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Structural Organizers 2
Abstract

This study examined the effects of providing éij?éEé with
prior information about the 6F§éﬁiiéjiéﬁ of expository
. passages. Subjects, 234 ninth graders, weré randomly assigned
to one  of four pre-reading treatments: structuréiybrgéhiiér
with outline grid, Wﬁich.cansisted of information on the
organization of the passage and a skeleton outline depicting

the ﬁassage organization; structural organizer without outline
grid; contro: condition with notetaking; or controi condition:
without notetaking. Target passages were organized with |
organizatibqai patterns. Results indicated that the éikﬁéihiéi
organizer ﬁifﬁ outline grid reliably (i < .01) and markedly
facititated subjects! 6655?65655iéﬁ and recall, that notetaking
alone reliably (p < .01) and markedly facilitated comprehension
~and recall, and that the structural organizer without

outline grid reliably (g < .01) facilitated comprehension but

Ly
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Structural Organizers 3
Effects of ®*Structural Organizers on Ninth Grade Stugents®
Comprehension and Recall of Four Patterns of Expository Text

Ediicators, linguists, and psychologists recognize that
reading comprehension involves skill in following the
organization of a passage (Aulls, 1982; Carroll, 1972; de

1nvestigétihg several Onresolved issues ébhéérhihg the
relationship between passage organization and reading
comprehension (5éi£ié§£; 1979; Brandt, 1979; Britton, Glynn,
Meyer, & Peniand, 1982; Horowitz, 1982; McGee, 1982; Meyer,
1982; »Mé?éf;_é%ahdt; & Bluth, 1980; Meyer, Freedle, & Walker,

1977; Roen, 1982; Taylor, 1982). The present study examines

three of these unresolved issues: First, will subjects'

comprehension and recall of an expository passﬁge improve iff
they are given inforuation about the organization of the
passage before they read it? ééééﬁ%; will the effects of being
given such information be similar across varibq%:hiéréréhicéi
iévéis of the passages? Third, will the effects'be similar
with differently organized passages?

Tﬁé.ééFiiéSt work iﬁétiﬁétiﬁéuiﬁtéf"é’s}t in these three
questions involved providing subjects with Semantic information -
relevant to the content of expository passages prior to their

ha

ot
ot

_reading the passages. Ausubel (1960, 1963, 1968) proposed

=

learning would be facilitated if the:iearner were suppiied wit

J



an appropriate frame of reference so that new information could
be related to information the learner already possessed. In an
attempt to demonstrate the facilitative effects bf”prbviciﬁg
subjects with a frame of reference for new material, Ausubel
(1963, 1968) developed the advance organizer. Despite the fact
that advance organizers have frequently been shown to produce
facilitative effects (Luiten, Ames, & Ackerson, 1980;
Schallert, 1982), they continue to receive one major criticism: -
Critics have claimed that Ausubel has not provided adequate

definitional crit

[

ria f%r his organizer, thus making
v )
replications of this research nearly impossible (Aﬁaéfééh;

1967; Anderson, Spiro, & Anderson, 1978; Barnes & Clawson,

1975; Hartley & Davies, 1976; Spiro & Anderson, 1981).
A second line of researcﬁ motivating the present study is

the work of Grimes (1975) and Meyer (1975), who have proposed a
fﬁéafy of discourse and a ééﬁéﬁtié grammar- of propositions in

Rhetorical predicates are primarily responsible for giving
prose its overall organization. Meyer (1975, 1981) has
identified several types of these top-level structures,

A third line of research motivating the present study is
research investigating the é?fééf of providing subjects with

information about the organization Bf.expository passages prior

to their reading the passages. Several investigators have

Rl



| Structural Organizers 5
suggested that providing subjects with such ihfbrmétibhAFiii
iﬁﬁ?é%é recall (Bartlett, 1979; Brandt, 1979; Meyer, 1975;
Meyer, Brandt, & Biuth, igéﬁf Meyer, Bartlett, & Woods;, i97é§
Mej sr, Freedle, & Walker, 1977; Slater, Palmer, & Graves,
1982). However, the results of these studies have been mixéd.

Despite the mixed reslilts generated by the research, the
ability of readers to use the organization of a passage in
ﬁéééiiiﬁé the passage is a predictor of how much information
Will be recalled (Meyer, Brandt, & Bluth, 1980; Meyer &

Freedle, 1978; Meyer, Freedle, & Walker, 1977; Palmer, Slater,
& Graves, 198p). It is perhaps not surprising that these

studies produced mixed results because they display a number of

weaknesses. First; most of these studies failed to provide

short and/or contrived, thus raising the question of their
ecological validity: Fourth; most of the studies failed to

require subjects to directly interact with the structural
- — - - - - EE T - - - [ J, ‘:“" K
information they were given. Fifth, most of the studies ‘did};

" " e : R .

not use multiple dependent measures.

research which has investigated the hypothesis that certain .
organizational patterns have greater facilitative effects on.
subjects' recall than others. In one study, Meyer and Freedle

(1978) found that when the same passage content was organized in

)




Structural Organizers 6
each of four major jorganizational patterns, college students

.However, in another study, Meyer, Freedle, and Walker (1977)
found that claimi=counterclaim top=level structure, which seemed
to facilitate recall for caiiegq_studénis in the previous

addition to ﬂé’y'éiréﬁa her colleagues' two studies having
- @ -

produced contradictpry results, it should be noted that a single
passage was used in both studies and that generalization from a
single passage to all passages is distinctly unwarranted. (Clark,

college subjects using different passagés and found no effect, of
organizational pattern. Thus, the question of which, if any,
patterns better facilitate recall remains unanswered.

studies and avoid their limjtations in several ways: First; a

previous research by assessing subjects' prior knowledge, using
fiultiple dependent measures, asking subjects to respond in
3 . >

-



“comprehension SubteSE of the California Achievement Test

0 Structural CigaﬁiZéPS 7

writing to the organizer content, and using representative

Method

1”7‘””77

and that 10% of them qualified féFé free or reduced price

lunch. SubJects were cla551f1ed as good, average, or. 1oW t -/

comprehenders on the basis of thelr‘scores on the reaéing

(1977). The mean percentlle scores for the good; é?é?ééé;.éﬁaf
poor comprehenders were 89, 69, and 146, Eéspéétivéiy. Equal

numbers of subjects at each abllity lsvel were réndomly g

) 7 : o/
assigned to each of 32 experimental cells. / P4
. 7 ,/
. : / A
v {als : | ) ; 7
The materials for the study consisted éf/téfgét paiféges,
. ;o

géhéféi.aiféétibhs, prétésts, directions fy% rééaing tie

taken from a junior hlgh school history text titled £h§ ££gg
and ihﬁ Bfiiﬁ (Graff, 1977), which hﬁd not been used in the

school. Passages were selected and . edited to be as similar as

3
]
|

-
|



StrUctural Organ1zers 8

possible on four dimensions. Each edited passage was 670-680
words long, contained 339 scoreable idea units (content words,
A\ ]

semantic role reiaticnShips, and rhetorlcal relatlonshlps), had

! 5 hxé?archical levels, and was wrltten at the 8th grade level
d e
. as measured by the Fry Readabxiity Formula . (1977)

structires described by Meyer (1975)§ with two passages

following the claim=-counterclaim pattern, two fciibwihg the

claim- support-concluslon pattern, two following the cause-

effect pattern; and two foiiow;ng the problem-scluticn

tructure.

/ To confirm the classiflcatlon of the passages! top-level

structures, two graduate_students 1pdependently placed each of

//- the eight passages in one of five categories: claim-

counterclaim; claim-support-conclusion, cause-effect, problem=

solution; or general: There was a 100% agreement among the

raters; and no passage was ' placed in the general categcry{
After the top—i vel structure had been identified, the

béésages were parsed using the Meyer (1975) prose analysis

system. % Two graduate students 1ndependently analyzed each

passage. The percentages of initial agreement between the
raters ranged from 86% to 95%, with che mean percentage of
agreement across the eight passages being 90%. Bisagreeméhts
were resolved through discussion between the two graduate ﬁ

students. - . _ E

.General Directions: .The same set of general directions was
used with ali subjects. Theseé described the purpose of the
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-"exbérimenf aqd informed subjects that they would Bé taking a
multiple-choice pretest; reading specific directions on how o
s; Feading a passage WFiting a recall protocol;
'¢“taking a multiple-choice posttest; and completing a
questionnaire. |

Pretests and Posttests: 4 five-item, multiple=choice

pretest designed to determine s

alternatives.

A twenty-itém, multiple-choice posttest designed to provide

Iy

one measure of recall was also written for each

e f the eight
béésaééé; Each item again consisted of a statement and fé&f
alternatives. Items for each test were focused on both the

higher-level and ibwer:ievgi_contént in the passages as
identified in the content structure for each passage:

multiple-choice comprehengion tests ranged from ;69 to ;éﬁ;

with a mean of .T6. : |
Directions for Reading the Passages. Four sets of

‘directiohs were used: Two of these were part of the

conditions:
7 . o o , . . . o o
f The directions for the tWo experimental conditions were

s of

o

called structural organizers. There were two typ

structural organizers. The first type described the benefits

bl
i R Ry i

of using top-level structure as an aid for retaining.

A\

\
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o s ' i; s
information from text, defined the top-level or‘gam@zatlon of
the Eargei paSsage; pr;ov1;ded a brief example of target pass}ée
top-ievei organization, éﬁa'fﬁéiiﬁaéd an outline grld of the
téb-ievei organization of the target passage, wﬁiéﬁ sub—_]:ects
were instructei.to fill in as they read the péSSage.,VA brief
note instructing SUPjéCtS to write their recall protocols using
the brganiiatibn of the t'arge‘c ba%sage followed the passage. .

. The second type of structural or‘garklzer‘ was the same as the
‘first one except that it did not contaxn an outiine ngd for
subgects to fill in as. they read.i ‘

The structural org’anizer‘ for a cause-effect ‘passage’ an d the
t"’ivrst:f'ew lines of the outline grid are shown below. "

When reading non-fictional material,
uﬁaérétéhdihg ﬁhé.éuthbk;g'brgéhi2§£i6h has three
important advantages. It provides you with clues to
remember much m_o_r_ﬁ of what Sjéi;i read. It heips\ you,
recall more of the ma_l_m: maﬁ in what you read, and

ways. One way of organizing a passage is to ‘list

,,,,,,,,,,,,, _

causes and their effects. & cause and e,ffect passage .
: ééi’iéiéﬁé 6? a number 6f' causes and a number of effects

effect. ,Addi_ti'o'néiiy, a czuse and effect passage may

LA

7
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causes and effects of the increase in fuei costs in

<

the United States.
A cause: ‘might be the greater demand for fUéi.
' Supporting information about- the greater demand for

fuel mlght include (1) 'détails about how much the K , .

.

demand for fuel hagiaaF"agéa“ﬁ to the gfégéaf and
) . (2) details about how much the demand for fuel will :
. increase in the future.\ ' S
An effect might be increased fuel costs. . o

§upporting information aooﬁt increased fuel costs

to travel. s L - 2z
A related topic might be that of how fuei
77777777777 w

-increases are forecast. Supporting information about 77777

‘how fuel increases are forecast might include Ei)

.
.. . r

details about how fuel 1norea565 are forecast fpv air
transportation and (2) details about how fuel

increases are forecast for ground transportation.

The following outiine shows the- organization of

the passage just- describéd. ' A







A Structural Organizers =12
‘Rising Fuel Costs in the United States

-

1. Cause: Greater demand for fuel
Support: How much the demand for
| fuel has increased up to the
presernt

Support.: How much the demand for fuel will

2. Effect: Increased fuel costs
Sﬁﬁpéfti How much fuei costs havg\

Support: How this increase in fuel costs
reduces the distance people can
; afford to travel |
3. Related TSﬁiEE How fuel increases
| ; are ‘forecast
Suppbrt- Details ;bbat'hbﬁ fuel
;gncreaseé are forecast for air

transportation
The passage you will.read consists of a cause,
. effects; and Féiéﬁéa Eéﬁiéé; It consists of 1 cause
with Sﬁbpéfting information, 3 éffééts with supporting
information; and 9 related topics with supporting

1«cause, 3 effects,

= \:

n\ /

,\. N |

information. That is, it includes




o Structural Organizers 13
‘and 9 related topics, and each 6f‘thésé is developed
and explained in greater detail with supporting =
information. ' ‘

effects, the related topics, and the supporting
information. Causes, effects;, or reilated topics are
Usually found in the first sentence.uf each paragraph,
and supporting information related to a bértiguiék
cause, effect; or related topic is 6§6£i%§ found in
the remaining sentences in a paragraph. '

Starting on the next page; you will find a blank

outline. Following the outline, there is a prose

passage. As you réad the passage, write down in

reiated topics of the passage and the supporting
information cn the outline. Do this as you are
- reading, not after you have finished reading. Every  °
blank on the outline represents a sentence in the

passage. -The order of the blanks on the outiine is

the same as the order of the sentences in the, passage:
Note that you must f1ip back and forth from the = .-
passage to the outline as you are filling out the

outline. ; : ‘ . s

Piease be certain to write in your starting time in

the blank provided on the first page of the passag
t‘ -
t

e
he -

IS + [P
PRI




Structural Organizers 1%
last page of the passags. Also, remember that as you

are reading,; you will need to flip back and forth to

fill in the outline.

1. Cause: ! P

Support:

swpport: .

Support. = S —_

2. Related Topic:

Support:

Support:

3: Effect: —

by

Suppcrt-

There were also two sets of directions for the control

conditions: The first set of directions instructed subgects to
read the target passage carefully and to take detailed notes
while they were reading it. A brief note Simpii instructing

subJects to write down everything they couid remember from the
.—’——/A .

target ﬁééééée followed the passage: \\k
The second set of' directions was the eéﬁie as tﬁe f‘irst

LY

’ except that it did. not ask subaects to take detailed notes as

they read.

Questionnaire The questionnaire consisted of five

questions to which subjects responded "yes;" "sometimes" or

15




Struétaféi Organizers 15

wrote short answers 1f they chose ‘to do so. The questlonnalre
)
was included to Investigate the subjects' att itudes toward the

various aspects of the experiment.

In'the experimental condition; there

were two types of packets. One type of experimental packet
contained the general directions, the pretest, the strUétural
organizer with the ﬁiiiﬁé EFia; Eﬁé'ihéiauctions for writing
the protocols, lined paper, the multiple-choice posttest

dlffered from the first type in that it contalned the

structural organizer without the outline grid.

In the 6665?6i condition, there were also two types of

paékéts; Both control packets differed from the experimental

in that the directions for recall said nothing about passage
organization. One control packet included a set of brief

directions which taia 56556655 to read the target passages and

Subjects participated in the experiment during their
normal classSroom periods. Late passes were provided for those
subjects who needed more time. Each subject received one

packet of materials and was told to read them aloud. Then
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silently while the experimenter read them aloud: ifﬁeﬁ subjects

were invited to ask questions: After all questions had been
answWered, the subjects were instructed to begin. When subjects
finished, they raised their hand, and the experimenter
éolléoted the packet and gave them a crossword puzzle to

compiete so that others would: not be distracted: Subjects

required between 27 and 58 minutes to complete the experiment:

E—*a* o —f——i E’*— —ir - e o |
The study employed a between subjects design, whieh ———

4 :

differed slightly for each of two dependent measures. For both - ::

dependent measures, the design included two crossed factors and

~ one nested factor. The crossed factors were Rhetorical.

Predicate (éiaim:éounterclaim, claim-support-conclusion,

cause-effect, problem-solution) and Treatment (structural
organizer with outline grid, structural organizer without

outline grid; control condition with notetaking, oontrol

condition without otetaking% Two levels -of the other factor,

Passage; were nested within each type of Rhetorical Predicate.
The dependent measures were the written recall protocols

and the twenty-item multiplezohoioe posttest: In the analysis

of the recall protocols, another crossed factor, Hierarchical

Level with fiVéﬂleVéisg was included: fﬂ the analysis of the

multiple-choice tests; a siigﬁtiy different wdditional crossed
faétori Question Level with two leV’l ﬁas(iﬁciuded, The

analyze the results obtained w1th each measure;

+
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s* P

! The wrltten recall protocols were analyzed for the number

of idea units recalied. Two raters, nelther of them the;

éxpérinéntér; scored the protocois. Each rater scored 12u

randomly assigned recall protocols independently. In addition;
the two raters scored 20 randomly assigned recall protocols in
common in order to provide an estimate of interrater

reliability. The Pearson Product-Moment correlation between

raters was :92;

d1v1ded 1nto propositlons in the order in wh;ch the occurred

in the passage. Next, each proposition was divided into a
predicate and its accompanying arguments. Each argument was
then given a role label; which indicated the semantic

réiationshipfbétwéén thé argumént ana thé‘préaiéaté.

/‘ v‘
point if the role relationship or rhfﬂoracai relationship for

the recalled idea unip was also presant. ‘

On the multiple-choice posttests, each subjéct racaiv@d a5’
Score for the total number of items correct and scores for the
nnﬁﬁér of items focused 'on higher-ievel information correct and
the number of items.focused on lower-level information coprects

N
\

%



Str uctural Grganizers 18

Analvsis of the Pretests

The standard ccrrecticn for guessing (Mehrens & Lehmann,
1978) was applied to subjects' pretest scores to provide a
conservative estimate of their prior knowledge. Any négative

scures were listed as 0. Percentages of correct responses fo

-5

the eight passages ranged from 0% to 11%. Thus, subjects were

essentially unfamiliar with the content of target passages.

Znalysis of the Written Recall Protocols .

The Hfittén Féééii protocols were analyzed in tﬁc ﬁéis;
—Quﬁirsb%—cne—tctéi~nﬁiﬁﬁﬁhiﬁ%i%ee—units recalled across all
hierarchical levels ﬁés considered. Next, the percentages of

were considered: The two anaiyses wéFé necessary Béééﬁéé the

number of 1dea units at each hierarchical level differed acrcss

passages.

The first analysis made it pcssible tc investigate the

*Passage. The second anaiysis made it pcssibie tc investigate
‘the overall effecf of Hierarchical Level and the possibility of

a Treatment by Hierarchical Level interaction. The se two

analyses are discussed in turn. . : ' o "

Total Number of Idea Units Recalled: In order to anaiyze -

the effects of Treatment, Rhetoricai Predicate, and Passage as

measured by the number of idea units recalled, a three-way

analysis of variénce was run. The ANOVA indicated that the

13

P




Structural Organizers 19
only reliable effect was that of Treatment;,; F (3, 192) = 20.70,
2 < .001. Means and standard deviations for the main effects

of Treatment are shown in Table 1. As can be seen, subjects

Insert Table 1 about here

" structural organizer and ccmpleting the 6Utliné’grid; the next

largest number when taking notes, the next largest number when

FEEEiGinE the structural organizer alone, and the fewest number.

Structural Organizer, were reliable at p < .0l. _ ,
Idea units ai each hierarchical level x:’eca'il ed: In order

to analyze the effect of Hierarchical Level and the pasgiﬁi_i_iii

of a freatﬁent by Hierarchical hevel interaction as measured bya

the number'of idea units recalled the numbers of idea units at

each hierarchical level were converted to percentages of idea

rhetorical predicates. and eight passages, and -a two-way -’

\

analysis of variance was run. The AROVA i dicated tha t the"

only reliable effects wére those of Treatment; E (3, 220)
20.20, p < .001, and Hiérarchicai Level, E (4, 880) = 15. 69, 2

< ;661; Since Treatment has’ been analyzed in the nfevious

section and the Treatment by Hierarchical Level interaction was

0

not reliable, the focus here is on Hierarchical bevel. Means.

and Standard deviations‘for the main effects of-Hierarchical .

-
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Level are shown in Table 2. As can be seen, subjects recalled

Insert Table 2 about here

more higher-level propositions (Levels 1 and 2, than lower=

level propositions (Levels 4 and 5),- but more-lower-level_
R S
propositions (teveis 4 and 5)'were recalled than middle=level

propositions (Level 3): However, not all of these differences
were reliable. Eﬁéhéﬁman-xeuis test indicated that the
pairwisecomparisonsbetweenLevel3.andLeveisB 14 Tf;éw,

4——were—reltable at a ?’.Ol. The pairwise comparison between

L..

Level 1 and Level 2 and that between Level 2 and Level. 3 were.

- reliabile at p < 65, and the remaining fxve comparisons were

| not rel;ably different;

‘Anaiy_mm:m"
The results on the ﬁultiple-choice tests were also analyzed

in‘two ways. First; the totai number of correct ‘responses was

considered. Néit; the percentages of correct responses to
higher—level ‘and lower-level questions were considered. The two
analyses were necessary bec use tne number of higher- and

lower-level . questions differed across passages,‘

.
.

S The first analysis made it possible to. investigate the-
eff>Ets-of Treatment; Rhetorical Fredicate; and Passage; The
:ﬁa overall

Tre tment by
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Question Level interaction: Tﬁése tws analyses are discussed

in turn. : ’Lx;. NP RP N S

Total Qgcneei Responses gn Lne

Predicate; and Passagée as méégured.by‘a multipié;éﬁaiéé'tés—;'a

three-way a analysis of v.-:;-l' ahce was run. Thisfiﬁéﬁ'inaiéégéa'
192)

11.93, p < .001. Means and standard deviations for the main

effe cts of Treatment are shown in Tabie 3. A&s. can be se n,

sublects sconed—h%gﬁest on the m_Iffpie-cﬁaiee~test~when;

o 1

I

o

reééibini the structural erganizer and completing the

é.outiine grid, the next hlghest when taking notes,:m”_ neit

reliable at 2 ) < .01; and iTat the re ;dmpérisdnS'"~'

‘were not reliably different.

In ordFr to analyz’ tﬁeréffeét"
. of Question Lével and the 1ossibility§of a Treatment by =

i




Structural Organlzers éé
Questxon Level interaction as measured by subaects' performance
on higher-level and lower-level mdltipie-éhoioe questions, the
percentage of correct responses to questions dealxng w1th
hlgher-level information and the percentage of correct

responses to questions deallng with lower-level 1ntormatlon

rhetortcal predxcates and eight passages, and a two-way
nalysis of variance was rum: The ANOVA indicated that the

oniy reliable effects were those of Treatment, .F (3, 220) =

11,67, p < .661, and Question Level, E (1, 220) = 18 ]6§, p <

’.661; ance Treatment has been analyzed in the prev1ous

questions were T4% and 79% respectively and 155 and 13%

respectively. -

o

Analvsis of the Questi

simply summarized; f

The first five questions and the numericai indices of
" students’ responses to them are shown below.
1: Did you find any ‘of ‘the direct%ons l¢}

" hard 'to follow? R B 4
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2. Was the fiFst short test
:?diffiéuité_ ' 7 ' 1.3
3. When you wrote deuh everyfhihg

you eould remember from the

Apassage ~did you folwgg_gggzgizggglggs el
‘that told you how to do 507 1.2 | .h\
L. Was the passage vou read easy to
read? - _' 2.2
5. Was the second test difficult? 1.7

nd the

It appears that students .generally, (1) did not f
direations hard to follow, (2) did find the pretest on prior
_ knowledge difficult, (3) did follow directions, (#) did find
the passage somewhat dlffloult, and (5) did find tne posttest
somewhat difficult. : - | |

Questlon number six was the open-ended question show below.

6. Describe ehythihg”ih your test

i remember more from the passage.

| R

The respgnses to question six indicated that eight subJects_ .
subjectsﬂin the notetaking condition; and four subj:cts in the
structuﬁal organizer alone condition mentioned that f.iling in
the eutline grid, taking netes; or being told about the .
orgaiiization of the passage helped them to remember more from
the Eéééééé., Two subjects in the notetaking condition
indicated that the general directions for the expeiimeht.heiyeé

-
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ther to recall more from the passage.’ The remaining responses

to question Six were not relevant to Eﬁé experiment.

‘Discussion
_____ The study produced some expected Fégﬁiiéléﬂa some. - - —,
unexpected ones. Here, we fir$£ discuss those results,
«cbﬁsidé;ihg'thé extent to which they éhéwériéééh of the three
questions we posed ia the introduction and two additional
matters. Next, we diScuss the educational impl;cétidns of the
study. o
In regard to the first question, will students'

comprehension and réééii\bfféprsiﬁbh? text improve if they are
given'infakmatibh'ébbut the organization of érﬁéxﬁ‘sé?dréiﬁhéy
read it; the answer is a qualified:yes; when either the resvlts

of the recall measure or-those of the multiple-choice test are
considered. Results on the recall measure indicated that
students in the structural organizer with outline grid.
condition reiiébiy and markedly outperformed studentS in the

3
Q!
s 3
(4]
—
[oS
o
o
“p
(1]

notetaking condition: However, there was r

the structurail

[y
o

differerce—between students' performances

organizer alone condition and’ the control condition.
To better illustrate treatment gains, the results will be

discussed in terms of gain Scores, computed by using the

condition recalled 46% more idea units than those in the

control condition; and the students in the structural organizer

25 I ST
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with outline grid,condition recalled 79% more ideé units than

stugents in the control condition: Thus,; those who-received a

;structural organizer and were required"to fili in‘énsoutfine

grid which highiighted pass ge organization as they were

. reading markedly outperfcrmed students in the other three

conditioné. Coe

~
5 I R

choice test, 'the answer to the first question is also a
qualified yes. Students in the strucburai organizer, with

outline grid condition did not score reliably higher than

\

© subjects 1n the notetaking condition. However; students in the

structural organizer: aione condition did score reliably higher
than students in the control. condition:s - N

Again, gain Scores computed by using the control condition

treatment gains. Students in the structural(organizer with

outline grid condition and students in .the notetaking condition

scored 18% higher than-students :in the control condition, and
students in the structural organizer'alone condition scored 10%

higher than those in the control condition. fhusg students who

received a structural organizer and were required to £ill in an

outline grid which highiighted passage organization as, they

’conditions.» These q%sults are. in- the- same direction as those

for the first deoe7dent measure; however,lit appears that

answering the multdple-choice questions was less affected by

the treatmerts thgn the writing of the recall protocols.

/
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comprehension and recall of" expository text. This was the

Ll L L

result we expected. What.we did not expect was the very r'/
powerful effect of 1 otetaking.\ Notetakxng produced a stronger :

effect than the structural organizer alone. The gains when

- N~ =

notetaking was pre ent parallel those obtained in the Bartlett
-(1979) study in which the students were actively involved in

discovering, naming, and applying-the various organizational

~patterns; however; they contrast with the results obtained in
the Meyer, Bartlett, and Woods (1978) and Brandt (1979) studies

in which students were passive récipiénts of instruction and no

gains in recall were found. We will discuss this matter fﬁrther

‘when we consider implications for further research.

At this point, we ﬁant,to explicitly note that time was not

eduated across the féur treatment groups. Students in _the

than students in the control condition, and students in both the

notetaking condition and the- structural organizer with outline

grid condition spent-more time+on th&;text than students in the
structurail organizer alone condition. Gomzleting such,tasks
takis time. However, our data clearly indicate the -positive
effects of taking the time to complete the tasks.

% 1In regard to the second question posed-in the introduction,

will the effects of being given a g‘EFaéiaEsi organizer be

Y

similar across various hierarchical levels of passages, the

answer is a definite yes. There was no reliable Treatment by
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reliable Treatment by Question Level interaction with the
multiple-choice measure. | )

In regard to the third question posed, will th% effects of
being given information about the organization of a text be
similar with. differently organized types of expository text,
the results on the recall measure and the multiple-choice test
indicate that the arnswer again is yes. There were no reliable
Treatment by Rhetorical Predicate interactions, as measured by

either recall or the multiple-choice tegt. . .

matters. These are the overall effects of different
hierarchical levels and the overall effects of different types

of rhetorical predicates:

propositions than lower-levels propositions on the recall
measure. §péc§ficai’y, they, recalled 26% of the highest
propositions (Level 1), 22% of the next highest, 18% of the

level propositions supports previous research findings (Meyer,
Brandt, & Bluth, 1980; Meyer & McConkie, 1973). However, the

lack of Teliable differences between Levels 3, 4, and 5 brings

into some question the ability of the Meyer prose analysis

system to consistently predict what ii‘if_ii?ﬁiéi:iéﬁ will ke
recalled from text. Moreover; onTthe multiple-choice test,
< . - o
5 ; . ; ;
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the lower-level QUEstlons. These results are, of course;, tne
.opposite of what would be expectéd. -

Taken together, the results of the two dependent measures

Meyer system does not consistently predict

indicate that the
which information will be recalled from text: These ‘results,
7

7 which indicate that predicting recall of information from text

based on hierarchical grbsé ‘an alysis systems can be unreliable,
5?66’1&& additional support f'b'r similar findings in recent

research by Ballstaedt; Schnotz,; and ﬁéﬁai (1981), Meyer and

L I
Rice. (in press) and Piche and Siater (1983).

rhetorical predicates. Specifically; on the re alﬁ measure,
| .

lagm*counterclaim,

bi\- P

subjeets recalled 205 of the idea units for the\

’_..__

21% " for the claim-support-conclusion, 22% for thelc?u e-effedt,
and 19% for the problem= solution rhetorical predicat *l , S

Similarly, on the multiple-chcice test, subjects scored 79% for

- the ciaim- counterclaim, 75$ for the claim-suppcrt-conclusicn,

'771 for the cause-effect, and T4% for the problem- soiution

: rhetorical predicate.- . F
N

Taken together, the results of the two dependent méasu'es

in this study: These results do not parailel the results .

obtained by ﬁeyer;(1977) and Meyer; Freedlé, and Walker (1977),

"

29

.Y



Structural Grééniéers 29
types of orgénlzétionél pétterns, but théy do péréllel the
ré€sults obtained by Horowitz (1982) who foundcno reliable
differences in recaii between different types of organizational

patternsa

Results of this study support three conclusions about helping

students learn from expository text; First, students are

1Ike1y to comprehend and recall more from text if they receive

providing students with information on the organization of a
[ N o ) ) o S S
passage are likely to be greatly heightered if studernts lse:
~EE£E information to ﬁéaauaé an outline 6? Eﬁé text. Third,

recall of text. In fact; notetaking is very likely to markedl?_

improve students' comprehension and recall.

In conclusion, we would like to emphasize the practical

of structural organizers by repeating a comparison we

L&
have aireary presented: Students who received a structural

potential

organizer fﬁd completed an outline grid recalled 79% more idea
"units than those who merely reéd the texts. 'ﬁoréover, two

logistic f ctors severely constrained the instruction used in

the present study. We beiieve that the proéedures for

1
the revised procedur are likely to producerconsiderably

stronger reLults.



random assignment of individual students to treatments but were
not allowed to physically move students in and out of
classrooms. As a result, students in each classroom were
receiving different treatments, and instruction had to be
delivered using paper and pencil exercises Which students
worked 6a°iaaéﬁéaaéﬁiiy. Had it not been for this constraint;
we would have had teachers follow an active teaching model in
which they explained Just what was to befiearned and why it
”éeded~to be lea 'ned, presented outlines of the organizational
patterns on overheads ahd discussed them, modeled tHEir own
thought processes as they completed sample outline grids, got>‘
students actively involved in completing sample outline grids,

provided students with appropriate feedback, ‘and answered

The other logistic constraint was that we were allotted
only one class period for the instruction. Had this constraint
not existed, we would have graduaily led students from teacher=
directéd'ﬁcrk with short prototypic passages to increasingly
student-directed work With longer; 1ess prototypic passages
over an extended period .of time. | -

We are currently designing a.study in which the instruction

has been modified in these two directions. . .
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i .. Footnotes '
g . :
The refearch . reported nere was partialiy supported by a
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We gratefuily acknowledge the assistance of Debra

‘should be sent to Wayne H. SIater, College of Education,

Buiiding, Hniversity of Maryland, 6011ege Park, Maryland 267ﬁ2;'

& we have used the more technicai terms for the four top~

level strictures with their moFe universal definitions derived

from rhetoric in parentheses immediately following each term,

e.g.; adversative (claim-counterclaim); attribution (claim-

Euﬁﬁort-conciugioﬁji covariance (cause-effect), and response

(probiem-soiution§; Throughout the rest’ of the paper; we wili

conditions in our initial reference to the conditions in order

..

to be ﬁreciSé; Throughout thé'r65t of the’ paper, we will refer‘
to these condition as thE;structurai organizer with- outiine o

grid, structural organizer alone,~notetaking, and control

.. conditions.
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Table 1 | -
Means and Standard Deviations for Total Idea Units Bssaiign for
the Main Effﬁﬁi of Treatment _ \

Treatment . _ ¥ 'SD

' Striuctural Orgrnizer with Outline Grid 92,50 . 24.80
Control -Condition with Notetaking  75.82  34.50
Structural Organizer | | - 58.93 29.36
Control Condition I  52.20 - 24.22
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Egzggnzags 777777777 of inga Units Recalled and E&annann Dﬂlla&lﬂnﬁ at
Each Hisrarchical Level r

Hierarchical Level ; e ¥ SD

- Level 1 (Higher-Level) - 263 14%
Level 2 ‘ | - . 228 9%

- - — — =

18% 8%

-
M
<!
[
=
Wy !

Level & ' , . 20% 'ziﬁ;

-~ “Level s (LowersLevel) =~~~ -~ ~-igf - Is@

Wi

]
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Structural Organizer with Outline Grid ’16.21 2.35
Control Condition with Notetaking : © 16.14 2.20

Y]

' Structural Organizer

- Control Condition- -~ - - --w - . - " 13.66  2.85

L]










