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ABSTRACT

.The concent Qf dialectics,.or onncsitiohalityvhas not. -been extel ively
treated°in the‘Literature\of_human learning ahd cogntive_ps&cholcgy.
ﬁostoresearch has focused on’antonymy.and.its;relaticn:to synonymy:-
and’to learning performance. ﬁxplanatiohs4of_the phenomencn.have_been

offered Yased on lnaguage models. .The lack of interest in the dialectic

is #Hu to the foﬁndation of'our'modern cognitive sciences oh.the association
psyshology of the nast datlng back to. the tlme of nrlstotle. The idea
of onpos1tlona11ty was ent1rely lost from nsvcholoclcal cons1deratlon

'when the law of contrast ‘was raduced to a sneclal case of contlgulty.

e This paper examlnes the relevant 11terature ‘on the role of =
: dlalectlcs in cognltlve processes and human learnlng In addltlon

Q

new mel hcdologlcal aonroaches to studylng 61a1ectlcs in human

cognltlon are nresented quirlcal studles ennlovlng these new’ methods

are descrlbed, and the results of the orogram of research are
presented, Suonort is found for the effects of onn031tlon ln human

cognition and'learning-whiCh would not.beﬁpredlcted:from tradltlonal‘.

behavioristic,and cognitive psychological theoriee..”; .

T ——



Dfalectics_and Mean{ng
. b
Diaiectits;and.Meaning? he Eifects of
Oppositton'in Cognition and Learning
s . 7 Richard N; Wi1ﬁiams
Brioham Yodng University

The concept of dialectic, or oppositiona1ity!‘has not beén
extensiVeWy researched in the literatures of human Tearning and

cogn1t1ve psycho1ogy fhis would.seem to be”the.case because{the

,‘;__ S

concept of d1a1ect1ca1 meanlng and the process of dlalect1ra1
reason1ng do not f1t neatly--1f, 1ndeed,‘at a11—~1n the dom1nant
models of e1ther f1e1d Work in_human 1earn1ng has been dom1nated
by traditional assoc1at1on1st1c psychology (see Narren, 1921 For a
history of assoc1at1on1sm);’ Asmor1g1na11y for“p]ated hy Ar1stot1e,
assocﬁation included the "1aw of.contrastW as-essentﬁal'%n
accounting for 1earnfnot The British enpiricﬁsts:-notahlv, John

Stuart M114--and 1ater emp1r1c1st 1earn1ng theor1sts reduced .

contrast to a spec1a1 case of s1m11ar1ty and/or cont1gu1tv (see,'

a - -

for examp]e, Deese»1965,~and McNe111 1966).,- In th1s reduct1on, -
oppos1t1ona11ty and d1a1ect1c cou]d be "accounted for,f but theyd.
were no 1onger stud1ed in the1r own r;ght, and the d1a1ect1c was.
Iost to contemporary psvchology

In more contemporary cogn1t1ve osycho]ogy, most. research done .

re1at1ng to the d1a1ect1c has focused on oppos1t1ona11ty as a

11ngu1st1c-feature. WOrk has been d1rected toward the top1c of

o




seriously where previous researchers have not. .It is true that"
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antonymy and its relation to synonymytand their dﬁffenential
effects on 1earn1ng and other cognitive, performance.-.‘ |
:Q A My purpose 1n th1s paper is to examine the're1evant 11terature

on.the.role of d1a]ect1cs 1n cogn1t1ve processes and human
1earn1ng In add1t1on, new methodo]og1ca] approaches .to study1ng
d1a]ect1ca] reason1ng in human cognition w111 be presented a]ong
with the f1nd1ngs a]ready ava1]ab]e From our research wh1ch will
111ustrate the human capac;ty for d1a1ect1ca1 thought As_a_
preface to th1s presentat1on, I shou]d state the essential"
d1fference between the research we propose and that--what 11tt]e -
there 1s——wh1ch has already been done, Succ1nct]y put, t he 3

g

‘difference is that’we,'{n our reSearch,_take the dia1ectic

A

" this is,moreJajdifference‘of’perspective than of method or results.

a

In defense I would suggest-that_all substantjvevgifferences in. the

N . - H-."~ .'_A . : e N ° !
social 'sciences are differences in perspective more than data.

AThis'Teads'uS, hoWever, intp the:theoryémethed confound which -

D Rych]ak has 1ntroduced e]sewhere (Rych]ak 1981, 1977), .and-

wh1ch is not the t0p1c of our presentat1on

- It m1ght be better to po1nt out that whereas prev1ous hesea"ch'

has regarded oppos1t1ona11ty as an. 1nterest1ng fype of assoc1at1on,’

or ‘as an~1nterest1ng aspect of a much larger linguistic system, our .

research-has Tooked at the:process of oppositional thought~itse1f§

and tried to find where it is manifested, and whether it is .indeed
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a natuyral modus-operandi'Of the "human mind'- Thc central quest1on

is whether one views the d1a1ect1c as a product of comp]ex

processes and structures, or as a qua11ty of human1ty.

n

The Dialeetic if Human Learning and Cognition -
One of the best estab]ished_findings in antonym research.is
that antonyms are'the most'common'responseS'inHWOrd associatioﬁ

tasks (Karowsk1 and Schachter, 1948), response time, is also shorter

- for oppos1tes than' for related words However, in Judg1ng
.swmwlarwty or d1fference between pa1rs of words, s1m11ar1ty .
_Judgments are made faster than dwfference (oppos1t1ona]) Judgments-a~

o

When. assoc1atwons are made under extreme speed constra1nts,. -”
more antog&m responses are g1ven than under standard cond1t1on; o
“'(Si1pola, Wa]ker, and Ko]b, 1955). whenvsubJects-are 1nstructed:to:
gtve antonym assocﬁates,whenever'possibie, more popuiar (more -
. . frequently ngen) responses are ngen (KJeldergaard 1962)‘
J51m11ar1y, when subJects are 1nstructeﬂ to g1ve more popu1ar

responses, the number of non antonym responses 1ncreases (Wynne,

' 'GerJouy,'and Schwffman, 1965) : It has thus been suggested that

'ﬁantonym responses reduce conceptua] effort (see Po]11o, 1974)

Some 1nvestwgators (Carro]1 KJeldergaard, and. Carton, 1962 Moran, o

Mefferd, and K1mb1e, 1964) c1a1m that subJects come to assoc1at1on

_tasks with a "set" .to nge antonym responses and that th1s set is

corre]ated w1th a tendency to g1ve rapwd responses It seems that : v:

B
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rather.than take dialectical thinkfng seriously, most researchers
~have elevated their.obsenvations to the status of ekp]anations

Kanungo (1967) reported . negat1ve transfet of learning effects
) for antonyms and pos1t1ve transfer for synonyms .Thjs_f1nd1ng was

in contrad1ct1on, howeyer, to earlaer research fjndings (Bdgefskj
‘and Cadwa11aden' 1956 wemer, 1964) in whichuoothﬁsynonyms-and .
"antonyms fac111+ated pos1t1ve transfer, Osgood s (1946) emp1r1ca1
“law of trunsfer, as wel] as later research (N1ckens and Cermack
.1967,5Ne1ss Shed, 1977). _

Osgood (1953) 1ong ago suggested that antonym responses.1n
word assoc1atjon are. not med1afed by . semant1c processes They are .’
i somehon more direct Based on stud1es ‘of semant1cwgeneraljzat1on
f(Grossman and Eagle, 1970 Kop11n, Moates, and Burroughs, 1968;
O]son, 1965) it has been conc]uded by one 1nvest1gator at 1east
..(Cramer, 1972, 1968) that antonym»c and synonym1c assoc1at1ons are
'not based on the- same Unuer1y1ng pr‘ocessesb 'Q-. '11 o ,A

Deese 'S (1965) exp]anat1on of antonymy is that it resuits from

shared features between the words of the antonym1c pa1" ' The 1dea'

N

is that antonym1c pairs haye a11 featureSsof mean1ng and grammar in.
'conmon except one--the feature that denotes negat1on e '
" There is, however, cons1derab1e ev1dence that oppos1t1ona11ty
bddoes not reduce to a feature (P0111o, D1chtman, and R1chards,
1969). Smlth (1965),.fon example, reported that-subJects took .

" longer to deal with (interpret thé meaning of) sentences changed °
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from attmve to pass1ve vo1ce, but no such 1ncrease in phocess1ng
't1me was found»for sentences conta1n1ng 0ppos1tnuna1 changes in
mean1ng; These resu]ts 1mp1y that opposition 1s d1fferent from a
syntattic feature. 'Grossman and Eagie (1970) found that subjects
made significantly more false recdgnitions to syhenyms and
“associated words than to eontro1 words No s1gn1f1cant effect was
n'observed.fonTantonyms (see a1so Felzen and An1sfe1d 19703 _
Underwood,.1965§ Anisfeld and Knapp, 1968).- - It has been suggested
’ qndthe basis oflsuchjevidenee’(Anisfeid 1970; Brewer and c
' Lichtenstein,'1974).that‘memory for mean1ng (of wh1ch oppos1t1on 15' _
a part) is d1fferent from memory for, semant1c or syntat1c features |
Kadesh R1ese, and An1sfe1d (1976)~showed-that in a dichotic .
11sten1ng task, semant1c re1at1onsh1ps between the words in the two -
channe]s fac111tated 1dent1f1cat1nn of . the unattended words The'
weakest effect was tor antonyms. Lew1s (1970) found that antonyms
—in the unattended channel interfered less with shadow1ng of the .
attended channe1 than other. semant1ca11y related words
Cramer (1973) and Mansf1e]d (1977) presented f1nd1ngs wh1ch
f1nd1cated that younger ch11dren made ]ess use of oppos1t1on in-
. ngan1z1ng memory than did o]der ch11dren Landaur and Par1s ;
(1976), ‘however, - cr1t1c1ztd Cramer S. (1973) methods for be1ng too

d1ff1cu1t for ch11dren to understand and for be1ng vu]nerab1e to

demand character1st1cs. when these fau]ts were correctod, secomu
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. and'sixfh.graders were showr to use synehyms and antonyms about
equally vell. | , ._; F ,”_ : . — o ° .
- Brewer'and Stone-(LQ;S) present fihdings indicating that
_Chi]dren'1eekn-the.po1ahity'bf a dimension.qgfote theyllearn the_;
dimension.itselan Fdr.spatia} antohymsf for examplez'jt would i'n

fappeah-thatechildren cah cellabse all the dimensions to. a. :

o ' -6 : :
generaPized one of "bigness-litt]eness." For nonspat1a] antonvms,_

the authors squested that there may ex1st a genera]1zed d1mens1on

of pos1t1ve negat1ve affect”Unon wh1Ch bas1s,Judgments are made and =" -

~

: mean1ngs re]ated (see a]so He1denhe1mer, 1975) These f1nd1ngs

N

suggest that fac111ty in recognizing and us1ng oppo 1 emerges

“before specific dimensions of the oppos1t10n can be demonstrably

“articulated.

v

Re1ated to. the “importance of opposition as an organizing and

o : o i . -

*.meaning—givihg principle are the findings of Hogben and Jacobs
.(1972) that severe mental:disturbance (schiszhhenia) is certf}ated a ;

‘hhith an inability te use opgosjtion as a'va1td;c0§nttive orgaqizing '

. principle. Rothenberg'(1973).has showh thatvcreativity %é “.-{ |
associated'htth astendency for‘?reqhent and_rapid pppos?te T
responses 1n associatian tasks. | ._B? ' | | |

In summary, the 11terature on. (ntonymy has zeen d1s101nted and

B2

inconc]us1ve lt 1s clear on]y that someth1ng is happen1ng 1n

human cogn1t1on re]ated to: 0ppos1f1on it is not at all clear.what

1s—happen1ng,__We_canT_however,—suggest_thatf'
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— {a) oppos1fe respond1ng is” a common and strong tendency in

° -

association tasks; (b} re]at1ons of oppos1t1on usua]]y have N\
© facilitating.effects rn:]earn1ng; (c)'the reduct1on9of oppos1t1on N

. to a feature does not seem to be va]id--(d) oppos1t1on is

mean1ngfu] very earlv 1n'ﬂ1fe,:(e) the concept of oppos1txona11ty

is grasped before spec1f1c semant1c d1mens1ons are - def1ned (f) the

fac1]1ty for 1dent1fy1ng and us1ng oppos1t1on is. re]ated to
psycholog1ca] hea]th and creat1v1ty '

__~_"____ue_mus further conc]ude, however that researchers in this

f1e]d have not s°r1ous]y cons1dered the poss1b1]1ty of d1a1ect1ca] "
thought as a fundamenta] human attr1bute Rather,_f1nd1ngs abouf

;oppos1t1ona]1ty have subst1tuted for theor1es of

F]

oppos1t1ona11ty——observat1ons have been ra1sed to exp]anat1ons

'vwhat research does exist: (it 1s part1cu1ar]y rare- dur1ng the past

f1ve years) is contrad1ctory, and 1t stands 1n need of @ theory .o

B

render-1t sens1b1e

_ Ne suggest that the fundamenta] reason for the lack of

¢ e

'research on the d1a]ect1c 1s that it is. extreme]y d1ff1cu1t for '

2

-;trad1t1ona] assoc1at1on1st1c and cogn1t1ve models 'to.account’ fbr
A]most by def1n1t1on, d1a]ect1ca] th1nk1ng v1o]ates——at 1east
'potent1a]]y—-the estab]1shed ]aws of 1earn1ng and cogn1f1on We.

'w11], therefore, present severa] research strateq1es which our

-research group has deve]oped for study1ng d1a1ect1ca1 th1nk1ng A

‘»J

: These des1gns are firmly rooted 1n trad1t1ona] methodo:ogy
_—“\ Rty ST U, - - . . . .

°
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However we have tried to @et at the foundation'nf Jhuman ' ) !
d1a1ect1ca1 capac1ty—-we have taPen it ser1ously--1n such a way T

that it ¥s d1ff1cu1t 0o refute within the -very tradition whose

-,

methods we Hhave borrowed Qur account of our findings must be

IS
CI

‘radically dififerent from prev10us)accounts of . -

cognitive-associatiofistic oppositionality.

s e, ~ . : : .
~

oy . . N ;- Y.
New Methods for the Study of the Dialectic T oo o

Study LI :ﬁ,?‘ p

f The first of our attempts to study the d1a1ect1r~and
unders tand it (U1111ams, 1978) came out of research bn affect1ve W
‘assessment based on Rychlak s (see Rychlak 1977) Log1ca1 Learn1ng
‘.Theory. It has been ‘well- documented that people tend to 1earn what‘.
they 11ke faster and more read11y than what they d1sl1ke Th1s is
termed the RV effect (RV- is re1nf0rcement value).- Log1ca1 Learn1ng

&

Theory (LLT) exp1a1ns that mean1ngs of mater1als to be 1earned are

: affect:vely assessed, and then pos1t1ve meanings are extended—-they'5.4

'.become the precedent for the sake of\wh1ch mean1ng 1s‘extended and

£ RS

.i_learn1ng takes place It is fundamenta1 to the theorv that such
affect1ve assessment is, 1deograph1c, and that 1t is an- 1nherent1y ,
n1a1ect1ca14processes The assessments are not products of the,
:similarit;:and cont1gu1ty extant in exper1ence, but thev are
manifestations.of an innate- and potent1a11y arb1trary human -

c

capacity. The.w111fu1 and f ee. nature of the assessment derives ~

-~ ;

) _from the human capab111ty for d1a1ect1ca1 thought
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We wanted to demonstrate in our research that affective

&

assessment is truly. a’dia]ectical process. Subjects rated as liked

or d1s]1Ped a set of personality- related ad]ect1ves From Anderson' s

w(1968) 11st The words had opposites, but subJects_rated only one’
pole of the oppos1t1ona1 dimension. One group of. suojectsb(theAgv
Same group) learned pa1rs of the- actual words they had rated
Another group.(the Oppos1te group) learned the oppos1tes cf words‘
they had rated—ég.e., words they had.never actuai]y‘seen in the
‘stUdy A third group (the. Contro] group) learned the same 1ists as
the Opp051te group even though‘they had ‘made no rat1ngs, and thus
had no 1deograph1r mean1ng attached to those’ part1cu1ar words

- The .learning task was a paired associate task cons1st1ng.of‘

- six pairs ofaiiked'andtsix pairs of'dis]iked words for the Same

-
&

group, six pa1rs of oppos1tes of 11ked and six pa1rs of oppos1tes
‘of disliked words for the 0ppos1te group, -and th1s same lﬂst for .

* the. Contro] group We- pred1cted that the Sape Froup wou]d 1earn:

“11Eeo pa1rs more read11y-than d1s]1ked, and that the 0ppos1te .group

-~

wou]d 1earn oppos1tes of d1s11ked more read11y than opposites .of
‘11ked In other words, the effects of affect bn 1earo1ng are JUSt

as pred1ctab1e from the oppos1tes of words as’ from the words - -

fhemse]ves The performance of the Contro] group 1s a test for the -

i (R

lieffects oF "the words themselves——because the same words tended to ;."}

be in the 1earn1ng 11sts of both~the Same and the 0ppos1te groups,

. . s
- . Lol » ..
2 . . -

N
oo
.
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and our hypothes1s pred1Cted 51m11ar perfnrmance on thexsame wovds .
.. \ -

for the two groups

]

" True to pred1ct1ons the Same group and the 0ppos1te group
f”“showed a pos1t1ve RV effect The Contro] group exh1b1ted no
tendency to 1earn one group of words more read11y than the other

;~L,F1gure 1 111ustrates the pattern or resu1ts Tests of s1mpﬂe
. " 4 o
. effects were s1gn1f1cant for the Same and 0ppos1te»groups but not -

<

g for the Contro1 group

Insert Figure 1 about here

o . . .
.Q s

We conc]ude that affect1ve assessment is tra1y a d1a1ect1ca1
"and an 1deograph1c process, that pred1ct1ons can be made and tested

,'from a d1a1ect1ca1 framewoyk, and the effectg of affect and

“7foppos1t1on der1ve from qua11t1es of peop]e rather than qua11t1es of

3 .
° e o - L. . - < L}

part1cu1ar words

g :-"-u > . &

. AP _.‘”,,f_:_;,_ T ’ ) Stud) 2.

In th1s study (Rych1ak and W1111ams, 1983) we ‘wanted to ' ‘,g

f1nvest1gate the re1at1ona1 t1es between 1tems of a. pa1red assoc1ate_

‘1earn1ng-task -Rather than 1ook1ng mere]y at the f1na1 resu1ts, we
;h wanted to examine the: effects of var1ous re1at1ona1--or :5

aff1rmat1ona1--strateg1es, 1nc1ud1ng an oppos1t10na1 one 1The

ﬁ?method of pa1red assoc1at1ons was mdg1f1ed §1e1d1ng what we have

’-ca11ed tHe method df "tr1assoc1at1on "y Rath r than hav1ng subJects

L
M A
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teafh some . ta e'afftrmatton suchlas goes w1th " we' gave them four

d1fferent aff1rmat1ona1 instruétions. Nonseﬂse_syllables were to
clbe re]ated hy four aff1rmat1ons--A1ways,_an uncond1t1ona1'f .
-aff1rmat1on, Never, a negat1ve aff1rmat1on, Somet1mes, a
'cond1t1ona1 aff1rmat1on, and 0npos1te,‘an oppos1t1ona1
1(dia1ect1ca1)'affirmation. Ne predféted that unconditioha1
aff1rmat1on wou]d fac111tate-1earn1ng most, and that, because
oppos1t1ona11ty is also strong--based on the humu1 capac1ty for
'd1a1ect1ca1 th1nk1ng-~the opp051t1ona1 affirmation would be equally
facilitative. S - v R

. Each subject 1earhedlfour afftrmatiohs for each of'two:hoot

4n0nsense syllables. This yte1ded a jearningl1ist consistihg'of
eight triassociations for each subject' The 1earn1ng tr1als were .

[

-carr1ed out~as in a- standard paired- assoc1ate 1earn1ng task

Adequate contro]s-were.deshgned for associative strength of-the'
nonsense sy11ab1es, the order of phesentatﬁon of the o
tr1assoc1at1ons, and the. 1nd1vwdua1 pa1r1ngs of the nonsense -
sy11ab1es., The resu1ts.aheasummar1gc,_1n Figure 2 for two samp1es,
one ﬁhom a;high,schoo1 population and one from a college
.population.l.The depehdent measure:{ﬁ the'sfudv was perceht‘
h1ts-—that is, on how many of the tota1 tr1dls were each of “the

a

nonsense sy11ab1es in the second pos1t1on correctly ant1c1pated

'As‘seen in F1gure 2, an both samp1es, the Opposite aff1rmat1on

~strategy facilitated learning as much as the A1Waysfstrateoy; In

4
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" the co]]ege sample, Opposition was s1gn1f1rant1y more fuc111tat1ve

| than a]] the other strateg1es

Insert Figure 2 about here

("

.welmustdpotnt'outlhere that.there isfno_jnherent:oppositiona1
'property in nonsense sy11ab1es The.effects-of'the oopositiona1
aff1rnat1on cou]d not be accounted for by propert1es of the
‘mater1als themse]ves Rather- there seems to be someth1ngv

' fac111tat1ve in emp]oy1ng d1a1ect1ca1 aff1rmat1ona1 strateg1es in-

]earn1ng even in extremely contr1ved s1tuat1ons. -t e )

Study 3. o

Our th1rd research strategy 1nvo1ved a mod1f1catwon of the
method of tr1assoc1at1on We (W1111ams and Schoemaker 1383)
'wanted to see whether the super1or1ty of an oppos1t1ona1 strategy.
over a nonopposthona1 but unconditional aff1rmat1ona1 strategy
‘cou]d be conceptua11y va11dated we also uanted to try and get at ."
the 11near qua11ty of demonstrat1ve reason1ng and contrast it w1th
:the b1po]ar nature of d1a1ect1ca1 reason1ng 0r1g1na11y we had
interest in 1nvestwgatjng.the-Ke11yan notion of a ‘construct tousf*-“
whether ue cou1d create-a synthettc construct from nonsense
sy11ab1es wh1ch would be readily learnable .o |

We created therefore, tr1ads of nonsense sy11ab1es taken from

“the m1dd1e range of assoc1at1ve strength ~ The triads were then




.i7b{aiecttcs and"Meqning
';elated'fn.three:dffferent wayS‘ A, linear, demonsfratiye strtnghof
- three nonsense syl]ab]es was created by 11nk1nq them with the word-
s1m11ar".(e g, HIB s1m1]ar LAT s1m1]ar ZAC). These were’ . “
1des1gnated S1m11ar -Similar tr1ads A d1a1ect1ca1,lnonijnear‘string
was created by 11nk1ng the_sy]]abies with "opposite" (HIB pppbsite
LAT oppos1te ZAC), yielding Opposite—Opposite triads. A mixed
(Kel]yan) str1ng was created by |1nL1ng the f1rst two sy‘]ab]es,
'1w1th "s1m11ar“ and the ]ast sy]lab]e to the second w1th "0ppos1te“

' (HLB;s1m11ar_LAT opposlte‘ZAC). These were the S4 m11ar 0ppos1te.
"triads- The 1earning 1ist. consisted .of six’ tr1ads.w1th'the1r
attirmat{onnwords-—twp triads.of each type. 'Order'effects‘and'

' pa1r1ng effects were random1zed through the des1gn The 1earntngﬂ
tr1als were conducted as 1n a regu1ar pa1red assoc1ate learning
Atask to=a criterion of two error]ess ant1c1pat1on trﬁais Our

dependent var1ab]es were total tr1a to 1ter1on and percent h1ts

R

~.for each triad type : The two measures v1e1ded comparab]e results

_F1gure 3 presents the results ‘of the percent h1ts ana]ys1s Aga1n,_

[N

d1a1ect1ca], oppos1t1ona1 strategy enhanced 1earn1ng even 1n the

absense of real semant1c mean1ngs The S1m11ar 0ppos1te tr1ads

13 -

" were ]earned with greatest d1ff1cu1ty We suggest that this is duev

‘to "the necess1ty of employing two strateg1es rather than one. It
wou]d seem that we were not successfu] in. creat1ng synthet1cww**~~

Ke]1yan constructs. Research currently underway is aimed at
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emp]oy1ng rea] constructs--us1ng mean1ngfu1 words—-1n a s1m11ar

research des1gn

Insert Figure 3 about here

The resu]ts of this study suggest that an oppos1t1ona1

ifnon11near aff1rmat1ona1 strategy is more far111tat1ve to 1earn1ng

5

_than a 11near, demonstrat1ve strategy

Study 4
In study four (H1111ams and w1111ams, 1982) we’ emp10yed an : ?h
1nc1denta] learning paradigm rather than a pa1red associate SR
paridign. Our learning materials were real words rather'than
nonsense sy]iables. Reeent WOrk in'incidenta] 1earnihg‘has been
-a1med at c]ar1fy1ng the concept of "depth of process1ng" (Cra1k and

Lockhart, 1972) The- des1gn involves g1V1ng d1fferent groups- of
13.4

'sub]ects d1fferent 1nc1denta1 tasks to perform in re]at1on to a*
4/*’.’3

11st of words One group is asked to 1earn the words R L

1ntent1ona11y, another group is g1ven a semant1c task, usuatlly’ to
“rate’ the words’ for.p]easantness; another group is given a
nonsemantic.task,'such as estimating the number of consonants. The

usua] f1nd1ng is that the semant1c task leads to a 1eve1 of

1earn1ng rough]y equ1va1ent to that of the 1ntent1ona1 group. and

e

super1or to the nonsemant1c group

©

17
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" In our study we: wanted to 1nvest1gate any d1fferences between
af?ect1ve and nonaffective’ semant1c tas Ps, SO we had a group wh1ch
rated the. words for like and d1s11ke, a group wh1ch rated for-
-concreteness_and abstractness, one which est1mated the number of
1etters,:and an intentiona1 learning group.A The words used were
'taken from a study by Hyde and Jenkins (1969) and cons1sted of six
_antonym f1rs+ ‘associate pa1rs and Six nonantonym f1rst assoc1afe

pa1rs. Our dependent measure was the number of antonym and o \

nonantonym pa1rs recalled, . . : L . . ' \

Insert Table 4 about here

- :'_____"____,__’__—.—————

~ Table 3 shows the resu1ts of the study Antonym pa1rs were
recal]ed much better by the two semant1c task groups. We have no -
explanat1on of why theu1ntentjona1 group'reca11ed fewergwords.
. overali. We tan'oono1ude;jat 1east.fthat the oppositiona1 or T
' non-oppoSitiona1 pairs made nc d1fference for them. Ne1ther d1d

the nonsemantic- task group ava11 them elves_of_the. d1a1ect1cal_~;i~www—;f

°

4

1nformat1on available in the words. F1gure 4J111ustrates the
interactfon‘between'incidental task and oppositional or

non-oppositional word pairs.

“Insert Figureg4‘about here

18
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o K

‘e wou]d summar1ze the resu]ts of th1s studv bv emphas1z1ng

T
éthat fhe\dlgject1ca1 re1at1on§n1ps in -the words were apprehended
\ :
and ut111zed by subjects’ who were dea11ng w1th them in termq of e
~their meaning. Aga1n, th1s is~more- a capac1ty of the SubJects for
-th1nk1ng d1a]ect1ca11y than a capac1ty of st1mu1us objects to

)

. e]1c1t certa1n demonstrat1ve1y prescr1bed react1ons '. ‘\ff\\\\;;\

vConc]us1on e : -
We are current1y engaged in. further research on our human

capac1fy for d1a1ect1ca1 th1nk1ng We are conf1dent that the

d1a]ect1c as-a construct can be va11dated emp10y1ng the trad1t1ona1

rmethods of sc1ent1f1c psycho]ogy Invest1gat1on of d1a1ect1ca]
Ath1nk1ng is . essent1a1 for an understand1ng of be1ngs_who are..

1hnate1y dialectical. Such 1nvest1gat1on presents a d1ff1cu1t
chaT]ehee for the traditional assoc1at1qnist1c ahd;cogn1t1ye quei§_ -

‘,ApfiﬁOdé”" p§ych01pgyﬁ;':'-,- s : -
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- . ' : Table & g
O ) " Mean Recall Scores of . 7
First- Associate and Antonym Pairs for
Intent1ona1 Group and Three Incidental Groups
GROUPS N
o " Like-Dislike - -Concrete-Abstract Letter Task Intentional -
First’ : e - : .
Associate . 2.90% <o 136 . 1.55 . 1.46
Pairs - ' - . . , . .
L'Antonym : L > S oo o
© Pairs . 4.46% . '%3.46* - 2.18. . - - 1.64
‘*Means for first- assoc1ate pairs and antonym pa1rs are L
significantly different for thesp groups accord1ng to tests of
simple effects, p.< .05. _ .
. Figure & . I
. - " Mean Recall Scores of - -
. ‘First-Associate and Antonym- Pairs: by ’
: Intentional Group and Three }ncjdéntaﬂ Groups
5.0 ¢
4.0 } -
3.6 |
S _ o » !
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o CoT ) - . T s - \ Pairs
. ~ N - el . . N . . e \
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R ' o ' A o . - Pairs
T — T T
Like- -~ Conérete- . . Letter Intentional- .
‘Dislike - 1 Abstract» - ‘Task = -
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R
- : - A -(.,A‘..‘ . .
: . ,- \\' ..
- " High.Schoo? SameB%)
i . -
-Alw@yé R Neve?' ': L Somet1mes ' Opposite i
| . F1gure 2 B - ] 2 _
. Percent Hits Score as a Funct1on of ' g
T e Affirmation. Instruct1on I - . -
‘ ‘ ' C (Assoc1at1on) S '__“l o T~
'Na1n effect for aff1rmat1on 1nstruct1on»=~ .008 (H S.)-: 001 (Co]]ege)
S1mp1e effects ‘Always .and” “Opposite > Somet1mes B.< .05 (H.S A
, 0ppos1te > A1ways, Never, Somet1mes P < 05 (Co]]ege)
: . . _ .”—A¥;_ “
5 N - — e )



62

60 |

58 t+ ’

54 |

52 | .

50 |

4

.48 |-

46 |- .

44 |-

a B = — — t »

~ -~ Similar-Opposite | . Similar-Similar 0ppos1te Oppos1te
N . Triads . ~ ~ Triads = | : Tr1ads

; F1gure 3

Percent H1ts Score as a Funct1on of Tr1ad Type -

" Hain ef‘ect for tr1ad type E.< .002 "
- 1mp1e effects a11 s1gn’f1cant E.< .05




¢ ) . . v ‘ _‘26_

- . ' : Table & g
g - " Mean Recall Scores of . s
. . First- Associate and Antonym Paivrs for
Intent1ona1 Group and Three Incidental Groups
GROUPS N
o " Like-Dislike - -Concrete-Abstract Letter Task Intentional -
First ‘ o ' o T ; 3
Associate . 2.90« .. 1.36% ; 1.55 . 1.46
Pairs - ' - . . , . .
" Antonym U = S .
© Pairs . 4.46% . .93.46* o 2.18. .- ~1.64
‘*Means for first- assoc1ate pairs and antonym pa1rs are L
significantly different for thesp groups accord1ng to tests of
simple effects, p.< .05. o .
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