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en well established that children who are deficient in
lis but comparable to their normal reading level
zedd tests of intelhipence also show deficits on
ng tasks (Allen, 1975 Bakker, 1972 Corkin,
s Guthrie & Go 2, 1972 Mason, Katz, & Wicklund,
Spri 1976; 7 enn, 1977 The finding that poor
readers have memory deficits on both auditory and visual tasks
suggests that their cogaitive functioning is different from good
or normal readers along some basic dimensions other than the
simaple activation of long-term memory representations of vi-
sual patterns,
Even though it would seem o make
validity standpoint to use visual presentation of verbal material
in such studies, differences in memory tasks using visual pre.
sentation are suspect because the poor readers were chosen pre-
cisely because of their deficits in this realm. That makes it
ditficult to o whether the differences found between good
and poor readers are the result of a basic deficit in the cognitive
processes of poor readers or the result of their not having
learned to read properly (Morrison & Manis, 19823, 1t is neces-
sary that both good and poor readers have an equal opportunity
o percerve the mm@?i in order to test for memory differences,
Additionally, it is important that differences between good and
;erm::m:iz:rwm nitive functioning can be observed using au-
ditory presentation because it further belies the old view that
POOT TEAC sutfer from a disturbance of the visual nervous
systern {Cruickshank, 1972), This view is disputed by present
conceptualizations that view the reading process as a linguistic
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activity dependent on both auditory and visual proce
{(Morrison & Manis, 1982 Vellutino, 1977, 1979 Vellutine ,%
Scanlon, 19823,
it has been demonstrated that at least part of the
deficit in poor readers may result from unsophistic :
hearsal and central processing fw‘imﬂiﬁw%&:«{ Bauer, 1979 Torgesen,
T Torgesen & Goldman, 1977 These researcher
gued that this deficiency leads to poor readers demc ssmimmny @
uced-capacity working memory that would in turn hamper
v to develop ef "h ient skills in reading. However, in
ment where the ability 1o use rehes
mintmized because of task diffioulty and speed
recall differences between good and poor reac
found (Watson & Engle, 1982).
This raises the possibility that
in their echoic memory abilities.
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were still

Engle, Fidler, and Reynolds (1981 ar ummz mwmmﬂ childdr
show no developmental differences in echoic memory, the possi-
bility remains that poor readers differ either in their echoic
memory abilities or in their use of this ancillary source of infor-
mation,

There are other lines of research suggesting that poor readers
show deficits in some rather basic auditory, and speci
speech-related, processes, For example, 3‘33"&(‘3?‘}% i re‘*mdiﬁm m’“
verbal material is a i‘gwm”vim ﬁm{ x“}imt‘“r
beginning at age
rad, 19711 Phonet M
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Results and Discussion

Scoring consisted of awarding a score of 1 for ea
that had a digit ectly placed in it and
in the correct serial gmw;w

ch position
a 0 if the digit was not
It is customary in reporis of stud-
1es measuring the retention of short fists to present the results
as a function of serial position. This presents a problem in this
eoause subjects in the same condition received lists of
t length. As g way around the problem we present the
v results Tor all subjects, that am recall performance for
o frst four positions in each lst, (Figure 1) and the recency
rmxm& that is, recall performance for the last four positions in
cach list (Figure 2. It s "mu}d be understood that for some sub-
jects the same data will be represented in both primacy and
recency figures. For ex 'mm}wi the data from a subject with a
SOy of four digits would be represented in the span
condition in all four positions of both primacy and recency fig-
ur

!

he first wmwmm mnm from the top panels of both fipures
is ohviows ceiling ¢ : rondition, most noti ty
for the poor readers, “a“z‘m w":\m udes any meaningful conclusions

First Four Sevial Positions

Frgure 1. ’"wimm prope srtion correct for the first four s
anicd Nw span +

positions for
tion {hotiom
viation, and suffix

panel) as a function of reac
condition.

from the span data. The span -+ 1 data do not appear 1o be
clouded by boundary effects, with the highest level of perfor-
mance arcund 90% correct. As we will argue below, the dir
tions of the fndi : suld be expected
a ceiling effect noelusions report
from this experiment will be based on the 1 o the
of the span -+ 1 condition.
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of this study, ©
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positions, shown in Figure 2. The bottom panel
performance for the lasy imm positions i the span 4 1 condition
as a function of reading group, rate of presentation, and SUT
condition, Farlier inves igations of the stimoulus suffix effect
have argued that only the terminal suffix effect (ie., the differ-
ence between suffix and nonsufix conditions for the final serial
position) should be viewed as o pure reflection of echoie mem-
ary (Balota & Engle, 1981 Crowder V976, 1978). Because this
tudy 15 concerned prim warily with echoic memory differences
?‘w“iw‘ﬁ n good and poor readers, the analy reported below are
only for the last position {i.e.. Serial Pogition 4 in .
m‘mgwr”%mn correct for the terminal serial ;ww 1on in the span +

b condition was analyred in a three. way mixed analysis of vari-
{ANOVA),
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