DOCUMENT ' RESUME

ED 246 666 N FL 014 451
AUTHOR ~ Shaughnessy, Michael F.; Cockrell, Kelly
TITLE Distinctiveness of Encoding and Word Learning: Forms
' of "Distinctiveness" and Retention of Vocabulary
- Words.
PUB DATE Apr B84
NOTE _ 9p.; Paper presented ‘at the Annual Meeting of the

Rocky Mountain Psychological Association (Las Vegas,
NV, April 1984).

PUB TYPE Reports ~ Research/Techn1cal (143) --
Speeches/Conference Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE . MFOl/PCOl Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Adult Learning; College Students; *Language
Processing; Long Term Memory; *Recall (Psychology);
*Retention (Psychology); Short Term Memory;
*Vocabulary. Development° *Word Recognition

ABSTRACT _ , _ o

- o Two experiments examining the "distinctiveness of
encoding" hypothesis are reported. The hypothesis suggests that
specific forms of processing of events may result in the formation of
more exact perceptual descriptions and thus more distinctive records
in memory. The two experiments reported address shortcomxngs in
previqus research on distinctiveness by compar1ng various forms of
distinctiveness and their effectiveness in long-term recall. In one
experiment, subjects were given one of four forms of data on 20
specific words: (1) the word, its, de£1n1t1on, a word link for .
memorability, and the word. 11nk used in a sentence; (2) the word,
definition, and the request to use the word in a sentence; (3) the
‘word and definition; and (4) the words to be learned and their
definitions, scrambled. The fourth condition was the distinctive one.
After 20 minutes, a multiple-choice test was given. The first three

- groups performed s1gn1£1cantly better than the fourth group. In the
‘second experiment, the ‘same subjects were asked to retake the earlier
multiple-choice test without the earlier preparation. The same
results were obtained. It is concluded that a distinctive, unfamiliar
form of processing words may require add1t1ona1 learning time or may
result in limited recall. Further research is recommended to examine
the role of greater processing t1me, prior knowledge, and individual
process1ng rapidity. (MSE) .
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ABSTRACT

The "distinctiveness of encoding" paradigm which recently stemmed
from the "levels: of proéessing"'perspective has been successfully .
employed in prose/textual materials. Two experimgg;s were conducfed
to ascertain the most viable form of "distinctiveness' in word learning
and to ascerﬁain its relative effectiveness in both short and long

term recall.



Since the inception of the "levels of processing" paradigm by Cralk
and Lockhart in 1972, this per;pectivq had undergone seveynl\chaAges.’
Jacoby and Craik (1979) and Jacoby, Craik and Begg (1979) have-oéfered‘n
"dlstlncti&gness of encoding" hypathesis. This auggésts that'spe%ific

o p . . - i

forms of processing events may result in the forming of more.exact

perceptual descriptions and thus, more distinctive records in memory.

- . - .

This perspective'ﬁas been examined by Glover, Plake, Roberts, Zimmer and
Palmere (1?81) with prose materlals whéyein subjects were reduired to
paraphrase and draw inferences and were given idea unit (Meyér, 1975)
recall tests. quthg} research by Glover, Plake and Zimmef (1982) further

' e%amined\the disgiﬁctiveneéé ﬁbtion~utilizing higher order objectives
'stémminé from Bloom's taxonomy §f educa;ional objectives (Bloom,
Englehart, Fﬁfst, Hillard, Kratﬁwth, 19?63. Later, ;iewiﬁg

: _Histinctiveness asvdecisiqﬁs rega}ding to-be-learned materials and the R

‘difficulty of.;hose dcctsions;'Benton, Gloyer;and‘Bruniné (1983)

o investigated 1) the‘nq@ber of decisions, 2) placement of_deéisioné in

- paragraphs aﬂd"coﬁcl;ded that recall is 1ncreased as the number of
d?cisibés incféaged. Benton, Glover, Monkéwski.ahd3$haugbnessy (1983);'\

. ‘~_i_‘furthér investigated the cecision pbrsééctive in'terﬁs of good and poor
read;rs,%thé Aiffiéulty aﬁd contgit of deéisions and ascerfained that both
levels of q;estioﬁé and levels ;f-difficuity q1rectly inflﬁence recall.

. Further, eléboration of processing ana "sﬁread" of processing was
additionally‘seen (Cyéik and Tulv;ng, 1975) to further memqry and recall.
One form of "distinétiveness" se;n'to be facilitative of 1eérn£nglwas
résearched by Glerr, Bruﬁing and.flake (1?82). Gloyver, et. al. utilized.

| scrambied’suﬁmarx seﬁtences.which requiréd ;egrranging té facili}ate '

. recall. - ' ) ’\
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There have been sevéral weaknesses in "distinctiveness'" studies.
.First, mbnt'atudies have been short-term Lln nature emphasizing immediaté
recall. Secondly, no studies have compared "distinctiveness" with other
"deep ptocesslng"ltechniquea or semantic techniques. Third, there have
been no studies which utilized- words and word 1earning; most qtudies have
either utilized prose materials or recognition protocols.
Ip.order-to"addtess these shortcomings, two experlments were
“~ecanducted in order to ascertain i) the effectiveness of various forms of
"dtsttnctiveness," and 2) tﬁe efficacy of these various forms in long term

recall.

EXPERIMENT 1 S -

METHOD -

Subjects and setting: -Subjects were 100~undergraduate volunteers enrolled

in introduétory psychology courses. They participated in the study for
course cre&it. ‘All data were collected in*a laxge college classroom under'
o o .

optimal conditions.

L ~
P

. Materials:  Words taken ftoﬁ.Funk and Tarshis (1982)'were utilized as the

to-be-learned materials. Four conditions were employed. The first

condition gave students the word to be learned, it's .definition, a word

link to enhance memorability and the word link was. utilized in a sentence.

[N

An exampleufollows:--~ . - ' o

Bibulous - readily taking up fluids or moisture, inclined to drink.
Word- Link: Bib
The glcoholic drank’ so much that his friends considered putting a bib
on him teo keep his shirt dry. :
® 2
In the second condition, the subjects were given the word to be

e learned, it's defiﬁition,-and were then asked to use the word in a,

sentence. Space was provided for this. The third condition'waslﬁ

. »
. - B -

Elﬁl(;l ' | ‘ ' N L A | : £;~ :
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essentially a control group, Subjects weve slmply glven the word and
lts definitlion. [The final condition employed a "digtinctive" treatment
in that the definitions of the to~ba-learncd words werc\"scramblnd"

tn a random fashion. Subjeccty were requested to unscramble them into

i méaningful definition and to write the definiéion. Spécc was
provided for this. The same twenty words were utiiizéd in "all four
conditions. Twenty minutes were allowed for the learning of the words.

Procedure: At the beginning of the experimental session, students were

given folders containing directions, the to-be-learned words and an

IBM form for answering test questions at the end of the study period.

- At the end of the twenty minutes, the to-be-learned words were removed

and a -multiple choice test was given.,

Results .and Discussion: The table below shows the means and standard

deviations for each of the four groups.

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Gro#% 4
X - : - 18.96 _ 17,89 18.93 - 12.07
5.D. 1.48 . 2.18 1.26 3.41
N =

28 28 . | 27 27

- An analysis of variance was utilfzed which resulted in an F (3,109) -

53.28, p  :0001.

Significant differences were observed betweep groups. Post hoc
analysis utllizing Scheffe's test revealed that groups A, B, and C were
not significantly different, ‘but that each was superior to D. Thus, the

semantic, word link and control groups performed significantly better

“(p = .05) than the "distinctive" condition.
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EXPERTMENT 2
MELIOD

Subjects and setting: Subjects werc the same subjects used Lo Experimont

I. However, as some had dropped the course and othera were 111, only 98
pnrtiéfpnted in the seccond experiment.’ They recelved course credit for

“

their participation in this follow-up part of the experiment. The setting

. i : 0
was the same as Experiment 1.

ﬂgggilglg: The same muLL?ple choice teat was employed one month after the
original experiment. ‘

Procedure: .The subjects were élmply uskgd to re—take thg test that thye
had taken a month earlier. An IBM forﬁ was-utilized for the machine

et scoring of the answers.

. Results'aqd Discussion: The table below shows the means and standard

deviaticns for each of the Eourvgroups.

Group 1 Group 2 Gfoup'3 - Group 4
X . 17.16 "15.29 17.79 _ 11.04
SODO . 3007“ 3.45 2.65 3.73

M ” 25 26 24 .25
An analysis of variance was utilized which resulted in.an‘F'(3,97) =
20.86, p < .0001. :

“Scheffe po.! hoc analysis again indicated that groups. A, B, and C were not
significantly different but that jeach was again, supefior'to D.” Thus, the

results of Experiment 1 were agai replicated in Experimént 2.

«

Q
-

.General\ Discussion
It appears that "distinctive" processing relative to. words may

ey

require additional time for learning.  Traditional forms of word learning
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may be aanwoclated wlth a Jongthy past hintory of wso and thils may bo more
elffoctlve.,  Roquiving studantn to chanpe tholy proceasing atrateglos way
result In frnétrutlon and Llmlted rucu?l. In wddlelon, the unfaml ot
procoeaslug tnukﬁ of Juxtaposition may aluo have roquived addltfonal tima
and may havoe interfered wiuh‘the learning process, Farther rqueufch
appears necessary relative to several lssues dn the “dlstinctiveness"
realm. First, additional time for processing may vesult in greater short-
term and long-term galns. Secondly, prior knowledge of wordévand vcrbalv
fluency may be an aliatoric variable. Finally, rapid processors may have.
an advantage over slow processors. In addition, subjects' sequential and
simultaneous processing skills may also be functional in word learning.

In sﬁm, the "distinctiveness" paradigm and its alternative form may be a
fertile alternative to rote lecarning. Future rescarch may clarify some of

the aforementioned issues.
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