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Four text passages vary1ng along the dimensigns of the number of prop-:
\ .
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ositions unifying one or more text paragraphs and text)length d&re con- =
b - .
strucéed. Spbjects were blocked on prior text—related khowiedge ang . N
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One theoreticalJframework within which the organization of text.

information in memory has beén studied is KintSCh's (L974 1976a) theory "

R
» of text meaning. According to. Lhis theory, each paragraph in a text

.. a -
-addition, these propositions are assumed to be _organized into a text )
structure’ whiqh is hierarchical in nature. Compreheﬂsion of the text
. \\ N T
passage, in turn, 1§ ypothesized to lead to the acquisition of text

passage can be rﬁﬁresented as a' 1ist of interrelated propositiona.

>

'_‘ic ormatioh which also becomes hierarchically organizeﬁ - : .
# ot
SN Research on the organization of text informat inigemory has been
. , T

' oriented towagds efther proﬁi supporf’for this hierarchical model
\v Iy , B

(Kintsch & Ke an, 1974 Kintsch Egzminsky,’Streby, M¢Ki3n’ & Keenan,

1975; McKoon,‘ 977) or exploring the effects of v /priOus text structure

}xfactors such as the numﬁ&r of text propositions Kintsch & Kéenan, 1974),

‘
A n..‘

‘5»-\

’ - N

. the number of word concepts (Kintsch~§t al., 19 { textﬁlength (McKoon, \'

-

‘1977), and the height of/specifi text informa ion in’ the text structure

{(McKoon, lgz’, Me?er, 1975) Although it has been howﬂ‘éhat a learner s-
A

- a

:prior texterelated knowlgage nfluences what is learned“from textual

/ S o
‘materialéh(e Bes Lewis, Noge ; Mayer, Stiehl & Gréeno, l97§9, the -
N i < /j U' '\
.i re%égiépshigvbetween this’ learner variable and thé memorial organization
”vk.‘= i , o ¢ .
LR . . A _ ; .
k fbf text information has(not been investigated Lk 6\\3 -, 4
" ’ , . o T N
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-Three)qpestionq.arq, therefore, addreieed?fn’ghie study in an attempt

‘ i}

to explore that relationship, First, to what degree is the memorial orga- .
At ;
nization of text information a function of a learner s prior text-related
¥ ‘ .

' knowledée’ Second' assuming that organization to be hierarchical is the
degree to which i?gds h archical a function of such prior knowledge?

\’
Third, do any char ctejistics of the text: structure affect thp«degree of

i & ° .
i ? : ' v . k # 8}
memorial organization?, - . .o . s )

a

These questions,are considered,within an ‘extension of Kintsch's

a .

- theory. While it is assumed that the text information in memory 1is hier-
archically organfhed,'it is also hypothesiied that this organizationfoccurs

o
aﬁ\a result of hierarchically ordering propositions which unify one or more
N -

o of the different text paragraphs These propositions are assum\d to be .
either construgted by the reader or identified within the paragraphﬁ

. tﬂemselves Furthermore, the hierarch al ordering of th ropositionsa

g is consideréd to be a function of/;he degree of pafagr@ph commonality

) the greater the number of paragraphs that a proposition links together
[

N

(uﬂhfies), the more superordinate that proposition should be in the pro-
7

positional hierarchy. _ - . ) , t
DI .y - : |
‘ " This theoretical hypothesis concerning the construct n of a hier
, &

s
///:rchinl onganization of text memory, along with the reponted findings
\that a learner's prior knowledge significantly influenceﬁ the acquisition

of information from text (Lewis, Note 1; Mayerz Stiehl & Greeno 1975), .

suggests that both. the degree of memorial organization and the degree of
\ |
hierarchical organization shpukibe a function of the ‘degree of prior text-
¢
(

related knowledge and the number oﬁLunifying'text proporitions. If this @
: 4 * * . v
t

M , ' .\ - R . 1 : ]
1s true, then, given a fixed number'ofgunifying propositions in a

o i M%Qs LT z
\ . o
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passage, the greater the degrée of priorzf%owledge; the more highly
5 -
‘ L ’ '3 " » ¢ ) .
"organized and structured-the text information should be in .memory (a
. Y .

) . : )
indicated by a hierarchical clustering analysis). Also, given a fixe
level of prior knowledge, the greater the number of unif{ing propositio

to\ P T K .

fn a passage, the higher the degree of text organization. ' In éddition to
\

this theoretical ‘hypothesis, the E@le played by the Unifying propositions

in the acquisition: and orgahization of the text information is explored- *
in the context of the following experimental predictions

v .
(a) The greater the, number - of unifyinP text- propositions, the 1onger the

reading time (cf. Kintsph & Keenan, 1974) and the”greater the nombef of

‘n

e
{

. errors when subjects are given a verification task consisting of sentenjfs
Simiiar'to the ynifying propositions. . a

o

{B) If the number of unifyingepropositions influences'the‘degr e of text“

o

qrganization and .the degree of organization is related tovth degreeQOf

’"meaningful 1earn1ng (Ausubel & Robinson, 1969), then the greater the, number
m Y \)

of unifying text propositionS, the higher’ the score on a posttest cvndzsting

,
j

of questions based on thé tGXt information o R -

! P - L4

) SN 'ﬂ“

longer the text passage, the higher the degree of text organizatio t. N
. o A W

McKoon, 1977) ?‘ g ey o

The pfeseﬁx-exPerimen;:gas designed to test,all,o{gi:ese predicgiopsh
e : - oy Co P
\\,Method o, = [
Expetimental Materials o _' , ,“__,'»/;’ﬁ,?‘ -.h;

. : ‘_'u"‘* : st
ext. bases consisting of lists “of propositions comprising the}msaning "
; :

S
’ Of the_gext (Kintsch, 1976b) were separately constructed for each Df 9 'i

- . kS v v
3 PN \. RUY) ‘«

‘rconée s inithe area of operant conditioning.: The concepts were oﬁerant

y B .
b . . " - A
Lo .

"y R R ?'p - W -
. s Lee N ! N "4
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response, pperant level/“response strength, learning, positive-rein'foi'?, -

’ cmcinuon%égm50rcement; shaping, extinction, and resistance to extinction.
‘,((ioncepts Lfrom the area .of operant condi’tioni‘ng. were chosen because there
: g oL . : , 0 . . N
exteys a suhsta,ntial' base of subject matter characterizations ofi;’hege‘y;;. Nk
- ‘ \
concepts (definitions, prose descriptions, exa ples) from which tO co}!sﬁ;?ct“
. ) ‘ - _3.,, PR
the text bas-es- . N

v

) / :u - R
The different subject m#ter characterizacions were sa@d from operant

o™
' couditioning textbooks and ;{‘QlicatiOnS (e. 3-8 Dee &. Hﬂﬁe 19%7 Reese

\ Vzd

1 64) Thesrelationshi;ps undwlyins each of the q\ Ce
:* .

' from the- sampled materialgg apd assembled into the ;ext\ es.
{,a

' varied in length from':J to 30 pr0positions. ’After th s were onstrucsed
v P

pros descriptions of the concepts were generated by ranslating the prop—
[

' ositions in the basef« into sent%nceS- In. this way, .’ ‘the spe,cifie information

5
Four different. tlext pagageéwere written *from the text bases. One.

. contained within the \&eit passaggs was Coﬁroﬁle% fol-. _ \u_.a_,-\

pPassage cons1sted of the’ prje dqscriptions of the conc,epts, tOgether with

3

1ntroducto ‘and Summary par"agraphs, tand tra;g;ition sentences c(mnecting the .
pa’ragraphs. The addltional sentences embodic:d propositlons that Were ‘
kterded to give the text a unifying hierarcical structure. TheSe septences
contained, for example, informai:iOn about <the goals of psychology,’the rfature
Of behavioral psychology, ‘the task of the bemvioral psychologist,, and the. |
role of different conditions of,pra\_lctice. 'rh&?_passage will b! qalled the-

. . g e
(l;nified, long) passage. ,This passage was composed of 18 'pa&graphs and

- 0 A

2161 words. A s'econd~p;?sage (non-unified 1ong) ‘consisted of the firsgt-

{ ¥ v 4

passage minus the add’itional sentences. If had 12 paragraphs and 1446

\ words. A third nassage (unified, short) c0n51sted of the

LY
‘Jr

s

}\{st passage:



>y

Y : Pr1°r“_'“6‘°fle"g-e
. minus propositions in the text dealing with tPe concepu§ of operant response,
~ . A . Ry .

. 1 .
response strength, positive reinforcer, and shaping. It had 15 paragraphs

and’1613 words. ‘The”Same propositions were 3lso .deleted from ‘the (non?unified,
long) passage; thus giving rise to the fourtﬁ (non~unified, short) Passage.

That passage consisted of 9 paragraphs and 906 words.

- ¢ ¢

-

A pretest and 4 posttest were also constructed in order to assess a

L4

a

subject's kﬁoWledge of the concepts prior to, and after, the présentation {

of the text passage. 'ﬁoth tests consisted of concept Lﬂentification and

3

muitiple choice quedtions. The cbncept idestification questions consisted

of hypothetical béhavioral situations. Fbr each situation, sub}ects.ﬁere
asked to identify and analyze as many of the events and items as they could
" - T - . . « '. /'
in terms of the 9 operant conditioning concepts. In the multiple choice

‘ questions,  subjects had to state what would happen if a factor in a hypoth-

etical behavioral situation changed, or draw a conclusion abott & relat}bnég.

ship that exists within, such a situation. There were two multiple choice

and three concgp{ identification questions on the pretest. These same
“questions were“on the posttest, along with' two new md&tiple choice and
. o "\ . .

three new concept identification_questionms.

T
7

" Procedure . :
, . s

Each 6f the text passages was presénted to a different treatment. group,
* \ ’

Prior to reading ‘the passages, however,_the subjects were giveﬁ the pretest,

Then, based upon the pretest score, each subject was assigned to either a

low, medium, or high block within one of the treatmént»grdﬁps. The assignment
4

to the treatment groups was random. - The low, medium, and high blocks were

determined by partitioning the computed difference between the lowest and

3 oo v
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highest pretesf‘scalba of all the subjects into three divisions. ‘Hence,

—

.a randomized block designwas used, where the blocked factor was the pretest

8core group, and the other two factors were text structure (unified, nen-

unified) and text length Tshort, long). *
ESéh éubject réadfthe treatment passages at his own rate of speed and.
< f B, :

¢
recorded the -times at which reading began and ended. After reading the

,passage, each subject was given several tasks to do. First, subjects in
. ) . -y . ’ ..

each’ treatment group performeq a sorting task on the propositions in the

_Passage they had read. That is, given sheets of paper with the passage

:

Paragraphs numbered on them and arranged in random order, they were asked
to sort the parag;aphé into.groups such that all the paragraphs iu one
groué Ygo best together" (Kintsch, 1976a). Second, the subjects were g ueﬂ’
a teﬁ seritence verification task. Tﬂey were ;sked to identify whqtﬁe or
‘not they had ;ead each sentenée befére exactly as it was written. me of
the sentences in this task were mjdifications of senteﬁces that emboddied.

the ‘unifying propositions, while the rest of the sentences were taken '

. : AN
verbatim from the text passages. Third, the subjects completed the posttest.

N I\

Lastly, the subjects were‘given&ten sentepces,' These sentences were generated
from ffopositions which were either the same or slightly differcnt from

those in the Eext bases. @Pe'differences~were created b&‘either negating

a relationship in aproposiﬁﬁ#;or by taking a relationship from one prop-
osition and placing it in another ;ﬂe. The subjects had to identify each

of the ten senténces as being true or false.

Scoring and Dependent Measures

All of the veridical tasks were blindly scored: The dependent peasures

" for the verification and true-false tasks were the number Sf correct responses.

Py

\ ’ ) . EN
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The dependepf mehé?revfor_both the pretest and the posttest was the_total
"nﬁmber of points awérded on the test. ﬁither 0 or a full 10 points;yaé,
avélﬂed’gfor the answer ta a mﬁltiple choice question. ~The numpef of ’
‘poiﬁ;s avarde§‘>for an answer to a concept idéﬁtificatien queét%én varied

from 15 to 36‘points, depending upoﬂ thé number- of concéptslthat wefe, -
>present ;n that Question. In order to jﬁdge Ehese questions, sampie )
answers werelfirst written out. Points were then assigned based : on the
degree to which the answersvéorres onded to the sample answers. (i;ve point;
were given 1if a concept ‘was corrgctly identified i; a question, while twﬁ

and one-half points were given if the corncept name was identified, bué not

the event or item corresponding to it. ‘ ' . '

Subjects

There wefe 58 subjects. All were enrolled intan introductory educational
psychology coufse at Michigan State University ana %ere awarded points toward
their grade for‘participating.' Fifféén subjects received the¢(unifigd, short)
and the (non-unified, short) passages, whilé thé;e were 14 subjectghin each

of the other two treatment groups.

A : % Resulgs o | TN .
Two different setsiéf analyses wgné performed oﬁ.;he experimental data.
“Hierarchical clﬁstering analyses were carried out for the sorting kask'data.
F - 91y$es Qf’variénce were conducted for the dependent variables of reading
d N .
*ﬂ;e, the number of correct responses on the verification and true-false

¢ - -
tasks, .and the number of points on the posttest. The three independent
- . : 2

) \
variables that were considered in these statistical analyses were pretest

score block (low, medium, high), text structure (unified, non-unified), ,

and text length.(short, long).

o

o . - 10
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Hierarchical Clustering Analyses ' e »
Hierarchical clustering analyses were carried out in order to assess

the degree of organization and structure of’ the text information (Fillenbaum
& Rapaport, 1971 Kintsch 1976a; Miller, 1969) First, frequency c:oﬁcurrence

matrice?agere constructed from the sorting task data for each pretest score

block within each treatment group. The rows and columns of these matrices
N i

.are the numbers of the paragraphs in the text passage that werb read. Each

-

cell in‘a matrix indicates the number of times that two paragraphs were

. Y
sorted together by, the subjects in the block. - The.hierarchical clustering

A -
analyses were then carried out on these cooccurrenge matrices using a hier~

archical c1ustering program, LAWS (Michigan State University, Note \ﬁ ~ The

degree of organization of the text information w?s inferred from the number

~of higherforder major cluster groupings and higher-order connections betWeenX

the clustets. The greater the number of such groupings and connectionS}

the more highly organized and structured the information was assumed
- ' ' A} .
to be. ‘ ' ‘ A
) W
A % ) ’
For each of the twbd treatment "groups receiving the unified text passages,
- 1

theibllowing trend was observed: as -the degree of prior knowledge increased,

so did the number of major clusters and inter—cluster connections, i.e.,

" the more highly organized the text infonnation apLeared to be For example,

only two major cluster groupings were seen for the subjects who received the

‘unified, long) passage and had low pretest scores (Figure 1), while three \)

and four major cluster‘groupings“were seen,respectively, for the subjects
receiying®qe same passage who had middle and high pretest scores (Figures 2,
3). In addition, the greater the degree of prior knowledge, the’ more. hier-

archical the cluster analysis appeared to be.

-

. | 11



r

Prior Knowledge

10
W .
, Insert Figure 1 about here -
. ) | .
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{ Insert Figure 2 about here = ° o~

A U
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Insert Figure 3 about here .

v
M . : f
.. - -
.
f

, v
.~ .
7 . ' A similar trend was not Seen for th?;Freatdent groups ;eEeiving,the
non-unified passages. In that case, the degree of organizatiqp appeared to

be about the same for each pretest score block receiving the same passage.

An example of this‘trend can be seen by looking at Figures 4 and 5. Figure
\ . - .
4 deplcts the organization of the(non-unified, long) text by the low pretest

score group, while figure 5 shows the organization of the same text by the

~

, - high group.

Ingert Figure 4 about here

€

Insert Figure 5 about here

N N JO—

u | — 7
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‘&‘bth clustering analyses appeat to have three major groupings Also,

9

there does not appear to be any marked difference in the deg;ee to which
: hese two clusterings are hierarchical orrin the_number of inter-cluster '

' connections that are present in each analysis. The most hoticeable change
seems to be in the composition of the central cluster of these'tdo’figures.f
In the centrai‘cluster of the low group (Figure'b), the two paragraphs
involving'definitions of learning (paragraphs 5 and 6) are related, as are
the paragraphs in;olving'definitions of learninF and the reshlts of learning
57 and 8) Then a paragraph‘involving shaping (10) is hierarcghically added

N .
to the 4 paragraphs 1nvolving learning and the paragraph involving a positive
r%inforcer (9) is then also added to this cluster. 1In the central cluster
oéithe high group (Figure 5), however, all of the paragraphs involving
learning (5,6,7) are initially clustered together. Then paragraphs
relating to the results of 1earn1ng (8) and shaping (10) are added to\the
cluster. In'this analysis, the paragraph relating to a~positive reinforcer
(9) was part of a cluster relating to extinction (paragraphs 11 and 12),
rather than to\learning.

A comparison between the clustering analyses of the four treatment
groups also revealed mixed findinsf concerning the degree of organization
when both the degree of prior knowledge and text 1ength were fixed. ‘The
‘clustering analyses for subjects with high pretest scores who received the
unified passages appeared to have a greater number of major clusters ang;
inter—cluster connections than the clusterings of high pretest scoringl
suhjects receiving the non-unified passages. On the contrary, however, the’

clustegings of "tow and middle pretest scoring subjects receiving the non-

unified passages appeared to have a greater degree of organization,
w

Q . B : . ' .1;3

“~
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resbectively,than the clusterings of the~15w and middie pretest- scoring -

subjects who received tﬁe unified passages. Examples of these results

‘can bé seen by comparing figures 3 and 5, and figures 1 ang 4, £especti§ely.
Lastl&, when text structuré\;§§\held constant, the éroups receiving

the longer passages had more clusters gnd inter-cluster connections than

the grouu;reégiviné the shprfer passégéé. ‘

’

Analyses of Variance

Reading timeg §

The reading times for the grodbs receiving the uniff%d‘text'paégages
were significahtly hiéher than the t;mes for the groups receiving the :
non-unified passaées,_z.(i, 57) = 9.949, p<.003. Thegg were no signif—/

!iéant_reading‘pime differences between the groups withhrespect to text

length, F (i, 57) < 1. - ‘ | p

Verification task scores

. Subjects receiving the non-unified passages had a significantly higher
number of correct responges on this task than subjects reading the unified
passages, F (1, 56) = 18.220, p < .001.

Posttest scores

The posttest scores differed significaﬂgly with respect to ihe_blopkeg
factor, pretest score, Fr(2, 56) = 6.341, p <.004. Collapsing over the
treatment groups, subjects in both the high and medium groups pé;formed.
significantly b?tter on the posttest tﬁan subjects in “the low éroup,.g (46) =
3.385, p<.001 and t (46) = 2.780, p<.008, respectively. The scores of
subjects in)fhe médium gréup did not differ significantly from.those in the
~high group. Neither text’structure norﬂtekt—length wasma significant variable

with-respect to posttest score.
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True-false task scoresig' ,f:

¥ . L

7
7/,
No significant differences were.found with réépect to text structure

- . .
or text length on this task. There was, however, a significant interaction

,

between text structure and text k;;gth,.zt(l,ﬁ57) = 5.970, p,< .018. Sub-
jects‘receiving the ghqrt .non-unified passage scored'highet@than those

receiving the short unified passage, whilé’those"receiving the long un}fied
. passage scored higher than subjects re;éibing the long non-unified passage.

I
Discussion

This study examined the effgéts gf the variables of prior text-related
knéwledge and text structure on:the organizatiop of text information in
memory. Assuming a hierarchiéal clustering analysis to be an accufate
reflection of that organizétion, ;upport was found for the hYpothesisrthat

the degree of'memorial organization was a function of both'variables. The
/ - . .
relationship, however, between these variables and the degree of organization

was complex. \ . - ’
\\

Two different kinds of interaction effects were seen between these
o ’

-variables and the degree of organiiagien. First, as fgedicted, the degree
of (hierarchiéal) orgapfzation was found to be directly related to the
degree of prior téxt-rela;ed knowledgé when the text sf%ucturelcontéined
a fixed number of unifying propésitions. This findingtdié not hold, how-
ever, when those proposigéons were absent from the passage. In that case,

only slight differences in the organization of text information were Seen
1 B -

as a function of the degree of prior knowledge.

The second interaction effectapbeared when the degree of prior knowledge

was fixe@. Unequivocal suppdrt was not found- for the hypothesis that the

degree of text organization was directly related to the number of unifying

4
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text propositions. While this was seen for subjects with a highileVei
of prior knowledge, it was not seen for subjects with lower levels;of."&'lii;
initial knowledge. In that case, the degﬁbe of'orgahization for suhjects
who read passages wiq%P;t the unifying propositions was greater thaj.for
those who read\passages which contained»those propositions;

A pdssible explanation for both ofnthese interactidn\effects couid be
that the dnifydng propositions, rather than facilitating the drganization
of text information for students with a relatively low degree of prior

knowledge, actually interfered with the organization process. Because

the text, subjects

these propositions introduced additional know ledge " )
would have had to make sense out of that kngwledgeﬁelating it to all,
of the other propositions that were being processed in reading the‘passage.
Subjects who had relatively little knowledge to begin with could have been
hampered by the presence of these additional prqpositions, Subjects who
already had a high level of initiai know;edge; however, could have ignored

-

that information %rfgsed\it as cueing information while proeessing the
other knowledge being presented. | | ‘

The study also supported two of the three experimental predictlons
concerning the influence of the unifying propositions on the acquisition'
and organization of text information. Readingftimes were directly propor-
tional to thevnumber of unifying propositions in the text. Subjects
receiving passages with unifying propositions did make more 'errors than subjects
receiving passages without suck sentences. Alsojlthe degree =of text orga-
nization was higher for subjects receivihg‘a long textsthan for those

receiving a short text, regardless of the text structuzte. The predictiohs

regarding the posttest and true-false tasks WE;EIHOt supported. Neither
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of these scores differed significantly’betwéen the text structure treat-

a

ment gfouﬁs;_
. L/ . . .
Thg finding about reading time replicates Kintsch and Keenan's (1974)

result. As the qumbef,bf propositions increases, so does the amount of
1 - ’

information to be précéssed and the time needed for~proce$sing. The results

“ o

‘. Y

of the verification task seem to indicate that, when phifying propositions were -

!

present, they were processed and organized in memory. They were not

3
¥

remembered verbatim, but could have been used as anchors around which to
organize the otner knowledge that was presented. The fact that text length

affected the degree of organization appears to be due'primarily to the

, - ' .
inclusion in the clustering analyses of the introdhctory‘and summary para- R
. . . < . [

graphs. These two paragraphs themselves. were part of a cluster. - Lastly, g

the lack of significance with respect to the posttest and true-false scores

~

- may have been due to the hature of the test questions. These questions may

only have tapped knowledge based on information present within both kinds
of text passages. If this was the case, then it is not surprising that no
performance differences were found. It is unclear why the interaction effect
was found in the true-false task. It is difficult to explain why groups
recéiviﬁg texts differing in both' text structure and text length should have
performed equally well on the task. :
There are three methodological issues that occur in connection with this
study that deserve further examination. First, it is assumed ;hat the degree
, R _
of_memorial organization can be 1nferrea from the number ofvmajor clusters
and inter-cluster connections in a hierarchical clustering analysis.’ While
this assumption seems reasoﬂable, its validity still needs to‘be supported

by empirical data. One experiment that could be performed would be to show

]

17
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subjects who - have mastere% the concepts presénted in .this study (e. Bes
subjects with a high degree of knowledge as evidenced on .a test like the
pretest) pairs of’ different hiemarchical clusterings %f the concepts. ThF’
subjebts would be asked to rate the degree of similarity of organization of

" each pair or go indicate the member of eacﬁ pair that has a gregter degree

N ..

of‘organization. "In this ay, the dimensions whiCh are used in determining

egree of o{ganization could be empirically evaluated .;'

related methodological question has to,do with the degree of generality

. of the experiméntal results. Are they domain-specific’ That is, can similar
P4 \ .
',conclq;ions about the relationships between prior knowledge, text structure,.

and;memorial organization be reached when the concepts are, sayw in the area )

[N

of'poetry? Repeating,this study using a\different set of concepts would

.

a

help address this question.,

The third issue'concerns the relationship between memorial‘organization
* and text structure. . To what degree are the organizations depicted bn the

N L]

hierarchical clusterings a function of the text structure and-to what degree
are they a function of an existing organization offconciptual knowlédge in !

memory? An answer to this question would help to separate out the contri-
* - i

butions of the text structure and prior knowledge to the memorial organization {

;

seen after ‘reading. While it is likely that the text structure plays a greater

- -

role for learners with a low degree of prior knowledge and the memorial’ organ-—

izationdof prior knowledge plays a greater role for learners,with a higher
e A 1

degree of prior knowledge, an analysis of these factors still needs to be madeﬁ\

b

.and ' empirically supported. Bné way that this could be done would be to gather K

data on the memorial organization of the experimental concepts both before and <

after reading the“text. A sorting task could be used both times: Instead of
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sorting paragnaphs, however, subjects‘might be asked to group the 8hcept
- t ) el

wordsZ?n the. basis of thein similarity of meaning ‘ .j e' Y

¢ . .

Educational’ ImpliCations o : . . o °<P
T : : - .
9erhaps the major implication of the 1nteractiﬁﬁ“tffeCts reported in

.+ the study is that the degree to which organizers such as the unifying
! '3

prop itionquhich werelpresent 1n the text passages can aid the process

) of t:lt organization: y be a function of ‘a learner s degree of prior text-

igted knowledge . Prior knowledgefﬁppeats to help the organizational

process: along;\but itgggﬁénot be necessary if all the information that 1s

C ot needed for text comprehension and organization is present in the text in

‘ -a hly organized and structured form. -

o ) , .
Constructing and comparing’ analyses’ of a learner's kndwledge (using a
. : ' . / . . ' .

 sorting task siﬁiiar é% the dne used in the study) with ‘that of the text
information (as represented in the text structure) may be a‘useful‘way of
diagnosing the specific;concept groupingsfand links between the groupings
that'areumissing in the learner's cognitive structure. _ﬁith this information;
the teacher could be directed to the specific knowledge that the student -

E

ﬂust learn. . !

o

N
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Fipgure Cagtibns
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Figure 1. The hierarchical clustering analysis for subjects with

low pretest scores receiving the (unified, long),paésage.

i

T
' . » ¢
Figure 2. The hierarchical clustering analysis fdf subjec;s,with

middle fange pretest scofes receiving the (unified, long) ﬁ%ssage.

2,
LRy

1

Figure 3. The hierarchi&el clustering analysis for subjéccs with

high pretest scores receiving the (unified, long) passage.

Figure 4. The hie;archical clustering analysis for subjects with
low pretest scores receiﬁing thé (non-unified, long) passage.

&

Figure 5.. The hierarchical clustering analysid for subjects with

-

high pretest scores rg%éi&ing the (non-unified, long) passage.
T

e

g e

23




6 1715 14 11 9 1 12 10 7/8 56 18 - 32 1

Paragraph 16 describes extinction. |

Paragraph 17 describes resistance to extinction | , | o ;
" Paragraph 15 describes shaping '

Paragraph 14 describes a positive reinforcer and continuous reinforcement

Paragraphs 11,9,10 characterize learning :

Paragraph 12 describes the result of learning

Paragraph 13 characterizes conditions of practice

Paragraphs 7,8,5 characterize response strength-

Paragraph 4 describes an operant response

Patagraphs 18,3,2,1,6 characterize behavioral psychology ;
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Paragraphs 18,6,1,2,3 characterize behavioral psychology
Paragraphs 7,8, characterize response strength
Paragraph 12 describes the result of learning

. Paragraph 4'descriB§a &0 operant response

. Paragraph 17 describes resistance to extinctions
Paragraph 16 describes extinction c
Paragraph 15 describes shaping - )
Paragraph 14 describes a postpive reinforcer and continuous reinforeenent

. Paragraphs 9,11,10 characterize learning

Paragraph 13 chatacterizes conditions of practice
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Paragraph 17 describes resistance to extinction

Paragraph 14 describes a positive reinforcerigﬁd continuous reinforcement
Paragraph 15 describes shaping

Paragraphs 7, 5,8 characterize response strength
Paragraph 4 describes an operant response -
Paragraphs 10,11,9 characterize lesrning o ¢
Paragraph 12 describes the result of learning | |
Paragraph 13 characterizes conditions of practice

Paragraphs 1,18,2,6,3 characterize behavioral psychology
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3 2 1 9 10 5 6 8 7 11

Paragraphs 2,1 describe an operant response
Paragraphs 4,3 describe response strength :
Paragraphs 5,6,7 characterize learning ¢

Paragraph 8 describes the result of 1earn‘;g *

(12

Paragraph 9 describes a positive reinforceér and continuous reinforcement'

Paragraph 10 describes shaping '
Paragraph 11 describes extinction o
Paragraph 12 describes resistance to extinction
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Paragraphs 2,1 describe an operant response

Paragraphs 4,3 describe response strength :

Paragraphs 7,5,6 characterize learning <

Paragraph 8 describes the result of learning

Paragraph 10 describes shaping

Paragraph 9 describes a positive reinforcer and continuous reinforcement
Paragraph-11 describes extinction

Paragraph 12 describes resistance to extinction

'
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