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The Kengrd Method and Children’s Vocabulary Lehrning:‘

}éﬁ Interaction with Vocabulary Khowledge

! - -
" The purpose of the present study was to explore a potentiél (/

?

aptitude-by—-treatment interaction (ATI) assocxated with Atkinson

’ »
) and Raugh’s (1975) "keyword" method. Proposed originally as a

‘ ]
' - .

technique " for improving college studsntgf foreign vacabulary

-

learning, the keyword method has recently been. applied to

children’s acquisition. of new vocabylary . and other factual

*

;n#ormation in their own natiye language (Levire, 1981; Pressley,
‘" LA ’ )

Levin, & .Delaney, in press). The methodditself is a two-stdge

- »

- Mmnemonic process, wheréby{ (1) the ungémilian term is first.
transformed into a familiar ' concrete stimulus;/\and (2) a
thematic relationship'xs. then created between the transformed

* stimulus and’ the information associated with. the 'original

-

v stimulus. Thus, fq? example, to remember that the English” word,

ggggégg means a type of plant, one could use the keyword dog and \

imégihe'a dog chewing a plant. Or, to rememben that a doradg 15

s

" a figh,rone could picture a fish knocking on someone’s door.<\It

-—

is not un&sual for students ‘learning via the keyword method to. Lo

T4
«

experience memory incremerits of 100%Z or more.

<

To date, thé,bulk' of keyhord #esearch has focussed on

. "‘ -
several materzals-and—procedural variations associated with the

R -\
method. In contrast, lxttle attention has been paid to the
. - questxon of whether ‘the keyword method is equally effective for
students of dxfferxng cognztxve abeatxes. A few studies have °

aﬂdressgﬁxthxé questxon’ by. defxnxng individual diffegences in
Q

.

terms a groqp‘charatteristic, such’ as age (e.g., Rressley &

Levin, 1978). Mareover, -a. few. other studies have  examined
p ' ' . » : ;
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. . * '

¥ o {/‘ : W
%, . sélected individual differences variables using usecondéry and

. i
LI college ‘students (e.g., Delaney, 1978; Presgley, Levin,
Nakamura, Hope, Bifpo, % Toye, 1980; Mullis, Note 1). What” was
of interest here was whether the keyw?rd method--or more
* .. T - v

A speci?ically, different variations of "the method——would" work .

equally well for yéumger students (fifth graders) who differed

‘ widely in ability. !

- v
- N * -

. The .-ability of interest  was ‘general verbal ability.
. o . . '
// Because such a construct cannot tbe easily defined or measured, . a
N i 3

4 . " -
vocabulary knowledge subtest of a-standardized,instgument'served

- . .

.

as a'proxy. -The major reason for'selecting a verbal ' ability

measure as the target individual differences dimensign was that

the first {stimulus—transformation) stage of the keyword method

s .
certainly appears to-involve a’ component of verba?‘?acirity. In Efg-

. . L LA ) -
. the presqgﬁ study, variatians of the method, a$ well as the

specific vocéhulaﬁy items selected, exploited tgis pr?shmed:
verbal facility eitheé.to a greater\or‘lééser' deéree. It was
. . N : ~
antiéipatedythat \the more the task’ was&fasﬁioped to requ?re
' verbal 'mé“ipulationé on the pamt'gz- the child,:fhe mqrg'highiy

' related would performanCe' be to the 'meéshred ,»?ndividgal .
differenceg variaQ}e.

- . .

‘The -type of ATI anticipated relative " to a bo—strategy

8
¢ v . . 4

- : control condition was not S0 obvious. On fhé‘pne hand, students
of higher, abilitf might - exhibit greater faciiitatiqn from an
. ) ' . - R + s

‘ability—demanging variation of the kéyword methaa, in Eomparison

to: their lower ??bilify peers. »' On the~o£ﬁer Baﬁd{ fﬁe higher . )
- abili;y students might be expected to QeEfbrm at a high lgvél

when 1left to their own devikes (i.e.,‘in_a controgl conditiony,.

" which would serve to work in opposition to: the 'potentié{
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interaction just noted. Indeed, some would ekpect an interaction.
Q . .s\ . ! s
'to materialize in’ which differences between higher and lower.
- . - 3 < Y . . !
ability, students were larger under control than' under keyword

N

—— o e

~

instructions’ (see Levin, 1974). ' .
o Al ' . K ] .

\ - . Method

Subjects ’ , : - ' )

The .subjects were 144 fifth-grade , Students. from three

- - » . ' L
elementary séhooLs in a midwe%tern community. Initially, 254
. students were éaministered a pretest--the. Level '€, Form 1

vocabulary subtest of/ the Cdénitive Abilities Test (Thorndike &

+ -

. Hagen, 19?1)——tn/determine their level of vocabulary knowledgé. .
. . ~ .
This preteét. included 235 vocabulgry items. For each item,

-

students were to choose the best definition. from five possible
i ..

choices. ' 2

~ Students’ scores‘on‘the vocabul ary-knowl edge pretest ranged

’

from B8 to 25 correct responses. | The reliability of the pretest

was determined for both the initial sample of 254 students and

a N

for the 144 stdédents selected for participation in the' study.
» ) ' '

Cronbach’s alpha was .70 for the initial sample and .82 faor the }
subsample. %h?re were no é%bngficant Jse&’.differénces in Lt
‘ performance on the preteét among ;ubjects partic{pating in the
study (é > .200. Sugiec;s chosen 40? this study ;s "higher
. ab?lity“ éubjecﬁs ‘were studénts scoriqg' 21 and abovg (75 ,
stgaents% from whom 72 subjects weére randomly chosen). These
_ sﬁbjects. vere ra;dowly assigned in equal fumbers (h = 18) to
¢ four experimental'con&itions, to be describeg shortly. "Lower
B . ability" subjects were'étudents séoring 16 and below on the

e vndébulany test (74 students, from whom 72 subjects were

-

P : randémly chosen). These suqucts were also,randomly assigned in
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.equal numbets (n = 18) ‘to the four,experimental cond¥#tions. The

-

--' "I - u .
., bottom 2BZ of the original sample, and the mean pneteet,;///>/f/

difference between the two groups (about 8 points) represents

more than five within—group staodard deviations. ' A
- v - N =
.4

.

Each subject was askgd~%to 1learn the definitions of 16

-~

English vocabulary wordsi(e.g., penna, meaning

xregg, meaning stone). A list length-of 16 iteams

P ” N 4 N
avoid both - ceiling and floor effects. (sée f

Pressley,.. 1977a). \ Each' vocabulary word contalned three or fewer ‘

QQ

syllables and a ¢ crete ode—syllable keyword. ‘All keywords
N Y .
Wwere located in the fi st syllable of the vocabulary item. Half
. »

of the vocabulary ite contaxned keywords that could be

: ' extracted directly ﬁrom the vocabulary word 1tse14 (e.9., pen
for- ggngg), and half contained keywords that could be extracted

. - . - . 0y N

- N - * - \

only after at least gne - _orthographic transformat{onﬁ of the -0 f

- N4

votabulary word (e, g., pie ‘for pyrene)s The two types of items ~

b
‘. will be referred fo hereafter as dxrect keyword and indirect

=== == m——n==X
2
’ ; * > ’

ggygggd reepectively. This 1tem—type manxpulatxon was examxned "o

in, relatxon to :he ATls of” 1nterest here. (Note, however, that'
”performance on the two ited tvpes cannotbbe compared directly,

in that the constituent‘ ltemé werg neitner rarfdomly selected

r . 5 T '

from some well defxned populatxon nor matched on all other -

potentially relevant orthographic and :emant1c d1mensxons )

- s k4 '

Three keyword condxtxons 1and a control condition were ot
\ .

included. The three keyword*condht1on variations were: fully '
*

lA"

§t[ggggggd where sub;ects.wereﬂgaught tire Peyword method were ’

- % Ju
provided thh keywords,‘and d&ﬁe snownia relational picture of _ -

Tyt " . T
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v

the keywoFdﬂmand tﬁe‘ definition for ' each vocabul ary item}‘

-, .

semi-structured, where subjects were taught the ke?wOrd method,

Wece’brovided Wwith keywgrds, But were reguired to generate their™

own relational Emages for all vocabulary items" and
ggggcgggg;eg where subjects were taught the keyword method, but

)
g:re required to generate both relational 1daqu and keywords

r all vocabulary items. 1In the control condition, subjects ¥

were given motivating idstructions to use their .own learning

) . ! L . : ‘
strategies, . The general ATI expectation was that . as more

QETfhgeneration was reqdired on the part of keyword subjects,
. § ,

larger differences between higher en& loﬁer ability students

1 ' £

<

-

. . ‘ . .
The - examples and vocabulary items learned were the same in

)

all Aour conditions. Tﬁe materials Used for preserfting the
P . : “~

examples _ weqe‘.eésentially the same in ‘the ‘three keyword

»

) . ‘!‘
cqnditions. These 1nc1uded two- B 5" x 11+ (21.6 x 27.9 cm)

.

cards per item, one contaxnxng the sample votabulary item, 1ts

keyword, and its definition, and the ather contaxnxng a
' 4, 'i. *

- ©

rela@ional picture of, the keyword and the definition. In the

-

-

unstructured.cqnditioﬁ,‘for each example rthere wae an add;tjqnal’

»

P .
.card that contained only ' the votabul ary item and its

defigi'ticm. \

. . L ' ~ A .
.+ * Materials" used during the study phase of the "experiment in
- e . ] ;- ; . -

the fully structured .condition included a relational picture of .

- M -
-, - . N

theA’keyword'aqd definition»¥or each of the 16 vocabulary 1tems.

On the bottomzbf each ‘picture was ‘printed the vocabulary item

with/ its keyword. and its definition. For the semi-structured

—

condition, study materials &ncluded one,gard for each yocabularf

P

item, on which was brinted the vocabular& item,'its keyword, ‘and
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( its defiﬁitioh. In the unstructured .condjtion, materxals

included 'one card per item, whxch contalned offly the vocabulary
> %

’ ) item and its defxnxtxon. 'Materxals for the control cpndxtxon ;l‘

included one card ior each of the three EAamples and each of the

16 study items. ‘Each -card centained the vb&abulary item and ifg
- 1 . 3 ,
‘definition. '

~

Ecgsgggsg . ¥ . .
. .

The vocabulary subtest of the Cognitive Abilities, Test.was

-

gropp—administered by one experimenter tg allddogential eubjeqts

>

. . . \ 5
'///’ one week bef%re the start of the experiment,_,to?minimize>1the. .
effects of pretésting. Subjects were not aware that they were

selected or grouped according to the results of the pretest.

All keyword and Ccontrol treatments wére individually .
administered to 'each subject by‘three. experimentere‘who " were

»

*blind" to the vocabul ary-knowledge 1level of the students. The

. ¥
%pount of 1nstructxona1 time 'varied slightly from subject to
\ - ‘ y - ) - . \
subjeet in-all condltxons, but generally lasted approximately

~

+

three to four mxnutes. p
-7

In all keyword condxthns,’the procedure for explaxnxng the-. :

'keyword method and presentxng the first example was copstant. >

P

The subjects were shown a cerd containing a° vocabulary word

_ -~
Q Y. T(tarn), a keyword (g;_) and the definition (lake). The
o . expeffmente;’ read each of tﬁese to‘th% sub ject. Dur{ng the
- 1

—~ explanatxun of the method’3 a relatioﬁal p{cture .of a lake and '
- . ! "some tar was-shown te the Sueject. Presentatien of the second
. and ?hira'exampiee varied\accérd;ng to teyword cond{tion]{ In
the 'fuily st}uctured and semi-structuridl conditionex subjects

were Shown thsavocabplary items (piggin and sopor), keywords . .

(pig and sgap), and definitions (buclet and gsleep). * Subjects 1n
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the . fully structured . condition were shown a &elationai
illestration for each example while the. experimenter described,

the illustration. , Subjects in sthe semi—etructured condition

" were fitst asked to generate and describe”their own relational

)

image for each examgle, and then were shown the exper1menter s

111ustratxoﬁ. _SubJects 1n the unstructured keyword condition
were shown only-each vocabdlary item and definétipn, and were

asked, to generate and describe both a possible keyword and a

.

relati% -image for each. After doing tﬁis, subjects were
shewn (as an alternative, possibility) theé same keyword and
illustratioq used in the two other keyword conditions. Subjects

in a14 keyword, conditibns were asked after edch exapple to
7

exp1a1n how they were us1ng the keyWord T,;hOd to rememher the

item definition. The exper1menter then prov1ded feedback to the

subjects regarding their use of the method. ) .
.In the control ' condition, subjects were shown the three

examplee on cards that contained ~on19 the vocabula(y items and

definitions, both ‘6f which the experimenter read. With the
presentation of the first example, subjects were’ gicen
mot;vating instructions to try as _hard as possible to remember

the definitions and.to use any special method that would hele\
them re@ember the vocabula}y items. After presentation of each

-

of the examples, subjects were asked . to recall the ‘definition

and ‘to explain anything -that helped them remember it. The

/experimEnter provided feedback to help subjects evaluate +their

oWn learning strategies. - ' ,

. ‘In the study phase of the experfment, al}'subjects were

allowed to study each vocabulary item and definition for - 18

seconds. The study cdrds, containing eight  Sirect and'eight
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indirect keyWord items, were shuffled briqr to each dgé sp that -

[y

all itemg were presented in a randomly ordered mixé&;lisﬁ to

-
1 T\

. - 2 ' ] =
ea¢h subject. In all keyword conditions, subjects were reminded
. 4 - N . -

to try to use the'kéyWOrd method to remember the definikions.

Control ' subjects were reminded to.use their own best method to

-

.remember the definitions. In the fully structured &eyword

.
a'e

Ce e . . . s
condition, subjects were schown a relational picture for each

.

i

vacabulary item. At thg bottom of the picture, the vocabul ar'y

item, its keyword, and its definition were ‘printed. Subjects.:

} - v R X . -
weze asked to read the item, . keyword, -and dg#inition‘ to

themselves, and to study the picture. In the semi-structured
- N v -

keyword condition,. the subjects were. showg{™ cards, each .

1

containing a vocabulary item, its keyword, and‘its pefinition.

.

Students were askéd to read these to'theméelve;' and make up a
picture to help them-~ remember. the meaning. lIn both. the
unstructured keyword and tontroilconditions, subjects were sﬁuwg
cqrds,'sach containing a ,vocabulary item and its definition.

Uhstfucfured keyword subjects were asked to read pach item and
R * £-‘ +

its.definition to themﬁ§!Ves, . make dp a good keyword (“word

L + : ]

clue"), and make up a "picture to, help them remember the

definition. Control subjects were asked tp read‘each'i{em abd

definition to themselves and study it care%ullyf This phase of

the expeﬁiment lasted apprbximately fjive minutes.

d -

All subjetts were given the: same oral recall test.
, - " .

Subjects were shown each vocabulary “item on a 8" x 8“‘(12.7’x

T . "

20:3 cm) card and, were allowed a maxfmqm of 15 seconds per - item
. .
L4

‘ to’ respond orally with the item definition. The experimenter

showed each itém to each subject and recorded all responses.

qu 16" test items were presented in the same random order to all
N i
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sub jects.

i * .

Re;ults k

A subject’s response was scored as completely correct if it
o B . represented eithdr the e&act definition previously provided, a
- - s ‘% A\l . - ~ \

synonym, orthe eésential meaning of the vocabulary item (e.g.,

- .

. "coat*" ¥or'gggg). lResponses were given half—point‘credi{ if -

\b

they were“partial definitidns of Qhe item, examples of the‘itehz

! . ’ ) - - - :
or broader or narrower eskences of the ,definition. - One

experimenter scored a random sampee of'twenty recall tests twice

to determine intra-rater reliability of the scoring procedure. -
, o . : ) L
No ‘scoring errors or discrepancies were found. Two

RN

experimentérs indeéendentiy scored a  random sample ‘of twenty
recall tests to determine. the inter-rater reliability of the

N ‘ o * : (I . - . ‘ ..
scoring _procedure. Again, no scoring errors or discrepancies
. . ‘ . , : '3 :
were discaovered. . '

.
.
€

Analyses were conducted on both item-type sums {(i.e.,

nymber correct on the eight direct keyword items plus number

. correct on ‘ﬁhe eight indirect keywor itegs) and item—typé
differences (i.e., number correct- oh the direct keyword iteas

minus number correct on the indirect keyword items) to permit an

ssment of effects across item types and in interaction with’
/ . y ;
1t€'*ftﬁgés, respectively. All analyses followed Dunn’s method

of mu%iiple comparisons (Kirk, :196§), with specifgc
per—comparison and familywise Type 1 error probabilities
selected on the basis of ‘a' priori statistical pawec

. ' {
N ° - - P

considerations (Levin, 1975). .

-
= “

. < .

= " “ * .
- Insert Table 1 about here

e e e e s . s e

‘_ oo ‘ - 11
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The mean percentaqe fop- total "items correct, by.conditions

.
. I-:\ -

and ability level is )summar1zed.1n Table 1, Across ab1lity

e . - 4' ,*‘, . 1 2 .
.

71eve1s} each keywordfcondlilon mean , Qas s1gn1f1cant1y hxgher .
. N \

than the controI mean, t. .>“4.08 g <\-.001,s1n all cases.

, s Tas - -
Moreovem comparxsons a\én the » three keyword condi tions

'reveaLed that the fully strucirured yar1at1on was statistically
\ N s . ‘
'super1or to the sem1—structured“var1atmon, t = 3.41, p < .00t1.

. ':L\Iy“ Y ., .
Neither the fully structured versus unstructured difference (t =

N '
[

1.39) nor the semi—-structured versus unstructured dlfference (t
L] -,

= =2. 02) reached the needed Dunn cr1t1qa1 value of 2.62.

.

]
>

[ ¥,
In Table 1, elidence ~may be w?Found to support the not1on

. .

that d1fferent var1at1ons Qf the- keyword Method do Lnteract with

children’s abilities, First, cons1der1ng’jUSt‘the three,keyword

’ ‘ -
» . \ .

conditionsy; the difference between higher 'and 1lower abilfy
<« students’ mean performance decreases with increases in structure

s ) v, !
Amean differences of 490.6, 20.0, and 8.0 in the unstructured,

semi—-structured, . and . fully structured - conditions,
) L ., - - .
respectively), The interaction comparison involving the

dnstructured and fully ‘structured conditions was statistically

- [
“ N -

"significant, t "= 3.63, ‘p < .001." - Neither the unstructured

" versus %emi~structured © comparison {t = > 2.29{ nor the
- 1 . o ‘
- . ' + '
semi-structured versus fully structured comparison (g = 1.33)

* - + ¥

reathed the needed Dénn critical value of 2.36.- However, the

. . LY - .
\ . ' L4

N\ .’ .
ability difference in the unstructured keyword cond1t1on (40.6)

, 4 c . S .
was statisticaily greater than that 1n “the control' condition

-

(18.9), t = 2 41, Q < 02. -Nei ther gf the two remaaeﬁng keyword

£ N

versus control comparisons was statxstxcally.s1gn1f1cant.

\ -+
) Finally, concern1ng differences between direct .a d indirect
. T . S . -
keyword item types, performance was consistently,ﬁ?iner on ‘the
} ' . . ) i .

. .

> hY - t '
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{ormerJ The item—type d1f¥erence*was stat1st1ca}1y greater in’
7 s -

o L ~ *

“‘the fully tructured cond1t1on (a mean d1fference of 17%) than
i E\

“; in the control cond1t1on (47), t’= 2152, p < .01 and although a
- . ‘s , }‘ N - . 1
-c%mparable t of 2.52 wad found for the semi-structured versus

A T LR : ‘ d ?

controlx compar1son; it did not reach the needed Dunn critical

4 # - [y . el
. »

value of .2.53. "Noné "of ' the remaining item-type 'interactiopn

cohganisons—4inc1udin§ the three—&ax intenactions involv;ng
] fcohd}tid%s; sbility, . and item types—was statistically
oLl ’ : . L :
exgn&fioant., . . v, . o .
“ i b . ) [N ] » . & ’
. : ‘ P r Discussion! e ) .

»
. Lod

Tne most prominent. . QutEo&e of ;the-present study was the

. ;
N interaction  between variations lof the keyword method - of \

- vocabulary learn1ng and a mea%pre of children’s verbal-ability

(v1§., Vocabulary knowledge). Whereas higner and lower abilit

’ . = . -

students ,dif¥ered _;onsiderably*in per?ormance when 'theyjhere

-, '

re}#{red to generate both ke?words and relational 'inages on '

. ¢ p ‘\
thein ownR, the d1fference ﬁll but dxsappeared when the’
exper1menter prov1ded the students with approprlate keywords and |
. C %
., Jluetrat1ons. Such a result cannot be“attributed to'a ceglingj

.effgst&in the fully ftructured condition, in that: (a) the mean
'+ _performance of higher abiiity students in that condition (64.27)

was nowhere near perfection; .and (b) the variability associated
- .

Nlth ‘such SUbJECtS performance was not at all- reduced (Lnégggt,

‘it was the secand largest of the e1ght cells)
< : ~ ’
“ THe unstructured keyNord variation also contributed to a

I'

complementary 1nteract1on involving the no—e§rategy control

£

- - -

. . condition. In th1s case, ‘the benefxts éf the keyword method,

— ‘ -~

relat1ve to’ cbntrol 1nstruct1ons, were much more pronounced for

‘e

h1gher'ab111ty su&gects. Similar meanh-and-variability arguments

ERIC. . . RN E
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. . . ¢ . . . . N ) . . 1
s can be offered to dismiss a floor-effect intérpretation of  “this -
. -~ N .
. . .- [N , . 4 7
interaction. . ' '
- . ' » . . ‘

The present fxndxngs are basxcably consx$tent with prevxous

._Condiuslcns : aboyut - the effxcacy of asSbciative—;earning

, 'sfréteg?gs in children. (e.g., Levin, 19763 Pressley, 1977b;

.g U

. . G
, Rohwer, .1973). 1In part1CU1ar, two generalxzatxons that seem to Y
- - . L . ¥ s . ‘ ) 4 *
P be warranted on the bagxs of’the data summarized {n Table 1
. _ : .
Y are: ° (1) higher ability students would be expecfed to benefit
v )

pbre'than lower ability studénts from a‘ reld&\fely complex

« ¢

{unstructured) strategy; but (2) 'such"di{fgrénces would pg

o L. . -~ ’
gxpected ?2 diminish, considerably when the strategy ig
-t N . .
\ T or~wsimplified (structured). . Some additional
. o B Y : r
s . )

features of the
grgsent’daté are worth mentioning 'as well.

¥

‘ ‘ : First, it is’_ obvious that’ the ATIs uncovered here are
0 ¥ ¢ ’ " s
s ) I .
e orgdinal in nature. Tha{”is, the performance of the higher )

-

éﬁili ty students surpasses that of the lawer abx%ffy students 1n

’
-
&

. all condxtxoné% but - by dxfferent 'gmounts. In some cases the

+

. dxfference’ 1s_consxderable (viz., when an unstructured sﬁrategy

’ ° /
is used), and in other cases the difference is negligible (viz
< 4 .

i
when a structured- strategy is used). ‘Note, however, that no

Claims Ean be .made that use of one kgyword—strategy varxatxon or ‘4' -
another will enattle 1pwer ability students to outperform h1gher
|

el ability students. (Dfl caurse, such an outcome

Thudof

becomes more =~ ¢
t

plausible when greatments are carefdlly matched or mfsmatched

%

with aptitudes, ‘or when aptitudes are defined 'by .specific- ’

*

skills, preferences, or -interests, rather than
;

Yy geggral
. ) 1 °
coPnitive,abilxty,) : .

- =

. 4 "
Second, the - pattern of resultgi, involving the 4

P LS
;" .

semi-structured /and unstructured congitibns'might be taken as

EC o | 14
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- evidence that generating one’s gwn keywords are better than .
using someone else’s——especially for higher abi%ity students.
This conclusion  would be a mistake, we think, and appears

| L
prematwre for a coyple of reasons. Foremost, a number of recent

-

studies have examined the keyword generated/keyword provided

.

quest1on, Nlth nu cons1stency;of findings (see Pressley et al.,

in pressy. In addi tion, 1t must be’ remembdred that in the

present étudy, the students had to read the vocabulary items on

their own and, at the same ‘time, either read or generate
. < e ] L .

. .
v . -

..vgeywords.’_ Because o of this format, - keyword—paovided
i‘iseAi—structureA) subjects would pe expected to be at a
. disadvanfage, relative to key@orq—generated (unstructured)

subjects, to the extent );hat vo;abuiary/keyword readind

mismatches occurred and/or the vocabulary'items and - keywords
- . . ‘

were not well integfated. In previous * keyword research with
i

children, care has been takem taﬁavo1d these problems by having

the exper1menter read the vocabulary items and keywords, as well

as provide an 1n1t1a1 separate phase for kéyword mastery te.g.
Levin, McCormick, Miller, Berry; % Pressley, in press). Because
- of the constraints - created by the specific. conditions aﬁd

interaction questions of interest here, however, it was thought

best that students read all items on their own and that the’
keywerd—learning and definition—learning phases be tombiheg.
(Combining the two phases has recently been found to have an

adverse effect with children of this.age-—see Levin, Bérﬁy}

Miller, &% Bartell, in press.) : ' .

« . . '
Finall’? a few words ;concerning the educational
. ' ! 4 '

significance of these findings are in order. It is pot

prepature to fepnclude that the keyword method is a highly
2 . 3 ‘~ . .. ’
(5 .
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A A :

.

M . - - .
effective strategy for remembering new‘vocabu%%ry, as well as ¢
. i 14 - *

f ‘ . - .

other factual TInformation with lan associative’ component (see

4
H “ ’

‘Pressley -et al., /)n' press). This is true for subject

o

Jpopulations of all kinds,-raﬂginb}igg‘age-frgm preschoolers to

- o
adults, - What is added by the preéent study, however, is that
. . % ' s

+

how the keyword method is 'implemented will 1likely make a

dxfferénce for studentyiof dxfferent abxlxty. That is, Just as

4

Pressley and "Levin (1978) have found - that younger students

cannot benefit as much as older students from less structured

L . ) @
var:atxons of the keywbrd ‘method, tha.same cCan now be said of
’ L]

upper elementary scﬁool chxldreq who dxffer inr one aspect of

verbal ability (namely, roabulary kﬁbwledge). Shrely other

bl

individual differences dimensions are relevant as well, which
q:

ought to be 1nvestzgated in’ coﬁ:ﬁgct1on wih the two separate ‘

F- 4 S
‘requisites of the unstructured Nariatlon of the method--keyword

«generation and imagery gener.ation.

'

"
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) . he g .2 ’ b L] ) +
. ) . ' -
. o . -
Condition . . .
‘' P . . . ‘
LY & * * 4
' . o . .Semi- Fully
Control Unstructured ‘Struqtqr‘d Structdared
14 * .

S

Across ) B - "

, ] Ability 26.5 54.0

. Note: MSE(136) = '344,7 ’
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