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RATIONALE

Little is known about how readers regulate learning in multi-text environments, especially among older adults who have been found to benefit from self-pacing in text memory (Johnson, 2003). Older

readers are able to adapt to different reading ecologies just as younger adults do (Liu et al., 2016), but it is unclear whether their strategies are optimal. We used the Information Foraging framework

(Pirolli & Card, 1999) to examine age differences in learning from text in an ecology with multiple sources (i.e., information patches), which requires search, selection, and time allocation decisions.
Questions: 1. Are learners more efficient in foraging compared to controlled presentation? 2. Does the use of optimal strategies in learning vary with age in the foraging condition?

METHOD

RESULTS

o Characteristics of participants are presented in Table 1. o There were no age differences in the
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o Procedure began by describing himself as being in "perfect health.” o Immediate recall performance was reduced in the Foraging condition compared to the asymptotic

 Participants’ goal was to learn as much information as possible to prepare for a later quiz (Figure 1).

recall estimated in the Control condition F(1, 40) = 8.13, p =.007, and this did not vary with age,

* Foraging condition: Given topic cues, readers selected texts for reading at their pace; overall time was F<1 (Flgure 4, right). o
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Figure 4. Mean immediate recall and rate of information uptake as a function of age and condition. Standard errors of differences are represented by vertical bars.
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CONCLUSION

Figure 1. Reading Procedure on iPad.

o Data Analysis Strategy

* Uptake rate and asymptote were estimated for each
participant in the control condition, using the
exponential function, PR(t) = a-ae™, where PR(t) =
proportion propositions recalled at time spent per
proposition t, a = asymptotic recall, and r = rate. To
estimate the rate with controlled presentation, we
used the point at which the recall performance
approached asymptote. The point, t*, is determined
when PR'(t) = 0.05 (i.e., at t*, the slope of the
tangent to PR(t) is 0.05). The estimated rate at t*
was the slope of the line from origin to the point of
asymptotic recall (Figure 2).

* This rate was compared with the mean uptake rate
in the Foraging condition, taken as the proportion
propositions recalled per unit time allocated.

0.75

Proportion Recall

0.25

Figure 2. lllustration of modeling for an individual subject’s recall

o Foraging increased the rate of information uptake among younger adults, but not among older adults.

o However, when readers had the opportunity to forage, memory for the material was reduced,
relative to controlled presentation for both young and old.
, o While younger adults learned more in a foraging ecology (under time constraints), older adults
o learned less relative to a controlled-presentation condition.
’ ¢performance - 5 These findings suggest that in foraging among multiple texts, both younger and older readers use a
=—Model . fo . . .
rangent satisficing strategy. The regulatory demands of foraging may be especially costly for memory
—Rate performance among older adults.
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