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)ifferences .

Consider the tasks that lie" before the pdeverbal infant and the pee-
*

reading child. Theinfant faces the seeming ly forMidable task of mastering _

an entirely neW-and very complex system of linguistic symbols. The pre-
- .\

reading child faces the seemingly much easier task of mastering a new

I(
code that maps onto4an already known symbbl system. In reality, however,.

we find that,the ability to understand speech is acquired by nearly every

.individual at a very young age and with little or no formal instruction,
/--_

whereas the ability to re ad is seldonacquired without an extended period

of formakinstruction and even this is often not entirely successful. '-We ,

are faced with an important "paradox: Why is learning to,listen 651but

learning to read hard?.

One possible answer to this paradox is that perhaps written and spoken

language, are not as similaros is generally as sumed.' in:this paper, we

will discuss this possibility in'some detail. To be explicit, we propose the

following general hypothesis: There are differences between oral and written'

English which'entail differencep in the skills and knowledge necessary to,,
. 4

drf

'comprehend,them. The bulk of thii report is concerned with deriving more '4'

specifPC, testable gipotheses from this general-one."'
-

The discusiion of differences between oral and written language has a

'long and respectable history. Aristotle, in Tile Ariof---fthetorio

Chap; X11,}y,potnted out' thdtwriting..and speech differ in both funotion and 4

SWe:' Firs discussion(inAxied some of the- differences v'qe Will cover:. the

greater precision and detail found in writing, the greater amount-of repetition
. . .

found in speech, and differe4Ces caused by the availability of prosody (in-
,

tonation, strer and rhythm) in*speedh but not writing.

gk.
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The.Russian p Chologist Vygotsky (1962) described_ many of the

differences between writing and speech, He considered differences in

sentence structure, precision, and detail ("In writing ...we e obliged

to use many more words, and to use them more exactly"). He discussed -'

the effects of prdsody and gestures on spoken commUnicatiln, citing a.

passage from Dostoyevsky in which the same spoken word is said to be used'
of,

I

with six different, meanings. Vygotsky's description,of the uses of "the

two modes of language is especially worth considering:

Idiiting is a ddressed to an absent or 4, .imaginary person or to
no_one in*particular " a situation new, and strange.to the chi1d.4..
In conversation, every sentence is prompted by,a motive. Desire or .

need lead to request, question to answer,-bewilderment to-explanatiOn.'
The changing motives-Of the interlocutors determine'at every moment
the turn oral speech will take. 'It does not have to be Consciously
directed -- the dynamic situation takes care of that. The moitivee
for writing are more abstract, more intell-ectukilAtzed, further re-
moved from immediate needs. -In"written language, we are obliged .

to create the situation, to represent it to ourselves. This demands
detachment for the actual situation (p. 99,

The French novelist. Sartre (1964) provides an analysis from a very

different perspective. Recalling his shock the "first time his mother, read

:hi=m story, he writes: ...
. 1.

1, was bewildered:' who.wes telling what 'and to 'whom? My mother
had gohe-off: ..: I didn't recognize her speech.:.. A moment later,

1

A realized: ,it was the'book that was speaking. Frightening sen-
-- tenceslemerged from it: they were real centipedes, they swarmed

with 11 lables and letters.... Rich i unknown words, they were

1

. enchanted with themselves and their beanderings without -botheHng0
atut m. Sometimes' they disappeared ,before I was able to, understand
tm; at other times A.understood in advance; and they' continued to .
T011 nobly to. their end without sparing me a single comma. That dis-
course was certainly not,meant for the (O. ...11).

6 r
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Analyses of differences

AlthoUgh the differences between writing and speech have been the
...1

,

topic of numerous -discussions in
\
a variety of fields, we have been unable

_., . .

...,

.-;'
to find any'attempts to summarize and integrate the Literature. This

paper-is-an rnItiaLattempt to de so. We will discUss many of the

differences between the two modes of 'language that may-result in 11

differences in the skills and knowledge necessary for successful listening

and reading.' Three categories of .differences will be considered, each

in a separate section: differences in the physical natures of speech
6

na writing, differences in the uses of speech and writing, and differences

/
in characteriitics of the language generally found in speech and writing.

',In the final section weewill summarize the.differences between written

and spoken. language, paying particular attention to the knowledge and

skills'whichare necessary for successful reading but which novice readers
,

. might not have,acquired in -their experience withlistening.
. ,

-.--;
-:-

AfferenCes in die Ph sical Natures of S eech and Writin
,.... .

There are three obvious physical differendes between speech and -
T.

wrfting: speech prOvides-auditory,inform4ti and writing provides.

' ..

visual information, speech-1's deneraily te porary wh4writing is iler-
& , .

. .-,' et
- . .

manent, andsspeeCh has features (rhythm,
.
stress and intonation)

.

4 , . ,

while writing does not. These differe ces require of novice readers_

that they acquire skins and knowled.e which they ha've not needed for
fi

successful listening. Novice readers must learn to make ,fine

41
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1

visual discriminations, efficiently information from the permanent
. -. .-

. ./..

text, and upe syntactic, semantic,. and schematic\knoWledge to compensate.
3.

for the lack of prokidic information.

r The yisua,Uperception tasks facing beginning readers have been

well documented by Gibson and her associates (cf. Gibson 6 levih,1-975)

and will not be covered here. How readers sample information' from

- written text 4nd how they compensate for tkle lack of prosody will be de-
.

tallied' in this sectioh%

Sampling 'information from Written Text

The permanence of writing provides readers with some very useful '

.

Rptions not available to listeners. Readers can,sample the text in the

most 'efficient way -for- 'their purposes, while listeners must follow the'

Inliteriat as the speaker presents it (.although this may often be compehsated

-for\by the option of interacting with the speaket -- see nekt section).

Reade?s
A
can set their own pace and 'vary it at will. They-also have the

option
,

dt determinjng.the level of detail, they need to obtain from the
c

. text, with the-choices.ranging from'rapidly skimming for main pointd to
-

reading slowly,andrattending to every detail. 7here,is evidence that

'skilled readers do cake use of these optiohs.,._ Tinker (1958) reports that

1 .1., V f

the rite .at which one readd decreasesas-the text, becomes more difficult.

Fgrthermore, the pace is not simply set and thenmaintained thrOughout the -

text: skilled readers 'slow down- for important or confusing passages_and

r.

3.

1

1- -
4
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j

speed up.for easy or unimportant ones (Rothkopf, &

Efficient, readers may also take advantage\of theipermanance of,

writing by Previewing the text to organize further reading. that rsi

,i;-eaders can scan the tdxt for its organization' and main points and ,then

use this ipfOrmation to determine what needs to be read-slowly and

carefully and what does not'. Such previewingas long been recommended

by educators. Recent=res rch by Sally Standiford (personal.communication)-
pr.. . ' 2

provides eVTdende,that p eviewing increases reading efficiency, even when -. .J4,
--,

it-ls forced.uponthe readergt

Anotheroption available to readers-is returning to previously. read

parts of theexi. _Skilled readers do this often, going back to reread '

as little as a-single Word or phrase or'as much as large section of text, .

Taylor (1957) reports that 15% of all eWMovements in college level
. s

readOrs are regresiive. The use of-,this rereading option Is crucial to

reading." Skilled readers proceed rapidly; hypotrsizing about *

/what still come next and integrating what is read with previous parts of
.

.

I4

the text. The rereading option enables _them to do this without takingI,
I- too large.a risk of misinterpreting or'failing3to,comprehend, since they

__.

j can go back and reread when necessary.. Wanati(1971) 'demonstrated 'that

k
.

. 1

I

1
regressive eye movements are likely- to occur Then -the text does not match

, 1

1 readers"'expectatiOns. He compared adults' eye movement; while they read
. ,

two types oifsiniences, agentive passives (e. g, The ball.was hit by the 'boy) .

. 1 _
and locattve passivet (e.g., The ball was-hit by the_park). .Since passiVe,

A, - a

. . Y. .

0
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6

IS, sentences ylsually specify the agent at the end, readers are more likely,

d.

to expect an agent; such as ba, than a location,'-'such as park. Wanat

,found more regression4s and longer regression durations with the locative

passives than the agentive passives. Also, the regressions usually

occurred after the locative andlaere directed back to the word 6,/..

The ability to sample the text efficiently is an important reading

skill, one which differs from any skills used initstening. ,A study by

Neville and Pugh (1976-1977) provides evidence that good* transitional

level readers make better use of sampling options than their classmates

who read less well., They tested 5th graders on three types of cloze tests:

a regular reading test, a restricted readt/rg test; and a listening test.

On the listening and restricted tests, information about the words

. follOwing.the missing one was not available. On the regular croze test

I

this information was available, However, only the better readers seemed

% ..

to make use of it. The poor readers! performance was equivalent on all .

three tests, and their,errors-on the regular reading test were, consistent

with the preceding.contdixt. The gopd readert' performance on the regular

readtng.test was superior: to the other two tests, and their errors were

consistent with botthe preceding and following context.

Efficient sampling of-text requires at lea- =two metacognitive skills.

Readers Must cdnstantly Monitor their own comp= ens -ion so they can de-

Aermine when rereading is necessary. They must also evaluate what they

are reading to"determine if it is important and reeds to be read
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,

and carefully. 'Very little is knowffabout bow skitled readers do this.

monitoring and evaluatIon or about how these skills develbp, but the,
J /

li smited'available evidence suggests that monitOring and evaluation may

.

be surprisingly difficult far: young ehildrenl(Markman, 1977; BrOwn S 1

Smiley 977). The importance of these-skills in-reading, their develop-
, - .

. ,As.
. $

ment,. and'= how they can.be trained are clearly in need of, further. study.. , -.. .
Compensating for the Lack of Prosody in Text

4 The existence bf prosody in speech but not.in writing also result-t

in differences between listening and reading -Ptosodic_features provide

listeners with information helpful to_comprehensIdn in several ways.' Two

will be
A

examined'in detail: the use of prosodic cues to divide speech

' intO manageable sized units and their use to determine the new or focal

information of a sentence. Readers must compensate'far the lack of pro-

"sody in text. Somtof the ways they do so will.also be discussed. We

, propose that !earning to compensate for the lack of prosody may be a

crucial step in becoming a skilled reader.

Since short term or working memory has a limited capacity, speech

.must be divided into manageable sized chUnkt Qf'words to be, understood.

However, the speech String Cannot be divided arbitrarPly, it must be

divided into sets of words JO:lat.-have conceptual coherence -- 1.e.that.

go together to form a meaningful whole &Clark, 1977, chap. 2).
0

Such.unrts are called Constituents. Consider,for-example, the following_

sentence divided intwo different ways (example from Graf & Torrey, re-
\

ported in Clark and. Clark, 1977, P. 51)1

,9
*.

4,
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A

During World War II
even fantastic schemes
received consideration..
if they gave promise_
of shortening the conflict:

iC

Analyses of diffe'renceS.
0

8

During World War
It-even fintasiic
sdhemes received

. ,consideration if they gave
promise of shortening the.
conflict.

Version A is easier to read than B because it is divided at the consti--

tuent boundaries. The evidenct that constituents are important units in

language comprehension is reviewed by Clark and Clark. (1977, chap. 2).,

The important question fOr our purposes is how do listeners and readers

determine constituent boundaries.

Sentences are one type of constituent. In speech, intonation pro-

vides the men' cue to sentence boundaries, with, the intonation pattetn

varying with sentence type assertron, quettion, command). How-
,

ever, often sentences are too long to .comprilhend without dividing into

krokller>constituents. . In speech, intonation also-provides.Cues to

within sentence,cohstituents: Speakprs tend to pause at onstituent

boUndaries (Clark & Clark,, 1977, chap. 7). Consider reading out the

example sentence given above. Do the pauses fall along the dllisions

given in version A Or 8? '

In writing, punctuation marks desigilate sente* bounda"ries and

provideInforMation'about-the type of sentence. However; writing tacks

any readily available cues to within sentence constituent boundaries. This!

does- not mean readers cannot determinecOnstituenebotindaries. There are

41,

*\...: r
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, .

other cues, available in both,speech and writing, that depend upon the
10

- .

syntactic and semantic constraints of English. For example; many types

,.

.

"'of words, such as deterininers.(d.g:, a, the),"qUantifiers. (e.g., some, all,

, ,,

t. , . -N,' .. ,
,

many); and definite pronouns (e.g.., I, yob she) generally designate the-

beginning of a constituent (see Clark & Cla'rk, 1977, chap. 2 for further/

detail). However, the use of theSecues,c the only ones available while}
.

reading, recidires mbrecompjex knowledge and processing than 10e use of
, -,

intonation.cues. This may result:in nqvice readers having difficulty

determining the_ constituents of written sentences, and therefore having

djficu 'Ity comprehending them.,. t

. Prosbdy alsorovides cues to the-new or focO Information of,spOken
I , ' i .*. , .

sentences .- Consider the_fol owing sentences spoken with the capitalized

word stressed:

C. JOHN stole -the icture.

D. John icture.

E. John stole the PICTURE, ,"

In each case the stressed word would

:nation. That is, sentences C, D and

-ID' and respectively.

t' Who stIblefthe picture?

D' What did-John do With the

be the one arrying the newfnfor-

E could be an viers OS questions C',

icture?

1

g

. .

E' What did John `steal.? _

k
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.

:tin order to efficiently integrate the infoi-MatiOn, received with . u.
$ .

.
,

.. . v'-,

previous-information one must determine which i.s. the new or focal in-
. ,.

.

_- ,-.
z-

...formatiOn,in the sentence (HaViland & Clark; 1974). Listeners can use
I. . . -

/

cues provided by stress, but readers, mustffind ways to compensate \for

.

the lack of These cues. 0ccasionilly.key words are marked in prnt byi

. ,,..,

.- . . . .
.

jtalicscapitals or,underlifliong, but this is rare and cannot. be relied .

. .
,

.

upon. Readers muse-make g'reate'r use of syntactic cum (compare It was
,.....'

, .

John who stole thE picture with It was the picture that Johh stole))

Also, readers must make greater'use of previous information from the

text and' from their own knowledge schemata to-determine which :parts of 4
,

. , 1 . .
.

sentences are new or important.' Againthe tack of prosodic cues \.--,--------
----:------.-- ..

forces readers to use ma e cOmpleX knowledge` 'and processes than listeners,'
i

% .

1 ,

_ and we again' prOpose that this -may present problems'Io'r novice readers.
i

.
, \"

/ Differences in the Uses of 'Speech and Writing

Anything:writtelt can beread aloud
,

and anything spoken can be written . .

1

down. However, the two modes by no Means interchangeable: Some'situ-
I

-

1 .

ations 'and:purposes call, for spoken communication'and others for written.
.. ,

1 ,
.

For example,=-speech Fs
.

most commonly found in situaeions where the com7
, .

Municants are in the same place. Therefore, speakers and listeners often

share a mutual non-linguistic context and are able to interact with each-
. .

other, Writing is very rarely employed in such- circumstances. Further .

-more, speech and Writing tend to tie used to commonicavidifferentqYpes
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) of 'infqrmation.. These differences in/ the uses of speech-arid writing,
I .

da i , , a
. -'-'

S. a f-. . 01' '. . . A.

.and the.;:ji'd%ul tib§_differences 'in the skills and knowledge necessary
. .,'

.

gp,,;,

Anallses cif differences".

for listening and reading, are-discussed- i)n this section..
M.10 -

. ,-'. .$?,,;,f, ,

-The.,4.4trations` ip Which _Speech and Writing are "Usk - --'

.
- Some sittsailons 'in.whith speech iS used do not allow interactions,,

, ,,- -

between thesgpeaker and_ liste&-r (e.g., 'television watching) and some do

4>no't 'provide a mutual non-1 inguistic- context (e.9.,telephone conversations):
1

However, the speacfl most frequently encountered by young childrenhas ones ,

..... . . ., _

.. , ,..., ior bdth of these characteristics, and the tKo,f.. them in wrfting may
- .. ,-.

- . . , ....
. .. . ,

prisent some problelns to the novice reader. This .proposal is' explIcated
.. 'r

further below.-

Effects of the lack of interaction's between commucq.cans. in inter=,`
i

c4ve situations the speaker can take intoaccOunt the listener's knew-- .,.

. ,
, ,

ledge of the language and the Worhi, and it, is, well *umented that"
0

-
.:.

., . .

speakeri Wodify. the* anguage to.suit their )isteners (eriOw;-1972; Gleasore
, . - , .

1973; qelman & Shatz, 1976)1 Also, ,speakers can monitor I iSteners' compre-
k l''

..
..,

w!,,,,

hen -lion by dimerving.their 'reactions or asking questions, and listeners
. i- . ,

. . 4 g. I . , 4. T. 44. .4-.J.

can ask questions; request clarification and direct the-'speaker in other -
- ik. ,

.
o

ways; Ili fact, in interactive, situations listeners provideconstant
0

feedback to speakers 1971).;

The Child accustomed to interactive
, .

signed' especially for him. Therefore he
o 6

'4

5-7
, el..-

1.

13

skedh is'.used to speech de7-*

may face certain prOblels when.

1
'

n%
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.

interactions are impossiblerecall Sartre's complaint that the book paid
. ,

no atTentien to what he did,or did not understand. Clearly, writers

cannot prepare the text with an individual reader in mind (let.ter-writing

being an obvious exception). Novice readers must learil to understand

language that ,is not addressed to them iii particular, and to do so With-'

out being able to ask for clarification. They need to-expand their .

- .

knowledge of language and theworld to understan0 what they read: They

,

cannot rely upon the author to match t'hi's writing to their knowledge.-

Effect's of the lack'of a shared "context between communicants.", As,

childras' language ab.ilities develop, both comprehension and-production .

4 "

become less dependent upon nonlinguistic'context. Cazden (1972, p. 199)

writes that l"written lahguage is.the final point on'th e'develoPmental

dimension loWards independence from nonlmquistic-contex." The Pack

a shared context adds some difficulties to the reader's task.,

Withouta shard context, some ways of clarifying,the'message arelpot

4 ,available: The speaker cannot pcint_to objects-or, use gestures. Perhaps
, .

. i

more importantly, there_are many words whose.interpretiVbn depends upon .

.

the context of their use. 'These are know') as deictic-terms. Rommetveit

(1973) writes of, sentences having deictic anchorage in the context that'
- s

inabjes their interpretation and many sentences cannot be interpreted

without this-anchorage: For an extreme example, consider the fdllowing

request made without context ual Wormation: Meet me here at noon to-

morrow with stickabout' this big. (from Fillmore,1971)..'

1

14
sr,
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When sharing a context with the speaker; the listener can use both

linguistic and nonlinguistic information to interpret deictic terms,-. The

:reader-must depend solely upon the linguistic context. We will take a

r.
brief look--at some of the, uses of deictic-terms in speech and writing

and note 'hoW they may be a 'source e confusion for chiltiren learning .to

read: Weinrich" (1"963) divides-dpixis=into7four categories:,_
$

1. Person deiKis: terms-whose interpretation requires knowledge

of the Speaker, or-hearer. The Most common words_in this Cate.

gory areffirst and send persob pronouns; as in May t hold 'hands

.with you?

2. TimeAdeixis:--,terms whOte meaning depends on the time at which

utterance,occurr Time adverbs such as now ana phrases:

such as
a
week ago fall intothis-category.. Tense indicators,

oA verbs may also'be.considered examples of time deixis..
S.

Place,deixis: ,terms which depend on the spatiaj position o4` the
_4

'4speaker or, hearer. The adverbs here-and there and certain

motion verbs Such as come are in this category.

. Distourse deixis rms which depend on tbe'previous

'course for their inte retation. The use pf pronoptis to refer
4

to preViously mention people or e Wes (as he is used 1'n

John came home because he was tired) is a vmmon type of.dis-.

course deixis.
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.

A 1 four types of deixis oC6ur im,botb speech and writing. In

speech whenk*,,the speaker and listdner *re atthe same placeand_tqm,

i

;

1

the interpretation of most deictfc terms is fairly dire t: VI" refers

,

v, to the listener, "now" refers to the time of the._to the speake

°

conversation and !'here"-to ids place, "ht" refers to the, male that was

most recently a top ,-cofconmersation, etc. in_writIngi the interpre--

1

teflon of deictic terms is often more complex.- For example, consider'

. .

.
thejise of detxis in the tfollowingsenttnce descri g Peter ilabbWs

.,..

i = * .

behavior after his-run In with Farmer MacGregor: The next day, Peter.
_ ,

went to the mtitberry patch. Proper interpretation requires thanthe

reader realize the next day is, to be understood ith.in the temporal

framework of the -story (i.e., that it is the day after'once upon A One),

r.

4-k`st'\

not In the cont when he is t.'eadithe story. This is true of much
" ',.. ,,,,,,,; .-

, . . _ .

of what children read:- in-Ordertticopprebend the text the reader musts

'If.'4W . ..

, take into Account the frameworks-set by thetext.
--

.
, , ,

There haVe been many studies- of children's abilities to take into
. , :-. .

.

. account perspectives other, than their.own. These have shownthat4oung
'. 4-

- .

children are often .egocentric': They have 'difficulty. in taking irito
-- -

-* . ,

account other peoples perceptions. (Piaget6 Inhtlder, 1956), feelings
, 1

--
. ...

.
, .

. , NC
(Shantz, 1975), rntentions

*

(Plaget, 19192) or availaBle4infermation

.(Glucksbervs Krauss, 197.0. TherefOre, it is :pogsible that-Some child-

rehave

so would often disrupt
4

- , . A

ng perspectiveg(set by the-etxt.' Failure to do
'

.
1

compPehension.

a 1
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Differences in/the 1Purpotes of Written and Spoken Co 'cation

,!

,.

Besides being used'in different situation ech and w tidg also

4,iffer Ut-the types of thipgs they are usually used td communicate.

_Otsbn, (1977) argues strongly for-the importance of this difference. He
r

1

proposes that oral andwritfen language differeven as to the represen-
4iia '

.
tatipn of reality they facil.ilate. Oral!language is said to be the

ilguageof common -sense kpowledge while written language is ,suited to
. _

,

representingscientifican1 philosophical knowledge. Olson goes on to

describeopectsiof common-sense knowledge which tand in contrast to

scientific and philosophical knowledge. For example, commonsense know=

ledge is tied to,actions and to particular and concrete,pvents. -Also,

it allows for contradictions: Scientific knowledge is - abstract, general

and logical. Furthermore, according to Olson; the primary purpose of

speeh is tb maintain social relations beiween,cqmmunicants while,the

primary purpose of written language is to cOmmunicate information.
4 -

Witle,exceptions-Cam be foundlkhere is a strong tendency for speech
4 .-

--'

to be used for informarsocral communications and writing for formal

.7informat.ional communications, and for speech to be less detailed and

precise than writing. These differences may result in, difficulties for

novice readers in twb-Ways. First, the reading tasks they face may often '

assume icnowledgehat would not be necessary to'undeestand the spoken

. language they usually eneOunter. That is, the acquisition ofmany%ReW

knowledge schemata is necessary for successful reading. iecondl/c in-
,

'4'*terpersimal communication maybe much more motivational than informational'.

4

at

0

-



1

Analyses .of differedces

16
-1

t

.Mary children may lack motivation to work at understanding the abstract,

"formal, detailed language often 'found in:WrT\tIng- (recall 1Ngotsky's
- -,--.

.

sttatement).

44,

Language Used in Speech. -and Writing'

Studies have found that tete a tualjangyage.used'in writing tends'

to differ in a variety of characteristics from that used in speech.

.

-DeVita (1965) compared Samples of the writing and speaking.cof ten speech
,

4

professors on topics of. professional interest. He found the writing

contained, longer and less common words, as well,as a larger diversity.
-

of words.. Dritmand (1962i obtained similar results analyzing §raduate

,students written and spoken description1 of naintings. Similar studies

/ 1

'hive found that writing tends to be less: redundant the speech Speakers
,

i,,

often-repeat themselves, either verbatim or in paraphrase. A related
. ..

.. 1 ; .
.

finding is=that:people tend to use more wo0-in speech than Oiriting-
.

--... . -_. _ , .

to communicate the same basic message (Horowitz & Newman, 1964;
. .:

,..

Wilkinson, 1.971). ,furthermore, it hasibeen proposed that writing tends to

be syntactically moreicomplex (as indicated; for example,,. by frequency of sub-

4--f ordinated and conjoined/Clauses) and more detliled and precise than speech

(Horowitz & Berkowitz, 1967; UilkinsbA ri, 1971)`.' It has also been suggested

-
that certain types-of-coMplex di%course structures-or organizations may

be more natural, In writing (Danks2 )'.
.

. , t ,
..

Although many of these differences have,been verified empirically,
. , 4.

th sdies have dealt with language amplesfrom specific popplations,

*- .; -

situations and communicative tasks. ,therefore (heir generalizability'

4....

i-iNtrOn 'to question. If 'these differeh40s- in the language used In speech

and writing hold', they would entail differences in the knowledge
.

18 ,
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.necestiary for successful reading and listening. The,novice reader may

well face more complex vocabulary, sentence syntax, and diicourse,str10--

tures Xhan 'he had previously. enOunteredin speech, and t$refore would 31

.v

need, to ,extend his knowledge in'tIiese areas. He also musi-adjust to

the greater detail and precision found in writing, and to learn 'to take_

advantage of the..9ermanence pf writing;t&-compensate .for its' lack of

repetition.

Our interests focus on a --particu' lar population: children Who have

mastered the basic single word decoding but still. have a lot to

learn about_coriprehending written material (i.e., 'transitional 'level

readers). It is at this I-evel that- reading comprehension 'problems often

become apparent . Unfortunately, there' are very few relevant studies

,. comparing 'the written and spoken. ianguage these children encounter.'

I The refore, hi regard-to this population,. the differences described in

this section should be considered hypothesized differcoOes, awaiting

empirical investigation. Corporeof,the written and spoken language
-

-.transitional \evel children encounter neeeto be collected and analyzed

to determine if they differ along the hypg.thesized'dlnensions.

The di'fference's .between speech and writing in' vocabulary, syntax,
\ ,

didcourse stru ture, 'end precision may be of. special' interest jecause
. -

they are rem niscent of some-of the distinctions- between restricted

elaborated eodes.(Belinstei4ii 1p6.4)., According to Bernstein, speakers

of elaborated code-use longer, more -cornp,leX, and more grammatical-

=11!

\

o
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'sentences,. and a more varied vocabulary; than speakers of restricted

code. Furthermore, the language orthe'elaborated code speaker

.it more abstract, logical and pr'cise. Along these dimensions,

.wrotten text seems tb crtain a 'very elaborated code. Perhaps detailed

comparison's of between group differences; in language, use and the

differences between spoken 'and written language 'woul Yjeld some in-
.

sight into ,why certain groups of children often dridounter problems

at the transitional sieve! of reading.

Summary and .Conci us ions

A

In the three previous sections we have deseribed,:a variety of

differences, b7.tween spoken and written -English, and between listening

'and reading. Our emphasis on differences' does trt mean we bel-ieve there

are no important similarities. Clearly there are many. HoWever, much

attention has been paid,to these in .the educational and psychological
A. 1

literatures, while very little has been paid to the aifferences. In
1

.. .s !

fact, reading comprehension ability ,has,ofter; been treated.ai if-it
\-i--

were a. simple sum of ora) comprehension' and worddecoding abr 1 ities ,*

(see Danks, note 2, for further discussion). Even.44iose who sped-
__

1

f i cally set cm to.cornpare oral and written language -processing have
.

getierally,n9glected to distin§ui:Sh orally presented written te4 from
. .

natural oral language, and Spoken Jnateria 1 wri tten% down, from r tura'

written language (e.g., Horwitz 6,--Berkowitz; 1967; Spearritt, 962;

Satht, 1972; as well as, most of the studies reviewed by Dukgr, 1968).fr

.

....
r 2 0 . a .

r \
't

t.
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Thhe interested in testing and comparing listening and reading
g ,

abilities have also neglected these distinctions --(e.g., Durrell

Listening-Read ingSeries, 1970; Davies -kAtkinson, 1965; artfl Wilkinson,

.1968 for further discussion). It is our. Iv.iew that while the-simi-
,-

larities are important, the tifferences also need to be conside:eedi.

Differences betreh ,speech 4:d, wr iti ng acid between -listening and

reading m4 'be i Mportant, both i n theoretical model of lang ge comb' 1
q-.. ------'i "

---prehensionanal-n ouaccriting for red mpr= ension'probl en- ,

,--- -
-

counVerliby
d

some children. ,_ .

--,
. _-

,: , r . 4 .ic,,,,,
. 1 -.--

i,:;
.i We haVe divided the differences between speech and wri-ting into

, ..

-thre categories: differen.cps in the physical natures of the two' modes, .
;,.

in tOe use of the two-modes, and in 'characteristics of the langUage
i __!__ ^"t ,

found in the two modes. However, thesethreeicategonies, are not cosi-
... -...:-.

ple,tely separable. krthekample.,' the greater grammaticality and aim-

plexity of written syhtaX is probably related both to the use of writing
.i)

kformore formal, expository purposes :than .speech and to the permanence of-.

writing which,per'mits the reader to set...his own pace and to.Teread when

-(necessary, thulenabling'hlm to understand complex sentence*.
Al .

Differentes froicithe three .cate9orie's also interact iri determining
I

aFCITA. 0 %

how the Skills and knowledge necessary for successful reading differ
e

o \from those necessary from successful li"*teing." By way of summary,
-, -.,

e---;.!4 -
will review some of the areas in which .tt.ie novice reader' may need to

acquire newrs1C-il1 s and knowledge.

21

4



w

:Analyses of differences

20
.

.
. - ,

Successfill readi-tig may. requite more comprehensive know ledge

schemata (see Anderson, 197.a
.e
than listening for a number of reasons.

Writers- generally cannot ,tailor their message To fit a,particuiar

reader, while speakers often, can. Also, writers are unable to re-

. ,

ceive continuous feedbapk from the recipiente of their imessage and are
. 4

not available to answer requests for clarification,, as speakers are in

matey situations. Since readers are unable to influence\how the

message is communicated,they must depend upon.their Own abilities and

--knowledge to interpret it. The use of writing for, more, informational,

c-rather than interpersonal,'communication,and the greater detail and

pcetision found in writing, also contributes to the novice readers'

need' to increase and'expandtheir knowledge schemata. Finally., knowledge

schemata may come into play 10 helping readeri Odtermine the fo4al

information of sentences without the prosodic features:available\t6
.

0,

, \
, .

listeners, _ .. -.---

1

Many novice readers may also need to" increase their krioMedge o

syntax and vocabulary over that,acquiced via listening. The-syntax
40,

encountered in writing may often be more'complex, and the vocabulary

60r.e diverse, than. that ftsund in speech. ,Alsol.sihce prosodic features
4

are _got availbr--Feaders must depend-more upon sYntactic ard semantic

cues to constituent boundaries and focal information,. Fbrthermori,

-readers must comprehend- the syntax and vocabulary -as it is wi'itten:

They,cannot interact with the writer to ask for clarification and'they

are0les likelyithad listeners 63 have the same informatiod rdpeated..

22
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. ,

ReadinqA0ften require5 taking into account a perspective other than
-rip , ,

. 1

\
,.

one's-own. Tha reader must interpret the infAZion within-the context
. .4

set bY the overall story or text:,,:fhis is especially imP-offrtant in the
A: ., -

: . .

interpretation of eho--ttedeictic rmserms,ws meaning depends upon the
. ,

.context oftheir use.
..

The development of the ability to take others' perspectives .into*

account has been studied ,in a variety of situations. For eXample,,Fiaget

and lnhelder (1956) lodked at children's ability to realize what a,three-
__

dimensional display would -look like from an orientation different-than

- their own. He also studied children's abilities to consider others''

peripectives (in the form of their intenrionS in performing actions)

in making moral judgements. Others have looked at children' - ability

to consider the information available to others while communicating with4
them (Glucksberg & Krauss, 1975). in,these and other areas (Shantz,J

1575).yodiig children have been labelled egocentric: They have difficulty

taking into account perspectives other than thetr-4, own." This difficulty'
. .

may make comprehension of some written material iMpoisIble.- -r3C7-7.ell

Although writing presents some Unique difficulties, it also pro-

vides the_readerwith some options that, when used properly, can faci-

Iltate comprehension.' Since, writing is permanent, readers can set their

own pace, reread when necessary, `and preview the material to organize--
.

further'reading.' Efficient ;use Of thdbe,salapling options requires that

readers monitor their own comprehension, solhey know when they need to-
___

23
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ij.
k

.
..

reread o.-slow
.
adown, nd_tateu what)theq, are reading, ;so they'can';eva

. . i
I

..

ttend ca -fully to the material that
/

is important for their purposes.

J.
hese two tacognitive skillsof monitoring andevaluating.may be very

. .

ifficult f r rioviCe readers'Olarkmen, l977; Brown & Smiley, 1977). ,

- .

Wd have desdribed several types of knowledge that-novice readerk
-_,

may need to a quire or increase., .and several types of,cogritti-ve pr

cessing they n ed to master.' It is importani to realize that readers

cannot simply eal with- one cif these requirements at a time, but must

)
usetali these types of knowledge-and processes at once.. Even if a ,

. ,---
/

!eager is capab e of monitoring his,own comprehension, evaluating the

material takin

r
syntactic and s mantio cues to determine constituent. boundaries

into account the perspectives set by the text, Using'

fciCei informatio , understanding the vocabulary and syntax, and ing

1144\

the required kno ledge shemata doing all of these at once may overcome
44;

his attention anti working merry capacities. That is, even with each
z---

\
----

individual compo ent mastered;Combining them into efficient leading
. i

\ ._ A
may present diff culties. Cleo r --ly tbp task is not impossibl most

.

do 'become successful readers- -b perhaps its difficulty 'does not seem
.._W

quite as' inexplicable as when we began.
-

24



. Reference Notes

AnalysesTof ClifferenCes

1

23'

it

1. Jtothkop f, E. Z., S Billington, M. J. Goal-guided learning from written

/
discourse:' Inspettion time and eye movement measures.as indicators

of underlying learning process-:, Available Ookauthors at Bell

Laboratories, Murray Hill, New Jersey.

2. Banks, J: H, Comprehendion in listening and reading: Saire ordifferen0

Report of the Intercirs'tiplinary Institute in Reading and Child o.

/
Development,,University of nelaWare, 1974.

I

4

t ;

!Pt



rkr

Analy&eS of Offerees

tf

1

fe

References

ti
k

.

/ ,.

..
Anderson, R. C. The notion of scheM4ta and the educational enterprise.

, . . . .

, .

'in R. C. Anderson, R. J.'Spiro,"and W. E. Montague (-0s,), Schooli.*
%

and'.the acquisition -of knowledge. ilisdale, N.J.: Erlbaum, 1977.

Aristotle. The art of i-hetoric;,(tranSlatedby J. H....lreese). Cambridge,
ath4.

Mass.: Harvard ttnivir:sity Press,, 1926,.

.
.

Bernstein B. Elaborated and restricted codes,: Th6ir origin and'some,-, . ,

\--
consequences.' inifthnogrephy of Speech, Monograph issue of Amgrican

4-

'Anthropologist,-1964''

Brown; A. L., & Smiley, S. S. Rating the importance ol structural units
,

of prose piSseges: A prqcolem of metacognjtive development. Child

.Development, 1977, 48, 1-8.

-tr

- _,-

:-.. ..
, .

.

Cazden, C. B. Child language init education% New York: 'Hblt, KfRehart,
, , _,, ,

t , .

A and Winston, 1972

Clark, H. H Clak,' E.V. Psychology-and'language: An.introdtltion to

Psycholinguistics. New York: -Harcourt Brace Jomanovich, 1917.

DeVito, J. A.. Comprehension factors in oral anNewritten discoursedof skilled
'36

communkatots: Speech MOnogrepht, '1965, 32, 1i4-128.

,Driemann, G. H. J. 'Differences tetween. writteft and spoken language.

.Acta Psych4ologica, 3962; 20, 36-57. -

'Duker, S. Listening bibliography. 'Metuchen, N.J.: SCarecrow Press, 1,968.
11,il

# ,

26



.

,

Analyses of differences

5

Durrell fisteni.n-aeadingSeries: 'Combined Listening and Reading Texts.

" 'New,York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovi-ch; Ine.,.197Q.

Fillmore, C. Santa Cruz lectures on deixis. Bloomington, Indiana: The

India` p University Linguistic Club, 1971-7-# '

Gelthan, R., CShati, M. Appropriate speech adjus'tpents:- The-operation of

conversational constraints on talk to two-year-olds. In M. Lewis and

L. Rosenblum (Eds.), Communication and language: The origins of
,

.4.
behavior. (Vol.. Y) :`'New York:- Wfley, 1176:-

. ,

.
. -,..

, .

Gibson, E. J., & Levin, H. Tbe_psychology of reading.. Cambridge, Mass::'
.

' MIT Press4'1975. :7
Nv

..

.,'t i.

GleasOn, J. B. Code sAtching in childrgn's language. In T. E..Modre (Ed.) ,

-

Cognitive Avel-6pment and the acquisition .of, l'anguage. New York:

. ,

'..-..

&

,
.

Atcademrc Press, 1973.
4,

4 4
''

1

Glucksberg, S., Krauss,:R..., :the development of referential communication
'''.... .:- 4-

. .$ 4
skpils, In F. D. Horowitz (Ea.), RevieW of chlid development resatch

.44,
ti..

.

-.. (Vol: 4). Chicago: .Upiversity of-Cicago-:_Press,-1975..
t- '

.

.

., . . ,

.
Horowitz,' M. 14,, & Newman, I. B:. Spoken and.written expression: An

ft,
AU

. 41,

experimental analysis. -Journal of Abnormal'and Social-Psychology,
-A

' ."4. ; ,

1964, 68, 640-647.
o,

.

G

Horowitz, M. IC, & Berkowitz; Ai Listening .and read t.speakini and -4, ,,
4

'Writing: An experimental investigation of ClIffecenttal acquisition t.0 1 k 7-,

and reproductiOn of memory. Nikceptual and Motor Skills, 1967,

207-415.



Ca

Anatyses of differences

Markman,'E. M.,.Realizing-that'You don't understand: A preliminary in-,
.,

,ve'Stigation. Child Development, 1977, in press.

I a
Neville, M. -11.,m6.Pugh,.A. K. Contkxt ln reading and listening: Variations

in approach to ,close tasks.' Reading Research Quarterly, 1976 - 1977,°

. 12, 13 -31.

Olson, D: R. The languages of instruction: The literate bias of schooling.

4
and the acquisition of knowledge Erlbaum,,1977.

.Piaget,. J. The moral judgement-of the .child (translated by M. Gebaln) .

In R. C. Anderson, R. F. Spiro, and W. E.-Montague (Eds.); Schooling

e ' ' ' .,1.
New York:: Harcourt, Braee

t

.
and World,.1992. 4

,

Piaget, J., 6 tnhelder,' B. -The child's conception
..

of space. 'London:
.7,

'

ueledge andAfegan:,Paul, 1956.

4N,

Rommetvett, R.' On message structure. London: John Wiley and Sons, 1973.
*

Sartre, j: ..the words' (translated by B. Frechtma4). New York':, George
v

Braziller, Inc4 1964: .

1

Shantz, C. P. The develolimentPof social congition. =In E.:M.iHetheriiisilrr-
f

(Ed.), Review pf.child,developmentoresearch (Vol 5). Chicago:
kV :t f

University Of Chicago Press,0i979. -.

Spert-1-tt, Listening:Comprehension- -a fadtorlalaanalysis. Australian

Council= fors4lucational Research.'-Melbourne: G. W. Green and Soos;:1962.

,

SnoW,,C: E. Mothers' speechtp'children learning language: Child

.( Development, 19,72, 43 549-56 .

7.



Analyse) of differences

27.

.

,Sticht, T.'LG. Learning by liitening. In R. O. Freedle and J. B.Carroll, .

0 .

..
.

(Eds.), Language comprehension and the acquisition of knowledge.

Washington, D.C.: V. H. Winston Sons, 1972.

Taylor, E. A. The spans: Perception, apprehension, and recognitioh.'

-rf

American Journal of Ophthalmology, 1957;'44, 501-507.

Tinker, -M. A. Recentstudies of eye movements in reading. Psychological

Bulletin, 1958; 55, 215-231.

Vygotsky, L. S.' Thought'and- language (tran§lated by E. Haufmann & G. Vakar).

-

Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1962.

Wanat, S. F. Linguistic structure and visual attention in reading, Newark,

Del.: The International: Reading'AssoclatgonResearc6 Reports, 1971.,

Weinricil,-U. On the semantic structure of Inguage. In J. H. Greenberg

(Ed.), Universals of.Language. Cambridge, Mass.:- The MIT Press, 1963.

_Wilkinson; A. M. The foundation of language: Talking and reading in young

Children. 'London: Oxford Univiisity_Press, 1971.

Wilkinson,_A.'M. The testing of opcy. In A. Davies (Ed.), .Language

testing symposium. London: OXfortUniversity Press, 1968.

Nilkinson, A. Mf Davies, A., & Atkinson,_ D. Spoken Eriglish. Educatile6ar

,Review, Occasional Publications: 1165,, 17, No..2
.

0

4

,

I.



;

7

CENTER FOR:THE-STUDY OF READING

TECHNICAL REPORTS

No..1: Halff, H. M. Graphical Evaluation of Hierarchical Clustering
Schemes, October 1975.

-tio:' 2: Spiro, R: J. Inferential Reconstruction in Memorfor Connected.N.
Discourse, October 1975.

No, 3:t -Goetz, E. T. Sentences in Lists and in.Connected Discourse,
Novemberf-1975.

-.

No. 4: Alessi, S; M., Andazson,..T. H:, g Riddle,-W. B. Hardware and
----gokiWii4 A

Considerationd Computergaased Course Management,
November ,1975.

1%

No, 5: SchallevCD. L. Improving Memgry for Prose: The Relationship
Between Depth'of Processing and°Context, November ,1975.,

.

INo. 6: Anderson, R. C., Goetz, E. T.,'Pichert, J.' W., & Halff, H. M.
Two Faces of the Conceptual Peg Hypothesis, January 1976.

.
.

.

-.No. 7: Ortony, A. Names, Descriptions, and XragMatica, February 1976.
, .

.No. 8: Mason, J. M. :Questioning the Notion of Independen teProcessing
1, Stages .in Reading, February 1976.

.

No. 9: Siegel, M. A. -TeaChar Behaviors,adCurriculum
Pack.iges:, Im-,

plications for Research and Teacher Education, April 1975..,,
. -,.

$

No. 101 Anderson, R. C.','Pichert, J..-W., Goeii, E., T., Schallert;,D. L.,
$

Stevens, K.V.;Thollip,.S. R. Instantiation of General
. Terms, March.197 . .0

. 41' - .
1

. Np. 11: Armbruster, B. B:'.LeiRning Principles from Prose: A Cognitive.
ApRroach Based- on Schema -Theory, July 1976. '

No. 12 Anderson, R. C., Raynolds, R. E'., Schell-art; D. L., & Goetz, E.,T.
Frameworks forComprehending Discourse, July 1976.

No. I3:. Rubin, 'A. D.,.Bruce,°B. C., Z. Bitwn,J. S. ' A Process-Oriented
Language for Bescribing Aspec=ts of Reading' Comprehension,
November 1976.

. . , . 4,

.
,

.

No. f14: Pichert, J. W. , '5:Ariderson,R. C. Taking Different Perspectives
on a Story, Novemb6 1976e,

$ .,/

.
.

No.'15: Schwartz, R. M. Strategic Processes in Beginning Reading, November
1976,

.

I



r.

I

h.

4

. .

No. 16: Jenkins, J. R., & Pany, D. Curriculum Biases in Reading Achieve-
ment Tests,-November 1976.

"

No. 17: Asher, S. R., Hymel, S., & Wigfield, A. Children's Comprehension
of High- and Low- Interest -Material and a' Comparison of Two
Cloze Scoring_M9hnds, November 1976.

No. 18: 'Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. S. Day, J. b., Townsend, M. A. R., &
Lawton, S. C. Intrusion pf a Thematic Idea in Children's
-Comprehension and Retention of Stories, December 1976.

. Aet

No. 19: Kleiman, G. M. The Prelinguistic Cognitive Basis of Children'
Communicative Intentions, February 1977.

'- '
ra .,...?

No. 20: Kleiman, G. M. The Effect of Previous Context on Reading Individual
Words, February 1977. .

r

No. 21: Kane, J. H., & Anderson, R. C.-Depth of Processing and Interference
Effects in the Learning and Remembering of Sentences,- February 1977.

No. 22: Btown,'A. L. & Campione, J. C. Memory Strategies in_ Learning:
Training Children to Studs Strategically, March,L977.

No. 23: 'Smiley, 'sir S.:, Oakley, U. D., Worthen, D., Cam;ione, C:, S Brown; A. L.
Recall of-Thematically Relevant.Material by Adolescentlbod-and
Poor-Readers as a Function of Written Versus Oral Presentation,
March 1977.

No. 24: Anderson, R. C,, Spiro, R. J., &Anderson, 14.--Schemata. as Scaf-
folding for the Representation of Information it Connected

e Discourse, March 1977. .

No. 25: Pany, D., S Jenkins, J,. R. Learning Word Meanings: A C arison of
'Instructional Procedures and.:Effects on Measures df Reading Coma
prehension with,Learning Disabled Students, March 1977.-

1"-
No.. 26: Armbruster, B. B., 8tevens,--R. J., 8 Rosenshine, B. 'Analyzing Content.

N._

Coverage and Emphasis: A Study of Three Curricula and Two TeSte-,
March 1977.

- ,.
.

' 4,,,
. No. 27:-- 'Ortony,'A.,'Reynolds, R. E., &"Arter, J. A. MetaphOr: Theoretical and- -

Empirical Research, March 1977. ,

No. 28: Ortony, A. Remembering and Understanding Jaberwocky and Small-Talk,
_March 1977.

.

-

No. 29:= Schallert, D. L.,'Kleiman,_G. M., and Rubin, A. D. Analysis of D4f-
ferences Between Oral and Written Language, April 1977.

-

sitz, E. T.,. & Osborn, J. Procedures for Sam?ling.Texts and- Tasks
in Kindergariten:throukh EighthGrade, April 1977.

.-



i

a
r'

Rio, 31: Nash-Webber, 13: Anaphora: A Cross - Disciplinary Survey,\April 1977.
r ,

No. 32: Adams, M:'J., & Collins,, A. A Schelna- oretic View of Reading-
Comprehension, April 1977. .

...
.

. . ,--.._
t

No. 33: Huggins, A.-W. F. 'syntactic Aspects Of'Reading-1241/4fiension,.Aprii-1977.'

No. 34: Bruce, B. C.

No. 3:

firo. 36r

No.

Rubin, A. D.
April 19

INastr7Webbev,

Meaning

7;: Adams, M. J.
Reading,

Plans and Social i2tions, A r 7.

ral
s.

Comprehension'Processes in O and Written Language,
77. /

7;6
B., & Reiter; R. Anaphora and Logical Form: bp-Formal
Representations fo r Natural Language, April 1977.

_ -
_Failures to Comprehend and Levels of Processing in
April 1977.

No. 38: Woods, W. A. Multiple Theory Formation in High-Level perception,
April 1977. -

.

No. 39: Nickerson, R. S., & Adams, M. J. 'Uses of 'Context in Speech Understanding
' and Reading, April 1977. , f. .

....
...,

, .
Ng. 40: Brown, J. S., & Collins,.,A. Model-Basei

.

Versus Text -Based Reasoning;
April 1977% . . -. ,0,---

A a

No.. 41: Adderson, R. C., ICPichert,'J.W. Recall of Previously Unrecallable
Information Following a Shift in Tersepective, April-1977.

No. 42:42: Mason, J., Osborn, d., '''Rosenshine,'B. A Consideration of Skill
Hierarch' ppreaches to the Teaching of Reading, April 1977.

N
No. 43. Collins, A., Brown, A. L., Morgan, J. & Brewer, W. F. The Analysis

of tiding Task'S and Texts, April ,197-7.

NO. 44: McClure, E. Aspects of Code-Switthingsin the Discourse of Bilinglaal
_ Mexican- American Children,, April 1977.

'No. 45: Schwartz, R. M.' Relation of-Context Utilization and Orthographic
Automaticity ifi--Nord Identification,'May 1977..

No.. 46: Anderson R. C., Stevens, K. C., Shifrin, Z. & Osborn, J. Instantiationy
,, ' * of ord Meanings in Children, May 1977.

\
.

,

Nb, 47:
.

Brown, A. L. Knowing When, Where*, and How to Remember: A Problem of
Metacognitiow, June 1977.

. , ,

Ro.'48: Brown, A.-D.,\ DeLoache,-J. S. Skills, Plans, and Self- Regulation, .1,
July 1977. _ . .

, \

440. GOetZ;,L)T. Inferences in -the ComprehaniiOn of and Memory for Text,
July 1977.

32

0



Anderson, R. C. -Schema-Directed Processes in Language Comprehension,
July 1977,

.

No, 51: Brown, A. L. Theories of Memory and the Problems of Development:
Activity, Growth, and Knowledge, July 1977. .

No. 52: Morgan, J. L. 'Two Types of Convention in Indirent'Speech Acts, July 1977.

No, 53: Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. & Lawton, S. C. The Effects of Experience
on the $election of Suitable Retrieval Cues for; Studying frera
Prone Passages; July 1977. .

Fleldher, L. S., & Jenkins, J, R. Effects of Contextualized and
Decontextualized Practice Conditions onord Recognition, July 1977.

,No. 55: Jenkins, J. k.-, g Larson, K. Evaluating-Error Correction Procedures
or Oral Reading, August 1977.

,

, . . .

, -., ,

. . .

No. 56: Anderson, T. H./ Standiford, S. N., & Alessii S. M. Computer Assisted
Problem Solving in an Introductory Statistics Course, August 1977.

No. 7: Barnitz, J, Interrelationship of Orthography and Phonological Structure
in'Learning to Read, August'1977. ,

'33

r


