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ABSTRACT 

Subjects learned a list of ten paired aaaociatea to 

the same criterion, 1001 mastery. The number of trials 

each§_ took to achieve mastery of the liat waa uaed a• 

a basia for comparing three different procedures. 

The procedures were aa follows: 

(1) Proapting in which the S was given the two aaaociatea. 

(2) Confirmation in which the! was required to recall 

and write the response member upon presentation of 

the atimulua •~r, and then given the reaponae 

•mber. 

(3) Prompting-confirmation in which prempting was used 

for four trials followed by the confirmation 

procedure to criterion. The same list of nonaenae 

ayllablea was uaed for each§_. 

The results of the experiment revealed that in terms 

of learning efficiency and retention, there were no 

significant differences between the three procedure• a• 

meaa\lred by the posttest. Additionally, the •an and 

standard deviation were lowest for pro■pting followed by 

pro11pting-confil"'llatioa and then confirmation. 
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CHAP!'ER l 

INTRODUCT ION TO THE PROBLEM 

In the iUYestigation of verbal learning situations 

considerable effort has been expended in attempting to 

detendne whether it is better to preclude an error on 

the part of the learner by giving hi■ the solution 

(proapting), or to allow the learner to arrive at the 

solution by atte1111>ting to recall it and then giving him 

the correct solution (confirmation). It would aeem that 

further studiea in this area could have iaplicationa for 

guiding the atudy of children and for developing ■ore 

efficient instructional •thods. If prompting (P) nre 

the moat efficient method then siaply pairing the question 

and the correct response might be the correct procedure. 

If co'Afirmation (C) were the correct procedure theu the 

queation would be presented, the learner would answer and 

then the correct response would be given to hill. If a 

combination of theae procedures works best the learner 

would be given the question and the answer, then asked 

the question and after responding, would be given the 

correct response. 

Although there na•e been numerous inTeatigations of 

the effects of prompting and confirmation on verbal 

learning such as cook (1958), Hawker (1964), Sidowaki, 



Kopstein and Shilleatad (1961), and Battig and Brackett 

(1961), and on paychomotor tasks such as Hawker (1964), 

a review of the literature reveals no research dealing 

with the effects of prompting and confirmation on 

retention. 

It would be of great practical significance if, in 

addition to investigating the effects of these procedures 

on learning, attention were given to determining their 

effects on retention. 
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CHAPTER. II 

REV lEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Tbe comparison of prompting and confirmation in 

several studies still leaves some 8 -1..iguit · i 
11111 y concern ng 

their effect on efficiency in leaming. Prompting has 

been found to be at leaat as effective as confil"llation 

and waa superior in several studies. 

There are several possible explanations for this. 

Although there have be.en no studies in which the temporal 

arrangement of the stimulus and the response has been 

investigated, several researchers have indicated that 

temporal arrangement may favor the prompting procedure. 

Peterson (1966) postulates a process of decay in •a:,ry. 

Decay may be defined as a loss of lllUlory as temporal 

distance from the stimulus increases. In this respect 

prompting has an obvious advantage. AB used in this study 

with paired associates, the members of the associate are 

exhibited in sequence with no delay. This may be the 

factor behind the early gain superiority Hawker (1964) 

found in the prompting procedures. Hawker found no 

statistically significant difference in the efficiency 

of the two procedures as measured by the number of trial 

series it took to achieve two errorless test trials. 

Some i ntra-t ask differences were found such as greater 



early gains in prompting and faster teat trial 

performances. 

Sidowski, (1961) also investigated the effects 

of different procedures on leaming. The main point of 

interest in the Sidowski study was the manipulation of 

4 

the siaultaneous observation procedure. In this instance, 

the stimulus term and the response term are obsened 

simultaneously. This type of procedure allowed consist

ently fewer errors; whereas, the confinaation procedures 

showed consistently greater numbers of errors. Such 

findings would suggest that efficiency in learning paired 

associates may be a function of the amount of separation, 

temporally speaking, of the members of the pair. 

Cook and Kendler (1956) suggested another possible 

advantage for prompting. If the task of learning a paired 

aasociate consists of two parts, learning the response 

tenu and then pairing them with the correct stimulus, 

the proximity of the stimulus and response terdls in the 

prompting procedure may allow a cOllbining of these two 

steps. 

In the confirmation procedure the subject ia preaented 

with the st~mulus, then asked to recall and write the 

appropriate response. After the§.. responds, the correct 

response is exhibited which reinforces the response, 

aaswaing the response is correct. 
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In view of what is known about the effect• of reinforc••nt, 

it would see■ that confirmation should be the P08t efficient 

procedure. In the operant conditioning paradig■, rein

forcing a behavior increases the probability of that 

behavior's reappearance. In the confirmation procedure 

the feedback of the correct response may be equated with 

reinforcement, but only if it is correct. If the response 

is incorrect this feedback could conceivably become 

aversive. The conf inaation procedure appears to have 

one advantage which is reinforcement of the correct 

response. Hawker (1964), found that although there was 

no difference in the P and C procedures, C resulted in 

significantly faster performanc~ times in a serial 

learning task. 

A combination of prompting and confirmation in which 

prompting ia uaed for the first few trials and tben 

confirmation to 11astery, would appear to have aeveral 

advantages. Firat, the close proximity of the stimulus 

and the response would lessen the effecta of tbe decay 

pheno•non. This would also allow the ~ to be learning 

the responses and beginning to connect the stiaulua and 

the response. (After several trials the~ changes to 

confirmation which provides reinforceaent of the correct 

responses of the.§_.) 
It would seem logical to preclude 

t -•ponaes are learned so that 
error until the correc •-



they lllaY be reinforced• This would be a combination of 

procedures uch as that of Batt ig and Bracket t (1961). 

Thia study used two methods i n t heir invest i gation of 

paired associate learning, recall and anticipation. 

In the anticipation method the subject was 

presented with the stimulus and was expected to recall 

and write the response syllable. Thia is comparable to 

the confirmation procedure used in the present study. 

The other procedure was recall. In this procedure the 

S was first given the responses, and then put through a 

procedure comparable to confirmation. This is similar 

6 

to the prompting-conf i rmation procedure in the present 

study. This procedure provides the §. with the appropriate 

response which he aay then give to the correct stimulus 

and receive reinforcement. The results of Battig and 

Brackett's 1tudy showed a statistically significant 

superiority for the recal l procedure. 



CHAPI'ER III 

RESEARCH DES IDN · 

The fact that the studies cited generate some question 

regarding the value of feedback as reinforcement raises 

another possibility. In confirmation alone there is no 

response to be reinforced until the responses are learned. 

Then the pairing of the responses with the correct stiauli 

may be learned through the use of reinforcement procedures. 

If the premise of Battig and Brackett is followed and 

extended slightly so that the responses are presented in 

close proximity with the stimuli then a combination of 

prompting and confiniation should allow more efficient 

learning. 

The investigation of the effects of prompting in 

the early trials and then confirmation to mastery; and 

the effects of prompting and confinaation individually 

on learning and retention is the focus of this study• 

Hypotheses to be Tested 

Within the context of this study the hypotheses are 

stated in the null fona. The following hypotheses were 

tested: 
. tatistically significant difference L 1. There 1.s no s 

. nd confirmation in learning between prompting a 

d by number of trials to criterion. 
efficiency as measure 



L 2. There i s no statistically aignif icant d-ifference 

between prompt ing-confirmation and prompti,~ in 

learning efficiency as measured by number of trial• 

to criterion. , 

L 3. There is no statistically significant difference 

between prompting-confirmation and confil'llation in 

learning efficiency as measured by number of trials 

to criterion. 

R 1. There is no statistically aignificant difference 

between prompting and confirmation in retention as 

measured by number of correct responses on the 

24 hour postteat. 

R 2. There is no statistically significant difference 

between prompting-confirmation and prompting in 

retention as measured by nuaber of correct reaponaes 

on the 24 hour posttest. 

R 3. There is no statistically significant difference 

between prompting-confirmation and confir11ation in 

retention as measured by the number of correct 

responses on the 24 hour posttest. 

The five percent level of significance was 

rejection of the null hypothe•i•. 

uaed for 
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Definition of Terms 

Prompting: This is a method of presenting paired 

be 
re presented consecutively 

associates. The mem rs a 



with no separation. The ! then write.a the reaponaa 

syllable. 

Conf irmation: 
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This is the. method in which the stimulus is presented 

followed by a delay during which the S recalls and 

writes the response tena. The response term ia then 

shown. 

Prompting-Confirmation : 

This is a combination of the prompting and 

confirmation procedures. Prompting for the initial 

trials followed by the confir11ation procedure. 

Criterion: 

The level to which the task aust be learned. Thia 

is the completion of one innediate posttest with 

100,, accuracy. 

Efficiency : 

The efficiency of each procedure is measured by the 

number of trials required to reach criterion. 

Retention: 
This i s measured by the number of correct ruponaes 

on the 24 hour postteat. 

Apparatus 

The memory drum used was a Lafayette model 303-B 

set at a two second interval. 
The consonant-vowel-



consonant nonaense ayllables used 
had an associative 

value from .490 to .510 according 
to Krueger ( 1~33). 

A caaaette tape player was used to supplement printed 

instruct ions. The tape player re-explained the task for 

the . ! . The trial sheets consisted of blanks. numbered one 

through ten on which the response portion of each pair 

was written by the subject as the stililulua syllable was 

presented. These were collected at the end of each trial 

so that the§_ could not look at the prior trials. 

Method 

The population from which the sample was taken 

conaisted of under-graduate psychology students. Fifteen 

§_a were randomly asa igned to each treatment group. Pour 

10 

Sa who were originally a part of the sample had to be 

dropped. This was necessary due to changing the inatrU11t.nt 

which was qed to •aaure retention on the 24 hour poatteat. 

Aa originally designed the 24 hour posttest waa a aultiple 

choice or recognition instrument, consiating of ten it••· 

This type of test did not discriminate adequately. The 

aan of the four individuals' posttest was ten, or 1001. 

At this point the decision was made to change to the more 

discriminating recall method for posttesting. The group• 

were treated as follows: 

Group A: Pr ompting Procedure 

In this procedure the presentation of the stiaulua 
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nonaenae ayllable l aated for two 
seconds. The atiaalua 

member waa f ollowed inmediately by th . 
e presentation of 

t he response Mllber, also for two seconds. The 
presentation of these two syllables waa followed by 

six seconds of no stimulation during which s wrote the 

second syllable. The appropriate nllllber then appeared, 

indicating the i111ninent presentation of the first syllable 

of the next pair. 

Group B: Confirmation Procedure 

In this procedure the two second presentation of the 

stimulus syllable was followed by a four second delay 

during which the individual was expected to recall and 

write the -aecond part of the associate pair. Thia was 

followed by a two second presentation of tbe second half 

of the paired associate, another two seconds for rehearsal 

and again a two second presentation of the appropriate 

nunaber indicating the appearance of the next pair. 

Group C: Prompting-Confirmation Procedure 

In this procedure prompting and confirmation were 

combined. The procedure used was prompting for tbe first 

nf . tion to criterion. four trials and then co irma 



CHAPTER. IV 

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

TABIE l 

Mean and Standard Devi tion for each Procedure 

Groups 

A 

B 

C 

M 

13.750 

18. 083 

16.833 

SD 

3.223 

7.609 

6.279 

Al though the an of ! was 4. 333 lower than C 

and 3.083 lower than PC, there was no statisticall y 

s ignificant d ifferenc in the pr ced res. An. F of · 8.2 5 

was required for s i.gn·ificance at t .OS leve l of 

significance. Tlur ·obtained F w l.663 as anwu in 

Tabl 2. 

TABLE 2 

Analysis of Variance Table for Test of Learning Efficiency 

Source ss df MS F· 

Total 1304.222 35 

Treatment 119.3 9 2 59.694 1. 66266 

Within I 

3 35.90 --Groups 1184.853 



TABLE 3 

Mean Hmabar of Correct Reaponaee on Poatteat and Standard 

De•iation for each Proced11re 

Groups 

A 

B 

C 

M 

8.500 

7.667 

8.333 

SD 

2.276 

2.714 

l.731 

An F of 8 .25 waa required for significance at the 

.OS level of significance. The obtained P vu .480 aa 

ahon in Table 4. 

TABLE 4 
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Analysis of Variance Table: for Test of Laarnilag htention 

Source •• df MS p 

Total 2.566 35 - -
Treataat 4.667 2 2.333 .480 

Within 
33 4.859 -Groups 150.333 

' .. 



CHAPrER V 

DISCUSSION 

Examination of the data showed no aignif icant 

difference between proapting and confirmation. Thia 

would confirm null hypothesis L 1. Thia would also 

confirm the findings of Hawker's (1964) study of verbal 

learning• Battig and Brackett' s study of these procedures 

did reveal significant differences in favor of the recall 

procedure, which is comparable to prompting-confirmation. 

The mean of the P-C procedure was lower than that 

of the C procedure but higher than that of P procedure. 

This superiority was not significant. Therefore, null 

hypothesis L 2 was confirmed. 

Null hypothesis L 3 was also confirmed. Analyais of 

the data showed no significant difference between P-C and 

C. This does not support the research of Battig and 

Brackett, whose study showed that a procedure that supplied 

the response and then confirmed it was superior. These 

contradictory results might be explained by differences 

in the proced ares used in the studies • 

Analysis of the data revealed no significant 

difference in any of the procedures in their effects 

on retention. This would confirm null hypotheses R l, 

R 2, am R 3. 'nle lack of an adequate ceiling in the 



task may be reflected i n t his result rather than the 

effect of procedure . Increas i ng t\e nWllber of paired 

associates t o be l ear ned and retained or increa■ ing the 

e lapsed time before retention is •asured should reflect 

the effect of this procedure more accurately. 

15 



CHAPl'ER VI 

IMPLICATIONS , CRITICISMS, All> StJMMUy 

The lack of significance in the results of the preaent 

study would ind icat e that the type of procedure used has 

l ittle effect on learni ng efficiency. Of particular 

s i gnif icance i s t he fact that the confirmat ion procedure 

revealed not only a lack of signifi cant superiority, but 

al so numeri cal inferiority in learning compared to the 

other procedures. If the confirmat i on procedure fits the 

operant cond~tion ing paradigm then this would suggest that 

t he est imation of the effect of feedback as reinforcement 

may be exaggerated. The retention procedure also exhibited 

a lack of s ignificant effect . The lack of significance 

using these procedures may simpl y reflect t he inadequacy 

of the experimental des ign. 

A more appr opriate design, whi ch would lessen the 

opport unity f or i nteraction bet ween the experimenter and 

the. §_ would be desir able. Also , a design which is more 

sensitive to i nteraction effects , such as the Latin Square, 

would gi ve a better analysis of the effects of the procedure. 
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