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ABSTRACT 

The schema activating instructional strategy of 

Semantic Feature Analysis (SFA) has been demonstrated as an 

effective way of teaching vocabulary and comprehension. 

This study compared the SFA to three other strategies of 

Direct Instruction (DI), Vocabulary Look Up (VLU), and Read 

Only (RO) for their effectiveness to help students clarify 

prior misconceptions. Student responses on multiple choice 

pre and post tests and their written recalls were the 

dependent variables in this study. 

Subjects were four classes of 127 seventh and eighth 

grade students. The classes were randomly assigned intact 

to the four instructional strategies: SFA, DI, VLU, and RO. 

Students were pretested and then instructed using a 

passage on the Fourth Amendment of the U. S. Constitution 

according to their assigned strategies. They then took the 

posttest and wrote recalls. Students misconceptions in the 

pretest were tabulated and compared to those in the 

posttest to determine which of the four strategies was most 

effective in helping students clarify their prior 

misconceptions about the Fourth Amendment. Then students' 

written recalls were analyzed according to various 

conceptual categories to learn which strategy helped the 

students to recall the reading passage. The structure of 



the students' writing was also examined to find out which 

of the four strategies helped the students the most in 

integrating the new information and writing most 

coherently. 

The SFA group clarified and corrected significantly 

more items on the multiple choice test than any of the 

other groups. This finding suggests that an interactive 

strategy such as SFA facilitates student memory and 

learning of content area material. 

11 

The results also demonstrated that students taught 

through the strategy of semantic feature analysis recalled 

more conceptual units than the other groups. They also 

wrote more cohesively with clearer structure than the 

others. 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction to the study 

12 

Reading is an active process, an interaction between 

the reader and the text. The reader brings background 

experiences to bear on the text. These serve as a basis 

for the process of interpreting and inferencing so that 

sense can be constructed. The reader uses the strategies 

of sampling, predicting, confirming/disconfirming, 

correcting, and integrating in the process of comprehending 

the text (Goodman, 1985). In other words, on the basis of 

knowledge of language functions and features as well as 

life experiences with the subject matter, the reader 

processes the text and constructs a meaning. The 

background knowledge helps the reader to continuously build 

a schema for understanding and organizing new information 

from the text into integrated concepts (Rumelhart, 1981). 

This view has led some educators to devise 

instructional strategies that activate learners' schema for 

linking the new information to the learners' prior 

knowledge. semantic feature analysis is one of those 

strategies (Pearson & Johnson, 1978). semantic feature 

analysis (SFA) is a schematically based strategy that has 

----- -- .-------- - -



been demonstrated effective in promoting vocabulary 

development and comprehension (Pittelman & Johnson, 1985; 

Anders & Bos, 1986). 
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The purpose of the present study was to explore the 

changes in misconceptions made by students who are 

instructed differently. The study has tried to determine 

the extent to which each of the intervention conditions of 

SFA,Direct Instruction (DI), Read Only (RO), and Vocabulary 

Look Up (VLU) were effective in helping students change 

their misconceptions. 

Background of the study 

The importance of prior knowledge in learning new 

information is well documented in the literature (Taylor, 

Steffenson, Shirly, & Anderson, 1981; Joag-dev & 

Steffenson, 1980; Stevens, 1980; Karbon, 1984; and Li, 

1987). These researchers have demonstrated that the 

background knowledge of the reader determines not only the 

quantity and the quality of what is comprehended and 

recalled but also the kinds of inference and interpretation 

made of the text. Readers with different prior knowledge 

about a topic interpret the same text differently. 

It is this trend of thought that led to a line of 

schema activation research, using strategies to help 

readers activate prior knowledge and build background 
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knowledge with which to organize and make sense of the new 

information contained in the text (Pittelman & Johnson, 

1985; Anders & Bos, 1986). These researchers used the 

semantic instructional strategies of feature analysis (SFA) 

and semantic mapping (SM) to demonstrate the importance of 

involving students in highlighting and discussing 

relationships between and among concepts to enhance 

students' comprehension. These strategies also make 

explicit the processes of sampling, predicting, 

confirming/disconfirming, and integration. 

The present study is an in depth analysis of seventh 

and eighth grade students' pattern of performance on a 

pretest and a posttest and on written recalls in a study 

conducted by Anders and Bos (1986). One hundred seventeen 

seventh and eighth grade students in a middle school in a 

large metropolitan school district participated in the 

study. They were grouped in nine social studies classes. 

At each grade level, intact classes were randomly assigned 

to one of four intervention conditions Read Only (RO), 

Vocabulary Look Up (VLU), Direct Instruction (DI) , and 

semantic Feature Analysis (SFA). The Iowa Test of Basic 

Skills stanine scores of the students indicated no 

significant difference between the groups. 

Prior to the commencement of the study, all subjects 

were assessed for topic prior knowledge and topic interest. 
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They completed a 34-item multiple choice test (Appendix A) 

and a topic interest inventory. They were then given 

practice lessons consisting of 50 minutes each for three 

consecutive days. On the first day students in three of 

the four intervention groups participated in different pre

reading activities (see Appendix B). During the second 

day, the pre-reading activities were completed. The 

students then read the passage (see Appendix C) and 

participated in the assigned post reading activities. On 

the third day, students took a multiple choice 

comprehension test on the passage (see Appendix D), wrote a 

summary, and completed a topic interest inventory. 

The experimental passage was taught in the same 

manner. The first day was spent on a pre-reading activity. 

On the second day, the pre-reading activity was completed, 

students read the passage and participated in the post 

reading activities. During the third day, the students 

took a multiple choice comprehension test, wrote recalls 

and completed a topic interest inventory. 

In the RO group, students did not have pre and post 

reading activities. Rather, they were encouraged to talk 

about the passage and take notes if they wanted to. They 

did whatever they would ordinarily do when they studied for 

a test. They read the passage, took a multiple choice 
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comprehension test, wrote a recall, and completed the topic 

interest inventory. 

The VLU group was taught using the dictionary. 

students were instructed to locate ten words in the 

dictionary that were selected by the teacher and the 

researcher as the most difficult to understand. They wrote 

a definition and a sentence for each word. After reading 

the passage, they were instructed to study the definition 

paper they had written. 

students in the DI group were taught using the direct 

instructional methodology. Fifteen new words and phrases 

were selected from the passage as a result of a content 

analysis (Vacca & Vacca, 1985). The words and phrases 

represented either coordinate or subordinate concepts. 

Each word or phrase was introduced individually, repeatedly 

defined and related to the passage. The group repeated the 

definitions orally until they responded easily. There was 

a cumUlative review after every five words. After reading 

the passage, students were given the words and phrases with 

their definitions on a study sheet and asked to quiz each 

other in preparation for a test. 

The SFA group, which was the experimental group, 

completed a relationship chart. This was a visual-spatial 

grid whereby the superordinate concept serves as a title. 

The coordinate concepts were then listed across the top and 
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the subordinate concepts were listed down the left side of 

the grid. Through discussion, students predicted the 

nature of the relationship between the concepts in the 

passage (Appendix B). 

Results of the study revealed that the SFA group 

scored significantly higher on vocabulary test than did 

the RO, VLU, and DI groups. The SFA group also performed 

significantly better than the other groups in concept 

learning as measured by the multiple choice comprehension 

test items. There was no significant difference between 

the groups on topic interest, prior knowledge, or reading 

ability. 

statement of the Problem 

In the original study (Anders and Bos, 1986), results 

were stated in terms of the number of correct responses 

made by individuals in each group after the intervention, 

compared to those made on the pretest. The nature of the 

responses were not examined to determine the quality of 

student responses. A question of interest then was to 

determine the extent to which students' prior 

misconceptions were corrected by the students as a result 

of each of the intervention strategies and passage reading. 

In addition, students' written recalls had not been 

analyzed for treatment effect, nor had correlations been 



analyzed between the students' responses on the multiple 

choice test and their written recalls. 
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Therefore, it was the objective of the present study 

to address these two issues. The pre and posttest 

responses and the written recalls were analyzed in depth to 

determine the nature of the student responses on the pre 

and posttests, and the written recalls were analyzed to 

report both the quality of the recalls and the 

correspondence between responses on the multiple choice 

test and the written recalls. specifically, the following 

questions were addressed: 

1. Given the multiple choice test items on the 

pretest, what is the range of responses among the four 

intervention groups, especially with regard to prior 

misconceptions demonstrated by the students? 

2. Given the multiple choice test items on the 

posttest, what is the range of responses among the four 

intervention groups with regard to the number of 

misconceptions clarified by students under each of the 

instructional strategies? 

3. How does the range of responses on the posttest 

compare with those of the responses on the pretest among 

the four groups? Specifically, does the range reflect 

differential changes in prior misconceptions among the four 

groups? 



19 

4. How do the students' written recalls and multiple 

choice responses compare in terms of concept attainment and 

in helping students to generate in writing each of the 

various conceptual categories as outlined in the Anders\Bos 

(1986) scoring form among the four groups? 

significance of the Study 

This study is important because it sheds some light on 

the effective features of an instructional strategy for 

concept attainment. There is evidence that direct 

instruction of vocabulary and concepts may not always help 

to change students' prior misconceptions about a topic 

(Anderson & Smith, 1982; Maria, 1988; and Alverman & Hynd, 

1988). These studies demonstrated that prior 

misconceptions held by students interfered with students' 

learning of new scientific information which contradicted 

their preconceptions. This was true for both adults 

(Alverman & Hynd, 1988) and children (Maria, 1988). Maria 

suggested that by using "considerate text" with a think 

sheet (a sheet of suggestions that require readers to stop 

every so often to think about the concepts as presented in 

the text as compared to their own prior misconceptions) 

students might be helped to correct their misconceptions. 

However, this procedure may not be very practical because 

it involves not only rewriting the text but also 



20 

interrupting the flow of reading by diverting the reader's 

attention from the continuity of the text to suggestions on 

the think sheet. One of the problems that could arise from 

this approach is that not all teachers have either the time 

or the ability to rewrite a text. Another problem is that 

the payoff of the interruption in using the think sheet 

may not warrant the bother. 

The present study demonstrates that the SFA alone 

could be an effective strategy in correcting students' 

misconceptions, at least within social studies content 

area. This is perhaps attributable to the nature of the 

students' use of discussion during the construction of the 

chart prior to passage reading and the review of the chart 

after reading. This was characterized by the students' 

being actively involved in predicting, based on their prior 

experience, the relationships between and among concepts. 

The discussion may explicate the psycholinguistic processes 

of prediction~ confirmation/ disconfirmation, correction, 

and integration. The generalization derived from these 

processes may Dlake it possible for these misconceptions to 

change. 

Limitations of the study 

This study is limited by the fact that it is a post 

hoc study. The researcher does not have access to the 
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subjects to interview them in order to verify the specific 

reasons why they had the misconceptions. Moreover, 

ethnographic records taken on a first-hand basis by the 

researcher during the course of the intervention would have 

provided a more complete documentation and anecdotal 

support for some of the generalizations to be made from 

this study. The researcher would like to emphasize that 

this study in a description of students' pattern of 

responses when instructed under each of the four 

instructional strategies. 

Another limitation is that there had been no follow-up 

test to assess the treatment effects on long term 

retention. 

Definitions of Terms 

Schema: The mental structure developed through experience 

that represents the individual's generic concept about 

a particular object or vent. 

Concept: The abstracted and often cognitively structured 

classes of mental experience learned by an organism in 

the course of life history (Carroll, 1964). 

Superordinate Concept: The overarching concept covered by 

a text often stated as a title. (Anders & Bos, in 

press). 



22 

Coordinate concept: Major concept categories detailing the 

superordinate concept. 

Subordinate Concept: The conceptual details supporting the 

coordinate concepts. 

semantic Mapping: A hierarchical mapping of concepts 

showing their relationship with each other as 

indicated by links and nodes (sometimes referred to as 

mapping or webbing). 

Semantic Feature Analysis: A hierarchical graphic 

representation of concepts in a grid form. The 

superordinate concept is used as the title. The 

coordinate concepts are listed across the top while 

the subordinate concepts are listed on the left hand 

side of the grid. 

Misconception: Inaccurate concept held by an individual 

about certain idea or information due to lack of 

appropriate background knowledge, which may interfere 

with the development of correct concept. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Theoretical Perspective 

23 

The phenomenon of individual experience as the basic 

support system for learning is explained by schema theory. 

Rumelhart (1981) refers to schema theory as a theory about 

how knowledge is represented and about how that 

representation facilitates the use of that knowledge in 

particular ways. In his view, the theory is based on the 

idea that all knowledge is packaged into units known as 

schemata. In addition to knowledge, the schemata have 

embedded in them information about how the knowledge is to 

be used. According to Rumelhart, a schema is a data 

structure for representing generic concepts stored in 

memory. The knowledge of all concepts underlying objects, 

structures, events, and sequence of events are represented 

by schemata. Thus, a schema contains the network of all 

interpretations that normally holds among the components of 

a particular concept. The schema underlies the meaning of 

a concept. However, the meaning of the concept itself is 

realized in terms of the typical situations or events that 

instantiate the concept. 
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Rumelhart maintains that a schema is like a blueprint. 

It provides a framework for the interpretation of a 

situation. One's schemata constitute one's theory of the 

world. The schema invoked by a particular situation or 

concept at a particular moment provides the individual with 

a model of the situation. The schema tries to determine 

whether or not it gives adequate account of the situation. 

When a situation occurs, it invokes a schema for the 

similar situation within a similar context in order to 

provide the organism with an interpretation of the correct 

situation. If the interpretation is adequate enough to fit 

the situation, then it is assimilated into the schema. If, 

however, the interpretation is inadequate, then the schema 

has to be modified and a new schema is formed for the new 

situation. Therefore, the schema functions as a kind of 

theory. 

In terms of comprehension, this process takes the form 

of hypothesis testing. The reader is constantly engaged in 

the evaluation of hypotheses about the best interpretation 

of the text. Goodman (1979) points out that " ••• the 

schema must utilize syntactic rules to generate (predict) 

the clauses and clausal relationships. They must also use 

semantic cohesion, semantic structures, sense of story to 

predict the meaning (p. 660)." Goodman feels that schemata 

are not instantiated but that their details are predicted 



and monitored through the strategies of sampling, 

predicting, confirming, and disconfirming. The reader is 

always tentative and ready to modify or produce an 

alternative schema. Perceptual information is sought, if 

necessary, to achieve the goal of meaning construction. 

25 

The reader's linguistic and conceptual prior knowledge 

determines the quality and quantity of meaning that is 

constructed from the text. There is evidence in the 

literature indicating that students' pre-existing schema 

affects both comprehension and memory of text (Li, 1987). 

It has been found that students with related prior 

knowledge or those who are provided with ways of relating 

new information with their prior knowledge show great 

improvement in comprehension and memory of text materials. 

Li maintains that the learner's pre-existing schema affects 

the whole learning process. One's schema influences three 

activities in information processing: (a) the amount of 

attention paid to a particular kind of information, (b) the 

selection of information for processing, and (c) the 

integration of the new information with the old. The 

retrieval of information from the memory is also guided by 

the schema. 

Therefore, schemata are necessary for learning. But 

their mere existence does not guarantee that new learning 

is going to take place. Schemata must be activated. Li 
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points out that the first prerequisite to learning is 

schema recognition or schema accessing. The learner tends 

to recognize the appropriate passage schema before reading. 

Lack of appropriate schema activation could lead to the 

construction of misinformation. 

This review focuses on research studies using the 

schematically based strategies, semantic feature analysis 

and semantic mapping for schema activation and their 

effects on vocabulary development and comprehension. These 

strategies then contrasted with studies dealing with the 

issue of inappropriate prior concepts and their effects on 

the learning of new information. 

The Role Of Prior Knowledge In Comprehension 

There is strong evidence in the literature supporting 

the importance of prior knowledge for reading 

comprehension. Learners with different activated schema 

(background knowledge) comprehend the same passage 

differently (Taylor, Steffenson, shirly & Anderson, 1981; 

Joag-dev and Steffenson, 1980; and Karbon,1982). In their 

study using rural white high school students and inner-city 

black high school students who were given a passage on 

"sound~ng" to read, Taylor and his colleagues (1981) found 

that the two groups interpreted the passage differently. 

While the white students thought it was about students 
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fighting in the cafeteria, the black students understood it 

as a kind of verbal game that blacks typically play. 

In a Joag-dev and Steffenson (1980) study, the subjects 

were American college students and Indian students from 

India. They were given a passage about a wedding to read. 

A test of recall and comprehension showed that they 

understood and interpreted the passage according to their 

cultural background knowledge about weddings. 

In her study, Karbon (1982) found that prior knowledge 

took precedence over the instructional strategy of mapping 

for promoting comprehension and recall. Her subjects were 

sixth grade suburban caucasian children, rural Native 

Americans and inner-city black children. The three groups 

performed differently on the vocabulary test, depending on 

their background. Using semantic mapping to teach 20 words 

each on four categories of recreation, health care, 

animals, and environment, she assessed the students on the 

number of words per map per category generated by each 

group. She found that the caucasian children supplied the 

highest number of words per category except for health 

care. The Native Americans supplied the highest number of 

words per map for health care and the blacks had their 

highest number of words per map on the environment. Karbon 

attributed these differences to the children's different 

life experiences. 
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stevens (1980) also lends support to the importance of 

prior knowledge for the improvement of reading in the ninth 

grade. In her study of 108 ninth grade students, she found 

that prior knowledge was a factor in the efficacy of 

reading, regardless of reading ability level. She 

concluded that " ••• one major step in improving reading 

is to improve prior knowledge of the topic being read 

(p.153)." 

All these studies support the fact that prior 

knowledge is a major factor in comprehension. However, 

they do not address the issue of the disparity of 

interpretation of the same text by the different groups. 

It is apparent from these studies that inappropriate (or 

inadequate) prior knowledge limits the perspective of the 

reader and misleads the reader into making incorrect 

interpretation of the text. 

Effects of Schema Activation Strategies 

on Comprehension and Vocabulary Development 

Since relevant prior knowledge is a major factor in 

comprehension, then it makes sense to use teaching 

techniques that activate and bring to the level of 

consciousness the individual's prior knowledge before 

reading the text. Recent research studies demonstrate that 

techniques involving the students in the discussion and 



29 

organization of ideas prior to reading, promote 

comprehension. In a study involving over 1,000 fourth, 

fifth, and sixth grade students from 36 classrooms, Johnson 

and Toms-Bronoski (1982) compared the effectiveness of 

three different strategies of semantic mapping, semantic 

feature analysis, and context analysis on comprehension. 

They found that in general, students with more prior 

knowledge performed better than those with less prior 

knowledge. However, when grouping was considered, those 

taught using semantic mapping and semantic feature analysis 

outperformed the context analysis group, both in terms of 

short term learning or a comprehension test immediately 

following instruction and in terms of long term learning as 

measured by a follow-up test. 

A similar pattern was also observed in another study 

by Johnson, Pittelman, Toms-Bronoski and Levin (1984). 

Thirteen fourth grade classrooms participated in the study. 

The subjects were tested for prior knowledge and then 

randomly assigned to one of three treatment conditions: a 

semantic mapping group, a semantic feature analysis group, 

and a modified textbook approach group. They were taught 

according to the technique to which they had been assigned. 

They read two passages each silently after each pre-reading 

activity. Again students with more prior knowledge 

performed better on the posttest than students with less 
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prior knowledge, regardless of treatment condition. Those 

who received semantic mapping and semantic feature analysis 

scored significantly higher than the control group. 

However, those who were taught using semantic feature 

analysis performed better than either of the other two 

groups. 

Effects of semantic strategies with The LD Students 

In her study investigating the effects of semantic 

mapping as a vocabulary teaching technique, Vogt (1983) 

used semantic mapping with students identified as learning 

disabled. She worked with eight intermediate level 

students, two each from fourth and sixth grades and four 

from the fifth grade. Subjects were selected from 143 

students in school district in Montana. 

Words were taken from Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests, 

Levels D, E, and F, Form 2, which corresponded to grade 

levels sixth, seventh and eighth respectively. Students 

were pretested using the vocabulary subtest of Gates

MacGinitie Reading Tests. The words were written on the 

board and students were asked to orally say the meanings. 

Only those words that the subjects did not know were used 

in the study. A total of 30 words were selected and 

taught, 6 at a time. Three words were taught using 

semantic mapping and the other three were taught using the 
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dictionary as a method. Subjects were then tested after 

three days for word meaning and word identification. The 

cycle was then repeated, always alternating the beginning 

method. At the end of the study, the subjects took a 

posttest. Results indicated that students taught using 

semantic mapping scored significantly better on a free 

recall of word meanings than students who were taught word 

meaning using the dictionary method. This study was 

limited because of its narrowness of scope. It was 

concerned basically with the teaching of isolated 

vocabulary words, an approach which is limited in its use 

of prior knowledge. Nevertheless, it lends some support 

for the use of semantic mapping. 

A more reliable study was conducted by Pittelman and 

Johnson (1985). They investigated the use of semantic 

mapping with poor readers in small homogeneous groups and 

in mixed ability groups. Low ability reading students from 

11 classrooms in a large suburban school district in the 

midwest participated in the study. Students from six of 

the classrooms were placed in full instructional treatment. 

Those from the other five served as outside control. In 

each case, students were taught in homogeneous and 

heterogeneous situations, but the full treatment students 

were taught using semantic mapping, while the control group 

did not map but were taught the words using context clues. 



The results revealed that students taught using the 

semantic mapping gained higher on pretest-posttest 

progression than the control. The group size did not 

matter. 
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Sinatra, Berg, and Dun (1985) studied the effects of 

semantic mapping on improving the reading comprehension of 

three learning disabled students. They included a ten

year-old suffering from cerebral dysfunction, a nine-year

old who completed fourth grade and an eight-year-old who 

just completed second grade. All three children attended a 

university clinic where the study took place. Students 

were instructed alternatively through semantic mapping and 

direct instruction. Under the semantic mapping condition, 

both the story and concept map were used to provide 

students with visual-spatial schema as pre-reading 

activity. This was then followed by a silent reading and a 

10-item comprehension test. The direct instruction method 

involved teaching the story concepts directly. Students 

made sentences with the new words. This was then followed 

by silent reading and a lo-item comprehension test. The 

procedure was repeated until 15 comparisons were made. The 

result of this study is that in 11 of the 15 comparisons 

students scored significantly higher when taught under 

semantic mapping condition than under the direct 

instruction condition. 
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More recently, Bos, Anders, and Jaffe (in press) 

conducted a study using 50 high school students identified 

as learning disabled. Subjects were three-seven years 

below grade level in reading, as measured by the Woodcock

Johnson. They were randomly assigned to two treatment 

groups. Pretest results indicated no significant 

difference between the groups in terms of reading ability. 

The experimental conditions were semantic feature analysis 

and a dictionary method. The semantic feature analysis 

involved the construction of a relationship chart, 

organizing concepts hierarchically and showing relationship 

among the concepts. The dictionary method involved 

locating and memorizing the concise meanings of words. 

During the first period students spent 35 minutes 

doing the dictionary activity or completing the chart. 

Then they took the last 10 minutes to begin reading the 

passage. In the second period, they completed reading the 

passage and reviewed their chart or vocabulary list 

accordingly. Subjects were then given a multiple choice 

comprehension test that was also administered six months 

later as a follow-up test to measure long term learning. 

Results indicated that prior knowledge was a significant 

contributor to students' score on the comprehension test. 

There was also a main effect for method. The semantic 

feature analysis group scored significantly higher than the 
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dictionary method group. Students in both conditions made 

no significant gain or loss in amount of learned 

information between the post test and the follow-up test 

given six months later. 

In another study, Bos, Anders, and their associates 

(1988) investigated the effects of interactive strategies 

on the vocabulary learning and comprehension of junior high 

learning disabled students. The subjects were 61 students 

identified as learning/reading disabled. They were tested 

for prior knowledge on the topic to be studied using a 

30-item multiple choice test, consisting of 15 items each 

for vocabulary and comprehension. Students were then 

randomly assigned to four treatment conditions: semantic 

mapping (SM), semantic feature analysis (SFA) , semantic 

syntactic feature analysis (SSFA), and direct instruction 

(DI). In the SM condition the lesson consisted of 

discussing the vocabulary meanings and constructing a 

hierarchial conceptual relationship map prior to reading. 

After reading, the class reviewed the map to confirm their 

predictions. 

Under the SFA condition, the class completed a 

hierarchical conceptual relationship chart prior to 

reading. After reading the passage, they reviewed the 

chart to confirm or change their predictions. The SSFA 

condition was the same as the SFA, except that in addition 

----- .. - ---_._--. - --
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to the chart completion the sUbjects completed five cloze

type sentences that students answered by choosing terms 

from the relationship chart. 

The DI condition emphasized the teaching of correct 

and automatic pronunciation of vocabulary words and 

memorization of concise text-based definitions prior to 

reading. students also reviewed the definitions after 

reading. 

At the end of the instruction, all students wrote 

recalls. They were told to write as much as they could 

remember from the passage, including what they knew before 

the instruction and what they learned during the class 

discussion. They also took an immediate multiple choice 

comprehension test. In order to assess the long term 

effect, students wrote another recall and took the same 

objective test four weeks later. 

Results revealed that students taught under the 

interactive conditions (SM, SFA, and SSFA) performed 

significantly better than those in the dictionary method on 

both vocabulary and comprehension. Although all the groups 

displayed a loss of information between the posttest and 

the follow-up, the SSFA group retained more vocabulary than 

all the other groups. Moreover, the long term recall 

indicated that the interactive groups produced 



significantly more vocabulary and concepts as well as the 

holistic ratings than the direct instruction group. 
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The findings of these studies demonstrate the efficacy 

of the schematically based interactive strategies for 

teaching both vocabulary and concepts. The discussion and 

the graphic organization of the concepts help activate 

students' schema and make it possible for them to link the 

new information with the old. 

However, these studies did not deal with the issue of 

the quality of specific conceptual changes. For example, 

students instructed under the schematically based 

strategies show gain between pretest and the posttest, but 

what is the nature of that gain? Could it be that students 

moved from clearly wrong answer to correct information or 

did they make changes in their prior misconceptions as a 

result of the intervention? In the section that follows 

studies dealing with these issues are reviewed. 

Changes Of Misconceptions 

While there is convincing evidence to support the 

importance of appropriate prior knowledge activation for 

both comprehension and vocabulary development, the outlook 

on changing misconception is not so bright. As 

demonstrated by the literature reviewed above, interactive 

strategies do help students learn new concepts by means of 



capitalizing on their relevant prior knowledge. But what 

happens when the students carry misconceptions as part of 

their prior knowledge? 

There have been several studies investigating 

strategies for changing students' prior misconceptions. 
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In their study which involved two years of working with and 

observing classroom teachers, Anderson and smith (1982) 

found that both teachers and textbook writers were unaware 

of students' prior misconceptions and therefore did not 

have any procedure for detecting and changing them. This 

was true both for those teachers who used a textbook method 

and those who used the activity inquiry-oriented methods. 

Anderson and Smith found that demonstrations and 

experiments did not help students quit their "naive schema" 

and take on a conventional scientific schema. They 

concluded that these problems arose because the teachers 

and textbook writers presented information without being 

aware of the schemata that students would use to interpret 

that information. 

The problem of overcoming incorrect prior knowledge 

was also investigated by Marshall (1988). The subjects in 

her study were 45 preservice elementary teachers identified 

as having the cornmon misconception that distance between 

the earth and the sun caused seasonal change. They were 

assigned to five treatment conditions: TEXT ONLY, 
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TEXT\TEXT, DEMO ONLY, DEMO\TEXT and TEXT\DEMO. Each 

subject first drew a diagram indicating his\her existing 

understanding of the causes of seasonal change. They also 

rated the accuracy and completeness of their diagrams prior 

to reading. 

The DEMO ONLY and TEXT ONLY groups encountered the 

information only once. The others encountered it twice. 

Each presentation was divided into nine sections after each 

of which the subjects were asked to list new contradictory 

information and to evaluate their confidence in their 

initial diagrams. After all the new information had been 

presented, subjects made new diagrams to represent their 

revised understanding and rated their confidence in the 

accuracy and completeness of the diagrams. They also wrote 

lesson plans one week later to show how they would teach 

the causes of seasonal change to fourth graders. Then they 

took a multiple choice test. 

Although there was gain across the board in correct 

information and diagram content, no significant differences 

were found except for the presence or absence of specific 

information with DEMO\TEXT group including the complex 

causes of seasonal changes. The others included only 

simple causes of seasonal changes. Analysis of the lesson 

plans, confidence rating and subjects' listing of new, 

contradictory information after each section revealed that 
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subjects failed to restructure their initial understanding. 

She concluded that: 

These data showed that the subjects failed to change 
their initial understanding of the causes of seasonal 
change. Rather they added new information to their 
prior understanding. This led to contradictions and 
confusion. Further, the subjects seemed to be 
unaware of these contradictions. (p. 2) 

In a similar study, using 90 fifth grade students 

Maria (1988) employed the use of considerate text versus 

traditional text to teach students identified as having 

misconceptions about seasonal changes. Considerate text 

was written by means of removing unnecessary details and 

highlighting the important concepts. In addition to the 

considerate text, she also used a think sheet, stopping the 

reader at certain intervals and asking them to reflect on 

the new concepts which challenged their m'isconceptions. 

Her results demonstrated that even the considerate text did 

not eliminate prior misconceptions that students have about 

distance between the earth and the sun as the cause of 

seasonal change. 

The frustration expressed by Marshall and the findings 

of Maria's study are probably the result of concentration 

on the manipulation of text without concern for the 

thinking process that is involved in comprehension. There 

is evidence, both theoretically based and research based, 

to support the fact that teaching strategies that actively 

involve students in schema building and use are effective 
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in helping students learn new information. The 

psycholinguistic model (Goodman, 1985) explains reading as 

an active thinking process. The reader samples the text 

and makes predictions about what the next chunk is going to 

be. He\she reads along, confirming\disconfirming 

predictions. If the predictions are confirmed, the new 

information is integrated into the pre-existing 

information. If, however, the prediction is disconfirmed, 

the reader makes shifts and forms alternative hypotheses. 

Thus reading is an active process of meaning making that 

utilizes the readers' knowledge of language features as 

well as life experiences. 

Schema theory and the psycholinguistic model are 

complementary to each other. Wnile the psycholinguistic 

model explains the process of reading comprehension, the 

schema theory explains the process by which prior knowledge 

links with new information for learning takes place 

(Anders, 1986). Both Goodman's model and schema theory 

view learning as an active process in which experiences are 

mentally organized in order of fit. The learners use their 

stock of experience to interpret new experiences. If the 

new and the old fit, then they become integrated. If they 

do not, the learners form new schemata by accommodating 

and\or assimilating the new information (Piaget, 19 ). 
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The strategies of semantic feature analysis and 

semantic mapping are effective for helping readers build 

schema for new information and for integrating it with old 

because they make explicit certain aspects of both schema 

theory and the psycholinguistic model of reading in the 

classroom setting. stahl and Vancil (1986) demonstrated 

that it was the discussion during the construction of 

semantic map that accounted for the effectiveness of the 

semantic mapping in the improvement of comprehension in the 

students they studied. Gallego and Anders (1989) 

demonstrated that the discussion during the construction of 

the hierarchical conceptual relationship chart prior to 

reading helped students make predictions. The post reading 

review of the chart helped them to explicitly confirm/ 

disconfirm their predictions. 

It is the purpose of the present study to investigate 

the quality of conceptual changes that occur when students 

participate in four different types of instruction. It is 

hypothesized that students who held misconceptions about 

the Fourth Amendment to the United states constitution 

prior to reading about it would demonstrate more change in 

their misconceptions as a result of learning through SFA 

than those taught through the other strategies. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURE 

Background of the study 

In 1986, Anders and Bos conducted a study to test the 

effectiveness of four theoretically based strategies 

developed to teach content area vocabulary and concepts. 

The goal of this instruction was to help students learn 

concepts from their reading of social studies text. 

Specifically, they wanted to find out if there were 

significant differences between four groups' performance on 

comprehension test designed to measure content vocabulary 

and concept when prior knowledge and topic interest were 

covaried. They also wanted to find out if there were 

significant differences among the four intervention groups 

regarding students' liking the strategies and their 

interest in the topic after intervention. Once again topic 

interest prior to knowledge were covaried. 

Subjects for the study were 117 seventh and eighth 

grade students in a middle school in a large metropolitan 

school district. They were in nine heterogeneously grouped 

social studies classes--four in the seventh grade and five 

in the eighth grade. Classes were randomly assigned to one 

of the four intervention conditions of Read Only (RO), 



Direct Instruction (DI), Vocabulary Look Up (VLU), and 

semantic Feature Analysis (SFA). 

Materials for the study consisted of a 34-item 

multiple choice pretest, a topic interest inventory, a 

24-item multiple choice posttest and a method interest 

inventory. The pretest consisted of 10 items from the 

practice passage and 12 specific vocabulary and 12 items 

that were application-type from the experimental passage. 

The topic interest inventory was a 10-item questionnaire 

rated on a 7-point Likert scale. Additional materials 

included a vocabulary list taken from the passage for the 

Vocabulary Look Up condition, definition sheet for the 

Direct Instruction group and relationship chart for the 

semantic Feature Analysis group. 
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Under the Read Only condition, students received no 

pre-reading activities. However they were encouraged to do 

everything they normally did to prepare for a test, 

including rereading, discussion, and note taking. The 

remaining three groups did receive instruction to prepare 

for reading. Each group received vocabulary instruction. 

The vocabulary was selected by the researchers on the basis 

of a content analysis. Content analysis is a procedure by 

which the researcher analyzes the passage for its 

coordinate and subordinate concepts. The words 

representing the concepts were the words taught during the 
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prereading instruction. The VLU group was given a list of 

these conceptual terms. They located the words in the 

dictionary, wrote definitions for each of the words, and 

wrote sentences using the words. After they read the 

passage, they were instructed to study the definitions and 

the sentences they had written. 

students in the DI condition were instructed through 

drilling and practicing, using 15 words and phrases 

selected from the passage. They orally repeated the words 

and definitions until they could easily pronounce the words 

and recite their definitions. There was also a cumulative 

review after every five words were practiced. 

In the SFA condition, students together with the 

researcher completed a relationship chart. The chart was 

constructed in a grid form in which the major concepts from 

the passage were listed across the top and the subordinate 

terms were listed down the left side. The concepts and 

vocabulary words were briefly explained by the researcher 

to the students. Through discussion, students were asked 

to predict the relationships between the words and the 

concepts. They then read the passage and after reading the 

chart was reviewed. Through discussion and on the basis of 

the reading their predictions were changed or confirmed. 

students were encouraged to justify their reasoning. 



Results of the comprehension test revealed that 

students taught under the SFA condition scored 

significantly higher than the other groups, both on 

vocabulary items and on application-type comprehension 

items. Prior knowledge and topic interest had no 

significant effect. written recalls were not analyzed. 

Procedure for the study 

45 

The objectives of the present study were to answer the 

following questions: 

1. Given the multiple choice test items on the 

pretest, what is the range of responses among the four 

intervention groups, especially with regard to prior 

misconceptions demonstrated by the students? 

2. Given the multiple choice test items on the 

posttest, what is the range of responses among the four 

intervention groups with regard to the number of 

misconceptions clarified by students under each of the 

instructional strategies? 

3. How does the range of responses on the posttest 

compare with those of the responses on the pretest among 

the four groups? Specifically, does the range reflect 

differential changes in prior misconceptions among the four 

groups? 
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4. How do the students' written recalls and multiple 

choice responses compare in terms of concept attainment and 

in helping students to generate in writing each of the 

various conceptual categories as outlined in the Anders\Bos 

(1986) scoring form among the four groups? 

The study was a post hoc in depth analysis of the 

students' responses on both the pre test and post test in 

the Anders and Bos' study (1986). The response of each 

student to each question was analyzed and classified as a 

correct response, a wrong response, or a misconception. A 

panel of three graduate students was asked to make this 

judgement. A response was classified as wrong when it was 

totally unrelated to the passage. A response was 

classified as a misconception when the response presumably 

came from the student's prior conception of the subject 

matter based on a wrong notion or a wrong generalization. 

An item was judged wrong when it seemed to have no bearing 

on the topic. 

Based on this frame of reference, the researcher 

analyzed all the student responses on the multiple choice 

pretest to determine the number of prior misconceptions for 

each of the four groups. 

calculated for each group. 

for the study. 

Totals and means were then 

This established the baseline 
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Next, the responses for all the students in the 

multiple choice posttest were tabulated to determine the 

number of misconceptions demonstrated by the students after 

instruction. Here too the totals and means were calculated 

for each group. This allowed for a determination of the 

amount of change in misconceptions for each group. 

Furthermore, an analysis of variance and covariance 

with repeated measures was performed with pretest and 

posttest misconceptions as the dependent variables and 

groups as the independent variables. 

To analyze the students' written recalls, a form 

developed by Anders and Bos (1986) was used (see Appendix 

E). It had three principal conceptual categories of 

Teacher/text based, Text Only based, and Student based. 

The first two were each further divided into three 

subcategories of superordinate, coordinate, and 

subordinate. The third category was ~ubdivided into 

superordinate, coordinate, subordinate, and irrelevant. 

Thus if a student's written recall included an idea that 

represented one of these types of concepts that had been 

presented by the teacher and or the text, it was so 

designated on the form. If it was a concept that had only 

been presented in the text, it was classified under the 

column "Text only" by concept type. If it was a concept 

generated by the student, it counted in that 
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classification, again according to concept type: 

superordinate, coordinate, or subordinate. Students' 

written recalls were transcribed onto the form according to 

the conceptual category or subcategory in which it fit. 

The scores in each column was then added for each 

student in each group. The scores for all the students in 

each group for each of the columns were added to obtain the 

group totals. The group means on each subcategory were 

calculated by dividing the total score by the number of 

students in the group. 

This form had two advantages. First, it numerically 

accounted for the concepts remembered by each student, 

thereby making it possible to make an intergroup comparison 

of performance on all the categories under consideration. 

It also made it possible to qualitatively analyze each of 

the written recalls. 

In order to make an intergroup and intragroup 

comparison of the pattern of responses in the multiple 

choice posttest and the students' written recalls, five 

test items with the highest number of respondent 

misconceptions (items number 2, 5, 11, 16, and 22) were 

chosen for further study. This was because of the 

relatively high number of the subjects involved in the 

study (117) and the number of test items used (24). Each 

student's written recalls and multiple choice responses 
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were analyzed and compared with regard to the concepts 

covered by the five test items. The researcher was then 

able to determine if there was a correspondence between the 

written recalls and the multiple choice responses. 

To answer the first question, responses for each 

student in each group on the pretest were compared to 

responses on the post test. The pretest responses were 

tallied in terms of the number of misconceptions in each 

case. This provided the baseline of the total number of 

prior misconceptions for each group. 

Question number two was answered by tallying the 

student responses on the posttest in the same way as the 

pretest responses. After that, it was possible to 

determine which prior misconceptions were clarified and 

which new ones, if any, were formed by the students in each 

group. Pre and post test comparisons of the pattern of 

responses were then made so that a range of responses might 

be established. 

The third question was answered by computing the 

statistical difference among the four groups in terms of 

changes in misconceptions between pre and post test 

responses. While Anders and Bos (1986) study focussed on 

the changes in the number of correct responses from pre to 

post test among the four groups, the present study focused 

on the quality of the changes. All changes were analyzed 
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to determine the nature of the changes as well as to tally 

the number of changes for each intervention group. The 

groups were then compared statistically using an ANOVA to 

determine which of them had the most changes from 

misconception to correct conceptual knowledge between the 

pretest and posttest. 

It was predicted that after the intervention, students 

in the SFA group would significantly correct their 

misconceptions more than students in the other groups. 

Finally, in order to answer the fourth question, the 

written recalls were analyzed using the scoring form for 

concepts developed by Anders and Bos (see Appendix E). On 

the form, the students' conceptual propositions were 

identified and written down the left side of the page. 

Each concept was then coded across the page as Teacher & 

Text Based, Text Based, or Student Based. The last column 

was designed to evaluate the quality of prior knowledge 

represented by student based concepts. However, this last 

part was not used in this present study because it did not 

help to identify students' misconceptions and how those 

misconceptions did or did not change. A panel of three 

graduate research assistants was used to assist in the 

analysis. Reliability between scores was at least 90%. 

Results of the study are stated in terms of the 

effectiveness of each of the four intervention conditions 
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in helping students correct their prior misconception after 

the intervention. Finally, the data were analyzed to find 

out if there was a correlation between the students' 

responses on the multiple choice tests and the written 

recalls. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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Prior to the commencement of this study the multiple 

choice questions used by Anders and Bos (1986) on their 

pretest and posttest were analyzed by the researcher. The 

questions were related to a passage read by the students 

about the right to privacy as provided for in the Fourth 

Amendment to the U. S. Constitution. It was determined 

that students' responses could be based on three possible 

premises. First students could base their choice on the 

knowledge of the correct answer. Second, their choice 

could be based on lack of knowledge of the concept in 

question. Third, students could have had partial or 

incomplete understanding of the concept that led them to 

overgeneralize, overrestrict or contradict the concepts. 

Contradictions and confusion like this had been observed by 

Maria (1988). 

This zone of confusion is referred to here as 

misconception because students, through their choices, 

demonstrate some notion of a misconceived knowledge of the 

concept(s). That is, the conceptual formation demonstrated 

was somewhat erroneous. This is an issue generally 

overlooked on tests, whereby students' responses are 
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judged on the basis of completely right or wrong. No 

thought is given to the reason why the answers are wrong. 

However, since the original study from which the data for 

the present study derived was based on schema theory and 

the assumption that new knowledge is assimilated or 

accommodated when linked to activated prior knowledge, it 

was felt a study of how various instructional strategies 

help students clarify their prior misconceptions was 

warranted. Students' prior misconceptions about the right 

to privacy as provided for by the Fourth Amendment to the 

u. s. constitution were tabulated from each student's 

responses on the pretest and totalled for each of the four 

groups which were assigned to the four instructional 

strategies as described in Chapter 3. The range of 

responses provided a baseline for each of the four groups 

as well as across the groups. 

The same procedure was used to a~alyze the posttest 

student responses. The number of misconceptions were 

tabulated for each group and for each individual within 

each group. The analysis of individual performances 

revealed not only the number of conceptual changes but also 

any new misconceptions developed by the student after 

instruction. A comparison of pretest and posttest means 

was used to obtain the amount of conceptual changes for 

each group. Thus the effect of each instructional strategy 



in helping students to clarify their prior misconceptions 

was determined. 
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students' written recalls were analyzed to determine 

the number as well as the categories of concepts generated 

by the groups after instruction. Also post-instructional 

misconceptions demonstrated in the multiple choice posttest 

and misconceptions demonstrated in the written recalls were 

compared. This analysis was made extensively for those 

students who either showed no change in the number of 

misconceptions between pre and post tests or who had more 

misconceptions after instruction than before instruction. 

Specifically, this study aimed to answer the following 

questions: 

1. What is the range of responses on the multiple 

choice pretest for each of the four groups, especially with 

regard to prior misconceptions generated by the students? 

2. What is the range of responses on the multiple 

choice posttest, especially with regard to the number of 

misconceptions clarified and new ones generated by the 

students under each of the four instructional strategies? 

3. How do these ranges compare from pretest to 

posttest among as well as between the four groups? 

4. How do students' pattern of responses on the 

multiple choice posttest compare with their written 

recalls? In other words, do the misconceptions 

-------- -- ------



demonstrated on the posttest carry over to the written 

recalls? 

55 

As mentioned earlier, this study commenced with the 

analysis of the multiple choice test results comparing 

subjects' pre and post test performances under the four 

instructional conditions of semantic Feature Analysis 

(SFA), Direct Instruction (DI), Vocabulary Look Up (VLU), 

and Read Only (RO). That way the range of responses was 

found among the groups on both the pretest and the 

posttest. Also the degree of conceptual change for each 

group was established based on the multiple choice test 

results. An attempt was made to identify the proportion of 

students with misconceptions in each group in the pretest 

and the posttest in order to identify how much students in 

each group were able to correct their prior misconceptions 

as a result of the instructional conditions under which 

they were taught. 

The Range of Responses on the Pretest with Regard 

to Prior Misconceptions for the Four Groups 

To answer research question number one, students' 

responses were analyzed to determine the range of responses 

among the four groups on the multiple choice pretest. The 

SFA group (n=33) had a total of 153 responses or an average 

of 4.63 per student categorized as misconcepts on the 
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pretest. The DI group (n=35) had 179 or an average of 5.11 

prior misconceptions per student. The VLU group (n=27) had 

139 or an average of 5.15 misconceptions per student. The 

RO group (n=32) had 180 or an average of 5.6 misconceptions 

per student. 

In general, misconceptions for all groups clustered 

around test items 5, 6, 11, 14, 15, 16, 19, and 22. All of 

these questions deal with the power and the limitation of 

search warrants and the extent to which a citizens' right 

to privacy could be carried. 

Question number 5 had the highest number of 

misconceived responses across the board. All the 

misconceptions were based on response C, which states that, 

"Once the police have a search warrant they may search any 

of your property or possessions." Of the 33 members in the 

SFA group, 21 or 63.63% made such choice of response. Out 

of the 35 members of the DI group, 18 or 51.42% choice 

response C. The VLU group of 27 had 14 or 51.85% of its 

members who selected response C. Of the 32 members of the 

RO group, 19 or 59.37%, chose response C. 

In the case of question number five, students seemed 

to give the police unlimited right to search once they have 

a search warrant. On the contrary, the law requires the 

police to specify what they want to search for and where 
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they are going to search for it before a judge would issue 

them a search warrant. 

Question number 22 had the next highest number of 

prior misconceptions over all. In the SFA (n=33) group, 14 

or 42.42%, had this misconception. This misconception was 

observed in the VLU group in 16 out of 27 or 59.25% of the 

members. Of the 35 members of the 01 group, 20 or 57.14%, 

had this misconception. In the RO group of 32, 21 or 

65.62% showed this misconception. The subjects in all 

cases chose response C, which states that, "If a policeman 

passes by a house and sees a marijuana plant in plain view, 

he must get a search warrant to search the house." 

Students seemed to be confused about the functions and 

limitations of a search warrant. 

Another question with a high number of misconceived 

responses was number 16, especially the C response. In the 

SFA (n=33) 11 or 33.33% made this choice, VLU (n=27) had 11 

or 40.74%, DI (n=35) had 6 or 17.14%, and RO (n=32) had 14 

or 43.75%. Response C said that if the police stop a 

driver who runs a red light and notices that the driver is 

drunk, "the officer must bring the driver to the station 

and obtain a search warrant before searching the car." 

Here again the confusion was on the extent to which 

the right to privacy can be carried. Police may search a 
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moving vehicle without a search warrant if they have reason 

to suspect the presence in the car of illegal articles. 

Another misconception occurred in question number 

16,response D, which said that a drunk driver who ran red 

light should be arrested before being searched. 

Misconceptions for each of the groups regarding this item 

were as follows: the SFA group had 8 or 24.24%, the VLU 

group had 6 or 22.22%, the DI group had 12 or 34.28%, and 

the RO group had 5 or 15.62%. 

While the above misconceptions were based on the 

misunderstanding of the limits of a search warrant, the 

next set of questions dealt with the concept of absolute 

privacy. In question number 11, most misconceptions 

occurred around response B: the SFA group (n=33) had 12 or 

36.36%, the VLU group (n=27) had 8 or 29.62%, the DI group 

(n=35) had 10 or 28.57%, while the RO group (n=32) had 13 

or 40.62%. Response B stated that, "Absolute privacy is 

guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment." The correct 

information was that although the Fourth Amendment 

guarantees the right to privacy, it does not guarantee the 

right to absolute privacy. 

Another question dealing with absolute privacy was 

number 6. The SFA group (n=33) had 9 or 27.27% 

misconceptions in this question on the pretest. The VLU 

group (n=27) had 12 or 44.44%, the DI group (n=35) had 15 



or 42.85% and the RO group (n=32) had 14 or 43.75%. They 

were all distracted by response D which said, "The Fourth 

Amendment gives U. S. citizens the right to absolute 

privacy." 
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Another concept which aroused a high number of 

misconceived responses on the pretest was that of objects 

in plain view. Question number 19 dealt with this problem. 

Most of the misconceptions were based on response A: the 

SFA group (n=33) had a total of 8 or 24.24% misconceptions, 

the VLU group (n=27) had 5 or 18.51%, the DI group (n=35) 

had 2 or 8.71% and the RO group had 9 or 28.12%. 

Response A said in effect that if the police get a 

call on 88-CRIME regarding someone who committed burglary, 

they could not seize a stolen car in his driveway without a 

search warrant. On the contrary, the law allows the police 

to seize illegal items in plain view without a search 

warrant. 

Also there was a misconception related to the problem 

of unreasonable search and seizure. Question number 2 

addresses this problem. Students who had a misconception 

chose response B. The SFA group (n=33) had 7 or 21.21% 

misconceptions on the pretest while the VLU group (n=27) 

had none. The DI group (n=35) had 7 or 20%, and the RO 

group (n=32) had 5 or 15.62% misconceptions. Response B 

says, "A search and seizure is unreasonable when the police 



frisk someone who is near a store that was just 

burglarized." 
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The overall analysis of the pretest performance of all 

the groups is summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Prior Misconceptions By Group 

Group n Raw Score Mean 

SFA 33 153 4.63 

DI 35 179 5.11 

VLU 27 139 5.15 

RO 32 180 5.60 

An ANOVA with repeated measures (the summary of which 

appears later) was performed comparing the four groups on 

both the pretest and the posttest and showed no significant 

difference between the groups on the pretest with regard to 

prior misconceptions. 

The Range of Responses for the Four Groups 

in the Multiple Choice Posttest with Regard to the Number 

of Misconceptions Clarified and How the Groups Compare 

In order to answer research question number two, 

students' responses on the multiple choice posttest were 
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analyzed the same way as the pretest. The results of the 

posttest followed the same pattern as the pretest. 

Students showed repeated misconceptions in the same 

concepts that they had misconceptions about in pretest. 

The degree of changes varied from group to group, as shown 

in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Pretest-Posttest comparison of Misconceptions by Groups 

Pretest Posttest 

Group n Raw Mean Raw Mean 

SFA 33 153 4.63 71 2.15 

DI 35 179 5.11 160 4.51 

VLU 27 139 5.15 111 4.11 

RO 32 180 5.60 150 4.70 

As indicated earlier, question number 5 had the 

highest number of misconceptions, based on the concept of 

the limits of a search warrant. The posttest results 

indicated that in the SFA group, 9 subjects gained 

conceptual changes, dropping the number from 21 to 12, a 

gain of 42.85% over the pretest. The VLU, the DI, and the 

RO groups showed no change at all after instruction, their 

misconception was again based on the choice of response C. 
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The same number of students in these three groups seemed to 

believe that a search warrant would allow the police to 

search any property or possessions. Instruction did not 

seem to make any difference to these groups. 

In question number 22 the SFA group showed a 13 point 

drop in misconceptions (from 14 to 1) between pretest and 

posttest a 92.85% correction. The VLU group dropped from 

16 to 10, with 37.5% clearing their prior misconceptions. 

The DI group showed only a 4 point drop, 20 to 16, 

correcting only 20%. The RO group had a five point drop 

from 21 to 16, a 23.8% correction. All the misconceptions 

were based on response C, just like on the pretest. That 

is after instruction the subjects in the VLU, DI, and RO 

groups that had misconceptions showed only marginal 

changes. More than two-thirds of them still seemed to 

believe that the police needed a search warrant before they 

could seize an illegal object in plain view. 

Another question that dealt with the concepts of right 

to privacy and search warrant was number 16. As indicated 

earlier, misconception occurred when subjects selected 

response C. The SFA group dropped in the number of 

misconceptions on posttest from 11 on the pretest to 3 on 

the posttest or from 33.33% to 9.09%. The VLU group also 

dropped from 11 on the pretest to 4 on the posttest or from 

40.74% to 14.81%. The DI group, however, showed an 
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increase in the number of misconceptions in the pretest

posttest comparison, moving from 6 on the pretest to 11 on 

the posttest or from 17.14% to 31.42%. The RO group 

dropped from 14 on the pretest to 5 on the posttest or from 

43.75% to 15.62%. While the SFA, VLU, and RO groups had 

made sUbstantial change in clearing their misconceptions 

after instruction, the DI group seemed to be confused. The 

instruction did not seem to have a positive effect on the 

group. They seemed to hold on to their belief that if the 

police stop a driver who runs a red light, they must bring 

him\her to the station and obtain a search warrant before 

searching the car. 

Another misconception on question number 16 occurred 

in response D. The SFA group had conceptual changes from 8 

on the pretest to 5 on the posttest or from 24.24% to 

15.15%. The VLU group showed no change. The DI group 

changed from 12 on the pretest to 4 on the post test or from 

34.28% to 11.42%. The RO group also changed from 4 on the 

pretest to 2 on the posttest or from 15.62% to 12.50%. In 

this case, the DI group seemed to have made the greatest 

number of corrections. A number of the subjects in all the 

groups still believed that a drunk driver who runs a red 

light had to be arrested before being searched. 

Question number 11 raised the problem of absolute 

privacy. Misconceptions were observed when subjects chose 
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response B, which stated that, "Absolute privacy is 

guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment." The SFA group 

corrected all its misconceptions, moving from 36.36% on the 

pretest to none on the posttest. The VLU group showed an 

increase in misconceptions from pre to post tests, moving 

from 8 on the pretest to 9 on the posttest or from 29.62% 

to 33.33%. The DI group had a decrease from 10 on the 

pretest to 6 on the posttest or from 28.57% to 17.14%. The 

RO group had no change at 40.62%. While the SFA group 

corrected all their misconceptions after instruction, the 

VLU group seemed to get a negative effect from the 

instruction. The DI group showed about one third 

correction. The RO group had remained the same, indicating 

that the instruction had no effect on them either. 

Absolute privacy was also addressed by question number 

6, misconceptions were indicated by the subjects' choice 

of response D. This response said that, liThe Fourth 

Amendment gives U. S. citizens the right to absolute 

privacy. II The SFA group had a reduction of misconceptions 

from 27.27% to 6.06%. The VLU group changed from 44.44% to 

37.03%. The DI group changed from 42.85% to 3.14%. The RO 

group showed a slight increase from 43.75% to 46.87%. In 

this case, the SFA, VLU, and DI groups showed positive 

conceptual changes, with the DI group having the highest 
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amount of change. The RO group, however, showed a negative 

change with an increase in the number of misconceptions. 

Subjects had a misconception about the concept of 

illegal objects in plain view. Item number 19 addressed 

this question. The SFA group had a conceptual change from 

24.24% to 15.15% from pretest to posttest. The other 

groups did not change. The VLU group had 18.51% in both 

cases. The DI group and the RO group had 5.71% and 28.12% 

respectively in both tests. This misconception was based 

on toe subjects' choice of response A, which in effect said 

that if the police get a calIon 88-CRIME on somebody who 

committed a burglary, they could not seize a stolen car in 

his driveway without a warrant. 

In item number 2, which dealt with the concept of 

unreasonable search and seizure, subjects indicated their 

misconception by choosing response B. In response B, the 

SFA group changed from 21.21% to 9.09%. The VLU group had 

none in either case. The DI group showed an increase from 

20% to 22.85%. The RO group changed from 15.62% to 3.12%. 

Response B said hat, "A search and seizure is unreasonable 

when the police frisk someone who is near a store that was 

just burglarized." 

Table 3 illustrates the range of student responses, by 

group, in the multiple choice posttest. 



Table 3 

Students' Post-Instructional Misconce12t ions 

Group N Raw Score Mean 

SFA 33 71 2.15 

DI 35 160 4.51 

VLU 27 111 4.11 

RO 32 150 4.70 

The repeated measures ANOVA indicated a significant 

difference between the SFA and the other three groups in 

the reduction of misconceptions after the instruction. 

However, there was no significant difference between the 

DI, VLU, and RO groups. 

Table 4 

Pretest/Posttest Com12arison of Four Grou12s 

Pretest Posttest 
Group n Mean S. D. Mean S.D. 

SFA 33 4.455 1.954 2.152 1.603 

DI 34 4.912 2.006 4.353 1.952 

VLU 27 4.630 1. 713 4.037 2.192 

RO 31 5.355 2.199 4.613 2.201 

Total 125 4.840 3.768 

66 
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Table 5 

Analysis of Variance for Pretest 

Source Sum of Squares D.F. Mean Square F Probability 

Mean 2902.5109 1 2902.5109 737.340 0.0000 

Group 14.4898 3 4.8299 1.232 0.3029 

Error 476.3102 121 3.9365 

Summary of the Multiple Choice Results 

Subjects generally displayed the most misconceptions 

in dealing with test items related to the following 

concepts. They were confused about unreasonable search and 

seizure, which was addressed by item number 2. Another 

area of misconception was the power and the limitations of 

the search warrant, which was covered by item number 5. 

Students were also confused about the limits of the right 

to privacy as provided for by the Fourth Amendment to the 

U. S. Constitution. It was interpreted to mean the right 

to absolute privacy. This confusion was demonstrated in 

the subjects' response to item number 11. The students 

also had a problem with the right of the police to search a 

moving vehicle without a search warrant as asked in item 

number 16. The area with the most frequent misconception 

was that of the right of the police to search and seize 
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illegal items in plain view without a search warrant. The 

problem was raised in item number 22. 

During the course of this analysis it was observed 

that the SFA group had 59.58% conceptual change after 

instruction. The VLU group had 30.9%, the DI group had 

25.1%, and the RO group had 28.9% conceptual changes 

respectively. 

Thus the SFA group corrected 91 out of the 153 

misconceptions after instruction, leaving 62 uncorrected. 

On the other hand, the DI group post-instructional 

corrections were 45 out of 179, leaving 134 uncorrected. 

The VLU group had 43 out 139 corrected with 68 uncorrected, 

and the RO group corrected 50 out of 180, leaving 130 

uncorrected. 

Table 6 

Mean Conce~tual Changes among the Four Grou~s 

Group n Pretest Post test Corrected Uncorrected New Misc.* 

SFA 33 4.63 2.15 2.75 1. 90 1.18 

DI 35 5.11 4.51 1.28 3.90 2.65 

VLU 27 5.15 4.11 1.60 3.10 2.50 

RO 32 5.60 4.70 1.80 4.10 2.46 

Note. * - New misconceptions 
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Judging from these data, it appears that semantic 

Feature Analysis is a more effective instructional strategy 

in helping students achieve conceptual change. 

Comparatively speaking, Direct Instruction seems to be the 

least effective of the four strategies as far as the 

multiple choice test results indicate. Table 7 

demonstrates the difference between the groups in the post

instructional reduction of misconceptions. 

Table 7 

A Comparison of Corrected and Uncorrected Misconceptions 
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Note. 0 a Mean number of corrected misconceptions 
x = Mean number of uncorrected misconceptions 
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The Analysis of the Written Recalls 

The analysis of the written recalls is based on the 

form developed by Anders and Bos (Appendix E). This form 

has two advantages. It numerically accounts for the 

concept remembered by each student, thereby making it 

possible for the researcher to make an intergroup 

comparison of performance in all the categories on Table 7. 

It also makes it possible for the researcher to make a 

qualitative analysis of the written recall. (See 

Appendix F.) 

A general overview indicated that stUdents' written 

recall was a reflection of the methods of instruction used 

with them. The DI group generally recalled a good number 

of the concepts taught directly by the teacher, but only in 

sequential outline form. In fact, the concepts were used 

by the students as headings with underlining. They were 

then followed by verbatim regurgitation of definitions, 

indicating little or no integration. 

One student, E. S., who could not recall anything, 

simply described the instructional procedure used with her. 

"She just stood in the front of the class and gave us a 

bunch of words and their definitions." As if to underscore 

her frustration she went on to draw an elaborate picture of 

a steam engine. Another student, H. 0., used a lot of 

space to complain about the quality of her writing and the 
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little time allowed for the written recall. (See Appendix G 

for copy of the text.) 

The students in the SFA group, on the other hand, 

showed a certain degree of integration of the information. 

They generally wrote in their own words and in essay form. 

They generally had headings and subheadings followed by the 

supporting concepts. (See Appendix G.) 

A General Overview of the written Conceptual Recalls 

In the following section the type of concepts and 

their mean number of recall will be presented. 

The RO group had a mean of .5 recall of Superordinate 

concepts in the Teacher and Text Based category. The VLU 

group had .52 in the same category. The DI group recalled 

a mean of .52, while the SFA group had a mean of 1.9. 

The recall of coordinate concepts in the same category 

followed the same pattern: the RO group recalled an average 

of .35, the VLU group .42, the DI group 6.52, and the SFA 

group recalled a mean of 1.78. The high performance by the 

DI group is consistent with the instructional procedure 

used with them, instruction which emphasized rote memory of 

definitions and accurate pronunciation without necessarily 

understanding the concepts. 

In the Only Text Based category, the RO and the VLU 

groups wrote nothing about the superordinate concept at 



all. The DI and the SFA groups recalled a mean of .04 

each. In the recall of coordinate concepts, the RO group 

had a mean of 0.1, the VLU group 0.21, the DI group none, 

and the SFA group had 0.78. The mean subordinate 

conceptual recall is as follows: RO group 1.85, VLU group 

3.8, DI group 1.2, and the SFA group 4.6. 
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In the Student Based category, the RO, group VLU, and 

the DI group generated no superordinate concepts. The SFA 

group generated a mean of 0.08 inaccurate (which in this 

context is synonymous with misconception) and 0.13 accurate 

superordinate concept. The RO group generated 0.15 

inaccurate and 0.5 accurate coordinate concept. The VLU 

group generated 0.21. The DI group had none. The SFA 

group had a mean of 0.13 inaccurate and 1.26 coordinate 

concepts. In the subordinate concepts the RO group had a 

mean of 1.05 inaccurate and 4 accurate concepts. The VLU 

group generated a mean of 0.94 inaccurate and 3.78 accurate 

concepts. The DI group had 1.32 inaccurate and 1.44 

accurate concepts. The SFA group generated a mean of 1.73 

inaccurate and 6.95 accurate concepts. 

Under this category all four groups generated some 

irrelevant concepts. 

all related to topic. 

These were concepts that were not at 

The RO had a mean of 1.4, the VLU 

had 2.57, the DI had a mean of 2.6, and the SFA generated a 
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mean of 1.17 irrelevant concepts. These figures are 

summarized in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Mean written Conce:Qtual Recall b~ Grou:Q and b~ categories 

Group Teacher/Text Based Text Only Based Student Based 

super co or sub super coor sub super 

SFA 1.17 1.90 1. 78 .04 .78 4.60 

D1 .52 .52 6.52 .04 a 1.20 

VLU .42 .42 .42 a .21 3.80 

RO .50 .35 .55 a .10 1.85 

Note. Super - superordinate, Co or - coordinate, 
Sub - subordinate, 1rr - irrelevant 

.13 

a 

a 

a 

coor sub 

1.26 6.95 

a 1.40 

.21 3.78 

.50 4.00 

A comparison of Students' Pattern of Responses 

in the Multiple Choice Posttest 

with Their Written Recalls 

irr 

1.17 

2.60 

2.57 

1.40 

In order to make a comparison between performance on 

the multiple choice tests and the written recalls, 

subjects' responses in the questions listed above were 

compared with their written recalls. But because of the 

size of the population (127) involved, only a limited 

number was selected for this analysis. Only subjects with 

50% or more over all post-instructional misconceptions were 
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chosen from each group. Therefore, the account of the 

individual performances is presented below group by group. 

The Read Only eRO) Group 

Table 9 below shows the pattern of responses in the 

multiple choice posttest and how they did or did not 

correspond with the written recalls. It shows how the 

students responded in both the pretest and the posttest 

multiple choice items. "Yes" indicates that the students 

stated the concept appropriately in the written recall. 

"No" indicates that a student did not mention the concept 

in the written recall. The term "alluded" is used to 

indicate that although the student did not state the 

concept directly it could be deduced from the written 

recall that the student had attained the concept. A 

written response is said to be confused when a student's 

misconception became mixed up with the text information. 

students in this group received no instruction. They 

were asked to read and do whatever would help them to 

recall the passage. They read, took the multiple choice 

test, and then wrote their written recalls. J. K. had no 

misconception in question number 2 in either pre or 

posttest, but she did not discuss the concept of 

unreasonable search and seizure in her written recall 

either. 
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Table 9 

Multi:gle Choice Resl20nses and Written Recalls: RO Groul2 

Student Item :# Pretest Posttest Recalled? 

J. K. 2 C C No 

J. K. 5 M C Alluded 
J. K. 11 W M No 

J. K. 16 M M No 
J. K. 22 C C No 
M. R. 2 W W No 
M. R. 5 M M No 

M. R. 11 M M No 
M. R. 16 C M Confused 

M. R. 22 C M No 
A. C 2 M C No 
A. C. 5 C C Alluded 
A. C. 11 W W No 
A. C. 16 M C yes 
A. C. 22 W M No 

Note. C = Correct, M = Misconception, W = Wrong 

In question number 5, dealing with the concept of the 

power and the limitations of a search warrant, she had a 

misconception on the pretest only. Although she did not 

specifically discussed this point in her written recall, 

she alluded to it. She wrote, "The only way the police can 

get a search warrant is by convincing the judge." 

In the concept of absolute privacy addressed by 

question number 11, she had a clearly wrong response on the 

----- --- -.. ~------. 
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pretest and a misconception on the posttest. She seemed to 

support the idea that absolute privacy is guaranteed by the 

Fourth Amendment. However, she avoided this point in her 

written recall. Looking closely at her statement: "Privacy 

is the most cherished law. People have the right to ask if 

police have a search warrant •••• "1 demonstrates that 

she still carried this confusion. This is because she did 

not seem to leave room for exceptions. 

J. K. also had a problem with the right of the police 

to search a moving vehicle without a search warrant. She 

had misconceptions on both the pre and posttests, a concept 

dealt with in question number 16. On the pretest, she 

selected response D which said, "A drunk driver who runs a 

red light should be arrested before being searched." On 

the posttest, she selected response C, which said, "If the 

police stop a driver who runs a red light and noticed that 

the driver is drunk, the officer must bring the driver to 

the station and obtain a search warrant before searching 

the car." But she avoided this point in her written 

recall. Her reference to search warrant was, " ••• a 

search warrant allows the police to search whatever their 

looking for." But she did not discuss when a search 

warrant is or is not needed. 

1 Wherever subj ects are quoted, the text is used without 
modification or standardization of spelling and structure. 



Although J. K. had correct responses for question 

number 22 in both the pre and the post tests, she did not 

discuss the concept of illegal items in plain view in her 

written recall. 
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M.R., another subject in the same group, had a problem 

with question number 2. She made completely wrong 

responses to this question on both the pretest and the 

posttest, but in her written recall she avoided the concept 

of unreasonable search and seizure. 

She demonstrated a misconception on both tests in 

question number 5. She chose response C in both cases, 

which said, "Once the police have a search warrant they may 

search any of your property or possessions." In her 

written recall she wrote, "The police can't go and seach 

your house without a search warrant... What she did not 

indicate is that the warrant has to specify what and where 

to search for. 

In the case of question number 11, dealing with 

Absolute Privacy, she selected response B in both tests, 

which said, "Absolute privacy is guaranteed by the Fourth 

Amendment." However, she did not mention anything about 

this in her written recall. 

M. R. made a correct response to question number 16 in 

the pretest and had a misconception in the posttest by 

selecting response D. Question 16 dealt with the right of 
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the police to search a moving vehicle. Response D said, "A 

drunk driver who runs a red light should be arrested before 

being searched." However, in her written recall she did 

not specifically discuss this issue. But she alluded to it 

by saying, " ••• and they (the police) don't need a search 

warrant when they know you did something wrong. II However, 

she did not seem to see the connection between this point 

and running a red light. 

She also demonstrated the same kind of confusion in 

question number 22 which dealt with the concept of illegal 

items in plain view. Her pretest response was correct. 

But she had a misconception in the posttest with her choice 

of response C. This response stretched the need for a 

search warrant by suggesting that the police need a search 

warrant to search and seize items in plain view. But she 

did not discuss this point in her written recall. 

Another subject, A. C., had a misconception in the 

pretest by choosing response B in question number 2. But 

he had a correct response in the posttest. Response B 

said, "A search and seizure is unreasonable when the police 

frisk somebody who is near a store that has just been 

burglarized. II However, he avoided the discussion of 

unreasonable search and seizure in his written recall. 

A. C. had correct responses to question number 5 in 

both tests. As indicated earlier, this question dealt with 
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the concept of the limits of a search warrant once the 

police obtained it. He alluded to it in his written recall 

when he wrote, "When a police officer gets a search warrant 

he has to get it from the gauge. But the gauge has to be 

convinced that the house or home or apartment has to be 

searched. II 

This subject had a problem with question number 11 

which was about absolute privacy. He had wrong responses 

in both tests. Apparently, that was why he did not discuss 

the issue in his written recall. 

In the case of question number 16, addressing the 

concept of a moving vehicle, A. C. had a misconception in 

the pretest by selecting response C. This response said, 

"If the police stop a driver who runs a red light and 

notice that the driver is drunk, the officer must bring the 

driver to the station and obtain a search warrant before 

searching the car." But he corrected this misconception in 

the posttest. This correction was reflected in his written 

recall also. He wrote, " ••• if you get stoped by a 

police officer and he suspects that you have been drinking 

he can search your car or automobile." 

In question number 22, dealing with illegal items in 

plain view, he had a wrong response in the pretest and a 
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misconception in the posttest by selecting response C. But 

he did not discuss it in his written recall. 

The Vocabulary Look Up (VLU) Group 

The instruction given to this group consisted of 

looking up the vocabulary words in the dictionary and 

studying their meanings before reading. Table 10 

summarizes the pattern of responses in the multiple choice 

posttest compared to the written recalls. 

N. A. made correct responses to question number 2 in 

both tests. This is also reflected in her written recall. 

She wrote, "If they do get a search warrant they must 

search for what they are looking for and they can't read 

your letters or get into your private property." This 

indicates her understanding of what reasonable search and 

seizure is. 

In question number 5, however, she had a misconception 

in the pretest when she selected response C. This response 

said, "Once the police have a search warrant they may 

search any of your property or possessions." But she 

clarified this after instruction, as indicated in the 

quotation above. 

She also had a problem with question number 11 in both 

tests. She chose response B in both cases. This response 

said, "Absolute privacy is guaranteed by the Fourth 
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Table 10 

Multi};!le Choice Res};!onses and written Recalls: VLU Grou};! 

Name Item Pretest Posttest Is There Recall? 

N. A. 2 C C Yes 
N. A. 5 M C No 
N. A. 11 M M No 
N. A. 16 M W No 
N. A. 22 M C No 

M. R. 2 C W No 
M. R. 5 M M No 
M. R. 11 C C No 
M. R. 16 W W No 
M. R. 22 M C Yes 

J. V. 2 C C No 
J. V. 5 M M No 
J. V. 11 C C Yes 
J. V. 16 M M No 
J. V. 22 W C No 

G. D. 2 W W No 
G. D. 5 W M No 
G. D. 11 W M No 
G. D. 16 M C No 
G. D. 22 M M No 

J. w. 2 W M No 
J. W. 5 W M No 
J. W. 11 C M No 
J. W. 16 C W No 
J. w. 22 C M No 

R. V. 2 W C No 
R. V. 5 M M NO 
R. V. 11 W M No 
R. V. 16 C M No 
R. V. 22 M M No 

I. P. 2 W C Yes 
I. P. 5 C C No 
I. P. 11 C W Yes 
I. P. 16 C M No 
I. P. 22 C W No 

Note. C = Correct, W = Wrong, M = Misconception 



Amendment." But she did not discuss this point in her 

wri tten recall. 

In the case of question number 16, she had a 
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misconception in the pretest which she got totally wrong in 

the posttest. She selected response C in the pretest which 

said, "If the police stop a driver who runs a red light and 

notice that the driver is drunk, the officer must bring the 

driver to the station and obtain a search warrant before 

searching the car." As observed with other subjects, she 

did not mention it in her written recall. 

She had a misconception in question number 22 in the 

pretest, but she clarified it in the posttest. Her 

misconception was indicated by her choice of response C 

that said, "If a policeman passes a house and sees a 

marijuana plant in plain view, he must get a search warrant 

to search the house." Although she clarified this 

misconception in the posttest by selecting the correct 

response, she did not mention the issue of items in plain 

view in her written recall. 

Another subject, M. R., made a correct response to 

question number 2 in the pretest, but made a totally wrong 

response in the posttest. This confusion is evident in his 

written recall. He wrote, 

A policeman can't always go into a house because he 
sometimes needs a search warrant. • • • A policeman 
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cannot go in a house and take evidence away from a 
suspect because if the policeman does and they arrest 
the suspect because they have stolen things the judge 
will dismiss the case because the policeman got the 
evidence from the house. 

This does not clearly state the concept of unreasonable 

search and seizure. 

In the case of question number 5, he responded with 

the same misconception in both tests. He selected response 

C which said, "Once the police have a search warrant they 

may search any of your property or possessions." His 

written response (quoted in question number 2 above) does 

not clearly indicate an understanding of the conditions 

that are usually imposed on a search warrant when it is 

issued. 

M. R. had no problem with the concept of absolute 

privacy as raised by question number 11. He made correct 

responses in both tests. However, he did not mention it in 

the written recall. This individual seems to be confused 

about the right of the police to search a moving vehicle; 

an issue addressed by question number 16. He made a wrong 

response in both tests. Moreover, he did not mention this 

concept in his written recall. 

In question number 22, his pretest response indicated 

a misconception, but he corrected it in the posttest. He 

chose response C in the pretest which said, "If a policeman 

passes a house and sees a marijuana plant in plain view, he 



must get a search warrant to search the house." This 

correction is also reflected in his written recall. He 

wrote, "In some cases policemen donn't need a warrant." 
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J. V. had no misconception in question number 2. She 

made correct responses in both tests. But she seems to be 

confused in the written recall. This confusion is 

observable in her written reCall. She wrote, " ••• I also 

learned about different words like writ warrant cherish 

unreasonable, etc. I learned that a judge has to write a 

warrant and you can't search someone there car or house if 

you don't have one." This confusion may be due to an 

overemphasis on vocabulary (rather than integration of 

ideas) used by this instructional strategy. 

In question number 5, her responses in both tests were 

based on a misconception as indicated by her selection of 

response C in both cases. This response said, "Once the 

police have a search warrant they may search any of your 

property or possessions." However, she did not mention 

this point in her written recall. 

J. V. made correct responses in both tests for 

question number 11, regarding the right to absolute 

privacy. Although she did not mention absolute privacy in 

her written recall, there is reason to believe that she 

knew that a citizen had no right to absolute privacy. In 

her recall, she wrote, " ••• I learn when you have privacy 



and when the police can do what they need to do." 'This 

seems to indicate some understanding of the limits of the 

right to privacy. 
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For question number 16, her responses on both tests 

were based on misconceptions. She chose response C in the 

pretest and D in the posttest. Response C said that, "If 

the police stop a driver who runs a red light and notice 

that the driver is drunk, the officer must bring the driver 

to the station and obtain a search warrant before searching 

the car." This response indicated no understanding of the 

right of the police to search a moving vehicle. On the 

posttest, she selected response D which said, "A drunk 

driver who runs a red light should be arrested before being 

searched. II This response was actually the reverse of the 

procedure. 

This misconception was also revealed in her written 

recall. She said she learned that " ••• a judge has to 

write a warrant and you can't search someone there car or 

house if you don't have it." Therefore, the instruction 

and the reading seemed to have done nothing to clarify her 

prior misconception about this concept. 

Her response to question number 22 in the pretest was 

wrong, but she was able to correct it in the posttest. 

This question concerned the right of the police to search 

and seize illegal items in plain view. However, J. V. did 
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not mention this concept in her written recall. Therefore, 

it is not possible to say whether or not she really 

understood the concept. 

Another member of this group, G. D., made wrong 

responses to question number 2 in both tests. He did not 

mention unreasonable search and seizure in his written 

recall either. 

For question number 5, G. D. had a wrong response in 

the pretest and a misconception on the posttest. He 

selected response C which suggested that the search warrant 

entitles the police to search any of your property or 

possessions. This was based on the misunderstanding of the 

power and the limitations of a search warrant. This 

confusion is demonstrated in his recall by writing, 

It is also the privacy of someone who committed a 
crime and that person runs into your house without you 
knowing it and then a police officer follows the crime 
commiter into your house searching it and you are 
wondering what he is doing. Does he or does he not 
need a search warrant? 

This statement seems to be an open ended statement about 

reasonable and unreasonable search and seizure, but it does 

not show a clear understanding or recall of either. 

G. D. had a problem with the concept of absolute 

privacy as raised by test item number 11. He made a wrong 

response on the pretest and a misconception by choosing 

response B on the posttest. That response stated that 

"Absolute privacy is guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment." 
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Although he did not mention absolute privacy in his written 

recall, he gave no reason to presume that he believed in 

it. He wrote, "From what I remember it is all about the 

police and whether or not the police can frisk you or 

weather or not they can search you or your car or your 

home." This statement indicates some understanding that 

the right to privacy is not absolute. 

On question number 16, G. D. had a misconception on 

the pretest and a correct response in the posttest. He 

selected response C on the pretest. This response said 

that if a police officer stopped a driver who ran a red 

light and noticed that the driver was drunk, the officer 

must take the driver to the station and obtain a search 

warrant before searching the car. In his written recall, 

however, this point was not mentioned. Therefore, it is 

hard to say whether or not he had a conceptual change after 

-instruction. 

G. D. had a problem with question number 22 also. He 

had misconceptions in both tests, selecting response C on 

both cases. This response suggested that if a police 

officer passed by a house and saw an illegal item in plain 

view, he must get a search warrant to search the house. 

Here again there is a confusion. It appears that this 

individual did think that the right to privacy was 

absolute. But this response indicates that there is a 

---- ------.--
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notion that the police must have a search warrant to search 

in all cases. Since he did not mention this concept in his 

written recall, it is possible to presume that the 

instruction had no effect in helping him change his prior 

misconception about this concept. 

Another subject, J. W., made a totally wrong response 

to question number 2 on the pretest and had a misconception 

on the posttest. He selected response B on the posttest. 

This response suggested that it was a case of unreasonable 

search and seizure to frisk someone who is found near a 

store that has just been burglarized. This indicates some 

confusion about what constitutes unreasonable search and 

seizure. Unfortunately, J. W. did not recall very much 

either. He simply wrote, "Ran out of time. Police need 

search warrant." It is difficult, therefore, to make any 

speculation on the basis of this piece. 

He repeated the same pattern in dealing with question 

number 5. He made a wrong response in the pretest and had 

a misconception in the posttest. In this case, he selected 

response C. This response suggests that the police can 

search any of your property or possessions once they have a 

search warrant. Again his written recall sheds no light on 

his understanding of this concept. 

J. W. seems to be confused about absolute privacy. He 

made a correct response to question number 11 in the 
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pretest and had a misconception in the posttest. He 

selected response C indicating that the Fourth Amendment 

guarantees absolute privacy. This indicates that the 

instruction had a misleading effect on his comprehension of 

this concept. Unfortunately, since there is no written 

recall, thus there is no basis on which to elaborate on 

this point. 

Another misleading effect is demonstrated by the 

manner in which J. W. dealt with the concept of the right 

of the police to search a moving vehicle without a search 

warrant in question number 16. He made a correct response 

in the pretest and a totally wrong one in the posttest. 

The instruction seems to have a negative effect on his 

understanding of this concept. 

He also demonstrated a confused pattern of response to 

the concept of illegal item in plain view on question 

number 22. He made a correct response on the pretest and a 

misconception on the posttest. The instruction seems to 

have confused him about the right of the police to search 

and seize an illegal item in plain view. 

R. V. seems to have made some gain in dealing with the 

concept of unreasonable search and seizure in question 

number 2. She made a wrong response in the pretest and a 

correct one in the posttest, but her written recall does 

not support this gain. She only indicated confusion about 
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the whole passage. She wrote, "The police need a warrant 

to go into your house. You need to be 21 to drink and 

smoke. You need to be 16 to drive." Thus, most of her 

recall was irrelevant to the passage and certainly not 

related to the concept of unreasonable search and seizure. 

She also had some problem with the limits of a search 

warrant. Her responses to question number 5 in both tests 

were based on misconception. In both cases, she selected 

response C which says that the police have the right to 

search any of your property or possessions once they get a 

search warrant. It appears that the instruction did not 

have any effect on her in terms of helping her make some 

conceptual change with regard to this particular concept. 

On question number 11, dealing with the concept of 

absolute privacy, she made a wrong response on the pretest 

and had a misconception on the posttest. She selected the 

response that indicated her belief in right to absolute 

privacy. Moreover, there is nothing in her written recall 

that was related to this concept. Therefore, one can 

assume that the instruction had no effect in helping her 

grasp this concept. 

Another confusion is also observed in her response to 

question number 16, dealing with the concept of the right 

of the police to search a moving vehicle. She made a 

correct response on the pretest and then had a 
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misconception on the posttest. She chose response C which 

says that if a police officer stops a driver who runs a red 

light and notices that the driver is drunk, the officer has 

to take the driver to the police station and obtain a 

search warrant before searching the car. Since she did not 

say anything about -this in her written recall, it is 

presumable that the instruction had a negative effect on 

helping her to understand this concept. 

Her performance on question number 22, dealing with 

the concept of an illegal item in plain view, indicates no 

conceptual change between the pre and the posttest. She 

had the same misconception on both tests. In both cases 

she selected response C, which says that the police must 

get a search warrant to search a house in which they see a 

marijuana plant in plain view. Again there is nothing in 

her written recall pertaining to this concept. Therefore, 

the instruction did not seem to have any effect in helping 

her achieve a conceptual change. 

The last student considered in this group is I. P. 

His responses to question number 2 seems to indicate that 

he has grasped the concept of unreasonable search and 

seizure. His choice on the pretest was totally wrong but 

he corrected this on the posttest. His written recall 

seems to support this. He wrote, " ••• by not having 

warrants police sometimes get involved with court 
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problems." Although the writing is not very clear, it does 

indicate a grasp of the concept. His correct responses to 

question number 5 on both tests seem to indicate that he 

had no problem with the concept of the limitations of a 

search warrant. However, there was nothing in his written 

recall to support that assumption. 

I. P. seemed to be confused about the concept of 

absolute privacy. He made a correct response on the 

pretest and a wrong choice on the posttest. This seems to 

indicate that the instruction had negatively affected his 

understanding of the concept. However, his written recall 

seems to indicate that he did understand that people could 

not have absolute privacy. He wrote, " ••• There are many 

people who want privacy but can't always have it because 

sometimes there are problems with the police." This 

response indicates that his posttest response may not be a 

good indicator of his understanding of the concept. 

The instruction seem to have a confusing effect on his 

understanding of the right of the police to search a moving 

vehicle without a search warrant. His response on the 

pretest was correct, but he had a misconception on the 

posttest. He chose response C which says that the police 

have to take a drunk driver who runs a red light to the 

station and obtain a search warrant before searching his 



car. It appears that the instruction served only to 

confuse him about this concept. 
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This confusion is demonstrated in his written recall. 

He wrote, " ••• Policemen can't have any evidence without 

warrant." This categorical statement seems to indicate a 

clear lack of understanding of this concept. This is 

probably due an overgeneralization. 

Finally, I. P.'s responses to question number 22 also 

seem to demonstrate a confusing effect of the instruction. 

His response on the pretest was correct but was totally 

wrong on the posttest. Therefore, the instruction did not 

seem to affirm the concept of the right of the police seize 

illegal items in plain view, which he seemed to have prior 

to instruction. His written recall seems to support this 

hypothesis because he did not write anything about that 

concept. 

The Direct Instruction (01) Group 

Since there are relatively many more students in this 

group than any of the others with as many misconceptions on 

the posttest as on the pretest, only those with more 

misconceptions on the posttest than on the pretest are 

considered here for analysis. Table 11 illustrates the 

pattern of relationship between the multiple choice 

responses and the written recalls. 



Table 11 

MultiQle Choice ResQonses and written Recalls: DI GrouQ 

Student Item # Pretest Posttest Is There Recall? 

H. O. 2 W W Just definition 

H. O. 5 W M Just definition 

H. O. 11 C C Yes 
H. O. 16 M M No 

H. O. 22 W C Yes 

A. G. 2 C C Yes 
A. G. 5 W M No 
A. G. 11 C M No 
A. G. 16 W M No 
A. G. 22 W C No 

R. B. 2 C W No 
R. B. 5 W M No 
R. B. 11 M M No 
R. B. 16 W W No 
R. B. 22 W M No 

L. C. 2 M W No 
L. C. 5 M M No 
L. C. 11 W M No 
L. C. 16 M M Just definition 
L. C. 22 M M No 

H. O. had two misconceptions on the pretest and four 

on the posttest. She got question number 2 totally wrong 

on both the pre and the post tests. 

94 



95 

In her written response, she seemed to follow the 

instructional procedure used in teaching her class. She 

memorized the concepts and their definitions only. She 

recalled the concept of search and seizure in a 

nonintegrated manner as, "Search and seizure means search

look for evidence seizure- take away evidence." This 

indicates that she had not integrated the meaning of the 

text in a holistic manner. Therefore she would not discuss 

the question of what is reasonable and or unreasonable 

search and seizure as required by question number 2. 

In response to question number 5, H.O. had a wrong 

response on the pretest and a misconception on the 

posttest. Her misconception was based on her selection of 

the response that if police have a search warrant they may 

search any of your property or possessions. This indicates 

no understanding of the limitations of a search warrant. 

However, on her written recall she remembered Exclusionary 

Rule in terms of a definition. "Exclusionary rules says 

that some evidence is not allowed in court because the 

police didn't have a probable cause to search." It is hard 

to say here whether she had an understanding of the idea of 

the limitations of the search warrant or she had simply 

memorized the term Exclusionary Rule and its definition. 

Her responses to question number 11 were correct on 

both the pre and the post tests. This is also reflected on 



96 

her written recall. She wrote, "Absolute privacy means 

that nobody can search your house under any condition. It 

seems like there is no such thing." This clearly shows 

that she did understand this conception as it pertains to 

the Fourth Amendment. 

The responses she gave on question number 16 were 

misconceptions on both the pre and the post tests. She 

selected response D on the pretest. This said, "A drunk 

driver who runs a red light should be arrested before being 

searched." This response indicates a misunderstanding 

about the right of the police to search a moving vehicle 

without a search warrant. On the posttest she selected 

response C which said, "If the police stop a driver who 

runs a red light and notice that the driver is drunk, the 

officer must bring the driver to the station and obtain a 

search warrant before searching the car." This too 

indicates a misunderstanding about the right of the police 

to search a moving vehicle without a search warrant. 

Although she mentioned a moving vehicle in her written 

recall, there is no reason to think that she understood the 

concept as required by question number 16. She wrote, 

"moving vehicle is any form of transportation." This only 

is a regurgitation of a definition. It does not indicate 

an integration of the concept, especially as it pertains to 

what the police do about a moving vehicle. 
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On question number 22, dealing with the right of the 

police to search and seize illegal items in plain view, she 

correctly responded on both the pre and the post tests. 

Her written recall seems to support her multiple choice 

performance. She said, "Clear view means in plain sight 

and is a probable cause to seize." On the basis of this, 

it is safe to assume that she understood that the police 

could search and seize illegal items in plain view. 

Another student, A. G., demonstrated no problem with 

the concept of unreasonable search and seizure as demanded 

by question number 2 of the multiple choice tests, as 

indicated by her correct choices on both the pre and the 

post tests. This was also reflected in her written recall 

also. She wrote, "Under law the police cannot violate your 

privacy in the home without a search warrant or probable 

cause." It could be inferred from this that she had the 

notion of reasonable and unreasonable search and seizure. 

In the case of question number 5, asking about the 

limitations of the search warrant, she had a wrong response 

on the pretest and a misconception on the posttest. She 

selected C on the posttest, which said, "Once the police 

have a search warrant they may search any of your property 

or possessions." But she did not discuss this in her 

written recall. It is presumable, therefore, that she did 

not have a conceptual change about this point. 



98 

A. G. seemed to be confused about the concept of 

absolute privacy as on question number 11. She had a 

correct response on the pretest and a misconception on the 

posttest. She selected B which said, "Absolute privacy is 

guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment." In her written 

recall, she said, "Absolute privacy means your privacy 

cannot be violated in any way." This does not give any 

clue as to whether or not she thought that absolute privacy 

was guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment. If anything, it 

indicated lack of integration of information. 

A similar pattern of response is also observed on 

question number 16 dealing with the right of the police to 

search a moving vehicle without a search warrant. Her 

choice was wrong on the pretest and represented a 

misconception on the posttest. She chose C which said, "If 

the police stop a driver who runs a red light and notice 

that the driver is drunk, the officer must bring the driver 

to the station and obtain a search warrant before searching 

the car." This pattern shows some confusion about the 

concept. Unfortunately, she did not mention this concept 

in her written recall. However, her pattern of response on 

question number 22 seems to indicate that she achieved a 

conceptual change. She made a wrong choice on the pretest 

and a correct one on the posttest. This question concerned 

the right of the police to search and seize illegal items 
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in plain view. However, she did not say anything about it 

in her written recall. Therefore, an assumption has to be 

made on the basis of the multiple choice test alone that 

she achieved a conceptual change after instruction. 

R. B. had a problem with question number 2, dealing 

with unreasonable search and seizure. He had a correct 

response on the pretest and a completely wrong one on the 

posttest. Nor did he mention this concept in his written 

recall. He simply gave a numbered list of concepts and 

their definitions. This list did not include unreasonable 

search and seizure. 

On question number 5, which asked about the 

limitations of search warrant, he had a wrong response on 

the pretest and a misconception on the posttest. He 

selected C which said, "Once the police have a search 

warrant they may search any of your property or 

possessions." He did not include this in his written 

recall either. Judging from this, it could be inferred 

that the instruction did not have a positive effect on his 

conceptual change. 

R. B. had problem with the concept of absolute privacy 

on question number 11. He had the same misconception on 

both the pre and the post tests. He chose B on both cases. 

This choice said, "Absolute privacy is guaranteed by the 

Fourth Amendment." Here again his written recall did not 



include the concept. Therefore, the instruction did not 

have any effect in changing his misconception about this 

concept. 
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He seemed to have had a problem with the right of the 

police to search a moving vehicle without a search warrant. 

He made the same wrong response on both the pre and the 

post test for question number 16. This concept did not 

appear in his written recall either. It could be concluded 

that the instruction did not have any effect in helping him 

achieve a conceptual change. 

He also seemed to be confused about the right of the 

police to search and seize illegal items in plain view, a 

concept addressed in question number 22. He had a wrong 

response on the pretest and a misconception on the 

posttest. He selected C on the posttest. This choice 

said, "If a policeman passes a house and sees a marijuana 

plant in plain view, he must get a search warrant to search 

the house." This concept was not mentioned in his written 

recall either. 

It appears that even though R. B. attempted 

regurgitation, he did not recall any of the concepts with 

which he had trouble. He avoided them. 

L. C. started out with a misconception about 

unreasonable search and seizure in question number 2 on the 

pretest. He chose B on the pretest and A on the posttest, 
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both of which were based on misconceptions. Response B 

said, "A search and seizure is unreasonable when the police 

frisk someone who is near a store that was just 

burglarized." He ended up with a wrong response on the 

posttest by choosing response A. Unfortunately, he did not 

mention this concept in his written recall. Consequently-,·· 

an assumption has to be made that the instruction had a 

more or less negative effect on his achieving a conceptual 

change. Question number 5 is a question about which 51% of 

this group had misconceptions. L. C. was among them. He 

repeated the same misconception on both the pretest and the 

posttest. He selected C in both cases. This selection 

assumed that once the police had a search warrant they 

might seize any of your property or possessions. Here 

again, he did not mention it in his written recall. 

He had a problem with absolute privacy on question 

number 11, too. He had a wrong response on the pretest and 

a misconception on the posttest. He chose B on the 

posttest which said, "Absolute privacy is guaranteed by the 

Fourth Amendment." But he did not recall this concept in 

his written recall either. Therefore, the instruction did 

not have a positive effect on his grasping this concept 

either. 

On both multiple choice tests, L. C. had 

misconceptions about the right of the police to search a 
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moving vehicle as in question number 16. On the pretest he 

chose D which said that a drunk driver who ran a red light 

should be arrested before being searched. His selection on 

the posttest was C, saying that if the police stopped a 

driver who ran a red light and noticed that the driver was 

drunk, the police officer must bring the driver to the 

station and obtain a search warrant before searching the 

car. 

In the second point of his written recall he seemed to 

struggle with the concept of a moving vehicle, but only 

came up with the definition of a vehicle without the word. 

He wrote, "Mean a car, truck transportation to other one. 

I didn't know the word but I know the di.. "This 

seems to highlight the problem of rote learning without 

integration or understanding. 

A misconception was also observed on his response to 

question number 22 on both the pre and post tests. He 

selected C on both cases. This choice stated, "If a 

policeman passes a house and sees a marijuana plant in 

plain view he must get a search warrant to search the 

house." In his written recall, he did not mention the 

right of the police to search and seize illegal items in 

plain'view. Therefore, the instruction did not seem to 

have effect in helping him to achieve a conceptual change. 

It appears from these results that DI had a negative 
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effect on students' ability to achieve conceptual changes. 

This may be attributed to the characteristics of the 

instruction: this strategy emphasizes the learning of 

vocabulary out of context and rote memorization of concepts 

without integrating into the students' prior knowledge. 

The Semantic Feature Analysis (SFA) Group 

In this group nobody ended with more misconceptions on 

the posttest than on the pretest. Therefore, only those 

students who ended up with the same number of 

misconceptions on both the pretest and the posttest were 

considered for analysis. The same procedure used with the 

other groups was followed with them. Table 12 shows the 

pattern of responses on the multiple choice posttest and 

its correspondence with the written recalls. 

One of the students, A. S., had a misconception on 

question number 2 as demonstrated by his selection of 

response B. This response said, "A search and seizure is 

unreasonable when the police frisk someone who is near a 

store that was just burglarized." This response indicated 

the students' prior misunderstanding of the concepts of 

probable cause and search and seizure. However, this was 

corrected on the posttest. Unfortunately, he did not 

discuss this point in his written recall. 
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Table 12 

Multi12le Choice Res120nses and written Recalls: SFA Grou12 

Student Item # Pretest Post test Is There Recall? 

A. S. 2 M C No 

A. S. 5 W C Yes 

A. S. 11 C C No 

A. S. 16 W C No 

A. S. 22 W W No 

T. B. 2 W W Yes 

T. B. 5 W C No 

T. B. 11 C C No 

T. B. 16 M C No 

T. B. 22 W C Yes 

A. A. 2 W M Confused 

A. A. 5 M M M 

A. A. 11 W C No 

A. A. 16 M M No 

A. A. 22 W M No 

L. R. 2 C C Yes 

L. R. 5 M M No 

L. R. 11 M C Yes 

L. R. 16 C C Yes 

L. R. 22 C C Yes 

H. M. 2 W C No 

H. M. 5 M C No 

H. M. 11 C W No 

H. M. 16 C M Yes 

H. M. 22 C C Yes 

Note. C = Correct, M = Misconception, W = Wrong 
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On question number 5, he had a wrong response on the 
pretest, but he was able to correct it on the posttest. 
This question dealt with the power and limitations of the 

search warrant. In his written recall, he did not 
specifically discuss this concept, rather he wrote 
generally about a search warrant. He wrote, "Search with a 

search warrant - This means that an officer (cop) usually 
would need this to search a house for drugs, unlisenced 

weapons, etc." This demonstrates his understanding of the 
need for the police to obtain a search warrant before 
searching a house. However, he did not indicate the extent 
to which the police were empowered by the search warrant to 

enter and search a home. 
On question number 11, dealing with absolute privacy, 

A. S. demonstrated no misconception on either the pre or 

the posttest. However, he did not mention it in his 

written recall. 

A. S. got question number 16 wrong on the pretest but 

corrected it on the posttest. This question asked about 

the right of the police to search a moving vehicle without 

a search warrant. He did not mention that in his written 

recall either. 

In responding to question number 22, which asked about 

the right of the police to search and seize illegal items 

in plain view, this student made wrong responses on both 

the pre and the posttests. This concept did not appear in 

his written recall either. 

This student did not write very much, it can probably 

be assumed that he just did not recall most of the 
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concepts, especially those he was not sure about. He 

simply complained about running out of time at the end of 

his paper. 

T. B. had wrong responses on both the pre and the 

posttests for question number 2. This question asked about 

unreasonable search and seizure. This seemed to indicate 

that he had no idea about this concept. In his written 

recall, however he seemed to have understood the notion of 

unreasonable search and seizure, although he did not 

precisely state it. He wrote, "The evidence can only be 

used if the police take the evidence legally (right). If 

they take it illegally (wrong) then the evidence cannot be 

used against the person •••• " Thus this student 

understood that there was a right way to conduct a search 

and seizure. If the procedure was wrong, then evidence 

would not be acceptable in court. 

T. B. seemed to have achieved a conceptual change on 

question number 5. He made a wrong response on the pretest 

and a correct one on the posttest. This seemed to indicate 

that he understood the concept of the limitations of a 

search warrant. Unfortunately, he did not discuss the 

specifications of a search warrant in his written recall. 

On question number 11, T. B. had correct responses on 

both the pretest and the posttest, indicating that he 

understood that the Fourth Amendment did guarantee absolute 
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privacy. Here again he did not discuss it in his written 

recall. 

On question number 16 this student seemed to have 

achieved a conceptual change. His response on the pretest 

was based on misconception, but he corrected it on the 

posttest. His misconception was based on his choice of 

response A, which said that a police officer had no right 

at all to search a car driven by a drunk driver who ran a 

red light. This response indicated that the student did 

not know that police could search a moving vehicle without 

a search warrant. However, posttest response seemed to 

show that he achieved this concept after instruction, but 

his written recall did not mention anything related to this 

concept. 

He also seemed to have achieved a conceptual change 

with regard to the idea that the police have the right to 

seize illegal items in plain view, asked by question number 

22. He made a wrong response on the pretest and a correct 

response on the posttest. Although he did not exactly 

mention it is his written recall, he seemed to have the 

notion that sometime the police did not need a search 

warrant to conduct a search. He said, "A search warrant is 

a permit that lets police go in. sometimes it's too 

precious to go get one. • " It is hard to say here 
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whether he meant in the case of illegal items in plain view 

or in the case of emergency. 

A. A. seemed to be confused about question number 2. 

She selected a wrong response on the pretest and selected a 

distracter representing a misconception on the posttest. 

Her misconception was based on her choice of response B, 

which said, "A search and seizure is unreasonable when the 

police frisk someone who is near a store that was just 

burglarized." This indicates some confusion about probable 

cause. Moreover, she did not mention this concept in her 

written recall. Her written recall indicated that she was 

confused about everything, as demonstrated by incoherence 

in her writing. 

Another confusion was observed in her response to 

question number 5. She had alternative misconceptions on 

both the pretest and the posttest. On the pretest she 

chose response D which stated, "Once the police have a 

search warrant they may search anything they want in your 

home." Her posttest response was C. This said, "Once the 

police have a search warrant they may search any of your 

property or possessions." These two responses mean 

essentially the same thing. Thus there was no measurable 

change conceptually. This misconception was also observed 

in her written recall also. She wrote, "A search warrant 

is a piece of paper accompanied by the judge saying that 
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they can search any kind of object or place as long as they 

have a search warrant." Therefore, her belief that a 

search warrant gave the police an unlimited authority to 

search did not change even after instruction. 

However, she seemed to have achieved a conceptual 

change in question number 11, concerning absolute privacy. 

She had a wrong response on the pretest and a correct one 

on the posttest. This seems to indicate that the 

instruction had a positive effect on her, however, she did 

not mention this concept in her written recall. 

In question number 16, she retained the same 

misconception on both the pretest and the posttest. She 

selected response 0 which said that a drunk driver who ran 

a red light should be arrested before being searched. 

However, she did not mention moving vehicle in her written 

recall. 

She was also confused about question number 22. She 

made a wrong response on the pretest and demonstrated a 

misconception on the posttest. Her misconception was based 

on her choice of response C which said, "If a policeman 

passes a house and sees a marijuana plant in plain view he 

must get a search warrant to search the house." Therefore, 

she did not understand that the police had the right to 

seize an illegal item in plain view. Moreover, she did not 

mention it in her written recall. 
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Another student, L. R., did not have any problem with 

question number 2, which was about unreasonable search and 

seizure, on both the pre and the post tests. She made 

correct responses in both cases. It is also indicative in 

her written recall that she understood the difference 

between reasonable and unreasonable search and seizure. In 

her writing she said, "The police can also stop and frisk 

you if they see you running out of a store (or something) 

and they see that you have bags or bulges hiding of 

something. They can do that without a search warrant." 

Apart from this she mentioned two other cases in which the 

police could search without a search warrant. Those 

included emergencies and the cases of illegal items in 

plain view. Therefore, there is a close relationship 

between her performance on the multiple choice testQ and 

her written recall in this particular instance. 

In the case of question number 5, however, she had the 

same misconception on both the pre and the post tests. Her 

choice of response C is probably based on 

overgeneralization. This response suggested that once the 

police had a search warrant they might search any of your 

property or possessions. Unfortunately, she did not 

discuss this point in her written recall. She, like other 

subjects, avoided the issue she was not sure about. 
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L. R. had a misconception in her response to question 

number 11 on the pretest, but she was able to change that 

on the posttest where she made a correct response. 

Question number 1 asked about absolute privacy. Her choice 

of B in the pretest suggested that absolute privacy was 

guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment. This seems to be a 

result of overgeneralization of the right to privacy. The 

clarity of her understanding regarding this concept was 

demonstrated in her written recall. She wrote, "The Fourth 

Amendment gives us the right to privacy but not absolute 

privacy because then there would be no law and order 

because everybody would do what they wanted." This 

indicates categorically that she achieved a conceptual 

change. Here again there is a correspondence between the 

conceptual change demonstrated in the posttest and the 

written recall of the concept. 

Her responses to question number 15 were correct on 

both the pre and the post tests. This question asked about 

the right of the police to search a moving vehicle without 

a search warrant. As far as the multiple choice could show 

this subject did not have any misconception about that 

idea. This concept was clearly stated in the written 

recall. She wrote," •• If you run a red light and the 

police sees you he can search you even if he doesn't have a 



search warrant." Such a statement demonstrates a clear 

understanding of the concept. 
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This pattern of performance was demonstrated on 

question number 22. She made correct selections on both 

the pre and the post tests. This question asked about the 

right of the police to search and seize illegal items in 

plain view. This concept was also explicitly stated in her 

written recall. She stated, "If you have a marijuana plant 

or something in your front yard growing and it's in plain 

view then the police can take it with or withuot your 

permission." This is another demonstration of the 

correspondence between performance on the multiple choice 

tests and the written recall. The pattern is particularly 

evident in this subject. 

Another member of this group whose work was analyzed 

in this manner was H. M. This person demonstrated a 

conceptual change with regard to question number 2 about 

unreasonable search and seizure. He had a wrong response 

on the pretest and a correct response on the posttest. 

Unfortunately, he did not mention this concept in his 

written recall. Therefore the written recall did not 

confirm the conceptual change indicated by the multiple 

choice posttest items. 

H. M. seemed to have achieved a conceptual change on 

dealing with question number 5. He had a misconception on 



113 

the pretest and a correct response on the posttest. His 

prior misconception was based on his choice of response C 

which inferred that the police had unlimited power to 

search your property or possessions once they had a search 

warrant. But he did not recall that in writing. 

In dealing with question number 11 this subject seemed 

to show a conceptual change negatively. He had a correct 

response on the pretest and a wrong response on the 

posttest. He seemed to be confused about absolute privacy. 

Furthermore, he did not write anything about it in his 

written recall. On question number 16 he had correct 

response on the pretest and a misconception on the 

posttest. He chose response C, which said "I the police 

stop a driver who runs a red light and notice that the 

driver is drunk, the officer must bring the driver to the 

station and obtain a search warrant before searching the 

car." He committed the error of overgeneralization of the 

individual's right to privacy. On the other hand, he 

recalled the concept correctly in his written recall. He 

wrote, 

But if your running to fast in your car and you have 
to go 35 miles per hour and your going 50 miles per 
hour and the police stops you and he smells weed or 
alcohol he can search your car without a search 
warrant. 
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Summary of Written Recall Analysis 

Based on the above analysis, little direct 

correspondence can be established for the RO group between 

the written recall and performance on the multiple choice 

tests. However, some pattern in the student responses are 

indicated. First students in this group who either made 

correct responses on both of the multiple choice tests or 

had misconceptions on the pretest which they then corrected 

on the posttest tended to either say nothing or allude to 

the correct concepts in their written recalls. This 

pattern was demonstrated by J. K. and A. c. on question 

number 5 which asked about the limitations of a search 

warrant. J. K. had a misconception on the pretest which 

she corrected on the posttest. He alluded to the correct 

concept in her written recall. On the other hand, A. C. 

made correct responses in both tests. He too alluded to 

correct concept in the written recall. On question number 

22, where J. K. made correct responses on both tests, she 

did not write anything about illegal items in plain view in 

her written recall. 

Second, the written recalls for this group was very 

weak. In fact, there were cases where the students made 

correct responses in both of the multiple choice tests and 

yet failed to recall the concepts in writing. Nobody 

recalled the concept of unreasonable and seizure even 
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though some of them had either correct responses on both of 

the multiple choice tests or indicated conceptual changes 

in which they clarified their prior misconceptions. They 

seemed to avoid that concept the same way they avoided the 

concepts for which they selected wrong responses on the 

multiple choice tests. Also, there seemed to be confusion 

when a correct response on the pretest was followed by a 

wrong response on the posttest. When this was the case, 

the written recall was also confused. This was illustrated 

by M. R., for example on question number 16, dealing with 

the right of the police to search a moving vehicle without 

a search warrant. Without exception, whenever the 

responses on both of the multiple choice tests were wrong, 

no recall was made in the written recall. 

On the other hand, the VLU group did not present such 

a neat pattern. In general, the recall of this group was 

very sparce and short. They did not write long pieces, nor 

did they show any direct correspondence between their 

performance on the multiple choice tests and their written 

recalls. In fact, this sample of students did not recall 

most of the concepts under consideration here, even when 

their posttest responses indicated a positive conceptual 

change from the pretest. 

For example, N. A. corrected his misconceptions on 

questions 5 and 22 but did not recall the concept in 
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writing. J. V. made a wrong response on question number 22 

on the pretest which she corrected on the posttest, but did 

not recall the concept in writing. G. D. too corrected a 

misconception on question number 16, but had no written 

recall of the concept. R. V. had a wrong response on the 

pretest which he corrected on the posttest. However, his 

written recall was irrelevant. I. P., M. R., and J. V. 

made correct responses questions 5, 11, and 2 respectively. 

I. P. and M. R. had no written recalls and J. V.'s recall 

was confused. N. A. was the only one with correct 

responses to question number 2 in both of the multiple 

choice tests to also correctly recall the concept. 

Therefore the strategy of Vocabulary Look Up seemed to lead 

the students into confusion. There was very little or no 

correspondence between the performance on the multiple 

choice tests and the written recalls for this group of 

students. 

The OI group displayed the same kind of lack of recall 

as the VLU group. In most cases, they demonstrated little 

or no integration of information. They tended to produce 

definitions without integrating the concepts. This 

tendency was observed on the case of H. o. with questions 

2, 5, and 16, A. G. with question number 11, and L. c. with 

question number 16. Regardless of the pattern of responses 

on the multiple choice tests their recalls in the above 
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instances were just definitions without referent terms. 

Only two instances of conceptual recall were observed in 

this group. In both cases the students had correct 

responses on the multiple choice tests. This pattern was 

observed only with H. o. and A. G. on questions 22 and 2 

respectively. Therefore, this sample showed no direct 

relationship between their responses, on the multiple 

choice tests and their written recalls. 

The SFA group, on the other hand, demonstrated a set 

pattern of relationship between their performance on the 

multiple choice tests and their written recalls. with very 

few exceptions, wherever they had either correct responses 

for the same questions on both of multiple choice tests or 

had a positive conceptual changes, they either had correct 

recalls of the concepts in writing or none at all. But not 

incorrect or confused recalls. Wherever they had correct 

written recalls, the concepts were stated in their own 

words, thus indicating the integration of ideas into their 

own personal experiences. 

Two interesting observations were made. First, T. B. 

made wrong responses to question number 2 on both of the 

multiple choice tests, but wrote a correct recall of the 

concept. The second case was that H. M. had a correct 

response for question number 16 on the pretest and a 

misconception on the posttest and then wrote a correct 
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recall of the concept in his own words. This too 

demonstrates the integration of ideas into personal 

experiences. It demonstrates that the choice of 

instructional strategy makes a difference in the manner 

that students understand and recall a lesson. The more the 

students are involved in the lesson the better they 

understand and integrate the information into their own 

schema. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
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This chapter is a summary of the results of this study 

as well as a short description of the subject and design of 

the study. It also includes implications of the study for 

classroom instruction and suggestions for further research 

in the area of schema activation and clarification of 

misconceptions. General questions have also been raised 

regarding teacher preparation for conceptual instruction. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study was a post hoc analysis of the results of 

an earlier study conducted by Anders and Bos (1986). It 

had three purposes. One was to compare four instructional 

strategies in their effectiveness in helping students to 

clarify their prior misconceptions. The second purpose was 

to find out which of the four strategies was more effective 

in helping students recall and generate relevant concepts 

in writing. The third one was to find out if there was any 

correspondence between responses on the multiple choice 

tests and written recall by students. Specifically the 

following questions were asked: 
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1. What is the range of responses in the multiple 

choice pretest for each of the four groups, especially with 

regard to misconceptions demonstrated by the students? 

2. What is the range of responses in the multiple 

choice posttest with regard to the number of misconceptions 

clarified by the students under each instructional 

strategy? 

3. How do these ranges compare from pretest to 

posttest between the groups? 

4. How do students' responses in the multiple choice 

postte.st compare with their written recalls? 

Subjects and Design 

The subjects of this study were 117 seventh and eighth 

graders assigned intact to four treatment groups. One was 

assigned to Read Only (RO) group. The second one was the 

Vocabulary Look Up (VLU) group. The third group was Direct 

Instruction (DI), and finally the Semantic Feature Analysis 

(SFA) group. 

The RO group was instructed by being asked to read the 

passage and do anything that would help them remember so 

that they could take the multiple choice test and write a 

recall each. The VLU learned by looking the vocabulary in 

the dictionary and learning the definitions prior to 

reading the passage. The DI group was drilled with 
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vocabulary words and their definitions. They memorized the 

definition made sentences with the words and quizzed each 

other prior to reading the passage. The SFA group was 

instructed using the relationship chart which helped 

students make inference about the relationships between 

concepts and also helped them to predict what the passage 

was about prior to reading. They then read in order to 

confirm their predictions. 

The study commenced with the analysis of students' 

responses in the multiple choice pretest and posttest in 

order to categorize them correct, wrong or misconceptions. 

comparison was then made of the mean misconception by each 

group in the pretest as well as in the posttest in order to 

find out which group achieved the highest amount of 

conceptual change. 

students' written recalls were analyzed in two ways. 

The first and more extensive analysis was based on a form 

developed and used by Anders and Bos (1986). Each of the 

students' written recall was broken down into conceptual 

units which were then rated according to their levels. The 

highest was the superordinate concept, the overarching 

concept covered by a text often stated as a title (Anders 

and Bos, in press). The next one was the coordinate 

concept defined as the major concept category detailing the 

superordinate concept. The third category was the 



subordinate concepts which were the conceptual details 

supporting the coordinate concepts. 
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These concepts were then classified into teacher/text 

based, text only based or student based. Teacher/text 

based concepts derived directly either from the 

relationship, in the case of the SFA group, or from the 

vocabulary list as in the case of DI and VLU groups. 

Answers to the Research Questions 

In order to answer question one, students' responses 

in the multiple choice pretest were analyzed. There seemed 

to be no significant difference between the groups in terms 

of the mean numbers of prior misconceptions per group. The 

means were calculated as follows: RO 5.6, VLU 5.15, 

DI 5.11, and SFA 4.63. This baseline provided a basis for 

the comparison of the effects of instruction. 

In order to answer question number two, the posttest 

responses were analyzed in the same manner as the pretest. 

This analysis revealed a difference between the four groups 

with SFA outperforming the rest in the reduction of 

misconception. This group clarified a mean of 2.75. The 

RO group clarified a mean of 1.8, the VLU group 1.6, and 

the DI group 1.28. Thus there was no significant difference 

between the three groups. 
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In terms of new misconceptions, the same pattern was 

observed. The RO group had a mean of 2.46, the VLU group 

2.5, the DI group 2.65, and SFA group had 1.18. Here again 

students instructed by means of an interactive strategy 

outperformed those instructed through direct teaching of 

vocabulary. Those who only read the text without any class 

instruction (RO) did just as well as the DI and VLU groups. 

Therefore the answer to question number three is that 

all the groups showed some improvement after instruction 

and reading. But the SFA showed the greatest amount of 

improvement of all the four groups. The other three 

performed almost equally in terms of the number of 

conceptual change from the pretest to the posttest as well 

as in the number of demonstrated new misconceptions. 

Summary of Conceptual Recalls in the Written Recalls 

The SFA did better in all categories except in the 

subordinate concepts in the teacher and Text Based Category 

where the DI scored much higher. This might be because the 

DI group memorized the concepts as they were presented to 

them as vocabulary. In fact most of them recalled them in 

the same sequence that they were presented during 

instruction. Some students numbered in series. None of 

them wrote in essay form. This indicates no integration of 

new information with prior knowledge. 
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On the other hand the SFA group had its highest score 

of all in the Student Based Subordinate conceptual 

category. This indicates the integrating of new 

information with prior knowledge. Most of these students 

wrote in essay form, demonstrating a flow of thought rather 

than rote memory. 

As a partial answer to question number four, this 

analysis demonstrates that the group that did better in the 

multiple choice posttest did better in the written recall 

as well. The difference could be attributed to the 

discussions and prediction that preceded the reading in the 

SFA. Apparently that helped the students to integrate the 

new information with their prior knowledge. The DI group 

in most cases provided only definitions. 

Therefore, the manner in which a lesson is taught does 

influence the kind of understanding and recollection that 

students develop. 

The completion of the answer to question number four 

was reached by selecting samples from each group and 

comparing their responses to questions 2, 5, 11, 16, and 22 

with their written recalls to find out if there was any 

correspondence between them. 

An interesting pattern was observed in the RO group. 

Where a prior misconception was clarified in the posttest, 

the concept was either recalled completely or alluded to in 
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the written recall. Also anywhere a prior correct response 

was replaced with a misconception in the posttest, the 

written recall of that concept was confused. In the case 

of repeated misconceptions in most cases there was no 

written recall. Repeated correct response also produced 

the same pattern of written recall. Repeated wrong 

response produced no recall either. While it is easy to 

speculate about the reason for the nonrecollection of 

concepts not understood at all, it is hard to explain the 

failure to recall conce~ts that were apparently understood. 

The VLU group demonstrated a mixed bag of responses. 

In most cases the group as a whole recalled very little. 

The recollection and nonrecollection of concepts with 

repeated correct responses was equal. Concepts with 

repeated misconceptions were either not recalled at all or 

confused. In general, all other combinations were not 

recalled at all. Therefore, vocabulary instruction only 

did not help these students to recall in writing ideas that 

they could deal with more or less effectively in multiple 

choice tests. 

The DI group demonstrated very little recollection of 

the concepts. There was some recollection of concepts with 

repeated correct responses. In other cases, however, there 

was either unclear recollection or just definitions in 
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isolated fashion. But a majority of the concepts were not 

recalled. 

Therefore direct instruction of vocabulary does not 

appear to help students either recall concepts in writing 

or integrate the new information into cohesive units of 

ideas. Instead ideas were recalled as words to be defined. 

Here again the manner in which students are instructed 

seems to determine the way they remember the context of the 

lesson. 

The SFA group demonstrated the highest recollection of 

the concepts considered in this analysis. In general, the 

group recalled in writing almost all the concepts with 

repeated correctly responses in the multiple choice tests. 

These were incidences where concepts were recalled in 

writing that had either cleared prior misconceptions, 

corrected wrong response or correct responses followed by 

misconceptions. In fact there was one incidence where 

concept was recalled correctly in writing that had repeated 

the wrong response in the multiple choice. Wherever a 

concept was recalled in this group, it was stated correctly 

in student's own words. 

Therefore, there seems to a certain degree of 

correspondence in this group between the multiple choice 

performance and the written recall. Moreover, this group 

demonstrated better integration of information than the 
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other groups. This could also be attributed to the 

instructional strategy used with the group. Apparently the 

discussion and the completion of the relationship chart 

seemed to help the student to understand and to recall the 

lesson in a more holistic manner than the other groups. 

In general, there was a discrepancy between the 

performance of all the groups in the multiple choice tests 

and the written recall. In most cases the written recalls 

were very short. Several explanations could be advanced 

for this. One is that there could be time constraint on 

all the students. This was apparent because almost all of 

them complained about running out of time. 

Another explanation is that the multiple choice test 

is not a reliable instrument with which to measure 

retention of the content of a lesson. It is at best a test 

of conceptual recognition and often without integration. 

The alternatives provided to studehts may in fact serve to 

trigger a momentary remembering of the text just long 

enough to satisfy the demand of the test on the student. 

On the other hand, the written recall is a test of not 

remembering but also of how much the information has been 

integrated into the students' schemata. It provides the 

students' impression of the information provided in the 

lesson. What they write is probably their interpretation 

of what parts of the information is important. 
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Another observation is that direct instruction and 

vocabulary look up could have an inhibitory effect on the 

students because of their emphasis on rote learning of 

vocabulary words and their definition. This was most 

obviously demonstrated by the DI group in their 

recollection of concepts in a series with definitions. 

These strategies did not aim at the extension of prior 

knowledge. They are devoid of conceptual relationships. 

They do not have in them a conceptual framework which pulls 

the vocabulary words into cohesive units of information as 

contained in the instructional passage. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the SFA 

helps students elaborate on their prior knowledge by 

integrating it with the new information. The strategy has 

in it an inherent advantage of helping students to focus on 

conceptual relationships. It does not only demonstrate 

,relationships between concepts but it also involves 

students in identifying the relationships through the 

process of completing the relationship chart. 

Conclusion 

While Marshall's (1988) and Maria's (1988) studies 

produced more or less discouraging results regarding 

conceptual changes, this study has more optimistic results. 

The SFA group did not only correct more misconceptions and 
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develop fewer new misconceptions but also wrote more 

coherently and recalled more concepts in a more integrated 

manner than the other three groups. Marshall's and Maria's 

studies could not affect reduction of misconceptions 

because of their focus on the manipulation of text and 

memory prompts alone. 

The main emphasis of this study on the schema 

activation and utilization. The students consciously 

confronted the concepts that were contradictory to their 

prior understanding by means of using the relationship 

chart to make predictions which they try to confirm or 

disconfirm after reading. The relationship chart provided 

them with a tool to grapple with the concepts in the text 

as well as a physical representation of the conceptual 

structures and their relationships. 

Questions concerning Teacher Education 

Since the process of reading and comprehending is an 

active and interactive one, it is logical that the students 

who were taught through an interactive strategy should 

perform better. This study demonstrates that recall does 

not depend on the amount of rote learning. It depends on 

active construction of meaning by the learner through the 

identification of conceptual relations. Understanding does 

not emanate from vacuum. It evolves out of the learners' 
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act of reshaping and transforming their prior knowledge so 

that it may fit in with new information. It is this 

process that helps make the new information meaningful. 

On the other hand, the high performance by the DI 

group in their recall of teacher/text based concepts could 

be a demonstration of a habit. Through their schooling 

experiences, students might have come to narrow down their 

effort to the performance level they presumed the teacher 

to have expected of them. Therefore, they memorized the 

vocabulary words in the same manner that they were 

presented to them. In their written recalls, they simply 

regurgitated them. Under normal circumstances, they are 

not required to have any personal input in the process, and 

so they made none in this case either. 

The same thing could be said about the other two 

groups also. Their performance in the student based 

category was very low too. This raises several questions 

about teaching and learning in the classroom. For example, 

does prior instruction condition students to behave in a 

fixed manner when confronted with new information? The 

unmistakable regurgitation by the DI group and the brevity 

of VLU's and RO's written recalls seem to indicate so. So 

also does the general complaints by all groups about 

running out of time. These complaints indicate that they 

did not learn to present their thought in a personal way. 



They seem to worry about total recall than unity of 

concepts. 
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Another question is, how do you free students in their 

learning experience so that they develop some depth and 

breadth in their understanding and concept formation? 

How do we free students so that they learn to accept 

the authenticity of their own thought without depending on 

presumed teacher expectations? 

How do we free students so that they learn to accept a 

certain measure of uncertainty and hold their understanding 

as tentative? 

Does the present teacher training program prepare 

teachers to address the issues raised above? 

Does the present teacher training prepare teachers to 

think conceptually? 

Does the present teacher training prepare teachers to 

teach the language arts as a transaction? In other words, 

does it prepare teachers to teach comprehension as a 

negotiation of meaning between the author and the reader? 

Are teachers prepared to accept that different readers 

construct different meanings from the same text? 

All these issues must be considered in trying to 

improve teaching and teacher training. semantic feature 

analysis does seem to be promising in that respect. 



suggestions for Instruction 

The results of this study have some serious 

implications for curriculum development and instruction. 

The learner brings him/her into the learning situation 

his/her own theory of the world, referred to here as 

schema, which emanated from personal experiences. The 

individual's schema serves as a telescope through which 

he/she views the world, brings it into focus, and makes 

sense out of it. 
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Therefore, the role of the teacher is to activate the 

learners' schema or background knowledge and understanding 

of the world in order to help them either to assimilate new 

information into their existing schema or to modify their 

schema to accommodate the new information. The results of 

this study indicate that the learner may carry in his/her 

schema misconceptions about a given piece of information 

presented in a lesson. The traditional methods of drills 

repetitions and rote memorization do not seem to help 

students change their prior misconceptions. 

There is a need to recognize and work on the fact that 

learning is both an individual and a social process. A 

learner's prior knowledge and experiences do influence the 

way he/she perceives and understands new information. By 

the same token, the learner does adjust his/her prior 

understanding or schema because of the ideas expressed by 
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others involved in the learning situation. The traditional 

method of direct instruction takes away most of the two 

dimensions. It ignores the individual involvement and 

ownership of the learning situation by not trying to link 

the new learning with the student's schema. This seems to 

have the effect of limiting the student's mental 

participation in the lesson. This seems to result in rote 

memory of facts with neither integration nor understanding. 

This was demonstrated by the DI group who just regurgitated 

worlds and definitions in its written recall. 

The SFA group seemed to have no such deficiencies 

because the learners were involved individually and 

collectively in the learning situation. The individuals 

were encouraged to contribute to the class discussion. 

They benefitted from each other's experiences through the 

interaction that took place during the instruction. The 

predictions they made while constructing the relationship 

chart apparently helped them to get mentally engaged in the 

learning process. 

This demonstrate that in order for instruction to be 

effective, students must be mentally engaged with the 

subject matter. Students' background experience, right or 

wrong, must be activated to make the lesson relevant. The 

SFA is an instructional strategy that has the potential to 

activate prior ~nowledge and link it to new learning 
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experience when it is relevant. It also seems to have the 

effect of helping students to change their prior 

misconceptions. 

1. In order to be effective instructions must provide 

for active participation of the students, not just in the 

physical. Students must be mentally engaged in the 

learning process so that their conceptual perception may 

cUlminate into conceptual synthesis and ideation. 

2. Teachers should be aware that while it is 

important to arouse their students' prior knowledge in 

order for the lesson to be relevant and meaningful, some 

students do have prior misconceptions which would interfere 

with their integration of the new information unless 

appropriate steps are taken to help them clarify them. One 

such step is the use of SFA. 

3. Vocabulary instruction in isolated situation does 

.not help students to develop cohesive concepts. Concepts 

are best learned when taught in a holistic manner, with 

students delved into discussion and consideration of the 

relationships between these concepts. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

1. Since this study is a post hoc one, it would be 

good to conduct one on first hand basis with the sole 

purpose of studying the effects of the strategies in 



135 

helping students to clarify prior misconceptions. There is 

also the need to devise a systematic way to assess prior 

misconceptions. 

2. While doing this kind of study, students should be 

given unlimited amount of time to write their recall so 

that they don't have to be worried about running out of 

time and nervously fail to recall some major concepts. 

3. The written recalls should be discussed with the 

subjects in order to find out what it is about each 

strategy that helps or hinders student comprehension. 

4. Another issue to be raised in a future research is 

whether it is possible to provide enough background for 

students on short term basis in order to help them clarify 

their prior misconception as well as to recall in writing 

all the major concepts of the lesson. In other words, what 

is the optimum time required by students to clarify prior 

misconceptions, integrate new information into their 

schemata, and recall the major concepts in a content such 

as social studies? 
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Name I 

Datel 

Birthdatel 

Agel 

TIlE POLICE AND PRIVACY 
COMPREHENSION TEST 

The purpose of this test is to find out how much you know about 
tho Fourth Amendment. For each question, select the best answer 
ond put a check on the line. 

1. The idea behind the Fourth Amendment is that 

A. 
B. 

~. 

anyone CBn search your house or possessions 
no one can ever be able to search your house 
or possessions 
sometimes it is necessary to search someone's 
house or possessions in order to make sure that 
the person is not involved in a crime 
the police have the right to search your house 
or possessions whenever they want 
all of the above 

2. A search and seizure is unreasonable whon 

C. 
_D. 

the police find marijuana in a drawer while they 
are searching for it 
tho police frisk someone who is near a store that 
was just burglarized 
the police search a car after a high speed chase 
the police search your house without a warrant 
because a neighbor's jewelry was stolen 
all of the above 

3. In terms of the Fourth Amendment, stop-and-frisk meansl 

_____ A. The police may not search someone they stop 
on the street unless they have a warrant or 
that person's consent. 

_____ B. The police may search anyone in a neighbor
hood where drug use is common. 

_____ C. The police may search a reasonable suspect 
in the Vicinity of a recent crime. 

~. The police may stop and search a scruffy 
per.son walking in a rich neighborhood. 

_____ E. all of the above 
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4. The Fourth Amendment 

A. has to do with freedom of the press 
-----n. has to do with the right of privacy 
-----C. is defined in The Decleration of Independence 
-----D. is part of the Code of the West 

B. all of the above 

S. Which statement is true? 

A chief of police may issue a search warrant. 
A lawyer may give the pol~ce 8 search warrant. 
Once the police have a search warrant they 
may search any of your property or 
possessions. 
Once the police have a search warrant they 
may search for anything they want in your 
home. 
none of the above 

6. The Fourth Amendment 

A. bans all searchee and seizures 
-----B. bans ~eaBonable searches and seizures 
-----C. sives people freedom of speech 
_____ D. gives U.S. citizens the right to absolute 

privacy 
_____ B. none of the above 

7. The "Statute of FJ."aud~" ~as 

A. 
n. 

an English law that made it illegal to lie 
an English law that mnny of our state laws 
were modeled after and which says what kind 
of contracts must be written down 
a law making it illegal to sell land that you 
don't own 
a statue in England which was put up in honor 
of the judge ~o wrote most of the laws about 
contracts 
none of the abovo 

8. The police nearch Leonard's house without a warrant or his 
consent. They find a television s~t that was stolen from a 
house in his neighborhood three weeks earlier. As a result, 
they charge him with possession of stolen property. 

He cannot be tried for the crime because 
evidence was obtained 111ego11y. 
The police shouldn't have made the search, 
but aince they found evidence of a crime it 
can be used in court. 
The television set can't be used as evidence, but 
he could still be convicted if there was other 
evidence from a legel search. 
When he comes to trial, he'll automatically be 
found not guilty. 
none of the above 
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9. The Fourth Amendment attempts to balance a citizen's right 
to privacy with 

society's need for law and order 
the exclusionary rule 
the law against discrimination 
the stop-and-frisk amendment 
none of the above 

10. Probable caUge means 

A. 
_B. 

c. 
D. 

a good reason to think a search is needed 
that someone is probably going to commit a 
crime 
that the suspect is probably guilty 
the police can search based on an anonymous 
tip 
all of the above 

11. When we talk about "conditions" in a contract. W8 are talking 
about 

D. 
E. 

all of the little details of the agreement. 
like where the exchango is to take place and 
how soon the second person must accept the 
offer 
all the parts of the agreement. including the 
kind of offer and unconditional acceptance 
the amount of money the lawyer is going to 
charge 
whether the contract was legal or not 
none of the above 

12. In terms of the Fourth Amendment. consent means 

D. 
E. 

a search warrant is not necessary if a judge 
says so 
by being a citizen of the United States. you 
automatically give your permission to be 
searched 
if you give your permission. the police may 
search you and your property without a 
wsrrant 
to refuse permission 
none of the above 
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13. Janet has tickets to see Hall and Oates in concert, but 
finds that she has to babysit the night of the concert. She 
tells Paula that she can buy the tickets for half price if 
she brings the money over before 8s00. At 8:05, Jim stops 
by Janet's house and buys the tickets. At 8:10, Paula comee 
to Janet's house and explains that she is late because she 
had a flat tire on the way over. She's furious when ahe 
finds out that Janet sold the tickets. Could Paula Bue 
Janet if abe really wanted to? 

Yes. It wasn't Paula's fault that sbe was 
late and she fully intended to be there on 
time. . 
No. She didn't come through on all of the 
conditione of the agreement. 
No. The agreement bad a time limit and she 
didn't make it on time. 
D & C above 
none of the above 

14. Absolute privacy 

______ A. is guaranteed by the Declaration of 
Independence 

D. 1s guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment 
------C. means that anyone can search your houae 
______ D. means that no one may ever search your house 

or possessions 
______ E. none of the above 

15. li!:!..t!!. ~ Assistance are 

D. 
E. 

one reason why the right to privacy was 
included in the Constitution 
pspers that allowod officials to search 
people and their homes and businesses at will 
what a judge iSSU8S so the police can conduct 
a aearch 
A & C above 
all of the above 

16. Contracting ?arties 

---11. 

everybody involved in a legal agreement, 
including the lawyer and judge, if there are 
any 
people who pasa an infectious disease On to 
each other 
th~ celebrations that are held after an important 
cpntract is signed 
the people who are making a logal agreement with 
each other 
none of the above 
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17. A frantic voice on the phone tells the police that there is 
a terriblo fight in the next apartment. When the police get 
there, they hear a man shouting that he is going to kill 
the woman. the police 'enter the apartment without knocking 
and sea 8 woman on the floor and 8 man closing a closet 
door. While one officer handcuffs the man, the other 
searches the closet for a gun. 

The arrest and search are illegal because the 
police broke into the house. 
If the police officer finds the gun, he 
cannot use it as evidence in court because he 
took it without a search warrant. . 
The polico have the right to search the houso 
bacauae they ara allowad to look for evidence 
related to the crime. 
The police should not have responded to the 
phone call. 
none of the above 

18. Evidence refers to 

B. 
_c. 

---p. 

a marijuana plant growing in a parson's front 
yard 
information that can be used in court 
possessions taken by the police during a 
legal search 
objects the police have that prove the 
Duspect'a guilt 
all of the above 

19. Hark mistakenly sells cocaine to an undercover cop. When 
the cop flashe~ her badge, Hark splits, hops e fence, and 
disappears into the back door of a house. As the cop tries 
to enter the house, a man blocks her way, saying, "You csn't 
come in here without e search warrant I " 

---p. 

The cop does not need a warrant because she 
chased the suspect into the house. 
The cop may enter but cannot search the 
house. 
The cop should call the station to have 
someone come over with a search warrant. 
The msn is right. His home may not be 
searcbed without a warrant. 
none of the above . 
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20. Kenny 800S to check out a truck that he has seen advertised 
in the paper. He loves it, tello the owner ho'll take it if 
he can get a bank loan, and promiseo to call beforo 5130 
p.m. to tell the man for oure. The truck owner promises to 
hold the truck for Kenny until exactly 5130. At 5.35, Kenny 
calla to 8ay he'll buy the truck, but before he cen get the 
vordo out of his mouth, the owner sayo he decided not to 
oell thq truck after all. Can Ken take legal action against 
the truck owner? 

D. 
E. 

No, because the man had the right to vithdrav 
the'offer anytime before Ken definitely accepted 
it. 
No, because Ken vas 5 minutes late vhen he called 
to accept the offer. 
No. Ken had not definitely accepted the man'o 
offer so the man vas not under any obligation 
to Kenny. 
D & C above 
All of the above 

21. Nency has left a friend's house. It 1s 11 p.m.'and she's 
had a couple of dr1nka. She runs a red light end is etoppsd 
by a police officer vho notices she io intoxicated and then 
eearches her car. . 

A. 
D. 

The officer has no right to eearch at all. 
The officer may search the car for a hidden 
bottle of liquor. 
The officer must bring her into the station 
and obtain a varrsnt before he may search her 
car or her pockets. 
The officer should arrest her before 
searching. 
none of tha above 

22. Acceptsnce of 8 contractual offer meano that 

~. 

a legal offer haG been made by Person I 
both people have made an agreement 
Pereon 2 has accepted Pereon 1'0 offer. but 
they are still diecussing the datails of the 
agreement. 
Person 2 has accepted Person l's offer vith 
no haggling over details 
none of the above 

23. A ~ varrant 

A. is 8 court order made by a judas 
-----B. 1. a varrant for a person'. arrest 
-----C. can only be found 1n a federal court 
-----D. is vhen the police look for something in another 

eountry 
_____ E. none of the above 
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24. Mary bas been looking for an ~dobe bouse in the desert for a 

Ions time. Sbe finds one for rent and asks the owner about 
the price. He telle her that the price is $250 per month, 
with a depooit of both first and last months' rents. Mary 
oayo that $250 io more than she had wanted to spend and that 
she would like to think about it for a day or 00. The next 
day sbe calls to say sbe will rent the bouse, but the ownsr 
tells her that he rented it to .omeone else the night ~efore. 
Mary is upset and threatens to sue him for breach of contract. 
Was there any real contract? 

A. 
B. 

No, because Mary had not accepted the offer. 
No, because Mary cannot really afford to pay 
$250 plus the deposit. 
No, because there was not a definite offer. 
Yes, bocBuse there was a definite offer. 
none of the above 

25. An anonymous !!2. 10 . 
information about drug sales 
information given by someone who does not tell their name 
information siven over the telephone 
knowledge offered by a knovn criminal 
all of the above 

26. The police get a callan the SS-CRIME l~ne telling them that a 
Mr. Johnson has committed several burglaries. When the~ so to 
Johnson's house. he refuses to let them in to look around. Ao 
the police are loaving. they run a check on the license plate 
of tbe car in the driveway and diocover it 10 stolen. 

A. 
D. 

They cannot seize the car without a warrant. 
They can seize the car, but not charge Johnson with 
a crime oince he didn't consent to any search. 
They can't seize the car because it wasn't an 
emergency. 
They have a right to seize the car because it io in 
plain view. 
none of the above 

27. Seraeant Joneo receives 8 report of a rape in a rather voll-to
do neighborhood. Tho description of the rapist is of a 
~hito man, about 25 years old. carrying 0 knife. Joneo 
stops Mr. Robins. a 30 year old black man, "ho :l.s vaUdng 
homo from the bus stop. What may Sergeant Jones do? 

Ho may arreot Hr. Robins. 
Ho may force Hr. Robins to empty his pockets. 
He" may stop Hr. Robins and friok him. 
Ho may take Mr. Robins to the police station'/ 
for questioning. 
none of the above 
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28. The exclusionary rule says 

D. 
_E. 

evidence t$ken during an illegal search cannot be used 
in court 
people cannot be excluded from clubs because of race 
or religion 
possessions taken during legal search cannot be used 
in court 
those ~ho break the law are not alloyed to vote 
all of tho above . 

29. A~ and Lucas decide to trade houses with each other rather 
than putting them up for sq1e. Andy wants to write up a 
contract stating all of the agreements. Lucas is angry that 
Andy doesn't trust a verbal contract agreement bet~een friends. 
Who is r.1Sht? 

Andy, because all real estate agreements must be 
written doYn. 
Lucas, because a verbal contract is just as 
legal as a written contract. 
Andy, because he knows how much Lucas o~es to 
the loan company. 
Lucas, because no monoy is involved so writing 
a contract is not necessary. 

30. If a policeman passes a house and sees a marijuana plant in 
plain view 

ho may enter tho house, seize the plant, and 
arrest tho oYner 
he may search the house but not take anything 
ho must get a search warrant to search tho 
house 
he must ignore it 
all of the above 

31. An oxamp1e of taking legal action is 

D. 
B. 

changing the verbal agreement you made with 
someone aloo to buy his car 
filing a complaint in court because someone 
broke a contract with you 
shooting aomeone who is trying to break into 
your house in the middle of the night 

'A & B above 
all of th~ above 

32. Violation of a person's rights moans 

A. 
B. 

to search without probable cause 
to seize another's posseasion without 
authority 
unreasonable search 
unr~asonab1e seizure 
all of the above 
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33. Jack promises to go fetch water every day from the well for 
J111, if Jill will,make a plum pie for him every Monday for 
a year. After Jack fell down and broke his crown, he told 
J111 he bad bad enough of water-carrying. "Tough luck," ebe 
said. "You owe me a year of \later-carrying, Buster, as long 
as I keep mnking,these plum pies." tihich of the following 
is correct? 

Jack doesn't have to fetch anymore water because 
he got hurt While doing it. 
There was a contrect because actions count as 
consideration just as much as money does. 
there was no contract because no money was 
exchanged, so Jock 1s off the book. 
there was no contract. It w~s just a friendly 
agreement. 
none of the above 

34. Sergeant Jones is arresting Tom for smoking dope in Reid 
Park. Before taking him down to the ststion, Sergeent Jones 
puts Tom against the police car and frisks him. Does she 
have the right to do that? 

no 
only if Tom resists arrest 
there is no law about thts 
yes 
none of the above 
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Sample semantic feature analysis relationship chart 

The Fourth Amendment 

Important ideas 

~ 0. 
co 

co 'S > QI co 't: QI 0 
C. oX ~- E"E 'C 
0 111 0,- '- c: QI 
_::J -QI 3: I!! ~ I!! ~ 
.E~ 111'0 ,1:'- ,1:'- .!2 '0 .... uCO U co ClQI QlO ro ~ ro ~ iii 'C > QI'O Qlt: 
.111 c: c: QI,I: QI,I: 

~1'Il IIIU IIIU U ::J 
c: Qlli; ,~ ~ 

c: 0 
QI ,!!! == 

QI U 

~ U I'll ,g~ 
~III 

:Ec: 
0- & >.-

Important vocabulary G (f) w 

Search and seizure 

Unreasonable search and seizure 

Probable cause 10 search 

Your property and possessions 

Absolute privacy 

You give consent 

Hoi pursuit 

Moving vehicle 

Stop,and·frisk 

Plain view 

During an arrest 

Evidence 

Exclusionary rule 
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THE POLICE AND PRIVACY 

The police see a number of known burglars carrying bul~ boxes and 

pillow cases into an apartment house. They suspect that one apartment 

fn the building is serving as a warehouse for a "fence". But which apart

ment fs it? One police officer ,suggests that the police seal the exits 

to the building. Then. he says. they should go through the apartments. 

one by one. until they find the one with the stolen goods. Another 

officer laughs at this' suggestion. He says that this will ruin their 

case. Why? 

A policeman stops a car for running a red light. While t~lking to the 

driver. the officer suspects that the driver has been drinking. He tells 

the'driver that he is going to search the car. The driver says that the 

car is his personal property and that the policeman has no right to search 

it. Who is right? 

1. PRIVACY 

In one way or another, both of these cases are about the right of 

privacy. Case One is about the risht to keep the government from entering 

private homes. Case Two is about the right of citizens to protect their 

property against government searches. 

Privacy is one of our most cherished rights. The idea that "a man's 

home is hlS castle l1 is basic to our system of laws. Americans believe 

strongly that the police cannot just barge into their homes and inspect 

their property. 
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But no right is absolute. Privacy is important. But society also 

needs to protect itself against crime. One way to do this is ~y collecting 

evidence. Sometirnes evidence canno~ be gathered without invading a 
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eitzen's privacy. Is it worth it? No one can say for sure. Every case is 

different. Society must always balance the right of privacy against the 

need for law and order. This problem of balance has been with us since 

colonial times. It is still with us today. 

The Fourth Amendment 

The right of privacy has always been important to Americans. During 

colonial times. the British tried to stop smuggling by American merchants. 

Britain issued papers called "writs of assistance ll
• These writs allowed 

British officials to search a person's home or business. The British could 

even search the clothes the person was wearing. No American had any right 

to privacy. 

When the Bill of Rights was added to the Constitution. the Fourth 

nmendment set forth the basic right of privacy for all Americans. 

The Fourth Amendment does not ban all searches and seizures -- only 
• 

ones that are lIunreasonab1e". In other words. it does not give the right 

to absolute privacy. It limits what police can do when they make a search. 

But what is an unreasonable search? The men who wrote the Bill of 

Rights did not say. The courts are constantly being asked to rule on this 

question. In general. the courts have said that a search and seizure is 

unreasolab1e when the police take actions that go beyond the reason for 

the search. For example. if the police search a man's home for stolen 

television sets. they ,cannot take and read his personal letters. 
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Another important part of the Fourth Amendment deals with search 

warrants. It says that when pOlice search a person,'s home. they must first 

get a warrant. This means that before the search is carried out. the police 

must get from a Judge a court order 'which allows them to make the search. 
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To get this warrant, the police must convince the judge that there is a 

real need to search the person or place. This real need is known to 

lawyers as probab"/e cause. 

But search warrants do not give the police the right to search where, 

when, and what they want. The Fourth Amendment says that search warrants 

must de.eribe "the place to be searched, and the person or things to be 

seized". This means that the warrant must state where the police may 

make their search and exactly what they are seeking. 

2. WHEN IS A SEARCH WARRANT NOT NEEDED? 
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The Fourth Amendment states that the police must get a search warrant 

before they can search a home or a business. But U.S. courts have ruled 

that search warrants are not needed in some cases. The courts have said 

ttlat tf,':~re are times when it is just too much trouble for the police to 

stop what they are doing and get a warrant. So. the police can legally 

make some types of searches without warrants. In fact, most arrests and 

searches today occur w'ithout warrants. But even when a search without a 

warrant is allowed, the police still must have "probable cause". In other 

words, they must have a good reason to believe the search is needed. Among 

the situations that do not require search warrants are: 

Coqsent. A person agrees to let the police conduct a search. For 

example, 4 man permits the police to search his clothing, house, or au~omobile. 

Hot pursuit. The police are chasing a suspect and know where he or she 

is. For example, the police force their way into a house after they see 

a suspect enter it. 

Emergency. The police must act to prevent damage or death. For example, 

the police search an apartment building after receiving a phoned warning 

that a bomb is set to go off there. 
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MOving vehicle. The police may search anywhere in an automobile with

out a warrant if they have good reason to believe it may contain something 

illegal. For example, after first stopping a car for a traffic violation, 

• policeman searches the vehicle when he ,smells the odor of alcohol. 

Stop-and-frisk. The police know a crime has taken place in a certain 

area .and are investigating it. For example, a policeman may give a "pat 

down" search to a hitchhiker whom he stops to question in a neighborhood 

in whfch a large number of burglaries have taken place. 

Plain view. An object in plain view of passers-by may be seized 

without a warrant. For example, the police may seize a marijuana plant 

in a window box in front of a building. 

Search during an arrest. An officer may search an arrested person or 

the area around him or her for concealed weapons. to prevent escape, or to 

prevent the destruction of evidence. But the courts have strictly limited 

this sqarch for evidence. ' They have ruled that the police may only look 

for evidence that is related to the crime the suspect was arrested for. 

For example. if a television set has been stolen, the police may search 

only for the stolen goods. And they can search only in places where the 

stolen goods might be found. 

3. Tr.~ EXCLUSIONARY RULE 

The Fourth Amendment protects citizens against "unreasonable searches 

and seizures". But it does not stat.e what should happen if the police act 

illegally. This has been left to the courts. 

The Supreme Court has ruled in recent years that if evidence is taken 

during an illegal search. it cannot, be used against a person during his or 

her trial. This is called the exclusionary rule. That's because it excludes 
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certain kinds of evidence from the courtoom. For example. suppose the 

police think they know where there are stolen television sets. So they 

break into a home without a search warrant. Under the exclusionary rule, 

even if the stolen sets are found. thts fact cannot be used in court as 

evidence. That's because the police violated the Fourth Amendment in 

gatherfng the evidence. 

The exclusionary rule does not prevent the arrest or trial of a suspect. 

It prevents the use in the court of evidence which has been obtained 

illegally. However. the rule sometimes does mean that a defendant must be 

freed. That's because the district attorney may'not be able to use an 

important piece of evidence in the trial. 

The AnonYmOus Tip 

Below is a case which shows the exclusionary rule in action. 

On a tip from an anonymous caller. the pnlice went to the home of Dave 

Gates. 18. to look for stolen eight-track tape cartridges. The officers 

did not have a search warrant. When they arrived. the police saw Dave run 

into his house. The officers ran in after him and found him in his bed-

room. After a brief search. the officers found a half-dozen tapes which 

were later found to have been stolen. However. in court the case was dis

missea. The stolen tapes could not be used as evidence since the court 
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ruled they had been seized illegally. They were illegally seized because a 

call from someone who does not tell his name is not considered to be a probable 

cause to search a house without a warrant. Therefore, the search and seizure 

was unreasonable. Without this evidence. the district attorney had no case 

against Dave. 
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tlame: 

Date: 

Birthdate: 

Age: 

TlfE POLICE /\rIO PRIVACY 
Cor·IPREllEtISION TEST 

The purpose of thfs test is to find out hOI., much you kno,., about 
the Fourth Amendment. For each question, select the best anS\'/er 
and put a check on the line. 

1. The idea behind the Fourth lImendmcnt is thatt 

A. Anyone can search your house or possessions. 
D. 1-10 one can ever be able to search your 

house or possessions. 
C. Sometimes it is necessary to search someone's 

house or possessions in order to ma!(e sure 
that the person is not involved in II crime. 

D. The police have the right to search your 
house or possessions Nhenever they \'Iant. 

E. all of the above 

2. 1\ search and seizure is unreasonable ''1hen 

1\. 

B. 

c. 
D. 

E. 

the police find mal"fjuana in a drawer while· 
they are searching for it 
the police frisk, someone \"ho is near a store 
that \'tas just burglarized 
the police search a car after a high speed 
chase 
the police search your house without a 
tlDrrant because a neighbor's jel'/elry \1aS 
stolen 
all of the above 

3. In terms of the Fourth Amendment, stop-and-frisk means: 

A. 

B. 

c. 
D. 

E. 

The police mllY not search someone they stop 
on the street unless they have a \1arrant or 
that person's con~ent. 
The police may search anyone in. a 
nei ghborhood "/here drug use 1 s cOlTlilOn. 
The police may search a reasonable suspect in 
the vicinity of a recent crime. 
The police may stop and search a scruffy 
person walking in a rich neighborhood. 
all of the a~ove 
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4. The Fourth Amendment 

fl. has to do witll freedom of the press 
B. has to do ''lith the r1 ght of privacy 
C. is defined in the Declaration of Independence 
D. is part of the Code of the Hest 
E. a 11 of the above 

r IIMch statement is true? 

fl.. fI chief of police may issue a search t/arrant. 
B. 1\ la\1yer may give the police a search 

\1arrant. 
C. Once the police have a search \'/arrant they 

may search any of your property ~r 
possessions. 

D. Once the police have a search \/arrant they 
may search English la~1 that made it illegal to lie. 

E. none of the above. 

6. The Fourth Amendment 

A. bans all searches and ~eizures 
D. bans unreasonable searches and seizures 
C. gives people freedom of speech 
D. gives U.S. citizens the right to absolute 

privacy 
E. none of the above 

7. The pol1 ce search Leonard I shouse ,,11 thout a t/arrant or hi s 
consent. Tiley find a television set that ,"as stolen from a 
house in his neighborhood three t/eel(s earlier. As a result, 
they charge him ,"Wl possession of stolen property. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

lie cannot be tried for the crime because 
evidence ~as obtained illegally. 
The police ~houldn't have made the search, 
but since they found evidence of 8 crime it 
can be used in court. 
Tll'! television set canlt be used CIS evidence, 
bl l t he cou 1 d st 111 be convi cted 1 f there was 
other evidence from a legal search. 
lilien he comes to trial; helll automatically 
be found not guilty. 
none of the above 
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B. The Fourth Amendment, attempts to balance a citizen's right 

':J. 

10. 

to privacy \"ith, 

1\. society's need for 1a~1 and order 
B. the exclusionary 1a\'1 
C. the law against discrimination 
D. the stop-and-fr1slt amendment 
E. none of the above 

Probable ~means 

In terms 

II. a good reason to think a search is n~eded 
B. that someone is probably !)ofng to commft a 

crfme 
C. that the suspect f s probably gUfl ty 
D. the police can search based on an anonymous 

tfp 
E. all of the abov~ 

of the Fourth 1\r.llmdment, consent means 

1\. a search \tarrant is not necessary if a judge 
says so 

B. by being a citizen of th~ United States, you 
automatfcally give your permission to be 
searched. 

C. if you give your permission, the police may 
search you and your property \'/i thout a 
l'Iarrant 

D. to refuse permission 
E. none of the above 

11. I\bsolute privacy 

1\. h 'guarante~d by the D2claratfon of 
Independcnc~ 

D. is guaranteed by the Fourth lImendlT12nt 
C. menns that anyoM can search your house 
D. means that no one may ever search your house 

or posseSSions 
E. none of the above 

12. (kits of IIssistallce are 

1\. 

O. 

C. 

D. 
E. 

one reason \'/hy the ri ght to privacy \'/aS 
fncluded in the constitution 
papers that alloued officials to search 
people and thefr homes and businesses at 
uill 
\'/hat a judge issues so the pol1ce can conduct 
a search 
1\ C, C above 
all of the above 
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13. 1\ frant i c voi ce on the ph OM te 11 s the po lice that there t s 
a terrible fi~lt in the next apartment. Hhen the police get 
there, they hear the man shouting that he is going to kill 
the I'/oman. The police enter the apartment I'/ithout knocking 
and see a !'/oman on the floor and n man closing a closet 
door. IIhfle one officer handcuffs the r.lan, the other 
searches the closet for a gun. 

A. The arrest and search are illegal because the 
po 11 ce brol«~ into the house. 

B. If the police officer finds the gun, he 
cannot use it as evidence fn court because he 
took it without n search narrant. 

C. The police have the right to search the house 
because they are allot/ed to 100!( for evidence 
related to the crime. 

D. The police should have not responded to the 
phone call. 

E. none of the above 

14. Evidence refers to 

II. a marijuana plant growing in a person's front 
yard 

n. information that can be used in court 
C. possessions taken by the police during a 

legal search 
D. objects th!! pol fcc have that prove th2 ' 

SUSP!!ct's guilt 
E. all of the above 

15. Ilnrlc rnistalcenly sells cocain!! to an und!!rcover cop. IIhen 
th!! cop flashes h!!r badge, lIarl, sp 1 its, hops a fence, and 
disappears tnto the back door of a house. As the cop tries 
to enter tile house, a man bloclcs her t,ay, saying, "Vou can't 
come in here nithout a search warrantl" ' 

fl. The cop does not need a I'larrant because she 
chased the suspect into the house. 

B. The cop may enter but cannot search the 
house. 

C. The cop should call the station to have 
someone COfole over 11i th a search ",arrant. 

D. Tl1C~ man is rigflt. lIis hom~ may not be 
searched ~ithout a warrant. 

E. none of the above 
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16. !laney has left a friend's house. It is 11:00 p.:n. and she's 
had a couple of drinks. She runs a red 11ght and is stopped 
by a police officer I'lho notices she is intoxicated and then 
searches her car. 

A. The officer has no right to search at all. 
n. The officer may search the car for a hidden 

bottle of liquor. 
C. The officer must bring her into the station 

and obtafn a t/arrant before he may search her 
car or her pockets. 

O. The officer should urrest her before 
searching. 

E. none of the above 

17. A search Ullrrunt 

A. is a court order made by a judge 
n. is a warrant for a person's arrest 
C. can only be found in a federal court 
O. is l'/h(!ll the pol1ce look for something ,in 

another country 
E. none of the above 

10. An anony~ous !iQ is 

A. information about drug sales 
C. informut1on given by someone I'Iho does not 

tell th(!ir name 
C. information given over the telephone 
O. kno~/ledge offered by a kno~m crim1nal 
E. all of the above 

19. The po 11 ce get a ca 11 on the OB-CIWIE 11 ne te 11i ng them that 
a IIr. Johnson has committed several burglaries. Hllen they 
go to Johnson's house, h(! refuses to let them in to look 
around. As the police are leaving, they run a check on the 
license plate of the car in lhe drive\'lay and discover 1t is 
stolcm. 

A. They cannot seize th(! car tJ1 thout a t/arrant. 
n. Thay can seize the car, but not charge 

Johnson I"ith a crime since he didn't consent 
to any search. 

C. They can't seize the car because it 11asn' t an 
emergency. 

O. They have a right to seize the car beclluse 1t 
is in plain view. 

E. none of the above 
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20. Sergeant Jones receives a report of rape in a rather I'/ell
to-do neighborhood. The description of the rapist is of a 
I'lilite man, about 25 years old, carrying a knife. Jones 
stops IIr. Robins, a 30 year old blacl( man, who is t/alking 
home from the bus stop. tlhat may Sergeant Jones do? 

1\. lie may arrest Ifr. Robins. 
fl. lie may force IIr. Robins to empty his pockets. 
C. lie mily stop IIr. Robins and frisl( him. 
D. lie milY take Ilr. Robins to the police station 

for questioning. 
E. none of the above 

21. The exclusionary rule says: 

1\. 

fl. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

Evidence taken during an illegal search 
cannot be used in court. 
People cannot be excluded('from clubs because 
of race or religion. 
Possessions taken during legal search cannot 
be used in court. 
TrIose I"ho break the 1 a~1 are not all oued to 
vote. 
all of the above 

22. If a policeMan passes a house and sees a marijuana plant in 
plain viel" 

1\. ha may enter the house, seize the plant, and 
arras t the olmer 

B. he r.1ay search the house but not tal(e anythi n9 
C. he must get a search I'/arrant to search the 

house 
D. he must iDnore it 
E. all of the above 

23. Violation of a person's rights means 

A. to search uithout probable cause 
13. to seize anoth.;!r' s possess i on I"i thout 

authority 
C. unreasonabl~ search 
D. ~nreasonable seizure 
E. all of the above 
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24. Serg~ant Jones is arresting Tom for smolting dope in Reid 
Park. Before taking him dot'" to the station, Sergeant Jones 
puts Tom agi\inst the police car and frisl<s him. Does she 
have the right to do that? 

A. no 
B. only if Tom resists arrest 
C. there 1 s no 1 al'l about th is 
D. yes 
E. none of the above 

161 



APPENDIX E 

SCORING FORM FOR CONCEPTS 

IN WRITTEN SUMMARY 
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Name: 

Code: 

Condition: SM SFA 

Time: P'1' FU 

Concept 

TOTAL I • 

scoring Form tor concepts 
In written Summary 

SSFA DI R&S 

163 

* .. inaccurate 

Teacher & Only Ttxt Itudent 
Tel!. ."ltl1 I Iud _I .. td 

!uou 'Coor I Sub ISuoe, ' Coor Sub Suou Icoor Ilu~ Irrel 

/ 



164 

APPENDIX F 

WRITING SAMPLES FROM DI GROUP 
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APPENDIX G 

WRITING SAMPLE FROM SFA GROUP 
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