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ABSTRACT

An experiment was conducted to test the effects of
isolating anﬂ identifying generalities and instances in written prose
instruction on student performance. Eighty college students were
given either a typical chapter from a college textbook that included
a suamary, the same chapter with the suemary removed, a modified
version of the chapter in vhich generalities and instances of those
generalities vere isolated and irrelevant material was eliminatel, or
no instruction. Isolating generalitiés improved performancs on a

- 20-1tem memory and application level test. Isolating generalities and

instances bettered efficiency, vwhich wvas defined as test sczore
divided by time spent. An unexpected interaction between treatment
and the sex of subject occurred. Males exposed to the chapter with
the sumpary had higher test scores than males exp>sed to the modified
chapter. These results vere reversed for females. The results
provided support for the proposition that instruction designed to
teach a given generality should be structured by isolating and
identifying descriptive statements and instances of that ganerality.
(Author/RL)
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Isolation of Generality Statements

and Instances

The purpose of this experiment was to test the effects of
isolating and identifying expository generalities\ and instances on
student performance.

Merrill and Wood (1976) developed a taxonomr of instructional
variables which divides instructional content into four primary pre-

sentation forms. One form, an gxpcsitqijy’jgné:a;;tj, is a descriptive

statement which does one of three things: first, it may identify
Critical attributes of a concept and indicate how these attributes

are combined; second, it ‘may.specify various interrelationships between
concepts; and third, it may preseﬁthprﬁcedms for ordering and using
concepts.

A second primar, presentation form, an expository instance,

is a particular object, event, or symbol which is an example of a
concept, a relationship between concepts, or a procedure for using
.concepts (Merrill and Wood, 1976).

Merrill, Olsen and Coldeway (1976) proposed eight relation-
ships between the variables described in Merrill and Wood's taxonomy
and student performance. Cne of these propositions stated that, "The
primary presentation forms for a giv%n segment of instruction and
accompanying elaboration should be identified and isolated :.nsw.;h a
- way that a student can easily locate, skip, or review a given form"
(p. 11). No studies were found by Merrill and his associates which
directly investigated this proposition.
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generalities in the modified chapter would focus attention on the main
ideas and function as organizers. Several studies have found that
isolated veival organizers help to improve comprehension and retention
of fairly long prose passages (Ausubel, 1960; Ausubel § Fitzgerald,
1961; Ausubel § Fitzgerald, 1962; Ausubel éYoussef, 1963; Frase,
1967; Bauman, Glass, § Harrington, 1969; Sclsmell 1972). Second,

in the modified chapter which did not pertain to the expository gen-
eralities was removed. ‘Third, expository instances were isolated
and clearly grouped with the expository gereralities they exempliified.
- This would reduce ambiguity as to which instances belonged to which
generalities. Fourth, the isolated generalities’ along with their
instances would enable subjects to easily skip or Teview those p'::r—
tions :af the chapter with which they were most or least familiar.
Fifth, each expository generality and instance in the modified chapter
was meaningfully labeled. Fredrick and Klausmeier (1968) observed
that when meaningful labels were attached to instances concept attain-
ment was better than when nonsense labels were attached to those
instances. Therefore, it was thought that meaningful labels attached
- to instances of the modified chapter would assist learning.

Those in the sunmary group were given a concluding list of
expository gen&ral:.t;es which sumarized the chapter's content. This
set of generalities was expected to facilitate learning by fccusing!
attention and by acting as an organizer. Unlike the m:cl:.fz.ed chapter,
haweirer the crig;mal chapter with the summary did not gmup together

2



Isolation
6

group will be significantly more efficient than students in eiiher
the summary or no summary groups.

The usual finding is that the more time spent in learning,
the higher the performance on the test. Consequently, when test
scores are adjusted for time required to learn, efficiency is often
equal even when one group PEI‘EI‘ITE better on the test. In this -
experiment, both less time and superior test perfaﬁnance are predicted.
Thus, there should be a difference in efficiency.

Eighty students (28 males and 52 females) volunteered to
participate in this study. All of the students were enrolled in
int;radn:tci‘y psychology cia,sses at Brigham Young University.
Materials

Three types of instructional booklets were prepared using

the entire second chapter of Elcmentary Principles of Behavior

(Whaley § Malott, 1971), a best selling psychology textbook. The
general topics covered by this chapter included ﬁperant. c:anditianjng,‘
reinforcement, and response classes.
Treatments
The summary booklet consisted of the chapter exac:‘tly as it
- appears in the text. The chapter included a summary section at the
end which listed the important generalities covered in the cﬁapter;
The no sutmary booklet was identical to the summary booklet

except that the final summary section was excluded.
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- Procedure
Students were randomly assigned to the four treatment condi-
tions as they entered a scheduled classroom. Each student was
directed to be quiet, to fill out the information sheet, and to follow
the written directions on the first page of the instruction booklet
or the first page of the test booklet if the student was in the
control group.
Instructional booklet directions asked the students to study
the entire booklet for as long as desired, to mark the beginning and
- énding times to the nearest minute in the proper blanks by referring
to the cléck in the room, and to go on to the test booklet when they
lwere finished, “It also explained that the content would be tested.
The test booklet directions asked the students to circle the

response which they thought was most correct from one of the five

as long as they wanted, to record starting and ending times, and to
‘not look back at the instructional booklets during the test.
After completing the tests, students were directed to leave
quietly and to hand their materials to the experimenter at the door.
Results
A separate analysis of variance for each dependent variable
was performed. When signifiéagt differences were fbund; a Newman- |

Kéu1§_(NaK3 procedure was followed to make group comparisons., The




=

Isolation
10

The fourth hypothesis was supported, F(2,54) = 6,26, p < .01
Ihe N-X test showed that the isolation group was significantly more
efficient than the summary or no sumary groups which did not differ
from each other. In Table 1, remember that the smaller logarithm
transformed scores are the more efficient.

Sex Differences

The data indicated that there were scme sex d;fferences
Because blacklng on sex was not part of the Driglnal des;gn, the cell
sizes were unequal. Table 1 1nd1cates»the means and totals for males
and females.

On test performance, there was n@t\a main effect for sex,

but there was a sex X treatment interaction as shown in Figure 4,

E(3,72) = 4.02, p <.05.

For time to learn, there were no significant sex differences.

For time on test, females completed the test faster than
males-F(1,72) = 6.76, p < .0L. |

For efficiency, while the means suggested a sex X treatment
interactien, neither the ma;n effect for sex nor the interaction

was s;gnlflcant.

Discussion
—==tlo5ion

Test scores were improved by isolating generalities. Had the
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have been interesting to have measured the feelings of subjects
towvard the various treatment materials.

Also, it would have been valuable to have measured the learn-
ing of incidental information not directly related-ta the selected
generalities. However, in this experiment, only the learning of the
generalities isolated inthe modified chapter was measured in the
| posttest. These particular generalities may not have been the most
important and inclusive generalities in the chapter. Nevertheless,
the chosen generalities, while perhaps not being the most important,
were imbedded in the original chapter without the summary. The
results of this exﬁeriment provide support for the proposition that
instruction designed to teach a given generality should be étructuréd
by isolating and identifying descriptive statements and instances of

that generality.
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Figure Capticns
Figure 1. Fourth ﬁaée of the médified (iso!-tion) booklet.
) Figure 2. One of the application level test items. {
Figure .. One of the recognition memory level test items.

Figure 4. Sex X treatment interaction on test performance.
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What is the positive reinforcer in each of these three passages?
Efiig_gsaﬁ?l

~ The family was delighted with their newly écqllired dog ‘hamed -
Caesar. - He ’pé’f:ft‘:méd mumerous tricks such as rolling over, jumping,
play:l:ng dead, and barking. All family members hadzto do was provide

the appmpﬁate signals and commands. It was decided that Gaesa%

"should be rewarded when ne did a trick. After all, he ¢id them so

well. Each time Caesar completed a trick, he was given his favorite
ball tc: play with. "of course, Caesar still faithfully péIfD’ﬂTEd the

tncﬁ as he had always done.
/
15. a: favar;te ball -

I

b. ﬂgnals %

c. food

d. ' pats on the head

e. there is no positive reinforcement
!
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