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ABSTRACT

CONSTRUCTIVE ASPECTS OF SENTENCE MEMORY IN CHILDREN
by
Hyun, Myoung Ho

Department of Psychology, College of Liberal Aris & Sciences
Chung-Ang University
Seoul, Korea

The purpose of this study was to investigate constructive aspects of sentence memory
in children.

Subjects were 30 fourth graders (mena age 9.11) and 30 kindergarteners (mena age
6.3), summed up 60.

The main instruments used in this experiment were 9 sentence story set and recogni-
tion test which used by Liben and Posnansky.

The results of this study were as follows:

1) Children remember falsely and confidently new recognition sentence that express
ideas that could be inferred from original sentence. Therefore, children remember more
true inference sentence than premise sentence.

2) The extent of remembering sentence varies with ages. In other word, the older
children throughly remember less recognition error, and more false premis and false
inference error than younger children.
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