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1

Match33 Match31 Match13 Match11

- - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - -

SPSS for windows 11.0 2 3

2

N Mean SD
One sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z

Asymp. Sig. 2-tailed

135 3.77 1.1373 Z=2.062  .000

74 3.59 1.3233 Z=1.500  .022

61 4.21 1.2919 Z=1.847  .002

74 1.52 .6977 Z=2.844  .000

61 2.91 1.2187 Z=1.682  .007

135 4.39 1.0587 Z=2.650  .000

68 4.57 .9030 Z=2.225  .000

68 4.58 1.1228 Z=2.393  .000

67 2.26 1.0812 Z=1.842  .002

67 1.74 1.0494 Z=2.935  .000

72 3.65 1.3443 Z=2.043  .000

135 4.40 1.2112 Z=3.256  .000

72 4.79 1.0473 Z=1965  .001

63 3.01 1.1428 Z=1.353  .051

63 1.58 .77532 Z=2.755  .000
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One sample 

N Mean Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 

Asymp. Sig. 2-tailed

vs. 74 4.39 Z=2.411   .000

vs. 61 4.40 Z=2.426   .000

vs. 46 4.54 Z=1.083   .002

vs. 32 4.34 Z=1.723   .005

vs. 28 2.39 Z= .951   .326

vs. 29 2.51 Z=1.324   .359

vs. 46 4.60 Z=2.191   .000

vs. 32 4.68 Z=1.451   .030
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vs. 29 2.79 Z=1.333   .057

vs. 74 4.04 Z=2.257   .000
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vs. 46 4.30 Z=1.640   .009
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vs. 135 3.66 Z=1.854   .002
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vs. 24 2.16 Z=1.283   .074
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vs. 78 4.69 Z=2.719   .000

vs. 57 1.29 Z=1.919   .014

vs. 72 4.77 Z=2.839   .000

vs. 63 4.63 Z=2.420   .000

vs. 72 5.02 Z=2.240   .000

vs. 63 3.58 Z=2.002   .001

vs. 135 4.35 Z=2.891   .000
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5

Match33 Match31 Match13 Match11

15

15

15

1 1 1 1

1 3 6 3 18

SPSS for windows 11.0

1. 

6 M33

7.1613 M31 6.0323 M13

6.3438 M11 4.000

6

Match33 Match31 Match13 Match11

7.1613 6.0323 6.3438 4.0000

3.5411 4.0945 4.7492 3.4544

2. 

F 1,120 =5.44 MSE 16.042 p

< .05 6
2 .043 Cohen 1988

Cohen 2 .14 2 .06 2

.01 4.3%

F 1,120 =4.26 MSE 16.042 p .05 6
2
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.034 Cohen 1988 3.4%

F 1,120 =0.582 MSE 16.042 p

.05

3. 

7 Catrambone 2002

8 7 8

P = 

: 

3 3 3 N

7

1 3

1 .22 .35

3 .33 .39

8 Catrambone 

1 3

1 .16 .39

3 .40 .64

Catrambone 2002

M33 3

3 M31 M13 M11 1

1

Blanchette Dunbar, 2000; Catrambone, 2002; Gentner, 1989
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132

2

130 132

136 129

9

9

M33 M31 M13 M11

30 34 33 33 130

35 33 32 32 132

35 34 34 33 136

32 31 33 34 129
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24 5 5

5 1 4 3

15

3 12 3 3 7 13

12

M33 M31 M13 M11 3

12 3 4 8 11

10

10

Match33 Match31 Match13 Match11

1. 

1

11 11

M33 9.6562 M31 7.7742 M13

6.4242 M11 5.1212

11 

Match33 Match31 Match13 Match11

9.6562 7.7742 6.4242 5.1212

4.1562 4.7096 3.8651 3.5510

2

a. F 1,125
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=16.168 MSE=16.642 p < .001

11
2 .118 Cohen 1988

11.8% F 1,125

=4.912 MSE 16.642 p .05

11
2 .038 Cohen 1988

3.8% b. :

F 1,125 = .162 p > .05

3

12 Catrambone 2002

M33 M31 M13

M11 Catrambone

13

12

1 3

1 .28 .38

3 .41 .54

13 Catrambone 2002

M33 M31 M13 M11

.54 .41 .38 .28

.39 .33 .35 .22

Catrambone .64 .40 .39 .16

Catrambone 2002
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1

a. : 14

M33 8.0571 M31 7.5000

M13 6.2941 M11 5.0303 b. 
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: 14 M33 6.8286 M31

7.000 M13 7.4063 M11 5.0625 c. 

: 14 M33

6.6000 M31 3.8529 M13 4.3636 M11

3.9697

14

M33 M31 M13 M11 Total

N M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD

30 6.6000 4.88206 34 3.8529 3.34965 33 4.3636 3.83094 33 3.9697 3.99597 130 4.6462 4.12566
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2
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MSE=18.723 p < .001 2

.048 Cohen 1988 4.8%

F 1,511 =20.296 MSE=18.723 p < .001

14
2 .038 Cohen 1988

3.8%

F 1,511 =11.690 MSE=18.723 p < .001

14
2 .022 Cohen 1988

2.2% b. :

F 3,511 =1.838 p > .05

F 3,511 = .209 p >

.05

F 1,511 = .009 p > .05

F 3,511 = 1.846 p > .05

c. :

15 Scheffe
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6.7556 .002** .993

7.2171 .000*** .714 .857
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The Effects of Superficial and Structure Feature Match
on Story Recall Performance of Students at Different Ages

JU-LING CHEN YI-FEN SU

Department of Educational Psychology

and Counseling

National Taiwan Normal University

The main purpose of this research was to investigate the effects of superficial feature and structural feature

match of analogical stories on students’ story recall performance, and explore whether the effects varied with

age differences. The findings are as follows: First, the result suggested that both superficial feature and

structural feature may influence story recall performance. The better the two features matched, the better the

story was recalled. However, there was no interaction between the two factors. Secondly, the effects of

superficial feature and structural feature match on story recall performance changed with age. The recall

performance of the fourth graders was significantly lower than other age groups. The performance of story

recall improved with age. Thirdly, the recall patterns of different age groups were different. College students

showed the strongest sensitivity to superficial feature match and structural feature match. Junior high school

students showed similar story recall patterns with college students , but they were not as sensitive to

superfical feature match and structural feature match as college students were. The sixth and fourth graders

showed much less sensitirity to superficial feature match and structural feature match than college students

and junior high school students did.

KEY WORDS : analogy, the process of analogy, superficial feature, structural feature, story recall

performance
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