

2

- 393.8

School A " i '

: 9 S¥E Degrees of Sum of Mean :

‘Source Qf%gﬁ,Freedom Squares- Square F Ratio P
© Trefitment AN 38.1 38.1 2.80 :103

Listening Levelsiuni 2 171 85.5 6.29 .005

Interaction ' .9 "5 .03 .967
- Error 489.1 13.6 ' ’

&
o . -

School B -1 *

: Degrees of Sum of ‘Mean o

Source Freedom Squares. Square F Ratio - P

Treatment 1 . 40.3 40.3' 5.40 025-"

- Listening Levels 2 - 53.0 26.5 3:55 .037

Interaction 2. - 5.8 2.9 .39 680

Error - 42 313.5 7.5 ‘ ‘

School C '

i Degrees of Sum of Mean _

Source Freedom Squares Square F Ratio P

Treatment 1 '85.3* © 85.3 9.10 .004
. -Listening Levels 2 20.4 10.2 .09 ° . 346
- Interaction 2 3.8 1.9 .20 .818
" Error 2 9.4 '
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. TABLE J-5.
. . TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE TABLES FORJ REATMENT X LISTENING LEVELS
ON THE DEPENDENT VARL‘—J}LE, NUMBER OF ’ON DISTORTED RECALLED IDEAS
. - i N
School A |
‘ (.
Degrees bf: Sum of Mean’ g
Source Freedom ~ Squares Square F Ratio - P
Treatment- 1 69.4 < 69.4 7.65 .009
Listening Levels 2 91.6 45.8 5.05 .012
Interaction 2 10.9 5.4 .60 .555
Error 36 326.6 9.1
School B . ' ' . ' - (,
- L '
Degrees of Sum of Mean L
Source : Freedom Squares- - Square - F Ratio . P
Treatment 1. 35.0 35.0 6.76 . .013
Listening Levels 2 45.8 ©22.9 4,42 .018 -
Interaction S 2 2.0 1.0 .20 .822
Error o 42 217.6 5.2 O :
- v v
School C '
'Degrees of Sum of Mean - -
Source’ = =~ Freedom = 5quares Square F Ratio /’jP'
Treatment 1 25.5 4.80 034
Listening lLevels - 2 o 19.3 1.82 175
‘Interaction 2 12.5 1.18 317
Error - 42 223.1 ’
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TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR T
LEVELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARTABLE, -PERCENTAGE OF' RECALLED

TABLE J-6

C

[ 3

IDEAS PRESENTED IN TSOLATION

~

350

REATMENT X LISTENING

Er;or 4

20449.6

486.9 -

-

. School A - ‘
Degfeeé of Sum of Mean : . :
- Source Freedom - Squares Square * F-Ratio P
‘Treatment 1 375.3 305.3 .83 .368
Listening Levels 2 1122.2 561.1 1.53 .231
Interaction 2 + 99.6 . 49.8 W14 .874
Error - 36 © 13241.3 367.8 -
\
School B . -
v Degreesfbf Sum - of . Mean : - - .
Source Freedom * Squares Square  F Ratio P
Treatment 1 715 71.5 13 .719
Listening Levels V~2 .-1072.4 " 536.2 .99 .380
Interaction . - 2, 11.0 550.5 | 1.01 .371
Error. . 42 .22799.4  '542.8
School C * 2
Degrees of -'Sum of - Mean Cy s
Source _Freedonm Squares Square Flgétio P
Treatment 1 - 1091.3 1091,3 %(24-' 142
‘Listening Levels - 2 554.5  277.2 X .57 «570
Interaction 2 381.8 190.9 .39 .678
. 2 ) ' N
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Error

¥
R TABLE J-7
TWO—WAY ANALYSIS Or VARIANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT X LISTENING
LEVELS ON THE- DEPENDENT VARIABLE, PERCENTAGE OF RECALLED
PRESENTED IN AN INAPPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIP
School A | (
Degrees of - Sum of Mean _ !
Source" " Freedom "Squares  Square F Ratio P
Treatment ' 1 150.6  150.6 <60 445
Listening Levels 2 L 924.0 462.0 1.83 .176
" Interaction 2 ) 219.8 109.9 43 -651
Error 36 9107.0 . 253.0 B :
School B
‘ Degrees of Sum of  Mean . _
Source Freedom Squares = Square F Ratio P
‘Treatment . “1 11965.9 ° 1965.9 3.65 . 063
. Listening Levels 2" 1511.9 755.9. '1.40 . +257
Interaction- 2 308.9 = 154.5 +29 =752
Error 36- 22§q2f2 538.1 '
'
Schoova ' - o
: - . Degrees of Sum of Mean ,
Source Freedom Squares = Square F Ratio P
Treatment = 1 560.2 56072  1.06 ..309"
Listening Levels 2 - 115.2 - 57.6 B & .897
Interaction -2 1062.7 531.4 1.0 .374
36 22144.7 . 527.3.

A
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A <
TABLE J-8 ) .
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE TABLES FOR TREATMENT .
‘X LISTENI ®VELS ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE,
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSE UNITS THAT WERE ITQORTATIONS
School A .
e Degrees_of Suh of,‘.~ Mean
_Source Freedom ~ Squarés = Square F Ratio VP
Treatment S 578.2  578.2  2.21 146
Listening Levels 2 253.5 126.8 .48 -.627 .
Interaction ' 2 2156.3 1078.1 4.12 ©.024 : v
Error . 36 9419.8 . 261.7
T . ..
, . . ;
School B & ’//
Mean - : T
~.Source Square . F Ratio P
Treatment 1621 5.20 .028 ™
Listening Levels 50 - .16 .852
" - Interaction 41.6 .13 .875
Error- 311.7 -
R i a
A R
R e @ ‘
School C - ‘
\ - BN
' Degrees of  Sum of 3 Mean . L L v .
Source Freedom Squares | Square . F Ratio P
 Treatment 1 156 . - 156 .55 462
Listening Levels . 2: 99.4 49.7 .18 4 v L840
Interaction. 2« - 4le,4 | 213.2 75 - .480
Error ' 42 . 11911.7 1' 283.6 T :
| .
i
, (& o o .. \ ’

|
)
|
1



