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- The America'n l._i'teratqre on memory devel:opmeht. is réplete with studies

. Y

» indicating that ‘emory development is, 1n part,'due to the development of
-
deliberate mnemonic’ strategies (Neach 197 j ,k'hile this concegtion of‘-
memory hal: b.een useful in accounting fo de.'elopé'entai differences in memory
f'ot a variety of materiéls, -it has fxot, been applied extensively to mémory
for meaningful materials. Accordingly, the present study was designed to
) &plore the possibility tha‘t deliberate mnemonic strategies are involved in

children's retention of meaningful prose passages. -

.

Additionally, it should -be- noted-that although mremdnic sfriteégies

b v @

' ma; enhance memory for meaningful materials,' these strategies would not
. seem to be an esseniial prérequisite for memory to occur. Clearly, there
is some evidence auggesting that children “as young as five years of age

retain the essential fea;ures of neaningful prose materials. In a study

f/ conducted by Gary Schumacher and lyself (Christie & Schumacher, 1975), f
/",/ exa;uple, kindergarten, second, and fifth grade children were presented a
fv';: \ £ passage consisting of sentences that were relevant or logically related to

! : the, main theme. In addition, the passage contained 'an-equal number of
the:natically irrelevant sentences which were in:ers;;ersed randomly amon,'g
rglevant s'enteqces.. T}(le resmflts indicated that »children at’ each graae
level recalled a-significantly greater ::Amber of relevant than :irrele\'ant‘

sentences. Apparently even kindergarten children are capable of using the

high order relations of sentences which are themarically relevant. .

.
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In the present study, the a<ailab111ny of high order relations in*

prose passages was manipulated by presentinglof Qithholding‘rélevant

. ’ . . ¢
cgntexfhal information, Without this information, the :sentences within

. .
= '

a pagsage Jqu semanitically ambiguous. dn the, other hand, if Jelevant

contextual inforﬁation was presepted, the sentences formed a meaningful
. S ' Id . : -

sequence of events. Using this procedure it was possible to determine

" if older children use'thg high order reNations in prose more efficiently

than younger children.

.~

» ‘o Method
Subjects S ' - . .
. The éugjects were 80 cﬁildren'randomly selectel from an elementary,
scﬂool. An equgl number of chiléren from first and fourth.grade were
’ tested. The.median age for the two grade levels “as 6.8 and 9.8 years,.

' —_—

s @Bpectively, _ _ . oo ——e T T 7T T T TE o

«

Passages it ' ’ y
§ Two passages, each of‘which coatainéd‘20 idea units, were quloyeé.

Each idea Unig consisted of a_nonredundanttéiece'of information‘concerning
either (a)"an gvent or (b) a cﬂara:te;istic of an object or person referred
“to in the péssage. The idea units within tﬁe passaée; were grammatically
well-formed but difficult to comprehend without the children's knowledge
of the context within which the story took place. To {1lustrate, the

following are the'finst four idea.units from c;e of the passazes:

.A’crowd of about 100 becple,sav the big e;plos;on. ‘Firegruck5'.
surrounded the bottom of the narrow tube-like building. }nside,
Joe* knew that ‘right now he was supposed tc sft still. Laterg Joe
noticed that the firetrucks looked 1jke tiny matchbox tors. :

Children presented relevant contextual i:fcriatioa for this pasga%e

wel:e' told that the story would te a’:out‘ax( astronaut named ‘Joe who tlasts

off in his rocketshi>.
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From previous research conducted by Gary Séhumacher and myself

(Cﬁrislie f Schumacher, 1976), it was found that if chi&dren are not

aware of the context, they actively search for ;;d attempt to generate ' ‘
their own context d;ring pass#ge pfesenpaflon. +To insure thaé children

¢ in the present study couid not generate th; contexts for the passaé;s,

N “an exploratory study was carriedibut with 10 fifth gragé chilren.

| Half of the children heard one of tﬁe passaggs and. the remaining children

)
heard the other passage. In both conditions, the passages were tape

‘recorded and presented-éithout their corresponding contextual statements. '

After the presentation of a bassage, each child was asked if he or she

"knew or had figurgd out what the story was about. 'Twp.judges determined

independenti& whet%er or not each child gen;?ited a éubstantively R ’
equivalent form of the context. The judges agreed that none of the children‘

»
‘ -
was able to generate the context.

Design

) A zxzxi facboriél design- with two dependent measures was employed.

. The factors yere? (a) context - prq%ented vs. withhel@; (b) instructionsi-

intentional (children who were inforged about the subsequent memory taskf

vs. incidental (children who were no£ inforied); ana (c) g:;;e - first i

vs. fou}th gradérs. erenhent zeasures consisted of a reconstruction A

N aﬁd recogni&io?,teat. . ' * . ! \
Procedure .

The children were tested individuall}. within eachgrade level, *
assighment Eo condigions.wasjén a random basis. Ptio} to the presentations .
of a'passage, half of the childre:.from each grade level were informed ’/<”’

that tﬁey would hgar a story|and lzter be asked to tell the egﬁefi:enter

. the /story (1ntentfonal'instrLccions); the remaining children were simply

tola that they would hear a stcry (incideatal instructions). Then, one

.

|
i
1



of th§ two passages was pre;en;ea c§ each child’ via a tape recofdef,
‘Suﬁéequentlj,,the children weie'ésked to;igll the expétﬁm;nter everythinka

they could rememget about thé story. Each child's reconstruction of the K

stofy\was»gape recorded and later given'to two judgéé“uho detérmined
’-independently-the ﬁumbe:hof idqn,gnjtq.reconstructed. Judges qonsideréd

an idea unit éorrectly reéalléd if it appeared in the child's reconstruétion
without subStan£1a1 alteration of meaning. Ac;oréingly; synonyms and
changes in tense we;J acceptable. The 1ntérjudge reliability coefficientv. ' to

_ for the number of idea units reconstructed was :95. : : ) .
Immediately following each child's reconstruction gf the story, he or
she/ was administered an oral recognition test.  The test consisted of
40 pentences. Half of the ;entences were from the original passage
(original sentences); the remaining senténces were sezantically differ%gt
from the original sentences (distractor sentences). The sentences were

4

presented in random order and the child's task was to rdndicate whether G

s 3 ~N ® »
or not each sentence came from the originally presented passage. Each

child's recognition score consisted of the total number of correctly .

identif#ed original and distractor ‘&nences.

. Results

Reconstruction Scores

Figure 1 shows graphically the effects of grade, contex:, ard

instructions on\reconstruction sceres. The analysis of vgriance oa

reconstruction scores yielded significant main effe%ts for grade’

(F (1,72) % 23.82, gf?Ol) and contex: (F (1,72) = 5.23, p<.05). As
‘expected, older children reconstructed a greater mumber of idez units

than‘younger children. For the contextual manipulation, childrem who

received the context reconstricted 'a‘gregur numbep of idea umits than

’




. b o
~ 3
’

children who did not receive the‘contéxt.’ Ad@itlonally, the Jjnstructional
factor interatted with grade so that the relative’ impact of the instructional

manipulation was greater for older than younger children (F (1,72) - 4.26,‘

p<.05).

Recognitioﬁ Scores ; ‘ v

(S}ide—o£_£iguxa_2), The analysis of variance on recognition scores

yielded a significant'main effect for grade (F (1,72) = 33.01, p<.01).

Older children correctly identified a greater number of original gnHl

distractor sentences ghah'younger children. A.significant main effect

for the contextual manipulation (F (1,72) = 31.72, p<.01) indicated that

children who received the context correctly identified a greater number

)

of origlnal'and distractor sentences than children who did fot receive

thé context, No significart inierqgtion; were obtained.

’

e R R s B W rn g '\\ £

v, —

v

The results of éhe present study are\conbistent with those of previous
tstudies)yieléing agg;related incrgases {n the r;teqtlbn of prose (Christie &,
Schumacher, 1§75, 1976). Clearly, oldef cfildrén exhibited higher ré- E
"construction and recognition scores than yo%gger children. . $
. The availability of contextual inforrzatjcan also affected reteﬁtion

. :measures. é;ildren who were given contextual tnformation prior to passage
presentation exhib;ted higher recoénstructioz aad recognition scoies than
children who were unaware of the context. Ttis\finding is quite reasonable
sincJ contextual information serves an importaat role in clarifying the
nature of the high otder relgticns amoqg the éentenceé.‘ Without contegtual

information, each sentence is a discrete event or episode which does not

relate gemantically to other ‘'sezteaces. Clearly, if the memory task is

v * -
» ’

a gemantic one, retefition reziily results.
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' Ilt‘is ihte@stirig to ‘\"lote that the contextual manipulation did not '

1 téract;wit‘:h age. i:n iiﬁe with previous reseqrch, it apﬁeérs that olde'zi )
v ‘a' well as younger chilxi‘tien.very-efficdently use their- semant:lc mory *
» ’stem to'retain the e?sential features of prose (Brb\m 1975, 1976 :
Ghristie & ScI?u:nachet, 1975; Jenkins,ﬂ’l973) :ﬁp.parently children ar‘e . ~
‘ |Ie11 adapted to the t‘gsk of remembering meaningful materials. .

’
.

4' ~ In reference Lo the instructional Qar;:lpulation, it was thought that

{f strategies were involved in the retention of prose; htentional instructions:

would be -suff:lcienf to induce older children to engage in these strategies.

The significant grade by 1nstruction interaction for reconstruction scores

provided evidgnce consistent with these expectatiocns. Older but not younger.
A iy I .

children exhibited higher recénstruction scores uzder ,intentional versus

4ncidental instructions. N

g Further eyidence indicating that deliberate strategies were involved. KT

¥
. 3

in.older ,ohildren’s performance on the reconstruction task\can be found

Ky comparing reconstruction with recognition test score results. @s’ ‘ \ "
¢ ' :

< ) “ " " X L " .
mentioned previously, a¥significant grade by instruction interaction was
obtained for reconstruction scores. For recoznitiea $cores, no significant

interaction was obtained. Sin!recogution tésts are sensitive to the

-

amount of information stored in memory (Kintsch, 1968), the superior

Tetention of older childretn who were given intentional versus in:i(‘gn‘tal‘

insg{ructions’ cannot be attributed to differences in the zmoun: of infer-

mation stored. Rather, it is zore likely that differences in recondtruction

scores as a function of the instructidnal manipulation were due to differences
3 d . ! ¢

in what’ older versus younger children were doing with the irformation they

. . '
. . %

had stored. ) » ; * ¥ 4 =
“ L. . d

I-‘inall'y, while it is unclear what the nature of these’ strategies

. ' Pl
.

g -
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might have been, it is clear, based on the exploratory study r;eported
” R o :
earlier, that older, children's superior performance was not due to Pheir
generation of the context during-passage presentation., It appears that

other deliberate strategies beyond .the level of context generation ‘are

involved' in ’aée-related ‘creases in children's retention of prose.

o
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