
Background
• Two outliers, one from each group, were detected and removed from the 

analyses.
• An independent sample t-test was employed to investigate the group 

differences.
• The results showed that the drawing group recognized more words than did the 

writing group: the difference was marginally significant (t (32)= -1.44, p=.07).
• Moreover, supplementary analyses showed that the drawing group committed 

fewer omission errors (i.e., failure to recognize, AKA forgetting) than the writing 
group: the difference was marginally significant (t (32)= 1.37, p=.09).

• There was no difference in rates of commission errors (i.e., inaccurate 
recognition decisions, AKA false memory), p < .05.

Conclusions
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• Previous research has shown that, as compared to rereading, self-testing leads to 
better retention/learning; a phenomenon known as retrieval practice (Roediger & 
Butler, 2011). 

• Less is known about whether the format of self-testing would make a difference 
since previous research has mainly focused on written/verbal materials.

• A potential benefit of drawing on memory was first suggested by the dual-coding  
hypothesis by Paivio and Csapo (1973).

• Hence, it stands to reason that the act of drawing to-be-learned information may 
lead to superior long-term retention relative to note-taking strategies.

• Surprisingly, the research testing this hypothesis is sparse. 
• Therefore, the goal of the study was to test the effect of drawing, as opposed to 

recalling the information verbally, on memory improvement.
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• The results suggest that the act of drawing out words can marginally increase the 
long-term retention relative to note-taking strategies.

• Common teaching and studying techniques could be improved by using a 
mixture of drawing throughout the encoding stage or as an accompaniment to 
self-testing.

• A limitation being that abstract ideas are more difficult to draw. 
• The small sample size (n=36), could also explain the marginal significance. 

Additional studies with larger sample sizes could favor a stronger effect.
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• Participants included 36 University of Houston students who were in a psychology 
class. 

• Participants were verbally given a word with instructions to either draw it (n=17) 
or write it (repeatedly; n=17) for 20 seconds.

• After the 20 seconds, another word was given until a total of 17 words were met. 
• A recognition test was administered shortly afterwards to determine how many 

words the participant was able to recognize among a list of 100 words.
• The study lasted roughly 20 minutes.
• Each subject was awarded with one SONA credit for their participation in the 

study.

• DV = Number of words correctly recognized in the final test
• IV = Encoding/study strategy (drawing or writing)
• Ho = There will be no difference in DV between the drawing and writing groups. 
• H1 = Participants in the drawing group will recognize more words than 

participants in the writing group.  

Methods

Results

Variables and Hypotheses

Words list used in the study Drawing samples from the study 
participants
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