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HHE (FEXLK) 0) 3L TR, 81Tho1, F722E/ 7 7T 7KRUEZE TS5
NEBNOFBEFEDIRM (BK) 09—, REZEDBECE-T, BADZ EWLDIC
o1z,

KEY WORDS
recall ) a— recall protocols ') 22—/ - 7Fu b an
assessment it strict criterion BEFELIRSEKE

loose criterion W 2R I if & 2k
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TRNEFUETETALD—2I2) a—NTF R} (BETAL) 52, ZFESECT
JAbEHERLE, TI7AINONEL28E, BEZHLTRAINTHE, Va—L- 2273
TAMEBICE - TR THEZIT B2 L 5% T, Bernhardt(1991 : 200) 3, HEfFE % #)
EY D& WKL HETHD EERL TV 5, Bernhardt (1983: 28)i3, ¥ 7 2 } L HEAFH D
Lazd—a ilEREH TS, NEFERBIOT A EELT, XFILLE) 22— ¥
A7 DHRERFL T b, Y a—n-7v k2 (recall protocol) i3, FHAFLENL DI
HHRLEEET 50 %2R (Bernhardt 1983:31), S DREEXEENIT 72 2BHEL T3
PEBHLPICL TSNS (Swaffer et al. 1991: 164), # - TEBIcBIF 2 ) a—L . 222
REENELC ZT0UE, Z0OFEBEDTENHE &V Z L% b, Barnett (1989: 158) i3
NDa—-7ataliloTHEEN I THEREE->TWaD, HLDAX—2sT 77X}
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LEnE Y UMHEEREL T2 252 E0HESE, BN TWw3, 352 Barnett
(1989 : 16D I A THEE L 2L NDE 7 7 ATH U IEB L BB EEICHEI TR 2
FIRFMANTRICBICEOELT, B o722 a—UHRAFOBBRICOWTUTMEZHA LI L

TNEP2FELERTIEZREL TS
%_mmigﬁmU:—wLmeiﬁﬁnfu Jo—NcEHEPRIZTERELT, 7

XA MKEE, ) 2T ARNERE (L1d L24), BXEHRTANCITL D)) 2—WOFERD

H(RT) I NEERT LI ERELZRUMCAMLETE(»E ) »), EFEFNIDOLV~L

%5 Lee (1986) %FFF(1996) THEHI N T 5
:wﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁmﬁw%U:—»m%ﬁt%@%&ﬂ#%ﬂm~of%b:tﬁﬁﬁﬂ%&

THREIN TS, FEIZAFEEILZEZNRICL T, REZEORL DBV (BELRA

HH L Z N LN DR B R EERE) H) I NOBBICEN L ) kBB R B LIZ T Y

I DWTRIEL 72, ZOEER, 77 A &) a— ) Cid, 2BE O S EEDNHEBIRE

it S TBDTE o722 th s, F—F - ) a—LTRELLOREREZF>TH, 18

BOMMEIEALICIZ & A B W E 2L LIz, 512, T7AHNOEELFEHE
(£,9 75 7DEBXOMBE) D) a—n1TiE, HEIZ 46THIEVES L -22, B

TURBEEDBNC L > TE T 7T T7LENY) a—NEBELVE/ ST T 7 7DEED)

- WVERONERL DR — > HRL B E#R LIz, #-T, T7A 2K a—NEZHRA

THHEAIL, MERELE L (INEPEIPRIIVMBICLLLVY, T/7AIHANDERE

HEHR (FEOBRE) 0 a—NLDREETLE, RUE T 777 EEEETY 23—

DOHBR2 TR, FLLOREBELFERTILRIERTILENHL1ZH), LML T

W,

Ja—i - 7e b anEgSht 58, BEROMIIC RIZTRAREOHEILZ, ¥EENE
EYERRERRERORY AL, BRE, R¥E, KFREICL > TEVWYZLNLED
P, FBEHOFHAEDB A H 5 REBEBKRE YV, FE (1996) DOHFFRIZ HAADKERE 2 X5
I2LTH9, BRAEFL BEREELNFICL T, ) a—VEOBTBICRY > 2REAEEIl ED L
9L EEERIIZ T ERANLTREIRLG 5%\,
5T, AiFFR B, EBEHSEE (277 LY EUKICERET 2 B EICRE)
DL, BicoRARED, XBLK - TELEK - FF7 77 78K K577 T70EE
Low'cm Ja— VOB EN S ) wBERITI %, AN L THB, 21270, EFE
EHOECEREIC BT A RGEEMRNIC LSBT, KBEOFREL L TAFETIIFRL
T,

AR TR, FH EMBICESET 2ERELHRICL T, BABNICE, RO3ZEZWHLPICT
5,

1) Ox&ELEN) a—NOFE, DFN F—F N - ) a—(totalrecall) &, @TFT XA FHD
BHELHHR, 2% ) EE (mainidea) 2N ) 23— BT, MELRAEBICL RS
B & RoRoW B R0h IR AT L 2R EEOMHBEY, BRENEEEDIEED,

(2) BELRAKBLIODW IR LRAEBELFERL2HE, RABENEVICL-T, &
BEDLELEN ) - N R UPEELEKRND ) a—VOREICENH 55,

(3) BRAEICEWT, BRELREEELDD2QL00LREERELFHAL 254, Ralk#En
BuickoT, £%9 77 7&KRUEN T 77 7NDEEN ) a— LVEONEN (BK) o3
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I— BV ET B,

2. A P 3

2.1 wWERE

LB 2FE 27 TR, BABRD LD TE v TRO—DICHEET 2ERETH 5, i
ROBWIVFEN M OBRECBEL TRIET 22 L LNT, 2REETAFELERERZS
Bt obgviz, BHICHAAEFL 2B EENE LT 50T, $EULOXERRERBRE LR
Wit, FORERBEBREISSANEL -, TAMNEDT >4 — |+ THBELE)3—1 2
IJRINFIFT—ELZIT I %L, h)Va—n - FRAIDEZEFEL BL) AENE
XELRISAIZZ ED v e L 72, FHESHI6E (15~165).

2.2 EHERHA
199546 A

2.3 ¥

KRERE L ERAE L B L 2w T, kFEREENFIC L 22FE (1996) LR, ) a—-
7 A MiZ Reading Power (Mikulecky and Jeffries, 1986:10) »#3z (Appendix £HH) %8 F
Lz, Va—n- 22703, EERRPHEBIBSU2UIFBOEL (4203375 7h LIEK) %
BEL, Va—n-- TALOBE, @BLDHICEXR2040LCRRL T, EXCBETHDLZ &
REBL, TOREXERLVT, BUICHNTH-2Z L2 TEBRTEL, FHLL, £L
TIEFHEICBEWHEL T, BEHAKICBARFE IS TE LS ITHERL

2.4 Em&E
2.4.1 CT|LK

Carrel (1985) I2 5 » T, 85 H*3BAT (expository text) 2 66N T 4 772 = b} (Appen-
dix) 2T TR L 72 10U EDBETRERD H 2 PEREFEHHIZICTAT T 2= + D
BOBE L WBREIIAN (&ERKDH25%) DY) a—-7a b a2 LDRE 2K L 72, inter-rater
reliability id, idea unit D§&E TIZ1.0, Y 23—/ 7w b I LD TIL, strict criterion T, .
97 (p<.01), loose criterion Tid, .95 (p<.01) Th - 72,

2.4.2 RoE#

REEAEIITE (1996) CTHRL722NT, BB TRGBICSRT 5, BRELREENETII,
LENLEONFLESICH > T, 18EL, BYVIROEE LA, 27L, b EonxEC
Tk S ROCRHIMAMEN TV B BARFOBRIILEL LW TRAL 2, WERH Y
REBEETIE, LEDXLBEN—DODTATT 2=y FOKET #35M2OBRHFELCHE
EINTWBEEZLNLES, ERELUARZEZ, T0LMI0EELE, LA
##y, SvEL (paraphrase) iZfFEF L CR&A L7z, B 2138, Ameircan cities changed (Z 7
B8II3FEIC & 2 TAB D SR E Nz —D7 idea unit) DEHRH—EHHIEE, B, M
NBARE TR SEETIE, BV L N0RTH LD, OLI00LREEETR, TATT:
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Table 1 Differences in point between strict criteria and loose criteria

strict criterion loose criterion
(point) (point)
examples
reduction TANAEbL-T:, BhrEbo72 0 1
replacement T A Y AP Eh -T2, 0 1
addition T AN H DN DODETHHE D - 72, 0 1

2=y P OBHROKKIZ DU LEBEINTWEELAR, FNFNEREATLIEE LT
(Table 1£mR),

2.4.3 &
&7 777 NEBIBEEFORLHRMBETRL, RLBELERLIEI2LDNTH S, &
DENEZ T TDOEBEREL 253 FF (1996) IR X ThH 2D TEKT 5,
ADDRZ T 7 DEEFLIZ 425, AHIVEDOTATFTT 2=y bk b, EEILD
WAIZ1I0E, K777 7DEBRUTHELN TH B,
(1) Main Idea 1=Many people moved/out of American cities, after World War II.
(3 idea units)
(2) Main Idea 2= American businesses (also) left the city,”during the 1950s,”and 60s.
(3 idea units)
(3) Main Idea 3=Cities began,“to have money problems. (2 idea units)
{(4) Main Idea 4=Many people believed,/that American cities were dying.
(2 idea units)

3. #& R

3.1 bF=%i - JaO=NEEN) I-NOFHHE « ZHERE - DESHF

T2 Tl MELTRAEL R 500 T REEDEH DR » 2REEIC L 5 XELEKD
Ja—n, ¥Fbbrt—20-1) a—) (total recall, 66/5ifs) L4>NFE GEHENT 4
FT e 2=y b LR, 10585 O 3—L0BEOFEEE, EREE SEFoRE
PREANTW 3,

Kevo, bhdE)ic, FEINOER, =0 ) a—NTLITXTCHEELNEE
THHERIZL, BRI LREENIT ) H, BERSELIVAERICE» -2 (FNFNF(,
52) =415.98, p<.01; F(1,26) =85.08, p<.01),

3.2 18R5MR&

KIVWRTEHICXELED L —F )0+ ) 23— TlE, BRETIRAEEL Q00 LiRHE
BB .96 (p<.01) THH TEWHBGRE TH > 2o —HEBXEBRTATATT -2
=y FOKRHTYH 81 (p<.0D) & v ) EWHEBRE AR 72,
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Table 2 Means and SDs of all ideas and main idea units recalled
Strict Criterion Loose Criterion Difference
n M SD M SD F
Total Recall® 53 35.00 8.11 41.66 8.74  415.98**
All Main ideas” 53 6.02 1.76 7.43 1.84 85.08°*

**p<.01
8 Maximum possible score =66
® Maximum possible score=10

Table 3 Correlations of recall

Loose Criterion

Total Recall

Total Main Ideas

Strict Criterion
Total Recall .96**
Total Main Ideas —_—

.81

**p<.01

Table 4 Mean percentage of the recall of each paragraph

Strict Criterion

Paragraph

Mean (SD)

Loose Criterion
Mean (SD)

Paragraph 1
Paragraph 2
Paragraph 3
Paragraph 4

76.3%(12.24)
58.5% (18.19)
53.0% (18.34)
34.09 (18.56)

83.8% (11.03)
68.19% (18.96)
70.09%(19.21)
42.0%1(21.09)

3.3 NSTSTrnY) A—ILOFER - BERE - DEON

£rT 7T 7 EERKDOFHBER L ERBEIRIOTT EB) TH 5,

RARBNE (MELREELW IR LIREHE) H &35 7T 72KDBAFRMNZEIC
HELRITTHEIPRANDLZHIC, 2 (REEB)X 2 (7 757) OGBS ETH- 72,
FORER, TS MRT LIS, MEKEBEL F 75 TOFMEREETH -2 (FF F(1,
52) =431.09, p<.01; F(3,156=80.47, p<.01), F72, IRuFK#(A) & 5777 (B)DK
HER»EETH-72(F(3,156) =27.28, p<.01), £ 2T, HKET LICHBEMRESHTL
THER, YT T7i0BWThH, IR RIREBRICE D139 H, HELRAEELY
) A— VENEEICE) 12 (57571 F(Q1,52) = 114.72, p<.01; 7757 2 F(1,
52) =160.78, p<.01; »¥7 7773 F(1,52) =195.49, p <.01; »*5 7774 F(1, 52)=106.
31, p<.01). 72 LSD #Ic & 2 LB HBOHR, BELRIEBRDES, 77771 > 3
STZ7 2515057 3> 57574 DIENEERE LN TCONBICAEREIGALNR
7255 (MSe=195.704, p<.05), WARRL LREEHRNIGE, T 777 1> %5757 3 =
757 2> T 757 4 DMET, XT7T7 2 k%5757 3 DEICIIERERIEZS
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Table 5 Results of ANOVA for paragraphs recalled

Source SS df MS F
Sub 64721.87 52 1244 .65

Criterion (A) 11777.19 1 11777.19 431.09**
SXA 1420.63 52 27.32

Paragraph (B) 94942 .02 3 31647.34 80.47**
SXB 61353.60 156 393.29

AXB 1532.09 3 510.70 27.28**
SXAXB 2920.42 156 18.72

Total 238667.81 423

** p<.01

Table 6 Mean percentage of the recall of each paragraph main idea

Strict Criterion

Loose Criterion

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Main Idea 1 72.21%(23.91) 83.09% (23.90)
Main Idea 2 71.07% (32.40) 78.6%(29.74)
Main Idea 3 51.89% (34.97) 66.0% (34.71)
Main Idea 4 31.13%(36.63) 64.29% (45.95)

Table 7 Results of ANOVA for paragraph main ideas recalled

Source SS df MS F
Sub 131902.88 52 2536.59
Criterion(A) 26731.28 1 26731.28 80.37**
SXA 17295.33 52 332.60

Main Idea(B) 65727.64 3 21909.21 12.26**
SXB 278724 .36 156 1786.69

AXB 11030.31 3 3676.77 12.23**
SXAXB 46885.62 156 300.55

Total 27.2763 215

** p<.01

L% o7 (MSe = 216.31)

3. NSUST7DFEFEITENY A—NOFR - BLEE - HDEDHF

K5 77 7 DEBOFHHER Y BRFER, R6DTTEB) TH 2,

RABHEDB Y, &7 77 7OEBORTEMOZICHE L BLITTHE S » 2R+
B, 2 (REEHE) X 2 (FH) D SO EIT- 2R, RUCRENTW3, T4b
b, RAEHR L FTEOENRIIAETH > 2 (Fn#FN F(Q1,52) =80.37,p<.01; F(3,156=12.
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26, p<.01), i aKkit)r FBMOTEEMIAETH»7: (F(3,156) =12.23, p<.0), %
K LB ERE DT LR, TR T 7 I T7OEBICIBWTY, W, TR
HAEBOBERNIT ) P, BELRSBENFEERL ), HRICHE, -2 (EE 1 F(1,52)=18.
67, p <.01; =E2 F(1, 52)=15.22, p<.05; &3 F(1,52)=20.53, p<.01; =& 4 F(1, 52)
=37.69, p<.01), F7: LSDHic & 5 SEIB AR, MERAERETE, ) 3 -NVEHFTE
1= FEH2> 3> FH ADJATH > 725 (MSe =976.752, p<.05), W B h LiRaE
¥k, FELIREES  FEALVLATCE, ILFE23EELL) LARCEL -
2o 7272L, EE1EFE20EREFTEC, FE2 L EE3, RUEEI LFELDED
BETLYy -7 (MSe=1110.49, p<.05),

4. = =

4.1 2-H>NOFEBHELENIEES

411 F—%n-Ya—j

BRED P — 0 ) 3 — LTI BETER S & 200 50k L IR AHEIC L 5185 0EBAT.96
T, IEEICED - 72, HAA EFL kB # MR L 72 FE(1996) TH, FERICE bHTRHRW
G (r=.95) 7 RIHEN TV, 2O b, BRAVKFERETL, BRE (27
LETOBWEKENES) Th =20 ) a—NTRELLDREREBLF->TL, B2
DRIHNBLALICIZ L A EBALD L WV EWZ B TH A ), #- T, XELR2EKN)) a—NDIFERA
DEE, FHLDEELIRATLELIE, BRECEL L THLLVDTREWES Y, EH
LOMEED, L)HEBACBANEBEN AN, L) ZREELIBICT25HE8%, &
N EER L BECHNENETY ZDWHES LBV TIE, XFELED) 23— LDRETIE, KEL
RERHEDIIS PREDHE T EBEZHHTE LD TEREIBVWEEZLETH L) (FH
1996: 462).,

4.1.2 FELEK (FEOKRHE) oY) a—n
27277 A N ROBRELERE (FEXIERTETATT - 2=y FORE) BT,

FBF (1996) 12 1) B KFBRENH A, BELREELLR0 500 U RAEOHBEFE (= .
4 B)EHTNEL Ao od, FROBKENEHE, r= 81 TH % )& HEEREI RIS N
2o V) A— VST B2EXOMBEIEBENL ~IUSEYH E ) 22, F R EBETRRSE
HRIEWH R 2 LEELHER (F8) ) a—NLORANDBACIREERENRE L DL
BEELYBERIITO,IE I PICOVTIL, SHILICHBE LN LI E HEL Tk
MR LAT I LBL D 5,

4.2 REREDEVORE
4.2.1 T 7 A &EKRUFEELEKN) 23—

SEFF (1996) OKREREE & FREIC, WL LR EEETE, T7A ekl a—
L, TRCHOFENY) a—)dh, FHOBENBEREEL VERICE Lo, ReaF#EE
RPWBLTNTHEENIBEHIWL 5DT, HROBRELTHIUT IS,
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4.2.2 /773 7RUINT T TOEEN) 23— HiEE

FT 7T T7EEND) 2=, KT TSI TOEBRN) a—NOKETIE, IREaEHE X T
777, BIURNRE X EHEOREERAIEETH 72, 2 VREKENBVICL T
K5 7T 7EENDY) A—NRE L VL5 75 TDEBED ) 23— VEDNERI 25— H R
THTZEHNALPIC o Tz, BELREKETR, &35 75 70BEROE 2+ 56, B
Téﬂ?7?7@T&<mﬁmﬁnﬁﬁ§#%m%ntﬂ,@%mbﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ&?u,%&
BELTHETES THEPFENH 2280w, B2LB3I TS5 70BOERIEE T
Mol FRNTTT7T7TENEBINY) a—NEOKETY, BELIRAKEDITS HY, W
SR LRAEREL ), BFEOBERMICEBENBH LN Th o0, SO Eb b, M
FUREERICT DL, FEENTHHEADHBESL LS,

REEBEE (CFEF 1996) T, AWRTHOEEHN DD 2 BREDTROBETY, D& 57
77D a—NEOKE, BLU @&/ T 75 TOEEN ) 3 —NEOKE (1T B,
REBELHEICTIHELORE TR E Clt, BARDEFED I —2 1B hh 2
DT, ELLDR/ERELZFEHT 20REEBTILESNH 27255, HBYa—L - FZ %
BHEFEENRHBNETRTOIRE D L DREEBIC BV TREED B2 ONTIE, 44K
DRETRETH 5 (FF 1996),

T 7 A MEROMEIL, FES, FH, TR0, HEAME, BHRORE, TEHO
EAECENERLBMHRL T, BEROPELSEREL ChrtiFiudn b, SEH
FRETDLT, 777 7OMBLBERL T2, %575 70BERERAT 2
@u@%ﬁwoKW%THN§7§7EIofﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁtﬂté:tﬁb#otok?%
HENE CPE 1996) & RIS, WTROREEEEZFE > TL, LT 7T 70D a—)LED
39D 7 7T 7 ENERBICEL, BRBEOELS 7570 a—LEyME ) HEIZE
Pl DI ERLELNT T 7L NERBIN, BRIEND S TS 7RI NBRI N H -
REVC)ZENFEZLNE Y, K775 7OEELREOEENI S h kLN ZN LD
LHRERVGFRICE, > 72 (FF 1996), 727 & b D#%EICBET 2 ) a—AbdEvoit, =
- BAENDEFEL VBRI H 0L LTy,

5. 8 b ¥ (2

AR T, HBEOEEFNOECERENES, FHEAYAET L) 2—ILF 2 | DIRA
BEDEND, ) I— - 70 AINDBERMHBERITTHIE I PERT L2, FORE,
ROELBHHALDIZ -7,

(1) XEL2EDY) 3= LDBEICBEC UIHE LIRS &R0 200 2R S 5012 .96
THERENZ &S, XELEND) I—NDORETIRES LOREEELFRET 2502,
ENIEMBEIC L TEnTH AT,

2) TI7RAIANEELHR (FEORE) 0 2— LB ETL ZHo0RAENHEEI 81T
P&, VeI S22 L5,

B RABENBNCEST, 3777 7D a—NEKEENRF T T TOEEN ) 2 — L&
DIRBLD 737 — > DR 5122 2 dp b, &F7 7578 UEEEETY a— LB il %
TOBL, CFHELNREEELZFRATINIERTILENH L1755,
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4) YHLLnRERESFEHLTCLEL T T 7D)) a—NEYF—FEFG(, REDFEL T T
S LED -2, BB, (VBN FE (1996) 2 XETHERL L1
AR T EBELERBRELIFLUL T2, ZFEF IO L VEVERELBRBEHEL L T
W3, EFEZENDECERE ZNRICL2HE, BUORERIALNE»E ) 2L, 0T 7
ZMDEIDFEXN ) a—NDFTHMZ T, 4HBRFL T BB DH 5,

2 %2 X |
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Appendix: Idea Unit Analysis

(Paragraph 1)

1. American cities changed
. in many ways

. after World War II.

. Many people moved

. out of the city.

. They moved

. to the suburbs,

. the areas around a city.

W o0~ O U e W N

. Most of the people...were rich.

—
<

. who moved [9 and 10 = Most of the people who moved were rich. ]

[
—

. Poor people usually did not have enough money

—
oo

. to move.
. They stayed
14. in the cities.

[u—
w

(Paragraph 2)

15. During the 1950s

16. and 60s

17. theré was another important change
18. in American cities.

19. Businesses began. . ., too.

20. to leave the city

21. They left

22. because the people. . .were poorer.
23. in the city

24. Poor people did not have much money
25. to buy things.

26. So, many shops

27. and restaurants moved

28. to the suburbs.

29. People. . .had more money

30. in the suburbs

31. to spend. [29, 30 and 31 = People in the suburbs had more money to spend. ]
(Paragraph 3)

32. Cities began

33. to have many serious problems.



34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
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The rich people

and the businesses did not pay city taxes anymore.
The poor people could not pay much money

in taxes.

So cities had less money

for schools

and housing.

Sometimes they could not pay their police officers
or firefighters.

And they could not take good care of their streets
and parks.

(Paragraph 4)

45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.

64.
65.
66.

But money was only part

of the problem.

Many people believed

that American cities were dying.

They had good reason

to believe this.

City streets were sadly empty.

Many neighborhoods. . . were dirty

and parks

and dangerous.

[52, 53, 54 = Many neighborhoods and parks were dirty and dangerous. ]

In some places

buildings were even falling down.

And nobody seemed

to care.

This was the real problem.

Most of the people

and businesses. . . were

with money

in the suburbs. [60, 61, 62, and 63 = Most of the people and businesses with money
were in the suburbs. ]

They did not care

what happened

to the cities.
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The Effect of Scoring Criteria on Recall Protocols: Focusing
on Japanese EFL. High School Students with High Proficiency

Kinue HIRANO*

ABSTRACT

This study investigates the effects of two different scoring criteria on the written recall
of an expository text. Using both a strict and a loose criterion of recall, the written recalls
of 53 Japanese EFL high school students (focusing on students with high proficiency) were
scored. The strict criterion disallowed distortions and additions, though it allowed para-
phrases. The loose criterion allowed some distortions for the original meaning, i.e., cases
in which most of the meaning was correctly recalled. The results revealed that the correla-
tion between the strict and the loose criterion was extremely high for the total number of idea
units recalled correctly ( r= .96, p<.01). This finding for Japanese high school students
supported the very high correlation found with Japanese graduate students in Hirano (1996) .
For the total number of main ideas recalled correctly, the correlation was also high (r = .81,
p<.01). In addition, the criterion of scoring recall protocols applied proved to be a signifi-
cant factor which affected the comparisons of the recall of each paragraph and of each
paragraph main idea. This finding reaffirmed the results of Hirano (1996) . That is, signifi-
cant differences were found between the strict and the loose criterion in terms of the
percentage of correct recall across paragraphs and paragraph main ideas. For paragraph
recall, there were significant differences between all four adjacent paragraphs recalled in the
strict criterion: Paragraph 1 > Paragraph 2 > Paragraph 3 > Paragraph 4. In the loose
criterion, however, there were no significant differences for all paragraphs: Paragraph 1 >
Paragraph 2 = Paragraph 3> Paragraph 4. For the recall of each paragraph main idea, the
pattern that emerged was different for each criterion: for the strict criterion, Main Idea 1
= Main Idea 2 > Main Idea 3> Main Idea 4; for the loose criterion, Main Idea 1> Main Idea
3 = Main Idea 4, Main Idea 2> Main Idea 4. (Main Idea 1 = Main Idea 2, Main Idea 2 = Main
Idea 3)

* Division of Languages: Department of Foreign Languages
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