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Narrat1ve text has recent!y ~been descr1bed in terms of how people com-
prehend and represent goals. Hierarchically-related goal-subgoal structures

. ¢ : .
have been posited to upderlie ndrrative events (cf.-Lichtenstein’& Brewer,

'1986; Graesser,-i§78§ Rume]hart, 1977) and there has been moderate support’

for the hypothesis that people use a goal schenfa to comprehend and repre-‘
sent narrative information. Fqr example, LichtenStejn and Brewer (19807
have shown that’ actions related to goal accomp]ishment age better recalled

than’ non goa]-re1ated act?ons In addition, Graesser (Graesser 1978;

7

Graesser Robertson, Lovelace & Sw1nehart 1980; Graesser, épbertson &

Anderson 1981) has shown that'recall of actions in narratives is greater
the further up they are in the goa] -subgoal h1erarchy

The present study address s similar issues of how peopIe comprehend

and reca]] goals and goa]- ated actions. we examined children's recall

and representation of sfories differing in terms of their goal gtructure.
We constructed two types of story structures, each‘conta1n1ng three ép1sodes

" that are we]] formed in terms of a Stein and Glenn (1979) story grammar.

, In the Embedded structure the gbals of the three episodes are;nested in

each other in a subgoal or in-order-to type of re1at1onsh1p In other

words; to meet %he goaT, subgoa]s are generated. These subgoals represent

: the.cpmponents of the 1arger selution. Subgoals must be met before their }

-

.higher order goal. één be met This embedding relationship® is shown “in 4]
f1gure 1. In the embedded stor1es, an In1t1at1ng Event and Interna]

& -
Response Teadkto the formatton of the thhist order story goal. This is

~

1mmed1ate1y £01lowed by a second In1t1at1ng Event and Internal Response
1ead1ng to the fprmat]on of Subgoai 1. ' This subgoal is .then followed by

3
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Narrat1ve text has recently ~been descr1bed in terms of how people com-
phehend and represent goals. Hierarchically-related goal-subgoal structures -
have been posjted to upflerlie narrative events‘(cf.;Lichtenstein'& Brewer,: .
1§86; Graesser,-ié?ﬁ& Rume]hart, 1977) and there has been moderate support:
for the hypothesis that people use a goal schema to comprehend and repre-.
sent narrative information For example, L1chtenste1n and Brewer (1980%
have shown that’ actwons related to goal accomp11shment ane better reca]]ed
than’ non goa]-re]ated act1ons. In addition, Graesser (Graesser 1978;
Graesser, Robertson, Lovelace & Sw1nehart 1980; Graesser, ﬁobertson, &
Anderson 1981) has shown that'recall of actions in narratives is greater
the further up they are in the goa] -subgoal h1erarchy |

The present study address s similar issues of how peop]e comprehend

ated actions. we examined children's recall v
and representation of sfories differing in terms of their goa] gtructure.
He constructed two types of story structures, each‘conta1n1ng three ép1sodes

" that are we]] formed in terts of a Stein and Glenn (1979) story grammar.

. In the Embedded structure the goals of the three episodes are,nested in =t

'the.cpmponents of the 1arger solut1on. Subgoals must be met pefore their

each other in a subgoa] or jn-order-to type of relat1onsh1p In other’

words; to meet the goaT, subgoa]s are generated These subgoals represent

-

.higher order goa] 6an be met This embedding relationship- is shown “in |

f1gure 1. In the embedded stor1es, an In1t1at1ng Event and Interna]
& - *
Response Teadhto the’ formatzon of the thhiFt order story goal. This is '

~

1mmed1ate1y followed by a second In1t1at1ng Event and Internal Response

leading to the fprmation of Subgoai 1. " This subgoal is .then followed by

- 3
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the events that lead:towthe formation of Subgoal 2, The”secgnd suSgoai*is P

" -accomplished in the Attempt-Consequence seouence This al]ows the

.,éAttempt-Consequence of Subgoal 1. The accomp11shment of Subgoal 1 a11ows
the Attempt and accomplishment of the highest qrder goal of, the story. In -

the Sequential structure, on the other hand, the goals are linekrly ohga-
. R 9 )

nized. This re]ationship is also ‘shown, in figure 'l; The accomplishment of < .

each goa] is re]at1ve1y independent of‘the accomp11shment of the fo]]ow1ng
goal, Note, however, that the accomﬁ11shment of . the goa]s of ep1sode 1 and

‘J
2 sets up conditions that enable the next episode to occur. Although the‘
relationship among the goals differs for the two types of*stnuctures‘ the'
< P

stories were weitten ‘in a way that ma1nta1ns semant1c equ1va1ency of the

story category anformat1on This semantﬁc equ1valence among the’goals of

|

~~

our stories is shown at the bottom of figure 1. - A

. . .. Insert figure 1 about hééé‘*
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He hypo@heswzed several_age-:and sk117—re1ated d1fferences in compre-

hens1on of the’ two types of goarnstructures Based on. the1r exposure to-

1

varied and more complex soc1a1 and prob]em so]v1ng s1tuat1ons . he hypothe-
s1zed that older ch11dren are yore 11ke1y to access a more highly develooedﬁ

I8

goal structore schema to gu1de comprehenston Ne also expected some skill-
re]ated d1fferences It has been pos1ted that more sk11ﬂed comprehenders
have and/or use prior knowlddge to a greater extent than théir less sk111ed
peers (Cromer, 18970, Grabe, 1979). Thus, we hypothesized that#our rela-

t1Ve1y more sk111ed subJeets would be better’ ab]e to use the1r genera]

know]edge about ‘goal structures than our less sk111ed subJects Further- ; -

J

© more, we hypothes1zed that our age- and skLll-re1ated dtfferences would be

$
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greater fo]]ow1ng 11sten1ng fo as opposed to read1ng the stor1es Listening
-~ .
is an experimenter- pa;ed task and doesn't a]]ow for re1nspect1on af the v
(
" text as reading does (Black, Schwartz & Lehnert, 1981; Go]dman & Varnhagen,

under rev1ew) As a result, 1ysten1ng may require more eff;cwpnt schema

operation to a1d in encoding'and comprehénsion. If younger and-Jess skilled

P ]

children- are 1ess efficient schema users, then thé processing demdnds
°

1nvo]ved in the listening task m1ght 9e expected to affect comprehen51on
{ .

,/" In order to investigate these hypotheses, th1rd and fifth grade

children of everage and below average readJng skill listened tp or read- one -
story,of each type of goal strocture Thrrty two third and- 52 f1fth grade
children participated in the’studyn Ch11dren were c]ass1f1ed 1nto sk111
groups based on their District reading scores: Eight of the th1xd graders = .' .
and 28 of the fifth graders were characterized as reading one to two* years

\Be1ow their grade 1eJe1. Thése children comprised our Less Skilled groups.
The remaining chi]dren scored at grade level on the District reading tests -
and comprised our Ayerage groups. Because of their extreme difficulties in \
decoding, all of the Less Skilled th1ng§graders 11stened to the stor1es ‘e r
Approx1mate1y ha]f of the children in the rema1n1ng groups 11stened to and
half read,the each of the two story types Following 11sten1ng to or.
read1ng each story, the children reca]]e? the story and answered "Why?"

quest1ons about the goa] and attempt- -consequence for each of the ep1sodes

-Our analysis of;these-rece11 measures was somewhat disheartening. We

»

]

found no support .for ougiZypqthesis_of listening vs reading differences in-
our recall éna]yses. VJM ere a]so unable to, distinguish any story struc-,
ture differences in reca]] We did find evidence of both listening- read1ng

tand story structure d1fferences in our "Why?" question analyses, however.

J
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The recall-data did show age- and skill-related differences: Average

fifth grade ch4ildren did have greater“overa11 reproductive recai] of the
stories; They recaljled approximateﬁy.44%\of the presented propositions.
Both of the Lesé‘Skii]ed‘groups and the Average third graders had com- -
parable recall, approx1mate1y 30 33% of the presented propos1t1ons

However, there were no d1fferences among the groups in terms’ of any add1-

-

t1ons to the presented story 1nformat1on These results indicate a certa1n

amount of cons1s€ency among the reca]] pnotoco]s of Less Sk111ed older

s

children’ and younger, same reading 1eve1 ch11dren Thus, - it seems that age
and skill differences are closely related fo read1ng Tevel.

While our recall analyses failed to show the effects of - structure the .

P

children's responses to the "Why?" quest1ons were sens1t1ve to sthese dif-

-

ferenées in some 1nteré§t1ng ways. We used the‘children's responses to the.

~

"Why?" quest1ons to infer their representations for the stories. Responses
) \ L]

»

were scored in terms of cohnections betwegn story events. ' .4
We found essent1a11y four types of re]at1ons among the story events.
These are shoWn in fwgure 2: (1 Leads-to 11nks in wh1ch the ch11dren
'1ndacated that ope- story event sets up the necessary cond1t1ons for suc-.
cessive events. For examp]e manykghljdren snd1cated th%; spme 1n1t1at1ng‘
event or internal response leads to - -or sgts up the conditions for: the goal
to.be expressed. ‘_(2) In- order to links in which one goa] must be
accomplished in order for anothér goad: to be accomp11shed For example,
Subgoal 1 in the embedded stor1es must be accompl1shed before the,Goa] can
be accomp11shed (311Accgmp11sh andiEnab1e Tinks fn wh1£h an action either

directly or inddrectly accomp]ishés‘théfgoall For example, the attempt of* .

an episode accomplighes the gQal,of_that episode.- (4) Remove links in

' hoo
20
.‘ .
o
\
i
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* " which an action, through accohplishing the goal, removes the conditions

. ° that originally led to goal formation. .For examp]e, the attempt- copseqyence S

) .

ye removes the I”ﬁt1at1ng Event or emotion that led to the initial goa] for- '

. £, .
mation. "The type and strepgth of these 11nks both w1th1n/and across eg1~ .

sodes a11owed us to d1st1ngu1sh the ways in wh1ch the ch11dren represented

f .

the stor1es. - - . '

\‘(, . * L] A‘

Insert figure 2 about here,

\ .

AT] ch11dren responded similarly to the “Why7" quest1ons for the
eémbedded stor1es A1l children djd not, howeverg’respond s1m11ar1y for’ the
sequéntial stories’ e '

*

The embedded stery representation is shown in figgre 2. This +is a Y

comb ined representation for all children. We see that the chinren”s

representation closely_ reflects our hypothesiged embedded'structure’for the
[/ stories. Thus, it seemd that all children recognized and bsed the “Eﬂ .
under1ying embedded‘structure to represept the'embedded-episodes Endeed
s A » r §

th1s schema seems ‘to be so strong thaf'attempt ~consequence events were mUCh'

-

- more 11ke1y to be stated as accomp11sh1ng the next higher. order goal 1n the ’ ,"

storyﬁ&han the1r own w1th1n ep1sode subgoa] Nine percent of the ch11dren'

-

) responded that the Attempt Consequence to Subgoal 2’5ccomp11shes Subgoa] 2

but 60% responded across ep1sodes; they also were more likely to associate '(fi
the Attempt-Consequence to Subgodl 1 with accomplishing the highest-order

-

: goal. - : ' -

- i
1 ' o '

. cun The embedded representation is also reflected in the fn-order-to links i ’
7 / - N

between the goal and sqbgoals. ~§ngoa1 2 is explained as necessdry for

[ . . . . "o
“ '

- , [ ]
- A
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- Subgoal'l 1n.58% of the cases., S1m11ar1y, Subgoa] l Js exp1a1ned by the'

Goal in 65% of the cases. The Goal, being. the- h1ghest -order goa], is

. genera]]y exp1a1ned by cond1t1ons set up by the Initiating Event or

Internal Response 1ead1ng to §oal formation.

Our hypothes1zed goal strUcture For the sequent1a1 text hag on]y ¢

‘loosely COnnected ep1sodes We thus expected,fewer Gross-ep1spde 11nks.

oo . . ‘
.And, in genéeral, the sequential story representations do contain fewer

cross-gpisode links than the embedded story representations. Honever the

'sequent1aT representat1ons take on three different forms and within them

there ig a signifigant degree of difference in how the ep1sodes are re]ated.
,f’ F1rst consider the representat1ons oF the Average f1fth graders who

read the stor1es This representatron is found in f1gure 3. For these

jch11dren, the sequent1a1 stor1es consist of three unconnected’ episodes.

:stor1es (cf. Goldman & Varnhagenz 198}).

-

fhere are no crOSs-ep1sode Tinks. Th1s,representat1on most e?ear]y

-resemb]es our’ hypothes1zed goa] structure of the sequential stories. In

add1t1en, it c]ose1y resembles the way adu]ts represent these sequent1a1 )

Insert figure 3 about here

/—

LY

o - S .
In contrast, after Iistenjng‘Average fifth ghaders did not represent the .

sequential stpries as completely separated episodes. Their rgpresentation,

shdwn in figure 4, reveals that they tended'to connec’t the second and third

Ill"llnb

eptsodes- through weak in-order-to and enable 1lir ;; Thus, is appearsl;hat

. -

following the listening task, some of the Avenage'tifth graders transformed

the goal fdr the\second episode into a subgoal‘for the goa]-of the third.

. . hY B "
episode. . N

.:" ‘ | e

™

<
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\ s Insert figure 4 about here
. . ’ -

.
This tendency to\eonnect the sequentia1'story episodes such that the
separated goals become subgoa1s for‘subsequent episodes is even stronger
"¢ for the younger and less skilled readers whether they;11stened or read.
Both o%e Less Skilted groups and. the .Average th1rd’ graders produced
_similar representations. Their combined representat1on s shown in f1gure
*5. . Notice' the cross-episode in-order-to and ehab]e Tinks* connecting all .
three episodes. These children's representation of the sequentia] stories
close]y resenb]es their representat1on of the embedded stories a1though '
‘there is some attenuat1on in the extent of ep1sode linkage. A]though in

our hypothesized goal structure of the sequent1a1 stories, the goal of one’

episode does not serve as a subgoal to the'goa1 of a subsequent episode,

" these children represent it as such. ~Simﬂar1y, the children tend to see ~

the attempt consequence of ope episode as enabling.the subsequent .goal.
Thus, the younger and less skilled children seem to be forc1ng the sequen-

t1a1 stor1es anto a representat1on that better fits the goa] structure\for

V-

the embedded stor1es This 1is true for .both the exper1menter!paced
v

11sten1ng task and the self-paced reading task o .
.—/ . ‘ ' L4
- . —
. Insert figuge 5 -about here
_‘,' R ‘. ~

Our embedded-goals schema closely resembles a gehera] prob]em solving
schema by which.a task is accomplished through completing mu1t1p]e sub-
A
tasks Children develop a general problem solving schema,very ear]y and
: . - g

LY

. : ' 4 ,

[]
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- are presented with many opportunities to use it at school. This max
exp1a1n why the embedded. schema seems, to predominate, oVer the sequent1a1 Tos
schema such thay it is often over- extended. Thus, the younger and 1ess ¢ .

) skf]]éd chi]dren appeared to force sequeritial staries irto embgdded stories

in the1r representat1ons In addition; the Average f1fth graders when

facéd w1th an exper1menter-paced 11sten1ng task of some comp]ex1ty,

., apparently fell back on their embedded schema to represent the stor1es in

-

ry. When the processing demands are not so great, as in the se]f paced
e[:1ng task, the older ch11dren seemed betten able to use a less access1b1e
sequential schema to represent the sequential story 1nformation. ' -
In‘order to examine the‘degree of consistency between recall and
. answers to the "Why?! questions,'we analyzed reproductive recall according

to. story'category and episode. In a previous study (Goldman & Varnhagen,

1?81 , We found a h1gh degree of correspondence between reca]] and repre- /, ’ S -
§
sentat1on with.adult subjects. In the present study,‘the re]at1onsh1p be-

tween reproducgive reca]] and story representation was 1ncons1stent across

-

ep1sodes and type of story st cture. In add1t1on, nane of the relation-

r-.,

* ships were as strong as we had predicted from our adult findings (Goldman & .

Varnhagen, 1981). This lack of clear consistency between reca11'pnedic- 3
~ . ’ t j.

tions and <children's representations may have to do with what information

P

children think is important to include in their recall. Assuming that .

others have a common representat1on of the story, children may neg]ect to - \
1Y »
mention what they feel is obvious or redundant information. Several of our

’ .

stugies have supported this notion (e.g., Gohdman X Varnhagen, Under

’

rev1ew,\Goldman & Varnhagen, 1981) This po1nts out a need to more c7ose1y

investigate the re]at1on§h1p between children's reca]] and their represen-
—?
A

tations: in order‘to*d1scoyer the nature,of ch11dren s production ruTes and

'
[

‘ A . % - J"L;’(}.' iy . . i
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how they use them in their reca11 . J
In conclusion,, we wou]d like to emphasize that younger\and less sk111ed
readers tend to use and overuse a very powerful embedded goa] schema to \
represent‘and comprehendtthe stories they are exposed to.

hd

skilled readers’,

Older..an& more

on tﬁe‘other‘hend, appear to be somewhat more®flexible . in .

« . foy

*their schema utilization and tend to Fepresent-storieéﬁin a way that pore’

“

closely resembles. thé goal structure of\the fext Finally, all children,

regardless of their ‘age and skill, seem to assume tHat other people share a

- ~ %

common story representation. As a resu]t they often ddlete’ obvwous and/br

oy Py > -
redundant information from their recall. -~ - iy "
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