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Sensitivity to Importance

!

‘Abstréct

Two studies assessed children‘s;sensitivity té relative importance in prose.
Children rated importance similarly to adults when assigned perspectives.
Children's ratings are not necgssarily idiosyncratic: They agreedAmore wi:h
each other than with adults. dJevelopmental ﬁﬁanges in the ratings of three
information categories appeared. Both encoding and.retriegat processes
influenced children's memory, but_téeg used perspective-specific retrieval
strategies only when told to. Evidén;e for various encoding and retrieval
strateéies was discussed. .ges;tts were dlscuséed in terms of éhé ﬁnowledge
frames presumed to éubsume stoiry information. In practice, teachers need to

reintroduce "mind sets' after reading to insure that students will use them.
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2
Sensitivity to What is Important in Prose S

The purpose of this paper is to address questions'about children's

_ sensitivity to fhe_re!ative importance of prose elements. One issue is
children's abitity to{rate the relative importance of prose eiements. A
second is thénrelationshﬁp between }qsgd importance and text recall by
children. The final issﬁé to be dfséussed is the extent to which children's
recall is a function of particular encoding and retrieval strategies. Com-
pariéons between the performances of-children’aﬁd adults will freguentlyi
be drawn.

Mature readers clearly distinguish between important and unimportant
prose elements in rating tasks (Johnsony 1970; Meyer & McConkie, 1973;
Bower, 1976). Using a variety of‘techniques and procedures, these investi-
gators have demonstrated‘a high degree of agreement among adults concerning
those portions of & prose passage‘whlch are most Important, somewhat less
important, and those which afe unimpartag} to the‘theme éf the story. Pro- |
cedures for assessing importance ha§e included étory §raﬁmars (Rumethéft,
1977), analysis of logical structure (Meyer, 1975), student rating (Johnson,
1970}, or summaries. Bower (Note 1) used three of tgesg procedures to
determine which propositfons of his stories were important to the plot.'
The- trends were c!ear;.propositions that his story gfammar assigned to the_‘
top levg1 of a hierarchy were rated as more structurally important or<qgntrai
"to the gist of the sfﬂry; and were more likely to be mentioned in summaries.
No matter how a text's structure was determlned, the repeated finding is

 that adults are able to distinguish important from unimportant text elements.
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3

'Retative importance in.pygge has been shown to be a function of the
adult reader’s perspectiVeG(EiChért & Anderson, 1977). A question addressed
in :h{s paper is whether taking a éerspective helps children order the
relative importance of a story‘s‘ideés. Pichert and Anderson constructed
two stories, each of which contained details and evenfs of interest to

(at least) two different points of view. For Instance, one story is about

- two boys skipping school who go to one boy's house because his mother is

never home that day. Theirs is a large home on a beautifully landscaped,
large lot, a quarter of a mile from.the nearest neighbor. While the family
is evidently well-to-do from the number of valua?}gyiteﬁs mentfoned {(color
TV, painttgg collection, etc.), the house has a-few defects (leaky ceiling,
damp and musty basement). Different groups rated fhe importance of the
story elements from one of three points of view: ihat of a hurglar, a pro-
spective homebuyer, or no dlreﬁted perspective. |If the relative imﬁartance
of text elements is invariant, a_htgh correlation would be expected among

ratings of idea unit importance obtained under.thetdifferent.perspective;.

On the other hand, If significance depended upon perspective, the correlation

among ratings across perspectives would be quite low. The latter result
obtained. The average correlation of rated idea unit importance across
three perspectives on each of two stories was .11.

Pich;rt and Anderson then had independent groups of subjects read the
stories taking the various perspectives. The previously obtained ratings
of ldea unit importahce were strongly related to immediate recall. This was

true just of ratings cobtained under tke perspecti.e the subject was directed

to take, not other possibie but non-operative perspectives. Also significant
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effect qf'imporfahce from the operative perspect!be on one-week

) he measure was recall of elements after one week, gfven recall of

~ the same el\ ents shortly after reading. Thus, importance was demonstrated
to have indepeéﬂént effects on delayed recall, To summarize, people learn
and remember more\of the important than unimportant elements of a s;orys
but impertance depends upon perspective. We wonder whether this statement
appiies to childrenias well as to adults.

Consider why important elements are better recalled. Proposed expla-
nations are of two cllasses: those operating at the time a passagé is encoded,
and those operative at retrieval. One encoding explanation suggests that
suﬁjects. after idenéifying !mportapt elements, direct td them greater

gmounts'of_attentieq ?nd cognitive processing. A somewhat different account

argues that subjects encode proSembfhuétng’text elements to fil1] the slots

in pre~existing knowledge frames. Material Is important and better remembered
if it fills the available stots. Several investigators (Bower, 1977; Mandler

.+ " .g& Johnson, 1977; Pichert & Andérson, 1977) have speculated that importance
'ﬁas effects at retrieval, Instead of or.in addition to those at encoding.
One ideé is.that‘memory sﬁarch proceeds from th& gene;fc kﬁowledge incorpor-
ated In pre-existing knaw!edg§ frames to the particulér information stored
when the text was read. lnformétion important to the knowledge frame would
be accessiblie, unimportant detalls would not. A éecondJretrteva! account
, assumes that incoming information Is indexed with respect to importance.

The §emanﬁ characte%tst?cs pflthe recall situation cause memory search (or
writing behavior) to terminate when a subjuctive response criterion is

reached. A third possible retrieval process is ""inferential reconstructfon.“

6
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Failing to recall a particular text eleméﬁt; a subject might try to
reconstruct it on the basis of items which usually fi11 .the blank slot in
__the operative knowledge frame. The elcmeniﬂwight appear as an educated guess
or, perhaps, it might first be verified against an otherwise weak or inacces-
sible memory trace. Either way, such expenditures of mental effo}t will in
most cases be made only for Important elementé.

No studies had provided incontestable grounds for retrieval, distinct
from storage, mechanisms operative in prose recall. Anderson and Pichert
(1978) attempted to do so in two studies. After recalling the burglar/
homebuyer passage once, subjects were directed to shift perspectives and then
recalled the story again. Subjects produced on tﬁé second recall signifi-
cantly mré information important to the second perspective that had been
unimportant to the first. They élﬁo reca!led{less infnrmaflon unimportant
to the second perspective which had been lmpértant to the first. These
data clearly show the operation of retrieval processeslfndependent from
encoding processes. |

Anderson and Pichert's second study replicated the results of the first
and ﬁrevided intéospecttve reports on encoding and retrieval processes.

The interview protocols clearly suggested that readers selectively attend

to elements of a story that are significant in terms of an operative per-

4

spective. Of the retrleval explanations, subjects' self reports most often-

supported the idea that high level knowledge structures guided memory search.
They said the new perspective led them to recall new information by causing

them to think of the general category subsuming this information.

?’*f‘éii
. M PR

W
<
%

PR
s
%,

EVT 28

e
5%

b

¢« i,

andph BLi0s



Mg

; * Sensitivity to tmportance
6

At what age and in what ways does the processing biss toward {mpartan:.
elements of pross manifest itself? lnve;tigatianﬁ‘concerning children's
ability to identify, to learn, and to remember thevtﬁportan;,elements of
prose provide some clues. Severaltstudies have shown that children's abilit?
to identify or abstract main ideas is very limited and develops slowly
(Brown, Smiley, & Lawton, 1977, Barrett & Otto, Note 2). Young children
can perform the task only when intense Instruction {or significant amounts
of interaction with s!mhle materials) is provided (Danner, 1976; Smirnav,
Istomina, Mal'tseva, & Samokhralova, 1969/1971-72). Early indications suégest
suggest that categories of {nformat!nn which children consider important
/ to remember may cuange with age (Steiﬁ & Glenn, Note 3).

Consider now those studies which bear on what parts of prose childrén‘
typicaliy recall. The case will be made that children, like adults, favor
important elements In recall. This argument was made as early as the turn
of the century by Binét and Henrl (cf. Thieman & Brewer, 1978) and Thornd ke
(1917), and as recently as this decade (Brown & Smiley, 1977; Christie &
Schumache~, 1975).

Bran ind Smiley had éroups'aééd 8, 10, 12, and f8 faﬁe the parts,
or ''idea units," of two Japanese children’s stories in terms of their impor-
tance ;o\?he structure and ﬁheme of the passage as a whole. An independent

~group of college étudents ﬁéd been asked to ;}tmlnate onq-querier of the -
idea units which they judged to be lTeast Important. This procedure was -
repsated.:wice morq‘untii only one quarter gf the units, those judged most

i

important, rema!ned? Thus, four groups of .dea units from least to most
. o i :
important were identified. Experimantal subjects read an§ heard the stories

8
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twice before following the same rating procedure. The results shou;:d that
younger subjects did not differentiate structural Importance, but older
subjects (college students and, td some extent, seventhjgraders) did.
Bréwn and Sﬁitéy.‘in a fnotnote, suggesﬁed tﬁat younge}lchildren‘s ;atings
were internally inconsistent, rsth;r than unlfdrmly divergent;ﬁfrom those
agreed upon by_adults. No formal analysis had been conducted to make this
point.

Brown and Smiley then tested recall of the two stories at g{édes three,
five, and seven. Older children recalled mo;é than younger, but all chiidren
followed, in general, ;heradult pattern of recall; that Is, proportionately
more of the h!ghegt rated idea units were recalled than those rated medium
or low in Importance. Even without being able to identify the most important .

idea units, children recakted them most frequently. These results have been
replicated under various conditions with nursery school ano kindergartkn

chi!éreé {Brown, 1976}, and educable mentally retarded chlldren of seventh-

gra&e age (Brown & CampiSne. 1977).

Young children have proved unable to identify or &ther&ise indica.e

im@ortant and unimporﬁént-story elements. There is gfeater eVidénce of this
.sensitivfty in their recall measures. However, in both identificatioh and
recall, sensitivity to importance increases with ége:* The developriental
trend suggests that while third-graders éend ¥a recall more impertanf G
elements, it is not until] at l#ast seventh grade that children begin to show
the adult pattern of !mportancé ratings.‘ Most authors have, either implicitly

or explicitly, favored the attention-directing~at~encoding hypothesis for

€

g




Sensitivity to importance
8

the primacy of important elements in recall. Nodg of the other processing
strategies have been ruled out by this research, however.

In brief, mature readers clearly distinguish between !mportan; and
unimportant prose-elaments in rating tasks. Children's ratings have Been
shown to be inconsistent with adults', -at least unti! seventh or eighth
grade when a reasonable reflection of the a&ﬁit pattern emerges., No inves~
tigators, however, have attempted to note consistencies of children‘s ratings.
Nor has there been any attempt'to classify the text elements whose adult
ratings differ radically from chiidren';. Relative importance In prose has
been shown to be a function of the adult reader's perspective. Taking a
perspective may help a child order the relative Importance of a story's ideas.
On the other hand, the burden of keepfng a perspect!ve in mind may make an
glready difficult task even more so. These issues will be addressed by the
experiments described below.

Adgtt ratings of relative importance predict the ;tory elements chil-
dren are 1ikely to recall. The relationship between children's ratings and
recall has not, however, beer investigated. Ba:h children and adults display
a bias toward rémeﬁbering the most lmportént elements of prose passéges.

The primacy of importaqt elements in recall suggests various encoding and
rég;ieval processes at work in comprehansion. Children's use of these
strategies has not been studied. Developmental trends in the use oi'these
strategies will be explored. One question is whether children recall pre-
viously unrecalled ideas following a shift In perspe;ttve..

Experiment la was conducted in order ta‘answer questions about chil-

dren's developing ability to rate relative text importance. The influence

£0
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on ratings of having a perspective in mind was assessed. Another goal of the
study was to determine the extent .to which any child's ratings agreed with
peer group and adult group ratibgs. +"so, an analysis of the ideas on which

children's ratings differ from adults was conducted.

o

Experiment 1b explored the rclationships between the ratings and recall
of a group of third-graders. At !ssue was what influence taking a perspective
ha& on recall. Also of interest was a determination oF_those text elements

whcse rate of recall did nét conform with expecéétions based on importance
| ratings. 3

in Experiment 2 children’s recall of text elements which were important

R

and unimportant to a particuiar perspective was compared. Children were
given an opportunity to list perspective-relevant items followling recall,
then were asked to shift perspectfves and list story elements Important to
the new perspective. These data shed light pﬁ the encoding and rétrieval

processes, used by and avallable to young chiidren.
Experiment la

In this experiment the cepacity‘of good and poor reéders in grades
3, 5, and 7 to tdeniify story information adults regard as important to
certain perspectives was assessed. The procedures were straightforwérd:
Students and adults read a specially constructed story from one of two
directed perspectives or no directed perspective. AFfEr reading, they rated

the relative importance of each Idea unit on a three point scale.

9
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Method | /
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[

Subjects. Forty-five third-, 45 fifth-, and 51 seventhférade students
from @ rusal i1linois school district served as Judges. Alsé participating

: f
were 46 graduate students from an educational psychology course at the
' /

University of Illinois. \ /}
o /
Materiais. A story that could be viewed In terms of /two or more high
. : . f’
level schemata was constructed, as follows: ' /

!
s :

The boys felt freé as birds. A mean dog starg%d chasing them so
they quickly ran along the railroad tracks. They dashed between parked
cars, barely looking up as they crossed the streetg. Tall hedges sur-
rounded Mark's house. ''I told you today was good for skipping schoo!,"
said Mark. ”éom is never home on Thursday.'' iIn the garage were three
10-speed bikes. They swung a while on a swin§ that was nearly ready

to fall. Pete saidy 'l wonder what the kids are doling in school today."
"More work, probably,'" repllied Mark. ‘

They went in the house, The side door was always unlocked. Sorie
pieces of broken glass were on the floor. Mark's sister had fallen on
the slippery carpet while she was carrying one of Dad's famous palntings.
The glass in the frame had shattered. Boy, did she gec'm';

Mark turned up sre‘stereo. Don't worry, the police car doesn'tw
usually go by until 2 o'clock.' Mark shouted. They plicked up two knives
and began to sword fight. The winner wore Dad's diamond tie clasp.

Next thef invented a game of seeing who could throw 1 ighted matches the
farthest into the sink.

Mark's Dad kept his coin collecihpn next to a lamp with a badly
worn cori. They slipped the cord under the carpet so it would be out
of the way. Mark bragged that he could get spending money from the desk
drawer. ''That's why | said ‘no thank you' to the¥ man who wanted to
give us candy,' sald Mark. . ,

12
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Mother's closet was filled with furs and a locked jewelry box.

Mark carried in the coler TV. Whije the TV was on they threw darts

at thke dartboard behind it. More interesting was Mark's new CB set

and a huge box to play in. In the box was a plastic bag that they.

"used for a spaceman helmet. Tie box used to hold their new refrig-
erator. The old refrigerator stood open outside. .. ¢

.. Suddenly the phone rang.  Mark and Pete‘were sad to‘learn they
- had missed a good mavie at school. o Doe
. " This story, hereafter called the Skipping School pas;age, was written
to contain approximately equal numbers of features of interest to a burglar
and to a safety expert. For instance, a burglar woulé'be interested ﬁn the
" jewelfy box but uninterested in a swing that was ngérly ready to fall.
.Presumably the reverse would be true of a safety expert.
Two experienced judges parsed the story into 58 idea units. The raters

£

were in agreement on 352 percent of. the unit boundaries. Differences were

resolved in conference. A group of reading teachers judged the story compre-
hensiblé to third-%raders, andfthe Fry readability iﬁdex.wa: 3.8. .
Procedure. Grade-school subjects were randomly assigned to one of three
classrooms. Thgy»were told "Whenever someone reads or hears a story some

ideas stick out as bélng‘more Important tﬁéhio?he}s. Today we're going to
- show you some st;r!es and ask-yéu to tell us how important eacﬁ part of -
. | the st.ry is." Sﬁbjects were tgen given a hoﬁk!et which contained a w;nn-
up ﬁask, the Skipplng-StHSS!.pa#sage, and pages upon which the idea units’

‘couid be rated. The warm-up exercise was a two-sentence, six-idea unit story

5; ‘ - about Wonder Woman. The experimenter instructed subjects to read along

S - E o - ' S .
RICE silently as he read the.story aloud. Subjects then turned to a page:on which
.\,. .- & - '- . l P . ! ‘ o
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the six idea units had bs=en printed in a colum on the rightm_:hn the left

of each idea unit was a graduated-sized series of boxe;. The largest box u:

was labeled Yvery very important.? the h?&d!e box "kfnd of impo;tant" and
.. gh? smaliest box “not at all importaat." The experimenter pointed out ‘all
tb?s'to the subjects and expiained the rating task. Subjects were exhorted
tu:do ;he{r own york:' “I'm interested in what you think . . . You won't
be gettiﬁg a gra&e on thi#, but please pay attention and try to do ag well
as you caﬁ." The experimenter and subjects then worked through the example

exercise tdﬁether,tdea unit,by_fdea unit to make certain that

-

vthe c?ildren
understood the mecharics-of the task. The experimenter provided a brief
" rationale foﬁ\éevera! of hié_importancé ratings to ilfustrate the conceptdal
nature of the task. No reféréqge to particulaf perspec}ives was made at
any time durﬁng the Qarm-up task. lg waé céntiﬁual!y emphasized._"ﬂon‘;
_‘ worry:tﬁ‘;ou mérked a different box (thén I did) because | want to know
'Qhat you khink.\ Your answer Is just as right as mine." |
. Following tbe Qarm-up task, subjects wer;ftold they were about to'heaf
and read-a ioﬁgegvstdry.gnd that after the sﬁory was read they wou!d Se
ey asked to mark dow; the importance of each pért of that story. At this point,
- instructions differed, for subjects in different classrooms. Subjects in

the first group were told 'When you rea& this story | uanf you to pretend

v

that you are a safety expert; you know, someone who checks on dangerous .
situations. Pause here a mome;t tc think to yourself what kinds of things
are important to safety experts. Ask vourseif silently, what would a safety
expert'bé interested in knowing. Think of how Important every idea In the

U

story would be to a safety expert."

€t .9' .
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e The second group was assigned the burglar perspective, 'you know, :

somaone who steals things from houses.'* The third group received no per-

spective Instructions. 'Subjeééé then read along si!ent!} as fhe experimenter

read aloud the Skipping School passage at a stow;nonmnl ﬁaéﬁg » )
Qt-ma?\?e%qﬁjécted that gxperimeqter/readerw;s conféunded with per- s

spective cénéition at eacﬁ&grade level. A solution would have been to have

subjects listen to a tape recording to fnsure eqdal intonational emphasis | | 15

of story elements. f!nformants-suggested.'howevér, that chiidren in groups :

are less likely to pa; attention to tape recorders than they are to live

performers. Children also appear to have fewer reservations about tal&ing

back to tape recorders than to adults. For these reasonS, experiméﬁﬁers read

the passage. The three male experimenters practiced readfng the stery aloud

to minimize qnintendedlemphasis of particular story elements, and were 6n!y .

told about the perspective condition they would assign the morning the study

was conducted. 7 . | : .
After the'Skipping School passage was rea&,thelrating'task was performed.

Subjects were told to mark the box they thought represented the tmporfance

of each part o?_;he story. Subjects asé!gned perspect}ves were reminded |

of the perspecifve_and told "Say to yourself '|s this important to a salety

expert {(burglar)?' for each part of the story.!" The eggérlmenter announceq\’

the number of each idea unit, reaé:the qntt.,and paused long enough for

‘subjects to respond. After the first couple of ldea units the experimenter

suggested that those who could go faster thai he was reading should do so,

o so long as they read gaéh part carefully before making their decision.

-
~
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The experimenter ihen read aloud the idea units at the pace of the‘slowest o
children in the classroom.. When one-third and two-thirds of the idea units
had been rated, breaks were annouchd.*"Lnok over what you'vevdone so far
to see if you have Qn X in one of the boxes for each par£ of the story."
Subjects assigned perspectives were reminded to ask whether each idea unit .
© was important to the assigned perspective. At the end of the session, subjects
were thanked and dismissed to their regular classrooms. Stanford AchievqmentA
Test scores obtained six months previously were available for all but a few .
of the children. A med!ah split on the feading comprehens fon suSscale at each
grace level was used to identify high and low verbal abiiity subjentsf'
Adult subjects were assfgned to céndftions by randomly distributing
booklets which consisted of an instructions pége. the Skipping School passage,
and the pages §on:élning th; ;ating task. There were‘no'wafm-up exercises 7 /
or breaks during the rating task, and subjects read the story to ;hemsélves. -
Thelinstructions assigned one of the two peéspe;tives or no perspecéive, and
asked subjects to read through the story at !gest once bgfé%e begianing the
rating task. ‘fn all other regardé the task and ﬁaterials(w&re ﬁge'same éer«
‘¢hildren and adults. To obtain a measure of the interrater relfability of - :
the ratings,an analysis of yqyianée proceduke was employed (Winer, 1962,
p. 128). The rellabllity coefficients of the~12 age X perspéctlve groups
fanged %rom .73 to .97. While interrater reliability increased slightly with,
- . age, it was noted that even the third-graders were consistent raterﬁ'af idea

wnit importance.

°
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Resul ts . o TIOR .;3.'

Changes in the ability to Identify.fggoétant elerients. correlations "

between each adult/perspective group and its grade scheo! counterpart on the *%
-mean rating given each idea unit were computed as a check on the relatnonships

between importanue ratings, age, and perspective-taking. The results are T -

depicted in Table §. The results of a simiiar anatysis by Brown and Smiley
(1977) are included for camparison. The pattern of correlations of the con-
trol subjects replticates the Brown and Smiley fihdings: 'youﬁgeé s#bjects
as a group do not distinguish (in the manner of adults) ‘between Ieve{s of
importance. fifth-graders begln to. and seventh-graders du The pattern of

correlations is quite different, however, when subjects are directed to take

perspectives: while sensitivity sti!l increases with age, even thlre«graders

& . . A A G G Al e G Gl AR IR G A G G AR i G S EE D D Gy .

Insert Table | about here. o L
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show a high level of correspondence wfth adults gtven the same perspective.

o

Apparently, taking a perspective can sensitize chlldren as young as :hird

grade to the relative importance of story elements. ¥

Congruence scores. Next we computed a ''congruence'’ store for each

subject, an index of sensitivty to idea unit Importance. Each subject's
ratings for the 58 Idea units was correlated with the mean adult ratings
from the operative perspective. Subjects sensitive to Importance (defined
by the adult standard) ﬁhauld receive scores apprgaching +1.00 while téose .
_— who were either insensitive to Smpértance or unabie~go understand-the fask

would receive scores approaching 20.

&
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First computed was a 3(Age) X 3(Perspective) X 2(High vs. Low Reading -
Comprehension) analysis of variance. All three main effects were significant. -
Congruence scores increased as a function of age: .33, .42, and .60 -for ~;§
third-,“fifth-, and seventh-graders respectively, F(2,110) = 16.8, p < .01. -é
Differences due to Perspective. EﬂZ.th} = 19.9, g;<ﬁ;01; revealed that Cow
subjects given perspectives were more congruent witg aﬂults (sarety experts -
.55, burglars = ,54) than subjects not given a perspective (Qontrolq - yé

/ 3

'.27L Subjects with high reading comprehension scores had higher'congruence
scores. than low-ability subjects, .46 and .39 respectively, £, !IO) = 10.9,
p < .Gl. None of the interaction terms was sign!fican;
Next computed was the correla¢§on“between‘each child's ratings and tﬁé‘
mean ratings of his/her peer‘géeu;. TheSe correbatisns were‘everaged and
compared with the mean ceﬁgruence scores. If ch}tdren'é ratings are idio~
syncratic.vfhe value of this new‘meésure shoufd be near zero. If, on the ‘
other hand, chi%dren agree with one ehuther concerning wﬁat-ts impartant
but their views are divergent from adults, the new measure should exceed the
;. 'cengrqence scores. Table 2 shows that the latter pattecn of results obtained:
in eight out of nine camparisons; that Is, children's ratings of impertance
* ‘were more ilke thelr peers' than aauits'. ‘

- - - - . - .

Insert Table 2 about here. N m .
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These results will be discussed at thé end of Expertmeet 1b.

L I
’ . *
e

Experiment 1b

Experiment 1b was~cen&ucted~in order to determine the ﬁest-retes; X
reliability of the third-gfeders' ra.ings, and to examine the relatienshfps
, - 14 R
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_it for a second time.

~ assigned them earliier .and were seen indivfduaity. Subjects were told télpay

. Sensitivity to Importance
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between their ratings of Importance and recall. At issue !s what children . ‘
recall from a story and how recall is influenced by taking a particular
perspeétive. Alsg‘qﬁ‘interest are the kinds of units whose rate of recall
does not conform with their relative importance ratings. Therefore, eight
weeks after Experiment la had been conducted, investigators returned to have

the séﬁe third-grade students listen to the same story, recallrit, and rate

-

Method

Subjécts.‘ O0f the original 45 third-graders, two had moved away, one

“ .

declined to participate, and two other's protocols were lost due to mechanical

difficulties with the tape recorders.

Design and procedure. ' Eight weeks after the initial rating session, the

experimenters returned to the original tﬁird-grade classrooms and retested

the same children. Subjects were assigned to the same perspective condition

closé'attention to the story about to be pléfed for them on the tape recorder
since they would later be ésked to tell the experimenter about it. Perspec-
tive instructions were glven as they had been ir the earlier sessfon. The
Skipping Schoo! passage was then played._ It had been recorded at a slow
normal pace b§ an experienced male reader. Immediately after Searing the
éassage. subjects were aske# to read as quickly and as accurately as they
could a 1ist of twenty words given them by the'experimenter. Subjects then
erally recalled as much as they could of the story, ‘A few-students began

to intrudg;ideaslsleérly unrelated to‘the story. When this happened, the

15
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experimenter, during the student's next pause, reminded the student to say
everything he/she could remember from the sto;y, but only those ideas which
the student believed to have been actually stated in the story. Recalls

were tapé recoried. Following recall, children performed the rating task

in the same way it had been administered elght weeks earlier, ‘The experi-

menter then took time to thank each child and ask him/her questions about

his/her performance if the_questions'seemed warranted. Each child agreed

not to reveal to classmates what the experiment was about, and then was

»

dismissed. o

Resul ts

Test-retest rellability of ratings. First computed was the correlation

between each third-grader's two sets of ratings, a sort of test-retest
reliability score.. The mean'rgllabil!ty ;as A47. - Next computed wés a new
set of ratings and the original adult mean ratings. The correlat%nqvbetween
each child's ratingsﬁgnd his/ﬁér perspective group's mean ratings was also
found. Gro;p méans are shown in Table 2. The éesulté replicated the earlier
f?néings{ children agreed moré with each other than they did with adutts 

on the rating task.

‘Relationship between rated 3m§ortance and recall. Chlidren's recall

was_scored, using Ienién: gist criteria, for the preseqée or absence (1 or 0)
of each idea unit in th@ story. For each subject, poin;-bisgrial correlations

were computed between recall of the 58 Idea units and various rating data.

- Collectively thesehwill be rgferred to as concordance scores. Concordance

() '

I
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scores were calculated between each subject's recall and his/her (a) first
set of ragfngs (a prediction score), (b} second set of ratlngs (a postdic-
tion score), (c) peer group's mean original ratings, (d}) peer group's mean
'delayed ratings, and (e) adult group's mean ratings. Mean ;oncordancg scores

o

are depicted in Table 3. In spite of the fact that all of the scores are

very low, it Is worth not'ng that virtual'y all of them are p&sitive.

e A G G G G G WS G S0k R S R G R T G AR G B M

insert Table 3 about here.
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0ne~§roperty of our concordance scores‘may serve to make them artifi-
cially low. Note that the subject who recalls either all or none of the
story's idea units re. ~ives a concordance score of 0. A more stable in§£cafor )
of the relationship between ratings and regall is the correiation befweeg.group‘
ratings and évera!l gto&p recall. These correlations are shown in Table 4. -

The results provide additional evidence that children's ratings are better

predic-ors of their recall than adult ratings.

Insert Table 4 about here.
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A series of stepwise multiple regression analyses was cdhducted in

- order to determine the rating scheme which best predfcted recall from each .
perspective. Entered as predictors were pre- and post;d!ction mean peer
group rat!ﬁgs énd the adﬁjt ratings from each perspective for every idea
unit. The criterion var!éblé was mean group recall of eaﬁﬁ .dea unit.”
Separate analyses were performed for the th;qe perspective eonﬁtt%uns.‘ .

From our earlier work (Pichert & Anderson, 1977), we expected the ratings
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given to idea units from the operative perspectivelto best fpredict recall. ~
This was not the case. For safety experts.'burglars.and controls, the only

-

significant predictors were peer group contéol ratings. This suggests that
our ;ating and recall tasks introduced different process!ng'demands which
resulted in children not using (or not Seing able to use) their perspective
when they heard the story or, perhaps, when they attempte& to recall the

s tQ l'y . . > ¢

Recall of safety expert and burglafgclusters. Consider now recall

performance on those units which are rated more important to safety experts
than burglars fnd those units ﬁbre important tc'ﬁﬁrglars than safety expeft§.
These were identified by transforming the original peer and adult qgtings
from each perspectlvp to standard scores. Only &hose units whlchidlffered
a;rosé‘perspectives by a 0.8 or greater standard score for both peers and -

o

adults were included in the analysis. By this means, 12 units were assigned

]

to a cluster imgoftan: to safety experts and 12 to a cluster imp?rtant te -
burglars. The proportion>of unjts recalled from each cluster by each
subject was the dependent measure In a 2(Perspective} X 2(Verbal Ablitity)
X ?(Cluster) mfxed'ana{ygis of v;riance. if perspective iﬁfluenced thlrd-‘ ’
_graders’ recall as It had adults’, there should be an interaction beﬁween
Perspective and Cluster,jn whichcséfety experts recalled more safety expert

) units aﬁd;burglarsirecalled proportionately more burglar units. This inter-
action did. not aupeaf, however. The only significant effect was due to
Cruster; F(1,34) = 13.5, p < .001. Proportionately more safety expert than

“'ﬁ* o burglar units were recalled, .39 vs. .27 respectively. Proportion of reéall A

of eécﬁ cluster by each péFSpectTve group Is shown In Table §. While burgtaés

-

-
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recalled more burglar units than did safety experts, burglars also recalled

more of the safety expert units. Unaccountably. safety experts recalled fewer
safety expert units than control subjects. Grabe and Prentice (1979) have ' o
re;ently reported a study in which low~reading ability sixth-graders recalted\.
“the same number of perspect!ve-relevant stofy elements as‘htgh‘ability ~
controis. ‘Thege outcomes are disturbing since they fail to‘replicate‘thé%

results of many studies Involving adults (e.g. Pichert & Anderson, 1977).

Insert Table § about here.
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Rating differences beiween children and adults. Closer inspection of

the data seemed warranted in order to attempt to disce n the kinds of idea
units on wﬁich adults' and young children‘s_rattng; differed. The mean
rating given to idea units by each age and perspective group was transformed
into a standard score. Within perspective groups,each unit's standard s;ore
was coﬁpared acrgss age groups. in this manner it was possfble to identify
those units which indicated age differences in percelved lmportance. Any
units which differed by one standard SCOre Or more were constdered

There appeared to be three types of un!ts on wh!gh adults and children
differed in their rattngs. The first group consisted‘of units which adults,
bu; not ch!ldrén. considered highly relevant. ~These ténded to be moré subtly

.related to the pefspectivég requiring, perhaps, more world knowledge. For

instance, adult burglars rated Tall hedges surrounded the house as very !
“important, presumably because tall hnges‘mighé ald the burglar's desire
to avoid detection by blocking the vlew‘ef'passers-by. One fifth-grader,

in contrast, volunteered that "they {hedges) aren't important ‘cause you

-
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wouldn't steal them, would you?" The lamp with the badly worn cord and
the fact that the cor& was slipped under the \carpet were rated very impore-
tant by all safety'experts except the thira-graders, revealing a similar
naiveté. The second éategory of units rated differently were those which
answered ‘‘when'' and “where!’ questions. Adults were much more Iikel& than
youngsters to rate these as important. For }nstance. all burglars thought
that the police car and spending money were important, but only the older
subjects thought that the time the police went by (2 o'clock) and the loca-
tion of the money (in the desk drawer) were equally Important. All safety
experts rated throwing lighted matches important, but adults were more
like!§ to think where they were thrown (into the sink) was important as
well. The last category was made up of what can be best described as

items of ''generic human interest.!' Young children are md&h more likely

- to be distracted by (gjve high ratings to) ideas in the stories which have

personal importance regardless of éss?gned perspective. Each of the fol-
lowing items was rated very important by the youngest children, less so

bv adults, regardless of the assigned perspecf!ve£ A mean dog started

chasing them; Boy, did she get itl; They picked up two knives and began

to sword fight; More work, probably {in answer to the question about what

‘was‘going on in school); tivey had missed a good movie at school.

Differences between rated Importance and recalf. A simllar analysis

was made of those units whose relative importance ratings did not conform

with the recall results. Idea units were ranked according to total rating

given by each third-grade perspective group. The same was done with recall.

If an ldea éhitgs recall rank differed from Its rating rank by more than

i



\ Sensitivity to Importance
p « - . 23

¥ 12,1t was cqpsiderea a'nOﬂ-conformlng unit.' Sixteen units were recalled
i less often than their ratings "predicted," and 1} were recalled more often.
Half of the units recalled less otten than they ''should have been'' were
‘l rated very important‘to burglars or safety experts, but not remembered by
those groups. Far‘ihstance. safety experts did'nat often recall that the
boys ran along ra?{road tracks; played on a swing ready to fall, played
dear a lamp with a kyrn cord, or were approacﬁed by a stranger. Burglars
did not often recatizshat Mom was never home on Thursday or that there was )
spending money in the%desk drawer; Four units representing danéerous situ~

‘ations were recalled l¢ss often than their ratings by control subjects would

have predicted. One unit. the winner (of the sword fight) wore Dad's diamond
tie clasp, was recalled infrequently no matter what the subjects' perspec- |
" tives. Conversations with subjects revealed that -very Few of them knew what
a tle clasp was. ‘f o C
About half of the units recalled more often t?an their ratings would . .
have‘indicated probably fall into tﬂé generic human interest cétegory:
The mean dog, thSpeed bikes, and spaceman helmet were oftes recat}sd by
ééoups which had rated them unimportant. Cantrol subjects tended to recall
more of the story's less important transition !tems, tﬁTﬁgs tike Ysaid Mark."
‘The "when'' and 'where'' Items discussed above, while rated, low in‘lmportance. |
‘also tended to be recalled fairly often. . e
Four idea Qnits were recalleﬁ by most subjects who réca!lgd anything |
at all. Thése, upon reflection, represent a reasenaéfe summary of the "
story. Subjects most often recalled that the boys,were~skipping school,

that they wént in the house, :hat the phone rang, and :hat they missed a .

o - 25
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good movie at schuol. Since “tase ﬁecé rated relatfvely lew ln‘lmportance.
"espacially when perspectives were assigned, it !s tittle uander that the

relationshlp between ratings and recall was low.

Discussion

Three major cpncluslo&s may be drawn from the resul;s of Exéa'tmqnts
le and 1b. First, children‘are able to distinguish important from unimpor- ;
tant passage elewnents when they are assigned a particu!ér relevant ﬁérspec-‘

. tive, but are unable to do so when no perspective is assigned. Second,
children are more Iige!y to agree with other children than they are with -
¢ adults aboﬁt what Is and.!s not important-in a passage. Third, the ré!ation-
" ship between young children's tmportance rat!ngs and recall suggescs that
the children may not be kaep!ng the assigned perspective in mind when ihey
read and/or recall the'story, and that ideas which convey tffs gist of the .
story may be undervaiued in rating ' . | 4

-~

why did children's ability to differentliate !mportaﬁt and unimportant
Ctext elemeﬁts improve under conditions where perspectives were assigned?

. Adults asked to rate the importance §F tdeé unit; In a story are able to
adopg a "default perspective' (PichQrt-s Andérson,‘1977) which probably ’
closel’y“mt.ches the perspective the author intended to be taken. This leads '
to a high reliability of ratings. In the absence of partlcular perspectlve"_’ '3
instruct!ons, young children may adopt defau!t . perspectives wh!ch are idio~ ‘
syncratlc. producfn« poor agreement (cf. Brown & Smiley, t977) Specifytng -
- a perspect?ve may cut cdown individual dtfferences raising agreement.

However, consider that children were more likely to agree with each other

than with adults about the relative Smportance'ef tﬁg Idea units In our

. BN

~
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“story. This was not only true of idea unit ratings obtained in the first

;tudv. but was replicated in the second studv. The differences in ;ééeement
were most striking fgr control subjects; Tﬁug it would aﬁpear inépprn;}iate
“characterize children's ratings as idiosyncratic, as Brown and Smiley
{i§}7. p. 5) have done. We are not saying that‘nhftdren as a group have a
view of the wor id which Is orthogonal to that of adults; Indeed, “there is

a fair amount of agreement between thgﬁaéuits and children. Given no per~

spective, the criterlia for judging Importance are consistent wtthiﬁ, but not. °

between, age groups. Specifying a perspective insures that children and
adults will use_feasonably similar criteria for judging Iimportance.. Differ-
ences in ratings betwe;n children and adults still existed, however, for

(at least) three.categor!es of Information.

Children's ratings at every grade level were similar t; adults' under
conditions where perspeﬁtives were assigned. However, the carrelatlon.between
third-graders' ratings and recall, whtle.posittve; was low. This is per-
plexing given the consistent finding that even young chtfdren recall more
important than unimportant text‘etements.' One clue to the problem is that
control group ratings were the-best pre&létor of recall regardless of assigned
perspective. This may have occurred for a number of reasons, each of which
involvas a child's ability to use a perspective go_orgdhlze information. .

On tﬁe-rﬁting task, students tuak as much time as they nezded to ratc each .

idea unit. Moreover, the experimenter ffcquently reminded them to keep their

assigned perspective In mind while rating every ldea. Even though the passage

had been recorded at a slow/normal pace, subjects in the recall study may

not have had enough time to carefully consider every idea In the light of

—a
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thei~ assigned perspective. This would tend to cut down on any encoding

benefit of keeping a perspactive in mind, since there was little time for

AR

c\'.......“q" H

- students to use the perspeciive to draw attentlon to, or 'capture," important

story eiements. Note that this result is very dffferent frqm that obtained
in studies with adults, in which tak!ng a perspectiva clearly resulted in

an encodtng benefit for items important to that perspective (Pichert &
uAnderson, 1977). The problem may not have been at encoding, however. \It
may be that childrgn Yack perspccfive-Specific retrieval strategies. {f our
third-graders did possess such skills they may not have used them.

Our descriptive analysis of reca!i revéaled that while items of generi§
human Interest were ‘requentiy recalled, many perspective-relevant ideas
were not. ({Note, once again, the difference between this study and those
involving adults: adult recall cfearly favors perspective-relevant ideas.)
| While this result does not clarify whcther assigned perspectives falled to
influence encoding or retrieval, it Is consistent with the finding that
contrél group (students assigned no perspective) ratings best predicted
recall. fn the absence qf a particular perspective to organize information

or aid retrieval, subjects operate under a defauit, or control, perspective.

Children's ratings were consistent with peers’ (cf. Pichert ¢ Anderson, 1977),
so the recall resuits make it reasonable to believe that subjects were not
using their ass%gned perspect%ves, but were eperating under a default per-
spective. We hoped to clarify the influence of perspective-taking at

encoding and/or retrieval In Experiment 2,

&™)
D
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Experiment 2

One purpose of Experiment 2 was to determﬁne whether ghildren's learning
and recall at various ages is affected by the pe?spectiﬁe around which they

are encouraged to organize and retrieve a story. Recali of story elements

important and unimportant to a reading perspective, both prior to and follow=

ing a perspective shift, was investigates. Of interest are clues to the
types of encoding'andlor retrieval processes operative in pfose comprehension.
We éfsa wondered whether the reiagianship between importance ratings and
recall would improve when children were asked to list perspective-relevant

items following an initial recall attempt.

Method

Subjects. The subjects were 148 students, approximately equal numbers
of third-, fifthﬁ, and séeventh-graders, from an industrial community in
central [llinois. None of these.students participated In the idea unit
rating ékudy. k

Procedure. Subjects uefe run Individually and assigned to reading
perspective conditions randomly. Subjects were told that we were interested
in people'’s memory for stories: and that they“shoﬁld pay close attention
to the story. Appropriate perspective instructions were then given, using
language simitar to that used in the previous experiments. iEkpermenters
made sure students knew what their perspective was by asking students to
say it aloud. When necessary, the experimenter elaborated perspective
instructions with example; of things or events lLaportant to the perspective.

None of the examples came from the Skipping School passage, however. The

2] -
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expeﬁ!menter played the recorded Sktﬁking School story aloud as the subject
read along. Fo!lowlng,the story, subjects were asked to read aloud a list
of 20 words which varied In familiarity and letter-sound regularity. Next
came a free recall test. Subjects were told "Please tel) me as much as you
- can of the stor} whlch you just heard. Try to remember the exact words.
If you can't remember the words used In the story, tell it to me in your own

words. Please try to tell me everything you can remember'from the story."

Subjects' protocols were tape recorded. As In the earl!ér study, students
who got off track were reminded to remember the ideas which actua!ly appeared'
in the story. Hheh-they lsdicated that they could recall no more, subjects
were encouraged to add or change anything they wished. No time !imit was
piaced on recall attempts. -

We wanted to know whether children used Fhelr assigned perspective to
organize and ald recall. We also wanted to know whether children, -11ke
adults, are able to recall pre@?ousty'unrecattable information following
a shift In pérspectlve. The children had been asked to do several tasks
up until this peint, however, so it seemed overlv burdensome tc'asﬁ them
to re-recall tﬁc entire story. Therefore, following recall, subjects who
were intt!aily assiggg# ;hé safety expert or burglar perspg;t}ye.wgre asked
to )!st what items in the stdry were Important to that paquec;iie. If .
chlidrenlintentlonal!y used thelr assigned perspectlves t& ald Inftlial
recall, no new items should be added. Then subjects were Introduced to the
other perspective and asked to list story elements Important to It. if
perspective has effects at retrieval, children should be able, following

a perspactive shift, to recall additional tnfermatf&n from the originally
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unimportant cluster. Control subjfsts were introduced to the perspectives -
and asked to name burglar and safety expert relevant items in counter= |
balanced order. -Subjects were fina%ly<thanked and dismissed. Typical - .
sessions lasted slight!y less than 15 minutes.

Stanford Achievement Test data coliecteé'eight months earlué? by the
ccoperatcng_schoal district was available and was obtained for 142 of the
studentg. |

Scoring. Raters checked the recali protocols for the presence or
absence of each idea unit using gist or substance criteria. Three protocols

— at each grade level were randomly selected and scored by each of the raters -

to provide a reliability check, r = .93,

Results

Differences between rated importance and recall. ldea units were ranked

according to total initial recall. Recall rank was compared with relative | N
importance ratings. Most notable was the higit level of recall of four idea

units regardiess of subjects' age or assigned perspective. T@‘§e were the

four which seem to capture the gist of the story: it was a good day for

skipping school, they went in the house, suddenly the phone rang, and theg'

had missed a good movie at school. These units fall in the lowest two

quartiles of rated importance according to subjects assigned perspectivess
Story grammars (Mandler & Johnson, 1977; Stein & Glenn, Note 3) predict high
rates of recall for these items since they represent ''setting" and ‘bqthme“

statements.
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Other units were recalled frequently recardless of perspé;tives. The
. ideas that the boys threw darts behind a TV and that they threw )ighted
matches into a sink were frequently recalled. So were the famous painting
| and brékeh glasé. the lO-sﬁeed bikes, Snd the fact.that Mom is never home ' ¥

on Thursday. Most subjects remembered the helice-cak, too. Safety eiﬁeété
reported that the police car was important since q: helped prevgnt crime: -
This had not been indicated in the norming .graup's importance ratiﬁgs,
however. -~ | . i
' 0nt§ four safety experts, two in fifth grade ;nd two in seventh, remem-
bered the stranger who had afféred candy to the boys. Only .a few more
remembered that the boys barely looked up as they crossed the Street or that
they used a plastic bag as a spaceman helmet. Very few burglérs remembered
that there was a cuﬁn coll;ctiohﬂor that spenging mone§ was kept in & desk
drawer. Only seventh-grade birglars remembereq the CB set. While some
of-these'units had been rated relatively low in importance‘by young judges,»
It remains that these perspéctive¥re¥§vant Ttems were considered jmpﬁrtant
by older judges. Why these were recalled less often than, sa§. a slippeéy
carpet (by safety experts) 'or a locked Jjewelry box {by hurglars) is not

obwvwious. o . .

Relationship between relat?ve“lmpaftanégkhnd recall. The correlation

between group ratlngs‘obtainehd in Experiment 1a and group recall was c&mputed.
Two stages of recall will Qe discussed: initial recall, and injtial recall
.plus additional perspective-relevant ideas mentloned on the first list.

At first only those units recalled on the first recall aiterpt were included
In the analysis. As in Experiment Ib, peer group control ratings wefe.the
best predictor-of recall, regardless of perspegtive. This changed dramatic-

ally, however, when recall Included additional perspective-relevant units
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named on the first list. When recall included these‘édditional units, peer

ratings from the operative perspective be§i predicted what was recalled by

-subjects assigned perspactives. count{ng~onl§ ideas; recalled initially,

the average éorratat%on between peer grdhp canté@}ﬁraﬁings and recall was
.38.‘between peer group pérsbectlve ratings and recall, .31. !ncludlng'
additional units recalled on the first list, perspective ratings correlated
.44 with recall, control ratings .41. This implies that children did not
efficiently utilize their assigned perspeétivg when they first recalled the

story.

It was also true that, In v!rf&hlly every case,peé? ratings were better

predictors of recall than adult ratlngé.

Recall of important and unimportant information. One object of this

experiment was to Investigate children's encoding and retrieval processes.
If children organize or retrieve information around an assigned pérspecé!ve.

they should rmmber more of the information important to that perspective.

Q

This is precisely what we found for initial recé!l. Oniy those subjeéts

assigned perspectives Nergfﬁzéd In the following analyses. Two groups of 12

<

idea units, identified in Eiperlment ib aS'diffgrentlally important to safety"

_experts and burglars, served §s. important and unimportant information depend-

ing on the subject's assfégaé‘ﬁirspecéﬁve. Grade and Verbal Abllity were

between-subjects factors and importance to Initial Perspective was the within-

subjects factor ina 3 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance. The dependent measure
was proportion of initial recall of important and unimportant units. Fifth=

and seventh-graders recalled significantly more than third-graders, and high

verbal ability subjects recalled more than low. Important units were recalled

23
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more often than uﬁﬁéﬁ?rtant. 513.9!) = &.13, B < .05. A similar analysis

of variance was performed for the second stage of recatl; which means that

. the new dependent measure was the proportion-of Important and unimportant

units recalled initia!ly plus those remembered on the Ftrst, perspective-
relevant list. Again, oider and high verbal students recalled more than
younger and low verbal students. The differénce between recall of important

and unimportant information was more dramatic, F(1,91) = 27.47, p < .01.

-

More important than uéimportant elements weré recal led, and it is worth noting-
that, in this as well as the earlier analysis, there was no interaction
between idea unit importance and age. Even-third-graders‘kecatied more
important than uhimportant units. Taken together, these first.twd.ana!yses
suggést that students did not efficiently use their perspectiﬁes to organize
initial retrieval. After a probe (''List the ideas important to a saéety

expert/burglar!), they were able to_remember‘previously unrecalied, but

obviously stored, items of information Emportaﬁt to thelr assigned perspective.

This does not mean thatAthere was an absence of retrieval effects on =

© -
-

initial recall, only, that whatever effeéts there were, were not as robust

\as they might have been had subjects intentionally used their perspectives

_to gulde retrieval. Nor do these results mean that perspective effects at

encoding account for differences bétweeq\initia? recall of Important and
unimportant units. If encoding effects accounted for these differences,
recall of units important to the original perspe.tive should exceed recall

of units not originally important, even after the units not originally

- important had been pro.ed for. The results are cquivocal. An analysis

of variance similar to the Cfrst two was computed, but this time}the dependent

3¢
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measure was the proportion of important and unimportant units re;éi!ed at
any time, that'is. at inltlai recill. on the perspective-refevant list, or
- -on-the newwpefspectihe;}e!evant list; ~Once again, older and‘b?ightér-stu-
dentf recalled more thah younger and less brtgﬁt students. Thé difference
between recall of ideas injortant and unimportant to the original perspec~
tive was, however, no longer sign}f!cant, E}l.Sl) ;02.&1, p=.l2. Thgx
trend favered;prigfqatly important eiement;; proportion of recall of units
important to the orig(nal perspective - ~37, unimporiéﬁt - .34. Thus,

while there Is some evidence for encoding, distinct from retrieval, effeéts.
it is no; conclusive. )

These ffﬁgings-are not consistent with our studies of adult_learn!ng
and memory.'ZOur studies with adults are not directly comparable because
they do not include a perspehttve-félevant listing subsigyent to initial

_recalt. It should be noted, however, that one gfoﬂp of subjects in a study
by Anderson and Pichert (1978) were reminded of their original perspective
" following initial recall, and were asked to recall the story.aga!n(to see
if they couid\recat! any additional information. Adults recalled virtually
no additional items of Importance to thet; original perspective.

Analyses which Included control group subjects revealed that ihgtr
rgcall of bufg!ar and-éafety expert units was gr;ater tﬁan that of subjects
for whom those units were unimportant, but less than that of subjects for
whom the units ﬁere'lmportant. This fails to replicate what we foun§ in
Experiment 1b {cf. Tsble 5). We are inclined to believe the present.rqsu!ts.

since adults learn and remember more perspective-relevant than non-perspective-

relevant units (e.g. Pichert & Anderson, 1977), and because the results are
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conststept with the oft-stated claim that chilidren recall more important

L

than unimportant text elements. The results obtained In Experiment Ib were
from third-gradérs~whe had‘exposure to and experience with the storyon a-

rating task aight ueeks prior to the reca!l task, and no opportunity to list

- &,

perspective-relevant items following recall Perhaps the earlier procedures
introduced a great deal of noise in the data, elther dlrectly or Sndirectly

via students’ conversattons with each other during the interim.

Ideas rememhered after !nitlal ‘recall. Subjects were asked to list

perspective«relevant and then new perSpective-re!avant information. from the
story. For control’ subjects, the task was to list two new-perspective-relevant
fnformatton clusters. Half the control suhjectS'ugre asked to list safety
expert units first. The other half Iistey burglar items first. We CQmputed'
alx 4 x fo 2 mixed analysis of variance with Grade, Perspective [Safety
Experts (S), Burg!ars (B), Controls-who Iisted S items first, Controls

who listed B items first], Verhat Ability, and fluster (S units, B units).

The dependent measure was the proportlnn of idea units from each cluster

which were not tnitiatty recalled but which appeared on the lists fo}towiﬁg

initial recall. There were main effects for Grade, F{%,118).- 3.23, p < .05; -

Verbal Abﬂity,._F_(l,_llB) = 8.53, p < .01; and Cluster, F(1,118) = 24.49, »

< .01. Older and brighter cﬁildren remembered a greater number of addl;!onal
units, and additional burglar units were fememberqd to a greater extent than
safety expert units. There were no stat!sti;alfy stgntficant-1ntqractlons.
Table 6 shows the proportion of é#d!ttonai units from each clustér remembered
<by each perspective group. The;e.resultsastrongl; suggest that éubjects did

not systematically employ thelir assigred perspectives at initial recall since

36
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the pro@ortloﬁs of additional pérspectlve;relevant units were equal to the
prg?ertiéns of new-perspective-relevant units. The order in which control
H.ﬂquects.hsed the new perspectives. did naf Jnflugnce.;mnuntfof add}tioha‘
recall. .Even young children, then, manifested an ability to remember pre-
viously unrecalled information after a shift ig parspect%éé.' Simpli asking
students to list Intt!a!-perspéctive-relevant }tems a!so.resuttéd'ln addi-

tional recail.

- S G S G WS G G A T G O e

Insert Table 6 about here.

- e Gy S G Gh GE on S Gp Gp S Gh GF SR A GF b Wt O0 S a e S e

| Once again it must be noted that these results differ dramatically
from those obtained in our studies with adults. Adults do not remember
additional units tmportant.to their original perspective §iven a second

" chanc. to recall the story. ihey‘do. however, r?member previous}y‘unrecatled

information important to a new perspective. We have not asked adults to list

perspective- and new-perspective-relevant items, so the task demands may

not bé comparable. The point is that children do not seem to make nearly

s¢ gooci use of strateglies to §rganize retrieval as adults. Nor, perhaps,
-are they as efficient as adults at encoding, when perspectives can be used

to ''draw attention to'' Important information.

Discussion

Third-, fifth-, and seventh-graders directed to take a persﬁective, or
glven no perspective, réad and recalled a brief narrative. ?;ltewing recall,
they were asked to list perspective-relevant and then neu-phéspcctive-reievant
information. Two major conclusions may be drawn from the results. Flrst,

‘the relationship between children's importance ratings and reca!l_is poor




+ -

-

~ adults.

- ratings and recalls. On the one hand, children do ngt- seem to employ their

. ingladed) . Tharcfofe. uhllc'thqéé is evidence for encoding, distinct from

. ’ | Sensitivity to Importance °
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in large part because of systematic problems at recall and on the rating

task. Second, both encading and retrieval processes sggm'to lnf!uence'

-i-~chlldren’s~prose recall, but not to the extenﬁ'found'in'studSGS‘ihvolving e R

Problems w¥§r story retrieval and problems with relative importance

ratings may account for the poor retationshtp between chttdren s importance

L
- Lthr

assigned perspec;ives as a retrieval plan unless told to do so. As a result,

-

some ideas rated important to a subject's perspective may not be recalled

. thaee #

initially. The correlatlion between Importance Haglngs and recall Is dramat-
ically improved when perspective~relevant !Qeas‘remembered after Initial ' s
recall are included. in the analysis. Moreover, the proportion of additional
perspecttve—re!evant !deas recalled is equal to the propartlon of addtt!onal
:ecal! by subjects for whom the pergpective is new. Evidently, children

did nat‘keea ;heir assignéd perspective in.miad at recall. On the other
hand, ldeas which convey the plot line of the story are well recalled, but
may'be grassty undervatued by raters who assess importance with respect to

a particuiar peﬁbbective. ) .

-‘l .
The second conclusion was that both encoding and -~etrieval processes .

probably affeqt uﬁat children remember about a brief narrative. More impor- o
taﬁt‘than unimportant text eﬁgggnts wnréithitlaliy recalled. This was true

of inftial recall, bu: not hﬁfassarliy of overall recall (after additional

perspecttée-retevant and new-perspective-relevant tnfarmg:l&p had been

retrieval, effects.f%: Is not conclusive.
. i < €
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Retrieval effects of taking perspectives were suggested by additional

units remembered on the lists which foilaﬁéd'initial recall. It is not
likely that additional unitsuwére recalled‘because subjects were lazy on

the first attempt. The experimenter'stréng!y encouraged each child to remem-
ber as much as the child possibly éoﬁ!d. Nheq the child said that no more.;
could be remembered, the experimentgr had the 65313 sit back, relax, th'nk

through the story and say anything not mentioned earlier. dnly when-the

child Iinsisted that no more could be remembered did the experimenter move
b ) . . L]
on to the next task. ? | .

Experiménters_frequently had time to ask subjegts how they had been able
td‘recgl! new “ormation. We wanted to see whether chi}dren‘s responses .
would be similar to those Qiyen by adults (é%. An&erson & Pichert, f978}}

In that study, most subjects discussed str;tegies and tactic§ for rememhertné'
in a manner consistent with the retrieval plan h§pothes§s. Several adults .
fndica:ed that reviewfng new—pefépec:ivg-re!evant concerns caused them to

think of previously unrecalled information ré3ated to these concerns. For

example, thinking about things to stea%lhelped at least one adult remember

.the color TV. Little support was given the simplest ‘form of the output

editing‘hypetheﬁis. Most adult subjects insisted they had written down every-

thing. they could remember. .
Consider now youngsters' Fntrospections. Hpst‘studentﬁ made no ;esponse
of gavé a shrug of the shoulders. Only lS;studénts‘ responses bear an'ihe
}eirievai strategies proposed earlier, sut;their respon;eé were rémarkah!y
similar to adults'. Three third-graders offered that they were able to

remember new things because they “thaught harder.” One said ''l was just

39
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trying to remember the story [again] and | remembered a little bit more . . .
| thought a little bit more." Another sgtd " thcught back more than

did the first time, "I goess. | guess I thought harder.' The third said,

“{ had more time to think about it."

There is some evidence that infér'ential reconstruction was operativa
in retrieval. Several sybjeet§, when asked to list ltems Important to
burglars, named many valuable*é@}%éts in rapid succession. One fifth-grade
subject, for instance, listed 5‘;;dia, gcld‘or silver candlesticks, paint-
ings, money, a stereo, the hedges, jewelry, ;vatch;s, the TV, the refrigerator,
'maybe food.? etc. . When ésked whether these all appeared In thefstnry. the
student was capable of distinguishing :hbse which did from those which did not.

Greater recall of burglar than safety expert units may, in part, result

from students’' ability to more easily generate concerns of burglars. We

probably see more TV shows and read more books about burglars than we do

about the dangers of abandoned refrigerators.

The majority of those who made Intelligible responses concerning their
abitity to recall new Information said sameth&ng which suggested that the
new perspectlve made them think about the story in a new way, a way which
led them to new Information. Twp third-g?aders simply said, "1 just remem-
bere& it [the jewelry box/spending money] Qhen you said 'Be a burglar.'"
Another third géadgr respohded. "Well, It was about a different subject and
| had to think about a different subject.'" Taking the safeéy expert perspec-
tive evoked thoughts of danger: 'l was thinking ‘How écu!d the house catch
on fire'" {from a seventh-§rader who remembered the worn cord under the rug);

“"You' sald about dangerous stuff and | thought of that [the worn cord] ‘cause

-
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the rug coulda caught on fire;" "I tried to think of what was dangerous

to them [the boys]." One third-grader, who had ltsted items important to

@ safetv egpert and then listed burglar items saild "i thought of the danger-

ous things first and saw if they were Important to a burgtar. That halped
me remembar the other burglar stuff."" Two third-graders showed how using
perspectives as retrieval plans can be idiosyncratic to some extent. One

sald, "l was thinking . . . hard. 1 wanted to see if | could remember the

other stuff, 'cause my mama just bought a stereo for a hundred and some

bucks." The other sald, ''I was looking through the story in my mind. My
mom's got a jewelry box and | was thinkin' of my sister playing in it."

Yo summarize, little support was g!veﬁ the output editing hypothesis

by children or aduits. Some children gave gv!dence of inferential recopstrué;

,tioﬁ.ﬁéomhthing not dﬁQféﬁs. but'ﬁdt ruled out, iIn aduft'reéal!.m Bést ééhlts

and children who could respond indicated that the new perspective made them

think of the story In a new way, consistent with the retrieval plan hypotheses.

The results do not rule cut the use of any of the hypothesized retrieval

mechanisms. The results do suggest, ho@ever, that the strategies ysed by
children and adults are similar.

One last point. This was a deve!bpment study, but there were very few

&

- developmental differences bf note. Older children learned and reﬁimhéred

mare. overall, than younger ch!ldren. Thtr&«graders. hewever 1ike older

students, recalled more important than -unimportant elements, and remembered

. roughly the same proportions of additional items as fifth- and sevanth-graders.

.o . o
AL . . i ) 41 .
. .

Theare seemed to be differences between the performance of these children as

& 9ra§§ and what we have obtained wttﬁ'séuits.‘ The sets of studles are
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not directly comparablie, however, so the existence of developmental differ-

ences in the use of encoding and retrieval strategies remains to be explored.

General Discussion

Y

Two experiments invo!vingithird-, fifth-, an& seventh-grade students | \ ,
ware conduct;d in é}dér 4; answer questlons about chtldren;s sensttivtiy
tq\the relative importance of elements in a brief narrative. Students e
heard a story and rated the relative Importance of each idea QQI: from -
one of two dirgcted persbectives or no d!;ected perspective. ‘E!ght Qeeks
after the rating taﬁk, the third-graders, after being reintroduced to thelr T
original perspective, listened to the stéry agdin and attémpted to recall
{t. In Experiment 2 new groups of third-, fifth~..and seventh-graders were
asked to read and recall the story from one of the two perspectives or
no directed perspectjve. Following initial Eecaif;subjects listed perspective-
relevant and new-gerspﬁctive-reievant information.

There were several results of note. First, when children were assigned
perspectives, their Importance rattﬁgs were&au&h moré similar to adult
rattﬁgs than those done by children not ascsigned perspectlﬁes. Secord,
children were more likely tc,agree‘yu:h each other than with adults con-
cerning what was Important in the story. ‘Thts apparently holds true not
only ‘for- ratings but recall és wéi!. Third, the low cur;elatiaps between

ratings and recall in Experiment )b were prebably due ia some pa}t to two

~foraes: non-use of perspective-specific retrieval strategies and devalua-

tion of units which convey the story's pio; ine by raters assigned

]
L
*
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perspectives. A fourth finding was that retrieval and, perhaps, encoding
processes influenced what children could remember. | t

Our first conclusion is that\children as young as third grade rate the
relative importance of a text's idea units In@ manner similar'to adults
under certain conditians.; When adult and student raters keep a particular,
relevant perspective in mind, their ratings will be much more similar than
had no perspective been imposed. %his suggests that so long as similar
knowledge frames aré both available to and used by adults and children,
decisions about relative Importance will be congruent, at léést in a gross
way.

While there were"simi!aritﬁgg in ratings, there were also notable dif-
ferences. For example, adults know that putting a worn lamp coré under a
rug Is dangerous; children, apparently, do not, or cannot figure it out.
This example highlights differences in the knowledge frames employed
by adults and children. Adult knowledge frames Fend more often to be
related to other frames and contain greater amoung§ of stored informa-
tion than children's. As a result, adults directiy recognize more input
information as important or unimportant and better judge information not
initially known to be iﬁportant or unimportant. We believe that experientialw
immaturicy, rather than lack éf word knowledgé per se, may prevent full

comprehension. It is also the case, we'presume, that subjecfs who Fave

greater experience know the meanings of more words. In practical terms, this

. suggests that vocabulary scores are good predictors of readiné comprehension

because both refliect a student’s general, academic-related experience.

*
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it is not that children make no judgments ab&ét ihpertance when they
llack stored knowledge. Their judgments do not go far enough (or, perhaps,
go too far depending on how you look at it). Seve?él burglars fold us that
the darts mentioned in the story were very important because ‘'he céufd:
use them to kill somebody.' One burgiar said they were important because
‘myﬁe darts is his favorite game.'" One third-grader toid( us that the
‘;atches were_important because "if the burglar was hlding_iﬁ a cave he'd
.need some.'' Virtually every object in the story was mentioned as very ?hpo}-
tant by at least one young burglar. This sﬁggests that the children tried*&'
very hard to fit‘evegything in the story into-a know!édge frame. Therefore,
while taking a perspective dfamaticaliy improves the relationshtp bétﬁggn
laduit and student ratings, there is stil; a develépmgnta! trend in the rela-
""tionship.
Chiid;en‘s importance’ ratings are not necessarily idiosyncratic, as
- Brown and Smiley (1977) claimed. Children employ knowledge framés simitar
to tho§e of their peers, different from those of adults. Stein and élenn
(in press} found similarities in what peers thought important to remember
from a story but dl%ferences between age grouﬁs. Our study, however, fis
©  the first to brgng this resdlt to light when every idea in the sEory Qas
;atgd.
That children’s ;atings é}e not necessarily idlosyncratic hééw}emift-
cations for the study of prose co&p;ehensfoﬁ;“ Up to now, no other authors

have Envestigateé the relationship between children's impartance ratings

and recall. The logic has run: adults know what is important, children's

ratings do not agree with adulfs, therefore childrents recall must be compared

. . . e P M . - . .. - . . . o . R
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with adult ratings. Models of text structure, whether théoret!cally based

or not, have been created iround adult ﬂatidns'of relative importance.

Explanations of why children remember and forget what they do may be made

more complete with a better understanding of the child's ‘perspective.”

Adult ratings predict chlldren's recall fairly well, but peer group ratings

do it better. e

Children do not use perspective-specific retrieval Strategiés in the

recall of a brief narrative unleSs told to do so. This helps explain why

control group ratings best predict initial recall. If a particuiar per~ .
spective is not being kept in mind at retrieval, the subject is, by defini-
tion, operating under control group'conditioﬁs.

Retrieval, separate from encoding, processes influence what children

can tecall. After insisting that they could remember no more, 128 out of =

142 subjects'recalled at least one additional ideq unit when asked to 1ist
{tems from the story important fc an assigned and/or new perspective.
What we did not find was any hint of an interaction between type of addi-

tional recal! (new-perspective-reievant vs. nrtgfgai-perspective-relevant)

- and age. {f seventh-graders had exercised greater metaﬁemnrtat ability,

they would have added fewer perspective-relevant ideas and more new-

perspective-relevant ideas than yg&nger children. This is heéadse a subject

‘ with greater metamemorial awareness would have used tﬁe assigned'perspective

, . , ,
‘to ald initial recall and would have had a greater capability for retrieving

new-perspective-relevant information. Fifth- and seventh-graders did recall

more addlt!on;l units of both types than third-graders. High verbal ébili;y

subjects recalled more of both types than low. These differences, however,

45
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may be the result of older and brighter students’ ability‘fd‘encode more
information, making more évailah!e-when ft was properly accessed.

Subject's cooments about gheir‘retrleval strategies favored the
retrieval ptan.ﬁypothests; that is, the idea that recafl proceeds from
generic infermatiaeAin a knowledge fraﬁevte particiular ?nformattoe captured . .’
by the frame. Output editing and inferentiai reconstruction also galined
some measure of support, however, and cannot bu ruled out. ﬂe.matter which
of the proposed retrievaf processes is favored, it appears that they may
bear little relationship with school performance. The correlation between
reading comprehension and what was recalled barely changes wﬁee additional
recall is included. |

Older and brighter children are able'te encode greater amounts of
information. More importan;,'iheugh, is the fact that children };(aii-
three grades tended to rememﬁer more informatlon important than unimportant

to their perspectives. The evidence, while not conclusive, suggested that

children kept their assigned perspective in mind, at least to some extent,

- while they were reading the story. Whether or not better~reeati of

perspective-relevant |tems occurred because students paid more attention
to the important elements is a questiee.%;} future research.

The results of these exper!ments‘must be replicated with materials
more |ike :hose used in classrooms. Hereover, our assessment oF'sensitivity
to Importance was based on a one~item test-rating or recall of the Skipping

School passage. A larger number and variety of texts should be used in

~

.subsequent research,




D P SRR S (R A SNIPRE TR L 2L S TEE AL TR I B SR e, 1t O LA .'"_.:".,%»;'«*_;a,u,%w;.“i:v' T ‘.‘.?.;_‘\qe «;\;P\\x{:n\wl“so.¢ (NG ST

Sensitivity to Importance
¢ ’ A . | )
L5

it Is difficult te‘know how to.dfst!ngqish among the various encoding
‘and retrieval processes proposed in this paper. Disentaﬁgltng'them awaits
.“future studies. This work appears to bé cructaf, however, if we are to
pinpoint the specific deficiencies‘of Immature readers and poof readers in
general. It may'be that poor reader; are less tikely to pbssess the yorld
knowl edge necessary to fully assimilate a passage. 0n<the other héﬁd. if
thelr knowledge is adequate, poor readers may be less féc!te at organizing
their knowledg; at encoding or during retrieval. The data from these experi- '
ments suggest that theré may be some valtdit; to each possibility.
Suggestions for classroom préct!ce may be tentatively made. Teéchers
may, if possible, sugéest an appropriate perspective fqrispudents to think N
about while they read ;.partlcular story. As well as helping stﬁdents
discern impoFtant ideas, taking a perspective may have positive motivational
consequencés as a ‘fun" activity. Remedial readers may have to be tolc
directly what Is and Is not important In a text. Teachers frequentty
introduce storleg wlbh‘new words and backgfqund tnfdrmation to producé a
_'‘mind set' for reading. The research In thts‘paper suggests that teachers
need to reintroduce this "set" after reading to Insure that thet} studé;ts

L3

will use it.
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Table |

Correlations Between Adult and Student Mean Ratings
, of idea Unit Impartance from the

Operative Perspective

: , Grade jevel .
Operative perspective . ‘ .
... .3 . 85 1
Safety expert . -.60. 82 ... .84 .
Burglar . T .73 ‘ .75 .88
Control | ' 23 .35 .61
Brown and Smitey (1977) .12 .33 .81
32




51
Tablie 2
. Average Correlations of Individual's Ratings
" with those of Adult and Peer Groups
Group
K Perspective
‘ Adults Peers
. |
Grade BA\ ?
Safety expert B2 A5
Burglar .38 .37
Control .16 W52
crade 3
Safet# expert .50 .58
Burglar b b
: Control .20 .62 ‘
Grade 5° - .
Safety expert .57 .62
Burglar N .53 o
‘Contro! .21 .Sh o L
Grade 7a
Safety expert .64 .66
Burglar 71 .77
Control A .60
.Experimnt 1a
bexperiment 1b
~ ‘.
-



o

Table 3

*

Mean Concurdéhce Scores: The Relationship Between Third-Graders' Recall and Various Rai!ng Data

- n -

Rater(s)
Self Peer group , Rdults
Prediction Postdiction - "
Prediction Postdiction
s B € S B8 ¢ s B €
Safety expert (S) A4 16 W21 a3 .28 19 .k .22 .15 .01 .13
Burg‘a!‘ (B) .!Q | 107 b‘g o‘l 020 n'6 .‘2 -20 0‘5 .M 009
Control () .07 .06 - .12 .08 .15 .10 .04 .13 .06 .07 .10

Note. These scores represent the averagé'ccrrelation‘%f subject's recall and their own

ratings, the mean ratings of peer groups, and the mean ratings of adult groups.
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Table &
Correlations Between Group Importance Ratings and
] Overall Recall by Third-Graders
Rating grdup ’
Pérspect!qp | : Peers | Adults’
Perspective~-relevant Control Perspective-relevant Control
- Safety expert 40 46 .34 .26
= Burglar .28 46 .10 .16
fontrol .- .26 - .19
= A
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Experiment 2

idea unit cluster

<

v e M&‘:.)‘"
Tabie §
Proportion of idea Units Recalled from the
Safety‘gxpert‘and Burglar Clusters:
Experiment 1b
. > idea unit cluster
?erspectﬁve
Safety expert Burglar
Safety expert .32 .23
Burglar .47 .52
Control .39 .27

Safety expert Burglar
.32 .28
2k &1
.27 .33




« Table 6
Proportion of‘Previousty Unrecalled ideas

After a Probe for Each Perspective

55

-

Listed

fdea unit cluster

Perspective

Safety expert Burglar
Safety expert_(é) - .06 11
Burglar (B) .06 O
Control~-5Ba .05 10
Control -Bs@ 05 7 .10

—

aRepresents the order In which new
perspectives were assigned. '
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